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CHAPTER I I • 

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 1246. 

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 s2anning 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 

1 
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in a matter of months. Therefore , t his '' f i n al =eport" is 

r eally not fina l . The Legislatu=e, having created the 

Los Angeles County Transportation Com.miss i on under AB 124 6, 

has an interest in being informed of activities o f the 

Commission on a continuing basis. We plan to report on 

our activities on an annual basis, so that the Legislature 

can keep a pprised of our activities a nd needs. 
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CHAPTER I I I 

SUMMARY 

Transportation is at the heart of life in Los Angeles 

County. our 7 mil lion 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 periods. 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 

tax~ayers have contributed an average of nearly $90 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 

3 
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the Les Ang.eles County Transportation Commission in late 

1976 t o a ddress t he transportat ion p rob lems o f the nation ' s 

most populous county, and to identify pri orities fo r address ­

i ng t hem. S ince t he Commission fi rs t met i n early Januar y 

1 97 7, some p rogress has been made, b ut much r ema i n s t o b e 

done. 

Among the ma jor a ctivi~ies and i ssues o f the Commis s i on, 

which a r e all dev~loped in g reater detail i~ t his r e port , 

a re these: 

1 . Transoortation I morovement Program (TIP) 

The Commission has set priorities for public 

t r anspo=tation and highway . . ... 
1n v es t:men '"' s fo r the 

Cou~ty, which include: 

nearly 1200 new transit buses and several new 

b1.1s g arages, 

allocation of $134 million in Sta te and Feceral 

transit operating f unds in FY 78 /79 , 

closing of freeway gaps , and 

i denti fication o f additional loca l ly ice~tified 

highway inves tments to be pursued by Ca ltrans. 

I n the a rea c f F ederal funding , the Commi ss ion 's 

goal is t o maxi mize fundi~g of proj ects i n Los 

Ange les County, espe cially i n pub l ic transportat ion. 

I n t.he pas t 1 2 years, Lo s A.."'lgeles, the nation I s 
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2. 

second largest urpanized area, has reqeived only 

about $199 million in transit capital grants from 

the Federal Orban 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. 

Attachment II-l is a letter from Commission Chair­

man Kenneth Hahn to Secretary of Transportation Brock 

Adams which addresses the need for federal 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 h i gh­

way and transit port ions of t he TIP f or Los Angel.es 

County as submitted to SCAG. 

Transit Operating Fund Allocation 

As part of the TIP, the Commission allocates 

State TOA and Federal Section 5 funds for transit 

operations. The Commission has succeeded in · esta­

blishinq an in-depth review process for allocating 

these funds, which will total nearly $150 million 

in the next 12 months. Lim,ited tax dollars are now 

going to where they will do the ~est good; no longer 

are operating funds being carried from one year to 
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the next by one transit operator while another 

operator must unnecessarily cut service to the 

public. 

Existing TOA law limits state transit subsidies 

only to those operators who existed in 1971. The 

Commission has proposed modest changes to allow 

support for a limited number of additional operators 

and to facilitate better allocation of state and 

federal subsidies for transit. 

Coordination of Transit Service 

The Commissi8n has taken 3 major steps in 

t:h.::.s area: 

a) Pursuant to Section 130250 of A3 1246, 

t:ie Cormnission assurned jurisd.:..ct.:.on i:1 a 

dispute between the Sout~ern Cal~fornia Rapid 

Transit District (SCRTD) and Santa Monica 

Municipal Bus Lines. After receiving written 

and oral testimony from all parties to the 

dispute, the Commission di=ected SCRTD to 

revoke operating changes which it had uni­

laterally undertaken on Wilshire Boulevard 

in West Los Angeles. 

b) The Commission subsequently adopted as 

part of its adrni.:1.i strati ve code a "due process '' 

procedure by which all future proposed service 

I 
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changes which could adversely impact more than 

one operator would be discussed 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 acti~g in cooperation with the affected ~pera­

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 resolution of 

service coordination and improvement issues. In 

the past, each transit operator studied internal 

matters. Now, the Commission is serving the coordi­

nating role envisioned for it by the Legislature. 

An Arbitration Committee of the Commission has been 

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 responsive 

7 
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to AB 1246 directives in assu.~ing 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 

for a minimum of expenditure of funds in each of 

Caltrans eleven highway districts dur:ng specified 

four-year periods. 

Projections by Caltrans show that by the end of 

the present four-year period on June 30, 1979, 

state highway expenditures in District 7 (Los Angeles, 

Orange and Ventura Counties) will fall sho:rt of the 

legally required district minimu.T. by ap9:roxi mately 

$66 million, and perhaps even more. 

The Los Angeles County T~ansport~tion Commis-

sion has repeatedly expressed concern about thls 

short£all to Caltrans, to the California Transpcrta­

tion Commission, to the Legislature, and to the 

Governor. During our negotiations with Caltrans, 

our goal has been to insure the quickest possible 

resolution 0£ the shortfall situation, and to insure 

that changes in the project cevelopment process take 

place now_to prevent future reoccurrence of the 

shortfall. 
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In light of this projected sho:rtfall, 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 adequate" to meet highway needs, the Gov ernor 

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. 

Q 
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Highway Project Development 

The Commission is pressing f o r positive action 

on two highway projects in particular: 

I 
I 
I 

a} 91/11 Connection (Artesia and Harbor ?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) pr oject 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 

de~isions on this long-delayed pro j ect. We 

were distrassed that the State Air Res ources 

Board (ARB) =aised tardy and seemingly repeti­

tive questions about I-105 in January 1978, 

some 4 ~onths after Calt~ans ha d f orwarded 

its final Environmental Impact Statement tc 

the federal gov~rnment. Chairman Kenneth Hahn 

of the Commission wrote to both Se cretary of 

Transportation Breck Acams and Governor Brown, 

po~n ting out that ARB's concern s had been 

addressed by Caltrans and t hat f urther delay was 

unwarranted. Still, nc Federal approval of 

the Impact Statement has occurred to date . 
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6. 

The Century dispute points up two facts: 

no one at the State level consciously sought 

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· Angeles, Orange and Ventura Counti~s, 

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. 

Fiscal 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 $66 million highway expenditure 

short£ al-1, reviewed and set r;:,riori ties 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 CCffil~ission has care-

fully :eviewed operators' butgets and short range 

plans before allocating subsidies, conducted an 

initial performance audit of major transit operators 

in the County, sought to maximize federa l funding 

assistance, and moved toward greater coordination 

of service between operators. 

Each of these principle issues is important. Taken 

together, they represent an L~portant begi~ning in Commission 

In looking ahead, we believe that the following are 

matters of cancer~ to not only local officials, but also to 

the Legislature : 
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, -. Sta~e/ Local roles in setti ~s trans?ortation ~rio=i ~~es 

The Los Angeles County Transportation commission, I 
Caltrans, and the new Cali=ornia Transportation Com­

mission, c reated under AB 402, all have legit.ima.-te 

roles to play in setting transportation priorities. 

AB 402 incorporates a principle which our Commission 

worked hard to insure: that local priorities would 

be honored in the Transportation Improvement Prcgrarn 

process, e xcept unjer extraordinary ci=curnstances. 

Hew we deal with tiis matter of priorities, which 

understandably involves several levels o f governme~t 
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and 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 and 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 12_46 eharge to the Los Angeles 

County Transportation Commission to specify proj ects 

for priority work in our County, we believe that it . 

is imperative for the California Transportation 

Commission to require Caltrans to make known. to ail 

interested parties--the Legislature, local officials 

and citizens--just what projects staff of Caltrans 

is developing. 

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 and need to know what projects will be in what 

stage of project development 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. 



2 . Public transportation development 

The Commission has supported engineering studies 

associated with the Regional Transit Development 

Program (RTDP). We are now examining the Sunset, 

Ltd. propos al submitted for Commission consideration 

by Supervisor Baxter Ward. The RTOP emphasizes a 

mix of rail and about 63 miles of new se9arate ~us 

and carpool lanes. 

Supervisor Ward proposes t hat we ?roceed with 

construction of a 57-mile rail sys tem , plus vastly 

improved bus serv~ce and selected bus and carpool 

lanes. Bot~ the ~TDP and sunset, Ltd. include a 

17-mile line from downtown Los .l..nseles to 

San Fer~ando Valley via Wilshire Bouleva~d. 

It is unlikely that any major tzansit improve­

ments can occur without more locally gene~ated 

public funds, and this will require a ?Ublic vote. 

The Commission will have to decide about a possible 

ballot measure, whether fo r Novembe~ 1978, 1980, or 

beyond. This decision will obviously have to be 

made in light cf the passage of Proposition 13 

which mav recuire that any ballot measure, whether a . ~ 

1/2¢ increase in the sales tax or a 1¢ i~c=ease in 

the gasoline tax, ~ust now receive approval of 2/3 

of the voters in the County. 
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The Commission will continue to work towards 

greater public creditability in the areas of 

fiscal management and coordination of transporta­

tion service and planning. Public confidence 

that currently available transportation tax- d0llars 

are being spent wisely is crucial in considering 

additional tax dollars in the f.uture. 

As part o; ballot considerations, the Commis­

sion ·has sought greater flexibility in the use of 

revenue~- which might be secured from its l/2¢ 

sales authority. The Commission has asked the 

Legislature to permit us the opportunity to use up 

to half of these s·ales tax receipts for road pur­

poses. The Assembly has passed this enabling 

legislation (AB 3328), authored by Assemblyman 

Berman, and the Senate will take it up in August. 
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Whatever the long-range plan, existing bus 

transit in Los Angeles Coun~y will require con ­

tinued support. The total operating budget for 

all public bus operators in the County for 

FY 78/79 is as follows: 

Sources 

Fares 

TDA 

$ In Millions 

Federal Section S 

Municipa~ and Others< 1 

TO?AL 

$102.l 

76.6 

57.5 

2.8 

$239.0 

Los Angeles transit operators carry over one 

million riders per working day, and over 300 million 

per year . This contrasts with annual ridership in 

these other Califcrnia urban areas: 

Bay Area 

San Diego 

Sacramento 

285 million 

36 million 

12.5 million 

(lSubject to revision down as result of Pro9osition 13. 

I 
I 
I ,, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



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

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 quality, energy conservation and 

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 $200 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 for 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 727 
Chicago 721 million 107 
Baltimore 393 million 249 
Washington 888 million 358 
Philadelphia 451 million 112 

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 operating assistance funds 

which continue to come into our urbanized area. 

Various alte rnatives for allocating funds within 

the urbanized area are being examined. This 

activity takes on special importance as the 

pros pect of Congressional approval for a second 

tier of federal transit ope=ating assistance 

brightens. Up to $25 million in added federal 

subsidies are possible for the urbanized area, 

which i~cludes most of ora nge County and a portion 

of San Bernardino County, in addition to Los 

Angeles County . We intend to seek maximum 

funding f or tra~s ~t operat io~s in Le s Ange~es 

County, where 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 

l a w which would expand the n~~ber of eligible 

recipients of these funds, the Commission also 

endorsec the elimi nation of ~he 15% g uarantee to 

municipal oper ators . The Ccmrnission t ook this 
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position contingent upon adoption, by a vote of 

at least 8 members of the Commission, of a 

formula which would allocate both TOA and Federal 

Section 5 funds. This change is needed if the 

Commission is truly going to be ab1e 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 Conunission 

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 p~ovision of the law. 
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The Commission will continue to examine these 

and other issues relating to AB 1246 in the months 

ahead. 

Air Quality a nd energy issue s 

1977 amendments to -the Federal Clean Air Act 

I 
I 

I 
I 

require local governments to conside r various ways of 

improvi~g air quali ty ; t ransportation is an important I 
aspect o f any set of strategies in Los Angeles County. 

1 The Commiss ion is concer ned that a r ecently signed 

memorandum of understanding bet ween Caltrans and 

State Ai r Resources Board does not adequately reflect 

the Clean Air Act's emphasis on local planning and 

programming responsib~lity. The Commission is working 

with SCAG, local governments, and the other county 

transportation commissions in developing a common 

I 
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position on the role of local agencies in this activity. 

A coordinated effort by all levels of government 

will be required if clean air s tandards are to be met 

by 1987. The commission intends to assume an active 

role in selecting reasonable and appropriate projects 

for ~mplementation. 

The alternative to developing and i mplementing 

projects responsive to Federal guidelines for satis­

fying clean air requirements is the loss of sizeable 
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Federal funds. How we shall be able to pay for 

these improvements will be a key issue1 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 amount--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. In the longer run, 

many experts predict that. depletion of oil 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. 

?1 
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Proposition 13 Implications 

Probably the most important--and uncertai n-­

issue facing the Commission is the impact on trans ­

portation of Proposition 13. The followi ng sum-. 

mary assessment appears possib l e now: 

a) transit operations: little immediate 

impact, for on ly about $7 mil lion in County 

p r operty tax funds were devot e d to transit. 

SCRTD has al=eady made adjus~~ents to its 

FY 78/79 operating budget , and the municipal 

operators are a lso making changes. 

b) transit development: The vote r a ttitude 

as expressed by the Proposition 13 vote 

suggests caution in any t=ansit tallot 

meas ure . The Commission is seriously examin­

i ng the wi sdom of pursuing a 1/2¢ sales tax 

ballot measure in Novereber. 
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c) highways: potentially significant impact 

on local road maintenance and construction. 

State and Federal gas tax and motor vehicle 

revenues returned to local government totaled 

less than S5\ 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 our existing transportation 

s ystem. The Commission is working with local 

governments and with Caltrans to catalog 

opportunities, and will prepare a specific 

program of l ow-cost transportati on improve­

ments by the end of the year. 

e) possible legislative changes in trans­

portation financing: The Conunission 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. 



24 

CONCLUSION 

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission was crea~ed 

by the L~gislature in September 1976. Si nce i ts initial meeting 

in January 1977, the Commission as a whole has met twice each 

month for 2 to 2½ hours per meeting. I n 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 Counci lmen from 

Long Beach and Norwalk, a private citizen appointee, their alter­

nates on the Commission , and the Caltrans District 7 Directo r (in 

an ex-officio capacity)--have devoted thousands of hour s 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 seek to determine our role in defining transportation needs 

for Los Ange les County . We are unsure of whether Caltrans, Federal 

agencie s, the Legislature, the Congress and cabinet of ficers are 

really concerned about actions and positions of the Commission. 

Commission raembers have expr e ssed concern in ope~ meetings whether 
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t he Commission is really neeced o r whether its actions, expressed I 
through motions, resolutions and the like , are merely window-dressing. 

The Commission does not want to be j ust window- dre ss ing . 

During the past 18 months, the Commission t as expended over $700,0 00 

and its members and alternates have committed extensive time to 

Commissi on business. If the Commi ssion is not successful in deter­

mining local needs and priorities, which a re 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. 
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PART TWO: 

MAJOR ACTIVITIES/DECISIONS/ISSUES OF 
LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

IN ITS FIRST 18 MONTHS 
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CHAPTER III. 

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 

c. 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) 

c. Freeway priorities 

d. Harbor Freeway redesignation 

25 
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CHAPTER III . l, A. 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION/AB 402 

The State Legislature last year rearranged the relation­

s hip between state and local agencies in the area of highway 

develop~ent by establishing a more organ ized and accountable 

highway budgeting process and a more systematic mechanism for 

the development of financially realistic transportation 

improvement programs. Through enablin·:;r legislation--the 

Alquist Ingalls Act (AB 402)--the Legislature also created a 

California Transportation Co:nmission. The Los Angeles County 

Transportation Commission strongly supported creation of the 

new Cal ifornia Transportation Com.mission and the changes in 

the highway planning and programming process manda t ed by AB 402. 

Prior to AB 402, highway development in California was 

cha ractei:-ized as a "top-down '' approach based o n Cal trans' 

Six-Year Planning ?rogram p roposed at the state level. AB 402 

provides for a "bottoms- up" approach whereby the Statewide 

Transportation Irnp~ovement Program t o be adopted by the 

California Transpo=tation Commission 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 t~rough 

our own countywice Transportation Improvement Program. 

In line with this new opportunity, we have worked closely 

with the State Commission and local and regional agencies on 
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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 identificati on o f supplemental proj ects which 

could proceed if higher priority projects "fal l out" of 

the program 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 III ; l, B, 

$66 MILLION SHORTFALL 

Pursuant to existing law, expenditures for highway 

purposes in the State of California are to be made according 

to a specified formula. This f ormula ca l ls for a minimum of 

expenditure of funds in each of Caltrans 1 eleven highway dis­

tricts during specified four-year periods . 

Proj e ctions by Caltrans show that by the end of the present 

four- year period on J une 30, 1979 , District 7 (Los Angeles, 

Orange and Ventura Counties) will not receive funding needed 

to meet district minimums fo~ highway expenditures as required 

by Section 188.8 of the Streets and Highways Code. This ?ro­

jected ~shortfall '' i s presently esti mated at $66 million. 

The Los Angeles County Transportation Com.mission has 

repeatedly expressed concern about this shortfall (Attac~ments 

III- 3 a nd III-4). During our negotiations with Caltrans, our 

goal has been t o ins ure t he quickest possible resolution of the 

shortfal l situation, and to ins ure t hat changes in the project 

development p rocess take p lace now to prevent future reocc~rrence 

of the shor tfall. 

In light of t his projected shortfel l, and the fact that 

Caltrans Planning Program provides no ciscretionary f unding 

fo r Los Angeles Cou~ty, the Los Angeles County Transportation 

Commiss ion approved an additional list o f projects to supple­

ment the highway portion of its FY 78 - 79 Transportation 
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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 CoW1ty 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 Ill, 1, C. 

FEDERAL AID URBAN <FAU) PROGRAM 

Under federal law, over $30 million per year is allocated 

directly for expenditure in Lo s Angeles County on its urban 

road system. Under AB 1246, the Com.~ission is ~esponsible for 

allocating these funds. S taff 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 b~sis to all jurisdiccion throughout the 

County. The opportunities for coordinating pro jects along 

major traffic arteries in our County, for examp~e through 

synchr onization of traffic lights and ado~tion of common park­

i ng policies in r~sh iours, have not been explored enou~h . 

Significant amounts of FAU funds remain unobl igated in 

Los Angeles County. The present allocation and project 

determination process, as well as federal and state procedures, 

all pl ay a part in this situation. We need to review the res ­

pective roles and authority of Caltrans, our Commission a~d 

local communities in the FAU process . Policies and guidelines 

·established to implement earlier statutes do not appear to be 

working adequately to insure prompt project implementation . 

We i ntend to comp:ete a detailed analysis of the FAU program 

by the. end- of 1978 . This analysis takes on new signi=icance 

in light of Proposition 13 and the anticipated squeez e it will 

put on :ocal street programs. 
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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 i ·s 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 transportation 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 the 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 
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highway implications, the "Four-Part Program" is treated as 

a whol e within the Transit chapter of this report. 

1978 
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CHAPTER I I L 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 Sl 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 Bighway TIP. The$e additional 

projects are in part aimed at · meeting the Commission's concern 

over the projected $66 million shortfall ·and the lack of 

discr~tionary fundiDg for state highways in -District 7. 
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They includ·e both multi-year freeway constructiQn projects 

and small, individual project s such as acquisition of the 

railroad right-of-way on Santa Monica Boulevard. Our goal is 

to move ahead with those projects for which funds can most 

readily be committed. 

I 
I 
I 
1· 
1· 

Table III-2 shows the amount and source of funds required 1 
for each project, and anticipated (possible) construction start-

up dates. It is expected that those projects reasonably able 

to move forward within the annual element will be presented 

for approval of California Transporta~ion 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 prio~ities for projects to be included 

in next year's Highway TIP as called for by AB 402. 

I 
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TABLE III-1 

HIGHWAY TIP 

FY 78/79 THROUGH FY 82/83 

($ In Millions} 

LOCAL STREETS AND ROADS 

FAU 

Special Funds 

CALTRANS PROGRAM 

New Facilities 

Operational Improve­
ments 

Maintenance and 
rehabilitation 

TAC ADD-ON PROGRAM 

$291 

48 

$322 

. 127 

35 

New Facilities 258 
{i ncludes both additional 
state highway projects 
and smaller, local projects 
as cited on Table III-2.) 

_ . $339 ---- ---·-___ ., ----

742 

I TOTAL 1 , 081 

I Issues: Need to speed up commitments especially for FAO. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Caltrans program makes up $60 million shortfall, but 
...... provides for no discretionary funding. 

TAC add-on would require CTC to approve discretionary 
funding. 



Project 

I-105 

l-405 
{Widening) 

LA-118 

LA-91/11 
(Pllase l} 

Sou=ce 

I 

I 

p 

TABLE III-2 

MAJOR NEW P~OJZCTS 

S Year 
.~cunt 

$261 Mil. 

7.5 Mil. 

31 Mil. 

L-ii ti al Ye a: 
For Const--u.ction 

80/81 

91/82 

80/81 

I 
I 
I ,. 
I 

!.A-10-101 
(Busway) 

p 8.5 Mil .. 81/82 (sooner, if 1 possible) 
a 7.8 Mi, 81/82 . -. ( ' 4 sooner, i.. 1 

TAC ADO:-ON PROJECTS 

!. Additional State aighway Projects: 

Rt. 91/11 
Phase II 

Rt:.. 4 7 

3::.. 3 0 

Rt:... 7 

Rt. 90 

Source 

? 

?/St. 

P/St. 

0/~/St. 

0/St. 

c-, .. 
i • .;.1 

cnly 

o~ly 

only 

s-·fea: Total 

30 

, --.I 

40 

146 

9 

$242 !-iillion 

?Ossule) 

!.ni t.=.a!. : ea: 

81/82 

33/34 

32/33 

81/82 

83/84 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

II. P:ojects ReC"cmrnended for addition to annual element. t!lat a:e not I 
.included in t.!le a.hove list • 

. Santa Monica S0ule~1a:d, Doheny to La. Cienega, (S2 )!} 1· 
and Santa )!onica Boulevard, Mari;lo to Sepu.lYeda, 
acqui.::e rail.:oad R/W • 

. Vent~a ?:aeway (a~. 101), at '!an.an ~oad, widen I 
ovucross.i..'lg, ( S2 M}(, _) 1 _ . .. . 

• Long Beach irseway R~. , , a~ st ~t:~et, w~ce.n 
overc=o s .si..'lg , ( SO • 3 !-1) • 

. Santa Ana ?reeway, {Rt. 5), at Caz-:nenita ~venue, ~i~en I 
ove:c:ossizlg, ( $0. 9 ~) . 
~an Ga.criel River !=seway (Rt. 605), at ?eek Roa¢, 
1.iiden over=::o~si.:lg, ( Sl M) • I 
E:ighway Rel.inquisl:men:t P=-oc;:am--u;i to $10 ~ll.:.cn. 
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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 status1 readiness to 

begin construction, community support 1 funding availability, 
" 

service benefits, average daily traffic, annual accident 

reduction, SCAG plan of transit 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 delayed projects such as 

the Century Freeway (Route I-105) and the numerous freeway 

11 gaps 11 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: 

1) Harbor-Artesia (91/ll) IRt~r:cha~g~ 

2) Route l-lOS, C~ntu~y f~~ew~i 

3) Route 47, Industrial Freeway 

37 
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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 bureaucratic 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 asked the 

CTC to initiate a process for considering deadoption of 

Route 30; in light of its priority boch in Los Angeles County 

and in San Bernardino County, the Commission has asked for 

I 
I 
I 
1· 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

detailed information from Caltrans justifying why the deadoption I 
process should be initiated. 

The Cormnission 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 a~d seemingly repetitive questions about I-105 in 

January 1978, some 4 months after Caltrans had forwarded its 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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final Environmental Impact Statement to the Federal government. 

Chairman Kenneth 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 III\ 2. D, 

HARBOR FREEWAY REJESIGNATION 

On April 6, 1978, Caltrans requested t hat the Federal 

Highway Administration (FHWA) redesignate a 7.6 mile 

portion of the Harbor Freeway (State Route 11), betwe en 

the Santa Monica Freeway (J -10) and the proposed Century 

Freeway (I-105), as an inte=s tate higiway . This redesigna­

tion would .permit 92% federal , 8% state funding of Caltrans' 

?reposed added lanes for the Harbor, to be used by buses and 

carpools, but des i gned for potential future conversion ta 

r ail. 

Unfortunately, FHWA re jected, at least for now, the 

Caltrans proposal on May 15. This was after our Commission 

had e ndcrsed the proposal. Subsequently, Congressman Glenn 

F-.nderson secured Ecuse Public Works Cornrnittee support, th=oush 

legislative priority, for possible future redes~gnation of 

the Harbor Freeway south from r-10 to San Pedro as interstate. 

The Commission i s pressing the .redesignation with DOT, 

as reflected in Chairman Hahn's· July :.1, 1978 letter to DOT 

Secretary Adams (Attachmen t II-l.) 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 

time. 

No final action ·has been· taken by t ·ne Co ~ th ' . ng:-ess a... . .1s 

1 Attachment I:II-i3 inc'ludes other significant correspondence 

on this matter.· I 
I 
I 
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CHAPTER IV. 
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 97.2% 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 Transportation Administration (UMTA), for they 

provide a basis for Commission action on the countywide Trans­

portatior. Improvement Progra~. It is through the TIP that the 

Commission identifies transit priorities and allocates avail-

able operating assistance. 

With this as an introduction, we have prepared short state­

ments on the following issues: 

l. Funding Issues 

a. Eligibility 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 



42 

I 
I 

f. Intercounty allocation formula for federal Sect ion 5 
funds I 

h. Paratransit 

2. Programming Issues 

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

b. FY 78/79 Transit TIP 

c. 4.5 Program 

d. Committee on Arbitration 

e. Consultant Report: Preliminary "Performance Audit 1' 

f. Transit Options/RTDP/Sunset, Ltd. 

1· 

I 
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CHAPTER IV • . 1. A. 

ELIGIBILITY FOR TDA FUNDS 

Under the Transportation Development Act, only those 

transit systems which were in operation in 1971 qualify for 

state subsidy under Article 4 of the Act. Subsequent legis­

lation (Article 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, some transit operators 

who came into existence after 1971 but erior to the enact­

ment of Article 4.5 still do not qualify for state assistance. 

The Norwalk Transit System, which carries l. 2 mi)li 9n riders 

annually is one . example . 

The possiblity of amendatory legisla~ion to AB 1246 to 

allow additional TDA Article 4 operators in Les Angeles 

County has been under study by several eommittees 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 ~e 

made eligible for Transportation Development Act 

(SB 32S) funding. 



b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

f) 

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 a l located 

among operators by formula. 

Any formula for allocation of funds 

should be applied to both TDA and Section 5 

funds. 

A percentage of the funds availabl e should 

be retained by the Commission for discretionary 

allocation. No position has been reached by 

the Commission at this time as to the appro­

priate discretionary percentage. Based on 

current fund~ng approximately $1.5 milli on would 

be available for each 1% set-asice. 

The allocation formula should be simp l e 

and based on rneasureable and verifiable factors 

such as mileage, patror.age, number of buses, e t c. 

In amending AB 1246, it should be c l ear 

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. 

I 
I 
I 
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g) Votes of at least 8 of the 11 members of 

the Commission will be required to establish 

and/or change the funding formula. 

h) Votes of 8 of the ll 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. 

i) The Commission has assured the included 

municipal operators that the 15% guarantee will 

not be abandoned by the Commission until an 

acceptable formula is adopted. 

The entry criteria referred to in a) above are: 

1.· The municipal system has been in continuous 

operation for a minimum period of three years. 

2. The municipal system shall have been available 

for use by the general public during the same 

three-year period. 

3. During this same entire three-year period, the 

system's operating expens¢s shall have been 

supported substantially from one or more of 

.the following sources: fares, city general 

funds, or federal UMTA ~rogram. 

4. The municipal operator's Short Range Transit 

Plan has been approved by the Los Angeles 

County Transportation Commission. 
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5. The 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 coordinated 

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

ent s have been suggested but consensus has not yet been 

reached. These related to limits to annual percentage in­

creases in a operator's TOA subsidy, a minimum ratio of fares 

to operating expenses, and level of service standards. 

In or der 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 separate allocation 

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

I 
I 
I 
1· 
1· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I­
I 
I 
I .. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

route systems. 

c) 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. 

d) Examine safegua~S'--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 Commission. 

e) Examine the question of how carry-over funds 

should be treated. 

f) Examine the question of how County subsidies 

should relate to funds allocated by forlnula. 

Staf! is working to develop recommendations in each 

of these areas. Progress to date on development of alter­

native all ocation formulae has been somewhat limited due to 

data problems and competing demands on staff resources. At 

this time the data problems are near resolution and the com­

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

resolution of these issues. 

Correspondence on this subjec·t is included as Attachment 

IV-l . 

/17 
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CHAPTER lV, 1, B, 

COMMISSION ROLE IN COORDINATING PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

Section 130250 of AB 1246 mandates the Los Anseles County 

Transportation Commission to act as both coordinator of public 

transportation ser vices within its jur:sdiction 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 Co. has been retained by the 

Commission to examine the operations and potential for better 

coordination of ?Ublic transit operators in Los Angeles County . 

Their report identifies cost savings of nearly $2 million 

that cou:d be rea lized through elimination of service dupli ­

cations and overlap between SCRTD and a number of municipal 

operators (Santa Monica, Culver City, Long Beach, and Monte­

bello. Implementation of the ATE reccmmendations could, ~~ 

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 tie 

efficient provision of service when it included Section 

130250, and that this concern is even more relevant in a 

period when tax dollars are increasing ly dear. However, 

certain provisions of AB 1246 make it unclear as ~o how 

much discretion the CoIDitission actually has in acting as a 

coordinator of public transportation in Los Angeles County . 
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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 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 the, 

above provision of AB 1246, it is unclear what options the 

Commission has if cooperative 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 cl.osely with all operator.s 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 IV. 1, C. 

FULL USE OF EX1STING FUNDS 

The Commission has had two major occasions to decide on 

the allocation of transit operating funds during the 9ast year. 

On both occasions, the Commission broke 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 

the federal !=easury rather than being used to provide t ran­

sit service in Los Angeles County. The result of the 

commission's decisions is that 

by the end of the FY 1978- 79, all federal carryover funds 

within the County should be in use, enabling significantly 

more service to be provided than if the past allocation 

· practices had been continued. 

Also, in the allocation of funds for FY 1978-79, the 

Commission took the unprecedented step of requiring the re­

allocation of stat·e TDA funds which had been "on reserve'1 

for five years ·to current operating uses, thereby beginning 

~1.e process of 'tightening local control over the TDA capital 

reserve accounts . The action in FY 1978-79 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 feder~l. "main:te~ance:-- __ _______ _ 
.... -- ·-·. 

of-effortll provision* on a countywide, rather _1;han an op~rator-. 

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 maximi~e 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. 

Sl 
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CHAPTER IV, 1. D. 

MAXIMIZING FEDERAL FUNDS 

Consistent with AB 1246 and the regionally adopted policy 

of maximizing federal resources in the allocation of funding, 

the Comrr:.ission has acted to insure the full utilization of 

federal dollars by Los Angeles County transit operators. 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 Comrnission 1 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 

dollars. These actions have provided for an additional: 

$1.4 million in additional FY 1978 

from the reprogramming of the City of Montebello 

and the City of Long Beach Public Transportation 

Company pending fede=al Section 5 capital to federal 
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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. $1.l 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 f ederal grant is awarded. 

A primary focus for the Commission in the implementation 

of the TIP is to maximize federal dollars flowing into Los 

Angeles County through the grant delivery process. To 

benefit Los Angeles County in the federal grant review 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 coope~ation with SCAG and SCRTO , on 

the development of eount~wide 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 i ndividual operator; 

and, 

Is investigating the feasibility and desirability of 

becoming designated recipient for federal Section 5 

funds, which involves the way in whi ch federal fund s flow to 

Angeles County ope rators. 
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CHAPTER IV 1' 1. EI 

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 confidenc e 

anticipated service levels and patronage for a 

given allocation. 

These Federal Section S qualifications policies, adopted 

in October 1977 , are as follows: 

a) Short Range Transit Plan 

Federal regulations and existing SCAG policy require 

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 a lso applies to carry-over 

funds earmarked. for an operator. 
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b) Short Range Transit Plan, TIP, and SB 325 Claim 

Consistency 

The budget and financial information in an operator's 

plan, TIP and SB 325 application must be consistent. 

Any differences will be submitted back to the opera­

tor for resolution before allocation of funds will 

occur. 

c) 13C Labor Agreement 

An operator must intend to sign a 13C Agreement 

(required by Federal law) before any Section S 

funds are approved. Small operators that do not 

have union representation and handle these matters 

through employee associations may substitute model 

ttwaivers 1
' or 11 supplemental agreements" for the 13C 

Agreements. An operator that does not comply with 

this requirement is thus ineligible fer assistance 

and any funds set aside for that operator will be 

reallocated. 

d) Operating Status 

Section 5 funds will be allocated only to operators 

currently in operation or to operators that intend 

to start operation during that fiscal year. Funds 

set aside for an operator that does not begin 
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e) 

operating in the current fiscal year will be reallocate1 

Carry-over Funds 

Funds allocated to an operator will be availabi~ 

for two years from approval by the Commission . 

Unused funds will be reallocated. 
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f) Maintenance of Effort 

As a condition of project eligibility, Section S (f) 

of the Urban Mass Transportation Act requires that the 

amounts of state and local government funds plus certain 

ncn-farebox mass transit revenues ~pplied 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 expe~ses 

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 5 funds in the urbanized area. 
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CHAPTER IV.· 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 f~nds 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 ccrnmissions. 

Commission staff has arrived at certain conclusions and 

recommendations on this issue; these are discussed below. 

This issue will be brought to the Commission for policy deci­
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sion in the near future. The Commission position, when adopted, I 
will be presented to the SCAG Transportation an1 Utilities 

Committee (TUC) before TUC makes final recommendations to the 

Executive Conunittee. 

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 on factors such as patronage, vehicle miles, and 

population. 

In addition, 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 ("c.oing things right 11
) 

and measures of effectiveness ("doing the right things"). 
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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 Se%Vice is used, and that vehicle miles or other 

npure" output measures are simply intermediates in the chain 

between inputs and "final outputs 1', namely, passengers. 

Recent events have made it abundantly clear that the taxpaying 

public is deeply concerned a.bout 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. 

Onder any formula allocation of Section S funds among 

counties, it may be that some conditions are necessary to 

avoid allocating funds which cannot be used for their intended 

purpose within a reasonable time. 

Tentative staff recommendations have been developed in 

the following areas: 

• Carryove_r 

Deadline on Application for Allocated Funds 

Efficient Use of TDA Funds 

Maximizing Federal Capital Funds 

It is expe~ted·. that. policy positions on each of these 

issues will be · ad~pted by the Commission by the end of July 

for subsequent consideration by. SCAG. 
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When and if a new formula is adopted, it could be 

applied to all Section 5 f~nds for the urbanized area 

when the current 11 guarantees II agreement expires and imzi,.ediately 

all additional Section 5 funds which may come to the area 

as a result of pending federal legislation. 
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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-o~erated and publicly-supported 

social services providers of transit exist in the 

County. -SCAG is examining. this issue and 

has found an estimated 861 operators operating over 8000 vehicles 

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 1 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, OMTA, 

American Cancer Society, Older American Act Title III, city 

general funds and private donations. To date, no one 

~s pinned down how much money is· spent - on these activities; 

however, it is likely that the expenditures run into tens of 

mil.lions of dollars per year. 

fil 
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As the · agency responsible for transportaticn coordination 

in Los Angeles County, the Commission is not ignoring this 

situation . . The Commission is considering how to make the best 

possible use of these funds through some better management of 

these services and/or through 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 quality of transit services provided to the citizens of Los 

Angeles County. 

To determine means of achieving better coordination and 

management of paratransit services in Los Angeles County, the 

Commission has included funds into FY 78/79 budget spec i fically 

for examining the concept of paratransit brokerage. 
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CHAPTER lV, 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 19 78.. 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 allocate 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 decision to the 

Connnission. Although lengthy and time-consuming for all 

participants, the process was open for input and criticism 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 implementa­

tion stage. 

We believe that the 1978-79 TIP, as finally adopted by 

the Commission on June 14, shows the benefit of this extended 

process. 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 
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funding; and the major projects are supported by adequate 

justification. This TIP presents a challenge of its own to the I 
Commission in the upcoming year--to secure the funds needed for 

implementation, and to get the projects underway as swiftly 

as possible. 
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CHAPTER IV1 • 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 

Capital 

TOTAL ($ In Millions) 

.Buses/Vans 

.Maintenance and Operating Facilities 

.Right-of-Way Acquisition 

.Minor Projects 

.RTDP 

Operating 

.Section 5 

.TDA Article 4 

.TOA Article 4.5 

.TOA Capital Reserve Reallocation 

.Unallocated TOA 

$180.a. 

44.7 

3.7 

14.4 

44. 4 

$288.0 

$ 57.7 

72.4 

0.4 

1.2 

2.5 

-$13'.4. "0 
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TABLE rv-2 
FY 78/79 TRANSIT CAPITAL PRO.n":CTS 

(TYPE I} 

I 
I 
I 
1·· By Purpose 

By Recipient 

Buses 

1158 Replacement Buses 

17 Additional Buses 

Maintenance and Operating Facilities 

J Maintenance 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 Bar 
- SCRTD - West Valley 

Miner Improvements 

SC:RTD 1030 Replacement Buses 
4 Maintenance Facilities 

1· 
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I. 

l Transfer Center I 
2 Park and Ride Lots 
Division Yard Improvements 

Santa Monica 

Long Beach 

Other Muni­
cipals 

25 Replacement Buses 
5 Additional Buses 
Maintenance Facility 

Expansion 

58 Replacement Buses 
Transit Mall Development 

I 
I 
I 

45 Replacement Buses 

1 12 Additional Buses 
1 Maintenance Facility and 

Minor Modifications to 
Existing Facilities 

9 15 Cb) (2) Projects 
I 
I 
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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 three-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 t o 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 avoid any unwarranted 

prol iferation of community-level services in Los Angeles County. 

The thirteen Article 4.5 programs funded to date represent a 

s ma l l percentage of c lose t o 90 0 such operations currently 

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

availabl e for all ocation to the Article 4 .5 program in fiscal 

years 1978 and 1979, the Commission allocated a total specific 

of $1.2 million, wh~ch represents only 0.8% of all TOA 

allocations in these two 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 $800,00 0. In fiscal 

year 1979, Commission staff carried out the Article 4.5 

evaluation which resulted in an additional $267,000 
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allocation to the eleven first-year projects for the 

continuance of first-year service l evels. 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 swnmary 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 required 

by SB 1687 . 
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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 tra~sportation 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 J83 on Wilshire Blvd. between Ocean Avenue in Santa 

Monica and Federal Avenue i~ west Los Angeles, a distance of 

about 4 miles. 

The City of Santa Monica had registered a protest t o this 

proposed action to SCRTD on November 17, 1977, and, subsequent 

to the action by SCRTD, filed a formal protest with SCAG 
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alleging that the District was in vio~ation of sections of J 
the Public Utilities Code (?UC) 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 

operato:-s." 
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The Commission quickly 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 question 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 po icy 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, ordexed the SCRTD 

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

Wendell C·ox, Chairman, Citizen Representative, City of ~os 
Angeles 

Renee Simon, Member, Councilwoman from Long Beach 
John Zimme.rman, Member, Mayor of Norwalk 
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the disputed 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 

Committee, and the Commission adopted a procedure (ordinance 

11 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 1 s 

assumption of this quasi-regulatory r~le, 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; 
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The Commission is kept informed of all decisions between I 
operators, and assumes jurisdiction when and if those 
discussions break down; 

Operator suits in courts are avoided; 

It provides for Commission au~hority to resolve d~sputes 
that operators cannot work ou~ among themselves. 

I 
I 
I 
I 



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

In the 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 ~ontract 

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 opera~ors 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 :ts service area. The Commission was 

instrumental in effecting an amicable agreements between 

SCRTD and Torrance whereby Torrance has agreed to allow SCRTD 

to begi~ 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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Implementation 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. 
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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 . Fi nally , during 1977, the 

Legislature enacted SB 759, requiring triennial performance 

audits as a condition for the approval of TOA funds. 

For a ll o f these reasons, t he Commission init iated in 

January 1978 a consultant study to conduct a preli minary 

survey of issues related to performance audits of the eight 

county operators that receive TDA subsidy funds. This is 

a major initiative in the area of transit service coordina­

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 consideral::>le controversy, as woul d 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 of Los Angeles county 

operators in a nationwide "peer group". The study 

f ocused on statistical indicators of trans~ortation, 

ma~ntenance, and administrative efficiency and effective­

ness. It compared the eight local operators to others 

in the country whose size and scope were reasonably 

similar. - It was found that the operators were excellent 

in some areas (notably safety) while lagging in others. 

The major areas of "deficiencyn were those directly 

related elther to the ag~ of the bus fleet, or to 

conscious policy decisions with respect to fares and 

service coverage, rather than to shortcomings in manage­

ment . 
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c) 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 ~ow delivered 

the Phase I report. While reaching generally positive con­

clusions about the management of the eight transit systems 
J 

(indicating that their budget figures were solidly 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 of $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 consolidation 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 IV. 2, F, 

TRANSIT OPTIONS/RTDP/SUNSETJ 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, th~s effort has focusec around the Regional 

Transit Develop~ent Program (RTDP), which has been in the 

planning stages since late 1976, and the more recent Sunset, 

Ltd. proposal presented to the Commission by Supervisor 

Baxter Ward in April 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 People Mover (DPM). 

Regional Core Rapid Transit in ihe Wilshire-North 

Hollywood 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, Fresurnably the½¢ increase in the 

sales tax, for f~ll implementation. 

The Commission staff made its initial analysis of short 

and long range transit issues in its Transit Options for Los 
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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 RTOP, 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 

the½¢ 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 reques ted that the review be done in 

a two-week period. TAC members submitting written comments 

were: 

Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning 

Southern Cali fornia Rapid Transit District 

City of Los Angeles Department of City Pl~ning 

City of Lo·s 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. proposal was feasible from a construction standpoint 

but represented a significant change from the direction of 

current transit planning in the County i n 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 a½¢ sales tax 

increase; and that the lack of detailed information at the 

time of the review (early May) prevented an adequate review 

of 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 the current level of t ran­

sit service over the next ten years. Tables IV-3 through IV-6 

present the major characteristics of the two proposals 

and a comparison of capital and operating costs. 

While 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. In addition, as Attachment 

IV-3 indicates, the Commiss~on and its Technical Advisory 

Committee has provided a forum for participation of a wide 

range of interested governments and agencies 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 I 

ROUTE 
CENTRAL 

AIRPORT 
WILSHIRE 
HOLLYWOOD 
SAN FERNANDO VALLEY 
SAN GABRIEL VALLEY 

TOTAL 

CHARACTERISTICS OF SUNSET, lTD.1 

MIi EAGE NO, OF STATIONS 
10,3- 8 

11.6 13 (ASSUMES E AT LAX) 

5,7 5 
7.3 4 

10.4 7 
11.6 5 

56.9 42 

I 
I 
1· 
I 
I 
I 
I 

SYSTEJ~ CAPITAL COST: $3.8 BILLION <RAIL CAPITAL COSTS ONLYJ N01 
INCLUDING INTEREST ON BONDS) 

SYSTEM OPERATING COST (1979-90): S570 MILLIQN2 I 
SYSTEM OPERATING DEFICIT (1979-90): $342 MILLION CRAIL COSTS ONLYI 
SYSTEM RIDERSHIP: NOT AVAi LAEL£ 

NUMBER OF RA I L CARS : 192 .I 
FARE ASSUMPTlONS: 40% OF OPERA.TING COSTS RECOVERED THROUGH I 

FARES, 

lsouRCE: SUNSET., LTTI. REPORT 
2BASED ON OPERATING COST OF $1 MILLION PER ROUTE MILE AS STATED IN 

SUNSETJ LTD. REPORT. FURTHER ANALYSIS INDICATES THIS ESTIMATE MAY 
.. BE HIGH I 

I! - 2 

I 

~' 
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TABLE IV-4 

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RTDPl 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

ROUTE 

HARBOR BUSWAY 
-

HOLLYWOOD/VALLEY BUSWAY 
SANTA MONICA BUSWAY 
SANTA ANA BUSWAY 

MILEAGE 

· 8.0 

19.6 
6.6 

17.9 
SAN DI EGO BUSWAY 13, 4 

REGIONAL CORE RAPID TRANSIT 18.4 <FAIRFAX 
ALIGNMENT) 

DOWNTOh'N PEOPLE MOVER • 2.7. 

Cj TOTAL 86.6 

I 
I 

SYSTEM CAPITAL COST: $5.6 BILLION 

SYSTE1'1 OPEAATING COST (1979-90): S6. 6 BILLI ON 

SYSTEM OPEAATING DEFICIT (1990): $3.9 BILLION 

NO, OF STATIONS 

91 IN TOTAL FREEWAY 
TR6:NS IT SYSTEM 

17 

13 

121 

I SYSTEM· RIDERSHIP (1990 DAILY): 1~340~000 
NUMBER OF VEHICLES: 3925 BUSES., 100 RAPID TRANSIT CARS., 56 DPM CARS 

-I FARE. ASSUMPTIONS: 40% OF OPERATING COSTS RECOVERED THROUGH FARES. 

I 
I· 
I ~SOURCE: REPORTS OF VARIOUS ELEM8ffS, CALTRANS, SCAG 

1 
I II:t - 3 
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00 
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TSM 

DUS-ON-FREEWAY 
(65 NEW MILES) 

WILSHIRE 
(17 MILES RAIL) 

DPM 

TOTAL 

RTDP 

CURRENT$ 

551 

1,566 

1,192 

1~2 

TABLE 

CAPITAL COSTS COMPARISON 

RTDP AND SUNSET, LTD. 

($ IN MILLIONS THROUGH 1990) 

TABLE IV-5 

RTDP/SUNSET, LTD.l 

1990 $ 1990· $ CURRENT$ 

796 796 551 TSM 

2.,891 1,717 932 BUS~OH-FREEW/\Y 
• 

(29 NEW MILES) 

1,758 3, ti82 2,427 SUNSET, LTD, 
(57 MILES RAIL) 

165 165 . 1q1 DPM 

6,160 q.,051 TOTAL 

- - - - .. ... - - - - - 1•s w liiiUDillWlT!MiT • m• -
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TABLE TABLE IV-6 

OPERATIHG COSTS COMPARISON 

RTDP AND SUNSET, LTD. 

($ IN MILLIONS THROUGH 1990) 

CONTINUED AND IMPROVED BUS OPERATIONS THROUGH 1990 $ 5,71q . 

RTDP RTDP /SUNSET, LTD. 

BUS-ON-FREEWAY 
(65 NEW MILES AND 

. 900 ADDED BUSES) 

WILSHIRE 
(17 MILES RAIL) 

DPM 

$680 ltl5 

570 

58 58 

$922 1043 

BUS-ON-FREEWAY 
(29 NEW MILES AND 
'150 ADDED BUSES) 

SUNSET, LTD, 
(57 Ml LES RA I l) 

DPM 

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS - RTDP $ 6,636 

TOTAL OPERATING COSTS - RTDP/SUNSET, LTD. _. $ 6,757 
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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 Work Program 

2) Transportation Systems Management 

3) Bikeways 

4) Ground Access to Airports: LAX and Palmdale 
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CHAPTER V, 1, 

OVERALL JIORK 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 all ocation of f ederal planning funds . 

Before the Departme nt of Transportation will make grants for 

planni~g, an OWP must be prepared. An addi t ional purpose 

of the OWP is to provide the Commission with an effective 

management tool to monitor transportation p lanning by 

existing agencies throughout Los Angeles County. 

The OWP is a key product o f Commission and is developed 

with t he cooperation of the Southern California Association 

of Governments (SCAG) and the federal and state funding 

agencies. 

The Commission adopted the foll owing policy criteria, 

in pr iority order, to guide the allocation of Sl,383,750 in 

available federal planning funds for Los Ange les County during 

FY 1978/ 79 : 

a) Information needed to r etain eligibility for 

state and federal funds, including TIP, elderly 

and handicapped planning and air quality planning. 

b) Transportation Systems Management (TSM)-

related planning, including analyses of efficiency 

of transit operations and management . 

c) Analyses supportive of but not essential to the above. 
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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 required but not limited to these 

activities needed to maintain eligibility for transit funding 

assista.nce, 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 control plan required by the 

1977 Federal Clean Air Act. Also provide support analysis 

to the transit operators in their planning and programming 

activities. 

Total Allocated to the City 

Total Allocated to the County 

$308,750 

$300,000 
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CHAPTER V. 2. 

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS MANAGEMENT 

Since March 30, 1976 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 CoIMl.ission 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 our 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 adjo~ning cities 

(for example, computer-coordinated traffic signalization). 
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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 

quite 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 

planning 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. 

_I 

an 



91 

In addition to the actions by the Commission, the 

operators themselves have initiated proj ects to improve 

services 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 ef=ort 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 cooperative 

transfer arrangements and better schedule coordination 

at interface points. 

Through the Regional 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 dialogue between the transit and highway modes. 

Procucts include implementation of transit related safety 

improvements and potential candidate streets for 

prefe~ential treatment. However, there are funding problems 

which need to be resolved. 

. The Commission's Technical Advisory Cammi ttee (TAC) 

p_rovides a· f arum for the municipal operators and SCRTD 

to_bring up · l ntermodal projects with all agencies in the 

County. 

.I 
I 
I 
1· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



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

HIGHWAY-S 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 CountyRoad 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 
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rural transit needs and services for the elderly and 

handicapped. 

As the above description illustrate, a great 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 effort at city, county, and regional 

levels. 

CONCLUSION 

The Commission needs to integrate TSM activities 

so 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 planni ng 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. 
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CHAPTER V 1 ·3 I 

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 (c) of TDA state that 

bike money is to be allocated for the construction 

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. 

• SCAG guidelines for filing TDA claims state that 

nclaims 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.) In 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 ~any 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 million. Actual 

allocations 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 special ad hoc subcommittee to 

study this issue. This subcommittee will begin its work 

shortly. 
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CHAPTER V, 4, 

GROUNDS . ACCESS TO AIRPORTS: LAX AND PALMDALE 

While purposely not participating 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 p.roposed ground access improvements 

to the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) and the 

construction of a proposed new airport in Palmdale. 

At LAX, where a second level roadway around the ~erminal 

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 t he 

extension of exclusive transit lane(s) to the peripheral 

parking lots and the exclusive transitway proposed for 

the Century 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 position on 

ground access improvements proposed for LAX • . 

,.. ,. 
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CHAPTER VI I • 

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: LAC'l'C, SCRTD, SCAG, Caltrans, CRA, TAC, 

and on and on. In this complex situation, some basic 

observations would seem appropriate: 

- Los Angeles County'.s population 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 priorities; 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 

foZ1JID in which local officials may exercise 

leadership in mult~-modal transportation 

planning and programming." 

Following are brief comments on emerging Commission 

relations with selected governmental agencies. 
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CHAPTER VI. . l I 

SCAG AND THE OTHER COUNTY TRANSPORTAT10M COMMISSIONS 

A July 1977 report by the State Legislative Analyst 

suggests that AB 1246 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 (AB 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 cycle of programming and allocating highway and transit 

resources which is now in the process of review and adopti on 

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 conducted to clarify the respective roles and responsi­

bilities of SCAG and the Commission in implementation of the 

Alquist-Ingalls Act {AB 402). 
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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 participating in discussions which will 

evaluate and clarify both the purpose 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 Conunission 

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 quality plan. Involvement has been limited, 

but will increase in the coming year as the local process 

moves beyond an identificat~on of policies and measures 

into the selection of specific programs. 

Commission staff also monitor the air quality planning 

effort under,,,ay 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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Discussions 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 a 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 

policy 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 tes~i­

mony on several occasions. 
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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 Conunission allocation 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 operator's budget and prograxns as presented in its 

Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP). This review process, 

involving Commission committees, subcommittees, and staff, 

resuited 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 resolution of disputes between transit operators. 

Having adopted a $229 .l million capital element of 

the TIP which includes, among other things, the rep_laceroent 

, n, 
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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 f inancial overseer of transit operators i n 

Los Angeles County to being a partner and advocate in seek­

ing to 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. 
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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 (91/11) 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, particul arly 

in areas of the highway planning and programming process. 

We have discussed these issues, which relate to implementation 

of the Alquist-Ingalls Act (AB 402), in Chapter III of this 

report. 

On a related issue, the Commission has repeatedly 

expressed its · concern about the fact that by the end of the 

present four year period, state highway expenditures in the 

District will fal l 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 project development process take place now 

to prevent reoccurences of the shortfall in the future. 

Our Connnission, 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 Cormnission 

worked hard to insure: that local priorities would be 

honored in the Transportation Improvement Program process, 

except under extraordinary circumstances. 

In our dealings with the new California Transportation 

Commission, we have urged that Caltrans be required to 

identify projects for which preliminary engineering and 

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 priority work in our County, we believe that 

it is imperative for the California Transportation Commission 

to require Caltrans to make known to all interested parties-­

the Legislature, local officials and citizens--just what 

projects staff of Caltrans is developing~ 
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CHAPTER VL 4. 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

Formai relationships between OMTA and the Commission 

have been limited tc date. The Commission llas 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 OMTA on grant matters. 

A number of factors may increase future OMTA/Commission 

interaction., First, the Commission may be able to save time 

and money for the smalier operators in the County in the 

area of Federal grants administration. Along these lines, 

requesting designation of the Conunission as Section S 

recipient for Los Angeles County is being considered. Second, 

tr..e camti.ssion is going to press for an UMrA carmitment 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 UM'l'A. 

Except for the negotiations conearn.inq environmental 

assessment being coordinated by the Commission's Special 

Route 9l/ll Task Force, the Commission has had only limited 

involvement with FRWA. 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-lOS project. 
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CHAPTER VII. 

LEGISLATION · 

Under its legislative mandate, the Commission is 

responsible for coordinating transportation planning and 
I 

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 

transpcrtation in Los Angeles county . 

A principle concern of state and federal officials in 

the past has been the difficulty of receiving a conunon 

position from local of£icials in Los Angeles on the key 

legislative matters. Through the Intergovernmental Relations 

Committee, the Commission has taken a leadership role locally 

in the devel opment 0£ consensus pos i t i ons on ke y l egislati on. 
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CHAPTER VII,l 

STATE 

The Commission has reviewed nearly 100 various bills 

under consideration in Sacramento. We were strong supporters 

of AB 402 and are now working closely with the California 

I 
I 
I 
1· 

t 
Transportation Commission in its implementation. 

sought to establish good working relationshi?S with committees I 
We have 

and staffs of the Legislature. 

~he Commission is also following closely AB 3328, which 

passed the assembly by a 48-21 vote on May 8 and is scheduled 

I 
I 

for hearing by the Senate Public Otilities, Transit and Energy I 
Committee on August 15. This bill would grant the Commission 

greater flexibility in the use of revenue from a 1/ 2¢ sales 

tax increase, which currently must be used for 9ublic tra.nsit 

purposes only. AB 3328 would both retain our aut.,ority tc 

allocate these funds for ~ublic transit purposes and also 

I 
I 
I 

provide the Commission with the option of using a portion 

of increased sales tax revenues for street -and highway imprcve-1 

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-1 is a recent letter to Senator Alfred 

E. Alquist, Chairman of the senate PUDlic Oti:ities, 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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Las Angeles County voters requesting al¢ increase in the gas 

tax. Revenue from this tax increase is required to be expended 

only for transi.t guideway and bus lanes and purchase of transit 

vehicles. This author~ty applies to all counties that passed 

Proposition 5 in 1974, and was granted by SB 213 (1977). 

Recommendations for changes in existing legislation 

affecting transit in Los Angeles County are spelled out in 

Chapter r:v. 
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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 Southern California region. The letter addressed the 

common positions on key public transportation, 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 develop 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 been 

staff of SCRTD, Long 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. 
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CHAPTER VI I I I 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Introduction 

The Commission has endeavored to provide for public 

involvement in its activities. As AB 1244 provisions 

declare: 

The transportation 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 i~ this area. 

110 
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CHAPTER VI I I. 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 Committee -
Chairperson 
Vice Chairperson 
Secretary 

Shirley Irwin 
Ruth Aldaco 
Jim Cragin 

Rail Rapid Transit Subcommittee Chairperson -
A. c. Wiegers 

B·..is and Paratransit Subcommittee Chairperso n -
Bill Brodek 

Streets and Highways Subcommittee Chairperson -
Richard Mills 

Education Subcommittee Chairperson -
William Cox 

The complete roster o f the Citizens' Advisory Committee 

is given i n Attachment VIII-1. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 2, 

CITIZEN SURVEYS 

Efforts have been made to solicit input from the 

public at large. To aid the Cormnission 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 w~llingness to pay for improvements . The results 

will help the Commission as it decides which transportation 

options are both feasible and attractive. 

11? 
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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 collection and expenditure of highway user funds 

in Los Angeles County. This Task Force will consist of 

five representatives from business, labor, and industry; 

and six members from the Commission's Citizens' Advisory 

Committee. The · full make-up of t he Task Force is shown 

in Attachment VIII-2. It is expected that it will 

complete its responsibilities by October 1 , 1978. 
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CHAPTER VI I I. 4, 

.. COME TOGETHER" RIDESHARE PROGRAM 

The "Come Together 0 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 

oeeupancy. The program uses meetings with community groups 

and major employers to accomplish two goals: 

(1) Increase public awareness of. the costs of 

single-Qccupant auto- transportation and its 

alternatives; and 

(2) Ascertain, through feedback questionnaires, 

which transportation alternatives are most 

promising. 

Fact sheets on congestion, pollution, energy and 

transportation costs to be used at these meetings are 

included as Attachment VIII-3. The comm.unity meetings 

are taking place throughout the SCAG region, and will be 

completed in six Los Angeles comm.unities by early fall . 

The results frcm these questionnaires, together with the 

responses from ·soo major employers-, will provide input on 

Ridershare policy options and possible projects for Commission 

funding review. 

., ., ,. 
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The Commission 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 monitoring the project to insure that recommendations 

for implementation reflect the public's ideas and concerns. 
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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 poli cy board approval prior to the sub­

mission of Short Range Transit ·Plans , which allows for 

local level public participation in the adoption of these 

plans. 
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CHAPTER IX. 1, 

COMMISSION ADMINISTRATION: INITIAL ACTIVITIES 

The Commission held its first meeting on January 5, 1977 . 

.Los Angeles City Councilman (and subsequently 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, defining Commission organization and responsibilities, 

was adopted on April 27, 1977, and a preliminary FY 77-78 

budget was approved on June 22, 1977; 
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CHAPTER IX. 2, 

STAFFING 

In July'l977, 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 on board in March-April 1978. More than 300 

applications for staff positions were considered. Prior 

to hiring, careful consideration was given not only to the 

qualifications 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 

Regional Planning Agency 

University/Transit Operator 

State Legislature Staff 

Local Goveznments 

-Planning and Operations 
-Finance and Administration 
-Air Quality .Planning 

Federal Gove.rnment 

Private Industry 
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I 
The recently approved BY.78-79 budget authorizes a Commis-

sion sta£f of 17 full-time employees - 12 professional and 

S clerical. Figure IX-l_on ~ ~-me_ outlines ,staff organi­

zation and responsibilities. Attachment IX-l·identi-

. f~~s __ i~~~~~d_?al positions 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. In order to accomplish this, and at the same time 

still meet its responsibilities, the Commi.ssion has found 

it 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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POI.ICY , f'ISCI\L J\N.f\LYSIS 

Coordinate LACTC overall 
work program, identify and 
review highway priorities, 
111ana9e TOA performance 
audits, monitor uov pro­
gram, develop paratransit 
program, develop transit 
allocation alternatives, 
monitor highway funds, 
direct and evaluate FAU 
program, review and assess 
TSM systen,, develop and 
manaqe transit system 
coordination program. 
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Loach 
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Figure IX-1 

LOS l\tmEu:s COUN'l'Y 1'1U\NS11 0R'f1\'l']ON COMMISSJON 

FY 77- 7 8 ORGAN Iz:A'l'IONAL CIIA[t'r 

I COMtUSS CON MEMBl::RS AND ALTE.RHA'l'ES 

I 
SPECIAL PROJt;C'l'S 

uevelop newa releases 
and public service 
spots, develop Commis­
sion b.cochures and 
newsletter, coordinate 
media interviews, staff 
CAC, coordinate commu­
nity relations, 

SPECIAL PROJEC'l'S 
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- - - -
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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 

Estimated Proposed 
FY 76-77 FY 77-78 FY 78-79 

TOA Allocation $ 334,458 $ 884,402"" $ 920,000 

Carryover from 
Prior Fiscal Year -o- 264,000 465,000 

Total Available $ 334,458 $1,178,375 $1,385,000 

Less Expenses 70,458 713,000 945,445 

Unallocated Funds 264,000 465,000 439,555 

*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-oj;-living increase for staff 

salaries pending further-analysis. 

121 



PERSONAL SERVICES 

Salaries and wages 
01 Permanent 
02 Temp/Part Time 
03 Commission Attendance 

Total 

04 Fringe Benefits 
Retirement 
Re.a.1th/Dental Insurance 
Life Insurance 
Workers Comp. Insurance 
Bus Pass Reimbursement 
Total 

TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES 

NON-PERSONAL EXPENSE 

06 Office Space 
08 Furniture/Equipment Rental 
09 Office Supplies 
10 Duplicating/ Printing 
12 Travel 
13 Vehicle Expense 
15 Professional Memberships 
17 Postage/ Delivery Expense 
18 Telephone/ Telephone 
19 Books/Publications 
20 Training 
30 Miscellaneous 

TOTAL NON-PERSONAL EXPENSE 

CONTRACTUAL EXPENSE 

CAPI'?AL OUn.AY . 

40 Office Equipment 

UNAU.OCATED RESERVE/CONTINGENCY 

GRAND TOTAL 

UNALLOCATED FUNDS 

FIGURE IX- 2 Approved June 14, 1978 

FY 78-79 OPERATING BTJDGET 

ES?IMAIED 
FY 77-78 
EXPENSES 

$203,396 
21,146 
8,800 

$233,342 

$ 20,340 
4,698 

101 
4,420 

595 
$ 30, 1.54 

$ 14,432 
17,607 

4,990 
19,165 
16,236 

4,503 
840 

7, 486 
9,273 
1,563 

400 
6,452 

$263,496 

$102,947 

$230,353 

$ 28,047 

$ 88,1.57 

$713,000 

$465,000 

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 

l.5,000 
10,000 

2,000 
5,000 

l.S ,000 

$476,291 

$167 , JOO 

$250, 000 

$ 10, 000 

$45,000 

$948,.291 

$436, 709 

* Approval of a 5.5% staff cost.-of living increase included in this amount 
has been defen-ed pending further analysis. 
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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 Conunittee - Los Angeles 
Mayor Tom Bradley 

Mass Transit Committee - Los Angeles County Super-
visor Baxter Ward 

Arbitration Committee - Mr. Wendell Cox 

Technical Advisory Cormnittee - 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 Audi tor I s office. · Payroll 

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

Security Pacific National Bank, will be provided in· ·the 

.., ....... ' '\,· . ...... _. • ···. _ .. ... --·····.· .. · .... · .. ··- -···-···· -· -·· · ·---
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new fiscal year by Onion Bank. All other payment and I 
accounting matters are handled internally by Commis-

sion staff. 1· 
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July ll, 1978 

Honorable Brock Adams 
secretary 
Department of Transportation 
Washington, o.c. 20590 

Dear Secreta~ Adams: 

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

As you know, the Commission is comprised of local elected 
officials and is responsible for setting transportation 
priorities for ~s Angeles County. It was c:reated by the 
State Legislature in the hope that it could make some­
thing happen in transportation in this county of over 
seven million people. 

Los Angeles has been shortchanged in the 12 years since 
the Federai government began helping local governments 
improve their transit systems. I just mentioned that 
seven million people live in Los Angeles County; that 
makes thi.s county larger than 42 states in this nation. 
We are the second largest w::ban area in the nation. We 
-account for l6 • 31 of the combined population of the ten 
largest urban areas in the country, yet we've received 
only 2.8% of tlle capital grant money distributed by OMTA 
to those areas thJ:ouqh fiscal year 1977. 

Let's look at some comparisons: 

Urbanized AJ:'ee. Total Capital Grants •- ··· ·• -Per Cacita 

New York $1,907 million $118 
Washington - 88~ " 3S8 
Atlanta 952 II 727 
Boston 789 " 298 
Chicago 721 " 107 
San Francisco 561 .. 188 
Philadelphia 451 II 112 

t.os Angeles 199 .. 24 
(through June 30, 1978) 
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Bon. Brock Adams -2- Ju1y ll, 1978 

Mr. Secretary, you've challenged us to come up with some 
ways of improving our transportation system. We've done 
ju$t that by agreeing on a Transportation Action Program 
which can be financed at the local level with existing . 
funds. Now we're asking for your help. _ 

Our Transportation Action Program has three parts: 

l. Transportation .Improvement :Program (TIP) 
Implementation: 

The Comnission recently adopted the Los Angeles 
County portion of the region's TIP which will be 
forwarded to OCT this summer. Attachment 1 is a 
summary of our TI.P. We took our statutory respon­
sibility for TIP approval seriously and made it a 
decision document which set county transportation 
priorities. The first year of the transit program 
primarily consists of replacement of overage buses 
and facilities--Los Angeles has the oldest bus 
fleet of any major city in the country . It requests 
a total of $185 million in Section 3 funds, not 
including the Regional Transit Development Program 
which is being reviewed locally . We ask that DOT 
indicate its concurrence that the Los Angeles County 
Section 3 pro~ects included in the first ye-ar cf the 
TIP are justi ied and its willingness to provide 
Section 3 funds to implement them, subject only to 
satisfaction of routine application requirements. 

We are asking your support for the replacement of 
nearly 1200 old buses and for needed new maintenance 
facilities. OMTA 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. 

I 
I 
I 

.I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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We feel. this "T:IP commitment" is in the spirit of I 
the federal regulations establishing the process. 

2. 

While the amount requested is substantial, the 
projects are needed and; as I cited earlier, this I 
area lags far behind others in capital grant funding. 

Harbor Freeway In~erstate 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, 

I 
I 
I 
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Bon. Srock Adams July ll, ·1978 

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

In fact, FHWA's tum-down, contained in a May 1S, 
1978 letter, was received here on May 18, the day 
after your Chamber of Commerce speech. In his 
May 15, 1978 letter to Caltrans Director Adriana 
Giantureo, Acting FHWA Administrator Karl S. Bowers 
states: 

At the present time, available Interstate 
mileage is not sufficient to accommodate 
your request for State Highway Route 11 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 aarbor 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 discussions 
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 Columbia and Virginia, will be sub­
mitted to DOT in the very near future . 

Assuming you approve these additional 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 n~w withdrawal and substitute 
actions, then our only hope for the Harbor redesig­
nation is if you can approve it by then. 

Again, Mr. Secretary, do we have any chance for Inter­
state designation for the Sarbor--and the associated 
bus and carpool lanes--or not? If we do, we ask that 
DOT indicate its intention to designate the Harbor 
Freewa as art of the interstate Hi hwa S stem once 
su icient mileage is availab e. 

A-3 
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Hon. Brock Adams -4- July 11, 1978 

3. c ·entm:y Freeway Environmental Impact· Statement (EIS): 

I 
I 
I 

As you know from our previous letters, we feel strongly 

1
. 

that the Century Freeway, and related transitway, must 
move fonard . 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} 

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

We urge you to approve t he EI S on the Century 
Freeway so that progress can be made on this 
important project. 

Our 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 off ers an 
opportunity f or yo ur Department and our Commission to 
get people moving again in Los Angeles . It is an out­
growth of fede~ally-supported planning efforts. Its 
elements are widely supported by local elected officials . 
It is financially feasible under existing l ocal, Stat e 
and Federal programs. It is badly needed. 

We look forward to your positive response. 
sion's Executive Director, Jerry Premo, is 
meet with your staff, or those of FHWA and 
our needs . 

Our Commis­
available to 
OMTA, to review 

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

Attachments 
Copies to: 

KENNETH HAHN 
Chainnan 

Urban Mass Transportation Administrator 
Richard Page 

Acting Federal H~ghway Administrator 
"""' ---, ,,.. - - . - . 
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LOS ANGEUS COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

PY 78//9· TRANSIT CAPIT1\,L 

(Type I) 

-_._.., __ ...._, -, . ~ ......... _ . ., ______ _ 'rOTAL COST 

$162.8 Mil. 

nDEim.L SEC'l'XON 3 

$130.2 Mil. tir.m 
I 
rA MONICA 

I 

I I MUNIS 

I 
1· 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Buses 

Maintenance and 
Operating Facilities 39.S* 

Buses 3.7 

Maintenance and 
Operating Facilities l.6* 

Buses 6.5 

Maintenance and 
Operating Facilities 3.2 

Buses 4.7 

Maintenance and 
Operating Facilities .l* 

SOB'I'O'l'AL $222.1 

('rype II & III) 

Minor Projects $ 1-3. 1 . 

$235.2 Mil. 

,,. 

28.9 

2.9 

1.3 

5.2 

2.0 

3.6 

.03 

$174.13 

S 10.S 

$184.63 Mil. 

ATTACHMENT 1 
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By Purpose 

By Recipient 

FY 78/79 TRANSIT CAPITAL PROJECTS 
('nl?E I) 

Buses 

1isa Replacement Suses 

17 Additional Buses 

Maintenance and Operating Facilities 

6 Maintenance Pacilities 
- SClmli Central Facility 

East San Peniando Valley 
West San Fernando Valley 
So. I.os Angeles* 

- Santa Monica* 
- Torrance• 

2 Transfer Centers 
- SOTD - LAX 
- Long Beach 

2 Park and Ride Lots 
- SCRTD - Diam.end Sar 
- SOTD - West Valley 

Minor Improvements 

,, 
I 
I 
1· 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

SCltTD 1030 Replacement Buses 1. 
4 Mauitenance Facilities 
1 Transfer Center 

Santa Monica 

Long Beach 

Other Muni­
cipals 

2 Park and Ride Lots 
Division Yard Improvement 

25 Replacement Buses 
5 Additional Buses 
.Maintenance Facility 

Expansion 
I 

58 Replacement Buses I 
Transit MaJ.l Development 

45 Replacement Buses 
12 Additional Buses I 
l Maintenance Facility~ 

Minor Modifications to·■ 
Existing Facilities 

*Not yet approved by the Commission I 
I ATTACHMENT 1 
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June 26, 1978 ,:eivg Fl t 1171 
T'11 D~ 

) 

' 

Honorable Harold T. Johnson 
Chair.man 
COD11Dittee on Public: Works 
tt. s. House of Representatives 

· Dear Biz:, 

For almost six years, since July 7, 1972 , a Federal 
Court injunction has restricted and prevented all work on 
the I-lOS Cen't:l.U'y Freeway in :c.os Angeles ccunty. 'rhe 
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 usistance o~ 
the Public Works Committee in getting the project moving . 

• First, since the first week in May, almost two 
months ago, the final draft of the Envi.ri:,nmental Impact 
Statement for the I-105 Freeway has :been sitting on the 
desk of the Assistant Secretary of Transportation for 
Policy , Plans and International Affairs, Mr. Chester 
Davenport. In attempting to ascertain exactly wllat 
prevents final approval of the EIS, I have been unable to 
secure from ~ansportation Department officials ar,.y 
ccncrete ccmments as to why the report has net been 
approved.. As the Federa.l Court injunctions were imp4?sed 
until. sueh time as the Department of Transportation and 
CALnANS . 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 . I-105 Freeway is my 
hiqh.es't. priority at this time. What, i£ any, c:redil,le 
reason is there for net making a. decision on this 
enviJ:oamental impact statement? If the responsible 
officials would indicate that tb.e report was inadequate, 
then the problems could be addressed and resolved. 
Bowever, to ponder in. silence why the report b.as not been 
signed serves no ccnstructive purpose. 

ATTACHMENT 
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Honorable· Barolcl -r. Johnson 
June 26, 1978 
Page Two 

Second, the Federal District Court's injunction has 
created _a c:riainal and pw:,lic safety problem of 
Dl0Jlumenta1 proportions. In the area a;f . the freeway 
ccttidor, 75. percent of tbe impacted property- has ~eady 
been ·acquired. Of the property acquized, 45 to so 
percent has been vacated. Throughout this abandoned 
c:orridor, which runs almost exclusively w.ithin my 31st 
Distl:'ic:t, boarded-up houses and unoccupied buildings have 
become not only a haven~ but al.so an impetus far crime 
and vandalism. 

the problea goes beyond restless youths throwing 
rocks at, and setting fires in, the vacant buildings. 
Because the -abandoned housing is net adequately 
patrolled, gangs have an almost free license to prey upon 
tlle · 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 
violence have been committed against ~cer:it ci ti.zens. 
Constantly, I am being asked by my eonsti t.uents and local 
public officials "why isn't there anything being done on 
the Century Freeway?" 

until the EIS is signed, and tlle injunctions lifted, 
this shameful c01111DUJli ty c:isis will ccntinue. The 
injunctions have been granted _in connection with 
litigation filed by several environmental gxoups 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 contention 
since lial.f of the housing is vacant and the remainder is 
rapidly becomi a,g unfit to li ~e in) , the environmental 
c:oali tion. is basically using the forum of the o. s . 
Dist:ict <;au.rt ta c:hallenge the fundamental political 
decision .of using tax dollars to construct a freeway, 
rather than using these monies for public transportation. 

While I recogn:i:te that the right to due process of 
law is guaranteed and essential under our Consti ~tion, 

-what legis1ative steps can the congress take to prevent 
the Century Freeway li tiga.tion from depri villg the 
comm.unity of its safety, and to speed progress toward 
const::uction. To l~vel the abandoned b.ousing would be an 
important first step • 

I 
I 
I 
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Honorable Harold'?. Johnson 
June 26, l.978 
Page '?hree 

It is certainly ironic that those interests which 
have brought suit against the proposed Freeway because of 
ita negative enviromental impacts have managed to create 
a public eyesore which threatens property values, and the 
aafety and well-being of entire c:OIIIID.UDities. 

Speci.fically, I would appreciate your assistance and 
advice in . two areas. Fust, what steps are available to 
speed consideration of, and a decision on, the EIS for 
the I-105 ~eeway. Secondly, what legislative vehicles 
are available to the Congress for adopting some type of 
language, which, while net restricting the right to due 
process, would indicate a strong concen:i over fri vilous 
court challenges and claims? 

Any assistance or comments you might have would be 
greatJ.y appreciated. 

CBW::rd 

Very truly yours, 

/s/ Charles a:. Wilson 

Charles H.· Wilson 

c:c: Mr. Didc Sul.livan 
Chief counsel, Committee on PUblic works 
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ATTACHMENT 11-2 

·-1 LOS ANGB.ES COUNlY TRA~ATION COMMISSION • 3!1 SOUTrf SPRING STREET -SUllE 1206. LOS ANGa.ES. CALIFORNIA 90013 • (213) 626-0370 

I July 6, 1978 

JEROME C. PR£M0 -~ .. ... . - . r™e OIRECTOR 
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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 1979/83 

At its June 14 meeting, the Los Ang~les County Transporta­
tion Commission took final action to complete its Trans­
portation Improvement Program (TIP) for FY 1979 throuqh 
1983. Transit and highway projects in the TIP total 
$4,051.3 million in the period. Attachment l 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 California Association 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 (FBWA) and the Orban Mass Transportation 
Administration (OMTA). · Specific p~oject details on our T!P 
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 ·1n time for inclusion in 
the first TIP amendment cycle, due to the need for additional 
time to consider options for allocating fund.s, especially 
for public transit operations. 

A-10 
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Mr. Mark Pisano 
Jul.y 6, 1978 
Page 2 

Following are discussions of a few important TIP programming 
issues: 

l. Transit Operating Assistance 

a) 

b) 

Section 5/'l'DA Article 4 

The Commission approval of $149 million in federal 
Section 5 and 'rDA Article 4 funds (including $134 
million for operating purposes) represents an 
attempt to maximize federal funds, service levels 
and ridership. The cooperative action 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 operating 
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 Short 
Range Transit Plan requests . Culver City, Santa 

.Monica and Torrance were not allocated operating 
funds for service expansions; however, Culver City 
may be allocated additional funds pending evalua­
tion of its revised SRTP. Attachment 2 is our 
final staff recCDDllendation on the allocation of 
Section 5 and TDA funds. A final staff analysis , 
including certain technical corrections , is in 
preparation ·and will be for~arded to you within a 
week. 

Article 4.5 

In addition to Article 4.5 carryover funding from 
1977 / 78 for eleven operators 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 two new· proqrams 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 net 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.S pro­
jects in FY 1977/78 and FY 1978/79. This represents 
approximately 0.8% of total TOA allocations by the 
Commission during these two fiscal years. 

I 
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Mr. Mark Pisano 
July 6, 1978 
Page 3 

2. 

Of the six remaining unfunded applications 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 include 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 app~oval pending further evaluation are: 

SCRTD South Los Angeles Bus Yard 

Santa Monica Maintenance Facility 

Torrance Maintenance Facility 

Maximization of federal funds has been an important 
objective in our TIP approval process. The Coimnission 
evaluated TDA capital reserve p·roj ects 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 
$1.4 million in TOA 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 l 
summarizes these -projects. · Obviously, a major issue is 
the level of UMTA commitment which we can obtain for 
these approved TIP projects, including funding for the 
Southern California Rapid Transit District and municipal 
operators. · We shall be actively working with local 
representatives, SCAG and OMTA to achieve a maximum flow 
of federal funds for Los Angeles County. 

A-12 
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Mr. Mark Pisano 
July 6, 1978 
Page 4 

3. 

4. 

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 requests 
wil1 follow staff analysis and Commission action on 
RTDP work now underway. 

BighwaYs/Streets and Roads 

We have worked together for the past year on matters 
relating to highway funding for this region. Most 
recently, we have adopted common positions on fund 
methodology before the California Transportation Com­
~ission. Obviously., 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) shortxall for Dis­
trict 7, as discussed below. 

a) State I:fighways 

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 program 
category. Also listed are the five major new 
projects to ~e constructed within this $484 mil­
lion level. The Century Freeway (I-105) is the 
main new project proposed by Caltrans. 

I 
I 
I 
1· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

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

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 

I 
I 
I 



·1 
I 
I 
I. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Mr. Mark Pisano 
July 6, 1978 
Page 5 

Angeles, Orange, Ventura Counties). In 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 
Les Angeles County and the other counties 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 
inclusion in the TIP. $55 million of this amount 
is proposed for inclusion in the annual element. 
(Attachment 4) I would point out in particular 
that several smaller projects--a $2 million 
acquisition of the railroad 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 projects 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 shortfall. 

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 our 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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Mr. Mark Pisano 
July 6, 1978 
Page 6 

b) 

capital and service priorities within the 
jurisdiction of the commission to be 
developed with all appropriate coordination 
and cooperation between the commission and . 
state and local transportation agencies and 
operators. All ro ects utilizin federal 
and state hig way an trans t unds , and 
a11 exclusive public mass transit .llideway 
tnoiects no matter h~w funded, sha 6e 

c uded in a trans~rtation ~rovement 

1rogram adoated bye commisson." 
~phasia a ded) 

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 projects 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 

LOS Angeles City 

All Other Cities 

Special Funds* 

$ 75 million 

$135 million 

$ 91 million 

$ 48 million 

*The special funds represent Caltrans-administered 
programs for- bridge replacement, safer off-system 
roada, 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 ~echnieai Advisory Committee, will 
soon 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 ' legislatio~. Our present 
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Mr. Mark Pisano 
July 6 , 19 7,8 
Page 7 

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 our TIP to 
the July 20 meeting of SCAG's Transportation and Utilities 
Committee. 

Please let me know if your staff has any questions 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. 

JCP:kyt 
Attachments 

Sincerely, . 

Jb 
Executive 

PREMO 
Director 

---;­
r ._· ... ~ "~" '· \ 

. .: 
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LOS ANGELES COCN'l'Y 

TlUWSPOR'?A'l'ION IMPROVEMENT PROGltAM' SUMMARY 

FY 1979-1983 

LsIT 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Transit ~rating FY 78/79 
Section 
'rDA Article 4 
'?DA Article 4.5 
'rDA capital Reserve Reallocation 
TDA Onallocated Reser7ation for 

Municipal Operators 
Carryover Section 5 
Carryover TDA Article 4.S 

Transit Operating FY 80/83 

SUBTOTAL 

Transit Capital PY 78/79 
Type I Buses?vans 
'.rype I Ma.int./Oper. Facil. 
Type I R/W Acquisitions 
Type II/III (Minor Projects) 

Transit Capital FY 80/83 

Regional Transit Developient 
Program 78/79 

Rejional Transit Development 
rogram 80/83 

SUBTOTAL 

EllGBWAYS 

I Loca.l Streets and Reads I FAO and Special Funds 

Highways 
Caltrans Program 
Supplemental Projects 

SUBTOTAL 
I 
I 
I 

TOTAL ~XP FY l979-l983 

. .. . . . ··· - - .... . ... 

$ 57.5 Mil. 
72.4 

.4 
1.2 

2.5 
4.9 
.s 

$1,141.0 

$ 180.8 
44.7 
3.7 

14.4 

$ 318.0 

$ 

$ 

$ 

44.4 

1,083.9 

339.0 

484.0 
258.0 

$1,280.4 

S 561.6 

$1,128.3 

$1,081.0 

$4,051.3 Mil. 



· SCRTD 

SANTA MONICA 

LONG BEACH 

OTHER MUNIS 

COMMUTER 
COMPUTER 

SEC. 16 (b} 2/ 
ARTICLE 4. 5 

ALL OPEBATORS 

A-19 

LOS ANGELES COONTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

FY 78/79 TRANS·IT CAPITAL 

(Type I) 

Ta?AL COST FEDERAL SECTION 3 

Buses $162.8 Mil. 

Maintenance and 
Operating Facilities 39.5 

Buses 4.0 

Maintenance and 
Operating Facilities 1.6 

Buses 6.5 

Maintenance and 
Operating Facili.ties 3.2 

Buses 4.7 

Maintenance and 
Operating Facilities .l 

Vans 2.0 

Vans • 8 

SUBTOTAL $225.2 

(Type II & III) 
.. 

Minor Projects $ 14.4 

TOTAL $239.6 Mil. 

$130.2 Mil. 

28.9 

3.2 

1.3 

5.2 

2.0 

3.6 

.03 

--- (FAU) 

$174.43 

$ 11.18 

$185.61 Mil. 

I 
I 
I 
1· 

I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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-. 

By Purpose 

By Reci::iient 

FY 78/79 'nWISI'l' CAJI'?AL PROJEC'?S 
('r!PE I) 

Buses 

ll58 Replacement Buses 

17 Additional Buses 

Maintenance and Operating Facilities 

3 Hain~enance Pacilities 
- Sela']): Central Pac:ili ty 

East San Ferna.ndo Valley 
West San Fernando Valley 

2 Transfer Centers 
- SO.TD - I.AX 
- Long Beach 

2 Park and Ride Lots 
- SO.TD - Oiamcnd Bar 
- SCRTD - West Valley 

Minor Improvements 

1030 Replacement Buses 
4 Maintenance !'ad.llties 
l Transfer Center 

Santa Monica 

Long Beac::h 

Other Muni­
cipals 

2 Park and Ride t.ot.:s 
Division Yard Improvements 

2S Replacement Buses 
5 Additional. Buses 
Maintenance Fac.ility 

Expansion 

58 Replacement Buses 
Transit Mall Development 

45 Replacement Buses 
12 Additio~l Buses 
l Maintenance Facility and 

Minor Modifications to 
Existing Facilities 

9 lS(b) (2) Projects 
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Mr. Norton Si.man 
Chauman 

April 6 , 19·7 8 

California Transportation Commission 
22400 Pacific Coast Eighway 
Malibu, CA 90265 

Dea~ Commissioner Simon: 

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

Statement of Princicles for Imclementation of AB 402 

l) There must be recognition of the local and 
regional transportation planning agencies and 
county transportation eommissicns as full part­
ners in t.~e AB 402 prescribed process. In order 
to facilitate this recognition, the State's local 
and regicnai planning agencies should prepare and 
present to the California Transportation Commis­
sion a u..~iiied view of their role in the trans­
portation programming process under AB 402. 

2} Before considering adoption of th.a prior California 
H~ghway Comnu.ssion's Planning Program and policy 
resolutions, the California Transportation Commis­
sion should a.llow sufficient time to receive local 
and regional comments. 

3) The CAlifornia Tran.sportation Commission should 
be fu.lly infc:med of tbe extensive local and 
regional concern on the fund estimation method­
ology proposed l:ly Caluans. The.Commission 
should .allow sufficient time to adequately study 
this issue and receive comments from all agencies. 

4) The califcrnia Transportation Commission should 
be fully informed that ':he requirement in Calt:ans' 
draft TIP guidelines that local assistance pro­
jects be prioritized within subprograms is coun­
terpr0ductive and unnecessary. 
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Mr. Norton Simon 
April 6, 1978 
Page 2 

I 
I 

S) The California Transportation Commiss-ion must I 
obtain an adequate and independent professional 
staff. 1· 

Following is a sampling of scme of the organizations which 
have adopted ona 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 Transportation Commission 

- San Bernardino Associated Governments 

- Riverside County Transportation Commission 

Los Angeles County Transportation Commission 

- League of California Cities (pending before the 

1 
I 
I 
I 
I 

League Executive Committee) 

I have enclosed for your information a mora detailed pre- · .I 
sentation of the five principles as developed by the 
California council of Regional COG Directors with the I 
assistance of staff of the Southern California Association 
of Governments with input of local governments t.~rough­
out the State. I 
As you know, local government worked hard last year with 
Senator Alquist and Assemblyman Ingalls in the ~evelcpment I 
cf AB ·402. This milestone legislation provides for a 
truly cooperative State-local planning and programming 
precess, one in which we, at the local level, ea.n have 
genuine involvement. I believe the principles, as set 
forth, signals local government's will..ingness to involve 
itself in this process. 

I request and welcome the opportunity to discuss these 
principles with you and your fellow commissioners at your 
April 21 meet.inc; in Los Angeles. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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Mr. Norton Si.men 
April 6, 1978 
Page 3 

For my colleagues throughout the State, may I extend to 
you our best as you embark upon a mcst. <:hal.lengillg 
experience. 

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

Si.nc:erely, 

k£ 
Chairman 

Enclosure 

Copies to: California T~anspcrtation Commission Members 
senator James R. Mills 
Assemblyman Walt.er M. IngaJ.ls 
William S . Weber, Acting Exec:uti ve Secretar1 , 

California Transportation Commission , 
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C0MMISSl0NERS: 

~~-
~MOIIII~ -=--~ VIC! CIAIAWOMAN 
~h,c1ma1. ,~Qf~S.0:, 
:.=s~C..-v,v 
9cc::rc ot Sc.o,,:m 

IPfflR F. SOfMARUM 
oamc:nct11"11aocru 
ECMUNO 0. £)&MAH 

I 
JAMES A. HAYU 
IAX'IIRWNID 

T0MBRA0t.EY 

IMo.o-. 
O,ct1.01.-no--

JOHNFIRRAIQ 

u:s~Ov~ I 
,..,.11,. 

eOMUNCJ.iaJSS 
Moio-. 

10,ct~ 

JOHN ZIMMERMAN 
Meg, 

I 
Civet~ 

W&NCEU..COX 
Qaza1Aeu-.laiw. I O!YCI\CIMl;la 

I JIR0ME C. PRIMO 
exEOJTNe ORECTOR 

I 
I 
I 
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Junes, 1978 

Hcmcrable Judi t:h t.. So.ley 
Vice Chairwcman 
California Transpcrt&ticn 
P. o. Box W9 
Sac::-amento, CA 95805 

Oea.r Ms. Soley: 

Connn:tssicn 

I am writing t.o share with you some c:oncau:ns and th011ghts 
of the Los Angeles County '?ra.nspc:tation Commission al::)0ut 
propoaal.s fer & fund utimate methodology fer highway 
e:zpendi.tures. 

Firs~, cm bebalf of the ~ommissien, please accept our 
tllan.ks for the ti:me and interest you and the other members 
of the California transp0rta.tien C'"ommission exhi.bited wher. 
yeu met with us i.l1 Los Angeles in April. Bo'Ch of our Com­
missi0ns have a number of ~iommon goals and pur;,cses; our 
ba.sie respcnsibi.li t:y is to do the best possil>le j ob il1 
evaluating and allocating limited transportation resources 

'?akan together, the two pieces of legislation (AB 1246 anc 
AB 402) which created ow: agencies call for a. eccperative 
cied..sion-makillq process. It is in this spir-i t of eoope.ra· 
ticn that we want t0 bl::i.nc; scme part;Lcul.ar points to your 
a.-etan ticn: 

l. $60 Millien S'hc:r:tfall 

As you knew, Dis't::ic:t 7 0~ cal1:rms, wh.ic:h inc:ludes 
Los AncJ•las, Orang-a, and Ven-t:m:-a Ccwit.ies, wi.11 not 
receive ttmding needed to meet dist:i.ct minimums for 
highway ezpendituras as called for under existing 
state law in the four-yaar puiod enc:H nq on June 30, 
1979. We have been wc:lcing with CaJ.t:-ans for many 
mcmtha on 1:hia matter and ue hcpeful that an agrae­
&Dl.e resoluucm o:f this matter u possible. In 
c:onsiderinq any ~d methodology, we are sure that 
the Callfor?ti.a ~::ansportation Commission will racog­
n.ize the need to proqram funds tc fi.rst cover the 
District 7 shortfall and then to prcvid.e for meeting 
tutu:e District minimums. 

A-24 



· A-25 

Bancrable Judith L. Soley 
June a, 1978 

I 
I Page 2 

2. 

3. 

Discretionary Funds I 
Loa Angeles County has =ecei.ved no clisc:retiona.ry 
funding from the California Elighway Commission and I 
cal t:ana for many years. We recogni:e that other · 
districts b.ave lleeds J:,eyond their t>istrict • s mini m,ua .. 
We believe that the same c:an be said for Di.sttic:t , , . 
There.fore, we urge that aay fund met.hcdaloc;y whl.ch 
is develol)ed provides an opportunity for a.ll dist:ict. 
tc c:ampete for cliscreticnuy funds to be allocated I 
by the Callfo:nia Tr~pcrtation Commission. 

F,md Methodolo9Y Princi~les . I 
We have worked closely with a wide variety of Ciq, 
County and regional agencies, theu statewide assoc:]'• 
tions and Caltrans during the past few weeks to try 
to c0111e Ul? with a ,..amncn pcsi ti0n on the fund estima: E 
methodology. I am sure that ycu rec:ogni:e how c:cmp.iw 
a.net difficu.l.t this effort is and we appreciate your I 
villin911ess to give careful consideration to the 
principles which we have tentatively agreed 1.1pon. 

These inc.lude: I 
• inclusi011 in the loc:al.ly-deve1oped -Trans- I 

par-...ati.on Improvement Program of funds for 
preliminary engineering, envi.romnental 
analyses and "hardship" land acquisition; I 

• wse of the Ca.lt:ans program for the first-
twc yeus of the fund estimate procass; and I 

• reali:ation of the need to program nigh 
priority projects identified. at the local 
le~e.l, which may be beyond c:w::ently avail­
able r•scurces, in the local-State nP 
prcc:ess. 

I 
I 

We a::a new developing m=re specuic f:inanc:iaJ. infor­
matiQD to reflect the implications of. a num.t::,er of I 
usumptiana wb.ich have qcne into our fund estimate 
mathcdcloqy. I 1-lieve that all local agencies whic:h 
have participated in this open process ~0t only wcul, 
appreciate, but, in fact, need time to assess the 
rea.l impact of the fund estimat.e methodology which 
you are c:cnsideJ:ing. It is for that reason that we I 
encourage delay in my final action by the ca.lUorn.ia. 

I 
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!:lona:able Juclith I.. Soley 
June a, 1978 

.,.. ·paqe 3 

T:a.nsportaticn Commission in adopting a fund 
meth0dclogy until your July meeting. Tlus woul.d 
afford al.l of us-your ~ommission, loc:al govern­
menu and caitrana-to genuinely understand the 
implicaUcms of the important. fimd estimate 
methodaloqy wh.i.c:h you will be adopting. · 

Per your review at this time, the :esolution 
ac=pt:ed by local. and regional represent:ativu and 
C&J.t::rans at the meeting on June 2 contains a detailed 
out.line of hew the estimates under tlus methcdclogy 
wculd be produced.. 

I want to add that we a.ll were pleased that. Carole 
Onorato participated in the meeting. Her involve­
ment was a much-appreciated signal to us in local. 
govei:mnant tb.At the policymakers of the California 
Transportation ~Qfflfflission a.re sharing in our e.fforts 
to develop a fa.iJ: and equi.ta.cle approach to t=ans­
port:aticm alloc::aucna • 

I am enclosing, as m attachment to t:lis letter, testimony 
offered by Supervisor Bahn, on behaJ..f of the Los AngeJ.es 
County Transportation ~ommissicn, wh.ic:h was presented 
last September to the California Highway comm,ssicn. 
Su~ervisor Batu,, whc i:s the c:men-c Chai, man of our com­
mission, em;,hasized several points about the Calt:ans 
6-Year PJanning Program which we continue to feel are very 
valid. I l:)elieve that 1:he priAc:iples agreed to by local 
qove::ments durinq the la.at sevual weeks o_f discussion, 
suc:h as the necessity to provide for preliminary engineer­
ing as pare of a proc;:ramrni,:aq precess and the need t.o develo; 
l:)aclcu.p p:ojec:ts (whj.c:h can be acecmplished through scme 
juclic:ial priority over-progra..a1&irJg) , represent constructive 
follow-up steps to the conc•:ns cited l:)y. Supernsor B&bn. 

t.et • cloM by espreesi.Ac;, on behaJf of local representa­
t:.ivea, a,= app:ec:utic:m for the help and techr,ic:al aid 
which C&lt:ans hu provided local govermnentS in uam:ining 
fund eetjmau methodolcqy a.ltel:natives. The efforts of 
Phi.l Ra 1 ne· to fac:i 1 1 tata ou: request.a have aeen outstand­
ing. In puticul&r, I wculd. like to thank the Ca-pita.l 
outlay C0offli~ati0n team of men and W0men lead by Tom 
'rambu::i, whose extra af:forts to ful~ilJ. our requests, 
as well as carry out their no;cmal duties, has been a 
c::edit 'to the pro~essionaJ.ism cf Caltrans. 

A-26 



A-27 

aonorable Judith I.. Soley 
J1me 8, 1978 
Page 4 

I appreciate the ecnsideration that you will give to 
these points and to the opinions of local. government 
as you carry out your raspo:sil)ilities under AS 40,. 

I 
I 
I 

I look forward to a c:loae wcrkinc; relationship with your 1 · 
st~f just u I know memb.,rs of the Los Anc;eles County 
'r:ans-portation Coaniasicm are enthused a.bout developinc; 
a supportive putnarship with the califomia. 'r:ansporta-,· 
tion rcmmissian in improving transportation. 

JCP:kyt 
Attac:tment 

Sincerely•~ 

b.P~ . 
Executive Oirector 

I 
I 
I 

Copies to: Members of California Transportation Commissi.t 
Members And Alta.mates of I.AC'l'C 
Assemblyman Walter Ingalls 
President Pro-TeJn James Mills I 
Senator Alfred Alqu.ist 
Secretary Alan Stein 
'Oi:ac:tor Adriana Gianturco I 
Phi..l ~es, Cal trans 
Mark Pisa.no, SCAG 
TQm Jenki.ns , OCTC I 
Bar:y Seek, llC'rC 
Wes McJ:laniel, SANBAG 
?lor.n Blatcher, VCAG I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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ApriJ. s, 1978 

Honorable Edmund G. Brown, Jr. 
Governor . 
State capitol, First Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Governor Brown : 

AS Chai.ouan of the Los Angeles County Transportation Com­
mission, I am writing to express the grave concern of all 
members of 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 responsible for establishing 
priorities for highways and public transportation as part 
of the Transportation Improvement Program requirement of 
the federal. government. In signing ll 402 into law-last . -
September, you supported the action of the State Legisla­
ture to esta.bl.i.sh a similar programmi:lg requirement at 
t.""le state level. We supported your action in signinq 
AB 402, as you will recall from the attached letter to you 
(Attachment 1). · We supported AB 402 because we felt that 
it represented a significant acknowledgment of the neces­
sary partnership between the state government and loca1 
officia1s, such as us on the t,cs 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. Por the four-year period to 
end of- JW1e 30, 1979, Ca1t=ans wil.1 underspend by more than 
$60 million, the minimum called for under state law to be 
expended ~n Caltrans District 7, which includes not only 
Los Angeles County but· also Orange and Ventura Count.ies. 

This shortfall h.as been a matter of continuing concern to 
us at cur Commission. I testified before the California 
Highway Ccmmission about this last September~ (Attachment 2 
is my testimony at that hearing.) Our Executive Director 
wrote to the Director of Ca.ltrans on February 8, 1978, 
expressing concern about the shortfall; Director Gianturco 
replied in a March S, 1978 letter. (These are included 
as Attachment 3.) 
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Honorable Edmund G. Brown, Jr. 
April 5, 1978 
Page 2 

I 
I 

In plain tems, we are distressed that Caltrans cannot I 
advance projects quickly &nough to expend monies due us. 
Not only will Los Angeles County and the other two count~J 
in District 7 fall short of legislative required minim~ 
but we will receive~ discret;ona.ry funds whatsoever from 
the state. .. 

It may be argued that mc,;_ing more quickly with projec~s I 
in Los Angeles County will cause more problems with the 
rest of the State Highway Program. That may be the case,I 
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,~ 
traveling p'Ublic in our ragion is losing, as are the con­
struction workers of our area who want to work on needed 
projects. I 
we recognize that the Century Freeway is~ factor in the 
scheduJ.ing of funding for Los Angeles County. However, II 
want you ~o be aware of our concern a.bout recent illconsis 
tencies at the stata level which have had the effect of 
stopping all federal action on the Environmental Impact I 
Statement for this project. I recently received a reply 
to my January 29, 19·78 letter· to you from Secretary __ Stein 
of the Business and Transportatio~ Agency, in which SecreJ 
tary Stein 00ncluded: 

In the meantime, until the air quality questions 
are resolved, it is our understanding that the 
Final EIS has pr:igressed in Washington as far 
as it can go. 

(Attachment 4 represents my reply to Secretary Stein.) 

I 
I 

.Governor, we simply must stop talking at cross purposes azl 
get on with making the necessary decisiorus so that long­
delayed tra.nsportaticn improvements for Los Angeles County.I 
can ccme into being. 

. 
I recognize that I have included a lot of paper with this 

1 letter; I do it because I want you to know that we have . 
tried to work with your agencies. However, the situation 
has become so serious that I felt you needed a complete 
set of materia1s as ycu eva.luate our current situation. I 

I 
I 



·1·· . 

I 
I 
I 
I 
·1 
I 
·1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
1. 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Honorable Edmund G. Brown, Jr. 
April S, 1978 
Page 3 

'I am ai-so· sending copies of this letter to your key aides 
in the administration, to all members of the new California 
Transp0rtati0n Commi~sion, and to appropriate elected 
officials interested in this matuer so that they all may 
be ·awa.re of our inter~st and concern. Obviously, we are 

·anxious to work with you and your representatives so that 
we can get on with important transportatian improvements. 
I lcok forward to bearing £rem you about all this and to 
working out the. kind cf solution that I am sure we beth 
want. 

Attac:hments 

KENNETH RAHN 
Chairman 

Copies tc: · Alan Stein, Secretary 
Business and Transportation Agency 

Adriana Gianturco, Director 
California Department of Transportation-· 

Tom Quinn, Chairman, Air Resources Board 

Robert J. Datel, District Director 
Caltrans, District 7 

Al Bollinden, Chai.nnan 
Orange County Transportation Commission 

Theodore Grandsen, Chairman 
Ventura Co. Assn. af Governments 

C&lifornia Transportation ~ammission Members 

All Los Angeles County· State Legislators 

LAC'?C Members ana Alternates 
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May 24, 1978 · 

Mr. Kenneth Hahn, Chairman 
Los Ange-les. .Couney Tra.nspottation 

C.ommi.ssion 
311 South Spring Street 
Suite 1206 
Los Angeles, C.A 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 shoTt of the legally required level in our Los Angeles 
Dis~ric~, which encompasses the Counties of Los Angeles, Orange 
and Ventura. · 

The exact amount of the District 7 underexpenditure cannot be 
deLermined until af~er June 30, 1979, when accounting records for 
the period will be available, but present estimates place the likely 
"shor-:fall" at S66 million for the years 1974-75 through 19i8-79. 

The causes for this probable "shor1:fall" in spending in District 7 
are several. rirst of all, two major projects whose design was well 
underway and whose cons~ruc~ion was imminent were deleted from the 
Freeway and Express~ay System by the Legislature; the Beverly Hi l ls 
Freeway (Route 2) in Los Angeles was rescinded in 197S and the Coast 
Freeway (Route 1) in L.A. and 0Tange Counties, which was rescinded 
in late· 1973. Sec:o.ndly, because of a federal court injunction, we 
have been unable to begin construction of the Century Freeway 
(Rou-ce 105). The Adminis~rat.ion has now c:ompleted all ·work required 
by the court ~nd 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 precluding us 
from spending the required amount o·f funds in Los Angeles in the 
curTent four-year pe~iod. As you know, multi~million dollar high­
way project$ take years to develop, and if major projects are delayed 
or dropped, it is, as a practical matter, not possible to subs~itute 
expenditure of funds on other projects in short order. Consequently, 
we took two ac:tions last year in ·an. attempt to rectify the District 7 
situation in an orderly fashion. 
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Mr. Kenneth Ilahn 
Page Two 
May 24, 1978 

I 
I 

First of all, in last ye•r's revision of our Six-Year Highway 
Program we added an extra $66 million to Distric~ 7 to be spent I 
on to2 of the legally· required four-year level for the period 
1979-SO through 1983-84. In fact, we went even further than this: • 
we added in another $86 million on top of the $66 million, thereby,· 
program.ming projects in District 7 wonh a total of $1S2 million 
over the legally required minimum for the new quadrennial period. 

Most of this supplemental funding, fur~hermore, is in Los Angeles I 
County. That County alone will receive, under our current plans, I 
32 percent more t minimum in the next four years. 

Secon legislation, at one time supported 
by yo ~h would have put in statute the I 
Depart itment ~o make up the $66 million. 

Despite on our part, it is our understand'ing that J 
there have been discussions about your taking court action to fore 
the Department to spend an amount equal to the "shor'tfall" in the 
current four-year period. I 
We remain concerned about the District 7 situation and are fully 
comIJit'ted to making up the S66 million "shortfall". It is our I 
feeling that we have made every effort to act in a reasonable and 
responsible nanne~ regarding this situation. With many areas 
around the State receiving no more than the legally required amou.~tl 
of funds, it is difiicult to rationalize arguments that Los Angeles 
is not Teceiving its allotment of highway monies. 

In order to provide continuing ryrogramming stability for District 
and Los Angeles County in particular, I hope we can count on your 
suppor't for our efforts to accommoda~e the needs of Los Angeles. 

Sincerely, 

/
·1 / r f-..,. ~ 'U.a. -i~ r'y c..L l:..ti.,lu--~ 

ADRIANA GIANT.URCO 
Direc~or of Transportation 

Mr. Je4ome C. Premo, Executive Director 
Los Angeles County Transportation Commis'sion · 

Members of the Los Angeles County Transpor'tation Conuiii.ssion/ 

I Mr. James Wilson., President of Executive Committee 
Sou~hern CalifoTnia Association of .Governments 

Mr. Mark Pisano, Executive Directo-.r-
Southern California Associati~n of Governments 

I 
·I 
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May 2S, 1978 · . . 

MEMO TO: TECHNICAL ADVXSORY COMMIT'l.'m: 

FROM: TOMMY ROSS, GARY VAN BUSltilU{ 

SUBJECT: Caltrans FY 1978-79 (Annual Element) 'I'J:P Submittals 

Attached for your review and comment is an anaiysis of Caltrans ' 
State Highways TIP submittals for _ the Annual Element, FY 1978-79. 

A total of $63.4 million in right-of-way and construction 
money, which will count toward meet.in~f the Di.strict min.ileum, 
is being requested by Caltra.ns. · 

OnJ.y 4 ·New Facility ~onstruction Projects have been submitted 
for implementation during FY 1978-79. 

Rt. 

Rt . 

. Rt • 

• Rt. 

GB:bn 
Attach • . 

105 

91 

105 

213 

- Demolition and Material Removal 
Cost= $2. 5 million . . 
Provide ramps to Downey and Clark Ave. 
Cost a $1. O million. 

- Reconstruct streets fer Scheel District 
Replacement Sites .• 
Cost - $ .2 mill~on. - (FAO . Westeni Ave.} 
Imp·rove a conventional Highway 
Cost• $1.2 million. 
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-- -·· • • .... ,..,.,...-,.-'-'~ ... ~.1.LV.1.~ t..;U1·,1~1lSSION . ' 

-, • ...... .: 
311 Scum Ss,rmr Stnc-Stme 1~6 

L.cs • .\Apies. CA 90013 
(Zl.3)625-0370 

ATTACHMENT I I I-· 

Jania_~ 27, l9i8 

HcncraJ::ile Zctrmnd G. B:ewt1, J:. 
Gcver.10: 
State of C&lifo:nia. 
su-ea Ca;,itcl, r1:s-c· ricer 
s~c::-amectc, C&lilcci.& 95814 

~t~c~ec i~ a l•~t•r I sent ec~ay, as C'-..ai-~: 0: t.~a 
t.cs ~qeles County Tra.~s~0:-..a.ti0n Cc:nmissien, to Sec~e-:a.=-; 
==-=c:k Acia:ns o! t:.he t:rn.i.:ac! Suta.s C•~--e.c~ c: T=a..91s~c::-..z.ti0n 
en ::e Ca:,.~~ ~:,eeway. T!le f':JJ.l Cc::mi~s:.cn su~;c~s p::-e.::p~ 
,:,'°..; ... .,.._ , •---~ ,..,4 -•- ~~.._ ... , '='~v..:--~-...... -21 ,._.s __ ~~ .. ,.., ("="~~' ... .._.__.,~ ~r---•• -~ '-'• ._..., -~a.i-. .... ...,_..,.......,.. .. ,.,..,,. ,....._llfiiiiill'-• ---• .-.-..-1 
-= ... - t.-:.i.; -~ ... :,· ...... - s,,.. """"" ..... ---••-·c-"-• _,...._ ~- ..... ~,., ·-..-.:~· _,__,_., lllliil · :' ... W -5-W• ._. ....,.._.._ .,.. ..... _..,._._ ._,_W6ii£. .._,.....,. _...,..__.,_,. .., "":_,..• 

Ne a:s eo~=e=e~ ~a~ ;:cm~t re~e:al a~~:.:n e~ 
:e celayec =e~ause e: a J~ua:y ~, l9i3 le~~e= 
::-em 1 s~:! :e=e: of~•~ aesou::es Sea.:: 

:a:, 
A.(!a.::s 

(,.o-•.J ~~-,_,,..;..""'.,.:: ' 
'w ~- 5 --~-•-&-- ; . 

~ scme•.i,t.a.':. c:n:usi:lq la..~~.a.ge, t..~e s-ca!! e.:c:::-asse-: eoe.cs:::l a..:c:\:::. 
... i..,,., ~.$--=•-- ,....: -...., . .; , :-in~ ·""'e ~'"'~~,.-.,.. "!1-•e•-•r -r.: .:i • - -~ '! • -•: ........ _.,,..,...._.,._ ,..,.,.. -~ "=" ..................... --. 4--- ,.,..._ ..... ~ -.i:.. ....... •~~ •• 

-=--:s-::...i•· ,. ·-,1a~ o~ ··e O"C" ·; c~ .. -a- --•se ----.. -~ 11.,/e-~ ·~o-:,._,,.; """-~"= .. .. i-. ~ , ... - ... '--- • ----~ ............... '-ii ......... .__,e;,___, ... ..., .. ._ - --.. ~ 

=e-:-..-e~ -::.-:.e ll: ?..esc=~es sea.::. a:i:i cal ~a:s :ii.:::.:.;- ~e -::a.~:r 
:cr-.~·,.s anc · yea.:s ·..rh.e: :.:le fi.:la.l ::::s :0= ~e :=::j~~ · .. a.s :e;..:.; 
;,:e-;cec.. 

Z! . :..~e 00:=icc= is ~-~.;~a;ed e= uses s~c~ a.s 
:ia:!<-a:.r::-ri(!e !a.c::.li uas, 1=1aes, a.:1ci/0r e-:.ne: 
· kl!;;~ oC:~"Pa:tc:"'.l vell.icla (l!OV) systems, i; ean 
:aprese:~ an 0pp~re-..m.i4.y ~=r p=lic aqeneies 
at: t:ie :ece:al and. s-:a te level to ta."<a ~e le.a.c. 
~ il::,: ::cvi.:J.q a.i.: ~.i ':.7. 

Ca.l ~-ins !las ;:iropc s eci just suc:1 a ;:r: j e<:~ , ·,.r:. t.:O:. a -:.:-ans:. :-.. a:, 
;= la:med. f = r ·t:he ::.i..;d.l.e 0 f ~• :::1teway • 
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~cnc::able Gcve~cr 3r::wn 
Ja:ua:y 27, 1973 
?aS'e 2 

As you have inc..icated i:.r c.isc~ssi..~g :....~e Cant~--y F=eew~y, 
gcve:.!lme:.t :las c.e.1.aye<! t!:}o long . We :ie-ec. to decide, to act, 
wl'l.:.le ai.: q-.ia..l.ity is w:.;cr-tan~-an~ ~e p=oject as pla.."llled 
w:..ll not be de~i:l.ental to ai: quali ::,-so toe a..ra econc~c 
a..~d co!::tlt.eity-builc.i.'lg factors. The =ight-of-way exists. 
?eople .,.,,ail~ ana neec. ·.-10r~ :aii.1.c..L"'lg tbe :=esway . 

~~~ 'H:.l.!. ;,r="'1:..:.e :::edeC. j cC Ci=Pc=--:~:..-:~~.s ::::= r:s iC.a.::.~.s c= 
~~e a:aa.. 

. ;:cs::. ~.:.en ·,.;e ha 1.;,·t:! spell.aC. ou~ t:J Se<::s ~-==-! _;c.a.:1s. 
~•a=d :~ iea.::..;ig ==c=t ye\.! en e.~is . 

JO :a.l 

c:: • --=~m ::u ,;. ~~ I C.~a..:._-=.a.--:. 
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.;.,;..: ~esou.:ces aca:~ 
!.aw:.s , 

~e~~~i~e o=:~ce: 
-~= ~esou=~es ?~a=: 

.?~c~a=~ ~. S~l~e~~~ , s~c=s~~=-z 
-::_ • ., - .; ..._Ae- .:JIW""'I~ ,..-i:--:=-.~-c.---:- 1 ....,111111 .!<;:~~,,_..l .. ~~--... --~ -•i... __ _,. .. -~ _______ .._ .... ·~.,--·--\,_-

. Ac.:~a::.a Gia.::.~~~= , :~:ec~c= 
~ ~ ~ --~~~ · ~- ~~~~~-c-~~-~~~ _,,e:-....._ _ _...._ ... ':. ...... - -.-. ._,,..;.i ~ - ---- --~ • • 
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--- --·--· btl"dtf ..... """"'•, J.J. J.AtU'f~ru.a:r.r.AnoN co~nvflSSION 
311 South Sprmc Stnet--Saita 1206 

Loi Ana--. CA 90013 
(213) 626-0370 

January 27, 1978 

&oncrable Brock Adams 
Sec:retary 
Department of Transportation 
Waahingten, D.C. 20590 

Dear Sec::e-ca.:y Ad>ms! 

I am·w:i-ting you al:)cut a matter of great urgency and c:cncern 
t0 the citizens of tos Angeles County -and of a.ll of Sout!lern 
California. That matter is the CentU-~ or I•lOS Freeway. 

For lS years. cli!ferent governmental agencies-local, State and 
Federal-nave bee.n st.-uggl~g with hew t0 meet the t:ansporta­
t.ion needs in the corridor running due west from Los Angeles 
In.ternationa.l Airport tcward Orange County. S~! ~pon staff 
of these agencies nave assessed, analyzed, sc:utinized, and 
sometimes paraly~ed the pr0ject. The cour:s have been asked 
to eval.uate procedural aspects of the proposal. 

AS we aise'..used when you met with us ill Oo~c~er, the California 
Legislature estal::llished the Los Angeles County Tran~crtation 
Commissicn, with membership from the County, City of Los Angeles 
and othe: e~t~es from ~0ugh0ut tbe County, as a :oeal ?Oint 
for t:a..~sportation decision-maki;1g in t!us County. ou: Ccm­
mission is dete.r:ni..~ed to act as an agent for ac~icn, ell~ t!lus 
we want to urge y0ur prompt, positive action on 4:he I-105 
Environmental Imcact Statement (EIS} now under e0nsi~erati0n 
by your stu::. -

tet me s1umnarize some points al:lcut the I-lOS ~rojeet.: 

• 

• 

It is needed: It will serve 0ne of the world's 
bus.est aJ..rperts and & major part of Los 
Angeles County not rsaw served by expressways. 
The I-10S project will be of great benefit to 
ecmmerciAl vehicles now clogging ei ty streets-and 
thus will have a positive eeQncmj.c ei:ec~. 

It is multi-modal: a uansi~4'ay in the mia.clle 
of the freeway bas been added, in response 
to environmental ecneerns and in recogni­
tion of the transit needs of the future. 
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aonora.ble Brock Adams 
January 27, 1978 
Page 2 

It is lona .,..; g ...... _o.:::-,.?a,, .,= ... Y" .... ,,..., ..... 1"'...._J· e ,.. .. ... - ..... '- - ,.. .. -'..J• ~ • ._.. !:' .... ...,, ~ ._ 

was c l eare d y e a rs ago an.d lies dor=iant rlOW . 

The neigh.:>crhood dete:iorat ion which this 
condition breeds is all tco we ll k.."1own to you . 
No positive decisions a.bout community building-­
housing, healt..~ facilities, new Plant facilitias 
and so on-can be made whe.'l i.ndeci s .:.on exists. 

The area to be served by ~~e Ca.~tu:.~ F=aeway 
includes Wat~ and. Willowb:ock, where une.'n:llov·· 
ment runs as high as 40%. Ccnst=~c~ion o:~~e 
:=eeway wi ll 
will provi,::.~ 
resicen-:s ot 

a ...... rac ... i' '"'c.· ,.s--, ' ~ .; -\,,,,. · - . ., ... ... ... "' ... ... --- .. , :..rn........ in ._ .... _ :i. 
~eeded jcb O?;o=t·~~i~ies =o~ 
t..-ie a=aa . 

I 
I 
I 
1· 

I 
I 
I 

We "..Jho live here anc. are elactad t::, na..~e decisions st:ppo:-t t.'-:.e I 
full !-105 project. The Lo s Angeles C~u.."'lty T=ans?cr~a~.:..cn 
Cc,..,.,,...;--; ...... n :n=is ~,.,cl"c.·e,..; .. ., .:. ...,r·o ..; e,... .... ,..., , ... _ --~,~,.., ... '\,... .~~..,. "!"-,,.ns - I 

4,;,w.,..J....-.~~-...,; • - _... IMli. '-,.,it,. i._.,._ :J J .._...,. -•• - - ~ .....,--.;~.1.'-.1 ·,1,,/ -.__ .. -"""""'l 
~c---..... ~ .... ;on ~..,.. ...... .,....o v<:ir..=n- ~ ...... r-\,-...,.!:!l'!'m ( "'t"?) ::i,...c.• '" o ...... o 'nas -~..: ,.... -:=-,- ~ r-"\T"'l T 
::' _,__ ..__ ~ •!:" - - ·"- · - ----~-""-- ·-- ~ ... ;;::, ....... ---•-.:> - '--=-"-'•• . 
Met=cpali ta...'1 ? la!' .... "'li:lg Or gaxiiza tion, t.:."'l.e Sou-::..~e =:i Cali£o=:::.ia 
Asscciaticn oi Gcve=~~e~ts . The Cal~=o~:,,ia De?a=~~e~~ o = I 

..;,qai.:.st t:'1.is b a c~<; =ct.:::c. , ycu :-ecs::~ly ==c~::.·.:ec. a le':.~:r :::-;:;m a I 
sta== ~e:::be= ot ~~a ca:i=ornia Ai= ~escu=ces 3oar~ ?Csi~g scme 
questions about t..':e :..:react of t...-ie ! - 10 5 ::iro-i ec-: en ai= C".Jal .:.. t ? - ... ... .. .... -
i~. C"- -~-0._a. ~ ,,-- e ~.,~~ VCU c~~s•~o~ -~•- - ~-e~~ ~- -- ~h~ - ....._ .. 'w.- ':, ._--'-- .... • ...,,.... _..,...__ ._. _ .;:, '--W............ •• w -- '-...J•W> ---•'-

I= t.ne co==icc= is <leciicatec to use s sue~ as 
pa.rk•anc-ride facil~ties, buses , and/or ot..~er 
high occupar..cy vehicle (EOV) systems, i~ can 
reprasent an opportunity for publi c agencies 
the federal and state leve l to ta.~e oe laa d 
~ ............. ~v~ ,..,.. a~ - ~~a,; ... y 
~~-- \,J ......... ~ ...,_ .,. .... ---- - • 

at 
in 

I 
I 
I 

- Clearly, t.~e ~y =e~e=its o: t..~e ?=ojec~, ~ot on:y i~ be~~e= 
~=ar...spc::-:.aticn but :..-"l what. t....':.a ;:roj ec~ will :::.o :er ecoc cmic I 

nc."" --a~ ~ ""~o.,.."-CCC. ... ~~v 0 ... ,..,..~,.,,, 0 n....i- .,..,,"~• ~e ~--'"'S..:...:i::a~Q.~ ;..-. ~'I"\,., ...:~c.;-~,a\""" a. .... _ ... -:,•-..I - ~ -1. -...<aa -~""!::".,;.·-· .... , ... ,~-.. - _ ,., •• ______ ._._.._ .au-~ --- -.:::.-·_, •• 
- o ......... cc~0 .-. I am ccn-.:;,:; o. ,.., t- .. -..,at yo,~ w";, CO""' "' ~c.c)"' .. ....,ese '"'Os.; -~ v -= ...,. :"- --~• ----••- -• '- --- ••w - -- -• ::" _.__ -
social, e..~vi.=~~sntai and ec ono~c fac~o=s L, you= decis.:.=n. I 
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· H0n0ral:)le aroc:k Adams · 
January 27, 1978 
Page 3 

Your Assistant. Secretary. Terry Bracy, nas been mcst generous 
ill ~g time with WI· to see-first-hand-why we need I-105. 
I am confident that his cbservati0na wil.l susta.ill the points 
we are ma.kin~ in this letter. . 

M:. Se<::etar.f, we.need your help, and socio the c:i'CJ.:ans of 
Las Angeles and of South.:: cal.ifornia. We need yo,:: help to 
work with us in securing fundinq for the entue I-l0S project­
transitway u well aa hic;hway. At some point, gove.~ment. needs . 
to decide, to· act. Fifteen yea.:s of study, restudy and .delay 
~• enough. As I indicated in a letter to you la.st ~u,;ust, we 
need prompt action on the llS, because another year 0f delay 
will fur-a.her incraue costs and deny our citizens the opportu­
nity to use this needed facility. 

I knew that you and your dep~ent were not t...~e cause of this 
delay. iiowever, you now h.ave the action on this project, in 
the font of the ~inal EIS for the I-l0S Freeway. On behal! of 
the entire Las Angeles Ccunty Transportation Commission, I urge 
you tc act. positively on t.be !-l05 project by approv~q the 
final ?:nvir0mnental Impact Statement. 

If your stazf has any questions about the position of -:!le Les 
Angeles County T:ansp0rtati0n Conmdssion on t.~s project, cur 
Executive Oirec:tor, Jerry Premc, is available t0 mee~ with them 
at the ea:lies~ possible time. 

Mr. Secreta_ry, thank you for eonsicieri~g our pcs i ~i0c. We lock 
forward t.c working with your <!epa.-t:nent on this im;,ortant anc! 
needed t:ansportation improvement. 

JCP:kyt 
Attachmsnt 
Copies to: 

Sin.c:e.rely, 

ia:NN'ETR BA.EN 
Chainlan 

Bonorable Tuey Bracy 
Aasiatant Secretary of ~:ansportation 

Boner.able WilJ.iam Cox, Admi niatrat0r 
Federal Highway Acminist:ation · 

Honorable Richard Page, Admi~istrator 
ur=a.t'l Mass Transportation Administration 

Charles a . Warren, Ch.ai..-:an 
President' s Council on E.'"lvironmental Quality 

~ A-40 Members of Ca.l.if0rnia Conaressional n~,~e~~~~~ 



-------· .. -------------· -- --~-- I 
~~J~ 

THE SECRITARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASH!NGTOM, O.C. 20590 

Mr . Kenneth Hahn 
Cha i rman. Los Angeles County 

Transportation Corrmission 

~ 2 ".) '97 .... ri;;.;, "' jj cl 

311 South Spring Str~et, Sui e 1206 
Los Ang~~~fornia 90013 

Dear~ 

Thank you for your letter of January 27. 1973, expressing support for 
the Century Free~i/ay (I - 105) in Los Angel es County. I understand the 
points you raise and assure you that I will carefu11y consider the 
position of the Los Ange1cs County Transportation Commission. 

Action by :he Depar~~ent of Transportation on the final environmental 
impact statement (EIS) for the Century Freev1ay is current y pending 
resolution of air gua1ity concerns expressed by the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). Discussions between the Federal Highway 
Admin'stration and the EPA are now underway. Howe,er, resolution of 
the matter also involves the Caiiforn·a Depart~ent of Transporta•ion, 
as well as the Southern California Association of Gover~Tients, ad 
is likely to require several weeks . 

Again, I thank you for writing to me and expressing your vie'l/S 
on this impcrtant transpor~ation matter. Also, I assure you this 
Depa r--- ent wi 11 take prompt action on the fi na 1 EIS when the EPA 
concerns have been resolved. 

\ 
\ 
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(~ ANGS.&S eouNTV TRANSPOlffA110N OCMMI.SSION • 3t1 SCU11i ~ S1"RE!:T-s.srre 1206. LOS ANGaES. CALIFORNIA 9Clll3 • (213) 626-< 
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I. 
JEROME C. PRIMO 

IOR£CTOA 
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March 22, 1978 

:acnorable Alan L. Stein 
Secretary 
Busine•s and Transportation Agency 
1120 N Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Mr. Stein: 

I appreciate receiving your MaJ:eh 9 letter regarding the 
Century Freeway . It is helpful t0 know that Calt.rans 
is working with the State Air Resources Boa.rd and with 
both the Federal B.ighway Administration a.nd the Envircn­
mental Prctection Agency to resolve questi0na relating 
to the air quality impacts of the Century Freeway. 

However, I want to ex;>ress concern as Chairman of t.."'le 
Los Angeles County Transpcrution Commlssion a.bout the 
lack of opportunity for direct involvement in t."'lis 
precess by our Commissi~n. The Los Angeles County 
Transportation Commission was esta.blished by the Cali­
forru.a Legislature and directed to program highway and 
transit projects throughout Les Angeles County. We are 
working closely with Caltrans, the Southern Californ.ia 
Association of Govenunents, the Southern California 
Rapid Transit Oistriet, transit. cperat0~• throughout 
our County and local units 0£ government, all of which 
a.re involved ill transportaticn planning, pr0grammin9, 
financing and operations. 

~ t:he case cf the Century Freeway, I am requesting, on 
cehalf of th• Commission, that we be included in meetings 
betwaen and among involved State and Federal agencies . 
I find it extremely difficult to imagine State and Federal 
agencies deli.berating on the fate of an enc:mously 
important and complex transportation facili~ without 
affording local officials an opportunity tc participate. 
All we ask--and expect-•is an oppcrtunity t0 participate 
in decision-making. on major iss~es a£fecting the citi-
zens of our .County. · 
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Honorable Alan L. Stain I 
· March 22 , 197 8 
Page 2 

I 
Therefore, I would aoureciate receiving an incication 
from you that such an:invit~tion will be extended to .I ' 
the Commission to participate fully L~ delil:,erations 
relating to the Century Freeway. Jerry Premo, Execu~ 
tive Oizector of the Commission, will be our principal I 
contact on this !llatter. 

Thank you for your prompt consideration of our position . I 
S~ce.rely, 

6 
· 

,·/ . /,/ / 
; L2-~-"' 7 /'~- L.~ 
KZNNZTE :I.AHN 

·chai=man 

JC:.?:kyt 

Copies t o ~ LACTC Members and Alternates 
Adriana Giantu=co, Di=ector, Cal~=a~s 
Tom Quinn, Chairman, Air Resou=c 9s 3oa=d 
Omar Homme ; Di ?is ion .i\.c...'Ilinist=a tor, ?1::."WA 
Paul De Falco , Regional Administ=at~r, ZPA 
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OFPtCE OF nm SEClETAlY 

i~imss anh w-1'grnry 
~ 

11.IIUt SIWI. ~.O. mx 1139 

IH:aAl•tlTO -

IAMOlillll'lll~ IIIGalC'I' 
Ap:il 17, l.978 

ra:ll■■llllff"fOPW m•ff . 

MCI.D 
~.,. Bon. J:eneth Rabi,, oai.:man 
~ Los Anqeles co,mty '?%ansporta1:icm Commi.ssion 
"r ll.J. soutb Sprinq st:eet, Suite 1206 .. ,. 
I 
I 
I 
-1 
I 
I 

I,Qs Anqel.es, CA 90013 

Thank you for your recent let-cer rega.dinq involvement of 1:he 
t.cs Anqeles COimty Transpcrtation Commi.saion in deliberati0ns 
related to the Camtu:y Freeway. I fully agree that your 
Commission shculd be p:ovided the opportmuty to par-..icipate 
int.he decisi0n-makinq process on major transportation issues 
affe~q the citizens of you:r county. You have my assurance• 
that you will be afforded this opportu:uty ·on a regular basis, 
and we expect that you will take a prom..nent role in helping 
to make acme of the hard decisions on th.is and other t:anspcrta­
tion issues. 

To answer your Sl)ecUic ccnce:ns aJ:,cut i:r:vclvemen~ in the c:u:c:ent 
discussions between ca.lt:ans and the Ai: Resou:ces Board , it i s 
my feeling that the quest.ions related to a.ir quality basically 
involve a disag:.-ement between b10 State agencies. The issues 
are clea:ly defined~ relate mere to process than to poliey. 
I don•·t be+ieve it is a;,prcp:ia1:e for ycur aqency to have di:eet 
involvement in these discussions. · There are no de1..ibe:au0n2 
c:urrentl.y underway at the !'edual level as refer:ed to in your I letter. I am confident an ac;:eement will be reached soon and 
that we can expect app:oval of the EnviromnentaJ. document for I the Century project in the neu futm:a. 

u-:i~, I 

I 'J, ' I 

. I ; -~ 

· - V 1i--::Z-

I 
I 
·I 
I 

mN L. S·l:m 
Secretary 
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..\ SSl ST AXT SICJ!('T ,\Jtr 

OFFICE OF THE SECftETARY OF TRANSPORTATION 

WASHlNGTON. D.C. 20590 

Mr. Virgil D. Waters 
Chai...~an, Southern California 

Transportation Action Committee 
610 South Main Street, Suite 459 
Les Angeles, Califor:1.ia 90014 

Dear Mr. wa~ers: 

,e;, r., . ..,,; , ..... 

Th.is is L~ =aply to your letter of April 25, 1978 , to 
Secretary Brock Adams concerni.lg I-105 (Cantu...-y Freeway) 
in Los A..~geles County, Californ ia. 

Action ~v t.~e Deoart..~ent of Tra.~s~orution (DOT) was 
de l ayed due to issues raised by the Environ.~ental ?~ot2c~ion 
Agency (E?A) a:id Califor:lia Ai::- Resources 3oard (A..-=ul-} c::::in-

0 --; · .i-;.,e ~ ,... .. o~ ..,.•n ,. · .... -~- 1 ..... ; ... ..., ""' c ___ .,, _ng ..... . •. rnpa ..... _ ._.,, e P-O J ec... on .___ qua_i ... y ..... "1 '-••-

So~ the=:i California Air Basin. A racent £ir:n comrni~e:it 
by Ca~i=or~ia DOT and Federal ~ichwav A~~i~ist=ation {?hv~. ) 
to L~pla~ent air quali~y ~i~igatlon measu=;S has satisi~ed 
bot~ Z?A and~-~-

'!'he .::-esolut:.on of ai= crualitv i ssues will enable us to 
complete our review of-the proj ect. We expect to tak e 
action on t he project L, the very near future. 

We app=eciate your interest 

Sincerely, 

Chester Davenport 
Assista..~t Secretary for ?olicy 

and International A.=::airs 
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. ,~~~'7t;ansit 'Pa~~f.nitu~t.~. ,Itself lntO '. I 

MiPdle of .. century .Fre~way'bisp· Utti : 
-\:i ; ··- .-.AG~,........_ . ·~ . . 
BY LEO C. wOUliBU · - · WK1ait 1bl aeeep-af tJie fm•· .-~ tbat.~in ilie ~TcaS 

·11 , .. ,,...,. ~ sa&l!meat, tbe scate Depa:rtmeat made aware al. the Air Resomces 
. The t. .4.Dge!es ·Comity Tniuapar- of Ttampm?ttm (ca.ltms) · W1ll .be : Board letter md the effect. it had on 
t;atlnP p ,n; · .. m. !till fa it¥ infancy. ~ to ~ l'llmOftl ot a caurt m• tJ:ae c~ Pieeway project. . : 
lma begun to· fls it.I. lllllDI by jtmc1:iml ~ bauaafled progreaa m • "1 wu m Sacramento and happened. _. 
tmu:stmg . it1e:ff" into•~ federal-state ·.· lhe free n, ace 19'12. _ · . . to drop -by tbe. raaun:e., board office 
dispute that ii d&uarfnr ~• ,. . · A1tboup ~1'tate aml fede'al • · ·to iDtroduce m,Nif and was then. for 
the stalled eemm, Freew;,: · · ·!dall an. uepiaUnl ~ ·the ~• · U1e Jmt ~ made aware of the 1e1;. 

Ornmislion membm. 1Jl1der the 1lle county~-crromussm . ter. he said. 
leadership ,If its c:hairmm. .supc ,a · · has cbarpd that no one ia represem- .. Aa a raui1 al that letter. the fed• 
~ claim they have been mg -~ cities -ilonl ~ p,topmed ~ miff of !,he en~tal , 
shut. out oi delicate .negotimms on · l'T¼oamile roale .bam. El Seg!mda ta implCt statement JS stopped umil e,i .. 

the project _ although thf' t'flfflffriSSioD Norwalt. . . . eryone at· tbe nonfederaJ. ·!eve! getS 
is. by law. emrusted. With ufet:seeit.'6 _.: -it's a philDscphical mae.• said Je- their'PDl_e tcgethu. 
all ~ system m the re- ·~ C. Pre:no. ~e. director ol -We're tancmr about milJiam ol 
giaa. ~ . · · the· eamrnismon which began oper.rt- dcllars of milatiDn for every month of 

At isslle is a ~ over a letter · -mg in Jau:uarY 1977 as the temJlt at a deiay. lt seems to me we s.ncuid have 
writtm iD Ja:aaary t,y a deputy m,c. ,:1leW state law. , aeen made aware af the letter and we 
121:fYe omar a1. the state Ar Be- · - -rJm ~ 1s to be bailt m l'8 nrmr..•-
sat1~asaadug that the free- Angeles Caanty md it seems to • The letter ,rhiclt stirred ap the 
way • an the dtaing board far 11'.bere a·ma;r project fa to be 1llmt. a lmmets nest bas came under attack 
tnm'I! than 15 years. presents a N1'iolJs - major gavEHlliitiilt aam:T such as ft from offlnals 'llithiD the Brown Ad· 
threai ta the region', air quality. · are sbGwd ba-.lec ill OD what ii game miDi&U'aUOD,. wbicb now openly fa• 
~ letter was pmed Gil to the cm.'"' ,!. - • • · vars the freeway. as well as a score of 

· W~- a(µc:e of Setzdat1 of Pfemu_ said t111 llbl)Ortauce of fl:e other pub1k officials . 
Ttll.apGnatio.a. Brack -Adams. where ageDCJ' • wdamred b1 the fad . Noaetheiea ~e uneqmTOCal 
It ratted iD a haid beiDg pm:ed. aa tbat it caatrals ~ miiliml· ~ federal dmges made ia · the leUer wmt : 

-. the·?flin'olacrmial.Blnfh■1a,eata1 md srate ~ ,...,__ Yhidl11Dw - mmag enaagh ta prompt Seaeary I 
lmpc.Blpl:&. pa:epand ilr GMt be- jgt,Q Cberepm.:am,. · . . , Adami ta~ m .tmmecliate hmd oa i 

' :-◄v· . . . • .. ' . . .. -.Ami 1'S, --- JI ,_ - br ,_. ha,'- lap. : ! 
-♦ ,. - --~ • • - .. '•· ., _ _ .. • • .,, . -.,, · -. 
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·FREEWAY .:; DISPUTE .. / 
Conthnz.ed hi,m Flnt l'aeo 

_ the~ statement. Lr ); ");... _ 
· A .portion of the letta', S1g!i'ed b'1 

James D. Boyd. indi.cates the inviron_­
mental statement is misleading a3 to 
its ef!«t o~r quality. _ • 

liberating on the fat! af an enormQ'llS• 
· Iy important.and campla tran.sr.orta .. 

ti.on facility -withowt giving local offi• 
. cials an opportunity to partici_pate. • 

.· Halm said.. ' . . 

"The air qt]Uity :is:sessment in the 
otatement. suggesu th.at there will be 
no $ignillcant air quality im-pact re,. 
gardless oi whether this major. free-
way i3 conmucted.,. the letter 3ays_ · 

"'The L.A. County Transportation 
Commi&tjon was established by the 

· Legislature to program highway and 
transit. project.1 t.hrougllou.r. the coun­
ty. ' 

"To think~ wereri't ravited to de. 
liberate . .with Cal trans and other 
agencies·· on th.is subject i.3 
inconceivable.,., 

"However it should be noted. that . 
signiilcant reductions in vehicular _ 
emissions are needed t.o protect public · 
health and to attain the national am­
bient air quality standard3 in Los ,A.n.:. 
~es metropoli~ area w~ Uwl 
~roject is proposed: 

"Spet1ding $670. million of public· 
funds· for a new·-17½ mile freeway· 
?hich provides ·no si3nificant em.is• 
s:oru1 · reductions, no imorovement in 
air quality and supports increased ve­
hicular usage does not contribute to 
the attainment. af the national. stan-

Adams -~ indbted. dJscnssions are 
t.aking place 011 the !ederal level ~ 
tween the Federal Highway Admin-

- istration and the Environmental 
Protection A8ency. Re also indicated. 

-a deci.simi will be reached after con .. 
sultation with the California Depart­
ment of .Transportation and the 
Southern California· .Assn. of Govero-

. ments, ollt"d.icr rn:Jt'"':say how close the 
sides were to a:.i-eem.ent 

Meanwhile, Hahn also iollowed uo 
With a letter to Alan L. Stein, secre·­
tary of California's Business and 
Transportation .agency, pleading ior 

da.rd3 • • • ,. 
· The letterconclud~ by stating that 
the project as propoeed should· ~, 
substituted. Witltpark-and-ride fadli­
ties, buses er at.her high-occupancy 
tramit eystems. 

"Cet"..?i!l1y," it continues, "the prt .. 
vate sector will not be motivated to 
·reduce air pollution from ·its facilities 
if public agencies are not developing 
projects. that aJ.20 reduce aic' pollutant. ~- ' ' 

!Wm attacked L'1e letter m his own 
corres-oonde.--1ce with .~dams, claiming 
tJ:te air resources oifici.al failed 't.o no"ta 
that the Century Fr~way Will have a 
ponion·dedicat.ed to a highspeed mass 
transit system and did not take. inta . 
account it3 possible economic impact, 

· on the area. 
"The many benefit3 of the project, 

not only in better transoortation out 
in what the project will do ior ·eco~ 
nomic and neighborhood develocment 
mwl be co·nsidered in 3DY decision to 
proc~" Hahn'wrote. 

"F'ifteen·. years of study. restudy 
and,deiay are enough. Aa I indicated 
in a letter to you last .August. we need 
prompt action on the ( environment.al. . 
statement) .because another .year e! 
delay will further inc.--ease C08t3 an<f 
deny our · t;itiz.ens the oppo.rt.Utli1y to 
use this needed facility." · •. 

Bab.n received a reply from Adams 
thaclting him for hil:i concern and in• 
dicating talks we.--e under 11ay be­
tweffl the state and federal govern­
ment over the i.mnlications of the let­
ter. But Adams made !lo mention of 
inckding the ct>mmission or other ~o­
cal- officials in lb.e talks. 

Hahn replied with a terse :state• 
mem relea.sed through the commis­
sion: · 

."I find it extremely difficult co·inla-
•gine state and federal agencies de-__ _ 

an opportunity r..o oe brought into·the 
process before the ouu:ome is a icre­
gone conclusion. 
· Stein has not replied to r..is letter. 

Wnen contacttd in Sacramento, an 
aide to Stein said the matter has been 
discussed but r.o decision has been 
nude- nor a tespoose ~ to Hahn'~ 
criticism. / 

"The problem is not so much the 
status of the commi.ssfon but ju.st that 
the secretary is new in his p<1sitian 
and needs to be briefed on the whole 
c~ntury Freeway proj~t." said ~ .. 
c.bael Evanhoe, as&Stant to Stein. 

Evanhoe said he has to idea what 
progress has betn made on negotia. 
lions over t.he resources board leuer 
because no one. from Adams' office 
bas made direct contacts With offi­
cials at the state leveL 

But Evanhoe brushed aside the 
- ruggestion that the .state as weU as 

the eounty commission baa been leit 
out oft.he process. 

"Everyone is involved," be · said. 
. "'There is no us and no them-no here 
and no there. We, ju.st haven't heard 
~ytlllng yet." . . I 

I 
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Ms. Adriana Gianturca 
Director 

May a, l978 

Department of T:anapo:tation 
1120 N. St:eat 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Adriana: 

At its April 26th, meeting the LQs Angeles County Trans­
portation Commission considered your April llth, letter to 
Chair.man Hahn regarding redesiqnation of Route ll to be 
added to the Federal-Aid Interst~te. System (FAI). · 

The Los ~geles· County Transportation Commission concurs 
with y0ur departments efforts to seek redesignatien of:that 
portion of Route ll in Los Angeles County :rom the prop0sed 
Intustate lOS to Interstate 10. The Commission requests, 
thcuc;h, your <:cnsideration and that of FBWA of the redesig­
nation of full Route ll fer funding under the Federal-Aid 
Interstate Program. 

We appreciate 1our efforts on behal; of Los Angeles County 
to seek this redesignaticn., and we leek fontard to worx.ing 
with you and your department in securing Federal approval 
of this ·pr0p0aal. 

Si..rlc:erely, 

L7PRQO 
Executj,ve Director 

'?E:bn. 
c:c: Eonorable Glenn Anderson 

oma.r L. Pomme, · E'llWA Division 2'dminist=atcr 
Sob oatel, Caltrans 
Biµ ~ckarmann, SCAG 
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U.S. CErARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
FEDERAL. HIG)-tWAY AOMINl5-mAT10N 

WASJoONGTON. C..C. .U.!90 

MAY 1 S 1978 

Em'-14 

nmouca: 
Hr. Frank Z. Hawley 
R.egi0t1al. Federal Highway 

Admini.s-:::at01: 
San :'ra:ccisco, California 

I 

I 
.1 ~- .Adrlma Gianturco 

Direc~r, D.e12ar::ren: of 
Tran.s-p Ort.a ti .en 

P.O. Box lU9 
Sai:-:-amento, c.al.ifor.u.a. 

Mr. 0::-.a.r t. not::ml!! t?l.,.. I 
Division A.cimic.is~a:o-r ·:;, 

' 

95805 '/ 
Sa.c:-amento, C.ili.for.iia · -':,(}_~~- 1 ·~• ... ,._ .. - . 

Ihi.s is in res~onse to• your latter 0£ Apr-'-1 6, 1978, to Di~Jian 
Nimni..s-cr.ator· Om-r .L. Bon:me regarding the proposed addi::.cn of 
a. 1.~ seg:sn~ of St;ice Bigm.ay Route U to the L,terstate 
Syste:a in Los Ang-e.les, c.a.li.fornia. 

at the ?resent. e..:!..::d, availabla Int:arstat.e :n:ileage :!..s not: sui::icent 
to ac==odaee 7ofJ% raques~ f0T Scat~ aigh.-a7 Rou~e ll to :he 
I.:ltars~ata Sys:e~. ~e have evaluat~d your r~quest mci ~-i..l..:.~~~ 

- I i:: : 01: la: e= c:nisi.dera -::iao i:l . tile e"Vell t ad di:=. onal .u:i te=s t:.a t e M ~.., 1 .~ 
':d.!.e.age should bee=e avail.able !o-r rede.signat:ion. 

Sinc2rel7. yours, 

}tal"l S .; '.3o"ll'e~ - ­
~ct!~$ 7ede:-::.l F.!rn""ftv 

J . - .. •-----

f. i:!d,, i ~!"a-!. n.-

i, 

A 

___ 
----
--l~o ..... 1 __ 

'r),• C j 

o l 
;.; . --· ~ .. . 
....... - \ ~~ -·" 
,.._. 

I vii\ .... -
I : -
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~ at tfJe llnitdJ states 
J,111191 at 1\.eptz:Smtatiild 

~ JLC. 20515 

May 23, 1978 

Bcnc:able Edmmd J. Rusa 
Mayer, Cit.y ot Ga:dena 
1700 West 162nd S1::'Nt 
Ga:dena, 0247 

Cea.r Mayo 

flVUC GA. _.--."IGN 

• CNMftNON, ....umGN•11n A!IW 
• .... ..._ ........ .,...Mf'AIW ...... .....,. 
.......... ~. F -

• a ••• 

k!UICJUIHT M""9NCMID 
~---a 

• .....,._"...,.'•.ueaWa.or.M'S CDU_,..,_,_,.. _. .,,_ ...,,,.a1,....,..,__Ml1'l'a 

• ..., ...,, ocz• a.-......, 
••rattM'!flU 

Thank you fer sendin,; me a c::opy of ycur memorandum 
of transmittal. 0a. the Artesia hook-up t:0 the Iiar.!:ior • 
Freeway. I'm. g.lad ou: posit.ions agree, 

I wculd. like ycu to know a.bcut an amendment I 
added t:0 the 1378 !'edua.l-aid Highway bill during. 0ur 
C=mm.i:t~•s ma=Jt-ap. TliS amendm-.nt provides that the 
20.S uJ.e segment of the Ha:bor Freeway from FAI Rcute lO 
tc State Route 47 in San Pedro shall be design.a.tad as 
interstate .as such m.ileaqe is made avai.lable to OO'r by 
wit..~wais. 

L! we ~an hold this ame~dment in conference· with 
the· Senate and if additional mileage becomes available, 
the Freeway would be eligiDJ.e for 9O-l0 rather than 
existing 70-30 fade:a..1./state matching funds. Thus our 
proposal 011 AJ:tasia wcu.l.d see the available $10 milli.on 
stretch a lot further. 

I will keep you advi.sed of the status. 

!est raqarris . 
• 

G:LDNM. 
Member of 

. . 

GMA/ . I Wj 

, 
'THl8 ffATIONDn' PRIN'l'aD ON PAPGI tMQa WITH ~ ~- A-50 
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ATTACHMENT IV-1 
I A' 1Laac-----------
I 

l0S ANGB.ES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION· • 3TI SOUtH SPRING STREET -sum: 1206, LOS ANG8.ES. CAUfOQNJA 90013 • (:'Zl3) 626-1 

I 
COMMISSIONERS: 

I ~HAHN 

I 
l.caMgMIO:ully 
St.i;v,or 

RENEESlMON 
\/ta O!AIRWOMAN 
~ I ClydlanolleOd'I 

I PETER F. SCHABARUM 
Oairffla\of 11'18 8oad 
ECMUNO 0. EOB.MAN 
JAMES~ HAVES I !SAXTm WARD 

TOM8RACI.EY 
~-I Cllyctlas~•-

JOHN FtRRAAO 
P!esidant. 

l
lmMQalmOVCou-cil 

IDMUN0 J. RUSS 
Ma-;Q-.· 
QvciGodenO I JOHN DMMERMAN 
Mc:J¥ar. 
~dNolwdl 

I WENDEll COX 
Olitan ~aliW. 
Clyol!m~ 

I 
JEAOMEC. PIEMO 

,~~ 

.I 
I 
I 
I 

May 10, 1978 

Honorable Walter Inqalls 
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 proposed 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) Additional transit operators meeting the 
criteria to be developed by the LACTC 
should be made eligible for Transportation 
Development Act (SB 32S) funding. 

b) 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 Development 
Act and Section 5 funds .by formula provided 
that the LACTC shall have first adopted a 
formula for allocation of such funds~ 

c) Any formula for aJ.1ocation of funds should 
be applied to Section 5 funds . as well as. 
Transportation Development Act funds. 

d) 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 
ll set aside. 
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Honorable Walter Ingalls 
May 10, 1978 
Page 2 . 

I 
I 
I e) The allocation formula should be simole and 

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

1· f) Amend AB 1246 to state that, if the LACTC 
decides to adopt a formula for the allocation 
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) 

h) 

i) 

That 8 votes of the members of the Commis­
sion is required to establish and/or change 
the funding formula. 

That 8 votes of the mew~ers 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. 

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

of 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

As pointed out in the Commission I s enabling legisl_ation, II, 
LACTC is responsible for the coordination of the transpor9a 
tion planning and development in Los Angeles County. I 
believe these amendments give the Commission the required' 
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 efficienc y' 
and patronage as factors in an allocation formula. 

The transit operators were very active in the development' 
of the proposed amendments, and I feel reflect their con­
cerns for equity and funding stability. 

Mr. Premo and the commission staff will continue their wot 
with D.J. Smith and your staff on specific language that : 
you may want to consider. 

I appreciate your consideration of our amendments, and 
look forward to working with you in the months ahead on 
the many transportation issues that face our county. 

cc : D-. J. Smith 
L 

Sincerely, 

/c 
KENNETH HAHN 
Chairman 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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CEJIARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
URBAN MASS TRANSPOR'TAT1ON A0MINISTRAT10N 

w.,....1NC1TON. o.c:. aatto 

Ml". Jerome c. Prem> 
Executive Director 
Los Angeles County 

Transportation Conm'fssion 
311 South Spring Sb-eet 
Suita 1206 
Los Angeles, ca11forn1a 90013 

Dear Mr. Premo: 

This is in response to your letter of March 28, 1978 concerning 
the possibility of your Conmission acting as the designated 
recipient and single applicant for Section S funds in Los Angeles 
~~fy. . 

Your specific question was 1'Shauld the Conmiss1on p!"Oceed along these 
lines, would it be pc,ssible to make a single I maintenance of effort' 
calculation for all participating earners in the County regardless 
of whether all carriers are included in a si,ecific application?11 

As we discussed during your visit to Washington earlier this month the 
answer to your question is yes this would be possible, however, there 
are certain cnnd1t1ons that would have to be met and included as a 
part of the ap~licati on. Your application should be in accordance 
with UMTA Circular 9050. l "Application Instructions f or Section 5 
Operating Assistance Projects11 dated June 10, 1977 which I am sure 
you are well acquainted with. Spec1f1c requirements for "Oesi gnation 
of Rec1pients0 include a lettar of concurrence by the Governor, con- · 
cun-ence by the effected mass transit operators, a cert1f1ed resolution 
by the Southern California Asscciat1on of i;overnments and an opinion 
of Counsel from your Comnission. Concerning yo·ur question on Maintenance 
of effort, we would require documentat1on i n the a;,pl icat1on to ensure 
that as a condition of eligibility that the stmt of the amounts of non­
Federal funds applied to e11g1b1e 01>enting expenses in the project year 
for the affected opento" not be less than. the average contribution from 
such soureas 1" the two preceding local fiscal years. 

As long as we can ver1fy this and have assurances· that in the aggregrate 
the lliniaa-•intenanca of effort 1s met it would then be possible to 
submit I comt,ined or single operating assistance application. 

A-53 
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I hope this infonnation is he1pfu1 to you as you consider ways 
to mi nimize the amount of paperNOrk requir~d 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 applications you may prepare. 

cc: Dee Jacobs 

9S~el1 

John K~lor 
Associate Administrator 

for Transit Assistance 

I 
I 
I 
1· 
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ArTACHMENT IV-3 

:I ·A ,Laac---------
LOS ANGEU:S COUNTY TRANSPalfATION COMMISSION. • 3TI SOUTH SPRING STREET -SUITT: 1200, LCS ANGaES. CAUFORNiA 90013 • (213) 626-037 I -

I 
CCMMISSIONERS: 

ll<ENNETH HAHN 
~l~AN 
~~ 
~ 

L.EESIMON " 
.CECHAIRWCMAN 

Cc~twoma,. 
,..IV d lDng Beoc\ 

AA-Qe- Col.ll1!Y 
a~ 

E CHA8ARUM 
ot ,,. aoon:1 
0. EOB.MAN 

JAMES A. HAVE'S 

iAXTERWAQO 

'bM. !!RACLeY 
!~♦Cf. .:v~t 'Al Ange• 

bNF£RRARO 
rl9SIC2ffl. 

'

-~ C:lv C;i.;ru:il 

MUNOJ.RUSS 
Ac-..cr. 
=~::r~~Q 

t:. ZIMMERMAN 
Ctv :,t Nor,.Olk 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Mr. Dee Jacobs 
Regional Director 
OMTA 

March l, 1978 

Two Embarcadero Center 
Suite .620 
San Francisco, CA 94lll 

Mr. John Taylor 
Acting Associate Administrator 

for Transit Assistance 
OMTA 
400 7th Street, s.w. 
Washington, o.c. 20590 

Dear Oee and John: 

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 Cal ifornia 
Association of Governments approve this allocation and 
the appropriate amendments to the 1977/ 78 Transp~rtation 
Improvement Program. (See attached letter) 

As indicated in the attachments, operators' deficit~ have 
been met in 1977/78 by utilizing Lo$ Angeles County sub­
sidies and uncommitted prior year Section 5 allocations, 
before allocating n.ew Se~tion S funds. In addition, the 
Long Be·ac:h Public Tran$portation Company and the City of 
Montebello have agreed-to repr0gram pending Section 5 
capital grants to Section 3 grants, thereby providing 
$1,426,244 for operating assistance to these operators. 
Of_. this amount, $1, ll8, 772 for vehicle purchas~ is new. 
reprogrammed in .the pending OMTA grant CA-03-0172 for the 
Long Beach Public Transportation Company. _ The remaining 
$307,472 is for CA-os-0022, the City of Montebello's 
pending grant for _vehicle plµ'chase. In .reprogramming 
CA-05-0022, the LACTC has agreed· to support Mohtebello'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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Mr. Dee Jacobs 
Mr. John Taylor 
March l, 1978 
Page 2 

Should UMTA be unable to approve Section 3 grants for 
t..~ese ope~ators by the end of this calendar year, the 

I 
I 
I 

LACTC has agreed to consider State TDA funding :or these I' 
projects. Also, a similar agreement was made with the 
City of Gardena, which is now preparing a new Section 3 
grant application for vehicle purchase and a bus mainte- 1. nance facility. (See attached letters) We appreciate 
your consideration of this reprogramming request and look 
forNard to a.~ early approval of the pending Long Beach 
and Montebello grants and to a prompt review of the Gardenl 
grant when it is submitted in the near future. 

The UMTA Sec~ion 5 allocation, approved by ~hs . !..ACTC for 
1977/78, is as follows: 

$51,473,000 
- 49, 00,000 

$ 2,373,000 
1,614,994 

$ 758,006 

Los .~ •. ngeles County Allocation 
SC~TD Allocation 

Available for Other Operators 
Allee.a ted to Other Opera tors 

Car=70~1er to PY l9i8/79 

I 
I 
I 
I 

As ind!cated above, $758,006 remains as car=-1ove= in Fiscal 
Year 1577/78 funding, as well as t.~e S2.4 million i~ I 
Section S funds as yet unallocated by SCAG. Ra~uests for 
fur~her funding assistance in 1977/78 tor ap?~oved ope=ators 
will be cons~dered by the :.)_C~C and actec ~pen no late= I 
than ~ay l, 1~78. 

rt is anticipated -t.."'lat t.'1-ie above allocation anc. appropriat l 
1977/7.8 TIP amendments will be approved soon by SC.~G a.'11.d 
t.~at notification of the SCAG action will be se~t ~o you 
shortly .. 

Please do not hesitate to contact :ne o·r Tisa Hans·on of I 
our _staff should you have any questions or need additional 
infor:nation. I 

·TH:kyt 

At tach.rr.ents 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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OPBRATOR 

Campton 

Downey 

Glendora 

11111,aUan 
Gardens 

J,omita 

i.ynwood 
L.A. CITY 
Ecllo PU'll'/ 
Silver lake 

Harbor 

Venice 

LI\ County 

Monterey 
Park 

Ponona 

Redondo 
Beach 

13 - Elderly 
II - Handicapped 
DAR - Dial-A-Ride 

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

Yan DAR for B, II, Disadvantaged 
Operated by Local Cab Co. 

Van DAR -for Handicapped 

Hlnl-Bu■ DAR for B, II 

Bpeoial DAR Bua Service to fixed 
Location■ 

Taxicab DAR for Elderly 

van PI\R for B , II 

Uaer Bide Subaldy Taxi DAR for 
E , H Die advantaged to any City 
Location 

Shared Ride Taxi DAR User Side 
Subsidy Progra• for E, II 
Dlaadvantaged to any Location 
in Project Area 

Van DAR for E' II 

Van DAR for Tranaportatlonally 
Handicapped in East Los Angeles 

Van DAR for B, II Disadvantaged 

4 City Joint Powers, Van DAR 
for E, II 

Taxicab D1'R for£' II 

~R1'1CLB 4, 5 PROGRAM 

fY 1978/1979 

CARRYOVER 77/78 

Ho 

Ho 

$ 26,HO 

$ 22,500 

$ ll,289 

Funding FY 

$ 11,209 

$ 7,464 

Fuudlng FY 

$142,415 

$Hl,lll 

021,00(1 

$ U,987 

-o-

$ )6,860 

$517,977 

1 78 

'78 

7DLJ9 ALLOCATION 

$ 44,100 

• 10,500 

$ 9,lU 

$ U,050 

$ 8,551 

$ 5,9JO 

$150,00G 

$ 55,000 

$15,000 

$ 11,on 

$ 9,773 

$ 51,840 

$ 18,140 

$4Jl,699 

- - -
AVAILI\DLB FOR 
USE IN 18/..79 -

$ 70,240 

$ ll,000 

$ 2l,OJ7 

$ 15,050 

$ 19,760 

$ 15,480 

$150,000 

$197, us 

$178,lll 

$119,067 

$ 21,760 

$ 51,840 

$ JS,000 

$951,762 

)> 

=1 
► n ::c 
3 rn 
:z 
-; -< 

I 
.:::-
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ATTACHMENT IV-5 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

I 
I 
I IN THE MATTER OF THE J1JRISDICTIONAL ) 

DISPUn 8ET'N'EEN TEE SOUTHEF.N CAUFORN!A ) 
RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT AND THE C!Tf OF ) 
SANT.A MONICA MUNIC!PAI. BUS UNES ) 

DECISION AND ORDt' 

I 
The attached Proposed Oec!sicn and Order of the Special Committee 

on Ar:bit.~tion is adopted by the Los Angeles County Transportation I 
Commission as its Decision and Order in the above-entitled matter. 

This Oecision and Order shall become effective on March a, 1978, I 
u'1e date of its adoption. 

I 
Dated: __ M_a_r_ch __ s_, _19_7_8 __ _ LOS ANGELES COUNTY . 1· 

TRANSPORT.AT!ON CO MNITSSION 

. . . I 
ay~~ /4~ I 

KENN:C:T 
c:1airman I 

I 
·I 
I ., 
I 
I 
I 
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LOS ANGEI.ES COUNTY ~NSPORT.ATION COMMISSION 

IN mE M'.A'l'T!R OF TB! JURISDICTIONAL ) 
OISP0·.t! SETWDN nIE SO1J'?lllRN CALIFORNIA ) 
RAPID !RANm DISTRICT AND mE CITY OF ) 

PRO POSED DECISION 
AND ORDER 

SANTA MONICA MUNIC'IPAL BUS LINES ) 

This matter came on regularly fer hearing be.fore the Sped.al 
Committee on Arbitration 0£ the Los Angeles County ~portation 
Commission on Friday, February 10, 1978, at 12:00 neon, at the Hall 
of Administration, Rcom 374-A, 500 West Temple Street, Los Angeles, 
Callfomla, and was heard oD that date. 

Su.zazme B. G1£fctd, Assistant Gene1'8l Counsel., appeared on behalf 
of the Southern Ca.li!om1a Rapid Transit District, am Shirley t. lC1rl,y, 
Deputy City Attorney, City of santa Monica, appeared on behalf of the 
City of Sama Monica Mumctpa.l Bus Lines .. 

Evidence. having been 1.ntrcduced, and the matter submitted, the 
I.as Angeles County Transportation Commission ftmis: · 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

1. Prior ta December 9, 1.977, Santa Mom.ea Mumd.pal Bus Lines 
(heret=aiter sometimes "SMM:BL ") was the sole provider of lcc:al bus 
sernce OD Wilshire Boulevard between Federal Avenue and Ocaan. Avenue 
in the City of Santa Mom.ca. '!his service is designated as IJ.ne Ne. 2. 

2. On Oecem.ber 9·, l977, the S0Uthem CaUft"imia Rapid Tmnsit 
Otstr.tct Qientim.fter scmetimas •scim:>•) beqa.n rw:m1nq a lcc:al bus 
seivtc:e on W'1Js~ Boulevard between Fedata.l Avenue and Ocean Avenue 
ill the City of Santa Mcmc:a. Thu service is designated as Line 83. 

3. Peer ta December 9, 1977, SCRrD operated a l.1mited bus setv'ic:a 
on WUshira Boulevard ba"tWeen Fedeial Avenue and Ocean Avenue. Tbis 
s~ce was also desigimted as Urse 83. 

4. A "local semc:en is a block to b.lcc:k opeta:ticn whereby passengers 
are c:amed between all stops on a route. 
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S. The "limited servica" as provided by SCRTD' s Une 83 in this 
area prtor to December 9, 1977, means t.l-iat within that area no local 
passengers-were picked up in the westbound direction and no local 
passengers were di.scha.rged in the eastbound direction. 

6. SCRTD did net obtain the consent of SMMBI. prtor to establish­
ment of this new local bus service. 

7. SMMBI. has objected and continues to object to the establish­
ment and operation of local bus service in this area by SCRTD. 

a. The scheduled local bus service in this area provided by SCRTD 
since December 9, 1977 is every eight (8) minutes. The scheduled local 
bus sarvica by. S!v[MBL in this area was on December 9, 1977, and is 
on the date of this hearing every fifteen (15) minutes. 

9. The.re is evidence that since Decamber 9, 1977, SCRTD' s buses 
have picked up anci discharged passengers at various locations on 
Wilshire Boulevard between Federal .Avenue and Ocean Avenue. 

I 
I 
I 
1· 
1· 

I 
I 
I 
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10. There is evidence that persons who would ordinarily ride SMMBL' s 
Line No. 2 Ln this area are now riding SCRTD's Line 83. 

I 
I 
I 

11. SCRTD's LL"'l.8 83 now 9rovides the same local bus se~nca in this 
area as does SZvLv!BL' s Line No. 2. 

12. The fare on SMMBL' s Line No. 2 is presently 2S cents. The 
fare on SCRTD1 s Une 83 is presently 40 cents. 

13 •. i\ppro:ximately sixteen percent (16%) of the revenues of SMMBL 
is derived from the No. 2 Line. 

14. Section 30637 of the Public Utilities Code provides in pertinent 
part that SCRrD 

" ••• shall not establish, construct, complete, acqui.re, operate, 
extend, or reroute (all 0£ the foregoing being hereir..after referred 
to by the word "establish" in all forms thereof), directly o:r 
1..ndire<:tly, either itself or by lease or contract with any other 
person or otherwise, any rapid tra~it service or system in 
such manner or form as will or may, either then or at any time 
in the future, divert, lessen, or compete for the patronage 
or revenuas of the existing system of a publicly or privately 
owned public utili.ty without the consent of the public utility, 
i! the existing si:'.:stem has been in operation since at least 
August l, 197 4. 11 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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lS. Sectton. 99281 of the Public Utilities Code provides in 
pert, neut part that SCRrD 

11 
• • • shall bave authortty to ope1ate or establish new routes 

or extend axi..sting routes in all or part of the area outside a 
mun.id.pal opeiatcr, except where the ope.rat:1011 or establish­
ment of such sem.ce Will c:cmpete With or· divert patromge 
from an ex1st1Dq. service of ~ included municipal opemtor 
or semca 1n a reseived service area under Section 99280: •••• • 

. 16. Sect1o11 99221 of the Public TJ't1lit1es Code provides in 
pertinent part that: 

" ••• the· policy of the Legislature is that new services to meet 
public tmnsr:,ortation needs outside of the mu.nid.palit1es 
presently opetat:ing bus systems which do net compete With,. or 
dive.rt patronage from,. an ex1st1ng operating bus system of 
an included mwiicipal applicant under Section· 99280, shall 
be provid,l!d and controlled by the Southern Califcr:ma Rapid 
T.rana1t·o1strtct in its role as the responsible public aqency for 
provtdinq public tmnsp0rtat10n systems and !ac:1.lities Within 
the region.• 

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW 

By reason of the foregoing, the Los Angeles County TransJ:ortation 
Commission eoncludes that: 

l. SCRTD has Violated the ptQVisions ol Section 30637 of the 
Public 01:1lit1ss Code by establisbinq and opara:i a lccal semce 
(SC~ Line 83.} in an area heretofcre and prese y served by a SMMBI. 
local setvice (SM?dBL I.1ne ·No. 2) , which now does, and may in the future, 
divert, lessen,. am compete for ~ patronage or revenues of the lcca.l 
service prcvtded by SMMBL, all Without the c:onsent of SM?i11BL; 

2. SCR?D bes vtolatad the provisi~ns of Section 99281 of the 
Public Ut1lit1es -Code by establishing and operating a local servic:a 

. (SCRTD IJ.ne·· 83) in an area heretofore ser-1ed by a SM'.MBL local service 
. (SMM.BL IJ.ne No. 2), wb:lc:h will compete With and divert patronage from 
the m.sttng 1cca1· ·semce provided by SMMBI.; and . . . 

: · ·-3. SCRTD bas violated the policy of the Lagislature of the State of 
Callforma as expressed in Section. 99221 of the Public Utilities Coda by 
establishing ai:id operat:Lng a local service (SCRTD Li.ne 83) in an area 
heretofcre s~ed by a sMMBL local -semce (SMMBI. Line No. 2) , which 
competes with and diver:ts .pat:o=aqe f;"cm the existing loca~ semca 
~ded by SMMBL. . . 
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WH?..~roRE, the following Order is made: 

ORDER 

Pursuant to the foregoing Findings of Fact and Conclusions of 
Law, it is ordered that: 

l. Southern Caliiornia ?.apid Transit District shall cease and 
desist from operating its tine 83 on Wilshire Boulevard between 
.Federal Avenue and Ocean Avenue 1n the City of Santa Monica, as a 
local service, by 1lO later than April 2, 1978. 

2. Subseqtient tc compliance with Order No. 1, supra, in the 
event that Southern Caillornia Rapid Transit District wishes to establish 
a local servica on Wilshire Boulevard between Federal Avenue and Ocean 
Avenue, Sou-Jlem California Rapid Transit District shall either obtain· 
the consent of Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines to establishment of 
such servi.ce, er shall apply to the Los Angeles County Transportation 
Commission for a resolution of the· matter by the Comrnission. 

The Decision and Order shall become e.f:fec-..!ve upon t..'le date of 
its adoption by the Los Angeles Cot:.nty Transportation Commission. 

Dated: 

The undersigned, Ch.airman oi 
t..ti.e S~ecial Committee on .,;rbit..-ration 
(SPCA), hereby submits the fore,;oing 
which constitutes the Proposed Decision 
and Ord.er of the SPCA, in the above 
entitled matter as a. result of the 
hearing held before the SPCA on 
February 1 a, 1978, at Los Angeles, 
Caliiomia, and rec:,mmends its 
adoption as the decision of the 
Los Angeles County Transportation 
Com.mission. 

WENDELL COX, Chairman 
Special Committee on Ar:::iit.-ation 
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ATTACHft'ENT IV-6 

OKCtNANC! NO • _ .... liiiiil ___ _ 

. 
All orri1mnce amend1nq Ocd1neac:e No. l, the Las A.aqeles Ccwity 

?ra.a.apaa; tatum Comcnt:suon Admim.sUat1n Cede, re.1atUzl; tc reso.Lu­

ttcn ot Jud.sd:1c:t1cca.l ~pq;tes ~tween operatcrs . 

?he LQs Anqel.e.s Cou.aty Tlampcrtat10n Comm1S.$1Cn de ordain as 

fellows: 

Between O-pera't0r3~ is added tc On:ttmace No. l, the 

Las Am;eles County Tmm;crtat10n Ccmmtsn0n .ldmin:t­

saat1.,re Coca, adopted A~ 27, 1377, tc read: 

~ l O • Procadpra to Rase.lye Turt,1di.a,9pal ptsput2s 

A. Nc;t;c:a SP Affestas: Operatcr{s) 

Arly opemtcr who am:td.patas taldm; any ac::10n 

wtuch may ~ely ufact aDCther oi:,eratcr sha 1J 

nctt.fy' the a&ctad operat= ill w1'U1llq -a.ad sha.ll prcvide 

the ("!01DJD1 ,.s:1011 wt.th =ta•• of the nct1:fieat10t1. U 

there !.1 a:y raascna.b.J.e doubt a.s tc whether the act10n 
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l) The affeeted operator states that it has oc 

ocject1ons. Toe affected ocerator shall have no more 
I • 

than Z O working days from. receipt of the actica to 

respond.. Failure to respond within that period shall 

be interpreted as mearnnq ~;at the affected operator 

has no objectlcn.s to the prc~osed ac:1cn: er, 

2) Toe mat:er ts rasolved Vi.a the remaining -
steps in this E'roc:acure • 

B. Me1!t1:la oi Ooerators 

The aifac:ed operator{s) may request i.n w:r.1~ ..,g a 

meeting wtth t!le opeta.tor p.ro1=os1.tlq the ac:!on to :eso1,,e 

aJ:r'/ ditferent:es • The oeeti.tlg shou.ld ru::.r::iall y taka 

!'lacs ·Nit!:lin one (l) week ot t..,e raGUest. The Ccm­

mi.ssioll ~ to ·be ccti.fied. 1.n •rm.t1J:q of the ca.ta, time, 

and p.laca oi sue a meeting. Ope.."ato.rs shall ac: i..n 

geed faith ill their eff::rts to come to an agreement .. !.f 

Cornmi s-,ion is to be ccti:ieci !.n writing cf t!le nar..u-a a.od 

eomtt10n.s of the agreement. Ar:y ~ to the di.spute 

may rai.e.r the dispute to the Ccmmis sicn at airf t:L;ne 

after tb.e ini~a t meeting between the ope.rater{.$). Any 

such ra!.er:al sha l J be i.!l •Nrit:1.z:.q and shall s'tata the 

nature of the dis;ute. 
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C. Meg1at;10; by Comvrtssiop Staff .. 

Upcn racai-pt of c t1cn from one or mere 

Pll,1'tla ta the dis1'U'ta that agtMmeat c:a nmt" be reached, 

the lxac::ut1.ve Otradcr or his desiqmted staif memb.­

•blt Jl make a: effcrt tc mediate the dis~ am bru,; 

a.bout an ac;reemem:. U u agreement ts net raec:hed 

wtthiD. ten (la) wo:xil1q days fr0m receipt of the 

~c:auan. the matter shall be refem!d ta the full 

~Qfflm:tssicn at tu aat ret;Ulariy scheduled meet:.nq 

io.llawing the dcse 01 the ten-day t:2ert0d. .. 

0. Assigpmer;t tc the Ar;tt;at1gn Cqrnm'itt;:e 

O'pcn reiarml of tha di~ tc the c~mm1 :ss1on, 

the CbaimJ:1 sba I I refer the maear to the .:u::1t:at1on 

Ccrmn:tttee (AC) wtndl shall h.cJ.d a heacng on the 

d:1.1~ am shaJJ fClWUd to the fu.U CQmrn1:s~icn tcr 

a~l).d.ate a«::1011 its Prcposed Ced.noii a.ad Order. 

'?be !acf.rl::iv. t)trac::= sha tt fmmally ~ all .part1es 

tc tu d:1.1pate that the Comm1aucn i.s a~simrtnq jun.sdic­

tton of the di.si=ata am tbat the AC w1ll held a bea:1:g, 

w!Uch she n be open tc the s,ublie, a.t a s-ped.iied time 

am place, am that said hea.r.1.n1; will be C:)JlduC-Jd 

ac:ccrd:lnq tc the f0.1.l.0winq Nles oi i=rcc:ed~. 

A-65 



A-66 

l) Parttes shall submit to the AC (ortginal plus 

three copies, With COl'Y to opposing party), five (5) 

days pd.or tc the beart.o.g data , poi.%lts and authcrtties , 

affidavits, ·declaration, exb1htts and other evidence 

!mended to be used at the heartng, a!1d r-equest to 

exchange urfcrmation and dcc-.iments. 

If a.tadavit.s or dec~t:1ons uncier penalty oi 

perjwy are to be used, the a.ffiant or declarn.nt must 

be s:resent and ava1 ]able at the heartng fer quest1oning 

by the o~posing part7 or by AC • 

Z) Arguments at t.'w heanng •Nill nocnally be 

!imited to :3 O m1 mttas by ea~h ~!. Pare.es are to 

have ri~ht to submit acidit=.onal •.vr..t:an ar;uments wi.t:un 

one (l} week a:fter the hearing. Servtca to be mace 

ill t:,.e same 12anner as ~vided in Rule No. l. 

J) Cornm1.$S10n staff shall, U di..re<:'tad by the AC, 

Jn"QVide tc the AC it.s a?laly~i.s 0£ the dis~e and its 

re<::)mme.cdat:10n as to the appropr....ate C.ommi.ss1on 

a.don. 

4) 1Nlthin a reasonable time after the :1ght to 

sw:m1t adcii;tonal a.r;u.ments ha.s a.--<:;:1..--ac, t.i.e AC sh.all 

~repara and forward to the Ccmmissicn :or ap-proprtata 

ac--on its ?:-cpcsed Decision a.c.d Order (?I:O). 
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E. Csnm1,Js1on Agion 

l) lJ'pcn rec:aipt ot the P'OO , the Cnmm1 s.sicn inAY 

taJca any one of t.ae !cllcw1nq ac::10ns: 

a. Apprcve am adopt ttle PCO~ or 

b. Rew tba mauar back tc the AC; or 

c. Req=ra a ~=pt of the teft1meny am 

0ther e,n,cience relevant to the ded.s10n of AC am 

taJca such ac:;:1011 as ill it.s ~pimcn i.s indicated ay the 

9Vidacce. IA such ease tha Ccmmissicn' s dedsion 

may CCYel" ail phases of the matter, inciucttng the 

delet:lcn or additton C: any eoadtlen: or 

d. Set tne matter fer pub.lie hea.d.ngs befcre 

itself. Such pub.lie heming shall be he.le: de ncyg as 

if = hell rtaq ~Y bad oeen held. 

2) Ia. taJdnq any al the !cregomg ac:Ucn.s, the 

C,:,rnmt,s~1cn shall =-c near or e=l1Sider any are;umani er 

9'l1tieace of an,- k1m other thaA the evidem:. received 

=m AC, tm.less it u 1taelf comuct:1nq ~ ~lie: 

bee.t1nq on the matter. 

3) ?be Comm1 •tjen shall sene a.cuc:a 0£ its 

act10n on all ~s. 

4) n.. ded..11cn oi the Comm:ts.s10n shall be 

flna.l am =nc:tua111e. 
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2 • The e:ffectl. •,e date of this ordinance sh.all be A pr'.l l 2 , l 9 7 8 • I 

At'.l'~ST: 

The !.cs Angeles County 
T.ra.ns ;0rtat1on Commission 

E.:cec-.Jt1ve Direc-.or of the Los An~eles 
Co~, ?.ran.sportat1on Commission 

I hereby cer:1.4, that at its meet:1.ng of ____________ , the 

I 
1· 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

fcreqcinq orclinance was adcptad 'ay t!le !.os Angeles Catmt7 T:a.n:31=c.r..ation I 
Corn:mi s ,1cn. 

APP:ROVED AS TO roRM: 
jOEN E. URSON 
County· Counsel 

?.o.ca.ld L. Sc:meider 

Exe<:u:t!ve Oirec-..or oi the Las Anc;eles 
Cot.Utt7 !:an.:sr;c:r:at:io n Commission 

~Jld.pal Deputy Ccu:lt7 Counsel 
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INTRODUCTION 

The Los Angeles County Transportation Commission, in awarding a 
contract to the professional firms of A TE Management and Service Company 
and Simpson and Curtin, Consulting Transportation: Engineers; required the 
answers to a seri~ of questions concerning major Los Angeles County Bus 
Operators. Since some of the questlons needed comparatively quid< responses, 
the overall work program was divided into two phases, with the most urgent 
questions to be addreS1ed in a Phase I reportt to be delivered to the Commission 
in May, 1m. The Phase n 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 
~or P~ann~e Audits of the major i..os Angeles County bus operators. 

• This is the ~ecutive Summary of the Phase l report of this project. In 
order to manage the data gathering and assemble the informati':)n gathered 
during the eourse of the Phase I study, t he total effort was divided into three 
principal tasks addressing concerns expressed by the Commission, as well as 
question~ posed ln A Rev.iew of Selected Issues; Southern California Rapid · 
Transit.District and Los Angeles County Transportation Commission, publl:shea 
in July, 1~77 by the Legislative Analyst .. State of California. This 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 C.ounty operations with thek peers through­
out the country. 

Task 3 - 11Identifcation of Ser-.vice and Sta.ff ·coordination Opportunities" 

Due to the Com mission's need of quick responses in ·· these study areas, 
efforts began within hours of the March 8 announcement of the award to 
A TE/Simpson and Curtin. 

This Executive Summ,ary 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 severaJ. 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. 

-1-
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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 
protessionals from A TE 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 condusions and recommendations 
summarized and documented in three technical memoranda. The specific 
conduslons of these memoranda can be summarized as follows: 

Task I: Financial and Budget Review 

1. The process of preparing operating budgets (current year and one 
year projections) is adequate for all eight TDA operators. The larger 
operations SCR TD, 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 0£ operating budgets, and that these 
11flaws11 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 satisfied that actual savings were 
realized. 

4. Several recommendations suggesting changes in internal and 
external reporting procedures have been presented to the Commission for 
review. 

Task II: Comparison and Analysis of Performance Characteristics of Los 
Angeles County TDA Systems with their Peers Throughout the Country 

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-
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2. Tran!Portation performance, showing the efficiency of utiliza­
tion of vehicles and manpower in the various systems. Thu measure 
points out the SCR T01s much higher than average annual miles pe!" 
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 llI: 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 overlap were identified. The team felt that 
these conditions could be revised in the short term with the resµlt of 
providing an improved transit product, and an annual cost savings of 
approximately 1.8 million dollars. 

2. The team also concluded that there were improvement possl­
bill ties 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 

1. The eight TOA 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 leQ 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. 

-3-

A-73 



A-74 

4. There exists significant skills and talent within each of the 
TOA 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 together11

• 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 committment 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 I 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 ln 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. 

-4-
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TASK l • REVIEW OF REC!NT 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 TOA funds through the 
Commission. These questions included the following: 

A. "To what extent have the projections (budgets) of the eight opera­
tors been: 

B. 

1. 8ased on assumptions which were reasonable and clearly 
documented and used ln: 

a. Five-year projections 

b. Current fiscal year budgets 

c. The upcoming fiscal year? 

2. Made on a consistent basis from year-to-year? 

3. 'Tolerably accurate• ln forecasting actual operating costs and 
revenues to dat~?" 

"Were significant variations bet ween 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 
reasonable basis?" 

D. "Have forecasting procedures been revised when possible to prevent 
a recurrance of past 'built-in' forecasting errors?" 

In addition to these questions concerning all IDA recipients in Los Angeles 
County, additional questions were directed toward the SCR TD'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 estimate based on assumptions that were reasonable at the · 
time'?" 

C. "Did subsequent financial reports accurately refl~t the effect of 
service cuts?'' 

-s-
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The Aeproach 

In developing an organized and methodi< al manner in addressing these 
questions, the four-man study team found it n« :cessary to develop a series of 
comparisons for each of the systems under study. Generally, sta tistics provided 
by each oi the operators were used. However, in the attempt to better 
understand and clarify this information, additional measures were developed 
such as: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Amual mHes operated 

Annual passengers (boardings) 

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, bask monthly operating 
statistics for the most current fiscal years for SCRTD, Santa Monica and Long 
Beach were developed so t hat 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 efforts was the establishment oJ._ a basis for 
determining the reasonableness and accuracy of past budg-eting 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 SCR TD Draft Five Year Plan and the FY 79 
SR TP to determine their reasonableness in relation to the projections and 
actual results over the past five years. 

Conclusions - Task I 

As a result of the intensive eight week data gathering and analysis 
process, the study team finds that the following conclusions can be drawn 
concerning budgeting and forecasting by the Los Angeles County TDA oper­
ators: 

-6-

I 
I 
I 
1· 

I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

·.1 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

SCRTD 

1. 

2. 

4. 

In preparaton of current annual budgets, SCRTD doe$ a reasonably 
good and pr-ofldent job. 

Assumptions in current year budgets are reasonable and are clearly 
documented. 

SCRTD is consistent in assumptions from year-to-:-year. 

SCR m is "tolerably accurate" in annual f orec:asting. 

The use of "Boardings" as a method of passenger counting, which 
identifies nwnbers of entries into vehicles, does not represent the 
actual number of individual users of SCR TD 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 

SCR TD 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 ls made to explain variations during the 
course of the budget year to other affected agencies of government. 

"Do present fcx-ecasts of future year operating results 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 1n the Draft Five Year Plan (9% 
cost increase in the first year and 896 thereafter) are not consistant with 
the past five years actual experience, and that a 7.5% to 896 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?" 

-7-
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Answer: 

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 SCR TD service cuts 

1. "Was the projected dollar savings realized?" 

Answer: 

Yes .. By carefully adjusting the mileage operated by SCRTD, the team 
finds a reduction of 9 ,&OOtOOO 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 $14,800,000. 

2. "Was the estimate based on assumptions that were reasonable at the 
time?'' 

Answer: 

3. 

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. 

"Did subsequent financial reports accurately reflect the effect of the 
service cutbacks?'' 

Answer: 

No - The effect of the service cutbacks was not isolated and shown 
separately from the total SCRTD results. 

Santa Monica Municioal Bus Lines 

Question: 

"To what extent have the projections and budgets of the operation 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 t~ study team that SMMBL has presented financial 
projections and operating b~dgets which are based on reasonable assump­
ticns which, according to management, were based on cost efiective 
operation and moderate growth. 

Question: 

"Are budgets and projections made on a consistent basls 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 n 4 96 variance in cost is explained by higher 
than anticipated increases in insurance rates and settlements. 

Long Beac:h Public Transportation Company 

Question: 

"To what extent have the projections and budgets of the operation been: 

1. 

Answer. 

Based on assumptions which were reasonable at the time, clearly 
documented as used in: 

a. 5-year projections 
b. Current fiscal year budget 
c. The upcoming fiscal year" 

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?'' 

- 9-
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Answer: 

Yes - The review indicates that budgeting assumptions are consistant 
from year to year. 

Question: 

"ls LBPTC tolerably accurate in forecasting actual operating costs and 
revenue to date'?'' 

Answer: 

Yes - with minor exceptionst the FY 77 operating budget shows total 
expenses exceeding the budget by only 1.496, however passenger fares 
were overestimated by 18% due to the system falling short of lts 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 need to make determination 
ot funding allocations, a substantial amount of additional information will be 
required. The converson of these systems to FARE (UMT A Section 15) account­
ing will be a major move in the direction needed by the Commission and other 
government agencies in making funding det erminations. The general findings of 
the study team are as follows: 

o Budgets and projections sometimes vary a:nong 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). 

0 

0 

Distinctions between capital and operating budgets are sometimes 
blurred. 

Reporting format and level of detail varies by system. 

o Budgets are not currently prepared and available to the Commission 
with sufficient lead-time tc 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 gover-nment tool, have been reasonable and 
tolerably accurate in illustrating the costs associated with providing public 
transportation service. 
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TASK II .. PEER GROUP ANALYSIS 

Question: 

. "How do gross measures of performance (e.g. passengers pe;- vehlcie mile, 
·opera:w,g costs per passenger) · for each (Los Angeles County TOA) 
operator appear to ccmpare with published data an comparable transit 
systems elsewhere in the country?" 

The respcnse 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 smallest (smaller munis) three different peer 

· groups we.re developed. 

SCRTD is compared to: 

Transport of New Jersey (TNJ) 
Washington, O.C. (WMATA) 
Philadelphia,.Pa. (SEPTA) (Surface lines only) 
MimeapoJis..St. Paul (MTC) 
Baltimore, Md. (MT A) 
Atlanta, Ca. (MARTA) 
Denver, Colo. (R TD) 
Buffalo, N.Y. Nlagra Frontier Transit 
Dallas, Texas (DTS) 
Detroit, Mich. (DDT) 
Chicago, Illinois (CTA) (Surface lines only) 
Boston, Mass. (M&TA) (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 (MTT A) 
Nashville, Tenn. (MTA) · 
Jacksonville, Fla. (JT A) 
Tucson, Arizona (Suntran) 
Des Moines, Iowa (MT A) 
Suburban RTA .. ChicagoJ W. (Suburban Transit) 
Nortran R TA .. Chicago, W (North suburban transit district) 

Commerce, Culver City, Garden~ Montebello and Torrance are compared to: 

High Point, N. Carolina - Furn-Tex Transit 
Laredo, Texas - Gateway Metro 
Mobile, Alabama - MT A 
Orlando, Florida .. OSOTA Transit division 
Roanoke, Virginia - Valley Metro Transit 
Aurora, Illinois - City of Aurora, Dept. of Trans. 
Kenosh~ Wisc. - Kenosha Transit Commission 
Lancaster, Pa. - Red Rose Transit Authority 
Elgin, Illinois - City of Elgin, Dept. of Transp. 
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In addition to size, such factors of operating environment, (weather, suburban 
character of .servke 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 l.os Angeles systems and their peer 
groups were made on the basis of: 

1. Overall operating performance (passengers-per-mile, etc.) 

2. Transportation performance (utilization of vehicles and manpower, 
etc.) 

3. Maintenance perfo~mance (average fleet age, road calls, mainte­
nance employees per vehicle, etc.). 

ln addition an analysis of SCRTD salaried administrative and management 
employees in relation to the peer group was also conducted. 

The fallowing are selected examples of the findings of the peer group 
analysis: 

o SCR TD1s productivity, in terms of passengers per vehicle mile, is 
14.9% below that of the peer systems. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

SCRT01s operating ratio for FY 77 was 2&.9% below that of the peer 
systems. The recent fare increase has improved the SCR TD's 
operating ratio to approximately 4096, still lower than the average 
of the peer systems. 

SCRID's total employment per one million passengers is 20% better 
than the peer group average. 

SCRTD1s average operating speed is 13.5% better than the average 
of the peer systems. 

SCRTD's ratio of 1.14 operator pay hours per platform hour is the 
same as that of the peer group average. 

SCR TD operates an older fleet of any of the peer systems. Specifi­
cally, SCRTD1s average fleet age is tJ3.296 higher than the average 
fleet age of the peer systems. 

SCRTD1s accident experience ls 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 
ls far superior to the peer group average. 
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0 

0 

0 

0 
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Both Long Beach and Santa Monica have higher operating costs per 
mile compared to the peer group average - 2.lf.96 and 7 .396 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 measur~ of vehicles per mainte­
nance employee and vehicle miles per . maintenance employee. 

Both Santa Monica and Long &each show poorer performance than 
the peer systems average for accident frequency, with Santa Monka 
at 6'.996 and Long Beach at 47.7% below the average. 

Except fer 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-.56.996 above average and the poorest by Torrance-38.l 96 below 
average. 

Culver City's operating cost-per-vehlcle-mile shows maximum devi­
ation from the peer group average-.56.996 above average. The 
remaining four systems also indicate higher costs-per-vehide-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 .496 lower operating deficit-per-vehicle-mile than the 
average of the peer system.s. 

o Four of the five LA County muni systems employ fewer operators 
per one million passengers carried than ·the peer group average. 

The Phase I report, Task Il peer group analysis, includes all necessary tables 
needed to make specific comparisons of particular performance measures. 
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TASK ID - IDENTIFICATION OF SERVICE AND STAFF COORDINATION . 
OPPORTUNITIES 

Question: 

"How effectively is the service of the various transit providers in Lo$ . 
Angeles County coordinated and wh~re are the most promising opportu-
nities for improved coordination?' · · · · . 

The Approach 

This question 1rom the LACTC seemed divisible into ·two major and 
several minor parts: 

1. On street service and fare coordination 

2. Staff and facility coordination opportunities 

a. Maintenance and purchasing 
b. Risk management 
c. 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 off-peak hours· to determine the 
impact of possible changes on: · 

1. 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, although 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 tor additional substantial savings 
was also noted during the course of the study, but due to the limited time 
available, it was not quantified. 

The Phase I 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 
SCRID - SMMSL - Santa Monica Blvd. Corridor 
SCR TD - SMMBL - Pico Blvd. Corridor 
SCR TD - SMMBL - Olympic Blvd. Corridor 
SCR TD - SMMBL - Lincoln Blvd. Corridor 
SCRTD - LBPTC - Long Beach Blvd. Corridor 
SCRTD - LBPTC - Atlantic Blvd. Corridor _ 
SCRID ... LBPTC - Lakewood Blvd. Corridor 
SCR TD - SMMBL - Cl,llver City ... Efiect of service realignment 
SCRTD - Montebello- Whittier Blvd. Corridor ' 
SCR TD - Montebello - Brooklyn - Riggin A venues 

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 Tor-ranee systems. Additional observations were made of SCRm service in 
the San F emando and San Gabriel Valleys. In the cases of all t hese areas, 
potential exists for additional 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 thls 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 1.5¢ 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 t e am recommends that t hose 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 coordinat ed 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 TOA 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 lt was found that in the context of today's 
operation, ver-y little opportunity exists for the sharing of maintenance facil­
ities. There are several major reasons for this: 
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o Many facilities in the County were "tmderdesigned" and are hard 
pressed to service today's fleet sizes. 

o SCR TD1s 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 :facilities are in nee~ of replacement because of age 
or condition. 

o Bus maintenance is only one of many municipal vehicle malntenance 
fW1ctions of smaller muni systems which allows a degree of economy 
in these communities that may not be ofise·t by combined faciil ty 
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 Valiey so a 
replacement for SCRm Division Ill& can be completed. 

Purchasing 

Question: 

"Are significant efforts made to centralize purchasing oi 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 
o:f 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 ltems, large and small, that are common 
to all transit systems. Such coordination of inventory and purchasing would be 
predicated on several assumptions including: 

o Completion of the SCR TD program to place inventory control on the 
computer for rapid response. · 

o Development of internal and external accounting between systems. 
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0 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 ~ility and property 
damage areas) has become a major concern of the Industry in recent years, the 
focus of this task was the ideniliication 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 system has the beneiit 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 consolidation of accident and 
claims investigation and claims administra.tion. 

Marketing 

The investigation o1 staff coordination opportunities found two potential 
~ of c:oordination of efforts in the general marketing area: 

0 
0 

Advertising and promotional programs 
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 tr"a.nsit 
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 most 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 overloads, is perceived as 
the most valuable 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. 

0 Development of a "blocked call" analysis to determine the number 
of unanswered calls. 
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Determine cost difference between the present multiple phone 
numbers answered at the SCR TD center and a "Zenith" (or single) 
area-wide number. 

Determine staffing level needed to handle all calls (including Los 
Angeles munl operators). · 

Determine method oi cost allocation among participants in a pooled 
lnf ormation program. 

Develop a system of communications between SCR m and other 
county operators to assure a flow of relevant, current information 
from all operators to the SCR TD 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 TOA operators. It was determined through the study that 
consolidation of some grants activity could result in an approximate 10% (or 
$150,000} 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 11turf'' issue would have 
to be resolved. 

o What is the "fair share" of public subsidy for each carrier and how 
will the LACTC make such decisions? 

0 

0 

0 

0 

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 UMT A demand from 
consolidated grant applications? · 

Is CAL TRANS likely to require additional data to assure an equit­
able use of TDA funds? 
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o Can consolidation pennit the grant program to be responsive to all 
carriers in Los Angeles County? 

Training Program Consolidation 

The investigation of this particular area explored programs available at 
eaeh 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 minima! training programs were found to 
exist. SCRTO, 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 couid be made available to all operators without significant 
modification, others, with appropriate changes, could also be used to advantage 
by the smaller operators. 

While it was found that a!l TOA 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 SCRTO 
has a limited training staff that would probably have to be increased to meet 
the needs of the other county TOA operat ors. 

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 SCR TD where t he capacity of the systems' UNIV AC 
l 1Q6 will be expanded to accommodate even more precise operating data and 
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iniormation. With the present applications and those planned for the immediate 
future howevert most computer time will be used until the system's capacity is 
expanded. SCRTO estimates that computer time may become available for 
additional applications such as muni systems operating reports and statistics . 
within the next tw~ years. 

The "desirability' of centralized data processing for all county IDA 
operators appears to relate to the following questions: 

o Is each system now receiving enough dailyt weekly or monthly 
infonnation to make well-informed management decisions? 

o ls '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 1.5 requirements result in a more comprehensive data 
base for operator-s 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 
prncessing is not detected among the majority of county TOA operators. 
SCRTO appears to be willlng to investigate future centralization of data 
processing when short term computer capacity problems are resolved. 
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RECEIVE□ JUN 1 't 1978 

ONE HUNOREO NORTH GARFIELD AVENUE 

PASADENA. CALIFORNIA 91109 

Jtme 8, 1978 

Mr. Jerane c. Prem:), Executive Director 
!os Angeles Cotmty Transportation c.amdssion 
Jll South Spri.n:J Street, Suite 1206 
Ios Angeles, cal.ifomia 90013 

Dear Mr. Prem:>: 

I just wanted to take a in::ment to canplement you and your staff for 
producing the financial an3 technical canparison between the Sunset 
Ll..mited Transit Proposal by Supervisor ward and the emerging Regional 
Transportation Develqment Progt:am. Technical staff of this City has 
found this canparison most useful in their analysis of this imfortant 
issue which the citizens of the County will be dealing with shortly. 
In addition, Dave Barnhart has shared this canpa.rison with the Pasadena 
Chamber of Ccmnerce Transportation Caunittee 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 :imp:)rtant ccmparison if it had not 
been for the UJS Angeles County Transp:,rtation Ccmnission. I just wanted 
to take a manent to camnent that this is the type of analysis and work 
by the camdssion that the local cities find very useful am important. 

211/99 

Sincerely, 

~d~ 
row:Jl F. Mc.JNrYRE 
City Manager 
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March 28, l.978 

MEMO TO: LACTC MEMBEBS ANO ALTElmATES 

VIA: FINANCE RrnEW COMMITTEE 

FROM: JEROME C. I? REMO 
TL'l EGAN 

SUBJECT: Recommended Overall Work Program for 1978/79 

Recommended Action 
Recommend approval by the LACTC of the i8/79 overall Work Pro­
gram for Los Angeles. Authorize Staff to submit the approved 
OWP to SCAG, OMTA, and FSWA for their consideration. 

The following is the recommended 1978/79 Overall Work ~:ogra.m 
(OWP) for the Los Angeles area. Staff applied t.~e :ollcwing 
Commission acQroved criteria in t..~e review a.na recommended 
allocation of-the Sl,383,750 that is availabl e for next vea:. 

l) Infer.nation needed to retain eligi~ility !er Sta~s 
and Federal funds, including TIP, elderly and 
hancicapped planning and air quality planning. 

2) TSM - related planning includi.nq analyses of 
ef!iciency of transit operations and management. 

3) Analyses supportive of ~ut not essential to the 
above. 

Following in summ.azy is the proposed OWP as developed with 
t.he assistance of staff by the City and County, SC~TD, and 
the Municipal Operators. 

Municipal Ocerators 

TOTAL AVA.ILA.SL.! - $225,000 
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··---- ... ...,. ~'-~'-- C'1emcer~ & AJ.ternates 
March 28, 1978 
Page 2 I 

I 
Short Ranee· Transit P la.,s .. $225, 000 I 
Analyses required but not limited tc these acti?ities needed 
to maintain eligibility for transit operating and capital 
funds, i.e. SCETP's, E & B 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 a. · 
against the ~otal in the County. A aunimum of $2,000 will 
be available to each operator for the .u:iove work. 

SCRTD 

TO'rAL AVAILABLE - $S50,000 

Service Policies $50,000 

Assist LACTC and SQG in testing/evaluati~g service policies 
and allocation met.~ods. Tc develop servica policies and 
methods of service evaluation; to investigate in cooperation 
wit.~ UCTC a.nd municipal operators ehe development and use 
of service policies in relation to methods for allocating 
operating funds to transit. 

El derly and Handica-coec. Oev9lo-ement and Coordinatic-n of 
Services S35 ,000 

Develop ?rejects and procedures for reducing ~a:=iers and 
i.,iprcving services for the elderly an<:. hanc.~c:~?~ed. Oe velop­
ment of t=ansit related educational prcg=ams for elcerly ar.d 
handicapped passengers. 

Trans~ortation Svstem ~anaaement (TSM) $60,000 

Oe11elop projec;ts and procedures for .Litproveinq efficiencies 
and effec~~veness. Examples of the above include: 

• 

Line Evaluation and I~provemen~ Progr~~ en a 
systematic basis. 
Sector Improvments in West L.A., North L.A. a.nd 
East Central Cities. 
Zntegration and Coordination with Mu..~icipal ca:=i~rs . 
Preferential Treatment for buses on surface streets. 

Conti~uation ot SCRTD Maccina/ Graohic In£or:nation Svsts.~ 
$25, 000 

T~e continued development and produ ction of mapping (gra?hic ) 
an~ related infor:national mate:ials to ser~e SC~TD a.~d the 
t:ansit comm~~ity , and to graphically depic~ t=a.~sit related 
socioecor.cmic and physical data =or pla.~ning, stucy , anc 
communications. 
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Page 3 

Environmental Im~act Assessment: General Desian cf ~oise 
Iint:,aet Programs and Assess Ordinance - $90,000 
To inventory and analyze tha noise and vibration impacts of 
current transit facilities and operations and generate 
Environmental Impact Statements for OMTA grants. This program 
is in response to California law (Motor Vehicle Code) in the 
area of vehicular noise, and its impact on the environment. 

El Monte Su.sway Evaluation - SlS,000 
Planning support to joint intaraqenc:y evalua.tion of the San 
Bernardino Busway. Activities will include continuing Busway 
passenger counts and related data collection. 

Trans~ortation and Maintenance Manoower Develoomental P=oarams 
S80,000 

sc~~ as well as most other transit properties cu.:=ently face 
major blue collar training problems. Two major problems 
requiring technical study are: l} How to improve operator/ 
passenc;er relations, 2) Ecw to tra.in gas engine mec~anics i~ 
diesel :Cus repair. Phase I of this program will st~dy t..',.e 
operator/ passenger relations . Phase II to . be funded next 
yea: at apprcxi.mately $45,000 will look into the t:aining ot 
gas mec.~anics in diesel bus repair. 

Cata P:-oc::essi.na $80,000 
The develcpment of a detailed data processing long :an;e ?l.an 
to set qoals/ocjectives, to provide direc~icn, ~o set prior~~ias 
to identity the requi:ed and available resou:ces and to 
seq,Jence/schedule objectives to oe attained. 

Short ~anc:e Plan/ TIP $13,000 

Complete and ?resent to the RTD Board of Oi:ec~ors, u.c~c, 
and S<:.aG, an annuai updata to t.~e Five-Year Pla..~ and ~IP. 

Short Ra.nae Transit Plannin (Sector Im0rovements and Service 
Monitoring an Re~inements Sl00,000 

On an ongoing basis, monitor and evaluate ind.ivi~ual line and 
segments thereof wi1:.h :agard tc possible route changes and 
schedule adjustments. A more comprehensive sec~or service 
area st~dy of all cransportation services will be undertaken 
with this task. · 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

TOTAL AVAILAaLE $250,000 
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' Memo to: LACTC Members & Alternates 
March 28, 1978 
Page 4 

I 
I 

TIP Do~.lfflentation 

Prepare County's TIP - compile tech.~ical and :inancial infor- I 
mation on highway ilnprove.~ent projec~s proposed for the next 

$10,000 

year and any amend.men ts to the cu:rren t TIP • 

Linear Corridor Signal System Interconnect SS0,000 

Arterial st:eets with heavy volumes will be investigated to 
determine what potential exists for improved tra£iic flow. 

Transit Efficienc:v and Effectiveness $130,000 I 
I 

On a continuing ongoing basis ridershi? counts on the various 
bus lines will be made, as well as other rele,:ant survev in­
fer.nation, in concert with SCRTD and the Municipal 09erators. 
Reports will be ~repared !or use by ~~e t.ACTC and t:ansi~ 
operators based on t.~e analysis, sue~ as cost ef!ec~iveness 
and efficiency of individual lines, certain ccrrido=s, various I 
sectors including g:id systems, ?ark and ride lots a.~d ser~ice, 
and i:lpacts of zone or fa:e changes. 

I Transit Level of Service I~crovements $20,000 

The statistical data developed on route rules and bus m.:'..l~s 
du:ing 77/78 will be updated to reflect service ~edifications 
or :ecommendations of the County Tra.:1s;ortation C~mm.ission. 
T~is infor:nation will assist t.~e Commission anc t=ansit 
ocerators in eval~ating whether to i~ple.~en~ Some =or:n oi. 
trar.si t ser1ic:e zones. 

Gcver~..ment Coordi~ation $20,000 

I 
I 
I 

Participation in UCTC, SCAG, and Caltrans t:ra..~sportation plar~i~~ 
and programming activities inclw:ing meetings, etc ... ?rovida l 
technical input to the I.ACTC as a ~ember and saerstarJ :or ~~e 
Tec!l.rlical Advisor1 Committee. 

CITY OF LOS ANG2U:S 

TOTAL AVAILABLE 

TIP Documentation 
?reparation of the 
of OMTA and F:--WA. 

I 
$258,750 . I $20,000 

City's TIP pursuant to the joint reg~lationsl 

I 
I 
I 
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Subregional Traffice Inventoq S20,000 
To monitor and document changes in traffic flow and travel 
characteristics in the City for use in those planning studies 
required in the development of the Transportation Systems 
Management Plan for the county. 

Communitv Transit $84,000 

Planning and technical. staff assistance for implementation of 
the TSM element. cf the Regional Transit Development Program 
with emphasis on the Community Transit Component. Reports 
en Intra-Community transit needs of selected communities in 
the sw:,region. Analysis of para-transit operations and the 
development of para-transit alternatives and methods of 
~lementation. Interagancy analysis and reports on methods 
of improving funding, coordination, and ef!ectiveness of 
para-tzansit operations, projects and programs in the region. 

Svste.~ Mana~ement Evaluation (TSM} Sol,750 

San Fernande Valley Cooperative Transportation Study, Souther~ 
Area Transportation Study and Central Area Transportation St~~Y 
are previous subregicnal studies per:ormed as part of OWl? 
which have identified a:eas of traff~c operations improvement 
needs. 

Two corridors or high activity centers will be identi!ied in 
the Western Area T:ansportaticn Study for detail ~anspcrtation 
studies. Tvi:,ical candiaate studies are the Route 90 corridor .... 
(Ma.rina Freeway) , Wes~.-1ood Activity Center, !..,\X-Westchestsr 
comm.unity or t.'le Route 2 corridor (Beverl1 Eills Freeway). 

Sus S~o~ :acilities Stuev S36,000 

To locate and prioritize citywide a.ll facilities for bus 
passengers such as bus bays, bws pads, bus 9assenger lar.d.ings, 
bus shelters, and special facilities :or t.~e handicappec. 

Gover:-..ment Coordination/Proaram Manacement $3i,OOO 

Continua~ion of ongoi...~g activity - participating in LACTC, 
SQG, and Caltrans meetings. Pro11iding technical assistance 
to the LACTC, SCAG, and Cal.trans. 

CI'r.! A.1.'10 COTJNTY OF LOS A..'lGEUS 

Trans~or~ation/Air Qualitv - · $100,000 

The City and County have been designated by SOG as t..~e 
subregional agencies to conduct t..~e air quali~y a.::alyses in 
Los An~eles County as input i~to ~he =~quirec T=a..~S?Ortaticn 
Element of the Air Quali ~y Maintenance Plan reqi.Jired by t.."le 
Federal Clean Ai: Act. The specific ~ork to be accomplished is 
still under discussion between t.~e City, County a.~d commission. 
The specific transportation/air quality tasks for t.~e OWP ~i-l 
be avail~le in t:he near future. 
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ATrACHMENT V-2 
~,.soNABL.E: FUNDING FOR LOS ANGC:LES 

COUNTY AGENCIES SB 821 FUNDS 
I 
I 

Agency 

Alllambra 
Arcadia. 
Artesia 
A.valon. · 

--

AZl.!Sa • 

Baldwin. Park 
Bell 
Bellflower 

· Sell Ga.rc:ens 
3eve.rly Hills 
.Bracil:,urJ 
3urba.nk 
Ca..~on 
Cer:::'i tcs 

· Claremont 
Cornme:ee 
Compton 
Covina 
Cuc:a..~y 
CUlver Ci~ 

. Downey . • 
• IJ1Jarte 

~1 Monte 
Zl Sec:undo 
Gardena 
Gle?1cale 
Glendora 
Sawaiiai,. Garder-S 
:ra· .. tho:ne 
~er:nosa 3eacil 
Ridcen Hills 
S:un tington Park 
Industey 
Inglewood 
Irwindale 
Lake•.o100d 
!.a .Mirada 
La Puente 
La Verne 
Lawndale 
Lorni ta 
Long Se a c."l 
Les Angeles 
Les Angeles 
Lynwood 

eou.,ty 

I • . - . 

.. 

Percentage 
of 

County 
•Peculation 

. . 
.882 
.66S 
.216 
.062 
·.368 
.672 

_., .310 
.743 
.416 
• -4 7 s. 
.012 

1.262 
l.lS4 
.• oss 

. • 359 
.lSl 

1.ll 7 
.466 

.. ... • 241 
.• .551 

· ·- l .258 
.214 

'• · • 99 4 
.224 
.650 

·1. 809 
.472 
.140 

.• 795 
.271 
.022 
.475 

. • 010 
1.278 

.Oll 
l.191 

.S86 

.447 

.246 

.353 

.281 
S.l3G 

40 .. 307 . 
ll. 6 35 

.616 

• 

; i-ra;r~~ I 
Allocation 

l~,900 I· 
9,730 
4,340 I 
2 I 740 . 
5,580 
9,s20 I 
S ,llO · 

. 10,870 
s., oaa I 
o,940 
2, 6 60· 

1a,4so I 
15,870 

9, soo I 
5,510 
3;soo 

16,330 I 
6,820 
4,550 
~, J..40 1·. 

18,390 
4,320 

14,540 I 
4J400 
9 , 510 , . 

27 , 610 
6,900 

· 3,720. 
. 1.1, 6 30 I 

4,780 
2.,750 

· , ,010 I 
2,650 

lS,690 
.2,sso I 

17,420 
s,560 I 
6,530 
4,590 
s, 4 30 I 
4,870 

75,lOO 
ss9,320 I 
170, llO 

9,090 
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Caltrans 

Southern Califor­
nia Association 
of Governments 

Vince Paul 
Deputy District 7 Director 
Transportation Planning and Programming 

William Ackermann 
Director of Transportation 

The Technical Advisory Committee has these subcommittees: 

Highways and Freeways 
Bus Operations 
Legislation 

Vince Paul, Caltrans 
Earl Docimo, Montebello 
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 Commissioner. 

Subject to the supervision of the Commission, the committee 

shall consult on and obtain and collect public input on those 

matters 0£ 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 
Vice Chairperson 
Secretary 

Shirley Irwin 
Ruth Aldaco 
Jim Cragin 

Rail Rapid Transit Subcommittee Chairperson 
Bus and Paratransit Subcommittee Chairperson 
Streets and Highways Subcommittee Chairperson 
Education Subcommittee Chairperson 

A. c. Wiegers 
Bill Brodek 
Richard Mills 
William Cox 
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