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 MR. GILLIAM:  I'll call the meeting to order, 

and we'll call the roll. 

 So, Mark, if you will, start. 

 And what I would also like to do today is make 

sure that we get all the votes recorded.  So each time you 

speak, if you will, identify yourself.  And, also, when we 

vote, if you will, identify yourself and how you're 

voting. 

 MR. MADDY:  Okay.  Mark Maddy. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba Malone. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene Olier. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna Halstead. 

 MR. WILSON:  John Wilson. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Fred Gilliam. 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen Faris. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Has anyone else joined? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  We do have a quorum. 

 Did someone just join us? 

 MR. TREVINO:  This is Oscar.  How are you all? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Great.  Good morning.  If you 

will, identify yourself.  And we just called the roll. 

 MR. TREVINO:  Oscar Trevino, Mayor of North 

Richland Hills. 
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 Bob Geyer, you're not on yet, are you? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  We'll -- we do have a 

quorum. 

 Bob, was that you just joining us? 

 MR. ARNDT:  No.  This is Jeff. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay, Jeff. 

 MR. ARNDT:  Good morning. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Good morning. 

 Okay.  I do have a quorum.  So let's proceed 

with business.  The first business item is approval of 

minutes.  Has anyone had a chance to review the minutes?  

If so, do I have a motion for approval? 

 MR. WILSON:  I move approval of the minutes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Second. 

 MR. TREVINO:  Second, Oscar. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  So it's John and -- John 

Wilson, and Oscar Trevino seconding.  Okay.  Any 

discussion on the minutes? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  If you will, identify 

yourselves.  And we'll start with you, Mark, and we'll 

approve them. 

 MR. MADDY:  I vote aye, yes. 
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 MS. MALONE:  Reba, yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene Olier, yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna Halstead, yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  John Wilson, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Fred Gilliam, yes. 

 And -- 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen Faris, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Mayor Trevino? 

 MR. TREVINO:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  All right.  So we have the 

minutes approved. 

 The next item of business is Item Number Three: 

 "In accordance with 43 TAC 183(C), review and comment on 

the final draft of proposed revisions to 43 TAC 31.61 

(Rail Fixed Guideway System State Safety Oversight 

Program)."  Who is here -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  Mr. Chair, this is Eric Gleason, 

Director of Public Transportation. 

 You'll recall at your last meeting we provided 

you with a brief overview of these.  And late yesterday -- 

I do apologize for the lateness of them -- we did send to 

all of you the actual proposed rules themselves. 

 Susan Hausmann, who was part of the last 
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meeting, is here today again to answer any questions you 

might have on these.  I've asked her to real briefly sort 

of re-touch on some of the highlights and then, I think, 

open it up for any conversation the Committee might like 

to have. 
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 We are scheduled to go with these rules -- 

proposed rules to the Commission next Thursday at their 

February meeting.  So this is the Committee's opportunity 

to formally review and comment on this specific set of 

proposed rules. 

 Susan? 

 MS. HAUSMANN:  Hello.  My name's Susan 

Hausmann; I work in the Public Transportation Division.  

One of the jobs I do in the division -- I'm the rail 

safety manager.  And I'll give you a brief background on 

why these rules are in front of you. 

 In April 2005, the Federal Transit 

Administration published in the Federal Register FTA 49 

CFR Part 659, "Rail Fixed Guideway Systems State Safety 

Oversight Final Rule," a big name.  Since 1996, when the 

rule first took effect, FTA has gained experience and 

insight concerning the benefits of and recommended 

practices for implementing state safety oversight 

requirements.  The final rule revises the state safety 

oversight rule and adds clarifying sections, further 
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specification concerning what the state must require to 

monitor safety and security of non-FRA rail systems and 

incorporates into the body of the regulation material 

previously incorporated by reference. 
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 In other words, I guess you could say this 

program has matured.  FTA has kind of figured out what the 

weaknesses are.  We're going to build on those or -- turn 

those weaknesses around into strengths. 

 Some of the main changes in the rules is -- it 

modifies the accident notification thresholds.  It goes -- 

there was three or -- until May 1, when this new rules 

takes effect, three occurrences that would trigger a 

report to your designated state safety oversight agency.  

Now it's going to increase to eight.  I have to tell you 

it's going to be a lot more reporting, but that's the 

rule. 

 It's going to -- it removed the references in 

the original rule from APTA.  It doesn't say you can't 

follow or shouldn't follow APTA guidelines, but APTA's 

removed. 

 It clarifies the hazard management process; it 

used to be kind of vague.  They were required to report 

unacceptable hazardous conditions.  And I can assure you 

nobody ever reported unacceptable hazardous conditions, 

because there's -- basically, you'd have to shut the 
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 So in a process we're going to have to -- 

TxDOT's going to have to revise the transportation code, 

which -- as you know, our legislature meets every other 

year, odd-numbered years.  So we're out of sync on that, 

but our attorneys assured us that updating the TAC is the 

proper thing to do because it supercedes or -- federal law 

supercedes the transportation code. 

 I'm in the process of revising the TxDOT 

programs standard and procedures.  We're required to 

submit it to FTA for approval.  And I'm right now working 

with Dallas Area Rapid Transit, DART, Metro Rail, which is 

the metropolitan transit authority of Harris County, and 

the Galveston Island Trolley in working in revising 

their -- both their safety plans and their security plans. 

 And I will approve those at a later date. 

 If you have any questions -- I could bore you 

all to tears in going through this, but I'd be happy to 

answer any questions. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 I just -- did I hear -- Bob, did you just join 

us? 

 MR. GEYER:  Yes, sir. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So we now have Bob Geyer.  Okay. 
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 Thank you.  Good morning, Bob. 

 MR. GEYER:  Good morning. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Now, we've heard Susan.  Any 

comments, questions or remarks from the Committee? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Let me just say that our staff 

reviewed the plan and they were very satisfied with it; in 

fact, they were very complimentary of the plan overall and 

so felt like -- that if everyone followed it, it would be 

a good safety system that we're operating.  So -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  I heard no yelling from anybody 

at DART, so I'm assuming it's in good shape. 

 (Laughter.) 

 MS. HAUSMANN:  Whereas I couldn't give them the 

actual rules before they were presented to you -- I mean 

I've been telling them, "This is coming, and we have to 

do" -- and I'm not the most articulate person, but I was 

trying to explain the whole TAC process and what the TAC 

was and the transportation code, and it would just be 

silent on the other end. 

 So I promise you I'm not doing -- I have to do 

this.  We have to do this. 

 MR. GLEASON:  No.  I think we have a very close 

working relationship with all the systems in the state.  

And we're fine. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Good. 

 So any further -- 

 Go ahead, John. 

 MR. WILSON:  I was just going to say, Mr. 

Chairman, I move approval to go forward to the Commission. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 John Wilson moves.  And do I have a second? 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba -- 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene -- 

 MS. MALONE:  -- Malone, second. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  All right. 

 So we have a motion and a second.  Any further 

discussion? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Just one point of information, 

please? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes.  Go ahead, Donna. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  There's an awful lot of paper -- 

I'm sorry.  Donna Halstead. 

 There's an awful lot of paper here.  Which 

pieces -- I mean it looks like we've got duplications.  So 

which of these are the actual documents going to the 

Commission? 

 MS. HAUSMANN:  It will be -- there's basically 

two sections of the TAC we're updating or changing or 

deleting and adding to.  31.61 is Rail Transit Agency 
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Responsibilities.  Basically, we scrapped the original TAC 

language that was in there, because so many things 

changed, and this is a more flowing document. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay.  Am I -- let's see. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Donna? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  This one is One of Thirteen -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  Donna, if I can just -- at the 

bottom left-hand corner of each -- of the front of each 

page -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Oh.  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- it will either say, "New 

Section," or, "Repealed Section." 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Got you. 

 MR. GLEASON:  There are two sub-chapters of the 

TAC that are being modified.  In each case, what the 

Commission will do is -- they will repeal the existing 

sub-chapter entirely, which is one of the things that you 

have.  So you can put that away. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  And then replace it with -- where 

it says, "New."  So if you can find Sub-chapter A, 

"General" -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Thank you.  Yes.  That's all I 

needed. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Okay. 
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 MS. HAUSMANN:  And then we have to make changes 

to the definitions we're not scrapping, because that's all 

the public transportation definitions. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  I just needed to know which 

ones -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  What was what? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  -- to keep and which ones to 

pitch. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Susan, just can I ask?  The part 

we're appealing regarding the APTA -- it's my 

understanding they have previously worked with FRA and 

whatever guidelines they were using was acceptable to FRA. 

And by deleting that, are we picking it up somewhere else, 

or whatever? 

 MS. HAUSMANN:  No.  You know, a little past 

history is that, I guess, some accidents had occurred and 

the National Transportation Safety Board, NTSB, had gone 

in and looked and said, Hey, APTA, you haven't updated 

your program standard, you know, the APTA program 

standard. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. HAUSMANN:  And also, FTA felt that -- you 

know, I hate to speak for them, but they felt that it was 

appropriate to take APTA's name out of there. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 
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 MS. HAUSMANN:  That's not saying we're just to 

ignore them or scrap them.  I mean APTA's a trade 

organization.  It's not a regulatory -- it's not a 

governmental regulatory organization. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  That's correct. 

 MS. HAUSMANN:  So it did leave a lot of 

heartburn with APTA, believe me. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Well, actually, the question was, 

although I made reference to APTA, but -- it's my 

understanding they had an acceptable program through -- 

that FRA was supporting.  And does this equal or better 

what we're doing? 

 MS. HAUSMANN:  It's a different program. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. HAUSMANN:  FRA -- you're more out there 

measuring the flange with.  You're more checking the -- 

opening the signal box, doing more of this.  The FTA 

oversight program is more, Do you have your safety plan; 

do you have your security plan, and, you know, is it 

reasonable? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. HAUSMANN:  I don't have how to answer you 

on the FRA plan, if that's still -- if their FRA plan's up 

to date -- APTA's. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  That's fine. 
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 MS. HAUSMANN:  It's just a semantics thing -- 

taking the name out of there. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 So we have a motion and second.  Any further 

discussion? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  All right.  We'll have a roll 

call on that. 

 And we'll start with you, Mark. 

 MR. MADDY:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay, Mark. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba, Yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene Olier, yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna Halstead, yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  John Wilson, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  On the phone? 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob Geyer, yes. 

 MR. TREVINO:  Oscar, yes. 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So the motion passes. 

 MS. HAUSMANN:  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you. 

 The next item is Item Number Four:  "In 

accordance with 43 TAC 1.83(c), review and comment on the 
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final draft of proposed revisions to 43 TAC 31.11 (State 

Formula Program) and 31.36 (Section 5311 Grant Program)." 

 So who's going to take the lead on the discussion? 

 MR. GLEASON:  I'll begin, and then Kelly with 

Linda's assistance will walk you through this.  I want to 

be -- I want to make a clarification to the agenda. 

 Mr. Chair, what you all received and what we'll 

be talking about today are staff draft rules, not final 

draft rules; you will see those at your March 9 meeting.  

These are staff draft, which means they've not yet sort of 

completed their internal process at TxDOT.  So we have an 

opportunity to have a conversation on the staff draft with 

time to influence what will become the final draft that 

you would see on the 9th of March. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Right. 

 MR. GLEASON:  What we'd like to do today is to 

begin our conversation by walking through a summary matrix 

that will compare the conversations that you've had and 

recommendations that you've had on these -- on the rules 

and what the staff draft says about those.  And we'll be 

able to identify for you areas where it's in agreement and 

areas where it's different, and then we can have a 

conversation around those areas where it's different to 

see if -- to see where we stand. 

 And so Mr. Chair, we're not asking for any 
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formal action today.  It says, "Action," but we're not 

asking you to take action on the staff rules unless you so 

choose.  But the necessary action would be at your March 9 

meeting. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. OLIER:  Eric, can you kind of guide us to 

where you're going to start, which one of these sheets of 

paper? 

 MR. GLEASON:  I'm going to turn it over to 

Kelly and Linda.  She has got it up there.  We're actually 

going to have you turn to a hand-out. 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  Page 7 in the handout. 

 MR. GLEASON:  In your Public -- this handout 

here, page 7 of the handout. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. TREVINO:  Eric, can you tell us what 

handout for that? 

 MR. GLEASON:  I'm sorry.  Yes. 

 (Laughter.) 

 MR. GLEASON:  It's entitled, "Public 

Transportation Advisory Committee (PTAC) Facilitation and 

Technical Assistance, February 17, 2006." 

 MR. GILLIAM:  And they've referred us to page 

7. 

 MR. TREVINO:  Eric, tell me one more time which 
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file it is so I can open the right one. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  It says, "Public Transportation 

Advisory Committee (PTAC) Facilitation and Technical 

Assistance," of February 17, 2006.  That's the first page. 

 MR. TREVINO:  Okay.  Got it. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Got it?  Okay.  Has everybody got 

it? 

 MR. GEYER:  Got it. 

 MR. GLEASON:  All right. 

 Now I'm going to turn it over to Kelly Kirkland 

to walk you through. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Good morning, members, Chair and 

Vice chair of PTAC.  My name is Kelly Kirkland, Director 

of Planning and Support for the Public Transportation 

Division of TxDOT. 

 Referring to the packet that Eric has talked 

about, page 7 starting off, it's a table titled, "Revised 

PTAC Proposals February 3, 2006 and Revisions Recommended 

by PTN Staff as of February 15, 2006."  I'd like to just 

go through this table and address these items item by 

item.  If you have any questions, please bring them up at 

the time.  And we can go back and have any questions you 

might have over the totality of the recommendations. 

 The first recommendation:  Urban Tiers.  This 

is a PTAC proposal to establish an urban tier for 
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providers that restrict transit eligibility to seniors and 

persons with disabilities.  This was recommended on 

February 3 by PTAC, and PTN is also recommending that and 

has written it into the rules that you have as your staff 

draft. 

 Item 2:  Urban population greater than or equal 

to 200,000.  The only change in the current formula is to 

use the total service area or urbanized area population 

when doing performance indicators requiring a per capita 

calculation.  The way the formula is written now, we use 

the reduced number of the 199,999 figure instead.  That 

was a PTAC recommendation, and PTN has written that into 

the staff draft, as well. 

 Item 3 on here is -- there was a discussion 

about possibly tiering the rural systems.  PTAC 

recommended that there would be no tiering, and PTN has 

not recommended any tiering for rural transportation 

providers. 

 The next item:  Urban performance indicators.  

The change here is that there would be an addition of a 

new measure; we'd be retaining the local funds per 

operating expense, but changing the weight from one-third 

to 25 percent.  On ridership or passengers per capita, 

retain it, but change the weight from 23 to 20 percent. 

 Revenue miles per capita would be changed to 
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revenue miles per operating expense, with a new weight of 

20 percent.  And a new measure added:  Passengers or 

ridership per revenue mile will weigh at 35 percent. 

 This was a PTAC recommendation, and it is -- 

was written into the staff draft rules you have before 

you. 

 The next item:  Rural performance indicators.  

The PTAC recommendation was to keep it at these three, 

except for -- I think it's -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Passengers per -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Passengers per revenue mile. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Except for passengers.  Right. 

 Rather -- the middle one there being changed 

from passengers per operating expense to passengers or 

riders per revenue mile, and retaining the one-third 

weight for each.  That was a PTAC recommendation, and it 

was written in to the staff draft. 

 The next one was the discussion about the 

relative weight of need versus performance.  Under all 

three formulas right now, it's 80 percent need and 20 

percent performance.  That's in the federal rural program, 

the state rural program and the state small urban program. 

 PTAC recommended that there be a change made on 

the urban program, the state urban program, moving from 80 

percent need/20 percent performance to 65 percent need/35 
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percent performance, beginning in the 2008-2009 biennium, 

and then further moving to 50 percent need/50 percent 

performance in the 2010-2011 biennium.  That does appear 

in the staff draft. 

 The Division looked at some options and feels 

that it would be a good idea to also move the rural 

providers to a different weight, move to 65 percent 

need/35 percent performance, starting in 2009.  That would 

be halfway through that biennium, so it would be a year 

later than the urban change. 

 PTN and the staff draft does not include a 

shift to 50/50 for the rural providers; that, according to 

the numbers we looked at, would be a very large change, 

and we would not recommend that at this time. 

 The next item, the rural base year, was to set 

the base year for the rural federal system to 2006.  And 

after some discussion as to how that would actually look 

in the rules.  We determined to go ahead and figure on -- 

if you looked at the 13.1 million that was distributed in 

January out of the federal rural program and an additional 

7 million -- so a total of 20,104,352 -- that is what 

we're proposing to be the new base line. 

 So all changes in the federal rural program 

would be going back to that year as the base line or -- 

rather, that amount as the base line -- the 20.1 million. 
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 The next item:  A discussion about the funding 

transition method.  PTAC recommended that there not be a 

limit.  Currently, there is a five-year limit on this 

transition, whether it's a cap or a base, and the rules 

are set to start that transition period over again when 

new data is available from the official U. S. census. 

 So we would have a situation of 2009 being the 

last year of that transition, the 2010 transition being 

not a consideration and not a factor in the formula, and 

then, in 2012 or 2013, a new transition period starting 

with the new census data.  PTAC recommended that instead, 

we continue the transition through that, and that is the 

recommendation also from the Division, and it appears in 

the staff draft before you. 

 There was a change recommended by PTAC to add a 

20-percent growth limit on annual adjustments.  After 

looking at the numbers -- that would potentially create a 

small contingency or discretionary fund in the state small 

urban program.  Even though there's no new funding 

available, if there's a cap, then there's a potential for 

some funds being directed to a discretionary amount there. 

 And since we felt it would be better to have 

the funds distributed directly by the formula and not 

dependent upon a discretionary, to not recommend approving 

a cap on potential growth in the systems. 



 
 

 

 ON THE RECORD REPORTING 
 (512) 450-0342 

23

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 On the rural side, this has no impact.  The 10-

percent limit on the reduction creates an effective cap 

that is less than 20 percent in just about every case for 

several years to come.  So there's no impact on that side. 

 Now, the impact on the urban side means that the state 

small urban funds would be distributed and not held aside 

in the Commission discretionary amount. 

 The next item on the charts was the 

reconciliation of the urban system, which would 

potentially change the state split from 65 percent 

rural/35 percent small urban to some other figure.  PTAC 

recommended that that not be a part of the formula or -- 

not be a part of the rules.  PTN has concurred.  And that 

is not in the staff draft before you. 

 The next item is an adjustment for inflation.  

PTAC had recommended that an adjustment to the base line 

on the federal rural program occur to account for 

inflation.  We looked at the numbers several times and 

could not come up with an acceptable or what we thought 

would be an acceptable way of handling that.  So instead, 

the staff draft before you has that added to the 

discussion on uses of the discretionary fund. 

 And the last item on the table is adjustment 

for unspent funds.  PTAC had recommended looking at kind 

of a moving average for unspent funds.  Similar to the 
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issue of the inflation adjustment, we looked at various 

ways of handling that and couldn't come up with something 

that we thought would be suitable for putting into the 

rule. 

 The Department does have methods for handling 

unspent funds and unobligated funds, and we feel that at 

this time, those are adequate to handle the situation. 

 That's the end of my discussion about this.  Do 

you have any comments of questions as to the rules or the 

staff drafts before you? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Thank you, Kelly. 

 Any comments from the Committee? 

 MS. OLIER:  I have a couple. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Vastene? 

 MS. OLIER:  Let's go to the last one.  You 

talked about unspent funds, and this is probably just 

something that's a bit personal to me. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Which one is it? 

 MS. OLIER:  That's the unspent funds. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  That's the last one? 

 MS. OLIER:  Just to get qualified -- 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  The last item on the table. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  The last item?  Okay. 

 MS. OLIER:  You said that you have something in 

house for advising for working on unspent funds.  I was 
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surprised to find that I still had some funds from the 

year 2001 that's back on the table now.  How could that 

happen?  I know what happened on my part, but as far as I 

was concerned, those funds were no longer available to me. 

Now it's like Christmas, and they are available. 

 And so my concern would be that -- you said 

that there's something in house that you all have that you 

can utilize.  Please let us try to work through that and 

make sure that the kind of surprises that we got -- and 

maybe some of the other agencies, because, I understand, 

we weren't the only one -- that we know that.  We 

shouldn't have those kinds of surprises. 

 Then the one -- let's go to the one before 

that.  I need some help with that one, if you don't mind 

it.  What you're saying is that you're not adjusting for 

inflation, but, instead, you're doing what? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  But instead, in the rules -- and 

I'll need to refer to -- let's see if I can find the exact 

location.  (Perusing document.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Now, you're talking about the one 

that adjusts for inflation and -- 

 MS. OLIER:  Inflation, yes. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Correct. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  That's just for the ones 

who are on the phone. 
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 MR. KIRKLAND:  Okay.  Look -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  It's on page 9. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Looking at the state programs -- 

that is the nine-page version -- Page 1 of 9 -- and -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  Subchapter B. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Subchapter B, right, "State 

Programs."  Looking to page 8 in that packet -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  These are the rules themselves -- 

not the handout, but the actual rules. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Correct. 

 MS. OLIER:  It's the one at the bottom that 

says, "Additions underlined," or, "Deletions," bracketed? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Yes.  Both -- well, both of 

these say, "Additions underlined." 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  And deletions in brackets. 

 MR. WILSON:  And I think it needs to be -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  It's Exhibit B. 

 MR. WILSON:  This is John Wilson.  I just want 

to clarify something.  The written rules are based on the 

staff recommendations the way I read them. 

 MR. GLEASON: Absolutely. 

 MR. WILSON:  I just want to let you know. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  So they're not on the PTAC 
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recommendations; they're on the staff recommendations. 

 MS. OLIER:  Which is these attachments that we 

received? 

 MR. GLEASON:  That's correct. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  I just wanted everybody to 

know that and make sure.  Okay. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  And this actually appears on 

both the federal and the state programs, but I'm just 

showing you on the state program. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Page -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Which document is it that you're 

looking from for the one for -- 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  It's titled, "Subchapter B.  

State Programs," Section 31.11, "Formula Program."  In the 

upper right-hand corner, it says, "Page 1 of 9."  That's 

how it starts. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Did all of you on the phone hear that? 

 MR. TREVINO:  Is it this File P31011 on Word? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Right.  That would be -- P31011 

would be the file name. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Everybody up -- 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Looking at -- 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Go ahead. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Okay.  Looking at page -- 

 MR. FARIS:  And the page number is eight? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Eight of nine. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Eight of nine. 

 MR. FARIS:  Okay. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Lines 3 and 4, the underlined 

section there.  Now, this clause is talking about 

consideration of award of additional funds, which is in 

effect the Commission discretionary amount.  There's an 

added phrase there that says, "adjustments for reductions 

in purchasing power," which allows the Commission to use 

discretionary funds to address the impact of inflation. 

 MR. GLEASON:  The example I -- this is Eric.  

The example I would give folks is the 2005 distribution of 

the discretionary fund to assist with the fuel expense as 

an example of an action taken by the Commission to address 

that kind of an issue.  And so that -- what we're doing 

is, I think, clarifying that specific application of the 

discretionary fund in these rules. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay.  So if I looked at the policy 

rule listings of suggestions for discretionary funding, I 

would find this particular example? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Purchasing power is -- 

 MS. OLIER:  Is for -- 
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 MR. GLEASON:  -- in reference to the impacts of 

rising costs. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  This is Kelly Kirkland again.  

One of the thoughts we had in the division was, first off, 

we want the rules to match federal and state side as much 

as possible.  So if we included an inflation adjustment in 

the federal rural program, where there is available -- 

funding forecast to be available, and we did that on the 

state side, where we don't have any idea if there's going 

to be additional funding, then some might draw the 

conclusion they're going to get this increase anyway from 

some other source. 

 So what we're saying is if funding is 

available, then we can address it this way, but we're not 

going to put into the rules an assumption that additional 

funding is going to be available. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Any other comments on this 

subject? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  If I can, Mr. Chair? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Sure. 

 MR. GLEASON:  This is Eric.  I mean this -- 

these areas where we are doing something different than 

what you all came up with -- I'm really interested in 
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hearing from folks today their thoughts on these things, 

because, as I said, it's the rules you see on the 9th when 

you meet on the 9th that would be our best shot at what 

would go to the Commission. 

 And so where we are differing from you all I 

really want to hear -- either you think it's a great idea 

or you're in favor of what we've done or you've got some 

concerns about it.  And I'd like to hear that today if 

possible. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  And that's a very good point.  

And I've also -- although I've got three speakers who've 

signed up to talk about this agenda item and -- I would 

encourage any of you in the audience.  If you have some 

comments related to any of this, you ought to make sure 

you sign up and -- to where we can take it. 

 I have a question as it relates to the item 

where you were proposing to change the rules from 80/20 to 

65/35 in 2009.  Just a little bit more of information or 

justification of why you felt this was better than what 

was previously discussed by our Committee?  It's on page 8 

of -- 

 MR. WILSON:  It's the top one. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  It's the top one. 

 MS. MALONE:  The very top one, the need versus 

performance. 



 
 

 

 ON THE RECORD REPORTING 
 (512) 450-0342 

31

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 MR. MADDY:  And, Fred, are you talking about 

the rural? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Rural only.  It just -- we had 

previously discussed this and decided that the rurals 

should stay at 80/20 based on the information we had at 

the time.  And the staff is recommending that that be 

moved to 65/35 in 2009.  And you obviously have 

information or something that would encourage you to look 

at that and think it was favorable. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Okay.  This is Eric.  Let me give 

an opening shot at that question, and Kelly can maybe add 

in some details. 

 I think, you know, thinking back about the 

history and the conversation about the issue with this 

committee, your initial recommendation, I think, on the -- 

at some point was that you actually wanted to take the 

rural systems to 50/50 early on in terms of your first.  

So the option you sent us back with to look at included a 

recommendation. 

 And we heard two things -- generally two things 

about that.  One, the first objection, was that with that 

increased emphasis on performance, the issue of, "How 

accurate is the data," became an issue. 

 And we have an agenda item today later on in 

our conversation that introduces a proposed scope of work 
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to tackle that issue directly, because I think that's a 

very, very important issue for us to tackle.  And it was 

hard for some folks to understand how we could move so 

quickly to a more performance-based system when the data 

wasn't good enough. 

 So the other issue that I heard generally was 

that a lot of systems will be getting a lot of new money 

under the formula and that the first several years you put 

that new service out, it's not going to perform as well as 

well-established service.  And so there was some concern 

that, you know, people doing the right thing and expanding 

their service would somehow end up getting penalized 

because the service wasn't as productive as it would be 

when it finally matured and saw its ultimate ridership. 

 What we've done here is tackled both of those 

issues.  The data quality issue -- we've given ourselves 

two years to get a handle on that.  We have a very 

aggressive scope of work, and we feel we'll be in a much 

better position by the time '09 comes around to work with 

accurate performance data. 

 The second one was that in the context of new 

service going out.  Our thinking was that if '07 and '08 

are a time of growth, you'll get these services out, 

they'll be performing and they'll have a couple of years 

under their belts, and at '09 would be a good time to 
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boost the performance portion of the formula to 35 

percent. 

 And so that was our thought process in all of 

this.  The -- you know, and it's -- there is still a 

desire, I think, to move to increase the emphasis on 

performance.  The question is, What is a reasonable 

amount? 

 The other thing that I'm trying to balance here 

is that -- and this really becomes apparent when we move 

even further to 50/50 -- there's such a range of diversity 

within our rural systems in terms of their operating 

environments and what their objectives are with their 

service that the -- one of the issues you always run into 

with performance comparison is, Don't compare me to 

somebody else, because I'm not working under the same 

conditions as that; either I've got different policy 

direction from my Board to do something differently or my 

operating environment is very different. 

 And you just can't compare, because it's not an 

apples-to-apples comparison.  And so part of my reluctance 

to go further than a 65/35 is because I think we'd really 

begin to get into that arena of legitimate concern over 

the diversity of the operating environments. 

 So with that, I'll stop and see where we are? 

 MS. OLIER:  Fred, this is Vastene.  I'm going 
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to refer you to page 13 of that same handout that -- which 

is this document, Kelly. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Right. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  For those on the phone, it's -- 

we're referring to the February 17, 2006 Public 

Transportation Advisory Committee Facilitation and 

Technical Assistance information previously sent to you. 

 It's page 13? 

 MS. OLIER:  Yes, page 13. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. OLIER:  This is a rural target formula.  

And I was just listening to what you said about new-

starts.  And when we go comparing 8/20 to 65/35, I look at 

Alamo Council of Governments, which is supposed to be one 

of our growing ones.  The difference in going from an 

80/20 to a 65/35 is a negative 10 percent.  Then I could 

keep on going. 

 But the ones that really come back to me is -- 

go down to East Texas, another growing one.  I see a 

negative 12 percent if we go to a 65/35.  Then Fort Bend, 

who's just starting out, who on the 80/20 would have zero, 

now goes to the highest that you have, which is 19 

percent.  And then if I skip down to South Padre Island, 

they're looking at going from a negative 5 percent under 

80/20 up to a 64 percent in difference. 
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 So when I look at these differences between 64 

and 19 and I listen to what you said in terms of where 

the -- what you're trying to do effectively for the people 

who are growing their systems -- and it's going to take 

time, and I realize we're talking about 2005 preliminary 

data -- there is such a difference in these percentages of 

the target areas by going from the 80/20 to a 65/35. 

 So I have that -- I'm not convinced that it 

shares with me what I see and what I hear. 

 MR. GLEASON:  This is Eric. 

 Let me try and answer that, and then Kelly can 

jump in. 

 The first thing to recognize when you look at 

this table -- the percentage differences are a target 

formula amount compared to another target formula amount. 

They don't represent reductions in funding; they represent 

a percentage reduction in the target. 

 So in other words, in places like Alamo Council 

of Governments, they're still getting more money 

throughout this whole thing, yet this is how moving to a 

more performance-based approach affects their target 

allocation.  Now, everyone is -- these agencies are still 

growing in the amount they get, but their target amount is 

being reset as we move from an 80/20 to a 65/35.  And that 

negative 10 percent you see there is a reference to the 
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target amount in their formula, not an actual reduction in 

resources. 

 Does that make sense? 

 MR. WILSON:  if you go to the next page, page 

14 -- 

 MS. OLIER:  Maybe that would help.  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  -- you can see that they're 

getting a $270,000-increase -- almost -- next year.  They 

are getting a 250,000-plus increase from what they're 

getting in '06 to -- compared to '07. 

 MS. OLIER:  And this -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Am I right, Kelly? 

 MS. OLIER:  -- has to do with the target, or is 

this the actual dollars that they're getting? 

 MR. WILSON:  That's -- these are actual 

dollars. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Right.  The -- I referred to 

that page.  This is Kelly Kirkland again. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Referring to page 14 in that 

packet, look at the first column there.  It says, "2006 

Actual Allocation." 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Alamo Area Council of 

Governments, 1,507,000.  So under 80/20 -- go back to page 
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13 -- they should be at 2.1 million.  Under 65/35, they 

should be at 1.9 million.  So the question is, Do they 

need to go up 600,000, or 400,000?  In either case, 

they're going up.  The question is, What should they be 

going up to? 

 MS. OLIER:  And the page 14 answers the, "What 

to," or, "What less than"? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  On page 14, that first column 

shows the actual allocation for '06 and then shows the 

transitioned numbers, which means applying that 10 percent 

reduction maximum.  That means you'd get these figures. 

 MR. MADDY:  This is Mark.  You brought up Fort 

Bend.  And of course, the actual for this year compared to 

next year's transitioned is zero percent change.  There's 

no change there.  However, if we had gone to a -- and you 

say they're a new -- they're a growing system.  Right?  

They're a new system? 

 MS. OLIER:  Yes. 

 MR. MADDY:  I mean I'm not familiar with all of 

these systems specifically, but you're saying that's a 

growing one.  If we had gone to a 65/35, they actually 

would have -- they're a growing system.  And what are we 

saying, We're going to let you grow, but you're going to 

have to grow with -- what is it -- 10 percent less if we 

had gone 65/35. 
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 MS. OLIER:  Versus the 80/20, which is the -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  Mr. Chairman, if I can? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MR. GLEASON:  This table is -- if we did that 

in 2007 -- 

 MR. MADDY:  Right. 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- remember the recommendation is 

that we don't do this until 2009. 

 MR. MADDY:  Well, yes.  But even still -- I 

mean looking at that as a possibility, because this is a 

new and growing system, they're not going to have the 

performance measures in place even in the next three years 

probably.  I mean I don't know how long it really takes 

for them to get the -- I mean I -- you know, I'm from 

Brownsville.  And when I moved to Brownsville, they had a 

system already in place.  And so there was no growing it 

at that time.  They -- it had been in place since 1982 or 

something like that. 

 So I don't know how it works on that.  So I 

guess I need some more information on that kind of a 

situation, too.  How long does it take for them to get up 

and running really well with what they're doing? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Well, the only -- one of the 

issues with that, Mark -- and I understand why you're 

asking, of course.  The only performance data we have 
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available to use is the 2005 data.  And so even -- and we 

don't know what that data's going to look like in '09.  

 Our only data that we have is the current.  And 

so if you have a brand-new system, perhaps they're not 

performing very well yet because the service hasn't been 

out there for very long. 

 MR. MADDY:  Right. 

 MR. GLEASON:  So it's a dilemma.  I mean all we 

can give you is sort of a, If you did this now -- 

 MR. MADDY:  This is what it would be -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  --  with the data we have, this 

is what should happen. 

 MR. MADDY:  And it would really impact them 

very negatively if we did that. 

 MR. GLEASON:  If you believe that people will 

take this new money and make smart investment decisions 

with it for new service, then their performance numbers 

should follow; if they don't, then they won't do so well. 

 And -- 

 MR. MADDY:  Sure. 

 MR. GLEASON:  But that's the -- I mean that's 

kind of like -- that's the crux of it.  That's the crux of 

it. 

 MR. WILSON:  Mr. Chairman? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  John? 
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 MR. WILSON:  This is John.  I would like to say 

that my history with new systems is this.  That -- we 

started a system in Texarkana, and we started one in 

Midland/Odessa.  And I can assure you both of those 

systems -- in the second and third years, they are doing 

like double-percentage increases. 

 I'm assured that Fort -- 

 MS. OLIER:  Bend. 

 MR. WILSON:  Fort Bend will probably do just as 

well as these others.  I mean when you start a system, you 

plan to increase service.  And their numbers will be a lot 

better in three years than they are today. 

 MR. MADDY:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  And just like when you give a 

system more money, they're going to actually perform -- if 

they use their money properly and with good management 

techniques, they will actually perform -- out-perform what 

this is indicating today. 

 Plus the fact that we have, as you indicated, 

two more years besides that one coming up -- I mean, 

besides this year, two more years of data.  And we -- this 

committee meets, you know, and we can make a change to the 

formula if we feel like we should at that time. 

 So I would -- on this particular thing, I don't 

have a problem with it at all -- the recommended -- 
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because we're looking at two years out and we've got -- 

we're going to have two more years of data.  And, 

hopefully, with some of the actions we're going to take 

later on in the Committee, we're going to make -- we'll 

get better performance records.  So I would be in favor of 

this change. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Any other discussion in regard to this?  I do 

have three speakers signed up.  And -- 

 MS. MALONE:  Mr. Chairman, I'd like to ask a 

question. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Are we going to vote on this as a 

whole, or are we -- where there's a difference between 

PTAC and staff, are we going to vote on those individually 

so that we understand what we're doing? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Well, I think we should do it 

individually first.  I think we probably should do it 

individually. 

 MS. MALONE:  Where there's a difference -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  -- we'll -- okay.  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  But that -- it would be at the 

will of the Committee, but it would appear that it would 

be in the best interest to do it that way.  I'd also like 
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to make sure we hear the three speakers on this if it's 

okay. 

 MS. HALSTEAD: I'd like to hear them before us. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  If it's okay, we'll move forward 

with the speakers. 

 The first one I have signed up is Kay Dorman.  

And if you would, identify yourself along with -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Which system. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- which system you represent.  

And if you could keep it within three minutes, that would 

be helpful. 

 MS. DORMAN:  I certainly will. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. DORMAN:  My name is Kay Dorman, and I'm the 

Executive Director for Minibus, Incorporated, and I'm here 

on behalf of East Texas Council of Governments.  Roxanne 

McKinley was supposed to be here, but she had a family 

emergency.  And it can't go without saying her famous or 

infamous line of, East Texas Council of Governments is the 

most under-funded rural agency according to population and 

land density. 

 That comment is made at so many of the 

presentations and meetings.  And not only am I speaking on 

behalf of East Texas Council of Governments, but, as an 
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operator, I'm here on behalf of our residents in the 14-

county area. 

 That -- we have to refuse service so many 

times.  Because of our funding, we're only able to run 

from 8:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m., in the afternoon.  So 

you're looking at 14 counties of residents that are 

without transportation for the extended early morning 

hours for dialysis and work-related transportation. 

 I guess in regard to the five-year transition 

period that is going to be changed now, my main concern 

for our residents is, What do I tell them now?  How long 

will it take east Texas to receive 100 percent of the 

funding? 

 We currently keep a record of denied services, 

trips refused.  So -- and this is in all seriousness and 

not with any sarcasm intended.  Do I take their name and 

number and say, "I'll call you back in 20 years," or, 

"I'll call you back in 30 years"?  I would seriously like 

to know how long you think it will take for us to get the 

funding that we need to receive, up to the 100 percent. 

 Also, another question is, Would it be possible 

to use the excess rural federal funds to help the under-

funded agencies so that we do become funded sooner and not 

wait for 20 years to reach our potential?  I know there's 

a lot of questions when an agency's going to receive more 
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funds, of, What will you do with those extra funds? 

 East Texas Council of Governments has set aside 

$72,000 to hire a consultant to provide our service plan 

for our immediate area.  We would like to continue with 

this and see an expansion of services in our areas for our 

residents, and they so desperately need this employment 

transportation and early morning dialysis transportation. 

 And that's my sincere concern. 

 I've been there for 18 years, and I've seen 

very little growth.  And we're not able to accommodate all 

the needs in our area.  And thank you so much for all your 

help. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you, Kay. 

 Any questions of the speaker? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  If not, our next speaker is 

Beverly Lutz. 

 Would you state your name and who you're with? 

 MS. LUTZ:  Hello.  I am Beverly Lutz from Alamo 

Area Council of Governments, and we have 11 counties. 

 And I printed up a chart that was from the PTN 

back in January of '06.  And from that formula, it says 

that we will get total funding in 2009.  So if we look 

at -- you know, we're having to wait -- we've been under-

funded for all of these years, and we're having to wait -- 
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the prediction is 2009.  And here we're changing it again. 

 I guess one of my questions is, Am I ever going 

to get there?  And if I get there, then as soon as I get 

there, I'm going to lose money again.  So as soon as I get 

it started, I'm going to say, Oh, no; We've started, and 

now we've got to cut it. 

 We're extending our services, and we're with 

Medicaid and other contracts that we can get -- and 

hospitals and stuff like that.  So we're out there trying 

to do as much as we can and trying to get local funds and 

everything.  And also, we have quite a bit of growth out 

there, and we're getting requests to even go outside of 

our region.  "What are we going to do with the extra 

money," seems to be the big question. 

 We've got 58 buses, and we cannot replace them 

fast enough.  Our aging fleet -- we're only supposed to 

get four vehicles.  We may have a possibility of another 

two.  Operating funds I'm having to put into operating; I 

can't put it into vehicles.  And right now, I am -- it's 

getting critical. 

 So what am I going to going to do with the 

extra funds?  I'm going to turn around and buy buses.  And 

then what else am I going to do?  Hire more drivers.  What 

am I paying my drivers?  Over $7.  So we're having to go 

through a payroll system because we're having to try to 



 
 

 

 ON THE RECORD REPORTING 
 (512) 450-0342 

46

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

find different ways on how to keep drivers and not pay 

them benefits that we can't afford.  And so therefore, we 

have turnover. 

 What am I going to do with the dollars?  I'm 

trying to keep a system going.  So if we can reach this 

goal -- 2009 was the prediction back then.  But if we 

change the formula, it seems like I keep chasing the 

rabbit.  The 65/35 I'll tell you makes me nervous.  If 

we're talking about losing dollars -- we don't have those 

charts, so I don't know what you all are looking at.  But 

if we're going to be losing dollars, it makes me nervous. 

 And how am I going to get there, and how am I going to 

stay there once I get it going? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Mr. Chair, this is Eric. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Why don't you put that screen up 

there? 

 MR. GLEASON:  If at the end of -- is that 

what's up there now? 

 MS. LUTZ:  Yes, the 65/35. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Well, this is the actual 

transitioned funds. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  And what page are you referring 

to? 

 MR. GLEASON:  I'm on page 13 up there. 

 MS. OLIER:  That's 14. 
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 MR. GLEASON:  That's 14 of 22. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  That's page 14, to those who are 

on the phone. 

 MS. LUTZ:  Which page do you want? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Thirteen. 

 But I want to ask, Mr. Chair.  I know you're in 

the middle of public comment. 

 I do have some information that will address 

the issues raised by the previous two speakers, Beverly 

from Alamo and ETCOG, with respect to how long it will 

take for you to get there. 

 But I want to ask you when you prefer to have 

those responses.  Do you want to wait until the end of 

public comment?  Or -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I think it would be helpful for 

those of us on the Committee if you'd just go ahead and 

answer now, because -- 

 MR. WILSON:  I think so, too. 

 MS. OLIER:  So we can keep up. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  While it's -- yes. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Okay.  All right. 

 Well, what I would direct the Committee's 

attention to is page 13 of the packet entitled, "Public 

Transportation Advisory Committee Facilitation and 

Technical Assistance."  And the title is, "Rural Target 
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Formula Allocations." 

 And we asked this very specific question that 

has been raised:  When we remove the 2010 transition time 

frame and extended on an annual basis and when we move 

performance measurement's relative importance, what impact 

does that have in how long it takes those areas scheduled 

for growth to get there? 

 And this table -- if you look at this table, 

under each of the scenarios, there's a column entitled, 

Years Past 2010.  Now, this is -- keep in mind that this 

is working with -- we're having to work with 2005 

performance data to calculate this.  So it's somewhat 

hypothetical, because we don't know what those indicators 

will be. 

 But what this will show you is that in your 

case, Beverly, while I can't tell you from the information 

here whether it's still 2009 or it's 2010, the important 

information is that you are there by 2010. 

 MS. LUTZ:  It's 2009. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Okay. 

 Now, East Texas Council of Governments, if you 

find your row, you will see that if we assume that -- the 

current rules in place would have you at your target 

allocation by 2010.  The current rules -- not what we're 

talking about, but the current rules that end the 
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transition period in 2010. 

 What this will show you is the impact of two 

things:  The impact of moving to an annual basis on the 

transition, as opposed to ending it in 2010.  If we didn't 

change the needs/performance split, if it stayed at 80/20, 

the impact of lifting that 2010 date and moving to an 

annual transition is one year past 2010.  So if you'll 

find -- 

 Linda, I don't know if maybe you can -- 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  Yes.  It's East Texas. 

 And I apologize, but there's too much data on 

the screen -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  But the column under 80/20, in 

years past 2010 -- 

 MR. MADDY:  It's the one with the, "1." 

 MR. GLEASON:  The, "1." 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  Yes.  It's one year past 

2010. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Right.  And then if you follow 

that across to the set of those columns under the 65/35, 

what you'll find is that the effect of that is that it 

moves you to 2012 until you get to your target.  So it's 

not forever.  It's not 20 years.  But there is a small 

impact on that. 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  And it doesn't change for 
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Alamo COG. 

 MS. LUTZ:  Right.  My concern then is when you 

look at the 80/20.  It's 2.1.  And then when you go to 

65/35, it drops to -- what is that, 1.9? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Uh-huh. 

 MS. LUTZ:  So I'm never really going to reach 

the 2. 

 MR. GLEASON:  The -- well, the way this works, 

the target is dependent on the amount of money available 

for need and performance.  There is no independently 

established target that says Alamo Area Council of 

Governments should get this amount of money; that number 

changes every year based on the amount of money available 

and performance. 

 So it's a moving target, if you will.  It 

simply says of the amount of money available, given your 

need and your performance, you should get this much. 

 MS. LUTZ:  Right.  So if the -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  So it's a moving target. 

 MS. LUTZ:  Right.  And if the amount goes down, 

then the -- if the funding amount goes down, that number's 

going to go down. 

 MR. GLEASON:  The target goes down.  If -- 

 MS. LUTZ:  I understand that. 

 MR. GLEASON:  If your performance goes up, your 
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target number will go up; if your performance goes down, 

your target number will go down. 

 MS. LUTZ:  If you go 65/35? 

 MR. GLEASON:  In any scenario. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  In any -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  Any scenario. 

 MS. LUTZ:  Well, what I'm saying is if you 

leave it with 80/20, you have -- you don't have such a 

variable and such a range.  Whenever you have 65/35, 

you're putting more in performance.  So it depends -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes, you are. 

 MS. LUTZ:  If you lose a contract like those 

that lose Medicaid, it's going to impact their 

performance.  If you lose a big hospital contract, it's 

going to impact their performance. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Right. 

 MS. LUTZ:  If you have to cut a route because 

of whatever reason, it's going to impact your performance. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes. 

 MS. LUTZ:  And that's -- what I'm saying is I'd 

like -- a steadier dollar than a wavering dollar is what I 

would want. 

 MR. GLEASON:  What I would offer as the flip-

side is that if you're putting new service in and you're 

expanding, your performance number should go up after an 
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initial period. 

 MS. LUTZ:  I hear what you're saying, but -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  So it can go both ways. 

 MS. LUTZ:  But again, if your performance is 

good one year, you go up.  But you have to put the dollars 

out before you get the impact -- if there's funding 

available.  So the dollars are already gone.  You put in a 

new route.  It's doing great.  And then the funding's not 

there for the next year, you know.  The performance was 

great, but the funding didn't come in.  So therefore, it 

didn't really help you. 

 MR. GLEASON:  The funding didn't come in?  Do 

you mean there was a reduction -- 

 MS. LUTZ:  Well, the fund might have been short 

or something, you know. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Well, that would be true for 

everyone.  If the overall amount available changed 

dramatically -- 

 MS. LUTZ:  Right. 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- in a negative direction -- 

 MS. LUTZ:  And I guess my -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- then everyone would be facing 

that. 

 MS. LUTZ:  -- bottom line is that I just -- I 

like 80/20 because it is more stable dollars for all 
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systems. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Because it's based more on the 

needs -- 

 MS. LUTZ:  Correct. 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- the population and revenue? 

 MS. LUTZ:  Correct. 

 MR. GLEASON:  All right. 

 MS. LUTZ:  That's the bottom line. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. LUTZ:  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you. 

 Okay.  Let's see.  The next speaker is Amy 

Foerster. 

 If you will, state your name and your system, 

and keep it within three minutes. 

 MS. FOERSTER:  Hello, everyone.  I'm Amy 

Foerster; I'm the General Manager of CityLink in Abilene. 

 And I spoke to you guys two weeks ago, and the crux of 

what I talked about was local funding, and I'm here to try 

to drive that point home again. 

 I did not have the figures in front of me until 

I went home and I started looking over everything.  The 

funny thing was -- is that when I talked to you guys, I 

said, You know, we're doing really great on performance 

measures, but we're losing money.  And I looked at the 
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figures when I got home.  And if we went up to the 50/50, 

I'd do even better.  So I guess Abilene's one of those 

systems that -- the better the performance measures, the 

better I'll do. 

 But I said, you know, I'm going to go home and 

try to do everything I can.  I started writing an IFB for 

a consultant.  So, hopefully, next year, you know, I can 

do better on the money, and we'll see where I'm going to 

go next year.  But today, like I said, I'm going to try to 

twist your arm and see what we can do about these 

performance measures. 

 And as far as the local funding, the local 

funds are something that's close to my heart.  I said I've 

managed two different systems in Texas, and one of them 

has contributed zero funds.  And I can tell you that I 

know the mind sets of these systems, and they operate like 

night and day as far as the way they think. 

 The system I was in before contributed zero 

funds, and they didn't care.  They thought that, Okay, 

here's what we get from the FTA, and the state funds 

should be sufficient to be our match funds; and if they 

come in low, well, you know, that's that; we've got our 

farebox funds; so if we get a contract, we get a contract, 

and that's it; we're not putting in any local funds, 

nothing out of the general fund. 
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 I'm not going to say that every local system 

operates that way, but I know that that's the way this one 

system operated.  And I'm in Abilene now, and it's totally 

different.  These guys put in $460,000 out of the general 

fund, and they're in the middle; so I know a lot more 

systems put in a lot more money than that. 

 And they really support their transit system in 

Abilene.  They do everything they can to support their 

transit system and keep it running, and they're very 

transit positive. 

 And I know that there are a lot of systems out 

there.  I just think that this is a great performance 

measure.  I see that it's currently at 25 percent.  I saw 

that today. 

 I think this is a great initiative, but I was 

going to ask if maybe there was some way we could make 

that 30 percent.  I see that we've got passengers per 

revenue mile at 35 percent.  What would it take to maybe 

do 30/30?  We could do 30/20, 30/20 on those urban 

measures.  It's just a thought. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  To make sure I followed you, 

which two were you suggesting changing? 

 MS. FOERSTER:  The passengers per revenue mile. 

 Take that -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Which is at 35 percent? 
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 MS. FOERSTER:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  And you're suggesting that -- 

 MS. FOERSTER:  Take that down to 30. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  And what was the other one? 

 MS. FOERSTER:  Bring my local funds up to 30 

percent. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So you want more -- it weighted 

more on local funds? 

 MS. FOERSTER:  I want more measures on -- want 

more weight on that. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. FOERSTER:  Because -- I just can't tell you 

how important that is.  It's -- it just -- it means a lot. 

And I think that is the most important measure.  It just 

really shows that a city supports their transit.  And I 

think that's -- the one thing that I can say is that a 

local community supports their transit. 

 And when a city doesn't put in any funding, 

it's a slap in the face to TxDOT.  That's what it is.  

It's a slap in the face. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. FOERSTER:  It's not necessarily a need 

issue.  It's -- from what I've seen, it's just -- it's 

something else. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Thank you. 
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 MS. FOERSTER:  Thank you for your time. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you. 

 Any questions of the speakers? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  No?  Okay. 

 Thank you. 

 And now we're discussing Item Number Four in 

the agenda.  So there are some issues we have -- let's 

see.  We're looking at pages 7, 8 and 9, I believe. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Mr. Chairman? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Could I -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes.  Go ahead. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Could I address the speakers -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Sure. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  -- for one second? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  It's Donna Halstead.  And I 

wanted to thank the speakers for coming and -- 

 MR. GEYER:  Donna, I am so sorry, but I can't 

hear you. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  I'm sorry.  Am I not talking on 

the right microphone or something? 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes. 

 (Pause.) 
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 MS. HALSTEAD:  Can you hear me now? 

 MR. GEYER:  That's better.  Thank you. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay. 

 I wanted to thank the speakers for coming in to 

visit with us this morning and expressing their opinions, 

because -- I think for some of us, it's very helpful to 

hear from providers like you, because we don't have a 

daily or weekly interaction with those who are on the 

front lines.  Let me address the last speaker first. 

 I was one of the more vocal advocates and still 

am a very vocal advocate of local contribution to the 

provision of service.  And I do that because I am a firm 

believer that what you're willing to invest in you are far 

more likely to value.  And that still is something that I 

feel very strongly about. 

 I think I'm probably in the minority on this 

Committee.  So I don't anticipate that we're going to see 

the percentage change that you're proposing, but I agree 

with you.  And I would like to see over the next five 

years a greater emphasis on the provision of local dollars 

to help to provide the transit for two reasons. 

 Number One:  That the buy-in is important.  

But, secondly:  To begin to address the biggest challenge 

that this Committee is, and that is trying to address the 

issues expressed by the first two speakers. 
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 We have been blessed to see an increase of 

funding for the rural program, but I'm not optimistic that 

we're going -- and that's federally.  I'm not optimistic 

that we're going to see increased funding available at the 

state level during this next biennium or the one after 

that, because, as we all know, the state is facing several 

funding crises, and this one is not likely to make it to 

the top of the heap any time soon. 

 For that reason, at least in my mind, it is 

critical that this Committee look at making 

recommendations which maximize the performance -- I'm 

sorry -- the service provided to the largest number of 

citizens in this state.  And the only way you can do that 

really is to look at those agencies where performance is 

of extreme importance. 

 It is becoming more and more difficult to 

maintain a level of funding based upon need, because every 

one of these agencies has needs that are unmet.  The 

question is, How does the State of Texas make certain that 

the very limited dollars that are available are providing 

service for the greatest number of people? 

 So I would encourage you -- as you look at the 

changes that your agencies are likely to see over the next 

couple of years, I would strongly encourage you to look at 

becoming more aggressive in meeting or exceeding the 
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performance levels of other agencies so that your funding 

levels can remain constant, because I don't think as we 

move forward we're going to see those stable dollars that 

some of the agencies would hope that we would. 

 But again, I thank you for coming to visit with 

us and providing your input on the issue. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Thank you, Donna. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any other comments? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  If not, are we ready to take 

these issues -- let's see.  We have -- I -- 

 MS. MALONE:  Mr. Chairman? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba Malone.  And I would like to 

move that we approve all that the PTN staff is 

recommending as recommended by PTAC. 

 MR. TREVINO:  This is Oscar.  And I'll second. 

 MR. MADDY:  So every item that says -- 

 MS. MALONE:  All that we've agreed, which would 

be -- there would be four to be -- that we need to discuss 

individually where we're -- we have a difference. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So -- 

 MR. MADDY:  It's really five. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- for the -- so we have a motion 
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by Reba and a second by Mayor Trevino on approving.  And 

we're making reference to this same document. 

 For those who are on the phone, it's the 

February 17, 2006, pages 7, 8 and 9.  And the motion is to 

approve all of the ones that PTN staff has recommended, 

which is the same as we have as a Committee adopted at our 

last meeting. 

 MS. MALONE:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  And that leaves four items -- 

 MS. MALONE:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- for discussion. 

 MS. MALONE:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So is everyone clear on the 

motion? 

 MR. GEYER:  Why do we even need that motion?  

We've already approved them. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Well -- 

 MS. MALONE:  I think, for the -- this is Reba 

again.  I think for the record that we should vote on it. 

And then there's no question that we have not agreed with 

what PTN and PTAC have agreed on. 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, I would like to -- Mr. 

Chairman? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Go ahead. 

 MR. WILSON:  I'd like to make a motion or amend 
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that motion to -- on the Number Four item on our list on 

page 7 about the urban performance indicators, I would 

like to change local funds per operating expense to 30 

percent and also change passenger per revenue miles to 30 

percent. 

 MR. GEYER:  That's really varying from our 

motion that's on the floor there.  So -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  It is. 

 MR. WILSON:  That is varying.  So -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  But unless the maker of the 

motion and -- she left. 

 (Laughter.) 

 MR. TREVINO:  This is Oscar.  I don't -- I 

wouldn't accept it. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  So the seconder would not 

accept it.  So -- 

 MR. WILSON:  I think Reba would accept it. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  But the seconder wouldn't -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  I'll make a substitute 

motion.  Can I do that? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I -- yes, you -- 

 MR. MADDY:  Don't we have to vote on this first 

motion first?  Or -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Well, unless the maker of the 

motion would accept it, we do need to. 
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 MR. MADDY:  Not his motion, but don't we have 

to vote on her motion first? 

 MR. WILSON:  No. 

 MR. MADDY:  Oh.  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  No, if she would accept a 

friendly amendment.  But she's not here. 

 MR. WILSON:  I think she would accept it. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Well -- 

 MR. WILSON:  That's my opinion. 

 MR. TREVINO:  But you need the first and the 

second to accept. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  That's correct. 

 MR. WILSON:  That is correct.  You are correct, 

Mayor. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Oscar, Reba left the room for a 

minute.  That's the reason there's no -- 

 MR. WILSON:  There's no action right now. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MR. TREVINO:  All right. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Well, I guess if -- unless we get 

the seconder to it and you -- I guess in the interest of 

time, if you want to, state it for Mayor Trevino just to 

see if he is acceptable to it. 

 MR. TREVINO:  I'm really not. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 
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 MR. TREVINO:  I don't think we can just on the 

fly change percentages. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  Well, I'll wait for the 

motioner to come back. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  It doesn't matter, because the 

seconder won't accept it.  So even if Reba does, that 

won't do you any good. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes.  But she can withdraw her 

motion. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  That's true. 

 MR. WILSON:  Isn't that right, Mayor, that the 

person making the motion -- they can withdraw their motion 

if the seconder does not agree with the change in the 

motion? 

 MR. TREVINO:  Yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  All right.  I just want to 

make sure. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  We'll have a pause here for a 

minute. 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Let's see. 

 MS. MALONE:  I'm sorry.  When you have a 

husband with cancer, you don't turn your phones off. 
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 MR. TREVINO:  We can also [inaudible], and the 

substitute motion goes [inaudible]. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes.  The maker of the motion 

just returned.  So -- 

 MS. MALONE:  I'm sorry. 

 MR. WILSON:  Reba, I wanted a friendly 

amendment to your motion that would change Item Number 

Four for the urban performance indicators:  Local funds 

per operating expense to 30 and passengers per revenue 

mile to 30 percent. 

 MS. MALONE:  I totally agree with you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Let -- 

 MR. MADDY:  So the maker of the motion has 

approved -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Mayor Trevino, you heard the 

friendly amendment.  And the motioner, the person who made 

the motion, agreed with it.  And now your position? 

 MR. TREVINO:  And I do not. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  So you do not accept -- 

 MR. TREVINO:  I don't agree. 

 MS. MALONE:  Was -- excuse me.  Was there a 

second to my initial -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  -- motion? 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Mayor Trevino. 

 MS. MALONE:  Great. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So he does not accept that.  

So -- 

 MR. WILSON:  What does that mean? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Well, that means that the -- your 

friendly motion dies. 

 MS. MALONE:  You can -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Oh.  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay? 

 (Laughter.) 

 MS. MALONE:  No.  Excuse me. 

 MR. MADDY:  Well, the friendly amendment -- 

because the seconder of the motion did not -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Does not accept it. 

 MR. MADDY:  -- agree with the friendly 

amendment -- 

 MS. MALONE:  No.  If -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  That's correct. 

 MS. MALONE:  If he just makes it as an 

amendment and someone seconds his amendment, we can vote 

on his amendment.  And then we'd vote on the main motion. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  Great. 
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 MR. TREVINO:  Exactly. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  I'll make an amendment to the 

original motion:  That we change Item Number Four for 

urban performance indicators, local funds per operating 

expense to 30 percent, and change passengers per revenue 

mile to 30 percent.  Do I have a second? 

 Excuse me. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Well, yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  I'll second it for purposes of 

the discussion. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 John made the motion, and Donna Halstead 

seconded the motion.  Now discussion on this motion, the 

amendment really? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Can I ask a question? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes, Donna. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  I think probably -- this is 

Donna Halstead.  I think probably Linda is the more likely 

individual to be able to answer this. 

 As I read these with the proposed change, it 

basically gives us a 50/50 split between effectiveness and 

efficiency.  Is that as you look at other systems around 

the country -- and I know there aren't many who actually 

have indicators in place. 
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 Is that a change that you believe would require 

some further analysis before you could be comfortable with 

it?  How would you view that change given the calculations 

that you've made and looking at what you believe the 

proposed impact or -- perceived impact on the districts 

would be? 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  This is Linda Cherrington 

responding to the question. 

 Let's take for example local funds per 

operating expense.  You're talking about making a 5 

percent change on 25 percent of 20 percent.  It is not a 

material change.  This is more a reflection of your 

philosophical point that you're trying to make.  It's too 

small.  There will be some dollars that will move, but it 

will not be perhaps even perceptible. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  That's what I wanted on the 

record.  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So any further discussion on the motion -- the 

amendment? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  We will roll call it, 

starting with Mark. 

 MR. MADDY:  Yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba, yes. 
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 MS. OLIER:  Vastene Olier, no. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna Halstead, yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  John Wilson, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Mayor Trevino? 

 MR. TREVINO:  No. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob Geyer, no. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  All right. 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen Faris, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Now I've got to count now. 

 Let's see. 

 MR. WILSON:  That's five and -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I've got three.  The Chair votes 

yes.  Okay?  And that makes six. 

 Where's Kelly at to tell me I'm right? 

 MS. MAYLE:  Yes.  That's correct. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  You're right. 

 MR. WILSON:  Ginnie really knows the answer. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 (Laughter.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So I'll break the tie. 

 MR. MADDY:  So the amendment passes? 

 MS. MALONE:  So the amendment passes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So the amendment passes. 

 MR. MADDY:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So now we're back to the original 
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motion, which is adopting all of the ones that were 

previously -- we just changed one of them. 

 MR. MADDY:  We sure did. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes.  So the motion on the table, 

though, has -- the way it was stated, it included all of 

the ones that previously was recommended by PTAC. 

 MS. OLIER:  Correct. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  And we just changed one.  So I'm 

just trying to -- 

 MR. MADDY:  We're still okay on -- 

 MS. MALONE:  We're still okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  We're still okay? 

 MS. MALONE:  We've still got Four to discuss. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So is there any further discussion on the 

motion that's on the table? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  If not, we'll do a roll call. 

 Mark? 

 MR. MADDY:  Yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba, yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene Olier, yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna Halstead, Yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  John Wilson, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Mayor Trevino? 
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 MR. TREVINO:  Yes. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob Geyer, yes. 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  The motion carries then.  

So we have adopted those. 

 And the first one for discussion is on page 8, 

the top of the page.  That's where the PTN staff is 

recommending in 2009 for the rurals to be changed to 65/35 

and -- then in subsequent years. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob Geyer.  I'd like to move that 

that be approved. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Second, Donna Halstead. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So we have a motion and a second.  Now 

discussion. 

 MR. MADDY:  This is Mark.  I know that -- you 

know, I appreciate the speakers who came up and were 

talking about this.  And I know that one of our, I guess, 

mandates that we got from the Texas Department of 

Transportation was that we are to go toward more 

performance-based measures than need-based.  And I agree 

with what -- with Donna's comments from earlier. 

 That -- I know that it will -- could adversely 

affect systems, but I think we need to fulfill the mission 

that we've been given, to move more toward performance-
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based initiatives, as opposed to need-based. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Any other discussion? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  We'll start the roll call. 

 MR. MADDY:  Mark Maddy votes yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba, yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene Olier, no. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna Halstead, yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  John Wilson, yes. 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen Faris, yes. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Mayor Trevino? 

 MR. TREVINO:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Motion carries. 

 So the next item is the funding transition 

method.  That's where the -- we're still on page 8.  The 

staff -- let's see -- is recommending excluding the 20 

percent cap or limit on the annual adjustments. 

 MR. WILSON:  Mr. Chairman, I vote against this 

motion -- this change. 

 MS. MALONE:  We don't have a motion. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Well, we don't have a motion yet. 

 MR. WILSON:  Oh.  It's not a motion. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes.  I -- well, I guess I 

recommend that we not accept the PTN staff recommendation. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Is that in the form of a motion? 

 MR. WILSON:  That's in the form of a motion.  I 

make the motion that we do not accept the PTN staff 

recommendation on funding transition method. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Do I have a second to the motion? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Do I have a second to the motion? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  The motion dies for lack of a 

second. 

 MR. WILSON:  Can I have discussion anyway? 

 MR. MADDY:  Yes.  I -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Go ahead. 

 MR. MADDY:  This is Mark.  I guess I need to 

sort of get my head around why the removal of -- I mean we 

had -- we were talking about it.  Why did we remove -- why 

is the recommendation to remove it?  I mean I really don't 

understand that.  I know that it says something about 

the -- you know, that there be no discretionary funds -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, it doesn't really affect the 

rurals. 

 MR. MADDY:  That's -- 
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 MR. WILSON:  It doesn't affect the rurals.  It 

only affects the small urbans.  And I think, you know, 

normally, I would say that.  But why are we even going to 

have a discussion on Item Number Seven if we're not even 

going to have discretionary funds to talk about? 

 MS. OLIER:  We've got purchasing power. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Exactly. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Eric, I think you -- since 

you're recommending this, we'll let you -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  Let me clarify some things.  

There were two very different reasons for why we're 

recommending this. 

 With respect to the small urban side of the 

thing, the 20 percent cap created a relatively small 

amount of discretionary funds.  In '07 at 80/20, it was 

$13,000.  And we just thought that was not really 

something we wanted to create, quite frankly.  It was 

actually taking money away -- since there's no increase in 

the state funding, it was just simply taking money away.  

So we certainly -- we felt pretty strongly that that was 

not what we wanted to do on the small urban side. 

 On the rural side of the equation, what we 

found was that the -- with continuing the cap that says 

that no system can decline more than 10 percent from the 

previous year, in effect what happens is in order to 
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satisfy that rule, you have dollars that are spent 

bringing those systems up to that minus 10 percent amount. 

 And when you're done doing that, what you have left over 

or what is left over to distribute to those who are 

growing the -- it results in an effective cap on growth 

which is less than 20 percent for the foreseeable future. 

 In fact, if you look on page 14 of -- it's 

the -- of the Public Transportation Advisory Committee 

Facilitation and Technical Assistance handout -- it's a 

table, and Linda is going to get it up here on the screen 

here in Austin. 

 Look at page 14.  The title of the table is, 

"Rural Transitioned 2007 Funds."  And you look at the 

second-to-last row on the page, where it says, "Effective 

cap <20%."  It says that the effective cap is less than 20 

percent, and it shows you for each of the three 

performance scenarios on the page that you don't have 

anyone growing any more than 18 percent under the 80/20. 

 No one grows more than 13 percent under 65/35, 

and no one grows more than 9 percent -- it essentially 

says that the formula is regulating itself, that you don't 

need to put the cap in place. 

 And I brought to this whole conversation a 

desire to try and keep this formula as simple as possible. 

 And so while I respect the conversation around trying to 
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manage growth so it's done in a reasonable and steady way, 

it seemed to me to be an unnecessary complication at this 

point.  The system seemed to be regulating itself in ways 

that didn't require the cap, and so our recommendation is 

that it not be included. 

 MR. MADDY:  This is Mark.  You're -- I see this 

in the rurals.  How does it affect the urbans? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Well, the urbans -- it's a 

totally different reason on the urban side, Mark. 

 MR. MADDY:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  On the urban side, the issue was 

that it -- there are no more state funds available on the 

urban side today than there was yesterday or will be in 

the foreseeable future.  I think Donna's got a good grip 

on that one.  And so what the cap did in that case -- it 

was -- it actually created discretionary funds from the 

existing dollars, which meant to do that, it took away 

money from other systems. 

 What we've got on the rural side is -- we have 

such a growth in resources available that discretionary 

funds are created from the growth.  It's -- they're not 

created by taking away something that somebody already 

had.  And so that -- but that's what in effect was 

happening on the small urban side.  And so we decided that 

that was not something that we would support. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  I don't know if I'm making -- 

 MR. WILSON:  I'll make a motion -- okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- sense -- 

 MR. WILSON:  I make the motion we approve the 

change by PTN. 

 MR. GEYER:  I'd like to -- this is Bob.  I'd 

like to hear John's reason for proposing this. 

 (Laughter.) 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  Well, my reason for 

proposing it is it the -- because I just think that in 

later years, the people who's going to get an increase -- 

or may get a decrease -- and it's a false sense of 

security for them.  And that's one thing that I think is 

kind of bad.  It sets up for them to get more money and 

then fail. 

 That's one reason why I was thinking against 

it, but then, on the other hand, maybe they -- at some of 

the systems that were given the money, they have been the 

ones who have returned money to the state.  So maybe 

they'll return it anyway.  So maybe I'm just -- maybe we 

should go with the PTN. 

 But that was my reasonings, Bob.  It's because, 

for one thing, some of these people who's going to get the 

increase will see it actually go away; they will actually 
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get less money in later years.  And I was just thinking 

here they're going to get more money.  But then, of 

course, they may do wonderful things with that money.  So 

I say let's just go with the staff's recommendation. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  So we have a motion.  Do I 

have a second? 

 MS. MALONE:  This is Reba.  I'll second it. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So we have a motion by John and a 

second by Reba.  Now discussion? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  If there's not any discussion, 

we'll -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Mr. Chair? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  As a practical -- this is Donna 

Halstead.  As a practical matter, this is a subject that 

the Commission addressed last year.  And I think by 

accepting staff's recommendation, we are blessing a 

foregone conclusion, because the TxDOT's vote last year 

made it clear that the cap was something that they were 

not particularly comfortable with. 

 So I just -- I think it's a foregone 

conclusion, and there's no reason to pick a second fight 

two years in a row if we already lost once and they're the 

bigger dogs.  So -- 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Linda? 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  May I have permission to 

speak? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Sure. 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  It might be helpful if you 

knew who was affected by the change to not incorporate the 

20 percent cap on the urban.  Again, on the rural, it's 

self-setting. 

 On the urban side, the cities that will get 

additional funds as a result of lifting the cap are:  

McAllen-Hidalgo County; Midland-Odessa -- you may recall 

from the previous discussions -- McKinney, a new system; 

Grand Prairie -- but that's 1 percent; it's a very nominal 

amount -- and Harlingen, which is the one system that does 

return funds.  But I thought that might be helpful -- you 

knowing. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 We're ready for a vote. 

 Mark? 

 MR. MADDY:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Reba? 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba, yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene, yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna, yes. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  On the phone? 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen, yes. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Mayor Trevino? 

 MR. TREVINO:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  So the motion passes. 

 So the next item is on page 9 in the handouts 

that you have.  I'd the base line -- let's see.  The staff 

has recommended the -- to not adjust the base line for 

inflation. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Move to accept staff's 

recommendation. 

 MR. WILSON:  Second. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  All right.  So we have a motion 

and a second.  Any discussion? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  All right. 

 Mark? 

 MR. MADDY:  Mark, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Reba? 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba, yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene, no. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna, yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  John Wilson, yes. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Vinsen? 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen, yes. 

 MR. TREVINO:  Oscar, yes. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Oscar, yes. 

 And, Bob? 

 MR. GEYER:  I said, Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So the motion carries.  So the next one is the 

last one.  Staff has recommended no adjustment for unspent 

funds is included.  The PTN discussed various methods -- 

let's see.  I'm trying to read to summarize.  (Perusing 

document.) 

 And would we have a motion for this one? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  No ? 

 MS. OLIER:  I'd like a little more information. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Do you want some more?  Okay. 

 Staff, could we get a little bit further 

discussion before we get a motion? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  This is Kelly Kirkland again.  

I'd like to address the point that Vastene made earlier. 

 What we have internally to the public 

transportation division for addressing this is -- we have 

a monthly staff meeting to look at grant balances in all 
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the programs we have, whether they happen to be 5311 or 

the state programs or vehicle capital replacement or 

elderly or disabled. 

 And we look at contracts that are coming close 

to their termination dates and remaining balances so we 

can talk to then our PTCs or the providers about that and 

see what we can do to help the agencies spend the funding 

that they're entitled to. 

 MR. GLEASON:  And this is Eric.  I'll add this. 

 That's a relatively new meeting for us; we hadn't been 

doing that regularly, and we've started doing that in the 

past several months.  And we are discovering a lot of 

things as a part of that.  So I'm hoping that in the 

future, it will seem a lot more routine and clear to you 

what's happening. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. OLIER:  I want to move approval. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Do we have -- 

 Yes, Vastene? 

 MS. OLIER:  This is Vastene.  I move approval. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So we have a motion by Vastene.  Do I have a 

second? 

 MS. MALONE:  This is Reba.  I'll second it. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So we have a motion and a second.  Any 

discussion? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Roll call. 

 MR. MADDY:  Mark, yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba, yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene, yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna, no. 

 MR. WILSON:  John, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Vinsen? 

 MR. FARIS:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  All right. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob, yes. 

 MR. TREVINO:  Oscar, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 The motion passes.  So we've now completed all 

action items regarding Agenda Item Number Four.  So the 

next item -- 

 MR. TREVINO:  Mr. Chair? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes? 

 MR. TREVINO:  This is Oscar.  Hey, I'm going to 

get -- I've got to go over to a ribbon cutting.  So I'll 

be listening in, but when I get there, I'll turn off. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 
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 MR. TREVINO:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So how long -- just for purposes 

of making sure you're on, how long do you think it'll be 

before you'll be cutting it off? 

 MR. TREVINO:  Twenty minutes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Twenty minutes?  Okay. 

 MR. TREVINO:  The ribbon cutting is at 11:30. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Thank you for your 

participation, Mayor. 

 We'll move to Agenda Item Number Five:  

"Discussion and recommendations on performance statistics 

and reporting." 

 Who's going to take the lead on that? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Well, let's -- I'll take the lead 

on it.  And depending on where the conversation goes, Mr. 

Chair, I'll invite Kelly and Linda to chime in. 

 I believe you'll find this -- 

 MS. OLIER:  It was e-mailed to us as a separate 

attachment. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  It's also in the package that -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  It's in the packet that we've 

referred to in the past for our previous conversation on 

the formula from TTI, and that's the Public Transportation 

Advisory Committee Facilitation and Technical Assistance 
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packet. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  The one we've been working 

from? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  If you'll turn to -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  What page? 

 MR. GLEASON:  If you'll turn to page 21 -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Twenty-one? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  It's the same document we've been 

working out of, for those who are on the phone. 

 MR. FARIS:  Page 21? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Uh-huh. 

 MR. FARIS:  Thank you. 

 MR. GLEASON:  And this is the scope of work 

that we are currently in conversation with TTI on, and 

it's specifically designed to address the data quality 

issue that exists -- particularly with our desire to move 

to a more performance-based system. 

 And I think if you look first at the objectives 

of the scope, you'll see that it's a combination of 

education, understanding the environment that the 

operators are working with with respect to data 

collection, providing training for those folks if that's 
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what's needed, and looking at data verification.  And, in 

the context of the work, as well, I'm interested in 

learning about what kinds of perhaps investments may need 

to be made to assist in the data reporting and quality 

issue. 

 The suggested tasks.  I think this is actually 

pretty straightforward, if you will.  The first order of 

business will be to go out and verify the 2005 performance 

statistics.  Now, we already do a bit. 

 We already have in place a verification 

process, but it's sort of a -- it's a self-verification 

process, if you will.  We -- when we get data in from 

providers and we compare that number against the previous 

quarter's information, whenever that number varies plus or 

minus more than 10 percent, we flag that number, and we 

send it back to our public transportation coordinators and 

ask them to work with their providers to verify that 

number. 

 So that's the extent of our verification 

process at this point in time.  And what we'll be asking 

TTI to do is to, you know, actually get in and try and 

figure out in a more extensive way where there are issues 

with the numbers. 

 

 Vastene? 
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 MS. OLIER:  Eric -- 

 This is Vastene. 

 Thank you.  This is something we talked about 

even before we started the formula changes some three 

years ago, and to see us get to this point is fantastic. 

 The only thing that I would suggest is that, as 

I've mentioned to you in a private conversation, as we go 

through the training part, we tie this into the master 

grant, and that the master grant becomes a part of the 

reporting process, too, because then those are reports 

that we can generate using the data that's there all in 

one central location.  The master -- Donna's looking at me 

a little funny.  The master -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  You're just using Agency jargon, 

and -- 

 MS. OLIER:  I know. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  -- I'm not sure what you're 

talking about. 

 MS. OLIER:  I know.  Let me just back up. 

 The master grant agreement was something that 

all of the PTCs and operators and different people in the 

industry worked on for a number of years.  We've talked 

about putting all of the funding sources in one grant 

agreement, and that grant agreement allows you to be able 

in the future to do your reports from that.  It allows you 
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to have all of the data collection going into that 

instrument, because it ties into the dollars and cents, 

and it can be distributed to whomever needs to be a 

recipient of it based on the kinds of funds as tied into 

that agreement. 

 So by putting -- once we get this part -- it's 

all like we're working on the master grant agreement but 

we haven't taken care of the foundation, so the house is 

going to crumble.  So this itself allows us to get the 

foundation correct. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. OLIER:  Too much jargon, but, anyway, I 

agree with what they've put together. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Can I ask one question? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Uh-huh. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Is what you're talking about a  

process that follows not only the collection of 

performance data, but also the tracking of the uses of 

funds?  Is that what you're saying? 

 MS. OLIER:  The master grant does -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay. 

 MS. OLIER:  -- by it's own -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  All right.  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any other questions of -- or 

discussion? 
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 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Do I have a motion then for -- to 

accept this? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Move to approve. 

 MR. WILSON:  Second. 

 MR. GEYER:  What are we accepting?  I'm sorry. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  The document -- did you hear the 

discussion on it, Bob? 

 MR. GEYER:  The whole thing? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes, pages 21 and 22. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Pages 21 and 22 in your booklet. 

 MR. GEYER:  Oh, I have a problem with Task 3. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Task 3? 

 MR. GEYER:  Passenger miles, if that'll be 

required data.  That's a real hassle -- for those of you 

who have done the old Section 15 and the NTD stuff -- for 

rural systems to do that.  There's no way that we have the 

time or the people to do -- to compute passenger miles. 

 Linda, you know that. 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  Well -- 

 MR. GEYER:  So I would move without it.  I'd be 

in favor of everything else but that.  There's no way that 

we should be required to do that. 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  Could we perhaps -- 

 MR. GEYER:  Passenger miles is not one of our 
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performance measures, anyway. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Linda wants to respond to you, 

Bob. 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  Could we modify it to say, 

"Which may include," but not limit it to, and then we can 

address those concerns? 

 MR. MADDY:  It does say that. 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  Right now, it says, 

"Including," but we could say, "May include." 

 MR. MADDY:  No.  It says, "Including but not 

limited to." 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  Right. 

 MR. MADDY:  It does say that already. 

 MS. OLIER:  It says -- 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  But it could say, "May 

include," meaning -- 

 MR. GEYER:  Yes.  But it does say, "Include."  

So we need to change that, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Well, that -- 

 To the maker of the motion and the seconder, is 

that -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  That's acceptable. 

 MR. WILSON:  That's acceptable. 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  Well, it's -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  It is acceptable. 
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 MS. CHERRINGTON:  It's required of urban 

systems. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  And it's part of NTD.  We 

need to address it. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  It is required in NTD.  But I'm 

seconding the motion, and I'll accept that. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So, Bob, your suggestion was accepted by the 

maker of the motion and the seconder. 

 MR. GEYER:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  But I'm also reminded that 

it is a requirement of NTD.  So okay. 

 So any further discussion on the motion? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  All right.  We'll do a roll call. 

 Mark? 

 MR. MADDY:  Mark, yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba, yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene, yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna, yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  John, yes. 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen, yes. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob, yes. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  And I believe -- 

 MR. TREVINO:  Oscar, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Oh.  Okay.  You're still there?  

Okay.  So -- 

 MR. TREVINO:  This will be the last one.  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So we -- the motion passes.  So the next item 

of -- discussion and recommendations on requiring local 

government match. 

 I have two speakers who've signed up for this. 

 And let's see. 

 Staff, are you going to make some comments on 

this one? 

 MR. GLEASON:  No. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  It's here for the conversation. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Then it's open -- I'll 

open it up to the -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- Committee. 

 MR. WILSON:  Why don't we hear the public 

first? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Pardon? 

 MR. WILSON:  I suggest we hear the public 

first. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  No discussion; you want to 

hear the public first?  Okay. 

 The first speaker is Lisa -- 

 MS. CORTINAS:  Cortinas. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- Cortinas? 

 MS. CORTINAS:  Correct. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  If you'll just state your 

name and who you're with and you can keep it within three 

minutes, it'll be appreciated. 

 MS. CORTINAS:  My name is Lisa Cortinas, and 

I'm with the Golden Crescent Regional Planning Commission, 

and I just have a few brief comments about requirements 

for local match. 

 The Golden Crescent Regional Planning 

Commission has been providing public transportation since 

1986.  Since that time, we have seen many changes in both 

our own programs and across the state. 

 Each area of the state is unique, with its own 

economic opportunities and assets, and any idea of 

requiring local participation to access state funding for 

local transit operations should recognize the difference 

among these areas and the relative abilities to provide 

local match.  The first point I'd like to make is that 

requiring local government match across the board is 

unrealistic and will hurt most of the rural and small 
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urban systems. 

 Number Two:  The time line for instituting 

changes, both relative to formula and to required match, 

does not allow time to truly gauge the impacts of program 

changes.  To propose such radical changes at this point 

does not allow sufficient time to carefully consider the 

impacts of formula changes that were instituted in state 

fiscal year '06 and any future impacts for FY -- you know, 

for future years. 

 The proposal to require local match for state 

transit monies does not assign relative importance to 

different sources of such match.  Should local general tax 

revenues not be afforded more consideration than those 

monies received from large institutional transit consumers 

such as universities, military bases or large retail 

operations, which may or may not be present in all 

communities? 

 And those are the comments that we at Golden 

Crescent have.  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 Any -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Mr. Chairman? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Ms. Cortinas? 

 MS. CORTINAS:  Yes. 
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 MS. HALSTEAD:  Could you tell me where the 

system that you're speaking for is located? 

 MS. CORTINAS:  We're southeast, near Corpus.  

The areas of Calhoun, DeWitt, Goliad, Gonzales, Jackson, 

Lavaca -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay.  So you -- 

 MS. CORTINAS:  -- Matagorda is our rural 

system.  And then we're a small urban in Victoria. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Thank you. 

 MS. CORTINAS:  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you. 

 MR. WILSON:  And she also mentioned about local 

match from universities and things.  Are we talking about 

local match of local contribution, or are we talking about 

local government match?  There is a difference between the 

two.  Because she's mentioning universities and things 

like that -- I didn't know that's what we were talking 

about today.  I just want to know. 

 MS. CORTINAS:  Well, too, I wasn't too sure 

where the local match issue was going. 

 MR. WILSON:  Oh.  Okay.  I just -- 

 MS. CORTINAS:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  Because I think we've already 

addressed the local investment in the formula. 

 Am I right, Kelly? 
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 MR. KIRKLAND:  Yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  So I want you to know that we're 

not talking about a university, we're not talking about a 

Medicaid contract, we're not talking about -- 

 MS. CORTINAS:  Contract revenues from -- 

 MR. WILSON:  We're not talking about any of 

that.  We're not talking about fares or anything like 

that. 

 MS. CORTINAS:  Right. 

 MR. WILSON:  We're talking about -- local 

government involvement here -- 

 MS. CORTINAS:  Correct. 

 MR. WILSON:  -- is what I thought we were going 

to be talking about. 

 MS. CORTINAS:  Correct. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay. 

 MS. CORTINAS:  Yes.  That last statement is our 

opinion. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you. 

 Oh.  Vastene, you had a question of the 

speaker? 

 MS. OLIER:  No.  As long as you have somebody 

speaking -- do you have another speaker? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  We have another speaker. 
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 MS. OLIER:  Let them go ahead.  I'm sorry. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 The next speaker is Beverly Lutz. 

 State your name and your organization. 

 MS. LUTZ:  Thank you again.  This is Beverly 

Lutz from Alamo Area Council of Governments. 

 And understanding that the local that we're 

talking about is just from the local governments and we 

have 11 counties in our region and, also, every year, we 

send out a letter to every city and county asking for 

funds and in our region, you can pretty well split it in 

half; the northern regions will respond and send some 

dollars, and the southern regions will say, We don't have 

it; we have unfunded mandates. 

 So that's a local issue that we have, and I was 

just wondering how it was affecting the rest of the state. 

 We do have a larger area where -- we can kind of pull 

money from the northern counties, but the southern 

counties are pretty well telling us, you know, We have 

unfunded mandates; we can't handle what we have. 

 So I just wanted to bring that to the table for 

discussion and keep an open mind on that, that every 

county is not going to have funds to help out and, if it's 

part of the formula, it could really impact some systems. 

 I'm fortunate in that it probably would help me in this 
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situation, but I understand, too, that it could impact 

some of the other ones that aren't as fortunate as we are. 

 Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you. 

 Any questions of the speaker? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Now we'll open it up for 

discussion by the Committee. 

 MS. OLIER:  Let John speak, because he may ask 

my question. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, first of all, I realize this 

is something that -- my intention was not to have it as a 

requirement to get the money you're already receiving, but 

if you were going to receive additional discretionary 

money, there should be some type of local match attached. 

 I personally think that, you know, when you get to the 

MTA size, they provide all the local from -- because of 

sales tax and everything else. 

 And I do think that -- I have talked to several 

state reps about increasing funding for transit -- and 

people on the appropriation committee.  And they are 

concerned that there are systems in the state that do not 

provide any local government subsidy, and they are opposed 

to increasing transit funding because of that. 
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 So I'm trying to come up with something, you 

know, that would make it available to show them that I 

think most systems if not all systems -- evidently, there 

are some that do not, but -- everybody contributes -- I 

was thinking everybody contributes a little, but, 

evidently, that's not true.  Some people don't, as we've 

heard from one speaker today already. 

 So -- and I'm talking about local government 

subsidy.  And that's -- they thought -- from the 

legislative standpoint, they could see them increasing 

funding if there was some local effort.  And that's why 

I'm all for local effort, because I'm trying to increase 

the total amount of state public transportation funds in 

the state.  And with -- if we don't get this local effort, 

I can assure you we're not going to get any more dollars. 

 That's my statement. 

 MR. FARIS:  This is Vinsen.  Are we not 

encouraging it with the performance measures there so, by 

that encouragement, providers should be coming forward?  

Or, John, is it your contention that we really should make 

it a requirement in order for the providers to obtain 

these funds? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. FARIS:  Where -- I'm lost on exactly where 

you're coming from. 
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 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  In the performance measures 

that we already passed, we included all local 

contribution.  In other words, we included Medicaid 

contracts, fares, revenue, local government revenue, 

university contracts and whatever contracts you had.  I 

think we've heard from several people in the room that 

they -- there was other contracts, but we're talking about 

the total there.  The total -- that's coordination.  

That's how we address it as part of the coordination that 

the Commission asked us to look at. 

 What I'm talking about here is local government 

subsidy, like Lisa just -- Lisa's from Victoria.  And 

we're talking about Victoria -- actually the local 

government coming up with something.  And I'm not sure 

what that is, but I think that it's something. 

 The same thing with Beverly.  And she mentioned 

that half her counties on the north side give, but, yet, 

on the south side, they do not give. 

 I'm of the opinion that -- if you have some 

type of local requirement to get your state funds, I think 

they all would have to come up with something to get that 

funding.  But I was thinking more on the discretionary, to 

try to not take away anything they are now receiving.  

That was my thinking on this whole thing. 

 MR. FARIS:  Thank you. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 And, Donna? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna Halstead.  Mr. Chairman, I 

don't know whether John's proposal makes sense or not in 

terms of the percentages or the dollars of whatever, but 

if this were instead a philosophical discussion, I would 

agree with him whole-heartedly. 

 We have a situation in the state that creates 

friction in communities because of state laws which allow 

people to either fund transit or fund other economic 

development with local revenue.  And it sets up a very un-

level playing field.  In doing so, it means that 

communities are allowed to or are forced to compete for 

economic development on an un-level playing field. 

 And there is a problem.  Now, I don't know what 

the solution is, because we got the 403(b)s and (a)s and 

whatever, and some cities use their sales tax for economic 

development and some cities use it for support of mass 

transit. 

 I think Lubbock has a bunch of its money tied 

up for economic development.  So the system there is not 

able to access more local money in order to meet the needs 

of the community. 

 I don't know how you address the issue, but I 

think at some point, we've got to as a state have a 
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discussion about the value of public transit to every 

community in this state or virtually every community in 

this state and how the state and TxDOT become facilitators 

of the provision of that service rather than simply 

allocating whatever monies are available. 

 So I would hope as TxDOT looks at its 

legislative package for next year, it brings to the 

legislature a very frank discussion about how we deal with 

the fact that we do have this un-level playing field and 

what can the legislature do to promote local involvement 

and commitment to public transit that we don't currently 

have. 

 Now, I don't know what that gets you except 

that I've spouted off and told you what aggravates me 

about current state law, and I have no clue whether or not 

these numbers on this slide make any sense at all, but I 

do think philosophically that we need as a state to come 

to grips with the fact that it is a responsibility of 

local government to be a participant in the provision of 

public transit for its citizens. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 John, if -- this is your chart? 

 MR. WILSON:  This is my chart. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Make sure I understand.  When it 

says 20 percent match required, is that 20 percent of 
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the -- 20 percent normally is required? 

 MR. WILSON:  Let's say that you had -- let's 

say you got $120,000 from the state. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  That would require a 30,000 match, 

which is 20 percent.  Like -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  All I'm saying is a 20 percent 

match.  And -- 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  Mr. Chairman, this is page 

15, for those on the phone.  Excuse me. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Page 15 -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- on the document that we've 

been using all day? 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  I'll just give you an example.  

There are some systems here that give -- in Lubbock, we're 

over the $600,000 we get from TxDOT.  We get more than 

600,000 from a local level. 

 I think the problem that we also face in this 

room is that there are going to be five systems in this 

state go over 200,000; with the 2010 system, it could be 

four or it could be up to six, but it will be some.  And 
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when they do go over, they are going to learn just like 

Lubbock has to learn that you have to have a lot more 

local match if you're going to have a system. 

 And I just think that we need to prepare these 

people for the fact that they have to start making more 

local funds available.  And if we don't, I think we're 

going to be -- I think we're making a mistake. 

 I also want to show the legislature that we 

already provide a lot of local match.  And they're not 

seeing that now, and they're saying that, John, I know the 

systems are not providing any local match.  And this is 

people off the appropriations committee, and they're not 

talking about the contracts; they're talking about local 

government. 

 And I am going to work very hard to put in some 

incentives this year for local governments to come up with 

their local match, and I'm going to work through the 

legislature to make that happen.  But I still think 

that -- I think if we can assure the legislature that for 

any additional funds they give us, we will have some type 

of local match, I think we'll get an increase in funding. 

 That is my point.  And every person in this room would 

benefit from more funding. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  I'm not talking about what has 



 
 

 

 ON THE RECORD REPORTING 
 (512) 450-0342 

105

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

already been allocated by the formula. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Let's just -- John, in 

relationship to the chart then -- and I'm just looking at 

one of the charts here.  Almost everyone on the chart 

would be over -- on one of these funding charts or -- 

transition charts would be over the 150,000.  So -- and -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Just a minute.  Are you talking 

about combined -- you're looking at the combined -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes.  I'm -- 

 MR. WILSON:  -- federal? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- just trying to understand 

what -- 

 MR. WILSON:  I'm just talking about state. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  State?  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  State funds. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  And also, you're looking at rural. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Does this apply to everyone?  

Or -- 

 MR. WILSON:  No.  I was just looking at the 

small urbans. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Small urbans?  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  And if you just look at the small 

urbans, let's -- because rural -- they have some bigger 

funding problems than the small urbans.  I mean with the 
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small urbans, you know, who's going to be providing the 

money; it's going to be either the county or the urban 

government.  With the rurals, it's going to be the 

counties. 

 So we have to come up with something in the 

legislature that allows them to get a local share, and one 

thing that I have suggested and that the counties have an 

option of adding -- and we're going to talk about this at 

our March 17 meeting.  But I don't think we're going to 

get any more money from TxDOT.  That's just my opinion.  

I'm of the opinion that it has got to come from the 

legislature. 

 And I'm -- my opinion is that we probably 

should look at the county having an option for adding to 

their restoration vehicle.  Each county controls that now. 

 And right now, they have a bridge and road fund, and that 

produces so much money.  Why not add some money on there 

for the transit?  And we can get this passed through the 

legislature. 

 But it would be each county on their own 

deciding if they want this or not.  That would provide a 

lot of local money.  But I don't think we should require 

them to have a local share today at the counties 

because -- or the rural systems, because they don't have a 

lot of local money today.  What I'm giving them the 
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option -- I think we should give them the options later on 

so they would have that option. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Vastene, are you going to -- 

 MS. OLIER:  John, I see the value of what 

you're saying, and then I still have some questions.  And 

I'm sure that as we progress through this, you're going to 

help us. 

 I'd like to see us not try to attack this right 

now, but allow us to work on it later.  And I would 

caution that in your enthusiasm to talk to our 

representatives about this, we very carefully say to them, 

Yes, we do have local support," because if we go out there 

and we don't have local support, then we have 

representatives from appropriations who think that we're 

not. 

 And it's almost like what we've done to the 

transit systems, where somebody went to the 

representatives and said we're ineffective and whatever 

else they said about us, and painted us as such that we 

don't coordinate, and then the truth is that we do.  The 

same thing is true -- yes, they do give money, maybe some 

more than others.  So I don't want to see us paint 

everybody with a negative paint brush. 

 Yes, I understand what Donna was saying.  Not 
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everybody has 4(a) and 4(b) that they can work with.  And 

how they work with it is a problem, because they're in a 

position maybe to put some money into transportation and 

they're not. 

 So it's a housekeeping issue and a management 

issue, and I don't want to see us rush out trying to 

advocate something until we fully understand how and come 

up with an action plan that will address it.  And I know 

that you're starting with that.  That's a great start.  

But can we just not try to tack on too much to it right 

now? 

 And I've heard from all the people in the 

audience about all of the changes that we keep throwing at 

it.  And we're trying to grow our systems and trying to do 

everything.  But I think that we're headed in a good 

direction; it's just that -- how fast can we move with 

this before we make sure that we are not shooting 

ourselves in the foot? 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  My response to that is that 

the legislature is already thinking about the 2007 

session.  They've got a special session coming up.  And 

let me tell you, if you wait, six months from now, it's 

too late, because if you don't have your proposal in six 

months in advance of the start of the legislative session, 

it won't pass, anyway. 
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 They have to have time to look at it and digest 

it and everything else.  I'm just telling you that's why 

I'm talking now. 

 And let me also say this.  I'm not out there 

saying anyone does not have local funds.  I'm just hearing 

from them -- I'm saying, What is it going to take for us 

to get an increase in state public transportation funds?  

They said, Well, John, first of all, we want to see 

there's a local effort; we want to see there's a local 

commitment.  And I don't know who they're talking about 

because -- I don't know. 

 I mean I'm sure that the PTN staff knows.  They 

could tell us how many people actually provide local 

government subsidy funds and how many do not.  I'm sure 

they have those numbers available. 

 Do you all? 

 MR. GLEASON:  I don't know. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  I'm -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  I haven't asked that question 

yet. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay. 

 (Laughter.) 

 MR. WILSON:  But -- I mean I agree that we 

don't have to answer this question today, but I'm saying 

if we want to get an increase -- if we want to stay the 
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same and get the same amount of money we got today, 10 

million for the small urbans and what -- 28 million for 

the rurals for the state funds, then forget about this, 

because it's not going to happen. 

 I mean we're not going to get one dollar more 

because -- I know what they're telling me.  And I speak on 

behalf of -- you know, I'm trying to figure out what it is 

that it's going to take to be able to get more funds for 

state public transportation for rurals and small urbans.  

And this is an issue close to their heart, evidently. 

 MS. OLIER:  Well, maybe we can help get that 

information so that you'll have it -- about what we do -- 

so that at least we start off telling the true story and 

that -- we allow ourselves to paint ourselves in the 

positive manner instead of a negative manner. 

 MR. WILSON:  Right. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Donna? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Mr. Chairman, can I ask Eric and 

Kelly a question? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Sure. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Taking the drop-dead date for 

the Commission to have its recommendations for the next 

legislative session and working backward from that, when 

would this Committee need to have a serious discussion 
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about specific recommendations we would like TxDOT to -- 

the Commissioners to examine and potentially include in 

their legislative package? 

 MR. GLEASON:  This is Eric.  Let me do this 

with that question.  I know that we're in the process 

internally of developing -- each division within TxDOT is 

undergoing the process right now of developing its items 

for the Department's legislative agenda. 

 What I'd like to do with your question is to go 

back and ask our government and business enterprise folks 

who manage that process for us to give me a date on that. 

 And then I think once we get that date, we can e-mail you 

all that.  And that would perhaps determine, you know, 

what upcoming agenda you might want to pick for that 

conversation. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Well, I'd really like for us to 

have that date in mind.  And I'd also like for us prior to 

that date to have an opportunity for the members of this 

committee to ask staff to provide information on the 

specific recommendations that any of us have so that we 

have at least a reasonable opportunity to discuss the 

individual recommendations intelligently before we as a 

Committee try and provide some recommendations to TxDOT 

Commission. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Let me -- I've just been informed 
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your March 17 agenda includes a conversation on this. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  So that's already scheduled.  And 

then I think we can work with the Committee; I guess it 

just simply depends on the extent of the information and 

the issue that you want to dive into. 

 If we can, return for a moment in terms of what 

kind of data do we have on local contribution.  The data 

we collect right now is for the performance reporting.  So 

that rolls all the contract and the Medicaid money into 

it.  What we'd probably have to do is go back to each 

individual report and separate out those items from the 

total to see if we can't get a handle on the local 

government contribution we're looking for. 

 So we don't collect the data at that -- it 

comes in to us in the forms perhaps at that level, but the 

reporting data [inaudible] again.  So we'd have to do some 

research behind trying to see the extent to which we could 

separate out local government contribution from other 

forms of local contribution. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Eric, would it not be appropriate 

to just ask the systems to respond just in a sort of a 

quick survey to ask what the -- if there is any local 

contribution and the amount? 

 MS. OLIER:  Relative to the service area that 
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they provide it in -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  Just to get a feel -- 

 MS. OLIER:  -- and the sources of it -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  -- because if you're talking about 

4(a) or 4(b) -- some have opted to put some transportation 

money in there and some have not. 

 MR. GLEASON:  That's right. 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, I think what we wanted to 

know was how much the government -- you know, I mean -- in 

Lubbock, for example, I mean they even put up community 

development block grant funds, which they could use for 

any service, I mean for anything.  But they've chosen to 

put it into transit, which is kind of unique from what I 

understand. 

 MS. OLIER:  And you may not have it next year? 

 MR. WILSON:  And we may not have it next year. 

 And then they also put in -- besides that, they 

put in -- $849,200 is what Lubbock puts in as local from 

the general fund of the city of Lubbock.  And let me tell 

you, they're looking at doing -- having to do twice that 

because they're losing federal operator assistance come 

October 1. 

 So I'm just letting you know.  And there's just 

plenty of systems around -- and I don't know what my 
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city's going to do. 

 They're either going to have to come up with 

this money or they're going to have to cut service.  Plus 

they're going to have to come up with -- the formula we 

just approved has another $79,999 that Lubbock's going to 

lose, you know, that I approved as a member of this PTAC 

committee.  Lubbock is losing $79,000.  I just want to 

make sure everybody knows that I look at the whole state; 

I just don't take care of Lubbock. 

 And -- but I'm just telling you that people are 

going to be faced with this with the next census.  And 

there's five cities that are looking at this very 

seriously, and they're going to be facing this.  And we 

need to be proactive is all I'm saying -- instead of 

reactive. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Mr. Chair, if I may? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes.  Go ahead, Eric. 

 MR. GLEASON:  We as part of our application  

process do itemize out local government contribution.  

It's -- when we ask folks for a match, we ask for the 

source of the match.  So we're able to go in for both our 

rurals and small urban systems.  What we've never done is 

verify that number. 

 MS. OLIER:  Go to the audits, and you can find 

that. 
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 MR. GLEASON:  And I think that given the range 

of creativeness and, you know, different ways in which 

people can contribute, I suspect there's -- we can come 

up -- we can look at what we have.  And then there may be 

a subsequent conversation when we get out and try and 

verify some of these things that -- we'll need to clarify 

the exact amount of local.  We can take a look at that. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Vastene? 

 MS. OLIER:  But, John, what I hear you saying 

is there are some other issues.  And I think it's going to 

take you to actually put before me some options that you 

are referring to when you think of the legislative agenda. 

 There's obviously some things in your head that -- you're 

way up here, and I'm down here. 

 MR. WILSON:  Right. 

 MS. OLIER:  And it -- in particular, Donna, you 

talked about 4(a) and 4(b).  There are some do's and some 

don't's and some people who say, "I don't want to roll 

back and put any more into it," because they've opted to 

do that.  Yet are they then taking more money from the 

systems when they still have another alternative? 

 And I guess what I hear you saying is that they 

should put up additional money because they have that 

available.  Yet, on the other hand, I hear and I 
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understand those that don't have it maybe giving up their 

max.  So how can we work on something that can address 

this issue to go forward with? 

 MR. WILSON:  I hear what you're saying.  And 

I'm saying not to affect the money that we're going to 

give them today.  I'm not saying that at all.  I'm just 

saying about -- they're saying if we want more money, 

John, there has to be a matching attached to it or there 

has to be some type of minimum local government 

contribution.  That's what I'm asking.  I'm not -- 

 MS. OLIER:  You're trying to help us to be able 

to get additional funds if they are made available. 

 MR. WILSON:  That's right. 

 MS. OLIER:  And what do we offer up if we're 

asking for more? 

 MR. WILSON:  That's right. 

 MS. OLIER:  What have they told you we need in 

order for them to consider giving us additional money? 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, they keep going back to the 

mid-'90s, when we had the matches we had.  We used to 

match when you had operating assistance.  Only one person 

has mentioned this.  He has mentioned -- 

 And, Bob, I'm talking about when we did away 

with matches back in -- 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  It's on page 19. 
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 MR. WILSON:  On 19?  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Page 19 in this document we've 

been working out of all day. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  I like that title better than 

what I've been trying to say. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes.  I couldn't -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Linda anticipated -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes.  Here it is.  We provide 7 

percent of any capital, and we also provided 25 percent of 

operating.  And we did away with that in 1997 and 1995 -- 

in that session.  And we did away with that because the 

rurals could not come up with the match. 

 And we decided as a group to get away with -- 

from match altogether.  And we had the votes in the 

legislation to do what we wanted to do that year, and we 

got an increase that year.  And, still, we did away with 

the match that year.  And so we went in as a group, 

although I was hesitant to do away with the match, but I 

agreed.  And we were able to meet and make the deal. 

 And so -- and ever since then, there are some 

legislators who really harp on that, that we have done 

ourselves an injustice. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Right. 
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 MR. WILSON:  And I'm just telling you that I 

cannot -- we're not going to get any more money unless we 

come up with something.  I'm not saying this, because this 

is even more -- stricter than what's on the board.  I mean 

I'm saying 20, and they're saying 25 percent.  If you're 

getting federal dollars at 50 percent, then that means 100 

percent for everybody down at the bottom for state money. 

 That's what this says. 

 This 25 percent is 100 percent down there at 

the bottom, because you get 50 percent from the state 

already -- I mean -- 

 MS. OLIER:  From the federal. 

 MR. WILSON:  -- from the federal.  Excuse me. 

 So that's what this is saying.  I'm not saying 

that.  I'm saying go all the way down to 20 percent.  

So -- but -- 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  20 percent of 50. 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  20 percent of 50?  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any other discussion in relation 

to -- 

 Donna? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Let me ask -- Donna Halstead. 

 Eric and Kelly, could I ask for a summary of 
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what was included in TxDOT's legislative package for the 

'03 -- no -- '05 session that was not acted upon?  I'd be 

curious to know -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Regarding public -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  -- what they've been trying to 

do with regard to public transit that has not been 

particularly well received by the legislature. 

 I mean I've got three or four ideas that I'd 

love to run by folks, but if it was in TxDOT's package in 

'05 and it got shot down, there's not a whole lot of 

reason to use, you know, time and energy to pursue it this 

time. 

 MR. GLEASON:  So look at the last package? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Yes. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Okay. 

 MS. OLIER:  You want to look at the history? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  And you'll share that with all of 

us? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Absolutely. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Good.  Okay. 

 If I can just sort of, I guess, summarize what 

I'm understanding here?  Is -- one is the sense of 

urgency, as we've got an upcoming legislative session.  

And we also are being told by some members of the 

delegation that if the legislature is to authorize or 
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appropriate more money, we're going to have to deal with a 

local match or local share. 

 And with that being stated, we don't know what 

the impact is, and we need to understand that just a 

little better, I think, because there may be some 

compelling reasons that we just need to understand, 

because I think we need to be fiscally responsible for 

what we're considering.  And we're getting some 

information regarding that. 

 And if -- but without a doubt, if the state is 

intending -- even the Commissioners -- they've indicated 

through the process that they are expecting the 

efficiencies of the systems to improve.  They've not 

actually withheld money based on that, but they have 

guided us, if you will, to look at improving -- putting 

operating statistics into the formula -- and those kinds 

of things.  And we've been responsive to that. 

 So I think if we intend to do anything and make 

a difference we need to be -- have this on the agenda to 

be reacting and responding to it and, hopefully, do 

something real soon, but, again, because of the upcoming 

legislative session, not any session related to the 

school, but, also, just the general session that begins 

January of '07.  So is that what I'm -- your 

understanding, too, all of you as a committee? 
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 MR. FARIS:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So we -- so to take action on 

this today is not appropriate.  But I do think if we 

would, carry this over as an agenda item each time until 

we either decide on something or not.  At least have it on 

the agenda, too.  But we do need to make sure we've got 

the information.  If you can get it out to us before the 

meetings, to where we can at least look at it, that would 

be helpful, too. 

 MS. MALONE:  Mr. Chairman? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Since it's listed as an action 

item on our agenda, I would move that it be deferred to 

the March 17 meeting and all necessary information be 

provided to the members between now and then. 

 MR. MADDY:  I'll second that motion.  This is 

Mark. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So we have a motion and a Second.  Any 

discussion on it? 

 MR. GEYER:  Just -- this is Bob.  Maybe John's 

proposal could be cut back a little bit.  I mean we could 

look at different scenarios, but maybe, you know, just 20 

percent across the board -- I don't know -- that may be 

more palatable to everybody than increasing it to 40 and 
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60 and all the way to 100 percent. 

 That's something to consider, but I don't know 

what you think about that, John. 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, I think we'll -- I think we 

need to look at -- come up with some suggestions at the -- 

by the 17th.  And I'll submit some more of what I have in 

mind to the staff to put on the agenda for the 17th. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Now, we -- are we having a 

special meeting on the 9th, also?  Or is that -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes, you are. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  But that's -- so waiting 

until the 17th's okay? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  All right. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes.  That's fine. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any further discussion? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  If not, we'll have the roll call. 

 Mark? 

 MR. MADDY:  Mark, yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba, yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene, yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna, yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  John, yes. 
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 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen, yes. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  We had Vinsen and Bob.  Right? 

 MR. FARIS:  Yes. 

 MR. GEYER:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Motion carries.  So we've deferred this one to 

the 17th. 

 The last -- no, it's not the last action item, 

because we have dates.  Number Seven:  "Discussion and 

recommendation regarding the discretionary funding."  And 

I also have one speaker on this subject matter. 

 So does anyone want to take the lead on this?  

This is -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Can we hear from the speaker 

first? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I didn't -- well, I was going to 

see if there was any -- it's an action item.  And I didn't 

know if we needed discussion on this because we don't -- 

if not, I'll call the speaker up. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  I was going to ask for a point 

of information first. 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes, a point of information. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  Why are we talking about it? 
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 MS. HALSTEAD:  A point of information, Eric.  

Since we have this morning approved recommending a formula 

which has no discretionary funds in it, is there any 

reason to discuss this issue? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Yes.  This is Kelly Kirkland 

again.  The staff draft version of the rules you have here 

does not allocate any to discretionary in the state 

programs unless we have additional funding available, but 

there is still on the federal side Section 5311. 

 If these rules are adopted by the Commission, 

we estimate that, oh, in the next four years, there'll be 

approximately $20 million of discretionary funds available 

for distribution under the various schemes, including 

addressing inflation.  So this item is on here for us to 

collect information mainly from PTAC as to your opinion 

about distribution of those discretionary funds. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  5311's rural. 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes.  There's -- 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Correct.  Federal rural. 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes.  There's none for small 

urbans. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  There is none for small urbans? 

 MR. WILSON:  That is correct. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Is that correct? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Right. 
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 MS. HALSTEAD:  So we're only talking about 

potential -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Rural. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  -- discretionary dollars for 

rural systems? 

 MR. WILSON:  That's correct. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any discussion among the members 

of the Committee here? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  If not, I have a speaker if you 

want to go ahead and hear the speaker. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Beverly Lutz, if you will, speak 

your name and who you're with again. 

 MS. LUTZ:  I'll keep it short.  This is Beverly 

Lutz from the Alamo Area Council of Governments.  And I 

just wanted to thank the Committee for all of your hard 

work, because I know you all have had some really tough 

decisions.  And thank you for the chance to listen to us 

all, too, because it really makes -- 

 MR. FARIS:  I'm sorry, Mr. Chairman.  I'm 

having a really tough time hearing her. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  We need to make an 

adjustment here, apparently. 
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 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  We'll see if -- now we'll 

try it again, Vinsen. 

 MS. LUTZ:  Okay. 

 This is Beverly Lutz from Alamo Area Council of 

Governments.  And I just wanted to thank the Committee for 

all their hard work and for listening to the industry and 

the aches and pains that we are going through out there as 

we try to take care of all of our riders and all of their 

special needs.  So we all just appreciate that. 

 And also, if the discretionary funds is being 

used into the formula and helping us provide a better 

service -- I mean that's what we're here for.  And I just 

appreciate everything that you all are doing and 

appreciate you all using the discretionary funds to help 

us to come up with funding and buying buses and stuff, 

too, because that's where it's all at.  Thank you very 

much. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you. 

 Any questions of the speaker? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 Okay.  Further discussion on the discretionary 

funding? 

 Yes, Donna? 
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 MS. HALSTEAD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Donna 

Halstead. 

 Eric, Kelly, discretionary funds are awarded on 

an annual basis.  Is that correct? 

 MR. GLEASON:  The rules don't specify that they 

be awarded annually, to my knowledge.  The rules say that 

they will be awarded on a -- pro-rata or competitive or a 

combination of both.  The discretionary fund is -- you 

know, each year of the next several years, there are 

dollars scheduled to come in to the discretionary fund. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  But if the Commission chooses to 

award discretionary dollars to Agency X in 2008, is there 

any assumption from that award that that would continue 

into 2009, 2010, et cetera? 

 MR. GLEASON:  No.  What the -- what we're 

looking at in total, including the new rules -- what the 

new rules do is -- they take $7 million from that future 

stream of discretionary funding each year and actually 

build those dollars into the base line.  And because they 

become part of the base line, those dollars become part of 

the ongoing -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Formula? 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- formula. 

 The remainder of the dollars that are in the 

discretionary fund under the current rules do not get 



 
 

 

 ON THE RECORD REPORTING 
 (512) 450-0342 

128

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

added to the base line when they get awarded; they are 

one-time awards, if you will. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  They can be for capital 

investments or they could be used for operating, but if 

they are used for operating, then the caution is that 

folks need to understand there's no guarantee that they're 

there next year. 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  The reallocation of the 7 

million is illustrated on page 12. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Page 12? 

 In our working document for today, page 12. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  The reason I asked the question 

was because I wanted to make certain that my assumption 

was correct, and that is that this is a one-year-only and 

there's no assumption that it would necessarily be granted 

to an agency over -- the same amount over several years.  

You'd have to come back and ask for new discretionary 

funds each year? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Well, yes.  Let me just make a 

clarification.  It's very likely that if you were to 

receive a million dollars from the discretionary fund to 

buy vehicles, we're going to enter into a multi-year 

contract with you for the procurement of those vehicles.  

So the $1 million -- 
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 MS. HALSTEAD:  May be granted over several 

years? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Granted over several years.  But 

it is not an annual addition -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- or an annual re-issuance of 

that same amount. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 Then I would like to recommend, Mr. Chairman, 

that we urge the Commission to look at those expenses that 

are one-time-only capital expenses, as opposed to 

operating expense -- that the Commission give preference 

to capital expenses in discretionary funding. 

 And the other thing that I'd really love to 

have some guidance on from staff because I think -- as 

Commissioner Andrade's work group moves forward, I think 

we're going to see that the agencies could benefit 

tremendously by having some money available to them to 

establish the administrative piece of the coordination 

effort that is expected as a part of 3588. 

 I am very concerned that as you look at some of 

these regions where you've got ten or 12 or 14 different 

service providers who are not currently working together, 

without some access to funds at the state level, it is 

going to be very, very difficult for those multiple 
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agencies to come up with the dollars to fund coordination 

of those various services.  So I'd really hope that the 

Commission would consider that. 

 I'm on the work force -- the work group in 

north Texas working on this thing, and we've got probably 

30 people on this committee.  And two-thirds of them 

provide transportation services and don't talk to each 

other about any kind of coordination. 

 MS. MALONE:  That's right. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  And when you're looking at 

coordinating that many different people, unless Michael 

Morris can some up with some money at the COG, where's it 

going to come from?  So I'd like for there to be some 

consideration given to using some portion of the 

discretionary monies particularly in areas where, you 

know, there's a big bump to get over in terms of 

coordination. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Let me -- if I may, Mr. Chairman? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Go ahead. 

 MR. GLEASON:  This is Eric.  If I can read to 

you from the existing set of rules that we're not 

proposing to change with respect to the discretionary 

fund?  It says that consideration for award of these 

additional funds may include but is not limited to 

coordination and technical support activities.  So -- and 
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it goes on. 

 But -- so the existing rules around the 

discretionary fund and what we would propose to carry 

forward with the new rules already identify that as a 

potential use of those funds -- 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- for those purposes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  All right. 

 MS. OLIER:  Kelly -- 

 This is Vastene. 

 Are you not -- can you speak to that issue of 

coordination and contracts and what's happening and kind 

of bring us up to date on that? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Certainly. 

 This is Kelly Kirkland again.  We have 

distributed agreements to the lead entities in the 

regions. 

 We have received back as of my last mail 

delivery yesterday afternoon seven signed contracts.  Some 

of those have been executed by TxDOT and sent to the lead 

agency -- the lead entities, along with the information 

about the billing forms available.  So in many cases, we 

have either received or are about to receive those 

executed agreements. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  That's fantastic. 
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 MS. OLIER:  So, Donna, that's being worked on. 

 That's -- a lot of times, the communication piece is not 

at the table and we think nothing is being done.  But in 

this case, it is. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Oh.  I know it's being worked 

on.  I'm just worried. 

 MR. GEYER:  You all, this is Bob.  There was -- 

I asked that question last time. 

 And, Kelly, I sent it out the Monday after our 

last meeting.  So we do have our agreement. 

 I agree with Donna that there needs -- you 

know, whether -- we can use -- we do need funding for 

continued coordination efforts.  You know, the county is 

going to get 138,000.  But -- so what do we do after that 

year is up?  And so I reiterate what she said, that it's 

very important.  And I would hope that the Commission 

maybe would put a separate pot of money in there.  That's 

another whole issue.  But it's important that -- in order 

for those efforts to continue. 

 MS. OLIER:  But I think that -- one other 

thing.  And I won't beat this to death, because John has 

asked that this come back up on the agenda. 

 We missed an opportunity to talk about the 

greatest coordination effort ever, which is within the 

TxDOT family and has to do with medical transportation.  
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Now, until we bring that one back to the table and start 

talking about that -- that's a big chunk of money, and it 

affects a lot of different people.  And if we don't bring 

it into the family and use it as a coordination piece and 

we continue to divide it up and go in different 

directions, we are not being effective in terms of what 

we've been told by the legislators. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Any further -- now, Donna and Bob both have 

sort of indicated -- is there a recommendation, or is 

there a motion or what?  I'm -- because you made a couple 

of points about recommendations, and I'm trying to make 

sure that I facilitate this in a way that -- if want to 

get some direction. 

 MR. WILSON:  I move that we accept the staff's 

language that currently is in the document for the state 

program -- the language you currently have, which really 

covers coordination and capital expenses and everything 

else. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  That's a may -- I mean it's that 

we may use the fund as to what I understand.  So -- 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Yes.  That's correct. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Second. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So we have a motion by John and a 

second by Donna.  Now discussion on the motion and the -- 
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 Yes, Vastene? 

 MS. OLIER:  This is Vastene.  In our notes on 

page 20, there was a comment regarding discretionary funds 

that says all funds available that, "Are needed to support 

systems -- especially those receiving decreasing in 

funding," and that very limited or no funds should be 

removed from the formula as a set-aside for discretionary 

funds:  "Discretionary funding should be limited unless 

funds appropriated by the legislature are increased." 

 And the second bullet on that says, "If 

discretionary funds are used, first priority should be to 

mitigate for losses to some systems resulting from changes 

in the formula," that we, "Allow systems who have lost 

funding to use discretionary funds and toll credits to 

match needed capital projects," and then, "Consider 

approving additional funding support for transit intensive 

cities and border cities through discretionary funds."  

And then they have as a note to it that, "Transit 

intensive cities are those cities with extremely high 

levels of service and utilization in proportion to their 

population." 

 Now, when I read that and I listen to what your 

definition was -- your definition covers some of these 

areas, but then I'm not sure if I heard the ability to be 

able to talk about the last two bullets on here. 
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 MS. CHERRINGTON:  May I refer to this? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So you're referring to the slide. 

 Is that in the handouts -- 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  No. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- that we have? 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  No, it is not.  This is -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  So -- 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  So it is on some -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- the ones on the phone cannot 

see it? 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  It is on some notes in the -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MS. CHERRINGTON:  -- on the agenda item.  If 

you went back in the handout and you looked at page 3 -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Page 3 of -- 

 MR. WILSON:  The handout. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- the handout? 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 So this is the same document we've been working 

from, for those who are on the phone, at page 3.  Use of 

discretionary funds -- okay. 

 MS. OLIER:  So, Eric, these are some additional 

ones to what you all have in your scope of work for 

discretionary funds? 
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 MR. GLEASON:  Well, I think there's -- there 

are two opportunities to influence how discretionary funds 

are used. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  The first is through what you say 

in the rules around the discretionary funding. 

 MS. OLIER:  All right. 

 MR. GLEASON:  And the second opportunity is in 

the context of a competitive call for projects.  You can 

identify criteria that you will use to evaluate individual 

projects. 

 And that's -- another arena where these kinds 

of things could be identified is as part of the 

competitive process where we specific call out the kinds 

of weight or the kinds of criteria you're going to use to 

evaluate.  And that is another opportunity to try and 

address some of the ideas that are here. 

 And I think what you -- when we -- what we tend 

to try and balance is remembering that the rules become 

the rules and you -- there's always this struggle between, 

"How specific do I want the rules to get, because, if 

something changes, then I need to go back and change the 

rules," versus, "What can I do through something like 

criteria in a competitive call for projects, where I may 

be able to accomplish the same thing?" 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  So I'm just offering that as an 

insight. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any -- 

 MS. OLIER:  May I -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes.  Go ahead. 

 MS. OLIER:  Yes.  Has this -- I guess in my 

mind, I'm thinking in terms of a larger pot of 

discretionary money that could very well be used -- I see 

both sides of it.  I also see the side of limiting the 

amount of the discretionary pot so that those funds 

actually go to the systems so that they could operate 

their services that they're about, taking care of growing 

as well as the current ones. 

 So how do we address this in a way that is fair 

 and meet the intent of our representatives? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Are you directing that question 

to me, or just -- 

 MS. OLIER:  Everybody. 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- rhetorically?  To everybody?  

Okay. 

 MS. OLIER:  For discussion. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any other -- well, does anybody 

want to try to answer that?  I don't know if it's 

answerable. 
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 MR. GLEASON:  Well, I think it's a good 

question. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes. 

 MR. GLEASON:  I think it's a question for 

ongoing conversation as we move through these years. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Any further discussion on the motion? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  We'll do a roll call then. 

 We'll start with you, Mark. 

 MR. MADDY:  Mark, yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba, yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene, no. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna, yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  John, yes. 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen, yes. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Motion carries.  So we've -- now 

let's see.  Public comment?  We've covered the ones who've 

signed up for agenda items. 

 Does anyone else who is here want to speak on 

anything? 

 (Pause.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I've got two. 

 Yes.  If you will, come forward. 
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 And did I have one other -- oh, yes.  Okay. 

 MS. GARCIA:  I'm Rosa Linda Garcia with the 

Golden Crescent Regional Planning Commission.  And thank 

you, Mr. Chair and Committee, for allowing us to speak.  

 And my question is really directed for John, 

because I kind of wanted to thank you on clarifying what 

local match is.  And you said it was from local government 

subsidies.  Right? 

 MR. WILSON:  Right. 

 MS. GARCIA:  And my question then, because -- 

I'm not familiar with all the stuff that goes on in local 

government, and I know everybody's different.  Would you 

say that a majority of the local government subsidy comes 

from revenues generated from the city?  Does it come from 

the feds?  Where does most of that -- those monies come 

from? 

 MR. WILSON:  From the small cities.  It comes 

from property taxes and sales tax from the small cities. 

 MS. GARCIA:  From the small cities like, you 

know, Victoria?  Victoria is -- 

 MR. WILSON:  That would come from your general 

fund -- 

 MS. GARCIA:  Victoria is a small city. 

 MR. WILSON:  From your general fund, which is 

generated by sales tax revenue and property tax. 
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 MS. GARCIA:  And property tax? 

 MR. WILSON:  Right. 

 MS. GARCIA:  Now my next question is that -- 

would be -- and I know that you had a question about what 

Lisa said about the universities and the medical centers. 

 Wouldn't some of that local government subsidy be 

generated from taxes on that? 

 MR. WILSON:  No.  We're talking about two 

different sources of funds.  When I talk about university 

subsidies and I'm talking about Medicaid contracts, that's 

coordination.  That is what we have -- we've already got 

that in the formula as local investment or local funds for 

operating expense.  It's, let's say, your fares and 

your -- and part of that is also local government subsidy. 

 MS. GARCIA:  Right.  Because they -- it's 

county taxes -- 

 MR. WILSON:  But that's part -- 

 MS. GARCIA:  -- on them.  Right? 

 MR. WILSON:  But that's everything.  Everything 

other than state funding and federal funding is called 

local contribution.  Okay?  That's what we have -- that's 

what TxDOT and we define as local contribution.  In 

Lubbock, that's 40 percent. 

 In other words, out of that $8.5 million budget 

in Lubbock, 40 percent comes from those types of revenues. 
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 Okay? 

 MS. GARCIA:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  Part of that is that 849,200 that 

I told you about. 

 MS. GARCIA:  Right. 

 MR. WILSON:  That is all part of that 4.7 

million -- all right -- that we get for local support.  

But of that $8.5 million, only the local government 

supplies 849,200, or 10 percent.  And that's -- 

 MS. GARCIA:  Because I'm really trying to 

understand this -- 

 MR. WILSON:  I'm just trying to tell you in 

Lubbock's -- 

 MS. GARCIA:  Yes.  I -- 

 MR. WILSON:  -- in my example of Lubbock. 

 MS. GARCIA:  Right.  And then you have a scale 

where you're over here, and we're way over here, you know, 

because we don't -- 

 MR. WILSON:  Oh, I know.  And I -- 

 MS. GARCIA:  And that's -- I guess that's -- 

what we're trying to get across is that our concern is 

that if it comes to that for local match and those of us 

who maybe because of the mind set -- because it -- you 

know, that comes into play.  It's not only because of your 

revenues, but it's because of your mind set -- 
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 MR. WILSON:  Right. 

 MS. GARCIA:  -- you know, that some of us may 

be defunct, if you want to use that word, because we can't 

come up with that local part.  I mean it -- everybody 

loses.  I mean we're talking about the whole -- to create 

these services in the state of Texas.  And that's, I 

think, a fear that we have, because the mind set is 

different in different areas. 

 MR. WILSON:  I agree.  And I'm not trying to 

take any money away from you. 

 MS. GARCIA:  Right. 

 MR. WILSON:  I'm just trying to get more money 

from the legislature. 

 MS. GARCIA:  And I see why you're saying that, 

because you buy into it.  But -- 

 MR. WILSON:  I mean that -- 

 MS. GARCIA:  -- I'm really afraid that not 

everybody wants to buy into it. 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, I -- let me put it this way. 

 We as a group here get our marching orders from the TxDOT 

Commission, and they have indicated that local share is a 

big thing.  I'm sure everybody in this room has heard of 

Chairman Williamson's telling us about toll credits or 

toll roads.  If you want something built quick, you go 

with a toll road.  If you want to go with something long 
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term, you go with regular funding. 

 But they are wanting us to put in a local 

share.  And that is -- the Commission is telling us that. 

 MS. GARCIA:  Right.  And I understand you're 

saying that.  But you did mention that prior to '97, we 

had it? 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes.  We did. 

 MS. GARCIA:  And then it failed?  What was the 

reason it failed?  I mean why was it taken out? 

 MR. WILSON:  Why it was taken out -- 

 MS. GARCIA:  Because it failed? 

 MR. WILSON:  No.  The reason for why it was 

taken out is --because the rules ask -- I think I was 

president at the time of TTA.  And at the time that I 

went, they asked me to take that out.  And what -- we had 

100 percent -- every dollar we got for operating from the 

small cities was a 100-percent match with local dollars.  

I'm talking about local government dollars. 

 And then every capital project we had was -- 7 

percent was taken by the local governments.  And the 

rurals had a hard time spending whatever money they got, 

because of those rules.  And the rural people asked me -- 

they said, John, you know, it would carry a lot of weight 

if you would stand behind us with the small cities and 

support the small -- the rurals.  And so in an effort for 



 
 

 

 ON THE RECORD REPORTING 
 (512) 450-0342 

144

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

unionization, I agreed.  And so we got it passed. 

 MS. GARCIA:  So here we are nine years later, 

and we're coming back to it? 

 MR. WILSON:  Because they're telling me they 

want to go back to it. 

 MS. GARCIA:  The rurals, too? 

 MR. WILSON:  No. 

 MS. GARCIA:  Oh.  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  The people who -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I'm going to have to call time 

because -- 

 MS. GARCIA:  Okay.  I just kind of -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- in the interest -- 

 MS. GARCIA:  -- wanted to clear that up. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  And if you need further 

clarification -- 

 MS. GARCIA:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  -- from John, he'll be available. 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes.  There you go. 

 MS. GARCIA:  Thank you for your time. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Beverly? 

 MS. LUTZ:  Hello.  It's Beverly Lutz here with 

Alamo Area Council of Governments.  And I just wanted to 

clarify -- and I think I got it from the audience.  So 

I'll -- maybe I'll just make it real short. 
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 That on the discretionary fund said that 7 

million of that is going to the urbans for distribution.  

Is that correct? 

 MR. MADDY:  No, not to the urbans.  It's going 

to the rurals. 

 MR. WILSON:  We cannot move that money from the 

rurals to the urbans, no.  There is no discretionary money 

for the small urbans.  The only discretionary money we 

have is federal money -- 

 MS. LUTZ:  No.  I -- 

 MR. WILSON:  -- that's for the rurals. 

 MS. LUTZ:  Maybe I didn't say the question 

right. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay. 

 MS. LUTZ:  The discretionary fund is $10 

million.  Right? 

 MR. GLEASON:  The -- 

 MS. LUTZ:  It's 7 million of the -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  In 2006, for use in rural systems 

only, the -- there is 10 million -- roughly $10 million 

available in the discretionary fund -- 

 MS. LUTZ:  Right. 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- as created by our current 

rules. 

 MS. LUTZ:  And it's 7 million of that?  Because 
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I thought it was in the -- 

 MR. GLEASON:  The -- there are two things that 

need to go to the Commission for their approval that 

address the $7 million you're talking about.  The first is 

that there is a minute order, which is scheduled for the 

March meeting, to make an award from the 2006 

discretionary fund.  PTAC's recommendation is that it be 7 

million.  So there will be an award.  There'll be a minute 

order at the March 30 meeting.  We're still working the 

specifics of that award through our internal folks. 

 MS. LUTZ:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  And now -- but that's only -- 

that's a one-time deal.  It's '06 discretionary fund. 

 The formula conversation that is happening 

takes that same amount of money and adds it to the base 

line on an ongoing basis -- 

 MS. LUTZ:  For 2007? 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- of the rurals only. 

 MS. LUTZ:  So that would be the base line? 

 MR. GLEASON:  Yes.  That's -- 

 MS. LUTZ:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  -- a very important distinction 

between those two actions. 

 MS. LUTZ:  And these -- this here is for the 3 

million in discretionary fund that's left over? 



 
 

 

 ON THE RECORD REPORTING 
 (512) 450-0342 

147

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

 MR. GLEASON:  This year, there's be 

approximately 3 million. 

 MS. LUTZ:  Okay.  I just wanted to get some 

clarification.  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you. 

 Okay. 

 MS. MALONE:  Mr. Chair? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Yes, Reba. 

 MS. MALONE:  I think is the appropriate place 

to do it, under comments.  I would like to remind everyone 

in this room, based on what John said, that the 

legislators are wanting to know about local funds and so 

forth, that we have elections starting next week.  And 

there are some hotly contested ones in the area where 

Beverly and I live. 

 (Laughter.) 

 MS. MALONE:  And what better time than before 

you go to the polls to find out how your state 

representatives and state senators, as well as your 

congressmen, feel about transportation?  Now is the time 

to put the heat on them.  They're looking for votes.  

Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Good point.  Thank you. 

 Okay.  Any other comments? 

 (Pause.) 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  The next item is to confirm 

dates.  And we've talked about March 9.  And what time is 

that?  Is it still 9:30? 

 MS. MAYLE:  It's nine o'clock. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  9:00 a.m. 

 Bob? 

 MS. MAYLE:  He won't be there. 

 MR. GEYER:  I can't participate in that 

meeting. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 In this room, or -- would it be here? 

 MS. MAYLE:  In Building 150, across the street. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So for the ones who can attend, 

it's Building 150, which is the other building that's 

here. 

 And then we also have one on March 17. 

 At 9:30? 

 MS. MAYLE:  At 9:30 in this room. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  So it's 3/9 at 9:00 a.m.  

And then the 17th is at 9:30, and that one will be in this 

building, which is Building 200? 

 MS. MAYLE:  Correct. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. GEYER:  This is Bob.  The agenda on the 9th 

is limited.  Is that right? 
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 MR. GLEASON:  This is Eric.  Yes.  It's -- the 

intent of the 9th would be to be able to present to the 

Committee the final draft proposed rules. 

 MR. GEYER:  Okay. 

 MR. GLEASON:  And, Bob, I'm sorry you can't be 

there.  And I appreciate the other members of the 

Committee who were able to take time to have that meeting. 

 I think the rules process is an important one.  I think 

we're moving along well and having that extra meeting in 

there gave us an opportunity to make sure that we can go 

forward with a high degree of consensus.  So -- 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Is there any way Bob might get in 

advance or -- I mean information that he might want to 

comment on? 

 MR. GLEASON:  We would -- I mean we'd include 

him in an advance distribution for sure.  I mean he'll get 

what you all get. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 Bob, did you hear that? 

 MR. GEYER:  Yes, sir. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. GEYER:  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Because -- yes.  If you have a 

chance to look at it, your contribution would be certainly 

welcome.  So -- 
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 MR. GEYER:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 

 MR. GEYER:  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any other discussion on the 

dates? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any upcoming issues that we need 

to discuss? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  If not, I'll entertain a motion 

that we adjourn. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  I move we adjourn. 

 MR. FARIS:  Mr. Chairman? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Wait. 

 MR. FARIS:  I have one question for you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Yes, Vinsen.  Go ahead. 

 MR. FARIS:  I sure missed out on those comfort 

breaks today, Fred. 

 MR. FARIS:  Oh.  Did you?  I'm sorry you missed 

it.  I'm sorry.  I was -- actually, because of another 

pressing meeting, I personally was trying to get this 

meeting over with. 

 MR. FARIS:  You did great, sir.  I'm kidding. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Oh.  Thank you.  I appreciate it. 

 MR. FARIS:  You did great. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Now do I have a motion to 

adjourn? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Move to adjourn. 

 MR. FARIS:  So move. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  All right. 

 MS. OLIER:  Second, Vastene. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  All right. 

 So I have a motion and second.  All in favor? 

 (A chorus of ayes.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Is there any opposed?  I didn't 

do a roll call, but everybody has voted?  Thank you. 

 Thanks to all of you.  And thank you for the 

audience participation, too. 

 (Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., this meeting was 

concluded.) 
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