MOTION by Supervisor Yvonne B. Burke 


May 16, 2002

Finance and Budget Committee




Item No. 16   

The 2003 MTA budget (pg 4-8) identifies approximately $16.847 million in “start-up costs” among approximately $40 million in monies for the Pasadena Gold Line project.  At the same time, Agenda Item 22 on this months agenda, now having been withdrawn by the CEO, was asking this Board to approve an array of actions regarding Unfunded Project reserves, pre-revenue start-up activities and authorization to negotiate further “betterment” agreements.  I am concerned about approving this budget with items pertaining to Pasadena Gold Line issues before we understand the ramifications and implications to these funding actions.

It is my understanding that under the terms and conditions of the Master Cooperative Agreement (MCA) that the MTA would accept no responsibility for this project until the Revenue Operations Date (ROD) anticipated to be July 1, 2003. Furthermore, as I understood it, the Master Cooperative Agreement requires the MTA and the PGL Authority to agree to a “turnover Agreement” that specifies the scope of work and level of support for the Gold Line “start-up, “ including terms for appropriate reimbursement to the MTA.  To date, this Board has not seen any statement or agreement in this regard.

I am also informed that the PGL Authority has agreed to pay its contractors an incentive bonus for completing construction of the system earlier than needed to meet a July 1st opening while remaining the Revenue Operations Date.   

Additionally, there also remains the unresolved issues created by the PUC review and decision over the grade crossing applications.  If the completion is delayed, how will that affect the Revenue Operations Date?

With these factors in mind, I am concerned that the MTA Board could be placed in a situation where we have already approved funds and have not had the time or information to decide these issues.    

I do not want to hold up the budget process, but this Board should get a full report focusing on these issues with full and complete information and the assurance that the Gold Line Authority is still the responsible party for the project.  This report should also include Alternatives for this Board’s consideration, such as requiring the PGL Authority to ask for additional State funds (not already coming to the MTA) for a bailout (as this Board had assumed would be done when it granted previous approval for the “betterments.”)

This Board cannot afford to be presented with an argument that there isn’t time for such an examination and analysis, strict adherence to an artificial construction schedule is not of the greatest importance here.  We should be aware of all financial possibilities we are fully assuming.

I, THEREFORE,  MOVE that the MTA Board approve the MTA Budget with the condition that those items containing money for the Pasadena Gold Line are approved contingent upon this Board’s further review and receiving a full report discussing the issues described above and containing answers to the following questions:

1. What are the “real” total costs to MTA for all aspects of Pasadena Line opening on the proposed schedule?

2. What  are the terms contained in the Master Cooperative Agreement as it pertains to Reimbursement for costs expended by the MTA?

3. Identify what costs are proposed to be the sole responsibility of the MTA and why they are the MTA’s responsibility  in the context of the “Turnkey” project’s definitions.

4. What sources of funds are being proposed to be used?  What is being deferred or what other regional projects are not being funded due to the use of these funds for the PGL project?  What were these funds programmed for before any such PGL proposal?

5. If Bonds are sold (as indicated on pg 6-20 in Appendix 4) to provide funds for this project, what revenue sources are being bonded against and what are the primary uses for these revenues if not used for bonding  on this project?

