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REGIONAL TRANSIT BO4RD

Mears Park Centre, 230 East 5th Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
612/229-2700

Minutes of the Meeting of the
POLICY COMMITTEE
Mears Park Centre, Room A
November 20, 1990

MEMBERS PRESENT: Jeff Spartz, Chair, and Doris Caranicas

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Terrance O'Toole, Sandra Hilary and Norbert Theis

OTHERS PRESENT: RTB Chair Michael J. Ehrlichmann; RTB Members Ruth Franklin

~-and-Richezd-Masell; Charlene Zimmer, Strgar-Roscoe-Fausch; Kathy-DeSpieglaere,
Ramsey "County Regional Railroad Authority; Wayne DeTuncq; Nacho Diaz, Metropolitan
Council; Greg Andrews, Judy Hollander, Howard Blin, David Minister and Mary
Fitzgerald, Regional Transit Board Staff

The meeting was called to-order at 3:05 p.m. and. and roll taken. It was noted that a
quorum was not present and no formal action would be taken.

DISCUSSION OF DRAFT REGIONAL LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT COORDINATION PLAN

Minister distributed a staff report dated November 20, 1990 and updated the committee
on comments received from other agencies regarding the plan.

Spartz noted a correction to be made on the third line, Page 16, stating that one RTB
member is appointed for two Metropolitan Council districts. Referring to Page 30, he
asked that the appendix include examples of joint powers board that are functioning
elsewhere. On Page 62, he commented that a study commissioned by Hennepin County
indicated that the turnkey method results in time savings of 30 to 40 months. It may be
necessary at some point to modify the plan. On Page 67, second bullet, change may be
necessary if the board decides on turnkey. He noted a correction to be made to Figure 5.7.
Spartz asked that the word "consis” be defined since the general public is not familiar
with it. Regarding the reference to controlling the vehicle windows when the air
conditioning is operating, Minister said there are special locking nuts that will lock
completely in winter and the driver will carry a special key to unlock them in clement
weather. Minister will check on the platform dimensions cited on page 83.

Spartz asked for the rationale in now allowing concessions in any stations (Page 86).
Minister said this is a Hennepin County recommendation. Spartz said there may be
certain conveniences customers will want. Franklin said that in underground stations it
may be desirable to encourage concessions; if turnkey is selected the developers would
expect to develop shops. Spartz said the issue should receive further evaluation and
perhaps dealt with on a neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis.
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On Page 87, Spartz asked if the numbers dealing with accessibility of vehicles for people
with mobility impairment have been worked out with the disability groups. Ehrlichmann
said there have been a number of meetings with the City of Minneapolis, Ken Stevens, the
Transit Accessibility Advisory Committee and there is continuing concern about the
vertical platform gap. Spartz asked if wheelchair tie-down should be at the passenger's
discretion. Ehrlichmann said that conflicts with existing statute and a state committee is
reviewing the matter. The regulations were written for buses with forward, backward

and side-to-side motion. Spariz said there should be a note "subject to change in state
policy.”

Regarding Page 97, signals on railroad grade crossings, Spartz said the decision can wait
for technologic updates. On Page 98, there should be design flexibility; Minister said the
driver should be at the end of the vehicle. On Page 102, there is an oversight--weekend
frequency figures will be added.

Spartz said the Metro Council is developing a integrated system of communications
throughout the Metro Area and this control and communications system should be part of
that study.

Diaz reviewed the Metropolitan Council Téview ™ot tiie plar, dated November 6, i1$S0.
Members discussed the implications of Mn/DOT being designated to build light rail and
turnkey arrangements in other areas.

Zimmer reviewed the Transportation Study Board's schedule and draft LRT
recommendations. :

In response to Minister's question, Spartz said staff should prepare a set of proposed
recommendations and options, including the pros and cons of each, for the next meeting.

- Spartz said another Policy Committee meeting will be needed. Andrews said staff is
proposing that meetings for November 26 be cancelled.

There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m.

| hereby certify that the foregoing constitutes a true and accurate record of the Regional
Transit Board's Policy Committee meeting of November 20, 1990.

Respectfully submitted,

Mary Fitzgerald
Secretary

Approved this




MICHAEL J. EHRLICHMANN

Chair

November 29, 1990

Hubert H. Humphrey I,
Attorney General

102 State Capitol

St. Paul, Minnesota 55155

Dear Attorney General Humphrey:

As | am sure you are aware, the state faces a substantial revenue shortfall for the coming
biennium. The Regional Transit Board, the agency responsible for planning and funding
transit initiatives in the Seven-County Metropolitan Area, receives a significant portion
of its revenue base via legislative appropriation. Like all state-funded agencies, the RTB
anticipates that it will be subject to severe revenue limitations as a result of this
shortfall.

As you also know, the Regional Transit Board's Metro Mobility program, a door-

through-door paratransit service designed to serve the transit needs of the elderly and

disabled, is totally dependent on state appropriations for funding. Since the new board
was appointed last year, we have had many discussions of the legal parameters that
direct the provision of these services. Previous legal opinions by RTB attorneys

(enclosed) and decisions reached by the Minnesota Department of Human Rights provide

some directicn. However, in preparation of our budget for the upcoming legislation

session and in light of the recent passage cf the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)

and the 1989 amendments to the Minnesota Human Rights Act, it is essential that we

have a full definition of our legal obligation to provide service to the elderly and dis-

abled. '

Therefore, | request that your office examine current Minnesota Human Rights statutes
and the American with Disabilities Act and provide us with specific direction. Answers

to at least the following questions, for example, would help to determine our basig
obligations:

1) What are the exact geographic boundaries within which we must provide
paratransit service? Are we obligated to provide Metro Mobility service
beyond the service area served by regular route transit service?

2 ) What are the hours (weekdays and weekends) that we must provide service?
Are we obligated to provide Metro Mobility service during the entire span of
daily service hours provided by regular route transit service?

3) Who are we legally required to serve? A current certification form is
enclosed for your reference.

4 ) Would we be authorized to impose a "cap" or limitation on the number of
rides provided by Metro Mobility should the demand for rides exceed the
approved budget?

Mears Park Cenire = 230 5th Street « St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
Office 6121229-2701 « FAX: 612/229-2739
An Equal Opportunity Employer
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It is essential that we have an answer to these questions as soon as possible. We are
aware of the severe fiscal limitations under which the state will be operating in the next
biennium and the Regional Transit Board must be prepared to be a responsible partner
in the effort to reduce expenditures.

If we at the RTB or our legal counsel can provide additional information, please do not
hesitate to contact us.

| appreciate your immediate attention to this matter and look forward to hearing from
you soon.

Y.
Vi
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ael J. Ehrli_cht‘injann
Chair |
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ce: RTB Members
Governor-Elect Arne Carlson
MTC Chair Carole Faricy
Morgan Grant, TAAC
Human Rights Department
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March 9, 1990

Mr. Mike Ehrlichmann

Chairman

HOFFMAaN AHoKa

LariiN, HOFFMAN, DaLy & LINDGREN, LTD.
ATTORNEYY Al LAW
SGC NORTHWESTERN FINANCIAL CENTER
7900 KERXEE AVENUE SOUTS

2000 PIPZR JAFFRAY TOWEM
22z £OUTH NINTH STREET
HINNEAPDL.S, MINNESOTA 58402
TELEPHONE 1621 336-661C
cax 16121 336-9760

BLOOMINSGTON, MIHHESOTA BS43°
TELEPRONE i812] 835-3800
FAY ‘G121 406-3231

NORTH SUDUROAN OFFICE
699C S$PRINGBRCCK DRIVE, SUITE 250
COON RAPIDS, MINKESOTA £54 A
TELEPHONE 16120 TAA-7:17
FAX (6121 786-0711

Reply to Coon Rapids

Regicnal Transit Boarad
Mears Park Centre Bldg.

7th Floor,
St. Paul, MN

Dear Mike:

230 E. -5th Strecect

55101
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Enclosed plegse f@nd the proposeé memorandum on Metro Mobility. I
would appreciate it very much if you would review it and let me know

the areas you would like beefed up or revised.

I will be looking

forward to hearing from you and I can assure you that your reviscd

memorandum will follow immediatel

I will be looking forward to hearing from you in any case.

Very truly yours,

Charles R. Weavecr, for
LARKIN, HOFFMAN, DALY & LINDGREN, Ltd.

CRW:ts
Encloaure

y after I receive your response.
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Kiochael Erlichmann
Charles Heaver
March 9, 1990

Laqal'Conatrainta on Metre Mokillity Progran

This memo describes the legal framework which affects the Twin
Cities Metropolitan Regional fransit Hystem to asgure
accessibility to public transit by persons with handicaps.
There aras two principal constraints placed on the provigio
public transit €o pereons with handicapd. uUnder federal
statutes and regulations, & transit authozity may not act so a8
ta deny access to publioc ¢yanaportation for persons with
handicaps) & transit authority is obligated to take special
afforts to provide service to handicappad persond. gtate law
‘yrequires that persons with handicape not ba digogiminated
againet. The transit authority 1is allowed to meet this
obligation by providing &an alternative gpeoial transpurtation
system maeting cartain minimum requiremants.

Praasnt Problam

Tha regional Metro Mobility préqram ix presently over .

subscribed. S&taff projections guggest that at present

rideruhi§ levels, the program will have & §3.8 million funding
5 &

shortial aumber of alternative stratagles have been
aongidaered that could, gnder a webh C2ET aCenft il
substantially eliminate the ghortfall.

Any attempt to raduce tha availability of HMetroe nobilit{ '
necestarily involves changes ox restrictions on the ability of
& sagment of the handicapped populatien to have aceess to the
transit eystem, aither b¥ restructuring funding of servicé or
by changing eligibility Lox the service or the cotpenents of
the service provided. The R1B has a dilemma. It must either °
continua the present level of gervice and run out of funding,
or restructure the program and changa access to ublic transit
 for some segment of pecple with handicaps. As discussad below,
program changes are ganerally considtent with fedexal legal

iaquirementu, howaver, will not bd allowed under present gtate
BWYW. : . .

L. i

Ranabilitation Aot feotion 504

Tha faderal poliay on nondlsorimination is stated {n

gection 504 6£ the fehabilitation Act of 1973 (28 U.8.C.8,
& 794) as followst :




No otherwise qualified handisapped
individual . . . shall, eolely { raason of
his handicap, be axcluded from the
partioipation in, be denled the benefits of,
or be subjectad to disorimination undar any
program or activity racaiving federal
financial assietance . . «

In addition, the Rehabilitation Aot of 1973 obligates ever
wxeoutive aganoy to promulgate ragulations to carry out thise
goal.

For purposes of this Act, "hundicagpad individual” means any
person who hes a physical or menta impeirment which
substantially limits one or mors of such pexson’s major life
activitlias, ﬁau a record of such an lmpairment, oxr i regarded

as having such an impaizrment. 29 U.8.C.B. § 706(7)(b). The
obligation imposed by thie provielon vwas analyzad by United
8 Y.

ftates Suprems Court in sgnxhnnnhﬁrn_nummunLnﬁ_cnllnq
Davia, 442 U.6. 397 (1979). Tha oourt hald that Sectlon 504
intended only to assura tha avan-handed treatmant of qualified
persona but did not impcse an obligation %o affirmatively take
action to improve access to federally funded programs.
following the Davis dsoision, fedaral raguiation for increasing
the acceesibility of mass tranait for paxsona with handicaps
were completely redonw under the authoxity of tha Urban Xaea
ranacoztation Act, 4§ U.6.C. & 1601 at seqg. Saction 16(a) of
the Urban Masa Transportation Act, 49 U.8.C. § 1612(e)
obligates the Federal Dapartment of Transportation to requlrae
gpecial efforts to ba takxen in the planning and design of
transportation facilities so that elderly and handicapped
persong can uis them effectively.

Court challenges to actions by transit authorities on meking
transit avellable to perscns with handicaps have been based on
Baction 504 of the Rehabilitation Aot of 1973. Courts have '
generally xelied on the Urban MHass Tranalt Act and Department
of Transportation regulations to define the atandard of
performanice by which a tranait sgency ie judged. In Rhada

&1 and : appad Agtlion Comm 86 a,lmm_ﬁubliﬂ

ang Autho F.2d 490 (lat Cir. 1983), the gourt

found the compliance with Urban Kass Treneportation Act
regulations requirement of & minimum level of effort toward
fundin handiauipnd sarvices to present a defanse to a claim
that the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 was violated. This Court
of Appeale’ decislon overturned a distriot court‘s order

directing the acquisition of a numper of handicepped accesgible
vahicles.

In pisahlaed In Action.ef Baltimorae v, Bridwall, 893 F. Supp.
1241 (Maryland 1984) the distzist court construed the Urban
Hass Transportation Act of 1964 and ita more radent 1870
amendments relating to handicappad accessibllity (49 U.8.C.

& 1612(&};. The essantial componant of tha court’e decision
was the 1976 Urban Mass Transit Act based requlation requiring

2.




“gpacial efforts” by matropolitan planning organizations to
anablae handicapped accessibility to mass transit programs.
Under thege regulations, separata treatment could be aacorded
only whaen necessary to engura equal opportunity.

The spacial afforts re ulation wvas clarified in 1981 in

49 C.F.R. § 27.77 to allow & matropolitan planning organiration
to meet the epeolal efforte obligation by establiehing
alternative programs that {nvolve an expenditure of at least
3.5 parcant of the fadaral financial asaistance racalvad for
the area., 1In Wumgwmwwf the
court raviewed a program very similar o the Metro Mobility
program that included a demand service omponant and & reqular
standing order component. Tha court reviewed this sydtem and
found Lt to comprige the spscial afforts that were contemplated
by the Urban Mass Transit Act and accordingly held the - 3
Baltimore system to fulfill the aocessibility obligations
solaly by meeting the funding iaval.

Urban Maws Traneit Agt Requlations

The Department of Transportation has promulgated regulations
under the juriediotion of the Urban Mass Transit Administration
(UMTA) obligating mess ¢ransit providers to provide programs
¢or poersons with disabilities. prior UMTA ragulations defined
”apaoial sfforts” to includa a ssparaté program (such as metro
mopility) for wheeichalr uzers snd other sami-ambulatory
nandicspped peraons involvigg an expenditurs of more than

n

1.5 percant of the federal ancial assistance received, ox
the acquisition of gufficiant vehicles to make half of the
£loat handlcappsd accegsible, or any garvice which provides
margons with EandLCaps with suffiolent publie transsortation to
make 10 round trips per wWe2K 4L IalsE sonpezabiz tc thoes
charged by standard buses. Effeotive 1986, all finenciel
azsistance rasipients axe requlred to have 4 mafd
transportation services for handicappad parsons rogran '

the ragional administrator of UMTA which puts the
aystem at the full performance level of 3 percant of its total
avaruge oparating coste within six yeare. Prior to achiavament
of full performange lavel, service muat be provided at the
level provided under 48 C.F.R. § 27.17, which raquired & ¢
3.8 parcent of federal funds minimum expenditure.

Along with the obligation to develop & compxzehernsive plan for
serving persons with handicaps, the 1986 raqulations impoee
both servica griteria and a finimum leval o required
axpanditures. The service oriteria stated in 49 C.F.R.y
subtitle A, § 27.9% include:

(a) &ll gh{lignllx digabled persons axe
eligibles '

(b) 6Bervice is delivered within 24 hoursj




(o) No restrioction on trip purpote;
(d) 8imilar fare to reqular tranelity
(a) 6Similar houwrs and area of service.

In addition, the maximum lavel of effort required is stated as
3 percant of the annual average oparatini goste. As long as
all physically disabled persons are allg ble, the other
oriteria need not all ba met. &9 C.F.R. § 27.97.

Under thase ragulations, Metro Mobility is unreetricted in lts
abflity te restructure sexvice, ag long as the eligibility ta
all physically handicapped peraons ig preserved. This
raqugntion does not inchdo a ragquirament that gpecial service
be available to persons with digabilities other than phyelical
handicaps. If an enumerated gservica criteria is not to be mat
becauss the lavel of effort is axcescad, there are formalities

that are required to make the decision on how to xestructurse
the program.

The RTB may, by following the formalities, make & daciesion to
restructure Matro Hobility to changa the service Erovlded. In
addition, the formalitias Go not ap ly to & dacialon to limit
eligibility only to physically disablad. ;

gtete Requizsgacts

Minn. Stat. § 363.03, 8ubd., 4(2)(d) e the principal cemponent
of the ragulatory framework for the Mstro Mcbility progrem in
Minnasota. Thie statute provides that it {e¢ an unfalr
diacriminatch practice for public transit services to
dimerimlnate Ln the aocasz to, €ull vtilization of, or benefit
from service bacauge of a pereon's disabilivy. This statuto
does, however, authorize public trangit aerv{cea to use any of
a variaty of mathods to provide trangportation for disabled
people, provided that parxsons who are dizabled are offeyed
transportation that, in relatlon to the transportation offered
non-dlsabled persons maatg cartain minimum requirementa.

The transit service is raquized to ber
(a) In & gimilar geogzaphic area of operation
(b) During similar hourd of operationy '

(¢) For comparable faraj

Ad) Wigh similay or no reatrictions as %o trip purpose
an

(6) With reasconabla response time,

This oBligatLon of public transit serviced is requirad to ba
met as of 1986. '
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Under Minnasota law, a person {s sonsidered disabled {f that
person has a phys{cal sensory or mental impairment which 4
materially limite one or more major life activity, has a recor
of auch an impairment, or is regarded as having such an
impairment. Minn. §tat. § 363.01, Subd. 25. Btate law
raquirex the transit gervice to serve all parsone with
digabilitiea, and not just physically disabled paaplae.
Becondly, there ig no provision for adjusting compliance with
sarvice critar{a once a certain level of effort ie made. It is
very -important to note that Minnasota law, although similar,
differw in two major aspacte from faderal requirements.

Beoausa of this, the Matro Mobility program (s asubject to more
stringent state requiremente and cannot discgiminate in the
acaess to public transit servige by an allocation of resources
1imiting the amount of tranait garvice mada available to
paraons with dimebilities Lf that limitation of the lavel of

effort maans the requirements of Hinn, Stat, § 363.03 are not
mat,

This afpaars to be the basis for the administrativa finding of
probable ¢auss in the Jeffrey Farnum complaint. Under present
atate law, a atrong argumant can be madae that, given tha
present demand on the tystem, the inabllity to meet a next day
trip demand may meet the etate requirement of service “within a

zeasonably tima.” Obviously, the Department of Human Rights
does not agres.

Raatriotlons o1 Matxe dcbflity

Any restruoturing of thae Hetxo MobilLtﬁ pregram that is
8

considered would need to be based on the RTR‘g obligation under
. brasent state law to provide full kcoadss, utilization, and
bansfit from transit #ervics. Thie ebligatian {7z aéactrusd to
MB&L LiaT metrs xobiilty sneads te be Provided only tc perschs
who are not capable of obtaining acuess to othar tranait
sarvices, The obligation under resant gtate law {s to provida °
& mauns of acceas to thoge who, bacause of disability are not
able to use reqular route transit. No restriction pravents the
eligibility criteria from heini made nore restrictive go that
marginally eligiblctgorsons using Metro Hobility art of
cenvanlience rather than haceasity are required to usa the
reqular route gervice, Aas an axample, Metro Mobility need not
be providad for txipe vad by & handicapped
acoessibla hus., Hetro Mobility naed not be provided to persons
dccompanied b{ edcorts, if the escort enables the rider to use
régular transit servicas. Metro Mobility need not be provided

£0 pergons who becoma trained to use reqular route transit
gervices but choose not ta. . .

Accordingly, if matro mabilit{ i8 to be restricted, present
state lavw requires such reatrioctions to ba baged on the ability

to obtain accass to the transit mervive and not on budgat
constraints,
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frato Lay Modifigationa’

The Reglonal Transit Board has & diffioult aituation compared
to other metropolitan transit planning organizations nationwide
because of the significantly more restrioted state law. The
RTE {8 able to meet and exceed its obligations under federal
traneit programs, but bscauee of state law is faced with a
dilemma. Two lagislatiye alternatives exist to resolve thig
situation, Funding could he increassd to eliminate the need to
regtruoture the program, or state lagal constxaints oould be
revisad to enable the aystem tc be restructured.

To acoomplieh the latter, a number of alternatives axiat:

1. The federal UMTA medel could be adopted exgrassing an
intention that the Metro Mobi{lity progzam is to provide
transit to phyaically disabled persons.

The legislature gould allow its apiropriation for the Metro
Mobility progream to conatitute a minimum level of effort
which would satisfy nondiscrimination obligation.

Limited restrictiong could be impceed for prioritieing
sarvice based cn trip purpose so that limited resources ocan
ba allocatad to transit needs not othexrwlse capable of

being mat, This would he directed to raequire neceasary
services and othar agenoy transit nesds to be met from
other than publlc transgit budgats.

Summary

The presant fadaral regulatory framework provides sufficlent
fiexinllity to pay redlonal trensit plaaning crganiastion waish

-

otherwise maete its required minimum level of effort to enable
it to mubstantially reetructute a program like Matro Moblility:

0 that funding conetraints can he dealt with, state law is not
similarly flexible.

The significant issuas arising because of atate law provisions
are derived from tha definition of parsons to be served by a
Metro Mobllity system. The federal statuta and regulations
contemplate the service being provided only to persons with
physical disabilities while state law includes all disabled
persons in the class of those aligibla for the service. The
second essential distinotion is that fadaral law allowe budget
conatraints, onca a 3 percent minlmum level of effort is mat,
to allow reduced service or rastructuring of the program,
Ninnesota law allowa no such flexibility.

In order to enable the realities of restricted budgat to be
dealt with appropriately, reviglons to Minn. Btat. § 363,

subd. ¢ are necessary. These revisions would ba most affective
if the xesults were to either foous progzams on mervice to

Ehysinully disabled persons, or to allow establishing a fixed
avel of .effort thdt need not be axceaedsad.

GEK1FVHa ‘ 6.




Administrative Center
HITHHIMMI] || e
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55411-4398

METRO MOBILITY 612-349-7480

TO THE METRO MOBILITY APPLICANT:

Metro Mobility is a subsidized door-through-door transportation service for eligible persons with
disabilities. Persons must be certified by the Metro Mobility Administrative Center in order to use
Metro Mobility service.

To be eligible for Metro Mobility, a person must meet at least one of the six Metro Mobility eligibil-
ity criteria. The six eligibility criteria are listed in the Medical Verification section (page 4) of this
form. A medical professional, familiar with the person’s disability, indicates whether or not the per-
son is eligible for Metro Mobility by completing the Medical Verification section.

Please note that eligibility is based upon disability. The availability of regular route bus service is
not a consideration in determining eligibility for Metro Mobility.

To apply for Metro Mobility certification, please fill out the enclosed Certification Form and

have the Medical Verification section on page 4 completed and signed by your medical pro-
fessional. Mail the completed Certification Form with a $10 certification fee (check or mon-

ey order payable to Metro Mobility) to:

Metro Mobility Administrative Center
560 - 6th Avenue North
Minneapolis, MN 55411-4398

It will take approximately 2 to 4 weeks to process your application. Once you are certified, you g2
will receive an identification card, a Rider's Guide, and a iist of transportation providers for your area
with instructions for arranging rides.

If you have any questions regarding the completion of this form, please call the Metro Mobility
Administrative Center at 349-7480

FAILURE TO ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS WILL DELAY PROCESSING YOUR APPLICATION.
PHOTOCOPIED FORMS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED. ’

TO THE MEDICAL PROFESSIONAL:
Please complete the Medical Verification section on page 4 in its entirety. This information will be

used to dete_rmine the applicant's (named on page 2) eligibility for Metro Mobility. Failure to provide
this information may prohibit the applicant from becoming certified for Metro Mobility services.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Metro Mobility Administrative Center




METRO MOBILITY CERTIFICATION FORM
Ren?ember to include your chel:c‘k or m!gonrdor for $10, Office Use o‘t‘.l.v

payable to Metro Mobility. Return to: Metro Mobility Administrative Center, : Cartiﬁcalion # '
560-6th Avenue North, Minneapolis, MN 55411-4398

' Disability Code_

- Zone

PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT CLEARLY

. Name

first . middle

. Address )
street number street name city/suburb

4, 5. ] 6. Telephone
zip code apt. no. medical assistance no.

. Does your weight, size or wheelchair pose any special considerations? ~ Yes

If yes please explain:

. Sex: Female Male 9. Date of Birth:

month

. In case of emergency, please notify (name):

Emergency contact home phone: work phone:

. Is this the first time applying for Metro Mobility? Yes No

. Please explain how your disability prohibits you from use of regular route bus service:

. Are you in need of an escort/attendant when traveling? (You may bring one guest even if you do not need an escort.)

Yes No If yes, please explain:

Some persons may be issued certification that requires them to be accompanied by an escort when traveling on Metro
Mobility. Escorts are not provided by Metro Mobility.

Office Use Only

(] cCode [] Post - [] vLabel " Check Number
[ 1 Number | ];__'Zone' = =1 cand tanding Order
[ ] Book | | Enter__ | | File




. Do you use a wheelchair when you travel? Yes No If yes, are you able to propel your own

wheelchair independently? Yes No transfer to an auto? Yes No

. Are you able to enter a van or bus without the use of a ramp or lift? Yes No

- Do you require a raised/high door van? Yes No

. luse the following equipment when | travel outdoors:

None Crutch(es) __ Walker
Wheelchair, Manual Artificial Limb _ Guide Dog
Wheelchair, Powered Portable Oxygen Tank ___ Other (describe)
Brace(s) Orthopedic Cane

3-wheeled Power Mobility Hearing aids
Device (Amigo, Lark) White Cane

(Metro Mobility does not provide wheelchairs or any other mobility aids)

Please describe any special considerations (walk slowly, wide wheelchair):

18. What means of transportation do you currently use, other than Metro Mobility?

| certify that all information on this application form is accurate. | understand that misinformation or misrepresentation of
facts will be cause for disqualification or rejection of my application. | also understand that the Metro Mobility
Administrative Center may contact my medical professional to clarify or obtain additional information requited to
determine my eligibility or unique service needs.

Is applicant able to sign Metro Mobility vouchers? Yes No

Signature of Applicant (Signature required if applicant is able to sign)

Signature of Preparer (If other than applicant) Relationship to applicant Date

The information contained on this form is private data and is used by the Metro Mobility Administrative Center (MMAC) to
determine program eligibility and by the MMAC and contract carriers to provide you with appropriate Metro Mobility

service. The MMAC's ability to supply you with program service will be restricted if all information requested on this form
is not provided.




MEDICAL VERIFICATION

This section is to be completed by a physician, licensed psychologist, certified physical therapist, licensed
chiropractor, or orientation and mobility specialist. All requested Information must be provided. Your prompt
response will allow an expedient determination of the applicant’s eligibility for Metro Mobility service.

A. Please indicate whether or not the following conditions apply to the applicant:
(respond to as many of the six criteria as you can verify.)
Yes No

0 ] - A permanent physical functional mobility limitation that prevents a person from walking independently for a
distance of 1,000 feet without the aid of an assistive device such as a walker, cane, crutches, braces, a prosthetic
device, or a wheelchair, or from negotiating the steps of a standard transit device.

A medically demonstrable condition that seriously impedes or prevents a person from walking a distance of 1,000
feet; or that affects coordination and stability to the extent that it presents a risk of falling.

An arterial oxygen tension (PAO2) of less than 60 mm/hg in room air at rest.

A cardiac condition that is therapeutically classified according to standards set by the American Heart Association
in one of the following areas: -

a. Class D: Persons with cardiac disease whose ordinary physical activity should be markedly
restricted.

0. Class E: Persons with cardiac disease who should be at complete rest, confined to bed or chair.

A sensory impairment(s) that prevents the applicant from independently using regular route bus service. That is,
the impairment prevents the applicant from using regular route service for all his/her travel needs.

O - A mental functional limitation that prevents the applicant from independently using regular route bus service. That
is, the impairment prevents the applicant from using regular route service for all his/her travel needs.

Please describe the applicant’s disability as indicated above and how the disability affects the applicant’s ability to use regular
route bus service:

Is applicant: Vision Impaired Hearing Impaired Mentally Disabled

It any of the criteria in Section A (above) apply to the applicant only during typical winter weather, please identify the specific
Criierion:

What is the expected duration of the applicant's condition(s) that is identified in Section A? (Be as specific as you can; this
iniormation is used to establish length of eligibility). :

The applicant is able to: Yes No

1. Travel from a protected setting to a protected NOTE TO THE MEDICAL PROFESSIONAL :
setting without an escort/attendant A NO response to item F.1 Jmeans that the
Comprehend and follow instructions applicant will require an individual (other than

Communicate travel needs the driver) to escort the applicant when using
Comprehend time of day for travel purposes Metro Mobility.

G. Please describe any behavioral problems which prevents the applicant’s ability to travel independently:

H. Dazte that applicant was last examined by you:

| ceniiiy that | have medical information to document the above statements and will provide such documentation at the request of the
Me::z Mchility Administrative Center.

Signature of Medical Professional Print or Type Name of Medical Professional

Profession MN License No. Office Address

Telephone Number City State Zip Code
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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, December 3, 1990

Mears Park Centre Chambers
4:00 p.m.

AGENDA

Call to Order and Roll Call
Approval of Agenda
Approval of Minutes
Marketing Committee Meeting of November 8, 1990
Administration and Finance Committee Meeting of November 13, 1990
Public Hearing of November 14, 1990
Regional Transit Board Meeting of November 19, 1990
Policy Committee Meeting of November 20, 1990

Chair's Report

Recess to convene Commitiee of the Whole meeting previously
scheduled for November 19, 1990 (see committee agenda)

Approval of Regional Transit Board 1991 Budget

Public Comment

Michael J. Ehrlichmann
Chair

An Equal Opportunity Employer




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

Minutes of the Meeting of the

MARKETING COMMITTEE

Mears Park Centre, Room A
November 8, 1990

MEMBERS PRESENT: Richard Wedell, Chair; Carole Faricy; David Billkey; Dennis
Cavanaugh

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Michael J. Ehrlichmann, Terrance O'Toole, John Morley

OTHERS PRESENT: Bob LaShomb and Marcia Diers, Metropolitan Transit Commission

(MTC); Sherry Munyon, Becky Scudder, Ed Kouneski, Dan Murray, Suzanne Hanson,
Mary Fitzgerald, RTB Staff

This being the first meeting of the =e=mitiee, the members were #trodreed 1€ e
another. Committee Chair Wedell outlined some of the problems related to marketing
transit service in the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area. MTC is only one of the carriers:
there are a number of independent operators. The equipment on the road is not identified
and the system is not user-friendly. MTC does its own marketing but the systiems are
not integrated. This committee will look at the product, service, who the customers are,
and what new customers can be reached, in order to expand the use of public
transportation. Marketing must be done in such a way that the service is available to the
casual user.

Wedell called the meeting to order at 8 a.m. and roll was taken. Faricy moved and
Cavanaugh seconded that the agenda be approved; the motion was carried unanimously.

MISSION STATEMENT AND GOALS

In response to Faricy's question, Wedell said the committee’s efforts will pertain to the
entire system. We want people to know what we have and how it is coordinated. There is
a need for information on how to ride, what it costs, etc. In Denver all buses are the
same and carry the same logo. The rider is not aware of who owns the buses. If private
providers want their subsidy, they will cooperate in using the same logo and common

colors. In his community (Shoreview) there is no information on where non-MTC buses
run.

There was discussion of the systems in cities with a great many tourists; they have to
devise systems anyone can use, regardless of where they come from. There have to be
cues on the street. Billkey noted that franchises always indicate what the customer can
expect, regardless of ownership. Cavanaugh said RTB frequently refers to the "transit-
dependent,” and appears to design the system around that concept while MTC appears to
target users of choice; there is a large difference in the two groups. Wedell said the
transit-dependent market has been captured. In increase use of mass transit, we must
convince those people who have the option of driving their own cars to use transit
instead.




Marketing Committee
November 8, 1990

REGION

Kouneski reviewed the current marketing activities of the transit providers. There was
discussion of farebox recovery, the cost of dial-a-ride systems, under-utilized
equipment and the need to convince the public that the service is dependable.

MARKET RESEARCH STUDY EXPLORING TRANSIT AS A PRODUCT AND
EXISTING AND POTENTIAL TRANSIT MARKETS

LaShomb reviewed the MTC marketing programs. Wedell said we must consider whether
drivers are friendly, helpful and whether the rider feels secure. LaShomb said MTC did
a communications audit to identify gaps in the marketing system. It showed that riders
want more choices. There is a substantial turnover in users; people move around and we

must continue to market to them. Rideshare must be sold through employers.

EDULE F M |

- Mereresieviewed their schedeles ard.agsed that future committee meetings will be
held on the second Thursday of each month. '

There being no further business, it was moved and seconded that the meeting be
adjourned. The motion carried and the meeting was adjourned at 9:40 a.m.

| hereby certify that the foregoing constitutes a true and accurate record of the Regional
Transit Board's Marketing Committee meeting of November 8, 1990.

Respectiully submitted,

Mary Fitzgerald
Secretary

Approved this
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REGIONAL TRANSIT BO4RD
Mears Park Centre, 230 East 5th Street

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
612/229-2700

Minutes of the Meeting of the
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
Mears Park Centre Chambers
November 13, 1990

MEMBERS PRESENT: Elwyn Tinklenberg, Chair; Ruth Franklin; Ed Kranz and
Richard Wedell

MEMBERS EXCUSED: John Finley

OTHERS PRESENT: Doris Caranicas, RTB Board Member; Doug Ewald, Alliance for
Progressive Transit; Natalio Diaz and Connie Kozlak, Metropolitan Council, Richard
Oram, Oram and Associates; Judy Hollander, Dale Ulrich, Clete Luberts, Bob Dietrick,
Howard_Blin, Cyndle Mayer, Cynthia Curry, Len Simich, Randy | Rosvold ‘and Mary
Fitzgeraid, Regional Transit Board staff

The meeting was called to order at 4 p.m. and roll taken. Wedell moved and Kranz
seconded that the agenda be approved. The motion was unanimously approved.

Financial men - mber -1
Luberts reviewed the November 6 staff report. Wedell moved and Kranz seconded:
That the Administration and Finance Committee recommend:

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

The motion was unanimously approved.

Funding for I-35W Light Rail Transit Patronage Forecasting

Blin reviewed the November 2, 1990 staff report. Franklin questioned why these funds
are not included in normal Metropolitan Council chargebacks. Blin said typically
chargebacks are for staff work. Franklin moved and Wedell seconded:

That the Administration and Finance Committee recommend:

That the Regional Transit Board authorize the executive director to
execute a funding agreement with the Metropolitan Council for an amount

not to exceed $15,000 to complete patronage forecasts in the 1-35W
corridor.

The motion was unanimously approved.




Administration and Finance Committee
November 13, 1990

1990 Rural and Exurban Provider Contract Amendments

Mayer reviewed the October 31, 1990 staff report and noted that a revised page four had
been distributed. Franklin moved and Wedell seconded:

That the Administration and Finance Commitiee recommend:
That the Regional Transit Board amend its 1990 contracts as follows:

1. Carver County by $8,572, from $131,404 to an amount not to
exceed $139,976 (Contract No. 89/12/04-29);

DARTS by $14,720, from $396,110 to an amount not to exceed
$410,830 (Contract No. 89/12/04-21);

Human Services Inc. by $4,736, from $236,573 to an amount
not to exceed $241,309 (Contract No. 89/12/04-22);

Scott County by $25,342, from $97,557 to an amount not to
exceed $123,899 (Contract No. 89/12/04-23); and

Senior :frénsp:c;rthé'l_ibn Program by $1,436, fromﬂ_$1 6_?_2(;1‘ to an
amount not to exceed $17,637 (Contract No. 89/12/04-25).

Funding for the recommended amendments is available from Transit
Programs work program No. 90-14.

The motion was unanimously approved.

North Suburban Lines 1990 Coniract Amendment

Simich reviewed the November 2, 1990 staff report. Franklin moved and Wedell
seconded:

That the Administration and Finance Committee recommend:

That the Regional Transit Board authorize the executive director to amend
North Suburban Lines' 1990 Contract (No. 89/12/04-18) amount by
$63,000 from $919,988 to $982,988.

The motion was unanimously approved.

Report of the Audit Advisory Committee

Committee Vice Chair Kranz asked if all the members received copies of the detailed staff
reports on the audits. Tinklenberg said only the summary report was sent 1o members.
Kranz moved and Wedell seconded:

That the Administration and Finance Committee progress this report to
the next full board meeting with no recommendation and direct staff to
supply the board members with detailed background information on the
audits.

The motion was unanimously approved.




Administration and Finance Committee
November 13, 1990

Besolution Levying Actual Ad Valorem Property Taxes for 1990 (Payable
1991). Resolution No. 90-05

Kranz moved and Franklin seconded:
That the Administration and Finance Committee recommend:

That the Regional Transit Board approve Resolution No. 90-05,

"Resolution Levying Actual Ad Valorem Property Taxes for 1990, payable
1991."

On a roll call vote, the motion was unanimously approved.

h le Public Hearin n_Pr Far han ion

Blin reviewed the November 6, 1990 staff report. Ehrlichmann asked that the fare
structure plan be reviewed for the full board at its next meeting. Oram described the
deep discount concept. The technique has been very successful in increasing ridership
and revenue for other transit systems, such as Milwaukee and Denver. He discussed
market research studies of frequency of use of transit, turnover, and stability of
= _==ridership. Caranicas=saic bus passes~=wold Le discounted for everyone since the goal is
to attract as many riders as possible. Blin said the board can choose between the five
options after the public hearings have been held. Franklin moved and Wedell seconded:

That the Adminictration and Finance Committee recommend:

That the Regional Transit Board authorize that the fbllowing public

hearings be held on the proposed fare change options described in the staff
report of November 6, 1990:

Date Time Tentative Location

January 2, 1991 12 noon Minneapolis Public Library
January 2, 1991 7 p.m. Pilot City
January 3, 1991 7 p.m. Rosedale

Januvary 7, 1991 12 noon University of Minnesota, Coffman Union
January 7, 1991 5 p.m. RTB Chambers
January 8, 1981 7 p.m. Apple Valley

The motion was unanimously approved.

There being no other business, Franklin moved and Wedell seconded to adjourn. The
motion was unanimously approved and the meeting was adjourned at 4:50 p.m.

| hereby certify that the foregoing constitutes a true and accurate record of the Regional
Transit Board's Administration and Finance Commitiee meeting of November 13, 1990.

Respectfully submitted,
Mary Fitzgerald
Secretary

Approved this




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

Mears Park Centre, 230 East 5th Street
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
612/229-2700

Minutes of the Public Hearing on the
DRAFT REGIONAL LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT
COORDINATION PLAN
Mears Park Centre Chambers
November 14, 1990

MEMBERS PRESENT: Michael J. Ehrlichmann, Chair; Doris Caranicas; John Finley,
Ruth Franklin, Ed Kranz, Jeff Spartz and Richard Wedell

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Sandra Hilary, Terrance O'Toole, Norbert Theis, Elwyn
Tinklenberg

OTHERS PRESENT: Charlene Zimmer, Strgar-ﬂosooe-Fauéch, David Minister, RTB
Director of Light Rail Transit

The Policy Committee Chair Spartz called the hearing to order at 7:05 p.m. He welcomed
members -of the public and stated that.the purpose of this hearing is to receive public
input on the Draft Regional Light Rail Transit Coordination Plan. Remarks should be
focused on the "how and when" aspects of the plan. The record will remain open until
Friday, November 23.

Zimmer used slides to illustrate the organizational structure and summarize the options
for implementation. She described the process for updating the plan. Minister reviewed
the budget, schedule and implementation strategy.

Mark Mizen, 168 East 6th Street, St. Paul, Minnesota, representing himself, spoke
against light rail, citing cost increase and ridership decreases. If a system is built, it
should be underground because light rail disrupts downtown areas. The turnkey
approach could lead to cost overruns and the region may not get what it pays for.

Lisa Lee, 181 Sherburne Avenue, St. Paul, Minnesota, representing herself, spoke
against light rail because it would require tearing down homes, buses would move more
people and the costs would increase. John Finley, Ramsey County Commissioner, said he
has no knowledge of plans to tear down homes. A private organization once suggested that
the Midway Corridor run on Sherburne Avenue, but the plan was rejected by the
railroad authority. He knows of no plan to tear down 100 homes for an 1-94 alignment.

Dore Mead, President of the Neighborhood Transportation Network, reported on the
organization's response to the plan. A written statement, dated November 16, will be
part of the hearing record.

Melvyn Allen, P. O. Box 10853, Minneapolis, Minnesota, representing himself, spoke in
support of light rail and said the funds should be raised through bonds or taxes. The
process is moving too fast and he opposes elevated systems and metal-on-metal wheels




Public Hearing
November 14, 1990

because of the noise generated. He recommended phones on each train and television news
broadcasts. LRT should be viewed as relieving traffic on freeways, which are carrying
too much traffic and contaminating the atmosphere.

Jim Steinworth, representing Concerned Citizens for Light Rail, spoke in support of
light rail and displayed a brochure that is privately produced by his organization with
facts on light rail transit. He noted that the Metrodume was built with a local tax. Buses
can only move as fast as other traffic. Two light rail tracks can move as many people as
eight lanes of traffic. Construction funds will be spent locally.

Richard Hanson, 34 Front Avenue, St. Paul, representing himself, spoke in favor of light
rail and underground tunnels. He expressed preference for a sales tax and the proposed
joint powers agreement. There should not be too many local stops. Finley noted that the
Minnesota Department of Transportation plans to rebuild 1-94 in late 1992 and 1993
so light rail construction would fit into that timetable.

Laurence Lystig, 10441 Beard Avenue South, Bloomington, representing himself, spoke
in favor of light rail and said serious review should be given to connecting the airport to
downtown St. Paul. He said the bus fleet has been replaced three times since 1954, but
many of-thc !¢ ctaed gars are still in uco~ Costdo-ho sau-~nment should also be a
consideration. The wind now carries smog that hangs over Lake Superior.

Tim Prescott, 1917 Emerson South, Minneapolis, representing himself, spoke in
support of light rail. He expressed concern that the proposed system will only be
effective in connecting high density areas. The station spacing should be every half-mile
and skipped-station scheduling should be used. Other technology, such as automated

systems, should be considered.

Beth Popalisky, 1023 - 14th Avenue Southeast, Minneapolis, - representing herself,
expressed concern about the Twin Cities transit system. Stations spaced every mile will
be a problem because people will not walk that far. There should be more public
information distributed before action is taken.

The meeting was recessed for ten minutes.

Gary Hanson, 843 - 22nd Avenue S.E., Minneapolis, representing himself, spoke against
a sales tax and proposed that a business tax based on number of employees and proximity
to the line be used instead. The construction period will impose a severe hardship on
commuter routes throughout the system. Overhead wires are old technology and other
methods should be considered. Construction along highways may require bridge
expansion, restrict future widening of the roadway and cause off and on ramp problems.
Marginal neighborhoods will be displaced because land will become 100 valuable. The
University of Minnesota is building a major transitway that will reduce ridership.

Leslie Davis, representing Earth Protectors, said the public notice does not restrict the
kind of comments made on the plan. He supports anything that can reduce the incredible
damage taking place to the atmosphere. Public officials who voted to permit devastation
of the atmosphere should be prevented from taking part in the decision.

Tom Agar, 4445 Abbott South, Minneapolis, representing himself, spoke in support of
light rail and would like it moved along as quickly as possible. The management of the
system should be localized and he would support the joint powers approach, rather than
oversight by Mn/DOT. He said the best funding approach would be a dedicated
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transportation tax on gasoline. Spartz explained that there is a constitutional constraint
against a gas tax and much of the state would oppose a change. Agar said there should be a
specific cost benefit analysis, including the actual costs of the project and the cost of
waiting ten years, and financing costs. He said it is impractical to expect people to take
buses to their cars. He supports skipped-station scheduling.

Tom Mahowald, 3824 - 48th Avenue, Minneapolis, representing himself, spoke against
light rail. He supports automated guideway transit. Due process has not been followed.
Ehrlichmann said corridor alignment is the prerogative of the railroad authorities.
Mahowald said building one line a year is too fast to allow evaluation. Joint powers is not
viable. Brochures for cities with automated guideway systems were placed in the record.

Scott Horn, representing the Mayor of Northfield, said the system should be
underground. This area has ideal geography for underground construction. Spartz said
the cost could be $200 million per mile in some areas. Horn said he agrees with the
statements on disruption of downtown areas. People should be aware of the brainwashing
involved in use of the word "light.”

Wayne DeTuncq, 1830 Theodore Wirth Parkway, Golden Valley, spoke in support of light
rail. His wiitten comments, dated November 20, will be part of the hearing record.

Wedell said it is important to know there has been a great deal of review and-study of all
the issues surrounding the light rail transit project, but it is nearly impossible to
communicate to the public the vast amount of data that results from these efforts because
of restricted reporting by the media. Regarding the conspiracy theories, the process is
very fluid and many of the people now serving on committees and boards will be gone
before the system opens; many people who were part of the earlier process are no longer
a part of it. The final decisions will be made by the Legislature.

Spartz thanked people for taking time to attend this hearing. Wedell moved and
Ehrlichmann seconded that the public hearing be adjourned. The motion was
unanimously approved and the meeting was adjourned at 9:40 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Mary Fitzgerald

Secretary of the Board

Approved this day of
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REGIONAL TRANSIT BO4RD

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

Minutes of the Meeting of the
REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD
Mears Park Centre Chambers
November 19, 1990

MEMBERS PRESENT: Michael J. Ehrlichmann, Chair; Doris Caranicas; John T.

Finley; Ruth Franklin; Sandra Hilary; Ed Kranz; Norbert Theis; Elwyn Tinklenberg and
Richard Wedell

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Terrance O'Toole and Jeff Spariz

OTHERS PRESENT: Charles Weaver and Shannon McCambridge, Legal Counsel to RTB;
Carole Faricy, Bruce Nawrocki, John Capell, Bev Auld, Bob Thompson and Greg Failor,
Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC); Arnie Entzel, Amalgamated Transit Union;
Emil Brandt and Natalio Diaz, Metropolitan Council; Al DeBoer, Yellow Taxi Service;
Joan Campbell, Minneapolis City Councilperson and Chair of Local Officials Advisory
Committee; Greg Andrews, David Minister, Judy Hollander, Ed Kouneski, Howard Blin,
Suzanne Hanson, Mike Kuehn, Dale Ulrich, Gerry Brechlin, Clint Vatsaas, Len Simich
and Mary Fitzgerald, Regional Transit Board staff

The meeting was called to order at 4:10 p.m. and roll was taken. Finley moved and Theis

seconded approval of the amended agenda; the motion was unanimously approved.

Caranicas noted that board meeting minutes of November 5 should note that Franklin was
present. With that amendment, Finley moved and Theis seconded that the minutes of the
following meetings be approved:

Policy Committee Meeting of August 27, 1990

Committee of the Whole Meeting of September 27, 1990
Audit Advisory Committee Meeting of October 25, 1990
Policy Committee Meeting of October 29, 1990

Public Hearing of October 29, 1990

Policy Commitiee Meeting Reconvened on November 5, 1990
Regional Transit Board Meeting of November 5, 1990

The motion was unanimously approved.

CHAIR'S REPORT:

Driver of the Month Award - Al DeBoger., Yellow Taxi Service

Caranicas presented the award to Al DeBoer.

Report of the Local Officials Advisory Committee

Committee Chair Campbell reviewed the report of the committee’'s November 15
meeting. The committee held its first meeting in September and was formed to deal with

local transit issues and issues on the RTB's agenda. The committee approved the
following recommendations:




Reglional Transit Board
November 19, 1990

The Local Officials Advisory Committee recommends that the Regional
Transit Board impose no new taxes to finance a light rail transit system
for. the Seven-County Metropolitan Area.

The Local Officials Advisory Committee adopt the proposed Local Officials
Advisory Committee Bylaws, with the following changes:

. The Bylaws should specify the process for communicating the
committee’s recommendations to the Regional Transit Board.

. That the Bylaws delete language regarding emergency meeting.

Ehrlichmann said the specific tax package for light rail will be forwarded to the
committee, which may provide a more concrete basis for discussion.

E Tour

Ehrlichmann said earlier this year the board approved a possible trip to Portland and
Calgary for legislative leaders. We now have an opportunity for cheaper air fare to take
the same group to Germany and Sweden to visit six to ten systems next weck. The group
would include ten bipartisan leaders from the Transportation and Finance Committees.
Vice Chair Finley has been asked to clear his schedule and accompany the group. Kranz
moved and Tinklenberg seconded:

That the Regional Transit Board authorize the payment of expenses in

accordance with the Regional Transit Board policy for legislators and legal
counsel associated with the legislative light rail transit trip November
25 to December 2 from work program 90-23.

The motion was approved (Franklin and Hilary voted nay).

The chair noted that the board will recess and go into executive session on legal issues
before the board following the report of the Administration and Finance Committee.

REPORT _OF THE POLICY COMMITTEE

Finley reported on the action taken at the committee's November 5 meeting.

Draft Reqional Light Rail Transit Coordination Plan

Finley moved and Kranz seconded:

That the Regional Transit Board receive the Draft Regional Light Rail
Transit Coordination Plan from the Joint Light Rail Transit Advisory
Committee.

The motion was unanimously approved.

There was discussion and agreement that the schedule for Policy Committee action on the
Coordination Plan will be extended to allow thorough consideration of the comments of
the Transportation Advisory Board, the Metropolitan Council and comments by the
public.
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BEPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

Committee Chair Tinklenberg reported of the committee’s November 13, 1990 meeting.
i i a
Tinklenberg moved and Caranicas seconded:

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

The motion was unanimously approved.

Funding for |-35W Light Rail Transit Patronage Forecasting

Tinklenberg moved and Caranicas seconded:
That the Regional Transit Board authorize the executive director to
execute a funding agreement with the Metropolitan Council for an amount
not to exceed $15,000 to complete patronage forecasts in the 1-35W
corridor.

The motion was unanimously approved.

=
Tinklenberg moved and Theis seconded:

That the Regional Transit Board amend its 1990 contracts as follows:

qi: Carver County by $8,572, from $131,404 to an amount not to
exceed $139,976 (Contract No. 89/12/04-29):

DARTS by $14,720, from $396,110 to an amount not to exceed
$410,830 (Contract No. 89/1 2/04-21);

Human Services Inc. by $4,736, from $236,573 to an amount
not to exceed $241,309 (Contract No. 89/12/04-22);

Scott County by $25,342, from $97,557 to an amount not to
exceed $123,899 (Contract No. 89/12/04-23); and

Senior Transportation Program by $1,436, from $16,201 to an
amount not to exceed $17,637 (Contract No. 89/12/04-25).

Funding for the recommended amendments is available from Transit
Programs work program No. 90-14.

The motion was unanimously approved.
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North Suburban Lines 1990 Contract Amendment
Tinklenberg moved and Franklin seconded:

That the Regional Transit Board authorize the executive director to amend
North Suburban Lines’ 1990 Contract (No. 89/12/04-18) amount by
$63,000 from $919,988 to $982,988.

The motion was unanimously approved.

Report of the Audit Advisory Committee

Tinklenberg noted that this item was progressed to the full board without
recommendation and staff was directed to supply the members with detailed background
information. Vice Chair of the Audit Advisory Committee Kranz asked that the summary
of audit activity, dated October 17, be distributed. He moved and Theis seconded:

That the Regional Transit Board approve the recommendations contained
in the report of the October 25 Audit Advisory Committee report.

The motion was unanimously approved. (Finley took the chair.)

Resolution Levying Actual Ad Valor P iy T
1991), Resolution No. 90-05

Kranz moved and Caranicas seconded:

That the Regional Transit Board approve Resolution No. 80-05,
"Resolution Levying Actual Ad Valorem Property Taxes for 1990, payable
1991."

On a roll call vote, the motion and resolution were unanimously approved.

Schedule Public Hearing on Proposed Fare Change Options

Tinklenberg moved and Caranicas seconded:
That the Regional Transit Board authorize that the following public
hearings be held on the proposed fare change options described in the staff
report of November 6, 1990:

Date Time Tentative Location

January 2, 1991 Minneapolis Public Library

January 2, 1991 7 p.m. Pilot City

January 3, 1991 7 p.m. Rosedale

January 7, 1991 12 noon University of Minnesota, Coffman Union
January 7, 1991 5 p.m. RTB Chambers

January 8, 1991 7 p.m. Apple Valley

The motion was unanimously approved..
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OTHER BUSINESS

The chair said that pursuant to M.S. 471.075 the board will go into closed session in
order for legal counsel to discuss with the board actions pending with the Department of
Human Rights and with the Mary Lutz case. Hilary moved and Caranicas seconded:

That the Regional Transit Board go into closed session under the
provisions of M.S. 471.075.

The motion was unanimously approved.

The meeting was reconvened at 6:15 p.m. The chair announced that pursuant to statute,
counsel is authorized to engage in negotiations in the Mary Lutz matter and continue
settlement discussions in the matter of Jeffrey Farnham.

Due to members' scheduling problems, a quorum would no longer be available for the
Committee of the Whole meeting schedule immediately after this board meeting.

Accordingly it was agreed that a special meeting would be schedule to review the budget
matters.

Hilary moved and Caranicas seconded that the meeting be adjourned. The motion was
unanimously approved and the meeting was adjourned at 6:20 p.m.

| hereby certify that the foregoing constitutes a true and accurate record of the Regional
Transit Board's meeting of November 19, 1990.

Respectfully submitted,

Mary Fitzgerald
Secretary

Approved this
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