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St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
229-2700

"~ MEETING NOTICE

REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

Metro 94*
Metropolitan Waste Control Commission Facility
455 Etna Street, Suite 32
St. Paul, Minnesota
Friday, October 29, 1993
12:30 p.m.

The members of the Regional Transit Board will hold a working
session at the time and place shown above.

No action will be taken.

John H. Riley
Chair
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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
REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD
455 Aetna Street, Suite 32
St. Paul, Minnesota
October 29, 1993

MEMBERS PRESENT: Ruth Franklin; Vice Chair; Michael Beard; Sharon Feess;
Morgan Grant; Val Higgins; James Hovland; Gary Humphrey; Ruby Hunt; Harry
Mares

MEMBERS EXCUSED: John H. Riley and Dennis Schulstad

OTHERS PRESENT: Bill Blom; Bill Schreiber; Gregory L. Andrews, Judy
Hollander, Mary Fitzgerald, RTB staff

The meeting was called by Vice Chair Franklin to order at 12:45 p.m. and roll was
taken.

Andrews distributed an invitation, dated October 29, 1993, from the State
Advisory Council on Metropolitan Governance to make a 10-minute presentation
to the committee. He reviewed the forces that led to the restructuring of
metropolitan transit service and the creation of the Regional Transit Board in
1984. Franklin explained the role of the Transportation Advisory Board in
metropolitan governance. Members discussed developing a series of pro-active
recommendations to modify the transit system. The presentation should deal first
with the paratransit problem and emphasize that the agency is directed by the
Legislature to develop innovative programs.

There was discussion of the members' interest in legislative representation during
the next session of the Legislature.

Staff was directed to develop; a list of what the board does well and a statement
on Metro Mobility for the presentation on November 3. The board will review it at
the next meeting.

Members agreed to meet again on November 19 at 12:30 p.m., preferably in the
same location.

Staff was asked to confer with MTC staff on their legislative package and
schedule an MTC budget presentation.




Regional Transit Board
October 29, 1993
No formal action was taken and the meeting was 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 October 29, 1993.

Respectfully submitted,

Mg Z5 gl

Secretary of the Board

Approved by the Regional Transit Board on this fifteenth day of November 1993.




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

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

October 25, 1993

TO: Regional Transit Board Members
FROM: Gregory ews, Executive Director
SUBJECT: Materials for Board Retreat
Please find attached some background material that will be discussed at the Friday
afternoon retreat. Based on conversations with board members, the primary focus of
Friday's retreat is for board members to discuss our legislative strategy for the 1994
session in general and of more immediate importance, the November 3rd presentation on
Metro Governance.
The three questions that we are specifically requested to address are:

1. What is actually happening within our organization?

2. To whom is the board accountable?

3. What is it about the current structures that are helping/hindering the
provision of transit services?

I fell the first attachment labeled "The Regional Transit Board, Created to Plan and
Manage Metro Area Transit" presents a good outline for the presentation. We need to
discuss who would be most appropriate to make the presentation next Wednesday. Judy
Hollander and I will be at the retreat to review the attached information with the board
and answer your questions.




October 20, 1993
REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

ROLL CALL AND ATTENDANCE SHEET
DATE:  / 0/2 ‘3’/9 s |
/[ 7/

Member Name Present Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote Vote

ISSUE

John Riley e ————

Michael Beard

Sharon Feess

Ruth Franklin

Morgan Grant

Val M. Higgins

James Hovland

Gary Humphrey

Ruby Hunt

Harmry Mares

Dennis Schulstad—™——— .
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State Advisory Council on Metropolitan Governance
G-29 State Capitol, St. Paul, MN 55155 * 296-5099 * Fax 296-6511

October 29, 1993

Mr. Greg Andrews

Executive Director

Regional Transit Board VIA FAX 229-2739
230 Easet Fifth Street

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Greg:

I understand John Riley is out of town and so I am sending this
invitation to speak at the Metro Advisory Council’s meeting on
transit governance to you. Please handle this as you see fit.
The meeting will be on Wednesday, November 3rd, 3:00 - 5:30 P.M.,
in room 107 at the State Capitol.

We have presentations scheduled from each of the agencies which
have some responsibility for transit in the region.

Metropolitan Council

Regional Transit Board

Metropolitan Transit Commission
Regional Rail Authorities

Opt-Out Transit Systems

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Minnesota Department of Education
Minnesota Department of Human Services

The Advisory Council members are looking for information on how
transit is provided here in the region. Particularly the roles
and responsibilities of each of these agencies, the size of your
budgets, number of employees, and how you interact with these
other agencies. If you have personal opinions or cfficially
adopted recommendations on how transit governance could be
improved they would certainly be welcome.

The Department of Education is asked to discuss student
transportation and the Department of Human Services the costs and
needs for the transportation of recipients. While neither of
these departments are usually considered transit providers both
have sizeable transportation budgets and needs for service.
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Greg Andrews October 29, 1993
Page 2

Because of the number of presenters and the limited time for this
hearing your presentation should be limited to about ten minutes.
You may expand on your oral presentation with a written statement
if you like. Please provide 25 copies for the Advisory Council.

If you have any questions please give me a call.

cc  Senator Carol Flynn
Representative Myron Orfield




The Regional Transit Board:
Created to Plan and Manage Metro Area Transit.

What is the Regional Transit Board?

« The Regional Transit Board (RTB) was created by the Minnesota Legislature in 1984 to
conduct transit planning, policy-making and administration.

- The RTB is composed of ten board members and a full-time chair. The Metropolitan
Council appoints eight board members. The governor appoints two additional members
and the chair. The Council makes its eight board appointments from each of the RTB
districts. At least six of these board members must be elected officials of cities, towns, or
counties. Although RTB members serve four-year terms, clected officials may continue
only as long as they hold office. The governor appoints the chair as well as a member who
is 65 or older and a member with a disability.

Why Was the Regional Transit Board Created?
The legislature created the RTB:

- to make transit services in the metropolitan area more responsive to community reeds and
user preferences.

« to separate transit planning from operations.

- to expand transit service and to implement new types of service.

What Does the Regional Transit Board Do?

The RTB plans, coordinates and administers a cost-effective system of transit services that is
responsive to the needs of Twin Cities metropolitan area residents.

Develops transit plans

« Determines the needs for transit services, identifies new service concepts, establishes
- service specifications and evaluates services.

« Develops the overall vision for transit and the five-year plan to make the vision a reality, as
well as plans for specific geographic areas and/or specific service types.

« Ensures that Mctrbpolitan Council long-range transit policies are implemented.

Arranges a mix of services and providers

- Ensures that a variety of transit services are provided that respond to needs throughout the
metropolitan area. The RTB arranges and coordinates regular route transit service,
paratransit services, travel demand management strategies and ridesharing, and Metro

Mobility.




+ Arranges capital improvements necessary to improve transit performance including the
establishment of transit hubs and park-ride facilities.

. Establishes performance standards for service and programs, provides technical assistance
to transit providers, coordinates transit operations within the metropolitan area, regularly
evaluates transit performance and holds contracts with 46 public and private transit service

and program providers.

- Balances various interests and needs that may sometimes compete for the same limited
resources. The RTB maintains the well-being of the individual parts as well as the whole

regional transit system.

Ensures implementation of specific, important programs

+ Implements Metro Mobility, the special transit service for persons with disabilities.

- Establishes travel demand management programs in the metropolitan area with ridesharing
as a key component.

« Participates in the alternatives analysis/draf: environmental impact statement for the
Central Corridor; one of several options under consideration for transit improvements 1s

light rail transit.
« Implements the Jobseekers program in response to a legislative mandate to increase the

availability of public transit services and reduce costs for people who are seeking
employment, but lack a private means of transportation.

Ercourages service effectiveness and innovation
« Develops new service concepts and implements new services on a demonstration basis.
« Conducts financial and performance audits of transit programs.

« Restructures programs, as needed, to be more responsive to the region's needs.

Arranges the financing of transit services, including levying a property tax

« Seeks funding for transit services, from local, state, federal and private sources in order
that needs can be met.

Levies property taxes in the metropolitan area.
Establishes fare structures for transit services.
Approves all federal transit funding applications.

Prepares an annual budget as well as three-year financial plans.

Develops a capital plan.




Acts as advocate for transit

« Ensures that the regional transit system is developed and maintained. The regional transit
system links communities together and helps maximize the quality of life in the Twin Cities

area. A strong regional transit system: ]
--provides access to jobs, social services, and health care for transit dependent people.

--helps maintain the vitality of the two downtowns.
--reduces congestion on the regional highway system.

--reduces air pollution. )
—-allows seniors and persons with disabilities to live independently.

Iniegratcs transit into transportation planning

- Ensures tha: transit and travel demand management strategies are integrated as
important elements of the transportation system.

Provides a forum for transit issues

- Supports six advisory committees: the Transportation Accessibality Advisory Committee,
the Provider Advisory Committee, the Rideshare Advisory Committee, the Local Officials
Advisory Committee, the Marketing Committee and the Audit Advisory Committee.

« Solicits community input through its Community Outreach program,

- Develops publications informing the public about transit and the RTB's activities

How Does the Regional Transit Board Relate with Other Agencies?

« The Metropolitan Council appoints eight RTB members, establishes standards for the five-
year transit plan and provides overall policies for the RTB's direction. The Metropolitan
Council also issues general obligation bonds on behalf of the RTB.

« The Minnesota Department of Transportation works closely with RTB on corridor studies,
federal funding for nonprofit organizations who want to provide transportation, light rail
transit studies and overall transit and transportation policies.

« The County Regional Railroad Authorities have had the primary responsibility for
developing and implementing light rail transit in their respective counties. They have
worked with the RTB on these efforts.

« The RTB contracts with 46 providers, private and public, to provide transit services
throughout the metropolitan area. MTC is the primary provider of regular route transit
services. The RTB appoints the five MTC board members and annually approves the
MTC's capital and operating budget.




REPORT OF

LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION ON METROPOL ITAN TRANSIT

February 24, 1984




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Testimony received by the Metropolitan Transit Study Commission on the
weaknesses of the region's transit system could be summarized by the statement--
transit services in the metropolitan area are not sufficiently responsive to
community needs and user preferences. The Commission isolated a number of
structural conditions which it found hindered the delivery of responsive transit
services. The Commission also found that the current method of paying for tran-
sit services worked against effective and efficient service delivery.

To correct these problems, the Commission is making a number of recommendations
for changing the structure and financing of metropolitan transit. Structural
changes revolve around the separating of operational and planning respon-
sibiiities and include:

1. Concentration by the Legislature on a broad policy oversight respon-
sibility.

2. Closer integration of the metropolitan transit system into the region's
entire transportation structure.

Creation of a Regional Transit Board to allow for the separation of
operations from planning, to facilitate expansion of transit services
and to foster new types of transit services.

Recognition or the Metropolitan Transit Commission as the region's pri-
mary provider of fixed route bus service to the fully developed areas.

5. Encouragement of more active participation by local units of ‘government
in the design and provision of transit services.

Financing recommendations include:

1. Moving from deficit-based financing to formula-based financing to pro-
mote stability and efficiency.

2. Setting the level of revenues to be received from fares for fixed route
systems to approximate 35% of the operating costs.

3. Sefting the contribution level of property taxes to the fixed route
system to approximately 35% of the operating costs, and basing the tax
rates on levels of transit service available.

Increasing the state's contribution to fixed route transit to 20% of
operating costs.




INTRODUCTION

The Legislative Study Commission on Metropolitan Transit was created by the 1983
Minnesota Legislature (Laws of 1983, Chapter 293, Section 110). The purpose of
the Commission was to evaluate: the effectiveness of metropolitan transit; the
power, responsibilities, and external accountability of the MTC; the internal
structure of the MTC, including the contractual relationship with the management
company; current labor practices and contracts; governmental arrangements for
transit planning and development in the metropolitan area, including the rela-
tionships among MTC, MnDOT, the Metropolitan Council, and the Transportation
Advisory Board; the proper role of the MTC in governance, regulation and coor-
dination of transit and other public transportation services in the metropolitan
area, including fare-structures and sources and amounts of subsidy; and the

ef fectiveness of the metropolitan tramnsit service demonstration program

(opt-out).

The Commission was co-chaired by Senator Steve Novak and Representative Kathleen
Vellenga. Other members were: Senator Marilyn Lantry, Senator Phyllis McQuaid,
Senator Eric Petty, Senator Lawrence Pogemi1ler, Representative Chuck Dimler,
Representative Dee Long, Representative Sidrey Pauly, and Representative Carolyn
Rodriquez. Staff, financing and administrative support for the commission were
provided by existing legislative service offices.

The Commission began its work in September 1983. Fifteen put ic meetings were
held from September 13, 1983, through January 25, 1984. More than 75 speakers
appeared and numerous responses to Commission members' requests for information
were received. In addition to the 35 hours of public hearing which were held,
the Commission staff met in excess of 200 hours. Many of the staff meetings
included the Commission members, state agency officials and representatives of

transit users.

In addition to public hearings, the Commission members participated in the
anhual meeting of the Minnesota Public Transit Association (a statewide transit
association representing transit users and providers of 42 transit systems) and
the annual meeting of the American Public Transit Association (a national orga-
nization representing over 300 urban rapid rail and motor transit systems in the
U.S., Canada and Mexico).

The Commission also co-sponsored a one-day metropolitan transit workshop con-
ducted by a facilitator trained in collaborative problem-solving and dispute
resolution. The participants in the workshop included MTC and Metropolitan
Council Commissioners and staff, Department of Transportation Office of Transit
Planning personnel, and Legislative Commission members and staff.

Early in the hearing process, it became apparent to the Commission members-that -
time constraints would not allow for a thoughtful evaluation of all of the
charges directed to them in the enabling legislation. The Commission decided to
narrow the. scope of the study by focusing in on five subjects for review:

1. Evaluation of Transit Service and Operation
Evaluation of Government Organization
Evaluation of MIC Internal Organization
Evaluation of Transit Purposes and Needs
Evaluation of Transit Finance
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This document is the Commission's report on its evaluation of these issues.
The report is divided into three sections: (T

Section [ defines the problems the Commission identified in the structure
and financing of the metropolitan transit system.

Section Il contains the alternatives cohsidered-by the Commissicn and recom-
mendations for changes to address the problems identified in Section I.

Section III, the appendices, contains: the minutes, written testimony,
agency handouts, staff working papers and written responses to Commission
members' requests.




I. DEFINITION OF THE PROBLEM

The existing transit system in the metropolitan area inadequately responds to
the diversity of community needs and user preferences. Poorly served geographi-
cal and population groupings respond to this inadequacy in one of two ways--
demanding more, different or improved service; or demanding relief from their
funding respons1b111t1es The inability of the existing-transit system to
respond effectively to either of these pressures created the need for the study

commission.

A. STRUCTURAL PROBLEMS

The transit system is a collection of peopte, equipment and.facilities organized
in a particular way to deliver transit services. In examining possible reasons
for the inadequacy of service delivery, the Commission came to several conclu-
sions regarding the current transit organization.

1. The effectiveness of the Legislature in promoting efficient and respon-
sive regional transit service is impaired because it concentrates what
attention it pays to transit on service development and operations and
not on wider policy questions such as the purpose of government involve-
ment in transit and the purpose of state subsidies.

The Metropolitan Council, the Metropolitan Transit Commission, and local
units of government have been unable to systematically formulate and
oversee metropolitan transit policy and transit service development.

There is a confusion of roles or perceptions of roles among the various
officials and agencies dealing with metropolitan transit. The three
functions of effective transit service--planning,  arranging,- and
delivering--are misallocated among the various agencies and levels of
government.

--The complexity of the existing government structure, unclear assign-
ment of responsibilities among agencies and levels of government,
and confusing lines of authority have interfered with or prevented
decisions on needs and user preferences and the estab11shment of
corresnonding service objectives. _

--Authoritly to arrange for a particular service is sometimes not
assigned to the agency or level of government best suited to make
decisions which are responsive to needs and objectives.

--In the delivery of metropolitan service (producing or operating
transit services), an undue concentration of responsibility at the
MTC has restricted the variety of services available and thus their
capacity to respond to needs and preferences.

4, Transit services are not sufficiently responsive to community needs and
user preferences in part because of inappropriate or confusing alloca-
tion of management and operational responsibilities at the MTC. -
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--MTC commissioners have sometimes been too involved in transit opera
tions, in the actual production or provision of service, which has
interfered with their responsibilities as policy-makers.

--Accountability and independent oversight of the operations side of
the MTC has sometimes been ineffective and inadequate.

--The statutory statement of the responsibilities of the MIC chair and
MTC' commissioners is confusing.

B. FINANCING PROBLEMS ~

Besides being a collection of people, equipment and facilities, the transit
system is also a complex arrangement of methods to raise and distribute the
money to pay for necessary services. ‘Just as organizational inadequacies

- have produced pressure for change, so too have financing inadequacies and
inequities. .

1. Finanéial support for fransit services in the metropolitan area nas
' not been correlated with nor supportive of established legislative
goais for transit.

There is no articulated state policy regarding financial assistance
for transit in the metropolitan area. The current mix of the
funding sources (federal, state, local and fares) is perceived as
being inequitable. There is dissatisfaction with the relative
contributions of the various sources as well as dissatisfaction with
the relationship of cost to benefit within each source.

There is a lack of legislative direction with regard to the distri-
bution of the portion of the motor vehicle excise tax proceeds anti-
cipated to be dedicated to transit.

The various existing or potential providers of transit services are
not all given reasonable access to the available transit capital
and operating funds.

The existing deficit based method of distributing state funds to
both the Metropeclitan Transit Commission and private providers does
not encourage efficiencies.
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[1. RECOMMENDATIONS

A. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

‘Having decided that the existing transit organizational and financing structures
lead to inadequate service delivery, the Commission next turned to the task of
designing an improved structure and an improved allocation of decision-making
responsibilities. To do this, the Commission focused on four decision areas:
planning (the determination of needs and strategies for meeting these needs),
funding (who pays how much and who receives how much), arranging (the implemen-
tation of the strategy plan), and provision (actual delivery of the service).

The Commission examined a continuum of possible assignments of decision-making
responsibilities. The continuum moved from centralized responsibility at the
state level on one end, to completely decentralized local control at_the other
end. For purposes of focus, the Commission isolated four structures on this
continuum: one with state centralized responsibility; two with regionally
centralized responsibility, and one having shared responsibility between
regional and local units. These four models were used to elicit specific
thought and comment on possible restructuring proposals. They were not seen as
rival candidates for plans but as a means of systematically examining a wide
range of options. Testimony and discussion analyzed these models and a myriad
of combinations of their constituent elements. '

1. DOT Model (Model I). This model would elevate more decision-making
authority to the Minnesota Department of Transportation. MnDOT would
approve plans as submitted by the Metropolitan Council, would make the
funding choices, and be the ultimate arranger of services, with the
possibility of sub-contracting out this latter responsibility.
Providers would be the MTC or others.

Metropolitan Council Model (Model II). This model would consolidate
more decision-making authority at the level of the Metropolitan Council.
Planning functions, now split between the Met Council, MnDOT and MTC,
would all go to the Council. The Council, operating with advice from
affected parties, would also make the funding and arranging decisions
and evaluate the performance of the providers whether they be MIC or
others.

Regional Transit Agency Model (Model III). This model would transfer
decision-making responsibility to a new, non-operating, metropolitan-
wide transit agency. This-agency would be responsible for-all transit
planning, financing and arranging. MTC and others would provide the
service. .o '

Regional-Local Model (Model 1Y¥). In this model, the Metropolitan
Counci] would monitor the transit activity performed by the MTC in the
fully developed service area and by local units in other areas, acting
independently or jointly with other local units. Long-range planning
would continue to be the responsibility of the Council, but mid-range
planning would be done by the MTC for its service area and the involved
local units in the other areas. The Council, in conjunction with a
transit advisory group, would make the funding decisions. Arrangements
outside the MTC district would be made by the sub-regional and local
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units. The MTC would provide service in its district. Other operators
would serve the other areas under contract with the appropriate local
unit or sub-regional unit. (j

After receiving testimony on the strengths and weaknesses of the various models
and suggestions for alternatives, the Commission evaluated the proposals and .
came to a number of findings and recommendations. These findings and recommen-
dations are listed below in two sections. The first deals wtih structural

questions, the second financing.

B. STRUCTURAL RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Legislature

Historically, the Legislature has established relatively specific per-
formance stipulations for the Metropolitan Transit Commission and has °°
.not been concerned with broader transit goals for the region. As a
result, the flexibility of the MTC has been reduced as new demands are
placed upon it; and at the same time, there hes been no overall guidance
or avaluation of transit in the region. In addition, the Legislature °
has spent too little time evaluating the. performance of the other tran-
sit actors. '

Recommendations:

a. The Legislature should formulate transit policies which are con-(r

sistent, realistic ‘and appropriate in level of detail. Specific
performance goals and objectives should not be set by the
Legislature but rather by the various metropolitan transit agen-
cies. The Legislature should review these goals and objectives
for conformity to the state's policies. i

The Legislature should establish the following goals for
regional transit:

*To contribute to the social and economic viability of the metro-
politan area by providing, to the greatest extent feasible, a
basic level of mobility in the metropolitan area.

*To arrange for the provision of a comprehensive set of transit
and para-transit services to meet the travel needs of various
population segments within the metropolitan area.

*To .cooperate with other other private and public entities which build,
operate-and maintain the metropolitan transportation system to
assure the most efficient use of the existing and planned
transportation infrastructure.

*To be prepared to maintain public mobility in the event of
unforeseen emergencies or future energy shortages.




Metropolitan Council

There is a lack of coordination between the transit planning done by the
Metropolitan Council and by the MTC. This has led to gaps and incon-
sistencies with a detrimental impact on transit services. In addition,
the current structure restricts much of the Metropolitan Council's
effort to capital activities to the exclusion of important. operating
considerations.

Recommendations:

a. The Metropolitan Council should continue to prepare the region's
long-range transit plan as part of its comprehensive transpor-
tation plan. This transit plan should include an analysis of
goals, needs, and issues for a prospective five to fifteen year
period. The plan should be amplified to include specific and
prospective policies on such matters as funding levels, fund
distributions, revenue sources, service objectives and alloca-
tion of service. The Legislature should review this plan.

The Metropolitan Council should have approval authority over the
plans, capital budgets, and operating budgets of implementing
agencies.

The Metropolitan Council should be required to approve the
Regional Transit Board's capital and operating budget prior to
its presentation.to the Legislature (see recomenndation three

below).

The Metropolitan Council, in consultation with affected legisla-
tors and local governmental officials, should appoint the mem-
bers of the Regional Transit Board (see recommendation three
below). In addition, the Metropolitan Council should advise the
Governor on the appointment of the chair of the Regional:Transit
Board by submitting a 1ist containing at least three recommen-
dations.

Regional Transit Board

The Metropolitan Transit Commission is responsible for both implementing
the entire region's transit plan and for operating the region's major
fixed route bus system. As a result of placing these two conflicting
responsibilities in one agency, many problems have developed: some
areas of the region are inadequately served; there are not sufficient
incentives to encourage the development of new methods of service; new
providers have been discouraged from entering the market; the region's -
mid-range implementation plan speaks largely of capital development for
a bus system and neglects regional and sub-regional service objectives,
and service development plans, funding policies and policies relating to
the allocation of services, and other matters.

The Commission was reluctant to expand the statutorily defined role of
" the Metropolitan Council by involving it in matters beyond its planning
and coordinating functions. Rather, the Commission sought to give the

Council the opportunity and direction to perform its duties effectively.




Recommendations:

a. The officials who have responsibiity for metropolitan transit (,
planning should be different from those who have the respon-
sibility for operating the metropolitan transit services.

The Legislature has established a policy which provides that the
Metropolitan Council should be confined to long-range policy
planning and should not be involved in implementation plans. To
perform the necessary implementation functions, a new organiza-.
tion, the Regional Transit Board, should be formed.

The -Regional Transit Board should consist of nine members, eight
of whom represent the eight metropolitan commission districts as
defined in current law. The members should be appointed by the
Metropolitan Council in consultation with affected legislators
and local governmental officials. These members. should serve.
staggered two-year terms. The  Board should be chaired by an
appointee of the Governor. The Metropolitan Council should be
required to make suggestions for this appointment. This posi-
tion should be full-time. “All initial appointments to the
Regional Transit Board should be effective July 1, 1984. The
chair of the Regional Transit Board should be authorized to pro-
pose the hiring of three persons to fill unclassified positions.
The Board must approve the selections within 30 days or no
salaries will be authorized to pay the indiviauals recommended
by the chair to hold the positions. One of the positions should
be an executive director. In addition to these unclassified
positions, the Board should be authorized to hire a small number
of professional staff. The number of staff hired by the Board
should be reduced from the complement of the MIC and the
Department of Transportation. All employees of the Regional
Transit Board are accountable to the Board.

The chair of the Regional Transit Board should present the
metropolitan area transit budget to the Legislature. In addi -
tion, the chair should be responsible for the organizing of an
annual regional transit conference before the annual legislative
session at which all agencies involved in metropolitan transit
would be expected to participate. The purpose of this meeting
would be to facilitate communications, cooperation and coor-
dination among the Legislature, metropolitan transit agencies,
and other interested parties.

e. The Regional Transit Board should:

 --prepare the two to five year mid-range regional transit
plan, which would establish the specific objectives and
programs to accomplish the goals identified in the long-

range policy plan;

--initiate, approve, monitor and evaluate contracts with
providers;

--establish and review fare policies, including social fares;
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--establish temporary advisory groups for the purpose of
planning on a sub-regional basis;

--establish transit-user group advisory committees;
--issue bonds and assume public debt;
--encourage new forms of ‘transit;

--prepare the regional transit system's annual operating and
capital budget; and

--receive and allocate available federal, state and metropoli-
tan funds.

f. All contracts issued by the Regional Transit Board. for regular
route transit service should include an evaluation of the
impact these contracts may have-upon the number of passengers,
routes, schedules, fares and work force levels of the existing
services provided by the MTC. Financial assistance should be
granted to an applicant only if the Regional Transit Board
determines trac the service proposed for funding is consistent
with the preservation of the public investment in human and
capital resources at the MTC. '

The Regional Transit Board should complete an analysis of the
degree of advantages and disadvantages of requiring that all
contracts for regular route transit services contain provisions
for the payment of prevailing wages. The results of this analy-
sis and recommendations should be transmitted to the Legislature

by February 1, 1985.

Metropolitan Transit Commission

Because of its multiple responsibilities, the Metropolitan Transit
Commission has been unable to concentrate on its area of expertise--the
provision of fixed-route service in fully-developed areas.

Recommendations:
a. The MIC should:
--provide service as authorized by the Regional Transit Board;

--manage the equipment and facilities of its transit operations;
and » ; : .

--employ the workers of its transit operations.

b. The Metropolitan Transit Commission should be reduced to three mem-
bers with the demonstrated managerial competence necessary to handle
an operation the size of the MIC's. The Governor should appoint one
representatiave from Minneapolis nominated by the mayor of
Minneapolis, one member from St. Paul nominated by the mayor of St.
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Paul, and one member from the MTC-served suburbs from nominees sub-
mitted by the mayors of those suburbs. The terms of the appoint-
ments should be staggered and for three years. FEach member should
serve as chair for one of the three years.

Existing law, which provides for the Metropolitan Transit Commission
to enter into a contract for the management of any public transit
system, should be changed to make the transit management company
more accountable to the Commission.

--The MTC should provide an opportunity for contract management
firms to bid competitively for management of the transportation
system.

--Clear operating objectives, performance criteria and management
autonomy on operational decisions should be assured.

--The management contract should become effective upon’ execution
and continue for a term of two years. The term of the manage-
ment contract should be short because long-term contracts could
not be satisfactorily evaluated due to uncertainty as to future
policy objectives, available subsidies, costs and corsumer pre-
ferences. : _

--The Commission should invite all known contract management firms
to submit applications for participation in the bidding process.
The MTC should supply applicants with particular information,
including but not limited to the following: -

1) clear operating objectives and performance criteria;

2) delineation of available subsidy and tax revenue and quan-
tities and quality of plant and equipment; and

3) data on previous performance of the transit system.

--During the contract period, the MTC should review contract mana-
gement on a spot-check basis to determine if performance cri-
teria are being met.

d. The Commission should employ a chief administrator.

e. Internal audit activity should be managed directly by the
Commission.

5. Local

Transit service in many areas of the metropolitan area is inadequate or
non-eristent, partly due to 1ack of involvement by local units of '
government.

Recommendation: Local units of government, acting either -individually
or in formal cooperation with other communities, should be encouraged
and helped to plan, design and arrange transit services to meet their
needs consistent with the overall regional transit plan.
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Minnesota Department of Transportation

In an attempt to fill gaps in the regional transit system, the
Legislature has tended to assign metropolitan transit responsibilities
to a state agency, the Minnesota Department of Transportation. This
assignment of increasing responsibilities over local and regional tran-
sit questions to a state agency is inappropriate.

Recommendations:

a. To reflect the new structuring of the regional transit system,
MnDOT should maintain its current involvement with outstate
transit systems and relinquish its participation in the arrange-
ment of metropolitan transit services to the
Regional Transit Board.

MnDOT should continue. to.enforce operating and safety rules for
all transit providers.

MnDOT should receive and directly pass on to the Regional
Transit Board all legislatively appropriated metropol1tan tran-

sit funds.

MnDOT should continue its role in federal fund distribution for
statewide programs. For projects receiving federal assistance
in the metropolitan area from these funds, approval should first
be obtained from the Regional Transit Board.

. B. FINANCING RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

General

The existing mix of funding sources (state, local, federal and operating
revenues for transit services in the metropolitan area) is perceived as
inequitable. In particular;, questions have-arisen as to the appropriate
level of contribution among the sources as well as the relationship of
cost to benefits within a funding source.

Recommendation: The Regional Transit Board should develop a lTong-term
financing structure for public transit consistent with overall policy to
be established by the Legislature. Funding formulas should be
established which promote stability and revenue certainty. The use of a
formula to establish fare-box recovery rates, as well as federal, state
and local subsidy levels, will move the transit system away from its
current deficit financing orientation, thereby reducing hardships on
users and providers. _

Fares

The ability of fare revenues to support transit services is limited by
the sensitivity of transit users to increases. Too frequent fare
increases or fares out of line with the cost of competing transportation
modes will drive down ridership levels. On the other hand, fares that
do not keep pace with inflation will eventually weaken the transit
system. Additionally, fare systems which are overly complicated will
~have an adverse impact upon ridership levels.




Recommendations:

a. Within the metropolitan area, fares for regular route transit ser- (f
vices should approximate 35X of total operating cost.

b. Fares and fare collection systems, with the exception of social

- fares, should be established which ensure that operating revenues
are proportioned to the cost of providing the service so as to mini-
mize the disparity in the subsidy per passenger on routes in the
transit system.

In conjunction with the implementation of formula recovery .rates,
the Legislature should avoid enacting“stipulations with respect to
recovery rates for operating revenues, including fare caps.

As much as possible within other fare constraints, fare structuring
should be simplified and should be consistent across the metropoli-
tan area.

Property Tax

Property tax as a percentage of total operating.costs for regular route
transit services in the metropolitan area has increased. In 1972, pro-
perty taxes accounted for 28.4% of total operating expenses, but by
1983, property taxes accounted for nearly 45%. ¢

Recommendations: : (

a. Within the metropolitan area, the contribution of property taxes
levied for regular route transit services should approximate 35%
of total operating costs. Adherence to this policy will avoid
an inequitable reliance on this source of financing for transit
services.

The property tax structure should be adjusted to reflect the
levels of services provided from those funds. In particular,
the structure should be modified to reflect the following rates:

Limited Peak-Hour Service 1.25 mills
Peak-Hour & Limited Off-Peak Service 1.50 mills
Full Range of Service 2.00 mills

Consequent revenue losses should be initially replaced by the
surplus contained in the fund balance of the Metropolitan
Transit Commission. Subsequent losses beginning in fiscal year .
1986 should be replaced by funds available through the transfer
of the motor vehicle excise tax proceeds deposited into the
transit assistance account (see recommendation six below).

The metropolitan transit service demonstration program (opt out)
should be temporarily continued. The Regional Transit Board
should review and make recommendations regarding the future
direction of this program. Project approval should be the

responsibility of the Regional Transit Board. A primary goal of
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the Regional Transit Board should be to create incentives which
would encourage the participation of local communities in
establishing and meeting their transit service needs.
Communities, in conjunction with the Regional Transit Board,
should develop funding levels for needed service which would
consist of an appropriate share of state, local and operating
revenue support. In establishing a proper mix of funding sour-
ces, consideration should be given to the' level of property
taxes paid, particularly in those areas where taxes have been
reduced through feathering.

4. State Grants

Financial support for transit services in the metropolitan area has not
supported established legislative goals for transit. In addition, the
Legislature has not articulated a state policy regarding the appropriate
level of financial support for transit in the metropolitan iarea. State
assistance for regular route services has varied from 9% to 40%, and
currently stands at 12%.

Recommendations:

a. General Fund support for metropolitan transit services should not
fall below current levels.

State assistance for metropolitan regular route service should
approximate 20% of total operating costs.

Ravenues needed to raise the level of state involvement in the pro-
vision of reqular route transit services from current levels to the
targeted 20% level should come from funds made available by the
transfer of the proceeds of the motor vehicle excise tax (see recom-
mendation six below).

Funding formulas for small urban and rural metropolitan transit ser-
vices should remain as currently stated in MS 174.24, Subd. 3.

5. Federal Funds

Both federal operating and capital funds play a key role in supporting
metropolitan transit programs. A reduction in the level of support provided
by the federal government would place an extreme hardship upon transit ser-
vices within the metropolitan area.

Recommendatipns:

a. Federal support for regular route transit services should not be
less than 10% of total operating costs. Efforts should be under-
taken to improve information and enhance understanding of the need
for a continued federal involvement in transit operating and capital
programs. In particular, Minnesota's elected federal officials
should be provided with information regarding the need for federal
assistance. ‘
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b.
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The Governor should designate the.Regional Transit Board as the
recipient of federal operating and capital funds which are availabl
for the Twin Cities metropolitan area. These funds should be made ?f
available to all providers to the extent that they qualify under the
federal quidelines.

Motor Vehicle Excise Tax - Transit Assistance Account

Under existing law, there will be made available to transit additional funds
from the motor vehicle excise tax. Recognizing that these funds are
available for use on a statewide basis, the Legislative Study Commission
recommends the following distribution and uses of these funds.

d.

The distribution of funds for transit programs from monies available
through the portion of the motor vehicle excise tax dedicated to
transit should reflect both the existing percentage of state funds
appropriated for each funding category as well as a consideration of
statewide transit needs and priorities as determined by the
Legis1ature during the biennial budget process.

The current state level of General Fund support for transit prOgrams
should be maintained at its current fiscal year 1985 level. ;

As funds for metropolitan public transit become available through
the phased transfer of the motor vehicle excise tax, this money
should be used as a supplement to bring the state portion of the.
subsidy for the Twin Cities metropo]1tan area fixed route service to(
20% of total operating costs and in turn reduce to 35% the portion
of the total operating costs supported through property taxes.

Motor vehicle excise tax funds should also be used to meet the
operating and capital needs of both existing and potential providers
of pub11c transit service throughout the state, including those pro-
posing new transit options.
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A Summary of Current RTB Responsibilities

Service Planner and developer

. preparc transit implementation plan to accomplish the transit policics of the
Mctropolitan Council and the state

encourage cffectiveness and innovation in transit services
encourage interest and participation in transit development

provide technical assistance

develop better services

contract with operators, local authorities, and other providers for delivery of transit
services

assess the effect of service contracts on the MTC
monitor and evaluate operators and scrvices

no authority to regulate or approve transit operators, except through control of
public subsidy contracts :

no authority to own or operate traasit services or facilities; must refrain from direct
operational planning, administration, and managemeat of specific services or
facilitics ‘

Financial manager
prepare financial plans for the transit system
prepare consolidated operating and capital budget for the system
approve MTC budget
receive and allocate statc transit subsidies (c;cccpt for LRT)

abprovc all applications of political subdivisions for federal (but not statc) transit
fund= ;

levy and allocate metropolitan property tax for transit
sct fare policics and approve fares

- approve the issuance of metropolitan debt for transit (bonds by the Metropolitan
Council, short-term cestificates by the MTC) ’
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Trends in Transit Organization before the RTB

In the late 1960s and early 1970s, metropolitan transit went through a period of
expansion, consolidation of providers, and system integration.
Throughout the nation, public transit oligopolics or monopolics were established and large,
centrally administercd mass transit systems planned. This occurred in the Twin Citics as
well.
The MTC was created in 1967. It was given the authority to regulate private bus lines, to
acquirc private bus companics, and to develop a publicly-owned mass transit system.

In the next decade, the MTC acquired Twin City Lines and several other private bus
companizs, dramatically expanded and consolidated service, proposed several versions of
fixed-guideway transit, and began receiving increasing levels of public subsidy from a
metropolitan property tax and state appropriations. Gt

The late 1970s and early 1980s reversed or slowed the eadier trends. It was a period of
contraction and diversification of providers.

Transit experts and suburban representatives began to argue that mass transit oricated on
the downtowns would not serve the kind of multiple-centered suburban development
occurring in metropolitan arcas. The federal governmeat began to promote “paratransit”
services and to encourage divessity of providers and private ownership.

Locally, the MTC quit acquiring priva.t& lines. The Legislature began to sponsor
experiments with paratransit and to subsidize private operators.

Minnesota courts, declaring that the MTC could not constitutionally own the dominant bus
system and regulate its competitors, invalidated the law giving the MTC regulatory powers.
Regulatory authority moved back to the state, where it settled in the Transportation -

Regulation Board (TRB).

The Legislature—~perceiving the same conflict of interest at the MTC, and also becoming
concerned about the rapid increase in state subsidies—attempted to manage metropolitan
transit directly by stipulating fares, scrvices, and other matters. The Legislature also turned
increasingly to the state Departmeat of Transportation (MnDOT) to develop, administer,
and fund transit systems and providers, including the MTC.

Through all of this, the MTC retained its geacral system planning and development
responsibility. But the agency had little inceative to plan new or differeat secvices which it
could not deliver, and so increasingly occupied itself with running the bus system and coping
with a series of fuel and finandal crisis of the late 1970s and carly 1980s.
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Conclusions of the Legislative Study Comumission, 1983-84

A legislative study commission, created in 1983 to evaluate metropolitan transit,
recommended to the 1984 scssion that service should be diversified, government
functions reassigned, and finance reorganized.

1. Diversity of services

The Commission found that the existing mix of transit services and
providers was not sufficiently diverse and responsive to various community
needs and user preferences:

o Some areas and populations were inadequately served.
. There were insufficient incentives to encourage ncw methods of service.

e New providers were discouraged from catering the market.

" Metropolitan transit planc focused on capital investrent and neglected service
development and funding policics.

The Commission concluded that government -should encourage greater
diversity and responsiveness in transit services, while protecting the
integrity of the regional public bus system. Without impairing the viability
of the MTC, the Commission wanted to develop alternatives to the existing
system of line-haul, regular-route service oriented to the two downtowns.

2. Government agency responsibilities

The Commission found thai: defects in government organization were
partly to blame for the service deficiencies:

e Excessive state involvernent in metropolitan transit managaricnt. Both the Legislature
and statc agencics had inappropriate roles in metropolitan transit. The Legislature
was ineffective in its proper role—sctting and overseeing transit goals and
performance—because it was mired in the details of transit operations and services.
MaDOT and the TRB had come to play too large 2 role in metropolitan transit.

Agency fragmentation and overlap. With the involvemeant of the TRB and MaDOT,
executive respoasibilities had become fragmeated and inappropriately allocated. Too
many ageacies had a hand in transit, with conflicting and confusing lines of
accountability the result.

Weak systems management. As 2 conscquence of agency fragmeatation and overlap, -
no agency was clearly charged with the respoasibility for developing and managiag the
metropolitan transit systcm as a whole.

Conflicting functions of the MTC. The MTC's dual statutory respoasibility—as a
systems manager and s a provider—involved it in a conflict of interest that preveated
it from doing cither function propecly. '
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Insufficient local participation. This fragmented and unfocused governance system was
also excessively centralized. Local governments and transit operators were largel
excluded (rom participation. ‘

The Commission recommended restructuring the responsibilities of
government agencics, as follows:

. Concentrate the Legislature on broad policy setting and oversight. The Legislature
should stop stipulating the details of transit and focus on policy, government structure,
and performance cvaluation.

Move responsibility from the state agencies to the metropolitan level Responsibility for
developing, managing, and funding metropolitan transit should be reassigned from
MnDOT and the TRB to a metropolitan agency. )

Keep the Metropolitan Council focused on long-range policy. The Metropolitan Council
should continue as the long-range planner and over-all policy-setter for the region.
The Council should, however, expand its transit plan beyond capital investment policy
and place more emphasis on finance and service policics.

Consolidate systern management in a new metropolitan agency, the RTB. All systems
development, managemeat, and funding responsibilitics—formerly in the TRB,
MnDOT, the Council, zad several other places—-should be placed in the RTB. The
RTB should replace MaDOT as the administrator of transit subsidics; and RTB
service contracts should replace TRB regulation of fares and scrvice arcas. The TRB
should retain only the responsibility to determine the operating fitness of providers
other than thea MTC,

Separate systems management and transit operations. The MTC should be confined to
owning and operating MTC services; all respoasibility for systems developmeat,
managemeat, and funding should be removed to the RTB, which should be devoid of
operational entangiements. :

[Encourage active participation by diverse interests. The RTB should not replace the
MTC as a centralizing force in transit; it should rather encourage local governments,
providers, and users to participate in designing and providing transit scrvices.

3. Transit financing

The Commission found that defects in financing were partly to blame for
the service deficiencies:

Deficit-based finance. Transit finance was driven by deficits, not policics or formulas.
Tho resulting uncertainty in funding created operational disinceatives for innovation
and produced instability and incfficiency in services.

Absence of financing policy. Neither the Legislature, the Governor, nor a responsible
metropolitan ageacy had cver articulated a financing policy.
The Commission recommended changes in financing of transit:

e  Move io formula-based financing The Commission recommeaded a formula to
promote stability and cfficicacy, depending upon availability of funds.

Require more financial planning The Metropolitan ageacics should articulate policics
on finance~induding such matters as: goals, fares, mix of reveaucs, and allocation of
funds among subregions, scrvice types, and providers.
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TRANSIT REORGAN

Changes in Agency Functions

This chart outlines the major shifts in agency functions
that were consolidated in the RTB in 1984.

FUNCTION AGENCY

BEFORE

LONG-RANGE POLICY

CAPITAL INVESTMENT Metropolitan-Council * - -~ - Metropolitan Council
APPROVAL

SERVICE SYSTEM:
PLANN'NG
DEVELOPMENT

FINANCIAL
MANAGEMENT:

PLAN
LEVY TAX

RECEIVE SUBSIDY
FUNDS

ISSUE BONDS

SERVICE "BROKER™

CONTRACT WITH
OPERATORS

EVALUATE
OPERATORS

-
4%

" DISTRIBUTE FUNDS

OPERATIONS
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[TON ACT OF 1984

Original Functions of the RTB

The principal functions of the RTB in the 1984 enabling law were:

1. Service planning and development

The RTB was directed to:

® * preparc a-mid-range (two- to five-ycar) transit implementation plan, which would
establish objectives and programs to accomplish the transit goals articulated in the
Coundil’s long-range transportation plan
promote transit: conduct an annual regional transit conference; cncourage new
forms of transit; provide technical assistance; establish transit user groups and local
advisory groups to plan transit for particular populations ard subregions

Financial management

The RTB was authorized to:

preparc the regional transit system’s financial plan and annual operating and capital
budget

approve the MTC's annual budget

receive federal and state subsidy funds for transit

approve all applications of political subdivisions for federal transit funds.
° levy the metropolitan property tax for transit

B issue metropolitan transit bonds aud short-term certificates of indebtedness

3. Service "broker”

The RTB was authorized to:

e assume control of various transit funding and development programs located in other
agendies, induding: ridesharing, Mctro Mobility, "opt out,” and others
arrange for transit fefvices by transit operators and local authoritics—that is, the
RTB was to initiate, approve, monitor, and cvaluate service contracts

The RTB was required to protect the core MTC regular route system from bcing nibbled to
death by contracts with other providers. e -

The RTB was givea no authority to regulatc or approve transit operators, cxecpt indirectly
through its control of public subsidy contracts. The TRB retained only the authority to
certify the fitaess of op=rators. Geaeral regulatory authority was climinated.
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Changes in RTB Responsibility Since 1984

RTB purposes

The 1984 law did not contain a purpose section for the RTB. In 1987, the
Legislature expressly stated the purposes of the RTB, as follows:

® to foster cffective delivery of existing services
® to encourage innovation in services
to preparc implementation and financial plans for the transit system

to sct policics and standards for implementing the transit policies of the state and
the Council

to conduct rescarch and evaluation
® to administer state and metropolitan subsidies
) to arrange with others for thz provision of transit services and facilities

[Minn. Stat. sec. 473373, subd. 1a]

RTB as transit planner/developer

In various enactments since 1984, the Legislature has repeatedly reaffirmed
this function and demanded more and better planning from the RTB.

In 1986, the Legislature clarified the relationship between the transit plans of the Council
and the RTB. This new arrangemeat becomes fully operational in 1990. Under it:

° The RTB and the Council both have stronger Iegislative direction to plan services™
and finance, as well as capital developmeant.

. The Coundil’s authority over the RTB’s mid-range transit plan is increased: the plan
must now implemeat the Coundl’s policics, and the Coundil is entitled to foree the
RTB to change its plan to ensure this. (The RTB must also continue to get Council
approval of its bicanial transit financing plan.)

The Council’s authority over the RTB’s annual capital program is reduced. Tte
Coundll is expected, under the 1986 law, to control capital development at the
planning stage, not at the project stage. (The RTB, as before, is free of Council
review of its operating budgets.)

[Laws 1986, chap. 460; Ivﬁ.n.n. Stat. sec. 473.146; 473.161; 473.377; 47338, subd. 2]
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RTRB as service broker

The Legislature has also reaffirmed this RTB function since 1984, with
some refinements. '

The 1984 law required the RTB (o cater into contracts with recipicats ol its subsidy funds
(cxcept for the MTC, over which the RTB has dircct budgetary control). Since 1984, the
Legislature has imposed procedural *duc process” requirements on the RTB in its contracting

role.

In 1987, the' RTB was told that it could competitively bid service only in accordance
with formal standards and procedures adopted by the RTB following a specified

public review process. [Minn. Stat. scc. 473.392]

Also in 1987, sumlar formality and public-consultation requircmeats were imposed
on the RTB'’s administration of Mctro Mobility. [Laws 1987, chap. 88; Minn. Stat.
sec. 473.386]

As the basis of the subsidy contraéts with providers; the 1984 law required an MTC impact
assessment: a finding by the RTB that the contracts would not *"imposc an unduc hardship
on the ridership or financial condition of the commission, causc the dismissal of persons that
arc cmployed by the commission, or reduce the total level of service in the metropolitan
arca provided by the commission.” The MTC "impact asscssment” provision was weakened
some in 1985, by climinating the last standard, about preserving the total level of serviee
provided by the MTC. [Laws 1984, chap. 654, art. 3, scc. 121, subd. 7; Laws 1985, 1st spec.
sess., chap. 10, sec. 99] 3

RTB’s role in transit operations

The 1984 law was not explicit about the RTB's role in transit operations.
The Legislature has been at considerable pains since 1984 to ensure that
the RTB does not edge into transit operations.

The Legislature has evideatly been concerned that operational entangicmeats could nullify
the very reason for creating the agency: to separate system development and management
from the ownership and operation of specific services.

The 1984 law contained no restriction on the RTB’s authorily to own property. - Concern soon
arose that the RTB technically had the authority actually to build and acquire transit
systems, and might excrcise it. Therefore, the Legislature has moved to prohibit RTB
property ownership inconsistent with its management role: -

° Under 1985 legislation, the RTB may not acquire or hold any permanent or
temporary interest in real property, except for the rental or Iease of its office space.

» In 1988, the Legislature added another prohibition: The RTB may not own transit
services o- acquire or hold any permancat or temporary interest in transit vehicles,

[Minn. Stat. sec, 473375, subd. 4, subd. 18]
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The Legislature also addressed the issucs of RTB operating authority dicectly.

. In 1987, fearing that the RTB was cameshed in an ambiguous position in running
the Metro Mobility program, the Legislaturc directed the RTB to contract with an
outsidc administrator for day-to-day operation of the services, confining itsclf to
policy-setting, funding, and evaluation activitics. [Minn. Stat. scc. 473.386, subd. 2|

[n 1987, in the RTB purposc scction, the Legislaturc became quite pointed about its
intentions: “The board shall arrange with others for the delivery and provision of
transit scrvices and facilitics. The board shall avoid, to the greatest extent possible,
dircct operational planning, administration, and management of specific transit
services and facilities.” [Minn. Stat. scc. 473373, subd. 1a]

Also in 1987, the Legislature directed the RTB to contract with operators or local
governmeants for route planning and scheduling services. The law now limits the
RTB to approving operator routes and schedules for conformity to RTB plans and
policies. [Minn. Stat. sec, 473.391]

In 1988, the Legislature was even more direct: “The board may not own or operate
transit services.” [Minn. Stat sec. 473.375, subd. 18] _

The RTB as financial manager-

Since 1984, the Legislature has withdrawn its various stipulaﬁons on
metropolitan traosit fares, carrying out the intention of the Study
Commission that the Legislature should turn direct fare setting over to the

RTB.
The 1984 act did not repeal Iegislative controls on fares or define RTB authority over fares.

“In 1985, the Legislature: made explicit the RTB's authority to set fare policics and
control the fares charged by providers; required the RTB to develop a uaiform
policy on fares; eliminated the statutory specification of the downtown fare; and
suspended all other statutory fare restrictions uatil July 1, 1987, [Laws 1985, 1st
spec. sess., chap. 10, 108, 109, 122, 123, subd. 1]

In 1987, the Legislature strengthened the law requiring the RTB to state its fare
policies in its plans and repealed all statutory fare restrictions. [Minn. Stat..sec.
473371, subd. 4; Laws 1987, chap. 278, scc. 26]

However in 1988, in a linc-itcm appropriation, the Legislature again intervened,
indirectly, into a specific fare policy. Regional agencies were considering raising onc
of the "social fares"—for scniors—to a quarter. Without directly setting the fare, the
Legislature provid=d funds specifically carmarked to maintain the farc at a dime.
[Laws 1988, chap. 684, art. 2, scc. 3 (c)]

[Minn. Stat. sec. 473.408]

(of doursc, the Legislature determines fare revenue indirectly through legislative
appropriations and property tax restrictions.)

The Legislature has reassigned the authority to issue debt.

The 1984 legislation consolidated tax and boading authority. It transferred from the MTC
to the RTB the authority: (1) to levy a metropolitan property tax for transit, and (2) to
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issuc bonds. It also gave the RTB authority to issuc short-tcrm debt, and required that
MTC short-term debt have RTB approval.

[n 1985, the Legislaturc clevated the bonding authority to thc Council, in an cffort to -
consolidate metropolitan bonding. The Council cannot issuc transit bonds without an RTB
request. The 1985 law also climinated the RTB's powcer to issuc short-tcrm debt, on the
grounds that this funclion was morc appropriatc to an opcrating agency like the MTC. The
MTC cannot issuc short-term debt without RTB approval.

Under the current law, therefore, the RTB levies the transit tax and thea allocates the
procceds to providers, as operating subsidies, and to the Council and the MTC for debt
rcpayment. (The RTB has never been authorized to use the metropolitan tax for its own
operation; the agency's operating expenditure is wholly funded by state appropriation.)

(Minn. Stat. scc. 47339, 473.436; 473.440)

The Lcéislaturc has not delegated to the RTB complete authority to
allocate state transit funds.

The Legislature has continued its former practice of appropriating moncy by program, and
occasionally by project or line-item, rather than by formula or block grant.

Ths 1584 law moved the administration of all state subsidies from MoDOT to the RTB; the
goal was to consolidate this function at the metropolitan level. In 1988, the Legislature
turned partly away from this policy, by designating MnDOT as the administrator of state
subsidies for light rail transit (LRT).

[Laws 1988, chap. 684, art. 2, scc. 2(b), 4]

The Legislature has restricted the RTB’s access to federal funds.

The 1984 law directed the governor to designate the RTB as a recipicat of federal funds.
The Legislature has retreated from this policy, partly out of fear that it would lecad the RTB
into operational eatanglemeats. '

‘e The purpose statemeat for the RTB cnacted in 1987 poiatedly left out federal funds
when describing the funding allocation function of the RTB. An appropriations
rider in that year forbade the RTB to be 2 recipicat of federal capital or operating
assistance for transit—the idea being to confine the agency (o planning funds. At the
same time, the RTB was dirccted to report to the 1988 session on the cffects,
advantages, and disadvantages of transferring the authority to receive federal capital
and operating funds to the RTB from the MTC. [Laws 1987, chap. 358, scc. 3]

In 1988, the Legislature adjusted the prohibition slightly to allow the RTB to reccive
some forms of discretionary federal funding. The law now states that the RTB may
not be a recipicat of federal operating ot capital assistance distributed by formula or

block grant. [Laws 1988, chap. 675, sec. 15]

Also i 1988, the Legislature adopted an even broader prohibition against RTB
receipt of federal funds for LRT. The ageacy may not be a recipicnt of any federal
capital grants—whether distributed by formula or by block or discretionary grant—for
light rail and other fixed guideway transit systems. [Laws 1988, chap. 675, scc. 15]

[Mina. Stat. sec. 473575, subd. 8]
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The RTB and LRT

The Legislature has restricted the RTB's functions as they apply to LRT.

The 1984 law was silent on the RTB's rolc in LRT. As a conscquence of legislation since
1984, the RTB's current authority may be summarized as follows:

. ‘The RTB may not construct, own, or opcrate LRT facilitics.
° The RTB does not control the funds for LRT as it does other metropolitan transit.

The RTB has no authority to disapprove LRT projects or to manage or regulate
LRT development. The RTB may comment on CRRA plaos and must cooperate

with CRRAs in planning CRRA systems.

If CRRAS were to contract with the MTC for the operation of LRT, the RTB would
gain some indirect influence over the operation of CRRA systems through its control
of MTC operations.

(For a further explanation of the law on this subject, sce Metropolitan Light Rail Transit A
Summary of Currcat Law and Procedure, House Rescarch, January 1988.)

Regional Transit Board Respoastbilitics January 1989 - 12
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Introduction

In his proposed 1990-91 budget, Govemor Perpich recommended that metropolitan
transit functions be restructured. Although existing transit functions--planning.
programming. contract administration and policy-making--would be funded in 1990-21,
it is proposed that the Regional Transit Board (RTB). the agency currently responsible for
these functions, would be eliminated, and responsibility for these functions would be
reassigned to other agencies.

“ Different approaches to structuring metropolitan transit responsibilities are currently
being addressed by legisiators, regional policy-makers and local officials. Based on ifs
experience and expertise, the staff of the Regional Transit Board offers Its ideas o the
current discussion. This paper presents key principles and opportunities for
improvement that we, as staff, believe will enable successful transit planning and
provision of services regardless of a specific institutional format.

Principles for Success

The creation of the Regional Transit Board sent a strong message to the region that
transit is a critical element in maintaining the quality of life. During the past four years, the
RTB has made numerous contributions to the metropolitan area in dealing with issues
associated with mobility of area residents. The RIB:

« provided funding and technical support services to 40 contracted transit service
providers;

implemented a series of new services in the suburban areas serving Anoka, Blaine,
Coon Rapids. New Brighton, St. Anthony, Maplewood. North St. Paul, Oakdale.
Roseville, Shoreview, Falcon Heights, Little Canada. Lauderdale and Forest Lake:

took steps to improve the Minnesota Rideshare program and promote travel
demand management strategles to alleviate traffic congestion;

expanded the Jobseekers program, which subsidizes transportation for the
unemployed:

made a number of changes to the Metro Mobillity program to ensure that
transportation for mobility disadvantaged persons is provided in a responsive
manner;

has been involved in planning for light rail transit; and

served as a focal point in the political process to heighten awareness of the
importance of transit.
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The staff of the Regional Transit Board has been responsible for conducting many of
these transit studies. analyzing and developing policy options and implementing
service changes and improvements. In doing so. staff has worked closely with
employers, developers. transit providers, community representatives. ond
representatives of other agencies such as the county regional railroad authorities,
Metropolitan Council and the Minnesota Department of Transportation. Based on this
experience. it is our belief that efforts to advance the development of transit services in
the Twin Cities metropolitan area will be most successful when the responsible entity has

the ability to:

1. Integrate transit into transportation planning. Tronsit and travel demand
-management strategies must be integrated as important elements of the

transportation system. Major trends point to @ period of stress for the region’s
transportation system und increasing travel needs of transit dependent persons.
Transit can help to provide part of the solution to deal with many difficult
transportation Issues facing the region. Efforts over the past four years to .
conduct joint RTB work efforts with the Minnesotc Depart ment of Transportation
and the Metropolitan Council have shown that working together can produce
better integrated, more effective facilities and services. Tr.e presence of an
organization, like the RTB, that strongly advocates transit, can ensure transit
interests are considered.

Arrange a mix of services and providers. The diverse service needs of
metropolitan area residents can best be satisfied through o variety of methods
and modes, each designed to serve the needs of specific market groups. I is
essential that efforts be maintained and expanded to ensure that a mix of
services and providers is offered to meet user needs at reasonable costs.

Link planning and services . The linkage between planning. implementing and
administering transit programs is essential. To successfully camy out any of these
functions requires open and frequent communication and an acceptance of
common goals among those planning, implementing and providing service. At
the RTB, this strong linkage has been established through common reporting to a
department head. In altemative situations, mechanisms fo ensure common
objectives and accountabillity in canying out plans and programs should be
ensured. The coordinated ability to implement plans, manage contracts and
allocate financial resources help to camy out policies.

Separate policymaking from operations. One of the basic premises for creating
the Regional Transit Board was the need to separate transit planning from transit
operations . This principle still holds true. It is commonly agreed that the
separation of these functions has helped to focus efforts of the MTC and the RTB
on their major responsibllities.

Develop and implement policies that address pressing regional priorities. An
integrated transit system provides a network for meeting the diverse needs of
metropolitan area residents and coordinating transit services in an effort to
maximize resources and minimize duplication.
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6.

Encourage service effectiveness and innovation. It is essential that the way
transit services are planned and provided is constantly challenged to determine
how it can be done more effectively and more responsively. The fravel needs
of area residents change over time: it is important that the region has the ability
to anticipate changing needs in order to better provide service in the future.

Develop and use a process for open public input and community participation.
Decisions on transit matters often impact affected parties in very different ways.
It is important that all interest groups—providers, citizens. communities, special
needs groups—have an opportunity to provide their opinions early in the
planning process and that adequate time for responding with changes in plans
be allowed. Successful planning, coordination, and funding of transit services in
the metropolitan area are dependent on ownership of the process by all
interested parties.

Focus on consensus building and managing change. A forum for the discussion
of transit issues is essential. Although sometimes controversial, RTB decisions
and activities have prompted grearer attention to transit issues than in the past.
Disagreement and conflict on Issues among diverse constitfuencies are
commonplace, but it should be possible to provide opportunities for all parties to
present their points of view, find common areas of agreement. and develop
policies ond programs that have widespread acceptance. The consensus-
building function must be an important component of transit planning and
programming activities.

Opportunities for Improvement

Staff experience in working with providers, communities and special inferest groups
suggests that there are always opportunities for improvement . Listed below are areas
identified that should be considered in restructuring current regional transit roles and
responsibilities. RTB staff believes that change is needed. and to be most effective,
each of these areas should be addressed:

1.

Clarify planning and operational functions in order to minimize conlflicts.
Continuing efforts have been made. legislatively and administratively, to clarify
planning and operational functions . Although clarifications have been helpful.
there remain a few outstanding Issues related to areas of responsibility for policy-
making and implementation. Relations between the MTC and RTB have
sometimes been strained because of differences in opinion about what
constitutes “operations” versus what constitutes “planning.” These differences
in opinion have come up especially with regard to determining whois .
responsible for making policy decisions about certain fransit issues. When the
disagreement was not resolved to the satisfaction of both parties. policies, even
when adopted by the RTB, were not always adequately implemented .

The processes for implementing policies and resolving governance issues
should be built into the organizational structure, as is true in other cities.




Clarify ond establish appropriate responsibilities and authority. |t isimportant 1o
either clarify or establish appropriate roles and responsibilities for a variety of
specific issues. Planning for light rail transit, capital needs, opt-out transit services
and service implementation during the past four years has pointed to the need
for fine-tuning an understanding of "‘who does what.” In each of these specific
cases, the need for some type of regional coordination is readily apparent as
attempts are made to allocate scarce resources and to set consistent service,
development and investment policies.

Improve linkages between elected and appointed officials. The Regional
Transit Board has sometimes lacked credibility in its decision-making on transit
issues with local elected officials. This s especially true in the case of light rail
transit where it Is the counties who have the authority to collect tax revenues for
payment of the project(s). Efforts to impose regional oversight are often viewed
with distrust. However, jurisdictional differences arise also because of dissimilar
objectives or concerns that the RTB was imposing requirements upon local
officials that effectively diminished local authority.

Befter define and communicate roles of board and staff in order fo strengthen
their separate roles in setting policy and coordinating fransit services. When
dealing with transit issues, it is often easier to focus in on specific operational
issues than to siep back to consider broad policy consequences of those
issues.  In recognition of this tendency. it Is important to cleary outline the policy
responsibilities of the decision-makers and tre administrative and/or executive
functions of the staff. :

Emphasize the need for building a consensus on major transit issues and
managing change. As suggested throughout this paper. the number of diverse
constituencies who have a stake in transit issues, the importance of transit in the
total trensportation system, and development of the metropolitan area points to
the need for a forum for all parties to come together and freely discuss their
points of view when dealing with key transit Issues. Organizational structures must
recognize the need for special interest groups to have access 1o the discussion
of transit issues that will impact them.

Although the RTB has frequently attempted to build consensus, success has not
always occurred because of the lack of a shared strategy among board
members and staff and because the amount of effort needed to build
consensus on controversial subjects was underestimated. It should be
expected that disagreement and conflict on issues among diverse
constituencies will continue to be commonplace when there is an effort fo make
changes: however, organizational fornats should provide for the opportunity to
communicate openly and build consensus.




6. Emphasize the imporiance of the linkage between fransit and land use and
development. Nationally, there is recognition that tronsit organizations need to
develop more influence on land use declsions and troffic impact issues in an
effort to better combat congestion and mobility issues. Locally, the RTB
experience shows that transit and travel demand management strategies can
make a significant contribution in resolving these issues. but that transit needs to
be considered early in development and land use decisions.

Provide more input and shared responsibility among transit planners, providers,
government agencies and municipadlities. More Input and shared responsibility
between transit planners, providers, and govemment agencies and
municipalities are necessary. These groups should be working as partners to
provide the best possible transit services In the metro area. In addition, greater
effort should be made to communicate with all the organizations involved in
transit. When information is exchanged freely and early in the process, there is
little room for suspicion and a greater level of trust can develop.

Establish a common vision of transit for tte future fo ensure that services are
responsive fo the changing needs of the metropolitan community. Steps should
" be taken to conduct an “environmental scan® of the strengths and weaknesses
of the transit market, and the needs of existing and potential users, providers and
the community-at-large as a basis for the strategy of the future. The RiB's
Implementation Plan ks a useful document in which to convey this information.

Specific priorities and direction should be established to inform and gain the
support of the community for the timing and purpose of major efforts to be
undertaken.

Conclusion

Because of transit's importance to the continued vitality of. the region, RTB staff hopes
that the presentation of these principles for success and opportunities for improvement
are helpful to decision-makers as they consider options for structuring metropolitan
transit responsibilities. Regardless of structural changes that may resutt, we hope that
any new arangement will build upon the strengths and accomplishments of the RTB
over the last four years and provide opportunities for planning and provision of fransit
services that are even more responsive to the needs of the residents of the
metropolitan area.
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METROPOLITAN TRANSIT
PLANNING

Executive Summary

The Twin
Cities’
three-tiered
transit
planning
structure is

* _unique in the

U.S.

n 1984, the joint Legislative Study Commission on Metropolitan Transit

concluded that "the three functions of effective transit service--planning, .

arranging, and delivering—are misallocated among the various agencies and
levels of government." The commission felt that the region’s public bus
operator, the Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC), could not objectively
plan new transit services to meet local needs. In addition, the commission was
concerned about rising costs, declining ridership, and the lack of local involve-
ment in transit planning. :

Based on the commission’s recommendations, the 1984 Legislature estab-
lished a transit planning structure that is unique among large U.S.
metropolitan areas. The Legislature limited the MTC to transit operations
and short-term planning, and allowed the region’s Metropolitan Council to
continue long-range transit planning and policy setting. In addition, the Legis-
lature established a third agency, the Regional Transit Board (RTB), to con-
duct mid-range planning, implement the policies and plans of the
Metropolitan Council, and arrange for transit services.

Twin Cities Regional Planning Structure




The Twin
Cities’ transit
system has
become
increasingly
reliant on
property taxes.

municipalities within the region’s "transit taxing district" contribute between
1.25 and 2.0 mills to the regional transit system, depending on their level of
service. Property taxes account for about half of transit revenues in the Twin
Cities. We found that no other large U.S. metropolitan transit system relies
on property taxes this much. According to a survey we-.conducted, 45 percent
of this region’s municipal officials think their city property tax contributions
are reasonable, and 37 percent said they ar€ not.

Source: Regional Transit Board.

Property Tax Revenues
as a Percentage of Twin Cities Regional Transit Revenues
‘ 1980-87

-~ The Regional Transit Board consists of eight members appointed by the

Metropolitan Council and a full-time chair appointed by the Governor. The
board spent much time during its first three years responding to "brush fires,"
partly because key issues caught them by surprise. In addition, it has taken
some time for the RTB staff to gain a working knowledge of Twin Cities tran-
sit and their role in the decision-making process. The RTB's initial staff
hirings were not completed until October 1985, and there was considerable
turnover in top managerial staff during the agency's first two years.

Since 1984, the topic that the board discussed most frequently was Metro
Mobility, the region’s main transit program for the disabled. In contrast, some
issues were the subject of relatively few board discussions, including rideshar-
ing and new suburban transit services. '




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The public had
more oppor-
tunity to advise
" RTB on the
Metro Mobility
program’s over-
all design than
on specific
program
details.

'THE RESTRUCTURING OF METRO
MOBILITY

Metro Mobility is the Twin Cities region’s primary transit program for dis-
abled people. It provides 80,000 to 100,000 rides per month, about double
the number of rides given prior to a major program restructuring by the RTB
in October 1986. The RTB changed Metro Mobility to a "user choice" system
in which users arranged their own rides with providers, rather than calling a
central dispatching center. We reviewed the process the board used to plan
and implément these changes and concluded that the board’s early discussions
of possible program changes were open and fair, and there was ample oppor-
tunity for public input. The board made some difficult and bold decisions fol-
lowing these initial discussions, and it deserves much credit for addressing
problems with the previous Metro Mobility system.

90
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201
104

Source: Matro l'bbility Administrative Center,

'Progrsn restructuring occurred in October 1986.

Metro Mobility Monthly Ridership
January 1986 - September 19872

However, once the board outlined broad program changes in late 1985:

e The RTB did not effectively involve Metro Mobility user
represeniatives and providers, and some key issues were unresolved

at the time program changes were made.

As required by law, the RTB established an advisory committee for Metro
Mobility, representing transit providers, the disabled, and social service agen-




RTB needs
stronger links
to local
governments.

LOCAL INVOLVEMENT IN TRANSIT
PLANNING

The 1984 Legislative Commission on Mctropolitan Transit concluded that ser-
vice planning needed to be more responsive to local needs and that local
governments should play a greater role in planning. We found that:

e The formal mechanisms for involving local governments in transit
planning are still weak. The RTB’s record of involving local
governments is mixed and shows consldem_ble room for

improvement.

The RTB has no ongoing advisory committee of local officials, and it rarely
uses the Metropolitan Council's local advisory committee. The RTB effective-
ly involved local officials in the development of the Transit Service Needs As-
sessment, but did not solicit enough local input for the Implementation and
Financial Plan. About 53 percent of the region’s cities with over 10,000
population reported at least one contact between RTB staff and city officials

in the pasi year.

Metropolitan Transit Taxing District (outlined)
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Although
RTB’s overall
track record is
mixed, it is
premature to
alter the tran-
sit planning
structure now.

In particular, the council’s proposed policies: (1) include corresponding
strategies and performance measures, (2) outline necessary elements of the
RTB'’s Implementation and Financial Plan, and (3) more closely integrate tran-
sit and highway decision making. However, the council’s policies do not ade-
quately address means by which the council may affect local land use, which

strongly influences the effectiveness of transit.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The creation of the RTB in 1984 was a bold legislative initiative, and many na-
tional observers point to the Twin Cities’ transit structure as a model for other
cities. Although it is too early to make final judgements on many of the ef-
forts undertaken in the past few years, we think there has been some progress
toward the 1984 Legislature’s-goals. In particular, the RTB improved the
region’s transit service planning and took some steps toward making the tran-
sit system more cost-effective. However, we concluded that:

e The RTB has not yet proved itself to be an effective problem solver,
and it is unclear whether the Legislature’s restructuring of transit
planning .ias been a success. -

The Legislature should reassess the situation in two or three years to see if
further progress has been made and RTB'’s performance has improved. We
will be prepared to help the Legislature with such a reassessment.

The RTB plans to develop some new transit services in 1988, and we think it
should have an opportunity to implement these and other programs before
the Legislature determines whether to maintain a separate planning agency
"between" the Metropolitan Council and transit operaiors.

In the meantime, the RTB needs to (1) do better implementation planning,
(2) be a forum for ideas, (3) innovate, (4) be more accountable to the
Metropolitan Council, (5) improve its internal oversight, and (6) formalize its
relationships with other agencies on key responsibilities.

We recommend that the Legislature take the following actions:

¢ Authorize the Metropolitan Council to approve or disapprove the
plans of regional rail authorities, based on their consistency with
council plans and policies. The council already has this authority
over county and municipal plans.

Authorize the RTB to: (1) participate in light rail planning
throughout the region by repealing the portion of Minn. Stat.
§473.398 that limits the RTB’s LRT planning to the corridor
between downtown Minneapolis and St. Paul, and (2) set regional

" LRT standards, with the assistance of an advisory team of local and
regional officials. !
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Legislature a brief summary of trends in its Transportation Policy
Plan performance measures.

Within one week of adopting policies or policy statements, the RTB
should formally notify the Metropolitan Council’s transit liaison. If
there is any question about the consistency of RTB policy with
council policy, the liaison should bring the matter to the council for

its consideration.

The RTB should take the lead role in clarifying responsibility for
emergency services planning, transit station site planning, and
quality assurance monitoring. It should also clarify the
responsibilities of its advisory committees.

As part of its new Transportation Policy Plan, th= Metropolitan
Council should clarify agency responsibilities for regional
ridesharing and the encouragement of transportation management
organizations. The council should help cities plan future land use
development in ways that accommodate transit.
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Executive Summary

for planning and implementing public transit improvements. Agencies

involved include the Metropolitan Council, the Regional Transit Board -
(RTB), "opt-out" communities, and the Metropolitan Transit Commission
(MTC) and other transit operators. In addition, the area’s seven counties are
responsible for acquiring right-of-way and planning for new light rail transit
lines. and the Minnzsota Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) is in-
volved in planning and constructing highway improvements which may include
transit components. '

Thc Twin Cities metropolitan area has a complex, multi-tiered structure

In spite of this level of agency involvement, there have been continuing con-
cerns about transit performance and the adequacy of transit planning. During
the 1980s, the Twin Cities area has experienced a substantial decline in bus
ridership, growing highway congestion, and only limited suburban transit ex-
pansions outside of opt-out communities. In addition, the area has been split
by disagreement over the desirability of implementing light rail transit.

This report examines transit planning in the Twin Cities area and addresses
the following questions:

® What progress has the Regional Transit Board made in planning for
and implementing cost-effective transit service improvements, as well
as providing oversight of existing transit operations?

Has the Metropolitan Council provided adequate long-range
planning and policy direction for transit and highway improvements?

Has the Minnesota Department of Transporiation appropriately
integrated transit into its highway planning and construction
activities?

Has transit planning become too fragmented and are structural
changes needed to improve planning?

What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Metropolitan Council’s
new Regional Transit Facilities Plan and the Regional Transit
Board’s new Vision for Transit?




RTB’s progress
. nas been slow.

REGIONAL TRANSIT PLANNING

In general, we found a planning process which has been dominated in recent
ycars by light rail transit to the exclusion of other transit options such as im-
proved bus service and high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. In addition, the
growing costs of Mctro Mobility have madc it dilficult (or the Regional Tran-

sit Board to expand suburban bus scrvice.

Over the last year, however, the Metropolitan Council has taken steps to
reorient the planning process and more vigorously oversee the work of the
Regional Transit Board. The Council’s new facilitics plan and the RTB's new
transit vision arc steps in the right direction, although many of their details
will need to be worked out in the next few years.

REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD

In 1984, the Legislature created the Regional Transit Board to do short- and
mid-range transit planning, contract for transit services, and review and ap-
prove transit budgets. The Legislature wanted the RTB to control rising tran-
sit costs, respond to growing suburbaan transit needs, improve oversight of the
Metropolitan Transit Commission (MTC), and more closely integrate transit
into the region’s highway planning. In a 1988 evaluation, we concludeq that
RTB had not yet provea to be an effective problem solver. Now, four years
later, we conclude that:

® Although creation of the Regional Transit Board was a good idea, the
Board’s progress has not lived up to expectations in several key areas.

Progress in some key areas has been slow and problems remain, but
there have been some encouraging signs recently.

The major problems with RTB'’s past performance are:

® There has been little progress in responding to growing suburban
transit needs outside of opt-out communities.

® RTB has been slow to provide adequate oversight of the Metropolitan
Transit Commission despite substantial declines in regular route

ridership.

RTBD still does not have an adequate policy on competitive bidding of
bus service and has allowed MTC to provide a significant amount of -
peak-hour express service outside MTC'’s exclusive service area
despite significant questions regarding MTC'’s relative efficiency in
providing that service.

RTB has not provided needed leadership from a regional perspective
on light rail transit, and has focused too much on expensive transit
options and too little on relatively inexpensive solutions.
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Bus ridership
has declined
significantly.

Transit Ridership, 1978-91

Millions
of Riders

Total Transit

1979 1981 1983 1985 1987 1989 1991
Year

Source: Metropolitan Council.

In part, these problems have resulted from factors external to RTB. For ex-
ample, state funding for transit has been relatively constant in recent years
while Metro Mobility costs have grown significantly. The increase in costs has
limited RTB's ability to fund service improvements for suburban areas and in
the existing regular route system. Some of the increase in Metro Mobility
costs is the direct result of RTB'’s decisions to expand and improve service.
However, RTB did not anticipate much of the growth in ridership and costs.
In addition, the planning process has been dominated by light rail transit
(LRT) in recent years. Considerable staff and board time devoted to LRT has
taken time and attention away from other issues.

However, factors within RTB’s control have been at work as well. These in-
clude: 1) the board’s promotion of LRT without adequate examination of the
alternatives, 2) the board’s attitude toward contracting transit secvices, 3) con-
tinuing internal tension due to the agency having both an executive director
and a full-time chair, and 4) the board’s unwillingness to control Metro
Mobility costs, which led to an expenditure cap being imposed by the 1991
Legislature.

On the positive side, we found that:

RTB recently adopted new plans which attempt to improve suburban
transit service and control Metro Mobility expenditures.

RTB is developing five transit hubs in suburban locations and has
experimented with four new suburban services which are either
circulators or gencral purpose dial-a-rides.




The
Metropolitan
Council has
begun to
provide
stronger
leadership.

REGIONAL TRANSIT PLANNING

® Despite turnover, RTB has a strong stafl which has laid a good
foundation for the future with the work it has done on various
planning projects and in contract management.

® Since mid-1991, the Board has shown more interest in oversecing
MTC as well as assisting it in improving ridership and efficiency.

RTB recently completed a macketing study to determine reasons for the loss
in MTC ridership and identify marketing strategies to address that concern.
In addition, RTB'’s budget for 1992 includes funds to conduct management
audits of MTC and funds for MTC to perform a comprehensive operations
analysis of MTC routes.

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL

The Metropolitan Council is responsible for long-range planning and policy
making for both transit and highways in the Twin Cit’es area and for oversee-
ing the work of the Regional Transit Board. In our 1988 evaluation, we were
critical of the Metropolitan Council’s relatively weak oversight of RTB and
lack of adequate policy direction for transit and highways.

Since 1988, with adopt.iou of a new transportation policy plan, the Council’s

planning work and policy direction gradually improved and, in the last year,
improved dramatically. We found that:

® Until last year, the Mctropolitan Council did not provide adequate
oversight of the Regional Transit Board.

Until this year, the Metropolitan Council did not provide sufficient
leadership in formulating a long-range vision for transit in the region.

These recent improvements in Council oversight and leadership have come
about in two ways:

e The Metropolitan Council and its staff provided significant oversight of
RTB through the Council’s review of the RTB's Five Year Plan in May

1991.

® The Metropolitan Council and its staff have provided significant
leadership for future transit and highway improvements with the recent
adoption of its Regional Transit Facilities Plan.

The plan is significant in that it recommends an cven-handed approach to
transit planning. While LRT has dominated planning in recent years, the
Council's plan calls for service improvements, minor capital improvements,
and major capital projects according to their cffectivencss in solving transit
and highway problems in various parts of the region.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

“x = The pldn’s specific recommendations for transit improvements should not,
however, be viewed as definitive. In developing the plan, sta(f have not been
able to analyze in detail all of the transit options in cach highway corridor.

For cxample, sta(( did not have time to (ully analyze the benefits and costs of
LRT compared to bus and other options in the Central Corridor between St.
Paul and Minneapolis. Howcver, the plan recommends a process -- an alterna-
tives analysis — through which this important consideration will be examined.

MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION

The Minnesota Depagtment of Transportation (Mn/DOT) plays an indirect,

Mn/DOT has bu_t.imporlaflt, role in u:ansit planning. Many tFansil scrviccs. and car pools
soperated utilize the highways which Mn/DOT is responsible for planning and construct-

coop o ing. As a result, Mn/DOT'’s cooperation with transit planning agencies is vital

with transit in helping them achieve their goals.

planning

agencies. _ We found that:

e Mn/DOT has been receptive to transit issues and has incorporated
various transit options into its highway plans.

Mn/DOT fiés worked with the Metropolitan Council in providing bus and car
pool bypass ramps at freeway exits as called for in the Council’s 1988 Transpor-
tation Policy Plan. Mn/DOT is currently working with MTC on MTC'’s "Team
Transit" project to provide lane and ramp improvements which could help
buses reduce their travel time and potentially increase their ridership. Finally,
Mn/DOT has constructed high-occupancy vehicle lanes, park-and-ride lots,
and transit stations in the I-394 corridor west of downtown Minneapolis and is
analyzing HOV lanes, as well as light rail transit, in its planning process for im-
provements to I-35W from downtown Minneapolis south to the Minnesota

River.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Legislature

We have five types of legislative recommendations, which address: 1) internal
RTB structural problems, 2) LRT funding and governance, 3) financial disin-
centives for automobile use, 4) funding for transit improvements, and 5) the
nced for oversight of RTB. Rcgarding RTB's internal structure, we recom-
mcend that: :




RTB needs
consistent
internal -
direction.

REGIONAL TRANSIT PLANNING

® The Legislature should either make the position of RTB chair a
part-time onc or permit the chair to select the excecutive director with
the board’s approval.

Since its inception, there has been internal tension at RTB because the agen-.
cy essentially has two heads: an executive director and a full-time chair. This
situation is not a viable one for an agency as small as RTB. It will continue to
struggle to meet expectations unless it goes forward under strong and consis-
tent leadership.

Second, we recommend that:

® The Legislature should not fund construction of LRT in the Central
Corridor until a satisfactory alternatives analysis has been prepared.

The Legislature should change the governance structure for light rail
transit planning to provide for more regional control of the process
while contiLuirg to involve county railroad authorities in a
meaningful way. ;

The Metropolitan Council’s facilities plan shows that, within the next 20
years, only two LRT lines — the Central Corridor and the I-35W South lines -
have the potential to be cost-cffective under reasonable assumptions. Recent
studies show that these two lines have a combined projected cost of just under
$4.00 per rider - the maximum permitted by Metropolitan Council policy in
order for a line to be considered for implementation before the year 2010.

Estimated Costs-per Rider
for LRT Lines Paired with the Central
Corridor

$12 1
$10
$8 -
$6 4
$4 -

St. Paul Mpls.
South sw

With Downilown

% Minneapolis Tunnels

Source: Regional Transit Board.

Note: Metropolitan Council policy states that lines ex-
ceeding $4 per rider should not be implemented before 2010.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Alternatives to
LRT have
not been
adequately
studied.

The details of
new transit
plans have not
been worked
out.

Furthermore, it has yet to be determined how the benefits and costs ol a
Ceatral Corridor LRT linc -- the Council's highest LRT priority -- compare to
those for all-bus and other alternatives. As a result, it is important that an al-
ternatives analysis be conducted before more design work conlinucs or con-
struction work begins. An alternatives analysis will also improve the region'’s
chances of maximizing the amount of federal "new start” money which can be
received and used to reduce the region’s costs of building the linc.

The current governance structure for light rail transit planning is dominated
by the region’s counties and their rail authorities. Their only transit mission is
to plan for light rail transit. Considering the new cost per rider estimates for
LRT, the need for objective analysis of alternatives, and the need to use
regional or state funding to implement LRT — there is a need to reorient the
governance structure to ensure that regional goals are met and that spending
on additional lines is not continued. We are generally supportive of the
Metropolitan Council’s proposed governance structure. That proposal would
place RTB in charge of the alternatives analysis, Mn/DOT in charge of design
and construction, and MTC in charge of operations. However, given the
counties’ leadership on LRT issues, the I egislature should consider ways in
which the counties can be given a meaningful role in the design and construc-
tion of LRT, while assuring regional control over important decisio.is.

We also recommend that:

® The Legislature should examine options for increasing automobile
user costs to better reflect the costs to the region of automobile travel.

A modest increase in automobile user costs through additional gasoline taxes
or other taxes or fees may help to limit future growth in automobile travel and
would better reflect some of the regional costs of automobile use. It would
also make sense to use a portion of any tax or fee increase to help fund transit
improvements or relieve some of the current burden on property taxes. How-
ever, Constitutional limitations and budgetary constraints will affect the op-
tions available to the Legislature. "

If transit programs are allotted funds from a new funding source, it is essential
that the Legislature retain control over transit funding and not provide transit
agencies with an unlimited source of dedicated funding. Many of the recom-
mendations in the Council’s new facilities plan and RTB’s new vision are con-
ceptual and lack ridership ectimates and other details which would help in
determining their cost-effectiveness. Legislative oversight of these agencies’
recommendations is needed before transit funding is substantially increased.
The Legislature should take an incremental approach and fund some improve-
ments while requiring the agencies to report back on their progress in
devcloping more detailed plans and ridership estimates. We recommend that:

@ The Legislature should be generally supportive of the concepts
contained in the Mctropolitan Council’s facilities plan.




The Council’s
oversight
authority over
RTB needs

to be
strengthened.

REGIONAL TRANSIT PLANNING

* [lowever, the Legislature should require RTB and the Council to
provide information on the potential cost-cffectiveness of the
recommended service improvements and trunsit hub projects.

We also recommend that the Legislature strengthen oversight of RTB in the

* [ollowing ways: : ,

® The Legislature should require RTB to prepare an annual
performance report for existing transit services and submit the
report to the Metropolitan Council for its review and comment.

The Legislature should require RTDB to report at least annually on its
progress in implementing its five-year plan and submit the report to
the Metropolitan Council for its review and comment.

® The Legislature should give the Metropolitan Council authority to
review and approve RTB’s annual capital budget and review and
comment on RTB’s annual operating budget.

Metropolitan Council

We recommend that:

e The Metropolitan Council continue the strong oversight and
leadership it has shown over the last year.

In addition, even without specific legislative authorization, we recommend
that:

e The Metropolitan Council should consider requiring RTB to prepare:
1) an annual transit performance report, 2) an annual progress
report on plan implementation, and 3) cost per rider estimates for
the new services and other mass transit improvements recommended
in the Council’s new plan and RTB’s new vision.

Also, in formulating regional policy on highway and transit development, the
Council should consider the extent to which automobile users are not directly
paying the full costs of automobile use. We recommend that the
Metropolitan Council: 1) determinc the extent to which automobile users do
not directly pay for the costs imposed on the region from automobile use, 2)
examine the potential effect on automobile and transit use from raising
automobile ownership and operation costs through additional taxes or other
methods, and 3) study the impact which such action might have on future
development patterns.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

RTB needs to
make, progress _
in some key
areas.

Regional Transit Board

The Regional Transit Board has madc only slow progress in achicving the
goals envisioned when it was cstablished. Improvemcent has been made since
mid-1991, but it remains to be seen whether such improvement will be sus-
(ained. The RTB's Vision for Transit has conceptual appeal, but lacks impor-
tant details. It is unclear at this point how much of the vision should be
implemented. It is also unclear how the results of needs assessments and
MTC'’s comprehensive operations analysis will affect the vision.

Despite reservations, we believe RTB should continue to exist in its current
form. The separation of planning and operations has had some desirable ef-
fects and remains a good concept. However, RTB needs to continue the
progress of the last eight months and demonstrate to the Legislature that
RTB can be an effective problem solver. RTB can best develop this trust by

‘being a fair and objective planning agency. Advocacy on behalf of transit is

best based on sound and thoughtful analysis.

Specifically, we recommend that:

e RTB should adopt a competitive bidding policy which adequately
addresses the costing method MTC should use when bidding to
provide transit services outside its exclusive service area.

RTB should undertake the proposed management audits of MTC and
review the comprehensive operations analysis of MTC when
completed. RTB should ultimately identify any resources which can
be freed up to provide needed service improvements.

RTB should examine the need for and potential cost-effectiveness of
the service improvements and hubs recomamended in the
Metropolitan Council’s facilities plan. Not all of the hubs and
accompanying circulator and express routes may be cost-effective.

RTB should prepare an annual perforniance report which provides
performance statistics for each route and type of service funded by
RTB.

RTB should continue its recent efforts to work cooperatively with the
opt-cut providers and assist them in competitively bidding out transit
services when their current contracts end.

RTB should work with MTC to strengthen the region’s efforts to
encourage ridesharing or counsider moving Minnesota Rideshare to
the Minnesota Department of Transportation.




INTRODUCTION

metropolitan area along with a corresponding increase in transit rider-

ship. However, transit costs also increased at a rate far exceeding the
combined effect of inflation and service expansion. In addition to rising costs,
the Legislature perceived a lack of responsiveness to growing suburban transit
needs, a need to improve oversight of the Metropolitan Transit Commission, a
need to separate ‘ransit operations from planning, and a need to more closely
integrate transit into the region’s highway planning.

Thc 1970s saw an expansion of bus service in the Twin Cities

As a result, in 1984, the Legislature created the Regional Transit Board
(RTB) to do short- and mid-range transit planning, contract for transit ser-
vices, and review and approve transit budgets. The creation of RTB gave the
region a three-tier transit planning structure that was more complicated than
the one- or two- tier systems used in other major metropolitan areas.

Despite RTB’s creation, there have been continuing concerns about transit
performance and the adequacy of transit planning. The 1980s have seen a
substantial decline in bus ridership, growing highway congestion, limited sub-
urban transit service expansions, and a fragmentation of planning respon-
sibilities in some areas. In addition, the transit community, as well as the
broader metropolitan community, has been split by disagreement over the
desirability of implementing light rail transit.

Consequently, the Legislative Audit Commission directed our office to con-
duct a study of transit planning in the Twin Cities metropolitan area. This
report updates and expands upon an earlier evalvation of RTB which we com-
pleted in 1988. The report addresses the following questions:

e What progress has the Regional Transit Board made in planning for
and implementing cost-eflective transit service improvements, as well
as providing oversight of existing transit operations?

Has the Metropolitan Council provided adequate long-range
planning and policy direction for transit and highway improvements?

Has the Minnesota Department of Transportation appropriately
integrated transit into its highway planning and construction
activities?




TRANSIT PLANNING

e |las transit planning become too fragmented and arc structural
changes nceded to improve planning?

What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Metropolitan Council’s
new Regional Transit Facilitics Plan and the Regional Transit
Board’s new Vision for Transit?

To answer these questions, we conducted extensive interviews with people in-
volved with transit and highway planning, operations, and policy direction.
We reviewed a significant number and variety of local planning documents
and studies, and also reviewed relevant literature available rationwide.

Chapter 1 of this report provides an overview of the transit and highway plan-
ning structure in the metropolitan area, reviews the region’s transit budget
and programs, highlights the challenges and problems faced by planners, and
discusses the demographic trends which have created these challenges. Chap-
ter 2 examines the adequacy of transit planning in the region. This chapter
reviews the pe-formance of the Regional Transit Board, the Metropolitan
Council, and the Minnesota Department of Transportation. Chapter 2 also
considers the need for structural changes in regional transit planning and ex-
amines the strengths and weaknesses of the new plans developed by the
Metropolitan Council and the Regional Transit Board. Chapter 3 presents
our recommendations for legislative and agency action.




KEY REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD
ACCOMPLISHMENTS
1984-1992

Overview: Formation of agency and initial hiring of staff.

Overview: This was the RTB's first full year of operation. Major efforts
focused on meeting legislative requirements, assuming responsibility for
provider contracts, taking an active role in both light rail transit-and Metro
Mobillity, projects which were both at key decision points, and initiating
the Transit Service Needs Assessment.

Accomplishments Included:

« Interim Implementation Plan

« Position on transit improvements in the University Avenue, Hiawatha

Avenue and Southwest Comidor (light rail transit)

Metro Mabliity policy unalysis and development
Establishment of Rideshare, Transportation Handicapped. and
Taxicab Advisory Committees )
Adopted amended Metro Mobiliity eligibility criteria
Endorsed restructuring Metro Mobility to allow riders to contact
providers directly to request rides
Provided reglonal coordination and public information services
Conducted annual négotiations of provider contracts
Monitored monthly operating reports and fund requests
Provided technical assistance

Overview: The RTB completed the Transit Service Needs Assessment
(TSNA) and developed the Implementation and Financlal Plan (IFP),
which became the basls for future board activities. A major focus was
placed on restructuring the Metro Mobility program.

Accomplishments Included:

« Completed Transit Service Needs Assessment

« Developed implementation and Ananclal Pian
Restructured Metro Mobllity program
1-394 transit planning and implementation
Developed interim performance/financial standards for regular route
transit
Participated In the Metropolitan Council's Long Range Transit Study
and Highway System Evaluation
Held a two-day workshop to leam about programs in other cities that
are similar to how Metro Mobiiity would be under the proposed
changes

« Formally adopted the Metro Mobiliity implementation Plan
Significantly reduced Metro Mobility costs once changes are
implemented while number of trips increased by 23 percent
Provided reglonal coordination and pubiic information services
Conducted annual negotiations of provider contracts
Monitored monthly operating reports and fund requests
Provided technical assistance
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1987 Accomplishments

1987

Overview: The RTB began to implement strategles recommended as @
result of the Transit Service Needs Assessment and part of the
Implementation and Financial Pian, including evaluation.of the
restructuring of Metro Mobillity, active involvement in major transportation
cormidor studies, and Impreved management of existing transit services.

Accomplishments Included:

« Recelved federal grant to study competitive contracting of service
Southwest Metro Transit began providing service
Competitive bidding of high-subsidy routes 25 and 39
504 Compliance Plan for the Twin Cities metropolitan area .
Fare policies and procedures for the Twin Cities metropolitan area
Participated In [-35W and 1494 corridor studies
Conducted planning for Anoka County transit improvements
Conducted planning for transit improvements in Oakdale, North
St. Paul and Maplewood
Transit planning for I-94 reconstruction
Completed Comprehensive Review and Evaluation of Metro Mobllity

« Expanded Jobseekers Program
Participated In Transportation Policy Pian updcﬁe
Expanded Metro Mobllity service to include northem and westem
Hennepin County, Southem Anoka County and Northem Ramsey
County
Iritiated formal Metro Mobillity study to review the program and
determine how well the goails for implementing the changes to the
program had been met
Began accessible bus demonstration project on Minneapolis routes
16and 19
Provided reglonal coordination and public iInformation services
Conducted annual negotiations of provider contracts
Monitored monthly operating reports and fund requests
Provided technical assistance

Overview: The RTB began to aggressively implement new services to
serve unmet needs and refine Metro Mobllity service to better meet
needs of users. The agency also continued to be Involved in cormridor
studies and activities assoclated with Travel Demand Management
programs.

Accomplishments Included:
« Adopted standards, procedures and guidelines for competitive
procurement of public fransit services
« Developed RTB Capital Pian
. Pcrﬂcipofed In light rail transit planning activities for the Midway
Conmidor
Planned and Implemented new transit services in
- North $t. Paul, Oakdale and Maplewood (NEST)
- Anoka
- Roseville Area
- Forest Lake
Northtown transit hub improvements
Metro Mobllity service expanded to include the entire transit faxing
distrct
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1988 Accomplishments - Continued

« Compileted the first legisiative report on Metro Mobllity customer
service

« Commissioned a comprehensive evaluation of the Metro Mobliity

program

Initiated development of Travel Demand Management (IDM)

Programs In the 1-494 and I-35W conidors

Evaluated reglonal Rideshare program

Conducted energy emergency contingency planning

Conducted planning for St. Louis Park transit improvements

Developed new transit services marketing program

Held a Suburban Mobillity Initiatives workshop

Entrepreneurial grant solicitation and technical assistance

Participated In cormidor studies on -35W, |-94 and 1-494

Held LRT expert panel and provided technical assistance to counties

Conducted Highway 96 study

Completed Maple Grove Transit Needs Assessment

Completed Cities of Apple Valley, Eagon, Savage. Rosemount Prior

Lake and Bumsville Transit Needs Assessment ‘

Completed Metro Mobliity providers maintenance performance

evaluation

Completed Metro Mobllity recertification

Initiated Metro Mobllity customer enhancement project

Metro Mobllity human service agency transportahon

Initiated Rideshare Task Force

Co-Sponsored third National HOV Facllities Conference

Inttiated update of Implementation Plan

Implemented MTC service changes

Evaluated MTC's fare changes

Provided reglonal coordination and public information services

Conducted annual negotiations of provider contracts

Monltored monthly operating reports and fund requests

Provided technical assistance

Overview: Continued implementation of new services, increased local
involvement In RTB activities, continued Involvement of RTB as reglonal
partner In solving transportation Issues and provision of fransit service
through better information management.

Accomplishments:

« Evaluated Anoka, NEST, Forest Lake

« Developed Six Cities of Apple Valley, Eagan, Savage, Rosemount,
Prior Lakeand Bumsville Transit Needs Assessment
Recommendations/implementation; these cities fomed Minnesota
Valley Transit Authority and started planning opt-out service for their
communifies

« Initiated Roseville Area Clrculator demonstration project

« ABC Weekender begins service

« Awarded Entrepreneurdal Grant for reverse commute to Eden Prairie
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1989 Accomplishments - - Continued

« Implemented MTC service enhancements
Directed MTC to buy all lift-equipped vehicles: new accessible buses
make 75 percent of fleet accessible
Implemented small urban and rural program enhcncements
Expanded North Suburban Lines service
Began planning for Anoka County Traveler service
Added Southwest Metro Transit dial-a-ride service
Developed competitive transit policles that define circumstances
and rules under which transit services are specifically bid
Obtained input on RTB activities by appointing community
representatives to RTB advisory and special committees
Established Community Grant program; gave grants to Brooklyn Park,
Maple Grove, Crystal and Osseo; City of Minneapolis. Improve 494
and City of Bloomington
Implemented TDM strategles in 1-494 and 1-35W Corridors
Completed LRT Reglonal Development and Financial Plan
Applied financlal and performance standards
Improved data collection and analytical capabliities to identify
trends and Issues early so appropriate cction can be presciibed
Began publishing The RTB Messenger newsletter and the Choir‘s
Advisory
« Developed Jobseekers Policles and Procedures Handbook
« Developed Light rall information kit
¢ Developed Ridership Task Force
Recommendations/Implementation
« Implemented transit disadvanfaged program

Coordinated implementation of fare changes for all regular route
providers

Particlpated In Travel Behavior Inventory

Provided reglonal coordination and public information services
Conducted annual negotiations of provider contracts

Monitored monthly operating reports and fund requests
Provided technical assistance

Overview: The RIB worked at planning ways to implement the
anticipated Americans with Disabllities Act. continued implementation of
new services, Increased local Involvement in RTB activities, continued Its
involvement as a regional partner in solving transportation lssues and
provision of transit service through better Information management.

Accomplishments Included:

« Developed Five-Year Transit Plan

« Developed new reguiar route fare structure to be implemented in 1991 .

« New City of Maple Grove express bus service to Minneapolis began

« Began Anoka County Traveler service, the first accessible, county-

~ wide dial -a-fide service In the region
implemented Roseville Area Circutator service Improvements
Funded new accessible service in Lakeville for senlors and people
with disabillities
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1990 Accomplishments - Continued

L]

Developed strong new performance and evaluation standards to

assure maximum efficlency

Restructured routes in Golden Valley and New Hope and increased
ridership by 12 percent

Funded capital iImprovement projects. including 78 accessible MTC
buses '

Worked on developing transit hub facilities at the Rosedale Center,
the Mall of America, and fwo Mn/DOT facilities along |-394

Awarded fwo community transit planning grants totalling $80.000 to the
City of Minneapolis and Washington County

« Implemented Trip Assurance Program for the Metro Mobility program
 Developed Ambassador Program as part of overall plan to

implement accessible bus service. The RTB also directed the MIC to

- provide driver sensitivity training

Developed travel skills training program for people with disabilities

« Developed a program to recover federal dollars for persons being

transported on Metro Mobiliity to day fraining and habillitation services
Presented The Reglonal Light Rall Transit Development and Financial -

Plan to the Legislature

« Completed the Reglonal Light Rall T-ansit Coordination Fian
« Conducted LRT peer review panel to analyze successful North

American LRT systems

« Produced information pleces on LRT, including a brochure and video
« Hired a consuiting fim to conduct a consumer research study on the

Metro Mobllity. program
Conducted a study of methods to improve Metro Mobility service

« Developed a vulnerable adults work program to ensure Metro

Mobllity riders' safety

Developed Travel Demand Management programs for the University.
of Minnesota, the 494 cormidor and the I-35W comidor

Formed a Marketing Committee to assist the board with marketing the
region's transit system

Formed a Local Officlals Advisory Committee to increase local
participation In the RTB's decision-making process

Worked with each community In the reglion to have transit lialsons
designated to communicate RTB news back fo communities

Held public meetings to review the RTB budget by line item for the first
time

Developed the Audit Advisory Committee to assisi the RTB with
contract and compliance matters :

. Developed a program of comprehensive auditing procedures to

ensure providers comply with thelr contracts

Worked with the University of Minnesota’s Center for Transportation
Studies to fund research projects that examine altemative fuels and
conducted the first regional Altemative Fuels Forum

Expanded the Jobseekers program to Carver and Scott counties to
make the program avallable In all seven metropolitan area counties .
Studied ways to Improve transit options to suburban employment
sites
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1990 Accomplishments - Continued

« Provided technical assistance and funding for transtt planning for the
1990 U.S. Olymplc Festival

Funded transportation planning for the Intemational Special Olympics
Provided reglonal coordination and public information services
Conducted annual negotlations of provider contracts

Monitored monthly operating reports and fund requests

Provided technical assistance

* & & &

Overview: The RTB developed a concept for a comprehensive regional
system that will meet the ared’s needs now and In the future. The ogency
also conducted a market research study to increase ridership. The RTB
continued implementation of new services, increased local involvement
in RTB activities, continued Involvement of RTB as regional partner in
solving transportation Issues and provislon of transit service through
better Information management.

Accomplishments Included:

« Developed the Vislon for Transit, a comprehensive approach to
public transportation that advocates using many modes of fransit
anchored by a series of fransit hubs
Conducted a market research study to uncover the reasons for
.declining bus ridership and Iidentify ways to attract and retain riders
Raised fares for regular route bus service and the Metro Mobiity
program fo offset decreased funding while still meeting state and
federal requirements
Worked to Increase levels of accessible service caled for under
ADA by Developing plans for Implementing new accessible routes
and providing training to drivers and passengers
Selected a team of medical and rehabllitation specialists to develop
new Metro Mobllity eligibliity criteria and certification processes
Minnesota Valley Transtt Authority begins operating with commuter
express service from Dakota County communities to the two
downtown central business districts
Began Bloomington-Edina BE Line community circudator service

* Added the Roseville Area Circulator to the regular route system

« Developed performance standards for paratransit, dial-a-ride and for
volunteer driver services
Worked with the Metropolitan Council and Mn/DOT fo develop a
Reglonal Transit Facllities Plan to be presented to the Legisiature
Developed the ADA Paratransit Plan, which describes how and when
the complementary paratransit requirement of ADA will be met inthe
metro area
Doubled ridership on the Columbla Helghts shared ride tcd program
through a service expansion
Developed fare and service changes for the Anoka County Traveler
based on an on-board survey of passengers
Updated the reglonal plan for LRT, which now calls for two lines to be
built Intfially in the 1-35W and Central Corridors
Added liff-equipped buses on more routes, making seven MIC
routes accessible
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1991 Accomplishments - Continued

« Approved a promotional program that will allow certified Metro

Mobllity riders to ride the bus for free for a temporary period starting In
R Lo

Participated In a Paratransit Advisory Committee formed fo study -
coordinating and consolidating Metro Mobillity and Medical
Assistance speclal transportation services

« Initlated legisiation aimed at protecting vulnerable adults
Worked with the City of Plymouth to develop TDM plans for the city’s
largest employers 1 ;
Implementéd the second phase of the University of Minnesota's TDM
pian
Co-sponsored the Assoclation for Commuter Transportation annual
conference .
Implemented a new computerized car pool matching system for
Minnesota Rideshare

« Increased outreach efforts to groups or people Involved with transit

« Produced *Shaping Our Future: The Facts About Light Rall,’a
brochure designed to educate policy-makers about LRT . -
Held a substance abuse workshop for all RTB providers and a TDM
workshop for providers and communities
P:ovided reglonal coordination and public Information services
Conducted annual negotiations of provider contracts
Monitored monthly operating reports and fund requests
Provided technical assistance

Overview: Galning support among policy-makers and opinion leaders
for the *Vislon for Transit* concept. implementing the Improvements
spelled out In the “Vision for Transit*, dealing with the on-going need to
work within established budgets for programs while meetfing state and
federal requirements for service.

Accomplishments Included:

« Developed the "Reglonal Transit Service and Capital Plan: 1993-1997."
which ks the blueprint for making the improvements outlined in the
agency's “Vision for Transit”

« Established six transit hubs at Rosedale Center, Mall of America,
downtown St. Paul, Plymouth Road, Louisiana Avenue and downfown
Minneapolis Leamington station, and added or enhanced service
feeding Into the hubs :

« Planned and implemented transit components for Mall of America,
including transtt hub and MTC, BE Line, University of Minnesota and
Southwest Metro transit service

« Worked withthe Department of Transportation and the MIC to .
expand se:vice and complete new transit stations and park-and-fide
lots along -394

« Developed plans to make the Metro Mobliity program more
convenlent and efficient based on input from riders and national
paratransit experts

« Funded a route-by-route examination of the MTC's bus system

« Restructured the entire University of Minnesota Route 62 transit system
to provide better coverage of the metropolitan service area
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1992 Accomplishments - Continued

« Conducted transit needs assessments In St. Paul, Plymouth, Dakota
County and Washington County -
Secured federal funding to conduct a study that will determine the
best transit altemative for the Central Conidor between Minneapolis
and St. Paul
Investigated ways to use technology to enhance the transit system,
including, Including funding a computer dispatching system for the
Anoka County Traveler
Enhanced suburban service In the Roseville, Bloomington, Bumsville
and Eden Prairie areas and restructured service to enhance
successful routes and eliminate routes with a high subsidy
Developed specially tallored program for major employers to
encourage employees to take the bus or car pool, reducing
congestion around thelr work sites
Established a Bicycle Advisory Task Force, which is looking at ways to
make blking a more viable way to get around the Twin Cities
Developed, with the MTC, the Americans with Disablities Act (ADA)
Paratransit Plan and Increased aecessibllity on all transit services to
meet ADA requirements
Implemented service and fare changes for the Roseville Area
Circulator, including new lift-equipped vehlcles with bike racks and
elecironic fareboxes and a fare demonstration project
Particlpated in planning transit service for the Super Bowl

« Instituted a demonstration policy calling for RTB capiltal funding for the
opt-out programs through 1996
Developed a 3-Wheeler Task Force to find ways to fransport
3-wheeled mobillity devices In accordance with ADA regulations
Conducted research on Implementing "smart card® technology Into
the Metro Mobllity program

« Worked with transit providers fo develop a regional logo

» Funded, with the Clty of St. Paul, the Access to Transit Study that
focuses on bus routes In St. Paul and ts-first<ting suburbs

e Issued an RFP for Metro Mobliity operations planning
Worked with downtown St. Paul o develop and Implement a
downtown shuttie system that will link visitor attractions and historic
sites within the city’s Cuttural Conidor

« Conducted a management audit of the MTC

» Provided reglonal coordination and public information services

« Conducted annual negotiations of provider contracts

« Monitored monthly operating reports and fund requasts

« Provided technical assistance




Regional Transit Board Accomplishments
1984 -- 1992

FIVE-YEAR TRANSIT PLAN

-- In 1985, the agency developed the Interim Implementation Plan, which was the
overall plan for regional transit service and a forerunner of the Five-Year Transit
Plan.
In 1986, the agency developed the Implementation and Financial Plan, which was
then revised and updated in 1987.
In 1988, the agency initiated an update of the Implementation and Financial Plan.
In 1989, the agency updated the Implementation and Financial Plan and renamed it
the Five-Year Transit Plan. The Five-Year Transit Plan sets the vision for
metropolitan area transit for the next five years and is updated biennially. The Five-
Year Transit Plan is developed with cooperation from local governments, transit
providers, legislators and the public.
The agency developed a new Five-Year Transit Plan in 1992 and renamed it the
"Regional Transit Service and Capital Plan: 1993 - 1997." This plan is the blueprint
for making the improvements outlined in the agency's "Vision for Transit."

LOCAL COMMUNITY PROGRAMS

Anoka County Traveler
Conducted planning for Anoka County transit service improvements in 1987.
ABC Weekender begins providing service in 1989 to replace high-subsidy MTC
routes.
The first county-wide, general public dial-a-ride in the region, the Anoka County
Traveler, started in 1990 and replaced the ABC Weekender.
This fully accessible service meets the needs of seniors and people with disabilities.
The RTB conducted an on-board survey of passengers in 1991, which was used to
develop fare and service changes.
In 1992, the RTB funded a computer dispatching system for the Traveler as part of
the agency's work to investigate ways to use technology to enhance the transit system.

Roseville Area Circulator
Initiated as demonstration project in 1989.
First community circulator service, entered regular route system in 1991.
Serves Roseville, Shoreview, Falcon Heights, Little Canada, Arden Hills and
St. Anthony.
Features bike racks on buses.
In 1989, the RTB implemented MTC service enhancements to tie in with the
Roseville Circulator and provide better service to Rosedale.
Fare and service changes implemented in 1992 include larger service area, expanded
service hours, lift-equipped vehicles, electronic fareboxes, and a reduced fare
demonstration project.
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(Local Community Programs, continued)

Minnesota Valley Transit Authority
Completed Six Cities Needs Assessment of Apple Valley, Burnsville, Eagan, Prior
Lake, Rosemount, and Savage in 1989.
Six Cities form Minnesota Valley Transit Authority, (MVTA) begin providing
commuter express service into Minneapolis and St. Paul in 1991.
The RTB funded and jointly conducted with MVTA a park-and-ride study for all six
communities served by MVTA. ’
Midday service to Mall of America starting in August 1992.
Worked with the City of Apple Valley and MVTA in 1992 to plan 2 mixed-use park-
and-ride lot that would combine retail, housing and transit uses.

Southwest Metro Transit Commission

-- Needs assessment conducted, service begins in 1987.

-- Opt-out program added dial-a-ride service in 1989.

-- In 1991 and 1992, the RTB provided technical assistance in reviewing performance of
existing service and developed a service plan with new park-and-rides being
constructed in the area.

-- Service expanded to Mall of America in summer 1992.

-- Reverse-commute service started in November 1992

Northern St. Paul Suburban Service

-- Conducted planning for transit improvements in Oakdale, North St. Paul and
Maplewood in 1987.

-- NEST (Northeast Suburban Transit) begins providing service for North St. Paul,
Oakdale and Maplewood. The RTB planned and implemented this service.

St. Louis Park

-- In 1988, the RTB conducted planning for transit service improvements in St. Louis
Park, including a community-wide transit survey.

-- The City of St. Louis Park was unable to provide the local share of funding for a
community-based program because of budget constraints.

Lakeville Service
-- In 1990, RTB funded new accessible service in Lakeville for seniors and people with

disabilities.

Bloomington-Edina BE Line

-- Three high-subsidy MTC routes were consolidated in 1991 and replaced with the
Bloomington-Edina BE Line circulator program, provided by Medicine Lake Lines.

-- The BE Line is fully accessible and is the first regional program to feature electronic
fareboxes.

-- In 1992, the BE Line service was expanded to serve the Mall of America.

Columbia Heights
-- By expanding service, the RTB doubled ridership on the Columbia Heights shared

ride taxi program in 1991.
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Maple Grove

-- The RTB completed the Maple Grove Transit Needs Assessment in 1988, which
provided the guidelines for establishing the City of Maple Grove's opt-out service.
In 1990, working with the Cities of Plymouth and Maple Grove, the RTB developed a
service plan and RFP for providers to bid on the service.

--  City of Maple Grove express bus service to Minneapolis began in 1990.

Opt-Out Funding .

-~ Replacement, or "opt-out" programs were created by 1980 legislation that permitted
communities to replace their existing MTC service with one more suited to local
needs.

Opt-out communities use locally generated funds to provide local service rather than
contributing them to the regional fund.

Five opt-out programs exist in the metro area: Maple Grove, Minnesota Valley
Transit Authority (MVTA), Plymouth, Shakopee and Southwest Metro.

In 1992, the RTB instituted a demonstration policy calling for RTB capital funding
for the opt-out programs through 1996.

Community Grant Program
Developed community transit planning grant program in 1989.
Awarded grant to Brooklyn Park, Maple Grove, Crystal and Osseo in 1990.
Awarded grant to City of Minneapolis in 1990.
Awarded grant to Improve-494 and the City of Bloomington in 1990.
Awarded grant to Washington County in 1990.
The state's budget shortfall brought an end to the program in 1991.

IMPROVING BUS SERVICE

Transit Service Needs Assessment

-- In 1985, the agency examined existing transit service, travel patterns and census data
as part of the Transit Service Needs Assessment, a legislatively mandated region-wide
look at how to improve transit service.
In 1986, the agency completed the two-year Transit Service Needs Assessment, which
was the first use of a market-based approach to examining transit service needs in the
metro area.

U of M Route 52

-~ In 1992, the RTB worked with the University of Minnesota Office of Transit staff to
restructure and improve Route 52 service starting in the fall of 1992, Highlights
include extending route 52A to the Mall of America, new route 52R service from the
Rosedale transit hub to the U of M, and minor modifications to the 10 other Route 52
routes.

Long-range Transit Study and Highway System Evaluation
-- In 1986, the RTB participated in the Metropolitan Council's Long-range Transit Study
and Highway System Evaluation.
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(Improving Bus Service, continued)

Vision for Transit
The RTB developed the Vision for Transit, a comprehensive approach to public
transportation that advocates using many modes of transit anchored by a series of
transit hubs.
The Vision for Transit was adopted as part of the Metropolitan Council's Regional
Transit Facilities Plan, which was presented to the Legislature in 1992.
Developed transit hubs at Rosedale Center, the Mall of America , downtown St. Paul,
Plymouth Road, Louisiana Avenue and downtown Minneapolis at the Leamington
station in 1992. The RTB also added or enhanced transit service feeding into the
hubs.

Mall of America Service

-- The RTB planned route extensions and new bus service to the Mall of America in
1992.

-- Regional transit services serving the Mall include: the MTC, the BE Line, Southwest
Metro, MVTA and the University of Minnesota.

Comprehensive Operations Analysis
-- In 1992, the RTB funded and participated in the MTC's Comprehensive Operations
Analysis, which examined each route to determine if changes are needed.

Access to Transit Study
-- The RTB funded, with the City of St. Paul and the MTC, the Access to Transit Study
that focuses on bus routes in St. Paul and its first-ring suburbs.

Cultural Corridor Service Planning
-- Working with the City of St. Paul, the RTB is developing a downtown shuttle system
that will link visitor attractions and historic sites within the city's cultural corridor.

MTC Management Audit

-- The RTB issued an RFP for a management audit of the MTC in 1992. The audit
showed that transit service is being provided efficiently and is making the most of
limited transit funding.

MAKING THE SYSTEM ACCESSIBLE

Accessible Buses
In 1987, the RTB and MTC began an accessible bus demonstration project on
Minneapolis routes 16 and 19.
In 1990, the RTB directed the MTC to buy 78 new lift-equipped buses.
The RTB and MTC, working with TAAC and other advisory committees, developed
the Mainline Accessible Bus Implementation Plan in 1990, which outlines the
schedule for implementation of regular route service from now until the entire system
is completely accessible.
Currently, accessible buses run on 10 MTC routes, making approximately 30 percent
of midday service accessible.
The RTB expects the transit system to be fully accessible by 2002.
The RTB is creating a network of accessible community circulators and dial-a-rides,
including the Roseville Area Circulator, the BE Line and the Anoka County Traveler.




RTB Accomplishments
Page 5

(Making the System Accessible, continued)

Ambassador Program

The RTB developed the program in 1990 to ensure accessible buses meet the needs of

persons with disabilities. :
People with disabilities were recruited to ride the new lift-equipped buses and report

their experiences back to the RTB.

Travel Skills Training for Persons with Developmental Disabilities

The RTB developed training for people to use the MTC and Roseville Area Circulator

buses.
Seven day training and habilitation agencies work with the RTB to administer the

program.

Metro Mobility
-- In 1985, the RTB adopted amended eligibility criteria and endorsed restructuring

Metro Mobility to allow riders to contact providers directly to request rides.

In 1986, the RTB held a two-day workshop to learn about programs in other cities

that are similar to how Metro Mobility would be under proposed changes.

In 1986, the RTB restructured Metro Mobility and adopted the Metro Mobility

Implementation Plan. Multiple providers begin to provide service and riders now

schedule trips directly with providers.

After the restructuring, Metro Mobility costs are significantly reduced while the

number of trips increased by 23 percent.

In 1987, the RTB completed the Comprehensive Review and Evaluation of Metro

Mobility.

Metro Mobility service was expanded to include northern and western Hennepin

County, southern Anoka County and northern Ramsey County in 1987.

Initiated a formal Metro Mobility study to review the program and determine how

well the goals for implementing the changes to the program had been met in 1987.

g} 1988, Metro Mobility service was expanded to include the entire transit taxing
strict.

The first legislative report on Metro Mobility customer service was completed in

1988.

Thcg%'gB commissioned a comprehensive evaluation of the Metro Mobility program

in 1988.

Completed the Metro Mobility providers maintenance performance evaluation and the

recertification process in 1988.

In 1988, the RTB initiated the Metro Mobility customer service enhancement project .

The RTB hired Ilium Associates to conduct a consumer research study on the Metro

Mobility program in 1990. Results from the study were used to improve service and

plan accessible bus implementation.

D?vclopcd a vulnerable adults work program in 1990 to ensure Metro Mobility riders'

safety.

In 1991, Metro Mobility provided more than 1.5 million rides to 19,000 certified

riders.

In 1991, the Trip Assurance Program was instituted so that everyone who requested a

Metro Mobility ride would receive one.
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The RTB selected a team of medical and rehabilitation specialists to develop new
eligibility criteria and certification processes.

In 1992, the RTB developed a new service concept for Metro Mobility to meet both
federal requirements and state budget limitations.

The Board approved a promotional program that will allow certified Metro Mobility
riders to ride the bus for free for a temporary period starting in 1992.

The RTB participated in a Paratransit Advisory Commitiee formed to study
coordinating and consolidating Metro Mobility and Medical Assistance special
transportation services.

During the 1992 legislative session, the RTB initiated legislation aimed at protecting
vulnerable adults.

The RTB issued an RFP for Metro Mobility operations planning in 1992 and
developed a new centralized service concept to be presented for pubic comment.

In August, 1992, the RTB held a peer review with national paratransit experts to
receive feedback on the new Metro Mobility service concept

ADA Forum

-~ In 1991, the RTB held an ADA Forum featuring national, state and local experts on
the transit regulations under the federal ADA.

-- The Forum was held to educate legislators, regional policy-makers, transit providers
and members of RTB advisory committees on the intent of the ADA regulations.

ADA Paratransit Plan

-- In 1991, the RTB developed the ADA Paratransit Plan, which describes how and
when the complementary paratransit requirement of ADA will be met in the metro
area.

Partnership with the Department of Human Services (DHS)
-- Working with DHS, the RTB was able to recover federal dollars for persons being
transported to day training and habilitation services.

3-Wheeler Task Force -
-- The RTB in 1992 developed a 3-Wheeler Task force to find ways to transport
3-wheeled mobility devices in accordance with ADA regulations.

"Smart Cards"

-- In 1992, the RTB issues an RFP for research on implementing “smart card"
technology into the Metro Mobility program.

-- Smart cards look like a credit card and have a small computer chip on them that
enables the card to act as a portable data carrier. The information on the card can be
updated each time the card is used. For the Metro Mobility program, cards could be
used to gather information on boardings and on-time performance and possibly could
automate fare collection.

Transit Accessibility Advisory Committee
-- The Transit Accessibility Advisory Committee assists the RTB with policy direction
for services for seniors and persons with disabilities.
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LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PLANNING MOVES FORWARD

Regional Light Rail Transit Development and Financial Plan ) )

-- In February 1990, the RTB presented the LRT Development and Financial Plan to the
Legislature. Ty

-- The plan presents basic decisions about where LRT will go and how it will be

financed.

Regional Light Rail Transit Coordination Plan ) -

-- Inearly 1991, the RTB presented the LRT Coordination Plan to the Legislature.

-- The plan addresses institutional issues including: construction, implementation,
budget, financing alternatives, design standards, performance criteria, and station area
land use coordination.

Updated Light Rail Plan

-- In November 1991, the RTB updated its regional light rail transit plan.

-- The updated plan calls for two corridors initially: the Central Corridor between
Minneapolis and St. Paul, and a second corridor from Minneapolis south along I-
35W.

Joint Light Rail Transit Advisory Comfnittee
-- The Joint LRT Advisory Committee is made up of metropolitan area county
commissioners and representatives from MN/DOT and the MTC.

-- The committee develops and forwards recommendations for plans to the RTB.

Light Rail Transit Peer Review Panels
-- The RTB held two LRT Peer Review Panels in 1990 so that experts from successful
North American LRT systems could review both LRT plans.

Bus Feeder Route Planning
-- The RTB, working with the County Regional Railroad Authorities and the MTC, has
been developing specific feeder bus route networks for potential LRT corridors.

Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement
-- In 1992, the RTB secured federal funding for this study, which will determine the best
transit alternative for the central Corridor between Minneapolis and St. Paul.

MARKETING TRANSIT

Regional Coordination

-- In early 1989, the RTB completed a legislatively mandated regional coordination
study that examined the marketing and promotional practices of transit providers.
The goal was to build a consensus among providers regarding a regional identity.
The RTB developed a regional coordination plan in 1992 and worked with the MTC
to enhance the transit information center to provide regional transit information.

Marketing Committee

-- In 1990, the RTB established a marketing committee to assist the board with
marketing issues including: ridership, marketing tools, safety, promotional materials
and advertising.
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(Marketing Transit, continued)

Market Research Study
-- In 1991, the RTB commissioned a transit market research study to uncover the
reasons for declining bus ridership and identify ways to attract and retain riders.

Regional Identity

-- In 1992, the RTB developed a regional identity program that will unite the more than
40 different service providers and identify them as part of the comprehensive regional
transit system.

TRAVEL DEMAND MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
I-394
-- The RTB has been involved with planning and implementing the transit components
of the restructured I-394. Major improvements and restructuring began in 1985.
The RTB has periodically restructured transit service as new sections of the freeway
and surrounding roadways are developed.

Transit service is essential to making the system function as it was designed to, by
providing additional people-carrying capacity within the legislatively mandated lane
limitations.

University of Minnesota Travel Demand Management
-- The RTB and the U of M developed measures to discourage solo driving in and
around campus in the Travel Demand Management Plan.

A guaranteed ride home program was instituted for faculty and staff. The program
gives transit users and car poolers a guaranteed ride if they must leave for an
emergency or stay to work late.

1-494 Travel Demand Management

-- The RTB worked with Improve 494, a travel management organization, to reduce
traffic along the I-494 corridor.

-- A guaranteed ride home program was instituted in this corridor in 1990.

I-35W Travel Demand Management

-- The RTB developed a plan for the I-35W corridor that includes: working with the
MTC to increase service levels; Minnesota Rideshare to market car and van pools;
and Mn/DOT to locate areas for new park-and-ride lots.

Highway Planning Participation

-- In 1988, the RTB participated in corridor studies on I-35W, 1-94 and I-494 in 1988.
The RTB worked with Mn/DOT to identify transit options to help move people
efficiently during construction.
The RTB, in conjunction with Mn/DOT, conducted the Highway 96 Study to analyze
transit options within the roadway improvement alternatives for Highway 96 between
Arden Hills and White Bear Lake.

Rideshare Evaluation
-- In 1988, the RTB completed an evaluation of the regional Rideshare program.
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(Travel Demand Management Activities, continued)

National HOV Conference L
-- In 1988, the RTB co-sponsored the third National HOV Facilities Conference.

ACT Conference :
-- The RTB co-sponsored the Association for Commuter Transportation annual

conference in 1991.

Computerized Car Pool Matching _
-~ In 1991, the RTB implemented a new computerized car pool matching system for

Minnesota Rideshare.

Plymouth Travel Demand Management

-~ Working with the City of Plymouth, the RTB in 1992 surveyed the community's 16
largest employers and developed tailored plans to help employees commute more
efficiently.

Rideshare Advisory Committee

-- The Rideshare Advisory Committee (RAC), established in 1985, provides input to the
RTB in developing Travel Demand Management and rideshare strategies.

-- RAC is made up of service providers, employers and rideshare participants.

TDM Workshop
-- The RTB held a Travel Demand Management (TDM) workshop for providers and
communities in 1991.

Bicycle Advisory Task Force

-- In 1992, the RTB established a Bicycle Advisory Task Force, which is looking at
ways to make biking a more viable way to get around the Twin Cities.
In December 1992, the RTB held a Bicycle Forum to educate people on what public
and private organizations are doing to promote bicycling as an effective form of
transportation.

COMMUNITY OUTREACH

Community Relations

-- The Community Relations Coordinator position is created in 1989; the coordinator
meets annually with local community staff to discuss transit needs.

Transit Liaisons
-- In 1990, the RTB asked every municipality in the metro area to designate a transit
liaison, who communicates news from the RTB to his or her community.
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(Community Outreach, continued)

Chair's Qutreach
Since taking office, RTB Chair Michael J. Ehrlichmann has met with hundreds of
people about transit-related issues.
Each year, Ehrlichmann holds a series of breakfast meetings where he meets with
local officials and community leaders to discuss transit issues.
Ehrlichmann also regularly attends city council and community group meetings
throughout the metro area to discuss RTB programs and answer questions.
Ehrlichmani regularly appears on local media to discuss current transit issues and
initiatives.

Suburban Outreach
-- In 1988, the RTB held a Suburban Mobility Initiatives workshop.

Local Officials Advisory Committee

-- The RTB developed the Local Officials Advisory Committee in 1990 with the help of
the Association of Metropolitan Municipalities.

-- The committee increases local participation in the RTB's decision-making process.

OPENING CHANNELS OF COMMUNICATION
Communication Vehicles
-- The RTB instituted a variety of new communication vehicles to increase awareness of

the RTB and its programs, including:

The RTB Messenger, a quarterly newsletter,
¢ The Chair's Advisory, a monthly message from the chair detailing a single

transit issue,

Information Folder, quick overview of basic RTB information,

Fact Sheets, detailed information about RTB projects and programs,

Media kit on light rail, in-depth background on LRT in the region,

LRT video, a visual summary of how LRT could benefit the region,

Information Guide on LRT, a brochure abgut LRT development in the region,

Cable television shows, produced to show the benefits of transit,

"Shaping Our Future: The Facts About Light Rail," a brochure to educate
policymakers about LRT,

"Vision for Transit: Capital and Service Improvements 1992-1996," a report
that explains the RTB's plans to create a comprehensive, multi-modal transit
system for the metro area.

Annual Conference
-- Each year the RTB conference informs legislators, local elected officials, transit
providers and the public about timely transit issues.
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ENSURING FISCAL RESPONSIBILITY

Competitive Bidding Guidelines

— In 1988, the RTB adopted standards, procedures and guidelines for competitive
procurement of public transit services.

Performance Standards )
-- The RTB instituted strong performance evaluation standards to ensure contract

compliance. X

-- In 1990, the RTB updated the regular route performance standards.

-- In 1991, the RTB developed performance standards for paratransit, dial-a-ride and
volunteer driver services.

Audit Advisory Committee
-- The Audit Advisory Committee assists the RTB with contract and compliance

matters.
-- Outside financial professionals, RTB members and RTB executive director comprise

the committee.

Audits : ,
-- - The RTB developed a program of comprehensive auditing procedures to ensure
providers comply with their contracts.

Competitive Transit Policies
-- In 1989 the RTB developed competitive transit policies that define circumstances and
rules under which transit services are specifically bid.

RTB Budget Meetings
-- The RTB holds public meetings to review the agency's budget by line item.

Fare Structures

-- In 1989, the RTB coordinated implementation of fare changes for all regular route
providers.

-- Developed new regular route fare structure that was implemented in 1991.

Managing High-Subsidy Routes

--  On an on-going basis, the RTB monitors and identifies high-subsidy routes and
determines what action to take to ensure service is provided efficiently.

-- The RTB decides whether high-subsidy routes will be restructured, bid out to a
different provider, eliminated or monitored further.

MTC Management Audit

-- The RTB participated in the MTC Management Audit, which evaluated various
functions within the MTC to identify areas that are performing well and to provide
guidelines for those areas needing improvement. The audit showed that public
funding is being used efficiently to provide transit service.




RTB Accomplishments
Page 12

(Ensuring Fiscal Responsibility, continued)

Provider Advisory Committee (PAC)

-- The Provider Advisory Committee was formed in 1988 to ensure that transit providers
have the opportunity for early participation in the transit planning process.

-- The PAC also helps resolve disputes filed due to competitive bidding.

-- PAC is made up of regional transit providers.

HELPING PEOPLE HELP THEMSELVES

Jobseekers
The RTB's Jobseekers program assists people who are looking for employment.
The RTB pays 75 percent of the cost of a convenience fare and the jobseeker pays the
remaining 25 percent.
In 1990, the Jobseekers program was expanded to Carver and Scott counties to make
the program available in all seven metropolitan area counties.
In 1991, 42 participating agencies worked with the RTB to distribute nearly 17,000
vouchers for subsidized bus passes.

EXAMINING ALTERNATIVE SOURCES OF FUELS

Alternative Fuels Forum

-- The RTB held an Alternative Fuels Forum in 1990 to introduce the many fuel
possibilities.

Funding Alternative Fuel Studies
-- The RTB is funding alternative fuel studies through the University of Minnesota's
Center for Transportation Studies.

MTC Demonstration Project

-- In the fall of 1992, the MTC began conducting an alternatives fuel demonstration
project, which compares the use of four alternative fuels or technologies in 20
transit buses.

SPECIAL EVENTS TRANSIT PLANNING

U.S. Olympic Festival

-- The RTB provided technical assistance and transit funding for the 1990 U.S. Olympic
Festival.

International Special Olympics
-- The RTB funded transportation planning for the International Special Olympic Games
in 1991.

1992 Super Bowl
-- The RTB worked with the Transportation and Logistics Committee for Super Bowl
XXVIL

1992 State Fair

-- The MTC provided special event express bus service to the 1992 State Fair as a
demonstration project to see how successful this type of special event marketing can
be.
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Dottie Rietow
Metropolitan Council Chair
Statement on Transit Structure
Feb. 15, 1993

Mass transit is an essential component of transportation in the Metropolitan Area. It is
transportation which links our activities, our homes, jobs, our lives.

In order to achieve effective, cost-efficient transit services, we need a clear planning and decision
making structure with clear accountability, one which encourages competition. We need to put
this new structure in place as soon as possible.

Here's the structure we propose to do this:

- Reduce the number of players. Specifically, the proposal would eliminate the 11-member
Regional Transit Board and chair, and eliminate the five-member Metropolitan Transit
Commission.

Increase accountability. In their place, I would appoint a single administrator for each entity. One
administrator would direct the functions of a newly created Metropolitan Transit Authority, which
would broker transit services. Most importantly, it would encourage public and private
competition to provide the services. The other administrator would lead the newly created transit

services organization. Both administrators would be directly accountable to the Metropolitan
Council chair.

Assume responsibility for light rail transit. The final element of our proposal would make the
Council responsible for setting policy for light rail transit in the region. The Minnesota
Department of Transportation would be solely responsible for engineering and constructing all
major transit facilities, such as transit hubs and/or light rail transit.

In closing, I would like to note that through this proposal the public will continue to participate in
_shaping transportation plans and programs through the existing Transportation Advisory Board--
which would be enhanced under our proposal. The public also could give input through the public
participation process at the Metropolitan Transit Authority.

The bottom line is that the changes we are proposing will allow the Council to make
transportation decisions that incorporate a regional land-use perspective. It should result in more
efficient and, hopefully, less costly transit service.

I'll take your questions now.




MEMORANDUM

November 10, 1992

TO: Members of the Regional Transit Board and the Metropolitan
Transit Commission

FROM: Andrews, Auld, Hollander, Johnson

SUBJECT: Proposed Process for Discussion and Resolution of Cutstanding
Organizational Issues between the RTB and MTC

In an effort to better understand and resolve some of the outstanding issues between our
two agencies, we, offer for your consideration a process to identify and resolve our
differences. This memorandum is a preliminary effort toward accomplishing that. We
look forward to the opportunity to jointly present this memorandum to you at Wednesday

night's meeting and hope that you will find it helpful in your discussions.

PROCESS

We have briefly discussed the process for carrying out this effort.

1. Make a commitment to resolve differences in order to create a more productive
working environment and to ensure that transit funding is the topic that gets the focus
during the upcoming legislative session.

. Identify issues including "gray" areas of roles and responsibilities, activities where
there have been disappointed expectations, and areas where we understand roles and
responsibilities but feel that there may be a "better way."

. Prioritize issues in recognition that we are not able to deal with everything at once.

. Work closely with members of our respective boards both in agency work sessions,
but also jointly. Report back regularly and bring key items for approval.

. Set up regular meetings of senior staff and other knowledgeable and affected staff
members.

6. Establish timetable and maintain it to the best of our ability.

PRELIMINARY IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES

We have made a preliminary effort to identify some of the issues that regularly create
conflict between the two agencies. These are not listed in any particular order of priority.
Priorities are yet to be established. Input from the two boards would be helpful in
establishing these priorities.
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Capital Planning and Implementation

There has been some questions about respective roles and responsibilities for capital
planning and implementation, €.g. decisions about size of buses to purchase, who
should construct transit hubs, development of the transit facilities plan.

Service Planning

Legislation prohibits the RTB itself from conducting service planning (i.e.,
determination of specific routing and timing of transit services), but requires the
board to contract with the MTC or others to perform this function. While the RTB
has made an effort to focus on the broader function of "establishing service
specifications," there have been times when our efforts may have exceeded our
authority. On the other hand, the MTC has not had the resources during the past
several years to conduct this work. Furthermore, it also needs to be determined if it
is appropriate for the MTC to perform service planning for other providers with
whom it may compete and/or who do not have an on going relationship with them.

Service Evaluation

Issues relating to service evaluation include the establishment of performance
standards and the process for dealing with high subsidy routes. Concems have been
expressed about whether or not standards are imposed for non-MTC providers and
which agency should make the recommendations regarding high-subsidy service.

Financial/Budgetary Oversight

MTC have felt that the RTB exercises inappropriate oversight over their financial .
matters, i.¢., instead of dealing with specific operational items, the RTB should

focus its attention on policy matters. RTB, on the other hand, has felt that the MTC
have not always made decisions that were financially consistent with RTB policies.
MTC has also raised issues about the appropriate uses of regular route transit funds.

Communications

Generally, there have not been well established lines of communications between
the two agencies. Even though a number of efforts have been made (including
Executive Director/Chief Administrator meetings, monthly RTB/MTC staff
meetings, joint board/commission meetings), there seems to be a difference in
opinion and/or expectation regarding the important items to discuss and/or obtain
approvals and/or the level of detail about which to communicate.

Special Services

The MTC contracts with the RTB to provide both Metro Mobility Administrative
Center and Minnesota Rideshare services. The RTB has the legislative mandate to
set policy direction for these programs and the MTC has served as contractor.
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Currently, there are discussions about restructuring both programs in order
maximize results and better control costs. The MTC and the RTB need to consider
the future direction of these programs and the appropriate role of each agency.

Implementing Vision for Transit

The MTC embraces the concepts set forth in the Vision for Transit, yet urges that
their specific role in carrying out the plan be established. Specifically, they have
indicated an interest in building transit hubs and operating the service. The RTB is
anxious to include the MTC in these efforts, but also feels that there are multiple
methods for accomplishing the Vision.

Marketing

The MTC's marketing strategy and structure has gone through a great deal of
transition in the last year. The RTB supports the MTC's efforts in marketing trial
use of service. Unfortunately, marketing issues have been confused with other
‘transit policy issues. Greater communication between the MTC, the RTB and other
transit providers could result is greater marketing efficiencies. The MTC's
Marketing Plan is scheduled to be presented to the RTB's Marketing Committee in
December.

Special Events

Over the past year, there have been several occasions when the MTC and the RTB
have had differences in opinion about the level of public subsidy that should be
utilized for special events. When the MTC should provide special event service,
how it should be paid for, and how fares are determined are some of the issues that
need to be resolved and/or acknowledged.- A draft policy is now being developed
with input from both agencies.

Competitive Contracting

The RTB has promoted competitive contracting of various services in order to
maximize cost-effectiveness of service delivery. In many cases, the MTC has seen
this effort to promote competition as threatening the integrity of the MTC system
and its long-term viability.

Legislative Program

Legislative initiatives will include, but are not limited to: establishing a dedicated
source of transit revenues; traffic congestion management; priority fuel status for
public transit providers; restriction of parking in transit loading/unloading zones to
ensure access; and right-of-way for buses to enter flow of traffic.
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NEXT STEPS

Following discussion and concurrence from the RTB and MTC at Wednesday evening's
meeting, staff will meet on a regular basis (every two weeks) to discuss these matters. In
December, we would suggest that another joint RTB/MTC meeting be scheduled so that

we can review our progress and get necessary board input.




Committee of the Whole Meeting of October 28, 1993 Business Item: B-3

METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
Mears Park Centre, 230 East Fifth Street, St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
612 291-6359 TDD 612 291-0904

October 25, 1993
Committee of the Whole
Lyall A. Schwarzkopf, Director of Intergovernmental Relations

Report from the Committee of the Whole regarding the Proposal
on Metropolitan Governance

BACKGROUND

Attached is a report from the Committee of the Whole which has developed a Council proposal
on Metropolitan Governance. The Committee has worked on the proposal since June, 1993.
The report identifies the values and principles used by the Committee in developing the report.
The proposal is presented in three parts: Appointments, Reporting Process, and Other Related
Processes.

Appendix A of the report describes the Appointment Process and Administration Process in chart
form. Appendix B is a comparison between the existing structure, the structure created by the
Council’s legislation introduced in the legislature in early 1993, and the Committee’s new
proposal.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Metropolitan Council:

1. Adopt the proposal in the Committee of the Whole Report dated October 22, 1993.
2. Direct the Executive Director to develop and carry out a plan to implement the proposal.
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METROPOLITAN COUNCIL
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
PROPOSAL ON
METROPOLITAN GOVERNANCE

GOAL

To manage the orderly and economic development of the region through the
Metropolitan Council’s oversight of metropolitan agencies.

OBJECTIVE

To ensure that metropolitan agencies provide or fund services in the most economical
manner at the level, location and timing determined by the Council in its adoption of
development guides and policy plans.

ISSUES

Relationship between the Metropolitan Council as a policy making body and the
metropolitan agencies as operating bodies.

Question of accountability due to the appointment process which creates divided
loyalty. The chairs of metropolitan agencies are appointed by the Governor and
members of the commissions are appointed by the Council.

A need for more authority by the Council over direct capital expenditures, which
will lead to more effective oversight of transit where operating budget determines
services.

A need for more and better accountability and evaluation mechanisms between the
Council and the metropolitan agencies.
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PROCESS

The Committee of the Whole began meeting in June, 1993, to discuss and bring a
recommendation to the full Council on Metropolitan Governance in preparation for the study to
be conducted by the State Advisory Council on Metropolitan Governance. In its deliberations,
the Committee determined that the following key principles or values should be the bases for the
Metropolitan Council’s governance proposal.

Long-Range Planning/Visionary - The Council is a long range planning/visionary body, not
an operating agency. Its purpose is to provide visionary leadership in the region. The
Council’s oversight of metropolitan agencies should be handled through accountability and
not by day-to-day Council operation of those agencies.

Accountability - The Metropolitan Council must have assurance from metropolitan
agencies and local governments that its policies are being implemented in a consistent
manner. The Council must also appreciate and understand the needs of metropolitan
agencies and local governments and why they implement Council policy in the manner
that they do.

Streamlining - The Council will streamline its procedures so that it can move into and out
of issues much faster. In addition, the Council will set policies to streamline core staff
functions which will then be implemented in conjunction with the Metropolitan Waste
Control Commission (MWCC), the Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA - old RTB) and
the Metro Transit (MT - old MTC).

Consistency with the MWCC, MTA (old RTB) and MT (old MTC) - The Council realizes
that each of these three metropolitan agencies and any new agency of the future has
different functions, yet the Council should create a consistent method of bringing about
accountability with each agency.

Citizen Input - The Council values the input of citizen advisory committees, and will
continue to look for and provide opportunities for participation.

Although the Council introduced a governance bill providing greater accountability in the RTB
and the MTC during the 1993 session, the Committee of the Whole wanted to look at the
accountability of all metropolitan agencies. The Committee discussed its relationship to the Parks
and Open Space Commission, Metropolitan Waste Control Commission, Regional Transit Board,
Metropolitan Transit Commission, Metropolitan Airports Commission and Metropolitan Sports
Facilities Commission.
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FOCUS

It was determined to focus mainly on the Metropolitan Waste Control Commission, Metropolitan
Transit Authority (old RTB) and Metro Transit (old MTC), and the process of providing greater
accountability through the appointment and reporting structure of those agencies and the
Metropolitan Council. At this time, the Metropolitan Parks and Open Space Commission
(MPOSC) operates in a manner consistent with the key principles and values of this governance
proposal, and the oversight and accountability of the Metropolitan Airports Commission (MAC)
and the Metropolitan Sports Facilities Commission (MSFC) are working well.

Appendix A graphically shows the proposed new appointment process and reporting structure.
Appendix B compares in a table format the current processes, the Council’s 1993 bill and the new
Committee proposal for the appointment process, reporting structure and other processes
between the Metropolitan Council and metropolitan agencies.

PROPOSAL

That the Metropolitan Council recommend the following proposal for Metropolitan Governance:

Appointments

1) The Council Chair, with the approval of the Council, will appoint the Executive
Director of the Metropolitan Council, Administrators of the Metropolitan Waste
Control Commission (MWCC); the Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA); and, in
consultation with the Commissioner of MnDot and the Administrator of the MTA,
the Administrator of Metro Transit (MT).

The Executive Director of the Council and the Administrators of the MWCC,
MTA and MT will be professional managers.

Current Boards and Chairs for the MWCC, MTA and MT will no longer exist.

- The Transportation Advisory Board’s (TAB) role will be expanded to
become the advisory board to the MTA and the MT.

- The Council will appoint a staggered-term advisory board for the MWCC.

The Chair of the TAB and the MWCC'’s advisory board will be appointed by the
Metropolitan Council Chair, with approval of the Council, and serve at the
pleasure of the Council Chair.
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Reporting Process

1) To streamline the efficient and effective use of resources, the Council will develop
policies on core staff functions (such as financial, human resources, and affirmative
action). These policies will be implemented by the MWCC, MTA and MT. The
lobbying function will be centralized and managed by the Chair of the Council.

The Administrators of the MWCC, MTA and MT will report to the Executive
Director of the Council. At least semiannually, the Administrators will meet with
the Council.

The Chair shall review the performance of the Executive Director and the
Administrators, and report these results to the Council on an annual basis.

The Executive Director and the Metropolitan Agency Administrators will serve at
the pleasure of the Metropolitan Council Chair.

It shall be the responsibility of the Administrators of the MWCC, MTA and MT to
manage the agency within the policies and plans adopted by the Metropolitan
Council. The Administrators shall prepare an implementation plan every two years
that fulfills the Council’s policies and plans.

The Council shall approve the implementation plans and any amendments for the
MWCC, MTA and MT. In addition, the Council shall approve, in whole or in
part, the budgets and capital expenditures of the MWCC, MTA and MT.

The Executive Director shall be responsible for assuring the Administrators
adherence to Council policy plans and to the agencies’ individual implementation
plans.

At this time, make no changes to the oversight and accountability relationship
between the Council and the Metropolitan Airports Commission, the Metropolitan
Sports Facilities Commission and the Metropolitan Parks and Open Space
Commission.

Other Related Processes

1) Metropolitan Council members shall be appointed which will continue a
metropolitan perspective, will eliminate having another layer of general
government, and will eliminate campaign costs associated with an election in a
142,000 person district.

All Council members and Citizen Advisory Committee members can serve only 10
consecutive years on the Council or Committee.
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The Council will review how professional sports, entertainment and visitors’
facilities can be better coordinated, integrated and managed in the metropolitan
area.

The Council will work cooperatively to solve regional issues with the leadership of
the local governments in counties bordering the metropolitan region in the
northwestern part of the region and along the St. Croix river.
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Appendix A
Proposed New Metropolitan Governance Structure
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Comparison of Appointment Process and Report Structure
Between Current, 1993 Proposed Bill and Committee’s New Proposal

Current Structure

1993 H.F. 1188 Proposed Structure

Tentative New Structure

Agency
Administrators

The Metropolitan Council Chair, with approval
of the Council, appoints the Chair of the TAB.
The Governor appoints the Chair of the
MWCC and the Chair and 2 members (senior
citizen and disabled) of the RTB. The Council
appoints the remaining members of both
agencies. The RTB appoints all five members
of the MTC and those members self-select a
Chair. The Council appoints the members of
the MPOSC and the Council Chair, with the
approval of the Council, appoints the MPOSC
Chair.

—

The Council Chair would appoint the Chief
Administrator of the Metropolitan Transit
Authority (MTA - old RTB), and in
consultation with the Commissioner of
MnDot and Chief Administrator of MTA, the
Administrator of Metro Transit (MT - old
MTC). Each Administrator would serve at
the pleasure of the Council Chair.

No changes to the MWCC or MPOSC
appointments.

f

Metropolitan Council Chair, with the approval
of the Council, would appoint the
Administrators of the Metropolitan Waste
Control Commission (MWCC); the
Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA - old
RTB); and, with the advice of the
Administrator of the MTA and the
Commissioner of MnDOT, the Administrator
of the Metro Transit (MT - old MTC). Each
Administrator would serve at the pleasure of
the Council Chair.

There are currently nine members appointed to
the Metropolitan Waste Control Commission,
five members to the Metropolitan Transit
Commission, and eleven members to the
Regional Transit Board.

All Boards and Chairs of the MTA and MT
would no longer exist.

No changes to MWCC or MPOSC structure.

Current boards and chairs for the MWCC,
MTA and MT would no longer exist. The
TAB’s role would be expanded to become the
advisory board to the MTA and the MT. The
Council would appoint a staggered-term
advisory board for the MWCC. All boards
would receive public input about the operating
agencies. The chair of the TAB and the Il
MWCC’s advisory board would be appointed
by and serve at the pleasure of the Chair of
the Metropolitan Council.

Executive
Directors

The Council’s Executive Director is appointed
by the Metropolitan Council Chair, with
approval of the Council. The MWCC, RTB
and MTC Boards appoint their Executive
Directors.

The Chair shall appoint the Administrators of
the MTA and MT.

No changes to the appointments of the
Council’s Executive Director or MWCC
Executive Director.

The Chair shall appoint, and the Council
approve, the appointment of the Executive
Director of the Council and the
Administrators of the MWCC, the MTA and
the MT.

The Executive Director of the Council and the
Administrators of the MWCC, MTA and MT
would be professional managers.




Current Structure

1993 H.F. 1188 Proposed Structure

Tentative New Structure

Perforinance
Reviews

The MWCC Chief Administrator is reviewed by
the whole MWCC. The RTB Executive
Director is reviewed by the RTB Chair. There
is no performance review of either position by
the Council. The MTC Chief Administrator is
reviewed by the whole MTC with no
performance review by either the RTB or the
Council.

Same as proposed new structure.

The Chair shall review the performance of the
Executive Director and the Administrators and
report these results to the Council on an
annual basis. The Executive Director or the
Administrators may be removed at the
pleasure of the Chair.

Core
Functions

Each agency develops, administers and
maintains its core functions of financial, human
resources and affirmative action. Legislative
agendas are prepared and presented individually
with only informal coordination through the
Council’s legislative liaison.

Same as pl’UPOSCd new structure.

The Council will develop and implement
policies on core staff functions in conjunction
with the MWCC, the MTA and the MT in
order to streamline the efficient and effective
use of resources. Core functions include:
financial, human resources, and affirmative
action. The lobbying function shall be
centralized and managed by the Chair of the
Council.

Policy
Implemen-
tation

The MWCC Chief Administrator carries out
policy direction of the Commission (whose
responsibility it is to follow Council policy) and
reports to the full Commission. The Chair of
the MWCC is to help direct and guide the
Commissioners in following Council Policy.
The RTB Chair is responsible for carrying out
the policies of the Council and guiding the
other Board members in that endeavor. The
RTB Executive Director reports to the RTB
Chair, not the full Board. The MTC Chief
Administrator carries out the policy direction of
the MTC, which is to be consistent with RTB
policies, and reports to the full MTC,

The Administrators of the MTA and MT
would report to the Metropolitan Council
Chair. Annually, the Administrators would
submit to the Council a report detailing the
agency’s activities and finances.

The Administrators of the MWCC, MTA and
MT will report to the Executive Director of
the Council. The Executive Director shall
hold the three agencies’ Administrators
accountable to the Council’s plans, policies
and Blueprint and to each of the three
agencies’ implementation plan. At least
semiannually, the Administrators would meet
with and discuss their agency's work with the
Council.

It shall be the responsibility of the
Administrators of the MWCC, MTA and MT
1o manage the agency with the policies and
plans adopted by the Metropolitan Council
through its Blueprint, policy chapters and
resolutions of the Council. The
Administrators of the MWCC, MTA and the
MT shall prepare an implementation plan
every two years to fulfil the Council’s policies,
plans and Blueprint.




Current Structure

1993 H.F. 1188 Proposed Structure

Tentative New Structure

Oversight

The Council presently reviews and approves
implementation plans for the MWCC and the
RTB. Council does not have approval authority
over budgets and capital expenditures for these
two agencies, with the exception of authority to
approve or disapprove implementation plans
which set forth future capital expenditures.

Ten Council-designated agencies implement the
MPOSC/Council regional parks plan using
capital and supplemental operations and
maintenance grants from the Council. The
implementing agencies are required to submit
their master plans to the Council for review and
final approval.

The Metropolitan Council reviews and approves
major capital improvement projects contained
in the MAC budget--those of more than 52
million at reliever airports and more than $5
million at MSP. The Council also approves the
MAC’s long-term comprehensive plans for

airports upon which capital improvements and
other MAC operating actions are based.

The Metropolitan Council has the authority to
review and approve the MSFC's operating and
capital budgets, but its oversight is limited to
ensuring that revenues are adequate to meet
debt service requirements on stadium bonds
(issued by the Council in 1979) and to setting
the amount that must be raised from the
Minneapolis liquor/ lodging/ sales tax. The
Council is responsible for issuing any bonds on
behalf of the MSFC for acquisition or
improvement of its sports facilities.

Same as proposed new structure except this
proposal is silent on whether the Council may
approve just part of an agency’s budget. H.F.
1188 simply talks about approving the
budgets.

The Metropolitan Council shall have the
responsibility to approve implementation plans
and amendments to implementation plans for
the MWCC, MTA and MT. In addition, the
Council shall approve, in whole or in part, the
budgets and capital expenditures of the
MWCC, MTA and MT.

Keep present review of MAC, MPOSC and
MSEFC.




Current Structure

1993 H.F. 1188 Proposed Structure

Tentative New Structure

" OTHER RELATED PROCESS

ES AND

£

Elected or
Appointed

Appointed Council. The Governor appoints 16
Council members from districts, and they are
confirmed by the Senate. The Chair is
appointed by the Governor.

Silent on this issue.

Metropolitan Council members shall be
appointed which will continue a metropolitan
perspective, will eliminate having another layer
of government, and will eliminate campaign
costs associated with an election in a 142,000
person district.

No term limits.

Silent on this issue.

All Council members and Citizen Advisory
Committee members can serve only 10
consecutive years on the Council or
Committee.

Future
Action

The Council will review how professional
sports, entertainment, and visitors’ facilities
can be better coordinated, integrated, and
managed in the metropolitan area.

The Council will work cooperatively to solve
regional issues with the leadership of local
governments in counties bordering the
metropolitan region in the northwestern part
of the region and along the St. Croix river.




MINNESOTA
PUBLIC
TRANSIT
ASSOCIATION

Keeping Minnesota on the MOVE

1994 Legislative Issues DRAFT

Funding

Secure a source of dedicated revenue to provide adequate and growth oriented
funding for all Minnesota Public Transit Systems.

] Priority Funding Options:
° General Sales Tax on Gasoline
° 1% increase in MVET
° Sales Tax on vehicle repair services.
o Fuel Tax (Constitutionally dedicated)

This funding is needed:

[+) for current and new services initiatives based on MN/DOT, Regional
Development Commissions, and RTB plans for coordinated transit in all
Minnesota Counties.

for statewide paratransit programs serving ADA areas as well as suburban
and rural areas.

to create a Transit Initiative Fund ($2 million) to implement coordinated
transit and new technology demonstrations within the State of Minnesota.
Where possible State funds should be used to match Federal monies. No
single project may exceed a State cost of $250,000. MN/DOT to
administer the fund.

Policy Initiatives

e Expand the Highway definition to include transit capital.
@ Establish liability limits for public transit systems.
Support DHS, RTB, and MN/DOT Coordination.

Restore sales tax exemption to public transit providers.

2402 West Superior Street: Duluth, MN 55806: (218) 722-4426; FAX (218) 722-4428




REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD - CONFERENCE COMMITTEE AGREEMENT
FY 94-95 STATE FUNDING
MAY 13,1993
(Numbers in Thousands)

Fiscal 1994 Fiscal 1995 Total Biennium
Need to Need to Need to
Maintain Conference  Excess Maintain Conference Maintain Conference
Existing Svstem _ Position  (Shortfall) Existing System  Position  (Shortfall) Existing System _ Position _ (Shortfall)

Regular Route

MTC* $14,692 $16,910 $12,307  (84,603) $30,910 $26,999  (83,911)
Other 800 890 --- (890) 1,690 800 (890)

Metro Mobility 13,800 15,500 12,974 (2,526) 29,300 26,774 (2,526)

Community-Based
and Agency Costs 3.500 3.500 4.000 (1.390)

TOTAL $32,100 $32,792 $692 $37,300 $27,891  ($9,409) $69,400 $60,683  ($8,717)

* Appropriation rider language specifies amount to fund MTC operations.




TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC TRANSIT CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 05/13/93 FINAL

1994 - 1995 BUDGET DETERMINATION
(Numbers In thousands)

1 SENATE ALLOCATIONS HOUSE ALLOCATIONS CONFERENCE ALLOCATIONS
Department — Program — Activity PAGE FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1994 FY 1985 FY94-95| FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 94-95

'REGIONAL TRANSIT BOARD D460 _
A 10,500 - 10,500 10500 21,000 21,000
4,300 7,300 11,600 6,799

Service Maintenance and Improvements
Vision for Transi (1,670) 0

i ol {E18.%30

METRO MOBILITY BASE LEVEL ; 12,670

Increase 1,130

COMMUNITY BASED AND AGENCY COSTS
Adjustments

i AGENCY TOTAL

TRANSPORTATION REGUL. BD. D4g4
gency
Change: Salary Ping Estimate

L ; AGENCY TOTAL

DEPT OF PUBLIC SAFETY D481
ADMI
Public Education and Media Relations D488
Agency Plan
Change: Salary Ping Estimates

Acthity Total




M ETROPOLITAN TRANSIT COMMISSI|I ON
560-6th Avenue North, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55411-4398  612/349-7400

MEMORANDUM
TO: Attached List

FROM: Tom L. Johnson
Assistant Chief Administrator for Transit Development

DATE: August 19, 1993

SUBJECT: Transit Funding Information

The attached information will be discussed at the next Transit
Terrorist meeting. I assume each of you received the invitation from

Senator Pappas regarding the meeting which begins at 5:30 p.m. on
August 26 at Wy Spano’s house.

Greg Andrews from the Regional Transit Board and I have been working

on the charts and graphics necessary for discussion regarding the proposed
sales tax on gasoline. It would be helpful if you could review the attached
materials prior to the meeting and bring this packet along for discussion.
Since this proposal closely follows the legislation introduced last session by
Senator Pappas, she will probably be walking us through the packet at the
meeting.

Attachment




Senator Linda Berglin

Senator Carol Flynn

Senator Steve Novak

Senator Sandy Pappas
Senator Jane Ranum
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Representative Alice Hausman
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Representative Tom Osthoff
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Commissioner Mark Andrews
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Councilmember Steve Cramer
Councilmember Carol Johnson
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Liz Anderson
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Ken Stevens

Bob Thompson

Wyman Spano

Ginny Yingling




$ TO BE
USED FOR:

RTB

CURRENT
APPROPRIATIONS
FROM GENERAL
FUND (FY 94)

NEEDED
TRANSIT
INVESTMENTS

$32.8

$31.2

Rural
Transit

$19.0
(53% of total budget)

Light Rail *

$20.7

*  Assumes $470 million total, 50%

$103.7
- 20.7

$83.0
-43.6

$39.4

to 80%); 20 year bonds.

$103.7

Total Needs
Light Rail Debt Service

Transit Needs (operations)
Current Available Funding (general fund)

Shortfall -- New transit needs to implement
Vision for Transit and statewide transit plan.

Federal participation (we are eligible for up




Full 6 1/2% Tax on Gasoline Sales (statewide)
No Distribution to the Local Government Trust Fund (LGTF)

Eliminate Current $43.6 million Transit Appropriation from the
General Fund (FY 1994)

REVENUES GENERATED (in millions)

6 1/2% tax $180.0

Transit Needs $103.7
Other Transportation Needs  $ 76.3

» Meets full transit, LRT and provides $76.3 million in new funds
for highway needs.




Full 6 1/2% Tax on Gasoline Sales
2% distributed to LGTF* for transit only

Continue current $43.6 million Appropriation to Transit from
the General Fund

REVENUES GENERATED (in millions)

4 1/2% tax $125.0
General Fund + 43.6

$168.6
Transit Needs $103.7

$ 64.9 - remainder

e Meets full transit, LRT and provides $64.9 million in new funds
for highway needs.

* Could direct that the 2% distribution to the LGTF be used towards
property tax relief of transit levies.




Full 6 1/2% Tax on Gasoline Sales
2% distributed to LGTF* for Transportation purposes

Continue current $43.6 million Appropriation to Transit from
the General Fund

REVENUES GENERATED (in millions)

4 1/2% tax $125.0
General Fund + 43.6
$168.6

Transit Needs $103.7

$ 64.9 - remainder
2% Distribution $ 55.0

Other Transportation Needs  $119.9

» Meets full transit, LRT and provides $119.9 million in new
funds for highway needs.

Could direct that the 2% distribution to the LGTF be used
towards property tax relief of transit levies or other
transportation purposes.




Full 6 1/2% Tax on Gasoline Sales
2% Distribution to LGTF for other Transportation Needs

Discontinue current $43.6 million Transit Appropriation from
the General Fund

REVENUES GENERATED (in millions)

4 1/2% $125.0
Transit Needs $103.7

$ 213

2% Distribution $ 55.0
Other Transportation Needs $ 76.3

e Meets full transit, LRT and provides $76.3 million in new funds
for highway needs.




6.5% Sales Tax on all Fuels = 6.5% on gasoline + 8.5¢/gal. on diesel fuel.

6.5% Sales Tax on Gasoline
180 million/year

Transit Assistance Fund

4.5% to Fund Transit 2.0% to L.G.T.F.
125 Million 55 million

Regional Transit LRT Rural Transit Surface Transportation Fund
Board Construction 19 million to fund projects in statewide
64 million Debt Service TIP or Metro TIP

20.7 million 55 million

$125.0 Million

- 103.7 Needed
$21.3 Million (balance) *

* Balance may be utilized as follows:
1. Provide property tax relief.
2. Reduction in farebox recovery rate (currently 359%).
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