
 

 

 

THURSDAY, November 14, 2013, 1:30 P.M. 
Camarillo City Hall 

Camarillo 
 

VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (VCTC) 
TRANSIT OPERATORS ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TRANSCOM) 

 

Item #1 CALL TO ORDER 

Item #2 INTRODUCTIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Item #3 PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Item #4 TRANSCOM MEETING SUMMARY October 12, 2013 
That TRANSCOM approve the meeting summary of the October 12, 2013 
TRANSCOM meeting. 

Item #5 FTA SECTION 5310 FUNDS DESIGNATED RECIPIENT STATUS 
Receive report and discuss follow-up actions regarding future designated 
recipient status for FTA Section 5310 funds. 

Item #6 ALTERNATIVES TO REVISED FY 2013/14 EAST COUNTY ADA 
APPORTIONMENTS 
Review and discuss alternatives to previously revised FY 2013-14 
apportionments for intercity ADA service in the East County  

Item #7 REVIEW OF ADVANCED NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING ON THE 
NATIONAL SAFETY PROGRAM & TRANSIT ASSET MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEMS 
That TRANSCOM receive and file information regarding the Advanced Notice of 
Proposed Rulemaking on the National Safety Program & Transit Asset 
Management Systems, and discuss and identify areas of concern for comment  

Item # 8 REVIEW OF TRANSPORATION DEVELOPMENT ACT (TDA) REPORT ON 
ANNUAL UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS PUBLIC HEARING DEFINITIONS AND 
SCHEDULE 



 

That TRANSCOM review and comment on the attached report assessing the 
current schedule, procedures and definitions of “Unmet Transit Needs” and 
“Reasonable to Meet” for the annual TDA Unmet Transit Needs Public Hearing. 

Item #9 ADA CERTIFICATION UPDATE 
 That TRANSCOM receive the monthly report on the ADA certification process. 

Item #10  ADJOURN 

 

 



 

       

 Item #4 

 

 
VENTURA COUNTY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION (VCTC) 
TRANSIT OPERATORS ADVISORY COMMITTEE (TRANSCOM) 

THURSDAY, October 12, 2013, 1:30 P.M. 
Camarillo City Hall 

Camarillo 
 

Meeting summary 

 

 

Item #1 CALL TO ORDER 
 The Chair called the meeting to order at 1:37 pm. 

Item #2 INTRODUCTIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 The committee members introduced themselves.  Chuck Perkins reported 

looking at the potential of providing support services to Roadrunner.  Ray 
Porras reported that they currently have 5140 students, and has sold 518 
bus passes.  Shaun Kroes reported that Moorpark Transit has seen a 
30% in ridership and fares this year.  The fact that the school district had 
a summer session this year, which has contributed to the increase.  

 The issue of the need for a plan for the end of the smartcard was 
discussed, following Vic Kamhi’s restatement of the intent of VCTC to 
take down the current smartcard in 2014.  Vic also talked about the unmet 
needs study and the actions of the California Transit Association in 
adopting a legislative program. 

 Peter DeHaan reported on the FTA workflow following the federal 
government shutdown.  Chuck Perkins discussed reported that Simi 
would be acting on purchases of GFT boxes in the coming week.  Mike 
Houser then noted that the City of Thousand Oaks had acted on the GFI 
boxes that week.  He also reported that the city had approved a 3 month 



 

extension in their transit service contract, and approved a contract for 
shelter cleaning. 

Item #3 PUBLIC COMMENTS 
None. 

Item #4  TRANSCOM MEETING SUMMARY SEPTEMBER 12, 2013 
That TRANSCOM approved the meeting summary of the September 12, 
2013 TRANSCOM meeting on a motion by Chuck Perkins, second by 
Roc Pulido, with the correction on Ben Cacation’s announcement 
regarding an electric vehicle event to be held in September, not 
November. 

Item #5  TRANSCOM MEETING SUMMARY June 13, 2013 
That TRANSCOM approved the meeting summary of the June 13, 2013 
TRANSCOM meeting on a motion by Roc Pulido, second by Kathy 
Connell. 

Item #6 REVISED FY 2013/14 EAST COUNTY ADA APPORTIONMENTS 
TRANSCOM recommend changes in the programs and 
recommendations.  He suggested that the funds be proportionally split 
this year, and that actions be deferred until July.  Kathy Connell feels 
future action be deferred until after the mid-year report is available.  
Action was deferred at the consensus request of the TRANSCOM 

Item #7 STATUS OF FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM (FTIP) 

James Hinkamp provided TRANSCOM with a FTIP status report. 

Item #8 DISCUSSION REGARDING PROPOSED REQUEST FOR 
PROPOSALS) FOR PREPARATION OF A VCTC AND VISTA SHORT 
RANGE TRANSIT PLAN 
Vic Kamhi presented the VCTC proposed Request for Proposals (RFP) 
for VCTC Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP), to assist in future delivery of 
VISTA services, strategic countywide allocation of capital transit funds, 
and the VCTC implementation of the Countywide Transit Plan.   The draft 
RFP was reviewed by TRANSCOM, and supported it with the 
recommendations that the performance metrics be placed as the first 
task. TRANSCOM also recommended that it be made clear that the 
metrics would not be a “one size fits all”, and that different types of transit 
service have different metrics which are appropriate to that type of 
service.  Finally, although not a specific part of the scope of work, the 
TRANSCOM want the VCTC to recognize the iterative nature of the 
Countywide and the individual operator transit planning activities, and that 
any policies that are developed as a result of the SRTP be developed in 
cooperation with all of the transit operators in the County.  Vic concured 
with all of these comments, and agreed that the first task be modified to 
reflect the TRANSCOM specific recommendation. 

Item #9 ADA CERTIFICATION UPDATE 



 

This item was deferred until the next meeting. 

 

Item #10  ADJOURN 
   The meeting was adjourned AT 3 PM 
  



 

 

 



 

 

 

          Item #5 

 

November 14, 2013 

 

 

MEMO TO: TRANSIT OPERATORS COMMITTEE 

FROM: PETER DE HAAN, PROGRAMMING DIRECTOR 

SUBJECT: FTA SECTION 5310 FUNDS DESIGNATED RECIPIENT STATUS 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 Receive report and discuss follow-up actions. 

 

BACKGROUND: 

Under MAP-21, the Section 5310 and Section 5317 (New Freedoms) program were combined 
and designated Section 5310.  Previously Section 5310 funds were administered as a statewide 
program for capital projects only, while Section 5317 funds for large urban areas were 
apportioned directly to those large urban areas and were available for both capital and 
operations costs.  In Ventura County, VCTC served as the Designated Recipient for the Section 
5317 large urban funds.  With the exception of funds programmed to Gold Coast and Simi 
Valley, VCTC also administered the Section 5317 funds in Ventura County.    Under MAP-21, 
each large urban area now receives its own apportionment of Section 5310 funds.  Section 
5310 funds can go to any project previously eligible under Section 5310 and Section 5317, 
although a minimum of 45% of an area’s funds must go to projects having Section 5310 
eligibility.   



 

At the September meeting TRANSCOM approved a POP for Section 5310 large urban funds in 
Ventura County, providing Section 5310 large urban funds available under MAP-21 to projects 
that had been selected through a competitive project selection process that occurred in late 
2012.  Agencies requesting operating funds through that call for projects could request funds 
that would be required through FY 2013/14. 

Caltrans has questioned whether it should serve as the Designated Recipient for all Section 
5310 funds, since it had previously been the Section 5310 Designated Recipient.   Since each 
large urban area now receives its own Section 5310 apportionment, Caltrans has suggested 
that it would serve as Designated Recipient and administrator of all the funds, issuing a call for 
projects in which each county transportation commission would establish priorities for large 
urban area funds within its apportionment.  Caltrans has also stated that if it is not the Section 
5310 Designated Recipient, it can no longer administer the pooled Section 5310 vehicle 
procurement. The Los Angeles County Transportation Authority (Metro) has indicated that if 
Caltrans can no longer administer the Section 5310 procurement, that Metro could do it and 
other agencies throughout the state could participate.  It is ultimately Caltrans’ decision as to 
who will be the Designated Recipient. 

After informally discussing this matter with the current Section 5310 and 5317 recipients, VCTC 
staff has conveyed that VCTC would prefer that it, rather than Caltrans, serve as Designated 
Recipient for Section 5310, as it has done for Section 5317. 

DISCUSSION: 

Caltrans and the regional agencies have consulted on the issue of Section 5310 Designated 
Recipient status, and Caltrans has indicated that all counties in the state would prefer that 
Caltrans serve as the Designated Recipient, with the exception of Los Angeles and Ventura, 
which have indicated that they want to be Designated Recipient for their areas.  

Should Caltrans move forward with being the Designated Recipient, they have tentatively 
indicated that there first call for projects would likely occur around November, 2014.  Since 
Caltrans would administer the funds, agencies selected for funding would have to wait for the 
Caltrans approval of projects, and then for the inclusion of projects in the Caltrans grant with 
FTA, so VCTC staff believes the MAP-21 Section 5310 funds would likely not become available 
until late spring or summer, 2015.  Since VCTC has already received FTA grants using the 
entire balance of the pre-MAP-21 Section 5317 Large Urban funds, under Caltrans proposal 
there would be no further funds available in Ventura County until Caltrans makes the MAP-21 
funds available. 

VCTC staff discussed the matter with the Orange County Transportation Authority, whose staff 
indicated that unlike VCTC they still have unobligated Section 5317 carryover that they can use 
to fund New Freedom recipients in FY 2014/15.  They expressed concern that the MAP-21 
requirements for Safety and Asset Management plans will require significant additional work 
load for oversight of Section 5310 recipients.  

At this point there appear to be two options available to Caltrans.  Caltrans has indicated it 
tends to favor the option of treating the entire state the same, with Caltrans as the Designated 
Recipient and administrator of Section 5310. The other option is to designate Metro and VCTC 
as Designated Recipient for their jurisdictions, with Caltrans administering the program for the 
rest of the state. The issue before Metro and VCTC is whether to continue the request to serve 



 

as Designated Recipient given that the request, if granted, would apparently result in the two 
counties having a different arrangement than the rest of the state. 
  



 

 

 

          Item #6 

 

November 14, 2013 

 

 

MEMO TO: TRANSIT OPERATORS COMMITTEE 

FROM: JAMES HINKAMP, PROGRAM ANALYST 

SUBJECT: ALTERNATIVES TO REVISED FY 2013/14 EAST COUNTY ADA 
APPORTIONMENTS 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

 Review and discuss alternatives to previously revised FY 2013-14 apportionments for 
intercity ADA service in the East County  

BACKGROUND: 

At its October meeting, staff presented revised FY 2013-14 apportionments for East County 
intercity ADA service providers, based on Calendar Year 2012 ridership numbers. Revisions 
included diverting funds from Camarillo Health Care District (CHCD) to City of Camarillo based 
on proportional intercity trips; allocating $40,000 in unprogrammed funds for unincorporated 
areas to Camarillo; and distributing approximately $6,000 in carryover funds among participating 
agencies. Aforementioned revisions resulted in an increase in total pass through funds for ADA 
intercity services from $150,000 to $196,077. Upon review, the Committee requested that staff 
explore alternative apportionment methods and present such alternatives for consideration at 
the next Committee meeting.  



 

As the Committee is aware, the Camarillo Health Care District (CHCD) ceased intercity ADA 
service on November 1, 2013, and no longer accepts program funds from VCTC. In the interim, 
the City of Camarillo has agreed to supplement intercity ADA service within the City and in 
County unincorporated areas previously served by CHCD for the remainder of Fiscal Year 
2013-14.  

DISCUSSION:  

Per Committee instructions, staff has identified four alternative methods for allocating funding 
for East County intercity ADA service providers for FY 2013-14. Each alternative assumes four 
constant conditions: 1) FY13-14 allocations are based on FY13-14 intercity ADA ridership, 2) 
fixed, off-the-top Base funding still applies to the cities of Camarillo and Simi Valley, 3) $40,000 
in unprogrammed unincorporated area funds will be allocated to Camarillo 4) approximately 
$6,000 in carryover funds remain to be distributed among participating agencies. The 
alternatives are presented sequentially, as follows:  

ALTERNATIVE 1: Split FY13-14 and Distribute Funds Proportionally Based on 6-Month 
Ridership 

In this scenario, FY 2013-14 would be viewed as two distinct periods: July-December 2013 and 
January-June 2014. As the first half of FY13-14 featured CHCD’s participation, their share of 
intercity trips would be preserved based on applicable ridership during that 6-month period as 
well as all other agencies’ intercity ridership proportions. During the second 6-month period, 
CHCD would no longer be considered a participating agency and funds would be distributed 
among remaining participants accordingly.  

ALTERNATIVE 2: Parcel FY13-14 into a1/3 Periods and Project Final Period Ridership to 
Accelerate Apportionments  

This alternative proposes breaking down FY13-14 into 1/3rd periods (4 months) with $50,000 
allocated for each period, for a total of $150,000 of pass through funds for intercity ADA trips 
provided. $50,000 would be distributed after each 4-month period, proportional to participating 
agencies’ ridership totals during the applicable period. Furthermore, allocations for the final 4-
month period could be projected based on the middle 4-month period (November 2013-
February 2014) to avoid delays in apportionments after the fiscal year closes.  

ALTERNATIVE 3: Distribute Funds at End of FY13-14 Based on Tallied FY13-14 Ridership 

FY13-14 funding could be allocated proportionally once FY13-14 ridership is tallied after the 
fiscal year closes. At least one notable impact would include delays in funding apportionments 
while ridership is tabulated, thereby delaying reimbursements.  

ALTERNATIVE 4: Current Proposal 

This alternative represents the option to uphold the apportionment method proposed at the 
October Committee meeting. Details of this alternative are attached.  
 



 

ALTERNATIVE #4:  
 
FY 2013/14 Proposed Distribution of $196,077 East County ADA Pass Through Funds 

  

          

Jurisdiction Base $ 
Intercity 

Trips 

Percent 
of 

Intercity 
Total Intercity $  Prior Total $ 

 Partial FY 
Services Shift 

$  

 Camarillo 
Uninc. Funds 

$  
 Revised Total 

$  

          Camarillo*  $        2,500  - 0.00%  $               -     $        2,500   $      30,537   $      40,000   $      73,037  

Camarillo HCD  $      11,000  2,304 27.12%  $      29,716   $      40,716   $   (30,537)  $                 -   $      10,179  

Moorpark  $      11,000  2,018 23.75%  $      26,027   $      37,027   $                 -   $                 -   $      37,027  

Simi Valley*  $      11,000  - 0.00%  $               -     $      11,000   $                   -   $                 -   $      11,000  

Thousand Oaks  $      11,000  4,174 49.13%  $      53,834   $      64,834   $                 -   $                 -   $      64,834  

 
            

   
Total  $      46,500  

       
8,496  100.00%  $   109,577   $   156,077   $                 -   $      40,000   $   196,077  

          NOTES: 
          

 
 

         

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          Revised 11/6/2013 

          

- (Asterisk)* denotes fixed, off-the-top Base funds  
- Intercity Trips based on CY 2012 totals 
- Intercity $ includes $6,077 in carryover funds re-distributed among qualifying agencies  
- Partial FY Services Shift reflects a  re-allocation of three quarters of CHCD's FY13-14 share to Camarillo, based on CHCD 
providing ADA intercity for one quarter of current FY, to compensate for Camarillo taking over ADA coverage in 
Unincorporated County for remainder of FY13-14 
- Camarillo Unincorporated Funds = $40,000; represents the unprogrammed balance attributable to the unincorporated 
portion of the Camarillo Urbanized Area 



 

 

 

          Item #7 

 

November 14, 2013 

 

 

MEMO TO: TRANSIT OPERATORS COMMITTEE 

FROM: JAMES HINKAMP, PROGRAM ANALYST 

SUBJECT: REVIEW OF ADVANCED NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULEMAKING ON THE 
NATIONAL SAFETY PROGRAM & TRANSIT ASSET MANAGEMENT 
SYSTEMS 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 Receive and file information regarding the Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking on 
the National Safety Program & Transit Asset Management Systems 

 Discuss and identify areas of concern for comment  

BACKGROUND: 

On October 3, 2013, the FTA issued an Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (ANPRM) to 
garner transit industry feedback regarding safety and transit asset management provisions 
introduced in Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) legislation. Prior to MAP-
21 approval in July 2012, Federal oversight of daily transit operations in the U.S. was rather 
limited. In fact, the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) predecessor, the Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration (UMTA), was prohibited from establishing national safety 
standards for public transportation. That prohibition carried over to FTA, but has since been 
amended through the passage of MAP-21 in the interest of public transportation safety 
nationwide, such that the FTA is now authorized “to regulate safety for all modes of public 
transportation”. 



 

The following proposed regulations are intended to enhance public transportation system safety, 
systems’ state of good repair, and budgetary decision-making transparency:  

 Public Transportation Safety Program (National Safety Program) - 49 USC 5329 

 National Transit Asset Management System (National TAM System) - 49 USC 5326 

The ANPRM has been posted online: http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2013-10-03/pdf/2013-
23921.pdf. Draft comments from the American Public Transportation Association (APTA) are 
also attached for review. Final comments on the ANPRM are due to the FTA by Thursday, 
January 2, 2014.  

DISCUSSION:  

In opening this rulemaking process, the FTA seeks to avoid redundant safety and asset 
management regulations that may already be enforced by other regulating agencies, such as 
the FRA (for commuter rail, etc.) and the U.S. Coast Guard (ferries, etc.). Thus, the FTA has 
focused on the following areas for feedback:  

 FTA’s initial interpretations of National Safety Plan and National TAM System 
regulations 

 FTA’s proposals for National Safety Plan and National TAM System regulations 

 The following sub-questions: 
o National Safety Plan requirements, as they relate to the National Public 

Transportation Safety Plan, the Public Transportation Agency Safety Plan, and 
Public Transportation Safety Certification Training Program  

o National TAM System requirements, including defining and measuring “state of 
good repair” 

o The nexus between safety, transit asset management, and state of good repair 

 FTA’s proposed adoption of the Safety Management System (SMS), which would entail 
proactive organizational management and systems engineering  to implement the 
National Safety Program 

Staff has identified specific areas of concern that could have implications for Ventura County 
transit operations. Issues include 1) further defining the proposed allowance for small transit 
operators, including JARC and New Freedom recipients, to rely on safety plan drafting and 
certification by the State, 2) allowing flexibility in time and resources dedicated to safety 
certification, especially for smaller operators, 3) defining whether the potential simplified 
requirements for small and rural operators apply to transit asset management plan 
requirements. Staff invites further comments and discussion regarding local operator concerns 
on this topic.   

http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2013-10-03/pdf/2013-23921.pdf
http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2013-10-03/pdf/2013-23921.pdf


 

DRAFT APTA COMMENTS: 

Public Transportation Agency Safety Plans  

We believe FTA must keep a number of overarching concerns in the forefront as it crafts and 
proposes a regulatory framework for agency safety plans. First, the regulatory framework 
must provide a great deal of flexibility to accommodate the monumental differences among 
public transportation agencies and how they and the governments that sponsor them approach 
safety. As an example, in the case of states, we believe an individual state should have the 
ability to adopt a safety plan format that works for that individual state. Given the broad variation 
among states – whether their departments of transportation serve as operators, facilitators, or 
simply funders of public transportation – each must be free to adopt a sensible, verifiable, 
effective plan that fits their unique circumstances. A state may choose to direct sub-grantees to 
develop agency specific plans, provide a template designed by the state or FTA, or even 
consolidate the safety function for its sub-grantees at the state level. Each of these approaches 
may be appropriate and FTA’s regulatory scheme must be flexible enough to accommodate 
them all.  

The regulatory framework must be compatible with existing, FRA-compliant, safety 
regimes. Multi modal agencies that include commuter rail operations are already subject to 
system safety planning requirements through FRA. While APTA favors FTA’s selected 
approach, utilizing a performance-based system, there is little chance FRA will migrate to a 
similar system in the near term. Employing separate and distinct safety regimes, with 
applicability in some cases to the same workers and facilities, dictates the systems must be 
compatible.  

The regulatory framework must be effective for all modes of public transportation. While 
the initial emphasis of the safety program is rail transit, the framework must be flexible enough 
to apply to all modes, including bus and paratransit operation. Clearly, FTA is cognizant of this 
requirement, focusing a number of questions in this section on small operations which tend to 
be limited to bus and paratransit.  

The regulatory framework must be cognizant of contract operations. Particularly, in 
situations where contractors provide all or most of the equipment, personnel, and supervision, 
FTA must account for the wide variation in contract structure, funding, and control in contracted 
services.  

FTA must take all authorized actions to safeguard safety sensitive information in federal, 
state, and local forums. While MAP-21 did not provide explicit federal preemption, FTA should 
aggressively act to maximize the safeguarding of safety information. It is only with protection 
from FOIA, sunshine laws, and discovery that a safety regime can be fully effective. Guarding 
transit agencies from potential plaintiffs is directly contrary to the strong program of self-analysis 
that this program will require. 
  



 

 

       
                  Item # 8 

 
November 12, 2013 

 

MEMO TO:  CTAC/SSTAC 

FROM:  MARY TRAVIS, VCTC STAFF 

SUBJECT: REPORT ASSESSING VCTC’S TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT 
ACT (TDA) UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS PUBLIC HEARING SCHEDULE, 
PROCEDURES AND DEFINITIONS OF “UNMET TRANSIT NEEDS” 
AND “REASONABLE TO MEET” 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 Review and comment on the attached report assessing the current schedule, 
procedures and definitions of “Unmet Transit Needs” and “Reasonable to Meet” for 
the annual TDA Unmet Transit Needs Public Hearing. 

DISCUSSION: 

Each year, the State Transportation Development Act (TDA) requires a public hearing be held to 
discuss public transit.  The purpose of the annual public hearing is to take testimony on local 
and/or regional transit needs, and then develop findings that ensure that all reasonable transit 
needs are satisfied before TDA funds can be allocated for street and road purposes.  The 
testimony is reviewed against adopted definitions describing what are “unmet transit needs” and 
what is “reasonable to met”. 

Earlier this year, the Commission engaged in a thorough discussion about the required 
definitions and public outreach used in the hearing process. It was decided to use consultant 
assistance to review how other counties define the terms and obtain needed information to 
develop findings each year.  In particular in Ventura County, starting in FY 14/15, most of the 
money in the County will be used for public transit and only four cities will have TDA street and 
road funds available to claim.  However, because this annual event has become an important 
part of the transit planning process, gathering this input benefits all cities and the County. 



 

Consultants Carlos Hernandez and Kirsten Ayars were retrained to perform the initial outreach 
locally and statewide for input to the assessment report.  A copy of the report is attached; it will 
discussed at the CTAC/SSTAC meeting before the report is presented to the Commission for 
action in December. 



 

 
 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 



 

 
 
 

 Item #9 
 
November 14, 2013 
 
 
MEMO TO: TRANSIT OPERATORS COMMITTEE 
 
FROM: PETER DE HAAN, PROGRAMMING DIRECTOR 
 
SUBJECT: ADA CERTIFICATION UPDATE 

 

RECOMMENDATION: 

 

 Receive report. 
 

BACKGROUND: 

Attached for the Committee’s review is the monthly report on ADA Certifications. 



 

 

 


