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TRANSIT COMPARISON STUDY
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The Transit Comparison Study was designed to develop recommendations
for policies and actions which will make the SCRTD, competitive with
municipal and private operators in the provision of transit services.

In formulating the study's recommendations, it was important to
understand the prime factors which would constrain or contribute to a
successful District competition with other operators for the provision
of alternative transit services. Consequently, the study has the
following two emphases:

(1) Identification and analysis of the SCRTD cost factors and
their trends.

(2) 1Identification and analysis of cost factors of selected
municipal, private, and national operators and a comparison
of factors with those of the SCRTD.

To a lesser extent, the study also reviews SCRTD historical factors and
trends which contributed to the current level of the District's
operating costs. Finally, the study reviews cost reduction innovations
of other large properties in the U.S. and analyzes the implications of
the findings to the SCRTD. - . b

-

- MAJOR FINDINGS

The major findings within each area reviewed and analyzed by the
Transit Comparison Study are presented below.

HISTORICAL PERéPECTIVES.

0 The SCRTD was formed to consolidate and improve a multiple,
fragmented bus system under local control and to plan, design,
construct and operate a rapid transit system.

o Historically, there is no one factor responsible for the
SCRTD's current level of operating costs.

o The SCRTD inherited a debt of $40 million in bonds from the
Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority (LAMTA) that were
issued to purchase two major private carriers in 1958. The
last payment on the bonds was made by the District in 1983,
In addition, LAMTA and the SCRTD spent another $1 million to
acquire 15 private transit carriers to be incorporated into
the regional system.



These expenses did not have major impacts on the District's
current level of cost. However, if this consolidation of
transit services would have taken ptace today, the cost would
have escalated to about $150 million.

From the establishment of SCRTD in 1964, the base hourly wage
of its bus operators was approximately the same as that of
U.S. transportation and utility workers.

SCRTD COST FACTORS AND TRENDS

0

Between FY 1975 and FY 1984, District's labor cost per
employee increased by 140%. This increase was about 50% above
the 94% increase in the CPI during the studied period. From
FY 1975 to FY 1984, District personnel increased by about 50%.
This increase included operators (25%), mechanics (106%) and
administrative personnel (76%).

From FY 1975 to FY 1984, total fringe benefits cost per
employee increased by about 150%, primarily due to substantial
increases in medical expenses and workers' compensation cost
and other miscellaneous fringe benefits during the same
period. These increases were due primarily to changes in
state and federal law.

The cost of materials and supplies per mile has increased by
about 270% between 1975 and 1984. This cost increase is
specifically attributed to an increase of about 280% in fuel

cost and an increase of about 950% for bus parts.
) FAd

Personal 1iability and property damage (PL&PD) costs measured
on a cost per mile basis has increased almost threefold from
FY 1975 to FY 1984. The factors which escalated these costs
were the sharp increase in medical, legal and vehicle repair
costs. ) . :
- - *

The cost of operations as a portion of the District's total’
budget has decreased between FY 1975 and FY 1984. While the
vehicle operations costs consumed 66% of the District's budget
at the beginning of the study period, it consumed only 52% of
the budget nine years later. This shift occurred because of
improved efficiency and productivity of operations and because
of higher expenses in the administrative and maintenance
functions, as well as higher insurance costs.

The maintenance cost trend was the reverse of the operations
trend. While in FY 1975 the maintenance costs were 18% of the
total budget, by FY 1984 the maintenance costs had escalated
to 272 of the budget. Total maintenance cost increased by
about 500% during this period. The new Advance Designed
Buses, with sophisticated equipment, as well as the expansion
of maintenance facilities and personnel, contributed to the
increase in maintenance cost.
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0

Tota)l administration cost increased stightly from 11% of the
total budget in FY 1975 to 12% in FY 1984, This increase was
a result of increased personnel due to more complex dealings
with federal, state, and loca) agencies, as well as the
provision of support services for service expansion.

Included in the increase in administrative personnel is the
addition of a transit police department to '‘ensure the safety
of the District's passengers. The transit police force fis
equal in size to that of most municipalities within Los

Angeles County.

The SCRTD cost per hour and mile have been increasing at a
decreasing rate. For both indicators, average annual cost
increases from FY 1975 to FY 1982 were higher than the same
costs increases for the two following years.

The Fare Reduction Program resulted in an average annual
increase in passengers of 15% in FY 1983 and FY 1984. As a
result, cost per passengers in FY 1984 was about 10%Z Tower
than in FY 1982. This cost was $1.03 and $.92, respectively.

SCRTﬁ COST COMPARISON WITH MUNICIPAL OPERATORS

0

Total costs per passenger boarding for SCRTD {$0.92) are below
the average cost for the municipal carriers ($0.97), but total
costs per total vehicle mile and per total vepicle hour for
the SCRTD ($4.01 and $56.08,. respectively) are significantly
higher than the average costs per total vehicle mile and per
total vehicle hour for the municipal carriers {$3.10 and
$38.56, respectively).

For operation costs, the primary reasons for SCRTD's higher
costs are attributable to a higher peak-to-base ratio,
higher non-revenue mile levels, and more weekend service than
the five municipa) operators provide. Also, the Pistrict's
scheduling and training functions are much more complex and
time-consuming than the other carriers due to the number of
lines operated by SCRTD. The District also maintains
extensive data collection and analysis procedures which are
not maintained by the other carriers. A1l of these factors
cause significantly higher labor and fringe benefit costs than
the five municipal operators.

For maintenance costs, the primary reasons for higher SCRTD
costs appear to be due to the mix of vehicle types and models
in the fleet, including a high proportion of Advanced Design
Buses, and a significant expansion in the District's
maintenance facilities.
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o For administration costs, the primary reasons for the

District's higher cost levels are the scale of operation and
support services, which are not provided by other operators in
the region. These services include a2 transit police force, 2
public information system and a telecommunication/information

system.

The SCRTD subsidy (i.e., revenues received from non-SCRTD
sources) per transit passenger ($0.62) is slightly Tower than
the average for the other five carriers {$0.69).

SCRTD COST COMPARISON WITH PRIVATE OPERATORS

o

No clear source of data exists to substantiate that private
operators can provide service at the generally quoted range of
$25 to $35 per vehicle hour. Also, no audits exist that such
costs have been offered and maintained for a significant
period. '

Attempts to collect data from private operators in the region
failed due to their reluctance to provide specific cost
information. However, it is likely that if the private
operators will provide the range of support services and
service levels provided by the SCRTD, their costs, in the
long-term, will rise to a2 level similar to that experienced by
the District.

EXPERIENCE OF OTHER LARGE OPERATORS . »

0

Subcontracting services by several large operators are only
for suburban express service. In all cases the subcontracted
operator is subsidized by the contracting public operator
through a2 fixed annual, monthly or per hour fee.

In Houston, the cost of the contracting private operator
escalated to the point where the contracting public operator
could provide the service at the same cost. Consequently,
subcontracting was greatly reduced. . -

A1l large operators analyzed have provisions for part-time
drivers. The SCRTD part-time agreements seem to vary only
slightly from the other operators' agreements.

Community Based Drivers (CBD), although discussed extensively,
have not been used extensively by other operators. In fact,
San Diego Transit only hires two or three CBDs during the

summer. -

Several operators have implemented cost-reduction techniques
such as vacation buy-back, second medical opinion, restriction
on wage raises, and non-pay personal business leave. SCRTD
implementation of such changes in employees benefits will
require union concurrence.
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o The SCRTD's total cost per vehicle mile is about 25% Tlower
than the average comparable cost for the all-bus operators
studied. This cost differential is attributable to a higher
than average revenue service speed and the lowest peak-to-base

ratio in the comparison.

o Feasibility studies of articulated buses by the District and
by other operators show that only very heavily patronized
lines justify the use of larger buses. To date, articulated
buses have not provided the hoped-for operating cost savings
for the District and other Y.S. transit properties. Higher
maintenance and public liability costs than standard sized
buses may make articulated buses feasible only when demand
warrants their additional capacity.

TRANSIT SERVICE ALTERNATIVE

A1l service alternatives evaluated, except for user-side subsidies,
involve service subcontracting in different forms. Therefore, any
realistic, successful implementation of alternative services will
require union concurrence to remove existing restrictions from the
current labor contracts.

The Board could pursue the following three overall strategies to
encourage District participation in the provision of alternative

services:

o Develop policies which will maintain an_ integrated regional
transit system while providing the District with the
opportunity to compete with private and public operators for
the provision of alternative services. This 1includes
requesting the LACTC to ensure that cities coordinate new
services with established services, recommending lapsing Local
Return Funds to be reallocated for regional projects and
requesting the LACTC to develop and enforce minimum efficiency
criteria for new services.

o Communicate the District's capabiIity and desire for the
provision of service alternatives to the regional funding
agencies and to the local communities receiving Local Return

Funds.
o A combination of the twof

Below are additional po]icy_and action recommendations as they relate
to specific service alternatives evaluated by District staff.

o Service contracting includes: (1) direct contracting, (2)
participation in the bidding process, (3) provision of transit
brokerage service, and (4) subcontracting of Tow-productivity
Tines. Each of these approaches necessitates District
initiative in identifying and evaluating potential transit
needs of local communities. o <
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o Develop a policy which will encourage District provision of
transit brokerage services. Under this alternative, the
District will use its expertise of running a transit agency to
administer and manage a2 transit service operated by a contract
carrier. This type of subcontracting will maintain service
operated by others, under the control of the District, and
will lead to good coordination with the regional transit
system. Additionally, this option will eliminate the need for
the District to invest in new equipment and facilities. The
District will also receive revenues from providing this type
of service.

o Support a policy which will encourage paratransit systems to
supplement fixed-route systems rather than substitute for
them.

o Develop and actively seek policies which will minimize
fragmentation of the regional system as a result of
transportation zones. These policies should include the

following objectives:
- Focus transportation zones on local circulation systems.

- Establish transportation zones at the fringes of the
District's service area. -

- Support criteria which will minimize fragmentation and
demonstrate cost savings when_establishing a transportation
zone.

- Transfer cost savings resulting from transportation zones
to the basic system operated by the regional carrier.

o Insist in negotiation with funding agencies and cities on
their participation in the existing subsidy programs for
elderly, handicapped and students. :

CONCLUSION

There is a growing sentiment from various sources that the District
must make serfous efforts towards cost containment. Many of the
suggested approaches, such as privatization and/or subcontracting, will
continue to be a source of criticism if no serious attempt is made to
experiment with these approaches.

This study has shown that it is very difficult to obtain actual
verified costs of the municipal carriers. It appears that some of the
five municipal operators' costs are absorbed within regular city
budgets. Therefore, a true and fair comparison with the SCRTD
operation on a cost basis is very difficult to obtain without a

-cooperative study with all involved agencies. Finally, there is also a

reluctance on the part of private operators to provide cost
information. e e '
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Recognizing that SCRTD's various sources of revenue have limitations
and will probably decrease in future years, a careful evaluation must
be conducted in order to determine the validity of cost savings and
service improvement claims in order for the Board to provide policy
direction on these matters.

Conclusions reached in studies conducted by Tlocal funding agencies
suggest that the private sector can provide the same service as the
public operator at a substantially lower cost. These conclusions are
based only on “"quotes® by private operators. No data exists to
substantiate that these "quotes" have been offered and maintained for
significant periods. It is felt that these "quotes” could change
significantly if there were actual bids for service to be delivered.

Given the real cost of providing services by the municipal and private
operators, the District could be successful in competing with them.
However, to accomplish this, the Board needs to actively pursue the
recommendations presented in this study.



1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Transit Comparison Study provides a perspective of the SCRTD
transit operations and costs in relation to other private and public
transit operations, as well as to its historical developments. This
section specifies the objectives of the study and describes its
framework and methodology.

1.1 PURPOSE OF STUDY

Substantial changes have been taking place with respect to the cost
factors and transit operations of the SCRTD since its formation. With
the change in the allocation of Proposition A funds, beginning July 1,
1985, the District will receive less in FY 1986 than in FY 1985. The
District is in the process of adjusting its service Tevels and fares in
order to provide the best transit service with a reduced budget. In
addition to the unavoidable changes in service and fares, the District
also is evaluating other ways to reduce costs and increase revenues.

The principal objective of this study is to analyze, evaluate and
recommend to the Board the major steps necessary to reduce internal and
external constraints which 1imit the SCRTD participation in the
competitive transit provision market. A comparison of District cost
factors with the costs incurred by, the private and ‘the municipal
operators is also included.

One key issue that continues to surface is the concept that the private
sector can provide certain types of service for less cost than the

District. Although it is argued that the private sector can succeed

where public transit districts have "failed,” it is important to note

that the private sector's failure to operate transit districts at a

profit resulted in Tocal municipalities taking over troubled,

deficit-ridden, private bus companies and developing today's transit

structure. c

The role of private sector "competition” in helping contain costs is a
concept that has been talked about in recent years. However, there is
very little hard data to back up statements of massive savings because
of competitive bidding. Where data are available, such as in Houston,
Texas, where significant experience in subcontracting express service
has been obtained, current competitive bids in some cases are at Teast
as high at the cost of service provided by the local public transit
operator. The initial bids of private operators may be lower in order
to gain a foothold in the transit market; however, once the private is
established, the long-term results may be different than expected.
Rising costs resulting from employees organizing for higher wages,
system fragmentation, and Toss of control over quality of service are
factors to be considered.
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This study provides an analysis of District cost factors and examines
alternatives for delivering transit service. The intent of the study
is to assist the Board of Directors in developing both short- and
long-term solutions in the transit arena.

1.2 STUDY DESCRIPTICN

The Transit Comparison Study is diﬁided into four major sections. The
description below highlights the major elements within each section.

In order to understand the current available service option to the
District, the first section (Historical Perspective) describes transit
conditions in the Los Angeles region prior to, and during, the
formation of the SCRTD. The transition from a region of many transit
providers to one regional transit operator reduced duplication of
efforts, fragmentation, and confusion to the passenger. However, this
transition contributed to the present high cost of operations. These
issues and questions are addressed in the first section.

The second section contains the essence of the study. It analyzes the
major cost factors of the District budget over time and ijdentifies
efficiency trends and changes 1in total costs and cost per unit of
output. The District's current costs are then compared to the cost
factors of the region's municipal operators and to the cost of the
private operators. Special attention is given to a cost comparison of
shuttle operations by the District and by private carriers. Finally,
this section analyzes cost issues of other large transit properties in
the country. In particular, cost reduction innovations are explored
and their application to our region is evaluated.

ATternative concepts for delivering transit services are explored in
the third section. These alternatives include actual operation of new
services by the District or the District's administration and
management of a service subcontracted to another carrier. The cost and
revenue qimplications of these alternatives to the District are also
evaluated in this section.

1.3 METHODCLOGY

Chapter 3, Analysis of Cost Factors, required a high level of effort
for data collection, analysis and interpretation. To retrieve the
necessary data, a high degree of cooperation was needed internally from
the other departments and externally from the regional transit
agencies, the LACTC and SCAG, from the municipal and private operators
and from the cities receiving Local Return Funds. It should be
emphasized that cooperation by the private sector was very difficult
and that even a minimum amount of data was hard to obtain.

District data were extracted from the Short Ringe Transit P1an-(SRTP),
the District's budget publication and special performance indices.
Data for the municipal operators were obtained from UMTA's Section 15

"report and from SRTP's for each of the carriers. The Section 15

Reports contain a variety of cost figures classified by function and

I-2
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general purpose. These reports are required to be submitted annually
to the U.S. Department of Transportation by each of the carriers that
receive federal funds.

Cost factors and operating data for other large transit properties were
obtained by a telephone survey, SRTPs and labor contract documents.
Additional information was extracted from the UMTA Section 15 report.



2,0  TRANSIT OPERATIONS AND COSTS IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Public transit has been serving the people of Los Angeles County for
more than 110 years. At least 220 companies have operated some form of
transit -- horsecars, cable cars, incline railways, steam trains,
electric streetcars, interurban cars, trolley buses and gas or
diesel-powered buses during this era.

Throughout its Tong history, the public transit business has always
attracted entrepreneurs. By offering new routes and faster, more
frequent or cheaper service than the major transit operators, the small
operations run by these entrepreneurs were often able to stay in
business for several years. Most, however, were unable to remain
profitable due to declining ridership, deteriorating equipment and
under-capitalization. When they had no more money to lose, their
operations were sold or merged with other companies.

Historical information examined points to several major trends in
transit development:

o Total boardings on major transit systems peaked during two
periods prior to the formation of the SCRTD, 1923 to 1928 and
1943 to 1949. (See Figure II-1.) :

0 Per capita boardings declined from over 300 per year in the
1920's to 30 or Tess in 1964 when the SCRTD was established.

. .

0 Local base fares were generally static during the years before
the 1970's. During the 70-year period before the SCRTD was
established, base fares were raised only five times. (See
Figure II-2.).

o Average annual passenger revenue on major transit systems

remained stable during the three decades prior to the
formation of the SCRTD.

0 Average revenue per boarding on major operators was basically
constant until World War II. From 1950 to 1964, revenue per
boarding tripled. (See Figure II-3.)

o From the establishment of SCRTD, in 1964, the base hourly wage
of its transit vehicle operators was approximately the same as
that of U.S. transportation and utility workers.

o During the 20 years prior to SCRTD and Los Angeles
Metropolitan Transit Authority (LAMTA), public transit
reported a modest net profit. For example, Pacific Electric
under Southern Pacific ownership from 1911 to 1953 turned a
net profit only eight times. Net Tosses over this period were
actually $39 million,
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MILLIONS OF BOARDINGS

LOS ANGELES COUNTY POPULATION
AND TOTAL ANNUAL BOARDINGS ON ™
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0 From the 1890s onward, there has been a trend towards
consolidation of the pubTic transit system. Major transit
carriers have accounted for 90% or more of all boardings,
despite the existence of 30 or more small competitors. In
1949, there were some 35 transit operators in the County. By
the time the SCRTD was established (1964), there were only 21.

0o The trend towards transit consolidation has continued since
1958 as declining ridership, rising costs and deteriorating
equipment forced small, private companies into bankruptcy.
The LAMTA acquired four failed transit companies. The SCRTD.
acquired eight such companies.

o There has been a trend towards control of public transit at
the regional rather than the state level. The LAMTA Act of
1957 removed Public Utilities Commission jurisdiction except
in matters of safety. The SCRTD Act of 1964 replaced LAMTA's
Board of Directors, whose seven members were appointed by the
Governor of California, with an eleven-member Board appointed
by governmental agencies in Southern California.

2.1 WAGE RATES OF SCRTD BUS OPERATORS YERSUS U.S. TRANSPORTATION AND
UTILITY WORKERS

Ever since the District was established, the operators of its transit
vehicles received an hourly wage approximately equal to the average
wage received by production workers in the U.S. transportation and
utility industry. This industry 1largely consists of railroads,
airlines, trucking, and warehousing firms as well as urban and
interurban bus properties, taxi cab and utility companies, both public
and private. Local and suburban transportation properties, such as the
District, account for less than 2% of employment in this industry.
Figure II-4 shows the similarity in these wage rates since 1964. The
higher level for operators' wages is to be expected in the highly
urbanized environment from which operators are hired. Operator wages,
therefore, are at a Tevel that is reasonable if the District is to
compete for employees in the transportation labor market.

2.2 TREND TOWARDS TRANSIT CONSOLIDATION

During the first 15 years of street railway service in Los Angeles, the
City Council issued 43 streetcar franchises. Other cities, such as
Long Beach, Pasadena and Pomona, also issued franchises, In those
early days, then, there was no unified system of transit in the county.

By 1893, however, the Los Angeles Consolidated Electric Railway (LACE)
owned 90% of the street railways in Los Angeles and controlled the
lines in Pasadena as well. The Los Angeles Railway {LA RY) succeeded
LACE under the ownership of Henry Huntington, who, in addition, started
the Pacific Electric to operate interurban lines. By 1907, Huntington,
in partnership with the Southern Pacific Railroad, controlled
two-thirds of the transit companies in the county.
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- AVERAGE REVENUE PER BOARDING _
ON SCRTD AND MAJOR PREDECESSORS

AVERAGE REVENUE PER BOARDING (in cents)

S0 -
45 |-
.
40 |
35 F
30 F
- F
23 E
20
B X
“15F
10k
- _
0 [ IlTI_Illl]ITITIIlfII]l'lI'll]'l'”l'l'lllll']_l””l”llIl!l'“l'llllllll'l]lllllllll”“ll“”lll
8 2 § 8 2 8 8 2 28
‘ 2 2 2 @ & @ 8 § 88
YEAR
Commencing with July 1,1972 “"Yaar" designation
was changed from a calendar to ‘s fiscal year.
& ||  AVERAGE REVENUE
») - FIGURE (1-3

I11-4




HOURLY WAGES OF SCRTD BUS OPERATORS .
AND U.S. TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITIES WORKERS
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When the Huntington and Southern Pacific interests were separated in
1911, resulting in the Huntington-owned LA RY and the Southern
Pacific-owned PE, there were only a handful of other small transit
operators. However, competition in the form of motor stage companies
began to emerge before 1920, and by 1927, there were at least 32
companies operating transit in the county.

In the late 1940's, there were 35 transit operators, but eight were
controlled by the same interlocking interests. A 54-day strike against
Metropolitan Coach Lines and Asbury Rapid Transit in 1957 lent impetus
to the growing movement for legislation action to allow unified
ownership and operation of Los Angeles County s regional transportation
system.

The Los Angeles Metropolitan Transit Authority (LAMTA) Act of 1957
allowed LAMTA to own, operate and form a transit system. In 1958,
LAMTA issued $40 million in bonds primarily to finance the purchase of
Metropolitan Coach Lines, Asbury Rapid Transit and Los Angeles Transit
Lines. LAMTA was, however, the only major public transit agency in the
nation to operate out of farebox revenue alone. By 1963, LAMTA had
experienced a long period of increasing wages, escalating costs and
declining patronage. LAMTA's bus system was not considered an adequate
answer to the transportation needs of Los Angeles because the buses
were victims of the same traffic congestion faced by automobiles.

" LAMTA, the business community, the Los Angeles City Council, the Los

Angeles County Board of Supervisors and the State Legislature all
recognized the critical need for a rapid transit system and the need
for Tocal control of transportation matters. Financing a rapid transit
system within the narrow confines of the LAMTA Act was not possible,
and appointments to LAMTA's Board of Directors was the Governor's
responsibiTity.

On August 22, 1964, the State Legislature created the Southern
California Rapid Transit District to replace LAMTA. The new SCRTD was
given twin mandates: to operate and improve the existing bus system
and to plan, design, construct and operate a modern rapid transit
system. Members of the Board of Directors were to be appointed from

various jurisdictions at the local level.

2.3 REASONS FOR SCRTD FORMATION

The prime reason for formation of the SCRTD was to consolidate, unify,
and operate the existing bus systems under Tlocal control. Another
mandate was to plan, design, construct and operate a modern rapid
transit system.

It was very evident that prior to the formation of the District in
1964, there was an imperative need for a consolidated transportation
system in the Los Angeles basin. For example, in 1963 (two years prior
to the Watts riots), there were 13 small, uncoordinated private
operators in L.A. County. This is in addition to the Los Angeles
Metropolitan Transit Authority (SCRTD's predecessor agency) and various
municipal operators {a total of 26 operators in all). The presence of
so many separate transit operators made extended trips difficult and
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costly, frequently requiring payment of several base fares for a single
trip. Even if the cost of riding these separate systems was
affordable, there was no single unified source of route, schedule and
cost data to make riding easy.

It was, therefore, recognized by the Legislature that adequate and
economical public bus transportation was essential to the health and
vitality of a2 community and should not be ignored. At the time of
creation of the SCRTD, Los Angeles was the only major metropolitan area
in the United States that did not subsidize the operating losses of
public transportation. If the Los Angeles area was to have good public
transportation, it could only be provided through a public subsidy in

- order to reduce fares, consolidate the uncoordinated and fragmented bus

system and provide system—wide transfers. Public necessity,
convenience, and safety demand such an approach.

It was the intent of the Legislature to successfully develop a single
unified transit provider. In retrospect, the missfon of the SCRTD is
one of the few aspects of the McCone Commission recommendations
actually carried out in the 20 years since the Watts Riots. The
existence of a single unified public transit system operator is a major
and important benefit to a community for a myriad of reasons. Although
the exact value of a unified transit system probably cannot be
quantified, it is, nonetheless, substantial. The fundamental benefit
to the transportation disadvantaged embodied in a single transit system
which operates according to a single set of operating rules, fares, and
standards is incalculable.

#*

2.4 ACQUISITION OF OTHER TRANSIT OPERATIONS

Throughout the history of public transit in Los Angeles County, failing
transit companies have been bought by healthier companies as a means to
expand service. The LAMTA Act of 1957 allowed LAMTA to “obtain for
cash or by exchange of its bonds, any publicly or privately owned bus
Tine Tocated within or outside the metropolitan area." The Authority
is required to assume and observe all existing labor contracts, and no
employee of any such utility shall suffer any worsening of wages,
senfority, pension, vacation or other benefits by reason of the
acquisition.

LAMTA expanded its service by acquisition of several failing or
bankrupt operations, or by substituting service after such operators
went out of business. Beginning in 1961, LAMTA acquired or replaced
five transit companies. The SCRTD continued to acquire or replace
failing transit companies. Between 1967 and 1974, the SCRTD acquired
or replaced 10 companies.

Figure II-5 summarizes the consolidation of over 200 transit companies
into what has become today's SCRTD. Table II-1 shows the acquisitions
of other transit companies or service assumptions since 1961, along
with their cost. Since 1961, LAMTA and SCRTD have acquired or replaced

.a total of 15 transit operators, at a cost of just over $1 million.

The acquisitions included 205 buses.
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LAMTA & SCRTD

b

ACQUISITIONS AND SERVICE ASSUMPTIONS

1961-1974

Company Acquired or Replaced

Year Cost Buses
1361 Foster Transportation B 0 0
1961 Crosstown Suburban Bus Lines $275,000 éz
1961 Riverside City Lines o 0
1962 Glendale City Lines 0 0
1963 Wilmington Bus Company 5,000 0
1967 Pasadena City Lines 208,000 41
1967 Inglewood City Lines 72,800 19
1971 Eastern Cities Transit 210,000 6
1971 Highland Transit 0 0
1971 La Rambla Bus Lines , 13,000 6
1972 Blue and White Bus Company of Watts 200,000 26
1972 Pomona Va]]ey Municipal Transit System 0_ - 19
1373 san Pedro Transit Lines 2,100 2
1973 Ont;rio-Up1anq Bus Lines o 0
1374 Greyhound Lines: Santa Monica-Long Beach '53,500 4 4
- Totals $1,039,400 205
T || ACQUISITION OF >
»3 = TABLE ii-1

BTD : OTHER PROPERTIES
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3.0 ANALYSIS OF COST FACTORS

The purpose of this section is to analyze and develop a comparison of
the cost elements currently driving the District operat1ona1 expense
levels.

The cost comparison is analyzed on a functional basis by Yehicle
Operations, Yehicle Maintenance, Non-Yehicle Maintenance and General
Administration functions as defined in UMTA's Section 15 reports.
However, vehicle maintenance and non-vehicle maintenance are combined
when references are made to the maintenance function. Consequently,
the maintenance fupction includes a higher level of expenditures than
Jjust for the District's Maintenance Department.

Cost differentials between the SCRTD and the municipal operators in the
County are the focus of this comparison. However, service quality and
operators’ goals are also compared. Other topics addressed are transit’
service effectiveness and equity, District's special services, and a
cost comparison for special services.

This chapter also includes a discussion of cost-reduction techniques by
ma jor transit operators in the country and a cost comparison analysis
of five major all-bus operators throughout the nation. A discussion of
the potential of large-capacity buses to reduce District operating
costs concludes this chapter. . )

3.1 SCRTD COST FACTORS

The major SCRTD expenses are for labor, fringe benefits, materials and
supplies, and personal 11abi1ity and property damage (PL&PD) claims.
Each of these expenses is analyzed in relation to the principal staff
funct1ons -- operations, maintenance, and adm1n1strat1on.

Three years (FY 1975, FY 1982, and FY 1984) were se]ected for cost
factor and revenue analysis in order to establish the District's cost
and revenue trends. These years were selected because they reflect
major fare and service changes that took place during these time
periods.

Several sources were used to extract the necessary data for examining
the District's financial trends. These sources include: the Revenue
and Expense Statements, SCRTD Annual Reports, Short Range Transit
Plans, and UMTA's Section 15 Reports.

In general, District operating costs and revenues have increased in
absolute terms by about 300% from FY 1975 to FY 1984 (see Table III-1).
In real terms, excluding inflation, the increase was about 200%. The
major elements which contributed to this cost escalation were increases
in total service provided, increases in personnel, and higher costs for
materials ‘and supplies. Figure III-1 also depicts the District's
distribution, of costs by function for FY 1975, FY 1982 and FY 1984.
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3.1.1 MAJOR COST FACTORS AND TRENDS

The primary emphasis of this section focuses on a comparison of
operating costs between FY 1975 and FY 1984. To show the most recent
cost trends, a comparison between FY 1982 and FY 1984 was also
conducted.

The following analysis of the major cost factors is performed in terms
of cost per employee for labor and fringe benefits, cost per hour and
per mile for material and supplies, and cost per passenger mile for
PL&PD. Cost per hour and per mile indicators were also related to
service and patronage levels. In addition, the Consumer Price Index
(CPI} was introduced into the analysis as a benchmark comparison
indicator. However, the CPI can only be used as a guide and not a true
indicator of relative cost escalation in the transportation industry
because it is not reflective of the major elements which drive transit
operational costs.

.1 Labor Costs

Between FY 1975 and FY 1984, total labor costs have increased about
2507 (see Table III-1). However, when compared on a cost per
employee basis, these expenses rose 140% between FY 1975 and
FY 1984 (see TabIe 111-2).

The bulk of the rise in costs for salaries and wages and fringe
benefits is partially attributable to a 48% increase in personnel
(see Table III-3 and Figure III-2). This rise in the District's
labor force was required to compensate for:

0 A 467 increase in service levels and a 133% increase in
passenger loads.

0 Increased maintenance efforts, primarily on the more
sophisticated Advanced Design Buses (ADB), and the expansion
of SCRTD's maintenance facilities. Buses equipped with
wheelchair 1ifts increased from 8% to 74% of the total fleet,
and air-conditioned buses rose from 292 to 87% of the total
active fleet between FY 1975 and FY 1984.

o Increasingly more complex dea11ngs with federal, state and
Tocal agencies; and

o The addition of a transit police force equal in size to that
of most municipal police forces in Los Angeles County. This
function was added to ensure the safety of the District's
passengers and in recognition of the rise in crime in general.

Contr1but1ng to the rap1d rise in Tlabor costs are compensation and
fringe benefit packages for contract employee groups consistently equal
.to or higher than those of counterparts in the transit industry. On a
cost per employee basis, salaries and wages and fringe benefits
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TRANSIT COMPARISCN STUDY =

ANALYSIS OF COST FACTURS

FY 1975 | FY 1982 | FY 1984 |

Cost per | Costper % DIFF, | Costper % DIFF. % DIFF. |

Enployee | GEnployes  FY75/82 | Enployee  FYI5/84  FY82/84 |

| | |

: ! | |

TOTAL CFERATING DFENSES $17,613 |  $46,562 1648 | $47,180 1688 18|

! ! |

| | !

TOTAL SALARIES AND WAGES 9,700 | 322,622 BIS | $23,086 136% P4l

| | |

| | !

TOTAL FRINGE BENEFITS $4,371 | $9,880 126 | $10,875 149% 108

. | | |

Medical/Dental $618 | $1,965 28 | $2,316 7% 16

: | | |

Workmans Carpensation $120° | $576 38 | $1,506 1155% 161%1

| | |

Other Fringe Berefits 3,63 | $7,339 08| $7,08 o8 ~|

! | |

| | |

TOTAL LABOR COST $14,160 | 332,502 13 | 33,91 14 g
1 | |

(Includes Fringe Benefits)

—

Sourca: UMTA Section 15 Report and FY 1975 Revenue and Expense,

R T S SRt

COST PER EMPLOYEE |

TABLE Il ~ 2
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EMPLOYEE DISTRIBUTION
FISCAL YEAR 1975 - 1964
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TABLE 1lI-3
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| | | ! | [ | [ | i
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increased 136% and 149%, respectively, between FY 1975 and FY 1984 (see
Table 11I-2). An dincrease of about 275% in medical plan costs and
almost 2 1200% increase in workers' compensation costs per employee due
to an expansion of eligibility for medical plan recipients and changes
in state laws. Costs for other fringe benefits (vacation and sick
time) have also risen as contract improvements were mnegotiated in
addition to wage increases. These wage gains have been supported by
hard bargaining by strong unions and backed by strike actions.

Since total labor <costs (including fringe ©benefits) comprise
approximately 72% of the District's total operational budget,
management has made repeated attempts to inhibit the rise in these
costs. Labor cost reduction strides successfully negotiated during
this past nine-year period include the use of part-time drivers, the
reduction of wage scales of new contract personnel, and, under certain
circumstances, subcontracting some engine rebuilding activities with
the mechanics' union.

.2 Personal Liability and Property Damage (PL&PD) Costs

The District is almost completely self-insured against claims for
accidents occurring between the District's transit vehicles and the
general public. Cost for PL&PD have escalated over 350% between
FY 1975 and FY 1982 (see Table III-1). The primary cost elements
driving liability expenses are for medical, legal, and auto repairs
which have risen much higher than inflation. Also, state laws
currently require the District to assume full financial
responsibility for any claims regardless of the , degree of
responsibility. In addition, the number of l1iability claims and
the severity of accidents have escalated due to increasing traffic -
congestion within the District's service area. When the rise in
PL&PD costs is measured on a cost per passenger mile basis, PL&PD
costs increased 100Z between FY 1975 and FY 1984 (see Table I11I-4).

.3 Cost of Materials and Supplies

The materials and supplies cost factor delineates the purchase
costs for fuel/lubricants for vehicle operations and for bus parts
for vehicle maintenance. Table III-1 shows that the cost increase
for materials and supplies partially resulted from over a 400%
increase in fuel costs caused primarily by actions of OPEC and by
the removal of price controls on domestic petroleum production.
The District's total expense for bus parts rose almost 2000%
because of the larger inventory required for the variety of more
sophisticated coach types within the District's fleet and for the
purchase of manufacturers or “dealer parts® which were more
expensive than similar parts for older buses available in the
competitive market. Also, due to high interest rates, parts
suppliers maintain very 1Jlow inventories. This necessitates
stockpiling of bus parts by the District to avoid delays in.
component procurement, since time lag for some parts acquisition
can require up to six months.

A '
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When compared on a cost per total mile basis, the total cost of
materials and supplies rose about 270%. Fuel/lubricants also rose
about 270% and bus parts increased by 950% between FY 1975 and

FY 1984 (see Table III-5),

3.1.2 MAJOR COST INDICATORS

The cost indicators which reflect on the efficiency and/or the
effectiveness of any transit operation are cost per hour, cost per mile
and cost per boarding.

It is important to note that the same cost factors have different
impacts on different cost indicators. For example, the cost of fuel,
materials and supplies, and maintenance are related more to the amount
of vehicle miles provided than to vehicle hours or boardings. On the
other hand, the labor cost and fringe benefits of bus drivers are
related more to the amount of vehicle hours provided. Finally, the
cost of support services such as public information service and transit
police are related to the number of boardings and impacts the cost per
boarding indicator.

The cost indicators should relate to the goals of the operator. If the
goal is to carry the largest number of passengers, the cost indicator
used for comparison should be different than if the goal is to operate
in the most cost-efficient manner. The cost per hour, mile, and
boarding indicators and their trends are analyzed below.

.1 Cost Per Mile

The average annual increase of the cost per mile from FY 1975 to
FY 1982 was almost three times higher than the average annual
increase. of the cost per mile from FY 1982 to FY 1984. This large
rise in cost per mile between FY 1975 and FY 1982 is due primarily
to the tremendous rise in energy costs for this period coupled with
a significant increase in traffic congestion and passenger loads
causing slower operating speeds and more stops on heavily traveled
buses (see Table III-5). From FY 1982 to FY 1984, the percent
increase in the number of miles and hours was about the same and,
therefore, the increase in the cost per mile and per hour was also
very similar. 1In addition, the stabilization of fuel cost during
the last two years contributed to a slower increase in cost per
mile compared to the period from FY 1975 to FY 1982.

.2 Cost Per Hour

Table III-6 depicts the District's total cost per total hour for
FY 1975, FY 1982 and FY 1984. These costs were approximately $21,
$50 and $56, respectively. The average annual cost increase from
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TRANSTT COMPARISON STUDY = ANALYSIS OF COST FACTORS
/
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TRANSIT COMPARISCN SN = ANALYSIS OF QOST FACTURS
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FY 1975 to FY 1982 was higher than the same cost increase for the
latter two years primarily because of the rapid increase in labor
costs and the cost of fuel and material and supplies during that
period. After FY 1982, materials and supply costs have stabilized.
The cost-per-hour trend over the past nine years indicates that it
has been increasing at a decreasing rate. '

.3 Cost Per Boarding

The implementation of the Fare Reduction Program in July, 1982,
caused the cost per boarding trend to deviate from its historical
development. This program reduced the bus fare from $.85 to $.50
(for a period of three years). As a result, ridership has
increased at a much faster rate than in previous years. The annual
average percent increase in the number of boardings was about 10%
from FY 1975 to FY 1982. The following two years, however,
experienced an average annual increase of 15% in passengers (see
Table 1I11-4).

The Targe increase in passengers as a result of the Tower fares
- actually lowered the cost per boarding in FY 1984 compared to
FY 1982. In FY 1975, the cost per boarding was $.54; by FY 1982,
the cost was nearly doubled at $1.03, while in FY 1984, the cost
per boarding was lower by about 10% and stood at $.92.
'
With the termination of the Fare Reduction Program in June, 1985,
it is projected that the cost per boarding will increase again from
T $.92 to $1.18. Ridership is expected to drop by about 17.5% from
the previous year as a result of the higher fares. Service is
being reduced less than the projected loss of passengers in order
to alleviate overcrowding which has. been experienced on the
District's buses over the past two years.

3.1.3 MAJOR REYENUE SOURCES AND INDICATORS

The District's major sources of revenue have historically included a
combination of passenger fares and some form of subsidy funding from
Tocal, state and federal funding agencies.

As depicted in Table III-7 and Figure III-3, passenger fares and
auxiliary transportation revenues in FY 1975 were one third of the
District's total operating revenues while subsidies made up the
remaining two thirds, primarily from SB 325 funds. In FY 1984, about
the same ratio of passenger fares and auxiliary transportation revenues
to subsidies was maintained primarily because of the Proposition A Fare
Reduction Program. .

As shown in Table III-8, it will become essential to increase farebox

‘revenues and/or obtain new revenues in the next few years. This is due

to the projected decrease in the federal operating assistance.
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3.1.4 SERVICE POLICIES IMPACTING COSTS

As the regional carrier, the District is responsible for the provision
of a safe, clean, convenient and efficient service at minimum cost
throughout Los Angeles County. To accomplish this, the District's
Board of Directors has adopted several formal and informal policies.
These policies, which are described below, require the District to -
retain some unproductive Tines at the expense of more highly patronized
services. Some of these policies restrict management's ability to
reduce operating costs.

The folTowing formal service policies inhibit cost control measures:
0 Minimum Tine spacing and service frequency (adopted in 1978)

This policy restricts reduction in service spacing beyond 1/4
to 1/2 mile access to transit and reduction in service
frequencies to no longer than 30 to 60 minutes depending on
population density. Consequently, service reduction efforts
are hampered when a low-productive line must be retained to
adhere to these policies. '

0 Service deployment by geographic sector (1979)

The amount of service operated is determined by the
relationship between ridership and population , density by
sector. While this policy avoids potential arbitrary route
spacing and service frequency requirements, line based service

-~ reduction recommendations may be in violation on a sector
basis.

o Passenger loading standards (1964)

This policy states that the number of standees cannot exceed
140Z of the seated capacity on local service during the peak
hours and 100% during off-peak hours. For express service
lines, passenger Toads should not exceed 100% of seated
capacity. This policy serves as a guideline for a2 number of
standards. However, when buses are overcrowded, these
standards may be exceeded. ’

0 Hourly frequency policy (1984)

This policy establishes that maximum weekday frequency should
not exceed 60 minutes during daylight hours. Adherence to
this policy creates scheduling inefficiencies on demand based
services. In extreme cases, this policy could cause the
cancellation of Tow-productive routes in a transit dependent
market. -
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0 Maintenance of 95% Accessible Service Reliability (1984)

This policy states that the regularly scheduled accessible
service will be available 95% of the time. Providing this
Tevel of reliability significantly increases maintenance costs
of wheelchair Tifts.

The informal policies recommended by staff and supported by the Board
are:

0 Retention of Low-Productivity Service

In response to community pressures, very few complete Tine
cancellation recommendations have been adopted by the Board of
Directors. The impact of this policy results in the retention
of Tow-productive Tines with high cost per passenger ratios.
Also, this policy necessitates reductions of service levels on
more productive Tines to compensate for the retention of the
inefficient routes.

In addition, the removal of express service, which may be Tess
productive than Tocal service, will reduce the Tevel of equity
of the District's service allocation. Residents Tiving in the
suburbs cTaim that since they also pay sales tax, they deserve
at Teast a minimal level of service.

0 Maintenance of System Integrity

Maintaining system integrity involves the provision of transit
access to all areas of Los Angeles County. The primary intent
of the policy is to prevent service voids by maintaining
regional connectivity of routes. Policy adherence allows for
retention of minimum service Tevels in Tow ridership areas to
fill potential service voids.-

Although the majority of District service is deployed on a
productivity/ridership demand basis, the minimum
service/spacing policies ensure that system integrity is not
compromised to allow service to be withdrawn in outlying
portions of the District's service area.

These obviously conflicting service deployment policies must be
baTanced effectively to comply with the transit objectives of a
regional carrier and to control operating costs in the most efficient
manner possible within the available revenues.

I1I-18
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3.1.5 SUMMARY

Between FY 1975 and FY 1984, the District's total operating costs have -
increased nearly 300%. A brief reiteration of these cost elements
follows:

o The total operating cost for the District, which rose by about
300% from FY 1975 to FY 1984, was caused by inflation and
expansion. While inflation accounted for 94% of this
increase, the remainder is primarily attributable to a 50%
increase 1in bus operations and major expansion of the
District's maintenance facilities.

o Total labor costs increased by about 250% during the last nine
years. This rapid increase is due to about a 50% increase in
District personnel, expanded maintenance for the addition of
more buses, more complex dealings with governmental agencies
and the addition of a transit police force. However, when
measured on a cost per employee basis, labor costs increased
140%. Costs for fringe benefits, which are included in total
Tabor costs, have increased by about 150% per employee between
FY 1975 and FY 1984, This increase is partially due to the
significant increase in medical plan expenses and workers'
compensation cost.

© DOver the same nine-year period, cost per passenger mile for
Tiability insurance has increased by 100%. The major cost
elements impacting liability insurance expenses are medical,

~ legal and vehicle repairs, all of which have risen
significantly higher than inflation. Also, the number of
1iability claims and the severity of accidents have
proportionately escalated due to increasing traffic congestion
within the D1str1ct s service area. )

o Between FY 1975 and FY 1984, costs of material and supp11es
rose almost 270% per total mile. This substantial rise in
costs is due to a similar 270%2 per mile increase in fuel costs
and 2 950% per mile increase for bus parts.

o Cost per hour over the past nine years has increased at a
decreasing rate and appears to have leveled off in the $50 to
$60 per hour range. The cost per mile had an average annual
increase lower than cost per hour during the studied period.
This was partially attributable to the stabilization of fuel
cost. Finally, the cost per boarding between FY 1975 and
FY 1984 increased by 70%; however, between FY 1982 and
FY 1984, this cost decreased by 10% due to the Proposition A
Fare Reduction Program.
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3.2 SCRTD_COST COMPARISON WITH MUNICIPAL OPERATORS

The purpose of this section is to compare transit costs for the SCRTD
with comparable costs for municipal carriers in the region. Statistics
were gathered for the Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines, Torrance
Transit System, Culver City Municipal Bus Lines, Long Beach Transit,
and Montebello Municipal Bus Lines for comparison with statistics for
the SCRTD. These carriers represent & good geographic cross-section
and include the largest municipal carriers in Los Angeles County. So
as to provide the most current data, statistics were gathered for
FY 1984,

Additional data are needed to understand how each of the reported costs
is affected by the characteristics of service, labor agreements,
vehicles and facilities, and other operational aspects. Many of these
data are not a matter of public record, and the bus operators in Los
Angeles County were generally unwilling to provide data that were not
in the public record. Therefore, much of the analysis relies on
factual information about the SCRTD and speculation about the
operations of the municipal carriers. The comparisons are divided into
two major groups: (1) costs as a function of ridership and level of
operations, and (2) revenues as a function of ridership and Tevel of
operations. The appropriate data were compiled and summarized into
unit costs and revenues so that a wide range of the carrier’s
statistics could be compared and analyzed.

At the outset, it should be recognized that there are some dramatic
differences in service characteristics between the SCRTD and the other
municipal carriers (see Table III-9). For example, the five municipal
systems operate a combined peak fleet of 314 vehicles versus an SCRTD
peak fleet of 2,070. Additionally, the SCRTD service area incTudes the
very densely populated areas in the region, resulting in differences in
ridership per bus mile and per bus hour. Specifically, the SCRTD
serves a higher number of passengers per mile of operation (4.4} when
compared to the average for the other five carriers (3.4). The SCRTD
also serves more passengers per hour {(61) when compared to the average’
of the other carriers (42). Any conclusions drawn from the cost
comparisons, therefore, need to take into account these basic service
differences,

3.2.1 COST COMPARISON BY FUNCTION
A set of statistics was compiled from the Section 15 reports for each
of the subject carriers. The following cost factors were calculated
from these statistics for comparison purposes:

o total cost per total vehicle hours of operation,

o total cost per total vehicle miles of operation,

o total cost per total humber of paséénger boardings.

.
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COMPARATIVE OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF SCRTD SERVICE AND FIVE

MUNICIPAL CARRIERS

RTD

OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

OPERATIONAL Santa Culver Long Monte-
CHARACTERISTIC SCRTD Monica  Torrance City Beach belle
Peak Fleet 2,070 106 30 16 130 32
Service Area
Size (Sq. Miles) 2,280 36 40 15 60 20
Peak-to-Base Ratio 1.530 1.418 1.042 1.154 1.444 1.160
Total Annual Hours
Observed {(000's) 7,643 299 119 64 528 121
Total Annual Miles :
Operated (000's) 107,000 3,814 1,550 811 6,553 1,352
Express Service
Hours (000's) 1,291 18 33 0 20 0
Express Service
Miles (000's) 25,145 317 516 0 282 0
Non-Revenue Miles 12.37% 7.75% 3.58% 3.65% 7.95% 2.61%
Average Overall
Speed {MPH) 13.9 12.7 13.4 12.3 11.6 12.2
Average Revenue :
Speed (MPH) 13.2 12.5 13.5 12.1 11.9 11.8
Number of Employees 9,121 222 78 53 410 78
Operator Training
Hrs. 3.0% 2.2% 1.4% N/A 1.3% 0.4%
Part-time Ratio )
{Wkdy.) 15.4% 9.7% . -0- 6.5% 2.3% 15.9%
Passenger Miles
{000's) 1,839,000 57,554 18,910 8,985 67,078 14,619
Weekend Yehicle
Hrs. 19.4%2 15.8%2 18.0% 15.0% 18.82% 0.02
PARISON OF
‘(9 COMPAR TABLE I-9
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Simply stated, these particular statistics were selected because they
provide standardized measures of costs to operate a bus and costs to
serve a patron. These comparisons and conclusions are provided below.
Table III-10 and Figure I1II-4 show a comparison of the total costs per
total hours of operation for the SCRTD and the five municipal carriers.
The total costs/hour for the SCRTD ($56.08) are higher than the average
cost per hour for the municipal carriers ($38.51), while the total cost
per boarding comparison shows the District below the.municipal carrier
average and below three of five selected operators. The District's
Tower costs are attributable to the high level of service the District
provides in the more densely populated regions where the heavy
passenger loads require more operational hours.

In the categories of operations and administration, the SCRTD costs are
only marginally higher than the five municipal operators. Although the
District's maintenance costs are higher on a cost per hour basis, the
cost differential is significantly narrowed when compared on a cost per
boarding basis. The differences in the level of maintenance costs per
hour may be due to hidden maintenance costs which may be absorbed by
other functions within the budget of the corresponding municipality.

Figure III-5 shows a comparison of the total cost per mile of operation
for each of the operators. The SCRTD has higher average in-service and
out-of-service speed than the average of the five municipal operators.
These speeds show that the SCRTD delivers more service per hour, when
measuring service in miles, than do the municipal carriers.

Figure III-6 shows a comparison of the costs per boarding for each of
the carriers. In this case, cost per passenger boarding for SCRTD is

. Jower than the mean of the five municipal carriers. A more detailed

comparison of the particular components which contribute to cost is
presented below.

.1 Operations

This section aggregates operations' cost by the four subcategories
of labor, fringe benefits, materials and supplies, and other costs,
the latter including cost for 1iability insurance, taxes, and
miscellaneous expenses. Costs are shown in Table III-11 as cost
per vehicle hour, cost per vehicle mile and cost per passenger
boarding.

Operations cost per hour differentials are primarily attributable
to- Yabor and fringe benefit costs. Labor costs per hour are 22%
above the average of the five municipal carriers and 17% above the
highest municipal rate of Long Beach. Fringe benefits are 37%
higher than the municipal carriers' average and actually 3% lower
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BASIC STATISTICAL COMPARISON OF SCRTD COSTS TO MUNICIPAL CARRIERS

COST INDICATOR

COST PER HOUR

Operations

Maintenance

Administration

OTHER
TOTAL
COST PER MILE

Operations

Maintenance

Administration

Other

TOTAL

COST PER BOARDING

Operations

Maintenance

Administration

Qther

TOTAL

SCRTD

$28.94
$15.18
$6.77
$5.20
$56.08

$2.07
$1.08
$0.48

$0.37

$4.01

$0.47
$0.25
$0.11
$0.09

$0.92

Santa
Monica Torrance
$22.73 $27.2%
$6.76 S?.QO
$3.81 $7.31
$1.14 $1.23
$34.43 $42.83
$1.78 $2.03
$0.53 $0.52
$0.30 $0.54
$0.09 $0.09
$2.70 $3.19
$0.39 $0.94
$0.12 $0.24
$0.07 $0.25
$0.02 - $0.04
$0.60 $1.47

Culver

City

$25.02
$7.70
$6.71
$2.41

$41.83

$2.04
$0.63
$0.55

$0.20

$3.41

$0.61
$0.19
30.16
$0.06

$1.02

Long
Beach

$25.97
$6.55

$3.90
$1.30

$37.72

$2.23
$0.56
$0.34
L
$0.11

$3.25

$0.58
$0.15
$0.09
$0.03

$0.84

Note: A1l figures are based on Audited Fiscal Year 1984 data.

Monte-
bello

$23.32
$5.00

$5.40
$2.00

$35.72

$1.93
$0.41

$0.45
$0.17

$2.95

$0.61
$0.13

$0.14
$0.05

$0.94
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COMPARISON OF SCRTD OPERATIONS' COSTS TO MUNICIPAL CARRIERS BY SUBCATEGORY

COST INDICATOR

Note: A1l figures are based on Audited Fiscal Year 1984 data.

Santa Culver Long Monte-
SCRTD Monica Torrance City Beach bello
COST PER HOUR
Labor $16.60  $13.56  $13.34 $12.99 $14.20 $13.74
Fringe Benefits $7.85 $4.92 $8.09  $5.49 $5.52 $4.70
Material/Supplies $4.24 $3.96 $4.13 $4.45 $4.39 $3.54
Other : $0.25 $0.28 $1.73  $2.08 $1.86 $1.34
TOTAL $28.94  $22.73  $27.29 $25.02 $25.97  $23.32
COST PER MILE
Labor $1.18 $1.06 $0.99  $1.06 $1.22 $1.14
Fringe Benefits $0.56 $0.39 $0.60  $0.45 $0.48 $0.39
Material/Supplies  $0.30 $0.31 $0.31  $0.36 $0.38 $0.29
Other $0.02 $0.02 $0.13  $0.17  $0.16 $0.11
TOTAL © o s2.07 $1.78 $2.03  $2.04 $2.23 $1.93
COST PER BOARDING '
Labor $0.27  $0.23  $0.46  $0.32 $0.31  $0.36
Fringe Benefits "$0.13 $0.09 $0.28 $0.13 $0.12 $0.12
Material/Supplies $0.07 $0.07 $0.14 $0.11 $0.10 $0.09
Other $0.00 $0.00 ©  $0.06  $0.05 $0.04 $0.04
TOTAL $0.47 $0.39 $0.94  $0.61 $0.58 $0.61

S

RTD

COMPARISON OF
OPERATIONS' COSTS

TABLE II-11
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than the cost per hour for Torrance's fringes. As a percent of
labor costs, the District's fringe benefit rate is 12% higher than
the average for the municipal carriers. District costs for
materials and supplies per hour and per mile are generally
consistent with those for the five municipal carriers. However, on
a total cost per boarding basis, SCRTD is actua11y 34% lower than
four of the five municipal operators.

Table III-9 shows several comparative measures of operations for
SCRTD and the five municipal carriers, indicating the marked
contrast of the District's operational characteristics. SCRTD's
peak-to-base ratio (1.53) 1is 23% higher than the municipal
carriers' average (1.24). This is due to the high demand for
peak-period service on District buses. As a result, the District's
operations require 50% more operators during the peak period than
is required to operate base service levels.

Another factor affecting SCRTD's operational costs is the
substantially higher 1levels of non-revenue miles required to
provide transit service over a 2,280 square mile area. Since the
majority of the District's service is oriented to the downtown CBD
core, buses operating from outlying terminals must operate
non-revenue service in at least one direction. This is especially
true for express service. As indicated in Table III-9, SCRTD
operates the highest proportion of express miles of any of the
operators except Torrance. This aspect of express service is
confirmed by the high percentage of non-revenue milks operated by
the SCRTD which, at 12.37% of total miles, is over double that of
the average for the five municipal carriers.

Another factor contributing to the proportion of non-revenue miles
is service area Size. Larger Service areas increase non-revenue
mileage by lengthening the mileage to the outlying portions of the -
service region. As indicated in Table III-9, SCRTD's service area
size (2,280 square miles) is over 13 times larger than the service
area for the five municipal carriers combined.

The provision of substantially higher levels of weekend service by
the District also contributes to higher operational costs. SCRTD
provides over 600% more weekend service than the municipal
operators combined. The provision of this significant level of
service increases the cost of operation because a large number of
operators which must fill assignments over a seven-day period.

The costs for training operators is another contributing factor to
SCRTD's higher operational costs. The percentage of operator pay
hours spent in training for the District is double the average for
the five municipal operators. Contributing elements to this factor

I11-28
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include the large number of routes and the wide variety of new
transit vehicles operating out of each bus terminal. As Table
11I1-12 indicates, SCRTD operates more than three times the variety
of equipment than do the five municipal operators. Also, line
training hours are twice those of the other carriers because the
average division of SCRTD has five times as many lines as the
operation of the five municipal carriers combined.

Another element in SCRTD's operational costs involves the provision
of operational schedule documentation. Currently, the District
operates over 250 bus routes, as opposed to an average of 10 routes
operated by the five municipal carriers and a high of 18 lines by
Long Beach. Due to the complex nature of scheduling this
significant number of bus routes, SCRTD has a large professional
and technical scheduling staff complemented by a computer system to
provide the wide array of bus route and schedule documentation
required to coordinate a transit system for the largest all-bus
operator in the country. Conversely, the small number of lines
operated by the municipal operators require only a minimal
scheduling effort which is probably performed by one or two staff
members. The new labor contract recently negotiated with the
drivers' union has some new cost-saving provisions such as using
part-time operators on weekends and increasing the maximum hours
they work per week from 25 to 30.

In summary, the District's operational labor costs are higher than
the five municipal carriers for the following reasons: *

o Peak-to-base ratio,
o Llevel of weekend service,

o Operator training costs for the variety of equipment types and
the number of lines per division,

o Complex scheduling function for over 250 lines,
o Fringe benefit rate, and

o Percent of non-revenue miles due to the size of the District's
service area. :

.2 Maintenance

This section involves a comprehensive analysis of the costs for the
maintenance of revenue vehicles. The SCRTD exhibits a higher
maintenance cost per hour than the average cost per hour for the
other carriers. The SCRTD maintenance cost as a percentage of
total cost is also higher than the average for the other five
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COMPARATIVE FLEET STATISTICS OF SCRTD SERYICE AND FIVE MUNICIPAL CARRIERS

FLEET
STATISTIC

Average Age of Fleet

Number of Make, Model
Year Combinations

Number of Primary Make,
Model Combinations

Number of Routes Oper.
Number of Divisions
Active Buses/Division
Routes per Divisioﬁ

Service Area per Div.
(Square Miles)

SCRTD

6.8
30

11
253
14
197
18

163

Santa
Monica

6.5

12

12

141

12

36

Torrance

7.0

16

37

40

Culver
City

2.9

19

15

Long

Beach

8.1

14

18

165

18

60

Monte-
bello

7.9

20

COMPARISON OF

B’TD ||. FLEET STATISTICS

TABLE llI-12
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carriers. However, since the District's maintenance function
defined previously includes both vehicle and non-vehicle
maintenance, these cost comparisons may not be accurate because the
five municipal carriers have relatively 1ittle or no facility
maintenance costs.

Table II1I-13 provides a breakdown of maintenancé costs by the
subcategories of labor, fringe benefits, materials and supplies,
and other costs. It is clear that a comparison of costs within the
subcategories is misleading due to differences in accounting
procedures which were used by each operator. Some of the municipal
carriers use contract service for part or all of their maintenance,
while others use their own labor. As a result, there is a wide
varijation in the individual costs within the subcategories. This
dichotomy becomes readily apparent when examining Culver City,
where there are no reported costs associated with labor or fringe
benefits for maintenance. Similarly, some carriers include
materials and supplies in their service contracts, while others do
not. SCRTD's higher non-vehicle maintenance costs are due to
differences in the accounting for bus garages and other buildings
and to the provision by the municipalities of some parts of the
facilities and services which SCRTD must provide and account for
fully. For example, Culver City reports no cost for non-vehicle
maintenance, and only Santa Monica reports any related labor costs.
Table III-14 shows vehicle maintenance costs, and Table II1I-15
shows non-vehicle maintenance costs in the same categorjes as Table
I111-13 for total maintenance costs. ’

The following reasons contribute to a higher maintenance cost for
SCRTD than for the average maintenance cost for the five municipal
operators:

o Number of advanced design-buses (ADBs) in the fleet,

0 7Number of buses with air-conditioning,

0 Number of buses equipped with wheelchair lifts,

o0 Number of kneeling buses,

o Number of buses with significant manufacturing defects,

o0 Number of passengers carried.
In all these categories, it appears likely that the SCRTD has a
larger potential for increased maintenance costs than any of the

municipal bus operators. Data on all these categories are not
available from Section 15 reports. However, Table III-16 shows a
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COMPARISON OF SCRTD MAINTENANCE COSTS TO MUNICIPAL CARRIERS BY SUBCATEGORY

COST INDICATOR Santa Culver Long Monte-
SCRTD Monica Torrance City Beach bello

COST PER HOUR
Labor $7.57  $2.13  $1.04 $0.00  $3.10  $0.3&"
Fringe Benefits $3.58 $0.77 $0.67 $0.00 $1.21 $0.12
Material/Supplies $3.69 $2.57 $0.36 $1.07 $1.94 $1.70
Other $0.34 $1.30 $4.92  $6.63 $0.30 52.84
TOTAL $15.18 $6.76 $7.00  $7.70  $6.55 $5.00
COST PER MILE
Labor $0.54 $0.17 $0.08  $0.00  $0.27 $0.03
Fringe Benefits $0.26 $0.06 $0.05 $0.00 $0.10 $0.01
Material/Supplies $0.26 $0.20 $0.03 $0.09 $0.17 $0.14
Other $0.02  $0.10  $0.37  $0.54 $0.03  $0.23
TOTAL $1.08 $0.53 $0.52  $0.63 $0.56 $0.41
COST PER BOARDING
Labor $0.12 $0.04 $0.04  $0.00 $0.07 $0.01
Fringe Benefits $0.06 $0.01 $0.02 $0.00 $0.03 $0.00

Material/Supplies ~ $0.06 $0.04 $0.01 $0.03  $0.04 $0.04
Other $0.01 $0.02 $0.17 $0.16 $0.01 $0.07
TOTAL $0.25 $0.12 $0.24 $0.19  $0.15 $0.13

Note: Al1 figures are based on Audited Fiscal Year 1984 data.
*# Culver City reports no direct labor or fringes for maintenance.

®
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COMPARISON OF SCRTD VEHICLE MAINTENANCE COSTS TO MUNICIPAL CARRIERS BY

Note: A1l figures are based on Audited Fiscal Year 1984 data.

; SUBCATEGORY
COST INDICATOR Santa Culver Long Monte-
SCRTD Monica  Torrance City Beach bello
f
] COST PER HOUR
| Labor $7.31 $2.20 $1.04 $0.00 $3.10 $0.34
Fringe Benefits $3.46 $0.73 $0.67 $0.00 $l.21 $0.12
Material/Supplies $3.26 $2.48 $0.13 $1.07 $1.85 $1.70
Other $0.31 $1.28 $4.86 $6.63 $0.18 52.24‘
TOTAL $14.34 $6.52 $6.71 $7.70 $6.34 $4.39
COST PER MILE
Labor $0.52 $0.16 $0.08 $0.00 $0.27 $0.03
Fringe Benefits $0.25 $0.06 $0.05 $0.00 $0.10 $0.01
Material/Suppiies $0.23 $0.19 $0.01 $0.09  $0.16 $0.14
Other $0.02 $0.10 $0.36 $0.54 $0.02 $0.19
TOTAL $1.02 $0.51 $0.5Q $0.63 $0.55 $0.36
COST PER BOARDING
Labor $0.12  $0.03  $0.04  $0.00 $0.07  $0.01
Fringe Benefits " $0.06 $0.01 $0.02 $0.00 $0.03 $0.00
Material/Supplies $0.05 $0.04 $0.00 $0.03 $0.04 $0.04
Other $0.01 $0.02 $0.17 $0.16 $0.00 $0.06
TOTAL $0.24 $0.11 $0.23 $0.18 $0.14 $0.12

— e
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COMPARISON OF SCRTD NONYEHICLE MAINTENANCE COSTS TO MUNICIPAL CARRIERS BY

SUBCATEGORY
COST INDICATOR Santa -Culver Long Monte-
; SCRTD Monica Torrance City Beach belle
COST PER HOUR
Labor $0.26 $0.10 $0.00 $0.00°  $0.00 $0.00
Fringe Benefits  $0.12 $0.04  $0.00 $0.00"  $0.00  $0.00
Material/Supplies  $0.42 $0.09 $0.23  $0.00  $0.09 $0.00
Other $0.03 $0.02 $0.06  $0.00 $0.11 $0.60
TOTAL $0.83 $0.24 $0.29 " 50.00 $0.20  $50.60
COST PER MILE
Labor $0.02 $0.01 $0.00  $0.00  $0.00 $0.00
Fringe Benefits $0.01 $0.00 $0.00  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Material/Supplies $0.03 $0.01 $0.02 $0.00 $0.01 $0.00
Other $0.00  $0.00  -$0.00  $0.00 $0.0L  $0.05
TOTAL $0.06 $0.02 $0.02  $0.00  $0.02 $0.05
COST PER BOARDING
Labor $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Fringe Bene fits $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  $0.00  $0.00 $0.00
Material/Supplies  $0.01 $0.00 $0.01  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00  $0.00  $0.00 $0.02
TOTAL $0.01 $0.00 $0.01  $0.00 $0.00 ' $0.02

Note: A1l figures are based on Audited Fiscal Year 1984 data.

*k Culver City reports no direct labor or fringe benefits for maintenance.
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COMPARISON OF MAINTENANCE-RELATED STATISTICS BETWEEN SCRTD AND THE MUNICIPAL
CARRIERS .

MAINTENANCE Santa Culver Long Monte-
STATISTIC SCRTD  Monica Torrance City Beach  bello B

Mechanical Roadcalls/

Active Bus 14.4 4.6 15.1 7.3 14.9 4.1
Yehicle Miles per
Active Bus 38,740 29,400 38,800 41,200 35,500 33,100
Maintenance Staff -
per Active Bus 0.688 0.214 0.121 0.421 0.347 0.312
Insp. & Maint. Labor
Hrs. per Active Yeh. 919.7 296.1 224.9 665.9 467.1 277.3
)
Insp. & Maint. Labor
Hrs. per Yeh. Mile 0.024 0.01 0.006 0.016 0.013 0.0083
Collison Accidents
per Active Bus 2.93 1.89 1.26 1.79 1.63 1.31
Property Damage Accidents
. . per Active Bus 3.01 2.11 1.40 1.68 1.45 1.23 ol

Advance Design Buses
as % of Active Fleet 67.3 59.6 60.5 100.0 58.7 67.5
Advance Design Buses
as 7 of Peak Vehicles 89.8 79.2 83.9 100.0 72.1 87.1
Number of ADBs per

{ Division/Garage {Avg.) 132 84 26 19 98 27

[ Number of Wheechair-
Lift-equipped buses 1,891 34 27 19 115 20
Number of AOBs with . :
more than 250,000 miles 396 0 0 0 0 27

* Torrance reports 4 mechanics from the City used to maintain buses, but not

included in the Section 15 report. Inclusion of these would raise this
value to 0.214.

COMPARISON OF MAINTENANCE-

TABLE llII-18

RELATED STATISTICS
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number of statistics of fleet performance that can assist in
analyzing- differences in maintenance costs. For instance, the
SCRTD has a higher proportion of ADB's in their active fleet than
most of the municipal carriers. Consequently, the District
averages over twice as many ADB's per division. The SCRTD also has
over seven times more wheelchair-1ift equipped buses than all of
the municipal carriers combined. Also, the District carries a
significant number of additional passengers with many trips being
severely overcrowded. This contributes to greater maintenance
requirements and costs.

In addition, virtually the entire active fleet of SCRTD is
air-conditioned, and most ADBs are kneeling buses. The District's
Neoplan buses had significant problems with their cooling systems
in FY 1984. Among the operators in the region, only the SCRTD has
Neoplan buses, of which there are a total of 415 buses. Apart from
the electronic and other equipment in the ADBs, which generate more
frequent service requirements and result in more roadcalls for
malfunctions, the ADBs generally have smaller (6 cylinder)
turbo-charged engines that are wearing out in 170,000 miles
compared to 250,000 miTes on the older buses. As shown in Table
ITI-16, only Montebello has any ADBs that have exceeded 250,000
miles, while 396 of the SCRTD's ADBs have done so, with a
substantial number of engine replacements. It is reasonable to
assume that as the municipal carriers continue to accumulate
additional miles on their ADB's, these carriers will experience
higher maintenance costs for major component replacement. The
SCRTD is also the only operator that has both articulated buses and
double-deck buses, both of which present additional maintenance
requirements beyond those of standard buses. These buses are also
more susceptible to accidents and damage than standard buses
because of their size.

It has been shown that the primary difference between SCRTD's fleet
and those of the municipal operators is in the number of wvehicle
types in operation. This difference in fleet mix helps explain why
the SCRTD provides far more maintenance and service per vehicle
than any other carrier.

As is the case for operations costs, the fleet mix of SCRTD appears
to contribute to higher costs for maintenance personnel because the
fleet mix requires more training for mechanics. The dispersal of
each vehicle type to as many divisions as possible also requires a
larger proportion of mechanics to be trained in each vehicle type
and increases the complexity and extent of the parts inventory that
must be maintained by the SCRTD. It should also be noted again
that the SCRTD has 14 maintenance facilities, while each of the
other carriers has only one facility. Additional service
contracted by these other carriers may eventually require
additional maintenance facilities, thus contributing to significant
expenditures for the construction and maintenance of these new
facilities. ’
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.3 Administration

The administrative category includes costs of the overall
organization of SCRTD which involves management, service planning,
telephone information, customer and community relations, marketing,
and other general administrative functions. To ensure the safety
of the District's passengers and due to the general rise in crime,
the District established a transit police department equal in
strength to those of most municipalities within Los Angeles County.

Table III-17 illustrates the comparison of administrative costs
between the District and the five municipal carriers. This Table
shows that the District has higher administrative costs on a cost
per hour basis than the average of the five municipal carriers,
although the District's costs are lower than those for Torrance.
However, when compared on a cost per mile and a cost per boarding
basis, SCRTD's costs are much more competitive. In terms of cost
per mile, SCRTD's administrative costs are Tower than both Torrance
and Culver City and only slightly (10%) above the municipal
carriers' average. In terms of cost per boarding, the District's
administrative costs are actually Tower ({29%) than the municipal
carrier average.

Within the general administrative category, the vast differences
between the District as a regional carrier and the relatively small
municipal operator become more evident. AS a separate -entity, the
SCRTD must assume the full cost of each function required to
operate the largest all-bus system in the country. In contrast,
the municipal operators have a local governmental agency to
partially absorb costs for some of the basic organizational
functions of service planning, grants administration, and

scheduling. The District, on the other hand, provides these same

functions on 2 much larger scale while performing other activities

which the municipal carriers do not conduct within the transit

administrative activities. The prime examples of this are the
SCRTD's public information and transit police force.

Based on these administrative functions that are related both to
the organizational responsibilities of the District as a separate
agency and the size of SCRTD, it is evident that the District's
administrative costs would be much higher than those of the five
municipal carriers. It is also clear that the financial burden of
these administrative functions would be incurred by other regional
agencies if the District were not bearing them.

.4 Other Costs
These costs are usually comprised of reconciling expenses for
leases and rentals and interest to bring the budget into balance.

However, in this study PL&PD expenses were incorporated in the
"other™ costs category because these costs were not reported
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COMPARISON OF SCRTD ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS TO MUNICIPAL CARRIERS BY SUBCATEGORY

COST INDICATOR Santa Culver Long Monte-
SCRTD Monica Torrance City Beach bello
COST PER HOUR
Labor $3.27 $1.38 $1.14  $1.77 $1.48 $1.21
Fringe Benefits $1.55 $0.50 $0.68  $0.63  $0.42 $1.00
Material/Supplies $0.28 $0.12 $0.27  $0.00 $0.15 $0.05
Other $1.66 $1.80 $5.21  $4.31 $1.85 $3.13
TOTAL $6.77 $3.81 $7.31  $6.71  $3.90 $5.40
COST PER MILE '
Labor $0.23 $0.11 $0.08  $0.14  $0.13 $0.10
Fringe Benefits $0.11 $0.04 $0.05 $0.05 $0.04 $0.08
Material/Supplies  $0.02 $0.01 $0.02  $0.00  $0.01 $0.00
Other $0.12  $0.14  $0.39  $0.35 $0.16  $0.26
TOTAL $0.48 $0.30 $0.54  $0.55 $0.34 $0.45
COST PER BOARDING
Labor $0.05 $0.02 $0.04  $0.04  $0.03 $0.03
Fringe Benefits $0.03 $0.01 $0.02  $0.02  $0.01 $0.03
Material/Supplies  $0.00 $0.00  $0.01  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.03 $0.03 $0.18  $0.11  $0.04 $0.08
TOTAL $0.11 $0.07 $0.25  $0.16  $0.09 $0.14

Note: Al1 figures are based on Audited Fiscal Year 1984 data.
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consistently within the functional breakdown of the Section 15
reports. For example, one carrier would include PL&PD expenses
under vehicle operations, while another would include these
expenses under general administration. Isolating these costs in
this fashion provided more clarity in functional cost comparisons
as well as for the Tiability insurance cost analysis.

As indicated in Table III-18, the average PL&PD cost per hour for
the five municipal carriers is $1.52, compared to $3.30 for the
District. The average cost per mile for the surveyed operators is
only 50% of that for SCRTD. However, when compared on a cost per
passenger mile basis, the District's insurance costs of 1.4 cents
are only 27% more than the 1.1 cent average of the five municipal
carriers. Since cost per passenger mile is a more accurate measure
of 1iability exposure, the District's PL&PD expenses are relatively
consistent with other carriers in the Southern California region.
From the amount paid for liability insurance premiums, the insured
coverage appears to be fairly similar between the District and the
municipal operators. However, the amount paid out for the
uninsured portion of coverage is higher for SCRTD than for the
other carriers. Since the District's cost per mile is twice the
average of the five municipal operators, it appears SCRTD's
exposure to such claims is far higher.

In the absence of any obvious reasons for the higher exposure, the
only plausible explanation is that the municipalities may hold
blanket Tiability insurance coverage which pays a significant
proportion of the uninsured claims. For example, Montebello
Municipal Bus Lines indicates that liability insurance coverage is
included within the city's policies and that no attempt is made to
prorate any portion of those expenses to bus costs. Consequently,
given that Montebello's situation is not unique among municipal
carriers, it can be safely assumed that a significant portion of
the excess claims is not reflected in the budgets of any of the
five municipal operators.

Exacerbating this situation is the current California state law
which requires that the District assume full financial
responsibility for any c¢laims, regardless of the degree of
responsibility. For example, if the District is involved in an
accident where the claim for damages is divided 50-50 and the other
party is not financially solvent, SCRTD must pay the cost of the
whole claim.

3.2.2 COMPARISON OF REVENUES

Table III-19 shows a comparison of revenue sources per hour, per mile,
and per boarding for SCRTD and the five municipal carriers. Figure
III-7 il1lustrates the revenues per boarding, specifically. From these

-data, it can be seen that SCRTD obtains more passenger revenue per
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COMPARISON OF SCRTD OTHER COSTS TO MUNICIPAL CARRIERS BY SUBCATEGORY

COST INDICATOR

COST PER HOUR
Insurance
Reconciling
TOTAL

COST PER MILE
Insurance
Reconciling

TOTAL

SCRTD

$3.30
$1.90
$5.19

$0.24
$0.14
$0.37

COST PER PASSENGER MILE

Insurance

Insurance Premiums
{000s)

Provisions and
Payouts for
Uninsured
Claims

(000s)

$0.014
$170.3

$25,175

Santa
Monica

$1.09
$0.05

$1.14

$0.09

$0.00

$0.09

$0.006
$47.6

$296

Torrance

$1.23
$0.00
$1.23

$0.09

$0.00

$0.09

$0.007
$37.2

$116

Culver
City

$2.38
$0.03

$2.41

$0.19

$0.01

$0.20

$0.017
N/A

N/A

Long Monte-
Beach bello

$0.96 $1.95
$0.34 $0.05

$1.30 $2.00
$0.08 $0.16
$0.03 $0.01

$0.11 $0.17

$0.007 $0.018
$79.6 $49.9

$419 $164

Note: All figures are based on Audited Fiscal Year 1984 data.

<
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COMPARISON OF
*OTHER" COSTS -

TABLE llii-18
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REVENUE INDICATOR

REVENUE PER HOUR
Passenger
Other
Subsidy
TOTAL

REVENUE PER MILE
Passenger
Other
Subsidy
TOTAL

Passenger
Other
Subsidy

TOTAL

REVENUE PER BOARDING

Santa
SCRTD Monica Torrance

$15.35 $18.90 $8.24

$2.81 $4.25 $0.39
$37.84 $11.28 $33.79
$56.00 $34.43 $42.42

$1.10  $1.48 $0.61
$0.20 $0.33 $0.03
$2.70 $0.89 $2.51
$4.00 $2.70 $3.15
$0.25 $0.33 $0.28
$0.05 $0.07 $0.01
$0.62 $0.20 $1.16
$0.92 $0.60 $1.45

Culver
City

$11.79
$0.09

$29.95
$41.83

$0.96
$0.01
52.44
$3.41

$0.29
$0.00

$0.73
$1.02

-Long
Beach

$9.26
$1.32

$29.98
$40.56

$0.80
$0.11

$2.58
$3.49

$0.21
$0.03

$0.66
$0.90

Note: A1l figures are based on Audited Fiscal Year 1384 data.

COMPARISON OF SCRTD REVENUE SOURCES TO MUNICIPAL CARRIERS BY SUBCATEGORY

Monte-
bello

$10.28
$0.26

$27.34
$37.88

$0.85
$0.02

$2.26
53.13

$0.27
$0.01

$0.72
$1.00

L

S

RTD

COMPARISON OF
REVENUE SOURCES

TABLE 1-19
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vehicle hour and per vehicle mile than the municipal operators'
average, and that it is second only to Santa Monica on a revenue per
vehicle hour and per vehicle mile basis, A similar picture emerges
with respect to other revenues.

With respect to subsidies (local, state, and federal), the SCRTD
receives the largest subsidy per vehicle hour ($37.89) and per vehicle
mile ($2.72), each being well above the municipal carriers’ average of
$26.47 and $2.14, respectively.

While these revenue statistics are idinteresting as a matter of
comparison, the one that has the most policy import is the revenue per
passenger boarding. The District, with a base local fare of 50 cents,
receives an average of 25 cents per boarding. The Tocal base fare for
the other carriers is also 50 cents, except for Torrance, which is 35
cents. However, the other carriers, with the exception of Long Beach
Transit, average more revenue per passenger boarding. Given also that
the SCRTD runs more express service than the municipal carriers and
charges zone-based express fares, which should average more than most
of the municipal carriers, this low figure per boarding is particularly
significant. Section 15 reports do not show the full fare structure of
each carrier; so a certain amount of speculation is needed. There
would appear to be two possible reasons for SCRTD's comparatively low
revenue per boarding from the same local base fare and higher express
fares:

[
(1) The SCRTD experiences more transfers from its own buses and
from buses of other operators than is the case for the other
- municipal carriers.

(2) The broportion of discount fare users on SCRTD services is
considerably larger than on the other carriers due to an
extensive discount fare policy.

Clearly, these assessments deserve further study to determine if SCRTD
should be looking for a greater recovery of costs from the farebox.
Because the subsidy’ represents the amount needed to meet total costs
incurred, any increase in farebox recovery would obviocusly reduce the
subsidy requirements of the SCRTD.

The new SCRTD fare structure, to be implemented on July 1, 1935, will
result in a greater farebox recovery ratio since the base fare will
increase from $%$.50 to $0.85. It remains to be seen if, under the new
fare structure, SCRTD revenue per passenger boarding will also be lower
than the average revenues of the municipal operators.
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3.2.3 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In summary, the results of the cost comparisons for Fiscal Year 1983-84
yield the following significant findings, based on Section 15 reports
and other miscellaneous public information:

0

Total costs per passenger boarding for SCRTD ($0.92) are below
the average cost for the municipal carriers ($0.97), but total
costs per vehicle mile and per vehicle hour for the SCRTD
($4.01 and $56.08, respectively) are significantly higher than
the average for the other carriers ($3.10 and $38.56,
respectively). .

For operation costs, the primary reasons for SCRTD's higher
costs are higher wage rates, a larger peak-to-base ratio, more
non-revenue miles, and more weekend service than the five
municipal operators provide. Also, the District's scheduling
and training functions are much more complex and
time-consuming than the other carriers due to the number of
Tines operated by SCRTD. A1l of these factors cause
significantly higher Tabor and fringe benefits costs for the
District than for the five municipal operators.

For maintenance costs, the primary reasons for higher SCRTD
costs appear to be due to the mix of vehicle types and models
in the fleet, including a high proportion of Advanced Design
Buses and expansion of maintenance facilities.

For administration costs, the primary reason for the
District's higher cost levels is more compiex dealings with
federal, state and Tocal agencies. In addition, the District
provides a Targe transit pclice force as well as public
information, which 1includes a vast telecommunications
information system and the provision of public timetables and
other public assistance activities idinvolved in a 1large,
regional transit operation.

It is apparent that, while the SCRTD alsoc pays full cost of
casualty and liability coverage, it is probable that the
municipal carriers receive partial coverage under blanket
insurance policies held by the municipalities so that the
financial statements of these carriers understate the costs of
casualty and 1iability losses.

The SCRTD subsidy (i.e., revenues received from non-SCRTD

sources) per transit passenger ($0.62) is slightly Tower than
the average for the other five carriers ($0.69).
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Any conclusion that the private or municipal operators can assume
additional transit service as & cost-saving measure needs to be
evaluated with great care. Over and above considerations of the
advantages and disadvantages of a large, integrated transit system
versus a number of smaller, independent systems, the analysis reported
in this section has neither proved nor disproved that significant cost
savings are obtainable by contracting service out, or' by allocating
portions of the service to other operators. Their costs, which are
marginal costs in economic terms, may be greater than their existing
base costs. Moreover, SCRTD's costs may not drop on a one-for-one unit
of transit service reduction. In short, pursuit of this issue should
be preceded by a much more detailed study of the specific costs,
services, and responsibilities involved to assure that cost comparisons
are being made on an equivalent basis, prior to a decision to change
transit services within the region.

3.3 SCRTD COST COMPARISON WITH PRIVATE OPERATORS

An attempt was made to collect data from various private carriers in
the region, but with Tittle success. The carriers contacted for data
collection would not provide information, stating that they may be
bidding on several lines if competitive bidding occurs. They felt that
it was counterproductive to their operation to provide specific cost
information,

It has been generally assumed and quoted that private operators can
provide service at an overall cost in the region of $25" to $35 per
vehicle hour. No clear source of data exists that substantiates that
such a cost range is real. Also, no audits exist to show that such
costs have been offered by private carriers for contracted services in
the Los Angeles region and maintained for significant periods.

Indeed, there is experience in Houston, Texas, which indicates that,
after about a year of operation, private contractors’ costs were at or
exceeding the levels of the public operators' costs (in the vicinity of
$50 to $55 per vehicle hour). The Metropolitan Transit Authority in
Houston, Texas, still contracts only express service to private
operators. However, the level of contracting has been reduced due to
the escalation of cost for services by the private carriers.
SimiTarly, the cost comparison of SCRTD with private carriers for the
operation of the downtown minibus, as described in Section 3.4.4, also
indicates that the potential for total cost savings of a private
operator for the operation of this service will be minimal compared to
the current SCRTD total cost. -

Even without data being provided by private operator in the Los Angeles

region, several points can still be discussed. These points are
presented below.
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SCRTD is committed to system integrity by maintaining the regional
connectivity of routes. Minimum service/spacing policies established
by the SCRTD ensure that system integrity is not compromised by
allowing service to be withdrawn in the outlying portions of its
service area. The SCRTD's costs in the more heavily patronized
portions of its service area are considerably less than the overall
system cost. For example, SCRTD operating Division 7 1lines, which

carry significantly more boardings per hour than the system average,’

have costs which are approximately 15% less than the system average on
a cost per hour basis and as much as 30% Tess than the system average
on a cost per boarding basis. If a private carrier assumes some of the
more cost-effective routes of a regional public carrier such as SCRTD,
this clearly would decrease the public carrier's ability to service the
needs of the region as a whole.

3.4 SCRTD SPECIAL SERVICE CONTRACTS

The District has contracts and agreements with several local agencies
and organizations in the region which provide payments or subsidies for
specific District services and for reduced fares. These agencies
incTude adjacent counties, Los Angeles City and County, and private
companies.

This section describes some of the special services provided by the
District and focuses on the costing methodologies employed for these
services. A cost comparison between private carriers and the District
for the operation of the Glendale Shuttle.concludes this section.

3:4.1 SPECIAL SERVICE AND SUBSIDIES

The following service and subsidy agreements are currently in effect
between the District and other organizations:

o The counties of Orange, Riverside and San Bernardino (through
their respective transit operating agencies) provide subsidies
for District services in these counties. The amount of the
subsidy i5 based upon the difference between the cost of
providing a specific service in the adjacent county and the
revenues attributable to such service, on a system revenue per
mile basis.

o The operation of one special circulation bus route in downtown
Los Angeles 1is subsidized by an agreement between the
District, the City of Los Angeles, and the Community
Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles (CRA). That
agreement provides for a $.25 fare on the minibus and no
transfer privileges to or from the District's other services.
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The net cost or subsidy is paid 60% by the City, 20%Z by the
CRA, and 20% by the District. In FY 1984-85, fares are
expected to support 19% of the total operating cost of this
route (SCRTD Route 602). The City's share of the funding is
obtained from the City's Proposition A Local Return Funds.
The CRA's share of the funding is provided from tax increment
financing. '

Los Angeles City is in the process of contracting this service
to a private operator. The initial date for the transition of
service provision was targeted for the first quarter of
FY 1985-86. It is unlikely, however, that the City will
complete 1its review and selection process of a private
operator by this time. Conseguently, the District may operate
this service several more months.

The operation of a special circulation bus route on Fridays
and Saturdays in Westwood is subsidized by an agreement
between the District and the City of Los Angeles, with funding
by the City of Los Angeles from Proposition A Local Return
Funds. The agreement provides for a $.25 fare, with no
transfer privilege to or from other District services. Using
minibuses, SCRTD Line 605 recovers 8% of its operating costs
from the farebox.

This service will also be contracted to a priva;e operator by
the City of Los Angeles. The subcontracting is projected to
occur in September, 1985.

Under a service contract with Los Angeles County and the los
Angeles Philharmonic Association, the District also operates
Park-Ride service to the Hollywood Bowl during the summer
season. For the 1984 season, Los Angeles County funded 42% of
the cost, with the District funding 22% of the cost, and the
remaining 36% of the total operating costs covered by fares.

As part of a separate agreement with the Los Angeles
Philharmonic Association, SCRTD also provides service from the
Fullerton Park-Ride lot to the Hollywood Bowl. :

In FY 1984-85, the City of E1 Segundo authorized an agreement
to help fund the operating cost of the two remaining routes in
the Bus Express Employee Program (BEEP). Using Proposition A
revenues, E1 Segundo City Council voted to fund $5,000 of the
requested $7,400 in operating subsidy for continued BEEP
service. The remaining $2,400 is being sought from other
cities and companies being served by BEEP. o

In November, 1984, the City of Pasadena signed an agreement
with the SCRTD to provide shuttle service in downtown
Pasadena. Using -its Proposition A revenues, Pasadena is
subsidizing the majority of the operating costs. The $.25
fare is providing the remaining revenues.
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0 When UCLA moved its home games to the Rose Bowl, the City of
Pasadena authorized an agreement for SCRTD to provide shuttle
bus service to the Rose Bowl from the Ralph M. Parsons Company
parking Tot in Pasadena. SCRTD is reimbursed by the City for
each bus, supervisor and traffic loader provided, minus the
passenger revenue generated.

o Separate service agreements with Hollywood Park Racetrack and
the two horse racing organizations operating at Santa Anita
Racetrack ({Los Angeles Turf Club and Oak Tree Racing
Association) call for SCRTD to provide shuttle service between
the parking Tots and the entrance gates. These organizations
set the fares and pay SCRTD a daily rate per bus used to
provide the service.

0 There are currently six annual and seasonal events for which
the District provides special service which, in some cases,
supplements regular service. The events served are the Rose
Parade and Bowl game held in Pasadena on New Year's Day, the
Los Angeles County Fair in Pomona, Dodger baseball games, and
the racing seasons at Santa Anita, Hollywood Park, and Los
Alamitos racetracks. These services are provided because of
historical reasons and to protect regular riders from surges
in ridership demand resulting from these events. The District
does not receive direct subsidies for these services. However,
the premium fares charged on these services achieve a higher
than average operating cost recovery through farebox revenues.
The fares for these services range from $1.25 to $3.05.

~—

3.4.2 COSTING OF SPECIAL SERVICES

As can be seen in the description above, the method of cost
reimbursement for District services varies from one agency to another.
In one agreement the entire cost is based on miles, while in other
agreements the cost reimbursement is based on hours, number of buses or
on a fixed amount. Although the District may recover part or all of
its cost per each agreement, the lack of one universal cost formula to
serve as a basis for cost calculations and reimbursements 1is
noticeable. Several reasons Ted to the existing variations in the
costing methodologies. These reasons are listed below:

o Each service is unique and may have different cost factors
upon which the District's cost is based. Time of day,
distance traveled, types of buses, and service levels are a
few examples of factors which determine cost.

o Some service agreements such as with adjacent counties and for
special events are based on historical factors and have
evolved independently of other agreements and services. The
contrasting process for providing the service was simplified
by not changing it annually when costs were adjusted.
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¢ Often, in providing a specific special service, full recovery
of cost was not the only consideration for its implementation.
The District's goal of bringing about the most efficient and
equitable transit system for the residents of the area may
require deviation from a cost formula which is based purely on
economic factors.

o Historically, staff and management found no need to use one
cost formula. It was felt that the use of one formula would
limit the flexibility of adjusting the cost to.reflect the
policies and consideration for the desired public transit
services provided by the District.

3.4.3 EXISTING COST FORMULAS

District staff is currently in the process of searching for a standard
cost formula which may be used for estimating the difference in cost
associated with changes in service. The changes in cost and service
could be marginal, incremental or systemwide. Small changes on a
line-by-line basis are marginal; major changes such as the Sector
Improvement Program and the fare changes are incremental; and changes
which affect the entire system are systemwide changes.

At present, different cost formulas are used for different services.
Given this situation, each request for a new service to be provided by
the District may be different for similar services depending on such
factors as time of day, division assigrments, manner of scheduling, and
type of vehicles required.

3.4.4 COST COMPARISON FOR SPECIAL SERVICES

Two cost comparisons between the District and private operators are
analyzed in this section. The first comparison is for the operation of
the Glendale local circulation system. The second comparison is for
the operation of the Los Angeles Central City Shuttle Bus. Table
I11-20 compares cost factors of the selected private carrier for the
operation of the Glendale Shuttle with comparable cost factors of the
District had the District operated this service. Overall, the
District's total cost per hour is about 62% higher than for the
selected private carrier. Table III-20 reveals that the District's
higher total cost per hour is due primarily to differences in labor
costs. The District's cost per hour for labor and fringe benefits is
over three times that for the selected private carrier. In addition,
the selected private carrier also maintains a distinct cost advantage
over the District with respect to fuel costs through the use of
propane-powered vans (the District uses diesel-powered buses).

The City of Los Angeles recently received six bids submitted by private
carriers for the operation of the Central City Shuttle Line. These
bids were solicited by the City in an attempt to provide the downtown
minibus service at a lower cost than the District currently operates.
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GLENDALE CIRCULATION SYSTEM COSTS

vs.
COMPARABLE SCRTD COSTS

PER HOUR
Selected
Carrier
Drivers' Tabor $ 5.83
Other 'labor1 5.02
| Fringe benefits 2.09
-VYehicle 1ease2 9.74
Fuel 1.33
Other costs® 10.03 .
Profit 0.68

" TOTAL $34.72

NOTES

SCRTD
$12.01
15.05
13.70
2.11
3.67

9.74

1. Includes (estimated) administrative costs incurred by City of GlendaTe.

2. The District's "vehicle Tease™ cost is the Tocal match for capital

jtems plus debt service.

3. Includes_marketing cost and revised insurance cost.

éﬁ SPECGIAL SERVICE

e, COMPARISON

TABLE IiI-20
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Although a direct comparison of the cost components between the
District and an average of the bids for the private operator is
difficult due to variation in the accounting procedures employed by the
private operators, the District's costs, nonetheless, appear to be
higher in most facets of its operation, particularly for Tlabor and
maintenance costs. The variation in accounting procedures and type of
vehicles may account for differences in maintendnce costs. The
District does maintain a cost advantage over the private operators with
respect to equipment cost. The District amortizes its equipment cost
over a l12-year period, while the private operators have generally
elected to amortize their cost over the Tength of the contract with the
City (three years) in order to recoup more of their initial investment.
The LACTC has indicated that they will fund 50% of the vehicle capital
cost each year. As a result, the District's yearly equipment cost is
about three to four times lower than the average of the private
operators, significantly reducing the cost saving achievability for the
private operators.

Overall, the SCRTD's total annual cost for the operation of the Central
City Shuttle Line is only about 6% higher than the average of the bids
submitted by the private operators. These bids, however, are not .an
accurate reflection of the total cost of the operation. A true
comparison needs to take into account the additional managerial,
administrative, and marketing expenses that will be directly borne by
the City of Los Angeles. Integrating these additional costs into the
private operators bids reduces the gap to the point where the
District's cost becomes extremely competitive. The total annual cost
for the private operator selected by the City to operate the Central
City Shuttle Line is only about 5% Tower than the total annual cost for
the District after accounting for an assumed additional administrative
overhead of 15%. .

Quality of service is another factor which is not apparent when
examining a cost comparison between the District and private operators.
The District has an extensive support system network which provides a
high Tevel of service quality to the entire region. This is evident by
the District's provision of a transit police force, as well as other
public assistance activities such as customer relations, marketing, and
a vast telephone information system. Further, the District, as a
stand-alone agency, employs its own legal staff and has personnel and
purchasing departments. Use of existing Los Angeles City support
departments for any of these activities will severely inflate the total
cost of this downtown minibus operation, and this should be considered
in the cost comparison for this service.

The Los Angeles City Department of Transportation {LADOT) requested the
LACTC to fund a substantial portion of the Central City Shuttle Bus
capital and operating costs. If this request is approved, the net cost
to the City will be lower than its current cost (see Section 3.4.1).
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If the LACTC funding criteria of substitution projects are enforced, it
will be difficult to justify funding the operation of the Central City
Shuttle by a private carrier. This criteria states that substantial
cost savings must be demonstrated when substituting a new service for
an existing service,

It should be kept in mind that the SCRTD cost figure is based on actual
experience of operation over many years. On the other hand, the cost
figures of the bids by private operators are more of a’ projection and
may not be the actual costs. The projected costs in the bids are for
one year of operation and are 1ikely to rise in following years as a
result of unexpected expenses that may occur during actual operation
and the tendency of the private operator to increase its profit.

3.5 TRANSIT SERYICE EFFICIENCY, EFFECTIVENESS, AND EQUITY

The cost of delivering transit services is an important element in
evaluating a successful operation, particularly during an era of
shrinking and unstable funding sources for transit. Cost, however,
should not be the only criterion considered in the evaluation of a
transit operation. Cost should be related to the goals and objectives
of the operating agency and to the level of usage, quality, and equity
of the service provided.

The SCRTD was created by the State lLegislature to provide an adequate,
efficient, and equitable transit system for Los Angeles County
residents. Furthermore, one of the District's major goals is to
operate a safe, clean, convenient, and efficient mass transit system
for the general public (see Figure III-8). Given the mission and goals
of the District, a balance should be found between the efficiency {cost
per unit of service) of the District's operation and the effectiveness
of achieving its goal (i.e., carrying passengers). The success of the
District's operation should be evaluated on the basis of this balance
rather than on the basis of a sole criterion of efficiency or
effectiveness. .

Another issue raised in discussing the District's operation is the
equity of service deployment. This issue relates to the question of
how much service should be deployed in each of the District's planning
sectors. Should service be deployed where it is used most, or should
it be available for use throughout the service area? There is no
simple answer to this question, but one fact is obvious: Funding
limitations preclude the possibility of a uniformly high level of
service everywhere.

To a certain extent, all transit operators need to deal with
efficiency, effectiveness, and equity fssues. However, the District,
because of jts mission and overall size, is generally forced to
emphasize effectiveness and equity at the expense of efficiency more
than smaller municipal operators. A more specific comparison of SCRTD
with municipal and private operators in relation to efficiency,

"effectiveness, and equity is presented below.
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DISTRICT-WIDE GOALS
FY 1986-90

To operate a safe, clean, convenient and efficient mass
transit system for the general public.

To develop and operate an integrated bus and rail transit
system for the general public within the urbanized area while
enhancing the quality of life and the development of the

urbanized areas.

To 1improve the productivity of the transportation,
maintenance, and management sectors of the District.

To use the SCRTD leadership position to serve as a catalyst
for the physical, land use, and economic development of the
metropolitan area in rélation to transportation and access.

To support and reinforce the Centers Concept of land use
development in the Los Angeles region.

To maximize the availability of accessible transit service
within the District's service area.

To protect the pub]tp's jnvestment 1in public transit.
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DISTRICT-WIDE GOALS :
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3.5.1 GENERAL COMPARISON WITH MUNICIPAL OPERATORS

Comparison of the District with municipal bus operators within Los
Angeles County is a useful frame of reference. However, as outlined in
Section 3.2, there are some dramatic differences in the service
characteristics between the SCRTD and the other operations in Los
Angeles County., Size of fleet, service area, and population density
within the service area are major factors contributing to the
differences. Therefore, the same standards of performiance should not
be the basis for a comparative evaluation between the District and
other operators in the County. A more reasonable set of standards
should include a comparison of SCRTD with similar agencies in other
major U,S. cities. Such a comparison is presented in Section 3.6.3.

Compared to smaller municipal bus operators, regional transit
operators, such as the SCRTD, have a number of important
characteristics which distinguish them in terms of their mission and
working environment. For example, the central-city oriented regional
operator carries more passengers per unit of service, and it does so in
a more harsh operating environment, primarily in terms of traffic
congestion and vandalism. Partly because of this more demanding work
environment, the regional carrier relies on a largely unionized work
force. There are also much higher expectations, both on the part of
the riding and nonriding public, in regard to the performance of the
regional carrier. Full support services, responsiveness in terms of
route and bus schedule changes and responsiveness in terms of
government and community Jiaison and of communicating service
information are areas in which the public expects/demands more from
regional carriers in the major metropolitan areas than from small,
local operators. :

3.5.2 EFFICIENCY VERSUS EFFECTIVENESS

Frequently used within the transit industry for evaluating system
performance, efficiency of transit operations qindicates how well
resource inputs such as Tlabor and capital are utilized to produce
varying levels of service output., Efficiency is typically measured in
terms of revenue hours and miles per employee. Effectiveness, on the
other hand, indicates how well a system achieves output goals which
have been set for it, and is usually expressed by service utilization
measures such as number of passengers. An increase in system
efficiency, however, does not necessarily indicate that an increase in
system effectiveness will follow. For example, an operator may appear
to be very efficient by reducing the number of its revenue hours, miles
and employees while being ineffective by carrying very few passengers.
Therefore, it is very important to evaluate the ridership, as well as
the level of service of any system, in addition to its cost.
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Attempts to attain optimal levels of system effectiveness are, in many
cases, at the expense of system efficiency. Effectiveness involves
careful deployment of service to meet present and potential ridership
demand. It also involves a full range of support services intended to
make the service more attractive both on a short- and long-term basis.
In addition, it involves the support of a host of objectives, some of
which are outside the direct responsibility of the operating agency,
such as support for land use and environmental goals. In many
instances, despite sustaining and increasing ridership levels, cost per
unit of service is also increased and, thus, degrades efficiency in the
technical sense of the the term. Expenses which are typically intended
to promote effectiveness, but which reduce efficiency, include the
following:

Marketing

Planning

Transit Police

Passenger Information Operators
Data Collection and Analysis
Fare Collection

Public Timetables

Bus Stop Information Signs

Bus Cleaning

Air-conditioning of Buses

0O00CO0O0CO0ODL0DO00O0

The SCRTO maintains a high level of the support services listed above.
On the other hand, the Los Angeles County municipal operators devote
minimal staff time to some of the support services or rely on
assistance by their municipalities for the provision of some support
services and, thus, reduce their report total costs.

3.5.3 EQUITY

One of the District's goals is to provide, to the greatest extent, an
equitable transit system for the area. Equitable distribution means
the fairest possible distribution of service. It need not be construed
to mean equal distribution. However, there are different points of
view as to the types and quantity of public transportation that should
be provided within the region and among the different sub-areas or
sectors. Need, use of service, and area coverage are factors the
District currently uses to determine where service, by type, is
allocated. Public transportation is inherently more efficient and
productive in central areas of urbanized regions. For that reason,
there 1is a greater concentration of service and ridership in
central-city areas as compared to outlying areas. On the other hand,
despite lower existing and potential ridership levels, adequate service
coverage is warranted in the suburban service areas in order to meet
both the overall purpose of the public transportation system and to
meet the existing guidelines (see Figure 111-9) for service deployment
among the District's Planning Sectors. One additional important factor
to consider in service allocation decisions is the level of tax support
contributed by the suburban areas compared to the central-city areas.
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SERYICE DEPLOYMENT GUIDELINES

The District’s Tevel-af-service policy guidelines were adopted by the Board of
Directors on May 5, 1976. Assuming availability of funds and equipment, it 1s
the District's policy to maximize transit accessfdility and mobility within
1ts service area, consistent with the following accessibilfty and service
effectiveness objectives,

ACCESSIBILITY
Y
Population Coverage. These cbjectives apply to local service only, which for
this purpose 7s cetined as service with four or more stops per mile and with
ne restrictions on passengers boarding or alighting, - ) ’
o -In areas where population density {s greater than 8.000 per mile,

service with a weekday base headway of 30 mifutes or Tess will be
provided to within one-quarter mile of 90 of the popuTation,

© In areas where population demsity is 4.000 to 8,000 per square mile,
service with a weekday based headway oF 30 minites or less will be
provided to withfn one-half mile of 902 of the population.

© In areas where population density {s 4,000 or fewer Dersons per
square mile, service with a weekday hasad readway of A0 minutes or
less will be provided to within one-half mile of 90% of population.
This statement will represent the minimum service standard throughout
the service area.

Line Spacing. The population coverage objectives imply spacing objectives

e.g. spacing for one-half mile or less in at least one direction for areas
with population density greater than 8,000 per square mile).  Appropriate
spacing will vary according to the terrain of the street,

Loading. In order te provide an accessible and dependable transit system,
cadways on local services should not exceaed the policy headways described
under the population coverage objectives. A1l parts of the transit system
should have adequate capacity for safety and be able to attract and keep
riders. ) &
o Loading ratios for individual lines should not exceed 1402 measured
for the peak 20 minutes at the maximum load point.

o0 Lloading ratios should pot exceed 100% for base periods and evenings.

o Loading ratios for long distance freeway and busway services should
not exceed 100% measured for the peak half-hours.

SERVICE EFFECTIVENESS

New services should be designed to meet the objectives specified below. Yew
or existing services not meeting these objectives will be evaluated for
remedial action or deletion in accordance with the procedure for treatment of
Yow performance 1ines outlined in the District's Service Evaluation Program.

For Local Services _
0 AT Teast 20 passengers per bus hour (all day).

0 At least 2.5 passengers per bus mile in the peak period.
o At least 1.5 passengers per bus pile {all day}.

Far Express Service

o At least 250 passenger-miles per bus hour.

RTD

. | .
VICE DEPLOYMENT
69 | SEA FIGURE Ill-9

GUIDELINES
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Limited resources for transit and the need to continue to achieve
additional productivity and efficiency gains is closely related to
service deployment jssues. Measures to reduce cost and increase
efficiency involve decreasing deadhead bus hours and miles and layover
time, reducing frequency of service, and eliminating routes or portions
of routes. If these service reductions are based strictly on
efficiency measures, it could result in a significant amount of service
being withdrawn from outlying areas in favor of adding service in
central areas where present and potential efficiency is the highest.

To achieve a balance among efficiency, effectiveness, and equity, the
District Board of Directors has adopted several formal and informal
policies., These policies, which are described in Section 3.1.4 of this
study, require the District to retain some unproductive Tines at the
expense of high ridership lines. Small, Jocal operators do not serve
as wide a diversity of population and transit needs as a regional
operator and, therefore, do not incur the same expenses for policy
Tines. - .

3.6 EXPERIENCE OF LARGE TRANSIT PROPERTIES IN THE U.S.

This section examines cost reduction and innovation techniques by other
large transit agencies in the United States. Also, a cost-comparison
analysis is conducted with five large national all-bus operators. The
Chicago, I1linois Regional Transportation Authority's (RTA) experience
as a regional funding agency which also subcontracts service is
discussed next in terms of applicability to the LACTC. This is
followed by a review of subcontracted services in the metropolitan
areas of Dallas and Houston, Texas and Chicago, I11inois. MNext, a cost
comparison analysis is conducted between the District and bus operators
in the cities of Philadelphia, Chicago, New York, New Jersey, and
Washington, D.C. This section is concluded with a presentation of
innovative concepts that are used by Chicago; Cleveland, Ohio; Houston;
and San Diego, California.

3.6.1 RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN REGIONAL FUNDING AGENCIES AND OPERATORS

The relationship in Chicago between the regional transit agency and the
operators is analyzed in this section. The intent of this analysis is
to determine {1f any benefits could be derived from a similar
relationship between the LACTC and the operators in Los Angeles County.

.1 The Regfonal Transportation Authority (RTA}

Prior to 1984, the RTA was responsible for all aspects of public
transportation in the six-county Chicago metropolitan area. It
funded the Chicago Transit Authority (CTA), as well as operated
suburban bus service and subcontracted private carriers. This
structure of the RTA was found to be inefficient and did not
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provide the desired quality of transportation services. As a
result, legislation in 1983 restructured the RTA. The RTA became a
financial review agency, overseeing three operating agencies: the
Chicago Transit Authority, the Commuter Rail Division, and the
Suburban Bus Division (SBD). The SBD is the new agency which took
over the operating and subcontracting from the RTA.

The SBD does not directly operate any suburban service; it just
administers and provides support to municipal and privately
subcontracted suburban services. The five major components of the
SBD operating program are fully funded public carriers, contracts
with private carriers, paratransit services, administration, and a
centralized acquisition program for fuel and insurance.

The SBD operating budget for Fiscal Year 1985 is $48.2 million. Of
the three divisions of RTA, the SBD is by far the smallest, having
the fewest employees and the least funding. For FY 1985 RTA's
budget is $478,077,000 of which CAT will receive 64.7%, the
Commuter Rail will receive 25.1% and the SBD 10.2%. -

.2 Los Angeles County Transportation Commission {LACTC)

The LACTC was created pursuant to the Public Utilities Code {PUC)
Section 130050 for the purpése of administering the transportation
needs of Los Angeles County. The functions of the LACTC are
similar to the current functions of the RTA in Chicago. PUC
Section 130262 states that the Commission shall make sure that
Tocal and regional transportation operators do not compete or
unnecessarily duplicate service, but assist each other to ensure
that the maximum level of transit service is provided to the
general public at the lowest possible cost. 1In Sections 130220 and
130301, there is further language which could give the LACTC the
authority to contract service if deemed necessary. Thus, the
Commission could function in the same capacity as the RTA did
previously, i.e. being a funding agency as well as a vehicle for
the contracting of service.

The LACTC currently does not function as a provider or a contractor
of service because of a policy approved by the LACTC not to perform
in such a capacity at this time. Instead of contracting service,
the Commission is committed to working with the existing
transportation agencies such as the SCRTD and the municipal
operators. If the Commission decides to amend that policy, it
could contract service and be in direct competition with the
existing operators.
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3.6.2 SUBCONTRACTED SERVICE

Contracting experience of three transportation agencies -- Chicago,
Dallas and Houston -- are presented below:

.1 Chica?o - As discussed above, the SBD is an administrative
agency which contracts three different types of bus operations.
The SBD contracts with a total of 25 public and private carriers
and with 34 paratransit providers. A total ©of 231 routes are
covered daily with over 450 vehicles in operation.

The SBD currently has 25 separate contracts. The following is a
summary of eight of these contracts. The contracts' expiration
dates span more than two years. Wages range from a low of $6.40
per hour to a high of $13.02 per hour with an average hourly salary
of $10.90. The salary progression steps vary from reaching the top
in six months to a maximum of four years; the average progression
is 2.3 years. A variation also exists in the areas of fringe
benefits, work rules and employment of part-time operators.

.2 Dallas - DART is the funding agency in Dallas as the LACTC is
in Los Angeles. However, a major component of the immediate action
program is the subcontracting of suburban local bus service. DART
also funds the major transit operator in Dallas, the Dallas Transit
System (DTS). DART recently contracted their suburban routes to
Trailways on September 17, 1984. Trailways heads the operations
but subcontracts the maintenance of the equipment to Ryder Truck
Systems and the management to ATE Management, .
The contract between DART and Trailways is for three years with two
one-year options at a cost of $15.5 million for the three years.
The contract is not calculated on a per mile or per hour rate but
for ‘a total amount of service provided per month. If Trailway's

expenses exceed 3$600,000 per month because of additional service,

the additional amount will be paid to the company at either $22.90
per hour or $1.10 per mile, whichever jis less. DART chose
Trailways to operate its suburban express routes because Trailways
could prov1de the service for about 10%-15% less cost than DART
could do it in-house.

.3 Houston - In August, 1979, METRO inaugurated its Commuter
Service Wwith 20 contracted buses which increased to 31 by year's
end. The number of contracted buses increased to 94 by the end of
1981 and up to 122 by March, 1983, when 122 buses operated 434
trips on 12 routes daily. METRO has subsequently taken over much
of the service it had previously contracted out. The current
number of companies METRO contracts with is down from four to two.
As wages and other costs for the contracted operators escalate,
METRO is finding that it can provide the service for the same cost.
Currently METRO contracts out seven routes, with 75 buses ranging
in cost from a2 high of $88.00 to a low of $61.00 per service hour.
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3.6.3 SCRTD COST COMPARISON WITH OTHER LARGE
ALL-BUS OPERATORS IN THE NATION

This section compares the transit costs of the SCRTD and five transit
operators within the continental United States. Only large operators
providing more than 1,000 buses in the peak period were selected for
this comparison in order to better duplicate the scale of the
District's operation. Statistics were gathered for Washington (WMATA),
Philadelphia (SEPTA), Chicago (CTA), New York (CTA), ‘and New Jersey
Transit. .
Data for each of the operators in this comparison was compiled from
UMTA's Section 15 reports, Total operating cost for the bus mode only
was disaggregated by function, with cost indices calculated based on
the total vehicle miles and hours operated and total passengers
carried. These cost indices are compared and analyzed below.

.1 Cost Per Mile

As shown in Table III-21, the SCRTD's total cost per vehicle mile
($4.01) is lower than all of the national carriers except New
Jersey Transit and is over 45 percent lower than the comparable
cost figure for New York ($7.31). The SCRTD's total cost per mile
is about 25 percent less than the average of the five national
carriers. Also, each of the SCRTD's functions are at least
10 percent less than the national average. Table 111-22 shows that
the SCRTD has a higher average revenue service speed than the
national average. As discussed earlier, this higher speed means
that the SCRTD delivers more service miles per hour than do the
national carriers. The SCRTD also operates with the lowest
peak-to-base bus ratio of any national carrier compared. This
. lower peak-=to-base ratio indicates that the SCRTD's ridership
demand is more evenly spread throughout the day. The less uniform
(peaked) ridership demand for the national carriers translates into
higher operating costs because a larger than necessary labor force
must be maintained throughout most of the day in order to
adequately service the peak periods. Union contracts which limit
the number of part-time drivers and split shifts exacerbate this
excess in wage expenditures.

.2 Cost Per Hour

Table III-21 shows that the SCRTD's total cost per vehicle hour
($56.08) is only marginally higher (about 2 percent) than the
average of the national carriers and is lower than both Washington
($69.37) and New York ($58.88). Operations is the only function
where the SCRTD holds a cost advantage over the national average,
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CosT

AYERAGE
COST PER MILE

Cperations
Maintenance
Administration
Other

TOTAL

COST PER HOUR

Operations
Maintenance
Administration
Qther

TOTAL

COST COMPARISON OF SCRTD WITH OTHER NATIONAL CARRIERS

COST PER BOAROING

Operations
Matntenance
Afdministration
Other

TOTAL

NATIONAL,
SCRTD  WASHINGTON PHILADELPHIA CHICAGO NEW YORK NEW JERSEY AVERAGE
$2.07  $2.53 $2.32 $3.02  $a.24 $4.43 $2.90
$1.08  $1.19 $1.05 $1.30  $2.04 $0.54 $1.32
$0.48  $0.54 $0. 45 $0.35  $0.62 $0.73 $0.56
$0.37  $1.26 $0.81 $0.19  $0.81 $0.12 $0.47
$4.00  $5.53 $4.63 $4.87  $7.31 $2.83 $5.25
$28.94  $31.79 $23.46 $30.37 $34.19  $23.52  $30.33
$15.18  $14.95 $10.63 $13.07  $16.40 $8.93  $11.78
$6.77  $6.79 $4.54 $3.50 $4.99  $12.02 $5.80
$5.20  $15.84 $8.18 $1.94  $3.30 52.02 $4.88
$56.08  $69.37 $46.80 $48.89 $58.88  $46.49  $54.79
$0.47  $0.66 $0.42 $0.46  $0.32,  30.82 $0.41
$0.25  $0.31 $0.19 $0.20  $0.15 $0.31 $0.19
$0.11  $0.14 $0.08 $0.05  $0.05 $0.42 $0.08
$0.09  $0.33 $0.15 $0.03  $0.03 $0.07 $0.07
$0.92  $1.43 $0.84 $0.74  $0.55 $1.62 $0.74

ROTE: A1l figures are based on audited Fiscal Year 1984 data, except New Jersey - Fiscal

Year 1983.

- Weightad average used.

COMPARISON OF COSTS
AMONG LARGE OPERATORS

TABLE]"—21
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COMPARISON OF SCRTD OPERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS WITH OTHER NATIONAL CARRIERS

OPERATIONAL PHILA~ NEW HEW NATTONAL
CHARACTERISTIC SCRTD WASHINGTON DELPMIA  CHICAGO YORK JERSEY  AYERAGE
Peak Fleet 2,161 1,822 1,076 1.868 3,197 1,537 1,820 !
Peak-to-Base Ratio 1.53 2.97 1.92 1.89 1.53 2.11 . 2.08
Advanced Design .
Buses {ADB's) 1,848 191 596 0 1,887 9lo 717
Total Revenue Hours
Operated (000°s) 7.126 2,836 3,332 7,196 11,998 4,118 s, 898
Total Revenue Miles - -
Operated {(000's) 94,580 39,943 33,582 72,277 96,210 65,371 61,477
Totzl Yehicle Hours ’
Operated (000's) 7,643 3,933 3,740 7,343 13,103 4,550 6,534
Total Yehicle Miles 5
Operated (000's) 107,000 49,331 37,833 73,756 105,601 74,638 68,232
Unlinked
Boardings (000°s) 466,000 190,221 207,510 483,288 1,409,308 130,499 4B4,165
Passenger
Miles (000°s) 1,839,000 641,857 544,271 1,103,833 2,992,062 1,096,550 1,275,715
Average Trip )
Length (mf) 3.9% .37 2.62 2.28 2.12 8.40 2.63
Average Revenue
Speed (mph) 13.2 14.1 10.1 10.0 B.D 15.9 10.4

NOTE: A1l figures are based on audited Fiscal Year 1984 data, except New Jersey - Fiscal

- Year 1983,

STATISTICAL PROFILE
OF LARGE OPERATORS

TABLE Ii1-22
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while the SCRTD's "other" function, primarily due to expensive
PLEZPD insurance cost per hour is larger than any of the national
carriers, with the exception of Philadelphia, and is over one third
higher than.the national average. The SCRTD's maintenance cost per
thour, which is higher than any of the national carriers except New
York, can be attributed to a fleet mix which includes twice as many
Advanced Design Buses {ADBs) as any of the national carriers. As
discussed earlier, the wuse of ADBs contributes to greater
maintenance requirements and costs. a

.3 Cost Per Boarding

Table III-2! shows that the SCRTD's total cost per boarding ($0.92)
is significantly higher {about 25 percent) than the average of the
five national carriers ($0.74). However, most of this cost
difference is attributable directly to New York ($0.55), which is
by far the largest national carrier in this comparison. The
SCRTD's cost per boarding is lower than both New Jersey ($1.62) and
Washington ($1.43) and is actually lower than the national average
{$1.00) when New York is excluded. The SCRTD's cost per boarding
is higher than the average of the five national carriers within
each function as well, although the SCRTD's maintenance cost per
boarding is lower than, or equal to, every national carrier
compared, with the exception of New York. One factor which
contributes to the SCRTD's higher cost per boarding is a Targer
average trip length. Table I11I-22 shows that the SCRTD's average
trip length {in miles) is about 50 percent larger than the national
average; only New Jersey, which has the highest cost per boarding
of any national carrier in this comparison, has a Targer average
trip length than the SCRTD.

3.6.4 INNOVATIVE COST REDUCTION METHODS OF OTHER
LARGE TRANSIT OPERATORS

Innovative techniques for cost reduction practices by large transit
operators in the country are summarized below. -

.1 Chicago - Chicago Transit Authority (CTA)

0 Part-time drivers are not allowed to exceed 12.5% of full-time
operators.

o Other innovative cost-reduction programs CTA implemented are
vacation buy-back programs, reduced number of bids per year,
increased yearly deductible on health 1insurance, and
elimination of cost-of-1iving adjustments.

.2 Cleveland - Cleveland Regional Transit Authority (RTA)

'o Part-time drivers are not allowed to exceed 10% of the
full-time operators.
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0 Another dinnovative cost-reduction program practiced by RTA is
community responsive transit (CRT). The CRT is a demand
responsive system which has been in operation for almost ten
years. CRT drivers' salaries start at a lower level than
regular full-time operators and only reach 85% of the top rate
which a full-time regular RTA coach operator can receive.
Since its start, the CRT system has grown considerably, RTA
reports that they have had no problems or conflicts with any of
the unions with the current set up of the CRT system.

.3 Houston - Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County

M

0o Part-time drivers are not allowed to exceed 7% of the full-time
operators.

o Other innovative cost-cutting programs METRO has are
contracting out work and non-paid personal business days.

.4 San Dfego - San Diego Transit (SDT)

0 Part-time drivers are not allowed %to exceed 10% of the
full-time operators.

o Other innovative cost-cutting programs SDT has are reduced
workers' compensation and Community Based Drivers (CBD). A C8D
is an operator who works exclusively on regularly scheduled
routes which SDT is operating under contract. No CBDs can be
assigned to any route operated by SDT as of 1/1/82 or within
the city Timits of San Diego except as specifically agreed upon

~ in the contract.

CBDs are paid a rate of $4.52 per hour until completion of
their training whereupon the wage schedule starts at $5.77 to a
top salary of $6.50 per hour. The top rate for a CBD is 49% of
a full-time operator's top salary.

SDT has had the provision of hiring CBDs in their contract
since January, 1982. Since then, SDT has hired only three CBDs
and currently none are employed.

3.7 POTENTIAL FOR LARGE-CAPACITY BUSES
TO REDUCE DISTRICT OPERATING COSTS

The District currently operates two types of high-capacity buses, the
articulated {AB) and double-deck. The double-deck buses are operated
solely in express, point-to-point service, primarily due to their
height that prohibits use on many streets. Additional reasons for
Timiting the double-deck buses to specific express deployments are that
they don't allow as free a flow of passengers, due to narrow aisle
width, as conventional buses or ABs and they offer a greater potential

- for crime with the visually separated top deck.
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The articulated bus, on the other hand, can be more readily deployed on
a variety of routes. However, the District has never operated them on
other than two local lines and some Hollywood Bow! services, due to the
limited number of ABs available and the difficulty of obtaining longer
bus stops and layover zones.

The popularity of double-deck and AB buses throughout the United States
mirrors the District's experience. There are very few U.S. properties
deploying double-deck buses today, but 29 properties have purchased
some articulated buses since the first AB purchase in 1976. Since the
AB shows the most promise of offering a flexibly deployed,
high-capacity vehicle, and the U.S. has had more operating experience
with it, the following discussion will refer solely to articulated
buses.

3.7.1 DISTRICT EXPERIENCE

The District purchased 30 ABs in 1976 in conjunction with a consortium
of other U.S. transit operators. The predominant reason behind the
purchase of the articulated bus was to explore jits potential to Tower
operating costs. The larger size of the AB was expected to help Tower
operating cost by reducing the number of operators required. However,
due to the buses' larger size, other costs of operation actually
increased on a per-bus basis. Therefore, a cost savings was never
certain,

The District began a serious study of the cost-effectiveness of the
articulated bus in 1984. By deploying the ABs solely on Line 1,
HoTlywood Boulevard, a new schedule could be written that would allow
the necessary savings in buses and opérators. The preliminary results
of the study showed that the savings in bus operator wages did not
equal the additional costs incurred for mechanic Tabor hours and public
Tiability, and, to a lesser extent, fuel, tires, and replacement parts.
In addition, the occurrence of road calls has increased significantly,
which can't be accurately evaluated as an item of operating cost, but
does disrupt the reliability of service. To date, some follow-up
analyses of these operating cost factors have been performed and they
have not shown any significant changes that would affect these overall
results. .

There are two factors that could improve the study's negative findings:
the deployment of a newer model AB and/or deployment of the ABs in
express-type services. The newer model ABs have received engineering
refinements that can reduce maintenance labor hours at least to some
extent (see section on Other Properties' Experiences, below).
Deployment of ABs 1in express service might reduce their public
1iability and relatively high maintenance labor cost. However, for a
bus operator to deploy ABS on the basis of cost savings alone, the
overall savings would have to be sufficient to warrant the additional
overhead incurred for training mechanics and operators, rescheduling
service, and obtaining longer bus stops and layovers.
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3.7.2 OTHER PROPERTIES' EXPERIENCE

Although quite a few other transit properties operate articulated
buses, few have any documentation on their relative cost to operate.
At some properties the data that does exist is almost meaningless
because their buses are still under warranty. Due to a desire to make
further sales, the AR manufacturers are usually very helpful to a
transit property during, and even after, warranty. It is difficult to
measure true maintenance cost under these circumstances.

Among properties who have operated the ABs as long as the District,
two, Seattle Metro and Chicago Transit Authority (CTA), have some
information. Seattle describes their experience positively and feels
that the 253 articulated buses they operate (33% of their fleet) are no
more costly to operate than a conventional bus. However, they measure
the relative cost of each type of equipment on 2 per mile basis. Since
most of Seattle's ABs operate in express and suburban service, the per
mile cost comparison is quite favorable to their ABs. In addition, a
comparison of AB maintenance cost data collected by Cambridge
Systematics for UMTA found that Seattle was the only U.S. property to
report that their AB maintenance costs per mile were equal to
conventional buses. All other properties reported at least a 30 to 50
percent higher per mile cost. Seattle had not evaluated the relative
cost of articulated buses' public 1iability expense; however, they do
experience relatively more AB accidents.

Chicago's experience with ABs, on the other hand, was more similar to
the District's. Since Chicago has a VYehicle Maintenance System {VMS)
Tike the District, they can more accurately track maintenance costs
than most properties. They have found that their original 20 -ABs, the
same age as SCRTD's, required over two times as much maintenance as
their standard buses. Chicago's 125, 1983 ABs, still under partial
warranty, currently cost slightly more to maintain than their
12~-year-old, 1973 GMC new-look buses and two times as much as their
1983 standard-size buses which have had extensive mechanical problems.
Chicago has not evaluated public liability costs for articulated buses
either, though they are aware that ABs have more accidents. Currently,
Chicago operates their ABs on overcrowded local routes like the
District, and more extensively for special events requiring the
capacity. Since Chicago is required to maintain a 50% fare box
recovery ratio by their funding agency, they are not planning to
purchase more articulated buses at this time for fear of raising
operating costs. :

3.7.3 OUTLOOK FOR FURTHER AB DEPLOYMENT AT THE DISTRICT

Although specific cost estimates vary, there is almost unanimous
agreement by U.S. transit operators that ABs cost more to operate than
conventional buses. Therefore, to justify the operation of the
articulated bus, it must be deployed on heavily patronized services
where equipment can be saved without severely lengthening headways. An
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analysis of present District service shows that only some of the
heavily patronized local lines (primarily LACBD) can justify the larger
bus. Unfortunately, based on the District's ongoing AB cost study,
even with efficient scheduling and an optimistic estimate of newer
model AB operating costs, AB deployment in local service is not
cost-effective.

However, it must be recognized that cost is not the only factor to be
considered in deploying a large-capacity bus. A few District services
carry patronage that currently equals that of many successful U.S.
light rail or heavy rail lines. When a bus line carries such heavy
patronage, it may no longer be possible to produce a reliable schedule
for the line or provide a good guality of service with standard size
buses. This is exacerbated by the fact that the District must now buy
43-seat buses versus the previous 5l-seat style because of seating
configuration to accommodate wheelchairs. Using an articulated bus in
circumstances where light or heavy rail may actually be appropriate
would raise operating costs for those lines, but provide a more
acceptable quality of service. In this case, the choice to operate ABs
on a2 line could be viewed as a policy decision in which cost and
benefits are weighed.

It can be seen from the other AB operators' experiences that they feel
articulated buses are more successfully operated in express or
park/ride services. As mentioned above, express service may reduce
both maintenance and public Tiability costs sufficiently to allow an
operating savings to be realized. However, most District express lines
would not benefit from larger capacity buses and less frequent service
at this time, If current plans to implement trunk line:bus service on-
the E1 Monte Busway or on the proposed Harbor Busway develop, it is
extremely likely that articulated buses could provide significant
savings in operating the service.

In summary, the articulated bus has not provided the hoped-for
operating cost savings to U.S. transit properties. Satisfactory
articulated bus operation, at SCRTD and throughout the U.5., depends on -
minimizing their maintenance labor hours and public liability costs and
selecting ABs to operate only on appropriate routes where demand
warrants the capacity. Even when they are most appropriately deployed,
ABs may not always provide a dollar saving to an operator, but to
justify their use, the benefits should outweigh any additional costs.
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4,0 ALTERNATIVES FOR DELIVERING TRANSIT SERVICES

This study is part of the District's evaluation of the alternatives for
provision of District transit services with a view towards getting
local governments to contribute a portion of Local Return Funds to
provide local transit. It is projected that the total Proposition A
funds available in FY 1986 will reach $290 million. Twenty-five
percent of this amount (about $72 million) will be shared among 82
cities and Los Angeles County's unincorporated areas with the City of
Los Angeles receiving about one-half of this local return.

These revenues, which can be used only for transit purposes, provide an
opportunity for the District to improve service within the local
comnunities while receiving a portion of the Local Return Funds. The
Board of Directors could initiate and actively pursue the following
three strategies which will benefit the District:

(1) Develop and actively support policies which will keep the
regional transit system intact and avoid fragmentation and
duplication of service.

(2) Initiate the provision of alternative services and compete
with municipal and private operators for providing transit
service alternatives.

(3) A combination of the two.

This chapter analyzes and evaluates the different service alternatives
available for District participation. Each alternative subsection
contains a description, implications for the District and the
community, and recommended policy and action strategies to be taken by
the Board. General policy strategies and conditions for a successful
implementation precede the discussion of the specific available
alternatives.

4,1 POLICY DIRECTION

The District’s Board should make policy recommendations for LACTC
consideration on the Local Return Program which has been developed to
maximize local discretion in choosing transit improvements. The
current guidelines governing the program are broad with relatively few
restrictions on uses of the Funds by the cities and the County.

District staff recognizes the sensitivity involved in establishing
guidelines and requirements and/or restrictions in the use by the
cities of the Local Return Funds allocated to them. At the same time,
staff believes that the improvements of local transportation systems
should also strengthen and enhance the regional transportation system
and thus better meet the transportation, Tand use and environmental
goals adopted by many jurisdictions within the County.
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To date, most cities have undertaken local paratransit services,
shuttle services and capital improvement projects with their Local
Return Funds. For the most part, these projects have been developed
largely without serious consideration for the existing transit system.
In particular, the cities are often not evaluating how the impacts of
their transit improvements fit into the County-wide transit system.
This may result in the proliferation of numerous small transit and
paratransit operators and may lead to problems of service coordination,
operator jurisdiction and efficiency of service delivery.

The LACTC was charged with the responsibility of administering the
Local Return Funds program. At this time, the Commission does not have
a policy regarding the reallocation of the Local Return Funds which
were not obligated by the cities within the time period established by
the LACTC quidelines (three years).

The District's Board should recommend to the LACTC that consideration
be given to the following:

(1) Ensuring that cities will be required to coordinate their
newly established services with the existing operators in
the region in order to avoid duplication of service and
facilitate mobility of the transit user. Under the State
legislation, which created the LACTC, the Commission is
already responsible for coordinating all public
transportation services in the County. Service coordination
should be considered a major guideline and objective of the
Local Return Funds. s

(2) Evaluate the allocation of the lapsing funds to regional
transit projects. This evaluation should consider the
benefits occurring to the region as a whole, in addition to
the benefits occurring to the individual cities.

{3) Set evaluation standards so that necessary projects meet the
same efficiency criteria that apply to other operators to
ensure the best use of available public dollars.

4.2 IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE SERVICE CONCEPTS

Since labor cost is the largest item in the District's operating
budget, any successful implementation of alternative service concepts
such as subcontracting or paratransit substitutions will reguire union
concurrence on contract changes. Considerable progress towards
implementation of subcontracting has been achieved in the recently
concluded labor negotiations with the United Transportation tnion
(UTU), the Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU), and the Brotherhood of-
Railway and Airline Clerks (BRAC).:

Under the terms of the new contracts, the District will have the right

to create one or more Business Development Divisions (BDD's) in the
event of a 20% loss of federal operating funds. These facilities will
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be for the purpose of contracting directly with the cities or with Los

Angeles County in exchange for Local Return Funds. As stated in the
agreement, this service will be performed exclusively by part-time
operators.

4.3 SERYICE ALTERNATIVES OPPORTUNITIES AND IMPLICATIONS

This section describes how the District can improve services for the
local communities which are benefiting from a share of the Local Return
Funds. Both direct and indirect District involvement in service
alternatives is presented below.

At present, 32 transit agencies have transfer agreements with the
SCRTD. Of these agencies, seven have formed dial-a-ride systems. or a
shuttle service since the passage of Proposition A and supported the
service with Local Return Funds. It is 1ikely that other communities
will also desire to enhance their local circulation system or to
improve their residents’' accessibility to the regional transit system.
Communities without municipal transit systems generally subcontract for
transit improvements.

4.3.1 SERYICE SUBCONTRACTING

Service subcontracting is a broad term and is the procedure involved in
the implementation of several Service alterpatives such as paratransit
substitution and transportation zones discussed below. The District
can provide services for cities on a contract basis in exchange for a
share of the Local Return Funds or subcontract these transit services
to other operators and provide the administration and management for
these services. In the latter alternative, the District will act in
the capacity of a service brokerage. The District could also
subcontract its own low-productivity lines to private carriers. Each
of the following approaches could improve the District's financial
outlook.

.1l Direct District Contracting

Under this scenario, the District will evaluate the specific needs
of target communities and attempt to negotiate an agreement to
enhance the community's transit services. These services includes
intra-community shuttle service or commuter service.

Implications: Direct District contracting will necessitate
District initiative in identifying and evaluating existing and
potential transit needs of the local communities. This evaluation
will require additional staff time and increased costs. Unless the
negotiation for contracting is successful, the evaluation
expenditure will not be reimbursed by the target cities.

District contracting of services will reduce fragmentation of the
service area and increase schedule and fare coordination with the
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regional transit system. The advantages of District operations, as
well as the quality of support services provided by the District,
should be emphasized in agreement negotiations with potential
contracting communities.

Recommended Action: The following actions should be taken for the

implementation of direct District contracting. These actions
should be carried out on all levels of the District staff.

0 Identify potential communities for service contracting.

o Communicate to the LACTC, Los Angeles City and other
communities of the District's desire and capabilities for
contracting transit services.

.2 District Participation in the Bidding Process

The majority of cities and communities receiving Proposition A
Funds are 1likely to issue Request for Proposals (RFPs) for the .
performance of a variety of transit services. The District could
respond to the RFPs by submitting a bid for the performance of the
required service.

Implications: Assuming the same rate of pay to District employees

as to the small private and municipal operators, it would still be
difficult for the District to compete and charge the same cost as
the small transit carrier. The following factors contribute to the
District's higher cost: ’
o The requirement to provide service to the entire region
including the operation of many unproductive lines;

o Higher overhead than a small operator due to the size and
scope of services the District provides; this requires support
services, such as telephone information, Community Relations,

"Customer Relations and Transit Police, which are not provided
by many small operators;

o Higher insurance levels and costs than small operators due to
operating in a more complex environment;

0 More constraints and requlations than required of the small
operators; '

o Municipal operators may have a portion of their true cost
assigned to other city departments, i.e. legal, engineering,
personnel, non-vehicle operation, and supplies.

0 Private operators' initial bids may be beTowhtheir cost in

order to gain access into the transit market. In the long
run, these costs may escalate to cover true cost which may be
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higher. On the other hand, the District will charge full
costs from the beginning. Higher costs incurred by the
District could be justified in the bidding process by pointing
to the support services which are not likely to be provided by
smaller operators.

.3 District Provision of Transit Brokerage Service

Under this option the District will assume the responsibilities of
subcontracting transit services from requesting cities. In
essence, the District will use its expertise of running a transit
agency and will administer and manage a local transit system
operated by another carrier. The subcontracting may range from a
minimum District involvement to a major involvement in the
provision of support services. The minimum District involvement
option will leave the operation and all support services to the
contracting operator.

Major involvement will engage the District in full route planning,
bus scheduling, public information and marketing services, and
other support services.

District subcontracting of city services to others would put the
District in a position of a broker, which acts as an intermediary
between the carrier and the city. Again, responsibilities of the
District will be administration and management of transit service.

Implications: This type of subcontracting will maintain services

operated by others, under the control of the District, and will
lead to much better coordination with the regional transit system.
Additionally, this option will eliminate the need for the District
to invest.in new equipment and facilities. The District will also
receive revenues from providing this type of service.

In most cases, the transit needs to be fulfilled by the District
brokerage services will be supplemental to the District's existing
service., Therefore, it is not likely that these services will
worsen any employee's condition or that they will engender union
opposition. :

Recommended Action: The following actions could be taken to

implement this option.

0 Solicit potential communities to negotiate an agreement with
the District for the provision of administration and
management services.

o Plan for the expansion of District's existing support services

which may be needed to handle additional subcontracted
operations without adding additional overhead cost.
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.4 Subcontracting of District's Low-Productivity Service

This option evaluates subcontracting of District's lTow-productivity
service to other operators. Hcwever, the goal of subcontracting
existing District low-productivity lines is to reduce costs while
maintaining control over the line's operation. Under this option,
the District could regulate the fare and the Tevel and guality of
service to be consistent with the rest of the District's service
goals and standards.

The level of District support to the contracting operators may
range from minor to major involvement as described in the previous
option.

Implications: Subcontracting of transit services may impact the
conditions of existing Tabor agreements and is Tikely to generate
objections by the unions. Union concurrence to this service,
alternative is essential.

Subcontracting of Tlow-productivity service to private operators
will likely require incentives through subsidies at a level which
would make it profitable for the private carriers to provide the
service. The economic feasibility of subcontracting under these
conditions will depend on the private carrier's labor rates as well
as operational overhead.

Recommended Action: The following actions could be taken for this
option: .

-

o Identify low-productivity services as candidates for
subcontracting.

o Work with the cities, the County, and LACTC to issue RFPs to
potential bidders.

o Provide for the commencement of service.

0 Eva1uatg service.
4.3.2 PARATRANSIT SUBCONTRACTING AND SUBSTITUTION

A paratransit system {dial-a-ride, jitney, fixed-route shuttle, etc.)
could be operated as a supplement to an existing fixed-route system or
as a replacement of a fixed-route system when ridership levels are low.
The LACTC advocates paratransit substitution for fixed-route service as
a means of reducing cost. District staff, however, believes that to
insure the regional transit system's continuity and accessibility, it
is important that paratransit substitution be considered primarily on a

“community level basis while maintaining a network of regional bus Tines

throughout the County.
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To a considerable extent, paratransit is geared to serve a different
transit wuser market than fixed-route service. In particular,
paratransit service cannot substitute for fixed-route service 1in
central areas where ridership demand is high and system continuity and
cohesiveness 1s essential. Paratransit may be appropriate for fringe
areas. However, even in fringe areas, ridership loads during peak
hours may exceed paratransit service capacity.

The District is currently studying the feasibility of substituting
paratransit service in the West San Fernando Valley for fixed-route
service. Results of this study will be available by the end of 1985
and will allow more insight into paratransit substitution issues.

Operation of a paratransit system by the District or by individual
communities is most likely to be subcontracted to private or public
operators. Consequently, all of the subcontracting issues discussed

above, including labor contract constraints, also apply to paratransit
operations.

District involvement with paratransit subcontracting will benefit the
District through additional revenues. The District could receive Local
Return Funds under the two following options: (1) subcontract
paratransit service for other communities {act as a broker) and (2)
subcontract paratransit service which will substitute the District's
low-productivity lines. Both options were discussed in the Service
Subcontracting Section,

The District could plan, design and subcontract paratransit systems to
private carriers in local communities. .The District would administer
the system and provide support services as needed. The paratransit
system would be planned in a manner which would supplement the
District's existing fixed-route system and interface with it. This
would require the modification of the fixed-route system through route
and schedule adjustments and the coordination of both systems'
operations.

Paratransit substitution operations of District Tines «could be
subcontracted by the District in the same manner as subcontracting for
supplemental service. Substitution may reduce District's cost through
modification of unproductive line segments while providing the District
with additional funds for administering the paratransit system.

Implications: The following implications of paratransit systems should
be considered:

o The use of Local Return Funds by the cities to implement
paratransit systems, which will enhance local circulation and
supplement the regional transit system, could benefit the

entire regional transit structure. Ridership on District .

lines may increase and accessibility to inter-community travel
may improve.
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o Use of Local Return Funds for paratransit substitution of
fixed-route service may disturb the cohesiveness and integrity
of the regional transit system. Gaps in the regional system
resulting from paratransit substitution will cause hardship to
residents due to their trip requirements.

o The choice of the appropriate transit mode should not rely
entirely on total cost but should relate to the goals set for
the specific mode and for the transit system as a whole. A
paratransit system may have a lower total cost than a
fixed-route system, but the latter can carry a larger number
of people at a lower cost per passenger than the former.
Therefore, total cost should not be the sole criterion for
mode selection or exclusion.

o Active participation in the establishment and administration
of paratransit systems in the region will benefit the District
financially. In addition it will allow the District to
maintain control over transit systems to avoid fragmentation.

Recommended Action: The following actions are recommended:

0 Identify <cities and communities planning to implement
paratransit systems and/or are in need of improved local
circulation.

0 Communicate to the LACTC and the targetqd cities the
advantages of having the District plan and manage paratransit
systems.

4.3.3 TRANSPORTATION ZONES

A transportation zone means the creation of a zone within a specified
geographic area to meet specific transit needs in a cost-effective
manner. The Tocal decision-making authority in the zone would have the
power to provide all transit services within the zone or to provide
selected service within the zone {demand-responsive). The local
community can also contract the services to a public or private transit
provide through competitive bidding.

The Public Utilities Code authorized the LACTC to form transportation
zones. LACTC is also authorized to fund the transit service provided
within a designated zone with federal, state and local funds. These
authorizations, however, conflict with the objective which led to
State legislation to establish the LACTC. The Commission was charged
with the responsibility of coordinating the operation of all public
transportation services within the County to achieve an efficient
operation. By creating transportation zones and fragmenting the
service area, coordination of services Dbecomes more difficult and
operational efficiency may decrease.
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A major objective of the proposed establishment of local transportation
zones, as stated by the Commission, is "the potential for cost
savings.” The selection of private carriers on a competitive bidding
process by transportation zone boards is thought to be an effective
incentive for holding down operating cost. However, the overall cost
savings may not be as substantial as anticipated.

Any potential cost differential between private carriers and the
regional transit authority is primarily attributable to: (1) relative
labor cost, and (2) operating requirements, Public operators are
obligated to comply with State and Federal requirements governing
equipment and operating procedures. Private operators are generally
not subject to the same requirements, thereby permitting cost
containment. Examples of such public operator reguirements include the
accessibility of buses through the use of wheelchair 1ifts, public
hearings, and purchasing procedures. If similar standards are expected
of private, subcontracted operators, private operators' cost of service
would increase and cost savings would decrease commensurately.

At present, at least three transportation zones are being considered
within the District's service area. These zones are the following:

o Pomona Valley Area

o San Gabriel Valley - Proposed by several Llos Angeles County
Supervisors
L]
o Los Angeles Harbor Area - Considered in an intra-community
transit study conducted by SCAG.

0f all the .transit alternatives considered in this chapter,
transportation zones have the greatest potential for either new
opportunities or to be detrimental to the District's regional transit
system as stated by the implications below. The zone concept could
disturb the continuity of regional lines, cause fragmentation of the
system, increase costs and reduce ridership. On the other hand, if
transportation zones are established 1in a supportive context,
emphasizing intra-community service, the use of Local Return Funds for
this purpose can supplement and benefit the District's regional system.
Under this option, the District could, through coordination with the
improved Tocal circulation systems, eliminate unproductive lines or
l1ine segments and thus reduce the total costs of transit service. An
improved Tlocal transit system within the zone could also increase
ridership and revenues on the District's regional system, Furthermore,
District participation in the enhancement of 7Tocal service in the
transportation zone, as discussed in the subcontracting and paratransit
service alternatives, could further benefit the District.

Implications: Transportation zones within the District's service
area can have enormous short- and long-term consequences on the
regional transit system. The implications include the following:

0 The zones have a potentiai to fragment a cohesive regional
system into many small local systems and add duplicative
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administration cost. The transportation zone concept could,
if implemented, set in motion some impetus for cities to break
away from the present largely unified public¢ transportation
system within the county. The zone could impair the present
system and may limit accessibility of the regional system to
transportation zone residents.

o Decisions emanating from the local transportation zone boards
may or may not emphasize responsiveness to local circulation
trips needs and de-emphasize, or perhaps neglect altogether,
lTonger-distance, intercommunity and intercity transportation
needs.

o If transportation zones are established in the middle of the
District's service area, and the District will have to provide
service beyond these zones, the District's operation may
become less efficient and savings would be minimal because
service vehicle hours could not be decreased and revenue from
the =zones' ridership would 1ikely decline. Logistical
problems may also rise since District buses may still need to
travel through the zone, but will not be allowed to have
passengers board and alight within the zone.

o The use of other carriers may, in the long-term, result in
higher cost because of duplication of administrative staff and
the tendency by employer groups to be represented by strong
unions. ’

Recommended Action: The following actions could be ‘taken to ensure

accomplishment of cost-reduction goals while providing minimum
disruption to the regional transit system resulting from the
implementation of transportation zones.

o Support criteria for the establishment of transportation zones
which will minimize fragmentation of the District's service
area and which will require substantial cost savings over
existing service to be replaced.

0 Communicate to the LACTC, SCAG and political entities in the
region the potential adverse implications of multiple
transportation zones to the 1local residents and to the
regional transit system.

o Express concern about the Commission's recommendation to
transfer total subsidies from the regional operator to the
transportation zone. Recommend that subsidy transfer should
cover only the operating expenses incurred by the
transportation zone which are supposed to be lower than
existing expenses. The difference between the existing cost
and the proposed lower cost should be returned to the regional
operator. This would provide sufficient funds to operate the
existing level of service in the zone at a lower cost while
providing funds for the higher cost regional service to serve
the entire population of the region.

Iv-10




4.3.4 USER~-SIDE SUBSIDY

Although the user-side subsidy concept is not a service alternative as
those discussed above, it is an important technigue to increase equity and
it could be an appropriate use of the Local Return Funds. In addition,
transit operators may benefit from user-side subsidies by sharing the cost
of transit subsidies with local governments and by receiving more revenues.

User-side subsidies are generally employed to provide Ilower fare
transportation for targeted user groups. For example, the current cost of
an SCRTD one-zone regular monthly pass is now $20, but elderly persons, who
meet the eligibility criteria, can purchase this pass for $4. In essence,
public funding is providing a subsidy of $16 per month, per senior citizen
user,

Besides the elderly, reduced fare passes are also available to handicapped
persons, elementary through high school students, and college and
vocational students. Under the current fare structure, the total subsidy
for all targeted groups of users amount to over $42 million. Under the
proposed new fare structure with a base fare of $.85 to be implemented in
July, 1985, total District subsidies to targeted user groups will exceed
$53 million.

The major goal of user-side subsidy is to increase the mobility to
population segments unable to use the existing transportation system. The
specific goals, objectives and target groups eligible for user-side subsidy
should be determined by the sponsoring local government. Local communities
could purchase transit passes from the.District at’ full cost and resell
them to the selected target group at a lower cost. The local community
would thus retain full control as to the eligibility for transit subsidies.

Although user-side subsidy programs have the advantages discussed above,
they may also have shortcomings which would require careful consideration
before implementation. The implementation of user-side subsidy programs
may be complicated and its administration may be difficult. The
implications below elaborate on the advantages and disadvantages of such
programs.

Implications: The implications of a user-side subsidy program will
depend on the manner in which they will be implemented as discussed
below.

o A user-side subsidy should help to maintain or increase
productivity because of additional revenue achieved by keeping
riders on board and because of a reduction in subsidies by the
operator. It may also require additional service to meet
demand which could increase costs.

o Subsidizing target groups only on weekend and off-peak hours
can improve productivity and not increase cost. However, if
subsidies are provided for the entire day, some high demand
1ines may require additional buses during the peak period. As
a result, the net operating cost to the operator could be
higher than without the user-side subsidy program,
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o The target group selected may also have greater impacts on the
cost of administering the program. Administration of a
subsidy program for a low-income group may be difficult to
monitor and the cost may be high.

Recommended Actions: The following actions should be taken to
implement a feasible user-side subsidy program:

o Insist in negotiations with the funding agencies and the
cities on their participation in the existing subsidy programs
for elderly and disabled persons and students.

o Communicate to the funding agencies and the cities the need
for simple, low-cost administration and implementation
mechanisms of user-side subsidy programs in order to keep
operations cost low.

o Participate 1in the coordination and Tlogistics of the
implementation of user-side subsidy programs.

4.4 SUMMARY

Four service alternative concepts were presented and analyzed in this
chapter. The basic technique used in most of these concepts is service
subcontracting in different forms. The user-side subsidies concept is
the only alternative not invelving subcontracting. The alternatives
discussed are not mutually exclusive and may be employed in a variety
of combinations. i ’

A major goal or direction of providing service alternatives is to
cbtain participation by cities and the County with the Local Return
Funds. The following activities should be pursued by the Board of
Directors:

(1) Develop policies of the District to guide staff activities.

(2) Allocate resources for District staff to identify and
analyze transit needs of communities receiving Local Return
Funds.

(3) Communicate <the District’s desire and capabilities for
subcontracting service to the funding agencies and the
potential contracting cities.

Identify District’s Tow-productivity 1Tines and consider
(4) 1Identify District's 1 ductivity 1% d id
subcontracting them to private operators.

{5) Encourage paratransit systems to supplement fixed-route
service rather than substitute for it.

(6) Urge the LACTC to ensure coordination of the newly
established services with existing transit services.
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(7) Recommend to the LACTC that they reallocate lapsing Local
Return Funds to the regional operator.

(8) Request that transportation zones be established in logical
corridors or on the fringes of the District's service area
and that transportation zones have authority only over local

circulation systems and not over the regional system.

4
e

(9) Request cities' participation in transit subsidy programs
through user-side subsidies for elderly, handicapped,
students, and other target groups.

it should be emphasized that in order to implement these recommended
activities, all must come from a common set of policies and procedures
to be developed by staff and others and approved by the SCRTD Board.
If this is accomplished, the results could work to the mutual bepefit
of everyone. The District could increase revenues and reduce operating
costs, and the regional transit system will be well-coordinated.
Moreover, the potential adversities of system fragmentation, fare
complication, vregional transfer misunderstanding, duplication of
administrative positions and confusion to passengers would be avoided
if the District develops positive policies and proceeds to deal with
the issue of service delivery and the and coordination of transit
services in the region.
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