
*   Please note:  Location of Meeting Place

SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

BOARD OF DIRECTORS REGULAR MEETING AGENDA
JULY 13, 2001 (Second Friday of Each Month)

SCMTD ENCINAL CONFERENCE ROOM
*370 ENCINAL STREET, SUITE 100*

SANTA CRUZ, CALIFORNIA

SECTION I:   OPEN SESSION -  9:00 a.m.

1. ROLL CALL

2. ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATION

a.  Tracy Kellerman RE:  MetroBase at Harvey West
b.  Jan Davis-Hadley RE:  Bikes on Buses

3. LABOR ORGANIZATION COMMUNICATIONS 

4. METRO USERS GROUP (MUG) COMMUNICATIONS 

5. METRO ACCESSIBLE SERVICES TRANSIT FORUM (MASTF) COMMUNICATIONS

6. ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION TO SUPPORT EXISTING AGENDA ITEMS

CONSENT AGENDA

7-1. APPROVE REGULAR BOARD MEETING MINUTES OF 6/8/01 & 6/15/01 AND
SPECIAL BOARD MEETING MINUTES OF 5/23/01
Minutes: Attached

7-2. ACCEPT AND FILE PRELIMINARILY APPROVED CLAIMS
Report:  Attached

7-3. ACCEPT AND FILE PASSENGER LIFT REPORT FOR JUNE 2001
Report:  To Be Included in the Add-On Packet

7-4. CONSIDERATION OF TORT CLAIMS:  Deny the claims of: Victoria Balsa;
Ronald F. Chinitz; Sheri Cooper
Claims:  Attached

7-5. ACCEPT AND FILE MINUTES OF MASTF COMMITTEE MEETING OF 6/14/01
Minutes:  Attached

7-6. ACCEPT AND FILE MINUTES OF MUG COMMITTEE MEETING OF 6/13/01
Minutes:  Attached
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7-7. ACCEPT AND FILE MONTHLY BUDGET STATUS REPORT FOR MAY 2001,
APPROVAL OF BUDGET TRANSFERS
Staff Report:  Attached

7-8. ACCEPT AND FILE STATUS REPORT ON ADA PARATRANSIT PROGRAM FOR
MAY 2001
Staff Report: Attached

7-9. ACCEPT AND FILE HIGHWAY 17 STATUS REPORT FOR MAY 2001
Staff Report: Attached

7-10. ACCEPT AND FILE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ SERVICE STATUS
REPORT
Staff Report:  Attached

7-11. ACCEPT AND FILE RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING SECRETARY/GENERAL
MANAGER AND/OR FINANCE MANAGER TO EXECUTE DOCUMENTS REQUIRED
BY NOVA INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC., FOR MERCHANT BANK CARD
SERVICES
Staff Report:  Attached

7-12. CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF DISPOSITION OF PARATRANSIT VEHICLES
AND VEHICLE #902
Staff Report:  Attached

7-13. CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF THE ANNUAL DBE PARTICIPATION RATE OF
15% FOR FEDERALLY-FUNDED PROCUREMENTS IN FY 2002
Staff Report:  Attached

7-14. CONSIDERATION OF CHANGE OF USE FOR FLORA BELLA FROM CHILDREN’S
CLOTHING STORE TO EXPRESSO/GOURMET COFFEE OUTLET
Staff Report:  Attached

7-15. CONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR PARATRANSIT
SERVICE BETWEEN SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT AND
FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICES INC. TO PROVIDE FOR A NAME CHANGE FOR
FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICES, INC. TO "COMMUNITY BRIDGES" AS A
RESULT OF A CORPORATE NAME CHANGE
Staff Report: Attached

REGULAR AGENDA

8. PRESENTATION OF EMPLOYEE LONGEVITY AWARDS
Presented by: Emily Reilly, Vice Chair
Staff Report: Attached
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9. PRESENTATION OF THE URBANIZED AREA FORMULA PROGRAM AND THE
NEEDS OF SMALL TRANSIT INTENSIVE CITIES STUDY AND APPROVAL OF A
LEGISLATIVE POSITION IN SUPPORT OF ITS FINDINGS
Presented by: Mark Dorfman, Assistant General Manager
Staff Report: Attached

10. CONSIDERATION OF SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS FOR THE FALL BIDS
Presented by: Kim Chin, Planning and Marketing Manager
Staff Report: To Be Distributed July 13, 2001
PUBLIC HEARING AT THE 7/20/01 BOARD MEETING

11. CONSIDERATION OF ISSUES RELATING TO THE RIDER’S GUIDE/POLICIES AND
PROCEDURES FOR PARATRANSIT OPERATIONS
Presented by: Kim Chin, Planning and Marketing Manager
Staff Report: Attached

12. CONSIDERATION OF ISSUES RELATING TO THE AREAS SERVED BY ADA
PARATRANSIT
Presented by: Kim Chin, Planning and Marketing Manager
Staff Report: Attached

13. CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF CABRILLO COLLEGE TRANSPORTATION
MASTER PLAN AND AUTHORIZATION TO ENTER INTO A BUS PASS PROGRAM
AGREEMENT
Presented by: Mark Dorfman, Assistant General Manager
Staff Report: Attached

14. CONSIDERATION OF AN AMENDMENT TO THE CONTRACT WITH WATERLEAF
INTERIORS, INC. TO PROVIDE FOR A FINANCIAL IMPACT REVIEW AND REPORT
FOR THE METROBASE PROJECT
Presented by: Mark Dorfman, Assistant General Manager
Staff Report: To Be Included in the Add-On Packet

15. CONSIDERATION OF AMENDING DISTRICT BYLAWS TO SET ALTERNATE
MEETING LOCATIONS FOR THE REGULAR BOARD MEETINGS
Presented by: Margaret Gallagher, District Counsel
Staff Report: Attached

16. CONSIDERATION OF PARTICIPATION IN THE AMERICAN PUBLIC TRANSIT
ASSOCIATION’S (APTA) PARTNERSHIP FOR TOMORROW
Presented by: Les White, General Manager
Staff Report: Attached

17. CONSIDERATION OF DISTRICT POSITION ON BEACH SHUTTLE BUS LANE
Presented by: Mark Dorfman, Assistant General Manager
Staff Report: Attached
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18. CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST FOR SHUTTLE SERVICE FROM THE RUDOLPH F.
MONTE FOUNDATION FOR FIREWORK FUNDRAISER
Presented by: Mark Dorfman, Assistant General Manager
Staff Report: Attached

19. CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST TO CONSTRUCT ONE KIOSK AT THE
WATSONVILLE TRANSIT CENTER
Presented by: Margaret Gallagher, District Counsel
Staff Report: Attached

20. CONSIDERATION OF STATUS REPORT ON METRO SECURITY CONTRACT
Presented by: Bryant Baehr, Operations Manager
Staff Report: Attached

21. REVIEW OF ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED IN CLOSED SESSION:  District Counsel

22. ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS REGARDING CLOSED SESSION

SECTION II: CLOSED SESSION

1. CONFERENCE WITH LABOR NEGOTIATOR
Pursuant to Government Code Section 54957.6

Agency Negotiator:  Paul Chandley

a. Employee Organization:  Service Employees International Union (SEIU)
Local 415

b. Employee Organization:  United Transportation Union (UTU), Local 23

SECTION III:  RECONVENE TO OPEN SESSION

23. REPORT OF CLOSED SESSION

24. CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF SERVICE EMPLOYEES’ INTERNATIONAL
UNION (SEIU) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU)
Presented by: Paul Chandley, Human Resource Manager
Staff Report: Oral Report
ACTION REQUIRED AT JULY 13TH BOARD MEETING

ADJOURN
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NOTICE TO PUBLIC

Members of the public may address the Board of Directors on a topic not on the agenda but
within the jurisdiction of the Board of Directors or on the consent agenda by approaching the
Board during consideration of Agenda Item #2 “Oral and Written Communications”, under
Section I.  Presentations will be limited in time in accordance with District Resolution 69-2-1.
Members of the public may address the Board of Directors on a topic on the agenda by
approaching the Board immediately after presentation of the staff report but before the Board
of Directors’ deliberation on the topic to be addressed.  Presentations will be limited in time in
accordance with District Resolution 69-2-1.

When addressing the Board, the individual may, but is not required to, provide his/her name
and address in an audible tone for the record.

The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District does not discriminate on the basis of disability.
The Encinal Conference Room is located in an accessible facility.  If you wish to attend this
meeting and require special assistance in order to participate, please contact Dale Carr at
426-6080 at least 72 hours in advance of the Board of Directors meeting.

F:\users\ADMIN\filesyst\A\Agendas\Board\2001\6-13-01.doc
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Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District
370 Encinal, Suite 100, Santa Cruz, CA 95060
(831) 426-6080

Sheryl Ainsworth, Chair
Emily Reilly, Vice Chair
Bruce Gabriel
Jan Beautz
Tim Fitmaurice
Michelle Hinkle Mike Keough
Rafael Lopez
Christopher Krohn
Dennis Norton
Michael Rotkin,  UCSC Ex-officio

Santa Cruz City Council
809 Center St, Rm 10, Santa Cruz, CA 95060
City Hall (831) 4205020

I am writing today because of recent events over in the Harvey West Park area.
This event has a direct impact on the issues surrounding the EIR for the
MetroBase  to be located in Harvey West. I know that the time has passed to
submit comments and concerns regarding the EIR, but this recent event was
important and needs to be addressed.

On Tuesday, June 19, 2001, there was an overturned truck at the intersection of
Highway 1 and River Street. ALL surrounding areas were affected. I live on the
west side of town. I left my home at 8:05 AM. I arrived at work at 9:10 AM. The
approximate miles from my home to work is six miles. That is an overage of 1
mile every 17 minutes.

The severity of the traffic congestion and the loss of work time, the UPS trucks
behind schedule, the buses in traffic, all of the Highway 17 commuters, what a
mess. The traffic was backed from River and Highway 1, down River, up Encinal
and past Plantronics. All side streets in the Harvey West Area were at a stand
still. The trucks from Costco, UPS, The gravel yard, Granite Rock, not to
mention all the cars and now lets mix that in with Buses and the additional traffic
from Metro Employees. This area is already so over whelmed with traffic that
one traffic jam causes major impact to the Harvey West Area. Serious
consideration needs to be taken about such issues. There have been several of
these in the past year. I am sure there is a financial impact on situations just like
this, the loss of money due to not being able to get to where you are going, work,
deliveries, meetings and yes even catching a bus

I know that traffic was to be included in the EIR, but let’s not forget about the
amount of accidents that happen here at this very busy intersection. The EIR



needs to address the impact of these types of incidents and the loss incurred and
the high levels of stress and frustration this can create.

I recognize that we need to prepare for the future and that having a central
location for the Metrobase is necessary, but I also recognize the importance of
finding the right location for this project and Harvey West is far from an ideal
place or even the best location. Please consider this matter and my comments
to be included in the EIR. Thanks you for your time.

Tracy Kellerman
109 Cypress Park
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

cc:

Mayor Tim Fitzmaurice
459-2483 Office
Email: tfitzmaurice@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us

Vice Mayor Christopher Krohn
Email: ckrohn@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us

Scott Kennedy
404 King Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
457-8003 Residence
Email: skennedy@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us Ed Porter

Mark Primack
521 Swift Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
Email: mprimack@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us

Emily Reilly
Email: ereilly@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us

Keith A. Sugar
Email: ksugar@ci.santa-cruz.ca.us



To: Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District

From: Jan Davis-Hadley

Re: Insufficient number of racks for bikes

This is a follow up letter to the one I sent you a week ago. I rode the
Commuter bus to Watsonville from Santa Cruz at 6:35 a.m. two days this
week and both days there were more than two people who wanted to put
their bicycles on the racks. The ones of us who need this service really
appreciate the fact that we can carry our bikes, but we also really depend
on the availability.

Is there any way that we can have the straps or belts installed in these
#91 commuter buses similar to the service that is provided on some other
runs? I would be willing to buy one myself if they are not too expensive.
Knowing I could always get my bike on the bus would provide an enormous
peace of mind.

Please let me know if there is anything I can do.

Very sincerely,

Jan Davis-Hadley
425 Cress Road
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
email: johnelk@ cruzio.com
Phone: 438-4494



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

Minutes- Board of Directors           June 8, 2001

A Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors of the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District met
on Friday, June 8, 2001 at the District Administrative Office, 370 Encinal Street, Santa Cruz, CA.

Vice-Chairperson Reilly called the meeting to order at 8:35 a.m.

SECTION 1:  OPEN SESSION

1. ROLL CALL:

DIRECTORS PRESENT DIRECTORS ABSENT

Sheryl Ainsworth Christopher Krohn
Jeff Almquist Rafael Lopez
Jan Beautz Dennis Norton
Tim Fitzmaurice
Bruce Gabriel
Michelle Hinkle
Mike Keogh
Emily Reilly
Ex-Officio Mike Rotkin

STAFF PRESENT

Bryant Baehr, Operations Manager Tom Hiltner, Grants/Legis. Analyst
Paul Chandley, Human Resource Manager David Konno, Fac. Maint. Manager
Kim Chin, Planning & Marketing Manager Ian McFadden, Transit Planner
Mark Dorfman, Asst. General Manager Elisabeth Ross, Finance Manager
Marilyn Fenn, Asst. Finance Manager Judy Souza, Base Superintendent
Terry Gale, IT Manager Tom Stickel, Fleet Maintenance Manager
Margaret Gallagher, District Counsel Leslie R. White, General Manager

EMPLOYEES AND MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WHO INDICATED THEY WERE
PRESENT

Jim Bosso, S. C. Transportation Deborah Lane, MASTF
Wally Brondstatter, UTU John Mellon, VMU
Richard Camperud, Courtesy Cab Dennis Papadopolo, MASTF
Ted Chatterton, MUG Josh Price, Vehicle Svc. Worker
Mary Ferrick, PSA Patricia Spence, MASTF
Kasandra Fox, MASTF Sam Storey, Food & Nutrition
Mark Hartunian, Lift Line Marion Taylor. League of Women Voters
Patti Korba, SEA Candace Ward, UCSC
Mr. Kramer, Bus Rider Peggy Weaver, SEIU
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At this point, the Board went to view the talking features of a bus which was brought to the
meeting for demonstration purposes.  The meeting resumed at 8:55 a.m.

VICE-CHAIRPERSON REILLY TOOK THE CONSENT AGENDA OUT OF ORDER.

7-1. APPROVE REGULAR BOARD MEETING MINUTES OF 5/11/01 AND 5/18/01 AND
REVISED BOARD MEETING MINUTES OF 4/13/01 (See Item 7-15 for vote revision)

No questions or comments.

7-2. ACCEPT AND FILE PRELIMINARILY APPROVED CLAIMS

No questions or comments.

7-3. ACCEPT AND FILE PASSENGER LIFT REPORT FOR MAY 2001

No questions or comments.

7-4. CONSIDERATION OF TORT CLAIMS:  Deny the claim of: Douglas Overton

No questions or comments.

7-5. ACCEPT AND FILE MINUTES OF MASTF COMMITTEE MEETING OF 5/17/01

No questions or comments.

7-6. ACCEPT AND FILE MINUTES OF MUG COMMITTEE MEETING OF 5/16/01

No questions or comments.

7-7. ACCEPT AND FILE MONTHLY BUDGET STATUS REPORT FOR APRIL 2001,
APPROVAL OF BUDGET TRANSFERS

No questions or comments.

VICE-CHAIRPERSON REILLY RETURNED TO ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS
AT THIS TIME.

2. ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATION

Kasandra Fox, MASTF Chair, reported to the Board that MASTF's motion of approximately one
year ago regarding bus operators not calling out the stops was brought up at the request of a
few MASTF members.  Ms. Fox added that the union became upset about this issue but that
wasn't MASTF's intent when the Motion was passed.

Wally Brondstatter introduced himself as the new UTU Chair.  He thanked Ian McFadden for all
his hard work in the past in this position.
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Pattie Korba of SEA reported that the Vehicle Service Workers (VSW) are being asked to pull
the new fareboxes and informed the Board that these workers are currently making only $.02
more than the building custodians yet they are required to have a Class B driver's license.  Josh
Price, Vehicle Service Worker, gave a brief report to the Board on the current daily activities
performed by the VSWs.  He added that the VSW crew should be compensated with an
additional 5% increase or go through the reclassification process.  This would go towards
attracting workers to the current vacant positions.  Mr. Price closed by stating that the addition of
the duty of pulling fareboxes would eliminate a task that is currently being performed.  Peggy
Weaver, SEIU, spoke on this issue and reminded the Board that the VSWs are being asked to
lift up to 26 lbs. and to go up and down three steps on each bus which is an additional physical
task.  She added that the Board set a precendent by giving 1.5% to the drivers for performing
passenger counts on the new fareboxes.  She asked the Board to reconsider their last offer to
the VSWs.

3. LABOR ORGANIZATION COMMUNICATIONS

No questions or comments.

4. METRO USERS GROUP (MUG) COMMUNICATIONS

No questions or comments.

5. METRO ACCESSIBLE SERVICES TRANSIT FORUM (MASTF) COMMUNICATIONS

No questions or comments.

6. ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION TO SUPPORT EXISTING AGENDA ITEMS

Staff distributed Page 8i-2a to the Directors.

CONSENT AGENDA

7-8. ACCEPT AND FILE STATUS REPORT ON ADA PARATRANSIT PROGRAM FOR
MARCH AND APRIL 2001

No questions or comments.

7-9. ACCEPT AND FILE HIGHWAY 17 STATUS REPORT FOR APRIL 2001

No questions or comments.

7-10. ACCEPT AND FILE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ SERVICE STATUS
REPORT

Director Fitzmaurice asked for approximate increase in ridership if the University cuts their
shuttle service.  Les White responded that Staff expects an increase of 25% in ridership starting
in the Fall semester.  This will be a result of additional OATIE (Operations Action Team) service
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and improved efficiency.  Candace Ward reported that there are no plans to cut shuttle service
at this time.

7-11. CONSIDERATION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR DISPOSAL OF TWO PHOTOCOPIERS

No questions or comments.

7-12. CONSIDERATION OF RENEWAL OF LIABILITY AND PHYSICAL DAMAGE
INSURANCE COVERAGE WITH CALTIP FOR FY 01-02

No questions or comments.

7-13. CONSIDERATION OF RENEWAL OF PROPERTY INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR FY
01-02

No questions or comments.

7-14. CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF A LEASE AMENDMENT FOR MC DONALD’S
FOOD RESTAURANT AT THE WATSONVILLE TRANSIT CENTER FOR A RENT
REDUCTION AND A CHANGE IN THE TERM OF THE EXTENSION

Margaret Gallagher reported that McDonald's is requesting a reduction in their rent since they
didn't meet their economic projections.  Their current offer is $1,200/mo. with an additional 5%
of their gross sales which exceed $400,000 being paid to the District.  Only $363,000 was
projected for their sales for 2001.  McDonald's is proposing that their contract be for a three-year
term with an additional two-year extension to make up the five-year contract period.
McDonald's is currently paying $1,900/mo. with a CPI adjustment due in October 2001.  Director
Fitzmaurice asked that this issue be referred to Closed Session.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR BEAUTZ SECOND: DIRECTOR ALMQUIST

Move this item to Closed Session for the June 15 Board Meeting.

Motion passed with Directors Krohn, Lopez and Norton absent.

7-15.a. CONSIDERATION OF AMENDING BYLAWS THROUGH APPROVAL OF
RESOLUTION NO. 69-2-1 TO SET REGULAR BOARD MEETINGS TO BEGIN
AT 9:00 A.M., TO ADD ENDING TIMES TO THE REGULAR BOARD
MEETINGS, AND TO ENSURE BI-LINGUAL INTERPRETERS ARE PRESENT
AT PUBLIC HEARINGS, WHEN APPROPRIATE
Action Required at the June 8, 2001 Meeting

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR BEAUTZ SECOND: DIRECTOR GABRIEL

Set a beginning time at 9:00 a.m. and ending time at 12:00 noon.  A Motion will be
necessary to extend the meeting past noontime.  The issue of the interpreter will be
continued to the June 15 Board Meeting.
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Director Fitzmaurice suggested that an interpreter be present at the second Board Meeting each
month through the Oral Communication segment.  Director Almquist further suggested that
during the Oral Communication segment, the Chair should ask the audience if there are any
other issues on the agenda which would require Spanish interpretation.  Staff will submit a
report to the Board at the June 15 meeting of the costs for the interpreter.  Patti Korba
suggested that the Spanish interpreter services be listed on the Notice to the Public portion of
the agenda.

Motion passed with Directors Krohn, Lopez and Norton absent.

b. CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATE MEETING LOCATIONS AND NIGHT
MEETINGS FOR THE REGULAR BOARD MEETING

The MUG Committee made a recommendation to the Board to continue the Board Meetings in
the same Santa Cruz location each month and to hold the meetings during the day.

7-16. CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST TO CONSTRUCT ONE KIOSK AT THE
WATSONVILLE TRANSIT CENTER

Les White reported that Staff recommends denying this request.

7-17. CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF LEASE FOR SCOTTS VALLEY TRANSIT
CENTER TENANT

Margaret Gallagher requested that this item be deleted from the agenda.

7-18. CONSIDERATION OF STATUS OF CALIFORNIA TRAFFIC CONGESTION
REDUCTION PROGRAM (TCRP)

No questions or comments.

7-19. CONSIDERATION OF AUTHORIZATION TO RENEW AGREEMENT WITH SANTA
CRUZ COUNTY FOR ACQUISITION AND RELOCATION ASSISTANCE SERVICE

No questions or comments.

7-20. CONSIDERATION OF AUTHORIZATION TO RENEW CONTRACT WITH UNIVERSITY
OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ

No questions or comments.

7-21. ACCEPT AND FILE QUARTERLY PERFORMANCE REPORT, THIRD QUARTER
2000/01

No questions or comments.
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7-22. ACCEPT AND FILE QUARTERLY RIDERSHIP REPORT, THIRD QUARTER 2000/01

No questions or comments.

REGULAR AGENDA

8. CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION APPROVING FY 01-02 FINAL
BUDGET; AUTHORIZATION OF BOARD MEMBER TRAVEL; APPROVAL OF
EMPLOYEE INCENTIVE PROGRAM; AUTHORIZATION OF STAFFING LEVELS; AND
APPROVAL OF JOB SPECIFICATIONS AND SALARY RANGES FOR ASSISTANT
HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGER, PARATRANSIT ADMINISTRATOR, AND
ELIGIBILITY COORDINATOR

Summary:

A public hearing was held last month for input on the Draft Budget.  Elisabeth Ross reviewed the
changes to the budget as follows:  A 22% increase in revenue from the University; Change by
the Commission in the TDA allocation - the District is now short $400,000; Insurance premium
for this year is now $5,000; Reduction in vehicle fuel of $123,199 which still allows for a 43%
increase over the year-to-date average fuel price.    Les White reported that Staff is still in
negotiations with Obie Media, therefore, there are no adjustments to the advertising revenue.
When the financial implications of moving to framed advertising are known, Staff will return to
the Board and budget the change at the same time.

Patti Korba stated that SEA has questions regarding some of the job descriptions.  Chairperson
Ainsworth asked for a report on the reserve balances.  Mark Dorfman informed Director
Fitzmaurice that Staff is looking at tying the photo I.D.s in with the new fareboxes.

9. CONSIDERATION OF USING BIO-DIESEL TO MEET THE INTERIM FUEL
REQUIREMENTS OF THE CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR ALMQUIST SECOND: DIRECTOR GABRIEL

Move Item #9 to the Consent Agenda for the June 15 Board Meeting.

Motion passed with Directors Krohn, Lopez and Norton absent.

10. AUTHORIZATION TO EXERCISE OPTION TO PURCHASE EIGHT COMPRESSED
NATURAL GAS BUSES FROM PIERCE TRANSIT WITH NEW FLYER OF AMERICA

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR FITZMAURICE
SECOND: DIRECTOR AINSWORTH

Findings were made to take action on this item today.

Motion passed with Directors Krohn, Lopez and Norton absent.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR ALMQUIST SECOND: DIRECTOR GABRIEL
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Authorize the General Manager to take the necessary steps to inform Pierce Transit and
New Flyer of America of the District’s intent to exercise Pierce Transit’s option for the
purchase of eight (8) CNG 40-foot low-floor transit buses, and to negotiate and sign a
contract with New Flyer of America to purchase these eight (8) buses.

Motion passed with Directors Krohn, Lopez and Norton absent.

11. CONSIDERATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL REGULATIONS REGARDING
BUS STOP ANNOUNCEMENTS (SUPPLEMENTAL II)

Summary:

Bryant Baehr reported that this is a follow-up to the Board's request for information on the
reliability of the annunciation equipment, the costs, and the compliance issues.  Two companies
offering the same technology supplied references that were checked by Staff.  A 99% accuracy
rate of the equipment was reported from a Houston vendor.  The costs for twenty-seven to thirty
low-floor buses would be $235,000 - $367,000.  The cost to repower 42 buses would be
$389,000 - $584,000.  Mr. Baehr reported that in order to be in compliance with this equipment,
it could be wired so that it could not be turned off by the operator.  Funding for this technology
would need to be identified.  Staff recommends that they proceed with identifying a funding
source, and go out to bid.  Staff will return to the Board with a recommended vendor and funding
source.

12. CONSIDERATION OF CHANGE IN CONTRACT WITH THE SANTA CRUZ POLICE
DEPARTMENT TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL SECURITY SERVICES IN AND AROUND
METRO CENTER

Summary:

A request was made by the City of Santa Cruz for Metro Center security to extend its patrol to
the youth center.

Discussion:

Director Beautz stated that it is inappropriate to pay for police services for other locations.  This
item will be further discussed at the June 15th Board Meeting.

13. CONSIDERATION OF THE SERVICE REVIEW AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
COMPOSITION

Summary:

A request was made for a representative from MUG and MASTF to be a part of the Service
Review Committee.  Staff recommends that the Service Review Committee maintain its current
membership.  Any change to this Committee would require a change to the UTU Labor
Agreement.  Staff further suggests that the review component provided to MUG and MASTF be
strengthened.  Staff will supply the Board with a supplemental report at the June 15th meeting
describing an alternative solution to accommodate MASTF's request.
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14. CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST BY MASTF FOR SENSITIVITY TRAINING FOR
MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND METRO MANAGEMENT

Summary:

In January MASTF proposed to establish a paratransit sensitivity training program for Board
members and METRO management.  An outline of the proposed program was supplied by
MASTF and includes three individual trips and one group trip.  Each participant will be asked to
complete a survey outlining their paratransit experience.  The proposed budget for this training
program is $3,697.00 and is not currently a budgeted item.

Discussion:

The concept of this training is for the Board and Management to experience the same policies
and procedures so they will have more knowledge on what is being voted on.  Pat Spence
explained that the necessary equipment for this training is available through Horsnyder's
Pharmacy for the two-week period of July 24th through August 7th.

ITEM #17 WAS TAKEN OUT OF ORDER.

17. CONSIDERATION OF AWARD OF CONTRACT FOR PREPARATION OF
PARATRANSIT POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
Action required at the June 8, 2001 Meeting

Summary:

Tom Stickel reported that there are two main objectives.  They are:  a) develop a set of policies
and procedures for paratransit operations; b) use the policies and procedures to develop a
Request for Proposal (RFP) for operation of the paratransit services which will be considered at
a later date.  The selection committee was comprised of representatives from MUG, MASTF,
E&D TAC and METRO staff.  Approval is requested at today's meeting in order to give the
contractor additional time to complete the work.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR KEOGH SECOND: DIRECTOR ALMQUIST

Authorize the General Manager to execute a contract for the development of paratransit
policies and procedures/service operations with MultiSystems, Inc.

Motion passed with Directors Krohn, Lopez and Norton absent.

15. CONSIDERATION OF AWARD OF CONTRACT FOR REPAIRS TO OPERATIONS
PARKING LOT

16. CONSIDERATION OF AWARD OF CONTRACT FOR HEATING, VENTILATION AND
AIR CONDITIONING (HVAC) REPLACEMENT AT SANTA CRUZ METRO CENTER

19. CONSIDERATION OF WORKSHOP MEETING ON SEPTEMBER 14, 2001, TO
DISCUSS REVENUE ENHANCEMENT
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ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR ALMQUIST SECOND: DIRECTOR GABRIEL

Move Items 15, 16 and 19 to the Consent Agenda for the June 15th Meeting.

Motion passed with Directors Krohn, Lopez and Norton absent.

DIRECTORS ALMQUIST AND BEAUTZ LEFT THE MEETING.

18. CONSIDERATION OF POLICY REGARDING THE PARATRANSIT SERVICE AREA
AND THE PROVISION OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICE OUTSIDE OF THE AREA

Summary:

Les White reported that there is a 3/4-mile paratransit service area around each fixed service
route.  In the past, transportation had been provided by Lift Line outside these boundaries.  Staff
and Director Almquist received a letter from Mr. Whiteagle requesting ADA service outside the
service area.  Staff recommends that the Board maintain the 3/4-mile boundary and not
accommodate trips outside, other than existing trips.  Staff was directed to meet with Lift Line to
see if Mr. Whiteagle's request could be funded through the Transportation Commission's TDA
funding.  Staff should then request to Lift Line that TDA funding be directed towards these trips
that are legitimate but do not quality under ADA funding.  Les White verified that the 3/4-mile
boundary is a Federal minimum under ADA.

Discussion:

Pat Spence mentioned that there is now a bus route in the Lakeview area and asked if there
should now be paratransit service in the 3/4-mile area surrounding this route.  She asked that
the Board redefine and expand the paratransit service area as part of the recertification process.
It was noted that the client base needs to be aware of other funding sources, such as taxi script
and the medical voucher program.

Director Fitzmaurice requested a map of the areas that are covered by Lift Line and where Mr.
Whiteagle's church is in relation to these areas.  Director Reilly asked how people find out what
their options are.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR GABRIEL SECOND: DIRECTOR AINSWORTH

Table this item until next month.

AYES: Directors: Ainsworth, Gabriel, Hinkle, Reilly
NOES: Directors: Fitzmaurice, Keogh
ABSTAIN: Directors: None
ABSENT:  Directors: Almquist, Beautz, Krohn, Lopez, Norton

Motion failed.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR GABRIEL SECOND: DIRECTOR AINSWORTH
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Continue this item to the July Board Meeting with the caveat that Lift Line take care of
providing service to Mr. Whiteagle.

Motion passed with Directors Almquist, Beautz, Krohn, Lopez, Norton absent.

Sam Storey stated that Mr. Whiteagle is eligible for taxi script for this particular trip.  He further
stated that he needs to approach the Transportation Commission to discuss types of trips
funded by TDA funds.  Mr. Storey added that Lift Line would try to accommodate Mr. Whiteagle,
however, this would be an exception to their current policy that they would need to justify since
there is no funding mechanism to accommodate this type of request.

20. CONSIDERATION OF LEASING A TROLLEY REPLICA SPECIALTY VEHICLE FOR
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ON THE SANTA CRUZ BEACH SHUTTLE

Summary:

Staff recommends that the Board authorize Staff to seek vendors to lease a trolley replica
shuttle vehicle for use on the Santa Cruz Beach Shuttle and to seek financial sponsors to offset
the associated costs.

21. CONSIDERATION OF AUTHORIZING STAFF TO NEGOTIATE WITH FOOD AND
NUTRITION SERVICES FOR THE ASSIGNMENT OF PARATRANSIT VANS FOR THE
PROVISION OF COMPLIMENTARY ADA PARATRANSIT SERVICE

Summary:

Staff requests authorization to enter into negotiations with Food and Nutrition Service for the
assignment of twelve new paratransit vans for use in providing complimentary ADA paratransit
service.

22. REVIEW OF ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED IN CLOSED SESSION

There was no Closed Session due to lack of quorum.

23. ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS REGARDING CLOSED SESSION

None

ADJOURN

There being no further business, Vice-Chair Reilly adjourned the meeting at 10:59 a.m.  .

Respectfully submitted,

DALE CARR
Administrative Services Coordinator
F:\users\ADMIN\filesyst\M\Minutes\Board\2001\6-8-01.doc



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

Minutes- Board of Directors           June 15, 2001

A Regular Meeting of the Board of Directors of the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District met
on Friday, June 15, 2001 at the City Hall Council Chambers, 809 Center Street, Santa Cruz,
California.

Chairperson Ainsworth called the meeting to order at 9:06 a.m.

SECTION 1:  OPEN SESSION

1. ROLL CALL:

DIRECTORS PRESENT DIRECTORS ABSENT

Sheryl Ainsworth Rafael Lopez
Jeff Almquist Dennis Norton
Jan Beautz
Tim Fitzmaurice
Bruce Gabriel
Michelle Hinkle
Mike Keogh
Christopher Krohn
Emily Reilly
Ex-Officio Mike Rotkin

STAFF PRESENT

Bryant Baehr, Operations Manager Mike Goodell, Sr. Database Administrator
Paul Chandley, Human Resource Manager David Konno, Fac. Maint. Manager
Kim Chin, Planning & Marketing Manager Kathy O’Mara, Schedule Analyst
Mark Dorfman, Asst. General Manager Elisabeth Ross, Finance Manager
Marilyn Fenn, Asst. Finance Manager Judy Souza, Base Superintendent
Terry Gale, IT Manager Tom Stickel, Fleet Maintenance Manager
Margaret Gallagher, District Counsel Leslie R. White, General Manager

EMPLOYEES AND MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC WHO INDICATED THEY WERE
PRESENT

Sharon Barbour, MUG Deborah Lane, MASTF
Jim Bosso, S. C. Transportation Jeff LeBlanc, Bus Rider
Wally Brondstatter, UTU Dennis Papadopolo, MASTF
Richard Camperud, Courtesy Cab Bob Scott, Engineering Consultant
Mark Hartunian, Lift Line Patricia Spence, MASTF
Patti Korba, SEA Linda Wilshusen, SCCRTC
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2. ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATION

a.  Jan David-Hadley RE:  Bikes on Buses
b.  David Tomberlin RE:  Amtrak Service

Director Krohn stated that he has heard Mr. Tomberlin's complaint from others as to Highway 17
service being brought to the Metro Center.  Staff was directed to report on the interlocking
issues of the Highway 17 service at the July Board meeting.

3. LABOR ORGANIZATION COMMUNICATIONS

Wally Brondstatter, UTU, showed a video of the bus rapid transit system in Eugene, Oregon,
which should be operational soon.  UTU and the District are looking forward to seeing this type
of system in Santa Cruz.

4. METRO USERS GROUP (MUG) COMMUNICATIONS

Sharon Barbour read four Motions which were made by the MUG Committee at their recent
meeting:

1. MUG recommends that the twelve (12) new paratransit vans remain with the
contract, that they are dedicated to paratransit service and that each van is
identified with the METRO logo and signage.

2. MUG supports Staff's recommendation to deny the request to construct one kiosk
at the Watsonville Transit Center.

3. MUG supports Staff's recommendation that both MUG and MASTF Committees
have an opportunity to offer input into the Service Planning and Review Committee
process preliminarily and again at a final review stage.

4. MUG supports Staff's recommendation regarding the additional part-time police
officer position.

5. METRO ACCESSIBLE SERVICES TRANSIT FORUM (MASTF) COMMUNICATIONS

Deborah Lane read three motions that were made at the recent MASTF meeting:

1. MASTF thanks the Board and Management for installation of no smoking signs at
the bus shelters.

2. MASTF recommends to the Board that the Board Meetings stay at the same place
in Santa Cruz during day light hours.

3. MASTF recommends to the Board and Management:
a. That the paratransit service area needs to be redefined or reformulated by

the Board and Management according to existing fixed route schedules.
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b. New areas of paratransit service areas need to be identified.
c. During the recertification process any rider who does not live in the service

area should be identified and offered other alternatives.
d. Make sure destination outside the service areas will be identified in the

computer at the time the ride is booked with the service provider.
e. Apply the service areas, ride rules and policies equally and uniformly to all

passengers at all times.

Ms. Lane extended an invitation to the Board to attend next July's MASTF meeting for a
celebration of the signing of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and for celebration of
summer.

6. ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTATION TO SUPPORT EXISTING AGENDA ITEMS

SECTION I

ADD TO ITEM #2 ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS
a. Jan David-Hadley RE:  Bikes on Buses

(Add written communication)

CONSENT AGENDA:

ADD TO ITEM 7-3 ACCEPT AND FILE PASSENGER LIFT REPORT FOR MAY 2001
(Add Staff Report)

ADD TO ITEM 7-4 Consideration of Tort Claims:  Deny the claims of:  Pamela Lee
Spires; Elia Mendoza
(Add claims)

ADD TO ITEM #7-8 ACCEPT AND FILE STATUS REPORT ON ADA PARATRANSIT
PROGRAM FOR MARCH 2001
(Add April Staff Report)

DELETE ITEM #7-17 CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF LEASE FOR SCOTTS
VALLEY TRANSIT CENTER TENANT

ADD TO ITEM #7-21 ACCEPT AND FILE QUARTERLY PERFORMANCE REPORT,
THIRD QUARTER 2000/01
(Add Report)

ADD TO ITEM #7-27 CONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENT OF LEASE AGREEMENT
WITH FREDRICO CHAVEZ AND RAFAEL CHAVEZ d/b/a TRUCK
DRIVERS' INSTITUTE TO ALLOW SANTA CURZ METRO USE OF
PARKING LOT ON SATURDAYS FROM JUNE 18 THROUGH
SEPTEMBER 4, 2001
(Add Staff Report)
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ADD TO ITEM #8 CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION APPROVING
FY 01-02 FINAL BUDGET; AUTHORIZATION OF BOARD MEMBER
TRAVEL; APPROVAL OF EMPLOYEE INCENTIVE PROGRAM;
AUTHORIZATION OF STAFFING LEVELS; AND APPROVAL OF
JOB SPECIFICATIONS AND SALARY RANGES FOR ASSISTANT
HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGER, PARATRANSIT
ADMINISTRATOR, AND ELIGIBILITY COORDINATOR
(Add Staff Report Outlining Balance in Reserve Accounts)

DELETE ITEM #10 AUTHORIZATION TO EXERCISE OPTION TO PURCHASE EIGHT
COMPRESSED NATURAL GAS BUSES FROM PIERCE TRANSIT
WITH NEW FLYER OF AMERICA
(Action taken at 6/8/01 Board Meeting)

ADD TO ITEM #11 CONSIDERATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL
REGULATIONS REGARDING BUS STOP ANNOUNCEMENTS
(Add Supplemental II Staff Report)

ADD TO ITEM #13 CONSIDERATION OF THE SERVICE REVIEW AND PLANNING
COMMITTEE COMPOSITION
(Add Supplemental Staff Report)

DELETE ITEM #17 CONSIDERATION OF AWARD OF CONTRACT FOR
PREPARATION OF PARATRANSIT POLICIES AND
PROCEDURES
(Action taken at 6/8/01 Board Meeting)

ADD TO ITEM #22 CONSIDERATION OF AMENDING THE SCOPE OF WORK FOR
THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE
METROBASE PROJECT
(Add Staff Report)

ADD TO ITEM #23 CONSIDERATION OF AMENDING BYLAWS THROUGH
APPROVAL OF RESOLUTION NO. 69-2-1 TO SET REGULAR
BOARD MEETINGS TO BEGIN AT 9:00 A.M., TO ADD ENDING
TIMES TO THE REGULAR BOARD MEETINGS, AND TO ENSURE
BI-LIUNGUAL INTERPRETERS ARE PRESENT AT PUBLIC
HEARINGS, WHEN APPROPRIATE
(Add Supplemental Staff Report)

CONSENT AGENDA

7-1. APPROVE REGULAR BOARD MEETING MINUTES OF 5/11/01 AND 5/18/01 AND
REVISED BOARD MEETING MINUTES OF 4/13/01 (See Item 7-15 for vote revision)

7-2. ACCEPT AND FILE PRELIMINARILY APPROVED CLAIMS
7-3. ACCEPT AND FILE PASSENGER LIFT REPORT FOR MAY 2001
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7-4. CONSIDERATION OF TORT CLAIMS:  Deny the claim of: Douglas Overton; Deny
the Claims of:  Pamela Lee Spires; Elia Mendoza

7-5. ACCEPT AND FILE MINUTES OF MASTF COMMITTEE MEETING OF 5/17/01
7-6. ACCEPT AND FILE MINUTES OF MUG COMMITTEE MEETING OF 5/16/01
7-7. ACCEPT AND FILE MONTHLY BUDGET STATUS REPORT FOR APRIL 2001,

APPROVAL OF BUDGET TRANSFERS
7-8. ACCEPT AND FILE STATUS REPORT ON ADA PARATRANSIT PROGRAM FOR

MARCH AND APRIL 2001
7-9. ACCEPT AND FILE HIGHWAY 17 STATUS REPORT FOR APRIL 2001
7-10. ACCEPT AND FILE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ SERVICE STATUS

REPORT
7-11. CONSIDERATION OF AUTHORIZATION FOR DISPOSAL OF TWO PHOTOCOPIERS
7-12. CONSIDERATION OF RENEWAL OF LIABILITY AND PHYSICAL DAMAGE

INSURANCE COVERAGE WITH CALTIP FOR FY 01-02
7-13. CONSIDERATION OF RENEWAL OF PROPERTY INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR FY

01-02
7-14. MOVED TO CLOSED SESSION FOR 6/15/01 BOARD MEETING
7-15. MOVED TO REGULAR AGENDA AS ITEM #23
7-16. MOVED TO REGULAR AGENDA AS ITEM #24
7-17. DELETED
7-18. CONSIDERATION OF STATUS OF CALIFORNIA TRAFFIC CONGESTION

REDUCTION PROGRAM (TCRP)
7-19. CONSIDERATION OF AUTHORIZATION TO RENEW AGREEMENT WITH SANTA

CRUZ COUNTY FOR ACQUISITION AND RELOCATION ASSISTANCE SERVICE
7-20. CONSIDERATION OF AUTHORIZATION TO RENEW CONTRACT WITH UNIVERSITY

OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA CRUZ
7-21.  ACCEPT AND FILE QUARTERLY PERFORMANCE REPORT, THIRD QUARTER

2000/01
7-22. ACCEPT AND FILE QUARTERLY RIDERSHIP REPORT, THIRD QUARTER 2000/01
7-23. CONSIDERATION OF USING BIO-DIESEL TO MEET THE INTERIM FUEL

REQUIREMENTS OF THE CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD
7-24. CONSIDERATION OF AWARD OF CONTRACT FOR REPAIRS TO OPERATIONS

PARKING LOT
7-25. CONSIDERATION OF AWARD OF CONTRACT FOR HEATING, VENTILATION AND

AIR CONDITIONING (HVAC) REPLACEMENT AT SANTA CRUZ METRO CENTER
7-26. CONSIDERATION OF WORKSHOP MEETING ON SEPTEMBER 14, 2001, TO

DISCUSS REVENUE ENHANCEMENT
7-27. CONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENT OF LEASE AGREEMENT WITH FREDRICO

CHAVEZ AND RAFAEL CHAVEZ d/b/a TRUCK DRIVERS’ INSTITUTE TO ALLOW
SANTA CRUZ METRO USE OF PARKING LOT ON SATURDAYS FROM JUNE 18
THROUGH SEPTEMBER 4, 2001

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR FITZMAURICE SECOND: DIRECTOR KROHN

Approve the Consent Agenda.
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Les White spoke of the effort put forth by both Senator McPherson and Assemblymember
Keeley in ensuring that funds came back to the District.  Mr. White was directed to send out
"thank you" letters in this regard.

Motion passed unanimously with Directors Lopez and Norton absent.

REGULAR AGENDA

8. CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF RESOLUTION APPROVING FY 01-02 FINAL
BUDGET; AUTHORIZATION OF BOARD MEMBER TRAVEL; APPROVAL OF
EMPLOYEE INCENTIVE PROGRAM; AUTHORIZATION OF STAFFING LEVELS; AND
APPROVAL OF JOB SPECIFICATIONS AND SALARY RANGES FOR ASSISTANT
HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGER, PARATRANSIT ADMINISTRATOR, AND
ELIGIBILITY COORDINATOR

Summary:

Elisabeth Ross pointed out that there is a memo in the Add-On Packet which addresses reserve
account balances.  Staff is requesting that the Board approve the budget for FY 01-02 and all
related actions that are outlined in the staff report.

Discussion:

Director Krohn was informed that the increase in UCSC passenger revenue is anticipated when
the bi-directional service is implemented on campus.  It was also confirmed that staff is still
utilizing the 5% sales tax as projected revenue.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR BEAUTZ SECOND: DIRECTOR GABRIEL

Adopt a resolution approving the final budget for FY 01-02 as presented in Attachment B;
authorize Board member travel in FY 01-02 as described in Attachment C; approve the
Employee Incentive Program as presented in Attachment D; authorize staffing levels as
listed in Attachment G; approve the salary ranges and job specifications for the
management positions of Assistant Human Resources Manager and Paratransit
Administrator as presented in Attachment I; and approve the salary range and job
specification for Paratransit Eligibility Coordinator as presented in Attachment I, subject
to the meet and confer process with SEIU.

Motion passed unanimously with Directors Lopez and Norton absent.

9. MOVED TO CONSENT AGENDA AS ITEM #7-23.

10. DELETED

11. CONSIDERATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL REGULATIONS REGARDING
BUS STOP ANNOUNCEMENTS (SUPPLEMENTAL II)
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Summary:

Bryant Baehr submitted a supplemental report to the Board in the Add-On Packet which
provides additional information concerning the reliability of the "Talking Bus" technology.  Staff
recommends that the Board Chair establish a committee to review the call stop announcement
program.  Staff recommends that this committee consist of:  2 Board Directors, 2 Staff
members, 2 UTU representatives, 2 MASTF representatives and 2 MUG representatives.

Discussion:

Staff was advised to return to the Board at their August meeting to give results of this
committee.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR GABRIEL SECOND: DIRECTOR REILLY

Establish a committee to provide guidance to the Board of Directors concerning call stop
announcements.  This committee would focus on the following: analyze the current call
stop announcements, internal bus signage, bus stop signage, customer comments and
bus operator compliance.  The committee would prepare a report for the Board of
Directors’ review by the August 2001 meeting.

AMENDMENT:  Directors Beautz and Fitzmaurice will represent the Board on this
committee, with Director Reilly being the alternate for Director Fitzmaurice if needed.

A facilitator is needed for this process.  Deborah Lane informed the Board that both Ed Kramer
and Fahmey Ma'Awad, the gentlemen who brought this issue up, are working closely with Staff
on this issue. Mr. Kramer and Michael Edwards will be the MASTF representatives on this
committee.  Liz Sparks of CCCIL congratulated the Board for the progress on this issue.  Wally
Brondstatter stated that the committee would work on what to do in the interim period between
now and when the equipment is installed.

Motion passed unanimously with Director Lopez and Norton absent.

12. CONSIDERATION OF CHANGE IN CONTRACT WITH THE SANTA CRUZ POLICE
DEPARTMENT TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL SECURITY SERVICES IN AND AROUND
METRO CENTER

Summary:

Director Fitzmaurice introduced Operations Deputy Chief Jeff Locke of the Santa Cruz Police
Dept. who spoke to the Board regarding the security impacts that spread beyond the Metro
Center boundaries.  As the Mayor of Santa Cruz, Director Fitzmaurice had requested funding
assistance from the METRO for an additional part-time police officer to monitor the area from
the Metro Center to the teen center.
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Discussion:

Several Directors expressed their concern about METRO funding this officer when there are
numerous other venues in the area who create security situations as well.  An additional
concern voiced was that of the liability to the METRO when their security officers are off Metro
Center property.  Lastly, Directors had concerns regarding funding an officer who would be
monitoring more than just Metro Center property, with funds that could be used for more bus
service.  Director Fitzmaurice withdrew his request for METRO to fund an additional part-time
police officer to monitor areas from the Metro Center to the teen center.

Staff was directed to study the security arrangements at the District's other transit centers and to
bring a report back to the Board at a later date. This report will encompass METRO's
responsibility and sphere of influence and whether staff is taking enough action to look at
adjoining uses of transit facilities.  Staff will look into an incentive for the City of Santa Cruz to
locate their downtown precinct in the newly developed Metro Center.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR FITZMAURICE SECOND: DIRECTOR KROHN

Table this issue.

Motion passed unanimously with Director Lopez and Norton absent.

13. CONSIDERATION OF THE SERVICE REVIEW AND PLANNING COMMITTEE
COMPOSITION

Summary:

Les White stated that the steps that Staff recommends were outlined at the June 8th Board
Meeting.  This includes a two-step review process by both MUG and MASTF: a conceptual step
and final comments.  Both the MUG and MASTF Committees will still have the flexibility to
approach the Board with concerns.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR BEAUTZ SECOND: DIRECTOR FITZMAURICE

Move Staff recommendation that the Service Planning and Review Committee maintain
its current membership with MUG and MASTF providing input as set forth in the two-step
review process.

Motion passed unanimously with Director Lopez and Norton absent.

14. CONSIDERATION OF REQUEST BY MASTF FOR SENSITIVITY TRAINING FOR
MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND METRO MANAGEMENT

Summary:

Kim Chin stated that the timeframe for participation in this sensitivity training is July 24 through
August 7, 2001.  The consultants are currently working on the policies and procedures.
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ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR FITZMAURICE SECOND: DIRECTOR REILLY

Establish a paratransit sensitivity training program for Board Members and METRO
management.

It was suggested that the term "sensitivity training" be replaced with "disability awareness
training".

Motion passed unanimously with Director Lopez and Norton absent.

Patricia Spence noted that any participants with disabilities could be given another task, not
related to just riding and observing.  Information will be sent to the Board and METRO staff on
where to call to make their paratransit reservations.  The "paratransit experience" will involve
two weekends and the fee of $2.00 will need to be paid up front.

Mark Hartunian of Lift Line assured the Board that he would take data from this experience and
use it to improve paratransit service.

15. MOVED TO CONSENT AGENDA AS ITEM #7-24.

16. MOVED TO CONSENT AGENDA AS ITEM #7-25.

17. DELETED

18. MOVED TO JULY 20TH MEETING

19. MOVED TO CONSENT AGENDA AS ITEM #7-26.

20. CONSIDERATION OF LEASING A TROLLEY REPLICA SPECIALTY VEHICLE FOR
DEMONSTRATION PROJECT ON THE SANTA CRUZ BEACH SHUTTLE

Summary:

Les White reported that using a trolley replica specialty vehicle would expand the visibility of the
Beach Shuttle.  There is nothing in the budget for FY 01-02 to fund this trolley.  Staff
recommends that the Board direct Staff to seek vendors who could lease this type of vehicle
and to find sponsors for funding the lease.

Discussion:

Director Krohn asked for the cost of running the Capitola trolley and the ridership figures.  It was
noted that Santa Cruz Transportation operates the Capitola trolley and that when it operated on
Labor Day weekend, it surpassed the Beach Shuttle ridership.  A 32-passenger vehicle is the
largest that can be run locally.  In addition to Santa Cruz Transportation, El Dorado Bus Co. also
runs this service.  Director Beautz expressed concern that a considerable amount of funds
would be spent to promote a "free" shuttle.  Mr. White added that since leasing of equipment
would be necessary, the District's normal participation of 23% of the operating cost would not
apply.
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ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR BEAUTZ SECOND: DIRECTOR GABRIEL

Authorize Staff to seek vendors to lease a trolley replica shuttle vehicle for use on the
Santa Cruz Beach Shuttle and to seek financial sponsors to offset the associated costs.

Director Krohn commented that he would like to approach the Santa Cruz City Council to
contribute to this if there is a cost sharing.  Ex Officio Director Rotkin added that he would like a
discussion with other agencies prior to committing District funds.  Director Fitzmaurice inquired
as to why the regular-route buses that are used for the Beach Shuttle do not specify that this
service is free.  Les White responded that the buses used for the Beach Shuttle would have
signage stating that the service is "free" by this weekend.  Mr. White commented that the Board
should look into possibly investing more funds into this shuttle and look at ways to maximize this
service.  Director Reilly added that the Beach Shuttle should be better advertised to local
residents.  Director Gabriel asked whether the trolley would have lifts and stated that his
preference is a ramp rather than hydraulics.  Mr. White will look into low-floor trolleys.  Wally
Brondstatter expressed concern that the shuttle lane might not exist next year and added that
Staff needs to make sure there is a lane that will always be there.

Staff will obtain statistics for the Capitola Shuttle before and after the trolley replica was
implemented.  Les White discussed an alternative fuel trolley and informed the Board that the
District would have to purchase one, rather than lease one.  The District could have this built but
there is no alternate fuel trolley available on a 3-4 month lease basis.  Director Almquist asked
Staff to research the number of injuries that have taken place on trolleys that are not enclosed
like buses.

Motion passed unanimously with Director Lopez and Norton absent.

21. CONSIDERATION OF AUTHORIZING STAFF TO NEGOTIATE WITH FOOD AND
NUTRITION SERVICES FOR THE ASSIGNMENT OF PARATRANSIT VANS FOR THE
PROVISION OF COMPLIMENTARY ADA PARATRANSIT SERVICE

Summary:

Les White stated that in the past the paratransit vans have been leased to the providers.  Staff's
recommendation is that the vehicles are attached to the contract for paratransit services and
that Staff enters into negotiations with Food and Nutrition Services for these vehicles to be in
place to assist in paratransit service.  Seven new paratransit vehicles have been received and
five additional vehicles will be received in the Fall of 2001.  The current provider could operate
these paratransit vehicles themselves or subcontract them to the taxi companies.  However,
there would be a restriction that no taxi meters are placed in the paratransit vehicles and that
METRO signage is placed on all of these vehicles.

Discussion:

Ex Officio Director Rotkin inquired if the contractor would have maintenance standards and was
informed that they would have this responsibility.  Director Almquist was informed that there
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would be a full indemnity clause whereby operators would need to defend the District in a legal
action.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR GABRIEL SECOND: DIRECTOR FITZMAURICE

Authorize Staff to enter into negotiations with Food and Nutrition Services for the
assignment of twelve new paratransit vans for use in providing complimentary ADA
paratransit service.

AMENDMENT:

Direct Staff to move forward to identify these twelve paratransit vehicles, as well as other
vehicles used by Lift Line, with METRO signage.  The signage is to designate that the
ADA service being provided by each of these vehicles is funded by METRO.

Sharon Barbour stated that MUG supported this recommendation.  She added that there are
people who need lift equipped vans who are not ADA eligible.  Mr. White responded that the
FTA 5311 program provides assistance and the Transportation Commission is another source
for additional equipment.  Mark Hartunian informed Director Beautz that an "unscheduled ride"
is merely an open-ended return or "will call" return.  Mr. Hartunian also stated that no rides were
denied last month.

Motion passed unanimously with Director Lopez and Norton absent.

22. CONSIDERATION OF AMENDING THE SCOPE OF WORK FOR THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE METROBASE PROJECT

Summary:

Les White explained that the materials in the Add-On Packet came in towards the end of the
Scoping Process.  These materials were given to Staff and Denise Duffy and Associates,
however, they were not included with the other materials in the Board Packet for the May 23rd

Special Meeting.  There were no new issues for the EIR in these additional materials.  Mr. White
commented that the consideration of 100 units would be removed from the Scope of Work and
that Scott Kennedy's comments regarding the design considerations for MetroBase are in the
current Scope of Work.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR FITZMAURICE SECOND:   DIRECTOR GABRIEL

Reaffirm the existing scope for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS).

Ex Officio Director Rotkin confirmed that Staff had these additional documents before them prior
to completion of the Scope of Work.  There was nothing overlooked from the public in the EIR
process.  Director Fitzmaurice added that there was nothing new in these comments that were
not available when the original determination was made for the Scope of Work.

Motion passed unanimously with Director Lopez and Norton absent.
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23.      a. CONSIDERATION OF AMENDING BYLAWS THROUGH APPROVAL OF
RESOLUTION NO. 69-2-1 TO SET REGULAR BOARD MEETINGS TO BEGIN
AT 9:00 A.M., TO ADD ENDING TIMES TO THE REGULAR BOARD
MEETINGS, AND TO ENSURE BI-LINGUAL INTERPRETERS ARE PRESENT
AT PUBLIC HEARINGS, WHEN APPROPRIATE
Action Taken on Meeting Times at the June 8, 2001 Meeting

Summary:

Margaret Gallagher commented that there were questions raised about the language regarding
the bilingual interpreter, and that it should be specified that this is "Spanish" interpreting.  A
memo was provided with pricing details for this interpreter.  Costs quoted were $65/hour for the
first two hours with the third hour being billed in increments of 15 minutes.  To acquire an
interpreter for less than two hours, the rate would be $70 for the first hour.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR FITZMAURICE SECOND:   DIRECTOR GABRIEL

Approve Spanish interpreter for a minimum of one hour for the second Board Meeting of
each month.

Ex Officio Director Rotkin suggested that Staff negotiate with City Hall staff about contributing to
the maintenance of their translation equipment.

Motion passed unanimously with Director Lopez and Norton absent.

b. CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATE MEETING LOCATIONS AND NIGHT
MEETINGS FOR THE REGULAR BOARD MEETING

Margaret Gallagher stated that both MUG and MASTF prefer that the Board Meetings take
place in Santa Cruz and during the daytime.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR BEAUTZ SECOND: DIRECTOR KROHN

Continue this item for one month.

Motion passed unanimously with Director Lopez and Norton absent.

24. CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST TO CONSTRUCT ONE KIOSK AT THE
WATSONVILLE TRANSIT CENTER

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR ALMQUIST SECOND: DIRECTOR BEAUTZ

Continue this item for one month.

Motion passed unanimously with Director Lopez and Norton absent.
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25. REVIEW OF ITEMS TO BE DISCUSSED IN CLOSED SESSION:  District Counsel

Margaret Gallagher stated that there would be a conference with the Real Property Negotiator
regarding McDonald's lease in the current restaurant space in the lobby of the Watsonville
Transit Center regarding rent and terms of payment.  There will also be a conference with the
Labor Negotiator regarding labor negotiations with SEIU and UTU.  Lastly, there will be a
conference with Legal Counsel regarding existing litigation -- Claim of Matthew Smith.

26. ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS REGARDING CLOSED SESSION

Patti Korba of SEA asked that the Board consider the extra duties being asked of the Vehicle
Service Workers with regard to the new fareboxes and the revenue collection that is currently
being done by the security staff.  Ms. Korba stated that she hopes in the future that the Vehicle
Service Workers would be compensated with a 5% increase.

SECTION II: CLOSED SESSION

Chairperson Ainsworth adjourned to Closed Session at 11:29 a.m. and reconvened to Open
Session at 12:47.

SECTION III:  RECONVENE TO OPEN SESSION

Margaret Gallagher stated that there was nothing to report at this time.

ADJOURN

There being no further business, Chairperson Ainsworth adjourned the meeting at 12:47 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

DALE CARR
Administrative Services Coordinator

f:\users\admin\filesyst\m\minutes\board\2001\6-15-01.doc



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

Minutes- Board of Directors           May 23, 2001

A Special Meeting of the Board of Directors of the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit
District met on Wednesday, May 23, 2001 at the County Board of Supervisors Chambers,
701 Ocean Street, Santa Cruz, CA.

Chairperson Ainsworth called the meeting to order at 7:06 p.m.

SECTION 1:  OPEN SESSION

1. ROLL CALL:

DIRECTORS PRESENT DIRECTORS ABSENT

Sheryl Ainsworth Tim Fitzmaurice (arrived at 7:50 p.m.)
Jeff Almquist Rafael Lopez (arrived at 8:40 p.m.)
Jan Beautz
Bruce Gabriel
Michelle Hinkle STAFF PRESENT
Mike Keogh
Christopher Krohn Mark Dorfman, Asst. General Manager
Dennis Norton Margaret Gallagher, District Counsel
Emily Reilly Leslie R. White, General Manager
Ex-Officio Mike Rotkin

Chairperson Ainsworth reviewed the agenda and stated that an e-mail from Doug Deitch
and twenty-six additional letters regarding the Scoping Process were received and
distributed to the Board of Directors.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR GABRIEL SECOND: DIRECTOR BEAUTZ

Move Item #4 up on the agenda with a specific timeframe for discussion.

Motion passed unanimously with Directors Fitzmaurice and Lopez absent.

4. CONSIDER DIRECTING STAFF TO INVESTIGATE THE FEASIBILITY OF
USING BIO-DIESEL AS AN ALTERNATE TO GREEN DIESEL TO MEET THE
INTERIM FUEL REQUIREMENTS OF THE CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCE
BOARD

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR BEAUTZ       SECOND:  DIRECTOR ALMQUIST

Direct Staff to investigate bio-diesel.

Motion passed unanimously with Directors Fitzmaurice and Lopez absent.
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Discussion:

Jess Berge made a presentation regarding bio-diesel and urged the Board to use any
percentage of bio-diesel in the buses.

Chairperson Ainsworth informed the audience that there was a Spanish interpreter
available for anyone who wanted to utilize her services.

2. REVIEW AND CONSIDER INPUT RECEIVED DURING THE SCOPING PERIOD
FOR THE PROPOSED METROBASE PROJECT AND DETERMINE ISSUES
AND ALTERNATIVES TO BE INCLUDED IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIR/EIS) ON THE
METROBASE CONSOLIDATED FACILITY PROJECT

Summary:

Les White referred to the Staff Report and reiterated Staff’s recommendation.  Director
Reilly pointed out that there are 103 separate items to be reviewed, 38 of which are new
and were received during the Scoping Meetings.

At this point the Board listened to testimony from forty-two speakers regarding the
MetroBase facility.  Please refer to the verbatim transcript or the video tape of the
meeting for specific testimony.  A petition and a newspaper article were handed in by
speakers for the Board’s review.  These handouts are attached to these Minutes.

ACTION: MOTION: DIRECTOR FITZMAURICE   SECOND:  DIRECTOR KROHN

Adopt Denise Duffy & Associates’ recommendation for the issues and alternatives
to be included in the scope of the MetroBase EIR/EIS; Downsize the MetroBase
preferred alternative to include only those properties owned by Hinshaw, Goodwill
and Pinn Brothers Partnership with bus parking expansion limited to the River
Street property owned by the Transit District.

Motion passed unanimously.

3. CONSIDER AUTHORIZATION FOR PREPARATION OF A FINANCIAL
FEASIBILITY AND IMPACT REPORT FOR PROPOSED METROBASE PROJECT
INCLUDING ANALYSIS OF THE LAND PURCHASE, POTENTIAL RELOCATION
AND CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND ADJACENT PROPERTY IMPACTS FOR THE
PREFERRED METROBASE SITE.

ACTION: MOTION:   DIRECTOR GABRIEL   SECOND:  DIRECTOR FITZMAURICE
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Authorize the General Manager to negotiate a Change Order to the contract with
WaterLeaf Architecture and Interiors for the preparation of a Financial Feasibility
and Impact Report for the proposed MetroBase Project.  Direct Staff to work
closely with Goodwill Industries and other businesses in Harvey West and the
Harvey West Association who would be impacted.

Discussion:

Director Almquist referred to correspondence received from Mr. Davidson and Doug
Deitch regarding eastern access to the University of California, Santa Cruz.  He reported
that the City of Santa Cruz and the University reached an agreement that this access
does not need to be stated in the master plan.  The eastern access issue can be
disregarded as having an impact on the MetroBase facility.

Motion passed unanimously.

ACTION: MOTION:   DIRECTOR FITZMAURICE
SECOND:   DIRECTOR ALMQUIST

Continue this meeting until 10:30 p.m.

Motion passed unanimously.

Les White will bring the following items back to the Board in June:

1) Listing of the questions taken from the "32 question list submitted by Harvey
West Area Assn., Santa Cruz Area Chamber of Commerce and Local
Property and Business Owners in Harvey West Industrial Park" which Staff
feels are pertinent to the project.

2) The cost of examining these "32" issues

3) Timeframe as to when a report will be submitted to Staff.

ADJOURN

There being no further business, Chairperson Ainsworth adjourned the meeting at 10:10
p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

DALE CARR
Administrative Services Coordinator

NOTE:  A verbatim transcript and
video of this meeting are
available for review at the
District’s Administration Office,
370 Encinal St., Suite 100, Santa
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Santa Cruz Metropolitan

GOVERNMENT TORT CLAIM
Transit District

RECOMMENDED ACTION

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: District Counsel

RE: Claim of: Victoria Balsa
Date of Incident: 1/4/O  1

Received: 07/02/O 1 Claim #: 01-0016
Occurrence Report No.: SC 01-01-01

In regard to the above-referenced Claim, this is to recommend that the Board of Directors take
the following action:

q 1. Deny the claim.

2. Deny the application to file a late claim.

3. Grant the application to file a late claim.

4. Reject the claim as untimely filed.

5. Reject the claim as insufficient.

6. Approve the claim in the amount of $- and reject it as to the balance, if any.

..;7
: ,i

BY/
;,;;pb<

:/ ’
L *.,,j &4~&:t”$,- Date: July 3,200l

Margaret Gallagher .,/’

DISTRICT COUNSEL

I, Dale Car-r, do hereby attest that the above Claim was duly presented to and the recommenda-
tions were approved by the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District’s Board of Directors at the
meeting of ) 2001.

Dale Cat-r
Recording Secretary

Date

MG/-

370 Encinal Street, Suite 100, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 (831) 426-6080 FAX (831) 426-6117
I ~“.rr\,~ys,\‘r.e.r,,~rm.‘,ILrl..l  x (1, ~Il-iil’rrrrmnnhlhvrd  da METRO OnLine at http://www.scmtd.com



TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS, Santa Cruz Jvletropoiican  Transit

XTTN: Secretary to the Board of Directors
370 Encinal Street, Suite 100
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

CLXIM :\GA1TuSi-  THE SANTA CRUZ METROPCLITAN  TRANSIT DISTRICT
(Pursuant to Section 910 et Seq.. Government

Claim $

1.

3-.

3.

Claimant’s Name: Victoria Balsa

Claimant’s Addressl’Post  Zff;,ce Box: 2037 Pajaro Lane Unit #3103
-Watsonville CA 95076
Claimant'sPhoneNumber:  831-763-9230(contact  1761-0671)
Address to which notices are to be sent: 8 13 E a s t I- a k e A V a
Watsonville CA 95076
Occurrence:

Date: l/04/01 Timel-1:30  PF4 Place:Main  Street Bus Stop,Watsonville
~~~mstances  of occurrence or transaction giving-rise to claim: Claimant boarded the

. While ascending  the second sLep the driver proceeded forward

before claimant could take a seat. Claimant feel backwards

becoming lodged between the step and the door-and remained there
until extracated  by paramedics and taken to the hospital.

4. General description of indebtedness, obligation, injury, damage, or loss incurred so far as is
known: See Attached

5. Name or names of public employees or employees causing injury, damage, or loss, if known:

6.

7.

Amount claimed now . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . 5 3 2 5 6 . 6 9

Estimated amount of future loss, if known . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . $2 5 0 0 . 0 0

TOTAL . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..I.. . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 5756.59
Basis of above computations: S e e A t t a c h e d

i [,f~,~, ,:, ,/gI&/
CLAIMANTS-SI&ATURE  OR

June 29, 2001
DATE

COMPANY REPRESENTATIVE’S SIGNATURE OR
PARENT OF MINOR CLAIMANT’S SIGNATURE

Note: Claim must be presented to the Secretary to the Board of Directors, Santa Cruz LMetropolitan
Transit District

F ‘“serr,legal\Cases+F~~*~Balsa  SC 0,-0-01~clam  ,om Lxkadac



June 29,200l

Attachment responding to questions if4 & #7

Question #4
Victoria was known in her community for her spunk, energy and independent
spirit. The considerable pain and suffering that created not only a distressful time
for her; but in fact immobiiized her to the point that she suffered further
depression and visions of death.

Question #7
See attached support documents
Watsonville Community Hospital
Watsonville Community Hospital
Dr Jeffrey Solinas
American Medical Response
Dr. Melissa Lopes-Bermejo
Wellness & Rehabilitation Center
Wellness & Rehabilitation Center
Prescriptions

$901 .oo
500.00
353.00
677.41

65.00
500.00
218.00

42.28

Subtotal
Anticipated Future Medical/Physical Therapy Expenses

$3256.69
2500.00

Total $5756.69

CC: Rafael Lopez
Board of Supervisors/Metro Transit District Board of Directors



Santa Cruz Metropolitan

GOVERNMENT TORT CLAIM
Transit District

RECOMMENDED ACTION

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: District Counsel

RE: Claim of: Ronald F. Chinitz Received: 07/02/01 Claim #: 01-0017
Date of Incident: 06/l O/O1 Occurrence Report No.: MISC 0 1- 12

In regard to the above-referenced Claim, this is to recommend that the Board of Directors take
the following action:

1. Deny the claim.

q 2. Deny the application to tile a late claim.

3. Grant the application to tile a late claim.

4. Reject the claim as untimely filed.

5. Reject the claim as insufficient.

6. Approve the claim in the amount of $- and reject it as to the balance, if any.

,
/

LJd - ,c-~/&&Dr/BY c ,
Margaret Gallagher Y
DISTRICT COUNSEL

Date: July 5, 2001

I, Dale Carr, do hereby attest that the above Claim was duly presented to and the recommenda-
tions were approved by the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District’s Board of Directors at the
meeting of ) 2001.

Dale Car-r
Recording Secretary

Date

370 Encinal  Street, Suite 100, Santa Cruz, CA 95060 (831) 426-6080 FAX (831) 426-6117
JKETRO/ \“.~r.~l~s,‘C..c.+ii,m,.\Chlal,,  Ml*  0, iZ\clam rc,  Xll’l” h%h OnLine at http://www.scmtd.com



CLAIM AGAINST THE SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT
(Pursuant to Section 910 et Seq., Government Code)

Claim # ot- 0017

TO: BOARD OF DIRECTORS, Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District ’
I , ./ ,’

I
ATTN: Secretary to the Board of Directors 3:._

370 Encinal Street, Suite 100

1. Claimant’s Name:

2.

3.

Claimant’s Address/Post Office Box: iI3 Run*
%A’FJT-h  emI

Claimant’s Phone Number:
Address to which notices are to be sent: FmcJL7

Occurrence:

4.

Date :  6- i&6( _ T ime :  IO.! &> n.M Place :  u&m fT ‘? ~~$,~~c k
stances of occurrence or transaction,giving rise to claim:I

I NYFfL~r~d fJv=ml-  T
1 M-rvL~GnL  > -7 rkm -ly/.

\v- QRo c1l.A 3m Koq- C-ww-~
1 ‘q?) c!at.x-l&‘r  LJJ,ti RJ9.
General description of indebtedness, obligation, injury, damage, or loss incurred so far as is
known: Wq em p&X m W5 Iti n

3\7 s31 u,m
9J,ooFD& -Y&o ’

E-=;_n  \ cA4s;m R<

5.

6.

7.

me or names of public employees or employees causing injury, damage, or loss, if known:
n- Rcmm +a nlfL --Y&LA- aA-iiEJ  Gin cKDd\

Amount c&?et  dew
q23 c

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 2’;!150
Estimated amount of future loss, if kno;lm  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . L&L
T O T A L . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  $  22,<d
Basis of above computations:

Santa Cruz, CA

CLAiMANT’s SIGNATURE OR DATE
COMPANY REPRESENTATIVE’S SIGNATURE OR
PARENT OF MINOR CLAIMANT’S SIGNATURE

Note: Claim must be presented to the Secretary to the Board of Directors, Santa Cruz Metropolitan
Transit District

F \“serr\legal\Caser+Forms\Chlnnz.  Ron CSR 8359\da,m  ,nr-  engwl  dOC



I
,’ \

Santa Cruz Metropolitan

GOVERNMENT TORT CLAIM
Transit  District

RECOMMENDED ACTION

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: District Counsel

RE: Claim of: Sheri Cooper
Date of Incident: 05/23/O  1

Received: 06/27/O 1 Claim #: 0 l-00 15
Occurrence Report No.: SC 05-O 1- 13

In regard to the above-referenced Claim, this is to recommend that the Board of Directors take
the following action:

x 1. Deny the claim.

2.- Deny the application to file a late claim.

3.- Grant the application to file a late claim.

4.- Reject the claim as untimely filed.

5.- Reject the claim as insufficient.

6.- Approve the claim in the amount of $- and reject it as to the balance, if any.

Date: July 5,200l
I

Margaret Gallagher /

DISTRICT COUNSEL

I, Dale Cat-r, do hereby attest that the above Claim was duly presented to and the
recommendations were approved by the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District’s Board of
Directors at the meeting of ) 2001.

Dale Carr
Recording Secretary

Date

MG/rj d

370 Encinal Street, Suite 100, Santa Cruz,  CA 95060 (831) 426-6080 FAX (831) 426-6117
F ,urrr,lcRal\Caccs+Rlrm.\Dysr  Coopwr  SC 0501-13\~~~T~d;bQ~~pz’p?o  at http://www.scmtd.com



CLAIM AGAINST THE SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT D
(Pursuant to Section 910,et  Seq., Government Code)

Claim # 0 /- 0 L’/&5
LEGALDEPT

BOARD OF DIRECTORS, Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District

ATTN: Secretary to the Board of Directors
370 Encinal Street, Suite 100
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

\
Claimant’s Name:

4. General descri
known:

f indebtedness, obligation, injury, damage, or loss incurred so far as is
I h2.c.r  LL/

5. Name or names of public employees or employees causing injury, damage, or loss, if known:

6.

7.

Amount claimed now. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Estimated amount of future loss, if known

Basis of above computations:

OR CLAIMANT’S SIGNATURE

Note: Claim must be presented to the Secretary to the Board of Directors, Santa Cruz Metropolitan
Transit District

F:\USBrS\l~ahCaSeS+Fo~s\~as  cooper  SC  c6-01-l3!CooPer  dam l&r dot



METRO ACCESSIBLE SERVICES TRANSIT FORUM (MASTF)*
(* An official Advisory group to the Metro Board of Directors

and the ADA Paratransit Program)

MINUTES

The Metro Accessible Services Transit Forum met for its monthly meeting
on June 14, 2001 in Room 223 of the University Town Center, 1101 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz CA.

MASTF MEMBERS PRESENT: Sharon Barbour, Jim Bosso, Ted Chatterton, Connie Day, Shelley
Day, Michael Edwards, Kasandra Fox, Mark Hartunian, Michelle Hinkle, Ed Kramer, Deborah Lane,
Jeff LeBlanc, John Mead, Brad Neily, Thom Onan, Pop Papadopulo, Barbara Schaller, Laura Scribner,
Patricia Spence, John Wood and Lesley Wright.

METRO STAFF PRESENT:
Bryant Baehr, Operations Department Manager
Kim Chin, Planning and Marketing Department Manager
John Daugherty, Accessible Services Coordinator
David Konno, Facilities Maintenance Department Manager
Ian McFadden, Transit Planner
Steve Paulson, UTU Representative
Tom Stickel, Fleet Maintenance Department Manager
Les White, General Manager

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:
Michelle Hinkle

*** MASTF MOTIONS RELATED TO THE METRO BOARD OF DIRECTORS

1) That we receive proposed (bus service) changes in the MASTF packet.  That (changes) come to
MASTF for review.  That our suggestions and changes go to the Service Planning and Review
Committee for potential incorporation.  That the finalized plans come to us and then go to the Board.

2) MASTF thanks the Board and Management for installation of No Smoking signs.

3) MASTF recommends to the Board that METRO Board meetings stay at the same place (Santa Cruz)
during daylight hours.

4) MASTF recommends to the Board and Management:

1) The (paratransit) service area needs to be redefined or reformulated by the Board and Management
according to existing fixed route schedules.
2) Any new extended paratransit service areas need to be identified.
3) During the re-certification process any rider who does not live in the service area should be identified
and offered other alternatives.
4) Make sure destinations outside the service area will be automatically identified in the computer at the
time the ride is booked with the service provider.
5) Apply the service areas, ride rules and policies equally and uniformly to all passengers at all times.



MASTF Minutes
June 14, 2001
Page Two

RELEVANT ATTACHMENTS: A

*MASTF MOTIONS RELATED TO METRO MANAGEMENT

1) That (MASTF) receive proposed (bus service) changes in the MASTF packet.  That (changes) come
to MASTF for review.  That our suggestions and changes go to the Service Planning and Review
Committee for potential incorporation.  That the finalized plans come to us and then go to the Board.

2) MASTF thanks the Board and Management for installation of No Smoking signs.

3) MASTF recommends to the Board and Management:

1) The (paratransit) service area needs to be redefined or reformulated by the Board and Management
according to existing fixed route schedules.
2) Any new extended paratransit service areas need to be identified.
3) During the re-certification process any rider who does not live in the service area should be identified
and offered other alternatives.
4) Make sure destinations outside the service area will be automatically identified in the computer at the
time the ride is booked with the service provider.
5) Apply the service areas, ride rules and policies equally and uniformly to all passengers at all times.

I. CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTIONS

Chairperson Kasandra Fox called the meeting to order at 2:06 p.m.  She announced that the MASTF
Executive Committee had appointed Michael Edwards the “Sergeant-At-Arms” for the group.  Mr.
Edwards would monitor a three-minute time limit for each speaker.  Ms. Fox also reiterated the rule
noted during previous meetings: That each person wishing to speak on an item would have one turn
before a speaker is recognized a second time to speak.

II. APPROVAL OF THE MAY 17, 2001 MASTF MINUTES

Patricia Spence offered one correction: Under item 5.1a, “MASTF Recommendations: Watsonville and
South County Bus Service”, the reference to “the three to four mile round trip between her home and
Longs Drugs in Watsonville” should be changed to “three to four square mile trip” to be accurate.

MASTF Motion: That the May 17, 2001 MASTF Minutes be approved as corrected.
M/S/PU: Schaller, Edwards

III. AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA

Ms. Spence asked what the group wanted to do about the absence from this Agenda of the “Call Stops
and Talking Signs” item that was tabled during the meeting last month.  John Daugherty shared that the
item had been left off this Agenda because the METRO Board was reviewing it.  He noted that the
MASTF Executive Committee had approved the Agenda for today during its meeting last week.

Lesley Wright requested that the “Elderly and Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee (E&D
TAC) Report” be moved up the Agenda.  It was placed after Oral Communication and Correspondence.



MASTF Minutes
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IV. ORAL COMMUNICATION AND CORRESPONDENCE

Jeff LeBlanc noted that that the Sol Train – a solar powered train demonstrated to the public by the
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (SCCRTC) – had been presented last Saturday
in Felton at a site only accessible by automobile.  He stated that it was “ironic that they were
demonstrating a solar powered vehicle that you could only get to by using a petrol powered vehicle.”
He noted that use of a shuttle van could have been considered.  He shared that he was considering
writing letters to the E&D TAC and the Sentinel on the issue.

Ms. Fox announced that METRO Management is setting up a “blue ribbon committee” to “expedite the
Call Stop question.”  Ms. Fox and Deborah Lane shared that Michael Edwards and Ed Kramer had been
appointed to represent MASTF on this committee.  More details were shared after separation between
two Agenda items was discussed and three other Oral Communications were presented.

 Ms. Spence introduced John Mead and read aloud her recent letter (Attachment A) to Jim Bosso that
describes how Mr. Mead’s driving prevented an accident.  Mr. Mead was the driver of one Santa Cruz
Transportation Company vehicle dispatched to Ms. Spence for a paratransit trip.  “… We missed getting
hit by only 10-15 feet before the tire went into the median,” Ms. Spence wrote, “ John had noticed the
wheel wobbling and did an excellent job of defensive driving and anticipating potential hazards.  After a
big whew, I gave John a pat on the shoulder and said, “Good job, John!”  He replied, “I guess all those
years of drag racing paid off.” This vast prior driving experience prepared him to prevent the closest call
I’ve ever, ever had.”

Mr. Mead spoke briefly – and confirmed that he had drag racing experience – before leaving the meeting
to return to work.  Applause followed his remarks.

Sharon Barbour shared that the weekly Parade Magazine had recently profiled a new cartoon series.
Both the series creator and lead character (Attachment B) is a person using a wheelchair.

Ms. Fox noted that due to her difficulty hearing what was being said, she would delegate the
responsibility to Chair the meeting to Ms. Lane.  Ms. Fox shared that her hearing aid was being fixed
and that a working model was due in a week or so.

Bryant Baehr explained the background of the committee noted by Ms. Fox to the group.  He noted that
two issues related to Call Stops were in one staff report being reviewed by the METRO Board.  The first
issue was the staff recommendation to retrofit 30 Low Floor Flyer buses and 42 “repowered” buses in
the fleet with Talking Sign technology.  Funds for this retrofit would need to be secured by staff.

The second issue, Mr. Baehr explained, is review of what METRO now does with Call Stops and “make
it better.”  Mr. Baehr also noted that the committee would consist of representatives from MASTF, the
METRO Board, the United Transportation Union (UTU) Local 23, the Metro Users Group (MUG) and
METRO staff.  He explained that the committee would meet four times and report its findings to the
METRO Board.  He shared that issues covered would include what stops are to be called and the
identifiers between stops.  He added that a person would be hired to facilitate the meetings to “maximize
what the group can do.”
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Ms. Fox and Ms. Lane asked if compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) was
included in the committee’s work.  Mr. Baehr responded that the committee would review what
METRO does now and look to “make it better.”  Mr. LeBlanc asked if the list of Call Stops drivers are
expected to announce and the separate list of stops announced by current Talking Signs would be
affected.  Mr. Baehr noted that the committee would have to “sift its way through” that issue.

Karena Pushnik announced that the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was available for public review.
She noted that the RTP was a 25-year plan for transportation improvements throughout the county.  She
invited input on the plan and shared that two public hearings (Attachment C) were scheduled.

Ian McFadden reported that substantial bus service changes are being planned for this fall.  Highlights of
changes include:

1) Routes serving the University (UCSC) would be renumbered to support the new bi directional
service on campus.  Mr. McFadden explained that numbers 10 through 20 might be used, with even
numbers indicating one direction and odd numbers indicating another direction.

2) Bus service between UCSC and the Holiday Inn was being planned since the Holiday Inn has
become a UCSC “dorm of sorts.”

3) The Route 69A would replace the Route 81on weekdays.

4) The Route 59 would replace two Routes (Route 60 and Route 51) on weekdays.

Mr. McFadden suggested that proposed bus services changes (Attachment D) be placed on the Agenda
for the next MASTF meeting.  Mr. LeBlanc suggested that the three-minute speaker limit be waived for
METRO staff making reports.  Mr. McFadden explained that METRO staff were trying to get service
ideas to MASTF in a timely fashion so that comments could be brought back to the Service Planning
and Review Committee and then MASTF “would have one more shot to look at it.”  His report today
was “an effort to head in that direction.”

V. ONGOING BUSINESS

5.1 Elderly and Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee Report

Ms. Pushnik explained that the E&D TAC is an advisory committee to the SCCRTC.  Every two or
three years the SCCRTC reviews the effectiveness of its committees.  E&D TAC members were
reviewing the By Laws of E&D TAC and going over survey results from persons who provided
feedback on the committee.

Highlights of discussion included:

1) Brad Neily shared his concern that one By Law revision was the addition of METRO as one of the
groups advised by E&D TAC.  He noted that MASTF, a “creation of the disability community”, has
been officially recognized by the METRO Board as its advisory body.
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2) “ I believe what the E&D TAC is doing is a clear threat to MASTF,” Ms. Lane stated, “and it needs
to be addressed.”  She noted her concern that E&D TAC members view MASTF as a “duplicative”
advisory body.  She recalled that during the E&D TAC meeting on June 12th a Motion was made
supporting language that separated the roles of E&D TAC and MASTF.  The Motion – made by Ms.
Barbour and seconded by Mr. Daugherty – failed.

3) Ms. Spence noted that discussion was causing division between E&D TAC and MASTF.  She
suggested that representatives from both groups agree to sit down and talk over the issues.

4) Ms. Pushnik was concerned by the “antagonistic stand” she saw being taken.  “I think both groups
are trying their very hardest to further accessible transportation in the community,” she stated.  She
noted that E&D TAC advises on funding issues and “the spectrum of accessible transportation
services.”

5) Ted Chatterton shared that he attends both MASTF and E&D TAC meetings.  “My simple feelings
(are) that E&D TAC is a group of providers.  MASTF is a group of users.  In that sense, they are
both valid.”

The following Motion emerged from discussion:

MASTF Motion: MASTF requests that a MASTF sub committee (including members of its
Executive Committee) and a sub committee of E&D TAC meet to iron out issues raised in today’s
discussion.
M/S/C: Kramer, Edwards (13 votes in favor, none opposed, no abstentions)

5.2 Status of Ridership Survey and Prioritization of Changes for Watsonville Bus Service

 Kim Chin reported that METRO was proceeding with the study discussed last month.  He noted that the
survey requested by MASTF is part of a larger study.  He explained that METRO is looking at “not so
much what people are doing now, but what people would like to do in the future.”  Studying “latent
demand” includes review of how buses transport people within Watsonville.  Mr. Chin noted that he
would be working with Ms. Spence and other persons on this project, which could receive grant funding
within 60 to 90 days.

Ms. Spence shared that she is “happily looking forward” to getting a power wheelchair in the next few
months.  She noted that there are no curb ramps between her home and its nearest bus stop.  She
wondered if Ms. Pushnik might be able to provide assistance with planning for curb ramp construction
in Watsonville.

5.3 Metro Base: How Can We Help?

Les White reported that the METRO Board approved moving forward with the Environmental Impact
Report for the Harvey West location on May 23rd.  He noted that the Board would receive reports on the
work scope and financial impacts during July.
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“The revised schedule with this site is now moving forward,” he stated, “I think the fact that many of
you came to that May 23rd meeting and expressed your concerns regarding METRO’s ability to continue
to provide bus service without a Metro Base, and what they could do with a Metro Base, was very
significant and critical to the Board making that decision.  So I want to thank all of you for being there.
I think it made all the difference in the world.”

Ms. Lane expressed appreciation to METRO Management for “not packing their bags” due to the
developments on this issue.  Mr. LeBlanc noted that it has been a  “stressful” year and presented the
following Motion to the group:

MASTF Motion: MASTF directs the Chairperson to write a letter of appreciation to METRO
Management.
M/S/PU: LeBlanc, Barbour

5.4 MASTF Membership Drive

Ms. Fox shared that she expected to have a brochure ready for review next month.  Pop Papadopulo
noted that MASTF has a budget that might help with publication cost.  He also noted the need to reach
out to families of persons with disabilities.  Sharon Barbour and Ms. Lane suggested the use of
Community Television and a group that assists in the development of 30-second promotional spots.  Mr.
Chin noted that the next series of commercials promoting METRO will include “product specific
advertising” such as description of METRO’s Mobility Training program and user groups.  Mr. Neily
noted the need for outreach to “populations we usually don’t think of “ such as Spanish language
speakers.

VI NEW BUSINESS

6.1 Metro Bus Procurement Trade-Offs

Mr. Baehr reported on the status of bus procurement and then answered questions from the group.  He
noted that last Friday the METRO Board approved the purchase of eight buses that are fueled by
Compressed Natural Gas (CNG).  A June deadline to spend Moyer funds for the buses pressed METRO
to commit to the purchase by signing a contract.  “That allows use to use the Moyer money,” Mr. Baehr
pointed out, “ If we didn’t, we’d we would have lost eight buses.  And right now, I need eight buses.
Really I do.”

Mr. Baehr explained that the purchase of other buses METRO needed was being worked on.  He noted
that other buses would have diesel engines that would be converted to use CNG when the engines were
ready for their first build out.  He pointed out that METRO needed new facilities – Metro Base – to
handle the CNG fueling of more than eight buses.  He added that two specifications supported by
MASTF members – a two-stage ramp and wider entryway – were part of the bus order.  “The funding is
there,” he shared, “What we’ve done with the two stage ramp and the wider entryway is we’ve held off
on buying buses until they (manufacturers) can engineer something that they can actually bid on what
we want.  We didn’t want to go out and buy a bus we didn’t like.”
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6.2 MASTF Recommendations: Proposed Changes in Time and Place for METRO Board Meetings

Mr. Baehr and Mr. White explained that the Board had invited MASTF input on possible new locations
for Board meetings.  The group debated various locations.  As a person who works, Mr. Neily noted,
“having an occasional evening meeting would be a benefit.”  Several persons – including Barbara
Schaller and Connie Day – noted that nighttime travel on buses could be difficult.

The following Motion to the Board emerged from discussion:

MASTF Motion: MASTF recommends to the Board that METRO Board meetings stay at the
same place (Santa Cruz) during daylight hours.
M/S/C: Barbour, C. Day (9 votes in favor, 1 opposed, no abstentions)

6.3 MASTF Recommendation: New Kiosk at Watsonville Transit Center

Mr. Baehr reported that the owner of the TransMart at the Watsonville Transit Center had asked for
permission to build an extension to a kiosk to create space for a restaurant.  He noted that staff
recommended that the request be denied due to a potential loss of bicycle parking and concerns about
the financial viability of another restaurant at the Transit Center.  No formal action was taken by
MASTF on this item.

6.4 MASTF Proposal: Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Celebration & Summer Party in July

Ms. Lane suggested that MASTF include a cake and festive spirit in its July meeting to celebrate the 11th

Anniversary of the signing of the ADA.  Ms. Spence noted that a report from the MultiSystems’
consultants was anticipated during the July MASTF meeting.

Mr. Chin explained that the consultants requested 15 to 30 minutes on the July MASTF Agenda to get
feedback on paratransit policies and procedures material that would be reviewed by the Board in July.
He noted that he had received correspondence from Ms. Spence (Attachment E) requesting that copies
of materials be distributed to MASTF members in advance of the July MASTF meeting.  Mr. Chin noted
that materials would be provided before the July MASTF meeting.

The following Motion emerged from discussion:

MASTF Motion: MASTF approves of an ADA Celebration and summer party during its July
meeting.
M/S/C: Fox, Edwards (7 votes in favor, none opposed, no abstentions)

MASTF COMMITTEE REPORTS
6.5 Training and Procedures Committee Report (Pop Papadopulo)

Mr. Papadopulo reported that METRO would hire a new class of bus operator trainees during July.  Mr.
Daugherty announced that the next sensitivity training of new bus operators was scheduled for August 2,
2001.  The training would occur at 370 Encinal Street in Santa Cruz from 1 to 4 p.m.
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6.6 Bus Service Committee Report (Sharon Barbour)

Ms. Barbour reported on three items:

1) She noted that METRO Management had responded to requests from MASTF and MUG for
representation on the Service Planning and Review Committee.  Management had proposed a new
process that included two opportunities for MASTF and MUG to advise on bus service proposals.

She shared that MUG endorsed the proposal.  She presented the proposal to the group.  After
discussion, the following Motion to the METRO Board and Management was approved:

MASTF Motion: That we receive proposed (bus service) changes in the MASTF packet.  That
(changes) come to MASTF for review.  That our suggestions and changes go to the Service
Planning and Review Committee for potential incorporation.  That the finalized plans come to
us and then go to the Board.
M/S/C: Barbour, Schaller (11 votes in favor, none opposed, no abstentions)

2) “When we talk about cutting routes,” Ms. Barbour shared, “I am concerned about the paratransit
service that corresponds to those routes.  I would like MASTF to keep an eye out that we don’t cut
off service that people are accustomed to because we have cut or changed certain fixed routes.”

3) She noted that installation of No Smoking signs at bus stops had been completed.  The following
Motion was forwarded to the METRO Board and Management:

MASTF Motion: MASTF thanks the Board and Management for installation of No Smoking
signs.
M/S/C: Barbour, Fox (10 votes in favor, none opposed, no abstentions)

6.7 Bus Stop Improvement Committee Report (Pop Papadopulo)

Mr. Papadopulo reported that the outbound bus stop at Brommer Street and 30th Avenue had been
improved.  He also encouraged people to use the yellow “Metro Wants to Know” comment forms to
report when bus operators do call out required Call Stops.

David Konno reported that METRO staff would be meeting with Capitola Mall officials to discuss how
the Transit Center at the Mall could be made to comply with ADA requirements.  Mr. Papadopulo
suggested that the Capitola Mall be an item on the August MASTF Agenda since the meeting noted by
Mr. Konno may not occur for a month.

a)      MASTF Recommendations: Colors for Bus Shelters

Mr. Chin reported that the Bus Stop Advisory Committee (BSAC) was studying the possibility of new
colors for bus shelters.  With the current brown color, he noted, “It looked old, even though the (shelter)
was new.”  No formal action was taken by MASTF on this item.
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6.8 Paratransit Services Committee Report (Pat Spence)

Ms. Spence reported that the METRO Board would vote on MASTF’s Paratransit Awareness Training
Proposal tomorrow.

She also noted that last Friday the Board had discussed the provision of paratransit service outside
defined service areas in the county.  Her concern prompted the following Motion that was approved and
forwarded to the Board and Management:

MASTF Motion: MASTF recommends to the Board and Management:

1) The (paratransit) service area needs to be redefined or reformulated by the Board and
Management according to existing fixed route schedules.
2) Any new extended paratransit service areas need to be identified.
3) During the re-certification process any rider who does not live in the service area should be
identified and offered other alternatives.
4) Make sure destinations outside the service area will be automatically
identified in the computer at the time the ride is booked with the service provider.
5) Apply the service areas, ride rules and policies equally and uniformly to all passengers at all

times.
M/S/C: Spence, LeBlanc (8 in favor, none opposed, no abstentions)

a) MASTF Recommendations: Paratransit Awareness Training Proposal Outline
(Paratransit Living Experience)

Ms. Spence requested that the Training Proposal being considered by the Board tomorrow (Attachment
F) be included in the July MASTF meeting packet.

OTHER REPORTS
6.9 Paratransit Update

a) ADA Paratransit Update (Mark Hartunian)

Before the report from Mark Hartunian, a Motion was approved to extend the meeting time by 15
minutes.

MASTF Motion: To extend the time for the meeting by 15 minutes.
M/S/C: Barbour, Spence (8 in favor, none opposed, no abstentions)

Mr. Hartunian reported:

1) He offered congratulations to all persons working on the process of improving paratransit service.
For example, he noted that Jim Bosso has been “extremely cooperative” as work to install computers
at the Santa Cruz Transportation Company has progressed.

2) He also shared that the METRO Board may release seven vehicles for paratransit use tomorrow.  He
noted that the vehicles would help from a “capacity standpoint.”  Currently over 600 paratransit trips
are delivered daily.
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b) Transportation Advocacy (Thom Onan)

No report.

6.10 Elderly and Disabled Transportation Advisory Committee Report

This item was addressed after Oral Communications and Correspondence.

6.11 U.T.U. Report (Steve Paulson)

Steve Paulson reported:

1) UTU Local 23 is in negotiations with Mr. Hartunian on behalf of staff it now represents.  He shared
that, “I think you’re going to see a better product… and much happier drivers because they are going
to have better working conditions and a living wage.”

2) He spoke of “UTU leadership’s ongoing advocacy for our operators to do a better job with Call Stop
announcements.  We are working with Management and MASTF so that there (are) fewer issues out
there.  We are making sure that the drivers get the word that (Call Stops) are not optional, it’s
required.”

Mr. Hartunian observed that negotiations with the UTU are “extraordinarily positive.”

6.12  S.E.I.U. Report

No report.

6.13 Next Month’s Agenda Items

Noted during the meeting: Status of (Watsonville) Ridership Survey, Review of Service Planning
proposals, ADA Celebration, Presentation from MultiSystems and report on MASTF and E&D TAC
meeting.

VII ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at 4:10 p.m.
M/S/C: Edwards, Neily

NOTE:  NEXT MAST MEETING IS: Thursday July 19, 2001 from 2:00-4:00 p.m., in Room 223
of the University Town Center, 1101 Pacific Avenue, Santa Cruz, CA.

NOTE:  NEXT S.C.M.T.D. BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING IS: Friday July 13, 2001 at 9:00 a.m.
at the S.C.M.T.D. Administrative Offices, 370 Encinal Street in Santa Cruz, CA.

NOTE: THE FOLLOWING S.C.M.T.D. BOARD OF DIRECTORS MEETING IS: Friday July 20,
2001 at 9:00 a.m. at the Santa Cruz City Council Chambers, 809 Center Street, Santa Cruz, CA.



Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District

Minutes-Metro Users Group                June 13, 2001

The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District Metro Users Group met at 2:17 p.m.,
Wednesday, June 13, 2001, at the District’s Encinal Conference Room, 370 Encinal
Street, Suite 100, Santa Cruz.

MEMBERS PRESENT VISITORS PRESENT
Bruce Gabriel, Chair None
Sharon Barbour, MASTF
G. Ted Chatterton, Transit User
Connie Day, Transit User
Michelle Hinkle, Alternate Board Member
David Moreau, UTU
Barbie Schaller, Seniors Council

SCMTD STAFF PRESENT
John Aspesi, Fleet Maint. Supervisor
Bryant Baehr, Operations Manager
Kim Chin, Planning & Marketing Mgr.
Tom Stickel, Fleet Maint. Manager

MUG RESOLUTIONS TO METRO BOARD OF DIRECTORS

1. MUG recommends that the twelve (12) new paratransit vans remain with the
contract, that they are dedicated to paratransit service and that each van is
identified with the METRO logo and signage.

2. MUG supports Staff's recommendation to deny the request to construct one kiosk
at the Watsonville Transit Center.

3. MUG supports Staff's recommendation that both MUG and MASTF Committees
have an opportunity to offer input into the Service Planning and Review
Committee process preliminarily and again at a final review stage.

4. MUG supports Staff's recommendation regarding the additional part-time police
officer position.

______________________________________________________________________

MUG RESOLUTIONS TO METRO MANAGEMENT

None.
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1. CALL TO ORDER AND INTRODUCTION

Chairperson Gabriel introduced Cindi Thomas as the new Administrative
Secretary who will be taking MUG Minutes going forward and the new Transit
Planner, Ian McFadden.

2. ADDITIONS AND DELETIONS TO THE AGENDA

The Paratransit Operating Policy will be added under 5a.

3. ORAL AND WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

Chairperson Gabriel moved the two written communications regarding the
Watsonville Transit Center kiosk to 5a. On-Going Items - Review of Board
Agenda Items.

4. CONSENT AGENDA

a) Receive and Accept April Meeting Minutes:
(Attached)

b) Monthly Attendance Report
(Attached)

c) Review of Minutes of Board of Directors Meeting
(Attached)

d) Review of Board meeting Agenda Items:
1. Quarterly Performance Report

ACTION: MOTION:  Sharon Barbour SECOND:  Connie Day

Approve Consent Agenda

Motion passed unanimously.

5. ON-GOING ITEMS

5a) Review of Board Agenda Items

Chairperson Gabriel reviewed the request for a buildout to an existing kiosk at
the Watsonville Transit Center.  The cost to modify this kiosk would be
approximately $5,000; Mr. Gharahgozloo requested that the cost be added to his
lease payment each month and paid out over the term of the lease.  The kiosk is
currently being used to house bicycles and to support the taxi stands.
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ACTION: MOTION: BARBIE SCHALLER
SECOND: TED CHATTERTON

Support Staff’s recommendation to deny the request to construct one kiosk at the
Watsonville Transit Center.

Motion passed unanimously.

Bryant Baehr discussed the new paratransit vans and Staff’s recommendation
that these vans stay with the contract.  The contract is currently with Food and
Nutrition Services, however, it may be awarded to another contractor next year
and subsequently, the vans would go to the new contractor at that time.  Staff
further recommends that the paratransit vans be dedicated solely to the
paratransit service and that the District logo and signage be affixed to each van.

ACTION: MOTION: Barbie Schaller SECOND: Connie Day

MUG supports Staff’s recommendation that the paratransit vans stay with the
contract, that they are used only for paratransit service, and that the District’s
logo and signage be displayed on each paratransit van.

Motion passed unanimously.

Bryant Baehr also stated that consultants would approach the MUG and MASTF
Committees for input in developing the paratransit policy guideline booklet.
Sharon Barbour asked that it be clarified that paratransit service is available to
people under the age of 18 and that John Daugherty does offer training to this
under 18 age group.  Mr. Baehr will inform Kim Chin of this.

5b) Review of Headways Redesign Issues

Ms. Barbour made the following suggestions regarding the Headways:

♦  That the wording in the Mobility Training section of the Headways be changed
to read, "Metro Mobility Training provides free instruction to seniors and
people of all ages with disabilities who want to ride the bus."

♦  Ms. Barbour further suggested that the Mobility Training brochure be included
in the Headways.

♦  On the Route Locater it states that the #36 goes to the Scotts Valley Transit
Center, but it doesn’t.  This should be deleted.  The Headways also states
that the #36 goes to the Government Center, however, the bus stops at the
intersection of Ocean/Water instead of in front of the Government Center.

♦  The bus stop at Harbor High School is not listed.
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♦  Ms. Barbour noted that the red cover of the Headways, which denotes the
Spanish version, is more easily recognizable than the previous blue cover.

5c) Service and Planning Update

Bryant Baehr reported that MUG and MASTF had made the request to include a
representative from each of these committees on the Service Planning
Committee.  Staff recommended against doing this. Mr. Baehr added that the
MUG and MASTF committees carry more weight with the Board as advisory
committees.  Les White proposed to the Board that both MUG and MASTF be
approached for input initially and again prior to the final approval of the Board.

ACTION: MOTION: SHARON BARBOUR SECOND:  BARBIE SCHALLER

MUG supports Staff’s recommendation that both MUG and MASTF Committees
have an opportunity to offer input into the Service Planning and Review
Committee process preliminarily and again at a final review stage.

Motion passed unanimously.

Ian McFadden reviewed the plans for route changes beginning in September.  A
copy of these changes is attached to these Minutes.  MUG and MASTF will each
have an opportunity to add their input regarding these changes.

Sharon Barbour inquired about what is being done to contribute to service in
Watsonville and was informed that a survey of the Watsonville residents would
take place to determine where service is lacking.  Ms. Barbour requested that
more service planning information be included in the MUG agenda packet each
month.  Mr. McFadden further reported that three extra shuttles have been added
to transport seniors to the July 4th barbecue at Harvey West Park.  It is possible
that the day after Thanksgiving will be taken down to Sunday level service and
those funds will be utilized for the July 4th service.

5d) Marketing

Kim Chin reported that he has received very positive feedback on the METRO
commercials, especially from South County.  The District will be exhibiting at the
Business Expo sponsored by the Pajaro Chamber of Commerce on June 21st

from 11:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m.  Staff’s goal is to network with South County
businesses.  Mr. Chin will have free passes to this Expo available.

5e) Cabrillo College

There was nothing to report on this issue.
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5f) Bus Procurement

Bryant Baehr reported that Staff has put out a bid for forty fixed-route buses and
ten Highway 17 buses.  There are funds to buy eight CNG vehicles.  The funds
for these buses need to be spent by June 30, 2001.  The District will piggyback
onto Pierce Transit’s order to purchase these vehicles.  Staff is working on
acquiring single axle buses for the Highway 17 route to ensure that they have
sufficient power to traverse the "hill".  New Flyer does not make a CNG bus that
also has a two-stage lift.  Mr. Baehr prioritized the bus purchase as follows: CNG
buses, Highway 17 repower, local service.

5g) Metro Center

Kim Chin reported that Staff is working with the Redevelopment Agency on how
to reconfigure Metro Center.  There has been no progress at the current time.

Staff is moving ahead on the EIR for the MetroBase facility.  An updated report
will be provided at the July MUG meeting.

Chairperson Gabriel discussed the Staff Report to the Board regarding
expansion of the security service from Metro Center to the teen center.  Bryant
Baehr stated that Staff contacted the Santa Cruz Police Dept. who responded
that they would supply another officer to patrol that area if this service was paid
for.  The cost of a part-time officer would be between $38,000-$39,000/year.
Staff placed this issue on the Consent Agenda for the upcoming Board Meeting
and recommended to the Board that this request be denied.

ACTION: MOTION: TED CHATTERTON SECOND: CONNIE DAY

MUG supports Staff’s recommendation regarding the additional part-time police
officer position.

Motion passed unanimously.

6. UPDATES

6a) ADA Recertification/Audit

District Counsel will discuss this at the July meeting.
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6b) Bus Stop Signs

Some of the "No Smoking" signs have fallen off the bus shelters.  More
signs will be posted at these shelters.

6c) MetroBase

Nothing to report at this time.

7. NEW BUSINESS

None at this time.

8. OPEN DISCUSSION

9. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 3:40 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

DALE CARR
Administrative Services Coordinator



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Elisabeth Ross, Manager of Finance

SUBJECT: MONTHLY BUDGET STATUS REPORT FOR MAY 2001, AND
APPROVAL OF BUDGET TRANSFERS

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends that the Board of Directors approve the budget transfers for the period
of June 1 - 30, 2001.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  Operating revenue for the year to date totals $28,496,429 or $116,595 over the
amount of revenue expected to be received during the first eleven months of the fiscal
year, based on the budget revised in April.

•  Total operating expenses for the year to date, including grant programs, in the amount
of $23,775,479, are at 76.7% of the revised budget.  Day to day operating expenses
total $23,410,650 or 78.3% of the revised budget.

•  A total of $2,323,163 has been expended through May 31st for the FY 00-01 Capital
Improvement Program.

III. DISCUSSION

An analysis of the District’s budget status is prepared monthly in order to apprise the Board of
Directors of the District’s actual revenues and expenses in relation to the adopted operating and
capital budgets for the fiscal year.  The attached monthly revenue and expense report represents
the status of the District’s FY 00-01 budget as of May 31, 2001.  The fiscal year is 91.7%
elapsed.

A. Operating Revenues
Revenues are $116,595 over the amount projected to be received for the period, based on the
budget revised in April.  Variances are explained in the notes following the report.

B. Operating Expenses
Day to day operating expenses for the year to date (excluding grant-funded programs, capital
transfers and pass-through programs) total $23,410,650 or 78.3% of the revised budget, with
91.7% of the year elapsed.  Variances are explained in the notes following the report.
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C. Capital Improvement Program
For the year to date, a total of $2,323,163 has been expended on the Capital Improvement
Program.  The largest expense has been the farebox replacement at a cost of $884,806.  Federal
funding for the purchase has been received in the amount of $707,981.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Approval of the budget transfers will increase some line item expenses and decrease others.
Overall, the changes are expense-neutral.

V.  ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Revenue and Expense Report for May 2001, and Budget Transfers



Attachment A
MONTHLYREVENUEANDEXPENSEREPORT

OPERATING REVENUE - MAY 2001

FY 00-01 FY 00-01
Budgeted for Actual for FY 00-01 FY 99-00 FY 00-01 YTD Variance

Month MonthOperatinq Revenue A c t u a l  Y T DBudgeted YTO f r o m  B u d q e t e cActual YTD/
$ 293,166 $ 275,578 $ 2,916,981 $ 2,823,139 $ 2,904,181 $ (12,800)
$ 21,929 $ 17,178 $ ml621 $ 168,870 $ 168,416 $ (46,205)
$ 162,052 $ 185,435 $ 1,543,833 $ 1,534,537 $ 1,609,921 $ 66,088
$ 70,781 $ 77,340 $ 755,680 $ 691,954 $ 796,929 $ 41,249

Subtotal Passenger Rev $ 547,928 $ 555,531 $ 5,431,115 $ 5,218,500 $ 59479,447 $ 48,332 /
I /

See Note 11
I

14,000 $ 14,000 $ 142,000 $ 120,000 $ 142,000 $
Other Aux Transp Rev 917 $ 891 $ 10,083 $ 10,901 $ 11,101 $ 1,018
lent Income 11,151 $ 14,714 $ 127,049 $ 100,203 $ 130,368 $ 3,319

92,658 ~$-- 95,305 $ 1,090,156 $ 745,712 $ 1,104,220 $ 14,064 See Note 2Interest - General Fund
Non-Transportation Rev $ 533 $ 219 $ 5,867 $ 47,147 $ 7,297 $ 1,430
Sales Tax Income _ $  1,310,lOO $  1,310,200  $14,649,840  $13,159,488  $14,649,940  $ 100
TDA Funds $ 1,720,303 $ 1,720,303 $ 6,410,211 $ 4,674,062  $ 6,410,211 $
MBUAPCD Fundinq ,$ -, ,$ -,$ -

-,$ 16,534 $

Other State Funding
FTA Op Asst - Set 5303
FTA Op Asst - Set 5307
FTA Op Asst - Set 5311

-Other  Federal Grants
Other Revenue

505,614 $ 505,614 $

I

I I I I I I I
Total Operatinq Revenue 1 $ 3,697,589 / $ 3,711,163 1 $28,428,166 / $24,712,239 1 $28,496,429 / $ 116,595 1

exprep.xls



MONTHLY REVENUE AND EXPENSE REPORT
OPERATING EXPENSE SUMMARY - MAY 2001

Percent
FY 00-01 FY 00-01 FY 99-00 FY 00-01 Expended

Final Budget Revised Budget Expended YTD Expended YTD of Budget

i

Note 3

PERSONNEL ACCOUNTS
Administration I$
Finance
Planning & Marketing

586,021

+H%%

437,833
404,462
622,052
295,004
281,751
196,787
726,477

1,484,479
9,291,886
2,683,633

360,208
6,784,572

376,765
361,398
625,350
316,613
190,469

545,781
510,663
842,785
392,454
346,112
271,776
919,838

1,676,628
10,721,858
3,494,425

354,602
20,076,924

LHuman  Resources
Information Technology - $- 346,012
District Counsel 294,577
Facilities Maintenance : 955,338 1 $
Operations $  1,785,628  j $

See
ITotal Personnel

NON-PERSONNEL ACCOUNTS
Administration 539,6OC  -1 I 5

--. .^_ A
s/1,4us 1 $

.._^^^ “. .-^ s-1
44S,cIYY j qi 4/b,lYl

-a a.., I
t5Iy.Y%

1

Finance 464,325 j $ 463,960 j $ 285,380 1 $ 289,995 ) 62.5%
Planning & Marketin  g $ 188,425 ! $

- - -  .^^
202,483 1

A
$

.-- .-^
155,158 /

A
$

. .^ ^>_
14t5,YlS 73.2%

1 Human Resources I $ 92,740 1 9i 136,960 $ 85.851__,__ I $ 81.453 I 59.5% I I
[Information Technology ! $ 95,925 I $ 125,796 $ Qca~7t-l I iuu,...r Ini'7;a I.“-,-- . / Al R%-..-,-,
1 District Counsel 1s 311,405 19i 184,405 $ 121,829 i 84,692 j 45.9% 1
(Facilities Maintenance ! $ 201,791 j $ 280,144 $ 188,378 $ 197,707 I 70.6% /
1 Wats TC Operation I$ 89,244 / 9; 94,644 $ 62,514 $ 64,089
Santa Cruz Metro Center I$ 253,030 / $ ‘0 1 $ 2U4,NU / i$

1271,08;“. ^_^ / 67.7%1
z14,usLI  /

-^ ^^,
/Y.U%J

Scotts Valley TC I$ 122,535 j $ 107,035 $ 87,600 $ 77,825 72.7%
1 Paratransit Program j $ 3,244,666  1 $ 3,3013,336 $ 1,887,506 $ 2,176,081 65.8% See Note 4
lperations  I $ 201,891 1 $ 258,457 $ 601,984 $ 177,236 68.6%

,565 92.8% See Note 5Bus Operators
Fleet Maintenance
Op Prog/SCCIC
Reserve for Service Additions
Reserve for New Positions
Reserve for Repower Projeci
Pre-Paid Exp Adj/lncurred  W/C
Total Non-Personnel

6,000 $ 2,762 $
3,267,644 $ 1,988,266 $

8,284 $ 80 $
z

73,498 i
462,000 $ - $

- $ (9,729) $
9,822,131  $ 6,207,182  $

See Note

Subtotal Operating Expense $ 28,237,250  $ 29,899,055  $ 21,163,193  $ 23,410,650 78.3%

Grant Funded Studies/Programs $ 43,750 $ 97,496 $ 43,703 $ 36,995 37.9%
Transfer to/from Cap Program $ - $ 533,449 $ 430,308 $ 300,835 56.4%
Pass Through Programs $ 450,000 $ 480,000 $ - $ 27,000 5.6% See Note 7

I I , I / 1

Total Operating Expense / $ 28,731,OOO  / $ 31,010,OOO  / $ 21,637,204 / $ 23,775,479 j 76.7% 1
I
I

I
I

I I
/

I
I

I
/

YTD Operating Revenue Over YTD Expense / $ 4,720,950  I



MONTHLY REVENUE AND EXPENSE REPORT
OPERATING EXPENSE SUMMARY - MAY 2001

% Exp
FY 00-01 FY 00-01 FY 99-00 FY 00-01 YTD of

Final Budget Revised Budget Expended YTO Expended YTD Budget
LABOR
Operators Wages $ 5,275,946  $  5,618,731  $  4,470,038  $ 4,864,20686.6%
Operators Overtime ~ 841 378 $ 712683 $ 102.2% See Note 8
Other salaries  & Wages : 5  ;::‘t% ; 5  3 3 3 ’ 9 4 6  $ 3,939’911 $  4,:::‘::: 81 .O%
Other Overtime $ ‘211:271  $ ‘2711271  $ 2671989 $ 2301976 85.1%

$ 11,726,200 $  12,065,326 $  9,390,621 $ 10,273,850

96,120 $ 115,727 $ 79,536 $ 95,7i
855,952 $ 878,067 $ 633,98- - - - -  -

$ 1,858,621 $ 1,943,838 $ 1,354,222 $ 1,770,4:
501,187 $ 523,466 $ 354,326 $ .-. --

91,255 $
45,799 $

5- -

FRINGE BENEFITS
MedicarelSoc  Set
PERS Retirement
Medical Insurance
Dental Plan
Vision Insurance
Life Insurance

:,510,721 / 81 .O%j
/ /

$  1,615,858 $ 1,970,270 $  1,167,934 $  1,370,597 69.6%
I I

CONTRACT TRANSPORTATION
Contract Transportation 400 I $

; 3,033,966  j $ 3,033,::: ; 1,887,506 : 1,997,;;;
44.0%

Paratransit Service 65.8% See Note  4
I I..-. .7 c.^....:^.. b I a! c n49 *97 $ -, 0.0%,nvvy I I 3el”Il,e I 9 - 9 - Q -fIL,“LI

/

MOBILE MATERIALS
Fuels & Lubricants
Tires &Tubes
Body/Upholstery Supplies
Revenue Vehicle Parts
Inventory Adjustment

$ 3,034,366 $ 3,034,366 $ 2,300,333 $ 1,997,314 65.8%

$ 1,190,637 $ 1,627,807 $ 835,002 $ 1,081,518 66.4%
: 150,000 $ 150,000 $ 140,168 $ 132,124 88.1%

7,500 $ 8,500 $ 2,403 $ 5,500 64.7%
$ 603,885 $ 603,885 $ 506,315 $ 618,484 102.4% See Note 10

$ (93,614) /
I I I I

1 $ 1,952,022 j $  2,390,192  j $  1,390,274 j $  1,837,626  / 76.9%1

exprepmayol



MONTHLY REVENUE AND EXPENSE REPORT
OPERATING EXPENSE SUMMARY - MAY 2001

FY 00-01 FY 00-01 FY 99-00 FY 00-01
% Exp
YTD of

DTHER  MATERIALS _-
Dostage  & Maili&Freight

Final Budget Revi.

$ 17,100 $ 17,225 / $ 14,066 / $ 15,552 /

sed Budget/ Expended YTD/  Expended YTD/ Budget

90.3%
Printing 86,411 $ 95,750 $ 66,074 $ 70,095 73.2%
DfficeKomputer  Supplies 68,318 $ 77,316 $ 59,999 $ 63,171 81.7%_
Safety Supplies ,i 17,928 $ 17,828 $ 15,048 $ 12,635 70.9%
Cleaning Supplies 70,400 $ 54,400 $ 57,977 $- 47,973 88.2% -
Reoair & Maint Supplies I $ 72.780 1 $

5o;ooo ts
119,140 $ 69,480 $ 89,888 75.4%

-ParJs,  Non-Inventory 50,000 $ 47,827 $ 52,475 105.0% See Note 11
Tools/Tool Allowance 19.780 $ 21,738 $ 16,438 $ 16,382 75.4%

2 $ 16,512 $ 6,110 $ 9,844 59.6%Photos/Mktg/Other  Supplies j $ 15;86/
I

$ 418,579 $ 469,909 $ 353,019 $ 378,015 80.4%

UTILITIES $ 312,079 $ 330,629 $ 238,966 $ 240,367 72.7%

CASUALTY & LIABILITY
Insurance - Prop/PL & PD
Settlement Costs
Repairs to Prop
ProWOther  Services

175,000 $
250,000 $

11,750 $
30,500 $

I

175,000 $ 110,436 $ 121,818 69.6%
100,000 $ 43,583 $ 34,431 34.4%
11,750 $ (28,607) $ (9,278) See Note 12
30,500 $ 35,138 $ 12,044 39.5%

$ 467,250 $ 317,250 $ 160,549 $ 159,015 50.1%

TAXES $ 41,872 $ 44,272 $ 32,884 $ 33,370 75.4%

OTHEREXPENSES
Leases & Rentals
Service Reserve
New Position Reserve
Repower Project Reserve
Transfer to Capital
Pass Through Programs

I
$ 228,659 $ 250,209 $ 151,216 $ 153,534 61 .4%

:
533,164 $ 547,032 $ 455,710 $ 493,236 90.2%
150,000 $ -$ - 0.0%

: : ;
73,498 $

462,000 $ 1; :
0.0%
0.0%

- $ 533,449 $ 430,308 $ 300,835 56.4%
450,000 $ 480,000 $ - $ 27,000 5.6%

Total Operating Expense

$ 1,133,164 $ 2,095,979 $ 886,018 $ 821,071 39.2%

$ 28,731,OOO  $  31,010,OOO  $  21,637,204  $  23,775,479 76.7%

exprepmayol



MONTHLYREVENUEANDEXPENSEREPORT
FY 00-01 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

CAPITAL PROJECTS
Expended in

Program Budget ~ May YTD Expended
,,

Grant Funded Proiects
Consolidated Operating Facility i $ 8,104,770- $
Urban Bus Replacement 3 7,600,591
Engine Repower Project .$ ~~ 3,037,ooo  ] $
ADA Paratransit Vehicles 3 436,500 i !I~
Farebox Rep lacemen t 1s 1,000~000  1
Computer System 3 152,500 : $
Benches with Bike Storage (MBUAPCD) $ 30,000
Non-Revenue Vehicle Replacement CNG $ 130,000
Talking Bus $ 4,500

3 20,495,861
District Funded Proiects
Purchase of Buses 1$ 299,780 :
Bus Stop Improvements I$ 452,100
Yield Signs for Buses 3 56,060~  ;-
IT Projects ~~~ t -225,000;  ~~
Bike Racks for Buses $ ~~~
Scot@ Valley Transit Center Construction
Metro Center Repairs

i g--

4,500 1
9,000 1

22,348
Facilities Repair & Improvements $ ?55,@0 $
Machinery/Equipment Repair/lmpr $ 99,350 i $
Non-Revenue Vehicle Replacement ;jt 160,000 i
Office-Equipment ~~~  1 $ 22,429 ~

--I$ 1,606,367

28,568 $
$

161,426 ] -$

(448) I
8,764 , $

~ $

185,255
160,653
161,426
255,294
884,806

65,859
19,164

4,500

128,518
73,099
55,332

22,065
38,557
95,083

158,248-
11,419

TOTAL CAPITAL PROJECTS ;$ 22,102,228 $ 203,157 ~$ 2,323,163
1

Received in
CAPITAL FUNDING SOURCES Budget ~ M a y YTD Received

Federal Capital Grants /$ 14;679,489 ~ $ 707,981
State Capital Grants ‘$
STA Funding 3 787,198 : $ 413,419
Local Capital Grants 3 60,481 481
Tramnsfer  from Operating Budget $ 533,449 I 300,835
Interest Income ,$ 50,750 $ 50,750~-
District Reserves 5,742,361 $  203,157 $ 849,697
Transfer from Bus Stop

~~ 1s
1 1tmprovement Reserve 1 $ 248,500

I
TOTAL CAPITAL FUNDING $ 22,102,228 $ 203,157 $ 2,323,163

exprepmayol



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT
NOTES TO REVENUE AND EXPENSE REPORT

1. Passenger fares (farebox and pass sales) are $12,800 or 0.4% under the revised budget
amount for the year to date.  Paratransit fares are $46,205 or 21% under budget for the
period because ridership is below projected levels.  Special transit fares (contracts) are
$66,088 or 4% over the budgeted amount.  Highway 17 Express revenue is $41,249 or
5% over the year to date budgeted amount.  Together, all four passenger revenue
accounts are over the budgeted amount for the first eleven months of the fiscal year by a
net $48,332 or 0.9%.

2. Interest income is $14,064 over the revised budget for the year to date due to higher
interest rates and a higher treasury balance than anticipated due to expenditure delays.

3. Retired employee benefit expense is at 101.6% of the budget due to more retirees this
year than projected, and because June premiums are included in this report.

4. Paratransit program expense is only at 65.8% of the budget because the May contractor
billing was not available by the report deadline.  If this payment were included, year-to-
date expense would be closer to 71% of the budget, which is still low because ridership is
well below projections for the year.

5. Bus Operator non-personnel expense is at 92.8% of the budget due to annual payments
for uniform patches.

6. Pre-paid expense adjustment provides for allocating large annual payments, such as
casualty and liability insurance, over the entire year so that the total expenses District-
wide for the month and year to date are not skewed.

7. Pass through program expense is only at 5.6% of the budget since the largest project,
fixed guideway studies, in the amount of $450,000, has been delayed.  This was a project
budgeted on behalf of the Transportation Commission wherein revenues completely
offset any expenses.

8. Bus Operator overtime is at 102.2% of the revised budget because overtime has been paid
to cover shifts of several operators on long-term absence.  The District is currently
training additional Bus Operators.  Total payroll for Bus Operators is within budget.

9. Unemployment insurance is at 92% of the budget due to additional hiring and turnover.

10. Revenue vehicle parts expense is at 102.4% of the budget due to purchase of replacement
engines, and necessary parts to keep the aging fleet operational.

11. Non-inventory parts expense is at 105.0% of the budget due to purchase of parts to keep
the aging fleet operational.



f:\users\admin\filesyst\b\bod\board reports\2001\07\budgetnotes.doc

12. Repairs to property is a casualty and liability account to which repairs to District vehicles
and property are charged when another party is liable for the damage.  All collections
made from other parties for property repair are applied to this account to offset the
District’s repair costs.  Collections have been applied for the year to date, but some
repairs have yet to be charged to the account.

13. Other miscellaneous expense is at 128% of the budget due to write-offs of uncollectable
debts.  However, this represents an overrun of only $3,161.



FY 00-01 BUDGET TRANSFERS
, 6/l/01 - 6/30/01

ACCOUNT # ACCOUNT TITLE AMOUNT
TRANSFER # 01-077

TRANSFER FROM: 1500-504011 Fuels & Lubricants $ (110)

TRANSFER TO: 1500-504211 Postage & Mailing $ 110

REASON:

TRANSFER # 01-078

To cover account overrun in Postage & Mailing for the IT
Department.

TRANSFER FROM: 1 loo-50431 1 Office Supplies $ (1 ,300)

TRANSFER TO: 1 loo-503222 Legal Ads $ 1,300

REASON:

TRANSFER # 01-079

To cover legal/display ads for the Administration Dept.
through the remainder of the fiscal year.

I

TRANSFER FROM: 1500-503031 Professional/Technical $ (3,320)

TRANSFER TO: 1500-509121 Employee Training $ 3,320

REASON:
TRANSFER # 01-080

To cover account overrun in the IT Department.

TRANSFER FROM: 1 loo-5043 11

TRANSFER TO: 1100-5042 15

Office Supplies $ (304)

Printing $ 304

REASON:

TRANSFER # 01-081

To cover account overrun in the Administration Dept.
through the remainder of the fiscal year.

TRANSFER FROM: 3200-504211 Postage & Mailing $ (58)

TRANSFER TO: 3200-504511 Small Tools $ 58

REASON:

TRANSFER # 01-082

To cover cost of tools for Supervisors vans for the
Operations Department.

TRANSFER FROM: 1400-501021
1400-504011
1400-505031

Other Salaries
Fuels & Lubricants
Telecommunications

$ (7 ,000)
$ (500)
$ (1,000)
$ (8,500)

TRANSFER TO: 1400-503041 Temporary Help
1400-504311 Office Supplies

$ 7,000
$ 1,500
$ 8,500

REASON: To cover account overruns in the Human Resources
Department.

budtranrep



FY 00-01 BUDGET TRANSFERS
6/l/01 - 6/30/01

ACCOUNT # ACCOUNT TITLE AMOUNT

TRANSFER # 01-083

TRANSFER FROM: 1 loo-501 021 Other Salaries $ (3 ,140)

TRANSFER TO: 1100-503041 Temporary Help $ 3,140

REASON:

TRANSFER # 01-084

To cover account overrun in the Administration Dept.
through the remainder of the fiscal year.

TRANSFER FROM: 1 loo-5091 27 Board Fees $ (214)

TRANSFER TO: 1100-504215 Printing $ 214

REASON:

TRANSFER # 01-085

To cover account overrun for District letterhead paper
for the Administration Department.

TRANSFER FROM: 2200-504319
2500-503363
2600-512061

Custodial Supplies
Haz Waste Disposal
Equipment Rental

$ (1 ,500)
$ (1,200)
$ (100)
$ (2,800)

TRANSFER TO: 2500-504319 Custodial Supplies
2200-503363 Haz Waste Disposal
2600-505031 Telecommunications

$ 1,500
$ 1,200

REASON:

TRANSFER # 01-086

To cover expected expenditures for remainder of fiscal year
for the Facilities Maintenance Department.

I

TRANSFER FROM: 1300-501021
1300-504215
3100-504211

Other Salaries
Printing
Postage & Mailing

$ (15,988)
$ (1,366)
$ (52)
$ (17,406)

TRANSFER TO: 1300-503041 Temporary Help
1300-512061 Equipment Rental
3100-504215 Printing

$ 15,988
$ 1,366
$
$ 17,4z

REASON: To cover account overruns for the Planning & Marketing
Department and Paratransit Program.

budtranrep



This Last % This Last %
May May Change YTD YTD Change

Cost 229,401$     210,202$   9.1% 2,182,960$ 2,058,567$  6.0%
Revenue $18,874 $18,932 -0.3% $186,046 $187,802 -0.9%
Subsidy $210,527 $191,270 10.1% $1,996,914 $1,870,765 6.7%
Passengers 9,437 9,466 -0.3% 93,023        93,901         -0.9%
Cost/Ride $24.31 $22.21 10.4% $23.47 21.92$         7.8%
Subsidy/Ride $22.31 $20.21 10.4% $21.47 $19.92 7.8%
Operating Ratio 8.2% 9.0% -8.6% 8.5% 9.1% -6.6%
% Rides on Taxi 65.6% 72.7% -9.7% 67.5% 71.1% -5.0%
Program Registrants 8,650           7,342         17.8% 8,650          7,342           17.8%
Rides/Registrant 1.1              1.3             -15.4% 10.8            12.8             -15.9%

ADA Ridership
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ADA Paratransit Program
Monthly Status Report
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        HIGHWAY 17 - MAY 2001

May YTD
2000/01 1999/00 % 2000/01 1999/00 %

FINANCIAL
Cost 116,507$  101,973$  14.3% 1,175,658$  1,188,721$   (1.1%)
Farebox 34,713$    35,530$    (2.3%) 394,397$     381,129$      3.5%
Operating Deficit 78,335$    63,478$    23.4% 758,126$     782,106$      (3.1%)
Santa Clara Subsidy 39,167$    26,754$    46.4% 379,063$     348,434$      8.8%
METRO Subsidy 39,167$    36,724$    6.7% 379,063$     555,193$      (31.7%)
San Jose State Subsidy 3,459$      2,966$      16.6% 23,135$       25,485$        (9.2%)

STATISTICS   
Passengers 16,148      16,403      (1.6%) 178,846       164,145        9.0%
Revenue Miles 32,918      29,925      10.0% 350,123       350,123        0.0%
Revenue Hours 1,280        1,164        10.0% 13,616         13,616          0.0%

  
PRODUCTIVITY   

Cost/Passenger 7.21$        6.22$        16.1% 6.57$           7.24$            (9.2%)
Revenue/Passenger 2.15$        2.17$        (0.8%) 2.21$           2.32$            (5.0%)
Subsidy/Passenger 5.07$        4.05$        25.0% 4.37$           4.92$            (11.2%)
Passengers/Mile 0.49          0.55          (10.5%) 0.51              0.47              9.0%
Passengers/Hour 12.61        14.09        (10.5%) 13.13           12.05            9.0%
Recovery Ratio 29.8% 34.8% (14.5%) 33.5% 32.1% 4.6%

1

HIGHWAY 17 RIDERSHIP
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SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Bryant J. Baehr, Manager of Operations

SUBJECT: UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA - SANTA CRUZ SERVICE UPDATE

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

This report is for information purposes only. No action is required

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  Year to date student billable trips are up by 6.1%.

•  Year to date faculty / staff billable trips are up by 12.7%

III. DISCUSSION

Full school-term transit service to the University of California – Santa Cruz started on September
18, 2000. Attached are charts detailing student and faculty / staff billable trips. A summary of the
results is as follows:

•  Student billable trips of the month of April 2001 were 158,721 vs. 140,471 for April
2000.

•  Faculty / staff billable trips for the month of April 2001 were 13,502 vs. 10,648 for April
2000.

•  Year to date, student billable trips are up 6.1% and faculty billable trips are up by 12.7%.
May 2001 posted the highest faculty / staff ridership in history.

Bi-directional service is expected to start in fall quarter - September 2001. Bus stop and road
construction began in June 2001 and the initial results are very positive.

The Mission Street Widening Project will begin construction of Stage 2 - from Otis to Bay Street
- in early May, with completion anticipated during August.  Traffic delays caused by
construction may result in longer travel times for SCMTD routes traveling along this corridor,
including those to UCSC: Routes 1L, 1W, 2, 3, 12, 40, 41, 42 and the 91.  The majority of this
work coincides with UCSC's Summer Session, and all Stage 2 work is expected to be completed
before the start of UCSC's Fall 2001 academic quarter.



Board of Directors
Page 2

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

NONE

V.  ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: UCSC Student Billable Trips

Attachment B: UCSC Faculty / Staff Billable Trips



Attachment A
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SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE: June 15, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Elisabeth Ross, Manager of Finance

SUBJECT: RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING EXECUTION OF DOCUMENTS FOR
MERCHANT BANK CARD SERVICES

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends that the Board of Directors adopt the attached resolution authorizing
the Secretary/General Manager and/or Finance Manager to execute documents required
by Nova Information Systems, Inc., for merchant bank card services.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  Over the years, the District has received numerous requests from passengers to
purchase bus passes using bank cards such as VISA and MasterCharge.

•  The District can offer bank card services for pass purchases through Nova
Information Systems, Inc., at a fairly low cost, to accommodate the public.

•  Since pass sales continue to increase, particularly for the Highway 17 Express,
this service would be a benefit to the public.

•  In order to proceed with the program, a resolution is required by Nova
Information Services, Inc., and Coast Commercial Bank.

III. DISCUSSION

The District has always sold bus passes at Metro Center and through its outlets on a cash basis
only.  Over the years, passengers have requested that the District allow them to purchase the
passes by credit card.  Passengers often use the ATM at Metro Center to obtain cash, then go to
the Information Booth to purchase a pass.  Credit cards would be easier for many people.

District staff contacted Coast Commercial Bank, the District’s bank for the fares account, to
research the cost of such a program.  Nova Information Systems, Inc., handles merchant bank
card services for Coast Commercial Bank customers.  The District would implement the type of
program where a credit card is swiped at the terminal at the Information Booth.  No telephone
orders would be accepted due to staffing levels.  The company would train the Customer Service
Representatives in use of the system.



Board of Directors
Page 2

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The set-up cost for the system at Metro Center is approximately $700 and the monthly cost is
estimated at $20 to $30.

V. ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Resolution Authorizing Secretary/General Manager and/or Finance
Manager to Execute Documents Required by Nova Information Systems,
Inc., for Merchant Bank Card Services



ATTACHMENT A

BEFORE THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE
SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

Resolution No.                                                          
On the Motion of Director:                                     
Duly Seconded by Director:                                    

          The Following Resolution is Adopted:

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING SECRETARY/GENERAL MANAGER AND/OR FINANCE
MANAGER TO EXECUTE DOCUMENTS REQUIRED BY NOVA INFORMATION

SYSTEMS, INC., FOR MERCHANT BANK CARD SERVICES

WHEREAS, the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District desires to establish bank card services for
the benefit of its passengers for purchase of bus passes; and

WHEREAS, the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District may enter into an arrangement with Nova
Information Systems, Inc, the merchant bank card provider for the District’s bank, Coast Commercial Bank, to
provide such services.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDERED, that this Board does hereby authorize
the Secretary/General Manager and/or the Finance Manager to execute any documents which may be required
by Nova Information Systems, Inc., now or in the future, to effect such a program; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this resolution shall remain in full force and effect until written
notice of its amendment or rescission shall have been received by Nova and that receipt of such notice shall not
affect any action taken by Nova or Bank prior thereto; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Secretary/General Manager be, and hereby, is authorized and
directed to certify to Nova and the Bank, the foregoing resolution and the provision thereof, are in conformity
with the by-laws of the District.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 15th day of June 2001, by the following vote:

AYES: Directors -
NOES: Directors -
ABSTAIN: Directors -
ABSENT: Directors -

APPROVED                                                            
SHERYL AINSWORTH
Chairperson

ATTEST                                                                   
LESLIE R. WHITE
General Manager

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

                                                                                    
MARGARET GALLAGHER
District Counsel



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

F:\users\ADMIN\filesyst\B\BOD\Board Reports\2001\07\07-12Paratransit Vehicles.doc

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Elisabeth Ross, Finance Manager

SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF DECLARING CERTAIN PARATRANSIT
VEHICLES AND VEHICLE #902 EXCESS PROPERTY

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Declare certain Vehicles, as set forth in Attachment A, excess property and allow for disposal of
such vehicles.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  Paratransit Vehicle Numbers 911, 912, 913, 9530 and 9531 have expired leases with
Santa Cruz Transportation/Yellow Cab of Santa Cruz and Courtesy Cab of
Watsonville.

•  Both Yellow Cab and Courtesy Cab have expressed a desire to purchase these
Paratransit vans. Both companies have also expressed a desire to continue to use these
vans in the Paratransit program with Community Bridges, (formerly Food and
Nutrition Services).

III. DISCUSSION

The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District leased Paratransit Vans 911, 912, 913 and
9531 to Yellow Cab of Santa Cruz. The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District also
leased Paratransit Van 9530 to Courtesy Cab of Watsonville.

Since the expiration of these leases, the vehicles have continued to be used by Yellow
Cab and Courtesy Cab in paratransit services, although at least two of the vehicles are no
longer in service.  The vans have been altered to create paratransit vehicles, removing the
seats and flooring to allow for the maneuvering and transportation of wheelchairs.

The Transit District itself has no need for these vans in its own service. The Transit
District has a need to dispose of these vans whose leases have expired.  The procedure for
disposal of property is detailed in Regulation No. AR-2020. According to this
Regulation, when an item is not repairable or too costly to repair, worn out or obsolete, it
can be determined to be ready for disposal.  If the Board of Directors determines that
these vans should be disposed of, purchasing will advertise them for sale. According to
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the Federal Transit Administration, Circular 5010.1C provides that minimum normal
service life of these vehicles is four years or 100,000 miles.  Clearly these vehicles have
exhausted their useful life.

Additionally, Fleet Maintenance Manager, Tom Stickel, has advised that a District owned
1989 Chevrolet sedan is in poor condition ad is ready for disposal.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The Transit District will receive sale proceeds for these vehicles in an amount to be
determined by the fair market value and the best offer received. For these five vehicles,
the Transit District should expect to receive between $2,500.00 and $10,000.00 total for
the vehicles.

V. ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Table Detail Of Vehicles To Be Declared Excess Property
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TABLE DETAIL OF VEHICLES
TO BE DECLARED EXCESS PROPERTY

Asset
Tag #

Acquisition
Date

Acquisition
Cost

Accumulated
Depreciation

Net
Book
Value

Market
Value1

Reason
For

Disposal

Vehicle Identification
Number

Mileage

B0911
SCT

8/30/92 $32,633.75 $32,633.75 $0 $1,375.00
Outlived

Useful
Life

1B4GH44R1NX224378 192,473

B0912
SCT

8/30/92 $32.633.75 $32,633.75 $0 $-0- Poor,
Operable

1B4GH44R3NX224379 328,767

B0913
SCT

8/30/92 $32,633.75 $32,633.75 $0 $-0- Poor,
Operable

1B4GH44RXNX224380 270,190

B9530
CCW 5/30/95 $35,966.68 $35,966.68 $0 $-0- Poor,

Operable 1B4GH44R9SX617749 311,583

B9531
SCT 5/30/95 $35,966.68 $35,966.68 $0 $2,600.00

Outlived
Useful

Life
1B4GH44R5SX617750 267,132

C0902.
00A

6/22/89 $11,762.86 $11,762.86 $0 $300.00 Poor,
operable

3G1AW51R7KS532623 212,545

                                                
1 Does not take into account the fact that the vans have been modified for paratransit use.



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Mark J. Dorfman, Assistant General Manager

SUBJECT: ADOPTION OF THE ANNUAL DBE PARTICIPATION RATE OF 15%
FOR FEDERALLY FUNDED PROCUREMENTS IN FY 2002.

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Adopt the annual DBE participation rate of 15% for Fiscal Year 2002.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  The Department of Transportation requires the District to establish an annual goal for
its Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) Program to ensure that small, minority-
and women-owned businesses are not discriminated against in District procurements.

•  The District solicited public comment on the proposed goal in national and local
publications.  No comments were received.

•  The Annual DBE Program Goal for FY2002 establishes a goal of 15% for DBE
participation based upon the number of willing and able DBE firms who would be
expected to participate in METRO procurements in the absence of discrimination.

III. DISCUSSION

In 1983, the United States Congress enacted the first Disadvantaged Business Enterprise statutes
to end discrimination in the award of federally-funded procurements.  As required by the
Department of Transportation since then, the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District annually
establishes a goal and tracks DBE participation in its own procurement activities.  The intent of
the goal is to attain the same rate of participation by small, minority and women-owned business
in procurements which could be expected in the absence of discrimination.  The District’s DBE
goals established since 1993 ranged from 10%-15%.

As part of the annual goal-setting process, the District solicits public comment for 45 days after
calculating a new goal.  Public comments and the District’s response would be included in the
annual goal statement submitted to the Federal Transit Administration for ultimate approval.
Staff initiated outreach and public participation efforts on June 1 and will receive comments
through July 15, 2001.  The adopted goal may be revised, if necessary, to address public
comments.
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The attached Annual DBE Program Goals for Fiscal Year-2002 discusses the method used to set
the DBE participation rate at 15%.  Adopting the goal commits the District’s procurement efforts
to attain a DBE participation rate of at least 15%.

III. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Adopting the Annual DBE Program Goals for Fiscal Year 2002 has no financial impact;
however, contracts funded with FTA assistance will be monitored for DBE goal achievement.

V.  ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District Annual DBE Program Goals,
Fiscal Year 2001-2002



Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District

Annual DBE Program Goals

Fiscal Year 2002
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Introduction

The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District (METRO) has maintained a Disadvantaged
Business Enterprise (DBE) Program in accordance with the U.S. Department of Transportation
(DOT) as required in 49 CFR Part 23. The purpose of the METRO DBE program is to ensure
that small firms competing for DOT sponsored contracts were not disadvantaged by unlawful
discrimination. Initially, the program applied to minority owned businesses. In 1987, Congress
expanded the DBE program to include small women-owned businesses as well.

In February 1999, the U.S. Congress passed a new regulation for Disadvantaged Business
Enterprises in response to the Supreme Court’s 1995 opinion (Adarand  vx Pena) that
affirmative action programs must be narrowly tailored to serve a compelling government
interest. In order to streamline DBE program administration and to incorporate the new rules,
the Department of Transportation codified the revised DBE requirements in a new section,49
CFR 26.

The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District DBE Program - 49 CFR Part 26 contains the
complete DBE program including policies, requirements, remedies, and records except for the
amount of DBE participation to be determined each year. The Program conforms to
Participation by Disadvantaged Business Enterprises in Department of Transportation
Programs; Final Rule as published in the Federal Register of February 2, 1999. The SCMTD
Board of Directors adopted the Program on July 2 1,200O  and submitted it to the Federal Transit
Administration for approval on July 25,200l.  The complete Program is available upon request
from District’s DBE Liaison Officer at the address listed on the last page of this Annual Update.

The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District Annual DBE Program Goals FY2002 comprises
part of the comprehensive DBE Program and is updated annually. Each year, the Santa Cruz
Metropolitan Transit District will review its goal accomplishment for Disadvantaged Business
Enterprise participation in DOT assisted contracts and recalculate the goal for the coming year,
if indicated, based upon demonstrable evidence relevant to the District’s marketplace. This
document presents the annual goal, describes the methodology behind it and discusses race-
neutral and race-conscious measures that the District anticipates using to reach the goal.

Declarations

The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District receives Federal financial assistance from the
Department of Transportation, and, as a condition of receiving this assistance, has signed an
assurance that it will comply with 49 CFR Part 26. The Santa Cruz Metropolitan District will
never exclude any person from participation in, deny any person the benefits of, or otherwise
discriminate against anyone in connection with the award and performance of any contract
covered by 49 CFR Part 26 on the basis of race, color, sex, or national origin.
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In administering its DBE Program, the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District will not,
directly or through contractual or other arrangements use criteria or methods of administration
that have the effect of defeating or substantially impairing accomplishment of the objectives of
the DBE program with respect to individuals of a particular race, color, sex, or national origin.

Annual Goal Methodology
The SCMTD annual goal-setting methodology follows the prescribed two-step method
described in 49 CFR 526.45 and draws upon relevant market data particular to the geographic
area in which SCMTD typically contracts. Step one uses the US Bureau of Census
Women/Minority-owned business surveys and the County Business Patterns database.
Appropriate historical data maintained as part of SCMTD’s ongoing DBE Program is evaluated
in Step two to adjust census data to local conditions and experience with DBE participation in
DOT assisted contracts.

STEP 1: ESTABLISHING THE BASE FIGURE

In order to identify DBE availability relative to all business enterprises, staff first categorized
previous contracting results into the Standard Industrial Classification System codes (SIC)
revised in 1987’. Minority and women-owned business firms could then be compared with all
firms by SIC and by geographic area using US Census Data. Examination of METRO’s
previous DOT assisted contracts revealed that contract work occurs in construction, paratransit
service, wholesale procurement and business services. The SIC corresponding to these areas
are: 15) Construction; 16) Heavy Construction; 17) Special trade contractors; 4 1)
Transportation, passenger transit; 50) Wholesale trade, durable goods; 5 1) Wholesale trade, non-
durable goods; 60) Fire, Insurance and Real Estate; 73) Business services; and 87) Engineering
and management services. These SICs are used throughout the analysis across all geographic
areas for the sake of consistency.

Next, staff established a benchmark of national DBE availability against which local DBE
estimates could be measured. National DBE availability calculated from Census Bureau surveys
and County Business Patterns would establish the most general measure of DBE availability in
DOT-assisted contract categories. The benchmark estimates could also be used to validate local
data from other sources or to estimate proportional allocation of firms to SICs within the
broader major industrial classifications used by surveys of the US Bureau of the Census. Table
1 calculates the percentage of DBE firms nationwide in the 9 target SICs relative to all firms
nationwide.

’ www.census.gov/epce/www.sic.html
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Table 1. DBEs Available Nationally

Industry Group: Construct. Trans. Wholesale Services US Firms US Firms
SIC: 15.16.17 41 50.51 60.73.87 in SICs Ail SICS

DBE Firms: National
Minority Owned(  1)
Women Owned(2)
-Minoritv  Women Owned
Minoritv+Women  Owned
# Firms in US(l)
%DBE Firms
% of all US Firms in SIC

166,411 33,207 44,84  1 494,582 739,04  1 2,149,184
183,695 15,230 154,542 1,800,336 2,153,803 5,888,883
-16,251 -4,402 -14,564 -193,5 14 -228,73  1 -717,435
333,855 44.035 184,819 2,101,404 2,664,113 7,320.632
1,829,620 85,188 538,339 5,044,690 7,497,837 17,253,143
18.2% 51.7% 34.3% 41.7% 35.5% 42.4%
10.6% 0.5% 3.1% 29.2% 15.4%

In the four areas with contracting opportunities during the year: Construction; Transportation;
Wholesale Trade; and Services, DBE firms nationwide represent 18%,  5 l%, 34% and 42%,
respectively, of all firms in those SICS. Nationally, DBEs constitute approximately 42% of all
filTlS.

According to geographic characteristics of the Survey of Minority- and Women-owned
Businesses, California has the fourth largest proportion of minority firms behind Hawaii,
Washington D.C. and New Mexico. To further refine the benchmark figures for California, staff
next calculated the relative proportion of minority-and women-owned firms in state. As
expected, the proportion of DBE firms in each SIC is higher in California than nationally.

Table 2. DBEs Available in California2

Industry Group: Construct. Trans. Wholesale Services CA Firms CA Firms
SIC: 15.16.17 41 50.51 60.73.87 in SICs Ail SICS

Minority Owned 36,739 2,803 14,325 155,832 209,699 541,414
Women Owned 18,581 1,947 20,980 276,181 317,689 801,487
-Minority Women owned -3,588 -372 -4,653 -60,972 -69,584 -190,330
Minoritv+Women Owned 48,144 4,378 26,000 310,068 388,591 1,152,571
# Firms in CA(3) 190,538 8,55 1 69,173 730,325 998,587 2,259,327
%DBE 25.3% 51.2% 37.6% 42.5% 38.9% 51.0%

In the next step, staff obtained US Bureau of Census County Business Patterns to calculate the
relative availability of DBEs within the geographically delimited marketplace within which
METRO typically contracts. The METRO market area is defined to include all of Alameda,
Contra Costa, Monterey, San Francisco, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties. Within this area
lie the second and fourth largest cities in the State, San Jose and San Francisco. It seems logical
to assess DBE availability within this defined region even if a fraction of contracts lie outside
this area since, according to the national data, DBE firms constitute a larger percentage of firms
within this area than in the nation as a whole. Table 3 calculates DBE availability for all firms
within the defined market area.
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Countv
Alameda
Contra Costa
Monterey
San Francisco

Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Total

Table 3. METRO Market Area DBE Availability*
All SICS

Minority Women Less 33% County ALL
Wom.Min. #DBE Firms

4,983 4,422 -1,644 7,761 33,574
1,836 2,881 -606 4,111 20,535
890 1,110 -294 1,706 8,132
4,63 1 3,728 -1,528 6,83 1 30,013

5,287 4,880 -1,745 8,422 39,682
511 968 -169 1,310 6,492
18,138 17,989 -5,986 30,141 138,428

County
%DBE
23.1%
20.0%
21.0%
22.8%

21.2%
20.2%
21.8%

Because the CBP data did not categorize minority business owners by gender, 33% of the
number of minority-owned firms, the national average, was assumed to represent the proportion
of firms owned by minority women. Since minority women business owners are also included
in the survey of women-owned firms, subtracting 33% of the minority-owned businesses from
the sum of women-owned and minority-owned businesses yields an estimated number of DBEs
available in each county.

According to the County Business Patterns data for 1993 (Table 3), the percentage of DBE firms
available in all SICs in the METRO market place (2 1.8%) is substantially lower than the
percentage of DBEs available in all SICs in either the nation (42.4%) or in the State of
California (5 1 .O%). Furthermore, Tables 1 and 2 show that the percentage of DBEs available
nationally (35.5%) and statewide (38.9%) in the SICs in which METRO typically contracts is
somewhat lower than the combined percentage of DBEs available in all SICs nationally (42.4%)
and statewide (5 1 .O%). To derive a base figure of DBE firms available in the METRO
marketplace, then, the total number of firms in the SICs in which METRO contracts is
multiplied by ratio (.2 18/.5 10) of DBE vendors in the market area to the DBE vendors available
statewide. This calculation yields the estimate of willing and able DBEs available in the
METRO marketplace shown in Table 4.

’ U.S. Bureau of the Census
Survey of Minority-Owned Business Enterprises, 1992, U.S. GPO, 1996
Survey of Women-Owned business Enterprises, 1992, U.S. GPO, 1996
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Table 4. METRO Market Area (4)
by SIC

Construction Transport. Wholesale Services #Firms ALL
County 15,16,17 41 50,51 60,73,87 in SICs Firms

Alameda 2,626 54 3,188 6,855 12,723 33,574
Contra Costa 2,170 33 1,201 5,385 8,789 20,535
Monterey 760 17 529 1,425 2,73 1 8,132
San Francisco 1,333 88 2,015 8,603 12,039 30,013
Santa Clara 3,148 71 3,396 9,550 16,165 39,682
Santa Cruz 785 7 274 1,128 2,194 6,492
Total 10,822 270 10,603 32,946 54,641 138,428

% all firms 7.82% 0.20% 7.66% 23.80% 39.47% 100.00%

Market Area DBEs in SIC Construction Transport. Wholesale Services SUM %Market
County 15,16,17 41 50,51 60,73,87 DBEs

Alameda 283 12 511 1,242 2,049 6.10%
Contra Costa 234 7 193 976 1,410 6.87%
Monterey 82 4 85 258 429 5.27%
San Francisco 144 19 323 1,559 2,045 6.81%
Santa Clara 340 16 545 1,731 2,630 6.63%
Santa Cruz 85 2 44 204 335 5.15%
Total 1,167 59 1,701 5,970 8,897 6.43%

%DBE in SIC group 10.8% 21.9% 16.0% 18.1% 16.3%
(4)Source: US Bureau of the Census, County Business Patterns, 1993,
U.S. GPO, 1995

This estimate, based upon reasonable assumptions and data from the 1993 County Business
Patterns and from the U.S. Bureau of the Census Survey of Minority/Women-Owned Business
Enterprises, indicates the proportion of DBE firms which could be assumed willing and able to
participate in DOT-assisted procurements in the METRO marketplace. From the last row of
Table 4, then, the percentage of DBE participation which could be expected in each of the four
SIC groups in the absence of discrimination would be: 10.8% for construction trades (SIC 15,
16, 17); 2 1.9% for contract transportation services (SIC 41); 16.0% for wholesale goods (SIC
50, 5 1); and 18.1% for services (SIC 60,73,87).  The base rate and dollar amounts for DOT
assisted contracts will be calculated using this estimate of DBE participation.

Table 5 derives the base figure for the overall METRO DBE participation goal by first
distributing the operating budget available for procurement across the four SIC groups as shown
beneath the Table. The ratio of funds available for procurement to the total operating budget is
then applied to the amount of FTA operating assistance in order to calculate FTA dollars
available for DBE vendor contracting. Given 24.9% of the entire operating budget for contract
procurement, and given $1,332,3  11 in FTA Operating Assistance for FY2002, $33 1,249 could
be spent with DBE vendors. The $33 1,249 in FTA contract funds was then divided among the
SICs in the same proportion as the overall procurement budget.
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Second, the entire amount of FTA funds available for non-vehicle procurement were then
distributed across the SICs according to the capital improvement program, assuming that all
capital dollars could be contracted by a DBE vendor. These dollar amounts were then added to
the operating assistance amounts and entered into the respective SIC column in Table 5.

Third, the percentage of all FTA assistance in each of the four areas was then multiplied by the
estimated percentage of available DBEs from Table 4 to yield a percentage participation rate in
each SIC grouping. Finally these four percentages are added to arrive at an overall goal in
accordance with 26 CFR 526.45.  This method obtains a base figure of 16.88% for DBE
participation in FY 2002.

Table 5: Base DBE Contract Goal

Available DBEs Construction Transport. Wholesale Services SUM
15,16,17 41 50,51 60,73,87 TOTAL

METRO Market Area 10.78% 21.85% 16.04% 18.12%
Amount FTA Capital for RO
Federal Contract $ FY02 $1,010,810
% of FTA Funds
% Contracts * %DBE 16.50%

DBE%$  -$ 888 $ 129.047 $ 363  $ 130 .298

METRO Ops. Procurement: $8,53  1,109 FTA 0~s.:

METRO Ops Budget: $3 l$OO,OOO  Contract:

% Contracts 26.8% FTA amt:

construct 15,16,17

trans. 4100 3,297,905 0.39

whole/dur SO,5  1 2,917,829 0.34

services 60,73,87 2,3 15,375 0.27

8,531,109

$6 18,062 FTA  Cap

26.83% F-CA Op

$845,000

$165,810

ops

$64,098

$56,711

$45,001

$165,810

cap

$845,000

$845,000

$0

$64,098

$901,711

$45,001

$1,010,810

STEP 2: ADJUSTMENT TO THE BASE DBE CONTRACT GOAL

In reviewing the FY2001 contracting results, DBE vendor participation in durable and non-
durable wholesale goods procurement is lower than would be expected given the preceding
demographic analysis. Apparently, the market area has fewer DBE vendors in Wholesale
supplies than the estimate suggests. In order to narrowly tailor the DBE goal to the METRO
market characteristics, the participation rate for DBEs in Wholesale procurement is reduced
from 14.3 1% to 12.8 1%. The overall goal, therefore, is adjusted from 16.50% to 15%.
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Table 6: Adjusted DBE Contract Goal

Available DBEs

METRO Market Area

Construction Transport. Wholesale Services
15,16,17 41 50,51 60,73,87
10.78% 21.85% 16.04% 18.12%

SUM
TOTAL

Amount FTA Capital for ROW Purchase $6,483,816
Federal Contract $ FYOl i
% of FTA Funds ,l.-l-l””  ̂.,.

O/n Contracts * %DBE 1.39% 12.81% 0.81% 15.00%
DBE$ $ - $ 888 $ 115.509 $ 363  $ 116 .760

Annual Goal
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District’s overall goal for FY 2002 is to extend 15% of the
Federal financial assistance we receive to Disadvantaged Business Enterprises in DOT-assisted
contracts, excluding FTA funds used to purchase rolling stock. During FY2002, Santa Cruz
Metropolitan Transit District expects to let $1 ,010,8 10 in contracts using Federal Transit
Administration funding. With a DBE participation rate of 15%, METRO will spend $116,760
with DBE vendors during the fiscal year.

Breakout of Estimated Race-Neutral and Race-Conscious Measures
The U.S. DOT Regulations require that the maximum feasible portion of the DBE overall
annual goal be met by using race-neutral methods. Race neutral methods include efforts made
to assure that bidding and contracting requirements facilitate participation by DBE’s  and other
small businesses by unbundling large contracts to make them more accessible, encouraging
prime contractors to subcontract portions of the work, and providing technical assistance,
outreach and communications programs. Race-neutral DBE participation includes any time a
DBE wins a prime contract through customary competitive procurement procedures, a DBE is
awarded a subcontract on a prime contract that does not carry a DBE goal, or a DBE wins a
subcontract, even if there is a DBE goal, from a prime contractor that did not consider its DBE
status in making the award.

Because last year’s effort exceeded the established DBE goal, METRO will not use race-
conscious measures or contract goals in FY2002. Assuming that the DBE goal can be reached
with race neutral measures, contract goals would not be necessary in the DOT assisted
procurement effort. Since DBE vendor participation in durable and non-durable wholesale
goods contracting fell below the rate which would be expected in the absence of discrimination,
however, goals may be used in this largest segment of METRO procurement whenever a
contract has sub-contracting opportunities. METRO purchasing personnel will adjust the goal
amount for each wholesale goods procurement contract based upon the DBE participation at the
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time in an effort to improve contact awards to DBEs in durable and non-durable goods
procurement.

METRO will monitor its progress toward reaching its DBE participation goal during the course
of the year. As it reaches or approaches the overall spending goal for the year, METRO
Purchasing personnel will eliminate the use of contract goals.

Process
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District will review the previous year’s DBE achievement and
submit an overall goal for the upcoming year to the DOT each year.

METRO will publish a notice of the proposed annual DBE goal to inform the public that the
proposed goal and its rationale are available for inspection for 30 days following the date of the
notice. METRO will accept comments on the goals for 45 days from the date of the notice.
This notice will be published in the Santa Cruz Sentinel newspaper and in Passenger Transport.
For FY 2002, this notice was published on June 1,2001,  and public comments will be accepted
through July 15, 2001. The goal and methodology will be available at the Main Branch of the
Santa Cruz Public Library and during business hours at 370 Encinal Street, Suite 100, Santa
Cruz, California.

METRO’s annual goal submission to the Federal Transit Administration will include a summary
of comments received during this public participation process and METRO’s responses.

We will begin using our overall goal on October 1 of the year in which the goal was adopted,
unless we have received other instructions from DOT.

Comments
Please direct comments on the Annual DBE Goals or the SCMTD DBE Program to:

Mark J. Dorfman, Assistant General Manager
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District

370 Encinal, Suite 100
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

83 l-426-6080

,

mdo$nan@scmtd.  corn
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DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Margaret Gallagher, District Counsel

SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST OF A WATSONVILLE TRANSIT
CENTER TENANT, FLOR BELLA, TO SELL GOURMET AND
ESPRESSO-TYPE COFFEES

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve a request of a Flor Bella to sell gourmet and espresso-type coffees.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  Mr. Eulalio Abrego, currently a tenant, d.b.a. Flor Bella at the Watsonville Transit
Center, has formally requested permission to sell gourmet and espresso-type coffees
at his business instead of selling children’s clothing.

III. DISCUSSION

Mr. Abrego, currently a tenant at the Watsonville Transit Center, is requesting an amendment to
his lease to sell gourmet and espresso-type coffees.  Apparently, a Metro bus driver suggested
this to him. It has been pointed out that Java Blue, a gourmet and espresso coffee shop, went out
of business within a short period of time after it opened at the Watsonville Transit Center.  Mr.
Abrego says that sales of the children's clothing are slow and that he hopes if he is allowed to sell
coffees that he can do better.  He believes that there were other reasons, personal to Java Blue,
that caused it to go out of business.

A memo dated May 30, 2001 was distributed to all the Watsonville Transit Center tenants
notifying them of the request of Mr. Abrego detailed above, and asking for input regarding this
request.

No written responses were received from any of the Watsonville Transit Center tenants regarding
this request.  Ali Gharahgozloo, the owner of Transmart, did orally advise that he was against the
request.

Currently, there are two restaurant establishments at the Center:  a Mexican Tacqueria and
McDonald’s.  Additionally, snacks and beverages can be purchased at the Transmart.
McDonald’s, the Tacqueria and Transmart sell coffee, but not gourmet or espresso-type coffees.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
None.

V. ATTACHMENTS
None.



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

F:\users\ADMIN\filesyst\B\BOD\Board Reports\2001\07\FNSNameChange.doc

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Margaret Gallagher, District Counsel

SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR
PARATRANSIT SERVICE BETWEEN SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN
TRANSIT DISTRICT AND FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICES, INC.
TO PROVIDE FOR A NAME CHANGE FOR FOOD AND NUTRITION
SERVICES, INC. TO “COMMUNITY BRIDGES” AS A RESULT OF A
CORPORATE NAME CHANGE

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Amend Agreement for Paratransit Service between Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District and
Food and Nutrition Services, Inc. to provide for a name change for Food and Nutrition Services,
Inc. to “Community Bridges” as a result of a Corporate Name Change.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  Food and Nutrition Services, Inc. has requested an amendment to the Agreement for
Paratransit Service between the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District and Food
and Nutrition Services, Inc. indicating a change in their legal, corporate name to
“Community Bridges.”

III. DISCUSSION

On January 1, 1998 Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District and Food and Nutrition
Services, Inc. entered into a contract for the provision of paratransit services.  On           
March 1, 2001, that contract was amended to include a rate increase and other
modifications.

On June 27, 2001 the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District received a letter from
Food and Nutrition Services, Inc. requesting an amendment to the Agreement for
Paratransit Services indicating a change to their legal, corporate name to “Community
Bridges.”

Also received was a copy of the Certificate of Amendment of Articles of Incorporation
filed in the Office of the Secretary of State of California on November 28, 2000
amending Article I of the articles changing the name of the corporation from Food and
Nutrition Services, Inc. to Community Bridges.
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According to Michael Robins, Contracts Manager for Community Bridges (formerly Food and
Nutrition Services, Inc.) the reason for the name change is the following:

There has been for some time a recognition that the name "Food & Nutrition
Services" no longer adequately describes the services, mission, and scope of this
agency. During a strategic planning process involving staff, clients, board and
community members, a new name was selected to more accurately reflect this
agency’s dedication to seniors, disabled, children, families, and the community at
large. The name "Community Bridges" was chosen to provide a short and sharply
focused statement of who we are. This new name is also explained in a new
mission statement: "Community Bridges is committed to strengthening our
diverse community through innovative human services. ’Building Bridges
Eliminating Barriers.’"

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

None.

V.  ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Letter dated June 22, 2001 from Food and Nutrition Services, Inc.

Attachment B: Certificate of Amendment of Articles of Incorporation from Bill Jones,
Secretary of State

Attachment C: Amendment to Contract for Paratransit Services incorporating Name
Change



FOOD &
Family Services

June 22,200l

Margaret Gallagher
District Counsel
SC Metropolitan Transit District
370 Encinal Street, Suite 100

Attachment A

NUTRITION SM/lCGS, INC.
Senior Services Trnnsportation  Services

lEGAL  DEPT

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

RE: Contract for Paratransit Services
SUBJECT: Name Change

Dear Ms. Gallagher:

Please note that as of July 1, 2001 Food 81 Nutrition Services will be changing
our legal, corporate name to “Community Bridges.” An amendment to our
corporate charter has already been filed with the California Secretary of State, a
copy of which is attached.

As you may know, federal law does not require a new Employer Identification
number as a result of a corporate name change, so our current EID number will
remain in effect.

Please provide an amendment to our Agreement for Paratransit Service
indicating this change, at your earliest convenience.

If you have questions or require further information please contact me at
(808)688-8840,  x204 or email miker@foodnut.orq  .

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

Michael Robins
Contracts Manager

Cc: Mark Hartunian

FNSE45,VOLI:Share:Admin:FNS  Documents New:CTSA:TransitDistrictADA  99.0164 v II:Name Change

2Jb Santa Cruz fhnue nptor. cn 0500J (8JI) 688-8810 mX(831)688-8SO2
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SECRETARY  OF STATE

I, BILL JONES’, Secretary of State of the State of California,
hereby certify:

That the attached  transcript  of i page(s)  has
been compared with the record on file in this office,  of
which it purports to be a copy, and that it is full, true
and correct.

,!,;  <,I:,..
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I,  ,( &$A,  ,( I &:!I$

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I execute this
certificate and affix the Great Seal of
the State of California this day of

.

@+Secretary of State
AmJ.Jm B- Page 1 of 2

SecbSlale  Form G-107 (rev. g/98)



OF

ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION

Judith Panick and Jerry Lopez certify that:

1.

2.

3.

4.

They are the President and Treasurer, respectively, of Food & Nutrition Services, a
California Corporation.

Article I of the articles of incorporation of this corporation is amended to read as
follows:

The name of this corporation is:
COMMUNITY BRIDGES

The foregoing amendment of articles of incorporation has been duly approved by
the Board of Directors.

The corporation has no members.

ITH PANEK,  President

n

The undersigned declare under penalty of perjury that the matters set forth in the
foregoing certificate are true of their own knowledge.

Executed at Aptos, California, on November 7,200O.

ATTACHMENT B- Page 2 of 2
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Attachment C

SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT
SECOND AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR PARATRANSIT SERVICES

PROVIDED BY FOOD & NUTRITION SERVICES, INC.

EFFECTIVE August 1, 2001, THIS SECOND AMENDMENT TO THE PARATRANSIT
SERVICES CONTRACT between the SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT
DISTRICT, 370 Encinal Street, Suite 100, Santa Cruz, California, a political subdivision of the
State of California, hereinafter called “District”; and COMMUNITY BRIDGES (formerly FOOD
& NUTRITION SERVICES, INC.,) hereinafter called “Contractor” is entered into by the parties
who agree as follows:

I. RECITALS

1.1 District and Contractor entered into a Contract, hereinafter “Contract” on January
1, 1998, whereby Contractor agreed to fulfill District’s obligation to provide
paratransit services pursuant to the American with Disabilities Act and in
accordance with the District’s Paratransit Plan.

1.2 The purpose of this Second Amendment is to amend the Contract in the following
manner:

a. To change Contractor’s name from Food and Nutrition Services, Inc., to
Community Bridges.

II. AUTHORITY

8.1 Each party has full power and authority to enter into and perform this Second
Amendment to the Agreement and the person signing this Amendment on behalf
of each has been properly authorized and empowered to enter into it. Each party
further acknowledges that it has read this Amendment understands it, and agrees
to be bound by it.

IN WITNESS THEREOF, this Second Amendment to the Paratransit Service Contract is
executed by the District and the Contractor has affixed his or her signature the day and year first
hereinabove written.

[SIGNATURES ON FOLLOWING PAGE]

F \uuserrUegaM Ll AWmd  & NuUitionWFood  ad  Nutrition  Conuact  Anwdmenl  2 da Page 1
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COMMUNITY BRIDGES (formerly Food And Nutrition Services, Inc.)

BY:
Sam Storey, Executive Director

SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

BY:
Leslie White, General Manager

Approved as to form:

BY:
Margaret Gallagher, District Counsel

F \usersUegrl\A  D AWood  & NuLrilian’Swd  *nd Nulritiou  Conlracl  An~endmcnl  2 *cc Page 2
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SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT
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DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Paul Chandley, Human Resources Manager

SUBJECT: PRESENTATION OF ANNIVERSARY AWARDS

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends that the Board of Directors recognize the anniversaries of those District
employees named on the attached list and that the Chairperson present them with awards.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  None.

III. DISCUSSION

Many employees have provided dedicated and valuable years to the Santa Cruz Metropolitan
Transit District.  In order to recognize these employees, anniversary awards are presented at five-
year increments beginning with the tenth year.  In an effort to accommodate those employees
that are to be recognized, a limited number will be invited to attend Board meetings from time to
time to receive their awards.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

None.

V.  ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Employee Recognition List



ATTACHMENT A
SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

EMPLOYEE RECOGNITION

TEN YEAR

Bonnie Wilson, Administrative Secretary/Supervisor

FIFTEEN YEARS

None

TWENTY YEARS

None

TWENTY-FIVE YEARS

Andres Polanco, Bus Operator
Miguel Urizarri, Bus Operator



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE: July 20,200 1

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Mark Dorfman, Assistant General Manager

SUBJECT: PRESENTATION OF THE URBANIZED AREA FORMULA PROGRAM
AND THE NEEDS OF SMALL TRANSIT INTENSIVE CITIES STUDY
AND APPROVAL OF A LEGISLATIVE POSITION IN SUPPORT OF ITS
FINDINGS

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

l The District directed staff in May of 1997 to support language in the Transportation
Equity Act for the 2 1 st Century that would address the inequities of the Urbanized
Area Formula Grants Program.

l The Transportation Equity Act for the 2 1 St Century contained language (Section
3033) that required the Secretary of Transportation to conduct a study regarding the
equity of the Urbanized Area Formula Grants Program and to report to Congress by
December 1999.

l The Report has been completed and the enclosed staff report outlines some of the
findings.

l The Report substantiated the claims of systems such as Santa Cruz that are unfairly
treated by the exiting Urbanized Area Formula Grants Program.

l Currently, the Transit Industry is holding discussions regarding the TEA-2 1
Reauthorization. District staff is requesting authorization to advocate for a position
advantageous to the District.

III. DISCUSSION

In May of 1997, staff requested authority to lobby for mechanisms to deal with the inequities of
the Urbanized Area Formula Grants Program, which is the formula funding source for federal
funds to the Transit District. At that time we were unsuccessful in getting the formula changed,
but we were successful in adding language to the Transportation Equity Act for the 2 1 St Century,
Section 3033, which required the Secretary of Transportation to conduct a study regarding the
equity of the Urbanized Area Formula Grants Program and to report to Congress by December
1999.
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The Urbanized Area Formula Grants Program is used to allocate funding for mass transit through
a statutory formula, which is comprised of various tiers. For large urbanized areas, 200,000 or
greater, funds are apportioned on potential need (population and population density) and existing
need (bus passenger miles and bus vehicle revenue miles). In those urbanized areas below
200,000, the apportionment of funds is based strictly on potential need (population and
population density). The Transit District is part of two distinct urbanized areas, Santa Cruz and
Watsonville, neither passing the 200,000 population threshold.

The attached slides highlight some of the major findings of the study and show how the Santa
Cruz Metropolitan Transit District compares very favorably with other transit systems in the
nation. The report concludes that there are inequities in the current funding mechanism and that
changes should be made.

A Task Force has been formed by the transit industry to begin discussions on the T-2 1
Reauthorization. Many different proposals are being proposed for potential changes in the
program. One proposal under consideration is how to address the issues raised in this study.
District staff is participating in this process. Staff is requesting Board support to advocate for a
position that will benefit small transit intensive cities both on this task force and in the legislative
program.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Continuing to advocate for changes to the Urbanized Area Formula Grants Program may result
in additional federal funds being made available to the Transit District.

V. ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: The Urbanized Area Formula Program and the Needs of the Small Transit
Intensive Cities

Attachment B: Summary Slides
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U.S. Department
of Transportation The Urbanized Area Formula
Federal Transit
Administration Program and the Needs of

Small Transit Intensive Cities

Report to Congress

September 2000



,
t’w

U.S. Department
of Transportation
Federal Transit
Administration

Deputy Administrator 400 Seventh St., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20590

September 29,200O

Dear Colleague:

I am pleased to provide you with a copy of the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) report on
The Urbanized Area Formula Program and the Needs of Small Transit Intensive Cities, which we
have prepared in accordance with Section 3033 of the Transportation Equity Act for the
2 1 st Century (TEA-2 1). This report was approved by Secretary of Transportation
Rodney E. Slater on September 29,200O.

As required under TEA-2 1, this report is the product of a study to determine whether the needs of
small urbanized areas with unusually high levels of transit service are reflected in the Urbanized
Area Formula Program established by 49 USC $5307.  The study concludes that sufficient issues
exist to suggest that changes to the FTA formula program should be considered as part of the next
reauthorization cycle; however, the basic formula apportionments should continue to reflect
underlying transit needs.

If you have any questions regarding the content of this report, please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Sincerely,

Acting Administrator



The Urbanized Area Formula
Program and the Needs of Small
Transit Intensive Cities

Report to Congress

September 2000

Report Number FTA-TBP 1 o-00-04

Prepared by:
Federal Transit Administration

Pursuant to:
Public Law 105178, $3033

Available from:
Federal Transit Administration
Office of Policy Development, TBP-10
400 7’h Street, SW, Room 93 10
Washington, DC 20590

http://www.fia.dot.gov

Cover photo courtesy of Santa Fe Trails Transit (FTA Public Transit Image Gallery)



,
3 OF T%&

&*0
s

?

%

3
74

Cl E
%>
w

c-7
B +&

%TEs  OF p

THE SECRETARY  OF TRANSPORTATION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

The Honorable Phil Gramm
Chairman, Committee on Banking,

Housing, and Urban Affairs
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C. 205 lo-6075

Dear Mr. Chairman:

SEP 2 9 2000

The enclosed report, “The Urbanized Area Formula Program and the Needs of Small Transit
Intensive Cities” completed through the Cooperative Research Program of the Transportation
Research Board, is provided in accordance with Section 3033 of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21” Century. Section 3033 requires the Secretary to conduct a study of the Urbanized
Area Formula Program established under Section 5307 of title 49, United States Code and the
needs of small urbanized areas with unusually high levels of transit service.

The study concludes that sufficient issues exist suggesting that changes to the existing Urbanized
Area Formula Grants Program should be considered as part of the FY 2004 and beyond
reauthorization cycle. However, the formula apportionments should continue to reflect
underlying transit needs.

Please call either me or Michael Frazier, Assistant Secretary for Governmental Affairs, at
(202) 366-4573, if you have any questions. Identical letters are being sent to the Ranking
Minority Member of the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, and the
Chairman and Ranking Minority Member of the House Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure.

Sincerely,

Enclosure

. . .
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THE SECRETARY  OF TRANSPORTATION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

SEP 2 9 2000

The Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes
Ranking Minority Member
Committee on Banking,

Housing, and Urban Affairs
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C. 205 lo-6075

Dear Senator Sarbanes:

The enclosed report, “The Urbanized Area Formula Program and the Needs of Small Transit
Intensive Cities” completed through the Cooperative Research Program of the Transportation
Research Board, is provided in accordance with Section 3033 of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21” Century. Section 3033 requires the Secretary to conduct a study of the Urbanized
Area Formula Program established under Section 5307 of title 49, United States Code and the
needs of small urbanized areas with unusually high levels of transit service and report the results
to the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate by December 3 1, 1999.

The study concludes that sufficient issues exist suggesting that changes to the existing Urbanized
Area Formula Grants Program should be considered as part of the FY 2004 and beyond
reauthorization cycle. However, the formula apportionments should continue to reflect
underlying transit needs.

Please call either me or Michael Frazier, Assistant Secretary for Governmental Affairs, at
(202) 366-4573, if you have any questions. Identical letters are being sent to the Chairman of the
Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, and the Chairman and Ranking
Minority Member of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

Sincerely,

Enclosure

V



THE SECRETARY  OF TRANSPORTATION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

The Honorable Bud Shuster
Chairman, Committee on

Transportation and Infrastructure
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 205 15-6256

Dear Mr. Chairman:

The enclosed report, “The Urbanized Area Formula Program and the Needs of Small Transit
Intensive Cities” completed through the Cooperative Research Program of the Transportation
Research Board, is provided in accordance with Section 3033 of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21” Century. Section 3033 requires the Secretary to conduct a study of the Urbanized
Area Formula Program established under Section 5307 of title 49, United States Code and the
needs of small urbanized areas with unusually high levels of transit service and report the results
to the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate by December 3 1, 1999.

The study concludes that sufficient issues exist suggesting that changes to the existing Urbanized
Area Formula Grants Program should be considered as part of the FY 2004 and beyond
reauthorization cycle. However, the formula apportionments should continue to reflect
underlying transit needs.

Please call either me or Michael Frazier, Assistant Secretary for Governmental Affairs, at
(202) 366-4573, if you have any questions. Identical letters are being sent to the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member of the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs,
and the Ranking Minority Member of the House Committee on Transportation and
Infrastructure.

Sincerely,

Enclosure

Vii



THE SECRETARY  OF TRANSPORTATION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20590

SEP 2 9 2000

The Honorable James L. Oberstar
Ranking Minority Member
Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 205 15-6256

Dear Congressman Oberstar:

The enclosed report, “The Urbanized Area Formula Program and the Needs of Small Transit
Intensive Cities” completed through the Cooperative Research Program of the Transportation
Research Board, is provided in accordance with Section 3033 of the Transportation Equity Act
for the 21” Century. Section 3033 requires the Secretary to conduct a study of the Urbanized
Area Formula Program established under Section 5307 of title 49, United States Code and the
needs of small urbanized areas with unusually high levels of transit service and report the results
to the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate by December 3 1, 1999.

The study concludes that sufficient issues exist suggesting that changes to the existing Urbanized
Area Formula Grants Program should be considered as part of the FY 2004 and beyond
reauthorization cycle. However, the formula apportionments should continue to reflect
underlying transit needs.

Please call either me or Michael Frazier, Assistant Secretary for Governmental Affairs, at
(202) 366-4573, if you have any questions. Identical letters are being sent to the Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member of the Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs,
and the Chairman of the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

Sincerely,

Rodney E. Slater

Enclosure
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Foreword

Section 3033 of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21” Century (TEA-21) calls for a
study of the Urbanized Area Formula Program administered by the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), focusing on the needs of small urbanized areas that provide
unusually high levels of transit service. This Report to Congress fulfills that requirement.

The Urbanized Area Formula Program, authorized in Section 5307 of U.S.C. 49,
allocates funding for mass transit through a statutory formula, which is comprised of
multiple tiers. For small urbanized areas (under 200,000 in population), funds are
apportioned based on potential needs (population and population density). For large
urbanized areas (over 200,000 in population), funds are apportioned based on both
potential needs and existing needs (current transit service levels).

While transit service in most small urbanized areas is minimal compared to larger cities,
there are some “small transit intensive cities” where this is not the case. Since the
formula apportionments for small urbanized areas do not depend on service levels, such
cities receive smaller apportionments than they would if service levels were incorporated
into the formula.

Two hypothetical changes to the urbanized area formula were analyzed, both of which
involved applying service factors in calculating small urbanized area formula
apportionments. In the first case, small urbanized areas remained a distinct tier (as in the
current formula), while in the second case bus formula funds were allocated to all
urbanized areas in a single tier. As is the case with any such formula-based allocation
program, there would be a significant redistribution of formula apportionments, with
transit intensive cities gaining significantly. Additionally, some small urbanized areas
would gain even were they forced to compete with much larger urbanized areas in the
same tier.

The study also analyzes a potential Federal transit funding change involving the
Section 5309 Capital Investment Grants program. Other issues noted in the study include:
the role of state governments, the 2000 Census of Population, and reporting requirements.

The study concludes that sufficient issues exist suggesting that changes to the existing
Urbanized Area Formula Grants Program should be considered as part of the FY 2004
and beyond reauthorization cycle. However, the formula apportionments should continue
to reflect underlying transit needs.

. . .
x111



1 Introduction

This Report to Congress fulfills the requirements of Section 3033 of the Transportation
Equity Act for the 2 1 St Century (TEA-2 l), which called for a study of the Urbanized Area
Formula Program administered by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), focusing on
the needs of small urbanized areas that provide unusually intensive transit service.
Specifically, Section 3033 directs the Secretary of Transportation to “conduct a study to
determine whether the formula for apportioning funds to urbanized areas under section
5336 of title 49, United States Code, accurately reflects the transit needs of the urbanized
areas and, if not, whether any changes should be made either to the formula or through
some other mechanism to reflect the fact that some urbanized areas with a population
between 50,000 and 200,000 have transit systems that carry more passengers per mile or
hour than the average of those transit systems in urbanized areas with a population
over 200,000.”

A Federal Register Notice announcing the study, along with a request for comments on
its design, was published on July 9, 1999. Outreach sessions were held in Sacramento,
CA, and Washington, DC, during that same month. Many helpful written and oral
comments, received from parties interested in the study, have been incorporated into this
report.

The first section of this report outlines the formula grant programs administered by the
Federal Transit Administration. It is followed by a discussion of the existing and potential
transit needs that cities have, and how the formula factors used relate to these needs. The
third section characterizes small, transit intensive cities, which are the focus of the study,
and some of the funding issues that they face.

The next two sections involve data analysis. The first disaggregates recent federal transit
funding by urbanized area size, showing the differences among size categories in funding
relative to population and service levels. The second analyzes potential changes to the
formula and other funding alternatives that would result in small transit intensive cities
receiving a greater share of federal funding.

The study also includes a discussion of other issues related to the urbanized area formula
program, many of which were raised by commenters on the study. The report concludes
with the findings and recommendations of FTA regarding the Urbanized Area Formula
Program.

2 The Formula Grant Programs of the Federal Transit
Administration

Formula Grant Programs comprise the largest assistance program administered by FTA,
totaling $3.0 billion in FY 2000. The programs provide assistance to local governments
and transit operators for both operating and capital expenditures. The three formula
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programs are authorized in Sections 5307,53  10, and 53 11 of 49 U.S.C., which can be
briefly summarized as follows:

2.1 Nonurbanized Area Formula Program (Section 5311)

The Nonurbanized Area Formula Program allocates funding to states to be used to
support the operations and capital needs of transit operators serving residents outside of
urbanized areas. The formula allocates funds to states based solely on their nonurbanized
area population, using Census data. The Section 53 11 program receives 6.37 percent of
the funds available for formula programs.

2.2 Elderly and Persons with Disabilities Formula Program
(Section 5310)

The Elderly and Persons with Disabilities Formula Program allocates funding to states to
be used to provide capital assistance (including purchase of service arrangements) to
providers of specialized transit services for the elderly and disabled. The funds are
allocated based on each state’s population of elderly persons and persons with
disabilities. The Section 53 10 program receives 2.4 percent of the funds available for
formula programs.

2.3 Urbanized Area Formula Program (Section 5307)

The vast majority of funding for the formula programs, 9 1.23 percent, is dedicated for
use in urbanized areas. The Urbanized Area Formula Grants Program, Section 5307 of
Title 49 of the United States Code, allocates funds to urbanized areas for capital and
planning costs associated with mass transit. Operating assistance is also available for
urbanized areas under 200,000 in population. The actual apportionment formula for the
program is found in 49 U.S.C. 5336. The formula allocates section 5307 funds through a
series of hierarchical tiers. The first division establishes two separate tiers of urbanized
areas:

1) 9.32% is allocated to small urbanized areas (population 50,000 to 199,999)
2) 90.68% is allocated to large urbanized areas (population 200,000 and above).

For small urbanized areas, the formula apportionments are based solely on two factors:
1) population
2) population times population density

For large urbanized areas, however, the formula is applied through multiple tiers:
A) The Fixed Guideway Tiers (33.29%)

1) Fixed Guideway Incentive Tier (4.39%). Allocated based on:
a) fixed guideway passenger miles weighted by passenger-miles per dollar
of operating cost

2) Fixed Guideway Non-incentive Tier (95.6 1%). Allocated based on:
a) fixed guideway route miles
b) fixed guideway vehicle revenue miles

B) The Bus Tiers (66.71%).
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1) Bus Incentive Tier (9.2%). Allocated based on:
a) bus passenger miles weighted by passenger-miles per dollar of
operating cost

2) Bus Non-incentive Tier (90.8). This portion of the bus tier is segmented
between urbanized areas above and below 1 million in population. Allocated
based on:

a) population
b) population times population density
c) bus vehicle revenue miles

In sum, funding is allocated to urbanized areas under 200,000 solely on the basis of
population and population density, while funding for areas over 200,000 includes factors
related to the level of transit service provided.

There are two other important distinctions between small and large urbanized areas in the
formula program. The first lies in the method of apportioning funds to the urbanized
areas. In large urbanized areas, formula funds are apportioned directly to the urbanized
area, through a designated recipient agency within the urbanized area. In small urbanized
areas that are not in a transportation management area, however, formula funds
attributable to the area are apportioned to the governor, who acts as the designated
recipient for all of the small urbanized areas within the state. The governor may allocate
these funds without FTA input or involvement. The second distinction between large and
small urbanized areas is that formula funds for small urbanized areas may be used for
operating costs, while this option is no longer available to larger urbanized areas since the
passage of TEA-2 1.

3 Federal Formula Grant Assistance and Local Transit
Funding Needs

The purpose of using a formula to allocate federal assistance for transit is to ensure that
such funds are distributed in a fair, objective, and equitable manner. Fundamentally, this
means that the formula should allocate more funds to areas that have proportionally
greater transit needs. The factors used in the formula are intended to reflect these
underlyin
reporting. Y

needs while retaining some degree of simplicity and ease of measurement and
The formula is also intended to encourage cost effectiveness in the provision

of transit services. In understanding how the formula reflects these needs, it is important
to understand the difference between two kinds of need: potential need and existing need.

3.1 Existing Need

Urbanized areas within the United States vary considerably in their levels of mass transit
service provision and usage, ranging from large systems utilizing multiple rail and non-
rail modes, to simple bus and/or demand response systems, to no public transit service

I It should be noted that no explicit needs assessment is made in allocating formula funding among
urbanized areas. Instead, the formula factors used can be viewed as surrogates for the basic transit needs of
local communities.
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whatsoever. Areas that provide a high level of transit service will naturally have greater
needs for both operating assistance (to make up for the gap between passenger fares and
operating costs) and capital funding (to replace and rehabilitate vehicles, guideways, and
support structures which deteriorate from use). Areas with high levels of vehicle
utilization by transit passengers will have needs to expand their systems to relieve
crowding and excessive wear and tear on their transit vehicles. High levels of existing
transit service also typically reflect a local commitment to transit through both funding
and land use planning, as well as local geographic and demographic factors. Federal
assistance in this case can be seen as reinforcing such local commitment. Formula factors
intended to reflect existing needs include route mileage and vehicle revenue miles
(service provision) and passenger miles (service consumption).2

3.2 Potential Need

Urbanized areas also vary widely in their potential for mass transit usage. Larger cities
tend to have more urban travel, some of which could be best served by mass transit.
Cities with more compact land use have greater potential for effective and efficient public
transit service as residential and activity locations are more concentrated, making mass
transit an effective alternative to the private automobile. Federal assistance in such
instances can be seen as helping local governments to tap into such potential needs. Many
urbanized areas, particularly those that have grown rapidly in recent decades, lack a
strong post-war local tradition of transit service. Federal assistance helps such areas to
build and sustain a minimal transit service level, enabling them to build local support of
and for mass transit to achieve the potential transit service that could be sustained in such
areas. Many local governments also find that local funding sources for transit are limited
by constitutional or legal factors, thereby increasing their reliance on federal assistance.
Such potential transit needs are reflected in the formula by population and population
density factors.

’ One frequently expressed concern regarding needs-based federal subsidy programs is that they may
encourage inefficiency in the provision of local public services. For example, it has often been argued that
the inclusion of service provision factors in the formula encourages local transit operators to inefficiently
run transit vehicles regardless of ridership. There are several ways in which this issue can be addressed.
First, under TEA-2 1, operators in large urbanized areas (whose formula allocations are based in part on
service levels) are no longer eligible for federal operating assistance, which had been declining in real
terms for several years. Since the funds can only be used for capital and preventive maintenance
expenditures, their effect on operations is limited. Second, the formula includes a so-called incentive tier, in
which transit service consumption (passenger miles) is weighted by the average operating cost per
passenger mile. This provides an incentive for efficient service provision, since an operator that provides
service at a lower average operating cost can receive more federal capital assistance. Finally, it can be
argued that a high level of transit service provision is a worthy public policy goal in its own right. High-
frequency service, even in off-peak hours, provides a significant quality of life benefit to those who are
dependent on public transit for their mobility needs. High frequency, reliable transit service also provides
an incentive for efficient, transit-supportive land use. For these reasons, the socially optimal level of transit
service provision may be higher than would be dictated by a strict economic effkiency calculation, and this
is reflected in the formula’s use of service level factors.
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4 Small Transit Intensive Cities

The typical transit system serving a small urbanized area generally has somewhat
different characteristics from those serving larger urbanized areas. In small cities, the
focus is generally on providing basic mobility for residents, especially those whose
access to auto transportation is limited by age, income, or disability. Modes provided are
limited to bus and/or demand response services operating at relatively low frequency.
Such low volume systems often have a significant need for operating assistance to pay for
the costs of running the system. By contrast, mass transit in large cities will often play
additional roles in providing relief from traffic congestion and encouraging efficient land
use patterns. Schedule frequencies are high, and bus systems may be supplemented by
high capacity, high-speed rail systems. The greatest funding needs are generally on the
capital side, as transit systems need to replace large, heavily utilized vehicle fleets and
fund service expansions as the urbanized area grows.

As with any such generalization, however, there are some small cities that differ
significantly from such norms. Such cities provide a level of transit service far greater
than their size and density characteristics would typically suggest. In fact, some of these
so-called “small transit intensive cities” operate more vehicles and carry more riders than
do other cities with much larger populations. These cities generally share one or both of
the following characteristics:

a Special Ponulations.  Many small transit intensive cities have special characteristics
that encourage high transit usage. One example is college and university towns. The
campus provides a high volume activity center for the community, and nearby
parking may be limited. College students generally have below-average auto
ownership and tend to live in high density housing. Such factors contribute to a
higher level of transit usage than would be typically seen in a community of its size.
Similar factors contribute to high transit usage in other small cities with special
populations, such as resort destinations.

l High Levels of State and Local Transit Funding. States and local governments vary
widely in their commitments to providing public funding for mass transit. In areas
where mass transit is seen as a priority, capital and operating assistance from state
and local governments may allow a transit operator to provide much more service
than is typically provided in other small urbanized areas without such funding.

4.1 Measures of Transit Intensity

The language of Section 3033 of TEA-2 1 and the discussion above imply that small
transit intensive cities should have certain measurable transit system characteristics. In
order to understand just how extensive the issue of small transit intensive cities is,
measures of transit service intensity were computed for transit operators in urbanized
areas for the period 1996-98. The computed measures of transit service intensity can be
grouped into four categories:



1) Vehicle Utilization

Transit intensive cities have transit systems with vehicles that are heavily utilized by
the public. Measures of vehicle utilization include passenger miles per vehicle
revenue mile and passenger miles per vehicle revenue hour. These measures are noted
in the language of Section 3033 of TEA-2 1, which also makes reference to transit
vehicle utilization levels in small urbanized areas that exceed the averages for such
use by urbanized areas over 200,000 in population.

2) Service Provision

Transit intensive cities provide a high level of transit service to their citizenry. This
can be measured by vehicle revenue miles per capita or vehicle revenue hours per
capita. There are several small cities that can be classified as transit intensive by these
measures.

3) Service Consumption

Transit intensive cities have a high rate of service consumption by their populations.
This can be measured by passenger miles traveled per capita or unlinked passenger
trips per capita.

4) Statistical Outliers

Transit intensive cities have service levels that are significantly greater than would be
predicted given the urbanized area’s population and population density. In the
language of statistical modeling, such cities would be called “outliers.” In the context
of the above discussion of need, these are cities whose existing needs (reflected by
service levels) are not captured by their potential needs (reflected by population and
population density).

For purposes of measurement, small transit intensive cities were defined as small
urbanized areas whose intensity measure exceed the average for larger urbanized areas
(population between 200,000 and 1 ,OOO,OOO). Such a definition is in keeping with the
language of Section 3033. Statistical outliers were defined as small urbanized areas with
substantially greater service provision (vehicle revenue miles) and service consumption
(passenger miles) than would be expected given their size and density, as determined by a
regression analysis. Exhibit 1 lists the small urbanized areas that can be classified as
transit intensive by one or more of the above criteria.
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Exhibit 1
Small Transit Intensive Cities

Small Urbanized Areas Exceeding Large Urbanized Area Averages and Statistical Outliers

PMT per PMT per VRM per VRH Per PMT per PAX per Statistical Statistical
Urbanized Area VRM VRH Cabita Cauita Cauita Cauita Outlier: VRM Outlier: PMT

Winston-Salem, NC X X X X X
Iowa City, IA X X X X
Ithaca, NY X X X X

INew Bedford, MA

Galveston, TX
Hyannis, MA
Lancaster-Palmdale, CA
Lubbock, TX

n



C

Exhibit 1
Small Transit Intensive Cities

Small Urbanized Areas Exceeding Large Urbanized Area Averages and Statistical Outliers

PMT per 1 PMT per 1 VRM per 1 VRH Per 1 PMT per I PAX per IStatistical IStatistical I

St. Cloud, MN X X X

State College, PA X X X

Tallahassee, FL X X X

Jackson, Ml
Johnstown, PA
Lafayette, LA

Pittsfield, MA
Racine,  WI
Redding,  CA
Shebnvaan WI

X X

X X

X X

X X



Exhibit 1
Small Transit Intensive Cities

Small Urbanized Areas Exceeding Large Urbanized Area Averages and Statistical Outliers

n

La Crosse, WI-MN

Note: urbanized areas are sorted by the number of categories in which they qualify as transit intensive

PMT: passenger miles traveled
VRM: vehicle revenue miles
VRH: vehicle revenue hours
PAX: unlinked passenger trips



There are several important caveats in interpreting these measures. The most important
concerns the area served by the transit operators based in each small city. Many transit
operators in small urbanized areas also serve populations outside the primary urbanized
area, either in other urbanized areas or in nonurbanized areas. Unlike transit operators
serving large urbanized areas (over 200,000 in population), however, these transit
operators are not required to break out their formula-related operating statistics
(passenger miles and vehicle revenue miles) by urbanized area. Population figures,
however, are for the primary urbanized area alone. Thus, the per capita intensity
measures may be slightly inflated by service provided outside of the primary urbanized
area. See Appendix A for more detail on the data and methodology used in these
calculations.

4.2 Funding Issues

As currently constituted, the urbanized area formula for small urbanized areas includes
demographic factors (population and population density) but not service factors (vehicle
revenue miles, passenger miles, operating costs), as does the bus formula for large
urbanized areas. In the context of the earlier discussion on needs, this means that the
funding formula for small urbanized areas reflects potential needs but not existing needs.
Small transit intensive cities, however, are precisely those that do offer high levels of
transit service relative to their size. Thus, transit systems in such cities receive less
federal formula funding than they would if the formula also used service levels.

According to commenters on this study, however, such systems were in the past often
able to make use of other sources of federal transit funding whose availability has
diminished in recent years. Among these sources were:

1) Discretionary Capital Grants

Because of their nature and the issues facing them, small transit intensive cities were
often strong candidates for receiving discretionary funds through the Section 5309
Capital Investment Grants program. Increased congressional earmarking of these
funds in recent years, however, has substantially reduced the availability of these
funds on a discretionary basis.

2) Unused Governor’s Apportionment

In some states, transit operators in small transit intensive cities were able to make use
of portions of the Section 5307 Governor’s Apportionment that would otherwise be
unused. The two sources of this unused portion were the operating assistance cap and
cities without transit service.

a) The operating assistance cap

Prior to TEA-2 1, urbanized area formula funds could be used for either operating
or capital expenditures, subject to a cap on the amount that could be used for



operating assistance in each urbanized area.3 Many transit operators, especially in
small cities, had funding needs that were primarily on the operations side, rather
than capital needs. As a result, they were unable to use the full amount of the
formula funding attributable to their particular area, and the “excess” was made
available for reallocation to transit operators in other areas with capital needs.
Many small transit intensive cities were able to obtain additional capital funding
in this way. TEA-21, however, gave full flexibility to small urbanized areas on
how formula funds could be allocated to capital or operating use. As a result,
small urbanized areas with operating assistance needs are able to devote their full
allocation to operations, and the excess is no longer available for redistribution.

b) Unserved urbanized areas

In some large states, there are small urbanized areas which do not have any transit
service that is eligible for Section 5307 funding. Such states are able to
redistribute the portion of the Governor’s Apportionment attributable to such
areas among cities that do have transit service. As more small urbanized areas
initiate service, however, these unallocated funds are reduced.4

The result of these reductions in available funding sources has left operators in small
transit intensive cities with more limited resources for capital needs even as they face
pressures from their communities and customers to expand and improve existing service.

5 Federal Transit Assistance for Large, Small, and
Nonurbanized Areas

The Urbanized Area Formula Program, with its multiple tiers and formula factors, does
not allocate funds on a strict per capita basis. The allocations are also targeted to
urbanized areas, though the states do play a role in the allocations to urbanized areas
under 200,000, as discussed above. This often raises questions about the shares of federal
funding received by urbanized areas of different sizes. As discussed in the previous
section, small transit intensive cities receive less formula funding relative to their service
levels than do other small urbanized areas. More generally, however, how does funding
for small urbanized areas compare to funding for large urbanized areas and to
nonurbanized areas?

Exhibit 2 shows total FTA formula apportionments by urbanized area size for 1998-2000,
including both the Section 5307 (Urbanized) and 53 11 (Nonurbanized) programs. The
majority of FTA formula funding is clearly targeted to transit operators in major
urbanized areas (population over 1 million), who receive approximately two-thirds of

3 While the operating assistance cap was only phased out under TEA-2 1, it had been raised in the years just
prior such that the cap was rarely binding for small urbanized areas. Thus, this avenue of additional funding
yas primarily available in the more distant past (ca. 1995 and earlier).

Between 1996 and 1998, the number of small urbanized areas with a transit system reporting operational
data increased from 196 to 206 (out of 28 1 total urbanized areas between 50,000 and 200,000 in
population).



total formula funds. Other large urbanized areas (200,000-l million), small urbanized
areas (50,000-200,000),  and nonurbanized areas (under 50,000) receive decreasingly
smaller shares by population size.

Exhibit 2 also compares these funding levels relative to population and transit service
levels5 In FY 2000, major urbanized areas received $21.27 per person in formula
assistance, while small urbanized areas received $9.95 per person and nonurbanized areas
just $2.09 per person. This great disparity in per capita funding,  however, reflects the
substantially greater transit service provision and usage in larger cities. On a service level
basis, larger urbanized areas receive relatively less funding than do small urbanized areas.

Major urbanized area apportionments in 2000 amounted to 87.5 cents per vehicle revenue
mile, 28.2 cents per passenger trip, and 5.4 cents per passenger mile, while small
urbanized area apportionments were $1.30 per vehicle revenue mile, $1.08 per passenger
trip, and 26.8 cents per passenger mile. Nonurbanized areas received slightly less per
passenger ($1.04) than do small urbanized areas. For each size category, however,
formula funding increased between 1998 and 2000, both in absolute dollar amounts and
relative to population and service levels.

5 The service level data used in each fiscal year’s formula apportionments are derived from data in the
reporting year two years prior. The funding ratios reported in Exhibit 2 are calculated in the same way.
Thus, FY 2000 apportionments use 1998 data, FY 1999 uses 1997 data, and so on.
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5.1 Small Transit Intensive Cities

Small urbanized areas as a group, then, receive a relatively large share of federal transit
funding compared to their service levels, but do relatively poorly on a per capita basis.
The issue for small transit intensive cities, however, is that they are not like other small
cities, as they provide more transit service and carry more passengers than even much
larger cities. How well do these cities do relative to other small urbanized areas and to
urbanized areas in general in the distribution of federal funding?

In order to examine this issue, it is useful to look at funding from  both the Section 5307
program and the Section 5309 Capital Program. The latter program is another significant
source of federal transit funding. For example, in FY 2000, funding for Section 5307
programs totaled $2.77 billion, while Section 5309 funding totaled $2.50 billion. While
most of these funds are designated for fixed guideway system modernization and
expansion, a significant portion6  is available for bus capital needs. Section 5309 Bus
program funds are available for use in both urbanized and nonurbanized areas. Could this
be an additional source of funding for small transit intensive cities?7

Exhibit 3 compares data for 20 small transit intensive cities to totals for small urbanized
areas and for all urbanized areas based on population and density levels, transit service
levels, and Federal Formula and Capital funding levels.8  Small urbanized areas as a group
were also compared to urbanized areas as a whole on the same basis. Section 5309 data
were tabulated using program obligations for the period 1 995-99.9

Exhibit 3
Small Transit Intensive Cities

Shares of Transit Ser.vice, Population, and Federal Funding
120_. Small Transit Intensive Cities (Small Urbanized Areas

Share among small 1 Share among all IShare  among all urbanized
I 1 urbanized areas 1 urbanized
Dnm Ilzatinn I Q r-Ml 1 5I Ye”‘“.‘“‘,

I

Bus Vehicle Revenue Miles 1996-98

Section 5307 Urbanized Area Formula
2.3% 5.8%

Program Bus Apportionments
Section 5309 Bus Program Obligations
1995-99

10.2% 1.2% 12.3%

23.6% 4.2% 17.7%

6 In FY 2000, tinds for the Section 5309 Bus program totaled $540 million. Section 5307 funding allocated
to small urbanized areas and through the bus tiers totaled $1.93 billion.
7 One of the comments submitted to this study, as noted above, was that increased earmarking of the
Capital Program has reduced the availability of these funds to systems in small transit intensive cities.
’ The 20 cities examined were those that could be classified as transit intensive by at least 4 of the 8 criteria
presented in Exhibit 1.
9 These tabulations used data from the annual Statistical Summaries of FTA’s Grant Assistance Programs.
Since appropriations under the Section 5309 program are generally less frequent and consistent than are
formula program appropriations, a longer time frame was used in looking at capital program funding. Also
note that obligations were used, rather than apportionments as in Exhibit 2. This is the only level at which
capital program funding can be linked to particular urbanized areas.
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The 20 small transit intensive cities represented 9 percent of the total population in small
urbanized areas. Their share of the population x density factor used in the urbanized area
formula is slightly higher, reflecting the greater average density of these cities. The net
effect is that these 20 cities received 10.2 percent of Section 5307 funding for small
urbanized areas in recent years.” Such cities have a much larger share of transit service
in small urbanized areas, however, befitting their designation as transit intensive. The 20
cities had some 27 percent of vehicle revenue miles and 39 percent of passenger miles in
small urbanized areas in 1996-98. The small transit intensive cities received just under 24
percent of capital program funding in 1995-99. Thus, the 20 cities’ share of capital
funding is much closer to their share of transit service supply and consumption, though it
is still slightly lower.

When compared to all urbanized areas, however, the small transit intensive cities do
relatively well in receiving capital program funds. Their 4.2 percent share of capital
program funding is well above both their population share (1.5 percent) and vehicle
revenue mile and passenger mile shares (2.7 percent and 2.3 percent, respectively). This
is due to the relative funding levels of small urbanized areas in general, whose share of
capital program funding was close to their population share but well above their service
level shares. This naturally raises the next question: what would be the result if formula
funding for small urbanized areas were to be allocated in the same way as funding for
large urbanized areas?

6 Analysis of Funding Alternatives

This section addresses the mandate in Section 3033 of TEA-21 to examine the effects of
changes in the Section 5336 funding formulas or other funding mechanisms that would
assist small transit intensive cities. Two categories of funding changes are addressed. The
first illustrates how formula funding for each small urbanized area would be altered if the
formula included service factors for small urbanized areas as well as large urbanized
areas. The second, originating from members of the transit industry, briefly describes
how the Section 5309 Bus program could be used to steer more funding toward small
transit intensive cities

6.1 Applying Service Factors to Small Urbanized Area Formula
Apportionments

In order to assess the effects of applying service factors to formula apportionments for
small urbanized areas, two alternative scenarios for the FY 2000 apportionments were
generated. In the first scenario, service factors were applied to small urbanized areas as a
separate tier (9.32 percent of the total for Section 5307 funds). In the second, all
urbanized areas were grouped together in a single Bus tier, and the formula was applied
across the board. The service factors used were those from the current Bus incentive and
Bus non-incentive tiers used in the large urbanized area apportionments.

lo Funding shares for the formula program, based on decennial census data, do not change year-to-year, nor
does the small urbanized area share of the overall program, which is fixed in statute.
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The same data caveats discussed above in the section on Small Transit Intensive Cities
apply here. The data reported by operators in small urbanized areas may include service
provided in nonurbanized areas and/or in other urbanized areas, thereby inflating the
formula apportionments attributed to that urbanized area relative to what they would
actually receive if the data were reported in the same way as it is for large urbanized
areas. See Appendix A for more detail on the data and methodology used in this section.

6.1.1 Applying Service Factors to Small Urbanized Areas as a Group

Exhibit 4 shows the net effect on each small urbanized area’s FY 2000 formula
apportionment of applying service factors to small urbanized areas in their own tier. The
urbanized areas are grouped and their apportionments totaled by state, as in FTA’s annual
funding notice.” As expected, urbanized areas with very high transit service levels would
gain considerably under such an approach, while densely populated small urbanized areas
with no currently reported transit service would see large decreases in Section 5307
funding. The 20 small transit intensive cities identified in the previous section would see
their combined share of formula funding double, from $26.2 million to $52.4 million, and
their share of formula funding among all small urbanized areas would rise from
10.17 percent to 20.34 percent.

6.1.2 Applying the Bus Formula to All Urbanized Areas in a Single Tier

Exhibit 5 shows what the effect on small urbanized areas would be if the current bus
formula were applied to all urbanized areas as a single tier. As a group, small urbanized
areas would receive $33.5 million less in formula funding under this scenario than they
actually did.12  However, most small transit intensive cities would still gain, even when
competing in the same pool as larger urbanized areas. Of the 20 small transit intensive
cities, 17 would increase their funding levels, and their combined total would rise from
$26.2 million to $41.1 million. Their overall share of bus formula money would rise from
1.4 percent to 2.1 percent.

” The state totals are the actual apportionments made by FTA to the governors. The actual formula funding
allocated to each small urbanized area may or may not equal the totals listed here. Any minor differences
ktween the amounts calculated here and those reported in the apportionments notice are due to rounding.

Major urbanized areas over 1 million would gain $74.8 million, while urbanized areas between 200,000
and I million in population would lose $4 1.4 million. Incidentally, every major urbanized area would gain,
while every other large urbanized area would lose. This is due to the current two-tier structure in the Bus
Non-Incentive tier.
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Exhibit 4
Net Effect of Applying Service Factors to the Formula Apportionments to Small

Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
NATIONAL TOTAL
ALABAMA

Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
257,568,903 257,568,903

3,354,691 4,985,155 (1,630,46:)
Anniston, AL 218,307 480,853 (262,546)
Auburn-Opelika, AL 291,347 385,788 (94,441)
Decatur, AL 199,897 440,303 (240,405)
Dothan,  AL 167,898 369,820 (201,922)
Florence, AL 494,014 515,217 (21,202)
Gadsden,  AL 206,736 455,365 (248,629)
Huntsville, AL 1,169,629 1,445,530 (275,900)
Tuscaloosa, AL
ARIZONA

606,861 892,280 (285,419)
592,422 1,304,894 (712,472)

Flagstaff, AZ 233,060 513,348 (280,288)
Yuma, AZ-CA 359,362 791,546 (432,184)
ARKANSAS 1,604,002 1,904,687 (300,685)
Fayetteville-Springdale, AR 848,732 525,660 323,072
Fort Smith, AR-OK 324,867 715,567 (390,700)
Pine Bluff, AR 348,730 483,565 (134,835)
Texarkana, TX-AR
CALIFORNIA

81,672 179,895 (98,223)
31,281,969 29,175,483 2,106,486

Antioch-Fittsburg, CA
Chico, CA
Davis, CA
Fairfield, CA
Hemet-San Jacinto, CA
Hesperia-Apple Valley-Victorville, CA
Indio-Coachella, CA
Lancaster-Palmdale, CA
Lodi, CA
Lompoc, CA
Merced,  CA
Napa,  CA
Palm Springs, CA
Redding,  CA
Salinas, CA
San Luis Obispo, CA
Santa Barbara, CA
Santa Cruz, CA
Santa Maria, CA
Santa Rosa, CA
Seaside-Monterey, CA
Simi Valley, CA
Vacaville, CA
Visalia, CA
Watsonville, CA
Yuba City, CA

1,856,434 1,649,944 206,491
625,881 720,399 (94,519)
830,122 874,519 (44,397)

1,046,979 1,062,135 (15,156)
684,022 886,135 (202,113)

1,385,386 1,130,450 254,937
243,263 535,822 (292,559)

2,636,271 1,901,446 734,825
587,388 744,407 (157,019)
352,387 457,181 (104,794)
924,025 812,779 111,246
859,999 849,265 10,734

1,707,974 1,058,042 649,931
805,995 611,778 194,217
730,898 1,609,906 (879,009)
346,127 762,395 (416,267)

2,955,688 2,490,601 465,087
3,047,659 1,287,861 1,759,797

767,764 1,171,709 (403,945)
2,860,126 2,271,814 588,312
2,746,924 1,526,612 1,220,312

908,637 1,445,047 (536,410)
398,271 877,250 (478,978)
999,547 1,002,011 (2,464)
250,620 552,025 (301,406)
722,159 880,815 (158,656)

Yuma, AZ-CA
COLORADO

1,424 3,136 (1,712)
5,863,988 5,375,868 488,119



Exhibit 4
Net Effect of Applying Service Factors to the Formula Apportionments to Small

Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
Boulder, CO

Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
2,370,193 1,196,211 1,173,982

Fort Collins, CO 1,074,973 996,330 78,643
Grand Junction, CO 334,554 567,271 (232,717)
Greeley, CO 644,783 796,881 (152,098)
Longmont, CO 565,624 726,189 (160,565)

Bristol, CT

Pueblo, CO
CONNECTICUT

Danbury, CT-NY
New Britain, CT
New London-Norwich, CT
Norwalk, CT
Stamford, CT-NY
Waterbury, CT

Deltona, FL
Fort Pierce, FL
Fort Walton Beach, FL
Gainesville, FL
Kissimmee, FL

DELAWARE

Lakeland, FL
Naples, FL
Ocala, FL
Panama City, FL

Dover, DE

Punta Gorda, FL
Spring Hill, FL
Stuart, FL
Tallahassee, FL

FLORIDA

Titusville, FL
Vero Beach, FL
Winter Haven, FL
GEORGIA

1,397,729

873,861

384,683

1,092,986

1,832,150

847,319 (462,636)

(219,125)

(434,421)

8,007,269

1,407,634

1,068,398

9,503,988

920,575

405,570

(1,496,719)

1,002,064

147,823
1,171,424

1,407,634

1,586,597

405,570 1,002,064

(415,173)

11,562,698

952,359

12,360,873

1,276,746

(798,174)

(324,387)
1,214,664 1,094,1.24 120,540
1,818,012 1,946,476 (128,464)

802,387 410,994 391,392
851,569 984,528 (132,959)
743,596 954,371 (210,775)

1,583,890 1,223,088 360,803
258,633 569,676 (311,043)

1,426,388 1,250,368 176,021
373,602 822,912 (449,310)
250,966 552,788 (301,822)
818,009 829,583 (11,575)
246,294 542,498 (296,204)
188,279 414,710 (226,432)
485,708 723,599 (237,892)

1,822,037 1,394,259 427,779
699,885 399,118 300,768
656,013 505,468 150,545
355,442 782,912 (427,470)

5,179,441 5,411,902 (232,461)
Albany, GA 665,701 670,332 (4,631)
Athens, GA 659,845 642,694 17,151
Brunswick, GA 167,911 369,849 (201,937)
Macon, GA 545,466 1,201,466 (656,000)
Rome, GA 469,321 377,040 92,281
Savannah, GA 2,408,544 1,571,991 836,553
Warner Robins, GA 262,653 578,530 (315,878)
HAWAII 877,059 1,438,341 (561,282)
Kailua, HI 877,059 1,438,341 (561,282)
IDAHO 2,393,797 2,846,734 (452,937)
Boise City, ID 1,419,704 1,741,957 (322,253)
Idaho Falls, ID 518,536 624,457 (105,922)
Pocatello, ID 455,557 480,320 (24,763)
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Exhibit 4
Net Effect of Applying Service Factors to the Formula Apportionments to Small

Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
ILLINOIS
Alton, IL
Aurora, IL
Beloit, WI-IL
Bloomington-Normal, IL
Champaign-Urbana, IL
Crystal Lake, IL
Decatur, IL
Dubuque, IA-IL
Elgin, IL
Joliet, IL
Kankakee, IL
Round Lake Beach-McHenry, IL-WI
Springfield, IL
INDIANA

Appbrtionment Apportionment Net Change
12,104,205 13,039,476 (935,271)

-585,451
1,533,358

31,794
944,290

2,653,060
560,415
911,724

7,348
1,329,144
1,507,617

293,322
433,832

704,693
1,973,637

90,065
1,135,262
1,602,075

643,251
901,814
21,007

1,423,686
1,646,194

646,084
937,528

(119,241j
(440,279)

(58,271)
(190,971)

1,050,985
(82,837)

9,911
(13,659)
(94,542)

(138,576)
(352,762)
(503,697)

1,312,849 1,314,182 (1,333)
6,643,730 7,605,189 (961,458)

529,543 614,716 (85,172j
837,852 917,307 (79,455)
632,459 919,374 (286,915)

1,455,235 1,703,133 (247,897)
416,787 619,041 (202,253)

1,324,812 1,230,688 94,124
990,064 904,711 85,353

Anderson, IN
Bloomington, IN
Elkhart-Goshen,  IN
Evansville, IN-KY
Kokomo, IN
Lafayette-West Lafayette, IN
Muncie, IN
Terre Haute, IN
IOWA

456,977 696,219 (239,242)
4,519,207 4,140,176 379,031

Waterloo-Cedar Falls, IA

Cedar Rapids, IA

KANSAS

Dubuque, IA-IL
Iowa City, IA
Sioux City, IA-NE-SD

1,282,505

810,185

1,286,628

801,290

(4,124)

8,895
1,579,657

491,323

2,010,184

626,250

(430,527)

(134,927)
1,154,257 741,322 412,935

780,937 684,686 96,251

Lawrence, KS 345,592 761,215 (415,623)
St. Joseph, MO-KS 2,932 6,283 (3,352)
Topeka, KS 1,231,134 1,242,686 (11,552)
KENTUCKY 644,639 1,584,354 (939,714)
Clarksville, TN-KY

Owensboro, KY
LOUISIANA

Evansville, IN-KY
Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-OH

308,822

82,047

680,224

193,324 (I I I ,277')

(371,402)
3,276,131

85,578

4,692,211

237,396

(1,416,080)

(151,819)
168,193 473,409 (305,216)

Alexandria, LA 310,866 684,727 (373,861 j
Houma, LA 349,357 481,636 (132,279)
Lafayette, LA 1,022,620 1,184,744 (162,124)
Lake Charles, LA 432,065 951,685 (519,620)
Monroe, LA 941,254 904,907 36,348
Slidell,  LA
MAINE
Bangor, ME 467,074 419,625 47,449

219,969 484,512 (264,544)
2,073,569 2,042,135 31,434
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Exhibit 4
Net Effect of Applying Service Factors to the Formula Apportionments to Small

Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
Lewiston-Auburn, ME

Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
519,615 487,597 32,018

Portland, ME 1,044,968 1,042,595 2,373
Portsmouth-Dover-Rochester, NH-ME
MARYLAND

41,913 92,319 (501406)
1,934,727 2,270,953 (336,226)

Annapolis, MD 644,025 -7391653 * (953627)
Cumberland, MD-WV 178,598 393,388 (214,790)
Frederick, MD 603,453 533,696 69,757
Hagerstown, MD-PA-WV
MASSACHUSETTS

508,650 604,217 (95,566)
11,403,157 8,994,013 2,409,144

Brockton, MA 213011973
Fall River, MA-RI 727,489
Fitchburg-Leominster, MA 1,483,937
Hyannis, MA 1,454,279
Lowell, MA-NH I,61 0,026
New Bedford, MA 2,225,034
Pittsfield, MA 648,106

1,642,939 659,034
1,602,399 (874,910)

649,363 834,574
463,715 990,564

2,033,701 (423,674)
1,762,301 462,733

419,770 228,337
Taunton,  MA 952,312
MICHIGAN 8,149,957
Battle Creek, Ml 642,104
Bay City, Ml 1 ,017,267
Benton Harbor, Ml 442,267
Holland, Ml 434,467
Jackson, Ml 852,131
Kalamazoo, Ml 1,585,035
Muskegon, Ml 783,814
Port Huron, Ml 1 ,I 67,648

419,826 532,486
7,675,132 474,825

641,018 1,086
716,120 301,147
517,989 (75,721)
581,348 (146,881)
715,727 136,404

1,545,579 39,456
942,740 (158,925)
620,436 547,213

Saginaw, Ml
MINNESOTA

1,225,223 1,394,176 (1681954)
3,723,057 2,735,192 987,865

Duluth, MN-WI 1,445,535 665,591 779,944

Fargo-Moorhead, ND-MN 379,042 384,849 (5,807)
Grand Forks, ND-MN 32,014 84,346 (52,332)
La Crosse, WI-MN 20,122 41,318 (21,196)
Rochester, MN 818,168 750,719 67.449
St. Cloud, MN
MISSISSIPPI
Biloxi-Gulfport, MS
Hattiesburg, MS

1,028,176 8081369 219,807
1,880,791 2,348,218 (467.4271
114741748 114531849  ’ 201898’

205,717 453,122 (247.405)
Pascagoula, MS
MISSOURI

200,326 44 1,246 (2401921  j
2,828,404 3,235,877 (407,472)

Columbia, MO 636,218 -6381845 ’ (2j627j
Joplin, MO 203,685 448,646 (244,961)
Springfield, MO 1,325,931 1,507,106 (181,175)
St. Joseph, MO-KS
MONTANA

662,571 641,280 21,291
2,021,774 2,154,127 (132,353)

Billings, MT 835,475 830,760 4,715
Great Falls, MT 608,975 774,700 (165,725)
Missoula, MT 577,324 548,667 28,657



Exhibit 4
Net Effect of Applying Service Factors to the Formula Apportionments to Small

Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
NEBRASKA

Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
2,057,165 2,394,728 (337,563)

Lincoln, NE 2,008,105 2,291,136 (283,031)
Sioux City, IA-NE-SD 49,060 103,592 (54,532)
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1,828,101 2,908,063 (1,079,962)
Lowell, MA-NH 2,136 5,952 (X81 6)
Manchester, NH 825,478 1,219,106 (393,628)
Nashua, NH 678,999 974,879 (295,881)
Portsmouth-Dover-Rochester, NH-ME 321,489 708,126 (386,637)
NEW JERSEY 1,234,989 2,203,395 (968,406)
Atlantic City, NJ 721,016 1,588,141 (867,125)
Vineland-Millville, NJ 513,973 615,253 (101,281)
NEW MEXICO 1,978,437 1 ,I 99,868 778,569
Las Cruces,  NM 604,795
Santa Fe, NM 1,373,642
NEW YORK 7,901,715
Binghamton, NY 2,078,234
Danbury, CT-NY 11,776
Elmira, NY 1,069,007
Glens Falls, NY 394,749
Ithaca, NY 937,735
Newburgh, NY 280,760
Poughkeepsie, NY 1,778,461
Stamford; CT-NY 65

666,532 (61,737)
533,336 840,306

6,657,248 1,244,467
1,670,995 407,240

22,649 (10,873)
686,164 382,844
471,864 (77,115)
476,242 461,493
618,415 (337,654)

1,299,062 479,398
154 VW

Utica-Rome, NY
NORTH CAROLINA
Asheville, NC
Burlington, NC
Gastonia, NC
Goldsboro, NC
Greensboro, NC
Greenville, NC
Hickory, NC
High Point, NC
Jacksonville, NC
Kannapolis, NC
Rocky Mount, NC
Wilmington, NC
Winston-Salem, NC
NORTH DAKOTA
Bismarck,  ND
Fargo-Moorhead, ND-MN
Grand Forks, ND-MN
OHIO
Hamilton, OH
Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-OH
Lima, OH
Mansfield, OH

1,350,928 1,411,704 (60,776)
8,278,666 10,807,410 (2,528,744)

820,315 834,195 (13,880)
274,732 605,137 (330,405)
402,274 886,065 (483,792)
208,910 460,155 (251,245)

1,626,658 1,905,751 (279,093)
240,538 529,819 (289,281)
229,407 505,301 (275,895)
718,025 852,125 (134,100)
373,503 822,694 (449,191)
269,637 593,914 (324,277)
215,542 474,762 (259,220)
661,649 776,539 (114,890)

2,237,474 1,560,950 ‘676,524.
I,91 8,091 2,099,862 (181,771)

614,104 605,512 8,592.
748,295 875,725 (127,430)
555,693 618,625 (62,933)

3,782,328 5,773,647 (1,991,319)
541,786 1,193,362 (651,576)
107,968 303,894 (195,926)
296,103 652,210 (356,107)
454,936 629,684 (174,748)



Exhibit 4
Net Effect of Applying Service Factors to the Formula Apportionments to Small

Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
Middletown, OH 502,173 820,501 (318,328)
Newark, OH 930,126 499,922 430,205
Parkersburg, WV-OH 33,608 74,027 (40,419)
Sharon, PA-OH 22,162 48,815 (26,653)
Springfield, OH 625,315 949,098 (323,782)
Steubenville-Weirton, OH-WV-PA 155,018 341,450 (186,432)
Wheeling, WV-OH 113,131 260,685 (147,553)
OKLAHOMA 407,981 898,637 (490,656)
Fort Smith, AR-OK 7,157 15,765 @m3)
Lawton,  OK 400,824 882,872 (482,048)
OREGON 8,637,188 4,686,368 3,950,820
Eugene-Springfield, OR 3,876,315 2,205,976 1,670,339
Longview, WA-OR 6,157 14,671 (8313)
Medford, OR 752,181 681,748 70.432
Salem, OR
PENNSYLVANIA

4,002,535 1,783,973 2,218;562
12,080,092 12,250,999 (I 70.907)

Altoona, PA 732,346 836,913
Erie, PA 2,217,067 2,152,942
Hagerstown, MD-PA-WV 2,789 7,375
Johnstown, PA 833,239 771,765
Lancaster, PA 2,424,434 1,946,538
Monessen, PA 556,968 529,730
Pottstown, PA 228,219 502,685
Reading, PA 1,987,855 2,272,243
Sharon, PA-OH 159,775 351,927
State College, PA 807,264 732,444
Steubenville-Weirton, OH-WV-PA 1,161 2,558
Williamsport, PA 653,053 613,984
York, PA 1,475,921 1,529,894
PUERTO RICO 5,138,068 11,317,331
Aguadilla, PR 449,512 990,114
Arecibo, PR 420,013 925,138
Caguas, PR 1,099,953 2,422,805
Cayey, PR 325,215 716,333
Humacao, PR 281,468 619,973
Mayaguez, PR 604,733 1,332,Oll
Ponce, PR 1,345,712 2,964,123

i1041567j
64,126
(4,586)
61,474

477,896
27,238

(274,466)
(284,388)
(192,152)

74,821
(1,397)
39,068

(53,973)
(6,179,263)

(540,602)
(505,125)

(1,322,851)
(391,118)
(338,505)
(727,278)

(1,618,411)
Vega Baja-Manati, PR
RHODE ISLAND
Fall River, MA-RI

611,463 1,346,835 (735,372)
1,091,321 720,380 370,941

Newport, RI
SOUTH CAROLINA

74,974 165,142 (90,167)
1,016,347 555,238 4611108'
8,699,091 3,050,730 5.648.360

Anderson, SC 186,276 410,299 i224;023)
Florence, SC 5,146,960 422,024 4,724,936
Myrtle Beach, SC 897,760 442,572 455,189
Rock Hill, SC 213,342 469,916 (256,574)
Spartanburg, SC 976,122 819,167 156,955
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Exhibit 4
Net Effect of Applying Service Factors to the Formula Apportionments to Small

Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Urbanized Area/State
Sumter, SC
SOUTHDAKOTA
Rapid City, SD
Sioux City, IA-NE-SD

Hypothetical Actual
Apportionment Apportionment Net Change

1,278,631 486,753 791,878
1,431,949 1,514,777 (82,828)

409,742 482,434 (72,692)
6,406 13,526 (7,120)

Sioux Fails, SD 1,015,801 1,018,817 (3,016j
TENNESSEE 2,054,OOl 2,344,390 (290,389)
Bristol, TN-VA 99,485 219,130 (119,645)
Clarksville, TN-KY 598,115 534,276 63,839
Jackson, TN 502,278 404,396 97,882
Johnson City, TN 486,941 616,431 (129,490)
Kingsport, TN-VA
TEXAS
Abilene, TX
Amarillo, TX
Beaumont, TX
Brownsville, TX
Bryan-College Station, TX
Denton,  TX
Galveston, TX
Harlingen, TX
Killeen, TX
Laredo, TX
Lewisville, TX
Longview, TX
Lubbock, TX
Midland, TX
Odessa, TX
Port Arthur, TX
San Angelo, TX
ShermaniDenison, TX
Temple, TX
Texarkana, TX-AR
Texas City, TX
Tyler, TX
Victoria, TX
Waco, TX

367,182 570,156 (202,974)
17,578,506 21,706,887 (4,128,381)

721,458 770,125 (48,668)
1,171,848 1,428,410 (256,562)

899,448 982,435 (82,988)
1,719,833 1,427,936 291,897

795,863 956,487 (160,624)
419,047 516,668 (97,621)

1,274,300 548,067 726,233
318,614 701,792 (383,178)
609,420 1,342,335 (732,915)

2,035,609 1,695,320 340,289
270,788 596,449 (325,661)
266,421 586,831 (320,410)

2,188,053 1,671,261 516,792
332,447 732,263 (399,816)
368,805 812,346 (443,541)
576,470 886,146 (309,676)
578,940 761,463 (182,523)
396,590 381,161 15,428
230,790 432,724 (201,934)
158,525 349,174 (190,649)
421,389 928,170 (506,781)
329,514 725,803 (396,288)
228,427 503,143 (274,716)
868,991 1,096,112 (227,122)

Wichita Falls, TX 396,917 874,266 (477,349)
UTAH 451,290 433,852 17,437
Logan, UT 451,290 433,852 17,437
VERMONT 901,040 761,283 139,757
Burlington, VT 901,040 761,283 139,757
VIRGINIA 4,693,084 5,053,356 (360,272)
Bristol, TN-VA 70,826 156,005 (85,179)
Charlottesville, VA 793,373 726,621 66,751
Danville, VA 352,849 412,634 (59,785)
Fredericksburg, VA 219,937 484,443 (264,506)
Kingsport, TN-VA 8,375 29,453 (21,078)
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Exhibit 4
Net Effect of Applying Service Factors to the Formula Apportionments to Small

Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
Lynchburg, VA
Petersburg, VA
Roanoke, VA

Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
956,042 691,272 264,770
615,938 876,343 (260,405)

1,675,744 1,676,586 (841)
WASHINGTON 14,574,520 4,775,509 9,799,011
Bellingham, WA 1,455,456 562,649 892,807
Bremerton, WA 3,812,767 1,089,956 2,722,811
Longview, WA-OR 447,525 476,091 (28,567)
Olympia, WA 2,901,230 847,994 2,053,236
Richland-Kennewick-Pasco, WA 5,136,908 884,646 4,252,262
Yakima, WA
WEST VIRGINIA

820,636 914,174 (93,538)
4,307,496 3,670,219 637,276

Charleston, WV 2,280,135 1,476,469 803,667
Cumberland, MD-WV 8,017 17,659 (9,642)
Hagerstown, MD-PA-WV 1,686 4,460 (2,773)
Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-OH 980,822 828,947 151,875
Parkersburg, WV-OH 242,036 533,119 (291,083)
Steubenville-Weirton, OH-WV-PA 104,135 229,371 (125,237)
Wheeling, WV-OH 690,664 580,194 110,470
WISCONSIN 10,949,318 10,047,371 901,947
Appleton-Neenah, WI 1,790,317 1,839,851 (49,534)
Beloit, WI-IL 344,889 394,376 (49,487)
Duluth, MN-WI 149,187 172,747 (23,560)
Eau Claire, WI 912,945 720,646 192,299
Green Bay, WI 1,556,183 1,397,379 158,804
Janesville, WI 488,892 530,354 (41,462)
Kenosha, WI 1,081 ,I 77 965,672 115,505
La Crosse, WI-MN 846,549 766,631 79,918
Oshkosh, WI 824,996 669,054 155,942
Racine,  WI 1,636,895 1,491,481 145,414
Round Lake Beach-McHenry, IL-WI 117 559 (442)
Sheboygan, WI 720,394 630,370 90,024
Wausau, WI 596,777 468,252 128,525
WYOMING 686,493 1,051,862 (365,369)
Casper, WY 219,062 482,515 (263,453)
Cheyenne, WY 467,431 569,347 (101,915)
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Exhibit 5
Net Effect on the Formula Apportionments to Small Urbanized Areas of Applying the

Bus Formula Uniformly to All Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
NATIONAL TOTAL
ALABAMA

Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
224,094,365 257,568,903 (33,474,539)

3,302,676 4,985,155 (1,682,479)
Anniston, AL .241;872 480,853 (238,980j
Auburn-Opelika, AL 287,779 385,788 (98,009)
Decatur, AL 222,634 440,303 (217,668)
Dothan,  AL 192,653 369,820 (177,167)
Florence, AL 445,640 515,217 (69,576)
Gadsden,  AL 236,274 455,365 (219,091)
Huntsville, AL 1,094,397 1,445,530 (351,133)
Tuscaloosa, AL
ARIZONA
Flagstaff, AZ

581,425 892,280 (310.854)
594,348 1,304,894 (710,546)

Yuma, AZ-CA
ARKANSAS

238,462 513,348 (274,885)
355,885 791,546 (435,661)

1,489,233 1,904,687 (415,454)
Fayetteville-Springdale, AR 713,758 525,660 188,098
Fort Smith, AR-OK 350,805 715,567 (364,762)
Pine Bluff, AR 337,608 483,565 (145,958)
Texarkana, TX-AR
CALIFORNIA

87,061 179,895 (92,833)
26,236,874 (2,938,609)

Antioch-Pittsburg, CA
Chico, CA
Davis, CA
Fairfield, CA
Hemet-San Jacinto, CA
Hesperia-Apple Valley-Victorville, CA
Indio-Coachella, CA
Lancaster-Palmdale, CA
Lodi, CA
Lompoc, CA
Merced,  CA
Napa,  CA
Palm Springs, CA
Redding,  CA
Salinas, CA
San Luis Obispo, CA
Santa Barbara, CA
Santa Cruz, CA
Santa Maria, CA
Santa Rosa, CA
Seaside-Monterey, CA
Simi Valley, CA
Vacaville, CA
Visalia, CA
Watsonville, CA
Yuba City, CA

1,595,060
548,297
670,923
910,179
623,549

1,235,915
249,255

1,956,797
518,960
332,185
792,845
737,573

1,483,252
717,720
701,913
324,686

2,320,887
2,368,295

697,134
2,313,565
2,168,202

848,836
387,502
837,610
250,322
644,000

1,410 3,136 (1,726)
5,003,870 5,375,868 (371,998)

29,175,483
1,649,944

720,399
874,519

1,062,135
886,135

1,130,450
535,822

1,901,446
744,407
457,181
812,779
849,265

1,058,042
611,778

1,609,906
762,395

2,490,601
1,287,861
1,171,709
2,271,814
1,526,612
1,445,047

877,250
1,002,011

552,025
880,815

(54,884)
(172,102)
(203,596)
(151,956)
(262,586)
105,466

( 2 8 6 , 5 6 6 )
55,351

(225,447)
(124,996)

(19,933)
(111,692)
425,210
105,942

(907,993)
(437,708)
(169,714)

1,080,434
(474,575)

41,751
641,590

(596,211)
(489,748)
(164,401)
(301,703)
(236,814)

Yuma, AZ-CA
COLORADO
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Exhibit 5
Net Effect on the Formula Apportionments to Small Urbanized Areas of Applying the

Bus Formula Uniformly to All Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
Boulder, CO

Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
1,866,909 1,196,211 670,697

Fort Collins, CO 934,816 996,330 (61,514)
Grand Junction, CO 336,943 567,271 (230,328)
Greeley, CO 578,978 796,881 (217,903)
Longmont, CO 498,862 726,189 (227,327)
Pueblo, CO

Bristol, CT
CONNECTICUT

Danbury, CT-NY
New Britain, CT
New London-Norwich, CT
Norwalk, CT
Stamford. CT-NY

787,362

398,031

1,092,986

847,319

(305,624)

(449,288)
7,071,024

952,666

9,503,988  (2,432,964)

920,575 32,091
1 ,W?,S15 1,586,597 (542,983)

832,067 1,276,746 (444,679)
1,056,926 1,094,124 (37,198)
1.524.242 1,946,476 (422,234)

Waterbury, CT

Deltona, FL
Fort Pierce, FL
Fort Walton Beach, FL
Gainesville, FL
Kissimmee, FL

DELAWARE

Lakeland, FL
Naples, FL
Ocala, FL
Panama City, FL

Dover, DE

Punta Gorda, FL
Spring Hill, FL
Stuart, FL
Tallahassee, FL

FLORIDA

Titusville, FL
Vero Beach, FL
Winter Haven, FL
GEORGIA

670,407

1,263,476

410,994

1,832,150

259,412
801,261

(568,674)

984,528

1,161,619

(183,267)
700,344

405,570

954,371

756,050

(254,027)
1,352,780

1,161,619

1,223,088

405,570 756,050

129,692
260,768

10,435,544

569,676

12,360,873

(308,908)
1,248,331

(1,925,329)

1,250,368 (2,037)
391,238 822,912 (431,674)
267,526 552,788 (285,262)
751,046 829,583 (78,537)
262,846 542,498 (279,651)
201,760 414,710 (212,951)
465,273 723,599 (258,326)

1,556,908 1,394,259 162,650
552,244 399,118 153,126
583,983 505,468 78,515
368,829 782,912 (414,084)

4,669,895 5,411,902 (742,007)
Albany, GA 606,942 670,332 (63,391)
Athens, GA 589,112 642,694 (53,582)
Brunswick, GA 183,642 369,849 (186,207)
Macon, GA 562,815 1,201,466 (638,651)
Rome, GA 407,355 377,040 30,315
Savannah, GA 2,050,426 1,571,991 478,435
Warner Robins, GA 269,603 578,530 (308,928)
HAWAII 781,977 1,438,341 (656,363)
Kailua, HI 781,977 1,438,341 (656,363)
IDAHO 2,137,971 2,846,734 (708,763)
Boise City, ID 1,271,620 1,741,957 (470,336)
Idaho Falls, ID 466,709 624,457 (157,749)
Pocatello, ID 399,642 480,320 (80,678)
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Exhibit 5
Net Effect on the Formula Apportionments to Small Urbanized Areas of Applying the

Bus Formula Uniformly to All Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
ILLINOIS

Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
10,536,649 13,039,476 (2,502,827)

Alton, IL
Aurora, IL
Beloit, WI-IL
Bloomington-Normal, IL
Champaign-Urbana, IL
Crystal Lake, IL
Decatur, IL
Dubuque, IA-IL
Elgin, IL
Joliet, IL
Kankakee, IL
Round Lake Beach-McHenry,  IL-WI
Springfield, IL
INDIANA
Anderson, IN
Bloomington, IN
Elkhart-Goshen,  IN
Evansville, IN-KY
Kokomo, IN
Lafayette-West Lafayette, IN
Muncie. IN

540,425
1,375,048

29,668
832,715

2,046,267
514,791
803,172

6,686
1,135,785
1,348,649

292,529
457,458

704,693
1,973,637

90,065
1,135,262
1,602,075

643,251
901,814

21,007
1,423,686
1,646,194

646,024
937,528

(164,268)
(598,589)

(60,398)
(302,547)
444,193

(128,460)
(98,642)
(14,321)

(287,901)
(297,544)
(353,555)
(480,071)

1,153,457 1,314,182 (160,724)
5,928,933 7,605,189 (1,676,256)

Terre Haute, IN

Cedar Rapids, IA
IOWA

Dubuque, IA-IL
Iowa City, IA
Sioux City, IA-NE-SD
Waterloo-Cedar Falls, IA
KANSAS

493,486
722,107
600,053

1,314,484
387,437

1,109,569
862,306

614,716
917,307
919,374

1,703,133
619,041

1,230,688
904,711

(121,229)
(195,200)
(319,321)
(388,649)
(231,604)
(121,120)

(42,405)

1,130,674

439,491

1,286,628

696,219 (256,728j

(I 55,954)
3,957,922

447,073

4,140,176

626,250

(182,255)

(179,177)
958,584 741,322 217,262
681,425 684,686 (3,261)

Lawrence, KS
St. Joseph, MO-KS

740,165 801,290 (61,125)
1,430,882 2,010,184 (579,302)

339,996 761,215 (421,219j
2,639 6,283 (3,644)

Topeka,. KS
KENTUCKY

1,088,248 1,242,686 (154,438)
612,210 1,584,354 (972,143)

Clarksville, TN-KY 74,908 193,324 (118,416)
Evansville, IN-KY 77,300 237,396 (160,096)
Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-OH 154,260 473,409 (319,149)

305,742 680,224 (374,482 j
3,074,657 4,692,211  (1,617,554)

Owensboro, KY
LOUISIANA
Alexandria, LA 333,177 684,727 (351,550)
Houma, LA 339,755 481,636 (141,881)
Lafayette, LA 900,453 1,184,744 (284,291)
Lake Charles, LA 462,602 951,685 (489,082)
Monroe, LA 809,808 904,907 (95,098)
Slidell,  LA 228,862 484,512 (255,650)
MAINE 1,896,483 2,042,135 (145,652)
Bangor, ME 419,897 419,625 273
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Exhibit 5
Net Effect on the Formula Apportionments to Small Urbanized Areas of Applying the

Bus Formula Uniformly to All Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
Lewiston-Auburn, ME

Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
482,392 487,597 (f.SfW

Portland, ME 947,579 1,042,595 (95,015)
Portsmouth-Dover-Rochester, NH-ME
MARYLAND

46,615 92,319 i45,704 j
1,770,380 2,270,953 (500,573)

Annapolrs, MD 575,526 739,653 (164,127j
Cumberland, MD-WV 194,367 393,388 (199,021)
Frederick, MD 530,708 533,696 (2,988)
Hagerstown, MD-PA-WV
MASSACHUSETTS

469,779 6041217 (134,438)
9,564,431 8.994.013 570,418

Brockton, MA 1,868,264 1,642;939 2251325
Fall River, MA-RI 708,024 1,602,399 (894,375)
Fitchburg-Leominster, MA 1,188,633 649,363 539,270
Hyannis, MA 1,208,581 463,715 744,867
Lowell, MA-NH 1,447,875 2,033,701 (585,826)
New Bedford, MA 1,846,068 1,762,301 83,767
Pittsfield, MA 561,566 419.770 141,796
Taunton; MA
MICHIGAN
Battle Creek, Ml
Bay City, Ml
Benton  Harbor, Ml
Holland, Ml
Jackson, Ml
Kalamazoo, Ml
Muskegon, Ml
Port Huron, Ml
Saginaw, Ml
MINNESOTA

735,420
7,222,306

577,897

1,100,933

875,082
407,579
406,809
748,770

3,177,205

1,401,875
721,859
981,502

4191826
7,675,132

1,394,176

641,018
716,120
517,989
581,348

2,735,192

715,727
1,545,579

942,740
620,436

315,594
(452,826)

(63,122)

(293,243)

158,961
(110,410)
(174,538)

33,044
(143,704)

442,013

(220,881)
361,067

Duluth, MN-W I 1,229,893 665,591 564,302
Fargo-Moorhead, ND-MN 339,619 384,849 (45,230)
Grand Forks, ND-MN 27,975 84,346 (56,371)
La Crosse, WI-MN 17,559 41,318 (23,758)
Rochester, MN 699,425 750,719 (51,294)
St. Cloud, MN 862,733 808,369 54,364
MlSSlSSlPPl 1,773,300 2,348,218 (574,918)
Biloxi-Gulfport, MS 1,331,179 1,453,849 (122,670)
Hattiesburg, MS 223,379 453,122 (229,743)
Pascagoula, MS
MISSOURI

218,742 441,246 (222,505)
2,588,766 3,235,877 (647,110)

Columbia, MO 571,535 -638,845 (67,310)
Joplin, MO 222,233 448,646 (226,413)
Springfield, MO 1,198,588 1,507,106 (308,518)
St. Joseph, MO-KS
MONTANA

596,410 641,280 (44,869)
1,801,671 2,154,127 (352,456)

Billings, MT 741,591 830,760 (89,169)
Great Falls, MT 544,972 774,700 (229,728)
Missoula, MT 515,107 548,667 (33,559)
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Exhibit 5
Net Effect on the Formula Apportionments to Small Urbanized Areas of Applying the

Bus Formula Uniformly to All Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
NEBRASKA

Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
1,789,391 2,394,728 (605,337)

Lincoln, NE 1,746,583 2.291.136 (544,553)
Sioux City, IA-NE-SD 42,809 iO3;592  .  ( 6 0 , 7 8 4 )
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1,750,025 2,908,063 (1,158,038)
Lowell, MA-NH 1,921 5,952 (4,031)
Manchester, NH 761,294 1,219,106 (457,812)
Nashua, NH 629,253 974,879 (345,626)
Portsmouth-Dover-Rochester, NH-ME 357,557 708,126 (350,568)
NEW JERSEY 1,243,427 2,203,395 (959,968)
Atlantic City, NJ 742,749 1,588,141 (845,393)
Vineland-Millville, NJ
NEW MEXICO

500,678 615,253 (114,575)
1,697,177 1,199,868 497,309

Las Cruces,  NM
Santa Fe, NM
NEW YORK
Binghamton, NY
Danbury, CT-NY
Elmira, NY
Glens Falls, NY
Ithaca, NY
Newburgh, NY
Poughkeepsie, NY
Stamford, CT-NY

551,022 666,532 (115,510)
1,146,155
6,752,114
1,761,932

10,500
902,639
362,575
770,414
294,711

1,444,411
55

533,336
6,657,248
1,670,995

22,649
686,164
471,864
476,242
618,415

1,299,062
154

‘612,818.
94,867
90,937

(12,149)
216,476

(109,289)
294,172

(323,704)
145,348

w
Utica-Rome, NY
NORTH CAROLINA

1,204,877 1,411,704 (206,826)
7,695,187 10,807,410  (3,112,222)

Asheville, NC 738,390 834,195 (95,805)
Burlington, NC 292,463 605,137 (312,674)
Gastonia, NC 433,536 886,065 (452,529)
Goldsboro, NC 226,384 460,155 (233,771)
Greensboro, NC 1,471,609 1,905,751 (434,143)
Greenville, NC 246,945 529,819 (282,873)
Hickory, NC 252,438 505,301 (252,863)
High Point, NC 663,196 852,125 (188,930)
Jacksonville, NC 398,240 822,694 (424,454)
Kannapolis, NC 292,637 593,914 (301,278)
Rocky Mount, NC 222,092 474,762 (252,671)
Wilmington, NC 610,595 776,539 (165,944)
Winston-Salem, NC 1,846,663 1,560,950 285,713
NORTH DAKOTA 1,708,434 2,099,862 (391,428)
Bismarck,  ND 552,387 605,512 (53,125)
Fargo-Moorhead, ND-MN 670,467 875,725 (205,258)
Grand Forks, ND-MN 485,580 618,625 (133,046)
OHIO 3,565,567 5,773,647 (2,208,080)
Hamilton, OH 548,523 1 ,193,362 (644,839)
Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-OH 99,023 303,894 (204,870)
Lima, OH 303,816 652,210 (348,394)
Mansfield, OH 434,539 629,684 (195,144)



Exhibit 5
Net Effect on the Formula Apportionments to Small Urbanized Areas of Applying the

Bus Formula Uniformly to All Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Hypothetical Actual
Urbanized Area/State
Middletown, OH

Apportionment Apportionment Net Change
492,519 820,501 (327,982)

Newark, OH 783,166 499,922 283,244
Parkersburg, WV-OH 33,838 74,027 (40,189)
Sharon, PA-OH 24,061 48,815 (24,755)
Springfield, OH 580,361 949,098 (368,736)
Steubenville-Weirton, OH-WV-PA 164,387 341,450 (177,063)
Wheeling, WV-OH
OKLAHOMA

101,333 260,685 (159,352)
418,732 898,637 (479,905)

Fort Smith, AR-OK 7,729 15,765 (8,036)
Lawton,  OK
OREGON

411,004 882,872 (471,869)
6,413,731 4,686,368 1,727,363

Eugene-Springfield, OR 3,064,163 2,205,976 858,188
Longview, WA-OR 5,538 14,671 (9,133)
Medford, OR 662,366 681,748 (19,382)
Salem, OR
PENNSYLVANIA

2,681,663 1,783,973 897,690
10,466,545 12,250,999  (1,784,454)

Altoona, PA .647,789
Erie, PA 1,899,904
Hagerstown, MD-PA-WV 2,576
Johnstown, PA 733,811
Lancaster, PA 2,050,373
Monessen, PA 443,076
Pottstown, PA 234,654
Reading, PA 1,738,763
Sharon, PA-OH 173,462
State College, PA 684,901
Steubenville-Weirton, OH-WV-PA 1,232
Williamsport, PA 556,904
York, PA 1,299,100
PUERTO RICO 4,980,089
Aguadilla, PR 456,905
Arecibo, PR 422,429
Caguas, PR 1,063,443
Cayey, PR 311,871
Humacao, PR 280,566
Mayaguez, PR 590,708
Ponce, PR 1,256,749

836,913 (189,125)
2,152,942 (253,038)

7,375 (4,800)
771,765 (37,954)

1,946,538 103,836
529,730 (86,655)
502,685 (268,031)

2,272,243 (533,480)
351,927 (178,464)
732,444 (47,543)

2,558 (1,327)
613,984 (57,080)

1,529,894 (230,794)
11,317,331 (6,337,242)

990,114 (533,209)
925,138 (502,708)

2,422,805 (1,359,361)
716,333 (404,462)
619,973 (339,407)

1,332,Oll (741,303)
2,964,123 (1,707,375)

Vega Baja-Manati, PR
RHODE ISLAND

597,418 1,346,835 (749,417)
906,375 720,380 185,995

Fall River, MA-RI 72,968 165,142 (92,173)
Newport, RI 833,407 555,238 278,169
SOUTH CAROLINA 6,858,771 3,050,730 3,808,041
Anderson, SC -200,621 410,299 (209,678)
Florence, SC 3,777,982 422,024 3,355,958
Myrtle Beach, SC 762,364 442,572 319,792
Rock Hill, SC 228,385 469,916 (241,531)
Spartanburg, SC 838,823 819,167 19,656
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Exhibit 5
Net Effect on the Formula Apportionments to Small Urbanized Areas of Applying the

Bus Formula Uniformly to All Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Urbanized Area/State
Sumter, SC
SOUTH DAKOTA
Rapid City, SD
Sioux City, IA-NE-SD

Hypothetical Actual
Apportionment Apportionment Net Change

1,050,596 486,753 563,843
I ,287,869 1,514,777 (226,908)

382,833 482,434 (99,601)
5,590 13,526 (7,937)

Sioux Falls, SD
TENNESSEE

899,447
I ,933,398

1,018,817 (119,370)
2,344,390 (410,992)

Bristol, TN-VA
Clarksville, TN-KY
Jackson, TN
Johnson City, TN
Kingsport, TN-VA
TEXAS

109,865 219,130 (109,265)
546,075 534,276 11,799
433,820 404,396 29,423
466,541 616,431 (149,890)
377,098 570,156 (193,059)

I 5,829,515 21,706,887 (5,877,372)
Abilene, TX 668,644 770,125 (101,481)
Amarillo, TX 1,068,776 1,428,410 (359,634)
Beaumont, TX 806,323 982,435 (176,113)
Brownsville, TX 1,267,628 1,427,936 (160,307)
Bryan-College Station, TX 736,736 956,487 (219,751)
Denton,  TX 394,886 516,668 (121,782)
Galveston, TX 1,043,675 548,067 495,608
Harlingen, TX 332,484 701,792 (369,308)
Krlleen,  TX 621,876 1,342,335 (720,458)
Laredo, TX 1,608,028 1,695,320 (87,292)
Lewisville, TX 294,825 596,449 (301,624)
Longview, TX 288,316 586,831 (298,515)
Lubbock, TX 1,775,529 1,671,261 104,268
Midland, TX 356,335 732,263 (375,928)
Odessa, TX 407,130 812,346 (405,216)
Port Arthur, TX 563,896 886,146 (322,249)
San Angelo, TX 540,909 761,463 (220,554)
Sherman-Denison, TX 365,882 381,161 (15,279)
Temple, TX 242,139 432,724 (190,585)
Texarkana, TX-AR 168,985 349,174 (180,188)
Texas City, TX 463,479 928,170 (464,691)
Tyler, TX 341,497 725,803 (384,306)
Victoria, TX 236,601 503,143 (266,541)
Waco, TX 822,417 1,096,112 (273,695)
Wichita Falls, TX
UTAH
Logan, UT
VERMONT
Burlington, VT
VIRGINIA
Bristol, TN-VA
Charlottesville, VA
Danville, VA
Fredericksburg, VA
Kingsport, TN-VA

412,516 874,266
395,733 433,852
395,733 433,852
772,354 761,283
772,354 761,283

4,200,348 5,053,356
78,216 156,005

687,986 726,621
334,089 412,634
231,519 484,443

8,601 29,453

(461,750)
(38,120)
(38,120)
11,071
11,071

(853,008)
(77,789)
(38,635)
(78,545)

(252,924)
(20,852)
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Exhibit 5
Net Effect on the Formula Apportionments to Small Urbanized Areas of Applying the

Bus Formula Uniformly to All Urbanized Areas
Fiscal Year 2000

Urbanized Area/State
Lynchburg, VA
Petersburg, VA
Roanoke, VA
WASHINGTON

Hypothetical Actual
Apportionment Apportionment Net Change

810,248 691,272 118,976
586,038 876,343 (290,305)

1,463,651 1,676,586 (212,935)
11,221,115 4,775,509 6,445,605

Bellingham, WA 1,179,683 -562,649 617,034
Bremerton, WA 2,919,290 1,089,956 1,829,334
Longview, WA-OR 402,520 476,091 (73,571)
Olympia, WA 2,326,804 847,994 1,478,810
Richland-Kennewick-Pasco, WA 3,657,357 884.646 2.772.711
Yakima, WA
WEST VIRGINIA

735,461
3,803,412

914;174 i178;713)
3.670.219 133,193

Charleston, WV 1,920,805 11476,469 4441336
Cumberland, MD-WV 8,725 17,659 (8,934)
Hagerstown, MD-PA-WV 1,558 4,460 (2,902)
Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-OH 899,569 828,947 70,622
Parkersburg, WV-OH 243,694 533,119 (289,426)
Steubenville-Weirton, OH-WV-PA 110,428 229,371 (118,943)
Wheeling, WV-OH
WISCONSIN

618,634 580,194 38,440
9,525,971 10,047,371 (521,400)

Appleton-Neenah, WI 1,557,842 1,839,851 (282,009)
Beloit, WI-IL 321,820 394,376 (72,556)
Duluth, MN-WI 126,932 172,747 (45,815)
Eau Claire, WI 784,179 720,646 63,533
Green Bay, WI 1,384,368 1,397,379 (13,011)
Janesville, WI 435,425 530,354 (94,929)
Kenosha, WI 927,590 965,672 (38,082)
La Crosse, WI-MN 738,754 766,631 (27,877)
Oshkosh, WI 701,164 669,054 32,110
Racine,  WI 1,405,684 1,491,481 (85,797)
Round Lake Beach-McHenry, IL-WI 124 559 (435)
Sheboygan, WI 626,345 630,370 (4,025)
Wausau, WI 515,745 468,252 47,493
WYOMING 658,257 1,051,862 (393,605)
Casper, WY 226,276 482,515 (256,239)
Cheyenne, WY 431,981 569,347 (137,365)



6.2 Alternative Proposal: Targeting Section 5309 Bus Program
Funding to Small Transit Intensive Cities

An alternative mechanism to changing the Section 5336 formula, suggested by
commenters on this study, involves a takedown from the Section 5309 Bus Program.
Such an approach would be consistent with the stated concerns of operators in small
transit intensive cities that their needs are primarily on the capital side, rather than on the
operating side. It would also have the advantage of only imposing new data reporting
requirements on operators that would apply for the funding, rather than subjecting
operators in all small urbanized areas to the same requirements faced by transit operators
in large urbanized areas.

Some broad outlines for how such a program could be structured were suggested. First,
funding would come from a takedown  from the total amount available for the bus portion
of Section 5309, which would be reserved exclusively for use in small urbanized areas.
Two options for distributing this funding were suggested. In one, a formula, similar in
spirit to the Fixed Guideway Modernization Program of Section 5309, would be applied
to all small urbanized areas. The formula might include the service factor components of
the Section 5336 formula, or something relating to vehicle utilization rates. Small transit
intensive cities would obviously be the prime beneficiaries of such a formula. Another
option for distributing the takedown  funds would be through discretionary grants to a
criteria-limited applicant pool. Such criteria might include minimum vehicle utilization or
service intensity rates. Other criteria, such as the creation of a Transportation
Management Area in the small urbanized area or minimum uses of flexible funding13  for
mass transit (where applicable) might also be applied.

7 Other Issues

7.1 The Role of the States

State governments play a key role in providing public funding for mass transit, both in
the administration of the Federal formula programs for small and nonurbanized areas and
through their own transit assistance programs. The role played by the states has several
features that are relevant to the discussion of the formula program.

7.1.1 The Governor’s Apportionment

As noted in the description of the formula programs, one important difference between
large urbanized areas (those over 200,000 in population) and small urbanized areas is that
large urbanized areas receive their formula allocations directly, while the formula
allocations attributable to small urbanized areas are apportioned to the Governor of the
respective state. The exception for small urbanized areas occurs when they are part of a

l3 Surface Transportation Program (STP) and Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Program (CMAQ)
funds.
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designated Transportation Management Area. In this case, formula funds attributed to the
area must be obligated within the small urbanized area. In practice, many states do simply
“pass through” the formula allocations to the small urbanized areas, in part because the
amounts attributable to each small urbanized area are published annually in the Federal
Register. However, this is not required, and some states do allocate the Section 5307
Governor’s Apportionment at least in part according to their own discretion or formulas.
As a result, some commenters raised the possibility that any formula change increasing
the allocations attributable to small transit intensive cities would not necessarily flow
through to the targeted area, but could instead be used by the state in other areas. An
obvious solution to this possibility would be for the small urbanized area to create a
Transportation Management Area.

7.1.2 The Nonurbanized Area Formula Program and State Transit
Assistance

As noted above, states also receive federal formula funding under Section 53 11 based on
their nonurbanized area population. Since these funds are not attributable to any specific
sub-state region, states must develop their own mechanisms for transferring them to local
operators. Many states also have their own transit assistance programs, focusing on both
capital and operating needs. Such state programs are generally available for both
urbanized and nonurbanized areas.

These state-administered transit assistance programs (both Section 53 11 and state
programs) allocate funds on either a discretionary or formula basis. Under discretionary
programs, transit operators are invited to compete for the available pool of funds by
submitting proposals to a selection committee, which awards funds based on a variety of
factors, including outstanding needs. State funding formulas show enormous variety in
their scope and complexity, but typically include some measures of existing service
levels and/or financial conditions. In either case, whether discretionary or formula-based,
state allocations are based on factors in addition to population and population density.
Examples of three formula-based state transit funding programs and state administration
of Section 5307 and 53 11 programs are found in Appendix B.

7.2 The 2000 Census

The population figures used in the Section 5307 and 53 11 formula programs are drawn
strictly from the decennial census figures. Urbanized areas are also defined by the Census
Bureau based on the decennial census population counts. As a result, the population and
population density figures used in the formula, as well as the location and number of
urbanized areas eligible for Section 5307 funding, are updated only once every 10 years,
and the resulting changes have a significant effect on the formula programs.

It is expected that population figures from the 2000 Census will be incorporated into the
formula apportionments beginning in FY 2002. Relative changes in population and
density among urbanized areas will cause significant changes in the shares of formula
funds received by each urbanized area. Some urbanized areas which are now classified as
small urbanized areas will have grown to exceed the 200,000 population threshold, and
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will thus be subject to the formula provisions applied to large urbanized areas. Some of
these will likely be areas that are now considered small transit intensive cities; the new
census counts will push them into the higher category, allowing their formula
apportionments to reflect the high levels of service that they provide. New urbanized
areas will be created, increasing the number of potential recipients of Section 5307 funds
and increasing the competition for those funds. At the same time, population growth may
lead to some urbanized areas being combined together. This is particularly likely for
small urbanized areas adjacent to major urbanized areas. Such combinations will create
an entirely new structure for the way in which transit operators in these (currently) small
urbanized areas receive and spend their formula allocations.‘4’15

7.3 Reporting Requirements

The Federal Transit Administration is concerned about the reporting requirements that it
imposes upon the recipients of federal transit assistance as the agency attempts to collect
data to support the policy formation and decision-making process. Indeed, a review of the
National Transit Database program is currently underway to determine what changes
might be made to the information that local operators and agencies are required to report,
with an eye toward limiting this burden. Any increase in the number of factors considered
in the formula for small urbanized areas would lead to some additional reporting
requirements that are not currently faced by operators in small urbanized areas,
particularly small operators. This concern was raised by a number of commenters to the
study. One advantage of using discretionary program funds to assist small transit
intensive cities is that only the applicants for such funds would bear additional reporting
requirements.

7.4 Small Operators in Large Urbanized Areas

One commenter  on the study noted that small transit operators in large urbanized areas
have issues that are in some ways the reverse of those faced by small transit intensive
cities. These small operators are frequently located in smaller population clusters near
large cities that have grown together with the larger urbanized area. As noted above,
recent urban growth patterns are likely to result in some currently small urbanized areas

I4 A search of the Catalog of Domestic Federal Assistance found that the Section 5307 program is the only
federal grant program apportioning funds to specific urbanized areas. Formula funding programs in other
agencies, such as the Federal Highway Administration, Environmental Protection Agency, and the
Department of Health and Human Services, allocate funds to states based on their urbanized area
populations.

While FTA uses the urbanized area definitions created by the Census Bureau, it is not strictly bound to
do so. In 49 U.S.C. 5302(a)(  17),  an urbanized area is defined as “(A) encompassing at least an urbanized
area within a State that the Secretary of Commerce designates; and (B) designated as an urbanized area
within boundaries fixed by State and local officials and approved by the Secretary [of Transportation].”
Thus, for purposes of the formula programs, an urbanized area could be defined to encompass a larger area
(and thus more population, but a lower overall population density) than the corresponding Census-defined
urbanized area (but not a smaller area, per the statute). Such adjustments in urbanized area definitions are in
fact made by the Federal Highway Administration, which uses its own “Federal Aid Urbanized Area”
definitions rather than those designated by the Census Bureau.
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becoming part of larger urbanized areas once 2000 Census figures have been
incorporated into the formula apportionments.

The issue faced by many such operators is that their system and operating characteristics
are more similar to those of small urbanized areas than they are to those of large
urbanized areas. The formula apportionments that they receive, however, are based on
and follow the restrictions of the large urbanized area formula program (e.g., the
prohibition on using formula funds for operations). These small operators may also be
disadvantaged by their size relative to other operators in the urbanized area when local
decisions are made on the disbursement and uses of urbanized area formula funds. It
should be noted, however, that the local decision-making process is strictly the province
of state and local governments.

7.5 Large Operators in Nonurbanized areas

The issues faced by small transit intensive cities may also apply to some systems in non-
urbanized areas. Such systems are typically found in resort areas with small year-round
populations but substantial seasonal populations and transit usage. Such systems carry far
more passengers and provide much more service than is typical for nonurbanized areas,
but this is not captured by the strictly population-based allocation of Section 53 11 funds.
The seasonal population variation also means that potential needs for such areas might
not be well captured by census population statistics alone.

8 Conclusion

Sufficient issues exist to suggest that changes to the existing Urbanized Area Formula
Grants Program should be considered in 2002-2003 as part of the FY 2004 and beyond
reauthorization cycle, when population data from the 2000 Census and the resulting
urbanized area redefinitions will be available.

The Section 5307,53  10, and 53 11 formula apportionments should continue to reflect
transit needs. Unlike many other interjurisdictional assistance programs of the federal
government, existing and potential mass transit needs are not distributed evenly across
the states, but instead tend to be much more concentrated. Any movement toward
allocating federal transit formula funds on a basis unrelated to need would run counter to
the purpose of the program.

As currently constituted, the Section 5307 formula program as applied to small urbanized
areas reflects potential need but does not explicitly reflect existing need. This is in
contrast to large urbanized areas--where existing needs are captured by the use of service
level factors in the formula, and nonurbanized areas--where states allocate their
apportionments on a discretionary or formula basis that does take account of existing
need. This latter fact runs counter to the argument that only large cities (which generally
have higher transit service levels) should have service factors applied in determining their
allocations. The end result of the existing formula structure is that small transit intensive
cities, which have above-average existing needs relative to their size, receive less formula
funding than they would if the formula included service level factors.



The 2000 Census of Population will have a significant impact on the formula
apportionments in both the urbanized and nonurbanized formula grants programs. These
changes, likely effective in FY 2002, will lead into the discussion and debate surrounding
the reauthorization of the federal transit program following the expiration of TEA-21
in 2003. FTA does not support reopening the current authorization and addressing
formula program issues before then.

Some possible changes to federal transit assistance programs have been raised and
analyzed in this report. The Federal Transit Administration views these proposals as a
starting point for discussions of how to maintain a federal transit assistance program that
continues to reflect and meet the needs of our Nation’s mass transit systems. We
welcome comments on this study and look forward to a continuing dialogue with
Congress, the public transit industry, and the general public.
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Appendix A
Data and Methodology

Operating data used in this report were drawn from the National Transit Database (NTD)
for 1996-98. This data is required to be reported by all operators in urbanized areas with
more than nine vehicles. Some of the measures used, such as unlinked passenger trips and
vehicle revenue hours, are only available at the operator/mode level. In linking such data
to particular urbanized areas, only the primary urbanized area served by the transit
operator was used. Transit operators in large urbanized areas are further required to
disaggregate data used for formula apportionment purposes, including passenger miles,
vehicle revenue miles, and operating costs, by the urbanized area that is served, including
both large urbanized areas and small urbanized areas. ’ Thus, the exact area to which the
data applies may vary depending on which measure is being tabulated.

Data on formula funding levels were drawn from FTA statistics. Aggregate amounts by
urbanized area size are based on the primary urbanized area served by the operator, as
was the operating data used in the comparisons in Exhibit 2. Passenger data for
nonurbanized areas were drawn from a recent FTA-commissioned survey.

The statistical outliers were identified by the use of multiple regression analysis. Linear
regressions of passenger miles and vehicle revenue miles on urbanized area population
and population density were performed using data for all small urbanized areas. The
outliers were identified by examining the standardized residuals for each urbanized area
from the regression; areas with a standardized residual greater than two were deemed
outliers. While there are some technical statistical issues associated with this approach, it
does help identify cities that have substantially greater transit service than would be
predicted based on their population and density characteristics alone.

In tabulating the alternative formula funding levels for FY 2000, only bus, demand
response, and vanpool operating statistics were used. All such data were classified as
non-fixed guideway data for formula purposes. Were the formula to actually be applied in
this way, however, it is possible that some of the fixed route bus miles for operations on
HOV lanes would be attributed as fixed guideway operations, as is done in large
urbanized areas. This would be particularly likely for small urbanized areas adjacent to
large cities.

’ For example, the Denver Regional Transit District serves the urbanized areas of Denver (large) and
Boulder and Longmont (small).
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The actual service level measures used to identify small transit intensive cities in
Exhibit 1 are shown in the following tables:

Exhibit A-l
Small Transit Intensive Cities

Vehicle Utilization
Average Annual Passenger Miles Per Vehicle Revenue Mile and Per Vehicle Revenue

Hour 1996-98

Passenger Miles  Per Vehtcle  Revenue Mile
Average tor urt3anlzea  areas
200,000-l million 7.29
brownsvrlle, I X 22 f3
Monessen, PA 17105
Lancaster-Palmdale, CA 12.84
Kailua, HI 12.82
Laredo, TX 11.55
Santa Barbara, CA 10.73
Champaign-Urbana, IL 10.52
Santa Cruz, CA 10.43
Lubbock, TX 9.42
Richland-Kennewick-Pasco, WA 9.20
Davis, CA 9.13
Soulder,  CO 8.65
Stamford, CT-NY 8.61
Lafayette, LA 8.50
Santa Rosa, CA 8.42
Eugene-Springfield, OR 8.30
Taunton,  MA 8.12
Bremerton, WA 8.10
Brockton, MA 8.07
New London-Norwich. CT 8.00
Monroe, LA 7.92
Beaumont, TX 7.62

-Passenger  Miles  Per Vehrcle  Revenue Hour
Average ror urbanized areas
200,000-l million 95.54
‘Lancaster-Palmdale, CA 346 53
Brownsville, TX 256:61
Monessen, PA 242.50
Richland-Kennewick-Pasco, WA 182.13
Bremerton, WA 159.96
Santa Cruz, CA 147.72
Poughkeepsie, NY 141.72
Santa Barbara, CA 140.57
Lubbock, TX 131.84
Champaign-Urbana, IL 127.47
Santa Rosa, CA 122.70
Laredo, TX 118.51
Eugene-Springfield, OR 115.58
Monroe, LA 111.98
Seaside-Monterey, CA 110.59
Brockton, MA 106.21
Winston-Salem, NC 104.78
Palm Springs, CA 102.88
Lafayette, LA 100.62
Stamford, CT-NY 100.16
Davis, CA 97.64
Beaumont, TX 96.90
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Exhibit A-2
Small Transit Intensive Cities

Transit Service Provision
Average Annual Vehicle Revenue Miles Per Capita 1996-98

Average for urbamzed  areas 200,000-l milhon ll.l-3
Florence, SC a/97 Dover, Ut 1639
Richland-Kennewick-Pasco, WA 46:23 Pittsfield, MA 15:72
Bremerton, WA 44.20 Oshkosh, WI 15.33
Olympia, WA 44.07 Port Huron, Ml 15.32
Bellingham, WA 33.39 Redding,  CA 15.28
Hyannis, MA 31.95 Taunton,  MA 14.26
Santa Fe, NM 31.38 St. Cloud, MN 14.25
Boulder, CO 25.90 Racine,  WI 14.09
Ithaca, NY 23.65 Savannah, GA 13.91
Sumter, SC 22.53 Brockton, MA 13.67
Santa Cruz, CA 22.23 Sheboygan, WI 13.35
Newark, OH 21.81 Fayetteville-Springdale, AR 13.35
Eugene-Springfield, OR 21.32 Gainesville, FL 13.09
Newport, RI 20.85 Santa Rosa, CA 12.89
Champaign-Urbana, IL 20.83 Tallahassee, FL 12.72
Fitchburg-Leominster, MA 20.65 Binghamton, NY 12.56
Seaside-Monterey, CA 20.63 Laredo, TX 12.19
Elmira, NY 20.38 Winston-Salem, NC 12.16
Myrtle Beach, SC 19.78 Santa Barbara, CA 12.14
Iowa City, IA 19.71 Erie, PA 12.04
Deltona, FL 17.84 Lancaster, PA 11.87
Duluth, MN-WI 16.90 Salem, OR 11.7c
Bay City, MI 16.80 Vero Beach, FL 11.64
Charleston, WV 16.69 Jackson, Ml Il.62
Galveston, TX 16.55 State College, PA II.62
Palm Springs, CA 16.55 Muncie, IN 11.3E
New Bedford, MA 16.48 Lafayette-West Lafayette, IN 11.2e
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Exhlblt  A-3
Small Transit Intensive Cities

Transit Service Provision
Average Annual Vehicle Revenue Hours Per Capita 1996-98

Average for urbanrzed areas 200,000-l milllon O.//T
Florence, SC 3 /93
Olympia, WA 2:860
Bellingham, WA 2.407
Richland-Kennewick-Pasco, WA 2.335
Bremerton, WA 2.239
Santa Fe, NM 1.948
Iowa City, IA 1.794
Champaign-Urbana, IL 1.719
Hyannis, MA 1.614
Santa Cruz, CA 1.569
Eugene-Springfield, OR 1.531
Newark, OH 1.480
Fitchburg-Leominster, MA 1.444
Ithaca, NY 1.389
Seaside-Monterey, CA 1.313
Duluth, MN-WI 1.295
Port Huron, Ml 1.230
Galveston, TX 1.201
Laredo, TX 1.187
Elmira, NY 1.171
Oshkosh, WI 1.125
Sheboygan, WI 1.124
State College, PA 1.094
Racine,  WI 1.089
Bay City, Ml 1.083
Tallahassee, FL 1.078
St. Cloud, MN 1.057
Savannah, GA 1.046
Brockton, MA 1.038
Sainesville, FL 1.030

Charleston, WV 1 021
New Bedford, MA 1:003
Palm Springs, CA 1 .OOl
Redding,  CA 0.987
Davis, CA 0.956
Sumter, SC 0.939
Vero Beach, FL 0.929
Santa Barbara, CA 0.926
Fayetteville-Springdale, AR 0.919
Myrtle Beach, SC 0.906
Lafayette-West Lafayette, IN 0.902
Springfield, IL 0.892
Muncie, IN 0.888
Santa Rosa, CA 0.885
Johnstown, PA 0.865
Burlington, VT 0.865
Erie, PA 0.864
Lancaster, PA 0.854
Norwalk, CT 0.848
Winston-Salem, NC 0.845
Portland, ME 0.824
Pittsfield, MA 0.821
Salem, OR 0.812
Binghamton, NY 0.810
Eau Claire, WI 0.804
Jackson, Ml 0.803
York, PA 0.803
Charlottesville, VA 0.780
La Crosse, WI-MN 0.772
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c txhlblt A-4
Small Transit Intensive Cities
Transit Service Consumption

Average Annual Passenger Miles and Unlinked Passenger Trips Per Capita 1996-
98

Passenger Miles  Per Capita
Average tOr Urbanized areas
200,000-l million 81.14
Rchland-Kennewlck-Pasco,  WA 42536
Bremerton, WA 358:20
Florence, SC 307.27
Santa Cruz, CA 231.84
Boulder, CO 223.92
Champaign-Urbana, IL 219.16
Olympia, WA 189.60
Eugene-Springfield, OR 176.96
Bellingham, WA 164.19
Newport, RI 150.21
Seaside-Monterey, CA 145.22
Laredo, TX 140.71
Brownsville, TX 140.08
Monessen, PA 139.24
Santa Barbara, CA 130.20
Taunton,  MA 115.71
New Bedford, MA 115.19
Brockton, MA 110.27
Santa Rosa, CA 108.54
Fitchburg-Leominster, MA 105.06
Palm Springs, CA 102.99
Ithaca, NY 101.97
Davis, CA 93.31
Iowa City, IA 91.70
Winston-Salem, NC 88.56
Lancaster-Palmdale, CA 86.83

Unlmked  Passenger Trips Per Capita
Average tor urbanized  areas
200,000-l million
Champaign-Urbana, IL
Iowa City, IA 70.61
Bellingham, WA 49.52
Bremerton, WA 47.95
Santa Cruz, CA 43.21
Eugene-Springfield, OR 41.04
Davis. CA 4o.oc
Olympia, WA 39.91
Richland-Kennewick-Pasco, WA 39.5s
State College, PA 38.81
Santa Barbara, CA 37.05
Laredo, TX 36.23
Seaside-Monterey, CA 29.08
Duluth, MN-WI 25.66
Tallahassee, FL 24.79
Ithaca, NY 24.74
New Bedford, MA 24.68
Galveston, TX 24.67
Palm Springs, CA 24.25
Brockton, MA 22.77
Port Huron, Ml 22.61
St. Cloud, MN 22.4s
Salem, OR 22.21
Williamsport, PA 21.34
Fayetteville-Springdale, AR 21.14
Gainesville, FL 20.04
Logan, UT 19.87
Binghamton, NY 19.76
Lubbock, TX 19.00
Oshkosh, WI 18.87
Burlington, VT 18.53
Johnstown, PA 18.21
Winston-Salem, NC 18.12
Savannah, GA 18.00
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Appendix B
Examples of Formula-Based State Transit Funding

Programs

Ohio

The State of Ohio assists local transit operators through the Ohio Public Transportation
Grant Program. The program provides assistance to local transit operators to meet the
local match requirements of Federal Transit Administration grants under the Section
5307,53 11, and 5309 programs. Funding for the program totaled $38 million in FY2000,
of which $25.5 million was allocated on a formula basis, with the remainder allocated for
discretionary capital grants.

Formula funds are first distributed by fixed percentages to five categories of transit
systems: Large Rail/Bus, Large Bus Only, Intermediate Bus, Small Bus, and Non-
urbanized Bus. Within each category, funds are allocated on a formula using 3 factors:

Ridership 50%
Revenue Service Miles 25%
Local Financial Support 25%

Within the Small Bus Systems category, there is significant diversity between fixed route
bus and demand response systems. To account for this, ridership levels and revenue
service miles for demand response systems are multiplied by 2.8 and 0.83, respectively.
These ratios are based on historic state data on relative costs per rider and per revenue
mile between demand response and fixed route bus service.

Iowa

The state of Iowa provides capital and operating assistance to local transit operators
through its State Transit Assistance (STA) Program. STA provides assistance through
both a formula and a discretionary special projects program. The formula program has
separate tiers for regional (rural, multi-county) systems and urban systems (cities over
20,000 in population, which includes both urbanized areas and nonurbanized areas).
Program funds are first divided between regional and urban systems on the basis of
revenue miles. Within each group, funds are then allocated according to three formula
factors:

Revenue miles per dollar of operating cost 25%
Ridership per dollar of operating cost 25%
Locally determined income 50%

The state also uses a formula to distribute the Governor’s Apportionment for Section
53 10 and Section 53 11 funds. The Governor’s Apportionment is first divided between
regional and urban systems on the basis of the systems’ total “Net Public Deficit.” Funds
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are then allocated according to ridership and revenue miles. The factor weights are
different for rural and urban systems:

Regional
Revenue miles
Ridership

60%
40%

Urban
Revenue miles
Rider-ship

50%
50%

Section 5307 funds for small urbanized areas are allocated on both a formula and
discretionary basis. Eighty percent of the funds are allocated based on the federal formula
apportionments for each small urbanized area, while the remaining 20 percent are
allocated based on peer pool recommendations and on scoring through the state’s Public
Transportation Management System (PTMS).

New York

The State of New York provides operating assistance to local transit operators through
the State Mass Transportation Operating Assistance (STOA) Program. STOA funds are
allocated both to “Specified” systems (large systems whose funding is a specific line item
in the state budget) and “Formula” systems (other, smaller systems receiving funding on
the basis of a formula). The formula program has separate tiers for Downstate (New York
City metropolitan region) and Upstate systems. Formula funding is based on a fixed
amount per vehicle revenue mile and per passenger, and is adjusted quarterly. For the
quarter from July-September 1999, the rates were $0.405 per passenger and $0.69 per
vehicle mile. The formula also has components for costs related to the implementation of
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) (based on passengers and population)
and for bus systems that interline passengers with commuter rail operations (50 percent
of the lost revenue due to free rail/bus transfers). New York State also provides capital
assistance for local transit operators. Capital assistance for non-Metropolitan Transit
Authority operators has two components. The first provides 50 percent of the local match
for FTA-funded capital projects, while the second provides additional capital assistance
to local operators based on a state assessment of transit capital needs.
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The Urbanized Area Formula 
Program and the  Needs of Small 
Transit Intensive Cities

Report to Congress
September 2000

Background of Study

n Section 3033 of the Transportation 
Equity Act for the 21st Century called for 
a study of the Urbanized Area Formula 
Program to specifically determine 
whether the formula for apportioning 
funds to urbanized areas accurately 
reflected transit needs

Formula Grant Program - FTA

n In FY 2000 = $3.0 billion
n Used for operating and capital 

expenditures
n Study concentrated on Section 5307 –

Urbanized Area Formula Program

Money Allocated in Two Tiers

n 9.32% to small urbanized areas 
(population 50,000 to 199,000)

n 90.68% to large urbanized areas 
(population 200,000 and above)

Small Urbanized Areas

n Criteria
– Population

– Population times population density

n Can be used for Operating

Large Urbanized Areas - Bus

n Criteria
– Population

– Population times population density

– Bus vehicle revenue miles

– Bus passenger miles weighted by 
passenger-miles per dollar of operating 
cost

n Cannot be used for Operating
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Assumptions

n Formula used assumes that larger cities 
require more travel and therefore the 
funding level should be higher

n Small systems that choose to provide a 
“higher” level of service get no benefit 
as the criteria is population based

Measures of Transit Intensity

n Vehicle Utilization
n Service Provision
n Service Consumption
n Statistical Outliers

Vehicle Utilization

n Passenger Miles per Vehicle Mile
n Passenger Miles per Vehicle Revenue 

Hour

Service Provision

n Vehicle Revenue Miles per Capita
n Vehicle Revenue Hours per Capita

Service Consumption

n Passenger Miles Traveled per Capita
n Unlinked Passenger Trips per Capita

Statistical Outliers

n These are cities whose existing needs 
(reflected by service levels) are not 
captured by their potential needs 
(reflected by population and population 
density.
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Transit Intensive Cities

n Defined as small urbanized areas 
whose intensity measure exceed the 
average for larger urbanized areas 
(population 200,000 to 1,000,000)

n 77 Small Urbanized Areas fit this 
definition in one of eight categories

n Only 4 exceeded every category

Impacted Cities

n Bremerton, WA
n Eugene-Springfield, OR
n Richland-Kennewick-Pasco, WA
n Santa Cruz, CA

Funding Issues

n The funding formula for small urbanized 
areas reflects potential needs but not existing 
needs.

n Therefore, transit systems in these cities 
receive less federal formula than they would if 
the formula used service levels.

n Result is that these cities have more limited 
resources available for capital needs.

Funding Alternatives

n Apply Service Factors to Small 
Urbanized Areas as a Group

n Apply the Bus Formula to all Urbanized 
Areas in a Single Tier

Impact on Santa Cruz METRO

$778,731$1,458,391

$(301,703)$(301,406)Watsonville

$1,080,434$1,759,797Santa Cruz

Bus Formula 
to All Areas

Service Factors to 
Formula



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Kim Chin, Manager of Planning and Marketing

SUBJECt: CONSIDERATION OF ISSUES RELATING TO THE RIDER’S
GUIDE/POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR PARATRANSIT
OPERATIONS

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends that the Board consider issues related to the development of the Rider’s
Guide/Policies and Procedures for Paratransit Operations

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  Currently Lift Line does not have a Policies and Procedures Guide from the District that
guides the implementation of ADA paratransit services.

•  Lift Line relies on the ADA Plan approved by the Board and the contract with the District
that contains specifications for the operation of Paratransit.

•  The ADA Plan and the contract specifications do not contain sufficient detail to guide the
operator in implementing paratransit on a day-to-day basis.

•  MultiSystems has been contracted to develop a Policies and Procedures Operating
Manual that will be based on a Rider’s Guide which details how paratransit services will
be provided.

•  Drafts of the Rider’s Guide have been developed in conjunction with a working group
comprising the Chair of the Metro User’s Group, the Chair of Paratransit Services of
MASTF, the Chair of the Elderly Disabled Technical Advisory Committee and METRO
staff.

•  The draft scope of the Rider’s Guide is being presented to the Board for information.  The
completed Rider’s Guide will be presented for Board approval in August, and will be
incorporated into the Request for Proposals (RFP) for Paratransit Operations scheduled
for release this Fall.

III. DISCUSSION

The Rider’s Guide is the first step in developing the Policies and Procedures for paratransit
operations.  It will provide a clear and concise document to assist eligible paratransit passengers
in booking, scheduling and canceling trips on the system.  The guide is an important part in the
creation of a detailed operating document that will specify how paratransit service will be
delivered to eligible passengers.
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The draft scope of the Rider’s Guide was developed with assistance from MUG, MA|STF and
E&D TAC representatives.  Additionally, an Open House was held on Friday, June 13, to
provide members of the community to review drafts, ask questions and give input.  The Guide
was also presented to MUG and MASTF.  At the MASTF meeting on Thursday, February 19,
members of the community were also invited to provide input and comments.

The following is an outline of the draft scope for the Rider’s Guide:

SCMTD Paratransit Rider’s Guide - Table of Contents

Meeting Our Customers’ Needs   ...................................................................................................
Improving Fixed Route Bus Service   ..............................................................................................
Paratransit Service   .......................................................................................................................

How to Apply for ADA Paratransit Service   ....................................................................................
Temporary Disabilities   ..................................................................................................................
Service for Visitors   ........................................................................................................................

The ADA Paratransit Service Area and Service Hours   .................................................................
Weekday and Saturday Service   ...................................................................................................
Sunday Service   ............................................................................................................................
Service Days and Hours   ...............................................................................................................

Fares   ............................................................................................................................................
Scheduling Rides on Paratransit   ..................................................................................................

When to Reserve a Ride   ...............................................................................................................
How to Reserve a Ride   .................................................................................................................
Your “Ready Time” and “Ready Window”   .....................................................................................
Scheduling Multiple Trips   ..............................................................................................................
“Subscription Trips”   .......................................................................................................................
“Feeder Service”   ...........................................................................................................................

How to Change a Scheduled Ride   ................................................................................................
If Your Appointment is Running Late   ............................................................................................

How to Cancel a Scheduled Ride   .................................................................................................
“No-Shows” .....................................................................................................................................
When the Vehicle Arrives   .............................................................................................................

Driver Assistance   ..........................................................................................................................
Paying Your Fare   ..........................................................................................................................
To Check on Your Ride   ................................................................................................................
After Hours Emergencies   ..............................................................................................................

Personal Attendants   .....................................................................................................................
Guests/Companions   .....................................................................................................................
Children   ........................................................................................................................................
Wheelchair and Other Mobility Aids   ..............................................................................................
Scooters   .......................................................................................................................................
Respirators and Portable Oxygen Equipment   ...............................................................................
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Service Animals   ............................................................................................................................
Pets   ..............................................................................................................................................
Safety Belts   ..................................................................................................................................
Packages and Personal Items   ......................................................................................................
Emergency Procedures   ................................................................................................................
Inclement Weather   .......................................................................................................................
Rider Courtesy   ..............................................................................................................................
Suggestions and Comments   .........................................................................................................
Important Phone Numbers   ............................................................................................................

The draft scope is being presented to the Board for information at this time.  No action is
required.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

None at this time.

V. ATTACHMENTS

None



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Kim Chin, Manager of Planning and Marketing

SUBJECt: CONSIDERATION OF ISSUES RELATING TO THE SERVICE AREA
SERVED BY ADA PARATRANSIT

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Staff recommends that the Board consider issues related to the service area served by ADA
paratransit.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  The Americans with Disabilities Act  (ADA) of 1990 requires public transit systems to
provide complementary paratransit services to eligible passengers.  Paratransit services
are complementary to fixed-route operations in that they operate within a pre-established
corridor around bus routes, and with similar days and times of service.

•  The ADA Plan identifies the METRO Paratransit service area generally to be a 3/4 mile
corridor on each side of fixed-routes excluding the Highway 17 commuter service.

•  In addition, the ADA Plan also identifies paratransit service to be available within 1 1/2
mile corridor of the fixed-routes that operate in four rural areas including Corralitos, Old
San Jose Road, Branciforte/Glen Canyon Road and Lakeview Road.

•  During the Comprehensive Operational and Financial Audit (COFA) of ADA paratransit
services, it was noted that they were several instances in the past where ADA services
operated by Lift Line picked up and/or dropped off passengers outside the designated
ADA service area.

•  As METRO moves forward to develop the Policies and Procedures for operating ADA
paratransit in a new contract, it is timely for the Board to consider these issues and
provide direction.

III. DISCUSSION

Current Situation
METRO operates a variety of fixed-route services within its service area. These include routes
that serve the urban core areas, rural areas as well as commuter routes that carry passengers on
Highway 17 into Santa Clara County.  The majority or approximately 80% of the county’s
population live within the fixed-route service area.
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The District’s ADA plan identifies the paratransit service area to be within 3/4 mile of each
fixed-route (excluding commuter service) and within 1 1/2 mile of four rural areas that have low
population density.  These four areas are:

•  Corralitos (served by fixed-route 72)
•  Old San Jose Road (served by fixed-route 60)
•  Branciforte/Glen Canyon Road (served by fixed-route 8, 9)
•  Lakeview Road (served by fixed-route 79)

The District held a number of public meetings in the early 1990’s to establish the width of the
ADA Service Corridor.  On December 18, 1991, input was received from Lift Line and CCCIL
that it would be desirable to include these four areas into the ADA service area.  Lift Line and
CCCIL representatives indicated that they were aware of disabled residents who lived in those
areas, and that these areas were approximately 1 1/2 miles from fixed-routes that operated at that
time.  An excerpt of the meeting minutes is included as an attachment.  There does not appear to
be specific population density or development density criteria that was used in this
determination.

In addition, complementary paratransit service is also provided to Big Basin State Park (served
by fixed-route 35) during the spring, summer and fall months (weekends only) when fixed-route
service is available.

Of the four paratransit areas that have low population density, all with the exception of Glen
Canyon Road have a current fixed-route operating within 1 1/2 mile.  In September of 1990, the
District deleted Route 24 that served Glen Canyon Road due to low ridership.  However, no
adjustment was made at that time to the ADA service area to complement that fixed-route
change.

The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 mandates that transit districts establish a minimum
service area corridor of 3/4 mile of fixed-routes.  Transit districts are permitted to expand that
corridor to 1 1/2 miles of each currently operating fixed-route.

Trip Demand Impact Analysis
In considering METRO’s ADA service area relative to the fixed-route system, it is helpful to
understand the potential impact to registered passengers if adjustments are being contemplated.
For each of the four exceptions that presently have a 1 1/2 mile corridor, the following is an
impact analysis of trip demand and a detail map showing a 3/4 mile and the current 1 1/2 mile
designation.  The analysis indicates the number of registered ADA passengers, the number of
trips taken during the past four quarters, the date of the last completed trip, and the number of
trips that were taken outside the hours that fixed-route operates.  It is important to bear in mind
that the analysis is based on the current number of registrants in the system.  During
Recertification, it is anticipated that there may be a reduction in the number of eligible registrants
and eligible trips.
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BRANCIFORTE RIDERS OLD SAN JOSE RIDERS
Metro ID # TOTAL Last Ride I-TRIPS

1301 210 6/29/01 0
138 58 6/27/01 0
137 102 6/28/01 0

3903 184 7/1/01 99
TOTALS 554 99

LAKEVIEW RIDERS

CORRALITOS RIDERS

Within 3/4 mile of service area
On the edge of 3/4 mile border I-TRIPS = Ineligible Trips
Between 3/4 mile and 1.5 miles
Currently beyond 1.5 miles

Metro ID # TOTAL Last Ride I-TRIPS
2922 31 6/28/01 3
2817 34 6/21/01 0
3145 7 9/22/00 1
859 22 4/18/01 2

5562 155 6/28/01 0
8328 11 3/22/01 4
8868 7 6/14/01 0

      TOTAL 267 10

Metro ID # TOTAL Last Ride I-TRIPS
3626 12 6/28/01 1
3215 16 6/14/01 0
5762 4 10/2/00 0
6343 6 5/16/01 0
7610 3 8/23/00 0
7576 21 6/17/01 2
8379 47 6/29/01      0*
8381 18 6/18/01 0

T04 17 01 2 4/18/01 0
129 3

Metro ID # TOTAL Last Ride I-TRIPS
2895 16 5/30/01 0
2140 4 3/25/01 4
2809 32 5/22/01 0
1747 4 4/24/01 0
5266 3 4/24/01 0
553 60 1/26/01 0
8186 240 6/29/01 4
7135 6 7/11/00 0
8164 27 3/27/01 0
8516 15 5/10/01 0

407 8
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Key Considerations
During the public meetings with the community on the Comprehensive Operational and
Financial Audit (COFA) of paratransit services and Recertification, input was received regarding
the ADA service area.  In addition, the MASTF Chair of Paratransit Services has indicated
support for limiting paratransit trips for both origins and destinations to the ADA service area,
and that these standards are applied uniformly and consistently to all eligible passengers.  The
Chair has also identified several issues and questions relating to the ADA service area for
clarification (Copy of e-mail attached).

The following is a summary of the key issues and considerations:

Key Issue Present Situation Considerations

1.  Definition of ADA Service
Area

Confusion over boundaries. Communicate ADA service
area boundaries more clearly
through informational
materials, recertification
procedures, paratransit
operators, community
outreach.

2.  Distance Criteria -- 3/4
mile or 1 1/2 mile corridor for
ADA service area?

3/4 mile for majority of fixed-
routes, 1 1/2 mile for four
exceptions.

A. Review present Trapeze
scheduling database to
ensure accuracy of present
corridors.

B. Identify major
origins/destinations
outside 3/4 mile or 1 1/2
mile corridor.

C. ADA service area Options
1. 3/4 mile for the entire

system.
2. 3/4 mile for the entire

system, and evaluate
feasibility of using TDA
funds for out-of-service
area trips.

3. 3/4 mile for urban core
and 1 1/2 mile for 4
exceptions (present
system).

3.  Service Span Criteria --
should paratransit operate
same days and hours that
current fixed-routes operates?

Some paratransit service
operated outside fixed-route
service span.

ADA Service Span Options
1. Operate paratransit outside

fixed-route service span
(present system).

2. Operate paratransit same
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days and hours as fixed-
route.

Case Study -- Hampton Roads Transit
Hampton Roads Transit (HRT) in Hampton, Virginia operated ADA paratransit outside its 3/4
mile designated service area for many years.  As HRT attempted to serve approximately 3,500
passengers outside the 3/4 mile corridor, it sometimes was unable to serve the 9,000 passengers
who wanted to take trips within the 3/4 mile boundaries.  The Department for Rights of
Virginians with Disabilities has threatened to sue HRT, and HRT is now proposing to restrict its
ADA service area to the 3/4 mile corridor required by the law.  A copy of an article relating
HRT’s issues is attached to this staff report.

Trapeze Automated Reservations and Scheduling
Currently, Lift Line uses a computerized trip reservation and scheduling system called Trapeze
to book and assign paratransit trips.  Trapeze utilizes a series of polygons which determines if the
requested trip is eligible relative to a variety of operational criteria such as the ADA service area,
days and times of service.  If the requested trip is ineligible, the trip is denied.

Lift Line has indicated that in the past, this function was not fully operational, and that some
trips were assigned in which the scheduler compared the origin and destination to a physical
map.  However, Lift Line has also indicated that the polygon function is now fully activated and
that Trapeze is now booking and assigning trips based on the computerized database.
It is anticipated that the District will retain the use of the Trapeze computerized reservation and
scheduling software.  The Request for Proposals for Paratransit Operations will contain
specifications that will require the successful bidder to operate service based on Board approved
service area standards.

Trapeze allows users to designate the ADA service area in two ways.  The first method involves
importing the fixed-route system into the database and then requesting the system software to
automatically "draw" the ADA service area and corridors.  The second method is to manually
"draw" the ADA service area and corridors for each route.  Both methods allow users to "flex"
the corridors for origins and destinations that may be slightly outside the 3/4 mile or 1 1/2 mile
criteria.  In addition, Trapeze also allows for supervisors to manually over ride the system in
order to make exceptions.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

None at this time.

V. ATTACHMENTS

A. Minutes of the Paratransit Service Steering Committee Meeting, December 18, 1991
(Excerpt)

B. Area Detail Maps for ADA Service Area with 1 1/2 mile Corridors
C. Email from Pat Spence, MASTF Chair of Paratransit Services
D. Case Study -- Hampton Roads Transit (HRT)
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C .

d.

e.

f.

duration trips, for example, from the .West side of Santa
Cruz to the University.

Jerrold Clark stated that perhaps a zone system could be
established  to define whether a direct paratransit  trip or
transfer trip to fixed route transit would be preferable.

Mike Molesky commented that the nature of the disability is
a factor. The ability of a transit driver to provide
services on a fixed route could be a determining criteria
and whether or not a paratransit vehicle would be assigned.

Greg Roubal commented that fatigue is also an issue, noting
that for some passengers the need to transfer may fatigue
the passenger and therefore,
inaccessible.

make fixed route transferring

Marion Kaufman commented that she was aware of a demand for
chemotherapy trips
weeks

on a daily basis for a period of two
for many persons suffering from cancer. She asked

whether or not these trips
Galloway

would be eligible. Mr.
commented that a system in full compliance with

ADA paratransit requirements would provide daily trips for
such clients. However,
constraints

he indicated that there may initial
established  by the District for the first

phases of implementation of the program.

Mr. Galloway
3/4 of a

noted that the minimum requirement for service was
mile from existing routes, however, the District can

expand services up to 1 l/2 miles from District routes. The
following comments were received.

a.

---p c*

Greg Roubal stated that the 3/4 mile service level is
acceptable initially and if there is an additional demand,
the District should expand the service area.

Clay Kempf stated that as a result of the Paratransit
Conference, he was under the impression that the issues
were relatively clear cut. That most of the. District's
population lived within 3/4 mile of the District routes
with the exception of persons residing on Branciforte
Drive, Glen Canyon Road area, Old San Jose Road and
Corralitos.

Liz Sparks commented that she was aware of disabled
residents
that this
publicity
etched in
plan at
required.

who lived on the Lakeview area in Watsonville  and
area should also be served. She also stated that
for the program  should stress that nothing is

stone and that the District may amend its initial
anytime in the future to expand services if

VII-26
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Emily Reilly and Tim Fitzmaurice

I am sending this note to Emily’s email because I have her address and not Mr. Fitzmaurice’s. I would
appreciate it if you would forward this to him.
Thought’s on the service area:
l The service area needs be accurately stated in the Policies and Procedures to be written by

Multisystems and due for presentation to the Board at the August 10th workshop.
l The service area now is poorly defined.

1. As a lay person reading the current service areas, there are too many things that are open to
individual interpretation and therefore a source for future conflict for potential passengers.

2. Will the service area be redefined each time a new fixed route is added or removed?
3. Is the service area only off the named street or “as the crow flies” for 3/4 mile in any direction

even if off another street within the 3/4 mile area?
4. There is no description as to the location of streets that have multiple names in the County; e.g.

there are 4 -Lakeview Drives. 1 -Lakeview Avenue, and 1 Lakeview Road.
Lakeview  Road

1. Lakeview  Road, Watsonville is now served by route 79 from Highway 129 to College Road.
2. If Lakeview  Road or any of the current exceptions were retained, would service be required for

the entire length of the road for a 1 l/2 mile corridor each side of the road?
5. For Lakeview  Road this would be for 1 l/2 miles around its entire length through and including

Carlton Road making it a large area to be served by paratransit.
Branciforte, Glen Canvon

1. The same is true for the Branciforte, Glen Canyon service area. How far up these two roadways
does the service area include? These are long roadways and a portion of the 1 l/2 mile of Glen
Canyon area may come close to the Highway 17 express area that is now excluded.

2. If the rider database were able to give this type of information, it would be interesting to see if
there are any present ADA eligible paratransit users in the Branciforte/Glen Canyon area or any
of the present extended areas.

Old Jose Road
1. Old Jose Jose Road is now served by route 60, through to Mountain View according to the

“Headways” schedule. (I was unable to locate Mountain View along the length of Old San Jose
on any of my maps. The name of Laurel Glen Rd. changes to Mountain View, but this may not
be the right one.)

Corralitos
1. I assume the extended area for service on the Corralitos route is 1 l/12 miles beyond the bus

stop located at Corralitos and Browns Valley Roads.
2. A roadway mileage marker could be identified as the furthermost point in order to avoid future

confusion.
l I fully support staff’s recommendation on limiting both origin and destination rides to the service areas.

1. However, this would be best be applied on a uniform basis with no preferential treatment to
provide rides to certain people who are outside the service area but still being given rides. The
current packet lists these people in #18B 1 and 2.

2. Also listed in #18B 2 is the Dragonslayers, which is an animal based therapeutic facility, located
on the Aptos Creek Road toward or in the Forrest of the Nisene Marks State Park. I have been
unable to find the exact location, but have been told by drivers who have been here that it is well
outside the 3/4 mile service area and the road is unimproved I believe.

3. Mr. Whiteagle’s church is 6 miles from the CDF station in Corralitos - 4 l/2 miles outside the
service area. The Dragonslayers is equally as far outside the service area or at least more than
the 3/4 mile limit now applied to that area.

4. It is inequitable and discriminatory to apply the service area for any one rider and not to others
who are also provided rides outside the service area.
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5. The remedy:
l The service area needs to be redefined or reformulated by the Board and management

according to existing, fixed route schedules.
l Any new extended service areas should be identified.
l During the re-certification process any rider who does not live in the service area should

be identified and offer other alternatives.
l Make sure destinations areas outside the service area will be automatically identified in

the computer at the time a ride is booked with the service provider
l Applv the service areas, ride rules and policies eouallv and uniformlv to all passenoers  at

all times.

Thanks, Pat Spence
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SECTION: COMMYENTARY, Pg. 54
LENGTH: 338 words
HEADLINE: HRT HAS BEEN GOING TOO FAR OUT OF ITS WAY
BODY :
Hampton Roads Transit erred on the side of compassion for years. It
provided trips for disabled people whom technically it was not
required to serve, at $3 each way.

Federal law requires the agency to provide disabled people with
rides that originate and end within three-fourths of a mile of a bus
route. HRT was serving about 9,000 disabled people taking rides
within the federal boundary. But it also served about 3,500 disabled
people going to or from points a greater distance from the routes.

As HRT attempted to serve the extra 3,500 riders, it sometimes
overextended itself. As a result, disabled people who lived within
the three-quarter-mile limit were sometimes stranded or left waiting
for hours.

Now the state Department for Rights of Virginians with Disabilities,
which successfully sued HRT in 1999, is threatening to sue again.
The agency says service to the disabled within the federal
boundaries has not improved.

Earlier this month, HRT proposed changes that would enable Handi-

Ride to comply with federal law, though at the cost of no longer
serving current customers outside the federal limits. Public
hearings on the matter will be held next month.

The Department for Rights of Virginians with Disabilities is a
watchdog agency that should work to ensure adequate transportation
for the disabled. But its threat to sue seems almost like
showboating. It should work with HRT to solve the problem, one that
HRT recognizes.

HRT can do only what its client cities pay for it to do. Cities
could spring for additional money to ensure rides for the disabled
at greater distances from bus routes. That seems unlikely, however,
for cash-strapped cities.

Meanwhile, the obligation to serve all disabled living within the
federal boundaries can't be neglected. Nor should the need to serve
more non-disabled riders be forgotten.

One cost of sprawl is that adequate public transit for everyone
becomes difficult or impossible to provide, especially when cities
try to do it on the cheap.

[Topic Index] [Document List] [Terms and Cpnditionsl- -
copy.r.ightg 2 001 LEXIS-NEXIS, a division of Reed Elsevier Inc. All

rights Reserved.



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Mark Dorfman, Assistant General Manager

SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL OF CABRILLO COLLEGE
TRANSPORTATION MASTER PLAN AND AUTHORIZATION TO
ENTER INTO A BUS PASS PROGRAM AGREEMENT.

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Approve the Cabrillo College Transportation Management Plan and authorize staff to enter
into a bus pass program agreement.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  In February, 2000 the Board authorized District staff to apply for TDA
Demonstration funds as the eligible claimant on behalf of Cabrillo College to develop
a Transportation Management Plan.

•  The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission (SCCRTC) awarded
$10,000 in May, 2000 through the District to Cabrillo College to develop the
Transportation Management Plan.

•  District staff participated in a committee that assisted in developing the Plan.

•  On June 4, 2001, Cabrillo’s governing Board adopted a Transportation Management
Plan.

•  Accepting the Transportation Management Plan enables the District to submit a final
report to the SCCRTC and to request a final $1,000 reimbursement for Cabrillo.

•  The bus pass program with Cabrillo lapsed and based upon this Plan, staff
recommends entering into a new contract for a one-year bus pass program.

III. DISCUSSION

Cabrillo College embarked upon major redevelopment of its Aptos and Watsonville
Campuses in accordance with its 1999 long-range Facilities Master Plan to accommodate
anticipated enrollment increases.  The Environmental Impact Report for the Cabrillo
College the Facilities Master Plan required implementing a transportation management
plan to mitigate projected traffic impacts from the Aptos campus expansion.

In order to develop a Transportation Management Plan, Cabrillo College requested
funding assistance from the Transportation Development Act (TDA) Demonstration
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Program administered by the SCCRTC.  Because Cabrillo College cannot receive TDA
funds directly, the Board authorized the District to apply for and claim the TDA funds on
behalf of Cabrillo College, which would lead the work effort.  The SCCRTC awarded
$10,000 in TDA funds through the District to Cabrillo College to create a Transportation
Management Plan.

Cabrillo College formed a Transportation Planning Committee of College administrators,
student representatives and transportation professionals including Les White and Mark
Dorfman to develop traffic mitigation strategies for the Plan.  The Transportation
Management Plan makes the following recommendations to reduce the traffic impacts
from the Cabrillo College expansion:

•  Increase parking fees to $40 per semester while maintaining the student bus pass
program at the current rate of $30 per semester, making transit the lower-cost
alternative.

•  Limit parking space additions to a fraction of the estimated long-term need, with
more spaces added only as demand increases.

•  Create a centralized travel planning office in the student center to help students plan
transit trips, coordinate vanpool and carpool formation and promote alternatives to
single occupant commuting.

•  Expand the College’s distance-learning program.
•  Establish a telephone-based class registration process and compress the academic

calendar to reduce trips to campus.

In addition to the Transportation Management Plan, Cabrillo College improved mobility
with its campus renovations.  Larger bus turnouts and new shelters at both the lower and
upper campuses connected to an improved sidewalk network enhance access by transit.

The Transportation Master Plan builds upon the campus renovations by promoting
public transit and alternatives to solo commuting.  Staff recommends accepting the
Cabrillo College Transportation Master Plan as transit-oriented traffic mitigation.

The District had a bus pass program with Cabrillo in the past.  The current contract
lapsed, and staff awaited the results of this study before considering a new contract.
Based upon the positive direction contained in the Plan, staff recommends entering into a
new a one-year bus pass program with Cabrillo College.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Approving the Transportation Management Plan will enable the District to request $1,000
final reimbursement from SCCRTC for Cabrillo College.  The one-year bus pass program
will generate $188,000 in revenue.

V.  ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Cabrillo College Transportation Management Plan
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Executive Summaw

The need for a transportation plan for Cabrillo College grew out of the long
range development plans for facilities construction and renovation and enrollment
growth. A five-year planning process resulted in the adoption of the Cabrillo College
Master Plan in 2000. The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) listed a transportation
plan be adopted and implemented as a mitigation measure in the implementation of the
master plan. In addition, changes in past campus bus pass and parking permit policies
have resulted in increasing student parking in adjoining neighborhoods, and increasing
complaints from property owners located near the Aptos campus. Funding through the
Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission’s Transportation
Development Act Demonstration Program provided Cabrillo College with the funding
to develop a plan to address the EIR requirements and neighborhood concerns, as well
as meet the transportation and access needs of students, faculty and staff.

Surveys of staff and faculty (conducted November 2000) and students
(conducted February 2001) indicated that while most trips by Cabrillo students, staff
and faculty are solo automobile trips, that carpooling and busing are the two most
frequently used alternatives. Bus riding received the most interest as an alternative to
solo commuting.

This Transportation Management Plan specifically addresses the ways students,
staff and faculty travel to and from campus, and includes programs to help reduce use
of single occupant vehicles for those trips. The strategies and programs included in this
plan will help reduce demand on roadway capacity and parking facilities, and reduce
the long term costs of building and maintaining more parking facilities.

Key elements of this transportation plan include:
Commuter Central: centralized location for commute information, both physically in
an office staffed with someone with transportation expertise, as well as virtually, on
a centralized web site.
Dedicated staffz dedicated program coordinator and student workers to implement
and evaluate transportation programs, manages Commuter Central, and acts as
liaison with other departments and college campuses, and agencies.
Marketing program: information and promotional campaign to promote and
integrate transportation programs and incentives that encourage the use of
alternatives to a single-occupant vehicle to travel to and from Cabrillo College’s
campuses.
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Cabrillo College
Trip Mitigation Progress

In 1998 voters passed a bond measure that allows Cabrillo College to implement the
College Master Plan by rehabilitating and expanding the Aptos campus, as well as
constructing additional facilities in downtown Watsonville and the Scotts  Valley/San
Lorenzo Valley area. The college adopted an Environmental Impact Report related to
the expansion, and in the process made a commitment to develop a partnership with
the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission and the Santa Cruz
Metropolitan Transit District to address related traffic congestion problems.

During approval of the EIR, the Cabrillo College Governing Board explicitly set a goal
of mitigating increased traffic, directing efforts toward transportation alternatives for
students, faculty and staff. At times transportation goals are in conflict - reducing trips
to campus may reduce bus ridership - but the overall promotion of trip alternatives
may ultimately result in increased ridership. Consistent with this goal, the College has
taken the following actions to date:

l Initiated the Transportation Planning Committee to develop and implement a
transportation management plan. The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission provided a demonstration grant of $10,000 to assist in the development
of the plan, with the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District acting as the lead
agency claimant for this grant.

l Planned College parking expansion is to be phased over a period of years. The
College Facilities Master Plan identifies 1,260 additional parking spaces to be
constructed, based on projected enrollments and state-recommended
enrollment/parking space ratios. Currently, 286 of these spaces have been
completed. The remaining 974 spaces will be added only as necessary after the
college has implemented transportation management measures to increase the use
of alternatives to driving alone.

l Implementing the College Facilities Master Plan has significantly facilitated bus
circulation and drop-off/pick-up of students, employees and campus visitors. The
addition of bus turnouts on Soquel Drive, an additional bus stop on the upper
campus perimeter road, connection by elevator with the upper campus, removal of
some parking from Soquel Drive, and other transit-related changes have been
achieved.

l A Compressed Academic Calendar had been instituted, reducing both the length of
the semester and the number of days per week many students are required to attend
classes. This has led to a reduced number of trips to campus overall.

l College registration is gradually shifting to a telephone system, Hawk Talk. Remote
registration options help reduce the number of trips to campus. It is a College goal
to upgrade the marketing of the bus pass option through Hawk Talk. Additionally,
the college has increased the amount of space allocated to bus pass promotion in the
Schedule of Classes.



l Expansion of the Watsonville Center (opening Fall 2001) and growing enrollment
and course offerings in the San Lorenzo Valley brings instruction closer to students’
residences, thus helping to reduce traffic to and from the Aptos campus, particularly
on the Highway 1 /Highway 17 corridors.

l The College is steadily increasing distance education capacity, offering more
telecourses, Internet courses, and two-way interactive remote location courses.
During the 1999-2000 academic year, over 1,000 Cabrillo students enrolled in
distance education courses, an increase of 86% over the past three academic years.
These instructional strategies also reduce student trips to campus.

l The college received a grant from the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control
District to fund bicycle improvements on campus, including bicycle storage
facilities. Funding for a traffic light coordination project is pending.

l Cabrillo College serves as a sponsor for Bike to Work, serving as a free breakfast site
for bicyclists twice a year.

l The Cabrillo College Governing Board voted to increase parking fees from $30.00 to
$40.00 (the maximum allowed) per semester, effective Fall 2001. Bus pass prices will
remain at $30.00 per semester. This fee increase will provide an economic incentive
to use transit, or other transportation alternatives to driving alone.



1. Cabrillo College Transportation Management Plan

Introduction
The need for a transportation plan for Cabrillo College grew out of the long range
development plans for facilities construction and renovation and enrollment growth. A
five-year planning process resulted in the adoption of the Cabrillo College Master Plan
in 2000. Capital improvements to facilitate the movement of students, faculty and staff
are incorporated in the master site plans for each location. This Transportation
Management Plan specifically addresses the ways students, staff and faculty travel to
and from campus, and includes programs to help reduce use of single occupant vehicles
for those trips. The strategies and programs included in this plan will help reduce
demand on roadway capacity and parking facilities, and reduce the long term costs of
building and maintaining more parking facilities.

The goals of this plan are to:
l Reduce number of single occupant vehicle trips by faculty, staff and students,
l Minimize traffic congestion growth as college grows,
l Reduce need for increased parking demand,
l Increase use of alternative transportation, including public transit, carpooling,

vanpooling, bicycling and walking,
t Improve the local and regional air quality, and
l Enhance accessibility for students, staff and faculty.

The implementation element of this transportation management plan outlines initial
steps to help Cabrillo College meet these goals, as well as the goals of the Master Plan.

Overview/Background
Initiated in 1995, the Cabrillo College Master Plan incorporated 5 years of

research and planning, culminating in adoption by the Board of Trustees in 2000.
During this process, mission, purpose and values statements were adopted as guiding
statements for the college and the master planning process:

l The mission of Cabrillo College is to enhance the intellectual, cultural, and
economic vitality of our diverse community by assisting all students in their quest
for lifelong learning and success in an ever-changing world.

l Our purpose is to provide an accessible and effective learning environment which
aids students in their pursuit of transfer, career preparation, personal fulfillment, job
advancement, and retraining goals.

l Our core values are academic freedom, critical and independent thinking, and
respect for all people and cultures. Our commitment is to encourage excellence, offer
a balanced curriculum, promote teaching methods for diverse learning styles, and
involve and enrich our community.
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Additionally, the following goals were adopted:
1. Enable students’ attainment of their educational goals, including degrees and

certificates, transfer, job placement and advancement, basic skills, and lifelong
learning.

2. Develop and implement curricula that respond to student learning needs, changes in
technology, transfer education, the economy, and the workplace.

3. Foster a college environment, and strong connection to the community, that will
attract and support a diverse and excellent faculty and staff.

4. Provide a college environment that attracts and supports students from our diverse

5 .
community, increase enrollment, and increase success via access and retention.
Continually update a flexible technology infrastructure and provide needed
training.

6. Develop and manage human resources, physical and financial resources to
effectively support the learning environment.

In September 2000, the college formed a Transportation Planning Committee,
composed of college faculty, staff, administration and student representatives, as well
as transportation planning professionals from regional agencies and organizations.
Committee input helped guide the development of this transportation management
plan. A Transportation Development Act Demonstration Project grant from the Santa
Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, sponsored by the Santa Cruz
Metropolitan Transit District, funded the development of this plan.

In order to develop an effective plan, college-wide surveys were conducted to
determine travel behavior patterns. The survey also tested attitudes about
transportation and perceived barriers to using travel alternatives to the single occupant
vehicle. Jing Luan and Terrence Willett from Cabrillo College’s Office of Institutional
Research developed two separate surveys in conjunction with the Transportation
Planning Committee: one for students, and one for faculty/staff. The faculty/staff
survey was administered in November 2000, and the student survey was administered
in February 2001. A summary of the results of this transportation study can be found in
the appendix of this plan.

This plan largely focuses on travel demand management measures, promoting
the use of transportation alternatives, with activities physically focussed at a Commuter
Central, which will be the nexus for transportation information and activities. In
general, travel demand management measures are cost-effective transportation
improvements that reduce the dependency on driving alone, and enhance opportunities
for transit ridership, carpools, vanpools, and bicycle access. These measures reduce
traffic congestion and the demand for road and parking space. As a result, the
implementation of these measures reduces the need for more costly transportation
investments, such as construction of additional parking facilities. Additionally, these
measures can help reduce congestion on adjacent neighboring and regional roadways,
minimize parking impacts outside the campus facilities, reduce vehicle emissions, and
improve air quality.
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Guiding Principles
In assembling this transportation management plan, several fundamental principles

guided the development of programs and strategies:

l

l

l

l

l

l

l

Implement low-cost and no-cost improvements with potentially great benefits as
soon as possible. In addition to keeping initial expenditures to a minimum, this
approach maximizes existing resources - i.e. parking, transit, staffing -while
encouraging positive changes in travel habits.

Recognize that many transportation improvements offer multiple benefits or are
interdependent. For example, construction of a new pedestrian bridge may make
for a more direct cross-campus walk, provide improved ADA accessibility and
distribute parking demand along less-utilized parking facilities.

Continue to monitor a variety of campus transportation parameters - parking
permit sales, transit pass sales, parking lot utilization, transit ridership, etc. - on a
regular and ongoing basis.

Regular assessment of program effectiveness will allow periodic revisions and
improvements in response to changing environmental, socioeconomic and political
conditions. Measures will include ongoing evaluation of economic incentives
designed to reduce the use of single occupant vehicles, and increase use of public
transit. Milestones scheduled at the end of each implementation phase would
provide an opportunity to measure the effectiveness of recent transportation
improvements while informing campus decision-making concerning upcoming
improvements; additional “course corrections” could revise cost estimates for future
projects, funding projections and fee schedules.

Maintain flexibility. This is particularly important where capital-intensive
improvements are concerned. Improvements such as bridges, parking decks and
parking structures are generally permanent - as well as. expensive - and
significantly constrain future development. Every consideration should be given to
the long-term impacts of such improvements on the infrastructure, environment and
character of the campus.

Provide a variety of solutions. Like any system or community, the campus
transportation system benefits from a variety of travel modes and alternatives. The
diversity of individuals’ travel needs and desires - from transit-dependent
individuals to cost-conscious carpoolers - are best served by a diversity of
alternatives and environmentally friendly uses.

Investigate ways to reduce costs and secure external funds. User fees, such as
parking fees and fines, can provide ongoing revenue for transportation programs.
However, every effort should be made to minimize their expense. Innovative use of
existing resources can provide valuable new services at potentially low net cost.
Similarly, external grants and funds should be sought to cover specific project
expenses.
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2. Programs
While this plan outlines the program and steps for implementation, the real work

will begin once the plan is adopted and assigned to staff. This plan draws from
interviews and surveys with students, faculty and staff at Cabrillo College, as well as
best practices from similar programs and institutions in California. Once
implementation is initiated, further refinements and adjustments will be necessary to
maximize the effectiveness of the plan elements.

Dedicated staff assigned to the implementation, promotion and evaluation of the
transportation programs will help ensure that the programs remain effective and
relevant to the audiences they are meant to serve. Adequate program resources are also
essential to implement an effective program. Additionally, ongoing coordination with
other transportation agencies, community groups and local government agencies can
help forestall future problems.

Promotion and marketing are critical, on-going processes for any travel demand
management program and require adequate staffing to revise, refocus and refine
materials and approaches to reach an ever-changing population. In an educational
setting, new students arrive each semester who are unfamiliar with existing programs
and policies. In the larger population, life-changes often result in individuals
reconsidering their transportation choices due to shifting needs and responsibilities.
Not only may programs and services need revisions in order to remain effective and
relevant, but the may audience change over time.

This section is divided into 3 parts: A. College-wide Programs, B. Programs for
Faculty/Staff, and C. Programs for Students. The College-wide Programs could be
offered to all on campus, while targeted programs are specifically listed separately for
Faculty/Staff and Students.

A. College-wide Programs

Commuter Support Services
-Commuter Central - A centralized place for commute information, both physically in
an office staffed with someone with transportation expertise, as well as virtually, on a
centralized web site. The office may also house a workstation dedicated to
transportation information. Commuter Central would be the place for bus passes and
transit info, personalized trip planning, bike maps, bike locker registration, emergency
ride home registration, bike loan applications, bike loaner check-out, etc.

-Transportation Program Services - A dedicated person to implement and evaluate
transportation programs: manages Commuter Central, and acts as liaison with other
departments and college campuses, and agencies, such as SCCRTC, METRO,
Community Traffic Safety Coalition, Commute Solutions, TMA, etc.

-Personal commute planning assistance - Assistance via phone, fax, e-mail or in person
to help staff solve transportation and mobility problems.

-Expanded transportation section on website - Elevate transportation information on
both internal and external web pages for easy access. Expand information available.
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-Provide targeted bus schedules for each campus, and between campuses - Work with
METRO to publish specialized bus schedulesihat  show specific routes and hours from
specific destinations, such as from Westside  Santa Cruz to the Aptos campus, as well as
travel specifically between the Aptos, Watsonville and San Lorenzo Valley campuses.

Outreach & Education
A key element for any program is to be sure that everyone is aware of the benefits
available, and how to take advantage of those benefits. Some strategies include:
-Continue active role in countywide events - involvement in community-wide activities
integrates the college with the greater community, and demonstrates commitment to
helping solve a community problem.

Bike to Work: host breakfast site, promote events, provide support,
Commute Solutions: fall promotional event; 429-POOL
Electric Bike Commuter Incentive Program: host promotional event

-Ongoing and special promotions - An effective promotional effort is crucial to the
acceptance, recognition and usage of cornmute options and support programs. These
can include prizes, coupons for discount or free food or merchandise, challenges, and
other incentives. This can also include departmental challenges to increase
participation. Piggyback transportation information on current forms of
communication.

-Set program goals, track results, celebrate successes - Tracking and publicizing
positive results via newsletter, campus newspaper, e-mail, etc. from program
participation tells participants that they are making a difference, and encourages others
to participate.

Ridematching
-Promote the regional ridematch database system - Operated by Commute Solutions,
registration for the database ridematch can be made available through Intranet access.

-Vanpool  formation - Provide assistance in organizing vanpools, help interested drivers
set up a program. The college may consider subsidizing vanpool costs for drivers and
riders, or acquire vehicles for vanpools.

-Provide in-house, web-based ridematching that serves the Cabrillo College campuses,
providing options to arrange shorter-term (semester) carpools.

Incentives
A wide range of incentives can be used to encourage alternative transportation, as we
as disincentives to discourage driving alone. Examples of some of the possible
measures include:
-Transit passes for all faculty/staff and students
-Discounted products or cafeteria services for using commute alternatives
-In-house prize drawings or promotions
-In-kind incentives and subsidies
-Parking charges for prime parking areas
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-Prime parking places designated for carpools, vanpools
-Awards for carpools, vanpools, transit riders, bike riders
-Charge increased or tiered fees for a parking pass
-Increased parking fines

Facilities
-Designated preferred parking spaces for carpools and vanpools.

-Secure, covered parking for bicycles:
Bike lockers and bike cages in strategic locations throughout campus.
Utilize Bikes Secure program to expand bike parking facilities.

-Improved bus benches and shelters - well-lit, clean, with clear schedules posted.

-Shower and locker facilities available for bicycle and pedestrian commuters.

-On-site amenities: ATM, direct deposit of paychecks, postal services, childcare
available.

B. Programs for FacultdStaff
Outlined below are services and programs targeted to faculty and staff:

Commuter Support Services
-Transportation Management Association membership - Specialized program benefits
that provide targeted transportation benefits, such as:

l Emergency Bide Home - a free cab ride for those using an alternative
commute and have an emergency that day.

l Bike Loan Program - a 0%-interest loan for up to $750 to purchase a
cornmuter bike and accessories.

l Commuter Club - discounts, incentive, and a cool commuter mug for any
employee pledging to use an alternative commute at least one day per week.

Outreach & Education
-New employee orientation - Incorporate commute program information in new
employee orientation materials and activities.

Ridematching
-In-house informal ridematching - An informal ridematch board can be set up in
department offices, the human resources office, or online for staff and faculty.

Alternate Work Schedules
-Telecommuting options - Determine which staff positions may be able to accomplish
their work from remote locations or home. Provide online services that would reduce
the need to travel between campuses for non-teaching tasks.
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-Nontraditional schedules - Determine which staff positions could be accomplished in
flexible or nontraditional schedules, such as a 4/10 Lwork  schedule. -

Incentives
-Financial incentives to decline a parking pass

Facilities
-Bicycle fleet for employees to use during the workday for nearby errands.

C. Programs for Students
Outlined below are services and programs targeted to students:

Outreach & Education
-New student orientation - Incorporate commute program information in new student
orientation materials and activities, as well as all aspects of registration, including
Schedule of Classes, Hawk Talk, Welcome to Cabrillo brochure, student orientation
materials, and college website.

-In-house informal ridematching - An informal ridematch board can be set up in
department offices, at Commuter Central, or an online bulletin board for students.

Alternate Learning Environments
-Remote classrooms - Provide classes through telecommunications technology,
including teleconferencing, cable and broadcast television, and the Internet.

-Nontraditional schedules - Provide classes at times other than the traditional weekday
semester: weekend, summer or winter-session intensive courses, etc.
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3. Planning & Promotion
Some elements of this program will be easily implemented immediately. Other

elements will require additional plannin,0 and information before they can be
implemented. Outlined below are elements that are crucial to the successful
implementation of this plan.

Program  Implementation
In order to implement programs, including the needed planning, marketing,

promotion, and evaluation activities, a committed, dedicated management level staff is
key to ensuring that this transportation program is integrated into the overall college
activities and programs. Delegating responsibility to a variety of departments and
personnel will result in a fragmented program and marketing effort, defusing the
benefits these efforts could produce for students, faculty and staff, as well as the
community at large.

Marketing:  & Promotion
Information is crucial to implement the programs outlined in this plan. Students,

faculty and staff need to be aware of the programs available, and how these programs
benefit them, the college and the greater community. These efforts will need to focus on
the benefits of the transportation program, saving time, money or providing other
benefits to the users of the program.

Close Collaboration with Transportation  Agencies
The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District already provides a significant

portion of transportation to Cabrillo College  campuses. Improvements in service, such
as route and schedule enhancements, can further increase the use of bus service. As the
regional transportation planning organization, the Santa Cruz County Regional
Transportation Cornmission can provide valuable technical expertise, and can integrate
the needs of Cabrillo College in the overall regional transportation plans. It is
imperative that Cabrillo College representatives seek and maintain seats, and actively
participate on such advisory bodies as the transit district’s Metro Users Group, and the
regional transportation commission’s Interagency Technical Advisory Committee, as
well as establish close contact with policy makers with these transportation agencies.

GIS Mapping:  of Students,  Facultv, Staff
Geographic Information Systems technology is an excellent tool to help fine tune

programs, and help focus transportation program efforts. Geographically plotting
student, faculty and staff residence locations can help identify potential new transit
routes and improvements, as well as focus efforts to form vanpools  and carpools.

3.1



4. Implementation Strategies
The Cabrillo College Master Plan has launched major college-wide renovations

of facilities. Transportation and circulation were first among the elements studied in
the environmental impact report for implementing the Master Plan. The mitigation
measures studied in the EIR include:

1. Construction of a second pedestrian bridge over Soquel Drive.
2. Realignment of Soquel Drive/Cabrillo College Drive intersection/
3. Provision of additional parking spaces on campus.
4. Improvements to Soquel Drive.
5. Realignment of the road that provides access to the Sesnon House.
6. Construction of a Lower Perimeter Road.
7. Improvement to circulation to meet ADA requirements.
In addition to these measures, additional improvements incorporated into the

construction project include the construction of new transit stop shelters and
installation of 24 new bike lockers. These measures are currently installed or in the
planning or construction phases, and will help to enhance the implementation of the
travel demand management measures outlined in this plan.

Dedicated Staff
The staff responsible for program implementation is integral to success of a

transportation program. Hiring a management level transportation program
coordinator should be considered as one of the first steps to implement the program.
This person’s responsibilities would include oversight of the various transportation
management programs. Student workers could be hired to staff Commuter Central and
maintain and update the proposed website. Some of these staff functions include:
l Sell/distribute and promote bus passes, and midterm validations
l Oversee rental of bike lockers
l Promote transportation programs
l Serve as source of transportation information:

-Provide presentations to various student, staff and faculty groups
-Respond to phone calls, fax, e-mail and in-person queries about transportation
programs
-Maintain up-to-date information on ride matching, bus schedules, emergency
ride home program, bike loan program, incentive programs, special events (such
as Bike to Work), etc.

l Provide organizational and staff support for campus special events and promotions
related to transportation.

l Attend regular meetings of other transportation-related agencies as it applies to
Cabrillo College, such as Metro Users Group, Interagency Technical Advisory
Committee, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission, Santa Cruz
Metropolitan Transit District board, Community Traffic Safety Coalition.

Additionally, transportation liaisons should be designated at the Watsonville and San
Lorenzo Valley campuses, as well as with other satellite locations, serving as the
primary transportation contact at those sites, and working closely with the coordinator
located at the Aptos campus.
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Commuter Central
A central location in the new Student Center for transportation information and

services would provide a one-stop location for all transportation programs. This facility
could be established physically in an office staffed with someone with transportation
expertise, as well as virtually, centralizing all Cabrillo College commuter information
on a single web site. The office may also house a workstation or kiosk dedicated to
transportation information. Commuter Central could be the place for bus passes and
transit info, ride matching, bike maps, bike locker registration, emergency ride home
registration, bike loan applications, bike loaner check-out, etc.

Recommended Actions for Implementation
The actions recommended for implementation are summarized in order of their

recommended phasing and mode.

First Tier: for near-term implementation:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

Implement parking fee increase recently approved by the Board of Trustees at $40
per semester, with fee increase dedicated to transportation programs.

Recruit and hire transportation coordinator to implement the transportation plan.

Develop transit pass program, evaluating a variety of promotional options.

Develop and implement information program targeted for students, faculty and
staff that outlines the elements and benefits of the transportation program. This
program should include print and electronic media, including a centralized
transportation web presence, and promote the benefits of using alternatives to
driving alone.

Integrate the transportation program into the Cabrillo’s Shared Governance process
currently in existance.

Create a Commuter Central to serve as a central transportation resource. Center
resources should be accessible to the maximum number of students, faculty and staff
by providing appropriate and adequate training for staff, understandable materials,
and scheduled to be open adequate hours.

Seek outside funding to support the development of transportation programs,
materials and services.

Second Tier: for intermediate-term implementation:

8. Develop a commuter vanpool program.

9. Designate preferred parking for carpools and vanpools.

10. Develop an online ridematching program for student use for all sites.
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11. Assess potential revisions in classroom scheduling and course offerings that can
help reduce the need for inter-campus travel.

12. Implement an “early alert” mechanism to incorporate the Santa Cruz Metropolitan
Transit District in planning efforts that may have potential changes in transit
demand and ridership, such as changes in class schedule structure, expected
enrollment, course offerings, etc.

13. Adopt college-wide policy supporting alternative work schedules and
telecommuting options for staff.

14. Explore options with the transit district to expand and improve transit services,
including inter-campus shuttles and express service to campuses.

15. Improve the campus bicycle facilities, including secure, covered bike parking in
centralized locations and near shower facilities, and circulation improvements.

16. Survey existing and proposed pedestrian circulation system to ensure optimal access
for pedestrians, connecting transit, parking and bicycle facilities to campus facilities.

17. Adopt increased parking fines, dedicating increased revenue to transportation
programs.

18. Evaluate programs on a regular basis, and make adjustments as indicated.

ImrAementation  Schedule
The following page illustrates a potential implementation schedule based on the

assumption that the transportation management plan is adopted and implemented in
June 2001. Once the transportation program coordinator is hired, this schedule can be
adjusted to reflect actual implementation plans.
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5. Funding Strategies
A variety of funding sources could build a stable funding base for transportation

programs at Cabrillo College. The designated transportation staff should work closely
with the Business Office to develop an optimal mix of revenues to fund activities. Some
potential sources of funds include:

1. Parking Fees - Although governed by state legislation, parking permit fees can
potentially provide a substantial portion of the funding for a transportation
program. In the future, a tiered system may be considered that includes discounts
for carpools  and vanpools, and higher charges for prime parking locations.
Additionally, increased parking fines not only provide a source of revenue, but also
act as a deterrent to avoiding the purchase of a permit and parking in adjoining
neighborhoods. Future fee increases could be dedicated to alternative
transportation programs.

2. Bus Pass Revenues - Also governed by state legislation, this stream of revenue helps
defray the costs of transit service. Programs that encourage transit ridership would
result in increased revenues that could be rolled into improved transit service and
potential subsidies for transit passes.

3. Grants - Several sources of transportation grants may also be considered for funding
the start-up of transportation programs:

a. Bikes Secure - Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
provides equipment subsidies for bike parking installations and improvements.
Bikes Secure is the Commission’s bicycle parking subsidy program for bike racks,
bike lockers, temporary bike parking facilities, and bike parking cages. $20,000
in funds is still available for additional bicycle parking subsidies.

b. ST’l?/CMAO  - The Surface Transportation Program/Congestion Mitigation Air
Quality funds are federal funds distributed on a regional basis to projects and
programs. These funds are awarded to projects on a multi-year basis, and are
competitively judged through a highly competitive application process through
the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission.

c. AB 2766 - In 1990, Assembly Bill 2766 became law, authorizing the Department
of Motor Vehicles to collect motor vehicle registration surcharge fees for air
pollution control districts. The revenues are then spent on projects that reduce
air pollution from motor vehicle and related planning, monitoring, enforcement
and technical studies to implement the California Clean Air Act. Locally, the
Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District administers this program,
making approximately $1.6 million available annually in the tri-county Monterey
Bay region on a competitive basis. Projects must be able to show emission
reductions.

d. Miscellaneous - Additionally, there are a broad range of funds available via a
number of state and federal agencies, including the State Office of Traffic Safety,
Caltrans, US Department of Energy, US Environmental Protection Agency, and
US Department of Transportation. Specific funding for projects may change over
time, and may or may not be funded on an annual basis through the legislative
budget process.
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4. Private Sources - There may be additional opportunities for the college to seek
private funding for programs and projects with the assistance of the college’s
development office and foundation. These sources would require close and careful
coordination so as not to interfere with other college fund raising activities and
priorities.
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6. Community Involvement
A number of public agencies and community organizations provide input and

advise to the overall transportation planning process in Santa Cruz County and the
Monterey Bay region. As a significant and respected member of the Santa Cruz County
community, Cabrillo College can provide valuable input to these planning processes
and public agencies. Some of the major agencies related to transportation include:

Santa Cruz Countv Regional Transportation Commission (SCCRTC)
The purpose of the SCCRTC is to:

1. Set priorities for major capital improvements to our transportation infrastructure,
including highways, major roads, rail and alternative transportation facilities.

2. Pursue and allocate funding for all elements of our transportation system.
3. Adopt policies to improve mobility, access and air quality.
4. Plan for future projects and programs to improve the regional transportation system

while improving the region’s quality of life.
5. Inform businesses and the public about alternatives to driving alone and the need to

better manage our existing transportation system.
6. Conduct programs to encourage the use of alternative transportation modes.

Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission staff recently
recommended that Cabrillo College be designated a permanent seat on the SCCRTC’s
Interagency Technical Advisory Committee. Additionally, Cabrillo College could
provide input to the commission on regional projects such as the Regional
Transportation Plan, acquisition of the Santa Cruz Branch rail line, and the construction
of high occupancy vehicle lanes on Highway 1. Commute Solutions, a project of the
SCCRTC, serves as the rideshare agency for the county, and can provide ridematching
support.

Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District (METRO)
METRO is the agency providing fixed route transit services in Santa Cruz

County. Additionally, METRO operates the Highway 17 Express in conjunction with
the Valley Transportation Authority with service to downtown San Jose.

Cabrillo College is a designated member of the METRO Users Group (MUG), an
advisory body to the METRO board of directors. Additionally, Cabrillo College could
provide input on projects at METRO board meetings, including service improvements,
and other transit enhancements such as magnetic card billings, and other operational
efficiencies. Cabrillo College staff can work closely with METRO staff to implement
and promote bus pass programs, monitor student usage patterns, and use GIS data to
plan future service improvements.

Local Turisdictions
Both the Planning and Public Works Departments of Santa Cruz County have

influence over current and future improvements related to transportation at the Aptos
and San Lorenzo Valley campuses, as well as the City of Watsonville for the
Watsonville campus. Continuing current relationships with both staff and policy
makers will enable Cabrillo College to provide input and influence on future land use
decisions at and surrounding its campuses.

6.1



,

Commute Solutions
A project of the SCCRTC, Commute Solutions provides encouragement and

information to commuters on the alternatives to driving alone, including car-pooling,
vanpooling, bicycling, walking, taking public transit, and telecommuting. Commute
Solutions also serves commuters travelling within, into, or out of Santa Cruz County by
providing free customized matchlists of other commuters going to the same work or
school location. Commute Solutions is linked with San Francisco/San Jose Bay Area
and can assist commuters traveling into or out of Santa Cruz County. Commute
Solutions also offers vanpool incentives and promotional events, as well as bike maps
and other commuter information that promotes alternative transportation.

Communitv Traffic Safetv Coalition
A program of the county’s Health Services Agency, this coalition of public

agencies, law enforcement and community interests addresses issues related to bicycle
and pedestrian safety. Some of their projects include the “Share the Road” signs seen
throughout the county, as well as a soon-to-be launched traffic school specifically for
bicyclists who are issued tickets for traffic violations.

Santa Cruz Area TMAPaiaro  Vallev TMA
The Santa Cruz Area Transportation Management Association (TMA) is a

nonprofit membership organization of local employers and property owners working
together to promote and encourage more efficient use of the transportation system with
the goal of improving the quality of life and economic climate of Santa Cruz County.
The Pajaro Valley TMA operates similarly south of Freedom Boulevard, delivering
services to area employers. These public/private partnerships focus on developing and
delivering innovative and cost-effective services to members, and providing an
employer/business perspective on transportation policy. Membership in these agencies
provides valuable programs for employees, as well as an employer voice at policy
meetings.

Bike to Work
A program of the Santa Cruz Area TMA, Bike to Work offers two countywide

events annually to promote bicycle commuting, as well as ongoing programs that
support and encourage safe and responsible bicycle riding throughout the county.

UC Santa Cruz
The UCSC campus’ Transportation and Parking Services (TAPS) department has
overseen all transit, bike, TDM and parking programs since 1987. Accommodating the
transportation and parking needs of a community of approximately 15,000 students,
faculty and staff, UCSC TAPS has many years of experience in developing,
implementing, marketing, managing and monitoring TDM and parking management
programs. TAPS staff could be valuable advisors in developing plans for Cabrillo
College.
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7. Evaluation Strategies

Evaluation is a critical part of the Cabrillo Transportation Management Plan. A variety
of measures, listed below, will give those responsible for implementing the program
crucial information about the effectiveness of the program, and can illuminate
additional issues and opportunities to help increase mobility and minimize growth in
traffic congestion and parking demand.

Student Bus Pass Sales & Staff /Facultv  Bus Pass Distribution & Sales: Assess
semester sales data for students and distribution data for staff. Track ridership
trends against sales and mid-term validation requirements. Track trends compared
to transit ridership data.

Transit Ridershin Data: Monthly billings from SCMTD will help monitor changing
patterns in transit ridership. This data includes ridership on routes that serve the
Aptos campus, as well as Cabrillo passes used in the rest of the system. This
ridership data can also be compared against the bus pass sales data to determine
trends and assess barriers and opportunities. Future farebox collection and
reporting systems may allow differentiation between types, locations and travel
patterns of Cabrillo riders. The most important factors measured here are trends,
and how they change over time, thereby providing information on emerging transit
service needs.

Student Parking Permit Sales & Staff /Facultv  Parkinn Permit Distribution:
Compare trends in student permit sales, staff acquisition, and special use permits,
such as carpool permits or single day use permits. Compare trends between permit
sales and parking utilization studies.

Parking Utilization Studies: Surveys of the parking lots are conducted for one week
each semester at key time periods to count the number of vehicles present
throughout the course of the day. The survey will differentiate use of faculty and
student parking facilities, as well as those parked informally in non-permit areas.

Student & Staff /Facultv  Survevs: Periodic assessment of travel behavior, as well as
testing acceptance of particular transportation options or programs. May be paper
based, or electronic.

Special survevs: These can include surveys to evaluate specific programs, or specific
target audiences, and will be planned and implemented on an as-needed basis.

Modal Mix Studies: Teams of people are placed at campus access points to count the
number and character of vehicles entering and exiting the campus for at least one
daylight period (usually 7: 00 a.m. to 7~30  p.m.), and potentially over several days. If
done simultaneously with hose counts, the hose counts provide a check on the
accuracy of the human counters. This type of count helps to characterize travel
behavior and can be compared to survey data where students, staff and faculty
report their travel behavior.

7.1



l Traffic Counts: The Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission
conducts traffic counts with mechanical hose counters once a year at 5-6 locations.
These provide us with a direct measure of the number of vehicle trips passing in the
vicinity of the campus. The trends in these counts over time can be compared
against enrollment figures to provide a general, although not completely accurate,
picture of traffic impacts of the college.
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8. Resources

Cabrillo College
Cabrillo College Master Plan
Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Comments on Master Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report
Cabrillo College Fact Book 1999-2000
Schedule of Classes: Fall 2000, Spring 2001
Cabrillo College Transportation Surveys: November 2000, February 2001
John Hurd, President
Manuel Osorio, Vice President, Student Services
Peggy Ard, Vice President, Business Services
Cliff Nichols, Acting Dean, Student Services
Michael Maas, Facilities Coordinator
Jing Luan, Director, Planning and Research
Terrence Willett, Research Technician, Planning and Research
Rachel Mayo, Director, Watsonville Center
Cabrillo College Transportation Planning Committee

Transportation and Planning Agencies and Consultants
Linda Wilshusen, Executive Director, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportationl

Commission

l

l

l

Pat Dellin, Deputy Director, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission
Cory Irimes, Associate Planner, Program Manager, Commute Solutions
Cathy Crowe, Senior Planner, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission
Interagency Technical Advisory Committee, Santa Cruz County Regional
Transportation Commission

0

l

l

Les White, General Manager, Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District
Mark Dorfman, Assistant General Manager, Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit
District
Kim Chin, Planning and Marketing Manager, Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit
District
Bryant Baehr, Operations Manager, Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District
Service Review and Planning Committee, Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District
METRO Users Group, Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District
Dave Fairchild, Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District
Larry Pageler, Transportation and Parking Services, University of California
Santa Cruz
Teresa Buika, Transportation and Parking Services, University of California
Santa Cruz
Candice Ward, Transportation and Parking Services, University of California
Santa Cruz
Sandra Coley, Pajaro Valley Transportation Management Association

Transuortation Print Resources
l 1995 Commuter Survey, Santa Cruz Area Transportation Management Association
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Transportation  Demand Management, Erik Ferguson, American Planning Association
Report #477
Unlimited Access, Institute of Transportation Studies, School of Public Policy and
Social Research, University of California, Los Angeles, April 2000
2000 Transportation Monitoring Report, Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation
Commission
Draft Transportation Plan, University of California Santa Cruz
METRO Ridership Reports, Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District

Online Resources
l Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission Website: www.sccrtc.org

Teleuhone/E-mail  Interviews
Dick Coulter, Seattle Central Community College, Seattle, WAl

l

0

l

0

0

0

l

l

a

Ann Fryslie, Santa Barbara City College; Santa Barbara, CA
Barbara Lauren&,  Nelson Nygaard, San Francisco, CA
Nancy McKiddy,  University of Montana, MIissoula,  Montana
Joan Moulthrop, Santa Rosa Community College, Santa Rosa, CA
Ann Davies-Nesbitt, Transportation and Parking Services, University of California
Davis
Lynn Osbom, Diablo Valley College, Contra Costa Commute Alternative Network,
Pleasant Hill, CA
Ben Ortiz, Denver Regional Council of Governments, Denver, CO
Michael Tree, Morongo  Basin Transit Authority, Copper Mountain Community
College, Joshua Tree, CA
Craig Van Kessel, ALTRANS (serving West Valley College), Saratoga, CA

l Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District Website: www.scmtd.com
l Cabrillo College Website:  www.cabrillo.cc.ca.us
l Online Transportation Demand Management Encyclopedia: Victoria Transportation

Planning Institute: www.vtoi.org;/tdm
0 Transportation Demand Management Listserve Archives, Center for Urban

Transportation, University of South Florida: cutrlist.eng.usf.edu/scripts/lvris.nl
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Cabrillo College Transportation Study

Summary

l Most trips by Cabrillo students, staff, and faculty are solo automobile cornmutes

l Car-pooling and bussing are the two most frequently used alternatives

l Buses seemed to receive the most interest as an alternative to solo driving

l Primary bus motivators were automatically receiving bus passes and making bus trips

quicker, such as through express buses or more direct routings to reduce bus changes

l Increasing the number of bike lanes may encourage more bicycle riding

l Protecting the environment, reducing traffic congestion, and saving money were the reasons

cited to consider alternative transit

l Distance traveled does not appear to influence the frequency of solo commuting.

Introduction

In 2000, Cabrillo College organized a Transportation Management Committee to review the

existing transportation situation and develop and implement a plan with the goal of reducing single

occupant automobile trips to and from the College.  The committee consisted of representatives

from CabriUo  College, UC Santa Cruz, the Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District, the Santa Cruz

County Transportation Commission, and the Transit Management Agency. One step in reviewing

the current state consisted of surveying the College students, staff, and faculty to assess their

transportation behaviors and incentives and disincentives to alternative transportation. Cabrillo’s

Planning and Research Office (PRO) directed the design, implementation, and analysis of the

survey. Results of the survey combined with other sources of information have been used to

develop a transportation management plan and provide baselines with which to evaluate trip

reduction strategies.

Methods

Survey Development

The Transportation Management Committee developed a series of survey questions designed to

meet planning needs. Surveys from other agencies provided ideas for generating questions and

anticipating results (National Personal Transportation Survey 1995, City of Boulder 2000, University

of California at Santa Cruz 2000).

1



Faculty and Staff

Researchers attempted to provide alI faculty and staff with an opportunity to respond to the

survey. Surveys were distributed via the campus mail system and a series of email announcements

from the College President, Vice-President of Student Services, and staff Union President informed

faculty and staff of the study. A total of 229 faculty and staff members returned their completed

surveys by mid-December, 2000. A roughly equal number of faculty and staff completed the

surveys. Most of the faculty (67.5’/0)  and staff (75.2’1)o who completed the surveys were full-time. Of

all  the survey respondents, 75.5% were women. Eight out of 10 of the respondents were white

(84.6O/‘o).

Students

Out of 1939 enrollments representing 1790 individuals in 57 randomly selected sections, a total

of 1291 students responded to in-class surveys between the 5Lh and the 10” of March 2001.

Research assistants administered the survey in the randomly selected sections during class. The

main campus students returned 1090 surveys while Watsonville Center students returned 131

surveys and the San Lorenzo Valley (SLV) site returned 70 surveys. Some of the students were also

faculty (12% of respondents) or staff (13% of respondents).

Survey Representativeness

To evaluate how well the transportation survey respondents may represent ail  CabriIlo College

faculty, staff, and students, we compared the gender, ethnicity, and age of respondents to the

CabriIIo  faculty, staff, and student pop&&on.  If respondent characteristics mirror closely the

overall population, it would strengthen the argument that survey respondents are representative of

the population.

Data were obtained from the CabriIIo  College  Data Warehouse. Student data are from the

current census while most of the employee data is from the 1998-1999 academic year with the

exception of faculty ethnicity, which is from Fail 2000, and staff age, which is from the 1994-1995

academic year. Gender and ethnicity of employee respondents were compared to the population

using (Xi-square  and ages of employee respondents were tested with a Z-test. Test statistics were

not calculated for students as the margin of error in demographics due to non-responses overlaps

with population data.



The case for a representative sample is stronger with staff than with faculty based upon just the

demographic data. These differences between respondent and population demographics are

especially of concern if there is some relation beisveen  responses and demographic variables. A

Kohonen neural network was trained to see if responses could be effectively clustered by gender,

ethnicity, or age. None of these demographics appeared to separate respondents into distinct

groups. A confirmatory logistic regression showed that neither gender, ethnicity, or age could

significantly predict the outcomes of several key responses. These findings indicate that the shortfall

in demographic similarity of respondents to the population at least did not appear to relate strongly

to survey responses, increasing the confidence in the generalizability  of the results.

For student respondents, gender and ethnicity proportions appear similar to Cabrillo wide

proportions by location within error due to unknowns. The average age of respondents appears

lower than Cab&lo wide average ages by location. This may be due to section random selection

being weighted by class size. Younger students were significantly more likely to be in larger classes

@ < O.OOOS),  which could have resulted in the younger sample. In addition, younger students may

be more likely to enroll in multiple sections and commute with more frequency to Cabrillo making a

younger sample both more likely and more appropriate.

3



I

Table 1. Gender comparison of Transportation Survey respondents and all Cabrillo employees.

Faculty Staff

Cabrillo Cabrillo
respondents wide respondents wide

Female 83% 54% 68% 61%

Male 17% 46% 32% 39%

Total 109 188 107 444

Chi-square 36.48 2.47

P 0.000 0.12

Note: excludes unknowns

Table 2. Ethnic comparison of Transportation Survey respondents and all Cabrillo employees.

Faculty Staff

Cabrillo Cabrillo
respondents wide respondents wide

Hispanic 7 % 9 % 7 % 15%

White 82% 87% 88% 77%

Other 12% 4 % 6 % 8 %

Total 104 186 106 444

Chi-square 13.43 7.16

P 0.001 0.03

Note: excludes unknowns

Table 3. Age comparison of Transportation Survey respondents and all Cabrillo employees.

Mean sd Median count z P

Faculty respondents 48 8 50

Cabrillo wide 50 9 52

Staff respondents 48 9 49

Cabrillo wide 49 10 49

Note: Z calculated with finite population correction factor

77 -2.45 0.007

193

112 -1.34 0.090

221



Table 4. Gender comparisons of sampled sections to actual respondents to all Cabrillo students.

sampled sections respondents Cabrillo wide

Main SLV WATS Main SLV W--ITS  Main SLV WATS

Female 52% 57% 70% 52% 430//o 56% 56Yo 57% 68%

Male 46% 43% 28% 40% 49% 34% 439’0 42% 309’0

Unknown 1% 0% 2% 8% 9% 10% 1% 1% 2%
Total 1688 70 181 1090 70 131 11376 223 900

Table 5. Ethnicity comparisons of sampled sections to actual respondents to all Cabrillo students.

sampled sections respondents Cabrillo wide

Main SLV WATS Main SLV YUATS Main SLV WATS

Hispanic 17% 7% 91% 13% 3% 81% 18% 8% 82%

Other 12% 4% 3% 15% 13% 5% 9% 8% 4%

Unknown 2% 3% 1% 13% 13% 9% 3% 2% 1%

White 69% 86% 6% 59% 71% 5% 70% 83% 14%
Total 1688 70 181 1090 70 131 11376 223 900

Table 6. Age comparisons of sampled sections to actual respondents to all Cabrillo students.

Main

Mean sd

25.9 9.8

Median

21.9

Count

1688
sampled
sections SLV 29.4 11.9 23.4 70

WATS 29.9 10.6 27.0 181
Main 25.7 9.9 22.0 891

respondents SLv 32.6 13.0 26.0 46
WATS 28.9 10.7 26.0 103
Main 30.2 12.4 25.0 11376

Cabrillo wideSLV 30.4 12.6 24.0 223
WATS 29.3 10.5 25.0 900
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Results

Faculty and Staff

About a quarter (24.5%) of the facuity/staff  live within 3 miles. Another 20.1% live between 4 to

6 miles. Seven out of 10 employees live within 10 miles to Cabrillo. About 1 in every 10 employees

drops off family members or runs errands any day of the week. For most of them, this would add on

15 minutes of commute time. Except for the weekend, most of the employees arrive earlier than 8

or between 8 and 10 a.m. Most of the employees leave between 3 and 5 or after 5 p.m. About 6% of

them leave the campus during lunch hour (12 - 1 p.m.). Over half of the employees who leave the

campus during the day in any day of the week reported personal reasons (54.60/o).  Another 30.6%

reported employment related reason. Only 9.3% reported education related reasons.

Close to 75% employees drive alone to work (Figure 1). Just as was found in Cabrillo’s  1999

Campus Climate survey for students, the number of times per week that an employee drives solo to

work is not significantly related to the distance traveled (R2 < 0.0005, p = 0.82). Carpooling is the

next most common mode. Almost everyone has a parking permit (95.5%); conversely, only 8.1%

have bus passes. One in three (32.2%)  of the Cab&lo  employees believed part of their work can be

completed via telecommuting. Only 10.2% of the employees were aware of the emergency taxi

services offered by TMA.

Carpooling did not seem to appeal to staff and faculty who did not do so already. There did

appear to be interest in increased express bus service. Further, staff and faculty indicated that

automatically receiving a bus pass would make them more likely to ride the bus (Table 7, Figure 2).

Increasing bike lanes and general bicycle safety were noted as motivators for bicycle commuting

(Table 2, Figure 3). There was strong interest in walking provided the respondent lived close to

Cabrillo. There did not seem to be a strong interest in motorcycle riding. Reducing environmental

impacts and traffic congestion were the primary reasons for considering alternative transportation

options. Inconvenience and increased travel time were the primary reasons for not considering

alternative transit. Almost 7% of staff and faculty indicated that expanded on campus childcare

would reduce their driving. 85% of respondents indicated they were generally satisfied with their

commute to Cabrillo.



Students

About a fifth (21.8O/)  fo o main campus students live within 3 miles of the campus as compared to

39.1% of Watsonville Center students. Almost 60% of SLV students lived over 10 miles away from

SLV. About 34% of main campus students drop off family members during their commute

compared to 43% of Watsonville students and 27% of SLV students. For most of them, this would

add on no more than 15 minutes of commute time for main campus and Watsonville students and

no more than 30 minutes for SLV students.

Except for the weekend, most of the main campus students arrive earlier than 8 or between 8

and 10 a.m. and about one-third leave between 1 and 3. Watsonville students tend to show a

concentration of arrivals and departures before 1 p.m. and after 5 p.m. SLV student arrivals and

departures are generally after 5 p.m. Under half (4lYo)  of the main campus students who leave the

campus during the day in any day of the week reported educational reasons compared to 78.5% of

Watsonville students and 63% of SLV students. For main campus students 35% left for personal

reasons and only 11 O/O  left for employment reasons.

The majority of all respondents indicated they drive alone at least once with carpools and buses

being next most common modes (Figure 1). Just as with Cabrillo’s  1999 Campus Climate Survey

and with staff and faculty in this survey, there were not strong associations between distance

traveled and number of solo commutes per week. There was a statistically significant but extremely

weak linear relation between distance traveled to class and number of solo commutes per week for

Main campus students (R* < 0.007, p = 0.005) and for Watsonville students (R2 = 0.007, p = 0.005),

and an insignificant relation for SLV students (R* = 0.005, p = 0.564). As statistical significance is a

function of sample size, the effect size guides the interpretation that distance traveled does not relate

to number of solo commutes. About three-quarters of main campus and Watsonville students have

parking permits and about one in seven have bus passes. The majority of SLV students had neither.

Free parking passes for carpoolers appeared to appeal to all students. Bus riding received more

consideration with convenience enhancements such as express service, automatically received bus

passes, transfers, and close bus stops Fable 1, Figure 2). More bike lanes and bike lockers were

often noted as incentives to cycling (Table 2, Figure 3). Saving money and the environment were

noted as prime motivators for alternative transportation while inconvenience and time

considerations were cited as main inhibitors for alternative transportation. About 10% of Main

Campus students and 32% of Watsonville students indicated that expanded on campus childcare

would reduce their driving. Most claimed to be relatively unaware of transportation options



,

especially for Watsonville and SLV students. 85% of respondents indicated they were generally

satisfied with their commute to Cabrillo. 65% of Main Campus students, 49% of Watsonville

students, and 58% of SLV students stated they were generally satisfied with their commute.

Discussion and Recommendations

Bus riding may be the most popular alternative transit option that can be affected by

transportation management. The two strongest motivators to considering using the bus were more

express buses and automatically receiving a bus pass. Both of these address reducing the

inconvenience cited as a demotivator for alternative transit. While express buses are not practical

for every route, there is the implied desire for bus trips to be quicker in general. Part of this may be

accomplished through revising or adding routes that are more direct or reduce the need to change

buses to reach a destination. In addition, promotional campaigns that noted the benefits of bus

riding to the environment, reducing congestion, and saving money would align with respondents’

primary reasons for considering alternative transportation.

Car-pooling in general did not appear to be an option subject to great influence by the

motivators offered in the survey. On the other hand, bicycle riders indicated they would be

motivated by an increase in the number of bike lanes. Portions of routes to Cabrillo that are

currently lacking bike lanes, such as the Soquel Village, should be examined for the feasibility of

adding bicycle lanes.

Other modes of transportation such as walking, skating, motorcycles, being dropped off, and

vanpools were either used too infrequently or appeared too indisposed to proposed incentives

warrant specific recommendations. However, they should continue to receive attention in future

research and planning efforts.

Finally, for no group did the distance traveled relate to the number of solo commutes made per

week. This suggests that distance may not be a factor with great influence in the commuting

decisions of Cabrillo workers and students.
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Figure 1. Mode of transit to Cabrillo and satellites by survey respondents.
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Table 7. Survey Respondents Percent Agreements to Statements on Bus Riding

ain
Staff  and Campus SL1’ Watsonville

I would consider riding the bus more if: Facul ty  S tudents  S tudents  S tudents

a bus stop was close to my departure 46.6 53.4 48.8 82.1

I could ride from my departure to Cabrillo w/o changing buses 57.5 60.5 52.2 68.6

buses had transfers so I can transfer w/o having to pay again 45.9 46.8 41.5 71.0

bus fares were lower 24.8 45.8 32.5 61.2

there was an express bus from my departure to Cabrillo 58.1 63.0 59.6 75.4

buses were less crowded 26.4 38.3 17.5 56.9

I automatically received a bus pass 47.0 54.7 40.0 68.1

the schedule was easier to read 27.7 36.8 20.0 65.6

my bus pass was also valid for hionterey  County 20.0 30.3 17.1 55.6

I would consider riding the bus more if:

there was an express bus from my departure to Cabrillo

I could ride from my departure to Cabrillo w/o changing buses

a bus stop was close to my departure

I automatically received a bus pass

buses had transfers so I can trasnfer w/o having to pay again

bus fares were lower

the schedule was easier to read

buses were less crowded

my bus pass was also valid for Monterey County

10 20 3 0 40 50 60 70

.iverage Percent Agreement with Statement

L

Figure 2. Survey Respondents Average Agreement to Bus Riding Statements.
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Table 8. Survey Respondents Percent Agreements to Statements on Bicycle Riding

Main
Staff and Campus SL\’ Watsonville

I would consider riding a bicvcle  more if: Facultv Students Students Students

there were more bike lanes 40.0 51.0 48.7 43.6
there was an east/west bikewav 36.0 48.4 29.7 39.6
parking in bike lanes on Soquel was eliminated near Cabrillo 32.0 30.6 27.0 38.3
more covered bike racks were available 35.0 50.7 42.1 50.9
bike lockers were available 37.0 51.3 40.5 52.9
if I had free access to a locker and shower 35.0 46.4 39.5 43.4
I felt safer riding a bicycle to Cabrillo 40.0 47.3 32.4 48.1
I had an electronic motor to assist on hills 30.0 37.7 27.0 23.4
I had a bike 21.0 47.5 40.6 52.1

I would consider riding a bicycle more if:

there were more bike lanes

bike lockers were available

more covered bike racks were available

I felt safer riding a bichde to Cabrillo

if I had free access to a locker and shower

I had a bike

there was an east/west bikeway  1

parking in bike lanes on Sequel was eliminated near Cabrillo

I had an electronic motor to assist on hills 1
1

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

Average Percent Agreement with Statement I

Figure 3. Survey Respondents Average Agreement to Bicycle Riding Statements.
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SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

F:\users\ADMIN\filesyst\B\BOD\Board Reports\2001\07\BylawsMtgLocations.doc

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Margaret Gallagher, District Counsel

SUBJECT: CONSIDER AMENDING DISTRICT BYLAWS TO SET ALTERNATE
MEETING LOCATIONS FOR THE REGULAR BOARD MEETINGS

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Maintain current District Bylaws to keep meeting locations at the Santa Cruz City locations.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  Director Rafael Lopez suggested that it might be helpful to alternate the meeting
locations to include the Watsonville City Council Chambers, as well as other meeting
locations, in order to allow people from throughout the County of Santa Cruz greater
access to the Board of Directors.

•  Both MUG and MASTF Advisory Groups reported that they preferred to keep the
present meeting locations for regular Board Meetings.

•  The Board of Directors meeting held on the third Friday of the month will be
televised commencing in July so people from all parts of the county will have easy
access through their television sets.

III. DISCUSSION

The Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District’s enabling statute provides that the Board of
Directors shall establish rules for its proceedings (Public Utilities Code Section 98132).
Towards this end, the Board of Directors has put into place Bylaws, which set forth rules
for its meetings.

Government Code §54954 requires that legislative bodies of local agencies provide by
ordinance, resolution, or bylaws or by whatever other rule is required for the conduct of
business by that body, the time and place for holding regular meetings.

Currently, the regular Board meeting held on the second Friday of the month which is
held in a workshop format is located at the Metro’s administrative offices in Santa Cruz.
The meeting held on the third Friday is at the Santa Cruz City Council Chambers.  Metro
has budgeted sufficient funds to televise this meeting for the fiscal year 01-02.



Board of Directors
Page 2

F:\users\ADMIN\filesyst\B\BOD\Board Reports\2001\07\BylawsMtgLocations.doc

At an earlier Board meeting, Director Rafael Lopez suggested that it might be helpful to
schedule the Board meetings at alternate meeting locations such as the Watsonville City
Council Chambers, or the Capitola or Scotts Valley City Council Chambers. It was
suggested that moving the meeting site to different locations might enable people from
different parts of the county greater access to the Board of Directors.

Input from the Metro’s advisory groups was solicited. MUG and MASTF both prefer that
there be no changes to the meeting locations at this time.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

None

V. ATTACHMENTS

None



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Leslie R. White, General Manager

SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF PARTICIPATION IN THE AMERICAN PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATIONS (APTA) PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION PARTNERSHIP FOR TOMORROW PROGRAM
PT2

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

That the Board of Directors approve the surcharge of $12,500.00, in APTA dues necessary to
support the PT2 program.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  METRO is currently a member of the American Public Transportation Association
(APTA).

•  APTA has developed a national program to evaluate the public awareness and support
for public transportation referred to as the Public Transportation Partnership for
Tomorrow PT2

•  Increased public awareness and support for public transit will be beneficial to a
successful effort in Congress to reauthorize the Federal funding program for both
transit and highway funding.

•  The APTA PT2 program is estimated to cost $30 million over the next five years with
public transit systems paying $20 million and transit suppliers paying $10 million.

•  The dues assessment for METRO for the PT2 program is $12,500.00 for FY 2002.  It
is anticipated that the annual dues surcharge for METRO for this program will be
$12,500.00 in FY 2003 and $25,000.00 per year for FY 2004, 2005 and 2006.

III. DISCUSSION

The Federal Transit Funding Program is provided for in multi-year authorization legislation.
This legislation establishes program structure, delivery mechanisms and funding ceilings for both
the transit and highway programs.  The current authorizing legislation is the Transportation
Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21).  The current legislation was enacted in 1998 and will
expire in 2003.  A Reauthorization Task Force has been established by the American Public
Transportation Association to develop recommendations for the new legislation.
The TEA-21 recommendations were developed in 1996 and 1997.  At that time, there was
recognition within the American Public Transportation Association that the cyclical nature of
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transit funding legislation was problematic.  For a 24- month period of time, transit and highway
funding needs received a great deal of attention and advocacy groups were very active. However,
upon enactment of new legislation, the issues were shelved for 3-4 years until the next funding
cycle.  The profile of both highway and transit needs typically became relatively obscure.
Within APTA it was agreed that the efforts and funding necessary to remobilize for each
authorizing cycle would be better directed toward sustaining public awareness of the investment
needs and benefits in the public transit program.  It was also felt that a national effort to sustain
awareness of public transit could have the benefit of facilitating expanded funding efforts at the
state and local levels.  Therefore, the APTA executive committee employed a consulting firm
and appointed an oversight committee to develop a national program. The oversight committee
and consultants were directed to use an inclusive process involving all stakeholders to develop a
program which would be both effective and affordable.  The process of developing the national
program has taken over three years to finalize. The letter from APTA Chair, Ron Tober, attached
to this staff report, outlines the program which has resulted from those efforts.

The Public Transportation Partnership for Tomorrow, PT2 Program, is anticipated to cost $30
million over the next 5 years.  The financial support for this program is planned to be paid for by
surcharges in the APTA dues to both transit systems and business members.  The dues surcharge
is based upon the operating budgets of the transit agencies and the gross sales for the transit
suppliers.  The dues surcharge schedule is outlined in the letter from APTA Chair, Ron Tober.
The dues surcharge assigned to METRO for FY 2002 is $12,500.00.  Based upon anticipated
budget levels, it is expected that the dues surcharges in the future will be $12,500.00 for FY 2003
and $25,000.00 per year for FY 2004, 2005 and 2006.

The PT2 Program will provide for a series of national campaigns promoting the positive impacts
that public transit service can have in communities.  While certain critical markets will be
targeted, the inclusion of cable networks, such as Fox, CNN, CNBC and others, means that
advertisements will appear in all markets, including Santa Cruz.  The PT2 Program will provide a
toolkit that can be used to compliment local advertising and marketing programs.  The products
from the PT2 Program should compliment the Don’t Drive One in Five program, which is
currently being implemented by the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission.
Both programs are multi-year efforts designed to raise the public awareness of using alternative
transportation modes to increase system efficiency and environmental compatibility.

Should the Board of Directors decide to participate in the APTA PT2 Program, the funding
commitment will be for FY 2002 only.  Each subsequent year of funding would be submitted to
the Board of Directors for consideration as a part of the budget presentation.  At that time, the
benefits of the PT2 Program to METRO will be evaluated to insure that METRO is receiving
benefits in proportion with the dues surcharge being paid.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The cost of participating in the APTA PT2 Program will be $12,500.00 for FY 2002.  It is
expected that the level of required funding in future years will be $12,500.00 for FY 2003 and



Board of Directors
Page 3

$25,00.00 for FY 2004, 2005 and 2006.  Funding for the PT2 Program dues surcharge will be
paid from a FY 2002 Marketing budget at METRO.

V.  ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Letter from Ron Tober, APTA Chair

LRW/ct
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Mr. Leslie White
General Manager
Santa Cruz Metropolitan Transit District
370 Encinal Street, Suite 100
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Mr. White:

For more than three years, the public transportation industry has been seriously
discussing the need to develop an education and advocacy program to build support for public
transportation and to increase investment. This need is so important that is the centerpiece of
two strategic goals (Advocacy and Image) in the APTA Strategic Plan.

The industry has made great progress in recent years, but we still have a long way to
go. National research conducted by the Transit Cooperative Research Program showed that
only 36% of Americans support public transportation, another 31% oppose it and 33% are
apathetic.

The question we need to consider: How can we expect elected officials to support
public transit when only 36% of their constituents do?

With reauthorization of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21” Century (TEA 21)
just two years away, now is the time to act to broaden support for public transportation.

In November, the APTA Executive Committee approved a program to do just that.
The Public Transportation Partnership for Tomorrow, (PT)*,  is a nationwide education and
outreach initiative designed to build support for public transportation among the public and
local, state and federal officials in order to positively impact funding decisions.

The program has been developed from the comments and feedback received from
APTA members during an extraordinary outreach effort that included listening sessions,
present&ions, surveys and individual meetings.

(PT)* has four goals:

l Increase federal funding for public transportation
l Increase support for public transportation at state and local levels
l Improve public perceptions of the value and benefits of public transportation
l Increase appreciation for public transportation’s contributions to communities
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To achieve these goals, the program has seven components:
l Policy Research
l Advocacy and Coalition Building
l Local Toolkits for Education and Outreach
l Enhanced Efforts to Educate Congress and the new Administration
l Communications/ Public Affairs
l National Advertising Geared to Activists and Opinion Leaders
l Reauthorization Implementation

Additional information on each of these components is attached. Together this integrated
program will ensure that elected officials and those who shape public opinion are fully informed
of public transportation’s important benefits, as well as the investment needed.

Because of the importance of this program, the Executive Committee will oversee this
program and a separate non-profit foundation is being established. Throughout the program we
will be measuring its effectiveness and impact. Ongoing tracking surveys of the national research
will be conducted to measure support and perceptions. And of course, the outcome of the
reauthorization of TEA 21 will also be an important measure.

The goal is to distribute the local toolkits this fall with advocacy and coalition building
materials, and to provide ready-to-use television, radio and print advertisements that can be
localized with your logo. The national advertising is scheduled to be launched in January 2002.

To fund the program, the Executive Committee has approved a $6 million annual
program or $30 million for the first five years. Of that amount, $4 million annually will come
from transit systems and other affiliated members through an assessment and $2 million annually
from business members through a gift giving campaign.

We have assembled an excellent Program Funding Cabinet led by Richard A. White,
General Manager, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority, John M. Dionisio,
President, DMJM+Harris and Gary E. Griggs, President, Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade &
Douglas.

The cabinet members include: John Bartosiwiecz, General Manager, Fort Worth
Transportation Authority; Shirley A. DeLibero,  President/CEO, Metropolitan Transit Authority
of Harris County; Saundra Foster, President, Metro (Akron) Regional Transit Authority; Celia
Kupersmith, General Manager, Golden Gate Bridge and Transportation District; Jeffrey Nelson,
General Manager, Rock Island (Il.) Metrolink; Stephanie Pinson,  President/COO, Gilbert Tweed
Associates; James Shappell, President, Parsons Transportation Group; Joshua Shaw, Executive
Director, California Transit Assocation; and David Tumey, President and CEO of RTI: A DRI
Company.

The (PT)* funding efforts are off to a running start ! We have financial commitments
from all the Executive Committee members and the Program Funding Cabinet.
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The assessment schedule for transit systems approved by the Executive Committee is:

Annual Operating Expenses Annual Assessment
Over $1.5 Billion $300,000
$400,000,001  to $1.5 Billion 150,000
$100,000,001  to $400 Million 75,000
$50,000,001  to $100 Million 50,000
$30,000,001  to $50 Million 25,000
$20,000,001  to $30 Million 12,500
$1 O,OOO,OOl  to $20 Million 5,000
$5,000,001  to $10 Million 2,500
$1,000,001  to $5 Million 1,000
$1 Million and Under 500

It is our goal to provide as much flexibility as possible in paying the assessment. To that
end, we have attached a form for you to tell us what works best for you. Options include having
the assessment as part of your dues bill; billing the assessment as a separate invoice or another
option that you describe. The assessment will be sent out in May, with payment requested by
August 3 1 if at all possible so that the program can be launched this fall.

Enclosed are more specifics about the program, including a case statement brochure and a
sample presentation and video for your use in explaining the program. We are also available to
make a presentation if necessary. In short, we want to assist in whatever manner necessary to
ensure your organization’s support for the program. Our goal is 100% participation from APTA
members.

If you have any questions and comments, please contact any member of the Funding
Cabinet or APTA President Bill Millar (202) 496-4820 or wmillar@anta.com  or Rose Sheridan,
Vice President, Communications & Marketing at (202) 496-4826 or rsheridan@anta.com  .

I hope that you agree that this program is vital to our industry and you will fully support
it. If we expect those who make decisions in Washington and in city halls and state capitals to
invest more in public transportation, we must ensure that they are fully informed and supported.

We have an extraordinary opportunity. The future is in our hands. Together we can move
our industry forward!

Thank you very much.

incerely,

4!!kd
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SANTA’ CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE:

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

July 20,200l

Board of Directors

Mark J. Dorfman, Assistant General Manager

CONSIDERATION OF DISTRICT POSITION ON BEACH SHUTTLE
BUS LANE

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

l This year the City of Santa Cruz Transportation Commission approved a pilot project
to add a contraflow bike lane on Beach Street.

l The addition of this lane requires that one lane of traffic be eliminated.

l City staff has proposed that the exclusive lane currently utilized by the Beach Shuttle
and emergency vehicles be eliminated.

l Implementation of this proposal was delayed until September to avoid any conflicts
this year with summer traffic, but the pilot program will last one year, impacting the
operation of the Beach Shuttle next year.

l Staff has a proposed letter to the City of Santa Cruz regarding this proposal.

III. DISCUSSION

Earlier this year City of Santa Cruz Public Works staff brought forward a proposal to the City
Transportation Commission that would establish a one-year pilot project contaflow bike lane on
Beach Street. This connection is an integral part of bike commuting from the Eastside to the
Westside of Santa Cruz. The current routing works in one direction, but not the other. There is
no dispute that this is a necessary connection for bicyclists in the City.

One of the unintended impacts of this proposal was that one lane of traffic was eliminated from
Beach Street. City staff has proposed that it be the lane that is currently used for the Santa Cruz
Beach Shuttle. This proposal creates a major problem for the efficient operation of the Beach
Shuttle. City Public Works staff proposed a delay in the implementation of this pilot project to
September of this year. The recommendation was made to avoid conflicts with summer traffic
and to avoid the problems with the Beach Shuttle.
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The delay in the implementation of the project delays the elimination of the shuttle lane. The
problem will resurface next summer. The project is scheduled to be considered by the Santa
Cruz City Council shortly. Staff is recommending that the District take a position that supports
the contraflow bike lane and the Beach Shuttle by removing a regular lane of traffic. This
position has the effect of making it more difficult to drive in the Beach area, and continuing the
Beach Shuttle exclusive lane access to the Beach area. In addition, it allows for the operation of
the Contraflow Bike Lane. The City should also consider other actions to further speed up the
efficient operation of the Beach Shuttle as well as increasing the number of buses used for the
shuttle to provide a convenient and easy system.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

There is no financial impact from this proposal.

V. ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: Beach Shuttle Ridership

Attachment B: Proposed Letter



ATTACHMENT A

BEACH SHUTTLE RIDERSHIP

5/26/01 1288 785 -64% 1288 785 -64%
5/27/01 2286 998-129% 3574 1783 -100%
5/28/01 878 620 -42% 4452 2403 -85%
612101 1340 464-189%, 5792 2867 -102%

1 6/3/011 11941 7661 -56%/ 69861 36331 -920/d
1 6/g/011 4461 5751 22%l 74321 42081 -770/d

14/01 I 6341 6081 -4%1 101641 73741 -3S%i
1 6/3O/OlI 6511 7531 14%1 108151 81271 -330/d
1 7/i/011 13481 9711 -39%1 121631 90981 -34%l



ATTACHMENT B

July 20, 2001

Honorable Tim Fitzmaurice
Mayor
City of Santa Cruz
000
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Dear Mayor Fitzmaurice:

It has come to the attention of the Board of Directors that the City of Santa Cruz is considering
the implementation of a demonstration contraflow bike lane in the beach area. As the Transit
District is involved in a partnership effort with the City of Santa Cruz for the operation of the
Santa Cruz Beach Shuttle, I wanted to convey to you the position of the Transit District
regarding this project. The Transit District fully supports the demonstration bike lane project, as
this connecting link is necessary to allow for commuting from the Eastside of Santa Cruz to the
Westside.

Our concern is with the continued successful operation of the Beach Shuttle. We are committed
to operating the program with the support of the City. Our Board has asked staff to look into the
procurement of a trolley to operate on this route to further make the service more attractive to
area visitors. The success of this program depends on our ability to operate the Beach Shuttle in
such a way as to make it a “more convenient” way to access the Beach. Having the exclusive
shuttle lane along Beach Street contributes to our efficient operation of this route. If your staff
cannot find an alternative to reducing the number of lanes, the District’s position is that one
general lane of traffic be reduced.

This approach will serve to further reduce the number of vehicles that can access the Beach area.
By keeping the exclusive lane for the Beach Shuttle, the bus will be able to move through this
area easier than the private cars. This will serve to reinforce the desirability of using the Beach
Shuttle. Further, it would be advisable to remove parking from other areas along the Beach
Shuttle routing to further facilitate the operation of the bus. This would have the positive impact
of having the bus ride by cars stuck in traffic, creating the incentive to ride the bus. Our staff is
willing to work with City staff to identify those bottleneck areas that slow down the operation of
the Beach Shuttle. We look forward to working with you to make alternative transportation a
real option in our community for our visitors.

Sincerely,

Sheryl Ainsworth
Chair



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Mark J. Dorfman, Assistant General Manager

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR SHUTTLE SERVICE FROM RUDOLF F. MONTE
FOUNDATION FOR FIREWORKS FUNDRAISER

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

That the Board of Directors consider providing special shuttle service to the 2001
Fireworks Fundraiser as requested by the Rudolph F. Monte Foundation subject to
funding being received from the SCCRTC.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  A request has been received from the Rudolph F. Monte Foundation requesting that
the Transit District provide service to their 2001 Firework Fundraiser.

•  Last year the Santa Cruz County Regional Transportation Commission provided a
grant to the Monte Foundation to pay for the service.

III. DISCUSSION

Once again the District has received a request from the Rudolph F. Monte Foundation requesting
that the District provide shuttle bus service for their 2001 Firework Fundraiser.  Last year the
District provided this service as a result of a grant from the Santa Cruz County Regional
Transportation Commission.  The Monte Foundation has applied for funds from the SCCRTC.
The SCCRTC has not yet made their funding decision on grants.

The service requested from the Monte Foundation would operate from parking lots and Cabrillo
College and shuttle people to the Fireworks.  As this is not a regular route, it would be operated
for the event only.  The service will be priced at the District’s variable cost rate of $57.  Due to
the time required to plan for the event, it is recommended that the Board approve the service
provided that funding is secured from the SCCRTC.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

There will be no impact to the District budget.

V.  ATTACHMENTS

None



SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT
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DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Margaret Gallagher, District Counsel

SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF A REQUEST TO CONSTRUCT ONE KIOSK AT
THE WATSONVILLE TRANSIT CENTER

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

Deny the request to construct one kiosk at the Watsonville Transit Center.

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  Mr. Ali Gharahgozloo, currently a tenant, d.b.a. Transmart at the Watsonville Transit
Center, has formally requested an additional lease for the purpose of opening a
Chinese food restaurant.

•  According to Mr. Gharahgozloo, the Environmental Health Department requires 350
square feet to house the required equipment necessary to run the business.
Unfortunately, the existing kiosks do not have enough square footage to comply with
the regulation.

•  Mr. Gharahgozloo has requested that the District build on an additional 130 square
feet to an existing kiosk (220 square feet) to comply with the Environmental Health
Department’s regulation.

•  Last month Mr. Gharahgozloo’s request was considered at the June Board meetings.
It was continued to July to allow Mr. Gharahgozloo an opportunity to present a
petition of names in favor of his request.

III. DISCUSSION

Memos and letters were distributed to all the Transit District managers, Watsonville Transit
Center tenants and special interest groups (including MUG, MASTF, UTU, Local 23 and SEIU,
Local 415) notifying them of the request of Mr. Ali Gharahgozloo detailed above, and asking for
input regarding the viability of an additional food service at the Watsonville Transit Center.

Responses were received and submitted at the June Board Meeting from David Konno, Facilities
Manager, and from Ms. Valdivia, a tenant at the Watsonville Transit Center.

According to Mr. Konno, the work detailed in Mr. Gharahgozloo’s request would cost
approximately $2,300.00 with an increase in the annual operating cost of the Transit Center by
approximately $600.00.  While Mr. Gharahgozloo has offered to pay for the costs of the build-



Board of Directors
Page 2

out, he has requested that the Transit District pay for the initial costs and that he pay an
additional base rent charge as a pay-off over the term of the lease.

At this time all the current kiosks are leased, so this request would require the actual build-out of
a kiosk in addition to the additional square footage necessary to comply with the Environmental
Health Department requirements.

Currently, there are two restaurant establishments at the Center:  A Mexican Tacqueria and
McDonald’s.  Additionally, snacks and beverages can be purchased at the Transmart.  It is
difficult to imagine that a new restaurant would be successful and not also have an adverse
impact on the businesses already at the Center.

Mr. Gharahgozloo has submitted a petition of names in favor of his request to build the kiosk
discussed above, attached hereto as Attachment D.

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Initial costs paid by the Transit District would be approximately $2,300.00.  This would be
reimbursed on a monthly basis by the tenant.  Additionally, the Transit District’s operating costs
would increase by $600.

There is a question of the viability of an additional food service at the Watsonville Transit
Center.  If the business does not make a profit, the costs for the build-out would be a loss to the
District.  If the business does make a profit, the Transit District would realize an additional
monthly rent of approximately $450.00 for an annual financial increase of approximately
$5,400.00.

V.  ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: May 10, 2001 Request Letter from Mr. Ali Gharahgozloo

Attachment B: May 16, 2001 Memo from David Konno, Manager of Facilities
Maintenance

Attachment C: May 30, 2001 letter from Taqueria El Dandy

Attachment D: 7-page petition of names in favor of Mr. Ali Gharahgozloo opening a
Chinese Restaurant at the Watsonville Transit Center.
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hiargarcl Gdlrrghcr
stlnta cTu.2 Metro mm&itDixu~
3 70 Encinal St, #IO0

Santu  Cbuz, C A .  9 5 0 6 0

Dear Ms. GUlagha;

Per our recent conversation, I MI fotmdly rcqneMg tkat the
Thinsit  DislPict  &use one of rtrc kiosks to me for an ,4&n food
restwran~ Due CO Environmental  Health Department reg&-
tins, the minimum square  footbge teqdtcwunl  lo hovuc the

required equipment is 350 square  feet lR& regddons  aho

require that this square footage be in one contiguous buii&g.

My request  is that tAle District bniU on un u&it&al  1.10 SF +/-
to WI misting  kioak,(220  SF). I ogler  lo pay for this b&w but
wddyrefn  the payout  c be (1 monthly mwuntpaid over the term
of the leara and ad&d ta the hue rent churga

&we review t+h rtqud aud bt mo know u’bkr lX.&ct iv a&b
loproti this buWon&

Sincerely,

Ali Ghmahgozioo
nansMart
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Attachemnt B

SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

MEMORANDUM

Date: May 29,200l

To: Peggy  Gallagher

From: David J. Konno

Subject:  WlC kiosks

. :

There are two shelters  that could  be built out to accommodate  this request,
Cost of construction in 1995-96  was approximately  $1800,  The Shelter facing
Rodriguez  does not have a natural gas stub out while the one facing  the bus
lanes does. In speaking  with Ali  he has told me that he needs a gas line and
would like to be in the Rodriguez  facing location,  Installation  of a gas line to the
Rodriguez  shelter will be another  additional  $400600  cost,  We will also be
required to pump the grease trap more often increasing  the annual  operating
cost of the Center by approximately  $600,

Both McDonald’s and El Dandy have express that they are marginal  operations
and that the Transit  Center  will not support  an additional  food operation.
However,  if the Cabrillo College annex project  and the Daycare  facility  are
completed,  another food service  may be profitable. At this time I would doubt
that we have the patronage  to support  another  food provider,

Currently  each site is being heavily used to park bicycles  and the Rodriguez
shelter is also being used to provide shelter  for persons waiting  for taxi services,
Construction of the kiosk would  require relocation  of these two alternative  transit
services.

A'ITA(iRMEWTB
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Attachment D

JUNE 20,200 1

I, ALI GHARAH GOZLOO ,SUBMIT THIS SIGNED PETITION TO ATTEST THE FACT
THAT A CHINESE RESTAURANT IS WANTED AND NEEDED HERE AT THE WATSONVILLE
TRANSIT CENTER.
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THAT A
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CHINESE RESTAURANT IS WANTED AND NEEDED HERE AT THE WATSONVILLE

TRANSIT CENTER.

THANK YOU,

?‘---- cc!cxL:-~-- --: ‘V
F&gy>&-: -
---$iL++gp/‘..$’ ,-qJ
g&Y3 k F--b+ &g-g -Ip;pIII-----,--- ---i/‘---‘----‘--“- __
A*,i-,,i’ ./&-2~k. _____ S_-<&.~f-Lk7.
>;&.,,,,,  p&.&-.& 3

-__-- -------------------~-----------~-----~--

LSI-

(-J/y,

- zly%e?p-----1:: -------
c: ~~~-* If .--__--_______________-___--__  _ ___ & -

‘:a&+ f$fGp%?z7- L ’ ::-- -?e?i ________d’
-.- ,’__-_ /
3ft 3/
sf@

--t
a - &ye7---- __---_____________________

---- /&!f -A--: __________________  - __________

---T~&&‘.&+&~,  y-‘.

_______  ff-76 - 6 .J--J 2-- ---------------------~--------------
______ p@S:Ill

c _
in’>  (* L .---_--L LL2~k.X  --__ K_‘TI-

%: S!5-- -- --I,3 j .s-___------_----.___-------------------------------

.~--~i_Z~~L-~-~  ___________
7c5/4(y6____------_--_-__--_________  __-__-__---_-__-___

/f;?~ ,- c: 2, >-‘-c,_____-___---________--------------------
/r//y <--f--------------~----____________________------

3 32 I) cv5c; J
____--_-______-___-_____________________---------
y7JJ $-! c/’ / z!/ < I--.-
- -----__-____________________  -----=-------------
g f&y-- /‘p&=+&yfi-----------lr_------______I_____________-----------

likx3 ________  K!bz$fZ~-’ --__ ‘A- ______

-Z2!k/2lsi:;  ___-___________________iit/l---__--_--__--___---------------------------------
I 32 - 5 -7 ii y

____________ _________  .! ___-_ h ___________________



JUNE 20,200 1

I, ALI GHARAH GOZLOO ,SUBMIT THIS SIGNED PETITION TO ATTEST THE FACT
THAT A CHINESE RESTAURANT IS WANTED AND NEEDED HERE AT THE WATSONVILLE
TRANSIT CENTER.

THANK YOU,
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I, ALI GHARAH GOZLOO ,SUBMIT THIS  SIGNED  PETITION  TO ATTEST  THE FACT
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SANTA CRUZ METROPOLITAN TRANSIT DISTRICT

DATE: July 20, 2001

TO: Board of Directors

FROM: Bryant J. Baehr, Manager of Operations

SUBJECT: CONSIDERATION OF STATUS REPORT ON METRO SECURITY
CONTRACT

I. RECOMMENDED ACTION

This item is for information only. No action is required

II. SUMMARY OF ISSUES

•  Security officers are stationed at the Metro Center 24 hours per day, seven days a
week except when the Metro Center is closed for a holiday. During holidays, the
security officer patrols all District facilities.

•  Security officers perform a number of functions including: security patrols,
processing valuable lost and found, contacting customers who smoke at the Metro
Center, assisting our customers and bus operators and contacting police / medical
personnel, when necessary.

III. DISCUSSION

At the June 15, 2001 Board of Directors meeting, staff was asked to provide information to the
Board of Directors concerning security services at the Metro Center.  Currently, the Transit
District contracts for security services with Paige’s Security Service Inc. Paige’s Security
Service Inc. provides 24 hour, seven (7) days a week coverage at the Metro Center. The only
exception is during major holidays when the Metro Center is closed. When the Metro Center is
closed, the security officer patrols all the Transit District facilities.

Security officer responsibilities include: patrolling the Metro Center - being visible to our
customers, alerting Transit District customers that smoking is not permitted at the Metro Center,
assisting bus operators when requested, contacting vehicle owners who enter Metro Center
property and safely directing them out of the bus traffic area, providing security for the customer
information staff and assisting when needed, calling for medical  / police assistance when needed
and processing lost and found items of value and bicycles.
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From January 2001 to June 30, 2001 security officers logged the following major activities:

Calls to the Police Department 65
Contact with customers concerning smoking 2,437
Contact with vehicle owners – entering the
Metro Center

921

Calls to assist bus operators 657
Found property 174

IV. FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS

NONE

V.  ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A: NONE
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