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PART ONE:

INTRODUCTION AND  SUMMARY






CHAPTER 1. .
INTRODUCTION

This report to the State Legislature is a summary of
activities of the Los Angeles County Transportation Com=-
mission during its first 18 months. During this period
the Commission has organized itself into several policy
committees, hired a staff and begun to exercise authorities
given it by the Legislature under the provisions of AB 124s6.

Both the enactment of AB 402 by the 1977 Legislature
and the recent passage of Proposition 13 by California
voters may have significant effects on Commission direction
and focus. On the one hand, AB 402 reinforces the role of
local officials in setting transportation priorities. Propo-
sition 13, on the other hand, is causing a shift in authority
from local to state levels in many government functions.

How these potentially divergent forces emerge in the months
ahead will be of real importance to the Commission as it
seeks to fulfill legislative mandates to coordinate trans-
portation planning and development and set transportation
priorities in Los Angeles County.

The transportation system in Los Angeles County, along
with its problems, has evolved over a period spanning decades.
The extreme complexity of transportation issues here combine
with future uncertainties (e.g. the impacts of Proposition 13)

to make it unlikely that these problems will be resolved



in a matter of months. Therefore,

5

pea-

this "final report"

really not final. The Legislatuxe, having crczcated the

Los Angeles County Transportation
has an interest in being informed
Commission on a continuing basis.

our activities on an annual basis,

Commission under AB 124
of activities of the

We plan to repori on

-~

o,

so that the Legislature

can keep apprised of our activities and needs.



CHAPTER 11,

SUMMARY

Transportation is at the heart of life in Los Angeles
County. Our 7 million residents value their freedom of
mobility, for it enhances--some would argue that it is--
our lifestyle.

Yet, over 2 million citizens do not or cannot drive.
Congestion on our freeways is worsening as travel times
lengthen with longer rush-hour periocds. Decisions about
long-awaited freeway improvements are delayed and delayed=--
while construction costs rise, inconvenience to potential
users increases and bureaucrats argue. Los Angeles County
taxpayers have contributed an average of nearly §50 million
per year more in highway user taxes to other counties in
California for the past 10 years than they receive back.

Public transportation ridership increased by 80% in the
past 5 years. Now, however, budget problems are forcing
higher fares and reductions in service.

Rapid transit options have been proposed but implementa-
tion is unlikely unless the voters approve significant
increases in the level of local public funding available for
transit. Given the mood of the electorate, the fate of such
plans is most uncertain, at least in the near term.

That is a short profile of the transportation situation

in Los Angeles County. The California Legislature created
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the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission in late

1976 to address the transportation nroblams of the nation's

most pcpulous county, and to identify priorities for address-

ing them.

Since the Commission first met in early January

1977, some progress has been made, but much remains ko be

dona.

Among the major activiiies and issuss of the

which are
are2 these:

:

Commission,

all developed in greater detaill in this rsport,

Transpeortation Improvement Program (TIP)

The Commissicn has set priorities for public

transportation and hicghway investments for the

Counzy, which include:

3

. nearly 1200 new transit buses and several new

us garages,

, allocation of $134 million in 8tate and Fedsara

transit operating funds in FY 78/79,

=

. closing of frzeeway daps, and

. lidentification of additional locally identiz

jed

highway investments to be pursued by Caltrans.

i

In the area c¢f

tn

goal is to maximize fundin

0

of projects in Los
Angeles County, especially in public transporta

In the past 12 years, Los Angeles, the nation’s

ederal funding, the Commission's

tion.



second largest urbanized area, has regeived only
about $199 million in transit capital grants from
the Federal Urban Mass Transportation Administra-
tion (UMTA). With the recent adoption by the Com-
mission of the 1978/79 TIP, we shall be pressing
in the next 6 months for a commitment in principle
from UMTA for Federal capital grants totaling
nearly $200 million.

Attachﬁent II-1 is a letter from Commission Chair-
man Kenneth Hahn to Secretary of Transportation Brock
Adams which addresses the need for federai funding of
transit projects in the TIP, the Century Freeway, and
the redesignation of the Harbor Freeway as an inter-
state route. Attachment II-2 details both the high-
way and transit portions of the TIP for Los Angeles

County as submitted to SCAG.

Transit Operating Fund aAllocation

As part of the TIP, the Commission allocatas
State TDA and Federal Section 5 funds for transit
operations. The Commission has succeeded in esta-
blishing an in-depth review procéss for allocating
thesé.funds, which will total nearly $150 million
in the next 12 months. Limited tax dollars are now

going to where they will do the most good; no longer

are operating funds being carried from one year to



the next by cne *transit operator while another
operatcr must unnecessarily cut service to the
public.

Existing TDA law limits state transit subsidies
only to those operators who existad in 1371. The
Commission has proposed modest changes to allow
support for a limited number of additional operators
and to facilitate better allocation ©f state and

federal subsidies for transit.

Coordination of Transit Service

The Commission has taken 3 major steps in

dispute between the Southern California Rapid
Transit District (SCRTD) and Santa Monica
Municipal Bus Lines. After receiving written
and cral testimcny from all parties to the
dispute, the Commission directed SCRTID to
ravoke operating changes which it had uni-
laterally uncdertaken on Wilshire Boulevard

in West Los Angeles.

b) The Commission subsegquently adopted as

part of its administrative code a "due process’

procedure by which all future proposed service



changes which could adversely impact more than
one operator would be &iscussed.and resolved

openly and in an orderly, cooperative fashion.

c) The Commission retained an independent
consultant to analyse service coordination
between and among transit operators in Los
Angeles County. The Arbitration Committee

is acting in cooperation with the affected opera-
tors to revise, refine, and reach agreement on
recommendations submitted by the consultant.
Implementation of these recommendations could
save up to $2 million initially, and perhaps

even more in the long run.

For the first time, someone in Los Angeles
County=--namely the Commission--is effectively focusing
on coordination between transit operators and provid-
ing a public forum for discussion and resolutiocn of
service coordination and improvement issues. In
the past, each transit operator stﬁdied internal
matters. Now, the Commission is serving the coordi-
nating role envisiocned for it by the Legislature.

An Arbitration Committee of the Commission has bheen
set up to focus on these matters. A formal process
for resolving disputes among operators is in offi-

cial use. Thus, the Commission has been respcnsive



to AB 1246 directives in assuming a role in the

coordination of transit operators.

State Highway Expenditures Shortfall

According to existing law, expenditures for
highway purposes in the State of California are to

be made according to a specified formula calling

H

or a minimum of expenditure of funds in each of

0

altrans eleven highway districts during specified
four-year periods.

Projections by Caltrans show that by the end of
the present four-year period on June 30, 1979,

da

Crange and Ventura Counties) will £all s
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haps even more.

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commis~
sion has'repeatedly expressed concern about this
shortfall to Caltrans, to the California Transpcrta-

tion Commission, %o the Legislature, and to the

Governor. During our negotiations with Caltrans,

our goal has been to insure the guickest possible
resolution of the shortfzil situaticn, and to insure

1

that changes in the projec

ct

develcpment process take

place now_tc prevaent Ifuture reoccurrence of the

t)]

shortfall.

state highway expenditures in District 7 (Los Angeles,



In light of this projected shortfall, and
because Los Angeles County is not scheduled
to receive any discretionary highway funding
during the present four-year period, the Commis-
sion approved an additional list of projects to
supplement the highways portion of its Trans~
portation Improvement Program. However,
the Governor has, as part of his approval of the
State budget, vetoed $175.2 million in additional
highway funds. $156 million of this amount was
earmarked for Southern California; $66 million
was specifically set aside for District 7 to make
up the current shortfall.

By stating that the budget will be "more
than adeguate"” to meet highway needs, the Governor
failed to acknowledge the fact that it is actually
$66 million less than the District 7 minimum.

The Legislature recognized that fact when it
placed the additional money in the budget, and
the Legislature now appears to be our only hope of

receiving these funds.



Highway Project Cevelopment

The Commission is pressing for positive action

on two highway projects in paxticular:

a) 91/11 Connection (Artesia and Harbor E‘reeways"
By working with Caltrans and the Federal

Highway Administration (FHWA), the Commission .

has succeeded in shortening the completion

date for this modest ($35 million) project by

up to 2 years. A phased construction program

is planned to begin by FY 80/81.

b) I-105 (Century Freeway)

The Commission has urged State and Federal
decisions on this long-delayed project. We

ware distrassed that the State Alr Resourcss

tive guestions about I-105 in January 1978,

some 4 months after Caltrans had forwarded

its final Environmental Impact Statement t¢

the federal government. Chairman Kenneth Hahn
of the Commission wrote to both Secrstary of
Transportation Breck Acams and Governor Brown,
pointing out that ARB's concerns had been
addressed by Caltrans and that further delay was

unwarranted. 8till, nc Federal approval of

the Impact Statement has occurred toc date.

Board (ARB) raised tardy and seemingly repeti- l



6.

The Century dispute points up two facts:

. no one at the State level consciocusly scught
to bring the Commission, which includes
major elected officials of local govern-
ment, into discussions about the major
transportation projects yet to be con-

structed in California, and

. further delay only intensified the short-
fall of highway construction funds for
Los-Angeies, Orange and Ventura Ccunties,
which make up Caltrans District 7. It is
imperative that agreement on steps to
rectify this condition be reached soon, and
that a monitoring system to alert all
involved parties about possible future

shortfall conditions be instituted.

Piscal Accountability

The Commission has, from its beginning,
worked toward greater fiscal accountability in the
expenditure of transportation tax dollars.

In the area of highways, the Commission has
identified the 566 mi;licn highway expenditure
shortfall, reviewed and set priorities for projects
through the TIP process, and pressed for an open

approach to highway planning which involves local

officials.
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in the transit area, the Commission has care-
fully resviewed operators' budgets and short range
plans befora allccating subsidies, conducted an
initial performance audit of majocr transit opevators
in the County, sought to maximize federal funding
assistance, and moved toward greater coordination

of service between cperators.

Each of these principle issues is important. Taken
tcgether, they represent an important beginning in Commissicn

work.

In looking ahead, we believe that the following are

O
(k!

Tels

ot

'y

a cencern to not only local officials, but als

ey

the Legislature:

L tata/Local xoles in setting transportation osricgri

25

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commissicon,

Caltrans, and %he new California Transportation Com-

mission, creataed under AR 402, all have legitimate

roles to play in setting transportation priorities.
AB 402 incorporates a prﬂnc1p*e which our Commissiocn

worked hard to insure: that local priorities would

be honored in the Transportation Improvement Prcgram

process, except under extraor dinary circumstances.

Yow we deal with %£his mattsr o

priorities, wnich

1Y

unéderstandably involves several lavels of ¢o

=

vernman



ahd often involves competing objectives and needs,
will prove to be a real test for all levels of
government. |

In our dealings with the new California Trans-
portation Commission, we have urged that Caltrans be
required to identify projects for which preliminary
engineering ﬁnd environmental work are scheduled.
Currently, Caltrans does not divulge what projects
and level of work effort its staff is concentrating
on. In light of the AB 1246 charge to the Los Angeles
County Transportation Commission to specify projects
for pricority work in cur County, we believe that it
is imperative for the California Transportation
Commission to require Caltrans to make known to all
interestaed parties--the Legislature, local officials
and citizens--just wﬁat projects staff of Caltrans
is develcping.

Lacking such a direction, we support legislation
to.achieve the same end, so as to insure public
knowledge of Caltrans' activities. This position is
not made in any punitive sense; rather, we simply
want énd need to know what projects will be in what
étaqe of project devélépment and when, in our County.
Not to open up transportation decision-making this
much makes the charges to local government as embodied
in AB 1246 and AB 402 little more than window-

dressing.

& 4



Public transportation development

The Commission has supported engineering studies
associated with the Regional Transit Development
Program (RTDP). We are now examining the Sunset,
Ltd. proposal submitted for Commissicn consideration
by Supervisor Baxter Ward. The RTDP emphasizes a
mix of rail and about 63 miles of new separats bus
and carpool lanes.

Superviscr Ward proposes that we procsed with
constructicn of a 57-mile rail system, plus wvastly
improved bus service and selected bus and carpocol
lanes. Both the RTDP and Sunset, Ltd. inciude a

17-mile rail line Zrom downtown Los Ance

-+

2s to zthe
San Parrande Vallev via Wilshire Boulevard.
It is unlikely that any major transit improve-

ments can occur without more locally generated

tr

public funds, and this will require a public vota.

"3

The Commission will have to decide about a possible
pallot measures, whether for November 1978, 1980, or
beyond. This decision will cbviously have to be
made in light cf the passage of Proposition 13

which may require that any ballot measure, whether a
1/2¢ increase in %the sales tax or a 1l¢ increase in
the gasoline tax, must now receive approval of 2/3

of the voters in the Ccunty.



The Commission will continue to work towards
greater public creditability in the areas of
fiscal management and coordination of transporta- 4
tion service and planning. Public confidence
that currently available transportation tax dellars
are being spent wisely is crucial in considering

additional tax dollars in the future.

As part of ballot considerations, the Commis-
sion ‘has sought greater flexibility in the use of

revenues which might be secured from its 1l/2¢

sales authority. The Commission has asked the

Legislature to permit us the opportunity to use up

to half of these sgales tax receipts for road pur-
pecses. The Assembly has passed this enabling
legislaticn (AB 3328), authored by Assamblyman

Berman, and the Senate will take it up in August.

15



Whatever the long-range plan, existing bus
transit in Los Angeles Coun:ty will require con-~
tinued support. The total operating budget for
all public bus operaters in the County for

FY 78/79 is as follows:

$ In Millions

Sources

Fares S102.1
TDA 76.6
Federal Section 5 57 B
Municipal and Others (1 2.8
TOTAL $239.0

Los Angeles transit operators carry over one
million riders per working day, and over 300 million
per vear. This contrasts with annual ridership in

these other Califcrnia urban areas:

Bay Area 285 million
San Diego 386 million
Sacramento 12:5 million

(1

-

'"Subject to revision down as result of Proposition 13



Any appreciable drop in existing funding sup-~
port for transit operations in Los Angeles County
will force higher fares and poorer service at a
time when air gquality, energy conservation an&
mobility concerns are of increasing importance.
Federal Clean Air Act requirements are especially
pressing, for failure to meet standards may result
in the cut off of Federal funds for highways,
housing and other important public programs.

We intend to press hard for maximum Federal
funding, in the range of $2ﬁ0 million, for projects
developed through the TIP process. For the Federal
government not to respond to our legitimate transit
needs is to make our planning and project develop-
ment efforts meaningless. This is especially so
when transit grant approvals for the Los_Angeles
urbanized area are compared to grant approvals
through the end of FY 77/78 f‘or other areas through-

out the country:

TOTAL PER CAPITA
Los Angeles $ 199 million $ 24
San Francisco . 561 million 188
New York 1,907 million 118
Boston 789 million 298
Atlanta 852 million +27
Chicago 721 million 107
Baltimore 393 million 249
Washington 888 million 358
Philadelphia 451 million Lle

17
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On the regional level, we are working to
assure that Los Angeles County receives a maximum
share of the federal coperating assistance funds
which continue to come into our urbanized area.
Varicus alternatives for allocating funds within
the urbanized area are being examined. This
activity takes on special importance as the
prospect of Congressional approval for a second
tier of federal transit operating assistance
brightens. Up to $25 million in added federal
subsidies are possible for the urbanized ares,
which includes most of Qrange County and a pcertion
of San Bernardino County, ia addition to Les

Angeles County. We intend tc seek maximum

funding for transit operations

County, wnere all indicators point to the
greatest transit need and the most efficient

transit operations.

Possible changes in AB 1246

As part of its endorsement of changes in TDA
law which would expand the number of eligible
recipients of these funds, the Commission alsc
endorsec the elimination 9f the 15% guarantee to

municipal operators. The Ccmmission took this



éosition contingent upon adoption, by a vote of
at least 8 members of the Commission, of a
formula which would allocate both TDA and Federal
Section 5 funds. This change is needed if the

Commission is truly going to be able to objec-

‘tively allocate transit operating funds. We

are currently working on such an allocation formula.
The Commission, through its Arbitration Com=
mittee, is working with transit operators to refine
and then implement recommendations for improved
transit coordination. It is possible that certain
of these measures, while providing a positive net
overall benefit, may be perceived by individual
operators as being contrary to their interests.
Due to a provision in its enabling legislation
(Section 130263 of AB 1246), it is unclear what
options the Commission has if cooperative discus-
sions with an affected operator do not resolve any
differences of opinion as to the appropriateness
of proposed service changes., While the Commission
plans tc work closely with all cperators in exam=-
ining improved transit ccordination, the success

of specific Commission efforts may be in doubt due

"to this provision of the law.
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The Commission will continue to examine thesge

and other issues relating to AB 1246 in the months
ahead. '

Air Qualitv and energy issues

1977 amendments to -the Federal Clean Air Act
require local governments to consider various ways of
improvinag air quality: transportation is an important
aspect of any set of strategies in Los Angeles County.

The Commission is concerned that a recently signed
memorandum of understanding beiween Caltrans and
State Alr Resources Board does not adequately reflect
the Clean Air Act's emphasis on local planning and
programming responsibility. The Commission is working
with SCAG, local governments, and the other county
transportation commissions in develcping a ccmmon
position on the role of local agencies in this activity.

A coordinated effort by all levels of government

by 1987. The Commission intends to assume an active
role in selecting reasonable and appropriate projects
for implementation.

The alternative to developing and implementing
projects responsive to Federal guidelines fcor satis-

fving clean air reguirements is the loss of sizeable

will be required if clean air standards are to be met '



Federal funds. How we shall be able to pay for
these improvements will be a key issue; the question
of our ability to pay is discussed later in the
Summary in the context of Proposition 13.

Recently the Carter Administration announced a
standby gasoline rationing plan for national emer-
gencies. Under the plan, an equal amcunt--2 gallons
per day--would be allocated to the owner of each
registered automobile in a national oil emergency,
regardless of the driver's needs. 1In the longer run,
many experts predict that depletion of 0il reserves
will force such rationing measures on a permanent
basis. |

One-to-a-car trip-making is not an energy
efficient transportation system. From a transporta-
tion point of view, gasoline and oil can be conserved
only if large numbers of trips are made on public
transportation, or if large numbers of people
“"double~up” in carpools to increase average vehicle
occupancy.

At its June 28, 1978 meeting, the Commission
directed staff to examine the Administration's
standby gas rationing plan and to assess its impacts

on Los Angeles County. Staff is now beginning

such an analysis.

|



Proposition 13 Implications

Probably the most important--and uncertain--
issue facing the Commission is the impact on trans-
portation of Proposition 13. The following sum-
mary assessment appears possible now:

a) transit operations: little immediate

impact, for only about $7 million in County

property tax funds werc devoted to transit.

SCRTD has already made adjustments to 1its

FY 78/79 operating budget, and the municipal

operators are also making changes.

b) transit development: The voter attitude

as expressed by the Proposition 13 vote
suggests cauti&n in any transit kallot
measure. The Commission is sericusly examin-
ing the wisdom of pursuing a 1/2¢ sales tax

ballot measure in Novenrber.



c) highways: potentially significant impact
on leocal road maintenance and construction.
State and Federal gas tax and motor vehicle
revenues returned to lcocal government totaled
less than 55% of total local street and road
budgets; the balance came primarily from

local property taxes.

d) maximum use of existing facilities: for

both transit and highways, it will be more
important than ever to examine ways of getting
the most from ocur existing transportation
system. The Commission is working with local
governments and with Caltrans toc catalog
opportunities, and will prepare a specific
pregram of low-cost transportation improve-

ments by the end of the year.

e) possible legislative changes in trans-

portaticn financing: The Commission will want.

to carefully weigh any proposed changes in

current ways of financing transit and highways

in California. The impacts of possible changes
on local budgets and levels of service to the

public will require thoughtful analysis.
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CONCLUSION

The Los Angéles County Transportation Commission was created
by the Legislature in September 1976. Since its initial meeting
in January 1977, the Commissicn as a whole has met twice each
month for 2 to 2% hours per meeting. In addition, more than 100
committee meetings of Commission members have been held.

The members of the Commission--the 5 Supervisors of Los Angeles
County, the Mayor of the City of Los Angeles, the President of the
Los Angeles City Council, the Mayor of Gardena, City Councilmen from
Long Beach and Norwalk, a private citizen appointee, their alter-
nates on the Commission, and the Caltrans District 7 Director (in
an ex-officio capacity)--have devoted thousands of hours of effort
toward a common goal: better transportation for the 7 million
citizens of Los Angeles County.

Yet, there is a sense of frustration among Commission members
as we saek to determine our role in defining transportation needs
for Los Angeles County. We are unsure of whether Caltrans, Federal

agsncies, the Legislature, the Congress and cabinet office

M

s are
really concerned about actions and positions cf the Commission.
Commission members have sexpressed concern in open meetings whether
the Commission is really neeced or whether its actions, expressed

through motions, resolutions and the like, are merely window~dressing.

The Commission does not want to be just window-dressing.
During the past 18 months, the Commission has expended over $700,000
and its members and alternates have committed extensive time to
Commission business. If the Commission is not successful in detex-
mining local needs and priorities, which are then respected by
other agencies and bodies at the State and Federal levels, then
the Legislature should carefully re-examine the responsibilities
it has given this Commission under both AB 1246 and AB 402,




PART  THO:

MAJOR ACTIVITIES/DECISIONS/ISSUES OF
THE LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
IN ITS FIRST 18 MONTHS






CHAPTER 111,
HIGHWAYS

In the following chapters, important activities of the
Commission since it first met in January 1977 are summarized.
Where pertinent, copies of significant letters, news articles
or other communications are included as attachments.

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission has a
legitimate concern about the level and timing of state funding
for highways. For years, no state discretionary funding has
been directed to this area, despite the fact that over one-
third of all gas tax revenues collected in California are
generated in Los Angeles County. In the following pages are

summaries of these issues:

1. Funding Issues
a. California Transportation Commission/AB 402
" b. $66 million shortfall

¢. Federal~Aid Urban (FAU) Program

2. Programming Issues

a. Use of Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
for resource allocation decisions

b. FY 78/79 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
¢. Freeway priorities

d. Harbor Freeway redesignation
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CHAPTER III, 1. A,

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION/AB 402

The State Legislature last year rearranged the relation-
ship between state and local agencies in the area of highway
developrent by establishing a more organized and accountable
highway budgeting process and a more systematic mechanism for
the development of financially realistic transportation
improvement programs. Through enabling legislation--the
Alquist Ingalls Act (AB 402)-~the Legislature also created a
California Transportation Commission. The Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission strongly supported creation of the

new California Transportation Commission and the changes in

the highway planning and programming process mandated by AB 402.

Prior to AB 402, nighway develovoment in California was

characterized as a "too~-down" approach based on Caltrans'

fu

SixX-Year Planning Program proposed at the state level. AB 402
provides for a "bottoms-up" approach whereby the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Program to be adopted by the
California Transportation Commissicon will be based principally
on locally adopted TIP's.

Thus, AB 402 presents an opportunity for local agencies
such as the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission to
have significant input to highway investment decisions through
our own countywide Transportation Improvement Program.

In line with this new opportunity, we have worked closely

with the State Commission and local and regional agencies on



the method by which state and federal highway funds available
for allocation in California will be estimated. In addition,
we intend to work closely with the State Commission in the
adoption of guidelines for developing Transportation Improve-
ment Programs.

In our view, key issues to be decided by the new-

California Transportation Commission include: - - -

- selection of a means of identifying highway funds to

be allocated (fund estimate methodology):;

- identification of preliminary engineering and environ-
mental analysis work by Caltrans as an integral part

of this process; and

- selective identification of supplemental projects which
could proceed if higher priority projects "fall out" of

the pregram for any number of reasons.

Attachment III-1 and III-2 are recent letters to the
California Transportation Commission outlining our concerns
in these areas., We intend to press for favorable action on

fund estimate methodology and related issues by the California

Transportation Commission.

27
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CHAPTER ITI. 1. B,

$66 MILLION SHORTFALL

Pursuant to existing law, expenditures for nighway
purposes in the State of California are to be made according
to a specified formula. This formula calls for a minimum of
expenditure of funds in each of Caltrans’' eleven highway dis-
tricts during specified four-year periods.

Projections by Caltrans show that by the enéd of the present
four-year pericd on June 30, 1979, District 7 (Los Angeles,
Orange and Ventura Counties) will not receive funding needed
to meet district minimums for highway expenditures as reguired
by Section 188.8 of the Streets and Highways Code. This pro-
jected "shortfall" is presently estimated at $66 million.

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission has
repeatedly expressed concern about this shortfall (Aztachments
IIZ-3 and III-4). During our negotiations with Caltrans, our
goal has been to insure the guickest possible resolution of the

shortfall situation, and to insure that changes in the project

development process take place now to prevent future recccurrence

of the shortfall.

In light of this projected shortfzll, and the fact that
Caltrans Planning Program provides no cdiscretionary funding
for Los Angeles County, the Los Angeles County Transportation
Commission approved an additional list of projects to supple-

ment the highway portion of its FY 78-79 Transportation



Improvement Program. This action is explained in greater
detail later in this report.

We recognize that the addition of these projects by no
means insures that Caltrans will develop them as part of the

present TIP, We do believe, however, that showing this supple-

mental list indicates that:

- Los Angles County has a list of projects that it would
like to see developed to make up a part, if not all, of

the projected shortfall; and

- We also have adopted a supplemental list of projects
that we would like to see pursued if we are to receive

any discretionary funding.

29
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CHAPTER I1I. 1, C.

FEDERAL AID URBAN (FAU) PROGRAM

Under federal law, over $30 million per vear is allocated
directly for expenditure in Los Angel=ss County on its urban
road system. Under AB 1246, the Commission is responsible for
alleocating these funds. Staff is exploring how the Commission
can make the best use of these funds.

Current practice calls for the allocation of FAU funds
on a population basis to all jurisdiction throughout the
County. The opportunities for cocrdinating projects along
major traffic arteries in our County, for examp.e through
synchrenization of traffic lights and adoption of common park-
ing policies in rush hours, have not been explored =nouch.

Significant amounts of FAU funds remain unobligated in
Los Angeles County. The present allocation and project
determination process, as well as federal and state procedures,
all play a part in this situation. We need to review the res-
pective roles and authority of Caltrans, our Commission ard

local communities in the FAU process. Policies and guidelines

‘established to implement earlier statutes do not appear to be

working adegquatelyv to insure prompt project implementation.

We intend to complete a detailed analysis of the FAU program
by the end-of 1978. This analysis takes on new significance
in liéht of Proposition 13 and the anticipated squeeze it will

put on .iocal street programs.



CHAPTER III. 2. A

USE OF THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FOR
RESOURCE ALLOCATION DECISIONS

One of the basic functions of the County Transportation
Commissions under AB 1246 is the adoption of a county-wide
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). The TIP is required
by the federal government's joint highway/transit planning regu-
lations. It was designed to be the basic listing of each
region's priority projects, so that the inclusion of a project
in the TIP represents a decision by the region.as to whether
or not that project is of sufficiently high local priority to
be worth an investment of limited transportatiocn dollars.
However, in practice, local areas have tended to treat the
TIP merely as a federal bureaucratic requirement, rather than
as a decision document, and have not used the TIP after its
adoption as a benchmark against which to monitor progress in
project implementation.

Because the Commission's basic legislative authority is
its control over the county TIP, it has sought to make the
TIP into the decision document which the federal regulations
envisioned. The Commission's approval process for the 1978-79
TIP extended from early February to mid-June of 1978. Figure 1
illustrates thé approval process.

| The TIP is formatted into two sections, a Highways section
and a Transit section. Although elements of the Feur-Part

Regional Transit Development Program (RTDP) overlap and have

oL



highway implications, the "Four-Part Program” is treated as
a whole within the Transit chapter of this report.

FIGURE 1

TIP DEVELOPMENT, REVIEW PROCESS

FOR FY 78-79
x bACTc

1878 PROJECT SPONSORS LACTC  STAFF TAC (THROUGH FRC)

FEBRUARY SUBMIT

MARCH REVIEW

APRIL i

SCHEDULE }g

| L

MAY DEVELOP REVIEW STAFF

RE-OMMENDATIONS | RECCMMENDAT IONS
JUNE

REVIEW STAFF
RECOMMEHDAT IONS

ADGPT TIP

REVIEW APPROVE TiP l



CHAPTER III. 2. B.

FY 78/79 HIGHWAY TIP

In developing the highway TIP for FY 1978-79 the
Commission focused on three issues in particular:

1. Setting priorities for design and construction of
of needed but of delayed freeway projects.

2. Eliminating all or portions of the projected
$66 million district minimum shortfall.

3. Receiving for Los Angeles County a fair share of
state and federal highway dollars, including state
highway discretionary funding.

At its June 14, 1978 meeting, the Commission approved a

five year Highway TIP for FY 1978-79 through FY 1982-83
totalling over $1 billion. Table III-1 shows funding levels
for both the local streets and roads and Caltrans' State
Highway Program. (A detailed analysis of the Highway TIP may
be found in Attachment III-5.) Included in the $742 million
shown for Caltrans' Program is approximately $260 of projects
which the Commission's Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
recommended be added to the Highway TIP. These additional
projects are in part aimed at meeting ﬁie Coﬁmiésion'? concern
over the projected $66 milliﬁp shértfall ﬁnd ﬁhe lack of

discreticnary funding for state highways in District 7.
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They include both multi-year freeway construction projects
and small, individual projects such as acquisition of the
railroad right-of-way on Santa Monica Boulevard. Our goal 1is
to move ahead with those projects for which funds can most

readily be committed.

Table III-2 shows the amount and socurce of funds required

for each project, and anticipated (possible) construction start

up dates. It is expected that those projects reasconably able
to move forward within the annual element will be presented
for approval of California Transporta:tion Commission in
concert with legislative budgeting efforts to eliminate the
$66 million shortfall.

Beginning in July, Commission staff will initiate work
on process of defining priorities for projects to be included

in next vear's Highway TIP as called for by AB 402,



TABLE III-1

HIGHWAY TIP

FY 78/79 THROUGE FY 82/83

($§ In Millions)

LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS : $339

FAU $291
Special Funds 483 o Ny

CALTRANS PROGRAM

New Facilities $322 742

Operational Improve-
ments “127

Maintenance and
rehabilitation 35

TAC _ADD-ON PROGRAM

New Facilities 258
{includes beth additional
state highway projects
and smaller, local projects

- as cited on Table III-2.)

TOTAL 1,081

Issues: Need to speed up commitments especially for FAU.

Caltrans program makes up $60 million shortfall, but
“provides for nc discretionary funding.

TAC add-on would require CTC to approve discretionary
funding.
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II. Projects Reccmmended for addition to amnnual element that ars not

TABLZ III-2 '
MAJOR NEW PROJECTS
o '5 Year Initial Yesar .
Prczec_ .Scu:ce Amoun+ Tor chgérézzzon
-T
I-108 i $2681 Mil. : 80/81 l
1-445
{(Widening) I 78 Mdil. 81/82 '
g
La-118 P 31 Miz, 80/81 :
LA=91/11 l
(Phase 1 3 M4
} P 8.5 MiY, 81/82 (scomer, if
pessible) '
La-10-101 C il
el 7.8 Mil, 8L/82 (scc:cnje‘::{ i*'.f '
tossisla

TAC ADD~ON PROJETCTS

I. Additicnal Stata Highway Projecks:

!

Titial Taaw

Sourcs 5=7aar Total Par Constouctien
Ae. 2917k
Phase II P 30 81/82
Rt. 47 >/St. only i3 33/84
A%, 30 . P/St. only 40 32/33
RE: 7 U/B/st. oaly 1486 8§1/82
Rt. 94 U/st. only __g 33/84

$242 Millien

included in the above list.

. Santa Monica 3culevard, Doheny %o La Cisnega, (52 M)
and Santa Monica Scoulevard, Marino to Sepulveda,
agguire railrzoad R/W. »

. Ventura Freeway (Rt. 10l), at Zanan Road, widen
overcxossing, (S2 M). :

. Long Beach Freeway (Rt. 7), at lst Strzet, widen
overcrossing, (3$0.3 ). :
Santa Ana Freseway, {(Rt. 5), at Carmenitz Avenue, widen
oversrussing, ($0.% M),

San Gabrisl River Freeway (Rt. 5035}, at Peck Read,
widen overcroasiag, ($1 M). r ;

. 3ighway Relinguishment Program--up =0 $L0C milllicn.

 Meata]l mmed Ammrmvimasealr T2 w4113 Aam



CHAPTER III. 2. C.
HIGHWAY AND FREEWAY PRIORITIES

- In an attempt to emphasize objectivity in the selection’
of highways and freeway projects for the TIP, the Commission
directed its Technical Advisory Committee to develop criteria
for prioritization of freeway projects. Such factors as
location, commitment and agreement status, readiness to
begin construction, commun%ty support, funding availability,
service benefits, average daily traffic, annual accident
reduction, SCAG plan of tramsit corridors, and percentage
of route completed were included in the criteria.

The projects that were most apparent in satisfying these
criteria were completion of long delaved projects such as
the Century Freeway (Route I-105) and the numerous freeway
"gaps" which exist in Los Angeles County. These projects
have in some cases been stalled due to the lack of coordination
and communication between federal, state and local agency
programs and objectives.
Priority selection by the Commission for inclusion in
the 78/79 TIP included six projects. The six projects selected
are as follows: | ‘
l) Harbor-Artesia (%1/11l) Interchange
2) Route I-105, Century Freeway

3) Route 47, Industrial Freeway

a7
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4) Route 30, Foothill Freeway

5) Route 7, Pasadena & South Pasadena portion
of Long Beach Freeway

6) Route 90, Marina Freeway Extension

The Route 91/11 Freeway project consists of the gap
closure of 0.5 miles Artesia (Route 91 Freeway) with the
existing Harbor (Route 11 Freeway) and the construction of
an off-ramp at Redondo Beach Blvd. The Commission has formed
a special "91/11" Task Force which is working with local,
state, and federal officials to slash bureaﬁcratic red tape
and get on with this much needed project. Efforts have
succeeded in shortening the completion date for this modest
project ($35 million) by up to 2 years.

Attachment III-6 is a June 28, 1978 from Chairman Hahn
to California Transportation Commission Chairman Norton Simon
on Route 30, the Foothill Freeway. Caltrans has askad the
CTC to initiate a process for considering deadoption of
Route 30; in light of its priority both in Los Angeles County

and in San Bernardino County, the Commission has asked for

detailed information from Caltrans justifying why the deadoption

process should be initiated.

The Commissicn has urged State and Federal decisions on
the long-delayed Century Freeway project. Commission members
are distressed that the State Air Resources Board (ARB) raised
tardy and seemingly repetitive guestions about I-105 in

January 1978, scome 4 months after Caltrans nhad forwarded its



final Envifonmental Impact Statement to the Federal government.
Chairman Xenneth Hahn of the Commission wrote both Secretary
of Transportation Brock Adams and Governor Brown, pointing |
out the ARB concerns had been addressed by Caltrans and that
further delay was unwarranted. Attachment III-7 includes
significant correspondence on the I-105 situation. Still,

no Federal approval of the impact statement has occurred to date.
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CHAPTER II1, 2. D.
HARBOR FREEWAY REJESIGNATION

On April 6, 1978, Caltrans requested that the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) redesignate a 7.6 mile
portion ¢f the Harbor Freeway (State Route 1ll), between
the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) and the proposed Century
Freeway (I-105), as an interstate higaway. This redesigna-
tion would permit 22% federal, 8% state funding of Caltrans’
proposed added lanes for the Harbor, to be used by buses and
carpcols, but designed for potential future conversion to
rail.

Unfortunately, FHWA rejected, at least for now, the
Caltrans proposal on May 1l5. This was after our Commission
had endcrsed the proposal. Subsequently, Congressman Glenn
Anderscn secured Hcuse Public Works Committee support, through
legislative priority, for possible future redesignatio; of
the Harbor Freeway south from I-10 to San Pedro as interstate.

The Commissicn is pressing the redesignation with DOT,
as reflected in Chairman Hahn's July .1, 1978 letter to DOT

Secratary Adams (Attachment II-1.)

No finai action has been taken by the Congress at this

time.

on this matter.

Attachment III-3 includes other significant corresvondence



CHAPTER 1V,
TRANSIT

INTRODUCTION

Public transportation in Los Angeles County is provided
by the Southern California Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) and
by several municipal bus operators. In fiscal year 1976/77 SCRTD
carried 296 million riders, or 88.5% of all transit riders in
the county. Santa Monica carried 4.6%, Long Beach 4.1%, and
the other operators carried the remaining 2.8%. As the numbers
point out, SCRTD, Santa Monica, and Long Beach carry 27.2% of
transit riders; they also operate 94% of the more than 2600
buses in Los Angeles County.

The needs of all transit operators must be reflected in
Short Range Transit Plans, required by the Commission, SCAG, and
the Federal Urban Mass Transpcrtation Administration (UMTA), for they
provide a basis for Commission action c¢n the countywide Trans-
portation Improvement Program. It is through the TIP that the
Commissicn identifies transit priorities and allocates avail-
able operating assistance.

With this as an intreoduction, we have prepared short state-

ments on the following issues:

l. Funding Issues
a. Eligibi;ity for TDA funds
b. Protection clause for minicipal operators
c. Full use of existing funds
d. Maximizing federal funds

e. Federal Section 5 qualification policies

41
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h'

Intercounty allocation formula for federal Section 5
funds

Paratransit

Programming Issues

Use of Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)
for resource allocation decisions

FY 78/79 Transit TIP

4,5 Program

Committee on Arbitration

Consultant Report: Preliminary "Performance Audit"

Transit Options/RTDPR/Sunset, Ltd.



~ CHAPTER 1Iv, .1. A,

ELIGIBILITY FOR TDA FUNDS

Under the Transportation Development Act, only those
transit systems which were in cperatiocn in 1971 qualify for
state subsidy under Article 4 of the Act, 'éubsequent leqis-

lation fArticle 4.5) provides funding for proposed new
"community transit services" designed to address currently

unmet transit needs.

Article 4.5 states that to qualify for funds the

service must be new. As a result, scme transit operators

who came into existence after 1971 but prior to the enact-
ment of Article 4.5 still do not gualify for state assistance.

The Norwalk Transit System, which carries 1.2 millien riders

annually is one.example.

The possiblity of amendatory legislation to AB 1246 to
allow additional TDA Article 4 operators in Los Angeles
County has been under study by several committees and sub-
committees of the Commission.

The Commission has adopted positions in the following
areas , pending further work on certain issues cited later in

this section:
a) Additional transit operators meeting the

criteria to be developed by the LACTC should be

made eligible for Transportation Development Act
(sB 325) funding.



b)

c)

d}

a)

£)

44

AB 1246 should be amended to eliminate
the 15% guarantee of TDA funds to included
municipal operators only; TDA and Federal
Section 5 funds should instead be allocated
among operators by formula.

Any formula for allocation of funds
should be applied to both TDA and Section §
funds.

A percentage of the funds available should
be retained by the Commission for discretionary
allocation. No position has been reached by
the Commission at this time as to the appro-
priaté discretionary percentage. Based on
current funding approximately $1.5 million would
be available for sach 1% set-aside.

The allocation formula should be simple

and based on measureable and verifiable factors

such as mileage, patronage, number of buses, etc.

In amending AB 1246, it should be clear
that the Commission, in adopting a formula
for the allocation of TDA and Section 5 funds,
will do so only after a public hearing, and
that the formula will remain in effect for

3 years.



_q)

h)

i)

The entry

l.-

Votes of at least 8 of the 11 members of
the Commission will be required to establish
and/or change the funding formula.

Votes of 8 of the 1l members of the Commis-
sion will be required to provide Article 4 TDA
(SB 325) funds to any applicant which has not
previously received Article 4 funds.

The Commission has assured the included
municipal operators that the 153% guarantee will
not be abandoned by the Commission until an

acceptable formula is adopted.

criteria referred to in a) above are:

The municipal system has been in continuous
operation for a minimum period of three years.
The municipal system shall have been available
for use by the general public during the same
three-year periogd.

During this same entire three-year period, the
system's operating expenses shall have been
supported substantially from one or more of
the following sources: fares, city general
funds, or federal UMTA program.

The municipal operator's Short Range Transit
Plan has been approved by the Los Angeles

County Transportation Commissicn.
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B Thé municipal system was established in response

to an unmet transportation need and is providing
a transit service that cannot effectively be pro-
vided by an operator that is currently receiving
TDA funding assistance,.

6. The municipal system is intergrated and cecordinated
with intersecting or adjoining public transit systems,

7. The municipal operator has management information
and accounting systems adequate to meet the data
gathering and repor:ing requirements of the Trans-
portation Development Act and Section 15 of the
Urban Mass Transportation Act.

Additional criteria which would apply to all TDA recipi~
ents have been suggested but consensus has net yet been
reached. These related to limits to annual percentage in-
creases in a operator's TDA subsidy, a minimum ratio of fares
to operating expenses, and level of service standards.

In order to resolve the remaining outstanding issues, the
staff was requested to do the following:

a) Develop alternative allocation formulas and
compute the allocations that would be made to the
several operators under each alternative,

b) Determine if the above computations and other
available data indicate whether separatsz allocation

formulas should be used for dial-a~ride and fixed



c)

d)

e)

£)

route systems.

Prepare draft language which could be included
in the legislation specifying an appropriate pro-
cess, including public notice and hearing, for the

adoption/amendment of the allocation formula.

Examine safegquards that could. be instituted to.

prevent the unilateral actions of one operator from
distorting the formula, such as projecting the
impact on funding of operators’' SRTP's prior to
their approval by the Commissicn.

Examine the gquestion of how carry=-over funds
should be treated.

Examine the guestion of how County subsidies

should relate to funds allocated by formula.

Staff is working to develop recommendations in each

of these areas. Progress to date on development of alter=-

native allocation formulae has been somewhat limited due to

data problems and competing demands on staff rescurces. At

this time the data problems are near resolution and the com~

pletion of the TIP cycle should make it possible for a timely

resclution of these issues,

Correspondence on this subject is included as Attachment

IV=1.
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CHAPTER 1V. 1. B,

COMMISSION ROLE IN COORDINATING PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION

Section 130250 of AB 1246 mandates the Los Anceles County
Transportation Commission to act as both coordinator of public
transportation services within its jurisdiction and as an
arbitrator of disputes which may arise between public operators
of such services as a result of jurisdictional conflicts.

ATE Management and Services Ce. has been retained by the
Commission to examine the operations and potential for better
coordination of public transit operators in Los Angeles County.
Their report identifies cost savings ¢of nearly $2 million
that could be realized through elimination of service dupli-
cation$ and coverlap between SCRTD and a number of municipal
operators {(Santa Monica, Culver City, Long Beach, and Monte-
bello. Implementation of the ATE reccmmendations could, in
some cases, result in an overall reduction of service pro-
vided by the involved municipal operator(s).

It is clear that the Legislature was concerned about tae
efficient provision of service when it included Section
130250, and that this concern is even more relevant in a
period when tax dollars are increasingly dear. However,
certain provisions of AB 1246 make it unclear as =0 how
much discretion the Comrission actually has in acting as a

coordinator of public transportation in Los Angeles County.



Specifically, Section 130263 states that:

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission
shall not reduce, by order or by reducing funds, the
size of the service areas under the jurisdiction of
presently existing included municipal operators (as
defined in Section 99207), the level of service they
provide, or the scope of their operations, without
first consulting with the municipal operators and
securing the approval of the municipalities within
which they operate.

The Commission, through its Arbitration Committee, is
working with transit operators to refine and then implement
recommendations fof improved transit coordination. It is
possible that certain of these measures, while providing a
positive net overall benefit, may be perceived by individual
operators as being contrary to their interests. Due to the
above provision of AB 1246, it is unclear what options the
Commission has if coocperative discussions with an affected
operator do not resolve any differences of opinion as to the
appropriateness of proposed service changes. While the
Commission plans to work closely with all operators in exam-
ining improved transit coordination, the success of specific

Commission efforts may be in doubt due to this provision of

the law.
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CHAPTER 1V, 1. C.

FULL USE OF EXISTING FUNDS

The Commission has had two major occasions to decide on

the allocation of transit operating funds during the past year.

On both occasions, the Commission broks with previous local
practice by deciding to require the full use of "carryover"
funds (those which had been allocated to transit operators
in previous years, but had not yet been spent) before new
funds were granted. Prior to the first Commission action to

commit these funds in February 1978, nearly $4 million of

federal operating funds had been allocated to transit opera-

tors but had not been properly included in any application
for federal funds. As a result, the funds were sitting in
Breasury rather than being used to provide tran-
sit service in Los Angeles County. The ressult of the
Comm1551on s decisions is that

by the end of the PY 1978-79, all federal carrycver funds
within the County shouldé be in use, enabling significantly
more service to be provided than if the past allocation
practices had been continued,

Aiso, in the allcocation of funds for FY 1978~739, the
Ccmmissibn took the unprecedented step of reguiring the re-
allocation of state TDA funds which had been "on reserve”
fbr vae years to currasnt operating uses, thereby beginning
the process of tigﬁﬁening local control over the TDA capital

reserve accounts. The action in FY 1978~7% involved only
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$1.4 million, but over $15 million remains in capital reserve

accounts within the County, which may be available for either
capital or operating uses in the very near future,

Finally, the Commission obtained the federal government's

conditional approval to comply with the federal "maintenance-—

by-operator basis. (Attachment IV-2). If this concept can

be implemented within the coming year, it will further increase
the Commission's flexibility to allocate operating funds so
as to maximize the amount of transit service which can be pro-

vided within existing resources.

This provision requires that the level of local financial
support for transit operations not be reduced below the

average of the preceding two years.
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CHAPTER 1V, 1. D.

MAXIMIZING FEDERAL FUNDS

Consistent with AB 1246 and the regionally adopted policy
of maximizing federal resources in the allocation of funding,
the Commission has acted to insure the full utilization of
federal dollars by Los Angeles County transit opsrators. At
the regional level, federal Section 5 applications are
restricted to cover operating expenses only. Within Los

Angeles County, the policy of maximizing federal funding'is

carried further in two ways. First is the Commission's analysis

and approval of projects in the Transportation Improvement
Program. Second, the Commission facilitates implementation
of TIP projects through technical assistance to and represen-
tation for Los Angeles County operators in the federal grant
process, |

In the analysis and approval of project submittals for
inclusion in the Transportation Improvement Program, the
Commission, in cooperation with affected transit operators,
has revised project funding sources to maximize federal‘

dellars. These actions have provided for an additicnal:

* $1.4 million in additional FY 1978 Section 5 operating fund'

from the reprogramming of the City of Montebello
and the City of Long Beach Public Transportation

Company pending federal Section 5 capital to federal



Section 3 grant applications.

$1.4 million in State TDA funds for Long Beach's

Transit Center project were reprogrammed from TDA
Capital Reserve to a federal Section 3 grant appli-
cation. §l.1 million of this is available to meet
operating costs in FY 1979; the remainder will be
available in future years.

Further, the Commission is considering a procedure

whereby operators seeking new TDA capital reserve set-~asides

would be required to seek a federal Section 3 grant and return

the capital reserves to the Commission's discretion if and
when the federal grant is awarded.

A primary focus for the Commission in the implementation
of the TIP is to maximize federal dollars flowing intc Los
Angeles County through the grant delivery process. To

benefit Los Angeles County in the federal grant rsview pro-

cess, the Commission:

-

Reviews pending grants; maintains current infor-
mation on grant application status; acts as
liaison between operators and federal funding
agencies; and provides technical grant preparation
assistance, particularly to smaller operators;

Is working, in cooperation with SCAG and SCRTD, on
the development of €ountywwide civil rights

compliance materials required for federal transit
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grants;

Has obtained a commitment from UMTA to allow for a
single county-wide maintenance of effort calculation
rather than calculations for each individual operator:;
and,

Is investigating the feasibility and desirability of
becoming designated recipient for federal Section 5

funds, which inveolves the way in which federal funds flow to Lo

Angeles County operafors.



CHAPTER 1V. 1, E.

FEDERAL SECTION 5 QUALIFICATION POLICIES

~The Commission has adopted policies for the allocation

of Federal Section 5 operating assistance. These policies:

Insure that funds are used within two years of
allocation, thereby preventing some operators

from stockpiling funds while other operators cut
service for lack of funding; and,

Require consistency within and among each operator's
plans and budgets which enables the Commission to
determine with a reasonable degree of confidence
anticipated service levels and patronage for a

given allocation.

These Federal Section 5 qualificatiocns policies, adopted

in October 1977, are as follows:

a)

Short Range Transit Plan

' Federal regulations and existing SCAG policy reguire
that each-transit operator complete a Short Range
Transit Plan. |
An operator that does not meet this requirement by
the due date will not be eligible for Section 5
funding. This requirement alsc applies to carry-over

funds earmarked for an operator.
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b)

d)

e)

Short Range Transit Plan, TIP, and SB 325 Claim

Consistency

The budget and financial information in an operator's
plan, TIP and SB 325 applicaticn must be consistent.
Any differences will be submitted back to the opera-

tor for resolution before allocation of funds will

ocour.

13C Labor Agreement

An operator must intend to sign a 13C Agresement
(required by Federal law) before any Section 5
funds are approved. 3Small operators that de not
have union representation and handle these matters
through employee associations may substitute model
"waivers" or "supplemental agreements" for the 13C
Agreements. An operator that does not cemply with
this reguirement is thus ineligible fcr assistance
and any funds set aside for that operator will be
reallocated.

Qperating Status

Section 5 funds will be allocated only to operators
currently in operation or to operators that intend

to start operation during that fiscal vear. Funds

set dside for an cperator that does not becgin

operating in the current fiscal year will be reallocate

i

Carry-over Funds

Funds allocated to an operator will be available

for two years from approval by the Commissi033'

Unused funds will be reallocated.



f) Maintenance of Effort

As a condition of project éligibility, Section 5 (£}
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act requires that the
amounts of state and local government funds plus certain
ncn-farebox mass transit revenues applied to eligible
operating expenses in the project year not be less
than the average contributions from such sources in
the two preceding local fiscal years. This provisicn,
in effect, requires a "maintenance of effort" (MOE)
by non-Federal sources to support transit operating
expenses as a specific condition of eligibility to
receive UMTA funds under Section 5. Thus, MOE estab-
lishes a minimum non~Federal commitment of funds which
must be applied to eligible transit operating expenses
during the project year. It is the Commission's
current policy that each operator comply with the
federal MOE requirement as a prerequisite for receiving
Section 5 assistance.
In addition to the adoption of the policies noted above,
the Commission is developing recommendations to urge SCAG to
adopt similar policies for the inter-county allocation of

Federal Section_s funds in the urbanized area.
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CHAPTER 1V, 1. F,

INTER-COUNTY ALLOCATION FORMULA FOR FEDERAL SECTION 5 FUNDS

At its June 2, 1977 meeting, the SCAG Executive Committee
directed its staff to develop a revised formula for allocating
UMTA Section 5 funds within the Los Angeles - Long Beach
urbanized area. This effort has been carried forth with
extensive participation by the staffs of the various county
transportation cocmmissions.

Commission staff has arrived at certain conclusions and
recommendations on this issue; these are discussed below.

This issue will ke brought to the Commission for policy daci=-
sion in the near future. The Commission position, when adopted,
will be presented to the SCAG Transportation and Utilities
Committee (TUC) before TUC makes final recommendations to the
Executive Committee.

Basically, the staff analysis is supportive of a formula
approach to allocation of UMTA Section 5 funds between counties
in Los Angeles - Long Beach urbanized area. Such a formula
would depend con factors such as patrcnage, vehicle miles, and
population.

In additicn, the concept of using a productivity factor
to weight one of the elements in the basic formula has been
examined. Measures of transit productivity are generally
divided into measures of efficiency ("doing things right")

and measures of effectiveness ("doing the right things").



Efficiency measures relate to how efficiently inputs (labor
and capital) are converted into outputs (service on the
street) without regard to whether or not that service is
used by anyone. Effectiveness measures assume that the
value to society of transit service depends on whether or
not that service is used, and that vehicle miles or other
"pure” output measures are simply intermediates in the chain
between inputs and "final outputs”", namely, passengers.
Recent events have made it abundantly clear that the taxpaying
public is deeply concerned about waste and inefficiency in
the provision of public services. Therefore, a formula which
provides incentives for effective and/or efficient public
transportation services may be singularly appropriate at
this time.

Under any formula allocation of Section 5 funds among
counties, it may be that some conditions are necessary to
avoid allocating funds which cannct be used for their intended

purpose within a reasonable time.

Tentative staff recommendations have been developed in
the following areas: ‘

. Carryover

: Dea&line eon Appliéation for Allocated Funds

. Efficient Use of TDA Funds

Maximizing Federal Capital Funds

It is expeétedithat poliéy positions on each of these
igsues will be'adépted by the Commission by the end of July

for subsequent consideration by. SCAG.
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When énd if a new formula is adopted, it could be '
applied to all Section 5 funds for the urbanized area
when the current "guarantees" agrsement expires and immediately t.‘
all additional Section 5 funds which may come to the area

as a result of pending federal legislation.



CHAPTER IV. 1. G.

PARATRANSIT/COMMUNITY TRANSIT SERVICES

On October 19, 1977, the Commission directed staff to
develop a comprehensive policy on community transit and para-
transit, which would insure coordination and integration with
all transit services. Further, Commission staff was directed
to incorporate Article 4.5 community transit projects within
the area's Regional Transit Development Program and to study
the applicability of the "brokerage" concept to Los Angeles
County.

Many privately-operated and publicly-supported

social services providers of transit exist in the

Count?. - SCAG is examining. this issue and

has found an estimated 861 operators operating over 8000 wvehicles

in Los Angeles County. These are in addition to the tradition-

ally recognized public transit operators who serve a million
riders per day in the county. These special providers of
transportation include such agencies as the American Cancer
Society, Braille Institute, Children's Home Society, Community
Care and Development Services, YWCA, taxicab companies, and
City Community Care Services.

Funding for these special providers is received from a
wide variety of sources, including HEW, United Way, UMTA,
American Cancer Society, Older American Act Title III, city
general funds and private donations. To date, no one
has pinned down how much money is spent on these activities;
however, it is likely that the expenditures run into tens of

millions of dollars per year.
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As the' agency responsible for transportaticn coordination
in Los Angeles County, the Commissicn is not ignoring this
situation. . The Commission is considering how to make the best
possible use of these funds through scme better management of
these services and/or throuch a system of coordination.

Commission actions in the paratransit area may have a signifi-

cant fiscal impact, and potentially, they can affect the nature

and gquality of transit services provided tc the citizens of Los
Angeles County.

To determine means of achieving better c¢oordination and
management of paratransit services in Los Angeles County, the
Commission has included funds into FY 78/79 budget specifically

for examining the concept of paratransit brokerage.



CHAPTER 1V, 2. A,

USE OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FOR
RESOURCE ALLOCATION DECISIONS

As with the highway portion ¢of the Transportation Improve-
ment Program, the approval process for the transit section
extended from early February to mid-June of 1978. Commission
and SCAG staffs made a detailed joint review ¢of the Short
Range Transit Plans (SRTP's) and TIP budgets submitted by each
transit operator. This review not only insured compliance
with Federal regulations, but also examined the rationale for
major dollar requests in comparison with other possible uses
of the funds.

In the case of operating funds, where the gap between
requests and available funds originally exceeded $20 million,
a particularly detailed analysis of funding requests was
undertaken. Based on its analysis of the service provided
and ridership for the various operators, the Commission
decided not to fund proposed service expansions by three
municipal operators; and to alleocate these funds instead to
SCRTD to reduce the severity of its service cutbacks.

Staff analysis and recommendations on transit projects
(capital and operating) were discussed and voted on by the
Commission's Technical Advisory Committee and its Bus Opera-
tions Subcommittee before being submitted for decisicon to the
Commission. Although lengthy and time-consuming for all
participants, the process was open for input and griticism by

all affected parties, and much useful feedback was received.
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This review process resulted in the development of information
about the scope and impacts of major capital projects (such
as the proposed purchase by SCRTD of 1030 replacement buses)
which will be needed when projects proceed to the implemehta-
tion stage.

We believe that the 1978-79 TIP, as finally adopted by
the Commission on June 14, shows the benefit of this extended
proccess. The projects included within it are real ones for
which the Commission will seriously seek Federal funding; the
local share of the cost is available; local dollars have been
stretched as far as possible by making maximum use of Federal
funding; and the major projects are supported by adequate
justification. This TIP presents a challenge of its own to the
Commission in the upcoming yvear--to secure the funds needed for
implementation, and te get the projects underway as swiftly

as possible.



CHAPTER V.- 2. B.

FY 78/79 TRANSIT TIP

Tables IV-1 and IV~-2 provide an overview of the

FY 78-79 element of the TIP and major capital projects

included therein.

TABLE IV-1
TRANSIT OVERVIEW

ANNUAL ELEMENT

TOTAL ($ In Millions)

Capital
.Buses/Vans
.Maintenance and Operating Facilities
.Right-of-Way Acguisition
.Minor Projects

. RTDP

Operating
.Section 5
JTDA Article 4
.TDA Article 4.5
.TDA Capital Reserve Reallocation

.Unallocated TDA

$180.8
44.7
3.7
14.4
44.4

$288.0

S 57.7
72.4

cr
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TABLE IV=-2

FY 78/79 TRANSIT CAPITAL PRCJECTS

By Purpose

By Recipient

(TYPE I)
Buses

1158 Replacement Buses

17 Additional Buses

Maintenance and Operating Facilities

- SCRTD: Central Facility
East San Fernando Valley
West San Fernando Valley

2 Transfer Centers
- SCRTD - LAX
- Long Beach

2 Park and Ride Lots
- SCRTD - Diamond 2ar
- SCRTD ~ West Valley

Minar Improvements

3 Maintenance Facilities '

SCRTD 1030 Replacement Buses
4 Maintenance Facilities
1 Transfer Center
2 Park and Ride Lots
Division Yard Improvements

Santa Menica 25 Replacement Buses l
5 Additional Buses
Maintenance Facility
Expansion '
Long Beach 58 Replacement Busas
Transit Mall Development

Cther Muni- 45 Replacement Buses
cipals 12 Additional Buses
1 Maintenance FPacility and
Minor Modifications to

Existing Facilities '

g 16(b) (2) Projects



In the capital area, UMTA holds the key to discre-
tionary money, and the Commission needs to strive hard
to ensure that much needed federal dollars for long overdue
fleet replacement and facilities upgrading flow to operators
in Los Angeles County.

In the operating area, the Commission needs to press
for a fair share of new funds which may result from federal
legislation currently pending. Also, the level of TDA
reserves (both within the County and within the urbanized
area) is an important issue which the Commission must address

in coming months.
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CHAPTER IV, 2. C.

TDA ARTICLE 4,5 PROGRAM

Article 4.5 of the Transportation Development Act is
a thrée—year demonstration program intended to evaluate
the effectiveness of new specialized community-level transit
service systems. SB 1687 allows the Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission to allocate to the Article 4.5
program up to 5% of TDA funds available in Los Angeles
County in each program year beginning in FY 1978,

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission has
purposefully limited Article 4.5 allocations to allow for
an effective demonstration program and to aveid any unwarranted
proliferation of community-level services in Los Angeles County.
The thirteen Article 4.5 programs funded to date represent a
small percentage of close to 900 such operations currently

in existence in Los Angeles County. "Of the $8.5 million

available for allocation to the Article 4.5 program in fiscal

years 1978 and 1979, the Commission allocated a total specific

of $1.2 million, which represents only 0.8% of all TDA

allocations in these tweo fiscal years. For fiscal

year 1978, a special interagency committee evaluated twenty-
six proposals totaling approximately $3 million; eleven of
these were funded for approximately $800,000. 1In fiscal
vear 1979, Commission staff carried out the Article 4.5

evaluation which resulted in an additional $§267,000



allocation to the eleven first-year projects for the
continuance of first-year service levels. Further, of

the eight new applications for Article 4.5 funding in

FY 1979 totaling $1.3 million, two programs totaling
165,050 were added. These programs feature innovative
approaches to community-level transit service not funded

in the £first year of the demonstration program. Attachment
IV-4 provides a summary of currently funded Article 4.5
projects.

The Commission has established a quarterly reporting
mechanism for community~level transit operators receiving
Article 4.5 demonstration project funding. Quarterly
information will be utilized for program evaluation reports

to the Commission and to the State Legislature, as regquired

by SB 1687.

o g A0
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CHAPTER IV. 2. D.

ARBITRATION COMMITTEE

Section 13025 of AB 1246 states that:

“The Commission shall coordinate the operation
of all public transportation services within
the county so as to achieve efficient operation
thereof and shall resolve all jurisdictional
disputes between public traasportation opera-
tors."

The SCRTD - Santa Monica Wilshire Blvd., Dispute

At its December 8, 1977 meeting *he SCRTD Board of
Directors voted to remove local passenger restrictions from
its Line #83 on Wilshire Blvd. between Ocean Avenue in Santa
Monica and Federal Avenue in west Los Angeles, a distance of
about 4 miles.

The City of Santa Monica had registered a protest to this
proposed acticn to SCRTD on November 17, 1977, and, subsagquent
te the action by SCRTD, filed a formal protest with SCAG
alleging that the District was in violation of sections of
the Public Utilities Code (?2UC) which prohibit District competiti
with a TDA included municipal operator (Section 30637, 99281).

On December 29 the dispute was referred to the Los Angeles
County Transportation Commission by the Executive Director
of SCAG, recognizing the Commission as having "the more

immediate responsibility to settle the dispute between these

operators.”



The Commission gquickly assumed jurisdiction over the

dispute, and the Chairman appointed a temporary "Special

Committee on Arbitration" (SPCA) comprised of three Commission
members* to hear the matter and render a "decision and order."
The Commission's timely response pursuaded the City of
Santa Monica to withdraw its pending lawsuit against SCRTD,
The SPCA first decided to hear the legal question of
whether a violation of the PUC and occurred before examining
the gquestion of what the service configuration on Wilshire
Blvd. should be. It adopted a procedure for submission of
evidence and testimony by the involved parties and held a
hearing on February 10, 1978 at which both sides presented
their case.
After consideration of written and oral testimony, the
SPCA ruled that SCRTD had violated Sections 30637 and 99281
of the PUC and had violated the policy of the state
legislature as expressed in Section 99221 of the PUC by
establishing and operating a local service which competes with
and diverts patronage from the existing local service
provided by Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines (SMMBL). The
SPCA's order, subsequently adopted by the full Commission and
signed by the Chairman on March 8, 1978, ordered the SCRTD

to cease and desist operating Line #83 as a local service in

* Wendell Cox, Chairman, Citizen Representative, City of Los

Angeles
Renee Simon, Member, Councilwoman from Long Beach
John Zimmexrman, Member, Mayor of Norwalk

ra



the disPutéd area. Furthermore, it ordered the SCRTD, in

the event it wished to re-establish that local service, to
either obtain the permission.of SMMBL or apply to the Commission
for a resolution of the matter. (Attachment IV-5)

Procedure to Resolve Operator Disputes

Subsequent to the above actions, the SPCA was made a
permanent standing committee, renamed as the Arbitration
Cémmittee, and the Commission adopted a procedure (ordinance
1l of the Administrative Code, Attachment IV-6) for resolving
any future disputes between operators. Any operator who
anticipates making a service change which adversely affects
another operator will be required to follow this procedure
before taking any action. This procedure assures that service
changes will be considered in an orderly and cooperative
fashion resulting in maximum benefit to the public and
minimum conflict between operators. Prior to the Commission's
assumption of this quasi-regulatory role, there was no
forum for discussion and resolution of these issues.

The major features of the procedures are:

. It places emphasis on operators working cooperatively;

. The Commission is kept informed of all decisions between

operators, and assumes jurisdiction when and if those
discussions break down;

Operator suits in courts are avoided;

It provides for Commission authority to resolve disputes
that operators cannot work ou: among themselves.



In thé Wilshire Blvd. matter, the SCRTD has not asked
SMMBL or the Commission to re—-instate the local service
in the disputed area, but the Commission is examining the
service on Wilshire as part of the ATE Management contract
which examines issues relating to performance audits and
service coordination.

The Procedure in Action

Since the adoption of the procedure to resolve operator
disputes, public transit operators have been informing each
other about proposed service changes and obtaining clearances
pursuant to the procedure.

An example of Commission involvement is the proposed SCRTD
"BEEP" (Bus Expenses Employee Program) in the South Bay Area.
The City of Torrance objected that this constituted setting
up new routes in its service area. The Commission was

instrumental in effecting an amicable agreements between

. SCRTD and Torrance whereby Torrance has agreed to allow SCRTD

to begin operation of the project on June 1, 1978. SCRTD

has committed itself to review the program to determine how
the Torrance Transit System (TTS) could effectively participate
in the project. SCRTD and TTS have also agreed to jointly
contact UMTA to work contractual issues to enable a joint

project.
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Implementaﬁion of ATE Recommendations

Finally, the Arbitration Committee has been designated
by the Chairman as the clearinghouse for implementation of
the service coordination recommendations in the ATE report.

Discussions with the involved opeators are being held at

this time.



CHAPTER IV. 2. E.

CONSULTANT REPORT: PRELIMINARY “PERFORMANCE AUDIT”

One of the Commission's legislative mandates under
AB 1246 is to foster the coordination of service among
operators, and to resolve disputes between operators. In
Los Angeles County, the entire issue of service coordina-
tion and consolidation among different operators was largely
unexplored at the time the Commission was created. At the
same time, there was a widespread lack of understanding of
the assumptions behind the budgets and funding requests pre-
sented by operators to elected officials, resulting in some
perceived credibility problems. Finally, during 19277, the
Legislature enacted SB 759, requiring triennial performance
audits as a condition for the approval of TDA funds.

For all of these reasons, the Commission initiated in
January 1978 a consultant study to conduct a preliminary
survey of issues related to performance audits of the eight
county operators that receive TDA subsidy funds. This is
a major initiative in the arsa of transit service ccordina-
tion: the first time that the various bus systems in the
County have been viewed as a single unit offering transit
service to the public. Already, the preliminary conclusions
have engendered considerable controversy, as would be expected

given the ambitious scope of the recommendations, particularly
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in the area of service reconfiguration. The focus of the

study was on:

a) The credibility of the financial and operating

statistics provided by the operators. Specific issues

included the accuracy, reasonableness, and consistency
of financial forecasts; the validity of projections of
the effect of service cutbacks and fare increases; and
the explication ¢of assumptions underlying these fore-
casts. In general, the operators passed this test of
their budgeting capability quite readily; no serious

problems in their one-year budgets were noted,

b) The comparative performance ¢f Los Angeles County

operators in a nationwide "peer group". The study

focused on statistical indicators of transgortation,
maintenance, and administrative efficiency and effective-
ness. It compared the eight local operators to others

in the country whose size and sccpe were reasonably
similar. It was found that the cperators were excellent
in some areas (notably safety) while lagging in others.
The major areas of "deficiency" were those directly
related either to ﬁhe age of the bus fleet, or to
conscious policy decisioné with respect to fares and

service coverage, rather than to shortcomings in manage-

ment.



¢) Opportunities for improving coordination among

operators. In the areas of on~-the-street service and
in support functions such as maintenance, marketing,
training, and grant administration, opportunities for

significant improvement were found.

The consultant (ATE Management & Service Co., Inc. in
collaboration with Simpson & Curtin, Inc.) has aow delivered
the Phase I report. While reaching generally positive con-
clusions about the management of the e2ight transit systems
(indicating that their budget figures were sclidly based and
their performance in nationwide peer groups was excellent in
areas of direct management control), the consultant concluded
that substantial savings were possible, including potential
immediate savings cof $1.8 million annually through specific
service reconfigurations in West Los Angeles, Long Beach, and
Montebello. Another §150,000 is estimated to be available
through consoclidation of the grant administration process, and
other near-term opportunities for consideration may be
available in maintenance, purchasing, marketing, and training.

One of the Commission's high priorities in FY 1978/79

is to work with the transit operators toward realizing
potential cost-savings. The Executive Summary of the con-~

sultant's Phase I report is included as Attachment IV-7 of

this report.
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CHAPTER 1V, 2, F,

TRANSIT OPTIONS/RTDP/SUNSET, LTD,

One of the principle responsibilities of the Commission
is the evaluation of major transit proposals in Los Angeles
County and the ability to finance them. |

To date, this effort has focused around the Regional
Transit Development Program (RTDP), which has keen in the
planning stages since late 1976, and the more recent Sunset,
Ltd., proposal presented to the Commission by Supervisor
Baxter Ward in Aapril 1978.

To briefly summarize, the RTDP consists of four elements:

. Improvements to existing bus service (TSM).

. Improved freeway oriented bus service with station

and busway construction (Freeway Transit).

. Downtown Pecple Mover (DPM).

Regional Core Rapid Transit in the Wilshire-North
Hellywood corridor.

The Sunset, Ltd. proposal would supplement the RTDP
with 42 miles of rail line, some of which would substitute
for parts of the Freeway Transit service and facilities
as proposed in the RTDP. Both proposals would require signif-
icant additional revenue, presumably the %¢ increase in the
sales tax, for frll implementation. |

The Commission staff made its initial analysis of short

and long range transit issues in its Transit Options for Los




Angeles County report in November 1977. The report outlined

the current transit capital and operating needs, the RTDP
and its financial implications and questions relating to

a transit ballot. It concluded, among other things, that
additional funding would be necessary simply to continue
existing bus service and that the RTDP, or whatever program
might be put before the voters, would have to be carefully
reviewed if there was to be any hope of a positive vote. It
also raised the option of seeking flexibility in the use of
the %¢ sales tax revenue, a position the Commission has
subsequently endorsed.

After Supervisor Ward presented his Sunset, Ltd. rail
and bus proposal to the Commission in April 1978, the
Commission requested its Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
to review the Sunset, Ltd. proposal and its relationship
to the RTDP. It was requested that the review be done in
a two-week period. TAC members submitting written comments
were: )

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning

Southern California Rapid Transit District

City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning

City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works

Caltrans “

City of Long Beach

City of Montebello

City of La Mirada
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The report to the Commission concluded that the Sunset,
Ltd. propcsal was feasible from a construction standpoint
but represented a significant change from the direction of
current transit planning in the County in its emphasis on
rail rather than bus; that based on limited information,
it did not appear possible to finance combined Sunset, Ltd./
RTDP program with available resources and a %¢ sales tax
increase; and that the lack of detailed information at the
time of the review (early May) prevented an adegquate review
cf all major proposals being considered. This is especially
the case for the Freeway Transit program being developed by
Caltrans. Also, the analysis reaffirmed the finding made
in the Transit Options report--an additional revenue source
will be necessary just to maintain ths current level of tran-
sit service over the next ten years. Tables IV-3 through IV-6
present the major characteristics of the two proposals
and a ceomparison of capital and operating costs.

Whilé the Transit Options and the Sunset, Ltd. review
reports are the two tangible products of the Commissions'
role in major transit improvements, the Commission staff
has also increased its involvement in the ongoing transit
planning process :hrough active participation in committees
established to coordinate th RTDP. 1In addition, as Attachment
IV-3 indicates, the Commission and its Technical Advisory
Committee has provided a forum for participation of a wide

range of interested governments and acencies in discussions
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and discisions relating to major transit improvements in
Los Angeles County. We believe the consensus-building
function that the Commission will continue to perform will

prove necessary to the successful implementation of any

future transit program.
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TABLE IV-3 '
| CHARACTERISTICS COF SUNSET, LTD.1 |
ROUTE MILEAGE HO. OF STATIONS i
CENTRAL 10,3 8 N
AIRPORT 11.6 13 (ASSUMES € AT LAX)
WILSHIRE 5,7 5 [
HOLLYW0OD | 7.3 | 4 i
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY 10.4 7
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY 11.6 | 5 |
TOTAL 56.9 42 i

SYSTEM CAPITAL COST: $3.8 BILLION (RAIL CAPITAL COSTS ONLY, NOT
INCLUDING INTEREST ON BONDS) |

SYSTEM OPERATING COST (1979-90):  $570 MILLION2 i
SYSTEM OPERATING DEFICIT (1979-90): 342 MILLION (RAIL COSTS GiLYg
SYSTEM RIDERSHIP: NOT AVAILABLE
NUMBER OF RAIL CARS: - 192 . |
FARE ASSUMPTIONS: 401 OF OPERATING COSTS RECOVERED THROUSH g
FARES. '
1SQURCE:  SUNSET, LTD. REPORT L
ZBASED ON OPERATING COST OF $1 MILLION PER ROUTE MILE AS STATED IN |
SUNSET, LTD. REPORT. FURTHER ANALYSIS INDICATES THIS ESTIMATE MAY
- BE HIGH. 5 1
|
IT - 2 I
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TABLE IV-4

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RTDPL

ROUTE . MILEAGE NO. OF STATIONS
HARBOR BUSHAY 8.0 )
HOLLYWOOD/VALLEY BUSWAY 19.6 |
SANTA MONICA BUSWAY 6.6 } 91 IN TOTAL FREEWAY
SANTA ANA BUSWAY 17.9 TRANSIT SYSTEM
SAN DIEGD BUSWAY 13,4 _
REGIONAL CORE RAPID TRANSIT  18.4 (FAIRFAX 17

© ALIGNMENT)
DOWNTOWN PEOPLE HOVER | A d 13
TOTAL 86.6 121

SYSTEM CAPITAL COST: $5.6 BILLION

SYSTEM OPERATING COST (1978-90):  $6.6 BILLION

SYSTEM OPERATING DEFICIT (1990):  $3.9 BILLION

SYSTEM RIDERSHIP (1990 DAILY): 1,340,000

NUMBER OF VEHICLES: 3925 BUSES, 100 RAPID TRANSIT CARS, 56 DPM CARS
FARE ASSUMPTIONS:  40% OF OPERATING COSTS RECOVERED THROUGH FARES.,

J:SOURCE: REPORTS OF VARIOUS ELEMENTS, CALTRANS, SCAG

IXI - 3
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TSM

BUS-ON-FREEWAY
(65 NEW MILES)

WILSHIRE
(17 MILES RAIL)

DPM

TOTAL

RTDP

CURRENT $

s

1,566

1,192

142

i et

3,451

() g )
TABLE : "~ TABLE IV~5

CAPITAL COSTS COMPARTSON

RTDP  AND  SUNSET, LTD.

($ IN MILLIONS THROUGH 1990)

1990 $

/96

2,891

1,758

1065

5,610

RTDP/SUNSET, L1D,2

1990 $  CURREMT $

79 551 TS
1,717 932 BUS-OH-FREEHAY
(29 NEW MILES)
3,u82 2,427 SUNSET, LTD,
(57 MILES RAIL)
165 141 DPH
6,160 4,051 TOTAL

- '- -y o 69 W) eE s . - - lﬂSﬁ’lHUDHﬂmTﬁBM ]



TABLE

OPERATING COSTS  COMPARISON

RTDP AND SUNSET, LTD.

($ IN MILLIONS THROUGH 1990)

- CONTINUED AND IMPROVED BUS OPERATIONS THROUGH 1990

5%

RTDP RTDP/SUNSET, LTD,
BUS-ON-FREEWAY ~ $680 N5 BUS-ON-FREEWAY
(65 NEN MILES AND | (29 NEW MILES AND

900 ADDED BUSES) 450 ADDED BUSES)
HILSHIRE 184 570 SUNSET, LTD,

(17 MILES RAIL) | (57 MILES RAIL)

- DPM 58 58 DPH

$922 1043

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS - RTDP

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS - RTDP/SUNSET, LTD.

_ TABLE IV-6

$ 5,714 .

$ 6,636

. $6,75






CHAPTER V
MULTI-MODAL ACTIVITIES

INTRODUCTION

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission has
assumed important responsibilities in coordinating transpor-
tation planning in Los Angeles County Transportation and in

examining ways of getting the most use from existing facili-

ties. This chapter provides information on the following

activities:
1) Overall Weork Program

2) Transportation Systems Management

3) Bikeways

4) Ground Access to Airports: LAX and Palmdale

RA
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CHAPTER V. 1.
OVERALL WORK PROGRAM

Among.the Commission's specific responsibilities
under AB 1246 is the coordination of transportation planning
in Los Angeles County. The Commission is implementing this
mandate by managing the development of an Overall Work
Program (OWP} for the allocation of federal planning funds.
Before the Department of Transportation will make grants for
plannirg, an OWP must be prepared. An additional purpose
of the OWP is to provide the Commission with an effective
management tool to monitor transportation planning by
existing agencies throughout Los Angeles County.

The OWP is a key product of Commission and is developed
with the cooperation of the Southern California Association
of Governments (SCAG) and the federal and state funding
agencies.

The Commission adoptaed the following policy criteria,
in priority order, to guide the allocation of §1,383,730 in
available federal planning funds for Los Angeles County during
FY 1978/79:

a) Information needed to retain eligibility for

state and federal funds, including TIP, elderly
and handicapped planning and air guality planning.

b) Transportation Systems Management (TSM)-

related planning, including analyses of efficiency

of transit operations and management.

¢) Analyses supportive of but not essential to the zbove.



Following is a brief summary of the Overall Work
Program for Los Angeles County; a more detailed explanation
can be found in Attachment V-1.

Municipal Transit Operators and SCRTD

To refine and update the existing short-range transit
plans and improvement programs for the 15 municipal
operators: analyses reguired but not limited to these
activities needed to maintain eligibility for transit funding
assistance, i.e., Title 6, Section 15, elderly and handicapped
planning, etc.

Total Allocated for Municipal Operators $225,000

Total Allocated for SCRTD $550,000

City of Los Angeles and County of Los Angeles

Transportation System Management analyses required
by Federal and State law: analyses to include development
of a county transportation contrel plan reguired by the
1977 Federal Clean Air Act. Alsc provide support analysis

to the transit operators in their planning and programming

activities. '
Total Allocated to the City $308,750
Total Allocated to the County $300,000

R
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CHAPTER V. 2,
TRANSPGRTATION SYSTEMS MAMAGEMENT

Since March 30, 1876 joint FHWA/UMTA regulations
require the development of a TSM element and the pro-
programming for its implementation by inclusion in the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) as a condition
for program approvals. Subsequently, AB 1246 provisions
specify in part that "... the Commission shall give
priority to low-cost highway and transit improvements..."

In conformance with federal regulations, the
Commission regards TSM as short-range program directed
toward improving existing transportation facilities
through the implementation of low-cost measures. TSM
principles emphasize the movement of people and goods
through increase efforts to the efficiency of existing
facilities, rather than necessarily through expansion or
construction of new facilities,

Stated most simply, TSM is an approach to getting
the most benefit from ocur existing transportation
facilities and services.

Since the effects of TSM actions are generally local
in nature, cities are the most logical places for
initiation of TSM actions and measures. However, in
recognition of unique characteristics of land-use develop-

ment in Los Angeles County and corresponding inter-

city travel patterns, certain actions are more appropriately

developed in a coordinated manner with adjoining cities

(for example, computer-coordinated traffic signalization).



To.facilitate analysis, the SCAG definitions for
TSM type projects were followed. Basically TSM actions #
were grouped into two broad categories: +transit and
highways.
TRANSIT TSM

The level of effort by transit operators in
Los Angeles County to improve transit services and to
increase internal transit management efficiency has been
guite high. A consultant retained by the Commission
to study the public transit situation and the eight
included operators receiving SB 325 funds has found Los
Angeles County operations to be generally comparable
to other properties of similar size. However, the study
also identified areas where the potential for improvements
in service coordination existed and efficiencies through
consolidation of certain administrative functions such
as purchasing and grants applications.

The Commission, as part of its Overall Work Program,
substantially increased the amount of UMTA Section 9
pPlanning funds allocated to the municipal operators over
previous years' levels. Through the OWP allocations,
direction is provided for transit planning activities.

As the OWP priority criteria indicate, the funds will
facilitate the planning and implementation of further

operational improvements.

an
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In addition to the actions by the Commission, the
operators themselves have initiated projects to improve
sérvices and institute efficiencies. The SCRTD Board of
Directors retained a consultant to make an internal
management audit and to make recommendations directed
toward streamlining and improving the responsiveness
of the District to the diversity of rider needs in the
County. The Long Beach Public Transportation Company,
in a joint efiort with Caltrans, is carrying out tests
on various lift mechanisms to better accommodate the
elderly and the handicapped and others with ambulatory
difficulties. Progress has been made toward cocperative
transfer arrangements and better schedule coordination
at interface points.

Through the Regionzl Transit Development Program (RTDP)
a greater amount of interaction with the City of Los
Angeles Traffic Department and Caltrans has come about.
The transit systems management element has facilitated
greater dialoque between the transit and highway mecdes.

Procucts include implementation of transit related safety

improvements and potential candidate streets for

prefe:éntial treatment. However, there are funding problems
which need to be resolved.

. The Commission's Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
provides a—fbrumlfor the municipal operators and SCRTD
tqlbring up'interﬁbdal projects with all agencies in the

County.



HIGHWAYS TSM

The level of effort by agencies at all levels of
government in the county to make more efficient use of
existing highway facilities is significant. Programmed
in the Commission TIP is $165 million in TSM actions for
FY 78/79. This total does not include TSM projects
supported by funds which are not channeled through the
Commission (e.g. state highway user taxes returned to local
jurisdictions city general funds, etc.). Consequently many
local actions to improve efficiency of the existing system
are not included in this figure.

Within each of the three major agencies (Caltrans,

Los Angeles County and the City of Los Angeles) an
extensive planning process is followed in the development
of program priorities for inclusion of projects in the
TIP. The process includes provision for contacts with
affected local entities and public input. The activities
of these agencies are to some extent multimcdal.

Caltrans and the City are participants in the Regional
Transit Development Program. Since the Board of
Supervisors began subsidizing public transit in 1974,

the County Road Department has extensively monitored
transit operations. This broader perspective and the
limited availability of funds has probably been instrumental
in motivating these principally highway-oriented agencies

to participate in programs ranging from ridesharing to

a2
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rural transit needs and services for the elderly and
handicapped.
As the above description illustrate, a gréat deal

of commitment to execute the concept of TSM is

demonstrated by agencies throughout the county. However,

as the variety of activities indicate, there has been
no single coordinating agent to orchestrate a

systematic TSM effoft at city, county, and regional
levels.

CONCLUSION

The Commission needs to integrate TSM activities
soc that the best possible range of beneficial, but
low cost, projects can be developed. The Commission
will rely to the maximum extent possible on existing
state, regional, and local transportation planning and
programming efforts. This needs to be done not only
to satisfy federal regulations but to address the
legitimate call of taxpayers and public officials to

get the most from what we already have.



CHAPTER V. '3,
TDA ARTICLE 3 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN FUNDS

Article 3 of the Transportation Development ACT (TDA)
provides that up to 2% of the TDA apportionments for Los
Angeles County (after deducting administrative, SCAG and
Commission allocations) can be allocated by the Commission for
priority projects within the county. The Commission delegated this
responsibility for FY 1977-78 to the FAU Policy Committee,
which proposed allocating the bicycle funds on a population
basis to the cities and county of Los Angeles. This proposal
was adopted by the Commission on June 8, 1977.

Staff review of existing statutes and administrative
code concluded that a population-based distribution of these
funds may be contrary to the intent of the legislation because:

Sections 99234 (b) and 99234 (ﬁ) of TDA state that
bike money is to be allocated for the constructicn
of such facilities pursuant to a priority list
developed by the Commission; and, furthermore,
that the money may be allocated without respect

to the section of the law which says that TDA
funds are to be apportioned on a population basis.

. BCAG guidelines for filing TDA claims state that

"claims will be approved by SCAG for pedestrian
and bicycle facilities in each county according

to a project priority list prepared by the designated

94
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subregional agency." (emphasis added.) 1In Los
Angeles County, this agency is the County Trans-
portation Commission.

. Section 99285(b) of AB 1246 states in part that
"each (county transportation) commission shall
adopt criteria by which proposals shall be analyzed
and evaluated, and shall approve only those proposed

which will provide for a coordinated public trans-

portation system..."

In addition, there is some feeling that a population-
based distribution of these funds is ineffective because
the amounts of money which many cities receive are so small
that they are virtually useless for achieving any useful
projects. For example, 28 cities received less than $5000
for fiscal year 1977-78, and 53 cities received less than
$10,000. The total allocated was about $1.5 miilion. Actual
allccations for cities in Los Angeles County are shown in
Attachment V=2,

The Finance Review Committee reviewed the staff analysis
and directed TAC to form a épecial ad hoc subcommittee to
study thie issue. This subcommittee will begin its work

shortly.



CHAPTER V. 4.

GROUNDS ACCESS TO AIRPORTS: LAX AND PALMDALE

While purposely not pafticipating in general airport
planning, the Commission has, in keeping with its legisla-
tive mandate, reviewed the ground access aspects of
proposed airport improvement projects. Specifically,
these have included the proposed ground access improvements
to the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) and the
construction of a proposed new airpert in Palmdale.

At LAX, where a second level réadway around the terminal
area is recommended, the Commission has requested con-
sideration of the feasibility of incorporating exclusive
transit lane(s) into the design of the roadway and the
extension of exclusive transit lane(s) to the peripheral
parking lots and the exclusive transitway proposed for
the Cenﬁury Freeway. Concerning Palmdale, the Commission
staff has requested clarification on the impact of the
proposed airport on the existing highways and the extent
to which additional ground access capacity will be needed
if usage of the airport increases over time.

Attachment V-3 is the Commission's positicn on

ground access improvements propcsed for LAX.






- CHAPTER VI,

DEVELOPMENT OF INSTITUTIONAL RELATIONSHIPS

In creating the Los Angeles County Transportation
Commission, the Legislature introduced a new "actor" into
the complex governmental structure in the Los Angeles area.
Acronyms abound: LACTC, SCRTD, SCAG, Caltrans, CRA, TAC,
and on and on. In this complex situation, some basic
observations would seem appropriate:

- Los Angeles County's populaticn of 7 million

exceeds that of 42 states;

- The number of agencies involved in transporta-

tion affairs, while numerous, does not appear
to be out of line with the size and scale of
issues before us; and

- Prior to establishment of the Commission, there

was no County-level mediator of competing highway
and transit prio;ities; and, as noted earlier,
transit operating disputes.

Finally, it is useful to note the Legislature's

statement included in AB 1246:

"...that there is an absence of an adequate
forum in which local officials may exercise
leadership in multi-modal transportation

planning and programming."

Following are brief comments on emerging Commission

relations with selected governmental agencies.
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CHAPTER VI, 1,

SCAG AND THE OTHER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSIONS

A July 1977 report by the State Legislative Analyst
suggests that AB 12;6 does not precisely delineate the
responsibilities of the Commission in comparison to those
of the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG),
which is the designated multi-county transportation planning
agency. The report expresses concern that "the broad powers
provided to the Commission by the Legislation (AR 1246)
might be used to counteract SCAG's responsibilities”.

In the year since the report was issues, we believe
that concerns expressed by the Analyst have been allayed to
a large degree.

Our relationships with SCAG are developing in a timely
and reasonable manner. The Commission has completed a full
TIP cycie of programming and allocating highway and transit
resources which is now in the process of review and adoption
by SCAG. Staffs of SCAG and the Commission worked closely
in reviewing transit operators’' Short Range Transit Plans
{SRTP) which provide the analytic basis for fund allocation
decisions. In the highway area, on-going discussions are
being conductea to clarify the respective roles and responsi=-
bilities of SCAG and the Commission in implementation of the

Alguist-Ingalls Act (AB 402).



The Commission is also taking an active role in the
development and review of SCAG's Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP). Through staff work and formal testimony, the
Commission is participéting in discussions which will
evaluate and clarify both the purpese and content of the
RTP. For the first time, long range planners and short
range "programmers" are both independent and interacting.
Through on-going cooperation with SCAG, the Commission
insures that the gap between planners and implementors
will be bridged.

In the area of air quality management planning, the

Executive Director of the Commission sits on the Los Angeles

County Coordinating Committee and thereby reviews the locally

developed air gquality plan. Involvement has been limited,
but will increase in the coming year as the local process
moves beyond an identification of policies and measuress
into the selection of specific programs.

Commission staff also monitor the air quality rplanning
effort underway at SCAG. Steps are being taken to reach a
formal agreement identifying implementation responsibilities
{(and related preparatory steps) of the two agencies.

The Commission and SCAG have joined with Caltrans in
sponsoring the "Come Together" Rideshare Program which will
explore various options for making better use of an existing

transportation system by increasing vehicle occupancy.

99
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Discﬁssions at both staff and policy levels should
serve to clarify any remaining ambiguities as to the roles
of SCAG and the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission.
It is anticipated that a2 memorandum of understanding
between the two agencies will be approved by the end of
the year.

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission is
also developing good working relationships with the other
transportation commissions in Orange, Riverside and San
Bernardino Counties which were established under AB 1246. A
peclicy review of issues affecting the four commissions and
SCAG was held in April; another will occur before the end of
the year. Monthly meetings of the four Commission Executive
Directors and SCAG staff take place and are a very useful
means of sharing policy and technical issues. Our Commission
has adopted common policy positions with SCAG and the other
commissions on several matters, and has offered joint testi-

mony on several occasions.



- CHAPTER VI, 2,

TRANSIT OPERATORS

An additional concern expressed by Legislative
Analyst involves the role of the Commission in determining
allocations of federal and state transit funds and its role
in analyzing the budgets of.each transit operator. The
analyst's concern was that Commission allccation decisions
correspond to needs of individual operators, and that to do
this, the Commission should examine the entire budget of each
Operator. However, according to the report, AB 1246 "does
not address Commission responsibilities in the area of
budget analysis, other than those required for the transit
improvement plan”.

These concerns have been met through the Commission's
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) approval process,
as illustrated in Attachment . Careful analysis is made of
each operaﬁcr's budget and programs as presented in its
Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP). This review process,
involving Commission committees, subcommittees, and staff,
resulted in a FY 1978-79 TIP which meets operator requirements
to the degree possible within current fiscal realities.

The Commission's Arbitration Committee, discussed
earlier in this report, also provides an open forum for
debate and resoluticon of disputes between transit operators.

Having adopted a $229.]1 million capital element of

the TIP which includes, ameong other things, the replacement

N1
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of 1,158 overage buses in the county-wide fleet, the addi-
tion of 17 buses, the replacement of three maintenance
facilities, and the construction of a transit mall in Long
Beach, the Commission plans to press hard for the federal
government to make the TIP the kind of decision document
that the Commission has made of it.

Through this process, the Commission has moved from
being merely a financial overseer of transit cperators in
Los Angeles County to being a partner and ﬁdvocate in seek-
ing tc address severe deficiencies in our current transporta-
tion system and in financing improvements necessary to meet
future transportation needs. Attachment VI-2 is one example

ofthe reaction of transit operators tc this policy posture.



CHAPTER VI. 3,

CALTRANS

Our relationship with Caltrans has also been evolving.
The Director of Caltrans District 7 has been appointed by
the Governor to sit as a twelfth, non-voting member of the
Commission. In addition, Caltrans is represented on the
Technical Advisory Committee and chairs its Highways and Freeways Sub-
committee. Staffs of the two agencies have worked closely
during the TIP process and on various technical issues that
have arisen; Caltrans and the Commission have cooperated
closely in the attempt to expedite implementation of the
Artesia-Harbor (91/11l) Interchange, and have joined with
SCAG in sponsoring the "Come Together” Rideshare Program.

In addition, the Commission has supported Caltrans' attempt
to get the Harbor Freeway redesignated as part of the Inter~
state system.

However, serious policy differences remain, particularly
in areas of the highwéy planning and programming process.

We have discussed these issues, which relate to implementation
of the Algquist~-Ingalls Act [(AB 402), in Chapter III of this
report.

On a reiated issue, the Commission has repeatedly
expressed its- concern about the fact thaf by the end of the
present four year period, state highway expenditures in the
District will fall short of the legally required minimum by

approximately $66 million.
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The Commission has been and is negotiating with
Caltrans to remedy this situation and to insure that
changes in the prcject development process take place now
to prevent reoccurences of the shortfall in the future.

Cur Commission, Caltrans, and the new California
Transportation Commission, created under AB 402, all have
legitimate roles to play in setting transportation priori-
ties. AB 402 incorporates a principle which our Commission
worked hard to insure: that local priorities would be
honored in the Transportation Improvement Program process,
except under extraordinary circumstances.

In cur dealings with the new California Transportation
Commission, we have urged that Caltrans be required to
identify projects for which preliminary engineering and
envirormental work are scheduled. Currently, Caltrans does
not divulge what projects and level of work effort its staff
is concentrating on. In light of the AB 1246 charge to the
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission to specify
projects for priority work in our County, we believe that
it is imperative for the California Transportation Commission
to reguire Caltrans to make known to all interested parties--
the Legislature, local officials and citizens-=-just what

projects staff of Caltrans is developing.



CHAPTER VI. &,
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Formal relationships between UMTA and the Commission
have been limited to date. The Commission has not itself
been an applicant for Section 3, 5 or 9 funds and has
participated to a limited degree in SCAG's and the transit
operators' dealings with UMTA on grant matters.

A number of factors may increase future UMTA/Commission
interaction. First, the Commission may be able to save time
and money for the smaller operators in the County in the
area of Federal grants administration. Along these lines,
requesting designation cf the Commission as Section 5
recipient for Los Angeles County is being considered. Second,
the Cammission is going to press for an UMIA commitment to funding the
transit portion of the County TIP. Also, given the key role
the Commission has in decisions on major transit capital
improvements, it will likely be involved in supporting project
implementation by other agencies applying for funds to UMTA.

Except for the negotiations concerning environmental
assessment being ccordinated by the Commission's Special
Route 921/11 Taék Force, the Commission has had only limited
involvement with FHWA. We intend to try to expand our dealings
with FHWA, particularly in seeking ways to speed up the Federal

Aid Urban Program and the I-105 project.

ne






CHAPTER VII.
 LEGISLATION:

Under its legislative mandate, the Commission is
fespongible for coordinating transportation plan?ing and
development and for maximizing federal funding of projects
in Los Angeles County. Consistent with this mandate, the
Commission has been involved both at the state and federal
level in the development and review of legislation affecting
transportation in Los Angeles County.

A principle concern of state and federal officials in
the past has been the difficulty of receiving a common
position from local officials in Los Angeles on the key
legislative matters. Through the Intergovernmental Relaticns
Committee, the Commission has taken a leadership role locally

in the development of consensus positions on key legislation.

ing
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CHAPTER VII.1

STATE

The Commissicon has reviewed nearly 100 variocus bills

under consideration in Sacramento. We were strong supporters

Transportation Commission in its implementation. We have

-sought to establish good working relationships with committees

and staffs of the Legislature.

i

i

i

lr
of AB 402 and are now working clcsel‘y with the California '

i

£
The Commissicn is also following closely AB 3328, which
passed the assembly by a 48-21 vote on May 8 and is scheduled '
for hearing by the Senate Public Utilities, Transit and Energyl
Committee on August 15. This bill weculd grant the Commission
greater flexibility in the use of revenue from a 1/2¢ sales '
tax increase, which currently must be used for public transit
purposes only. AB 3328 would both retain our authority tc '
allocate these funds for public transit purposes and alse '
provide the Commission with the option of using a portion
of increased sales tax revenues for street and highway imprcve-'
ments in Los Angeles County. '

This added flexibility would assist the Commission in
examining funding options involved in developing a balanced '
transportation improvement program for the county.
Attachment VII-1l is a recent lettex to Senator Alfred '

E. Alguist, Chairman of the Senate Public Utilities, Transit '

and Energy Committee on this subject. The Commission presently

has the authority to also bring a ballot measure before the
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Los Angeles County voters requesting a 1¢ increase in the gas
tax. Revenue from this tax increase is required to be expended
only for transit guideway and bus lanes and purchase of transit
vehicles. This authority applies to all counties that passed
Proposition 5 in 1974, and was granted by SB 213 (1977).
Reccommendations for changes in existing legislation

affecting transit in Los Angeles County are spelled out in

Chapter IV.

1ne



109

CHAPTER VII.2
FEDERAL

Attachment VII-2 is a recent letter developed by the
Commission to members of Congress and jointly signed and
endorsed by the principal elected officials and agencies in
the Scuthern California region. The letter addressed the
common positions on key public transportaticn, highway and
planning issues involved in the federal transportation legis-
lation currently under review.

The staff of the Commission works with other agencies
throughout the area to develcp consistent positions on
legislative matters. Detailed analyses of highway and public
transit bills now before the Congress have been coordinated
by the Commission. Participating in these analyses have bheen
staff of SCRTD, Leong Beach, Los Angeles County, the City of

Los Angeles and other local agencies.

The Commission's staff is working with staff in Washington

to insure that this important federal legislation is of

maximum benefit to Los Angeles County.



CHAPTER VIII,

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Introduction

The Commission has endeavored to provide for public
involvement in its activities. As AB 1246 provisions
declare:

The transﬁortation decision-making process

should be responsive to public voters, and

provide for the continuing involvement of the

public in the preparation, revision, and

discussion of transportation plans and ser-

vices.

This chapter summarizes some of the efforts of the

Commission in this area.

e
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CHAPTER VIII. I.

CITIZENS' ADVISORY COMMITTEE

The Citizens' Advisory Committee is comprised of
55 members appointed by the eleven Commissioners. The
past year has been an organizing time for the Committee;
its members have now adopted bylaws, developed a committee
structure and selected officers. Both the full committee
and its four subcommittees meet once a month. The sub-
committees and officers are:

Executive Committse -

Chairperson Shirley Irwin
Vice Chairperson Ruth Aldaco
Secretary Jim Cragin

Rail Rapid Transit Subcommittee Chairperson -
A. C. Wiegers

Bus and Paratransit Subcommittee Chairperson -
Bill Brodek

Streets and Highways Subcommittee Chairperson -
Richard Mills

Education Subcommittee Chairperson -
William Cox

The complete roster of the Citizens' Advisory Committee

is given in Attachment VIII-1.



CHAPTER VIII. 2,

CITIZEN SURVEYS

Efforts have been made to solicit input from the.‘
public at large. To aid the Commission in meeting its
responsibilities, the firm of Opinion Research was
retained to conduct an opinion poll of registered voters
in the County to ascertain their preceptions of the current
transportation system, the need for improvements to that
system, and their willingness to fund such improvements
through possible increases in either the sales taxes or

the gasoline tax. The field survey work has been completed

and the results of the survey will be available in July 1978.

The Opinion Research analysis will be complimented by
the survey distributed through the Come Together Program,
from which approximately 700-1000 responses are anticipated.

Together, these surveys provide an in-depth investiga-

~ tion of the public's attitude toward transportation issues

and its willingness to pay for improvements. The results
will help the Commission as it decides which transportation

options are both feasible and attractive.
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CHAPTER VIII., 3.

AD-HOC TASK FORCE ON HIGHWAY FUNDS

The Commission has authorized the establishment of
a special Ad-Hoc Task Force to examine issues relating
to the collecticon and expenditure of highway user funds
in Los Angeles County. This Task Force will consist of
five representatives frcm business, labor, and industry;
and six members from the Commission's Citizens' Advisory
Committee. The - full make~up of the Task Force is shown
in Attachment VIII-2. It is expected that it willl

complete its responsibilities by October 1, 1978.



CHAPTER VIII. 4.
~COME TOGETHER” RIDESHARE PROGRAI1

The "Come Together" Rideshare Program, an activity led by
Caltrans and SCAG and supported by the County Transporation
Commissions, is aimed at making better use of our existing
transportation network and facilities by increasing vehicle
occupancy. The program uses meetings with community groups
and major employers to accomplish two goals:

(1) Increase public awareness of the costs of
single~occupant auto transportation and its
alternatives; and

(2) Ascertain, through feedback guestionnaires,
which transportation alternatives are most
promising.

Fact sheets on congesticn, pollution, energy and
transportation costs to be used at these meetings are
included as Attachment VIII-3. The community meetings
are taking place throughout the SCAG region, and will be
completed in six Los Angeles communities by early fall.

The results from these guestionnaires, together with the
respoﬁses frdm.éoo major employers, will provide input on

Ridershare policy options and possible projects for Commission

funding review.

T e
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The éommission role has been twofold. First, the
Commission has contracted for a consultant to design
the community participation program and analyze the
responses from citizens and employers. Second, staff
is meonitoring the project to insure that recommendations

for implementation reflect the public's ideas and concerns.



CHAPTER VIII. 5.

SHORT RANGE TRANSIT PLAN APPROVAL

Public hearings are held by communities on Short
Range Transit Plans and on all projects proposed for
Federal funding. Transit operators are required to
obtain local policy board approval prior to the sub-
mission of Short Range Transit Plans, which aliows for

local level public participation in the adoption of these

plans.
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COMMISSION ADMINISTRATION






CHAPTER IX. 1.

COMMISSION ADMINISTRATION: INITIAL ACTIVITIES

The Commission held its first meeting on January 5, 19%977.
Los Angeles City Councilman (and subseqﬁently City Council
President) John Ferraro was elected Chairman and Los Angeles
County Supervisor Kenneth Hahn was elected Vice-Chairman.
Three interim committees =~ Personnel, Financial and Admini-
stration, and Organization - were set up to assist the

Commission in its initial efforts to organize.

At its February 9 meeting, Robert T. Anderson was appointed
as interim Director and the firm of Arthur D. Little was
selected to recruit and recommend candidates for the posi-
tion of Executive Director. Mr. Anderson, the former
County Administrator for Riverside County, did a superb

job of staffing Commission activities during its initial

months,

During the first six months of its operation, the Commission
obtained the assistance of the County Counsel and Auditor's
offices in providing ongoing services. An Administrative
Code, defihinq Commission organization and responsibilities,
was adopted on April 27, 1977, and a preliminary FY 77-78

budget was approved on June 22, 1977.

117



118

CHAPTER IX. 2.
STAFFING

In July 1877, Jerome C. Premo, formerly Associate Admi-
nistrator of the federal Urban Mass Transportation
Authority, began work with the Commission as its permanent
Executive Director. Mr. Premo was authorized to hire
staff, based upon staffing guidelines approved in the

FY 77-78 budget. Transition to full staffing was accom-
plished over a ten-month period, with the majority of

staff coming ocn board in March-April 1978. More than 200

applications for staff positions were considered. Prior

to hiring, careful consideration was given not only to the
gualifications of the individual, but also to how the mixes

of individuals could and would work together as a staff.

Current staff members come from a wide variety of profes-
sional, academic and personal backgrounds, These back-
grounds include:

University/City Management
Transit Operator

Regicnal Planning Agency
University/Transit Operator
State Legislature Staff
Local Governments

-Planning and Operations
-Pinance and Administration
-Air Quality Planning

Fedarzl Government
Private Industry



. ;
The recently approved BY 78=79 budget authorizes a Commis-

sion staff of 17 full-time employees - 12 professional and

S clerical. Figure IX-1 on the next page outlines staff organi-

zation and responsibilities. Attachment IX-1 identi-

_f}§§“i§§§?idual pPositions and their current salaries.

It is the intention of the Commission to keep the
number of its permanent staff members as small as possi-
ble. 1In order to accomplish this, and at the same time
still meet its responsibilities, the Commission has found
ik advantageous to engage consultants for short periods
of time to accomplish specific objectives. Attachment
IX-2 provides a brief description of all consultant con-

tracts from the inception of the Commission to the present.
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Figure IX-1

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

FY 77-78 ORGANIZATIONAL CHART

COMHISSTON MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES

|[EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

Premo

SWCRETARY
Toxrigoe

1

|

1

| POLICY & FISCAL ANALYSIS

SPECIAL PROJECTS

Coordinate LACTC overall
work program, ldentify and
review highway priorities,
manage TDA performance
audits, monitor IOV pro-
gram, develop paratransit
program, develop translt
allocation alternatives,
monitor highway funds,
direct and evaluate FAU
program, review and assess
TSM system, develop and
manage transit system
coordination program.

QIRECTOR

Leach

PRANSPORTATION OPLETA-
TIOHNS ANALYST

Maekawa

TRARSPORTATION POLICY
ANALYST
Camph

FISCAL AMNALYST
Miesner

POLICY ASSISTANT
Spinner
[SLCRETARY

Talton

Develop news roleases
and public service
gpots, develop Commnis-
sion brochures and
newsletter, coordinate
media interviews, staff
CAC, coordinate commu-
nity relations,

| TRANSIT DEVELOP- ADMINISTRATIVE
MENT COORDINATOR OFFTCER
rRichmond Keane

INTERGOVERNMENTAL
RELATIONS

Coordinate Regional
Transit Development
program,

SPECIAL PROJECTS
OFFICER
liunsicker

SECRETARY
Pendleton

INTERN

{iiccolls

INPERN

Provide general
administrative
support including
personnel develop-
ment and management,
employee relations,
payroll, accounting
and internal audita,
records management,
purchasing, budget
development and
reporting, egontract
development/admini-

Act as lialson
between local,
state and federal
governments, moni-
tor state and fed-

Jeral legislation,

review and coordi-~
nate TIP, TDA, QWP
short range transit
plans, provide tech
nlcal assislance on
grant applications,
monitor and evaluate
4.5 program.

jsgration. .. .. |

| secRrETARY
hcosta

DIRECTOR

Egan
TRANSPORTATION
REPRESENTATIVE TIL
Ross
TRANSPORTATION
REPRESENTATIVE I
tlanson

SECRETARY

Silva

INTERN
 Sims




 CHAPTER IX. 3.

FINANCING AND BUDGET

AB 1246 allocated up to 1% of total AB 325 funds

available to Los Angeles County to support activities of

the Commission. Following is a table summarizing the

fiscal status of the Commission:

REVENUE/EXPENSE SUMMARY

TDA Allocation S

Carryover from
Prior FPiscal Year

Total Available $ 334,458

Less Expenses

Unallocated Funds

Estimated
FY 76=77 FY 77-78
334,458 $ 884,402*
264,000
$1,178,375%
713,000
264,000 465,000

Proposed

FY 78=-79
$ 920,000

465,000

$1,385,000
945,445

439,355

*Includes interest earned on actual allocation.

The preliminary FY 78=79 budget, Figure IX-2 on the

next page, was approved by the Commission at its June 14,

1978 meeting. In its approval, the Commission deferred

action on a proposed 5.5% cost-of-living increase for staff

salaries pending furthervanalysis.
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PERSONAL SERVICES

Salaries and wages

01 Permanent
02 Temp/Part Time
03 Commission Attendance

Total

04 Fringe Benefits

Retirement
Health/Dental Insurance
Life Insurance

Workers Comp. Insurance
Bus Pass Reimbursement
Total

TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES

NON-PERSONAL EXPENSE

06
08
09
10
12
13
15
17
18
19
20
30

Qffice Space
Furniture/Equipment Rental
Office Supplies
Duplicating/Printing
Travel

Vehicle Expense
Professicnal Mewberships
Postage/Delivery Expense
Telephone/Telephone
Books/Publications
Training

Miscellaneous

TOTAL NON-PERSONAL EXPENSE

CONTRACTUAL EXPENSE

CAPTTAL OUTLAY

40

Office Equipment

UNALLOCATED RESERVE/CONTINGENCY

GRAND TOTAL

UNALLOCATED FUNDS

122

*

PIGU IX=2

ESTIMATED

FY 77~78

EXPENSES

$203,396
21,146
8,800
$233,342

$ 20,340
4,698
101
4,420
595

$ 30,154

§ 14,432
17,607
4,990
19,165
16,236
4,503
840
7,486
9,273
1,563
400
6,452

FY 78=-79 OPERATING BUDGET

$263,496

$102,947

$230,353

$ 28,047

$ 88,157

$713,000

$465,000

bas been deferred pending further analysis,

Approved June 14,

PROPOSED
FY 78-79

EXPENSES

$369,041"
26,500
8,400
$401, 095

§ 40,500
12,800
950
10,900
7,200

$ 72,350

$ 24,000
6,000
7,500

46,000
25,000
10,000
1,500
15,000
10,000
2,000
5,000
15,000

$476,291

$167,200

$250,000

$ 10,000

$ 45,000

$948,291

$436,709

Approval of a 5.52 staff cost-of living increase included in this amount

1978



-l .= A o . G S T Ep R G a e

'CHAPTER IX. 4.

CURRENT ORGANIZATION

At its January 11, 1978 meeting, Supervisor Hahn

assumed chairmanship of the Commission and Long Beach

City Councilwoman Renee Simon was elected Vice-Chairwoman.
Ms. Simon has since left the Commission and Gardena Mayor

Edmond Russ has been elected as the new Vice—-Chairman.

The Commission is organized into five standing

committees, a Technical Advisory Committee and a Citizens'

Advisory Committee. These committees and their current

chairman are as follows:

Administrative Committee - Norwalk City Councilman
- John Zimmerman

Finance Review Committee - Los Angeles City Council
President John Ferraro

Intergovernmental Relations Committee - Los Angeles
Mayor Tom Bradley

Mass Transit Committee - Los Angeles County Super=

visor Baxter Ward
Arbitration Committee - Mr. Wendell Cox
Technical Advisory Committee - Jerome C. Premo

Citizens' Advisory Committee - Ms. Shirley Irwin

Attachment IX-3 outlines the duties of these committees

and their current membership.

Services of the County Counsel's office are contracted

for on an annual basis. The Commission has ended its
association with the County Auditor's office. - Payroll

services, provided in the latter part of FY 77-78 by

Security Pacific National Bank, will be previded in the
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new fiscal Year by Union Bank. All other payment and
accounting matters are handled internally by Commis~-

sion staff.
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ATTACHMENT 11-1

July 11, 1978

Honorable Brock Adams
Secretary

Department of Transportation
Washington, D.C. 20590

Dear Secretary Adams:

We want to thank you for visiting Los Angeles during
National Transportation Week and hope your brief stay
here was productive.

As you know, the Commissicn is comprised of local elected
officials and is responsible for setting transportation
priorities for Los Angeles County. It was created by the
State Legislature in the hope that it could make scome=-
thing happen in transportation in this county c¢f over
seven million people.

Los Angeles has been shortchanged in the 12 years since
the Federal government began helping leocal governments
improve their transit systems. I just menticoned that
seven million pecple live in Los Angeles County; that
makes this county larger than 42 states in this nation.
We are the second largest urban area in the nation. We
account for 16.3% of the combined population of the ten
largest urban areas in the country, yet we've received
only 2.8% of the capital grant money distributed by UMTA
to those areas through fiscal year 1977.

Let's look at some comparisons:

Urbanized Area

Total Capital Grants - -Per Capita

New York $1,907 million $118
Washington 888 " 358
Atlanta - 852 . 727
Boston 789 . 298
Chicago : 723 " 107
San Francisco 561 " 188
Philadelphia o 481 " 112
Los Angeles

199 . 24
(through June 30, 1978) -



Hon. Brock Adams -2 Jaly 11, 1978

Mr. Secretary, you've challenged us to come up with some
ways of improving our transportation system. We've done
just that by agreeing on a Transportation Action Program
which can be financed at the local level with exlsting
funds. Now we're asking for your help.

Qur Transportation Action Program has three parts:

X a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) =
Implementation: o

The Commission recently adopted the Los Angeles
County portion of the region's TIP which will be
forwarded to DOT this summer, Attachment 1 is a
summary of our TIP. We tock our statutory respon-
sibility for TIP approval seriously and made it a
decision document which set county transportation
pricorities. The first year of the transit program
primarily consists of replacement of overage buses
and facilities--Los Angeles has the cldest bus

fleet of any major city in the country. It reqguests
a total of $185 million in Section 3 funds, not
including the Regional Transit Development Program
which is being reviewed locally. We ask that COT
indicate its concurrence that the Los Angeles County
Section 3 projects included in the first year of the
TIP are justified and its willingness to provide
Section 3 funds to implement them, subject only o
satisfaction of routine application reguirements.

We are asking your support for the replacement of
nearly 1200 old buses and for needed new maintenance
facilities. UMTA has always given these kinds of
projects highest funding priority. Other areas have
traditionally received full funding for bus improve-
ments; all we are asking here is a commitment to
replacement of outmoded and uneconomical buses and
facilities.

We feel this "TIP commitment™ is in the spirit of
the federal regulations establishing the process.
While the amount requested is substantial, the
projects are needed and, as I c¢ited earliexr, this
area lags far behind others in capital grant funding.

5 Harbor Freeway Interstate Designation:

We are gratified to hear your kind remarks about
current plans to get better use of existing freeways

through added bus and carpool facilities but, frankly,



Hon.

Brock Adams -3 July 11, 1978

disappointed at the Federal Highway Administration's
inability to include a portion of the Harbor Freeway
as part of the Interstate Highway system.

In fact, FHWA's turn-down, contained in a May 15,
1978 letter, was received here on May 18, the day
after your Chamber of Commerce speech. 1In his
May 15, 1978 letter to Caltrans Director Adriana

Gianturco, Acting FHWA Administrator Karl S. Bowers
states:

At the present time, available Interstate
mileage is not sufficient to accommodate
your request for State Highway Routa 11l to
the Interstate System. We have evaluated
your request and will hold it for later
consideration in the event additional
Interstate mileage should become available
for redesignation.

In light of this rejection and your Administration's
position, as evidenced in your legislative proposals
to Congress that no new substitute projects such as
the Harbor redesignation should occur once new trans-
portation legislation is enacted, we need a clear
statement of DOT's intent.

Mr. Secretary, just what are our prospects for the
7.6 mile Harbor redesignation? Based on discussicns
with your staff, we know that no mileage is pre=-
sently available for redesignation. However, we
understand that withdrawal requests are pending from
Albany and Minneapolis totaling 6.3 miles, and that
approximately 6.5 more miles of withdrawals, from
the District of Ceolumbia and Virginia, will be sub~
mitted to DOT in the very near future.

Assuming you approve these additicnal withdrawals,
you will have 12.8 miles available for redesigna-
tion. If Congress acts on pending legislation by
the end of September, and that legislation includes
a prohibition against new withdrawal and substitute
actions, then our only hope for the Rarbor redesig-
nation is if you can approve it by then.

Again, Mr. Secretary, do we have any chance for Inter-
state designation for the Harbor--and the associated
bus and carpoel lanes--or not? If we do, we ask that
DOT indicate its intention to designate the Harbhor
Freeway as part of the interstate Highway System once
sufficient mileade i3 ava.ilable.

A-3



Hon. Brock Adams -4~ - July 11, 1978

3. Century Freeway Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):

As you know from our previous letters, we feel strongly _

that the Century Freeway, and related transitway, must
move forward. The financial impact of delay on a
project of this size is awesome, the transportation
situation in the corridor continues to deteriorate

and the affected neighborhoods continue to suffer
from the inaction.

I want you to be personally aware of the situation
as described by one of your former colleagues,
Congressman Charles Wilson. (Attachment 2)

The Century impasse cries out for action. As you
emphatically stated before the National Press Club
last February, yours is a Department committed to
actions, and not to words. We need your action now.

We urge you to approve the EIS on the Century
Freeway so that progress can be made on this
important project.

Qur staff has already briefed staff of your office, the
Federal Highway Administration and the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Administration on our requests.

We believe this Transportation Action Program offers an
opportunity for your Department and cur Commission to
get people moving again in Los Angeles. It is an out-
growth of federally-supported planning efforts. Its
elements are widely supported by local elected officials.
It is financizlly feasible under existing local, State
and Federal programs. It is badly needed.

We loock forward to your positive response. Our Commis-
sion's Executive Director, Jerry Premo, is available to

meet with your staff, or those of FHWA and UMTA, to review
our needs.

Mr. Secretary, let's work together to turn needs into
successes!

Sincerely,

KENNETH HAHN
Chairman

Attachments
Copies to: Urban Mass Transportation Administrator

Richard Page . -
Acting Federal Highway Administrator
... -~ - i
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSICON

FY 78/79 TRANSIT CAPITAL

(Type I)

] TOTAL COST
Buses $162.8 Mil.
Maintenance and
Operating Facilities 39.5*
Buses o
Maintenance and
Operating Facilities 1.6*
Buses 6.5
Maintenance and
Operating Facilities 352
Buses 4.7
Maintenance and
Operating Facilities 1%

SUBTOTAL $222:1

(Type II & III)

Minor Projects

TOTAL

$ 1'3 - ]-
$235.2 Mil.

FEDERAL SECTION 3

$130.2 Mil.

28.9

3.6

.03

$174.13

§ 10.5
$184,63 Mil.

ATTACHMENT 1
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By Purpose

FY_78/79 TRANSIT CAPITAL PROJECTS

—— wmrme e s ke W UTLL D LN

(TYPE I)
Buses

1158 Replacement Buses

17 Additicnal Buses_

Maintenance and Operating Facilities

6 Maintenance Facilities
- SCRTD: Central Facility

West San Fermando Valley

So. Los Angeles*
- Santa Mconica*

- Torrance*

2 Transfer Centers
- SCRTDO - LAX
- Long Beach

2 Park and Ride Lots
- SCRTD -~ Diamond Bar
~ SCRTD -~ West Valley

Minor Improvements

By Recipient SCRTD

Santa Monica

Long Beach

Other Muni-
cipals

*Not yet approved by the Commission

I
B
|
|
i
Came San serranio vartey B
i
|
|
i
i

1030 Replacement Buses

4 Maintenance Facilities
1l Transfer Center

2 Park and Ride Lots
Division Yard Improvemen

25 Replacement Buses .

5 Additional Buses '

Maintenance Facility
Expansion

58 Replacement Buses
Transit Mall Development

45 Replacement Buses ]l

12 Additional Buses

1 Maintenance Facility ang
Minor Modifications to

Existing Facilities
ATTACHMENT 1 I
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Honorable Harold T. Johnson
Chairman

Committee on Public Works

U. S. House of Representatives

- Dear Bizz,

For almost six years, since July 7, 1972, a Federal
Court injunction has restricted and prevented all work on
the I-105 Century Freeway in Los Angeles County. The
lack of progress on this project, as well as. public
safety hazards created by the abandoned housing in the
freeway corridor, force me to request the assistances of
the Public Works Committee in getting the project moving.

]

First, since the first week in May, almest two
months ago, the final draft of the Envirommental Impact
Statement for the I-105 Freeway has been sitting on the
desk of the Assistant Secretary of Transportatien f£or
Policy, Plans and Intermational Affairs, Mr. Chester
Davenport. In attempting to ascertain exactly what
prevents final approval of the EIS, I have been unable to
secure from Transportation Department officials any
concrete comments as to why the report has not been
approved. As the Federal Court injunctions were imposed
until such time as the Department of Transportation and
CALTRANS. had an opportunity to complete the EIS, the
release and approval of the final EIS is a critical
milestone in the history of the project. Securing
approval of this final EIS on the [-105 Freeway is my
highest priority at this time. What, if any, credible
reason is there for not making a decision on this
environmental impact statement? If the responsible
officials would indicate that the report was inadequate,
then the problems could be addressed and resolved.
However, to ponder in silence why the report has not been
signed serves no constructive purpose. L

ATTACHMENT 2
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Honorable Harold T. Johnson
June 28§, 1978
Page Two

Second, the Federal District Court's injunction has
created a criminal and public safety problem of
monumental proportions. In the area of the freeway
corridor, 75 percent of the impacted property has already
been acquired. Of the property acquired, 45 to 50
percent has been vacated. Throughout this abandoned
corridor, which runs almost exclusively within my 31lst
District, boarded-up houses and uncccupied buildings have

become not only a haven, but also an impetus for crime
and vandalism.

The problem goes beyond restless youths throwing
rocks at, and setting fires in, the vacant buildings.
Because the abandoned housing is not adequately
patrolled, gangs have an almost free license to prey upon
the residents of these areas, with little risk of
apprehension or punishment. A young woman has been
raped, and several other needless assults and acts of
viclence have been committed against innocent citizens.
Constantly, I am being asked by my constituents and local

public officials "why isn't there anything being domne on
the Century Freeway?"

Until the EIS is s:.qned., and the injunctions lifted,
this shameful community crisis will continue. The
injunctions bave been granted in connection with
litigation filed by several environmental groups in
February of 1972. While attacking the project on a
variety of contentions, including the dislocation of
minorities from their houses (this is quite a contantion
since half of the housing is vacant and the remainder is
rapidly becoming unfit to live in), the environmmental
coalition is basically using the forum of the U. S.
Digstrict Court to challenge the fundamental political
decision .of using tax dollars to construct a freeway,
rather than using these monies for public transportaticnm.

: while I recognize that the right to due process of
law is guaranteed and essential under our Comstitution,

‘what legislative steps can the Congress take to prevent

the Century Freeway litigation from depriving the
community of its safety, and to speed progress toward

construction. To level the abandoned housing would be an
important first step.
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Honorable Harold T. Johnson
June 26, 1978
Page Three

It is certainly iromic that those interests which
have brought suit against the proposed Freeway because of
its negative environmental impacts have managed to create
a public eyesore which threatens property values, and the
safety and well-being of entire communities.

Specifically, I would appreciate your assistance and
advice in two areas. First, what steps are available to
speed consideration of, and a decision on, the EIS for
the I-105 Freeway. Secondly, what legislative vehicles
are available to the Congress for adopting scme type of
language, which, while net restricting the right to due
process, would indicate a strong concern over frivilous
court challenges and claims?

Any assistance or comments you might have would be
greatly appreciated.

Very truly yours,

/8/ Charles ﬁ. wWilson

Charles H. Wilson
Caw:zd

¢c: Mr, Dick Sullivan
Chief Counsel, Committee cn Public Works
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JEROMEC. PREMO ... _.

FEJII'NE DIRECTCR

Mr. Mark Pisano
Executive Director

Southern California Association of Governments
600 S. Commonwealth Avenue, Suite 1000
Los Angeles, CA 90005

Dear Mark:

Los Angeles County Transportation
Improvement Program FY 1979/8:

At its June l4 meeting, the Los Angeles Cocunty Transporta-
tion Commission tcok final action to complete its Trans-
portation Improvement Program (TIP) for FY 1979 through
1983, Transit and highway projects in the TIP total
$4,051.3 million in the period. Attachment 1 is an overall
summary of the Los Angeles County TIP, with particular
details on transit portions of the TIP. The Los Angeles
County TIP is transmitted through this letter to the
Southern Califeornia Asscciation of Governments for inclusion
in the regional TIP. It is our understanding that the
regional TIP will then be forwarded to the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) and the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration (UMTA). Specific project details on our TIP
have already been transmitted to Linda Pendlebury of your
staff. :

We appreciate the support SCAG staff has provided throughout
the TIP development, review and approval process., As you
know, our Commission has taken final action on Los Angeles °
County transit and highway projects in time for inclusion in
the first TIP amendment cycle, due to the need for additional
time to consider options for allocating funds, especially

for public transit operations.
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Following are discussions of a few important TIP programming

issues:

: 9 Transit Operating Aggistance

a)

~ b)

Section 5/TDA Article 4 R

The Commission approval of $149 million in federal
Section S5 and TDA Article 4 funds (including $134
million for operating purpcses) represents an
attempt to maximize federal funds, service levels
and ridership. The cooperative acticn by the City
of Long Beach in agreeing to seek federal Section 3
funds for the City's transit mall released $1.4
million in TDA capital reserve funds for cperating
allocations in FY 1978/79. (In a June 14, 1978
letter, Bill Ackermann clarified SCAG's position
on this action by our Commission.) This action

and the utilization of unprogrammed carryover make -

possible, with three exceptions, the allocation to
municipal operators an amount equal to full Shert
Range Transit Plan requests. Culver City, Santa

Monica and Torrance were not allocated operating

funds for service expansions; however, Culver City
may be allocated additiocnal funds pending evalua-
tion of its revised SRTP. Attachment 2 is our
final staff recommendation on the allocation of
Section 5 and TDA funds. A final staff analysis,
including certain technical corrections, is in
preparation and will be forwarded to you within a
week.

Artible 4.5

In addition to Article 4.5 carryover funding from
1977/78 for eleven cperators totaling $517,977, the
Commission approved $431,699 in Article 4.5 1978/79
funds to maintain current levels of service through
FY 1978/79 and to fully fund twe new programs in
1978/79. These two new programs, for the City of
Los Angeles~-Echo Park/Silverlake and the City of
Hawaiian Gardens, total $165,050, and represent
innovative approaches to community level transit
service not funded in the. first year of the demon-
stration program. In summary, the Commission has
allocated a total of $1.2 million for 13 4.5 pro-
jects in FY 1977/78 and FY 1978/79. This represents
approximately 0.8% of total TDA allocations by the

~ Commission during these two fiscal years.
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Of the six remaining unfunded applicaticns for

FY 1978/79, the Commission has agreed to reconsider
funding for the City of Baldwin Park and the City
of Los Angeles-Sylmar/San Fernando proposal if
additional TDA funds are made available in FY 78/79.
We have set up a monitoring and evaluation system

for these 4.5 projects, so that we can assess their
effectiveness.

Transit Capital

Approved transit capital projects total approximately

$562 million, of which $244 million represent Annual
Element Type I projects. (This does not ianclude funding
for the Regional Transit Development Program, which is
discussed in a later section.) Program approvals followed
an analysis of project justifications and project fund-
ing sources. Three transit capital projects withheld

from TIP approval pending further evaluation are:

SCRTD South Los Angeles Bus Yard
. Santa Monica Maintenance Facility
. Teorrance Maintenance Facility

Maximization of federal funds has been an important
objective in ocur TIP approval process. The Commission
evaluated TDA capital reserve projects to make the best
possible use of these funds. As noted above, the City
of Long Beach agreed to reprogram its transit mall to

a federal Section 3 grant application, thus making

$l1.4 million in TDA capital reserves available for
allocation in 1978/79.

of the $244 million programmed for Type I Annual Element

projects, approximately 76% of funding is anticipated
from UMTA in federal Section 3 funds. Attachment 1
summarizes these projects. Obviously, a major issue is
the level of UMTA commitment which we can cbtain for
these approved TIP projects, including funding for the
Southern Californla Rapid Transit District and municipal
operators. We shall be actively working with local
representatives, SCAG and UMTA to achieve a maximum flow
of federal funds for Los Angeles County.
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Regional Transit Development Program (RTDP)

Programming of $1,128 million in RTDP projects is a
reflection of two years of Federally-supported transit
planning in Los Angeles County and the amounts requested
in the TIP period by implementing agencies. Specific
Commission endorsement of individual funding regquests
will follow staff analysis and Commission action on

RTDP work now underway.

Highways/Streets and Roads

We have worked together for the past year on matters
relating t¢o highway funding for this region. Most
recently, we have adopted common positions on fund
methodology before the California Transportation Com-
mission. Obvicusly, the real impact of our efforts
will be felt in the State TIP for FY 79/80, as required
by AB 402. However, many of the issues we shall deal
with next year were apparent as we in Los Angeles County
developed our TIP for FY 1978/79. Principal among
these was the $66 million (or more) shortfall for Dis~
trict 7, as discussed below.

a) State Highwavs

Los Angeles County's Transportation Improvement
Program shows highway project submittals for FY
1978/79 through FY 1982/83 by Caltrans of $484
million. Attachment 3 is a breakdown of this
amount by project type, funding source, and prcogram
category. Also listed are the five major new
projects to be constructed within this $484 mil-
lion level. The Century Freeway (I-105) is the
main new project proposed by Caltrans.

Under existing law, highway expenditures by Cal-
trans are to be made according to a specified
formula. Section 188.8 requires that there is to
be a minimum expenditure of highway funds during
four-year periocds.

Of major concern to the Commission is the fact
that present projections by Caltrans show that by
the end of the present four-year period, June 30,
1979, there will be at least a $§66 million short-
fall for highway expenditures in District 7 (Los
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Angeles, Orange, Ventura Counties). 1In other
words, District 7 is to receive at least $66

million less than the minimum amount required in
the statutes. -

With this projected shortfall in mind, and because
Los Angeles County and the other cocunties in Dis-
trict 7 are not programmed to receive highway dis-
cretionary funding in the current four-year period,
our Commission adopted a supplemental list of
highway projects, amounting to $258 million, for
inclusicn in the TIP. $55 million of this amount
is propecsed for inclusion in the annual element.
(Attachment 4) I would point out in particular
that several smaller projects--a $2 million
acquisition of the railrocad right-of-way along
Santa Monica Boulevard is a notable example--on
this supplemental list are immediate candidates

for funding by Caltrans and can be used to reduce
the shortfall now.

This supplemental list of prcjects brings the total
amount of highway projects adopted by the Commis-
sion for inclusion in the TIP to $742 million.
Supplementing the highways portion with these addi=~
tional projects would accomplish the following:

Provide a list of projects that could be
used to make up at least a part of the
projected District 7 shertfall.

. Identify projects that we would like to
see developed if Los Angeles County is
to receive future discretionary funding.

This is especially important in light of cur efforts
to open up Caltrans preliminary engineering and
environmental work to local review., As AB 1246
states,

"The Commission shall be responsible for

' short~range capital and service planning
directed to...

b) Development and approval of a short-
range three- to five-year transportation
improvement program with an annual updated
element reflecting all transportation
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b)

capital and service priorities within the
jurisdiction of the commission to be
develcoped with all appropriate coordination
and cocperation between the commission and.
state and local transportation agencies and

operators. All projects utilizing federal
and state highway and transit funds, and
all exclusive publiC mMass transit guideway
Tojects no matter how rfunded, shall be
§5c1§333 in a transportation I rovement
%rogram aaogtea'ﬁz Eﬁe cammiss?on.“

ichasis adde

As you know, the Governor is about to receive a
State budget from the Legislature which calls for
at least $66 million in State transportation funds
to be spent in this fiscal year in District 7.

Our identification of pro:ects through the TIP was
done with this possibility in mind.

Local Streets and Roads (Federal Aid to Urban
Systems & Special Funds)

The Commission approved a list of projects and
special funds amounting to $339 million for the
five~-year period. That amount can be broken
down further, as follows:

Los Angeles County $ 75 million
Los Angeles City $135 million
All Other Cities $ 91 million
Special Funds* $ 48 million

*The special funds represent Caltrans-administered
programs for bridge replacement, safer off-system
roads, pavement marking, railroad/highway grade
separation projects, etc.

The Commission is authorized under AB 1246 to
"determine the projects on the federal-aid urban
system to be funded." Commission staff, in coopera-
tion with our Technical Advisory Committee, will
gsoon initiate an overview analysis of the FAU
allocation process. We believe that this analysis
is especially timely because the Commission soon
will have to make specific FAU project funding
decisions when new funding is available following
enactment of Federal legislation. Ouxr present
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action in approving the $339 million list of
projects in effect means that the Commission

has accepted the eligibility of those projects
for FAU and special funding.

The Commission is requesting that the SCAG Executive Committee
approve the Los Angeles County TIP for FY 1979/83 as trans-
mitted herein at its meeting on August l. I would appreciate
the opportunity to present specific details on ocur TIP to

the July 20 meeting of SCAG's Transportation and Utilities
Conmittee.

Please let me know if your staff has any questicns on our
TIP submittal. We appreciate the active involvement of
SCAG staff in helping us develop our program, and we look

forward to an early policy consideration by TUC and your
Executive Committee.

Sincerely,

Jéﬂ:;;m:) PREMO

Executive Director

JCP:kyt
Attachments
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IOS ANGELES COUNTY

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM SUMMARY

FY 1979-1983

IEH-NSIT

Transit Qggrating FY 78/79 7
ection $§ 57.5 Mil.

TDA Article 4 72.4
TDA Article 4.5 4
TDA Capital Reserve Reallocation 1.2
TDA Unallocated Reservation for

Municipal Operators 249
Carryover Section 5 4.9
Carryover TDA Article 4.5 v

Transit Operating FY 80/83 $1,141.0

SUBTOTAL $1,280.4
Transit Capital FY 78/79

i
!
i
i
{
l ~ Type I Buses/vans $§ 180.8
i
i
i
i
!

Type I Maint./Oper. Facil. 44.7
Type I R/W Acquisitions 347
- Type II/III (Minor Projects) 14.4
Transit Capital FY 80/83 $ 318.0
SUBTOTAL : S 56l.5
Regional Transit Develorment
Program /8779 $ 44.4
Regicnal Transit Development
groq;am 80783 1,083.9
SUBTOTAL $1,128.3
EIGHEWAYS
Local Streets and Roads
T FAU and Special Funds - § 339.0
1' Highways
Caltrans Program $ 484.0
' Supplemental Projects 258.0
SUBTOTAL $1,081.0
l _ TOTAL TIP FPY 13979-1283 $4,051.3 Mil.
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SCRTD

SANTA MONICA

LONG BEACH

OTHER MUNIS

COMMUTER
CCMPUTER

SEC. 16(b)2/
ARTICLE 4.5

ALL OPERATORS

A-19

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

FY 78/79 TRANSIT CAPITAL

(Type I)
TOTAL COST
Buses $162.8 Mil.
Maintenance and
Operating Facilities 39.5
Buses 4.0
Maintenance and
Cperating Facilities L6
Buses 6.5
Maintenance and
Operating Facilities .
Buses 4.7
Maintenance and
Operating Facilities X
vans 2.0
Vans .8
SUBTOTAL $225.2

(Type II & III)
Minor Pfojects $ 14.4

TOTAL $239.6 Mil.

FEDERAL SECTION 3

$130.2 Mil.

28.9

3.2

1.3

S

2.0

.03

== (FAU)

$174.43

§ 11.18
$185.61 Mil.



By Purpose

By Recipient

FY 78/79 TRANSIT CAPITAL PROJECTS —

(TYPE I)

Buses

1158 Replacement Buses

17 Additional Buses

Maintenance and Operating Facilities

3 Maintenance FPacilities
- SCRTD: Cantral Facility

East San Fernandc Valley
West San Pernmando Valley

2 Transfer Canters
=« SCRTD - LAX

- Long Beach

2 Park and Ride Lots
- SCRTD - Diamcnd Bar
= SCRTD - West Valley

Minor Improvements

SCRID

Santa Monica

Long Beach

Other Muni-
cipals

1030 Replacement Buses

4 Maintenance Facilities

1 Transfer Center

2 Park and Ride Lots
Division Yard Improvements

25 Replacement Buses

S Additional Buses

Maintanance Facility
Expansion

58 Replacement Buses
Transit Mall Development

45 Replacement Buses

12 Additional Buses

1 Maintenance Facility and
Minor Modifications to
Existing Facilities

9 16(b) (2) Projects
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April 6, 1978

Mr. Nerton Simon

Chairman

California Transportation Commission
22400 Pacific Coast Hichway

Malibu, CA 90265

Dear Commissicner Simon:

Recently, the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission
adcpted the following principles for implementation of AB 402

Statement ¢f Principles for Implementation of AB 402

1) There must be recognition of the local and
regional transportation planning agencies and
county transportation commisgsions as full part-
ners in the AB 402 prescribed process. In order
to facilitate this recognition, the State's leccal
and regicnal planning agencies should prepare andé
present to the Califarnia Transportaticn Commis-
sion a2 unified view of their reole in the trans-
portation programming process under AB 402,

2) Before considering adoption of the prior California
Highway Commission's Planning Program and policy
resolutions, the California Transportation Commis-
sion should allow sufficient time to receive loczal
and regional comments.

3) The California Transportation Commission should
be fully informed of the extensive local and
regional concern on the fund estimation method-
ology proposed by Caltrans. The Commission
should allow sufficient time to adeguately study
this issue and receive comments from all agencies.

4) The Califormia Transportation Commission should
be fully informed that the regquirement in Caltrans'
draft TIP guidelines that local assistance pro-
jects be pricoritized within subprograms is coun-
terproductive and unnecessary.
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5) The California Transportation Commission must

obtain an adequate and independent professional
staff.

Following is a sampling of some of the organizations which
have adopted one or the other versions of the principles:

- County Supervisors Association - Transportation
Committee

- Southern California Association of Governments

- Comprehensive Planning Organization of San Diego
-~ Orange County Transportaticn Commissicon

- San Bernardino Associated Governments

- Riverside County Transpeortation Commission

- Los Angeles County Transportation Commission

League Executive Committee)

I have enclosed for your information a mors detailed pre-
sentation ¢f the five principles as developed by the
California Council of Regional COG Directcrs with the
assistance of staff of the Southern California Associaticon

of Governments with input of local governments through-
out the State.

As you knew, local government worked hard last year with
Senator Alquist and Assemblyman Ingalls in the development
of AB 402. This milestone legislation provides for a
truly cooperative State~local planning and programming
process, one in which we, at the local level, can have
genuine involvement. I believe the principles, as set

forth, signals leocal government's willingness to involve
itself in this process.

I request and welcome the opportunity to discuss these

principles with yocu and your fellow ccmmissioners at your
April 21 meeting in Los Angeles. |

- League of California Cities (pending before the '
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For my colleagues throughout the State, may I extend to

you our best as you embark upen a mest challenging
experience.

Thank you for allowing us to share with you our thoughts
on this matter.

Sincerely, :
KLW'ETHEAHN M\
Chairman
Enclosure

Copies te: California Transpertation Commission Members
Senator James R. Mills

Agssemblyman Walter M. Ingalls
William S. Weber, Acting Executive Secretarvy,
California Transportatiocn Commission :
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June 8, 1378

ggnarahla Judith L. Soley

ce Chairwcman

California Transportation Commission
P. O. Box 1139

Sacramento, CA 95805

Dear Ms. Solay:

I am writing ¢o share with you scme concerms and thoughts
of the Los Angeles County Transportation Commission about
proposals for a fund estimate methodology f£or highway
expenditures.

First, on behalf of the Commission, please accept our
thanks for the time and interast you and the other members
of the California Transportation Commission exhibited wher
you met with us in Los Anqe;es in April. Both of our Com-
missicns have a2 number of common goals and purposes; our
basic respeonsibility is to do the best possible jeb in
evaluating and allocating limited transpecrtaticn rssources

Taken together, the two pieces cof legislaticn (AB 1246 anc
AB 402) which created our agencies call for a cocperative
decision-making process. It is in this spirit of cocpera-
tion that we want to h:ing scme particular points to ycur

5 $60 Million Shortfall

As you know, District 7 of Caltrans, which includes
Los Angelas, Orange, and Ventura Counties, will not
raceive funding needed to meet district minimums for
highway expenditures as called for under existing
state law in the four-year periocd ending on June 30,
1979. We have been working with Caltrans for many
menths on this matter and are hopeful that an agree-~
able rescolution of this matter is pessible. 1In
congidering any fund methodology, we are sure that
the California Transportation Commission will recog=-
nize the need to program funds to first cover the
District 7 shortfall and then to provide for meeting
future District minimums.
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Honorable Jndith. L. SBoley l
i

Discreticnary Funds l

Los Angeles County has received no discretionary
funding from the California Highway Commission and g
Caltrans for many years. We recognize that other
districts have needs beycnd their District's minimum.
We belisve that the same can be said for District 7@
Therafore, we urge that any fund methedolegy which

is developed provides an opportunity for all district
to compete for discraticnary funds to be allocated
by the Califormia Transportation Commission. l

Fund Methodology Principles '

We have worked clcsely with a wide variety of City,
County and regicnal agencies, their statewide associg-
tions and Caltrans during the past few weeks to try
to come up with a common pesition on the fund estimate
methodology. I am sure that you recognize how compl
and difficult this effort is and we appreciate yocur
willingness to give careful consideration to the
principles which we have tentatively agreed upon.

These include: , l

« inclusion in the lecally-develcoped Trans- '
partation Improvement Pregram of funds for
preliminary engineering, environmental
analyses and "hardship" land acguisition: I

. use of the Caltrans program for the first-
two years of the fund estimate procass; and

realization of the need to program high
priority projects identified at the local '
level, which may be beyond currently avail-
able rasourcss, in the local~State TIP
process. l

We ares now developing more specific financial infor-
mation to raflect the implications of a number of
assumptions which have gone into ocur fund estimate
methedology. I believe that all local agencies which
have participated in this cpen process not conly woul
appreciate, but, in fact, need time to assess the
real impact of the fund estimate methcdoleogy which
you are considering. It is for that reascn that we
encourage delay in any final action by the California
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Transportation Commissicon in adopting a fund
methodology until your July meeting. This would
afford all of us-—-your Commission, local govern-
ments and Caltrans--to genuinely understand the
implications of the important fund estimate
methodology which you will be adopting.

Por your rcview at this timae, the resclution
adopted by local and regional respresentatives and
Caltrans at the neeting on June 2 contains a detailed

ocutline of how the estimates under thiszs methodalogy
would be produced.

I want to add that we all were pleased that Carcle
Cnorato participated in the meeting, EHer involve-
ment was a much—-appreciated signal to us in local
government that the policymakers of the California
Transportation Commission are sharing in cur efforts

o develop a fair and egquitable approach to transg-
portation allecations.

I am enclosing, as an attachment to this letter, testimony
cffered by Supervisor Hahn, on behalf of the Los Ancgeles
County Transportaticn Commission, which was presented

last September to the Califormia Highway Commission.
Supervisor Hahn, who is the curresnt Chairman of cur Come-
mission, emuhasized several points about the Caltzans
6-Year Planning Program which we continue to feel are very
valid. I believe that the principles agreed to by local
governments during the last saveral weeks of discussicn,
such as the necassity to provide for preliminary engineer-
ing as part of a programming process and the need to develor
backup projects (which can be accomplished through scme
judicial priority cver-programming), rapresent constructive
follow=up steps to the concerns cited by Superviscr Hahn.

Let me close by expressing, on behalf of local representa-
tives, our appreciatiocn for the help and tachnical aid
which Caltrans has provided local govermmentS in examining
fund estimate methodology altermatives. The efforts of
Phil Raine to facilitate cur requests have been cutstand-
ing. In particular, I would like to thank the Capital
Outlay Coordination team of men and women lead by Tem
Tamburri, whose extra afforts to fulfill our requests,

as well as carry cut their normal duties, has been a
czedit to the professicnalism of Caltrans.
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I appreciate the consideration that you will give to
these points and to the opinicns of local government .
as you carry out your raspeonsibilities undexr AB 402.

I look forward to a close working relaticnship with your
gtaff just as I know members of the Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission are enthused about developing

a supportive partmership with the Califormia Transporta-
tion Commission in impraving transportation.

JC?:kft
Attachment

Copies to:

Sincarely

Executiva Director

i
¥
ME /C. PREMO | i
i

Members of California Transpertation Commissi
Members and Altarmates of LACTC
Assemblyman Walter Ingalls
Pragident Pro-Tem James Mills
Senator Alfred Alguist
Secretary Alan Stein

Director Adriana Giantuzco

Phil Raines, Caltrans

Mark Pisano, SCAG

Tom Jenkins, OCTC

Bar>v Beck, RCTC

Wes McDaniel, SANBAG

Norm Blatcher, VCAG
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April 5, 1978

Bonorable Edmund G. Brown, Jr.

Governor ,
State Capitol, First Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Governor Brown:

As Chairman of the Los Angeles County Transportaticon Com=-
mission, I am writing to express the grave concern of all
nembers ¢f our Commission about the failure of Caltrans

to comply with state laws regarding highway expenditures
in Los Angeles County.

As you know, our Commission is respensible for establishing
priorities for highways and public transportation as part
of the Transportation Improvement Program reguirement of
the federal government. In signing AB 402 into law-last. -
September, you supported the action of the State Legisla-~-
turs to establish a similar programming regquirement at

the state level. We supported your action in signing

AB 402, as you will recall from the attached letter to you
(Attachment l1). - We supported AB 402 because we felt that
it represented a significant acknowledgment of the neces-
sary partnership between the state government and local
officials, such as us on the Los Angeles County Transporta-
tion Commission, in getting on with needed transportation
improvements.

However, the fact is that we are not getting on with needed
transportation improvements. For the four-vear period to
end of June 30, 1979, Caltrans will underspend by more than
$60 million, the minimum called for under state law to be
expended in Caltrans District 7, which includes not only
Los Angeles County but also Orange and Ventura Counties.

This shortfall has been a matter of continuing concern to
us at our Commission. I testified before the California
Highway Commission about this last September. (Attachment 2
is my testimony at that hearing.) Our Executive Director
wrote to the Director of Caltrans on February 8, 1978,
expressing concern about the shortfall; Director Gianturco
replied in a March 8, 1978 letter. (These are included
as Attachment 3.)
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In plain terms, we are distressed that Caltrans cannot
advance projects guickly enough to expend monies due us.
Not only will Los Angeles County and the other two countig:
in District 7 f£fall short of legislative required minim

but we will receive no discretionary funds whatscever from
the state.

It may be argued that moving more quickly with projects '
in Los Angeles County will cause more problems with the
rest of the State Highway Program. That may be the case ;l
but underspending by $60 million the minimum due us unde
state law is causing us severe problems. Not only are
government officials inconvenienced; more importantly, thl
traveling public in our region is losing, as are the con-

struction workers of our area who want to werk on needed
projects.

We recognize that the Century Freeway is a factor in the
scheduling of funding for Los Angeles Ccunty. However, I
want you to be aware of our concern about recent inconsis
tencies at the state level which have had the effect of
stopping all federal action on the Envircnmental Impact '
Statement for this project. I recently received a reply
to my January 2%, 1978 letter to you from Secretary. Stein

of the Business and Transportation Agency, in which Secrel
tary Stein concluded:

In the meantime, until the air guality guestions I

are resolved, it is our understanding that the
Final EIS has progressed in Washington as far
as it can geo. l

(Attachment 4 represents my reply to Secretary Stein.)

Governor, we simply must stop talking at cross purposes
get on with making the necessary decisions so that long-

delayed transportation improvements for Los Angeles County
can come into being. '

I recognize that I have included a lot of paper with this
letter; I do it because I want you to know that we have l
tried to work with your agencies. However, the situaticn
has become so serious that I felt you needed a complete

set of materials as you evaluate our current situatien. l
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Honérﬁhle Edmund G. Brdﬁn} Jr.
April 5, 1978 '
Page 3

I am also sending copies of this letter to your key aides
in the administration, to all members ¢f the new California
Transportation Commission, and to appropriate elected

officials interested in this matter so that they all may
be aware of ocur interest and concern. Cbviocusly, we are

‘anxious to work with you and your representatives so that

we can get on with important transportation improvements.

. I lock forward to hearing from you about all this and to

working out the kind of scolution that I am sure we both
want. ‘

f  Sif:eraly;,/ ]éy%zdfi\

KENNETH HEABRN
Chairman

Attachments
Copies to: Alan Stein, Secretary
Business and Transportation Agency

Adriana Gianturco, Director
California Department of Transportation™

Tom Quinn, Chairman, Air Resources Becard

Robert J. Datel, Distriet Director
Caltrans, District 7 , :

Al Hollinden, Chairman :
Orange County Transportation Commission

Theodore Grandsen, Chairman
Ventura Co. Assn. of Governments

Califernia Transportation Commission Members
All Los Angeles County State Legislators

LACTC Members and Alternates
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May 24, 1978

Mr. Kenneth Hahn, Chairman
Los Angeles County Transportation
Commission

311 South Sprlﬁg‘Street

Suite 1206
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Hahn:

There has been a considerable amount of concern expressed recently
about Caltrans' inability to meet legal requirements having to do
with the level of expenditures in each of our eleven geographic
areas. For the first time, four-year-planned expenditures will
fall short of the legally required level in our Los Angeles

District, which encompasses the Counties of Los Angeles, QOrange
and Ventura.

The exact amount of the District 7 underexpenditure cannot be
detarmined until after June 30, 1979, when accounting records for
the period will be available, but present estimates place the likely
"shortfall" at $66 million for the years 1574-75 through 1978-79.

The causes for this probable "shortfall" in spending in District 7
are several. First of all, two major projects whose design was well
underway and whose construction was imminent were deleted from the
Freeway and Expressway System by the Legislature; the Beverly Hills
Freeway (Route 2) in Los Angeles was rescinded in 1975 and the Coast
Freeway (Route 1) in L.A. and Orange Counties, which was rescinded
in late 1973. Secondly, because of a federal court injunction, we
have been unable to begin construction of the Century Freeway

{Route 105). The Administration has now completed all work required
by the court and approval of the §700 million project is now a
decision to be made in Washington.

We at Caltrans have been well aware of the factors precludzng us

from spending the required amount of funds in Los Angeles in the
current four-year period. As you know, multi-million dollar high-
way projects take years to develop, and if major projects are delayed
or dropped, it is, as a practical matter, not possible to substitute
expenditure of funds on other projects in short order. Consequently,
we took two actions last year in ‘an attempt to rectify the District 7
situation in an orderly fashion.
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Mr. Kenneth Hahn ' | '
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A-32

May 24, 1878

First of all, in last year's revision of our Six-Year Highway
Program we added an extra $66 million to District 7 to be spent l
on top of the legally required four-year level for the perioed

197 gﬁ through 1983-84., In fact, we went even further than this:
we added in another $86 million on top of the $66 million, thereby
programming projects in District 7 worth a total of $152 million
over the legally required minimum for the new quadrennial period.

Most of this supplemental funding, furthermore, is in Los Angeles '
County. That County alone will receive, under our current plans,

32 percent more ths: minimum in the next four years. l
Secondl legislation, at one time supported
by you flich would have put in statute the

Despite ST actions on our part, it is our understanding that J
there have been discussions about your taking court action to forc
the Department to spend an amount equal to the "shortfall" in the
current four-year period. l

We remain concerned about the District 7 situation and are fully
committed to making up the $66 million "shortfall”. It is our
feeling that we have made every effort to act in a reasonable and
responsible manner regarding this situation. With many areas
around the State receiving no more than the legally required amount
of funds, it is difficult to rationalize arguments that Los Angeles
is not receiving its allctment of highway monies.

In order to provide continuing nrogramming stability for District 7'
and Los Angeles County in particular, I hope we can count ¢on your
support for our efforts to accommodate the needs of Los Angeles.

Sincerely,
14 ‘ foss,
/; bvcava Aiseliing

ADRIANA GIANTURCO
Director of Transportation

cc: Mr. Jerome C. Premo, Executive Director

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission )
Members of the Los Angeles County Trans;:ortatmn Commission '

Mr. James Wilscn, President of Executive Committee
Southern California Association of Governments

Mr. Mark Pisanc, Executive Director
Southern California Association of Governments
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION + 3R SCUTH SPRING STREET - SUITE 12046, LOS ANGHELES, CAUFORNIA.MS + (213) 626-03

~ ATTACHMENT I11-5

May 25, 1378-

MEMO TO: TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
FROM: TOMMY ROSS, GARY VAN BUSKIRK

SUBJECT: Caltrans FY 1978-79 (Annual Element) TIP Submittals

Attached for your review and comment is an analysis of Caltrans’
State Highways TIP submittals for the Annual Element, FY 1578-79.

A total of $63.4 million in right-of-way and construction
money, which will count toward meeting the District minimum,
is being requested by Caltrans.'

Only 4 New Pacility Construct;on Projects have been submitted
for implementation during FY 1378-79.

Cost = $2.35 million..

. Re. 91 - Provide ramps to Downey and Clark Ave.
Cost = $1.0 million.

s s 105 - Reconstruct streets for School District
Replacement Sites.

_ - Cost = $§ .2 million.

. Rt. 213 - (FAU Western Ave.)

: Improve a conventional Highway

Cost = $1.2 million.

GB:bn
Attach.

‘ . Re. 105 - Demcolition and Material Removal
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' e .. ... 311South Spring Street—Suite 1206

gianned for the niddle 9 the ZIxeewvay

S e Tt ATTACHMENT 111-
(213) 6260370

Januazry 27, 1978

Bonorable EZdmund G. 3zown, Jr.
Govarnar

Stats of California

Stata Capitsl, FPirst Ploer
Sacraments, Califormia 95314

Dear Governor BIown:

Attached is a2 leattar I sent today, as Chairman ¢2 cna

Les Angeles County Transsertation Commissicn, t£o Secreasary
3T3¢k Adaxns of the Unizad Stazes Depar—enz ¢f Transperzation
cn tRe Cantury raeway. The Zull Cemmissicn susgerss Sromps
Tedezral agmIcval of tia 2inal Eavicsnzen=al Inpact seudy (IIS)
2CPr Ehiy orodedt 3¢ that memavtreceion ¢sn fisaily Bacins

Ae arg consezned that swemet Fedaral acticn ¢a this szatect =27
ce Jalaved because ¢ a Januazy =, 1973 latters g Secrezazy Adams
Zzsm 2 s=22Z memoar of zthe Alr Rescusces Zcari (copy aszached).
i |

scmewhas csnlusing lancuaga, thke s$talii axsmrasses concsIm alcus
the 22fsct of muilding =ne Cantuxy Tosewav on 21X
Trankl?, I was ¢ the crinicn =kat sShase cancazns waes2 werked ous

zaTwean ke Llr Fescurces 3oaxi andéd Calsrzan

- o
i) " mes
--_ua‘a-- -_" -

. Caltzans duxing tas zany
ACnRIR3 and yeass whan e final ZIS for the proIiact was 2elng
srszassc.

I weuld rather lecok at She posicive sise cf ke Januasy x lLes

ir

&S She cormider is decicated to uses such zs
Pazk=and~ride Zacilizies, buses, and/cr cther
nigh cecupancy venicle (ECV) systams, it can
Tsprasent an cppartunisy for public agencies

ats the feceral and state level to take the lesad
iz izpmaving aly sualisy.

Calzrans has proposad just such a3 grojess, witdh

A-36
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311 South Spring Street—Suits 1206
Los Angeles, CA 30013
(213) 628-0370

January 27, 1978

Honorable Brock Adams
Secretary

Department of Transportaticn
Washingten, D.C. 208590

Dear Secretary Adams:

I am"writing you about a matter of great urgency and concern
to the citizens of Los Angelas County and of all cf Scuthern
Califormia. That matter is the Century or I-105 Freeway.

For 15 years different governmental agencies--local, Stats and
Federal-~have been stzuggling with how te meet the transpeorta~-
tion needs in the corrideor running due west from Los Angeles
Internaticnal Airport toward Orange County. Stafl upon staif
of these agencies have assessed, analyzed, scrutinized, and
sometimes paralyzed the project. The courts have been asked
to evaluate procedural aspects ¢f the proposal.

As we discussed when you met with us in October, the California
Legislature established the Los Angeles County Transporzaticn
Commission, with membership £rom the County, City <¢Z Leos Angeles
and othexr cities £rem throughout the County, as a2 fccal peoint
for transportaticn decision-makineg in this County. Our Com-
missicn is determined to act as an agent for action, anéd thus

we want €0 urge your prompt, positive acticn on the I-105
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) new under consideration

by your staff,

Let me summarize some peints about the I-105 project:

. It is needed: It will serve one of the world's
busiest airports and a major part of Los
Angesles County not now served by expressways.
The I-105 project will be of great benefit %o
commercial vehicles now clogging city streets-—and
thus will have a positive econcomic effect.

. It is multi-modal: a transitway in the middle
of the Ireeway has been added, in response
to environmental concerns and in recogni-
tion of the transit needs of the future.

A-38
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Zoncerakle Brock Adams
January 27, 1978
Page 2

3

. 1t is long overdue ight-gf-way Zor the project
was clz:arec ysar o and lies dogmant now.
The neighdorhoed deterioration which this
condition breeds is all too well known to you.
No positive dacisions about community building—-
housing, health facilities, new plant facilities
and S0 on=-can be made when indecision axists.

] i

:
s A

The arsa %Lc be served by the Cantury Fraeway
includes Watis and Willowbrock, whers vnemplov-
ment runs as high as 40%. Ceonstruction of the
froeway will attract indugtsy, which ip %uzn
will provida nesded jcb cpportunities Zfarx

residents @f the araa,

Angales County Transzorsazicon

i

T W
tha projact in itz countywida Tran

e -

&
Dextation Improvament 2rzocexam (TiP) and so too has whi
3 .

getad 0 nmake decisions support tse
s

3
= % z CASS mastion "
Metropolitan Blanniag Crganization, the Souzmiern CalizZgoraia
Asscciaticn ¢f Governments., The Califoraia Departmenz oI
Transportarion has develcoped the f2inal EI8 calling 2oz the '
Aignway anc LStoangsizway to procsed, and includezZ Zunding foz '
I~103 in its adopted Six=Ysar Planning Pregram. Goveraoe:
Eéaund G, Brown, Jr. nas sncorsed moving ashaad wiih the _::::33&:‘:'
AT3LNSE thls Zackgrounc, vou sfscantly rsceivad & lezter IDsm 2 &
staiZ member of wha Califgornis ALxz Rescurcss 3card posing scme '
guastions about the impact ¢of the I-105 prodec: cn airzr guallty
in onr arzea. I urge thit you consider this comment Zxgm the
Leattar: '
IZ the cozzidozr is dagdicatad Lo uses such as
park=and-rice fagilities, buses, andéd/or cther l
high ocsupancy vehicle (EQV) systams, it can
represent an cppeortuniiy for public ageaciss at
the federal and stata level to taks the l=zad in '
improving alir guality.
This i1s prscisely the proidect all of us are suppcrtilg. As :;-:al
ZI3 states, I-105 is planned as a transit-highway project.
Thus, I am sure =hat the Air Rescurces Becazrd wculd sncsuriace
getting on with the zraject, I
isarly, the many henefits of the prcisce, not anly ia zDetisr
transportatzicon but in what the project will do for scopemic l
anéd neighborhcood daevelopment, must e considarad in any dacisicn
to procsed., I am cenfifent shat you will consider tlese posigsive
sccial, envirzamantal and sconomic factars in your decisicn. '



- Honorable Brock Adams - ' #

January 27, 13978 _
Page 3 ;

goﬁ: Assistant Sec:eta:y Terry Bracy, has been most generous
in taking time with us. to see--first-hand-—why we need I-105.

I am confident that his cbservations will sustain the points
we are making Ln this letter.

Mr. Secretary, we need your help, and so do thie citizans of _
Los Angeles and of Southernm Califormia. We need your help to
work with us in securing funding for the entire I-105 projecte-
transitway as well as highway. At scme point, governmant needs
to decide, to act. Pifteen years of study, restudy and delay
are encugh. As I indicated in a letter to you last Aucust, we
need prompt action on the EIS, because another year of delay

will further incresase costs and deny our citizens the oppertu-
nity to use this needed facilicy.

I knew that you and your cdepartment were not the cause of this
delay. GHowever, you now have the action on this project, in
the form of the £inal EIS for the I-105 Preeway. On behalf of
the entirs Los Angeles County Transportation Commission, I urge
you €0 act positively on the I-l05 project by appreviag the
final Envircnmental Impact Statement.

If ycour staif has any questicns about the position of the Leos
Angeles County Transportation Commissicn on this project, our

Executive Director, Jerry Premo, is ava;lable L0 meet with them
at the earliest possible time.

Mr. Secretary, thank veu for considering our pesiticn. We look
forward to working with your department on this important and
needad transpertaticn improvement.

Sincerely,
W_
REZNNETH HAHN

JCP:kyt
Attachment
Copies to: Honorable Terry Bracy
Asgistant Secretary of Transpertaticon

Henorable William Cox, Administrator
Faderal Highway Administration

Hcnorable Richazd Page, Administrator
Urban Mass Transportation Administration

Charles HE. Warzen, Chairman
President's Council on Environmental Qualicty

A-40
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THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20550

i

‘F:.
F&3 23 1518

Mr, Kenneth Hahn

Chairman, Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission

3171 South Spring Street, Suite 1206

Los Angeles, California 90013

Thank you for your letter of January 27, 1373, expressing support for
the Century Freeway (I-105) in Los Angeles County. I understand the
points you raise and assure you that I will carefully considar the
position of the Los Angelas County Transportation Commissicn.

Action by %the Department of Transportation on the final environmental
impact statement (ZIS) for the Century Freeway is currently pending
resolution of air quality concerns expraessed by the Environmental
Protection Agency ?EPA). Discussions betwesn the Federal Highway
Administration and the EPA are now underway. Howaver, resolution of
the matter also involves the California Department of Transportation,
as well as the Southern California Association of Govermments, and

is 1ikely to require several weeks.

Again, I thank you for writing to me and expressing your views

on this impecrtant transportation matter. Also, I assuras you this
Depariment will take prompt action on the final EIS when the EPA
concarns have been resolved.

Sincerely,

S~ - prmeoaa gLl L) .'J’\I
moms SRS VRS ILERTLL HAM
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March 22, 1978

Honorable Alan L.
Secratary
Business and Transportation Agency
1120 N Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

Stein

Dear Mr. Stein:

I appreciate receiving your March 9 letter regarding the
Century Freeway. It is helpful to know that Caltrans

is working with the State Air Resources Board and with
both the Pederal Highway Administration and the Environ-
mental Protecticn Agency to resclve questions relating
to the air gquality impacts of the Century Freeway.

However, I want to express concern as Chairman of the
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission about the
lack of opportunity for direct invelvement in this
process by our Commission. The Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission was established by the Cali-
fornia Legislature and directed to program highway and
transit projects throughout Los Angeles County. We are
working closely with Caltrans, the Southern Califormia
Asgscciation of Governmments, the Scuthern California
Rapid Transit Distriet, transit operators throughout
our County and lccal units of government, all of which
are involved in transportation planning, programming,
financing and operations.

In the case ¢of the Century Freeway, I am regquasting, on
behalf of the Commission, that we be included in meetings
between and among involved State and Federal agencies.

I £ind it extremely difficult to imagine State and FPederal
agencies deliberating on the fate of an encrmously
important and complex transportation facility without
affording local officials an oppertunity to participate.
All we ask--and expect~-=-is an oppertunity te participate
in decision-making on major issues affecting the citi-
zens of our County.

A-42
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Honorable Alan L. Stein

Page 2

"March 22, 1978

Therefore, I would appraciate receiving an indication
from you that such an invitation will be extended to
the Commission to participats fully in deliberztions
relating to the Century Freeway. Jerry Premo, Execu-
tive Director of the Commissicn, will be cur principal
contact on this matter.

Thank you for your prompt censideration of our position.

JCP:ky®

Copies to:

Siqceraly; x//’//,
/i o f{_;,_/

RENNEZTY HAHN
Chairman

LACTC Mempers and Altexmates
Adriana Gianturco, Dirsctor, Caltran

B e k)

Tom Quinn, Chairman, Alir Resourcses 3oard

— e

Cmar Homme, Division Administrator, FHWA
Paul De Falco, Regicnal Administrator, ZP2

-— b f g &



- OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY (’9;55;1
i Business and Transportation Agenry
TS 1120 N STREXT, P.O. 80X 1139
t:mm SACRAMENTO G308
AY PATROL Apzi.l 17, 1978

A MOUSING PIRAnCE AGRNCY

e

TR Hon. Kenneth Hahn, Chairman

Los Angeles County Transportaticn Commission
311 South Spring Street, Suite 1206
Los Angeles, CA 90013

Dear Mr. Hahn:

ios Angeles County Transportation Commission in deliberations
related to the Century Preeway. I fully agrese that your
Commission should be provided the opportunity to participate
in the decisicon-making process on major transportation issues
affecting the citizens of your county. You have my assurancss
that you will be afforded this opportunity on a regular basis,
and we expect that you will take a prominent role in helping

o make scme of the harﬂ decisions on this and other transporta-
ticn issues.

l Thank you for your recent letter regarding involvement of the

To answer your specific concerms about involvement in the current
discussions between Caltrans and the Air Rescurces Board, it is
' my feeling that the guestions related to air quality basically
invelve a disagreement between two Stata agencies. The issues
are clearly defined and relate more to process than to pelicy.
‘l I don't believe it is appropriate for your agency tc have direct
involvement in these discussions. ' There are no deliberaticns
, currently underway at the Federal level as rsferred to in your
l letter. I am confident an agresement will be reached scon and
that we can expect a;proval of the Envzzonmental document for
I the Century project in the near futn:a.
c $ : SJ-'E-LYr ;

. u‘: I“i ’ -

ALAN L. STEIN
Secretary

A~
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20590

ASSISTANT SECRETARY

MAY 26 ‘€7

Mr. Virgil D. Waters

Chairman, Southern California
Transportation Action Commitihee

810 South Main Street, Suites 459

Ics Angeles, California 90014

Dear Mr. Waters:

This is in reply to your letter of April 23, 1878, =o
Secretary Brock Adams concerning I-105 (Cantury Fresway)
in Los Angeles County, California.

Action by the Department of Transportation (DOT) was
delaved due to issues raised by the EZnvironmenta

Fal Protaciion
Agency (E2A) and California Air Resources 3oard (ARB) con-

cerning the impact of the project on ziz guality in the
Sovthern California Air Basin. A ra2cent firm commiiment
by CaliZornia DOT and Federal Hichway Administration (FEWR)

to implement air gualisty mitigation msasuzss has satisitad
both Z2A and ARB.

The resoluticn of air guality issues will enable us t¢
ata eviaw of the project. We axpect to take
action on the project in the very near Ifutursa.

he project.

Chester Davanport
Assistant Secretary Zor Policy
and International AZfairs
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County Transit Panel Thrusts liself Into
dedle of Cen’tury Freeway D|spu’re .

nmc.wm..um " Without final acceptancs of the dm- _ charice that anyone in the agency was
TN émmmﬁa?enmm?m:&géfxﬂmmm
\ ' e ect it on
Lo o G . S G s G e PR
han begun to fex its muscles by JW°uoR witich hasstalled progresscn “I 'was in Sacramento and happened |
thrusting -itself” into- 2 federal-state - the freeway since 1972, © tndrup’nrthemmmhoardatﬁce
dispute that i3 delaying progress on -  Although botir state and federal of- - *to mtroduce myseif and was then, for
the stalled Centory Freeway. . ficiais are negotiating over the letter, - the first ume, made aware of the let- .
mmmme.meﬂmﬂm.%mm ,
- . leadership of its chairman, Sypervisor ©  J38 charged that oo ane is represent- As a resuit of that letter, the fed-
Kennsth Habn, claim they have beex jln'ﬁétﬁlem alongﬁtnheprupmeg eralmvmwottheenm&lﬁental .
[ delicate nepotiations # " romte from El'Segundo imopact statement is stopped e¥ .
T g ' Norwalk, - : erymeatthemnfederal level gets t
transportation - “rome C. Prem ive director af . millions of
ail Systems i3 the ; A 0, secutive "We’reta&m a.bout
gon. - - the conmmission which began operat~ duﬂmofmﬂanniforeverymunmoi |
At [ssue is 2 dispute over a letter  ~IDg in Japuary 1577 asthe resuit 2 deiay, It seems to me we snould have
this | s@ie law, ; . beenmdemofthelettermdwe ;

o gy e et

—-
E
2

il
?
E
;@.

: Prmmdthmwg ame:pgﬁm "
Transportation Brock Admms, where agency is underscored N ess the unequivocal -
it resuited in a itmkﬁﬁﬂmﬂimiqfeﬂlfiﬁ cha::s made m‘th:ne letter were |

E
i
4
g.
&
g
]
itk
{

A-46



A-47

FREEWAY :DISPUTE

Continued Fram First Page

mﬁ%i?&? xetéf % g}' ed by

James D. Poyd, indicates the inviron-
mental statement is misleading as to
its effect op air quality.

“The air g essment I the
statement suggests that there wiil be
Do significant air quality impact re-

gardless of whether this major frees

way i3 constructed” the letter says.

“However it should he noted that

significant reductions im vehicular

emissions are needed 10 protect public’

health and to attain the national ame
bient air quality standards in Los An-
geles metropclitan area whers this
troject i3 proposed.

“Spenamg $670. million of publlc'
funds for a new-17% mile freeway

which provides -no significant emis-
sions reductions, no improvement in
air quality and supperts inereased ve-
hicular usage does not contribute fo
the attainmenr. of the national stane
dards.

The letter concludes by stating that
the project as proposed should be
substituted with park-and-ride facili-
ties, buses cr ather high-cectpancy
trangt systems

“Certzinly,” it continues, “the pri-

vate sector will not be motivated to -

reduce air pollution from its facilities

if public agencies are not developing

projects that alse reduce air poliutant
ong” | _ :

Hahn attacked the letter in his own
correspondence with Adams, ¢laiming
the air resources official failed o note
that the Century Fresway will have a
portisn dedicated to 2 highspeed mass

transit system and did not take inta

account its poasible sconomic impact

- on the area.

“The many bepefils of the project,
not only in better ransportation but
in what the project will do for-eco-
nomic and neighborhced develooment
must be considered in any decision to
proceed,” Hahrwrote,

“Fifteen years of study, restudy
and.delay are enough. As [ indicated
in a letter to you last August, we need

prampt action on the (environmental -

statament) because another.year of
delay will further increase costs and”
deny our citizens the cpportunity to
use this needed facility.”

Hahn received a reply from Adams

; tharking him for his concern and in-

dicating talks were under way be-
tween the state and faderal govern-
ment over the implications of the let-
ter. But Adams made no mention of
including the commission or othar ! o~
cal officials in the talks, ;

Hzhn replied with a terse state-
meat released through the commis-
sion: .

“1 find it extremely difficult o0 ima-~

s

_ gine state and federal agencies de-

Eba'am:g on {he fate of 2n enormeus-
meportant ang camplex transgorta-
acility without giving local offi-

¢ials an oopommzty to participaie,”

* Hahn said,

“The LA Comty Transportaticn
Commission was established by the

"Legislature to program highway and

?ﬂ&iﬁ projects toroughout the coun-

“To think w= weren’t invited ta da-
liberate with Caitrans and other
agencies® on this suh;ect is
inconceivable” -

Adams” indicated discussions are
taking place on the federal level bes
tween the Federal Highway Admin-

" istration and the Envirommental

Protection Agency, He also indicated

" 2 decision will be reached after con-

suitation with the California Depart-
ment of Transportation and the
Southern California Assn. of Govern-

- ments, T UTNCC3ay how close (he

sides wers to agresment,

Meanwhile, Hahn also followed upn
with a letter to Alan L. Stein, secre-
tary of Califcrnia’s RBusiness and
Transvortation Agency, pleading for
an opportunity to be brought into-the
process before the outcome i3 a fara-
gone conclusion.

- Stein has not replied to his Tetter,

When contactad in Sacramento, an
aide to Stein said the matter has been
discussed but no decision has been
made nor 3 response issued mHahn’?
eriticism.

“The problem ig not so much the
status of the commission but just thai
the secretary is new in Ris paositicn
and needs to be briefed on the whols
Century Freeway project,” said Mi-
chael Evanhoe, assistant to Stein,

Evanhoe zaid he has no idea what
progress has been made on negota-
tions over the resources board le’.ter
because no one.from Adams’ office
has made direct contacls with offi-
cials at the state level

But Evanhoe brushed aside the

- guggestion that the state as well as

the eounty commission has been lait
out of the process. .

“Everyone i§ mvolved,” he said,
*“There is no us ard no them—na here
and a0 there. We just Qaven't heard
anything yet," y

7~



‘ . ATTACHMENT III-7
Loi- C‘_ —

':s ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPCRTATION COMMISSION ¢ 371 SOUTH SPRING STREET - SUITE 1206, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90013 » (213} 42403

1'1 : : May 3, 1978

Bocezme

DRECIoR Ms. Adriana Gianturco
Director
Departmant ¢f Trangportation
1120 N. Street
Sacraments, CA 95814

Cear Adriana:

At its April 26th, meeting the Los Angeles County Trans-
portation Cammission considered your April llth, letter to
Chairman Hahn regarding redesignation of Route ll to be
added to the Federal-a;d Interstata System (FAI

The Los Angeles County Transnortat;cn Commission concurs
with your departments efforts to seek redesignaticn of :that
porticn of Route 1l in Los Angeles County Irom the proposed
Interstate 105 to Interstate 10. The Commission requests,
theough, your consideration and that of FHWA of the redesig-

nation of full Route ll for funding under the Federal-Aid
Intarstats Program.

ll'- We appreciats your efforts on behalf of Los Ancgeles County
' : to seek this redesignation, and we look forward to working

with you and your department in sacurlnq Federal approval
of this proposal.

Sincerely,

Jéz;ME‘z. PREMO
Executive Director

TE:bn
cc: EHonorable Glenn Andarscn

Cmar L. Homme, FEWA Division Adminigtrator
Beb Datel, Caltrans

Bill Ackermann, SCAG
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMIMNISTRATION
WASHIMNGTDN, DL, 20390

MAY 15 1578

: ' EEP~14

-

THROUGH :

Mr, Trank E. Hawley

Ragional Pederal Highway
N Administrator

Ms, Adriana Glantureco San Franeiszo, California

Director, Deparzmeat of
Transportation ¥r. Owmar L.

Homme s,
?.0. 3ox 1139 Division Administracor %,
Sactamenta, Califoraia 95805 Sacramento, California '

Dear ¥s, Gianturaso:

This is in response to your latter of April &, 1978, to Divisicn
Administracor Cmar L. Homme regarding the proposed addisnicn of
2 7.6~2dls sagment of Stata Highway Route 11 to the Intarstate

A Systezn in Los Ang=mles, Califormia.

At the present time, availabla Intarszate mdilsaage is not sufficient
to aceommodata your raguest for Statz Hdighway Route 11 to the

Intarstata Syszam, We have evaluated your request and willfoxm
iz for later considerarion in. the event addizional Intarscata; M AM 1@ 1a7R

=ileage snrm_,d beczme available ‘nr Tedesignation. = s m
|
N—_— e
v OtY € -

Sinceraly yours, 8 E o *ﬁ;ﬁ

LR i e d —

| TR i

| Karl Se 3awers " T e -

Lo g4 L he
Actirg Federzl Eizivmae fdministraleT

. A
:- |/ n
| <
ot U - _
o _:_:" s
--l..'.‘. s -
Py 3
|~ L
(W1 T IR "
RRA-Q9 ‘ !
TRA-CA : ; B o
‘W
/'c,(’ ’:—'/

cc/ :
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e g Bouse of Representatises

MERSHANMT MARINE AND
e Sgachs, CiLomms OB ZRIES

Honorable Edmund J. Russ
Mayor, City of Gardena
1700 West 1l82nd Street
Gardena, Q0247

Dear MQYQ S , r

Thank you for sending me a copy of your memorandum
of transmittal on the Artesia hock~up to the Harbor ,
Freeway. I'm glad ocur positions agrae,

I would like you to know abcut an amendment I
added to the 1978 Federal-aid Eighway bill during. ocur
Committee's mark-up. This amendment provides that the
20.5 mile segment of the Harbor Freeway £rom FAI Route 10
to State Routa 47 in San Pedro shall be designatad as

interstate as such mileage is made available to DOT by
withdrawals.

IZ we can hold this amendment in conferencs with
the Senata and if additiomal mileage beccmes available,
the Freseway would be eligible for 90-10 rather than
existing 70-30 federal/state matching funds. Thus ocur

provesal on Artesia would see the available $10 million
stretch a lot further.

I will keep you advised of the status,

Best resgards.

Member of Congress

' - THIS STATIONERY PRINTIR ON PAFIR MADE WITH RECYCLID FiBINS
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 ATTACHMENT IV-1

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION  + 3T SOUTH SPRING STREET —SUITE 1204, LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 03 « (213) 626+

COMMISSIONERS:

KENNETH HAHN
CHAIRMAN

Los Angeies Coudy
Supervace

RENEE STMON

VICE CHAIRWOMAN
Councilwomean,

Cily of Long Becch

Los Angsies Coundy

PETER F. SCHABARUM
Chairnen of he Soorat
EDMUND DO. EDELMAN
JAMES A HAYES

BAXTER WARD

TOM BRADLEY
Maovor,

City of Los Angeies
JOHN FERRARQ
Presicent,

ios Angsies Clty Councll
EDMUND J. RUSS
Mavor,

Gty of Gaordena
JOHN ZIMMERMAN
Movor,

iy of

WENDEL CCX

Clliren Recresaniciive,
Cly of Los Angeias

JEROME C. PREMC
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

May 10, 1878

Honorable Walter Ingalls
Chairman of the Assembly
Transportation Committee
State Capitol, Room 4016
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Walt:

' Over the past six months, the Los Angeles County Trans-

portation Commission and its subcommittees have had
under discussion propocsed amendments to AB 1246.

At our April 12 meeting, the Commission approved the
following positions for submittal to you for considera-
tion in a 1246 clean~up bill.

a)

b)

c)

d)

Additional transit operators meeting the
criteria to be developed by the LACTC
should be made eligible for Transportation
Develcpment Act (SB 325) funding.

Amend AB 1246 to permit the LACTC to abandon
the 15% guarantee of Transportation Develop-
ment Act funds to included municipal operators
and to allocate Transportation Develcpment
Act and Section 5 funds by formula provided
that the LACTC shall have first adopted a
formula for allocaticn of such funds.

Any formula for allocation of funds should
be applied toc Section 5 funds as well as
Transportation Development Act funds.

A percentage of the funds available should
be retained by the LACTC for discretionary
allocation. No position was reached by
the Commission at this time as to the
appropriate discretionary percentage.
Based on current funding approximately

.§1.5 million would be available for each

1% set aside.
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Honorable Walter Ingalls

May 10, 1978
Page 2 .
e) The allocation formula should be simple and l

based on measureable and verifiable factors
such as mileage, patronage, number of buses, etgc.

£) Amend AB 1246 to state that, if the LACTC
decides to adept a formula for the allocation of
Transportation Development Act and Section 5 '
funds, such formula shall be adopted after a
public hearing and shall remain in effect for

3 years. '

g) That 8 votes of the members of the Commis-
sion 1s required to establish and/or change
the funding formula.

h) That 8 votes of the members of the Commis-
sion shall be required to provide Article 4
TDA (SB 325) funds to any applicant which
has not previously received Article 4 funds.

i) That the LACTC assure the municipal operators
that the 15% guarantee will not be abandoned
by the Commission until an acceptable formula l
is derived.

As pointed out in the Commission's enabling legisl_aticn,rlg
LACTC is responsible for the coordination of the transpo
tion planning and development in Los Angeles County. I
believe these amendments give the Ccmmission the reguired
flexibility to allocate the available state and federal
funds against a formula that considers not only bus system
miles, but would also take into account system efficiency
and patronage as factors in an allocation formula.

of the proposed amendments, and I feel reflect their con-

The transit operators were very active in the developmentl
cerns for equity and funding stability.

Mr. Premo and the Commission staff will continue their wo.<
with D.J. Smith and your staff on specific language that -
vou may want to consider.

I appreciate your consideration of our amendments, and I

look forward to working with you in the months ahead on

the many transportat:.on issues that face our county. I
Sincerely,

LG e 1

XENNETH HAHN
Chairman ‘ '

cc: D.J. Smith _
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20980

sy 3 & O
FﬁECﬁifﬁtﬁj‘i“’

Mr. Jerome C. Premo
gExecutive Director
Los Angeles County _ ) :

Transportation Commission 13 E3
311 South Spring Street
Suita 1206
Los Angeles, Califormia 90012

Dear Mr. Premo:

This is in response to your letter of March 28, 1978 concerning
the possibility of your Commission acting as the designated

recipient and single applicant for Section 5 funds in Los Ange]es
County.

Your specific question was "Should the Commission proceed along these
lines, would it be possible to make a single ' maintenance of effort’
calculation for all participating carriers in the County regardless
of whether all carriers are included in a specific application?"

As we discussed during your visit to Washington earlier this month the
answer to your question s yes this would be possible, however, there
are cartain conditions that would have to be met and included as a

part of the application. Your application should be in accordance

with UMTA Circular 9050.1 "Application Instructions for Section 5
QOperating Assistance Projects" dated June 10, 1977 which I am sure .

you are well acquainted with. Specific requirements for "Designation
of Recipients” include a letter of cancurrence by the Governor, con-
currence by the effected mass transit operators, a certified resoiution
by the Southern Califormia Association of Governments and an opinion

of Counsel from your Commission. Concerning your question on Maintznanca
of effart, we would require documentation in the appiication to ensure
that as a condition of eligibility that the sum of the amounts of non-
Federal funds applied to eligible operating expenses in the project year
for the affected operators not be less than the average contribution from
such sourcas 1n the two preceding local fiscal years.

As long as we.can verify this and have assuyrances that in the aggregrate
the minimum maintenance of effort is met it would then be pessibie to
submit a combined or single operating assistance application.
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I hope this information is helpful to you as you consider ways

+tp minimize the amount of paperwork regquired to obtain Federal

funds and improve the quality of transit management and administration
in Los Angeles County. Should you have any additional questions
please contact me or Mr. Dee Jacobs, Regional Director in our

San Francisco Office, who has the responsibility for reviewing any
subsequent operating assistance applicaticns you may prepare.

ereTy
C?Johq .< ‘lor

Associate Administrator
for Transit Assistancs

cc: Dee Jacobs
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPOR?ANON COMMISSION + 311 SCUTH SPRING STREET - SUITE 1206, LCS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90013 « (213) 624-037

ATTACHMENT IV-3

EE SIMON
ICE CHAIRWCMAN
Coungihwomen

=ty of long Secen
ga:vwm Courty
of Sucemsors:
F. SCHABARUM
earran of 'he doord

ND O. EDELMAN
JAMES A, HAYES

'E?nmumao
M BRADLEY
Meucr.

tjr:t L3 Ange'es
HN FERRARQ

Fremcant.
s Angeies Cv Councl
ﬁ«auna J. RUSS

ACGT,
Tty of Zoroend

ZIMMERMAN
m.- .
Sty ot Norwak
ENCELL COX

.ﬁzsn Recresantcive,
—iv af Las Angeies

JEWCME C. PREMO
'EC‘«JTNE DIRECTOR

March 1, 1978

Mr. Dee Jacobs

Regional Director

UMTA

Two Embarcaderc Center
Suite 620

San Francisco, CA 94111

Mr. John Tayloer

Acting Associate Administratoer
for Transit Assistance

UMTA

400 7th Street,

Washington, D.C.

S.W.
20590

Dear Dee and Jchn:

At its February 27, 1978 meeting, the Los Angeles County
Transportation Commission approved the allocation of
$1,614,994 in UMTA Section 5 operating assistance for
Fiscal Year 1977/78 for twelve municipal operators within
Los Angeles County. (See attachment and enclosed report)
The LACTC has requested that the Southern Califormnia
Asscociation of Governments approves this alleocation and
the appropriate amendments to the 1977/78 Transpertaticn
Improvement Program. (See attached letter)

As indicated in the attachments, cperators' deficits have
been met in 1977/78 by utilizing Los Angeles County sub-
sidies and uncommitted pridr year Section 5 allocatiens,
before allocating new Section 5 funds. In addition, the
Long Beach Public Transportation Cempany and the City of
Montebello have agreed to reprogram pending Section 5
capital grants to Section 3 grants, thereby providing
$1,426,244 for operating assistance to these operators.
Of .this amount, $1,118,772 for vehicle purchase is now
reprogrammed in the pending UMTA grant CA-03-0172 for the
Long Beach Public Transportation Company. The remaining
$307,472 is for CA-05-0022, the City of Montehello's
pending grant for vehicle purchase. In reprogramming
CA-05-0022, the LACTC has agreed to support Mchtebello's
amendment request to include the entire replacement of
eight (8) buses at $95,000 per bus with a federal share
of 80 percent or $608,000.
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TH:kyt

Mr. Dee Jacobs
Mr., John Taylor
March 1, 1978
Page 2 :

these operators by the end of this calendar year, the

LACTC has agreed to censider State TDA funding Sor these
projects., Also, a2 similar agreement was made with the

City of Gardena, which is now preparing a new Secticn 3
grant application for vehicle purchase and a bus mainte-
nance facility. (See attached letters) We appreciate

your consideration of this reprogramming request and lock
forward to an early approval of the pending Long Beach

and Montebello grants and to a prompt review of the Garde@.
grant when it is submitted in the near future.

Should UMTA be unable to approve Section 3 g¢rants for '

The UMTA Section 5 allocation, approved by ths LACTC for '
1977/78, is as follows:

§31,473,000 Los '.Emgeles County Allocation '
- 49,100,000 SCRTD Allocation
$ 2,373,000  Available for Other Cperators . l
- 1,614,994 Allocated to Other Operators
S 758,006 Carzyover to FY 1973/79% ' '
As indicated above, $738,006 remains as carzyover in Fiscal

Year 1577/78 funding, as well as the $2.4 million in
Secticn 3 funds as yet unallocatsed by SCAG Reguests for
furzhexr funding assistance in 1877/78 Zor roved operatar
will Se considerad by the LACTC and acte cn ne later
than May 1, 1878.

L]
—

in

L
ap
pal o

(%5

It is anticipatzd that the akbove allocaticn and appropriate
1977/78 TIP amendments will be aprroved soon by SCAG and
that notification of the SCAG action will be sent to you
shortly. ‘

Please do not hesitate to contact me or Tisa Hanson of

our staff should you have any questions or need additicnal
information. ; :

Executive Di¥ecktcr

Attachments
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OFERATOR

Compton

Downey
Glendora

Hawailan
Gardens

lomita

Ly nwoodd
L.A, CITY
ETNG PAYK/
Sllverlake

Hlarbox

Venlice

LA County

Monteray
Park

Pomona

Redondo
Beach

E - Elderly

il - Nandicapped
DAR - Dial-A-Ride

-

PROGRAM DESCRIFTION

Van DAR for E & | & Disadvantaged
Operated by Local Cab Co.

Van DAR for Handlcappad
Mini-Bua DAR for E & Il

Special DAR Buw Service to flxed
Locations .

Taxicab DAR for Elderly
Van DAR for E &

User Bide Subsidy Taxi DAR for
E & i Digsadvantaged to any City
Location

Shared Ride Taxl DAR User Bide
Suhsidy Program for E & 0
Disadvantaged to any Location
in Project Area

Van DAR for E & N

Van DAR for Transportatlonally
Handicapped in East Los Angeles

Van DAR for E & H Disadvantaged

4 Clty Jolnt Powers, Van DAR
for E & N

Taxicab DAR for E & Il

ARTICLE 4.5 PROGRAM

FY 1978/1979

CARRYOVER 77/18

§ 26,140

$ 22,500
$ 13,2689

Ho Funding FY '78

§ 11,209
§ 7,464

Ho Funding FY ‘78

§142,415

$143,113

§121,000

§ 11,987

-p-

§ 16,860

$517,977

18/73 ALLOCATION

§ 44,108

§ 10,500
$§ 9,748
¢ 15,050

¢ 8,551
$ 5,930

$150,000

$ 55,000

§ 35,000
$ 18,067

§ 9,713

$ 51,840

§ 18,140

$431,699

AVAILABLE FOR
USE IN 78/79°

$ 70,240

$ 33,000
§ 23,037
§ 15,050

$ 19,760
$ 15,480

$150,000

$197,415

§178,11)

$139,067
§ 23,760

$ 51,840

$ 35,000

$951,762

=Al INFAHIVLLV
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ATTACHMENT IV-5 .

DECISION AND ORDEI

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF THE JURISDICTIONAL )
DISPUTE BETWEEN THE SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA )
RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT AND THE CITY OF )
SANTA MONICA MUNICIPAL BUS LINES )

The attached Proposed Decision and COrder of the Special Committee
on Arzitration is adopted by the Los Angeles County Transpaortation
Commission asg its Decisicn and COrder in the above-entitied matter.

This Decision and Crder shall become affective on March 3, 13878,
the date of its adoption.

Datad: Maxrch 8, 13978 LOS ANGELES COUNTY

TRANSPCRTATION COMMISSION

o L A
KENNZTH mAEN

Chairman _ '
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF THE JURISDICTIONAL )

DISPUTE BETWEEN THE SOUTEERN CALIFORNIA ) PROPOSED DECISION
RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT AND TEE CITY OF ) AND ORDER

SANTA MONICA MUNICTPAL BUS LINES )

This matter came on ragularly for hearing before the Special
Committee on Arbitration of the Los Angeles County Transpertation
Commission on Friday, February 10, 1978, at 12:00 noon, at the Hall
of Administration, Room 374-A, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles,
Califormia, and was heard on that data,

Suzanne B, Glfford, Assistant General Counsel, appearad on behalf
of the Southem California Rapid Transit District, and Shirley L. Kirby,

Deputy City Attorney, City of Santa Monica, appeared on behalf of the
City of Santa Mcnica Municipal Bus Lines,

Evidence having been introduced, and the matter submitted, the
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission finds: '

FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Prior to December 9, 1377, Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines
(hersinafter sometimes "SMMBL") was the sole provider of local bus
service on Wilshirs Boulevard between Federal Avenues and Ccsan Avenue
in the City of Santz Monica. This service is designated as Line No. 2.

2. On December 3, 1977, the Scuthern Califomia Rapid Transit
District (hersinafter sometimes "SCRTD") began running a local bus
service on Wilshire Boulevard between Federal Avenue and Ocean Avenue
in the City of Santa Monica. This servica is designated as Line 83.

3. Prler to Decamber 9, 1877, SCRID operated a limited bus servics
on Wilshire Boulevard between Federal Avenue and Ocsan Avenue, This
service was also designated as Line 83,

4. A "local servica” is 3 bicck to block operation whersby passengers
are carried between all stops on a routa,
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S. The "limited servica" as provided by SCRTD's Line 83 in this
area pricr to December 9, 1977, means that within that area no local
rassengers wera picked up in the westbound direction and no lecal
passengers wers discharged in the eastbound diraction.

8. SCRID did not obtain the consent of SMMBL prior to establish-
ment of this new local bus servica.

7. SMMBL has chjected and continues to object to the establish-
ment and operation of local bus service in this area by SCRTD.

8. The scheduled local bus service in this area provided by SCRID

since December 3, 1977 i{s every eight (8) minutes. The scheduled local
hus sarvica oy SMMBL in this area was on December 3, 1377, and is
on the date of this hearing every fiffeen (15) minutes.

3. There is evidence that sinca Decamber 3, 1877, SCRTD's buses
nave picked up and discharged passengers at various locaticons on
Wilshire Boulevard hetween Federal Avenue and Ocean Avenue.

10.
Line No, 2 in this area are now riding SCRID's Line 83,

11, SCRTD's Line 83 now provides the same local bus serrica in this
area as deoes SMMEBL's Line Ne, 2.

12. The farz on SMMBL's Line No. 2 is prasently 23 cents., The
fare on SCRTD's Line 83 is presently 40 cents.

13. Apvroximately sixtzen percent (16%) of the ravenues of SMMBEL
{s derived Trom the No. 2 Line,

14, SectHon 30637 of the Public Utllities Code provides in pertinent
part that SCRID

"... shall not establish, construct, complete, acguire, crerats,
extend, or reroute (21l of the forsgoing being hersinafter raferred
to by the word "establish” in all forms thereof), dirsctly or
indirectly, either itself or by lease or contract with any other
perseon or otherwise, any rapid transit service or system in

such manner or form as will cr may, either then or at any time

in the futura, divert, lessen, or compete for the zatronage

or ravenuas of the axisting system of a publicly or crivately
owned public utility without the consent of the public utility,

if the existing system has been in operation since at least
August 1, 1374."

There is evidencs that persons who weuld ordinarily ride SMMBL's
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15. Section 39281 of the Public Utilities Code provides in
perunent part that SCRTD

- shall have authority to cperate cr establish new routes

or extand exdsting routes in all or part of the area cutside a
municipal operator, except where the operation or establish~-
ment of such servica will compete with or divert patronage

from an existing service of any included municipal cperator

or service in a reserved service area under Section 39280:; ... .7

. 16. Section 99221 ¢f the Public Utilities Code provides in
pertinent part that:

"... The policy of the Lagislature is that new services to meet
public transportation needs outside of the municipalities
presently operating bus systems which do not compete with, or
divert patronage ffom, an existing operating bus system of

an included municipal applicant under Section 992380, shall

be provided and controlled by the Scuthern Califormia Rapid
Transit District in its role as the respoasible public agency for

providing public transportation systems and facilities within
the region.™

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

By reascn of the foregoing, the Los Angeles County Transportaticn
Ccmmissicn concludes that:

6 o SCR'ID has viclated the provisions of Section 30637 of the
Public Ttilities Cede by establishing and operating a lecal service
(SCRTD Line 83) in an area herstoiore and presemly sarved by a SMMBL
local service (SMMBL Line No. 2), which now doces, and may in the future,
divert, lessen, and competa for the patronage or revenues of the local
servica provided by SMMBL, all without the consent of SMMBL;

2. SCRTD has viclated the provisions of Section 99281 of the
Public Utilities Cede by establishing and operating 2 local servica

. (SCRTD Line 83) in an area herstofora sarved by a SMMBL local service

(SMMBL Line No. 2), which will compete with and divert patronage from
the exdisting local service provided by SMMBL; and

" 3. SCRID has viclated the policy of the Legislature of the State of -

- California as expressed in Section 99221 of the Public Utilities Ccde by

establishing and operating 3 local servica (SCRTD Line 83) in an area
heretofore sarved by a S'\fIIvIBI. local service (SMMBL Line No, 2), which

competes with and diverts patrunage from the existing local service
prnvided by SMMBL.

A-R1



A-62

>k w

WHEREFORE, the following Crder is made:

CRDER

Pursuant to the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusicons of
Law, it is ordered that:

1. Southern California Rapid Transit District shall cease and
desist from operating it3 Line 83 on Wilshire Boulevard between

Federal Avenue and Ocean Avenue in the City of Samta Mcenica, as a
local service, by no later than April 2, 13878,

2. Subsequent to compliance with Order No. 1, supra, in the
event that Southern California Rapid Transit District wishes to establish
a local servica on Wilshire Boulevard between Federal Avenue and Ccean
Avenue, Southern California Rapid Transit District shall either obtain
the consent of Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines to establishment of
such service, cr shall apoply to the Los Angeles County Transportation
Commission for a rasclution of the matter by the Commission.

The Decision and Order shall become efective upon the date of
its adoption by the Los Angeles County Transportaticn Commission.

The undersigned, Chairman oI
the Scecial Committee on Arkitration
(SPCA), nersby submits the feregoing
which constitutes the Proposaed Decision
and Order of the SPCA, in the above
entitled matter as a rasult of the
nearing held beiore the SPCA on
. February 10, 1878, at Los Angeles,
‘ California, and recommends its
adoption as the decision of the

Los Angeles County Transportation
Commission,

. ﬂﬁ 1,/97F Y A

WENDELL COX, Chairnan
Special Committee on Arditration



3 ATTACHMENT 1V-6

ORDINANCE NO. __ Ll

An crdinance amending Qrdinance No, 1, the Los 'Angeles County
Transpartation Commission Administrative Code, relating to rasolu=-

ticn of jurisdictional disputas between operators.

The Los Angeles County Transpermation Commission deo ordain as
follows:
1. "Articla 10 Procadurs o Resclve Jurisdicticnal Disputes
Between Cperators” is added to Ordinance No. 1, the

Los Angeles Cau:ﬁ:y Transpertaticn Commission Admini-

strative Code, adopted April 27, 12377, to read:

Any operator who anticipatas taking any acton
wiich may adversaly affect ancther operatar shall
notify the affactad cperator in writing and shall provide
the Commission with copies of the notification. If
thers is any reascnabla doubt as to whether the acticn
may be chjected to by ancther operator, such notice
is to be given. No acticn is © be taken until either:
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1) The affected operator statas fhat it has no
cbjecr‘..ons.! Tha affacted cperatér snall have no more
than 20 werking days fom receipt of the actice to
raspond. Failure to respond within that pericd shall
be imterprated as meaning that the affacted operator
has no cbjections to the proposed actHcen: or,
2) The matier is rasolved via the remaining
staps in this Procadurs.
8. Mgeting of Overaters
The affacted operator{s) may raquest in writing 2
meeting with the cperator nrovesing the action o resolve
any difsrancas. The meering should ncrmally taka
place within cne (1) week of the rzquest. The Com-
missicn is to be notified in writing of the dats, Hme,
and placea of such 2 meeting. Operatsrs shall act in
gead 2ith in their effnrts o come to an agreement., 1f
the cperators reach a2 mutually satisfaciory agreement, the
Cammissicn {s to he notified in writing cf the naturs and
conditions of the agraemant, Any party to the dispute
may reier the dispute to the Commissicn at any Hme
after the {nitial meeting betwsen the operator(s). Anv
such rafarral shall be {n writing and shall stata the

naturs oI the discute.
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C. Mediation by Commission Stasf

Upon racaipt of notification from one or mere
partias to the dispute that agreement cannot be reached,
the Exscutive Dirscior or his designatad staff member
shall make an effort to mediate the dispute and bring
about an agrsemssnt. If an agreement is nnt reached
within tan (10) werking days fom racsipt of the
notification, the matter shall be raferred to the full

Commission at its next regulariy scheduled meeting

llowing the cicse of the ten=day pericd.

“on Co sedend

Upon referral of the disputa to the Commission,

the Chairman shall refer the matiar to the ArZitration
Cemmittee (AC) which shall hold a hearing on the
disputs and shall forward to the full Commission for
appropriate action its Proposed Decisicn apnd Qrder.
The Exacitive Diractor shall formally notify all partes
to the disputs that the Commissicn is assuming jurisdic~
tion of the disputs and that the AC will hold a hearing,
which shall be opan to the public, at a speciied time
and placa, and that said hearing will be conductad

according to the following rules of procadure.,
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1) Parttes shall submit to the AC (eriginal plus
three copies, with copy to cpposing party), five (5)
days prior to the hearing date, peints and authorities,
affidavits, declaraticn, exhibits and cther evidence
intanded to be used at the hearing, and request to
exchange {nformation and dccuments.

1f aZfldavits or declarations under penalty of

perjury ars to he usad, the affant or declarant must
be crasent and available at the hearing Zor questiconing
by the oprosing rarty or by AC.

2) Arguments at the hearing will normally he
Hmited 1 30 minutas by each garty. Pardies are o
have right to submit additional writizn arguments within
one (1) weaek aftar the hearing. Servics o be madce
in the same manner as srovided in Rule No. L.

3) Cemmission staff shall, {f directad by the AC,
provide to the AC {ts analy:;;is of the disputa and its
rec_::mmendatiou as to the appropriate Commission
acten,

4_) Within a reascnable time aiter the sight to
sutbmit additional arguments has axpired, the AC shall
pracaras and forward o the Commissicen for aporooriata

ac=on its Propesed Decision and Crder (PTQ).
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E. Ccommission Action

1) Upon recaipt of the FDQ, the Commission may
taka any one of the following actions:

2. Approve and adopt the PDO; or

b. Refar the matiar back to the AC; or

¢. Require a transcript of the testimony and

agther evidencs relevant to the decision of AC and

take such acticn as in its opimion is indicatad by the

evidenca. In such case tha Commission’s decisicn

may cover all phases of the mattar, {ncluding the
dalation or addition of any condition; or

d. Set the mattar for public hearings befors

itseif. Such pubiic hearing shall be held de ncvo as
if nc hearing pravicusly had Ceen held.

2) In making any of the forsguing act@icns, the
Commission shall not h;arcrcsnsider any argument cr
evidence of any kind cther than the evidencs recsived
from AC, unless it is itself conducting a public

heaﬂmanﬂ:.emﬁar.

3) The Commission shall serve notica of its

acticn on all parties.

4) Tha decisicn of the Commissicn shall te

final and conciusive.
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2. The effectve data of this ordinance shall be April 12, 1978. '

The Los Angeles County
_ Transsortation Cgmmission

A

Chairman
ATTZST:

Executive Director <of the Log Anceles
County Transpormation Commission

[ heraby cerddy that at its meeting of , the

mreceing ordinancs was adeptad by the Los Angeles County Tmanzscer=ticn

Commissicn.

Exacutive Diractor of the Los Angeles
County Transcersaton Commission

1
i
1
f
i
i
E
i
APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Conty Counsgl
BY

Ropald L. 3caneider -
Princizal Deputy County Counsel
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ATTACHMENT Iv-7

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF THE
PHASE I REPORT
TO THE

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

BY
ATE MANAGEMENT AND SERVICE COMPANY, INC.
AND

SIMPSON AND CURTIN

MAY 18, 1978
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INTRODUCTION

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission, in awarding a
contract to the professional firms of ATE Management and Service Company
and Simpson and Curtin, Consulting Transportation Engineers, required the
answers to a series of questions concerning major Los Angeles County Bus
Operators. Since some of the questions needed comparatively quick responses,
the overall work program was divided into two phases, with the most urgent
questions to be addressed in a Phase I report, to be delivered to the Commission
in May, 1978. The Phase II report, to be delivered to the LACTC in August will
further refine the basic work of the tasks included in Phase I, and set the stage
for Pertormance Audits of the major Los Angeles County bus operatars.

- This is the Executive Summary of the Phase I report of this project. In
order to manage the data gathering and assemble the information gathered
during the course of the Phase I study, the total effort was divided into three
principal tasks addressing concerns expressed by the Commission, as well as
questions posed in A Review of Selected Issues; Southern California Rapid
Transit District and Tos Angeles County 1 ransportation Commission, published
in July, 1977 by the Legislative Analyst - State of California. 1his summary
presents the findings of these tasks in the following sequence:

Task 1 - "Financial and Budget Review of Major Los Angeles County Bus
Operators"

Task 2 - "Comparison and Analysis of Performance Characteristics,"” a

measurement of Los Angeles County operations with their peers through-
out the country. .

Task 3 - "Identifcation of Service and Staff Coordination Opportunities”

Due to the Commission's need of quick responses in these study areas,
efforts began within hours of the March 3 announcement of the award to
ATE/Simpson and Curtin.

This Executive Summary presents the efforts of the professional team
over the past eight weeks in acquiring, developing and analyzing information
and data needed by the Commission in "reaching preliminary, substantial
conclusions on several issues which are of particular urgency within the county
at this time." It summarizes the team's answers to the specific questions posed
by the Request for Proposal prepared by the Commission.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Because of the comprehensive nature of the first phase of this project,
the three task activities were assigned to individual teams with overall
continuity provided by a project manager. This involved over twenty transit
professionals from ATE and Simpson and Curtin and In excess of one hundred
interviews with various personnel in Los Angeles County. The three teams
worked independently on their tasks, with conclusions and recommendations
summarized and documented in three technical memoranda. The specific
conclusions of these memoranda can be summarized as follows:

Task I: Financial and Budget Review

l. The process of preparing operating budgets (current year and one
year projections) is adequate for all eight TDA operators. The larger
operations SCRTD, Santa Monica and Long Beach provide exceptionally
well documented and valid budgets. The smaller municipal operators
suffer in some areas because of constraints relating to certain cost
projections and do not provide detailed written documentation of budgets.
However, this performance is adequate for municipal budgeting purposes,
but will require expansion for UMTA Section 15 and commission purposes.

2. The preparation of five year projections was found to contain
flaws which could lead to uncertainty regarding the validity of these
longer term projections. However, it was clearly demonstrated that any
problems with five year projections were cured in the preparation of
current and one year projections of operating budgets, and that these
"flaws" were more a reflection of the nature of five year budgeting in
general than any serious budgeting problems.

3. The SCRTD did realize the savings projected as a result of its
"recent service cutbacks," although it was difficult to trail these savings
within RTD statements, The team is satisiied that actual savings were
realized.

4. Several recommendations suggesting changes in internal and
external reporting procedures have been presented tc the Commission for
review.,

Task lI: Comparison and Analysis of Performance Characteristics of Los

Angeles County TDA Systems with their Peers Throughout the Countrg

The peer group comparisons include:

1. Overall operating performance, based on the general efficiency
measures used by the transit industry, which include passengers-per-
vehicle mile, operating cost-per-vehicle-mile, deficit-per-mile and opera-
ting deficit per passenger and others are used in this analysis.




2. Transportation performance, showing the efficiency of utiliza-
tion of vehicles and manpower in the various systems. This measure
points out the SCRTD's much higher than average annual miles per
vehicle and higher than average system operating speed.

3. Maintenance performance, indicating SCRTD's unusually high
average fleet age, a higher than average number of road service calls,
but a better than average fuel consumption rate.

Task Ill: Service and Staff Coordination Opportunities

l. In regard to improved service coordination between the eight
carriers (plus Norwalk for this analysis only), a number of areas of
service duplication and overiap were identified. The team felt that
these conditions could be revised in the short term with the result of
providing an improved transit product, and an annual cost savings of
approximately L.8 million dollars.

2. The team also concluded that there were improvement possi-
bilities in the areas of fare coordination and a general tightening of
street performance within the existing operations. These conclusions
do not reflect operating inefficiency, but rather are a suggestion that
there be a "fine tuning" of on-street service,

3. The team saw good possibilities for short-term savings in the
area of purchasing and grants administration.

4. Longer term savings and/or an improved transit product were
seen as possibilities through changes in the areas of maintenance
facility planning and use, as well as marketing and training.

5. Some improvements were identified in the areas of risk

management and data processing, while it was felt that the transpor-
tation area offered little prospect for coordination opportunities.

Phase I - General Summary of Conclusions

l. The eight TDA operators provide a transit product which is, on
balance, quite good. They generally manage activities under their
control with a sensitivity toward costs, and this is reflected in their
operating statements and in comparison to similar transit systems.

2. Budgeting and financial capabilities of most operations are
good. The ability to quickly extract data or to obtain "a valid set of
numbers" is not as.satisfactory in some instances, and in our estimation
has led to some of the criticism in this area.

3. Because of the existence of a number of transit operators in
LA County, and because of the sometimes parochial nature of these
operations, there are areas of immediate cost savings through better
coordination of service and administrative support. ‘
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4. There exists significant skills and talent within each of the
TDA operations evaluated. However, these skills are not generally
transferred between operators, nor does there seem to be a shared
attitude of "we are all in this business together”. The smaller municipal
operations in particular could benefit from additional assistance at the
administrative level.

5. There is an unresolved issue regarding the appropriateness of
future growth of transit in Los Angeles County which should be addressed
if substantial improvement and economies are to be made. This issue
pertains to the commitiment of the County to either a regional system, or
a combination of municipal and regional carriers, or a continual prolif-
eration of transit operators. The team makes no judgment regarding the
right answer to this question, and in fact, could argue forcefully for all
three alternatives. The findings of Phase | seem to clearly call for a
resolution of this issue. :

6. The team perceives that the LACTC can play a positive and cost

effective role in the coordination and implementation of the Phase I .

recommendations.

The following portion of this Executive Summary provides summary
responses to the specific questions posed in the Request for Proposal originally
prepared by the LACTC.



TASK 1 - REVIEW OF RECENT AND PRESENT BUDGETING AND FINANCIAL
FORECASTING OF EIGHT LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSIT OPERATORS

The Questions

This task was developed to answer specific questions posed by the LACTC
concerning budgeting and financial practices used by the eight Los Angeles
County systems receiving both federal and state TDA funds through the
Commission. These questions included the following:

A. "To what extent have the projections (budgets) of the eight opera-
tors been: .

1. Based on assumptions which were reasonable and clearly
documented and used in:

a. Five-year projections
b. Current fiscal year budgets
¢. The upcoming fiscal year?
2. Made on a consistent basis from year-to-year?

3. 'Tolerably accurate' in forecasting actual operating costs and
revenues to date?™

B. "Were significant variations between forecasts and actual results, or
large changes in actual results from year to year adequately
explained?"

C. "Do present forecasts of future year operating results appear to be
based on reasonable and conservative assumptions applied on a
reasonabie basis?"

D. "Have forecasting procedures been revised when possibie to prevent
a recurrance of past 'built-in' forecasting errors?

In addition to these questions concerning all TDA recipients in Los Angeles
County, additional questions were directed toward the SCRTD's recent service

cuts in an attempt to determine if significant savings resulted from these cuts.
These questions included:

A. ™Was the projected dollar savings realized?"

B. ™Was the estirﬁate based on assumptions that were reasonable at the
time?™

C. "Did subsequent financial reports accurately reflect the effect of
service cuts™

A-75



A-76

The Approach

In developing an organized and methodical manner in addressing these
questions, the four-man study team found it ni:cessary to develop a series of
comparisons for each of the systems under study. Generally, statistics provided
by each of the operators were used. However, in the attempt to better

understand and clarify this information, additional measures were developed
such as:

. Annual miles operated

2.  Annual passengers (boardings)

3.  Annual passengers-per-mile

4.  Annual miles of service proviced per 1,000 passengers

Once the aggregated annual statistics, with these additions were developed,
they were condensed into 5-year comparative tables {FY 73-to-FY 77) so that
trends could be more readily identified. In addition, basic monthly operating
statistics for the most current fiscal years for SCRTD, Santa Monica and Long

Beach were developed so that a closer look could be taken of trends within
these systems.

In further refining the search for "reasonableness" in budgeting and
financial forecasting, the study team developed comparisons of transit opera-
ting costs with both the national and the Los Angeles-Long Beach area Bureau
of Labor Statistics Cost of Living Indexes which would help identify cost
increases in excess of (or below) national and regional experiences.

The major thrust of these efiorts was the establishment of a basis for
determining the reasonableness and accuracy of past budgeting and forecasting
practices. Through this review of past projections and actual results, the
Commission can make a determination on the accuracy of current projections
and requests for TDA and federal funding.

In addition to the review of past budgeting and forecasting practices the
study was asked to examine the SCRTD Draft Five Year Plan and the FY 79
SRTP to determine their reasonableness in relation to the projections and
actual results over the past five years.

Conclusions - Task 1

As a result of the intensive eight week data gathering and analysis
process, the study team finds that the following conclusicns can be drawn

concerning budgeting and fcrecasting by the Los Angeles County TDA oper-
ators:



SCRTD
1‘.

3’
4.
5.

In preparaton of current annual budgets, SCRTD does a reasonably
good and proficient job.

Assumptions in current year budgets are reasonable and are clearly
documented.

SCRTD is consistent in assumptions from year-to-year.
SCRTD is "tolerably accurate” in annual forecasting.
The use of "Boardings" as a method of passenger counting, which

identifies numbers of entries into vehicles, does not represent the
actual mumber of individual users of SCRTD service.

In answer to additional questions posed by the Commission in it's RFP, the study
team finds the following:

Question:

"Were significant variations between forecasts and actual results, or large
changes in actual results from year-to-year, adequately explained?"

Answers:

Question

SCRTD has developed a good internal budget monitoring process,
with required clarification of large variations or overruns by depart-
ments involved.

It appears very little effort is made to explain variations during the
course of the budget year to other affected agencies of government.

"Do present forecasts of future year operating resuits appear based on
reasonable and conservative assumptions applied on a reasonable basis?"

Answer:

The study team finds that current year budgets and current year matters
appear to be done on a conservative and reasonable basis. However, the

study team finds that projections used in the Draft Five Year Plan (9%
cost increase in the first year and 8% thereafter) are not consistant with
the past five years actual experience, and that a 7.5% to 8% projection in
the first year would be more accurate.

Question:

"Have forecasting procedures been revised when possible to prevent a
recurrence of past 'built-in' forecasting errors?"
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Answers:

No serious "built-in" forecasting errors were found in the current budget

or the FY 77 budget. The team feels, however, that there are forecasting
errors in the Draft Five Year Plan.

Questions concerning SCRTD service cuts
l.  "Was the projected doliar savings realized?"

Answer:

Yes - By carefully adjusting the mileage operated by SCRTD, the team
finds a reduction of 9,300,000 miles (on an annualized basis) between FY

77 and FY 78. At a calculated "out of pocket" operating cost of $1.51 per
mile, the team finds a savings of $1%,300,000.

2. "Was the estimate based on assumptions that were reasonable at the
time?"

Answer:

Yes - The team believes the assumptions used in the development of the
current budgets are realistic; and since the service adjustments are a part

of the current budget and the FY 77 budget they appear to be reasonable
and realistic.

3. "Did subsequent financial reports accurately reflect the effect of the
service cutbacks?"

Answers:

No - The efiect of the service cutbacks was not isolated and shown
separately from the total SCRTD results.

Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines

Question:

"To what extent have the projections and budgets of the operaticn been:

1.  Based on assumptions which were reasonable at the time; clearly
documented, as used in:

a. Five year projections

b. Current fiscal year budget
c. The upcoming fiscal year"”
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Answer:

It is the opinion of the study team that SMMBL has presented financial
projections and operating budgets which are based on reasonable assump-

tions which, according to management, were based on cost effective
operation and moderate growth.

Question:

"Are budgets and projections made on a consistent basis from year to |

year?"
Answer:

The review found budgets based on consistent year to year assumptions.
Large variations between budget and actual results were adequately
explained.

Question:

"Is SMMBL tolerably accurate in forecasting actual operating results and
revenues to date”™

Answer:

Yes - SMMBL has been tolerably accurate in forecasting actual costs and
revenues to date. The FY 77 4% variance in cost is explained by higher
than anticipated increases in insurance rates and settlements,

Long Beach Public Transportation Company

Question:

"To what extent have the projections and budgets of the operation been:

L Based on assumptions which were reasonable at the time, clearly
documented as used in:

a. S5-year projections
b. Current fiscal year budget
¢. The upcoming fiscal year"

Answer:

It is the opinion of the study team that the LBPTC has presented financial
projections and budgets which were based on reasonable assumptions.

Question:

"Are budgets and projections made on a consistent basis from year to
year?™

TN
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Answer:

Yes - The review indicates that budgeting assumptions are consistant
from year to year.

Question:

"Is LBPTC tolerably accurate in forecasting actual operating costs and
revenue to date?"

Answer:

Yes - with minor exceptions, the FY 77 operating budget shows total
expenses exceeding the budget by only 1.4%, however passenger fares
were overestimated by 18% due to the system falling short of its stated
ridership goals. Corrections were made to the FY 78 budget.

Montebello - Gardena - Torrance - Culver City - Commerce

It was found by the study team, that the budgeting practices of these
operators were more akin to the general municipal budgeting system than they
were to more standard transit accounting practices. For purposes of municipal
administration these practices are apparently adequate. However, for purposes
of the Commission or other public agencies which neec to make determination
of funding allocations, a substantial amount of additional information will be
required. The converson of these systems to FARE (UMTA Section 15) account-
ing will be a major move in the direction needed by the Commission and other

government agencies in making funding determinations. The general findings of
the study team are as follows:

o Budgets and projections sometimes vary among systems, (such as
inflated vs. non-inflated labor costs).

o Not all muni budgets are well-documented, (example, lack of
working papers to project impacts of fare or service level changes).

o Distinctions between capital and operating budgets are sometimes
blurred.

o Reporting format and level of detail varies by system.

o  Budgets are not currently prepared and available to the Commission
with sufficient lead-time to allow the Commission to adequately
analyze them.

While the current budgeting practices of the muni systems may not meet the
requirements of the Commission, they do fulfill the requirements of local
government and, as a purely local government tool, have been reasonable and

tolerably accurate in illustrating the costs associated with providing public
transportation service.
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TASK I - PEER GROUP ANALYSIS

Question:

"How do gross measures of periormanc:e (e.g. passengers per vehicle mile,
‘operating costs per passenger) for each (Los Angeles County TDA)

operator appear to compare with published data on comparzble transit
systems elsewhere in the country""

The response to this question from the Commission was the development
of a peer group analysis by the study team which secured relevant data from
the Los Angeles County systems under study, and from comparable systems
throughout the United States. Since Los Angeles County systems vary in size
from the largest (SCRTD) to the srnaﬂest (smaller munis) three difierent peer

" groups were developed.

SCRTD is compared to:

Transport of New Jersey (TNJ)
Washington, D.C. (WMATA)

Phxladelphza, Pa. (SEPTA) (Surface lines only)
Minneapolis-St. Paul (MTC)

Baltimore, Md. (MTA)

Atlanta, Ga. (MARTA)

Denver, Colo. (RTD)

Buffalo, N.Y. Niagra Frontier Transit
Dallas, Texas (DTS)

Detroit, Mich. (DDT)

Chicago, Itlinois (CTA) (Surface hnes only)
Boston, Mass. (MBTA) (Surface lines only)

The Santa Monica and Long Beach Systems are compared to:

Covington-Newport, Ky (TANK- Transit Authority of Northern Kentucky)
Chattanooga, Tenn. (CARTA)

Tulsa, Oklahoma (MTTA)

Nashville, Tenn. (MTA)

Jacksonville, Fla, (JTA)

Tucson, Arizona (Suntran)

Des Moines, Iowa (MTA)

Suburban RTA - Chicago, lil. (Suburban Transit)

Nortran RTA - Chicago, Il (North suburban transit district)

Commerce, Culver City, Gardena, Montebello and Torrance are compared to:

High Point, N. Carolina - Furn-Tex Transit
Laredo, Texas - Gateway Metro

Mobile, Alabama - MTA

Orlando, Florida - OSOTA Transit division
Roanoke, Virginia - Valley Metro Transit
Aurora, Illinois - City of Aurora, Dept. of Trans.
Kenosha, Wisc. ~ Kenosha Transit Commission
Lancaster, Pa. - Red Rose Transit Authority
Elgin, lllinois - City of Elgin, Dept. of Transp.
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In addition to size, such factors of operating environment, (weather, suburban
character of service area, full municipal operation,etc.) are taken into account
to enhance the validity of the comparison between the composite peer group
and the Los Angeles County systems under study.

General comparisons between the Los Angeles systems and their peer
groups were made on the basis of:

L.
2.

3

Overall operating performance (passengers-per-mile, etc.)

Transportation performance (utilization of vehicles and manpower,
etc.)

Maintenance performance (average fleet age, road calls, mainte-
nance employees per vehicle, etc.).

In addition an analysis of SCRTD salaried administrative and management
employees in relation to the peer group was also conducted.

The following are selected examples of the findings of the peer group

analysis:

o

SCRTD's productivity, in terms of passengers per vehicle mile, is
14.9% below that of the peer systems.

SCRTD's operating ratioc for FY 77 was 28.9% below that of the peer
systams. The recent fare increase has improved the SCRTD's
operating ratio to approximately 40%, still lower than the average
of the peer systems.

SCRTD's total employment per one million passengers is 20% better
than the peer group average.

SCRTD's average operating speed is [3.5% better than the average
of the peer systems.

SCRTD's ratio of 1.1% operator pay hours per platform hour is the
same as that of the peer group average.

SCRTD operates an older fleet of any of the peer systems. Specifi-
cally, SCRTD's average fleet age is 43.2% higher than the average
fleet age of the peer systems.

SCRTD's accident experience is better than that of the peer
systems. SCRTD operates 56.3% more miles per accident than the
peer group average.

Productivity (passengers-per-mile) for Santa Monica and Long Beach

is well above the peer group average. Santa Monica's performance
is far superior to the peer group average.
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Both Long Beach and Santa Monica have higher operating costs per
mile compared to the peer group average - 2.4% and 7.3% respec-
tively.

At current fleet levels, Santa Monica has fewer spare vehicles and
Long Beach has more spare vehicles than the peer group average.

Both Santa Monica and Long Beach show better performance than
the peer systems average for the measures of vehicles per mainte-
nance employee and vehicle miles per maintenance employee.

Both Santa Monica and Long Beach show poorer- performance than
the peer systems average for accident frequency, with Santa Monica
at 66.9% and Long Beach at 47.7% below the average.

Except for Gardena and Torrance, all other muni systems under
study show better passenger-per-vehicle-mile productivity than the
peer group average. The best performance is displayed by Culver
City-56.9% above average and the poorest by Torrance-38.1% below
average.

Culver City's operating cost-per-vehicle-mile shows maximum devi-
ation from the peer group average-56.9% above average. The
remaining four systems also indicate higher costs-per-vehicle-mile
compared to the average, but to a lesser degree than Culver City.

Each of the Los Angeles County systems, except Gardena, demon-
strates higher operating deficits per mile than the average. Garde-
na has a 7.4% lower operating deficit-per-vehicle-mile than the
average of the peer systems.

Four of the five LA County muni systems employ fewer operators
per one milllon passengers carried than the peer group average.

The Phase I report, Task II peer group analysis, includes all necessary tables
needed to make specific comparisons of particular performance measures.

=13~
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TASK II - IDENTIFICATION OF SERVICE AND STAFF COORDINATION
OPPORTUNITIES

Question:

"How effectively is the service of the various transit providers in Los

Angeles County coordinated and where are the most promising opportu-'

nities for improved coordination?"

The Approach

This question from the LACTC seemed divisible into two major and
several minor parts:

. Onstreet service and fare coordination

2. Staff and facility coordination opportunities

a. Maintenance and purchasing

b. Risk management

¢. Marketing ‘

d. Grants applications and administration
e, Training programs

f. Transportation (supervision)

g. Data processing

In order to approach the many facets of transit operations in a short period of
time, specialists in each of these disciplines were assigned to the LACTC
project. A three-man team of route and schedule specialists identified areas of
overlapping and duplicated transit service and immediately began conducting

passenger and schedule surveys in peak and offi-peak hours to determine the
impact of possible changes on:

L The riding public
2.  The overall cost of operating transit service in Los Angeles County.

While this effort was underway, specialists in the various other transit industry
specialities conducted their rounds of interviews, inspections and surveys to

acquire a familiarity with, and understanding of, transit operations in the
county.

Service and Fare Coordination Opportunities

The service coordination study, althcugh conducted in an extremely short
period of time, has identified an estimated potential savings of $§1,800,000
annually to be realized through the restructuring of service to avoid duplication
and overlap on some streets. The potential for additional substantial savings

was also noted during the course of the study, but due to the limited time
avallable, it was not quantlfled.

The Phase | report contains specific recommendations on possible service
re-alignments between the following carriers and in the following corridors:
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SCRTD - SMMBL - Wilshire Corridor

SCRTD - SMMBL - Santa Monica Blvd. Corridor

SCRTD - SMMBL ~ Pico Blvd. Corridor

SCRTD - SMMBL - Olympic Blvd. Corridor

SCRTD - SMMBL - Lincoln Blvd. Corridor

SCRTD - LBPTC - Long Beach Bivd. Corridor

SCRTD - LBPTC ~ Atlantic Blvd. Corridor

SCRTD - LBPTC - Lakewood Blvd. Corridor

SCRTD - SMMBL - Culver City - Effect of service realignment
SCRTD - Montebello - Whittier Blvd. Corridor , .
SCRTD - Montebello - Brooklyn - Riggin Avenues

In addition to these specific areas, the survey team conducted an
overview of service provided in the mid-cities and South Bay communities
wherein some duplication of service exists between SCRTD and the Gardena
and Torrance systems. Additional observations were made of SCRTD service in
the San Fernande and San Gabriel Valleys. In the cases of all these areas,
potential exists for additicnal operational savings, but the limited time allotted
to Phase I of the study did not allow a sufficiently definitive look at these
services to identify the magnitude of potential cost savings.

Since a uniform fare for Los Angeles County transit patrons had once
been an important objective of the County subsidy program, coordination of
fares was also investigated as a part of this task. A general survey of base
system fares indicates that Los Angeles County fares are lower than those of
comparable systems around the United States with the exception of Atlanta,
Georgia where a 15¢ base fare may prevail a little while longer. The study
team recommends, in light of the realities of increased costs of providing
transit service that fare levels be reviewed with an eye toward adjustment to
better meet these increasing costs. The team recommends that those areas
where service can be improved by providing faster, more direct and convenient
service be the first to be examined as holding the potential for fare restruc-
turing.

Maintenance

Question:

"Is joint use of maintenance facilities, with coordinated scheduling of
major jobs economically and operationally feasible?™

In pursuit of the answer to this question, an inspection and inventory of
the capabilities of all maintenance facilities of county TDA operators was
conducted. A model maintenance facilities design was developed and existing
and planned facilities were measured against this model.

In attempting to determine the feasibility of joint use of facilities, the
very real institutional and practical constraints (labor problems, "priority of
servicing" etc.) were set aside. Yet it was found that in the context of today's
operation, very little opportunity exists for the sharing of maintenance facil-
ities. There are several major reasons for this:

-]5—
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o Many facilities in the County were "underdesigned" and are hard
pressed to service today's fleet sizes.

o SCRTD's major facility, South Park Shops, dates back to the electric

railway empires and is not adequate for today's maintenance re-
quirements.

o Other SCRTD ifacilities are in need of replacement because of age
or condition. - :

o Bus maintenance is only one of many municipal vehicle maintenance
~ {functions of smaller muni systems which allows a degree of economy

in these communities that may not be offset by combined facility
use.

While current maintenance facilities appear not to be in a position to

accommodate joint use, the study team is recommending several actions related
to maintenance facilities including:

o Location and construction of an adequately sized, modern central
overhaul shop for SCRTD.

o Early completion of the modernization of SCRTD Divisions 3 and 5.

o Early site selection in the Eastern San Fernando Valley so a
replacement for SCRTD Division #18 can be completed.

Purchasing

Question:

"Are significant efforts made to centralize purchasing of parts and
materials among operators? Should such efforts be made?"

Because of the close relationship between maintenance and purchasing,
the interview and survey phase of this task was accomplished concurrant with
the maintenance survey.

It was found that despite the problems involved in the immediate sharing
of joint facilities by county TDA operators, there are distinct advantages to the
centralization of purchasing by all oprators included in the study. SCRTD
maintains a requisition-controlled central stores facility at the South Park
Shops which could be used to good advantage by other operators in securing
better unit prices for the thousands of items, large and small, that are common
to all transit systems. Such coordination of inventory and purchasing would be
predicated on several assumptions inciuding:

o Completion of the SCRTD program to place inventory control on the
computer for rapid response.

o Development of internal and external accounting between systems.
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V] Determination of the amount, .if any, of a service charge to the
small systems that would be less than the price advantage of
consolidated purchases.

Risk Management

Since the increasing costs of providing necessary insurance protections for
public transportation agencies {(especially in the public liability and property
damage areas) has become a major concern of the industry in recent years, the
focus of this task was the identification of potential insurance cost savings, as
well as staff coordination opportunities.

The general findings of this task suggest that potential economies be
investigated through pooled insurance coverages for all county TDA operators.
While each systern has the benefit of executive level risk managers (either
devoting full time to transit, or part time in the case of muni systems using city
risk managers) the opportunity may exist for consclidation of accident and
claims investigation and claims administration.

Marketing

The investigation of staff coordination opportunities found two potential
areas of coordination of efforts in the general marketing area:

o Advertising and promotional programs
o Public information programs

During the course of interviews with the Los Angeles County TDA
operators, a general consensus was found for the development of general transit
advertising materials (newspaper, radio-TV copy, bus-side signs) on themes that
could be used by all operators. These general transit themes would include such
items as the cost-saving or convenience features of public transportation.
These materials would be designed so that each system would be able to use its
own identification in the lay-out or copy of the advertisements. It was also
found that most systems perceived the LACTC as the agency mest likely to
develop such material since there is a general belief that the promotion of
public transportation in the county is one of the responsibilities of the
Commission.

The focus of the public information section of this task centered on
improving public accessibility to telephone information service. The SCRTD
telephone information center, despite occaisional call overioads, is perceived as
the most vaiuable resource for all county systems in providing a higher level of
information service. It is suggested that in pursuit of an objective of combined
or centralized telephone information service, the following actions be taken in
regard to the SCRTD information center. _

o Development of a "blocked call" analysis to determine the number
of unanswered calis.
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Determine cost difference between the present multiple phone
numbers answered at the SCRTD center and a "Zenith" (or single)
area-wide number,

Determine staffing level needed to handle all calls (including Los
Angeles muni operators). '

Determine method of cost allocation among participants in a pooled
information program. oy,

Develop a system of communications between SCRTD and other
county operators to assure a flow of relevant, current information
from all operators to the SCRTD information center,

Review information center supervisory practices to determine whe-
ther call efficiency (number of calls answered per hour) can be
improved.

Grants Application and Administration

Question:

"Is the manpower devoted to obtaining and administering grant funds
efficiently deployed, or is some centralization of this function possible
and justifiable?"

The study team found that some 50 annual man-years of effort are now
employed in the application for and administration of grants programs for the
Los Angeles County TDA cperators. It was determined through the study that
consolidation of some grants activity could result in an approximate 10% (or
9150,000) annual savings. There are, however, institutional and political
barriers which would have to be addressed before a consolidation could take
place. These include:

o

Individual operators and political constituencies pride in internal

operating territory and performance. This "turf" issue would have
10 be resolved.

What is the "fair share” of public subsidy for each carrier and how
will the LACTC make such decisions?

Will LACTC and SCAG effectively define planning requirements,
TIP review and designated recipient status?

How is the local share to be assured under a consolidated grants
program?

What assurance of statutory compliance will UMTA demand from
consclidated grant applications? '

Is CALTRANS likely to require additional data to assure an equit-
able use of TDA funds?
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o Can consolidation permit the grant program to be responsive to ail
carriers in Los Angeles County?

Training Program Consolidation

The investigation of this particular area explored programs available at
each of the systems under study. These training programs were classified as:

o Operator training

‘o Mechanic training '
o Management development/supervisory training

o Other miscellaneous training

Due to the size and nature of the seven municipal systems, with the exception
of Santa Monica and Long Beach, only minimal training programs were found to
exist. SCRTD, despite a small training staff, has a very comprehensive and
detailed formal training program in all categories.

During the course of the study, it was found that several of the SCRTD
training programs could be made available to all operators without significant
modification, others, with appropma.te changes, could also be used to advantage
by the smaller operators.

While it was found that all TDA systems in the county are meeting
minimal training requirements, the quality of service provided to the county
could be improved through a coordination of various training programs. It is
doubtful, however, that any cost savings would be realized through coordination
of the effort. Conversely, training costs would probably increase since SCRTD
has a limited training staff that would probably have to be increased to meet
the needs of the other county TDA operators.

Transportation Function Consolidation

The review of this aspect of the provision of transportation service to the
county indicates that little, if any, opportunity exists for consolidation.

Separate dispatching and supervisory practices as well as differing union
requirements appear to preclude any meaningful consolidation of these func-
tions at this time,

Data Processing
Question:

"Are administrative functions such as data processing centralized? Is this
desirable™

Each of the systems included in the scope of this study has, in varying
degrees, access to automatic data processing. By far the most sophisticated
system is that employed by SCRTD where the capacity of the systems' UNIVAC
1106 will be expanded to accommodate even more precise operating data and
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information. With the present applications and those planned for the immediate
future however, most computer time will be used until the system’s capacity is
expanded. SCRTD estimates that computer time may become available for

additional applications such as muni systems operating reports and statistics -

within the next two years.

The "desirability" of centralized data processing for all county TDA
operators appears to relate to the following questions:

o Is each system now receiving eﬁough daily, weekly or monthly
information to make well-informed management decisions?

o Is 'this information adequate for the operators as well as the
Commission's needs?

o Are there real economies to be found in the centralization of this
effort?

o Will Section 15 requirements result in a more comprehensive data
base for operators requiring greater data storage capacity?

o ‘Can the confidentiality of each operators data be protected in a
centralized system?

At the moment, a sense of urgency or immediate need of centralized data
processing is not detected among the majority of county TDA operators.
SCRTD appears to be willing to investigate future centralization of data
processing when short term computer capacity problems are resolved.

_20—.
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ONE HUNDRED NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE

PASADENA, CALIFORNIA 91109

QFFICE OF CITY MANASER

June 8, 1978

Mr. Jerame C. Premo, Executive Director

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission
311 South Spring Street, Suite 1206

Los Angeles, California 50013

Dear Mr. Premno:

I just wanted to take a mament to complement you and your staff for
producing the financial and technical camparison between the Sinset
Limited Transit Proposal by Supervisor Ward and the emerging Regional
Transportation Development Program. Technical staff of this City has
found this camparison most useful in their analysis of this important
issue which the citizens of the County will be dealing with shortly.

In addition, Dave Barnhart has shared this comparison with the Pasadena
Chamber of Commerce Transportation Comittee and others that are
interested in regional transportation issues.

It occurred to me that the local cities such as Pasadena probably never
would have had the benefit of such an important comparison if it had not
been for the Los Angeles County Transportation Commisgion. I just wanted
to take a moment to comment that this is the type of analysis and work
by the Cammission that the local cities find very useful and important.

Sincerely,

i THAG

DONALD F. MCINTYRE
City Manager

211/99
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G - ATIACHMENT V-1
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPCRTATION COMMISSION + 311 SCUTH SPRING STREET - SUITE 1204, LOS ANGE.S5, CALIFCRNIA 50013 - (213) 924

March 28, 1978

MEMO TO: LACTC MEMBERS AND ALTERNATES
VIA: FINANCE REVIEW COMMITTEZ

FROM: JEROME C. PREMO
TIM EGAN

SUBJECT: Recommended Overall Work Program f£for 1878/78

Reccmmended Action

Recommend approval by the LACTC of the 78/79 Overall Work Pro-
gram for Los Angelas. Authorize Staff to submit the approved
QWP to SCAG, UMTA, and FHWA for their consideration.

The following is the reccmmended 1978/79 Overall Work Program
(OWP) for the Los Angeles area. Staff applied the Zollecwing
Commission approved criteria in the review andéd recommended
allocation of the §$1,383,750 that is available for next vear.

and Fecderal Zunds, including TIP, elderly and
handicapped planning and air guality planning.

2} TSM ~ related planning including analyses oi
efficiency of transit operaticons and management.

3) Analyses supportive of but not essential to tie
abcve.

Fellowing in summary is the propeosed OWP as develcoped with

the assistance of staff by the City and County, SCRTD, and
the Municipal Operators.

Municipal Overators

TCTAL AVAILABLE -~ $225,000

' 1) Informazion needed tc retain eligibility Zcr State
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remenw  ww AL AL MEIOCEXS & Alternates
March 28, 1978 '
Page 2

Short Rance Transit Plans - $225,000

Analyses required but not limited tc these activities needed
to maintain eligibility for transit operating and capital
funds, i.e. SCRTP's, E & H Section 15, Title 6, MBE, OEO, etc.
funds will be allocated based on a formula that considers

that operators number of buses, and current service area
against the total in the County. A minimum of $2,000 will

be available toc each operator for the above work.

SCRTD
TOTAL AVAILABLE =~ $550,000

Serwvice Policies - $30,0C0

Assist LACTC and SCAG in testing/evaluating service policies
and allccation methods. Tc develcp service policies and
methods ¢©f service evaluaticn: to investigate in cooperaticn
with LACTC and municipal operators tie development and use
of service policies in relation to methods for allocating
operating funds &to transict.

Services = 535,000

Cevelop projects and procedures for reducing bazrriers and
imoreving servicaes for the elderly and handicapped. Develop-
ment of transit related educational programs for eldezly and
hnandicazzed passengers.

Transpoortation Svstem Management (TSM) - §60,000

Develop projects and proceduras for improveing eificliencies
and effectiveness. ZIZxamples of the above include:

. Line Evaluaticn and Ixprovement 2Program cn a
systematic basis.

. Secteor Improvments in Wes:t L.A., North L.A. and
East Centrxal Cities.

. Integration and Coordination with Municipal Carrisr

. Preferential Treatment for buses on surface strests

3.

Continuation of SCRTD Mapving/Grachic Information Svstsm -
$25,000

The continued development and production of mapping (graznic)
and related infcrmaticnal materials to sexve SCRTD and tae
transitc community, anéd to graphically depict transit related
sociceconcmic and physical data feor planming, study, and
communications.

Elderly and Handicapoed Develocvment and Cocrdinazicn of '
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March 28, 1978
Page 3

Envircnmental Impact Assessment: General Desicn cf Noise
Impact Programs and Assess Crdinance - $§90,000

To inventory and analyze the necise and vibration impacts of
current transit facilities and operations and generate
Environmental Impact Statements for UMTA grants. This program
is in response to California law (Motor Vehicle Cecde) in the
area of vehicular noise, and its impact on the environment.

El Monte Busway Evaluation - §15,000

Planning support to joint interagency evaluation of the San
Bernardino Busway. Activities will include continuing Busway
passenger counts and related data collection.

Transportation and Maintenance Manpower Develcomental Programs
580,000

SCRTD as well as most other transit properties cuzrently face
major blue collar training problems. Twe masjcr problems
regquiring technical study are: 1) How to improve operator/
passenger ralations, 2) Hew to train gas engine mechanics ina
diesel bus repair. Phase I of this program will study the
operator/passenger relations. Phase II to be funded next
year at approximately $45,000 will logk intz the training of
gas mechanics in diesel bus repair.

Cata Processing -~ $80,000

The develcpment of a detailed data processing leng range plan

to set gocals/objectives, tc provide direcsicn, to set prioritias
to identify the reguized and available rasources and €0
sequence/schedule cbjectives to be attainecd.

Short Rance Plan/TIP - $15,000

Complete and prasent to the RTD Bocard of Dirsctors, LACTC,
and SCAG, an annual updats to the Five-Year Plan and TIPF.

Short Range Transit Planning (Sector Improvements and Service
Mcnitorilg and Rerinements) - $100,000

On an ongeing basis, monitor and evaluate individual line and
secments therecf with regard to possible route changes and
schedule adjustments. A more comprehensive sector service
area study of all transportation services will be undertaken
with this task.

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
TOTAL AVAILABLE = 52350,000
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Memo to: LACTC Mémbers & Alternates
March 28, 1978 '
Page 4

TI? Decumentation - $10,000

Prepare County's TIP - compile technical ané financial infor-
mation on highway improvement projects propcsed for the next
year and any amendments to the current TIP.

Linear Corridor Signal Svstem Interconnect - $30,000

Artexial streets with heavy volumes will be investigated to
determine what potential exists for improved trafiic flow.

Transit Efficiency and zZffectiveness - $130,000

On a continuing ongeing basis ridership counts on the variocus
bus lines will be made, as well as cther relevant survey in-
formaticon, in concert with SCRTD and the Municipal Cverators.
Reperts will be prepared Zor use by the LACTC and transit
operators based ¢n the analysis, such as cost effectiveness
and efficiency of individual lines, certain ccrridors, various
sectors including grid systems, park and ride lots and service,
and impacts of zene or fare changas.

Transit Level of Service Improvements - $20,3800

The statistical data developed on route miles ané bus milss
during 77/78 will be updated to raflect service medifications '
cr recommendations of the County Transsortation Commission.

This information will assist the Ccmmission ané transit
orerators in evaluating whether to impleament Seme Sorm o - l
transit service zones.

Gavernment Coordination - $§20,000

Participation in LACTC, SCAG, and Caltrans transpeortation plannix
and programming activities including meetings, etc... Provids
technical input to the LACTC as a xnember and saecratary Ior <he
Technical Advisory Ccmmittee,

CITY OF LOS ANGILES

TOTAL AVAILABLE - $258,750

TIP Documentation -  $§20,000

Preparation oI the City's TI2 pursuant to the joint regulations

of UMTA and PEWA. '



Page 5

Subreg;cnal Traffice Inventory - $20,000

To monitcr and document changes in traffic flow and travel
characteristics in the City for use in those planning studies
required in the develcpment of the Transpcortation Systems
Management Plan for the county.

Ccﬁmunitv Transit - $84,000

Planning and technical staff assistance for implementation of
the TSM element of the Regional Transit Development Program
with emphasis on the Community Transit Compconent. Reports

ocn Intra-Community transit needs of selected communities in
the subregion. Analysis ¢of para~transit operations and the
develcpment of para-transit alternatives and methods of
implementation. Interagency analysis and repgcerts on methcds
of impreoving funding, coordinatieon, and effectiveness of
para-transit operaticns, projects and progzams in the regicn.

SggtemrManaae@ent Evaluation (TSM) -« $61.750

San Fermando Valley Cooperative Transportaticn Study, Southern
Area Transportation Study anéd Central Area Transportation Stucdy
are previous subregional studies pericrmed as part of QWP
which nave identified arsas of traffic operaticns improvement
needs.

T™we corridors or high activity centers will be identified in
the Western Area Transportaticn Study for detzail tzansportation
studies. Tvpical candidate studies are the Route 90 corridcr
(Marina Freeway), Westwcod Activity Cantar, LAZ-Westchester
community or the Routa 2 corridor (Beverly EZills rreseway).

Bus Stop Tacilities Study - 536,000

To locata and pricritize citywide all facilities for bus
passengers such as bus bays, bus pads, bus passencer landings,
bus shelters, and special facilities for the nandicappec.

Government Coordination/Program Management - $37,000

Continuazion of ongoing activity - participating in LACIC,
SCAG, and Caltrans meetings. Providing technical assistance
to the LACTC, SCAG, and Caltrans.

CITY AND CCUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

Transportation/Air Quality = $100,000

The City and County have been designated by SCAG as the
subregional agencies tc conduct the air guality azalyses in

Los Angeles County as input iatoc the reguired Transportaticn
Element of the Air Quality Maintenance Plan raguired by the
Federal Clean Air Act. The specific work to be accomplished is
still under discussicon between the City, County and Ccmmission.
The specific transportation/air guality tasks Ior the CWP will
be available in the near future.

¢
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ATTACAMENT 1

ATTACHMENT V-2

REASONABLE FUNDING FOR LOS ANGELES
COUNTY AGENCIES SB 821 FUNDS

.
1]
;

Acensz
Alhambra
Arcadia.
Artesia
Avalon -
Azuvsa .
Baléwin Park
Bell
Bellflcwer

- Bell Gardsns

3everly Eill
Bradbury
3urbank
Cazrson
Carzites

‘Clarement

Commercs .
Compton

Covina

Cucahry

Culver Ciky

. Downey
., Duarte

21 Mont=

El Seguncde
Garcena
Glencdale
Glendora
Bawaiizn Gardens

- Eawthorne

Sermosa 3eaca
Hidéen Hills

. Huntington Park

Incdustry
Inglewood
Irwindale
LaXkewood
La Mirada
ILa Puente
La Verns
ILawnézle
Lemita
Long 3each
Les Angelces

Ics Angeles County

Lynwood

L]

Percentage

of
County

‘Pooulation

.882
0655
0216
0062

. '.368

.672
o318

S 743

.418

-475.

«012
1.262
1.154
..658
e §. 1

151

eiggiy

466
. 241
257
1.288
214
994
p 0224
0650

. 1.809

. «472
. <140
;=435

.271

.022 -

. <278
010

. 1.278

011
1.181
.388%
«447
246
0353
.281
5,136

40.307

11,635
<818

" Maximum

Allocaticn

12,5040
9,730
4,340

l'

2,740 §

5,580
3,820
5,110
. 10,870
§,020
6,940

2,660

18,450
16,870
9,600
5,510
3,800
16,330
§,820
4,550
. 8,140
12,390
4,320
14,540
© 4,400
9,510
27,610
6,200

3,720

. 11,630
4,780
2,750

© 7,010
2,650

18,630
2,660
17,420
8,560
6,530
4,590
5,430
4,870
75,100

585,320

170,110
3,000



Caltrans Vince Paul
Deputy District 7 Director
Transportation Planning and Programming

Southern Califor- William Ackermann

nia Association Director of Transportation
of Governments

The Technical Advisory Committee has these subcommittees:

Highways and Freeways Vince Paul, Caltrans
Bus Operations Earl Docimo, Montebello
Legislation Robert Paternoster, Long Beach

In addition, an Interagency Technical Committee (TAC),
coordinates work on the Regional Transit Development Program
and in essence acts as a fourth committee of TAC. Its member-
ship includes Caltrans, SCRTD, the City of Los Angeles, Los
Angeles County, SCAG, the Federal Highway Administration, the

Urban Mass Transportation Administration, and the Commission.

7. Citizens' Advisory Committee.

The committee consists of fifty-five members, five appointed
by each Commissicner.

Subject to the supervision of the Commission, the committee
shall consult on and obtain and collect public input on those
matters of interest and concern to the Commission that may
from time to time be assigned to the committee by the Commission,

for its review, comment and recommendation.

Chairperson Shirley Irwin

Vice Chairperson Ruth Aldaco

Secretary Jim Cragin

Rail Rapid Transit Subcommittee Chairperson A. C. Wiegers
Bus and Paratransit Subcommittee Chairperson Bill Brodek
Streets and Highways Subcommittee Chairperson Richard Mills
Education Subcommittee Chairpexson William Cox
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