CLOVIS CITY COUNCIL MEETING

September 8, 2025 6:00 P.M. Council Chamber

Meeting called to order by Mayor Mouanoutoua at 6:01
Flag Salute led by Mayor Pro Tem Pearce

Roll Call: Present: Councilmembers Ashbeck, Basgall, Bessinger, Mayor Pro Tem Pearce
Mayor Mouanoutoua

Mayor Mouanoutoua requested a moment of silence in honor of former Fresno State President
and CSU Chancellor Joseph Castro following his recent passing.

PRESENTATION - 6:03

6:03 — ITEM 1 - Presentation of Proclamation Declaring September 2025 as National Service Dog
Month.

6:08 — ITEM 2 - Presentation by the Fresno Chaffee Zoo.
PUBLIC COMMENTS - 6:18

Mayor Mouanoutoua noted for the record that 24 public comments were received regarding the
Clovis Senior Center and the Dance Instructor, as well as one comment from Joseph Thomason.

Brian Wilson, resident, requested that the City Council issue a proclamation designating the Clovis
on Tour book as the official children’s book of Clovis and inquired about the creation of an Advisory
Committee for Seniors.

Steven Quick, father of the late Caleb Quick, spoke to raise awareness of the negative impacts of
Proposition 57 and invited the Council to attend an event on October 11, 2025, at 10:00 a.m. in
River Park.

Comments were received regarding the Clovis Senior Center, Dance Floor Instructor, and
Personnel from Sharon Foster, Dr. Bernie McPherson, Peggy Bridges, Debbie Graeber, Nelly
Sanchez, Unknown resident, Mary Bracci, Henry Wegermann, Barbara Collins, Lesley Haywood
Unknown resident, Jim Ray, Philip Flick, Vince Prince, Lee Minyard, Corina, April, Christina
Palmer, and Belinda Jones. Speakers expressed support for bringing back the Dance Floor
Instructor and personnel at the Senior Center.

Hans Kam, resident, spoke regarding the need for pickleball in Clovis.
Comments were made to place “In God We Trust” in the Council Chambers. Spoke in support: Bill

Scott, Kathy Reinhardt, Kay Errotabere, Brian Wilson, and Eric Rollins. Spoke in opposition: Dr.
Jeni-Ann Kren.
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CONSENT CALENDAR -7:40
Upon call, there was no public comment.

Motion by Councilmember Ashbeck, seconded by Counciimember Bessinger, that the items on
the Consent Calendar be approved. Motion carried by unanimous vote.

3. Administration - Approval - Minutes from the September 2, 2025, Council Meeting.

4, Administration — Approval — Res. 25-95, Approving an agreement between the City of
Clovis and the Fresno County Transportation Authority for Measure C Funded
Environmental Enhancement Program — Transit Oriented Development Subprogram Cycle
Xl Funds for the 135 Osmun Senior Apartments Pedestrian Sidewalk Connection Project,
in the amount of $427,714 in grant funds; and authorizing the City Manager, or designee,
to execute the Agreement, any amendments, and any related documents thereto, as may
be necessary to participate in the Program; and Approval — Res. 25-96, Amend the 2025-
2026 Community Investment Program Budget for Street Improvement Fund, to include
Osmun Senior Apartments Sidewalk Project in the amount of $427,714.

5. Administration - Approval - A Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Subrecipient

Agreement with Marjaree Mason Center for $59,578 in 2025-2026 CDBG funds; and

Authorize the City Manager to execute the CDBG Agreement, and any amendments

thereto, for the provision of services to domestic violence survivors.

Finance — Receive and File — Investment Report for the Month of April 2025.

Finance — Receive and File — Treasurer's Report for the Month of April 2025.

Finance — Receive and File — Investment Report for the Month of May 2025.

Finance — Receive and File — Treasurer's Report for the Month of May 2025.

©CeNO®

PUBLIC HEARINGS - 7:40

7:40 ITEM 10 - Consider Approval — Res. 25-97, Adoption of the City of Clovis 2024-2025
Consolidated Annual Performance and Evaluation Report (CAPER) for expenditure of
Community Development Block Grant Funds and Authorize submittal to the U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development.

Upon call, there was no public comment.

Motion for approval by Councilmember Ashbeck, seconded by Councilmember Bessinger. Motion
carried by unanimous vote.

ADMINISTRATIVE ITEMS - 8:02
8:02 ITEM 11 - Workshop - Real Time Information Center Introduction.

Eric Rollins, resident, asked about funding and training for officers to utilize the new tools in the
Clovis Police Department.
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COUNCIL ITEMS - 8:35

8:35 ITEM 12 - Consider — Update on Advance Clean Fleet and Innovative Clean Transit
regulations; and Approval of submittal of a Comment letter to the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) on the Regulations.

Mike Prandini, resident, spoke regarding the impact on residents and transit riders and inquired
about the cost and potential new transit fees to residents.

Motion for approval by Councilmember Bessinger, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Pearce. Motion
carried by unanimous vote.

CITY MANAGER COMMENTS - 8:53

City Manager Haussler announced upcoming park tour stops at San Gabriel Park, Pasa Tiempo
Park, and Dry Creek Park through September; 9/11 Run to Remember and 9/11 Ceremony;
reported the first General Plan Advisory Committee meeting on September 11th; announced
ClovisFest at the end of September; noted that the community survey has been distributed to a
sample group of residents; and acknowledged the Garnet Fire and the public resources
responding to it.

COUNCIL COMMENTS - 8:54
There was consensus of the City Council to send a letter of opposition regarding Proposition 50.

There was consensus of the City Council to place an item on a future agenda to discuss and
consider displaying “In God We Trust” in the Council Chambers, with the understanding that it
would be privately funded.

There was consensus of the City Council to prepare a proclamation designating the official City of
Clovis children’s book.

CLOSED SESSION -9:14
Upon call, there was no public comment.

ITEM 13 - GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 54957.6 CONFERENCE WITH LABOR
NEGOTIATORS AGENCY DESIGNATED REPRESENTATIVES: ANDREW HAUSSLER, PAUL
ARMENDARIZ, AMY HANCE, BETHANY BERUBE, SCOTT CROSS EMPLOYEE
ORGANIZATIONS: CLOVIS PUBLIC WORKS EMPLOYEE ASSOCIATION AND TRANSIT
EMPLOYEES BARGAINING UNIT

RECONVENE INTO OPEN SESSION AND REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION
No action taken.

ADJOURNMENT
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Mayor Mouanoutoua adjourned the meeting of the Council to September 15, 2025.

Meeting adjourned: 10:03 p.m.

Mayor City Clerk
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Public Comment for
September 8, 2025

Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 10:42 AM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number=0

Full-Name = Beverly Trenhaile

Email = bevtrenhaile@gmail.com

Comment = Please bring Jim Ray back to us dancer’s! We are devastated! He is a good person and we
looked forward to his classes and Friday night dances! Jim is the highlight of our lives both mentally and
physically! Please 44

ClientIP=73.2.58.224

Public Comment for September 8, 2025



Briana Parra

R )
From: noreply@revize.com
Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 11:55 AM
To: CityClerk
Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number=0

Full-Name = Barbara L. Johnson

Email = barbara8380@sbcglobal.net

Comment = | support hiring back Jim Ray for Western Dance Instructor. He is a great teacher. He is very
patient and encouraging to his students. Jim has many years of experience. The Senior Center needs
someone who teaches couples dancing and line dancing for seniors.

Client IP =108.227.93.121



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 11:43 AM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-04

tem-Number =0

Full-Name = Lois R Hodgson

Email = lois_hodgson@hotmail.com

Comment =We do not want to lose Jim Ray. We have the right to be accommodated. He brings great joy
and positivity to our lives. Pulling me from my home to get back out and join the world again.

ClientIP =72.250.177.3



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 2:18 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number=0

Full-Name = Cynthia Johnson

Email = csjohnson1979@sbcglobal.net

Comment = am in support of Jim and Debbie still leading the line dancing class that he has put his heart
and soulinto over the last many years. He is an awesome teacher, patience and very sensitive to the
older students. Please let him return to his passion.

ClientIP=97.191.110.249



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 2:46 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

ltem-Number=0

Full-Name = Deborah Hamrick

Email = Deborah.Hamrick@gmail.com

Comment = | am writing on behalf of Jim Ray and the cancellation of his line dancing classes at the Clovis
Senior Center. Jim is the kindest most patient teacher | have ever encountered. | am asking you to please
have him and his classes reinstated immediately!

ClientIP=76.114.20.161



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 2:47 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

ltem-Number=0

Full-Name = Mary Bracci

Email = mbracci925@aol.com

Comment = Please please please bring Jim Ray back as a dance instructor at the Community Center. We
want him back!

ClientIP =97.205.46.162



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 2:50 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number=0

Full-Name = Jeanean Brown

Email = jeanean_brown@verizon.net

Comment =1 am supporting Jim Ray and ask that he be reinstated as instructor at the Clovis Senior
Center. | am a three year student of Jim and | quickly knew he was and is invaluable to the community.
He is the epitome of "Clovis-A Way of Life". As a resident of Clovis, we need to protect and preserve our
values, our heritage, and all that makes Clovis unique. Jim Ray has the character, values, and dedication
to Clovis as displayed by his passion for teaching and giving back to the community for over 30 years.
Everyone in dance knows and respects Jim. He is a valuable asset to our community. We need to do
whatever we can to keep him here at the Senior Center. The center is more than just a group of students-
it is itself a community where we can learn, fell safe to share experiences, and be welcomed by people
who have the same interests. This doesn't just happen. Jim Ray created this environment in his classes.
Ask around Clovis and you'll find that he is loved and respected. As well as having taught generations of
students how to dance, have fun, and feel confident. Losing Jim Ray would be losing a member of the
family. Our family.

ClientIP =73.90.148.50



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 3:06 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number=0

Full-Name = Philip Flick

Email = flickp07@gmail.com

Comment = Wondering how to get Jim Ray back as dance instructor. Hear that Tammy will be instructing
on Wednesday nights, but what about the couples dance lessons which fall on Monday evening for
intermediate class and Sunday and Friday begging class. Also what about Friday night open dance from 7
to 10? Jim has instructed there for close to 30 years and now the seniors lose something else with no
replacement. Don’t forget he also had two line dance classes during the day on Tuesday and Thursday.
Many seniors will be missing not only great exercise, but more important, being with others and not
sitting home alone.

ClientIP =98.41.102.97



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 3:23 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

tem-Number=0

Full-Name = Dave Marquez

Email =thehammsbear@msn.com

Comment = Regarding the situation at the Senior Center involving line dancing/country dancing
instruction. The venue for the dancing was perfect. Perfect size, perfect location, a perfect floor to dance
on. How and why the Center can make a decision like this so fast, so unexpected, so undemocratic is
beyond me. | may be a nobody but [ feel that this decision should have required a vote or at least more
time to come up with better solutions.

ClientIP =174.236.224.66



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 3:44 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number =0

Full-Name = Ricky and Barbara Collins

Email = rrcollinscc1@att.net

Comment = This is concerning Senior Center dance instructor Jim Rae. He has been instructing at the
Center for 30 years or more. He was recently laid off by the administration. His classes bring many
seniors to the Center and revenue. Now these seniors that have been in his class for many years have NO
place to go for their exercise and dance instructions. He is a very kind, patient and friendly person. He
encourages us to do better. He is a very talented person and greatinstructor. We want him back at the
Center.

ClientIP=47.147.236.150



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 8:53 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

ltem-Number=0

Full-Name = Cindy Quintana

Email = woodstock70cqg@gmail.com

Comment =The importance of dance in my life and how Jim Ray and his lessons have helped me
physically, mentally and socially.

| have been going to Jim Ray's dance class for 12 years and it helps me physically to stay healthy it's my
exercise twice a week. It also helps my social life where | like to go there to meet new friends and talk
with my old friends.

My lung doctor says that it has helped my breathing since | have COPD and it helps build of my lungs.

My primary doctor said to continue dancing as it was good exercise and good for my memory since | have
to remember steps too different dances.

Jim is very patient and friendly with everyone, and takes the time to teach everyone the dance until they
are comfortable with it. Each day there are different dances new and old.

Respectfully,
Cindy Quintana
ClientIP =73.116.109.15



Briana Parra

o}
From: noreply@revize.com
Sent: Thursday, September 4, 2025 5:25 PM
To: CityClerk
Cc: ‘ Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number=0

Full-Name = Rosa Reitzel

Email = ahrem31@gmail.com

Comment = | am 84 years old and have been taking dance classes with Jim Ray for at least 16 years. | am
disappointed that the Senior Center management dismissed his concerns about the room we dance on.
They are legitimate concerns. | wonder why the director and her staff took it as Jim Ray's territorial grab.
Not only did they create a hostile environment during the meeting, but they gave him an absurd, insulting,
and moronic solution to his concerns. Jim retired on the spot, a reaction that was fueled by anger and
frustration. And the management gleefully accepted it on the spot, with no regard for professionalism or
ethical deportment. And they did not, for a single moment, consider the effects of their decisions on the
physical and psychological wellbeing of the line dancers, who are a big part of the population they are
supposed to serve with compassion and dignity. | guess those sentiments are not part of their resumes.
So, please allow Jim Ray to rescind his retirement. As a passionate teacher and dancer, he has a lot more
to offer to this dancing community. Please don't allow personal prejudices mar the Clovis Way of Life, of
which we are proud to be part of.

ClientIP =73.66.114.180



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Sunday, September 7, 2025 5:59 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

ltem-Number=0

Full-Name = Diane Suderman

Email = suderlady@yahoo.com

Comment = Having grown up in a culture where dancing was not allowed, and not having time to pursue
it as an adult, | have been overjoyed to be able to learn to dance as a senior. Jim Ray is a big reason | have
learned to dance. He creates an atmosphere of acceptance and fun while we work hard to learn the
steps. Not only has dancing provided good exercise for me, but Jim has become a friend, as have the
many people I've met at the dance classes. | take line dancing as well as the beginning couple's class.
For me it is heartbreaking that just as I'm finally learning to dance, everything including the Friday Night
Dances have been canceled. It's NOT fair! We need a safe floor, a full class schedule, and most of all our
beloved Jim Ray! Please bring him back as soon as possible!!

ClientIP =174.208.161.252



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Sunday, September 7, 2025 12:09 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

ltem-Number=0

Full-Name = Jeff Giroux

Email = jgiroux15a@gmail.com

Comment =I'm writing in support of Jim Ray and the Senior Center's Line Dancing Program.

My mother, Elena Giroux, is 90 years old, a Clovis resident for over 30 years, and an avid supporter of Jim
and the line dancing program. She worked for the city providing administrative support for the line
dancing program for many years, and when her job was eliminated (I'd guess in about 2010) she
continued to perform that function as a volunteer. She works roughly 4 days a week.

Itis hard to discuss the line dancing program without talking about Jim. He is the life blood of the
program, is patient and caring of all the dancers, and he is an enthusiastic coach and leader. |'ve spent
several afternoons and evenings with Jim when | visit my mother, and | have seen this personally. He truly
cares about this group of seniors. | can'timagine a more committed or effective leader.

The line dancing program is a very important part of my mother's life. Attending classes and her volunteer
work with this group is her primary social interaction and connection to her community of friends every
week. It gives her life purpose and a community. | think this is what motivates her most to stay healthy
and active. As a 90-years old who lives independently, she manages to take care of so many aspects of
her life on her own. It's remarkable for me to see. Without Jim's friendship and leadership of this line
dancing community, she would not be as happy or healthy. It is that important to her well being.

I hope you will find a way to continue to support Jim and the Senior Center's Line Dancing Program for the
good of Clovis and the senior community.
Client IP =104.28.55.115



Briana Parra

L

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Saturday, September 6, 2025 11:46 AM

To: CityClerk

Cc Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

item-Number=0

Full-Name = Sharon Foster

Email = shoeshe55@yahoo.com

Comment = Would like to discuss Jim Ray dance instructor of the Clovis Senior Center for the past 30
years. Hoping to have him reinstated to that position. And the latest changes made to the floor.
Client IP =108.205.160.107



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Saturday, September 6, 2025 8:59 AM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number=0

Full-Name = Rhonda Waters

Email = watersrhonda@gmail.com

Comment = | have been taking Jim Rays line dancing class for over 5 years. He is a dedicated and
professional teacher, who treats his students with respect and kindness. He always ensures the safety of
the class along with a fun time!! | have made lifelong friendships and learned hundreds of dances. | was
very disappointed that he wouldn’t be teaching anymore, since his dedication and all his hard work
wasn’t appreciated. | hope the council finds it in his favor to reinstate him

ClientIP =73.41.113.122



Briana Parra

L. R
From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Saturday, September 6, 2025 8:03 AM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler

Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number =0

Full-Name = Clovis Senior Activity Center Instructor

Email = lonewolf999@icloud.com

Comment = | work at the Senior Activities Center instructing multiple fitness classes during the week. |
was verbally assaulted and attacked by a person thatwas in the center looking to rent the hall. My
students had to come to my rescue to get these women off of me and stop the attack. When | reported it
to Ashley and Bethany they laughed at me and told me | was too sensitive and that the incident was my
fault because these women were VIP’s and have the right to do and act however they please. | was told if
| ever speak to anyone about what happened | would be fired. | have 25 witnesses to this occurrence that
were students in my class at the time of the incident. | was told if | speak to any one of them to get
witness reports to the violence, | would be terminated. City policy requires a report to be filed about any
incident of violence in the workplace. Ashley and Bethany have refused to file this report and have vowed
retaliation if | push the issue. | work everyday in fear of potential aggressors at work or aggression and
retaliation from the management.

ClientIP =104.28.123.72



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Saturday, September 6, 2025 7:15 AM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number=0

Full-Name = Vince Prince

Email = vimceprince@comcast.net

Comment = regarding Jim Ray, Dance Instructor Clovis Community Center: What an amazing and
wonderful representative of the Clovis Community! For 30 years he has dedicated his time and service to
the those of us who desire to learn dance, stay active and remain vital! He is a true gentleman and
professional with a passion for this endeavour. | am saddened to find out that he was insulted by staff
over concern for the safety of his elderly dancers. Placing painters tape on the beautiful dance floor at
the older community center would definitely endanger dancers. While expecting to slide over the floor as
we do the tape would inevitably lift some edges exposing the stocky glue under surface and cause
dancer/s to stick and fall down. Jim's concern for the safety of his students and seniors is well placed
and he should have been taken seriously. The City Council should equally be concerned about the issue!
Itis a shame that Jim Ray was treated with indignity and disrespect! It will be a great loss to all of us
whose social lives he fills with dance and happiness.

ClientIP =67.187.228.129



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Friday, September 5, 2025 9:37 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number=0

Full-Name = Sheila Poore

Email = sheila.poore70@gmail.com

Comment = We are heartbroken if we lose our dance teacher, | can't see another person taking Jim's
place. Jim was so patient with the Seniors and was willing to show us the dance steps over and over.
Please reconsider your decision, Jim wants to be our teacher.

ClientIP =73.151.52.131



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Monday, September 8, 2025 11:25 AM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number=0

Full-Name = Lori Lesher

Email =L.Lesher@att.net

Comment =

I'm writing to express my thoughts on the Senior Center's new management's recent actions regarding
the western dance instructor, Jim Ray, and the beautiful wood floor at the old Senior Center.

Every time | see the Clovis flag with the cowboy on it | think of Jim. He is Clovis!

He has devoted 30 years to teaching western dancing to the community. People love him! I'm sad that
the City of Clovis employees laughed at Jim and would not listen to his concerns about the painters tape
on the floor being a safety hazard. It's unthinking that they did not work with him to come up with a
solution that would benefit everyone.

The wood floor is absolutely beautiful and a jewel in heart of Clovis. It's more than a wood floor, it's a
place where friendships are made. It's the Clovis Way of Life!

My family has been in the Clovis.area for over 125 years. They were here when Clovis had only dirt roads!
My family loves Clovis. Thus, I'm very sad and disappointed in the decisions and actions the City of Clovis
has made.

L sincerely hope you will support the seniors and community that love Jim, his classes, and the wood
floor.

Please help preserve the Clovis a Way of Life.
ClientIP =107.77.214.90



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Monday, September 8, 2025 11:43 AM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number =0

Full-Name = Sharon Moore

Email = affectdestinyl@yahoo.com

Comment = Jim Ray was treated unfairly by the Clovis

Senior center! He didn’t deserve to be! He has been a very loyal employee for over 30 years!!
Client IP =209.30.242.178



Briana Parra

From: noreply@revize.com

Sent: Monday, September 8, 2025 1:09 PM

To: CityClerk

Cc: Briana Parra; Rebecca Simonian; Andrew Haussler
Subject: Council Meeting Public Comment

Council-Meeting-Date = 2025-09-08

Item-Number=0

Full-Name = ROBERT JOHN GARCIA

Email = blscreenprinting@sbcglobal.net

Comment = Unable to locate item number. This comment is regarding the issue of the Clovis Adult
Center and the protests of seniors in Jim Ray's dance classes. Jim has taught 30+ years and there is a
reason for this. Aside from Jim excelling as an instructor, he created a safe, fun environment where we
have mutual trust and friendship among seniors. Everyone is welcome. Clovis should be proud of having
long-term employees like Jim, proud of a enviable wood dance floor, and proud of having vibrant seniors
willing to stand up and speak for what they are passionate about. As residents, we need to ensure that
the Clovis Way of Life keeps pace with changes in our city, but not at the expense of losing the very things
that make us unique. We specifically want Jim back as a dance instructor if he is willing, and we want a
safe dance floor. Help us continue to enjoy our dance community and take pride in our Senior Center.
ClientIP =73.90.148.50



.

Dear Clovis City Council,

My name is Tina Quillen, and I've proudly served as a USA Pickleball Ambassador for Clovis for approximately
9 years. I'm addressing the current conflict between pickleball players and ballroom dancers at the Activity
Center and | am proposing a few solutions to meet the growing demand for pickleball facilities in our city.

For years, I've advocated for pickleball courts in Fresno and Clovis, as the sport’s popularity has surged. The
Clovis Pickleball Facebook page | manage has nearly 4,000 members, reflecting only a fraction of local play-
ers. Nationally, participation grew by over 45% in 2024, reaching an estimated 20 million players, according to
the Sports & Fitness Industry Association. Pickleball is a professional sport, featured on ESPN, Pickleball TV,
and slated for future Olympic inclusion. Its appeal spans all ages, making it uniquely family-friendly and socially
engaging.

Clovis faces a significant supply-and-demand issue. While Fresno has secured permanent courts at two parks,
temporary lines at two others, and plans for a 16-court complex at Woodward Park, Clovis lacks dedicated out-
door and indoor facilities. Private tennis clubs with pickleball courts are overcrowded, and not everyone can
afford memberships. The demand is undeniable: visitors to Clovis, including tourists visiting national parks or
ski resorts, frequently ask where they can play, and I'm disheartened to say we have no courts to offer.

The Activity Center's attempt to accommodate pickleball is appreciated but falls short. The space has critical
limitations: low ceilings hinder lobbing, a key aspect of the game; non-regulation court sizes restrict movement
and serving; and walls interfere with play, causing paddles to collide and limiting defensive shots. Additionally,
there’s no space for players to gather, which is vital for the sport’s social aspect, especially for seniors who rely
on pickleball for community engagement. Many experienced players, including those who filled the first
Wednesday night session | promoted, left disappointed due to these constraints.

| empathize with the ballroom dancers who have long used the Activity Center. They shouldn’t have to share
that small space. | agree that the tape is a hazard, painted lines one stop better, but why? | also question the
decision to exclude pickleball from the newly floored Rec Center while at the same time considering lines at
the Activity Center, where space is inadequate.

Proposed Solutions:

+ Commerical Space: How about using a vacant commercial building and turning it into a Supreme Pickleball
venue run by the city that would bring players from all over the valley and satisfy the need of our local players,
at the same time bringing in revenue.

* Rec Center: We used to have 3 courts at the Rec Center until the new floor went down. With not wanting to
paint lines, I'm a little perplexed as to why you wouldn't paint lines on that new floor, where we had pleanty of
room with 3 courts, but would consider painting lines on the beautiful dance floor at the Activity Center, where
there isn’t enough room for even 1 regulation Pickleball court. Can we go back to the Rec Center?

* Partnering with CUSD: While utilizing 2 tennis courts at each of the High Schools this would produce 8 Pick-
leball courts at each location. Just painted lines is all we are talking about here. (this would be huge)

Pickleball is no fad, | can assure you. It's the fastest-growing sport globally, and Clovis needs to get on board. |
urge the council to invest in dedicated facilities to meet this demand, fostering a healthier, more connected
community. Thank you for your consideration, and I'm happy to discuss further.

Respectfully,

Tina Quillen

USA Pickleball Ambassador, Clovis



September 6, 2025
Dear City of Clovis, City Council Members, Management:

I am disappointed and saddened to learn of the decision to allow changes to the cutrent
wood dance floor in Clovis Community Center’s in order to accommodate a pickle ball
court. These changes will permanently affect the use of this beautiful floor for all of the
dance groups which currently hold contracts with the city.

While it is understood that pickle ball draws a lot of participants, there are many other
facilities in the city including schools for this sport to be played on.

In contrary, the Dance Floor at the Community Center, is the one and only true wood dance
floor in the City of Clovis where dance groups & classes of all genres have for many years
enjoyed their sport without the isk of injury. If you are a dancer, you know the importance
of a “good wood floor”. Not only does this type of floor provide less impact on your body
and joints, it also provides the necessary traction to keep from slipping. Please presetve this
floor for it’s intended use. Different sports have other options. Dancers do not.

Even more disturbing is the fact that an exterior texturized paint has already been applied to
this wood floor, without any hesitation, knowing in full that the cutrent groups who have
contracts in place with the city for use of this facility because of its dance floor, strongly
opposed this decision.

I trust that the City of Clovis, Council Members & Management will make the necessary
corrections so that once again we as a community have the opportunity to continue to enjoy
our sport and passion.

As of now, many are questioning the integrity of the management and others who are
running this area of our city.

Respectfully, lk

Audree McDowell
audreemcdowell@sbcglobal.net
559-261-5190
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LETTER IN GILROY DISPATCH & MORGAN HILL TIMES 9-3-2025; FALSE PROMISES BY BULLET
TRAIN'S NEW "BUSINESS PLAN

From: Joseph P Thompson (translaw@pacbell.net)

lo. cab5tm.outreach@mail.house gov; tomlorimecc@comcast.net: ca01dlima@mail.house.gov;
repkevinkiley@mail8 housecommunications.gov; reachvince@mail.house.gov; repdavidvaladao@mail.house.gov:
repobernolte@maiI8.housecommunications.gov; senalor.strickIand@senate.ca.gov;joyce.rivero@sen.ca.gov;
assemblymember.tangipa@outreach.assemoly.ca.gov; david@davidtangipaforassembly.com;
ian.coolbear@asm.ca.gov; belle.castro@asm ca.gov; emily.tymn@asm.ca.gov;
assemblymember.macedo@assembly ca.gov, rosalinda.alexander@asm.ca.gov; carl@reformcalifornia.org;
info@garrybredefeld.com; dotexecsec@dot.gov

Date: Thursday, September 4, 2025 at 11:50 AM PDT

Dear Mr. McClintock, Mr. LaMalfa, Mr. Kiley, Mr. Fong. Mr. Valadao. Mr. Obernolte.
Senalor Strickland, Assemblymembers Tangipa. Macedo & DeMaio. Supervisor Bredefeld
& USDOT Secretary Sean Duffy,
| am attaching my letter published by Editor of Gilrcy Dispatch & Morgan Hill Times yesterday.
He gave it the title, “Bullet train report is more lipstick on the pig.” | also asked him to publish
itin the Hollister Freelance, t00.
Both UPRR and BNSF have recently announced new intermodal services on Coasl-lo-Coast
and trans-Mississippi COFC and TOFC shipments. Increasing driver shortages make the intermodal
option more desirable for California's ag shippers. So, once again the privale sector is showing us
how we ought o be increasing transportalion options, and solving some of our transportation problems.
| believe that wilh UP proposing to merge wilh NS, the government have an opportunity to impose
shipper-friendly, taxpayer-friendly conditions on the r proposed merger. Then if BNSF proposes another
merger, the government ought to take the same approach.
Joseph P. Thompson, Esq.
Fresno, CA 93711 in Mr. McClintock’s Districl
E-Mail: TransLaw@PacBel.Net

! )kh] GILROY DISPATCH & M.H. TIMES 9-3-2025 pdf
] 127 kB
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GILROVY< DISPATCH

Letter: Bullet trainreportis more lipstick on the
pig

BY JOSEPH P. THOM - Septembyer 3 2023
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Lotter to the edita:

News reports that the California High Speed Rail Association’s newest “business plan” proposes getting 18
million annual riders from Gilroy is, as predicted, more lipstick on a bankrupt-from-conception socialist
boondoggle.

The population of Gilroy is 60,390, with 47,200 adulls Morgan Hill's population is 45,852. So, in round
numbers we're looking at about 100,000 people of all ages. How many would take the Bullet Train every
workday to Merced to Bakersfield? Would lhey pay full fare or like VTA, COG, etc., pay only about 1% of the
cost of their rides?

https://gilroydispatch.com/letter-bullet-train-report-is-more-lipstick-on-te-pig/
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Taxpayers, motorists, pay the balance of their costly rides. It would make Lenin blush. If they all rode Bullet
Train, that would be .0055% of CAHSRA's pie-in-the-sky projected ridership.

S0, it's safe to conclude thal CHSRA's new “business plan” s pure, unadullerated horse-pucky as we liked to
say when | had my law office there.

Gilroy's taxpayers, including crucified motorists, labor under “worst-in-the-nation” award winning VTA,
awarded them for extraordinary fraud, wasle and abuse by the MLT. study of all the nation's transit agencies.
In more than 45 years of representing small and very smail business owners in Gilroy and South Santa Clara
County, | saw business failures and bankruptcies at higher rates than the national average. Why's that?
Confiscatory taxes/tees/fines/assessments and mandales?

In 2008, when the Gilroy and Morgan Hill charnbers invited me to debate former Supervisor Rod Diridon in
the pre-election debate on Prop. 1A, | said the same thing that | said to the "Godfather of the Bullet Train" in
1996, the Honorable Judge and Sen. Quentin Kopp Private sectar solutions are the only sound, sustainable
trangport solutions for local, state and federal governments.

| repeated my position in lestimony before the Assembly Transportation Committee in the Capitol in 2010 in
support of proposed legislation to defund the Bullel Train.

Nothing has changed over the years since to make me change my position. In fact, construction and
operating costs have increased dramatically, and wili increase more betore 1's completed. In a quest opinion
published by the Gilroy Dispatch in 2008, | predicted that gas taxes would have to increase to $10 per gallon
to fund the CAHSRA's monstrosity. Their fiscal botlomless pit is now so deep that | now double my previous
estimate to $20 per galton. But then, what will we do if we tax people out of their cars?

Instead of creating another socialist public scctor transit koondoggle, | think that we ought to learn from our
history, and switch 1o private sector rail, which is the only sustainable way to run a railroad.

CAHSRA has, predictably, answered AB 377 with a new “business plan” that's no different than their
previous plan to crucify the taxpayers. Asking a blood sucking leech to have a new diet is an exercise in
futility. We cannot afford the blood-sucking leeches that our leaders have already plastered on our backs.
No wonder people are fleeing California in record numbers.

Joseph P. Thompson, Esq.

Past-President, 1999-2001, 2006, Giroy-Morgan Hill Bar Assn.

JOSEPH P. THOM

htips://gilroydispatch .com/letter-bullet-train-report-is-more-hpstck-onAhe-pigy/ 202
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Letter to the cditor

News reports that the California High Specd Rail Association’s newest "business plan” proposes getting 18
milion annual riders from Gilroy 15, as predicted. more ipstick on a bankrupt-from-conception sociahst
boondoggle.

The population of Gilroy is 60.390. with 47.200 adults. Mor jan Hill's population is 45.952. So. in round
numbers we're looking at about 100,000 people of all ages How many would take the Bullet Train every
workday to Merced to Bakersheld? Would they pay fulttare, or ke VTA, COG. etc.. pay only about 1% of the
cost of therr rides?

Taxpayers, motorists, pay the balance ot their Costly ndes. "t would make Lenin blush. If they all rode Bullet
Train, that would be .0055% ot CAHSRA's pre-in-the-sky projected ridership.

wre, unadulterated harse-pucky as we hked 1o

i Peter C. donated $25

® " San Francisco, United States

https://morganhilllimes.com/letter-bullet-train-ro port-is- more-hpstick-on-the-pig!

Letter: Bullet train report s more lipstick on the pig | Morgan Hill Times | Morgan Hill, San Martin, CA
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Gilroy's taxpayers. including crucitied motorists, iabor under “worst-in-the-nation” award winning VTA,
awarded them for extraordinary fraud, waste and abuse Ly the M.LT. study of ail the nalion's transit agencies.
in more than 45 years of representing small and very small business owners in Gilroy and South Santa Clara
County, | saw business failures and bankruptcies at higher rates than the national average. Why's that?
Confiscatory taxes/fees/fines/assessmentls and mandates?

In 2008, when the Gilroy and Morgan Hill chambers invited me to debate former Supervisor Rod Diridon in
the pre-election debate on Prop. 1A, I said the same thing that I said to the "Godtather of the Bullet Train” in
1996, the Honorable Judge and Sen. Quentin Kopp Privalzs sector solutions are the only sound, sustainable
transporl solutions for local, stale and federal governments.

I repeated my position in testimony before the Assembly “ransportation Commuttee in the Capitol in 2010 in
support of proposed legislation to defund the Bullet Tram

Nothing has changed over the years since to make me change my position. In fact, constructon and
operaling costs have increased dramatically. and will increase more belore it's completed. In i quest opinen
published by the Gilroy Dispatch in 2008, | predicted that gas taxes would have 1o increase to $10 per gallon
to fund the CAHSRA's monstrosity. Their fiscal boltomless pit 1S now $o deep that | now double my previous
estimate to $20 per gallon. But then, what will we do if we tax people out of their cars?

Instead of crealing another socialist public sector transit boondoggle, | think that we ought to tearn from our
history. and switch to private sector rail, which is the only sustamable way to run a raroad

CAHSRA has, predictably, answered AB 377 with a new "business plan” that’s no different than their
previous plan to crucity the taxpayers. Asking a blood sucking leech to have a new diet is an exercise in
futility. We cannot afford the blood-sucking leeches thal cur leaders have already plastered on our backs.
No wonder people are flecing Califorma in record numbers.

Joseph P Thompson, Esq.

Past-President, 1999-2001, 2006, Griroy-Morgan Hill Bur Assn

JOSEPH P. THOM

hips inoiganhilltimes. conviglter-bullet-ian-re puit-is-mor e-hipstich-on-the-pig/
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Lettor to the editoi

News reports that the California High Speed Rail Association's newes! "business plan” proposes gelling 18
million annual riders from Gilroy is, as predicted, more lipstizk on a bankrupt-from-conception socialist
boondoggte,

The poputation of Gilroy is 60,390, with 47,200 adults. Morgan Hill's population is 45,952, So, in round
numbers we're looking at about 100,000 people of all ages. How many waould take the Bullet Train every
workday to Merced to Bakersfield? Would Lhey pay full fare, or like VTA, COG. etc., pay only abowt 1% of the
cosl of their rides?

Taxpayers, motorists, pay the balance of their costly rides. .t would make Lenin blush. If they all rode Bullet
Train, that would be .0055% of CAHSRA's pic-in-the-sky projected ridership.

So, it's safe to conclude thal CHSRA's new “business plan’ ss pure, unadulterated horse-pucky as we liked 1o
say when | had iny law office there

htlps:/lsanbenilo.com/leller-bulIet-train-reporl-is-more~lipsllck-0n-Ihe-plgl
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Gilroy's taxpayers, including crucihed motonsts, labor under “wotst-in-the-nation™ award winning VTA,
awarded them for extraordinary fraud, waste and abuse by the MIT study of all the nalion’s transit agencies.
In more than 45 years of representing smali and very small business owners in Gilroy and South Santa Clara
County, | saw business failures and bankruptcies at higher rates than the national average. Why's that?
Confiscatory taxes/fees/fines/assessments and mandales?

In 2008, when the Gilroy and Morgan Hill chambers invited me to debate former Supervisor Rod Diridon i

the pre-election debate on Prop. 1A, | said the same thing thal | said to the "Godtather of the Bullet Train” in
1996, the Honorable Judge and Sen. Quentin Kopp. Private sector solutions are the only sound, sustainable
transport solutions for local, state and federal governments.

| repeated my position in testimony before the Assembly “ransportation Committee in the Capitol in 2010 in
support of proposed legisiation to defund the Bullet Tran.

Nothing has changed over the years since to make me change my position. In fact, construction and
operating costs have increased dramatically, and will increase more before it's completed. In a guesl opinion
published by the Gilroy Dispatch n 2008. | predicted that gas laxes would have to mcrease 10 $10 per gallon
to fund the CAHSRA's monstrosity. Their fiscal boltomless it is now so deep that | now double my previous
eslimate to $20 per gallon. Bul then, what will we do it we tax people out of their cars?

Instead of creating another socialist public sector transit boondoggle, | think that we ought to learn from our
history, and switch to privale sector rail, which 1s the only sustanable way 10 run a railroad

CAHSRA has, predictably, answered AB 377 wilh a new “business plan” that's no different than their
previous plan to crucify the taxpayers. Asking a blood sucking leech to have a new diet is an exercise in
futility. We cannot atford the blood-sucking leeches that cur leaders have already plaslered on our backs.
No wonder people are fleecing California in record numbers.

Joseph P. Thompson, Esq.

Pas!-President, 1999-2001, 2006, Giltoy-Morgan Hill Bar Assn

JOSEPH P. THOM

https://sanbenito.com/letter-bullet-train-report-is-more-lipstick-on-th2-pig/ 212
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and costs per hour increased by over 9%. Some of the agencies relied on traditional transit subsidies as
well as on federal financial assistance via the CARES Act to maintain fixed route and paratransit service
and address the additional operating costs of implementing the necessary COVID health and safety
measures.

Public transportation operators in Fresno County provided 9.9 million passenger trips from the period
beginning July 2019 through June 2020 (FY 2020) at a cost of approximately $73 million. As shown in
Table 1, the systems traveled a combined 7.891.119 miles and operated 671.518 hours of service. Fares
collected totaled $9.9 million. representing a farebox recovery ratio of 13.6 percent.

FAX, the largest public transit provider in the Fresno County region, provided 9.1 million passenger trips
(91.6 percent of the county total), followed by the FCRTA, and CTSA with 266.621 trips (2.7 percent) and
234.949 trips (2.4 percent) respectively. Fresno Handy Ride provided 170,721 trips (1.7 percent of the
county total), while Clovis Stageline and Clovis Roundup combined provided 162.862 (1.6 percent) of all
rips.

System wide, 14.7 passengers per hour and 1.25 passengers per mile were carried during FY2020. The cost
per hour was $108.71 and cost per passenger was $7.38. Overall, the systems provided 14.7% fewer

passenger trips in FY 2020 than in FY 2019.
Table I % %

Agency Passengers Miles Hours Coslts Fare Rewenues Pass/Hour Pass/Mile CosVHour Farebox Ratio
FAX 9,058,367 4,701,969 410,510 $49,586,055 $5,098,988 22.07 1.93 $120.79 10.28%
Handy Ride 170,721 928,054 85,622 57,345,269 $281,026 1.99 018 $85.79 3.83%
r Stageline 112,478 235,712 19,473 $2,719,150 $66,023 5.78 0.48 $13964 2.43%
Round-up 50,384 346,021 28,448 $3.316,107 $76,485 1.77 0.15 $116.57 231%
FCRTA 266,621 788,004 66,822 $5,586,983 $586,028 3.99 0.34 $83.61 10.49%
*CTSA 234,949 891,359 60,643 $4.447 920 $3.842,208 3.87 0.26 $73.35 86.38%

Total 9,893,520 7,891,119 6?;1 .:518 $73,001,484 $9,950,758 14.73 1.25 $108.71 - 13.3°A €<«

SA statistics do not include clients, costs, miles. or hours associated with the urban and rural “Meal
Delivery™ services.

NOTE:  Both FCRTA and CTSA farebox revenues include some social service augmentation consistent
with Fresno COG's AB120 Action Plan and the State TDA. Clovis Stageline and Roundup
farebox includes some Measure C funds. FAX and Clovis Stageline passengers include transfer
passengers. FAX utilized local funding to augment their farebox to achieve the 20% recovery
ratio.

A truly accurate system wide comparison is not possible due to different types of services. as well as the /

variations in the definitions of some of the performance indicators. For purposes of broad comparison.
however, performance indicators by system are reflected in the above table.
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FALLING TRANSIT RIDERSHIP:
CALIFORNIA AND SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

In the last 15 years Americans have supported public transportation more and demanded it less.
California, the nation’s most populous state, is in many ways emblematic of this pattern. Motivated by
concerns about congestion and climate change, California’s state and local governments have invested
heavily in transit, often with the explicit approval of voters. This investment is particularly evident in
Southern California. Since 1990, the six-county Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
region has added over 100 miles of light and heavy rail in Los Angeles County, and over 530 miles of
commuter rail region-wide. In November 2016, voters in LA County approved a $120 billion sales tax
measure for transportation, with a plurality of the funding dedicated to expanding and improving transit
(Measure M: Metro’s Plan to Transform Transportation in LA 2016). This measure marked the third such
countywide tax increase since 1990, and the fourth one overall. Other SCAG counties have also routinely
passed sales tax measures for transportation and transit improvements.

Over the same period, however, California’s transit use (depending on how one measures it) has varied
from modest increases to relative stagnancy to—in more recent years—steep decline. Southern California
isagainillustrative. Despite its heavy investments in transit, in absolute terms the region’s transit ridership
reached its postwar peak in 1985. Through the 1990s and mid-2000s ridership rose and fell modestly,
never reaching 1985 levels, and in 2012 it began declining. In per capita terms, ridership has fallen more
steadily since the 1980s. Ridership per capita was flat in the early 2000s, but started trending down again
in 2007. In California overall, per capita ridership was flat until 2009, when it began a decline from which
it has not recovered (The National Transit Database (NTD), 2015). -

Why is transit ridership falling? The question is not merely academic. The combination of rising supply and
falling demand has profound fiscal implications for transit operators, since it substantially increases the
public cost of moving each passenger. Increased transit supply has meant increased public investment,
particularly in new rail services. Measured as a ten-year rolling average of capital and operating costs,
transit investment in both the US and California rose almost 50 percent between 2000 and 2015. These
rising expenditures, when combined with falling patronage, yield falling productivity. Between 2005 and
2016, transit productivity - measured as passenger boardings per vehicle revenue hour (VRH)  has fallen
5 percent in California and 14 percent in the SCAG region. Falling productivity is not sustainable; it usually
ends with more subsidies or less service.

Beyond fiscal concerns, falling ridership calls into question a number of California’s ambitious
environmental goals. California’s aggressive agenda for combatting climate change is predicated in part
on many people using transit more and driving less. The carbon reduction targets set out in Senate Bill
375, California’s landmark climate reduction bill of 2008, involve large mode shifts to transit and away
from driving, while the California Department of Transportation’s current Strategic Management Plan
includes an explicit goal of doubling the state’s transit mode share by 2020 (California Department of
Transportation, 2015). But transit ridership, despite heavy transitinvestment, is trending very much in the
opposite direction.
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socioeconomic information. But the CHTS is a one-year snapshot, only available for 2012. As a result, we
have a data mismatch: excellent data for a single year, but a research question — why is transit ridership
declining? — that demands data on changes over time.

A last data obstacle is that the determinants of transit use are varied, ranging from gas prices to auto
ownership to the quality of transit service, and no single data set contains all of them. Some factors
thought to influence transit use, like the availability of free parking, are not systematically tracked at all.

To work around these limitations, we draw on an array of spatial, person-level, and administrative data.
At different points we use the U.S. Census summary files, the Integrated Public Use Microdata (IPUMS) of
the Census,’ state and national travel diary data, gas price and economic data from the Energy Information
Agency and the Bureau of Labor Statistics, and data and rider surveys conducted by some of Southern
California’s larger transit operators. One operator—the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (Metro, or LA Metro)—by itself accounts for most of the region’s transit use and has ample
public data available. As a result, at different points in the report when data for the entire region is lacking,
we draw on data specific to LA Metro.

Largely because of these data constraints, the case we build is circumstantial; we offer no definitive proof
of cause-and-effect. But the evidence is nevertheless compelling. The primary factor we identify is
automobile ownership. In the last 15 years, household vehicle access in the SCAG region has grown
dramatically. Vehicle ownership has grown particularly sharply among subgroups most likely to use
transit, such as the low-income and the foreign born from Latin America. The steep rise in vehicle access
among these groups that occurred as transit ridership began to fallis not direct proof, but itis a smoldering
if not a smoking gun. Public transportation is unlikely to fare well when Southern California is flooded with
additional vehicles. Much of the region’s built environment is designed to accommodate the presence of
private vehicles and to punish their absence. Extensive street and freeway networks link free parking
spaces at the origin and destination of most trips. These circumstances give people strong incentives to
acquire cars, and — once they have cars — to drive more and ride transit less.

The surge in vehicle ownership does not explain all of the transit decline. And it may well have been
reinforced by falling gas prices and the rise of TNCs— though again we note that increasing vehicle
ownership and declining transit use began before TNCs existed and when gas prices were still high. But
increased vehicle ownership by itself probably explains much of Southern Catifornia’s lost transit ridership.

Our findings accord with previous research about transit patronage. Giuliano (2005) has shown that
compared to Americans at large, the poor use transit more but like it less. The typical low-income rider
wants to graduate to automobiles, while the typical driver might view transit positively but have little
interest in using it {(Manville & Cummins, 2015). These facts, coupled with the falling ridership of recent
years, raise questions about transit’s future.

Transit ridership is not, by itself, a legitimate goal of public policy. Transit use is instead a means to achieve
other public ends. Traditionally, transit’s goals have been twofold: Providing mobility to disadvantaged
people who lack it, and mitigating the social and environmental costs of private automobiles by providing
alternatives to them. The first goal has long accounted for more of transit’s ridership, while the second

“The IPUMS data are from Ruggles et al (2017]
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has accounted for more of its rhetoric. Throughout the United States, and particularly in Southern
California, public transportation advocates have emphasized transit’s potential to manage traffic and
reduce pollution. In practice, however, transit has functioned overwhelmingly as a social service for low-
income people with little private mobility (Taylor & Morris, 2015).

Because transit has primarily carried low-income people, rising vehicle ownership among those people
suggests a future where public transportation’s core ridership could dramatically shrink. While this
outcome poses a grave problem for transit operators, it is not obvious that transit operators should try to
win these low-income riders back, at least not to the very high levels at which they rode transit previously.
With very few exceptions, acquiring an automobile in Southern California makes life easier along multiple
dimensions, dramatically increasing access to jobs, educational institutions and other opportunities
(Kawabata & Shen, 2006). As a result, pulling low-income former riders out of their cars and back onto
trains and buses could make transit agencies healthier but the region poorer. If transit agencies want to
protect their fiscal health while also increasing social welfare, they may need to convince the vast majority
of people who never use transit to begin riding occasionally instead of driving. This task is unquestionably
more difficult than serving a large pool of people who have few alternatives to transit. Convincing some
drivers to start using transit would likely require weakening or removing some of the state’s and region’s
entrenched subsidies for motor vehicle use. But transit is unlikely to grow substantially, to accomplish its
environmental goals, if driving remains artificially inexpensive.

THE SPATIAL AND DEMOGRAPHIC
DISTRIBUTION OF AMERICAN PUBLIC
TRANSPORTATION

Public transportation use in the United States is distributed unevenly across people and places. Transit
accounts for about two percent of all passenger miles travelled (PMT), and about two percent of personal
trips overall (NHTS 2009). These small overall numbers, however, conceal transit’s outsized importance
to some people in some places. The average U.S. resident made about 32 transit trips in 2016 (Neff &
Dickens, 2017; U.S. Census Bureau, 2016), but the modal resident made zero trips, and a small number of
people rely on transit extensively. Chu (2012) shows that 20 percent of Americans live in neighborhoods
without transit, while 60 percent live in neighborhoods with transit but have not used it in the previous
month. Another 11 percent uses transit less than ten times per month, while eight percent take ten or
more trips monthly.

The small share of people who use transit frequently is concentrated in a handful of metropolitan areas.
In 2016, 65 percent of all transit boardings occurred on the nation’s ten largest transit operators; the 15
systems in the New York region by themselves account for over 40 percent of the country’s transit trips
(FTA, 2016). Even within these transit-heavy areas, however, most people do not use transit regularly,
because most transit use occurs in the central cities, and specifically among lower-income and foreign-
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incomes to finance vehicle purchases. U.S. auto loan originations among subprime consumers increased
140 percent from 2010 to 2015 (New York Fed Consumer Credit Panel / Equifax). We do not have local-
level data on vehicle debt, but inflation-adjusted per capita vehicle debt in California rose 91 percent
between 2000 and 2015 (Federal Reserve Bank of New York).*®
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Data sources: Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, Economic Research Division

Figure 35. Percent of sample with credit scores below 660, by county in SCAG region.

CONCLUSION

Per capita transit ridership, long sluggish in Southern California, began to fall in 2007. In 2012 that per
capita decline accelerated, and manifested as a more noticeable and more alarming absolute decline. The
precise reasons for this decline are almost certainly manifold, and hard to disentangle. Gas prices fell
sharply after rising steeply. The explosive growth of Uber and Lyft provided new mobility options to some
people who had been mobility-constrained. In Orange County, fares rose substantially. On LA Metro, by
at least some accounts, feelings of danger increased. Some of the people most likely to use transit moved
to areas where transit was less prevalent. Especially in recent years, all these factors most likely
contributed to transit’s downturn.

¥ Data come from the New York Federal Reserve Bank’s Consumer Credit Panel.
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But in weighing the evidence, the overwhelming factor appears to be a dramatic increase in the stock of
private automobiles. Between 2000 and 2015 Southern Californians acquired vehicles at nearly four times
the rate they had between 1990 and 2000. This growth of the private vehicle stock lines up—in timing, in
magnitude, and in theory—with the region’s falling transit use. Vehicle access grew across all income
levels and groups, but disproportionately among those groups, like the low-income and foreign-born, who
are most likely to ride transit. Transit ridership in the SCAG region has long depended on a sizable minority
of people who did not, largely for economic reasons, have access to cars. After 2000, many of these people
acquired cars, and it should not surprise us that they started riding transit less.

To be sure, the case we build in reaching this conclusion is circumstantial. For reasons we have already
enumerated, the data available to examine transit riders are scarce and fragmented, which leaves
alternative explanations possible if not plausible. Certainly future research should emphasize more data
collection. Given the data available today, however, in our judgement rising vehicle ownership is the best
explanation for falling transit ridership.

If this explanation is sound, it poses a daunting problem for transit operators. When lower-income people
graduate from transit to driving, transit agencies bear a cost, but the other side of that cost is a large
benefit for both the people who start driving and for society overall. In the aggregate, Southern
Californians drive too much, once the various costs of pollution, congestion and crashes are accounted
for. But some Southern Californians — the poorest of them ~ drive too little, and both their lives and the
region as a whole would be improved if they drove a bit more. The low-income person who acquires a
vehicle often makes fewer trips than an affluent person (driving is expensive) and the trips they make are
often essential, and have social benefits that exceed their social costs. A car trip by a low-income
household is more likely than one by an affluent household to involve finding and keeping work, getting
to school, or accessing better health and daycare options. These trips might modestly increase congestion
and pollution, but they have large paybacks in employment, earnings, and overall well-being that exceed
those costs. Affluent households, in contrast, make many more trips, and more trips whose social value is
lower (they might increase congestion and pollution not just by driving to work, but also by driving to
lunch, or to visit friends).

Given the powerful difference a car can make in the lives of low-income people, efforts by transit agencies
to recapture low-income riders can have a perverse impact: they would target some of the highest-value
vehicle trips in the region. Ideally, of course, transit agencies would pull people away from lower-value
vehicle trips. It makes little sense to deprive a low-income person of their trip to work at a location poorly
served by transit, when affluent people routinely drive for errands and visits that they could easily
complete by foot or transit. A quick trip to a store a half mile away (or a trip to a store a mile away when
a comparable store is a quarter mile away) is more likely to have social costs that exceed its benefits. And
these trips are abundant.

Given this situation, and given the ambitious greenhouse gas reduction goals that California has assigned
to transit, planners and operators may need to expand transit’s target market. Transit should by no means
abdicate its social service mission, but as we stated in the introduction, per capita transit use falls when
current riders stop riding, and when new residents don’t start. Transit today relies on a high rate of use
by a narrow base of people. But if that narrow base of people is acquiring vehicles, transit’s healthy future
lies in reversing those circumstances, and striving for at least a low rate of use by a broad base of people.
The SCAG region lost 72 million transit rides annually from 2012 to 2016. This number seems daunting,
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but the region has 18.8 million people. According to the CHTS, about 77 percent of those people {(roughly
14.5 million), ride transit rarely or never. Herein lies vast untapped potential. If one out of every four of
those people replaced a single driving trip with a transit trip once every two weeks, annual ridership would
grow by 96 million—more than compensating for the losses of recent years.

The obstacle to this outcome, however, is large and beyond the direct control of transit operators: driving
is too cheap. The large subsidies given to transit in recent years pale next to the longstanding subsidies
for automobiles that are hidden in unpriced road use, unpriced or underpriced street parking, high
minimum parking requirements, and taxpayer- and developer-financed road-widenings. If public policy
does not adequately confront underpriced driving, then transit ridership will likely continue to falter, and
transit will not meet its ambitious environmental goals.
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Transit: The Urban Parasite

By Ranpar O'Toovre

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

he costs of supporting the nation’s urban

transit industry are rising, yet ridership

is declining. Data released by the Federal

Transit Administration in December 2019

indicate that 2018 transit ridership fell in
40 of the nation’s top 50 urban areas, and, over the past

r five years ridership has fallen in 44 of those 50 urban arcas.

Data released by the Census Bureau in September 2019
indicate that the nation had 6.3 million more jobs in 2018
than 2015, yet the number of people who took transit to
work declined by 146,000.

These declines have taken place in spite of huge
increases in spending on public transit. In 2018 alone,
subsidies to transit grew by 7.4 percent, increasing from
$50.5 billion to $54.3 billion. Yet much greater increases
will be needed to keep transit moving in many urban
areas. A recent Department of Transportation report
indicated that the transit industry has a S1o0 billion
maintenance backlog, mostly for its rail lines, and expen-
ditures will have to increase by at least another $6 billion

ayear to [ix this backlog within 20 years.

At the same time, the justifications for spending this
much money subsidizing a declining industry are disap-
pearing. Most low-income workers have given up on tran-
sit as a method of commuting and have purchased cars.
Instead of helping low-income people, transit’s major
growth market is people who earn more than $75,000
year. In all but a handful of urban areas, transit uses more
energy and emits more greenhouse gases per passenger
mile than the average automobile. Far from relieving can-
gestion, transit agencies are secking to increase conges-
tion in order to promote their businesses.

For all these reasons, it is time to end subsidies to
transit and consider privatizing it instead. Private opera-
tors can provide transit at a lower cost than govern-
ment agencies and will offer service thatis responsive
to transit riders, not political whims. To encourage this,
Congress should end the transit capital improvement
program (New Starts) and begin to phase out other fed-
eral subsidies to transit.

! Randal O Toole is a senior fellow with the Cato Institute and author of Romance of the Rails: \Why the Passenger Trains We Love Are Not the

Transportation We Need.



Transit saps
the vitality

of the urban
arcas it is
parasitizing
by demanding
huge subsidies
from
taxpayers. 99

INTRODUCTION

Datarecently released by the Federal Transit
Administration (F'TA) reveal that taxpaver sub-
sidlies to transit grew by more than $3.7 billion,
or 7.4 percent, berween 2017 and 2018. Despite
this increase, ridership fell by 215 million tran-
sit trips, or 2.1 pereent. The massive increase
in spending didn't even result in an increase in
transit service, as measured in vehicle-revenue
miles, which declined by 0.9 percent.

Preliminary data from the FTA also indi-

cate that 2019 will be the fifth straight vear of

declining rransir ridership, with ridership fall-
ing 7.8 percent since 2014 and, in manv urban
areas, falling by 20 to 30 percent. Afrer adjust-
ing for inflation, annual taxpaver subsidics to
transit grew by 15 pereent between 2014 and
2018, vet that increase did not prevent the de-
cline in eransir ridership. Fares are covering an
ever-diminishing share of the costs of rransir:
just 23 percent in 2018, Leonomists would sug-
gest this indicares thar transitusers don't place
a high value on this service.

This raises questions about whether it is
worthwhile for federal, stare, and local govern-
ments to continue to subsidize cransit. Transit
advocates argue thar it relieves congestion,
saves energy, reduces greenhouse gas emis-
sions, and provides mobility for low-income
people and others who don’t drive a car. In ¢s-
sence, they claim that cities and transic have a
symbiotic relationship, and that urban taxpay-
ers who don't ride transit nevertheless should
pay to subsidize transit systems so that those
systems can provide them with important
benehits, such as lower tratlic congestion.

A more realistic fook at the data suggests
that, outside of New York and perhaps a half-
dozen other urban arcas, these benefits are uny
to nonexistent, especially when compared with

the costs. Transit is no longer more energy ef-

ticient than driving: the energy efficieney of

automobiles is increasing, while the energy ethi-
ciency of transit is declining. Transit no longer
serves large numbers of low-income people.
as most of them have purchased automobiles.
Transit systems with declining ridership do

little or nothing to relieve urban congestion;

nearly empry buses often increase congestion.

In shorr, the relationship berween transit
and most urban areas is not a symbiotic one
but a parasitic one. Like any parasite, transit
saps the vitality of the entities itis parasitizing,
in this case by demanding huge subsidies trom
taxpavers. Like many parasites, some transit
agencies evenseck to reshape the regions they
parasitize to make them more congenial tor
the health of rransit even though such changes
impose higher costs of living on the residents
of those cities.

Transit advocates have reached the point
where they actas though the purpose of cities
and their residents is to benelit transie, In fact,
transit should benehit residents 1y enhancing
their mobility and well-heing, If transie is not
doing that, and people no longer value it, then
it should not be subsidized.

RIDERSHIP IS FALLING

The transitindustry is in crisis. as ridership
has fallen for the fifth straght vear. Counting
the vear ending December 31, 2019, the F'IA
reports that 2019 ridership was 7.9 percent be-
low 2014 ridership. While the 2019 numbers
are still preliminary, the RS final 2018 re-
port indicates that transit carried 215 million
fewer trips in 2018 than in 2017, a 2.1 pereent
drop. Ridership in 2018 declined from 2011
40 out ot the nation's 5o largest urban areas !

Bus ridership began falling (s, with rid

e

ership decreasing every vear since 2012, 1 !
2019, bus ridership reached its lowest level of
any vear since 1939, But rail ridership has been
talling since 20100 and in 218 i tell by a larger
percentage than bus ridership.?

Ridership declines in manyurban arcas were
much greater than the average rate of decline.
Since 2013, Los Angeles has lost 23 percent of its
riders, Miami 29 percent, St. Louis 24 percent,
and  Cleveland 33 percent. Ridership in
Chicago, Philadelphia, and Washingron—three
ot the nation’s biggest transit regions—all tell by
12 pereent or more.’

Transit is hucking the trend inonby a hand-

ful ot the nation's major urban areas. Number



one is Seattle, where ridership has grown by
8 pereent in the past five years. As will be de-
scribed below, the primary reason for this is a
massive increase in jobs located in downtown
Scattle.

More modest growth has been seen in
Houston, Richmond, and Columbus, Ohio.
Transit agencies in these cities revamped their
bus systems, increasing bus frequencies on
popular routes, reducing or eliminating service
on unpopular routes, and relocating routes to
replace historic hub-and-spoke systems, which
made sense when most jobs were downtown,
with grid systems, which make more sense now
that most jobs are in the suburbs.? While these
examples are worth emulating, such overhauls
will provide a one-time boost in ridership but
will not solve the industry’s long-term prob-
lems. Houston was the first major citv to do
such a redesign, and ridership grew for several
vears hut now appears to have leveled our.

. TRANSIT'S GROWING
IRRELEVANCE

Table 1 shows that New York is the only
urban area in the United States where transit
plays a dominant role in people’s daily lives.
Transit carries more than half of all employees
to work in New York City and almost a third
in the New York urban area (which includes
northeastern New Jersey, most of Long Island,
Westchester, and Danbury, Connecticur). The
average resident of the region rides transit
well over 200 times a year.

[t is important to distinguish New York
from other urban areas because New York is

so different from any other American region:

what happens in New York, at least from a
transportation view, has almost no applicabil-
ity anvwhere else. With almost 28,000 people
persquare mile, New York has, by far, the high-
est population density of anv major city in the
country, and with more than 71,000 people per
square mile, Manhatean is the highest-density
part ot a city® Lower Manhattan has two mil-
NMionjobs, which is 4 times that of any other job
concentration in the United States and more

than 1o times the number of downtown jobs in
all but six other cities.®

The cconomic and population boom in
New York since 1990 led to a 68 percent in-
crease inthe region’s transit ridership berween
1991 and 2014. This increase helped conceal
problems with the transit industry in other
parts of the country, which only became obvi-
ous after 2014, when even the New York rider-
ship began to decline.

Reflecting the long-term decline in the
importance of transit in most other parts of
the countey, New York's share of the nation’s
rransit riders grew from 33.5 percent in 1991
to 44.5 pereent in 2019. Outside of New York,
2019 ridership was 12 percent lower than in
2014,

San Trancisco-Oakland is a distant sec-
ond to New York, as transit carries about
18 percent of Bay Area emplovees to work
and the average resident rides transit 120
times a vear. Transit also plavs an important,
although hardly dominant, role in Chicago,
Philadelphia,  Washington,  Boston,  and
Seattle: it carries 10-15 percent of commurers,
represents 2—y percent of overall motorized
travel, and averages 60-90 annual trips per
resident. Honolulu almost makes this group-
ing, as its transit carrics the average resident
on 78 trips a vear; however, it only carries
8 percent of commuters to work and many
transit trips there are taken by tourists.

In a few more urban areas, including Los
Angeles, Minneapolis—-St. Paul, Baltimore,
Portland, and a few college towns, transit
plavs a measurable, although hardly impor-
tant, role, carrving 5-= percent of employvees
to work and the average resident on 30-50
trips per vear. Evervwhere else, transit is al-
most completely irrelevant.

COSTS ARE RISING

Ridership isn't falling because of declin-
ing resources. In fact, taxpaver subsidies
to transit rose by more than $3.- billion, or
-4 percent, berween 201~ and 2018, Total

subsidies were $34.3 billion in 2018, or more

)

66

ReHecting
the long-
term decline
of transit in

other parts of

the country,
New York's
share of

the nation’s
transit riders
grew from
33.5 pereent
iN 1991 to 4.
pereentin

zm().?9

b



El

Table 1
ransit ridership data by urban area
umnaee | PTRVENEL e ENEY
New York | | . 224 32.5% )
Los Angeles 44 5.0% 1.8% -21.3%
Chicago 67 13.1% 3.4% -11.1%
Miami 24, 3.1% 1.1% -28.1%
Philadelphia 61 10.7% 2.4% 11.1%
Dallas-Ft. Worth 12 1.6% 0.5% -3.2%
Houston 16 2.3% 0.7% 5.4%
Washington 81 15.2% 3.2% -11.7%
Atlanta 25 3.4% 0.9% -8.6%
Boston 85 14.3% 2.7% -11.4%
Detroit 30 1.4% 0.4% 5.9
Phoenix 17 1.9% 0.7% -6.5%
San Francisco-Oakland '™ 126 18.2% 5.3% 3.5%
Seattle 65 11.6% 3.4% 8.8%
San Diego 31 2.7% 1.3% 110
inneapolis-St. Paul 33 5.5% 1.1% -4.8%
ﬂnpa%l. Petersburg 9 1.4% 0.3% -15.6%
Egggg;;ﬁgg]def- 36 4.0% 1.6% 2.0%
Baltimore 44 7.3% 2.3% -16.8%
St. Louis 19 2.5% 0.6% -24.9%
San Juan 13 2.6% 0.9% 45,65
i 8 1.4% 0.4% 21.4%
Las Vegas 31 3.3% 0.9% -1.2%
Portland 53 7.0% 2.3% -3.7%
Cleveland 20 3.1% 0.7% -30.9%
San Antonio 20 2.1% 0.6% -18.0%
Pittshurgh 38 7.2% 1.4% -1.5%
Sacramento 13 2.2% 0.6% -23.2%
San Jose 21 4.1% 0.9% -19.47
Cincinnati 11 2.1% 0.4% -15.2%
Kansas City 10 1.1% 0.2% -1.9%
Orlando 12 1.5% 0.5% -15.7%
Indianapolis 6 1.1% 0.1% A0.74

( Einla Brach 10 1.6% 0.4% 24.2%
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Milwaukee 23 3.0% 0.7% -28.8%
Columbus 13 2.0% 0.3% 1.3%
Austin 18 2.2% 0.6% -9.2%
Charlotte 15 2.2% 0.4% -17.2%
Providence 15 2.4% 0.5% -18.2%
Jacksonville 10 1.1% 0.3% -8.2%
Memphis 6 0.8% 0.2% -28.0%
Salt Lake-Ogden—Provo 19 2.5% 0.8% -3.3%
Louisville 12 2.1% 0.5% -26.2%
Nashville 10 1.3% 0.3% -0.8%
Richmond 8 2.0% 0.4% 3.3%
Buffalo 27 3.5% 0.7% -3.8%
Hartford 21 3.2% 0.9% -2.4%
Bridgeport 11 10.0% 0.3% -19.4%
New Orleans 23 3.3% 0.6% -14.9%
Raleigh 9 1.1% 0.2% 31.7%
Oklahoma City 3 0.6% 0.1% 15.7%
Tucson 19 2.4% 0.8% -24.3%
El Paso 16 1.2% 0.7%h .47
Honolulu 78 8.0% 3.7% 7.1%
Birmingham 4 0.7% 0.1% - T
Albuquerque 14 1.6% 0.8% -29.4%
McAllen#! 2 0.2% 0.1% 15.1%
Omaha 4 0.8% 0.1% -19.5%
Dayton 13 2.5% 0.5% -10.0%
Rochester NY 21 2.8% 0.5% -13.9%
Allentown 7 1.9% 0.3% 13,04
Tulsa 4 0.7% 0.1% -17.0%

Sources: Transit lrips per capita are based on total transit trips from the “2018 National Transit Database.” Federal Transit Administration.

hitps:/iwww transit.dot. gov/sites/fta dot.gov/files/Funding%20Sources_2 xIsm. divided by the American Community Survey's 2018 estimates of urban
area populations. "Means of Transportation to Work, 2018." American Community Survey. Table B08301 (for urbanized areas).

hitps //data.census.gov/cedsciltable?q=b08301&g=0100000US 400000&tid=ACSDT 1Y2018.B083018hidePreview=true. Transit's share of commuting 1s
from “Means of Transportation to Work, 2018, American Community Survey. Table B08301. hitps://data census gov/cedsciftable?
q=b08301&tid=ACSDT1Y2018.B08301.

Transit’s share of all travel by urban area is calculated by comparing vehicle miles of travel in “Highway Statistics 2017," Federal Highway Administraticn
Table HM-72. https://iwww.fhwa.dot.govipolicyinformation/statistics/2017/hm72.cfm. wilth passenger miles of lravel n "2017 Annual Database Service.
Federal Transportation Administration, https://www transit dot.gov/nid/data-product/2017-annual-database-service Vehicle miles of travei were
converted to passenger miles by mulliplying by 1.67. the average occupancy of automobiles according to the 2017 National Household Trave!

Survey (Washington: Federal Highway Administration. 2019). Table 16

Notes' Urban areas are ordered by population rank. from largest to smallest.

1. Includes Concord and Livermore.

2. Transit's share of commuting includes Denver-Aurora only, not Boulder or Longmont

3. Includes Murrieta-Temecula.

4. Transit's share of commuting is based on 2017 dala. ridership growth is shown for 2014-2018
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maintenance
backlog for
guideways
(such as rails)
is $23 billion,
vet the transit
industry
reduced its
spending on
guideway
repairs by
$131 million in

2018.,,

than $5.50 for cach trip and Sr.o1 per passen-
ger mile. By comparison, subsidies to driving
are about a penny per passenger mile.? Of the
increase, $1.9 billion went to increased operat-
ing costs, mostly for higher labor costs. Nearly
$700 million went for benefies, while salaries
and wages increased by $235 million.

The other $1.8 billion in increased costs
went to capital costs. The FTA counts capital
COSES in Ewo categorics: existing systems and ex-
tended systems. Capital spending on extended
systems represents genuine capital improve-
ments, while spending on existing svstems rep-
resents replacement of worn-out infrastructure
and vehicles. In 2018, spending on replacement
grew by S1.1 billion, while spending on capiral
improvements grew by So.5 billion.

The increase in spending on  capital
replacement was needed because in recent
decades transic agencies have been build-
ing new infrastructure without replacing the
existing infrastructure as it wears out. The
I'TA calls this the stute-of-good-repair backlog. A
Department ot Transportation report released
in November 2019 estimates that this backlog
was $106 billion (in 2019 dollars).'® The FT'A
savs that, as of 2015, the transitindustry hadn't
been spending enough on capital replacement
to keep rthe backlog from growing further,
much less enough to shrink it.

It isn't even clear thae the transit indus-
try is serious about eliminating the state-of-
good-repair backlog. According to the I'TA,
the backlog for guideways (such as rails) is
$23 billion."" Yer in 2018, transit agencies
reduced spending on guideway repairs by
S131 million, while they increased spending
on new guidewavs by 217 million." Theyv did
increase spending on station replacements,
probably because stations are more visible
to the public than guideways, and repairing
or replacing them creates an appearance that
the agencies are hixing problems. Yer worn-
out tracks create a serious satety hazard, while
worn-out stations merelv look unattractive.

Even ifit were properly allocated, the 2018
increase in spending on capital replacement
was so small thar, at that rate, it would rake

more than 75 vears to eliminate the hack-
log. Te will be necessary to increase spending
on capital replacement by at least $6 billion
more a vear in order to climinate the backlog
in 20 vears. One wav to do this would be to
shift all the money now being spent on capi-
tal improvements 1o capital replacement—a
measure that transit agencies are unwilling
to consider. Unless that happens. the cost of
sustaining transit svstems will continue to rise

even it ridership continues to fall.

FARES RISING,
SERVICE DECLINING

Despite the increase in costs, service, as
measured in vehicle-revenue miles, declined
by 0.9 pereent.™ Despite the decline in rider-
ship, fare revenues grew by 0.3 pereent in 2018,
which, however, onlv covered 1 percent of the
INCTCASC i Costs.

The revenue increase was possible because
the average fare per trip grew by 2.5 percent.
This suggests that at least some transit agen-
cies have entered a death spiral, meaning that
they respond to declining ridership by increas-
ing fares and cutting service, which further re-
duces ridership and forces more fare increases
and service cutes.

Transitagencies rely on fares to covera third
of their operating costs, ver a new movement
has sprung up tor free transit. As part of this
movement, on November 29, 2019, transit rid-
ers were encouraged by various activists to hop
turnstiles or otherwise ride transie without pay-
ing. Supposedly this would strike a blow against
capitalism even though transit is one of the
most socialized industries in the United Stares
(and almost evervwhere else in the world).!”

In support ot this movement, Calitorni
State Sen. Scott Wiener argues that taxpavers
should pav for a higher percentage of tran-
sit’s costs because “rransit is a public good
and should have taxpaver suppore.™ In tact,
transit is not @ public good. at least in the
ceonomic sense of the term. A public good 1S
one that is nonrivalrous (i.c.. one person’s con-

sumption ot the good doesn’t reduce another's



consumption of it) and nonexcludable (i.e., no
one can be physically denied use of the good).
Government often provides public goods
because, given those two characteristics, pri-
vate providers would be hard-pressed to have
enough paying customers.

However, transit does not suffer from ci-
ther of those characteristics. [f I 'sitin a transit
scat, vou can'tsit there, too; thus it is rivalrous.
Putting gates on the entrances to transit sta-
tions and doors on the entrances to buses and
other transit vehicles makes transit exclud-
able. Hence, private providers can provide
transit services (and in some cases do so)—if
thereis suthicient demand.

Wiener could mean something else when
he uses the term “public good.” but it is not
clear what. Perhaps he simply means that it is
currently provided by public agencies. But just
because something happens to be supported
by tax subsidies today doesn’t mean it deserves
those subsidies or that they should continue
forever, especially when transit use is declining.

Other people (including people responding
to Wiener's statement) claim that everyone
benefits from transit, so therefore everyone
should contribute to it through subsidies. |
will argue that the supposed benefits of tran-
sit—reducing congestion, saving energy, re-
ducing greenhouse gas emissions, helping
low-income people, and promoting economic
development—are either tiny or nonexistent.
Besides, it could easily be argued that every-
thing benefits everyone in some way or anoth-
er, but that doesn’t mean everything should be
subsidized by the government.

More recently, Curbed—a staunchly pro-
transit website produced by VoxMedia—ar-
gued that “free transit isn't enough™ and that
“transportation needs to be a right” because
people need “access to opportunity.™ If thar’s
true. then the most ceffective government
policy would be to give evervone in the coun-
try a free car. The most recent studies from
the University of  Minnesota Accessibility
Observatory show that, in America’s major ur-
banarcas, a 2o0-minute auto drive allows people

to access twice as many jobs, and a 30-minute

auto drive allows them to access four times as
many jobs, as a 6o-minute transit ride."”

Even from the viewpoint of transit riders,
there are several problems with free tran-
sit. First, if transit agencies arc 100 percent
dependent on tax dollars, they will be far more
responsive to politicians than transit riders.
This means they will run rransit when and
where it is highly visible, but not where tran-
sit riders may need it the most. This can be
seen in Los Angeles, where the county’s rransit
agency, Metro, has been building highly vis-
ible light-rail lines even as they lose Ave bus
riders for every rail rider they gain. According,
to a survey from the Transit Center, even Tow-
income riders would prefer improvements in
transit frequencies over reductions in fares.™

Second, making ridership free won't neces-
sarily significantly increase transit ridership.
Tallinn, Estonia, a city of 430,000 people, re-
duced its transit fares to zero in 2013, vet rider-
ship increased by only 1.2 pereentin the first
vear, and most of that increase resulted from
people choosing to take transit rather than
walk, not as a replacement for driving.® Af-
ter five vears, ridership grew by just s pereent,
which might have happened anvway

Third, funding transit out ot tares rather
than taxes imposes adiscipline on transitagen-
cies to keep costs low and transit atfordable.
When capital costs are funded exclusively out
of taxes, transit agencies go wild, spending bil-
lions of dollars on rail transit systems thar are
not any better (and in many respeets WOrse)
than buses. When operating costs are tunded
largely out of taxes, transit agencies allow
costs such as labor to balloon.

Fourth, making transit tree turns transit
vehicles into rolling homeless sheleers, Austin,
“Texas, experimented with a free transit system
in 1989 and 1990. While ridership increased,
much of the increase was because the elimi-
nation of fares attracted homeless people and
other “problem riders.” Physical assaulrs on-
board buses tripled atter fares were elimmat-
ed, and consequently costs increased because
of the need to hire addittional transit securiey

otheers. For thar own satery and that of the

Transit is not
a public good,
at leastin the
cconomic
sense of

the term,
and doesn’t
deserve

the kind of
subsidics
that public
goods might

receive.
99



Funding
transit out of
fares rather
than subsidies
Imposes a
discipline

on transit
agencies to
keep costs low
and transit

affordable. 99

riders, =5 percent of bus drivers signed a peti-
tion to restore bus tares and the experiment
ended after little more than a vear.® Other
American cities that experimented with free
transit had similar issues.™

A 2011 survey of transit fares found that
nearly three dozen citics in the United Stares
offer free transit. All of them were in small
urban areas and most were cither resort com-
munities or university-dominated cities.™ De-
spite the free fares, however, transit does not
play a dominant role in rhe transportation sys-
tems of anv of those cities or towns.

In December 2019, the Kansas Ciry,
AMissouri, council voted to make all transit in
the area free. Councilmembers reasoned that
fares were already so low that they brought
in little more than 10 percent of the bus sys-
tem’s operating costs and the city promised to
make up the $g million shorttall.* This was
a remarkable decision, given the 30 pereent
decline tn bus ridership the svstem has experi-
enced since 2012. Final implementation of this
plan is still under consideration by the Kansas
City Area Transportation Authority.

TRANSIT SPEEDS DECLINING

Los Angeles Metro blames the loss of tran-
sit riders on slowing transit speeds resulting
from traflic congestion*® This leads transit
advocates to argue thar transit buses deserve
their own lanes in order to boost speeds and
increase ridership.®” Thisis ironic, considering
that the increase in trathie congestion in fos
Angeles and many other regions is largely due
to policies that devore most regional trans-
portation dollars to building rail transit lines
rather than improving roadway capacities.

In fact, transit supporters are openly ap-
plauding projects that will increase traflic con-
gestion in the hope that it willencourage some
auto users to ride transivinstead. *Ie's too casy
to drive in this city,” savs Los Angeles Mctro
head Philip Washington. To get people back
on the bus, he wants to “actually make driv-
ing harder™ by converting lanes on sereces that

are now open to all traftic into exclusive bus

lanes.™ Considering thar the Los Angeles v
ban arca is already one of the most congested
cities in the world, and that almost 9o percent
of its commuters get to work by automobile,
itisn’t clear that adding additional congestion
will change anvone's driving habits.

Federal Transit Administration dara ofter
some support for the claim that ridership is at-
tected by transitspeeds. Average transiespeceds
can be roughly calculared by dividing vehicle-
revenue miles by vehicle-revenue hours. By
this measure, transit vehicles nationwide aver-
aged 15.08 miles per hour in 2018, down from
15.16 miles per hour in 2017 and 15.20 miles per
hour in 2016. Los Angcles bus speeds averaged
104 miles per hour in 2018, down from 1o 5 m
2017 and 10.6 in 2016,

Using ridership and speed dara going back
to 199., the correlation between Los Angeles
Metro bus speeds and ridership is a respectable
0.63. Using data going back to 1991 and count
ing all transit in the counrry the correlation
is even higher, ar 0.=8. OF course. correlation
doesn’t prove causation, and there may be other
factors at work affecting both speeds and rider-
ship. Morcover, reduced speeds don’t explain
recent declines in rail ridership, as trains are
generally not subject to highway congestion.

In anyv case, rather than make congestion
worse for nonbus riders (the great majority of
people in every American city not named New
York) in order to muke it hetter tor buses. it
would make more sense to fund programs thin
would relieve congestion for eoeryone. This is
especially true because simply having dedicated
bus lanes doesn't make buses move much faster,
as most of their time is spent picking up and
dropping ot passengers. The 2018 database re-
veals, for example, that supposedly “rapid bus
e many of which use dedicated fanes, go an
average of 101 miles per hour, compared with

12.0 miles per hour tor regular buses.

TRANSIT COMMUTING
DECLINED IN 2018
Transits decline is also revealed i the

Census Bureau's American Community Survey,



which is based on surveys of about 3.5 million
households per vear. The 2018 survey revealed
that the nation had 1.8 million more workers
in 2018 than in 2017, yet the number who took
transit to work fell by 23,000. Nearly all of the
decline was in bus transit, which lost 58,000
commuters, while rail transit commuting grew
by 22,500.%" Since 2015, the United States has
gained 6.3 million workers, ver transit lost
146,000 commuters.}

This doesn’t mean that cities are better
off building more rail transit, as many regions
with rail transit saw overall declines in tran-
sit commuting. Some of the biggest declines
in transit commuting took place in Baltimore
(11,000 transit commuters), Denver (-7,300),
and San Diego (-7,500). Transit commut-
ing also declined in Atlanta, Boston, Hous-
ton,  Minneapolis—=St.  Paul,
Orlando, Phoenix, Portland, Salt Lake Ciry,
San Francisco-Qakland, and St. Louis.? All of

Nashville,

these are urban areas that have opened up new
rail transit lines in recent years.

This downward trend is a reversal of pre-
vious vears, when the American Community
Survey reported that the number of people
commuting by transit grew, even if it didn't
grow as fast as other methods of commuting,
Yet, even before 2018, overall ridership was de-
clining because of a reduction in nonwork trips.
Now, both transit commuting and ridership are
moving in the same direction: downward.

The fallin transit commuting meant that the
share of workers commuting by transit also fell,
and in 2018 was just 4.9 percent. Transit is an
important method of commuting in only a few
urban areas. While almost a third of workers in
the New York urban area commute by transit, it
carries more than 10 percent of workers in just
six other major urban areas: Boston, Chicago,
Philadelphia, San Francisco-QOakland, Seattle,
and Washington. (Concord, California, is also
on the list, but that is really a part of the San
Francisco-Oakland urban area.)**

In most of the rest of the country. tran-
sit borders on insignificance. Transit carries
less than 5 percent of workers in Denver, Los
Angeles, and San Jose; less than 4 percent in

Atlanta, Cleveland, and Salt Lake City; less than
3 percent in Austin, Charlotre, FHouston, San
Diego, and St. Louis; and less than 2 percent
in Dallas-Ft. Worth, Detroit, Orlando, and
Tampa-St. Petersburg. The number of people
who work at home was greater than the number
of people who take transit to work for the first
time in 2017, and the difference grew in 2018,

with 5.3 percent of workers working at home.

TRANSIT INCREASINGLY USED
BY HIGH-INCOME PEOPLE

Onc justification for transit subsidies is
that they help low-income people, but fow-
income people are dramatically reducing
their use of transit. One study of Los Angeles
ridership blamed the decline in bus ridership
mainly on the increase in auro owncership
among low-income workers.

The American Community Survey con-
firms that transit use among low-income swork-
ers is declining, while transit’s major growth
market is among high-income workers. The
2017 survey was the first to find thar the me-
dian income of transit riders was higher than
the national median of all workers. ™ This was
true in urban areas all over the country, includ-
ing Boston, Chicago, San Francisco-Oakland,
Seattle, and Washingron.

In 2018, the median income of transit com-
muters rose to be higher than people who com-
mute by any other method, including driving,
walking, and cycling. Only people who worked
at home had higher median incomes.*” Again,
this was true in many major urban areas.

The survey further revealed rthat people
in every income class below $25.000 a vear
are decreasing their use of transit tor get-
ting to work and were 6 percent less likelv to
commute by transit in 2018 than they were in
20t0. Meanwhile, people earning more than
$63,000 a vear were 7 percent more likely to
commute by transit in 2018 than in 2010, The
fastest growth in transit commuring is among
people who earn more than $75.000 a vear,
People earning above $75,000 are especially
disproportionately likely to ride transit in

| 9
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Boston, Chicago, New York, and Szm.)osc.-‘x

Transit subsidies are also supposed to help
provide mobility for people who don't have
cars. But the American Community Survey
reveals that most workers who don’t have cars
don’t take transit to work. The 2018 survey
found thatonly 4o percent ot workers who live
in households without access to cars take tran-
sit to work. In fact, in many urban areas, in-
cluding Charlotte, Dallas=Tt. Worth, Denver,
Houston, Indianapolis, Kansas City, Miami,
Sacramento, Salt Lake City, San Antonio, and
Tampa-St. Petersburg, more people who live
in households without cars nevertheless drive
alone to work (possibly in employer-supplicd
vehicles) than take transit to work.

Studies show that low-income people
are rational to prefer driving over transit.
One study found that unskilled people were
80 percent more likely to have ajoband earned
S1,100 more a month if they had a car. In fact,
the study found that owning a car was more
helpful to getting and keeping a job than get-
ting a high-school-equivalent diploma.®”

As previously noted, this is because people
can reach far more jobs and other economic
opportunitics within a 20-minute drive than
they would within a 6o-minute transit trip.
This is why some nonprofit groups now spe-
cialize in making low-interest loans to low-
income people to buy cars. The borrowers
may have poor credit ratings. but once rhey
own a car they often quickly find a job and

pay off their loans.*°

TRANSIT DOESN'TPROTECT
THE ENVIRONMENT
Another reason often used to justify subsi-
dies to transit is that it saves energy and reduces
greenhouse gas emissions. Data in the 2018
Nartional Transit Database reveal chat this is no
longer true (and hasn’t been for several years).
The darabase indicates how many gallons of
diesel fuel, gasoline, and other fuels are used by
transit agencies, along with the number of kilo-
watt-hours used by electrically powered rransir.
The conversion of gallons and kilowatt-hours

to common units of energy s straightfor-
ward based on factors provided by the US.
Department of Energy?' In calculating electri-
cal energy, I tripled the amount of energy used
by transit. This is to account for the average
generation and rransmission losses measured
by the Department of Encrgy, meaning that it
takes three British thermal unies (BTUs) of fos-
sil fuels or other power sources to deliver one
BT'U to electric customers. #

Based on these calculations, American rran-
sitsvstems used an average of slightly more than
3,400 BTUs ro move one passenger one mile
in 2018. This number has increased every vear
since 2014, mainly because the average number
of people onboard teansit vehicles (calculared
by dividing passenger miles by vehicle-revenue
miles) has declined by nearly 20 percent since
2014. This happened because the transit rider-
ship declined bur transitagencies didn't propor-
tionately reduce their transit service.

By comparison, the most recent data avail-
able indicate thar the average car uses only
about 2,900 BTUs per passenger mile. while
the average light truck (SUVs, pickups, full-
sized vans) uses 3.400.% Morcover, both of
these numbers are declining. Transit hegan us-
ing more BT Us per passenger mile than the av-
erage car in 2008, and it is poised to use more
than the average light truck by 2019, Personal
driving in the United States is almost equally
shared by cars and light trucks, so transit's per
passenger-mile energy consumption is greater
than the average of all automobiles. which is
about 3.200 BTUs per passenger mile.

As shown in Table 2, the results are even
worsce for transit on an urban-area basis. Among
the nation’s 100 largest urban areas, transit is
more energy ctficient than cars onlyv in New
York, San Francisco-Oakland, and Honolulu,
and more energy ctheient than light rrucks
in those regions, plus Atlanta and Portland.
Counting all 488 urban arcas, rransic is morce
energy efficient than the average carinjust g of
them. and more energy etficient than the aver-
age truck in just 12 of them. Tn many urban ar-
cas, including Dallas=Fr. Worth, Indianapolis,

Kansas Ciry, San Antonio, and Sacranmiento,



transit uses twice as much energy per passenger
mile than the average car.

Calculations of greenhouse gas emissions
per gallon of fuel are also straightforward, as
based on standard conversion measures. Emis-
sions per kilowatt-hour depend on the sources
of clectrical power. Power producers in differ-
ent states use different combinations of fossil
fucls and other fuels to generate electricity, re-
sulting in different outputs of greenhouse gas-
es per megawatt. To account for this, Tapplied
US. Energy Information Agency estimates of
the pounds of carbon dioxide per megawart-
hour for the electricity generated in each state
to transit agencies based on the locations of
their headquarters.

Based on these calculations, transit nation-
wide does slightly better than the average car
in greenhouse gas emissions. In 2018, transit
emitted an average of about 198 grams of car-
bon dioxide per passenger mile, compared with
209 for the average car and 253 for the average
light truck. However, transit numbers are heav-
ilv weighted by the New York urban area, where
44 percent of transit ridership takes place. Ac-
cording to the Department of Energy, electric-
ity generated in New York State emics less than
half the national average of carbon dioxide per
kilowatt-hour, so New York transits green-
house gas emissions are unusually low:

On an urban-area basis, transit’s green-
house gas emissions are almost as bad as irs
energy  consumption. lransit  emits more
greenhouse gases per passenger mile than the
average automobile in 93 of the 100 largest
urban areas and more than the average light
truck in 9o of those urban areas. Transit is
more greenhouse gas friendly than cars in just
8 of the nation’s 488 urban areas, and more
than light trucks in just 14.

These numbers count only the operating
costs of energy and greenhouse gas emissions
and are not a complete life-cvele analvsis.
Operationally, for example, rail transit is often
more energy eficient and produces less green-
house gasses than buses or automobiles. Bur a
tull lite-cvele analvsis would produce very dif-

ferent results. One such analvsis found that

the full lite-cvele energy and greenhouse gas
emissions from auros was 63 percent greater
than the operational costs, but for rail transit
it was 155 percent greater.

Construction of both rail and roads usces
large amounts of energy and generates large
amounts of greenhouse gases. But over their
lifespans, urban highways carry far more pas-
senger miles than typical rail transic lines, so
the energy cost per passenger mile of rail tran-
sit ends up being higher.

For example, the environmental impact
statement for the Interstate light-rail line in
Portland estimated that the energy cost of
construction would be 170 times the projected
annual energy savings from operation.*” Since
ridership on that line is well short of expecra-
tions, the acrual pavback period will be even
longer*™ Lven if the pavback period were
much shorter, since rail lines need reconsrruc-
tion every 30 or so vears, which requires nearly
as much energy as the original construction,
the annual savings will never repay the cost of

construction and reconstruction.

TRANSIT SPENDING MAY
SLOW URBAN GROWTH

Transit advocates often claim that transit
stimulates urban development. Bur compar-
ing transit capital spending with urban-area
growth rates reveals that such stimulants are,
at best, a zero-sum game. At most, all transit
does is influence the location of new develop-
ment, not the amount. Noreover, recent data
indicate that urban areas that spend the most
on rransit improvements grow slower than
ones that spend less.

‘Transit supporters often claim that rthe
opening of new rail lines is frequently followed
by billions of dollars ot urban redevelopment.
What they neglect to mention is that the rede-
velopment is often supported by subsidies of
its own, such as tax-increment financing, sales
of properties for less than market value. and
dircer grants to developers.

lor example, the citv of Pordand has ori-

ented all of ies urban-rencewal districes around
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Table 2

The average Transit, energy, and greenhouse gas emissions

car emits Urban area 11 (0011 17 | BIUS per passengermile.

FE‘\VCI‘ New York

greenhouse LS AnEleS

gases per Shicago

passenger mile Miami

than transit Padehe

x ) Dallas—Ft. Worth

o 4;76 Gl 0{: Houston 4,066 290

488 urban Washington 4,459 277

arecas. ” Atlanta 3,172 204
Boston 3,477 202
Detroit 4,601 326
Phoenix 5,296 389
San Francisco-Oakland 2,616 115
Seattle 4,101 280
San Diego 3,648 240
Minneapolis-St. Paul 4,479 300
Tampa-5St. Petersburg 5,601 417
Denver-Boulder-Longmont 4,027 279
Baltimore 4,425 269
St. Louis 5,062 378
San Juan 4,483 314
Riverside-San Bernardino 7,231 581
Las Vegas 4,274 341
Portland 3,270 159
Cleveland 5,821 417
San Antonio 6,013 466
Pittsburgh 5,242 341
Sacramento 6,642 392
San Jose 4,531 264
Cincinnati 5,399 394
Kansas City 6,895 523
Orlando 5,000 370
Indianapclis 6,844 500
Virginia Beach 6,032 419
Milwaukee 5,329 389

% Columbus 7,309 565

Austin 5,103 s




Charlotte
Providence
Jacksonvilie
Mcimphis

Salt Lake-Ogden-Provo
Loutsville
Nashville
Richmond
Buffalo
Hartford
Bridgeport
New Orlcans
Raleigh
Oklahoma City
Tucson

El Paso
Honolulu
Birmingham
Albuquerque
McAllen
Omaha
Dayton
Rochester NY
Allentown
Tulsa

Average All Transit
Average Car

Average Light Truck

4,687 305
4,746 347
6,514 488
6.811 495
4,011 293
5,101 372
5,472 396
4.397 3.4
4,875 309
4,958 333
5,671 413
6,598 SRE
6,156 443
5,971 4.9
5,293 383
4,714 390
2,746 200
6.944 553
5,793 428
4,621 335
10,093 743
4,957 356
4,471 326
6.0R8 LD
6,466 515
3,437 194
2,890 205
3,389 241

Sources BTUs [British thermal units] per passenger mile are calcu!ated from the number of gatlons and kilowatt-
hours of fuel as reported in "2018 National Transit Database Federal Transit Adnunistration

hips /iwavw transit.dot govisitessfta dot govifiles/Funding”%.20Sources_2 xism

Note Urban areas are ordered by population rank frem largest to smailest

its rail transit lines and, to subsidize develop-
ment along those rail lines, it has issued nearly
$1.8 billion in bonds to be repaid out of tax-
increment revenues.? That's far from the
only subsidy offered to developers: Portland’s
regional planning agency, Metro, recently sold
land appraised at $6.4 million for just $1,000
to a developer because the land was next to a
light-rail station.#”

Valley Metro, Phoenix’s transit agency,

claims that its light-rail line has stimulated
S1t billion worth of new development. Bur a
carctul review of the list of developments sup-
posedly stimulated by the rail line revealed
that at least a third received government sub-
sidies and most of the rest were government
buildings. The light rail connecrs downtown
Phoenix with the University ot Arizona, and
Valley: Metro claimed that every new uni-

versity building and every new downtown

At best,
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the location

of new
(IC\'CI()]mwnrs.
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arowth and
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government office building were the result
of light rail. The supposedly transit-oriented
developments included ro.000 parking spac-
es, an automobile dealership, and several gas
stations.’®

Cities often follow rail construction with
rezoning that favors redevelopment. In facr,
one of the factors for rating federal transit
capital improvement grants is the support
that cities will provide for so-called teansit-
oriented developments.’ The I'TA and other
agencies have written entire books on how
cities can subsidize and incentivize transit-
supportive development ¥

Transit advocates argue that the taxes gen-
erated by new development will help pay for
the rail lines. At best., however, rail lines inllu-
ence the location of development within a re-
gion but not the region’s overall growth rate,
SO NO New taxes are generated.

To assess the cffects of transit capital
improvements on urban growth, I compared
per capita capital expenditures in the 19905
(starting in 1992, the carliest vear for which
data are available) with population growth
from 2000 to 2009, and per capita capital
expenditures of that decade with population
growthinthe 20105 (through 2018). I made this
comparison for the nation’s 50 largest urban
areas. Since some transit agencies serve multi-
ple urban areas, I combined census data for the
Boulder, Denver, and Longmont urban arcas of
Colorado and the Ogden, Provo, and Sale Lake
City urban areas of Utah. Per capita capital
expenditures in these urban areas ranged from
under $200 per vear in Indianapolis, Kansas
City. and Tampa-St. Petersburg to well over
$2,000 a vear in New York, San Francisco-
Oakland, and Seattle.

The correlations between capital improve-
ments in one decade with population growth
in the next were weak to nonexistent. A cor-
refation of 1 or -1 is perfect; a correlation of
less than o.15 is no berter than random 3 The
strongest correlation was hetween capital
spending in the 19gos with population growth
from 2000 10 2009, at -o.31. meaning that

more spending correlated with slozeer growth.

The correlation between capital spending
from 2000 to 2009 with population growrh
in the 20108 was o.13. The correlation be-
vween spending in the 1990s with population
growth in the 20105 was zero. Thus, spend-
ing more on transit doesn’t boost growth and
may even reduce it

WHY IS RIDERSHIP DECLINING?
Many reasons have been offered to explain
the steady decline in transit ridership over
the past several years. These include transits
dilapidated infrastructure, cuts in transit ser-
vice, slower transit speeds, Lrowing car owner-
ship, and the groweh of ride-hailing services.
All of these probably contribute in some Wi,
but one reason that has rarely been mentioned
is probably more important than most of the
others: the decline in the importance of down

town job centers.

Dilapidated infrastructure

Aspreviouslynoted, the F'TA estimates thin
the transit industry has about a $S100 billion
state-ol-good-repaiv: backlog, wand most of
this is in the half-dozen cities with rail tran-
sit svstems thar are more than 4o vears old:
Boston, Chicago. New York, Philadelphia, San
Irancisco-Oakland. and Washington. These
svstems satier frequent acerdents and delass,
and this unreliability has discouraged transi
riddership. While this helps explain ridership
declines in those regions, it doesn't explamn
why ridership is declining in cities wich newer

rail svstems or bus-onlv syseems,

Transit service

Some writers have argued that transie rider-
ship is dependenton the level ot service: more
service means more ridership, so declines
ridership must be due o declining service ™
This may have been true at one time, but the
relationship between service and ridership ap-
pears to have broken down. Beoween 2014 and
2019, Wishington increased service (measured
in vehicle-revenue miles) by 1o percent but

lost 12 percent of tts riders: Atlanta increased



service by 13 percent but lost 12 percent of its
riders; Phoenixincreased service by 22 percent
butlost 9 percent ofits riders. In fact, between
2014 and 2019, 30 out of the top 50 urban areas
increased service but lost transit riders.’ Not
only is decreasing service not a primary reason
tor ridership declines, but spending money to
increase service may simply be throwing good
money after bad.

Slow speeds

The efforts by some transit agencies to
blame declining transit use on slower speeds
has already been mentioned. While this may
be a problem in some areas, nationally it
doesn’t explain the decline in ridership. Be-
tween 2017 and 2018, the average speeds of
conventional bus service and light rail both
increased, yet both lost riders.

Growing auto ownership

As previously noted, a study in Southern
California concluded that increasing auto
ownership among low-incame workers was a
primary factor—if not the main reason—for
declining ridership. Nationwide, the percent-
age of workers who live in households with
no cars declined from 4.5 percent in 2014 to
4.3 percent in 2018. While that may seem
small, when less than § percent of urban travel
is by transit and 9o percent is by auto, a slight
increase in auto ownership can translate into
a relatively large decline in transit ridership.
The significant decline in transit commut-
ing among low-income people reported by
the American Community Survey suggests
that much of the increase in auto ownership
is among such people. While this should be
seen as a positive benefit of inereasing wealth,
transit agencies sec it as an incursion into what
they consider their captive customers.

Ride hailing

Ride hailing, using such services as Uber
and Lyft, began to grow in 2014, about the
same rime that transit ridership began to de-
cline. Most ride hailing isn’t work-related,
but ride hailing can explain why transit

commuting is declining while commuting by
taxi (which is where ride hailing would appear
in the American Community Survev) grew
much more in 2018 than transit commuting
declined. However, this doesn’t explain why
a few urban areas—most notably Searttle, but
also Columbus, Oklahoma City, and a few
others—seem to be exempt from the decline
in transit ridership raking place almost every-
where celse. The other event that happened
after 2014 was a large drop in gasoline prices—
prices in some arcas tell by nearly 50 percent—
which suggests that increased auto ownership
and auto driving may be more responsible for
transit decline than ride hailing.>

Downtown jobs

Many people think that transit ridership
depends on population densities, but the most
important factor is the number of downtown
jobs. This is because most transit svstems pri-
marily have hub-and-spoke routes centered on
downtown, so most urban residents can get to
a downrown job in one transit ride, while ger-
ting to a job somewhere else usually requires
Two or more transit rides.

Demographer Wendell Cox used 2010
census data to calculate the number of jobs in
cach of the downtowns in 52 major urban ar-
cas, using consistent criteria (o detine down-
towns based on job densities in cach census
tract.’” Using his numbers, the correlation
between 2010 per capita transit ridership and
downtown jobs in those 52 urban areas is 0.8+,
a strong positive correlation. For comparison,
the correlation berween per capita transit rid-
ership and population densities in those same
urban areas is 0.54, which is fairly high but no-
where near as high as that of downtown jobs.**

Cox hasn't done a more recent analvsis,
but he did a similar calculation using 2000
census data, which can give us some sense of
trends over time. His data indicate that the
number of downtown jobs fell between 2000
and 2010 in 29 of the 47 urban areas that were
on both lists. During that time, New York
gained nearly a quarter of a million down-
town jobs, while the other 46 downtowns
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collectively lost 100,000 jobs.?

Even in downtown urban arcas where the
number ot jobs grew, they didn't grow as fast
as in the rest of those arcas. In every urban
area that is on both of Cox’s lists, the down-
towns’ share of jobs declined between 2000
and 2010.°7 This is a continuation of trends
since 1920, after which the rrend toward land-
intensive moving assembly lines led down-
town factories to move to suburban arcas
where land was less expensive. Not coinciden-
tally, per capita transit usage peaked in 1920 at
287 trips per urban resident (compared with
37 trips today). Downtowns' declining impor-
tance as regional job centers helps explain why
transit is declining in so many areas,

As of 2010, only six urban arcas—Boston,
New York, San
Irancisco, and Washington—had more than

Chicago, Philadelphia,
240,000 downtown jobs, and those six were
also the only urban areas where transit car-
ried more than 10 pereent of commuters to
work. Seattle stands our as the urban area
whose transit ridership is growing the fastest
when most others are declining, and that is
because Seattle’s downtown job numbers have
been rapidly growing and recently reached the
240,000 threshold.

Seattle
Association, the number of jobs in downrown

According to  the  Downtown
Seattle grew from 219,325 in 2010 to 313,589
in 2018, a 43 percent increase. Along the way,
the number of downtown jobs first excecded
240,000 in 2013, and not coincidentally 2013
was the frst year in which the Amcerican
Community Survey reported that more than
10 percent of Seattle-area workers commut-
ed by rransit.” Downtown Seattle now has
48 percent of all the jobs in the city of Seattle,
a higher percenrage than any other major city
in America—even Lower Manhattan has less
than 45 percent of the jobs in New York Cirv.®

While all of these factors may have con-
tributed to declining transit ridership in at
least some urban areas, it seems likely that re-
ductions in the number of downtown jobs and
the increase of ride hailing services are the two

most important causes of declining rransic

ridership. Both of these issues are largely be-

vond the control of transit agencies,

POLICY RESPONSES

Some cities are taxing ride-hailing trips,
based on the questionable claim that ride hail
ing is aincreasing tradhie congestion. Uber and
Lyfr users in south Manhartan pav more per
trip in taxes to support the subway system than
subway riders themsclves: starting in 2018,
the tax on ride hailing is S2.75 per ride, com-
pared with average 2018 subwav fares of $1.33
per trip.” (Average fares are generally lower
than published tfares due o monthly passes
and discounts tor sentors, students, and oth-
ers.) Starting in 2020, ride hailers in Chicago
will pava St.25 rax and tor those in downtown
Chicago the tax will be $3: the average fare col-
leeted by the Chicago Transit Authority buses
and trains was S1.27in 20189

In face. ride haling 1s not a significant con-
tributor to congestion. The claim that it doces
contribute to congestion is hased on 2 278
report by transit advocare Bruce Schaller,
who found that ride-hailing operators drive
2.8 miles for every mile they acrually carry
a passenger.™ This led some reporeers 1o
conclude that Uber and Lyt incrcase trathic
180 percent in major cities " In fact, the trat-
hicancreases from ride hanling are negligible,
Lven pro-transit CirylLab admirs thar conges-
tonis not Uberand Lyvtes faule.”

Schaller also estimated that ride hailing
in nine major urban arcas (Boston, Chicago,
Los Angeles, Miami. New York, Philadelphia,
San
Washington) grew by 5.~ billion vehicle

N

miles in 201="

Francisco-Oakland.  Scartle.  and
b recording he Federal
sut according to the Federa

Highway  Administration,  people  drove
1 trillion vehicle miles in those urban areas
in 2016, and the number declined slightly in
201=, s0 5.7 billion isn’t much of a contribu-
tor to congestion.” This is especially true as
surveys indicate that most ride hading takes
place during non-rush-hour periods.”

The claim that ride hailing increases con

gestion is merely an excuse to tax it and o



punish a competitor to transit. If transit were
private, cities would be much less defensive
ofit.

Cities and transit agencies also have few
tools to increase downtown jobs. Besides the
seven previously noted urban areas, no other
cievis close to having 240,000 downtown jobs.
The closest, Atlanta, had less than 175,000
jobs in zo10.

Scattle benefitted  from Amazon’s and
Microsoft’s decisions to locate tens of thou-
sands of new jobs in downtown Seactle rather
than the suburbs, where the companies were
founded and headquartered. This decision
may have been influenced by Scattle’s urban-
growth boundary, which has made land in the
suburbs much more expensive than it would
be without the boundary, thus making the
downrown relativelv more attractive.

While Seattle’s growth-management poli-
cies may have contributed to the increase in
transit ridership, they have come with severe
costs. When measured by hours lost in traffic
congestion, Seattle—the nation’s 15th-largest
urban area—is now the third-most congesred
urban area in the United States.™ Searttle also
went from being one of the most affordable
housing markets in the country in 1985, when
King County first drew an urban-growth
boundary, to one of the least-atfordable hous-
ing markets today.™

Cities and transit agencies are also actively
seeking to increase urban densities, especially
along transit corridors, by subsidizing high-
density development along those corridors
and. in many cases, deliberately creating arti-
ficial shortages of low-density housing. But
survevs show that most people living in such
developments drive almost as much as people
living elsewhere in the same urban areas, so
this strategy has been a failure. Beyond that,
this strategy violates people’s freedom to
choose the kind of housing they prefer.

As previously noted, another transit agency
tactic 1s to persuade cities to convert general
purposc trathe lanes to dedicated bus lanes.
\ This simultaneously speeds buses and penal-

izes auto drivers. Advocates claim that every

bus deserves its own lane.”™ This, however, is
bascd on the assumption that huses are some-
how more environmentally sound that autos,
when in fact buses use far more energy and
emit far more greenhouse £ases per passen-
ger mile than autos. The reality is that, even
with congestion, automobiles are faster and
more convenient than transit, so policies that
ierease congestion just waste people’s time

without significantly changing travel habits.

A REALISTIC LOOK AT
TRANSIT'S FUTURE

The recent declines in transit ridership
are a continuation of trends that began be-
fore 1920: the most important of these are the
increasing levels of auto ownership and the
migration of jobs and pcople to the suburbs.
Lven ride hailing is just a 21st-century version
of the jitnevs that threatened streetcar com-
pantes in the mid-19108.™ Seattle's experience
notwithstanding, all of these trends appear to
be irreversible in the long run.

The main reasons that have been given for
subsidizing transit—providing transit to lower-
income people, reducing environmental costs,

and relieving congestion—are obsolete:

e lLarge numbers of low-income people
no longer relyv on transit, and, in tacr,
increasing auto ownership has helped
lift many people out of poverty because
automobiles provide them with access
to tar more jobs and other economic
opportunities than transit does

« Inall butahandful of urban arcas. rransit
consumes more resources and does more
harm to the environment than driving.

* Outside of New York and perhaps a
half-dozen other urban areas, transit
does little o relieve rathe conges-
tion and mav even increase it because
dedicated rransit lanes and railcars that
frequently delay vehicles at grade cross-
ings do more to increase congestion
than to reduce it.

o Lven if transic could achieve any of ity

€6

Since 1963,
total subsidics
to transit have
exceeded Si.g
trillion, of
which at least
a third has
come from
the federal
sovern

ment.
29
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New York,
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-ails with
buses as the
-ails wear

out. ,’

high-minded goals, throwing money at
transit has failed to ger people out of
their cars. The number of transit trips
taken by the average urban resident
has declined from 62 in 1964, the year
Congress started extending federal sub-
sidies to transit, to 36 trips in 2019.”°

Federal subsidies to transit are especially
questionable because most transit agencies
do not engage in interstate commerce. When
Congress passed a law in 1958 making it casier
for railroads to cancelintercity passenger trains
that cross state lines, several railroads pro-
posed to also cancel commuter trains. This led
Congress to pass the Urban NMass Transit Act of
196.4, which offered federal funds to help states
keep such trains operating. At the time, the
justification for this was that some of the com-
muter trains serving Boston, Chicago, New
York, and Philadelphia crossed state lines. But
Congress extended its funding offer to any state
or local government that operated transit ser-
vices. In 1964, most transit was private and the
industry as a whole was profitable, but within
a decade it was almost entirely taken over by
state or local governments and had become
highly anprofitable. Today, the vast majority of
federal dollars allocated tor transit go to transit
agencies that do not cross state lines.

Since 1965, federal, state, and local gov-
ernments have spent close to Sgoo billion (in
2018 dollars) subsidizing transit operations,
more than Si1oo billion of which has come
from the federal government. Early records
of capital spending are incomplete, but since
1988 the federal government has provided
more than S350 billion (in 2018 dollars) in
capital subsidies to transit, out ot S450 billion
spent by the transit industry. Toral subsidies
have therefore been well aver Si.y trillion, of
which at least a third has come from the fed-
eral government.”™

Transit will clearly remain important in the
New York metropolitan arca. The question is:
How will the region pay forit? The Metropolitan
Transportation Authority’s (MTA) long-term
debt is more than $.¢3billion.” [ts maintenance

backlog is S6o billion.™ Tes unfunded health
care liability is more than $20 billion.™ Despite
not having funds to close these gaps, the agency
is planning to spend $13 billion extending the
Scecond Avenue Subway another six miles ar

a cost of $2.2 billion per mile. As then MTA
vice president Dave Henlev admitted in 20004,
“There will never be ‘enough money™ to put the
svstenm in a state of good I‘Cp;lil'.x‘)

Bevond New York City, New JersevTransiy
needs S29 billion for the Gateway project
that would rebuild centurv-old tunnels un-
der the Hudson River and bridges near those
tunnels. New Jersev’s congressional delega-
ton would like the federal government o
pay half of this cost and to loan the stares the
other half, with no revenue source insight to
repay the loan—a plan rhat is opposed by the
Trump administration.® Even if the federal
government ultimately provides some fund-
ing, it doesn’t seem likely thar enough money
will be ever found to completely restore the
region’s transit systems,

New York Citv's densities cannot be sup-
ported wichout transit, particularly the sab-
wayv svstem. Buses running on the city's surtace
streets simply cannot move as many people as
1o-car subwav trains that run up to 36 times
perhour Unless New York finds away to tund
its transit, it may have to accept lower popula-
tion and job densities and a wholesale move-
ment of residences and othices to the suburbs

Ourside of New York, buses can replace
most rail lines in the country and acrually
move more people per hour in the same
amount of real estate. This is because, for
satety reasons, rail lines can tvpically move
no more than 20 railcars or trains per hour in
mixed trathe (such as strectears or light rah
and no more than 30 per hour in dedicated
rights of way (such as suhwave) while 2 single
bus lane can casily move hundreds of buses per
hour. For example. Istanbul has an exclusive
busway that moves more than 250 buses per
hour. despite cach bus stopping ar 33 stations
en route. While cach bus has a lower capacity
than a train. the increased number of vehicles

per hour means the [stanbul Merrobus has an



estimated capacity of 30,000 people an hour—
more than almost any rail line in the United
States outside of New York City*

Transit agencies should do several things
in response to ridership declines. First, they
should stop planning and building new rail tran-
sitlines. Buses can move more people per hour
than most trains, at a far lower cost, and no city
outside of New York has the job concentrations
that would require a subwav system.%

Second, as existing rail lines wear out, tran-
sit agencies should replace them with buses.
This would save billions of dollars in capital
replacement costs.

To save money operating those buses, tran-
sit agencies could contract out all bus oper-
ations to private companies. Several companies,
including First Transit and Veolia, compete for
such business, giving them incentives to keep
their costs low. By Colorado state law, Denver's
Regional Transit District (RTD) must contract
out half of all of its bus services. The contrac-
tors are unionized and pay taxes that RTD is
exempted from. The contracted half of the ser-
vice costs taxpayers just 52 percent as much, per
vehicle revenue mile, as the half that is operat-
ed by RTDS Contracting out transit services
in the seven urban areas where transit carries
more than 10 percent of commuters could save
taxpavers close to $4 billion a vear.

An even better solution would be to priva-
tize transit. This would result in the concen-
tration of transit services in dense cities and
near job centers, where people use it the most,
but the reduction or elimination of services
in low-density suburbs, where relatively few
people relv on transit.

A number of private companies, includ-
ing Bridj and Chariot, have attempted to en-
ter US. transit markets but were unable to
compete against heavily subsidized public

transit systems.™ In San Francisco, San Jose,
and Seattle, major employers such as Apple,
Google, and Microsoft provide private tran-
sit for their employees, which indicates that
public transit systems in those regions aren't
working verv well. % Privatization would lead
to transit going where people need it, not
where politicians want ir.

Congress should stare by abolishing the
transit  capital improvement  grant  (New
Starts) program, which cncourages transit
agencies to waste moncey building expensive,
and generally obsolete, infrastructure thar
they won't be able to afford to maintain. The
one strategy that transit agencies have suc-
cesstully used to increase ridership is to rede-
sign their bus svstems, something that can't be
casily done with fixed-rail svstems. This limi-
tation alone is a STrong argument against new
rail construction.

Next, Congress should phase out other
federal subsidies to transit and end federal
subsidies to highways. The Highway Truse
Fund was originally created to collect funds
from highway users and spend those funds on
highways. As such, it was at least a weakly et
fective mimic of markerts. Since 1982, however,
Congress has increasingly diverted a share of
the funds to transit and supplemented both
highway and transit funds with general funds.
In the long run, there is probably no need for
the federal government ro be involved with
highways or transit. In the short run, Congress
can at least ensure that funds collecred by the
federal government from highway users—and
no other tunds—go to highways.

A century ago, transit was a vital part of
American urban cconomies. At least ourside
of New York Ciry, that is no longer true. Ie's
time to stop wasting S5y billion a vear pre-
tending thatitis.
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September 8, 2025

This is not about the blue tape anymore

This all could have been avoided

Jim Ray made several attempts to communicate his concern over the safety hazard the blue tape
was causing, he was ignored and ridiculed

In his final attempt, he was laughed at and told he could remove the tape before each class as long
as he put it back after. He was mocked & ultimately ran out

Jim Ray was bullied

Bullying is when people repeatedly and intentionally use words or actions against someone.or a
group of people to cause distress and risk to their wellbeing.

This is about the Clovis Senior Activity Center management disregard for their employees,
specifically one of their most loyal longest standing “senior” employees.

This is about humanity, community & working as a “team”. Which was a term management used
constantly while trying to justify their bad decision of turning a dance floor and roominto a
pickleball court (which is too small).

Jims classes were growing quickly after moving back to the old senior center in April. Jim asked for
additional time slots for more classes. One time slot in particular was Wednesday evening. He was
told on MAY 19" “Wednesday evening is not available, we have pickleball”

Now Tammy & John are_scheduled for Wednesday evenings 6-9pm.

This is about discrimination.

Go to Jims facebook page and youtube pages (over 13k subscribers). Tell me this looks like a man
who was ready to retire, without notice.

It wasn’t until we went to Council on the 2" that anything was taken seriously about the tape on the
floor.

Yes, Jim acted on his emotions, he’s human too and he has feelings. Do you blame him?

Jim has been replaced. Butfor only 2 of his 7 classes, not including Friday night dance which
brought in an average of $185 per week, almost 10k annually.

Jim rescinded his retirement from Calpers on September 4. On September 5™ he sent Bethany a
message asking to return to work on Sunday the 7. She did not respond. He then went to HR and
was told he was not going to be hired back.

No one was concerned about the well being of Jim Ray. No_effort was made to contact him.




My name is Bill Scott. | live at 341 Evergreen.

I am asking the Clovis City Council to consider a proposal, to adopt and proudly display the
motto, “IN GOD WE TRUST”. This motto is not only our nations motto, it has recently been
adopted by the City of Fresno, and just three weeks ago, by the Fresno County Board of
Supervisors. | have some remarks, followed by Kathy Reinhardt. We are joined by EIGHTEEN
citizens, and we have 72 signatures and 76 positive reactions from Nextdoor, supporting us. This
has been gathered in only one week.

There is a reason this motto was adopted by our nation. It represents the mutual trust our
citizens and leaders have in each other. John Adams famously said, “Our Constitution was
written only for a moral and religious people, to all others it is wholly inadequate”. Our
Declaration of Independence, and our constitution, acknowledge that our rights come from our
Creator. But, with those rights come the responsibility to act within His morality. This morality is
embodied in the Ten Commandments. This mutual trust is based on myself, and all other
citizens, holding ourselves accountable to our Creator. To give up our sins in order to feel
comfortable in the presence of God. Negating the need for a large powerful government. In
return, we can then expect our leaders to govern in ways that do not interfere with, or hamper
our right to live as we desire. We trust you to NOT allow money or power to influence your
limited authority over us.

There are some whom do not believe in God. They may not like this. However, it is necessary
our society operate under some kind of morality. If not Gods morality, then who's morality will
we adopt. That question is addressed in our Declaration of Independence, and codified in our
Constitution. We chose God’s morality over a Kings morality. Laws will be based on one or the
other. You cannot have your own morality; it must come from a higher source. If you can make
your own then, you can also change it, to suit your needs. Gods’ morality is unchangeable, you
can accept it, and try to live up to it. Or you can deny it, giving up God to feel comfortable in
your sins. That decision creates chaos and the need for an authoritarian government. The
relationship between government leaders and its citizens is enhanced when both mutually
pledge trust in God.

Therefore, | ask the City of Clovis to adopt the moto, “IN GOD WE TRUST’, and display it in
council chambers.



The basis of God'’s connection to the United States government and its establishment can be attributed
to several historical and ideological factors. The Founding Fathers’ religious beliefs, the moral and
ethical foundations of the nation, and the cultural and historical context of the United States all
contributed to the acknowledgment of God in various aspects of American society, including
government symbolism and rhetoric.

The motto has faced criticism and legal challenges. Despite these challenges, courts have often ruled
that the phrase is a form of "ceremonial deism" and does not constitute a direct endorsement of
religion

The motto has become a symbol of American identity, often associated with the nation's values and
beliefs. It reflects a historical intertwining of religion and politics in the U.S., with many Americans
viewing it as a recognition of the role of faith in public life.

The phrase “In God We Trust” first appeared on U.S coins during the Ci\éil War, specifically on the two-
Cent piece minted in 1864. The introduction of the phrase was largely influenced by a letter from
Reverend M.R. Watkins to Secretary of the Treasury, Salmon P. Chase, to include a reference to God on
currency to boost morale of Union soldiers and signify the nation’s reliance on divine protection
during war.

The motto was officially adopted as the national motto in 1956 and has been inscribed on all U.S
currency since 1957, following a law passed by Congress in 1955 that mandated its inclusion on
paper money.

The House of Representatives has a long-standing tradition of displaying the motto "In God We Trust"
on its chamber doors. This practice has been in place since at least 1962, when the sign was installed
above the rostrum inside the House Chamber. The sign has been a symbol of the House's
commitment to the nation’s spiritual values and has been a source of pride for many members and
visitors.

The House of Representatives continues to honor the motto as a reflection of the nation's spiritual
heritage and a reminder of the importance of faith in the pursuit of freedom and democracy.

In conclusion, "In God We Trust" serves as a reflection of the United States' historical context, cultural
identity, and ongoing debates about the role of religion in political life. Its adoption and continued
presence on currency highlights the complex relationship between faith and national identity in
America.
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Petition to Display the National Motto “In God We Trust” in Clovis City Council Chambers

Petition summary and The motto has become a symbol of American identity, often associated with the nation’s values & beliefs. It reflects a
background historical intertwining of religion & politics in the U.S., with many Americans viewing it as a recognition of the role of faith in
public life,

The motto was adopted in 1956, with roots tracing back to the Cicil War and reflecting a complex relationship between
religion and American identity.

Action petitioned for We, the undersigned, are concerned citizens who urge our leaders to act now to display the U.S. national mott ?
“In God We Trust” in the Clovis City Council Chambers.
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The motto was adopted in 1956, with roots tracing back to the Cicil War and reflecting a complex relationship between
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Agenda ltem No. 12

Revised

CITYosCLOVIS

—— CLOVIS CITY COUNCIL ——

California Air Resources Board
1001 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Comments on Proposed Amendments to Advanced Clean Fleets (ACF)
Dear Chair and Members of the Board,

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input on the proposed amendments to the Advanced
Clean Fleets (ACF) regulation. We share the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB)
commitment to cleaner air and protecting public health. As a community in the San Joaquin
Valley, the most polluted air basin in the United States, our region takes seriously its responsibility
to improve air quality for our residents.

That said, we urge CARB to adopt a more realistic implementation timeline that aligns with the
current maturity of the zero-emission vehicle (ZEV) industry and enables the delivery of viable
heavy-duty options suitable for public agency fleets. Flexibility in implementation is critical to
avoid undermining the ultimate goals of clean air and greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions by 2045.

Current regulatory frameworks disproportionately burden public fleets, while private sector
exemptions persist, creating an uneven playing field and reduced market demand for needed
vehicles. Without adequate flexibility, public agencies may incur untenable operational costs,
potentially forcing privatization of essential services such as solid waste and transit. Private
operators, however, are not bound by the same timelines or public service mandates. This
imbalance increases the risk that California may miss its 2045 GHG and air quality targets.

We also caution against overreliance on exemptions as realistic solutions that provide for a well
planned implementation. Exemptions tied to infrastructure readiness are challenging. Agencies
cannot accurately forecast power needs before utility plans are finalized, and multi-year lead-times
from utilities are typical in our experience. In addition, the City is at financial risk posed by
mandatory power allotment purchases, even if unused, to get the necessary infrastructure installed.
We respectfully request CARB directly coordinate with utilities to streamline these critical
infrastructure issues.

ATTACHMENT 2



Regarding ZEV purchase exemptions, specialized vehicles (e.g. solid waste, vacuum trucks)
frequently lack functional zero-emission equivalents. Public agencies must have the ability to
request exemptions where no legitimate ZEV alternative exists. Similarly, daily usage exemptions
are difficult to implement due to absent benchmark ZEV performance data in certain sectors.

Transit systems have shouldered early transition mandates despite the insufficient reliability of
current ZEV bus technology. We have participated in pilot programs that underscore these
challenges, as the ZEV buses were not usable to serve our customers. These ZEV transit vehicles
have unproven long-term reliability significant and costly maintenance burdens. Public transit
serves as a foundational infrastructure that enables seniors and individuals with limited income to
access education, healthcare, and other essential services. Imposing mandates may prematurely
jeopardize these critical connections.

We are also deeply concerned about the financial burden the proposed regulatory timeline imposes,
which staff have at times minimized. The impact on ratepayers, including household and
commercial utility bills, must be documented transparently as it could be significant. There is a
real risk of driving local businesses out of California and disproportionately harming seniors,
young families, and lower-income households.

Our proposed path forward includes:

. Realistic timelines that reflect technology development and infrastructure readiness;

. Meaningful exemptions where technology or unreasonable cost barriers persist;

. State-mandated coordination with utilities to relieve local agencies’ administrative
and risk burdens; and

. Clear financial support mechanisms, including grants, to protect ratepayers and
communities.

We look forward to CARB’s continued engagement.
Thank you for your leadership and attention to these critical issues.

Sincerely,

Vong Mouanoutoua
Mayor, City of Clovis

City Hall Administration « 1033 Fifth Street, Clovis, CA 93612 - 559.324.2010 - TTY-711
citycouncil@clovisca.gov *+ www.clovisca.qov





