
Public notice was given to Ito
Begistet-Guad tot publication on
September 13, 1991.

LANE TRANSIT DISTRICT
REGULAR BOARD MEETING

September 18, 19gl
7:30 p.m.

LTD BOARD ROOM
3500 E, 17th Avenue, Eug6n9

(off Glenwood Blvd.)

AGENDA

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

Brandt Calvert_ Fitch_ Biiltngs_
Montgomery_ Parks_ (vacant)_

III. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS BY BOARD PRESIDENT

IV. EMPLOYEES OF THE MONTH

V. AUDIENCEPARTICIPATION

VI. ITEMS FOR ACTION AT THIS MEETING

A. Approval ot Minutes

B. Acceptance of Audit Report tor Fiscal Year Ending June 90, 1991

C. 1992 Section I Grant Application

D. Selection of Site/Eugene Station Advisory Commlttee

E. Election of Board Secretary

F. LTD Board of Directors' Representation at Sub-area Refinement plan public
Hearings

G. Board Appointment to the Metropolitan Policy Committee
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VII. ITEMS FOR INFORMATION AT THIS MEETING

A. Current Activities

1 . Final Legislative Report

2. TDP and FY 1990-91 Year-end performance Reoort

3. Annual Financial Report

4. Standards lor Laurel Hill Service

5. Final Rules on the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)

6. Special Services Report

B. Monthly Financial Reporting

VIII. ITEMS FOR ACTION/NFORMATION AT A FUTUBE MEETING

A. LTD Financial Projections

B. LCC Group Pass Program

C. Board Work Session on Eugene Station

O. Comprehensive Servics Redesign

E. First and Second Readings and Adoption of Payroll Tax.

IX. ADJOUBNMENT

LTD BOARD 14EETING
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AGENDA NOTES
September 18, 1 991

EMPLOYEE OF THE MONTH:

A. The July Employee of the Month is Bus Operator Gerald Morsetto. Geratd
was hired by the District in 1976, and has received awards for 12 years
safe driving and for his excellent attendance record. Gerald's passengers
appreciate his friendly and courteous nature, and say he "always has a
smile."

When asked what makes Gerald a good employee, Transportation Admini-
strator Bob Hunt said that, in addition to having a fine driving and
attendance record, Gerry has made it his business over the years to be
involved in many different aspects ot service design. He is always positive
about his job, and is unlailingly courleous and helpful to his customers.

Gerry will attend the meeting to be introduced to the Board and receive his
awaro.

B. The August Employee of the Month is Transit Planner Paul Zvonkovic.
Paul joined the District in May 1987, and was nominated for this award by
fellow employees. Paul is recognized for his hard work and exceptional
organizational skills.

When asked what makes Paul a good employee, Planning Administrator
Stefano Viggiano said that Paul is a dedicated, hard-working, customer-
oriented employee who gets along well with all his co-workers. He is
committed to making LTD the best transit system it can be.

Paul will be unable to attend the mesting in September, but will be
introduced to the Board and receive his award at the October meeting.

C. The September Employee ol the Month is Customer Service Bepre-
sentative Julia Holmes. Nominated tor this award by LTD bus riders, Julia
is appreciated for her sense of humor and the courteous, knowledgeable
service she provides to customers.

When asked what makes Julia a good employee, Customer Service
Manager Andy Vobora said that she is an employee you know will always
bs at work, on time, and ready to help her customers. She has not
missed a day of work since she was hired in May 1990. When faced with
new or difficult situations, Julia works extra hard to improve her
pertormance. She also has been a real asset to the division and the
company because of her bilingual abilities. ,Our Hispanic riders are lucky
to have Julia, and so are we!"

Julia will attend the meeting to be introduced to the Board and receive her
award.

Paoe No.

lv.
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ITEMS FOR ACT]ON AT THIS MEETING

A. Aoproval of Mlnuteo: The minutes of the August 21 , 
.|991 work session

on the Eugene Station are included in the agenda packet for Board review
and approval.

B. Acceptance of Audlt Report for Flscal year Endlno June 30. 199i

lssue Presented: Shouldthe Board approv€ the audit report for fiscal year
ending June 30, 1991?

Backqround: Each ,car, an independent audit of the District's financial
statements is performed. Includod with the agenda packet is a copy of the
"Comprehensive Annual Financial Report" for the year ending June 30,
1991 . A management letter from the auditors, Coopers & Lybrand, which
summarizes their lindings during their examination of the District,s financial
statements, will be distributed at the meeting.

Staff Recommendation: That the Board accept the management letter and
audit report as presented by Coopers & Lybrand.

C. 19{12 Sectlon I Grant ADpllcatlon

lssue Presented: Should the Board approve the 1992 Section g grant
application?

Backqround: The District last applied for Section 9 operating and capital
funds in September 1990. Included in the agenda packet for this meeting
is the Program of Projects and Budget for the District's application for
federal Section I operating and capital assistance for Fiscal yea lggl -92.

Staff Recommendation: That the Board approve lhe 1992 UMTA Section
9 granl application.

D. Selectlon ot Slte/Euoene Statlon Advlsorv Commlttee

lssue Presented: Should the Board approve the selection of a Eugene
Station Advisory Committee?

Backqround: Community input into decisions relating to the site and
design of the Eugene Station is very important. As one mechanism to
improve the process for public input into Board decisions on the project,
staff suggest appointing an advisory committee.

rt)

16

l8
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19

T.

Staff Recommendation: That the Board approve selection of a 7-member
advisory committee for the Eugene Station poect.

Electlon of Board Secrctary

Backoround: With the resignation of Hsrb Herzberg, the Board needs to
elect a new secretary.

Staff Recommendation: That the Board nominate and elect a new Board
secretary.

LTD Board of Dlrectors' Repregentatlon at Sub-area Reflnement Plan
Publlc Hearlnqs

lssue Presented: Should the Board approve the selection of a Board
membe(s) to represent LTD at the Willakenzie and Gateway Refinement
Plan public hearings?

Backoround: The Sub-area Refinement Plan will guide the development
of the Willakenzie and Gateway neighborhoods, as well as provide a
commercial lands'study that will be used for code changes affecting future
commercial development in Eugene. How and where development occurs
will have a significant impact on LTD's ability to provide service in the
future.

Staff Recommendation: That the Board select a Board to represent LTD
at the Willakenzie and Gatsway Refin€ment Plan public hearings.

Board Apoointment to the Metrooolltan Pollcv Commlttee

lssue Presented: Should the Board approve the selection of a Board
member for representation on the Metropolitan Policy Committee?

Backqround: The Metropolitan Policy Committee was formed to resolve
interjurisdictional disputes that may arise over the interpretation and
implementation of the TransPlan and other plans dealing with area
planning issues. MPC members agreed that the committee would benefit
from an LTD Board member participating on this committee.

Staff Recommendation: That the Board select a representative to serve on
the Metropolitan Policy Committee.

LTD BOARO MEETING
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VII, ITEMS FOR INFORMATION AT THIS MEETING

A. Current Actlvltles:

1. Flnal Leqlslatlve Report: A memo from the General Manager is 23
included in the agenda packet, summarizing resulb of the 1991
legislative assembly.

2. TDP/FY '1990.91 Year€nd Performance Report: Copies ol the 25
Fiscal Year 1991-91 update of the District's Transit Development
Plan will be distributed at the meeting. The year-end pertormance
report for FY 1990-91 is included in the agenda packet.

3. Annual Flnanclal Reoort: An overview of the Districfs financial 37
condition will b6 discussed, as well as a payroll tax projection from
the 1991-92 budget process.

4. Standards lor Leurel Hlll Servlce: A memo outlining service 38
standards tor the approved addition ot service to the Laurel Hill
Valley is included in tho agenda packet.

5. Flnal Rules on Amerlcans wlth Dlsabllltles Act (ADA): A memo 39
outlining the final rules on implementing the ADA trom the
Department of Transportation is included in the agenda packet.

6. Soeclal Servlces Reoort: As a result of Board discusslon about 4g
special services request€d by persons and agencies in the
community, a list of rsquests (approved and denied) is included in
the agenda packet each month.

B. Monthly Flnanclal Reportlng: 49

'| . Comparative Balance Sheets
a. General Fund 50b. Risk Fund 5L
c. Capital Fund 52
d. General Fixed Ass€t Account Group 53

2. Revenue Reports
a. General Fund rq

b. Risk Fund 99
c. Capital Fund tro

LTD BOARD'I"IEETING
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3. Income Statement
a. Risk Fund
b. Capital Fund

4. Recap of Division Expenditures

VIII. ITEMS FOR ACTIONiINFORMATION AT A FUTURE MEETING

Paoe No.

57
5B

59

E'.

LTD Flnanclal Prolectlons: Further discussions of m€thods to maintain
financial flexibility will be scheduled for the October Board meeting.

LCC GROUP PASS PROGRAM: Discussion of a Group Pass Program
for Lane Community College will be scheduled for the October or
November Board meeting.

Board Work Sesglon on Euoene Statlon: A work session to discuss the
Eugene Station transit site was held on August 21 , 1991 . Staff were given
direction trom the Board to further investigate two sites; the I-HOP lot and
the Pasta Plus lot. Another work session will be held in October or
November to discuss these findings.

Comprehenslve Servlce Bedeslon: Staff have started the
Comprehensive Service Redesign process, and will update the Board
periodically in future agenda packets.

Flrst and Second Readlnos and Adoptlon of psvroll Tax Ordlnance:
The first reading of the Payroll Tax Ordinance will be scheduled for the
November 1 991 Board meeting. The second reading and adoption lvill be
scheduled for the December meeting.

ADJOURNMENT

LTD 8oARD l,lEETI NG
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MINUTES OF DIRECTORS MEETING

LANE TRANSIT DISTRICT

SPECIAL MEETING

WORK SESSION ON EUGENE STATION

Wednesday, August 21 , 1991

Pursuant to notice given to The Register-Guard lot publication on August 16, 1991 , and
distributed to persons on the mailing list of the District, a special meeting of the Board of
Directors of the Lane Transit District was held on Wednesday, August 21 , 1991 , at 4:00 p.m.
in the LTD Board Room at 3500 E. lTth Avenue, Eugene.

Present: Jack Billings
Peter Brandt, Treasurer
Janet Calvert
Tammy Fitch, Vice President
Thomas Montgomery
Keith Parks, President, presiding
Phyllis Loobey, General Manager
Jo Sullivan, Becording Secr€tary

(vacancy in Subdistrict 7)

CALL TO ORDER: The meeting was called to order at 4:05 p.m.

WELCOME NEW BOARD MEMBER: Mr. Parks welcomed Jack Billings to his tirst
meeting as a member of lhe LTD Board of Directors, representing subdistrict 5. Mr. Billings
had attended the June meetlng as an observer, prior to his contirmation by the Senate.

RESIGNATION OF BOARD MEMBER: Included in the informational packet for the
meeting was a copy of Herbert Hezberg's letter of resignation from the Board, due to his
move out of Subdistrict 7.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Ms. Fitch moved that the minutes of the June 19, 1991,
regular meeting and ihe July 17, 1 991 , regular meeting be approved as distributed. The
motion was seconded by Mr. Montgomery, and the minutes were approved by unanimous vote.

WORK SESSION ON EUGENE TRANSIT STATION:

Ms. Loobey began the work session by reviewing prior Board discussion in which half-
block sites were deemed to be inadequate tor me District's needs in a transit station. The
Board had directed statf to look for additional three{ourths-block sites.

LTO BOARD 14EETING
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Stefano Viggiano, Planning Administrator, presented information for the Board's review'

as contained in in informational packet handed out at the work session. He explained that'

in order to consider all possible sites, staff had reviewed every block in a six-by-six block area

of downtown, basically bordered by sth Avenue on the north, Mill street on the east, 11th

Avenue on the south, and Charnelton Street on the west. The 36 sites were shown on a map

on page 5 of the handout. Statf were asking the Board to narrow lhe list of sites to four for

further study.

Mr. Viggiano explained that staff envisioned two additional worksessions. The next one

would be he-ld in early fall, to develop a "program" for the station, including functions to be

accommodated, amenities to be provided, the size of the structures, and the quality of

construction. This would be a discussion of what the Board wanted to accomplish with the

site, and how to do so, given cost and funding restraints. The third work session possibly

would be held in December. At that time, the Board would be asked to determine lhe
preferred site and a project budget, as well as to direct staft to seek public review and City of
'Eugene 

review and approval of the site. Board action to approve the site and direct staff to

begin securing funding, acquiring land, hiring an architect, and conducting an environm€ntal

assessment, was tentatively scheduled for the March 18' 1992' Board meeting.

Mr. Viggiano then began discussing th€ detailed agenda on page 3 of the handout. He

reviewed prioi eoarO action and direction regarding the Eugene Station. In discussing timing

for a decilion, he stated that it would take four years from the time a decision was made to

acquire a site until LTD would begin using the new Eugene Station, or trom March 1992 until

Spling in 1996. lt appeared that federal grant funds would be available to cover 80 percent

oi the costs, so local match would be 20 percent, instead of the previously anticipated

25 oercent. There was no discussion by the Board on these topics.

Mr. Viggiano also discussed the function of the station, stating that it would serve the

heaviest concentration of employment in the metropolitan area. More riders lravel lo
downtown Eugene than to any bther single location in the community. One-third of.the riders

transfer at thJEugene Station, so it has to function as a transfer site as well as a destination
point. Location is very important for riders whose trips end in the downtown area, but not so

important for those who are transferring.

Mr. Viggiano highlighted a couple of lhe obiectives for the station. lt would be important

for the station to meet pro.iected z}-yeat capacity needs. A table on page I 6 of the handout

showed 2o-year ridership and fleet size proiections. Staff had used a conservative 2 to 4
percent annual ridership growth to determine that the station would need room for23 bus bays

at one pulse, or 1me when buses meet at the station to allow for transfers, plus three bays tor

layoveis. The District currently used four pulses per hour, but staff planned to eventually move

to six pulses per hour, which would increase the capacity of the station. lt.also would be

imoortint for the station to be not only a safe facility, but also to be perceived as a safe

environment.

The lactors to be considered in locating a site were also explained. They included size'

location, operational characteristics (ease of transfers, bus access into, through and out of

station, bus access to and from station through downtown area), and cost, as well as parking
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and compatibility with adjacent uses. Mr. Viggiano explained that th€ cost estimates included
only costs for the purchase of th€ land and consfuction of the pavement for the bus parking
and passenger boarding area, and did not include any structur€s. The issue of how much to
spend on shelters, the Customer Service Center, and other passenger amenities was to be
treated as a separate issue in lhe next work sessions.

Staff had looked at 36 sites and eliminatod 26 which had what they considered to have
fatal flaws, such as thos€ with historic buildings, those which were too small, etc. Ms. Fitch
asked what th€ 'Modified Butterfly' site was. Mr. Viggiano explained hat the original Butterfly
Lot was a one-halfblock site, so was too small to fit the District's needs. However, if tho
development on the northwest corner were to be considered as part of the site, the site would
be a little more than threequarters of a block. Additionally, the original Firestone site was a
linear three-fourths-block site, using property on both sides of 1Oth Avenue and requiring that
1oth Avenue be closed in ttiat location. The Modified Firestone site used three-quarters of the
block betw€en Oak and Poad Streets and 10th and 11h Avenu€s. lt would require removal
ot the Firestone and other buildings, but the telephone building would remain.

Ms, Calvert asked about the "teardrop' site previously considered. Mr. Viggiano said it
was not being considered further becaus€ it was an on/off-street design, and did not meet the
Districfs capacity needs.

Mr. Viggiano said that statf had developed a simple system to evaluate the sites, rather
than the complicated evaluation procoss used by fie Site Selection Committee last year. Four
unweighted criteria were used, and given a score of one through five, with one being the most
desirable and tive boing the least desirabl€. This system did not include all the variables which
the Board might wish to consider about each site, but staff had wanted to use a simple system
as an indicator to identity he strengths and weaknesses of particular sites, and to begin
discussion with the Board. He explained that some sites met the 2o-year proiected capacity
needs bett€r than others. For location, a site's proximity, first, to employment, and, second,
to retail development, was considered. He explained that peopls who used the bus to
commute to work rode more regularly than those who used it for shopping trips. Lite-cycle
costing was important in considering operational features, because an operaling cost incurred
over time could offset an Initial capital cost. Cost estimates included rough estimatos of the
costs for land, damages for parking, relocation of businesses, and th6 passenger platform and
bus parking area. Alfiough the estimates were rough, staff had tried to use the sams sorts
of "guesses' for all the sites, as a basis for comparison. Statf anticipated that the site's
amenities could cost between $3.5 million and $6.5 million, but these costs would deoend on
what the District wantod to build on the site.

Mr. Viggiano used slides to show cunent photographs of the t€n sites which were not
eliminated. He then discussed the ratings of the sites, based on size, locatlon, operational
characteristics, and cost. The highest concentration of employment in the downtown area was
located at 1oth and Oak, so staff used that as a basis for comparing location of the sites. New
development and employment appear to be moving to the east of downtown. A residential
area west of downtown meant that retail and employment dev€lopment would probably not
move in that direction. The I-HOP (lnternational House of Pancakes) site, #24 on the map,
was considered to be in a good location because it was next to City Hall and within two blocks

LTD BOARD 14EETING
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of the tederal building and the public services building. The Electlons Lot, sito #4, was rated

a ,3. because it was olose to tire Fifth Street Malket area, but not close to employment.

Mr. Brandt said he thought site #36, called the .Pasta Plus" site, was rated too low in

terms of location, since it was near Sacred Heart Hospital and medical oftic€s, and botween

downtown and the university of oregon (uo). He thought it should at least be rated a "3."

Mr. Viggiano said staff had discounted it due to its distancs from the University, sincs it was

more iilan hree blocks and that wErs not considered good walking distance for ridors to walk

to their destination, but agreed that Mr. Brandt had made a good point about the.proximity to
j"creO lflart iospital. trir. Brandt said he saw a lot of students walking from that area to the

University every morning.

Ms. Fitch asked who used the parking on the Pasta Plus lot. Mr. Viggiano said that part

df the lot was ownsd by Th€ Register:Guard and used by its employees. Mr. Montgomery said

it traO aiso been used by Sele-ctoare employees when they were hous-ed in the.U-Lan€'O

oulroing, so U-Lane-O employees might also be parking th€re. Mr. Brandt said he was

interested in this lot because ihere weie no significant buildings there. Mr' Parks wondered

if LTD would have to pay damagss for parking at that site. Mr. Brandt thought it might not

have to, it the parking were noicode-requked, and Mr. Viggiano said that an-estimate for

O#ages had 6een iicluded in tre cost. He added that even if the Register-Guard offices

movei, the building was more valuable with tho availability of parking nearby than it would be

if there were no Parking.

In considering operational characteristics, the IBM site, #6, was considered the worst'

because of trafiic flow-problems. The l-HoP site was rated best in this category.

Wh€n discussing cost ratings, thbre was som€ discussion about the possibility of finding

contamination from underground fuel tanks on the Eleciions, Pasta Plus, and IBM sites' In

Gory, contamination would atfect the purchase price, depending on who paid for the clean-up.

f,rfi. Vilgiano explained that costs wers estimated with an appraiser, based on his knowledge

ot thelite, who was using the available parking, whether parking was required by code' etc.

However, ihese *ere notlndepth estimates. The appraiser also could not consid€r whether

there was alternative parNng, iust the damags to businesses it parking was eliminated'

Mr. Viggiano added thit pariing Oamages only applied if the District went through eminent

domain, not il the purchas€ w€re negotiated.

tuts. Fitch asked if staff had consider€d leaving one-fourth of a block in parking'

Mr. Viggiano said that on the l-HoP site, for instance, the District may not need the. property

on the-riortfrwest side, and that could be used for parking. He was not sur€ how much parking

might fit on one-fourth of a block, but it would be possible to have some parking there.

Mri Montgomery suggested providing some parking on the Pasta Plus lot for the Register-

Guard, aid miiigating the pbrking dlmages by giving grouP-p?9se! to employ€es' Mark

iangUbm, Direcior oieOmihisfatiue Services, added that ECO Northwest, a consulting firm

nirei by Arcnitect Erio Gunderson, had said that the cheapest alternative for the Elections site'

althoujh not the best altemative for he area, was to put one-fourth of the block into parking

to meet the code requirements for station square and the Fifth Pearl Building.
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Mr. Gunderson added that all lots which were greater than three{ourths of a block had
excess land, but many of the three-fourths-block sites had major development on one corner
of the site. This development would be expensive to take, especially to turn into parking. Lots
which did not have that kind of development were the Butterfly, Elections, Charnelton, I-HOP,
Sears Parking, and Pasta Plus lots.

Mr. Viggiano said that the I-HOP site was the best site by a targe margin, based on
staff's preliminary rating. lt was rated 1 or 2 in every category. There were several sites in
the middle rankings, and the lBM, Modiiied Firestone, and Greyhound sites w6re determined
to be the least desirable sites. Statf believed location to be a fairly important criterion. Staff
rated the Elections site as the second-best, the Sears lot as third-best, and the McDonald
Theater lot fourth. The theater itself did not take a full quarter-block, so that site would have
some flexibility. The Pasta Plus lot would actually tie ior second if it were rater higher for
location, as Mr. Brandt had suggested.

Mr. Montgomery thought the I-HOP lot looked better and better, even if the Ferry Street
Bridge came right next to it. He thought even a pedestrian overpass over the bridge ramp
would be an option.

Mr. Brandt said the District should eliminat€ the Elections lot, because the retailers in the
area were not going to let a transit station be constructed in the middle of their development.
Ms. Calvert thought the Elections lot did not fit, in somewhat the same way the Butterfly lot did
not fit, with current uses of adlacent property, as well as some of the other lots did.

Ms. Loobey explained that those were the kinds ol issues that staff deliberately did not
take into consideration. Rather, they used a straightforward consideration of ihe sites to begin
discussion and hear the kinds of issues the Board would discuss about each site. Another
such issue would be the fact that tho Charnelton site would require the closure of Broadwav
Street, or the removal of Big Leaf Maple trees.

Mr. Billings asked about the Ferry Street Bridge and Agripac. Dave Reinhart of the City
of Eugene explained that most ol the Ferry Street Bridge options being discussed would have
the ramps come down they way they currently did, to 6th and 8th Avenues and Broadway into
Franklin. There might be some street widening in those areas, but it should not greatly atfect
the I-HOP site, or any others under consideration. Another option, or sub-alternative, would
have off-ramps at 6th and 8th, but a new ramp where Agripac was currently located, ano
connections to Patterson and Franklin. That option would necessitate the relocation of
Agripac, but the Agripac board had already stated it might like to relocate in northwest Eugene
or the Santa Clara area. lt would cost an extra $10 million or so to construct this option for
Ferry Street Bridge, including the relocation of Agripac. However, this option would allow
further development on the northeast side ot downtown. Mr. Rinehart added that the
environmental impact statement for the Ferry Street Bridge options should be available by the
end of the year. He said that staff were proposing the installation of a pedestrian and bicycle
overpass at 8th Avenue. This might be an "impertect" solution, but would allow pedesirians
and bicycles to cross the Ferry Street Bridge ramp at that location.

LTD BOARD MEETi NG
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VOTE

MOTION

city councilor Debra Ehrman spoke regarding the.sears lot. she said she could not

imagine ihe city council considering selling that site while contemplating the library project'

and the city's iime line for the library had been lengthened due to the Eugene Decisions

process. Sie said the City would have to either "string LTD along" or say n9 t0 the sale,

because it would be more expensive for the City to replace the parking if the lot were sold.

Ms. Loobey said that perhaps the library and transit station could be a joint L-TD/City venture,

including parking for the libiary. Mr. Viggiano said there was still a possibility that a parking

structur; could be built abovl or below ground, but UMTA would not pay for expansion

pirking. Ms. Loobey mentioned that parking above the.transit station could work only if it did

not coier the entire bus area, and design eiements mitigated the noise and fumes problems

that could occur with covered bus parking areas.

. Mr. Viggiano explained that further research on the finalist sites would cost between

$io,OOOand'$tS,oOO'persite. Mr.BrandtandMr.BillingsthoughttheBoardwasreadyto
reduce the number of sites to three or four.

Ms. Fitch moved that the Board eliminate all sites marked in blue on the wall map (sites

numbered1,2,3,5,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,15,16,17,19,20,21,22'23'25'26,27'28'30'
33, and 35 on the map on page 5 of the handout). Ms. Calvert seconded, and the motion

passed by unanimous vote.

The Board members then listed their top three sites, not in priority order. They were as

follows: Mr. Brand!-24, 36, 29 (|-HOP, Pasta Plus, Greyhound); Mr. Parks-24, 31 ,36 (I-HOP'

sears, Pasta Plus); Mr. Montgomery--24, 36, 32 (l-HoP, Pasta Plus, McDonald Theater);

Ms. Fitch-24,36, 31 (I-HOP, Pasta Plus, Sears); Ms. Calvert-24,36' 32 (|-HOP' Pasta Plus'

Mc Donald Theater lwhich she labeled a "distant third"]); and Mr. Billings--24, 36, 32 (I-HOP'

Pasta Plus, McDonald Theate0.

Mr. Billings moved, seconded by Mr. Brandt, that the Board direct staft to conduct

additional inveitigation on the I-HOP and Pasta Plus sites. Ms. Calvert said she was

concerned aboutiinding problems, such as underground storage tanks, on one of the sites.

Mr. Montgomery said that there was a possibility that some problem could be_tound on any

site. Mr.-Brandt Said there were many influential people who attended the Baptist church

across from the I-HOP site, and they would not strand for putting a transit station there and

removing any of their parking. However, he thought it was a good site, and said that the

District should consider these two sites further. He thought the Pasta Plus site was potentially

not so controversial, and was good because it was close to Sacred Heart Hospital and

downtown, and was in the direction growth would go in downtown.

Ms. Fitch asked if three sites might be better. other Board members thought there

would be controversy no matter how many sites were chosen. Mr. Pangborn said that federal
grant money would be used tor the further investigation, so local dollars was not a maior issue.

Flowever, cbnsidering only two sites would allow the District to spend that federal money on

other caoital items.
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There was no furthor discussion, and Mr. Billings' motion passed by unanimous vote.
Mr. Brandt commented that staff had made a thorough presentation, and that was what made
the Board's decision so easy that evening.

ADJOURNMENT: This concluded the agenda {or the evening. Following some general
discussion of informational items, the meeting was unanimously adiourned at 6:15 p.m.

LTD BOARD I'4EETiNG
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AcrloN REQUESTED: Board acceptance of the Report to Management and audit of the
Comprehensive Financial Report as presented by Coopers and Lybrand.

DATE OF MEETING: September 18, 1991

ITEM TITLE: 1990-91 Audit

BACKGROUND:

ATTACHMENT:

PROPOSED MOTION:

Each year an independent audit of the District's financial statements is
performed. Included with the agenda packet is a copy of the ,'Comprehensive

Annual Financial Report" for the year ending June 30, 1991 , for Board review.
A management letter from the auditors, Coopers and Lybrand, which
summarizes their findings and presents recommendations to improve the
internal accounting systems, will be distributed at the meeting. John Joyce
and Mike Kehoe will be present at the meeting to answer any questions ihe
Board may have about the r€port or management letter. In aitdiiion, Tamara
Weaver will give a brief presentation on the District's financial condition later
in the meeting.

None.

Report to Management, June 30, 1991, and the Comprehensive Annual
Financial Report, will be distributed at the meeting.

That the Board accept the management letter and audit report as presented
by Coopers and Lybrand.

LTD EOARD 14EETING
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DATE OF MEETING: September 18, 1991

ITEM TITLE: 1992 UMTA Section 9 Grant Application

ACTION REQUESTED: Approvat of i992 Section g crant Application

BACKGROUND: LTD annually submits a grant application for Section g operating and capital
funds. Because the current authorizing legislation has not been extended by
Congress, we do not know at this time how much will be allocated to LTD in
Section 9 funds. The attached application is for more than we expect the final
allocation to be. When the final amount is known, this application will be
adjusted accordingly. By submitting the application now, LTD should receive
the funds sooner.

ATTACHMENT: Summary page of the 1992 Section g grant application.

PROPOSED MOTION: That the Board approve the attached 1992 UMTA Section 9 grant application.

LTD EOARD MEETI NG09/t8/9I Page 16



09/18/91
Attachment #3

PROGRAM OF PROJECTS AND BUDGET
FISCAL YEAR 1992

. sEcTloN 9

DATE:
URBANIZED AREA:
APPORTIONMENT:

OESIGNATED RECIPIENT:
GRANTEE:

Proiect Description

A. Capital Proi€cts
at 80/20 percent funding:
Passenger Boarding
lmprovements, Office Equp.,
Computer Hard/Software, Bus
& Bus Related Equip. & Fac.

Contingency @ 10 percent

CaDital Sub-Total

SEPTEMBER 18, 1991
EUGENE/SPRINGFIELD, OREGON
$91,749 1991 Sec. 9 Capital - Carryover

1 ,300,000 1992 Sec. 9 Operational
290.000 1992 Sec. 9 Capital

s1.691.749

OREGON DEPT, OF TRANSPORTATION
LANE TRANSIT DISTRICT

Federal
Share

$34r,s73

38.t76'

381,749

Local
Share Total

$429,467

47.7'19

477,188

2,600,000

0

$3,077,186

c.

Ooerational Assistance
(7/01/91 to 6/30192l
at 50/50 percent tunding

Plannino
at 80120 percent funding

Total

1,300,000

,0

$1 ,681,749

$85,894

9.543

95,437

1,300,000

0

$1,395,437

PROJ8.MJP

LTD BOARD MEETING
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DATE OF MEETING: SeDtember 18. 1991

AcrloN REQUESTED: staff suggest that the Board form a broad-based, community advisory
committee to provide input to the Board on the various issues and decisions
that need to be made in site selection, design, and construction of a new
Eugene Transit Station. Representalion on the committee could include the
Eugene City Council, the Eugene planning Commission, the Eugene
Downtown Commission, the Eugene and Springfield Chambers of Commerce,
and bus rlders.

This committee would meet to discuss an issue priorto the Board taking action
on the particular issue. In this way, the Board could consider the opinion of
the committee in determining the best course of action for the District. lssues
which the committee could comment on include:

' Selecting the site for the station
' Determining the level of amenities to be included in the project

Determining needed improvements adjacent to the site (such as
improved crosswalks)
Design issues, such as materials used for construction or general design
0t passenger shelters and the Customer Service Center
Public in'rolvement in the various decisions

The committee could provide its recommendations directly to the Board or
through LTD staff. Alternately, one to three members of the Board could sit on
the advisorv committee.

ATTACHMENT:

PROPOSED MOTION: That a 7-member advisory committee for the Eugene Station project be
formed, with representation from the Eugene City Council, Eugene Planning
Commission, Eugene Downtown Commission, Eugene Chamber of Commerce,
and the Springfield Chamber of Commerce, and two at-large positions, at least
one of which is a bus rider.

LTD EOARD MEETI NG
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DATE OF MEETING: September 18, 1991

ITEM TITLE: El€ction of Board Secretary

ACTION REQUESTED: Election of New Board Secretary

With the resignation of HeIb Hezberg, the Board also lost its secretary.
The Board needs to elect a new secretary. The position is responsible
for signing otficial LTD documents.

BACKGROUND:

ATTACHMENT: None

PROPOSED MOTION: That the Board nominate and elect a Board secretiary.

MEETI NG
Page 19
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DATE OF MEETING:

ITEM TITLE:

ACTION REQUESTED:

BACKGROUND:

ATTACHMENT:

Sept. 18, 1991

LTD Board of Director's Representation at Sub-Area Refinement plan
Public Hearings

That the Board appoint one or more individual Board members to
represent LTD at the Willakenzie and Gateway Refinement plan public
hearings and the commercial lands' study.

Both Eugene and Springfield are involved in developing neighborhood
refinement plans; Willakenzie for Eugene and Gateway for Springfield.
These plans will guide all luture development for these particular
neighborhoods. Eugene is also conducting a commercial lands' study
that will be used as the basis for code changes affecting all future
commercial development in Eugene. How and where development
occurs will have a significant impact on LTD's ability to provide service
in the future. Consequently, LTD staff have provideo numerous
suggestions on what transit-related guidelines should be contained In
these planning studies.

These studies are now scheduled for public hearing. The normal
procedure is for organizations commenting on the studies to send
representatives to these public hearings to give public testimony on
lhose comments. Staff would recommend that a member of the Board
attend the public hearings to provide an LTD perspective on the
plans/studies. lf a Board member is unable to attend, staff would
provide the public testimony.

None

That the Board appoint one or more Board members to represent LTD
at the Willakenzie and Gateway Refinement plan public hearings.

LTD BOARD MEETING
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DATE OF MEETING:

ITEM T]TLE:

ACTION REQUESTED:

BACKGROUND:

ATTACHMENT:

PROPOSED MOTION:

September 18, 1991

Board Member Appointment to the Metropolitan policy Committee

Appointment of Board member to represent LTD on Metropolitan policy
Committee

The Metropolitan Policy Committee was formed to resolve interjurisdicti-
onal disputes that might arise over the interpretation and implementation
of lhe TransPlan and other regionally-drafted plans dealing with land
use, power planning, etc.

Memo

That the Board select a member of the Board of Directors to serve on
the Metropolitan Policy Committee.

LTD BOARD MEETING
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Lane Transit District
PO. Box 7070
Eugene, Oregon 97401 0470

(503) 741-6100
Fax (503) 741-6111

Septembsr 18, 1991

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Dirsctors

FROM:

RE:

Phyllis Loobey

Board Appointment to Metropolitan Policy Committee (MpC)

LTD BOARD
09 / J.8/ 9L

At its septemb€r 12 meeting, the membeE 0f the Mpc requested that the LTD Board of
Directors appoint one of its members to the Mpc. The Mpc agreed that the slgnificance.
and magnifude of transportation systems' management and planning issues before the
MPc required a heightened and more collaborative relationship between LTD and local
governmental bodies.

The purpose.of the MPc, as you may recall, was to resolve inter-jurisdictional disputes
that might arise over the interpr€tation and implementiation of the Transplan and other
regionally-drafted plans dealing with land use, power planning, etc.

The MPC, comprised of elected officials from Eugene, Springfield, and Lane County, have
dkected the TPc (Transportation planning committee), comprised of the staffs of the local
jurisdictions, and LTD to prepare a work plan to address the transportation planning
issues under the new regulatory environment which elevates the roie of trandit in nE
attainment of reductions in vehicle miles traveled, clear air mandates, and energy
conservation.

And, in the discussion of the process of complying with new regutations, the members of
f9 ]"1P9 unanimously agreed that an LTD Board member shourd be a member of the
MPc. They further agreed that the bylaws which restrict membership of the Mpc 6
elected otficials would bs changed so that the LTD Board member wiruld have ,roting
privileges.

staff's recommendation to the Board is that a member of the Board of Directors be
selected to serve on the Metropolitan policy Committ€e.

P{r- ur^
Phyllis Loo6ey
General Manager

PUms:ecm MEETI NG
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Lane transit District
PO. Box 7070
E ugene, Orcgon I 7401 -04 70

(503) 741-6100
Fax (503) 741-6111

MEMORANDUM

FROM:

BE:

LTD Board of Directors

Phyllis Loobey

Results of the 1991 Legislative Assembly

The l99l Session proved to be positive for transit in Oregon. A major public policy was
established with the passage of HB 2175, the implementation bill of the Federal Clear Ak Act,
which includsd emission fees with the proceeds dedicated to transh capital lmprovements. Aside
from the Sp€cial Transportation Fund for elderly and handicapped transportation financed with
tobacco taxes, the emission fees constitute the first dedicated source of lunds within the state,

The vehicle emission fees will face a court test for constitutionality. As a matter of fact, t|e Aifuq
has indicated that it will file suit before the state supreme court. lt is expected that the tiling will
occur in October after HB 2175 becom€s law.

SB 1035, the PERS Bill, was amended to exclude all transit operators falling below certain
population reguirementrs. Thus, the bill do€s not afiect LTD, Salem Transit, Rogue Valley Transit,
or Basin Transit in Klamath Falls.

HB 2682, the video lottery bill which originally included dedicated tunds for transit capital was
almost amended to death. The survivor does not include dedicated funds for transit.

SB 766, which requked Tri-Met and Roguo Valley to use alternativo fuels was amended to include
reformulated, low sulphur diosel. This is a positive direction. Transit operators need not make
huge inv€stments in unproven technologies, fueling stations, otc. Reformulat€d diesel is cunently
available in California. We expect the distribution of this low sulphur fuel will expand to the Pacific
Northwest. The advantage of the fuel is that it can be used without costly modification to engines
or fueling systems.

As indicated below, those bills which would have incrsas€d costs to the District were not passsd.
The damage control provided by the Oregon Transit Association and the general managers and
staff of transit operators worked very effectively.

LTO BOARD I'4EETiNG
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1991 Legislative Assembly, Cont.
Page 2
September 18, 1991

The following list of S€nate and House bills r€present those on which
the Board took action and the final disposition of each:

BOARD
MEASURE DESCRIPTION POS]TION

HB 2571 Secondary Lands Oppose

HB 3184 Rural Area Task Force Oppose

HB 3185 Mass Transit Advisor Oppose

SB 1126 Removes Tort Limitation Oppose

SB 589 Paid Bereavement Leavs Oppose

SB 1021 Protocts Third-party Employees Oppose

SB 1035 PERS for Transit Employees Oppose

SB 1 190 Prohibits Transit Srikes Oppose

SB 2589 Drug Rehabilitation Requirement Oppose

HJR 15 Constitutional Amendment Support

SB 101 1 Zoning Densities Support

HB 2682 Allocates Video Lottery Monies Support

HB 3536 Utilities Pay Damages Support

HB 2175 Vehicle Emissions Fee Support

SB 766 Alternative Fuels Monitor

Aur"+
Phyllis Loobey
General Manager

PUms:ecm LTD BOARD I4EETING
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DtsPoslTtoN

Did not Pass

Did not Pass

Did not Pass

Did not Pass

Did not Pass

Did not Pass

Passed with Amendment

Did not Pass

Did not Pass

Did not Pass

Did not Pass

Did not Pass in
original form

Did not Pass

Passed with amendments

Passed with amendmenb



DATE OF MEETING: September 18, 1991

ITEM TITLE: FY 1990-1991 Year-end Perlormance Reoort

ACTION REQUESTED: Information only

BACKGROUND:

ATTACHMENT:

PROPOSED MOTION: None,

The Board receives quarterly and year-end performance reporb for its
information. The attached report summarizes accomplishments for Fy 1gg0-
1991 .

FY 1990-1991 Year-end Performance Report

6ri,3?61'1551'ig



Lane transit District
PO. Box 7070
E ugene, Oego n I 740 1 -04 70

/503) 741-6100
Fax 603) 741-6111

September 18, 1991

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board ol Directors

FROM:

F{E:

Joe Janda

Fiscal Year 1990-1991 Year-end P€rformance Report

Attached foryour information is the FY 1990-1991 Year-end Performance Hoport. This
roport summarizos accomplishments in s€veral key areas that serve as indicators of th€
District's overall performance in FY 1990-1991 . Major performance indicators are
reportod from all tunctional areari of the Districfs operation, and tend to be measures that
the transit industry consid€rs to be the most valuable to monitor and assess.

This report @ntains a briet narrative followed by supporting data tables and graphs.
Information for FY 1 989-1990 is provirJed as a @mparison. Staff will bo availabte at the
meeting to answer questions should thoy arise. lf the Board would like additional
information, staff are prepared to make a formal presontation at tho October Board
meeting.

R]DERSHIP AND SERVICE

Fiscal Year '1990-1991 was a re@rd ridsrship yeartor the Distict. over 4.9 miilion trips
(the number of one-way customer trips, including transfers) w€r€ made by our customers,
Lepresenting an 8.9 percent increase over the previous year. Ridership on weekdays,
Saturdays, and Sundays increased, as well, when compared with the pievious year.

Much of the ridership increase can be attributed to a higher incidence of ridership by our
customersi who uso pr€-paid, multiple-use far€ payment mechanisms, such as'monfrly
and group passes. Pass sales in nearly every category increased in Fy 1990-199i
compared with FY 1989-1990, and the May 1990 Origin and Destination (O&D) data
suggests that nearly half of our customors .ode mor€ in Fy 1990-j991 than in the
previous year. In addition, sinc€ | 988, the trequency of weekly ridership has increased,
with the strongest gain reported in the 15 or more tdps per week category. O&D data

LTD BOARD
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Performance Report, Cont.
Page 2
September 18, 1991

suggests that customers are making more rather than fewer trips, and that more of these
trips are used for travel to and from school or work.

The level of service increased by approximately 2.1 percent in FY 1990-1991 compared
with FY 1 989-1 990. Productivity (measured as the number of customer trips per sch€dule
hou4 increased to 21.8. This means that, on average,21.8 trips were made for every
scheduled hour of service. ln FY 1989-1990, productivity was 20.4 customer trips per
schedule hour.

FARE PAYMENT

Total passengor revenue increased by 13.6 percent in FY 1 990-1 991 when compared with
the previous year. The amount of farebox cash increased by 10.7 percent. Of the 4.9
million customer trips taken last fiscal year, over 68 percent were made using a fare
payment other than cash or tokens. This compares with 67 percent in FY 1 989-1 990, and
64 percent in FY 1988-1989.

OPERATING COSTS

Operating costs in FY 1 990-1 991 increased by 8.6 percent when compared with Fy 1 989-
1 990. This increase can be attributed to incr€ased personnel costs resulting from contract
wage adiustmsnts and the addition of statf, increased fuel and parts' costs, and a 2
percent increase in service. The resulting larebox-to-operating-cost ratio was 21.45
percent, a 4.6 p€rcent increase over the pr€vious year, and the highest this ratio has been
sincs FY 1980-1981. The farebox-to-operating-cost ratio reports how much ol the cost
to provide transit service is actually paid by the customer.

The cost to the District to provide one customer trip in FY 1990-1991 was 91 .99. Last
year this cost was $2.00. When adjusted for inflation, in order to compare this cost over
time, the cost per trip decreased by 7.3 percent relative to Fy 1989-.t990, and at $1 .04,
was the lowest cost per trip since the first year ot the District's operation. Cost per trip
measures the District's efficiency in providing service to its customers.

TRANSPORTATION DIVISION MEASURES

Road call downtime measures the amount of time a bus is behind schedule due to a
mechanical road call that results in the bus being replaced while in service. The annual
goal is to minimize downtime; when road calls are nec€ssary, response time to the
situation should be as quick as possible. In Fy 1 990-1 991 , road ball d6wntime was 4,907
minutes, representing an incroase of S4.5 percent over the previous year. The number
of mechanical road calls in FY 1990-1991 increased by 22.1 percent to 1,032.

Tho absenteeism rate among oporators during Fy 1 990-1 991 was 4.1 percent, down from
4.8 percent in FY 1 989-1 990. Although above the District's goal ot 3.0 percent, this still
represented a significant reduction in absenteeism of 14.1 oercent.

LTD EOARD 14EETING
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Perlormance Report, Cont.
Page 3
Septomber 18, I991

FLEET MAINTENANCE

Total miles travellod in FY 1 990-1 991 increased by 4.0 percent, to 9,326,446. The
number ot mechanical road calls increased by 22.1 percent, and the resulting miles per
mechanical road calls decreased by 14.8 percent to 3,209. This means that, on average,
there was a mechanical breakdown, resulting in the bus being r€placed while in ssrvice,
every 3,208 miles. On an average weekday, the combined fleet mileage was
approximately 1 1 ,400 miles, or 't 84 miles per peak bus.

Fueland oif cost per mile increased by 26,2 and 60.0 percent respectively, reflecting the
escalation in oil prices that occurred as a rosult of the Gull war.

SAFETY AND RISK MANAGEMENT

The total number of accidents in FY 1990-1991 increased slightly when compared with
FY 1989-1990, trom 102 in FY 1989-1990 to 107 In Fy 1990-1991, but the number of
preventable accidents declined by 10.8 percent. Preventable accidents are lhose which
could have been avoided had the operator followed proper safety and operational
procedures. With a 4.0 percent incr€ase in total miles traveled, the resulting miles per
preventable accident increased by 16.6 p€rcent, to 100,801.

The number of workers compensation claims remained about the same in Fy i 990-1 991
as in FY 1989-1990.

CUSTOMER SERVICE

Total calls to the Customer Service Center increased by 16.7 percent when compared
with FY 1989-1990. The lost call rate incre€lsed slighfly to 4.9 percent compared with 4.9
perc€nt in FY 1 989-1 990. O&D data suggests that in a given year, nearly 13 percent of
our customers are new to the system. we would expected that a large percentage of new
customers use the information services provided by the customer service center. In
addition, o&D data reports that over 9 percent of our customers utilize lhe custom€r
Service Center to obtain LTD inlormation on an ongoing basis.

ff,f,lo^
MIS Administrator

JJ/ms:ecm
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YEAR.END PERFORMANCE REPORT
FY 1990-1991

SUMMARY STATISTICS

RIDERSHIP

AVG WEEKDAY CUSTOMER TRIPS 16,&3 15,271 9.0%

AVG SATURDAY CUSTOMER TRIPS 8,569 8,018 6.9%

AVG SUNDAY CUSTOMER TRIPS 4,051 3,664 10.5%

TOTAL CUSTOMER TRIPS 4,907 ,267 4,505,340 8.9% 4,685,554

SERVICE

SCHEDULE HOURS 225,286 220,687 2.1V.

AVERAGE SYSTEM PRODUCTIVITY 21.8 20.4 6.7% 20.9

FARE PAYMENT

ADULT PASS 14,914 12,871 15.9%

YOUTH PASS 5,745 5,117 12.3o/o

REDUCED FARE PASS 9,237 9,252 -0.2%

THREE MONTH PASS 1,854 1 ,734 6.9%

LCC TERM PASS 2,359 1,997 18j%

DAY PASS 56,292 39,392 42.9%

LARGE TOKENS 206,258 214,741 -4.0%

SMALL TOKENS 77,160 76,460 0.9%

PASSENGER REVENUE AND OPERATING COSTS

FAREBOX CASH $834,964 $754,149 10.70/"

TOTAL PASSENGER REVENUE $2,101,775 $1,850,334 13.6% $1,9s3,599

OPERATING COST $9,796,674 $9,024,530 8.6%

FAREBO}|/OPERATING COST 21 .450/" 20.51o 4.6% 18.3%

ACTUAL COST PER TRIP $1.99 $2.00 -0.3% $2.00

ADJUSTED COST PER TRIP - $1.04 $l.12 -73% $1 .12

Adjusted to 1979 bas€ of 200 for compafEon.
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YEAR.END PERFORMANCE REPORT
FY 1990-1991

SUMMARY STATISTICS

TRANSPORTATION DIVISION

ROAD CALL DOWN TIME
(MINUTES)

4,907 3,176 545%

COMPLAINTSN OO,OOO CUSTOM ER
TRIPS

7.8 6.9 13.00/"

coMPLTMENTSn 00,000
CUSTOMER TRIPS

2.75 2.84 -3.2"/o

ABSENTEEISM 4.1yo 4.8% -14.1Yo ?n

FLEET MAINTENANCE

MILES/MECHANICAL ROAD CALL 3,208 a,Io l -14.8Vo

FUEL COST PER MILE $0.213 $0.168 26.2%

OIL COST PER MILE $0.004 $0.003 60.0%

TOTAL MILES 3,326,446 3,198,270 4.0%

SAFETY AND RISK MANAGEMENT

PREVENTABLE ACCIDENTS 33 e-, -10.8%

NON-PREVENTABLE ACCIDENTS 74 oc 13.8%

MILES/PREVENTABLE ACCIDENT 100,801 86,440 16.6%

WORKERS' COMPENSATION
CLAIMS

40 42 -4.87o

CUSTOMER SERVICE

TOTAL CSC CALLS 148,676 127 ,409 16.7%

LOST CALL RATE 4.9o/" 4.30/o 12.6% 4.0

LTD BOARD I"IEETiNG
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RIDERSHIP SUMMARY
FY 1990-1991 COMPARED W|TH Fy 1989-1990
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RIDERSHIP, SERVICE, BASE FARE
FY 7O-Tl THROUGH FY 90-91

4,907,fr7
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TOTAL PASSENGER REVENUE BY CATEGORY
FtscAL YEAR 1990-1991

PASSENGER REVENUE BY CATEGORY

39.73%

D rnneaox cesx

ffi rorervs

I uotmtw pass

E wententv pass
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E u or o e nwp pnss

E orutn enoup passes
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ABSENTEEISM
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MILES BETWEEN PREVENTABLE ACCIDENT
FY 1980-81 THROUGH FY 1990-91

MILES/ACCIDENT TOTAL MILES
140,000 3,500,000

120,000 3,000,000

100,000 2,500,000

80,000 2,000,000

60,000 1,500,000

40,000 1,000,000

20,000 500,000

8888888888g:
01234567890tttttttttl/
88888888899123 4 5 6 7I9 01

- 
TOTAL MILES

- 
MILES/PREV, ACCIDENT
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DATE OF MEETING: September 18, 1991

]TEM TITLE: Staff Report on LTD's Financial Condition.

ACTION REQUESTED: No action; information only.

BAGKGROUND:

ATTACHMENT: No attachment.

PROPOSED MOTION: No action needed.

LTD BOARD MEETING
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Each year the Board and staff work with long-range financial plans and
budgets to direct the financial operations of LTD. The operations of LTO
include not only the provision of public transit services, but a capital plan to
assure a strong infrastructure in the District. This annual overview of LTD,S
financial condition will briefly touch on these key variables in relation to the
current financial condition of LTD. In addition, the payroll tax projection from
the 1991-92 budget process will be reviewed and updated.



Lane transit District
PO. Box 7070
Eugene, Oregon 97401 -0470

(50s) 741.6100
Fax (503) 741 6111

September 18, 1991

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Directors

FBOM: StefanoViggiano,PlanningAdministrator

RE: Standards for Laurel Hill Service

The Board approved the addition of service to Laurel Hill Valley during the budget process
this past spring. The servics is fairly minimal, with four trips from Laurel Hill Valtey to
downtown, and four r€turn trips from downtown back to the neighborhood. The service
started Monday, September 'l 6, 1991 .

The Board requested that minimum ridership productivity standards for the servico be
established, and that the neighborhood b€ made fully aware of the standards. Minimum
ridership standards are established by the Oistrict's Service Policy. This policy states that
ridership productivity on any route or segment of a route must exceed two-thirds of the
system-wide average, or the s€rvice is de€med sub-standard and subject to modificatjon
and possible elimination.

The Laurel Hill trips add just over two service hours to the system. In ord€r to meet the
minimum standard, the service must carry approximately 50 ridets per day. As with all
new service, the minimum productivity standard does not apply until after the service is
in place lor 18 months. This allows th€ service adequate time to mature and reach its
ridership potential.

Laurel Hill neighborhood residents involved in developing and designing the service are
aware of this ridership standard and believe that it can be achi€ved. They understand
that they would likely lose the service if the standard is not met.

--v! .l
Yrfp.ttr U nuo*.AA ':,

Stefano Viggiano ' '
Planning Administrator

SV:ms:ecm
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Lane 7ranait District
PO. Box 7070
Euge ne, Oregon 9740 I - 047 0

1503) 741-6100
Fax (503) 741-6lll

September 18, 1991

MEMORANDUM

TO: Board of Directors

Attached please find a summary of fie final rules implementing the ADA (Americans with
Disabilities Act). As we have just recelved the rules, we have not yet developed a staff
response to the requiremonts of the Act. we anticipate responding to the requirement to
prepare and submit a paratransit plan to UMTA within the reporting deadlin€s, Staff will
prepare a presentation for the Board prior to submission of the plan to UMTA.

FROM:

ft E:

Phyllis Loobey
General Manager

PUms:ecm

Phyllis Loobey

Final Rules on Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
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FACT SHEET

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION FINAL RULE ON
THE AMERTCANS W|TH DtSABtLtTtES ACT (ADA)

The Departmenl of Transportation has lssued a flnal rule to
lmplement the iransportallon provislons ot lhe ADA. The
rule applies to publlc and private transportation providers,
whelher or not they recelve Federal financlal asslstance.

BASIC PRQyISIONS

Because the basic provisions of the rule are directly required by the
ADA itself, they have not changed from the notics of proposed
rulemaking (NPRM) the Department issued. The rule has been
reorganized for groater clarity.

All entities are prohibited from discriminating against
individuals with disabilities.

With certain statutory excoptions, public and private 6ntities
providing fixed route or demand responsive transportation
services must acquire accessible vehicles. In some cases, an
entity is not rsquired to acquir€ an accessible vehicle if it
already provides equivalent service to individuals with
d isabilities.

Public entities operating fixad route service must, in addition,
provide complementary paratransit sErvice for individuals
with disabilities who cannot usE fixod route servico.

Eniities must submit paratransit plans to UMTA by January
1992. UtvlTA will consider requests for an undue financial
burden waiver from the paratransit requirerrent on a case-by-
case basis.

Rail systems must acquire accessible cars and must have at
Ieast one accessibls car per train by 1995,
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All Amtrak stations must be accessible by 2010' Key stations

in commutor, light, and rapid rail stations must be made

accossible withln threc yoars, with Extensions available for

extraordinarily expensive changes like installing an elevator
or raising an sntir€ pass€nger platform.

Accessible vehicles and facilities are delined consistent with
Architectural and Transportation Barriers Control Board
(Access Eoard) guidelines on these subjects'

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE FIML RI ILE

BaseC on,comments to
changes to the cjetails
changed provisions of
comprehensive list of

Deljoiti.0-os

ThE definition of 'commutor bus service' has been expanded to

includE service not specializing in work trips which has a
limited route structure, limited stops, and a coordinated
relationship to another modE of transportation.

A definition of "ccmmon whgelchair," consistenl wilh Accass
Board lift standards, has beEn included.

Nondiscf imination

lndividuals with disabilities cannot be roquired to use priority

seats in vehicles'

An entity may refuse servica to somEone who is violont 0r
engages in iliegal conduct. (There is no 'safety' or 'direct
tnreat" exception to requirements of the rule, however)' An

entity may not refuse service to somgon€ because tha
individuatis disability results in appearanco or involuntary
behavior that may oflend or annoy others.

th8 NPRM, th€ Depanment has made numerous
of the regulation. Highlights of naw or
the rule are summarizEd below (this is not a
all features of the final tule)'



4.

All Amtrak stations must be accessible by 2010. Key stations
in commuter, light, and rapid rail stations must be made

' accossible within threa years, with Extensions available for
extraordinarily expensive changes like installing an slevator
or raising an entire passenger plaiform.

Accessible vehicles and facilities are delined consistent with
Architectural and Transportation Barriers Control Board
(Access Board) guidelines on these subjacts,

HIGHLIGHTS OFTHE FINAL RI ILF

Based on comments to ths NPFIM, the Depanment has made numerous
changes to the details of the regulation. Highlights of new or
changed provisions of the rula are summarized below (this is not a
comprehensive list of all features of the linal rule).

Detinitions

ThE definition of 'commuter bus service" has bean 6xpanded to
include service not specializing in work trips which has a
limiied route structure, limiisd Etops, and a coordinated
relationship to another mode of transportation.

A definition of "ccmmon wheelchair," consistent with Accass
Board lift slandards, has been included.

No ndiscriminatio n

Individuals with disabilities cannot be !'equir6d to use prioriiy
seats in vehiclas.

An entity may refuse service to someone who is violont or
engages in illegal conduct. (There is no 'safety" or 'direct
threat" exception to requirements of the rule, however). An
Entity may not refuse service to someone because the
individual's disabiiity results in appearance or involuntary
behavior that may offend or annoy others.
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Vahiclg and. Facillly Standards

The rule includes procedures for DOT approval of equivalent
facilitation m6asures for vehicles and facilities, which the
Access Board guidelines allow.

Facility alterations to key rail stations made befora January
1992 can be used to meat the requirements of tha rule if they
conformed to certain existing standards.

A lew provisions of tha Access Board standards for vehicle
litts will not take Bttsct until January 1992, in order to allow
sufficiEnt time for redasign.

The Access Board guidelines require two securemant locations
in buses and vans ovar 22 feet long and one in smallor vehicles.

Under the Access Board guidelines, rail vehicles retrofitted to
meet the one car p6r train standard mey meet standards for
gaps and 6nd doors that are less stringent than the standards
for new vehicles.

Apglicability

Entities "stand in lhe shoes" ol public or private entities for
whom they provide transportation servica under contract. For
example, a prlvate bus company which provides bus service to
a public transit authority must acquire accessible buses in the
same way that the public authority itself would.

Such fixed route services operated by public entities as
airport parking lot shuttlss, university bus systems, and
dedicated bus service to commutgr rail systems, are
treatad as commuter bus systems, with the result that they
must acquiro accessible vehicles but do not have to provide
complementary paratransit.

Public vanpools are viewed as demand respcnsive services,
who could meet equivalency requiremonts by making
acc€ssible vehicles avaiiable to vanpool riclers who noecl them.
Privato vanoools are not covered.
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Taxis may not discriminate against individuals with

disabilities and, when cbtaining vans, must obtain accessible

vans when tne p.iu"ie entity piouisions of the rul6 so require'

They are not required to acquire vans, howavsr' in order t0

havg accessiute venictes in ineir llsets (no one is reguirgd to

acquire accessiblE automobilos)'

Shuttle buses for public accommodations (e'9" hotels'. car

ientai-agincies, hLiorical or theme parks) are tr?aJ€d^,1s

i,-p"ritti li piivate entities not primarilv 
"ls-"q?:^ln,T^-,

business oi tiansporting peopl6' They may bo either oemano.

te+onsive or tixio roJt6, o'epending on the circumstances of

.".ir't- tvtGt. Howevgr, conveyances usad primarily for

recreational 'PurPosos rathsr than transPortation (e'9" a roller

coaster or a nistoric-ttoit"y in a rail museum) aP. nql *y::"i
by this rule' (They arc subject to DePartment of Justrce (ee"'
ADA rules, however.)

Transportation provided by an employer solety lor its. own.

€mployees "r" 
not subjeci to this rule' (They are .subiect to

Eq,iai'etprovmeii opiortunlty commission rules' however')

Facility Requiremants

Changos to a facility needed to mal(a..a Path of travol

accEisiUte are "disiroportionate" to the cost of tha enlire

ileration it their cost'excaeds 20 percent of the entire

alteration. This is consistent with DOJ rules on this subject'

Criteria lor determining the 'responsibl€ perg9n'. lo alter a

Lil 
"t"tion 

lor accessibility have been clarifisd'

When different accessibility completion dales apPly to

aitterent portionE of a rail' station, the earlier dato will apply

to common ol€ments of the station'

Key station plans must be submitted by July 26' 1992'

is eligible for paratransit with rsspsct
is not-yet one acoessiblc car por train

not yet been made accessible'

An individual
system there
stations have

to a rail
or key,



Taxis may not discriminata against individuals with

disabilitiei and, whon cbtaining vans, must obtain accessibl.
vans when the private entity piovisions of the rule so require.

They ara nct required to acquire vans, howsver, in order to
have accessible vehicles in their fleets (no ong is reguired to

acouire accessible automobil6s).

Shuttle buses for public accommodations (e'g', hotals, car

rental agencies, historical or theme parks) are treated.as
operateJ by private entitiEs not primarily engaged in .the
blsiness of tianspotting people. They may be either demand-

fesponsiveorfixedroute,oependingonth6circumstancesof
each system. However, conveyances used primarily for
recreational 'PurPos6s rather than transportation (e'9': a roller

ccaster or a'hiitoric trclley in a rail museum) are not covered

by this ruie. (Thay are sjbject to Department ot Justice (DOJ)

ADA rules, however.)

Transportation provided by an employer solely lor its. own

employees ers not subject to this rule' (They are subject to
-quat'empfoyment Opportunity Commission rulas, however')

Facility Bequirements

Changas to a facility needed to make a path of travel

acceslible are 'disproportionato' to the cost of the antire

alteration if their cost excaeds 20 percent of the entire

alteration. This is consisient with DoJ rules on this subject.

Criteria for determining the "responsible person' to altar a
rail station for accessibility have been clarified'

When different accessibility completion dates apply to
diffErent portions of a rail station, the earliEr dato will apply
to common olements of the station.

Key station plans must be submitted by July 26' 1992'

Complementarv Paratransit' Eligibility

An individual is eligible for paratransit with rospect to a rail

system there is not yet ons accossible car por train or key

siations have not yet been made accessible'
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An individual is eligible for paratransit if the interaction of
barriars in the anvironmEnt and the individual's disability
prevent the individual from getting to or from a stop.

A personal care attendant rides paratransit free of charge and
does not count against the 'one cornpanion' limit, (The entity
may require persons to declare their use of a personal caro
attendant as part of the registration process.)

A "companion" must have the same origin and destination as
the eligible individual.

An individugl is treated as eligible i{, 21 days from the
submission of a completQ aPplication, ths entity has not acted
on his or her application. Such eligibility is good until and
unless the entity denias the application. ThEre is an
administralive appeal process for denials.

The entity may suspend paratransit service to someone for
reasonable period of time for a pattorn or practice of missing
scheduled trips. Administrative due process must be provided
prior to a suspension.

Paratransil service must be provided to out-of-town visitors
with disabilities lor 21 days.

Public entities are not limited to serving ADA eligible parsons.
They can provide service to anyone they choose. However, only
the cost of service to ADA eligible persons counts in the
context of a rsquest lor an unduE linancial burden waiver.

Comolementarv Paratfqnsi! -- Serviqg Criteria

In some cases, on-call bus service or feeder paratransit
service to accessible fixed routes may be used to meet
complementary paratransit requirements.

Paratransit must s6rve origins and dEstinations within
corridors 314 ol a milE wide on each sido of a bus route, Small
areas surrounded by these corridors must also be served. The
corridors may be widened outside the core service area' Far

LTO BOARO IV1IETI NG
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systoms, the service area consists of circles, each with a
mile radius, around €ech station.

When advance raservation scheduling is usad, 'next day
servica' must be provided. Real time scheduling may be used.
Th6 entity may negotiata pickup tim€s with the individual' but
cannot insist that a trip beEin more than an hour from the
individual's roquest€d time.

Fares may not €xceed twice the fare for a similar fixed route
trip (not taking discounts into account).

Capacity constraints are prohibited, including restrictions on
tha number of trips an individual can use, waiting lists, and
patterns or. practices that significantly limit the availability
of service (e.g., substantial numbers of trip denials, untimely
trips, or excessively long trips).

Subscription servics is permitted, and may involve trip
purpose prioriti€s and capacity constraints. Howevgr,
subscription service mey not absorb more than half the
paratransit capacity available at any given time of day, unless
thero is axcess capacity on the system.

Public €nrities ara not llmitsd
these criteria. However, only
meet the criteria counts in thc
unduE financial burden waiver.

to providing servics required by
the cost of service requirsd lo
context of a request lor an

Public entities required to provide complementary paratransit
must submit plans to UMTA by January 26, 1992. Annual
updates are also required. The rule provides detailed
intormation on the contents of the plan.

Entities may have up to five years (i.e', until January 1997) to
phase in lull imptementation of their plan' lmplementation of
th6 plan must bagin in January 1992, however'

lf two or morc eniities intend to submit a joint plan for
coordinatod Paratransit service, thsy may submit
cErtifications ol their participation by January 26, 1992, but



sysiems, the service area consists of circles, each with a
rflile radius, around each station,

When advance resarvation scheduling is used, 'next day
servicg' musl be provided. Real time scheduling may be used.
The entity may negotiate pickup times with the individual, but
cannot insist thai a trip begin mora than an hour from the
individual's roquestsd time.

Fares may not exceed twice the larE for a similar fixed route
trip (not taking discounts into account).

Capacity constraints are prohibited, including restrictions on
the number of trips an individual can use, waiting lists, and
patterns or. practices that significantly limit the availability
of service (e,9,, substantial numbers of trip denials, untimaly
trips, or excessively long trips).

Subscription servics is permitted, and may involve trip
purpose priorities and capacity constraints. However,
subscription service mey nct absorb more than half the
paratransit capacity available at any given time of day, unless

' there is excess capacity on ths system.

Public enlities are not limitsd to providing s€rvico required by
these criteria. However, only the cost of servicE required to
meet the criteria counts in the context of a request for an
undue financial burden waiv6r.

Compl€rmentary Paratransit - .Plannino and Undrre Burdpn Waivors

Public entities required to provide complementary paratransit
must submit plans to UMTA by January 26, 1992. Annual
updates are also required. The rule provides detailed
information on the contents of the plan.

Eniiiies may have up to five yaars (i.e., until January 1997) to
phase in lull irnpl6mentation ot theit plan. lmptementation of
the plan must bagin in January 1992, however.

If two or more entities intsnd to submit a joint plan for
coordinated paratransit service, they may submit
certiiications of their participation by January 26, 1992, but
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must submit a completo plan by July 26, 1992. Like other
plans, joint plans must provide for full implementation by no
later than January 1997.

States must coliect and comment on plans for section 9
recipionts whose funejs ere administered by the state and
section 18 rscigients.

Any public entity mey rsquest an undue financial burden waiver
(there is no 'triggei' provision) if it cannot mBBt ail service
critEria by January 1997 or cannot meet milestones toward
full implementation in an intervening year.

UMTA will consider waiver requ€sts on a case-by-oase basis,
looking at ten factors. These include effects on fares and
seryice, available resourcos and budget impact, per capita
trips to fixed route and ADA eligible complementary
parairansit passengers, efficiencies that could be or have been
effected, and unique local circumstances.

lf an entity finds it impracticable to distinguish ADA-
mandated trips and other trips on a trip-by-trip basis, it may
discount its total paratransit costs by the percentage of "non-
ADA' irips, as determined by a statistically valid methodology.

Service Provision Requirements

All transportation pi'oviders must maintain accessibility
features and equipment and repair out-of-order equipment
promptly.

Public entities must establish a system of regular and
frequeni checks of lifts. When a lift tails. tho vehicle must be
taken out of service and the lift repaired. However, if there is
no spare vehicle available, the ontity can keep the vehicl€ in
service for threE days ilarger entities) or five days (smaller
entities) tc prevent a reduction in service. Where a vehicle is
in sorvics with an inoperative lift, and the headway to the next
accessible vehicle exceeds 30 minutes, alternative
transportation must be provided.

All gntities must transport all persons using common
wheelchairs. The entity may require that the individual usa

bl?'8961'F55:'13



lhe vehicle'E Securement devicos, but cannot deny service

because the securEment syst€m coes not secure the wheelchair

satistactorify. TransfErs t6 vehicle seats may be suggested'

but not required.

Standees must be allowed to use lifts'

Stops must be announced at major intersections and lranster
points, ot on fequest.

Entities may not t€fuse to let a passenger get.otf a vehicle

using a lift at a stop, unless the lltt wlll not deploy thare or

would be damaged if it did.

Individuals who use a respirator or personal oxygen supply can

travel with these devices, consistent with DOT hazardous

materials rul3s.

ovEr.the-road bus operators must provide boarding assistance'

but may requirE 48 hours' advance notice to provide it'

9oNTACTPERSONS

For further information on thg rule, interEsted persons may contact:

Robert C. AshbY
Deputy Assistant General Counsel for
Regulation and Enforcement
Dcpartment of TransPortation
4OO 7th Street. S.W., Room 10424
Washington, D.C., 20590
202-366'9306 (voice); 202'755-7657 (TDD)

Susan Schruth
Otfice of Chief Counsel
Urban Mass Transportation Administration
400 7th Street. S.W', Room 9316
washington, D.C., 20590
202-366-4011
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the vehicle'e securement devices, but cannot deny service
because the securem€nt syst€m Co6s not sgcur€ the wheelchair' satisfactorily. Transfers to vehicle seats may be suggested,
but not requirad.

Standees must be allowed to us€ lifts.

Stops must be announced at major interssctions and transf€r
points, o!. on request.

Entities may not refuse to let a passenger get otf a vehicle
using a lift at a stop, unless the llft wlll not deploy there or
would be damaged if it did.

Individuals who use a respirator or personal oxygen supply can
travel with these devices, consistent with DOT hazardous
matorials rules.

Over-the-road bus operators must provide boarding assistance,
but may require 48 hours' advance notice to provide it-

CONTACTPERSOf{S

For lurther information on the rule, interested persons may conlact:

Bob6rt C. Ashby
Deputy Assistant General Counsel for
Regulation and Enforcernent
Department of Transportation
400 7th Street. S.W., Room 10424
Washington, D.C., 205S0
202-366-s306 (voice); 202-755-7687 (TDD)

Susan Schruth
Office cl Chief Counsel
Urban Mass Transportation Administration
400 7th StrEet. S.W., Room 9316
Washington, D.C., 20590
202-366-401 1

{44tt
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Deto ot
SeMce

July 4

Sepbmber 1 & 2

S€pt€mber 14

Soptember 20

SPECIAL SERVICES REFORT
July€epbmb.l 1991

Reouc'llns Aqencv

July 4tt Shufie Sorylce b Autren Stadlum

Fibed Festfual Shuule Servlce

Unlverslty of Oregon Int€rnatlonal Strdenb
(new student orlonteuon)

Universiry of Oregon MBA Progrem

Dfiled/
Gnnted

Granbd

Granod

Oranted

Denled
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DATE OF MEETING: September 18, 1991

ITEM TITLE: Monthly Financial Statements

ACTION REQUESTED: None; information only.

BACKGROUND:

ATTACHMENT:

Each month the Board receives a set of financial statements from the
District. The statements the Board received in prior years were
developed on Lotus spreadsheets. This was a time-consuming process.
The District is in the process ot installing financial software (Fund
Balance) which allows the printing of standard sets ol statements
automatically. The first sets of summary statements are attached. In
future months, we will attempt to print these statements lrom a taser
printer to present a more pollshed finish.

Other features of this software include on-line automation of the budget
process. At this point, we have tully automated the purchase order
system for the first time. The purchase order system is fully integrated
with accounts payable and general ledger. All three systems are fully
installed. The next installation will be accounts receivable. After ail
systems are working smoothly, we will begin to use a supplemental
program called X-Trieve, which will allow the design of alternative
stalements. At that time, the Board could choose to ask tor
modifications to the standard statements. At this time, more detailed
statements are available upon request.

Comparative Balance Sheet at 8/31/91
Bevenue Report
Expendilure Report
Risk Fund Income Statement
Capital Fund Income Statement

Other more detailed reports are available upon request.

b;?,896i'H5E:'[8



COMP.CMTIVE BAI,ANCE SHEET PAGE: 1

DATE:09,u1-2,291
Lgpq Transit

CIJRRENT

BAL.ANCES

PREV YEAR
BAI,ANCESAS 0F: AUGUST 1991

FUND: 010 GENERAL FI,ND

ASSETS

Cash & Short Terrn Investments
Receivables
Inventory
Prepaid Eryenses
Deferred Conpeneation
Property, Plant & Equilnent

TOTAI ASSETS

LIABILITIES

Accoi:nte payable
Payroll payable
Unearned incone
Bid bonds/ other payableg
CAL,/sick accrual
Deferred cornpensation

IOTAL LIABILITIES

RESERWS & BAI.,ANCES

1 elA ?A'l (F
tta .)ln ER

418,387-78
0-00

401.335 - 09
114. 583 _ 00

2.977.3L4_e7 t eRE 77R at

193, ?06.25
293,246-52

*lo . oor . lu
'f tln A1

648 ,816. 57
401 .335 . 09

I ,583, 196. 24 r,4t2,337 -54

943,437.74
450,680.95

1,394,118. ?3 o A'7 A.71 na

2,977,3r4-97 t aa.F n.7F, t1?)

Fr:nd Balance
Change in Furrd

TOTAL RESERVES

TOTAL LIABILITIES

Balance

& BALANCES

& BAIANCES

LTO BOARD
09/18/9r
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COT,IPARATIVE BAI"LNCE SHEET PAGE: 2
DATE:09,212,291

Lgrq Transi-t

AS OF: AUGUST 1991
CURRTNT
BAI,ANCES

PREV YEAR
BAI,ANCES

FUND: 020 RISK zuND

ADDIITE

Cash & Short Te!'n Investroentg
Receivables

LOO. !,O L - LV

Prepaid E:q>enses

TOTAL ASSETS

LIABILITIES

Aaaarrn+c h.rr.h l a
O+}an ngrr:hl oo

TOTAL LIABILITIES

RESERVES & BAI.,ANCES

Furrd Balance
Change j.n Fr.:nd Balance

TOTAL RESERVES & BAI4NCES

TOTAL LIABILITIES & BAIANCES

286.654.74 674.t31_22

74,972.70

66,522.70 82,626.34

59i,504_ 88
-377,372-84

220.132-04 591,504-88

286,654.74 674.L31_22
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COMPARATIVE BAL,ANCE SHEET PAGE: 3
DATE: O9/L2/91

AS OF: AUGUST 1991
CURRENT
EAIANCES

PREV YEAR
BATANCES

FUND: 030 CAPITAL zuND

Cash & Short Terro Investroents
Receivables
Deposits

TOTAL ASSETS

LIABILITiES

Accor.urts payable
Other payables

TOTAL LIABILITIES

RESERVES & BALANCES

2.042.374.79
31 .966 - 46

t Aa? 1E,

2,076,978-40 2.103.138.95

34,059. 44
ror.ol-o-ro

195.37?-60 276,307 -74

1 .886,831 . 21
-5,230 . 41

1,881.600.80 1,886.831.21

2.076.978-40 2.103,138.95

ltDDIlID

Fund Bdlance
Change in Fund Balance.

TOTAL RESERVES & BAIANCES

TOTAL LIABILITIES & BAI,ANCES

bl?,8961'[:E:'i9



COMPARATIW BAI,ANCE SHEET PAGE: 
^-DATE: 09/12191

AS OF: AUGUST 1991
CURRSM
BAIANCES

PREV YEAR
BATANCES

FtIND: 040 General Fixed Asset Acct Grouo

A-iltl J

Frurd Balance
Cha:nge in Fr:nd Balance

TOTAL RXSERVES & EAIANCES

TOTAL LIABILITIES & BAIANCES

Cash & Short Tern lnveetnenr,s
Property, Plant & Equip,nent

TOTAL ASSETS '

RESERVES & BALANCES

0 .00
22.728,243-96

22,728,243_96 22,728,243.96

22,728,243 -96
0 .00

22,728.243.96 22.728.243.96

22.728.243.96 22,728.243.96
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certrf red public acaountants 400 Country Club Rosd
Suib 300
P O. Box 1600

Eugene,O(egon 97440-1600
lelephone (5@) 485-1600
rar (5@) 4E5-5O44

In Drinqroal areas of the world

August 23, 1991

The Board of Directors
Lane Transit District
3500 East 17th Avenue
Eugene, Oregon 97401

In connection with our audit of the linancisl statements of Lane Transit District for the year ended
June 30' 1991' we are submitting for your consideration the accompanying recommendations designed
to help you improve internal accounting controls and achieve operational efliciencies. Our comruents
reflect our degire to be of continuing assiatance to mana€€ment.

The comments and obs€n'ations contained in thic report are a by-product of our audit of the Juae 30,
f99f financisl stat€ments and represent iesues exiEti.g at or prior to that date. Management has or
is in the process of addressing some of our comments. The cost justificatiot and other aspects of our
sugg€stions have not been fully evaluated; these waluations should be made by msnagement
considering the cost of additional stsmng, trsining and systems. Therefore, we rccognize that, after
consideratiorl certain suggestions and recommendations may Dot be practical to implement

our comments deal erclusively with opentional accouding, and recordkeeping systems and
procedures, and should not be regarded as reflecting on the integrity or capabilities of anyone at the
District. Also' our comhents have been restricted to conditions noted and suggpsted means of
improvement and are not intended as a conmenta{f on the various favorable aspects of the District's
procedures. We appreciate the eooperation we have received from District personnel in connection with
dweloping tlrese recommendations.

We appreciate the opportunity to have been of service to you and the District. Should you have any
questions aliout our recummendations, thir 16119!' or other matters, piease contact me ar your
convenience.

Very truly yours,

C.o1u* + \1L*L



I.ANE TRANSID DISITRICT

REPORT TO MANAGEMENT

alune 80. 1991

Our comments have been segregated into two categories as follows:

I. Microcomputer Syctemr

The Lane Transit District (LTD) utilizee a uetwork of microcomputers to account for its
glerations and to report financial status. We understand, efective Jirly 1, 1991, Lane Tra:csit
District implemented their Fund BaJ,ance soltware system for its governmental dndaccounting
applications. It is also our understanding that Lm wiu ;eed to prepar€ full systems
documentation on the new system and also assess the success of this implementation via an
implementation rwiew in order to have a complete understalding of intcirity 

"orrt-I".
' We recogLize the significance of this project from past e*perience and would be pteased to assist

you at any time.

II. Prior-YearComlrents

During the course of our examination, we noted that the Distrist has taken steps to address aIIco'Eents thgt were included in the prior-year letter to management, ercept one (see
postmtirement issue b€Iow). These actions indicate that the managemeil of the Oistrid is
rcsporuive to suggestions for impmving operationa! accounting and niordkeeping systems and
procedurcs.

. Postretirement Benefit ObligationE Other than pension (OpEB)

In the prior'year repo:t to managemeat we discussed the erposure &a.ft issued by the
Finarrcial Accounting Standards Board (FA,SB) reloted to OPEB. Subsequent to that-time,
the Gqvertrnentsl Accounting Standards Boad (GASB) issued Staiem;nt llo. fZ aerrr.i
with this iszue. Since Lsne Transit District is governed under the requireraents of State
and Iocal Government, the statoment issued by the G.dsB takes precedence.

The Statemen! while focusing attontiron on ttie amount of these costs on an annual basis
and on the future (actuarially deterroined liabitity, goes on to note that until the GASB
has completed its project on opEB state nnd iocal gwernmentar 

"-ptoy"o 
,." 

"otrequired to chang€ their accounting ad financial 
""po*irrg to OPEB.


