
AC TRANSIT DISTRICT GWI Memo No. 10-210 
Board of Directors 

Meeting Date: September 1, 2010 
Committees: 

Operations Committee Q Planning Committee Q 
External Affairs Committee □ Finance and Audit Committee □ 
Board of Directors ^ Financing Corporation □ 

SUBJECT; ~^~^~"^~^^^~" 
Report on the Options Available for Further Cost Reductions Strategies 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: ^ Briefing Item □ Recommended Motion 

Accept Report on the Options Available to the District for Further Cost Reductions 
and Provide Input to Staff with Board Direction on Next Steps for both Short and Long 
Term Cost Reductions Strategies 

Budgetary/Fiscal Impact: 

There have been some key developments recently that have a strong bearing on the 
sustainability of AC Transit and the services provided to the public. Based on actions 
discussed below related to labor negotiations with the District's largest union, the District 
must now revise cost estimates to reflect the following: 

• Increased costs due to the Districts inability to obtain savings from its primary labor 
contract: -$157 Million 

• Savings deferred as a result of the rulings issued by the Alameda County Superior 

Court have led to the delay of the implementation of the 2010 Fall Service 
Reductions Plan: -$1.9 Million 

• Total Unbudgeted Additional Expenses: -$17.6 Million 

Given the exigency of AC Transit's financial situation, staff is requesting Board input and 
direction on both short and long term cost reduction strategies that could include 

implementation of cuts that were previously identified in connection with the service 
reductions developed for fall 2010. 

It is estimated that implementation of the Short Term Cost Reduction Strategies discussed 
below will result in annualized savings based on the following breakdown: 

• Operation of Limited Service on Weekends: -$12.5 Million 

• Elimination of all Owl Services with the Exception of Lines 800 and 801: -$1.0 Million 

• Closure of Division 8 (Paratransit): -$600,000 to $1.1 Million 

Implementation of all of the solutions identified above will result in estimated annuafized 

savings of $14.1 to $14,6 Million. If these solutions are implemented commensurate with 

the December 2010 signup, the District will realize savings of $7 to $7.3 Million for FY 2010-

11. Delay of implementation of the reductions strategies identified above will result in 
additional deficits of $1.2 Million per month. 
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Background/Discussion: 

ATU Labor Negotiations Impacts 

Following three months of jlabor negotiations with the Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) on 

the terms and conditions of a new labor contract, including ten state mediated sessions, and 

having reached impasse, the District acted on July 18, 2010, to implement contract terms 

consistent with the District's Last, Best and Final Offer (LBFO), The previous ATU labor 

contract expired on June 30, 2010, The District's LBFO would have resulted in an 

annualized cost savings of $15.7 million. 

The Union responded to the District's actions by filing motions in the Alameda County 

Superior Court to compel the District to resolve the labor dispute through binding interest 

arbitration and sought an injunction to compel the District to re-impose the terms and 

conditions of the expired labor contract pending the outcome of interest arbitration. The 

Court ruled in favor of ATU on both issues. The immediate effect of the injunction issued on 

August 2, 2010, was to require the District to (1) re-impose the work rules operative under 

the expired ATU labor contract and (2) postpone the August 2010 Sign-up and the 

scheduled implementation of the Board approved August 2010 service reductions until 

October 31,2010. 

Although the District is appealing the rulings of the Superior Court, the District also needs to 

look at additional cost reduction strategies as the outcomes of the appeal and the interest 

arbitration are unknown and unpredictable. 

Financial Implications 

The financial condition of the District continues to be very tedious at best. With continued 

downward pressure on revenues, and delays in the receipt of desperately needed operating 

funds, the near term challenge faced by the District is significant. As AC Transit braces for 

the double impact of being unable to reduce the District's labor cost for its largest union and 

continued uncertainty of revenues, the reduction of service becomes the only option. If the 

District is unable to reduce its core cost, it faces significant deficits and the question of the 

ability to continue is an ongoing concern. 

The adopted budget included a reduction of $15.7 million in labor cost for FY 2010-2011. 

Given the ruling granting the preliminary injunction on August 2nd, and the delay in 
implementing the fall 2010 Service Reductions Plan by 2 months, the District's projected 

deficit by FY 2010-2011 wijl increase minimally by $17.6 million. A complete analysis of the 
District's financial condition for the first quarter will be presented to the Board in October 

2010. 

Cost Reduction Scenarios 

Given the immediacy of the fiscal challenges facing the District, staff has compiled a list of 

cost reductions strategies that can be completed in a short term, longer term and ongoing 

basis. Similar to previous cost-savings exercises, staff is considering all alternatives that will 

impact all business practices of the District. 
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Short Term Cost Reduction Scenarios 

This set of cost reductions can be accomplished within the next six (6) months as they will 

not require any additional public hearings. Unfortunately, due to the nature of the on-going 

arbitration with ATU, it is the only alternative available to the District for immediate cost 

savings related to further service reductions. As a basis for discussion on continued service 

reductions, it is necessary to provide a brief reminder of the activities that have previously 

taken place. 

On May 26, 2010, AC Transit conducted two public hearings to take testimony on the three 

scenarios developed for the then-August 2010 service reductions plan. These scenarios 

included the following general subject areas: 

1. Operate only trunk and major corridor service on the weekends 

2. Modify All-Nighter or late-night services, 

a. Continue Operations of Lines 800 and 801, but discontinue all remaining All-

Nighter Services 

b. Retain All-Nighter Services but reduce late-night service and frequency on 

focal and Transbay lines. 

3. Distribution of reductions across weekday, late-night and weekend services. 

On June 2, 2010 the District Board of Directors approved the then-August 2010 Service 

Reductions Plan that was based primarily on partial implementation of Scenario 2 and full 

implementation of Scenario 3, above. While the District only implemented a portion of the 

total reductions, public testimony was taken for all 3 scenarios. Therefore, implementation 

of Scenario 1 and the remainder of Scenario 2 are still possibilities for short-term cost 

savings that can be implemented relatively quickly. 

It should be noted that implementation of the reductions in service identified above wiEl result 

in the reduction of an additional 161 h000 annual platform hours. This addition will culminate 

in a total reduction for calendar year 2010 of 444,000 annual platform hours, or 

approximately 21% of the District's service. Reductions possibilities under this scenario 

include: 

Alternative 1 - Operation of only trunk and major corridor services on weekends. 

Under this scenario the following would occur: 

1. Lines Continuing Operations on Weekends: Lines 1, 18, 20, 22, 40, 51 A, 51B, 57, 

60, 72, 72M, 73F 88, 97, 99, 210 and 217. 

2. Lines Ceasing Operations on Weekends; Lines 1R, 7, 11, 12, 14, 21, 25, 26r 31, 32, 

45, 49, 52, 54, 62, 65, 67, 68, 70r 71, 74, 76, 85, 86, 89h 93, 95, 98, 242, 251, 275, 

332, 345, 350, 376, 386, F, NLand O. 
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Weekend Service Reductions - Savings Estimated Ridership Impacts 

Annualized Savings Estimated Saturday Impacts / Estimated Sunday Impacts / 
% Total Impacted % Total Impacted 

-$12.5 Million -32,000/-34% -24,000/-34% 

Anticipated Ridership Impacts: Implementation of this alternative will eliminate service on 
39 lines within the District, including both local and Transbay services. A certain percentage 
of the affected riders will be able to migrate to the remaining lines based on proximity to trip 
origins and destinations; however, the analysis above does not include that refinement. 

Alternative 2 - Modify All Nighter or late-night services. 

Under this scenario the following would occur: 

1. Lines Continuing Operations Weekly: Lines 800 and 801. 

2. Lines Ceasing Operations Weekly: Lines 802, 805, 840, and 851, 

Estimated Annualized Savings: $1.0 Million 

Alternative 3 - Closure of AC Transit's Paratransit Unit (Division 8). 

The closure of D-8 assumes several factors: 

• Division 8 vehicles would be leased to the remaining 3 private providers for a nominal 
fee; 

• Division 8 hours would be redistributed to the remaining 3 private providers and 

assumes a 7% reduction in total hours as a result of the redistribution; 

• Contract rates with the providers would be renegotiated with an overall decrease in 
hourly rates due to the projected increase in the number of annual hours available for 
distribution. 

• It is estimated that this action will result in the layoff of 65 paratransit operators, who 

may seek continued employment with one of the existing providers. 

Estimated Annualized Savings: Several models have been run that show annualized 

savings of $600,000 (with existing contract rates) to $1.1 Million (3% rate reductions). These 

are conservative savings as the redistributed hours exceed the current bid ranges and are 

subject to further negotiation with the providers. For the purposes of this preliminary 

analysis, staff used the hourly rate in the highest range. Again, as noted above, if contract 

rates are renegotiated with additional hours available, the overall hourly costs should be 
lower. 

Estimated Patron Impacts: None. 

Longer Term Cost Reductions Scenarios 

This set of cost reductions requires additional time for study and public hearings, and is also 

heavily dependent on the final results of the arbitration. Staff feels that these reductions can 

be completed within 6 months to one year upon direction to proceed. Further reductions 
under this scenario include: 
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Further Fixed Route Service Cuts 

Staff has identified additional annualized service reductions, above, as short term cost 

savings. Should the Board ideem it necessary to require additional service reductions, staff 

would propose consideration of the following broad reductions areas: 

Reduced hours of operation on weekends: Under this scenario the following would occur: 

• All Lines would operate a reduced span of hours per day. Annualized savings and 

the corresponding ridership impacts are shown below based on the service span 
selected. In all of the scenarios shown below, service began at 3:00am. 

• Service on select lines (trunks and major corridors) would be extended until All 

Nighter Service begins at 10pm. Service frequencies would be reflective of available 

budget for connecting service. 

Reduced Span on Weekends - Estimated Savings and Estimated Ridership Impacts 

Anticipated Ridership Impacts: Implementation of this alternative has the greater potential 

for refinement of services in an attempt to reduce the impacts on patrons. This alternative 

would see all lines continue operations, but only on severely constrained hours. The above 

analysis demonstrates that ridership impacts are reduced in proportion to the span 

operated. Additionally, ridership impacts are heaviest on trunk-level lines that operate 

beyond 5pm and staff believes that as a result of the combination of selected route 

eliminations and extensions of trunk lines on reduced frequency, that the estimated ridership 

impacts can be reduced. 

Proportionate Reduction oLLines Based on Productivity Measures - Staff would complete 

an analysis that ranks all lines by usage productivity measures, including passengers per 

revenue hour and/or passengers per trip. The lowest performing tines would then be 

eliminated based on the total number of service hours that would be required for cost 

savings. It is likely that this approach would result in significant ridership loss as well as Title 

VI impacts. 

Elimination of Transbav and Supplementary Services - Transbay and Supplementary 

services are an integral part of the District's overall service structure and operate select trips 

in both the morning and evening peaks only. Given the limitations presented by the 

District's current work rules, these services represent a disproportionately higher cost than 

lines that operate all day. Elimination of these services also carries a revenue impact due to 

the subsidies received from outside agencies related to service provision. Elimination of 
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these services will result in significant ridership loss; however, service contracting could be a 

solution to maintain the service. 

Elimination of Service Before 6am and After 8pm - This model represents a fairly traditional 

suburban transit service platform and preserves services during the period when most 

individuals use them. However, significant portions of the District's service area are 

considered urban core and as such, require later operations of transit services. Additionally, 

it is unlikely that this service model will result in high savings, due to the fact that most cross 

town lines and peak-level service additions end service by 8pm 

Complete Elimination of Weekend Service - Two versions of an approximate 50% reduction 

in weekend service were proposed as short term cost reductions solutions. A final service 

reductions solution would entail the elimination of the remaining weekend service, which 

would have severe ridership impacts. 

Upon receipt of direction from the Board, staff will complete further analyses on the ridership 

impacts forecast as well as potential savings from implementation of the above service 

scenarios. 

Fixed Route Service Contracting Opportunities 

As discussed above, both Transbay and Supplementary Services operate primarily in the 

peak periods and their efficient operation is limited by existing work rules. While this 

limitation does represent a challenge to efficient service scheduling, it also presents an 

opportunity for the District to consider service contracting as a method for systemic cost 

reductions. There are several private firms that contract with public entities to provide the 

daily operations and maintenance activities of transit service. Due to the competitive 

bidding nature of these contracts, costs are generally more in line with current market 

conditions. Private firms would use the same vehicles as the directly operated services, 

essentially making the difference in operations invisible to the community. 

For purposes of this exercise, staff modeled the cost differences between directly operated 

and contracted services based on contracting out those services that operate solely in the 

peak periods. Based on this model, there are approximately 229,000 annual platform hours 

that could be contracted. 

Estimated Annualized Savings: Depending on cost rates used for both internal reductions 

related to savings as well ;as potential contractor rates for operations of the service, the 

potential annualized savings ranges from a conservative $5 Million to an optimistic $15 

Million. 

Estimated Patron impacts: None, as all services would continue to operate as they do 

currently. 
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Fare Increases 

While not a desirable solution, the District could raise fares to generate additionaf revenues. 
Staff recommends that this recommendation be done in connection with the AC Transit Fare 
Study currently underway. 

Estimated Annualized Savings: To be determined. 

Estimated Patron Impacts: To be determined. 

General Overhead Reductions Strategies 

Implementation of the following solutions will present cost savings in the long term; however, 
they afso represent a significant change to the AC Transit business practice, and cannot be 
considered as short-term solutions to the District's financial difficulties. 

Close Division 3 

Division 3 is located in Richmond and serves the areas of western Contra Costa County and 
far northern Alameda County. The site currently houses approximately 102 vehicles and 

serves 33 lines (8 local, 17 supplementary, 1 All Nighter, 7 Transbay). The site is physically 

Jocated within a redevelopment area of the city, directly adjacent to the BART tracks and 

approximately one block from the Richmond BART station. District staff coordinated with 
the City of Richmond in 2009 to complete the Division Planning Studyr which included a 
section on the re-location of Division 3. 

Given the reductions in service that have transpired over the past years, and the purchase 

of additional property adjacent to Division 4 (East Oakland), staff feels that this is an 

excellent opportunity to consolidate operations and maintenance activities to three divisions 

and reconfigure route assignments accordingly. Additionally, there is currently a 
considerable amount of interest in the property given its proximity to the BART station as 

well as the opportunity for redevelopment that it presents to the surrounding area. 

Estimated Cost Savings: Implementation of this strategy can result in systemic annualized 

cost savings of $2.8 Million, but this does not yet include additional hours required due to 

increased non-revenue hours. Additionally, the District would be required to make capitat 

improvements to Division 4 to ensure continued operations efficiencies. Staff will continue 
to model on-going systemic cost savings by weighing the decrease in operations costs 

against the increase in non-revenue hours that would be required when routes are shifted. 

Estimated Patron Impacts: None, 

Contracting-Qut Strategies 

The following strategies can also present the opportunity for systemic cost savings that will 

ultimately reduce the Districts overhead costs. The District's ability to implement the first 

three strategies will depend on the content of the ATU labor agreement after completion of 

the arbitration or any ruling on the District's appeals and include: 

• Contracting Janitorial Services 
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• Contracting Building Maintenance Services 

• Contracting Heavy Vehicle Maintenance Services 

• Contracting Body Shop Work 

Operations Department Efficiencies 

The District is conducting a general review of operations activities to assess their continued 
efficacy and whether there are automation capabilities that can be realized due to former or 
future technology implementation. 

Technological Improvements 

Currently, the timekeeping function at each Division is a manual process that utilizes a piece 
of home-grown software (OTS). While OTS has served the District well during its 20 year 
life, it has quickly become apparent that the applications' continued use represents a risk to 

continued operations. There are several market-available products that complete the same 
tasks currently done by OTS that can also be integrated into other technology that the 
District currently owns and utilizes. Projects such as these can a[low the Operations 

Department to assess continued staffing structures and re-organize based on technology 
implementation, which could generate systemic savings by reducing staff needs. 

Extraboard Sizing 

In addition to operators that have assigned driving responsibilities, the District has a group 

of bus operators that are on "stand by" based on planned and unplanned assigned operator 

absences. Review and revision of the methodology on how this group is sized is a common 

practice during times of fiscal review. Accordingly, staff is now reviewing the final draft of a 

study that has reviewed District extraboard sizing. This report has been completed by 

Transit Management and Design (TMD) in connection with the financial review mandated by 
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) for the shifting of Congestion Mitigation 

and Air Quality (CMAQ) funds in 2009. The report substantiates the need for the relatively 

high extra board based on the District's current absenteeism rate. The report states, and 

staff believes that implementation of systemic changes to work and employee rules will 

provide sufficient incentive for employees to reduce absenteeism, and thus reduce the 

requirement for an expanded extraboard. It is important to remember that any reduction in 

the District's extraboard requirement carries a cost savings and has no patron impacts. 

On-going Cost Reductions Scenarios 

This set of cost reductions require continued systemic changes to the District's business 

practices. Specific examples of on-going cost reductions scenarios include: 

Complementary Paratransit Cost Reductions 

Complementary Paratransit services are those that are mandated by the Americans with 

Disabilities Act of 1990. In terms of the originating legislative intent, they are designed to 

provide a transit service complement to disabled patrons who cannot otherwise use existing 

fixed route service. Upon early implementation, the ADA led to the standardization of 

devices that have assisted patrons with mobility impairments in boarding/alighting vehicies, 

as weH as considerations for those patrons who may have visual and/or aurai impairments. 
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Staff acknowledges that while complementary Paratransit services are essential to patrons 

who use them, they represent a significant cost to the District According to the 2008 

National Transit Database reporting, operating expenses per passenger trip were $4.35 for 

fixed route services and $39.48 for Paratransit services. Given the disparity in costs 

between these services, AC Transit has an obligation to ensure that District resources are 

used effectively and efficiently. Accordingly, the following reductions strategies are being 

employed: 

Continued Deployment of In-Person Assessments (IPA) 

In FY 09/10, as compared to 08/09, the East Bay Paratransit (EBP) has increased the 

number of eligibility determinations by 8%. Of these determinations, full eligibility has 

declined by 2% and conditional eligibility has increased by 6%. 

Continuing to require that individuals come in for an IPA will result in fewer individuals being 

fully eligible for all trips on EBP service. More importantly, it allows EBP staff to educate the 

applicant (or their caregiver) about the limits of the EBP system. In many cases, individuals 

cannot use the EBP system as they require a higher level of care than EBP provides as a 

complementary system to the fixed route bus and rail systems. 

There is no definitive dollar amount (savings) that can be associated with the IPA process. It 

does, however, preserve EBP service for those individuals that truly need it. 

Continued Implementation of Group Trip Strategies 

EBP staff recently began meeting with the Regional Center of the East Bay (RCEB). In a 

twelve month period RCEB purchased $900,000 worth of EBP tickets and provides them to 

their clients for transportation on EBP. This translated to a cost to EBP of approximately $13 

Million in service (1/3 of the!EBP budget). 

The RCEB, funded through the State Health and Human Services Department, also 

contracts with private providers for transportation. Often times, both EBP and RCEB 

contracted vehicles pick up and drop off clients at the same location and same time. This is 

an inefficient use of transportation resources. 

EBP is currently conducting a pilot project at one (1) location in San Leandro to determine if 

efficiencies through routing can be accomplished to etiminate trips, for both agencies, 

thereby reducing costs. An extension of this project will be to investigate origin and 

destination information of the passengers to determine if fixed route could be utilized, with 

an attendant, for a subset of these passengers at a lower cost. 

Additionally, EBP is negotiating with RCEB regarding the start and end times of their 

programs as wet! as preparing materials/presentations for the Supervisors that oversee the 

case workers who ultimately determine the mode of transportation for individuals in the 

RCEB program. 
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Implementation of mid-day fixed/deviated route services 

There is a strong belief that individuals who are about to lose their driving privileges can be 

enticed to change their travel habits by using public transit for shopping, medical and 

recreational trips. Staff believes that by designing routes to operate between specific 

senior-oriented attractors and generators, these individuals can maintain their independence 

and may not require the use of the Paratransit system. Currently, there are fixed route 
services operating within the District that carry very few patrons during the midday period. 

These hours can be re-allocated to support the implementation or senior-oriented services. 
Staff has already implemented a mid-day shuttle approach to servicing senior and adult day-

care centers that it hopes will eliminate the future demand on costly Paratransit services. 

Staff will continue to work with each city's human services department to develop routings 
that will be mutually beneficiaf to both entities. 

Continued Depioyment of the Fleet-Watch System 

Fuel prices have fluctuated for several years. There is no reason to believe that this 
trend will end in the near future. Since 2006, staff has attempted to bring the 3 private 

paratransit providers on District property to fuel in order to take advantage of the 

volume purchasing power of the District The District Capital Budget for 10/11 includes 

$75,000 for the purchase/installation of proximity (GPS) monitors on the balance of the 

EBP fleet in order for the newly upgraded Fleetwatch system to recognize and fuel 

vehicles. These units have already been installed and are in use on AC Transit's 
Paratransit Unit (D-8) vehicles. 

Currently, AC Transit pays $2.20/gallon for diesel and $2,67/gallon for unleaded. The 

private providers are paying $2.86-$3.20/gallon for diesel and $2.98-$3,10/gallon for 

unleaded-an average of $3.05/gallon for both types of fuel. Excluding AC Transit, in 

09/10 the providers purchased 622,091 gallons of fuel at a cost of $1.83M, Using the 

average cost to calculate the saving, not the actual costs, the minimum EBP could have 

saved by fueling at AC Transit would have been $356,831. 

The most simplistic example, for the potential for savings on fuel, is to consider AC 

Transit's cost of $2.20/galton of diesel and the provider's cost of $3.20/gallon of diesel. 

For every gallon that the providers purchase off-site, EBP is losing (not saving) $100, 

as it reimburses directly for all fuel. Of this $1.00, AC Transit reimburses $0,69 and 

BART $0,31 per gallon. 

For a relatively minor capital investment (approximately $75,000) AC Transit and BART 
could realize real savings for EBP. 

Speed Protection and Enhancement 

As discussed in GM Memo 10-178, District staff has embarked upon a systemic approach to 

the identification of opportunities for bus speed enhancement throughout the District. Last 

year (2009), the average scheduled speed for routes was 11.7 miles per hour. On 

aggregate terms, this translates to approximately $2.37 Million per 1/10th of a mife. 

Accordingly, if our successful collaboration with cities can result in better signal timings and 
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progressions, the District could begin to see savings based on a reduced amount of time 

required to operate service. 

More information on this strategy will be forthcoming during the series of memoranda 

related to Speed Protection and Enhancement. 

Next Steps: 

Implementation of the Short Term strategies can be accomplished commensurate with the 

December 2010 signup based on the following tentative schedule: 

Short Term Strategy Implementation 

Activity Tentative Completion Date 

Based on continued Board direction, implementation of the Longer Term strategies can be 

implemented based on the following tentative schedule: 

As discussed above, staff desires Board direction on implementation of both the short and 

longer term strategies. 

Prior Relevant Board Actions/Policies: 

GMMemo10-110b Consider Responses to Public Comments Regarding the 

Potential Declaration of a Fiscal Emergency in Fiscal Year 2010-

2011 Under the Provision of Public Resources Code Section 

21080.32 and the California Environmental Quality Act 

Implementing Guidelines Section 15285 and the Adoption of 

Resolution No. 10-136 Declaring a Fiscal Emergency for Fiscal 

Year 2010-2011 
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When the Interstate Highway Act was passed in 1956, few
could envision the dramatic impact that the highway
system would have onthe economic and social structure of
American society. Because of the easy access created by
highways, many businesses and essential services relo
cated from the inner cities to the outlying suburbs. How
ever, public transportation systems have not kept pace
with changing land use patterns and, as a result, many of
the transportation disadvantaged now find fewer essen
tial destinations available to them.

The lack of personal mobility has economic, social and
human costs, such as higher unemployment, reduced tax
revenue, greater welfare and medical costs, and limited
social potential. This research identified 11 transporta
tion practices that help reduce such costs and provide
economic benefits to both the riders and the larger com
munity.

The transportation disadvantaged are those people whose
range of travel alternatives is limited, especially in the
availability of easy-to-use and inexpensive options for
trip-making. Factors influencing this immobility are:

1. Access to Automobiles
In 1990, 9.2% ofAmerican households did not have an
automobile. Almost half of those without an automo

bile are persons 65 years or older, and of these, 81% are
women.

2. Demographic Factors:
income: Individuals with incomes below $10,000
make about one trip per day less than individuals with
incomes over $40,000 per year.
disabilities: Non-disabled persons make over 50%
more trips than persons with disabilities.
gender: 23% of full-time working mothers and almost
60% of part-time working mothers have non-traditional
work hours. This reduces women's ability to join
carpools or find appropriately-scheduled transit options.

Executive Summary

Introduction

"In many metropolitan
areas, jobs in the cities are
no longer around the
corner. Jobs are over the

horizon."

MarkAlan Hughes
Public/Private Ventures

Who are the

transportation

disadvantaged?

The largest groups of the
transportation disadvan
taged are those over 65
and those with a physical
or mental handicap."
Sandra Rosenbloom

University of Arizona



Nte^

NSU^

During the past 40 years,
nearly 2 out of 3 newjobs
have been created in the

suburbs of metropolitan
areas: "Ifyou cannot afford
a car, you can't get to
work."

Director ofan economic

development program in
the Kentucky Highlands.

Barriers to
Mobility

ethnicity: Nearly 40% ofcentral city African-American
households were without access to an automobile, com
pared to fewer than one out of five white central city
households.

education: A change in education produces a greater
overall effect on higher trip rates than a change in
income, with the more educated taking more trips.

3. Availability of Public Transportation
Almost four in ten American households do not have
public transportation available within two miles.

VEHICLE OWNERSHIP AND POVERTY LEVELS

(Persons 16 and Older)

Household Vehicle Ownership

One or More

Vehicles No Vehicles

Below Poverty 76.1% 23.9%

Near Poverty 81.1% 18.9%

Above Poverty 97.6% 2.4%

It is widely believed that persons who are poor, disabled,
or elderly cannot participate fully in society without an
automobile or high quality, low-cost public transportation.
Some of the major reasons for these barriers to full par
ticipation are:

♦ Lack of access to job opportunities for inner-city resi
dents;

♦ Need to improve basic services in the inner city to
reduce travel needs;

♦ Deficient rural and small town transit services;
♦ Inadequate funding to improve mobility for the trans

portation disadvantaged; and
♦ Need for improved public safety to reduce fear of travel

by public transit.



This research focused on transportation practices that
have successfully addressed immobility, particularly those
designed for better access to health care and to jobs. Six
regions of the country were chosen for in-depth case stud
ies, highlighted in the accompanying sidebars. Rider
surveys and documentation from the case study sites form
the basis of a guide for economic analysis of the practices.
The full research document contains an additional 53

practices, which are summarized in a compendium of
operational arid community development strategies. The
eight key findings below are the result of this extensive
look at personal immobility.

1. Retaining basic public transportation services is

critical to improving the mobility of the

transportation disadvantaged.

In these days of declining funds, it is important to recog
nize the fundamental premise of availability which under
pins this research; therefore, the first and most obvious
finding of this research is that public transportation must
be available if it is to be used to address immobility. A
case study of the AC Transit District in Oakland, Califor
nia concluded that urban bus service can be enormously
productive economically, and its curtailment, even in low-
patronage, off-peak hours, can create added travel costs
and income losses for riders that exceed by many times
the dollar savings to transit agencies from service reduc
tions. Although AC Transit was able to balance its budget
by service reductions which saved $4.8 million, the eco
nomic impact on riders was $48.1 million in lost income
and added travel time and expenses.

2. Public transportation practices directed at

reducing personal immobility are economically

beneficial.

The full research document contains a Guide for Economic

Analysis which describes the five steps recommended to
perform an economic analysis of transit projects. This
analysis can be used to determine the economic value of a
proposed project that addresses immobility. The economic

Key Research

Findings

Public comments on AC

Transit's weekend cuts:

"Nomore Sunday concerts.'
"Could not visit friend in

hospital..."
"Zeronight lifer
"San Francisco is out for

recreation."

Trapped at home."

\&0
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analysis can be used by policy makers in making informed
transit investment decisions by comparing the transit
benefits and costs ofa specific proposedproject. For pro
posedprojectswhere quantified benefits clearly outweigh
the costs, the economic analysis can be utilized to build
support forbudgets that provide sufficient public transpor
tation funding.

The following figure illustrates the five recommended steps
for economic analysis. In step 3, mobility benefits refer to
benefits from transit trips that would not be made without
the availability of transit. Efficiency benefits in step 4,
result from the shift of trips from automobiles to transit,
which typically improves the efficiency, safety, and envi
ronmental performance of the highway transportation
system.

Recommended Steps for Economic Analysis

Step 1
DESCRIBE PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS AND COSTS

n • > r

Step 2
SELECT ECONOMIC FEATURES,
UPDATE UNIT COSTS

Step 3
DETERMINE PROJECT PATRONAGE,
IDENTIFY MOBILITY BENEFITS

^ ' > / > r

Step 4
ESTIMATE EFFICIENCY BENEFITS OF PROJECT

\ '

Step 5
CALCULATE AND INTERPRET ECONOMIC INDICES

The table below depicts results ofthe economic analysis
developed for six ofthe practices studied in this research.
The high ratio ofbenefits to costs supports this finding
that practices directed at reducing personal mobility are
economically beneficial. The analysis further demon
strates that the economic productivity of public transit is
not very dependent on the income levels served and could
greatly benefit the economy by further appropriate expan
sion in low income areas.



Thousands of Dollars

Annual Annual Benefit/Cost Net Annual
Case Study Benefits Costs' Ratio (a/b) Benefits (a-b)

PDRTA, Myrtle Beach

a

$2,177

b

$79

c

27.4

c

$2,098
SEPTA Horsham Breeze 1,563 213 7.3. 1,350
MDTA Metropass 7,619 1,580 4.8 6,039
MTA Immediate Needs 13,951 5,400 2.6 8,551
OATS, Missouri 13,939 6,010 2.3 7,929
Fremont travel training 52 27 1.9 25
AC Transit service cuts 4,759 48,100 0.1 (43,341)

Society benefits when individuals can accessmore parts of
society. The programs in these case studies also save
society money in ways that are not easily quantified
by helping to:

♦ avoid medical institutionalization of the indigent;
♦ prevent crime by providing job training for employ

ment and food for the hungry;
♦ reduce the demand on more expensive and oversub

scribed paratransit services;
♦ provide an option to a costly ambulance ride for

medical care;
♦ increase the purchasing power enjoyed by transit

riders with access to jobs or to broader market
choices; and

♦ relieve other agencies funded by tax dollars of trans
portation responsibilities and, thereby, increase their
productivity

If transit agencies could incorporate these benefits into
new metrices for evaluation, transit's true value to society
would be startlingly apparent.

Transit Creates Access

to Jobs
Southeastern Pennsylvania
Transportation Authority's
Horsham. Breeze Shuttle meets
buses from downtown Philadel
phia to connect to suburban
employment centers with major
employers, such as UPS and
Prudential. Extended hours of
service are paid for by employ
ers and the county pays for
midday service.
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600 Partners Provide

Access to Immediate

Needs

The Metropolitan Trans-
portation Authority
underwrites both taxi

vouchers and bus tokens,
which are used by clients of
600 social service agencies in
Los Angeles. Clients in the
Immediate Needs Transpor
tation Program use the
assistance for trips to food
banks and grocery stores,
medical appointments, job
training andjob interviews,
and for emergencies.

Coordination is

Creating More with

Less

The Chesterfield County
Coordinating Council in
South Carolina is increasing
mobility for rural residents
by layering a fixed-route
system on dial-a-ride routes
and allowing adults to ride
school buses. The 43 member

agencies have also agreed to
share their vehicles.

3. Public transportation agencies that are able to
develop new alliances with nontraditional partners

will have the best results with transportation

practices addressing welfare-to-work, employment

and health care.

The transit industry has been in partnership with state
and federal governments over the years to fund transpor
tation services. However, almost all the operations spot
lighted in the case studies were new services developed
with nontraditional partners, such as:

♦ social service agencies
♦ community-based organizations
♦ volunteer groups
♦ businesses, and
♦ local governments. ._

Dramatic changes are occurring in the delivery of health
care and reform of the welfare system that directly impact
transit properties. These case studies identify transit
operators that are ahead of the curve in meeting these
societal and political shifts in priorities. By designing
services in conjunction with their nontraditional partners,
they have been able to respond effectively to these exter
nal influences and meet the needs of the transportation
disadvantaged. Important elements of agreements with
nontraditional partners are:

♦ a vested interest shared by all parties;
♦ a willingness to share control;
♦ a climate of trust;
♦ consensus on a common agenda;
♦ an ability to listen to the partner's needs and

respond flexibly; and
♦ an action orientation with scheduled, short-term

results.

4. Opportunities exist for blending a wide array of

different human and monetary resources to address

immobility.

This finding is a byproduct of the partnerships discussed
above. These partnerships have expanded transit's re
sources by providing new funding sources or alternative



methods ofadministering services. The result has been
additional services that increase mobility for the transpor
tation disadvantaged. Collectively, the case study sites
have tapped funds from:

medical centers and HMOs

dialysis clinics
retirement housing
universities

chambers of commerce

businesses and employers
airlines

social service agencies
school districts

rider voluntary contributions
group travel
local cash contributions

loans and lines of credit

foundation grants
Amtrak

cities' and counties' general funds
cities' federal Community Development

block grants

county congestion management agencies
city bond measures
city redevelopment funds
cities' federal Enterprise Community funds
state Medicaid transportation funds
state Departments ofMental Health
state Elderly and Handicapped Transportation

Assistance Programs
state Departments ofSocial Services
U.S. Area Agency on Aging
U.S. Dept. ofTransportation
U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban Development
U.S. Environmental ProtectionAgency
U.S. Dept. ofCommerce

Coordinating with others is another way to blend resources
in ways that may not require new funding. By sharing
resources, agencies can better use existing capacity of
vehicles; reduce liabilities; increase available expertise;
create staffing pools; and eliminate redundancy, thereby,
freeing up funds.

5. Public transportation practices bundled with

other support services most effectively address

immobility issues related to welfare-to-work,

employment, and health care.

Immobility is an indicator of other social issues that
typically cannot be addressed by transportation alone.
Although transportation is an essential component in
solving immobility, it will not resolve the problem in and
of itself, because the origins of immobility are entangled
in demographic, geographic and cultural causes as well.
Some programs are now being designed through collabora
tive planning with job training and placement organiza
tions, transportation providers, community-based organi
zations, human services agencies, and regional planning
institutions. These programs include help for inner-city
residents in locating job openings, particularly in the
suburbs; commute routes targeted to connect inner-city

Riders Increase Mobility

Through Peer Training

AC Transit District and the

Bay Area Rapid Transit
District funded group travel
training with peers as assis
tants. Conducted by the City of
Fremont, California, the travel
training empowered persons
who are elderly or with
disabilities to shift from
paratransit to fixed routes for
some oftheir trips, saving both
the transit agencies and riders
money.



People Work Day and

Night—Shouldn't

Transit?

Pee Dee Regional Transpor
tation Authority runs a 24-
hour commute service linking
residents in rural South

Carolina with entry-leveljobs
in the tourist industry at
Myrtle Beach. Service operates
to meet day and night shifts
and is coordinated with the

Marion County Department of
Social Services.

Transit +

Entrepreneur=

More Mobility
The Metropolitan Trans
portation Authority's buses ':'•
bring customers to the
Numero Uno supermarket in V.
South Central Los Angeles,
where they can shop and
return home with their

groceries on free shuttles
operated by the market. This h
entrepreneurial service •
complements thepublic '-
transit system and boosts
sales at the market.

residents to previously inaccessible employment locations;
and support services to mitigate demands created by a
commute to distant job locations, including extended child-
care arrangements, a guaranteed ride home in an emer
gency, and conflict resolution with co-workers.

Transit staffs need a new set ofskills and knowledge to
integrate socio-economic factors into their service planning
and delivery. By bundling transportation solutions with
packages ofsupport services, public transportation provid
ers will attack the problem more comprehensively, with a
higher likelihood ofsuccess.

6. Public transportation agencies can provide

leadership in economic development, thereby

reducing the costs of immobility.

The suburbanization ofjobs has followed the
suburbanization of residences. As of 1990, the suburbs
account for 60% ofthe metropolitan work force. Today,
just one-quarter of the American people live in central
cities, and the largest proportion of people—half the popu
lation—live, work, and shop in urban areas outside the
central city. At the same time, poverty and disadvantage
are concentrated in the former central cities.

Transit agencies have responded with both operational
improvements and land-use changes designed to address
this jobs/housing mismatch. Reverse commute routes
bring inner-city and rural residents to job-rich areas in
the suburbs and in the tourist industry. Auto ownership
may become more feasible when these employees have
work experience which allows them to advance to higher-
paying jobs. Whatever ill effects may occur for transit
ridership or road congestion, auto ownership under today's
land use patterns will definitely increase the personal
mobility ofthese workers. Thus, the reverse commutes will
have given these employees an opportunity for entry into
the personal mobility enjoyed by most Americans.

Two transit agenciesspotlighted in these cases studies are
involved in long-term land use changes that can have a
more permanent impact on economic development. They
are developing services and activity centers around a
transit hub, positioning transit as part ofa larger economic



development strategy. However, although transit can have
an important role in economic development, it cannot
substitute for sound land use decisions.

7. Today's mobility issues, particularly in access to
JOBS, DEMAND regional approaches.

Another outgrowth of the jobs/housing mismatch dis
cussed above is the need for transit agencies to enlarge
the sphere of influence used in their planning, perhaps
even beyond their own service areas County lines and
transit service area boundaries are artificial barriers for

people who need to cross them to get to the jobs and ser
vices they need.

Oftentimes, a regional approach is part of a larger corpo
rate strategy of mobility management. The definition of
mobility management is "an institutional state ofmind
that emphasizes moving people instead of the mode of
transportation." Such tailored approaches are needed for
job-access transportation as well as transportation to
regional services, such as hospitals and clinics, food banks,
and crisis centers.

Given the patterns of land use and demography that now
exist in the United States, regional approaches are essen
tial to address the economic, social, and human costs of
immobility. It will take a great deal of collaboration on
the part ofgovernments, businesses, non-profit agencies,
churches, metropolitan planning organizations, and other
leading institutions to help knit together a plan that
addresses immobility across jurisdictional and institu
tional boundaries.

8. Simple ideas and programs can yield significant

mobility improvements.

Many ofthe programs studied in this research begin with
simple ideas which have yielded significant results: None
are elaborate concepts; none required costly capital invest
ments. Including these simple, independent programs into
the overall strategy ofa company will reinforce the mobil
ity management ethos of the organizations. Including
them can also be more effective than considering them as

Transit Village Brings

Services to the People
The Bay Area Rapid
Transit District will

revitalize a rail station in a

low-income neighborhood
in Oakland, California. Its
partner, the Spanish
Speaking Unity Council,
will address immobility by
creating a Transit Village
at the hub, which features a
mix ofsocial services, retail,
and residential uses.

Riders Benefit As

Metropass Saves $$

Metro-Dade Transit Agency
avoids $10 million annually
in paratransit costs through
the Metropass program it
created in partnership with
the Florida Medicare adminis

tration. Medicare recipients
pay $1 for an unlimited
monthly pass, but give up
paratransit, saving Medicare
over $500K a month.



Checklist for

Successful

Implementation

• Exert leadership.
• Win internal support from

the staff and the policy
makers.

• Adopt a mobility manage
ment mission.

• Build community support.

"Anadministrator tells you
what you cannot do-what
the rules are. A manager
rewrites the rules to get
things done."
DannyAlvarez, Metro-
Dade TransitAgency

adjuncts to the agency's mission, by assuring the programs
greater funding security and integration within.the orga
nization.

Public transportation organizations cannot solve the
problems ofimmobility alone. As identified in the findings
above, coordination with organizations across other strata
of society will be needed to enhance options for personal
mobility. The transportation organizations visited in the
case studies had certain strategies in common that have
led to their success, which can be replicated by others.
These strategies can be summarized in the following
checklist for success:

Exert Leadership

Leaders experiment; leaders challenge the status quo;
leaders inspire others with their vision. .Leaders are
needed at many levels of society to solve the difficult
issues of immobility that have been presented in this
research. The collaborative efforts needed to tackle prob
lems of immobility point to a role for social service agen
cies, community-based organizations, local governments,
and employers, as well as transportation organizations.
Public transit cannot tackle immobility alone.

Nonetheless, mobility is the mission of transportation
organizations. Transit agencies need to seize the initiative
in their realm of expertise to insure the best transportation
alternatives are implemented. If transportation organiza
tions do not take on this role, they may be preempted by
others with their own agendas. It is proper that transpor
tation organizations be among the first to exert leadership
in addressing immobility. Without leadership, the prob
lems of immobility will worsen and transportation organi
zations will have failed in their mission.

WlN INTERNAL SUPPORT FROM STAFF AND POLICY-MAKERS.

The culture of any organization hoping to solve immobility
problems must nurture an environment in which the key
findings can be implemented. This means encouraging
staff to exercise leadership by taking the initiative and
being creative. It means preventing bureaucracy and
hierarchy from stifling innovation. A leader, by definition,
needs followers. If the leader fails to build support within
the organization, the innovation will languish or even be
sabotaged.
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Adopt a mobility management mission.
Effective mobility management requires viewing the
passenger transportation system as a whole. Mobility
management is the opposite ofan institutional state of
mind that offers a single product with a "one size fits all"
approach. Specifically, mobility management is defined as
brokering, facilitating,'5encouraging, coordinating, and
managing both nontraditional and traditional services to
expand the array oftransportation services to diverse
consumer groups. This is an inclusionary definition which
envisions responsibility from many partners to assist
public transportation in accomplishing its mission ofmo
bility.

Build community support.
Organizations cannot form nontraditional partnerships
(Finding 3), bundle transportation and support services
(Finding 5), and plan regionally (Finding 7) in the absence
ofcommunity support. Building community support takes
energy and visibility on the part oftransit staff. It means
not only attending community meetings but also setting
up such meetings. In designing increased access to jobs
and health care, it means stepping outside the transporta
tion field and learning other industries' terminology and
key players. But the rewards can be a wider constituency
of support for transit, an enhanced image oftransit, avail
ability ofnew funding sources and human resources, and,
consequently, more participation in society by those now
afflicted by immobility.

11

TeleVillage Is a Virtual

Main Street

The Metropolitan Trans
portation Authority's Blue
Line TeleVillage contains a
Telework Center,a computer
lab with Internet access, a
video conference center, and
interactive kiosks. Residents

and employees in Compton,
California can access many
services without the need to

travel. The TeleVillage will
be part ofa one-stop training
center for welfare recipients.

Volunteers

Contribute 76K Hours

for Transit

OATS, INC. blends a wide
variety offunding to provide
transportation in 87
counties ofrural Missouri.
Volunteers donate 76,000
hours annually, an equiva
lent of36 employees, for
scheduling and fundraising.
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AC TRANSIT DISTRICT'S SERVICE REDUCTIONS

AC Transit District is the third largest transit operator in California,
headquartered in Oakland. Located across the bay from San Francisco, it serves a
population of 1.6 million people. AC Transit operates a fleet of 702 vehicles,
ranging from mini-buses to articulated coaches, throughout its 390 square mile
service area. East Bay residents make approximately 206,000 trips on AC Transit
daily.

According to a 1993 on-board survey, 48% of its riders are African-
American; 24% are White; 11% are Asian; 10% are Hispanic; and 6% are other
ethnicities. Thirty-eight percent of the trip destinations are work-related and 28%
are to school.

AC Transit is governed by a seven-member, directly-elected Board of
Directors. It employs over 2,000 people.

COSTS EXCEED REVENUES

At the end of its 1994-95 fiscal year, AC Transit District faced a $2.3 million
shortfall out of a total budget of $144,464,000. The deficit for the following fiscal
year was projected at $11 million. To address this financial crisis, the District
implemented a 12% reduction in service between December 1995 and June 1996.

In a series of public workshops prior to the service reductions, AC Transit
outlined the following reasons that costs exceeded revenues:1

• School-day Transportation: When school districts eliminated their own

busing, AC Transit absorbed $8 million a year in costs to transport
50,000 to 60,000 children.

• Unfunded Mandates: Clean air requirements, random drug testing, and
ADA paratransit were cited as new costs AC Transit had to fund from
existing resources.

• Reduced Operating Assistance: Congress1 cuts in federal operating
funds meant a loss of millions of dollars in revenue to AC Transit.

! Before implementing the service reductions, AC Transit attempted to reduce
its internal costs by such measures as eliminating vacant positions and shifting
the workload to remaining staff; deferring employee pay raises for several years;

I deferring contributions to the retirement fund; pursuing grants and private-sector
partnerships; and working with the school districts to modify the schedules.2 In

i L May 1995, the District also adopted a fare increase, raising the cash fare from
[ W $1.10 to $1.25.
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Since then, the District has continued to seek new revenue sources.
Because it was heavily rehant on property taxes, AC Transit was particularly hurt
by Proposition 13, California's property tax-cutting measure passed in 1978. Since
Prop. 13 requires a 2/3 vote of the electorate for any new tax, AC Transit placed a
parcel tax measure on the ballot in November 1996. However, the measure was
just shy of the needed 2/3 vote, losing by less than a percentage point.

The City of Oakland, as well, has attempted to get private sector support
for expanded bus service. It imposed a $280,000 mitigation fee for new bus service
on the developer of a Super K-Mart store. The store operates 24 hours a day with
seven work shifts in an area of Oakland with no existing bus service. Although
the store is now built and open, negotiations have not yet been successful in
providing public transportation to the site.

SERVICE REDUCTIONS

In order to reduce approximately 1,000 hours of bus service by June 1996
and save $6 million a year, AC Transit:

• Ehminated all "owl" service between midnight and 5 a.m.;

• Eliminated most other "owl" service after 10 p.m.;

• Eliminated most evening service after 7 or 8 p.m., except on 21 basic
trunk lines;

• Eliminated weekend service except for 22 basic trunk lines on Saturdays
(21 on Sundays and holidays); and

• Reduced frequencies on 12 lines and restructured others.3

A significant community outreach effort was conducted to inform riders of the
proposed service reductions. Outreach included 8 community meetings, 30 public
agency briefings, and 6 public hearings. A total of 1,244 comments were received,
with over 65% directed at the cutbacks in weekend service. The public's concerns
were grouped in the following categories:

Impact Percent of comments

Access to employment 33%
Access to social/recreation activities 33%

No alternative means of transportation 32%
Shopping 25%
Access to medical facilities 17%
Access to school 6%
Miscellaneous comments 5%



AC Transit prepared an Initial Study in September 1995, resulting in a
Negative Declaration under the California Environmental QuaHty Act (CEQA). In
,the Initial Study, the District acknowledged that, "Without the proposed service
the lives of some riders will be completely disrupted, while other riders will be
inconvenienced." The Initial Study did not attempt to answer these socio
economic concerns, however, pointing out that the CEQA Guidelines did not
consider such impacts as significant effects on the environment requiring further
analysis. Instead, it stated, "These are serious and difficult consequences of the
proposed service reductions which the AC Transit Board of Directors will have to
deal with in determining what service will be eliminated."

In order to reduce the socio-economic impacts, the Board deleted some
proposed reductions. Where there were gaps in coverage, the Board combined
some routes. Therefore, although the proposal would have resulted in a 16%
service reduction, adjustments made by the Board of Directors after the public
hearings resulted in an actual reduction of 12%.

The annual loss of ridership was projected at 11%. In order to estimate the
actual loss of ridership, AC Transit staff compared quarterly ridership counts
collected in September 1996 to those collected in September 1995:

TABLE 1

PERCENTAGE IMPACTS OF FY 1995-96

SERVICE REDUCTION PROGRAM*

Operation

Weekday
Saturday
Sunday

Service

-5.2

-35.9

-33.5

Ridership**

-6.0

-13.9

-14.0

In a February 1997 report to the Board of Directors, AC Transit staff
concludes, "the data shows that we removed the service that was the least
travelled by our riders. Although some patrons are now unable to make some
trips at night or on weekends, the vast majority can continue to do so."***

♦February 26, 1997, Board of Director's Agenda Item.

**Although these estimates indicate an overall 9.5% loss in ridership, AC
Transit has cautioned that, since these are preliminary counts, they should not be
considered annualized ridership losses. The annualized loss of ridership will be
available in June 1997 after additional passenger counts have been tabulated.

***February 26, 1997, Board of Director's Agenda Item.

3



MEASURING THE EFFECTS OF THE SERVICE REDUCTIONS ON

PERSONAL IMMOBILITY

Interviews with representatives of various transportation and service
agencies corroborated the District staffs conclusion. The vast majority of AC
Transit's riders continue to enjoy adequate levels of service. For example, the
Executive Director of the Alameda County Congestion Management Agency
indicated that no adjustments to the Congestion Management Plan were required,
since AC Transit's service reductions did not affect commute periods. The
Employee Transportation Coordinator at Kaiser Hospital and Clinic in Oakland
saw no changes in patronage on their three free shuttles, which transport patients
and employees from a BART station to their campus. She surmised that bus
riders were not shifting to the shuttles as a result of AC Transit's service changes.

Yet, the decline in ridership, as described in Table I, indicates that there
were many people whose lives were directly affected by the service reductions. In
order to discover what these effects were, the research team developed a survey
for this case study. In March 1997 the survey was sent to 800 people who had
identified themselves as transit users or supporters during the_public hearing
process. In addition, the survey was distributed at three senior centers and
during an on-board survey of routes representative of the entire AC Transit
system. A total of 524 surveys were completed. Appendix A contains a copy of a
blank survey form.

One of the survey questions asked how the service cutbacks had an impact
on people's daily lives. A number of respondents mentioned the direct economic
impact of paying for alternative transportation, such as taxis; paying car expenses,
including parking; and paying a second fare, caused by the need to transfer from
the bus to BART in order to complete a trip. "Eight taxis a month is about $56.00,
which I cannot afford," wrote one person. Another person said the service
reductions resulted in "a great expense on weekends for groceries, requiring a taxi
trip of $10 one way."

Comments on Weekend Cuts

"No more Sunday concerts."
"Could not visit friend in hospital..."
"Zero night life!"
"San Francisco is out for recreation."
"Trapped at home."

Besides the cost to obtain such

essentials as groceries, others
mentioned how the lack of weekend

bus services limited their activities.

"I had to miss going to my church
service in Oakland," wrote one
respondent, adding, "To get to my
church in Alameda, it takes me 40
minutes to walk." Another said, "I
used to take my son to visit my

parents on weekends. We don't do it as often now." And yet another noted, "We
cannot go out at night or see movies. The buses stop running at 6:30-7:30 p.m."
Altogether, 70% of the survey respondents said that their bus trips most affected
by the service reductions included at least one weekend day, and 86% included at
least an evening or weekend day.
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The highest percentage of trip purposes affected by the service reductions
were job related, mentioned by 42% of the survey respondents. The other trips
most affected were for shopping (19%), school (13%), and recreation (10%). About
half of these trips occurred every weekday, while 20% occurred only on weekends.

The job-related impact on those who don't work the typical 9-5 workday was
evidenced by these comments:

• "I work part-time in a movie theater. My schedule varies, but since
there is no bus service weekends or holidays, I cannot be scheduled to
work."

• "Lured to work nights. AC Transit cut 72 Line to Richmond, resulting
in my not being able to stay on the job."

• "I arrive at work 30-40 minutes later—extending my work day.
Saturday work involves a 3 mile walk to BART and back, unless family
member can pick me up."

Other problems mentioned by respondents included:

• College students who have had to discontinue course work offered only
at night;

• Safety concerns by those who have to walk home in the evening now or
those who wait longer at bus stops on lines with reduced frequencies;

• Longer trips on more crowded buses; and

• Health problems experienced by the elderly who either cannot walk to
the bus or are in pain doing so.

A number of survey respondents expressed frustration that they have lost
their independence and must rely more on family, friends and neighbors to
transport them. Some who do drive admit they have stopped taking the bus
entirely. However, most ride the bus at a different time or day. According to the
survey, the principal modes now used by respondents in place of their former trips
are:

Ride bus at different time or day 40%

Walk or bicycle 27%

Ride with others 24%

BART 21%

Taxi 21%

Drive alone 10%

In addition to these changes in travel modes, survey respondents reported
that they take far fewer trips than they did before the cuts. Table 2 shows the



changes in the number of trips taken before and after the service reductions, in
response to the question, "What were the purposes and frequency of all AC Transit
trips affected by the service reductions? How often did you travel: (fill in the
round trips per week)." Survey respondents were offered the seven trip purpose
choices listed in Table 2, and asked to state the trips per week they made for each
purpose before and after the service reductions. Table 2 shows the number of
responses received for each trip purpose (from 228 for shopping to 35 for senior
centers). The second column then illustrates what percentage that number
represents out of the 524 completed surveys.

The next two columns of Table 2 show the average weekly number of trips
made before the service reductions and now. The final column shows the percent
change in average weekly trips, indicating that the type of trips affected by the
service reductions were cut back by about half, or more, for all trip purposes
except jobs and school, where the cutbacks were 35% and 27% respectively. While
there could have been some memory problems in answering this question since no
trip logs were kept, it is at least clear that bus riders perceived a sharp decline in
their trip frequencies.*

TABLE 2

DECLINES IN AVERAGE

WEEKLY FREQUENCY OF TRIPS
AFFECTED BY SERVICE REDUCTIONS

TRIP PURPOSE RESPONSES AVERAGE WEEKLY TRIPS PERCENT

CHANGE
Number Percent Before Now

Jobs 225 43% 4.9 3.2 -35%

Shopping 228 . 44% 2.9 1.5 -49%

Recreation 183 35% 2.7 0.9 -67%

School 101 19% 4.2 3.1 -27%

Health Care 102 19% 2.7 1.2 -56%

Senior Center 35 7% 3.4 1.7 -52%

Other 79 15% 2.4 1.2 -47%

One result of the service reductions is a loss of confidence in public transportation,
summed up by someone who wrote, "I don't bother counting on AC any more."
But for those who are transit-dependent^ the loss is coupled with a fear of
isolation. One woman had this poignant response:

*The results of Table 2 are illustrative of the service reduction effects but are
not utilized to estimate the economic costs.
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"I am so afraid that the buses to the hills will be cancelled that it
leads to arguments with my husband over our future—we moved to
this house believing we could rely on AC Transit to get us home every
night. Now my entire future is uncertain. I'm terrified of being
trapped up or down the hill with no transportation. That fear hangs
over my head constantly, as there are always rumors that AC Transit
is going to cancel this or that."

QUANTIFYING THE ECONOMIC COSTS OF THE SERVICE REDUCTIONS

The survey designed for this research included several questions that
attempt to quantify the economic costs of the service reductions on individual
riders. Respondents were asked to estimate the changes in travel time and
expenses before and after the cuts. If they no longer use AC Transit, they were
asked how much they pay for an alternative mode of transportation, such as taxis
or BART, in order to make the same trip. From these survey answers, the
research team has developed a methodology that calculates the costs to riders as
$48.1 million in added travel expenses, past and continuing income losses,
and the value of added travel time. The following section describes the
technical approach and how these results were calculated.

Technical Approach

In March 1997 the survey was developed, pretested, and then distributed
by:

• Mailing to 800 persons from the public hearings
- This yielded 237 completed surveys, a 29.6% response rate.

• On-board survey of'869 passengers on seven representative bus lines
- This yielded 249 completed surveys. Another 249 said they were

affected by the cuts but declined to complete the survey due to lack of
time on the bus or personal reasons. Thus, 498 people, or 57.3% of
the passengers, said they were affected.

• Handouts at three senior centers

- This yielded 38 completed surveys.

As a result of this distribution process, a total of 524 surveys were completed.
This is a sizable sample upon which to base conclusions about the economic costs.

The completed surveys cannot be considered a random sample, because
there was no way to have full access to all people affected by the service
reductions. Nonetheless, the survey is as representative as possible, given the
difficulty of tracking riders who were affected by the cutback and who no longer
ride AC Transit as a result.



No significant differences were noted in the survey results among the three
groups to whom it was distributed. Therefore, the results were merged in the \^
calculation of the economic costs. An expansion factor was derived in order to
apply the survey results systemwide to AC Transit's entire ridership. See
Appendix B for an explanation of the expansion factor and how it was applied.

Economic Results

Based on the survey, costs were calculated for added travel expenses, for
past and continuing income losses, and for the value of added travel time.

Added travel expenses: Forty-three percent of survey respondents reported
added costs for their present mode of travel in place of the trip they used to take
on AC Transit. The added average cost was $31.35 a week, amounting to $7,086 a
week for all respondents, primarily for taxis, BART, or automobile expenses.
Multiplying $7,086 by the expansion factor and by 52 weeks amounts to $30.7
million annually systemwide. These are real and substantial additional living
expenses for transit users affected by the service reductions.

Due to the large size of these travel expenses, the research team examined
these reported costs in more detail. In order to substantiate these costs, Tables 3
and 4 show further breakdowns of added travel expenses by travel mode and by
trip purpose, respectively. Each table has four tabular columns, hsting in turn the
valid cases (number of usable responses), the average weekly cost, the total weekly
cost (product of the first two columns), and the percentage share of total travel
costs represented by each line in the tables.*

Clearly, from Table 3, taxi expenses dominate the added travel expenses,
making up 79.9% of additional expenses. BART is the next most important
alternative, at 14.4%. The "Other" modes referred to in items 6, 8, 9 were
generally for paratransit, shuttles, BART Express, or non-AC Transit buses. In
Table 4, job and shopping trips alone account for 71.8% of total added travel
expenses, with other purposes ranging from zero to 8.7%. The results from these
two tables appear plausible and consistent with the total level of $30.7 million in
added transportation expenses.

♦Totals vary slightly between the two tables and our overall total because
respondents included additional combinations that were too small in number to
calculate or because they left some answers blank.
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TABLE 3

ADDED TRAVEL EXPENSES BY TRAVEL MODE

Travel Mode Valid Cases
Weekly Expense

Average Total
Percentage of

Total Expenses

1. Taxi Only 61 $60.51 $3,691.0 50.0%

2. Taxi/BART 19 72.71 1,381.5 18.7

3. Taxi/Auto 11 75.32 828.6 11.2

4. BART Only 40 19.14 765.5 10.4

5. BART/Auto 10 19.58 195.8 2.6

6. BART/Other 4 30.82 123.3 1.7

7. Auto Only 45 7.17 322.8 4.4

8. Auto/Other 1 11.50 11.5 0.2

9. Other Only 9 6.23 56.1 0.8

TOTALS 200 36.88 $7,376.1 100.0%

TABLE 4

ADDED TRAVEL EXPENSES BY TRIP PURPOSE

Trip Purpose Valid Cases

Weekly Expenses
Average Total

Percentage of
Total Expenses

1. Jobs 98 $42.61 $4,178.4 59.9%

2. Shopping 43 19.38 833.3 11.9

3. Recreation 19 27.80 528.1 7.6

4. School 29 20.96 607.9 8.7

5. Health Care 10 31.55 315.5 4.5

6. Senior Center 0 0 0 0

7. Other 23 22.40 515.3 7.4

TOTALS 222 31.43 $6,978.5 100.0%

Past income losses: An average of $324 per month in lost income was
experienced by 7.4% of survey respondents for an average of 4.35 months.

\^ Systemwide, this amounts to $2.2 million in past income losses (or an equivalent
annual cost of about $198,000 over 15 years at a 4% discount rate).



Continuing income losses: These income losses are continuing at an average
of $393 a month for 4.2% of the respondents, who report that they have not yet
found other employment and travel modes. This amounts to $8.7 million a year,
systemwide, in continuing income losses.

Added travel time: About 43% of survey respondents reported increases in
travel time over their previous bus trip, averaging one hour and 47 minutes a
week. The total added travel time systemwide is 33,428 hours a week or 1.7
million hours a year. If this added travel time is valued at a minimum wage of $5
per hour, it would amount.to $8.5 million a year.*

In the tabulation that follows, annual benefits are construed to be the $4.8
million annual savings to AC Transit as a result of the service reductions, and
annual costs are the total $48.1 million in losses to AC Transit passengers just
cited.

Dollars

in Millions

Annual Benefits (to AC Transit) $4.8

Annual Costs

Added travel expenses $30.7
Annualized value of past income

losses 0.2

Continuing income losses 8.7
Value of added travel time @ $5.hr. 8.5

Total annual costs $48.1

Ratio of benefits to costs 0.1

The resulting benefit/cost ratio of 0.1 is only a tenth of the minimum ratio
of 1.0 that is usually considered necessary to qualify a project for public funding.
Even if many of the affected AC Transit riders adjust to the service reductions
eventually, as by moving or by regaining lost employment or by riding vans for the
handicapped instead of taxis, it seems likely that the costs of the cutbacks in lost

*The $8.5 million is not an economic loss except for persons who could be
employed during those hours. However; the value of travel time is a useful
surrogate for the importance that people attach to their time. The value of time
can be measured by people's demonstrated willingness to pay for time savings in
situations involving tradeoffs of time and money, such as paying to take a toll
road to save time over a congested road or using a taxi for a faster but costHer trip
to work. It is accepted practice in economic studies to include the value of time
savings or losses as a separately identified item.
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opportunities for travel and shopping and job connections would continue to far
, outweigh their benefits. These economic results therefore suggest the following
^w conclusion:

Urban bus service can be enormously productive economically, and
its curtailment, even in low-patronage, off-peak hours, can create added
travel costs and income losses for riders that exceed by many times the
dollar savings to transit agencies from service reductions.

IMPLICATIONS OF SERVICE REDUCTIONS ON WELFARE REFORM
AND HEALTH CARE ACCESS

Public transportation, as an element of welfare reform and access to jobs
and health care, is an afterthought with public agencies assigned to these issues.
There is an assumption that public transportation will be available. When
transportation is thought of as an element of the problem, it is not addressed as a
primary issue. It is perceived as an adjunct issue that is the responsibility of the
transit agency, disconnected from provision of social services, except for financial
assistance in underwriting recipients' fares.

These observations are based on a series of interviews conducted to assess
the perceived effects of AC Transit's service reductions on social service agency

i clients. The interviews ranged from state legislative committees working on
^•^ welfare reform to non-profit health care clinics. At the state level, a legislative

group working on the support services needed to implement welfare reform does
not see transportation as a front-burner issue needing new legislation. Neither is
transportation addressed in the governor's proposal on welfare reform in
California.

In Oakland's Employment Development Department (EDD), a state agency
offering job training and placement, lack of transportation is recognized as an
impediment to getting a job. However, it is lumped into the statistics collected on
whether a client is "Able and Available" to take a job. EDD has no breakdown of
how large the problem is and has not coordinated with AC Transit on where
clients needing assistance are located.

EDD does know that 67% of their caseload-people looking for jobs-live in
Oakland, which lacks enough jobs to meet the caseload's demand. The jobs are in
the southern portion of the county and adjacent counties, which are very poorly
connected by public transportation to Oakland. One example of this disconnect
was cited in an interview with the Job Service Program Manager, who was
contacted by an employer looking for workers. The employer runs a telephone
answering service in a city in the county about 35 miles from Oakland. The
employer was incensed at the "lazy welfare recipients," because no one applied for

L her jobs. However, neither AC Transit nor BART serve this area of the county, so
there was no way for Oakland residents without cars to accept the answering
service jobs.
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Alameda County's Social Services Agency, like EDD, gives clients bus
tickets and BART expenses for transportation to jobs and to job training and
interviews. It operates GAIN (Greater Avenues for Independence), the statewide
employment services program for recipients of AFDC (Aid to Families, with
Dependent Children, now renamed TANF, Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families). In Fiscal Year 1995-96, the Social Services Agency spent $465,171 on
transportation for the 2,488 participants it served. Sixty-four percent of the GAIN
participants, who were ovenvhelmingly female, needed the transportation
assistance. This includes transportation to child care as well as jobs, which not
only adds to the GAIN program's costs but can greatly increase the mother's travel
time needed to get to work. Currently 11% of welfare recipients are enrolled in
the GAIN program. The new requirement is 25%. The Program Manager at the
Social Services Agency estimates this welfare reform requirement will cause the
transportation component to increase two-and-one-half times its current cost for
the GAIN program.

"The money to get you where you need to go has been in the budget," said
the Program Manager, "but the question of access—is it (transportation)
available—hasn't been addressed before." Besides the availability of transit, she
expressed a concern for the safety of women who will need to walk to and from
public transit to get to swing-shift jobs.

The Director of the Emergency Services Network of Alameda County
expects that problems with public transportation, not now in the forefront with
social services agencies, will become more sharply focused with welfare reform.
He believes that reinstatement of night and weekend bus services will be critical,
because people who face termination of welfare benefits will need to take entry
level jobs in these off hours. The Network advocates transit fare discounts for
low-income workers, who have difficulty purchasing a $45 monthly bus pass on a
minimum wage salary. Welfare^fco-work programs will also be facing the trend by
employers to use part-time or on-call workers. Combined with reductions in
frequency on feeder bus routes, AC Transit will be even more difficult to use for
those employed in jobs with irregular hours.

Many clients of the East Oakland Health Center use AC Transit buses to
get to their appointments, according to the Administrator Director. Because the
Center is located on a major trunk line, he has not noticed any access problems
with AC Transit's service reductions. However, he predicts that the night and
weekend cuts will affect his clients as welfare reform is implemented. Mothers
who can now spend the better part of a day on transit, going to and from their
children's doctor's appointments, will be working. Therefore, they will have to fit
all their errands and health care appointments into the evenings. Many of the
families now served are the working poor, in jobs just above the mini-mi-mri wage
with no benefits. The lost wages to take off work for a doctor's appointment can
be compounded when a long bus ride with transfers is required to visit the clinic.
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CONCLUSION

When the service reductions were proposed in 1995, the General Manager
and the Board of Directors were clearly aware of the fact that the service
reductions would negatively affect a portion of AC Transit's riders, and they
attempted to make cuts that would be the least harmful. But many of the factors
driving the service reductions continue to be beyond their control. For example,
AC Transit's General Manager pointed out that President Clinton has proposed
$100 million for transit in his welfare-to-work budget but this does not represent
additional dollars, since the overall budget request has not increased for transit.
Congress has been reducing transit funds at the same time it is demanding that
welfare recipients find work, apparently not recognizing the interrelationship
between the two policy issues. California's requirement for a 2/3 vote makes
filling these federal gaps with local funding extremely difficult to enact.

This case study has demonstrated the high social, economic and human
costs that transit riders face when service reductions must be implemented. As a
result, AC Transit riders have recently formed the AC Transit Bus Riders Union.
Similar unions exist in Los Angeles, San Francisco and New York City. These
more-established riders' unions have held demonstrations, filed lawsuits, and
lobbied state legislators on behalf to get more support for bus transit.

John Woodbury, a member of the AC Transit Board of Directors, supports
the riders' union. "I think it's great," he said. "There's no hope for AC Transit in
the long run, or any urban transit system, unless the riders organize."4
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A C TRANSIT RIDER SURVEY

SERVICE REDUCTIONS

Instructions: Please check the boxes for all applicable
answers. Please mail yourresponse by March 21,1997
in the enclosed postage-paid envelope.

1. What type of service reductions most affected
your trips on AC Transit?

Q Saturday service Q Sunday service

Q Early a.m. service Q Evening or night service

Q Service frequency reduction

Q Other {please specify)

For questions 2 to 7, please select the ONE trip that
has been most affected by the bus service reductions,
in terms of its impact on your daily life.

2. What is the purpose of the ONE trip most
affected by the AC Transit service reduction?

Q Job Q Shopping Q Health care

Q School Q Senior Center Q Recreation

Q Other {please specify)

3. Route number(s) of AC Transit buses you
were formerly riding on the ONE most
affected trip:

4. Days that you usually made such a trip:

Q M Q T a W- Q Th QF Q Sat Q Sun

5. How do you travel now on the ONE trip most
affected'by the AC Transit service reduction?
(Check all that apply)

Q Ride AC Transit at another time

Q Ride AC Transit on another day

Q BART Q Taxi Q Walk or bicycle
Q Auto, driving alone

Q Auto, shared with: Q a family member

Q a friend or fellow worker

Q Other {please specify what):
Q I no longer make the trip

Q I make the trip less frequently

Ifyou are still able to make the trip, but at a different
time or by a different means of travel, please answer
Ouestion #6. Ifyou no longer make the trip or make
it less frequently, skip to Question #7.

6. Please estimate the travel time and financial

effects of the AC Transit service reductions, for
the ONE trip most affected by the service
reductions:

a. Before the service reductions, from the time I
started my trip to get to where I was going took
me about minutes. The same trip now
takes about minutes.

b.

c.

Before the service reductions, how did you pay
for the one most affected trip on AC Transit?
Please provide the payment method for a one
way trip, from where you started to where you
were going._

Q Cash - How much? S

Q Ticket Book (10 tickets): Which type:

Q Local Adult Q Adult Transbay-SF
Q Local Youth/Senior/Disabled

Q Youth/Senior/Disabled Transbay-SF

Q Monthly passes: Which type:

Q Local Adult Q Local Youth

Q LocalSenior/Disabled Q Transbay-SF

Q BART Plus - Cost of BART portion of
one-way trip: $

How do you currently pay for the one most
affected trip on AC Transit?

Q Cash - How much? S

Q Ticket Book (10 tickets): Which type:
a Local Adult Q Adult Transbay-SF
Q Local Youth/Senior/Dfsabled
Q Youth/Senior/Disabled Transbay-SF

Q Monthly passes: Which type:

Q Local Adult Q Local Youth

Q Local Senior/Disabled Q Transbay-SF

Q BART Plus - Cost of BART portion of
one-way trip: $

Q I do not currently use AC Transit for the trip

PLEASE TURN OVER
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If you no longer use AC Transit, how much do
you pay for a one-way trip, from where you
started to where you are going?
(Check all that apply.)

Q Taxi fares S. for a one-way trip

Q BART tickets $.

(Q Auto expenses
for about miles one-way

IQ Other expenses (please specify for what):
. $

¥ you did not answer Question #6, please answer
Question #7. Otherwise, skip to #8.

What has been the result of no longer making
the ONE most affected trip, or making it less
frequently? {Check all that apply)

Q Inconvenience

H Income loss averaging S_
for about months

(is loss still continuing?

Q Any other consequences?

no

/month

yes)

Please describe how service cutbacks have had
an impact on your daily life:

9. What were the purposes and frequency of all
AC Transit trips affected by the service
reductions? How often did you travel:
{fill in the round-trips per week)

Check All Trip
Pufpose(s)
Affected

Q Job

Q School

Q Shopping

Q Health Care

Q Senior Center

Q Recreation

Q Other:

{please specify)

Trips/Week Trips/Week
Before After

Change Change

You've done if! Thanks very much.

Please complete the information below ifyou would
like us to keep you informed of our need for any
further public involvement in this research study, such
as focus or discussion groups. We will pay S50 for a
focus group session of up to 3 hours.

Name:

Phone: (

Address:

City/Zip:

Return questionnaire in enclosed postage-paid
envelope or mail to:

Crain & Associates
120 Santa Margarita
Menlo Park, CA 94025
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APPENDED B

EXPLANATION OF SURVEY METHODOLOGY

CALCULATIONS

The key number in expanding the survey results systemwide was the factor
for converting total survey results to all AC Transit weekday riders. This expansion
factor was derived as follows:

First, all of the 249 completed on-board surveys were compiled. Added to this
was 124.5 for one-half of the other 249 riders who were affected by cutbacks
but did not complete surveys. In effect, these non-responsive riders are being
discounted by one half because they may, on average, have experienced less
serious effects that the responding riders. Next, the resulting number, 373.5,
was divided1by 869, the total number ofpassengers counted on the buses that
were surveyed, to produce 0.43, the weighted proportion ofriders affected by
the service cutbacks.

Next, a weekday-trips-to-riders converter number was derived from three
observations:

a) Total AC Transit trips must be multiplied by 0.5 to get round trips

b) About 20% ofAC Transit trips require a transfer, which would require
dividing the round trip factor of 0.5 by 1.2.

c) However, an uncertain number, which the research team estimates to be
at least 10% of trips, must be added, producing a divider of 1.1 rather
than 1.2, due to the combined influence of: 1) some trips being one-way
only (with the return trip typically walking or carpooling or taxi); 2) some
weekend travel not being reflected in weekday trips (people who ride
transit only on the weekend); and 3) some riders, probably a small
percentage based on the survey results, averaging more than one round
trip by bus per day.

The next result of these calculations is 0.5/1.1 or 0.45, which was applied to
the average number of weekday AC Transit trips in September 1995 of
225,525 to obtain an estimate of 101,486 AC Transit daily riders (1995
patronage numbers, before the cutbacks, were used because the survey
picked up many riders who had discontinued some AC Transit trips, as
indicated earlier). Multiplying 101,486 by 0.43, the weighted proportion of
riders affected by the cutbacks, produces 43,639 weighted riders affected by
the service cutbacks. Dividing 43,639 by the total number of surveys, 524,
then produces a survey expansion factor of 83.3, to convert survey results to
systemwide results.
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In the calculations that follow, the first number is always the total from the survey
results, and EF symbolizes the survey expansion factor of 83.3, as derived above.

Added travel time = 401.3 hours x EF = 33,428 hours/week x 52 weeks = 1.7
million hours/year x $5/hour = $8.5 million/year

Added travel costs = $7,086/week x EF x 52 weeks = $30.7 milhon/year

One-time income losses = $26,834 x EF = $2.2 milhon

Continuing income losses = $8,654/month x EF x 12 months = $8.7
million/year

TESTING FOR SURVEY ACCURACY

Some ex-riders were captured by the survey, since 18% o£the mailback
survey respondents and 29% of the senior center respondents answered that they no
longer make the same trip on AC Transit as they did previously. This compares
with only 7% of the on-board respondents who answered that they no longer make
the same trip. In total, combining the answers of these three groups, 13.7% of all
respondents said they no longer make the trip in question.

In order to assess the accuracy of the survey, the 13.7% of people who no
longer make the trip on AC Transit was multiplied by 57.3%, the number of
passengers in the on-board survey who said they were affected by the service cuts.
The answer of 7.9% fewer riders on AC Transit is close to the 9.5% fewer riders AC

Transit counted between September 1995 and September 1996. (See Table 1.) This
calculation gives a rough validation of the survey's accuracy.
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
1 Ng Lawrence Journey Level Mechanic $64,955 $57,468 $15,618 $138,041 41.63% 88.47%
2 Lennear Anthony Senior Electronic Technician $74,051 $57,051 $12,620 $134,200 42.51% 77.04%
3 Wong Charles K. Journey Level Mechanic $65,758 $54,521 $27,569 $137,015 39.79% 82.91%
4 Morgan Darryl A. Senior Electronic Technician $74,429 $48,054 $23,201 $145,684 32.99% 64.56%
5 Fisher James Senior Electronic Technician $74,623 $46,104 $8,725 $129,452 35.61% 61.78%
6 Goins Christopher E Journey Level Mechanic $66,475 $43,898 $3,668 $114,042 38.49% 66.04%
7 Crawley Dwain Transportation Supervisor $80,304 $40,691 $10,688 $131,682 30.90% 50.67%
8 Roberts Vaughn E. Transportation Supervisor $75,811 $40,057 $4,478 $120,346 33.28% 52.84%
9 Brake Darald Senior Electronic Technician $74,246 $39,734 $15,643 $122,895 32.33% 53.52%

10 Potter Robert E. Transportation Supervisor $84,707 $39,545 $14,431 $138,683 28.51% 46.68%
11 Corpuz Antonio Y. Journey Level Mechanic $64,063 $38,735 $6,916 $109,715 35.31% 60.46%
12 Johnson Carlos R. Transportation Supervisor $78,149 $37,174 $11,392 $126,715 29.34% 47.57%
13 Ashford Kevin D. Journey Level Mechanic $69,589 $36,687 $14,637 $120,914 30.34% 52.72%
14 Emery Debbie S. Transportation Supervisor $84,844 $36,133 $12,792 $133,770 27.01% 42.59%
15 Ochoa Arturo G. Journey Level Mechanic $66,474 $35,921 $21,405 $123,800 29.02% 54.04%
16 Martini Silvio Senior Electronic Technician $74,129 $33,438 $18,505 $118,590 28.20% 45.11%
17 Belenson Arnold Senior Electronic Technician $71,258 $31,708 $1,880 $104,846 30.24% 44.50%
18 Lai Victor S. Journey Level Mechanic $64,518 $30,358 $16,582 $111,458 27.24% 47.05%
19 Johnson Solomon C. Journey Level Mechanic $68,024 $30,177 $11,146 $109,348 27.60% 44.36%
20 Jefferson Mfaume Jabu Transportation Supervisor $79,358 $29,385 $5,067 $113,809 25.82% 37.03%
21 Manti Lorenzo J. Journey Level Mechanic $65,004 $28,108 $22,719 $115,832 24.27% 43.24%
22 Reed Martha L. Div Senior Clerk/Maintenance $58,731 $27,961 $2,382 $89,075 31.39% 47.61%
23 Haggerty Calvin L. Journey Level Mechanic $66,231 $27,900 $5,664 $99,796 27.96% 42.13%
24 Taylor James L. Dispatcher $61,300 $27,824 $3,843 $92,967 29.93% 45.39%
25 Lair Sharon Telecommunications Coord. $85,083 $27,779 $4,540 $114,762 24.21% 32.65%
26 Reed Chastine V. Transportation Supervisor $86,051 $27,550 $11,050 $124,651 22.10% 32.02%
27 Jackson Julius A. Dispatcher $61,297 $27,219 $5,417 $93,934 28.98% 44.41%
28 Pack Richard Master Journey Fac Mtce Mech $70,507 $26,648 $10,151 $107,306 24.83% 37.79%
29 Hyland III Hugh L. Journey Level Mechanic $64,763 $26,293 $14,281 $105,338 24.96% 40.60%
30 Knox Adriane Dispatcher $60,383 $26,238 $11,066 $93,270 28.13% 43.45%
31 Goobie Norman Senior Electronic Technician $73,326 $26,024 $6,368 $105,718 24.62% 35.49%
32 Bounthon Donna M. Dispatcher $61,524 $25,273 $10,630 $97,426 25.94% 41.08%
33 Scott Adrian L. Journey Level Mechanic $69,817 $24,716 $6,732 $101,264 24.41% 35.40%
34 Lee Steve A. Journey Level Mechanic $67,474 $24,538 $5,018 $97,030 25.29% 36.37%
35 Flores David S. Journey Level Mechanic $62,829 $24,349 $10,204 $97,382 25.00% 38.75%
36 Barrios Jesse Paratransit Driver $34,977 $24,322 $2,217 $61,516 39.54% 69.54%
37 Montouth Linda C. Transportation Supervisor $74,884 $24,083 $10,176 $109,143 22.07% 32.16%
38 Paez Jose A. Journey Level Mechanic $64,011 $23,701 $9,321 $97,033 24.43% 37.03%
39 Rutter George C. Journey Level Mechanic $64,760 $23,261 $9,552 $97,573 23.84% 35.92%
40 Hardy Richard L. Journey Level Mechanic $67,268 $23,143 $547 $90,958 25.44% 34.40%
41 Roldan Virgilio Senior Electronic Technician $74,117 $22,914 $16,181 $102,550 22.34% 30.92%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
42 Campbell Lloyd L. Dispatcher $65,902 $22,690 $3,347 $91,939 24.68% 34.43%
43 Darby Eric Journey Level Mechanic $61,791 $22,492 $9,091 $93,374 24.09% 36.40%
44 Wykoff Gregory P. Transportation Supervisor $88,485 $22,288 $7,043 $117,816 18.92% 25.19%
45 Dolor Liza Ann T. Financial Analyst $83,052 $22,252 $1,900 $107,204 20.76% 26.79%
46 Price Ronald C. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $64,277 $21,782 $3,310 $89,370 24.37% 33.89%
47 Walton Donald R. Transportation Supervisor $88,190 $20,808 $3,177 $112,175 18.55% 23.59%
48 Jeffery Robert W. Journey Level Mechanic $65,562 $20,717 $3,722 $90,001 23.02% 31.60%
49 Lim Edmond G. Senior Electronic Technician $73,996 $20,622 $11,691 $95,648 21.56% 27.87%
50 Rumble Gary Vincent Senior Body Mechanic $64,762 $20,513 $2,985 $88,260 23.24% 31.67%
51 Lee James E. Dispatcher $65,413 $20,004 $2,176 $87,593 22.84% 30.58%
52 Bell Anthony L. Dispatcher $66,323 $19,991 $11,666 $89,449 22.35% 30.14%
53 Webb Kenneth L. Journey Level Mechanic $63,654 $19,799 $12,284 $95,737 20.68% 31.10%
54 Brown James C. Bus Operator $61,074 $19,776 $4,345 $85,194 23.21% 32.38%
55 Price Ricky L. Transportation Supervisor $74,350 $19,598 $2,952 $96,900 20.22% 26.36%
56 Davis Aaron N. Transportation Supervisor $74,723 $19,595 $4,618 $98,936 19.81% 26.22%
57 Antonio Terencia E Financial Analyst $82,824 $19,511 $1,900 $104,235 18.72% 23.56%
58 Harris Kenneth C. Transportation Supervisor $76,578 $19,456 $7,212 $103,246 18.84% 25.41%
59 Navarro-MezqRaul Paratransit Driver $35,001 $19,332 $1,823 $56,156 34.43% 55.23%
60 Grant Stephen L. Journey Level Mechanic $64,762 $19,326 $8,674 $92,762 20.83% 29.84%
61 Alvarez Elias Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $19,279 $12,749 $89,578 21.52% 29.99%
62 Sabada Juan W. Dispatcher $66,398 $19,163 $2,829 $88,390 21.68% 28.86%
63 Jewell Ellery C. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $18,955 $10,562 $93,793 20.21% 29.49%
64 Steve Wendy B. Dispatcher $61,301 $18,954 $11,155 $91,409 20.74% 30.92%
65 Singh Gurnam Senior Electronic Technician $74,559 $18,897 $3,941 $97,397 19.40% 25.35%
66 Antoine SirPiere Transportation Supervisor $84,445 $18,292 $14,507 $117,244 15.60% 21.66%
67 Familara Ricardo B. Senior Electronic Technician $74,152 $18,227 $22,697 $104,413 17.46% 24.58%
68 Taylor Ronald A. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $17,829 $15,629 $90,093 19.79% 27.74%
69 Montgomery Charles Dispatcher $61,058 $17,614 $4,425 $83,097 21.20% 28.85%
70 Burns Gregory A. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $17,581 $1,151 $83,009 21.18% 27.35%
71 Simonton-SmPamela L. Control Room Operator $47,813 $17,286 $6,025 $67,718 25.53% 36.15%
72 Mawusi Zakiya R. Journey Level Mechanic $64,033 $17,274 $14,143 $95,450 18.10% 26.98%
73 Galbert Gloria J. Chief Dispatcher $69,157 $16,814 $6,252 $92,222 18.23% 24.31%
74 Green Wayne L. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $61,611 $16,728 $16,127 $87,738 19.07% 27.15%
75 Glenn Larry Transportation Supervisor $67,470 $16,723 $5,015 $89,208 18.75% 24.79%
76 Perry Allen J. Transportation Supervisor $74,523 $16,558 $3,655 $94,736 17.48% 22.22%
77 Haile Tewodros Journey Level Mechanic $65,076 $16,517 $4,807 $86,401 19.12% 25.38%
78 Bracy Johnny Transportation Supervisor $81,805 $16,324 $5,276 $103,405 15.79% 19.95%
79 Niemeyer Richard J. Facilities Maintenance Suprvsr $68,621 $16,295 $6,667 $91,583 17.79% 23.75%
80 Raphael Alfred L. Journey Level Mechanic $64,326 $16,294 $14,633 $95,253 17.11% 25.33%
81 Hale Gwendolyn L.Transportation Supervisor $85,834 $16,283 $12,815 $114,932 14.17% 18.97%
82 Silveira Alan Senior Body Mechanic $64,384 $16,258 $8,716 $89,357 18.19% 25.25%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
83 Webb Tonya Paratransit Driver $33,864 $16,238 $1,623 $51,725 31.39% 47.95%
84 Sexton Sharon M. Senior Schedule Analyst $62,718 $16,117 $10,234 $80,908 19.92% 25.70%
85 Bellow James H. Upholsterer A $61,433 $15,826 $2,151 $79,410 19.93% 25.76%
86 Stevenson Shawn Journey Level Mechanic $64,301 $15,820 $2,198 $82,319 19.22% 24.60%
87 Francis Jay Service Employee $47,291 $15,712 $8,959 $71,962 21.83% 33.22%
88 Arrospide Miguel A. Journey Level Mechanic $53,819 $15,694 $4,475 $73,987 21.21% 29.16%
89 Auer Kevin Hvac Technician $73,909 $15,511 $5,784 $95,204 16.29% 20.99%
90 Carothers Robert Journey Level Mechanic $65,010 $15,467 $11,443 $91,920 16.83% 23.79%
91 Turner Howard J. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $64,231 $15,456 $3,141 $82,828 18.66% 24.06%
92 Singh Lakhmir Journey Level Mechanic $60,607 $15,352 $9,693 $85,652 17.92% 25.33%
93 McGhee Sandra Paratransit Driver $43,717 $15,003 $2,279 $60,999 24.60% 34.32%
94 Kidd James M. Journey Level Mechanic $53,597 $14,886 $1,208 $69,691 21.36% 27.77%
95 Lopez Rubin Transportation Supervisor $74,658 $14,860 $3,839 $93,356 15.92% 19.90%
96 Jones Keith S. Control Room Operator $47,753 $14,684 $4,202 $66,640 22.03% 30.75%
97 Wong Mah William Dona Transportation Supervisor $74,848 $14,652 $2,732 $92,232 15.89% 19.58%
98 Bengson David H. Journey Level Mechanic $65,406 $14,394 $9,728 $89,528 16.08% 22.01%
99 Beasley Randolph Bus Operator (42) $86,726 $14,292 $2,005 $103,023 13.87% 16.48%

100 Taylor Kenneth Journey Level Mechanic $54,260 $14,181 $305 $68,745 20.63% 26.14%
101 Johnson John C. Journey Level Mechanic $68,861 $14,026 $20,941 $103,828 13.51% 20.37%
102 Watson Waymon E. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $63,370 $13,937 $8,286 $85,593 16.28% 21.99%
103 Bradley Kenneth Senior Body Mechanic $62,479 $13,617 $3,498 $79,594 17.11% 21.79%
104 Richardson Sam Transportation Supervisor $76,206 $13,373 $8,501 $98,080 13.63% 17.55%
105 Keys Jr Donald Bus Operator $82,423 $13,346 $1,088 $96,856 13.78% 16.19%
106 Lee Raheem D. Journey Level Mechanic $36,981 $13,323 $5,006 $55,311 24.09% 36.03%
107 Carter Jimmy R. Journey Level Mechanic $64,038 $13,310 $5,619 $82,968 16.04% 20.78%
108 Nusom Robert D. Journey Level Mechanic $65,483 $13,288 $9,633 $88,404 15.03% 20.29%
109 Williams Alonzo U. Dispatcher $58,152 $13,233 $1,249 $72,633 18.22% 22.76%
110 Stephens Linda Paratransit Driver $34,967 $13,193 $1,623 $49,782 26.50% 37.73%
111 Sanchez Juventino L Chief Dispatcher $69,535 $13,192 $600 $83,327 15.83% 18.97%
112 Jackson Jimmie L. Transportation Supervisor $80,281 $13,156 $3,317 $96,755 13.60% 16.39%
113 Gilmer Brian P. Bus Operator $77,338 $13,109 $4,045 $94,492 13.87% 16.95%
114 Singh Ravinder Bus Operator $84,364 $13,014 $2,340 $99,718 13.05% 15.43%
115 Moore Charles E. Bus Operator $63,500 $12,773 $3,369 $79,642 16.04% 20.11%
116 Shem Joseph Senior Electronic Technician $73,817 $12,726 $13,022 $88,903 14.31% 17.24%
117 Gimalay Bernie D. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $12,456 $914 $77,647 16.04% 19.38%
118 Oseguera-Ga Jose De JesusApprentice Mechanic $42,200 $12,455 $3,384 $58,040 21.46% 29.51%
119 Chandra Satish Bus Operator (42) $89,650 $12,403 $982 $103,035 12.04% 13.83%
120 Seeto John Senior Electronic Technician $73,256 $12,398 $10,795 $90,824 13.65% 16.92%
121 Hopper Thoren Journey Level Mechanic $63,297 $12,371 $6,809 $82,477 15.00% 19.54%
122 Barker Don E. Mechanic A / Unit Room $64,518 $12,332 $17,535 $94,385 13.07% 19.11%
123 Brown Sherleen P. Div Senior Clerk/Maintenance $51,682 $12,111 $8,308 $72,101 16.80% 23.43%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
124 Grant Jr Norman Bus Operator $74,354 $12,052 $1,806 $88,212 13.66% 16.21%
125 Portlock Steven J. Senior Schedule Analyst $61,390 $11,967 $3,679 $77,036 15.53% 19.49%
126 Owens Howard L. Apprentice Mechanic $64,277 $11,875 $775 $76,928 15.44% 18.47%
127 Fox Bernard W. Service Employee $47,291 $11,863 $19,898 $72,325 16.40% 25.09%
128 Yap Peter Senior Electronic Technician $80,811 $11,841 $4,495 $97,148 12.19% 14.65%
129 Padda Balwinder S. Journey Level Mechanic $64,518 $11,708 $18,705 $86,400 13.55% 18.15%
130 Chung Thomas P. Bus Operator $86,143 $11,704 $6,168 $104,015 11.25% 13.59%
131 Williams Sue Ellen Bus Operator $90,885 $11,700 $3,858 $106,444 10.99% 12.87%
132 Pratap Naveen Apprentice Mechanic $43,959 $11,682 $1,716 $57,357 20.37% 26.57%
133 Garcia Ernesto Janitor $35,570 $11,654 $1,273 $48,497 24.03% 32.76%
134 Evans Stephen C. Service Employee $46,581 $11,632 $7,118 $65,332 17.80% 24.97%
135 Winston Michael A. Bus Operator $82,170 $11,624 $6,849 $93,915 12.38% 14.15%
136 Lopez-Vega Miguel Master Journey Level Mechanic $68,548 $11,617 $8,618 $88,783 13.08% 16.95%
137 Jones Sheila M. Dispatcher $53,293 $11,585 $4,403 $69,281 16.72% 21.74%
138 Toland Scott C. Bus Operator $83,206 $11,522 $852 $95,580 12.05% 13.85%
139 Jeffery Monica L. Div Senior Clerk/Maintenance $51,889 $11,511 $1,787 $65,187 17.66% 22.18%
140 Rovillos Christopher Apprentice Mechanic $49,361 $11,450 $13,291 $66,619 17.19% 23.20%
141 Holmes Jerome V. Bus Operator $72,009 $11,359 $6,482 $89,850 12.64% 15.77%
142 Ervin Chevell L. Journey Level Mechanic $64,156 $11,350 $4,289 $79,796 14.22% 17.69%
143 Ford Ronald Dispatcher $61,524 $11,278 $10,704 $76,024 14.83% 18.33%
144 Wright Melanie Journey Level Mechanic $48,292 $11,223 $6,354 $65,869 17.04% 23.24%
145 Broach Jr Floyd H. Service Employee $51,729 $11,220 $3,833 $66,783 16.80% 21.69%
146 Massey Jr Willie Chief Dispatcher $60,312 $11,211 $6,702 $78,225 14.33% 18.59%
147 Tavake Peter T. Journey Level Mechanic $56,239 $11,200 $472 $67,911 16.49% 19.92%
148 Williams Russhuan Paratransit Driver $34,878 $11,170 $2,232 $48,280 23.14% 32.03%
149 Evans Shad E. Journey Level Mechanic $67,903 $11,138 $2,831 $81,873 13.60% 16.40%
150 Mason Patricia A. Transportation Supervisor $74,084 $11,071 $2,781 $87,936 12.59% 14.94%
151 Craig Eddie L. Journey Level Mechanic $62,829 $11,061 $766 $74,656 14.82% 17.60%
152 McIntosh Jeffery J. Journey Level Mechanic $62,356 $10,985 $7,547 $80,889 13.58% 17.62%
153 Endrina-BarreRaquel G. Transit Information Clerk $51,614 $10,934 $4,600 $67,149 16.28% 21.18%
154 Sauter John L. Small Transit Vehicle Mech. A $61,858 $10,930 $8,012 $80,800 13.53% 17.67%
155 Singh Ranjit Bus Operator (42) $84,967 $10,916 $1,153 $97,037 11.25% 12.85%
156 West Lawanda M. Bus Operator $48,256 $10,894 $1,862 $61,012 17.86% 22.58%
157 Nmezi Okey Bus Operator (42) $67,407 $10,803 $928 $79,138 13.65% 16.03%
158 Galindo Andrew F. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $63,794 $10,792 $4,624 $79,211 13.62% 16.92%
159 Naidu Shashi Bus Operator (42) $76,558 $10,789 $724 $88,072 12.25% 14.09%
160 Woods Felise Paratransit Driver $35,261 $10,781 $2,223 $48,265 22.34% 30.57%
161 Wilson Larry M. Paratransit Driver $35,167 $10,780 $2,741 $48,688 22.14% 30.65%
162 Bradley Jr Willie Waste Clean Up Worker $60,236 $10,739 $5,188 $76,163 14.10% 17.83%
163 Howell Eric A. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $10,735 $1,311 $76,322 14.07% 16.70%
164 Sparrow Kenisha A. Control Room Operator $48,118 $10,732 $2,223 $61,073 17.57% 22.30%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
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Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
165 Basrai Gurjit Bus Operator $81,356 $10,640 $1,944 $93,940 11.33% 13.08%
166 Gainer Jr Robert Journey Level Mechanic $64,352 $10,588 $9,568 $84,509 12.53% 16.45%
167 Mulder-EvansEva Paratransit Driver $34,130 $10,564 $1,423 $46,118 22.91% 30.95%
168 Reyes Adonis Senior Body Mechanic $58,728 $10,564 $13,226 $71,855 14.70% 17.99%
169 Lee Sandra Dispatcher $60,601 $10,563 $3,041 $74,205 14.23% 17.43%
170 Nguyen Nhan V. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $10,457 $5,047 $79,781 13.11% 16.27%
171 Tyree Christopher MBus Operator $75,959 $10,412 $1,143 $87,514 11.90% 13.71%
172 Walls Frederick L. Inventory Control Clerk $55,385 $10,388 $10,398 $76,171 13.64% 18.76%
173 Foster Jr John W. Bus Operator $72,522 $10,366 $5,053 $87,941 11.79% 14.29%
174 James Jeffer L. Dispatcher $61,069 $10,363 $3,913 $75,344 13.75% 16.97%
175 Williams Delma Paratransit Driver $35,808 $10,343 $6,766 $48,375 21.38% 28.88%
176 Grant Gary R. Transportation Supervisor $76,578 $10,325 $9,134 $96,038 10.75% 13.48%
177 Palacios Nestor V. Transportation Supervisor $73,331 $10,298 $3,618 $87,248 11.80% 14.04%
178 Goodridge Eva M. Chief Dispatcher $69,392 $10,269 $1,000 $80,661 12.73% 14.80%
179 Dhaliwal Rajinder S. Lift Mechanic $64,277 $10,201 $4,393 $78,871 12.93% 15.87%
180 Dennis III Edgar Bus Operator $72,614 $10,198 $6,277 $89,089 11.45% 14.04%
181 Baity Ronnie L. Transit Office Manager $73,721 $10,135 $3,285 $87,141 11.63% 13.75%
182 Clark Keith Bus Operator (42) $83,099 $10,113 $801 $94,013 10.76% 12.17%
183 AbdelrahmanHasan Anwer Paratransit Driver $31,261 $10,083 $1,754 $43,098 23.40% 32.25%
184 Guzman Eriberto Apprentice Mechanic $43,492 $10,052 $6,334 $59,878 16.79% 23.11%
185 Vela Andrea Control Room Operator $47,268 $10,017 $3,103 $60,387 16.59% 21.19%
186 Johnson Shannon Senior Body Mechanic $64,277 $10,011 $1,715 $76,003 13.17% 15.57%
187 Parker Bennie W. Electrician $73,908 $9,945 $12,304 $96,157 10.34% 13.46%
188 Wade Vinell J. Bus Operator $79,088 $9,908 $1,940 $90,936 10.90% 12.53%
189 Brown Tracy L. Apprentice Mechanic $60,382 $9,883 $2,488 $72,754 13.58% 16.37%
190 Hickman Michael Paratransit Driver $35,619 $9,831 $1,823 $47,273 20.80% 27.60%
191 Cagungun Christopher MJourney Level Mechanic $64,036 $9,819 $8,408 $82,263 11.94% 15.33%
192 Brown Taleah Paratransit Driver $34,330 $9,797 $1,423 $45,551 21.51% 28.54%
193 Mathews George Transportation Supervisor $74,126 $9,785 $2,533 $86,443 11.32% 13.20%
194 Tucker David A. Bus Operator $74,804 $9,743 $1,269 $85,815 11.35% 13.02%
195 Splan David J. Journey Level Mechanic $62,586 $9,740 $14,657 $86,983 11.20% 15.56%
196 Greenwood Guy C. Senior Electronic Technician $73,549 $9,694 $14,866 $93,693 10.35% 13.18%
197 Kasim Nazir Azim Apprentice Mechanic $42,200 $9,670 $3,665 $55,535 17.41% 22.91%
198 Osby Venita L. Bus Operator $74,624 $9,654 $679 $84,957 11.36% 12.94%
199 Carnegie Lee Bus Operator $83,195 $9,530 $1,433 $94,157 10.12% 11.46%
200 Beltran Jr Sergio Bus Operator (42) $82,280 $9,425 $1,088 $92,793 10.16% 11.45%
201 Blake Dennis Bus Operator $77,650 $9,410 $353 $87,414 10.76% 12.12%
202 Pinkston Grant D. Master Journey Level Mechanic $70,692 $9,387 $22,199 $91,445 10.27% 13.28%
203 Stevens Joseph R. Journey Level Mechanic $64,273 $9,384 $12,622 $86,279 10.88% 14.60%
204 Cook Jr Melvin A. Bus Operator $85,124 $9,383 $386 $94,893 9.89% 11.02%
205 Toor Haripal Bus Operator (42) $75,172 $9,379 $274 $84,825 11.06% 12.48%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
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Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
206 Batieste Louise Transportation Supervisor $82,989 $9,355 $5,149 $97,494 9.60% 11.27%
207 Crouse Rickey L. Painter AA $61,425 $9,304 $3,196 $73,925 12.59% 15.15%
208 Grajo Pete Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $9,289 $4,486 $78,052 11.90% 14.45%
209 Clardy Bruce D. Bus Operator (42) $72,019 $9,218 $5,322 $86,559 10.65% 12.80%
210 Ho Peter Transportation Supervisor $74,382 $9,189 $4,506 $88,076 10.43% 12.35%
211 Moreno Jr Sergio Journey Level Mechanic $64,534 $9,170 $8,562 $82,265 11.15% 14.21%
212 Lau Shing Bus Operator $82,436 $9,153 $766 $92,355 9.91% 11.10%
213 Avognon Kay Paratransit Driver $33,112 $9,148 $1,223 $43,484 21.04% 27.63%
214 Moore Jenny Y. Dispatcher $30,601 $9,086 $5,836 $42,160 21.55% 29.69%
215 Beaver-SteveBenita V. Div Senior Clerk/Maintenance $52,798 $9,053 $2,185 $64,036 14.14% 17.15%
216 Johns Jr Clifton Bus Operator $78,290 $9,036 $3,730 $91,056 9.92% 11.54%
217 Davis Adrienne Bus Operator $75,064 $9,036 $234 $84,333 10.71% 12.04%
218 Patten Patricia M. Paratransit Driver $32,490 $9,016 $1,546 $43,052 20.94% 27.75%
219 Lai Margaret Y.F. Sr Transit Information Clerk $52,854 $8,986 $7,303 $64,655 13.90% 17.00%
220 Herrera Otto A. Dispatcher $61,524 $8,971 $2,671 $73,165 12.26% 14.58%
221 Bradley Gregory Paratransit Driver $35,535 $8,968 $2,660 $47,164 19.01% 25.24%
222 Adams Geraldine Service Employee $47,291 $8,961 $11,090 $67,343 13.31% 18.95%
223 Thornton Lamont Apprentice Mechanic $47,680 $8,960 $6,109 $62,748 14.28% 18.79%
224 Legados Cesar Bus Operator (42) $70,327 $8,934 $792 $80,054 11.16% 12.70%
225 Castro Daniel A. Journey Level Mechanic $64,522 $8,895 $2,610 $76,027 11.70% 13.79%
226 Oudynarath Sakko Journey Level Mechanic $64,036 $8,866 $4,633 $77,535 11.43% 13.85%
227 Santos Sandra Bus Operator (42) $69,347 $8,863 $2,493 $80,703 10.98% 12.78%
228 Faumuina Pau Paratransit Driver $33,990 $8,812 $2,223 $45,025 19.57% 25.93%
229 Pacheco Arturo Qualified Temp Service Emp $47,291 $8,777 $8,172 $64,240 13.66% 18.56%
230 Henderson Michael D. Bus Operator $67,108 $8,741 $7,772 $83,620 10.45% 13.03%
231 Edwards Leander Bus Operator $77,686 $8,688 $738 $87,113 9.97% 11.18%
232 Romero Hector Bus Operator (42) $82,141 $8,674 $591 $91,406 9.49% 10.56%
233 Aguwa Ify Bus Operator $69,101 $8,662 $720 $78,483 11.04% 12.54%
234 Ball Rose M. Bus Operator $64,154 $8,599 $1,834 $74,588 11.53% 13.40%
235 Yang Kuei Ho Paratransit Driver $35,605 $8,591 $1,423 $45,619 18.83% 24.13%
236 Carrier Connie D. Bus Operator $33,838 $8,571 $2,033 $44,443 19.29% 25.33%
237 Singh Hervinder Bus Operator $71,086 $8,545 $13,333 $82,132 10.40% 12.02%
238 Scarbrough Deborah Bus Operator $75,550 $8,521 $363 $84,435 10.09% 11.28%
239 Gill Baldev S. Bus Operator (42) $71,403 $8,516 $1,418 $81,337 10.47% 11.93%
240 Orhiere Eugene Bus Operator (42) $68,780 $8,415 $384 $77,579 10.85% 12.23%
241 McGhee Charles E. Bus Operator $71,458 $8,404 $552 $80,415 10.45% 11.76%
242 Brooks Kim D. Transportation Supervisor $102,116 $8,391 $2,157 $112,665 7.45% 8.22%
243 Barker Sharon C. Transportation Supervisor $75,798 $8,277 $10,817 $94,892 8.72% 10.92%
244 Pineda James Senior Body Mechanic $69,570 $8,265 $13,541 $91,376 9.05% 11.88%
245 Gill Sarbjit Bus Operator $70,159 $8,223 $478 $78,861 10.43% 11.72%
246 Burr Sean M. Journey Level Mechanic $64,518 $8,113 $12,817 $85,448 9.49% 12.57%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
247 Lovett Felecia A. Bus Operator $65,429 $8,106 $251 $73,786 10.99% 12.39%
248 Light Dennis P. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $8,097 $357 $72,731 11.13% 12.60%
249 Thomas James L. Bus Operator $68,547 $8,052 $638 $77,236 10.43% 11.75%
250 Lockhart Robert L. Transit Information Clerk $50,915 $8,035 $762 $59,711 13.46% 15.78%
251 Cheung Vin Paratransit Driver $35,117 $8,023 $6,707 $45,682 17.56% 22.85%
252 Maggard Jamal Journey Level Mechanic $64,969 $8,022 $1,304 $74,294 10.80% 12.35%
253 Woods Vincent Bus Operator (42) $79,390 $7,988 $594 $87,972 9.08% 10.06%
254 Edward Jada Paratransit Driver $35,626 $7,930 $2,085 $45,641 17.37% 22.26%
255 Brar Tejinder P.S. Bus Operator $82,580 $7,920 $5,292 $95,792 8.27% 9.59%
256 Yam Alan Bus Operator (42) $64,620 $7,902 $1,958 $74,480 10.61% 12.23%
257 Gonzalez James E. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $63,300 $7,879 $8,202 $79,381 9.93% 12.45%
258 Martin Louella Janitor $37,172 $7,879 $3,904 $48,955 16.09% 21.20%
259 Thomas Sr Sean I. Transportation Supervisor $74,814 $7,865 $4,929 $87,608 8.98% 10.51%
260 Jackson Michael R. Bus Operator $68,206 $7,833 $1,829 $77,869 10.06% 11.48%
261 Gulledge Eula L. Division Clerk $52,999 $7,807 $2,974 $63,780 12.24% 14.73%
262 Armour Gregory Paratransit Driver $22,910 $7,793 $1,638 $32,341 24.10% 34.02%
263 Aguirre Robert Bus Stop Maintenance Worker $61,398 $7,771 $3,663 $72,833 10.67% 12.66%
264 Quincy-JonesDerek G. E. Bus Operator $71,335 $7,749 $241 $79,325 9.77% 10.86%
265 Woodland Rahsaan Bus Operator $73,186 $7,739 $493 $81,418 9.51% 10.57%
266 Lewis Michael G. Journey Level Mechanic $64,301 $7,724 $7,603 $79,628 9.70% 12.01%
267 Polk Charles H. Bus Operator $64,871 $7,721 $602 $73,195 10.55% 11.90%
268 Smith Janis M. Bus Operator (42) $69,023 $7,697 $1,433 $78,153 9.85% 11.15%
269 Sears Roy Bus Operator (42) $68,151 $7,693 $556 $76,400 10.07% 11.29%
270 Stubbs Brent A. Bus Operator $75,840 $7,682 $290 $83,812 9.17% 10.13%
271 Hightower Rickey Paratransit Driver $35,031 $7,657 $1,667 $44,355 17.26% 21.86%
272 Morgan James P. Transit Office Manager $81,692 $7,611 $7,774 $97,077 7.84% 9.32%
273 Gill Ranbir Bus Operator (42) $67,192 $7,602 $532 $75,327 10.09% 11.31%
274 Guillen Jose Service Employee $47,646 $7,595 $5,566 $60,807 12.49% 15.94%
275 Johnson Angela Bus Operator (42) $65,893 $7,590 $73 $73,556 10.32% 11.52%
276 Coats Jacqueline Control Room Operator $46,872 $7,580 $1,623 $56,075 13.52% 16.17%
277 Peralta Warlito Journey Level Mechanic $64,301 $7,569 $15,363 $77,712 9.74% 11.77%
278 Lopez Raul Bus Operator (42) $76,963 $7,539 $2,027 $86,529 8.71% 9.80%
279 Ayers Burnell L. Journey Level Mechanic $64,249 $7,515 $13,102 $84,866 8.86% 11.70%
280 Rawlins Andrew Paratransit Driver $34,658 $7,504 $1,885 $44,047 17.04% 21.65%
281 Cobb Mary Bus Operator $67,723 $7,503 $129 $75,355 9.96% 11.08%
282 Gonzalez Jr Manuel Senior Schedule Analyst $63,648 $7,478 $7,072 $78,198 9.56% 11.75%
283 Millet Patrick Transportation Supervisor $74,280 $7,465 $5,101 $86,846 8.60% 10.05%
284 Gambol Lance F. Bus Operator $73,829 $7,456 $3,442 $84,727 8.80% 10.10%
285 Harvey Ophelia M. Service Employee $48,192 $7,456 $793 $56,441 13.21% 15.47%
286 Mose Samuel L. Bus Operator $77,317 $7,444 $5,423 $90,183 8.25% 9.63%
287 Ornelas Francisco Lift Mechanic $64,521 $7,422 $2,066 $74,009 10.03% 11.50%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
288 Babaoye Stephen O. Bus Operator $77,150 $7,411 $1,439 $86,000 8.62% 9.61%
289 Escobar Wilfredo Janitor $35,570 $7,389 $14,566 $50,431 14.65% 20.77%
290 Cisse Mauhamadou Journey Level Mechanic $61,117 $7,389 $7,426 $75,932 9.73% 12.09%
291 Dunn Troy Bus Operator $80,347 $7,360 $780 $88,487 8.32% 9.16%
292 Case Edward F. Bus Operator $79,675 $7,339 $5,683 $92,697 7.92% 9.21%
293 Hopkins Greggory Bus Operator $69,360 $7,333 $5,574 $77,779 9.43% 10.57%
294 Collins Jr Henry Bus Operator $83,369 $7,328 $4,803 $95,500 7.67% 8.79%
295 Branan Randall CloudParatransit Driver $32,586 $7,318 $1,554 $41,458 17.65% 22.46%
296 Singh Davinder Bus Operator $66,465 $7,315 $798 $74,577 9.81% 11.01%
297 Molina Juan Bus Operator $72,578 $7,311 $5,332 $85,220 8.58% 10.07%
298 Farmer Mildred Bus Operator $67,413 $7,309 $3,007 $77,729 9.40% 10.84%
299 Jeanpierre Betty J. Transportation Supervisor $66,021 $7,278 $9,093 $82,391 8.83% 11.02%
300 Miller Gregory Bus Operator (42) $60,482 $7,271 $531 $68,283 10.65% 12.02%

TOTALS $19,366,524 $4,341,548 $1,733,793 $25,199,436 17.23% 22.42%

Source: 2009 Public Employee Salaries, Contra Costa Times 
http://www.contracostatimes.com/public-employee-salaries
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
1 Oseguera-GarJose De JesusApprentice Mechanic $42,200 $12,455 $3,384 $58,040 21.46% 29.51%
2 Pratap Naveen Apprentice Mechanic $43,959 $11,682 $1,716 $57,357 20.37% 26.57%
3 Rovillos Christopher Apprentice Mechanic $49,361 $11,450 $13,291 $66,619 17.19% 23.20%
4 Guzman Eriberto Apprentice Mechanic $43,492 $10,052 $6,334 $59,878 16.79% 23.11%
5 Kasim Nazir Azim Apprentice Mechanic $42,200 $9,670 $3,665 $55,535 17.41% 22.91%
6 Thornton Lamont Apprentice Mechanic $47,680 $8,960 $6,109 $62,748 14.28% 18.79%
7 Owens Howard L. Apprentice Mechanic $64,277 $11,875 $775 $76,928 15.44% 18.47%
8 Brown Tracy L. Apprentice Mechanic $60,382 $9,883 $2,488 $72,754 13.58% 16.37%
9 Brown James C. Bus Operator $61,074 $19,776 $4,345 $85,194 23.21% 32.38%

10 Carrier Connie D. Bus Operator $33,838 $8,571 $2,033 $44,443 19.29% 25.33%
11 West Lawanda M. Bus Operator $48,256 $10,894 $1,862 $61,012 17.86% 22.58%
12 Moore Charles E. Bus Operator $63,500 $12,773 $3,369 $79,642 16.04% 20.11%
13 Gilmer Brian P. Bus Operator $77,338 $13,109 $4,045 $94,492 13.87% 16.95%
14 Grant Jr Norman Bus Operator $74,354 $12,052 $1,806 $88,212 13.66% 16.21%
15 Keys Jr Donald Bus Operator $82,423 $13,346 $1,088 $96,856 13.78% 16.19%
16 Holmes Jerome V. Bus Operator $72,009 $11,359 $6,482 $89,850 12.64% 15.77%
17 Singh Ravinder Bus Operator $84,364 $13,014 $2,340 $99,718 13.05% 15.43%
18 Foster Jr John W. Bus Operator $72,522 $10,366 $5,053 $87,941 11.79% 14.29%
19 Winston Michael A. Bus Operator $82,170 $11,624 $6,849 $93,915 12.38% 14.15%
20 Dennis III Edgar Bus Operator $72,614 $10,198 $6,277 $89,089 11.45% 14.04%
21 Toland Scott C. Bus Operator $83,206 $11,522 $852 $95,580 12.05% 13.85%
22 Tyree Christopher MBus Operator $75,959 $10,412 $1,143 $87,514 11.90% 13.71%
23 Chung Thomas P. Bus Operator $86,143 $11,704 $6,168 $104,015 11.25% 13.59%
24 Ball Rose M. Bus Operator $64,154 $8,599 $1,834 $74,588 11.53% 13.40%
25 Basrai Gurjit Bus Operator $81,356 $10,640 $1,944 $93,940 11.33% 13.08%
26 Henderson Michael D. Bus Operator $67,108 $8,741 $7,772 $83,620 10.45% 13.03%
27 Tucker David A. Bus Operator $74,804 $9,743 $1,269 $85,815 11.35% 13.02%
28 Osby Venita L. Bus Operator $74,624 $9,654 $679 $84,957 11.36% 12.94%
29 Williams Sue Ellen Bus Operator $90,885 $11,700 $3,858 $106,444 10.99% 12.87%
30 Aguwa Ify Bus Operator $69,101 $8,662 $720 $78,483 11.04% 12.54%
31 Wade Vinell J. Bus Operator $79,088 $9,908 $1,940 $90,936 10.90% 12.53%
32 Lovett Felecia A. Bus Operator $65,429 $8,106 $251 $73,786 10.99% 12.39%
33 Blake Dennis Bus Operator $77,650 $9,410 $353 $87,414 10.76% 12.12%
34 Davis Adrienne Bus Operator $75,064 $9,036 $234 $84,333 10.71% 12.04%
35 Singh Hervinder Bus Operator $71,086 $8,545 $13,333 $82,132 10.40% 12.02%
36 Polk Charles H. Bus Operator $64,871 $7,721 $602 $73,195 10.55% 11.90%
37 McGhee Charles E. Bus Operator $71,458 $8,404 $552 $80,415 10.45% 11.76%
38 Thomas James L. Bus Operator $68,547 $8,052 $638 $77,236 10.43% 11.75%
39 Gill Sarbjit Bus Operator $70,159 $8,223 $478 $78,861 10.43% 11.72%
40 Johns Jr Clifton Bus Operator $78,290 $9,036 $3,730 $91,056 9.92% 11.54%
41 Jackson Michael R. Bus Operator $68,206 $7,833 $1,829 $77,869 10.06% 11.48%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
42 Carnegie Lee Bus Operator $83,195 $9,530 $1,433 $94,157 10.12% 11.46%
43 Scarbrough Deborah Bus Operator $75,550 $8,521 $363 $84,435 10.09% 11.28%
44 Edwards Leander Bus Operator $77,686 $8,688 $738 $87,113 9.97% 11.18%
45 Lau Shing Bus Operator $82,436 $9,153 $766 $92,355 9.91% 11.10%
46 Cobb Mary Bus Operator $67,723 $7,503 $129 $75,355 9.96% 11.08%
47 Cook Jr Melvin A. Bus Operator $85,124 $9,383 $386 $94,893 9.89% 11.02%
48 Singh Davinder Bus Operator $66,465 $7,315 $798 $74,577 9.81% 11.01%
49 Quincy-Jones Derek G. E. Bus Operator $71,335 $7,749 $241 $79,325 9.77% 10.86%
50 Farmer Mildred Bus Operator $67,413 $7,309 $3,007 $77,729 9.40% 10.84%
51 Woodland Rahsaan Bus Operator $73,186 $7,739 $493 $81,418 9.51% 10.57%
52 Hopkins Greggory Bus Operator $69,360 $7,333 $5,574 $77,779 9.43% 10.57%
53 Stubbs Brent A. Bus Operator $75,840 $7,682 $290 $83,812 9.17% 10.13%
54 Gambol Lance F. Bus Operator $73,829 $7,456 $3,442 $84,727 8.80% 10.10%
55 Molina Juan Bus Operator $72,578 $7,311 $5,332 $85,220 8.58% 10.07%
56 Mose Samuel L. Bus Operator $77,317 $7,444 $5,423 $90,183 8.25% 9.63%
57 Babaoye Stephen O. Bus Operator $77,150 $7,411 $1,439 $86,000 8.62% 9.61%
58 Brar Tejinder P.S. Bus Operator $82,580 $7,920 $5,292 $95,792 8.27% 9.59%
59 Case Edward F. Bus Operator $79,675 $7,339 $5,683 $92,697 7.92% 9.21%
60 Dunn Troy Bus Operator $80,347 $7,360 $780 $88,487 8.32% 9.16%
61 Collins Jr Henry Bus Operator $83,369 $7,328 $4,803 $95,500 7.67% 8.79%
62 Beasley Randolph Bus Operator (42) $86,726 $14,292 $2,005 $103,023 13.87% 16.48%
63 Nmezi Okey Bus Operator (42) $67,407 $10,803 $928 $79,138 13.65% 16.03%
64 Naidu Shashi Bus Operator (42) $76,558 $10,789 $724 $88,072 12.25% 14.09%
65 Chandra Satish Bus Operator (42) $89,650 $12,403 $982 $103,035 12.04% 13.83%
66 Singh Ranjit Bus Operator (42) $84,967 $10,916 $1,153 $97,037 11.25% 12.85%
67 Clardy Bruce D. Bus Operator (42) $72,019 $9,218 $5,322 $86,559 10.65% 12.80%
68 Santos Sandra Bus Operator (42) $69,347 $8,863 $2,493 $80,703 10.98% 12.78%
69 Legados Cesar Bus Operator (42) $70,327 $8,934 $792 $80,054 11.16% 12.70%
70 Toor Haripal Bus Operator (42) $75,172 $9,379 $274 $84,825 11.06% 12.48%
71 Orhiere Eugene Bus Operator (42) $68,780 $8,415 $384 $77,579 10.85% 12.23%
72 Yam Alan Bus Operator (42) $64,620 $7,902 $1,958 $74,480 10.61% 12.23%
73 Clark Keith Bus Operator (42) $83,099 $10,113 $801 $94,013 10.76% 12.17%
74 Miller Gregory Bus Operator (42) $60,482 $7,271 $531 $68,283 10.65% 12.02%
75 Gill Baldev S. Bus Operator (42) $71,403 $8,516 $1,418 $81,337 10.47% 11.93%
76 Johnson Angela Bus Operator (42) $65,893 $7,590 $73 $73,556 10.32% 11.52%
77 Beltran Jr Sergio Bus Operator (42) $82,280 $9,425 $1,088 $92,793 10.16% 11.45%
78 Gill Ranbir Bus Operator (42) $67,192 $7,602 $532 $75,327 10.09% 11.31%
79 Sears Roy Bus Operator (42) $68,151 $7,693 $556 $76,400 10.07% 11.29%
80 Smith Janis M. Bus Operator (42) $69,023 $7,697 $1,433 $78,153 9.85% 11.15%
81 Romero Hector Bus Operator (42) $82,141 $8,674 $591 $91,406 9.49% 10.56%
82 Woods Vincent Bus Operator (42) $79,390 $7,988 $594 $87,972 9.08% 10.06%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
83 Lopez Raul Bus Operator (42) $76,963 $7,539 $2,027 $86,529 8.71% 9.80%
84 Aguirre Robert Bus Stop Maintenance Worker $61,398 $7,771 $3,663 $72,833 10.67% 12.66%
85 Galbert Gloria J. Chief Dispatcher $69,157 $16,814 $6,252 $92,222 18.23% 24.31%
86 Sanchez Juventino L Chief Dispatcher $69,535 $13,192 $600 $83,327 15.83% 18.97%
87 Massey Jr Willie Chief Dispatcher $60,312 $11,211 $6,702 $78,225 14.33% 18.59%
88 Goodridge Eva M. Chief Dispatcher $69,392 $10,269 $1,000 $80,661 12.73% 14.80%
89 Simonton-SmPamela L. Control Room Operator $47,813 $17,286 $6,025 $67,718 25.53% 36.15%
90 Jones Keith S. Control Room Operator $47,753 $14,684 $4,202 $66,640 22.03% 30.75%
91 Sparrow Kenisha A. Control Room Operator $48,118 $10,732 $2,223 $61,073 17.57% 22.30%
92 Vela Andrea Control Room Operator $47,268 $10,017 $3,103 $60,387 16.59% 21.19%
93 Coats Jacqueline Control Room Operator $46,872 $7,580 $1,623 $56,075 13.52% 16.17%
94 Taylor James L. Dispatcher $61,300 $27,824 $3,843 $92,967 29.93% 45.39%
95 Jackson Julius A. Dispatcher $61,297 $27,219 $5,417 $93,934 28.98% 44.41%
96 Knox Adriane Dispatcher $60,383 $26,238 $11,066 $93,270 28.13% 43.45%
97 Bounthon Donna M. Dispatcher $61,524 $25,273 $10,630 $97,426 25.94% 41.08%
98 Campbell Lloyd L. Dispatcher $65,902 $22,690 $3,347 $91,939 24.68% 34.43%
99 Steve Wendy B. Dispatcher $61,301 $18,954 $11,155 $91,409 20.74% 30.92%

100 Lee James E. Dispatcher $65,413 $20,004 $2,176 $87,593 22.84% 30.58%
101 Bell Anthony L. Dispatcher $66,323 $19,991 $11,666 $89,449 22.35% 30.14%
102 Moore Jenny Y. Dispatcher $30,601 $9,086 $5,836 $42,160 21.55% 29.69%
103 Sabada Juan W. Dispatcher $66,398 $19,163 $2,829 $88,390 21.68% 28.86%
104 Montgomery Charles Dispatcher $61,058 $17,614 $4,425 $83,097 21.20% 28.85%
105 Williams Alonzo U. Dispatcher $58,152 $13,233 $1,249 $72,633 18.22% 22.76%
106 Jones Sheila M. Dispatcher $53,293 $11,585 $4,403 $69,281 16.72% 21.74%
107 Ford Ronald Dispatcher $61,524 $11,278 $10,704 $76,024 14.83% 18.33%
108 Lee Sandra Dispatcher $60,601 $10,563 $3,041 $74,205 14.23% 17.43%
109 James Jeffer L. Dispatcher $61,069 $10,363 $3,913 $75,344 13.75% 16.97%
110 Herrera Otto A. Dispatcher $61,524 $8,971 $2,671 $73,165 12.26% 14.58%
111 Reed Martha L. Div Senior Clerk/Maintenance $58,731 $27,961 $2,382 $89,075 31.39% 47.61%
112 Brown Sherleen P. Div Senior Clerk/Maintenance $51,682 $12,111 $8,308 $72,101 16.80% 23.43%
113 Jeffery Monica L. Div Senior Clerk/Maintenance $51,889 $11,511 $1,787 $65,187 17.66% 22.18%
114 Beaver-SteveBenita V. Div Senior Clerk/Maintenance $52,798 $9,053 $2,185 $64,036 14.14% 17.15%
115 Gulledge Eula L. Division Clerk $52,999 $7,807 $2,974 $63,780 12.24% 14.73%
116 Parker Bennie W. Electrician $73,908 $9,945 $12,304 $96,157 10.34% 13.46%
117 Niemeyer Richard J. Facilities Maintenance Suprvsr $68,621 $16,295 $6,667 $91,583 17.79% 23.75%
118 Dolor Liza Ann T. Financial Analyst $83,052 $22,252 $1,900 $107,204 20.76% 26.79%
119 Antonio Terencia E Financial Analyst $82,824 $19,511 $1,900 $104,235 18.72% 23.56%
120 Auer Kevin Hvac Technician $73,909 $15,511 $5,784 $95,204 16.29% 20.99%
121 Walls Frederick L. Inventory Control Clerk $55,385 $10,388 $10,398 $76,171 13.64% 18.76%
122 Garcia Ernesto Janitor $35,570 $11,654 $1,273 $48,497 24.03% 32.76%
123 Martin Louella Janitor $37,172 $7,879 $3,904 $48,955 16.09% 21.20%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
124 Escobar Wilfredo Janitor $35,570 $7,389 $14,566 $50,431 14.65% 20.77%
125 Price Ronald C. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $64,277 $21,782 $3,310 $89,370 24.37% 33.89%
126 Green Wayne L. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $61,611 $16,728 $16,127 $87,738 19.07% 27.15%
127 Turner Howard J. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $64,231 $15,456 $3,141 $82,828 18.66% 24.06%
128 Watson Waymon E. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $63,370 $13,937 $8,286 $85,593 16.28% 21.99%
129 Galindo Andrew F. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $63,794 $10,792 $4,624 $79,211 13.62% 16.92%
130 Gonzalez James E. Journey Facil Mtce Mechanic $63,300 $7,879 $8,202 $79,381 9.93% 12.45%
131 Ng Lawrence Journey Level Mechanic $64,955 $57,468 $15,618 $138,041 41.63% 88.47%
132 Wong Charles K. Journey Level Mechanic $65,758 $54,521 $27,569 $137,015 39.79% 82.91%
133 Goins Christopher E Journey Level Mechanic $66,475 $43,898 $3,668 $114,042 38.49% 66.04%
134 Corpuz Antonio Y. Journey Level Mechanic $64,063 $38,735 $6,916 $109,715 35.31% 60.46%
135 Ochoa Arturo G. Journey Level Mechanic $66,474 $35,921 $21,405 $123,800 29.02% 54.04%
136 Ashford Kevin D. Journey Level Mechanic $69,589 $36,687 $14,637 $120,914 30.34% 52.72%
137 Lai Victor S. Journey Level Mechanic $64,518 $30,358 $16,582 $111,458 27.24% 47.05%
138 Johnson Solomon C. Journey Level Mechanic $68,024 $30,177 $11,146 $109,348 27.60% 44.36%
139 Manti Lorenzo J. Journey Level Mechanic $65,004 $28,108 $22,719 $115,832 24.27% 43.24%
140 Haggerty Calvin L. Journey Level Mechanic $66,231 $27,900 $5,664 $99,796 27.96% 42.13%
141 Hyland III Hugh L. Journey Level Mechanic $64,763 $26,293 $14,281 $105,338 24.96% 40.60%
142 Flores David S. Journey Level Mechanic $62,829 $24,349 $10,204 $97,382 25.00% 38.75%
143 Paez Jose A. Journey Level Mechanic $64,011 $23,701 $9,321 $97,033 24.43% 37.03%
144 Darby Eric Journey Level Mechanic $61,791 $22,492 $9,091 $93,374 24.09% 36.40%
145 Lee Steve A. Journey Level Mechanic $67,474 $24,538 $5,018 $97,030 25.29% 36.37%
146 Lee Raheem D. Journey Level Mechanic $36,981 $13,323 $5,006 $55,311 24.09% 36.03%
147 Rutter George C. Journey Level Mechanic $64,760 $23,261 $9,552 $97,573 23.84% 35.92%
148 Scott Adrian L. Journey Level Mechanic $69,817 $24,716 $6,732 $101,264 24.41% 35.40%
149 Hardy Richard L. Journey Level Mechanic $67,268 $23,143 $547 $90,958 25.44% 34.40%
150 Jeffery Robert W. Journey Level Mechanic $65,562 $20,717 $3,722 $90,001 23.02% 31.60%
151 Webb Kenneth L. Journey Level Mechanic $63,654 $19,799 $12,284 $95,737 20.68% 31.10%
152 Alvarez Elias Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $19,279 $12,749 $89,578 21.52% 29.99%
153 Grant Stephen L. Journey Level Mechanic $64,762 $19,326 $8,674 $92,762 20.83% 29.84%
154 Jewell Ellery C. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $18,955 $10,562 $93,793 20.21% 29.49%
155 Arrospide Miguel A. Journey Level Mechanic $53,819 $15,694 $4,475 $73,987 21.21% 29.16%
156 Kidd James M. Journey Level Mechanic $53,597 $14,886 $1,208 $69,691 21.36% 27.77%
157 Taylor Ronald A. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $17,829 $15,629 $90,093 19.79% 27.74%
158 Burns Gregory A. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $17,581 $1,151 $83,009 21.18% 27.35%
159 Mawusi Zakiya R. Journey Level Mechanic $64,033 $17,274 $14,143 $95,450 18.10% 26.98%
160 Taylor Kenneth Journey Level Mechanic $54,260 $14,181 $305 $68,745 20.63% 26.14%
161 Haile Tewodros Journey Level Mechanic $65,076 $16,517 $4,807 $86,401 19.12% 25.38%
162 Singh Lakhmir Journey Level Mechanic $60,607 $15,352 $9,693 $85,652 17.92% 25.33%
163 Raphael Alfred L. Journey Level Mechanic $64,326 $16,294 $14,633 $95,253 17.11% 25.33%
164 Stevenson Shawn Journey Level Mechanic $64,301 $15,820 $2,198 $82,319 19.22% 24.60%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
165 Carothers Robert Journey Level Mechanic $65,010 $15,467 $11,443 $91,920 16.83% 23.79%
166 Wright Melanie Journey Level Mechanic $48,292 $11,223 $6,354 $65,869 17.04% 23.24%
167 Bengson David H. Journey Level Mechanic $65,406 $14,394 $9,728 $89,528 16.08% 22.01%
168 Carter Jimmy R. Journey Level Mechanic $64,038 $13,310 $5,619 $82,968 16.04% 20.78%
169 Johnson John C. Journey Level Mechanic $68,861 $14,026 $20,941 $103,828 13.51% 20.37%
170 Nusom Robert D. Journey Level Mechanic $65,483 $13,288 $9,633 $88,404 15.03% 20.29%
171 Tavake Peter T. Journey Level Mechanic $56,239 $11,200 $472 $67,911 16.49% 19.92%
172 Hopper Thoren Journey Level Mechanic $63,297 $12,371 $6,809 $82,477 15.00% 19.54%
173 Gimalay Bernie D. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $12,456 $914 $77,647 16.04% 19.38%
174 Padda Balwinder S. Journey Level Mechanic $64,518 $11,708 $18,705 $86,400 13.55% 18.15%
175 Ervin Chevell L. Journey Level Mechanic $64,156 $11,350 $4,289 $79,796 14.22% 17.69%
176 McIntosh Jeffery J. Journey Level Mechanic $62,356 $10,985 $7,547 $80,889 13.58% 17.62%
177 Craig Eddie L. Journey Level Mechanic $62,829 $11,061 $766 $74,656 14.82% 17.60%
178 Howell Eric A. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $10,735 $1,311 $76,322 14.07% 16.70%
179 Gainer Jr Robert Journey Level Mechanic $64,352 $10,588 $9,568 $84,509 12.53% 16.45%
180 Evans Shad E. Journey Level Mechanic $67,903 $11,138 $2,831 $81,873 13.60% 16.40%
181 Nguyen Nhan V. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $10,457 $5,047 $79,781 13.11% 16.27%
182 Splan David J. Journey Level Mechanic $62,586 $9,740 $14,657 $86,983 11.20% 15.56%
183 Cagungun Christopher MJourney Level Mechanic $64,036 $9,819 $8,408 $82,263 11.94% 15.33%
184 Stevens Joseph R. Journey Level Mechanic $64,273 $9,384 $12,622 $86,279 10.88% 14.60%
185 Grajo Pete Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $9,289 $4,486 $78,052 11.90% 14.45%
186 Moreno Jr Sergio Journey Level Mechanic $64,534 $9,170 $8,562 $82,265 11.15% 14.21%
187 Oudynarath Sakko Journey Level Mechanic $64,036 $8,866 $4,633 $77,535 11.43% 13.85%
188 Castro Daniel A. Journey Level Mechanic $64,522 $8,895 $2,610 $76,027 11.70% 13.79%
189 Light Dennis P. Journey Level Mechanic $64,277 $8,097 $357 $72,731 11.13% 12.60%
190 Burr Sean M. Journey Level Mechanic $64,518 $8,113 $12,817 $85,448 9.49% 12.57%
191 Maggard Jamal Journey Level Mechanic $64,969 $8,022 $1,304 $74,294 10.80% 12.35%
192 Cisse Mauhamadou Journey Level Mechanic $61,117 $7,389 $7,426 $75,932 9.73% 12.09%
193 Lewis Michael G. Journey Level Mechanic $64,301 $7,724 $7,603 $79,628 9.70% 12.01%
194 Peralta Warlito Journey Level Mechanic $64,301 $7,569 $15,363 $77,712 9.74% 11.77%
195 Ayers Burnell L. Journey Level Mechanic $64,249 $7,515 $13,102 $84,866 8.86% 11.70%
196 Dhaliwal Rajinder S. Lift Mechanic $64,277 $10,201 $4,393 $78,871 12.93% 15.87%
197 Ornelas Francisco Lift Mechanic $64,521 $7,422 $2,066 $74,009 10.03% 11.50%
198 Pack Richard Master Journey Fac Mtce Mech $70,507 $26,648 $10,151 $107,306 24.83% 37.79%
199 Lopez-Vega Miguel Master Journey Level Mechanic $68,548 $11,617 $8,618 $88,783 13.08% 16.95%
200 Pinkston Grant D. Master Journey Level Mechanic $70,692 $9,387 $22,199 $91,445 10.27% 13.28%
201 Barker Don E. Mechanic A / Unit Room $64,518 $12,332 $17,535 $94,385 13.07% 19.11%
202 Crouse Rickey L. Painter AA $61,425 $9,304 $3,196 $73,925 12.59% 15.15%
203 Barrios Jesse Paratransit Driver $34,977 $24,322 $2,217 $61,516 39.54% 69.54%
204 Navarro-MezqRaul Paratransit Driver $35,001 $19,332 $1,823 $56,156 34.43% 55.23%
205 Webb Tonya Paratransit Driver $33,864 $16,238 $1,623 $51,725 31.39% 47.95%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
AC TRANSIT 2009

Last First Title Base OT Other Total OT/TOTAL OT/BASE
206 Stephens Linda Paratransit Driver $34,967 $13,193 $1,623 $49,782 26.50% 37.73%
207 McGhee Sandra Paratransit Driver $43,717 $15,003 $2,279 $60,999 24.60% 34.32%
208 Armour Gregory Paratransit Driver $22,910 $7,793 $1,638 $32,341 24.10% 34.02%
209 Abdelrahman Hasan Anwer Paratransit Driver $31,261 $10,083 $1,754 $43,098 23.40% 32.25%
210 Williams Russhuan Paratransit Driver $34,878 $11,170 $2,232 $48,280 23.14% 32.03%
211 Mulder-EvansEva Paratransit Driver $34,130 $10,564 $1,423 $46,118 22.91% 30.95%
212 Wilson Larry M. Paratransit Driver $35,167 $10,780 $2,741 $48,688 22.14% 30.65%
213 Woods Felise Paratransit Driver $35,261 $10,781 $2,223 $48,265 22.34% 30.57%
214 Williams Delma Paratransit Driver $35,808 $10,343 $6,766 $48,375 21.38% 28.88%
215 Brown Taleah Paratransit Driver $34,330 $9,797 $1,423 $45,551 21.51% 28.54%
216 Patten Patricia M. Paratransit Driver $32,490 $9,016 $1,546 $43,052 20.94% 27.75%
217 Avognon Kay Paratransit Driver $33,112 $9,148 $1,223 $43,484 21.04% 27.63%
218 Hickman Michael Paratransit Driver $35,619 $9,831 $1,823 $47,273 20.80% 27.60%
219 Faumuina Pau Paratransit Driver $33,990 $8,812 $2,223 $45,025 19.57% 25.93%
220 Bradley Gregory Paratransit Driver $35,535 $8,968 $2,660 $47,164 19.01% 25.24%
221 Yang Kuei Ho Paratransit Driver $35,605 $8,591 $1,423 $45,619 18.83% 24.13%
222 Cheung Vin Paratransit Driver $35,117 $8,023 $6,707 $45,682 17.56% 22.85%
223 Branan Randall CloudParatransit Driver $32,586 $7,318 $1,554 $41,458 17.65% 22.46%
224 Edward Jada Paratransit Driver $35,626 $7,930 $2,085 $45,641 17.37% 22.26%
225 Hightower Rickey Paratransit Driver $35,031 $7,657 $1,667 $44,355 17.26% 21.86%
226 Rawlins Andrew Paratransit Driver $34,658 $7,504 $1,885 $44,047 17.04% 21.65%
227 Pacheco Arturo Qualified Temp Service Emp $47,291 $8,777 $8,172 $64,240 13.66% 18.56%
228 Rumble Gary Vincent Senior Body Mechanic $64,762 $20,513 $2,985 $88,260 23.24% 31.67%
229 Silveira Alan Senior Body Mechanic $64,384 $16,258 $8,716 $89,357 18.19% 25.25%
230 Bradley Kenneth Senior Body Mechanic $62,479 $13,617 $3,498 $79,594 17.11% 21.79%
231 Reyes Adonis Senior Body Mechanic $58,728 $10,564 $13,226 $71,855 14.70% 17.99%
232 Johnson Shannon Senior Body Mechanic $64,277 $10,011 $1,715 $76,003 13.17% 15.57%
233 Pineda James Senior Body Mechanic $69,570 $8,265 $13,541 $91,376 9.05% 11.88%
234 Lennear Anthony Senior Electronic Technician $74,051 $57,051 $12,620 $134,200 42.51% 77.04%
235 Morgan Darryl A. Senior Electronic Technician $74,429 $48,054 $23,201 $145,684 32.99% 64.56%
236 Fisher James Senior Electronic Technician $74,623 $46,104 $8,725 $129,452 35.61% 61.78%
237 Brake Darald Senior Electronic Technician $74,246 $39,734 $15,643 $122,895 32.33% 53.52%
238 Martini Silvio Senior Electronic Technician $74,129 $33,438 $18,505 $118,590 28.20% 45.11%
239 Belenson Arnold Senior Electronic Technician $71,258 $31,708 $1,880 $104,846 30.24% 44.50%
240 Goobie Norman Senior Electronic Technician $73,326 $26,024 $6,368 $105,718 24.62% 35.49%
241 Roldan Virgilio Senior Electronic Technician $74,117 $22,914 $16,181 $102,550 22.34% 30.92%
242 Lim Edmond G. Senior Electronic Technician $73,996 $20,622 $11,691 $95,648 21.56% 27.87%
243 Singh Gurnam Senior Electronic Technician $74,559 $18,897 $3,941 $97,397 19.40% 25.35%
244 Familara Ricardo B. Senior Electronic Technician $74,152 $18,227 $22,697 $104,413 17.46% 24.58%
245 Shem Joseph Senior Electronic Technician $73,817 $12,726 $13,022 $88,903 14.31% 17.24%
246 Seeto John Senior Electronic Technician $73,256 $12,398 $10,795 $90,824 13.65% 16.92%
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TOP 300 OVERTIME EARNERS
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247 Yap Peter Senior Electronic Technician $80,811 $11,841 $4,495 $97,148 12.19% 14.65%
248 Greenwood Guy C. Senior Electronic Technician $73,549 $9,694 $14,866 $93,693 10.35% 13.18%
249 Sexton Sharon M. Senior Schedule Analyst $62,718 $16,117 $10,234 $80,908 19.92% 25.70%
250 Portlock Steven J. Senior Schedule Analyst $61,390 $11,967 $3,679 $77,036 15.53% 19.49%
251 Gonzalez Jr Manuel Senior Schedule Analyst $63,648 $7,478 $7,072 $78,198 9.56% 11.75%
252 Francis Jay Service Employee $47,291 $15,712 $8,959 $71,962 21.83% 33.22%
253 Fox Bernard W. Service Employee $47,291 $11,863 $19,898 $72,325 16.40% 25.09%
254 Evans Stephen C. Service Employee $46,581 $11,632 $7,118 $65,332 17.80% 24.97%
255 Broach Jr Floyd H. Service Employee $51,729 $11,220 $3,833 $66,783 16.80% 21.69%
256 Adams Geraldine Service Employee $47,291 $8,961 $11,090 $67,343 13.31% 18.95%
257 Guillen Jose Service Employee $47,646 $7,595 $5,566 $60,807 12.49% 15.94%
258 Harvey Ophelia M. Service Employee $48,192 $7,456 $793 $56,441 13.21% 15.47%
259 Sauter John L. Small Transit Vehicle Mech. A $61,858 $10,930 $8,012 $80,800 13.53% 17.67%
260 Lai Margaret Y.F. Sr Transit Information Clerk $52,854 $8,986 $7,303 $64,655 13.90% 17.00%
261 Lair Sharon Telecommunications Coord. $85,083 $27,779 $4,540 $114,762 24.21% 32.65%
262 Endrina-BarreRaquel G. Transit Information Clerk $51,614 $10,934 $4,600 $67,149 16.28% 21.18%
263 Lockhart Robert L. Transit Information Clerk $50,915 $8,035 $762 $59,711 13.46% 15.78%
264 Baity Ronnie L. Transit Office Manager $73,721 $10,135 $3,285 $87,141 11.63% 13.75%
265 Morgan James P. Transit Office Manager $81,692 $7,611 $7,774 $97,077 7.84% 9.32%
266 Roberts Vaughn E. Transportation Supervisor $75,811 $40,057 $4,478 $120,346 33.28% 52.84%
267 Crawley Dwain Transportation Supervisor $80,304 $40,691 $10,688 $131,682 30.90% 50.67%
268 Johnson Carlos R. Transportation Supervisor $78,149 $37,174 $11,392 $126,715 29.34% 47.57%
269 Potter Robert E. Transportation Supervisor $84,707 $39,545 $14,431 $138,683 28.51% 46.68%
270 Emery Debbie S. Transportation Supervisor $84,844 $36,133 $12,792 $133,770 27.01% 42.59%
271 Jefferson Mfaume Jabu Transportation Supervisor $79,358 $29,385 $5,067 $113,809 25.82% 37.03%
272 Montouth Linda C. Transportation Supervisor $74,884 $24,083 $10,176 $109,143 22.07% 32.16%
273 Reed Chastine V. Transportation Supervisor $86,051 $27,550 $11,050 $124,651 22.10% 32.02%
274 Price Ricky L. Transportation Supervisor $74,350 $19,598 $2,952 $96,900 20.22% 26.36%
275 Davis Aaron N. Transportation Supervisor $74,723 $19,595 $4,618 $98,936 19.81% 26.22%
276 Harris Kenneth C. Transportation Supervisor $76,578 $19,456 $7,212 $103,246 18.84% 25.41%
277 Wykoff Gregory P. Transportation Supervisor $88,485 $22,288 $7,043 $117,816 18.92% 25.19%
278 Glenn Larry Transportation Supervisor $67,470 $16,723 $5,015 $89,208 18.75% 24.79%
279 Walton Donald R. Transportation Supervisor $88,190 $20,808 $3,177 $112,175 18.55% 23.59%
280 Perry Allen J. Transportation Supervisor $74,523 $16,558 $3,655 $94,736 17.48% 22.22%
281 Antoine SirPiere Transportation Supervisor $84,445 $18,292 $14,507 $117,244 15.60% 21.66%
282 Bracy Johnny Transportation Supervisor $81,805 $16,324 $5,276 $103,405 15.79% 19.95%
283 Lopez Rubin Transportation Supervisor $74,658 $14,860 $3,839 $93,356 15.92% 19.90%
284 Wong Mah William Dona Transportation Supervisor $74,848 $14,652 $2,732 $92,232 15.89% 19.58%
285 Hale Gwendolyn L.Transportation Supervisor $85,834 $16,283 $12,815 $114,932 14.17% 18.97%
286 Richardson Sam Transportation Supervisor $76,206 $13,373 $8,501 $98,080 13.63% 17.55%
287 Jackson Jimmie L. Transportation Supervisor $80,281 $13,156 $3,317 $96,755 13.60% 16.39%
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288 Mason Patricia A. Transportation Supervisor $74,084 $11,071 $2,781 $87,936 12.59% 14.94%
289 Palacios Nestor V. Transportation Supervisor $73,331 $10,298 $3,618 $87,248 11.80% 14.04%
290 Grant Gary R. Transportation Supervisor $76,578 $10,325 $9,134 $96,038 10.75% 13.48%
291 Mathews George Transportation Supervisor $74,126 $9,785 $2,533 $86,443 11.32% 13.20%
292 Ho Peter Transportation Supervisor $74,382 $9,189 $4,506 $88,076 10.43% 12.35%
293 Batieste Louise Transportation Supervisor $82,989 $9,355 $5,149 $97,494 9.60% 11.27%
294 Jeanpierre Betty J. Transportation Supervisor $66,021 $7,278 $9,093 $82,391 8.83% 11.02%
295 Barker Sharon C. Transportation Supervisor $75,798 $8,277 $10,817 $94,892 8.72% 10.92%
296 Thomas Sr Sean I. Transportation Supervisor $74,814 $7,865 $4,929 $87,608 8.98% 10.51%
297 Millet Patrick Transportation Supervisor $74,280 $7,465 $5,101 $86,846 8.60% 10.05%
298 Brooks Kim D. Transportation Supervisor $102,116 $8,391 $2,157 $112,665 7.45% 8.22%
299 Bellow James H. Upholsterer A $61,433 $15,826 $2,151 $79,410 19.93% 25.76%
300 Bradley Jr Willie Waste Clean Up Worker $60,236 $10,739 $5,188 $76,163 14.10% 17.83%

TOTALS ######## ####### ####### ######## 17.23% 22.42%

Source: 2009 Public Employee Salaries, Contra Costa Times 
http://www.contracostatimes.com/public-employee-salaries

makes >20% of base pay in OT
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