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REGIONALTRANSIT BOARD

Mears Park Centre
230 East 5th Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
612/292-8789

MEETING OF THE REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD
Monday, June 18, 1990
Mears Park Centre Chambers
4:00 p.m.

AGENDA
Call to Order and Roll Call

Approval of Agenda
Chair's Report j‘s'(,?g;"l;;’) r_f_/

Administration and Finance Committee Report
Elwyn Tinklenberg, Chair

oA Financial Statements - April 1990

Wublic Officials Liability Insurance
C R

egional Transit Board 1989 Agency Audit
Contract Amendment with Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc/BRW, Inc. for Two
Out-of-Scope Work Items: Urban Mass Transit Administration Letter and
Central Corridor Capital Cost Estimate Documentation
Jobseekers Program 1990 Contracts
Northeast Suburban Transit (NEST) 1990 Budget Amendment
Dakota County 1990 Contract Amendment
Accessible Bus Rider Demonstration
|M1990 Budget Amendment Request
J ——Regional-Transit-Board-1990-Budget Ame hﬁ?n-;;txl;i equest

Other Business

A Accessibility Research Consultant Final Report
Public Comment

Michael J. Ehrlichmann
Chair

An Equal Opportunity Employer
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ROLL CALL AND ATTENDANCE SHEET
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Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote

Mike Ehrlichmann

Doris Caranicas (P)
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REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD | Lo

Mears Park Centre
230 East Fifth Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
612/292-8789

June 18, 1990

TO: Regional Transit Board

FROM: Michael J. Ehrdichmann, Chclm

SUBJECT: RCRRA Request for an Amendment fhy their FY'90 Mn/DOT Contract
for the Use of $100,000 in MVET LRT Funds to Study LRT Tunnel
Alternatives in Downtown St. Paul and the State Capitol Area

SUMMARY/BACKGROUND

Please refer to the attached letter from Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
(RCRRA) Chair John Finley to Mr. Randy Halvorson, Mn/DOT Director, Office of Transit,
requesting MVET LRT grant funds in the amount of $100,000 to study LRT tunnel alternatives in
downtown St. Paul and the state capitol area.

Mr. Halvorson has stated that this request can best be accomplished by an amendment to
the RCRRA's existing contract with Mn/DOT for the use of $914.271 in FY '90 MVET funds for
LRT planning and engineering activities in the Midway Corridor.

The RTB must approve all applications and amendments to applications for the use of
MVET LRT funds before Mn/DOT can approve a contract or contract amendment for their
use and expenditure.

This is an urgency measure necessary to enable the RCRRA to hold to their schedule
commitment to select an alignment altemative in January 1991.

ACTION REQUESTED

That the Regional Transit Board approve RCRRA's request for an amendment to their FY'90
MVET LRT grant contract granting them the authority to use $100,000 of these funds to study
LRT tunnel alternatives in downtown St. Paul and the state capitol area.

MJE:cm
Attachment

cc: Randall Halvorson, Mn/DOT
Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, RCRRA
Gregory Andrews, RTB
Judith Hollander, RTB
Sherry Munyon, RTB
David Minister, RTB
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District 6

Room 316 Courthouse

15 W. Kellogg Blvd. JUN | 41990
St. Paul, MN 55102
Phone 298-4145 R T B

June 12, 1990

Mr. Randy Halvorson, Director
Office of Transit

Room 815 Transportation Building
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Randy:

As work on the Midway LRT corridor progresses, we have received
many requests to compare a tunnel to surface alternative in
downtown St. Paul and in the Capitol area. A copy of a recent
letter from the Capitol Area Architectural and Planning Board is
attached. This work was not part of our original grant
application nor part of our contract with BRW, Inc. Today, the
Rail Authority passed a resolution, copy attached, authorizing
BRW, Inc. to study a tunnel for the Capitol and downtown area.

While I have reservations about a tunnel, it has become apparent
that we will need to study one to achieve consensus on this
project. The resolution authorized me tc request grant funds
from Mn/DOT for funding 50% of the cost of the tunnel study. The
total cost of the tunnel study is not to exceed $200,000 and the
grant request is, therefore, $100,000. A copy of the proposed
work scope is attached. Because of the rigorous time schedule
for the Midway Corridor project, it is imperative that the study
commence immediately. Although we are proceeding with the study
without the grant funds, we certainly hope you will view our
request favorably.

Please contact Kathryn DeSpiegelaere for additional information
subject.

ry truly,

-

éhn T. Finley, Chairman
amsey County Regional Railroad Authority

JTF/blk
Attachments

cC: Mike Ehrlichmann




CAPITOL AREA ARCHITECTURAL AND PLANNING BOARD

ROOM B-46

STATE CAPITOL

SAINT PAUL, MINNESOTA 55155
PHONE: 612 « 296 » 7138

June 8, 1990

John T. Finley, Chairman

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority
Room 316 Courthouse

15 West Kellogg Boulevard

Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102

RE: REQUEST FOR RCRRA RECONSIDERATION
Study of Below-Grade Alignments
in the Capitol Area

Dear Commissioner Finley:

The Chair of the Capitol Area Board, Lt. Governor Marlene Johnson, has
asked that I respond to the Ramsey County Railrcad Auth>rity’s decision to
not now study a below-grade alignment for Light Rail Transit (LRT) within

the Capitol Area of St. Paul, and to request your reconsideration of that
decision.

On June 1st Lt. Governor Johnson and a committee of our Board were briefed
by Kathryn DeSpiegelaere and your LRT consultants. At that briefing your
consultants reviewed the current at-grade alignments being actively studied
for the Capitol Area, as well as the criteria and process for additional
analysis. (A chart of that process is enclosed.)

At that June 1st meeting those Board members present agreed with the
process but expressed serious concern that the remaining at-grade
alignments now being studied did not adequately serve the Capitol Complex.
At the same time the Board expressed the opinion that it was a serious and
significant mistake not to concurrently study possible LRT below-grade
alignments within the Capitol Area, and asked Kathryn DeSpiegelaere to

convey to the Regional Rail Authority our request that this decision be
reconsidered.

Our Board feels that failure to study these alignments at this time
significantly and unnecessarily risks the credibility of the entire study.
In addition, we believe that failure to now study a below-grade alignment
will not allow the Capitol Area Board to make a timely determination as to
the adequacy of any at-grade alignment proposed for the Capitol Area. In
effect, we believe the Board should not approve any final proposed
alignment until we can compare all potential alignments, at- and below-
grade. Failure to concurrently study below-grade alignments thus poses the
potential for significant delay at the end of your study’s current phase.




John T. Finley, RCRRA
June 8, 1990
Page Two

The Capitol Area Board appreciates the fact that significant progress has
been made in the joint study efforts of your staff and consultants working
with CAAPB staff and Architectural Advisors. We have agreed upon a study
process and criteria. Some alignments have been eliminated from further
detailed analysis, thus potentially freeing some time and funding for
studying a below-grade alignment.

Please understand that the Board’s position on this matter is based not
only on aesthetic concerns, but on the realization that your proposed
remaining alignments do not appear to adequately serve the Capitol Area.
The Capitol complex’s well-over 6,000 employees, future development
potential of the Capitol Area, and the city and state’s mutual objective
to reconnect St. Paul’s Downtown and its Capitol Area all point to the need
to give serious consideration to a below-grade alignment.

We recognize that cost is and should be a significant factor; however, the
adequacy of service and the number of potential riders are also important
considerations. Without a direct LRT connection into the Capitol Area the
cost per rider of an at-grade alignment may actually be higher than a
below-grade alignment. We need to now study both options before an
informed decision can be made.

Our point is not to now argue for a tunnel, but to mutually study both
tunnel and surface alignments before your Authority and the Capitol Area
Board make any decisions on a preferred alignment.

Sincerely,

ey

Gary Grefenberg
Executive Secretdry

GRG:d1w

ce: Lt. Governor Marlene Johnson, Chair
Capitol Area Architectural and Planning Board

CAAPB Members and Architectural Advisors

Kathryn DeSpiegelaere, Director of LRT Planning
Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

RCRRA Members

G\LRTFINLE
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Resolution
~  Board of

RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority is
preparing an Environmental Impact Statement and conducting the

first phase of preliminary engineering for light rail transit for
the Midway Corridor; and

WHEREAS, Requests were made during the Scoping Phase of this
project by the City of St. Paul and the Capitol Area Architectural
and Planning Board that Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority

consider a tunnel for light rail transit in downtown St. Paul and
in the Capitol area; and

WHEREAS, Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority adopted a
resolution on April 24, 1990, which indicated that Ramsey County
Regional Railroad Authority will continue with exploration of
surface alignments in Downtown St. Paul and the Capitol area and
will not consider tunnel options at this time but that tunnel

alternatives may be considered if surface alignment alternatives
are not feasible; and

WHEREAS, Additional information has been developed on street
alignment alternatives in the Capitol area and in the downtown St.
Paul area in recent weeks; and

WHEREAS, Additional requests from the City of St. Paul and
Capitol Area Architectural and Planning Board have been received
for a study of tunnel alternatives to provide information to
compare surface and underground alternatives on the basis of cost
and other elements related to them; and

WHEREAS, BRW has estimated that a study of the design factors
related to these requests could be accomplished within the time
period previously established for the Environmental Impact
Statement for the Midway Corridor of having a report available in

late September, 1990, for the purpose of aiding decision making;
Now, Therefore, Be It

RESOLVED, That:

BRW and its previously approved subcontractors are authorized
to conduct a study comparing tunnel and surface light rail
transit alternatives in the Capitol and downtown St. Paul
area as an amendment to the contract for the Midway Corridor
Environmental Impact Statement and Phase I preliminary

John T. Finley, Chairman By
Warren W. Schaber, Secretary




S ~ Resolution

egional

allroad Board Of

Adthority RAMSEY COUNTY REGIONAL RAILROAD AUTHORITY

No.

engineering, Agreement No. RCRRA-89-003. The total cost of
the tunnel study is not to exceed $200,000 without additional
authorization from Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority.
The work is to be completed within the time schedule
previously specified for the Environmental Impact Statement,
a draft of which is to be completed in September, 1990.

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority authorizes its
Chairman to reguest matching funds in the amount of $100,000
for the tunnel study from the Minnesota Department of
Transportation and accept this grant if awarded.

Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority authorizes the
Director of Light Rail Transit Planning to sign a budget
adjustment to transfer $100,000 from the contingent account
of Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority and increase the
budget by $100,000 when the grant award is received.

BRW and its subcontractors are authorized to begin the tunnel
study immediately but may not exceed work in the amount of
$100,000 unless Ramsey County Regional Railroad Authority has
received a grant award for $100,000 from the Minnesota
Department of Transportation. The Director of Light Rail
Transit Planning will notify Ramsey County Regional Railroad
Authority when the grant award has been received.

John T. Finley, Chairman By

Warren W. Schaber, Secretary
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DATE:  June 12, 1990 MEMORANDUM

TO: Kathy DeSpiegelaere
Richard Wolsfeld

Scope of Work for Study of Tunnels in the Capitol Area and Downtown
St. Paul

At your request, outlined below are the following:

o Work Tasks for the Study of Tunnels in the Capitol Area with Surface
Alignment in Downtown

Work Tasks for the Study of Tunnels in the Downtown Area
Part1cipatiqnlComnunication Process

Cost Estimate

Time Schedule

Subcontractors

The general level of effort that will be completed can be described as a preli-
minary analysis of tunneling potentials. It is not preliminary design or the
completion of approximately ten percent of the total engineering effort.
Therefore, the work will not include the following:

Station Layouts

Tunnel Sections

Structural Design

Geological Analysis

Utility Relocation

Mechanical and Electrical Design
Fire/Life Safety Requirements
Systems Development

Trackwork Design

Construction Methodology

Oo0oOo0oOO0OO0OO0OODOOO

The work that will be completed is defined below.
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Kathy DeSpiegelaere
June 12, 1990
Page 2

WORK TASKS FOR STUDY OF TUNNELS IN CAPITOL AREA WITH SURFACE ALIGNMENTS IN
DOWNTOWN

The study will develop three tunnel alignments through the Capitol Area, each
one connecting a downtown Cedar Street surface alignment with the three Midway
alignments. The alternatives can be generally described as a twelfth street
alignment, a south mall alignment, and a north mall alignment.

The intent of the study is to provide information regarding portal and station
locations, alignment geometry, visual impacts and to provide a "rough" cost
estimate. The effort will describe the overall dimensions of the portals, tun-
nels, and stations. The approximate elevation of the top of rail and station
platforms will be given for each alternative. Major surface penetrations such
as blast relief shafts, entrances and elevator headhouses will be located on the
station Tocation plans. Two perspective sketches of critical views (location to
be determined) would illustrate the visual impacts of a portal or station sur-
face penetrations. A review will be made of easily available geological, uti-

lity, and building information; to identify as many obvious obstacles as
possible.

The products will include the following:

Capitol Area Tunnel Study Memo with Graphics

Plans and Profiles at 1" = 100' for each Alignment
Station Location Plans at 1" = 40' for each Station
Portal Location Plans at 1" = 40' for each Portal
Two Perspective Sketches

Overheads and Boards of Graphic Information

A comparative evaluation of the tunnel and at-grade alignments will also be
made.

WORK TASKS FOR THE STUDY OF TUNNELS IN DOWNTOWN ST. PAUL

The purpose of the study is to develop a preferred tunnel to serve downtown
St. Paul and to compare the characteristics of the tunnel with the preferred
surface alignment in downtown St. Paul.

The specific tasks will include:

1e Define and evaluate alternative tunnel alignments in downtown St. Paul.
Factors that will be considered include:

portal locations
connections to the five LRT corridors

geology (data source: secondary information)
service

station location potential
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- Kathy DeSbiegeTaere
' June 12, 1990
Page 3

- utility impacts
- building foundations
- 1interface with the Capitol area

This product of this task will be a preferred tunnel location.

Define the criteria to be used in conducting the evaluation of surface and
tunnel alignments in downtown St. Paul; criteria are expected to include:

capital cost

travel time

operating and maintenance costs
patronage

traffic impacts

curbside impacts

sidewalk/pedestrian impacts

schedule reliability

interface with other transportation modes
long-term viability

elderly and handicapped accessibility
user comfort/acceptance

public safety

construction impacts

land use impacts

visual impacts

Develop the charactéristics for the preferred at-grade alignment and the
preferred tunnel alignment in order to conduct the comparative evaluation.

Complete a comparative evaluation.

Meet with an Advisory Committee to present data and obtain review/comment;
it is expected between seven and ten meetings may be held.

Prepare a Technical Memorandum that summarizes the work completed. The
report will provide the background information required for preparation of
a DEIS; the work scope does not include the transformation into the DEIS.

The first task to be completed will be a refinement of the above work program.

PARTICIPATION/COMMUNICATION PROCESS

The information developed in the completion of the work program will be reviewed

and commented on by an Advisory Committee. The specifics of the committee will
be defined later.




Kathy DeSpiegelaere
June 12, 1990
Page 4

COST ESTIMATE

The estimated cost to complete the work is outlined below:

MAJOR TASK ESTIMATED COST

Tunnels/Capitol Area $ 45,000.00
Tunnels Downtown Area:

Define Downtown Tunnel 60,000.00

Define Eva]uatioﬁ Criteria 2,500.00

Develop Characteristics 40,000.00

. Comparative Evaluation 20,000.00

. Meetings/Forum 12,500.00

. Technical Memorandum 20,000.00

$200,000.00

TIME SCHEDULE

A typical study of this scope and level of participation would take six to
twelve months. However, since the DEIS is scheduled for release on

September 24, 1990, every attempt will be made to have the work completed by
then.

SUBCONTRACTORS

BRW would propose to use Parsons, Brinckerhoff as a subcontractor to assist in
the definition of the preferred tunnel alignment.

RW/1p




VO
REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

Mears Park Cenlre, 230 East 5th Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101

ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT

At its meeting of June 11 1990, the committee discussed and approved the following

recommendations:

Financial Statements - April 1990

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:

That the Regional Transit Board receive the April 1990 financial
statements and direct that they be placed on file.

li icials Liabili 1 n

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:
That the Regional Transit Board disapprove the purchase of Public
Official's Liability Insurance coverage and that the amount budgeted
annually for the premium costs of such coverage be placed in an reserve
account to accumulate for a period of years and to be used as self-
insurance.

Reqional Transit Board 1989 A Audi

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:

That the Regional Transit Board approve the preliminary Deloitte &
Touche 1989 Regional Transit Board audits and management reports.

ntr mendm wi r-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc./BRW. Inc. for

Two

Out-of-Scope Work Items: Urban Mass Transit Administration Letter and

Central Corridor Capital Cost Estimate Documentation

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:
That the Regional Transit Board authorize the executive director to
approve a contract amendment with Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch, Inc./BRW,
Inc. for an amount not to exceed $15,000.

Jobseekers Program 1990 Contracts

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:

That the Regional Transit Board authorize the executive director to enter
into contracts with the following agencies to provide discounted
convenience fares to jobseekers:

- Twin Cities Opportunities Industrialization Center, Inc.;
- Currie Neighborhood Center;

- Washington County Job Training Center; and

- Centre for Asians and Pacific Islanders.




Administration and Finance Committee Report
June 11, 1990

Northeast Suburban Transit (NEST) 1990 Budget Amendment

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:
That the Regional Transit Board authorize the executive director to amend
the Northeast Suburban Transit contract (Contract No. 89/12/04-30)
to an amount not to exceed $131,846 for calendar year 1990.

D A men

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:
That the Regional Transit Board authorize the executive director to amend
the 1990 contract with Dakota Area Resources and Transportation for
Seniors (DARTS), Inc. (Contract 89/12/04-21) to an amount not to
exceed $410,217.

Accessible Bus Rider Demonstration

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:

That the Regional Transit Board approve the expenditure of funds for the
accessible bus rider demonstration in the amounts of:

A $8,500 for marketing activities

B. $3,000 for the purchase of monthly bus passes to be used by
volunteers during July and August 1990

Regional Transit Board 1990 Budget Amendment Request

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:
That the Regional Transit Board:

a. Recognize revenue changes resulting in a net decrease of
$2,283,086;

Recognize expenditure changes resulting in a net increase of
$308,983;

Incorporate the beginning fund balances as determined by the 1989
agency audit, a net increase of $3,175,145.

Qther Business:

The committee also received and discussed a presentation from the Metropolitan Council
on chargebacks. No action was taken.

Elwyn Tinklenberg
Chair

MFF
6/12/90




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

Mears Park Centre
230 East Fifth Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
292-8789

June 12, 1990
Regional Transit Board
Edward Kouneski, Manager of Programs

Cyndie Mayer, Senior Project Manager
Cynthia Cunry, Paratransit Analyst

SUBJECT: Metro Mobility and Mainline Bus Accessibility Consumer Research Study

SUMMARY

This memorandum transmits the draft final report of the Metro Mobility and Mainline Bus
Accessibility Consumer Research Study. The consultant, llium and Associates, will be at

the June 18 Board meeting to deliver a presentation of the study findings and
recommendations.

BACKGROUND

At the January 22 Policy Committee meeting, RTB staff presented a work planto
integrate the new lift-equipped buses into the MTC system in a timely and effective
manner. The Policy Committee approved the plan and recommended that the Board
authorize the exeuctive director to engage a consuttant for part of the work.

The objectives of the marketing research study were to determine:

potential riders of the accessible regular route bus service;
cument travel patterns and attitudes;

perceived barriers to using accessible regular route service:;
proposed accessibllity features tha would attract potential riders;
demographic characteristics of targeted group;

rider satisfaction of existing transportation services; and
communication strategies for new and existing services.

DISCUSSION

The draft final report, attached, addresses the research methods implemented to meet
the study objectives.




Regional Transit Board
June 12, 1990
Page 2

The Mainline Accessible Bus task force met on June 12 to review and comment on the
final draft report. The task force will present their review comments to the Transit
Accessibility Advisory Committee on June 13. After review and comments, TAAC will
endorse the study and implementation of the study findings and recommendations.

ACTION REQUESTED

That the Regional Transit Board receive the report on the Metro Mobility and Mainline
Bus Accessibility consumer research study implementation findings and
recommendations.




Metro Mobility and Mainline Bus
Accessibility

LI R R T I

Consumer Research Study
Draft Final Report

Regional Transit Board
Mears Park Centre
230 East 5th Street
St. Paul, Minnesota

ILIUM ASSOCIATES, INC.
500 108th Avenue NE, Suite 2450
Bellevue, WA 98004
206.646.6525 FAX 206.646.6522

Marketng Reseaich & Management
Program Development
Environmental & Graphic Design
Marketing Communications




Preface

This study was developed and managed by the staff of the Regional Transit
Board, with review and comment from the Mainline Bus Task Force of the
RTB Transit Accessibility Advisory Committee. Ilium Associates, Inc. of

Bellevue, Washington conducted the study and prepared this report.

Ilium wishes to acknowledge and gratefully thank both RTB staff and Task
Force members. Each provided valuable insight and thoughtful comments.
Special thanks go to Ms. Cynthia Curry, the RTB Project Manager, for her
positive direction and her attention to achieving project objectives, schedule,
and budget.
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Introduction

This study was undertaken to provide information from Metro Mobility users
for the planning and development of lift-equipped mainline bus service, and to
assess the use and satisfaction of currently operated door-thru-door services.
The study is one component of the RTB regular route accessibility work plan
currently being implemented by RTB. This plan was prepared to develop the
most effective implementation of newly purchased MTC lift-equipped buses.
This study is, also, part of on-going RTB efforts to improve transportation
services for disabled persons, and to gain important information from users of
current door-thru-door services.

Objectives

The RTB developed five objectives for the study. From these objectives, a
comprehensive research methodology was formulated.

1. Identify and describe the potential riders of accessible mainline bus
service.

Identify the travel needs of this group as they relate to mainline bus
service development.

Determine the perceived barriers to using the service and the features
that would attract riders.

- Determine the rider satisfaction and use of existing transportation
services.

Determine communication strategies for new and existing services.

I. Introduction




Research Plan

The research plan devised to meet the study objectives involved a
combination of quantitative and qualitative research methods, and an
opportunity for community involvement and comment.

A total of four research tasks were undertaken.

1. A randomly selected telephone survey of 400 Metro Mobility users
who reside in Minneapolis or St. Paul. This survey included 100
potential users of mainline accessible service.

Four focus groups with Metro Mobility users to discuss mainline
accessible bus service.

Four community forums to provide an opportunity for interested
citizens to discuss mainline accessible bus service and comment on
service development, service implementation, barriers, and needs.

A review of secondary data including operational data, internal
memorandums, former research reports, RTB plans and programs.

Telephone Survey Methodology

To determine the potential rider audience for accessible mainline service and
to gain opinions on Metro Mobility service, a telephone survey was conducted
of people eligible to use Metro Mobility.

The Metro Mobility Administrative Center provided a list of all people
eligible to use Metro Mobility with a residence in Minneapolis or St. Paul.
This list included 10,730 eligible individuals, and was dated March 20, 1990.

Individuals were identified by randomly identifying names on the list using a
technique that gives each person on the list an equal chance to be selected. A
call was made to this individual, and up to three call backs were made to
interview this person before substituting another person from the list.

1. Introduction




If the selected individual could not be interviewed because of their disability,
the interviewer asked if there was a person in the household who could answer
a few questions for the selected individual. If so, this person was interviewed
and asked to represent the views of the randomly selected individual.

Every reason was recorded for not being able to interview a person. The
reasons and incidence is shown next.

Reason why person could not be interviewed:

Deceased 17
Moved 48
Cannot be interviewed at any time 22
(medical, health)
Refused 69
Hearing impairment 8
Speech impairment S
Other (disconnected or wrong numbers) 134

L

Total 303

Questionnaire Development and Pretest

A draft questionnaire was developed by the consultant and submitted to RTB
for review. This review included RTB staff and management and the TAAC
Task Force on Mainline Bus Service. After several revisions and further
review, the questionnaire was approved for pretesting.

The questionnaire was pretested with 25 randomly selected individuals. A
few minor corrections were made to interviewer instructions as a result.
Pretest results were presented to RTB staff and the final survey questionnaire
was approved for fielding.

A copy of the questionnaire is included in the appendix.

1. Introduction




Interviewing

All interviewing was conducted from Ilium Associates, Inc. offices located in
Bellevue, Washington. Telephone calls were made seven days a week. No
calls were made after 8:00 PM Minnesota time. Interviews were conducted in
April, 1990.

Sampling, Weighting

The sampling plan specified a total of 400 interviews, with 100 of the
interviews with potential users of mainline accessible service. The final tally
was a total of 420 interviews, of which 28 were not included in the data set
because they no longer traveled.

Only 34 potential users of mainline accessible service were identified in the
first 300 interviews conducted. Oversampling was conducted to gain more
potential users in the final total sample. As a result, the final data reported
was weighted to correct for the oversampling. Each person was assigned a
different fractional weight depending on which of the two samples he/she was
collected from. The first sample was a simple random sample of clients from
the Metro Mobility list. The second sample from that list selected only those
persons with some interest in using the mainline service; this sample was
collected after the original data collection, and was done to increase the
number of cases available for analysis in this important group. Without
weighting it would appear that there was more interest in bus use because of
this oversampling. The two samples were weighted as a function of the
probability of selecting a person from the population. The weights were 1.153
and .226 for the first and second samples, respectively, a ratio of about 5.1 to
1. The exact weight values were calculated to keep the final number of cases
in the analysis at the same 392 as in the raw data.

Verification/Coding

All surveys were reviewed and verified by the Ilium project manager. A
double coding technique was used to ensure accuracy of data entry.
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Sampling Reliability

The Metro Mobility list contained 10,730 names, from which 410 calls were
made in the first phase of calling to produce 328 usable interviews. The
roughly three percent included in this portion of the sample is large enough to
give a reliability of plus-or-minus five percent, at the 95% confidence level,
for percentage questions showing a 30-70 split. In more detail:

95% Confidence Intervals
qu. split +or -
5-95 2.5%
15-85 <4%
30-70 5%
50-50 <6%

The second set of 64 questionnaires came from a second sampling of the list
for those individuals who might be interested in riding the bus. A total of 514
calls was made to garner the additional 64. For analysis purposes these
respondents have been "weighted” together with the original sample. The
weighting process gives about a 5:1 weighting of first vs. second sample.
Thus, the slight contribution of the second set is unlikely to make any major
changes in the confidence intervals above for percentages found in the
weighted analyses.

Definitions

To properly understand and interpret the data presented in this report, it is
important to understand the definitions used in the development of the
research. A significant amount of time was spent establishing many of these
definitions. As part of the process for reviewing the telephone survey
questionnaire, each definition was examined by the RTB project manager and
staff, and the Transit Accessibility Advisory Committee’s Task Force on
Mainline Service.

Rider:

A person eligible to use Metro Mobility service and who has used the service
at least once a month in the past year.
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Potential Rider (Mainline Accessible Service):

A person eligible to use Metro Mobility and who would find it not at all
difficult or somewhat difficult to travel from their home to a place two blocks
away, and who is willing to try the service.

Mobility:

To determine a range of mobility for those eli gible to use Metro Mobility
service, each rider was asked a series of questions regarding their health
condition. All individuals indicating difficulty climbing stairs were identified
as the group within the Metro Mobility population as having some mobility
limitation. From this group, people who use a wheelchair were identified.
People using a came, walker, crutches or leg brace were separately identified
as another. The third group identified are those individuals who have
difficulty climbing stairs but do not use any mobility aid.

Service Provider:

A non-profit or for-profit organization contracted to provide door-thru-door
service.

Focus Groups

A total of four groups were held over a two day period. Two of the groups
were held in Minneapolis and two in downtown St. Paul. Participants were
randomly selected from the Metro Mobility certification list and asked to
participate. In addition, RTB staff provided a list of potential participants, and
several participants were recruited to include a range of disabilities in the
groups.

The moderator’s outline is available in the focus group section of this report.
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Community Forums

To gain additional information from the disabled community, four community
forums were conducted.

The community forums were organized by RTB staff, with some assistance
from the consultant. Ilium staff provided review of a direct mailer designed
by RTB to promote the forums, and developed a short forum questionnaire.

The mailer and the questionnaire are available in the report appendix.

Report Organization

This report has been organized into sections based on the research plan and
study objectives. A separate executive summary has also been prepared.

l. Introduction

O Objectives

QO Methods
Il. Telephone Research

O Metro Mobility

@ Mainline Bus Service Potential

lll. Focus Group Research
IV. Community Forums

V. Findings and Recommendations
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Telephone Survey Results

This section presents the results of the randomly selected telephone survey of
Metro Mobility users. The section includes reporting of collected data and
analysis of the data. As appropriate, information is compared to research
conducted in 1987. A complete data set and analytical tables are available in
the appendix.

The section is divided into two major sub-categories: Use and Characteristics
of Metro Mobility Riders; Mainline Accessible Bus Market. Each of these
categories is separated into the following sections.

Use and Characteristics of Metro Mobility
Riders

Use

High Frequency Users

Trip Purpose

Health Condition

Service Evaluation

Complaint Process
Communications

Future Service Options
Demographics, Characteristics

Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q

Mainline Accessible Bus Market

U General Market
O Former MTC Riders
J Market Potential
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Use of Metro Mobility

1. Travel Frequency

As shown on the following graph, 43% of those eligible to use the service ride
often, at least once a week, one in five are riding nearly every day. Only 6%
of those eligible to use the service do not ride.

In the past year, how often have you used Metro Mobility?

None 6%
Three+ times a week 20%

Less than once a2 month 25%

Once or twice a week 23%

Once a month 9%

Two or three times a month 17%

Those people eligible to use the service but who ride less than once a month
or not at all were asked to state a reason why. The majority of comments
indicate people no longer needed to use the service either because they no
longer travel or get a ride by some other means. Importantly, a few people
indicated they had received poor service and no longer use the service as a
result.

O Needs help to get into the building.

Q “Didn’t pick me up on time; after 1-1/2 hours, my son came and
picked me up.”

Q “Have family members take me.”
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Very bad experience with the driver. Never picked her up after
dropping her off and left her stranded for 4 hrs. Strapped her in too
tight in wheelchair and she had pain later.

Takes regular bus normally. Stops outside her building. Only takes
Metro Mobility when she has doctor’s appointment.

Have dizzy spells.
Friends give her rides.

“Don’t get out too often. Wouldn’t pick me up at right time for
operation.”

In nursing home now.

Don’t have time. Don’t like to call ahead 24 hours.
Afraid of snow storms and cars.

“No need, I can still drive.”

“My wife is an invalid, so I have to stay home with her. It’s too hard
to find someone to stay with her when I want to go out.”

24 hr. notification is inconvenient, so she just catches a ride.

She used it all the time, but she has a caretaker that lives with her and
has a car of her own.

2. History of Use

A majority of people (57%) have been using the service for two or more
years. Also of importance is the percent of new riders, those who have been
riding less than a year. Nearly one in five are new riders. This is a large
number of new people using the service, and a major reason for growth in
demand. This group would also impact communication needs.
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How long have you been using Metro Mobility Service?

1 month or less 3%

1 month to a year 15%

More than 3 years 41% /

1-2 years 25%

2-3 years 16%

3. Last Time Used

Since the travel frequency question related to use in the past year, a second
question concerned the last time of use. As shown, 89% of those eligible have
used the service in the past month, 51% in the past week.

When was the last time you used Metro Mobility?

ix months t ear 2%
Two to six months ago 7% Ll

This week 52%

Within past month 39%\
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4. Increased, Decreased Use

While 71% of the current users are using the service the same in the past year,
16% are using it more and 10% less. This difference, 6%, is another reason
for the increase in demand; current riders are riding more often.

As compared to 1987 data, 3% of Metro Mobility users expected to decrease
their use and 41% expected to use the service more often.

Are you using Metro Mobility about the same, more or less than
you have in the past year?

Don't know 4%
Less 10%

More 16%

People who had recently changed their use of the service were asked to state a
reason. People who had recently increased their use of the service generally
appear to have recently increased their general mobility, or travel needs based
on a change in health condition. Recent decreases are also health related or a
change in availability of alternative transportation.
Reasons For Increases

Q Easy to use.

O More as I go to school.

QO Service on Saturdays.
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Going more places.
More doctor appointments this year.
Starting to find more opportunities for places to work and go.

“Because my daughter moved and doesn’t take me anywhere
anymore.”

Need it for doctor’s appointments.

Convenient for him, so use more often.

Reasons For Decrease in Use
Just had hip surgery.
Getting more handicapped.

Took her to doctor, but did not come and pick her up, so she hasn’t
used it since.

Son is living with her now and he takes her everywhere.
Friends have car now.

Job reasons - doesn’t work anymore at the same place.
Used it more when her sister was in the hospital.

No rides available.

High Frequency Users

A special analysis was conducted separating and comparing high frequency
users of Metro Mobility with less frequent users. A high frequency rider uses
the service at least once a week. The data reported next indicate the habits or
characteristics of frequent users that differ from less frequent users.
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1. Trip Purpose

As compared to low frequency users, high frequency riders use the service
more for shopping, personal business, visiting, work and eating out.

Trip Purpose High Low

Shopping 711% 29%
Personal business 72% 28%
Visiting 72% 28%
Work 85% 14%
Eating out 87% 13%

2. Standing Order

High frequency users are more likely to have a standing order (91% vs. 9%).

3. Service Ratings

There were no significant differences between high and low frequency users
for service quality ratings or general satisfaction with Metro Mobility service.
4. Complaints

There were no significant differences between high and low frequency users
for number of times complained or complaint processing. High frequency

users were more satisfied with the outcome of the complaint process (59% vs.
41%).

5. MTC Former Use

High frequency riders were less likely to have used an MTC bus in the past
(29% vs. 71%).

Il. Telephone Survey Results




6. Service Options

High frequent users rate several service options more important than low
frequency users. They believe it is more important to increase the availability
of the service and to increase information about the service.

They are less likely to think transfers to MTC are important or improving the
Minnesota Rideshare program.

Importance Rating High Low

Metro Mobility availability 63% 37%
Information availability 63% 37%
Transfers to MTC 41% 59%
Rideshare Accessibility 33% 67%

7. Communications

High frequency users are more likely to indicate that information distributed
in the van is more effective. Less frequent users tend to favor information in
the media or in agency newsletters. There were no differences for information
mailed to the home.

Effective Communications High Low

Van or taxi distribution 53% 47%
Media 47% 53%
Agency 34% 66%

8. Car Availability

More frequent users are less likely to have a car available (34% vs. 66%), and
if they do have a car available, they are more likely to say it is available only
part of the time (60% vs. 40%).
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9. Potential for Accessible Mainline Service

More frequent users are less likely to be potential mainline accessible bus
users. 91% state they cannot use the service as compared to 83% of less
frequent users.

10. Demographics

More frequent users are less likely to be retired (37% vs. 63%), or
unemployed because of their disability (45% vs. 55%).

Trip Purpose

1. Purpose

Trip purpose is shown for 1990 and for 1987 data. The greatest majority of
use is for health related purposes. Shopping has increased from 43% to 64%,
and visiting friends remains a significant trip purpose (47%).

For what kind of trips do you use Metro Mobility?

1990

Health related purposes such as doctor or
dentist appointments, therapy or dialysis 98%

Shopping 64%

Person business such as banking or going
to the barber or beauty shop 49%

Visiting friends or relatives 47 %
Meetings 12%

Volunteer work 8%
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1990

Work for pay

School or Vocational training
Church or Synagogue

Eating out

Recreation that has a scheduled time such
as theater, concerts or movies

Other recreation that does not
have a scheduled time

Social services, Senior Center

2. Multiple Use, Day

10% of Metro Mobility riders use the service for more than one trip purpose in
a typical day.

Health Condition

A person’s health condition was determined by two methods. The first
method recorded the disability code from the Metro Mobility certification list
for each person interviewed. The second method involved a series of
questions relating to a person’s health condition and mobility as it impacts
their travel needs.
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1. Metro Mobility Codes

The Metro Mobility certification list includes a code that identifies a person
by disability, by mobility and by sensory characteristic. The following charts
indicate the weighted percentages and person’s interviewed by these
categories.

Weighted
Disability Percent

Aids .29
Alzheimers 1.52
Amputation 275
Arthritis 26.71
Cancer .99
Coordination 9.56
Cerebral Palsy 2.34
Diabetes 2.46
Epilepsy .88
Head injury .99
Hearing impaired 39
Heart disease 10.03
Kidney disease 1.04
Lung disease 3.63
Mental illness 29
Mental retardation 2.64
Multiple Sclerosis 2.93
Osteoporosis 4.46
Parkinson’s 2.17
Paralysis 1.76
Post Polio 1.34
Quadriplegia .29
Spinal Cord 1.76
Stroke 6.04
Vision impaired 5.57
Severe aging 352
Other 2.34
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Weighted
Mobility Percent

Artificial limb .29
Brace 58
Cane 35.46
White cane 5.28
Crutch 2.34
Guide dog .58
Lark cart 58
None 28.90
Oxygen tank .58
Walker 5.40
Manual wheelchair 16.96
Power wheelchair 2.40

Weighted
Sensory Code Percent

None 79.57
Blind 11.87
Deaf .94
Mental handicapped 7.19
Other 41

2. Survey Responses

People interviewed were asked a series of questions to determine their health
characteristics as they relate to difficulty of travel by car, bus, van or taxi.

O 83% indicate difficulty climbing stairs

Q' 37% have difficulty hearing or seeing even with the aid of glasses or a
hearing device

16% have difficulty grasping coins or other small objects
O 21% use a wheelchair

Q 52% use a cane, walker, crutches or leg brace
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Service Evaluation

A series of questions were asked to determine an overall rating of the service,
ratings of specific characteristics, most needed improvement, and the number
of times service has been available or delivered properly.

1. Overall Service Rating

Three-quarters of current riders are very satisfied with the service, an
additional 20% are somewhat satisfied. By comparison, in 1987, 70% of the
users rated the service as “top quality.”

In general, how satisfied are you with the Metro Mobility service
you receive?

Very dissatisfied 1% Don't know 1%

Somewhat dissatisfied 2%

Somewhat satisfied 20%

Very satisfied 77%

2. Service Quality in Past Year

Nearly one in five users indicate service has improved in the past year, only
3% indicate service quality has decreased.
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In the past year, do you think the Metro Mobility service has...

Don't know 5%

Gotten worse 3%
Gotten better 18%

Stayed about the same 74%

People were asked in what ways has the service improved or gotten worse. It
is interesting to note that many of the positive and negative comments related
to on-time performance. In the past year on-time service delivery has
improved for some, not for others. Many of the other positive comments
relate to driver courtesy.

Better

They are more on time.

Phone service is better and the van is more on time.
Good drivers!

Covers more area now.

Never wait long.

Cleaner and more English speaking characters.

Come on time; better service.
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O Better vans. Drivers are better.
[ Drivers are courteous.

(J Bonnie is great, very helpful. Cabs are cleaner.

Worse
They’re never ever on time - something is always wrong.
Dispatchers are bad.
Harder to get rides now.
Go with Ebanesor now, used taxi before (Yellow Cab).
Takes too long to get picked up.

Unpredictable service.

3. Ratings of Service Characteristics

A 1otal of eleven service characteristics were rated. As shown below, Metro
Mobility users are very satisfied with the comfort and condition of the
vehicles, driver assistance and courtesy, vehicle cleanliness, ride safety, and
travel time. Items that are rated with somewhat less satisfaction are pick-up
time and arriving at the destination on time. One out of four customers rated
these items as not satisfied.
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Not
Satis- Satis- Don’t
fied Neither fied Know

The comfort and condition
of the vehicles 96% 1% 0%

The courtesy and assistance
of the drivers 96% 1% 0%

The driving skill of drivers 86% 8% 1%

The amount of information
available about Metro Mobility 83% 8% 2%

The helpfulness and courtesy
of people who answer the

phone at the provider

How often the provider picks you
up at the time you requested

How often the provider arrives
at your destination on time

Calling 24 hours in advance
to schedule a trip

The cleanliness of the vehicles
How safe you feel when riding

The length of time your trip
takes

4. Service Availability, Delivery

Riders were asked a series of questions to determine the incidence of trip
denials, time shifts, and on-time pick-up.
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Service Denial
7% of the users indicate service being denied at least once in the past month.

In the past month, how many times have you requested a trip and
it was refused?

Three or four times 1% Five or six times 3%
Once or twice 5%

None 90%

As a second indicator of the availability of the service, riders were asked if
there was any time during the previous month that they did not make a trip
because transportation was not available (this could be any transportation
option including Metro Mobility).

A total of 12% indicated they did not make a trip in the previous month
because transportation was not available.

These people were then asked to describe the situation. Examining the
responses indicates many did not make a trip because of lack of Metro
Mobility availability, or the twenty-four hour in advance trip order

requirement.

O “Had to go to doctor. Could take me there, but couldn’t pick me up to
return.”

Q Saw eye doctor at 2:00 to 5:00 - no ride available.

O Too many riders that day.
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Medical Center - charged her an extra $1. and she didn’t have it so she
couldn’t go.

Lots of places.

Would like to go to banks or drug stores without waiting one hour
when it only takes 5 minutes.

Couldn’t call 24 hrs. in advance.
Sister lives out of range of Metro Mobility, so she can’t go to see her.
Easter Sunday was all booked up.

Not showing up (Metro Mobility).

Time Shift

As compared to service demand, a slightly larger percentage (13%) have been
asked to shift a pick-up time in the past month.

In the past month, how many times has the service provider asked
you to change the pick-up time you requested?

Five or six times 1% Twelve or more times 1%
Three or four times 1%
Once or twice 9%

None 88%
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Time Change

8% have had a trip scheduled then been called later in the day to have the time
changed.

In the past month, how many times have you had a trip scheduled,
then been called later in the day by the provider to have the time
of the trip changed?

None 91%
Once or twice 5%
Three or four times 2%
Ten or more times 1%

For the people who were requested to change, 16% stated the change in time
was inconvenient. The remaining 85% stated the change was not a problem.

Arrive Early

45% have experienced an early arrival in the past month, the van or taxi
arriving more than 10 minutes early from the scheduled arrival time.
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Arrive Late

45% have experienced a late pick-up in the past month.
In the past month, how many times has the provider arrived
early? This means more than 10 minutes before your scheduled

pick-up time.

Five or six times 1%
Three or four times 2% Seven or more times 1%

Once or twice 40%
None 56%

5. Likelihood of Riding More

One indication of service satisfaction and how well the service meets people’s
needs is the likelihood of riding more if improvements are made in the
service. The likelihood is, also, an indicator of future demand, from current
users riding more often.

As shown, only 5% of current users would be very likely to ride more often if
improvements were made in specific service characteristics.
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If improvements were made in some of these items, how likely
would you be to ride more than you do now?

Don't know 1%

It depends 2%

Already ride as much

as can 33% Very unlikely 39%

Very likely 5%

Somewhat unlikely 16%
Somewnhat likely 4%

The number of increased trips per week by the likely or somewhat likely
group is shown next.

One or two 4%
Three to four 3%
Five to six 1%
Seven to eight 4%
Nine or more 1%

Complaint Process

The complaint procedure was evaluated to determine the number of
complaints and how effective complaints are being processed.

1. Number

A total of 18% of Metro Mobility users indicate they have ever called to
register a complaint. They are lower than the 28% statistic reported in 1987.
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2. Willingness to Complaint

Of those people who had not called to register a complaint, only 2% did not
do so because they believed that by complaining, their eligibility would be
affected.

3. Who Called

People called the service provider or the Metro Mobility Administrative center
in equal numbers.

Did you call the provider or the Metro Mobility Administrative
Center?

Service provider 48%
Metro Mobility 50%
Other 2%

4. Complaint Resolution

A significant majority of people who filed a complaint (80%) indicate the
complaint was processed fairly, and three of four state they know how the
complaint was resolved. 69% were satisfied with the outcome.

Was the complaint processed fairly and with courtesy?
Yes 79%

No 12%

Don’t know 9%

Do you know if the complaint was resolved?

Yes 72%

No 5%
Don’t know 24%
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Were you satisfied with the outcome?
Yes 69%

No 17%
Don’t know 14%

Communications

Riders clearly have a preference for gaining information about door thru door
service. They strongly prefer the information be mailed to their home.

Information available in a ow |
newsletter from a social | Not Effective
service agency Effective

Information in @ newspaper or | not Effective |
on the rad'o Effective

Information available at an | Don't Know §
activity center or place you | Not Effective
travel to Effective

. . Don't Know §
Information mailed to | yo Effective

your home

Effective
Don't Know §
Not Effective £159%

Effective § ’

0% 20%  40% 60% 80%

Information distributed in
the van or taxi

Future Service Options

Metro Mobility riders were asked to indicate if a number of future service
options were important or not important. The options included increased
availability of current services and communications, improvements to service
quality, and new service options.

As shown, Metro Mobility riders rate increased door-to-door service and
increased information substantially higher than any other item.
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Not
Import- Neu- Import- Don’t
ant tral ant Know

Increasing availability 80% 8% 10% 2%
of door-thru-door service

Increasing information 77% 7% 16% 1%
on transportation services
available to you

Improving phone service
at the provider

Equipping MTC regular
route buses with a lift

Improving the comfort and
condition of the vehicles
used for door-thru-door
service

Accessible planning for
light rail system

Offering opportunities to
transfer from door-thru-
door service to MTC bus
service

Enhancing accessibility
of the Minnesota Rideshare
Program
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When asked to rank the options by stating the one option that is most
important, one-third of the riders indicated no improvement was needed and
an additional 19% indicated none.

None 19%
Availability of door-thru-door service 9%
Information on services available 2%
Improving provider phone service 1%
Lift on MTC buses 2%
Comfort & condition of vehicles 3%
Accessible light rail planning 1%
Door-thru-door to MTC transfers 0%
Minnesota Rideshare Program accessibility 0%
No improvement needed or OK as is 33%
Don’t know 34%

Demographics, Characteristics

Rider demographics and selected characteristics are shown next.

1. Auto Availability

8% of current riders indicate they are able to drive a car. 66% indicate a car is
never available to them, and of those who indicate a car was available, 47%
state it is only available some of the time.

Are you able to drive?

Yes 8%
No 91%

When you need to make a trip, is there a car available for you to
use, either to drive or as a passenger?

Yes 34%
No 66%
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If the car or ride available ....

Yes Total

Only some of the time 47% 16%
Most of the time 29% 10%
or all of the time 21% 7%
Don’t know 3% 1%

2. Standing Order

8% of those eligible indicate having a standing order. This compares to 14%
reported in the 1987 survey.

3. Wheelchair Lift

26% of those eligible indicate requiring a wheelchair lift either alwéys or
sometimes. This compares to 35% reported in 1987.

When you use Metro Mobility, do you require a vehicle with a
wheelchair lift?

Yes, always 21%

Yes, sometimes 5%
No 74%

Il. Telephone Survey Results




4. Number in Household

Half of those eligible to use the service live alone.
How many people live in your household now?

Four or more 8%
Three 5%

One 51%

9. Employment

12% of those eligible to use the service are employed full or part time. Three
out of four are retired.

Employed full time 4%
Employed part time 9%
Retired 77%
Looking for work 8%
Unemployed because of disability 1%
Not employed 1%
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6. Housing

What type of housing do you live in?

Private home 47%

Apartment  41%
Condominium 1%

Townhouse 1%

Group home or facility 8%

7. Education

51% of those eligible are at least high school graduates.
What was the last grade or year you completed in school?

Less than 7 years 1%
Middle school 11%
Part high school 24%
High school graduate  31%
Some college 12%
College graduate 8%
Don’t know, refused 12%
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8. Age

Half of those eligible to use the service are over 70 years of age, one in three

are over 80 years old. As reported in the 1987 data, 57% were 65 or older and
34% were 75 or older.

20-29 2%
Refused 6% 30-39 5%

40-49 3%
50-59 6%

80-89 29% 60-69 15%

70-79 25%
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9. Income

Half of those eligible have a family income under $10,000, 27% under $5,000.
This compares to 31% in 1987.

For statistical purposes, we would like to know your family’s total
combined income before taxes in 1989. I will read you a list of
income categories.

Don't Know 16% Under $2,500 6%

$2,500 - $4,999 21%

Refused 11%

$15,000 or over 5% §,

$10,000 - $14,999 14% $5,000 - $9,999 27%

10. Sex

80% of those eligible are female.

Mainline Bus Accessibility

In this section the market for mainline accessible bus service is defined in
terms of size and user characteristics. The survey questionnaire included a set
of very specific questions relating to market size and further analysis of this
group identified a number of specific characteristics. In addition, several
other areas were investigated to assist in the description of the potential
market. These included former MTC riders who are now Metro Mobility
users, and trips not currently taken on Metro Mobility.
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Ever Used

Only 3% of those currently eligible to use Metro Mobility have used a lift-
equipped regular route bus.

Have you ever used a lift-equipped regular route bus, either in the
Twin Cities or some place else?

Yes 3%
No 96%

Former MTC Riders

Former MTC riders make up a large segment (41%) of those eligible to use
Metro Mobility. Of those who are former riders, 19% have used MTC service
in the previous month.

Have you ever used a regular route MTC bus?

Did you ride in the:

Past month 19%

Within the last 3 years 58% Within the past year 23%
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The following reasons were given for not using regular route MTC service.
Nearly all relate to health condition.

O Need wheelchair lift.

QO Can’t stand or walk without help and cannot get down to the bus stop
in wheelchair without help.

Needs someone to be with her all the time.

Legs make it too hard to ride the bus, a lift would help.

Knee replacements.

Can’t walk up the steps or get to the bus stop.

Been in wheelchair and is hooked up to oxygen tank.

Became ill and it is too much of a risk to walk to the bus stop alone.

She can walk, but with a cane and it’s very hard for her to climb stairs.
Former riders were asked why they had stopped riding MTC service. While
the majority of comments related to a change in health condition that made it
difficult to use, several comments indicated poor driver performance as a
reason (drivers take off too fast). Given their age, experience, and preference
for Metro Mobility service, these people are most likely not potential mainline
accessible bus users.

Q' Bus is too far away from home. Too hard to transfer from bus to bus.

O Too hard to walk to bus.

O Became handicapped and is in a scooter.

Broke leg in four places and can’t step up or walk to the bus stop and
wait for the bus.

“Moved away from bus, I don’t know the schedule.”

Doesn’t go close enough to places she wants to go.
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“Took off before I was sitting down.”
Drivers take off too fast.

Can’t see well.

Inconvenient.

Needs a companion with her to read the numbers on the bus and it was
too difficult to find anyone.

Poor routing and health deteriorated making it almost impossible.

Too much of a hassle.

Other Trips

Trips not currently made by Metro Mobility were examined as part of the
market potential analysis. Two-thirds of Metro Mobility riders use the service
exclusively. Only very small percentages of people make more than five trips
a month by some other means.

In addition to the trips you make on Metro Mobility, about how
many other trips do you make by some other means in a typical
month?

None 67%
One or two 13%
Three to four 7%
Five to six 2%
Seven to eight 2%
Nine to ten 1%
Eleven and over 3%
Don’t know 2%
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Market Potential

The methodology to determine market potential for mainline accessible bus
service was devised to identify users of the lift. The methodology initially
determined those individuals with a mobility impairment by defining people
with difficulty going upstairs. From this group those people who would be
willing to consider the service were identified. The methodology included all
those eligible to use Metro Mobility (current riders and those eligible but not
riding at present).

The group of people who indicated a difficulty climbing stairs (83% of the
total of those eligible) were identified as the initial target market. From this
group, people were divided by the degree of difficulty they would have
traveling outside their home. They were asked how difficult it would be to
travel from their home to a place two blocks away. This was with the aid of a
wheelchair or some other device. From the group with little or no travel
difficulty, the potential target market was determined. This was defined by
people indicating a willingness to consider using MTC accessible service.

1. Difficulty Traveling Two Blocks

86% of those eligible to use Metro Mobility indicated it would be very
difficult to travel two blocks from their home.

Difficulty traveling two blocks from home (with or without
mobility aid).

Not at all difficult 7%

Somewhat difficult 7%
Very difficult 86%

2. Willingness to Consider

From those indicating some difficulty or no difficulty (14% of the total), the
group with the potential to use the service was determined. A total of 37%
indicate some willingness (might ride or definitely would ride).
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If new and improved MTC bus service was introduced near your
home and this new service included a bus with a lift, making
getting on and off the bus easy, would you say you would...

Definitely would ride 22%
Might ride, or 15%
Definitely would notride  57%

3. Market Size

By combining responses for those who would have little or no difficulty
accessing the bus, with those willing to consider the service, the size of the
potential market for lift use was determined. This equals 6.3% of those
individuals with some mobility limitation.

4. Reasons For Not Considering Mainline Bus Service

Most people who could access the service but are not willing to consider
mainline service indicate health as the reason.

What is the most important reason why you would not consider
using this new service option?

Other ﬁ

Having to make transfers

Cost to ride

Lack of information about
riding the bus

Cold weather

Safety while riding or waiting

How often buses run

Routing

Health E5;18%
0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18%
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9. Description of Potential Users

Those individuals indicating a willingness to consider mainline accessible
service were separately analyzed to determine characteristics and habits
different from the group of Metro Mobility users who can access the service
and will not consider using it, and those that cannot access the service.

Q' They are less likely to be high frequency users of Metro Mobility.
This is indicated by comparing row percentages for frequent users,
three or more times a week and one to two times a week.

How often you used MM in the past year:
Can Not Will Not Would

Total %s: 86.2% 7.5% 6.3%

% 20.2% 20.6% 12.0%
1% 88.3% 1.7% 3.9%

c% 24.7% 13.7% 8.0%
% 93.2% 4.4% 2.2%

c% 18.1% 24.1% 0%
% 89.7% 10.2% 0%

c% 8.6% 3.4% 24.0%
% 80.5% 2.7% 16.6%

c% 22.3% 37.9% 48.0%
% 76.5% 11.2% 12.2%

c% 5.9% 0% 8.0%
% 90.9% 0% 9.0%

Chi sq.= 27.16 df=10 p=.0024
There were no differences reported for how long a person has been

eligible to use the service, when they last used Metro Mobility,
whether they recently changed use and if they had a standing order.
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Q As compared to those who do not wish to ride or cannot access the
service, the target market has fewer mobility problems. They are less
likely to have difficulty climbing stairs. They are less likely to use a
cane or have difficulty walking, standing, hearing or seeing. There
was no significant differences between people using a wheelchair.

Difficulty climbing stairs:
Can Not Will Not Would

87.5% 58.6% 48.0%
91.0% 5.2% 3.7%

c% 12.5% 37.9% 52.0%
1% 63.6% 16.6% 19.7%
Chi sq.= 48.67 df=4 p <.0001

Use cane:

Can Not Will Not Would

67.1% 29.6% 45.0%
% 91.9% 3.7% 4.2%

32.8% 70.3% 55.0%
% 76.0% 15.2% 8.8%

Chi sq.= 17.74 df=2 p= 0001

Difficulty walking or standing:
Can Not Will Not

78.7% 57.1%
91.5% 5.6%

c% 20.9% 42.8%
% 72.6% 12.6%

Chi sq.=25.14 df=4
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QO 24% have difficulty hearing or seeing, even with glasses or a hearing
aid.

O 84% are within one or two blocks of a current MTC bus stop. Only
4% of the target group do not know the location of the nearest MTC
stop.

O They are a little less satisfied with Metro Mobility service.

Satisfaction with MM:
Can Not Will Not Would

Very satisfied c% 79.2% 66.6% 50.0%
% 91.2% 5.5% 3.2%

Somewhat c% 18.4% 33.3% 35.7%
satisfied % 80.7% 10.5% 8.7%

Somewhat c% 2.0% .0% 7.1%
satisfied % 83.3% 0% 16.6%

Very c% 4% 0% 0%
dissatisfied % 100.0% 0% 0%

Don't c% 0% 0% 7.1%
know % 0% 0% 100.0%

Chi sq.= 26.66 df=8 p =.0008

No significant differences were indicated for any of the new service
options (increasing Metro Mobility availability, light rail planning,
rideshare).

O Potential lift users are more likely to have used MTC in the past.

Il. Telephone Survey Results




Ever used an MTC bus:

Can Not Will Not Would

37.7% 57.1% 78.2%
% 78.7% 10.0% 11.2%

c% 61.9% 42.8% 21.7%
% 92.4% 5.3% 2.2%

c% 3% 0% 0%
1% 100.0% 0% 0%

Chi sq.= 17.63 df=4 p=.0014

Q' No differences were reported in any demographic variable.
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Focus Group Research

Introduction

In March 1990, the Regional Transit Board contracted with Ilium Associates,
Inc. for a Metro Mobility Research Study. The study was divided into two
distinct research phases:

Quantitative Phase which was a telephone survey of 400 Metro
Mobility users.

Qualitative Phase which was comprised of four focus group sessions
with Metro Mobility users.

The findings detailed in this section represent the results of the qualitative
phase of the research.

Objectives

The objectives of the focus group sessions were as follows:

To collect in-depth information from Metro Mobility users regarding
their knowledge of and attitude toward mainline lift-equipped buses.

To discuss barriers toward attempting to ride accessible mainline bus
service.

Methodology

There were a total of four focus groups held over a two day period (May 2 and
3, 1990). Two groups were held in Minneapolis at the facilities of Project
Research and two in St. Paul at the CIMR facilities.

A total of 35 participants attended.
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These participants were selected randomly from the Metro Mobility
certification list, within the various mobility definitions. A listing of
certification categories for the participants is as follows:

AMPWMMXX HDIWMXXX HRTNNXXX
VIXNNBXX ARTNNXXX VIXCNBXX
COOCNXXX COOXXXDX COOWMXDX
HRGWMXDX HRTCNXX CPWPXXX
OTHCNBXX HDIXXXXX PPXWMXXX
DIRNNXXX VIXBRBXX SCDNNBXX
MSXCNXXX HRTWMXXX HRGCNXDX
CPNNXXX AMPWMXXX COOCNXXX
VIXCWBXX VIXCNBXX OTHGDBXX
CPWPXXX KIDNNXXX OSTCNXXX
COOWMXXX CPWPXXX

Transportation was paid for and each participant was paid $25 for their time.

Sessions lasted approximately two hours and were moderated by Carolyn
Perez Andersen of Ilium Associates, Inc.

Prior to the focus group session, a moderator’s outline was prepared and
submitted to RTB, for review, comment and approval. Modifications were
made and a final outline submitted to and approved by RTB. A copy of the
final outline is included on the next page.
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Moderator’s Outline

l. Introduction

Purpose of a Focus Group

Issues to be discussed:

Q 78 New lift-equipped buses to be placed on service in regular
MTC routes.

QO One more option to make public transportation accessible to
all.

Planners need to know whether that’s a good idea, how you can usit,where
these routes should go and how to get you information.

II. Gurrent Travel Habits
Where do you make most frequent trips
How do you get there

Does the Metro Mobility system work - why/why not are you satisfied
with the service.

IV. Use of Regular Route Service

Any experience here or elsewhere

Would you use it again?
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V. ldea of Regular Route Accessible Service

Good

Bad
Advantages
Disadvantages

Could you use - How, Purposes

VI. Features Needed to Motivate

Curb Cuts

Benches

Shelters
Entrances/Maneuverability, Heaters
Braille

Audio announcements

VII. Ideas From Other Cities and Here

Both Metro Mobility and regular route accessibility - how should that
work?

1. Program where certain routes are accessible and others are served by
Metro Mobility. Advantage/ Disadvantage

. Routes access and call ahead day before to schedule lift bus for non-
access routes.

. Hourly lift-equipped buses to specific location.
. Who

. Transferring to rail and other buses - important?
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VIIl. Operating Specifics

How do we know a bus is lift-equipped?

Who should use lift-equipped buses- wheelchair only ornot
Training

What training/educating do you need

What do you need from drivers

What if lift is not operational - what should the policy be?
Assistance needed from driver

Bus stop signs - special indication?

Schedules - special indication

IX. Route Specifics

Examination of a few routes to discuss whether these might be advisable
to introduce accessible service.

Minneapolis/St. Paul 16 - Crosstown Minneapolis to St. Paul via
University Avenue (through U. of Mn)
7 minutes off-peak; 3 min - peak

Minneapolis 19 - Robbinsdale/Crystal through Minneapolis CBD to
Lake Nokomis

Minneapolis/St. Paul 21 Crosstown St. Paul CBD - So. Maples via
Lake. Transfer to 15 other MTC routes.
10 min - o/p; 5 min - peak

Minneapolis 2 - Crosstown U of Mn to Franklin & Hennepin.

Transfers to 15 other routes
30 min/op; 10 min. - peak
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VIIl. Operating Specifics
How do we know a bus is lift-equipped?
Who should use lift-equipped buses- wheelchair only ornot
Training
What training/educating do you need
What do you need from drivers
What if lift is not operational - what should the policy be?
Assistance needed from driver
Bus stop signs - special indication?

Schedules - special indication

IX. Route Specifics

Examination of a few routes to discuss whether these might be advisable
to introduce accessible service.

Minneapolis/St. Paul 16 - Crosstown Minneapolis to St. Paul via
University Avenue (through U. of Mn)
7 minutes off-peak; 3 min - peak

Minneapolis 19 - Robbinsdale/Crystal through Minneapolis CBD to
Lake Nokomis

Minneapolis/St. Paul 21 Crosstown St. Paul CBD - So. Maples via
Lake. Transfer to 15 other MTC routes.

10 min - o/p; 5 min - peak
Minneapolis 2 - Crosstown U of Mn to Franklin & Hennepin.

Transfers to 15 other routes
30 min/op; 10 min. - peak

lI. Focus Group Research




33 Weekday Rush hour only
Park and Ride lot - Rosedale Shop Center; Roseville Ice Arena
15 min (peak only)

St. Paul 3 - St. Thomas College via Grand through St. Paul CBD
20 - 30 PM min; 10 min - peak

St. Paul 4 - Crosstown via Snelling
All routes intersect

Limited service airport
20 min - off peak; 10 min - peak

X. How Should New Services be Communicated
Did you know about the lift-equipped demonstrations on Rts.16 and 19.
Did you receive enough information?
What kind of contact/information is needed?
Advertising?

Who else should be reached?

Non-disabled? Drivers?

XI. Any Other Advice
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Current Travel Habits

How Participants Travel

The majority of participants in all four groups used Metro Mobility
exclusively; the next largest group were those who combined Metro Mobility
with rides from family or friends. A few used mainline bus service as well as
Metro Mobility. Those who used both public transportation services tended to
have more daily activities and be more active.

Where Participants Travel

Generally, the trip destinations are quite varied in location. Types of trips,
however, fall into the familiar categories with grocery shopping being the
most common, and doctor visits also being mentioned very frequently. Many
participants worked or have volunteer positions, but they do not seem to be in
the majority. Many participants used Metro Mobility for social contacts and
visits.

Some were quite concerned that mainline lift-equipped service would replace
Metro Mobility, and that this would severely limit their social activities. Their
feelings were summed up by a participant who stated: “There would be no
social life for handicapped people if you take Metro Mobility away from us.”
Another participant stated she would become a recluse, were Metro Mobility
to be taken away.

Satisfaction with Metro Mobility

Most participants are very satisfied with Metro Mobility. Those that have
chronic problems usually seem to have a provider problem rather than a
problem with the overall system itself.

The two most often heard complaints from the group were:

1. Having to call in the day before to be picked up.
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Calling in the day before is a problem for many people whose health situation
may alter from day to day.

Q “Ican’t tell what the day has coming - whether I can walk or not - so I
don’t know if I'm going to need them.”

“When you got to go, you’ve got to go.”

O “You don’t always have the time to take Metro Mobility.”

2. Pick up for the return trip home is not punctual.
Many experienced long delays in being picked up for their return trip home.
O “We have to wait extra time to be picked up.”

QO “Dispatchers don’t seem to understand how long it takes to get across
the city.”

QO “Return trip is very difficult. Sometimes you have to wait a long time.
They get behind.”

QO “It seems I have to wait an extra long time to get home.”

In spite of those two items, the level of satisfaction with Metro Mobility is
quite high. A very large number of users stated they would give up the
spontaneity and flexibility of using mainline service in order to keep the door
thru door service. When asked whether they would be willing to pay more to
use the door thru door service rather than mainline bus service, those same
people agreed that they would.

Q “I would find a way to pay more - even if it meant I didn’t go out as
much.”

Q “I’m on a limited income, so I'd just go out less.”

One participant suggested Metro Mobility should run as a club whereby
participants paid an annual fee based on projected usage. Those using it daily
would pay a much higher fee than those who used it only a few times a year.
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Metro Mobility in its current mode is viewed so positively that, in fact, several
participants viewed the discussion of their use of mainline service as a veiled
threat to take Metro Mobility away. A few queried why it was to be taken
away and why they were being forced to use a service that did not cater to
their needs very well.

Q “Why should we get on the mainline when this service is working so
good for us?”

QO “Are they forcing us on these buses to justify buying the 78 buses?”

Awareness Barriers and Proposed Uses of New
Lift-Equipped Buses

Only one or two participants within the four groups were aware of the 78 new
lift-equipped buses that have been ordered, and very few had any experience
using the lift-equipped MTC buses that ran in the Route 16 and 19
demonstration.

Those who had used it had mixed reactions. One complained that the driver
passed her by because he “didn’t want to go through all the rigmarole”;
another stated that the equipment had broken down and most of the other
passengers had to get off and take another bus while the driver and
maintenance personnel fixed the lift. This incident caused her a great deal of
stress.

Q “When the lift got stuck, I was really embarrassed. People had to get
off the bus and get on another one, and it was pretty embarrassing.”

When participants were questioned whether they would use the new buses,
there were a variety of reactions. The biggest majority, however, were quite
satisfied with Metro Mobility and saw little reason to utilize mainline bus

Services.

Q “There is no perfect system, but what we have now is as close as you
can get.”

Q “Door to door is what I feel most comfortable with.”
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“Why should we have to transfer?”

“I guess the nicest thing about the Metro system as it is, is that we are
guaranteed no matter where we are or what time of the day it is, we
cannot be stranded somewhere. Somebody with that provider or
another one has to pick you up. That’s something we’d need - a
guarantee that if something does happen that we wouldn’t be sitting
out on the street somewhere.”

“I would go with the Metro Mobility system. This is a nice concept,
but I would not want to change over until I was fairly certain that it
was something that I could do.”

“For a guide dog, the lifts won’t work. The dogs aren’t trained to get
on a lift. And many people won’t let go of their dogs (to let the dog
board first) because the dog might frighten other people on the bus.”

O “Ican’t think of a service that would work as well as Metro Mobility.”
One of the major deterrents to riding mainline bus service is safety. A

majority of participants felt insecure about walking to or waiting for a bus
because of perceived crime factors.

O “I would worry if I rode the bus because there’s always a couple of
blocks to walk.”

Q “There’s been a lot of fighting on the buses and this is real scary.”

O “Crime is way up and we’re sitting ducks.”
“People who are disabled and carry a cane or something feel like we’re
setting ourselves up for some sort of mugging, but Metro Mobility
door-to-door service makes me feel much more secure.”
“There are too many young rowdies on the bus.”
“I’m concerned about the crime - it makes us more vulnerable - that’s

a position I don’t want to be involved with. With Metro Mobility at
night it feels more secure.”
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Participants were asked whether daylight hour services would be more
attractive and help alleviate concerns about crime. Some felt that running the
lift-equipped mainline bus service during daylight hours only would be
beneficial; others disagreed.

O “The real worry is after dark so if they could run till 9:00 PM
maybe....”

Q “I think 7:00 PM would be late enough. It’s dark by 7:00 in the
winter.”

“You’re not safe no matter where you go. Some areas are worse than

others. And there are many handicapped buildings that are in the

worst neighborhoods because the land itself was cheap to purchase.”
O “I’m not afraid. I feel safe taking the bus.”

Still others were concerned about the physical problems of getting to or from
the bus stop. Winter weather was viewed as especially detrimental.

Q “I"d be concerned about the distance from the bus stop to where I was
going. There aren’t enough curb cuts and also the incline of the street

and smoothness of the terrain can be problems.”

“In the winter, I can’t be outside more than 10-15 minutes so I would
have to have a heated shelter.”

“I would take a bus because I can walk, but in the wintertime, the
streets are too icy.”

QO “In the winter there is too much snow and buses can’t get to the curb.”

Q “When it’s real icy, then I got problems.”

Several participants suggested it would be better to offer service during spring
and summer months only, however the majority of participants felt that the
service should operate year around.

O “I think it would be a good idea to have it all the time.”

O “I would want to use it whenever possible.”
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Another major safety consideration involved boarding the bus. Many of those
able to walk to the bus stop had a great deal of trouble getting onto the first
step.

O “Ijust can’t make that first step.”

O “The last time I rode a bus, I had to put everything on the street and
take both hands and lift that one foot off of that step so that I could g0
on. I'll never forget it so I gave up.”

“They don’t get to the curb and you take this much (curb hei ght) off of
a step, it makes it much easier, but they don’t bother to get to the
curb.”

Q “The trouble with buses now is that the steps are so high.”

Once on the bus, many participants have also experienced problems with the
bus moving before they are seated.

QO “And then you get on the bus and you’re putting your money in and
they pull away and it knocks you down.”

QO “Thave trouble getting on the bus and then if the driver moves too fast,
I’ve taken some nasty spills.”

“Sometimes they jerk the bus and I lose by balance.”

“It’s hard for me to climb on and off a bus. With Metro Mobility, you
have help if you need, but if you go on a bus and you make it, then
okay; otherwise, too bad.”

“I can take a bus, but not very well. I have a balance problem and 1
wear a brace. And standing on a bus when it starts to move is a real
harrowing experience. I’ve gone kaput a few times.”

“They pull away or jerk the bus every time I’ve ridden; I'm very
frightened of that.”

“One of the problems they have is that they have a schedule to meet,
but they should allow time for people to get seated before they take
Of .’)
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How the lifts would operate and the role the driver would play are the two key
questions regarding the new equipment.

Q “You can’t imagine the fear I have of falling off the lift while the lift is
going up. It’s an absolute must the driver be trained how to load a
wheelchair on a lift.”

“I would prefer the lift in many cases because 1 wouldn’t have to
worry about the curb, but I just don’t know with me, I think it would
be a ‘mell of hess’.”

“I would need someone to take hold of me or something to hold onto.”
“There would have to be someone to work the lift and help me.”

“I would try it if a driver could help.”

“Lifts are fine if they’re used correctly.”

Since a couple of participants had experience with malfunctioning lifts and/or
non-experienced drivers, several participants wondered how long they would
have to wait at a stop should a lift malfunction.

Q “Two hours is not acceptable.”

Q “An hour might be okay if the weather was nice and I didn’t have to be
somewhere at a certain time.”

O “I think an hour is too long. They should send another bus right out.”
A bigger concern and the barrier that seems the most universally named
concerns the length of time it would take to use the lift, or board the bus even
if a lift isn’t required, and get the disabled person settled.
Q “I’m just wondering if that isn’t going to provoke the public. I know
how some people are now — they shove me and other people yell at

me "

O It disturbs other people; it really does.”
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“Using the lifts must take a lot of time. I sure don’t want to cause any
trouble for people.”

“This is really going to tie traffic up.”

“I don’t think the public would stand for it, especially in rush hour; it
would be a complete disaster.”

“Disabled people would be more comfortable if we got on a bus with
four or five other people in wheelchairs on the bus. I think the lift
buses should just be for handicapped, but run on regular routes.”

“People would complain that they were late for work because of the
person in the wheelchair.”

Awareness of In-Service Lift-Equipped Buses

Many participants could not read overhead signs and several mentioned that
they had to come out of the shelter to look for the handicapped symbol by the
door to know whether the bus was lift-equipped.
Some suggestions to improve visibility included:

Q a large circle of a contrasting color on the front of the bus.

Q flags on each side of windshield.

O large sticker in right front window.

Q large print letters on top of windshield or in overhead sign.

The blind participants suggested a beeper or horn when the bus pulled to the
curb.
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Driver and Passenger Sensitivity

For the most part, participants felt the Metro Mobility drivers were helpful.
They indicated that this had improved over the last couple of years. In fact,
they are so comfortable with the Metro Mobility drivers, that the MTC drivers
are viewed with great apprehension.

O “Courtesy from city bus drivers is not going to be the same.”

Many participants have had negative experiences with drivers while using the
mainline service or they perceive problems.

Q “Bus drivers are very busy. They will go by a disabled person rather
than wait.”

“Drivers don’t like to help with the lifts.”

“I’ve had bus drivers whiz on by me.”

“One dniver said ‘Don’t you know you can use Metro Mobility?*”
“They have a schedule to keep so they won’t wait for us.”

“The younger drivers especially are crude and rude.”

“Most of all, the driver gets annoyed.”

“I don’t think they are trained very well before they are put on the
street.”

The types of training for drivers that were suggested ranged from operational
aspects to sensitivity sessions.

O “They must know how to operate the lift. During the demonstration,
they’d stop and the driver would have to get out a paper to operate the
lift.”

Q “They need to pull up to the curb.”

Q “Drivers should use the loud speakers to call out street names; that’s
what they’re there for.”
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“Use common courtesy so people don’t fall.”

“We (group of blind persons) offered to get together with them in a
meeting, but they didn’t go for it. They should have a meeting with
some of these types of passengers.”

O “They need to train for blind and deaf and deaf/blind people.”
As for other passengers, it has already been pointed out that the participants
were extremely concerned about the feelings and attitudes of the public. All

agreed that a public awareness campaign should be undertaken.

QO “People aren’t patient. They need to know there will be a delay and to
have a little patience.”

“The public doesn’t understand how the whole network (mainline and
Metro Mobility) works. They should know this.”

“I think a poll should be taken of the public to see if they will put up
with the handicapped on the buses and what they would be willing to
do to help.”

“They should know that we handicapped have a right to be out there
and to show some sensitivity.”

“It will take some time to work through all the bugs, so just be
patient.”

“Take another bus if they’re in such a hurry.”

Routing

Group participants had little in the way of specific routing advice. Most felt
that lift-equipped bus routes that looped around medical complexes and senior
citizen housing areas would be more heavily utilized. A few thought routes to
major shopping areas would attract disabled riders.

When asked about the need for lift-equipped regular route airport service, the
majority of participants reacted negatively.
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Q “Who would use that?”
Q “We don’t have the money to take airplane trips.”

O “We wouldn’t use it but once a year or less.”

Communication of Services

The majority of the participants receive and read the Metro Mobility
newsletter. This was viewed as a good method to reach them. Others felt that
anything mailed to their homes would be read either by them or to them by
someone else.

Q “TI'm not able to read a bus schedule; if you could just mail me the
schedule for the three routes that I use, someone could read it to me.”

Q “My husband reads me the newsletter, so put it in that and I’ll hear
about it.”

O “I’d need a schedule mailed to me every time it changed.”

With regard to using new lift-equipped mainline service, there was a great
deal of information they felt they would need.

O “We’d need information about how to use the service, when it would
run, maps, what would happen if the lift didn’t work - everything.”

O “Hold more forums so we can see how things work.”

Everyone agreed that announcements of major new services or changes to
service should be broadcast on TV and radio news shows.

O “Announce it on the TV news programs. Lots of people watch them.”
Several participants suggested that the various organizations that work with
the disabled community should be kept informed and encouraged to make

announcements to their members through whatever methods they employ to
reach their membership.
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A few suggested posting information on buses and Metro Mobility vans;
others disagreed for two very different reasons:

O Some felt that people would not bother to read the information on a
bus or van.

Q' Others felt that the private providers would not want to encourage use
of mainline service as it would decrease their business.

In summary, direct mail was seen as the most effective method.
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Community Forums

Four community forums were conducted for the general public to learn of
RTB accessibility plans, and for the public to provide information to RTB in
an informal format. A new MTC lift-equipped bus was demonstrated at each
forum, and a short questionnaire was given to participants to fill out and
return.

The forums were an opportunity for interested citizens to discuss and
comment on accessible public transit options. They proved quite valuable for
both RTB and the research effort. The information gained from the
participants, especially comments on mainline bus accessibility, helped define
and interpret many of the statistical data identified by the telephone survey.

Locations

Locations and meeting times were selected to provide maximum opportunity
for the public to attend one of the four forums.

Lewis Park Wednesday, May 9
180 Wayzata 1:30 - 4:00 PM
St. Paul

Seward Square Wednesday, May 9
2121 So. 9th Street 7:00 - 9:00 PM
Minneapolis

Grasslands Thursday, May 10
11940 Xeon St. NW 10:00 AM - noon
Coon Rapids

Hennepin County Gov’t Center  Thursday, May 10
Level A - Auditorium 7:00 - 9:00 PM

Panelists

Five panelists attended each forum representing RTB, TAAC, MTC and the
consultant. At two of the forums, a representative from light rail planning and
development attended.
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Michael Ehrlichmann,
RTB Chairperson

Judith Hollander,
RTB Director of Planning and Programs

Mary O’Harra Anderson,
Chairperson, RTB Transit Accessibility Advisory
Committee (TAAC)

Bob Prowda,
Ilium Associates, Inc.
Marketing Research Consultant

Tom Vida,
MTC Assistant Director of Transportation

Questionnaire

A short questionnaire was available at each forum for participants to fill out
and return. The objective of the questionnaire was to gain specific comments
on accessible services, particularly lift-equipped mainline service, and to
provide an opportunity for people who did not want to address the panel to
provide comments.

Attendance

The attendance at each forum was estimated at 35 to 60 participants.
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Forum Comments

Each forum was video taped and audio recorded. These tapes are available at
RTB. The following represent the consultant’s notes from the participants
commentary and general impressions.

Q Forums were well attended and many of the participants at each forum
choose to speak. The overwhelming majority of comments were
thoughtful, important concerns regarding accessible services,
particularly implementation of mainline bus service. There were very
few complaints about Metro Mobility service or “grandstanding”.

As compared to the statistical profile of Metro Mobility users provided
by the quantitative study, forum attendance tended to be younger,
male, and people in wheelchairs.

There was a very positive attitude toward mainline service, with many
people indicating a willingness to try the service. Most understood the
benefits of the service.

People with a number of different disabilities attended the forums, and
there was a range of the severity of their disabilities. There seemed to
be no relationship between willingness to try the service and degree of
disability.

A major concern was driver training for accessible mainline service. It
would be very important that the training involve awareness and
sensitivity to a variety of different disabilities, and the range of degree
of disability.

A number of comments involved a concemn for service dependability,
including on-time schedule adherence, lift operation and procedures

for unusual situations, for example:

®  When there are more than two people in wheelchairs waiting at the
stop.

When the weather is fine in the morning but it snows during the
day.
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®  When lifts malfunction.
®  Missing a bus late at night.

People were looking for a “safety net” or “Trip insurance”, an ability
to get back home no matter what happens.

There was a need to identify what models and styles of wheelchairs
and three-wheeled vehicles would or would not work (on the lifts or tie
downs).

Key benefits identified: “Go when I want to go”, “When a friend
calls,” “flexibility”, “independence,” “spontaneous.”

The impact of snow was a concemn including removal at bus stops,
impact on bus schedule, snowplows piling snow at stops, pathways
and bus detours.

It appeared that a positive attitude by accessible housing staff could be
very important to the use of the service. These individuals could
influence people’s willingness to use the service and may be an
important conduit for two-way information flow about the service,
how it’s operating, complaints and requests.

Travel training should be made available. Many of the people who are
motivated to try the service have very little knowledge of MTC
service, operations, schedules, — basic bus riding knowledge required
for anyone to use transit. Accessible housing staff should be invited
and encouraged to participate.

Because most of these people now go door-to-door, pathways to and
from the bus stop is unknown territory. This may need to be a
component in travel training.

Most people stated the greatest need to travel was midday, with
shopping and medical trips the trip purpose.

Some people indicated a need for a “shopper’s bus,” an accessible
service on a schedule that would take people to a shopping center.
This would not be regular mainline service but an alternative to many
individual’s requesting Metro Mobility Service.

Q' People did not want to transfer from bus to bus.
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Questionnaire Results

A total of forty-five questionnaires were returned. Results have been
tabulated and verbatim comments provided. Since questionnaires were not
distributed in a controlled, random method, the results are not necessarily
representative of the people who attended the forums or of the disabled
community. However, the results are useful as qualitative information
important in service and marketing development.

Use of Metro Mobility

Most of the people (91%) who completed the questionnaires have used Metro
Mobility in the past month.

People use Metro Mobility for a variety of trip purposes, with regular

shopping indicated the most. The “other” category included visiting friends,
recreational trips and social events.

Trip Purpose

Other

Regular shopping

Church

Medical

Shopping (grocery)

School

Work 25

0 10 15 20 25 30 35
Number of People

IV. Community Forums




25% rated Metro Mobility service as excellent, and 64% rated it good.

Excellent 25%
Good 64%
Fair 11%
Poor 0%

Improving Metro Mobility

The following comments were recorded when people were asked what one
improvement they would like to see in Metro Mobility service.

Q More money for program, so providers would be more willing to
expand especially with evening and weekend services. Also, more
dollars might result in less driver turnover, thus providing more
timely and quality services.

Same day call in.

$1 aride add up, $10 - $14 per week, $40 - $48 per month.

A little bit less outrageous over eight miles, friendlier, less smelly
drivers (and cars that don’t smell like an ashtray).

“I"d like to see it be a bit more spontaneous - more than a one-day
notice.”

“Is alright for what I use it for.”

That drivers have more training. Tying down the chairs securely.

In case of emergency, assure E.R. there needs to be a back-up system.
It’s hard to get a ride sometimes.

Fare prices consistent between all providers.

Better timeliness on both ends - mostly return trip.
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Some drivers not very good - set up committee to “evaluate” drivers.

“I would command that there would be a NO SMOKING sign
(including drivers) and that the radios should be turned off.”

To have call-backs done in evening.
$3.75 for one-way lowered.
Not to see any rides reserved.

Better vehicles, drivers, on the dot info about what times are available
and yes/no for ride times.

Extended hours/expansion of choice provider so that they can pick up
in areas they presently can’t serve.

Less turn downs - certain hours.
Providers adhere to the NMAC rules.

More providers in the under-serviced areas.

Mainline Accessible Service

A number of questions were asked to determine people’s requests for where
mainline accessible buses should serve, days of operation and times.

What medical facilities should the MTC lift-equipped buses serve?
QO University of Minnesota Medical

O Hennepin County Medical Center,
Riverside Medical Center

Ramsey Hospital, U. of M. Campus

United Hospital
Mt. Sinai Hospital
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O Methodist, North Memorial, MMC, HCMC, Abbott,
Sr. Kenny

O Kenny Institute, Abbott Northwestern Hospital, Fairview St. Mary,
Met. Medical Center

O MCMQC, Sister Kenny, Southdale Medical Center

What shopping centers, malls or neighborhood shopping districts
should the MTC lift-equipped buses serve?

Q Targets
All shopping centers
All of the “dales”
Target Midway & Rainbow Foods

Ridgedale, Southdale, Knollwood, (Might consider using them with
transfer points to hook up with Metro Mobility)

Rosedale, Maplewood, Har Mar
Roseville area shopping centers, downtown Minneapolis and St. Paul
Cub foods - Lake St.
Apache Plaza
O Minnehaha Mall, Cedar Riverside

What other places (or community events) would you like the MTC lift-
equipped buses to serve?

3 Civic Center

QO Walker Art Center, Institute of Arts, University of Minn., Maples
Community College

Uptown area, Lake Harriet Bandstand, Downtown
O What about churches

O Park service centers
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Fairgrounds

Arboretum, State Fair

Airport

Civic Center, Guthrie Theater, Ordway

Met Center, Metrodome and summer festivals

Might give thought to State Fair, Canterbury Downs, Valley Fair,
Minneapolis Zoo

Centennial Building, ACT, Griggs Midway Building

Days and Hours of Operation

Most people indicated the service should operate seven days a week, most
hours of the day. There is a slight preference for 9 AM to 4 PM service, and
Monday to Saturday service.

Days of Week

Saturday

Monday - Friday
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Hours of Day

After 6 PM

4PMto6PM

9104 PM
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General Comments

An opportunity was provided for general comments and suggestions
concerning improving transportation.

Q Intensive driver training and lift-maintenance.
Phase buses in route by route, and routes by handicapped buildings.

Make it available for everyone at every level, time and days as the
MTC routes.

That the drivers shouldn’t smoke and have their radios turned down.

Equip 12 bus, one going Maryland Avenue to Rice University Ave.
also Como Stryker Lines

Have ambulatory people use cab instead of cans.

Suggest route 5 as a top priority because it serves Sister Kenny
Institute.
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Appendix




Go back to central/opr. system and let them handle the division.
Make pick up times and be ready when van arrives to pick person up.

Make sure drivers are informed/aware of care/concerns of the
handicapped. Not be too impatient or ultra-concerned with making all
stops on time.

Work with some phone operators, dispatchers with phone courtesy.

Would like all providers to do services as well as Twin City Mobility
does.

“I would also suggest giving consideration to a dial-a-lift program, so
as to make lift-equipped buses available to a larger number of people
and a larger area. I think it would also be helpful for possible users of
lift-equipped buses to be informed about winter time use on lift-
equipped buses. Things to consider - how soon after a snow bill bus

stops be cleaned. Will snow plow crews refrain from plowin g bus
stops closed. How timely will lift-equipped buses run during cold to
extreme cold weather. How reliable will lifts be in winter weather
maybe providing some test data, or use data in climates similar to that
here.”
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Significant Findings and
Recommendations

This research project has produced a large amount of valuable information for
the continued development of accessible transportation services in the
Minneapolis, St. Paul metropolitan area. The information was developed
from a combination of randomly selected, statistically valid quantitative
research, and citizen involvement. This combination proved very effective in
the formulation of recommendations for implementation of mainline
accessible service and improvement of Metro Mobility service.

The significant findings and recommendations presented in this section were
prepared to address the objectives of the research project and several other
issues that surfaced when the research plan was implemented. They have
been organized by the following topics. In some cases only findings are
reported, in others both findings and recommendations are presented.

0 Value of Metro Mobility
Disabled Population Travel Needs
Importance of Service Quality
MMAC: Service Planning, Marketing
Metro Mobility Identification
Mainline Accessible Service Barriers
Mainline Accessible Service Target Market

Mainline Accessible Service Service Design Features

Mainline Accessible Service Service Implementation

Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q

Mainline Accessible Service Marketing

4 Finding:

Metro Mobility provides a valuable and effective service that meets many of
the transportation needs of people with disabilities.

Q For a significant portion of the riders, the service is their only means of
transportation.
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O People rely on the service and use the service frequently. They use it
for a variety of trip purposes, with the highest portions for medical
trips and shopping. The availability of service allows people to visit
friends, conduct personal business, attend community events and go to
church.

The people who use the service are more likely older and have
incomes under $10,000.

The service has increased the mobility of people with disabilities, and
the opportunity to be involved in community activities and work.

+ Finding:

People with disabilities have diverse travel needs, and a number of these
needs are not met by the current design of Metro Mobility service.

Q Like the general non-disabled population, those with disabilities have
travel needs that are diverse -- some can be planned, others are
spontaneous, travel occurs anytime, any day, for any purpose.

Metro Mobility is designed as an advance reservation, group riding
service. Itis not designed to serve travel needs that cannot be planned,
or that change quickly. Examples of these trip needs are emergency
travel, airport pick-up, midday business travel.

Some of these needs will be met with implementation of mainline
accessible services, others will not or will not be until the mainline
system is 100% accessible.

+» Recommendation:

To meet the diverse travel needs of the disabled community there should be
more travel options available. These options may relate to gaining
accessibility for current services (for example, vanpools and airport limos), or
be an option developed from a currently operating service (some availability
for emergency trips from Metro Mobility service providers).

V. Significant Findings and Recommendalions




< Finding:
Service quality is as important to users as service availability
O As determined by the research, the quality of the service (particularly
on-time performance) is more of a concern to Metro Mobility users

and impacts more users than service availability.

People use the service frequently and have learned what is required
(calling at 6 AM) to order a trip.

The one problem with the service is on-time pick-up. While a

majority of service is delivered on-time, there is a concern with both
early and late pick-ups.

» Recommendation:

Plans and programs to improve the service should place equal emphasis on
quality of service delivered as quantity of service.

4 Finding:

The current combination of MMAC as "administrator” and for profit or non-
profit contractors as service providers has worked well. But there is little
being delivered, service planning or marketing being done. Improvements to
these areas could improve service efficiency and quality.

O Metro Mobility serves a large number of trips a day (4000 - 5000).
This is a substantial amount of service being delivered that equals to a
system that is a sizeable transportation entity.

The system works remarkably well especially considering service is
provided in such a large area and by so many different agencies/
operators, and that all service is door-thru-door.

The current role of MMAC is confined to processing information

(eligibility, complaints) and contract management. This is little or no
service planning or marketing.
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QO As the demand for the service grows, there will be increased need for
imprevements in operating efficiency and potentially for "demand
management."

Q Users would like improvements to communications about the service.

O Some functions (such as driver sensitivity and safety training) may
best be conducted by one entity.

<+ Recommendation:

Consideration should be given to strengthening the service planning and
marketing functions related to the provision of door-thru-door services and for
some common operational functions to be conducted by one entity for all
service providers. Some trips currently made door-thru-door may best be
served by subscription type services.

¢ Finding:

Identification of Metro Mobility service is weak, and not well defined.

Q There is little concern for the image or identity of Metro Mobility as a
valuable public service, yet a substantial amount of public money is
spent on the service.

When the trip assurance program is implemented, a customer may not
know the name of the service provider assigned to pick them up. If an
unfamiliar service provider shows up, the customer may not
understand or make "the connection” that the taxi or van is for them.

With increasing competition for financial resources to support the
service, it is more important for the general public to be aware of
Metro Mobility service.

<+ Recommendation:

Develop a graphic standard and specifications for application of the Metro
Mobility identity on and in the vehicles.
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4 Finding:

Significant barriers exist for the use of mainline accessible bus service.

QO There is a lack of knowledge of MTC service: routes, schedules,
paying the fare, locations of bus stops.

There is a fear of the unknown, and the unfamiliar. As an example,
people who use Metro Mobility travel door-to-door. As a result, they
are unfamiliar with pathways to the bus stop and from the bus stop to
their destination.

People feel secure in the Metro Mobility van; they do not feel safe or
secure waiting for a bus.

People are unsure if their wheelchair (or three wheel vehicle) will be
able to use the lift and be secured on the bus.

There is a fear of being stranded by mainline bus service. Currently,
riders know and understand they will not be stranded (no matter how
long the wait) by Metro Mobility.

Weather is a barrier, both snow and cold, as well as the impact of snow
on bus operations.

There is a concern that current mainline bus passengers will be
inconvenienced, making the passenger with disabilities feel
uncomfortable.

A significant majority of Metro Mobility users are elderly who are
very satisfied with the service they receive. Their habits will be
unlikely to change.

Current Metro Mobility users are highly satisfied with the service they

receive. For many the service is more convenient because it is door-
to-door.

<+ Recommendation:

QO Develop and implement a comprehensive and thoughtful service
implementation and marketing program that addresses these barriers.
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¢ Finding:
Target market for accessible mainline bus service.

Q The market size is relatively small, defined as approximately 6% of
Metro Mobility riders with a mobility limitation. However, the study
scope did not address individuals who are not currently certified who
may be potential riders. Also, the service has yet to be implemented.
Experience in other markets indicates the use grows over time if the
service is implemented and operated successfully. As a result, the
current size should be considered a base to grow from.

QO As compared to all Metro Mobility users, the market is:

O more likely younger, under 60 years of age.
o mobile (high frequency of trips for many trip purposes).
more likely male.

those with a positive, "can do" attitude.

not as well served by Metro Mobility, specifically the 24 hours
in advance trip reservation requirement.

there seems to be no correlation to health condition or degree
of disability with willingness to use the service.

4 Finding and < Recommendations:
Service Design Features

Q Initially, the majority of use will be midday, non-peak hours, Monday
to Friday.

QO Potential riders are very concerned about service dependability, buses

being on-time and lifts working. Providing more frequent service on
fewer routes (versus less frequent service on more routes) is preferred.
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Routes selected should serve shopping and medical destinations.
There were many requests for service to one of the major regional
suburban shopping malls. '

Location of accessible housing and the pathway from the housin gto
the bus stop is very important to route selection.

To maximize travel opportunities, it may be appropriate to change
current route interlining, and examine end of route designations.

Finding and < Recommendations:
Service Implementation

Q The planning process should identify the list of routes to be
implemented over the next several years and the timing of the
implementation. To help insure a successful implementation, it is
recommended that only one or two routes me made accessible at any
one service change.

A comprehensive driver training and sensitivity program is a key to
the success of the service. This program should communicate to
drivers the diverse health conditions that exist, and sensitivities to
limitations in mobility, sensory or mental conditions.

Pathways to and from the bus stop will need to be examined.

Procedures for operation in snow and when the lift malfunctions must
be defined, and reviewed with the disabled community. Once
approved, these procedures must be communicated to the target
audience.

A guaranteed ride home program should be included as part of the
service implementation program. Such a program should be desi gned
to eliminate the potential rider's fear of being stranded at their
destination.

A dedicated phone "hotline" should be established for a person to call

for up-to-date information on detours and to report emergencies (being
stranded).
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¢ Finding and < Recommendations:
Marketing

Q

Q

While the market for this service is at the outset small, with proper
development it will grow.

The marketing program should be organized by route, and be a "grass
roots", neighborhood oriented effort. A media blitz type program will
not work.

The program should emphasize travel training, opportunities for
potential riders to use the lift prior to trying the service, meeting the
drivers and clear how-to-use materials.

Q The program should not oversell the service or raise expectations.

U The key benefits are "go when I want to go"; the benefit of not having

to plan travel 24 hours in advance.

Direct mail will be effective. The purpose of the mailer needs to be
clearly marked on the outside of the envelope.

Special user information aids should be developed for initial program
implementation. These should include a map of accessible routes with
accessible activity centers displayed, a easy-to-understand schedule
brochure, a how-to-ride brochure, and a brochure that lists (and shows
pictures) of wheelchairs (and three wheel vehicles) that can be
accommodated on the lift.

A system to communicate route changes, detours (snow and regular)
and service changes must be set up.

A non-coin fare payment method should be developed and
implemented. As part of the initial marketing campaign consideration
should be given to free passes or tickets.

Accessible housing staff need to be included in the marketing
program. They will need to be trained in the system "how-to", and, as
important, they should be organized to be advocates for the service.

The marketing program must include a communication component to
the general bus riding public. It should inform riders of the program
and what they can do to "welcome" these new MTC passengers.
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Regional Transit Board
Metro Mobility and Regular Route Accessibility Survey

Respondent Name

Telephone number Zip code 55 04-06

07-11

Accessibility Code

Hello, my name is ; I am conducting a survey of
people eligible to use Metro Mobility. The survey is sponsored by the
Regional Transit Board (Use only if necessary). I work for an
independant research firm, I.A. Research. If you have any questions
about the survey please call the Regional Transit Board at 229-2714 and

ask for Cynthia Curry.

May I please speak with Mr/Mrs ?

(IF RESPONDENT IS PERSON WHO ANSWERED PHONE, GO TO INTRODUCTION)

(IF PERSON IS NOT AT HOME OR JUST CAN'T COME TO THE PHONE "RIGHT NOW",
ARRANGE FOR CALL BACK BY ASKING:)

I will need to conduct the interview with Mr./Ms.

What is a good time for me to call back?

Time to call Day

(IF PERSON CANNOT BE INTERVIEWED BECAUSE OF THEIR DISABILITY, ASK:)

Is there someone available who could answer a few questions for Mr./Ms.
concerning using Metro Mobility?

(IF YES, GET ON PHONE, GO TO INTRODUCTION. IF NO, DETERMINE IF AND WHEN
SOMEONE WILL BE AVAILABLE. IF SO, RECORD NAME, DAY, TIME TO CALL;
OTHERWISE POLITELY TERMINATE, RECORDING REASON BELOW.)

Name

Time to call Day

Reason why person cannot be interviewed:

Cannot be interviewed at any time
Refused

Hearing impairment

Speech impairment

Other (record:)




QUESTIONNAIR

iyct i

This survey concerns how to improve transportation services in the Twin
Cities including Metro Mobility service.

The answers you give me will be kept strictly confidential. We need to
know your true opinions. What you tell me will not affect in any way
your eligibility to use Metro Mobility.

1 In the past year, about how often have you (has he/she) used Metro
Mobility? Would you say...

Three or more times a week, .1 GO TO Q
Once or twice a week, GO TO Q
Two or three times a month GO TO Q

Once a month GO TO Q
GO TO Q

DO NOT READ Don't know Politely terminate
DO NOT READ Refused Politely terminate

DO NOT READ GO TO Q 2

(IF NONE OR LESS THAN ONCE A MONTH, ASK:) Is there a reason why
you (he/she) haven't used the service recently? (GO TO Q 11)

(IF HEALTH HAS DETERIORATED AND/OR NO LONGER TRAVELS, POLITELY
TERMINATE)

How long have you (he/she) 1 month or less
been using Metro Mobility 1 month to 1 year
service? 1 - 2 years

2 - 3 years

More than 3 years

Don't know

When was the last time This week

you (he/she) used Metro Within past month

Mobility? (DO NOT READ) 2 to 6 months ago
6 months to year
Don't know
Refused




Are jyou (Is he/she) using
Metro Mobility zbour the
same, more, or less than
you (they) have in the
past year?

(IF LESS CR MORE, ASK:) Is there a reason why you (he/she) are
using Metro Mobility less (more) than you used to? (RECORD)

For what kind of trips do you (they) use Metro Mobility?
(READ LIST, RECORD ALL MENTIONS)

Health related purposes such as doctor or
dentist appointments, therapy or dialysis

Shopping

Personal business such as banking or
going to the barber or beauty shop

Visiting friends or relatives

Meetings

Volunteer work

Work for pay

School or Vocational training

Church or Synagogue

Eating out

Recreation that has a scheduled time such
as theater, concerts, or movies

Other recreation that does not have a
scheduled time

Social Services,

NN
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On a typical day, do you
use Metro Mobility for more
than one kind of trip?

Do vou (Does he/she) have a standing order to ride Metro
Mobility or do you (they) call in your (their) order each
time you (they) travel?

Standing order

Call in each time

When you use Metro Mobility, do you require a vehicle with a
wheelchair 1ift?

Yes, always

Yes, sometimes




I am going to read a list of health characteristics that may make it
difficult to travel, either by car, bus, van or taxi.

Do you (Does he/she) have: YES NO DK/NS

11. Difficulty climbing stairs? 1 2 3

01.If yes, do you (they) use 1 2 3
a wheelchair?
(If yes, Go to Q 13)

.(If not in wheelchair,
ask:) Do you (they) use
a cane, walker, crutches
or leg brace?

Difficulty walking or
standing for more than
a few minutes?

Difficulty hearing or
seeing?

(Even with hearing aid
or glasses)

Difficulty grasping
coins or other small
objects?

How far is the nearest MTC 1l to 2 blocks
bus stop from your home? 3 to 4 blocks
(ONLY READ 1 = 3)

Don't know
Refused

How difficult would it be for you (he/she) to travel from your
(his/her) home to a place two blocks away? This would be travel
by walking or with the aid of a wheelchair, cane or other device.
Would it be.

Not at all difficult

Somewhat difficult

Very difficult

Refused

(IF NOT AT ALL DIFFICULT OR SOMEWHAT DIFFICULT, ASK Q 17, OTHERWISE
GO TO Q 20 IF PRESENT METRO MOBILITY RIDER [Q1l]; IF NOT PRESENT RIDER

GO TO Q 45.)




If new and improved MTC bus service was introduced near your

(his/her) home and this new service included a bus with a 1lift,

making getting on and off the bus easy, would you say you

would....

READ 1-3 Definitely would ride 1 GO TO Q 18

Might ride, 2 GO TO Q 19
Definitely would not ride...3 GO TO Q 18
Don't know 4 GO TO Q 18

What is the most important reason why you (he/she) would not

consider using this new service option? (RECORD MULTIPLE
MENTIONS, DO NOT READ)

Health

Routing; that is where the buses go

How often the buses run

How safe you feel while waiting for the
bus or riding the bus

Cold weather

Lack of information about riding the bus

Cost to ride

Having to make transfers

Other (RECORD)

GO TC Q 20 IF PRESEMNT METRO MOBILITY RIDER: {IF NOT PRESENT METRO
MOBILITY RIDER, GO TO Q 45.)




(IF NO TRIPS OF THAT TYPE
BELOW, AND GO ON TO NEXT TRIP TYPE.
LAST MONTH,

¥
e

ps you make in

Now, I'd like to &sk about LY
Counting

tra
in and around the Minneapolis/St.Paul area.
asS one trip

-About how many trips in a typical month do you make to go

to work
to school
grocery shopping

shopping (not for groceries)

to medical or dental appointments

on personal business (banking, hairdresser, social service)
ENTER 00 IN "a"™ COLUMN OF GRID
FOR EACH TYPE OF TRIP MADE IN THE

ETC. ASK QUESTIONS B - E. RECORD 1IN

WERE MADE,

i.e. WORK, SHOPPING,

GRID BELOW, USING ROW FOR THAT.

What day of the week do you make trips to
What time do you usually make trips to
What time do you usually return from ?
To what part of town do you usually make these trips for

K;

?

-

(Code these columns only If person makes trips of glven type)

: Weekday
: Sat

: Sun

: Sat & Sun
: Vanes

. DK, ref

NN E W -

: 56:59
: 7-8:59 am

9 am-3:59 pm
4 -5:59 pm
6-8.59 pm

9 pm 10 mid.

: Yanes
: DK, refused

: Downtown Minneapolis

: Downtown St Paul

: Minn. Campus/Medical Center
: Airpor

: Zoo

: VA Hospital

: MeooDome

: Courage Center

. Brookdale Mall
. Rosedall Mall
: Southdale Mall
: Ridgedale Mall
: Met Spon Center
: Abbot Northwest -
Sister Kenny Medical Centers
: Other

C: D: E:
Time of Day | Time of Day Desunation
(TO) (FROM)

Work
School
Grocery shopping

Non-grocery
shopping

Medical/dental
Personal business

MCBILITY RIDER:

45)

GO TO Q 20 IF PRESENT METRO
(IF NOT PRESENT RIDER, GO 7TC 0.




just a few questions concerning the service you currently receive
Metro Mobility.

In general, how satisfied Very satisfied

are you (is he/she) with Somewhat satisfied
the Metro Mobility service Somewhat dissatisfied
you receive? Very dissatisfied

DON'T READ: Don't know
Refused

Nocw I would like you to rate some specific characteristics of
the service you (he/she) receive (s). Please tell me whether you
are satisfied or not satisfied with each of the following service

characteristics.
Not

Satis- Satis- Don't

fied Neither fied Know

The comfort and condition 1 2 3 9
of the wvehicles

The courtesy and
assistance of the drivers

The driving skill of
drivers

The amount of information
available about Metro
Mobility service

The helpfulness and courtesy
of people who answer the phone
at the provider

How often the provider
picks you up at the time
you requested

How often the provider
arrives at your destination
on time

Calling 24 hours in advance
to schedule a trip

The cleanliness of the
vehicles

How safe you feel when
riding

The length of time your
trip takes




If improvements were made Very unlikely

in some of these items, how Somewhat unlikely
likely would you be to ride Somewhat likely,
more than you do now? Very likely to ride
Would you say...

DO NOT READ: Already ride as much as can..
It depends
Don't know

(IF "VERY LIKELY" OR "SOMEWHAT LIKELY, ASK:) About how many
more trips in a typical month would you make?

(A ROUND TRIP COUNTS AS ONE).

In the past year, do you (they) think the Metro Mobility service

has..

(READ 1-3 ONLY)
Gotten better
Has stayed about the same
Or, has gotten worse

Don't know
Refused
(IF BETTER OR WORSE, ASK)

25. In what way has it gotten (better or worse)?

In the past month, how many times have you (has he/she) requested
a trip and it was refused?

CODE: 98 REFUSED
99 DON'T KNOW
00 NONE

In the past month, how many times has the service provider asked
you (him/her) to change the pick-up time you (they) regquested?

CODE: 00 = NONE 113-114
98 REFUSED
99 = DON'T KNOW




In the past month, how many times have you (has he/she) had a
trip scheduled, then been called later in the day by the provider

to have the time of the trip changed?

CODE: 00 = None
G9 = Don't know

(IF ASKED TO CHANGE IN Q 25, ASK) Was this change of pick-up
time inconvenient for you (them)?

Don't know

In the past month, how many times has the provider not shown up
for a scheduled trip?

00 = None
89 Don't know

In the past month, how many times has the provider arrived early?
That is more than 10 minutes before your scheduled pick up time.

00 = None 120-121
99 = Don't know

In the past month, how many times has the provider arrived late?

That is more than 10 minutes after the scheduled pick-up time.

00 = None 122-123

99 = Don't know

Have you (he/she) ever called Go to Q 35
to complain about the Metro Go to Q 34
Mobility service? 124

(IF NO) Have you not called because you believe it could
affect your eligibility to use Metro Mobility??

GO TO Q 39

(IF YES) Did you call the provider or the Metro Mobility
Administrative Center?

Service provider
Metro Mobility
Other/Don't Know




Was the complaint processed fairly and with courtesy?

Do you know if the complaint
was resolved?

Were you (they) satisfied with the outcome ?




39 A nu-ber of options are being considered to improve transporta-
tion services for people with disabilities in the Twin Cities.
For each option mentioned please tell me if you (they) consider(s)

the improvement important, or not jmportant.

(ROTATE ORDER, BEGINNING WITH ITEM MARKED WITH "X")

Increasing avail-
ability of door-
thru-door service

Increasing informa-
tion on transporation
services available

to you

Improving phone
service at the
provider

Equipping MTC
regular route buses
with a lift

Improving the
comfort and condition
of the vehicles used
for door-thru-door
service

Accessible planning
for light rail system

Offering opportun-
ities to transfer
from door-thru-door
service to MTC bus
service

Enhancing access-—
ibility of the
Minnesota Rideshare
Program




Cf the cptions being considered, which gpne do you think is most
important? (REPEAT THE LIST IF NECESSARY. ENTER THE NUMBER
(1-8) OF THE OPTION.)

None
No improvement needed or OK as is

Don't know

During the past month, was there any place you would have liked to
have gone but could not because transportation was not available?

(IF YES) What was the situation? (RECORD)

In addition to the trips you make on Metro Mobility, about how
many other trips do you (does he/she) make by some other means in
a typical month?

(COUNT A ROUND TRIP AS ONE)
Code 97: none 141-142
Code 98: don't know

Code 99: refused

How do you (does he/she) make these trips? (RECORD, IF AUTO, ASK
IF AS DRIVER OR AS PASSENGER)

Former MTC Riders

45.

Have you (has he/she) ever
used a regular route MTC bus?




-

46. (IF NO) Is there a reason why?

(IF YES) Did you (he/she) ride in the:

Past month or 1 GO TO Q 49
Within the past year or...........2 GO TO Q 48
Within the last 3 years 3 GO TO Q 48

Why did you (he/she) stop using the regular route MTC bus?
(PROBE IF CHANGE IS HEALTH RELATED, SERVICE RELATED, OR
PREFER DOOR-THRU-DOOR)

Now just a few more questions. All of your answers will be kept

strictly confidential.

49. Are you (Is he/she) able
to drive?

When you (he/she) need to
make a trip, is there a car
available for you (him/her)
to use, either to drive or
as a passenger?

(IF YES, ASK) Is the car Only some of the time
or ride available Most of the time
or all of the time
Don't know




Metro Mobility gets information to people about the door-thru-door
service in several ways. As I read each one of these ways, please
tell me if this method is an effective or not effective

way to provide information to you.

Information distributed
in the van or taxi

Information mailed to
your home

Information available
at an activity center or
place you travel to

Information in a newspaper
or on the radio

Information available in
a newsletter from a social
service agency

Have you ever used a lift-
equipped regular route bus,
either in the Twin Cities
or someplace else?

How many people live in your (his/her) household now? 157-158

(RECORD NUMBER, COUNT RESPONDENT AS ONE, CODE 99 IF REFUSED)

Are you (Is he/she) .. Employed full time
Employed part time
Retired
Looking for work
Unemployed because of
disability
Not employed
Refused

What type of housing Private home

do you (does he/she) Apartment

live in? Condominium
Townhouse
Group home or facility
Or some other type
Refused




What was the last grade Less than 7 years
or year you (he/she) Middle school (7-9)
completed in school? Part high school (10-11)
High school graduate
(DO NOT READ LIST) Some college
College graduate
Don't know, refused

Next, how old were you (he/she) on your (their) last birthday?

162-163
(CODE 00 = IF REFUSED)

For statistical purposes, we $5,000 or less
would like to know your (his/her) $5,000 to $9,999
family's total combined income $10,000 to $14,999
before taxes in 1989. I will $15,000 to $25,000
read you a list of income Over $25,000
categories. Please stop Refused

me when I come to the right Don't Know

one. (Read 1-5 only)

Record sex of subject.

Those are all the questions I have. Thank you for your help.

I hereby attest that this is a true and honest interview.

Interview signature Date: Month, day




Focus Group Research:
Recruitment Guide

Hello, my name is from IA research. We have been conducting a
study among people who have used METRO MOBILITY service for their
transportation needs.

1. Do you currently use MM? Yes
No (IF NO, TERMINATE)

. Are you in a wheelchair? Yes
No

. When you ride with MM, do you use a vehicle that has a lift to assist you
into the vehicle?
Yes
No

. Do you have a standing order with MM?
Yes
No

We would like you to join us for a focus group discussion next: Wednesday,
May 2/Thursday, May 3.

The discussion will be for research purposes only. There will be a group
leader and another 8 or 9 people such as yourself. It will last about two hours
and you will be paid $35 for your time. If you plan to use MM to attend, just
bring the receipt for reimbursement.

Will you be able to join us from: Wednesday 4 - 6 PM (Alternate) 6 - § PM

Thursday 11 AM - 1 PM (Alternate) 1 PM
-3PM

[F NO, TERMINATE WITH A THANK YOU

IF YES, thank you so much. Let me give you the details. Would you like to
write this down? The discussion group will be held at the offices of:
Wednesday: Project Research, University Tech. Center, 1313 Sth St. & SE,
Room 312, Minneapolis. Thursday: CIMR, Minnesota Mutual Center, 400
N. Robert St. St. Paul. RECONFIRM TIMES

Will you be using MM? Yes No

IF YES, you will need to make the arrangement with MM. We will call you
early next week to confirm.




[LD. Number

Regional Transit Board

Metro Mobility and Regular Route Accessibility Survey
Weighted Percentages (for 392 respondents)

Disability (7-8)

00

01 AIDS

02 Alzheimer’s

03 Amputation

04 Arthritis

05 Cancer

06 Coordination

07 Cerebral Palsy

08 Diabetes

09 Emphysema

10 Epilepsy

11 Frederick’s Ataxia

12 Head injury 99
13 Hearing impared .35
14 Heart disease 10.03
15 Kidney disease 1.04
16 Lung disease 3.63
17 Muscular Dystrophy

18 Mental disaﬁility

19 Mental illness .29
20 Mental retardation 2.64
21 Multiple Sclerosis 2.93
22 Neurological disorder
23 Osteoporosis 4.46
24 Parkinson’s 2.17
25 Paralysis 1.76
26 Post Polio 1.34
27 Quadriplegia 29
- 28 Spinal gord 1.76
29 Stroke 6.04
30 Vision impared D57
31 Wheelchair user

32 Severe aging 3.52
33 Other 2.05

2. weights 390

Zip code

Accessibility Code

Mobility (9-10) %
00

01 Amigo cart

02 Artificial limb 29
03 Brace .58
04 Cane 35.46
05 White cane 5.28
06 Crutch 2.34
07 Gerrie chair

08 Guide dog 58
09 Lark cart .58
10 None 28.90
11 Oxygen tank .58
12 Rascal chair

13 Scooter

14 Stroller

15 Walker 540
16 Manual wheelchair 16.96
17 Power wheelchair 2.40

2. weights 390

64

Sensory Code (11)
0

79.57%
1 Blind 11.87
2 Deaf 94
3 Mental handicapped 7.19
4 Other 41

2. weights 388
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%

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402-1483
Telephone: (612) 333-2301

Board of Directors
Regional Transit Board:

We have audited the accompanying general purpose financial statements
of the Regional Transit Board (the Board) as of December 31, 1989 and
for the year then ended, listed in the foregoing table of contents.
These financial statements and the combining and individual fund
statements discussed below are the responsibility of the Board's
management. Our responsibility is to express an opinion on these
general purpose financial statements based on our audit.

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit
to obtain reasonable assurance about whether the general purpose
financial statements are free of material misstatement. An audit
includes examining, on a test basis, evidence supporting the amounts
and disclosures in the general purpose financial statements. An audit
also includes assessing the accounting principles used and significant
estimates made by management, as well as evaluating the overall
financial statement presentation. We believe that our audit provides
a reasonable basis for our opinion.

In our opinion, such general purpose financial statements present
fairly, in all material respects, the financial position of the
Regional Transit Board as of December 31, 1989 and the results of its
operations for the year then ended in conformity with generally
accepted accounting principles.

Our audit was made for the purpose of forming an opinion on the
general purpose financial statements taken as a whole. The combining
and individual fund statements listed in the foregoing table of
contents are presented for purposes of additional analysis and are not
a required part of the general purpose financial statements. Such
supplemental information has been subjected to the auditing procedures
applied in our audit of the general purpose financial statements and,
in our opinion, is fairly stated in all material respects when
considered in relation to the general purpose financial statements
taken as a whole.

el Touche

April 18, 1990




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

COMBINED BALANCE SHEET - ALL FUND TYPES AND ACCOUNT GROUP
DECEMBER 31, 1989

ASSETS:

Cash

Investments

Accrued interest receivable

Property taxes receivable

Due from other funds

Due from other governmental units:
State of HMinnesota
Federal Government
Other

Furniture and equipment

Other assets

TOTAL ASSETS

LIABILITIES:

Accounts payable

Accrued payroll liabilities

Due to other governmental units

Due to Metropolitan Transit Commission

Due to other providers

Due to other funds

Deferred revenue

Deferred compensation funds held for participants

TOTAL LIABILITIES
FUND EQUITY:
Investment in general fixed assets

Fund balance (unreserved and undesignated)

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND FUND EQUITY

See accompanying notes to financial statements.

General
Fund

Special
Revenue
Funds

Agency
Funds

General
Fixed
Assets

Totals

{Memorandum Only)

$ 770,010

187,907

675,000
300,000

35,401

20,769,340
106,276
2,741,576

11,786,500
303,603

290,455

86,686

591,328
2,097,219

343,912

157,738

$

465,327

$1,968,318

$35,997,750

$3,276,883

$465,327

80,407
508,567
17,444,741
1,710,277
2,285,126
2,130,212

2,809,840
309,305

157,738

135,802

1,772,516

24,159,330

11,838,420

3,276,883

465,327

$1,968,318

$35,997,750

$3,276,883

§465532?

$§ 856,696
20,769,340
106,276
3,332,904
2,285,126

12,461,500
603,603
343,912
465,327

483,594

iélg?ﬂagETB

112,390
86,783
3,395,443
17,754,046
1,710,277
2,285,126
2,130,212

157,738

27,632,015

465,327

13,610,936

§41!708!2?8




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

COMBINED STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES -
ALL GOVERNMENTAL FUND TYPES

FOR THE YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1980

BEGINNING FUND BALANCES

REVENUES:
Property taxes
Intergovernmental:
State of Minnesota:
Homestead credit
Tax feathering
State grants and appropriations
Federal grants
Interest
Miscellaneous
Total revenues

EXPENDITURES:

Current operations:
Salaries and benefits
Per diem
Travel
Professional and technical services
Occupancy
Metropolitan Council chargebacks
General and administrative
Supplies
Equipment rental and maintenance
Printing and publishing
Insurance
Miscellaneous

Capital expenditures

Transit provider expenditures:
Metropolitan Transit Commission
Other providers

Total expenditures

EXCESS (DEFICIENCY) OF REVENUES OVER
EXPENDITURES

ENDING FUND BALANCES (unreserved
and undesignated)

Governmental Fund Types

General
Fund

Special
Revenue
Funds

$2,123,152

1,225,000
402,050
166,215

3,493

$11,170.421

43,593,604

8,815,439
2,359,938
24,791,944
257,387
1,410,777

1,796,758

996,679
35,900
104,657
389,678
107,713
153,127
79,607
18,329
30,559
80,051
77,835
774
49,490

22,995

81,229,089

122,182

3,626
430,224

63,330,306
16,674,752

2,147,394

_ (350,636)

$1,772,516

See accompanying notes to financial statements.

80,561,090

667,999

$11,838,420

Mem nl

$13,293,573

43,593,604

8,815,439
2,359,938
26,016,944
659,437
1,576,992
3,493

2 47

1,118,861
35,900
108,283
819,902
107,713
153,127
79,607
18,329
30,559
80,051
77,835
774
49,490

63,330,306

16,697,747
247 484

— 317.363




I REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD
COMBINED STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES -
I BUDGET AND ACTUAL - GENERAL AND SPECIAL REVENUE FUND TYPES
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1989
I General Fund Special Revenue Funds Totals (Memorandum Only)
Variance variance Variance
Favorable Favorable Favorable
I Budget Actual (Unfavorable) Budget Actual (Unfavorable) Budget Actual (unfavorable)
FUND BALANCES - BEGINNING OF YEAR  $2,123,152 $2,123,152 $ - $11,170,421 $11,170,421 § - $13,293,573 $13,293,573 -
I REVENUES:
Property taxes - - - 44,571,168 43,593,604 (977,564) 44,571,168 43,593,604 (977,564)
Intergovernmental:
I State of Minnesota:
Homestead credit - - - 8,815,439 8,815,439 - 8,815,439 8,815,439 -
Tax feathering - - - 2,359,938 2,359,938 - 2,359,938 2,359,938 -
State grants and appropria-
I tions 1,225,000 1,225,000 - 23,807,500 24,791,944 984,444 25,032,500 26,016,944 984,444
Federal grants 393,800 402,050 8,250 460,000 257,387 (202,613) 853,800 659,437 (194,363)
Interest 110,000 166,215 56,215 490,000 1,410,777 920,777 600,000 1,576,992 976,992
I Miscellaneous - 3,493 3,493 200,000 - (200,000) 200,000 3,493 (196,507)
Total revenues 1,728,800 1,796,758 67,958 80,704,045 81,229,089 525,044 82,432,845 83,025,847 593,002
l EXPENDITURES:
Current operations:
Salaries and benefits 1,056,957 996,679 60,278 346,443 122,182 224,261 1,403,400 1,118,861 284,539
Per diem 50,000 35,900 14,100 - - - 50,000 3%,900 14,100
I Travel 137,700 104,657 33,043 6,000 3,626 2,374 143,700 108,283 35,417
Professional and technical serv-
ices 786,973 389,678 397,295 516,828 430,224 86,604 1,303,801 819,902 483,899
I Occupancy 155,000 107,713 47,287 - - - 155,000 107,713 47,287
Metropolitan Council chargebacks 237,000 153,127 83,873 - - - 237,000 153,127 83,873
General and administrative 33,900 79,607 (45,7@7) - - - 33,900 79,607 (45,707)
l Supplies 31,000 18,329 12,671 - - - 31,000 18,329 12,671
Equipment rental and maintenance 46,000 30,559 15,441 - - - 46,000 30,559 15,441
Printing and publishing 125,300 80,051 45,249 25,000 - 25,000 150,300 80,051 70,249
Insurance 100,000 77,835 22,165 - - - 100,000 77,835 22,165
l Miscellaneous - 774 (774) - - - - 774 (774)
Capital expenditures 70,000 49,490 20,510 = = - 70,000 49,490 20,510
Transit provider expenditures:
I Metropolitan Transit Commission - - - 63,616,337 63,330,306 286,031 63,616,337 63,330,306 286,031
Other providers - 22,995 (22,995) 17,950,191 16,674,752 1,275,439 17,950,191 16,697,747 1,252,444
Total expenditures 2,829,830 2,147,394 682,436 82,460,799 80,561,090 1,899,709 85,290,629 82,708,484 2,582,145
I EXCESS (DEFICIENCY) OF REVENUES
OVER EXPENDITURES (1,101,030) (350,636) 750,394 (1,756,754) 667,999 2,424,753 (2,857,784) 317,363 3,175,147
I FUND BALANCES - END OF YEAR $1,022,122 $ 1,772,516 $ 750,394 $ 9,413,667 $11,838,420 $2,424,753  $10,435,789 $13,610,936 $3,175,147
I See accompanying notes to financial statements.
i




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
FOR THE YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1989

PURPOSE AND NATURE OF ORGANIZATION

The Regional Transit Board (RTB) operates under the authority of Minnesota
Statutes 473.373 to 473.3996.

The RTB directs, coordinates, and prioritizes transit services in the Twin
Cities Metropolitan Area through needs assessment, policy development,
distribution of public funds, facilitation of the implementation of programs and
research, and demonstration projects. This is accomplished within the direction
of the Legislature and the long-range transportation policy planning role of the
Metropolitan Council. The RTB facilitates the implementation of transit service
programs, recognizing the transit operating role of the Metropolitan Transit
Commission (MTC) and other transit service providers, and the need for
continuous involvement of local units of government and the public.

The RTB's financial statements include all funds and account groups over which
the RTB exercises oversight responsibility. In applying the entity definition
criteria of the Governmental Accounting Standards Board, it is the opinion of
the RTB that it is neither a component unit of the Metropolitan Council nor is
the Metropolitan Transit Commission a component unit of RTB.

Metropolitan Council

The Metropolitan Council selects RTB board members but not its management. The
Council has only limited authority over RTB budgets and no authority over its
contracts, hiring, properties, or in resolving matters affecting recipients of
RTB services. The geographic area and populations served by both entities are
substantially the same. However, the Council does not provide funding to RTB,
nor does it have responsibility for funding any RTB deficits or guaranteeing any
RTB debt, nor can it use the RTB fund balances.

The RTB authorities, funding sources, and functions over which the Council has
limited or no oversight responsibility lead to the conclusion that the RTB is
not a component unit of the Council.

M 1j a T . c . .

The RTB selects commission members of the MTC but cannot designate its
management. RTB reviews and approves MTC budgets but does not approve its
outside contracts, control its properties, or resolve matters affecting
recipients of MTC services. The RTB is not required to fund any MTC operating
deficit. The MTC may pledge the taxing power of the RTB only with approval of
the RTB and only for a one-year period for any issue of debt. RTB does not hold
title to MTC assets and does not have authority for general audits of MTC
operations. RTB's geographic service area is larger than that of MTC, and
includes significant areas served by other transit providers.




While a number of the MTC authorities, funding sources, and functions are
dependent on the RTB, the significance of those that are not leads to the
conclusion that MTC is not a component unit of RTB.

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES

A.

Fund Accounting

The accounts of the RTB are organized on the basis of a general fund, six
special revenue funds, three agency funds, and a general fixed asset account
group, each of which is considered a separate accounting entity. The
operations of each fund are accounted for with a separate set of
self-balancing accounts that comprise its assets, liabilities, fund equity.
revenues, and expenditures, as appropriate. Government resources are
allocated to and accounted for in individual funds based upon the purposes
for which they are to be spent and the means by which spending activities
are controlled.

The General Fund is the general operating fund of the RTB. Special Revenue
Funds are used to account for property tax revenue and other revenues that
are legally restricted for various specified transit provider services.

The Agency Funds are used to account for and administer resources held by
the RTB as an agent for others. These funds are custodial in nature and do
not involve measurement of results of operations. The Agency Funds account
for debt service taxes levied for the MTC and the Metropolitan Council and
the deferred compensation plan available to RTB employees.

The General Fixed Assets Account Group is used to account for the RTB's
property and equipment. Fixed assets used in governmental fund type
operations (general fixed assets) are recorded at historical cost. No
depreciation has been provided on general fixed assets.

Basi f A ntin

RTB funds are accounted for using the modified accrual basis of accounting.
Revenues are recognized when they become measurable and available.
Available means collectible within the current period or soon enough
thereafter to be used to pay liabilities of the current period, not
exceeding 60 days.

Expenditures are recognized under the modified accrual basis of accounting
when the related fund liability is incurred.




At December 31, 1989, $10,950,000 of MTC and $22,660,000 of Metropolitan
Council 1long-term general obligation certificates of indebtedness were
outstanding for which RTB levies the property taxes necessary to meet
principal and interest maturities. RTB levied $6,356,182 payable in 1989
and $6,079,103 payable in 1990 for these purposes. Funds are transferred to
the MTC and the Metropolitan Council as they are received to enable the
payments to be made. These taxes, but not the related debt or debt service,
are accounted for in agency funds of the RTB.

The counties spread all levies over taxable property. Such taxes become a
lien on January 1 and are recorded as taxes receivable by the RTB at that
date. Revenues are accrued and recognized in the year collectible, net of
delinquencies. No allowance for uncollectible taxes has been provided
because such amounts are not expected to be material.

CHANGES IN GENERAL FIXED ASSETS

Balance Balance
January 1, December 31,

_1989 Additions Disposals 1989

Furniture and equipment $415,837 $ 49,490 $ = $465,327

RETIREMENT PLANS

All full-time employees and certain part-time employees participate in one of
two pension plans administered by the Minnesota State Retirement System (MSRS):
the general (defined benefit) or the unclassified service (defined contribution)
pension plans.

A. DEFINED BENEFIT PLAN - General Plan

Plan Description

Requirements for normal retirement benefits for members of the general plan
are as follows:

. A n iremen n

If employed before July 1, 1989, full benefits are available at age 65 or
earlier if you gqualify under the "Rule of 90" provision. A "Rule of 90"
allows early retirement with no reduction of the benefit if the sum of
one's age and length of service total at least 90. At age 65 or older
only one year of service is needed to qualify for an annuity. Age 65 is
the normal retirement age for all in this group.

If first employed after June 30, 1989, full benefits are available at
normal Social Security retirement age. If born before 1938 it is age 65,
but if born after 1937 normal retirement age gradually increases to age 67
for those born in 1960 and after.




. Age and Service R iremen for an Early Retirement R Annui
reduced retirement annuity may begin as early as early as age 55 if you
have credit for 3 or more years of allowable service. You may receive a
reduced annuity at any age if you have at least 30 years of service credit.

The fund also provides various death and disability benefits, whereby the
disabled employee or surviving spouse 1is entitled to receive amounts
determined as defined by the fund.

ntri ions R

Covered employees are required by State statute to contribute a fixed
percentage of their gross earnings to the pension plan. The RTB makes
annual contributions to the pension plan equal to the amount required by
State statutes. Current contribution rates for the plan are 3.73% for
employees and 3.90% for the employer. Effective in July 1989, these
contribution rates increased to 4.34% for employees and 4.51% for the
employer. Total contributions made during fiscal year 1989 amounted to
$55,999, of which $27,421 was made by employees and $28,578 was made by the
RTB.

Funding Status and Progress

The "pension benefit obligation" is a standardized disclosure measure of the
present value of pension benefits, adjusted for the effects of projected
salary increases and step-rate benefits, estimated to be payable in the
future as a result of employee service to date. The measure, which is the
actuarial present value of credited projected benefits, is intended to help
users assess the MSRS's funding status on a going-concern basis, assess
progress made in accumulating sufficient assets to pay benefits when due,
and make comparisons among Public Employee Retirement Systems and employers.
The MSRS does not make separate measurements of assets and pension benefit
obligation for individual employers.

The pension benefit obligations of the MSRS as of June 30, 1989 were as
follows:

Total pension benefit obligations $2,109,272,000
Net assets available for benefits
at market 1 794

Unfunded pension benefit obligation $ 143,478,000

The actuarial calculations of annual contributions include amounts that
would be required to achieve full (100 percent) funding by the year 2020.

The measurement of the pension obligation is based on an actuarial valuation
as of June 30, 1989. Net assets available to pay pension benefits were
valued as of June 30, 1989.




The RTB's contribution for the period ended June 30, 1989 to MSRS's plans
represented approximately 0.06% of total contributions required of all
participating entities.

Ten-year historical trend information is presented in MSRS's Comprehensive
Annual Report for the year ended June 30, 1989. This information is useful
in assessing the pension plan accumulation of sufficient assets to pay
pension benefits as they become due.

Rel =P I

During 1989 and as of June 30, 1989, MSRS held no securities issued by the
RTB or other related parties.

DEFINED CONTRIBUTION PLAN - Unclassified Service
ription

Five RTB employees participate in the MSRS Unclassified Service plan. 1In
this defined contribution plan, benefits depend solely on amounts
contributed to the plan plus investment earnings. Eligible employees
participate from date of employment. Participating employees are required
by State statute to contribute 4% of their gross earnings to the pension
plan, and the RTB is required to contribute an amount equal to 6% of such
earnings. The RTB's contributions for each employee and allocated
investment earnings are fully vested immediately.

The RTB's total payroll and the contributions relating to this plan in 1989
were not material. All contributions were made as required by State statute.

DEFERRED COMPENSATION PLANS

The RTB offers its employees deferred compensation plans created in accordance
with Internal Revenue Code Section 457. The plans, available to all RTB
employees, permit them to defer a portion of their salary until future years.
The deferred compensation is not available to employees until termination,
retirement, death, or unforeseeable emergency.

All amounts of compensation deferred under the plans, all property and rights
purchased with those amounts, and all income attributable to those amounts,
property, or rights are (until paid or made available to the employee or other
beneficiary) solely the property and rights of the RTB (without being restricted
to the provisions of benefits under the plan), subject only to the claim of the
RTB's general creditors. Participants' rights wunder the plans are equal to
those of general creditors of the RTB in an amount equal to the fair market
value of the deferred account for each participant.

The RTB has no liability for losses under the plans but does have the duty of
due care that would be required of an ordinary prudent investor. The RTB
believes that it is unlikely that it will use plan assets to satisfy the claims
of general creditors in the future.




LEASE COMMITMENTS

RTB has entered into a lease commitment to lease building space from an
unrelated entity. Minimum annual rental commitments under operating leases are
as follows:

1990 175,261
1991 191,197
1992 191,642
1993 194,785
1994 194,789
1995 through 1999 899,288

$1,846,062

Rental expense for 1989 was $107,713.
INDIVIDUAL FUND DISCLOSURES

For the year ended December 31, 1989, actual expenditures exceeded the budgeted
amount in the following fund:

Fund Budgeted _Actual  Variance

Special Revenue Funds -
Light Rail Tranmsit $389,268 $412,319 $ 23,051

As of December 31, 1989, the Metromobility - Special Revenue Fund had a deficit
fund balance of $689,538.




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

COMBINING BALANCE SHEET - ALL SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS
DECEMBER 31, 1989

New Services/

ASSETS

Cash
Investments
Receivables:

Property taxes

Accrued interest
Due from State of Minnesota
Due from Federal Government
Other assets

TOTAL ASSETS

LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES

Liabilities:

Accounts payable

Due to other governmental units

Due to Metropolitan Transit Commission
Due to other providers

Due to other funds

Deferred revenue

TOTAL LIABILITIES

FUND BALANCES - Unreserved

TOTAL LIABILITIES AND FUND BALANCES

Regular
Route

Metro
Mobility

Opt Out

Rural/Small

Urban

LRT
Engineering

Test
Marketing

$ 783,692
17,369,340

2,651,832
77,725
5,577,000
303,603
199,993

$(3,113,435)

5,750,000

-

$ 58,051

19,266
6,979

40,462

$26,963,185

262,967
17,289,370
283,057

2,072,865

2,636,565

155,371
1,073,513
2,097,219

$1245?53

19,908,259

7,054,926

3,326,103

(689,538)

40,464

$26,963,185

$2!636;565

§l24E?58

$215,348

70,478

459,500

50,000

$795,326

20,800

214,353

57,347

292,500

502,826

$795,326

$ 254,150
1,500,000

9,517

$1,763,667

80,407
120,500

187,907

388,814

1,374,853

21!763566?

$1,802,194
1,900,000

12,055

$ -

20,769,340

2,741,576
106,276
11,786,500
303,603
290,455

$3,714,249

$35,997,750

104,300

55,060

80,407
508,567
17,444,741
1,710,277
2,285,126
2,130,212

3,554,889

24,159,330

11,838,420

$3,714,249

§35!99T!?50




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

COMBINING STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES -
ALL SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1989

New Services/

FUND BALANCES - BEGINNING OF YEAR

REVENUES:
Property taxes
Intergovernmental:
State of Minnesota:
Homestead credit
Tax feathering
State grants and appropriations
Federal grants
Interest
Total revenues

EXPENDITURES:
Current operations:
Salaries and benefits
Travel
Professional and technical services
Transit provider expenditures:
Metropolitan Transit Commission
Other providers
Total expenditures

Excess (deficiency) of revenues over
expenditures

TRANSFERS:
Statutory authorization

FUND BALANCES - END OF YEAR

Regular
Route

Metro
Mobility

Opt Out

Rural/Small
Urban

LRT
Engineering

Test
Marketing

Total

$ 5,670,398

447,020

59,596

505,021

$1,551,751

40,765,600

8,208,541
2,359,938
11,968,194
257,387
812,580

-

10,875,000

178,673

2,383,278

503,035

36,529

444,726

103,863

824,500

42,392

100,000

135,421

$2,936,635

$11,170,421

1,024,250

205,182

43,593,604

8,815,439
2,359,938
24,791,944
257,387
1,410,777

64,372,240

11,053,673

2,922,842

1,415,481

235,421

1,229,432

81,229,089

54,159

32,357

62,533,546
1,827,689

796,760
11,393,471

12,514

7,476

1,461,945

23,327

13,880

1,380,469

32,182
3,626
376,511

-

64,447,751

12,190,231

1,481,935

1,417,676

412,319

(75,511)

{(1,136,558)

1,440,907

(2,195)

(176,898)

1,460,039

(1,460,039)

611,178

122,182
3,626
430,224

63,330,306
16,674,752

611,178

80,561,090

618,254

667,999




REGIONAL TRAN BOARD

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE -
BUDGET AND ACTUAL - REGULAR ROUTE
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1989

FUND BALANCE - BEGINNING OF YEAR

REVENUES :
Property taxes
Intergovernmental:
State of Minnesota:
Homestead credit
Tax feathering
State grants and appropriations
Federal grants
Interest and miscellaneous
Total revenues

EXPENDITURES:

Salaries and benefits

Professional and technical

Transit provider expenditures:
Metropolitan Transit Commission
Other providers

Total expenditures

Excess of revenues over expenditures

TRANSFERS:
Statutory authorization

FUND BALANCE - END OF YEAR

Budget

Actual

$ 5,670,398

$ 5,670,398

41,822,802

8,208,541
2,359,938
11,783,750
360,000
460,000
64,995,031

104,297

254,786

62,967,440
1,550,263

40,765,600

8,208,541
2,359,938
11,968,194
257,387

812,580
72,24

54,159

32,357

62,533,546
1,827,689

64,876,786

64,447,751

118,245

(75,511)

Variance
Favorable

(Unfavorable)

$ -

(1,057,202)

184,444
(102,613)
352,580
(622,791)

50,138
222,429

433,894

(277.426)
429,035

(193,756)

1,460,039

1,460,039

$ 5,788,643

$ 7,054,926

$1,266,283




R A R BOARD

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE -
BUDGET AND ACTUAL - METRO MOBILITY
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1989

Variance
Favorable
Budget Actual (Unfavorable)

FUND BALANCE - BEGINNING OF YEAR 5 447,020 e =

REVENUES:

Intergovernmental - State 10,875,000 10,875,000
Interest 50,000 178,673
Total revenues 10,925,000 11,053,673

EXPENDITURES: _
Transit provider expenditures:
Metropolitan Transit Commission 648,897 796,760 (147,863)
Other providers 12,001,103 B G 471 607,632
Total expenditures 12,650,000 2 231 459,769

Excess (deficiency) of revenues over
expenditures (1,725,000) (1,136,558)

FUND BALANCE (DEFICIT) - END OF YEAR $(1,277,980) $__(689,538)




STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES,
BUDGET AND ACTUAL - OPT OUT
AL YEAR ENDED DE BE

F I

FUND BALANCE - BEGINNING OF YEAR

REVENUES:

Property taxes

State of Minnesota - Homestead Credit
Interest

Total revenues

EXPENDITURES:

Salaries and benefits

Professional and technical services
Other transit providers expenditures
Total expenditures

Excess of revenues over expenditures

TRANSFERS:
Statutory authorization

FUND BALANCE - END OF YEAR

A

ARD

Budget

Actual

AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE -

Variance
Favorable

(Unfavorable)

$§ 59,596 $ 59,596 $ -

2,246,965
503,035
20,000

2,383,278
503,035
36,529

2,770,000

102,741
8,674
1,713,970
1,825,385

2,922,842

12,514
7,476

~ 1,461,945
1,481,935

944,615

1,440,907

(1,460,.039)
$ 40,464

136,313

16,529
152,842

(1,460,.039)

747




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE -
BUDGET AND ACTUAL - RURAL/SMALL URBAN
FOR FISCAL YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31

FUND BALANCE - BEGINNING OF YEAR

REVENUES:

Property taxes

State of Minnesota - Homestead Credit
Intergovernmental - State

Interest

Total revenues

EXPENDITURES:

Salaries and benefits

Professional and technical services
Other transit providers expenditures
Total expenditures

Excess (deficiency) of revenues over
expenditures

FUND BALANCE - END OF YEAR

Budget

Actual

Variance
Favorable

(Unfavorable)

$ 505,021

501,401
103,863
824,500

20,000

$ 505,021

444,726
103,863
824,500

42,392

1,449,764

1,415,481

21,600
12,905
1,684,855

23,327
13,880

1,380,469
1,417

— (2,195)
$ 502,826

$—"

(56,675)

(1,727)

(975)
304,386
301,684




AL T RD

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE -
BUDGET AND ACTUAL - LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1989

Variance
Favorable

Actual (Unfavorable)
FUND BALANCE - BEGINNING OF YEAR $1,551,751 3 -

REVENUES:

Intergovernmental - State 100,000 100,000
Interest 50,000 135,421
Total revenues 150,000 235,421

EXPENDITURES:

Current operations:
Salaries and benefits 117,805 32,182 85,623
Travel 6,000 3,626 2,374
Professional and technical services 240,463 376,511 (136,048)
Printing and publishing 25,000 = 25,000

Total expenditures 389,268 412,319 (23,051)

Excess (deficiency) of revenues over
expenditures (239,268) (176,.898) 62,370

FUND BALANCE - END OF YEAR 1,312,4 1,374 3 $§ 62,370




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

STATEMENT OF REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE -
BUDGET AND ACTUAL - NEW SERVICES/TEST MARKETING
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1989

Variance
Favorable

__Budget = __Actual (Unfavorable)
FUND BALANCE - BEGINNING OF YEAR $2,936,635 $2,936,.635 s -

REVENUES:

Intergovernmental - State 224,250 1,024,250 800,000

Federal grants 100,000 - (100,000)

Interest 90,000 205,182 115,182
- Total revenues 414,250 1,229,432 815,182

EXPENDITURES - Test marketing 1,000,000 611,178 388,822

Excess (deficiency) of revenues over

expenditures (585,750) 618,254

FUND BALANCE - END OF YEAR $2,350,885 $3,554,889 $1,204,004




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

COMBINING STATEMENT OF CHANGES IN ASSETS AND LIABILITIES -
ALL AGENCY FUNDS
FOR THE PISCAL YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1989

Balance
January 1,
1989

Additions

Balance
December 31,
Deductions 1989

Metropolitan Transit
Commission Fund

ASSETS:
Cash
Property taxes receivable

$ 2,606,999
2,539,110

$ 2,610,059 $ -
2,606,999 309,305

TOTAL ASSETS
LIABILITIES:

Due to Metropolitan Transit
Commission

Other Governmental Agency Funds

-~

ASSETS:

Cash

Property taxes receivable -
Due from other funds -
Due from other governmental units -

$ 3,535,049
3,817,072
2,097,219

343,912

$ 309,305

$ 309,305

§ 3,452,883 86,686
3,535,049 282,023

- 2,097,219

- 343,912

TOTAL ASSETS s 4,520

LIABILITIES:
Due to Metropolitan Council 4,52

Deferred Compensation Pund

ASSETS:
Other assets

LIABILITIES:

Deferred compensation funds
held for participants

Total - All Agency Funds

ASSETS:

Cash $ 7,580
Property taxes receivable 377,194
Due from other funds -
Due from other governmental units -
Other assets 98,461

9,793,25

2,809,840

$§ 1,011,752 $2,809,840

$ 157,738

$ 6,142,048
6,356,182
2,097,219

343,912
59,321

$ 6,062,942 86,686
6,142,048 591,328

- 2,097,219

- 343,912

44 157,738

TOTAL ASSETS 483,235

LIABILITIES:
Due to Metropolitan Transit

Commission $380,254
Due to other governmental

agencies 4,520
Deferred compensation funds

held for participants 98,461

8,6

$ 2,539,110
3,817,072

59,321

$12,205,034 $3,276,883

$ 2,610,059 $ 309,305
1,011,752 2,809,840

44 157,738

TOTAL LIABILITIES §$§3;g§5

5 6,415,503

$3,276,883
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