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 MR. GILLIAM:  I'll go ahead and call the 

meeting to order and have a roll call.  We'll start here 

and then I'll go to the phone.  Reba? 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba Malone 

 MR. WILSON:  John Wilson. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Fred Gilliam.  We'll go to the 

phone now. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob Geyer. 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen Faris. 

 MR. MADDY:  Mark Maddy. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene Olier. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Donna has not joined us yet but 

she's scheduled to. 

 As we have in the past, when you speak, and 

particularly on the phone, if you'll identify yourself, 

and we'll also do the same thing as we vote, we'll 

identify ourselves and declare how we're voting.  So with 

that said, we do have a quorum. 

 The first item of business is approval of the 

minutes for February 17 and March 9. 

 MR. FARIS:  I'll make the motion to approve 

both as distributed.  Vinsen Faris. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  So I have a motion by 

Vinsen to approve the minutes.  Do I have a second? 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  So I have a motion and a second. 

 Any discussion on the minutes? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  All in favor?  If you will start 

with you, Reba, then I'll come back to the phone. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba Malone, yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  John Wilson, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Phone? 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob Geyer, yes. 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen, yes. 

 MR. MADDY:  Mark, yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So the minutes have been approved 

for both February 17 and March 9. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  And Donna is on the phone now. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Donna, okay.  There was a motion 

regarding the minutes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  I vote yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  So unanimous on the 

minutes. 

 The next item of business is discussion and 

recommendations of the Texas Department of Transportation 

2007 legislative agenda.  Does the staff want to cover 

anything?  I know John had the assignment to help us, too. 
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 MR. KIRKLAND:  We can start here.  Good 

morning, Chairman and members of the Public Transportation 

Advisory Committee.  My name is Kelly Kirkland.  I'm 

director of the Planning and Support Section for the 

Public Transportation Division. 
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 Today we're talking about the discussion and 

recommendations for TxDOT's 2007 legislative agenda, and 

as requested by the committee, we had performed some 

research and I sent the information out to you, or Ginnie 

sent information out yesterday afternoon. 

 In the packet you'll find a document entitled 

"Mobility Challenges and Solutions for 79th Texas 

Legislative Session" which was in 2005.  This has the 

information that the commission presented to the 

legislature, highlighting some issues of interest in 

transportation.  Included in here are three items 

specifically that talk about transit or public 

transportation.  They're on page 10, 17 and 18 of this 

document. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Page 10, 17 and 18? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Yes, sir. 

 Turning to page 10 is a discussion of authority 

for regional mobility authorities, and this talks about 

allowing RMAs, regional mobility authorities, the 

authority to operate transit projects or programs within 
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 Page 17 discusses allowing state funds to be 

used in the State Infrastructure Bank, or SIB.  A little 

background, a SIB is a loan program which was originally 

established as a pilot at the federal level.  There were 

four states that were allowed to put federal money -- or 

in fact, they had a specific federal appropriation for 

their SIB accounts to start that off.  Texas was not one 

of those states; Texas was allowed, however, to put 

federal money into the SIB but decided not to do so, 

instead using that money for direct funding of 

transportation projects. 

 This was a discussion of how it would be 

beneficial to have the authority to put state money into 

the SIB which we did not have at the time the 79th session 

started. 

 Page 18 is a discussion of the Texas Mobility 

Fund which had been authorized by prior legislatures, but 

this discusses the benefit of allowing transit projects to 

be eligible for funding from the Texas Mobility Fund. 

 In addition to this document, there was the 

text of the email which had a discussion of items that had 

been actually enacted by the 79th Legislature, that is, 

passed by the legislature and signed by the governor.  And 

I think it mentions all three of these items were actually 
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increasing PTAC by the addition of two members was one of 

the actions by the legislature. 
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 So if you have any questions of me, I'll be 

happy to answer those now, and then I think I'll turn it 

over to John. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any questions of Kelly? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  I have a couple of questions. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay, Donna.  Is that Donna?  

Right? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Yes, I'm sorry, it's Donna. 

 Kelly, on page 10, in discussing the 

possibility of an RMA developing a transit service of some 

sort, why would that not allow for the state to contract 

with the local existing service provider to have that 

service provider operate the transit, as opposed to that 

local provider having to contract with the state to 

provide that transit service? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  I think the question is really 

if there was a proposed transit project by an RMA?  Is 

that the circumstance? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Yes. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Okay.  This proposal talks about 

basically requiring the RMA to negotiate with the local 
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 MS. HALSTEAD:  No.  Actually, what it says is 

that the local provider can enter into an agreement that 

allows the RMA to provide that service, and my question to 

you is if the RMA is going to develop the service, why can 

they not contract with the local authority to have that 

local authority operate the service, as opposed to having 

the state do it. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  I think that's the intent of the 

proposal, of the proposed remedy, is that the RMA could 

negotiate directly with the local transit authority. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  To allow that operation of the 

service to be provided by the local authority. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Right. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Well, what this says is that a 

provider may enter into an agreement with the governing 

body of that provider to transfer its operations to the 

RMA, and what I'm saying is why would you not also have 

the opportunity for the RMA to contract with the local 

agency to provide that service.  The wording in this 

suggests that it's a one-way street, and that's why I'm 

asking the question. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Okay, I see what you're saying. 

 It says that if the transit is going to be operated, then 
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 MS. HALSTEAD:  And what I'm saying is that in 

most cases that local provider would have had a great deal 

more experience operating service than an RMA that has 

been created by the state, so why would you not have an 

equal opportunity for the RMA to contract with the local 

provider to offer that service. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Well, that's a good question.  

I'll have to research that.  It's possible that they may 

have that authority already. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Well, the only reason I bring it 

up is because I actually suggested that wording two years 

ago and we got half of it but we didn't get the other 

half.  The wording that I had recommended would have had 

an equal opportunity for the RMA or the local provider to 

offer the service. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Donna, this is Fred.  When this 

was passed, our understanding here in Austin was since we 

have the responsibility for public transportation, it's 

sort of understood that we have the authority to run all 

the service and we also have the right to contract with 

anyone who is willing to pay for the service, and so what 

I'd understood and what I still understand is if we 

agree -- and it says it's voluntary, but if we agree for 
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the RMA here to operate some service, then they would have 

that authority to operate.  It would only be if both 

parties agree. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  I understand that, and all I'm 

saying is that if both parties agree that the service is 

necessary and the RMA is going to make the investment for 

that service to provided, why isn't it appropriate that 

the local agency would have the right to operate that 

service under a voluntary agreement with the RMA, rather 

than having a second oversight process for operations in 

the same market. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I think we understand that we do 

have that right. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Well, I know that.  My problem 

is that the law doesn't say that, and that's why I'm 

bringing up the question. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Well, Kelly said he would 

do some research on it and hopefully get this clarified. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay.  Can I bring up another 

question on that same page? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Sure. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  In the last paragraph on the 

page it talks about existing tollway authorities and TxDOT 

or an RMA becoming an operator of toll roads in an area.  

It says, "Additionally amend Transportation Code Chapter 
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366 to allow regional tollway authorities to convert to an 

RMA..."  And then it goes on to talk about developing 

these projects. 

 We have a situation up here that has created 

some real concerns on the part of a lot of people because 

it puts TxDOT in the business of directly competing with 

an existing tollway authority, and so my question is has 

anybody done any research to determine whether or not 

there are other places in the country where the state 

agency is in a position to compete directly with an 

existing tollway authority. 

 What it does, in simple terms, is allow for 

cherry-picking of projects if you don't have some kind of 

requirement that TxDOT talk with the tollway authority and 

have some kind of ability to oversee what they can and 

cannot develop as a tollway. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Does the staff have any 

comments in relationship to the question that's been 

raised? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  And I know it's outside of our 

jurisdiction; I just at least wanted to raise the 

question. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  I think that's a question I'll 

have to forward to our Turnpike Division; that's a little 

beyond my expertise. 
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 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Any other comments or 

questions on page 10? 

 MS. OLIER:  This is Vastene.  I need some help. 

And Donna, thank you for your questions because when I 

read this, I had some concerns.  And I guess what I see 

and think and necessarily reflect what this is saying in 

statute, you have certain entities, whether it's the 

regional authorities or whether it's the metropolitan 

authority or the rural transit, or whatever it may be, 

that's responsible for those things and those projects 

that's listed there, and my concern would how much 

overlapping do we have, if any, in these. 

 And maybe when staff goes into answering 

Donna's questions, if they could help me with a flow chart 

to kind of help me understand who has what authority or 

what may be overlapping each other, and who really has the 

authority in those areas that's listed.  And the reason I 

say that because I think of Houston and the area that we 

serve and if I looked at that list up there, who would I 

put those under, and in some cases logically in my mind it 

flows. 

 And I guess I'm really thinking more in terms 

of when we think of homeland security, when we think of 

disaster and some other areas and we talk about how we're 
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going to handle evacuations and so forth, to make sure 

that what we're putting into as authorities allows us to 

be able to address emergencies and not have all these 

overlapping areas and one agency not knowing what the 

other agency is doing and what those responsibilities are. 

 So I think that it would help me if I had some 

type of flow chart that explains authorities in these 

areas that are listed here. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Vastene, this is Kelly Kirkland. 

 Are you talking about the list that's near the top of 

page 10? 

 MS. OLIER:  At the top of page 10 where it 

talks about the development following types of projects. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Okay.  We'll see what we can 

find 

 MS. OLIER:  Because, look, you've got border 

crossings, who's involved in it?  I mean, you've got air 

quality, who's already involved in it?  Are we talking 

about something different, are we talking about existing 

agencies, how does all of this flow together? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Well, we'll see what we can put 

together for the committee on that. 

 MS. OLIER:  If you don't mind.  It would help 

me. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Are there any other questions or 
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comments on page 10?  Are there any related to 17 or 18, 

page 17 or 18? 

 MR. GEYER:  I'd just be curious if there's any 

movement across the state -- I'm Bob Geyer -- for any of 

the RMAs to assume operations of a transit system.  Does 

anybody know that that's happening or in process? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  This is Kelly Kirkland.  I 

haven't been aware of anything like that. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I'm not either, Bob -- this is 

Fred -- personally. 

 MR. GEYER:  Okay, thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I think also, just further 

clarification, where the taxing authorities -- which is 

primarily the major cities, urban areas, is for the 

suppliers.  Now, where if you're not in a taxing 

authority, I don't know how you resolve it.  I think it's 

clear here, it says -- what it talks about is under this 

proposal an RMA could not enter into a service area of an 

existing provider that has implemented taxing authority 

for that purpose.  But when you don't have that, then 

there may be an opportunity for the RMA to operate or 

provide the service if they so choose. 

 MR. GEYER:  But the way I read this, an RMA can 

also do it where there's a taxing authority. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  If it's voluntary, if you agree. 
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 MR. GEYER:  If it's voluntary, right. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  That's correct. 

 MR. GEYER:  Actually, El Paso is submitting a 

proposal for an RMA or in the process -- it may have gone 

in already -- but that is actually a possible intent is to 

have the RMA take over, that's why I was asking. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  So are there any other 

questions or comments related to what Kelly has discussed, 

particularly focused on page 10, 17 and 18? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Being none, does this complete 

your part of this? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Yes, it does. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  We'll move to the next 

part. 

 MR. WILSON:  This is John Wilson and I have 

been asked by the committee to come up with some 

recommendations, some legislative recommendations for our 

committee to consider.  And in the past, I don't think 

that this committee has made recommendations to TxDOT on 

legislative issues.  Is that right, Kelly? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  That's my understanding. 

 MR. WILSON:  So first of all, I think it's very 

important that this committee make recommendations on 

legislative that have big impacts on public transportation 
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as well as the appropriations process.  I think TxDOT, as 

always in the past, will put forth some type of increase 

or some type of funding level for public transportation, 

and I think that we should at least give our 

recommendation on that. 

 So I have six different items I'd like to bring 

up, and I guess we can vote on an individual basis if you 

want to, or we can just take them up as a whole, whatever 

the committee wants to do. 

 First of all, I would like to make sure did 

everybody receive my legislative recommendations on the 

Email yesterday? 

 (All members answered yes.) 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay, very good.  Everybody 

received them. 

 The first one then is the County Public 

Transportation Fee.  As a means of generating additional 

revenues to support the states's public transportation 

providers, enable the state's counties to assess a local 

option fee of $10, or up to $10 to be added to the 

registration fee for each vehicle and trailer licensed in 

the county.  Now, that's my recommendation. 

 The county public transportation fee would be 

implemented at the discretion of each county commission 

and subject to collection by the county of a 5 percent 
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administration fee.  Revenues would be distributed to the 

designated recipients of state and federal public 

transportation funds where service areas includes the 

address of the registered vehicle. 

 For example, in Lubbock County you would have 

two different transit systems operating.  One is the 

Citibus that operates the city system and those fees that 

would be collected within the city limits would go to the 

Citibus system; whereas outside of that, Spartan, who 

operates nine counties to the west of us, including 

Lubbock County, would get the rest of the county fee for 

that.  That's how that would be administered. 

 In the past, there have people who have been 

against this in the past in the association.  I think this 

has been proposed before and this is similar to the Road 

and Bridge Fund.  Right now in most counties it's 

collected at $10; this would be an additional $10 on top 

of that, but it would be just for public transportation.  

The Road and Bridge Fund generates money for counties to 

generate money for their roads and transportation. 

 Also, I think in the past it was not an option, 

it was mandatory, I think that was a negative thing, and 

also the county was not going to get an administration fee 

and that has been a negative on it.  So personally I think 

this would be an easy thing for TxDOT to support, the 
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commission to support because it is generating local share 

revenues for public transportation in the state, and I 

think it's a good option. 

 Do you want me to continue? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Go ahead and we'll come back. 

 MR. WILSON:  The second one is the Funding 

Level for Small Urban and Rural Systems.  I'm recommending 

setting the legislative appropriations request for public 

transit at $90 million.  This amount represents an 

increase of approximately $32.5 million in the current 

public transportation level of $57.4 million. 

 The $90 million request would consist of $76.6 

million to restore the state's public transportation 

systems to the biennium of 2000-2001 -- and by the way, 

that level was just over $60 million at that time -- 

adjusted for inflation, and $13.4 million in discretionary 

funds to be allocated by the commission to address 

specific transit needs, including funding new starts, 

mitigating for funding anomalies and promoting statewide 

coordination. 

 The amount allocated for public transportation 

in the 2000-2001 biennium was $60.4 million. Since that 

time, public transportation funding has decreased while 

the demands for existing funding have increased.  

Inflation, especially fuel costs, has substantially 
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impacted public transportation operating costs.  At an 

average inflation rate of 6.1 percent per biennium, 3 

percent per year, applied to the 2000-2001 funding level, 

the amount needed to restore public transit to its 

previous funding level would be $76.6 million. 

 And I have an attachment and you can see that 

each biennium I have added the 6.1 percent and for the 

2008-2009 biennium -- which is the ones we're talking 

about funding -- would be $76.6 million, and that's 

Attachment A-1. 

 Besides inflation, other factors have affected 

public transportation funding since 2001.  Small urban 

operators, for example, have been impacted by the addition 

of four new systems.  They include Lake Jackson, McKinney, 

Midland-Odessa, and The Woodlands.  Thus, these small 

urban systems have been impacted, not only decreasing the 

total appropriation but also the distribution of the 

available funds to more recipients. 

 If you look at the last page of my handout, you 

will see I took in of the biennium what each system 

received for the 2000-2001 allocation, and you can see the 

four new systems, if you add up their total amount, comes 

to $2.5 million that was taken out of the cities that were 

already receiving it.  In other words, each of us over the 

years, the small cities, have received a decrease.  This 
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is in addition to any formula decrease they have received, 

but they also received a $2.5 million decrease in funding 

over this period of time.  So I think that's important to 

note. 

 The next is Discretionary Fund.  Establish a 

discretionary fund for public transportation in the amount 

of $13.4 million, or amount equal to the amount by which 

state appropriations exceed the $76.6 million. 

 A discretionary fund is needed to enable the 

commission to respond to special needs and to address 

specific strategic issues in public transportation.  We 

have some various different things affecting:  like people 

losing operating assistance from the federal level; 

there's also funding new starts; there's also coordination 

projects; there's new initiatives across the state.  I 

think those are things that this discretionary fund should 

meet. 

 Local Match Requirement.  Require local 

matching funds to be provided by the recipients of state 

public transportation funding such that:  1) for federally 

funded projects, no more than 65 percent of local match 

may be composed of state funds; and 2) the non-federally 

funded projects no more than 65 percent of the total 

projects costs may be state funds. 

 In an environment characterized by limited 
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funding, it is important that local recipients provide 

some funding support for local public transit service.  

Thus, a local match should be required as a condition of 

receipt of state public transportation funds.  This 

measure would assure local funding support of at 35 

percent of the amount of the federal local matching 

requirement or of at least 35 percent of the total project 

cost for projects without federal funding. 

 If you see A-2 of my chart, it will show that 

let's say $1 million for operating assistance, $500,000 

would be from federal, the matching requirement would be 

$500,000, the state funds would be 65 percent of local 

share which is $325,000, and the local fund requirement 

would be $175,000.  For bus replacement, for example, $1 

million, federal share would be 80 percent, local match is 

20 percent; of that $200,000 it would be $130,000 from the 

state and $70,000 from the local.  The same thing without 

federal money involved, it would be a 65-35 split. 

 And I'm suggesting that this only apply to 

discretionary funds, not to the formula funds. 

 Moving on to the last page of my recommendation 

is the Benchmark Allocation to the 2000-2001 Levels.  Both 

small urban and rural operators have been negatively 

impacted by decreases in available state funding since the 

2000-2001 biennium.  The losses in funding have been 
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compounded by the effects of inflation, the need to fund 

more systems (small urban), and the redistribution of 

funds by the formula. 

 One effective approach to addressing funding 

losses would be to establish baseline funding 

distributions at the 2000-2001 level and to secure enough 

additional funds to:  1) fund any new systems not included 

in the 2000-2001 distribution at their current formula 

level; and 2) to fund any increases realized by systems 

since the 2000-2001 distribution. 

 This restoration approach would stop the losses 

to systems that have experienced decreases and also assure 

adequate funding for new systems and those that have been 

historically underfunded.  This approach requires an 

increase in state appropriations and the establishment of 

base levels of funding for each system prior to 

application of the current allocation formula.  A sample 

baseline funding table for small urban transit systems is 

provided in Attachment B.  That's my last chart. 

 And my last item is Clarification of 

Distinction between Federal and State Funds in Reporting 

to the Legislature.  Assure that legislators and those 

involved in the appropriations process understand the 

distinction between federal and state funds and the 

importance of increases in state funding independent of 
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any increases in federal appropriations. 

 Although federal appropriations typically 

increase from year to year, these increases should not be 

considered as increases in appropriations by the state.  

It is important that the state legislators understand the 

importance of state funds as a source of matching funds 

for federal dollars.  Increases in federal funds require 

more local dollars to meet matching requirements.  Thus, a 

rural system that receives more federal funding but 

sustains a decrease in state funding may be unable to 

utilize the increased federal funds. 

 Federal and state funds should never be 

combined into a single statistic when reporting levels of 

funding.  Legislators should be aware of the level of 

decrease in state funds already sustained by public 

transit providers and its impact on the ability of systems 

to use available federal funds. 

 I have testified many times before the 

legislature and every time they tell me I have an increase 

in funding, and the fact of the matter is it's because of 

the federal dollars, not state dollars, and we need to get 

that clarified because when we testify it is very 

important that we make that clear.  That's my report. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you, John.  You've gone 

through all of the items that you have recommended and we 
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have asked you to put together a program.  So I actually 

offer at this point in time, are there any discussion 

items or would you like to discuss each one of these as a 

group, or we'll singly discuss the items?  What's the will 

of the committee? 

 MS. OLIER:  This is Vastene.  I'd like John to 

kind of singly go through each one of them.  And I thank 

you for taking the time to work on these.  Can you just 

take each one and kind of share with us some thoughts and 

then allow us to ask questions on it? 

 MR. WILSON:  I think the first one, the County 

Public Transportation Fee, I think this is a no-brainer 

for TxDOT.  It's one that we're not asking the legislature 

to come up with any more money, it's just saying that we 

want to have a local option for the counties to do a 

public transportation fee similar to the Road and Bridge 

Fund.  It would be up to $10 to be added to the 

registration fee for each vehicle. 

 I think the people who may be against it may be 

the Texas Automobile Association.  In the past they have 

not been too favorable on this. 

 MR. FARIS:  I'm sorry, John.  Can you repeat 

that again?  Who do you see as the primary opponent of 

that? 

 MR. WILSON:  The two opponents would be 
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probably the Automobile Association in the state.  They 

just tend to be against anything that increases fees to an 

automobile.  That would be one. 

 The other one -- I think we have addressed it 

with our option -- would be the Texas Association of 

Counties, and they did not like it last time because it 

was mandatory and we would make it an option.  And the 

second thing is they did not get an administration fee, 

and we'll putting up to a 5 percent administration fee for 

the counties.  So I talked to the counties about this and 

they seem to be in favor of it, the ones I've talked to. 

 MS. OLIER:  John, in the counties, is this 

something the citizens would vote on? 

 MR. WILSON:  No.  This would be the county 

commissioners would vote on.  Just like the Bridge and 

Road Fund, it doesn't go to the general public, it goes 

just to the county commissioners. 

 MS. OLIER:  For example, in research, who could 

we refer to that does something similar to this? 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, no one has done -- 

 MS. OLIER:  Other states maybe. 

 MR. WILSON:  Other states? 

 MS. OLIER:  As a point of reference if someone 

asked you who is it that we can talk to that has had some 

similar experience who has done this before. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Road and Bridge is similar, but 

other states… 

 MS. OLIER:  Where it's going to public 

transportation I guess is my question. 

 MR. WILSON:  Vastene, I have looked at a lot of 

different funding sources for transit, and a lot of those 

are not eligible for us in this state.  I personally do 

not know of another state that uses this particular 

funding method.  I just personally think that sometimes, 

you know, like my city is maxed out at the 8-1/2 cent 

sales tax, so there's no place for most small cities to go 

to get additional local funding unless you increase 

property tax or the general fund, and the cities are 

strapped as it is. 

 And so in the counties I had to look at 

something that could be rural as well as small cities, and 

this was something that would be across the whole entire 

state.  In other words, the citizens would have to 

convince the county commissioners to pass this. 

 MR. GEYER:  John, Bob Geyer.  You said the 

money would be split.  Like for instance, Lubbock, those 

people who live within the city limits, that money would 

go to your system, and people who live outside of the city 

limits, it would go to the rural system.  Is that right? 

 MR. WILSON:  That is correct. 
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 MR. GEYER:  I don't know what the current law 

says, Road and Bridge, where that money should go and how 

strict it is, but I know El Paso County is real good about 

robbing that money and putting it into the general fund 

for whatever they want to spend it on, and that's 

something I've been wanting to play Dick Tracy on and see 

if they're being kosher about that. 

 I like your idea but I would hope there would 

be strong enough language in there that would not allow a 

county to misuse those funds and that they only be for 

public transportation. 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, I think we can make sure 

there are safeguards in that amount to do that. 

 MR. GEYER:  Yes.  I mean, it has to be very 

explicit, otherwise, El Paso County is going to go off and 

do the same thing they're doing with Road and Bridge.  

They took $5 million out a couple of years ago and just 

dumped it into the general fund. 

 MR. WILSON:  I had another couple of pages on 

just this one item but I felt like to try to get this down 

to just a paragraph, and I can assure you I have a lot 

more information that I could have presented to the 

committee. 

 MR. GEYER:  If there's a document that will say 

we do support this, you know, you would add at least one 



 
 

 

 ON THE RECORD REPORTING 
 (512) 450-0342 

28

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 

sentence and make that very clear that that's the only 

thing the money could be spent on, other than the 5 

percent administration fee. 

 MR. WILSON:  Right.  I'm agreeing. 

 MS. OLIER:  John, this is Vastene again.  Have 

you visited with TTA on these recommendations, and if so, 

can you share with us some of the input that you've gotten 

from the industry on these? 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes.  At the retreat we brought it 

up and there was not a lot of discussion but I had 

discussed this with legislative chair John McBeth, and 

I've also discussed it with several members of TTA, and of 

course, I'm the president of TTA, so I can assure you this 

is on our agenda. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay.  Is this going to be talked 

about soon? 

 MR. WILSON:  It will be talked about today at 

today's meeting again. 

 MS. OLIER:  All right.  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Vastene, just for your 

information, Ben Herr is also here and he wants to speak 

on this agenda item.  So I thought I would give us a 

chance to go through this and discuss it and then I would 

invite Ben to talk some. 

 As we go through it, would it be the will of 
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the committee that we indicate our support or non-support 

for these items?  I think in the interest of time, is 

there a motion to accept this or approve it? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Mr. Chairman, wouldn't it be 

appropriate to hear from the speaker before we made a 

decision on it? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Certainly if you want to go 

through the others or if the committee would like to hear 

from Ben now, we can do that too.  The way we were going, 

we were going back and repeating the discussion that was 

previous, and I was just trying to make sure that we were 

using our time very well. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Well, and I have a question or 

an observation on this first one too that I wanted to put 

to John. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Why don't we go ahead and 

take your question on this one. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay.  John, did you look at 

other revenue options when you were considering this?  I 

know during the last session there was some discussion 

about -- and it was probably raised by Dallas County -- 

about the possibility of a local option gasoline tax or 

some other method of raising funds, and it was couched in 

terms of for those areas that are not in compliance with 

the Clean Air Act, the following options would be 
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possible, and then it laid out several. 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, there's a lot of problems 

with a local option gasoline tax to the state.  The state 

did not want us to do that.  Also, I'm looking at what is 

easy for rural providers to come up with.  I mean, I'm 

looking at something for small cities and for rural 

providers, and an option gasoline tax, it sounds great and 

everything but I can assure you this is a much better 

fee to be able to -- it's definitely a user fee.  I 

realize gasoline is also a user fee, but I think this 

would be preferable to an option local gasoline tax.  

That's just my opinion, and I think that's the opinion of 

quite a few other people. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Would you consider adding a 

sentence that said, “In areas not in compliance with the 

Clean Air Act, the fee may not exceed $15 per vehicle”?  I 

know that a number of areas in the state have been looking 

for some kind of new funding mechanism to help to address 

the clean air issues, and it would be certainly a logical 

tie to put it with the vehicle since, at least in our 

general part of the country, the largest contributor to 

our non-compliance is the automobiles that are here. 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, I don't have a problem with 

adding up to $15.  I think that you're getting kind of 

high.  Just to give you an example, in Lubbock County the 



 
 

 

 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 

$10 would raise about $2 million for public 

transportation.  It's the same amount that we used in 1998 

in federal operating assistance; we used just over $2 

million that year; since that I'm down to just about a 

million in operating assistance. 

 I would say if you're talking about -- you 

know, I don't have a problem with that. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Well, I'm not suggesting we add 

it, I'm just getting your take on what flexibility you 

might have. 

 MR. WILSON:  I just think more than $10 will 

have more of an opposition from the legislature.  I'm 

saying up to $10 and I'm saying I thought the maximum 

should be $10, because the Road and Bridge Fund has asked 

to raise before and the state legislature has not allowed 

that to happen.  So I think $10, to me, would be a good 

max. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  We're at a point where we can 

either hear from Ben or we can go through.  I do think 

before we vote we ought to hear the speakers, so if you 

want to continue on for each one of them before we vote on 

them. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob, why don't we hear from Ben and 

vote on each one while they're fresh in our minds. 
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 MS. OLIER:  And Fred -- this is Vastene -- do 

we have to vote on these today?  Because actually, like 

even with the counties, I'd like the opportunity to visit 

with some of our county people to see how they feel about 

this, just to get the pros and cons from another side.  

And then the other one is that if the TTA is going to meet 

this afternoon, John, I'd like to get some more feel and 

input from some others before I make a decision one way or 

the other on these.  That's just for the interest of my 

background information. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Well, we'll take that up 

when we start deciding what we intend to do then. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I'll hear from Ben.  If you'll 

step forward and identify yourself and who you're with.  

And try to keep within three minutes. 

 MR. HERR:  Good morning.  For the record, my 

name is Ben Herr.  I'm the executive director of the Texas 

Transit Association.  I have prepared a letter for the 

PTAC members present, and I've provided a hard copy to the 

members present, and what I will do for all concerned is I 

will go ahead and read this letter and try and stay within 

my allotted three minutes. 

 The TxDOT Public Transportation Division's 

request of input from the Public Transportation Advisory 
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Committee, PTAC, concerning public transportation issues 

for the 2007 legislative session.  The Texas Transit 

Association would like to provide the following 

information for consideration by PTAC for further 

recommendation to the Texas Transportation Commission. 

 The small urban and rural transit providers are 

in need of increased state funding.  Whereas, there are 

many good arguments as to why the State of Texas should 

increase the level of financial support for public 

transportation, TTA would like to emphasize the following 

three issues for PTAC consideration. 

 Number one, current funding levels are 

inadequate to meet costs and demand.  Funding levels have 

not kept pace with increased costs of providing transit 

service and the increased demand of providing additional 

transit services.  State funding levels have decreased or 

only marginally increased, while at the same time, public 

transportation funding formulas have reduced federal and 

state funding levels for many transit operators. 

 For several years, transit operators have been 

asked to continuously do more with less.  In general, the 

public transportation providers have responded by cutting 

costs, improving coordination, and have been innovative in 

securing increased local funding, however, the 

improvements in efficiency and the support of local 
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governments can only go so far. 

 Like other modes of transportation, such as the 

trucking industry and the airline industry, the public 

transportation industry is faced with increased fuel 

costs, maintenance costs, insurance costs, personnel 

costs, and the general increased costs of running a 

transportation business. 

 In addition to increased costs, many of the 

transit providers are faced with increased demand for 

services.  Improvements in efficiencies cannot adequately 

match the demands that many communities are placing on 

their transit operators.  Texas has some of the fastest 

growing counties in the nation in the suburbs surrounding 

Austin, Houston, and the Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex. 

Transit providers in these areas and many other growth 

areas in the state cannot keep up with the demand for 

public transportation. 

 Statistics show that statewide demand for 

public transportation is increasing.  Demand for public 

transportation is increasing as the state's general 

population, the elderly and disabled population increases, 

and commuters look for alternatives to traffic congestion. 

 Point number two, increased state funding 

equates to increased federal funding.  The recent 

implementation of SAFETEA-LU provides increased levels of 
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federal funding for the small urban and rural transit 

operators in Texas.  These significant increases in 

federal funding will require increases in matching state 

and local funding.  Local funding either has or can be 

expected to increase based on the efforts of transit 

managers working with their communities; however, 

increases in local funding alone will not be adequate to 

match the federal funding. 

 What is missing in this triad of government 

funding is an increase in state funding.  Increased state 

funding must be made available to match the increase in 

federal funding or the federal funding will not be 

provided to Texas and could be returned to the Federal 

Transit Administration.  In this regard, the state funding 

should be considered an investment to secure federal 

funding.  Without this investment of state funds, the 

increases in federal funding will not be realized. 

 Point number three, Texas continues to fall 

behind in transit funding.  Several surveys indicate that 

Texas continues to provide limited support to public 

transportation as compared to other states of comparable 

size, population, and characteristics.  As compared to 

states such as New York, California, New Jersey, Illinois, 

Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, Georgia, Michigan and Florida, 

Texas is last in its financial support for public 
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transportation.  The next biennium of 2008 to 2009 would 

be an appropriate time to begin the reversal of this 

inadequate funding history. 

 The table below indicates how Texas unfavorably 

compares to the rest of the nation.  Texas ranks near the 

middle of all states in the level of state transit funding 

and is in the bottom half of all states in the level of 

per capita funding for public transportation.  And I've 

included a chart that indicates the national ranking for 

Texas is 22, and the funds per capita national ranking is 

33. 

 So on behalf of the small urban and rural 

transit operators, TTA encourages PTAC to recommend 

significant increased state funding to the Texas 

Transportation Commission.  An increase of at least of $57 

million per state biennium is needed to adequately provide 

for the future of public transportation. 

 And this ends the letter. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you.  Are there any 

questions of Ben? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Ben, I'll ask you a quick 

question.  How do you and how do you believe the 

association feel about the county public transportation 

fee? 
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 MR. HERR:  I support that initiative.  I 

believe it's going to take some discussion on our part, 

but in general, are definitely in support. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Any other questions of 

Ben? 

 MS. OLIER:  This is Vastene; it's not a 

question.  When I listen to what you said -- I'm sorry I 

don't have a copy in front of me -- I see the TTA's 

position overlapping and it's picking up a lot of the 

points that John discussed in his document to us, and I 

guess when we go to our representatives saying we need 

more funds because we're lagging behind, you say well, 

what can we do.  One of the ones then in answer to it is 

the county public transportation fund. 

 So I think it's good in that not only are we 

making it known to them what the current situation is but 

we're also bringing to the table a recommendation, an 

answer to it. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any other questions of Ben? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Ben, thank you. 

 MR. HERR:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  The next speaker is John 

Hendrickson.  If you will step forward and identify 

yourself and who you're with. 
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 MR. HENDRICKSON:  Good morning, Chairman and 

members of the PTAC committee.  My name is John 

Hendrickson.  I'm the general manager of Waco Transit. 

 I didn't bring any prepared statement today, 

but I wanted to discuss the county public transportation 

fee.  I've taken that idea to my board at Waco Transit and 

they were in favor of it.  I think this gives us a funding 

option to provide service to our communities as far as 

small urban and rural.  It allows us a funding mechanism 

to provide local match to support the federal funds that 

we would receive, and I think it's a win-win for everybody 

involved.  Those counties that wouldn't want to 

participate, they wouldn't be required to participate. 

 Many times when you look at public 

transportation throughout the state, it's looked at as how 

much local support is provided to it.  Well, whenever you 

look at small urban and rural communities, it's hard for 

small urban and rural communities to be able to provide 

the local dollars that are sometimes needed to provide 

public transportation, and so this would give a funding 

mechanism to allow those systems that wanted to 

participate a way to produce those funds. 

 This is a situation to where we're not only 

asking for more money but we're actually providing an 

opportunity for the state to allow us to be able to 
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provide those local dollars that we need.  This money 

would be used to promote, expand, or just continue the 

amount of service that's out there.  It would allow you to 

match federal dollars, it would allow you to match the 

state dollars that may be required, and it would provide 

the commission and the legislature with an understanding 

that the local communities can provide that money. 

 The problem that a lot of cities have is that 

they're tapped out at the current tax rate and so there's 

not a whole lot of money that's left over, if any, that 

public transportation can attain.  And so knowing that, 

this is a way that we can generate some funds for public 

transportation and it's a separate fund that would kind of 

be a guaranteed funding level of some sort and allow 

public transportation systems to prepare for the future. 

 As we look at our communities and our age 

population, demand response services are going to increase 

over the next ten years, it may double over the next ten 

years, and the amount of funding that we have currently, 

the amount of assets that we have currently, we're not 

going to be able to meet that demand but yet we're going 

to be required to by federal law.  So this is going to 

allow us a way to start preparing ahead of time rather 

than being behind the ball like we have in the past. 

 Thank you. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you.  Any questions of 

John? 

 MS. MALONE:  Mr. Chairman, Reba Malone.  I'd 

like to make a statement.  One of the things that I don't 

think has been mentioned is this is a way to provide 

additional revenue for those individuals that depend 

totally on transportation.  This will not affect their 

pocketbooks because they're not buying license plates for 

vehicles and so forth.  And other people talk about a 

sales tax for this or that or whatever, but I think this 

is an excellent opportunity to secure additional funds for 

the people that really need it.  So I totally support 

John's recommendation. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  Any other questions? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thanks, John. 

 I think it was the will of the committee we 

would go ahead and before we individually voted on them, 

any other discussion as it relates to the Funding Level 

for Small Urban and Rural Systems? 

 MR. WILSON:  My recommendation was $90 million 

and TTA's was an additional $57 million which is quite a 

bit more increase than what I had recommended, but I think 

it is appropriate what I'm recommending. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay. 
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 MS. OLIER:  This is Vastene.  So we're having 

two recommendations:  PTAC's recommendation and then also 

TTA's recommendation.  Correct?  And yet we're talking 

about the same body of people. 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes, we're talking about the same 

body of people. 

 MS. OLIER:  Can we come up with a compromise so 

that we speak the same for the whole industry? 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, I was thinking what we could 

probably get through this committee and then also what we 

finally get through the legislature, and I think $90 

million -- I think Ben would agree with the $90 million 

figure. 

 MS. OLIER:  So you all are going to discuss 

this this afternoon and maybe come back to us so that we 

can have a consensus about the amount that we're asking 

for? 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, let me say this, Vastene, 

this is my opinion.  The TxDOT department has already 

presented all their legislative items -- that was due by 

March 1.  We are already 17 days behind the rest of the 

department in making a recommendation.  I think if we wait 

any longer on our recommendation, it won't be on the TxDOT 

commission agenda to push this to the legislature. 

 We really have to start looking at pushing our 
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agenda from TTA as well as TxDOT.  You have to start 

meeting with legislators prior to the session if you ever 

hope to get anything passed.  I think if we just wait -- 

you know, I think I have enough information, hopefully I 

can answer any questions, but I think we should go ahead 

and make the recommendation today. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any other comments or questions? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  The next one is Discretionary 

Fund. 

 MR. WILSON:  I think it's very important for 

the commission to have a discretionary fund, and I'm 

saying $13.4 million of that increase of the total 

increase of $32 million.  There's things happen that the 

commission does not know what's going to happen.  We're 

talking about the biennium starting September 1, 2007 is 

when this would go into effect, and there's lots of other 

systems out there, cities that may want to really upgrade 

their transit systems.  I think there's going to be a need 

for discretionary, I think the commission ought to have 

the discretion to do that. 

 MR. GEYER:  How did you come up with that 

figure, John? 

 MR. WILSON:  I thought based on how many 

systems there are and based on what the need is out there. 
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 John McBeth and I actually worked this number up to come 

up with this.  He and I talked about it and we felt like 

that that was what was needed for both the rurals and the 

small cities.  We felt like the commission ought to have 

some money as discretionary, and you divide this by two, 

you're just talking about a little bit less than $7 

million per year, so it's not a very big amount of money 

for the commission but it's something that's needed. 

 MR. GEYER:  Were you going to talk about so 

much for rural and so much for urban, or no? 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, I'm not going to say.  You 

know, I think the $13.4- would be a total of discretion -- 

I'm having a lot of feedback here. 

 MS. OLIER:  We are too. 

 MR. WILSON:  I'll try to back away from my 

microphone, maybe that will help.  I'm still having 

feedback.  Fred is correcting this. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Try it now and see. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  Is that better? 

 MS. OLIER:  Yes, it is. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  I'm not going to say that 

it all should be divided between rurals and small urbans, 

there might be more needs in the rurals than there are in 

the small cities, or vice versa.  I don't know what's 

going to happen.  You know, we're looking at a time period 
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that's starting September 1, 2007 and going to August 31, 

2009, and I do not know if we need more for rurals or if 

we need more for small urbans.  I think it ought to be one 

big pot so the commission can award who actually needs the 

funds. 

 MR. GEYER:  I don't know what to suggest but 

some type of control just to make sure the urbans don't 

get all the money or the vast majority of it. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Sounds like you've had a bad 

experience before, Bob. 

 MR. GEYER:  Well, I just think that can happen, 

you know.  I mean, I know who sits on the commission, and 

I mean, you know, that can happen. 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, Bob, I am suggesting that 

the $76.6 million be divided equally -- when I say -- Fred 

is helping me out with this echo here. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I'm trying to figure out what the 

echo is. 

 MR. WILSON:  I don't know what it is either. 

I'm backing way off this microphone now and it still 

echoes. 

 But Bob, anyway, in answer to your question, 

the $76.6 million would be divided 35 percent to small 

urbans and 65 percent to the rurals, just like it is in 

the current formula, there would be no difference.  What 
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I'm saying is the $13.4- would be at the discretion of the 

commission. 

 MR. GEYER:  I know what you're saying.  I'm 

just saying I would like some type of control over that 

just to ensure that there's an equal split of that money. 

 MR. WILSON:  I think it's a trust factor.  You 

know, let me say this, if you want to convince the 

commission to do this, you're going to have to give a 

little bit of trust and let them have some say in how they 

distribute the money. 

 MR. GEYER:  They have had no money before in 

this? 

 MR. WILSON:  No.  This would be the first time 

we establish a discretionary fund. 

 MS. OLIER:  This is Vastene again.  I guess 

when I think of special needs, the one that comes to my 

mind is the vehicle replacement.  We know that we need to 

replace vehicles but we never ever have any stable way of 

having funds to address that issue.  So when we talk about 

special needs, are we going to come back and define those 

at a later time, or just am I to assume that this does 

include vehicle replacement? 

 MR. WILSON:  It does include vehicle 

replacement and we've already established what 

discretionary funds would be with the formula.  We talked 
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about that when we had our discussions already, what 

discretionary funds could be used for. 

 MS. OLIER:  We talked about it but I'm not sure 

we finally fine-tuned that, and maybe that's something 

that we'll need to come back with.  Let's say the 

legislators are looking at us and they're saying what kind 

of special needs do you have.  I know that PTN already has 

a substantial list of especially vehicles of amount of 

money that's needed, and I'm sure that there's some other 

needs that can help put some substance to this that will 

explain to them why this discretionary fund is so vital to 

the industry. 

 MR. WILSON:  Well, I think at this point we 

just have to decide do we want to recommend -- because 

this is a legislative agenda item -- do we want to 

recommend $13.4 million to create a discretionary fund.  

That's what we're talking about here. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any further questions or 

discussion on the discretionary fund? 

 MR. GEYER:  Well, I'm sure obviously you and 

John McBeth had some magical formula, like you indicated, 

I assume you feel that can convince the legislature.  I 

just would like to see that.  I'm not going to oppose it, 

I still am curious how you guys came up with that figure. 
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 Because you're going to have to show it to somebody 

anyway; they're going to ask the same question. 

 MR. WILSON:  Right, and we will show them how 

we came up with that.  It's well justified.  Believe me, 

if TTA wanted to double the number from $57 million to 

$114 million, I can assure you that the $90 million is 

very, very much attainable, and even more so.  We've had 

several studies, Bob, that TTA has done that supports a 

much higher number than the $90 million I'm talking about 

today. 

 MR. GEYER:  Kind of jumping ahead to the local 

match, you said the 65 percent would apply to this 

discretionary funding? 

 MR. WILSON:  Right.  This would not apply to 

anything but the discretionary funding. 

 That's the next one.  You know, I think 

everybody on this committee knows where I stand, I would 

have the local match apply to all $90 million, but I know 

that's not possible to get approved, and TTA, I know, 

would not support that.  So I'm saying the local match 

requirement would be on the discretionary funds only. 

 MR. GEYER:  And that would apply to the whole 

$13.4 million? 

 MR. WILSON:  It would apply to the whole $13.4 

million. 
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 MR. GEYER:  Whether you're rural or urban, 

everybody. 

 MR. WILSON:  That is correct. 

 MR. GEYER:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  And if you pass the county public 

transportation fee, you shouldn't have any problem coming 

up with your local match. 

 MR. GEYER:  That was going to be my next 

question.  You could use that money for that? 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes, sir. 

 MR. GEYER:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Is there any further discussion 

on Local Match Requirement? 

 MS. OLIER:  This is Vastene.  Help me out a 

minute, John.  If I understand you correctly, let's say in 

a discretionary fund we had money that we chose and was 

awarded for vehicles, in other words, each vehicle that we 

would purchase would require that we have 65 percent of 

that money has to be local for that vehicle? 

 MR. WILSON:  No.  I'm saying 65 percent is 

coming from the state; that's state funds. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay, 35 then would be the amount 

that we would have to come up with. 

 MR. WILSON:  Right.  Now, if you get federal 

dollars on top of that, the 80 percent, you would have to 
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come up with 7 percent of the total cost of that vehicle. 

 If that vehicle costs $100,000, you would have to come up 

with $7,000; that is 35 percent of the 20 percent of the 

local share. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  And that's in statute now for the 

enclave cities and that was the statute prior to -- the 

reason I chose this amount, that was prior to -- what 

every small system and rural system had to have prior to 

1995.  So I'm going on history here, I'm not making 

something up here. 

 MS. OLIER:  John, don't we need to put 

something in here that this is a discretionary local match 

requirement so it is understood what we're talking about? 

 MR. WILSON:  I'm trying to clarify that now, I 

guess.  We certainly can make sure I'm clarifying it would 

be only the discretionary funds. 

 MS. OLIER:  Right, but what's written here 

wasn't saying that. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  I'm saying it now. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any further discussion or 

comments on Discretionary Fund and Local Match 

Requirement?  If not, we'll go to the Benchmark 

Allocation. 
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is very, very important.  The fact of the matter is we're 

not talking about the second year of the current biennium 

we're in, we're talking about this would apply towards the 

biennium starting September 1, 2007.  So we would not be 

affecting anything we have already done with the formula 

or anything else. 
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 All I'm saying is the base year should be 2000-

2001.  I chose that particular year because since that 

time we have seen state public transportation funds 

decrease since that time.  So there hasn't been any 

additional funds put in there for inflation or anything 

else, and on top of that, there has been four new systems, 

for example, for the small urbans that money has come out 

of the total pot of money and distributed to these other 

cities, without getting any more money plus a decrease in 

the amount of money. 

 So you're hit with a double whammy:  you get 

hurt because the money is decreasing and you also get hurt 

because systems are being added without any money being 

added to take care of those new systems.  So that's why 

I'm saying the benchmark allocations should go back to the 

2000-2001 levels. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any comments or discussion on the 

Benchmark Allocation? 
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 MR. MADDY:  This is Mark.  And so what you're 

saying about putting it at the benchmark then, return 

everybody to that level and then we start the funding 

formula from that level? 

 MR. WILSON:  That's right, you are correct. 

 MR. MADDY:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  In other words, if you go back I 

can assure you that each of the cities that's in the 

baseline and each of the rurals in the baseline would 

all -- if the present was around in 2000-2001 would be 

much better off. 

 MR. MADDY:  This is Mark again.  Just by 

looking at the numbers that you put there, comparing them 

to what we got from TTI last time that we met or last time 

that I met with you back in February, the amounts are 

quite different. 

 MR. WILSON:  Let me also say this, I'm going 

with our biennium amount and what TTI put together was an 

annual amount. 

 MR. MADDY:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  So you have to double what TTI did 

to come up with these numbers. 

 MR. MADDY:  Okay. 

 MR. WILSON:  The state legislature allocates 

money on a biennium basis, not an annual basis. 
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 MR. MADDY:  I got you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any other discussion on the 

benchmark? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  John, on Clarification. 

 MR. WILSON:  Yes, the Clarification of 

Distinction between Federal and State Funds in Reporting 

to the Legislature.  What has happened in the past is I 

would go and I would make a presentation asking for an 

increase in state public transportation funds, and I would 

have a legislator say, Well, John, it says right here that 

you're getting an increase in funding.  And I said, Wait a 

minute, no, sir, that is the federal dollars.  And they 

have a hard time. 

 And even my state legislator also told me, 

John, you know, I get this one figure here that says that 

you're getting more money.  And I said, No, sir, that is 

not right; that is because they are counting the federal 

money in there, but yet I'm getting a decrease in funding. 

 And what we need to do is a different way to 

report it to the state legislature about the difference 

between federal and state funds.  You know, I have to 

always tell them that you need the state funds to help 

match against the federal funds, and yet they say you get 

an increase and I say No, sir.  And I have gone several 
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times on this and a lot of other people have the same 

problem I do.  They're getting these numbers and they put 

in both numbers together instead of a separate number, and 

that needs to be clarified between federal and state funds 

in reporting to the state legislature. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any comments or discussion on 

this subject? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Hearing none, then that completes 

all of the recommendation for legislative activity.  I 

will entertain a motion. 

 MS. MALONE:  Mr. Chairman, Reba Malone.  I 

would move that we accept the legislative recommendations 

from the PTAC committee and continue to work with TTA to 

come up with joint efforts on this. 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob Geyer, second. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So we have a motion and a second. 

 Now, is there any discussion on this motion? 

 MR. MADDY:  This is Mark.  In part of the 

discussion there's been some clarification of some things 

that are there.  I guess I would like to amend the motion 

to include some of the clarifications that we've already 

made. 

 MR. WILSON:  For example, the discretionary 

would be only the local match? 
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 MR. MADDY:  Yes, that kind of thing. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Does the maker of the motion 

accept that? 

 MS. MALONE:  Yes, sir. 

 MR. GEYER:  Could we go ahead and mention 

those, though, what those additions are? 

 MR. WILSON:  I don't know of any other one 

other than that particular one that was made. 

 MR. GEYER:  On the county that there be 

language added to make it clear that that money can only 

be used for public transportation projects except for the 

5 percent administration fee. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Kelly? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Mr. Chairman, this is Kelly 

Kirkland.  I had a question for clarification and I think 

it may fall into this friendly amendment proposed by Mr. 

Maddy, and that is on the discretionary fund, my reading 

of this is that the discretionary fund would be subject to 

the 65 percent rural, 35 percent urban, but I think in 

discussion we talked about it not being subject to that, 

that the $13.4 million could go 100 percent to the rurals 

or 100 percent to the urbans.  Is that the intent? 

 MR. WILSON:  That wasn't the intent.  I was 

leaving it up to the commission to make that determination 
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where the needs are, not knowing what the needs will be.  

I'm saying if we have more than 65 percent of that fund 

needs to go to the rurals, so be it, if more than 35 

percent needs to go small cities, so be it, but I would 

leave that up to the discretion of the commission.  In 

other words, the full $13.4 million would be at the 

discretion of the commission. 

 MS. MALONE:  Mr. Chairman, Reba Malone, and I 

would agree that we need to leave the flexibility with the 

commission or we will hit a roadblock. 

 MR. MADDY:  This is Mark.  If I'm remembering 

right from February, was this not one of the 

recommendations when there was a discretionary fund that 

we were going to leave it up to the commission? 

 MR. WILSON:  I know we talked about it. 

 MR. MADDY:  That's what I was remembering that 

that was part of the list of all the recommendations that 

the staff was working on for the rules. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Did the maker and the seconder 

accept the friendly amendment? 

 MS. MALONE:  I do. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Bob, did you accept the friendly 

amendment? 

 MR. GEYER:  Yes, sir. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So any further discussion on the 
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amendment? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  If you will start a roll call on 

this, John. 

 MR. WILSON:  John Wilson, yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba Malone, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  On the phone? 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob, yes. 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna, yes. 

 MR. MADDY:  Mark, yes. 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Vinsen and Mark both said yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So the motion passes. 

 (General talking and laughter.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I think we need to now vote on 

the motion unless there's further discussion. 

 MR. WILSON:  That was voting on the amendment. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  That was just on the amendment 

only; I don't think we voted on the other one. 

 MS. MALONE:  This is Reba and I vote for the 

motion with the amendments. 

 MR. WILSON:  John Wilson votes for. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  And telephone? 

 MR. GEYER:  Bob, aye. 
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 MS. HALSTEAD:  Donna, yes. 

 MR. FARIS:  Vinsen, yes. 

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene, yes. 

 MR. MADDY:  And Mark, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Motion passes then.  So that 

completes agenda item number 3. 

 Agenda item number 4 is update on performance 

statistics and reporting effort.  Kelly? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Again, 

my name is Kelly Kirkland. 

 In your packet and as part of the information 

that was forwarded yesterday, you have a draft document in 

Word format titled "Draft:  Providing Technical Assistance 

for Public Transportation Performance Reporting".  This 

was prepared by the Texas Transportation Institute at the 

request of the department for assisting the department in 

improving the quality of data being reported in our 

measures, and this is just an informational item at this 

time, we're not asking for a recommendation or concurrence 

on this. 

 MR. WILSON:  This is John Wilson.  I thought 

the task that they have set out and how they plan to 

perform this and help the operators, I think it's very 

good. 

 MR. GLEASON:  This is Eric Gleason.  Vastene, 
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does this answer your question on schedule? 

 MS. OLIER:  Yes, indeed, and thank you so much. 

 I just think that it's so important too that we make sure 

the commission understands that some of the things that 

we've discussed in the past we're moving towards.  And we 

always talk about communication, to share this with them 

and let them know that these things are being done is very 

critical at this point. 

 You all are doing a good job.  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any further discussion on this 

agenda item? 

 (No response.) 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thanks for a good job on that. 

 Agenda item number 5 is Public Comment.  I 

don't have any comments from the audience. 

 Agenda item number 6 is confirm date of our 

next meeting.  So do we have that already identified? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Again, this is Kelly Kirkland.  

We do not have a specific date set out for the next 

meeting.  We were talking about what items need to be 

handled in the near future.  We have a couple of sets of 

rules that will come back for a second opportunity for 

comment from PTAC.  That's the Transportation Development 

Credit rules and the Rail Safety Oversight rules. 

 I believe the period for public comment on 
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those ends on the 14th of April, and my question to the 

committee would be do you want to wait until after that 

closes out before you have comments. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I think we should. 

 MR. WILSON:  I think so too. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Anyone that's on the phone, do 

you have a different opinion? 

 MS. OLIER:  No. 

 MR. MADDY:  That would also be after Easter, so 

that would be good. 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  So that basically leaves us with 

one open date, I think, that is available on Fred's 

schedule, and that's the 21st of April, Friday. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Is April 21 a good date for 

everyone? 

 MS. MALONE:  That's going to be difficult for 

some of the people possibly because the next day is Bus 

Rodeo and so forth at TTA in Galveston, Texas. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  That morning? 

 MS. MALONE:  Isn't that correct? 

 MS. HALSTEAD:  I can't participate on the 

21st -- this is Donna -- I'm having some surgery on the 

17th so I won't be available. 

 MR. WILSON:  Do we have to meet that soon?  

What does your schedule look like after that, Fred? 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  I have no clue. 

 MS. MALONE:  We go to Anaheim the following 

weekend. 

 MS. OLIER:  Can we get Ginnie to maybe then 

poll us for after the 21st and see what our schedules are 

like? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  This is Kelly Kirkland again.  

As an informational item, the commission is meeting on the 

27th for final adoption of the rules. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  27th of April? 

 MR. KIRKLAND:  Of April, right, and that is in 

Brownsville, actually. 

 MR. GLEASON:  No, those aren't on the April 

agenda, that's a May item. 

 MR. MADDY:  This is Mark.  Do we need to meet 

before the commission meets the next time in April? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  That's what they're checking on 

now.  It looks like we can wait till May.  It looks like 

it will be a May action item.  Is that correct? 

 MR. GLEASON:  That's correct. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So if we met sometime in May 

before then, we still would have an opportunity to provide 

some feedback? 

 MR. GLEASON:  I would think. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So it would be appropriate to 
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sort of do a poll of our schedules?  It looks like what 

we're talking about is we're going to do a quick poll of 

everyone's schedule to see when is the best time to get 

everybody together.  Is that okay and understood by 

everyone? 

 MS. OLIER:  yes. 

 MR. GEYER:  Not April 28, though. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  April 28 is not a good 

date. 

 MR. GEYER:  No, sir. 

 MR. FARIS:  My only problem is May 12. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  May 12 is not a good date for 

Vinsen. 

 MS. OLIER:  Same for me. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Same for you also, Vastene? 

 MS. OLIER:  Correct. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Well, we should get that 

solidified in the next few days, I guess, or within a 

week.  Okay?  Any other discussion on the next meeting? 

 MR. GEYER:  I have a discussion on agenda 

items. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Okay.  That probably would be 

covered under the next item, Discussion of Upcoming 

Issues. 

 MR. GEYER:  Okay. 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  So Bob, go ahead. 

 MR. GEYER:  I had asked before about a 

discussion about the utilization of TxDOT propane fueling 

facilities by entities such as the county, and that was 

supposed to come up in the March meeting, I thought.  I 

thought it was delayed until March.  Well, it's March and 

it's not on the agenda.  I just wondered what the reason 

for that is. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Bob, this is Eric Gleason.  We're 

still doing some internal research on the issue and 

weren't quite ready yet to come to this meeting with it.  

I wanted to have a phone call with you in the near future 

on the topic to make sure I understood what your interests 

were.  I think we can put this on the April agenda, or the 

next meeting agenda, I should say. 

 But also, Bob, I did want to give you a call 

here in the near future and talk through the topic more 

specifically with you.  So I think we'll be ready with 

something the first part of May. 

 MR. GEYER:  Yes, I would hope we could have it 

on the May agenda because we've put it off twice. 

 MS. OLIER:  This is Vastene.  And Bob, also at 

the conference in Galveston, I'm not sure who's heading it 

up in the PTN Division, but that may be something that 

could be discussed at that particular work session that 
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they have. 

 MR. GLEASON:  This is Eric again.  There's an 

Alternative Fuels session and I know we are participating 

in that, along with some others from the industry. 

 MS. OLIER:  And that would give you an 

opportunity to hear from some other people, Bob, as well 

as PTN, that we have an interest in that area. 

 MR. GEYER:  I would think we would all have an 

interest in that area. 

 MS. OLIER:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any other upcoming issues? 

 MR. GLEASON:  This is Eric.  I have a number of 

issues to bring up here, if I could. 

 We now officially have two vacancies on the 

committee.  We did receive a letter of resignation from 

Chester Jourdan.  And so at present, both the Health and 

Human Services position and one of the User 

representatives are open.  And I know we're in 

conversation with commission staff about a schedule, and 

we have heard it will be April or May. 

 The second item I have is it's time to reelect 

the chair for this committee.  Fred's term actually is up 

in April, so we'll need to address that as an agenda item 

on the next meeting that we do have. 

 MS. MALONE:  Excuse me, this is Reba.  Let me 
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ask a question.  You said his term is up but he is 

eligible and could be reelected if the committee so 

chooses? 

 MR. GLEASON:  That's my understanding, yes. 

 The third item I would mention to the committee 

is some thoughts or a conversation about an approach to 

the commission meeting on March 30 with the two items that 

are on the agenda, the discretionary fund award, but I 

think more specifically the proposed rules for the 

formula.  And I would encourage the committee to comment 

in terms of how we approach the meeting.  We could 

probably do that in one or two or so different ways.  I'm 

not sure how the committee has done it in the past. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I'm in D.C. on the 30th.  John, 

are you available? 

 MR. WILSON:  I wasn't planning on being here. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  I think somebody needs to be 

here. 

 MR. WILSON:  And where is that, it's going to 

be in Brownsville? 

 MR. GLEASON:  No.  The March meeting is in 

Austin. 

 MR. WILSON:  Okay.  Well, let me look at my 

schedule, I don't know.  I know I had something planned 

for that day but let me look and see if I can change and 
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get out of it.  I don't know. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Okay.  Well, if John can't do it, 

is there another committee member? 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Is someone else that's on the 

phone that would be available on the 30th if John Wilson 

cannot  

 MS. OLIER:  Vastene.  I'll check and let you 

know. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Okay.  Why don't you let Ginnie 

know, Vastene. 

 MS. OLIER:  I will. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Thank you. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you. 

 MR. WILSON:  I'll let you know on Monday if I 

can make it or not. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Monday, okay. 

 The fourth item I would raise, if I could, is 

that I have been giving some thought to creating what I 

would call a quarterly director's report to the committee, 

and the intent of the report would be, on a routine and 

regular basis, to provide the committee with sort of a 

look back at the previous quarter's worth of work that 

we've done as a division and to highlight some of those 

activities for you on an information basis, and then 

looking ahead the next three months, the things that are 
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on our calendar to do. 

 The intent of it would just be from a general 

information standpoint, to give the committee a better 

sense of the kinds of things that the division works on a 

day-to-day basis, and it could provoke an interest in the 

committee to hear more about some of the work we do.  But 

I would like to begin introducing that probably with the 

May meeting.  If that's something the committee is 

interested in, I'd be glad to do that. 

 MR. FARIS:  I think that's a heck of an idea, 

Eric.  This is Vinsen.  We'd really appreciate that. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Okay. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any other comments?  I personally 

think it would help us and cause us to think a little bit 

further ahead on some issues too. 

 MR. GLEASON:  We'll do that. 

 MS. OLIER:  This is Vastene, and I echo the 

same thing.  Communication probably has been one of the 

issues that we've struggled with for some time, and as we 

strengthen that communication process with everybody in 

the industry, I think we can all benefit from it. 

 MR. GLEASON:  Okay.  That's it, Mr. Chair. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Any other upcoming issues from 

the committee that you'd like to bring forward? 

 (No response.) 
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 MR. GILLIAM:  Hearing none, then I'll entertain 

a motion to adjourn. 

 MR. WILSON:  So move. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  John Wilson.  Do I have a second? 

 MS. MALONE:  Second. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  All right.  Give us a roll call 

to make sure you're there. 

 MS. OLIER:  This is Vastene. 

 MR. FARIS:  Thank you, Fred.  Vinsen Faris.  

You're right on time, we appreciate that. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Thank you, Vinsen. 

 MR. GEYER:  Aye. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  Bob.  And Mark? 

 MR. MADDY:  Yes. 

 MR. WILSON:  John, yes. 

 MS. MALONE:  Reba, yes. 

 MR. GILLIAM:  So we're adjourned. 

 (Whereupon, at 11:05 a.m., the meeting was 

concluded.) 
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