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REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

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

MEETING OF THE REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

Monday, May 20, 1991
Mears Park Centre Chambers
4:00 p.m.

AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

1

Regional Transit Board Meeting of May 6, 1991

CHAIR'S REPORT

1.

Legislative Fie'port

REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE
Ruih Franklin, Chair '

3

2:

~
o

e

Financial Statements - January, February and March 1991
Market Research Request for Proposal

Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) Grant Application,
Advanced Public Transportation Program, Resolution No. 91-04

Metro Mobility Fare and Service Changes
1991 Capital Funding Contract for the City of Hastings
Report of the Audit Committee

Southwest Metro Transit Capital Fund Request

OTHER BUSINESS

PUSLIC COMMENT

Michael J. Ehrlichmann
Chair

An Equal Opportunity Employer




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD
ROLL CALL AND ATTENDANCE SHEET
DATE: L 4

BOARD OR COMMITTEE: RT [2

Member Name Present Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote

ISSUE &UM

Mike Ehrichmann X

Doris Caranicas (P) K

John Finley (A&F)

Ruth Franklin, Chair (A&F) v

Ed Kranz (A&F)

Sandra Hilary (P)

Terry OToole (P)

Open (P)

Norbert Theis (P)

El Tinklenberg (Chair-P)

Richard Wedell (A&F)
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’ ittee
ou here from last week s Adminietration and Finance Comm
gggg?ngfhgard from me &t a time when I was quite upset.

To illustrate what upset me, let me give you a brief rendition of the
minutes of that meeting from a consumer 8 point of view.

“Congumer” is a word we in the disability"righta gnd inge ndegt living
movgments began using because words like atient” and ”cY?ent had ggen
used s0 often to devalue us and what we said and did. Consumer, " W end
it is used to denote a member of the generl public, means a user of goods
and services, and generally carries with it the imﬁlication that the
person designated by the word “consumer” has a right to a certain level
of quality in the goods and services consumed. Obviously, from what I
heard last week, to many of you it has just become a aynongm for
“patient” and “client” to describe a person with a disability using your
services, who, as did countless “patients’” and clients before, better
take what he or she getes and be grateful for it.

Don‘t assume because I am a Metro Mobility consumer, that you are dealing
with Bart Simpson. I have a masters with hours toward a doctorate in
astrophysics. 1 teach part time. I have done research in 1ndefendent
living and disability law and policy at the U. of Kansas for a living for
the last five years. 1 need no education or explanation to understand
your numbers, your jargon, your statistics, and the validity, or lack
thereof, of your research, information, and proposals. :

'I'hel consumer '8 minutes of last week’'s committee meeting:

Mike Ehrlichman said we could raise 3.5 mil by increasing general fares
by 10 cents, but didn‘t think the public would go for it. Then a report
was given on the groapective savings for various service cuts, and fare
increases from 1-3 dollars for people with disabilities on Metro
Mobility. These savings ran from 180 to 800 thousand, and no combination
equalled 3.5 mil. One eservice cut was cited as affecting only 40 people
and saving 180 K. Thies comes to saving $4,500 each by cutting off 40
pesople - people, not numbers, from their employment, education, and
community participation. These 40 geople do not have other options. As
Nicoi Hagenah of Minneapolis pointed out in the current issue of Accese
Press, depriving people with disabilities ¢f Metro quilitg is not the
same as depriving that same area’s general population of bus service -
it is more like depriving them of their bus service and their cars.

After this enlightening report of the fantastic benefits to be gained by
imposing increases of 10 to 30 times a dime on the diesabled population,
she added that perhape raising fares would discourage long trips and
frequent use of Metro Mobility. (Am I hallucinating, or have seen TV
ads encouraging non-disabled riders to take the bus, and even offering
them a monthly pass for $327) Thie script by Franz Kafka concluded with
Ehrlichman thanking the disabled community for ite tolerance and
understanding. (Was he possibly referring to their presumed willingnese
to be screwed 30 times over what the general public would tolerata??

I didn’t hear tolerance and understanding at the two publuc hearings held
in March. I heard only fear and anger. I heard over 100 consumers say,
Don‘t take away my ride, don’t price it out of my reach, or I will lose
my job, have to quit school, and be isolated in my home. You’'ll screw up
my whole life. Don’t do it." Your alleged consideration of what these
consumers had to say gives new meaning to the term "deaf and dumb.”

At thie point, I felt like somebody who went to attend a meeting of the

Urban League, and discovered she had inadvertently rolled into a Ku klux
Klan meeting.
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What finally triggered me to give you public testimony whether you wanted
it or not was Ehrlichman’'s statement of how indefinite the ADA regs are,
with words like "comparable" and “similar to.” I have given you all a
copy of those regs as they apgly to fares and waivers for undue financial
burden. I don’t believe "shall not in any case exceed twice the base
fare" is an ambiguoues phrase. I also seriously doubt that not getting
anou?h money out of the 1e?ialature and being afraid to ask the general
public (whose busses and highways are alsgo subsidized traneportation) for
a nominal fare increase will hold up as "undue financial burden.

There are ways to ease the transportation budget crunch other than
service ocuts and fare increases to a population already paying far more
than thei fair share, beyond their ability to pay, and as of July 286,
even, in some cases, an already illegally high fare.

Study other cities our eize, my own recommendation would be Denver - it
has a hifhly acceseible system with complementary paratransit and no
light rail system, and serves a wide area.

Look into more efficient management. Last Monday I took 5 Metro Mobility
rides between 7am and 8pm. I was alone on the van all 5 times.

Raise the general fare. Why is it objectionable to charge the general
public a dime more and A OK to raise our MM fare a dollar or more? You
have & good bus system. People will pay what it costs to ride.

Where ig our discount pase for up to twice the $32 the general public
pays for 1t?

Cut administrative overhead. I°ve probably given you more information on

the handouts and purple flyer in less than 15 minutes than your ful time

accessibility person gives you in a month.

In fact, if yvou fired half the administrative deadweight and went to
retainerse to lawyers, accountants, and private consultants you would save
a small fortune.

COMMRERCIAL: I now run my own business, Barrier Breakers. It’'s businese
includes legal research, conducting needs assessments and surveye as
described in the brochure, and providing a newsletter service to
disability organizations. We are plugﬁed into current information and
moundas of research data through our F and phone modem. We produce what
you demand with speed and accuracy because that’ e what we make money
doing. Barrier Breakers is not a charity or advocacy group - it is a for
profit, competitive business, staffed by people with disabilities who
capitaiize not on their being disabled, but on being good at what they
do. If you want more bang for gour bucke, get rid of the collectlon

of buresucrats and committees who are living proof of the Peter
Principle, writing endless memos to one another and eternally discussing
those memos at meetings. Contract with professionals and businesses who
only survive by producing.

You can‘t continue without fast, accurate information and an accurate
perception of gublic opinion and igsues. You don“t have it now. Don’t
blame the victim by handing the bill for running an inefficlent, top-
heavy eystem to Metro Mobility s disabled riders. We have finally
realized we are being screwed and are ready to scream, "Rape!”
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to travel on a route on the system during
the hours of operation of the system at a
time, or within a reasonable period of
such time, when such a vehigle is not
being used to provide designated public
transpartation on the route; and

(3) Individuals accompanyiag an
eligible Individual with a disability shall
be provided service as follows:

(1) One other Individual accompanying
the eligible individua! with a disability
shall be provided service;

{ti) Additional individuals
accompanying the eligible individua!
with a disability shall be provided
ftervice provided that space is avallable
for them in the parstransit vehicle
ca the eligible individual with a
disar;ilily and that transportation of the
additional individuals will not result i
4 denla] of service to individuals with
disabilities.

(4) The entity's process for
determining “ADA Paratransit
Eligibility" ehall Include the following
faatyces:

(i) Information about the process end
materals necessary to apply for
eligibility shall be made available in
accessible formats.

(ii) Individuals with dizabilities shall
be presumptively "ADA Paratransit
Eligible" if the entity has not made an
elf‘gibili? determination within (2 or 4)
weeks of the submission of a completed
application. Such presumptive eligibility
shall remain In effect until and unless
the entity determings that the individual
Ls inelig(ble.

(1li) The entity's determination
concerning eligibility shall be in writing.
If the deterinination is that the
Individual is ineligible the determination
shell state the basis for the finding,

(lv) The entity shall establish an
adrainistrative appeal process through
which indlvidunlps who are denled “AD
Paratrugsit Eligibility" can obtaln revie
of the denix! _ '

(v) The eatity shall provide
documentation to each eligible
Individual stating that he or she ls "AD
Paratransit Eligible.” The documentati
sball Include any expiration date for
eligibility and any conditions or
limitaticns on the Individual's eligibility.

(5) Each entity shall treat as eligille
for Its complementary paratransit
service all individuals, regardless of
place of residence, who present
documentation that they are “ADA
Paratransit Eligible* for cornplenientary
paratranslt, under the criteria of this
sectioa, (n the jurisdiction in which they
reslde. With respect to Individuals with
disabilities who do not present such
documentation and who do not reslde ia
the entity's service ares, the entily shall
make presumptive "ADA Parastransit

- = .

{ system, would bave o pay, even if the

Eligibility’ aveilable to them
immediately, without the [2 or 4) week

waiting period provided for {a paragraph

(b){4)(ii) of this section.

(c) 1 order to meet the requirement of
this section for compar«"le service, the
<o enlary paratransit shall meet
the following service criterta:

{1) Service shall be provided to all
origins and destinations within (one
mile or % mile or & range from % mile
to 1% miles, depending on the
population density of the area through
which a route or partion of a route
passes) on each side of any fixed routs,
except a route on which the entity
provides only commuter bus service;
Provided, That a public entity s not
required to provide paratransit service
outside the boundaries of the
jurisdiction in which it is authorized to

provide paratransit service to any
eligible petson at any time on a
rticular day in response to & request -

ot service made any time the previous
day. The entity shall make reservation
service directly available during at least
all normal business ho-rs of the entity's
offices, as well as during times,

o
)

comparable to normal business hours,
on a day before a service day when the
entity’s offices are not open.

(8) The fare for a trip charged to a
user of the coniplementary paratransit
system shall be comparable to the buse
fare that would be charged 1o the
individual for a trip of sim *ar length, at
a similar time of day, on the entity's
fixed route system,

(I) The base fare, for this purpose,
shall include discounts to which the
individual would be entitled on the fixe

ute system.

(i) Exc;.-

Tap

at a similar time of day, on the entity's
] fixed route system.

(1) The entity may charge, in addition
to the base fare, the equh':ilenl of
transfer; premium, or other churges that
a person ma]dng a similar trip, at e
similar time of day on the fixed route

total of the base fare and thesz extra
charges is more than twice the base *
fare. ) :
(iv) Nothing in this paragraph shall
reclude the entity from charging higher
ares or fees to soclal service or other

organizations which arrange with the
entity to provide transportation for theiw
idlenu or other Individuals with

' ‘fubuitlas. '

FARES

(4] The entity shall not impose
restrictivne or priorities based on trip
purpose.

(5) The complementary paratransit

same h.,urs and days as the eatity's
fixed route service.

(8) The entity shall not limit the
availability of complementary
paratransit service to cligible persons by !
capacity constraints including, but not
limited to, restrictions on the numbes of
trips an individual will be provided,
waiting lists or consistent denials of trip
requests on the basis of insufficient
capaclly, or consistent untimeliness
with respect to scheduled pickup times
or trip lengths.

§32.113 Ruqulrlm'anl to develop and
submit paratransit plant.

(a) Each public entity opcrating a

%e entity shall schedule and P fixed route system shall submit to the

appropriate office {indicated in
paragraph (b} of this section) a plan for
providing patatransit service as a
complement to its fixed route scrvice.
For purposes of developing and
submitting a plan, a group of two or
more public entities with yverlapping or
contiguous service areas may develop
and subrnilt a single plan ¢overing their
service area, Joint plans must clearly
identify the cooperating entities and
indicate Lheir endorsement of the plan.

(b} [nitially, each plan must be
submitted by January 26, 1992, Plan
updetes must be submitted annuelly
thereafter, with eack year's submission
due January 26, of that year.

(c) An entity shall submit its plan to
one of the folluwing uffices, as
approprixte:

(1) UMTA Regiona! Office, as lsted in
Appendix C to this Part, if {1 fs—

() An UMTA recipient under section 8
of the UMT Act; )

(ii} Submitling & joln! plan and auy of
the enti' 25 {5 a recipient under section 8

f the Li T Act; or

(fit) Suhire "tting & jolnt plan that covers
portions.cf more than one State,

(2) UMYA, through the individual
state adminlstering agency, If It la—

(i) A section 18 recipient; )

(i) A small urhanized cecipient of
sectlen 8 funds acdministered by the
state; or

(1ii) A public entity that ls nat an UMT
Act recipient,

(d}{1} With reszect to plans submitted
to UMTA uader paregraph (c)(1) of this
section, UMTA will epprove or
disepprove each plan submitted to It
consistent with the provisions of
§ 37.118 of this part.

- (2)(1) With r.:spect to plans submitted
through a stule under p=ragraph (c)(2) of

-.l pro\-i
service chall be available throughout the * cot; '
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{dentified in § 37,127 of this part and Meetms the requirements of § 37.111 of | §97.120 interim requiremaents for over-
infermstion accompanying the request. this part, as it provides to all other the-road bus service operated by private
Any waiver granted will be for a limited | individuals. The entity shall calculate ontities.
and specified time period. If the trips per caplta on its fixed route system (a) Private entities operating over-the.” ch.
Administrator grants the applican! a based on the entite population of the road buses, In addition to compliance e
waiver, the Adminisirator will do one 01 service area divided into the tota) with other applicable provisions of this } par

i

#‘MJ'
i 1

the following: number of fixed route trips provided. A | Part, shall provide accessible service as (i

(1) Require the public entity to provid comparable number of complementary | Provided in this section.

complementary paratransit to the extent paretransit trips {s provided if this (b) The private entity shall provide
assistance, as needed, to individuals

it can do s0 without Incurring an undue :
finencial burden. The enlit;fhall make | mumber of trips Is mede available to all th disabilit boarding and
: AP with disabilities In boarding an
changes in its plan that the ADA Paratranisit Eligible persans disembarking, including L d
Administrator determines are regiatered for complementury from the bus seat for the purpose of |
paratransit service with the public boarding and disembarking,

approﬁpriate to maximize the entity

complementary paratransil service that . i

i provided to ADA Parairensit Eigible | Option Il The entty exceeds he | o () o i ommale el ok e
indlviduals. average cost of providing basiapol' disability eice t on the basis

(2) Require the public entity to provide] complementary paratransit service for that such denial is esaer?lial for the
Eaaiic cor?pliineﬁba;yppara:ransit an area of its size classification. safety of the individual or other persons §
arvices to all “ aralranai 3

Eh%lltge” indi:édua!s. even if doing so ::::27 O¥terminatioe of undus financial ::ﬂpt‘ri:’t}l;ﬁ‘gnmtﬁi:‘Lir:li:flif;?ii:;Izr
would cause the public entity to Incur an e : s gint
undue financial burden. Basic {a) In meking a determinatiyn of L, ﬂm&gz}?:;ap?‘:%?tieefd[iﬂgﬁgh of
complementary paratransit service shall] undue financial burden, the UMTA the reasons for Its action. y
include atlleasl complementary Administrator will consider the (d) To the extent that they can be
paratransit service along the public following factors: (1) Effects on current | accommodated in the areas of the

. gotity's key routes during core service | fixed route service, including pus:nv;er compartment provided for
hours, ) . p reallocation of accessible fixed route ngers' !

(1) For purpases of this section. ke . ; oct 1e passergers' personal effects,
Pl uérpn 3 ! vehicles and potential reduction in wheelchairs or other mobility aids and
Lheresia ;2”:““:{ }::;‘fﬁ:‘i}alom which § service, measured by service miles; assistive devices used by indlviduals |
throughout the service day. y (2) Reductions in ather services with disabilities, or components of such
() For purposes of this section, core (Including other special gecvices as well | devices, shall be permitted in the
servica hours encompass at least as fixed route service); ' passenger compartment, When the bus
(3) Increases in fures: is at rest at a stop, the driver or other

morning, noon and evening peak > M .
periods, as these periods are defined (4) Resources available to implement | Personnelahall essist individuals with
disabilities with the stowage and

locally for fixed routes seevice, complentary paratransit service, over Bl :
consistent with industry practice. the period covered by the plan. retrieval of mobility aids, assistive
(3) lf the Administrator determines (5) Percentage of budget needed to devices, or other items that can be
that the {Jub!ic =nlity will lacur an undue| implement the plan, both as a accommodated in the passenger
financial burdea as the result of percentage of operating and a compartment of the bus.
pruviding basic complesmentary percentage of entire budget : (¢) Wheelchairs and other mobility J
paratransit service, such that It {g (6) Th tlevel of L aids or assistive devices that cannot be
infeasible for the entity to provide basic ol ;;;t“;rg: evel of accessible accomumodated in the passenger :
complementary paratransit service, the | "o v o ed route and compartment (including electric
Adminlstrator shall require the public paratransit; wheelchairs and mobility devices) shall
(7) Cooperation/coordination among be accomniodated in the baggage

entity to coardinate with other available .
providers of demand respoasive service | 28 transportation providers; . compartment of the bus, unless the size

n the area served by the public entity to (8] Evidence of increase efficiencles of the bagguge compartment prevents
maximize the service to “ADA that have been or could be effectusted .such accommodation
Paratransit Eligible" individuals, to the L that would benefit the level and quality (f) At any given stop, individuals with

[- o
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maximum extent feaa(ble, of complementary paratrunsit service ilianbllili'es shall have the opgoriunity Lo
37126 Request for undue financial available; and ave their wheelchairs or sther mobility

burden waiver,

. (8) Unique clrcumstances in the aids or ass’ .'ive devices viowed in the

: g “o i before other
ArvuatBer st submitting entity's area that affect the baggage c.. purtment :
mmplemetz!wr;a‘:;ntfa:giﬁ :?igible 1o § 2bility of the entity to provide ::83 asg :iz- i{s;é: lti:dg dﬁ" gﬂibiﬁﬂse
apply for a waiver based on undue paratransit, that militate against the - ham be off-loaded in o':-d r t: ke
finsncial burden, if - | Beed to provide paratransit, or in some room for such devices 'I‘hisie i?:a:nr;nt

Option I: The entity asserts thatitis | ©ther respect create a circumstance Is subject o the provisions of q:r eph

uneble, without significant adverse considered exceptional by the () of tJhis sectionpwflh res‘ ectl!)o ealfc‘.-hec
effects on [ts overall service to all submitting entity. ’ wheelchairs. e :
i‘n;’;\-';‘ftu;!fsai meet the requirements in (b) ICW‘I attributable to ~ (8) The private entity shall permit a

: part. - rﬁﬂmp ementary paratransit shallbe | service anima! to §ccompany an

Option II: The entity asserts that It is mited to costs of providing service i & ity i
unable, wi_t.hout significant adverae specifically requlrepd by l!ur'lfparl to ;L::::j:eig;:: cfﬁp:!&;:g:?"y ki
effects on its overall'service to all - ADA-eligible individuals, by entities (k) The private entity shull not
Individuals, to provide to ADA-eligible responsible under this part for providing | mandate separale treatment for

r800s a comparable number of trips such service. individuals for Jisabilities who usc ity

WAIVERS FoR "Weye. Fvme L suex”
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REGIONAL TRANSIT BO4RD

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

RESOLUTION NO. 91-04

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE FILING OF AN APPLICATION
BY THE REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD WITH THE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION, UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
FOR GRANTS UNDER THE URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ACT OF 1964,
AS AMENDED

WHEREAS, the secretary of transportation is authorized to make grants for a mass
transportation program of projects; and

WHEREAS, the Regional Transit Board has prepared an application under Section 6 of
the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, for assistance in
funding a demonstration of automated card reader systems in the Metro
Mobility program; and :

WHEREAS, the contract for financial assistance will impose certain obligations upon the
applicants, including the provision by it of the local share of the project costs
in the program; and

WHEREAS, it is required by the U.S. Department of Transportation in accord with the
provisions of Tifle VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, that in connection with the
filing of an application for assistance under the Federal Mass Transportation
Act of 1964, as amended, through February 1988, and related laws, the
applicant give an assurance that it will comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 and the U.S. Department of Transportation requirements
thereunder; and

WHEREAS, it is the goal of the applicant that minority business enterprise be utilized to
the fullest extent possible in connection with these projects, and that
. definitive procedures shall be established and administered to.ensure that
minority businesses shall have the maximum feasible opportunity to
compete for contracts when procuring construction contracts, supplies,
equipment contracts, or consultant and other services:

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the executive director is authorized to execute and file applications on behalf
of the Regional Transit Board with the U.S. Department of Transportation to aid in the
financing of transportation planning activities pursuant to Section 6 of the Federal
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended, and related laws.




Resolution 91-04
Page 2

That the executive director is authorized to execute and file with such applications
an assurance or any other document required by the U.S. Department of
Transportation effectuating the purpose of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,

That the executive director is authorized to furnish such additional information as
the U.S. Department of Transportation may require in connection with the
application for the program of projects.

That the executive director is authorized to set forth and execute affimative

minority business policies in connection with the program of projects' procurement
needs.

That the executive director is authorized to execute grant agreements on behalf of
the Regional Transit Board with the U.S. Department of Transportation for aid in
financing the demonstration project.

Adopted with 20th day of May 1991.

Michael J. Ehrdichmann,. Chair Mary Fitzgerald, Secretary




RTB - All funds Actual

Mar-91
Beginning Cash Balance 4,533,362
Receipts
Property taxes (incl Debt)
Federal grants
Interest income
Bond Proceeds

State appropriations
Misc

21,206
37,357

13,176,000
87,548

Actual
Apr-5

9,045,082

Weekly Cash Balances April - June 91

Actual
Apr-12

6,251,379

Actual
Apr-19

5,383,081

Actual
Apr-26

2,754,587

Actual
May-3

1,943,863
25,651
37,697

5,753

1,000,000
397

Actual
May-10

2,819,628

120,997

3,458

Est
May-24

Est
May-31

Actual
May-17

2,179,501 2,046,200 1,309,700 1,135,600

1,720 1.000

612

Nk s/re/n

Est
Jun?

Est
Juni4d

348,900

Total 13,322,111

Disbursements

MTC Regular Route 6,882,134
Debt ServiceTC Met Cncl 186
Metro Mobility 1,285,428
Other Providers 283,441
LART/New ServiTest Mktng 130,194
General & Admin. 229,008

Total 8,810,391

Ending Cash Balance 9,045,082

2,525,254
0

23,748
66,827
91,259
89,271
2,796,357

6,251,379

0

0
600,548
246,441
140
23,146
870,275

5,383,061

2,549,000

9,734
13,168
66,267

2,638,170

2,754,587

714,266
63,663
22,793
11,089

811,811

1,943,863

1,069,498

8,216
10,602
74,916
93,734

2,919,628

124,455

652,446
157,448
32,793
21,894
864 582

2,179,501

2,332 1,000

135,633 737,500

2,046,200 1,309,700 1,135,600

175,000

787,500 310,000

348,900 39,400

5/20/91
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Minneapolis, M
612-827-6151

May 17, 1991

Dear Member of the Regional Transit Board:

As a Metro Mobility provider, we are quite concerned about the
development of the Day Activity Centers (DAC's) possibly being
pulled out of the Metro Mobility program.

As we have related to the staff, it is our opinion that it would
be in the best interest of the DHS, RTB, and DAC's if the DAC's
remained a part of the Metro Mobility system. We believe
everyone has underestimated the increased costs of the individual
type riders that will remain if the DAC's exit from the program.
The efficiencies of the DAC group rides have always been able

to offset the cost of individual trips.

We feel the RTB and DHS should get together as soon as possible

and resolve this issue either as a legislative initiative or
as an administrative policy. Please call me at 827-6151 if
you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Mol DAL

Harlan Dahl
Vice President-Director

Ambulance « MedKab - Metro Mobility




85— BRRRIER BRERKER

P41 PE2 A/ I %4 ‘|

: ittee
here from last week s Adminietration and Finance Comm
gggg?ngfhgggd %rgm me at & time when 1 was quite upset.

f the
illustrate what upset me, let me give you A& brief renditlion O
ﬁ?nutegaof that meeting from a consumer 8 point of view.

B “ 4g a word we in the disability"rights gnd in@e endent living
mgﬁﬁigﬂ%; pegan using because words like "patient and ”cfient had Reen
used so often to devalue us and what we said and did. Congumer, W end
it is used to denote a member of the generl public, means a user of goods
and services, and generally carries with it the imﬁlication that the
permson designated gy the word “consumer’” has & rig t to a certain level
of quality in the goods and services consumed. Obviously, from what I
heard last week, to many of you it has Juest become a synonym for
“patient” and "client" to describe & person with a disability using your
services, who, as did countlegs “patients” and cliente before, better
take what he or she gets and be grateful for it.

Don‘t assume because I am a Metro Mobility consumer, that you are dealing
with Bart Simpson. I have a masters with hours toward a doctorate in
astrophysicas, 1 teach part tlme. I have done research in independent
living and disability law and policy at the U. of Kansas for a living for
the last five years. I need no education or explanation to understand
your numbers, your jargon, your statistics, and the validity, or lack
thereof, of your research, information, and proposals.

The consumer s minutes of last week’'s committee meeting:

Mike Ehrlichman said we could raise 3.5 mil by increasing genaral fares
by 10 cents, but didn’t think the public would go for 1it. Then a report
was given on the grospectiVe gsavings for various eservice cute, and fare
inoreases from 1-3 dollars for people with disabilities on Metro
Mobility. These savings ran from 180 to 800 thousand, and no combination
equalled 3.5 mil. One service cut was cited as affecting only 40 people
and saving 180 K. This comes to savinf $4,500 each by cutting off 40
psople - people, not numbers, from their employment, education, and
community participation. These 40 people do not have other options. As
Nicol Hagenah of Minneapolis pointed out in the current issue of Access
Press, depriving people with disabilities ¢of Metro Mobilitg is not the
same as depriving that same area’s general population of bus service -
it is more like depriving them of their bus service and thelr cars.
After thls enlightenin§ report of the fantastic benefits to be gained by
impoeing increases of 10 to 30 times a dime on the disabled population,
ghe added that perhaps raising fares would discourage long trips and
freguent use of Metro Mobility. (Am I hallucinating, or have sean TV
ads encouraging non-disabled riders to take the bus, and even offering
them a monthly pass for $327) Thie script by Franz Kafka concluded with
Ehrlichman thanking the disabled community for ite tolerance and
underatanding. (Was he poseibly referring to their presumed willingness
to be screwed 30 timee over what the general public would tolernte??
I didn 't hear tolerance and understanding at the two publuc hearinge held
in March. I heard only fear and anger. I heard over 100 consumers say,
Don‘t take away my ride, don’t price it out of my reach, or I will lose
my Job, have to guit school, and be isolated in my home. You'll screw up
my whole l1ife. Don't do it." Your alleged consideration of what theae
consumers had to say gives new meaning to the term "deaf and dumb.”

At this point, I felt like somebody who went to attend a meeting of the
%Egan Leggue, and discovered she had inadvertently rolled into a Ku klux
n meeting.
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What finally triggered me to give you public testimony whether you wanted
it or not wge Ehg ichman s statement of how indefinite the ADA regs are,
with words like ~comparable” and "aimilar to." I have given you all a
copy of those regs as they apply to fares and walvers for undue financial
burden. I don't believe "shall not in any case exceed twice the base
fare” is an ambiguous phrase. I also seriously doubt that not getting
enough money out of the legislature and being afraid to ask the general
public (whoee busses and hi hways are also subslidized tranaportapion) for
a nominal fare increase will ho d up ag "undue financial burden.

There are ways to ease the transportation budget crunch other than
ssrvice cuts and fare increases to a population already paying far more
than thei fair share, beyond their ability to pay, sand as of July 286,
even, in some casee, an Already illegally high fars.

Study other cities our eize, my own recommendation would be Denver - it
has a highly acceseible system with complementary paratransit and no
light rall esystem, and serves a wide area.

Look into more efficient management. Last Monday I took 5 Metro Mobility
rides between 7am and 8pm. I was alone on the van all 5 times.

Raise the general fare. Why is it objectionable to charge the general
public a dime more and A QK to raise our MM fare a dollar or more? You
have a good bus system. People will pay what it costs to ride.

Where is our discount pase for up to twice the $32 the general public
pays for it?

Cut administrative overhead. 1°ve probab1v1given vou more information on

the handouts and purple flyver in less than minutes than your full time

acceassibility person gives you in a month.

In fact, if you fired half the administrative deadwsight and went to
retainere to lawyerse, accountants, and private consultants you would save
a emall fortune.

COMMRERCIAL: I now run my own businese, Barrier Breakers. It's business
includes legal ressarch, conducting needs assessments and surveys as
described in the brochure, and providing a newsletter service 1o
disability organizations. We are pluﬁﬂed into current information and
mounds of research data through our F and phone modem. We produce what
you demand with speed and accuracy because that's what we make money
doing. Barrier Breaskers is not a charity or advocagy irouf - it is a for
profit, competitive business, staffed by people with digsabilities who
capitalize not on their being disabled. but on being good at what they
do. If you want more bang for gour bucks, get rid of the collection

of buresucrats and committees who are living proof of the Peter
Principle, writing endless memos to one another and eternally discussing
those memos at meatings. Contract with professionals and businesses who
only survive by producing.

You can’t continue without fast. accurate information and an accurate
perception of fublic opinion and issues. You don“t have it now. Don’'t
blame the victim by handing the bill for running an inefficlent, top-
hea system to Metro Mobility’s disabled riders., We have finaily
vealized we are being screwed and are ready to scream, "Rape!”
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{0 travel on a route on the system during
the hours of operetion of the system at a
time, or within a reasonable period of
such time, when such a vehicle is not
being used to provide designated public
transpartation on the route; and

(3) Individuals accompanylag an
eligible ndividual with & disability shall
be provided service as follows:

(1) One other Individual sccompanyling
the eligible indlvidus! with a disability
shall be provided service;

(1) Additional Individuals
accompanying the eligible individual
with a disability shall be provided
fervice provided that space is avallable
for them in the paratransit vehicle
ca:'rtng the eligible individual with =
disability and that transportation of the
additional individuals will not result ia
a denla] of service to individuals with
disahilities,

(4) The entity's process for
determining "ADA Paratransit
Eligibility" ehall Include the following
featuces:

(i} Information about the process end
materisls necessary to apply for
eligibility shall be made available in
gccessible formats,

(i) Individuals with disabilities shall
be presumptively "ADA Paratraasit
Eligible" If the entily has not mede an
eligibilit}l determination within (2 or 4)
weeks of the submission of a completed
application. Such presumptive eligtbility
shall remuin In effect until and unless
the entity determings that the individual
Is ineligible.

(ILi) The entity's detesrmination
concerning eligibility shall be in writing
If the delerinination is that the
individual is ineligible the determiination
shell state the basis for the finding,

(iv) The entity shall estublish an
acrnistrative appeal process through
which individuals who are denled “AD
Paratrugsit Eligihility’ can obtaln revie
of the der !

(v} The eatity shall provide
documentation to each eligitle
Individual stating that he or she ls "AD
Paratransit Eligible.” The documentati
shall include any expiration date for
eligibility and any conditions or
limitations on the individual's eligibility.

(8) Each entity shall treat as eligible
for Its complementary paratransit
service all individuals, regardless of
place of resldence, who present
documentation that they are “ADA
Paratransit Eligible* for complerientary
paratransit, under the criteria of this
section, In the jurisdiction in which they
reside. With respect to Individuals with
disabilities who do not present such
documentation and who do not reslde ia
the entity's service ares, the entily ghall
make presumptive "ADA Paragtransit

{ tota! of the base fare and thesz extra

Eligibility"_available to them
immediately, withou! the (2 or 4) week
waiting period provided for in paragraph
(b){4)(ii) of this section.

{c} In order to mest the reyulrement of
this section for compar-'le service, the
complémentary paratransit shall meet
the following service criterta:

{1) Service shall be provided to all
origins and destinations within (one
mile or ¥4 mile or & range from % mile
to 1% miles, depending on the
population density of the area through
which a route or portion of a route
passes) on each slde of any fixed route,
except a route on which the entity
provides only commuter bus service;
Provided, That a public entity is nol
requlred to provide paratranait service
outside the boundaries of the
jurisdiction in which it Is authorized to

eligible person at any time on a
particular day in response to & reques! -
fot service made any time the previous
day. The entity shall m-ke reservation
service directly available during at lesst
all normal busingss ho.os of the entity's
offices, a8 well as during times,
comparable to norms! business hours,
on a dey before 2 gervice day whea the
entity's offices are not open.

(8) The fare for a trip charged to a
user of the complenientary paratransit
system shall be comparable to the buse
fare thet would be charged 1o the
individual for & trip of slm “ar length, at
a similar time of day, on the entity's
fixed route system,

(1) The base fare, for this purpose,
shall include discourts to which the
individual would be entitled on the fixe

ute system,

(ii) Except as
parugraph [c}(3

provided in this
il his scction, the

at a similar time of day, on the entity's
fixed route system.

(1) The entity may chargs, in addition
to the baze fare, the equivalen! of
transfer, premlum, or other charges that
@ person making 4 slmilar trip, at e
similar time of day on the fixed route
systern, would bave to pay, even if the

charges is more than twice the bese °
fare.
(iv) Nothing in this paragraph shall
reclude the entity from charging higher
ares or fees to soclal service or other

{4) The entity shall not impose
restrictivne or priorities based on trip
purpose.

(5) The eomplementary paratransi!

service chall be available throyghout the |

same h,urs and days as the eality's
fixed ruute service.

(8) The entity shall not limit the
avallability of complementary
paratransit service to iligible persons hy
capacity constraints {inluding, but not

lws_
v pgr‘

urt

limited to, restrictions on the number of .

trips an individual will be provided,
waiting lists or consistent denials of trip
reques!s on the basis of insufficient
capaclly, or consistent untimeline ss
with respect to scheduled pickup times
or trip lenglhs,

§37.113 Requirement to develop and
submit paratransit plant.

(a) Eanh public entity opirating a

9
r%e entity shall schedule and T fixed route system sha}l submit to the
provide paratransit service to any appropriate office findicated in

paragraph (b) of this seclion) a plar for
providing paratransit service as a
complement Lo its fixed route service.
For purposes of developing and
submitting a plan, a group of twe or
more public entitles with yverlapping or
contiguous service areas may develop
and subnilt a single plan covering their
sorvice area, Joint plans must clearly
identify the cooperating entities and
indicate their endorsement of the plan.

(b) Initially, each plan must be
submitted by January 26, 1992. Plan
updetes must be submitted annually
thereafter, with each year's submission
due January 26, of that yeur.

(c) An entity shall submit its plan to
one of the folluwing offices, as
appropriste:

{1) UN'TA Regiona! Office, as Hsted in
Appendix C to this Part, if {1 fs—-

(i) An UMTA recipient under section 9
of the UMT Act; :

(if) Subn:'tling & jolnt plan and auy of
the enti s | a recipient under section 8

fthe ! M1 Act; or

(fi1) Sube ‘tting 4 jolnt plan that covers
portions cf more than one State,

(2) UMIA, through the individual
| state administering agency, If it la—

(i) A section 13 reciplent;

(i) A srmall urhanized vecipient of
sectien 8 funds sdminlstered by the
state; or

(iil] A public entity'that Is not en UMT
Act recipient,

(d}1) With res;ect to plans submitted
to UMTA uader paragraph (c)(1) of this
section, UMTA will approve or
disapprove each plan submitted to it,

organizations which arrangs with the
entity to provide transportation for theiw
clients or other Individuals with

' ﬁfssbﬂiﬁas. '

consisten! with the proviglons of
§ 37.118 of this part,

(2)(1) With r..spect to plans submitted
through a stale under prragraph (c)(2) of
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identified in § 37.127 of this part and
infermation accompanying the reguest.
Any waiver granted will be for a limited
&nd specified time period, 1f the
Administrator grants the applicant a
waiver, the Administrator will do one of
the following:

(1) Require the public entity to provid
complementary paratransit to the extent
it can do so without Incurring 2n undue
finencial burden. The entity shall make
changes in its plan that the
Administrator determines are
eppropriate to maximize the
complementary paratransit service that
is provided to ADA Paruirensit Eligible
individuals.

(2) Raquire the public entity to pravide
basic complementary paratransit
sarvices io all “ADA Paralransit
Eligible” individuals, even if doig so
would cause the public entity to incur an
undue financial burden. Basic
complementary parairansit service shall
include at least complementary
Paratransit service along the public
entity's key routes during core service
hours,

(1} For purposes of this saction, key
routes are deflined as routes along which
there (s service at least hourly
throughout the service day.

(li) For purposes of this section, core
servica hours encompass at least
morning, noon and evening peak
periods, as these periods are defined
locally for fixed routes service,
congistent with industry practice.

(8) If the Administrator determines
that the public 2ntity will lacur an undue
financial burdes a8 the result of
pruviding basic complementary
paratransit service, such that it fg
infeasible for the entity to provide basic

-

complementary paratransit service, the
Adminlstrator shall require the publie
providers of demand responsive service
In the area served by the public entity to
Paratransit Eligible" individuals, to the
maximum extent feasible. h
burden waivey,

An entity submitting & plan for
apply for a waiver based on undue
finuncial burdeq, It
unable, without significant adverse
effects on {ts overall service 1o all
§ 87 111 of this part. -

Option II: The entity asserts that It is
effects on its overall'service to all .
Individuals, to provide to ADA-eligible

entity to coordinate with other available
maximize the service to “ADA
37.126 Request for undue financlal
complementary paratransit is oligible to
Option I The entity asserts that it is
Individuals, to mest the.requirements In
unable, without significant adverge
T200s 8 comparable number of trips

rf:.\mple:mentary paratransit shall be

migeting the requirements of § 37.111 of
this part, &s it provides to all other
individuals. The entity shall calculate
trips per caplta on ita fixed route system
based on the entire population of the
servica area divided into the total
number of fixed route trips provided A
comparable number of complamentary
paretransit trips |s provided if this
number of trips Is made available to all
ADA Paratransit Eligible persons
registered for complementary
parairansit service with the public
entity.

Option III: The entity exceeds the
average cost of providing
complementary paratrunsit sesvice for
an ares of its size classification

§37.127 Determination of undue financial
Burden.

{a) In meking a determinativn of
undue financial burden, the UMTA
Administrator will consider the
following factors: (1) Effects on current
fixed route service, including
reallocation of accessible fixed raute
vehicles and putentia] reduction in
service, measured by service miles:

(2) Reductions in other services
(Including other special services as well
as fixed route service); '

(3) Increases in fures;

(4) Resources available to implement
complentary paratransit service, over
the period covered by the plan.

(5) Percentage of budge! needed to
implement the plan, both as &
percentage of operating and g
percentage of entire budget.

(8) The cwrrent leve! of accessible
service, both fixed poute and
paratransit;

(7) Cooperation/coordination among
area transportation providers,

(8] Evidence of increuse efficienclus
that have been or could be effectuated
that would benefit the level and quality
of complementary paratrunsit service
aveilable; and

(8) Unique ¢clrcumstances in the
submitting entity's area that sffect the
bility of the entity tc provide
paratransit, that militate against the -
need to provide paratransit, or in some
other respect create s circumstance
considered exceptional by the
submitting entity.

(b] Costs attributable to

imited to costs of providing service
specifically requlred by this part to
ADA-eligible Individuals, by entities
responsible under this part for providieg
wuch service, 1
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$97.120 Wterim requiremants for over-
the-road bus service operaled by private
antities.

(a) Private entlties operating over-the.
road busges, In addition to compliance

with other appiicable provisions of this §

part, shall provide accessible service as
provided in this section,

(b) The private entity shall provide
assistance, as needed, to indlviduuls
with disabilities In boarding and
disembarking. including moving to and
from the bus seat for the purpose of
boarding and disembarking.

(¢) The privatd operator shall not deny
transportation to any individual on the
basis of disability, except on the basls
that such denfa! {s essential for the
safety of the individual or other persons
using the bus. In the event of a denial of
transportation on this basis, the private
entity shell provide to the individual,

thin 20 days, a written explanation of
the reasons Ior its action.

{d) To the extent that they can be
accommodated in the areas of the
passenger compartment provided for
passergers’ personal effects,
wheelchairs or other mobility aids and
assistive devices used by indlviduals

-

] ger
& by
(i
ch.
ef-

: par

(

with disabilities, or companents of such

devices, sha!l be permitied in the
passenger compartment. When the bus
is at rest at & stop, the driver or other
personne! akall assist individuals with
disabilities with the stowage and
retrieval of mobilily aids, assistive
devices, or other itema that can be
eccommodated in the passenger
compartment! of the bus.

(e) Wheelchairs and othier mobility
aids or assistive devices that cannol be
accommodated in the passenger
compartment {including electric
wheelchairs and mobility devices) shall
be accomniudated in the baggage
compartment of the bus, unless the size
of the baggege compartment preveats
.8uch accommodation.

(1} At any given stop, Individuals with
diaabilities shall have the opportunity lo
have their wheelchairs or sther mobility
aids or ase” ‘ive devices s towed in the
baggage ¢ .urtment before other
baggage o: rgo is loaded, but bagguge
or cargo al:- ydy on the bus does not
have to be off-loaded in order to make
room for such devices, This requirement
Is subject to the provisions of puragreph
(J) of this section with respect to eleciric
wheelchairy,

(8) The private entity shall permit a
service animal to sccompany an
individual with a cisabllity in the
passenger compartment,

) The private entity shall not
mandate separate treatmen? for
individuals for Jizabilities who use ity
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REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

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

May 17,1991
TO: Chair and Members of the Regional Transit Board

FROM: Cyndie Mayer, Senior Project Manager
Cynthia Curmry, Paratransit Analyst

SUBJECT: Metro Mobility Fare and Service Changes

RECOMMENDATION

That the Regional Transit Board approve the following Metro Mobility fare and service
changes to become effective July 1, 1991:

¢ Increase Metro Mobility customer fares, with provider subsidy rates simplified and
reduced to offset the additional fare revenue that will be collected, as follows;

Proposed Fars
Under 8 Miles $2.00
Over 8 Miles $3.50

* Reduce area of Metro Mobility coverage in Area 2 communities to coincide with
the area of coverage for peak hour regular route transit service. Peak hour service
only woulc be crovided on weekdays and weckands in the following
communities:

Apple Valley Maple Grove

« Eliminate the over-8-mile coupon program.

Arden Hills
Birchwood
Burnsville

Centerville

Chanhassen

Chaska
Circle Pines
Delliwood
Eagan
Eden Prairie
Lilydale

- Lino Lakes

Medicine Lake
Mendota
Mendota Heights
Plymouth

Prior Lake
Rosemount
Savage
Shakopee
Sunfish Lake
White Bear Lake
White Bear Township
Woodbury

Reduce area of Metro Mobility coverage to Area 1 communities of Mendota
Heights. west Bloomington and east Edina to coincide with the area of coverage
for peak hour regular route transit service in these communities, and




REGIONAL TRANSIT BO4RD

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

Minutes of the
REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD
Mears Park Centre Chambers

May 6, 1991

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

Ruth Franklin; Ed Kranz; Sandra Hilary; Terrance O'Toole; Norbert Theis; and Elwyn
Tinklenberg

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Richard Wedell

OTHERS PRESENT: Charles Weaver, legal counsel; Emil Brandt and Karen Lyons,
Dirk deVries, Metropolitan Council; Mary O'Hara Anderson; Sarah Meyers; Greg
Andrews, Howard Blin, Randy Rosvold, Becky Scudder, Dale Ulrich, Kathy Grochowski,
Regional Transit Board.

The meeting was called to order at 4:05 p.m. and roll was taken. Finley moved and
O'Toole seconded approval of the agenda; The motion was unanimously approved.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

O'Toole moved and Caranicas seconded that the following minutes be approved:

Regional Transit Board Meeting, April 15, 1991
The motion was unanimously approved.

CHAIR'S REPORT

Driver of the Month Award

Caranicas presented the award to Chuck Elliot, who is a driver for the Wilder
Foundation.

Public Hearing Date on Marginal Cost Policy

The Chair reported that the Public Hearing on Marginal Cost Policy would held on June
17, 1991 at 5:00 p.m. following the Board Meeting.

Personnel lIssue

OToole moved and Kranz seconded:




That the Regional Transit Board approve appointment of Kathy Grochowski to the
unclassified position as a secretarial assistant 1o the chair's office at salary

range 4, per Section 5.2 of the RTB Personnel Code, retroactive to February 1,
1991.

E F TH M

A ion of Recommendations for Consolidation of MTC High sid
Crosstown Routes in Bloominagton

Tinklenberg moved and O'Toole seconded:
That Regional Transit Board approve the service consolidation plan for
Bloomington local crosstown service and 1o direct the executive director of the
RTB 1o solicit bids for implementation of this service according to the RTB's
competitive bidding guidelines.

The motion was unanimously approved.

OTHER BUSINESS:

There being no other business, O'Toole moved and Finley seconded that the meeting be
adjourned. The motion was unanimously approved and the meeting adjourned at 4:25
p.m.

| hereby certify that the foregoing constitutes a true and accurate record of the Regional
Transit Board's meeting 'of May 6, 1991.

Respectfully submitted,

Kathy Grochowski
Acting Secretary

Approved this 20th day of May 1991.




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD
Mears Park Centre, 230 East 5th Street

Si. Paul, Minnesota 55101
612/229-2700

REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE

At its meeting of May 13, 1991 the committee discussed and approved the following
recommendations:

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:

That the Regional Transit Board receive the January, February and March
1991 financial statements and direct that they be placed on file.

Market Research Request for Proposal

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:
That the Regional Transit Board authorize the issuance of a Request for
Proposal for a transit market research. study to be funded from Work
Programs 91-19_and 91-13.

Urban Mass Transportation Administration Grant Application-Advanced
Public Transportation Program, Resolution 91-04

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:

That the Regional Transit Board approve a resolution authorizing
submittal of an application for Urban Mass Transportation Administration
Section 6 funding under the Advanced Public Transportation Program.

Metr ility Far n rvi
The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:

That the Regional Transit Board authorize the executive director to
negotiate and approve contracts with the providers of Metro Mobility
service with the following customer fare increases to become effective
July 1, 1991:

Customer Fares

Under Eight (8) Miles
Over Eight (8) Miles
Over Twelve ((12) Miles

The committee also agreed to forward the other other elements of the fare
increase to the full board with no committee recommendation.




Administration and Finance Committee Report
May 13, 1991

1991 Capital Funding Contract for the City of Hastings

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:
That the Regional Transit Board approve 1991 capital funding and
authorize the executive director to enter into capital contracts with the
City of Hastings in-an amount not to exceed $24,000.

Report of the Audit Advisory Committee

Audits of Dakota Area Referral and Transportation for Seniors,
(DARTS)--1986, 1987, 1988, 1989

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:
That the Regional Transit Board approve the audit reports on the Dakota
Area Referral and Transportation for Seniors, Inc. (DARTS) for 1986,
1987, 1988 and 1989, but with the settlement of the net financial
elements at $7,758 due to DARTS.

Audits of Senior Community Services Transportation--1986,
1988 and 1989

The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:

That the Regional Transit Board approve the audit reports of the Senior
Community Services Transportation Program, 1986 through 1989, and
that the executive director be directed to implement a repayment schedule
of $100 per year until repaid.

Audits of Scott County Transportation Services--1988 and 1989
The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:

That the Regional Transit Board approve the audit reports of the Scott
County Transportation Service for 1988 and 1989.

Audits of Anoka County Transportation Programs--1988 and 1989
The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:

That the Regional Transit Board approve the audit reports of the Anoka
County Transportation Programs for 1988 and 1989.

Soutl M T it_Capital Fund R
The Administration and Finance Committee recommends:
That the Regional Transit Board amend the Regional Transit Board Five-
Year Transit Plan to include Southwest Metro Transit park and ride lot

projects and enter into a capital agreement with Southwest Metro Transit
in an amount not to exceed $1,050,000.

1987,




Administration and Finance Committee Report
May 13, 1991

Other Business

The committee discussed the current cash flow situation that has resulted from the
sharply declining fund balance, state appropriation cuts, and the need to fund the

receivables due from agencies being billed for Metro Mobility service. No formal action
was taken.

Ruth Franklin
Chair

MFF
5/14/91
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REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

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

May 17,1991
TO: Chair and Members of the Regional Transit Board

FROM: Cyndie Mayer, Senior Project Manager
Cynthia Curry, Paratransit Analyst

SUBJECT: Metro Mobility Fare and Service Changes

RECOMMENDATION

That the Regional Transit Board approve the following Metro Mobility fare and service
changes to become effective July 1, 1991:

* Increase Metro Mobility customer fares, with provider subsidy rates simplified and
reduced to offset the additional fare revenue that will be collected, as follows:

Proposed Fare
Under 8 Miles $2.00
Over 8 Miles $3.50

RReduce area of Metro Mobility coverage in Area 2 communities to coincide with
the area of coverage for peak hour regular route transit service. Peak hour service
only woulc be crovided on weekdoys and wegkands in the following
communities:

Apple Valley
Arden Hills
Birchwood
Burnsville
Centerville
Chanhassen
Chaska
Circle Pines
Dellwood
Eagan
Eden Prairie
Lilydale

- Lino Lakes

Maple Grove
Medicine Lake
Mendota
Mendota Heights
Plymouth

Prior Lake
Rosemount
Savage
Shakopee
Sunfish Lake
White Bear Lake
White Bear Township
Woodbury

lReduce area of Metro Mobility coverage to Area 1 communities of Mendota
Heights. west Bloomington and east Edina to coincide with the area of coverage
for peak hour regular route transit service in these communities, and

+ Eliminate the over-8-mile coupon program.
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