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S.C.R. T.D. LIBRARY 

SUMMARY 

The Southern California Rapid Transit Distr·ict (RTD). in ass.ociation with the 
San Bernardino and Southern California Associations of Governments and the 
cities of Pomona, Claremont, La Verne, and San Dimas, contracted with 
Schimpeler•Corradino Associates and subcontracted with The Planning Group, 
Myra L. Frank & Associates, and David Abel & Associates to conduct a study of 
the transit needs of Pomona Valley residents and to develop a service plan to 
satisfy those needs. This study was initiated by the individual Pomona 
Valley cities and conducted under a joint funding agreement adopted by the 
RTD Board of Directors. 

The area being considered in t.he study is limited to Pomona Valley. For 
purposes of this study, Pomona Valley is described as being bounded by the 
San Gabriel Mountains on the north, the. Los Angeles/San Bernardino county 
line on the east, the Pomona Freeway on the south, with the jurisdictional 
limits of the cities of Pomona and San Dimas forming the western boundary of 
the study area. 

A Project Management Committee (PMC) was established by RTD for the purpose 
of admi ni steri ng the study. The Di rector of Planning at RTD served as 
Project Manager and Chairman of . the PMC. The PMC was composed of 
representatives from each of the funding cities and agencies. In addition, a 
representative of the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission served as 
an ex officio member of the PMC. The PMC actively participated in the 
d,ecision-making process of the study. The consultant acted as a catalyst to 
the decision-making process. 

EXISTING PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

The existing public transportation services in Pomona Valley consist of 
fixed-route., paratransit, and ridesharing ser"vi·ces. 

Fixed,Route Service 

Fi_.xed-route service in Pomona Valley is provided exc.lusively by RTD. RTD 
serves Pomona Va 11 ey with fourteen routes. Service is provided on most 
routes five days a week; only about one-third of the routes provide Saturday 
and Sunday service in addition to their regular Monday through Friday 
se.rvi ce.. Hours of service vary among the routes. The earliest service 
begins at 4:42 a.m. and the latest service extends to 1:50 a.m. at night. 
Frequency of service during peak hours ranges from thirteen to sixty minutes, 
with an average of. about 34 minutes. Three routes provide night service with 
service frequencies ranging from forty to sixty minutes. Service frequency 
or routes with Saturday and Sunday service is thirty and sixty minutes. 

P.aratransit Services 

Paratransit services in Pomona Valley are provided by the Get About 
Transportation system and Claremont Dial-a-Ride .. These are the area's only 
paratransit systems organized solely to provide paratransit service. All 
others· are residential facilities or colleges that need transportation as a 
support to their primary mission or taxi service operators. 
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Get About Transportation serves the elderly and handicapped residents of 
Pomona Valley with accessible demand-responsive. service. Areas served 
include the cities of San Dimas, LaVe.rne., Claremont and Pomona. Get About 
connects with RTD, the East San Gabriel Valley Elderly and Handicapped 
Transportation System, and OMNITRANS for trips to other cities in the region. 
Service is available from 7:.30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday through Fri.day. 
Weekend service is limited to 8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Sundays. All trip 
purposes are served, with no priorities placed on trip purpose. Advance 
reservation requirements vary according to trip purpose. Service is 
requested by telephone. 

Claremont Dial-a-Ride operates a many-to-many demand-responsive system for 
the general public and elderly and handicapped within the city limits of 
Claremont. Because no accessible. vehicles are available, non-ambulatory 
passengers are referred to Get About Transportation. The service is 
available 24 hours a day, .seven days week.. There are no advance reservation 
requirements for the service. All trip purposes are served, with no 
priorities placed on trip purposes. Service is requested by telephone. The 
response time for immediate requests for service is twenty to thirty minutes. 

Ridesharing Services 

Ridesharing servies in Pomona Valley are provided by Commuter Transportation 
Services, Inc. ( Commuter Computer). Commuter Computer is a pri vat_e, non­
profit corporation organized to provide ridesharing services in the five­
county area of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura 
Counties. It is the nation's oldest and largest ridesharing organization. 

TELEPHONE SURVEY 

A telephone survey was designed to obtain data on several variables relevant 
to the Pomona Transit Needs Study: 

• Current use of transit in Pomona Valley. 

• Preferences and priorities for service characteristics 
of transit for Pomona Valley. 

• Stated intention to use transit . 

• Selected socioeconomic cha racte.ri st i cs of the 
individuals and his or her household. 

Profile of Pomona Samples 

From the responses to the Pomona Valley survey, the average household 
characteristics show the following profile .. 

• Household size average 3.1 persons per household with 
fifty percent of households having three or fewer 
members. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

An average of 1.6 workers per household . 

An average of 2.0 cars per household, with only 4.1 
percent of households having no cars. 

An average of 2 .1 licensed drivers per household, 
indicating that most households have a vehicle for every 
licensed driver. 

A majority (74%) of households are white, with eleven 
percent Hispanic and nine percent black. 

A majority of households (68%) own their own homes, 
while 32 percent rent. 

The average income of households is in the range of 
$20,000 to $25,000 per annum, 

• The average age of respondents ·to the survey is 31 to 
forty, with 4.4 percent refusing t.o provide their age. 

• The average educational level of respondents is some 
co 11 ege, but no degree .. 

• A total of 22 percent of the respondents have used 
transit in the past year and 89 percent of these have 
used RTD services. 

Transit Service and Transit Use 

In addition to socioeconomic characteristics of the household, data was 
obtained on transit use and opinions about the type and characteristics of 
transit service that should be ofrered. 

Transit nopusers were asked how important v·arious reas.ons were for not using 
transit. Based on the percent of nonusers indicating that the reason was 
"very im·portant," the rank ordering of reasons, with percentages ranking 
"very important" is: 

L Flexibility of the car (67%) 
2.. Carry things in the car ( 43%) 
3. No need for transit service (36%) 
4. Give rides to others in the car (29%) 
5. Inconvenience of schedules and frequency (24%) 
6. Ignorant of transit service (17%) 
7. No service available (13%). 

On the whereabouts of the nearest bus stop, ten percent claimed not to know 
the location of the stop, while 62 percent indicated that it was not more 
than three blocks away. Although ignorance of the bus system was not rated 
very high as a reason for non use of the bus system, 45 percent of respondents 
claim to know very ·little about servi.ce and another 27 percent claim to know 
nothing. 
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On the question of whether or not there should be transit service in Pomona 
Valley, the large majority support transit service; 79 percent indicated 
"definitely yes" there should be transit. service and nineteen percent 
answered "probably yes." Less than one percent indfcated "probably no11 and 
just over one percent answered "definitely no." This last group was not 
asked any further questions about fransit service. 

Responses to the groups of people to be served and the types of transit 
service th.at should be provided indicated that 99 percent of the population 
think service should be provided for the elderly, 98 percent think it should 
be provided for the handicapped and 97 percent for low _income re.sidents. 
Support s.eems weakest for providing transit service to public grade school 
students and for everyone in the Valley. 

There was a little more variation in responses to type of service. Strongest 
support was for service to Ontario airport followed by local bus service to 
park-and-ride lots for express service to downtown Los Angeles and service to 
LAX airport. Least support was shown for service within Pomona Valley only 
and for dial-a-ride service for everyone. 

When respondents were asked about the type of service that should be provided 
for them to use it, just over 39 percent indicated they would not use transit 
service in any instance. Of those who indicated that they might use transit 
service (including current users), transit service characteristics should be 
as follows: 

Days of service: Seven days a week (42%) 
Monday through Friday (40%) 

Hours of service: Daytime (30%) 
Day and evening (28%) 

Frequency of service: 

Distance to bus stop: 

Call-up time for 
dial~a-ride service: 

20 to 30 minutes (43%) 
30 to 60 minutes (30%) 

1 to 3 blocks (53%) 
4 to 6 blocks (29%) 

1 to 4 hours (34%) 
30 to 60 minutes (31%). 

Of t_hose who currently work outside the home or go to school or college, 71 
percent said they would use transit for work/school trips. For shopping 
trips, 58 percent said they would use transit for such trips and 42 percent 
of the respondents said they would use transit one or more times a week fo.r 
shopping. Just over 51 percent said they would use transit for medical­
related trips and 27 percent of respondents indicated a frequency of use of 
one or more times per month. For other travel, 59 percent indicated they 
'l(Ould use transit and 44 percent indicated a_n expected frequency of use of 
one or more times per month, 
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SERVICE ALTERNATIVES 

A total of five transit service alternatives were reviewed and selected by 
the PMC for evaluation. The alternatives selected include combinations of 
fixed-route and demand-responsive service. 

Alternative 1 

This alternative is the continuation, without modifii::ation, of all existing 
transit services in the Pomona Valley. It is considered the base condition 
for comparison with the other alternatives. The existing service includes 
the RTD fixed-route service, the C.l aremont Di a 1-a-Ri de demand-responsive 
system for the general public and elderly/handicapped within the city limits 
of Claremont, and Get About Transportation which provides the elderly and 
handicapped residents of Pomona Varley with accessible demand-responsibe 
service .. 

Al ter·nat i ve 2 

Alternative 2. is a modified fixed-route- system wit_h areawide demand­
responsive service for the elderly and handicapped. The fixed-route service 
in this alternative inc.ludes new routes, as well as modifications and 
deletions of existing routes. This alternative was designed to provide a 
somewhat higher level of transit service at a minimum cost. 

Alternat.ive 3 

This alternative consists of an areawide demand:..responsive system for both 
the general public and elderly and handicapped with region a 1 fixed-route 
service. The dema_nd-respon s i ve system is designed to serve local trips 
within the Pomona Valley, while the fixed-route system is designed to serve 
longer distan_ce trips in the region. The demand-responsive system also would 
serve as a feeder service for the fixed-rou_t_e system. 

Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 is a combination of the fixed-route service of Alternative 2 
with demand-responsive service for the general public. in the evenings and on 
Saturdays and Sundays. Service for the elderly and handicapped would be the 
same as for Alternative 2. 

Alternat.i.ve S 

This alternative is the same as Alternative 3, except that the fixed route 
service proposed for Alternative 3 would be expanded by two additional 
routes. This alternative would provide a somewhat higher level of fixed­
route se,-vice than Alte.rnative 3. Thus, the combination of fixed-route and 
demand-responsive service under Alternative 5 would be more balanced than any 
of the other alternatives. 

OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

A total of ten ownership/management alternatives were reviewed by the PMC. 
Each of the a_lternatives reviewed requires public ownership with either self-
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management, contract for management, or brokerage of servi c:e through pri vat.e 
enterprise. The ownership alternatives include ownership by individual 
cities, existing authority, new authority, and joint powers agency. The 
management alternatives include management by governmenta.l units, management 
by transportation authority, management by the joint powers agency, 
management by private sector, and brokerage of services through private 
enterprise. • 

Of the ten different ownership/management alternatives, the PMC selected 
three for detailed evaluation. The alternatives that PMC selected include 
new authority or joint powers agency ownership and either self-management, 
contra.ct for management, or brokerage of ser·vi ce through private enterprise .. 

Ownership/Management by New Authority or Joint Powers Agency 

This alternat.ive involves the creation of a new authority or joint powers 
agency by the cities of Pomona, Claremont, San Dimas, and LaVerne. This 
authority or joint powers agency would be governed by a board of directors 
consisting of members appointed by elected officials of the cities or made up 
of the elected officials themselves. This board would have the authority to 
establish, own, and operate transit services in Pomona Valley. An executive 
director and professional staff e.mployed by the board would be responsible 
for day-to-day management and operation of the services. 

Major policy decisions concerning fare adjustments, route alignments, 
expansion or contraction of service, and ex·penditures (exceeding prescribed 
amou·nts) would be made by the board after receiving the advice, guidance, and 
recommendations of the executive director. In turn, the actions of the board 
are monitored by the cities represented on the authority. 

Ownership by New Authority Joint Powers Agency and Contract for 
Management 

Under this alternative, the authority or joint powers agency would contract 
for management with a private management firm t.hat specializes in the 
management of trans it system.s. The authority or joint powers agency would 
consist only of a board of directors of which Pomona, Claremont, San Dimas, 
and LaVerne would be members, responsible for major policy decisions. No 
executive di rector and supporting professional staff would be necessary 
since all management responsibilities would be removed from the agency. The 
private management firm or agency under contract for management services 
would be responsible for advising the board of direct.ors on policy decisions. 

Ownership by New Authority or Joint Powers Agency and Brokerage 
Through Private Enterprise 

The authority or joint powers agency could enter into a brokerage agreement 
with a privately controlled enterprise. The private enterprise would be 
given complete control over operation of equipment (either that owned by the 
private concern or that leased from the agency). Lease arrangements for the 
equipment owned by the agency would be defined in a contract or lease 
agreement with the broker. This contract or agreement would also define the 
rate and Charge for operation of the vehicles by the privately controlled 
enter·pri se .. 
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EVALUATION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 

The service and ownership/management alternatives selected by the PMC were 
evaluated using the evaluation criteria and measures adopted by the PMC. The 
evaluation was con-cent rated in four impact categories: system form and 
function, social impacts, efficiency and economics, and 
organizational/institutional development. The impacts are summarized in 
Tables S-1, S-2, and S-3. 

Fixed-Route Service Alternatives 

Alternative 3 is the preferred fixed-route system for Pomona Valley. Of the 
five service/management alternatives evaluated, Alternative 3 performs best 
in the category of efficiency and economics. This impact area provides the 
best in.sight into selectio11 of an alternative for implementation. This does 
not mean that the system form and function and social impact areas are less 
important., however, they do not provide insight into whether the systems are 
cost effective. In these two impact areas, Alternative 3 is out-performed by 
the other alternatives. 

Oemand-'Respons.ive. Servi_ce Alternatives 

Of the thirteen demand-responsive service/management al tern a ti ves evaluated, 
Alternative 3 with brokerage of service through private enterprise is the 
preferred service/management al tern at ive. This al tern at i ve pe.rforms best in 
all three impact categories. 

Combined Service Alternatives 

Again, Alternative 3 is the preferred se.rvice alternative wit_h 
ownership/management by RTO and new authority or joints powers agency and 
brokerage of serv, ce as the preferred management opt-1 on. This al tern at i ve 
ranks among the three top performers in the categories of system form and 
function and social impacts, and out-performs all other alternatives in the 
impact category of efficiency and economics. Al tern at i ve 3 under brokerage 
of service is clearly the most-effective of the alternatives evaluated. 

CONSULTANT'S RECOMMENDATIONS ANO SELECTION OF AN ALTERNATIVE 

Based on the results of the evaluation of service and management 
alternatives, the consultant recommended that the PMC adopt Alternative 3 as 
the preferred service al tern at ive. It was al so recommended that the regional 
f'i xed-T"oute service of Al tern at i ve 3 be operated by RTO and that the local 
demand-responsive service of Alternative 3 be owned by a joint powers agency 
and provided through a brokerage of service agreement wit_h private 
enteT'pri se. In addition, it was recommended that Pomona Va 11 ey request 
status as a Transportation Zone in order to qua] ify for i ncrease_d federal and 
state funding necessary to support the recommended service levels of 
Alternative 3. 

The results of the evaluation and the consultant's recommendations were 
discussed in a meet.i ng with the PMC. At the meeting, the consultant urged 
adopt ion of Al tern at i ve 3 as the preferred service pl an; however, because of 
the uncertainty of future Proposition A funds for fare subsidies and the 
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EVALUATl(?N 
CATEGORIES 

SYSTEM FORM 
AND 

FUNCTION 

i 

SOCIAL IMPACTS 

EFFICIENCY 
AND 

ECONOMICS 
(DAILY) 

NA= NOT APPLICABLE 

ALTERNATIVE 

EVALUATION 
MEASURES 

TOTAL PASSENGER BOAROINGS 

SQUARE MILES OF COVERAGE 

POPULATION SERVEO 

MAJOR GENERATORS SERVED 

I 

TOTAL HOUSEHOLOS SERVED 

LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLOS SERVEO 

ZERO OR ONE AUTO HOUSEHOLOS SERVEO 

PERCENTAGE COVERAGE TO HIGH ' 
PROPENSITY AREA 

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS 

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 

TOTAL VEHICLE MILES 

TOTAL VEHICLE HOURS 

TOTAL PASSENGER BOAROINGS 

TOTAL PASSENGER REVENUES 

OPERATING COST /VEHICLE MILE 

OPERATING COST/VEHICLE HOUR 

OPERATING COST /PASSENGER 

PASSENGERS/VEHICLE MILE 

PASSENGERS/VEHICLE HOUR 

' REVENUE/COST 

TABLE S-1 
SUMMARY OF EVALUATION OF FIXED ROUTE SERVICE VERSUS MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES i 

1 2 AND 4 3 
I 

5 . I 
\ 

- ' 
I 

OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTO OWNERSHIP BY RTD ANO NEW OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTO OWNERSHIP BY RTO ANO NEW 

OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTD ANO N[W AUTHORITY OR AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTD AND: NEW AUTHORITY OR AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY 

JOINT POWERS AGENCY AND MANAGEMENT BY RTO JOINT POWERS AGENCY ANO MANAGEMENT BY RTD 
AND PRIVATE FIRM ANO PRIVATE FIRM 

I 
I 

I 

' 
7,250 8,618 8,618 7,901 i 9,095 9,095 

' 

32 31 31 21 ' 29 29 

124,288 116,729 116,729 78,276 1111,857 111,857 

I 

91 92 92 74 89 89 
' 

' 

41,185 39,075 39,075 26,209 37,316 37,316 

' 

11,494 10,867 10,867 7,394 10,468 10,468 
' 

19,042 18,259 18,259 12,489 17,464 17,464 

i 

93 89 89 61 86 86 - ' 

NA 2,929,500 2,929,500 NA 1,877,000 1,877,000 
19,483 22,471 22,584 15,646 19,202 19,322 
5,901 7,190 7,190 4,989 6,134 6,134 

322 381 381 228 305 305 
7,250 8,618 8,618 7,901 9,095 9,095 
3,750 4,814 4,814 4,346 4,689 4,697 
3.30 3.13 3.14 3 .14 3.13 3 .15 

60.57 58.90 59 .19 68.59 62.97 63.36 

2.69 2.61 2.62 1. 98 2.11 2.12 
1. 23 1.20 1. 20 1. 58 1.48 1.48 

22.54 • 22. 59 22.59 34.64 '· 29.82 29.82 
' 

0.19 0.21 0.21 
., 

0.28 
' 

0.24 0.24 
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j· 

SOCIAL IMPACTS 
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ECONOMICS 
(DAILY) 

NA - NOT APPLICABLE 

TABLES-2 

SUMMARY OF EVALUATION OF DEMAND RESPONSIVE SERVICE VERSUS MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVE 1 2 3 4 
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TOTAL ~SSENGER BOARDINGS 545 759 759 759 4,086 4,086 4,086 1,391 1,391 1,391 

SQUARE MILES OF COVERAGE 5-65 65 65 65 55-65 55-65 55-65 50-65 50-65 50-65 

POPULATION SERVED 22,026 C 19,650 19,650 19,650 148,584 - 148,584 - 148,584 - 117,695- 117,695- 117,695 -
19,650 3,057 3,057 3,057 19,650 19,650 19,650 

MAJOR GENERATORS SERVED A 11 A 11 A 11 A 11 A 11 A 11 A 11 A 11 A 11 A 11 

I 

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS SERVED 6,932 - 59,530 59,530 59,530 46,436 - 46,436 - 46,436 - 31,456 - 31,456 - 31,456-
59,530 59,530 59,530 59,530 59,530 59,530 59,530 

LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLOS SERVED 1,371 - 14,075 14,075 14,075 10,378 - 10,378 - 10,378 - 6,168 - 6,168 - 6,168 -
14,075 14,075 14,075 14,075 14,075 14,075 14,075 

ZERO OR ONE AUTO HOUSEHOLDS SERVED 3,076 - 24,158 24 , 158 24,158 17,914 - 17,914 - 17,914 - 10,894 - 10,894 - 10,894 -
24,158 24,158 . 24,158 24,158 24 , 158 24,158 24,158 

PERCENTAGE OF COVERAGE TO HIGH • 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 
PROPENSITY AREAS 

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS NA 737,500 -737 ,500 75 ,.ooo 1,150,000 1, bu,uuu 75,uuu l,01/,~UU 1,617,~uu ,~.uuu 
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 2,998 2,691 2,741 2,351 13,355 13,606 11,669 7,094 6,728 5,770 
TOTAL VEHICLE MILES NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
TOTAL VEHICLE HOURS 120 110 110 110 546 546 546 290 290 290 
TOTAL PASSENGER BOARDINGS 545 759 759 759 4,086 4,086 4,086 1,391 1,391 1,391 
TOTAL PASSENGER REVENUES 523 729 729 729 3,923 3,923 3,923 1,335 1,335 1,335 
OPERATING COST/VEHICLE MILE NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA - 24.98 24.46 24.92 21. 37 24.92 24.92 21.37 24.46 24. 92 21. 37 OPERATING COST /VEHICLE HOUR 

OPERATING COST /PASSENGER 5.50 3.54 3.61 3.10 3.27 3.33 2.86 5.10 4.84 4.15 
PASSENGERS/VEHICLE MILE NA NA NA NA NA NA ·NA NA NA NA 

I 

~SSENGERS/VEHICLE HOUR 4. 54 6.90 6.90 6.90 7 .48 7.48 7.48 5.15 5. 15 5.15 
·' 

REVENUE/COST 0.17 0.27 0.27 0.31 0.29 0.29 0.34 0.19 0.20 0.23 
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3,531 3,531 3,531 

50-65 50-65 50-65 

137,007- 137,007- 137,007 -
3,057 3,057 3,057 

A 11 A 11 A 11 

40,885 - 40,885 - 40,885 -
59,530 59,530 59,530 

8,841 - 8,841 - 8,841 -
14,075 14,075 14,075 

15,426 - 15,426 - 15,426 -
24,158 24,158 24,158 

100 100 100 

1,260,UUU l,Zb0,UOU ,~.uuu 

11,301 11,513 9,873 
NA NA NA 
462 462 462 

3,531 3,531 3,531 
3,390 3,390 3,390 

NA NA NA 
24.46 24. 92 21. 37 

3.20 3.26 2.80 
NA NA NA 

7.64 7.64 7.64 
0.30 0.29 0.34 
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EVALUATlqN 
CATEGORIES 

SYSTEM FORM 
AND 

FUNCTION 

SOCIAL IMPACTS 

EFFICIENCY 
AND 

ECONOMICS 
(DAILY) 

NA = NOT APPLICABLE 

TABLES-3 
SUMMARY OF EVALUATION OF COMBINED FIXED ROUTE AND DEMAND RESPONSIVE SERVICE VERSUS MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVE 

EVALUATION 
MEASURES 

TOTAL PASSENGER BOARDINGS 

SQUARE MILES OF COVERAGE 

POPULATION SERVED 

MAJOR GENERATORS SERVED 

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS SERVED 

LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS SERVED 

ZERO OR ONE AUTO HOUSl:HOLDS SERVED 

f't::Rc:ENTAGE OF COVERAGE TO HIGH ' 
PROPENSITY AREAS 

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS 

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 

TOTAL VEHICLE MILES 

TOTAL VEHICLE HOURS 

TOTAL PASSENGER BOARDINGS 

TOTAL PASSENGER REVENUES 

OPERATING COSTtVEHICLE MILE 

OPERATING COST/VEHICLE HOUR 

OPERATING COST/PASSENGER 

PASSENGERS/VEHICLE MILE 

PASSENGERS/VEHICLE HOUR 

REVENUE/COST 

1 

7,795 

37-65 

146,314 -
143 ,938 • 

A 11 

48,117 -
59,530 

12,865-
14,075 

22,118-
24,158 

100 

NA 
22,481 

NA 
442 

7,795 
4,273 

NA 
50.86 
2.88 

NA 
17.64 
0. 19 

2 

9,377 9,377 

31-65 31-65 

116,729 
136,379 

- 116,729 -
136,379 

A 11 

39,075 -
59,530 

10,867-
14,075 

18,259 -
24,158 

100 

3,667,000 
25,162 

NA 
491 

9,377 
5,543 

NA 
51. 25 
2.68 

NA 
19. 10 
0.22 

All 

39,075 -
59,530 

10,867 -
14,075 

18,259 -
24,158 

100 

3;667,000 
25,325 

NA 
491 

9,377 
5,543 

NA 
51. 28 
2.70 

NA 
19 .10 
0.22 

9,377 

31-65 

116,729 -
136,379 

A 11 

39,075 -
59,530 

10,867 -
14,075 

18,259 -
24, 158 

100 , 

2,929,500 
24,822 

NA 
491 

9,377 
5,543 

NA 
50.55 
2.65 

NA 
19.10 
0.22 

11,987 

65 

81,333 -
184,213 

All 

59,530 

14,075 

24, 158 

100 

1,150,000 
29,001 

NA 
774 

11,987 
8,269 

NA 
37.47 
2.42 

NA 
15.49 
0.28 

3 

11,987 

65 

81,333 -
184, 213 

All 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

1,150,000 
29,252 

NA 
774 

11,987 
8,269 

NA 
37.79 
2.44 

NA 
15.49 
0.28 

11,987 

65 

81,333 -
184 ,213 

A 11 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

75,000 
27,315 

NA 
774 

11,987 
8,269 

NA 
35. 29 
2.28 

NA 
15.49 
0.30 

10,009 

65 

136,379 -
184,213 

A 11 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

4,547,000 
29,565 

NA 
6 71 

10,009 
6,149 

NA 
44.06 

2.95 
NA 

14.92 
0.21 

4 

10,009 

65 

136,379 -
184 ,213 

A 11 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

4,547,000 
29,312 

NA 
6 71 

10,009 

6,149 
NA 

43.68 
2.93 

NA 
14.92 
0.21 

10,009 

65 

136,379 -
184,213 

A 11 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

-100 

2,929,500 
• 28,241 

NA 
6 71 

10,009 

6,149 
NA 

42. 09 
2.82 

NA 
14.92 
0.22 

12,626 

65 

114,914-
184,213 

A 11 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

3,137,000 
30,503 

NA 
767 

12,626 
8,079 

NA 
39. 77 
2.42 

NA 
16.46 
0.26 

5 

12,626 12,626 

65 65 

114,914 - 114,914 -
184,213 184,213 

A 11 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

3,137,000 
30,835 

NA 
767 

12,626 
8,087 

NA 
40.20 

2.44 
NA 

16.46 
0.26 

A 11 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

1,877,000 
29,075 

NA 
767 

12,626 
8,079 

NA 
37.91 
2.30 

NA 
16 .46 
0. 28 
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possibility of reductions in service, the PMC was hesitant to adopt at this 
time the reductions in RTD service as proposed by Alternative 3. The PMC did, 
however, approve a joint powers agency as the preferred organization to own 
and manage local transit services in Pomona Valley and brokerage of service 
as the preferred method to provide local demand-responsive services. 

As a result of the PMC meeting and consultant sessions with several PMC 
members, the consultant selected Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative 
for development of a recommended service plan and implementation program. 
Alternative 4 represents a modification of the existing fixed-route service 
with areawide demand-responsive service for the general public in the 
evenings and on weekends and expanded demand-responsive service for the 
elderly and handicapped. Unlike Alternative 3, Alternative 4 provides for no 
reductions in existing RTD fixed-route service levels and offers only a 
limited expansion of general public demand-responsive service. 

Alternative 4 was subsequently presented to the Technical Advisory Committee 
(TAC) established by the PMC to review the consultant's recommendations. 
After considerable debate, the TAC unanimously agreed to support an 
incremental approach to service improvements in Pomona Valley. A modified 
Alternative 4 was approved by the TAC subject to the condition that a pilot 
demonstration project for general public demand-responsive service be 
included in the Implementation Plan. The PMC reviewed the conditions 
recommended by the TAC and approved Alternative 4, as modified. 

RECOMMENDED SERVICE PLAN 

A recommended service plan was developed specifically for Pomona Valley. The 
plan provides for an improved local and regional fixed-route system with an 
expanded demand-responsive system for the elderly and handicapped. 

The recommended fixed-route system is shown in Figure S-1. Under this system, 
several existing routes are modified and new service is added to provide 
better fixed-route coverage to areas with a relatively high potential for 
transit use. The system contains a total of twelve routes. Ten of these 
routes are regional or inter-area routes providing service to Los Angeles and 
cities in the San Gabriel Valley. The remaining two routes are local routes 
operating exclusively within Pomona Valley. The system also provides for 
service to the neighboring cities in San Bernardino County. In addition, the 
recommended service plan also includes an expanded demand-responsive service 
for the elderly and handicapped. The recommended demand-responsive system 
fQr the elderly and handicapped is an areawide many-to-many system with 
expanded hours and days of service. 

Modifications to Existing Service 

In an effort to improve transit seryice and to promote additional ridership, 
modifications are recommended to four existing RTD lines. These include: 

• Modify Line 187, which operates between Pasadena and 
Pomona, to serve the planned Transcenter in Montclair. 

• Extend Line 480 to the Transcenter via Indian Hill 
Boulevard and Sixth Street in Pomona Valley. 

S-15 
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• Modify L fne 482 to serve Towne Avenue and northern 
Claremont. 

• Di scent i nue Lines 291/293 and 192/194. Under the 
recommended plan, these lines would be discontinued and 
replaced by new routes or modifications to existing 
routes. Only the service on unproductive portions of 
the lines in areas with low transit ridership would not 
be replaced by new routes or modifications to existing 
routes. 

New Service 

In addition to the route structure modifications, the service plan recommends 
the implementation of new fixed-route and demand-responsive service. 

The recommended service plan includes the following two new fixed routes. 

• 

• 

NR-1 would provide north-south .serVi ce a 1 ong Garey 
Avenue between Foothill Boulevard and County Road. 

NR-2 is a new route that would connect the California 
Polytechnical Institute at Pomona and the residential 
areas near Ganesh.a High School a.nd between Mission and 
Phillips Boulevards with downtown Pomona. 

The service plan also recommends the implementation of an improved areawide 
demand-responsive system for the elderly and handicapped with expanded 
service hours and days of service. The system would continue to operate on a 
many-t_o-many basis and connect with RTD lines which are accessible to the 
handicapped and with other demand-responsive systems in the region. 

Level of Service 

The recommended 1 eve 1 of service of the recommended fixed-route system would 
remain almost unchanged from the existing system. The only changes 
recommended in the level of service are on Lines 480 and 482. Under the 
recommended system, Line 480 would be extend_ed from the India_n Hill Shopping 
Center to the Trans.center. Service during the base period (i.e., 9:00 a.m. 
tQ. 3:.00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m.) would be half the frequency as on the 
exi.sting line. Line 482 would be modified to serve Towne Avenue and northern 
Claremont. The frequency of service on the new routing would be the same as 
on"the existing route. However, unlike the existing route, no night or 
weekend service would be provided on the portion of the new route between 
downtown Pomona a.nd northern Claremont. Service on the two ne:w routes would 
be operated at thirty-minute frequencies between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 
7:00 p.m., Monday through Friday with no service on Saturdays and Sundays. 

Demand-responsive service for the elderly and handicapped would be-expanded 
from six to seven days a ~eek. H9urs and service would be from 6:00 a.m. to 
7:.30 p.m., Monday through Friday. This is an increase of two hours daily over 
the Get-About Service. Service hours on Saturday and Sunday would be. the 
same as on weekdays. 
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Capital Costs 

Capital costs were estimated based on the assumption that the joint powers 
agency would own the demand-responsive fleet and that RTO would provide the 
fixed-route service with the existing fleet and facilities. If the agency 
decides to contract for both provision of service and vehicles by the broker, 
no capital costs for vehicles and supporting maintenance facilities would be 
borne by the joint powers agency. 

The estimated total capital cost of the recommended system is $748,500 
including $246,000 in vehicles, maintenance and office facilities at a cost 
of $465,000; $13,000 in maintenance equipment and parts, and $24,500 in 
communications equipment. 

Operating Costs 

Operating costs of the recommended system varied by type of service. Current 
RTO operating costs per vehicle mile were used to calculate the cost of the 
fixed-route system. Ope-rating costs of the demand-responsive system were 
estimated using the cost per vehicle hour rate for brokerage of service 
through private enterprise. 

The total annual operating cost of the recommended system is estimated to be 
about $6,501,000. Based on 147,000 vehicle hours operated annually by both 
the fixed-route and demand-responsive system, this equates to a cost per 
vehicle hour of $44.33. Vehicle miles \iere not estimated for the demand­
responsive system, therefore, no estimate of total system miles and cost per 
mile could be developed. 

Annual operating costs of the fixed-route system are estimated to total about 
$5,343,000. It.would ope.rate for a total of approximately 92,000 vehicle 
hours and 1,700,000 vehicle miles annually at a cost per hour of $57.80 and a 
cost per mile of $3 .19. 

The demand-responsive system is estimated to have an annual operating cost of 
about $1,158,000. Approximately 54,000 vehicle hours of service would be 
operated annually at a cost per hour of $21.37. 

Ridership and Revenue 

An analysis of ridership and passenger revenues was also conducted for the 
recommended system. 

Passenger boardings for the recommended system are estimated to total about 
2,694,000 annually over 147,000 vehicle hours. This translates into 18.37 
passengers per vehicle hour. 

Annual passenger boardings for the fixed-route system are estimated to tot.al 
approximately 2,377,000. Passengers per vehicle hour are est.imated to 
average 25.72 systemwide over 92,000 vehicle hours annually. The number of 
passengers per vehicle mile is estimated to average 1.42 systemwfde over 
1,672,000 vehicle miles annually. 
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The demand-responsive system is estimated to have an annual ridership of 
about 317,000. Passengers per hour are estimated to average 5.84 over 54,000 
vehicle hours annually. • 

The recommended system is estimated to generate approximately $1,601,000 in 
annual farebox revenues compared to annual operating costs of $6,501,000, 
yielding an operating ratio of 0.25. This estimate of farebox revenues is 
based on the existing base fare of $0.50 for fixed-route service and $1.00 
for demand-responsive service. This latter fare represents the fare charged 
by the Get About System. A breakdown of the recommended system by type of 
service provided reveals that the fixed-route system would generate about 
$1,285,o·oo i·n annual passenger revenues compared to an.nual operating costs of 
$5,343,000, this resulting in a revenue to cost ratio of 0.24. 

Passenger revenues for the demand-responsive system are estimated to total 
about $317,000 annually. This yields an operating rat.io of 0.27 when 
compared to operating costs of $1,158,000. 

Compari.son of Recommended System With Existing Service 

A summary of the major elements of the recommended service pl an and 
comparison with existing service is presented in Table S-4. The recommended 
plan calls for improvements to local and regional RTD fixed-route service, as 
well as improvements to the local demand-responsive system for the elderly 
and handicapped. In short, the improvements in the recommended service plan 
will provide for an improved fixed-route system at a lower cost, however, the 
expanded demand-responsive system will result in a higher overall operating 
deficit which must be offset by additional subsidies from federal, state, and 
local sources. Ava;Jable subsidies from these sources w·ill be identified in 
the implementation plan. 

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

The implementation includes a five-year program for implementation and 
financing of the recommended service plan along with projections of annual 
ridership, passenger revenues, capital and operating costs, and operating 
deficits. 

Implementation Considerations 

Implementation of the recommended service plan will depend on four critical 
fa.ctors which should be considered in development of an implementation plan 
and strategy. First, the 1984 Summer Olympic Games are scheduled to occur in 
the Los Angeles area in August, 1984. Because of the Games, RTD is hesitant 
to "make any route or schedule modifications to the system after Ja_nuary of 
next year. 

The second factor affecting the implementation of the recommended plan i.s the 
end of the Proposition A Reduced Fare Program on July 1, 1985. It is expected 
that even with projected sizeable allocations of funds by LACTC for fare 
stabilization, a fare increase is projected after the program ends on July 1, 
1985. It is also likely that there may be some cutbacks in service provided 
by RTO. Because of the prospect of cutbacks in service to Pomona Valley in 
July, 1985, it would b:e undesirable to make any modifications to.the fixed-
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TABLE S-4 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED SYSTEM 
TO EXISTING SERVICE 

Element 

Annual Vehicle Hours 
- Fixed-Route 
- Demand-Responsive 

TOTAL 

Annual Vehicle Miles 
- Fixed- Route 
- Demand-Responsive 

TOTAL 

Annual Passenger Boardings 
- Fixed- Route 
- Demand-Responsive 

TOTAL 

Annual Operating Costs 
- Fi xed-Ro ute 
- Demand-Responsive 

TOTAL 

Annual Passenger Revenue 
- Fixed-Route 
- Demand-Responsive. 

TOTAL 

Annual Operating Deficits 2 

- Fixed Route 
- Demand-Responsive 

TOTAL 

( FY 1983) 

Existing Service 1 

98,768 
31,343 

130,111 

1,691,231 
N .. A. 

1,691,231 

2,077,592 
100,000 

2,177,592 

$5,493,670 
782,948 

$6,276,618 

$1,074,498 
100,000 

$1,174,498 

$4,419,172 
682,948 

$5,102,120 

1Excl udes Claremont dial-a-ride service. 
2Excludes local, state, and federal subsidies. 

Source: Sch impel er•Corradi no Associates. 
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Recommended Plan 

92,432 
54,202 

146,634 

1,672,443 
N.A. 

1,672,443 

2,377,047 
316,602 

2,693,649 

5,342,609 
1,158,296 

6,500,905 

1,284,596 
316,602 

1,601,198 

4.,058,013 
841,694 

4,899,707 

Percent Change 

-6.42 
+7 .29 

+12.70 

-1.11 
N.A. 

-l.11 

+14.41 
t216.60 

+23. 70 

-2.75 
+47.94 

+ 3.57 

+19.55 
:!-216.60 
+36.33 

-8.17 
+23 .. 24 
+3.97 
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route system after the Olympic Games in August and then, ten months later 
when the fare reduction program ends, make further modifications in service. 
This would severely jeopardize the transit user's perception of service. 
Consequently, if the recommended fixed-route improvements are not 
implemented by January of 1984, it will be July, 19.85 before the 
implementation of the improvements can begin. 

Third, the prospect of any increase in paratransit funding for demand­
responsive service in Pomona Valley is uncertain at this time. There is a 
maximum limit on funds apportioned to paratransit operators. The limit is 
currently 0.25 per'cent of total Section 9, Transportation Development Act, 
and State transit Assistance Act allocations. Unfortunately, paratransit 
funding in Los Angeles County is already at the limit and Pomona Valley under 
the current limit cannot expect any increase in the amount of funds that it 
currently receives. This could seriously jeopardize the implementation of 
the recommended service plan's expanded demand-responsive services for the 
elderly and handicapped. 

The final factor is whether Pomona Valley will be dec.lared a separate 
Transportation Zone. With transportation zone status, the area may be able 
to qualify for federal and state fu·nds to support expanded transit services 
in Pomona Valley. Without such status, it is unlikely that the area could 
qualify for federal and state. funds. Hence, the recommended service pl an 
could not be implemented since no increase in overall service levels would be 
possible, only the fixed-route service portion of the plan could be 
implemented. 

Staging of Improvements 

Full implementation of the improvements in the recommended service plan is 
planned over a multi-year period beginning FY 1983/1984 and ending FY 
1987/1988. However, primary emphasis of the implementation program has been 
placed on the two-year period from FY i983/1984 through FY 1984/1985. During 
this period, existing R_TD fixed-route service in Pomona Valley would be 
redeployed and the existing elderly and handicapped demand-responsive 
service would be expanded. 

Five-Year Financing Plans for Capital and Operating Costs 

B_ased on the estimated capital and operat tng costs of the recommended service 
plan, five-year plans fbr financing the capital and operating costs of the 
recommended pl an were developed .. 

Capital Cost Financial Plan 

Table S-5 presents the proposed financing plan for capital costs. The total 
cumulat.ive capital outlay over the five-year program is estimated at 
approximately $867,000. This cost was then amortized at a ten percent 
interest rate assuming a loan period of four years._ Amortization of capital 
costs and 1 oan interest amounts to approximately $273,000 annually. 

Sourc_es of capital assistance include UMTA Section 9 and TDA program funds. 
Assistance from the Section 9 program can be used to fund up to eighty 
percent of the cost of capital improvements. The estimates of annual Section 
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TABLE s~5 

FINANCIAL PLAN FOR CAPITAL COSTS OF RECOMMENDED SERVICE PLAN 
(ESCALATED DOLLARS) 

Item FY 83/84 FY 84/85 FY 85/.86 FY 86/87 

Estimated Total Capital Outlay $ 01 $866,763 $ 0 $ 0 

Loan Interest and Amortization 
$273,4-38 of Capital Costs 2 $ 0 $273,438 $273,438 

Potential Annual Capital 
Assistance 

UMTA Sec ti on 9' $ 0 $218,990 $218,990 $218,990 

Transportation Develop-
ment Act• 0 54,448 54,448 54,448 

Total $ Q $V3,4J8 $273,438 $273,438 

Estimated Annual Local Cost $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 

1 Does not include current outlays by Get About Transportation. 

FY 87/88 

$ 0 

$273,438 

$218,990 

54,448 

$273,438 

$ 0 

2Based on an annual interest rate of ten percent with all facilities and equipment anortized over four 
years. 

3Assumes Sect.ion 9 funds can be used to fund eighty percent of annual costs. 

4Assumes fifteen percent of TDA funds can be used for capita•l outlays. 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 
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9 capital assistance shown in the financial plan represent eighty percent of 
the estimated annual cost of loan interest and amortization. 

Assistance from the TDA program can be used to fund both capital and 
operating expenditures. Of the total TDA apportionment for transit services 
in Pomona Va 11 ey, at least fifteen percent must be a 11 ocated for capital 
assistance, while the remaining 85 percent can be used for operating 
assistance. However, the capital improvements programmed for implementation 
are not great enough to utilize the allocated fifteen percent of the total 
TDA apportionment. The TDA assistance shown in the financial pl an represents 
the balance of assistance required after Section 9 ca,pital assistance is 
subtracted from the amortized cost and loan interest. The excess TDA capital 
funds available would be diverted back to the region. The estimates of TDA 
capital assistance shown in the financial plan represent fifteen percent of 
the totai annual apportionment for demand-responsive transit service in 
Pomona Va 11 ey. 

Total capital assistance from both the Section 9 and TDA programs is 
estimated to amount to $273,000 annually between FY 1984/1985 and 1987/1988. 
No estimate of capital assistance is provided in the financial plan for FY 
1983/1984 because no capital improvements are planned. The estimated annual 
assistance is expected to fund the entire cost of loan interest and 
amortization of capital costs. The outcome of this financial plan is that 
the capital· improvements included in the recommended service plan will result 
in no local cost to Pomona Valley residents. 

Operating Costs Financial Plan 

Financial plans for operating costs were developed for each of three assumed 
fare scenarios (i.e., no fare increases, moderate fare increases, and steep 
fare increases). This was necessary because the operating deficit to be 
financed using federal, state, and local assistance would vary under each 
scenario .. 

The financing plan for operating costs under the assumption that fares would 
remain unchanged over the next five years is presented in Table S-6. It is 
estimated under this assumption that the total a_n_nual operating deficit would 
increase from about' $5.5 million in FY 1983/1984 to $7.5 million in FY· 
1987/1988. Total annual operating assistance over the sam·e period is 
estimated to increase from $3.4 million in FY 1983/1984 to $4.6 million in FY 
1987/1988. This yi_elds a total net annual operating deficit ranging from 
about $2 million in FY 1983/1984 to $2.7 million in FY 1987/1988 .. A 
break.down of this. last statistic by servic_e type indicates that the net 
annual operating deficit of the RTD fixed-route system is estimated to 
increase from $3.l million to $4.2 million over the five-year period if fares 
are not increased. Unlike the fixed-route system, the local demand­
responsive system is expected to incur a net operating surplus after 
availabie assistance i.s subtracted from operating deficits. The surplus is 
expected to increase from $1.1 million in FY 1983/1984 to $1.3 million in FY 
1987/1988. 

Table S-7 presents the financing plan for operating costs under the assumed 
scenario of moderate fare increases. It is estimated that under this 
scenario the total annual operating deficit would increase from $5 .. 5 million 

S-25 



TABLE S-6 

FINANCIAL PLAH FOR OPERATING COSTS OF REC0MMENDEO SERVICE PLAN WHH NO FARE INCREASES 

Item FY 83/84 FY 8~85 _ FY 85/86 FY 86/87 FY 87 /88 

Estimated An nu~.rnti n_g_____g,s ts 
RTD Ftxed-Route Service $5,987,340 $6,321,835 $6,689 ,7)2 $7,191,505 $7,559,442 

• Local Demand-Responsive Service 807,949 1t:l{l:{~~ sA:~~:Jg 1,533,375 1,611,425 
• Total W,795,28-9 !if,72T,ilBO $9,170,867 

Potential Annual Passenger_R~venues 
• RTD Fixed-RoUte Service $J ,224 ,346 $1,245,160 $1,260,102 $1,275,223 $1,290,525 
• Local Demand-Responsive Service IOI, 700 321,984 325,848 329,758 333,715 
• To~al ».326 ;o,rn TI ,567, 144 $1,585,950 $1,604-:;981 SI ,624 ,240 

Estimated Annual Op~atinJL_Deficit 
RTD Fixed-Route Service $4,762,994 $5,076,675 $5,429,670 $5,916,282 $6,268,917 

• Local Demand-Responsive Service _7jl_6_,l.'!2 _l,Q.?Ji ,.QlQ .1,099,123 l ,2QL61'7 I lfZI,710 
• Total $5,469,243 $6,102,695 $6,528,793 $7,119,899 $7,546,627 

Potenj.jal Annual Operatin_!l_J\J],istance 
• RTO Fixed-RoUte Service 

UMTA Section 9 $ 46D, 130 5 450,175 $ 450,175 $ 450,175 I 450,175 

V, 
. Transportation Development Act 981,332 1,043,587 1,l34,D32 1,224,476 ! ,301 ,006 

I - State Transit Assistance 192,418 204,625 204,625 229,180 245,550 
N - Subtota 1 FedE!ra,J and State Assistance $1,633,880 TT;o98,11l1 ITTBil-;lm 51,903,831 11,996,731 
"' Local Demand-Responsive Service 

- l.NTA Section 9 $ 113,08D $ 203,445 $ 203,445 I 203,445 $ 2D3 ,445 
Transportation Development Act 241,169 471,622 512,498 553,370 587,956 

- State Transit Assistance 47,288 92,475 92,475 103,572 110,970 
- Social Service Proarams 87,578 93,052 98,857 ·104,580 108,726 

Subtota 1 Feder.al and State Assistance $ 489, ll5 $86l}";s<f4 I 907,275 1964~ 11,011,097 
- Proposition A 1,310,D00 1,380,000 1,450,0DD 1,534,0DD 1,595 ,ODD 
- Subtotal Local Funds ITT9DTI" 12,240,594 $2,357,275 12,498,967 12,606,097 
Total RTD and Local Funds 
- UMTA Section 9 $ 573,210 $ 653,620 5 653,62D s 653,620 I 653,620 

Tran~portation Development Act 1,222,501 1,515,209 1,646,53D I, 777,846 1,888,962 
- State Transit Assistance 239,706 297,ID0 297,100 332,752 356,520 
- Social Service Programs 87,578 93,052 98,857 104,580 108,726 

Total Federal and State Assistance $2,122,995 $2,558,981 $?,696.107 52,868,798 $3,007,828 
Proposition A 1,310,D0U I,3a0,0D0 1,450,00D 1,534,0DD I ,595 ,DD0 
Total $3,432,995 $J,918,981 $4,l46,ID7 $4 ,4D2, 798 $4,602,828 

Estimated Net Annual Operatj_ng Defici:~ 
lli[rpJfill 

. 

RTD Fixed-Route Service. $3,129,114 $3,378,288 13,640,838 $4,012,451 $4,272,186 
Loe al Demand-Responsive Service (1,092,866) (1,214,574) (1,258,152) (1,295,350) (1,328,387 I 
Total rz.ITT"G"";N!f" ST;T&,-;714 $2,382,686 $T,7TT,Tlll- 52-;<J~T,T'l 9"" 

Source: Schimpe ler-Corradi no Associates. 

- - - - -
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TABLE S-7 

FIIIANCIAL PLAH FOR O?ERA11NG COSTS OF R[COl'I-IENOEO SERVICE PLAN Wl1H llOOERAH FARE INCREASES 

Item FY 83/84 ___ FY 84/~5 ____ FY 85/J!6 FY 86/87 _FY 87/~ 

Estimated Annua~rating Costs 
• RTD Ftxed-Route Service S5, 987,340 S6,32l ,835 $6,689,772 $7,191.505 S7,559,442 

' Local Demand-Responsive Service 807,949 1,348,004 l,!24,971 1,533,375 I 611,425 . Total $6,795-,289 $7~69,839 flf,lllf;-143 rs;/24,aso $9:1/oµ/ 

Potential Annual Passenger Revenues 
RTD Fixed-Route Service Sl,224,346 SI ,245,160 II ,701,138 SI ,902 ,548 S2 ,l03,853 

• Local Demand-Responsive Service 101,700 321,984 439,894 479,898 520,270 
•• Tota 1 >1,326,046 $1,567,144 $2,141,032 l2,382,446 l2;624-;123 

Estimated Annual Operating_J)_!!_f_icit 
RTD F1xed-Route Service S4,762,994 S5 ,_076 ,675 S4,988,634 $5,288,957 S5,455,589 

• Local Demand-Responsive Service 706,249 I 0~6,020 985,077 I ,053 477 1,091,155 

' Total ls,469,243 $6 :102 ;1,95 Js:913;1n $6;:iifZ.434 l6;s47i;r44 

V> 
Potential Annual Operati!!9_Assistance ,. • RTD Fixed-Route Service 

N UMTA Section 9 $ 460,130 s 450,175 s 450,175 s 450,175 $ 450,175 ....., 
- Transportation Developme~t Act 981,332 1.,043 ,587 1,134,032 1,224,476 I, 301,006 
- State Transit Assistancec, 192,418 204,625 204,625 229,180 245,550 
- Subtota,1 Federal and State Ass1stance $1,633,880 $1·,698,38) SI ,788,832 $1,903,831 II ,996,731 
local Demand-Responsive Service 

UMTA Section 9 s 113,080 I 203,445 $ 203,445 $ 203,445 $ 203,445 
Transportation Development Act 241,169 471,622 512,498 553,370 587,956 
State Transit Assistance 47,288 92,475 92,475 l03,572 I I0,970 
Social Service Programs 81,578 93,052 98,857 104,580 108,716 
Subtota·l Federa,l and State Ass·istance l 489 1 H5 $ 860,594 $ ~0/ .275 ~~6 7 n;1rrr;nw 
Proposition A I ,3I0,000 $1,380,000 $1.~50,000 $1,534,000 $1,595,000 
Sulitota l Local Fun~s $1,799,115 $2,240,594 $2,3~7,275 $2,498,967 ~;-® 

Total RTD and ~oca 1 Funds 
UMTA Sec ti on 9 $ 573,2IO $ 653,620 $ 653,620 $ 653,620 $ 653,620 
T,ransportatlon Development Act 1,222,501 1,515,209 1,646,530 1,777,846 I ,888, 962 
State Trans-it Assistance 239,706 297, l00 297, l00 332,752 356,520 

- Social Service Programs 87,578 93,052 98,857 104,580 108,726 
Total Federal and State Assistance $2,122.995 $2,558,981 $2,696,107 $T,86B:TTlr $3,007.828 
Proposition A I ,3I0,000 1,380,000 1,450,000 I, 534,000 1,595,000 
Total $3,432.995 $3,938,981 $4 .146. 107 TI";WZ;T<Jl! "!T,'61l7;!RB 

Estimated Net Annual Ov.eratln_g__J)eficit 
(Surplus) -···-- --: --·--

• RTD Fixed-Route Service S3,l29,ll4 $3,378,288 $3,199,802 $3,385,126 $3,458,858 
Local Demand-Responsive Service (1,092,866) (1,214,574) (1,372,198) (1,445,490) (1,514,942) 

' Total 12,036,248 $2.163,714 $1,827 ,6UC lf;'919,61o 51,943,916 

Source: Schimpe ler• Cor,radi no Associates. 



in FY 1983/1984 to $6. 5 mi 11 ion in FY 1987 /1988. Over the same period, 
transit operating assistance and Proposition A funds are estimated to 
increase from $3.4 million to $4.6 million. Therefore, with moderate fare 
increases, the net a.nnual operating deficit after outside assistance is 
subtracted will decline from about $2 million in FY 1983/1984 to $1.9 million 
in FY 1987. The net annual operating deficit of the RTD fixed-route service 
will instead show an increase from $3.l to $3.5 million over the five-year 
period. Nevertheless, thi.s increase is well below that projected for the 
system with no change in fares. Again, the local demand-responsive system is 
expected to incur a net operating surplus. This surp 1 us is expected to 
increase by $400,000 over the five-year period, or from $1.1 million in FY 
1983/1984 to $1.5 million in FY 1987/1988. 

The financing plan for operating costs under the assumed steep fare increase 
scenario is presented in Table S-8. Total annual operating deficits under 
this scenario would increase from $5.5 million in FY 1983/1984 to $6.1 
million in FY 1987/1988, compared to an increase in operating assistance from 
$3.4 million to $4.6 million ove.r the same period. The net deficit after 
assistance is subtracted from the operating deficit. would decline from $2 
million in FY 1983/1984 to $LS million in FY 1987/1988. RTD would still 
incur a net operat.ing deficit each year of the five-year period. However, 
the deficit would be less than under the previous two fare scenarios. In 
fact., the deficit is estimated to decrease from $3 .1 mil 11 on to $3 million. 
The local demand-responsive system would realize the same surplus as 
projected under the moderate fare increase scenarios since the fares would 
not change. 

OPTIONAL OPERATING PLAN 

The five-year program for implementation of the recommended service plan 
assumes that all of the improvements would have been implemented by the 
second program year. The remaining three years of the program calls for a 
continuation of the level of service implemented during the previous program 
years. However, the continuation of the fixed-route system wi 11 depend upon 
what occurs after the expiration of the Proposition A Fare Reduction Program 
in July, 1985, or the beginning of FY 1985/1986. With the increases in fares 
expected at the end of the program, RTD may have to cut back service in Pomona 
Valley unless LACTC continues to provide fare subsidies. The financial plan 
developed for the recommended service pl an assuming a $0. 75 base fare 
identified a $3 .. 2 million net deficit in FY 1985/1986 after farebox revenues 
and federal, state, and local assistance had been subtracted from operating 
costs,. Even with a $1.DO base fare, the net deficit would be $2.9 million in 
FY 1985/1986. These deficits must. be offset with fare subsidies or service 
will have to be cut in Pomona Valley. 

During the development of service alternatives, an alternative was developed 
with a provision to cut back service provided by RTD. This alternative should 
be the basis for improv~ments if RTD is required t.o reduce service in Pomona 
Valley. At such time, RTD and the joint powers agency would Jointly decide 
on the new fixed-route system to be operated in Pomona Valley. The joint 
powers agency would also have to decide on some form of local service to 
substitute for the service cut by RTC. This new local service could be an 
areawide demand-responsive system, a hybrid type of demand-responsive 
service with vehicles following fixed-route service patterns during peak 
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TABLE S-8 

FlrlArlCIAL PLAii FOR OPERATING COSTS OF RECOMMEHOEO SERVICE PLAN WITH STEEP FARE INCREASES 

Item FY 83/84 FY 84/85 FY 85/86 FY 86/87 

Estimated Annua,1 O~erat i 11_9._ Cos ts 
RTO Fixed-Route Service $5,987,340 $6,321,835 $6,689,772 $7,191,505 
Loca·l Demand-Responsive Service 807,949 1,348,004 1,424,971 1,533,375 

• Total S6,°795 ;zag $7,669,839 $8,114';743 $8,724,880 

Potential Annual P.assen~r Revenues 
RTO Fhed-Route Service SI ,224 ,346 $i ,245, 160 $2,016,163 $2,272,353 
Local Demand-Responsive Service 101,700 321,984 412.,894 479,898 
Total $1,326,046 $1,567 ;f44 12;456,057 l~752;ET 

Estilnated Annual O~erati,ng Deficit 
• RTO Fixed-Route Service $4,762,994 $5,076,675 $4,673,609 $4,919,152 

Local Oemand-Responsive Service 706,249 1,026,020 985,077 1,053,477 
• Total 15,469:243 $6;102 ,695 $5 ,65.S:686 $5,972,629 

Potent i a 1 Arinua 1 _Qperatj_n__g__Ass i stance 
RTO Fixed-Route Service 

utn A Section 9 $ 460,1.10 $ 450,175 $ 450,175 $ 450,175 
. Transportation Development Act 981,332 1,043,587 1,l34,032 1,224,476 
. State Transit Assistance 192,418 204,625 204,625 229,180 
. Subtotal Federal and State Assistance SI ,633 ,880 U,698,387 $1,788,832 II, 903,831 
Local Demand-Responsive Service 

$ 113,080 $ UMTA Section 9 203,445 $ 203,445 $ 203,445 
Transportation Development Act 241,169 471,622 512,498 553,370 

. State Transit Assistance 47,288 92,475 92,475 103,572 

. Social Service Programs 87,578 93,052 -98,857 J04 ,580 
Subtotal Federal and State Assistance $ 489,115 $_ 860,594 $ 907 .215 r-96"4";9li7 

. Propos 1t1on A 1,310,000 .J...1!!Q..OOO 1,450,000 l,5J4.0QQ 

. Subtotal Loca 1 Funds $1,799,115 $2,240,594 $2,357,275 $2,498,967 
• Total RTO and Local Funds 

. IJMTA Section 9 $ 573,210 $ 653,620 $ 653,620 $ 653,620 

. Transportation Oevelopment Act 1,222,501 1.5~5 ._209 1,646,530 1,777,846 
state Transit Assistance 239,706 297, JOO 297,100 332,752 

. Soci~l Service Programs 87,578 93,052 98,857 104,580 

. Total Federal and State Assistance S2i122.995 $2.558.9nt S2.696,l07 JT,868,T9l! . PrQpos1tion A l,3JO,OOO 1,380,000 1,450,0QQ J ,539,gg_g_ 
Total $3,432,995 $3,938,981 $4,146,J07 $4,402,798 

Estimated Net Annual O~erating Deficit 
(su,~lus.) 

RTO Fixed-Route Service $3,129,114 $3,378,288 $2,884,777 $3,015,321 
Local Oemand-Respon~ive Service (1,092,866) (1,214,574) (1,372,198) (I ,445 ,490) 

• Total $2,036,248 $2,163,714 $1,512,579 $1,569,831 

Source: Schimpeler·(orradino Associates. 

- - - -
FY 87/88 

$7,559,442 
1,611,425 

$9,170,867 

$2,528,841 
520,270 

$3,049, I U 

$5,030,601 
1,091,155 

$6,121,756 

$ 450,175 
1,301,006 

245,550 
SI ,996,731 

$ 203,445 
587,956 
110,970 
108,726 

SI 1 011,097 
1.525,QQQ 

$2,606,097 

$ 653,620 
1,888,962 

356,520 
JOB, 726 

$3.007.828 
1,525,000 

$1,602,828 

$3,033,870 
(,I ,514,942) 
$1,518,926 



hou~and conventjonal demand-responsive service during off-peak hours, or a 
continuation of fixed-route service with ownership by the joint powers agency 
rather than RTD. The new local service could be operated eithe.r by the joint 
powers agency or by contract through the private sector or RTD. 

Pilot Demonstration Project 

The PMC elected to include in the implementation plan a pilot demonstration 
project for a demand-responsive system for the general public. This course 
of action was taken because the PMC was relucta_nt to endorse any s.ervice plan 
that includes general public demand-responsive service without a test of its 
effectiveness in meeting the travel needs of the general public. Although the 
project is not included in the recommended service plan, it is recommended 
for implementation. Depen_ding on a decision by local policymakers, the pilot 
demonstration project could be implemented instead of expanding the elderly 
and handicapped demand-responsive system. , 

The general public demand-responsive system recommended as a pilot 
demonstration project would be a multizonal system with a combination many­
to-many and many-to-few service (Figure S-2). 

Service would be provided six days a week from 7:00 a.m. to 8:.00 p.m. A total 
of fifteen vehicles would operate Monday through Friday, thirteen vehicles 
would operate on Saturday. No Sunday service would be provided. These 
vehicles would operate for a total of 195 hours each weekday and 169 hours on 
Saturday. 

Implementation of the pilot demonstration project will depend on whether 
LACTC removes the limit. on paratransit funding in Los Angeles County. 
Assuming that LACTC does increase paratransit funding, the project could be 
implemented as early as FY 1984/1985. 

The new joint powers agency would implemen·t the pilot demonstration project. 
However, the individual Pomona Valley cities would have to commit a portion 
of their Proposition A funds for subsidization of the service. The agency 
would have to contract with a private broker for provision of service under 
the demonstration project. The broker would be responsible for providing the 
vehicles and drivers necessary to operate t_he service. 

The cost of operating the demand-responsive system under the demonstration 
project for one year is estimated to total about $1.5 million. This cost 
estimate is based on 58,513 annual vehicle hours of operation at a cost per 
hour of $24.87. 

The system is estimated to attract about 530,000 passengers annually and to 
generate abo.ut $357,000 in farebox revenues. These estimates are based on a 
fare of $0 . .75 per passenger, which is the current fare for the Claremont 
Dial-a-Ride System. 

Based on estimated costs of $1.5 million and passenger revenues of $357,000, 
the demonstration project would incu·r an ope.rating deficit of approximately 
$1.1 million during its one year of operations. The plan developed for 
financing the operating costs of the recommended service plan identified a 
net surp 1 us of about $1. 2 mil 11 on, consisting entirely of Proposition A 
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funds. If this proves to be correct, then the $1.2 million would 
theoretically be available for funding the piiot demonstration project. This 
would _be more than enough to fuDd the $1. l mi iii on deficit incurred 'by the 
demonstration project. The re_maining $117,000 could __ remain with t_he 
individual Pomona Valley cities or be available to t_he joint powers agency to 
invest or use for capital improvements. •• 

Other Service Improvements 

In addition to the pilot demonstration project, the PMC elected to inc.lude in 
the. implementation plan a new park-and-ride line which would provide park­
and-ri de non-stop service between Pasadena and Pomona ·Va 11 ey. This 
improvement is recommended for implementation even though it is not included 
in the recommended servi oe pl an. This new park-and-ride route would be 
operated either by the joint powers agency or by the contract throu·gh the 
private sector or RTD. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Southern California Rapid Transit District (RID). in association with the 
San Bernardino arid Southern California Associations of Governments and the 
cities of Pomona, Claremont, LaVerne, and San· Dimas, con~racted with 
Schi mpe l er•Corradi no Associates and subcontracted with The Planning Group, 
Myra L. Frank & Associates, and David Abel & Associates to conduct a study of 
the t_ravel ·needs of Pomo_nc1 Valley residents and to develop a service plan to 
satisfy those needs. This study was. initiated by the individual Pomona 
Va 11 ey cities and conducted under a joint funding agreement adopted by the 
RID Board of Directors. 

1.1 STUDY OBJECTIVES 

The Pomona Valley Transit Needs Study has the following objectives: 

• To id_e_ntify and assess the travel needs of Pomona Valley 
r·esidents. 

• To develop and evaluate alternative t_ransit systems 
designed to meet the needs of t_he residents a_s 
efficiently and effectively as possible. 

• To develop and recommend a pl an of service which best 
satisfies those needs. 

The tasks involvecl in accomplishing these objectives are as follows: 

• Task 1-,-Qefine G_oals and Objectives 

• Task 2--Collect Info·rmation and Define Need_s 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Task 3--Devel op .Service/Management Al tern at i ves 

Task 4--Evaluate Service Alternatives 

Task 5--Eva l uate Management Al ternat fves 

Ta_sk 6--Prepare Implementation Pl an 

• Ta.sk 7--Prepare Final Report and Ass i.st in Program 
Adoption 

This report docume_nts the results of these tasks. 

1.2 STUDY AREA 

The area under study is limited t.o Pomona Valley. For purposes of this 
study, Pomona Valley is described as t>eing bounded by the S;i.n G_c1_briel 
Mountains on the north, the Los Angeles/San Bernardino county line on the 
east, t_he Pomona Freeway on the south, with the jur'isdictional limits of the 
cities of Pomona and Sa_n Dimas forming the western boundary of the .study 
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area. Included in the boundaries of Pomona Valley are the cities of Pomona, 
Claremont, San Dimas, and Laverne. The study area is illustrated in Figure 
1-1. 

1.3 STUDY MANAGEMENT 

The Project Management Committe·e (PMC) was establ.ished by RTD for the purpose 
of adm1nistering the ta_sks of the work program. The Director of Planning at 
RTD served as Project Manager and Chairman of the PMC. The PMC was composed 
of representatives from each of the funding cities and agencies. In 
addition, a representative of the Los Ange Tes County Transportation 
Commission served as an ex officio member of the PMC. The membership of the 
PMC i.s presented in Table 1-1. Eleven meetings of the PMC were h_eld during 
the course of this study. At these meetings, the PMC actively participated in 
the dee i si on-making process of t_he study. The consultant acted as a catalyst 
to the decision-making process. 

1. 4 REPORT ORGANIZATION 

Th_e final report is. the culmination of the seven-task work program designed 
to develop a service plan to meet the transit needs of the residents of the 
Pomona Va 11 ey.. During the course of this study, twelve technical niemoranda 
were submitted to the PMC. These documents were: 

• TMl: Workshop Results 

• TM2: Existi~g Public Transportation 

• TM3: Service Barriers 

• TM4: Survey Results 

• TMS: Service Standards 

• TM6: Service Alternatives 

• TM7: Management Alternatives 

• TM8: Financial Resources 

• TM9: Evaluation of Service Alternatives 

• TMlO: Evaluation of Management Alternatives 

• TMll: Recommended Service Plan 

• TM12: Implementation Plan. 

This iinal report consolidates the previous technical memoranda into a 
concise review of the entire study, which was conducted over a twelve-mon~h 
period beginning on November 11, 198?. The report has ~een organized into 
twelve chapters. This chapter introduces the report. Ch.apter 2 provides a 
description of existing public transportation services in Pomo_na Valley, 
including fixed-route paratransit, and ridesharing services. In Chapter 3, 
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TABLE 1-1 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 

Member 

Gary S. Spivack, 
Chairman 

Eleanor Cohen 

Robert Poff 

Martin Lomeli 

Ora Lampman 

Peter Beh·rman 

David Coury 

Harol_d Hayes 

Betty Rose 

John Hoffmeister 

Michael Bair 

Michael Dutton 

Robert Neher 

Representative City/Agency 

Southern California Rapid 
Transit District 

City of Claremont 

City of San Dimas 

City of Laverne 

City of Pomona 

Souther_n California A_ssociation 
of Governments 

Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission 

City of Montclair 

City of Claremont 

Souther_n California Association 
of Governments 

San Bernardino Association 
of Governments 

City of San Dimas 

City of LaVerne 

Source: Southern California Rapid Transit District. 
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Title 

Director of Planning 

Counci lwom_an 

City Manager 

City Manager 

City Manager 

Transportation Analyst 

Program Analyst 

Mayor 

Administrative Assistant 

Transportation Analyst 

Sen_ior Transportation 
Analyst 

Deputy City Manager 

Councilman 



t_he goals and objectives for the design of transit system alternatives and 
the crit_eria us_ed in evaluating the alternatives are presented. Chapter 4 
presents the results of the telephone survey of Pom·ona Valley and West Valley 
·residents. Federal, state, and loca.l .sources of financial assistanc:e are 
identified in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 describes the transit service 
alternatives developed for Pomona Valley, and Chapter 7 describes the 
al tern at ives for ownership and management of trans it service in Pomona 
Valley. The results of the evaluation of the service and 
ownership/m~nagement alternatives are presented in Chapter 8. Chapter 9 
describes the recommended service pla_n developed for Pomona Valley. In 
Chapter 10, the plan developed for implementation and financing of the 
recommend_e_d service pl an is presented. Chapter 11 describes the program 
<;leveloped for monitoring the implementation of the recommended plan. The 
final chapter discusses the commu_nity participation efforts of the study. 
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2. EXISTING PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

The existing public transportation services 
fixed-route, paratransit, and ridesharing. 
description of each of these services. 

2 .1 FIXED-ROUTE SERVICES 

in Pomona Va 11 ey consist of 
This chapter provides a 

Fixed-route service in Pomona Va 11 ey is provided exclusively by the Southern 
California Rapid Transit District. RTO provides service to all four cities 
in Pomona Valley: Pomona, Claremont, San Dimas, and Lailer_ne. T_his section 
describes the existing ~ixed-route services provided by RTO in Pomona Valley. 
This description of RTO services includes information on organizational 
structure, serv·ice area, service characteristics, fare structure, facilities 
and equipment, ridership, costs and revenue, and funding. No attempt ts made 
to evaluate the services provided by RTO. The evaluation of exi.sting 
services will be presented in Chapter 8. This section a.l so describes the 
fixed-route services provided by OMNITRANS to the West Valley area of San 
Bernardi no County east of Pomona Valley. Although OMNITRANS does not provide 
service in Pomona Va 11 ey, it is important to describe the services provided 
by OMNITRANS in the "it/est Valley area because of the proximity and 
avaiiabilityofthe services to Pomona Valley re_sidents and the coordinat.ion 
that exists between 0~1NITRANS an_d RTO. The description of OMNITRANS fixed­
route services presented in this chapter is limited to information on service 
area, service characteristics, equ·ipment and facilities, and fares. 

2 .. 1.1 Southern California Rapid Transit O.istrict 

The Southern California Rapid Transit. District was established by the 
California state legislature in 1964 as a public agency of the state of 
California. Because the District operates under state law, it is directly 
responsible to the legislature. 

At the time of its establishment, the District was given two primary 
responsibilities. The first was to maintain, operate, and improve the 
existing bus system, and the second was to design, engineer, build, and 
operate a region.wide rapid transit system. Thes_e two responsibilities remain 
a continuing and integral part of the legislative guidance for operation of 
the Oi strict·. 

2.1.1.1 Organization 

RTO is governed by an eleven.:member Board CJf Directors. The Board has 1:_he 
re?ponsibility of establishing dist_rict policy and is the body through which 
all powers and duties vested i"n the district are exercised. 

Members of the Board are appointed as fo 11 ows: two members are appointed by 
the Mayor of Los Angeles, one is appointed from each of the five supervisory 
districts by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Los Angel es, and four 
members are appointed by the city select ion committee representing 
commu_nities within ~ach of the four transit corridors connecting outlying 
areas with Los Angeles. A president and vice president are elected from t_his 
membership to one-year terms. 
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A District Executive Staff implements policies as directed by the Board, and 
is charged with the responsibility of the day-to-day operations of RTD. As 
the top executives within the organization, their duties encompass the 
managemen·t of all activities necessary to t.he efficient function of RTD 
serv·ices. The Executive Sta ff consists of a General Manager and el even other 
executives. Bus planning in Los Angeles County is the responsibility of the 
Manager of Planning and Marketing; this individual r·eports to the G.eneral 
Manager. 

2.1.l,2 Service Area 

RTD serves the Pomona Valley area with fourteen bus lines. The lines 
operated by RTD in Pomona Va 11 ey can be c·l ass i fi ed into three types of 
s.ervice: loc:al, express, and contract service. Local service operates on 
su·rface streets, while express service operates on both surface streets and 
freeways. Intercounty contract service is ma.de up of th.ose lines which 
trave.l into adjacent counties. The portion of the service outside of ~os 
Angeles County is funded by the neighboring county. The existing RTD liryes 
serving Pomona Valley, their areas of service, and service type are listed in 
Table 2-1. The geographic structure of the lines is presented in Figure 2-1. 
Following is a brief description of each of the lines listed in Table 2-1. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Une ~87 is a local service route operating between Pomona and Pasadena . 
Northbound buses travel through Pomona via Garez, Mission, Main, Third, 
an.d Towne to Foothill Boule.vard. The buses follow Foothill Boulevard in 
La Verne and San Dimas west out of Pomona Valley and return along the 
same route. 

Line 276 is a local service route that provides service from San Di mas 
to Glendora and Bassett. It also provides service to the Eastland 
Shopping Center and West C.o·vina Plaza in \)'est Covina. In San Dimas, the 
route follows Foothill Boulevard to San Dimas Avenue. The route turns 
south on San Dimas to Bonita Avenue and then west on Bonita to Cataract 
Avenue. The route follows Cataract south to Covina B.oulevard, where it 
turns west out of Pomona Valley. The route follows the same streets in 
the return direction. 

Line 185 is a local service route serving San Dimas, Laverne, a.nd 
Claremont in Pomona Valley. It is one of four routes t.hat provide 
i ntercounty service between Los Angel es and San Bernardi no Counties. 
The route originates west of the study area. Within Pomona Valley, 
buses travel east on Bonita Avenue, then south on White Avenue, east on 
Arrow Highway, north on Garey Avenue, east on Bonita, north on Indian 
Hill Boulevard, and east along Sixth Street past the San Bernardino 
County line into the city of Montclair. In Montclair, the route serves 
Montclair Pla.za. Buses return along the same route. 

Line. 178 is a local service route t.hat operates ~etween the El Monte Bus 
Station and the California State Polytechnic University at Pomona. 
Service in Pomona Valley is provided to Temple Avenue, South Campus 
Drive, and Kellog Drive on the university campus. The campus is located 
south of the San Bernardi no Freeway and west of the Route 57 Freeway. 
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Line 
Number 

187 

276 

185 

178 

291 

192 

293 

194 

48D 

482 

484 

490 

492 

496 

497 

Source: 

TABLE 2-1 

EXISTING RTD LINES SERVING POMONA VALLEY 

Serv.i ce Area 

Pasadena - Pomona 

Sunset Avenue - Covina Avenue -
San Dimas Avenue 

Hacienda Avenue - Irwindale Avenue -
Arrow Highway 

El Monte - Baldwin Park - West Covina -
Va linda - Wal nut 

Garey Avenue - Foothi 11 Boulevard 

Arroyo Avenue - North White Avenue -
San Bernardino Avenue 

Indian Hill Boulevard - Reservoir Street 

West Ninth Street - South Towne Avenue -
Arrow Hi ghway 

Los Angeles - El Monte - West Covina -
Pomona 

Los Angeles - Hacienda Height.s - Pomona 

Los Angeles - El Monte - LaPuent_e -
Pomona - Ontario Airport 

Los Angeles - Covina - Walnut - CalPoly 
Pomona 

Los Angeles - Sout_h Arcadia - San Dimas 

Los Angeles - Pomona - Riverside -
San Bernardi no 

Los Angeles - Montclair - Pomona 

SCRTD Timetables .. 

2-3 

Service Type 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Local 

Express 

Express 

Express 

Express 

Express 

Contract 

Park-and-Ride 
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• Line 291 is a local service route operating exclusively within the 
cities of Pomona and Claremont. The southern ter·mi nus of the route is a 
loop around Olive Street, Towne Avenue, County Road, and Garey Avenue. 
From the loop, buses travel on Garey Avenue north to Foothill Boulevard, 
east to Mountain Avenue, north to Base Line Road, and then east to 
I_ndian Hill ~oulevard. At this point, the route connects with Line 293. 
The Pomona CBD and Pomona Valley Hospital are served by Line 291. 

• Line 192 is anoth_er local service route operating exclusively within the 
cities of Pom·ona and Claremo_nt. It operates primarily in an east-west 
di rec ti on. The easter·n terminus of th:e route is located at Ridgeway 
Street and Valley Boulevard. Buses travel north on Ridgeway Street to 
Murchi.son Avenue. Buses then foll ow an easterly route on A_ugusta 
Street, Academy Avenue, Cromwe.11 Street, Aval on Avenu·e, Gonesha 
Boulevard, Arroyo Avenue, Weber Street, and Orange Grove Avenue. From 
Orange Avenue, buses turn south on White Avenue to Mission Boulevard, 
east to San Antonio Avenue, north to San Bernardino Avenue, west to 
Indian Hill Boulevard, and then north to its eastern terminus at. Arrow 
Highway. At th.is point, the route connects with Line 194. 

• Line 293 is a local service route that is interconnected with Line 291. 
Like Lines 291 an_d i92, this line is a local service route operating 
exclusively within the citie~ of Pom()~!I, and Claremont. From Base Line 
Road, buses travel sout_h_ on India_n Hill Boulevard to Holt Avenue, east 
to Reservoir, south to Cou~ty Road, and th_en west to Towne Av.enue. A 
loop is then made by way of Towne Avenue, 01 ive Street, and Garey Avenue 
before buses return along the sam·e route. 

• Line 194 is a 1 oca l service route con·nect i ng with L i_ne 192 at its 
eastern terminus at Arrow Hlghway and Indian Hlll Boulevard and at its 
western terminus at Valley Boulevard and Ridgeway Street. This rout_e 
also operates exclusively within the cities of Pomona and Claremont. At 
the eastern end of the route in Claremont, buses travel west on Arrow 
Highway to Garey Avenue, south on Garey past the Pomona Valley Hospital 
to Mission Boulevard, east to Towne Avenue, and south to Lexington 
Street. Buses then follow a westerly circuitous route along White 
Avenue, Phillips Boulevard, Buena Vista Avenue, Ninth Street, Vermont 
Ave_nue, Mission Boulevard, and Valley Boulevard to the western terminus 
at Ridgeway Street and Vally Boulevard. 

• Line 480 is an express service route connecting Pomona with downtown Los 
Angeles via West Covin.a. a_ncl El Monte .. Within Pomona Valley, buses 
trayel east along t_he Sa_n Bernardino and Corona Freeways to Mission 
B_oulevard. The buses then travel east to East End Avenue, north to Holt 

- - ;Av·enue, and east to Indian Hiil Boulevard. A loop is made at Indian 
Hill B_oulevard via Keystone Ayenue, Mills Avenue, and Holt Avenue, 
before returning to Los Angel es along t_he same route. The lndi an Hill 
Ma.11 is located at the eastern terminus of t_he route. 

• Line 482 is an express service route betw·een Los Angel es an_d Pomona. Th:e 
eastern terminus of the route is a loop near the lndi an Hill Ma 11 in 
Pomona arou_nd Indian Hi 11 Boulevard, Keystone Avenue, and Mills Avenue 
to Hoh Avenue. Bu_ses follow Holt Avenue and Valley Boulevard west to 
Temple Avenue. At Temple, buses travel south to Pomona Boulevard, west 

2-7 



• 

• 

• 

• 

to Hospital Road, east to Diamond Bar Boulevard, and south to Golgen 
Springs Road before continuing out of Pomon_a Va 11 ey. Buses return a 1 ong 
the same route. 

Line 484 is an express route providing intercounty service between 
downtown Los Angeles and the Ontario Air.port in San Bernardino County. 
Westbound buses travel through Pomona via Holt Avenue, Valley 
Boulevard, and Temple Avenue. Eastbound buses return along the same 
route. 

Line 490 ts an express service route between Los Angeles and Brea that 
provides some service to Pomona Valley. Service in Pomona Valley is 
limited to Temple Avenue, Pomona Boulevard, Hospital Boulevard, a_nd 
Diamond Bar Boulevard. 

Line 492 is an express seriice route connecting San Dimas with Los 
Angeles and other cities in the San Gabriel Valley. In San Dimas, 
eastbound buses follow Bonita Avenue to San Dimas Avenue before looping 
back to Boni ta Avenue. by way of San Di mas Avenue, Arrow Highway, and 
Walnut Avenue. 

Line 497 is a park-and-ride route serving Pomona Va 11 ey. This route 
operates between Los Angeles and Montclair with stops at the Pomona and 
Pomona Fair park-and-ride lots in Pomona. Within Pomona Valley, the 
route follows the San Bernardino Freeway, Ganesha Boulevard, McKinley 
Boulevard, and the San Bernardino Freeway to Montclair. 

In addition to the services described above, RTD operates a special service 
to the Pomona Fair at the Los Angel es County Fairgrounds in Pomona during 
September. 

2. 1.1.-3 Service l::"ha racteri st i cs 

The service chara_cteristics of the RTD fixed routes serving Pomona Valley, 
including th_eir days of service, hours of service, and morning peak hour, 
afternoon peak hour, midday b_ase, night, and weekend service frequencies, are 
presented in Table 2-2. As can be seen from the table, only about one-third 
of t_he routes provide Saturday and Sunday service in addition to their 
regular Monday through Friday seryice. Routes witli Saturday and Sunday 
service include Lin~s 187, 480, 482, 484, and 490. Hours of service vary 
among the routes. The earlie_st rou·te begins service at 4:42 a.m. and the 
latest service ei<"tends to 1:55 a.m. at night. Frequency of s_eriice during 
peak hours (6:00 - 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 - 6:00 p.m.) ranges from thirteen 
minutes on Line 497 to sixty minutes on Lines 276, 185, and 178, with an 
average of about 34 minutes. Lines 492 and 497 operate only during peak 
hours. The former is an express service route and the latter is a park-and­
ri de route-. Frequency of service on these routes averages seventeen minutes 
during th_e a.m_. peak a_nd 25 minute_s in th_e p.m. peak. Three routes provide 
night service (Lines 480, 482, and 484). Service ranges from forty minutes 
on Line 482 to sixty minutes on Line 484. Line 480 operates at a 45 minute 
frequency. Service frequency on routes with Saturday and su·nday serv"i ce is 
sixty minutes, with two exceptions. Line 480 operates at thirty-minute 
frequenc.1 es both Saturday and Sunday, while Line 484 operates at thirty­
mfnute frequencies on Saturday and sixty minutes on Sunday. 

2-8 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



------------------­TABLE 2-2 

r;> 
<O 

Line Number/ 
Service Area 

187 - Pasadena -
Pomona 

276 - Sunset Avenue -
Covina Avenue - San 
Dimas Avenue 

185 - Hacienda Avenue -
Irwindale Avenue -
Arrow Highway 

178 - El Monte - Baldw.in 
Park - West Covina -
Valinda - Wa,lnut 

291 - Garey Avenue -
Foothill Boulevard 

192 - Arroya Avenue - North 
White Avenue - San Bernar­
di,no Avenue 

293 - Ind.Jan Hill Boule­
vard - Reservoir Street 

194 - West N.inth Street -
South Towne. Avenue -
Arrow Hi ghway 

480 - Los Ange.l es - El 
Monte - West Covina -
Pomona 

RTD EXISTING FIXED ROUTE SERVIGE CHARACTERISTICS 

Freque~'i<fin~te~rvice 
Peak M111- • 

Days of Service Hours of Service a.m. 1 Jl.m. 2 day Night 

Monday - Fri day 
Saturday 
Sunday 

Monday - Friday 

Monday - Friday 

Monday - Fri day 

Monday - Friday 

Monday - Friday 

Monday - Friday 

Monday - Friday 

Monday - Friday 
Saturday 
Sunday 

5~00 a.m. - 8:36 p.m. 
•5:00 a.m. - 8:23 p.m. 
6:45 a.m. - 8:28 p.m. 

5:30 a.m. - 8:02 p.m. 

6:03 a,m. - 8:22 p.m. 

6:08 a .. m. - 8:19 p.m. 

6:00 a,m. - 7:37 p.m. 

6:19 a,m. - 7:51 p.m. 

6:00 a.m. - 7.:37 p.m. 

5:58 a.m .. - 7.:.51 p.m. 

4.:42 a.m. - 1:55 a.m. 
5.:50 a.m. - 1:55 a.m. 
5:50 a.m. - 1:55 a.m. 

30 

60 

60 

60 

40 

40 

40 

40 

17 

30 30 0 

60 60 0 

60 60 0 

60 60 0 

40 40 0 

40 40 0 

40 40 0 

40 40 0 

51 20 45 

--(;ontinued 

Saturday/ 
Sunday 

60 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

30 



TABLE 2-.2 (CONTINUED) 

RTD EXISTING FIXED ROUTE SERVl·CE CHARACTERISTICS 

Line Number/ 
Service Area 

482 - Los Angeles -
Hacienda He•ights - Pomona 

484 - Los Angeles - El 
Monte - La Puente -
Pomona - Ontario Airport 

490 - Los Angeles -
Covina - Walnut - CalPoly 
Pomona 

492 - Los Angeles - South 
Arcadia - San Dimas 

"' I 

~ 497/Montclair - Pomona 
Park-and-Ride 

Days of Service 

Monday - Fri day 
Saturday 
Sunday 

Monday - Fri day 

Monday - Friday 
Saturday 
Sunday 

Monday - Friday 

Monday - Friday 

'Represents headways i.nbound to Los Ange,les. 
2Represents headways· outbound from Los Angeles·. 

Hours of Service 

5:05 a.m. - 11:46 p.m. 
5: 05 a .. m. - 11:44 p.m. 
5:05 a.m. - 8:22 p.m. 

5:00 a.m. - 1:50 a.m. 

6:02 a.m. - 8:51 P .m. 
6:20 a.m. - 8:03 p.m. 
6:20 a,m. - 8:03 p.m. 

5:47 a.m. - 7:52 a.m. 

5:26 a.m. - 8:06 a.m. 
4:08 p.m. - 6: 54 p.m. 

'Represents schedu.1 ed headway rather than average headway. 

Source: RTD Route Timetables. 
1982 Base Bus Network, UNET Daily Line Summary. 

Frequency of Service 
(Minutes) 

Peak Mid- Saturday/ 
Sunday a.m.' p.m. 2 day Night 

28 21 65 40 60 

15 16 60 30/60 

42 32 60 0 60 

25 3 40 3 0 0 0 

163 0 0 0 

- - - -
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2 .. 1.1.4 Fare Structure 

The existing RTO fare structure is shown in Table 2-3. The base fare is fifty 
cents, which is good for all loca.l trips completed on one bus. Monthly 
passes for local service lines cost $20.00 and are good for unlimited travel. 
Transfers are ten cents. 

Certain services, such as freeway express and park-and,.ride, have fares 
calculated on the base fare plus incremental charges of 25 cents per distance 
step of freeway travel. Up to five distance steps can be charged depending 
upon the line. Express charges fo_r Pomona Valley lines range from $1.25 to 
$1. 75. These charges include the base fare of fifty cents. Monthly passes 
for freeway express and park-and'"ri de l in.es range from $41. 00 to $55. 00 in 
express charges including the regular pass charge of $20.00. Monthly 
di stance steps are $7. 00 each. 

Inte,rcounty fares for lines to San Bernardi no County ha.ve express charges of 
$1. 75 for Line 484 and $2 .25 for Line 497. These charges include the base 
fare of fifty cents. 

Reduced fares and monthly passes are available to senior citizens, 
hand.i capped persons, a.n.d students. Senior cit i•Zens and handicapped persons 
with an identification card and students pay a reduced cash fare of twenty 
cents .. There is no additional !=harge for freeway express service. Monthly 
passes for senior citizens and handicapped persons are $4.00. Transfers are 
ten cents. Special services, such a_s the service to the Pomona Fair, h_ave 
special service fares. For the Los Angeles to Pomona Fair line, the fare is 
$2.85. Monthly passes can be appiied toward a portion of the pr·ic:e of the 
fare. Regular monthly passes have a value of fifty cents, and senior citizen, 
handicapped, and student passes have a value of twenty cents. 

~TD fares can be paid by cash, by pass, or with. tickets. Cash and tickets are 
deposited in the farebox at the time of boarding; the pass is shown to the 
driver as the patron enters the bus. Tickets are sold in booklets of ten. 
Patrons must h.ave the exact fare when boarding. 

Passes can be purchased on a monthly basis, eitber at one of RTD's Customer 
Service Centers or at a commercial pass outlet. The closest Customer Service 
Center for Pomona Va 11 ey residents is at the El Monte Stat i_on. Both monthly 
passes and ticket booklets are available at this center. Commercial pass 
outlets are located c1t seven different locations in Pomona VallE!y. One 
outlet is located in Claremont and the remaining six are located in Pomona. 
Ticket booklets can be purchased at only one of the outlets. The outlet at 
the California State Polytechnic University sells only college passes. The 
remaining outlets sell all types of passes. 

Z.l.1.5 Facilities and Equipment 

RTD's main office is located at 425 South Main Street in Los Angeles. 
Operati11g facilities for the RTD vehicle. fleet are located at eleven sites or 
divisions in_ Los Angeles County .. Vehicles on th~ P<1_mona Valley RTD lines 
cur·rently op:erate from the Division 9 operating facility in El Monte. All 
vehicles on Pomona Valley lines are currently maintained a.nd stored at this 
facfl ity except for the vehicles operating on Lines 291, 192, 293, and 194. 
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TABLE 2-3 

EXISTING RTD FARE STRUCTURE 

Base local fare 
Regular local monthly pass 
Transfers 
Express fare 

$ 0.50 
20.00 
0.10 
0.50 + additional express charge 

Additional express charges by line: 1 

480 
482 
484 
490 
492 
497 

Express monthly pass 

$ 1.50 
1.25 
1.25 
1.25 
1.25 
1.75 

$20.00 + additional express charge 

Additional monthly express charges by line: 1 

480 
482 
484 
490 
492 
497 

$48.00 
41.00 
41.00 
41.QQ 
41.00 
55.00 

Intercounty fares between Los Angeles and San Bernardino County 

484 
497 

$ 1. 75 
2.25 

Senior citizen and handicapped reduced fare: $0.20 
Senior citizen and handicapped reduced monthly pass: $4.00 
Senior citizen and handicapped express fare and monthly pass: No 

additional charge 
Student fare (18 and under): $0.20 
Student monthly pass (18 and under): $4.00 
Student express fare and monthly pass (18 and under): No 

additional charge 

1Fares ·s.hown are for riders ·traveling between Pomona Valley inside Los 
Angeles County and downtown. Los Angeles, except for Line 496 which is for 
trips between downtown Los Angeles and Montclair. 

Source: RTD Fares, brochure dated July 1, 1982. 
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These routes operate exclusively within -Pomona Valley and the vehicles are 
stored in a termina.l at 15Ii5 Mission Boulevard in Pomona. Maintenance for 
these vehicles is prov1·ded at the El Monte faciiity. 

The El Monte oper~t:ing fac:ility is locat~d at Santa Anita Boulevard and Route 
10 in El Monte. The facility occupies thirteen acres and h.is a shop capacity 
of 220 vehicles and storage capacity of 300 vehicles. Currently, this 
facility is the base for 341 scheduled serv1.ce and spare ve.hicles. Additional 
vehicles are expected to be b.ased at the El Monte facility due to Proposition 
A service expansion requirements. It is estima.ted that this will increase the 
fleet based at the El Monte facility to about 380 vehicles. 

Recently, a new division was created in Pomona Valley. This division will 
have its operating facility at East End Avenue and Holt Boulevard 1 !1 Pomona. 
The new facil 1 ty 1 s eipected to a 11 evi ate the overcrowding at the El Monte 
facil 1 ty. The site for the faci 11 ty has al ready been acquired. Loc·ated 011 
the site is a building that was previously used as a truck facility. It will 
be modified as necessary for RTD bus maintenance operations. The site has a 
storage capacity for 95 vehicles. However, 10.6 vehicles are expec:ted to be 
based at the facility. Because of this deficiency in capacity, RTD plans to 
expand the site by acquiring additional property. 

The equipment assigned for scheduled service on the Pomona Valley RTD lines 
consist of General Motors, Fl x 1 bl e, American General , and Neop l an buses. 
Table 2-4 lists the number and type of buses used for base and peak service on 
each of the RTD lines serving Pomona. Valley by year of manufacture, 
manufacturer, and model number. Also listed is the operating facility the 
buses are assigned to. 

As showri in Table 2-4, a total of 103 buses are assigned to the Pomona Valley 
RTD lines during the a.m .. peak and 113 buses du·r·1ng the p.m. peak. Midday and 
night. service requires 62 and eleven buses, respectively'. 

Exist.ing park-and-ride lots for RTD lines are located at two different sites 
in Pomona Valley. Table 2-5 lists these lots by RTD line, type of lot, 
locat.ion, ownership, and parking capacity. The Los Angeles County 
Fairgrounds park-and-ride lot in Pomona serves Line 497 and has a parking 
capacity for 500 cars. Another lot in Pomona 1 s located at Mc Kinley and 
Garey Avenues .. This lot serves Line 497 and can accommodate sixty cars. It 
1 s owned and operated by Cal trans. 
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TABLE 2-4 

EXISTING EQUIPMENT FOR RTD LINES SERVING POMONA VALLEY 

VehiC'le Type 
Buses Assigned (Year, Manufacturer, Mode,l Number) 

Line a.m. Mid- p.m. Base Service Peak Service Assigned Operating 
Number Peak da~ Peak Night (Midday and Night) (a .m. and p,m. Peaks) Facility for Buses 

l87 7 8 8 0 1981 GMC ,RTS T80-204 1981 GMC RTS T80-204 Pomona 
276 5 5 5 0 1981 GMC RTS TB0-204 1981 GMC RTS T80-204 El Monte 
185 3 3 3 0 1981 GMC RTS TB0-204 1981 GMC RTS T80-2o4 E.l Monte 
178 3 3 3 0 1981 GMC RTS TB0-204 1981 GMC RTS T80-204 El Monte 
291 5 5 6 0 1966 Flxible 411-GD-C2 1966 Flxible 411-GD-C2 Pomona 
192 5 5 5 0 1966 Flxible 411-GD-C2 1966 Flxible 411-GD-C2 Pomona 
293 Included in Line 451 1966 Flxible 411-GD-C 1966 Flxi ble 4U-GD-C2 Pomona 
1'94 Included in Line 452 1966 Flxible 411-GD-C 1966 Flxi ble 411-GD-C2 .Pomona 
480 23 11 25 6 1977 American Genera,] 10240-B-8 1975 Flxible 53102-8-1 El Monte/Pomona 
482 13 4 12 3 1981 GMC RTS T80-204 1975 Flxible 53102-8-1 El Monte/Pomona 
484 18 10 18 0 1977 American General 10240-B-8 1975 Flxible 411-GD-C2 El Monte/Pomona 
490 12 8 15 2 1977 American General 10240-B-8 1975 Flxible 411-GD-C2 El Monte/Pomona 
492 13 0 3 0 Not appl1 cab le 1 1973 GMC TAH-53074 El Monte 
497 6 0 6 0 Not applicable' 1973 GMC TAH-5307A Pomona 

103 62 113 TI 
1Not applicable since these Hnes operate only during peak hours. 

2Although the Pomona facility is the bas,is for vehicles on thi's line, they will also operate, from two other 
facilities not specified. 

Source: Interview with RTD Maintenance Division representative, January 14, 1983. 
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Line 
Number(s.) 

497 
497 

Sou·rce: 

TABLE 2-5 

EXISTING PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITIES IN POMONA VALLEY 

Type of Lot 

~0111pany Fairgrounds 
Caltrans ParK-and-Ride 

Parking 
Location Ownership Capacity 

McKinley/White Los Angeles 500 
McKinley/Garey Caltrans 60 

SCRTD, Five-Year Short-Ran_g_e Transit Pl~ Fiscal Years 
1983-1987, February, 1982. 

2.1.1,6 Ridership 

Existing ridership on RTD lines serving Pomona Valley was obtained from 
ridership profile reports maintained by RTD for each line .. The reports are 
based on lin~ counts made at various points along each lirie. The points 
represent street intersections where passengers board and alight the buses 
serving the line .. All line counts used for this study were conducted during 
1982 except for Line 497. The counts for this line were conducted in 1980. 

Table 2-6 shows average weekday ridership by line and for the Pomona Valley 
segment of each line. The ridership figures represent total weekday 
boardings for the week the line t.Ollnts were conducted. The figures for 
Pomoni! Va 11 ey were obt.a i ned from RTD area profile reports. These reports 
contain total boardings/alightings af1d boardings by type of fare for each 
census tract the line traverses. The Pomo.na Valley census tracts wer·e 
identified and total boardings for eac:h tract were summed by l in.e. The table 
shows there were 6,291 boardings in Pomona Valley on an average weekday on 
all the RTD lines-. These boardings represent approxim·ately 23 percent of the 
27,606 total boardings.. Of the exist.ing lines, the highest number of 
boardings occur on Lines 291 and 293, which operate exclusively within Pomona 
Valley. These two lines are tied together at their ends. Therefore, the 
ridership statistics for the lines are combined. Exc.luding these two lines, 
the line with the highest number of boardings i.s Line 484 with over 1,000 
passengers boarding daily in Pomona. This line also has the highest total 
boardings of any of the RTD lines serving Pomona Valley. It runs between 
downtown Los Angeles and the Ontario Airport via Holt Avenue in Pomona. 
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TABLE 2-6 

AVERAGE WEEKDAY RIDERSHIP FOR RTD LINES 
• SERVING POMONA VALLEY 

Total Daily Pomona Valley 
Line Boardings Total .Dail)!'. Boardings 
Number for Line Number p·ercent 

187 3,926 557 14.2 
2?6 798 74 9.3 
187 882 238 27.0 
178 930 62 6.7 
291/293 1,152 1,152 100 .. 0 
192/194 529 529 100 .. 0 
480 4,367 933 21.4 
482 2,652 560 21.1 
484 6,184 1,053 17.0 
490 4,339 BO 1.8 
492 226 22 9.7 
497 737 737 100 .. 0 

TOTAL 26,722 5,997 22.4 

Source: RTD Ridership Profiles. 

Average weekday ridership for the RTD Pomona Valley lines by type of fare 
used is shown in Table 2-7. This table lists the number of boardings using 
cash fares, monthly passes, tickets, and transfers by line. Boardings by 
cash fare and passes are further broken down into regular, senior citizen, 
and student. passengers. This information is useful in determining the type 
of ridership on Pomona Valley lines. It also serves as a basis for 
calculat.ing farebox revenues. Review of the table reveals that most of the 
passengers boarding RTD lines in Pomona Valley are regular passengers using a 
cash fare. Forty-one percent of the ridership uses this type of fare 
compared to senior citizen cash fares of about four percent and student Gash 
fares of less than one percent. ColleGtively, cash fares m_ake up about 45 
percent of total boardings. Passengers using m_onthly passes represent about 
forty percent of total boardings. About half of the p_assengers using passes 
are senior citizens and students. Three percent of the bo~rdings in Pomona 
Valley are passengers using tickets and about ten percent are transfers from 
other lines. 
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TABLE 2-7 

POMONA VALLEY AVERAGE WEEKDAY RIDERSHIP BY TYPE OF FARE 

Cash Fares Passes 
Senior Sen1or Transfers 

Line Boardings Regular Citizens Students Regular Citizens Students Tickets Received 

187 557 297 31 2 70 44 38 11 .64 

443 74 29 8 1 12 8 9 0 7 

185 238 99 26 0 21 35 25 7 25 

178 62 32 1 0 2 0 23 0 4 

291/293 1,152 495 72 1 139 129 135 55 126 

192/194 529 239 27 2 87 50 47 9 68 

480 933 363 32 4 286 82 59 20 87 
N 
I .... 482 560 228 15 2 94 78 58 23 62 .... 

484 1,053 462 27 1 105 45 225 39 149 

490 80 25 0 1 13 14 16 0 11 

492 22 6 0 0 14 1 0 1 0 

497 737 ___m__ 5 0 ---1.Zf. _!I 12 10 8 

TOfAL 5,997 2,493 244 14 1,315 498 647 175 611 

Numbers in parentheses indicate percentages. 

Source: RTD Ridership Profiles. 



A breakdown of average weekday ridership for the RTD Pomona Va 11 ey lines by 
time period is prese_nted in Table 2-8. The a.m. peak period covers the hours 
between 6:00 an_d 9:00 a.m. The midday base period begins at 9:00 a.m. and 
end_s at 3:00 p.m. The p.m. peak ru_ns from 3:00 to 6:00 p.m. It should be 
noted that th11se hours are approximate and could vary among the lines. 
Overal 1_, approximately 23 percent of the Pomona Valley ridership occurs 
during th_e a.m. peak period, 42 percent during the midday base period, thirty 
percent during the p.m. peak period, and five perce_nt at night. 

TABLE 2-8 

POMONA VALLEY AVERAGE WEEKDAY RIDERSHIP BY TIME PERIOD 

Percent Ridershie Percent of 
Line a.m. Mid- p.m. All Pomona 
Number Peak da:t Peak Night Valle:t Lines 

440 22.38 46.79 30.83 o.oo 9.29 
276 31.47 54.55 13.99 0.00 1.23 
185 25.00 47.41 27.59 0.00 3. 97 
178 9.33 61.33 26.67 2.67 1.03 
291/29_3 22.83 36.20 4Q.80 0.17 19.21 
192/194 13.23 56.52 2?.98 2.27 8.82 
480 12.50 37.20 28.35 21.95 15.56 
482 26.40 49.14 18.78 5.69 9.34 
484 16.59 53.93 1$.64 10.84 17.56 
490 21.72 42.42 35.86 0.00 1.33 
492 ?8.57 0.00 21.43 0.00 0.37 
497 55.52 0.00 44.48 0.00 12.29 

TOTAL 22.87 42.21 29.90 5.02 100.00 

Source: RTD Ridership Profiles. 

Table 2-9 lists major boarding/alighting locations in Pomona Valley (stops 
with 50 or more boardings/a'ligh,.ings). Indian Hill Boulevard, at Holt 
Avenue, has the highest number of boardings/a 1 i ght i ngs, with 505 da fly. 

2-18 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
m 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TAB.LE 2-9 

MAJOR BOARDING/ALIGHTING L0cATiciNS IN POMONA VALLEY 
(50 OR MORE DAILY) 

Line 
Number 

187 

443 

185 

178 

291/293 

192/194 

480 

Footh.il 1 - Garey 
Foothi l1 - Towne 
Towne - Arrow 
Towne - La Verne 
Towne ~ Holt 
Main - Mission 

None 

Garey - Arrow Highway 

Kellogg - Info Building 

Indian Hill - San Jose 
Indian Hi 11 - Bonita 
Indian Hill - ilia iurita 
Garey - 1\r .row 
Garey - Holt 
Garey - Third 
Garey - Miss ion 
Garey - G_rand 
Garey - Philadelphia 
Garey - Olive • 

Garey - Holt 
Mi ssi oil - Garey 

Freeway - Via Verde 
Valley - Roselawn 
Mission - Corona Freeway 
Mission - Dudley 
Mission - Buena Vista 
Mission - Hamilton 
Missio·n - Park 
Mission - Ma.in 
Mission - Garey 
Mission - Pa.16mares 
Miss i cm - Towne 
Mi ss i o·n - San Anton 
Mission - Reservoir 
Holt - East End 
Holt - St. Paul 
Indian Hill - Holt 
Keystone - Indian Hill 
Valley -Ga_ne_sha 
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Total 
Al tghtings/Boardings 

77 
70 
55 
70 

146 
116 

50 

77 

73 
64 
66 

li3 
236 

71 
146 
45 
41 
41 

57 
76 

51 
96 
57 
74 
88 

103 
81 
86 

203 
58 
66 
53 
50 
77 
47 

310 
46 

115 

--Conti n_ued 



TABLE·2-9 (CONTINUED) 

MAJOR BOARDING/ALIGHTING LOCATIONS IN POMONA VALLEY 
(50 OR MORE DAILY) 

Line 
Number 

482 

484 

490 

492 

497 

State - Center 
Hoit - Park • 
Holt - Garey 

Location 

Holt - Indian Hill 

Kellogg - Info Building 
Holt - Ganes ha 
Halt - Erie 
Holt - Dudley 
Holt - Hamilton 
Holt - White 
Halt - Park 
Holt - Garey 
Halt - Palomares 
Holt - Towne 
Holt - San Anton 
Holt - Reservoir 
Holt - East End 
Holt - St. Paul 
Holt - Indian Hill 
Holt - Mills 

None 

None 

Pomona 

Source: RTO Ridership Profi 1 es. 
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Total 
.Al ightings/Boardinqs 

130 
51 

121 
56 

300 
64 
51 
92 
65 
58 
74 

267 
166 
100 
122 

55 
66 
54 

139 
129 
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2.1.1.7 Costs and Revenues 

Average weekday costs and reven·ues for the Pom.ona Valley RTD lines are 
presented in Table 2-10. The costs for the lines are presented for the 
entire 11ne rather than the portion of the line within Pomona Valley. 
However, bus miles and bus hours of scheduled operation are shown for the 
entire line and the Pomona Valley portion of the line. These .statistics are 
the primary determinants of costs of operat.i on. Over a 11, Pomona Va 11 ey 
accou.nts for approximately 21 percent of total bus miles and bus hours of 
operation. • 

Passenger revenues for Pomona Va 11 ey were e.st i m.ated ~sing average weekday 
ridership by type of fare used and RTD system values for each fare c:ategory 
except. express cash fares for regular passengers. For passengers using cash 
fares for local service, the appropriate fares for this type of service were 
used. For lines with freeway express serv·ice, eipress passengers were 
assumed to pay a cash fare of $1.75, which represents the fare for a trip from 
Pomona Valley to Los Angeles. The only lines with express passenger 
boardings in Pomona Valley are Lines 496 and 497. Both of these lines 
qp·erate e.J5press only in Pomona Valley with pick-ups limited to park-and-ride 
lo·ts. Average fares used for pa.ssengers with passes were 22.5 cents for local 
service regular passengers, 39.5 cents for express service regular 
passenger-.s, 6.5 cents for senior citizen passengers, and 7.2 cents for 
student passengers. The values were obtained from RTD. 

Review of the Pomona Va 11 ey passenger r·evenues by 11 ne reveals that revenues 
for the local service routes (Lines 440 - 454) have percentage revenues th.a.t 
are approximately the same as the percentage of total boardjngs that occurs 
in Pomona Valley. On the other hand, percentage revenues for the express 
service routes (Lines 480 - 497) are significantly lower than the percentage 
of boardings that occurs in Pomona. This is due to the fact that most of the 
passengers boardfng the express service lines ride the local portion of the 
lines only. Overall, passenger revenues in Pomona Valley amount to 
approximately twelve percent of total revenues, while passenger boardings in 
Pomona Valley represent approximately 21 percent of total boardings. 

2.1 .. 1.8 Funding 

RTD has a proposed operating budget of $410,536,000 in fiscal year 1983 
(Table 2~11). This is an increase of $45,536,000 (12.5%) over the fiscal 
year 1982 budget of $365 mil lion. The primary sources of reve.nues for RTD 
operations are farebox revenues, sales tax reteipts, and federal (UMTA) 
funds. Farebox revenues are eipected to t.otal $103 mill ion, 25.1 percent of 
all revenue. Farebox revenues in FY 1983 are predicted to be approximat,ely 36 
percent 1 ess than those received in FY 1982 due to the .implementation of the 
fifty cent base fare under Proposition A. In FY 1982 (before Propositi.e>n A) 
farebox revenues expected for FY 1983 total $242,621,000 (59 percent of all 
revenues). Sales tax receipts for transit are from three sources: 
Tran_sportat ion Development Act (TDA), State Transit Assistance Program 
(STA), a.11.d Proposition A. STA and TDA programs will be discussed in greater 
detai.l later in this report. RTD's Proposition A funding totals $129,096,000 
for FY 1983 (31.4 percent of revenue_s). Proposition A funding in the FY 1983 
budget more than made up for the loss in fa.rebox receipts of $86,850,000 
between FY 1982 and FY 1983. Federal funds for FY 1983 are $41,575,000 for 
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Line 
Number 

187 
441/Z7ii 
185 
178 
291/293 
192/194 
480 
482 
484 
490 
492 
497 

TOTAL 

Total 

1,.726 
1,085 

721 
701 
887 

1,071 
5,069 
2,191 
4,080 
2,.885 

207 
586 

21,209 

Source: RliD. 

TABLE 2-10 

AVERAGE WEEKDAY COSTS AND REVENUES FOR RliD LINES SERVING POMONA VALLEY 

Bus Miles 
Pomona Valley 

Number Percent 

503 
101 
271 

57 
887 

1,071 
887 
445 
653 

82 
9 

586 

5,552 

29.1 
9.3 

37 .6 
8.1 

roo.o 
100.0 

l7 .5 
20.3 
115. U. 
2.0 
4.3 

100.0 

26.2 

Bus Hours 
Pomona Va 11 ey 

Total Number Percent 

93 
59 
33 
35 
52 
58 

189 
89 

178 
121. 

8 
19 

24 
6 

12 
3 

52 
58 
34 
21 
30 

6 
.6 
19 

934 265. ti 

25.B 
10.2 
36.4 
8.6 

100.0 • 
100.0 
18.0 
23.6 
16.9 
4.1 
7.5 

100.0 

28.4 

Total 
Operating 
Cost 

$ 5,366 
3,457 
2,033 
2,003 
3,540 
3,324 

15,002 
7,266 

12,243 
8,827 
1,406 
2,790 

67,287 

Passenger Boardin~s 
Pomona Val ey 

Total Number Percent 

3,926 
798 
882 
930 

1,152 
529 

4,367 
2,652 
6,184 
4,339 

226 
737 

26,722 

557 
74 

238 
62 

1,152 
529 
933 
560 

1,053 
80 
22 

737 

5,991 

14.2 
9.3 

27.0 
6.7 

100.0 
100.0 
21.4 
21.1 
17 .·0 
1.8 
9.7 

100.0 

22.4 

Passenger Revenues 
Pomona Valley 

Total Number Percent 

$ 1,165 
220 
271 
270 
345 
159 

3,113 
1,038 
2,825 
1,967 

127 
1,083 

12,,583 

$ 180 
20 
66 
18 

345 
159 
266 
156 
293 

17 
6 

1,083 

2,609 

15.4 
9 .. 1 

24.3 
6.7 

100.0 
100.0 

8.5 
15.0 
10.4 
0.9 
4.7 

100.0 

20.7 
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operations (10.2 percent of total revenues). This am_ou_nt is more than $23 
mi 11 ion less than the FY 1982 l eve 1. The primary sourte of federal funds is 
the Section 5 program of operating assistance. 

TABLE 2-11 

PROPOSED OPERATING BUDGET 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANs·n DISTRICT 

FY 1982/1983 

Operating Costs 

Revenue: 
• Farebox 
• Sales Tax 

(THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 

- Transportation Development Act 
- State Transit Assistance 
- Proposition A 

• UMTA Funds 
- Section 5, Op~rating Assistance 
- Other UMTA Funds 

• Interest Earnings 
• Other I ncom·e 

TOTAL 

Source: RTD Annual Budget, FY 1983. 

$410,536 

$103,000 (25.1%) 

95,800 (23. 3%) 
17,725 ( 4.3%) 

129,096 (31.4%) 

39, 725 ( 9 .]%) 
1,858 ( 0.5%) 

16,000 ( 3.9%) 
7,340 ( 1.8%) 

$410,536 (100. 0%) 

The FY _1983 RTD c:apital budget is $79,275,000 (Table 2-12). Expenditures are 
for maintenance/operating facilities, _ purchase of sma 11 buses, and 
continuing preli_minary engineering for Metro Rail. UMTA capital assistance 
funds are expected to provid_e more tha_n seventy percent of the needed funds. 
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TABLE 2'-12 

PROPOSED CAPITAL BUDGET 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT 

FY 1982/1983 
(THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 

Requirements 

Small Buses 
Maintenance/Operations Facilities 
Computer Facilities and Other 
Miscellaneous Items 

Metro Rail Preliminary Engineering 
Debt Service 

Sources of Funds 

UMTA Funds 
Sa.l es Tax 
Gasoline Tax 

TOTAL 

Fa rebox Revenue 

TOTAL 

$10,.100 ( 12.7%) 
38,000 ( 47.9%) 

9,900 ( 19.7%) 
15,600 ( 19.7%) 
5,675 ( 7.2%) 

$79,275 (100.0%) 

$57,720 ( 72.8%) 
16,440 ( 20.7%) 
2,340 ( 3.0%) 
2,775 ( 3.5%) 

$79,275 (100.0%) 

Source: RTO Annual Operating Budget, FY 1983. 

2 .1. 2 OMNITRANS 

Fixed route services in the West Va)ley area are operated a.nd administered by 
OMNITRANS. OMNITRANS is a joint pol>'ers age~cy created in 1976 by the cities 
and the county of San Bernardino. OMNITRANS is d.ivided into a Metro and West 
v·alley Oivisio~. The latter division comprises the West Valley servi·ce area 
and includes t.he cities of Chino, Mo.ntclair, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, 
Upla~d, and the unincorporated communities of Los Serra~.os and San Antonio 
Heights. Transit services in the West Valley service area are administ_ered 
by the West Valley Transit Service Authority. This authority is also a joint 
powers agency. Member.ship of the agency consists of elected or appointed 
officials from the jurisdictions cited above plus the cities of Claremont and 
Pomona. 

OMNITRANS operates ten fixed routes i.n the West Valley area. The geographic 
structure of the_se routes is presented in Figure 2-2. A 11 routes operate 
exclusively wit_hir!_ the West Valley ar·ea except for Route 14, which provides 
service between Montclair and Yucaipa in the Metro Division via San 
Bernardino. Montclair Plaza serves as the western terminus for all routes 
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except Route 62 ( Euc.l id Avenue - North Up land). Two RTD route_s _al so serve 
Montc:lair Plaza. Patrons who wish to transfer from RTD to DMNITRANS bus_es 
can do so at this location. No intercounty service between Los Angeles and 
San Bernardino Counties is operated by OMNITRANS. 

The service characteristics of OMNITRANS fixed-route service in the West 
Valley area are shown in Table 2-13. Service is provided six days a week on 
a 11 routes e_xcept Rout_e 62 (Euclid Avenue - North Upland). There is no 
service on Sundays and generally observed holidays. The earliest service 
begins at 5:25 a.m. on Route 65 (Los Serranos) and th_e latest exj;ends to 8:20 
p .. m. on Route 14 (Yucaipa-Montclair Plaza). The frequencies of service are 
forty and sixty minutes in both peak and off-peak periods for all routes. On 
Saturdays, service is provided at sixty-minute frequencies. 

The base fare for fixed-route service is fifty cents. Elderly (sixty years 
of age and older) a_nd handicapped persons can ride for 25 cents. The fare for 
students is 35 cents. Transfers are five cents. Monthly passes for regular 
passengers sell for $20. E°lderly and handicapped passes cost $10. 

The OMNITRANS fixed-route fleet consists of 82 vehicles in the active fleet 
and fifteen vehicies in the reserve fleei. the active fleet consists of 
Flxible, American Motors, General, Chance, and General Motors coaches, 
rang1 ng in age from 1975 to 1980. A 11 buses in t_he reserve fleet are 1967 
Flxible coaches. Twenty-three buses are assigned t_o th_e We?t Valley area 
fixed-routes for weekday service. Saturday s_erVice requires 21 buses. 

The office and maintenance facilities of OMNITRANS West Valley Division are 
currently located at 5050 Arrow Highway in Montclair. The facilities at this 
location include office space for maintenance and operations superviso~s, a 
dispatch office, recreational rooms and restrooms, a bus storage area, 
employee parking with thirty spaces, and a maintenance work area for two 
buses. A total of twenty buses are assigned to this division. This number 
incl_ud_es all b_uses operating in the West Valley service area except for Route 
14 (Yuc:aip_a.,Montclair Plaza) bu_ses which are assigned to the Metro Division. 
The facilities at Arrow Highway are being l,!Sed only on an interim basis until 
construction of the new facilities is completed. 

Althtiugh OMNITRANS does not own or operate any park-and-ride lots, Caltrans 
currently has three park-and-ride locations in the West Valley area which are 
used by OMNITRANS. Approximately 200 spaces are at the Montclair Plaza, 
thirty spaces at the Thunderbird Bowling Lanes on the west side of Mountain 
Avenue between San Bernardino Fr·eeway and Sixth Street in Ontario, and thirty 
spaces at. the K-Mart Store on the west side of Euclid Avenue between the 
Pomona Freeway and Wal nut Avenue off the sa·n Bernardi no Freeway in Ontario. 

The OMNITRANS operating budget for FY 1982/83 is $12,513,195 (Table 2-14), 
which is five percent less than for FY .1981/82. Operations are bei~g 
subs-idized by local, state, and federal funds; the farebox provides only 22.1 
perc:ent of total operating expenses. Like RTD, OMNITRANS is dependent u·pon 
UMT,A Section 5 operating assistance. The OMNITRANS capital budget for FY 
1982/83 is $1,3-37,860. State a_nd federal funds are used to finance the 
capital impro·vements. 
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TABLE 2-13 

OMNITRANS EXISTING FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE CHARACliERISTICS 

Fre of Service 
Route nutes 

Number Route Name Days of Serv i,ce Hours of Servke Peak e Sa ur ay 

14 Yucaipa - Montclair Plaza Monday - Friday 6:00 a.m. - 8:20 p.m. 60 60 60 
Saturday 6:05 a.m. - 8:20 p.m. 

60 Montclair Plaza - Chaffey Monday - Friday 5:25 a.m. - 7:50 p.m. 40 40 60 
College Saturday 8:00 a.m. - 8: 10 p.m. 

62 Euclid Avenue - North Upland nonday - Friday 6:55 a.m. - 4:.30 p.m. 60 60 0 

63 Montclair Plaza - Indian Monday - Friday 5 :40 a .. m. - 7:40 p.m. 40 40 60 
H,i 11 Ma 11 Saturday 7:30 a.m. - 6:00 p.m. 

"' I 

"' 64 Chino Monday - Saturday 6:00 a•.m. - 8: 10 p.m. 60 60 60 ex, 

65 Los Serranos Monday - Saturday 5:25 a.m. - 7:55 p.m. 60 60 60 

66 Northeast Ontario - Airport Monday - Friday 6:20 a.m. - 7: 30 p.m. 40 40 60 
Saturday 7:00 a.m. - 6: 15 p.m. 

67 East Ontario Monday - Friday 6:30 a.m. - 7:05 p.m. 40 40 60 
Saturday 7:20 a.m. - 6: 15 p.m. 

68 Southwest Ontario - Chino Monday - Friday 6:20 a.m. - 7:25 p.m. 40 40 60 
Saturday 7:20 a.m. - 6:50 p.m. 

69 Southeast Ontario Monday - Friday 6:00 a.m. - 7:40 p.m. 40 40 60 
Saturday 7:00 a.m. - 5:55 p.m. 

-------------------
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Operations 

Costs: 
• Demand Responsive 
• Fixed-Route 

TABLE 2-14 

OMNI°TRANS BUDGET SUMMARY 
• FY 1982/1983 • • 

• Regional Transportation 
TOTAL 

Source of Funds: 
• UMTA Section 8 
• UMTA Section 5 
• Farebox 
• State -Transportatio~ Assistance 
• Transportation Development Act 

• TOTAL 

.Capital 
Costs: 
• Vehicles 
• Support Equipment 
• Contingencies 

TOTAL 

Sol,lrce of Fu_nds .: 
• State Transportation Assistance 
• UMTA Sectio~ 5 

TOTAL 

$2,072,295 ( 16.6%) 
8,882,736 ( 71.0%) 
1,558,163 ~ 12.4%~ 

$12,513,195100.0% 

$ 43,060 ( 0.3%) 
2,920,000 ( 23.3%) 
2,487,226 ( 19.9%) 
2 ,760, 996 ( 22. 1%) 
4,301,913 ~ 34.4%~ 

$12,513,195 100. 0% 

$ 641,250 ( 46.5%) 
662,890 C 48.1%) 
73,720 f 5.4%) 

$ l,337,860100.0%) 

$ 682,280 ( 49.5%) 
695,580 ( 50.5%) 

$ 1,337,860 (100. 0%) 

Source: OMNITRANS 1982-1983 Budget (November 18, 1982). 

2.2 PARATRANSIT SERVICES 

Paratransit services in Pomona Valley are provided by :~he Get About 
Transportation system and Claremont Dial-a-Ride .. These arr: the area's on_ly 
paratransit systems organized solely to provide paratran~it service. All 
others are residentia.l facilities or colreges that need transpq_rtation as a 
support to their primary ril.ission or taxi s_ervice operators. The existing 
paratransit services provided by the Get About system an<l :laremont .Dial-a­
Ride are described in this section .. The descrfption of services includes 
information on organizat.ional structure, serv-ice area, service 
characteristics, fare structure, facilities and equipment, ridership, costs 
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and revenues, and fu_nding. No attempt is made to evaluate the services 
provided by Get About Transportation or Claremont Dial-a-Ride. ·The analysis 
of existing services is presented in Chapter 8. This chapter also describes 
the paratransit services provided by OMNITRANS to the West Valley area of San 
Bernardino County. The. description of OMNITRANS paratransit services 
presented in this section is limited to information on service area, service 
characteristics, equipment and facilities, and fares. 

2.2 . .1 Get About Transportation 

Get About Transportation was established in 1975 by four local retirement 
homes to meet the transportation needs of isolated low income and elderly 
residents of the Pomona Valley cities of Claremont, La Verne, Pomona, and San 
Dimas. Funding for the system was obtained through a grant from the Los 
Angeles County Area Agency on Aging under th!! non-profit corporate entity of 
Pomona Valley Community Services (PVCS). In 1_977, t_he governments of the four 
Pomona Valley cities elected to form a joint powers agency for provision of 
door-to-door transportation to all low income and elderly residents in the 
va Tl ey. The PVCS was. subsequently appointed to administer the program. 

2.2.1.1 Organization 

The overall authority for Get About is the joint powers agreement between the 
cities of Claremont, La Verne,. Po,me>na, a_nd San Dimas. The joint powers agency 
is made up of one elected official from eac_h city with the power to seek 
outside funding a_nd to contract for a_dmi ni st rat io_n .an.d operation of the. 
program, to own vehicles, and to establish long-range policy and review. The 
Director of PVCS reports to the agency a_nd is responsible for the day-to-day 
administration of Get About. Services are provided through a contract with 
the for-profit private operator Community Transit Services, Inc. 

2.2.1.2 Service A_rea 

Get About Transportation provides th_e elderly a_nd handicapped resi_dents of 
Pomona, Laverne, San Dimas, and Clarem_ont a,n_d immediately adjacent 
unincorporated areas with de_mand-responsive service ( Figure 2-3). Advance 
reservation requirements vary according to trip purpose. All trip purposes 
are served, with no priorities placed on trip purpose. Approximately 400,000 
vehicle miles and 32,000 vehicle hours of service are provided annually. 

2. 2 .. 1. 3 Service Characteristics 

Demand-responsive service is available from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday 
throtgh Friday, and from 8:30 a.m .. to 4:00 p.m. on Sundays. No service is 
provi :led on Saturdays. Patrons request service by telephone. 

2.2.1.4 Fare Structure 

Get Jbout Transportation charges a fare of $1.00. Fares may be paid in cash 
or b:, ticket. Ticket booklets good for twelve rides may be purchased for 
$10.l,O through the administrative officer of Get About. Rides to nutritional 
sites are free with tickets obtained from the nutritional sites or the 
administrative office. Donations are accepted for nutritional riders. • 
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Figure 2-3 

SERVICE AREA FOR 
GET ABOUT TRANSPORTATION 



2.2.1.5 Facilites and Equipment 

The offices of Get About Transportatiun are located at 2025 Bonita Avenue in 
LaVerne. A total of 22·vehicles are contained in the fleet. Five vehicles 
are used as spares. A fleet inventory is shown in Table 2-15. 

2.2.1.6 Ridership 

Ridership for the system is approximately 100,000 annually or 450 daily. Of 
this total, approximately 59 percent are elderly and 41 percent are 
handicapped. 

2.2.1.7 Costs and Revenues 

The FY 1982/83 budget indicates total expenditures of $1,196,334. This 
includes $152,752 in administration and dispatching costs, $365,114 in 
capital costs, $543,570 in contracted service costs, and $134,898 in overhead 
costs. A total of $84,500 is expected in farebox revenues and donations. 

2.2.1.8 Funding 

The sources of outside funding used to finance Get About Transportation 
include Proposition A, Area Agency and Aging, TOA, and UMTA. Collectively, 
funds from these sources are expected to total $1,111,834 in FY 1982/83. The 
largest single source of funds is Proposition A at $379,000. TOA funds are 
expected to amount to $313,000, while UMTA and Area Agency on Aging funds are 
expected to total $256,800 and $163,034, respectively. 

2.2.2 Claremont Dial-A-Ride 

Claremont Dial-a-Ride is Pomona Valley's other major paratransit operator. 
The service has been in operation since 1974. 

2.2.2.1 Organization 

Claremont Dial-A-Ride is owned by the City of Claremont and operated by 
Paul's Yellow Cab under contract to the City. Management of the system is 
the responsibility of the City's administrative assistant. 

2.2.2.2 Service Area 

Demand-responsive service is provided by the system within the city limits of 
Claremont (Figure 2-4). The service is available to the general public as 
well as to the elderly and handicapped. Handicapped transportation i~ limited 
to ambulatory patrons. Requests for service by non-ambulatory pat1·ons are 
referred to the Get About System. There are no advance reservation 
requirements for the service. A 11 trip purposes are served, with no 
priorities placed on trip purposes. During FY 1981-1982, appro).imately 
41,000 vehicle miles of service were provided. 
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TABLE 2-15 

GET-ABOUT TRANSPORTATION EXISTING FLEET INVENTORY 

Type 
Model of Vehicle Equipped.With 
Vear (Van, Station Seating Capacity Approximate Wheelchair Lift, 

and T~pe _Wagon, Bus) Seated/Hheelchair Mileage Ramp Tie Oowns 

1976-Plymouth Van 14-passenger 133,000 

1977-Chevy Van IO-passenger 121,000 ✓ 

1977-Chevy Van IO-passenger 134,000 ✓ 

1977-Chevy Van IO-passenger 111,000 ✓ 

1978-Checker Sedan 8-passenger 127,000 

1978-Checker Sedan 8-passenger 126,000 

I 97 B-_GtlC Bus 6-passenger, 3wc 78,000 ✓ 

1980-Plymouth Van 14-passenger 61,000 

1980-Plymouth Van 14-passenger 60,000 

1975-Checker Sedan 7-passenger 171,000 

1981-GMC Bus IO-passenger, 45,000 ✓ 

N 
2 WC 

I 
1981-GMC Bus IO-passenger, 37,000 ✓ w ,. 2 WC 

1981-Chevy Bus 12-passenger, 46,000 ✓ 
2 WC 

1981-GMC Bus IO-passenger, 14,000 ✓ 
2 WC 

1981-Chevy Bus 12-passenger, 16,000 ✓ 
2 WC 

1981-Chevy Bus 12-Passenger, 9,900 ✓ 
2 WC 

1982-Mercury Wagon 4-passenger 4,100 

1982-Mercury Wa9on 4-passenger 3,300 

1982-Mercury Wagon 4-pas'senger 4,900 

1982-Dodge Bus 12-passenger, 900 ✓ 
2 WC 

. 1982- Dodge Bus 12-passenger, 1,425 ✓ 
2 WC 

1982-Dodge Bus 12-passenger, .2,000 ✓ 
2 WC 

Source: Get-About Transportation. 
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2.2.2.3 Service Characteristics 

Dial-a-ride service is available 24 hours a day, seven days a week. Patrons 
request service by telephone. The response time for immediate requests for 
service is twenty to thirty minutes .. 

2.2.2.4 Fare Structure 

Fares for the general public are 75 cents between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday and $2.25 for all other times. Senior citizens and 
handicapped persons can ride for 75 cents at all times. Transfers to and 
from RTD buses are twenty cents under a cooperative agreement with RTD. 
These fares apply to all trips within the city of Claremont. 

Fares are paid by ticket at the time of pick-up. No cash is accepted by the 
driver. Tickets can be purchased at the Claremont City Hall, Pilgrim Place 
Retirement Home, Claremont Manor Retirement Home, and Mt. San Antonio 
Gardens. 

2.2.2.5 Facilities and Equipment 

The offices of Claremont Dial-a-Ride are in the Claremont City Hall at 207 
Harvard Avenue. All of the vehicles used to operate the system are owned by 
Paul's Yellow Cab, which contracts with the city for the service. This 
operator has a total of 93 vehicles which are used for a variety of services. 

2.2.2.6 Ridership 
. - ..... .. -.. -

In. FY 1981 - 1982; ridership _for.Claremont diaFa-ride_totaled 28,184 
passeriger·s (Table 2-16)'. Of tnis·total, 10,812 (38 percent) were passengers 
from the general public. The number of senior citizen passengers represented 
about sixty . percent of the total ridership, or 16,637 passengers. 
Handicapped passengers totaled 734 (two percent) for the year. Total weekday 
riderships averaged 95 passengers per day, while ridership on Saturdays and 
Sundays averaged 22 passengers per day. 

2.2.2.7 Costs and Reveriues 

Actual expenditures for FY 1981 - 1982 amounted to $80,200. Of this amount, 
eleven percent was for wages and fringe benefits for City staff and 89 
percent was for vehicle operations. Expenditures budgeted for.the 1982-1983 
fiscal year are five percent greater than those for the previous fiscal year. 
Total expenditures are budgeted at $84,600. 
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TABLE 2-16 

EXISTING RIDERSHIP FOR THE CLAREMONT DIAL-A-RIDE SYSTEM 
(FISCAL YEAR 1981-1982) 

Average 
Ridership 
Category Weekday 

General Public 36 
Senior Citizens 55 
Handicapped Pe~ians 4 

TOTAL 95 

Source: Claremont Dial-A-Ride. 

2.2.2.8 Funding 

Daily Ridershil 
Saturday 
Sunday 

1 
18 
3 

22 

Annual 
• Ridership 

10,812 
16,637 

734 

28,184 

About 28 percent of total expenditures are expected to be paid from farebox 
revenues.· This represents a decline of four percent from the previous fiscal 
year. Funds from the Transportation Development Act would generate $19,800 
or 23 percent of the total amount required. Proposition A funds are expected 
to provide $21,600 (23 percent) and State Transit Assistance $4,000 (five 
percent) .. The federal government is expected to provide $12,200 (14 percent) 
in Section 5 funds ~nd $3,600 (four percent) in Secti6n 8 funds. Funds from 
the federal government are 22 percent ·1awer than-the previous year. These 
funds are being offset by additional Transportation Development Act Fund_s and 
the new source of funds from Proposition A. 

2. 2. 3 OMNITRANS 

In addition to fixed-route services, OMNITRANS provides both general public 
and elderly and handicapped.demand~responsive services in the West Valley 
area. These services are provided th~ough contract with Paul's Yellow Cab. 

The general public demand-responsive services are provided individually to 
the Wes·t Valley cities of Montclair, Chino, '.Jpland, Ontario, and Rancho 
Cucamonga, as shown in Figure 2-5. Any origirs or destinations are served 
within the areas shown. Therefore, the servi,:e can be classified as a many­
to-many type of demand-responsive service. !ervice is provided from 7:00 
a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday anc' .'ram 7:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on 
Saturdays. Service is requested by telephone. There are no advance 
reservation requirements for service. The response time for immediate 
requests for service is thirty to 45 minutes. A total of eighteen vehicles 
are used to provide demand-responsive service in the West Valley cities. 
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During weekdays, eleven vehicles are operated in Ontario, four in Upland, and 
one each in Montclair, Rancho Cucamonga, and Chino from a total fleet of 27 
vehicles. On Saturdays, a total of eight vehicles are operated, with four in 
Ontario and one in each of the other cities. In FY 1981/1982, these vehicles 
operated for approximately 491,000 vehicle service miles and 36,000 vehicle 
service hours. 

The demand-responsive service for the elderly and handicapped is operated as 
one zone encompassing the West Valley service area (Figure 2-6). Vans 
equipped with lifts for handicapped persons in wheelchairs and others unable 
to mount steps provide door-to-door dial-a-ride service to all origins and 
destinations in the service zone. This specialized dial-a-ride service is 
available during the same hours and days of the week as the general public 
dial-a-ride services (7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday and 9:00 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays). This service also has no advance 
reservation requirements and the response time for service is thirty to 45 
minutes. A total of seven lift-equipped vans are operated on weekdays and 
one on Saturdays from a fleet of eight vehicles. In FY 1981-1982, these 
vehicles were operated for a total of approximately 264,000 vehicle service 
miles and 16,000 vehicle service hours. 

Fares for the dial-a-ride services are $1.50 for regular passengers and 65 
cents for the elderly and handicapped. Transfers to the fixed-route system 
are five cents. Transfers from one general public dial-a-ride service area 
to another require an additional fare, while transfer from the dial-a-ride 
service zone for the West Valley area to a zone in the East Valley costs five 
cents. 

2.2.4 Taxicab Services 

The only taxicab service provider in Pomona Valley is Paul's Yellow Cab. 
This operator provides taxi services to both the Pomona Valley and West 
Valley area from a total fleet of 93 vehicles. In addition to providing taxi 
services, these vehicles are used for demand-responsive services for 
Claremont Dial-a-Ride, air freight courier and small package delivery 
service, airport transportation, company use, and auto rentals. The fleet 
averages approximately 250,000 miles per month. 

2.3 RIDESHARING SERVICES 

Ridesharing services in Pomona Valley are provided by Commuter 
Transportation Services, Inc. ( Commuter Computer). Commuter Computer is a 
private, non-profit corporation organized to provide ridesharing services in 
th~ five-county area of Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino,and 
Ventura Counties. It is .the nation's oldest and largest ridesharing 
orJanization. 

Commuter Computer is governed by a 52-member Board of Directors with board 
rl!presentation from leaders in business, labor, government, and community 
J1ganizations. Policy is set and administrative review is provided by an 
eleven-member Executive Committee that meets once a month. The full Board 
meets twice a year. 
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Since it.s founding in 1974, Comm.uter Computer has assjsted more than 106,000 
people wit.h ridesharing. At prese.nt, t.here are over 314,000 registrants in 
the data ba.se with about 46,666 commuters (41,570 carpoolers, 5,096 
vanpoolers, and over z-o·o buspoolers) now ridesharing as a result of Commuter 
Computer's activities·: In addition, Commuter Computer has over 1,000 cl {ent 
employers at over 1,500 different work sites:. • 

The service provided by Commuter Computer to the public and to those 
commuters employed by clie.nt empioyers· include: • 

• Ridesharing matching services for employer clients and 
individuals. 

• Assisting both employers and interested employees in the 
formation of vanpoois, buspools, and taxipools, 
including: • •• • 

- Third~party vanpool program.s for employers and 
individual groups, 

- Information and development of va_rious lease, 
lea~e/purchase, and direct purch.ase arrangements for 
employers wishing to set· up an "in-house" vanpool 
program. 

- Information and assistance in establishing and 
contracting for buspool services. 

Providing information on transportation services 
available in the service area . 

- Providing assistance to employers who are relocating. 

All of the above services are free to the public and employees of client 
employers. 

The headquarters office of Conimuter Computer is located in the mid-Wilshire 
district. o.f Los Angeles. There are two branch offices, one in the 
Riverside/San Bernardi no area, the other in Ventuta. Approximately 100 
persons are employed at Commuter Computer in th·e Emp 1 oyer Services and 
Commuter Services departments. 

The Emp 1 oyer Servi C!!s Depa rt.ment e_stab 1 i shes a.n.d maintains accounts betwee!1 
Commuter Computer and emp 1 oyer c 1 i ents. Account executives within the 
department are assigned specific territories and provide ridesharing 
services (including matchlists and other statistical data) to client 
employers within the territories. They have the responsibi 1 ity of seeing 
that the data for each client is accurately updated. They al so work with 
emp 1 oyer groups, chambers of commerce, a.nd non-client companies to establish 
new programs. 

The Comm.uter Services Depi!.rtment incl ud.es the Commuter Services Section and 
the Ridesharing Information Se.rvices Center. Individuals seeking carpool 
m.at.ch.es or information are referred to th.e Information Center. C_ommuter 
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Services ·representatives work closely with employers to provide information 
and assistance on a 11 transportation modes other than carpool . Their 
object.ive is to-promote formation of vanpools, buspools, taxipools and to 
promote transit use. 

In addit.ion to providing ridesharing services, Commuter Computer maintains 
active liaison activities with Caltrans, councils of government, regional 
planning organizations, transportat.ion commissions, chambers of commerce, 
and also with developers, planning commissions, and traffic engineers .. 

Commuter Computer is funded primarily by Cal trans, the Southern California 
Assoc.i ati on of Governments, and the counties of Los Angel es, Orange, 
Riverside, San Bernardino and Ventura. Contributions are also made by the 
City of Los Angeles and the individual employers who utili.ze Commuter 
Computer's services. 
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3. GOALS ·ANO OBJECTIVES 

One of the objectives of this s·tudy was to develop a transit system to meet 
the tr·ansit needs of Pomona Valley residents. Therefore, before alternative 
systems could be. developed and a recommended system selected for 
implementation, it was necessary to develop goals and objectives for desigQ 
of transit alternatives and criteri._a for the evaluation of the performance of 
the alternatives. Thi.s chapter presents the goals and objectives adopted by 
the PMC and describes the process used in their selection. The criteria used 
for evaluation of the al tern at i ves and the performance measures and standards 
used for judging the acceptability of the alternatives are also presented. 

3.1 SELECTION OF GOALS ANO OBJECTIVES 

The selection of goa.ls and objectives for the study involved soliciting input 
from three main sources; interviews with local policy makers; review of 
previous planning studies; and workshops with existing transportation 
suppliers, major employers, and public and private groups interested in 
transit. 

3.1.l Interviews 

A series of policy interviews was conducted with city officials, local 
elec·ted leaders, and s·taff of regional agencies. ~n addition to soliciting 
information on goals and objectives, the pu·r·poses of the int_er"views were: 

• To explain the pur·pose and scope of the study. 

• To introduce study participants . 

• To answer questions regarding the study . 

• To ascertain the official perspective regarding: 

- Transportation neec:t_s and problems in the community. 
- Prioritization of these needs and problems. 
- Transportation policy issues. 
- Social, political, and economic environment of the 

community. 
- Factors affecting the study. 
- Goals and objectives for the study. 

The interviews were conducted by .Schimpeler•Corradino Assoc.iates and David 
Abel & Assoc.iates over a two week period beginning November 29 arid ending 
December 14, 1982. The interviews included officials from the cities of 
Pomona, LaVerne, Claremont, and San Dimas, and from the San Bernardino 
Association of Governments (SANBAG), Southern California Association of 
Governments (SCAG), RTO, and the Los Angel es County Transportation 
Commission (LACTC). A total of nineteen officials were interviewed (Table :3-
l). The results of the interviews are contained in the study ffl es 
maintained by RTO. 
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T,I\BLE 3-1 

POMONA VALLEY TRI\NSIT NEEDS STUDY 
INTERVIEW LIST 

City of Pomona 

Honorable Clay Bryant, Council Member 
Mr. Ora Lampman, City Manager 

City of Laverne 

Mr. Martin Lomelli, As·sistant City Manager 
Mr. Ken Farfsing, Planning Director 

City of Claremont 

Honorable Eleanor Cohen, Council Member 
Mr. Leonard Wood, City Manager 
Ms. Betty Rose, Transportation 
Mr. Bill Wojtkowski, ~ity Planner 

City of San Dimas 

Honorable Nick Martaccio., Council Member 
Mr. Robert Poff, City Manager 

San Bernardino Association o_f Governments 

Hono_rable Harold Hayes, Mayor of Montclair 
Mr. Wes McDaniel, Executive Director 

Southern Ca.lifornia Association of Governments 

Mr. James Gosnell, Director of Transportation 
Mr. William Wells, Transit Manager 

Southern California Rapid Transit District 

Mr. Mike Lewis, President 
Mr. Marvin Holen, Board Member 
Honorable Charles Storing, Board and Council 
Member, La Puente 

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 

Mr. Paul Taylor, Deputy Executive Director 

Source: Schimpeler-Corradino Associates. 
David Abel and Associates. 
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A common theme evident throughout the interviews was the ability of the 
communities in the Pomona Valley to work together effectively. This was 

. evicienced by the Join.t Powers Agreeme_nts now fn effect for a variety of 
projects such as the Get About Transportation System. Those interviewed were 
also unanimous on· the role of transit as a needed public service in the area. 
Tran~it was seen as necessary for mobility within. the inciividual cities, 
within t_he Pomona Valley, and fr9m t.h~ Pomona Valley to major shopping and 
employment area_s. Among the specific issues ide_ntified for consideratio_n as 
part of the study were: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Assessment of the circulation and transit links between 
the Pomona Valley and the Diamond Bar area. 

Need to re.duce traffic on Indian Hill Boulevard . 

Improve transit service along_ the nort_h-south a_xi s t_o 
link the north of Foothi 11 Bouleval'd and south of 
Foothifi .Boulevard communities in Laverne, address 
through-traffic to the San Bernardino Fr·eeway, and the 
north--south l ink_s among c:omm_unity and civic centers in 
the valley. • 

Consider service needs for area residents to medical 
facilities in Gi endora, West Covina, a_nd Covina. 

Exa_mine the need for evening and weekend service to 
serve educational a_nd community/civic functions. 

Explore transportation needs of the new medical facility 
and Swim Park in San Dimas. 

Improve access to Cal Poly, Citrus College-, Mt. San 
Antonio College, and other educational institutions. 

Facilitate public transportation to Los Angeles 
International (LAX)_ and Ontario Airports. • 

Evaluate the need for additional park-and-ride 
facilities in Claremont and in the existing rights-of­
way at the Interstate 210 and Foothill Freeways. 

Consider public transportation improvements which can 
ease through-traffi_c co·ngestion on Foothi 11 Boulevard. 

Specifi,:-ally address the needs of the developmentally 
disabled and additional service necessary to supplement 
existing service provided by Get Ab.out Transportation 
and Claremont Dial-a-Ride programs. 

Specifically address the transit needs for shopping 
trips throughout the area and ident.ify senior centers 
and nutrition centers as specific destjnations. 
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• 

• 

Cons 1 der needed 11 n k_s among 1 oca l di a 1-a-ri de programs . 

Address access requirements of the Pomona Fa 1 rgrounds. 

Ensure integration with the proposed multi-:-modal 
facility in Montclair. 

3 .1. 2 Workshops 

Workshops were held on December 10, 1982 in Pomona and on December 13, 1982 
in Clare·mont. The purpose of the workshops was to discuss problems with 
existing service_, goals, and objectives for the study, and potential 
solutions to mobility problems. Invitations to the workshops were mailed to 
more than seventy individuals, agencies, and_ organizations. Invitees 
included city staff, major employees, Chamber of Commerce representatives, 
college/university officials, and transportation providers. 

Approximately twenty persons attended the workshop sessions. Those attending 
the sessions represented Get About Transportation, Pomona City Committee on 
Aging, Pomona Valley Comm.unity Hospital, Diversified Paratra_nsit, Inc., 
Commuter Computer, Pomona Chamber of Commerce, General Dynamics, Los Angel es 
Fair, City of Upland, City of Laverne, a_nd City of Pomona. The participants 
were primarily 1 nterested 1 n the scope of the study. There was very 1 i tt le 
discussion about goals and object ivies. Several questions dealt with the 
specificity of the recommendations that would be developed both for service 
improvements and for th·e financial /tmpl ementati on pl an. Private transit 
operators 1 n attendance expressed some concern about the effects of the 
study's recommendations on the role of the private operator in providing 
service. Some participants expressed the opinion that the study area should 
be expanded to include a portion of San Bernardino County. Other questions 
raised during the sessions dealt with transit alternatives to be studied, the 
telephone survey, financing, and service to the handicapped. Both of these 
sessions provided input to development of goals and objectives for the study. 

3.1.3 Review of Previous Planning Studies 

Previous planning studies were also reviewed for goals and objectives 
affecting transportation policy in Pomona Valley. A 11.st of the .studies that 
were reviewed is shown in Table 3-2. Among ttie transit-related goals and 
objectives identified in these studies include: 

• Encourage transit service from Ontario and LAX airport~ 
to Claremont. 

• Encourage deve l op·ment of commuter rail service and 
regional bus service to Claremont. 

• 

• 

Work to develop a better feeder system which integrate; 
bus and paratransit service in Claremont. 

Develop a park-and-ride lot in Claremont . 
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TABLE 3-2 

LIST OF PREVIOUS PLANNING STUDIES 

Southern California Rapid Transit District; Five-Year Short-Range Trans.it 
Plan~ FY 1984-1989, 1983. 

City of Claremont, Physi.cal Mobility, 1981. 

City of Pomona, Comprehensive Gener:al Plan, 1977. 

City of Laverne, General Plan, 1974. 

City of San Dimas, General Plan, 1974. 

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission·, Los Ange.les County Social 
Services Paratrans.i t Coordination Project, 1982. 

San Bernardi no Association of Governments, Va 11 ey Region Short-Range Transit 
Pl an, FY 1983-1987, 1982. 

A.l an VoorhE!_es and Associates, Public Transportation Needs in San Bernardino 
County, 1974. 

• Southe:r·n California Association of Governments, Commuter and Express Blis 
Servfce in the SCAG Region, 1982. 

Source: Schimpel er' Corradino Associates. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Encourage paratransit use . 

Continue dial-a-ride service in Claremont and work for 
expansion. 

Facilitate north-south transit, link neighboring 
communities, improve access, and expand paratransit in 
La Verne. 

Develop a dial-a-ride system linking Laverne to Pomona. 

Study Claremont-La Verne-San Dimas transit route . 

3. 2 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

A preliminary set of goals and objectives for the Pomona Valley Transit Needs 
Study were prepared after the interviews and workshops were held and after 
reviewing all prev.ious planning documents for Pomona Valley. These 
preliminary goals and objectives were presented to the public at a community 
meeting on December 16, 1982 in Pomona. The goals and objectives were 
finalized and adopted by the PMC on February 16, 1983. 

The final set of goals and objectives is shown in Table 3-3. To distinguish 
goals from objectives it should be noted that goals are generally defined as 
broad, general, and perhaps more long-range guidelines for development, 
whfle objectives are more narrow, more specific, and usually short-range 
steps taken to accomplish a goal .. In this sense one goal may have a large 
number of subordinate objectives.. • 

Five goals were adopted by the PMC. The goals are organized by goal 
category .. The goa.l category of "Study Design" represents the need that the 
study examine the full range of service options required to meet the area.' s 
needs for adequate local circulation, subregional mobility, and regional 
transportation service. "System Form and Function" represents the need to 
develop a transit system that is functionally sound, meets ar:ea needs, and 
encourages transit use.- The goal category of "Social Impacts" addresses t.he 
need for ac_cessibility to employment and 0th.er major activity centers a_nd t_he 
particular needs of the elderly, handicapped, and other people dependent on 
transit. The goal category of "Efficiency and Ec.onomics" focuses on the need 
to create a tra_nsit system that will provide t_he desired level of service 
while minimizing costs. The purpos_e of "Organizational and Institutional 
Coordination" is to maximize the efficiency of transit service provided by 
the many providers of transportat i on--i n government and in the private 
sector. • 

Subseque_nt to establishing these goals, specific objectives were defined for 
each goal to determine which measures are important in evaluating alternative 
tra_nsit system pla_ns: .. In defining the objectives, an attempt was made to 
define only those objectives that could be used to measure the efficiency and 
effectiveness of alternative plans. • • • • 
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TABLE 3-3 

POMONA VALLEY TRANSIT NEEDS STUDY 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

A. STUDY DESIGN: That the Pomona Valley Transit Study examine the full 
ran~ of service options required to meet the area's needs for adequate 
local circulation, subregional mobility, and regional transportation 
service. 

1. Provide objective, technically sound analysis of transit needs 
and service options, avoiding any actual or perceived politicizing 
of the. study. 

2. Develop an understanding of the transportation links an_d inter­
dependence among the POll?Ona Valley communities and the San B·ernardino 
~ounty communities of Ontario, Upland, Montclair, Chino, and Rancho 
Cucamonga. 

3. Minimize significance of th_e ex'[l,ting county boundary and facilitate 
solutions responsive to geographic communities of interest and sub­
regional needs. 

4. Explore innovative service concept_!> and instttutional options in 
developing implementation altern_atives, 

5. Max.i,mize community input in tne design of service options a_nd alterna- • 
tives. 

6. Address e,dsting needs and thos_e anticipated frol)I projected developments. 

7. Recognize transportation improv·ements as a means of enchancing the 
quality of 1-i-fe in Pomona Valley. • 

8. Provide for input to SCAG'.s definition of subregional boundaries in 
Pomona·valley for use in reg·ional development guide and transportation 
planning. 

9. Address transit needs of sen·io·rs, handicapped, developmentally 
disabled, and transit dependents in Pomona Valley transportation 
system. 

B. SYSTEM FORM tND FUNCTION: To design a system that is functionally sound, 
meets area needs, and encourages transit use. 

1. Increase tran-it usE!. 

2. Develop -1 flexible system res·ponsive to general mobility needs and 
other id<:ntified special transit service needs of residents of Pomona 
Valley. 

3. Provide transit access to schools throughout Pomona Valley. 
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TABL.E 3-3 (CONTINUED} 

POMONA VALLEY TRANSIT NEEDS STUDY 
GOALS AND OBJtCTIVES 

4. Develop a system responsive to mobility needs of the general public. 

5. Provide the most effecti,ve and efficient mix of transportation m.od.es. 

6. Ensure integration of local, subregional, and regional transit service. 

7. Ensure future interface with proposed rail transit services. 

8. Utilize transportation service to reinforce subregional cohesiveness 
and to support regionally designated growth centers .. 

9. Ensure adequate system capac.ity. 

10. Minimize transit travel t.ime. 

C. SOCIAL IMPACTS: To design a system which maximizes service to those who 
need it most and is responsive to subregional goals. 

1. Provide public transit access to the greatest number of households. 

2. Provide access to major activity centers, employment .sites, and 
regional shopping centers. 

3. Improve transportation service required by social· service recipients 
through coordination and consolidation of services. 

4. To the extent possible; develop a subregionar system that stimulates 
local investment and provides job opportunities for arl!!a residents. 

D. EFFI.CIENCY AND_ECONOMICS: To provide cost,-effective transit service. 
respons1ve to area needs. 

1. Develop a system which maximizes utilization of available transit 
funding sources. 

2. Consider utilization of private sector providers where most cost 
effective. 

3. Increase transit productivity and minimize operating and user costs. 

E. ORGANIZATIONAL/INSTITUTIONAL DEVELOPMENT: To develop a coordinated trans­
portation system for the Pomona Valley. 

1. Provide for opportUnities for increased subregional decisionmaking 
and contra l. 
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TABLE 3~3 (CONTINUED) 

POMONA VALLEY TRANSIT NEEDS STUDY. 
GOALS AN.D OBJECTIVES 

2. Provide a viable transit ownership/management and long range management 
planning framework. 

3. Provide a~ equitable di stri but ion of transit services· commensurate with 
local funding levels. 

4. Coordinate funding from multiple sources. 
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3.3 EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Using the goals and objectives adopted by t_he PMC, criteria were developed 
for use in evaluating the_ alternative transit systems (Table 3-4). The 
evaluation criteria are grouped by goal category so that an overa 11 
evaluation of alternatives by goals can be accomplished. 

3.4 PERFORMANCE STANOAROS 

Performance measures and standards are developed from defined goals and 
objectives, and must be based on accessible and reliable data. They are used 
to evaiuate t_h:e efficiency of transit service. Performance measures are 
view·ed as the means by which transit efficiency ca_n be judged. Performance 
standards on the other hand identified the acceptable levels of performance 
for the measures. Most performance measures deal with productivities and 
costs of service. They should not be confused with service standards which 
deal with headways, access, schedule, load factors, bus stops, and so on. 
Definition of values for service standards are policy deci.sions. 

RTD has developed service standards for acces·sibility, line spacing, and 
load\ng. Generally, service is to be provided at headways thirty minutes or 
less to within one-quarter mile of ninety percent of the population in areas 
where population is greater than 8,000 per square mile; thirty minutes or 
less to within one-half mile of ninety percent of the population in areas 
where population is 4,000 and 8,000 per square mile; and sixty minutes or 
less to within one-half mile of ninety percent of the population in areas 
where population is 4,000 or less per square mile. fhe standard for spacing 
spec.Hies that service be one-half mile or less in at least one direction for 
areas in which population density is greater than 8,000 per square mile. RTD 
spec.ifies that loading ratios are not to exceed 140 percent during peak 
periods and 100 percent during base and evening periods. 

Performance standards on the other hand are based on technical decisions. 
Such standards were used in th.is study in evaluating the acceptability of the 
service al tern at i ves developed for Pomona Valley. The perfor'lilance staD_dards 
were used in conjunction with the evaluation criteria identified earlier. 
Unlike the performance measures, the evaluation criteria are i~tended to 
compare the alternatives rather than judge their acceptability. 

3.4.1 Existing Performance Measures 

RTD has identified a set of measures that cover systemwide performance. 
These measures were reviewed for potential use in measuring the acceptability 
of t_he fixed-route transit service alternatives for Pomona Valley. The 
measures used by RTD for evaluating the performance of its lines are as 
follows: 

1. Total boardings. 
2. Total operating cost. 
3. Total passenger revenues. 
4. Operating ratio. 
S. Revenue per boarding. 
6. Revenue per passenger mile, 

3-10 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TABLE 3-4 

EVALUATION CRITERIA 

Categories Criteria 

System Form and Function Total Passenger Boardings 
Square Miles of Coverage 
Population Served 
Maj or Genera tors Served 

Social Impacts Total Households Served 
Low- Income Households Served 
Zero or One Auto Households Served 
Percentage Coverage to High Pro-
pensity Areas 

Effi ci e_ncy and Economics Total Capital Costs 
Total Operating Costs 
Total Vehicle Miles 
Total Vehicle Hours 

Organ i za ti ona l / Ins ti tut i ona l 
□eve lo pmen t 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 
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Total Passenger Boardings 
Total Passenger Revenues 
Operating Cost/Vehicle Mile 
Operating Cost/Vehicle Hour 
Operating Cost/Passenger 
Passengers/Vehi c}e Mile 
Passengers/Vehicle Hour 
Revenue/Cost 

Adval)tages/Disadvantages of Various 
Owners.hip/Management Structure:s and 
Cost. Consequen~es 

Service Hours by Jurisdiction 
Capital and Operating Costs by Source 



7. Operating cost per boarding. 
8. Operating cost pei in-service bus hour. 
~- Operating cost per peak bus. 

10. Subsidies per boarding. 
11. Subsidies per passenger mile. 
12. Boardi~gs per in-service bus hour. 
13. Bus hours per scheduled peak vehicle. 
14. Passenger miles per in-service bus hour. 
15. Passenger mil es per seat mile. 

Of the above measures, Measures 4, 7, 8, and 12 were pr·oposed for use in 
measuring the acceptability of the service al tern at ives. The ot_her measur·es 
were rejected because they were included as evaluat-ion criteria for tb.e goals 
and objectives, duplicated by other measures, or difficult to calculate du:e 
to required inputs. (Measures 1 and 2 were previously selected as evaluation 
criteria for the goal category of system form and function. Measures 3, 5, 
6, 10, ·and 11 duplicate information produced by Measur·e 4. Measures 9, 13, 
14, and 15 cannot be calculated because of their input requirements.) 

The only local operator that has established performance measures for demand­
responsive service is OMNI-TRANS. As a measure of the performance of its 
demand-responsive service, OMNITRANS uses the passengers per mile, 
passengers per hour, and the ratio of revenue to cost. 

3.4.2 Performance Measures Used By Other Systems 

An investigation was conducted to determine what other measures, if ariy, 
should be employed in the evaluation of transit service alternatives for 
Pomona Va 11 ey. Recent literature was reviewed to determine meas_u"r"es used by 
other tr·ansit systems. In a survey of small to medium sized properties 
(those with less than 400 buses) and large prop_erties (those with more than 
400 buses) conducted by the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority and 
Ti dewat_er Transportation, it was found that the respondents used the 
following measures for evaluation of fixed-route service: 

1. Riders_hip trend, 
2. Number of passengers per vehicle mile. 
3. Number of passengers per vehicle hour. 
4. Revenue to cost ratio. 
5. Subsidy per passenger. 
6. Average fare per passenger. 
7. Revenue per mile. 
8. Cost per mile. 

Measures 2, 3, 4, and 5 were used by between 19 and 38 percent of the 
respondents. The measure used by the largest number of small to medium size 
transit syst-,im was Measure 4. The larger systems were found to use Measure 3 
most often. Ridership trend is not an appropriate measure for the evaluation 
of new syste,Tis. Measure 2 is a way to measure productivity of specific routes 
or systems. This measure of passengers per vehicle mile is an alternative to 
passengers per vehicle hour, whi c~ is used by ~TD a_nd will be used for t_he 
evaluation of t_he altern_atives. The per ve_hicle hour measure favors express 
routes which operate at higher speeds than local_ routes slowe_d by traffic 
congestion, while the per ve_hicle mi·le measure favors slower local routes. 
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Measure 4 is included in the RTD performance measures and will also be used 
in evaluating the service alternatives. Measure 5 duplicates information 
produced as a result of Measure 4 and will not be ~sed in the evaluation. 
Only· one operator used the average fare per passenger as a performance 
measure. This measure wi 11 not be used because average fare 1 s an 1 nput 
rather than an output. Revenue per mile duplicates Measure 2 and therefore 
will not be used. Cost per mile is not currently used by RTD, however, it is . -

appropriate for eva l uat 1 ng proposed service al tern at 1 ves. 

For demand-responsive service, the review of recent 11 terature revealed 
little difference 1 n the performan.i:e measu_res used to evaluate servfce. One 
study found that p_assengers per ve_hicle hour was the m_ost co_mmonly used 
productivity or efficiency measure.' Passe_ngers per vehicle mi le was used by 
fewer systems, but is in.eluded in this evaluation becau~e it is to be used in 
the ev"a l uat 1 o·n. of the fi xed-·route s_e·rvi ce al tern at 1 ves. The me.a sure used most 
often for evaluating the cost of demand-res·ponsive service was found to be 
cost per passenger. 

3. 4. 3 Performance Measu·i·es for the Eva l uat 1 on of Service 
A1ternat"1ves In Pomona Valley 

Listed in Table 3-5 are the performance measures for measurj ng the 
acceRtabil 1 ty of the _fixed-route and demand-responsive se·rvi ce alternative 
for Pomona Va 11 ey. The p_erforinance measures are grouped by the goals that 
are applicable to the efficiency o·f transit service. Total p_assengers 
carried by the system_ is the only measure identified as a measure of 
efficiency under th_e first goal of designing a system that is functionally 
sound, meets area needs, and e_nco_urag·es transit use. The second group of 
measur·es assesses the efficiency of transit servi c·e by measuring the 
passengers, costs, and revenue asso_ciated with each system. A total of six 
measures are included in this group of measures under the goal of providing 
c·ost-effective transit service res·ponsive to area needs. All other goals 
identified for this study were found to deal primarily with accessibility 
r·ather than efficiency or product 1•{1 ty. 

3.4.4 Performance Standards for Fixed-Route and Demand­
Resporfsive Transit Services 

Table 3-6 presents the standards fo·r fixed-ro·ute service that were adopted by 
t_he PMC for each of t_he performance measures. T_hese _standargs were developed 
on t_he basis of t_he performance of exist 1 ng Pomona Va 11 ey RTD l 1 nes, average 
system values for RTD and systems of similar size to Pomona Valley, and the 
standard_s th11,t have been adop1:ed by RTD a_n_d other tra_nsit systems. The 
adopted standards reflect a higher efficiency for new fixed routes .. However, 
the standards may need to be revised followfng evaluation of the alternatives 
if the efficiency levels are found to be unrealistic. 

1 Systan, Inc., "Paratransit Handbook, A G_uide to Paratransii: System 
Implementation;'' prepared for the ·u.s. Department of Transportation, 1980. 
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TABLE 3-5 

PERFORf1ANCE MEASURES FOR EVALUATING 
TRANSIT SERVICE ALTERNATIVES • 

GOAL: To • stem That Is Functionall Sound, Meets Area Needs, 
an rans1t Use 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES: 

l. Total passengers carried on the system. 

' GOAL: To Provide Cost-Effective Transit Service Responsive to Area Needs 

PERFORMANCE MEASURES: 

l. Passengers per vehicle mile of service operated. 
2. Passengers per vehicle hour of service operated. 
3. Operating cost per vehicle mile of service. 
4. Operating cost per vehicle hour of service. 
5. Operating cost per passenger carried. 
6. Ratio of operating revenues to operating cost. 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 
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-------------------
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR FIXED ROUTE SERVICE ALTERNATIVES 

Performance Data 
Similar Performance Standards 

Performance Pomona Va 11 ey RTO Size RTO Range in Standards Adopted Pomona 
Measure RTD Routes1 Systemwide1 Systems 2 Standard1 for Other Systems2 Valley Standard' 

1. Total passengers 5,992 1,161,368 14,245 Varies Route ridership 60% Greater than 
of system average. existing. 

2. Passengers per mile 1.08 4.26 2.1 2.5 1.5 - 2,.5 2.0 

3. Passengers per hour 22 .. 61 67.7 29.8 20.0 20.-0 - 33.0 25.0 

4. Operating cost per mile 3.17 $4.44 $2.00 None II.A. $2.50 

5. Operating cost per hour 66.41 $70.64. $27.00 None N.A. $50.00 

6. Operating cost per 
w passenger $2.94 $1.04 $0.95 None N.A. $2.50 
I ... 
..,, 7. Operati;ng ratio 0.15 0.26 N.A. None 0.20 - 0.50 0.45 • 

1Southern California Rapid transit District. 
2Transportation Systems Center, National Ur,ban Mass Transportation Statistics, 1981 Section 15 Report, prepared for 
the Office of Technical Assistance Information Services, 1982. 

'Project Management Cormnittee. 

N.A.--Not available. 



The standards adopted for demand responsive service are presented in Table 3-
7. These standards were developed on the basis of the performance of 
existing services operated by Claremont Di a 1-a-Ri de and Get-About 
Transportation and average values for similar size systems. The standards, 
are categorized according to the market served: general market and target 
market. This was done because the operating performance of systems serving 
the genera 1 public and t_he elderly and handicapped are different, as shown by 
the Claremont Di a-1-a-Ri de and Get-About Systems. Like t_he fixed-route 
service standards, the standards proposed for evaluation of the demand 
responsive service alternatives reflect a higher efficiency level tha_n 
existing service and many nee_d to be revised following evaluation of the 
alte_rnatives. 
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TABLE 3-7 

MUIIMUM PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR OHIP.110 RESPONSWE SERIIICE Al TERtlATIIIES 

Perfonuance Measures 

l. Total. passengers 

2·, Passengers per mile 

3, Passengers per hour 

4. Operating cost per 
mile 

5. Operating cost per 
hour 

6. Operating co·st per 
passenger 

7. Operating ratio 

1 Claremont Dia•l-a-Ride. 
2Get-About Transportation. 

Claremont 
Dial-a-Ride1 

{General Market) 

95 

0.69 

6.33 

$1.73 

$19.2B 

$2.85 

0.32 

Performance Measures 
Average 

Get-About Values for 
Transportation 2 Similar Size 
(Target Market) s:11stems• 

450 l,500 

0.45 0 .. 50 

4.28 6 ... 90 

$2.08 $1.90 

$25.79 $24.60 

$6.02. $3.70 

N.A. N.A. 

Perfonnance Standards 

Range in Values 
Adopted Pomona 

. Valle~ Standards 5 

OMNITRANS for Similar Size Genera 1 Target 
Standard' sistems• Market Market 

None N.A .. Greater than 
existing. 

0.33 0.10 - 2.10 .62 .41 

4.00 0.80 - 16.80 7.75 5.05 

None $0.31 - 13.18 $1.90 $3.40 

None $6 .. 00 - 49.50 $23 .. 90 $41. 90 

None $2 .05 - 16.21 $3.15 $7 .45 

0.10 N.A. 0.29 0.17 

'Transportation Systems Center, Nationa,l Urban Mass Transportation Statistics, 1981 Sect.ton 15 Report, prepared for 
the Office of Technical Assistance Information Servke. 

'oMNITRANS. 
5Project Management C:ommi.ttee. 

N.A.--Not available. 
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4. TELEPHONE SURVEY 

This chapter describes the execution and results of the telephone surveys of 
residents of Pomona Valley and the West Valley. 

4.1 SURVEY ANO SAMPLE DESIGN 

Survey forms were designed separately for Pomona Valley residents and West 
Valley residents, with the primary difference being that West Valley 
residents were asked quest.ions relating to travel to and from Pomona Valley, 
while Pomona Valley residents were asked about travel within Pomona Valley 
and between Pomona Valley and other localities within the region. Copies of 
the final versions of the survey forms are included as Appendix A. A Spanish 
translation was developed for the Pomona Valley survey, but very few of these 
forms were used, because the majority of households and individuals contacted 
were found to be sufficiently fluent and comfortable with English not to 
require use of the Spanish form. 

The Pomona Valley survey was subjected to a pilot test in early January, 1983 
from which a number of changes were identified as being desirable. Inputs on 
modifications were also obta.ined from the PMC and these, together with the 
changes suggested by results of the pilot survey, were incorporated in the 
fi na 1 survey designs. Because the West Va 11 ey survey represented only mi nor 
changes in questions from the Pomona survey and deletion of some questions, a 
pilot survey was considered unnecessary for the West Valley form. 

The survey was designed to be administered by telephone to a randomly­
s.elected adult from each household telephoned. The selection procedtire 
appears on the front of the s·urvey form and is keyed to the number of adults 
and number of ma 1 e adults at home when the i nterv·i ewer ca 11 s. Because 
se Jett ion is based on the adults at home when contact is made, necessity for 
ca 11-backs is minimized, making the survey more efficient. 

The sample design spe.cified in the contract was a s.ample i.n prop.ortion to 
population in Pomona Valley and in West Va11ey. No stratification of sample 
·was defined fort.he i~.dividual communities making up Pomo.na Valley or West 
Valley. Sampling was based on th.e ra.ndom-digit dialing (ROD) procedure, in 
which .a computer rand.e>m-num.ber generator is u.sed to produce rantjom telephone 
numbers. Specifically, the candidate telephone prefixes (the 3-digit 
portion of the 7-digit local teiephone number) are provided to the computer, 
together with specification of the number of telephone numbers to be drawn 
for the sample in each prefix. The computer program then generates the 
required number of unique four-digit numbers to use with each specified 
prefix, thus constituting a random telephone number. 

The primary drawback to the RDD procedure is that it is capable of creating 
telephone numbers that are not in use, that are used by a business, and that 
are for other nonresidential uses such as phone booths. Thus, it is usual 
and expected that twenty percent or less of the numbers generated by RDD 
produce households eligible for survey. However, the efficiency of sample 
generation and the. completeness of the sampie are far greater than. any other 
procedure, being free from such biases as alphabetic ordering of last names 
a.nd noninclusion of u.nlisted numbers. 
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To develop the sample, a list of carididate pref1xes was obtained from contac·t 
with the local telephone company office. The prefixes used for Pomona, San 
Dimas, LaVerne, and Claremont were ident.ified for the Pomona Valley sample, 
and those for Upland, Chino, Monte.lair, and part of Ontario were identified 
for the West Valley sample. It is important to keep in mind that telephone 
prefix areas are generally not defined to conform to municipality boundaries, 
zip-code boundaries, or any other spec.Hie community related boundaries. 
Figure 4-1 shows the approximate prefix boundaries for those prefixes used in 
the sample. As a result of the lack of conformance of boundaries, it was 
possible for the prefixes covering the four Pomona Valley communities to 
inc.lude residents of Chino, Upland, Montc.la.ir, Ontario, Covina, West Covina, 
and other contiguous communities, while the West Va 11 ey prefixes could 
include Claremont, Pomona, and San Dimas, among other communities. 

It was considered that a question on home address or zip code. could be. asked 
in the. survey but only as one of the last questions on the survey, because of 
anti ci patect-CMcel'-nTwTfJfcc,-,fffdentfaTHy· ·and personal safety that ini ght 
seem threatened by .such a question. Therefore, it was not possible to 
subselect households for interview on the. basis of location, and the budget 
and time schedule for the survey did not permit sufficient surveys to b.e 
conducted to allow for post-interview selection of 2,000 households in Poinona 
Valley communities and 500 households in West Valley co·mmunities. 

The sample was constructed more efficiently by obtaining from the telephone 
company lists of major blocks of telephone numbers allocated to businesses 
and for testing and 0th.er telephone company purposes. These lists were 
ob.tained for each prefix. In addition, the telephone company indicated t,hat 
there were no significan·t groups of t.eleph.one numbers not in current use tha.t 
should be excluded in the sampling procedure. Ac:quisition of these nu_mbers 
fo.r exclusion mak.es the calling procedure more efficient by prior e_xclusion 
of the numbers from the sainple to be called. 

Initially, each prefix has ten thousand possible telephone numbers ( XXX-0000 
through XXX-9999). For each· prefix·, ttie num.ber of pre-identified non-
e li gi bl e numbers was de.termined and subtracted from ten thousand to estimate 
the pool of potential eligible numbers. Based on prior experience, it was 
decided that 1B,750 numbers should be generated for the sample of 2,000 
households in Pomona, and that 2,800 numbers should be generated for the 500 
households in the West Valley. Using the total number of eligible telephone 
numbers from the Pomona Valley prefixes, a sampli.ng rate was determined from 
18,.750 (the desired sample) divided by the total number of e.l igible telephone 
numbers .. This sampling rate.was then applied to each prefix to determine the 
sample size for each prefix. Assuming that the incide.nce of not-in-service, 
business, and other non-eligible n·umbers is reasonably uniform across all 
prefixes, this procedure wi 11 generate a uniform random sample of the 
population of the Pomona Valley. An identical procedure was applied for the 
West Va 11 ey .. 

The sample sizes by prefix were rounded to the nearest 25, ·in most cases 
because the computer program listed 25 numbers to a page and use of full 
pages of numbers provided the most efficient procedure for allocating 
telephone numbers to interviewers. The samples drawn by prefix for each of 
the two areas are shown in Table 4-1. 
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Figure 4•1 

AREAS COVERED BY THE t·ELEPHONE SAIIIPLES 
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TABLE 4-1 

MAIN SURVEY SAMPLES FOR POMONA VALLEY AND WEST VALLEY 

Telephone Sample 
Area Prefix Drawn 

Pomona Valley 592 1,475 
593 1,500 
596 1,500 
599 1,450 
620 1,475 
621 1,300 
622 1,550 
623 1,025 
624 1,475 
625 1,425 
626 1,550 
629 1,425 
865 1,600 

SUBTOTAL 18,750 

West Valley 591 125 
597 1_50 
62~ 700 
627 200 
628 225 
98.0 233 
981 233 
98.3 233 
984 360 
985 340 

SUBTOTAL 2,799 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 
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4.2 SURVEY RESULTS. 

The survey was designed to obtain data on several variables relevant to the 
Transit Needs Study: 

• Curr·ent use of transit in Ponfona Va 11 ey. 

·• Preferences and pr:i ori t ;es for service character-i sties 
of transit for Pomona Valley. 

• 

• 

Stated intention to use transit .. 

Selected socioeconomic characteri st.i cs of the i nd.i vi dua.l 
and his or her household .. 

4.2.l Profile of Pomona and West Valley Samples 

Survey execution commenced on January 29 and calling was completed on March 
17. The time required for the survey execut-ion was lengthened both for the 
addition of the West Valley sample and because of a logistics problem that 
resulted in a lack of survey forms for about six days in the second week of 
February. Productivity for the survey was lower than ex·pected because of 
resistance to the survey by Pomona Valley residents. Many residents 
expressed no interest in cooperating with the surveyors and a higher-than­
expected refusal rate resulted. For the interview itself, the termination 
rate was low arid the survey execution averaged close to the expected twelve 
to fifteen minutes. The disposition of the. numbers called is shown in Tables 
4-2 and 4-3 for Pomona Va 11 ey and West Va 1·1 ey, respectively. 

Eligible contacts are those. telephone numbers that were identified as 
households from which an interview sho_uld have been obtained. An interview 
is considered to be terminated if, after answer·ing some questions, the 
respondent refuses to continue the interview further. A refusal occ·urs when 
the respondent answers no questions. • In both samples, the refusal rate was 
appr'oxim·ately 32 percent of households contactei:f, which is undesirably high. 
This refusal rate represe·n·ts a combi_nation of a lack of interest in the 
subject of the survey, a gener·a l objection to responding to a survey, and the 
diffic·ulty of c·onvincing a person to p_articipate during the first one or two 
sen~ences spoken by the interviewer. The primary means to improve this rate 
woul_c! h~ve bee_n a m_uc,h m_ore widespre.~g pu_bl i city ca_mpa i gn and awakening of 
publ_ic i~terest. ~it_h t_he variety of t11lephone sales and survey activities 
tak_ing place these cl_ays, however, experience is indicating refusal rates of 
at least twenty to 25 percent _for any survey. 
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1. 

2. 

Source: 

1. 

2. 

Source: 

TABL.E 4-e2 

DISPOSITION OF PHONE CALLS - POMONA VALLEY SAMPLE 

Percent Percent 
of Numbers of Eligible 

Disposition Number Dialed Contacts 

Eligible Contacts 3,095 46.5 100.0 
a. Gompleted 2,044 30.7 66.0 
b. Terminated 60 0.9 1.9 
c. Refused 991 14.9 32.1 

Non-eligible Contacts 3,564 53.5 
a. Not in service 1,705 25.6 
b. .No answer 1,203 18.1 
C. Business 307 4.6 
d. New listing 18 0.3 
e. Busy 2QO 3.0 
f. Recorder 53 0.8 
g. Non-English/Spanish 78 1.2 

Schimpel er•Corradi no Associates. 

TABLE 4-3 

DISPOSITION OF PHONE CALLS - WEST VALLEY SAMPLE 

Percent Percent 
of Numbers of Eligible 

Disposition Number Oiaied Contacts 

Eli9ible Contacts 748 61.8 100.0 
a. Completed 494 40.8 66.0 
b. Terminated 8 0.7 1.1 
C. Refused 246 20.3 32.9 

Non-eligible Contacts 4.63 38.2 
a. Not in service 186 15.4 
b. No answer 143 11.8 
C. Business 92 7.6 
d. New listing- 9 0.7 
e. Busy 10 0.8 
f. Recorder 13 1.1 
g. Non-English/Spanish 10 0.8 

Sct,impeler•Corradino Associates. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The prodtictiv-itY of the random-digit dialing Is much higher than usual, with 
46.5 pertent being eli,gil:ile households in Pomona Valley and 61.8 percent in 
t,he West Va 1-1 ey. These compare to average urban area producti vi t.i es of 
fifteen to 25 percent. There are three pri nci pa 1 reasons for this: (1) the 
areas covered are more residential than industrial/i:ommerc.ial and do not 
represent the typical urban area range and proportion of land uses; (2) 
Southern California telephone prefixes are more heavily used than almost any 
telephone prefixes in the country, so that not-in-service numbers have a much 
lower inc.idence in Southern California than anywhere else in the United 
States; and ( 3) i nformat.i on provided by the te 1 ephone company permitted 
exclusion of a large number of nonresidential numbers from the telephone 
numbers generated. • 

Overa 11 , the termination rates of around one to two percent show that 
interviewers were we 11-skfll ed in keeping respondents on the survey, once 
they had started the interview. The very 1 ow termination rate compared to 
the high refusal rate tends to suggest that the refusal rate cannot be 
attributed to interviewers. 

In the non-e 1 i g i b 1 e contacts, some exp 1 anat ion is needed for one or two 
categories. The disposition "new listing" refers to the case where a 
recorded message informs the cal 1 er that the number has been changed and 
provides the new number. Because the number dialed was the one selected, 
interviewers were instructed not to use the new number provided, That riew 
number might not be in the area, in which case it should not be part of the 
sample; if it were in the area, it may already be in the sample and its use in 
this case would lead to the household being called twice-. In addition, such 
a number would violate the randomness of the sample by having twice the 
probabi 1 ity of any other number of being selected. 

When a recorder was encountered, interviewers were also instructed to pursue 
the number no further. In most cases, it has been found in past surveys and 
in the pilot survey of this study that very few numbers on which a recorder is 
enc.ountered yield a response in the usual three attempts. The extremely low 
productivity from re-ca 11 i ng such numbers mandated their treatment as non­
el igi bl e. Finally, if a household was contacted in which no one present 
could speak.either English or Spanish, the number was marked as non-eligible. 

The dispositions of "busy'' and "no answer" are allocated only after three 
attempts have been made ti:i call the number. Of the three attempts, at least 
one was required to be on a weekday ev·eni ng and one on the weekend.. Some of 
the "no answer" telephones will be businesses that are not open either on 
evenings or weekends, some will be publit telephones, and some will be not­
; n-servi ce numbers for which the telephone c·ompany does not currently have 
the rec_ord_ed "not--i n-servi ce11

• message. 

Overa 11 , the o_n ly remarkab 1 e feature of the non-e 1 i g i b 1 e contacts is that 
there were so few. In both samples, the majority of non-eligible contacts 
are not-in-service and no answer numbers ( 43. 7% of a 11 nUmb·ers in Pomona 
v·a 11 ey, and 27. &. in West Va 11 eY). These two categories account for 82 
percent of the non-eligible contacts in Pomona Valley and 71 percent in West 
Valley. 
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The final response to the su·rvey was 2,044 from the Pomona Valley telephone 
numbers and 494 from the West Valley numbers. The dist_ribution of these 
samples by location is shown in Figures 4.;2 and 4-3. Wh_ile there are SOll)e 
small differences in_ t_he questions as~E!d, these two figures show t_otal 
combi_ned samples of 272 for Claremont, 432 for LaVerne, 914 for Pomona, and 
220 for San Dimas, for a total. of 1,838 responses in Pomona Va 11 ey. . 
Similarly, there are totals of 120 responses for Upland, 153 for Chino, 73 
for Ontario, and 109 for Montclair, giving a tot.al of 455 for the West 
Valley. The 245 households classified as "other" include households in 
contiguous communities, households that refused to give their z.ip code, and 
households that provided a fictitious zip code .. Additional attem"j:its will be 
made to restore fictitious arid missing zip codes by locating addresses from 
telephone numbers, to the extent possible. 

From the responses to the Pomona Valley survey (the 2,044 households), the 
average household characteristics show the following profile. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Household size average 3 .1 persons per household with 
fifty percent of households having three or fewer 
members. 

An average of 1.6 workers per household . 

An average of 2.0 cars per household, with only 4.1 
percent of households having no cars. 

An average of 2.1 licensed drivers per household, 
indicating that most households have a vehicle for every 
licensed driver. 

A majority (74%) of households are white, with eleven 
percent Hispanic and nine percent black. 

• A majority of households (68%) own their own homes, 
while 32 percent rent. 

• ThE! average income of households is in the. range of 
$20,000 to $25,000 per annum. 

• The average age of respondents to the survey is 31 to 
forty, with 4.4 percent refusing to provide their age. 

• The average educational level of respondents is some 
college, but no deJree. 

From the respondents interviewed, only 22 percent had used transit in the 
past year and 89 percent of these had used RTD services. 

The profile of the West V, lley sample is quite similar and sh_ows the 
following characteristics. 

• Average household size is 3.2 persons per hous:ehold, 
wit_h th_e median size again being three persons per 
household. 
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Figure 4•2 

DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS 
BY LOCATION FOR THE 

POMONA VALLEY SURVEY SAMPLE 
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DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS BY LOCATION 
FOR THE WEST VALLEY SURVEY SAMPLE 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The average number of workers per household is 1.6 . 

The average auto availability is 2.1 autos per household 
and 3.2 percent of households have no car. 

There is an average of 2 .1 licensed drivers per , 
hou_seho l d; 

A larger majority (82%) of households are white, eleven 
percent are Hispanic, and four percent are black. 

Seventy-three percent of househ_olds own their own homes . 

The average income is again $20,000 to $25,000 per 
annum. 

The aver·age age of respondents to the survey is 31 to 
forty. 

The average educational level of respondents is some 
co 11 ege, but no deg·ree. 

Of West Va 11 ey respondents i nt_ervi ewed, only fourteen percent have used 
transit in the. past year, with 54 percent of these trans.it users having used 
RTD services and 34 percent Omnitrans. 

A brief c:ompari soii shows that the West Va 11 ey residents differ from Pomona 
Valley residents only in having a higher percent~ge of- white household_s (82% 
compared to 74%). Also, there are fewer transit users in the West Valley 
sample (14% compared to 22%). • 

4.2.2. Transit Service and Transit Use 

In addition to socioeconomic characteristics of the household, data was 
obtained on transit use and opin_ions about the type and characteristics of 
transit service that should be offered. 

4.2.2.1 Pomona Valley Residents 

As n_ot_ed i_n the previous section, only 22 percent of Pomona Valley residents 
who were interviewed have us.ed transit services in the past year, and most of 
these have used RTD services. Figure 4-4 shows the distributions of non-use, 
u_se, a_nd services used. Of those who have used transit within the past year, 
61 p·ercent are reguiar users,'using transit once or more per month. Figure 4-
5 shows the frequency of use and shows that almost 22 percent of those who 
have used transit in the past year use transit on twenty or more days a month. 

Tra_ns it nonusers were asked how important various reasons were for not using 
tra_nsit. Based on the percent of nonusers indicating that the reason was 
"very important/' t_he ra_nk ordering of reasons, with percentages ranking 
"very important" is: 
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1. (d) Flexibility of the car (67%) 
2. (e) Carry things in the car (43%) 
3. (c) No need for transit service (36%) 
4. (f) Give rides to others in the car (29%) 
5. (g) Inconvenience of schedules and frequency (24%) 
6 .. (b) Ignorant of transit service (17%) • 
7. (a) No service available (13%). 

If one includes those who also rated the reasons as "important," the rank 
ordering remains unchanged, but the percent~ges increas_e t.o 89 percent for 
"Flexibility of the Car" to 29 percent for "No Se.rvice Available." Only two 
percent of respondents gave any additional reason. 

On the whereabouts of the nearest bus stop, ten percent claimed not to know 
the location of the stop, '('!hi le 62 percent indicated that it was not more 
than three blocks away, as shown in Figur·e 4.6. Although ignorance of the bus 
system was not rated very high as a reason for nonuse of the bus system, 45 
percent of repondents claim to· know very little about service and another 27 
percent claim to know nothing (Figure 4-7). 

On the question of whether or not there should be transit service in Pomona 
Valley, the large majority supp·ort transit service; 79 percent indicated 
"definitely yes" there shoul.d be transit service and nineteen percent 
answered "probably yes." Less th.an one percent indicated "probably no" and 
just over one percent answered "definitely no." This last group was not 
asked any further questions about transit s.ervice. 

Responses to the groups of people to be served and the types of transit 
service that should be provided are shown i.n Figures 4-8 and 4-9, 
respectively. From Figure 4-8, as expected, 99 percent of the population 
think service should be provided for the elderly, 9.8 per·cent think it should 
be provided for the handicapped a.nd 97 percent for low income residents. 
Support seems weakest for providing transit service to public grade school 
students and for everyone in the Valley. In general, however, there i.s 
little to distinguish responses on the various groups and most differences 
are not statistically different from each other. A tentative ordering of 
serii ce priorities would be: 

1. The eiderly 
2. The handicapped 
3. Low-income residents 
4. Peopl:e traveling to jobs e.lsewhere in Los Angeles 
5. Pe:()ple traveling to jobs locally 
6. C_o 11 ege students 
7. Every'iine in the Va 11 ey 
8. Public grade-school students. 

There is a little more variation in responses to type of ser·,ice as s.ho.wn in 
Figure 4-8. Strongest support is for service to Ontario air~ort followed by 
local bus service to park-and-ride lots for express servicn to downtown Los 
Angeles and service to LAX. Least support is shown for service within Pomona 
Valley only and for dial-a-ride service for everyone. Bas.ed on the 
percentages of '·'definitely should" ratings (usirig "probably should" only as a 
tie-breaker), the tentative ranking of services is: 
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Figura 4-8 

DISTANCE TO NEAREST BUS STOP 
• POMONA VALLEY-RESIDENTS 
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Figure 4-7 
KNOW-I.EDGE OF TRANSIT SERVICE 

- POMONA VALLEY RESIDENTS 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

FIGURE 4-8 

RESPONS.ES ON GROUPS OF PEOPLE lolHO ~HOULD BE SERVED BY TRANSIT 

2. THERE ARE A NUMBE~ OF DIFFERENT GROUPS OF PEOPLE THAT TRANSIT SERViCE COULD 

SERVE. i .AM GO ING IO RE:AD EIGHT GRO(JPS TO YOU. FOR EACH ONE, PLEASE TELL 

ME IF YOU THINK THEY s·HOULD BE SERVED OR NOT BE SERVED. FOR E_ITHER AN_SWER 

PROBE FOR STRENGTH OF RESPONSES AND RECORD AS "DEFINITELY" OR "PROBABLY". 

READ EACH ITEM IN THE LIST AND RECORD ANSWER. 

DEFINiTaY PROBABLY PROBABLY DEFINlTaY 
SHJULD SOOULD Sl{)Ul.D NOT SfOULD NOT 

a. People traveling to jobs locally "68% 28% 3% u 
b. Public grade school students 50% n 10% 10% 
C. Low-income residents 71#. - 23% 2% 1% 
d. Co 11 ege students 66% 28% 1#. 2% 
e. The elderly 85% 13% * * 
f. People traveling to jobs else-

where in the Los Angel es region 70% 26% 3% 2% 
g. The handicapped 82% 16% 2% u 
h. Everyone, including those we 

haven't mentioned al ready 56% 39% 4% u 

*Less than one percent. 

Note.: Due to rounding, percentages may not add to exactly 100 percent. 
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FIGURE 4-9 

RESPONSES ON TYPES OF TRANSIT SERVICE TO BE PROVIDED IN POMONA V-ALLEV 

3. THERE ARE MANY DIFFERENT TYPE.S OF TRANSIT SERVICE THAT COULD BE PROVIDED IN 

POMONA VALLEY. I AM GOING TO READ YOU SOME OF THOSE. FOR EACH ONE, PLEASE 

TELL ME IF YOU THINK IT SHOULD BE PROVIDED OR SHOULD NOT BE PROVIDED. FOR 

EITHER ANSWER PROBE FOR STREN.GTH OF RESPQNSE AND RECORD AS "DEFINITELY·" OR 

"PROBABLY". READ EACH ITEM IN THE LIST AND RECORD ANSWER. 

DEFINI1ELY 
SI-OULD 

ProBABLY 
SIUILD 

PROBl\BLY DEFINTELY 

a. Regularly-scheduled local transit 
service in Pomona Valley only. 

b. Re31il arly-schedul ed transit ser­
vice to and from ·the Montclair­
Ontario-Upland area. 

c. Regularly-scheduled transit. ser-
vice to the .San Gabriel Valley. 

d. Transit service to Ontario airport. 

e. Transit service to LAX airport. 

f. Regularly-scheduled transit ser­
vice to and from other areas in 
LJs Angel es County. 

g. Regularly-scheduled transit ser­
vice to and from Orange County. 

h. Local bus service to park-and-ride 
lots for express service to down­
town LA. 

i. Expanded park'n'ride and express 
service. 

j. Dial-a-ride service for all Pomona 
Valley residents, not just elderly 
and handicapped. 

!iOl 

50% 
mg 
61% 

52% 

ll()% 

66% 

60% 

SI-OULD NOT SfOULD NOT 

15% 33% 

35% 4% 2% 

ll()% 7% 3% 
23% 4% 3% 
24% 9J; 6% 

39% 6% 3% 

LQ% 13% 6% 

26% 4% 3% 

33% 5% 3% 

28% 13% 20% 

Note: Due to rounding, percentages may not add to exactly 100 percent. 
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1. Service to Ontario airport 
2. Service to connect to express service to downtown Los 

Ange l_es 
3. Service tg LAX 
4. Service tq and from Montclair-Ontario-Upla.nd 
5. Expanded park-and-ride and express service 
6. Service elsewhere in LA County 
7. Service to the San Gabri e i Va 11 ey 
8. Service to Orange County 

• 9. Dial-a-ride service for al,l residents 
10. Service w'ithin Pomona Valley only. 

When respondents were asked about the ty'pe of service that sho.ul d be pr·ovi ded 
for them to use it, just over 39 percent indicated they would not use transit 
service in any instance. Of those who indicated that they might use tr·ansit 
service (including current users), transit service characteristics should be 

• a·s fi>Tlows: 

Days of service: Seven days a week ( 42%) 
Monday through Fri day ( 40%) 

Hours of service: Daytime (30%) 
Day and evening (28%) 

Frequency of service: 

Distance to bus stop: 

Call-up time for 
di a 1-a-ri de .service: 

20 to 30 minutes (43%) 
30 to 60 minutes (30%) 

1 to .3 blocks (53%) 
4 to 6 blocks ('29%) 

1 to 4 hours (34%) 
30 to 60 m·inutes (31%). 

Behavioral intent questions generally receive a higher indication of 
response than would be achieved in reality and Pomona Valley residents appear 
to be no exception to this as shown by the next group of responses. 
Res·pondents who indicated they wo.uld not use tr·ansit at all are excluded from 
the following fig·ures. 

Of those who curr·ently work outside the home or go tp s_chool or coliege, 71 
percent said they would use t_ransit for work/school trips. For ~.hopping 
trips, 58 percent s_aicl they .would use transit for suc_h trips and 42 percent 
of t,he respondents (72% 0f those ~ho said they would u_se transit for shopping 
t.rips) said they would ~;e transit one or more times a week_ for shopping. 
Just over 51 percent said they would use transit for medical-related trips 
and 27 percent of respond?nts (52% of those who would use transit) indicated 
a frequency of use of o~e or more times per month. For other travel, 59 
percent indicated they ~ould use transit and 44 percent (76% of those who 
would use transit) indi:ated an expected frequency of use of one or more 
times per mont.h. Freq•JEncy of use for the three trip purposes are shown 
t.ogether in Figure 4-10. A full sunnnary of all results is shown in Appendix 
B. 
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Figure 4-10 

EXPECTED FREQUENCY OF TRANSIT U.SE 
FOR SHOl•PING, MEDICAL AND OTHER TRIPS 

- POMONA VALLEY SAMPLE 
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4.2.2 .. 2 West Valley R_esidents 

For the West Valley s_ample, responses are summarized in Appendix C. In this 
narrative, results that pert~in to questions asked of West Valley residents 
alon_e are desc:ribed, together with responses that are significantly 
different from t_he results for P\°lmona Va 11 ey residents. 

The only reason for not using transit t_hat was cited as very important more 
often by West Valley residents than Pomona Valley resid_ents is the 
i ric:on·verii ence of schedules and service frequency, which ranks t~i rd in 
importance for West Valley, compared to fifth for Pomona Valley. Twice as 
many West Valley residents state that the nearest bus stop from home is 
either over ten blocks away or they don't know where it is. Only seventeen 
percent say they have a bus stop within one. block, Compared to 26 percent of 
Pomona Valley residents. 

Two percent of West Valley residents think that there definitely should not 
be service between Pomona Valley and the.i r homes and fot:ir percent think. that 
probably such serv-ice should not be provided. These percentages compare to 
two percent of Pomona Va.lley residents who think that transit service 
probably or definitely should not be provided in Pomona. Valley. 

In response to questions on the groups of people who should be provided with 
transit servic1:1, West Valley residents show more inclination to provide a 
11definitely should" response. The rank order of groups to be served is much 
the same. Shoppers a re ranked second lowest, with the lowest ranking being 
everyone. For West Valley residents, shoppers were included in place of 
public grade sc:hool students, and commuters were asked in one group instead 
of being split into those with local jobs and those. elsewhere in Los Angeles 
County. These changes have minimal effect on the rankings; shoppers are 
ranked s l i ght.ly higher by West Va 11 ey residents than grade-school students 
were by Pomona Valley residents; and commuters are ranked the saine by both 
samples. 

On types of service and service areas, West Va 11 ey residents ranked service 
to and from PClmona Valley highest, followed by service to· downtown Los 
Angeles, park-and-ride express serv'ice, and service to Ontario airport. 
Based on the "definitely should" ratings, the rank order of service options 
is: 

1. Service to and from Pomona Valley 
2. Local service to park-and""ride lots to express service 

to downtown LA 
3. Park~and-ride express service 
4. Servic:e to Ontario airport 
5. Dial-a-ride service for all residents 
6. Servi c:e to LAX • • 
7. Servi c:e to and fro!II Orange Cou_nty. 

A higher proportion of West Valley residents would not use transit service at 
a 11 ( 48%) than Pomona Valley residents (39%). On the service cha_racteri st i cs 
that wo_uld meet minimum requir·ements for u~e. th_ere are very few differences. 
West Valley residents rate Monday th_ro·ugh Friday serVi_ce highest, fol lowed by 
seven days a week., while Pomona Valley residents had these in the reverse 
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order. For bot,h, daytime service was given as sufficient by the largest 
group, followed by daytime aryd evening. A similar response pattern is shown 
fo.r bot.h samp l.es for service frequency, for di stance to t.he bus stop, and for 
ca 11 i ng time for di a 1-a-ri de servi c.e. 

Fewer West Va)ley re_sidents who res·p_onded work outside the home or are in 
school or college (55% com·pared to 72%), but otherwise intended u.se of 
transit is slightly higher for West Valley residents than Pomona. There is 
little difference in expected frequency of use, except for "other" travel, 
where 98 percent O·f West Valley residents who would use transit think they 
would use transit at least once a week, compared to 45 percent of Pomona 
Valley residents at this frequency. 
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5. FINANCIAL RESOURCES 

Thi.s chapter identifies existing and projected financial resources that 
could be used for capital or operating costs for transit improvements in the 
Pomona Valley. These include local sources of financing and state and federal 
transportation funding sources. Innovative fina_ncing techniqlles that could 
be considered also are identified. 

5.1 LOCAL SOURCES 

At the local level, the cities of .San Dimas, LaVerne, Claremont, and Pomona 
have two existing basic sources of revenue that could be applied to improved 
transit service in the Pomona Valley: General Revenues and Proposition A 
funds. General revenues accrue to the cities from a variety of sources. 
Typically, sales ta_xes ;and property taxes provide a s.i gnifi.cant port fo_n of 
the income. Due to geclining revenues and the increased cost of providing 
~ervices, 1:,he general revenue funds are not expected to be a viable source 
fo_r financing tr·ansit improvements. Proposition A funds refer to the cities 
allocated share of a one-half cent sales tax in Los Angeles County which was 
approved by voters as Proposition A on the 1980 general election ballot. 

This one-half cent sales tax is dedicated to transit improvements. In FY 
1982/1983 this tax is expected to generate $224 million in funds for Los 
Angeles County. Twenty-five percent of this amount (less administrative 
costs) is set aside in a special fund and then divided among the 82 cities and 
the county unincorporated area, according to the population of each 
jurisdiction. The expenditures by the recipients is administered accord.fog 
to guidelines e __ stablished by the Los Angeles County Transportation 
Coi:nmission (LA_CTC). Giti_es have wide d_isc_retion in spendi!)g th!! m9ney, but 
the projects primarily m_ust be~_efit public transit users. Th_e b_alance of the 
fund is for reductions in the RTD fare structure. The fare reduction program 
will also provide for an additional ser·vice necessary to relieve overcrowding 
induced by the lower fare; Any leftover funds will be available for the 
fixed guicleway programs. 

• After June 30, 1985 the lower bus fares will no longer be guaranteed b)I 
Proposition A funds. At that. date, 25 percent of receipts will continue to 
be returned to local jurisdictions for local transit programs. At least 35 
percent will be allocated by the LACTC for construction and operation of the 
ra 11 transit system. The remaining forty percent will be a 11 ocated by the 
LACTC on a discretionary basis. 

5.2 STATE SOURCES 

At t_he state level, fu_nding for transportation services is av;a_ilable from two 
funding sources under the Transportation Devel opinent Act (TDA): the Coun·ty 
Local Transportation Fund and the State Transit Assistance Fund. Also, of 
particular concern is the. payment for transportation of the large number of 
developmentally disabled through the Department of Developmental Services of 
the State of California Heal th and Welfare Agency. 
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The TDA creates in each county a local source for the funding of public 
transportation. Revenues are derived from 1/4 t~nt of the stx cent retail 
sales tax. Funds are allocated to each county according to the amount of tax 
collected in that county. Regionally, allocations are made by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) with prior approval of the LACTC 
and, in San Bernardino County, SANBAG. TDA funds in Los Angeles County 
primarily go to RTD; However, in Pomona Valley, Cla_remont Dial-a-Ride and 
Get About Transportation currently receive a portion of the TDA funds 
collected. RTD receives the remainder of the funds. To r·eceive all of the 
TDA funds directly, the cities in Pomona Valley would have to withdraw from 
RTD and establish a totally separate transit operation. Gross receipts due 
Los Angeles County for the year ending June 30, 1983 are expected to be about 
$112 million for the local transportation fund. 

The State Transit Assistance (STA) program provides a second source of TDA 
funds for public transportation. Funds for the program are derived from the 
statewide sales tax. Funds are allocated to SCAG, SANBAG, and to the LACTC 
based upon a formula. The formula is seventy percent according to population 
and thirty percent according to tr~nsit opera~or revenues for t_he prior 
fiscal year. The estimated FY 1982/83 ·allocati_ons are: SCAG--$1.7 million; 
LACTC $27.7 million; and SANBAG $97,000. The funds are ultimately ailocated 
to t_ran sit operators. RTD is expected to receive $17. 7 million of STA fu·nds 
in FY 198-2/83. In Pomona Valley, Claremont Dial-a-Ride is expected to 
receive about $4,000 in STA funds. 

A_ cu·rrent funding problem in the Pomona Valley area deals with transportation 
for developmentally disabled residents. The Get About Transportation system 
currently carries significant numbers of the developmentally disabled to 
workshops in the Pomona Va 11 ey. These clients put a strain on the system and 
result in limitations on the numbers of seniors and handicapped residents 
that can be served. In September, 1982, Get About requested that it be 
allowed to charge the State Department of Developmental Services (DQS) a 
breakdown rate of St.64 per mile for transporting these clien_ts. In a letter 
of Septe_mber 29, 1982 the DDS de_n_ied that request on the basis t_hat all 
riders should pay the same fare. Get About Transportation continues to have 
financial difficulties due to this decision. 

5 .. 3 FEDERAL SOU RC ES 

Federal financial assistance for transit is managed by UMTA. UMTA 
adini_nisters funds for both c_apital and operating assistance. The Federal 
Public Transportation Act of.1982, which went into effect on January 6, 1983, 
h_as made significant changes in the UMTA programs for financia.l assistance. 
Total nationwide funding level.s for the programs for fiscal years 1983-1986 
are shown in Table 5-l. Only those categories that apply to the Los Angeles 
area have been shown. 
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Section 3 

Section 5 (Total) 
Tier I 
Tier II 
Tier III 
Tier IV 

Section 9 (Total) 
Population of 200,000 
and above. 

Bus Incentive 
Rail Basic 
Ra 11 Incentive 

TABLE 5--l 

UMTA FUNDING LEVELS 
(THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 

1983 1984 

l,606,000 l.,250,000 

l,200,000 0 
680.,000 0 
125,000 0 
70,000 0 

325,000 0 

229,338 958,803 
0 149,249 

229,338 774,015 
0 35,539 

Source: Urban Mass Transportation Admi nistrat fon. 

1985 1986 

l,100,000 1,100,000 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1,028,665 l,063,535 
160,185 165,615 
830,425 858,575 
38,055 39,345 

Section 3 funds are allocated by UMTA on a discretionary basis for capital 
improvements. A 25 percent local match is required. Capital expenditures for 
buses and related facilities could be funded out of this .section. Beginning 
in 1984, Section 3 will be funded from the Mass Transit Account of the 
Highway Trust Fund which is the repository of federal gas tax receipts. In 
1983, $500 m11 lion fs reserved nationwide for buses and bus fac.i Ht i es. 
Twenty-five million dollars has been allocated for a new rail start in Los 
Angeles and $50 million is slated for planning studies nationwide. 

Section 5 is for capital or operating asststance. The prog·ram is scheduled 
to end in 1983. The federal share on capital projects is eighty percE!nt and 
on operating assistance fifty percent of net costs. The funds are al lo_cat_e:d 
on a formula basis (form(,las differ for tier categories). The Lo~ Angeles-, 
Long Beach urbanized area is apportioned the fo 11 owing amounts for FY 1983: 

Tier I (Operat'n_g and Capit,al) 
Tier II (Opera~ing and Capital) 
Tier III (Fixej Guideway & Commuter 

Rail Support_1 
Tier IV (Bus Cdpital Support) 

TOTAL 

5-3 

$ 48,104,219 
13,001,349 

l, l.47 ,861 
27,770,399 

$100,023,828 



The amount available for operating assistance in FY 1983 is limited to a_n 
amount eq1.1a l to eighty pertent of its apport 1 on_ment 1 n FY 1982 for Tiers I, 
II, and III. For the Los Angeles-L,ong Beach urbanized area the l i_mitation on 
operating assistance is $66,838,000. 

Section 9 funds are in the form of a block grant. For 1983 only this section 
will be funded at $229 million for urbanized areas with populations over 
200,000 froin the Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund. For FY 1983 
these funds can only be used for capital projects. For FY 1984-86 these 
funds can be used for block operating and capital projects. The limit that 
can be used for operat1 ng expenses is the same as under the Section 5 
program. 

The funds will be awarded to each designated recipient according to the 
fo 11 owing formula: 

• Bus 

• Rail 

50% bus revenue mil es 
25% 1980 census population 
25% population density 
60% fixed guideway revenue vehicle miles 
40% fixed guideway route miles 

Beg 1 nn i ng in FY 1984 there 1 s an i ncent 1 ve ti er for both .bus and· ra 11 for 
urbanized areas with population over 200,000. In FY 1984, $35 million of the 
rail funds will be awarded according to the cost per passenger mile. In the 
same year·, .$149 mill ion of the bus funds will be awarded on the same 
criteria. Using the above formula the FY 1983 apportionment from the Mass 
Transit. Account of the Highway Trust. Fund for the Los Angeles-Long Beach 
urbanized area would be $29,184,000 .. The federal share is eighty percent for 
capi ta.l projects and fifty percent for operat.i ng projects. 

Transit. improvements in Pomona Valley could be eligible for funding from 
Section .3 and Sect 1 on 9 programs of UMTA. 

5.4. OTHER FINANCING TECHNIQUES 

In addition to the above financial resources already in place, new fina~cing 
techniques could be used to fund transit improvem·ents 1.n the Pomon.a Va] l ey. 
These techniques are briefly described in this section .. Some of the 
techniques are increases in existing revenue sources. Others are completely 
new sources. They vary considerably in the ease and acceptability of 
1mplemen_tat1on, as well as in their ability to produce the amount of money 
required for improvements. If the Prqject Manag~ment Committee desires to 
consider these measures further they will be carried into the implementation 
ta_sk a_nd 111ore detail will be developed. 

Financing techniques generally can be divided 1 nt_o two categories: G_ene.ra l 
Taxes and Charges and Benefit-Related Taxes and Charges. General taxes and 
charges include property tax, retail sales tax, personal income tax, payroll 
tax, ut 111 t 1 es tax, al coho 11 c beverage tax, tobacco products tax, motor fuel 
tax, business license tax, and lottery. All of these measures are in use in 
the U.S. for financing transit. The money generated from these measures 
could be dedicated to transit or could accru·e to general funds and be 
appropriated for transit purposes. Many of these measures are now used to 
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finance transit in Southern California (particularly, property tax, sales 
tax, and motor fuel tax). It is likely t9 be difficult to increase these 
taxes. Oth_er new mec1sures would require local and/or state legislation and 
could be subject to a public refere_ndum. 

Benefit-related ta)!es and c_harges include: taxing real estate value 
increments, motor fuel taxes, motor vehicle ta_xes, and parking charges. 
These taxes may be m·ore acceptable than general tax_es because they are geared 
to segments of the population that benefit from expanded transit s.ervice. In 
the first measure, property owners are taxed based upon the i ~crea_sed value 
of their property due to transit service provided. The difference in 
property v·a1 ue is di ffi cult to determine in many cases; however, the tax 
could be applieid to a business district as a benefit assessment district. 
Transit would bi-ing in more customers; therefore, the busi_nesses are as_ked to 
contribute to the cost of the service. Motorists would benefit from 
increased transit service and roads and parking facilities would be less 
crowded. Therefore, they could be required to return a portion of the 
benefit to the transit system through ~igher gas taxes, high:er vehicle 
registration fees, _or higher parking f_ees. In the la_tter c_ase, a city 
parking fund could be established with all or a p_ortion of the revenues going 
to transit. Income. could be from parking meters, ch:ar·ges in city~owned lots, 
or from a fee levied on parking spaces in the municipality. 
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6. SERVICE ALTERNATIVES 

A total of five transit service alternativ.es were developed for Pomona Valley 
based on identification of market areas which have a p·ropensity for transit 
use, 1 o.cat ions of major transit generators, and review of the characteristics 
of several potential transit service types. The results of the interviews 
with city officials and local elected leaders, final goals and objectives 
established for the study, results of the telephone suivey of Pomona Valley 
residents, distribution of trips produced in Pomona Valley, and the review of 
existing transit services were also employed in the development of the 
a 1 tern at i ves .. This chapter discusses the process used in the identifi cat.ion 
of transit market areas and major generators, identifies service barriers 
that impede service efficiency or hinder implementation of service 
improvements, defines several types of transit services that were considered 
by the PMC for application in Pomona Valley, and describes the 
characteristics of the service alternatives developed for consideration by 
the PMC. 

6.1 IDENTIFICATION OF TRANSIT MARKET AREAS 

A successive overlays technique was utilized to identify transit market areas 
in Pomona Valley. This technique provides a simple and effective method for 
defining those portions of Pomona Valley which have a propensity to use 
transit and, therefore, are candidates for public transportation services. 

Severa 1 socioeconomic characteristics i ndi cat i ve of transit use were 
selected to define existing market areas. The selected indicators include 
total population density, population 65 and older density, minority 
population density, percentage of households with income less than $10,000, 
and percentage of occupied units with one auto or no autos available. Data 
on each of these indicators were.available by census tract from the 1980 
Census. 

Application of the successive overlays technique to identify areas with 
transit use potential required several steps. First, the indicators were 
stratified to reflect high, medium, and low propensities to use transit. 
Table 6-1 lists the transit use indicators and the ranges of values selected 
for each propensity level. The value ranges were. subjectively selected based 
up.on a review of the census tract data and profiles of transit riders from 
RTD surveys conducted on Pomona Va 11 ey 1 i nes.. Next, each census tract's 
propensity to use transit was classified according to each of the five 
indicators. Using a series ryf transparent overlays over a census tract map 
with each labeled with one c,f the fndicators of transit use, each census 
tract was then gra:phi ca 1 ly re.corded to reflect high, riledi uln, and 1 ow 
propensities to use tra,nsit for ea.ch in.dic:at.or. Shadings of gray were used 
to depict each level of trarrsit u·se. A high propensity to use transit was 
represented by the darkest ;hade, m·edi.um pr'opensi ty by a 1 i ghter shade, arrd 
no propensity by no shadi n3 at a 11 . The series of transparanci es were then 
successively superimposed, resulting in a composite overlay showing the 
various shadings of g·ray. Areas that were darkest. indicated census fracts 
having the. highest tra·nsit potential .. 
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TABLE 6-1 

TRANSIT USE INDICATORS AND PROPENSITY LEVELS 

.Indicator 

Total Populatio~ Per Acre 

Population 65 and Over 
Per Acre 

Minority Population Per Acre 

Percentage Households with 
Incomes Less t,ha_n $10,000 

Percentage Occupied Units 
with One Auto or No Autos 
Available • 

Transit Use 
Propensity .Lev.els 

Low Propensity 
Medium Propensity 
High Propensity 

Low Propensity 
Mediu~ Propensity 
High Propensity 

Low Propensity 
Medium Propensity 
High Propensity 

Low Propensity 
Medium Propensity 
High Propensity 

L_ow Propensity 
Medium PropeQsity 
High Propensity 

0-4.99 persons 
5.0-9.99 persons 
10.0 and above 

0-.2.9 perso~s 
.30-.99 persons 
1. 0 a_nd aboye 

0-.99 ·persons 
1.0-4.99 persons 
5 .0 a_nd above 

0-.24 ... 99 percent 
?S-39.99 percent 
40 percent and above 

0,24.99 percent 
25-49. 99 percent 
50 percent and above 

Source: Schimpeler•Corr~dino Associates. 

Following is a discussion of the transit indicator ranges used, and the 
results of application of the successive overlays technique to identify 
transit market areas in Pomona Valley. 

6.1.1 Total Population 

Generally, the propensity to use tr·ansit increa:es a.long with population 
density. Census tracts within Pomona Valley have varying levels of 
populat.ion density ranging from a low of 1.13 persons per acre to a high of 
fourteen persons. The median population density is 7.16 persons. In terms 
of propensity to use transit, the ranges used we··e: ten and above as high 
propensity; five to 9.99 as medium propensity; and O to 4.99 as low 
propensity. Accordingly, a total of six tracts ~•ere found to have a high 
propensity to use transit and nineteen tracts a medium propensity. The 
remaining eleven tracts have a low propensity for transit ~se. Figure 6-1 
shows propensity of each census tract to use transit according to population 
density. 
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6.1.2 Po~lation Age 65 and Older 

The elderly represent a significant proportio.n of the transit market 
principally because they have a greater problem driving a_n automobile due to 
physical limitations and the costs associated with automobile ownership and 
maintenance often surpass their limited financial resources. Therefore, 
this socioeconomic variable was selected as a valuable indicator of transit 
use. The densities for t,he population age 65 and older computed for census 
tracts ranged from Oto 2.64 perso_ns per acre, with a median of 0.48. Values 
from 1.0 an_d above represented a higl)_ propensity for transit use; from .30 to 
.99 persons a medium propensity; and less than .30 persons, a low propensity. 
B_ased o_n t_hese value ranges for each propensity level, eight census tracts 
displayed a high propensity for transit, fifteen a medium propensity, and 
thirtee_n a low propensity, The propensity of ea_ch tract according to density 
of population age 65 and older is shown in Figure 6-2. 

6.1.3 Minority Population 

Results from RTO surveys of Pomona Valley lines show that a high proportion 
of transit riders are Blacks or Hispanics. In view of this finding, these 
minoriti_es were aggregated on a census tract basis.. Densities computed 
ranged from 0.13 to 10.39 persons per acre, with a median of 1.87 persons. 
The stratification of minority population densities into high, medium, and 
low propensities to use transit is as follows: five and above; LO to 4.99; 
and Oto .99, respectively. Accordingly, a total of six tracts showed a high 
propensity to use transit, si"xteen tracts a medium propensity, and fourteen 
tracts a low propensity. Figure 6-3 shows each census tract's propensity to 
use transit according to the de·nsity of the minority population. 

6.1.4 Percentage of Households with Incomes of Less than $10 7 000_ 

Lower income families _have traditionally used public transportation services 
more than_ the hi ghei:- i n.c:ome strata of the population. This is genera 11 y du_e 
to the high cost of owni.ng and maintaining an automobile. Results of the RTD 
survey of Pomona Va 11 ey lines show that over half of the transit users in 
Pomoma Va 11 ey have house_hold i ncom_es of l ~ss than $10,000. The percentage of 
households with incomes less than $10,000 for the 36 census tracts in Pomona 
Va 11 ey ranged from O to 61..7 percent, with a megi an of 23. 4 percent. In terms 
of propensity to use transit, the ranges used for the three propensity levels 
were: forty percent and above as high propensity; 25 to 39.99 percent as 
medium propensity; and Oto 24.99 as low propensity. Classification of th_e 36 
tracts according to these pr.opensity level ranges resulted in seven tracts 
with ,1 high propensity for transit, eleven tracts with a medium propensity, 
and eighteen tracts with a low propensity. The propensity of each census 
tract to use transit according to income is shown in Figure 6-4. 

6.1.5 Percentage of Occupied Units .with .. One or No Autos 

Histcrically, automobile ownership has been one of the most widely used 
varia·,1es for estimating transit use. It is generally agreed that persons 
witho~t access to an automobile are more likely to use transit than those 
with an automobile availa_ble. Results from the RTb survey of transit riders 
support this viewpoint. The re_sults reveal th_at over half of the Pomona 
Valley transit riders have either one or no automobile available in their 
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household. The propensity to use transit was based on the percentage of 
occupied units with one. or no auto availa_ble. For census tracts in Pomona 
Va 11 ey, the values ranged from zero to 72 .6 percent wi t_h a median of 39. 8 
percent. Values from fifty percent a_nd a_bove represente:d a high propensity 
for transit use; ~5 to 49.99, a mediu_m propensity; and O to 24.99, a low 
propensity. Accordingly, ten tracts displayed a hjgh propensity, si_xteen 
tracts a medium propensity, a_nd ten tra_cts a low propensity (Figure 6-5). 

6.1.6 CQmposite Profile Indicators 

Following the plotting of the five indicators on the series of overlays, a 
composite map was produced. A scoring system was used to identify the 
composite profile for each census tract according to the plotting of the five 
indic_ators. Tracts with a composite score of zero to three were considered 
to p·ossess a low pro·pensity; four to six, a medium propensity; and seven to 
ten, a high propensity. These propensity ratings were arrived at by 
as.signing a score of zero for low, one. for medium, and two for high to each 
individual indicator resulting in a maximum score of ten for any tract. The 
re.suits of the scorings were then used to shade each census tract according 
to it_s propensity to use transit. Five different shadings of gray plus no 
sh_ading at all were used to identify high, medium, and low propensities to 
use transit. Census tracts with a: composite score of zero were assigned no 
s_l:,_ading at all, while those with a score of ten were assigned the darkest 
s_hade. Based on the composite -profile of the transit use indicators, seven 
census tracts showed a high propensity to use transit and sixteen a medium 
prope_nsity. The remaining thirteen tracts showed a low propensity. Figure 
6-6 shows the c:om·pos i te pfofil e of each census tract in Pomona Va 11 ey .. 

6,1,7 Major Transit Generators 

In additio_n to identifying transit market areas, major transit generators in 
Pomona Valley were i den ti fi ed. I dent i fi cation of these generators was 
necessary to determine the round trip circuit of service. Types of transit 
generators that were identified include: 

• Major employers (greater than 100 employees). 
• Hospitals. 
• Major shopping centers_. 
• Elementary and high schools. 
• Colleges and universities. 
• Elderly/nursing homes. 

. 
Figure 6-7 shows the location of major transit generators. An e_xamination of 
this figure reveals that most of t.,e major transit generators are located 
south of the San Bernardino· Freeway within the city limits of Pomona. 
Transit generators north of the freeway primarily are m_ajor employers 
scattered along Arrow Highway, Bonh;a Avenue, an_d Foothill Boulevard within 
the cities of Laverne and Claremont·. 

6.2 IDENTIFICATION OF SERVICE BARRIERS 

Service barriers that impede service efficiency or hinder the implementation 
of service improvements were also identified· and considered in the 
development of service alt_ernatives. 
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The key barrier to improved service in Pomona Valley is financial. In 
general, RTD is unable to justify increased service in the ·Pomona Vailey due 
to overall budget constraints, competing demands in other areas of the 
District's service area, and the low cost-effectiveness of existing Pomona 
Valley routes. The present level of RTD servi.ce is being supported by a 
three-year infusion of Proposition A funds. In July, 1985, RTD will lose 
this guaranteed funding and may be forced to make substantial cuts in service 
and/or to implement much hig_her base fares. Communities in Pomona Valley are 
also experiencing budget difficulties due to the recession. Pomona is 
concerned about a potential $4 million dollar deficit. Other cities are 
expecting minim.al if any real growth in revenues over previous years. 
Revenu_es a_re currently being fully utilized to fund primary city servi_ces 
with little or nllt_hing available for transit services. Transportation 
Development Act, Local Transportation Fund, and State Transit Assistance 
funds which are gen.erated by sales t,ax collected in Pomona Vail ey communities 
do not return to those cities. The ll)Oney goes to RTD becau_se the cities are 
within the District. 

Another barrier is the whole realm of institutional constraints. Decisions 
about policy ~nd servic_e issues in Po_mona Valley are made by the RTD B_oard of 
Directors. Board members are appointed from each of the supervisory 
districts and from each of the fou_r transit corridors connecting outlying 
areas· with Los Angeles. However, t,he Board by design makes tr~nsit decision_s 
on a regional b_asis. Needs within areas such as the Pomon_a Valley must be 
weighed by the Board in light of regional priorities with the result that the 
RTD cannot always be responsive to the legitimate local concerns. Decision­
making is not done in the Pomona Valley and many local officials and 
residents view this as a barrier to improved servic_e. 

The boundary between Los Angeles and San Bernardino Counties has al so been 
identified as a barrier to improved transit service. The local perception is 
that transit service on the two sides of the line is not coordinated well. 
Two separate agencies, RTO and OMNITRANS, provide service which is 
differentiated by political communities rather than by communities of 
interest and commerce. Coordination of fare policies across the line (between 
RTO and OMNITRANS) is also a barrier. Double fares are charged for what can 
be a relatively short trip. • 

Another service barrier fs the fact that the Pomona Va 11 ey is not a dense . 
area. Housing is primarily single-family on moderate size lots .. Employment 
centers also are dispersed and are low-rise .. The result is that it i.s costly 
to provide an extensive netl'Lork of fixed-route transit service and that many 
portions of the area do not hav·e adeC'uate public transit service. 

6. 3 DEFmITIDN OF POTENTIAL. SERVI CE TYPES 

Sever~_,_ types of transit servi_ce ~an be identified, intluding fixed­
route/fi xe_d·schedul e, demand-respor,sive, p 1 anted-de:mand, and car/van pool 
service. Each of t_hese service types were examined for p9tential application 
to Pomona Valley. The service type; can be applied as "pure" service types 
(e.g., an all fixed-route/fix~d-schedule system or an a.11 demand-responsive 
system) or combined to fol'ffl a "multiple type" system. The characteristics of 
each serVi ce type are described in this cha·pter along with factors to 
consider in their application .. 
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6. 3 .1 Fixed-Route/Fixed-Sc:hedul e Ser:vi ce 

Fi xed-r·oute/fi xed-schedul e or fl exi bl e-schedul e service is commonly referred 
to as corivent i ona 1 transit service, in which veh i c.l es operate over pre­
determined routes at predetermined i nterva.l s. The two greatest markets for 
this type of service are commuters who journey to and from work in a central 
activity center (such as a downtown) during peak periods and captive transit 
riders (people who do not own or have access to a private automobile). To 
establish a fixed-route/fixed-schedule alternative, the following items 
should be considered. 

• Route Loc.ation--Routes will be designed to provide transit service to 
locations with good potential for using them. The following guidelines will 
apply: 

• Consider express routing when justified. 
• Use direct routing wherever possible. 
• Carefully consider the consumer's needs. 
• Avoid duplication. 
• Begin and end routes at traffic generators 

wherever possible. 
• Touch as many traffic generators along the route as 

possible. 

• Headw,ws--Headway is a term used to define the frequency of transit 
service, which usually has an important influence. on ridership. In general, 
routes for which. there is a high demand should have short headways. A route 
with headways of more than sixty minutes wil 1 draw few riders who have an 
alternatiye to transit unless it is a sp_ecial route, such as express service 
to an employment area. However, very short headways (ten minutes or less) 
greatly increase costs and are often not suitable for use during extended 
periods in areas with densities less than ten dwelling units per acre. 
Headways of thirty minutes or gr·eat,er are suitable in areas with seven units 
per acre. At a density of 4.5 dwelling units per acre, sixty-minute headways 
are feasible. 

• Fares--Fares must reflect the community's willingness to subsidize 
operating costs. In the planning process, ma_ny fare programs should be 
examined. Establishment of a base fare, a student fa.re, and a special fare 
for the e 1 derly and handicapped wil 1 be considered. The cost of transferring 
from one vehicle to another will also be specified. 

6 .. 3.2 Demand-Responsive/Paratransit Service. 

Demand-responsive or paratransit services can be provided throughout a 
community or in selected areas. These services are typically provided in 
areas with densities of 4,000 to 8,000 persons per square mile, although they 
have also been operated in areas with fewer than 1,000 or more than 10,000 
people per square mile. Practical boundaries for a de_mand-responsive 
system's service area have often been determined to be between two and six 
square miles. However, many taxicab services, inciu_ding a few s_hared-ride 
taxi enterprises, cover areas of more tha_n twenty square miles. 
Nevertheless, demand-responsive services are particularly suitable for low-
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density area·s where buses on fixed routes and schedules have not been able to 
operate successfully. 

An important market for demand-responsive service consists of people who do 
not have access to a private automobile.. Because it can provide docir-to-do_or 
service, a demand-responsive system is especially suitable for the 
physically handicapped and elderly residents of a community. 

Many-to-many (many origins to many destinations) demand-responsive systems 
c_a_n be used for virtually any type of trip. The same may be true of many-to­
fe_w and many-to-one systems, although the nature of their destinations may 
effectively preclude certain trips. Regardless of the number of origins and 
destinatio_ns served, demand-responsive systems are more suitable for short 
t_rips. A large number of long trips can lower a system's productivity and 
increase the time patrons must spend waiting for traveling in the transit 
ve_hi cl e. 

Demand-responsive services are particularly appropriate during off-peak 
periods w_he_n the demand for travel is light and diffuse. During midday, 
eve_ni ng, early morning, and weekend periods, a many-to-many demand­
responsive service can often substitute for less flexible fixed-route/fixed­
schedul e bus sYstems. Many-to-few and many-to-one services can comp 1 ement 
regular route transit services during peak hours and even at midday by 
operating as feeder systems. 

Demand-responsive service can be accessed by advance arrangement or by 
requesting immediate service. Advance-request service accepts orders for 
pick-up at a specified time later in the day or for a subsequent day, These 
orders may be standing requests for daily or weekly service, renewed by the 
week or by the month, or they may be requests for one-time-only service. 
Advance reservation service is commonly ca 11 ed subscription service. On the 
other hand, immediate-request service provides pick-ups as soon as the 
request can be scheduled, in the manner of exclusive ride taxis. Some 
systems accept only advance requests ( requiring severa 1 ho_urs notice), while 
others wi Tl accept both advance and immediate requests. 

In - estab.lishing a demand-responsive alternative, the following elements 
should be considered. 

• Type of Service--The system should be designed to suit t_he are_a's travel_ 
patterns. The community's willingness to subsidize operati~g cost should 
al so be taken into accou·nt. A many-to-one system might a 11 ow only the 
downtown as the destination. A many-to-few system might limit destinations 

• to the downtown, shopping c·e·nters, or other major generators. A many-to-many 
system would allow destinations anywhere within it! service area. Another 
demand-responsive scheme could be a fixed-route system in which the 
d~stinatio_~s of the dema_nd-responsive service wou;d be transfer points. 
Al~o. it is sometimes desirable to change the tJPe of system to suit 
different travel demands at different times of the c:ay. 

• Service Areas--The service areas should be designed to accommod<1te as many 
trips as possible witl:,out developing excessively long journeys. The service 
area may be divided into sectors with one or several common transfer points, 
so that no transfer is needed fo·r trips within a sector, while trips with 
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destinations outside of the origin sector would require a transfer. In this 
case, a schedule of .stops would have to be posted at transfer points. 
Selection of the service area is again a function of the desired leve.l of 
service. 

• Leve.l of Service--Reasonable. average trip times range from fifteen to 45 
minutes in a dertfand-"responsive system; response t.ime (from the consumer's 
request to the vehicle's arrival) range from on-schedule to 45 minutes later 
than the requested tiine. Thi.s item will eventually influence the size of the 
transit fleet required. 

• Vehicle. Reguirements--The size of the fleet is most often dictated by the 
area that must be covered each day rather than the number of passengers. The 
number of vehicles must be sufficient to cover the service area and meet the 
previously defined level of service. The experience of several communities 
indicates that the number of transit vehicles per square mile of service area 
ranges from 0. 2 to l. 7, with an averageof -aoout 0. 7. -Ttie ·nuinber .. ot'- vehicles 
per person living in the service area ranges from 0.1 to 0.7, with an average 
of about 0.3 vehicles per 1,000 persons living in the service area. 

• Fares--The fare structure should include a base fare, a student fare, and 
a special fare for elderly and handicapped people. Transfer charges and 
possibly zone. fares for spec.ial trips should be considered. 

6.3.3 Planned-Demand Service 

In this semi-demand-responsive system, passengers must arrange a trip in 
advance. A ride may or may not be available on the. day requested, depending 
on the routes being developed to meet demand. - Routes are continuously 
revised by a dispatcher who follows a definite set of rules. If a request for 
a particular day is rejected because a route is not built to accommodate it, 
the dispatcher asKs the consumer to consider another day when a route is 
available. This transit concept is especially useful in areas where demand 
is very light (e.g., predominantly rural_ ar·eas) or when it is desirable to 
provide access t_o a fixed~route service from areas of light demand. 

The eleme_nts defining a planned-d_em_and tra_nsit syste_m are similar to those 
for the demand-responsive system. The type of service, service areas, level 
of service, and number of vehicles required must be considered. 

Subscription bus service is a type of planned-demand service. For example, a 
rider contracts for service .(a seat in the bus or van) on a long-term basis 
(e.g., monthly). The vehicle picks up the passenger and carries him to his 
destination each work day. Because the passenger contracts for service, he 
must p~y whether he uses it.or not. 

6.3.4 Carpool/Vanpool Service 

A central agency is generally responsible for developing and administering a 
program of promoting ridesharing. The program may consist of computer­
matching potential ride sharers based upon a commCJn home area, general place 
of business, and '(l'Ork hQurs or t_he program could be more extensive with the 
agency actually purchasing and brokering vehicles. In all instances, a good 
deal of contact and work with the business sector is required. In 
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considering this option, attention shou 1 d b.e given to the number and 
locations of major employers, the availability of incentives (parking, 
carpool/vanpool lanes, etc.), and constraints such as the public's attitude, 
perceived inconveniences, and business's 1 ack of k:nowl edge or interest. 

6.3.5 Service Types Selected for Development of Alternatives 

Each of the service types described above was discussed in a meeting with the 
PMC for the purpose of selecting service types to be used in the development 
of a 1 tern at i ves. In the meeting, the characteristics of each service type 
were discussed, as well as the geographic limits of application of the 
service types. Of the four service types, the PMC se 1 ected fi.xed­
route/fi xed-schedul e and demand-responsive service for development of 
alternatives for Pomona Valley. Planned-demand and expansion of 
carpool/vanpool service were eliminated from further consideration. 

6. 4 DESCRIPTION OF SERVH:E ALTERNATIVES 

The characteristics of the five service alternatives developed for Pomona 
Valley are described in this section. These characteristics include area 
served, days and hours of service, frequency of service, and vehicle hours 
and m.11 es of operation. This 1 atter service characteristic refers to in­
service vehi c 1 e operations. It does not inc 1 ud.e "deadhead" mfl eage. 

The service alternatives developed include either fixed-route or demand­
responsive service or a combination of both se.rvice types. In the development 
of th~ fixed.-,route altern~tives, a building block process was used so that 
the PM!:· would have the ability to select routes from one alternative and add 
them t.o anoth:er altern.a.tive. Use of this process eliminates the possibility 
of having t.o reject an alternative because of the unde_sirability of one or 
more ro.utes. It also allows the PMC the ability to combine routes and create 
a new alternative. • 

Alt.ei'native 1 is the do-nothing alternative. It reflects a continuation 
wi.tho.ut modifica:ti9n, of existing transit se.rvices in Pomona Valley. 
A].ter~.ative 2 /s a fixed-route ~ystem with demand-responsive services for the 
elderly anci ha_n:dica:pped. The fixed routJ!.S in this alternative include new 
ro1ites, as wen as modifiutions to exis.ting routes. Alternative 3 is a 
dema:nd"resp.ons i ve system with regi ona 1 fi xe.d;..;route service. The ciemand­
r·espons i ve. s~rvice provided by t.his alternative is designed to serve both the 
general pu.blic a.n.d elderly and handicapped. Alternative 4 is a combination 
of the fixed-route service of A 1 tern at i ve 2 with the demand-responsive 
servfi:e of A 1 ternadves 2 and 3. Under this al tern at i ve, the demand­
responsive service for the general public would be limited to eveni,g hours 
and weekends. Alternative 5 also offers a combination of fixed-rolte and 
demand-responsive service. This alternative expands the fixed-route service 
of Alternative 3 and combines it with the demand-responsive serv; ce of 
Alternative 3. Alternative 5 offers a more balanced level of fixed-route and 
demand-responsive services than any of the other alternatives. 

6.4.1 Alternative 1--0o Nothing 

Alternative 1 is the continuation, without modification, of all existing 
transit servfces in Pomona Valley. It is considered the base condition for 
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~omparison with t.he othe.r alternatives. The e_xisting transit services 
incl ~.d.e the Southern Ca 1i forn i a Rapid Transit Di strict ( RTD) fixed-route 
service, C·l aremont Di a 1-a-Ri de, and Get About Transport.at ion. 

The fourteen RTD rout.es now serving P.omona Valley are shown in Figure 6-8. 
The se.rvic.e characteristics of the RTD fixed routes including t.heir days of 
service, hou·rs of service, and morning peak hour, afternoon peak h!lur, midday 
base, night, and weekend service frequencies are presented in Table. 6-2. 
Service is provided on most routes five days a week; only about one-third of 
the routes provide Saturday and Sunday service in addition to their regular 
Monday through Fri day service. Routes with Saturday and Sunday service 
include Lines 187, 480, 482, 484, and 490. Hours of service vary among the 
routes. The earliest. route begins service at 4:42 a.m. and the latest service 
extends to 1:50 a .. m. at night. Frequency of service during peak hours 
(6:00 - 9:00 a.m .. and 3:00 - 6:00 p.m.) ranges from thirteen minutes on Line 
497 to sixty minutes on Lines 276, 185, and 178, with an average of about 34 
minutes. Lines 492 and 497 operate only during peak hours. The former is an 
express service route and the latter is park-and-ride route. Frequency of 
service on these routes averages seventeen minutes during the a.m. peak and 
25 minutes in the p.m .. peak. Three routes provide night service (Lines 480, 
482, and 484). Service ranges from forty mi nut es on Line 482 to sixty minutes 
on Line 484. Service frequency on routes with Saturday and Sunday service is 
sixty minutes, with two exceptions. Line 480 operates at thirty-minute 
frequencies both .Saturday and Sunday, while Line 484 operates at thirty­
minute frequencies on Saturday and sixty-minute frequencies on Sunday. 

Claremont Dial-a-Ride operates a many-to-many demand-re~ponsive system for 
the general public and elderly and handicapped within the city limits of 
Claremont. Because no accessible vehicles are available, non-ambulatory 
passengers are referred to Get About Transportation. The service is 
available 24 hours a day, seven days a week. There are no advance 
reservation requirements for the service. All trip purposes are served, with 
no priorit.ies placed on trip purposes. Service is requested by telephone. 
The response time for immediate requests for service is twenty to thirty 
minutes. 

Get About Transportation serves the elderly and handicapped residents of 
Pomona Vaney with accessible demand-responsive service. Areas served 
include the cities of San. Dimas, La Verne., Claremont arid Pomona. Get About 
connects with RTD, the Ea~t San ~abr·iel Valley Elderly and Handicapped 
Transportatio.n System, and O_MNITRANS for trips to other cities in the region. 
Service is availa.ble from 7:30 a.m. to 5:30 p.m., Monday through Friday. 
Weekend service is limited to 8:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. on Sundays. All trip 
purposes are served•, with no priorities pla.ced o~ t.rip purpose. Advance 
rese~ation requireme~ts vary ac.cordi~g to trip purpose. Service is 
requested by teleph.o~e. 
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U ne Nunber/Ser.vlce Area 

187 - Pasadena - Pomona 

276/Sunset Avenue - Covina Avenue 
San Dimas Avenue 

185 /Hacienda Avenue - Irwindale 
Avenue - Arrow Highway 

a.178/El Monte - Baldwin Park -
i West Covina - Valinda - Walnut ... 

291 /Garey Avenue - Foothill Bou'1evard 

192/Arroya Avenue - North White 
Avenue - San Bernardino Avenue 

293/Indian Hil 1 Bou.levard -
Reservoir Street 

194 /West Ninth Street - South 
Towne Avenue - Arrow Highway 

480/Los Angeles - El Monte - West 
Covina - Pomona 

TABLE 6-2 

ALTERNATIVE l: 
FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE CHARACTERIS:TICS 

Days of Service Hours of Service 

Monday - Friday 5:00 a.m. - 7:30 p.m. 
Saturday 5:00 a.m. - 7-:00 p.m. 
Sunday 7:00 a.m. 7-:00 p.m. 

Monday - Friday 6:00 a,m. - 7:.30 p.m. 

Monday - Friday 6:30 a.m. - 8:22 p.m. 

Monday - Friday 6:08 a.m. - 10:10 p.m. 

Monday - Friday 6:00 a.m. - 7: 37 p.m. 

Monday - Friday 6:19 a.m. - 7:51 p.m. 

Monday - Friday 6.: 00 a,m. - h37 p.m. 

Monday~ Friday 5:58 a.m. - 7:51 p.m. 

Monday - Friday 4: 42 a,m. - 1:55 a.m. 
Saturday 5:50 a.m. - 1-:55 a.m. 
Sunday 5:50 a.m. - l:55 a.m. 

Fregygnc,Y of Servtce {Minutes l 
Peak Mid- Saturday/ 

a.m. 1 p.m.2 day 1 Night Sunday 

30 30 30 0 60 

60 60 60 0 0 

60 60 60 0 0 

60 60 60 0 0 

40 40 40 ,Q 0 

35 40 40 0 0 

40 40 40 0 0 

35 40 40 0 0 

1'7 15 20 45 30 

--conUnued 



Line Nunber[Service Ar.ea 

482/Los Angeles - Hacienda 
He.i ghts - Pomona 

484/Los Angeles - El Monte -
La Puente - Pomona - Ontario 
Airport 

490/Los Angeles - Co~ina - Walnut -
Cal Poly Pomona 

0, 
I 

"' 

TABLE 6-2 (CONTINUED) 

ALTERNATIV~ l: 
FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE CHARACTER,ISTICS 

Days of Service Hours of Service 

Monday - Friday 5:12 a.m. - 11:30 p.m. 
Saturday 5: 43 a.m. - 11:27 p.m. 
Sunday 5:43 a.m. - 8:27 p.m. 

Monday - Fri day 5:26 a.m. - 1:50 a.m. 
Saturday !i:30 a.m. - 1:30 a.m. 
Sunday 5:00 a.m. - 1:50 a.m. 

Monday - Fri day 6:02 a.Ill. - 7: 5~ p.-m. 
Saturday 7:08 a.m. - 7: 10 p.-m. 
Sunday 7:08 a.m. - 7:10· p.m. 

"'492/Los Angeles - South Arcadia - Monday - Friday 5:47 a.m. - 6:J5 a.m. 
San -Dimas 

497 /Montclair - Pomona Park-and-Ride Monday - Fri day 

1Represents headways inbound to Los Angeles. 
2Represents headways outbound· from Los Angeles. 
3Represents scheduled headway rather than average headway. 

Source: II.TD Route Timetables•. 
1982 Base Bus Network·, UNET Daily Line Summary. 

6::f,3 p.m. - 7:10 p.m. 

5:26 a.m. - 8:06 a.m. 
4·:08 p.-m. - 6:54 p.m. 

Frequency of Servi c_e {Mj nut es l 
Peak Mid- Saturday/ 

a.m. 1 (!.m. i da~ , Night Sundal'. 

28 21 65 40 60 

15 16 30 60 30/60 

42 32 60 0 60 

3 3 0 0 0 ., 
trips trips 

13 16 
., 

0 0 0 

-------------------
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6.4.2 Alternative 2--Fixed~Route System with Demand-Resp·onsive Service 
for the Elderly and Hand1 capped 

Altern.at1ve 2 is a modification of Alternative 1 and attem·p1,.s to pr·ovide a 
somewhat higher level of transit service at a minimum cost. This alter·native 
consists of a modified fixed-route system with areawide demand-responsive 
service for the elderly and handicapped. It assumes that the existing 
general public deinand-responsive .service provided by Claremont Dial-a-Ride 
will be d1.scont1nued. 

Figure 6-9 111 ustrates the f1 xed-route serv1 ce of Al tern at i ve 2. Under 
Alternative 2, several existing RTD lines are modified and new service is 
added to provide better fixed-route coverage to areas with a relat.1vely high 
potential for transit use. The alternative contains fourteen fixed routes, 
the same number as Alternative 1. Line 187, which operates between Pasadena 
and Pomona, has been modified to serve the planned Transcenter in Montclair. 
The modi f1 cat 1 on cons1 sts of the removal of the port 1 on of the 11 ne on Towne 
Avenue between Foothill Boulevard and downtown Pomona, and the extension of 
the 11 ne east on Footh 111 Bou el va rd to Mi Tl s Avenue, south to Sixth Street, 
and east across the San Bernardino county line. At the Transcenter, 
passengers from the Pomona Valley lines will be able to transfer to OMNiTRANS 
routes for destinations in San Bernardino County. This modification is 
especially beneficial to Claremont, which identified a need for more service 
to Montclair. • Line 480 is another line which has been modified to serve the 
Transcenter. This modification consists of an extens,on north on Indian Hill 
Boulevard to Sixth Street in Claremont and east across the San Bernardino 
County line to the Transcenter 1 n ·Montclair. This extens1 on of L1 ne 480 
along Indian Hil i Bou.levard al so w111 replace servfce currently provided by 
L1 nes 192 and 293, which have been discontinued and replaced by new routes or 
modifications to existing routes. Line 480 currently terminates at Indian 
Hill Shopping Center. 

Al tern at i ve 2 includes four new routes. NR-1 prov1 des north-south service 
along Garey Avenue between Foothi1·1 Boulevard and County Road in Pomona with 
a connect1 on to north La Verne. This new route w1 ll replace service 
currently prov1 ded on Garey Avenue by L1 ne 291, wh1 ch al so has been 
discontinued. The northern terminus will be a loop around Garey, Coflege Way, 
and Williams Avenue, and the southern terminus wi'll be loop around Olive 
Street, Towne Avenue, County Road, and Garey Avenue. The connection to north 
La Verne will follow Bonita west to D Street, north to Foothill Boulevard, 
west to Emerald Avenue, and then loop around Emerald, Base Line Road, Wheeler 
Avenue, and Footh11 l Boulevard.. Service to La Verne north of Foot hi 11 
Boulevard was indicated in the interviews with Pomona Valley government 
officials and elected leaders. NR-2 is a new route between north Claremcnt 
and dow.ntown Pomona. This new route replaces· service currently provided by 
Line 187 on Town.e Avenue betw·een Third Street and Foothill Boulevard and by 
L1 nes 291 and 293 1 n north Cl ar·emont between Base L1 ne Road and Footh1 • l 
Boulevard. Line 187 would be rerouted to the Montclair Tr·anscenter, while 
the latter two 11n.es hav'e b.een discon.tinued. NR-3 is a new route that would 
connect the California Polytechn1cal Institute and the residential are,.s 
near Ganesha High School and between Mission and Phillips Boulevards with 
downtown Pomona. The. route would follow basically the same streets in these 
areas as Lines 192 and 194 in Alternative 1 .. The fourth new route proposed in 
Alternative 2 is a park-and-ride line, NR-4, which would provide park-and-
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ride limited stop service between Pasadena and Pomona Valley. In Pomona 
Valley, the route would follow the Foothill Freeway and Foothill Boulevard to 
a new park-and-ride lot near the San Bernardino County line in northern 
Claremont. According to the results of the telephone survey, expanded park­
and-ride service ra~ked high among Pomona Valley residents. With the 
exception of Lines 187, 291, 192, 293, 194, and 480, the routing of all other 
RTD lines serving Pomona would remain unchanged. 

Service characteristics of Alternative 2 fixed-route service are shown in 
Table 6-3. Days and hours of service are nearly identical to those of 
Alternative 1. Days of service for the three new routes would be Monday 
through Friday with Saturday and Sunday service provided only on the Garey 
Avenue (NR-1) route. This route would provide north-south service in Pomona 
Valley on weekends. Currently, only east-west service is provided. Hours of 
service for the new routes would be from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday 
throguh Friday. NR~l would also operate during these hours on Saturday and 
Sunday. Frequency of service would be increased to thirty minutes during the 
peak and midday periods on Lines 276, 178, 482, and 484. Service frequencies 
on Lines 187, 185, 480, 490, 492, and 497 would remain unchanged or about the 
same as those defined in Alternative 1. The three new local service lines 
would operate at thirty-minute frequencies during the peak and midday 
periods, while the new park-and-ride line would operate at thirty minute 
frequencies during the peak periods with no service during the midday. 

Alternative 2 would include an areawide demand-responsive system for the 
elderly and handicapped residents of Pomona Valley (Figure 6-10). The system 
would be a many-to-many type system similar to the existing Get About 
Transportation service. In addition to serving all origins and destinations 
within the cities of Pomona, Claremont, LaVerne, and San Dimas, connecting 
service would be provided to Pomona Valley fixed-route service, 0MNITRANS, 
and the East San Gabriel Valley Elderly and Handicapped Transportation 
System. • 

Elderly and handicapped passengers would request service by telephone. A 
centralized dispatching system would be used to assign passengers to 
vehicles. The system would accept telephone requests for both advance and 
immediate service. Requests for advance service would be accepted for pick­
ups at a specified time later in the day or on a subsequent day. Requests for 
immediate service would be responded to as soon as the request could be 
scheduled; in any case, service would be provided no later than thirty 
minutes from the time pick-up is requested. 

Service would be expanded fro111 six to seven days a week. Hours of service on 
weekdays would be the same as .. ·.he operating hours for the Get About Service, 
with service from 7:30 a.m. tc 5:30 p.m. Unlike Alternative 1, the service 
hours on Saturdays and Sundays under Alternative 2 would be the same as on 
weekdays. 

6.4.3 Alternative 3--Demand-~esponsive with Regional Fixed-Route Service 

Alternative 3 consists of an dreawide demand-responsive system for both the 
general public and elderly and handicapped with regional fixed-route 
service. . The demand-responsive system is designed to serve local trips 
within Pomona Valley, while the fixed-route system is designed to serve long 
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Line N1J11ber/Service Area 

187/Pasadena - Montclair 

271/Sunset Avenue - Covina Avenue -
San Dimas Avenue 

185/Hacienda Avenue - Irwindale 
Avenue - Arrow Highway 

';"178/El Monte - Baldwin Park - West 
SlCovina - Valina - Walnut 

480/Los Angel es - El Monte - ~Jest 
Covina - Pomona - Claremont - Montclair 

482/Los Angeles - Hacienda Heights -
Cal Poly - Pomona 

484/Los Angeles - Pomona - Ontario 
Airport 

490/Los Angeles - Covina - Wal nut -
Cal Poly - Pomona • 

492/Los Angeles - South Arcardia -
San Dimas 

TABLE 6-3 

ALTERNATIVE 2 AND 4: 
FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE CHARACTERISTICS 

Frequency of Service (Minutes) 

Days of Service Hours of Service 
Peak Mid- Saturday/ 

a.m. 1 p.m. 2 day I Night Sunday 

Monday - Fri day 
Saturday 
Sunday 

Monday - Fri day 

Monday - Fri day 

Monday - Fri day 

Monday - Fri day 
Saturday 
Sunday 

Monday - Fri day 
Saturday 
Sunday 

Monday • Fri day 
Saturday 
Sunday 

Monday - Fri day 
Saturday 
Sunday 

Monday - Fri day 

5:00 a.m. - 7:30 p.m. 30 
5:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 
7:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 

6:oo·a.m. - 7:30 p.m. 30 

6:30 a.m. - 7:30 p.m. 30 

6:08 a.m. - 10:10 p.m. 60 

5:00 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 15 
6:00 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 
6:00 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 

5:00 a.m. - 11:30 p.m. 30 
6:00 a.m. - 11:30 p.m. 
6:00 a.m. - 8:30 p.m. 

5:30 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 15 
5:30 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 
5:00 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 

6:02 a.m. - 7:54 p.m. 42 
7:08 a.m. - 7:10 p.m. 
7:08 a.m. - 7:10 p.m. 

5:47 a.m. - 6:35 p.m. 25 
6:03 p.m. - 7:lO·p.m. 

30 

30 

30 

60 

15 

30 

15 

32 

40 

30 0 60 

30 0 0 

30 0 0 

60 60 0 

15 30 30 

30 30 60 

30 60 30/60 

60 0 60 

D 0 0 

--continued 
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TABLE 6-3 (CONTINUED) 

ALTERNATIVE 2 AND 4: 
FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE CHARACTERISTICS 

L tne Nunber/Servi ce Area 

497/Montclah' - Pomona Park-and-Ride 

1lR-l/Gary Avenue • 

ilR-2/Towne Avenue 

.ilR-3/Cal Poly - Pomona 
"" ' 
~ liR-4/Pasadena - San Dimas - La Verne 

Claremont Park~and-Ride Limited 

Days of Service 

Monday - Friday 

Monday - Friday 
Saturday 
Sunday 

Monday - Friday 

Monday - Fri day 

Monday - Friday 

!Represents hea~ways inbound to Los Angeles. 
2Represents headways outbound from L9s Angeles. 

Source: RliD Route Timetables,. 
1982 Base Bus Network, UNET Daily Line Summary. 

Hours of Service 

5:26 a.m. - 8:06 a,m. 
4:09 p.m. - 6:54 p.m. 

6:00 a.m. - 8:00 p .m. 
6:00 a.m. - 8:00 p.!fl·. 
6:00 a.m. - 8:00 p.m. 

6:00 a.m. - 8:00 p.m. 

6:00 a.m. - 8:00 p.m. 

5:30 a.m. - 7:30 a.m. 
6:00 p.m. - 7:30 p.m. 

- --

Frequepcy of Servi'ce (Minutes} 
Peak Mid- Saturday/ 

a.m. I p.m. 2 day , Night Sunday 

13 16 0 ·O 0 

30 30 30 0 60 

30 30 30 0 0 

30 30 30 0 0 

30 30 30 0 0 
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distance trips in the region. The demand-responsive system would also serve 
as a feeder servi_ce for the fixed-route system. 

The demand-responsive system, as proposed under Alternative 3, is a multi­
zonal system with a combination of many-to-many and many-to-few service. As 
show·n in Figure 6-11, Pomona Valley would be divided into six service zones. 
These zones were developed on the basis of census tracts, geographic 
boundaries, freeways, fixed-route service, and population. Service would be 
operated on a many-to-many basis within each zone. A specific number of 
vehicles would be assigned to each zone based on passenger demand and area 
coverage. These vehicles would serve all origins and destinations within the 
zone. Outside the zone, service would be on a many-to-few basis (i.e., only 
a limited number of destinations would be served). These destinations would 
be limited to zonal transfer points established for all six zones where 
vehicles from all zones would meet simultaneously and transfer passengers. 
Only one zonal transfer point would be established for each zone. These 
zonal transfer points would represent central business districts or other 
major transit generators. Another major transfer point would be located at 
the Caltrans park-and-ride lot at McKinley and Garey in Pomona. However, 
this· major transfer point would be served during peak hours only. In 
addition to these major transfer points, points would be established along 
each line for transfer of passengers from fixed-route to demand-responsive 
vehicles. Transfer of passengers from demand-responsive to fixed-route 
vehicles could occur at any designated bus stop within the zone. This zonal 
transfer system would be used only for the general public and elderly. 
Demand-responsive services for the handicapped would be operated on an 
areawide many-to-many basis. 

Under the proposed system, passengers would request service by telephone. A 
centralized dispatching system would be used for assignment of passengers to 
vehicles and coordination of transfers. The system would accept telephone 
requests for both advance and immediate service and for all trip purposes. 
Requests for immediate service would be responded to as soon as the request 
could be scheduled with other requests, but no more than thirty minutes from 
the time pick-up is requested .. Requests for demand-responsive feeder 
services will be scheduled in coordination with fixed-route services to 
assure that the demand-responsive vehicles are in the right place at the 
right time. Ideally, the vehicles should arrive at the transfer point a few 
minutes before the fixed-route bus is scheduled to arrive. This will not 
always be possible because fixed-route buses do not always arrive on schedule 
and demand-responsive tours vary widely in duration and are not predictable. 
However, on the average, demand-responsive tours should fit fixed-route 
frequencies. Passengers desiring to transfer from a fixed-route bus to a 
demand-responsive vehicle will not be required to telephone for service. 
Transfers to demand-responsive vehicles will be made by getting off the bus 
at designated transfer points. Demand-responsive drivers will be notified in 
advance of the scheduled bus arrival whether they have to pick up fixed-route 
transfer passengers and will modify their tours to meet the bus schedule. 
The number of vehicles scheduled to interface with fixed-route buses at 
transfer points will be periodically adjusted according to demand. 

The telephone survey of Pomona Valley residents indicated little support for 
dial-a-ride service for all residents. In response to types of service that 
should be provided, dial-a-ride service for all residents ranked ninth among 
ten, types of service. 
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Demand-responsive service under Alternative 3 would be provided seven days a 
week. Hours of service would be from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday through 
Friday and on Saturdays and Sundays. 

The respondents to the telephone survey indicated a preference for service 
seven days a week. When asked about minimum hours of service, the largest 
response reviewed was for daytime service. Alternative 3 proposes that both 
daytime and evening service be provided so that the service level of the 
alternative is reasonably consistent with the service level of existing 
service. 

The fixed-route service of Alternative 3 represents the basic fixed-route 
system for Pomona Valley. A total of nine fixed routes are included in this 
alternative (Figure 6-12). All represent modifications to existing RT□ lines 
of Alternative 1. In addition to the route modifications, several existing 
RT□ lines are eliminated, only those lines that provide regional fixed-route 
service are included in this basic system. 

The existing RT□ lines that have been modified under Alternative 3 include 
Lines 187, 185, 480, and 482. As in Alternative 2, Line 187 has been modified 
to serve the planned Transcenter in Montclair. This line would follow a 
routing in Pomona Valley along Foothill Boulevard, Mills Avenue, and Sixth 
Street. It would provide east-west service for residents in San Dimas, 
Laverne, and Claremont. Line 185 has been modified to serve downtown Pomona 
and the southern part of the city. This line currently operates along Bonita 
Avenue and Sixth Street to Montclair. Under Alternative 3, Line 185 would 
follow a routing east on Bonita in San Dimas, north on D Street in LaVerne, 
east on Foothill Boulevard, and south on Garey Avenue in Pomona to a southern 
terminus around a loop on Olive Street, Towne Avenue, Country Road, and Garey 
Avenue.• This new routing on Garey Avenue would replace the service currently 
operated by line 291 which would be discontinued. Line 480 is another line 
which would be modified to serve the Transcenter. The modification is the 
same as described under Alternative 2--an extension north on Indian Hill 
Boulevard to Sixth Street in Claremont and west across the San Bernardino 
county line to the Transcenter. The line currently terminates at the Indian 
Hill Village Shopping Center. Line 482 under Alternative 3 would be 
terminated at the California Polytechnical Institute rather than continuing 
east on Holt Boulevard to Indian Hill Boulevard as is the case with 
Alternatives 1 and 2. This line currently duplicates service on Holt 
Baul evard. 

The existing RT □ lines of Alternative 1 that would be discontinued under 
Alternative 3 include Lines 291, 192, 293, and 194. Service currently 
provided by these lines would be replaced through modifications of existing 
lines and/or new d,mand-responsive service. All other existing RT □ lines 
serving Pomona Valley would remain unchanged. 

Service characteristics of the eleven fixed routes in Alternative 3 are shown 
in Table 6-4. Days and hours of service would be nearly identical to tho.se 
for Alternative l. Saturday and Sunday service would be added on Line 185. 
This route would provide north-south service in Pomona Valley on weekends. 
Currently, only east-west service is provided. Frequency of service would be 
changed to thirty minutes during midday and evening periods on Line 480 and 
to fifteen minutes during peak periods on Line 484. Service frequencies an 
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Line N1JTiber/Service Area 

187 /Pasadena - Claremont '· 

185/Hacienda Avenue - Irwindale 
Highway - Bonita Avenue - Garey 
Avenue • 

178/El Monte - Baldwin Park~ West 
Covina - Valina - Walnut 

480/Los Angeles - El Monte West 
a,Covina - Pomona - Claremont c Montclair 
I ... .... 

482/Los Angeles - Hacienda Heights--. 
Cal Poly 

484/Los Angeles - Pomona - Ontario 
Airport 

490/Los Angel es - Covina - Wal nu·t 
Cal Poly - Pomona 

492/Los Angeles South Arcadia '... ,: 
San Dimas 

'' 
497/Montclair Pomona Park-and-Ride· 

Source: Schimpeler·Corradino Associates. 

TABLE 6-4 

ALTERNATIVE 3: 
FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE CHARACTERISTICS 

Da'ys of Service 

Monday· - F~i day 
Saturday 
Sunday'. • 

• Monday - Fri day 
Saturday 
Sunday 

' ';. Monday - Fri day 

Monday Fri d_ay 
Saturday 
Sunday 

Monday - .Friday 
Saturday 
Sunday· • 

Monday - Fri day 
Saturday • 
Sunday 

Monday - Fri day 
Saturday 
Sunday 

Monday - Fri day 

Monday - Friday 

Frequency 
Peak 

Hours .of Service " a~m. 1 

5:00 a:~~ - -7!30 p.m. 30 
5: 00 a:m. '- 7: 00 p.m. 
7:00 ,.m. 7:00 p.~: 

6:30 a.m. 
6:30 a:m. 
6:30 a.m. 

- 7 :30 p,m. 
- 7:.30 p.m.,, 

7:30 p.m. 

30 

P m. 2 . •·' 

30 . 

'30 

6: 08 a.m. - 10: 10, p.m.' 60; , 60 

5:_00 a.m. 
6 :00 a..m: 
6:00 a.m. 

2:00 a.m. 
- 2:00 a.m. 

2:00 a.m. 

15 

5:00 a.m. - 11\30 p.m. 30· 
6:00 a.m; ·_- '11:30 p.m. 
6:00 a.m. ~.8:30 p.m. 

5:30 a.m. 2:00 a:m. 15 
5:30 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 
5:00 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 

6:02 a.m. 
7:08 a.m. 
7:08 a.m. 

5: 47_ a.m. 
6:03 p.m. 

7:54 p.m. 
- 7:10 p.m. 
- 7:10 p.m .. 

6:35 a.m. 
7: 10 p.m. 

~:26 a.m. 8:06 a.m. 
4i08 p.m. - ~154 p.m. 

42 

25 

13 

15 

23 

15 

' 32 

40 

16 

of Servi ce,__._(,.,_M1'-'· n,.,u,_,t.,,e.e.sL) __ 
Mid- Saturday/' 
day ,·Night Sunday 

30 • • 0 60 

30 • 0 60 

60 0 0 

15 30 30 

60 • 40 60 

30 60 30/60 

60 0 60 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 



other RTD lines included in this alternative would remain unchanged' from 
Alternative 1. 

6.4.4 Alternative 4--Fixed-Route System with Demand-Responsive Service 
for the General Public Limited to Evening Hours and Weekends , • 

Alternative 4 proposes the combination of the fixed-route service of 
Alternative 2 with the demand-responsive service of Alternatives 1 2 and 3 . 

. Unlike Alternative 3, the demand-responsive service for the gene,al public 
under Alternati"ve 4 wo~ld be l)mited to evening hours and Saturdays and 
Sundays. Service for elderly and handicapped would be the same, as .under 
Alternative 2. Figure 6-13 shows the multizonal service area for the·general 

·public demand-responsive system and the fixed-route ,transfer points. It 
should'be noted that only those lines that operate during evening.hours and 
on weekends are shown. As under Alternative 2, demand-responsive service for 
the elderly and handicapped would be operated on an areawide many-to-many 

·basis rather than a.zonal many-to-many and many-to~few basis. 

The service characteristics of the-cfixed-route system under Alternative 4 
would be the same as proposed for·Alternative 2. For the general public 
demand-responsive system, ser"vice would' be provided- from 7:30 p.m. to 12:00 
p.m., Monday through Friday and from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays and' 
Sundays. Service to the elderly an·d handicapped would be provided 6:00 a.m.· 
to 7:30 p.m., Monday through Friday, with Saturday and Sunday service 
provided during the same hours as forlhe general public. 

6.4.5 Alternative 5: Combination of Fixed-Route and Demand-Responsive 
Service 

Alternative 5 is the same as Alternative 3 except that under Alt,rnative 5. 
the fixed-route service proposed for Alternative 3 would be expanded by two 
additional routes. As a result·, this alternative would provide a ·.somewhat 
higher level of fixed~route .service than Alternativ·e 3. _ The demand­
responsive service under Alternative 5 would be the s~me as·Altefnative 3. 
Thus, the combination of fix"ed-route arid demand-res(ionsive• serv.;ce under 
Alternative 5 would· be more balanced than any o_f the -other:a l terna t'i. ves. 

The fixed-route system of Alternative 5, as shown in Figure 6-14\ includes 
all of the routes identified in Alternative 3 along with a new local service 
route in Pomona and a modified Line 276. The new route would connect the 
California Polytechnical Institute ani::l the residential areas near Ganesha 

.High School and between Miss.ion· and Phillip Boulevards with downtown Pomona. 
The route would follow basically the same streets in these areas as Lines 192 
and 194 in Alternative 1. Line 276 would be extended.·to downtow~ Pomona via 
Foothill Boulevard, Baseline· Road, Towne Avenue, and Third Street. The 
segment of Line 276 tnat operates bet.ween San Dimas and Glendora along 

• Foothill and Amelia Avenue would be deleted. 
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Characteristics of the fixed-route system under Alternative 5 are shown in 
Table 6-5. The new route to the California Polytechnical Institute would 
operate between 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., Monday through Friday only; no 
service would be p

0

rovided on Saturday and Sunday service. Hours of service 
would be from 6:00 a.m. to 7:30 p.m., seven days a week. The new route would 
operate a.t thirty-minute frequ_erici es d_uring both p~al<. a_nd midday periods. 
The service frequ~ncy on Line 276 would be inc_rea.sed from sixty to thirty 
111i nutes throughout the day. Service c:h_aracteri. st i cs for a 11 ot.her routes in 
Altern_ative 5 are t_h:e same as Alt_ernative 3. 

The demand-responsive system under Alternative 5 would have the same service 
and operating characteristics as previousiy defined for th.e Alternative 3 
system. Figure 6-15 s_hows the z.ones and transfer points for the deman_d­
responsive system proposed under Alternative 5. 
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Line Nunber/Service Area 

1'87 /Pasadena - Mont cl a.i r 

276/Sunset Avenue - Covina Avenue -
San Dimas Avenue - Foothil 1 Boulevard -
Towne Avenue 

185/Hacienda Avenue - Irwindale 
Avenue - Bonita Avenue - Garey Avenue 

"' • I 
~178/El Monte - Bald~lin Park - ~lest 

Covina - VaHna - Walnut 

480/Los Angeles - El Monte - Hest 
Covina - Pomona - Claremont - Montclair 

482/Los Angeles - Hacienda Hei•ghts -
Cal Poly 

484/Los Angeles - Pomona - Ontariio 

TADLE 6-5 

ALTERNATIVE 5.: 
FIXED-ROUTE SERVI.CE CHARACTER.ISUCS 

Days of Service Hours of Service 

Monday - Friday 5:00 a.m. - 7:30 p.m. 
Saturday 5:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 
Sunday 7:00 a.m. - 7:00 p.m. 

Monday - Friday 6:00 a.m. - h30 p.m. 

Monday - Friday 6:30 a.m. - 7;.30 p.m. 
Saturday 6:30 a.m. - 7:30 p.m. 
Sunday 6:30 a.m. - 7:30 p.m. 
Monday - Friday 6:08 a.m. - 10:-lO p.m. 

Monday - Friday 5:00 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 
Saturday 6:00 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 
Sunday 6:00 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 

Monday - Friday 5:00 a.m. - U:30 p.m. 
Saturday 6:00 a.m. - 11:30 p.m. 
Sunday 6:00 a.m. - 8:30 p.m. 

Monday - Fri day 5:30 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 
Saturday 5:30 a.m. - 2:.00 a.m. 
Sunday 5:00 a.m. - 2:.00 a.m. 

Freguency of Service {Minutes} 
Peak Mid- Saturday/ 

a.m. I p.m. 2 day , Ni.ght Sunday 

30 30 30 0 60 

30 30 30 0 0 

30 30 30 0 60 

60 60 60 0 0 

15 15 15 30 30 

30 23 60 40 60 

t5 15 30 60 30/60 

--continued 

-------------------
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TABLE 6-5. (,CONTINUED,) 

ALTERNATIVE 5: 
FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE CHARAClERISTICS 

Line Nunber/Service,Area 

490/Los Ange,les - Covina - ~Ja lnut -
Cal Poly - Pomona 

492/Los Angeles - South Arcadia -
,san Dimas 

497/Montclair - Pomona Park-and-Ride 

NR/Ca] Poly - Pomona 

Days of Service 

Monday - Friday 
Saturday 
Sunday 

11onday - Friday 

Monday - Friday 

Monday - Friday 

1Represents headways inbound to Los Ange 1 es. 
2Represents headways outbound from Los Angel es. 

Source: RTD Route Timetables. 
1982 Bose Bus Network, UNET Daily Line Summary. 

Hours of Service 

6:02 a.m. - 7:54 p.m. 
7:0B a.m. - 7:10 p.m. 
7:0B .a.m. - 7:10 p:m. 

5:47 a.m. - 6:35 a.m. 
6:03 p.m. - 7d0 p.m. 

5:26 a.m. - B:06 a.m. 

6:00 a.m. - 8:00 p.m. 

Frequency of Service (Minutes) 
Peak Mid- • Saturday/ 

a.m. 1 p.m. 2 ~ ,_ Night Sunday 

42 

25 

13 

30 

32 

40 

16 

30 

60 

0 

0 

30 

0 

0 

0 

0 

60 

0 

0 

0 
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ALTERNATIVE 5 
DEMAND RESPONSIVE SYSTEM 
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7. OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT .ALTERNATIVES 

Numerous transit syste_m ownership/managE!ment alternatives for publ1c transit 
service in Pomona Valley can be identified. The results of the interviews 
wlth city officials; l.oc.al elected leaders, and staff members of regional 
plannirig agencies, and the professional judgments of the consultant were 
employed iri developing the ownership/man,1gement alternatives believed to be 
most viable for Pomona Valley. These alternatives are discussed in this 
chapter. 

The term "ownership," as used in this chapter, refers tot.he organization 
framework by which transit vehicles and facilities are owned and/or 
controlled and policy direction is provided. The term "management," on the 
other hand, is used herein to refer to the daily cont.rol exercised over the 
administration, planni.ng, and delivery of transit services. 

7.1 OWNERSHIP STRUCTURES 

Each alternative requires public ownership and/or co~trol of the transit 
system. One refl ect's direct ownership by governm:enta l u.ni t ( e:. g., Pomona; 
Claremont, San Dimas, and LaVer·ne); anot_her i.s bas.ad on an 
ownership/management structure like that of RTD or OMNITRANS; and the third 
proposes creation of a new author:ity or: joint powers agency to. serve Pomona 
Valley. Each is di.sc·ussed below. 

7 .1.1 Ownership by Gove.rnmental Units 

In this ownership framework, units of government own t_he transit vehi c·l es and 
ancillary equipment and control operation of the system through an existing 
or newly established department. They may also choose between leasing the 
system for operation by private enterprise or hiring a private management 
firm. Existing governmental procedures and personnel can accommodate the 
funct1ons assochted with financing and budgeting, payroll, accounting, 
purchasing, and personnel admin·istration. Existing or newly constructed 
garag11 and maintenance faciiities can be used to l!laintain the transit 
vehicles. Because of government ownership, federal e_xcise, fuel, city, and 
other local taxes which would be paid by a private bu.siness are eliminated or 
substantially reduced. 

Public: owners.hip by gc,vernmenta l unit has several disadvantages. Transit 
servi c:es are often limited to the pol it i cal jur, sdi ct.ion of the governmenta.l 
unit that owns the system even though a demand for transit service may exist 
beyond its jurisdiction. Although difficult to resolve, this problem is 
sometimes overcome by means of a contractual agreement with other 
governmental units. However, the fragmented approach that results from such 
agreements decreases the system's effi cf ency ( in terms of routes, fares, 
schedules, etc.). One solution to this problem is to place public ownership 
with the governme.ntal unit having the largest political jurisdiction. 

Another disa_dvantage of public ownership by governmental unit is the 
commitment of public facilities and personnel to the administration and 
operation of the transit system. Depending on the ultimate size of the 
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service area and the nature and degree of services rendered, the increased 
administ.rative burden on existing governmental procedures and personnel may 
be excessive. Regular government employees are often not trained to handle 
transit operations and maintenanc~ activities; new personnel and· equipment 
may be necessary, especially to m_aintain vehicles. 

Alternatives that appear viable in.cl.ude ownership of transit by one or more 
of the cities of Pomona, Claremont, San Dimas, or LaVerne. 

7.1.2 Ownership by Transit Authority 

Many of the disadvantages associated with public ownership by governmental 
unit can be minimized or eliminated with the establishment of a 
transportation authority. Within this framework, a board of direct.ors is 
either appoi.nted by elected representatives of participating political 
subdivisions or is made up of .the elected officials themselves. The board 
usually has the authority to purchase, own, operate, or provide for the 
operation of transportation fac.il ities; to contract for public services; to 
exercise the power of condemnation (limited to property located within the 
corporate boundaries of the. political subdivision by which the authority is 
incorporated); and to contract with other governmental agencies, pr·; vate 
coritpani es, and i ndi vidua ls. The. board of di rectors has the authority, 
therefore, to establish, own, and operate a public transportation system 
within the jurisdiction of participating political s.ubdivisions. An 
exec·uti ve di rector and staff are normally responsible for the transit 
system's day-to-day management and operation. 

The advantages of a transit authority are several. Transit service can crass 
political boundaries, thereby eliminating some of the problems associated 
with public ownership by a single unit of governm·ent. The planning and 
implementation or expansion of transit service is often mar·e efficiently 
accomplished on an areawide level. Al so, the board is clearly the agency to 
which both citizens and political bodies can communicate their need for 
transit. Finally, the same tax exemptions as can be realized from public 
ownership by a unit of government are applicable here because an authority is 
a public cor·porate en·t;ty. 

Like all providers of urban transit services today, the transit authority 
must be supported by l oq l funds hecause the transft system is not 1 ikely to 
pay its expenses through farebox revenues. However, when an authority is 
given an independent funding source (e.g., a transit tax), another problem 
can arise: if composed of appointed citizens, the. authority may not be 
completely responsive to citizens and the political structure that 
established it because of its autonomy. 

Under this ownership structure, alternatives that could be carried forward 
include the present situation, wherein RTD serves Pomona Va 11 ey and the 
creation of a new jointly-sponsored authority. 

7.1.3 Owner.ship by Joint Power.s Agency 

Title 1, Division 7, Chapter 5, of the Government Code of the State of 
California enables two or more publ1 c agencies to exercise joi rit ly or through 
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a third party an authority held in common with each other. Under Joint 
powers agreements, cities may either join together to acquire vehicles and 
facilities and operate a transit system or jointly establish a public entity 
separate and di st i net from each of the parties for the purpose of owning 
vehicles and facilities and operating a transit system. This joint powers 
agency is governed by a body consisting of elected or appointed officials 
from the cities involved in the agreement. As such, it has similar 
advantages and disadvantages as the transit authority. 

The only viable alternative under this ownership structure would involve the 
creation of joint powers agency by the cities Pomona, Claremont; Sa.n D1mas, 
and Laverne. to purchase, own, and operate transit vehicles. 

7. 2 MANAGEMENT STRUCTURES 

Given that public ownership and/or control of the transit system will be 
vested in units of loc.al government, a transit authority, or a joint powers 
agency, t.here are seve.ral alternative.s for operation and ma.nageme.nt of th.e 
system. The consultant identified five ba.sic management structures that 
coufd be estabiished to provide tra.nsit service to Po111.ona Valley: inanage.m.ent 
by governmental units (e .. g., Pomcma, Claremont., Sa~nD1.m.a.s, a.nd Laverne), by a 
public transportation authority (e.g., RTD, OMNITRANS, West Valley Division, 
or a new authority), by a Joint powers agency, by contract with a private 
firm, or by brokerage of services through private e.nterprise (e.g., Claremont 
Di a 1-a-Ride and OMNITRANS Dema.nd Responsive System). E.ach is discussed 
below. 

7 .2.1 Management by Governmental Uni.~s 

In small communities, management of a transit system by existing governmental 
units may involve one person wit.h the authority to prepare a budget for 
operation of the transit system within the existing administrative framework 
of the governmenta·l unit. The authority of a trans.it system administrator 
may include the ability to contract for management of the system. 

In larger communities, a specific office, bureau, or department with a 
supporting staff is established to manage and operate the tra.n.sit syst~m. 
Budgeting, financing, procurement, administration of personnel, and ot.her 
related activities are part of t.he administrative structure of the 
governmental unit. Thus, the governing body acts on the requests and 
recommendations of the admi ni strati ve/management entity. Existing 
governmental garage and mai~tenance facilities are normally used to maintain 
transit vehicles. Maintenance and storage facilities controlled solely by 
the admi ni strati ve/management entity are desirable because of the special 
needs of such equipment. However, the feas•i bi l i ty of this course of act.ion is 
dependent on the size of the fleet and the ava.ilability of funds .. 

W.hen a transit system is managed by a unit of government, the day-to-day 
deliyery of transit services is conducted within carefully defined limits of 
administrative responsibility and authority. Ultimate control of the 
expansion and contraction of ser·vices and expenditures (and therefore the 
effectiveness and efficiency of transit) is retained by the governing body 
through ordinary administrative and legislative channels. The level of 
financing of a transit system is derived from the overall ~udgetary process 
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or from funds earmarked specifically for -transit. Thus, administration and 
regulation of the transit system is vested in the governing body. 

The following advantages are associated with public management: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Management by governmental units generally requires 
active involvement by public decision-makers and bestows 
a sense of permanence upon the transit services 
provided. 

The making of 
administration 
facilitated. 

long-term decisions in the areas of 
and management of operations is 

The ability to develop local talent can improve the 
longevity and continuity of executive leadership, as 
well as its dedication to the community. 

The management of operations is directly responsive to 
the community's needs and resources and more sensitive 
to political considerations. 

Several disadvantages of public management are as follows: 

• 

• 

Management by governmental units may be encumbered by 
the political and administrative process of local 
government. 

Available governmental personnel may lack the expertise 
necessary to operate a transit system in its initial, 
most critical stages. 

• The transit system will have to compete with other 
governmental programs for limited financial and human 
resources. 

7 .2.2 Managem·ent by Public Transportation Authority 

A public transporta:t ion authority is similar t_o a private c_orporat i o.n, except 
tb.at it has. the status of a public entity. B9ard members can ei t_her be 
ele_cted officials h:olding office in the jurisdictions represe_nted withi~ the 
aut_hority, or people ai,pointed by those local elected officials. The 
responsibility for mana\ ing transit operations is vest.ed in. an executive 
di rector ~ppoi nted or h" red by the authority's board of di rectors. This 
individual is supported t,y a professional staff, which administers the short­
and long-term operation1.l needs of the transit system. The daily decision­
making process is contro 11 ed by the executive di rector, who r·eports to the 
board of di rectors .. 

Major policy dectsions about fare adjustments, route. alignments, expansion 
or contraction of service, and expenditures (exceeding prescribed amounts) 
are made by the board after receiving the advice, guidance, and 
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recommendatio_ns of ttie executive directo·r. In turn, the actions of the board 
are monitored· by t_he participating governing bodies represented on the 
a_uthority. If a bqard made up of appointed citizens is established (rather 
tha_n a board of officials holding elected offices in local government), there 
may be a certain degree of autonomy associated with the board's activ"ities. 
IQ_ this case," the influence of the governing bodies lies in the appointment 
o_f representatives to the board and the authority to make decisions about 
funding. 

The primary advantages of riianageinent by an authority are associated with its 
single purpose and autonomy. Resources and time are dedicated to operation 
of the tr·ansit system over a large area. This allows the system's 
oper"ational characteristics, such as vehic.le .scheduling and fares, to be 
adjusted in accordance with changes in the transit ridership market. 

Paradoxically, the authori tyls single purpose and autonomy are al so the cause 
__ a.f:._l.t.s_.pr".ima.ry--disadvantages. Unless there are stipulations requiring 

coordination between an appointed-citizen authority and other governmental 
agencies, the authority's dedication to- a single purpose Gan impede the 
development of an integrated, mu.ltimoda.l transportation system. The 
authority's autonomy can become too strongly developed, reducing its 
responsiveness to the community's needs. 

Other advantages associated with thi.s approach are noted below. 

• A single organization is responsible to both the 
political structure and citizens of the community. 

• Areawide. se.rvices are provided through a single-purpose 
• organization dedicated to providing the best service at 
the. lowest cost .. 

• Decisions pertaining to personnel administration, 
recordkeepi ng, pu·rc:hase and ma.i ntenance of vehicles, and 
system operations are removed from the general 
administrative structure of the. community. 

• The initiation of operational adjustments is a flexible 
process based on demand and market conditions. 

Addi ti ona.l disadvantages of this approach are as follows: 

• A source of funds must be established to support the 
authority's activi.ties, staff, and operating deficits. 

• Autonomy can decrease responsiveness to the community's 
needs, especially if an independent source of funds 
(e.g., transit tax) is established. 

• Initial capital outlays may be greater as the aut_hority 
undertakes to acquire new properties necessary to 
operate a_nd majnt_ain the transit system (although a 
relatively s_mall sYst_em could contract with existing 
governmental m_aint_en_ance facilities). 
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7. 2 .. 3 Management by Joi.nt Powers Agency 

A joint powers agency like the public transportation authority is a public 
entity with board members being either elected officials holding office in 
the cities participating in the agreement or appointed representatives of 
those officials. In addition to a board of directors, a joint powers agency 
also has an executive director, appointed or hired by the agency's governing 
board, with responsibilities for managing transit operations and a 
supporting staff which admin.isters the needs of the transit system. As such, 
management by a joint powers agency has similar advantages and disadvantages 
as management by a public transportation authority. 

7.2.4 Management by Private Sector 

Units of local government, transit authority, or a joint powers agency can, 
as an alternative to the assumption of day-to-day management 
responsibilities, contract with an organization that specializes in the 
management of transit systems. The contract man.agement approach is often 
chosen because of a desire to optimize the quality of managerial capabilities 
from the outset of transit system development. 

The advantages of the contract management approa.ch are noted below. 

• Specialists employed by the contracting management firm 
are experts in transit management. 

• Contracting provides a method for assessing management 
practices according to criteria established by the 
community. The control of policy is retained by local 
officials or the board of directors of an authority or 
joint powers agency. 

• Contract.i ng a 11 ows for alteration of the management 
team, in accordance with the community's judgment of its 
past.performance, at contract renewal times. 

• Contract management firms are experienced in .transit 
management, allowing the introduction of improvements in 
management and operation that have evolved from the 
experience of other communities. 

• Manage.ment costs and responsibilities are clearly 
i dent ifi ed. 

The disadva.nt.ages associated with this a,proach are: 

• 

• 

Cont.ract managem·ent firms ,ack a propensity for 
involvement in the community and us·ual ly do not exhibit 
a strong commitment to the local area. 

There is a high rate of turnover among senior management 
pers.onnel, which leads to recurring periods of 
inefficient management during the contract as new 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

personnel familiarize themselves wit_h the syste_m's 
operation. 

Con·trac·t management personnel are less sensitive to the 
limitations of local resources a_nd political 
considerations. 

Innovations and adjustments implen:iented by a contract 
management firm may deviate from local convention and 
interrupt organi.Zat i ona l procedur·es. 

The performance of contract management personnel must be 
monitored by the public.body. 

Smaller transit systems may be managed by professionals 
with the least number of years of experience. 

7 .2.5 Brokerage of .. Services Through the Private Sector 

This management approach, like contract management, establishes an 
arrangement between the government units, transit.authority, or joint powers 
agency and an independent, privately controlled enterprise. The private 
enterprise is given complete control over the operation of equipment-either 
that owned by the private concern or that leased from the public entity. The 
public entity can re.tain the responsibility for administering the provtsion 
of services, planning, marketing, developing routes and schedules, and 
maintaining the desired level of service. If necessary, municipal facilities 
can be used for maintenance of transit vehicles. 

All terms relating to these specific facets of the transit system must. be 
clearly defined in a contract or lease. agreement. Performance review 
procedures to be ~ndertaken at the time of contract or lease renewal may be 
included. The advantages and disadvantages associated with brokerage 
agreements differ from those of the other approaches. The advantages of such 
an approach are now presented. 

• Private enterprise is encouraged. 

• Because the profit motive i.s present, the experti.se of 
busines;es in the management and operation of a transit 
system can be enhaoced. 

• Personnel, payrt 11, arid other day-to-day admini st_r"ative 
processes are tl,e ·res pons i bi l i ty of the contractor or 
lessee. 

• Operating costs ar·e borne by the contractor or lessee. 

The disadvantages of this o1pproath are now briefly described. 

• Complicated contract or lease arrangements that 
stipulate responsibilit.ies and authorities for both 
parties are required. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

The actions of the contractor or lessee must be 
carefully monitored, with special attention given to the 
transit operator's profit and loss statements. 

The primary objectives of the contractor ()r lessee will 
be to maximize profits, which may conflict with the 
level of s_ervice desired by th_e community. 

The local government relinquishes control over salaries, 
wages, and other expenditures associated with the 
delivery of transit services. 

• The local government assumes the role of regulator. 

• The tax savings associated with public ownership or 
ownership by an authority may not be. rea 11 zed because of 
the profits reta.1 ned by the operator. 

7.3 OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPED FOR POMONA VALLEY 

Several transit system ownership/management a.lternatives are poss.ible using 
the ownership and management structures i dent 1f1 ed abov.e.. The al tern at i ves 
all require public ownership and/or control .with either self-management, 
contract for management, or brokerage of services through private 
enterprise. A total of ten alternatives were developed with ownership and/or 
control by ind.ividua.l cities, authority, or joint powers agency. The 
alternat.ives are shown on Figure 7-1 and described below. 

7.3.l Ownership and Management by Individual Cities 

Under this ownership/management al tern at i ve, the. 1 ndi vi dual cit 1 es of 
Pomona, Claremont, San Dimas, and LaVerne would own and operate separate 
transit systems. All vehicles and anc.illary equipment would be owned by the 
c.ities. Operation of the system would be managed through an existing or 
newly establ 1 shed department. Budget 1 ng, financing, procurement, 
administration of personnel and other relat_ed activities would be part of the 
administrat_ive structure of the city government. Existing or newly 
constructed garage and maintenance facilities would be used to maintain the 
transit vehicle_s. 

7. 3 .2 Ownership by Indi.v.1 dual Ci.ties and Contract for Management 

The individual cities of Pomona, Claremont, San Dimas, anti LaVerne could, as 
an al tern at 1 ve-, contract for management services with ei th~r RTO or OMNITRANS 
or with a private orga(11Zat1on t_hat specializes in the ma,1agement of transit 
systems. With t_his alternative, manage_me_nt responsibilities would be 
cl early defined 1 n a cont ra_ct and removed from the l t,ca l governm_enta l 
structures. Ownership of vel'licles and facilities for 11aintena_nce would 
remain with the individual cities, 
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Figure 7•1 

OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 
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7.3.3 Ownerships by Ind.ividual Cities and Brokerage Through Private 
Enterprise 

As another alternative, the individual cities of Pomona, Claremont, San 
Dimas, and La Verne could enter into a brokerage agreement with private 
enterprise. The cities would own all transit vehicles arid ancillary 
equ,pment a_nd the privately controlled enterprise would -be given c;omplete 
control over operation of the equipment. Municipal facilities could be used 
for maintenance of the vehi"cies. If the vehicles are leased by the broker 
from t_he citie:s, m_ai"ntenance of th_e vehicles would be t_he responsibility of 
t_h_E! broker. Ot_~erwise, the cities would be respo_nsible for vehicle 
ll)_aintenance. All facets of operation of t_he system would b_e clearly defined 
in a contract or lease agreem·ent. The cities would retain responsibility for 
a_dministe·ring the provision of services, planning, marketing, developing 
routes and schedules, and maintaining s_ervi ce. The contract or 1 ease 
agreemen·t would specify the rate and charge for operation of the vehicles. 

7. 3. 4 Ownership/Management by an Ei<i sting Authority 

Poll)ona Valley cities could contract for transit service wi_th RTD, thus, 
allowing a c·ont i n_uat ion of the presen·t s_i tuati on whereby RTD operat_es a 11 
fixed route service in Pomo~a Valley. This s_ervic_e could be expanded to 
inc 1 ude more routes or more freque~·t s_erv ice on existing routes. New types 
of service could also be added. In turn, the cities would give up their 
rights to operate public transportation and receive state and fe_deral funds 
for transit. Proposit_ion A funds received by the cities would be used to 
purc_hase service from RTD. 

As an alternative to contracting with RTD for transit service, th_e Pomona 
Valley cities could contract with the OMNI°TRANS West Valley Authority in San 
Bernardi no County. • 

7.3.5 Ownership/Management by New Authority 

This alternative involves the creation of a new authority to serve Pomona 
Valley. New state legislation may be necessary to form such an organization. 
Under this alternative, a board of di rectors would have the authority to 
establish, own, and operate transit services within the legal limits of the 
Pomona Valley cities. Day-to-day management and operation of transit 
services would be the responsibility of an executive director and staff. 

Major policy deci.sions about fare adjustments, route alignments, expansion 
or contraction of service, and expenditures (exceeding p·rescri bed amounts) 
would be made by the board after receiving the advict·, guidance, and 
recommendations of the execut1ve director. In turn, the a:tions of the board 
are monitored by the cities represented on the authority. 

7.3.6 Ownership by New Authority and Contract for Management 

The new authority could, as an alternative, contract for management services 
with either RTD or OMNITRANS or with a private organiz_ation that specializes 
in the management of transit systems. With this a 1 te_rnat i ve, management 
responsibilities would be removed from the authority. No executive director 
and professional staff would be required. The authority would consist only of 
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a board of directors which would be responsible for major policy decisions 
about fare adjustments, rout.e realign.ments·, e.xpansion or· contraction of 
service, and expenditures. Such decisions would be made on the basis of 
recommendations of private ·management. 

7 .. 3 . .7 Ownership by New Authority and Brokerage Through ?.riv.ate 
E~te~Mie •• 

Instead of self-management or contract for management, th.e new authority 
could enter into a .brokerage agreement with private enterprise. Lik)! the 
other authority alternatives, ownership of transit vehicles and ancillary 
equipment would remain with the authority. However, under t.his alternative, 
control over operation of the equipment w.ci.uld b.e given to the broker.. Lease 
arrangements for equipment owned by the authority wo.ul d be defi.ned in a 
contract or 1 ease agreement. This contract or ag·reement would al s9 define 
the rate and charge for operat.ion of the vehicles. If the vehicles are 
1 eased by the private 1 y cont ro 11 ed enterprise, maintenance of the vehi .cl es 
would be the responsibility of the. broker. Otherwise, the authority would be 
responsible for vehicle maintenance. 

7.3.8 Ownership/Management by Joint Powers Agency 

This alternative involves the creation of a joint pcMers agency by the cities 
of Pomona, Claremont, San Dimas, and La Ver·ne. This joint pciwers agency would 
be governed by a board of directors consisting of members appoint,ed by 
elected offic•ials of the cities or made up of the elected officials 
themselves. This board would have the authority to establish, ow:n, and 
operate transit services in Pomona Valley .. An executive director and 
professional staff employed by the board would be responsible for day·to-day 
management and operat fon of the services .. 

7.3.9 Ownership by Joint Powers Agency and Contract for Management 

Under this alternative, the joint powers agency would contract for management 
with either RTD or OMNITRANS or with a private m!lnagement firm that 
specializes in the management of transit systems. T.he joint powers agency 
would consist only of a board of di.rectors of whi.ch Pomona, Claremont, San 
Dimas, and Laverne would be members, responsible for m·ajor P.Olicy decisions. 
No exE!cutive director and supporting professional staff would be n·ece·ssary 
since all management responsibilities would be remo.ved from the age.ncy. The 
private management firm or agency under contract for management services 
would be. responsible for advisin·g the board of directors on policy decisions. 

7.3.10 Ownership by Joint Powers Agency and .Brokerage Through Private 
Enterprise 

The joint powers age.ncy could enter into a brokerage agreement with a 
privately co.ntrol led enterprise. The P.rivate enterprise. would be given 
complete control over operation of equipm.ent owned by the agency. Lease 
arrangements for the equipment owned by t_he agency would be defined in a 
contract or lease agreement with th.e b.rok.er. This contract or agreement 
would also define the rate and charge for operation of the vehicles by the 
privately controlled enterprise. 
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8. EVALUATION. OF .ALTERNATIVES 

This ~hapter presents the results of the evaluation of the transit service 
and ownership/manageme.nt alternatives developed for Pomona Va 11 ey. 

8. l ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR EVALUATION 

Th.e alt.ern.ati~es sele·cte:d by the P·Mc for evaluation consist of alte.rna.tives 
for region.al an.d lot.al transit service a.n.d altern.atives for ownership a.nd 
management of that servi c.e. 

8.1.1 Service Alter·natives 

All five traosit s.erVice alternatives reviewed by the PMC were selected for 
evaltiation. The alternatives selected include combinations of fixed-route 
and demand-responsive alternatives. The five service alternatives are 
desc·rib.ed below. 

Alt.ernative 1 is the com.binatio~, witho:ut modification, of all existing 
transit s.ervices in t.he Pomona Valley. It is considered the base c.ondition 
for comp.arison with the oth·er alternatiyes. The ex_i.stin·g service includes 
the Southern California Rapid Transit District (RTD.) fixed-.route service, 
the Claremont Di a 1-a-Ri de deriland-responsfve system for the genera 1 public 
and elderly/handicapped within tt,e city limits of Claremont, and Get About 
Transportation which provides the elderly and handicapped residents of 
Pomona Valley with accessible demand-'responsive service. 

Alt.ernative 2 is a modified fixed-route system wjth areawide demand-­
resp.onsive service for the elderly and handicapped. The fixed-route serv·ice 
in this alternative include new routes, as well as modifications and 
deletions of existing routes. This alternative was designed to provide a 
s.omewhat higher level of transit service at a minimum cost. 

Alt.ern.ative 3 c:onsi sts of an areawide demand-responsive system for both the 
general public and ei derly and handicapped with regional fixed-route 
se.rvice. The demand-responsive syst.em is designed to serve l.ocal trips 
within the Pomon.a Valley, while the fixed-route system is designed to serve 
1 onger di stanc:e trips in t.he region. The demand-responsive system al so would 
serve as a feeder service for the fixed-route sy~tem. 

Al tern at i ve 4 is a combination of the fixed-route service of Alternative 2 
with deman~-responsive service for the general public in the evenings and on 
Saturdays a~d Sundays. Service for the elderly and handicapped would be the 
same as for Alternative 2. 

Alternat.iv•• S is the same as Alternative 3, except that the fixed-route 
service pr:iposed for Alternative 3 would be expanded by two additional 
routes. T,is alternative would provide a somewhat higher level of fixed­
route serv.ce than Alternative 3. Thus, the combination of fixed-route and 
demand-responsive service under Alternative 5 would be more balanced than any 
of the other alternatives. 
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8 .1. 2 Ownershi p/Managemen.t .Al tern at i ves 

A total of ten ownership/manage_ment alternatives were reviewed by the PMC. 
Each of th_e al t_ernat i ves reviewed requires public ownership with either self­
management, c9_ntract for managem:ent, or brokerage of service. through pri va:te 
enterprise. The ownership alternatives include ownership by individual 
cities, existing authority, new authority, and joint powers agency. The 
manage_ment al tern at ives include management by goverrfmenta.l units, management 
by transportation authority, management by the joint powers agency, 
management by private .sector, and brokerage of services through private 
en·terpri se. 

Of the ten different ownership/management alternatives, the PMC se.l ected six 
for detailed evaluation. The alternatives that PMC selected include new 
authority or joint powers agency ownership and either se 1-f-management, 
contract for management, or brokerage of service through private enterprise. 

8.1. 3 Combined Service and .Ownersh.i p/Management Al ternati v.es 

The service al tern at i ves were combined with the· ownership/management 
alternatives to form a matrix of alternatives for evaluation (Figure 8-1). 
Combinations are necessary in order to evaluate the cost implications of 
different ownership/management. alternatives on the provision of service. A 
total of thirteen different combinations were formed and evaluated. Under 
each alternative, it was assumed that RTD would continue to own and operate 
all regional fixed-route service within Pomona Valley. It was also assumed 
that any local fixed-route or demand-responsive service would be locally 
o_wned and oper·ated. Al tern at i ves for local service were evaluated under 
three scenarios: (1) ownership arid management by new authority or a joint 
powers agency, (2) ownership by new authority or a joint powers agency and 
contract for management, and (3) ownership by new authority or joint powers 
agency and broker·age through private enterprise .. 

8 ._ 2 EVALUATION CRITERIA AND MEASURES 

The combined service an_d ownership/management al terriat ives selected by the 
PMC were evaluated using the evall,ation ~riteria and measures adopted by the 
PMC. The evaluation m11asures (Table 8-1) are grouped by category so that an 
overa 11 evaluation of the different al tern at ives by eac_h category can be made 
by the PMC. The evaluation was concentrated in four impact catego·ries: 
system form and function, social impacts, efficiency and economics, and 
organizational/institutional.development. • 

8.2.1 System Form and Function 

The purpose of this category of evaluation measures was to eval_uate 
al tern at i ves in terms of being fl.net i ona 11 y sound, m_eet i ng a_rea needs, a.nd 
encouraging transit u_se. IncludEQ in this goal c_at_eg·ory are t_h_e evaluation 
measures of the transit patronage (total daily transit boardings) and system 
coverage. 
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Figure 8-1 

COMBINED SERVICE AND OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

Servtce Alternatives 
Alternative Servtce Types 

• Regional Fixed-Route 

1 . Local Fixed-Route 
. Demand ResponsJve 

. Regtonal Fixed-Route 
2 . Local Fixed-Route 

. Demand Responsive 

3 
. Regional Fixed-Route . Demand Responsive. 

. Regional Fixed-Route 

4 . Loca~ Fl xed~Route 
. Demand Responsive 

. Regiona,l Fixed-Route 

5 . Local Fixed-Route . Demand Responsive 

✓ Alternative selected for evaluation. 

Source: Schlmpeler•Corradino Assoc,iates. 

Ownershio/Mana 

"' ..... S..--0 ..... 
C O C C 
fl> ... "' fl> 
e "' i fl> s.. . 
0>., ..... 

~g:~ "' C 

"' e "' ::::E .cn:a.i ::E ....... cs.. ......... ...... Cl 
CL•,- ta .µ o..~t-
•,- .µ r- :, ~ :.a 0::: 
..CU1UO 
"'..... .Q ·"' L X .. <C s.. 
QJWO ·1 ., 
C t- ..... 
3 >,o: cu 

0 .o-l!J ! 
✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

✓ 

t 

✓ 

✓ 

ement A lternattves 

..... I 
C >, ., 
fl> . u ..... .0> 

i C C --0 "' 
£2/, 3:•r- CC 

CU O ·,a ta 

"' >, <( z;~ ::E 
C 

>,,L ·C"/'s.. "' .... "' ::E -~ s.. .0 0 C 0 ...... s.. ., 
0. >, 21, .... 0. ~-0 3 

•,- .0:.:.C 0 .,... .µ <C .µ .c ..... a. .C;•r- u 
"' ::, Ul L. Ul l'D s.. <( ..... L.O LL 
cu C . GJ:.C· QJ .µ .µ 

! i·::; C-f-13CC 
3: ::1,0 0 CU 

Z'"> o<C·o.. u E 

✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ 

✓ ✓ 

..... ., 
C --0 .C .Ul 

i ;,... C CD~,-
o ru ,:, s.. 

z.., eo. 
~:L is ..C: t 
.aoc.µ.µ ., C 
CL·>. ·en, QJ W 
~,- +> <C en 
.C, "r:"' l'D QJ 
V, ·'- u, s.. +,I 
L O S.. 'QJ RS 
QJ ..c: ·a.i, ~ > 
c: .µ 3, O .,... 
3: ::S O S.. S.. 

O:<(_o.._a:::a 0.. 

✓ 

✓ 

' 

✓ 

✓ 



Categories 

System Form a_n_d Functio_n 

Social Impacts 

Efficiency and Economics 

TABLE Bil 

EVALUATION MEA$URES 

Measures 

Total Passenger Boardings 

Square Miles of Coverage 

Population .Served 

Major Generators Served 

Tota 1 Households Se_rved 

Low-Income Households Served 

Zero or One Auto Households Served 

Percentage coverage to High Pro­
pensity Areas 

Total Capital Costs 

Total Operating Costs 

Total Vehicle Miles 

Total Vehicle Hours 

Total Passenger Boardings 

Total Passenger Revenues 

Operating ·cost/Vehicle Mile 

Operating Cost/Vehicle Hour 

Operating Cost/Passenger 

Passengers/Vehicle Mi le 

Passengers/Vehicle Hour 

Revenue/Cost 

Source: Schimpe ler· Corradino Associates. 
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8.2.1.1 Transit Patronage 

"Estimates of transit patronage were prepared for each of the fixed-route and 
demand-responsive systems of Alternat.ives 2 through 5. For Alternative I, 
current patronage was used for comparison with the other alternatives .. A 
summary of daily systemwide patronage by service alternat.ive is shown in 
Table 8-2. The patronage shown represents total weekday boardings including 
transfers. Daily patronage for the fixed-route systems ranges from 7,250 
under Alternative I to 9,095 boardings under Alternative 5. This latter 
alternative shows an increase of 1,845 board.ings da.ily over the base system 
of Alternative 1. Alternatives 2 through 4 also show an increase in 
ridership over Alternative 1. It should be noted that patronage for the 
fixed-route systems of Alternatives 3 and 5 include passengers transferring 
from the general market. demand-responsive systems since these systems would 
be coordinated with local and regional fixed-route transit. For these 
al ternat.ives, it is assumed that ten percent. of the demand-responsive system 
passengers would transfer. Transfers for the target market (i.e., elderly and 
handicapped) system of Al tern at i ve 2 and the evening service demand­
responsive system of Alternative 4 would be negligible. 

Alternative 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 

TABLE. 8-2 

SUMMARY OF DAILY SYSTEM 
PATRONAGE. BY SERVICE ALTERNATIVE 

Fi ~e.d-Rciute 
Daily 

Passengers 

7,250 
8,618 
7;90i 
8,618 
9,095 

Demand­
Respo~sive 

Daily 
Passengers 

545 
759 

4,086 
1,391 
3,531 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 
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Total Daily 
Passengers 

7,795 
9,377 

11,987 
10,009 
12,626 



Daily patronage for the demand-responsive systems ranges from 545 under 
Alternative 1 t_o 4,086 boardings under Alternative 3. This represents a 
significant increase in patronage. However, the demand-responsive system of 
Alternative 3 represents an areawide expansion of general market demand­
responsive service, whereas under Alternative 1, demand-responsive service 
for the general public i's limited to the city limits of Claremont. 
Alternatives 2, 4, and 5 also show an increase in patronage. 

Total daily patronage for _both the fixed-route and demand-responsive systems 
ranges from 7,795 under Alternative 1 to 12_,626 boardings under Alternative 
5. The next highe_st patro~age is estimated for Alternative 3 with 11,987 
daily boardings followed by Alternatives 4 and 2 with 10,009 and 9,377 
boardings, respectively. 

8 ._2. 1. 2 System Coverage 

System coverage was evaluated from the standpoint of square mil es of 
coverage, service· area population,- and activity and employment centers 
served. 

• Square Miles of Coverage 

A summary of square miles of coverage of the five service alternat.ives is 
presented in Table 8-3. For each alternative, the number of square miles of 
fixed-route, demand-responsive, and total system coverage is presented. 
Fixed-route system coverage is based on a quarter mile distance on either 
side of the routes included in the system. This quarter mile distance i.s 
considered to be the maximum reasonable walking distance for most transit 
trips. Excluded from the total of square miles of fixed-route coverage are 
the park-and-ride routes that provide no local stop service. General market 
demand-responsive system coverage includes a 11 the area outs; de the fixed­
route service area and fifty percent of the area within the fixed-route 
service area. In the case of the. target market (i.e., elderly and 
handicapped) systems, the area of coverage would i ricl ude a 11 of Pomona 
Valley. 

A review of fixed-route system coverage by al t_ernat i ves reveals that 
Alurnative 1 pr·ovides the most coverage. The area of coverage of this 
alUtnative represents approximately 32 square miles or fifty percent of the 
total land area in Pomona Valley. The other alternatives range in coverage 
from approximately 48 square miles under Alternatives 2 and 4 to 32 square 
mil~s under Alte_rnative 3. 

Demand-responsive system coverage is broken down into general market and 
target market coverage. All tiut Alternative 2 include general market demand­
responsive service. The area served by the general market systems range from 
abo1Jt five squarl! miles under Alternative 1 to 54 square miles under 
Alternative 3. Alternative 1 coverage is limited to the city limits of 
Cla~emont while coverage of Alternatiye 3 is provided to almost all of Pomona 
Va 11 ey. Square mil.es of coverage for the genera 1 market systems of 
Alternatives 4 and 5 total approximately fifty square miles each. For the 
target rila rket de·mand-respon s i ve syst_ems, 100 percent coverage of Pomona 
Valley is assumed. This amounts to a service are_a for each system of about 65 
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0) 
I ... 

Alternative 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Fixed-Route 
S stem Covera 

Number Percenta e 

32.45 50.03 

31.39 48.40 

20.79 32.05 

31.39 48.40 

28.78 44. 37 

Source: Schimpeler•Corrad:ino Associates. 

TABLE 8-3 

SUMMARY OF SQUARE MILES OF CO.VERAGE 
BY ALTERNATIVE 

Demand Responsive Sf;stem Coverage Total System 
Gener.al Market ar.get Mar.ket • Covera e 

Num r ercentage umber ercenta e Number Percenta e 

5.03 7.76 64.86 100 64.86 100 

0.00 o.oo 64.86 100 64.86 100 

54.47 83.98 64 .. 86 100 64.86 100 

50.43 77 .75 64.86 100 64.86 100 

50.47 77.81 64.86 100 64.86 100 



square miles. Since all alt.ernatives include a target market system 
providing areawide coverage, total system coverage for each alternative 
would encompass 100 percent of the land area in the va 11 ey. 

• Service Area Population 

The second measure evaluated under system coverage is population served. A 
summary of population served by each of the five service alternatives by 
fixed-route, demand-responsive, and total system coverage is presented in 
Table 8-4 .. Again a quarter mile di.stance on each side of the transit routes 
was assumed for fixed-route coverage, and the area of coverage for the 
general market. demand-responsive systems included all the area outside the 
fixed-route service area plus fifty percent of the area within the fixed­
route service area. Target market demand-responsive systems are again 
assumed to be areawide coverage. • 

Population coverage for the fixed-route systems is the greatest under 
Alternative l with a service area population of over 124,000, or 67 percent 
of the total population of Pomona Valley. Alternatives 2 and 4 have the 
second 1 argest fixed-route service populations with a tota 1 of approx.imately 
117,000 persons (63%) each. The service population for Alternative 5 is t.he 
next largest with about 112,000 persons (61%). Alternative 3 has the 
smallest fi.xed-route service. population of all of the alternatives with a 
total of approximately 78,000 persons (or 42%). 

Service populations for the general market demand-responsive syst.~ms range 
from 22,000 for the Claremont system under Alternative l to 149,000 under 
Alternative 3, which ts considered to be the maximum demand-responsive 
service alternative. Altern.atives 4 and 5 have service populaticins of 
approximately 117,000 and 137,000, respectively. The service populations of 
the target market-demand responsive systems include the elderly and 
handicap·ped population which is estimated to total 19,650. This estimate is 
b.as.ed o~ the 198.0 census and r·egional incidence rates of handicapped persons. 
Under Alternatives 3 and 5, the target market systems would serve only the 
handicapped. Elderly, non-handicapped persons would be served by the general 
market system. Since all alternatives include a target market system 
pro vi ding areawide coverage, tota 1 population served by the system would 
equal the 184,000 total population of Pomona Valley. 

• Service to Activity and Employment Centers 

System coverage from the standpoint of activity and employment centers served 
was also evaluated. Table 8-5 lists the number and type of major generators 
served by the fixed-route service a 1 tern at i ves. The types of major 
generators served include: 

• Major employers (greater than 100 employees) 
• Hos pi ta ls 
• Major shopping centers 
• Elementary and high schools 
• C_olleges and universities 
• Elderly and nursing homes. 
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Alternative 
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TABLE 8-4 

SUMMARY Of POPULATION COVERAGE 
BY AL liERNATI VE 

FixedcRoute Demand Responsive System Coverage 
-~S=C1~s~tem~C~o~v~e~ra=g=e ___ ~G.eneral Market Target Market 
• Number Percentage Number Percentage NlJTiber Percentagg_ 

124,288 67.47 22,026 11.96 19,650 10.67 

116,729 63.37 0 0 19,650 10.67 

78,276 42.49 1'48,584 80.66 3,057 l.66 

H6,729 63 ... 37 H7.,695 63.89. 19.,650 10.67 

111,857 60 .. .72 137.,007 74.37 3,057 1.66 

Source: Schimpel er·Corradi no Associates. 

. Total, Sys tern 
Coverage 

Number Percentage 

184,213 

184.,213 

184,213 

184,213 

184.,213 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 



TABLE 8-"5 

SUMMARY OF NUMBER OF MAJOR 
GENERATORS SERVED BY ALTERNATIVE 

FIXED-ROUTE SYSTEMS 

Type of Alternative 
Major Generator 1 2 3 

Employers - 100 to 500 Employees 50 47 39 

Employers - 500 to 1,000 EmPloyee_s 2 3 2 

Employers - Over 1,000 Employees 4 4 4 

Hospitals 4 3 3 

Shopping Centers 8 8 8 

Elementary/High Scllools 15 16 7 

Colleges/Universities 7 10 10 

Elderly/Nursing Homes ....1 ....1 ....1 
TOTAL 91 92 74 

Source: Schimpeler·Corradino Associates. 
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The number of generators served is approximately the same for all 
a 1 ter,nat ives, wi t_h the exception of A 1 tern.at i ve 3. This a 1 tern at i ve would 
serve fe11er schools a.nd ell)p.l oyment centers than the other a 1 tern at i ves, 
principally becau_se it_s fixed-route service ~overage is not nearly as 
extensive. T_he nu_mber of hospitals and shopping centers served by this 
a 1 tern at i ve is about t_he sa_me as the other a 1 tern at i ves. 

Major generators not served by t_he fi xed-r,oute systems of A 1 tern at i ves 3, 4, 
and 5 woul_d be served by the demand-responsive systems of these alternatives. 
Under the demand--respoosive ·sy.stems of Alternatives i and 2, th_e generai 
public would not have access to the generators not served by the fixed-route 
system since use of the demand-responsive system:s would be limit_ed to th_e 
elderly an_d handicapped, and the fixed-route system would not serve all of 
Pomona Valley. 

8.2.2 Social Impacts 

Unde·r the goal category of social impacts, several evaluation measures were 
calculated, including number of total households: low-income households, 
zero or one auto households served, and coverage of areas with a propensity 
for transit use. 

8.2.2.1 Service Area Households 

A summary of total hous.eholds served by each of the five service alternatives 
is presented in Table B-6. For each alternative, th_e number of house_hol.d_s 
served by the fi_xed-r,oute and demand-responsive systems is id_entified along 
with a combined system total. 

Based on an one-quarter mile dist_an_ce on ea~h side of t_he transit routes, the 
number of tota 1 households served by the fixed-route service a 1 tern at ives 
ranges from a lo.w of ab.out 26,000 under Altern_ative 3 to a high of 41,000 
under Alternative 1. Percentage_ of total households ser,ved for these two 
a 1 tern at ives amounts to 44 and 69 percent, respect_iVely. A 1 ternati ves 2 a_nd 
4 serve slightly fewer households than Alternative 1, with both serving about 
3,9,0QO or 66 percent of the areawide total. Alternative 5 is next with 
37,000 households s_erved or 63 percent. 

Although th_e fixed-route syst_em of Alternative 3 serves t_h_e small.est num_ber 
of househo 1 ds, t_he genera 1 market dem:a_nd-respon s i ve system in this 
altern~tive se_rves t_he large_st number of hou_seholds of ~he systems evaluated. 
Approximately 46,000 househ.Plds, or 78 percent of the area total, are 
provided demand-responsfve service under this alternative. This is 
considerably nore than the 31,000 and 41,000 households provided service 
under Alterna,.ives 4 and 5, • respectively. The general market system of 
Alternative 1 -;erves the fewest households of the four alternatives providing 
general market demand-responsive service. This alternative serves 
approximately 7,000 households or twelve percent. of the area total. 
Alternative 2 provides no general market service. All of the target market 
systems provi,1e areawide service to.a·11 households in Pomona Valley. 

The number of low-income households and households with zero or one auto was 
also identified for each service alternative. Summaries of these statistics 
are shown in labl es 8-7 a_nd 8-8. • Comparison of the 1 ow-income and zero or one 
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00 
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Alternative 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Fi~~d-Route 
System Covera~e 

Number Percen age 

41,185 69 .. 18 

39,075 65 .. 64 

26,209 44.03 

39,075 65.64 

37,316 68.68 

,,., Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 

TABLE 8-6 

SUMMARY OF HOUSEHOLDS SERVED 
BY ALTERNATIVE 

I 

sistem Coverage I 
Demand Res~onsive Total System 

General Market Target Market Coverage 
Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentaqe 

6,932 11.64 59,530 100 59,530 100 

0 0 59,530 100 59,530 100 

46,436 78.00 59,530 100 59,530 100 

31,456 52 .. 84 59,530 100 59,,530 100 

'40,885 68 .. 68 59,530 100 59,530 100 



-------------------
if ABLE B-7 

SUMMARY OF ZERO OR ONE AUTO HOUSEHOLDS SERVED BY AlifERNAifIVE 

Fixed-Route 
~tern Coverage 

Demand-Reseonsive. System. Coverage 
General Mar et Target Market 

Alternati.ve Number Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage 

1 19,042 78.82 3,076 12.73 24,158 100 

2 18,259 75.58 0 0 24.158 100 

3 12.,489 51. 70 17,914 74.15 24.158 100 

4 '"·"' ,.._ ~ 
J.01i...J::I 75.58 10,B!M 45.09 24.158 100 

5 1>7,464 72.29 15,426 63.85 24,158 100 
(Xl 
I .... 
w 

Source: Schimpel'er·Corradino Associates. 

ifotal System 
Coverage 

Number Percentage 

24,158 100 

24.158 100 

24.158 100 

24,158 100 

24,158 100 



'F .... ... 

TABLE 8-8 

SUMMARY OF LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS SERVED BY ALTERNATIVE 

F 1 xed-Route Demand-Reseonslve Slstem Coverage 
S):'.stem Coverage General Market Target Market 

A 1 ternatlve Nwnber Percentage Number Percentage Number Percentage. 

1 11,494 81.67 I ,371 9.14 14,075 l00 

2 10,867 77 .21 0 0 14.075 100 

3 7,394 52.53 10,378 73.73 14.075 100 

4 10,867 7.7 .. 21 6,168 43.82 14.075 100 
' 

5 10,468 74.50 8,841 62.81 14.075 100 

Source: Schlmpeler•Corradino Associates 

Total System 
Coverage 

Num6er Percentage 

14,075 l00 

14.075 100 

14.075 100 

14.075 100 

14.075 100 

-------------------
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auto households .served by the five alternatives r·evealed essentially the same 
results as the evaluation of total households served. 

8.2 .. 2.2 Service to Areas of Greatest Need 

Service to areas of greatest need was eva·l uated based on fixed-route coverage 
of areas with a propensity for transit use .. Socioeconomic characteristics 
indicative of transit use inc.luded tota.l population density, population 65 
and o 1 der density, minority population density, percentage. of house ho 1 ds 
with low-income, and percentage of households with one or no autos. 
S.tratificatfon of these indicators into high, medium, and low propensities to 
use transit and the plotting of Pomona Va.1 ley census tracts according to 
propensity to use transit is discussed in Chapter 

Based on a composite profile of the transit use indicators and overlays of 
the five fixed-route service alternative, coverage to areas with a propensity 
for transit use was determined for each alternative. A summary by 
alternative of coverage to areas with a low, medium, and high propensity for 
transit use is presented in Table 8-9. Of the five fixed-route service 
alternatives, Alternative 1 has the highest pecent coverage of areas with a 
propensity for transit use followed by Alternatives 2, 4, 5, and 3. 

Alternative 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

TABLE 8-9 

SUMMARY OF FIXED-ROUTE COVERAGE 
TO AREAS WITH A PROPENSITY 

FOR TRANSIT USE 

Percent Coverages 
Low Medium 

Proeensit:z: Proeensit:z: 

34.62 74.41 
32.78 74.29 
20.43 51.67 
32.78 74.29 
29.11 69.01 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associat.es. 
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High 
Proeensit:z: 

93.03 
88.6.0 
61.0.5 
88.60 
85.54 



8.2.3 Efficiency and Economics 

Under the category of efficiency and economics, three major evaluation 
measures were calculated: capital costs, operating costs, and ridersAip and 
revenue. Capital costs include the costs of vehicles and supporting 
equipment and facilities. Estimates of such costs were evaluated by service 
alternative. Operating costs, ridership, and revenue for each service 
al tern at i ve were evaluated using the performance measures and standards 
identified in Table 8-10. These measures address the efficiency of transit 
service by measuring cost and passengers per vehicie mile and hour and the 
ratio of revenue to cost of each service alternative. The standards reflect 
the levels of efficiency to be achieved by the fixed-route and demand­
responsive systems in each alternative. Also included in the goal category 
of efficiency a_nd economics are fu_ndi ng sources for operating costs. 

8,2,3.1 Capital Costs 

The evaluation of capital costs assume~ th_at ownership of all local fixed­
route and demand-responsive service will be by either new authority or joint 
powers agency, _All ve_hicles and supporting facilities and equipment 
necessary to operate this service would be borne by the new authority or 
joint powers agency, unless the decision is made to ·broker the deman·d­
responsive services through private ente_rprise. In this c_ase, no vehicles or 
supporting equipment and facilities would be required for the provision of 
the demand-responsive services since t_he brok.er would provide the vehicles 
used in ·service and would be responsible for maintenance of the vehicles_. 
However, l i k.e the other ownership/management al tern at i ves, ownership of 
vehicles and equipment with brokerage of services c_ould remain under the 
authority or joint powers agency if desired. Under this alternative, the 
capital costs would be the same as under ownership by authority or joint 
powers agency. The evaluatio_n of capital costs also assumes that RTD woul_d 
retain ownershi·p of all regional service and would bear the costs of any 
additional vehicles needed for expansion of service under the Hve fixed­
route alternatives. It is further assumed that the fadlities now available 
can accommodate any expansion in the regional fleet. 

The estimated cap.ital costs and requirements of the five service al tern at i ves 
are listed in Tables 8-11 and a-12. Costs and requirements in the first 
table are estimated based on the assumption that the new authority or·joint 
powers agency would own and maintain the demand-responsive service fleet, 
wbile the second table assumes that the private brok.er would own and maintain 
all vehicles used in the prov.ision of service .. 

The capital cost estimates developed for th•! service. a.lternatives are. based 
on the 1983 unit cost estimates. The capital items required include vehicles 
(i .e_,, vans, small buses, full size buses, service vehicles). ·maintenance 
facilities, administrative offices, mainte1;ance equipment and parts, and 
co·mmunications equipment. All capital e;timates are based on the 
requiremen·ts calculated for the individual alternatives using industry 
recognized standards and procedures. Trans 1 t vehicles for the fixed-route 
service alternatives were estimated using nute mileages, operating speeds, 
and service frequencies as inputs. Vehicles for the demand-responsive 
service a.lternativ.es were estimated using nationwide statistics on vehicles 
per person served. All but the regional vehicle requirements include a 
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Perfonnance Measure 

1. Total Passengers 

2. Passengers per mile 

3. Passengers per hour 

4. Operating Cost per 
mi le 

5. Operating cost per 
hour 

6. Operating cost per 
passenger 

7. Operating ratio 

TABLE 8-10 

SELECTED PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
FOR SEliv'rd: ALTERNATIVES. 

Fixed-Route Service 

Greater than existing 

2.0 

25.0 

2.50 

SO.DO 

2.50 

0.45 

Source: Project Management Committee. 
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Demand-Res2onsive Se!"v.ice 
Genera 1 Target 
Market Market 

Greater than existing 

0.62 0.41 

7.. 75 5.05 

1. 90 3. 40 

23. 90 41.90 

3.15 7.45 

0.29 0 . .17 



TABLE C-11 

SUMMARY OF CAPITAL COST BY SERVICE ALTERNATIVE WITH RTD ANO NEW AUTHORITY 
OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY OWNERSHIP/MANAGEfiENT OR CONTRACT FOR MANAGEMENT 

Alternatives 
1· 2 3 4 5 

lotal Total Total Total Total 
Capital Items Unit Cost Number Cost Nl.lilber Cost Nunber Cost r1unber Cost Nunber Cost 

Vehicles 
' Van Oemand~Responsive ' 

Service 15,000 0 0.00 15 225,000 22 330,000 33 495,000 2f 390,000 

SmaM Bus Local Service 43,000 0 0.00 9 387,000 0 0 9 387,000 4- 172,000 
Full Size B"us Local Service 150,000 0 0.00 6 900,000 0 0 6 900,000 0 0 

ex, SUBTOTAL LOCAL VEHiCLES 0 0.00 30, 1,512,000 22 330,000 48 1,782,000 30 562,000 
I .... Full Size Bus Regional Service 150,000 0 0.00 4 600,000 0 0 4 600,000 9 1,350,000 ex, 

Service Vehicles 25,000 0 0.00 2 S0,000 1 25,000 3 75,000 2 50,000 

SUBTOTAL 0 0.00 36 2,162,000 23 355,000 55 2,457,000 41 1,962.,000 

Faci1'ities 

Maintenance (Per Sq. Ft.) 100 0 0.00 13,500 1,350,000 6,600 660·,000 18,900 l ;890;000 10,200 1,020,000 
Office (Per Sq. Ft.) 60 0 0.00 1,250 75,000 1,250 75,000 1,250 75,000 1.250 75,000 

SUBTOTAL 0 0.00 14,750 1,425,000 7,850 735,000 20,150 1,965,000 11,450 1,095,000 

Maintenance EguiP:ment/Parts I ,000 0 0.00 30 30,000 22 22,000 48 48;000 30 30,000 

Mobile Radios 1,500 0 0.00 30 45,000 22 33,000 48 72,000 30 45,000 

Base Radios 5,000 0 0.00 5;000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

SUBTOTAL REGIONAL SERVICE 0,00 600,000 0 600,000 I ,350 ,000 

SUBTOTAL LOCAL SERVICE 0.00 3,067,000 1,150,000 3,947,000 1,787,000 

TOTAL 0.00 3,667,000 1,150,000 4,547,000 3,137,000 

Source: Sch1mpeler·Corradino Associates. 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -



- - - - - - - - - - - --- - - - - - -
TABLE 8-12 

SUMMARY Of CAPITAL COST BY 'SERVICE ALTERNATIVE IIHll RlO MIO tlEII AUTl\ORHY 
OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT AHO BROKERAGE THROUGH PRIVATE-ENTERPRISE 

Alternatives• 
2 3 4 5 

Total Total• Total Total' Total I 
Ca~Ha 1 Items Unit Cost Nunber Cost Nunber Cost ·Number Cost Nllllber Cost Humber Cost 

Vehicles 

• Van Oemand-ResPOnsive·Service 15,000 0 0.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Small BUs Local Service 43,000 0 0.00 9 387,000 0 0 9 387,.000 4 172,000 
Ful r Size Bus locaf seY'Yice 150,000 0 0.00 6 900;000 0 0 6 900,000 0 0 

SUBTOTAL LOCAL VEHICLES 0 0.00 15 I ;287 ,000 0 0 15 1-,287 ,000 4 172,000 

Full Size Bus Regional Service 150,000 0 0.00 4 600,000 0 0 4 600,000 9 1,350,000 
0) Service Vehicles 25.000 0 0.00 I 25,000 0 0 I 25,000 I 25,000 
I ..... SUBTOTAL 0 0.00 29 l.912,000 0 0 20 1 t912 tooo 14 1,547,000 

"' Faci,lities 
• ·Maintenance (Per Sq. ft.) 100 0 0.00 9t000 900,000 0 0 9,000 900,000 2·,400 240,000 
• Office (Per Sq. Ft.) 60 0 0.00 1,250 75,000 1,250 75·,ooo 1,250 75,000 1,250 75,000 

SUBTOTAL 0 0.00 10,250 975,000 1,250 75,000 10,250 975,000 3,650 315,000 
' 

Maintenance Egui~nt[Parts 1,000 0 0.00 15 15,000 0 0 15 15,000 4 4,000· 

Mobi•le Radios· 1,500 0 0.00 15 22,500 0 0 15 22,500 4 6,000 

Base Radios 5,000 0 0.00 I 5,000 0 0 5,000 5,000 

SUBTOTAL RETIONAL SERVICE 0.00 : 600,000 0 600,000 1,350,000 

SUBTOTAL LOCAL SERVICE 0.00 2,329,500 75,000 2,329,500 527,000 

TOTAL 0.00 2,929,500 75·,ooo 2,929,500 1,877,000 

Source: Schimpe 1 er• Co_rradi no Associates. 

I 



twenty percent an owance for spares. Maintenance and administrative 
offices, communications equipment, and service vehicles are based on fleet 
procurement. 

The cost comparison of the service alternatives presented in Table 8-11 is 
based on RTD and new authority or joint powers agency ownership and i_ndicates 
a wide-range of total capital costs ranging from as low as $1,500,000 under 
Alternative 2 (excluding Alternative 1 which is the do-nothing alternative) 
to as high as $4,547,000 under Alternative 4. 

Alterna_tive 2 wou_ld require appro.ximately $3,667,000 in t_otal capital funds. 
This includes thirty new local vehicles at a cost of $1,512,000, four new 
regional buses at a cost of $600,000, and sufficient facilities and equipmen·t 
fort.he local fleet. 

The c_apit.al costs of Alt.ernative 3 would be co~siderably less expensive sin.ce 
no new fixed-:route vehicles or supporting facilities for them would b.e 
required. The regional fixed-route service of this alternative would be 
provided by RTD with the existing fleet and facilities. The deman_d­
responsive system costs for Alternative 3 would total $1.,150,000. This 
includes t_he cost of 22 new vehicles and supporting equipment and facilities. 

Alterna_tive 4 is t_he most expensive of the alternatives in terms of capital 
costs alo.ne. This alt.ernative includes a significantly expanded fixed-route 
system pl u_s expanded demand-responsive service for the elderly and 
handicapped and evening an.d week.end demand-responsive service for the 
general public. This al tern at ive would require purchase of 3.3 d_emand­
responsive ve_hi cl es a_nd fifteen fixed-route buses at a c:Ost of $.1 ,782, QOO, 
and supporting facilities and e·quipment for a total cost of $3,137,0.0.0. 

Alternative 5 is t_he second least costly oft.be four alternatives evaluated. 
This alternative would cost a total of $3,137,000. However, Altern.ative 5 is 
still con~iderably more expensive than Alte.rnative 3 which is expected to 
cost $1,150,000. Included in t_his cost estimate are thirty new local 
vehicles, nine new regional vehicles, and supporting facilities and 
equipment. 

Table 8-:12 lists the estimated capital costs and requirem_ents of the five 
service alternatives assuming brokerage of demand-responsive services under 
Alternatives 2 through 5. Capital costs under this ownership/management 
alternative range from as low as $75,000 under Alternative 3 to $2,929,500 
under Alternat.ives 2 and 4. Alternative 5 would have a total cost of 
$1,877,000. 

8.2.3.2 Operating Costs 

Operating costs of the five servi-~e alternatives were calculated on the basis 
of vehicle miles and vehicle hoJrs of operation, including layover. The 
operating characteristics of the service alternatives as defined in Chapter 7 
(Service Alternatives) were used to estimate vehicle miles and vehicle hours 
for each alternative. The cost rates employed in calculating operating cos.ts 
of the service alternatives va_ried according to types of service provided 
(i.e. , fixed-route or demand responsive) and ownershi p/manage_ment 
alternative. 
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For the fi xed-rout.e ~ervi ce alter.natives, c~rrent RTD operating costs pe_r 
vehicle l!lile were used in calculating the costs of all regional service. The 
cost rates used for loc:al service routes were ba.sed on current RT□ operating 
costs per mi.le for l oc.a l routes in Pomona Va 11 ey a.nd rates for other ~ystems 
in the Los Angeles region. It is assumed that t.h.e local service routes would 
be operated by a new authority or joint powers agency. 

Any difference betwE!!!:n the op.erating costs of the new authority or joint 
power·s agency and RT□ operating costs would lik.ely be. attrib.ut.ed t_o lab.or 
costs. This is evidenced by the findings reported in. Table 8-1-3. Selected 
systems from the Los Angeles region show an average of 32 percent lower lab.or 
costs per vehicle mile than RTD. Currently, the average ope rat fag cost per 
vehicle mile for the Pomona Valley local routes is $3.56. Based on the data 
presented in Table 8-13, 48.7 percent or $1..73 of this amount is labor. 
Assuming that the labor costs in Pomona Valley are also 32 percent lower, 
then the labor costs per mile. for local service routes would be $1. 18 or 
$0 .. 55 lower per vehicle mile than current RTD costs on the Pomona Va 11 ey 
local routes. Therefore, the operating cost per vehicle riiile for local 
service routes would be $3.01 under new authority or joint powers agency 
owner.ship/management. For park.-and-ride routes operated locally, the 
operating cost per mile would be $4 .. 12 per vehicle mile because of the nigher 
operating costs experienced by RT□ on such routes. Under contract for 
management, the. operating cost per vehicle mile. for local ser·vice routes 
would be $3 .. 08 and the cost per vehicle mile for pai'k.-and-ride routes would 
be $4.21. These cost rates are based on an annual management fee of $100,000 
and the rates used for authority or joint power.s agency management. 

For the demand-responsive service alternatives, a cost per vehicle hour rate 
was used to estimate operating costs. Li k.e the fixed-route, serv·i ce 
alternative, the cost per hour varied according to management alternative. 
Under new authority or joint powers agency ownership/management, a cost per 
hour of $24.46 was used for Alternatives 2 through 5. Thi.s rate is based on a 
review of operating costs experienced by other demand-responsive systems in 
the state. Table 8-14 shows the operating costs per vehicle hour for 
selected systems which were used to develop the operating costs rate for the 
servi c·e al tern at i ves under the new authority i:ir joint powers agency 
ownership/management service alternatives. These selected systems were 
found to have a·n average cost per h_o:ur of $22.10 in fiscal year 1980 and 1981. 
This cost rate was escalated t9 198.3 dollar:s usi.ng the Consumer Price Index 
for public transportation. Unde.r t.l:i.e contract for management alternative, a 
cost per vehicle hour rat.e of $24,.46 w.a~ u:se.d to estimate total operating 
costs of Alternatives 2 through ?• This cost rate is based o.n an a.nnual 
management fee of $100,000 and the rate used for authgrity or joint powers 
agency managemen_t-. Under the brokerage of service alternative, a rate of 
$21.37 per vehicle hour was used to estimate operating costs. This cost rate 
is based on interviews with industry providers and an annual administrative 
rate of 12.5 percent. This administrative rate is consistent with the rates 
experienced by Claremont Dial-a-Ride and by Ann Arbor Dial-a-Ride (which is a 
recognized leader in the provision of demand-responsive transit service). - - . . I . 

• Operating Cost Performa.nce of Fixed-Route Systems 

Th.e opera ti ~g cost performance of t.h:e fixed-route syst~ms was evaluated us.i ng 
t.he eval.u_ation m.e.asure:s cost p:er ve.hicle mile of service, cost per vehicle 

8-2.1 
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TABLE B-13 

COMPARISON OF FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE LABOR COSTS 
PER VEHICLE HILE BY FUNCTION 

FOR SELECTED SYSTEMS' 

Vehicle 02erations Vehicle Maintenance 
Total Percent Percent 

Operating Operating Percent Li!bor Operating Percent Labor 
,System COstLMile 2 Cost Cost{H11e Labor Cost/MMe Cost- Cost[Hile Lcibor Cost[Mi le 

Southern California RTO $3.05 56.8 $1.73 55.6 $0.96 23,8 10.73 49.0 $0.36 

Ri~erside Transit Agency $2,66 46,2 $1.23 55.4 $0.68 18.2 $0.48 37.6 $0.18 

Omnitrans $2.41 43.6 $1.05 53.3 $0.56 14.8 $0.36 28.3 $0.10 

South Coast Area Transit $2.16 55.3 $1.19 51.0 $0.61 22.7 10.49 24.0 $0;12 

Long B~ach PTC $2.09 71.1 $1.49 59.6 $0.89 11',6 $0.24 43.1 $0.10 

Santa Monica MBL $2.21 68.1 $1.50 56.1 $0.84 16.0 $0.35 37.2 $0.13 

Culver City MSL $2.36 61.6 $1.45 49.0 $0.71 18.7 $0.44 0.0 ·$0,00 

Non~Vehicle Maintenance Administration Total 
Percent Percent ,erce_nt 

Operating Percent Labor Operating Percent Labor Operating Percent Labor 
Cost Cost/Mi le Labor Cost[Mile Cost Cost[Mile Labor CostZMtle Cost Cost/Mi lE! liibor CoSt[Mile 3 

1.9 $0.06 39.3 $0.02 17 .5 $0.53 27,2 $0.14 100 $3.05 48.7 $1.49 

2.7 $0.07 32.5 $0.02 32.9 $0.88 26.9 $0.24 100 $2.66 42.1 $1.12 

3.9 $0.09 73.4 $0.07 37.8 $0. 91 5.2 $0.05 100 $2.41 32.3 $0.78 

I 0.J $0.01 0.0 $0.00 21. 7 $0.47 33.5 $0.16 100 $2.16 40.4 $0.87 
/ 

4.5 $0.09 60.8 $0.05 12.7 $0.27 19.3 $0.05 100 $2.09 51.6 $1.08 

1.4 $0.03 29.8 $0.01 14.4 $0.32 21.0 $0.07 100 $2.21 47.7 $1.05 

o,o $0,00 0.0 $0.00 19.7 $0.46 13.3 $0 .116 100 $2.36 32.8 $0.77 

1 The fleet shes ar-e: SCRTD. 3,362 buses, Ri,VersidE!, 102 buses; Onnitrans, 97 buses; South Coast Area Transit~ 43 buses, Long Beach P.TC. 215 busesi 
Santa Monica MSL. 130 bUseSi· and 'C.ulvE!r ·Cit)'. 22 buses. 

2Represe~ts FY 1980-1981 dollars. 

3The weighted average difference between labor costs of Rro and other selected systems is -$0.48 or 32 percent. 

•Source: Transportation Systems Center, National Urban Mass Transportation.Statistics, 1981 Section 15 Report. 
prepared for Urban Hass Transportation Administration. November, 1982. 
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TABLE 8.-14 

COHPARISOll Of DEIWID-RESJ'D/lSIVE SERVICE WS15 P£R V£HJ£1£ JlOIJJI 
BY FUNCTION FOR SELECTED SYSTEHS1 • 

Vehicle O~eratlons 'Vehicle Maintenance Hon-Vehicle Maintenance Administration Total 
Total Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Operating Operating Operating Operating Operating Operating 
Slstem. CostlHour' Costs CostLHour Costs CostLHour Costs CostLHour Costs Cost[Hour Costs Cost[Hour' 

San Mateo 
County TO $20.9 82.8 $17.30 7 .4 $1.55 0.0 $0.00 9.9 $ 2.07 100 $20.9 

Sacramento 
IITO $26.7 28.1 7 .50 11. 7 3.12 0.8 0.21 59.5 15.89 100 26.7 

Fresno Transit 
System· 11.9 72.9 8.68 0.6 0.07 0;0· 0.00 26.5 3.H 100 11.9 

Stockton HTO 24.7 64.9 16.03 6.0 1.48 2.3 0.57 26.8 6.62 100 24.7 

Montebello HBL 14.8 67 .2 9.94 2.6 0.38 3.4 0.50 26.7 3.95 100 14.8 

City of Torrace, 
TS 21·.8 6.1 1.33 18.8 4.10 0.0 0.00 75.1 16.37 100 21.8 

0, Gardenta MDL 16.5 8.9 1.47 2.6 0 .. 43 0.0 0.00 88.5 14.60 100 16.5 
I 

N 
w Norwalk Transit 

System 23:8 70.7 16.83 18.7 4.45 0.1 0.02 10.6 2.52 100 n.8. 

City of COlllllerce 28.2 67 .. 6 19;06 24.0 6.7,7 o,o 0.00 8.5 2.40 100 28.2 

County of 
Mo~terey 32.8 15.3 5.02 2.3 0.75 0.0 0.00 82.4 27 .03 100 32.8 

1The systens range In she frolD one to 38 vehicles. 
'Represents FY 1980-1981 dollars. 
'The average weighted cost per vehicle hour ls $22.10. 
Source: Transportation Systems· Center, National Urban Mass Transpor~t1on Statistics. 1981 Section 15 Report, 

prepared for Urban Mass Transportation Administration, Nove r, 1982. 



hour of .service, and cost per passenger. Tab.le 8-15 presents the results of 
the evaluation of the fixed-route systems under Alternatives 1 through 5 with 
ownership/management by RT0 and new authority or joint powers agency, while 
Table 8-16 presents the results of the operating performance evaluation with 
ownership by RT0 and new authority or joint powers agency and management by 
RTO and a private management firm, Results on the performance of individual 
routes within each service alternative are contained in Appendix 0. Both 
sets of results are brok.en down by regional and local service. For sak.e of 
brevity, only the total costs of the fixed-route system_s are discussed in 
this section. 

The total cost of operating the fixed-route service in Alternative 1, t_he 
system now i_n operation in Pomona Valley, is estimated to b_e approximately 
$19,483 daily. This system operates for a total of 322 vehicle hours daily 
or a cost per hour of $6_0.57. Total daily vehicle miles operated under 
Alternative 1 amounts to 5,901, yielding a cost per vehicle mile of $3.30. 
The cost per passenger carried by Alternative 1 is $2.69. 

Alternative 2 has a higher total operating cost than Alternative I.due to its 
expanded vehicle hours and miles of operation. This system is ·estimated to 
cost about $22,471 daily to operate. Total daily vehicle hours and vehicle 
mile_s op_erated is estimated to be 3.81 and 7,190, respectively. Its cost 
performance per vehicle hou·r is about $58. 90 and $3 .13 per vehi c.l e mile. 
Both represent a savings over Alternative .1. Under Alternative 2,. the cost 
p_er passenger carried is $2 .. 61, compared to the $2.69 cost of Alternative 1. 
This increased performance results from the higher number of passengers 
carried. 

The basic fixed-route system of Alternative 3 has the lowest. operating cost 
of the five alternatives with a total daily cost of $15,646. This system 
would operate a: total of 228 vehicle hours and 4,989 vehicle miles daily. 
While its $68.59 cost per vehicle hour is the highest of the fixed-route 
alternatives, it has the se~ond lowest cost per vehicle mile of $3.14. The 
reason for thi.s ts its higher average speed. This system does not have any 
local service. routes which normally have lower operating speeds than regional 
r'outes. The cost per passenger of $1. 98 for Al tern at i ve 3 i.s the lowest of 
the alternatives evahiated. 

Alternative 4 is t_he same as Alt_ernative 2, excep·t for its demand-responsive 
system. 

Alternative 5 expands the fixed--route service of Altern_ative 3 with two 
additional routes. This alternative w<>uld cost $19,202 d_aily to operate. It 
is the second least expensive of the five service alternatives. Alternative 
5 would operate for a total of 305 vehicle hours a_~d 6,134 vehicle mil_es 
daily. This equates a cost performance of $62.97 per vehicle hour and $3.13 
per vehicle mile. Lik.e Alternative 3, t_his alternative h_as one of the 
highes~ costs per ve_hicle hour, but has a low cost per vehicle mile. At $3.13 
per vehicle mile, Alt_ernative 5 ra_nlr.s among the highest i.n. performance. Its 
cost per passe_nger is the secon_d lowest with a cost cif $2.11. 

The op:erating cost performance of the fixed-route systems versus management 
by a p_rivate management firm was found to differ. only slightly from 
owners.hip/management by new authority or joint powers agency .. The. relat.ive 
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TABLE 8-15 

SUMMARY OF OPERATING· COST PERFORMANCE OF ALTERNATIVE FIXED-ROUTE 
SYSTEMS WITH OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTD AND NEW AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY 

Total Daily Total Daily Cost Per Total Daily Cost Per 
Operating V_ehicle Vehicle Vehicle Vehj cle Tota,1 DaHy Gost Per 

Alternative Gosts Hours Hour Miles Mile ·Passengers Passenger 

1 

• Regional $19,483 322 $60 .. 57 5,901 $3.30 7,250 $2.69 

2 

Regional H,557 266 65.96 5,590 3 .. 14 6,863 2.56 
Local 4,914 115 42.59 1,600 3.07 1,755 2 ... 80 

• Total 22,471 381 58.90 7,190 3.1'3 8,618 2 .. 61 

00 
I 

N 3 u, 

Regional 15,646 228 68.59 4,989 3 .. 14 7,901 1.98 

4 

• Regional 17,, 557 266 65.96 5,590 3.14 6,.863 2.56 
Local 4 ,91'4 115 42.59 1,600 .3.07 1,755 2.80 
Tota,J- 22,471 381 58.90 7,190 3.l3 8,618 2.61 

5 

Regi Ol)a,1 17,293 263 ~tl~ 5,.500 3 .. 14 8,373 2.07 
Local 1,909 42 634 3J01 722 2.64 
Total $,19,202 305 $62.97 6,1-34 $3 .. 1'3 9,095 $2.n 

Note: Totals may differ slightly due to rounding . 
• 

Source: Sch1mpeler•Corradiino Associates. 



TABLE 8-,16 

SUMMARY OF OPERATING COST PERFORMANCE OF ALTERNATIVE FIXED-ROUTE 
SYSTEMS WITH OWNERSHIP BY RTD AND NEW AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY 

AND MANAGEMENT BY RTD AND PRIVATE MANAGEMENT FIRM 

Total Dally Total Dally Cost Per Total Dally Cost Per 
Operating Vehicle Veh1 cle Vehicle Vehicle Total Da1 ly Cost Per 

A lternat 1ve Costs Hours Hour Miles Mlle Passengers • Passenger 

1 
• Regional $19,483 322 $60.57 5,901 $3.30 7,250 $2.69 

2 
• Regional 17,557 266 65.96 5!i59o, 3.14 6.,863 2 .. 56 
• Local 5,027. 115 43.57 1,600 3.14 1,755 2.86 
• Tota 1 22,584 381 59.19 7,190 3.14 8,618 2.62 

' 'f 
N 
a, 3 

• Regional 15,646 228 68.59 . 4,989 3.14 7,901 l.98 

4 
• Regional 17,557 266 65.96 5,590 3.14 6,863 . 2.56 
• Local 5,027 115 43.57 1,600 3.14 1,755 2.86 
• Total :22,584 381 59.19 7,190 .3.14 8,618 2.62 

5 
• Reg1 onal 17,293 263 65.77 5,500 3.14 8,373 2.07 
• Local 2,029 42 48.32 634 3.20 722 2.81 
• Total $19,322 305 $63.36 .·. 6,134 $3.15 9,(!95 $2.12 

Note: Totals may differ slightly due to rounding. 

Source: Sch1mpeler•Corrad1no Associates. 

-------------------
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rank. i.ng of the a 1 terna.t.ives on the basis of operating cost performance is the 
same under both manageinent a.1 tern at ives. 

The operating cost performance of a 11 five a 1 t.er·nat i ves was CO!llpared with the 
performance standards established for fixed-route service. This comparison 
revealed that nci single alter"native passed all standard·s. In fact, only t.he 
standards for operating cost per passenger was met by any alternative. While 
the .standards for operating cost per mile and cost per hour were fa 11 ed by 
all alternatives, the. standard for cost per passenger was met oy Alternatives 
3 and 5. 

• Operating Cost Performance of Demand-Responsive Systems 

The operating cost. performance of the demand-responsive systems was 
evaluated using the evaluation measures cost per vehicle hour of service and 
cost per passenger. Vehicle mil es were not estimated for the demand­
responsive a.lternatives since costs of demand-responsive service are 
norma 1 ly determined on the basis of the number of velii cl e hours of service 
provided.. Li k.e the eva 1 uat.i on of the fixed-route systems, separate operating 
cost est.imates were prepared for each of the owner.ship/management 
alternatives for the demand-responsive systems. These included management 
by new authority or joint powers agency, contract for management, and 
brokerage of service through pi'i vate enterprise. A 11 a 1 ternat i ves assume 
ownership by new authority cir joint powers agency. 

The results cif the operating ccist performance of the demand-responsive 
systeins with new authority or joint powers agency management are shown in 
Table 8-17. Alternative 1, which is the do-nothing alternative, is estimat.ed 
to have a tota 1 daily operating cost of $2 ,.998. Tota 1 daily vehicle ho(irs 
operated amount to 120 hour.s for a cost per liour of $24. 98. This cost per 
hour represents the weighted average cqst per h_ou·r of operating th.e Get About 
Transportation an_d Clarem.ont Dial-a-Ride systems. Passengers carried by 
both systems tota 1 545 daily for a cost per passenger of $5. 50. 

Al_ternative 2 has a total daily operating cost of S2,691, t_h'e lowest of any 
of the altern.atives evaluate_d. This alternative consists of an exp_a~ded 
areawide demand--responsive system for the. el_derly and h_a_~dic_appel:I. Vehicle 
hours operated by this system are estimated to total 110 hours daily at a 
cost ot" $24.46 per hour. Tota·, passengers _carried by t_hi s system num_ber 759 
daily for a cost pe_r pa_ssenger of $3. 54. Th.is cost performance per passenger 
rank.s third am_ong the a 1 tern at i ves. 

Alter"ative 3 offers the highest level of demand-responsive service with 546 
vehicle hours operated daily. This a 1 ternati ve would serve both the elderly 
and ~andicapped and the general public with areawide demand-responsive 
servi,:e. The cost of operating this service is estimated at $13,606 daily at 
a cos~ per hour of $24.46. Alternative 3 also has the highest estimated 
dai1; ridership with over 4,086 passengers. The cost per passenger is $3.27, 
sligt,tly lower than Alternative 2. 

The damand-responsive system of Alternative 4 limits service for the general 
public to evening hours and week.ends. Service to the elderly and handicapped 
would be the same as Alternative 2. Alternative 4 is estimated to have a 
totai daily cost of $7,094. it would operate for a total of 290 vehicle hours· 
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TABLE 8-17 

SUMMARY OF OPERATING COST PERFORMANCE OF DEMAND-RESPONSIVE 
SYSTEM~ WITH OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY NEW AUTHORITY OR 

JOINT POWERS AGENCY 

Total Daily Total Daily 
Operating Vehicle Cost Per Tota 1 Daily 

Alternative. Costs • .Hour.s Hour Passen~rs 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

2,998. 120 24.98 545 
2,691 110 24.46 759 

13,355 546 24.46 4,086 
7,094 290 24.46 1,391 

11,.301. .. 462 24. 46 , 3,531 

TABLE 8-18 

SUMMARY OF OPERATING COST PERFORMANCE OF DEMAND-RESPONSIVE 
SYSTEMS WITH OWNERSHIP BY tlEW AUTHORITY OR JOINT ?.OWERS 

AGENCY AND CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 

Total Daily Total Daily 
Operating Vehicle Cost Per Total Daily 

Alternative. Costs Hours. Hour Passenger.s 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

2,998 120 24.98 545 
2,741 iJo ?4.92 759 

13,606 546 24.92 4,086 
6,728. 270 24.92 1,391 

11,513.- 462 24.92 3,531 

TABLE 8-19 

SUMMARY OF OPERATING COST PERFORMANCE OF DEMAND-RESPONSIVE 
SYSTEMS WITH OWNE'RSH IP BY NEW AUTHORITY OR J'ciiNT POWERS 

AGENCY AND BROKERAGE THROUGH 'pliIVi\TE ENTERPRISE 

Tota 1 Daily Total Daily 
Operating Vehicle Cost Per Total Daily 

Al temative Costs Hours Hour Passengers 

1 2,998 120 24.98 545 
2 2,351 110 21.37 759 
3 11,.669 546 2·1. 37 4,086 
4 5,770 270 2L37 1,391 
5 9,873 462 21.37 3,531 

Note: Totals may differ slightly due to rounding. 

Source: Schimpeler-Corradino Associates. 
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Cost Per 
Passenger· 

5. 50 
3. 54 
3.27 
5.10 
3.20 

Cost Per 
Passen~r • 

5. 50 
3.61 
3.33 
4-. ff4 
3.26: 

Cost Per 
Passenger 

5.50 
3.10 
2~~6 
4 .15 
2.80 
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daily at. a cost of $24 "46 per hour. The number of daily passenger·s carried oy 
Alternative 4 is estimated to total 1.,391. at a cost of $5.10 per passenger. 

This cost per passenger rate is second highest to Alt_ernative 1. This high 
cost per passenger is attrib~te_g to the l<iw rider·ship that the system wo_uld 
attract during evening hours. 

Alternative 5. has a total daily operating cost of $11,301, second highest 
among the alternatives. This alternative is the same as Alternative 3 except 
that the service population would be smaller du·e to the expanded fixed-route 
coverage of Alternative 5. The demand-responsive system of Alternative 5 
would operate for a total of 462 vehicle hours daily. This level of service 
is second highest to Al tern at i ve 3. Total passengers carried daily by 
Alternative 5 is estimated to be 3,531 with a cost per passenger of $3.26. 
This cost performance is f-i rst overa 11. 

The operating cost performance of the demand-responsive systems versus 
contract management is shown in Table 8-18. A comparison of the cost 
evaluation results of contract management versus management by new authority 
or joint powers agency reveals that the tota.l daily operating costs of 
Alternatives 2 through 5 would increase only slightlY. The relative ranking 
of the alternatives on the basi.s of operating cost performance would remain 
the same under both management·alternatives. 

Total daily operating costs for each al tern at ive versus brokerage of service 
through private enterprise are shown in Table 8-19. Costs under this 
l;>rok.erage of service alternative are the lowest of the three management 
alternatives evaluated .. Alternative 1 is the base condition for c<iinpari.son 
with the other alternatives. The total daily operating costs of this 
alternative would. not change. These costs are estimated at $2,998. Total 
daily operating costs for the other alternatives wo_uld range from a low of 
$2,351 under Altern_ative 2 to a high of $11.,669 under Alternatiye 3. 
Alternatives 4 arid 5 would have total daily oper·ating costs of $5,770 and 
$9 ,8n, r~spect ive ly. These cost estimates are based or:, a cost pE!r hour of 
$_21.37. The cost per passenger ranges from a low of $2.80 un:der Alternative 
5 to a high of $4.15 under Altern_ative 4. Alternat_ives 2 an~ 3 h_ave cost per 
passenger rates of $3.10 and $2.86, respectively. All four alternatives have 
significantly lower c_osts per passenger th:an Altern_ative 1. 

The operating cost performance of all five service alternatives under each 
ownershi pimanageJ!lent al tern_ative wa; COJ!lpared with the performance standards 
for demand-responsive service. Although separate·standards were established 
for general mark.et ar.d target mark.et service, both types of service were 
evaluated collectively, because the cost per vehicle hour for both were 
assumed to be the sam~. Only the rate of productivity in terms of cost per 
passenger would differ. However, very little difference was found as 
evidenced by a comparison of cost per passenger between the target mark.et 
service of Alternative 2 and the cost per passenger of Al.ternatives 3 and 5, 
which largely contair. general mark.et service. In terms of operating cost per 
hour, the only syst.ens meeting the standards of $23.90 for general mark.et 
service were Alternatives 2 through 5 under tlie brokerage of service 
management options. None of the alternatives under new authority or joint 
powers agency management or contract for management· met this standard. In 
term_s of i;ost per passenger, Alternatives 2, 3, and 5 unde_r the brcik._erage of 
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service option met the standard of $3 .15 per passenger. Again, none of the 
alternatives under the other management options met the standard. , 

8.2.3.3 Ridership and Revenue 

Estimates of rider.ship and revenue were developed for each of the fixed-route 
and de_mand-responsive systems of Alternatives 2 through 5. Ridership 
estimates of Alternative 1 for comparison with the other alternatives were 
obta i nee! from the existing operators. The procedures used to estimate 
ridership for Alternatives 2 through 5 are described in Appendix E. 

Estil!lates of passenger revenue we.re developed to determine how much revenue 
could be obtained to offset the operating costs discussed in the previous 
section. Passenger revenue consists of receipts collected from the farebox. 
Estimates of farebox revenues for each alternative are based on the ridership 
estimates developed for the service alternatives and an assumed base fare of 
$1.00 per passenger. This fare was applied to both the fixed-route and 
demand-responsive ridership estimates. Incremental di stance charges based 
on the current RTD fare structure were added to the base fare of the express 
routes in the fixed-route service al tern at i ves. lt was assumed that ten 
percent of ail passengers on non-express routes would be transfers for which 
no fare would be charged. 

• Ridership Performance of Fixed-Route Systems 

The ridership performance of the fixed-route systems were evaluated using the 
evaluation measure passengers per vehicle hour of servi·ce and passengers per 
vehicle mile of service. Table 8-20 presents the result.s of the ridership 
performance evaluation of the fixed-route systems under Al tern at ives 1 
through 5. The results are the same for all management alternatives. 
Results of the performance of individual routes within each service 
alternative are contained in Appendix F. Both se.ts of results are brok.en 
down by regional and local service. For the sak.e of brevity, only the 
results of the total fixed-route systems are discussed in this section. 

Passenger boardings for Al tern at i ve 1 for the system n_ow in operation in 
Pomona Valley are estimated to total "7,250 daily over 3_22 vehicle hours and 
5,901 vehicle miles.· This translates into 25.54 passengers per hour and 1.23 
passengers per mile. 

Alternative 2 1s estimated to have a higher number of passenger boardings 
because of the increase in. the level of service over Alternative 1. 
ApproximatP.ly 8,6i8 passenger boardings are expected daily. Based on 381 
vehicle hours daily, approximately 22.59 passengers per hour can be expected. 
Passengers per vehicle mile are estimated to average 1.20 over 7,190 vehicle 
miles. Con,pared to Altern_ative 1, the_ ridership performance of Alternative 2 
per vehiclf. hour and vehicle mile is about the same. 

Alternative 3, with 7,901 passenger boardings dai]y, rank.s th_ird highest in 
boardings of all the alternatives eval_uated. These boardings include 
passengers tr·ansferri ng from the general public demand-responsive syste_m 
under this alternative. Passengers per vehicle hour and vehicle mile are 
estimated to be 34.64 and 1.58, respectively. Th_is represents a significant 
improvement over Alternatives 1 and 2. Of the five alternatives evaluated, 
Al tern at ive 3 has the best ridership performance. 
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TABLE 8~20 

SUMMARY OF RIDERSHIP PERFORMANCE OF ALTERNATIVE FIXEO-ROUTE SYSTEMS 

Total Oally Total Oai1ly Passengers Total Oaily Passenger:s 
Passenger Vehicle Per Vehicle Vehicle Per Vehicle 

Alternative Boardings Hours Hour Miles Mile 

1 
Regional 7,250 322 22,54 5,901 1.23 

2 
.. Regional 6,863 266 25.79 5,590 1.23 
• Local 1,755 115 15.21 1,600 ·1.10 

0, T,ihl 8,618 381 22.59 7,190 1.20 I 
w ._. 

3 

Regional 7 ,_901 228 34.64 4,989 L58 

4 
Regional 6,863 · 266 ·25,_79 5,590 1.23 

• Local 1,7:55 11'5, 15.21 1,600 1 .. 10 
• Tota 1 8,611l 381 • 22.59 7,190 1 .. 20 

5 ' 

Regional 8,373 ... 263, 31.84 5,500 1.52 
Local ni 42 17.19 634 1.14 

• Total ·9,.Q9~ 305 29.82 6,134 J.48 

Note: Totals may differ slightly due to roundings. 

Source-: Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 



Alternative 4 is the same as Alternative 2 except for its demand-responsive 
system. Therefore, its ridership performance would also be the same. 

• Alternative 5 expands the fixed-route service of Alternative 3 with two 
additional routes. With 9,095 estimated passenger boardings daily, 
Alternative 5 rank.s highest in boardings of the five alternatives evaluated. 
Passengers per vehicle hour are estimated to average 29.82. over 305 vehicle 
hours, while passengers per vehicle mile are est.imated to average 1.48 over 
6,134 vehicle miles. Only Alternative 3 fares better in terms cif ridership 
performance. 

The ridership performance of all five alternatives was compared with the 
performance standards established for fixed-route service for passengers per 
vehicle hour and vehic·le mile of service. The standard of 25 passengers per 
vehicle hour was met by Alternatives 3 and 5 only. The passengers per 
vehicle mile standard of 2.0 was failed by all alternatives. 

• Ridership Performance of Demand-Responsive Systems 

The ridership performance of the demand-responsive systems was evaluated 
using the single evaluation measure passengers per vehicle hour. Vehicle 
miles were not estimated for the demand-responsive systems, therefor·e, no 
estimate of passengers per vehicle mile could be developed. Table .8-21 
presents the results of the ridership performance of the demand-responsive 
systems of Alternatives 1 through 5. The results are. the same for a 11 
management alternatives. 

TABLE 8-21 

SUMMARY OF RIDERSHIP PERFORMANCE OF ALTERNATIVE 
DEMAND-RESPONSIVE SYSTEMS 

Total Daily Tota 1 Daily Pass(!nger? Per 
Alternative Passengers Vehicle Hours Vehicle Hour 

1 545 120 4.54 
2 759 110 6.90 
j 4,086 546 7.48 
4 1,391 270 5.15 
5 3,531 462 7.64 

Note: Totals may differ slightly due to rounding. 

Sourc.e: Sch impel er•Corrad·' no Associ at.es. 
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Alternative 1, the do-nothing alternative, has 545 daily P.assenger 
boardings. Passengers per vehicle hour average 4.54 over 120 v·ehicle hours 
daily. The other alternatives have total passenger boardings ranging from a 
low of 759 daily under the elderly and handicapped system of Alternative 2 to 
4,086 under the areawide general public and elderly and handicapped system of 
Al tern at i ve 3. Alternatives 4 and 5 have estimated daily passenger boardings 
of 1,391 and 3,531, respectively. Passengers per vehicle hour for 
Alternatives 2 through 5 range from 5.15 under Alternative 4 to 7.64 tinder 
Alternative 5. The passenger per vehicle hour performance of Alternative 5 
is well above the per hour rate of Alternative 1. This is primarily 
attributed to the thirty-minute response time that would be provided by 
Alternative 5 for all trip purposes. Alternative 4 does not perform well in 
terms c,f passengers per vehicle hour because of its low evening ridership. 

Comparison of the ridership performance of the five service a 1 tern at ives with 
passengers per hour standard of 7 .75 for general mark.et demand-responsive 
service reveals that none of the alternatives evaluated met the standard. Of 
the alternatives evaluated, Alternative 5 comes the closest to the 
established sta.ndard with a performance of 7,64 passengers per hour. 

• Revenue to Cost Eva.luation of Fixed-Route Systems 

T.h.e ratio of passenger revenues to operating cost was calculated to assist in 
evaluati .. ng the relative merits of each fixed-route service alternative. This 
evaluation measure is one of the more basic quantitative criteria for 
evaluating aiternative transit systems. Table 8-22 presents the·results of 
t.he revenue to. cost evaluation of the fixed-route systems under Alternatives 
1 through 5 with owner?hip/management by RTD and new authority or joint 
powers agency, w.hile Table 8-23 presents the resu·lts of the evaluation with 
ow.~ership by RTD and new authority or joint powers agency and management by 
RTD a_nd a private management firm. Results of the revenue to cost.comparison 
of individual routes wit_hin each service alternative are conta.ined in 
Appendix G. Bot.h sets of results are brok.en down by regional and local 
service. For the sake of brevity, only the total revenue to cost ratios of 
the fixed-route systems are discussed in this section. 

Alternative 1, the base system for comparison with the other alternatives, is 
estimated to have a tota 1 daily operating cost of $19,483 compared to 
passenger revenues of $3,750, yielding an operating ratio of 0.19. The 
operating ratios of the other alternat1Ves under new authority or joint 
powers agency management range from 0.21 for Alternatives 2 and 4 to 0.28 for 
Alternative 3. The higher operating ratio of Alternative 3 is due to its 
lower operating costs and increased passenger revenues .. This alternative is 
estimated to generate $4,346 in daily passenger revenues comp.ared to $15,646 
in daily operating costs. Ttiese pa·ssenger reven4es ar ! based on the average 
fares for the Pomona Valley lines as re·poi'ted by RTD on ! line·"'by-line basis. 
The average fare for all r'o_utes serving Pom·o:n.a Valley is estimated at $0.55 
per passenger .. Alternative 5 has the s.eco·nd highest opfrating ratio at 0.24. 
This is based on daily passenger revenues of $4,689 and daily operating costs 
of $19,202. • 

The revenue to cost eva l uat.i on of the. fixed-route systems versus management 
by a private management firm was found to differ only slightly from 
management by new authority or joint powers agency .. The relative r'ank.ing cif 
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TABLE 8-22 

SUMMARY OF REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE 
rIXED-ROUTE SYSTEMS WITH OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTD 

AND NEW AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY 

Total Daily Total Daily Ratio of 
Operating Passenger Revenue 

Alternative Costs Revenues to Cost 

l 

Regional .$19,483 $3,750 0 .19 

z 
• Regiona 1 17,557 4,144 0.24 
• Local 4,914 · 670 0.14 
• Total 22,471 4,814 0.21 

3 
•· Regi ona 1 15,646 4,346 0.28 

4 
• Regiona 1 17,557 4,144 0.24 
• Local 4,914 670 0.14 
• Total 22,471 • 4,814 0.21 

5 
Regional 17,293 4,498 0.26 
Local 1,909 191 0.10 

• Total 19,202 4,689 0 .24 

Note: Totals may differ slightly due to rounding. 

so1.1rce: Schimpe ler·Corr'adino Associates. 
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TABLE 8-23 

SUMMARY OF REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE 
FIXED-ROUTE SYSTEMS WITH OWNERSHIP BY RTD AND NEW 

AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY AND MANAGEMENT 

A 1 ternati.ve 

1 

Regional 

2 

Regional 
Local 

• Tota 1 

3 

Regional 

4 

Regional 
Local 
Total 

5 

Regional 
Local 
Total 

BY RTD AND PRIVATE MANAGEMENT FIRM 

Tot_a 1 Daily 
Operating 

Costs 

$19,483 

17,557 
5,027 

22,584 

rs. 646 

1_7, 557 
5,027 

22,584 

17,293 
2,029 

19,322 

Total Daily 
Passenger 
Rev.enues 

$3,750 

4,144 
670 

4,814 

4,346 

4,144 
670 

4,814 

4,506 
191 

4,697 

Note: Totals may differ slightly due to rounding. 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 
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Ratio of 
Revenue 
to Cost 

0.19 

0.24 
0.13 
0.21 

0.28 

0.24 
0.1_3 
0,21 

0.26 
0.09 
0.24 



the alternatives on the basis of revenue to cost is the same under both 
alternatives. 

The comparison of the results of t_he revenue to cost eva 1 uat ion with the 
operating ratio performanc~ sta_ndard of 0.45 for fixed-route service 
revealed that none of the five alternatives met t_he stand_ard. Alternative 3 
came closest to t~e standard with an operating ratio of 0.28. 

• Revenue to Cost Eva 1 uat ion of Demand.a.Responsive Systems 

A s_eparate reven·ue to cost eva 1 uat ion was conducted for each of the 
ownership/management alternatives developed for the demand-responsive 
systems. These included management by new authority or joint powers agency, 
contract for management, and brok.erage of service through a private 
enterprise. All alternatives assume ownership by new authority or joint 
powers agency. 

The results of the revenue to cost evaluation of the demand-responsive 
systems with management by new authority or joint powers agency are .shown in 
Table 8-24. Alternative 1, which is the do-nothing alternative for 
comparison w"ith the other alternatives, is estimated to have a total daily 
operating cost of $2,998 compared to passenger revenues of $523, resulting in 
an operating ratio of O .17. The four other al tern at ives have operating 
ratios ranging from O .19 under A 1 tern at i ve 4 to O. 30 under A 1 tern at ive 5. 
The improved operating ratio of Alternative 5 is a result of the. increased 
passengers per vehicle hour performance.. The lower operating ratio for 
Alternative 4 results from the low ridership that the system would attract 
during evening hours. 

The revenue to cost performance of the demand-respons,ive systems versus 
contract m·anagement is shown in Table 8-25. A comparison of the revenue to 
cost evaluation results of contract management versus new authority or jo.i nt 
powers agency management revea.l s that the operating ratios of A 1 tern at ives 2 
through 5 would be about the same. The relative ranking of the. alternatives 
on the b_asis of operating cost performance would remain the same. under both 
manageme_nt alternatives. 

Table 8-26 shows the revenue to cost performance of the demand-responsive 
systems with brok._erage of service t:hrough pri va\e e_nterpri se. Costs under 
this management a 1 ternati ve are t_he 1 owe st of the three ma_nagement 
alternatives evaluated. Consequently, the operating ratios for t_he systems 
under this a 1 ternat i ve are an improvement over the other two a 1 tern.at ives. 
The operating ratio of 0.17 for Alternative 1 is the same as under the other 
management a 1 tern.it i ves si nee it represents the base con di ti on. 
Alternatives 2 thr,,ugh 5 have operating ratios ranging from~ low of 0.2-3 
under Alternative 4 to a high of 0.34 under Alternatives 3 and 5. Alternative 
2 has an operating of 0.31, slightly below that of Alt_ernatives 3 and 5. 
Overall, the operating ratios of Alternc1tives 2 through 5 under brokerage of 
service improved ty an average of 0.04 over n_ew authority o·r joi.11t powers 
agency, ownership,'m_anagement and contract for management. This is 
attributable to t;1£ lower cost per vehicle hour. 

A comparison of the results of the revenue to cost evaluation with the 
operating ratio performance standard of O. 29 for genera 1 mark.et demand-
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TABLE 8-24 

REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON OF DEMAND-RESPONSIVE _SYSTEMS WITH 
OWNER·s·H IP /MANAGEMENT BY NEW AUTHORiTY OR JO INT POWERS· AGENCY 

Total Daily Total Daily 
Operating Passenger Ratio of Revenue 

Alter-native Costs Revenues To Cost 

1 $ 2.998 $: :523 0.17 
2 2,691 729 0.27 
3 13,355 3,923 0.29 
4 7,093 1,335 0,19 
5 11,301 3,390 o::ib 

TABLE 8-25 

REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON OF DEMAND-RESPONSIVE SYSTEMS WITH 
OWNERSHIP BY NEW AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY AND CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 

Total Daily Total Daily 
Operating Passenger Ratio of Revenue 

Alternative. Costs Revenues To. Cost 

1 $ 2.~~8 $ 523 0.17 
2 2,74! 729 0.27 
j l~,60§ 3;923 0.29 
4 6,728 i ,335 0.20 
5 11,514 3,390 0.29 

TABLE 8-26 

REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON OF DEMAND-RESPONSIVE SYSTEMS WITH 
OWNERSHIP BY NEW AuTHORITV OR JO INT POWERS AGENCY AND 

--- BROKERAGE THROUGH PRIVATE ENTERPRISE 

Alternative 

Total Daily 
Operating 

Costs 

Total Daily 
Passenger 
Revenues 

1 $ 2,998 $ 523 
2 2,351 729 
3 11,668 3,923 
ii 5,.770 1,335 
5 9 ,87l 3,390 

Note: Total may differ slightly due to rounding. 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 
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Ratio of Revenue 
To Cost 

0.17 
0,31 
b.3ii 
0.23 
0.34 



responsive systems revealed t.hat o~ly Alternatives 3 and 5 performed well 
e~ough to meet t_he standard under al 1 management alternatives. However, under 
the bro~erage of se.rvi ce management al tern.at ive, Alternative 2 al so met the 
stand.a.rd. It should be noted that the performance of these alternativ·es is 
based. on a co_mbined general market and target market system, whereas the• 
standard used is for general market systems. The standard for combined 
systems would be lower. 

8.2.4 Organizational/Institutional Development 

·This evaluation category covers the analysis of the ownership/management 
alternatives. It also includes a measure of equity of service for the cities 
in the Pomona Va.lley. 

8. 2 .. 4 .. 1 Advantages and Disadvantages of the Ownership/Management Al tern at i ves 

The advantages ancf-i:f, saclvantages of ·a 11 selected ownership/management 
alternatives are discussed in this section. 

• Ownership Alternatives 

The two ownership alternatives evaluated include a new transit authority and 
a new joint powers agency .. There are significant differences between these· 
two ownership alternatives .. One major difference is that state legislation 
would be required to establish the new authority. The legislation would 
define the powers of the new authority. Such legislation could be difficult 
to pass and would likely restrict the powers of a Pomona Valley Transit 
Authority because of its geographic overlap with RTD. On the other hand, a 
joint powers agency could be created to have any of the powers that the 
m.ember cities themselves exercise .. The precise powers to be delegated to the 
joint powers agency would be contained in the agreement creating the agency. 
The powers could be narrowed or broadened by vote of the participating 
parties. Either of the two ownership options would sat.isfy the goal of 
responsivene.ss to local policy concerns. In both cases, decisions would be 
made at the local level by elected or appointed officials. 

There are no significant differences between the two ownership alternatives 
in terll)_s of the cost of providing service. However, the revenue that could 
be prod_uced by each could differ. For example, enabling legislation for a 
new authority could include a pro vision for dedicated fu·ndi ng through 
existing programs or perhaps a new tax, a]though current economic conditions 
make such dedicated funding_ doubtful. Both the authority and the joint 
powers agency, as transit provfders, wou_ld be eligible to rec·eive TOA and STA 
Program funding and would be eligible to compete for discretionary 
Proposition A funds from the· Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
(LACTC). However; tc, i:>e a_ble to utilize funding through the county it would 
be necessary for L.ACTC to designate the area transportation zone. The 
Commission could assign the powers of the zone to the new authority, the 
joint powers agency, or create a new board. 

• Management Alternatives 

Th.e th.ree. management alternatives evaluated include self-management by the 
new authority or joint powers agency, contract management, and brokerage of 
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service. Many of the advantages and disadvantages of the al tern at 1 ve 
management pl ans are presented in Chapter 7 . W1 th self-management, the new 
authority or the agency would be respo"iis i b 1 e for prov1 d:f ng· the service. The 
manager, secretarY, drivers, etc. would be employees. The authori tY or joint. 
powers agencY would own the vehicles and would be responsible for storage, 
fuel, and inafiftenance. This type of management can be. very efficient and ts 
used successfully all across the county. One major disadvantage of self­
management pertains to .starting the new system; it can be very costly and 
inefficient initially,. Staff must be hired in a difficult mark.et, vehicles 
must be purchased, maintenance facilities must be made ready, and personnel 
and equipment must go through a training and "shakedown" phase to become 
efficient. 

The second management al tern at i ve is contract management. With this 
alternative, the authority or joint powers agency would hire a private 
management. firm to manage the transit system. Typically, the firm would 
provide two full-time management personnel. One benefit of this management 
alternative is that expertise could be brought 1n by the management firm 
immediately. The management firm would supply people who are knowledgeable 
about starting up and running a sma n trans1 t system. Another benefit is 
'-'home office" personnel who could be brought in to address special problems 
as they occur. Other than the two management personnel, all the other staff 
would be employees of the authority or joint powers agency. Problems of 
recruiting and training would still exist, but they would be lessened by the 
availability of the sk.illed managers who could assist in recruiting,. Based 
on interviews with private management firms, it is estimated that a 
management firm would charge about $100,000 per year. The cost of directly 
hiring a manager and assistant manager would be about $7O;O□-o pe_r year. 
Because of the expertise needed in starting-up a new operation, the extra 
expense of the management f1 rm 1 n the first two to thre_e years of operation, 
at least, probably is a good investment. The firm could provide valuable 
assistance to the new authority or joint powers agency board of directors. 

The th1 rd management alternative 1 s brokerage of service. In this 
alternative, the authority or joint powers agency would contract with a 
private enterprise for the desired transit service. The private enterprise 
would supply the vehicles and drivers and provide the service as specified in 
the contract with the authority or joint powers agency. The authority or 
joint powers agency would not have to acquire or maintain any vehicles and 
wo_uld have a full-time staff of maybe two to four people to monitor the 
c:ont_ractor' s performance, coordinate with other transport.at ion agencies, and 
perform othe·r administrative functions. One disadvantage of this 
alternative is that it has not been used often for fixed-route type service .. 
However, it has been used extens1ve.ly for demand-responsive service in 
C:_a ii for~ 1 a and other states. Another di siidvantage 1 s that it may be 
difficult to hire a provider for services to the handicapped, who require 
sp·e:c1 al ly--e·quj_pped veh1 cl es. Th:e expense to the brok.er could be proh1 bi ti ve 
if he 1_ s re·qu1 red to go through another bidding pr·oc·ess for the service after 
a year or so. 

8.2.4.2 i:q·u1ty of S_erv1ce 

One of the adopted measures under thi.s eva l uat1 on measure 1 s equ1 ty of 
service: How much service does each of the cities get as compared to the 
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amount of money they might .be asked to contribute? To assess equity service, 
vehicle hours of service provided to each city by alternat.ive were estimated 
as a measure of service .. Actually, both vehicle hours and vehicle miles are 
directly related to the amount of service delivered, but it is easier to 
identify the geographic distribution of vehicle hours than vehicle miles. 

Table 8-27 shows vehicle hours of service provided by each alternative to the 
c,ities of San Dimas, Laverne, Claremont, and Pomona. Proposition A funds to 
be allocated to each of the four cities in 1983 are also shown so that a 
comparison to be made between the percent of service in each city and that 
city's percent of the total Proposition A funds available to Pomona Valley. 
The results of this evaluation indicate Alternatives 2 through 5 would 
improve equity of service over that of Alternative 1. 

8.3 SUMMARY OF EVALUATION 

The fixed-route and demand-responsive service and management alternatives 
were evaluated to determine their impacts in the goal categories of system 
form and function, social impacts, and efficiency and economics. The impacts 
are summarized in Tables 8-28, 8-29, and 8-30 and discussed in the following 
sections. 

8.3.1 Fixed-Route Service Alternat.ives 

Al tern at i ve 3 is the preferred fixed-route system for Pomona Va 11 ey. Of the 
five service/management alternatives evaluated, Alterna.tfve 3 performs be.st 
in the category of efficiency and economics. This impact area provides the 
best insight into selection of an alternative for implementation. This does 
not mean that the system form and function and social impact areas are less 
importan.t, however, they do not provide insight into whet.her the. systems are 
cost-effective. In these two impact areas, Alternative 3 is out-performed by 
the other al tern at i ves. • 

From the standpoint of system form and function, Alternative 1 performs the 
best under two of the four evaluation measures in this impact category. It 
provides the most coverage in square miles and population served. However, 
it ranks lowest in total passenger boardings and second in major generators 
served .. Alternative 5 has the largest. number of total passenger boardings, 
wh.11 e Al tern.at i ves 2 and 4 serve the most major generators. 

Alternative 1 also performs the best in the. soc.ial impacts area. Thi.s 
alternative serves the largest number of total households, low-income 
households, and households with zero or one auto. It al so pro vi des the 
greatest coverage to areas wi~h a high propensity fo:• t.ransit. 

In t_he category of efficiency and economics, A. ternative 3 clearly 
outperforms the other alternatives including Altern.itive 1. Of the twelve 
evaluation measures included in this impact area, the most ·important are 
operating cost per passenger., passengers per vehicle mile, passengers per 
vehicle hour, and revenue/cost. Alternative 3 rat•ks first when evaluated 
against each of these measures. Alternative 1, on tt·e other hand, ranks last 
against three of the six measures. Revenue/cost is probably the single most 
important indicator of transit efficiency. Again, Alternative 3 performs 
best. 
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TABLE 8-27 

TRANSIT SERVICE LEVEL BY CITY 
(VEHICLE HOURS OF SERVICE) 

San Dimas laVerne Claremont Pomona Total 
Alternatives Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

1 63 14 .. 25 27 6 . .11 53 11. 99 299 67. 64 442 100 

2 78 15.89 49 9.98 73 14.87 291 59. 27 491 100 

3 133 17.18 87 11.24 125 16.15 429 55 .. 43 774 100 

4 108 1:6. 07 72 10. 71 105 li5. 63 387 57 .59 572 100 

5 1·32 17. 21 83 10.82 116 15.12 436 56.84 767 100 

0) 1983/1984 $186.,000 14.J9 $179,000 13.66 $238,000 18.17 $707 ,000 53.97 $1,310,000 100 
I ... Propos itfon ._. 

A Funds 

Source: Schimpel er· Corradino'·Associ.ates. 



TABLE 8-28 
SUMMARY OF EVALUATION OF FIXED ROUTE SERVICE VERSUS MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVE 1 2 AND 4 3 5 
• 

-

EVALUATION 

CATEGORIES 
OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTD OWNERSHIP BY RTD AND NEW OWNERSHIP/ MANAGEMENT BY RTD OWNERSHIP BY RTD AND NEW 

OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTD AND NEW AUTHORITY OR AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY OWNERSI-IP/MAHAGDIENT BY RTO AND NEW AUTHORITY OR AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY 

JOINT POWERS AGENCY AND MANAGEMENT BY RTD JOINT POWERS AGENCY AND MANAGEMENT BY RTD 

EVALUATION 
AHO PRIVATE FIRM AND PRII/ATE FIRM 

MEASURES 

TOTAL PASSENGER BOARDINGS 7,250 8,618 8,618 7 ,901 9,095 9,095 

SYSTEM FORM 
SQUARE MILES OF COVERAGE 32 31 31 21 29 29 

AND 
FUNCTION POPULATION SERVED 124,288 116,729 116,729 78,276 111,857 111,857 

MAJOR GENERAT_0RS SERVED 91 92 92 74 89 89 
;.-

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS SERVED 41,185 39,075 39,075 26,209 37,316 37,316 

LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS SERVED 11,494 10,867 10,867 7,394 10,468 10,468 

SOCIAL IMPACTS 

ZERO OR ONE AUTO HOUSEHOLDS SERVED 19,042 18,259 18,259 12,489 17,464 17,464 

' 
PERCENTAGE COVERAGE TO HIGH 93 89 89 61 86 86 PROPENSITY AREA 

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS NA 2,929,500 2,929,500 NA 1,877 ,000 1,877,000 
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 19,483 22,471 22,584 15,646 19,202 19,322 
TOTAL VEHICLE MILES 5,901 7,190 7,190 4,989 6,134 6,134 
TOTAL VEHICLE HOURS 322 381 381 228 305 305 

EFFICIENCY 
TOTAL PASSENGER BOARDINGS 7,250 8,618 8,618 7,901 9,095 9,095 

AND 
TOTAL PASSENGER REVENUES 3,750 4,814 4,814 4,346 4,689 4,697 

ECONOMICS 
OPERATING COST /VEHICLE MILE 3.30 3. 13 3.14 3.14 3. 13 3.15 

(DAILY) 
60.57 58.90 59.19 68.59 62.97 63.36 OPERATING COST /VEHICLE HOUR 

OPERATING COST /PASSENGER 2.69 2.61 2.62 1. 98 2.11 2. 12 
PASSENGERS/VEHICLE MILE 1. 23 1. 20 1. 20 1. 58 ' 1.48 1.48 
MSSENGERS/VEHICLE HOUR 22.54 22.59 22.59 ·' 34.64 29.82 29.82 
REVENUE/COST 0.19 0.21 0.21 0.28 0.24 0.24 

NA ,. NOT APPLICABLE 



TABLE 8-29 
SUMMARY OF EVALUATION OF DEMAND RESPONSIVE SERVICE VERSUS MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 2 3 4 5 
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TOTAL NSSENGER BOARDINGS 545 759 759 759 4,086 4,086 4,086 1,391 1,391 ;l,391 3,531 3,531 3,531 

SYSTEM FORM 
SQUARE MILES OF COVERAGE 5-65 65 65 65 55-65 55-65 55-65 50-65 50-65 '.50-65 50-65 50-65 50-65 

AND 

FUNCTION POPULATION SERVED 22,026 - 19,650 19,650 19,650 148,584 - 148,584 - 148~ 584 - 117,695 - 117,695- 117,695 - 137,007 - 137,007 - 137,007 -
19,650 3,057 3,057 3,057 19,650 19,650 19,650 3,057 3,057 3,057 

MAJOR GENERATORS SERVED All All All All All All All All All All All All All 
; 

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS SERVED 6,932 - 59,530 59,530 59,530 46,436 - 46,436 - 46,436 - 31,456 - 31,456 - 3.1 ,456- 40,885 - 40,885 - 40,885 -
59,530 59,530 59,530 59,530 59,530 59,530 59,530 59,530 59,530 59,530 

LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS SERVED 1,371 - 14,075 14,075 14,075 10,378 - 10,378 - 10,378 - 6,168 - 6,168 - 6,168 - 8,841 - 8,841 - 8,841 -
14,075 14,075 14,075 14,075 14,075 14,075 14 ,075 14,075 14,075 14,075 

SOCIAL IMPACTS ' 

ZERO OR ONE AUTO HOUSEHOLDS SERVED 3;076 - 24,158 24,158 24,158 17,914 - 17,914- 17,914 - 10,894 - 10,894 - ro ,894 - 15,426 - 15,426 - 15,426 -
24,158 24,158 ·24, 158 24,158 24,158 24,158 24,158 24,158 24,158 24,158 

• 100 100 100 PERCENTAGE OF COVERAGE TO HIGH 100 100 -PROPENSITY AREAS 
100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS NA 737,500 737,500 75 ,ODO 1,150,000 1,150,uuu 1:>,UUU 1,617,500 1,617,~uu 75,uuu l,ZtJU,UUU 1,260,uuu 75,uuu 
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 2,998 2,691 2,741 2,351 13,355 13,606 11,669 7,094 6,728 5,770 11,301 11,513 9,873 
TOTAL VEHICLE MILES NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 
TOTAL VEHICLE HOURS 120 110 110 110 546 546 546 290 290 290 462 462 462 

EFFICIENCY 
TOTAL PASSENGER BOARDINGS 545 759 759 759 4,086 4,086 4,086 1,391 1,391 1., 391 3,531 3,531 3,531 AND 
TOTAL PASSENGER REVENUES 523 729 729 729 3,923 3,923 3,923 1,335 1,335 1,335 3,390 3,390 3,390 ECONOMICS 

(DAILY) 
OPERATING COST /VEHICLE MILE NA NA NA NA NA ·· NA NA NA . NA NA NA NA NA 
OPERATING COST /VEHICLE HOUR 24.98 24.46 24.92 21. 37 24. 92 24. 92 21. 37 24.46 24.92 21. 37 24.46 24.92 21. 37 

OPERATING COST !PASSENGER 5.50 3. 54 3.61 3. 10 3.27 3.33 2.86 5. 10 4.84 4. 15 3.20 3.26 2.80 
PASSENGERS/VEHICLE MILE NA NA NA NA NA NA NA •NA • NA NA NA NA NA 
PASSENGERS/VEHICLE HOUR 4.54 6.90 6.90 6.90 7 .48 7.48 7.48 -· 5. 15 5.15 5. 15 7.64 7.64 7.64 
REVENUE/COST 0. 17 0.27 0.27 0.31 0.29 0.29 0.34 0.19 0.20 0.23 0.30 0.29 0.34 

-NA - NOT APPLICABLE 



EVALUATION 
CATEGORIES 

SYSTEM FORM 

AND 
FUNCTION 

SOCIAL IM~CTS 

EFFICIENCY 

AND 
ECONOMICS 

(DAILY) 

NA = NOT APPLICABLE 

TABLE 8-30 
SUMMARY OF EVALUATION OF COMBINED FIXED ROUTE AND DEMAND RESPONSIVE SERVICE VERSUS MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES 

ALTERNATIVE 

EVALUATION 

MEASURES 

TOTAL MSSENGER BOAROINGS 

SQUARE MILES OF COVERAGE 

POPULATION SERVEO 

MAJOR GENERATORS SERVEO 

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS SERVEO 

LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLOS SERVEO 

ZERO OR ONE AUTO HOUSEHOLDS SERVEO 

. 
PERCENTAGE OF COVERAGE TO HIGH 
PROPENSITY AREAS 

TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS 

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS 

TOTAL VEHICLE MILES 

TOTAL VEHICLE HOURS 

TOTAL PASSENGER BOAROINGS 

TOTAL PASSENGER REVENUES 

OPERATING COST/VEHICLE MILE 

OPERATING COST /VEHICLE HOUR 

OPERATING COST /PASSENGER 

PASSENGERS/VEHICLE MILE 

PASSENGERS/VEHICLE HOUR 

REVENUE/COST 

1 

7 ,795 

37-65 

146,314 -
143,938 

A 17 

48,117 -
59,530 

12,865 -
14,075 

22,118 -
24,158 

100 

NA 
22,481 

NA 
442 

7,795 
4,273 

NA 
50.86 

2.88 
NA 

17.64 
0.19 

2 

9,377 9,377 

31-65 31-65 

116,729 
136,379 

- 116,729 -
136,379 

A 1·1 All 

39,075 - 39,075 -
59,530 59,530 

10,867 - 10,867 -
14,075 14,075 

18,259- 18,259 -
24,158 24,158 

100 100 

3,667,000 3,667,000 
25,162 25,325 

NA NA 
491 491 

9,377 9,377 
5,543 5,543 

NA NA 
51. 25 51. 28 
2.68 2.70 

NA NA 
19.10 19. 10 
0.22 0.22 

9,377 

31-65 

116,729 -
136,379 

All 

39,075 -
59,530 

10,867 -
14,075 

18,259 -
24,158 

100 

2,929,500 • 
24,822 

NA 
491 

9,377 
5,543 

NA 
50.55 
2.65 

NA 
19.10 
0.22 

11,987 

65 

81,333 -
184,213 

A 11 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

1,150,000 
29,001 

NA 
774 

11,987 
8,269 

NA 
37.47 
2.42 

NA 
15.49 
0.28 

3 

11,987 

65 

81,333 -
184;213 

All 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

1,150,000 
29,252 

NA 
774 

11,987 
8,269 

NA 
37.79 

2.44 
NA 

15.49 
0.28 

11,987 

65 

81,333 -
184 ,213 

All 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

75,000 
27,315 

NA 
774 

11,987 
8,269 

NA 
35.29 

2.28 
NA 

15.49 
0.30 

10,009 

65 

136,379 -
184 ,213 

A 11 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

4,547,000 
29,565 

NA 
671 

10,009 
6,149 

NA 
44.06 

2.95 
NA 

•' 14.92 
0.21 

' 

4 

10,009 

65 

136,379 -
184,213 

A 11 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

4,547,000 
29,312 

NA 
671 

10,009 
6,149 

NA 
43.68 
2.93 

NA 
14. 92 
0.21 

10,009 

65 

136,379 -
184 ,213 

A 11 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

' 100 

2,929,500 
28,241 

NA 
671 

10,009 

6,149 
NA 

42.09 
2.82 

NA 
14.92 
0.22 

12,626 

65 

114,914-
184 , 213 

All 

59,530 

14,075 

24,158 

100 

3,137,000 
30,503 

NA 
767 

12,626 
8,079 

NA 
39. 77 

2.~2 
NA 

16.46 
0.26 

5 

12,626 12,626 

65 65 

114,914 - 114,914 -
184,213 184,213 

All A 11 

59,530 59,530 

14,075 14,075 

24,158 24,158 

100 100 

3,137,000 1,877,000 
30,835 29,075 

NA NA 
767 767 

12,626 12,626 
8,087 8,079 

NA NA 
40.20 37.91 

2.44 2.30 
NA NA 

16.46 16.46 
0.26 n ?Q 
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8.·3.2 Demand-Responsive Service Alternatives 

Of the thirteen demand-responsive service/management alternatives evaluated, 
Al tern at i ve 3, with broker·age of .service through private enterprise, is the 
preferred service/management alternative. This alternat fve per'forms best in 
a 11 three imp act categories. In the category of system form and function, 
Alternative 3 has the largest. number of passenger boardings, provides the 
most coverage, serves the largest general population and all the elderly and 
handicapped, and serves all of the major generators in Pomona Valley. 
Likewise, in the category of social impacts, Alternative 3 is the top 
performer. It serves the larges.t num_ber of tot.al households, low-incom_e 
households, and househ.olds with zero or one auto. Alternative 3 is also tied 
for first pl ace in the percentage of coyerage to areas with a high propensity 
for transit use. In. the category of efficiency .and economics, Alternative 3 
ranks first with Alter·native 5, with both being far su·perior to the other 
alternatives. These two alternatives, under brokerage of service management 
option, perform the best against the measures operating cost per passenger, 
passengers per vehicle hour, and revenue/cost. Against this last measure, 
Al tern at i ves 3 and 5 under brokerage of service have revenue/cost rat.i os far 
superior to the other·alternatives. 

8. 3. 3 Combi.ned .. Fixed-Route and Demand-Responsive .. Al ternati.v.es 

Again, Al tern at i ve 3 is the preferred sery ice al tern_at i ve with 
ownership/management by RTD and new authority or joints powers agency and 
brokerage of service as the preferred management option. This al t_ernat ive 
ranks among the three top performers in the categories of system fo.rm and 
fu·nction arid social impacts, and outperform·s all other alternatives in the 
iin-pact category of efficiency and economics. Alternative 3 with brokerage of 
service is clearly the most cost-effective of the. alternatives evaluated. It 
has the lowest operat.ing cost per passenger and cost per vehicle hour and the 
highest revenue/cost ratio .. In addition, Alternative .3 is ranked first in 
passenger revenues and second in passenger boardings. 

8.4 CONSULTANT'S RECOMMENDATIONS AND SELECTION OF AN ALTERNATIVE 

Based on the results of the evaluation of service and management 
alternatives, the consultant recommended that the PMC adopt Alternative 3 as 
t_he preferred service alte.rnative. It was also recommended that the regional 
fixed-route service of Alternative 3 be operated by RTO and that the local 
demand-responsive service of Alternative 3 be owned by a joint powers agency 
and provided through a brokerage of service. agreement with private 
enterprise. In addition, it was recommended that Pomona Va 11 ey request 
status as a Transportation Zone iii order to qualify for the fede.ra l and state 
funding necessary to support the recommended service levels of Alternative 3. 
LACTC would have responsibility for ·deciding whether Pomona Valley warra_nts 
status as a Transport_ation Zone .. 

The results of the evaluation and the consultant's recommendations were 
discussed in a meeting with the PMC. At the meeting, the consultant urged 
adoption of Alternative 3 as the preferred service. pl'an, however, because of 
the uncertainty of future Proposition A funds for fare subsidies and the 
possibility of reductions in service, the PMC was hesitant to adopt at this 
time the redu_ctions in RTD service as proposed by Alternative 3. The PMC was 
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al.so unsure as to whether the proposed demand-responsive service of 
Alt.ernative 3 could substitute for the removed RTD service. The PMC did, 
however, approve a joint powers agency as the preferred organizatio.n to own 
and manage local transit services in Pomona Valley and brokerage of service 
as to preferred method to provide 1 oca 1 demand-r·esponsi ve s.ervi ces. 

As a result of the PMC meeting an.d consultant sessions with severa 1 PMC 
members, the consultant select.ed Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative 
for deve 1 opment of a recommended service p 1 an and imp 1 ementat ion program. 
Alternative 4 represents a modification of the existing fixed-route service 
with areawide demand-responsive service for the genera 1 public in the 
evenings and on week.ends and expanded demand-responsive service for the 
elderly and handicapped. Unlike Alternative 3, Alt,ernative 4 provides for no 
reduction in existing RTD fixed-route service levels and offers only a 
limit.ed expansion of general public demand-responsive s.ervice. In addition, 
A 1 tern at i ve 4 offers an incrementa 1 approach to service improvements in 
Pomona Valley. Under this alternative, e~isting fixed-route services would 
be modified and!!, limited expansion of demand-responsive services would be 
initiated now; if RTD servic·e cuts do occur in the future after the 
Proposftion A fare reduction pfogram ends, the demand-responsive services 
could be eJ<panded to offset the reduction in RTD services. The consultant 
felt that this approach was more consistent with the views of the PMC. 

AJternative 4 was subsequently presented to the Technical Advisory Committee 
(TAC) established by the PMC to review the consultant's recommendations. 
After considerable debate, the TAC unanimously agreed to support an 
incrementa 1 approach to service improvements in Pomona Va 11 ey. A m:octi fi ed 
Alternative 4 was approved by the TAC subject to the condition that a pilot 
demonstration project be included in the Implementation Pla.n to test the 
effectiveness of a general public de.mand-responsive system. This action was 
talc.en because the TAC was re 1 uctant to approve any a 1 tern at i ve that includes 
general public demand-responsive servicE! without some prior test cif its 
effectiveness in meeting the travel needs of the genera 1 public. Other 
conditions endorsed by the TAC included the rea 1 i gn·ment of Line 482 to serve 
Pomona and Claremont; the realignment of proposed NR-1 to serve the LaVerne 
City Hall; the retention of propos.ed NR-4 as a possible long-term service 
improvement for the area; and consi de ration of pulse point, scheduling, check. 
point deviation, and brokerage of fixed-route service. The PMC reviewed the 
conditions recommend.ed by the TAC and approved Alternative 4, as modified. 
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9. RECOMMENDED SERVICE PLAN 

The recommended .service p 1 an presented in this chapter was deve 1 oped 
specifically for Pomona Valley. The plan provides for an improved local and 
regional fixed-route system with an expanded demand-responsive system for 
the elderly and handicapped. The recommended system is a modification of 
Alternative 4. This alternative was modified based on improvements endorsed 
by the PMC. The recommended system is a result of the study process and is 
based on the results of the interviews with city officials and local elected 
leaders, final goals and objectives established for the study," the resuits of 
the telephone survey of Pomo_na Valley re_sidents, t_he series of public 
hearings, and the review of existing tra_nsit services. 

The recommend_e_d fixed-route system is sh_own in Figure 9-1. Under this 
system, several existing routes are modified and new service is added to 
provide better fixed-route coverage to areas :,1it_h a relatively high potential 
for transit use. The syst_em cont_ains a total of twelve routes. Ten of these 
routes are regi_onal or inter-,area ro11tes providing service to Los Angeies and 
cities in the San Gabriel Valley. The remaining two routes are lo_c·a1 ro4tes 
operating e~clusively within Pomona Valley. The system als_o provided for 
service to the neighboring cities in San Bern_ardin_o County. Three r·ou·t_es are 
de.sJgned to serve the planned Transcenter in Montclair and interfac·e with the 
OMNIT~NS system,_ w,hi le another provides for park-and-ride s_ervice to 
Mo_ntclair Plaza. A fifth route serves the Ontario Airport. The recommended 
service pl an a 1 so includes an expanded demand-responsive service for the 
elderly and handicapped. The reco·mmended demand-responsive system for the 
e 1 derly and h_an_di cap·ped is an area:wi de many-to-many system with expanded 
h:ours and days of service. The system as recommended would provide door-to­
door service tc;, all origins and destinations in Pomona Valley withou·t having 
to transfer. This service to the elderly and handicapped would be provided 
throughout the day and on Saturday"s an·d Sundays. 

9 .1 SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS 

The recommended .servi c_e pl an for Pomona Va 11 ey includes a number of 
r·ec·ommendation_s that will improve transit service, including modifications 
to existing ffxed-route service, new fixed-route_ and demarid-responsi ve 
service, a_nd changes to t_he 1 evel of service. These improvements are 
described in this section. 

9. 1. 1 Mod.i ficat.i on s. to .. Exts.t.i ng. Ser.v.i ce 

In an effort to improve transit service and to promote additional ridership, 
modifications are recommended to four existing RTD lines. These include: 

• Modify Line 187, which operates between Pasadena and 
Pomona, to serve the planned Transcenter in Montclair: 
The modification consists of the removal of the portion 
of the 1 i ne on Towne Avenue between Foot hi 11 ·soul evard 
and downtown Pomona, and_ the extension of the line east 
on Foothill Boulevard to Mills Avenue, soJtti to Si~tti 
Street, and ea_st across the Sa_n Bernardi no County H n·e 
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t!l the Transcenter. At the Transc:enter, pa~sengers tr·om 
RTD lines will be able to transfer to OMNITRANS routes 
for destinations in San Bernardi no County. Line 187 
under the recommended plan would b_e one of two routes 
providing east-west service to Pomona Valley north of 
the San Bernardino Freeway. Thi.s route would interface 
with north-south routes for trips to areas north and 
south of Foothill Boulevard. 

Extend Line 480 to the Transcenter via Indian Hill 
Boulevard and Sixth Street in Pomona Valley. This route 
would be the second of two routes that would be modified 
to serve the Transcenter. Line 480 currentiy terminates 
at Indi_an Hill Shopping Center. 

Modify Line 482 to serve Towne Avenue and northern 
Claremont. This line currently operates along Ho.lt 
Boulevard in Pomona. and terminates at the Indian Hill 
Shopping Center .. As recommended, it would be re-routed 
to tu·rn south on Garey Avenue, east o·n Mission 
Boulevard, north on Towne Avenue to northern Claremont, 
east on Base Line Road, and south on Indian Hill 
Boulevard to Foothill Boulevard. At. Foothill Boulevard, 
buses would turn around and return along the same route. 
The portion of the line on Holt Boulevard between Garey 
and Indian Hill Boulevard would be discontinued. This 
change would remove the duplication of service on this 
segment·. Currently, lines 482 and 484 operate along 
Holt Boulevard in Pomona. 

Discontinue Lines 291/293 and 192/194. Under the 
rec11_mmended pla_n, these iines w9uid be discontinued and 
replaced by new routes or mpdifications to existing 
routes. Only the servic_e on unproductive portions of 
the lines i_~ areas with low transit ridership would not 
be replaced by new routes or modifications to existing 
routes. The discontinued service would include servi·ce 
currently provided to the area along Reservoir Street in 
southeastern Pomona, the area sout_hwest of the Corona 
Freeway and Mission Bouleva,rd in Pomona, and t_he area 
along Arrow Highway, San Bernardi no Avenue, and San 
An to iii o Avenue, b.etween Town Avenue and Indian Hill_ 
Boulevard in Pomona and Claremont. 

9.1.2 New Service 

In addition to the route .structure. modifications, the .service plan recommends 
the implementation of new fixed-route and demand-responsive service. 

9.1.2.1 Fixed-Route Service 

Th·e recommended service pl an incl u_des two new routes. The new routes are 
described below·: 
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• NR-1 wo_uld provide north-south service along Garey 
Avenue be.tween Foothill Boulevard and County Road. This 
new route wi 11 replace service currently provided on 
Garey Avenue by Line 291, which has been d.iscontinued. 
The northern terminus will be a loop around Garey 
Avenue, College Way, and Williams Avenue, and the 
southern terminus will be a loop around Olive Street, 
Towne Avenue, County Road, and Garey Avenue. 

• NR .. 2 is a new route t_h_at would connect the California 
Polytechnical Institute at Pomona and the residential 
areas near Ganesha High School and between Mission and 
Phillips Boulevards with downt_own Pomona. Th_e route 
w.ould follow basically the same streets in these areas 
as Lines .192 and 194 iri the existing system. 

9.1.2.2 Demand-Responsive Service 

The service plan also recommends the implementation of an improved areawide 
demand-responsive system for the elderly and hand-icapped with expanded 
service hours and days of service. The system would continue to operate on a 
many-to-many basis and connect with RTD lines which are accessible to the 
handicapped and with other demand-responsive systems in the region. 

9. 1. 3 Leve] o.f Serv.i.ce 

A summary of the level of service characteristics of the recommended fixed­
route system is shown in Table 9-1. -- Summarized in the table are the days of 
servic_e, hours of service,· and morning _and afternoon peak ·hour, base, night, 
and week.end service frequencies for eac.t:1 route in the recommended system. 

The recommended level of service of the recommended fixed-route system would 
remain almost unchanged from the existing system. • The only changes 
r·ecommended in the level of service are on Lines 480 and 482. Under the 
re_commended system, Line 480 woul_d be extended from the I_ndian Hill Shopping 
Center to the Transcenter via Indian Hill Boulevard and Sixth Street in 
Pomona Valley. The hours and frequency of service on the extension during 
peak periods and at night wo_uld be the same as the existing line. Service 
during the base period (i.e .. , 9:00 a.m. to 3:0_0 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 
p.m.) would be half the frequency as on the existing line. Line 482 would be 
modified to serve Towne Avenue and northern Cl arerilont. The frequency of 
service on the new route would be the same as on the existing route. However, 
unlike the existing route, no night or weekend service would be provided on 
the port.ion of the new route between downtown Pomona and northern Claremont. 
Instead, service would terminate in the vicinity of Mission Boulevard and 
Garey Avenue in downtown Pomona. Service on the two new routes would be 
operated at thirty-minute frequencies between the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 7:00 
p.m., Mond-ay through Friday wit_h no service on Saturdays and Sundays. 

Demand-responsive service for the elderly and handicapped wo_uld be expanded 
from six to seven days a week. Hou·rs and service would be from 6:00 a.m. to 
7:30 p .. m .. , Monday through Friday. This i.s an increase of two hour.s daily 
over the Get About Service. Service hours on .Saturday and Sunday would be 
the same as on weekdays. 

9-6 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



- - - - - - - - 11!!!!!!1 11!!!!1 I!!!!!!! l!!!!!9 .. - 11!!!1 

TABLE 9-1 

RECOMMENDED PLAN 
FIXEO-ROUTE SERVICE CHARACTERJSHCS 

fre~uenc~ of Service (Minutes} 
Pea saturday/ 

Line NllllberLSer.viCe Area Oa,rs of Service Hours of Serv tee a.m. j!.m. Base Night ·sundaf 

187/Pasadena - Montclair Monday - Friday 5:00 a~m. 7:30 p.m. 30 30 30 0 60 
Saturday '5:00 a.m. 7:00 p.m. 
Sunday 7 :00 a.m. 7.:00 p.m. 

276/Sunset Avenue - Covina Avenue - Monday - Friday 6:00 a.m. 
San Dimas Avenue 

7:30 p.m. 60 60 60 0 0 

185/Hacienda Avenue - Irwindale Avenue -
Arrow H 1 griway 

Monday - Friday 6:30 a.m. - 7,: 30 p.m. 60 60 60 0 0 

I78/El Monte - Baldwin Park - West Covina - Monday - Friday 6:08 a.m. - 10:10 p.m. 60 60 60 60 0 
Valina - :walnut 

480/Los Angeles - El Monte - West Covina Monday - Friday 5:00 a.m. 2:00 a.m. 17 15 20/40 45 30 
Pomona - Claremo~t - Montclair Saturday 6:00 a.m. 2:00 a.m. 

<O Sunday 6:00 a.m. - 2:00 a.m. 
I ..... 

482/Los Angeles - Hacienda Heights Monday - Friday 5:00 a,m. 11 :30 p.m. - 30 30 60 40 60 Cal Poly - Pomona- Clareioont Saturday 6:00 a,m, 11:30 p.m. 
Sunday 6:00 a,m, - 8:30 p,m. 

484/los Ange Jes - Pomna - Ontario Monday - Friday 5:30 a;m~ - 2:00 a,m. 15 15 30 60 30/60 Airport Saturday •5:30 a~m. - 2:00 a .m. 
Sunday 5:00 a;m. 2:00 a.m. 

490/los Angeles - Covina - Walnut - Monday - Friday 6:02 a,m, 7:54 p,m. 42 32 60 0 60 
Cal Poly - Pomona Saturday 7:08 a.m. 7:.JO p.m. 

Sunday 7:08 a.m. 7:10 p.m. 

492/los Angeles - South Arcadia - Monday - Friday 5:47 a.m, - 6:35 p.m, 25 40 O· 0 0 San Dimas 6:03 p.m. - 7:10 p.m. 

497 /Los Angeles - Pomna - Montclair Monday - Friday 5:26 a.m. - 8:06 a.m. 13 16 0 0 0 
Park-and-Ride 4:09 p.m. - 6:54 p.m. 

NR-1/Gary Avenue ~nday - Friday 6:00 a.m. - 7 :00 p.m. 30 30 30 0 0 

NR 2/Cal Poly - Pomona Monday - Friday 6:00 a.m. 7:00 p.m. ]0 30 30 0 0 

Source: Schimpel er·Corradi no Associates. 



9.2 SENSITIVITY A~ALYSIS OF LEVEL OF SERVICE AND FARE IMPACTS 

A sensitivity analysis was p·erformed on the recommended system to assess the 
impact of changes in leve_l of service and fares on costs, ridership, 
passenger boardings, passenger revenues, a_nd the operating deficit that must 
be funded by revenues from outside funding sources. 

9.2.1 Level of Service Impacts 

Six sensitivity tests were performed on the recommended pla_n to determine the 
sensitivity of vehicle hours, vehicle miles, and passenger boardings to 
changes in the frequency and hours of service of the recommended plan. These 
tests als_o determined the sensitivity of operating costs, passenger 
revenues, and operating deficits to potential system changes. The results of 
the sensitivity analysis of level of service impacts are shown in Table 9-2-. 
Both the net change and percent change froin t_he rei:ommen_ded· plan as ·produced 
by each level of service scenario are s_hown. An explanation of each scenario 
follows. • 

9. 2 .1.1 R_ed_uce Headways to Thirty Minutes 

• Severa 1 routes in the recomme_nded p 1 an operate at headways greater than 
thirty minute_s for.one or more periods during the day. This level of service 
scenario reduces the headways for these routes to thirty minutes. Routes 
affected by° this scenario include Lines 276, 185, 480, 482, and 484. The 
headways on Lines 276 and !85 were changed from sixty to thirty minutes 
throughout the day. Line 480 under the recommended plan would operate at a 
45-minute headway at night. This headway was reduced to thirty minutes. 
Headways for Line 482 were changed from sixty minutes during the base or off­
peak period and forty minutes at night to thirty minutes during both periods. 
Similarly, the sixty-minute headway on Line 484 at night .was changed to 
thirty minutes. The sensitivity analysis of these headway changes showed an 
annual net increase of $527,991 in the operating defic.it, or eleven percent. 

9.2.1.2 Increase Headways to Thirty and Sixty Minutes During 
Off Peak Hours 

This level of s.ervice scenario examines the impact of a reduction in service 
during off-peak hours when ridership levels are typically at their lowest. 
Under this scenario, headways less than thirty minutes (during base and night 
periods) would be inc_reased to thirty minutes, while headways between thirty 
and sixty minutes would be iftcreased to sixty minutes. Routes affected by 
this scenario include Lines 187, 480, 482, NR-1 and ·NR-2. • Headways on Line 
187, NR-1 a_nd NR-? during the base service period were changed from thirty to 
sixty minutes. The headways· on Line 480 were changed from thirty minutes 
during t_he base period and sixty minutes at night to fifteen and 45 minutes, 
respecti.vely. Line 48_2 under the recomme_nded plan would operate at a forty­
minute headway at night. flccordingly, this he,,dway was changed to sixty 
minutes. Incr·easi n·g the off-peak headways for these routes was found t9 
produce a net decrease of $556,000 in the annual operating deficit. This 
amo·unts to a decrease of approximately eleven po!rc_ent. 
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TABLE 9--2 

RESULTS OF S£NSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF SERVICE 
LEVEL CHANGES ON RECOMMENOEO PLAN 

:Shorten .Weekend Expand Evening 
lncrease•Headways Increase Headways lncreas~ Heachlays to Servtce Hours Service Hours for 

Reduce Headways to 30 and 60 Htnutes to 60.Ntnutes 60,Mtnutes on Local Dem.i,rid-ReSpons fve Demand-.Respons t Ve 
Recoanended to lo Mt nutes Minutes Ourtng Off-Peak on Local Routes ~outes During Off-Peak System System 

Element Plan Net Chari~ t Chan~ Net Change .: Chan9e Net Change l Change Ket Chan~ t Change Net Chan~ J Change Net Change J Change 

Annual Vehicle Hours 
Fixed-Route I .92,432 +I0,117 +11. 16 -10,2]1 -11.07 -6,470 -7 .00 -),588 -l.88 0 0 0 0 
Demand-Responsive 54;202 ___ o __ o 0 0 ---!l __ o __ o 0 4·,752 -8; 77 :tfl,415 +15,52 

TOTAL I 1461614 +IO,ll7 + 7.04 ·I0,231 - 6.98 -6,470 -4. 41 -),588 -2~45 4,752 -l.24 +8,415 +5, 74 

Annual ·vehicle Mt les 

Ftxed-Route 1,672,441 +191,482' +11.45 2'16,714 -12. 96 -104,371 -6.24 -57 ,900 -l.46 0 0 0 0 
- Demand-Responsive N;A. ~ N.A. ....J!:.!.:_ N.A. -1!.:.!.:_ ....!!:!.:. N.A. .-:!.:.!.:. N.A. N:Ao N,A; N:A. 

TOTAL $1,672,441 +191,482 +11.45 216,714 -ii?. 96 -104,177 -6.24 -57, 900 -J.46 0 0 0 0 

\0. Annual Operating Cost 
I Fixed-Route $5 ol4i!' 1609 $+560,521 +10;49 647,402 -12 .12 1-371,581 -6.96 -189,350 -3. 54 0 1 0 0 
\0 I 0 

Demand-Resp0ns 1 ve ..It!J.hl~ 0 __ o 0 0 0 0 ___ o __ o -101,555 -8. 77 179,829 !"15~52 

TOTAL $6,500,905 $+560,521 + 8.62 647,402' -9. 96 I- l71,58l -5. 72 -189,350 -2 _ 91 1-101,555 -1.56 S~79,829 +2.77 

Annual Passeni)er Boardings 

Fixed-Route 2,)77,047 +76,755 + ). 2) 167,790 -7 .06 -102 ,000 -4.29 -2).205 -o.98 0 0 0 0 
Demand-Responsive 316!602 0 0 0 0 ___ o 0 ___ o 0 -8,427 -2.66 +49,144 +15.52 

TOTAL 2 ,69),649 +760755 + 2.85 167,790 -6.21 -102,000 - l. 79 -21,205 -0.86 -8,427 -0.ll +4·9,144 +l .82 

llnnua t Passenger Revenue 

Fixed-Route $1·.-2841596 $+)2,5)0 + 2. 5) 91,0lO -7.09 -27,540 -2.14 -6,265 -0.49 I 0 0 I 0 0 
Demand-Responsive )16,602 • 0 0 0 0 ___ o 0 0 0 -8,427 -2.66 _ 49,144 +15.52 

TOTAL $1,601,198 $+)2,510 + 2.0l 91,0)0 -5.68 -27 ,540 -1.72 -6,2'65 -0.)9 I -8,427 -0.5) $49,144 +l.07 

Annual Operating Deficit 

Fh.ed-Route $4,05810ll $+527 .• 991 +ll.OI 556,)72, -ll.71 $-)44,041 -8.48 -18),085 -4 ,SJ 0 0 I 0 0 
Demand-Responsive 841,694 0 0 ___ o 0 0 0 0 0 :93,128 ~ ll0,685 +15.5), 

----
TOTAL $4,899,707 I 527,99i +IO. 78 556,372 -11.16 $- 344·,041 - 7. 02 -181,085 -l.~ 74 -_91,128 -1. 90 ll J0,685 + 2 .67 



9.2.1.3 Increase Headways to Sixty Minutes on Local Rb.utes 

Headways for the two local routes in the recommended plan are thirty minutes. 
This scenario increased this frequency of service to sixty minutes for both 
routes. The sensitivity found that the.increased headways would decrease the 
operating deficit by seve_n perce.nt or $344,000 annually. 

9.2.1.4 Increase ~eadway to Sixty Minutes on Local Routes During 
Off-Peak. Hours 

Unlik.e the previous scenario in which the headways o·n the local routes would 
be increased from thirty to sixty minutes throughout the day, this scenario 
assesses the impact of increasing the headways to sixty minutes during off­
peak. hours only. Headways during peak. periods would be thirty minutes, or 
unchanged from the recommended plan. The increase in the off-peak. headways 
was found to produce a net decline of $183,000, or about four percent, in the 
annual operating deficit. 

9.2, l.5 Shorten Week.em:! Service Hours for the Demand-Responsive System 

This scenario proposes the shortening of the Saturday and Sunday service 
hours from 13.5 to eleven hou.rs per day. Under the recommended. plav, 
de_mand-responsive service would be provided between the hours of 6:00 a.m. 
and 7:30 p.m. These hours woul.d be shortened to 6:00 p.m. under this 
scenario, resulting in an annual de.crease of 4,752 vehicle hours. The 
operating deficit would decline by $93,000, or two percent. 

9.2.1.6 Ei(pand Evening Service Hours fcir the Demand-Responsive System 

Demand-responsive service to the elderly and handicapped, as recommended, 
would be p·rovided from 6:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m., Monday through Friday. This 
scenario expands the servic.e hours to the elderly and handicapped to 10:00 
p.m .. No changes would be made to week.end service .. This increase in the span 
of .service would increase vehic.le hours by 8,000 annually. The operatfng 
de.ficit, commensurate with the increase in hours of service, would increase 
by $131,000 annua.l ly, or three percent. 

9.2.2 Fare Impacts 

Three alternative base fares were analyzed to determine the sensitivity of 
passenger boardings, revenues, and the operating deficit to changes in fares. 
Lik.e the analysis of service level impacts, comparisons were made with the 
recommended plan to determine both the net change and percentage change. The 
results of the sensitivity analysis of fare impacts are shown in Table 9-3. 

The estimat_ed a.n.nual passenger boardings and reve_nues u_nder the recommended 
pl an are bas.ed o'n the current structure of RTD &.l]d _the fare charged by Get 
About Transportation. The base fare under the RTD fare structure is $0.50 
with additional charges for freeway travel and trips outside Los Angeles 
County. The elderly, handicapped, and students receive discount fares. 

Passenger revenues for the recommended fixed-route system are based on the 
average fares for the Pomona ila 11 ey ·11 nes by RTD reported on a route-by-route 
basis. The average fare for all routes serving Pom_ona Valley is estimated at 
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TABLE 9,3 

RESULTS OF SENSITIVITY AHAtYSJS OF FARE IHPACTS 
ON RECOMMEIIDED PLAN 

75t Base Fare $1.00 Base Fare 
for for 

Fixed-Route Ststem flxed0 Route Ststem 
Net Percentage Net 

:Element Recomnended P 1 an Chan~ Change 
Percentage 

Chanqe Chanqe 

Annual Ope rat ln9 Cost 

Fixed;..Route $5,342,609 $ 0 0 $ D 0 

- Demand-Responsive 1,158,296 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL $6,500,906 $ 0 0 $ 0 0 

Annua 1 Passenger Boarding~ 

Fixed- Route $2,377,047 $ -463 ,324 -19.50 s -927 ,048 -39.00 

- Demand-Responsive 316,602 0 ____JI 0 __ o 

TOTAL $2,693,649 $ -463,524 -17.21 $ -927 ,048 -34.42 

Annual Passenger Revenue ,, 

Fixe~-ROute $1,284,596 $ t284 ,493 t22,15 $ t310,403 t24. 16 

.Demand-ReSp:>!'ls1ve 316,602 0 o, 0 0 

10lAL $1,601,198 $ t284 ,493 tl7.ll $ t 310,403 t\9.39 

Annual Operating Deficit 

F1xed-Roi.Jte $4,058,013 $ -284,493 -7 .01 $ - 310,403 -,7 ,65 

Oemand-~espons1ve 841,694 0 0 0 __ o 

TOTAL $4,899,707 $ -284,,493 -5.-81 $ - 310,403 - 6.34 

Source: Sch1mpeler•Corrad1no Associates. 

- l!!!!I 

h.so 
Base Fare for 

Oemand-Res~ons1ve Sistem 
Net Percentage 

Chanqe Chan9\i 

$ 0 0 

Q Q 

$ 0 0 

$ 0 0 
s6J ,737 -19.50 --

$ -61, 737 -2.29 

$ 0 0 

t65,695 120, 75 

$ t65,695 +4.10. 

$ 0 0 
-65 ,695 -.7 ,79 

$ -65,695 - 1.34 



$0. 55 per passenger. For the recommended demand-responsive system, an 
average fare of $LOO per passenger was used in estimating passenger 
revenues. This fare represents the existing $1.00 fare charged by Get About 
Transportation. 

The three alternative base fares include a $0.75 base fare for the fixed­
route system, a $1.00 base fare for the fixed-route system, and a $1.50 fare 
for the demand-responsive system. The base fares of $0.75 and $LOO for the 
fixed-route system are the fares that RT□ estimates may be required to 
maintain service at the end of the Proposition A Fare Reduction Program in 
1985. The ex<1ct base fare to be charged is not known at this time. The base 
fare of $1.50 for the demand-responsive system was established by the 
consultant for purposes of the sensidvity analysis. T~e sele_ction of a fare 
for the d_em_a_nd-responsive system will b.e a local policy decision. Fares for 
the fixed-route system are the responsibility of RT□·. 

The impa,cts of the alternative fares on ridership were e_stimated using a fare 
elasticity of demand measure of -0.39. Elasticity of demand ts defined as 
the percentage change in tran~it demand or ridership in response to a given 
percentage change in fares. This el asti city measure of -0. 39 is based on 
recent RT□ experience with fare incre<1ses. The negative sig_n signifies an 
inverse relationship between fares and demand (1.e., an increase in fares 
results in a decrease in demand). 

An examination of the fare impacts shown in Table 9-3 for the three 
alternative fares reveals that the Sl.00 base fare for the fixed-route system 
would produce the largest reduction in the operating deficit, an estimated 
$310,000 annually. Ridership was estimated to decline by about 927,000 
passenger boardings annually. Increasing fixed-route system base fare by 
S0.25 to $0.75 would decrease the deficit by $284,000 annually and would 
reduce passenger boardings by 464,000. The alternat.ive fare for the demand­
responsive system would produce a reduct.ion of $66,000 in the annual deficit. 
At the same time, ridership would decline by 62,000 passengers annua.l ly. 

9. 3 CAPITAL. AND OPERATING COSTS 

An analysis of capital a:nd operating c.osts was conducted for the recommended 
system. The analysis identified all capital facilities and equipment 
required t_o support the s.ervices provided under the recommended service plan 
a_nd t_heir estimated costs, as well as the estimated. annual operating cost of 
the recomme.nded system a_nd its efficiency in terms of cost per hour, cost per 
mile, and cost per passenger. 

9.3.l Capital Costs 

The estimated capital costs of equipment·and facilities for the recommended 
system are listed in Table 9-4. Costs and requirem.ents listed in this table 
are est ima1:ed based on t.~e assumption that the joint powers agency would own 
the demand-responsive fleet and that RT□ would pr·ovide the fixed-route 
service wit.h th.e existing fleet and facilities. The joint powers agency 
would be respon s i b 1 e for purchasing a 11 vehicles and supporting equipment and 
facilities necessary to operate the demand-responsive service. These 
vehicles could then b.e leased out to the broker under contract for operation 
of the s.ervice. If the agency decides to contract for both provision of 
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Cap.ita.l Items 

Vehicles 

Vans: Demand-Responsive 
Service 

·Wheelchair ~ifts 

•·Service Vehicles 

SUBTOTAL 

Fac.ilities 

• Maintenance (per sq. ft.) 

• Office (per sq. ft.) 

S.UBTOTAL 

Maintenance Egui pment/Parts 

Computer and Comnunications 
Equipment 

• Fixed Equipment 

Mobile Equipment 

SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL 

TABLE 9-4 

CAPITAL COSTS OF RECOMMENDED SYSTEM 

. Un it .. Cost. 

$15,000 

2,000 

25,000 

$ 100 

60 

$1,000 

$5,000 

1,500 

Number of Un.its . 

13 

13 

1 

3,900 

1,250 

5,150 

13 

1 

13 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associate_s. 
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Total Cost 

$195,000 

26,000 

25,000 

$246,000 

$390,000 

75,000 

$465,000 

13,000 

$ 5,000 

19,500 

$ 24,500 

$648,500 



service and vehicles by the brok.er no capital costs for· vehicles and 
supporting maintenance facilities would be borne by the joint powers agency. 
However, no significant difference in the cost of tlie contract for service. is 
anticipated. Both options will have funding implications wh.ich will be 
addressed in the implementation plan presented in Chapter 10. 

The capital cost estimates developed for the recommended system are based on 
the la test available unit cost estimates. These cost estimates are 
considered preliminary because the final costs will depend on the year of 
imp}ementation. The capital items required include vehicles, wheelchair 
lifts, maintenance facilities, administrative offices, maintenance equipment 
and parts, and computer and communications equipment. All capital estimates 
are based on the requirements calculated using industry recognized standards 
and procedures. Vehicles for the demand-responsive systems were estimated 
using nationwide statistics on vehicles correlated with service population. 
The estimated vehicle fleet includes a twenty percent allowance for spares. 
No addit.ional vehicles are estimated to be needed for the fixed-route system. 
Maintenance and administrative facilities and of.fices, communications 
equipment, and service vehicles are based on fleet. procurement. 

9 .. 3.Ll Vehicles 

I.t is recommended that all vehicles used for demand-responsive service be 
either standard or modi-fi ed vans with seating capac.it.i es of up to fifteen 
passengers. Standard vans are available from automobile manufacturers and 
are part of thei.r standard product i.on line. Modified vans, on the other 
hand, are standard vans which have undergone some structural changes, usually 
made to increase the size, particularly the height, of the van. Such 
modifications are usually necessary for vans used in .service for the 
handicapped. A cost of $15,000 per vehicle has b·een estimated for purchase 
of these vans. It is estimated that thirteen vans will be required, 
including two spares. However, this number may be reduced if some of the 
existing vehicles owned by Get-About Transportation can be used. This will 
depend on any funding program restrictions used to purchase the vehicles. 

Wheelchair lifts will be needed to m·ak.e the vehicles used in service to the 
handicapped fully accessible. Lifts ire available in various types from a 
number of different ma_nufa_cturers. A cost per u_nit of $2,000 has been 
allowed for purchase of lifts. The t_otal number required is estimated to be 
thirteen, including two needed for the spare vehicles. 

Service vehicles have also been allowed for in the capital program. These 
vehicles are needed for on-the-road maintenance and parts pick.-up and other 
miscellaneous trips. The cost of such vehicles is estimated to be $25,000 
per vehicle. One service vehicle would be. required. 

9.3.1.2 Facilities 

Acquisition of a thirteen-vehicle fleet for demanc~responsive service would 
require fadl ities for mainte_na_nce and stonga and offices for 
admi ni strati on and dispatching. Th_e maintenance and_ storage needs of the 
fleet will require a facility of ·3,900 square feet. All nec11ssary "built-in" 
equipment should be installed at th_e time of construc·tion. Ty"pes of built-in 
equipment; could include: fuel pumps and tank.s; a vac·uum cleaning system; 
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heating, cooling, and ventilation equipment; and dispensing systems for 
lubricants, coolants, and compressed air. The cost of a maintenance facility 
with built in equipment is estimated to be approximately $100.00 per square 
foot. An alternative to construction of a maintenance facility would be to 
use existing municipal facilities for maintenance of the vehicles. Another 
a 1 tern a ti ve would be purchase of a maintenance contract through private 
enterprise. 

Office facilities for administration and dispatching duties will also be 
required regardless of the v.ehicle ownership alternative ultimately 
selected. Approximately 1,250 square feet in office space will be required. 
Assuming that such facilities are integrated with the maintenance facility, 
the cost per square foot would be about $60.00 including furnishings. 

9. 3 .1. 3 Maintenance Equipment and Parts 

Certain additional equipment is required if the fleet is to be maintained 
effectively. This additional equipment includes mova_ble mainte_nance 
equipment (i.e., tools, dollies, etc.) and spare parts. To account for this 
additional equipment required, $1,000 per vehicle has been allowed. 

9.3.1.4 Communications Equipment 

The cost of the communications equipment required for scheduling and 
dispatching is estimated to total about $5,000 for fixed equi.pment and $1,500 
for each mobile unit. The fixed equipment consists of a basic radio 
communications station for voice communications. The mobile units would 
consist of a voice communications unit. A total of thirteen mobile units 
would be required to equip the fleet. 

9. 3 .1. 5 Tota 1 Capita 1 Costs 

The est.imated total capital cost of the recommended system is $748,500, 
including $246,000 in vehicles, maintenance and office facilities at a cost 
of $465,000, $13,000 in ma.intenance equipment and parts, and $24,500 in 
communications equipment. 

9.3.2 Operatin~ Costs 

Operating costs of the recommended .system were. calculated using the same cost 
rates previously used for the evaluation of the alternatives. The cost rates 
used varied by type of .servJce (i.e .. fixed-route or demand-responsive) .. 
Costs of the fixed-route system were ca 1 cul ated cin the basis of annua 1 
vehicle miles and vehicle hours of operation with layover. The oper·ating 
ct,aracteristics of the recommended system as defined !arl ier in this chapter 
were used to estimate vehicle miles and vehicle hours for the system. 
C_urrent ·RTD operating costs per ve_hicle mile were ui.ed in calculating th_e 
costs of all routes in t_he system. These costs per m,le rates vary by line. 
For the n_ew route_s, the average operating cost per mile for the existing 
Pomona Valley local routes was used to estimate the 01erating costs of these 
routes. 

Operating costs of the demand-responsive system were estimated using the cost 
per vehicle hour rate for brokerage of service through private enterprise. 
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Vehicle hours were calculated base.d on the num.ber of ve_hicles and hours of 
service in which the vehicles are in operation. 

Table 9-S presents the results of the analysis. of operating costs of the 
recommended system. Included in the table are annual operating costs, 
vehicle hours, vehicle miles, passenger boardings and cost per vehicle hour, 
vehicle mile, and passenger with tota] s for b.oth the fixed-route and demand­
responsive systems and the individual routes within the fixed-route system. 
Combined total.s for both systems are also included. 

The tota 1 annual operating cost of the rec<inirilended system is estimated to be 
about $6,501,000. Based on .147,000 vehicle hours operated annually by b_oth 
the fixed-route and demand-responsive system, this equates to a cost per 
vehicle hour of $44.33. Vehicle miles were not estimated for the demand­
responsive system, there,fore, no estimate of total system miles and cost per 
mile could be developed. 

Annual operat.ing costs of the fixed-route system are estimated to tot.al about 
$5,343,000. It would operate for ·a total of approximately 92,000 vehicle 
hours and $1,700,000 vehicle miles annually at a cost per hour of $57.80 and 
a cost per mile of $3.19. Based on 2,377,000 passengers annually, the syste111 
would have a cost per passenger of $2. 25. A c·ompari son of the performance of 
the. systE!m with the standards established for fixed-route service revealed 

1 that only the standard for operating cost per p_ass.enger was met by the 
system. With a cost of $2,25 per p_assenger, the system performed favorably 
with the standard of $2.50 for this measure. However, the standards of 
$50.00 per vehicle hour and $2.50 per vehicle mile were not met. About half• 
of the rQutes passed the cost per vehicle hour standard, while all failed to 
meet the cost per mile standard. 

The demand-·resp_o,nsive system is estjma~ed to have an annual operating cost of 
about $1,158,000. Approxim_ately 54,000 vehicle hours of service would be 
operated annually at a cost per hour of $21.37. The cost per passenger for 
the demand,-responsive system is estimated to be $3.66. 

ComparisM of the performance of the system with the standards established 
for target mark.et service reveals that the system meets the cost per 
passenger standard of $7. 45 and the cost per hour standard of $41. 90. 

It should be noted that these cost estimates are based on the level of 
service provided by the recommended plan. As shown by the results of the 
sensitivity analysis, the costs can be lowered or increased by altering the 
level of service provided. The level of service ultimately selected will 
depend upon the level of financing that is available. 

9.4 RIDERSHIP AND REVENUE 

An analysis of ridership and passenger revenues was also conducted for the 
recommended system. The analysis of ridership identified the ei.timated 
annual ridership of the system and its efficiency in terms of passengers per 
vehicle mile and hour, while the analysis of passenger revenue ider,tified how 
much revenue could be obtained to offset the operating costs discussed in the 
previous section. Passenger revenue consists of receipts collected from the 
farebox·. The estimates of passenger revenue. are based on ridership estimates 
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-------------------
TABLE 9-5 

OPERATING COST ANALY.SIS OF 
RECOMMENDED SYSTEM 

Total Annual Total Annual Cost Per Total Annual Cost Per Total 
Operatin·g Vehicle Vehicle Vehicle Veh1c1 e Annual Cost Per 

Service Costs Hours Hour Miles Hile Passengers Passenger 

Fixed-Route 

- 440 $ 374,140 6,999 $ 53.46 126,398 $2.96 295 ;029' $1.27 

- 443 80,422 1;874 42.91 24,822 3.24 20,400 3.94 

- 445 204,722 4,182 48.95 71,581' 2.86 78,795 2.60 

- 446 • 54,231 1;043 52.00 16,483 3 .. 29' 23,205 2.34 

- 480 1,219,061 19,692 61. 91 443,295 2.75 692,420 1.76 

- 482 570,782 10,549 54.11 184,719 3.09 249,054 2.29 

.., - 484 609,483 ll,944 51.03 229,129 2.66 473,490 1.29 
I .... 490 85,333 3,149 27.09 29,527 2.89 23,434 3.64 ..... 

- 492 26;538 360 73.12 4,468 5,. 94 9,690 2.74 

- 764 1,252,384 16,065 77. 96° 298,898 4 .. 19 168,555 7.43 

- NR-1 330,911 6,630 49. 91 92,953 3 .. 56 177,480 1.86 

- NRc2 534,602 9,945 53.}6 150,169 3._56 165.,495 3.23 

SUBTOTAL $5,342,609. 92.,432 $57 .80 1,672,443 $3.19 2,377,047 $2.25 

Demand-Responsive $1,158,296 202 $21.37 ·N·,A, N.A. 316,602 $3.66 

GRAND T'HAL $6,500,905 146,634 $44.33 N.A. N·.A, 2,693,649 $2.41 

Soun::e: Sch impel er, Corradi,no Associates. 



calculated using the same procedures used for the evaluation of the 
alternatives and average fares for each system. Average fares for the fixed­
route system vary by_ route. The fares used represent current average fares 
based on t_he existing base fare of $0.50. An average fare of $1.00 was used 
for t.he demand-responsive system. This fare represents the fare of the Get 
About Transportation Systems. 

9.4.1 Ridership 

The results of the ridership analysis of t_he recommended system are s_hown in 
Table 9-'6. Included in the table are annual passenger boardings, vehicle 
hours, and vehicle miles and passengers per ve_hicle hour and vehicle mile for 
both fixed-ro·ute and demand-responsive service, as well as for individual 
fixed-routes and the totaf system as a whole. 

Passenger boardi ~gs for the recommende.d system are estimated to total about 
2,694,000 annually over 147,000 vehicle hours. This translates into 18.37 
passengers per vehicle hour. Ve.hicle 111fles were not estimated for the 
recommended dem.an.d-responsive system; therefore, .no estim.ates of total 
system mileage and passe.ngers per mile could be developed. 

Annual passenger boardings for the. recomme:~ded fixed-route system are 
estimated to total .approximately 2,377,000. Passengers per vehicle ~ou.r a.re 
estimated to average 25.72 systemwi_de over 92,000 vehicle hours annually. 
The number of passengers per vehicle mile is estimate.d to average 1.42 
systemwide over 1,672,000 vehicle miles annually. Compared to t_he 
performance standards established for fixed"'route service, the recommen9ed 
system exceeds the sta.nd.a.t-d of 25 passengers per hour, but fails the st.andard 
of 2. 00 passengers per mile. This stand.ard of 2. 00 passengers per mile may 
be impossible to achieve in view of the fact that only two of the thirteen 
routes in t.he system pass the sta.nd_ard. 

The demand-responsive system is estimated to have an annual ridership of 
abou_t 317,000. Passengers per hour are estimated to average 5. 84 over 54,000 
vehicle hours annually. This· performance level is above the standard of 5.05 
passengers per hour. 

9. 4. 2 Revenue 

Table 9-7 presents the results of the revenue to cost analysis of the 
recommended system. Potential passenger revenues are presented for both the 
fixed-route and demand-responsive systems, as well as for the individual 
routes within the. fixed-route system. Total revenues for .both systems 
collectively are al so presented. For comparison with the passenger revenues, 
annual operating costs are presented by individual route and by system. 

The recommended system is estimated to generate approximately $1,601,000 in 
annual farebox revenues compared to annual operating costs of $6,501,000, 
yielding an operating ratio of 0.25. A breakdown of the recommended system 
by type of service provided reveals that the fixed-route system would 
generate about $1,285,000 in annual passenger revenues compared to annual 
operating costs of $5,343,000, this resulting in a revenue to cost ratio of 
0.24. This is significantly below the standard of 0.45 established for 
fixed-route service. However, it compares favorably to the RTD systemwide 
value of 0.26. 
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-------------------
TABLE 9°6 

RIDERSHIP ANALYSIS OF RECOMMENDED 
SYSTEM 

Total Annual Tota 1 Annua 1 Passengers Total Annual Passengers 
Passenger Vehicle Per Vehicle Vehi:cle Per Vehicle 

Service Boa~dings Hours Hour Miles Mile 

Fixed-Route 

- 187 295,029 6,999 42.16 126,398 2.33 

- 276 20,400 1,874 . 10,88 24,822 0.82 

- 185 78,795 4,182 18.84 71,581 1.10 
' - 178 23,205 1,043 22,25 16,483 1.41 

- 480 692,420 19,692 35.16 443,295 1.56 .., - 482 249,054 10,,549 23.61 184,719 1.35 I ..... .., 
- -484 473,490 11,944 39.64 229,129 2.07 

490 23,434 149 7.44 29,527 o. 79 

492 9,690 360 26.92 4,468 2.17 

- 497 168,555 16,065 10.49 298,898 0.56 

- NR-1 177,480 6,630 26. 77 92,953 1.91 

- NR-2 165,495 9,945 1•6.,64 150,169 LIO 

SUBTOTAL 2,377,047 92,432 25. 72 1,672,443 1.42 

Demand~Respons,ive 316,602 54,202 5.84 N.A. N.A. 

GRAND TOTAL 2,693,649 146,634 18.37 1,672,443 N.A. 

Source: Schlmpel er• Corrad.i no Associates-. 



Service 

Fixed-Route 

- 187 
- 276 
- 185 
- 178 

- 480 
- 482 
- 484 

- 490 

- 492 
497 

- NR'-1 

NR-2 

SU~TOTAL 

• Demand-Responsive 

GRAND TOTAL 

TABLE 9-7 

REVENUE TO COST ANALYSIS OF 
RECOMMENDED SYSTEM 

Total Annual 
Operating 

Costs 

$ 374,140 
80,420 

204,722 
54,231 

1,219,061 
570,782 

609,483 
85,333 
26,538 

1,252,384 
3.30,911 

534,602 

$5,342,609 

$1,158,296 

$6,500,906 

Tota 1 Ann ua 1 
Passenger 
Revenues 

$ 88,509 
5,916 

24,426 
5,801 

491,618 
97,131 

183,027 
10 ,311 
5,426 

254,518 
47,920 

44,684 

$1,284,596 

$ 316,602 

$1,601,198 

Source: Schimpeler-Corradino Associates. 
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Passenger- revenues·for the demand-responsive system are estimated to total 
about $317,000 annually. This yields an operating ratio of 0.27 when 
compared to operating costs of $1,158,000 which is well below the standard of 
0 .17 for target mark.et service. 

9.5 SUMMARY 

A summary of the major elements of the recommended service plan and 
comparison with existing service is presented in Table 9-8. The recom_men_ded 
plan calls for improvements to local and regional RTD fixed-route service, as 
well as improvements to the local demand-responsive system for the elderly 
and hand; capped. These improvements are expected to increase the tot a 1 
ann~al operating deficit by four percent. Thfs increase in the. operating 
deficit is attributable to a significant expansion in the demand-responsive 
service level above t_hat provided today. Annual vehicle hours of demand­
responsive ser"vice woul_d be increased by seven percent under the recommended 
plan. As a result, th_e operating deficit of the demand-responsive system 
would increase by 23 percent even though a 217 percent increase. in passenger 
boardings and revenues i:s projec·ted. By con·trast, t_he operating deficit for 
the fixed-route system is expected to decreas_e by eight percent. Annua 1 
vehicle hours of fixed-route service would be decreased by six percent, while 
annua 1 vehicle mi 1 es would remain a 1 most unchanged. The recommended 
improvements are expected to increase fixed-route system passenger boardings 
by fourteen percent and passenger revenue by twenty percent. At the same 
ti me, operating costs are projected to decline by three percen.t. In short, 
the i111provements in the recommended service plan will provide for an improved 
fi~ed""route system at a lower cost, however, the greatly expanded demand­
resp_onsive system will result in a higher overall operating deficit which 
must be offset by additional subsidies from federal, state, and local 
sources. Available subsidies from t_hese sou_rces will be identified in the 
implemen.tation plan to be presented in the ne~t chapter of this report. 
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Element 

Annual Vehicle Hours 

- Fixed-Route 
- Demand-Responsive 

TOTAL 

An·nual Vehicle Miles 

- _Fixed-Route 
- Demand~Responsive 

TOTAL 

Annual Passenger Boardings 

- Fixed- Route 
- Demand-Responsive 

TOTAL 

Annua 1 Operating Costs 

- Fixed- Route 
- Demand-Responsive 

TOTAL 

Annual Passenger Revenue 

- Fixed-Route 
Demand- Res pons fve 

TOTAL 

Annual Operating Deficits 2 

- Fixed Route 
- Demand-Responsive 

TOTAL 

TABLE 9-8 

COMPARISON OF RECOMMENDED SYSTEM 
TO EXISTING SERVICE 

(FY 1983) 

Existing Servi ce 1 Recommended Pl an 

98,768 
31,343 

130,111 

1,691,231 
N.A. 

1,691,231 

2,077,592 
100,000 

2.,177 ,592 

$5,493,670 
782,948 

$6,276,618 

$1,074,498 
100,000 

$1,174,498 

$4,419,172 
682;948 

$5,102,120 

92,432 
54,202 

146,634 

1,672,443 
N .. A. 

1,672,443 

2,377,047 
316,602 

2,693,649 

5,342,609 
l,15_8,296 

6,500,905 

1,284,596 
316,602 

1,601,198 

4,058,013 
841,694 

4,899,707 

1Excludes Claremont dial-a-ride service. 
2E:Xcludes local, state, and federal subsidies. 

Source: Schimpeler-Corradino Associates. 
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Percent Change 

-6.42 
+7 .. 29 

+12.70 

-1.11 
N.A. 

-1.11 

+14.41 
+216.60 

+23.70 

-2.75 
+47. 94 

+ 3.57 

+19.55 
+216.60 
+36. 3_3 

-8.17 
+23.24 

+3.97 
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10. IMPLEMENTAT.ION PLAN 

The implementation plan presented in this chapter includes a five-year 
program for implementatio·n and financing of the recommended service plan 
along with projections of annual ridership, passenger revenues, capital and 
operating costs, and operating deficits. Responsibilities for 
implementation of the service plan and assistance needed to finance the 
deficits are identified. In addition, the plan discusses several critical 
factors that must be considered in implementation of the service plan and 
incl u_des an optional operating p 1 an con ta i ni ng con ti ngenci es for re~pondi ng 
to RTD cutbacks in service, a pilot demonstr_ation project for ge_neral public 
demand-responsive service, and a proposal for implementation of a new park-­
and-ride route. 

10. l IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS 

Implementation of the recommended service plan will depend on four critical 
factors which should be considered in development of an implementation plan 
and strategy. First, the 1984 Summer Olympic Games are scheduled to occur in 
the Los Angel es area in August, 1984. Because of the games, RTD is hesitant 
to make any route or schedule modifications to the system after·January of 
1984. Any modificatio_ns after th~t date could not be incorporated into the 
system map and line timetable updates planned for use during the Olympics. 
Large· numbers of visit.ors to t_he games are expected to 1Jse t_he system and RTD 
wants the system map and schedules to be up-to-date so that the Olympic users 
of the system are not i nconyeni enced througi, inaccurate information. 
Consequently, the r:e.commended improvement_s to the fiJ<ed-route sy~tem should 
be implemen·ted no later than next January or after the completion of t_he 
OlY111pic Games in August. 

The second factor affecting the implementation of the recommended_plan is the 
end of the Proposition A Reduced Fare Program on July 1, 19_85. This program· 
is one of three programs financed by Proposition A fu-nds. The other two are 
for local transit improvements and construction of a ra.il rapid transit 
system. Every city in Los Angeles county receives a direct allocation of 
funds for transit improvements. For the first three years of the program to 
July, 1985, the balance of the funds is for fare reductions. Funds are also 
provided for additional service necessary to relieve overcrowding induced by 
the lower fare. After the first three years of the Fare Reduction Program, 
the al location of the Proposition A funds changes and the balance of the 
funds goes into a discretionary public transit improvement program for 
purpos_es defined by the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 
{LACTC). It is expected that even with projected sizeable allocations of 
funds by LACTC for fare stabilization, a fare increase is projected after the 
progra111 ends on July 1, f985. ••• It is ~lso likely that there may be some 
cutbacks in service provided by RTD, lf this occurs, the likely areas of 
cutbacks will be the unproductive Hnes in the system. Likely candi_dates for 
cutbacks in Pomona Valley include the local lines operating exclusively 
within the valley and lines providing in·terarea ser'vic·e to cities in the San 
Gabriel Valley. Because of the prospect of such cutbacks in service to 
Pomona Valley in July, 1985, it would be undesirable to make any 
modifications to the fixed-route system after the Olympic Games in August and 
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then, ten months later when the fare reduction prog·ram ends, mak.e further 
modifications in service. This would severely jeopard.ize the transit user's 
perception of service. Consequently, if the recommended fixed-route 
improvements are not implemented by January of 1984, it will be July, 1985 
before the implementation of the improvements can begin. Furthermore, in the 
event that RTD does cut back. service when the fare reduction program ends, it 
is very lik.ely that t~e fixed-route system serving Pomona Valley would be 
limit.ed to regional fixed-route service similar to the regional service 
proposed under Alternative 3. This could preclude implementation of the 
recommended system si nee the base system upon which the recommend.at i o.ns have 
been developed has been alt.ered. Therefore, at s.uch tim.e it will be 
necessary to decide upon an alternat.ive. system or operational plan. 

Third, the prospect of any increase in paratransit funding for demand­
responsive service in Pomona Valley is uncertain at this time. Currently, 
all available transit funds in Los Angeles County are apportioned among the 
transit operators by LACTC. The funds are apportioned according to a formula 
that uses re.venue vehicle miles and both l ink.ed and unl ink.ed passenger trips. 
There is also a maximum limit on funds apportioned to paratransit operators. 
The limit is currently Q.25 percent of total Section 9, Transportation 
Development Act, and St.ate Transit A.ssistance Act allocations. 
Unfort.unately, paratransit funding fn Los .A.ngeles County is already at the 
l i.mit and under the current limit Pomon.a Va 11 ey cannot e.xpect a.nY increase in 
the am·ount of funds that it currently receives. This could seriously 
jeopardize the implementation of the recommen.ded service plan's expanded 
demand-responsive s.e·rvices for the elderly and handicapped. However, the 
limit of 0.25 percent for paratransit funding was arbitrarily established by 
LACTC and could be revised at ariy time. In fact, this study provides LAC:n: 
the opportunity to assess its policy concerning paratransit funding. 

The final factor is whether Pomona Valley will be declared a separate 
Transportation Zone. With transportation zone status, the area may be able 
to qualify for federal and state funds necessary to support expanded transit 
services in Pomona Valley. Without such status, it is unlikely that the area 
could qualify for federal and state funds--the recommended service plan 
could not be implemented since no increase in overall service levels would be 
possible; only the fixed-route service portion of the plan could be 
implemented. LACTC has the responsibility for deciding whether Pomona Valley 
warrants Transportation Zone status. Declaration of such status will require 
a major pol icy decision by the Commission and, as a result, may tak.e tinie to 
be resolved. However, it is expected that the Commission will begin to act 
upon this matter sometime after completion of.this study. 

10.2 FIVE-YEAR PROGRAM FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF IMPROVEMENTS IN THE 
RECOMMENDED SERVICE PLAN 

A five-year prog·ram for implementation of the improveme_nts in the recommend.ed 
service plan was developed as part of the overall implemen·tation plan. T.he 
program (1) describes the staging of service and capital improvements; (2) 
presents estimates of the recommended system's total annual capital costs, 
operating costs, ridership, passenger revenues, and operating deffcits; and 
(3} defines responsibilities for implementation of the improvements in the 
recommend.ed service pl an. 
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10.2.1 Staging of Improvements 

Full implementation of the improvements in the rec·omme_nded service plan is 
pla_~_ned over a multi..;year perio:d beginning FY 1983/1984 and ending FY 
1987/1988. However, primary emphasis of i;h_e Jmplementation progra,m ha? been 
pl aced on the two-year pe_ri ad from FY 1983/1984 through FY 1984/1985. During 
this period, existing RTD fixed-route service in Pomona Valley would be 
redeployed and the existing elderly and handicapped deriiand-res·ponsive 
service would be expanded. Annual velii cl e inil es and hours of service under 
the recommended service plan are shown in Table 10-1. 

10.2 .. 1.1 Year One - FY 1983/1984 

During the first year of the program, it would first be necessary for the 
city councils of the four Pomona Valley cities to adopt the recommended 
service plan and implementation program. It would also be necessary to 
immediately address and resolve the institutional framework. for provision of 
transit service in Pomona Valley. ·The plan recommends the establishment of a 
joint powers agency for ownership of the local demand-responsive service. 
The joint powers agency could be established through expansion of the powers 
of the existing joint powers agency used for the provision of elderly and 
handicapped service in Pomona Va 11 ey or creation of a new agency; It is al so 
recommended that all fixed-route service continue to be provided by RTD. 
This includes both local and regional fixed-route service. In addit.ion to 
establishment of a joint powers agency for provision of local demand­
responsive service, a transit board of directors should be formed to provide 
policy direction for the agency. This board of directors would consist of 
members from each of the member cities. It may also be desirable for the 
board to include a representative from RTD. Following the establishment. of a 
joint powers agency and the forming of a board of directors, a request should 
be made from LACTC for designa.tion of Pomona Valley as a Transportat.ion Zone. 
This Transportation Zone designation is necessary for the agency to receive 
Transportation Development Act, State Transit Assistance, and Section 9 
funds. 

The first year of the five-year program al so i nc.l udes the implementation of 
the fixed-route service improvements of the_ recommended plan. The specific 
improvements are: 

• 

• 

Modify Line 187 to serve the planned Transcenter in 
Montclair. The modification consi.sts of the removal of 
the portion of the line and Towne Avenue between 
Foothill Boulevard and downtown Pomona, and the 
extensic·n of the line eas·t of Foo·thill Boulevard to 
Clareniont Boulevard, south to Sixth Street, and east 
across the Sa_n Bernardi no County 1 i n_e t_o the 
Transcer-ter. This new extension would operate at the 
same service frequency and during the s_ame days and 
hours 01' s_ervice as currently provided on Line 187. 

Extend _ine 480 to the Transcenter in Montclair via 
Indian Hill Boulevard and Sixth Street in .Pomona Valley. 
Line 480 currently terminates at the Indian Hill 
Shopping Center in Poinona. The frequency of service on 
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TABLE .10-1 

ANNUAL VEHICLE MILES AND HOURS 
OF SERVICE UNDER RECOMMENDED SERVICE PLAN 

Fixed-Route Demand-Reseonsive Total 
-"Vehicle Vehicle vehicle Vehicle vehicle Vehicle 

Program Year Miles Hours Miles Hours M11es Hours. 

FY 1983/1984 1,681,837 95,600 ti.A. 31,328 1,681,837 126,928 

FY 1984/1985 1,672,443 92,432 N.A. 54,202 1,672,443 146,634 

FY 1985/1986 1,672,443 92,432 N.A. 54,202 1,672,443 146,634 

FY 1986/1987 1,672,443 92,432 N.A. 54,202 1,672,443 146,634 

FY 1987/1988 1,672,443 92,432 N.A. 54,202 1,672,443 146,634 

.... 
0 
I 

.,. Source: Schimpeler· Corradino Associates. 
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the extension during peak periods and at night wciuld be 
the same as tlie existing line. Service during the base 
per·iod (1.e., 9.:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m. to 
8:00 p.m.) would be half the frequency as on the existing 
line. 

• • Modify L1 ne 482 to serve Towne Avenue and northern 
Claremont. This line currently operates along Holt 
Boulevard in Pomona and terminates at the Indian Hill 
Shopping Center. As recommended, it would be re-routed 
to turn south on Garey Avenue, east on Mission 
Boulevard, north on Towne Avenue to northern Claremont, 
east on Base Line Road, and south on Indian Hill 
Boulevard to Foothill Boulevard. At Foothi 11 Boulevard, 
buses would turn around and return along the same route. 
The portion of the line on Holt Boulevard between Garey 
and Indi·an Hill Boulevard w_ould be discontinued. This 
change would remove .th_e dupl ica_tion of service on t_hi s 
segment. Currently, Lines 482 and 484 operate along 
Holt Boulevard in_Po~ona. Th_e freque_ncy of service on 
the new rout 1 ng would be the sam_e as on t_he ex_i sti_n_g 
route. However, unl_1Je the e_~isting route, no night or 
weekend service would be provided on the portion of the 
new routes between downtown Pomona and northern 
Claremont. Instead; service wouiil terminate in the 
vicin.fty of Mission Boulevard and Gary Avenue· in 
downtown Pom_ona. 

• Pi scont 1 nue Lines 291/-293 and 192/194. Linder the 
reco_mmended plan, these lines would be disconti_nued a_nd 
replaced by modifications to existing routes or new 
routes. 

In iidd1t.1on to the route modificati_ons, the first year program ;_~eludes the 
implementation of two new routes. The new routes are described below: 

• NR-1 would provide north--south service along Garey 
Avenue betwee_n_ Fo·ot_hi 11 Soul evard a_nd Country Ro.ad 1 n 
Pomona wi t_h a west 1 eg a 1 ong Foothill and "D" Street 1 n 
LaVerne. Service on the new route would be operated at 
thirty-minute frequencies between the hour.s of 6:cio a.m. 
and 7;00 p.m., Monday through ·Friday, with no service on 
Saturdays and Sundays. 

• NR-2 ls a new route th.it would connect the Ca 1 i forn 1 a 
Polytechnical Institute at Pomona and the residential 
areas near Ganesha High School and between Mission and 
Phi 111 ps Soul evards wi ·.h downtown Pomona. The route 
would basically follow the same streets in these areas 
as existing lines 192 ~rd 194. Service on the new route 
would be operated at a thirty-minute frequency between 
the hours of 6:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday through 
Friday. No weekend service would be provided. 
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The fixed-route improvements i dent i fi ed above should be considered for 
imp l ementat.i on as soon as possible fo.11 owing the adoption of the recommended 
service plan. It is expected that because of the Olympic Games they can be 
implemented no later than January of this fiscal year. This could be 
difficult due to the public hearing process required for RTO route changes. 

No major demand-responsive system improvements are planned during the first 
year. The existing elderly and handicapped system and service level would 
remain in effect. The joint powers agency would initiate the recommended 
plan for expanding the areawide elderly and handicapped system to include 
more evening and weekend service. However, before the expanded service can 
be implemented, the agency will have to decide on a broker for provision of 
service. The broker wi 11 be responsible for the actual operation of the 
syste.m and c.ould be a private no.n-profit agency or a profit-making 
enterprise. Under the first type of b.rokerage operation, the joint powers 
agency could continue to contract with. Get About Transportation for provi si,on 
of service or execute a contract with a new private non-profit agency which 
co.uld be created by the agency and would file applications and purchase 
vehicles under the Section 16(b)2 program. This private nonprofit agency 
could provide the service directly or subcontract with a profit-making 
enterprise for the provision of service. T.he joint powers agency could as a 
second optio.n contract with a profit-making enterprise for provision of 
service. The contract would specify t_he type of service to be provided a.nd 
arrangements for equi p_ment to be used in the pro vision of service. The 
equipment used could be either owned by the private concern or leased from 
the agency. If t.he agency elects to purchase its own equipment and lea.se it 
to th.e broker, capital grants wil 1 need to be prepared and su.bmitted for the 
equip_ment required during year t:,io of the implementation program. 
Development of vehicle specifications would then need to be undertaken. 

Ouri ng the first year of tile program, a tota 1 of approximately 127,000 
vehicle hours of service would be operated annually by bot.h the fiJ<ed-route 
and demand-respoQsive syst,ems. This total includes 96,000 ve.hicle hours of 
fixed-.route servi c:e and 31,000 vehicle hours of dem,and-respon si ve service. 
Vehicle mil es of service were not estimated for the demand,-responsi ve syste_m, 
th.ere fore, t.he estimate of tota 1 system mil e.s in.cl ude.s fixed-route service 
only. It is estimated that approximately 1,700,000 vehicle miles of fixed­
route servic:e will be operated during the first program year. This assumes 
that the fixed-route service improvements described earlier will be 
implemented by January of next year. 

The implementat.ion program provides for no capital improvements during the 
first program year. The new routes, route extensions, and other fixed-route 
service improvem_ents would be implemented using existing equipment. 

10.2.1.2 Year Two - FY 1984/1985 

The second year program of improvements is concerned primarily with demand­
responsive service for the elderly and handicapped. All fixed-route service 
improvements would have been completed during the latter half of the first 
year. The second year assumes con ti nuat ion of the routes and fixed-route 
service levels from the first year. 
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Service fo,r th.e elderly a.nd handicapped would be expanded from six to seven 
days a weelt.. Hours of service would be from 6:00 a.m. to 7:30 p.m. This is 
a.n fnc,rease of two hours daily over existing service hour.s. Service hours on 
Saturdays and Sundays w.ould be the same as on week.days. The system would 
continue to operate on a many-to-many basis and connect. with RTD lines which 
ar·e handicapped accessible and with other demand-responsive systems in the 
region; 

The first ma.jor capital improvements could occ:ur during year two of t.he 
program. fhis will, however, clepend upon the decision concerning ownership 
of equipment usl!d in the provisie>n of demand-responsive service for the 
elderly and handicapped. If the joint powers agency elects to contract with 
a profit-mak.ing enterprise for provision of service using vehicles owned by 
the agency and leased to the private operator, purchase and delivery of 
thirt.een new vans with wheelchairs would occur during this program year. 
Lik.ewise, if the agency contracts with a new private non-profit agency, which 
files for Section 16(b)2 funds, purchase and delivery of thirteen new lift­
equipped would also be programmed this year. In addition to the vehicles, 
necessary supporting equipment and facilities would be necessary. With the 
delivery of the new vehicles, the expanded elderly and handicapped service 
could be implemented. These capital i,mprove.ment requirements would be 
eliminated if the agency elects to continue the contract with Get About 
Transportation or contracts with· a private ent.erprise for provision of 
service using vehicles owned by that private concern. 

Vehicle hours of service operated annually by both the. fixed-route and 
demand-responsive sYstem is estimated to total approximately 140,000 during 
the second .year of the program. This est.imate represents the first full year 
of operations under the recommended plan and includes 92,000 vehicle hours of 
fixed-route service and 54,000 hours of demand-responsive service. Vehicle 
miles of service were not estimated for the demand-responsive system, 
therefore, the estimate of total system miles includes only the estimated 
1,700,000 mil es of fixed-route service. • 

10.2.1.3 Years Three Through Five - FY 1985/1986 Through FY 1987/1988 

No improvements are planned during t.he final three years of the 
implementation program. All service and capital improvements in the 
recommended service p 1 an would have be.en imp 1 emented by the end of the second 
program Ye.ar·. Therefore, the fi na 1 three program years ca 11 for a 
contin.uation of the level of service implemented during Year two. However, 
th.e level (lf se,rvice may need to be re-evaluated with changes in ridership. 
A program for monitoring such changes is recommended in the. second chapter of 
this report. 

10.2.2 Annual Capital and Operating Costs 

Annual capital and operating costs were estimated for each year of the five­
year program developed for implementation of the recommended service. 

10.2.2.1 Capital Costs 

Annual capital costs for the recommended system are listed in Table 10-2. 
The costs are stated in escalated dollars in the Year the eicpenditures are 
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TABtE 10-2 

ANNUAL CAPITAL COSTS OF RECOMMENDED SERVICE PLAN 
(ESCALATED DOLLARS) 

FY 1983f1984 FY 19840965 FY 1985/1986 FY 1986 1987 FY 1987 l1988 
Ca~ital Items NIJTlber Total Cost Numbe_r Total cost Nllllber Tota 1 Cost um r o a OS Number iota-I cost 

Vehicles 

Vans:: Demand-Responsive 
Service 0 $0.00 13 $255,810 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 

·Wheelchair Lifts 0 0.00 -13 30,108 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 $0.00 .... 
Service Vehicles 0 o.oo 28,950 0 0.00 0 _ 0.00 0 $0.00 0 

I 
ex, 

SUBTOTAL $0.00 $284,868 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

Faci 11ties 

tlai ntenance (per sq. ft.) 0 $0.00 3,900 $451,620 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 0 $0.00 

Office (per sq. ft.) 0 0.00 1,250 86,850 0 0,00 0 0.00 0 0.00 

SUB'fOTAL $0.00 $538,470 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

MOintenance Equipment/Parts 0 $0.00 13· $15,054 0 $0.00 0 So.oo 0 $0.00 

Conmunications· Egui~nt 

Fixed Equipnent $0.00 s 5,790 0 $0.00 0 So.oo 0 $0.00 

Mobile Equipnent 0.00 13 22,581 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 o.oo 
SUBTOTAL $0.00 $ 28,371 $0,00 $0.00 So.oo 

TOTAL $0.00 $866,763 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

Sour.ce: Schfmpeler·Corrad1no Associates. 
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expected to occur. They are based on the 1983 unit cost estimates and 
estimated capital requireme.nts identified in the previous ci,apte.r. Capital 
requirements for th.e recommended system were e.stimated ba.sed on th.e 
ass~mption t.h.at t.he joint powers ~gency would own the del!land-responsive fleet 
and t.hat RTD would provide the fi.xed-route service with t.he e.xisting fleet 
and facilities. The agency would be responsible for purchasing all vehicles 
and supporting equipll)_!!nt and fac:il ities necessary to operate the demand­
responsive service. These vehicles could then be leased out to the broker 
under contract for operation of the service. However, the joint powers agency 
could, on the other hand, contract for serVice with ownership of the vehicles 
by the broker. In th.is case, no capital costs would be inc(ir·red i-il the 
agency. 

The capital improvement program schedule was formulated in ac~ordance with 
the staging of the service improvements in the five-year implementation 
program. The program recommends the implementation of expanded service to 
the elderly and handicapped during FY 1984/1985. Therefore, all vehicles and 
supporting equipment and fac1l ities necessary to operate the expanded 
service have been scheduled for implementation during FY 1984/1985 or year 
two of the five-year program. Capital costs in the second year are estimated 
to total $867,000, including $285,000 in vehicles; maintenance and office 
facilities at a cost of $538,000; $15,000 in maintenance equipment and parts; 
and $28,000 in communications equipment. 

No capital improvements are scheduled for implementation during any of the 
other program years. The first program year would not include any capital 
improvements since the existing service to the elderly and handicapped would 
continue to be o·perated by Get About Transportation. During the .final three 
years of the five-year program, the number of vehicle hours of service 
provided by the demand-responsive system are expected to remain at the same 
level as year two. Therefore, no additional vehicles will be required. 

10.2.2.2 Operating Costs 

Annual operating costs for the recommended system for each year of the five­
year program are shown in Table 10-3. The costs are based on the cost rat.es 
previously used for the evaluation of the service alternatives and the number 
of vehicle hours and miles of service programmed over each year of the five­
year period. The cost rates used varied by type. of service (i.e., fixed­
route or demand-responsive). For fixed-route servfce, RTD operating costs 
per vehicle mile weN! used in estimating annual operating costs of the 
recommended system. Operating costs of the recommended demand-responsive 
system were estimated using the cost per vehicle ho.ur rate for brokerage, of 
service through private. eriterpri se. The cost rates used represent FY 
19.82/1983 costs and were escalated to represent the effects of future 
increases in wages, fuel and oil, and equipment maintenance costs. RTD 
inflation factors :we·re used to escalate the FY 1982/198.3 cos:t rates to the 
appropriate year of implementation. 
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TABLE 10-3 

ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS OF RECOMMENDED SERVICE PLAN 
(ESCALATED DOLLARS) 

Prog.ram fixed Demand-
Year Route Responsive Total 

198,3/1984 $5,987,340 $ 807,949 $6,795,298 
1984/198,5 6 ,32!,8}5 1,348,004 7,669,839 
1985/1986 6,689,772 1,424,971 8,114,743 
1986/1987 7,191,505 1,533,375 8,724,880 
1987/1988 7,559,442 1,611,425 9,170,867 

So(irce; Sch1nipel er•Corrad1 no Assoc1 ates. 

As shown 1n Table 10-3, total annual ope·rat1ng costs are est1mat.ed to 
1 ncrease from $6,800,000 1 n FY 1983/1984 to $9,200,000 1 n FY 1987 /1988. 
Annual operating costs of the fixed-route system are estimated to increase 
froin $6,000,000 to $7,600,000 over the ffve-year period. During the same 
period, operating costs of the demand-responsive system are estimat.ed to 
inc·rease from $800,000 1n FY 1983/1984 to $1,600,000 1n FY 1987/1988. 

10.2.3 Annual Ridership and Revenue 

An·nual ridership and passenger revenues were also estimated for each year of 
the five-year program. The estimates were developed 1n accordance with the 
staging of the service improvements and the level of servic.e to be provided 
during each year of the program. Ridership for the recommended system over 
the five-year program pei'1 od is assumed t.o para 11 e 1 popul at 1 on growt.h 1 n 
Pomona Valley. Poiulat1on growt.h projections developed for Pomona \/alley l:>y 
the Southern Ca 11 forn i a Assoc fat ion of Governments were used to develop the 
forecasts of annual ridership .. The projections indicate modest increases in 
population for.the next five years. • 

Actual r1dersh1~ and passenger revenues realized under the five-year program 
will depend to a large extent upon the fares charged by the fixed-route and 
demand-responsive systems. As sho,.n by the results of the sensitivity 
analysis of fare· impacts conducted ea.·1 ier for the recommended service plan, 
increases 1n fares will result 1n su·Jstantially lower ridership levels and 
increased pas,senger revenues. The 11creased passenger revenues can. in turn 
lower operating deficits to be funced from revenues from outside sources. 
Consequently, 1t 1s important for financial planning purposes to have 
rea li st1 c est 1mates of passenger revo,nues. For this reason, annua 1 r1dersh1 p 
and revenue for each program year titre est1,mat.ed under t.hree different f~re 
scenarios. The first scenario assumes no fare increases over the next five 
years. The second scenario assumes moderate fare increases, beg.inning with 
an 1 ncrease 1 n the base far·e for the f1x·ed-route system from $0. 50 to $0. 75 
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at the end of the Proposition A Fare Reduction Program in FY '1985/1986. 
Annual increases to $0.85 in FY 1986/1987 and to $0.95 in FY 1987/1988 are 
assumed in order to account for expected future inflationary costs. This 
scenario also assumes that the fare for the demand-responsive system would 
increase from $1.00 to $1.50 in FY 1985/1986, with annual increases to $1.65 
in FY 1986/1 987 and to $1.80 in FY 1987/1988. The third scenario assumes 
steep fare increases over the next five years for the fixed-route system, 
beginning with an increase in the base fare from $0.50 to $1.00 in FY 
1985/1986 and annua 1 increases to $1. 15 in FY 1986/1987 and to $1. 30 in FY 
1987/1988. These fares used in the implementation program are based on 
realistic assumptions ·of what is expected today. The actual fare incre~ses, 
if any, will ultimately depend. upon the amount of disc.retionary funding 
allocated for fart:! subsidies by the Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission. Nevertheless, the fare scenarios analyzed do show the effects on 
ridership, revenue·s, a.nd operating deficits of a range of fare polfry 
assumptions. 

10.2.3.l Ridership 

Annual ridership for the recomme.nded system for each year of the five-year 
program is shown in Table 10-4. Includedin the table is a comparison of 
estimated annua.l passenger boardings for th.e recomme.~d.ed system under the 
three. assumed fare scenarios. A break.down of the total system ridership into 
fixed-route and demand;;responsive ridership is also included. Revi'ew of the 
results of this comparison i ndi c.ates that: • 

• Without any increase in t.he e.xisting fare structure, 
a.nnual ri.dership fo; th.e tota.l system w.ould increa.se 
from 2,369,000 in FY 1983/1984 to 2,724,000 in FY 
i987/1988, an increase of approximately fifteen percent. 
During the same period, annual rfdership for the fixed­
route system would i.r1crease from 2,267,000 to 2;39b;o·oo 
or by five percent. Dema.nd-respon.sive system ridership 
would increase from 102,000 to 334,000 annually, an 
in.c.rease of over threefold. Th.e reason. for th.e .. large 
i.ncreases in dema_nd-,responsive system ridE!rship is that 
the system would. not bl:! iJ!1plemented until the second 
year of the program. At that time, service would be 
greatly expa_nded and ridership wou.ld. more. than triple 
over the previous year's level. Modest increases are 
predicted for the final three years of the program. 

• With moderate fare increases, total annual ridership 
would decline from 2,369,000 in FY 1983/1984 to 
2,332;0□-o 1n FY 1987/1988, a decline of almost two 
percent. Annual ridersh.ip for the fixed-route system 
would decrease from 2,267,000 to 2,043,000 or by ten 
percent over the same period. On the. other hand, demand­
responsive system ridership would more than double, 
increasing from 102,000 in FY 1983/1984 to 289,000 in FY 
1987/1988. The reason for the contrasting ridership 
projections for the demand-responsive system is that the 
ridership losses from the fare increases in the final 
three years of the program are not great enough to offset 
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TABLE 10-4 

ANNUAL RIDERSHIP OF RECOMMENDED SERVICE PLAN 

No Fare Increasesl Moderate Fare Increases 2 , 3 , 4 Steee Fare Increases 2 .~ 1 5 
Program Fixed- Demand- F1xed- Demand- Fixed- Demand- • 

Yllil[ Route Reseons1ve Total Route Res eons 1 ve• Total Route Reseonstve Tota] 

FY 1'983/1984 2,267,308 101,700 2,369,008 2,267,308 101,700 ,2·,369 ;008 2,267,308 • 101.,700 2,369,008 

FY 1984/l985 2,305,852 321,984 2,627,836 2,305,852 321,984 2,627,836 2.,305 ,852 321,984 2,627,836 

FY 1985/1986 2,333,522 325,848 2,659,370 2,100,700 293,263 2,393,433 1,866,818 293,263 2 ,160.,081 

FY 1986/1987 2,361,524 329,758 2,691,282 2,067,987 290,847 2,358,834 1,832,543 290,847 2,123,390 

FY 1987 /1988 2 ,389.,862 333,715 2,723,577 2,042,576 289,039 2,331,615 1,806,315 289,039 2,095,354 ... 
0 
I 
;;;i Based on a constant of 50¢ base fare for the fixed-route system and a $1.00 fare. for the demand-r~ponsive system. 

28ased on SCAG growth projections of 1. 7 percent annually between 1980 and 1985 and 1.2 percent annua·lly between 1985 and 1988. 

31lased on a 75¢ base for the fi.xed-route system beginning FY 1985/1986 with annual increases to 85,t in FY 1986/1987 and to 95,t 
t.n 19!:S7/1981l, and a $1.60 bas" fare for the demand-respppsive system with annual increases to $1.65 in 1986/87 and to $1 80 
in 1987/191!8. •• • • • • 

4Assumes a fare elasticity of demand of -0 .. 20 .. 

5Based on a $1.00 base fare for the fixed-route system beginning FY 1985/1986 with annual 1ncreases to $1.15 in FY 1986/1987 
and to $1.30 1n FY 1987/1988; fares for the demand-responsive system would be the same as under the moderate fare assumptions. 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 
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t.he huge increase in ridership experienced in the s.econd 
year of the P.rogram when th.e expanded system is 
imp 1 emented. The recoll)lllended fixed-route system, on the 
other hand, wi 11 be imp 1 emented duri hg the first program 
year; .hence, the. ridership increases are more modest 
during the first. two program years before the fare 
increases are implemented. Thereafter, the ridership 
gains made during the first two program years are lost 
due to the reduced ridership resulting from the fare 
increases. Moreover, a.nY annual growth in riqe,rship due 
to inc.reases in population and employment is not great 
enough to offset the ridership loss from the fare 
i ncr·eases. 

• With steep fare increases, annual ridership for the 
total system would decline from 2,369,000 in FY 
1983/1984 to 2,100,000 in FY 1987/1988, a decline of 
269,000 passengers or eleven percent over the five-year 
period. During the same period, fixed-route system 
ridership would decrease from 2,267,000 to 1,800,000 
annual passenger boardings. This represents a decrease 
of about 21 percent. Ridership for the demand-
responsive system under thi·s fare scenario would be t.he 
same as under tile mo.de rate fare increases s i nee the 
fares changed would be the sam·e under both scenarios. 

10 .. 2.3 .. 2 Revenues 

Table 10-5 presents the results of a comparison of potential passenger 
revenues and estimated operating deficit~ for the recommended system for .each 
year of the five,-year program und_er the three assumed fare scenarios. 
Operating deficit is the portion of operating" costs not covered by passenger 
revenues collected from the farebo.x. Th.e opera~i'ng deficit i.ncurred by the 
system must be met by revenues fro111 outside funding s~urces. This comparison 
o.f passenger revenues and operating deficits establis.hed the b.asis for 
development of a financing plan for the recomm.ended system which is to be 
discussed later in this chapter. The important findings from this comparison 
are that: • 

• Without anY inc·reases in fares, the operating deficit 
for tile recommended system wi 11 increase froin $5,489,000 
in FY 1983/1984 to $7,547,000 in FY 1987/1988, an 
increase of almost 38 percent. This is based on 
increases in passenger revenues from $1,326,000 to 
$1,624,000 compared to increases in operating costs from 
$6,796,000 to $9,171,000. In short, operating costs for 
the total system are expected to increase by 35 percent 

• over the next five years while passenger revenues are 
expected to increase by only ~2 percent. During the sa.me 
five-year period, the ope,rati,ng deficit for the fixed­
route. syst.em is estimated to increase from $4,763,000 to 
$6,269,000 or by 32 percent, while the. deficit for the 
demand-responsive sYsteril is estimated to increase from 
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ProgramLYear 

FY 1983/1984 

FY 1984/1985 

FY 1985/1986 

FY 1986/1987 

FY 1987/1988 

ProgramLYear 

FY 1983/1984 

FY 1984/1985 

FY 1985/1986 

FY 1986/19_87 

FY 1987 /1988 

Program.LY..ear 

FY 1983/1984 

FY 1984/1985 

FY 1985/1986 

FY 1986/1987 

FY 1987/1988 

TABLE 10-5 

Al~ilUAL PASSENGER REVEi!UES AliD OPERATING DEFICITS 
OF RECOMMENDED SERVICE PLAN 

No .Fare Increases 
Passenger Revenue O_pera'f.,ng Def, c, t 

rR DR Total FR DR Iota I 

$1,224,346 $101,700 $1.,326 ,046 $4,762,994 $ 706,249 $5,469,243 

1,245,160 321,984 1,567,144 5,076,675 1,026,020 6,102,695 

1,260,102 325,858 1,585,950 5,429,670 1,099,123 6,528,793 

1,275,223 329,758 1,604,981 5,916,282 1,203,617 7,119,899 

1,290,525 333,715 1,624,240 6,268,917 1,277,710 7;546,627 

Moderate Fare Increases 
Passenger Revenue • • Ope ta ti no Beficit 

f-R DR iota I ~R ll iota I 

$1,224,346 $101,700 $1,326,046 

1,245,160 321,984 1,567,144 

1,701,138 439,894 2,141,032 

1,902,548 479,898 2,382,446 

2,103,853 520,270 2.,624,123 

$4,762,941 $ 706,249 $5,469,243 

5,076,675 1,026,020 6,102,695 

4,988,634 985,077 5,973,711 

5,288,957 1,053,477 6,342,434 

5.,455 ,589 1,091,155 6 ;546, 744 

Steep Fare Increases 
Operating Defi.cit Passenger Revenue 

FR_ DR Total FR DR. _ Total 

$1,224,346 $101,700 $1,326,046 $4,762,994 $ 706,249 $5,469,243 

1,245,160 321 ;984 1,567,144 5,076,675 l;Cl26,020 6,102,695 

2;Di6,163 439,894 2,456,057 4,673,609 985,077 5,658,686 

2,272,353 479,898 2,752,251 4,919.,152 1,053,477 5,972,629 

2,528,841 520,270 3,049,111 5,030,601 1,091,155 6,121,756 

FR - Fixed-route. 
DR - Demand-responsive, 

Source: Sch impel er• Corradino Associ atPs. 
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$706,000 to $1,278,000, cir by 81 percent. This large 
percentage increase for the demand-responsive system is 
due to greatly expanded service that would be provided. 
It is evident from this analysis of.passenger revenues 
and operating deficits that the increase in revenues 
from ridership growth alone will not be able to k.eep pace 
with the expected rise in operating costs. Unless 
sources of outside revenues are di scovere_d, fares wi 11 
h_ave to be increased and t_he level of service reduced_. 

• With moderate fare increases over the five-year pr·ogram 
period, the d-ifference between no fare increases and 

• moderate fare increases is an increase of.$1,078,000, or 
twenty percent, in the total deficit rather than 
$2,078,000, or 38 percent. Under this fare scenario, 
the. t,otal operating qefiGit would increase from 
$5,469,000 in FY 1983/1984 to $6,547,000 in FY 
1987/1988. This is ba_seci on increc1_~~-s i~ passenger 
reve~ues from $1,326,000 to $2,624,000, or a total of 
$1,298,000, compared to an ·increase in operating costs 
from $6, 796., 000 to $9,171,000, or a tota 1 of $2,375,000. 
At the same time, the operating de.ficit for the fixed­
route system is estimated to increase from $4,763.,000 to 
$5,456,000 or by fifteen percent, whi 1 e the deficit. for 
the demand-responsive system is estimated to increase 
from $706 ,.000 to $1,091,000, or by 54 percent. These 
deficit increases are significantly less than the 32 
percent and 81 percent increases estimated for the 
fixed-route and demand-responsive systems, 
re·spe·ct i ve ly, under the no fare i nc:rease scenario. 
However, eve_n with tbe mod_e_rate fare increases, a large 
o·perating deficit will remain. This deficit 111ust be_met 
by revenu·es from outside funding sources or th_e level of 
service wi 11 ·have to be. reduced. 

• With steep fare increases, tota 1 passenger revenues 
would increase from $1,326,000 in FY 1983/1984 to 
$3,049,000 in FY 1987/1988. Compared to an operating 
cost increase from $6,796,000 to $9,171,000 over the 
same period, the increase in the total operating deficit 
will amount to $653,000, or twelve percent. This 
defic.it increase is far below the $2,078,000 deficit 
noted under the no fare increase scenario or the 
$1,078,000 deficit under t_he moderate fare increase 
scenario. Likewise, the operating defi d ts for the 
fixed-route system would also be less. The deficit for 
the fixed-route system_ under this sGenari o would 
increase from $4,763,000 to $5,031,000 over the five­
year period. This represents an increase of $268,0_0Q, 
or six percent, compared to increases of 32 and 15 
percent under the no fare and moderate fare increase 
scenarios, respectively. The operating deficit increase 
for the demand-responsive system would be the same as 
under the mode.rate fare i ~crease scenario si nee the 
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change in fares would not differ. The outcome of this 
final analysis of passenger revenues and operating 
deficits is that the deficit can be reduced with steep 
fare increases; however, the reduction is at the expense 
of losses in ridership even though the losses are not 
great enough to reduce overall passenger revenues. 
These ridership losses wi 11 however necessitate cutbacks 
in service which will cause further ridership declines. 

10.2.4 Implementation Responsibilities 

Responsibilities for implementation of the recommended service plan are 
identified in Figure 10-1. This figure lists the major strategies necessary 
to implement the recommended plan and identifies the agencies responsible for 
irnplem·entation of each strategy. Most of t_he responsibilities would be 
shared by the individual Pomona Valley cities, t_he new joint powers agency, 
and RTD. Other agencies with implementation r·esp·on_sibilities include the Los 
Angeles County Transportation Commission (LACTC), San Bernardin.o Association 
of Governments (SANBAG),. Southern California Ass.ociation of Governments 
(SCAG), Get About Transportation or the new demand-responsive service 
brok.er, and OMNITRANS. L.ACTC would have primary responsibility fe>r 
establishment of a transportation zone in Pomona Valley. SANBAG and OMNITRANS 
l!'Ould have responsibility for coordination of routes and schedules of the 
OMNITRANS system with the RTD lines that are planned to serve San Bernardino 
County .. Get About Transpc,rtation or the new brok.er would share in the 
responsibility for expanding service to the elderly and handicapped 
residents of Pomona Valley. 

10. 3 FINANCING OF RECOMMENDED SERVICE PLAN 

In addition to the implementation progr·am, a five--year plan for financing the 
recommended system was developed as part o.f the overall implementation pla_n. 
The financing plan includes projected es·timates of annual capital and 
operating costs and of passenger revenues from the recommended system. It 
also identifies outside sources for financing the system an_d provides 
estimates of available capital and operating assistance. The equity of 
service in relation to Proposition A funds received by the individual Pomona 
Valley cities is also evaluated. 

10.3.1 Estimated Financial Resources 

Assistance in financing the recommended service plan i.s available from 
federal, state·, and local sources. Section 9 program funds from the Urban 
Mass Tra"sportation Administration (UMTA) are the primary source of federal 
assistance available. Howeve.r, some assistance in financing transportation 
for the elderly and _handicapped is available under social serv_ice programs 
administered by the Department of Health and Hu.man Servi_ces (HHS). Other 
sources of federal assistance include Section 3 and 16(b)2 program funds from 
UMTA. These two federal programs provide discretionary fu·nds for transit 
capital improvements. However, since the funds are allocated on a 
df scret i onary basis, they cannot be relied upon for fi nanc.i ng the recommended 
service plan and improvement program. Sources of state assistance include 
Transportation Development Act (TOA) and State Transit Assistance Program 
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(STA) funds.- Assist_ance under the former program can be used for financing 
both operating and capital expendi tur·es while assistance under the latter 
program can be used only for operating expenditures and capital improvements 
for rail projects. The primary local source of assistance is P.ropos it ion A 
funds. 

Estimates of the funds that may be available to Los Angeles County and Pomona 
Valley from the above sources are identified in Table 10-6. The five-year 
forecasts of Section 9, TOA and STA, funds were developed by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG) for purposes of this study. 
These funding forecasts assume that Pomona Va 11 ey wi 11 be declared a 
Transportation Zone by LACTC and that the 0 .. 25 percent maximum limit on funds 
apportioned to paratrans it operators wi 11 be removed. If these funding 
assumpt.ions do not prove to be co.rrect, then implementat.ion of the service 
levels in the recommended service plan could be seriously jeopardized. The 
forecasts of Proposition A funds were developed by LACTC. They reflect the 
amounts available to the cities. Estimates of available funds from federal 
social service programs for FY 1983/1984 were obtained from Get About 
Transportation and foreca_st to future years using inflation rates used by 
SCAG in forec_ast i ng funds from the ot_her sources. Appendix H contains 
memoranda from SCAG and LACTC regarding the development of the financial 
estimates. 

Review of available resources for Los Angeles County indicates that a total 
of $343 million dollars is poten.tially available for transit in FY 1983/1984 
from federal, state, and local sources. Thi.s total is expected to increas_e 
to $425 million in FY 1987 /1988. The largest single source of assistance. is 
Proposition A funds w.ith $54.4 million available to cities the county in FY 
1983/1984. Funds from Proposition A are estimated to increase to $66.l 
million in FY i987/1988. Assistance from federal and state sources is 
e.sti_mated_ to total $289 million in FY 1983/1984, increasing to $359 million 
in FY 1987/1988. 

Potential financial resources available for transit in Pomona Valley are also 
·shown in Table 10-6. Resources available from Section 9, TDA, a_nd STA 
sources were estimated based on vehicle hours operated a_nd pa_ssengers Carried 
annually u_nder the recommended service pl an developed for Pomona Va 11 ey. 
Funds from these sources are normally apportioned to transit operators in ~os 
Angeles County according to a form_ula that uses revenue vehicle miles (50 
percent), u_nlink.ed passenger trips (25 percent), and link.ed passenger trips 
(25 percent). However, for this st·udy, vehicle hours and passenger boardings 
were used in lieu of these formula variables. Proposition A resources for 
Pomona Valley were estimated on the basis of the ratio of population in 
Pomona Valley to the population of Los Angeles County. 

The resources available to Pomona Valley are estimated to total $4.4 million 
in FY 1983/1984 and increase to $6 million in FY 1987/1988. Of this total, 
Proposition A funds are estimated to account for $1.3 million in FY 1983/1984 
increasing to $1.6 mn"li_on in FY 1987/1988. This source is the largest 
single sou·rce of assistance for transit in Po_mona Valley. Sectio_n 9 fed_e.ral 
capital assi.stance ts estimated to provide $761,000 in funds in FY 1983/1984 
and increase to $1 million in FY 1985/1986 and remain at that level through 
FY 1987 /1988. Operating ass i.stance from the Section 9 program is estimated to 
total $573,000 in FY 1983/1984 and increase to $654,000 in FY 1984/1985 and 
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TABLE 10-6 

ESHHATEO ANNUAL FINANCIAL RESOURCES FOR TRANSH SERVICES 
1H LOS ANGElES COUNTY AND POMONA VAElEY 

Los Angeles County 
($1,ooo"sL 

Source FY 83[84 FY 84[85 FY 85[86 FY •86[87 FY 87[88 FY ·83/84 

UHTA Section 9 Capital Assistance $ 73,000 $ 83,000 $ 87,000 $ 87,000 $87,000 $ 761 

UMTA -Section 9 qper.ating As_sistance 55';000 55 ,ODO 55,000 ·55,000 55,000 573 

Transportation Development Act 138,000 150,000 163;000 176,000 187 ,ODO 1,438 

State Transit Assistance 23,000 25,000 25,000 28,000 30,000 240 

Social •Serv'1 ce Programs N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 88 

SUBTOTAL $289,000 $313,000 $330,000 $346,000 $359,000 $3,100 

Pr~position A 54 ;400 57,100 60,000 63,500 66,100 I, 310 

TOTAL $343,400 $37D, 100 $390,000 $409,500 $425,100 $4,410 

Source: Southern California Association of Goverrvnents. 
Los Angeles County Transportation Conmission'. -
Schimpeler·Corradino Associates. 

oFY 84[85 

$ 986 

654 

1,783 

297 

93 

$3,813 

_ l•, 380 

$5, 193 

- 1111 - - -

Pomona Va 1 ley 
1 000' s 

FY 85[86 FY 86[87 FY 87 [88 

$1,034 $1,034 $1,034 

654 654 654 

1,937 2,c192 2,222 

297 333 357 

99 105 109 

$4,021 $4,218 $4,376 

1,450 1,534 . 1,595 

$5,471 $5,752 $5,971 



remain at that level through FY 1987/1988. TOA and STA assistance is 
estimated to provide $1,438,000 and $240,000 in funds, respectively, in FY 
1983/1984: Funds from these two state sources is estimated to increase to 
$2,200,000 a.nd $357,000: respectively in FY 1987 /1988. The remaining source 
of transit assistance is .social service program funds for elderly and 
handicapped transportation. This source of assistance is expected to 
generate $88,000 in funds in FY 1983/1984 and increase to $109,000 by FY 
1987/1988. Collectively, all federal and state sources are estim.at.ed to 
provide $3.l million in assistance in FY 1983/1984 and increase to $4.4 
million in FY 1987/1988. 

The financial resources available for transit in Pomona Valley will be used 
to fund both the RTO fixed-route service and the local demand-responsive 
service operated by the joint powers agency. Lik.e the apportionment of 
Section 9, TOA, and STA funds among the transit operators in the county, it 
is assumed that all federal and state resources available for transit in 
Pomona Valley will be apportioned on a formula basis using eit.her vehicle 
miles or hours of service and passenger boardings. It is assumed that all 
local Proposition A funds will be used to support the operation of local 
demand-responsive se.rvice. Based on these assumptions and the. estimated 
annual number of vehicle hours and passenger boardings under the recommended 
service plan, annual financial reso~rces estimated for fixed-route and 
demand-responsive service for each year of the five-year program are shown in 
Table 10-7. 

Of the total federal and state financial resources available for transit in 
Pomona Va 11 ey, it is estimated that the fixed-route service apportionment 
wil l be approximately $2. 4 mi 11 ion in FY 1983/1984, co111parect to a de_mand-
respon s i ve service apportionment of alm.ost $700,000. The latt.er 
apportionment is estimated to increase to $1.2 million when the eipanded 
elderly and handic_apped demand-responsive service is implemented during FY 
1984/1985. By FY i987/1988, the fixed-route and demand-responsive service 
apportionJ!lents of federal and state assistance are estimated to total $2.9 
million and $1,4 million, respectively. In addition to the federal and state 
apportionments, $1.3 will be available locally from Proposition A funds. 
These funds are estimated to increase. to $1.6 million in FY 1987/1988. 
Including the Proposition A funds, total financial resources available for 
local de111_and-responsive service in Pomona Valley is estimated at $2 million 
in FY 1983/1984 and is estimated to increase to $3 million in FY 1987/1988. 

10.3.2 Five-Year Financing Plans for Capital and Operating Costs 

Based on the foregoing funding analysis and the estimated capital and 
operating Gosts of the recommended service plan, five-year plans for 
financing the capital and operating costs of the recommended plan were 
developed. The plans developed provide RTD a_nd the Pomona Valley policy 
mak.ers and residents with five-year forecasts of capital and operating costs 
and passenger revenues and an annual cash ffow analysis reflecting operating 
deficits, federal, state, and local funding requirements, and net deficits. 
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TABLE 10-7 

EST,IMATED ANNUAL flNAIICIAL RESOURCES FOR FIXEOaROUTE A~ID DEMAND RESPONSIVE 
SERVICE Ill RECOMMENDED SERVICE P.LAII , 

RTD Fixed-Route Service Local Demand-Responsive Serv.ice 
Source FY 83/84 FY 84/85 FY 85/86 FY 86/87 FY 87 /BB 

UJ,ITA Section 9 $ 610,718 $ 679,355 $ 712,095 
Captta:1 Assistance 

UMTA Section 9 460,130 450,175 450,175 
Operating Assistance 

Tr.ansportation Develop- 1,154,508 1,227,750 1,334,155 
ment Act 

State Transit Assistance 192,413 204,625 204,625 

social Service Prog".'ams 0 0 0 

SUBTOTAL $2,417,774 $2,561,905 $2,701,050 

Proposftion A N,A, N.A, N,A. 

TOTAL $2,417,774 $2,561,905 $2,701,050 

Source: Southern California Association of Governments. 
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission. 
Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 

$ 712,095 

450,175 

1,440,560 

229,180 

0 

$2,832,010 

N,A. 

$2,832,010 

FY 83/84 FY 84/85 FY 85/86 FY 86/87 FY 87 /88 

$ 712,095 $ 150,088 $ 307,017 I 321,Bi3 $ 321,813 I 32t,Bi3 

450,175 "13,080 203,445 203,445 203,445 203,445 

,1,,530,595 283,728 554;850 602,939 651,024 6%,713 

245,550 47,288 92,475 92,475 103,572 H0,970 

0 87,578 93,052 98,857 104,580 108,726 

$2,938,415 I 681,762 $1,250,839 $1,319,529 $1,384,434 $1,436,667 

N,A. 1,310,000 1,380,000 1,450,0QO 1,534,000 1,595,000 

$2;938,415 H,991,762 $2,630 ;839 $2,769,529 $2,918,434 $3,031 ;667 



10.3.2.1 Capital Cost Financial Plan 

Ta9le 10-8 presents t_he proposed fi~anc1ng plan for c_ap1t_al costs. Included 
in t_he table is the estimated annual total capital outlay, loan inter·est and 
amortization cost, federal and state capital funding requirements, and net 
local_ cost for each program year between FY 1983/1984 and FY 1987/1988 .. The 
total cumulative capital outlay over the five-year program is estimated at 
approximately $867,000 .. This cost. was then amortized at a ten percent 
interest. rate assuming a loan period of four years. Amo rt i zat ion of capital 
costs and loan interest amounts to approximately $273,000 annua1·1y. The 
period of amortization for the vehicles and equipment is based on the 
expected life cycle of vehicles. Amortization of the fixed facilities 
assumes the same loan period as for vehicles and equipment. 

Sources of capital assistance include UMTA Section 9 and TOA program funds. 
Ass1 st_ance from the Section 9 program can be used to fund up to eighty 
percent of the cost of capital improvements. The estimates of annual Section 
9 capital assistance shown in the financial plan represent eighty percent of 
the estimated annual cost of loan interest and amortization. No estimate of 
Section 9 capital assistance is shown for FY 1983/1984 since no capital 
expenditures would occur during this fiscal year. These estimates of Section 
9 capital assistance represent far less than the total annual apportionments 
of Section 9 assistance for demand-responsive ·service in Pomona Valley. The 
capital improvements programmed for implementation are not great enough to 
·utilize all of these funds available. The excess funds would be diverted 
back to the region. 

Assistance from the TOA program can be u_sed to fund both capital and 
o.perat 1 ng expenditures. Of the total TOA apportionment for trans 1 t services 
in Pomona Valley, at least fifteen percent must be alloca1;ed for capital 
assistance, while the remaining 85 percent can be used for operating 
assistance. However, the capital improvements programmed for implementation 
a_re not great enough to ut 11 i ze the a 11 ocated fifteen percent of the tot a 1 _ 
TOA ap·port 1 onment. The TOA assistance shown in the fi nanc.i al pl an represents 
the balance of assistance required after Section 9 capital assistance is 
subt_racted from the amortized cost and loan interest. The excess TOA capital 
funds available would be diverted back to the region. The estimates of TOA 
capital assistance shown in the financial plan represent fifteen percent of 
the total annual apportionment for demand-responsive transit service in 
Pomona Valley. 

Total cap1 tal ass1 stance from both the Section 9 and TOA programs 1 s 
estimated to amount to $273,000 annually between FY 1984/1985 and 1987/1989. 
No estimate of capital assistance is provided in the financial plan for FY 
1983/1984 because no capital improvements are planned. The estimated annual• 
assistance 1 s expected to fund the entire cost of loan interest and 
amortization of capital costs. The outcome of this financial plan is that 
the capital 1mprove111ents included in the recommended service plan w·111 result 
in no local cost to Pomona Va 1.1 ey res 1 dents. 

10.3.2.2 Operating Costs Financial Plan 

Financial plans for operating costs were developed for each of the three 
assumed fare scenarios (i.e., no fare increases, moderate fare increases, and 
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TABLE 10-8 

FINANCIAL PLAN FOR CAPITAL COSTS OF RECOMMENDED SERVICE PLAN 
(ESCALATED DOLLARS) • 

Item 

Estimated Total Capital Outlay 

Loan Interest and Amortization 
of Capita 1 Costs·2 

Potential Annual Capital 
Assfstance 

• UMTA Sec ti on 9 3 

• Transportation Develop-
ment Act' • 

• Total 

FY 83/84 

$ 

0 

$ 0 

0 

$ 0 

Estimated Annua 1 Local Cost $ 0 

FY 84/85 

$866,763 

$273,438 

$218,990 

54 ,448· 

$273,438 

$ 0 

1Does not i:nclude current outlays by Get About Transportation. 

FY 85/86 FY 86/87 

$ 0 $ 0 

$273,438 $273,438 

$218,990 $218,990 

54,448 54,448 

$273,438 $273,438 

$ 0 $ 0 

FY 87/88 

$ 0 

$273,438 

$218,990 

54,448 

$273,438 

$ 0 

28ased on an annual interest ra,te of ten percent with all facilities and equipment alll)•rti'zed over four 
years .. 

3Assumes Section 9 funds can be use.d to fund eighty percent of annual costs. 

4Assumes fifteen percent of TOA funds can be used for capital outlays. 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Assoctates. 



steep fare increases). This was necessary because the operating deficit to 
be financed usin·g federal, state, and local assistance w·ould vary under each 
scenario. The financial plans developed include estimated annual operating 
costs, passenger revenues, and operating deficits for each program year 
between FY 1983/1984 and FY 1987/1988. Estimates of federal, state, and 
local assistance needed to finance the operating deficits are also included 
along with the net annual operating deficits or surpluses after available 
funds are subtracted from the operating deficits. The net annual operating 
deficit or surplus is the most important line item included i_n the financial 
plan. 

It should be noted that the estimates of Section 9 assistance in the 
financial plans should represent 100 percent of the apportioned funds 
available to Pomona Valley for operating expenditures .. The estimates of TOA 
ass i.stance represent 85 percent of the total annual apportionment; the 
remaining fi f.teen percent of the funds are reserved for capita 1 expenditures. 
The estimates of STA assistance represent a 11 of the apportioned funds si nee 
there is no requirement that a certain portion be reserved for capital 
expenditures. 

No Fare Increase Scenario: The financing plan for operating costs under t_he 
assumption that fares would remain unchanged over the next five years is 
presented in Table 10~9.. It is estimated under this assu_mption th.at the 
total annual operating deficit would increase fro·m about $5.5 million in FY 
1983/1984 to $?.5 milrion in FY 1987/1988. Total annual operating assistance 
over the same period is estimated to increase from $3 .. 4 million in FY 
1983/1984 to $4.6 million in FY 1987/1988 .. This yields a total net annual 
operating defic-it ranging from about $2 million in FY 1983/1984 to $2.7 
million in FY 1987/1988. A breakdown of this last statistic by service type 
indicates that the net annual operating deficit of the RTD fixed-route system 
is estimated to inctease from $3.1 million to $4.2 million over the five-year 
period if fares are not increased. The current deficit of $3.1 million is 
being offset by Proposition A fare subsidies, however, this program is 
expected to terminate at the end of FY 1984/1985 in Ju.ly, 1985. Unless the 
subsidies are continued, some level of cutback in service can be expected. 
Unlike the fi xed,-route system, the l oca i demand-responsive system is 
expected to incur a net.operating surplus after available assistance is 
subtrac:ted from. operating defi_cgs. The surplus is e_xpected to increase 
from $1.l million in FY 1983/1984 to $1.3 million in FY 1987/1988. These 
surpluses are the result of local Proposition A monies, and unless the 
paratran sit fu_ndi ng limit on federal and state assistance is removed by LACTC 
in the future, the surpluses will not be realized. 

Moderate Fare Increase Scenario: Table 10-10 presents the financing plan 
for operating costs under the ass.umed scenario of moder·ate fare increases/ 
It 1.s estimated that under thi.s scenario the total annual operating deficit 
would increase from $5.5 million in FY 1983/1984 to $6.5 million in FY 
1987/1988. Over the same period, transit operating assistance and 
Proposition A funds are estimated to tncrease from $3.4 million to $4.6 
million. Therefore, with l)IOderate fare increases, t_he net annual operatin_g 
deficit after outside assistance is subtracted will decline from about $2 
million in FY 1983/1984 to ·$1.9 million in FY 1987/1988. However, a 
b_reakdown by service type shows that the net annu·a1 operating deficit of the 
RTD fixed-route will in stead show an increase from $3 .1 to $3. 5 mill ion over 
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TABLE 1:0-9 

FINANCIAL PLAII FOR OPERATING COSTS OF REC0MHEND[0 SERVICE PLAN WITH·NO FARE INCREASES 

Item FY __ 83/84 FY 84/85 __ ~ FY 85/86 -~- __ FY 86)87 FY 87/_88 __ 

Estimated Annua L.Qperat i n..9... Cos ts 
RTO Fixed~RoUte Service $5,987,340 $6,321,835 $6,689,772 $7 ,l.91,505 $7,559,442 

• Local Demand-Responsive Service 807,949 1,348,004 I ,424 ,971 1,533,375 1,611,425 . Total J6;1<is;2e9 ff,lilfg;njg lii,114",7.fJ w,12'l",aao l9,'i70,86i 

Potential Annual Passfil!.9_er Revenues 
' RTO Fixed...;Route Service SI ;224,346 $1,245,160 SI ,260,I02 SI ,275,223 Sl-,290,525 
•• Local Oemand-Respansive Service IOI, 700 32(,984 325;848 329,758 33h1_15 . Total IT;:f26,olf6 W,567,T.f4 IT,se!i',95ii W,6O4,981 lf,624,240 

l_s_t_i~ ted Annua 1 0~f51J.~.!L.0~!J.£i! 
• RTO Fixed~Rotit"e Service $4,762,994 $5,0lf,675 $5,429,670 $5,916,282 $6,268,917 
• Local Demand-Responsive Service 706,249 (6,026,020 I 099,123 1}:ff~!~~ . l,?.U ,110 . Total $5;469,243 ,To2 ,°6"95 1t:s·2s ,'f 93 17,546,627 

Potential Ann~pµatin..9...Ass 1 stance . RTO Fixed-Route·Service 
- UMTA Section 9 s 460,(30 $ 450,(75 s 450,175 s 450,175 $ 450;175 ...... - Transportation:Development Act 981,332 1-,043,587 1,134·,032 1,224',476 ·I ,301.,006 

0 - State Transit Assistance 192,418 204,625 204,625 229,180_ 245,550 I 
N - Subtotal Federal and State Assistance $1,633,880 IT;o¥,Jl!7 U .788,8]2 St ,903,831 Sl,996,731 
"' Local Demand-Responsive Serv,ice 

- UMTA Sect ion 9 s 113,080 s 203,445 s 203,445 $ 203,445 s 203,445 - Transportation OevelOpment Act 241,169 47i ,.622 5)2,498 553,370 587,956 - State Transit Assistance- 47,288 92,475 92,475 I03,572 JI0,970 - Social Service Pi-oorams 87.,578 93,052 98,857 ')04,580 108,726 
Subtotal FedE!r:a.J arid State ·Assistance $ 489.,:1'15 $ 860,594 $ 907,275 1"91, 4';'967 ·SI ,01'1-.097 • - Proposition A 1.,310,000 1,380,000 1,450,000 I ,534',0110 1 ;sgs·,ooo 
Subtotal Luca l Funds· SI ,799,)'15 $2,240,594 $2,357,275 l2~i lf.6U6;-m7 

Total RTO and Luca I Funds 
- UMTA Section 9 s 573,210 s 653,620 s 653,620 $ 653,620 $ '653,620 - Transportat-ion_ Development Act l·,222 ,501 1,515,209 l,646,5J0 I ,777 ,846 I ,881!, 962 - State Transit Assistance 239,706 297,IU0 297,I0U 332,752 356,520 - Socia,1 Service P.rograms 87,578 93,052 98,857 I04 ,580 JOB, 726 

Total Federa 1 and State Assistance $2 1) 22,,,995 JT;55TI~ S2 ,696, 107 ~BfiR,798 $3,007,828 - Proposition A 1,310,000 J..3ao,ouo 1,450,U00 l,534tooo I, 595 ,ooo 
Total ~Z,995 JT.')38,98r !4;1'46,107 f4,4oz,/9a $4,602,828 

Kt
Esti_m•t~ed_Net Annual 0peratin~ Deficit 

u:r:p_1µs _ 
RTO Fixed-Route Service. $3,129,1:14 $3,378,788 S3,64o,838 $4,012,451 $4·,272,186 
Local Demand-Responsive Service (1,092,866) (1,214,57.4) (1,258,15?) (1,295,350) n. 32a, 387 i 
Total ir;mi;~z.11,· 1r;nr,11, !7,-JR2"~' ST;717,llll •• lc';tl43;7'T9-

Source: Sch1mpeler-Corradino Associates. 



TABLE 10-10 

FJIIANCIAL PLAN FOR o0 ERATING COSTS OF REC0'1HENOEO SERVICE PLAN WITH JIOOERATE FARE INCREASES 

Item FY 83/84 FY 84/85 _ _J!_ll5/8_6 FY 86/87 FY 87/88 

Estimated Annual DQerating Costs 
• RTD Fixed-Route Service S5,987,340 S6 ,321 ,835 $6,689,772 S7 ,191 ;505 $7,559,442 
• Local Demand-Responsive Service 807,949 1,348,004 1,424,971 l_Ji]l,375 I ,HJ ,425 
' Total l6.795,289 Tf,669,839 ss,Ti4,743 lil,724·,880 lif, 170,867 

Potential Annual Passen~r-Revenues 
RTO Fixed-Route Service Sl,224,346 SI ,245 ,160 Sl,7ol,138 SJ ,902 ,548 S2 ,103,853 

• Local Demand-Responsive Service 
. Total -

101,700 
SI ,326 ,o46 

321,984 
U,561 ,144 

439,894 47.9,898 520,270 
S2,J41,o32 l2.Jil2~446 12,674-;123 

Estimated Annual O~eratlng Deficit 
RTO Fixed~Route Service $4,762,994 $5,076,675 $4,988,634 $5,288,957 S5 ,455·,589 

• local Demand-Responsive Service 706,249 $~;r6,020 985,077 I ,053',47.7 , ,o~• ·H~ Total $5,469,243 . ;t,g; l>,973,llT l6-,3ff,,H4 T&,; 6; 

Potential Annual O~erating Assistance 
._. RTO Fixed-Route Serv.ice 

? - UMTA Section 9 s 460; I 30 s 450,)75 s 450,175 s 450,)75 s 450,175 
N - TranSj)ol'tation OE!'velopment Act 981,332 1,043,587 ·,, 1·34 ,032 1,224,476 . l,301,006 
a, - State Transit Ass·1stance 192,418 204,625 204,625 229,JRO l 245,550 

- Subtotal Federal and state Assistance U ,633 ,880 St ,698,387 n.1s0,s32 $J ,903,831 s1 ,996,131 
• Luca 1_ ·oemand-ResP,onsfve Serv,ice 

- UHTA Section· 9 s 113,080 s 203,445 s 203,445 s 203,445 s 203,445 
- Tra~sportation Development Act 24),)69 471,622 512,498 553,370 587,956 
- State .Transit Assistance 47,288 92,415 92,475 103,572 110,970 
- Soci a'l Service P.rograms 81,578 93,052 98,857 104,580 108,726 

Subtotal Federa,l and State Assistance l 4R9, 115 $ 860,594 $ 907,275 $ 964,967 n;:on-;lllJT 
- Proposition A 1,310,000 SJ ,380,000 SI ,450,000 Sl,534,0UO SI ,595 ,ooo 
- Subtotal Loc_a 1 funds $),799,115 $2,240,594 $2,357,275 $2,498,967 $2,606,097 
Total RTO and Local Funds 
- UMTA Section 9 s 573,210 s 653,620 $ 653,620 s 653,620 s 653,620 
- TranspOrtation Development Act I ,222',501 1,515.,209 '1,646,530 ),7_77,846 J,888,962 
- State Transit Assistance 239,706 297,100 297,100 332,752 356,520 
- Social Serv.ice Programs 87,578 93,052 98,857 )04,580 108,726 

Tota-1 Federal and State Assistance lr.l7T,'1'95 ~imr 12,696,l_O/ $2,868,798 $3,00/.,828 
- Proposition A I ,3JO,OOO 1,380,000 1,450,000 1,534,000 1,595,000 

Total TT;Tiz,995 JJ,938,981 $4,146,107 ~TIJIJ $4,602,828 

Estimated Net Annual Operatin_g___Deficit 
(Surplus) - ---:-- ~---

, RTD fixed-Route Service S3,l29,114 S3,378,?88 $3,199,802 $3,385,126 $3,458,858 
Local Demand-Responsive Service (I ,092 ,866) (1,214,574) 11,372,198) (1,445,490) (1,514,942) 

, Tota,J \2,036,248 ,,-.TIT;nr rr;1rrr;-Gu4- H;TI9,6Jo n-;ir~;, 

Source: Schimpeler·Corradino Associates. 
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th.e five-year period. Nevertheless, this increase is well below that 
projected for th.e system wit.h no change in fares. Again, the local demand­
responsive system is expected to incu.r a net operating surplus. With 
moderate fare increases, this surplus is expected to increa.se by $400,000 
over the five-year period, or from $1. 1 mi 111 on in FY 1983/1984 to $LS 
mi 11 ion in FY 1987 /1988. Thi.s compares to a $200,000 increase under the no 
fare increase scenario. 

Steep .Eare Increase Scenario: The financing plan for operat.ing costs under 
the ·ass~um.ed steep fare increase scenario is presented in Table 10-11. Tota] 
a~.nuai operi!t.in·g deficits u.~der this scenario would increase from $5.5 
mi 11 ion in FY 1983/1984 to $6 .1 million in FY 1987 /1988, compared to an 
inc·rease in operating assistance from $3.4 million to $4.6 million over the 
same period. The net deficit after assis~ance is .s.ubtract.ed from t.he 
operating defic.it would decline from $2 million in FY 1983/1984 to $1.5 
million in FY 1987/1988 .. RTD would still incur a net operating deficit e~.ch 
year of the five year period. However, the ·deficit would be less than under 
the previous two fare sc.enarios. In fact, the deficit is estimated to 
decrease from $3.1 million to $3 million. The local demand,.responsive system 
would realize the same surplus as projected under the moderate fare increase 
scenarios since the fares would not change. 

10.3.3 Servfce Equity 

The issue of service equity f s import.a.nt to the acceptabi 1 i ty of the 
recommended serv·1ce plan as well as to its successful implementation, and as 
such it always generates a great deal of int.erest. However, it should be 
understood that the five-year service pl an primarily provides the over a 11 
framework. within which the actual specifics of opera.ti on are defTned as .. the 
actual implementation talc.es place step-by-step.. Therefore, it is only 
important that the service plan does not have major inequities that would be 
difficult to correct at the actual time of implementation. F(irtherriiore, it 
should be understood that the issue of equitability will be a continuous, 
ongoing problem. The joint power.s agency establi.shed in Pomona Valley will 
have to c.ontinually work. to ensure equitabflity of service. 

In order to determ.ine h.ow equitable the Proposition A funds would be in 
relationship to the level of service that would be provided to the individual 
cities (i.e., Pomona, Claremont, LaVerne, and San DiJ!las), vehicle hours of 
service provided to e.ach city under the recommended plans was estimated as a 
measure of service. Actually, bQth vehicle hours a.nd vehicle miles are 
directly related to the amount of service delivered, but it i ~ easier to 
identify the geographic distribution of vehicle hours t.han vehicle miles. 

In addition the estimates of vehicle hours by city, conipara.ble estimates of 
Proposition A funds by city were compiled and use to address the isslle of 
service equity .. The findfngs of this evaluation, which are shown in Table 
10-12, indicated the followfng: 

• Pomona would receive about 62 percent of the fixed-route 
~ervice and 53 percent of the demand-responsive service. 
Collectively, this amou~ts to 59 percent of the. service 
under the recommended pl an. By compari.son, the city is 
expected to receive 54 percent of the Proposition A 
funds. 
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TABLE 1.0-11 

FIHANClAL PLA~ FOR OPERATING COSTS OF RECOHHENOEO SERVICE PLAN WHH STEEP FARE INCREASES 

Item FY 8_3184 FY 84/8_5 FY 85/86 FY 86/87 

Estimated Annual O~erating Cos~~ 
RTO Fixed-Route Service S5,987 ,340 S6,32l,835 $6,689, 7.72 $7,,191,505 

• Local oemand-Responsive·service 807 .949 I ,34!!,004 1,424,971 1,533,375 
, Total • w,;gpag ~9,839 llf,n,r,m l!l, 724 ,880 

Potent ta 1 Annua 1 Passen~r Reve_ri_ues, • 
RTO Fixed-Route Service SI,224,346 SI,245,160 $2,016,163 $2,272,353 . Local Demand-Responsive, Service 101,700 32(,984 439 894 479,898 

, Tota 1 lT,326 ,046 li,567 ;144 12,456 :os7 l2,'i52,fil 

Estimated Annual Operating Deficit 
RTO Fixed-Route Servite $4,762,994 SS,076,675 $4,673,609 $4,919,152 

• Local Demand-Responsive Service 706,249 .l,026,020 985,077 I ,053 ,477 
, Total $5,469,243 1G:102,6'Js l5.6sa:686 Js:912 ,629 

Potential Annual O~erat1ng ~ssistanc~ 
RTO. Fixed-Route Service 

Uf1TA Section 9 $ 460, IJO $ 450,175 s 450,175 s 450,175 
- Transportation Development Act 981,332 I ,043 ,587 1,134,032 1,224,476 
- State Transit Assistance 192,418 204,625 204,625 229,180 
- Subtotal F,ederal and State Assistance $1,633 ;880 $1,698,381 $1,788,832 $(, 903-,831 
Local Demand-Responsive Service s 113,080 - UMTA Section 9 $ 203,445 $ 203,445 s 203,445 

Transpor.tation Oevelol)ment Act 24(,169 471,622 512,498 553,370 
- State Transit Assistance 47c,288 92,475 92,475 103,572 

Social Service Programs 87;578 93,052 98,857 104,580 
- Subtotal Federal and State Assistance $ 489,115 $_ 860,594 $ 90/ ,2/5 $ 964 I 967 

Propos 1 fion ~ 1,310,000 1 380 .QOO 1,450·,000 1,534 ,QOQ 
Subtotal loca 1 Funds $1,799,115 ~lf,594 $2,357,275 $2,498,%7 

Total RTO and Local Funds 
IJITA Section 9 $ ,573 ,210 s 653,620 $ 653,620 $ 653,620 

- Transportation Development Act 1,222 ;soi 1 .5~5 ,?09 I ,646 ,530 I, 777 ,846 
State Transtt Assistance 239,706 297 ,_(00 297,100 3~2,752 

- Socia 1 Service Programs 87,578 93,052 98,857 104,580 
- Total Federal and Stilte Assistance ~~ $2.,558, 961 12,696,107 l2,1!68,7M 

Proposition A 1 31Q_,OOO 1 380,000 
~

0,000 st..5lLll.QQ 
- Total «,i]2,99s 13:938,981 ,146,107 ,401,798 

Estimated Net Annual Operating Deficit lli'lilutl -----
RTO Fhed-:'Route Service $3,129,114 $3,37B,288 $2,884,777 $3,015,321 
Local Oemand•Respon~ive Service (1,092 ;866) (1,214,574) (1,372,198) (1,445,490) . Total ~2,036,24!i" 12,163,71.r- ~(,512,579 ff;56-9,8Jl-

Source: Schimpeler·Corradino Associates. 

- - - - - - - - - - - -

FY 87 /88 

$7,559,442 
1,611,425 

l9,110,B67 

$2,528,841 
520,270 

$3,049,Ill 

S5 ,030 ,601 
I ,091 1155 

$6,121,756 

s 450,175 
I ,301,006 

245,550 
$1 ,996,73( 

s 203,445 
587,956 
(10,970 
108,726 

SI ,Oli ,097 
1.525 ,Qlll!. 

$2,606,097 

s 653,620 
1,888,962 

356,520 
108,726 

$3,007,828 
J..5!15.Jlllll. 
$ l ,602' 1 82'8 

$3,033-,870 
(1,514,942) 
JT;5llr; 928 

- - - -
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lABLE 10-12 

lRANSIT SERVICE LEVEL BY CITY 
(VEHHll!E HOURS OF SERVICE) 

Service/ Pomona Claremont LaVerne San Dimas Total 
Funds Number .f>ercent Number ·Percent Num6er Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Fixed-Route 
Service 57,406 62.11 16,224 17.55 9,181 9.93 9,621 10.41 ·92,432 100.0 

Demand 
Responsiv.e 
Servi:Ce 28,722 52. 99 . 9,697 17 .89 • 6,851 12.64 8,932 16.48 54,202 100.0 --

.... Tota.1 Service 86,128 58.74 25,921 17 .68' 16,032 10;93 18,553 12.65 146;634 100.·0 
0 
I 

N 

"' 1'983/84 
Propos·i t.i on 
Funds $707,000 53.97 $238,000 18.17 $179,000 13.66 $186,000 14 ... 19 $1,310,000 100.0 

Source: Schimpe.ler·Corradi,no Associates 



• 

• 

• 

Claremont would rece.ive about eighteen percent of the 
total service under the recommended plan, and equal 
percentages of fixed-route and demand-responsive 
service. By comparison, the city would receive eighteen 
percent of the Proposition A funds for Pomona Va 11 ey. 

Laverne would receive almost ten percent of the fixed­
route s.ervice and thirteen percent of the demand­
responsiv·e serv·ice, or eleven percent of the total 
service under the. recommencled pl an. By comparison, the 
city would receive almost fourteen percent of Pomona 
Valley's Proposition A funds. 

San Dimas would receive over ten percent of the fixed­
route s_ervice and sixteen percent of t_he demand­
responsive service, or t_hirteen perc_ent of the total 
service u_nder the recommend_ed plan. By comparison, the 
city would receive about fourteen percent of the 
Proposition A funds for Pomona Valley. 

Based on these findings, it can be concluded that. the overall service equity 
of the recommended plan is good. There are no major inequities which would 
be difficult to correct at the time of the actual service implementation. 

10.4 OPTIONAL OPERATING PLAN 

The five-year program for implementation of the recommended service plan 
assume_s that a 11 of th_e 1 mprovements would have been imp l eJ!1entei;I by t_he 
second program year. Th_e re.ma 1 ni ng t_hree years of the program ca 11 s for a 
continuation of the level of service implemented during the previous program 
years. However, the cont i nuat 1 on of the fi xed.,.route system wi 11 depend upon 
what o_ccurs after the expiration of the Proposition A Fare Reduction Program 
in July, 1985, or the beg·1nning of FY 1985/1986. With the increases in fares 
expected at the end of the program, RTD may have to cut back. service in Pomona 
Valley unless LACTC continues to provide fare subsidies. The f1nanc-1al plan 
developed for the recommended s.ervice plan assuming a $0.75 base fare 
1 dentifi ed a $3. 2 mi 111 on net deficit in FY 1985/1986 after farebox revenues 
and federal, state, and local assistance had been subtracted from operating 
costs .. Even with a $LOO base fare, the net deficit would be $2.9 million in 
FY 1985/1986. These deficits must be offset with fare subsidies or service 
will have to be cut in Pomona Valley. The lines 111<.ely to be cut are the 
local lines operating exclusively within Pomona Va.lley or the non-regional 
lines. Historically, these lines have been some of the least cost-effective 
in the RTD system. Lines 111<.ely to be-cut in the recommended system include 
276, 185, NR-1, and. NR-2. The system remaining in Pomona Valley after the 
cut.back. in service would probably be a basic fixed route system consisting 
primarily of regional lines. 

During the development of service alternatives, an alternative was developed 
with a provision to cut back. service provided by RTD. This alternative 
should be the bas.is for improvements if RTD fs required to reduce service in 
Pomona Valley. At such time, RTD and the .joint powers agency would Jointly 
decide on the new fixed-route system to be operated in Pomona Valley. The 
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joint powers agency would also have to decide on some form of local service 
to sub st i tut_e for the service cut by RTD. This new local service could be an 
areawide demand-responsi11~ system, a hybrid type of demand-responsive 
s_ervi ce w·i th vehicles f o 11 owing fixed-route service pat terns during peak. 
hour and conventional demand-responsive ser,vice during off-peak. hours, or a 
continuation of fixed-route ser·vi ce with ownership by the joint p·owers agency 
rather than RTD. The new local service could be operated either by the joint 
powers agency or by contract through the private sector or RTO .. 

10.5 PILOT DEMONSTRATION PROJECT FDR GENERAL PUBLIC DEMAND-RESPONSIVE 
SfRVICE - -

The PMC elected to include in the implementation plan a pilot de.monstration 
project for a demand-responsive system for the general public. This course 
of act ion was talc.en because the PMC was reluctant to endorse any service pl an 
that includes general public demand-respons-ive service. without a test of its 
effectiveness in meeting the travel needs of the general public. Although the 
proj!!ct is not included in the recommended service plan, it is recommended 
for imp l e_menta ti on . 

The implementation and fi~ancing of the_ pilot demonstration project is 
discussed in this section. A description of the project is included in the 
discussion. 

10.5.1 Project Description 

The general public demand-responsive system recommended as a pilot 
demonstration project would be a multizonal system with a combinatjon miny­
to-many and ma_ny-to-few service. Pomona Valley would be divided into six 
service _zones, as shown in Figure 10-2. These zones were developed on the 
basis of census tracts, geo·graphic boundaries, freeways, fixed-route service 
coverage, and population. SerVic_e would pe operated on a many-to-many basis 
within each zone. All origins and destin_ations within the zone would be 
served. Outside the zone, service would be on a many-to-few basis (i.e., 
only a limited number of destinations would be served). These destinations 
would be limited to zonal transfer points established for ail six zone·s where 
vehicles from all zones would meet simultaneously and transfer passengers. 
Only one zonal transfer point.would be establshed for each zone. These zonal 
transfer points would represent central business districts or other major 
transit generators. The zonal transfer points shown in Fi gu·re 10-2 represe~t 
sample points. These points may change according to passenger ttave l 
patterns once the project becomes operat.ional.. Figure 10-3 shows existing 
major travel desires developed from the trip table for Pomona Valley. A 
comparison of the travel desires with the street system indicates lik.ely 
travel corridors between the major transfer points. In addition to these 
maJor transfer points, points would be established along each RTD line for 
transfer of passengers from fixed-route to demand-responsive vehicles. 
Transfer of passengers frol!l demand-responsive to fixed-route vehicles could 
occur at any designa·ted bus stop within the zone.-

Under the proposed system, passengers would request servi.ce by telephone. A 
centralized dispatching control center would be used for assignment of 
passengers to vehicles, process.ing of tours, and coordination of tl'aiisfers. 
The system would accept telephone request for both advance and immediate 
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se.rvice and for all trip purposes. Requests for immediate service would be 
responded to as soon as the request could be sched_uled on tours with other 
requests, but no more than sixty minutes from the time pick.-up is reques·t-ed. 
Requests for demand-responsive feeder services wi 11 be scheduled in • 
coordination with fixed-route services to assure that the demand-:responsive 
vehicles are in t,h_e right place at the right time. Passengers desiring to 
transfer from a fixe_d-route bus to a demand-responsive vehicle will not b_e 
reqµired to telephone for service. Transfers to den1and-responsive vehicles 
will be made by getting off the bus at designated transfer points. Demand­
responsive drivers will be. notified in advance of the scheduled bus arriva1 
whether they have to pick. up fixed-route transfer passengers and wil.1 modify 
their tours to meet the bus schedule. The number of vehicles scheduled to 
interface with fixed-route buses at transfer points wi 11 be periodically 
adjusted according to demand. 

The se.rvice would be provided six days a week. from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. A 
tot a 1 --1)f-fifteen--vehkles would operate Monday through Friday, thirteen 
vehicles wou_ld op~rate o.~ Saturday. No Sunday s_ervice would be provided._ 
These vehicles would op·erate for a total of 195 hours each week.day and 169 
hours on Saturday. Vehicle requirements and the number of vehicle hours of 
seryice provided to each of the six service zones established for the general 
public demand-responsive system are shown in Table 10-13. 

Source: 

TABLE 10-13 

LEVEL OF SERVICE OF PILOT DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

Zone 
1. 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

TOTAL 

Vehicle 
1 
4 
4 
1 
2 
3 

15 

Week.days 
.Vehicle. Hours 

13 
52 
52 
13 
26 
39. 

195 

Sch i mpe 1 er• Corra.di no A_s soc i ates. 

Saturdays 
Vehicles Vehicl• Hours 

1 13 
3 39 
3 39 
i 13 
2 26 
J 39 

13 169 

10.5.2 Project Staging 

Implemen·tation of the pilot dem·onstration project will depend on whether 
LACTC removes the 1 imit on para transit funding in Los Angeles County. 
Assuming that LACTC does increase paratransit funding, the project could be 
implemented as early as FY 1984/1985. Implementation will involve the 
development of bid specifications for brokerage of service, selection of a 
brok.er, a_nd t_he initiation of service. The project, as planned, would 
operate for a period of one year. During that time, the joint powers age_ncy 
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will be able to gain valuable experience with demand-responsive operations. 
This experience, combined with the residents' response to the system, should 
enable the agency to mak.e ii decision on whether to continue general public 
demand-responsive service. in Pomona Valley after t_he demonstration project 
is completed. 

10.5.3 Implementation Responsibilities 

The new joint powers agency wou.ld implement the pilot demonstration project. 
However, the fndividual Pomona Valley cities would have to commit a portion 
of their Proposition A funds for subsidization of the service. The agency 
would have to contract with a private brok.er for provision of service under 
the demonstration project. The brok.er would be responsible for providing the 
vehicles and drivers necessary to operate the service. RTD would have 
responsibility for a transfer and cooperative agreement with the joint powers 
agency. 

10,5.4 Cost and Financing 

A summary of 1:h_e fina_ncing plan for the pilot demonstration project is 
presented in Table 10-14. Th.e plan includes estimated annual vehicle hou·rs, 
passenger boa.rcHngs, passenger revenues, and the operating deficit incurr·red 
by t_he project. An estimate of potential operating assistance available to 
finance the identified deficit is included along with the estimated net 
annual deficit or sur·plus after available funds are subtracted from the 
deficit. The plan developed assumes implementation in FY 1984/1985 and a 
project du·ration of one year. 

TABLE 10-14 
SUMMARY OF FINANCING PLAN FOR PILOT DEMONSTRATION PROJECT 

(FY 1984/1985) 

Estimated Annual Vehicle Hours: 58,513 

Estimated Annual Operating Cost·: $1,455,218 

Estimated Annual Passenger Boardings: 529;996 

Potential Annual Passenger Revenues: $357,729 

Estimated Annua 1 Operating Deficit: $1,097,489 

Potential Annua 1 Operating Assistance: $1,214,574 

Estimated Net Annual Operating Deficit (Surplus): ($117,085) 

Source: Schimpeler•Corradino Associates. 
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The cost of operating the demand-responsive system under the demon.stration 
project for one-year is estimated to total about $1.5 million. This cost 
estimate is based on 58,513 annual vehic.le hours of operation at a cost per 
hour of $24.87. The cost rate used i.s based on the brokerage of service rate 
previously used for the evaluat.ion of service alternatives and adjusted to FY 
1984/1985 dollars in order to represent the effects of increases in wages, 
fuel and oil, and equipment maintenance costs. 

Annual ride.rship and passenger revenues were al so estimated for the one-year 
<:lemonstration project. The system is estimate.d to attract about 530,000 
passengers annually and to genera.te about $357,000 in farebox revenues. 
These estimates are b~.sed on a far~ of $0.75 per P.assengre, which i~ the 
current fare for the Claremont Dial-a-Ride System. This fare would be 
comparable to tlie $0.50 fare for the fixed-route system and the $1.0.0 fare 
for the elderly and handicapped system under the recommended service plan. 
The estimate of ridership was developed in accordance with the level of 
service to be provided by the system and projec.ted to FY 1984/1985 using 
population growth projections for Pomona Valley. In developing the estimate 
of passenger revenues, it was assumed that ten percent of the ridership wou.ld 
be transfers from the fixed-route system and no .fare would be char.ged to 
transferring passengers. 

Based on estimated costs of $1.5 million and passenger revenues of $357,000, 
the demonstration project would incur an operating deficit of approximately 
$1.l million during it.s one-year of operations. This deficit must be met by 
assistance from out:side sources. The plan d.eveloped for financing the 
operating cost.s of the recommended service plan identified a net surplus of 
about $1.2 million, consisting entirely of Proposition A fu.nds. However, this 
identified surplus is based on th.e pr·es~mpt ion that LACTC wi 11 remove the 
limit on paratransit funding in Los Angeles County. If this proves to be 
correct, then the $1.2 million would theoretically be available for funding 
the pilot demonstration project. This w.o.uld be more than enough to fund the 
$Ll million deficit incurred by the demonstration project. The rem·aining 
$117,000 could remain with the individua.1 Pomona Valley cities or be 
available to the joint powers agency to invest or use for capital 
improvements. 

This surplus could be increased by altering the level of service provided 
under the demonstration project. For example, the remova.l of Saturday 
service would increase the surplus to $313,000,. Shortening the span of 
service from 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, would increase 
the surplus to $202·, 000. However, any further reduction in the level of 
service could jeopardize the viability of the proje·ct. 

The surplus could also be increased by limiting the recommended expansion of 
elderly and handicapped demand-responsive service. This could be an 
alternative to altering the level of service of the pilot demonstration 
project. As rec(!mmend.e<:I, the el d_erly and handicapped residents of Pomona 
Valley would be provided expanded hours and day.s of service. Any reduction 
in t.he level of service recommended would reduce .the operating deficit and 
the Proposition A funds needed to finance the deficit. This would result in 
an increase in the estimated surplus remaining after implementation of the 
demonstration project. 
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10.6 OTHER SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS 

In addition to th.e pilot demonstration project, the PMC elected to include in 
the ill)plementation plan a new park-and-ride line which would provide park­
and-.ri de non-stop service between Pasadena and Pomona Va 11 ey. This·· 
improv·ement ts recommended for implementation even though it is not included 
in the recommended service plan. The route as proposed would follow the 
Foothill Freeway (Interstate 210) from Pasadena to Pomona Valley. In Pomona 
Valley, buses would exit the freeway and follow Foo.thill Boulevard to a new 
park-and-ride near the San Bernardi no County 1 i ne in northern Claremont. 
Passengers with origins or destinations in Pomona Yaney would be able to 
board or depart the bus from the park~and-ride lot qr from designated stops 
along Foothill Bouleva.rd. In Pasad.e_na, b.uses would exit onto Rose Meade 
Boulevard and proceed west on Foothi 11 B.oulevard to downtown Pasadena where a 
1 oop would be made for a return trip. 

This new park-and-ride route would be operated either by the joint powers 
agency or tiy contract through the private. sector or RT□. Under the former, 
the agency would own and control all vehicles used in operation of the route, 
while under the latter, the private enterprise would be given complete 

• control over the operation of the vehicles-either .that owned by the private 
concern or leased from the agency. Both options would have different cost 
implicat.ions which should be examined prior to implementation. 
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11. MONITORING PROGRAM 

An indispensible element of a successful public transit system is an on-going 
monito.rin.g program. A comprehensive and carefully run monitoring prog.ram 
wi 11 proVi de severa.1 beneffts that include: 

• The ability to assess whether the system is operating as 
planned. 

• The capability of measuring the system's performance 
against established service sta.nda.rds. • 

• Th.e mea.ns of iden,tifying need.ed changes in service 
patterns, service levels, and types. 

• 

• 

An efficient means of meeting legal reporting 
requirements as set by 1 oca 1, state, and federa 1 
agencies. 

A tool to aid decision-making requiring information on 
the transit system's operation, efficiency, and 
effectiveness. 

The monitoring program presented in this chapter is divided into four 
elements for the purposes of discuss;on. The first element consists of data 
needs, sources, and collection. In the second eieme.nt, Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration (UMTA) reporting requir·ements are described. 
The monitoring procedure discusse.d is the third element. The fourth elem·ent 
consists of evaluati.ng the performance measures in relation to• the 
,estabH' shed goa 1 s, obJect ives, and performance starida'rds of the Pomona 
Valley transit services in order to determine whether system modifications 
may be necessary. 

11.1 DATA NEEDS, SOURCES, AND COLLECTION 

The data items required for eva 1 uat.i on of system performance include numbers 
of passenger boardings, vehi.cle miles, vehicle hours, operating costs, and 
operating revenues. These statistics should be collected for both fixed­
route and demand-responsive operations. 

. 
All fixed routes that currently provide service to Pomona Valley are operated 
by RTD. For these routes, all needed information can be obtained directly 
from RT□. RTD maintains an extensive data base on routes it operates in the 
district. Data for any new fixed routes which the Joint Powers Agency m~y 
establish in the future would, of course, have to be collected independently. 

Demand-responsive vehicles and fi )!ed-route b.uses operated by the ·joint 
powers ~ge.ncy o.n new routes should be equipped with aut.omat i c fareboxes so 
that daily c.ounts of passengers by types of fare paid can be obta.ined as wel 1 
as total revenues by type of fare (e.g., there might be different fares for 
students or the elderly versus regular fares and/or peak. and off-peak. fares 
might be different). Should automatic fare collection equipment prove too 

• 
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eicpensive for use in demand-responsive service, daily passenger.counts can be 
summarized from the dispatcher's records. Thi.s, however, would be less 
efficient and 1 ess accurate th.a.n aut.omat i c fare col 1 ect ion systems. 

An example of the type of form which could be used by the JPA to compne 
passenger and fare information on a daily basis is shown in Figure 11-1. 
There are also spaces on the form for the dispatcher to note the time and 
odoineter reading on each vehicle at the beginning and end of the day. These 
ciaily vehicle logs can also be used to obtain in-service or revenue vehicle 
hours and mi 1 es of operation for fixed-route service. This can be done 
simply by determining the di stance from th.e bus garage to the point where. 
serv·i ce begins and multiplying by two ( outbound and inbound) and subtracting 
from da.ily vehicle mfles as determined from the odometer check.s. To get in­
service vehicle hours, the drive.r will check. the time it talc.es to get to the 
beginning point of the route in the morning and the t.ime it talc.es to return to 
the garage in the. evening a.nd subtract this total from the time derived from 
the check.-in and che·c1<.-out times. If interlining of routes occurs in the 
fi xed-rout.e operations, data should be recorded before the bus changes 
routes. This would include data from the farebox, which would then be reset 
to zero, the time, and the odometer reading. At the end of the day, vehicle 
miles and h.ours and passengers (by fare type) by route should be t.abulated. 
If a zona 1 demand responsive system has been in st i tuted, then this 
information sho.uld be tabulated by zone. 

The f i na 1 data item needed to ca 1 cul ate the performance measures is operating 
costs. Operating expenses include all cost items. Costs should be tabulated 
on a monthly basis and should be sum111a.rized on both a quarterly and annual 
basis. Table 11-1 contains a summary of cost items which should be 
collected. 

11.2 REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

For demand-responsive service, the information collected by the method 
described above is not sufficiently detailed for federal reporting purposes. 
In order for transit systems to receive UMTA, Section 9 operating funds, 
annual reports as prescribed by the Section 15 Uniform System of Accounts and 
Records 1 must be submitted to UMTA. UMTA has developed a step-by-step 
procedure for collecting and reporting the demand-responsive operating d.ata 
e 1 ements re qui red by the Uni form System of Accounts and Records. Fo 11 owing 
is a summary of that procedure. The entire deta 11 ed procedure may be obtained 
from UMTA. 2 

In general, t.he procedure pr·ovides estimates of total passengers, total 
passenger miles, and average passenger trip time. This data is o.btained by 
random sampling techniques. 

1U. S. Department of Trafisporta ti on, Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration, "Uniform System of Accounts and Records." Implementation, 
Feder a 1 Register, I>art II, Vo 1 ume 42, No. 13, pp. 3772-3779, Ja.nuary 19, 
1977. 

•u. S. Department of Transportation, Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration, "Sampling Proced.ures for Obtaining Demand-Responsive Bus 
System Operating Data: Circular 2710.2," Washington, D.C., February, 1978. 
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Fleur.• 11-1 

SAMPLE DAILY VAN/BUI LOG 

DATE ________ _ 

DUT IN DAILY VEHICLE PASSENGERS 

VEHiCLE ZONE,/ I 2 3 4 HDURS MILES REGULAR REDUCED STUDENT 
NO, ROUTE TIME DDDMETER TIME DDDMETER (1-3) (2-4) ·FARE FARE FARE· rRANSFERS TDTAL 

-

I ' 

--I (.,.) : 
' 

' 

DAILY 
TOTAlS 



TABLE 11~1 

OPERATING COSTS 

Variable Direct Operating Costs 

Wages 
• Drivers 
• Mechanics 
• Schedulers 
• Dispatchers 
Gas and 011 
Tires 
Spare Parts 

Fixed Direct Operating Costs 

Licenses 
Inspections 
Insurance 
Depreciation 

Other Costs 

Admi_nistrative Wages and Salaries 
Supplies Used 
Telephone 
Utilities 
Data Processing 
Rents 
Other expenses 

The sampling selection procedure involves two steps: 

1. Selecting one day each week throughout the year to perform the survey. 
Choose one day the first week of operation, then select every eighth day 
from that date (advance one day per week). If service is not offered 
that day (e .. g .. , Sunday), skip to the next service day. 

2. Random selection of vehicle in operation. To assure that each vehicle 
has the same probability of be.in!j. selected: 

• Obtain enough counters ( po._e chips, meta 1 1 abel i ng 
discs, etc.) to cover the number of vehicles in 
operation. 

• Write vehicle numbe_rs on la_lJel~-. assigning one to each 
counter. Pl ace in sturdy co_nta i ner for regular drawing. 
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Mix c·ou·nters thoroughly and draw one. The vehicle 
number on the drawn counter is the survey vehicle for 
that day. If that vehicle is not in ser:vke, continue to 
draw until a vehicle in s_ervice is selected. 

Record selected vehicle number on Vehicle Trip Sheet . 

Important: Return counters to contafoer for next week.' s 
drawi rig. 

While other random selection methods may be used, do not select a 
vehicle that appears to provide representative trips, as this may 
inadvertently introduce stat i stica 1 .bias. 

The data collection and reporting procedures are now described. 

Each driver of the selected survey vehic.le should use the Vehicle Trip Sheet 
(see Figure 11-2). 

Pre-Survey Procedures: Before leaving the garage, the driver should fil 1 in: 

• Survey date 
• Day of week. 
• Survey vehicle number 
• Driver number 
• Vehicle tota 1 capac.i ty 
• Vehicle seated capacity. 

Survey Procedures: The driver wil 1 reco.rd Items 7 through 11 as each 
passenger or group of passengers is pi ck.ed up, and Items 12 and 13 
immediately upon dlscharging riders. Or, to minimi.ze the recording burden 
and improve reporting accuracy, drivers can relay the necessary information 
to dispatchers through two-way radio coniniunications. It may also be possible 
to trarisc·r-ibe most of the data fro·m the dis"patcher's reco·rds, with drivers 
simply verify"ing or modifying any changes in schedules. 

Post-su·rvey Procedures: As soon as possible after the survey day: 

• Determ1.ne trip distances (Column 14) by subtracting 
pick.-up (9) from drop~off (12) odometer reading. If 
og_ometer readings were not recorded, u_se map to estimate 
distances; however, try to avoid this relatively 
i aborfo.us a_nd inaccurate process. • 

• Computer p_as_senger-miles (15) by multiplying trip 
distances (14) by° the number of passengers (7). 

• Determine trip times (16) by subtracting pick-up (10) 
from drop-off (13) time. • 

• C_ompute passenger minutes (17) by 11!Ultiplying trip times 
(16) by the number of passengers (7). 
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Fleur• 11-2 
SAMPLE DEMAND-RESPONSIVE SERVICE VEHICLE TRIP SHEET 

COMMENT-----------------------

(11 IURVIY DATE-------- (21 DAY Of WEEK----- ll) SURVEY VEHIC:LI NO, __ _ CLIENT GROUP-----------

C41 DRIVIR NUMBER un VutlCLI TOT L CAPACITY A 181 VEHICLE IE TED CAPACITY A 

171 

NO. 
Of 

PAU. 

1181 

181 181 

PICK"'\IP ADORl88 ODOMETER 

TOTAL PASSENGERS IN SAMPLE 

CAPACITY MILES , ... r 
:::::=:::::: 

IHI I I SEAT MILES 

1101 1111 .... 1181 

OROP.;Dff 
P.ICK:--UP DRoP•Off ADDRl88IE81 ODOMETER DROP .. Off 

TIMI READING TIMI 

TOTAL VEHICLE TRIPI 'L...-....J 

-------- - --

1141 .... 1181 (17) 

TRIP PA88EHGER 
' 

TRIP PA88ENGIR 
DISTANCE MILi& TIMI MINUTES. 
111)-191 l71 x·n•• Ull•UOJ nix ua, 

' 

I 

(IOI uu 1121 • 1211 

-- - - - -
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Add columns for: 

(18) Total passengers in sample 
(19) Total vehicle trips 
(20) Total trip distance 
(21) Total passenger miles 
(22) Total trip time 
(23) Total passenger minutes 

Compute capacity miles (24) by multiplying total trip 
distance (20) by total vehicle capacity (5). 

Compute seat miles (25) by multiplying total trip 
di stance ( 20) by vehicle seated capacity. • 

Perform the above task.s for each driver's survey t_rtp 
sheets. 

Recording and Accumulating Survey Results: Th~ Vehicle Trip Sheet totals 
(Items 18 through 25) s_hould then be ·recorded on the DRS Summary S_heet 
(Figure 11-3). To he.1 p evaluate performance, use "comme_nts" c_ol um_n for 
recording any special events that might influence the survey d_ay's service. 
Compute annual totals. 

Week. ly Passenger Counts. In order to compute the annua 1 e_st tm_ates of 
passenger miles and average trip times, it ts essential to have a complete 
count of passengers for the same period covered by th!! surveys. They ca_n be 
obtained by summing the passengers from the daily bus logs (Figure 11-1). 

Annual Report: Figure 11-4 ts an example of the annual reporting item_s 
required by UMTA for both fixed-route and demand-responsive systems. An 
explanation of how the items in the report follows. 

Lines one through eight are the annual totals of the corresponding items (18 
through 25) from the ORIS summary sheet (Figure 11-3). Line 9, average 
passenger trip distance, ts obtained by dividing total passenger miles by 
total passengers (Line 4 divided by Ltne-1). Line 10, average passenger trip 
t.tme, ts obtained by dividing total passenger minutes by total passengers 
(Line 6 divided by Line 1) .. Mult.tply total passengers (Line 11) by average 
passenger trip distance (Line 9) to get. total passenger mfles (Line 12). 

The items in Figure 11-4 which do not have asterisks are ''by-products" of the 
sampling process and can be used for analytical and evaluation purposes. 
Ta_b 1 e 11-2 presents a 1 i st of UMTA report t ng requt rements. Forms, report tng 
descriptions, tnstructtons, and additional account records can be obtained 
from UMTA's Office of Transit Ma•1ag·ement. In genera.l, the Section 15 
report t ng requt rements are the foll owt ng. 

• Each transit system \it 11 report results of its ft seal 
year. Reports are due 120 days after the close of that 
ft seal year. Systems that use a ca 1 endar year ending 
December 31, must have the Project FARE system in place-
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Line 
No. 

l* 
2 
3 
4* 
5 
6* 
7 
8 

9* 

10* 

11* 

12* 

FIGURE 11-4 

SAMPLE 
ANNUAL REPORT TO UMTA 

Accumulations from 
DRS Summary Sheet. 

(18) Total passengers in samples· 
(19) Total trips 
(29) Total tri P. di stanc~ 
(21) Total passenger mil es 
(22) Total vehicle trip time 
(23) Total passenger minutes 
(24) t_o·tal capacfty mil es 
(25) To·tal seat mil es. 

Sample Estimates 

Average passenger trip distance 
(4 divided oy 1) 
Average passenger trip time 
(6 divided by 1) 

Annual Totals 

Total passengers (from daily 
bus logs) 
Total passenger miles (11 x 9) 

*Required by the Section 15 Reporting System. 
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TABLE 11-2 

UMTA SECTION 15 REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

l. Cover Letter of Certification (CPA or authortzed official) 

2. Form 300 Ba lance Sheet Summary Schedule 

3. Form 310 Capital Subsidiary .Schedule (2 pages) 

4. Form 400R Revenue Summary Schedule 

5. Form 410 Revenue Subsidiary Schedule (2 pages) 

6. Form 500R Expenses and Functions Schedu 1 e 

7. Form 510 Operators Wages Subsidiary Schedule 1 

8. Form 520 Fringe Benefits Subsidiary Schedule 1 

9. Form 593 Pension Plan Questionnaire 1 

10. Form 600 Week.day Time Period Schedule 

11. Form 610 Transit Way Descriptors Schedule 

12. Form 620 Revenue Vehicles Inventory Schedule 

13. Form 630 Transit Service Personnel Schedule 

14. Form 635 Transit System Employee Count Schedule 

15. Form 540 Revenue Vehicle Maintenance Performance Measures Schedule 

16. Form 641 Energy Consumption Schedule 

17. Form 645 Accidents Schedule 

18. Form 650 Transit Service Supplied Schedule 

1Transit operators wHh 25 revenue vehicles or less are not required to 
submit these forms. 
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by January 1, 1978 and must submit the first report to 
UMTA by April 30, i979. 

• _Reports must be made on the acc·rual basis of accounting. 
Systems that use cash basis accounting niust convert 
their fig(ires to the accrual basis. 

• Each system must be audited by an independent public 
accountant or certified by an independent governmental 
audit agency. The accountant or agency must sign a 
letter or rl!port attesting t_he system's conformity with 
Project FARE's regulations. 

• SY stems are not requir·ed to maintain records and 
accounts exactly as prescribed by Project FARE. 
However, records should be k.ept in a manner that permit 
ready preparation of the required financial and 
operating FARE reports. 

11. 3 MONITORING PROCEDURES 

The recommended monitoring procedures consist of t_he periodic review of the 
data routinely col_lect_ed for perform.a.nee measures, the monitoring of land use 
c_ha_nges, and the use of sur.veys. 

11.3.1 Monitoring System Performance 

Data on passenger boardings, vehicJe miles, and vehicle hours should be 
collec.ted and tabulated daily while operating cost data should be tabulated 
on a monthly basis. Performance measures as described in Chapter 3 should 
then be calculated and compared with the standards listed in Table 11-,3. 
These performance measures include total passengers, passengers per mile, 
passengers per hour, operating cost per mile, operating cost per hour, 
operating cost per passenger, and operating ratio. 

The total number of passengers carried on the system was the performance 
measure selected to assess t_he goal "To design a system that is functionally 
sound, meets area needs, and encourages transit use." The minimum 
performance standard which wa·s deemed to assure adherence to this· goai was 
th.at ridership on the new system be greater th.an that experienced prior to 
the c_hange. If. ridership began to fall, this would be an indication tha_t t_he 
goal. was not being achieved and th.at the option of introducing remedial 
measures b:e cons_idered (i.e., somethin·g is wrong ... fix it). 



TABLE 11-3 
ADOPTED PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR POMONA VALLEY TRANSIT SERVICE 

Performance Standard 
Demand Responsive 

General Target 
Performan~e Measure Market .Market 

Total Passengers ... Greater 
Passengers Per Mile 0.,2 • • 
Passengers Per Hou·r 7 . .75 
Operating Cost Per Mile $1.90 
Oper·ating Cost Per Hour $23.90 
Operating Cost Per Passenger $3 .. 15 
Operating Ration 0.29 

Source: Project Management Committee. 

Than Existing. 
0.41 
5.05 

$3.40 
$41. 90 
$7.45 

0.17 

Fixed­
Route 

2.0 
25.0 

$2.50 
$50.00 
$2.50 

0.45 

The remaining six performance measures all relate to the goal "To provide 
cost-effective transit service responsive to area ~eeds. 11 If the passengers 
per mile. or hour cir the operating ratio should drop belo_w the suggested 
standards or if the operating cost ( per mile, hour, or passengers) rises 
above the suggested standard, then the possibility of attempting corrective 
measures should be considered. While the performance standards are for the 
system as a whole, they can also be considered to be valid on a route basis. 
However, it would be unreasonable to expect that all routes could meet the 
standards, Some will improve upon the standards while others wil 1 fa 11 short. 

11.3.2 Monltor.ing Land Use Changes 

Changes in land use can easily create changes in the demand for transit 
service and can also indicate attractive areas for service expansion. For 
these reasons, it is important that transit planners be aware of various 
changes in the community. These can include such things as new apartment 
comple_xes, subdivisions, office complexes, recreational areas, industrial 
parks, shopping malls, etc. Proba_bly the best means of finding out about 
major new developments is the local news media. For less major developments, 
such as apartment buildings, it will be necessary to routinely review 
building permit applications. This will also, o·f course, serve t_o identify 
major developments. Review of building permit applications should be 
conducted on a semi-annual basis. Once a new development is identified, its 
progress should be monitored. 

County and regional planning agencies m_aint_ain esti_mates of existing and 
project demographic data (e.g., population, employment, residential den_sity, 
etc.) on a traffic zonal basis. These agencies (especially SCAG) should be 
contac.ted annually to request their latest information. 
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11. 3. 3 SurveYs 

Surveys are a very flexible class of monitoring devices which can be used to 
obtain information which is very diffic·u1t to obtain by other methods. Some 
of the pu·rpcises for which sur·veys can be. used inc.Jude the quantification of 
temporal and special travel patterns, identificat•ion of gaps in current 
services, sampling of public att.itudes, demonstration of community support, 
segmentation of the mark.et for promotional purposes, and publication of the 
system. Surveys can range from an instrument specially designed to address a 
particular problem or issue on a one time basis to relatively simple 
passenger counts carried out peri odi cal ly in a routine manner. The survey 
suggested by UMTA to meet Section 15 reporting requirements for demand­
responsive service is an example of the latter. Descriptions of several 
different types of surveys fol lows. 

• Home-Interviews: House.holds are selected at rand0\11 from th!! projected 
servi c·e area. • ·0c~cupants are the.n questioned in deta 11 about th.ei r trips .. 
Thi.s approach usually ensure:s a high perce.ntage of comp.lete responses, and 
mi.sunderstandi ngs are r11i nimiz_e_d by t.he presence of the interview. H.owever, 
home interviews are bot.h costly a.nd time-consur11i ng. 

• On-S.i.te Interviews: Interviews focus on subjects sele.cted at rand.om. at 
actiVitY centers or places of employment, The personal interview approach is 
similar tot.hat employed in hom.e interviews with the resulting investment of 
time and money. 

• Telephone Interviews: These are less costly than home int.erviews and 
o.ffer comparable efficiency, except whe·re attitudinal questions are ask.ed. 
They are usually p·erforriled by trained personnel w.ho interview respondents 
over the te 1 eph:one in the eve·n i n·g. 

• Mail Questionnaires: Questionnaires are mailed to a pre-selected random 
sample of service area residents. This approach is relatively cheap, but it 
is difficult to ensure a high response rate. However, advance publicity can 
significantly improve the response rate. 

• Drop-Off Questionnaire: Questionnaires are distributed at k.ey activity 
centers. This appr·oach is particularly effective in su·rvi!Ying target mark.ets 
such as the elderly, where di.stributicin points include sen·ior housing, 
c.hurches, social servic·e ag·enc·ies, medic.al centers, senior citizen centers, 
etc. As with the mail approach, the questionnaire is self-administere:d an:d 
t.he response rate may be l.ow. 

• On-Board Surveys: 0.n-board surveys can be used to re.c.ord user reactions 
to the sy~tem, user cha.ract.eri st i cs, mark.l!t segmentation information, tri_p 
characteristics, and user experiences with system reliability (e.g., wait 
times, ease of placing trip request, etc.). Que~tionnaires are distributed 
to transit riders as they board t_he vehicle. The· questionnaire may be 
completed during t.hl! ride and. returned upc,n leaving the vehicle, or completed 
at leisu_re and mailed in. The sa.mple population is lir11ited to existing 
transit users, a drawback in some applications. A comprehensive on-board 
survey should be conducted once about every t'ive years. •• • • • 
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• Passenger Load Counts; An employee of the transit system records 
passenger information. The demand-responsive survey described in Sec ti on 
11.2 is such a survey. In the case of fixed-route service, the passenger 
count consists of recording both the number of passengers which get on and 
those that get off at each stop, as wel 1 as the number that are on-board 
between each pair of stops .. This count is performed by an employee riding in 
the bus .. A passenger load count, as described above, should be performed at 
least once a year (preferrably twice-summer and winter) for every run of 
every vehicle in the system for an entire workday for both fixed-route and 
demand responsive. For demand-responsive service, the procedure would be 
identical to the Section 15· reporting procedures except that records would be 
kept for all vehicles, not just a single vehicle. If possible, the survey 
should be conducted for an entire week, so that any weekly variations can be 
noted. 

• Ad Hoc Newspaper Pol.ls: One of t_he cheapest means of conducting a survey 
is to persuade a 1 oca 1 newspaper to pub 1 i sh a brief quest i onri_a ire, or to 
purchase advert i ~i ng spa_ce for the p_4rpose of questionnaire di stri but ion. 
Questionnaires distributed in this fashion should be concise, and the analyst 
loses the ability to select or even to identify the _sample population 
adequately. 

11. 4 SYSTEM MODIFICATIONS 

An important consic;teration in the operation of any transit system is t_h_at of 
modifications to th_e system. This proble111 has several a_spects i_ri_cluding at 
what point st,_ould modifications be considl!red, the kinds of modifications 
which shoul_d be considered, ari_d the· likely impacts if modifications are 
implemen_t_ed. The purpose of the performance standards is to provide an 
indica_tion of w_hen modifications are needed. Once it has b_een d_etermined 
that a modification to exist_ing service is needed, the next consideration is 
what modification to.make. The types of syst_em modifications are: 

• Cha_ngi ng geographic coverage 
Expanding service area 

-- Decreasing service area 

• Changing ,service type 
- Replacing fixed-route service with demand-responsive 

service 
- Replacing demand-responsive service with fixed-route 

service 

• Changint service levels 
- Changing vehicle operations or services offered 
- Modifying intersystem transfer times / 

An expansion ir service area is usually the most common modification 
undertaken by transit systems. E_xpa_nsion in servi_ce a_rea can be made in 
response to bot, underutilization !!,nd ove_rutilization of the system. If a 
system is not a~tracting enough riders, an expansion may build ridership 
levels for little additional investment. This is particularly true if 
neither vans ( or buses) nor d{spatc_hfng facilities are being used to 
capacity. If a system is attracting a large ridership, there may still be 

11-14 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

pressure to widen its area of operations. In fact, incremental expansion is 
a co11111on feature in most implementation plans ... 

Service area expan.s.ions must be carefully planned, ev·en if it appears that 
the system has sufficient capacity. Attempts to serve too wide an area can 
lead to systemwide deteriorations in service such as increased wait and ride 
times. When eifpanding into new areas is contemplated, surveys, .such as the 
ones desc·ribed earl ie·r, will be necessary to determine the type and level of 
service to be offered. In areas where ridership is too low, decreases in 
service area coverage should be considered. Such a move is generally 
politically unpopular, and will usually be considered by attempts to alter 
service policies or service levels. Reductions in service area of demand­
responsive systems are usually considered only when the system is badly 
overextended, with a wide scattering of origins and destinations. 

Attempts to replace demand-responsive service with fixed-route service or 
another form of paratrans.it service and vice versa should not be made 
precipitously as regular users tend to become attached to existing service 
and may resist changes. It is best to plan for a transition period during 
which new and old seryice co-exist or to initiate different peak. and off-peak. 
operating policies as a first step in a transition phase. In theory, as 
demand-responsive ridership increases, a point will be reached at which 
portions of the demand-responsive system should be converted to a higher form 
of paratransit service (i.e., check. point deviation) as to fixed-route 
service. Such changes should only be considered if the level of passengers 
per mile and hour begin to closely approach the levels recommended for as a 
minimum performance standard for fixed-route operation. When replacing 
fixed-route service with demand-responsive service, it should not be assumed 
that door-to-door service will immediately be perceived as superior to the 
existing service. Th.e fixed-route service wi 11 have developed a hard core of 
riders and is lik.ely to be more dependable during the peak. hour periods. 
Aga.i n, this switch should not be considered un 1 ess the number of passengers 
per mile and hour begin to drop to the level of the demand-responsive 
performance standards. 

Changes in vehicle operations or services offered include changes in headways 
and/or vehicle capacities in the case of fixed-route operat i.ons and similarly 
for deniand-r'esponsive service include changes in the numbers of vehicles 
and/or their capacity. For both fixed-route and (on a by route basis) 
demand-responsive ope.rations, if the passengers per mile and hour beg·in to 
increase si g·nifi cantly ab.ove the m·i riimum performance standard then the 
possibility of increasing the capacity of the s·ystem should be examined. Fcir 
a ffxed-,route, it may b.e necessary t.o perform a passenger load count to 
determine th.e degree of headway (or vehicle capacity) change needed. 

Level of ser.'(fce can al s.o be affected by modifying intersystem transfer 
times. Tra.n.sfers are generally perceived by rid.ers as being very u.nd.esi.ra.ble 
and as such represent a significant impediment to transit use. Therefore, 
t.he components of ·the fixed-.route· and demand:.;responsive services sh.ould be 
designed to be mutually .reinforcing and should be operated in a manner which 
male.es intersystem transfers as convenient as possible. The n.umb.er of 
tra~sfers at each individual transfer point throughout the system sho.uld be 
mo.nitored. As activity patterns change, the coordination between the fixed­
route and demand-responsive service should be altered to accommodate these 
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changes. For example, if a large number of transfers occurs repeatedly at 
specific points, the possibility of providing service which does require a 
transfer should be examined. 
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12. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

The planning process employed in the Pomona Valley Transit Needs Study 
provided numerous opportunities for the community to express its views. 
Throughout the study, community meetings were held to solicit views and 
comments on improving public transportation in Pomona Valley. Community 
input was also provided through the telephone surveys which were discussed in 
Chapter 4. This chapter discusses the community meetings and the techniques 
used to increase participation at the meetings. A discussion of the comments 
received at the meetings and responses to the comments is also provided_. 

12.1 COMMUNITY MEETINGS 

Communt ty meetings w_ere es tab 1 i shed as a mec_han ism for obtain i n_g pu_b 1 i c i ~put 
to the study. There were a total of five community meetings. The meetings 
were designed to coincide with milestones in the study. At least one meeting 
was hel_d in each. city in Pomona_ Valley._ The meeting dates, locations, and 
topics discussed are summarized in Table 12-1. In addition to these fi:ve 
community meetings, meetings were heid Witt, a group of senior citize_ns on 
April 5, 1983 in the Stanley Plummer Community Building and with the San 
Dimas Seniors Commission on May 2f,. i983 at the San Dimas city h_all. 

The. general format of the community meetings was to begin wit_h a brief 
discussion of the purpose and scope of the tra_nsit st_udy a_nd its current 
status; the next part of the meeting was devoted to t_he topic( s) specified 
for t_hat m_eeting. Tile meetings concluded wit_h an open discussion for 
comments and questions. A di scussio_n of th_e ~.omine_nts and responses to t_he 
comments ·is provided later in this chapter. The community meetings were 
attended by a total of i09 p~ople. Atte.ndance at ea:cti meeting ranged 'fro:m 
fou_rteen to thirty persons. A number of organizations w~re represented at 
the meetings including Private paratra:nsit operators, SANBAG, SCAG, Commuter 
Computer, Po_mona. Junior Police, Leagu_e of Wome_n Voters, universities, major 
employers, newspaper COJ!lpanies, real estate interests, Community Life 
Co_mmission, California Departme_nt of Transportation, and the individual 
Pomona Valley cities ... A large number of att_endees did not identify any 
organizational relationship. 

12. 2 MEETING ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Publicity for the community participation meetings included a mailing list; 
placement of bulk.head cards and "tak.e ones" in RTD buses; distribution of 
flyers to city ha 11 s, Hbrari es, chambers of commerce, and post offices; 
press releases to local newspapers; and public service announcements on local 
radio stations and news stations in the Los Angeles area. 

A ma.il ing 1 i st for meeting announcements was comp fled from several sources 
including: 

• Chamber of Commerce organization 1 i sts 
• RTD community participation 1 i sts 
• Teiephone directorie_s 
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TABLE 12-1 

COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION MEETINGS 

I 
I 
I 

_---.!M.:::e:.::ec.::t.:,.i ::.n Q;i_ ____ __:D:.:a:.:t.::e ______ .:,Lo=-c:.:a:.:t;;;.i.::o::.n _________ T:..;o:..cp:.:i.::c.::s...;D:..1:..:· s:.:c.::u.:.s :..:Se:..:d:,_ ____ , 

1 December 16, 1982 Pomona City Hal 1 

2 January 31, 1983 Claremont City Hall. 

3 April 5, 1983 San Dimas City H.all 

4 May 18, 1983 Laverne City Hal 1 

5 June 29, 1983 Pomona City Ha 11 

Sou.rce: .S.chimpeler•C:orradino As.sociates. 
Myra L. Frank & Associates. 
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Study purpose and schedule and 
preliminary goals and objectives. 

Ai ternative transit service con-
I 

cepts. 1 Ownership/management alternatives, 
alternat.ive transit service con­
cepts, and financial resources. 

Telephone survey results and. 
alternative transit systems. 

Results of the evaluation of ser­
vice and management alternatives 
and consultant's recommendations. 
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• Commun i.ty services di rectory 
• Inventory of agencies providing services to the elderly. 

This mailing list was updated after each community meeting using attendance 
Hsts from the meetings. The initial mailing list included about 430 names. 

·-· ·It later grew to 502 names and was eventually reduced to 333 names. 

Meeting announcements were al so printed and 1 nsta 11 ed on a 11 RTD buses 
serving Pomona Valley. The announcements were pl aced on the bus bulk.heads so 
that they would be visi_ble to the bus riders. In addition, "tak.e ones" were 
placed on the buses. A copy of a "tak.e one" is shown in Figure 12-1. 

Flyers ·were d.1 st.ri buted to city h.a 11 s, libraries, chambers of commerce, a.nd 
post offices t.hroughout Pomona Va 11 ey. A copy of the flyer that was ~.sed to 
publicize t_h:e community meeting i.n San Dimas is shown in Figure 12-2. 

Press releases were sent out to all local newspapers prior to each meeting. 
The newspapers that printed rneetj ng announcements 1 ncl uded the Claremont 
Courier, Pomona Progress Bulletin; and the Laverne Herald. Newspaper 
articles about the. P<imona Valley Tra.~sit Needs Study also appeared in some of 
the lo.c·a1 papers. RTD maintains a file of newspaper ci;ppings . 

. The final tech:niq(fe used to publicize the community meetings wa.s the 
distribution of public service announcements to the radio and television 
media. During the course of the meet·; ngs, announc·ement.s were distributed t_o 
three local radio stations and several n·ews stations in the Los Angeles area. 

12 . 3 COMMENTS 

At each of the community participation meetings, comme.nts were solicited from 
those in attendance. These co·mments provided input to tile overall analysis 
and to the planning process and its results. The c:omments were numerous a_nd 
for dis.cussio.n purposes are grou·ped into those relating t.o existing servic:e, 
requests for spec1f1 c service improvements, and those that are ge.nera l in 
nature. 

12.3.1 Comments on Existing Service 

Th.e c·omments on existing s.erVice are summarized below. A d_et_ailed discussion· 
of t.he comments 1 s then presented. 

• 

• 

• 

A frequently cited comment was the low level of RTD 
service during evening hours and on week.ends. Some 
attendees indicated that RTD service should be more 
frequent and service more places where people want to 
go. 

Another frequently cited comment was poor coordination 
between RTD and OMNITRANS. The additional fare for 
crossing the county line and the transferring between 
systems were mendoned as being burdensome. 

A freciuently cited criticis_m of RTD service was th.at 
transferring talc.es too long and too many tr·a_nsfers are 
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Are You Interested 
In l1pruvin1 Transn In 
The Pamona Valley? 

Tile fourth public meeting in a continuing series for the 
Pomona Valley TransitN~ Study h.as been schedu~ 
ad for Maf 18. The purpose of this meeting is to evaluate 
S6Verilf proposed servic.e altem_$es and options to 

--+- - flrwice-11\ese altematlves. The public Is encouraged to 
attend amf present their views. 

WHERE: Lav- City Hall 
Council Chambers 
366Ci'D'Sireet 
LaV-,CA 

WHEN: Wednesday, May 18, 1983 
7:00 p.m. 

PUBLIC IS ENCOURAGED TO ATTEND 

Jointly Spcift!IOl'lld By: 

• ciaramont • LaV- • Pomona • San Dimas 
• San llemardlno A iiee c lalion of Governments 
• Souihern cautomlP Ass : lalkln df Goveimwts 
• Sou11an CallfOmla Flaplcl Transit Dlslrtct 

1.n Cooperatlm:i With: 

• Los Angeles County Trauspo,,allon 
Con_uui ~ i_m 

For more inft!rmation, please contact 

M,nny Hernandez Tom McDonald 
SCRTD Community A.elations or City of l,.aVeme 
213/~ 714/598-8708 

• FITD 

le lnteres-a 
A Ud. Mejorar 

la Transportaaion En 
El Valle De Pomona? 

8 1 e de ma.Vo se realizara una reunion publica, la ,cul!"• 
ta de una serie en el estudio de Menesteres de Tran5/lo 
del Vane cfe Pomona.. Ei Proposito de la reunion sen! 
evilfuar vartas ilftemativas propuestas para servic(o de 
transpOrte y opciones para .financiar dichas ilfternativas. 
Le pedimos ill pubtico qua asista a esta reunion y ex­
prese SIJ opinion. 

DONDE: Munlclplo de La Veme 
Carnma del Concilio 
Cale 11D'' 3660 
Lav-. CA 91750 

CU.ANDO: Mlen:ollis, 18 de Mayo, 1983 
7:00 p.m. • • 

AUENTAMOS LA PARTICIPACION 
oa PUBUCO 

~A11spfclado Dor: 

• Cludadils de Clararnont • La Ven19 • Pomona • 
San Dlmaa 

• Asa,1acirl11 de Gobfemos de San Ben1ardlno 
• Asa I• t6n de Ge b lwnos def Sur de Callfbmla 
• Southern catlfomfa Rapid Transit Dlslrlct 

En CCIC!peracilll! can: 

• Los Angeles County Transpo, laUc,n 
Conimlsslon 

Si Ud. requie_re mas lnflirmacion, llama a: 

Manny Hernandez 
Relaciones de la Comunidad, 
SCRTD 
213/972~ .. 

FITD 

Tom McDonald 
Ciudad de La-Verne 
714/ 596-8706 

Figure 12•1 

•TAKE ONE• MEETING ANNOUNCEMENT 
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······~ ..................................... . 
ARE YOU INTERESTED IN.TRANSIT PLANS 

FOR THE POMONA VALLEY? 
·······••-•·································· 
There will be a third public meeting in a continu­
ing series to evaluate tran;,ortation se_rvices a~:d 
management alternativ~s in the Pomona Valley. 

WHERE: San Dimas City Hal I 
245 East Bonita Avenue 
San DI mas , CA 

WHEN: Tuesday, Apr! I 5, 1983 
11:15 a.m. * 
St_a~_ley Pl_wmier COll'lllunity Building 

4:00 p.m . .,. 
City Hall Counci I Chambers 

*The first meeting will be held as part of the 
Senior Citizens Club Meeting and will ·be 
geared t_oward t_he specific transit needs of 
seniors in the Pomona Valley . 

.,.The second meeting is being he_ld for the 
public and everyone is invited to attend. 

FOR MOR_E INFORMATION, PLEASE· CONTACT: 
Manny Hernandez • 
SCRTD COlllnunlty Rel at ions 
972-6637 

JOINTLY SPll_NSORED BY: 
Claremont _La Verne Pomona San Dimas 

.SANBAG SCRTD SCAG 
IN COOPERATION WITH: LACTC 

Clff Ull ffl WT um, Olfff • NIT mltl llt 111 • CWffllli llffl • (flf) UI-W 
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required for long-dis.tance travel. Se.rvice to Upland, 
Chaffey, and Orange County was mentioned as being poor 
because of the transfers required. 

• A lack of through service to Los Angeles and Pasadena was 
another cri t.i c i s_m. 

• ~ervi ce provided by Ge1; About Transportation was 
frequently mentioned as being inadequate, unreliable, 
and too expensive. 

The ser:vice alternatives developed a_nd analyzed in this study included 
different levels of service in which days, hours, and frequency of service 
were varied. However, in selecting an alternative for implementation, it was 
important that t_he alternative selected be cost: effective and realistic in 
terms of available financial resources. Therefore, it was not possible to 
select an alternative for implementation that included large increases in 
evening and wee_ken_d ser.vice as well as increases in the frequencies of 
service. The re·commended service p 1 an developed for implementation does 
provide some increase i_n the frequency of service by removing service in 
areas where demand wa_s low. Such trade-offs had to be made since no increase 
in fixed-route service levels could be made due to constraints on regional 
funds. 

Tfie r:eco111111ended p 1 an pro vi des for improved coordination between RTD and 
OMNITRAN_S. Specifically, three RTD lines are designed to interface with 
OMN~TRANS at the planned Transcenter in Montclair. It is realized that the 
ad_ditional fare charge for crossing the county line is burdensome, but this 
is a policy decision which must be made by the governing boards of the 
respective tra_nsit systems. 

Transferring is required under the RTD system for some trips, es~ecially 
those wit_h destinations· outside Los Angeles County. However, the transfer 
rate on lines serving Pomona Valley is about. ten percent o~ less, which 
compares very favorably to the RTD system average and to that experienced by 
other systems. No increase in this rate is expected under the recommended 
plan. 

Currently, about half of the lin_es operated by RTO in Pomona Valley provide 
direct service to Los Angeles. Another line provides service to Pasadena, 
while the remaining lines either operate exclusively wit_h:n Pomona Valley or 
serve neighboring cities in the Sa_n Ga_briel Valley where connections can be 
made to Los Angeles. No increase in the number of lines to Los Angeles is 
provided for urii:ler the r·ec·omnien_ded pla_~ since the CL_rrent service appears to 
be adequate. However, the implementation pla_n does in_clude a provision for a 
park-and-ride route tci Pasadena at some future d_ate. Demand for such service 
was found to be low at the. present time. 

The recommended service plan pr·ovides f9r an inproved demand-respo_nsive 
service for the elderly and handicapped. This service as planned should meet 
the transit needs of this market by providing more weekday and weekend 
service. Service should also be more reliable since additional vehicles will 
be available to serve the area. 
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12.3.2 Requests for Specific Service Improvements 

The requests for service improvements are summarized in the fol 1 owing 
paragraphs .. A detailed discussion of the commen.ts is the.n present.ed. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The most frequently cit.ed requ.est was for more w.eek.end 
and evening service. Specifically, mentioned was the 
need for week.end service in LaVer·ne, San· Dimas, and on 
Line 185 which operates in an east,-west direction in San 
Damas, LaVer·ne, and Claremont. The attendees also 
mentioned a need for more frequent service. 

Requests were made for more service to LAX and Ont.ari o 
airports. 

A need for more express service to downtown Los Angeles 
was cited. 

Amo~g t.b:e specific service requests cited were service 
on Baseline Road, Lone Hill Avenue, Gladstone Avenue, 
and San Dimas Canyon Road; service to Citrus College in 
Glendora; improved service to Mt. San Antonio College; 
service to the social security office in Pomona; 
improved service to Loma Linda; and service to the 
ne.ighborhoods southwest of the Corona Freeway in Pomona. 

• Some of the mee.ting attend.e.es also cited th.e need for 
areawide dial-a-ride service. 

Service alternatives wi~h more evening and w.eek.end service were developed and 
studied; however, t.he additional cost of the increase in service level is not 
practica 1 fn 1 i ght of current f i nanci a 1 resources. Therefore, the 
recoJ!llllended. service plan provides for no increase in evening and. week.end 
service. The imp 1 ementat ion p 1 an deve 1 oped for the study does, however, 
include a pilot demonstration project which provides for areawide general 
pUbli c demand-responsive .service on week.ends. 

RTD currently provides service to LAX airport from do1tntown Los Angeles. 
Several Pomona Valley lines connect with the airport lines in downtown Los 
Angeles. Any direct service from Pomona v·alley to LAX would have to b.e 
operated privately because the demand for such se.rvice does not exist at this 
time .. Service to Ontario Airport from Pomona Valley is currently provided by 
RTD. The service is provided at service frequencies of thirty minutes or 
less during the day and sixty minutes at night and on weekends. Service 
e)(tends as late at 2:00 a.m. Any improvements in this service is not 
warranted at this time. 

The recommended service plan provides for no add.itional express service to 
downtown Los Ange 1 es. The.re are currently two RTD lines providing park.-and­
rf de service between Pomona Va 11 ey and downtow·n Los Ange 1 es, in addition to 
four other lines that operate high-frequency service to downtown Los Angeles 
during peak. hou·rs. Additional express service beyond that currently provided 
would place prohibitive demands on available financial resources and could be 
funded only through trade-of.fs with other service, 
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The service alternatives developed in this study were presented to the public 
at the community meetings. During the meetings, all questions regarding 
servic.e on particular streets or to specific areas were addressed and 
clarified by the consultant. The alternatives were r·evised if the 
improvements suggested were found to be warranted. 

One of the alternatives developed in this study included areawide dial-a-ride 
service for both th.e genera 1 public and elderly and handicapped. However, 
the PMC was reluctant to include in the recommended service plan a general 
public di.al-a-ride sy.stem without some test of its effectiveness on an 
experimental basis. For this reason, the implementation plan developed for 
t.he service plan includes a pilot demonstration project for such a system. 
If the project does prove to be a success, it co.uld be continued after its 
one-year demonstration ends. Area.wide elderly and handicapped dial-a-ride 
service is an important element of the recommended service plan. 

12.3.3 General Comments 

Genera 1 comm.ent.s received during the community meetings are summarized in th.e 
following paragraphs. A detailed discussion of the comments is then 
presented. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Most of the meeting respondents indicated that they felt 
that the level of service currently provided should be 
mai nta.i ned or possibly increased. There was some 
concern that existing service may be deleted and not 
replaced by new service. 

The types of alternatives to be studied was cited as a 
concern. Som.e attendees expressed that alternatives 
other than fixed-route service should be considered, 
whi l.e others expressed concern about whether are.awi de 
dial-a-ride .service would really work. and provide the 
level of service needed or planned. It was mentioned 
that the availability of dial-a-ride service is 
restricted to those who have access to a telephone. 
Regardless of the service type, the respondents 
indicated that the costs of the alternatives should not 
requi r·e an increase in taxes or fares. 

Coordination between RTD lines and dial-a-ride services 
was cited as a necessity. 

Meeting respondents also indicated that fares for senior 
citizens and the har(dicapped should be k.ept low. 

Service to neighboring cities in San Bernardino County 
was deemed important by the meeting respondents, and 
that the Los Angeles/San Bernardino County li.ne should 
not be treated as a barrier. 

There was a general feeling among the respondents that 
fixed-route service int.he east-west direction should be 
maintained. 
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Th:e recommended service plan maintains approximately the same level of 
service as curr·ently provided. Although a decl_ine in vehicle hours is 
projected, vehicle miles of service would rem_ain almost unchanged from 
existing levels. However, the rec.ommended system is expected to result in 
significantly increased ridership. 

Initially, a host of alternat.ive transit service types were considered for 
study. These were 1 ater narrowed to fi xed-rou-te and demand-responsive 
service-. All of the alternative systems developed include a combination of 
1:hese two service types. The alternative systems developed on the bas.is of 
demaDd-respon s.i ve service are multi -zona 1 systems offering many-to-many 
service within th_e zone and many-to·-few service outside the zone. Transfer 
points are provided along th_e fixed-routes for transfer of passengers from 
one syste·m to the other. Such systems have work.e.d effectively in other 
areas. 

The recommended service p 1 an ca 11 s for no changes in existing fares. The 
fares charged by RTD and the joint powers agency should be based on policy 
decisions by the respective boards of directors. 

The recomme_nded service p 1 an provides an increase in the number of RTD 1 i nes 
sery_i ng San Bernardi no County. Three. 1 i nes are designed to interface with 
OMNITRANS at the planned Transcenter in Montclair. 

Fixed route ser'vi ce in an e_ast-west direction would remain unchanged under 
the recommended plan. In fact, the plan improves east-west servi!=e since 
Line 440 would be extended west to Montclair. This line presently turns 
south from Foothil 1 Boulevard to downtown Pomona vi a Towne Ave.nue. 
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POMONA VALLEY 

TRANSIT NEEDS STUDY 
Hello, my nane 1s--'-----------· 1 'm col ling fl"QITI The Plonnlng GroUP. We are doing a studY 

for the-cl ties In the Pcnma val leY on_d the Southern Cal I fomlo RaDld Transl t District to Im­

grove traiistt service In the VolleY. Plea_se will yau helD us In this studY bY answering some 
auest1ons for me. 

Bec0use t_hls teleDhOne number was selected ot ronaDm by a CDmDuter, I need to know first If 

this ls a home or a business. 

HOf'IE 

..a. 
BUSINESS: Thonk YOU for Your helD, lie are. St_UdYlng residences onlY, 

so we need not .take ony more of You_r time_, 

RA•C UP AWD DTAL NF.IT AiiSTr.aED aUIIRER 

N_ow I need to find out who I should s0eak to ot this residence. As 00rt of this study, I con't 

olwOYs Interview the 0erson whO answers the Dhone, but I must choose one of the adults who ls 

at hDme now, lie do this to make sure that we Include In our study the rtgttt numbe_rs of bot_h 

men ond women of_ all oges. So tnat I can c:noose the 0er5on, Pleose tel I me how many DeoDle 18 

years old or over are at llome now, Incl ud ln9 you, <If You ore 1_8 or over). 

IF ANSI/ER IS l . A_SK: Are YOU that one? ·sxIP TABLE A,YD EI'lHER ASK FOR %'HE ONE 

ADU£'! OR CONfINUE IYTER_VIEIIINC IF THIS Iii THE ONE ADULT, 

IF ANSI/ER l_S NORE THAN l , COttTINV/:.', 

CIBCU 6UIIBU OP ADUI,Z'S BUDil: 

CDD 

~·=- 1----.-..:-=••::•..:i:,• -=-=-·=-=------! 
... J , .. 

• "·- -
l n• ..-. 

1 

.. 

--· -
... 

, .. '"··· ·-···· ..... 
.... --, ...... ......... 

... 

EvtN. 

i::•:- 1-----.--"-=·.::::••""'::;.'-=-=-=-=------1 
1 ) • 

• -- ... -......, -...... -· --- =-im-:· ..... .. ....... 

1 , ••• &.Na ,.., ........ ... ... 
, .. , .... ,,. .tKN• 

ot,.Hff - ru.n.-. 

• And haw many are men? (IF B1'CESSAR1, RECOR Fl RN fHAf THE PERS0/1 rou ARI tAUiaC TO 

/NCJ.UDED fB1'itS1!:£V1'S Ia fBE l'IRSf N~HBER, AaD %'HE SECOIID, IF APPROPRIAfl, / 

CIRCU •ullBU OP 11,. A6D l'I•D IaflRS1'CfIO• OF ADUUS ro #Ea "i1BICH DET1'RHiUs rat SU A6D REUfIVE 

AC1' OF flt RUPOBDEBf 10 Bl IBfEBVIENED, 



That meon_s I n_eed to sPeOk to __________ ot home now. 

r, NECESSARZ: Hello, my nane ts _______ and I'm coll Ing from the l'lonnlng Group. 

Ar.J. BESP0110Eil'l's: we ore dolnll o survev of transl t-servlce needs of people llvl119 In the 

Pomona Vollev and hoPe tncit Yciu wl 11 give us o few minutes of your time. 

SECTJOH J 

Yciu nave t,een chosen bY o scientific Process to be one of Justo few nouse­

hOlds to be lntervlelled. Before we. be<;ln, I'd t Ike to assure YOU that 

evervthlnll vou sov wl 11 remain confidential, 

ile would Uke vou to 91ve us sane lnfonnatlon. first about vour use of transit service In 

the Pomona vol leY, and wnat vou know obou_t transit service. Whcit I need to find out Is wu: 
own use of service and what ~ kn011 obo_ut It, not onvane else In vciur household. 

l. WITHIN THE PAST YEAR, HAVE YOU USED ANY PUBLIC TRANSIT $\VICE (NOT SCHOOL BUSl IN POl'DNA 

VALLEY? 

] NO 2 YES • ir lES: WHAT SERVICE O_R SERVICES HAVE YOU USED WITHIN THE 

PAST YEAR? HAVE YOU USED... l!EAD 'l'Bll CA'l'E,oarts 

1 RTD Bus s_erv1ce 

2 The Get-About (Dlol-o-Rldel 

3 Of'IIIITRANS 

4 Cloremont Dlol-o-R.lde 

8 Other !Please describe! __________ _ 

9 

ON THE AVERAG£, HOW OFTEN IN A l'IO_N_TH DO YOU USE TRANS IT 

SERVICES? cr,cr.E 'l'Nt /IUHBEB POR 'l'NE APPROPRIA'l'E ORE 

1 20 doYs ur more cer month 

2 5-19 dOY, Per month 

3 l-4 doYs Per month 

4 Less tho, l doY Per month 

5 It varies o lot 

8 Other---'-------------
9 
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:CP 60: we WOIJLD LIKE TO KNOW WHY YOU DON'T USE TRANSIT SERVICE IN POl'IONA VALLEY, 

PLEASE TELL f1E HOW lf1PORTANT EACH OF THE FOLLOWING REASONS ARE TO YOU BY TELLING f1E IF EACH 

ONE THAT I READ TO YOU IS VERY IMPORTANT, lf1PORTANT, or OF NO lf1PORTANCE, RIAD 'nil .:c~ OP 

AJ._f'llR6A_f' 1VR R,KAS_OIIS VERY NDTVEJIY OF ND 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANCE 

o, There Is no service where I I Ive/work 

;go to scnool 1 2 3 4 
b. I don't know l!l1ough about tronSlt ser-

vie,, tc, 11se It 1 2 3 4 
C, I hl:lveno neeu for transit service 1 2 3 4 
u. I 11~ tne flexlbll I tY of the. cur 1 2 3 4 
e. I need to be able to corrv tI11ngs In 

the car 1 2 3 4 
f, I need to be oole to give rides to 

otners lil the car 1 2 3 4 
y, The sdledule 1111d fre<1uency of service 

cire not convenient 1 2 3 4 
n. Other 

2 .. • HOW l'!ANY BLO.CKS FR0f1 H0f1E IS THE NEAREST BUS STOP? C:CR_CU rHt NUliBl1R POR rBE A_BSIIE:R 

1 WI thin 1 block 

2 1 to 3 blO_CkS 

3 4 to 6 blO_CkS 

4 7 to 1.0 biocks 

5 fil!,re thOn • 10 biocks 

8 Don't Kn~ 
9 

9 

9 
9 
9 

9 

9 

9 

3, HOW f1UCH WOULD YOU SAY YOU KNOW ABOUT TRAiiSIT SERVIC; IN PONO~ VALLEY? c:cRCoE 6UNHR POR 
ABSIIIR 

1 A lot 

SECTJQN 11 

2 Sane th lngs 3 verv little 4 Nothing 9 

Now we would !Ike You to 111ve us your oolnlons about the tranSlt services that. shliilld be 

offered In Panono Vol leY. There ore no r19ht or wrong answers to these auestlons; we Nllllt to 

find out cmout Xllllt 001n1011s, so that we c.on make the transit services meet the DUbllc's needs. 

But, Please remember that transit services, I Ike DOI Ice Protection, fire service, and so on; 
must be DOid for, so that 1111 Nllllt vou to tell us what Y0II tlllnk IS realist I c to Provide; 
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1, DO YOU THINK Tlt£RE SHOULD BE TRANSIT S£RVICE IN POl'IONA VALLEY? TOR ._1:RrB rrs OB •o, 

TIBD our IT PROBABLY OB DEFINITELY 

1 Definitely Yes 2 Probably Yes 3 Probabl v Na 4 Def1n1telY No 9 

2. THERE ARE A NU'1SER OF DIFFERENT GROUPS OF PEOPLE THAT TRANSIT S£RVICE COULD SERVE. I AM 

GOING TO READ EIGHT GROUPS TO YOU. FOR EACH ONE, PLEAS£ TELL PIE IF YOU THINK THEY SHOULD 
BE SERVED OR SHOULD NOT BE SERVED. FOR EI:HER ANSil~R PROBE FOR SfRENCfB OT BESPORSE AN/J 

BllCOBD AS "DETIBirt1t1• OR "PROBABL1". UAD EACH trtN IB rH_E usr ARD RECORD A/I_SilU. 

DEFlNITELY PROBABLY PROBABLY DEFINITELY 
SHOULD SHOULD SHOULD NOT SHOULD NOT 

a. Peocle travel Ing to Jobs locallY 1 2 3 4 
b. Public grade school students 1 2 3 4 
c. LOw-1r.cCX11c. residents 1 2 3 4 
·<l. Col le9e students 1 2 3 4 
e. The elderly 1 2 3 4 
f. Peoole travel Ing to Jobs elsew_here 

In the LOs Angeles region 1 2 3 4 
g, The handlCODDed 1 2 3 4 
n. Everyone, Including those we haven't 

mentioned already 1 2 3 4 

9 
9 
9 
9 
9 

9 
9 

9 

3. THERE. ARE MANY DIFFERENT TYPES OF TRANSIT SERVICE THAT CO_ULD aE PROVIDED IN POrioNA VALLEY. 
. I All GO I NG TO READ YOU SOME oF THOSE. FOR EACH ONE, PLEASE TELL ME I_F YOU TH I_ NK IT SHOULD 
BE PROVIDED-OR SHOULD NOT BE PROVIDED. FOk ElTHl:.'k ANSWER PHOBE FOR $1RENC'fU OF R!'1;roN:.·c 

AND RECORD AS ·o&FlRl'fEr..r• OR •pROBABl,,t•. READ EACH l'fEH lN 'f'RE- r..rsr AIID RECO_R,, Alf.t;l,lf'~. 

DEFINITELY PROBABLY PROBABLY DHiNITELY 
SHOULD SHOULD SHOULD NOT SHOULD NOT 

a. Regu!arlv-schl!duled local transl t 
service In Pauuna val leY onlY 1 2 3 4 9 

b. Regular! y-sc_neu_uled trans 1 t serv Ice 
to and from the 110ntclalr-Ontar10-

1 2 3 4 9 UPiand area 
c. Regularly-scheduled transit service 

1 2 3 4 9 to the Son Gabriel VOlleY 
d, Transit service to Ontario 01r1>0rt 1 2 3 4 9 
e. Trons_t t service to LAX a_l n,ort 1 2 3 4 9 
f. Regu_larly-scheuuled transit serilce 

to and from other areas In LOS 
Angeles County 1 2 3 4 9 
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DEFINITELY PROBABLY PROBABLY DEFINITELY 
SHOULD SHOULD SllDULD NOT SHOULD NOT 

g, Re11ul<irly-scJ:]eduled transit service 

tc1 and from orange countY 1 2 3 4 9 
. . . 

h. Loco! bl.IS service to oork'n' ride .lots 

fo_r exoress service to dOwntown LA 1 2 3 4 9 
1. Exoanded oork'n'rlde and exoress 

service 1 2 3 4 9 
J. Dlol-a-rrde service for al I Panone 

VolleY resldents, not Just elderlY 

and-hand1cacoed 1 2 3 4 

SECTION 1J I 

We would like to know h~ much vou would use transit service In Pomona Volley for your re9U­

lor trove! needs, and how service should be lmcroved for you to use It .• 

9 

In the next five auestlons, Please tell me what transit service should be 11.ke for you to use 

It for ot· least some of your travel needs In and around Pomona Vo_lleY. 

l.. FOR YOU TO USE IT, ON WHICH DAYS OF TIIE WEEK w_oulil TRANSIT SERVICE NEED TO BE PROVIDED? 

READ AJ.'l;;HNA'rIVt,;:; 

1 MondoY through Frtdoy 

2 MontiUY through SoturdoY 

3 seven dOYs o week 
8 Other ______________ _ 

9 
0 Would not use transl t servlce Ot oil (SKIP TO SEC'rIOW IV/ 

2. IF Tf!AHSIT SERVI.CE WERE ON THOSE DAYS OF THE. WEEK, WHAT WOULD BE ~E 11IN111Uiil HOURS OF 

TRANSIT SERVICE FOR YOIJ TO USE U? Rl:AD AJ._TfRNA'rIVf:S 

1 Rush nours 

2 Daytime 

3 DOYt l1ile onu evening 

4 211-nour servl ce 

8 Uther ·-..a.a.------aa....----------
9 

A-5 5 



3, WHAT WOUU) BE THE LilNGEST TIME YOU WOUU) BE WILLING TO WA.IT FOR A BUS? RI/AU A,rKHNA'l't vi,::; 

1 UP to 5 minutes 

2 5 to 10 minutes 

3 10 to 15 minutes 

4 15 to 30 minutes 

8 Other 

9 
4, WHAT llOUU) BE THE FURTHEST DISTANCE YOU WOUU) WALK TO A BUS STOP? READ AUERRA'l'IV1S 

1 Less tnan.1 block 

2 1 to 3 blocks 

3 4 to 6 blocks 

4 7 to 10 blocks 

8 Other 

9 
5, IF THE TRANSIT SERVICE WAS DIAL-A-RIDE, HOW FAR AHEAD WOUU) YOU BE WILLING TO CALL TO 

ARRANGE; FOR A PICK-UP? READ A£'1'ERBA'l'IVES 

1 2 davs to 1, week 

2 4 hours to 1 dOY 

3 1 to 4 hours 

4 · 30 to 60 minutes 

8 Other 

9 
Ill the next few cwestlons. Ne NOUld l Ike to know hOW 11111th YOU think Y0U IIOUld use llll)rOVed 

troJnSlt service In Palrlno Volley 

&. DO YOU WORK OUTSIDE THE HO!£, OR GO TO SCHOOL OR COLLEGE? 
1 No 2 Yes: Ir rrs, 

I IF SERVICE IIERE 111PROVED IN POl'IONA VALLEY, llOlllD YOU USE TRANSIT TO 
TRAva BETWEEN II011E .AND WORK/SCHOOVCOLLEGE? 1 No 2 Yes 

7. IF SERVICE IN P0l'IINA VALLEY WERE l_l'IPROVED_, l!O_Ul.D YOU USE TRANSIT FOR SHOPPING ~.I~? 
1 !lo 2 Yes z, _rrs: ABOUT 11011 OFTEN DO YOU THINK YOU WOUU) .US£ TRANSIT FOR SHO--PP-IN-G?-

1 2 or 1111re times a week 

3 1-4 times o mnth 

5 Verv rarelY 

2 Once a week 

4 Less than once a month 

8 Other ____ _ 
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8. IF SERVICE IN POmNA VALLEY WERE IIIPRDVED, WOULD YOU USE TRANSIT FOR PIEDICAL TIIIPS? 

1 No • 2 Yes zr !ES:. ABOUT H_OW OFT EH D() YOU- TIil NK iou WOUi.D US£ TRANS IT FOR IIED I CAL 

fRJPS? 

1 2 or more times o week 

3 l-4 times o month 

5 very rorelY 

2 Once a week 

4 Less thor\ once. o month 

8 Other ___ _ 9 

9. IF SERVICE: IN POIIONA VALLEY WERE lffl'ROVED, WOULD YOU USE THE BUS SERVIC£ FOR AJIY OTHER TRAVEL? 

1 Ho 2 Yes rr rrs: ABOUT HOW OFTB(DO YOU THINK YOU WOULD US£ TRANS.IT SERVICE FOR 

, SECT10N JY 

OTHER TRAVEL? 

1 2 o_r more times a week 

3 l-4 times o month 

5 Vert rarely 

2 · once a week 

4 Les_s tl10n once a month 

8 Other ----- 9 

we liOulcl also like to know a few things acout the 0eao1e whO answer our ustlcins, bath for 

statistical reasons and for c011100rlng to Census 111.farmotlon. 

1. HOW IIANY PRIVATE IIOTO.R VEHICLES (CARS, VANS, LIGHT TRUCKS) ARE AVAILABLE TO YOUR HOUSEHOLD 

FOR TRAVEL IN THIS AREA? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 ormur1 9 
2, Hml 11ANY PEOPLE, INCLUDING CHILDREN, LIVE IN THIS HOUSEHOLD? PLEASE COUNT YOURSELF, 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Sor mare 9 
!r.P l&CESSAJi!,. CBECX i'ilA'r R/lSPOilDEN't IRC£U01i0 HIHS/l£F OR Br'RSl'£F;! 

3. HOW ~y PEOPLE IN THIS HOUSEHOLD ARE WORl(lliG OUTSIDE THE HOIIE? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 Sor mare 9 
4. HOW IIANY PEOPLE IN THIS HOUSEHOLD HAVE A CURRENT DRIVER'S LICENSE? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 9 

5. PW SE TELL IIE llHA T ETHNIC GROUP YOU BELONG TO ,.,. 

1 nsoanlc 2 Block 3 Asian or Pacific lsloncler 4 White 

8 Other----------------:--
6. DO YOU OR YOUR HOUSE!KlLD OWN YOUR HOIIE OR RENT IT? 1 Own 

9 
2 Rent 9 

7. PLEASE TELi. PIE IN I/HAT YEAR YOU WERE BORN 9 
8, PLEASE TELi. '1E THE ZIP CODE OF YOUR HOl'IE. ADDRESS ___ _ 9 
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9, PLEASE TEI.I. l'IE TH£ HIGHEST LfVEL OF EDUCATION YOU HAVE REACHED? 
1 IJl) to 6 years of sc11001 2 7•9 years of scn001 

4 Sane colle9e 5 z-year de9r'ee 

7 Sane graduate StudY 8 Graduate degree/de9rees 

ClRCU APPROPRlAf8 CAf8CORl 

3 10·12 Years of sch00I 

6 Batnelor•s degree 

9 

10. NOW, CONSIDER ALL SOURCES OF INCOME, BEFORE TAXES, FOR EVERYONE LIVING 111TH YOU IN 1982. 

PlfASE STOP l'IE WHEN I G£T TO YOUR INCOME LfVEL, HAD curr;oaris 

1 Unaer SS,000 

4 SlS,000 tll $20,000 

7 s3o,ooo to SII0,000 

2 ss,ooo to s10,ooo 

5 s20,ooo to szs,ooo 

8 over ~o.ooo 

3 s10,ooo to SlS,000 

6 S25,000 to $30,000 

9 Don't know/ No Reso.onse 

Thank YOU for Your helo In t.nts studY, These ore oil the QUestlons I haVe, Do you·haVe any 

caunents you wont to odd .to this surveY? If. you would I Ike any lnfonnotlon on our stud'i, Please 

coll ona ask for •survey Helo,• 

ca,ments; 

- - ,/ 
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POMONA VALLEY 

TRANSIT NEEDS STUDY 

WEST VALLEY 

Hel 10. my naile ls ________ __,, __ . l 'm coll Ing fram Tne Planning G.rOUD, We ore doing o studY 

for tne cities In tne Pa!ll:io VolleY an.d tne Sout.nem c011fom10 Rlmld Transit District to tm­

orove transit service ber.-een tne Panone valley an.d West valleY, Plea.se 11111 vou ne10 us In 

this studY bY answering s:lll!e QUestlons for me. 

Because t.nls teleofl011e nunber was selected at randan bY o ct1110uter, I need to know first If 

tnls ls a name o.r a busl.11ess. 

HOME 

~ 
BUSINESS: Tllank yau for your ne10. we.are studYln9 residences only, 

so we need not take any nilre of Your time. 

Now I need to find out· 11110 I snould soeak to at tnu residence. As 00rt of ttl!S stUdY, I can't 

0l110Ys Interview tne 0ersan 11110 ·answers tne 0none. cut I milst cnoose one of tne. adults· wt10 IS 

ot nome now. We do tnls to make sure tnat. we Include In our studY tne rl9nt numbers of botn 

men and women of au ages. so tr:,0t I can cnoose tne 0ers0n, 01ease tell me now ffl011Y beo01e 18 

years old or over are at name now, lncludl."9 vou, <If YO.u a.re 18 or over>. 

IF A8SIIER IS l, ASK: Are Ygu tnat one? SKIP 1AB£E ABO El1BER ASK FOR 1RE ONE 

AUIJ~T OR C0/111/IUE lf11tRV1Elll/Jt: IF 11/lS IS .1HE ORE AOU£1. 

ODD 

I 

1 

• .. 

lF A.881/ti:R IS l!QRE raA:,1 l , coar lRUE, 

-
NO­-

• 

... -·· -........ ~~ 
- ... • -... __,, ......... , -- ... - ... 

P;VEN 

• 
1 

• 

........ 
....-·-

........ -.. ,_ 

I • .... _ ........... - .-- ;::.::s;•• ....... -· ... - ..,_ - -.,._ ...... ....... ....... _ ..... ..... 

And now mony are men? (IF HCESSAIII, REC0ll'1RII 111ir 1RE PERS0/1 roil ARE 1Ar.tUC ru 
{/IClJIOEO 18E#SE£ns 1• 1RE Pr•n au111tR, A80 rat SECORD, IP AP~ROPR1A1E.J 

CIRCLE RUIIBER OP #E8 AH PIRO lffERSEC1'10R OP AOUUS 10 #Ell 1/B.lCII OEURJ!.l~ES 1BE SEZ A/10 RE£A11VE 

At:1 OF 1RE RESP080Ell110 IE 181ERV1EIIEO. 
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Tllat means I need ta soeak ta _________ at nane now. 

IP HCl:SSAR:t: 

• 

SECTJON I 

Hello, mv nane Is _______ and I'm caU Ing fran tl:e Planning GrouD. 

we are daln9 a surveY cif transit-service needs af DeoDle llvln9 In tne 

west Valley and haDe that You will give us o few minutes of Your t!me. 

You have been cnosen bY o scientific Drocess to be orie of Just a few nciuse-

110.ldS to be Interviewed, Before we be91n, I'd like to assure vou tnat 

evervtnlng YOU sav wlll remain ccnfldentlal. 

we would like you to give us sane lnfonnatlan, first aDaut vaur use of trcinslt service to and 

fran tne Panona ValleY, and what You know about transit service. llllat I need fa find out Is 

~ own use of service and what ~ know about It, not anvone else In va·ur nousenold. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1.. WITl:11.N THE PAST YEAR. HAVE YOU USED ANY PUBLIC TRANSIT SERVICE (NOT SCHOOL BUS) TO OR FROM I 
POM!)NA VA.~ 

1 NO 

/I 

2 YES ♦ IP ns: WHAT SERVICE OR SERVICES HAVE YOU USED WITHIN THE 

PAST YEAR? HAVE YOU USED... READ 'IRE t:A'lE.l:ORIES 

1 RTD Bus Service 

2 Tne Get About (Dlal-a-L;ftl 

3 OlffllTRANS 

8 
9 

Otner (Dlease describe! _______ _ 

I 
I 
I 
I 

ON THE AVERAGE, HOW OFTEN IN A l'llNTH DO YOU USE TRANSIT I 
I 
I 
I 

SERVICES'? CIRC£E 'IRE BUNBER roR 'lBE APPROPRIA'lE ONE 

1 20 daYS Or more oer month 

2 5-19 daYs oer montn 

3 1-4 daYs Der mantl'I 

4 L.ess tnan l d0Y oer mcntn 

5 It varies a lot 8 Otner _____________ _ 

9 
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r, 110: we WOULD LIi<£ T0 Kll0ll WHY YOU DON'T US£ TRANSIT SERVICE. TO AIID FROl'I POMONA 

VALLEt, PWSE TELL ME HOW IMPORTANT EACH OF THE FOLLOWING R;ASONS ARE TO YOU BY TELLING ME I.F 

EACH ON£ THAT I READ TO YOU IS VERY IMPORTANT, iMP!iRTANT, NOT VERY IMPORTANT, OR OF NO IMPOR'- --

TANCE, RBAD rat ~rsr a, A~ra1111Ar1va aauo11s 

VERY 
IMPORTANT 

a, There Is no service wnere I llve/wa_rk 

/go to scnaal 1 
b, I don't knew enou1111 about trans_!t ser-

vice to use It 1 
C, I nave no need for transit service 1 
d, I need tne flexlbllltY of tne car 1 
e. 1 need to be able to carry t11ln11s In 

-------- --·- ------- l tne car 
f. I neea to be able to 111ve rides to 

otners In the car 1 
g, The scl!edule and freauencY of service 

are not convenient 1 
n. ot_ner 

2. HOW MANY BLOCKS FROl'I HOME IS THE NEAREST BOS STOP? 

1 
2 
3 

Within 1 block 

1 to 3 blacks 

4 to 6 lllacks 

4 _7 to 10 blockS 

5 
8 
9 

filare than 10 bloc~ 

Don't Know 

NOlVEIIY OF NO . 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANCE 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 
2 3 4 
2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

l:IRl:~t THE IIUNBER FOR THE, .AIISIIER 

3, HOW MUCH WOULD YOiJ SAY YOU _KNOii ABOUT TRANSIT SERVICE TO _AND FROM POIION_A VALLEY? 1:1111:r.t 

rat auNBBR ,011 ta• A11s11BR 

1 A lot 

SECIJPli II 

2 sane thln!ls 3 Very little 4 Nothln!I 9 

9 

9 
9 
9 

9 

9 

9 

Now we would like. yau to Sllve us Your ~11In_l!;ns about the transit services tnat snould be 

cfferea to and from Panone Val leY. There are no rl!lllt or 11ron11 answers to tnese auestlons; we 

NClllt to find out acout :tllllt 011InIons, so tnat we can make tt:ie t_ransl t services meet the 11ubl lc 

needs, But, 11lea.se reinember tnat transit services, like oallce 11rote_ct10i:1,. fire service, and 

so on, must be 11ald for, so tnat we want vou to tell us wnat yau think Is realistic to 11ro-
vldl!, 
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l. DO YOU THINK THERE SHOULD BE TRANSIT SERVICE BETWEEN POIIONA VALLEY AND WHERE YOU L.lv.:? 

TOR Eir/lER 1ts OR RO, TIRD our I.T PROBABLY OR DEFINITaY 

1 DeflnltelY Yes 2 ProballlY Yes 3 Probably No 4 DeflnltelY No 

j1T Drr111rrrr.1 •D: r:o ro SEcr1011 111 j 

2, TIIERE ARE A NUl'lBER OF Dlf-t!REHT GROUPS OF PEOPLE THAT TRANSIT SERVICE TO AND FROM THE 

POl10NA VALLEY COULD SERVE, I All GOING TO READ EIGHT GROUPS TO YOU, FOR EACH ONE, PLEASE 

TaL l1E IF YOU THINK TH£Y SHOULD BE SERVED OR SHOULD NOT BE SERVED. TOR l!IrREil ARSIIER 

PROBE roe :!rREllf:'J'/l OT RESPOBSE A/lD RECORD AS "DETllllrEl.1" OR PROBA/l.r.1•. RE~D EAC/l lrl:N 

1'1 rBE 1.1sr ARD RECD.RD All_Sll'ER. 

IITTtNITELY Pl!OBABLY Pl!OBABLY IIEFlNITELY 
SHOULD SHOULD SHOULD NOT SHOULD NOT 

0.- Peoole travel 1119 to Jobs 1 2 3 4 
D, S110110ers t 2 3 ·4 
c. LDw-lncane residents 1 2 3 4 
d. College Stue1ents 1 2· 3 4 
e. The elC1erlY 1 2 3 4 
f, Tne 110ndlCClloed 1 2 3 4 
g. Evervone, lnclue11ng tnose Nl! naven't 

mentioned olreae1Y 1 2 3 4 

I 
I 

' ~ 

I 
~ 

I 
I 

3, THERE ARE MANY DIFFERENT TYPES OF TRANSIT SERVICE THAT COULD BE PROVIDED TO AND FROM 

POMONA VALLEY. I Al'! GOING TO READ YOU SOl1E OF THOSE. FOR EACH ONE, PLEASE TELL ME IF YOU I 
THINK IT SHO.ULD BE PROVIDED OR SHOULD NOT BE PROVIDED. FDR EirHR AIISlll!R PROBE FDR STRECH 

OT Rl!SPORSE AIID RECORD AS "Dl!Tl/tlrl:1.1" OR "PROBABl.1°. READ EACH Irl!N 111 r/ll! 1.1sr A.RD 

RECORD A.SI/ER 

0. Re9ul0rlY-scneC1111ee1 transit service 
ta and from tne Pai10n0 volley 

D, Transit service ta Onta.rla a.11'1lart 
c. Transit service to LAX 011'1l0rt 
d. llegularlY•ScneCIUleC1 transit service 

to and from Orange County 

DEFlNITILY 
SHOULD 

1 
1 
1 

1 
e. LOcol bus service tcr110rk'n'rlde lots 

for exoress service to d0111it()Nll LA 1 
f. Park'n' ride exoress service 1 
r:. D101-0-rlde service far al I West 

v01 Jey restllei'lts 1 
n. Is tnere 0.tner service. you feel 

snould be 0rov1e1ee1 to and frail tne 
P01110110 Volley? (saeclfY) 
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Pl!OBABLY 
SHOULD NOT 

3 
3 
3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

DUINITilY 
SHOULD NOT 

4 
4 
4 

4 

4 
4 

4 
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S&tITON ltl 

we wo_u_ld I Ike to know how ll1IICh vou would use trans a service to and from PomotUl Valley for _,. 

vour regular travel needs, and no_w service should be lmDrcived for you to use It. 

In the next five auest1011s, 01ease tell me what transl t service shcu_ld be like for vou to 

use It for at least sane of your yravel needs to and fran the Panona valleY. 

l, FOR YOU TO USE IT, ON lli!ICII DAYS OF TllE WEEK WOUU) TRANSIT S£RVICE NEED TO BE PROVIDED? 
READ AJ.%'1'RBA1'ivrs 

1 .ilondoy through Fr ldaY 

2 l'IOndaY through saturdav 

3 Seven dots a week 
8 Other _ __. ___________ _ 

9 
0 would nat use trans It service at al 1 (SCIP %'/1 SEC'rIDB IV/ 

• 2, IF TRANSIT SERVICE WERE ON THOSE DAYS OF THE WEEX, WHAT WOULD BE THE IIINIIIIJ/1 HOURS OF 
TRANSIT SERVICE ,:OR YOU TO iJS£ IT? UAD AJ.:'EliBA1'1VIS 

1 Rush nours 

2 Daytime 

3 DaYtlme ona evenln9 

4 211-hour service 

8 Other -------a.....------------
9 

3, WHAT WOUUI BE TllE LDNWT TIME YOU WOUUI BE· W°ILLING TO WAIT FOR A BUS? READ Al.1'r:RNA1'1VES 

1 u0 to 5 minutes 

2 s to 10 minutes 
3 10 to lS minutes 

4 15 to 3D m!nutes 8 Other _____________ _ 

9 
II. WHAT WOUUI BE Tlf£ FURfHEST DISTANCE YOU WOULD WALK TO A BUS STOP? 

1 Less than 1 block 

2 l to 3 blocks • 

3 q to 6 blocks 

4 7 to 10 blocks 

8 Other 

9 A-13 5 



s. IF THE TRANSIT SERVIC£ WAS DIAL-A-RIDE, HOW FAR ;AHEAD WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO CALL TO 

ARRAIIGE FOR A ?ICX-UP? RUD AI.1:l!fRRA1:1VltS 

1 2 dDYS to 1 week 

2 q nour~ to 1 dDY 

3 1 to q hours 

4 30 to 60 minutes 

8 • Other 

9 . 
In the next few auestlons, we would like to know how much Y0u think Y0u wou1d use IR1Droved 

transit service to and fran Paoono Volley 

6. DO YOU WORK OUT:SIDE THE HOME, OR GO TO SCHOOL OR COLLEGE IN POl'IONA VALLEY? 

1 No 2 Yes: n rrs, 

1 IF SERVICE WERE IMPROVED TO AND FR0II POMON~ VALLEY, WOULD YOU USE' 

TRANSIT TO TRAVEL BETWEEN HOME AND WJRK/SCHOOL/COLLEGE? 1 No 

7. l.F SERVIC£ TO AND FROM P01'10NA VALLEY WERE IMPROVED, WOULD YOU USE TRANSIT FOR 

SHOPPING TRIPS? 

2 Yes 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
.....,,---------------------------------1 No 2 Yes z, rrs_: ABOUT HOii OFTEN oo YOU THINK vou WOULD USE TRANSIT FOR SHOPPING1!1 

1 2 o.r ~re times o week 

3 1-4 times o month 

5 Very rarely 

2 Once a Wl!l!k 

4 Less thou once o moath 

8 Other ----- 9 

8. IF SERVIC£ TO AND FROM POMONA VALLEY WERE IMPROVED, WOULD YOU USE TRANSIT FOR MEDICAL 

TRIPS? 

1 "° 2 Yes z, rrs, ABOUT HOii OFTEN DO YOU tiUNK YOU WOULD USE TRAIISIT FOR MEDICAL 
TRIPS? 

1 2 or more times o 11eek 

3 1,.q times o month 

5 very rarely 

2 Once o week 

4 Less than once o 111011t.l:I 

8 Otber ----- 9 

9. IF SERV!C£ TO AND FROM POl'IONA VALLEY WERE IMPROVED, WOULD YOU USE THE BUS SERVICE FOR 

ANY OTHER TRAVEL? 

2 Yes z, 1881 ABOUT HOW OFTEN DO YOU TliiiiK YOU WOULD USE TRANSIT SERVIC:: FOR 

OTHER TRAVEL? 

1 2 o.r more times a .week 

3 1,.q times o month 

5 Very rarely 
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4 Less than once a month 
8 Other ____ _ 9 
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SECJJON Cl 
We Nliuld also like to 1cn011 a few tllln9s allou.t tile Deoole llhO ans,er our Qllestlcins, bG;."I for 

stat.lsUcal reasons and for ClllllOrlng ta census Information. 

l. HOW IWfY PRIVATE lt>T0R VEHICLES <CARS, VANS, LIGHT TRUCKS> ARE AVAll.Alll.£ TO YOUR HOUSEHOLD 

FOR TRAVEL IN THIS AREA? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 armare 9 
2. HOW MNY PEOPLE, INCLUDING CHILDREN, LIVE IN THIS ilOUSEHOi.D? PLEASE COUNT YOURSELF, 

t 2 3 4 5 6 7 Barmore 
jt, arr:tsSARl, cil,:r:1 %'~A%' iltsprfiro-,:Jit INCT.liDtD RIHSUr 011 uas,:r.,., 

3. HOW MNY eE0PlE IN THIS HOUSEHOLD ARE.WORKING OUTSIDE THE HOl'IE? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6arnmre 9 
4. HOW IWff PEOPLE IN THIS HOUSEHOLD HAVE A CURRENT DRIVER'S LICENSE? 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6armare 9 

5, PLEASE TELL 11E WHA :r ETHl'.I IC GROUP YOU BEi.ONG TO ••• 

1 HIS0011lc 2 Block 3 Asian or Pacific· Islander 
8 Otner •• 

6. 00 YOU OR YOUR HOUSEHOLD OWN YOUR HOME OR RENT IT? l Own 

7, PLEASE TELL l1E IN WHAT YEAR YOU WERE BORN 

8. PLEASE TELL IIE THE ZIP CODE OF YOUR HOME ADDRESS·-· ___ _ 

9 

4 White 

9 
2 Rent 

9 

9 

9 

9. PLEASE TELL 11E THE HIGHEST L£VEL OF EDUCATION YOU HAVE REACHED? · czilr:r.r A.l'l'ROPRIA%'r CArrcailr. 

1 uo to 6 vears of scnool 2 7..,9 years of scn001 3 10-12 Years of scn001 

4 same ail !eve 5 2-ve11r degree 6 Baclie10r•s degree 
7 sane gradUate stUCIY 8 Graduate degree/degrees 9 

10. NOW; CONSIDER ALL SOURCES OF INCOJIE, BEFORE TAXES, FOR EVERYONE LIVING WITH YOU IN 1982. 

PLEASE STOP l1E WHEII I GET • TD YOUR I NCOIIE LEVEL. ara r:Arrr:aazr:s 

1 Under ss, 000 

4 SlS,000 ta S20,000 

7 S30,000 ta SII0,000 

2 SS,000 to SlO,000 

5 S20,000 ta S25,000 

8 Over S40,O00 

A-15 

3 Sl0,000 ta SlS,00O 

6 szs.ooo ta s:io.ooo 
9 Don't knoll/ Ka Reffllnse 

7 



Thank You for YOiir l!elD In thts studY, These :ire all. the auest1011s I have, Da you have any 

cannents Y011 want ta add ta thl_s survey? If vou would llke an_y tnfannatlan an our stlldY, 

call 2:U/661-1185 and ask far· •survey HelD, • 

ca1ments; 

I 
I 
I 
I 

----------------1 

----------------' 
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That nieans I nl!l!d to s0eak to _________ ot home now. 

• 11' MECESSARr: Hello, mv name. Is ____________ ai,d I'm calling from the Planning GrouP, 

AU ars,oaonrs, We are doing o surveY o_f transit-service needs of 0eolile l lvlng In the 

Panano valleY ai,d ho.Pe tnat You wl II give us o few minutes of vour time, 

SECTIOfl I 

You h!lYe been cnosen bY a scientific Process to be ane of Just. o few house­

holds .to be Interviewed, Before we begIn, .I'd like ta assure vou that 

everything YOU soy wl II remain confident 101. 

_we would like vou to give us sane Information, first about your use of transit service In 

tne P'anono valleY, and wllat vou kn011 about transit service. wnat I need to find out Is :tmir. 

own use of service and whot mil know about It, not anyone else In Your household. 

1, WITHIN THE P~T YEAR, HAVE YOU USED ANY PUBLIC TRANSIT SERVIC£ (NOT SCHOOL BUS) IN POMONA 

VALLEY? 

78% NO 22% YES ♦ 11' lES: WHAT SERVICE OR SERVICES HAVE YOU USED WfTHIN THE 

. PAST YEAR? HAVE YOU USED,,, READ THI: CIIT'ECDRI'ES 

• 

89% RTD Bus Service 

5% The Get-About (DIOl-a-Rlde) 

2% 01!1'11 T~_S 

1% Claremont Dial-a-Ride 

2% Othe.r (Please describe> ________ _ 

ON THE AVERAGE, HOii OFTEN IN A l'IONTH DO YO~ USE TRANSIT 

SERVICES? CIRCLE THE WUNBER roR TRr APPROPRIA'lE ONE 

221. 20 dovs or more oer month 

14% 5-19 dovs oer month 

26% l-4 dOYS per month 

15% Less tnan 1 dOY 0er rronth 

21% It varies o lot 
2:% Other ____________ _ 

co TO QUESTtoa 2 

B-1 2 
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I 
IF NO, we WOULD LIKE TO JCNOW WHY YOU DON'T USE TRANSIT SERVIC£. IN POl'IONA VALLEY. 

PLEASE TELL l!E HOW ll'IPORTANT EACH OF THE FOLLOWING REASO~S ARE TO YOU BY TELLING IIE. IF EACH I 
ONE THAT I READ TO YOU IS VERY lffl'ORTANT, lf'IPORTAil'T, or OF ito IMPORTANCE. READ TRr '1ST OF 

At/tKRIIA_1 IV~ Rf.'AtOll& 

IMl'flNT 
NOT VERY OF NO 

IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANCE 
o. rhere Is no service wnere I live/work 

/;o to scnool 13% 16% 34% 37% 
b, I don't. kilow 1!110u9/l about transit ser• 

VICI! tc, 11se It 17% 19% 37% 27% 
c. I nave no neel.l for transl t. service 36% 24% 28% 12% 
u .. I 11c=ed tne fl~xlbllltY of tne cur 67% 23% 8% 3% 
e, I need t_o be able to carry t1llrigs In 

tne cor 43% 25% 18% 14% 
f, I need to be aole to give rides to 

otners l_n tne cor 29% 22% 29% 20% 
11, The scnl!lhlle Wld freauency of serv\ce 

18% 29% 29% ore not convenient 24% 
II, Other 

2, HOW l'IANY BLOCKS FR0/1 HQIIE IS THE NEAREST BUS STOP? CIR.CU 'lBII IUNBER FOR 1BE ABSIIU 

26% Ill tl\ln l block 

36% l to 3 blocks 

17% 4 to 6 blocks 

5% 7 ta 10 blocks 

7% /lore tnan 10 blocks 

10% Don't Know 

3, KOii l'IIJCH WOULD YOU SAY 'IOU KIIO\I AI\OUT TllANS!T $£RV!C£ IN POl'IOHA VALLEY? 

7% A lat 

SECTION 11 

21% sane tn1ngs 45% Very 11 ttle 27% Natn1ni:i 

flaw we 1111Uld like Yau to give us your oolnlons a00ut tne t_ranslt services that sllould be 

offered In Paaona VaUeY. There are na r19/lt or wroni:i answen ta tnese auesttans; we want to 

find out allaut :tllllt 001n1ons. sa tnat we can ~ke tne transit services meet tne 0ilbllc's needs, 

But. Dleosi. remamer ttmt transit services. like 11011ce 0ratectlon, fire service. and so on. 

must be oald for, so that we want vou to tell us what vou tnlnk Is realistic ta 0ravlde. 
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1. DO YOU THINK THERE SHOULD BE TRANSIT SERVICE IN POl'IONA VALLEY? roR llt'l'HllR ns OR 1to, 

nao ou'l' rr PROBABLY oa DEFINITELY 

79% Deflnl tely Yes 19% Probably Yes 

jir.DEFtltI'l''ELl 110: ,~-'l'O SU'l'ION ttij 

1% Probably No 1% Defl.nltelY N.o. 

2. THERE ARE A NUMBER OF DIFFERENT GROUPS OF PEOPLE .THAT TRANSIT SERVICE COULD SERVE-. I A/1 

GOING TO READ EIGHT GROUPS TO YOU. FOR EACH ONE, PLEASE TELL IIE IF YOU THINK THEY SHOU.LD 

BE SERVED OR SHOULD NOT BE SERVED. FoR E:I'l'HE:R ARSw,R PRosi1 FoR S'l'RERC'l'H oF RE&PoNSE ANIJ I R'ECDRD AS "DEFIRI'l'El.1" OR 'PROBABLl". RllAD llACH I'iEN IN 'l'HE: LIS'l' AIID RECORD AIISll/lR, 

I 
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o. People trove! 1119 to Jobs Iocol lY 

b. Public grade scnool students 

c. 1.Qw-1ncome res hlents 

~. COiiege students 

e. The elderly 

f. People traveling to Jobs elsewhere 

in tne LPs An9eles· re<.ion 

g. The .hand I CODPed 

DEFINITELY 
SHOULD 

68% 
50% 
74% 
66% 
86% 

70% 
82% 

n. Ever10ne, Including tnose we haven't 

mentioned olreody 56% 

PROBABLY 
SHOULD 

28% 
30% 
23% 
28% 
13% 

26% 
16% 

39% 

PROBABLY 
SHOULD NOT 

3% 
10% 

2% 
4% 
• 

3% 
2% 

4% 

DUINITELY 
SHOULD NOT 

1% 
10% 

1% 
2% 

2% 
1% 

1% 

3. THERE ARE 11ANY DIFFERE.~T TYPES OF TRANSIT SERVICE THAT COULD i!E PROVIDED IN POIIONA VALLEY .. 

I A/1 GOING TO READ YOU SOIIE OF THOSE. FOR EACH ONE, PLEASE TELL IIE IF YO.U THINK IT SHO.ULD 

BE PROVIDED OR SHOULD NOT BE PROVIDED. FON E:I'l'R•lt AN&llc'R PROBE FOR ::TRE.,c'l'H 01· _q~•::rnN:;1: 

AIID RtlCORD AS "DCFIII'l'EL1" OR "PROBABLT". READ EACH I'l'Et-r IR 'l'RE LIS'l' ARD RE:COR" H.SIIF~. 

DEFINITELY PROBABLY PROBABLY DHINlTELY 
• SHOULD SHOULD SHOULD NOT SHOULD NOT 

o. Re<,ulorlY-scneuuled local tron.sl t 

service In P01110110 Volley only 31% 21% 15i 33% 
b. Re<.ulorly-scnetJuled tronsit service 

to an9 fran tne i'lontc·ioir~ontor10-

u11 I and area 6 0% 
c. Reoulorly-scheduled transit service 

to tne San Gabriel vol leY 50% 
d. Tran.sit service to Ontario olr110rt 70% 
e. Tran.sit service to LAX olr110rt 61% 
f. Re<.ulorlY-sdletJuled transit service 

to and from otner areas In LPs 

Anoel~s County 

35% 

40% 
23% 
24% 

39% 
B-3 

7% 
4% 
9% 

6% 

2% 

3% 
3% 
6% 

3% 



g, Regularly-scheuuled transit service 

DEFINITELY 
SHOULD. 

to and from Orange CountY 40% 
h, Local bus service to Park'n'rlde lots 

for ex0ress service to downtown LA 66% 
I, Ex0anded 00rk'n'rlde and exoress 

service 60% 
J, Dial-a-ride service for oil Panone 

valleY residents, not Just elderlY 

and handlC00Ded 39% 

SECTION 11 I 

PROBABLY 
SHOULD 

42% 

26% 

33% 

28% 

PROBABLY 
SHOULD NOT 

13% 

5% 

13% 

DEFINITELY 
SHOULD NOT 

6% 

3% 

3% 

20% 

We woul.d like to know haw much You would use transit servlc.e 1.n POll1)na Valley for Your regu­

lar travel needs., and how servt.ce should be 1.1110roved for :,ou to use It, 

In the next five auest1ons,.0lease tell me wnot transit service snould be like for vou to use 

It for at lean sane of Your travel needs In and around POll1)na Vall~Y, 

l, FOR YOU TO USE IT, ON WHICH DAYS OF THE IIEEK WOULD TRANSIT SERVICE NEED TO BE PROVIDED? 

/IEAD Al.'ri::RNA'rIVU 

40% 110nd0Y through Friday 

14% 110nuuy through Saturday 

42% Seven days a week 
5% Other _______________ _ 

39% Would not use tran.sl t service at oil tSKIP TD s&c'rioN 1v1 

l, IF TRANSIT SERVICE WERE uN THOSE DAYS uF THE WEEK, WHAT WOULD BE THE MINIMU11 HOURS OF 

TRANSIT SERVICE FOR YOU TO USE IT? Rt:AD "'rERNA'rivES 

20% Rush nours 

30% Davtlme 

28% llOV tlwe and even I ng 

20% 24-nour serv Ice 

2% utner 
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3, WHAT WOULD BE THE LONGEST TIMIS YOU WOULD BE \IILLIHG TO WAIT FOR A BUS? R~Au A<.rt:1tNATt v,::: 

4% lJD to 5 minutes 

21% 5 to lO minutes 

43% 10 to 15 minutes 

30% l5 to 30 ml_nutes 

1% Otner ·-------~-------

4, WHAT WOUU! BE TH£ FURTHE~T DISTANCE YOU WOULD WALK TO A BUS STOP? READ ALTERNArIYrS 

9%" Less t_non l block 

53% l to 3 blocks 

29% 4 to 6 blocks 

8% 7 to 10 block.s 

2% Otner 

5. 1.F THE TRANSIT SERVICE WAS DIAL·A·RIDE, HOW FAR AHEAD WO.ULD YOU BE WILLING TO CALL TO 

ARRANGE FOR A PICK-UP? RE.~.D ALTERNArIVES 

9% 2 dOYS to l !Eek 

25% 4 hours to l cJay 

34% l to 4 hours 

31% 30 .to 60 minutes 

1% Otner 

111 cne next few cwestlons, we would 111ce· to know now mucn you think vou NOUld use lmoroved 

troli'ISI t service In Panona ValleY 

6. DO YOU WOJ!K OUTSIDE THE 1101£, OR GO TO SCHOOL O.R COLLEGE? 

29% Na 72:rtes: " lES1 

l IF SERVICE W_ERE ll'IPROVED IN POffllNA VALL,EY, WOULD YOU USE TRANSIT TO 

TRAVEL ~ HOl'IE AND WORK/SCJ!OOL/CClLLEGE? 2 9% 110 71 % Yes 

7, IF SERVICE IN POl'IO_l!A VALLEY WERE IPIPROVEI!, WOULD YOU USE TRANSIT FOR SHQ!'PING TRIPS? 

42% Mo 8%'fes 17 lES: ABOUT HOW OFTEN DO YOU THINK YOU WOULD US£ TRANSIT FOR SHOPPING? 

39% 2 or mare times a Meek 33% Once a week 

19% l-'1 times a mantn . 4% Less tnan once a II\Ollth 

5% Very rare I y 1% Otner -----
B-5 6 



8, IF SERVIC£ IN POl'IONA VALLEY WERE IMPROVED, \iOULD YOU USE TRAN.SIT FQI\ IIEDll:AJ.,_ T~JPS? 

49%No 51%Yes 11 rrs: ABOUT HOW OFTEN DO YOU THINK YOU WOUU) USE TRANSIT FOR MEDICAL , 

TRIPS? 

9% 2 or more t Imes o week - • -- .. 

35% l-4 times o montn 

27% very rarely 

8% once o week 

19% Less tnon once. o montn 

3% Otner ____ _ 

I 
I 
I 
I 

9, IF SERVICE 1rt P0110NA VALLEY WERE lf'IPRoVEn. wquLn you usE THE eus S£RV1C£ FOR ANY OTHER TRAva? I 
41% No_ 59%Yes It 1E5: ABOUT HOW OFTEN DO YOU THINK YOU WOUU) USE TRANSIT SERVICE FOR 

OTHER TRAVEL? 

25% 2 or more times o .week 20% once o Meek 

--31-%~1-..11- ·t Imes a· mcntn • • 9% Less tnan once a mantn 

13% Very rarely 2% otner ____ _ 
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WEST VALLEY SURVEY RESULTS 
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Tnat means I need ta soeok ta __________ at ncme naw. 

r, •r:t:r_SSAR:t: Hella, nri nane Is _______ and I'm call 1119 frcm tne Planning GraWl. 

AU ar:s,a•or•rs, we are dOing a survey af _transl t-service needs af DeoDle living ·1n tne 

West valleY and n00e that vau wll I give us a few minutes af yaur time. 

SECJJQN I 

Yau nave been ctiasen bY a scientific oracess to be one af Just a few nouse­

noidS ta be Intervlewec:I, Befare we begin, I'd like to assure vou tnat 

evervtnlng you sav will remain confidential. 

we would like Yau to give us sane Infarmatlon, first acout vour ·use af transit .service to and 

fran the Panana veil Iev, and wnat vou knaw Clbaut t_rans.1t service, What I need ta find aut ls 

~ own use af service and wnat ~ knaw Clbaut It:, nat anYane e!se In Your nousenald. 

1, WITHIN THE PAST YEAR, HAVE YOU USED ANY PUBLIC TllAN.SIT SERVICE· CNOT SCHOOL BUS) TO OR FRO_f'I 

POMONA VALLEf? 

86% NO 14% YES • r, n:s: WHAT SERVICE OR SERVICES HAVE YOU USED WITHIN THE • 

PAST YEAR? HAVE YOU USED,.. BEAD. rat t:Afl:GDRIES 

54% RlD Bus Service 

10% The Get Allaut <Dlal-a-Llftl 

34% OIVtlTRAHS 

2% O_tner (Cl~e deSCrlbe) --------

ON TilE AVERAGE, HOW OF1!N IN A f'IONTH DO YOU USE TRANSIT 

SERVICES? CIRt:U !'IIE ltUII_B8R ,ail rat APPRO.PRIA:tr oar 

23% 20 daYs ar mare :,er month 

17% 5-19 davs ~r 111011th 

22% l-4 daYs c~r month 

9% Less tl!_an 1 daY per month 

28% It varies a lat 
1% Otlier ____________ _ 

C-1 2 



I 
rr ,11: lie WOUU) LI KE TO KNOW WHY YOU DON'T USE T.RAltS IT SERVI CE TO AND FRO/I POIIONA 

VALLEY, PLEASE TELL·IIE HOW 1/IPORJANT EACH OF THE FOLLOWING REASONS ARE TO YOU 8'1" TELLING ME IF • I 
EACH ONE THAT I READ TO YOU IS VERY IMPORTANT, 1/IPORTANT, NOT VERY 1/'!PORTANT, OR OF NO ll!POR 

TANCE, ,·rAD rar usr 11r At.URIATIVI HASDlfS 

VERY NUT VERY Dr NO 
IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPORTANT IMPOlrlANll 

a, There ls na service ldlere I llve/NOrk 

/IJO ta scnoal 20% 17% 41% 22.% 
b, I don't know ena1191l allOut transit ser-

vice ta use It 21% 23% 34% 23% 
c. i nave na need far transit service 27% 24!: 37% 12%. 
d, I need tne flexlbllltY of tile car 63% 27% 6% 4% 
e. I need ta be able ta carry thln;s In 

the car 46% 29% 15% 11% 
f, I need to be able ta give rides to 

otners In the car 30% 21% 29% 19% 
g, The scneciule and frecnienCY of service 

are not canvenl_ent. 34% 20% 33% 13% 
It, Otner 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

2. HOW IWtY BlOCKS FROl'I HO/IE IS THE NEAREST aus STOP? r:rar:u ru 1ra11ua roR ru Aas11r.1J I 
17% Ill thl_n l block 

34% l to 3 blocks 

14% 11 to 6 blow 

3% 7 to 10 blocks 

16% l'lore tnan lO b 1 ocxs 

17% Don't Know 

3, HOW MUCH IIOUUI YOU SA'f YOU KNOii ABOUT TRANSIT SERVICE TO AND FROM POMONA VALLEY? cracu 

r,, ,u11BIB ros TBI A1a111B 

5% A lot 36% Nothing 

S£CTJQN JI 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

offered to and fnn Pallana valley. There ore no rl9ht or wrong answers to thes_e ouestlons, we I 
want to find out abOut m.it 001n1011s, so that 11e·can maxe the transit services meet the oubllc 

I 

Now 11e would like YOU ta !ltve us vour ODlnlons abOut the transit services that snould be 

needS, Bllt, olease remember that transl t services, like PIil ice Protection, fire service, ao . . . 
sa on, 11111st be .00.ld far, so tllOt we want YOU to tell. us what vou think ls realistic to pro-
vlde, 
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l, 00 YOU TH INK THERE SHOULD BE TRAN_S IT SERVI CE BETWEEN POl'!ONA VALLEY AND WHERE YOU LIVE'? 

roR EI'rHER rrs OR •o. ,1.0 OU'r tr PROBABLY OR DEFINITELY 

73% Definitely Y,s 22% Prob~IY Yes 4% ProbablY No 2% DeflnltelY NO 

jr, oirr11nrz.r •o:. co TO SEC'rto11 rrr I 

2. THERE ARE A NUl1BER OF Dlf-l"ERENT GROU_PS (!F PEOPLE THAT TRANSIT S£RVICE TO AN1' FRCIII THE 

POflONA VALLEY COULD SERVE. I Al'I GOING TO. READ E_IGHT GROUPS TO YOU. FOR EACH ONE._ PLEASE 

TELL ilE I_F YOU THINK THEY SHOULD B£ SERVED OR SHOULD NOT B£ SERVED. roR Enar;: AIIS11E:11 

PROBE_ ro,: 3'rR"!:/IC1'R ,;, RESPO/ISE AID RECORD A$ "DEltUiEr.r• OR PROBABr.i•. Rli.4D EACB I'rlilf 

iii iRE US'r AID RECORD A/ISi/ER, 

DERNITELY PROBABLY PROBABlY DEFINITELY 
SHOULD SHOULD SHOULD NOT SHOULD NOT 

a. P~Ple traveling to Jobs 86% 12% 1% 1% 
b. Sllo0oers 61% 35% 4% • 
t, I.Ow-Intone residents 87% 12% 1% a 
d. COiiege students 82% 16% 2% 1% 
e. The elderly 95% 5% • a 
f. Tne nandltCPoed 90% 6% 4% • 
g, Everyone, lntILidlng tnase we naven•t 

mentioned olreadY 59% 40% • • 

3. THERE ARE IIANY DIFFERENT TYPES OF TRANSIT SERVICE THAT COULD BE PROVIDED TO AND FROM 

POl10NA VALLEY, I A1'1 GOING TO READ YOU SOl'IE OF THOSE. FOR EACH ONE, PLEASE TEU. IIE IF YOU 

THINK IT SHOULD B£ PROVIDED OR SHOULD NOT B£ PROVIDED. roR lt'rHER ANSI/ER PROBE roR S'rR/iC'rH 

o, RESPO/ISE A/ID RECORD AS "DErt/lt'rELr" OR "PROBABLr", REA~ EACR I'rliif IR 'rRE LIS'r AND 

RliCDRD A/ISi/ER 

·a, RegularIY-sciU!duled transit service 

to and fraa the PaDona Valley 

b. Transit service to Ontario alroort 

t, Transit servlte to LAX alF'llOrt 

d. Re9ulorlY-sdleduled t_ransl t servl_te 

to Clld from Orange CountY 

e. Loc:ol bus service ta l)CU"k'n'rlde lots 

for exoress service to dolmtown LA 

r, Parx•n• ride l!Xllress service 

g, Dial-a-ride service for all west 

Valley residents 

n. Is there otner service vou feel 

snould be orovlded to and fran the 

Pomona Volley? (SDec:lfy) 

DEFINITELY 
SHOµLII 

78% 
66% 
55% 

46% 

72% 
67% 

55% 

2% 

C-3 

PROBABLY 
SHOULD 

18% 
24% 
27% 

32% 

. 22% 
27% 

29% 

PROBABLY DEFINITELY 
SHOULD NOT SHOULD NOT 

1% 3% 
8% 3% 

11% 7% 

16% 6% 

5% 2% 
4% 1% 

11% 5% 



SECTION II 1 
' 

We would like t_o know :,ow muCll you would use transit service to and from Pomona volleY for 

your regulor trove! needs, and how service should be linDroved for you to use It. 

In tne next f:lve auestlons, oleose tell me what transit service Should be I Ike for Ycu lo 

use It for at least 50111e of your Yravel needs to and from the ~ valleY. 

l, FOR YOU TO USE IT, 011 WIIICII DAYS OF THE WEEK WOULD TRANSIT SERVIc;; NEED TO BE PR0¥lll£D'? . . - . . . ' . . . . 
BEAD Al.r6RBAT1VES 

49% "°'1011'1 throl1911 Frld!IY 

14% 110nd!IY through Saturday 

34% seven dCIYS a week 
3% Other ______________ _ 

48% WOuld not use transl t _service at all rsur ro srcrro• rv, 

2, IF TRANSIT S£Rv1c;; WERE ON THOSE DAYS OF TIIE WEEK, WHAT WOULD BE THE PIINIMUl'I HO.URS OF 

TRANSIT SERVI!:;! FOR YOU TO US£ IT? READ At.fERBAflVES 

22% Rush nours 

33% DaYtlme 

26% Davtlme and evening 

18% 24-hour service 
2% 0th.er _____________ _ 

3. WHAT WOULD BE THE LON~ TIME YOU WOULD BE WILLING TO WAIT FOR A BUS? READ Al.r&RNArIVES 

2% uo to s minutes . 

17% 5 to lO minutes 

39% 10 to l5 m_l11ure.s 

38% l5 t_o 30 minutes 
4% Other _______________ _ 

"· IIHA': WOULD BE THE FURTHEST DISTANCE YOU WOULD WALX TO A BUS STOP? READ Al.flt,,.AflVit:: 

7% Less than l block 

58% l ta J blocks 

27% II ta 6 blocks 

5% 7 to 10 blocks 

3% Other 
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5, IF THE TRANSIT SERVICE W~ DIAL·A-RI.DE, HOii FAR AHEAD WOULD YOU BE WILLING TO CALL TO 

' ARRAilGE FOR A PICK-UP? READ Al,frRNATIVES 

7% i daYS to 1 week 

28% q hours to 1 uav 

34% l to q hours 

31% 30 ta 60 minutes 

• Other 

In the·next few QUeStloris, we would !Ike to knOw now much you think you woutd use lmoroved 

transit service to and frcm Panona Valley . ' 

6. DO YOU WORK OUTSIDE THE HOME, OR GO TO SCHOOL OR COLLEGE IN POIIONA VALLEY? 

45% Na 55%Yes: ir n:s, 

l IF SERV!ct WERE IIIPROVED TO AND FROII POIIONA VALLEY, WOULD YOU USf 

TRANSIT TO TRAVEL BETWEEN HOIIE AND WJRK/SCHOOL/COLLEGE?24%Na 76% Yes 

7, IF SERVICE TO AND FR0/1 POIIONA VALLEY WERE lf'IPROVED, WOULD YOU USE TRANSIT FOR 

SHOPPING TRIPS? ,-------------------------,------. 33% No 67%Yes Ir US_: ABOUT HOW OFTEN DO YOU THiNK YOU WOULD USE ~IT FO~ SHOPPING? 

37% 2 or more times a week 25% once a week 

32% l-4 times a month 4 % Less thou ance a man th 

4% Very rarely 0 Otner ____ _ 

8. IF S£RV1ct TO AND FRO/II P0/10.NA VALLEY WERE IMPROVED, WOULD YOU USE TRANSIT FOR IIEDICAL 

TRIPS? 

45% ilo 5%1'es Ir ru, ABOUT HOW OFTEit DO YOU THINK YOU woui.D US£ TRANSIT FOR MEDICAL 

TRIPS? 

- '' 

16% 2 or llllre t!Jlies a week 

33% l-'1 t Imes a month 

22% very rarely 

6% Once a ,oeek 

I 9% Less tnan once a month 

4% Other ___ _ 

9, IF S£RV!ct TO AND FRO/II POl10NA VALLEY WERE IIIPP.OVED, WOOLD YOU USE THE BUS SERVICE FOR 
/ ' 

ANY OTHER TRAVEL? 

31% Na 69%Yes Ir 1U: ABbiJT HOW OFTEli-DO YOU TlliHK.YOU woulll USE TIWl$1T SElll!ct FOR 

OTHER TRAVEL? 

29% 

1% 

0 

2 or more times a week 69% once a week 

l-'1 times a 111011t~ 

Ver, rorelY 

C-5 

• 
0 

Less than once a man.th 

Other ____ _ 

6 
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APPENDIX D -
OPERATING COST PERFORMANCE 
OF INDIVIDUAL FIXED .. ROUTES 
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I************************************************************************ 

OPERATING COST PERFORMANCE 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEMS 

Ill ALTERNATIVE #1 
IJ MANAGEMENT OPTION:RTD OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT 

•• 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

************************************************************************ 

TOTAL TOTAL COST TOTAL COST 
DAILY DAILY PER DAILY PER TOTAL COST 

LINE OPERATING VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE DAILY PER 
NUMBER COST HOURS HOUR MILES MILE PASS. PASS. 

--- ·-·-· --- --------- ------- --· -------- • - - ·- - - --- ------ --- ·- •••• - ••• --- ·-··--· ·-

187 1514.22 30.41 49.79 511.56 2.96 747 2.03 
276 "315.38 7.35 42.91 97.34 3·. 24 80 3.94 
185 802,83 16.40 48.95 280.71 2.86 3c,9 2-.60 
178 212.67 4. ,:19 52-.0(") 64.64 3.29 91 2.34 
48C> 2718.51 43.07 63.12 988.55 2.75 1376 1.98 
482 1512.49 26.46 57. 16 489.48 3.09 653 2.32 
484 1845.38 36 .. 39 50.71 693.75 2.66 1316 1. 40 
490 259.84 9.59 27.C,9 89.91 2.89 86 3.02 
492 104.07 1.41 73.81 17.~2 5.94 38 2.74 
497 4911. 31 35.22 139.45 1172. 15 4. 19 661 7.43 

SUBTOTAL 14196.69 210.39 67.48 4405.61 3.22 5357 2·.65 

291 2586.33 54.49 47.46 677.C,5 3.82 1152 2.25 
192 2699.66 56.80 47.53 818.08 3.30 741 3·.64 

SUBTOTAL 5286.QO 111.29 47.5.0 1495. 13 3.54 1893 2.79 
I------------------------------------------------------------------------

1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

TOTAL 19482.69 32-1. 68 5906.74 3.30 7251) 2.69 

------ - - --------- - ---- ------------- -- - -- -------------------------- -
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*********************************************i************************** 
OPERATING COST PERFORMANCE 
FIXED ROUTE· SYSTEMS 
ALTERNATIVE #2 8. 4 
MANAGEMENT OPTION: OWNER.SHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTD 

AND NEW AUTHORITY OR JOINT 
POWERS AGENCY 

**********t************************************************************* 

TOTAL TOTAL COST TOTAL COST 
DAILY DAILY PER DAILY PER TOTAL COST 

LINE OPERATING VEHICLE VE_HICLE VEH_I_CLE VEHICL_E DAILY PER 
NUMBER COST HOURS HOUR MILES MILE PASS. PASS. 

----------------------------- -· . -------------------------------------- .-
187 1230.09 23. (>1 53.46 415.57 2.96 975 1.26 
276 6'30. 73' 13.24 47.64 1.94. 67 3.24 98 6.44 
185 1490.92 30.46 48.95 521. 30 2.86 380 3.92 
178 212.67 4.09 52.00 64.64 3.29 91 2.34 
480 4882.68 76.25 64. 0.4 1775.52 2.75 2474 1.97 
482 1959.62 35.89 54.60 634. 18 3.09 74.4 2.63 
484 1875.30 37.00 50.68 705.00 2.66 1316 1. 43 
490 259.84 9.59 27.09 89.91 2.89 86 3.02 
492 104.07 1.41 73.81 17.52 5.94 38 2.74 
497 4911. 31 35-.22 139.45 1172.15 4. 19 661 7.43 

SUB TOTAL 17557.22 266.16 65.96 5590.46 3. 14 6803 2.56 

NR1 1593.73 42.00 37.95 529.48 3.01 452 3.53 
NR2 1045.07 24.78 42.17 347.20 3.01 447 2.34 
NR3 1908.94 42.0C> 45.45 634.20 3.01 698 2.73 
NR4 365.9B 6.60 55.45 8B.83 4. 12 158 2.32 

SUB TOTAL 4913.73 115. 3"9 42·. 59 1599.71 3.07 1755 2.80 
-- . ------------- -- .- . - -- -------- . --- - . : .. -: - --------- ·- ·- ·- - -· -------

TOTAL 22470.94 381. 54 58.90 7190. 17 . 3. 13 8618 2.61 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------- - - . ' - ... -- . - . 
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I 
I 
-1 ******************«***************************************************** 

- OPERATING COST PERFORMANCE 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEMS 

I- ALTERNATIVE #2 & 4 
MANAGEMENT OPTION10WNERSHIP BY RTO ANO NEW AUTHORITY 

OR JOINT POWERS AGE_NCY ANO 

I 
MANAGEMENT BY RTO ANO PRIVATE 
MANAGEMENT FIRM, 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *-* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

LINE 
NUMBER 

TOTAL 
DAILY 

OPERATING 
COST 

TOTAL COST TOTAL 
DAILY PER DAILY 

VEH IJ:::~E _ VEH ICL.E_ .VEHICLE 
HOURS HOUR MILES 

COST 
PER 

- VEHICLE 
MILE 

TOTAL 
DAILY 
PASS. 

COST 
PER 

PASS. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
187 1230.09 23. 0.1 53.46 415.57 2.96 975 1. 26 
276 630.41 13.24 47.61 194.57 3.24 98 6.43 
185 1490.92 30.46 48.95 521. 30 2.~6 38<) 3.92 
178 212.67 4.09 52.00 64.64 3.29 91 2.34 
480 4882.68 76.2~ 64.04 1775, 5_2 2·. 75 2474 1.97 
482 1959.62 35.89 54.60 634·. 18 3.09 744 2.63 
484 1875.30 37.00 50.68 705.00 2.66 1316 1. 43 
490 259.84 9.59 27.09 89.91 2.89 86 3.02 
492 104.07 1.41 73.81 1.7. 52 5.94 38 2.74 
497 4911. 31 35.22 139.45 1172.15 4. 19 661 7.43 

SUB TOTAL 17556.89 266.16 65.96 5590.36 3.14 6863 2.56 

NR1 1630.80 42.00 38.83 529.48 3.08 452 3.61 
NR2 1069.38 24.78 43.15 347.20 3.08 447 2.39 
NR3 1953.34 42.00 46.51 634.20 3.08 698 2.80 
NR4 373.97 6.60 56.66 88.83 4·. 21 158 2.37 

SUB ro·rAL 5027 .. 48 115.38 43.57 1599.71 3. 14 1755 2.86 

-----.---------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL 22584.38 381.54 59.19 719.l). 07 3.14 B61B 

I ------------------------------------------------------------------ ---

I­
I 
I 
I 
I 
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************************************************************************ 
O_PERATIN_G COST PERFOR_MANCE 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEMS 
ALTERNATIVE #3 
MANAGEMENT OPTION:RTD OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT 

************************************************************************ 

TOTAL TOTAL COST TOTAL COST 
DAILY DAILY PER DAILY PER TOTAL COST 

LINE OPERATING VEHICLE· VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE DAILY PER 
NUMBER COST HOURS HOUR MILES MILE PASS. PASS. 

---------------------- - • - -· -· --------- - - • --- • ---- ·--------· • - -------
187 1230.09 23. C>~ S3.46 415.57 2.96 1022 1. 20 
18S 1766.79 33.92 S2.09 617.76 2.86 1S84 1. 12 
178 212.67 4.09 S2.00 64.64 3.29 9S 2.24 
481) 4882.68 76.·25 64.04 177S.S2 2.75 2592 1.88 
48_2 403.-40 7.61 53.01 130.55 3.09 14S 2.78 
484 187S.30 37.00 S0.68 70S.OO 2.66 1640 1. 14 
490 259.84 9.59 27.09 89.91 2.89 90 2. 9·9 
492 104.07 1. 41 73.81 1.7. S2 S.94 40 2.60 
497 4911..31 35.22 139.4S 1172.1S 4.19 693 7.09 

--------------------------· --------------------------------------------
TOTAL 15646.14 228. 10 68.S9 4988.62 3.14 7901 1.98 
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I 
I * ** * •• * * ** ** * * * ** ** * * * * ** * * * * ** * * * ** * * ** * * *** ** ** * * * * *** * * * * ** * ** * ** * * * * 

OPERATING COST PERFORMANCE 

I FIXED ROUTE SYSTEM!; 
ALTERNATIVE #S 
MANAGEMENT OPTION1 OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTO ANO NEW 

AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY 

************************************************************************ 
TOTA.L TOTAL COST TOTAL COST 
DAILY 0.AILY PER DAILY PER TOTAL COST 

- LINE OPERATING VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE DAILY PER 

I -~~~~=~----=~=:'.:----~~~~=---~~~~-----~=-===-----~=-==----~~==:----~~s:·. -
187 1230.09 23.01 53.46 41S.S7 2.96 1009 1. 22 

I 276 14.44. 29 31. S4 4S.79 44S.77 3.24 S72 2.s2 
18S 1766.79 33. c;r2 S2.09 617.76 2.86 1S64 1. 13 
178 212.67 4.09 s2.oo 64.64 3. 2·9 94 2 ... 26 

.I 480 4882.68 76.25 64.04 1775.-52 2.7S 2560 1. 91 
482 606.04 1.0. 92 s·s.so 196.13 3.09 143 4.24 
484 187S.30 37.00 S(1. 68 70S.OO 2.66 1619 1. 16 
490 259·. 84 9.59 27.09 89.91 2.89 89 2.92 

I. 492 104.07 1.41 73.81 17.52 5.94 39 2.-67 
497 4911.31 35.22 139.45 1172.15 4.1'9 684 7.18 

SUB TOTAL 17293,08 .262.95 6S.77 5499.97 3. 14 8373 2.07 

I SUB 
NR 1908.94 42.00 4.S. 4S 634.20 3". 01 722 2.64 

TOTAL 1908.94 42.00 4S.45 634.20 3·. 01 722 2.64 

1--- . -. ---- ---- . :.::.: .. -- - -.. : . : : .. -- .. ---- --·- . . ------- . -----
TOTAL 19202.02 304.95 62.97 6134.17 3. 13 909S 2 .. 11 

I----------------------------------------------------------------------

1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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************************************************************************ I 
OPERATING COST PERFORMANCE 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEMS I 
ALTERNATIVE #5 
MANAGEMENT OPTION1 OWNERSHIP BY RTD AND NEW AUTHORITY 

OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY AN_D 
MANAGEMENT BY RTD AN_D PRIVATE I 
MA_NAGEMENT F I RM. 

***********************************************************•************ 

TOTAL TOTAL COST TOTAL COST 
DAILY DAILY PER DAILY PER TOTAL COST 

LINE OPERATING VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE DAILY PER 
NUMBER COST HOURS HOUR MILES MILE PASS, PASS. 

---- -- ---- -- ------ - -·- •• - • --· ----- . :- . :- : .. , .. -. ---- ----- -- ... --- -------
187 1230.09 23.01 53.46 415.57 2.96 1009 1. 22 
276 1444.29 31. 54 45.79 445.77 3.24 572 2.52 
185 1766.79 33.92 52,09 617.76- 2.86 1564 1. 13 
178 212.67 4.09 52.00 64.64 3.29 94 2 .. 26 
480 4882.68 76.25 64.04 1775 .. 52 2.75 256.0 1.91 
482 606.04 10.92 55 .. 50 196.13 3.09 143 4.24 
484 1875.30 37.00 50.68 705.00 2.66 1619 1. 16 
490 259.84 9.59 27.09 89.91 2.E!9 89 2.92 
492 104.07 1.41 73.81 17.52 5.94 39 2.67 
497 4911.31 35.22 139.45 1172. 15 4. 19 684 7.18 

SUB TOTAL 17293.08 262.95 65,77 5499.97 3. 14 8373 2.07 

NR 2(>29. 44 42.00 49.·32 634.20 3.20 722 2 ... 81 
SUB TOTAL 202.9. 44 42.00 48.32 634 .. 20 3.20 72-2 2.·e1 

-------------------------------------------- ------------------ • ·- • --· -· -

TOTAL 19322.52 304.95 63.36 6134.17 3.15 9095 

--------------------- ·- • -· -- - ----------- •. ----: ------------- '------- ---
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APPENDIX E ... 
• RIDERSHIP ESTIMATION PROCEDURES 
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1. INTROOUCTiON 

This chapter describes the procedures that were used to estimate patronage 

for the fixed-route and demand-responsive systems of Alternatives 2 through 

5. The. fixed-route systems involve modifications to existing routes, new 

routes, frequency of service changes, and changes in service hours'. Each of. 

these improvements required the use of different patronage estimat,ion 

procedures. Likewise, the demand-responsive systems required procedures 

different from those used to estimate patronage for the fixed-route 

alternatives. 

2. PATRONAGE ESTIMATION PROCEDURES 

2.1 NEW ROUTES AND ROUTE MODIFICATIONS 

Patronage estimates for new fixed-routes and modifications to existing 

routes were developed on the basis of existing values of passengers per 

vehicle mile of similar rou·tes. This ridership estimation procedure is 
• 

described fn two recent UMTA publications. 1 Similar routes could include the 

routes that are being modified or other routes in the system. 

conside.red in the selection of a similar route include: 

1. Route type (express or local) 

2. Route frequency 

3. Route orientation 

4. Population dE!nsity of the service area 

5. Income level of residents in the area 

6. Automobile ownership per household in the area 

7. Employment in the area. 

1 Transit System Evaluation and Servic~ Change Manual, (Urban Mass 
Transportation Adlilini strati on)., 1981. 

Factors 

Multi systems, Inc .. , Route Level Demaud Models: A Review, prepared for the 
Urban Mass Transportation Adlilinistration, 1982. 
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If a route of similar type, frequency, and orientation 1s found, but the 

service area has a significantly different population and employment 

density, then the passengers per mile value of the similar route was factored 

by the ratios of population and employment densities of the new area to the 

population and employment densities of the existing route. Likewise, the 

passengers per mile value was factored to account for differences 1 n income 

or automobile ownership. For every ten percent di ffere_nce in i ne_onie or 

automobile ownership, ridership was adjusted by one percent. In equation 

form, the ridership projection formula is as follows: 

• 

New Ridership = 

Existing 
Passenge_r 
Per Mi le 

N1J11ber of 
in-Service 
Vehicle 

Population Density 
New Area. 

Value Miles of New 
Route or 
Modification 

Population Density 
Existing Route 

Adjusilnents = 

Adjustment for- = 
Auto Ownership 

Adjustment for = 
Income 

Percentage of 
Households• 
With One or 
No Auto in 

New Area 

Percentage of 
Households 

with Incomes 
Less than $10K 
In New Area 

10 

10 

Percentage of 
Households 
With One or 
No Auto in 
Existing 

E-2 

.. Route 

Percentage of 
Households 

with Incomes 
Less than $10K 
in Existing 
Route 

Employment 
Density 
New Area 

Employment 
Density 
Existing 
Route 

(. 01) 

(. 01) 

Adjustments 
For ·Income 

or Auto 
Ownership 
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2.2 FREQUENCY OF SERVICE CHANGES 

Initially, a pivot point procedure was planned to be used to estimate changes 

in patronage resulting from increases in the frequency of service. This 

procedure wtien used for this purpose ntimates shifts 1n the mode s·pl it 

brought about by changes in out-of-ve.hicle travel time, which includes wait 

and walk time. Wait time for transit trips 1s assumed to be on·e-ha1f the 

frequency of service. However; this assumption does not hold true for 

transit routes with a low level of service, such as sixty minutes or more, 

since very few patrons can be e.xpected to wait thirty minutes for a bus. The 

maximum wait time used is ten minutes. Therefore, the pivot point procedure 

would not show any shift in mode split where the frequency of service 1s 

increased from more than twenty minutes t.o twenty minutes since the wait time 

for both cases would be ten minutes. In actuality, the change 1n the transit 

level of service could be a major determinant of mode choice somewhere or at 

these frequencies. W.alk time, t.he ot:her variable 1n out-of-vehicle ·travel 
time, would remain constant. 

Instead, changes 1n patronage resulting from increases 1n the frequency of 

service were estimated using headway elasticities from case studies reported 

in a recent UMTA document.• These studies indicate that headway elasticities 

depend on the previous level of service. FOr routes with a high level of 

service (ten minutes or less) the headway elasticity 1s -0.22. In other 

words, for every one percent change in the headway, there 1s a .22 percent 

change in ridership. Routes with medium level of service (ten to fifty 

minutes) have a headway elasticity of -0.46. The headway elasticity for 

routes with a low level of service (more than fifty minutes) is -0.58. Using 

these elasticity values, the equation for estimating changes in rideship due 

to changes itl the frequency of service 1s as follows: 

Ridership Gained 
or Loss = /Changes in Service Level\ 

\ Existing Service Level") (Elasticity Value) 

• EcosometriCS,: Inc., Patron~e Impacts of Changes in Transit Fares and 
Sel"V.1ces, prepared for Urban .Mass Tran·s·p:o·rtliticin Administration, 19.80. 

E-3 



The validity of the UMTA reported headway elasticity values was examined 

using findings from a 1983 report on RTO service frequency modifications.~ 

The report focused on whether or not a change in service frequency 

significantly affects route ridership. The routes examined in the report 

include five RT0 lines located primarily 1.n suburban Los Angeles. These 

lines experienced changes in frequency from approximately twenty to thi.rty 

minutes. Table 1 presents a summary of the report's findings or( service 

changes and ridership impacts. The findings show that a 27 percent reduction 

in the number of trips yielded a thirteen percent decline in ridership. The 

elasticity of the change in ridership to the change in service was found to 

be 0.48. Assuming that this elasticity value holds true in the reverse when 

the frequency of service 1s increased rather than decreased, it can be 

concluded that. the UMTA elasticity value for routes with a medium level of 

service compares favorably with the experience of RT0 lines since the two 

elasticity values differ by only -0.02. Further verification of the UMTA 

headway elasticity values using data frciril service frequency changes on other 

RTO lin!!s could not be made without a thoro.1)gh evaluation of historical data. 

Budgetary and time constraints prohibited such an evaluation. Use of the 

UMTA elasticity values is also believed to be valid in view of the fact that 

th.e RTD Scheduling 0epartment uses an elasticity value of -0,50 when 

estimating changes in ridership due to incre.ases in the frequency of service. 

1Multisystems, E~aluation of Route Modifications (Los Angeles), prepared 
for the Urban Mus Transportation Adminlstration, 1983. 
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TABLE 1 

SUMMARY OF RTO SERVICE FREQUENCY IMPACTS 

Scheduled Tries Total Board.i ngs. 

Line Change Percentage. Change Percentage El asti city 

96 -8 -31 -275 -16 0.52 
239 -10 -33 -333 -28 0.85 
230 -9 -3~ -232 -15 0 .. 42 
432 -8 -27 -76 -11 0.40 
425 -4 -13 +28 +02 0 .. 11 

-39 -27 -888 -13 ,P.48 

Note: Based on 1980 ridership. 

Source: Multisystems, Eva.luati.on of Route Mod.ifications (.Los Angeles), prepared 
for UMTA, 1983. 

2.3 CHANGES iN SERVICE HOURS 

Estimates of patronage changes due to changes in service hours were developed 

using the attached table (Figure 1) on typical patterns of travel by time of 

day. The pivot. point procedure was found not to be suitable for such 

applications. The table shows the percentage of travel for each hour during 

the day. Ridership for the extended service hours can be calculated by 

factoring existing ridership by the values in the table. 

2.4 PASSENGER TRANSFERS 

Patronage resulting from transfer of demand responsible passengers to fixed 

route systems were also estimated. Nomographs were u.sed to estim_ate 

patronage for the demand-responsive systems. The nompgraphs used can 

estimate patronage for elderly and handicapped demand-responsive 

transportation services and demand-responsive services coordinated with 

local and regional fixed-route transit. 4 Necessary inputs include either 

vehicles per square mne of coverage or per thousand persons served. 

urban Mass Transportation Ad1mnistration, Analyzing Transit Options 
for Small Co11111liilities, Washington, D.C., 1978. 
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HOUR 

00-01 

01-02 

02-03 

03-04 

04-05 

05-06 

06-07 

07-03 

08-09 

09-10 

10-11 

11-12 

Figure 1 

Estimation of Patronage Changes 
Resulting from Changes in 

Service Hours 

HOURLY PERCENT .HOURLY PERCENT 
0-0 AUTO BUS HOUR 0-0 AUTO BUS 

0.1 1.3 12-13 4.1 4.9 3.5 

0.1 0.7 13-14 4.8 5.4 3.7 

0.2 0.4 14-15 8,2 6.6 5.0 

0,3 0.4 15-16 9.5 8.0 6.4 

0.3 1.0 0.3 16-17 9.9 8.1 14.3 

1.7 3.8 1.7 17-18 7.8 6.2 11.7 

7.3 6.4 6.1 18-19 7.4 4.9 3.6 

9.0 6.7 15.2 19-20 4.9 4.2 2.3 

3.4 5.0 9.8 20-21 3.8 3.8 1.7 

4,0 4.6 4.2 21-22 2.5 3.4 1.5 

4.2 4.7 3.7 22-23 2,1 2.8 ·1.0 

4.3 4.7 3.4 23-24 0.1 2.0 0.9 

When changes in service hours are contemplated, the potential ridership 
in that time period can be estimated from the table and added to or de­
ducted from daily totals. 

Source: North Central Texas Co.uncil of Governments, TSM Handbook of 
Manual Analysis Techniques for Transit Stategies, Fort 
Worth, Texas, May, 1981. 
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Patronage for the elderly and handicapped demand-responsive systems was 

estimated assuming areawide coverage of Pomona Valley. For demand--respon­

sfve systems coordinated with fixed-route transit, patronage was estimated 

assuming coverage of all the area outside the fixed-route service and fifty 

percent of the area within the f~ xed-route service area. 

Tran_s fers fro_m demarrd-responsive vehicles to fixed-routes wi 11 occur where 

the demand-responsvve system is designed to feed into the fixed-route system. 

r·hese passe_ngers were estim_ated based on the assumption that ten percent 

of the dem_and-responsive passengers would transfer. 
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APPENDIX F ... 
RIDERSHIP PERFORMANCE 
OF INDIVIDUAL FIXED-ROIUTES. 
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****************************************************** 
RIDERSHIP PERFORMANCE 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEMS 
ALTERNATIVE #1 
MANAGEMENT OPTION:RTD OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT 

. 
****************************************•************* 

TOTAL TOTAL PASS. TOTAL PASS. 
DAILY DAILY PER DAILY PER 

LINE PASSENGER VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE 
NUMBER BOARDINGS HOURS HOUR MILES MILE 
- - . - . . . . - . - - - - - . . . ------------------------------------------------------

187 747 30.41 24.5¢, 511.56 1.46 
276 80 7.3~ 10,88 97.34 0.82 
185 309 16.40 18.84 280.71 1. 10 
178 91 4.09 22.25 64.64 1.41 
480 1376 43.07 31. 95 98.8.55 1. 39 
482 653 26.46 24.68 489.48 1. 33 
484 1.316 36.39 36. 16 693.75 1. 9C, 
490 86 9.59 8.97 89.91 0.96 
492 38 1.41 26.95 17 .. 52 2. 17 
497 661 35.22 18.77 1172.15 o .. 56 

SUBTOTAL 53-57 210.39 25.46 4405.61 1. 22 

291 1152 54.49 21. 14 677.05 1.70 
192 741 56.80 13-.05 818.08 0.91 

SUBTOTAL 1893 111.29 17.01 1495.13 1. 27 

--------------------------------------------------
TOTAL 7250 321 .. 68 22.54 5900.74 1 .. 23 

-- --------- -- ---- - -----------------------------------
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****************************************************** 
RIDERSHIP PERFORMAN.CE 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEMS 
ALTERNATIVE. #2 S. 4 
MANAGEMENT OPTION:OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTO 

ANO NEW ATHORITY OR JOINT 
POWERS AGENCY. 

****************************************************** 

TOTAL TOTAL PASS. TOTAL PASS. 
DAILY DAILY PER DAILY PER 

LINE PASSENGER VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE 
NUMBER BOARDINGS HOURS HOUR MILES MILE 

-----------------------------------------------------
187 975 23.01 42.37 415.57 2.35 
276 98 13.24 7.40 194.57 o.5o 
185 380 30.46 12.48 521. 30 0.73 
178 91 4.09 22.25 64.64 1.41 
480 2474 76~25 32.45 177.5. 52 1.,39 
482 744 ·35. 89 20.73 634. 18 1. 17 
484 1316 37.00 35.57 705.00 1.87 
49(> 86 9.59 8.97 89.91 0.96 
492 38 1.41 26.95 17.52 2. 17 
497 661 3,5. 22 18.77 1172.15 0.56 

SUB TOTAL 6863 266.16 25.79 5590.36 1 ... 23 

NR1 452 42.00 10.76 529.48 C, •. 85 
NR2 447 24.78 18.04 347.-20 1.29 
NR3 698 42.00 16.62 634.20 1. 10 
NR4 158 6.60 23.94 88.83 1.78 

SUB TOTAL 1755 1'15.·3€;1 15.21 1599.71 1 . 10 
-. ---. --------- . ------------- ---- . . ------------- . -

TOTAL 8618 381.-54 22.59 7190.07 1. 2(> 
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****************************************************** 
RIDERSHIP PERFORMANCE 
FIX ED ROUTE SYST°EcM 
ALTERNATIVE #2 8, 4 
MANA_GEMENT O_PT I O_N I OWNERSHIP BY RTD AND NEW AUTHOR I TY 

OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY AND 
MANAGEMENT BY RTD AND PRIVATE 
MANAGEMENT FIRM. 

****************************************************** 

TOTAL TOTAL PASS. TOTAL PASS. 
DAILY DAILY PER DAILY PE_R 

LINE PASSE_NGER VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE 
NUMBER BOARDINGS HOURS HOUR MILES MILE 

.---------------------------------------------------
187 975 23.01 42.37 41.5. 57 2.·35 
276 98 13.24 7.40 194.57 o .. 5o 
185 380 3(>. 46 12.48 521. 3.0 0.73 
178 91 4.09 22.25 64.64 1. 41 
48(> 2474 76.25 32.45 17°75.52 1. 39 
482 744 35.89 20.73 634.18 1. 17 
484 1316 37.00 35.57 705-. 00 1.87 
49(> 86 9.59 8,97 89.91 C>.96 
492 38 1.41 26.95 17 ■ 52 2.17 
497 661 35.22 18.77 1172.15 C>.56 

SUB TOTAL 6863 266.16 25.79 5590.36 1.23 

NR1 452 42.00 1C>.76 529.4~ 0.85 
NR_2 447 24.78 18.04 -:;;4 7 ~ 20 1. 29 
NR3 698 42.()0 16.62 634·. 2(l 1. 1 C> 
NR4 158 6.60 23.94 88.8_3 1.78 

SUB TOTAL 1755 115.38 15.21 1599.71 1. 10 
----------------------------------------------------

TOTAL 8618 381 ... 54 2:2.59 7190.07 1.20 

------------------ ----------------- -- ---- -------------
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****************************************************** 
RIDERSHIP PERFORMANCE 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEM.S 
ALTERNATIVE #3 
MANAGEMENT OPTION:RTD OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT 

****************************************************** 

TOTAL TOTAL PASS, TOTAL PASS, 
DAILY DAILY PER DAILY PER 

LINE PASS.EN.GER VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE 
NUMBER BOARDINGS HOURS HOUR MILES MILE 

------------------------------------------------------
187 1022 23.01 44.42 415.57 2.46 
185 1584 33.92 46.70 617,76 2.56 
178 95 4.09 23. 2·3 64.64 1. 47 
480 2592 76.25 33.99 1775.52 1.46 
482 145 7,61 19.05 130.55 1. 11 
484 1640 37.00 44.32 705.00 2.33 
490 90 9.59 9,38 89,91 .1, (l(I 
492 40 1.41 28.37 17.52 2 .. 2·e 
497 693 35. 2·2 19.68 1172. 15 0.5·9 

------------ -- ----------------------. -----------------
TOTAL 7901 34.64 4988.62 1. 58 

-----------------------------------------------------
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***************************************************!** 
RIDER_SHIP PERFORMANCE 
FI )(ED ROUTE S_Yq]"EMS 
ALTERNATIVE #5 
MANAGEMENT OPTION: OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTD 

AND NEW AUTHORITY OR JOINT 
POWERS AGENCY. 

****************************************************** 

TOTAL TOTAL PASS. TOTAL PASS. 
DAILY DAILY PER DAILY PER 

LINE PASSENGER VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE 
NUMBER BOARDINGS HOURS HOU-R MILES MILE 

. . ------------------------------------------------------. . . . . - ··- - .. - . . . . . -- - -- . . - . . .. . ' . - -

187 1009 23.01 43.85 415.-57 2-. 43 
276 572 31. 54 18. 14 445.77 1. 28 
185 1564 33·. 92 46. 11 617.76 2.53 
178 94 4.09 22.98 64 .. 64 1. 45 
480 2560 76.25 33 ... 57 1775.52 1.44 
482 143 10.92 "13.10 196.13 0.73 
484 1619 37.00 43.76 705.00 2.30 
490 89 9. 5·9 9.28 89.91 0.99 
492 39 1.41 27.66 17.52 2.23 
497 684 35.22 19.42 1172. 15 0.58 

SUB TOTAL 8373 26_2-. 95 31. 84 5499.97 1. 52 

NR 722 42.00 17. 19 634 .. 20 1. 14 
SUB TOTAL 722 42.00 17. 19 634.20 1. 14 

TOTAL 9095 30.4. 95 29.82 "6134.17 1.48 

. . . .. ·-. . -------------------------------------------------------. -- ·- ---··-··-· .. ---·-······ --- •• . .. -----·----- -- . - ... ,. "'" -· -
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****************************************************** 
RIDERSHIP PERFORMANCE 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEMS 
ALTERNATIVE *5 
MANAGEMENT OPT.ION: OWNERSHIP BY RTD AND NEW AUTHORITY 

OR JOINT POWERS AGENCY AND 
MANAGEMENT BY RTD AND PRIVATE 
MANAGEMENT FIRM. 

****************************************************** 

TOTAL TOTAL PASS. TOTAL PASS. 
DAILY DAILY PER DAILY PER 

LI NE PASSENGER VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHICLE 
NUMBER BOARDINGS HOURS HOUR MILES MILE 

-------------- ------ ----- ·- • -- -- -- -- •••• - - • -- ·----- •• --- . - -
187 1009 23.01 43.85 415.;i7 .2. 43 
276 572 31.54 18.14 445.77 1. 2.8 
185 1564 33.92 46.11 617.76 2.53 
178 94 4.09 22.98 64.64 1. 45 
480 2560 76.25 33.57 1775.52 1.44 
482 143 10.92· 13. 10 196.1.3 0.73 
484 1619 37.00 43.76 705.00 2.3() 
490 89 9.59 9.28 89.91 0.99 
49.2 39 1.41 27.66 17.52 2.23 
497 684 35.22 19.42 1172.15 0.58 

SUB TOTAL 8373 202.q5 31.84 5499.97 1. 52 

NR 722. 42.00 17. 19 634.20 L 14 
SUB TOTAL 722 42.00 17. 19 634.20 1. 14 

-------- - - ------------------------------------------
TOTAL 9095 304.95 29. 82 6134. 17 1.4.8 

F-6 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 

APPENDIX G ... 
REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON 
OF INDIVIDUAL FIXED-ROUTES 
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************************************************ 
REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON. 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEMS 
ALTERNATIVE:1 
MANAGEMl;NT OPT I ON I RTD OWN.ERSH IP/ MANAGEMENT 

************************************************ 

LINE 
NUMBER 

187 
276 
·185 
178 
480 
482 
484 
490 
492 
497 

SUBTOTAL 

291 
192 

SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL 
DAILY 

OPERATING 
COST 

1514.22 
315. 3·9 
802.83 
212:-67 

2718.51 
1512.49 
1845.38 
259.84 
104.07 

4911. 31 
14196.70 

2586._33 
2699.66 
5285.99 

TOTAL 
DAILY 

PASSENGER 
REVENUE 

2,24. 10 
23. 20 
95.79 
2~.75 

976.96 
254.67 
579.04 

37·. 84 
21.28 

998.11 
3233.74 

345.60 
170.43 
516.03 

RATIO OF 
REVENUE 
TO COST 

o. 15 
0.07 
0.12 
o. 11 
0.36 
0.17 
0.31 
0.15 
0.20 
0.20 
0 .. 23 

0.13 
0.06 
o. 10 

------------------------------------------------
TOTAL 19482.69 3749.77 0.19 
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********************************************~*** 
REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEMS 
ALTERNATIVE:2 8, 4 
MANAGEMENT OPTION:OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTD 

AND NEW AUTHORITY OR JOINT 
POW.ER.S AGENCY 

*********************~************************** 

LINE 
NUMBER 

TOTAL 
DAILY 

OPE.RATING 
COST 

TOTAL 
DAILY 

PASSENGER 
REVENUE 

RATIO O.F 
REVENUE 
TO COST 

-----------------------------------------------
187 1230.09 292.50 0.24 
276 6.30. 73 28.42 O,. C>5 
185 1490.92 117.80 0.00 
178 212.67 22.75 o. 11 
480 4882.68 1756.54 o.36 
482 1959.62 290. 16 0.15 
484 1875.30 579.04 0.31 
490 259.84 37.84 0.15 
492 104.07 21.28 0.20 
497 4911.31 998.11 0,20 

SUB TOTAL 17557.23 4144.44 o._24 

NR1 1593.73 122.04 C>.~18 
NR2 1045.07 120.69 0.12 
NR3 1908.94 18B.46 o. 10 
NR4 365.98 238.58 0.65 

SUB TOTAL 4913. 7·2 669.77 0.14 
--- -- • -· -· ----- ·--- ·- ·_ • , .•• :-: --- -_ - . ------- .- ---

TOTAL 22470.95 4814.21 0.21 

- • ' -- - -- ----------------- -- - -- -- -- ------------
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* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * *:* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON 
FIXED Ro·uT·E SYSTEMS 
AL T.ERNATI VE: 2 8, 4 
MANAGE_M_E_NT OPT I ON: OWNERSHIP BY RTD AND NEW 

AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWER_S 
AGENCY AND MANA.GEMENT BY 

PRIVATE MANAGEMENT FIRM. 
***************************t***********l******** 

TOTAL TOTAL 
DAILY DAILY RATIO OF 

LINE OPERATIN_G PASSE_NGER REVENUE 
NUMBER COST· REVENUE TO COST 

------------------------------------------------
187 1230. (,.")9 292.50 0.24 
276 63.0. 41 28.42 0.05 
185 1490.92 117.80 o. (>8 
178 212.67 22. 7-5 o. 11 
480 4882.68 17.56. 54 0.36 
482 1959.62 290.16 0.15 
484 1875.30 579.04 c,. 31 
490 259.84 37.84 o. 15 
492 104.07 21. 28 0.20 
497 49.11. 31 998.11 0.20 

SUB TOTAL 17556.91 4144.44 0.24 

NR1 1630.80 122.04 0.07 
NR2 1069.38 120.69 o. 11 
NR3 1953.34 188.46 0.10 
NR4 373.97 238.58 0.64 

SUB TOTAL 5027.49 669.77 0.13 
--------------------------------------------

TOTAL 22584.40 4814.21 0.21 

----- • -- - -- ------------- ----------------------
- . / 



************************************************ 
REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON 
FIXED ROUTE SYSTEMS 
ALTERNATIVE:1#3 
MANAGE.MENT OPTION: RTD OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT 

************************************************ 

TOTAL TOTAL 
DAILY DAILY RATIO OF 

LINE OPERATING PASSENGER REVENUE 
NUMBER COST REVENUE TO COST 

------------------------------ ---- --------------
187 1230.09 297.20 0.24 
185 1766.79 445.68 ().25 
178 212.67 23.15 0. 11 
480 4882.68 1768.34 c,. 36 
482 4(J3. 4(> 54.52 0.14 
484 1875.30 696. 10 0.37 
490 259.84 38.24 0.15 
492 1C>4. 07 21.48 0.21 
497 4911.31 1001. 31 0.20 

·- ·- . ' •..• ~- ---- • ------ -- ------------------------

TOTAL 15646. 15 4346.02 o .. 2a 
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************************************************ 
REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON 
F.IXED ROUTE SYSTEMS 
ALTERNATIVE:#5 
MANAGEMENT OPTION: OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT BY RTD 

AND NEW AUTHORITY OR JOINT 
POWERS AGENCY. 

************************************************ 

TOTAL TOTAL 
DAILY DAILY RATIO OF 

LINE OPERATING PASSENGE°Ji:: REVENUE· 
NUMBER COST REVENUE TO COST 

-· . . . - -- . . - . . . ------------------------------------------------. ·········· - - . • - • •• . ... - .. - . - . . . . . 

187 1230.09 295.90 0.24 
276 1444.29 162.27 o. 11 
185 1766.79 443.68 0.25 
178 212.67 23.05 o. 11 
480 4882.68 1765.14 0.36 
482 606.04 54 .. 32 0.09 
484 1875.30 694.00 0.37 
490 259.84 38. 14 0.15 
492 104.07 2_1. 38 0.21 
497 4911.31 1000.41 0.20 

SUB TOTAL 17293.08 4498.29 0·.26 

NR 1908.94 190.86 0.10 
SUB TOTAL 1.908. 94 190.86 o. 10 

TOTAL 19202.02 4689.15 0.-24 

------------------------------------------------
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************************************************ 
REVENUE TO COST COMPARISON 
FI XE·D ROUTE SYSTEMS 
ALTERNATIVE·: #5 
MANAGEME_NT OPTION: OWNERSHIP BY RTD AND NEW 

AUTHORITY OR JOINT POWERS 
AGENCY AND MANAGEMENT BY RTD 
AND PRIVATE MANAGEMENT FIRM. 

************************************************ 

TOTAL TOTAL 
DAILY DAILY RATIO OF 

LINE OPERATING PASSENGER REVENUE 
NUMBER COST REVENUE TO COST 

------------------------------------------------
187 1230.09 295.90 0.24 
276 1444.29 162.27 o. 11 
185 1766.79 443.68 C>.25 
178 212.67 23-.05 o. 11 
480 4882.68 1765.14 0.36 
482 606.04 54.32 0.09 
484 1875.30 694.00 0.37 
490' 259.84 38.14 0.15 
492 104.07 21.38 0.21 
497 4911. 31 1007.96 0.21 

SUB TOTAL 17293.08 4505.84 0.26 

NR 2029.44 190,.86 0.09 
SUB TOTAL 2029.44 190.86 0.09 

------------------------------------------------. . . -

TOTAL 19322.-52 4696.70 0.24 
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MEMORANDA ON FINANCIAL 
RESOURCE ESTIMATES 
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MEMO RAN OUM. 

November 4. 1983 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Members. Project Management Conlllittee Pomona Valley 
Transit Needs Study 

~~ 
.CLARIFICATION OF SCAG TRANSIT FUNOING ESTIMATES FOR THE 

PONOMA VALLEY 

At1:~~hed is a memorandum from Dr. Lou Cherene. SCAG Transporta1:io1_1 Finance 
Division. detailing and clarifyf1_1g t.he numbers prl!1!ented in our memo to you 
of August 19. 1983. The memo explains the descrepancy between our figures 
and those developed by the Los Angeles County Transportations C011111ission 
for th.e Pomona Valley. 

I hc>pe you find th.is helpful. 

PB:wp7 

Attachment 

-

H-1 



i 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

November 4. 1983 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: FINANCIAL FORECASTS FOR POKINA VALLEY TRANSIT NEEDS STUDY 

I have reviewed my calculations in response to your questions concerning my 
revenue forecasts for transit service in the Pomna Valley. Here are 
answers to your questions point by point. 

1. Section 9 was too high 

The amounts available for UMTA Section 9 funding were computed before 
the appropriations bil passed in Congre_s~ in late August-. 
Nevertheless. they are reasonably accurate by virtue of my .anticipating 
appropriations for FY 84 to fall 10% below t_ho_s_e authorizes for 
Section 9 in the Surface Transportation Act of 1982. 

2. • ••• Didn't talk muc_h about the Regional (Operating) Cap in 
L.A. County.• 

Considering the amc,unt of ~ect ion 9 money accruing to tlte Pomona 
Val T!y. there wasn't muct, to say. Th_e distribution of Section 9 
operating money between the counties of the Los Angeles-Long Beach 
urbanized area (which includes Orange Count.y an_d parts of ~an 
Bernardino County) was under negotiation at t_hilt time. Bec_ause of t.he 
small amount of Section 9 money avaflabl_e to th_e Pomc,na Valley and tlte 
fact that start-up costs for new transit services are usually 
considerable. operating caps ·were not felt to be a significant factor 
at this state of the study. Should t.his cap prove binding. the 
agencies present at your meetings may b_e able to find alternative 
solutions. 

3. I cannot answer for LACTC's estimate of Proposition A naney for Pomona 
Valley without knowing their assumptions. Methodology. 111d how their 
numbers are used. Their estimate of about $1.-3 mi 11 ion for the Pomona 
Valley implies that approximat_ely $211 mj 11 ion in total Prop. A 
allocations wi 11 be made in FY84. If this were equal to Prop. A 
reve11ue. the_ total taxable sales in L. A. County would be only $42 
billion for FY84. Taxable sales haven't been that low since FY79, and 
they to_talled $50 billion during the severe recession of FY83. 

H-2 
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■-,-,s•iemorand_um ta Peter Behrman 
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Our own estim_ates far county-wide Prap. A tax revenue have been revised 
downward in the short· run since those used far the Pomona Valley Study 
were developed. They naw stand at $263 mfllfan far FY84 and $2§5 
millfan far FY85. These estimates are conservative. They are nat t_he 
ainount that LACTC plans to all®ate 1n those years, only how muth'l!li ll 
be cal lected by LACTC in sales taxes. As such they represent stab le 
estimates af th_e rate at whicll Prop A _local funds will accrue ta Pamana 
Valley-- approximately Sl.6 mill far FY84_1ind FYBS. 

PB:wp7 
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I 
/OUTHERn CALIFORniA 

A//OCIATIOn OF GOVERnmEriT/ 
600 /outh Commonweolth Avenue • Jllite IC00 • l.oJ Angele.r • California • 90005 • 213/385-1000 

M E M O R A N O U M 

DATE: November 16, 1983 

Mike Siekert, SCRTO 

Lou Cherene, SCAG 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: Restrictions of Financial Assistance for Transit Operations 

----''""'------.-:-.----------------------------------------------------·-·---------.--

There are two major restrictions on the use of financial assistance for 
operating costs. 

1. Only SSS million of UMTA Section 9 funds for Los Angeles County may 
be used county wide for operating assistance, but excluding maintenance 
for fiscal years 1984 through 1986 (i ,e., the full term of the Federal 
Public Transportation Act of 1982.) How these operating moneys are 
apporti on·ed am_ong public transportation operators ,~i thin Los Angele~ 
County is det.ermined by agreements made by these operators and LACTC. 
Thii "operating cap" is fixed in nominal terms and, therefore, decays 
in real terms as inflation continues to erod2 the value of those dollars. 

2. At least 15% of TOA funds received under article 4 must be used for 
capital expenditures as defined in P.U.C. Section 9926j (see attaChf1!1:!nt). 
Some maintenance expenditures qualify as "capital". The re111aini_l)g 05% 
of TOA funds may be used for operating expenditures. Be!:ause TOA funds 
grow with inflation in the long run, the real value of these funds will 
be maintained. 

LC/kd 
attachment 

cc: Peter Behnrran 
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RtJ SP otaTli '71 o 
C11or 

CAPITAL EXPENDITURE 

99267. (a). At least 15 percent of funds received 
under this article shall be 1.1sed by an operator for 
capital expenditures, 

(b) Suon c:apitaZ. s:r:psnditu7'BS shall c:onsist of • 
ac:quisition of Z.and and otlts,. 1'Bal p1'ops,.ty, c:u,.,.snt 
ac:quiaitio11 o;. 1'splac:sme11t of t1'ansportation 11sltic:lss 
07' oont181ianc:ss (including those usable b!i handicapped 
ps,.,ons), tits 11sltic:Z.s c:ost po,.tion of a 11slt.ic:Z.s lsass, 
a,id ac:quisition, c:onst,.uc:tion, snla-,.gsmsnt, o-,. 1'epai,­
of P"Opei-t!i and fac:.ilitiss inc:idsntal to o-,. nsc:essa,.y 
01' c:on11enisnt in c:onnsc:tion with tits fo,.egoing, 
dsp,.soiation, and payment of p-rinoipal and ints1'sst on 
its bonded indebtedness, equipment t-,.ust cs-,.tific:atss, 
oi' othB1' indebtedness, inc:luding any amounts in _t7's 
ac:c:omplisltm11nt of a dsfsasa"iic:s unds,. any outstanding 
1'Bl1BnUB bond indsntu-,.s. 

(c) Tl:le requirement specified in subdivision (a) 
sha_ll not apply (1) to an operation in each fiscal 
year t!lat it receives financi~l assistance from local 
sources, exclusive of fares, in an amount equal to or 
greater than the amount it would have been required 
to expend pursuant to subdivision (a) or (2) to money 
allocated to a transit district for a claim filed 
pursuant to Section 99260.S.v • 

Amsndsd by C?iaptB1' ZOSS, Statutes of 1981 
(SB 572). 

EXEM_PTION 'l'O MATCH FEDERAL OPERATING ASSISTANCE 

99267.S. Notw1thstanding Section 99268, if federal 
funds or assistance grants are made available on a 
matching basis for. the operating expenditures of 
public transportation systems, any operator (Day budget 
and expend for operating purposes funds received under 
this article in an amount suff-icient to enable the 
operator to receive the maximum amount of. federal 
funds or assistance grants available for suc_h 
purposes, 

T-his section shall remain in effect only unti.l 
July· 1, 1981, and as of such d_ate is repealed, unless 
a later enacted statute, which is chaptered -before 
July i, 1981, deletes or extends such date. 

SD-PERCENT EXPENDITURE: LIMITATION 

. ?9268, The expenditure of the funds received un_der 
this article by an operator may in no year exceed 
SD percent of the amount required to meet operating, 

-.ia-
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November 17, 1983 

~O TO: MI:KE SIEKER'l', SCRTD 

FROM: DAVE COURY fJf-l--
SUBJECT: PROP. A FINANCIAL PROJECTIONS 

As requested by the PMC, I. have. prepared estimates 
of Prop. A funds for years 84-88. They are to be· 
used for planning purposes in the Pomona Valley 
Transit Needs Study. 

Los Angeles County 
'ltanspartatlan 
camm1ss1on 
354 South Spnng Street 
Suire 500 
[,as Angeles __ 
Calitorn,a 90013 
1213) 626-0370 

(Millions) (Mil1ions) (~illion_s) 
Available Total Prop. A for Available for Four 

Funds Local Return Pomona Vall~ Cities 

84 $219 $54.4 $1.310 

85 230 57.1 1-380 

86 242 60.0 1.450 

87 254 6·3. 5 1.534 

88 264 66.1 1.595 
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