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PREFACE
The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission was established

, by the 1976 California Legislature and was directed to examine all

transportation needs throughout Los Angeles County. The Commis­

sion is responsible for programming all highway and public trans­

portation investments in the County. A full review of all

transportation issues in the County is now underway in order to

develop a balanced transportation investment and management plan

and program for the years ahead.

An integral part of that plan and program must be a financing

element; the Commission is authorized, if it so decides, to bring

to a vote of the citizens of Los Angeles County a sales tax

increase of up to 1/2 cent, to be used for public transit purposes.

The Commission is the forum in which important decisions involving

the quality, priority and cost of our transportation system will

be made at the local level. Membership consists of:

John Ferraro, Chairman
President, Los Angeles City Council

Kenneth Hahn, Vice-Chairman
Los Angeles County Supervisor

Edmund D. Edelman
Chairman, Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors

James A. Hayes
Los Angeles County Supervisor

Peter F. Schabarum
Los Angeles County Supervisor

Baxter Ward
Los Angeles County Supervisor

Tom Bradley
Mayor, City of Los Angeles

Edmond J. Russ
Mayor, City of Gardena

John Zimmerman
Mayor, City of Norwalk

Renee Simon
Councilwoman, City of Long Beach

Wendell Cox
Citizen Representative, City of Los Angeles

Jerome C. Premo
Executive Director

This report represents a resource document, prepared by staff

of the Commission, on transit issues in Los Angeles County.
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··.~';~.~~~1:.!%~~!~:~
.,"~".~. CHAPTER I

:~:.,C"<, ~~~~,;;•
•. ··':l~·: .~ .

.....~~.:d~7,.

}:,'iNTRODUCTION AND SUf1MARY
-':~:~~b.:
:.:t'''T}{is report was prepared by staff of the Los Angeles County

;i~~~nsportationCommission (LACTC) in response to a request
;~ ;;;;~~"~{rr<~·..
':~:i'~~1i~rhe ~omnission for a discussion of pros and cons of a

.:::~::;june.or November 1978 transi t ballot. It supplements the
:;i',:~_f,i"r:..
. :::~'})riefing' made by Executive Director Jerome C. Premo to the

':'~?'C~irimission at its November 16,1977 meeting. (A sUlluuary of
····\~:~;~t-: . .

;that presentatl.on can be found at the end of this chapter.)
- ~ ·~-~i.:~~:~·r~/"·,c

"i1~;~~~
:.':":~'. .':" ,·.:.t-

Under its enabling legislation the Commission is authorized,

'if it so decides, to bring to a vote of the electorate of

Los Angeles County up to a 1/2¢ sales tax increase, to be

used for ·public transportation purposes. A 1/2¢ sales tax

~ould generate more than $160 million in its first year, and

more than $3 billion in the 1979-1990 period.

In order to effectively comment on the pros and cons of a

ballot measure, staff has endeavored to summarize existing

transit operations and financing in Los Angeles County, to

review and comment upon transit planning now underway and

generally identified as the Regional Transit Development

Program and to identify trends apparent in past transit votes

here and in other parts of the nation. On the basis of this

background and information, options are proposed and some

tentative conclusions offered.

Transit Operations and Financing

The Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) carries

more than 800,000 of the 900,000 transit trips made each day

throughout Los Angeles County. Nineteen other bus systems also

I-I



~tt~~"

i~~~.~ the County. SCRTD's buses, with ·an average age

'it: 5', years , are among the nation t s oldest, and are expen­
"'Ir!.~J.

,*,",;'1:~to maintain, breakdown too often and need major replace-
.......~,'...... t

~.:~'\~:..

1';,.;",<
. _'_-~~~t··::

"', ·.Jprt~the unattractiveness of such an old bus fleet, ridership
'::"'. . "'~""" "..1 ..' . __- -

"~~.-:~rS:ha,}r·is.en almost 70% on SCRTD since 1971 and over 33% on municipal
2':.. :; :~~~:.;j:~~)•. " .. :: .'.,: '..- ,

:::'.,;~tbu8es·iri' the same period. During the year ending last June 30,

\"')f;,,laies;covered about 35% of the $200 million operating budget
-·'~Vl,~, . •-',' ~

...~E:"'()f;~sCRTD and the, other operators. Federal ($48 million), State

."'\;~rfl:6"'''-~rfiion), and County and other local funds ($15 million)
·'··'~<·:'c~~.t::":,:'·:_.'f~, •.'made" up the $129 million total public operating subsidy provided

~tL~~;~ operators du;ing the past fiscal year .
.--'~~.\~}!:.,.: .

Jtc.~·

Since. last July SCRTD has raised its base fare, laid off over
·~; ,i.·~ ~

8S~ employees and cut service on many of its routes. For the

fiscal year beginning next July 1, SCRTD has tentatively iden­

tified an unfunded shortfall of nearly $14 nillion, unless it
Ii:

raises fares and reduces service, or both. The next several

years beyond FY 1979 call for more of the same, not only for

SCRTD but for municipal operators as well.

Neither the federal nor state governments are likely to provide

significantly more money to help meet transit operating costs;

therefore, either more local money must be provided--from a

sales tax increase, county and/or city general funds or some

other source--or fares will rise and service will be further

reduced.

Regional Transit Development Program

At the same time that transit operators are confronted with

problems in meeting day-to-day operating costs, public agencies

are also engaged in a thorough examination of how to achieve

1-2
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Assumed in the forecast of funds sources are:

-Full Federal participation; and

-40% of operating costs from the farebox

7.9 billion

$1.9 billion

$9.8 billion

$9.8 billion program are:

$2.4 billion
4.1 billion
1.4 billion

Shortfall

Fares
Federal
State

total program is implemented, its costs (escalated at

year compounded annually) are:

Capital $3.9 billion
Operating 5.9 billion

Total Costs
t-\-. , '

~ources of funds to meet this

.~J.~~~'~:: .

8"per
b·tft,·~·~

in public transportation in both the

r ..:~(iid long' term. SCRTD, Caltrans, the City of Los
... ,.~~ ~. ;-"o'¥ :

"'·t'8)'~~:and other agencies are examining a series of im-
-"" )r~ ,."

'ii'ents collectively identified as the Regional Transit

",,·'i~pment Program, including:

~~eW~buses and maintenance facilities

;setter ways of using existing streets and highways,
'''!~cl:l as the Spring Street contraflow transit lane.

·~Bus and carpool lanes on freeways, such as the suc­
rcessful El Monte Busway on the San Bernardino Freeway.

" ...

Downtown People Mover

<..possible starter rail lane between downtown and the
j' San Fernando Valley via Wilshire Boulevard.

". --~~',i'"

J:,:~e' of these improvements can be made, and need to be made,
,:,,'h2-~:r.... it:;'::·"
:·~-?:;;,'i':~~~:.~~~-~" New buses are desperately needed, and \-.rill benefit both

6v~<the riding public and the transit operator. Others, such as

' ..:""c':-lfi:r'Downtown People Mover and the Starter Rail Line, are under
, '~tJ.t·,,:

.,.-study and decisions on whether to build them must awai t com­
,;:ll-t'!';~

::c"'-b~Tt~on of the analyses .
. :.' ~',,~, ." ...-;:) ..'"

lX)i' _,
If this



Before any decision can reasonably be made on a ballot measure,

the Commission will have to decide on the uses of funds to be

generated through the tax. The Regional Transit Development

Program, while representing a comprehensive planning program,

must proceed through further analysis before we can answer

such questions as:

-Is the entire program needed and justified?

-Is the 40% farebox ratio reasonable?

-How likely are we to receive $2.5 billion in capital
Federal funds in the 1979-90 period?

Staff is working with participating agencies to review assump­

tions for all phases of the Program, so that the Commission

can exercise the policy direction· for the Program as it sees

fit.

Transit Ballots Pros and Cons

The report includes a set of pros and cons and a discussion of

June and November, 1978 and 1980 votes, as well as the possi­

bility of a temporary l/2¢ sales tax increase for 1 year, to

be authorized by the State Legislature. The most likely time

appears to be November 1978, although staff senses no broad

base of public support for such a vote at this time.

An additional ballot option is proposed for consideration in

this report. Namely, a 1/2¢ sales tax which would consist of

1/4¢ for transit operating and bus capital match, and l/4¢

returned to local jurisdictions to be used either for improved

local transit or for local street improvements, at the option

of the community, is discussed.

This option would generate about $1.5 billion in transit and

$1.5 billion for local option used in the 1979-90 period.

Chapter VIII of the report provides more details on this addi­

tional option which could be linked to use of already

authorized Proposition 5 funds for fixed guideway transit.
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Transit's Future in Los Angeles

Transit does have a future in Los Angeles--it must have one,

for many are entirely dependent on public transportation to

move about this area. The question is, rather: What "kind of

transit will we have, and how will it be fin~nced?

We· need to specify what we want our public transportation

system to do: w~ need to set objectives for public trans­

portation in the context of our overall transportation network.

If we want to have a major transit program which would, for

example, double transit ridership in the next decade, we shall

have to make major transit investments. Such a program will

be expensive and will require more tax money to implement.

Another choice is to have a minimum transit system, serving

primarily those who don't or can't drive. Less public money

will be needed for this kind of transit system.

In order to get a clear picture of existing transit operations

and financing, the Commission should proceed with initial

financial and performance audits of all transit operations.

Such audits should prove helpful to all parties concerned

with public transportation, but they will not obviate the

need for some tough decisions. Additional public funds are

needed to support both capital and operating transit improve­

ments.

Generation of a long term financing base can set in motion

improvements which would reestablish transit as a vital factor

in Los Angeles County - and help address our energy, air

quality, mobility, congestion, and urban development problems.

The decision on how to proceed from here rests primarily with

the Commission.

1-5



LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

November 10, 1977

MEMORANDUM FOR: LACTC MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES

FROM: JEROME C. PREMO

SUBJECT: Summary of Pros and Cons of a Transit Ballot

In response to your request I have explored issues and factors
associated with a June or November 1978 transit ballot issue.
Attached is summary information on transit ridership and fiscal
trends for SCRTD, which carries nearly 90% of daily transit trips
in Los Angeles County, cost information of the Regional Transit
Development Program, and pros and cons of transit ballots.

A more comprehensive report is now in preparation and will be
available at next Wednesday's meeting. I offer these thoughts on
the matter of transit and transportation financing which will be
developed in greater detail in the report.

1. Transit costs continue to rise, and current revenue
sources are insufficient to meet these increased
costs. Currently SCRTD staff projects a $13.8 million
unfunded deficit for the fiscal year beginning next
JUly 1, based on no fare increase and retention of
January 1978 levels of service. Lacking additional
revenues, fares must rise and service cutbacks must
be made.

2. No progress in implementing the Regional Transit
Development Program, including such short-term im­
provements as stabilized fares, higher levels of ser­
vice, replacement of overage buses and maintenance
facilities, etc. will occur unless new funds are
available.

3. Generally accepted public objectives such as reduced
energy consumption, better mobility for elderly and
handicapped citizens, cleaner air, reduction of con­
gestion on freeways and streets and higher qualities
of transit service at the local level will go unad­
dressed if no action is taken. This translates in
real world terms to more congestion for everyone,
higher fares and poorer service for those who now ride
bUB'es (and who are in most instances least able to pay
and are most dependent on transit).

4. The Clean Air Act reqUires adoption of an areawide
air quality plan and implementation program by next
September. Lacking adoption of a comprehensive plan
and program, which will reqUire a transportation com-
ponent, the region may suffer a major cutoff of
Federal funds.

1-6
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On a more positive note, additional transit funds
can be used to dramatically improve the quality
of service and mobility of the County's residents.

6. Yet, most parties are pessimistic that a transit
vote can pass. Accordingly, I offer for your con­
sideration, the option of a transportation use for
the 1/2~ sales tax: 1/4; for transit operations and
bUB transit capital match and 1/4¢ returned to local
Jurisdictions throughout the County based on popula­
tion, to be used for either improved local transit
or for local street improvements (FAU concept of
flexibility).

The Commission was set up to address tough resource allocation
and transit issues. The situation 1s a difficult one, but this
region has solved other problems in the past. The Commission
is the appropriate body within the County to solve this one.

attach.

1-7



SUMMARY

-more public money is needed for transit

-LACTC performance audit of transit operations
needed to establish objectivity

-4-Part program requires refinement, overall
policy management

-outlook appears poor for transit - only ballot

-one option is to consider transportation ballot

-ballot measure depends on consensus, starting
with political leadership

A - Impact of no action

-fare increases, service reductions
-clean Air Act implications - may lose
eligibility for Federal funds.

B - Positive effects of transit support

-assurances to the public on fare levels,
quality of service

-transit impact on congestion
-energy benefits of better transit
-aid in improving air quality
-special support for elderly and handicapped

1-8
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CHAPTER II

CURRENT TRANSIT OPERATIONS

Overview of Transit Operations

Public transportation in Los Angeles County is provided by

the Southern California Rapid Transportation District (SCRTD) and

by 19 Municipal Transit Operators. During the past few years,

increasing numbers of local communities have initiated new

transit operations, primarily intended to serve local trips

within their communities and to adjacent major activity

centers.

Listed on the next page is information on these transit opera­

tors, showing base fares, fleet sizes, annual patronage, and

financial operating date as estimated for FY 78 (Table 1)

These figures show that SCRTD carries about 87% of transit

trips in Los Angeles County, many of which are long home-to­

work trips. C§CRTD'S operating budget accounts for approxi­

mately 90% of total annual operating costs, while collecting

about 91.4% of total operating revenue~ SCRTD receives

about 89% of the total operating subsidy for transit in Los

Angeles County.

Roughly 900,000 trips are made on transit each day in the

County. SCRTD carries about 800,000 of this total, with the

municipal operators serving the remaining 100,000 trips.

11-1
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TABLE 1

BUS OPERATIONS IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY: FY 1978 ESTIMATES

Base Number of
Fare Vehicles

Annual
Passengers

(000)

Annual
Operating

Costs
(000)

Annual
Operating
Revenues

(000)

Annual
Cost­

Revenue
Gap

(000)

Regional Carrier

RTD .40 2,395 235,498 $197,220 $80,500 $116,720

Other TDA Included Operators

Santa I-1onica .25 116 14,000 5,036 2,779 2,257
Long Beach .25 134 12,650 8,405 2,650 5,755
Montebe11o/

Santa Fe Springs .25 31 3,127 1,952 585 1,367
Torrance .25 21 1,343 1,576 320 1,256
Commerce 10 533 355' 355
Culver City .35 21 1,900 1,120 432 688

lrdena .35 32 1,755 1,705 534 1,171

SIT Other TDA 365 35,308 $ 20,149 $ 7,300 $ 12,849
Operators

Other Operators (1)

N~rwa1k .20 29 1,320 1,337 165 1,172
Arcadia .50 2 61 140 28 112
La Mirada .25 7 119 225 20 205
Huntington Park .25 3 57 96 12 84

i Hermosa Beach 1 36 19 19
South Gate .25 1 15 34 4 30
Redondo Beach .25 N.A. 25 71 6 65

SIT Other 43 1,633 $ 1,922 $ 235 $ 1,687
Operators

L

i
t TOTAL ALL OPERATORS 2,803 272, 439 $219,291 $88,035 $131,256
t

I (1 ) Data in this table is based on Short Range Transit Plans (SRTP) submittedi
t

I to and approved by Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) ;
municipal operators, not included because no approved SRTP exists, are:
Inglewood, Manhattan Beach, Monrovia, Carson, and Cudahy.

i
I
I
I
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Trends in Transit Ridership

Table 2 reflects ridership trends for the SCRTD and several

of the municipal operators.

TABLE 2

TRENDS IN ANNUAL TRANSIT RIDERSHIP

REGIONAL CARRIER FY 71 FY 74 FY 77
(000 ) (000) (000 )

SCRTD 137,000 158,000 230,000 !/
(% increase over FY 71) ( -- ) (15.3%) ('67. 9%)

OTHER MUNICIPAL OPERATORS

Santa Monica 10,315 10,552 13,495
Long Beach 9,500 10,250 12,300
t-1ontebe110 2,256 2,240 3,050,. Gardena 1,226 1,194 1,672
Torrance 500 687 1,244

Total, Other Municipals 23,797 24,923 31,761

(% increase over FY 71) ( -- ) '(4.7%) ( 33.5 %)

!/ Annualized estimate based on daily ridership estimate.

These significant increases in transit ridership can be

attributed to several factors:

increased levels of public support
higher levels of transit service
fare stabilization and/or fare reductions
(County-wide 25¢ fare initiated in 1974)
effect of 1974 Arab oil embargo

The sharp increases in transit ridership evident in the

FY 74-FY 77 period have slowed as a result of fare increases

and service adjustments implemented by SCRTD which were

11-3



necessitated by projected shortages of funds. In the past

six months, SCRTD has laid off some 850 employees, or close

to 15% of its total work force, and has modified service on

nearly 50% of its operating routes. While there was an

initial drop in transit ridership following the July fare

increase, SCRTD officials indicate that total transit system

ridership has returned to near the pre-July levels.

Efficiency, Effectiveness, and Equity

This situation needs to be carefully evaluated, for SCRTD has

reduced service on many routes in the past few months, without

apparently suffering a significant systemwide ridership loss.

Implicit in this is one of the most critical issues that policy-

makers are going 'to have to face: the trade-off between equity

and effectiveness in an era of limited financial resources.

It may be that a substantial reduction in subsidy requirements

could be achieved through redeployment of service to high

productivity corridors, resulting in more passengers carried

for the same or less money. However, to the extent that this

would reduce or eliminate available (but currently little used)

service in other corridors, effectiveness is improved at the

expense of equity, since residents of some areas may be left

with little or no opportunity to use transit since the service

will have been redeployed elsewhere.

11-4

I-



Staff's responsibility is to identify these choices; however,

there is no purely technical solution to this problem. Value

trade-offs must be made by policy makers, based on the most

objective information possible. While performance audits may

identify cost-saving opportunities, they are unlikely to be

large enough to eliminate the dilemma. As one pundit suggests,

there is no way to have a seven course dinner when only five

courses are available.

Sources of Funds for Transit Operations

The major sources of funds to support the operations of these

transit carriers are fares, federal U~1TA Section 5 funds, State

funds derived from a State sales tax (TDA), and local general

funds.

Table 3 shows estimated sources of fending for transit operating

costs for the fiscal year which ended June 30, 1977. In evalu­

ating this table, it's important to keep in mind that SCRTD is

now (in FY 78) covering nearly 42% of total operating costs

from the fare box, based on the July 1977 fare increase and

service adjustments.

TABLE 3

SOURCES OF FUNDS FOn TRANSIT OPERATIONS, FY 77

SCRTD All other Operators 'l'otal

Fares & other
operating revenues 63,500 7,518 71,018

Federal (Section 5) 44,524 3,500 48,024

State (TDA) 62,107 7,236 69,343

Other (incl. County}l2,962 2,165 15,127

Total 183,093 c
20,419 203,512 ..

Operating revenue
as % of total opera-
ting costs 34.7% 36.8% 34.9% !J

iJ
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Figure I below presents a historical breakdown of SCRTD

operating revenues for the period Calendar 1969 through FY 1978.

Millions
200

lOQ

STATE

OTHER

8

6Q.

18

16

12

14

2 FAREBOX

o
.-.-,..--.....,..---r----~-_;__-~--~--~-___,..----_.J

Figure 1

SCRTD Annual Operating Revenues by

Source, in actual dollars
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Transit Operating Costs

Transit operating costs have been increasing at a rapid rate

in the past few years because the cost of labor, insurance,

fuel and replacement parts have been on the rise. In addition,

capital costs for fleet replacement and expansion have also

increased rapidly.

Because of its size and importance to transit users throughout

the County, SCRTD's financial sitaution is particularly worth

noting. The average· age of SCRTD's bus fleet deserves parti-

icular mention. The average SCRTD bus is 11.5 years old; the

\

industry average is 6-7 years. Obviously, older buses are

more costly to operate and to maintain, and are often unreliable

and unattractive to users. Key elements in generating and

retaining transit ridership are convenience, dependability

service coverage, and comfort, as well as fare levels. It is

extremely difficult for SCRTD or for any transit operator to

offer dependable, comfortable service when old, unreliable equip­

ment must be used. Thus, a top priority in improving transit

in Los Angeles County--to benefit the user and the operator(s)

of pUblic transportation--must be the purchase of new, attrac­

tive and dependable transit vehicles.

Table 4 shows the recent trend in operating costs for SCRTD.

Following enactment of the 25¢ fare in 1974, fares of the SCRTD

as a percentage of total operating costs dropped to about 30%.

This 30 to 35% ratio continued until the current fiscal year,

when SCRTD increased its fare in light of a Board policy calling

for the fare box to cover 40% of total operating costs.

SCRTD indicates that fare box revenues are currently covering

about 42% of total operating costs, following the July 1977

fare increases.
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For FY 1978, no unfunded deficit is currently projected by

SCRTD officials. However, it must be remembered that this

was achieved only because fares were raised, some service

was reduced, some future years' Section 5 allocations were

borrowed upon, and previous years' carryover funds were.
exhausted.

The prospects for FY 1979 are not pleasant to contemplate.

SCRTD has not yet finalized its budget for FY 79, but pre­

liminary SCRTD staff analyses indicate an unfunded deficit

of at least $13.8 million ( and quite possibly substantially

more) if fares remain stable and January, 1978 levels of

service are maintained. Given currently projected levels of

state and federal funding, an increase in fares and/or further

reductions in service will be unavoidable for SCRTD and/or the

other municipal operators in the fiscal year starting next

July 1. It is unlikely that this picture will improve in the

forseeable future.

Projected Shortfall in TDA and UMTA Section 5 Funds

In order to define service levels and capital and operating

requirements for future years, all transit operators receiving

federal or state assistance must prepare Short Range Transit

Plans. The Commission has formally endorsed this requirement

among its requirements of eligibility for Section 5 funds.

Of important use to the Commission are the future year finan­

cial projections contained in the Short Range Transit Plans.

Our analysis of the plans and other budget documents shows

that a serious funding shortfall will occur over the next four

years. Beginning in FY 1979 (which starts on July 1, 1978)

operators' UMTA Section 5 requests are estimated to exceed pro­

jected available funds by about $9.8 million; this figure rises

to $22.6 million in FY 1982. Similarly, projected TDA claims

are expected to exceed available funds by amounts ranging from
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$2.9 million in FY 1979 to $9.4 million FY 1982. The cumu­

lative shortfall for the four year period is approximately

$89 million. These data are presented in table 5 below;

figure 2 (shown on the next page) presents the same infor­

mation graphically.

TABLE 5

PROJECTED SHORTFALL OF TDA AND UHTA SECTION 5 FUNDING

FY 1979-82

$ millions)

4-Year
FY 1979 FY 1980 FY 1981 FY 1982 Total

UMTA'Sec. S 9.8 13.8 18.1 22.6 64.3

TDA 2.9 5.6 6.8 9.4 24.7

12.7 19.4 24.9 32.0 89.0
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Figure 2

Projected Shortfall of ~DA and UMTA Section 5 Funding
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· Conclusion: Financing Current Public Transportation in Los

"Angeles County

Good public transportation means different things to different

people: different types of service have different cost and

benefit implications for both the user and non-user. But

one conclusion seems manifest: there is just not enough

money available to fund all the different types of service

at a level we might desire--not in some utopian world where

financing is not a concern, but in the real world of today.

What this means is that policy-makers must make the difficult

priority-setting value trade-offs. among the many objectives

that are commonly set for public transportation.

In addition, it is the responsibility of the operators in

cooperation with Commission staff to provide policy makers

with the basic data which will allow them to make those trade­

offs on a timely and informal basis. Allocation among the

operators, while obviously important, is not the total issue

we must address; rather, we must come to a decision on what,

exactly, we are trying to accomplish with public transportation

in Los Angeles County. This question cannot be answered with

generalities or wishful thinking. As stated previously, there

is no analytic solution which will give us everything we want.

In the final analysis, it is a policy choice which must be

made by policy-makers.

The Commission staff is communicating with operators through­

out the County to secure statements of their goals, objectives

and service standards, in anticipation of submitting a policy

overview document to the Commission for consideration.
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CHAPTER III

REGIONAL TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

Program Overview

At the same time that transit operators are confronted with

problems in meeting day-to-day operating costs, pUblic agencies

are also engaged in thorough examination of how to achieve

major improvements in short and long-term public transportation

service. Federal grants are supporting engineering, environ­

mental and operational studies of the Regional Transit Develop­

ment Program (RTDP), pursuant to former Secretary of Transporta­

tion William Coleman's letter of December 22, 1976. (attachment 1)

The RTDP currently is comprised of these elements:

1.

2.

3.

4.

Element

Transportation
Sys terns r1anage­
ment (TSH)

High Level Bus­
on-Freeway

Downtown People
Mover (DPM)

Starter Line

Lead Agency

SCRTD

Caltrans

City of Los
Angeles - Com­
munity Redevelop­
ment Agency

SCRTD

111-1

Content

. -Bus operations improvements
-Better use of existing streets
-Community-level transit
-Routine capital replacement/

improvements
-El Monte - type busways
-Additional freeway lanes to

achieve "free flow'!
-Bus stations on freeways

-Automated, largely elevated
fixed guideway between the
Convention Center and Union
Station

-Bus and rail alternatives in
the Wilshire-San Fernando
Valley corridor under consi­
deration



Institutional Framework

Work on each of these elements is proceeding, and is being

coordinated through an Interagency Coordinating Committee (ICC)

and Interagency Technical Committee (ITC). Membership is as

follows:

Policy Committee

FHWA----------------I

UMTA----------------l

City of L.A.--------2

SCRTD---------------2

Caltrans------------2

LACTC---------------l

County of L.A.------l

SCAG (ex officio)---l

Technical Committee

FHWA

UMTA

City of L.A.

SCRTD

Caltrans

LACTC

County of L.A.

SCAG

The Interagency Technical Committee is reporting through the

Commission's Technical Advisory Committee on a monthly basis,

so that all parties are informed of progress on each aspect of

the RTDP.

Financial Analysis: Capital Costs

Attached is a detailed cost analysis of the RTDP prepared by

SCAG in cooperation with all participants in the RTDP. (Appen­

dix A) Numerous assumptions are made in the analysis, only

some of which are noted here. We should review this document

in detail before making any decision on a ballot issue, so

that all assumptions and choices among options are fully

considered.

With this in mind, the following summary cost information on

the RTDP is offered:
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TABLE 6

RTDP CAPITAL COST SUMMARY

($$ in millions)

1976 COSTS

TSl-1
a. Existing Systems 280
b. Operational

Improvements 133

Bus-an-Freeway 836

DPM 136

Starter Line 739

Total 2,124

THRU 1990 l/

558

189

1,796

165

1,150

3,858

!/ All capital costs escalated at 8% rate of inflation,
compounded annually.

The sources of funds for this $3.8 billion program are fore-

cast as follows:

TABLE 7

RTDP Capital Costs -- Sources

($$ in millions)

Federal Share ~/ 3,151

FHWA
UMTA

665
2,486

Non-Federal Share

Total Capital Cost

707

3,858

~/ Full Federal participation in the RTDP is assumed.
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A $3,858 billion capital program could support the following

physical improvements:

· new bus fleet totalling 3120 regular buses
and 600 high capacity buses

· New bus maintenance facilities

· More than 55,000 parking spaces

· 36 miles of new exclusive bus lanes (excluding 1-105)

2.7 mile Downtown People Mover

15 mile rail line connecting downtown with the

San Fernando Valley via Wilshire and La Brea

or Fairfax

Figure 3 (on the next page) shows the starter line and exclusive

bus-on-freeway portions of this program. For nearly $4 billion

the region could enjoy an array of transit capital improvements

consisting of buses;" exclusive busways; automated fixed guideway

transit; and rail rapid transit.

Financial Analysis: Operating Costs

Assuming the entire RTDP is implem~nted, the annual total opera­

ting cost of transit throughout the County will increase from

about $260 million in 1979 to about $828 million in 1990 (Again,

an 8% per year inflation rate is assumed; this equates to $355

million in 1979 dollars).

The sources of operating costs are projected as follows:

TABLE 8

RTDP OPERATING COSTS ( FY1979-90)

($$ in millions)

Sources of Funds:

UMTA Section 5
TDA/325 Funds
Fares

900
1,460
2,377

Total Funding
Total Projected Operating

Costs

Projected Shortfall

III-4

4,737

5,943

1,206
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Assumed in these projections are the following;

• fares will cover 40% of operating costs
• UMTA Section 5 funds will increase by 5% per year

TDA/325 funds will increase by 6.58% per year

Some $1.2 billion in additional operating funds will be

needed to implement the RTDP, assuming it is entirely executed.

,~ork needs to be done to estimate revenue needs under a

~1l ~ariety of operating and. fare policy assumptions.

Financial Analysis: Combined Capital and Operating Costs

The combined capital and operating costs of the proposed program

are currently estimated as follows:

TABLE 9

RTDP Financial Cost Summary through 1990

($$ in millions)

Costs:

Sources:

Shortfall

Capital 3,858
Operating 5,943

Total 9,801

Federal 4,051
State 1,460
Fares 2,377

Total 7,888

1,913

Assumptions:
· Costs escalated at 8% per year, compounded annually.
· Full Federal participation anticipated.
· 40% of operating costs from farebox.

The Commission is authorized to bring to a vote of the Los Angeles

County electorate a 1/2¢ sales tax increase. Such a tax is es-

timated to produce $3,026 million through 1990. (See table _

Appendix A. This estimate uses a co~servative annual growth

rate in sales tax revenues of 6.58%). Thus, a surplus of
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$1,113 million would be available. Of course, it must again

be pointed out that a 40% fare box return is assumed, and

that capital and operating costs are as forecast.

Issues on RTDP

The obvious questions which arise from these figures and

discussion include:

-Should the entire RTDP be carried out, and if so over what

time frame?

-How reasonable is the 40% fare box return assumption, especially

for elements which are fundamentally different from existing

service?

-Can we reasonably expect to receive nearly $2.5 billion in

UMTA capital grants in the FY 79-90 period?

-What impact on our road program would occur if we were to ')

use $665 million in FHWA funds for transit-related capital -1'~
improvements?

-Is the entire 1/2¢ needed for transit?

-How important are assumptions about the number of persons in

each car at peak hour? That is, if a major High Occupancy

Vehicle (HOV) program is instituted, as currently being planned

by both SCAG and Caltrans, what effect will it have on the

transit program, especially the Bus-on-Freeway element?

-What is the likelihood of substantial capital and/or operating

cost over-runs?

-How do the parts of the RTDP interrelate? Does each require

the existence of the others to make sense?

-What are the actual levels of patronage forecast for each

RTDP element? Could these be achieved in a more economical

manner? Is it worth the cost?

-Have we, or can we, clarify and quantify the objectives of

the RTDP?

As we consider these questions, the following observations may

be of help.
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Regarding the RTDP, no one disputes the fact that new buses

are needed. Most agencies are interested in using existing

streets better, to facilitate the movement of people. Examples

of this interest are in the City's proposals to CALTRANS, under

the 283 program, for exclusive transit lanes on Glendale Boule­

vard and the Broadway Street Mall~ The studies of both the

Downtown People Mover and starter line are b~ing undertaken

with a careful eye to both capital and operating costs of each

element, and to the environmental effects of each. It is simply

too early at this stage to speculate on the results of these

studies and, therefore, to clearly define whether each or both

should proceed to final engineering and construction.

There seems to be a general concern with the timing and extent

of the CALTRANS Bus-on-Freeway Program. In escalated dollars,

this program could cost nearly $1.8 billion through 1990 to

build. While there appear to be significant reasons to add

lanes to certain freeways, so that the EI Monte Busway condi­

tion could be achieved on other congested freeways, the full

extent of such additions is open to debate.

--_._----------..__._-------------_.__ ._.__ ..-_.. _._--

UMTA has issued policies regarding the kind of justification

needed before it will support major transit capital investments.

The essence of these regulations as it relates to the Bus-on­

Freeway element is that an alternative analysis of all available

options must be carried out if Federal aid is expected. The

current work program for the Bus-on-Freeway program may not

conform to these UMTA requirements. We are working with

CALTRANS and other local agencies, and in turn, with UMTA,

to see what modifications in the CALTRANS Bus-on-Freeway pro­

gram need to be made to bring ongoing planning into line with

Federal requirements.
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Regarding the overall RTDP, the Commission has a responsibi­

lity to insure coordination among elements of the Program and

the best possible product emerging from this overall effort.

The staff is now engaged in a review of assumptions for each

portion of the RTDP. We intend to bring to the full Commission

a statement of these assumptions and the staff's view of them.

We believe that it is essential for all parties concerned to

understand what assumptions are driving forecasts of transit

usage and capital and operating costs. The Commission itself

may have problems with some of the assumptions that are being

made and which, if not addressed now, could result in the un­

necessary expenditure of significant time and money.
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C contains the exact wording for

1974 145 miles of rail; 2 busways l¢ sales tax
bus system expansion

1976 232 miles of rail l¢ sales tax

1968 98 mile rail rapid transit l¢ sales tax
system; bus system improve-
ments.

offering pros and cons of another transit vote, it is

to review information on past transit votes. Appendix B

Jerry Leonard, Senior Deputy to Supervisor

members of the SCRTD Board of Directors. This

1976

summary, these elections proposed the following:

As"r TRANS IT ELECT IONS IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY
.;

I believe that Mr. Leonard's thoughtful analysis deserves per­

sonal reading by all Commission members, for it portrays those

areas throughout the County which have supported and not sup­

ported past transit ballots. Further analysis of this infor­

mation, to determine more precisely why voters acted as they

did, is needed as we consider the ballot options cited in

this paper.
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CHAPTER V

VOTES IN OTHER AREAS
As we consider the possibility of bringing another transit

vote to the electorate in Los Angeles, it may be constructive

to reflect on similar experiences in other major areas of the

nation.

San Antonio is the most recent major area in the nation to have

approved a transit-only referendum. Earlier this month, voters

in the San Antonio area approved by a 2-to-l margin a 1/2¢ sales

tax increase to support public transportation. A number of

other areas passed transit tax votes in the early to mid-70's,

most notably in Atlanta, Cleveland, Seattle, Denver, Chicago,

and Santa Clara County. The Cleveland area enacted l¢ sales tax

increase for transit in July 1975.

Staff will develop analyses of these votes for consideration by

the Commission. The San Antonio and Cleveland successes will be

of particular interest to us as various ballot options are

considered.

Massachusetts

Two states have recently made significant commitments to improve

transportation, and a summary of their experiences is interesting.

First, the Legislature of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts

passed a $290 million transportation issue in June 1977. Of this

total amount, $227 million was for highways and $63 million for

public transportation, with most but not all of this amount

earmarked for the Boston area.

Since Massachusetts has a population of some 5.8 million, and

since its physical makeup includes rural, suburban and dense

urban centers, it is not unlike the makeup of Los Angeles County.

The key point about the Massachusetts vote was that there was a

mix of highway and transit improvements.
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Washington

The Washington State Legislature increased the State's gas

tax by 2¢ effective July 1, 1977, to support both highway and

public transportation capital and operating needs throughout

the State. A public. initiative to repeal the tax increase

was on the November 1977 ballot. Following an intensive public

debate and campaigns waged by both sides of the issue, voters

approved retention of the gas tax increase, and with it needed

transportation financing. Staff is working with Washington

State and local officials to secure additional information on

the recent vote, and to evaluate its relevance to the Los

Angeles situation.

Visit and Letter of Terrell Hill

In order to secure the advice of a nationally recognized expert

on transit elections, staff invited Terrell Hill of the Chicago

Transit Authority' to come to Los Angeles for a short visit.

Mr. Hill has been instrumental in either directing or assisting

in positive transit votes in Atlanta, Chicago, Cleveland, Seat­

tle, and other areas. He met with numerous agency officials

and individuals while here earlier in November, and offered his

thoughts in the following letter. (see next page)
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Chicago Transit Authority
Merchandise Mart Plaza POBox 3555, Chicago, Illinois, 60654 (312) 664·7200

November 18, 1977

:::. Mr. Jerome C. Premo
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission
120 S. Spring Street - Room 300
Los Angeles, California 90012

. Enclosed is the memo I promised you regarding my visit to Los Angeles.

, After going over my notes, I must say I was impressed by both the quality and
quantity of the individuals I had an opportunity to meet. The length and
substance of the meetings were sufficient to gain a strong feeling of where the
Commission is at present, and its role in the community.

Possibly the point that was most evident to me, yet not included in the memo,
was that of the uniqueness of the Commission 1 s structure as it relates to
public transportation.

The role that the Commission has in establishing transit and highway research,
priorities I and funding is better constructed for accomplishment than that of any
state or local government in America. Los Angeles County has a fantastic
opportunity to demonstrate to the entire country that it is addressing the subject
of public transportation in totality and not on a fragmented, piece-meal basis.
While it will prove a lot to America I it will prove more to Los Angeles County.

Jerry I I enjoyed being of assistance. I stand ready to offer more help when and
where you need it. Do not hesitate to call on me.

Sincerely,

Terrell W. Hill
Special Assistant
to the Executive Director

:dz
att.
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The statements expressed in this document represent impressions
gained from some 27 separate meetings with individuals and
agencies involved in, and concerned with government and trans­
portation in Los Angeles County. As my visit to Los Angeles was
brief, this report, too, will be brief. The comments made will,
therefore, represent images that can be addressed by your staff and
members of the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission.

1. The newness of the Commission is an asset that should be
exploited.

There is no history (good or bad) to protect.

There is no action that can be anticipated.

The absence of history and custom has introduced
an element of surprise.

This then, demands of both citizens and the media,
a close attention to the Commission's actions.

2. The Commission should carefully establish, and deliberately
articulate, a statement of goals and objectives.

In preparing this, due attention should be given to the
legislative mandate that established the Commission.

Adoption of a Goals program will assist the Commission
to move forcefully, and in a single direction.

A clear understanding of the role of the Commission
should not be left to chance.

3. The Commission should be the arena where all elected officials
are elevated to a common level of understanding on the trans­
portation options that affect Los Angeles County.

~1any of the issues regarding public transportation fail
to receive a full and careful discussion.

Each issue should be brought to the same level of under­
standing •

. The public, too, can gain its education in this arena.

4. The Commission should encourage public debate. It should also
become the body where debate takes place.
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The interrelationship of all public transportation issues
would be better understood if all issues were debated
before the same body.

Public concern would be exhibited by this public debate
of issues.

This debate would provide the Commission with a greater
understanding of tile public's awareness.

5. No vote for transit only should be placed before the public
at this time.

Merely placing another transit issue on the ballot
will not change the mind-set of voters.

The number of issues before the community are too numerous.

No clear comprehension of them is recognized.

No single mind~set is evident. Each issue has both
strong advocacy and strong opposition.

The Commission has been charged with, and is in a leadership
position, to direct Public Transportation within Los Angeles
County. That this Commission was established with such a presti­
gious membership is a clear indication of the superior product
demanded. To attain this superior product will require that care­
ful attention be given to the action of the Commission. A
direction for the Commission's actions is provided in this memo,
with the intent of assisting the Commission in achieving the
leadership role expected of it.
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PROS AND CONS OF ATRANSIT BALLOT

CHAPTER VI

Formal LACTC Ordinance By:Decision By

June 1978 March 24 April 7
November 1978 August 25 September 8

Commission Counsel Ronald A. Schneider's detailed memorandum

on this subject is attached (attachment 2), as is an October 25,

1977 opinion from the Los Angeles County Counsel to Supervisor

Baxter Ward, on the subject of whether the Commission can propose

a separate City-County transit ballot (attachment 3). That

opinion concludes:

(1) That the Commission can only place the issue
on the ballot on a County-wide basis, but

(2) The ordinance adopting the tax could be framed
in such a way as to require that a fixed or
determinable proportion of the revenues derived
from the tax be expended within certain geo­
graphic areas.

Ballot Timing

n In order to go to the voters in 1978, these deadlines exists:

Ballot Pros and Cons

The following pages summarize the pros and cons of prospective

future transit ballots:

June 1978

Pros

-Positive vote resolves

SCRTD financial short fall

-someone must fund SCRTD

shortfall or further service

cuts and/or fare increases

needed

Cons

-too early to define plan, develop

support and sell program

-other tax-related issues on ballot

-loss would severely hurt LACTC

credibility

-anti-taxing atmosphere

Discussion: A positive l/2¢ sales tax vote in June 1978 would

obviate the need for the County or other local governments to
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provide substantial additional funds to assist the SCRTD. As

noted earlier, SCRTD faces up to a $13.8 million deficit during

its Fiscal Year beginning next July 1. However, significant

work remains to be done to develop a plan and enlist support on

behalf of that plan. People would not know what they were

voting on, since planning work on each element of the RTDP is

scheduled for completion in roughly mid-1978.

November 1978

Pros

-Time sufficient to refine

plan and try to enlist

support

-More funds needed to

stabilize transit opera­

tions and initiate set of

capital improvements

-Demonstrate LACTC use of

its legislative authority

("concern, leadership in

transi t")

Cons

-no "crisis" in transit evident to

to public

-anti-taxing atmosphere

-property tax bills mailed

November 1

Discussion: A November 1978 vote would provide adequate time

to develop a plan, enlist political support for that plan and

communicate its benefits to the public. By November 1978,

the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission will have

been formally in existence for some 21 months. The Commission

was established to address a whole range of transportation issues

here in the County, and most importantly the financing problem

of improved transit. Not to proceed to the ballot in November

1978 could well be construed by many as an abdication of our

responsibility to seek a longer-range solution to public trans­

portation financing here in the County.
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On the other hand, we must first decide for ourselves whether

a transit ballot in 1978 is prudent, and for what purposes.

The current opposition to increased taxes throughout the

County is well known to all on the Commission; a compounding

problem in a November 1978 vote is the fact that County pro­

perty tax bills are mailed on the 1st of November and would

arrive just days before the November vote. An unknown in the

November 1978 vote would be the position of candidates on the

state and national tickets, since November 1978 is an election

for both statewide and Congressional offices.

1980

Pros Cons

-No risk to LACTC
-Avoids impact of possible
election loss

-failure to address increasingly
serious funding problems

-no transit capital program
-fare increases and/or service
cutbacks mandatory

Discussion: To wait until 1980 may appear to be promising, for

it imposes no risk to the Commission in terms of a possible

transit vote defeat in 1978. On the other hand, a delay until

1980 without some parallel effort on the part of the Commission

to secure transit financing would represent a failure to address

increasingly serious funding problems for transit throughout

the County. There would be no increase in transit service un­

less other jurisdictions (either the County or individual cities)

came up with several tens of millions of dollars to keep fares

low and service levels at their current level. Otherwise, a

wait until 1980 for a transit vote would result in substantial

increased fares and a rapid deterioration in the level of ser­

vice available to the public.



Discussion: SCRTD staff has propose~ that the option of not

The obvious drawback to this approach is the question of whether

the Legislature and the Governor would approve a levying a 1/2¢

sales tax increase in the County without a vote of the people.

Such an approach would potentially create the image of on the

one hand the State establishing this ComrJission, and on the

other the Commission immediately turning back to the State to

seek a solution to our financing problem here.

going to the voters for a transit sales tax be considered.

Eather the support of all political leaders in Los Angeles

County, including the State Legislature, would be solicited

for an appeal to the Legislature for a temporary, I-year in-

crease in the sales tax. This 1/2¢ increase in the sales

tax for I year would produce approximately $170 million in

public revenues. This amount would be sufficient to stabilize

transit fares for a 4 or 5 year period, as well as to proceed

with a major transit capital investment program designed to

replace all overage buses and constr~ct needed new maintenance

facilities.

-requires Legislature, Governor's
approval

-LACTC "passing buck back to State"
-temporary solution
-no funds for transit expansion

Cons

-Provides for stabilized
fare

-Major Bus capital re­
placement

-No risk of another transit
vote loss

NO VOTE

Pros-



CHAPTER VII

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL BALLOT OPTIONS

Introduction

The foregoing summary of pros and cons of ballot issues does

not adequately reflect a concern which I have heard in dis­

cussions with numerous officials throughout the-County. Speci­

fically, many elected individuals and other public officials

are concerned that the taxpayers are not yet convinced that

investing their tax funds in public transportation makes sense.

'We have not done a conclusive job in defining the energy,

urban development, congestion relief and overall environmental

benefits of public transportation. Further, the social ob­

jectives of mobility for those who do not have private trans­

portation and the role of transit in meeting the mobility needs

of elderly and handicapped citizens have not been adequately

documented and communicated to either elected officials or the

general public.

Highway Financing

On the other hand, most parties are concerned with the increasing

costs of maintaining existing streets and highways, many of which

are now showing the signs of age and heavy wear.

We have looked into the financing of the road,program throughout

this County, in order to get an idea of how much federal, state

and local funding supports the road program. The following

table summarizes investments by source and objective. This

information is from the FY 1975-76 Annual Report of the State

Controller entitled, "Financial Transactions Concerning Streets

and Roads of cities and counties of California".

VII-l



RECEIPTS OF FUNDS FOR "STREET PURPOSES" BY SOURCE

USES OF FUNDS FOR "STREET PURPOSES" BY EXPENDITURE CATEGORY

TABLE 10

S.C.R.T.D. UBRARY

30.4

86.1

140.6
3.5

281.2

14.0
123.2
144.0 II

FY 76

FY76

144.0

58.1
21.6
64.3

99.7
79.7

101.8

281.2

VII-2

27.3

102.1

130.5
5.3

285.3

11.5
117.6
156.2

FY 75

FY 75

($$ in millions)

($$ in millions)

TABLE 11

~I Local expenditures are as follows:

Administration
and Engineering

Right-of-Way and
Construction

Maintenance

City of Los Angeles
Los Angeles County
Other cities in County

Total

Sub-total 265.2 260.6
Aid to Other 26.2 22.4

Agencies
Adjustment ( • 5 ) (1.8)

291.9 281.2 f:./

City of Los Angeles
Los Angeles County
Other cities in County

!I Local receipts are as follows:

Federal
State
Local

Total



-------------------------------------------------

.A common concern of officials throughout the County regarding

the road program is the increasing maintenance costs which

must be borne by local government. Property taxes are the

usual source of funding for local budgets, including portions

of the budget devoted to road marntenance and construction.

An essential point to be made here is that the Legislature

established the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission,

rather than a transit commission. We at the local level are

charged with making trade-offs of public funds for both roads

. and public transportation. With this in mind, and in recog­

nition of the strain on local budgets which an ongoing local

road program imposes, the Commission may want to consider the

following option.

PROPOSED ADDITIONAL BALLOT OPTION

1/2 ¢ Sales Tax Vote

Pros

-broadens support base
-provides for basic transit
operations needs

-supports ambitious capital
program, but one scaled
down from RTDP

VII-3

-J/4¢ for transit operating
and for bus capital match

-l/4¢ returned to local juris­
dictions throughout the County
based on population~ to be used
for either improved local transit
or for local street improvements
(FAD concept of flexibility)

Cons

-probably requires emergency
legislation

-anti-taxing atmosphere



Discussion: The above summary shows an alternative use for the

1/2¢ sales tax. It is likely that emergency legislation would

be required to provide an opportunity for the Commission to place

such an issue on the November 1978 ballot. The principle bene­

fit of this option is that it will significantly broaden the

base of potential support for the issue, so that the chances of

passage of a 1/2¢ sales tax increase will improve. Some juris­

dictions may be in a position to reduce their property taxes as

a result of the return to the community of funds generated by

the increased sales tax. It might be possible in some instances

for communities to devote lower amounts of property tax ·revenues

to support their road and/or transit programs.

A distinguishing feature of the option of a transportation issue

in Los Angeles County is that local governments throughout

the County would be directly involved in the decision-making

process. Local governments would have over $1.5 billion in the

1979-90 period available for discretionary highway or transit use.

This direct involvement of local governments in fiscal resource

decisions could stimulate far greater interest at the local juris­

diction level in supporting a transit-transportation ballot.

A potential disadvantage of this approach is that it might not

provide sufficient local matching funds to proceed with the

entire Regional Transit Development Program. As noted earlier,

however, we should objectively question whether we need to

proceed with the whole RTDP in any event.

If the Commission wishes to pursue this option, it must decide

what, if any, conditions would be imposed on the uses of funds

returned to local jurisdictions.
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!/ Figures are based on current population estimates
and sales tax revenues escalated at 6.58% per
year.

Table 12 shows the amount of money which would be available

to selected cities in Los Angeles County for local transporta­

tion purposes in the period 1978-1990, in the event the

Commission selects this ballot option and it finds favor with

the electorate. A complete list for all cities is included

in Appendix D.

1:/

P>-
\

17.1
73.5
10.7
18.7

2.2
23.3
18.2
13.6
19.2
28.9
15.7

$ 18.0
14.5

9.3
28.3
12.0
17.9

594.8
205.7

TABLE 12

Burbank
El Monte
Gardena
Glendale
Hawthorne
Inglewood
L.A. City
L.A. County
(unincorp . )
Lakewood
Long Beach
I-1onterey Park
Norwalk
Palmdale
Pasadena
Pomona
Redondo Beach
Santa Monica
Torrance
West Covina

PROJECTION FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR LOCAL TRANSPORTATION
PURPOSES FROM 1/4¢ SALES TAX

(1978-1990, total, in $$ millions)

RETURN TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS FROM 1/4¢ SALES TAX
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REASONS FOR CONSIDERATION

I believe that a 1/2¢ transportation tax ballot should be

considered with these options:

1) Transit funds from the l/4¢ would be for

bus-only capital and to ~upport over-all

public transportation operating costs;

2) The vote would not include another public

decision on fixed.,guidew?y rapid transit

(either the starter line or the DPM). The

vote of the citizens of the County in 1974,

on Proposition 5, was a public referendum

on fixed guideway rapid transit;

3) Proposition 5 funds could be used to build

either the starter line or the Downtown

People Mover, or both, if ongoing analyses

justify their construction; and

4) If both the City of Los Angeles and County

provided donations from their available Propo­

sition 5 funds for fixed guideway transit, the

l/4¢ sales tax returned to individual juris­

dictions could be used to replenish these

Proposition 5 funds. The point here is that

there would be no net decrease in funds avail­

able for road building or maintenance, which

would be the case if Proposition ~ funds were

used for transit without a commensurate in­

crease in available revenues for the road

program.
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VII-7

PROPOSITION 5 FUNDS STATUS

!/ This level is based on the CALTRANS 6-year Planning
Program.

44.0

12.6
7.0
8.1

!/16.3

L.A. County
City of L.A.
Other cities within

L.A. County
Caltrans

TABLE 13

Available Proposition 5 110nies for Transit

($$ in millions)

A more detailed analysis of the Proposition 5 funding situa­

tion is included as Attachment 4.

Caltrans has already programmed $82.2 million in its current

6-year Planning Program (FY 79 through FY 84); the California

Highway Commission approved this level of Proposition 5 funding

for the next six years at its November 17, 1977 meeting.

If the City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles County committed

their available Proposition 5 funds for fixed guideway transit

during this same FY 79 - FY 84 period, a total of some $200

million in non-Federal funds would be available. This would

potentially generate $800 million in UMTA capital grants

and would be sufficient to proceed with construction of both

the DPM and starter line. Some Proposition 5 funding for

starter line construction would be needed in both FY 85 and

FY 86 to complete work.

The following table reflects the Proposition 5 funding which

is available each year for possible fixed guideway use:



CHAPTER VIII

LOS ANGELES ATTITUDES TOWARD TRANSPORTATION

As part of its General Plan Revision Program, the Los Angeles

County Regional Planning Commission contracted with Opinion

Research of Long Beach to carry out a detailed survey of some

1100 households throughout the County. The findings of the

interviews which were carried out in November 1976 were in-

cluded in a June 1977 report, excerpts of which follow. I

have underlined certain portions for emphasis .

... the sample's reliance on the automobile in travel
habits is described as !Ian almost total dependency".
That situation is subject to change in the future ac­
cording to response from the sample. In fact, based
on response to various questions relative to transporta­
tion it would appear that, given the right combination
of events, almost half the respondents would eventually
make use of public transportation.

Increased use could start with the current public trans­
portation system...

...while there is reluctance to rely on public transportation
as it is presently constituted--almost one-third of those
who do not currently ride the bus say they would do so if
service is improved. Improving proximity and timing are
reported to be more important than cost and comfort by
most respondents.

Of all suggestions made for solutions to the transportation
problem, somewhat less than half (45.1%) suggest mass tran­
sit (Rail transit is suggested by 23.8 per cent while
rapid transit is suggested by 21.3%). Improving public
transportation generally constitutes 18.8 per cent of the
suggestions, while increasing the number of buses is men­
tioned in 12.5 per cent of the cases.
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Automobiles are not absent from respondent thinking,
for 6.3 per cent recommend more and better freeways .

.•. the data indicates that most respondents understand
that rapid transit will reguire some type of tax funding,
but claim future voter approval to be contingent upon a
greater educational effort by advocates, and assurance
of comprehensive planning and wider service.

Respondents indicate that they feel the automobile should
remain an important part of the transportation modal mix .
in the future, and tend to support features which will
lessen congestion on both the major street system and free­
ways.

In addition to this work, Caltrans has also done extensive sur-

veys on the transportation habits of County residents. We

expect to receive the data from these surveys soon, and will

share interpretations with the Commission.as soon as the analy­

sis is completed.
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IX-1

2.

?

Toward the goal of rationally allocating subsidies

among the various operators (and among the many types

of service), the Commission should place priority on

defining specific objectives for transit in Los Angeles

County, against which performance can be measured. In

addition initial financial and performance audits should

be carried out to get a clear and accurate portrayal

of how efficient and effective transit operators act­

ually are, and what the potential savings and improve­

ments might be. The Commission has already ~et aside

$50,000 for this purpose, as documented in Attachment 5.

This report includes considerable information on existing

and projected transit financing and improvements. The fol­

lowing conclusions can· be drawn from this information:

1. Transit financing: SCRTD is in financial difficulty;

in addition, operating deficits for other operators

have been increasing and are projected to increase

in the future. More money is needed if existing

service is to be continued; and clearly, substantially

more public funds are needed to improve aging transit

capital facilities and make significant transit capital

investments.

Transit Efficiency and Effectiveness: Officials in

many quart~rs are asking if we are getting the best

return for the transit dollar, not only for SCRTD but

for the municipal operators as well. But efficiency

studies in the absence of~~on objectives and_. ')

measures of effectiveness are of limited value.

CONCLUSIONS

.i CHAPTER IX
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3. Attitudes Toward Transportation: We need more

information on the attitude of the public regarding

their willingness to pay for transit/transportation

improvements before we decide to go to the voters

again. We should both work with the Commission's

Citizens Advisory Committee and consider further

opinion research polling on this issue.

4. Sales Tax Pros and Cons: Before we can expect the

public to support a transit or transportation vote,

we must better define what the program and its bene­

fits are, and then seek a genuine political consensus.

The Commission would seem to benefit from a broadening

of its legislative authority, so that sales tax re­

venues could be used for transportation purposes, as

contrasted with the current limitation for "public

transit purposes. 11 The Commission must decide what,

if any, limitations it would impose on the use of

sales tax-generated funds.

5. Transit Future: Los Angeles has a rich transit past,

an unstable transit condition today, and a most uncer­

tain future. Generation of a long-term transit finan­

cing base can set in motion a variety of capital ano

operating improvements which would reestablish transit

as a vital factor in this area--and help address our

energy, air quality, mobility, congestion and urban

development/redevelopment problems. The decision on

how to proceed from here rests primarily with the

Commission.
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION

WASHINGTON, D,C. 20590

DEC 2 2 1976

Honorable Torn Bradley
Mayor
City of Los Angeles
Los Angeles, California

Mr. Byron Cook
Chairman
Southern California Rapid Transit District
425 South Main Street
Los Angeles, California

Dear Mayor Bradley and Mr. Cook:.

J~ ~ C t:. j V r D

LJ r.. C ~ 'f 1976

SCRTD. S£CR£ Ilih'Y

I am writing you in response to the four-part program for
improvement of public transportation which you have sub­
mitted to the Department of Transportation. This program
includes: (1) a regional transportation systems manage­
ment (TSM) plan (identified in your analysis as
Alternative II); (2) high level bus-on-freeway service
(identified as Alternative IX-A)i (3) a Downtown People
Mover for the Los Angeles central business district; and
(4) a rail rapid transit system in the Wilshire/La Brea
corridor (identified as Alternative E).

The development of a consensus around this region-wide
public transportation improvement program under your far­
sighted leadership represents important progress in co­
operative decision-making by the public agencies in the
Los Angeles area and the State, and I want to compliment
all agencies involved. The Los Angeles metropolitan area
is the second largest urbanized area in the nation, and
the provision of adequate public transportation alterna­
tives for people in the region is of vital interest to
this Department. We welcome the opportunity to respond
positively to your proposals.

Our detailed review of your proposals has produced the
following conclusions. We find the first two elements of
your proposal--transportation systems management improve­
ments, and high level bus-on-freeway service--to be well
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justified by the analysis. Accordingly, the Urban Mass
.- Transportation Administration (UMTA) and the Federal Highway

Administration (FHWA) are prepared to provide the $7.8 million
, requested for preliminary engineering and environmental impact

analysis on these proposals. The State Department of Trans-
. portation (CALTRANS) should begin the appropriate steps to

secure FHWA funding, and should deal directly with FHWA on
~; that matter; UMTA funds should be sought directly from that
;, agency.
~-

\ With regard to the Downtown People Mover (DPM), UMTA has re-
; viewed your proposal in the context of the nation-wide

competition which it has been conducting and in which Los
Angeles remains as one of 11 finalists. I am pleased to
inform you that Los Angeles has been selected as one of four
winning cities in that competition to receive UMTA funds for
implementation of such a system, commencing with a $1.28
million grant of preliminary engineering funds. Subject to
satisfaction of environmental clearances and other statutory
conditions, it is our intention to provide up to $100 million
from UMTA discretionary capital grant funds to assist in the
construction of your proposed DPM system. This dollar ceiling
is necessitated by the fact that our resources are limited and
that your proposal was more than twice as expensive as any
other we were considering. We suggest that you consider
funding the parking and highway elements of your plan from
Federal-aid highway sources, in order to permit you to lower
your need for UMTA capital grant funds to an amount within
the $100 million ceiling.

With respect to your rapid transit proposal (Alternative E) ,
we conclude that further study of fixed guideway alternatives
in the Wilshire/La Brea corridor--but only in that corridor-­
is merited. This study may include initial engineering and
environmental analysis, but before full preliminary engineer­
ing will be authorized, several issues must be resolved.
Specifically:

--relationships between the proposed rapid transit
and DPM systems must be' examined, and any over­
laps in service eliminated;

--all-bus alternatives must continue to be evaluated
for the corridor, as your request for engineering
funds itself suggests, and the possibility of
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high-level bus transit along the Hollywood free­
way to the San Fernando Vulley should be explored
as an alternative to extending the rapid transit
line into the Valley;

--detailed information must be provided on the
relationship between the proposed rapid transit
line and the region's land use objectives as
identified in the Regional Development Guide or
other plans; and

--the position of the Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors on Alternative E must be stated,
since the Board is identified as providing a
portion of the capital funding for the proposal.

To support these further studies and initial engineering and
environmental work on Alternative E, UMTA will entertain an
application for up to $2 million under Section 9 of our Act.

I want to emphasize the importance which we place upon your
aggressively pursuing Transportation Systems Management solu­
tions in the months ahead. We believe that much can be
accomplished by giving buses, carpools and other high occupancy
vehicles preferential treatment through newly constructed

~ exclusive lanes, new ramps, ramp metering and other techniques
short of taking existing lanes from auto traffic. Your inten­
tions and future success in these efforts, which are proposed
in Alternative II, will figure importantly in our further re­
views of the appropriateness of rail transit in the region.
As we evaluate your overall public transportation improvement
program, you should know that the willingness of the State and
of local governments to provide funds needed to support transit
operating costs associated with that program will be an important
factor in our capital funding decisions. It does not make sense
for the Federal government or for public agencies concerned with
public transportation in the Los Angeles area to commit hundreds
of millions of public dollars for improved transit capital
facilities if a consensus for meeting future transit operating
costs cannot be achieved. Therefore, as you proceed with
planning and preliminary engineering of your ambitious and far­
sighted four-part program, I urge you to continue your leadership
roles in examining funding sources and in reaching a consensus
on meeting the region's long-term transit operating needs.



I .:

4

You, of course, appreciate that neither UMTA nor FHWA can be
committed at this time to provide capital funds to implement
your program. Under Federal law, such commitments can be

. made only after environmental clearances and other statutory
conditions have been fulfilled. Nevertheless, we do commit
today to provide over $11 million for engineering and other

~ studies from a combination of UMTA and FHWA sources. We look
forward to continuing work with you in developing a public
transportation system which will effectively serve the citizens
of the Los Angeles region.

cc: Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
Los Angeles City Council
CALTRANS
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)



ATTACHMEN T 2



A

s

3 1

1 2 1977

"Whenever an election called by a district, city or other
political subdivision for the submission of any question,
proposition, or office to be filled is to be consolidated
with a statewide election, and such question, proposition,
or office to be filled is to appear upon the same ballot as
that provided for such statewide election, the district,
city or other political subdivision shall, at least 74 days
prior to the date of the election, file with the board of
supervisors, and a copy with the county clerk, a resolu-
tion of its governing board requesting such consolidation
and setting forth the exact form of any question, proposi­
tion, or office to be voted upon at such election, as the
same is to appear on the ballot. The question or proposi­
tion to appear on the ballot shall not exceed 175 vvords in
length. The resolution requesting the consolidation may
be adopted and filed prior to the adoption of the ordinance,
resolution or order calling the election, but in that event
the ordinance, resolution or order calling the election
must be adopted at least 59 days before the election.
The names of the candidates to appear upon the ballot

Schedule and Procedure for Placing Sales Tax Mea sure on Ballot
in 1978

t7.' r·· r 1-' \ ,- ,...
,~ ..-\, .. ' " 'I'· U ,...:' ,- _.... ...... !.: ,J

JEROME PREMO I Executive Director
L. A. County Transportation Commission

RONALD L. SCHNEIDER ~ J
Principal Deputy County Counsel~

September 8, 1977

Section 130350 of the Public Utilities Code provides that the
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission may impose a transaction
and use tax subject to voter approvaL Voter approval or disapproval is
to be expressed at a special election called by the Commission (Section
130351, Public Utilities Code).

In 1978 a tax measure special election can be consolidated either
with the statewide primary election on June 6, 1978 or the statewide
general election on November 7, 1978.

Section 130351 of the Public Utilities Code specifies the procedure
and time frame for the election.



where district, city, or other political subdivision offices are
to be filled shall be filed with the county clerk no later
than 67 days prior to the election. II

At least 74 days prior to the election - March 24, 1978 for
the June 6 primary election, or August 25, 1978 for the November 7, 1978
general election - the Commission will have to adopt a resolution requesting
a consolidation of a special election for imposition of the sales tax
with the specified statewide election. This resolution, together with
either a proposed or adopted ordinance, imposing such a tax, must be
filed by those dates with both the Board of Supervisors and the Registrar
of Voters. The wording of the ordinance, whether proposed or adopted,
must be in the exact form in which it is to appear on the ballot.

If the Commission has not adopted the ordinance at that time,
it has until 59 days prior to the election (April 7, 1978 for the June 6

." election, or September 8, 1978 for the November 7 election) to adopt the
ordinance. However, the Commission cannot change or modify the wording
of the ordinance at that time. If the Commission fails to adopt the
ordinance by that date, the measure will not appear on the ballot.

If the tax ordinance is approved by the voters, it would be
operative on the first day of the first calendar quarter commencing not
less than 180 days after adoption of the ordinance (Section 130352,
Public Utilities Code).

RLS:bs
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October 25, 1977

648 HA~~ OF ADMINISTRATION

LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90012

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY COUNSEL

to(cl:EIVED NOV 8 1977

J~!'tN H. LARSON. COUNTY -::OU:"::'EL

OONALO K.9YRNE. Cr't£F' OEt>UTY 974-1904

Honorable Baxter Ward
Su~crvisor, Fifth District
869 Hall of A~inistration

L03 Ang~les, California 90012

Re: Coun~y Transportation Commission

Dear Supervisor Ward:

You have requested our advice ~ih~ther the Los Angeles
County Transportation COlI'.mission, in placing a one-half
cent sales tax increase en the ballot, could place it as
a separate issue in various parts of th~ County rather
than on a County-wide basis.

w~ have concluded:

(1) That thz Co~~ission ca~ only place the issue
on the ballot on a County-~ide basis, but

(2) The ordinance adopting the tax could be framed
in such a way as to require that ~ fixed or
deter:o.linab.L.~ proportion of the revenues derived
from the tax be expended '\oJithin certain geo­
graphic areas.

The basic authority for the Ccmmission to impose s~ch

a tax i3 J1J0350 of the ~~bli= U~ilities Code, which pro­
vides 23 follows:

"A r~tail t;:-.3.71.3.:lctions and US2 tax ordi­
nanc~ applicable i~ th2 incorporated a~d unin-

':l ;.,~.~ .... "";"'-;~' l"'.'- t!',~ r , "'~T ' f" roc:)l"?0r........ _u '- ... _ .. ~,_o_y or. ".~ .Joun~J 0 LO.";)

./ 'j'~ g c: l,~ s 17". ~~ Y b 2 n. dopted'Jy t h2 1.0.3 A r~E ~~ 1 e;:;
Co:~ ;0: ::y T ~_··3 TL3 ;J 0 :: :::..l t i.. 0:1 CC:!i ;'.Ti S .::d. r.-, inc:t ,~cor,l.a t'!. c e
,...... T) ....._... 1 .' I t"' ~.'~...,.. "-' ," .. ,'- ,," ..... ' r - • -.0", 7') l-:Oj 'ih.l. L.1 .l d.L 1- ... r) \ ._ u , .•.. 0:;: :.4C J ~ ...o:. \'-.L ,_ ,::1 'J !.~c 1: :LC:l. 4 .1 .- I

S.C.R.T.D. LIBRARY



of Division 2 of the Revenue and Taxation
Code, provided that a majority of the elec­
tors voting on the measure vote to authorize
its enactment at a special election called
for that purpose by the commission."

Part: 1.6 is the "Transactions and Use Tax Law" which
provides for the collection of the tax by the State Board
of Equalization after it is properly authorized. One of
the requirements of the law is that the transactions and
use tax ordinance include a provision imposing a tax for
the privilege of selling tangible personal property at
retail "upon every retailer in the district" (for our pur­
poses, "district" is defined to mean the County). Revenue
and Taxation Code §726l.

Based upon these sections, it is our conclusion that
the tax measure could not be submitted as separate issues

, in various parts of the County but must be submitted
C0untY-\,7ide. To permit the issue to be split raises the
possibility that it might be authorized in one portio3 of
th~ County and defeated in another. This would violate the
provisions of 57261 requiring imposition on every retailer
in the County. Furthermore t the logical reading of §130350
is that it was intended to provide for one election measure •

. \1e do not se2 how it could be int~rpreted othenvise.

~'mat we have said, however, regarding the requirement
for the election to be held County-wide, does not limit the
right of the Commission in adopting the ordinance to state
how the revenues will be spent. The only requirement of
la~", is that the Con::m.ission expend the revenues for "public
transit purposes." Fuolic Utilities Code §130354. The
COII".rni3sion could, hOt"ever, in the transactions and use tax
ordinance submitted to the voters, furth2r restrict it3
pc\';·;~r t8 spe:1d the money in any reas\.1nab12 rt:2nner. You r.lay
rec~ll that in 1976 ~he Sunset Coastline pro?osal was very
preci3ely d~sc~ibed in the ordinance itself. Like~ise, we
beli2v2 that the Corrmission could in its cilscretion allocate

,I
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a ce:::-tain p~=centage of the revenues, either on a fixed
or determinable basis, to certain geographic areas of
the County.

Very truly yours,

JOHN H. LARSON
County Counsel

rA/~
\( / />'!, .',. i t,." r
J"'~ (I~ f

,....,....' "-"". "---' "\. .B" ,,/ )- ":':~ ,r-~
J ,. " .' '_

GEI<"'~LD F. CrrUNP, Chief
Pub lie Harks Di"is ion
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

October 24, 1977

MElo10RANDUM TO: JEROME C. PREMO

FROM: DONALD CAMPH

Available Prop. 5 Monies

Buced on the State Controller's Streets und Roads financial report
['er FY 75/76, the i'ollo\ving Prop. 5 monies wiil theorEtIcally l;c
a'v'nl18blc foJ:' fIxed gUidcv-Jay transit construction pro,jects in Lu~~

Angeles County for the next 6 years (exclusive of CALTRANS portion)

For the 6-year planning period (FY 78/79 thru FY 83/84) a total
of $264.0 million in Prop. 5 monies is theoretically available for

,.. fixed bru1de\·!D.Y construction in Los Angeles County. This amount is
compri3ed of $75.6 million for Los Angeles County, $42.0 million
for the City of Los Angeles, $48.6 million for other cities in the
County, and $97.8 million for CALTRAN3. It should be not~d that
GJ;L'T;\AN3 ha3 programmed only $82.2 million based on requests ['r'om
eRA, LAX, and SCKfD.

,. SU.I3JECT:

County City of Other" 'rota]
or L.A. L. A. Cities,.

FY '(8/79 12.6 7.0 8. 1 27.7
FY 79/80 12.6 7.0 8.1 27.7
FY 80/81 12.6 7.0 8. 1 27.7
FY 81/82 12.6 7.0 8. 1 2'( • '(
FY 82/83 12.6 7.0 8.1 27.'7
FY 83/84 12.6 7.0 8.1 27.7

6-Yea:' Total 75.6 42.0 48.6 166.2

Thc.sc amounts assume a constant level of gasoline consumption, with
wha tcver gains made in vehicle efficiency being offset by increases
in vehicle miles traveled.

CALTHANS has programmed $82.2 million in the 6-Year Planning
ProgI'am covering .the period FY 78/79 thru FY 83/84. Of this, $15.1
mil1Jon 1.s Cor' CRA, $2.1 million is for LAX, and $64.9 mil1.ion 10
fur Z3Cn'TD. The' follovJing tCible presents these amount3 by :iear'
(.in $ rnl111on3)

.sEC. 200
CHf.. LAX SCRTD TOTAL LIMIT

py '/0/'/<) 6 . t~ 0.2 0.5 7.j 16 . .=>

FY '(9/dG 7.0 0., 3.:;' 11.0 1t) • 3
FY dC:Bl J ., 1.0 l2.~ 15.0 16. ..)

FY 81/'82 0 0.5 1~.8 16.3 10. "".J

FY 8~~ I·:[~ .'~ () 0 16.3 16.3 16.j
~-;.\{ d3;d:+ 0 0 16.3 16.3 lb.]

S\) UJ 1 ~:.1 •1 ;2 • ;:~ 64.9 82.2 j,:'.0
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The programmed amounts for FY 78/79, FY 79/80, and FY 80/81 are
based on needs statements submitted by the various agencies; over
this three year period, total expressed needs are $15.9 million
less than the amount theoretically available under Section 200
01' the S't['eets and Highways Code. For the last three years or
the six year period, total expressed needs are in excess or the
limltatlon by a total of $20.1 million, all ['or SCHTD. It should
be noted that while the June 7, 1977 CALTRANS, Article XIX Guidew~y

Funding Guidelines state that !'The department \'1il1 also pl'epare a
11st of' alternate highway projects from future years of' the Multiyear
Program which could be funded ahead of schedule if the expected
guldev./uy pr'oposLlls are not submitted or' funded 90 days pr'ior to the
end u; the budget yea!', " subsequent legislative budgeting nction

;'~~

ci: •.'cctlvcly precludes this possibility; thus, unused i'unu::J r'evcrt
to the ~)t8.te to be l"'eprogrammed in sUbsequent ye&rs.

Ui?
DONALD CAMPH
Transportation Folicy An~Jyst

DC:bn

•

l
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LOS A~GELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COH~ISSION

Room 300 - 120 Soutn Sprlng Street
Los Angeles, California ~0012

(213) 620-2649

May 4, 1977

....- .

Hr. Walter M. Ingalls, Chairman
,Assembly Trans~ortation Committee
State Capitol, Room 4016
Sacramento, California ~58l4

J_:

Dear Mr. Ingalls:

PUBLIC. T RA~~S I T
PERFOR:·1Al~CE AUDIT

One of the charges to the newly formed Los Angeles County Transoor­
tation Com~ission is tnat they rC90rt to the Legislature on the
methods and criteria for auditing tne ?erforrnance of. transit
operators in Los Angeles County to ensure that costs and revenues

, of each reflect maximum public oenefits and levels of service.

I have enclosed a copy of a resolution approved by the Los Angeles
County Trans90rtation Co~mission reauesting vn audit of the transit
operators within Los Angeles County oy the Auditor General's Office.
The resolution, I believe, is seli-cx91anatory.

Such an audit, I believe, is necessary to instill 9ublicconfidence
in the Southern California Ra~id Transit District's 2nd municipal
operators' ability to provide ef.:icient and effective pUblic
transit service for the geople c[ Los Angeles County. Since this
matter is of vital concern to t~2 Commission, it is willing to fund
a portion of the cost of the audit.

Because I am sure you share the Co~~ission's concern over providing
the best possi~le oublic transit service at the least cost to the
taxpayer, I would a~preciate it if you would lend your su~~ort to
this effort and urge the Auditor General's cooperation in expediting
the performance of tnis audit.

Your assistance in this matter is deeply appreciated.

,_~ery truly yours,

I "

.,',;' .;- ) -

. --
JOHN FERRARO
Chairman, County Trans~o:t~tion Commission

Encl.

-



RESOr.,UTIo~r ?30.U::~TI~:G CJ..LIPO!UITA 3T;'.TE LEGISLATURE
TO DI;~:C':' !~U:.~Ir:-{.:~ GI'::~:':HALA::D/C:{ 'T:~: L=:01'::L:'::21V3
ANALYST TO AUDIT THE SCE:'L> AND :,:U?:j:':IPI.L OPEFlATORS

OF THE COU:l'I'Y O?' LOS A:;GELES

WHEREAS, Section 130:90, Et Al of the Public Utilities Code

requireS the Los Angeles County Transportation Co~ission to report
tit.;',

i~the Legislature on the me~hods and criteria for auditing the
"~' .:

perforrr.snce of tr?n3it operators ~o insure tnat costs and revenues

. ;f'eaCh reflec:. nx.xirnum putlic benefits and levels of service, and
~ - ~ -,. ~

, all' other matters as, in the opinion of t..l!e Conl'ilission, may be
it'

necessary; ~nd

v:lIEHZAS, annually the Southern California l~apid Transit

Jistrict and the :funicipal Opera~ors of Los Angeles County receive

about ~125 million in operational ~ubsidie5 from the Federal, :tate

County .goverrunents; and

\'rn~REASt this Commission has been advi~ed that, unless

additional subsidies are provided, transit fares will be increased

and bus services curtailed; and

WHEREAS, it is essential that the Legislators and citizens

of this State &nd County hsve ut!l10st confidence and receive assurances

from independent sources that the public resources &re being properly

utilized to provide the maximum tr~n5it services to the citizens of

this COUrA\"y; and

-iHEREAS, trie State Le~islature ~ay ciirec~ the State Auditor

General and/or' ':,~:c ~e~islat.i·... e .~nalyst to 'Perfor:n such Cludit and

&

A

EI
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\'~iliER.::A3, thls COl.":mis~ion is willine: to finance a portion of

this esseni:.ial study to fund the ernploYlilcnt. of a private consul tant

on bus operations to co~plcrnent and work with a State Auditing ~e~m.

NOW, THZITEFORE, BE IT n£SOLVED that the Los Angeles Coun~y

Transportation Co:n;nis3ion requests th~ California St.ate Legislature

to direct the Auditor General or the i,cp:islative J~nalyst, or both,

to perfprr.l a complete and t.horoupc1 ana 1~:sis, audit and stuay of the

manager.:ent., organiza tion, opera ting procedures, service delivery

and other matters critical to the effective operat~on of ~he

Southern California ~apid Transit District and Municipal Operators

of the County of Los Angeles; and

THA.T t the LCJs Angeles County :ran£portation Commission will

fund to a rnaxi~um of ~50,UOO the employ~ent of a consultant, ~utually

acceptable to the State Auditing Tear.1 and the County Tranzportation

Commission, to assist in this endeavol·. Further, th~t such study be

instituted a~ the earliest possible ~ate.

Tnt foregoing resolution w~s ~dopted

on the - day of , 197'i
by the Tr~nsport~tion ~o~~lssion of
the County of Los ~ngeles.

/ '
\

I :_.
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,j S t .... t

May'24, 1977

Dear Mr. Ferraro:

~~. Jonn ?erraro,. Chair~an
Los Angeles Co~nty Trans?ortatio~ Co~~ission

Room 300 - 120 South Spring Street
Los Angeles, CA 90012

The Auditor General recently c~~ducted a study of auditing
procedur2s and ?e=forna~ce evaluation of major transit districts
throughou t t:-.. 2 sta te. His report is qui te cri tical of the lack
of proper a~~~its th~t are requ':'rcd by the ~:ills, ~.lquist, Deaden
Act of 1971. These pGricdic a~dits ~ust be conducted and paid
for by the regional planning aS0ncies.

In your letter of :·lay 4, 1977, you requested my assistance in
directing the Auditor General to conduct an audit of the
Southern California Transit District and the municipal opera­
tors of the County of Los Ang~lcs. I applaud the corr~ission's

decision to proceed with a badly needed audit.

• - ~ .': ~ ... I • ..; ~ ! ,

.' : ". ... ...
_ ;..: :..a.. .. _ ~ ...

The Auditor General is not an a~~rooriate socrce for these audits.
I suggest tl1at :rou and the district- directly employ a private
consultant for tais endeavor.

Sincerely,
/) D
X~ ~, ... ~:}
,----\-~., J" I .-'."-'~-

RO!3';':'-'~ T':' :-'''':'' c._ - 7" ',. ... .."I\1.t·."-ooI-""-";-'-;.

Sta tc: Scnc:-~ t.or

RP:mb

5.,.•



LOS t\t4~ELES Cau~JTY TRA~lSPORT!\~ION CO;l:·!ISSIOiJ
Room 3uO - 120 South 3pring Street

Los Angeles, California ~0012

(213) 620-2849

",~,;. May 4, 1977

<i·

f
~~. Robert B. Presley, Chairman
Senate Transportation Committee

.State Ca9itol, Room 4076
Sacramento, California 95014

Dear Mr. Presley:

PUBLIC TRAN3 I-r
~ ··PIffiFORHArJCE AUDIT

One of the charges to the newly for~ed Los Angeles County Transpor­
tation Commission is that they report to the Legislature on the
methods and criteria for auditing the ?erfor~ance of transit
operators in Los Angeles County to ensure that costs and revenues
of each reflect maximum pUblic benefits and levels of service.

I have enclosed a copy of a resolution aP9roved by the Los Angeles
County Transportation Commission requesting an audit of the transit
operators within Los Angeles County by the Auditor Generalis Office.
The resolution, I believe, is self-explanatory.

Such an audit, I believe, is necessary to instill public confidence
in the Southern California Rapid Transit Districtls and ~unici~al

operators l ability to provide efficient and effective public
transit service for the people of Los Angeles County. Since this
matter is of vit~l concern to tne COQmission, it is willing to fund
a portion of the cost of the audit.

Because I am sure you share the Commission's concern over providing
the best possible ?ublic transit service at the least cost to the
taxpayer, I would a9~reciate it if you would lend your sup~ort to
this effort and urge the Auditor Generalis cooperation in ex?editing
the performance of this audit.

Your assistance in this matter is deeply appreciated.

Very truly yours,.-.
... \.' ,-..'.' I \ ~~ . ,___ r, , ""0

~. ____.. ,i ! 'I.. .... < •
I I .... .....

JOHN FERRARO
Chairman, County Transportation Com~i3sion

Encl.

S.c.R.T.D. LIBRARl
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ME M0 RAN 0 U M

TO: ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY AND RESOURCE CONSERVATION CO~~ITTEE AND
TRAt~SPORTATlOi~ Ai'W UTILITIES COi~i'lITTEE

FROM: DAVID 01 JULIO

,~~, SU8E.JCT: CLEAtt AIR ACT Ar1ENDi·1ENTS OF 1977 (PL 95-95)

._:~
"-i'

---.. _.....

.••. '.,1 . '~ .... ~ .• _. .. " ..

Based on our initial interpr2tation of the ne\'/ Clean Air' Act
it \·Jill have more far reaching effects on the planning programming
and development of our region than the Clean Air Act Amendments of
1970. Under the threat of Federal Sanctions y!e (state and local
govCriHl1ents and organizations of local governments) \'Jill be re·,
qtri~'cd to develop, and implement, a plan to attain air quality
standurds by July 1, 1987. The Sanction could mean the loss
of ah'~ water, high\vay, and, in some cases all, federal assistance
to the region.

Th~ att0ched surrmary of the Clean Air Act has been prepared by
the N:ttional Association of Regional Councils. (NARC) and is
the best description of the impacts of the act on organizations
of loca'i governments we have seen to date. vle recommend a care­
ful re~td1ng.

Fotw s~ctions of the Act are of particular importance to SCAG
membcl' governments:

- Sewage Treatment Grants - Section 316 limits funding for
se~"age trea tmen t plants 'i n areas where induced gro",th
has not been mitigated by the air plan.

_.....-_--------_.
limitations on Certain Federal Assistance Section 176
restricts federal agencies Trom grantlng certain EPA and
hi gh\'Jay funds to areas wh i ch do not have an acceptab 1e ..
~ir plan.

•• r -

Area'Desionation - Se'ction 164 requires all areas of a
state to be divided into areas which will be classified;
as non-attainment areas, non-significant deterioration
areas or areas pending classification.

Non-Attainment Plan Provisions - Sub part 0 req~ires

that a plan to attain air quality standards be developed,
submitted and implemented under the threat of limitations
on certain federal assistance .

. . Considering the rigorous and far reaching implications of the
Act, we are pleased to find that it contains increased oppor­
tunities for local governments to take the lead in developing
and implementing the air plan.
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~tEr·tOR!\NOUr.1

• CLEAr~ AIR ACT AHEflDi'lErnS OF 1977 (PL 95-95)
Page 2

Staff Recommends:

. ' ..

;t.

That the SeAS Comnittces and member jurisdictions care­
fully review the implications of the new act and consider
hm·J to improve the i r ro1e und2r the new act to ; nsure
maximum pt'eservdtiol1 of existing authorities over trans­
portati on J grO\·,tll and cleve1opment.



Sept~n1ber 16 I 1977

OYl J'.f.1.')lJst '/~. Ifj'I'I~. the l':(;;;~,i.de1\t signed the Clean AJ.r Act Alnendnlents of 1977,
. P ',' ~ - ('~ ''''1'',(, ~'e, "~·',r·ldr"l"''''''r'~ """"'D~"""SOIlt the Ina ~t ..... ' ...en('O.;v·~ re~·..-.Itc or. the ' -" ~i~l"'e........ _;~-_"~..Q.. J. "..,. .. 1 0

_. rl"-··':'·...... ~1 ,..; ........~ J.~. ·.c \;. .;,:) ~.. A. • .1 ... \:: v-I,J. ~ J\\., ... fa-., ... '-' ..

lt~) ':,~ '':Ji.:.l lJ':~ ·'·:~:~0~ itl J .~rin ..' Belo,,',,:- 15 a s~mary of the Act. end some questions deal­
In.g ":'j'F.h it~~ ihl·l·!U.':r~.tinn~ .

l'h~: :i. ~J 1/ irut(m.d.u~ntf) P:i:(jI:;'J~t~ ne\v policies and irnplementation strategies for attain­
L'1tJ tb~ Ff:tliFUY '.1ud secondi"jry ~mbient air quality standards originally established un-'
der thn .( 970 h:.::r.. I~ is pi.'oh;:bly u fdir assessment to indicClta that the 1970 Act did
not l~~;~~~g.ni;;.:,; fnUy the e~~:t~~m~; (;omplexities in ~ttaining the nationa'l standa.rds 'Ind
thr:,: SfiVt".;!'E> G:.:cnKlifii.:: dis.lo:::r:tions vlhich would ensue if the timetables for Ineeting
such l:1it· q1.l;.:ltt¥ ~:tnndcH:ti~.; ~\'·~te met. The solution to the problem has been made .
mo.",) (UfficuIt b~1 the falltu·{.~ of the major autonlobile manufe..cturers to mE-H~t the emis­
rdoLl :,;~,.}!id\,~.fl~S ~~:.\-i·?.hlish<;;d in the 1970 Act .. The AGt addresses the problems of at­
tailn"'~>"'Jlt in :';n~:;h region;; '·\'fb.ere th~ primary standards cannot be obtained Ytithout se-

. ver,~; {~G\J.Ll01Uic roperctI~~zi.:Jn on the regional comnlunity. It is these changes in the
Act ti1i.lt directly deal 'with thiz aspect of the problem that are analyzed below.

Ul1(i~\r' t~\~ 1970 :Act, each' state '\vas required to establish air quality plcnning :-e-­
gions ,';ith.i.n it~ boundarIes.. Generally, Li.ese areas were delineated on the basis' of
the. ntltltr~ cUld. f"~{-mtof th!'") <.t1r Ciuality problem within the region. All undeSlgrlated

._, e..-eas· withi." Cl ~tate ~VEI..l"'O treated as. a single air quality region for the purposes of
the Act-

the' 1977 Ar.'1cn':1(ne."ts- in Section 103,. modify Section~ 107· of the Act, and establish
Ii. different_ cnterta for selccr:r~'1g'and classifying: air quality reqions·. Under this
changG, each state, vrithin 120 cays of the date- of the· enactment, must submit to
EPA a list ident1fyinq those air quality control reqions, or portions thereof, which
fit int'1 five (5) basic clansffications established under Section 103. For regions
With high levels of vehicle· emissions, the most importa.~tclassification 1s l.l.Tlder Sec­
tion 107 (d) (1) (;~). That section encompasses, regions that. do not meet primary' ambi­
ent aL~ quality standards for any ajr pollutant other than. sulfur'dioxide or particulate.
lI1a~J.··. Any region so classified, must develop a revised Transportation Control
Plan' (TCP) I thnt ,vill attllL'l primazy air quality standards by 1982 or I in certain eA~
traordlnary circumstances, by 1.987.



/1'"

',' tIll be: noted, ,~lso, thilt this particular section also a1.1o\~.rs the states to redes­
J)Ol
te ajr quality regions \v1thin the state for the purpose of developing more efficient

'effective aii.' quality rilanaqernent programs. Such redesignat10n must be approved
~~ Administrator of EPA. This is not a sweeping policy mandate to require modi-
I of existing regions, hovTever. The Conference Report on the Amendments,
a9~-564, r'ccogniz6s that revisions of boundaries shall not be made in any cases
I'r than for the improvemc:.;nt of the capacity of air' quality conL.""Ol agencies to per­
: authot tzed ~t.1l1Cl't()ns. ~Iorc~")...ter I alteration of boundaries in m.ultistate regions
~d rrlll1irc nor on.l y the Adrf! ~.;'11.stra torJ

g approval, but the consent of several gov-

~rs.

~ion lO~': nf ~·.h(~ ~~~t ,v:lL<?.:n~~ Sf:~':tion 1 08 (~f the Cle~n ".t.: Act of 1 ~70; It .l'eCfi:lire 5
J8l\dniit,1.i. t ,ii,·,ytOI:" of: J~,PA, TnltJ'.in .1.80 days 01: the enac'tmenl., to publlZh gUldellnes on
.bwr.:.i:; Pi."'0Q\C':l:l Clf.~uH·~ni:$ fo£' Lce.nspt.Jrtation control planning. Ths guidelines must
, ·1 • J.:. ,-- ~1'i " ( l'
~~ll>~ _1 n "o.u!~' • _,.01. I~ '.

'.
meHV)I"'l(; of r::~,·icl.·/tnq pl~nlc OLl d regul~r basis a,s conditions change or new infor-

t! 'co I) ,. ),-' ,"lnt·,,.l •,ma on .1,.) ~ L .H-. . .., ..... ,

;

t1d~nt:ttic.:itL\Hl of fnnds ?_Ild other resources neccssazy to implement the plan, in-
fcluding intcrugency agreements on providing such funds end resources;
~.

i-",

~~.ods to assure pai.tJcipation by the public in all phases of th.e planning pro-
rcess; ~uld . ' -r·,

~'SUCh other methods as the ldlllinisn-dor determines necessary to carry out a con-
r~t1nU{JtlS planning I'H.ot;ess.. .

..o~equent to the publlcat:f.on of the guidelines I the Adm1n1strator, within six (6)
.... hs after the enactment· of the statute, must at least prepare information on the

ess, proc.edures and methods to reduce and control pollutants, includinq but not
•. ting. the· following:

;,~tor-vehicle emission inspeC""Lion and maintenance programs;"
,

')rognuns to control vapor emissions from- fuel .transfer' and storaqe operations and
::~t1ons.uS1ng.solvents;
~ .

:j.

':programs for improved public transit;
~.

))toqrams to establish e.xx:lusive bus and carpool lanes and areawide carpool pro-'
f~ms..

l'\~at1on concerning ot..~er sotm::es of pollutants- and- programs to ameliorate them­
~ .)e published within' a year- of the enactment.. Information' in these areas will.

tnpass, for example. programs for retrofit of emission' devices, conversion of.
vehicles to cleanti:i' enq1nes, controls on extended idling- of vehicles ~ use of
ered work hours, etc.

2
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1\~ pub1.i~j I"I.d(:1 snch inforn,ation for usc in forffl.ulat1ng h'Ullsportation control progn:.ms,
f,PA ftlt\st includo em as~essmel1t of the relative effect1ven~ssof such approc::ches, th~

potelltir'll p.ff~ct on providinq transportation services and the environmental, ene1TJY·
and economic in1pact of their 1mplementat1on.

PlaI.ln ~t~iJ ~n }:ron-..~tta1nnlcnt Areas

Pait. 1) of thr: Awendrnents deals with plan rcq1.!irements for non-attainment areas.
Thi~ I1:~r~ d~~fi.nc~.' non-attainment are~s to include regions 'tNhlch CZlnnot att2.in primary

Std,!1r..1~iT.JS hc:~nuze of (:missions from mobile sources. Tn ~;uch C,lSCS \vhere the na-,·
tiU.l1iJ.l P:.:ittll~_~Y r:mbient air qu£tiity stt.:udan::is for photochclniG~lo::idant:; or CCll"bOil

lilOilw;,:,:idc (i)i: r b\Jth) has not been met, a revised tran~p;n·~tioncontrol plan must be
fO.Lmu.l~~·i:~:'d a.nd implemented to ",ttain prj,.nary standards pdor to DCCf;:nwer 31, 1982.
Th(;n~ ;';'(8 ('..r.cf~J)tioilS to this cutoff date, hO\'n~vc4, ~nd \i,pL.crc diligent efforts \vLU
nCit p~\J~:lc.c ;'I,L~:;dJ1rilent by that datfo~, the period for cOlnplJanc{: can be extendr~d lU1tll
fk;-;:::I:!11h:2(' ~i. I '.987, it ccrtaL'1 ccndittolls nlaintain.o Further, Section 1,'2 of th£.~ At..;,t
l"C(l1.t~,r(~s UF';-, such nOll-att~inmcntareas must dl"1velop re~.riscd implcm~·:.;ntaticn pl~n~';

in (J;'dcr t') lJ;:: 9ivE'-n a longer period (1982) for attaining primary c:~mbi£~nt stE'.nd::rcls.o
Th~~ ~rt.1.i; ;ilt c;.lJ.lditions fc~' developing a revised plan includ~ that it must:

() h '; (;.< 109L;d. by the state (5) after reasonable notice a.."d public hcatings;

0' 11rovide for Lllplement41tioll of all reasonably available control measures as CxpH­

ditjou~ly (1. s practicabl'a;

(,l n~qtl.i.~~, d:",l"inq the interim period of plan formulation I progrcs s to-Irvaro reduc', ~o.n
ill emi~sions from. existing souri:es in the area through the application of reason­
ably nVi.ii.l,.Ible control technology;

O· include a comprehensive and accurate inventory of emissions from all sources;

(> expi:essly identify and quantify the emissions I if any, of any pollutant which v;ill
be et..llovlcd to result from the construction and operation of major ne'tl'l stctionary
sources:

.' rc~re porlltits for construction and operation of new or modified major' stationary
sourc~s;-

C identify and commit financial and manpower resources nec'essary to carry out the
plan;.

9 contain emission' limitations I schedules of compliance and' such other measures
as may be. necessary to, attain air quality standards;-

• evidence publiC', local government and state legislative involvement and con sul­
tation L'1 the process;

• include- \'nitten evidence· that the state I general public local governments: or' a' re­
q10nal agency designated. by general-purpose local governments fo!' such PUr?Q sa
tv"lVEl adopt~d' by statute" requ.lation' or other leqally enforceable document, the-



I'e:;;c~~ary requirements and ti:lletablE:5 for enforcement of the appropri.ate elements
of 1-he plan;

~stahlish a program which requires, prior to issuance of any pennit for construc-c :;;.;;.;;~~~--------:-----------'--~--.,;.---.;..;;..;~~~~;;.....;;..;;.;,..o.......-~~..;;...:::.=.:.-=..;::;.:.:.=:..:.:~
tion or modification of a major em1ttincr facility, an analysis of alternative sites,
!ii~s, production orocesses and envjronmental control techniques 'Vlhlch demon­
~tq. that the b~nefits of the proDosed source significantly outweiqh enviro:lmen­
~~~J ..L'D.?:...~2£!?L£~5ts imposed as a result of its develooment;

(i ~.2!~~~).lish ~-lillecliie schf:dulc fOl'. imple~cnt0.tion of a vphi.clc emis sion control in··
JiP'~:)GiI.o.IJ..2.l.n (t maintenance pn:;>grnl!lj and

(}. M~~~.IJ:'~(Y '"'t.t.~.r.-T1).c:asureB necess~rv to ~.lyicic for nttainme.!1t of the applicable na-_
!1.~~r~3Lf~1l1~U~Lntllil:.gualitystand~rd notJcter tha..n De£Srnbcr 31, 1987.

Ul1de,: n:;;cdnn 174 , the states and local governments must dcfLf'J.G within six (6)
month;.; c.i{tcr til(~ f~l1aetment, how they VIllI develop a RICP fer L~ose regions \vhich
requlf,,1 ~;'llc:h u component \vithin the state's overall air quality Implement~tionplan ..
l'hc Pi:or:;'.~ss for" rnaking this decisj.on requires that the states and the elected loca.l
offtcictl!.i of affected general-purpose local governments within such region, ." shall
lQ.iIlt.!Y..9!:-~t:::!~J!.l~'.vhich elements of a revised irnpleme:1tation plan 'J'lill be ole.nncd

AI Jor.fP~!.t!r.!lPlelll~.!1tq,d or enforced bv the state and v,9hich such elements vlill be
~li.mlLD,(jJOt::.(Jnd implemented or enforced by local aove~ments or reoion"d agencies.t

.Q.t~1f-'L1?9mhinat~9n of local governments r reoional agencies L-0r the state. 11

This section encourages the preparation of a revis~d implementation plan and could
be accolllylishcd by an organization of elected officials of general local government,
·de$.l/t(t~Lted by acrreement of the local CTovemrn~nts in an affected area ( and certi-·
fled by th~ state for this ouroose. It 11'1 the absence of such joint action bv the local-.....-...;,_... .. --~._-- ..
goveUll!lents and the states, however, the govemor(s) shall designate an organiza-
tion of local elected officials to carry out this responsibility if such local accord is
not. ct~i-ned during the six-month period.. Where feasible, the Act provides that the.
metropolitan planning organization designated to undertake multimodal transportation
planning W1der Section 134 of Title 23 of the U •S. Code, or. the organization respon­
~l(~ for the air quality maintenance process, should be the designated organization.

Section 175 provides that the designated organization is eligible to receive a 100%
grout for the payment of the reasonable cost for the development of a reVised Tep ..
'these funds are. to supplement any funds already available under federal law to such
organizations for- transportation or air quality maintenance planning. $75 million is
authoIized to ftmd this grant program and the money 1s available without fiscal year
!1xni:tr"ltions •

LlruJ:bltions OIl Cartam Federal Assistance

Section r76 of the Act- requires that the F:.PA Administrator shall not approve: any proj­
ect or award any grant under the Clean Air Act and the Secretary of Trensportation­
shall not approve any proj6et or' ~w~rd any grant for trans~~tc~'~?Oses r ether



tnii1 f'J~· ~!Rr:~ty ~ rnii ss 1::l"nns1t, or transportation J.mprovement projects related to air
quality hnp:lQvernp.nt or ma1.ntenance in any air quality control region where the Ad­
JJlin!st.rator finds that after July 1, 1979 that the governor(s) have not submitted an
idlplementation plan for a revised Tep or that reasonable effort toward submitting
such an implementation plan has not been made.

Similar re~trict1ons on tho Administrator's authority must be envoked if a general-pur­
pose lo~~l 90vernment or the ;;t.::te has failed to implement any element of a revised
TCP ,vhich it ha~ agreed to url~:.:rtake once the RTCP has been approved by the state
and EPJ\.. 1vioreov(:~.!.·.1 n.o depali1ilerlt, agency or instrumentality of the fedeJ:-dl govern­
mel1t slF~ll ::luPpoli: or p:ovide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve
~y i::(~tiv.l~r·v;bJ·:;h dces not confonn to w"l ~pproved revised Tep. Accordingly, no
JQetA\..,!~OH.-::~Hl pla.-ffJL1Cj organization designated in Section 134 shall give approval to
any projc:r:t: I P~~!·I..,un or plan which does not confonn to the revised TCP.

To ~Ul)i·:i.ili; th:-) irnpV~··m~ntc'tion of the revised plan, subsection (d) of Section 176 re
qu.1n;;.~i:hr1t_eC.l~h f:~d;;~lo.J..departrnent or agency shall give priority in the exercise of
irs atti:hot~llY, con? i.~tent v,ttth statutory requiL-ements, for the ullocation of funds
~.m,,1i.lg :-~'L;:ttr;5 or u;:.il~r jw"isdictions to the implementation of the portion~ of the re- fr
vised~l.'-f.ln.. This !:ll.hpa.rdgraph particularly addressed. itself to the programs of the
UrbdJl IY1a:';~ Tran:·;i.t Administration and to the Depart.uent of Housing and Urban De­
velnplllcnt..

Sect.;l.on 31. 6 af th~ J;-:::t ~..xpliC1tly addresses the relationship of the air quality program
d Sf::w",.,~tC 1J-eab.n~ili: construction of seV\"age treatment facilities ~lhere such treat­

ment \-rod>! nI"Y-~ not consistent with the implementation of the revised. Tep. The Ad­
ministftlt()i.· is i1.utho~1?edto envoke· this authority if it is found that the sevlage treat-·
ment faGility v.~uld .re:,l.llt, directly or indirectly, in an increased emissions from sta­
tionnry or- mobile sources I in e).:cess of the increase provided in a revised Tep.

Sevcrul provisions of the Act do not fit into any of the- above classifications, but
shotl1d b8 noted:

ted(!rel..r~~..9J.!!.Y.S~t:?r~nliance: Section 118 of the Clean Air Act is amended by Sec-·
t1onl.1G to unequivocally insure that federal facilities shall comply with federal,
state and local req1.lirements respecting- the control and abatement of air pollution I to
the sarnf~ P..xtent th~t any person is subject to such requirement. This policy deals
'rith not only mc~ting the substantive standards I but adherence to the procedural re­
ClU1rements under state and local laws. It is a reiteration, in unequivocal terms, of
the· pollcy oriq1nally enunciated in. the 1970 Act.,. but which was more narrowly con-·
strued by some courts and federal agenciesh

£.,emsultatlon ~.r!th local Gcvernrnents: Section 112. of the- Act requires the· state to- . ..
.stabllsh satisfactory processes for consultation with general-purpose local guvem-
o&£ents" in carrying out most of the important responsibilities vested in thein' under the.'
Act.... This consultat1On process also applies to regional agencies...

l.lan· Impl~mentat1on Requirements-Indirect Sources: Section 108 of the Act revised
certain pravis.1cns in Section 110 of the' Clean Air Act. concerning. plan implementation.



'AD1onQ other things, it enW1C1ates a policy that no State Implementation Plan (SIPj
shall be required to contain an indirect source review pl'Ogram. Programs dealing with
indirect sources had previously been required under EPA regulations. Such sources
include, among others, facilities that directly or indirectly generate traffic. In fur­
therance of this policy, no Te P can be required to include regulation s of existing
off-street parking facilities. However, such parking facility regulatiOns and other
indirect source programs can be included in the state plan if the state, on its own
volition, decides that such programs are reasonable approaches to attaining stan­
dards •.

nm,EQ.@ry Sl.~spension of Certain Elements. in ExistJnq TCPs: Under certain cin:::um·"
stances I valid and enforceable parts of ex.i~ting Teps requiring retrofit on non-com­
mercially CJwned, in use I vehicles, gas rationing and reduction of on-street parking
spaces, Inay be suspended by the Admi.~istratoron application by the state. flowev­
er,' such suspension can only be obtained v1here the state has indicated it vl1ll pro­
ceed to revise the TCPs in accordance with subtitle (d) of the Amendments.

6
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-TO n.11
_IW. a'i' TABLE 1

RTOP NULL ELEMENT + ELEMENT I (TSM)
CAPITAL COSTS

WRW
10/21/77

(S MILLIONS)

NULL ELEMENT I - CAPITAL COSTS TOTAL FUNDS

FISCAL HIGHWAY! PARK &1 MAINT. COMM TSM TSM + UMTA

RIDE IFACIL.
--

YEAR REPLACE CONST. RAIL !VEHICLE.~ TOTAL NULL SEC. 3 LOCAL

$19':"6 279.6 0 7.0 81.0 0 45.0 133.0 412.6

1979 29.3 2.2 25.3 14.4 41.9 7.1.2 57.0 14.2--
80 31.8 2.4 27.6 15.2 45.2 77.0 61.6 15.4-
81 34.3 2.6 29.7 16.5 48.8 B3.1 66.5 16.6

82 37.0 2.8 32.1 17.9 . 52.8 89.8 71.8 18.• 0

83 40.0 40.0 32.0 8.0
84 43.2 43.2 34.6 8.6

85 46.7 46.7 37.4 9.3

86 50.4 50.4 40.3 10.1

87 54.4 54.4 43.5 10.9

88 58.8 58.8 47.0 11.8
gq f;3 Ci ';3 5 50_R 12 7

90 68.6 68.6 54.9 13.7

'rn'r~T. CiC;R n - 1 n n 11.4 .., n ':;,4 n 188.7 746. L _597 :...4__149 ...L
(ESC $) _..

NOTES:

a) Curl ent. fle ~t - inc~1udinq Illl ope ators i n county - = 2~ 00 vehi :::1es

b) Nul replac ament -= 1/12 of fleet >er yea.t plus 2 ~% for on-veh~1e rep.

e) cos Der ve :1icle • $105,0 00 in 1 79.

--

---_._-

--±=~- - ._.-
._.__._-



E....t;;::: ""U,I H1T'i'I~~,~I'.;kJ 111~ .~.. .lL.'l -I 1!1:pq: 53'u;nIli£'.....r:.l!ftm~ ..- ...
"f ,

.,

I,••,...
In. ","'

TABLE 2
R1'DP ELEMENT II (HI BUS)

(CALTRANS - 36 MILES OF GUluE~AY ALT)
CAPI'fAL COSTS AND SOURCES OF rUNDS

($ Millions)

Revised 10/11/;1
W. R. W.

FISCAL BUS WAY S PARK' RIDE F~LC I,I1'It;.§. MAINT. FACIL., STATIONS VEHICLES TOT A L S
r-=- .-- ---- I--'--~---

YEAR COSTS FHWA UMTA LOCAL COSTS ~- -kO.£AL ~US- J!M..T~_l_ _LOCAL COSTS UMTA 3 LOCAL COSTS FHWA UMTA 3 LOCAL._--- ----
(l) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

- ------- ,.-'--- .. --
TOTALS 385.0 199.0 150.0 102.0 8]6 0.

-li.l. . - f----- ------- --_.- ----- r..-------. f---.

- f---._- f------ ---- ---- --- - -----
1981 5_~ 18.1 2~-=!_. 9.1 29.2 26.0 3.2 22.0 17.6 4.4 107.8 44.1 47.0 16.7

-----f--- --- ---- - --- ----- -----
1982 61.2 19.6 ~~~ .• 8 31. 6 28.1 3~~_.~!L. 19.0 4.8 116.6 47.1 50.8 18.1

f--._--

19B3 66.1 21.2 34.4 10.5 34.2 30.4 3.8 25.8 20.6 5.2 21.8 17.4 4.4 147.9 51.6 72 .• 23.9-----
1984 '71.1 22.8 37.0 11.3 36.8 32.8 4.0 27.7 22.2 5.5 2].6 18.9 4.7 159.2 55.6 78.1 25.5_.
~I\ 77 0 24~ 40.0 12.4 3L..l. ]5 4 4 4 ]hL ----ll. 0 6 0 2S.a..5 20 4 5 1 172 ] 6-0....0 84 .. 27.9

1986 83.2 26.6 43.3 13.3 43.0 38.3 4.7 32.4 25.9 ,-6.5 27.5 22.0 5.5 186.1 64.9 91.2 30.0
----~_.. .- 1----- ---

1987 89.9 28.8 46.8 14.3 46.4 41.3 5.1 35.0 28.0 7.0 29.7 23.8 5.9 201.0 70.1 98.6 32.3

1988 96.9 31.0 50.4 15.5 50.1 44.6 5.5 37.7 30.2 7.5 32.1 25.7 6.4 216.8 75.6 106.3 34.9

1989 104.8 33.5 54.5 16.8 54.2 48.2 6.0 40.8 32.6 8.2 34.7 27.8 6.9 234.5 81.7 114.9 37.9

1990 113.5 36.3 59.0 18.2 58.5 52.1 6.4 44.1 ]5.] 8.8 37.5 30.0 7 5 25] fi 88 4 124 ] 40.9

-- ------
TOTALS 820.3 - - - 423.8 3~hL. 232.4 1795.8 639.7 868.0 LuLL'1----- ----
(ESC.$)

NOTES FOR COLUMNS

on Interstate routes (Estimate

Federal share of FAl busway costs - an 8' local match is required.

of remaining busway costs - a 20' local match is required.

costs escalated at 8\ to year of implementation; assumes constant real effort per year.

BUBway costs assume construction of 36 miles of exclusive guideway of which 12.5 miles are
excludes El Monte Busway and 1-105).

FHWA = 32\ of costs: represents 92'

UMTA :II 52' of costs: represents 80\

All

(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)
(5) Assumes 50,000 spaces, locations not yet determined, with 40,000 in structure or right-of-way required.at $5,000/space and

10,000 fitted into available right-of-way at $1,500/space (rate in 1977$).
(6) FIlWA a 32\ of costs on FAI routes - an 8\ local match is required.

FUWA = 57\ of costs on Non-FAI ro~tes - a 17\ local match is required.

(8) Assumes 98 stations.

..:.._ - _1 .... __
'---- - - I ••~ .. - 4=~". III "A","'a FV A 1 .. h rnllnh F'V 1 qqn. rnt;t :II S170-nOO/h,,~ in }976S



-TO J1·11
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TABLE 3
ELEMENT III WRW 10/3/77

c

::~

I
S.C.R.T.D_ LIBRARY.

--+-~-t-----4--1 =r= ---·-l------
-+-----+-----+---1-,-t,-_+_ _. ------- ----+---~-~ -~..'_.-
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TABLE 4 8/15/77

uv. a'" ELEMENT IV WRW

CAPITAL FUNDING PLAN
RTOP ELEMENT IV - RAIL STARTER LINE

(MILLIONS - ESCALATED)

FTC:(""A T. TOTAL UMTA ~-kOC~
-......:::il

~._-_ ..- ~._.-
~--- -----_...-

YEAR COSTS 80' 20\ ~.-..
1---_. --- -- I-.....

1979 28.0 22.4 5.6
~._- - ._--- _._. . ..

80 23.0 18.4 4.6

81 170.5 :36.4 34.1 ---
82 169.5 135.6 33.9

.-:.....

83 168.0 134.4 33.6 -
84 168.0 134.4 33.6 -
85 242.0 193.6 48.4 -
86 191.0 144.8 36.2 -t
87 1
88 1
89

90 t
f
T

TOTAL 1150.0 920.0 230.0 t

(ESC $) t
TOTAL 739.0 t
(1976$) ,

~

t

t,
l
~

. p

~
~

~

~

. ,
•. .~

f
~

---.:

-

-
-

--,.,

•
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TABLE 5

SALES TAX PROJECTIONS FOR LA COL~TY

TDA (SB-325) AND ~¢ SALES TAX

($MILLIONS)

~lRW

10/21/77

rl~c:~_L_ E..?CA4~ S;ROS~_ _ TDA. TDA TDA TDA GROSS NET I !

_XEA,S__RAT.k-. rr_~~~f3~~ g.-RQ~?_ NET TO _. ¥.Q~. ._FOH REVS ~E~S.1'_C~ I
___-+- ...SE:t:.UL.-...P.E.~lS_.I:!A..._~R,lN~~P~.~l'.c;f\PITAL J:ROH I DrST. i. " .. ! .
_.__-+- ~S_AL-ES-.~F-~ON ~..?~._7~25%~_ ... ~?.~) ~.~ _.TA.:~ 'FR~!:1~_L .. ... !.__ ..
1975 24,662 -- --_.~. --- .- t" -- .. - - -(':?~Lr-----I·- .- -
:~::7.:..::7..:....~:...--_-~-:~_-·_·9~..~1-._8~-%_-!+~~=-~:~-::..::;.~:..::-.::.~:..:_.::.~c~ -_-_~~_~-__-.~:--_----~~:=:+-=~~=~.~_---+-"'"-_-._.--._..__ r---I ..-t-~~ -:=F --_~_-
::..19_7_8_-+__~_1f--=-3.:..2.:....,6_8::..:0+-__-+- ~ .t -+__ -1-.---- i.. .. -_.__.~ .. --'-."
19 7 9 35,67 g. 6 89 • 2 81 ~ 8 I 69 .5! 12. 3 +-178.4: 16 9 • 5! !

-1-9-8-0--+--6-.-5-8-%-+-3-8--9'-9-9:-0-t--::g::...=,:...:.-=4:-+I--::s..::g..:...'::::'3-~1-'::"7 ==-5:";'.9=-T--i~ 194:"~ 185:OT .-- -- -- T-----.
.•.-. --......... - I t-: --"

--:-~--+---i--l----+----+-1-1-~-~·~ I :~. ~~+~~-~-._- --- ;-~:~~~~ ---:- ---
===:=~==:======:======:======~=~:-~~~ :1=1 :~ :: ~~~t-==-=l:~::: ~~~-
_.;:;..8~5_-+-~~_-+ t--__~·....:1:...::2:.:2:..:.~8:..__+-=-1=-0.:.,4:.....4:.....1_ 18.4 L ! 25 4 • 51 -1---.-
_...::::.S.=.6_-+- ~_--4--.--.+-:!1:..:3~0~.~9~-~1..=.1..=.1..:... =-3-l1----.:1::...:9~. ~_ 1 -L~?-~-:L i.-.
_..;...S..:-7_-t-__-+-__-+ ,-=-.1..,;".39_._5--4,_1_1_8_.6_L2~_~g._1._..- .. _.L. _2~9.1L .... __ .. ~ .... __ .,

_-=-8-=-s_-+- +--__ .---1- -+-=1:....::4:..:8:..,:•..:.7_1 126. 4 .~__22_.~ . I 30 a....11. _. ~ __
Sg 15S.5 I 134.7! 23.8 : i 328.4! I

.---4---------4-r-::.- - -:- . ;----+---- -
__9_0_--+- ~--~---~1:..::6~8...:...-=:9_j 14 3 . 6.: 25 . 3 ; 1 350 • 01 i

373.01 ~._-_..._.

_.:__~____+_-..---~--__+_---=I ~: ~: ~ -3:u~ roo i::: l=-~-~t 397:-l-·--- ~~-~~ --
33 204. :> 173. 8 ~._..2.0 .~_~ _.. __.:_~_3....:.~~-~~..---- .. i- .... _ .

_...t.q;..:J4'--+- l--__-+-_.__4-2~:..::1:.~S:.....:_=_0_ ~-~~2.:~.2~_!_. .l_4~~~L_ -.._.L _..: ..
95 j _2~:]-- _~97. 2.-l 34.8 j---- --1-4~~:?i- __ -.! __

-----+-=:==:=~==:=-L=- -- : - -i i-----
~- .. - --- -.._--"-- ---~~~~- 1-- r-- t- - I
-I----+-·--+---~-- ----+----+---1· -. I· . I

I----~--r·---~-·_-t· ---- .-.-----1-.- --

----t----+-----+---i----+-
I

-'-.--~1 -- J~=+-~-I.---
~~~~~~~~--~._~--~ ~---~._.

---- r-·-.~- ·--r -
-~--+---~--~-_.-+-----' --- -- _J ___ _+ _

--+-----4-----.----+-----+-----+--- ..- .. ..._. r· I

I
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. -__._.__. _.1.
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Hill.S

185.0
_._ M __ • __ ••

197.2

210.2
'- _.. - .-- ...

224.0

'1) I.··.·. I~d (HI)

U~L
69.S

75.9

nO.9

A6.2
91.9

f :r~~;~~ :~(~:~:J- ..~~~~~~. ~~~ I~~;~:
p 1).. _ (l2) _. _ JPJ

30.3 139.2

37.9 147.1

40.8 148.4
. - - ~

61.4 148.8-- - .. - .--"

1'l.0 149.0

fl? .11

b~.~
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'~9.9
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VEHI US I OJ'IRAllN(; C15T5 .-. ------

_____~!~~AL- ~~LJ-~~[i~t~J:-:) I·· l,rM-ii- i-lj~!1UJJfll'~ IV I TOm__ J.nn -

1979 2881 ?59.9
----0-----.-- -·2962 -. -- 2Em.6
---- r--·JlQ- --. -_. - _.--

81 3043 320.2
----"---- t _.- 8'20

_ •• 3-f25 355.2

·------r-- -83--- --'3125 - -- ·--7-5'-' ·3fn.6 9.2

-----f--:F~-=~T.--- ._~O - ~:::~ ~::: I ~_ I -- - I. I . - -- .
______-1 . ... ,.. 2 5 __ .
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---·-----t· ._.,._. .- - .-.-- - - '"
. L__ 8! ... ... .3~_5 _~2~.n (j~'.t;

I ~ 88 450 563.6 U1.;)
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TABLE 1
RTOP: CAPITAL COSTS AND SOURCES OF FUNDS

ALTERNATIVE A - FULL FEDERAL PAR'rICIPATION
($ Millions)

10/21/11
W. R. W..

-..
CAP I TAL COS T S S )(JR~lo~~ 011' P II n I~ y C FUN D :; -.---- r------ r-'---'-r---' .[

f--. -
(o~ISCAL NULL EIJEM I ELEM II EL~II]ELEM IV COSTS UHTA LOCAL TDA "J~ SALES TAX BALANCE...- _.

YEAR REPLACE TSM HI BUS DPM STARTER TOTAL FUWA SEC. 3 REOD (15') AVAIL. USED ANNUAL ACCUH

tU (2) (l) (4) . .-ill__LJil- (7) _1!L (9) flO) Cl1) (12) (13) (14)

1976 S 279.6 133.0 836.0 136.4 739.0 .2124.0

f------ ---
1979 29.3 41.9 - 53.7 28.0 152.9 10.0 104.4 38.5 12.3 139.2 26.2. 113.0 113.0

-

- 1l.2Jlo.__ 31. 8 4..5..&1.. - -.ll.~ 2] 0 .JH~ __ ~L~!5.0 . 29.1 13.4 147.1 15.7 131. .. 244.4

1981 34.3 4B.8 101.B 57.6' 170.5 419.0 49.5 289.9 79.6 . 14.3 148.4 65.3 83.1 321.5
- 1--. _. -

1982 37.0 52.8 116.6 - 169.5 375.9 47.7 258.2 70.0 15.2 148.8 54.8 94.0 421.5--f---.- ---_.- ---- ._--- -
1983 40.0 - 147.9 - 168.0 355.9 51. 6 238.8 6~_.5_ . 16.2 149.0 49.3 99.7 521.2- . c----_.__ .-

f-.---- ---- f-.

- f-~984 43.2 - 1~9.2 - 168~W1~ 55 6 ML-L _ Q7. 7 17.3 148.4 50.4 98.0 619.2
1985 46.7 - 172.3 - 242.0 461.0 60.0 315.4 85.6 18.4 148.4 67.2 81.2 700.4

--- .-
1986 50.4 - 186.1 - 181.0 417.5 64. 9 276.3 76.3 19.6 144.4 56.7 87.7 788.1

1987 54.4 - 201.0 - - 255.4 70.1 142.1 43.2 20.9 119.1 22.3 96.8 884.9--
1988 58.8 - 216.8 - - 275.6 75.6 153.3 46.7 22.3 112.1 24.4 87.7 972.6

1989 63.5 - 234.5 - - 298.0 81.7 165.7 50.6 23.8 103.6 26.9 16.8 1049.4_. ------ -
1990 68.6 - 253.6 - - 322.2 88.4 179.2 54.6 25.3 93.2 29.3 63.9 1113.3_. ---

TOTAL 558.0 188.7 1795.8 165.4 1150.0 3857.9 665.1 2485.4 701.4 219.0 11601.7 488.4 1113.3-
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............

R'!'OP: TOTAL CAPITAL AHD OPERA'l'ING COSTS AND SOURCES OF FUNDS
ALTERNATIVE A (FULL FEDERAL PARTICIPATION , ~ CENT SALES TAX)

($ Millions)

COSTS 0R,ZSENT C:::{)IltlrR OF FUNDS ~¢ TAX -r-'-

FISCAL TOTAT. ~llMTA___ - -- TOTAL DISTlHC'l . nAT ,PJrJ;'

YEAR OPERa CAPITAl COSTS FHWA SEC 3'5 TOA FARES FUNDS DEFICIT REV. ANNUAL CUMULA'I IVE
-

--ilL.. (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11 ) (12)

.f---- 1------

lQ7Q 259.9 152.9 412.8 10.0 160.5 81.8 104.0 f--356. 3 56.5 169.5 113.0 ~13.0

1980 288.6 154.1 442.7 10.0 174.4 89.3 115.4 389.1 _2~~ 185.0 131.4 244.4---_. ---- f----_.

1981 320.2 419.0 739.2 49.5 352.3 95.2 128.1 625.1 114.1 197.2 83.1 ]27.5-- f--._-. -

1962 355.2 375.9 731.1 47.7 323.7 101.4 142.1 614.9 116.2 210.2 94.0 421. 5 -~._-- ---
1983 392.8 355.9 748.7 51.6 307.6 108.1 "157.1 624.4 124.3 224.0 99.7 521.2

1984 434.2 370.4 804.6 55.6 319.3 115.2 113.7 663.8 140.8 238.8 98.0 619.2
1985 477.2 461.0 938.2 60.0 391.2 122.8 190.9 764.9 173.3 254.5 81.2 700.4

-'
1986 529.5 417.5 947.0 64.9 355.9 130.9 211.8 763.5 183.5 271.2 87.7 788.1_____0_-

1987 620.3 255.4 875.7 70 .. 1 225.1 139.5 248.1 683.4 192.3 289.1 96.6 884.9

1988 683.6 275.6 959.2 75.6 241.1 148.7 273.4 738.8 220.4 l08 .1 87 ,1 972.6

1989 752.9 298.0 1050.9 81.7 257.9 158.5 301.2 799.3 251.6 328.4 76.8 1049.4

1990 828.7 322.2 1150.9 88.4 276.0 168.9 331.5- 86 4 .8_ JL6...J ]50.0 6].9 1113 3

-
TOTALS 5943.1 3857. 9 9801. '0 665.1 3385.6 1460.3'" 2371.3 -7888.3 1912.7 3026.0 1113.]

-
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TABLE 9 lot17/77
RTOP: FEDERAl FUNDS

ALTERNATIVE A (FULL FEDERAL PARTICIPATION)
($ MILLIONS)

FISCAL UMTA TOTAL
YEAR SEC J SEC 5 TOTAl FHWA FED $

1979 104.4 56.1 160.5 10.0 170.5
80 115.0 5~.4 174.4 10.0 184.4
81 289.9 62.4 352.3 49.5 401.8

82 258.2 65.5 323.7 47.7 371.4
83 238.8 68.8 307.6 51.6 359.2

84 247.1 72.2 319.3 55.6 374.9

85 315.4 75.8 391.2 60.0 451.2
86 276.3 79.6 355.9 64.9 420.8

87 142.1 83.6- 225.7 70.1 .295.8
88 153.3 87.8 241 .1 75.6 316.7
89 165.7 92.2 257.9 81.7 339.6

90 179.2 96.8 276.0 88,4 364.4

TOTAl 2485.4 900.2 3385.6 665.1 4050.7
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ANALYSIS OF ELECTORAL PATTERNS RESULTING
FROM RAPID TRANSIT PROPOSALS IN LOS ANGELES*

Gerald B. Leonard
Senior Deputy - Transit Specialist
Office of Supervisor Baxter Ward

County of Los Angeles

Introduction

The analysis which follows was prepared as a consequence

of the June, 1976, ballot referendum for rapid transit known

as Proposi tiona II RI
' and liT". Tha t joint ballot propos!tion

was founded on several rather unique qualifications insofar

as the design of a rapid transit proposal is concerned but

still it did not pass voter approval. As a consequence of

the failure of that ballot proposition, it was felt appropriate

to determine to the best of our ability why that proposition

had failed and put that failure in the perspective of why the

two preceding rapid transit ballot measures had failed as well.

Another reason for getting into this rather extensive

analysis was due to the fact that Supervisor Ward was being

approached by numerous representatives from the public with

the request that he initiate another ballot referendum in be-

half of rapid transit. As a consequence of this continued

interest by a rather numerous segment of the population, the

Supervisor's office began to study the electoral returns or

*F~cerpted from paper entitled
A Geographi~ Analysis of Electoral
Patterns ReSUlting from Raplq
Transit Proposals in Los Angeles,
Gerald B. Leonard.
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of the three rapid transit referenda for purposes of postula­

ting a new position in behalf of rapid transit.

This paper which as been excerpted from a more extensive

analysis has been put together at the request of Jerry Premo,

Executive Director of the Los Angeles County Transportation

Commission, to assist in the staff work being conducted for

that Commission preparatory to a decision by them for the

possible placement or a ballot measure for rapid transit on

a June or November 1978 ballot. At a recent presentation on

the subject of Community Level Transit Service at a seminar

conducted by California State University at Long Beach,

Mr. Premo had occasion to hear the information which has

been derived as a consequence of the analysis described in

this paper by the author. It was Mr. Premo's contention that

this information might be helpful to the members of the Los

Angeles County Transportation Commission 1n their deliberations

on the sub,ject of a possible tax referendum 1n behalf of the

4-Part Transit Development Program.

Background

Much of the information which follows in the descript10n

of the election results in the three rapid transit referenda 1s

contained in a ser1.es of maps. In Figure 1, a map of Los Anp;eles
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County, the shaded area depicts that portion of LOB Angeles

County which 1s the subject area of the succeeding maps.

The shaded area generally coincides with the boundaries of

the Southern California Rapid Transit District. l

When discussing the subject of rapid transit thro~ghout

the County of Los Angeles, most of us find that there are a

great many people who can still remember the days of the

Pacific Electric Railway. Almost without exception these people

remember very fondly th~t this system provided a far superior

service than the bus network which has replaced it. Figure 2

illustrates qUite graphically that portion of the Pacific

Electric Railway System which was in Los Angeles County as a

part of an overall 1100 mile network stretching throughout

a large portion of Southern California. In 1925 the Pacific

Electric Railway with more than 1100 miles of lines was the

largest inter-urban rail network in the United States and

possibly throughout the world for that matter.

As depicted so clearly in testimony given by Mayor Thomas

Bradley before the Senate Sub-committee on Anti-trust and

lThe Southern California Rapid
Transit District area includes
that finger of Los Angeles
County projecting to the west
inclusive of the Malibu area.
For the sake of scale of the map
series that area was not included.
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Monopoly of the Committee of the Judiciary of the U.S. Senate,

the case is made qUite clearly that through an interlocking

Board of Directors between the Southern Pacific Railway, which

acquired the Pacific Electric System from Henry Huntington, and

in conjunction with General Motors, Standard Oil of California

and Firestone Tire and Rubber Company, the P. E. System was

very systematically dismantled. One by one many of the rail lines

which were the forming agent of the urban patterns as we pre­

sently know it were removed and General Motors buses placed in

their stead.

In 1951 the Metropolitan TransIt Authority of Los Angelen

was created as the consequence of strong promotional efforts

by civic leaders and public officials for two reasons: They

believed that an integrated public transportation system was

essential to the economic health of the metropolitan area and

that a pUblic agency should provide a system since private

investment lacked the necessary capital. The Metropolitan

Transit Authority was empowered by its original enabling legis­

lation to formulate plans for a mass transit system, but it was

not empowered to develop or operate a system until that legislation

was amended in 1957. The MTA revenue base was hardly sufficient

to finance the implementation of a mass transit system. In an

effort to establish a firmer financial basis for its activities,

the MTA was abolished and replaced by the Southern California

Rapid Transit D1strlct 1n 1964. The creation of the Southern
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California Rapid Transit District not only sheds light on the

financial constraints restricting the MTA's operation but also

reflects the political opposition that surrounded the MTA. 2

Transit Plans and Voter Response

In 1968 the SCRTD Board of Directors placed a measure,

Proposition "A", on that year's general election ballot for a

one cent sales tax increase which would have runded a rapid

transit program. That program 1s depicted 1n Figure 3. As

seen 1n that Figure, the 1968 proposition called for a rapid

transit plan 1n which there were five principal corridors

identified by the planners. To the East the Rapid Transit

Line ran along the San Bernardino Freeway as far as El Monte ­

the site of the present El Monte Bus Terminal. Other lines ran

to Long Beach, the San Fernando Valley and along the Wilshire

corridor to Santa Monica. The fifth of these lines ran to the

southwest through the Crenshaw district to the Los Angeles

International Airport.

The shaded area of the map illustrates those census tracts

in which a plurality in favor or that proposition existed. The

area in which there is a positive voter response to the 1968

proposal is generally correspondent to the pattern of the

physical plan itself.

2Excerpted from: Office of Technology
Assessment, United States Congress.
An Assessment of Community Planning
for Mass TransIt
Volume 6: Los Angeles Case Study
washington, D.C., 1976
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In 1973 and 1974 the Los Angeles County Board of Super

visors became a major force in the direction for public

transportation. The Board of Supervisors initiated a series

of steps which provided a re-invigoration for public trans­

portation in the County. Among the steps taken by the Board

of Supervisors was the initiation of the 25¢ flat fare as a

consequence of a major subsidization of RTD losses so as to be

able to underwrite that differential. The Board also provided

for a fund for a demonstration project for a People Mover System

to be instituted in the County of Los Angeles. This project,

however, was never initiated. The last of the three principal

areas 1n which the Board became involved was to provide funds

for the underwriting of a commuter rail service.

The con~ept of the commuter rail service was initiated

by Supervisor Ward in 1973 upon his request of the Southern

California Association of Governments that a feasibility study

be undertaken to determine where such service might be logically

performed within the County. The feasibility study conducted

by SCAG proved the feasibility of this form of rail transporta­

tion in three principal corridors: The first of these ls to

the east to San Bernardino, a second through the San Fernando

Valley and on to Santa Barbara, and the third, along the Santa

Fe right-or-way to San Diego. (Figure 4)

Following the feasibility study and the appropriation by

the Board to Supervisor Ward for this purpose, a series of

eight cars were acqUired by the County and refurbished by a

S.CwR.T.D. LJBRARY
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firm in Florida before being shipped to Los Angeles for

commuter services to be provided by AMTRAK. Subsequently

the agreements among the County of Los Angeles, AMTRAK, and

the Santa Fe Railway broke down and the institution of the

services has been delayed. The effort to initiate this

service continues interjecting Caltrans into the agreement

as Galtrans has already achieved an excellent working rela­

tionship with AMTRAK for similar services.

It was about this time also that the SCRTD initiated

another proposition in behalf of rail transportation in the

County of Los Angeles. On the November 1974 ballot, the RTD

authored Proposi tion 'IA" which called for 145 miles of a

Bart-like system to be built in combination with exclusive

busways and a major bUild-up of the bus system itself to pro­

vide a f~eder network to the rail system. The lines proposed

in this proposition are illustrated in Figure 5. As 1s evi­

denced in the distinction between Figures 3 and 5 there was

a major shift in the emphasis of the plan between these two

years. The 1968 proposal had called for a strong central

business district orientation with five principal corridors

radiating from that area. The 1974 proposal also had the

central business district as a major nucleus but provided a

lateral line between Pasadena and the San Fernando Valley as

well as a non-CBD oriented line r~nning from the San Fernando

Valley down to the South !By. Two other principal differences

are the inclusion of two lines to the Southeast part of the
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County which would have tied together with a similar rail

proposal being offered by the Orange County Transit District

at that time.

As can be witnessed by this map, the census tracts which

voted 1n favor of the proposition are shaded. The physical

pattern produced by this voter response in 1974 bears a very

strong similarity to that of the proposition in 1968. The

principal difference is that the South Central area solidified

behind this proposal more than had been the case in 1968. Also

the census tracts in the Hollywood Hills in the S~nta Monica

Mountains coalesced more behind this proposal than 1n 1968.

It was felt at that time that there was a strong enviromental

push in the 1974 proposal with the people 1n the Hills identI­

fying with the issue by virtue of that particular social issue.

In addition to the principal aggregation of census tracts in

the central part of the County which voted 1n favor of the

proposition one can see several outlying pockets of support

which generally correspond to those pockets from the 1968

proposal.

When this proposition failed there was some analysis

conducted to determine whey the proposition had failed. The

general response to that effort indicates that the public felt

that the corridors identified in the plan were to imprecise

for them to determine whether or not they would, in reality,

be capable of riding the rail system. The corridors identified
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were four miles wide. As a consequence, it was difficult

for an individual to determine whether or not his property

would be taken as a consequence of condemnation for the rail

right-of-way construction or whether he would need to retain

a second car to drive to the system or what particular con­

ditions would prevail by the time that such a line was ultimately

built. And this touches on the second principal reason for the

issues failure - that the proposition was also too imprecise

in regards to the timing for construction of the lines. The

program was offered as a two phase program - many people res­

ponding negatively to the possibility of being put into the

second phase of the program.

Following the 1974 Proposition there was a period of

inactivity throughout the Los Angeles area for transit planning.

This 1s essentially atypical of the type of involvement in

transit planning for this area as it has been an ongoing acti­

vity for approximately 50 years even though we have not begun

to built a single foot of any form of guideway.

In early 1975 Supervisor Baxter Ward got into the transit

planning business, as it were, with his proposal for the

creation of a Light Rail Transit line that would have extended

between Canoga Park and the west end of the San Fernando Valley

and Long Beach. There were several principles guiding this

proposal. First among these was the fact that at that point
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in time our economy was at a lower ebb than at present and

this proposal would have created a great many jobs in Los

Angeles County. Additionally, the funding available for a

transit gUideway project, 'such as this, would have been

through the Urban Mass Transportation Administration. This

funding source had wound down from its 1973 congressional

appropriation of $llt billion to approximately $800 million

by early 1975. The proposal created by Supervisor Ward

would have cost approximately $1 billion. Potentially, 80%
or $800 million of the capital cost of this project would

have come from the Federal Government. This coincided with

the amount yet remaining in the Federal coffers. One of the

motivations for this assumption was that the Los Angeles area

has been a donor area to the Federal Government for the funds

utilized by the Urban Mass Transportation Administration.

This area gets back approximately 60¢ per dollar for the money

expended by UMTA. Yet cities like Atlanta, Baltimore, Buffalo,

Washington and others that are receiving d1sproport1onally

large share of funding at this point in time as they are pro­

ceeding with construction of rapid transit systems.

In his calling for the creation of the Light Rail line

between Canoga Park and Long Beach, Supervisor Ward, as an

Elected Official, had entered the sacrosanct area of transit

planning. As this had always been the domain of the RTD

there was a natural resistance to the Supervisor's efforts.
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The RTD created a Rapid Transit Department, a Rapid Transit

"Advisory Committee made up of all the various agencies in­

volved in transit planning throughout the region, of which

there are a great many, and 64 alternatives to the Supervisor1s

plan. For some months following, the various agencies through

the aegis of the Rapid Transit Advisory Committee went through

an evaluation of the 64 or 65 alternatives ultimately narrowing

it down to two. One of these was the Supervisor ' s plan, com­

monly referred to as a County-preferred plan - it consisted

of 55 miles of route extending from canoga Park through Burbank

and Glendale, turning south through downtown Los Angeles and

proceeding through South Central Los Angeles on to Long Beach.

Most of this line would have been built at grade to take ad-

~ ~ vantage of the lower unit cost of construction, hence, the

identification with "Light Rail Transit". The total cost of

the program for the 55 mile proposal would have been approximately

$1 billion. The other principal alternative was identified as

the City-preferred line. It would have extended from Universal

City in the San Fernando Valley southerly 1n a tunnel through

the santa Monica mountains down to the Wilshire corridor and

east through downtown to the Union Station. A second line

would have br~~ ;rom this line in the area of the Arco Towers

to South Central Los Angeles. This line would have been approxi­

mately 22 miles in length and also cost approximately $1 billion

as a consequence of the very high reliance upon tunneling In

the central core area of the city.
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The evaluation continued once the two alternatives had

been identified with each side making the appropriate claims

for their alternative over the other. By October, 1975,

Supervisor Ward had concluded that the effort to capture the

Federal money had been lost as had the initiative in the transit

planning area. So to extricate himself from this situation it

was his best judgment that the best means by which to advance

public transit in the Los Angeles area was to come up with a

better proposal - a CountY-Wide proposal that would serve a far

greater element of the population than the two alternatives.

In October, 1975, Supervisor Ward initiated work on a

Countywide rapid transit proposal which Ultimately became known

as the Sunset Coast Line or Proposi tions 11 RIt and "Ttl on the June

1976 ballot. He brought several unique qualities to this plan­

ning effort as he had with his earlier effort for the Light

Rail proposal. While many millions of dollars had been spent

in the 1974 campaign for rapid transit, the Sunset Coast Line

effort expended only those funds necessary for a few people

over the course of eight months. There were three unique con­

siderations made by the Supervisor in the development of this

program. First, the prior two transit referenda had failed

conclusively in the San Gabriel Valley and in the southeast

portion of Los Angeles County. The Superv~sor reasoned that

the two earlier proposals would have provided no service to those

elements of the County. Consequently, there was no reasonable
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expectation why they should be asked to support such a

measure without receiving any of the benefits in return.

Therefore, the Sunset Coast Line propo3ed several lines

in the Southeast portion of the County and in the San

Gabriel Valley to hopefully turn around the voter reaction

to a rapid transit proposal. Second, the Supervisor put

this plan together with a very samll amount of funding as

has previously been mentioned on the assumption that the

most critical judgment to be made in the planning of such

an activity is not whether all precise engineering questions

can be answered before the ballot referendum but simply

whether or not, yes or no, the people want rapid transit.

He reasoned that the earlier propositions were too restrictive

in their route alignments not serving a large enough proportion

of the population. The Sunset Coast Line offered rapid transit

serv1ce Countywide with several truly unique features, therefore,

the Supervisor's activities called for the planning of 'a rapid

transit plan with sufficient detail to get such a measure onto

a ballot proposal and allow for an informed vote of the people.

If the measure had passed, there would have been ample time

and funding with which to do the final design work before

beginning construction.

Judging from the shaded area in Figure 7 1t 1s apparent

that there was a lower voter response to this proposal than
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there had been 1n 1974. In the 1974 campaign however, the

RTD was able to expend $500,000 to promote the ballot pro­

position, whereas, in 1976 a mere $80,000 was raised. By

the time that the RTD Board of Directors had entered Propo-

s1tions II R'~ and liT" onto the ballot on the las t day legally

possible, there was only six weeks remaining 1n which to

identify a committee to sponsor this issue, have that committee

raise funds and than actually campaign for the issue. It

would seem evident to any rational person that by the time

that the measure was placed on the ballot, it was a lost

cause. In the voter response, however, there is once again

a consistent pattern of voter support identified. There are

the outlying pockets 1n Pacoima, Altadena, Pomona, Long Beach

and Santa Monica once again evident as 1n the two prior referenda

as well as the principal block of support beginning 1n the

Crenshaw area extending through South Central Los Angeles

including Watts and Compton.

Relationship to Soc1o-Exconomical Variables

Figure 8 portrays those census tracts in which the rapid

transit measure has passed consistently from 1968, to 1974 and

in 1976. That is to say the tracts shaded in Figure 7 are those

tracts in which rapid transit has consistently passed among
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the three rapid transit referenda. One can clearly see

that this represents the heart area amoung each of the

three earlier patterns and generally resembles the pattern

of 1976 as a least common denominator. Figure 8 1s a map

portraying those census tracts in which there is a majority

of Black population, that ls, census tracts 1n which there 1s

a population 50% or more Black. Without making a precise

empirical measurement it appears on a intuitive basis that

there is an extremely high correlation between those census

tracts in which the rapid transit measures have historically

passed and those tracts which are predominately Black. One can

therefore reason that it is essentially the Black propulation

which has consistently voted in behalf of rapid transit. But

it would also seem tha~ being Black alone does not offer a

cause for a positive vote in rapid transit. Therefore, an

attempt was made to identify the census tracts 1n which there

is a predominance of Spanish Surname population. Those tracts

1n which there 1s 50% or more Spanish Surname population are

illustrated in Figure 9. Again without the precise empirical

measurement it is evident that there 1s an extremely low rate

of correspondence or correlation between those tracts which

are predominately Spanish and those tracts in which the rapid

transit measure has historically passed. It is essentially

part of the East Los Angeles area that does overlap with the

tracts where the measures ·have already passed.
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A reason is offered for this relationship but a reason

for which the're is no means by which at present to validate.

Since the population of the Los Angeles area is essentially

a migrant population having moved to this area since World War II,

for the most part, it is reasonable to assume that the Spanish

Surnamed population that has migrated to this area has done so

from rural Mexico from where there would be no identification

with rapid transit and its potential values for society. It

is also reasoned with even less assurance of validity, that

the Black population which has migrated to the Los Angeles area

has done so from major Eastern cities of the United States from

where there has been an historic relationship with rapid transit

and its potential values for society. At present there is no

way to validate either of these two hypotheses short of an
~ I

indepth stUdy to be performed 1n each of those two principal

communities.

Figures 10, 11 and 12 are offered as further substantiation

of the social and economic patterns which exist relative to

support or non-support for rapid transit. The map depicting

median family income corresponds rather closely to the dis­

tribution of the Black population implying that the Black

population is typified by a lower median family income and 1s

supportive of such a public proposal as that of rapid transit.

Included in this lower income echelon is the East Los Angeles

community and pockets in the Pacoima, Altadena and Long Beach
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areas as well. To some extent these correspond to census

tracts identified as Spanish Surname predominance. The

map depicting median home values again 1s very close in its

representation to that of median family income as one would

expect combining a relationship between low home value to

both the concentrations of both Black and Spanish Surnamed

tracts. The most significant message dlscernable in Figure 12

which depicts the median age of the population on a census

tract basis is that the Southeast portion of the County and

the San Gabriel Valley are characterized as possessing a

lower than median age population. This lower average age

suggests possibly larger families with numerous children

below the voting age, consequently, a lower percentage of

the population voting than in other portions of the County.

Possible Futures

The following set of maps, Figures 13-15, portray those

census tracts in which a planning effort should concentrate

its efforts for increasing the positive vote on the respective

transit ballot measures. On the assumption that a proposition

such as the sales tax increase in support of an issue like

rapid transit 1s usually determined within a 5~ margin, plus

or minus, from 5~. The following set of maps has been put

together to illustrate where this marginal vote might be

derived. In this set of maps, the tracts shaded in light

blue are those tracts in which the vote in favor of rapid

transit was 55~ or above. Seemingly a vote at this level or
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above implies a strong support in behalf of the measure so

that the assumption can reasonably be made that there is

no point in strongly pursuing the voters in these tracts

as they are more than l1kely"a consistent audience in behalf

of such a measure. The census tracts which are left unshaded,

or white, are those census tracts 1n which the positive vote

1n behalf of rapid transit in anyone of the respective mea­

sures was 46~ or below. Seemingly the voter response is so

low 1n these tracts that strongly pursuing the measure in

these tracts will have too small a rate of return for the

effort expended. It is in the tracts which are shaded dark

blue or pink where the marginal or swing vote resides. The

dark blue tracts are those in which the measure had a positive

vote of 50.1 to 55~. It 1s possible to retain these voters

or to lose them depending on the issue. In the tracts shaded

pink the positive vote was 46.1 to 5~. These are the voters

which we just narrowly missed attracting to the proposition.

Consequently, it 1s in these pink and dark blue tracts where

a considered effort would have to be made to draw the voters

to the particular proposition at hand. A correlation between

these maps and our present planning actlvit~es with respect

to the 4-part transit development program Is not possible.

The shading of these tracts and the~pllcation that turning

the vote around in these tracts is relevant to passing such
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a ballot measure relates only back to the proposition which

was before the public at the time of that particular response.

That is to say, that the tracts shaded dark blue and pink in

the 1976 proposal are those which we would attempt to attract

to a new ballot measure if the plan put before the pUblic

was essentially the same as that voted on to produce the voter

pattern which exist at that point in time.
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~!~ OF CALIFOm,I~, )
) S8.

-comITY OF 1.0.:) JJtGELE~. )

I, RAY E. r,~-;:, Registrar-Iieeorder of the County

. of Los .~~geles, 3tate of California, do hereby certify that

the attached is a true ~~d correct Canvass of the Votes Cast

For and ~~a1nst Bond Proposition A for the Southern Ca11for~a

Rapid Transit District Election consolidated with the General

Election beld in the Southern California Rapid Transi t Dis­

trict on Nov~ber 5, 1968.

I further certify that the total vote for ths

Southern California Rapid Transit District Election is as

:rollo\Ts:

.VOTE
AB~!ITEE

VOTE
TOT;....L

VO'l'£ Cj'.~T

2,573,690 91 ,531 2,665,221

I fUxther certify that t~e totol of the votes cast

on said B~nd Proposition ~ 1s as folloAs:

BaUD PHO.PO.::iITIOn

and. affL":ed ny seal this 26-:h da:y of II07e:luer, 1958.

1 ,340,109
..

C-2

1,042,655
48,303

1,090,958

I have here~~to ZGt =y hand

A
Absentee
TOTiLI

I
I
~

i
,



I~~P ~. . -
:'.)

SPECIAL DISTRICT EECTIOn

A

RAPID TRANSIT: To reduce traffic con­
gestion and.improve public transporta-
tion by establishing a modern soog-free
rapid traJlsi t systeo and expanded local
transportation net'~'Jork by the acquisition
and con~truct1on of any or all inprovements,
works, property or facilities including

-- stations, parking areas and other facilities
~-necessary or convenient therefor and the

refunding of bonds constituting a district
liability, tcgether with incidental costs,
shall the Southern California Rapid Transit
District incur a bonded indebtedness in the
principal an~unt of Two Billion Five H~~dred

Fifteen Hillion Dollars a~d shall --a special
sales and use tax be levied withi~ the
district at a caxicurn tax rate of UP to one­
hal! of 1 percent to be used as the· primary
source of f~~ds to pay principal ~~d

interest on said indebtedness -as ~rovided

in the ordinance calling the election?

•.f" _

C-3

YES

NO

J
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ARCUME~ITS FO~ RAPID TRAHSIT - PROPOSITION A

LOI Angeles County is' literally strangling in its own smog and traffic
congestion. There are now more than 7 million people and 4 million autos in
the County, and autos are increasing taster than people. Proposition A will
h.lp alleviate our critical traffic and air pollution problems.

This measure will provide our County with a sm~g.free, safe, hi'gh.speed,
modern, rapid rail transit system and expanded bus ne'twork that ~iJl extend
Into virtually every area of the County. The combined system will carry
'1,400,000 persons daily.

Bonds will be paid from a 1/2¢ sales tax as a primary source. The proposal
'will not single out the already overburdened property owner. The cost for the
average family will be less than 3,1/2; a day. Benefits include a lessening of
smog, reduced traffic congestion, fewer troffic fatalities, thousands of fobs
created and a stimulated Southland economy, increased real estate values and
many others.

'The alternative is catastrophic for the citizen and taxpayer. Every year
that we delay boosts tne cost of rapid transit by another $150 million. If this
measure is not passed, it will probably be many years before similar
legislation is presented to the voters.

Meanwhile, smog levels continue to rise. Freeway and street systems ere
clogged with traffic. Ecch day finds it more difficult for us to get to and from
work. Troffic fatal ities and injuries mount dai Jy.

W. mU$t build, a modern rapid transit system to reverse these alarming
trends.

Proposition A has been endorsed by many leading organizations . . • •
including City Ceuncils, the League of Women Voters, organized labor,

'reUgious orgonizations, minority groups, chambers of commerce and leaders
of both Republican and D~mocrotic parties.

To assure the orderly growth of our community end to avoid traffic
strangulation ••• without heavy new tax burdens, vote YES on Proposition A.

CITIZE~S COMMITTEE FOrt RAPID TRANSIT

Ernest J. Loebbecke, General Chcirman

Sigmund Alywitz, Executive Secretary, Los Angeles County
Federation of Labor, AFL·CIO -

leslie N. Shaw, Postmaster, City of Los Ang!lles

Dionicio Morales, Executive Secr~tciY, Mexiccn·American
Opportunitias Foundation

Mrs. Sylvia Bartlett, President, Le':lgue of Women Voters,
Los Angeles County

',' '.

. ,
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ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION A

.Nt) V. 17~·?
. ... .'.. .. ,.

l
I

I.

•

Ther. is no question of our need for rapid transit.
But we must ask ourselves whether the S2Y2 billion request in

PROPOSITION A will give us taxpayers our money's worth. Will motorists
.receive enough benefits? If not, wi II .needed future additions be practicable
later? For a sped fie: plan to spend your S2~ bi II ion is already approved. And
as catalyst J must ask' these breakthrough questions:

• Do you like to pay for grade separation structures for high-speed freights
at some mainl ine crossings, then not get to use the same structures for rapid
tran~it? If you want a e:hance at your money's worth, vote NO on PROPOSITION
A.

• Do you like the long slow freight trains that delay you at other mainline
crossings? If you want this considered for improvement, vote NO on
PROPOSITION A.

• Would you prefer to telk out labor problems - rather than to fully automate
the ...apid transit - so that labor can make its full efficient contribution'?
Then vote NO on PROPOSITION A.

• Do you wont metropolitan Los Angeles to lead in getting modern clean
smog-free electric rapid transit trains at lowest cost? Is railrood electd­
fication under consideration? Your vote of NO on PROPOSITION A is your

way of telling the transit district you want them to find that breakthrough
that more fully conserves our human, material, and environmental resources.

• A specific: Do you ratify the specific approved S2Y2 billion pion which
provides that nobody arriving at the Airport to take the all-express rapid
transit will be able to get off at intermediate Inglewood, Coliseum, or
Convention Center stations without going to downtown Los Angeles· first
to catch a local back, and vice versa? If not, join the transit catalyst - who' 5

around on these motters for us all- in voting NO on P~OPOSITION A.

ROBERT J. SWAN,

Public Transit Catalyst

..
-....

,-

,.
. ,

.. '-.
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STATE OF CALIFOfJ,rrA,

COlJ1~ OF LC~ ..-':~CI:J:S.

It LEORAP..D P.Al;ISH, Registrar-Recorder of the County of

Los Angeles, .stat~ of Califor:lia, c.o h~re'by certify tl:at the at-

"tachrrd is a "true ale. correct Cc:r:..vass of tl:e Vc-:es Cast For and

;.gainst Tax Proposition A. for the ~outb.ern Cal.iiornia Ra~id Tran-
I

s1~ Distric~ Special E1~ction conzolid~ted with the General Elec-

tion ~eld in t=le Southern Caliio:-n.ia ?..apid Tr~sit District on

·I·;ovaober 5, 1974.

I further certify that the total Ballots Cast for the

Southern Caliiornia ?~pic ~r~sit ~ist~ict Spz~i~ El~ction is

as follo\';s:

VOTE

.. 1,971,560

.ABSE..\"'T2
VOTl:

56,948.... '-: .. - ... . .

TOTflL
fL.\LLCTI'3 CAS'l'

2,028,508

I iurt."-i.er ce:--:i.=y "tr.at fue to-cal of t:"le vote.s cast ~:l

said Tax Prcposition 1:. i~ as !ollc·.1S:

PRO?OSI~lON ~ liQ

A 828,342 963,323
.Absentee 26.573 24.763

TOTPL 854,915 983,086..
IN ~·;!TNE~S I r..ave hareunt:> se"c 3.f-

L1::C :'!.f~~i_i p _~1': lSI-:
E~61~ t!" ::,~._.?~~o:·c_::~
rt,_-: ,~."".r ~..,'" ~~ - ~-. ~ "')-.:.' ~~.
~ .......... w"J '.'.- _".J~ ~ ~ •• ~.,._.

,... .,
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SPECIAL ELECTION
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT ­
SPECIAL TAXES PROPOSITION: To improve public
transportation through the development of a .
modern rapid transit system and expanded
local transportation net\'lork by providing
capital financing which may consist of either
pay-as-you-go financing or limited tax bonds

'for capital facilities and for the mainten­
ance and operation of the district's public

'mass transit guideway' system and its related
~ixed facilities pursuant to the District
Law, by the acquisition and construction of
any improvements, works, property or facili­
ties including additional buses, stations~

parking areas and other facilities ~ecessary

or convenient therefor together with inciden­
tal costs and to improve service, to reduce
and ensure the" lowest possible fares and to
eliminate transfer and zone charges by and
between all included municipal operators and
~he district, and for any maintenance and
operation purposes of the district, shall
the Southern California Rapid Transit
District levy a special transactions and use
tax within the district at a maxio~ tax
rate of not to ex~eed 1 percent as provided
in the ordinance calling the election?

1

-------J

YES

NO

Punch Positions: 115 - 116

134 - 135
"~~. ..... - .-.__.~~.

- '-"'-==....==~ ::-:....-.--.. ··r·- ...... ~,- .. ,.--r~.----. - --__. . _
. '.- -_._-._-----------
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Charles P. Bart Jr.• Chairman
Libertarian Ahernative of Los Angela

"-
'InLOT ARGUMENT IN 0,.... 1SITION TO PROPOSITION A

Propusition A i~ an attempt by the R.T.D. to ex'tend its mass transit
monoply by socking it to the taxpa}'cr once again.

The R.T.D. wants to add another cent to our alread)· excessive sales
tax, to increase the scope of its inefficient, bureaucratic, monopolistic transit
systcm. At the same time, the R.T.D. is vigorously opposing any attempt to
allow frce competition in transportation services, even though private trans­
portation s}'Stcms would not cost the taxpayer one cent.

At the heart of the R.T.D.'s proposal is a rail line that will cost billions
of dollars, yct will carry only 6 per cent of the people in the district. How
will this achieve "mass transit1" And why should the other 94 per cent be
forced to pay for it?

If we allow the R.T.D. to maintain and extend its monopoly, we will
be helping to create a situation where a transit strike coula cripple the
metropolitan area. San Francisco's recent troubles can happen hue-if we
let it.

It's time to put a ~top to the R.T.D.'s attitude that our tax money is
theirs for the takJn~. This muney rightfully belongs to the people "'ho earn
it, and they should have the right to spend it on whatever form of trans­
portation they require.

Rather than being extended, the R.T.Do's mass transit monopoly should
be repealed; and competitive ta.is, minibuses, jitneys and other vehicles
should be allowed to operate in a free market to provide the transportation
service we so desperately need.

Don't let the R.T.D.' have another "free ride" at your expense. Vote
No on Proposition A.

i
I. ;

-- .-. --_._..---- ---------_._------------------------

PRO BALLOT ARGV' ":NT - PROPOSITION A .

We','e talked about rapid tran~lr for ~o years. Now is the time to act.
Traffic congestion is choking our strects. California automobiles are ming a
billion gallons of gasoline each month. E\'ery day that goes by increases·
the cost of building a realistic transit system. :

We','e spent the last generation in our cars with the windows rolled
up, hoping the problem would go away. It won't.

A YES vote on PROPOSITION A will create a workable transporta-
tion system. It means: ,

- Development of a 145-mile high-speed transit network serving the
entire county-Long Beach, Pasadena, Santa Monica, San Fernando
Vallcy, South Ba}', San Gabriel Valley, Watts and all Los Angeles.

- Transit capacity to handle more than 300/0 of the trips to and from:
work in the county.

- 1,000 additional new buses within three year!.
- Additional routes-shorter waits.
- Continuation of the 2S¢ fare.

PROPOSITION A will opcn the way (or substantial Federal transit
funding. Unless we "ote YJ:S, '''cocral m'lh:hing funds generated by our tax
dollars will go to other cities bccause wc have no rapid transit program.

PROPOSITION A also means thousands of new jobs, which will pour
millions of dollars into our lonll cconomy.

\"(.'ell documented studies show that a wage earner can save $1,100
annually by using public transit instead of driving to work. The family
which does without a second car will save $1,900 a year.

Yet, PROPOSITION A's 1¢ sales tax will cost the family of four with
a S1S,OOO income only a dollar a week.

PROPOSITION A is supported by the League of Women Voters, The
AFL-CIO, the L.A. Chamber of Commerce, the Auto Club and the Southern
California Association of Governments.

We've had enough uaffic congestion, air pollution and high gasoline
prices.

Rapid transit starts with A-vote YES on PROPOSITION A,

-;-
I

"t m

Mayor Tom Bradley
City of los Angeles

Supervisor Kenneth Hahn
Chairman, Los Angeles

County Board of Supervisors

Dr. William S. Banowsky
Republican National Committeemao
President. Peppcrdine University

Mrs. Garth Swectnam
President, Los Angeles County
League of Women Voters

Thomas G. Neusom
President, Southern CalifornJa
Rapid Transit District

,

....... ; . . ----- _. - =~~~-----_._ ..
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... •.
• • - ..:•-". ....',to ~ ~ :

I further certify that the total of the votes cast on said

Tax Propositions R and T is as follows:

I further certfo/ that the total Ballots Cast for the Southern

California Rapid Transit District Special Election is as follows:

I
j'
!.
J

j,
j
i
I,

i,',
I
j •
j
I
j

i-..

PRECINCT
BALLOTS CAST

1" 871. 211

ABSENTEE
BALLOTS CAST

66.031

TOTAL
BALLOTS CAST

, 1.937.242

PROPOSITION YES NO

R 656.515 961" 253
Absentee 23.240 31.729

TOTAL 679,755 992;982

T 524.932 797.351
Absentee 19.956 32.411

TOTAL 544.888 829.762

IN \VITNESS "'HEREOF. I have hereunto set m~" han.d and

C-ll LEONARD PAr;ISH
Registrar-Hecorder

4 _ • ., ._



ELECCION ESPECIAL DEL DISTRITOSPECIAL DISTRICT ELECTION ~----------------------

..... - .
..--.oiD.' ".

..
N

T DISTIITO DE TIA"SlTO MOO DE
SOU1HEII caUrol"'A-TUNSITO UPI·
DO - ,Debert el OISTRITO aproblt una

ardenlllZl autorilando un Impuesto acompanante de "'r Por
ciento sobre ..ntIS con IimltaclOnn de proPOSlto ydesembol1o
distinla de la oln ordenanll balo I. Proposlclon R para

. II provlSlOn de fondas y est.bleclendo las ml$mas POlibcas
en II constructIOn de un sistema de translto ripldo masrvo
por titles como estill hpuestas en la PropOSlclCin R?
(lis menClOnldlS POlitlClS estill adlClonalmente definldlS en
, llljet. • II _denanu.) FIN DE LA BOLETA

SI

SI

NO

NO

R DISTIITO DE TlAIISITO ItAI'1DO DE SOUTHERN CAUFOltllIA-TWlSlTO UI'IOO
- ,Oeberj el OISTRITO aprobar una ordenanla automando un Imouesro
acomp.n.nte sob,e ventas de 1.0, por clenla para la prOVISion de fOndas de
J estableClendo las Slgutentes pohheu en la construcclon de lin sIStema de
tr'nslto ripido maslvo por IIeles l

-que un SlStem. 0')1' lodo el dlStrito :fa eonstruldo. de aprollmadamente 232 mll'as de largo.
sirvtendo lis sllurentn clud.dn substanClatmente en contormldad con el mapa aba,o:

Alh.mbra EI Monte Pasadena
Arcadll Glend.'e Pico RIVera
BaldWin Park Hawthorne Pomona
Bell Industry Redondo BeICII
Bell Glrdens Inllewood Rosemead
Bell/lower llllindale San DImas
Beyerly Halls lakewood San Gabrre!
Burbank Lawndale Santa Fe Spnnrs
Carson Lonl 8each Santa MonlCl
Cerritos Los AnC.ln South EI Monte
Commerce lynwood South Gate
CovIna MonrOVia Torrance
Culver CIty Monterey Park Yernon
Dawney Norwalk West Covin.
Duarte Paramount

-qua el sistema Ust pnmarllmente derechos de via superflclales. ellstentes tales como autoplst.s:
-que el Distnto pueda contr,t.r con el Cand.do de los Anleles para selYlt CQmo dltector
del proyecta para dlseno y construcclOn:

Est. PfOl)O$ICIOn nun. 1C0mpanante a la PropositIOn T y el slStem. puede coIIstrUIfSl!
soIa.....te II ambu prOjlOSlClOnes son aprob.du.

(Us precedentes POlibcas son adi·
ciollalmtnte deflnldas en Y sUll!tas
• II ordtnInla.)

• 213

+ 214

o
o

..
N

1227 YES • 0 + 227

1228 NO • 0 + 228

----_..

•J.~. --

END OF BALLOT

SOUTHU" CAUFORIIIA UI'ID TUJlSIT DISTRICT-UI'ID lUNSIT - ShiH

R the DISTRICT approve an ord·nance autllonZll1g a eompaRlon .., percenl sales
tn lor lundlng 01 and se!tlng the following poltCles In bUlldlnl a rail mass
rapId trans,I system 1

That • dlstnctwlde SYSlem be bu,lt. appro~lmately 232 miles Ionl. selVlernr the lollowlng
cllIes substanllally In conlO"!IIly .,IIl lilt map belo.. ·
A/h,mbfl EI Monte PlSadena
Arcadia Glendale PIC'.) River.
Bald.ln Patk ~awlhotne Pomona
Bell Industry Redondo Beach 3
Bell Gardens Ingltwood Rosemead 21 YES •
Bellflower 1"lIndale San Dimas
Beyerly HIlls Lakewood San Gabrtel
Burbank lawndale Santa Fe Spnngs 214 NO •
Carson long Bucll $inta Monic.
Ctmtos los Angeln Soulh EI Monte
Commerce lynWOOd South Gate
Cowina MonrOVia Torrance
Culver City Monterey Park Vernon
Downey Norwalk West Covin.
Duarte Paramount

Th.t the system use prima"!., !!Ilstln, surface nghtsol·way. such as Ireeways:
Th.t the OIStllcl ma., contract With the County of Los Angel.s to stlYe as prOtect manager

. 'f deslln .nd construcllon:
ThIS proposlhon IS a companion 10 Proposillon r and the system may only be bUill If both

..roposltlons pass.

e_.....

T SOUTHER CAUrnn'A UP1D TUJlSIT
DISTIICT-ItAI'1D TUIISIT - Shall tile
DISTRICT allprove an ordinance authollZlRR

I companion It; percent sales til with different hmltahons
an paf1lOSl! and elpendlture than the olher t31 under ProPOSI·
tion Rfor fundlnl of and setllnl the same pohcies ,n bUildIng
a rail mISS rapid Ir.nsil system a art set forth In PropOSitIOn
If!
(The referenced policies .11 /urtller defined in and sublld
to ttl. _dln.net.)

(The fotepnl pohcies are lurther
defined In and subleet to lhe ordl'
naftCf.)

C-12



'C PRKJoslc
J

R
Proposition R

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF THE BALLOT MEASURE

Many other transit systems use the property tax.:...thls one will not. The
Sunset line will be the most soundly financed system built-fully capable
of supporting construction and operations.

I
f
I

~

!

The Sunset Coast Line will go to so many places that it will change our way
of life in Southern California. It will become a business, social, and
recreational convenience that some cities have known for decades.

The Sunset system will be a bargain even if it is used only to go to and from
work, when its costs are compared to the gasoline, tires, insurance,
upkeep, and depreciation expense that each of our autos accounts for
every workday.

In early construction, the work will move very rapidly. The project will be
built mainly on freeways, flood control embankments, and other existing
rights-of-way-the costs and time delays of massive condemnation will be
avoided.

In 1984 over fifty miles will be operational.

Within twelve to fourteen years, lines will be operating to West Covina,
Encino, Pasadena, Paramount, Long Beach, Santa Monica, and LAX, plus a
connecting western line from Redondo Beach to Van Nuys-and that is

() less than half the system. When completed, the County will be laced with
~ the finest and fastest service in the world.
w

Pay-as-you-go financing means no bonds, no debt, no interest-all funds
go into stations, service, and track.

The funding also will permit the Los Angeles region to participate fully in
current and future Federal matching programs that can provide additional
hundreds of millions of dollars for our own transit system.

The construction will be expensive. but that is simply because we have so
much catching up to do_ It will be far less costly now than If we wait until
tomorrow. And we can enjoy it that much sooner.

Baxter Ward. Chairman, Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
Tom Bradley, Mayor, City of Los Angeles
Byron E. Cook, President. Southern California Rapid Transit District
Marguerite Ernstene. President. _

Los Angeles County League of Women Voters
Dr. Thos. J. Clark, Mayor, City of long Beach

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF OR OPPOSITIO'N TO THE BALLOT
MEASURE ARE THE OPINIONS OF THE AUTHORS.
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REBUTTAL TO THE ARGUMENT IN FAVOR
OF THE BALLOT MEASURE

The Sunset rail system will cost $13.2 billion to build-the costliest rail
system ever proposed. That is only the estimate. In San Francisco, BART
was to cost $792 million to construct. In reality, it cost twice as much-S1.1
billion. The Washington Metro's construction costs also doubled. Such
cost overruns are not a bargain by anyone's standards.

It is implied that the car and bus will be replaced by rail transit. Nothing
could be further from the truth. Only 10% of our population will be able to
use the Sunset Coast Line. If you are one of the few rail commuters, you
wilt still need a car or bus to get to and from the rall stations. Everyone wllt
still pay for gas, tires. upkeep. depreciation, and Insurance. Shifting only
10% of our population to rail transit will not clean our air or relieve
congestion on our streets and freeways.

We no longer have the tax dollars to squander on prolects that benefit so
few people.

Politicians may press for rail transit, but the voters have twice rejected rail
transit proposals in 1968 and 1974. Transportation planners along with
voters recognize the need to serve all of Los Angeles with a flexible. low
cost transit system. - .

Los Angeles does not need a rail ayatem that will burden the County
taxpayers for many decades to come.

Vote NO on Proposition A.

Pete Schabarum
Member, RTD Board of Directors
County Supervisor, First District

Ernani Bernardi
L.A. City Councilman, 7th District

Arthur Snyder
L.A. City Councilman, 14th District

Bill Rudell
Mayor of Burbank

Ray Lepire
Mayor of Pomona

-11-
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Propof.. "R

ARGUMENT AGAINST THE BALLOT MEASURE

For a third time in less than a decade, you are being asked to supply a blank
check to pay for a 230 mile transit system that will be utilized by less than
10 percent of the 7 million people in Los Angeles County. This 1¢ sales tax
increac;e will cost in excess of $13.2 billion over the 30·year construction
period.

This proposition is nothing less than an III-conceived adventure that will
place a tax burden on generations yet to come. Beyond the sales tax
increase, additional revenue will be required by the cities along the
proposed routes.

The consensus of transportation experts and planners is that the sprawling
urbanity of Los Angeles County does not provide the necessary
population-density centers to support an extensive fixed rail system. All
our money and effort should not be thrown into a fixed rail project that has
so little flexibility.

Experts have declared that the proposed system will not improve our air
quality or conserve energy. This system will not get you to work any faster
or change the driVing habits of Los Angeles residents. The system will take
at least 30 years to complete and during that period, freeway speeds in
construction areas will slow to 30 m.p.h.

er By voting NO on Proposition A, you will put a halt to the largest and most
.... costly public works project ever considered in the United States. Never
~ before has the public been asked to pay so much for 50 little.

Vote NO on Proposition A.

Peter F. Schabarum,
Member, ATD Board of Directors
Supervisor, 1st District

William B. Rudell,
Mayor of Burbank

Ray J. Lepire,
Mayor of Pomona

Ernani Bernardi,
Councilman. City of Los Angeles
7th District

Arthur K. Snyder,
Councilman. City of Los Angeles
14th District

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF OR OPPOSITION TO THE BALLOT
MEASURE ARE THE OPINIONS OF THE AUTHORS.
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r;---- PropostUon R

REBUTTAL TO THE ARGUMENT AGAINST THE BALLOT MEASURE

We are being forced to recognize that if we really want transit here. then we
must be prepared to build it ourselves. Nobody else has come forward to
finance transit in the last twenty years - and no one is going to come
forward in the twenty years ahead.

Our decision will lead to either a sizable solution of our transportation
problem, or (if we vote no) it will lead us to more of what we already have ­
more autos, more buses, more smog, and more time required to move
anywhere in the County.

Although our population sometimes is described as sprawling, many of our
outlying communities are larger than major cities in the Midwest and the
East that already have full transit systems of their own.

Placement of the lines on or above freeways does constitute a fixed rail
system. That inflexibility is to our advantage - because the freeways will
be here for at least the next 100 years, and will serve as the primary
transportation corridors for that time.

During construction on freeways it is likely that each lane would be
narrowed slightly, but no lanes would be taken away or seriously impaired.

Train speed will average at least 55 miles per hour. The convenience of that
speed, coupled with the safety and the extensiveness of the system, will
change the driVing habits of residents all over the County - not for JUlt
commuting, but for social and recreational trips as well.

We believe the usage of the Ilnos will exceed any expectations - with
obvious reductions In smog.

There will be no debt in the transit system - because pay-as-you-go means
exactly that.

BAXTEAWARD
Director, Southern California Rapid Transit

. District Board of Directors
Chairman, Los Angeles County Board of

Supervisors

-13-
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Propositi r

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF THE BAllOT MEASURE

Proposition T

REBUTTAL TO THE ARGUMENT IN FAVOR
OF THE BALLOT MEASURE

The Sunset Coast line will go to so many places that it will change our way
of life in Southern California. It will become a business, social, and
recreational convenience that some cities have known for decades.

The Sunset system will be a bargain even if it is used only to go to and from
work, when its costs are compared to the gasoline, tires, Insurance,
upkeep, and depreciation expense that each of our autos accounts for
every workday.

In early construction, the work will move very rapidly. The project will be
built mainly on freeways, flood control embankments, and other existing
rights-of·way-the costs and time delays of massive condemnation will be
avoided.

In 1984 over fifty miles will be operational.

Within twelve to fourteen years, lines will be operating to West Covina,
Encino, Pasadena, Paramount, Long Beach, Santa Monica, and LAX. plus a
connecting western line from Redondo Beach to Van Nuys-and that is
less than half the system. When completed, the County will be laced with
the finest and fastest service in the world.

Many other transit systems use the property tax-this one will not. The7 Sunset line will be the most soundly financed system built-fully capable
t-' of supporting construction and operations.
U1

Pay-as-you·go financing means no bonds, no debt, no interest-all funds
go into stations, service, and track.

The funding also will permit the Los Angeles region to participate fully in
current and future Federal matching programs that can provide additional
hundreds of millions of dollars for our own transit system.

The construction will be expensive, but that is simply because we have so
much catching up to do. It will be far less costly now than If we wait until
tomorrow. And we can enjoy it that much sooner.

Baxter Ward, Chairman, Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors
Tom Bradley, Mayor, City of Los Angeles
Byron E. Cook, President, Southern California Rapid Transit District
Marguerite Ernstene, President,
+ Los Angeles County League of Women Voters
Dr. Thos. J. Clark, Mayor, City of Long Beach

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF OR OPPOSITION TO THE BALLOT
MEASURE ARE THE OPINIONS OF THE AUTHORS.

-14-

.....__• _._" -' - ..-......-.-..-....- "..~"" ~9"' " - -- ",.. _ - ~---_ --.-..,-_. ~------ _ _-

The Sunset rail system will cost $13.2 billion to build-the costliest rail
system ever proposed. That is only the estimate. In San Francisco, BART
was to cost $792 million to construct. In reality, it cost twice as much-$1.6
billion. The Washington Metro's construction costs also doubled. Such
cost overruns are not a bargain by anyone's standards.

It is implied that the car and bus will be rerlaCed by rail transit. Nothing
could be further from the truth. Only 10% 0 our population will be able to
use the Sunset Coast Line. If you are one of the few rail commuters, you
will still need a car or bus to get to and from the rail stations. Everyone will
still pay for gas, tires, upkeep, depreCiation, and insurance. Shifting only
10% of our population to rail transit will not clean our air or relieve
congestion on our streets and freeways.

We no longer have tax dollars to squander on projects that benefit so few
people.

Politicians may press for rail transit, but the voters have twice rejected rail
transit proposals in 1968 and 1974. Transportation planners along with
voters recognize the need to serve all of Los Angeles with 'a flexible, low
cost transit system. -

los Angeles does not need a rail ayatem that will burden the County
taxpayers for many decades to come.

Vote NO on Proposition T.

Pete Schabarum
Member, RTD Board of Directors
County Supervisor, First District

Ernani Bernardi
L.A. City Councilman, 7th District

Arthur Snyder
L.A. City Councilman, 14th District

Bill Rudell
Mayor of Burbank

Ray lepire
Mayor of Pomoma
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ARGUMENT AGAINST THE BALLOT MEASURE

The proponents of PropoSition T are asking you to levy a $300 million a year
talC 3--: ]Inst yourself. You WIll be paYing well into the 21st C~lltury for a fixed
rail transit system the experls say will serve only a small segment of the
population.

They are asking that you be assessed, Ollce again. in a time of runaway
inf:alion and ever'lncreasmg taxes and cost. for "just one more cent per
dollar" on every talCable item you buy for th~ next 30 yp.a~c;: billions of your
hard earned dollars to finance a system that would not have the flexibility
to meet the needs 01 a dynamic, ever·changing community.

Proposition T, and its equally inept companion. Proposition R, are
earmarked irrevocably for the construction of. a $13.2 billton fixed·rail
system that respected transportation planners view as a proJcct to be used
by fewer than 10 per cent 01 the population of los Angeles County.

Th~ proposed system does not provide the alternative transportation
mode'S rec;uired of a vast urban community such as Los Angeles County.
Our population sprawl lacks density centers essential to support any part
of the rail network.

Our tax dollars and our efforts should not be devoted to a fixed ra!! project
that has so little flexibility, serves so lew people and will never be self·
supporting. Propositions T and A do not solve any transit problems. They
create the worst 01 all problems-indebtedness.

Vote NO on Proposition T.

Peter F. Schabarum,
Member, RTD Board of Directors
Supervisor. 1st District

William B. Rudell,
MaVor of Burbank

Ray J. Lepire.
Mavor of Pomona

Ernanl Bernardi,
Councilman, City of Los Angeles
7th Distr;ct

Arthur K. Snyder,
Councilman, City of Los Angeles
14th District

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT OF OR OPPOSITION TO THE BALLOT
MEASuRE APE THE OPINIONS OF THE AUTHORS.
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REBUTTAL TO THE ARGUMENr AGAINST THE BALLOT MEASURE

W~ ale tp.in(j for~pd to reco'1nize t"at if we really want transit her~. thon we
mU5t h~ rr,!p"lf·'j to build It ourselves. Nobody elso has come forward to
flnancl1 tr;lnSII 1:1 U'e last twenty years-and no one is going to come
lorward In the t .... r!nty years ahead.

Our deCision will lead to either a sizable solution 01 our transportation
prohlrrn. or (if '/:e \lote no) it will lead us to more of what we already
h;we-rnore autos. more buses. more smog, and more time required to
movo anywhere In thc County.

Although our population som£'tim{'s is described as sprawling, many of our
outlying communItieS are larger than major cities in the Midwest and the
East that already have lull transit s/stems 01 their own.

Placement of the lines on or above freeways does constitute a lixed rail
system. That inflexibility is to our advantage-because the freeways will
be here for <It leJst the next 100 years, and will serve as the primary
transportation corridors for that tirne.

During construction on Ireeways it is likely that each lane would be
narrowed slightly, but no lanes WOllld be taken away or seriously impaired.

Train speed will a"lCrage at least 55 miles per hour. The convenience 01 that
speed. coupled With the safety and the extensiveness or the system, will
ct'anf;e th~ driVing habits of residents allover the County-not lor just
commuting, but for social and recreational triPS as well.

We believe the usage 01 the lines will exceed any expectations-with
obvious reductions in smog.

There will be no debt in the transit system-because pay-as-you·go means
exactly that.

BAXT~RWARD
Director. Southern California Rapid Transit

District Board of Directors
Chairman, Los Angeles County Board of

Supe~isors
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APPENDIX D

Projection of Funds Available to Cities
for Local Transportation Purposes From
1/4~ Sales Tax (Total, 1979-1990)

Funds Available For

1976 Population
Local Transportation
PUrposes

County (Unlncorpo rated) 954,462 205.7

Alhambra 58,303 12.6

Arcadia 45,554 9.8

Artesia 15,571 3.4

Avalon 1,606 .4

Azusa 25,064 5.4

Baldwin Park 47,207 10.2

Bell 21,755 4.7

\ Bellflower 49,766 10.7
.J....

Bell Gardens 28,376 6.1

Beverly Hills 31,686 6.8

Bradbury 858 .2

Burbank 83,552 18.0

Carson 79,663 17.2

Cerritos 41,950 9.0

Claremont 25,264 5.5

Commerce 10,227 2.2

Compton 74,116 16.0

Covina 32,921 7.1

CUdahy 16,821 3.6

D-l



-2-

1976 Population

Culver City 37,719

Downey 88,563

Duarte 14,909

El Monte 67,486

El Segundo 14,652

Gardena 42,954

Glendale 131,455

Glendora 34,006

Hawaiian Gardens 9,823

Hawthorne 55,812

Hermosa Beach 18,511

Hidden Hills 1,674

Huntington Park 32,657

Industry 705

Inglewood 83,266

Irwindale 768

La Canada - Flintridge 26,181

Lakewood 79,270

La Mirada 40,309

Lancaster* 43,000

La Puente 30;324

La Verne 11,862

Lawndale 23,384

Lomita 19,370

Long Beach 341,171

D-2

Funds Available For
Local Transportation
Purposes

8.1

19.1

3.2

14.5

3.2

9.3

28.3

7.3

2.1

12.0

4.0

.4

7.0

.2

17.9

.2

5.6

17.1

8.7

9.3

6.5

3.9

5.0

4.2

73.5
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1976 Population

Funds Available For
Local Transportation
Purposes

~ ".

Los Angeles 2,759,564 594.8
Lynwood 37,325 8.1

Manhattan Beach 32,665 7.0
Maywood 16,651 3.6
Monrovia 29,260 6.3
Montebello 47,647 10.3

Monterey Park 49,584 10.7

Norwalk 86,811 18.7

Palmdale 10,382 2.2

Palos Verdes Estates 14,732 3.2

Paramount 30,599 6.6

Pasadena 107,917 23.3

Pico Rivera 51,400 11.1

Pomona 84,616 18.2

Rancho Palos Verdes 41,353 8.9

Redondo Beach 63,261 13.6

Rolling Hills 2,153 .5
Rolling Hills Estate 8,693 1.9

Rosemead 39,854 8.6

San Dimas 18,164 3.9
San Fernando 15,169 3.3
San Gabriel 28,017 6.0

San Marino 13,330 2.9

Santa Fe Springs 15,812 3.4

Santa Monica 89,072 19.2



--+-

Funds Available For
Local Transportation

1976 Population Purposes

..

Sierra Madre 12,264 2.6

Signal Hill 4,970 1.1

South E1 Monte 15,617 3.4

Southgate 52,542 11.3

South Pasadena 22,842 4.9

Temple City 28,670 6.2

Torrance 134,000 28.9

Vernon 240 .1

Walnut 9,004 1.9

West Covina 72,647 15.7

Whittier 71,237 15.4

Total 7,018,603 1,513.0

Amounts are based on 1976 population, estimates published by

the Los Angeles County Regional Planning Commission (Bulletin

No. 133, published July 1977), and assume a 6.58~ annual revenue

escalation rate.
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