























Board of Directors Alternatives ,
Staff seeks board of director's guidance in developing policies regarding fare box penalty for
consideration at the April meeting. The following range of alternatives are offered for discussion.

1. Status Quo: Continue to consider temporary fare box reductions; assign penalties when a fare box is
not met; and request that cities and the county reimburse RABA for the penalty amounts. This is
inefficient because it must be tracked and reported annually in transit budgets, audits and claims.

2. Find that RABA is not in compliance with fare box requirements. By resolution, recognize the
penalty while also finding that RABA's JPA members agree to contribute funds to cover the penalty.
Short of approval of a fare box reduction, this alternative recognizes SRTA’s obligation to enforce a
penalty but addresses the issue by a simple finding in SRTA’s annual budget resolution. This would
eliminate the complex tracking and budget adjustment processes.

3. Approve a fare box ratio reduction from 19% to 15%. This would likely eliminate all consideration
of fare box penalty. SRTA, however, would continue to track fare box ratios and other performance
standards to ensure system efficiency.






Issue

No specific issue has been identified related to the current RABA cost sharing formula. This information
is provided to the board of directors because changes to the cost sharing formula can have major
financial implications on each city and the county. The board of directors has discretion in modifying the
twenty-year-old formula; however, agreement on cost sharing is needed to maintain the RABA Joint
Powers Authority. Any member may choose to withdraw from RABA, or provide required transit
services by other means (i.e. Burney Express and County Lifeline services). Any change to the current
cost sharing formula should first be discussed by the RABA board of directors.

One item of note related to the current cost sharing formula is that it has resulted in years where both
the cities of Redding and Anderson had higher transit costs than available SRTA revenue apportioned to
them. This could occur again and trigger renewed discussion regarding RABA cost sharing in future
years.

Board Alternatives
The status quo 80% service hour/20% population split has been maintained for twenty years. There are
no identified issues that would warrant change at the present time.

The board of directors has considered changing the service hour/population weightings in the past. The
effect of the change will vary depending on the allocation method used. Similar to information
considered by the board of directors in the past, the table below illustrates the extreme bookends for
service hour and population-based variables. In general, as the weighting for population increases,
transit shares for Redding decrease and shares for Anderson and Shasta Lake increase. Shasta County is
relatively unaffected.

TABLE 1: RABA COST SHARING ALTERNATIVES

CRITERIA Anderson Redding | Shasta Lake Shasta

County

Service Hours 2.90% 87.35% 3.80% 5.94%
80% Service Hours/20% Population (Status Quo}) 4.05% 85.49% 4.79% 5.66%
Service Area Population 8.65% 78.05% 8.76% 4.54%

Note: See accompanying transit funding fact sheets for specific cost information







Board of Director Alternatives
Staff requests guidance from the board of directors for consideration of policies at the April meeting.
The following range of alternatives are offered for discussion.

1. Status Quo: Adopt a policy to validate the past practice of STA allocation by population. This will
perpetuate county surpluses indefinitely and reduce streets and roads funding available to all
jurisdictions.

2. Allocate STA funds directly to eligible transit activities and needs. This would ensure that STA funds
are used in a timely manner and for the intended purposes. This would eliminate the growing
county STA reserves for which there is no identified need, and result in the release of LTF funds for
streets and roads throughout the region. The precise method of allocation would need to be
discussed with the cities and county.

There is precedent for this alternative: When Congress approved federal stimulus funds for transit in
20009, it was in the form of STA dollars. The SRTA population-based allocation formula resulted in
more transit funding than the county had in transit needs. The county agreed to allocate the funds
directly to RABA, which resulted in the release of a like amount of funds for streets and roads to the
cities and the county.

3. Allocate STA funds by other methods determined equitable by the board of directors.






