REPORT TO SHASTA COUNTY RTPA

MEETING ITEM
SUBJECT DATE NUMBER
Accept Triennial Performance Audits 7/27/2010 4-3

RECOMMENDATION
It is recommended that the Board accept the RTPA and Redding Area Bus Authority’s (RABA)
triennial performance audits for fiscal years ending June 30, 2007/08/09.

SUMMARY
Caltrans and the State Controller require audits of RTPA and RABA operations every three years.
Audits are due by the end of the following fiscal year.

DISCUSSION
The firm of Hathaway and Ksenzulak performed the audits. There were no audit findings.

RTPA Audit Recommendations
The audit firm recommends continued evaluation of RABA’s efficiency and methods to improve
productivity, and continuously search for grant opportunities to aid transit operations.

RABA Audit Recommendations

Performance indicators are used to quantify and review transit operator efficiency and trends. The
audit expressed concern about RABA’'s ability to meet farebox ratio requirements in the next
performance audit.

RTPA and RABA staff will continue to work together to achieve audit recommendations.

OTHER AGENCY INVOLVEMENT

RABA concurs with the recommendation. The audits were sent to Caltrans and the State
Controller. The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) has reviewed this item and recommends
approval,

FINANCING
This action will have no financial impact.

ttle, AICP, Executive Director
DSL/SLC/jac

Attachment; RABA Performance Audit
RTPA Performance Audit
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To the Board of Directors
Redding Area Bus Authority
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Redding, CA 96001

The obj JBCHVB ofthe performance andit of the Redding A1ea Bus Authority (RABA) isto provrde
an independeht, high-level evaluation of RABA’s overall performance. It is intended to be
diagnostic, determnining where performance is good and where the need for improvements in
peiformance may be indicated.

The audit was conducted in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States and the Performance Audit Guidebook for Transit
Operators and Regional Ti anspor tation Planning Entities issued by the California Department

of Transportation, which requires a triennial performance audlt This audit is for the fiscal years
ended June 30, 2007, 2008, and 2009,

The purpose of a performance audit is to determine compifance with laws and regulations that
could significantly affect the acquisition, management, and utilization of the resources of RABA
(economy and efficiency) and to determine whether programs are bemg calrled out in
conformity with laws and reguiatlons (program results)

The objective of the economy and efficiency portion of the audit is to consider whether, in
carrying out its responsibilities, RABA is giving due consideration to conservation of its
resources and minimum expenditure of effort. The objective of the prograin results portion is
to consider whether the programs or activities are meeting established objectives, the adequacy
of systems for measuring effectiveness, and to identify - factors inhibiting satisfactory
performance. :

The audit focused on the following:

I. Reviewing the ﬁroeess of establishing goals and objectives. -

2. Determining goals and objectives and how well they are docuinented and communicated.
3. Evaluation performance relative to those goals and objectiveé.

~ 4. Evaluating the efﬁc‘iency and effectiveness of the major functional areas.

In connection with those items, a number of functional areas were reviewed and evaluated.
Performance was evaluated and documented based on interviews with management,
policymakers, and employees, as well as an analysis of key documents and diagnostic indicators.
Data was collected, indicators were calculated and trend analysis was performed for the three
fscai years ended June 30, 2007 2008, and 20009.

A part of the audit involved the identiﬁcation review, and evaluation of internal administrative
controls in effect. Administrative controls include the organization plan and procedures
concerned with operational efficiency and adherence to management policies. Comments
relating to material weaknesses, if any exist, are contained in the body of the report.



‘ The report is organized into five parts. The first part contains general information about RABA. The. second part
- comprlses findings-and recommendations expr essed as part of our review of RABA. The third part contains findings
and recommendations expressed in the prior performance audit report. The fourth part provides our conelustons and

- major recommendation. The fifth part presents tables of the calculated performance mdtcators for the ﬁxed route, - :
demand reSponse and express service systems, - '

) GENERAL-INFORMATION

'RABA isa component umt in the Crty of Reddrng 8 comprehensrve annual financial report. The City provides

: aceountmg and administrative staff to RABA, Five member s of the Redding City Council, one member of the Shasta
.+ County Board of Supervrsors ohe member of the Anderson Crty Councrl and one member of the City of Shasta Lake -

‘ Councxl serye on RABA s Board of Dlrectors :

RABA was formed in 1976 by a Jomt powers agreement (J PA}between thie City of Redd:ng and the County of Shasta

to provide public transportation services within the Greater Redding area. Between 1976 and 1981, RABA conducted

in-depth studies to determine the type of system that would provide the most cost-effective service for the community;
'V-RABA began fixed route and demand response publlc transportatton services in November 1981.

In }983 service was expanded to include a route to Shasta College; whlch now aEso serves Simpson College. A rotite
- wads added in. 1985 to provide service to the Central Valley, Project City,. Summlt City, and Pine Grove areas north
of Reddmg (This area, ipncorporated in 1993, is now the City of Shasta Lake and is 4 member of the JPA JIn 1987 A
RABA purchased ten 1987, 32-passenger GlIllg coaches to replace an aging fleet. The new vehicles brought to.
'RABA anewimage, which in turn has increased rrdershlp and 1mproved public acceptance of the service. In October
- 1994, expanded fixed route service was impleniented, necessitating the acqms1tlon of four transit coaches, In 1998-
99 arid 1999-00, eleven 35-foot coaches were purchased with Proposrtron 116 and Federal Transit Administration
funds, repIaomg vehlcles in RABA’s aging fleet. RABA replaced 17 transit vehicles through its bus- replacement '
scheduie in 2001-02, one in 2002-03, and three in 2003 04

. 'RABA currently provrdes ﬁxed route servrce using srxteen 3 5-foot Gillig Phantom Buses, and one new 40-foot thhg
Phantom ‘bus. RABA also uses twenty 23 foot vans to provide demand response servtce in compliance with the
American with Drsabxhtres Act (ADA). :

~ The JPA between the City of Redding and the County of Shasta was amended effeotwe January 1, 1998 to mclude 7
the Crty of Anderson arid City of Shasta Lake.

" Over the past thiee years RABA experrenoed an increase in r1delsh1p for the ﬂxed route by 1.02%. During the same
period, RABA experienced & cumulative growth in rldershlp for the demand response by 4.26%: The increase in

- ridership for the fixed route and demand response can be pamally attributed to the recessed economy over the last

-several years, and a new marketing plan that was put in place during the years under consideration. ‘

' CURRENT YEAR FIND[N’G AND RECOMMENDATION

I plannmg and performmg our performanee audit of RABA for the years ended Jiine 30, 2007 2008,. and 2009 we
cofisidered the cha1 actertstlcs and functions of RABA’s management Those functlons included, but were not hmrted '
to: o N

* General management and organization -
»  Service planning '
o Seheduhng, drspatch and operations
'+ Personnel. management and training
*  Administration
-+ Marketing and public mformatmn

Maintenance
Hathaway & Ksenzulak, LLP
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We also exammed evidence suppomng RABA’s compliance with the Transportation Development Act (TDA) as
 directly related to performance audits and evaluated certain performance indicators as required by the Transportatlon
7Development Act, : -

Based on our audit, our finding and recommendation are as follows:
There were no firidings of noncompliance in the years covered under this audit. We have reviewed fare box trends

during this audit and find that if actual fare box ratios continue to decrease and the required fare box ratios continue
to increase, RABA will be out of compliance upon the next performance audit. We also feel that close attention

* should be paid to efficiency of operations ‘as they relate to acfual vehicle service kours. Continued vigilance -

) 'regardmg fare box ratios and mamtaunng efficiencies in contracts and routes will help ensure compliance with state
J_regulattons and Shasta County Regional Tr ansportation P}annmg Agency (SCRTPA) goals

| PRIOR YEAR FINDING AND RECOMMENDATION

In planning and perfoﬁning our p~erf0rmance audit of RABA for the years ended June 30, 2004, 2005, and 2006, we \
considered the characteristics and functions of RABA’S management. Those functions included, but were not limited -
- tor . ; . : : R

-+ General management and orgamzatton
v Sérvice planning : ,.
* . Scheduling, dispatch, and operation§ '
*  Personnef management and training
*  Administration '
+  Marketing and public 1nformat10n
. Mamtenance

Wealso exammed evidence. supportmg RABA’s compliance with the TDA as directly reEated to performance audits
and evaluated certain performance mdlcators as required by the. TDA.

' Based Qll our audit, our finding and'recommendat:on are as follows:
. Fale Box Ratlos

7F1r1 Ingw Public Utilities Code, Sections 99268.2; 99268.3, and 99268.12 reqmre that RABA maintain a ratio of fare

. revenues to operating costs (fare box ratio) at least equal three-twentieths (15%), for a county with a population of

less than 500,000. The SCRTPA elected the following minimum fare box ratios: 18.5%, 19%, arid . 15% for the

' \operatmg years ended June 30, 2004, 2005, and 2006, respectively. RABA had actual ratios of fare revenues to
-operating costs of 15. 53%, 13.54%, and 14.51%, for each of the years ' 2004 2005, and 2006, respectively, falling
© short ofthe prOJected ratios. RABA failed to meet SCRTPA’S requlred minimum faré révenues ratto during 2004

' 2005 -and 2006. :

Effect— Fallure to meet the required fare box ratio places RABA in noncomphance under regulations spetled out in
~ the TDA. The first year of failure, 2003/04, is considered a grace year and does not result'in a penalty or loss of
ehglblhty for funds. The second year of failure, 2004/05, is considered the noncomphance year, The third year of
failure, 2005/06, is considered the determmahon year, and the fourth year, 2006/07, is the penalty year where TDA
- money js actually withheld.

The shortfall in the second year, 2005/06, between actual fate box ratio and the required fare box ratio determmes _

- the penalty amount. The penalty i is deducted from the Local Transportation Funds (LTF) allocations and has the
effect of temporanly reducing available streets and roads funds to the claimants that make up RABA s JPA,

Hathaway & Ksenzulak, LLP




Recommendation — We recommend that RABA providea plan to SCRTPA showing how it will achieve the required
ratio of fare revenues, such 4s reviewing operating costs to identify any areas where additional costs can be cut. We
also recommend that RABA explore the possibility and effects of an additional fare rafe increase.

Response — RABA concurs with the development of a financiaf plan outlining current and forecasted revenue and
expenses. RABA currently has retained the consulting firm of Moore & Associates to review the public transit
operations, and to provide a-short-range transit plan for the RABA and SCRPTA Boards consideration. The transit
plan will include, but not be limited to, analysis of operating costs, available revenues, and forecasted fare ratios.

CONCLUSION

Oveljall, our conclusion is that RABA is functioning in an efficient and effective manner. .RABA appears to be
proactive and aware of relevant laws, rules; and regulations and continually attempts to improve their operations.

3:'(3‘9* " aa_‘f

7 Hathaway and Ksenzulak, LLP
June 25,2010
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REDDING AREA BUS AUTHORITY

Operating Costs

Fare Revenue

Pa‘sé.eﬁ'gér— Cbunts B

Vehicle Service Hours

Vehicle Se;v-iee Miles

Number of Operators

Number of Employees

Opefét_ing Cost/Passenger -
Opera_t_ing Ciosth, ehicle Service Hour
P.ziés;enger'sN ehicle Service Hou.r‘ g

~ Passengers/V ehic!é Service Mile(
Vehicle _Service Hours/Operatol:s'

: Vehi_cle Sérvipe Hours/Total Employées

Fare Box Recovery

Hathaway & Ksenzulak, LLP

TABLE1
FIXED ROUTES

Fis¢al Years Ending June 30,

2009

2007 2008
$2,843,182 . $3,029,398 $3,239,072
§ 544905 $ 585133 § 572,248
| _652,523_ -655',413 664,115
_.45,825 44,700 41,746
730,069 752,307 629,879
e N 32
43 47 47
436 4.62 488
6204 6777 77.59
14.24 14.66 1591
.89,' 87 1.05
1,478 1,397 1,305
1,066 951 888
19.17% 1932% 17.67%



REDDING

Operating Costs

- Fé‘l'e',Rave_;xw;llq : |

' P_'ass'enger Counts
E V:ehicle Service Hours
Ve_hicle Se_l"vice Miles
Nll_lﬁﬁey‘ of Opératofs
,Nur'i..llb.'er of Emp'l'oye_es |
' Opérating ClostfPassél'lge.r

: (‘Jperaﬁng-CQs‘u’V ehicle Se;‘vi(;t;: Houf _
| ngs-en‘gé_rsf\/ehicle Service Hour
| P'aésgnggrsfv_ e!lic_ie Sérvice Mile f

Vehicle Service Hours/Operators

V_ghicié Service Hours/Total Employees

Fare Box Recovery

© TABLEI -~ .
DEMAND RESPONSE

2007 ‘ 2008
51449345 $1593,443 $ie67184
o $'23-3",\201 § 237,682 5 23'9;661.‘-.
76,091 80,265 -79540
27,135 | _28,619: 29,086
a00495 '420,396' 4709;l61__0-
fs 155 15.5
26 28 28
_i9,,05 . 19.85 | 21.06_
5-3‘",41' 55,68 | 5%’-.46_
2,80 280 2.73
‘,Li9 19 | 19
1,809 1846 1,877
1,044 1,-_022 - 1,039
‘16-.09%_ »

Hathaway & Ksenzulak, LLP

ARFEA BUS AUTHORITY

_._Fiscal Yéars Ending June 30,

_ 2009 .

14.92%

1434%



REDDING AREA BUS AUTHORITY
" TABLEI
EXPRESS AND PILOT SERVICES

Fiscal Years Ending June 30,

2007 . 2008 2(_)09..
-Ope?atillgCOSts- o R R R $ 106,163 $ 122363 § -130,55'0' _
 FaweRévemis | R s is67 § 22518 8 22,14?
' ‘Far.e Bo_;gf_{ec_ov_ery. R .k E 7‘ R 1473% B 18:40% .- '16,_96%‘._

m Hathaway & Ksenzulak, LLP
FTX+=



REDDING AREA BUS AUTHORITY
" TABLE IV R
FIXED ROUTES'AND DEMAND RESPONSES

Fiscal Y"e‘a_rs Ending June 30,

2007 2008 . - __ 2009

- Operating Costs
Fixed Route - | . $2,843,182  $3,029,3908  $3239,072
Demand Response R 4 - a 1,449,345 1,593,443 1,671,284
~ Total | 34200507 $4.622841  $4.910.356
Fare Revenue -7 : ' ' S '
© Fixed Route . - | $ 544905  § 585133 § 572,248
~ Demand Response . , 233.201 237.682 - 239.661
Total ~ . | 0§ 778106 $ 822815 § 811,909
Actual Fare Box Recovery Ratio 18.13%  17.80% 16.53%

Required Fare Box Recovery Ratio per SCRTPA - S 16% L 15.5%

16.25% .

Hathaway & Ksenzulak, LLP
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Members of the Board:

"The objective of the performance audit of the Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning

Agency (Agency) is to provrde an independent, high-level evaluation of the Agency’s overall
performance. It is intended to be diagnostic, determining where performance is good and where the
need for improvements in performance may be indicated.

The audit was conducted in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards issued by the
Comptroller General of the United Sates and the Performance Audit Guidebook for Transit
Operators and Regional Transportation Planning Entities issued by the California Department of
Transportation, which requires a triennial performance audit. This audit is for the i scal years ended
June 30, 2007, 2008, and 2009. :

The purpose of a performance audit is to determine compliance with laws and regulatrons that could
significantly affect the acquisition, management, and utilization of the resources of the Agency
(economy and efficiency) and to determine whether programs are bemg carried out in conformity
with laws and regulations (proglam results).

The obje'ctive of the economy and efficiency portion of the audit is to consider whether, in carrying
out its responsibilities, the Agency is giving due consideration to conservation of its resources and
minimum expendlture of effort. The objective of the program tresulis portlon isto consider whether
the prograrms or activities are meeting established objectives, the adequacy of systems for measuring
effectiveness, and to 1dent1fy factors inhibiting satisfactory performance. -

The audit focused on the followmg

1. Rev;ewmg the process of establishing goals and objectives. ‘

2. Determining goals and objectives and how well they are documented and communicated.

3 Evaluatmg performance reIatwe to those goals and objectives.

In cqrmect_ion with those items, a number of functional areas were reviewed -and. evaluated.
Performance was evaluated and documented based on inferviews with management, policymakers,

and employees, as well as an analysis of key documents.

A part of the audit involved the identification, review, and evaluation of internal administrative

. controls in effeet Administrative controls include the organization plan and procedures concerned

w1th operahonal efficiency and adherence to management policies. Comments relating to material
weaknesses if any exist, are contamed in the body of the report.

This report is organized into’ four parts. The first part eontains general information about the
Agency. The second part comprises findings and recommendations expressed as patt of our review
of the Agency. The third part contains findings and recommendations expressed in the prior
perforinance audit report. The fourth part provides our conclusions and major recommendations.



$

* GENERAL INFORMATION

Until October 1981, the Shasta County Logal Transportation Commission coordinated transportation planning in Shasta

Cou'nty using state funds for planning purposes. The 1980 federal census identified Shasta County as a metropolitan area
" of over 50,000 people, and thus eligible for designation as.a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) and as an
* gligible recipient of Federal Metropolitan Plannmg Funds (FMPF) and Federal Transit- Administration (FTA)
: Sectlon 5303 funds. The Governor designated the Agency as the MPO for Shasta County in November 1981.

o The Agency, along with the Cities of Anderson, Reddmg, and Shasta Lake the. Reddlng Aiea Bus Authority (RABA)
~ and California Department of Transponation (Caltrans) approved a Memorandum of Understanding outlining legal
- foundations of the MPO, the planning; process, the obligations and respons1b111t1es the organizational makeup, and the

' ﬁmdmg process. The planning process is in compliance with the laws and guidelines developed by Caltrans and the

.. Federal Department of Transportatlon This resporisibility includes development and adoption of these planning pol1c1es

) and documents: :

. Transportatlon Policy Dlrectlon _
~+ Review and Coordination of Transportation Planmng
L. 'Prepal ation and Endorsement of an Overall Work Program
+ A Reégional Transportation Plan
»+ A Regional Transportation Improvement Plan
+ A Federal Transportation Improvement Plarit

These pldnning’ activities enable the local jurisdictions within the County of Shasta to qualify for a variety of state and
federal fundmg for transportation projects and facilities. :

A btief descripti_on of the Agency’s planning'activities is as follows:
Overall Work Program The Overall Work Program (OWP} is a program of planning projects, which must be

plepared and adopted annually. The OWP is a budgetary document intended to clarify the planning process and
to meet federal and state fundmg requn*ements :

Regional Transpoftatlon Plan — The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is prepared in compliance with state
(California Governinent Code Sections 65080 et seq.) and federal (U. S. Code Title 23, Sections 134 and 135 et
$eq.) regu lation governing regional and metropolitan planmng and pro grammmg and has a 20-year plan horizon.
Updated every S years, the plan contains discussions on regional transponatlon issues, problems and solutions,
and includes goals and Obj ectives for each transportation mode and area of concern. '

Regional ‘Transportation Improvement Program — The Regional Transportation Improvement Program is a -
biennial, 7-year prioritization and summarization of all transportation capital improvement projects for the
" region: — ' ‘ : ' '

Federal Transportatton Improvernent Plan — The Agency is respon51ble for the Federal Transportatjon .
,Improvement Program (FTIP). Every two years the A gency is requ1red to prepare and approve a 3-year program
for planned transportation projects mvolvmg federal funding,

. Transportation Development Act Fund - The A gency is required to administer Transportatmn Development Act
(TDA) funds; This involves the review, evaluation, and approval of TDA claims submitted by claimants. They
are also responslble for the drafting of allocation mstructions to disburse funds to eligible claimants in their
région. : -

Coordinated Human Transportation Plan — The Federal Transit Administration (FTA).requires that all public
transit projects involving federal funds must be included in a locally developed human transportation plan. The
Agency is the lead agency for the develop‘ment of Shasta County’s Coordinated Huinan Transportation Plan.
The plan is updated every 5 years.

B Hathaway & Ksenzulak, LLP




Congesnon and Air Quality Plans — Shasta County is cunently classrﬁed as an attainment area with respect to
all National Ambient Air’ Quality Standards. " Should Shasta County reach non-attainment, federaily-funded '
© projécts must demonstrate conformity with a state plan to meet federal air quality ‘standards. ‘Under Senate
Bill 375 (SB375) the Agency must prepare a Sustainable Comrnunltres Strategy to meet fedelal air quahty
* * standards to reduce greenhouse gas emissions frorn cars and lxght tlucks

) _CURRENT YEAR FINDING AND 'RECOMMENDATION

ln pianmng and performing our performance audit of the Agency for the years ended June 30, 2007 2008, and 2009 we
. cons;dered the chal acteristics and functions of the Agency g management Those functrons mc[uded but were not hnnted
~ to: !
. Agency admlnlstratton and management S
. Transportatlon planning and régional coordination
‘e Claimant relationships and oversight
s Marketing and transportation alternatives
+»  Grant application and management

We ais,e examined evidence supporting the Agency’s c'c')mp_lia'r'lce'withthe TDA as directly related to performance audits.
Based on our audit, our finding and recommendation are as follows:
There were no audit findings of non-compliance for the current yeéar. We recommend that the Agency continue

«evaluating productivity or recommendlng methods to improve productivity to RABA. In addition, we suggest that the
‘ Agency continue to look for Ople’tunltteS for grants to help wrth Opezatrons '

PRIOR YEAR FINDIN G AND RECOMMENDATION

. In plannlng and perfonmng our perfonnance audit of the Agency for the years cnded June 30, 2004 2005 and 2006, we
consrdered the characteristics and functions of the Agency’s managernent Those ﬁlnctlons mcfuded but were not limited -
to:

® . Apgency administration and rnanagement
- Transportation planmng and regional coordination
- & Claimant relatjonships and oversight
. e Marketing and transportation alternatives
. » Grant application and management.

We also examined evidence supporting the Agency’s compliance with the TDA as d.irectl'y related to performance audits,
Based on our audit, the prior auditcr’s ﬁnding'and recomrnendation are as folllowa

L Productmty Commrttee Functions — Pubhc Utlhtles Code (PUC) Section 99244 requires the Agency annua]ly
rdentrfy, analyze, and recommend potential productivity lmprovements which could lower the operating costs
of those operators who operate at least 50 percent of their vehicle service miles, within the arca under its
_]Lll‘[SdlC'[lOl'l The Agency may form a productmty committee to oversee those functions or it may be absorbed

) by one of ifs e‘ustmg committees.

The Agency iS tasked with ensuring that the operator has 'm.ade reasonable effort to identify areas of
improvement and implement improvements in those areas as recommended by the Agency.

Ha_thaWay & Ksenzulak, LLP




: There has been a contmumg recommendatron to the Agency that a productivity committee must be formed.

While the comittee is not specrf cally required by the PUC, the PUC does require that the Agency monitor the
productivity of the operators and progress toward ‘improvements. The-Agency has not formed a productivity
commiftee nor has it tasked any of its standing committees with the specific task of evaluating productivity or

recomimiending methocls to improve productwrty Wertecommend that the Agency perform its funictions pursuant

to PUC Sectron 99244

' Agencv s Response —The Agency 5 Social Servrces Transportatron Advisory Council (SSTAC) is a crt[zens

- commiiftee established under TDA statues. The SSTAC duties include review of public transit activities,

including productrvrty recommendatrons This commlttee meets the | purpose of a productrv:ty committee, as

- outlmed in PUC Section 99244,

F are Box Ratio - PUC Sectron 99268 allows the Agency to set the requlred ratio of fare revenues to operating

- costs (fare box ratio) at not less than 15% for.an opérator in a county with a populatron 01500,000 orless. The
- Agericy adOpted fare boik ratios of 18.5%; 19%, and 15% for each of the operating years 2003/2004, 2004/2005,

and 2005/2006, respectrvely RABA’s (the operator) actual fare box ratios were 15:53%, 13.54%, and 14.51%, = -
' lespectrvely The Agency is responsible for calculating the fare box ratio annually and is required to withhold o

TDA momes from an operator for noncompliance w1th the required fare box ratros established by the Agency

The fi rst fiscal year for wh1ch an operator does not marntam the required ratio of fare revenues to operatmg cost -

. is deemed a grace year, and it does not result in any penalty or loss ‘of eligibility for funds

If an operator was allocated funds durmg a fiscal year in whrch it did not rnamtam the requ1red ratio- of fare
revenues to operatmg cost, the operator s-eligibility to receive monies from the local transportation fund and
ailocations pursuant to PUC Sections 99313.3 and 99314.3 shall be reduced during a subsequent penalty year

" by the amount of the difference between the requrred fare-revenues and the actual fare revenues for the fiscal

year that the requrred ratio was not maintained. The penalty year shall be the fiscal year that begins one year

-after the end of the fiscal year durmg which the requ1recl rat1o was not maintained.,

1nd1ng The Agency had failed to recognize fiscal year 2003/2004 as a noncompllance year due to an

' unmtentronal oversight and mrscalcu]atlon of fare box ratio. Consequently, fiscal year 2004/2005 is considered
“the penalty year, and fiscal year 2005/2006 would be the year in which TDA monies should have been withheld.

Due to the Agency oversrght and mlscalculanon TDA monres were not withheld from the operator.

Recommendatron We recommend that the Agency review 1t’s internal controls to ensure that such an oversight

and miscalculation does not happen again.

Agency s Response — The Agency accepts the audit 1ecommendat10n and will make every effort to avord this

oversight in the future

CONCLUSION

Overall our conchusion is that the Agency is functioning in an efﬁc1ent and effective manner. Agency staff appears to
“ be proactive and aware of relevant laws; rules, and, regulations and continually attempts to improve thé Apgency’s

operations. The most significant of our recommendations is the review of the Agency’s internal controls to enstire fare

box ratlos are calculated correctly and to withhold TDA funds when an operator fails to meet the required fare box ratio.
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