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Agenda

1. Review of Questions from September 26

2. Review of Findings & Observations

3. Draft Recommendations

4. Next Steps
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Questions from
September 26
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Questions from September
Effect of UT Shuttle on Fare Recovery Rate
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Questions from September
Effect of Rail Fare Policy on Fare Recovery Rate

Base Rail Fare = $1.50

Fare Recovery Rate

5% of 2009 fare revenues 
from rail

2007 2008 2009

4.5% 5.0% 6.6%

actual forecast forecast
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Questions from September
Outside Fare Policy Approval

Austin, Corpus Christi, San Antonio need approval f or 
fare changes from local elected officials

Dallas, Fort Worth, Houston do not

Requirement is rare in industry
and exceptional compared to peer regions outside Te xas
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Questions from September
2004 Referendum

Ballot language

• Authorized “operation of a fixed rail system”

Notice of election

• Referenced Austin – Leander commuter rail

• Referenced All Systems Go! plan
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Questions from September
Bonding Authority

Long-Term Debt

• Capital Metro may issue long-term bonds with
voter approval

Short-Term Debt

• Capital Metro may issue debt up to 12 months withou t
voter approval

• For voter-approved rail project, Capital Metro may issue debt 
up to 5 years without voter approval
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Findings and Observations
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Stakeholder Interviews
Observations

Lack of regional vision

• Uncertain role for transit, extent of services

• Capital Metro responsible for vision and planning  

• All Systems Go! an attempt to fill the regional planning 
void – mixed perceptions

Planning the future of transit

• Broad support for stronger regional planning role

• Stakeholder sentiment largely in line with All Systems Go!
� Broad and growing support for transit investment, 

even in suburbs

� Premium transit services (central area circulator, 
more commuter rail, BRT, express buses)
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Stakeholder Interviews
Observations (continued)

Role of CAMPO

• Take the lead in building regional consensus

• Implementation of modal investment strategy

Role of Capital Metro

• Primarily implementing/operating agency

• Designing services in designated corridors

• Should participate in, but not lead, regional 
visioning/planning
� Support CAMPO with technical expertise
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Stakeholder Interviews
Observations (continued)

Capital Metro’s perception problem

• PR gaffes, high labor costs, “empty buses”

• Overly politicized decision-making
� Labor agreements

� Fare policy

• Technically competent, but “bunker mentality”
not well received in Austin

• Commuter rail initiation a defining moment for the
agency’s public image
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Stakeholder Interviews
Agency Challenges

Governance and management

• Pros and cons of board composition –
accountability vs. independent decision-making

• Conflicting views of regional representation –
Austin vs. suburbs

Labor relations

• High unit labor costs and steep growth

• Historically poor relationship with
Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) Local 1091
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Stakeholder Interviews
Agency Challenges (continued)

Service area

• Wide recognition of the need for regional approach to 
transit, expanded service area

• Sales tax cap preventing expansion under current le gal 
framework

Financial sustainability

• $150 million spent on nontransit activities (Build Central 
Texas, regional mobility programs, sales tax rebate )

• Operating deficit by 2014 without fare increase 
(2007 forecast)
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Review of Capital Metro
Long-Range Financial Plan

Service Assumptions

• MetroRail to Leander

• Six MetroRapid BRT routes

• Service level up 67% by 2028

• No additional rail investment

Financial Assumptions

• Sales tax growth near historic average

• Continued shift of StarTran operations to contracto rs

• Fare increases $0.25 every two years

• Capital spending near ¼ cent level
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Review of Capital Metro
Long-Range Financial Plan
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Tight cash flow in next decade

30-day operating reserve in 2014-2015

$280 million (current $) surplus accumulates
after 2022

Capital Metro Long-Range Financial Plan, 8/25/2008 version



Labor Relations
Overview

Focus on StarTran

History – Contracted since public ownership

Three (3) contractors with four (4) labor agreement s

Labor Relations
Environment

Strained

Overly adversarial

Confusion over relationships

Communications short circuits

Seems to be getting better with new StarTran leader ship



Labor Relations
Local Contractor Comparisons

Other Local contractors 

• Major benefits less generous

� Especially health insurance

• Wages 14% to 22% less

Labor Relations
Peer System Contract Comparisons

Work rules generally comparable 

StarTran more efficient in some areas

Operator and Maintenance wages comparable

Benefit package more generous



Labor Relations
Peer System Contract Comparisons (continued)

Adjusted Wage Comparison – Top Operator
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Labor Relations
Peer System Contract Comparisons (continued)

Adjusted Wage Comparison – Top Mechanic
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Policy Peer Regions
12 Agencies + Austin

MinneapolisMinneapolis --St. PaulSt. Paul

SeattleSeattle

PortlandPortland

San FranciscoSan Francisco

San DiegoSan Diego

PhoenixPhoenix

Salt Lake CitySalt Lake City

DenverDenver
CharlotteCharlotte

DallasDallas

AustinAustin

San AntonioSan Antonio HoustonHouston

State CapitalState Capital
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Peer Research
Key Observations

Governance and management

• Capital Metro’s board size and composition is typic al
among peers (except other Texas agencies)

• No strong examples of a mandated “strategic mix”

• In Texas, MPOs have less role in transit planning
compared with other regions

• In a few regions, MPO authority extends to
direct financial participation in transit
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Peer Research
Key Observations (continued)

Agency powers

• Most set their own fares (all except San Diego)

• Several have fares tied to inflation and report min imal 
opposition
� Charlotte

� Denver

� Portland

� Salt Lake City

• Public referenda typically associated with service area 
expansion and/or tax increases
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Peer Research
Key Observations (continued)

Service area

• Most agencies do not cover entire MSA
(Austin 59% is low)

• Correspondence between service area and
MPO planning area is rare

• Membership mechanisms vary widely and
are generally defined in state law

• Many agencies have mechanisms for out-of-service-ar ea 
communities to purchase service
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Peer Research
Key Observations (continued)

Funding

• Sales and use taxes are most common local funding s ource

• Capital vs. operating allocations are usually discr etionary

• Several peers, including Seattle and Phoenix, have 
subregional equity requirements for funding distribu tion

Land use coordination

• Twin Cities has both service standards and a mandat ed 
systemwide recovery ratio to ensure efficient use of  funds

• Numerous agencies publish guidelines; some perform 
voluntary review of major development projects

• VIA (San Antonio) provides rebates to communities t o 
improve accessibility to transit routes
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Peer Research
Key Observations (continued)

Capital Metro exceptions

• High share of elected officials on Board
(compared to other Texas agencies)

• Rail referendum requirement

• Paratransit service area

• External approval of fare increases
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Study Recommendations
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Study Recommendations

Focus on stakeholder’s most important issues

Incorporate best practices from peer regions

Describe implementation options for consideration
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Historic Opportunity

New leadership at Capital Metro and CAMPO

Current zeitgeist

• High energy prices / import dependence

• Increased environmental awareness

Position transit as solution to region’s key proble ms

• Congestion

• Air quality / emissions
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Recommendation 1
Continue to Develop the Regional Transit Plan

Rapid transit seen as next logical regional investm ent

Progress in recent years

• Envision Central Texas

• All Systems Go! Plan

• Central Light Rail Proposal

• Transit Working Group

System Plan Needed

• Define Downtown Connections

• Integrate Transit-Supportive Land Use
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Recommendation 1
Continue to Develop the Regional Transit Plan

Denver

Charlotte

Austin?
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Recommendation 2
Clarify Planning and Implementation Roles

Role Option 1
Traditional

Option 2
MPO Financing

Option 3
Regional Agency

Defines vision CAMPO CAMPO CAMPO

Prioritizes projects CAMPO CAMPO CAMPO

Collects capital 
revenue Capital Metro CAMPO CTRMA?

Issues bonds Capital Metro CAMPO CTRMA?

Designs projects Capital Metro Capital Metro CTRMA?

Manages 
construction Capital Metro Capital Metro CTRMA?

Operates services Capital Metro Capital Metro Capital Metro

Subsidizes 
operations

Capital Metro Capital Metro Capital Metro
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Recommendation 2
Option 1 - Traditional

CAMPO plans system

Capital Metro builds and 
operates

Extension of current 
institutional arrangement,
as evolved

Capital Metro would need 
additional funding to 
implement regional rapid 
transit system

Role Lead

Defines
vision CAMPO

Prioritizes 
projects CAMPO

Collects
capital 
revenue

Capital Metro

Issues
bonds Capital Metro

Designs 
projects Capital Metro

Manages 
construction Capital Metro

Operates 
services Capital Metro

Subsidizes 
operations Capital Metro
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Recommendation 2
Option 2 – MPO Financing

CAMPO plans

CAMPO collects funding for transit 
(and roads?)

Capital Metro builds and operates

Requires new MPO powers,
funding source

Role Lead

Defines
vision CAMPO

Prioritizes 
projects CAMPO

Collects
capital 
revenue

CAMPO

Issues
bonds CAMPO

Designs 
projects Capital Metro

Manages 
construction Capital Metro

Operates 
services Capital Metro

Subsidizes 
operations Capital Metro



36

Recommendation 2
Option 3 – Regional Agency

CAMPO plans

Regional agency (CTRMA?) collects 
funding for transit – and roads?

Regional agency builds,
Capital Metro operates

or

CTRMA absorbs Capital Metro

Governance issues

Role Lead

Defines
vision CAMPO

Prioritizes 
projects CAMPO

Collects
capital 
revenue

CTRMA?

Issues
bonds CTRMA?

Designs 
projects CTRMA?

Manages 
construction CTRMA?

Operates 
services Capital Metro

Subsidizes 
operations Capital Metro
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Recommendation 3
Identify Funding for Regional Transit

Limited scope for additional investment with curren t 
Capital Metro funding

New long-term funding source needed for 
regional rapid transit

Shared across 3-county CAMPO region

Manage donor / donee status as needed through

• Jurisdictional equity / guarantees

• Multi-modal program
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Recommendation 3
Identify Funding for Regional Transit

Potential Tax Type Rate 2007 Revenue
($ millions)

Sales and Use Tax 0.50% $108.4

Vehicle Registration Fee $88.13 $108.4

Property Tax 8.7 mil $108.4

Personal Income Tax 0.26% $108.4
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Recommendation 3
Option 1 – Expand Transit Sales Tax

Sales tax most common among peer regions, nation

Expanding 1% tax to CAMPO region ��� � 40% more revenue

Requires relaxation of 2% state limit

Potential to “backfill”

Advanced Transportation District approach an option
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Recommendation 3
Option 2 – Introduce Vehicle Registration Fee

Used for part of local funding in Charlotte, Seattl e

Avoids need to relax 2% sales tax limit

Policy logic

• Strong nexus with automobile use

• Avoidable by low-income (zero car) households

Requires high fees to generate substantial revenue
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Recommendation 3
Option 3 – Introduce Regional Property Tax

Used for part of local funding in San Francisco, Tw in Cities

Avoids need to relax 2% sales tax limit

Policy logic weaker

Movement away from property tax funding
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Recommendation 3
Implications of Regional Funding Source

Expanded Capital Metro service area

• Direct participation

• Contracted services

Could require restructuring of Capital Metro Board

• Service area expansion

• Funding source governance

Recommendation 4
Streamline StarTran Relationship

Four (4) Options

1. Unify all employees as public employees

2. Modify existing StarTran relationship

3. Replace StarTran with private management company

4. Contract all services on unit cost basis



Recommendation 4
Streamline StarTran Relationship

Options 2 and 3 do not streamline the relationship

• By definition modification of StarTran relationship 
complicates does not streamline

• Replacing StarTran with a private company maintains 
current relationship 

Options 1 and 4 do streamline the relationship

Recommendation 4
Option 1 – Unify as Public Employees

Advantages

• Direct control by Cap Metro management

• Eliminate current relationship confusion

• Improved communication, trust and team building

• Increased wages and benefits for some employees



Recommendation 4
Option 1 – Unify as Public Employees

Disadvantages

• Higher pay rates for some employees

• More costly benefits for some employees

• Greater operating cost

• Employees lose traditional collective bargaining ri ghts

Recommendation 4
Option 4 – Unit Cost Basis

Advantages

• Eliminate current relationship confusion

• Lower operating cost

• Reduce Cap Metro exposure on StarTran pension plan



Recommendation 4
Option 4 – Unit Cost Basis

Disadvantages

• Difficult to implement

• Some employees could have lower wages

• Some employees could lose benefits

• Increased coordination issues and overhead costs

Recommendation 5
Improve Labor-Management Relations

Barriers to more positive relations

• Mistrust – union – Cap Metro – StarTran

• Contentious StarTran collective bargaining

• Health insurance controversy

• Community perception of poor relations



Recommendation 5
Improve Labor-Management Relations

System performance suggests relations good

• On time performance good and improving

• Safety and vehicle reliability show positive trends

• Vehicle occupancy stable

• Customer satisfaction high

Recommendation 5
Improve Labor-Management Relations

Approach – look for evidence of mechanisms that 
promote good relations

• Communication

• Clear rules and regulations

• Discipline administration

• Employee involvement

• Incentive programs

• Training and team building



Recommendation 5
Improve Labor-Management Relations

All mechanisms exist and are being used at StarTran
and Cap Metro

• Comprehensive and innovative communication devices 
(i.e.blog)

• Clear and consistently applied rules and regulation s

• Low incidence of grievances related to discipline

• Multiple opportunities for employee involvement

• Incentive programs present

• Opportunities for training and personal development

Recommendation 5
Improve Labor-Management Relations

Conclusion

• Situation is much better than perception

• Outside of bargaining management and labor are 
committed to working together

• Both sides need to commit to continued utilization of and 
refinement to the successful mechanisms



Recommendation 5
Improve Labor-Management Relations

Recommendations

• Resolve the collective bargaining impasse

• Decide on StarTran relationship and stick with it

• Invest in customer focused, team building training for all 
employees and contract employees

55

Recommendation 6
Engage Stakeholders More Openly

Historic opportunity

Increase staff involvement in TWG activities

Regular media outreach

More transparency

Take the regional plan to the public
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Potential Legislative Agenda

Create regional funding source

• Approach depends on tax type, geography

• Potential Capital Metro Board restructuring

Remove outside fare review requirement

Remove opt-out paratransit service requirement

Remove rail referendum requirement

Remove performance audit requirement
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Next Steps

1. Present to Capital Metro Board on November 12

2. Present to CAMPO Policy Committee on December 1

3. Prepare Final Report
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Project Schedule

2008

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug SepTask

1. Assess Current Situation

2. Review Peer Systems

3. Address Challenges

4. Document Findings

5. Present Findings

Study Team Meeting Draft ReportDraft Technical Memorandum

Stakeholder Meetings Final Technical Memorandum Final Report

Oct Nov Dec Jan

2009
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Thank You


