»

Smartrmowve.

Transit Management
Committee
Meeting Packet

NEXT MEETING OF THE
Transit Management

Committee

MEETING DATE

TIME

LOCATION

February 4, 2009
11:00 a.m.

MAG Saguaro Room
302 N. 1% Avenue
Suite 200

Phoenix






Regional Public Transportation Authority
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003
602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411

Smartrnove.

January 28, 2009
TO: Members of the Valley Metro RPTA Transit Management Committee
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RE: February 4, 2009 TMC Packet Notes

Attached is the February 4, 2009 TMC Meeting agenda and supporting information.

The meeting is scheduled to begin at 11:00 a.m. This meeting will be held at MAG in
the Saguaro Room at 302 N. 1% Avenue, Suite 200. This meeting can be attended via
teleconference, please contact Rosalia Lopez (602-262-7433) for the call-in information.

If you have any questions regarding the information in this packet, please let me know.
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January 28, 2009

Transit Management Committee
MAG — Saguaro Room
302 N. 1°' Avenue, Suite 200
Wednesday February 4, 2009

11:00 a.m.
Action
Recommended
1. Consent Agenda 1. For action
The TMC will consider items A through D on consent.
A. Summary Minutes A. For action
Summary minutes from the January 7, 2009 TMC meeting
are presented for approval.
B. Revised Summary Minutes B. For action
Revised Summary Minutes from the November 5, 2008 TMC
meeting are presented for approval.
C. Interactive Voice Response (IVR) System for East Valley C. Foraction
Dial-a-Ride Contract Award
Staff will request the TMC to forward to the Board the
recommendation to award a contract to Trapeze for an IVR
System in an amount not to exceed $142,616.
D. 2007 Origins and Destinations Study D. For action

Staff will request the TMC accept the 2007 Origins and
Destinations Study and forward it to the Board for
consideration.

The supporting information for this agenda can now be found on our website at www.ValleyMetro.org. 1
To attend this meeting via teleconference, contact Rosalia Lopez for the dial-in information.




2. Regional Fare Policy Program 2. Forinformation

David Boggs, Executive Director, will introduce Mario Diaz,
Chief Marketing Officer, who will summarize input from the fare
policy public hearings and present information regarding the
City of Phoenix Council action taken on February 3, 2009 as it
relates to the fare policy as part of the City of Phoenix budget.

3. Authorization of the Federal Surface Transportation 3. For action
Program (STP) Funding Requests and Guiding

Policy Issues

David Boggs, Executive Director, will introduce Bryan
Jungwirth, Chief of Staff, who will request the TMC approve
the Authorization of the Federal STP Funding Requests and
Guiding Policy Issues and forward this item to the Board for
consideration.

4. Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) Policy Issues and 4. For information
Recommendations and discussion

David Boggs, Executive Director, will introduce Paul
Hodgins, Manager of Capital Programming, who will lead a
discussion with the TMC on the TLCP policy issues and
recommendations and solicit comments from the TMC that
will be forwarded to the Budget and Finance Subcommittee
(BFS) and Board for consideration.

5. Executive Director's Report 5. For information

David Boggs, Executive Director, will brief the TMC on
current issues.

6. Future TMC Agenda Iltems 6. For information

Chairman Jamsheed Mehta will request future TMC agenda
items from the committee members.

7. Public Comment 7. For information

An opportunity for general public comment on issues
related to Valley Metro RPTA. Up to three (3) minutes will
be provided for each speaker.

8. Next Meeting 8. For information

The next meeting of the TMC is scheduled for March 4,
2009 at 11:00 a.m. at MAG in the Saguaro Room.

The supporting information for this agenda can now be found on our website at www.ValleyMetro.org. 2
To attend this meeting via teleconference, contact Rosalia Lopez for the dial-in information.




Qualified sign language interpreters are available with 72 hours notice. Materials in
alternative formats (large print, audio cassette or computer diskette) are available upon
request. For further information, please call Nichole Myers, Valley Metro at 602-262-7433
or TDD at 602-495-0936.

The supporting information for this agenda can now be found on our website at 3
www.ValleyMetro.org.
To attend this meeting via teleconference, contact Rosalia Lopez for the dial-in information.







®
Vallw

Smartmove.

Agenda Item 1

T way



Regional Public Transportation Authority
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003
602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411
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Transit Management Committee
Information Summary

Agenda Item #1
Date
January 29, 2008

Subject
Consent Agenda

Summary
The Transit Management Committee (TMC) will consider items A through D on consent.

Fiscal Impact
Please refer to individual items for this information.

Considerations
Please refer to individual items for this information.

Prior Committee Action
Please refer to individual items for this information.

Recommendation
It is recommended that the TMC approve the items listed on the consent agenda.

Contact Person
David Boggs
Executive Director

Attachments
None
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Transit Management Committee
Information Summary

Agenda Item #A

Date
January 28, 2009

Subject
Summary Minutes from the January 7, 2009 Transit Management Committee Meeting

Summary
Summary Minutes from the January 7, 2009 Transit Management Committee meeting
are presented for review and approval.

Fiscal Impact
None

Considerations
None

Prior Committee Action
None

Recommendation
Approval of the Summary Minutes from the January 7, 2009 TMC meeting.

Contact Person
David Boggs
Executive Director

Attachments
Summary Minutes from January 7, 2009



Regional Public Transportation Authority
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003
602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411
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Summary Minutes
Valley Metro RPTA Transit Management Committee
Wednesday, January 7, 2009
Maricopa Association of Governments
Saguaro Room
302 N. 1* Avenue, Suite 200
Phoenix, AZ

Members Present

Jamsheed Mehta, City of Glendale

David Meinhart, City of Scottsdale

Tom Callow, City of Phoenix

George Pettit, Town of Gilbert

Randy Roberts, City of Peoria — via telephone
Carlos De Leon, City of Tempe

Rogene Hill, City of Avondale

Mike James, City of Mesa

Randy Overmyer, City of Surprise

Rick Simonetta, METRO

Teresa Kennedy, ADOT

Mike Normand, City of Chandler

Chris McMurdy, City of Goodyear

Pat Dennis, City of El Mirage — via telephone
Clem Ligocki, Maricopa County

Members Not Present
Mark Young, Town of Queen Creek

Chair Jamsheed Mehta called the meeting to order at 11:08 a.m.

1. Consent Agenda

The following items were presented on the consent agenda:

Summary minutes from the November 5, 2008 TMC meeting

Local Government Investment Pool

FY 2007/08 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report and Single Audit Act Report
Annual Transit Performance Report

City of Chandler Intergovernmental Agreement

Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) Process and Annual Schedule of the TLCP

TmooOw>



George Pettit asked for the status of the Development Policy that was scheduled to be
brought back to the TMC in January. Bryan Jungwirth said staff continues to work with
the City of Phoenix and once an agreement on the language to the policy is reached it
will be brought back to the TMC for review and the Board for approval.

A. Summary Minutes

Pat Dennis requested a clarification in the minutes regarding the ADA portion of the
Fare Policy.

Dave Meinhart suggested the minutes be tabled until February so the proper language
can be removed and changed accordingly and the TMC agreed without a formal vote.

B. Local Government Investment Pool

C. FY 2007/08 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report and Single Audit Act Report

Mr. Pettit congratulated staff for the work that has been completed for a successful
audit.

D. Annual Transit Performance Report

Mr. Meinhart said the Annual Transit Performance Report shows circulators being
reported with fixed route and asked if the information could be reported separately.

Mr. Mehta agreed and said if the intent is to report to the legislature on Prop. 400,
combining the data will give a different picture than what may actually be happening.

Carlos De Leon said he had the same concerns and the report should be more specific
towards Prop. 400 projects.

Mr. Jungwirth said staff will continue to refine the report.
Mr. Meinhart asked why there was a drop in paratransit boardings. Mr. Jungwirth said
new fixed route service may be helping and that the paratransit service self-regulates

depending on financial revenues.

E. City of Chandler Intergovernmental Agreement

Mr. Meinhart asked if there is any federal funds included in this project and Mr.
Jungwirth said no.

Mr. Mehta asked what actions have been taken to make payments to the City of
Chandler for the $1.8 million. Mr. Jungwirth said invoices have been received and
payments will begin once the Board has approved the contract. Mike Norman said that
the parking lot has been completed on this project.



F. Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) Process and Annual Schedule of the TLCP

IT WAS MOVED BY CARLOS DE LEON, SECONDED BY DAVE MEINHART AND
UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO TABLE CONSENT ITEM A AND TO APPOVE
CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS B,C,D,E, AND F.

2. Contract Award for Marketing, Advertising and Public Relations (PR) Services

Mr. Jungwirth introduced Mario Diaz, Chief Marketing Officer, who said the current
contract with R&R partners expired on December 31, 2008 and procurement for a new
firm was conducted. Mr. Diaz provided the TMC with a presentation which included
budget breakdowns and scope of work:

Pragram Budget Prop. 400 Funded Programs
Up to $1.000,000 (first year) $350,000

S
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$10.000  boeemTT
5 /

GrantFunds
$650,000

; o
Research’, JARC Granl Malch
$20000 % $100,000

y Userlnf‘c‘l‘u‘
~ . $50.000

Mr. Diaz said Regional Marketing includes:

Fare policy adjustments, fare media, and fare purchase - $90,000

New regional transit services and changes (super grid and express) $80,000
Transit system user information - $50,000

Research - $20,000

Regional bus paint scheme - $10,000

Job Access and Reverse Commute Program (JARC) - $100,000

Mr. Diaz said grant funds in the amount of $650,000 are provided by the Maricopa
Association of Governments, Maricopa County, Arizona Department of Transportation,
and the Federal Transit Administration. Mr. Diaz said these funds are used for the:

v" Regional Rideshare Program

v" Regional Employer Trip Reduction Program
v" Regional Telework and Ozone Education

v" Clean Air Campaign

Mr. Diaz said the marketing department is focused on providing consistent, regional and
timely transit information to the public. He said purchasing media as part of a campaign
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via an agency saves the region 15% compared to buying direct and in separate
components. Mr. Diaz said not having a contracted firm to assist staff would be difficult
in complying with federally fund grant mandates.

Mr. De Leon asked if alternatives are being considered for additional fare vending
machines or outlets. Mr. Diaz said several alternatives are being considered including
SMART cards.

Rogene Hill asked if the contract guarantees $1 million a year or if there are
opportunities for a less contractual amount. Mr. Jungwirth said the marketing budget is
reviewed annually during the budget review process. He said the contract is not
guaranteed for $1 million per year.

Chris McMurdy asked if the Marketing Department still has 11 staff members and how
many of those staff members will be working on Prop. 400 projects. Mr. Diaz said yes
his department works as a team and all of the staff members work on Prop. 400
projects. She also asked if the $350,000 includes marketing for rail. Mr. Diaz said yes.

Mike Normand asked if there is a local match requirement for the grant funds that are
received. Mr. Jungwirth said no. He clarified that the JARC funds are matched dollar-
for-dollar from Public Transportation Funds.

Mr. Meinhart asked if routes that are changed from regular routes to supergrids are
marketed or is only new service marketed. Mr. Diaz said when service changes every
six months, all of the changes are marketed.

Mr. Mehta said given that the current economic conditions have changed since this
procurement was started six months ago, was the previous contract the same amount?
He also asked if any of the projects the consultant is handling could be done in-house.

Mr. Diaz said this is a reduced contract from the previous contract and some projects
that have been handled by the consultant in the past have been moved to staff
members. Mr. Jungwirth said the marketing budget has been reduced by $610,000
which is includes a reduction in the printing of Transit Books, printing etc.

Public Comment
Blue Crowley provided the following written comment: $1 million, what was the contract
amount before?

IT WAS MOVED BY MIKE SABATINI, SECONDED BY MIKE NORMAND AND
UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO FORWARD THIS ITEM TO THE VALLEY METRO
BOARD AND AUTHORIZE THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE A
CONTRACT FOR ADVERTISING, PUBLIC RELATIONS, AND MARKETING
SERVICES WITH R&R PARTNERS FOR A FIVE YEAR PERIOD AT AN AMOUNT
NOT TO EXCEED $1 MILLION IN THE FIRST YEAR.

3. FFY 2010 Congressional Appropriations Request

Mr. Jungwirth said each year Valley Metro and its members along with Metro Rail



develops a discretionary transit funding request for transit projects in the region. He
said the requests for FFY 2010 include new buses, bus management communication
systems and bus passenger facilitates, as well as Metro light rail transit projects
including the continuation of funding for the 20 mile minimum operating segment,
preliminary engineering for rail extensions in Mesa and Tempe, and funding for
Alternatives Analysis (AA) for Scottsdale.

He said the requests includes $62.1 million for bus and bus facilities, $105.5 million for
the METRO 20 mile project and $.8 million for AA. Mr. Jungwirth said It is important
that this appropriations request is considered by the Board at the January meeting.
Deadlines for congressional staff to input the funding requests into the Congressional
Intranet system typically occurs in February.

Mr. Jungwirth said there are corrections to the information that was provided in the TMC
packet which are:

Mesa, AZ Extension - Preliminary Engineering $8,500,000 | $2,212,500 | $11,062,500 | 5and 6
Tempe, AZ Extension - Preliminary $6,400,000 | $1,662,500 | $8,312,500 5
Engineering

I-10 Preliminary Engineering $34,445,000

I-10 Draft Environmental Impact Study $3,760,000

Tom Callow asked if this a single fiscal year request and if Rail will be ready to proceed
with projects listed in the request. Mr. Simonetta said yes.

Public Comment
Blue Crowley provided the following written comment: Do we do earmarks here? How
do we ask for water for example.

IT WAS MOVED BY DAVE MEINHART, SECONDED BY TOM CALLOW AND
UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE THE FFY 2010 CONGRESSIONAL
APPROPRIATIONS REQUEST WITH THE CHANGES FOR REGIONAL TRANSIT
PROJECTS AND FORWARD THE REQUEST TO THE BOARD FOR
CONSIDERATION.

4, Authorization of the Federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) Funding
Requests and Guiding Principals

Mr. Jungwirth suggested this item be deferred until the February TMC meeting so that
projects from Rail can be included.

IT WAS MOVED BY TOM CALLOW, SECONDED BY RANDY OVERMYER AND
UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO DEFER THIS ITEM UNTIL FEBRUARY.

5. ADA Paratransit Eligibility Determination Program Recommendations

Mr. Jungwirth introduced Carol Ketcherside, Deputy Executive Director of Planning.
Ms. Ketcherside provided a presentation regarding the process and the resulting
recommendations.



The process included:

v' Conducting additional research on peer cities
v Cost benefit analysis on certification models
v' Potential Cost Savings

Ms. Ketcherside said the structure of the current eligibility determination process is
managed by Valley Metro RPTA staff. She said it is a paper process and it has its
limitations. It does not provide the quality and quantity of information that staff feels is
needed to truly provide the highest level of service to our customers.

Ms. Ketcherside said with better information, we can provide more personalized service
to each individual and an in-person process will also help staff to better provide
additional programs. She said most large cities have an in-person process, consisting
of an in-person interview and some level of functional assessments, physical and
cognitive.

She said potential certification models were developed and discussed with the
committee and the stakeholders.

B Option 1 $653,404
Recommended option
— Single Site

— Interviews and Functional Assessment of Cognitive Transportation Skills
(FACTS) tests conducted by staff
— Other tests conducted by outside contractor
M Option 2 $730,924
— Single Site
— Interviews and tests conducted by outside contractors
B Option 3 $719,224
— Three Sites
— Interviews and tests conducted by outside contractors

Ms. Ketcherside said Option 1 is what is being recommendation at this time. She said it
offers:

In-person interviews and testing
100% interviews; testing as needed
Expand expiration of certifications from 3 years to 5 years
Offer lifetime eligibility to qualified applicants
Single Site
— Interviews and FACTS Tests conducted internally
— Other tests conducted by professional outside contractor
Implement alternative transportation options
— Bus and Rail pass for conditionally eligible riders
— Taxi subsidy program
— Travel Training
— Mileage Reimbursement



She said the pros of this model are:
— Interviewers become case manager for each applicant
— Quality control
— Improved cost management
— Reduced overhead
— Preferred model of peers

She said the cons of this model are:
— Transportation to the site
— Requires 2 additional positions

Ms. Ketcherside noted the benefits to the customer which includes:

B “Lifetime” certification for some customers is made possible.

B Offering an ADA bus and rail pass becomes a manageable and reasonable
option.

B Customers who attend travel training or use alternative programs have a higher

level of mobility independence.

Customers do not have to rely on rehabilitation or health professionals to

respond for information requests.

Assistance in navigating the certification process is more available to those who

need it.

Resources of ADA paratransit system are reserved for those who need them.

A key to this recommendation includes the Bus and Rail Pass for conditionally eligible
ADA Paratransit Users. Ms. Ketcherside said this pass would be provided at no cost to
the eligible rider and the rationale for providing such a pass is that for those who are
able to use fixed route transit for some trips, being allowed to use it for free will be an
incentive for riders to self select fixed route transit for their trip. She said every time a
passenger makes this self selection, the cost to the system is a little less than $3; and
the savings for the paratransit trip not taken is estimated to be $40.

Ms. Ketcherside also reviewed the methodology used to calculate savings and the
projected regional savings if this recommendation is implemented.

Mr. Mehta thanks Ms. Ketcherside for her continued work on this project.

Ms. Hill asked why option 2 would be more expensive than option 3 when there are
three sites in option 3 and only one in option 2. Ms. Ketcherside said there are less
transportation costs associated with option 3 since there will be three locations instead
of one.

Mr. De Leon said he was concerned with packaging ADA eligibility recommendations
with the alternatives, he suggested that they be presented separately because
combining them can be viewed as trying to reduce ADA services. He also said the cost
analysis needs more definition. He said Tempe may be net neutral and said that



circulators could be used to reduce the demand on dial-a-ride if those trips could be
used as an alternative.

Ms. Ketcherside said the two are purposely linked because it will cut down on fraud and
the flood of applications simply to get a free bus/rail pass without an assessment for
need. She noted the bus/rail pass will provide a savings to the system and the
stakeholders, the committee, and paratransit study consultant felt very strongly that the
two should remain together.

Mike James said he was very impressed with the process and to get the majority of the
stakeholders to agree to link the issues is a very positive outcome. He said Mesa linked
the taxi program with the dial-a-ride program it has been very successful and the
customer is receiving better service.

Mr. De Leon said his concern is with the decision-making process.

Ms. Ketcherside noted that by separating the two issues there is a risk of one passing
without the other.

Mr. Callow said Phoenix has been unsuccessful with passing this at the full Council
level even though it has the support of staff and the Council subcommittee. Mr. Callow
said there is one individual that voices concerns and then the Council votes no.

Ms. Dennis said this is an important social service.

Mr. Meinhart said he has discussed this with the Scottsdale Council subcommittee and
there are concerns with the one site and the assessment process. He said there is not
a significant cost difference in having three sites. He said the cities are not currently
using ADA savings in Prop. 400. He said Phoenix opted out of receiving ADA funding
from Prop. 400 and is not going to receive a benefit.

Ms. Ketcherside said the assessment will begin with one site to develop the process
and could add additional sites when and if needed. She said staff is working with
Phoenix staff to address the Phoenix funding issue.

Mr. Meinhart said this is creating a process for the cities to have less access to the ADA
funds because of savings and with a possible fare increase, the cost/benefit may
change for the cities.

Mike Normand said this is a good program and improves service. He said this is a
request to go out for a public hearing and if the public wants to see a different
alternative they will let us know.

It was moved by Mike Normand, seconded by George Pettit to concur with the
recommendations as described in the attached paper: Recommended Regional
Eligibility Determination Process for Valley Metro ADA Paratransit Service; and forward
the recommendations to the RPTA Board of Directors along with a request for
permission to hold public hearings on the recommendations.



Mr. Mehta asked if interview and the testing will be done at one site. Ms. Ketcherside
said yes, the application and the testing will be done in one day at the same location.

Mr. Mehta asked if the staff could travel to different sites to provide these services.
Scott Wisner said it becomes a logistical issue and having adequate staff to cover the
additional site.

Ms. Ketcherside said Option 1 would be presented at the public hearings and at the
stakeholders meetings, Option 1 was very favorable.

Ms. Hill said the social service aspect of this program is very important and is glad to
see this is moving forward and suggested clarification regarding the cost difference
between Option 2 and 3 when going to the Board.

The question was called for the recommendation made by Mike Normand and
Seconded by George Pettit. The TMC voted to pass the recommendation to the
Board with Scottsdale voting no.

6. Bus Stop Improvement Program Funding Allocation

Mr. Jungwirth said funds are included in Proposition 400 and originally planned to
improve stops associated with regional transit services (i.e. supergrid routes). He said
$5,468,835 has accumulated in the program since collection of revenues tax began in
January 2006. Mr. Jungwirth said a Technical Advisory Group (TAG) was formed to
establish guidelines for implementation of the program and a method of allocating funds
through an application process. He said over 2000 locations were submitted from nine
different agencies and funding is sufficient to fund all priority 1 locations. Mr. Jungwirth
said all priority 2 stops could be funded if the level 4 funding level was reduced from
$25,338 to $23,363.

Mr. Jungwirth said staff is requesting the TMC recommend allocating the current
available funding to all priority 1 and 2 bus stops at the inflated funding amounts
prescribed in the RPTA Bus Stop Program and Standards — Final Report but with
reduced funding amount for a level 4 treatment from $25,338 to $23,363 and forward
this item to the Board for approval.

Mr. Meinhart said it should be made more clear what projects can be submitted for
reimbursement for this program. He also asked if there is a timeline available that
indicates when funds can be requested and if any of the shelters that are receiving
funds are funded with advertising.

Bob Antila said there is no timeline for requesting reimbursement but said one could be
developed and included in the next application process. He said advertising shelters
are eligible for reimbursement for costs incurred by the city.

Mr. Meinhart asked if a stop is currently on a normal fixed route and the route is

changed to a supergrid route in the future, can those stops be submitted for
improvements. Mr. Antila said yes, the priority of the stops change when the route

10



changes. Mr. Antila noted that stops can be reimbursed for prior improvements but not
future improvements.

Rogene Hill said her concern is ensuring that stops are brought to standard and
bringing them to ADA standards is more important than the amenities.

Public Comment
Blue Crowley provided the following written comment: Why does it take $6 million to put
in shade?

IT WAS MOVED BY TOM CALLOW, SECONDED BY GEORGE PETTIT AND
UNANIMOUSLY CARRED TO RECOMMEND ALLOCATING THE CURRENT
AVAILABLE FUNDING TO ALL PRIORITY 1 AND PRIORITY 2 BUS STOPS AT THE
INFLATED FUNDING AMOUNTS PRESECRIBED IN THE RPTA BUS STOP
PROGRAM AND STANDARDS — FINAL REPORT BUT WITH A REDUCED FUNDING
AMOUNT FOR A LEVEL 4 TREATMENT FROM $25,338 TO $23,363 AND
FORWARD TO THE BOARD FOR CONSIDERATION.

7. Transit Life Cycle Program Issues

Mr. Jungwirth introduced Paul Hodgins, Manager, Capital Programming, who provided
the TMC with an overview of the first six white papers that discuss the TLCP policy
issues which included:

Inflation

Contract Rates
Regional Services
Revenue Shortfalls
Federal Revenues
Financing

B INFLATION

Mr. Hodgins said the current TLCP financial model is based on 2002 dollars. He said
the annual update will require the project budgets be adjusted to account for the past
year's inflation. Mr. Hodgins said one suggested alternative is to use multiple inflation
indexes for components of the TLCP which include:

Transit operations
Transit vehicles
Equipment

Real estate
Construction

AN NN NEN

Mr. Hodgins said another alternative would be to use a mixed methodology approach
which would use different indexes of expenditures for a short term of 3 to 5 five years
and after the short term, use a single long term average rate for the remaining program.
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Mr. Pettit asked if the reason for looking at alternatives to projecting inflation is because
the model is not currently reflecting reality. Mr. Hodgins said yes.

Mr. Meinhart said he likes the project specific and short term approach and the model
needs to reflect reality.

Mr. Mehta said being more conservative in the short term and aggressive in the long
term will allow us to see where we need to go.

B CONTRACT RATES

Mr. Hodgins said there is no current contract rate policy in the TLCP. It was decided at
the Transportation Policy Committee that there would be no local match for transit. Mr.
Hodgins said RPTA'’s rate does not include capital and is based on a one rate per
revenue mile of service. He said the rate does include direct expenses related to
operations with associated overhead.

Mr. Hodgins said one alternative is to cap rates that are paid for service which would
effectively reduce service levels for certain routes and procurements could impact
services already implemented. Another alternative would be to include capital in the
charge rate based on depreciation of capital assets and the funds would be placed in a
reserve fund for future facility expenses and fleet replacements. This rate would better
reflect actual cost of providing service and would shift some costs from the PTF to cities’
budgets.

Mr. Hodgins said the alternative methodology for rates could be:

Revenue miles
Split express/local
Total miles
Revenue hours
Total hours

Mixed methodology

AN NN NN

Mr. Pettit asked if depreciated values for capital expense are factored into this
information. Mr. Hodgins said they are not currently.

Mr. Meinhart said we should continue to focus on understanding rates and what could
be done to manage them. Changes in the RTP will impact local services.

Mr. Pettit asked for the status of the contract rate analysis. Mike Taylor said RPTA is
expecting the audit report within 30 days.

Mr. De Leon said whatever alternative is chosen, three goals should be kept in mind,

allocations of costs should be equitable, there should be incentives for reducing costs,
and costs not be shifted to the cities.
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B REGIONAL SERVICES

Mr. Hodgins said the current policy is to fund regional services fully by the RTP. An
annual review of the regional services program and budget will be completed in
cooperation with member agencies to ensure that only appropriate expenditures are
included.

Mr. Hodgins said the alternative to this policy is to charge a share of regional services to
each agency that funds fixed route service. He noted that is the model that was used
prior to the Prop. 400 and would force costs back into cities’ budgets. If this alternative
was selected, it would be implemented no sooner than FY 2011 to allow for cities to
budget for this change.

Mr. Mehta suggested Regional Services continue to be funded through RTP funds.

Mr. Meinhart asked for a detailed look at the true growth for regional services. Mr.
Hodgins said staff would come back with performance standards for customer service.

Mr. Pettit said he was concerned with modeling regional services through the 20 year
program. He said there may not be a need for the Transit Book etc. He suggested
projecting based on an actual data at the time.

[ REVENUE SHORTFALLS

Mr. Hodgins said there is a deficit in the actual amount of funds provided by sales tax
collections and/or federal contributions versus the projects in the RTP, and that the
projects may be delayed in priority order of the TLCP.

Mr. Hodgins said the alternatives in operations are to limit the scope of services be
implementing:

increase fares

limit future implementations

phase in new services, peak service implemented in later years
implement base service only

delay supergrid and/or express/BRT

delays up to 2 years (no routes drop out of plan)

Delay of 3 years or more (routes delayed beyond TLCP horizon)
Don't delay PTF funding of existing services

Reduce ADA Paratransit Percentage

Regional Services

RPTA Planning and Administration

AN N NN N N NN

Mr. Hodgins said the alternatives for capital are to:
v Limit impact on TLCP

v" Some capital is 100% PTF (bus stop program and ITS/VMS program)
v Ensure project that remain are regional priorities
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Ms. Hill said she was most concerned with projects effecting Avondale. She said cities
will have participated without receiving any return. She said delaying routes is the least
desirable. She asked there could be a standard 30 minute service for all routes funded
with PTF and if cities wanted more, they could pay the difference.

Mr. De Leon said new services can have two alternatives, one delay implementation or
two phase-in the implementation. He said decreased services can also impact cities.

Mr. Meinhart said base service is something to consider for new routes. He said some
supergrid service is already operating at more than 30 minutes and should be
considered for continued funding at the current level.

Mr. Meinhart asked if the increase in the farebox recovery target is assumed at 30% or
25%. He also said the Bus Stop program is funded at 100% PTF not assuming federal
funds. Mr. Meinhart said these alternatives have the potential to affect Scottsdale three
times.

Ms. Hill said from her perspective the city wouldn’t be getting hit 3 times, it is being
asked to show restrain so others in the region can catch up. She said had there been a
fair distribution of the funds we may not be having this conversation.

Mr. Meinhart said Scottsdale’s projects are also in the last 10 years of the plan and is
wanting to use savings for more transit.

Mr. Mehta said base service could be identified. He also noted that with no current
policy for federal revenue one idea could be to require a federal match with a threshold
for projects.

Mr. Meinhart said it's not fair if RTP only funds 18% of a project and projects are listed
in the TLCP. He said the request should be inclusive and be unified with requests.

Mr. De Leon said he agrees with Mr. Meinhart that a large portion of funding comes
from local dollars and cities still need to have other projects funded.

B FINANCING

Mr. Hodgins said the current policy is not to fund operating expenditures by debt
issuances or loans. He said based on the current implementation schedule, PTF would
run out in 2021. He said all PTF revenues would be needed to retire debt.

He said alternatives are to:

v' Pay as you go for fleet
v' Pay as you for capital

Mr. De Leon said financing should only be done if needed and likes the pay as you go
alternative.
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Mr. Meinhart said more phasing of capital purchases should be used and extend the
useful life of vehicles.

8. Future TMC Agenda Items

None.

9. Executive Director's Report

Mr. Jungwirth provided an update on the following issues:

B FY 2009 Appropriations
B Economic Stimulus
B Congressional Staff Luncheon, Washington D.C. - March 16, 2009 (corrected)

He also reviewed the agenda items for the January 22, 2009 Board meeting which
included:

1. Consent Agenda

A. Local Government Investment Pool — for action

B. FY 2007/08 Comprehensive Annual Transit Performance Report —
for acceptance
Annual Transit Performance Report — for acceptance
City of Chandler Intergovernmental Agreement — for action
Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) Process and Schedule of the
TLCP - for information
Contract Award for Marketing, Advertising and Public Relations
(PR) Services — for action

G. FFY 2010 Congressional Appropriations Request — for action
2. ADA Paratransit Eligibility Determination Program Recommendations/Public
Hearing Request — for action

3. Bus Stop Improvement Program Funding Allocation — for action
4. Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) Policy Issues
5. Election of Officers — for action

moo

n

10. Public Comment

The following written public comment was received from Blue Crowley:

Kick all to the curb and regionalize.

With no further discussion the meeting adjourned at 2:00 p.m.
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Transit Management Committee
Information Summary

Agenda Item #B

Date
January 28, 200

Subject
REVISED Summary Minutes from the November 5, 2008 Transit Management
Committee Meeting

Summary
REVISED summary minutes from the November 5, 2008 Transit Management
Committee meeting are presented for review and approval.

Fiscal Impact
None

Considerations
None

Prior Committee Action
None

Recommendation
Approval of the Summary Minutes from the November 5, 2008 TMC meeting.

Contact Person
David Boggs
Executive Director

Attachments
REVISED Summary Minutes from November 5, 2008
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REVISED Summary Minutes
Valley Metro RPTA Transit Management Committee
Wednesday, November 5, 2008
Maricopa Association of Governments
Saguaro Room
302 N. 1*' Avenue, Suite 200
Phoenix, AZ

Members Present

Terry Johnson, for Jamsheed Mehta, City of Glendale
David Meinhart, City of Scottsdale

Tom Callow, City of Phoenix

George Pettit, Town of Gilbert

Randy Roberts, City of Peoria — via telephone
Carlos De Leon, City of Tempe

Kristen Taylor for Rogene Hill, City of Avondale
Jeff Martin, City of Mesa

Randy Overmyer, City of Surprise

Rick Simonetta, METRO

Teresa Kennedy, ADOT

Mike Normand, City of Chandler

Chris McMurdy, City of Goodyear

Mark Young, Town of Queen Creek

Members Not Present
Pat Dennis, City of El Mirage
Clem Ligocki, Maricopa County

Vice Chair Dave Meinhart called the meeting to order at 11:05 a.m.

1. Consent Agenda

The following items were presented on the consent agenda:

Summary minutes from the September 3, 2008 TMC meeting

Mesa Main Street Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Construction Contract Awards
Advertising and Public Relations and Marketing Services Contract Award

Approval of Town of Buckeye Park-and-Ride Intergovernmental (IGA) and
Advancement of Funding for Land Acquisition
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Dave Boggs said consent item C has been pulled from the agenda and this item would
be brought back to the TMC at a later date.

Tom Callow requested consent item D be pulled from the consent agenda for
discussion. Mr. Boggs said staff is requesting approval of the IGA and advancement of
the $1.6 million from FY 2010 to FY 2009 along with a FY 2009 budget amendment to
reflect the change for the Buckeye park-and-ride lot land acquistion. Mr. Boggs said the
cash flow is available to advance the repayment due to a number of park-and-ride
deferrals to FY 2010. He said if we wait, the land could cost more and a less desirable
site could have to be selected. Mr. Boggs said bus service was scheduled to start in
July 2008 in Buckeye but the park-and-ride lot was not ready. When the park-and-ride
is built, express service will immediately originate in Buckeye and not Goodyear.

Mr. Callow asked if there is a policy for advancing funds for projects. Paul Hodgins said
there is not a policy for advancing funds in the TLCP. Mr. Callow asked if there are any
projects going unfunded in the current program year. Mr. Hodgins said no, these funds
are coming from park-and-rides that are not ready to proceed at this time.

Terry Johnson asked if the Town of Buckeye will own the land after it is purchased and
if there is an agreement that states the use of the land. Mr. Hodgins said yes and if the
land is used for an alternate purpose Buckeye is responsible for returning the funds to
RPTA.

Carlos de Leon asked if projects are being deferred at what point are these delays
discussed. Mr. Hodgins said the Surprise park-and-ride, the I-17 and Happy Valley
Road park-and-ride and the Loop 101 and Scottsdale Road projects are being delayed
because they are not progressing as fast as anticipated in the TLCP. Mr. Hodgins said
these delays will be addressed during the review of the TLCP.

Mr. Callow suggested that all of these issues be addressed at one time.
Jeff Martin suggested that an acceleration policy be developed similar to MAG's.

Mike Normand said he agrees with the idea of a policy for advancing funds and asked
how the construction for the park-and-ride will be funded. Mr. Hodgins said there is $2
million in the TLCP for the park-and-ride and the Town of Buckeye will pay for any
overages during construction.

IT WAS MOVED BY GEORGE PETTIT, SECONDED BY MARK YOUNG AND
UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO APPROVE THE IGA WITH BUCKEYE, ADVANCE
THE TOWN OF BUCKEYE $1.6 MILLION FOR LAND ACQUISITION FOR THE
BUCKEYE PARK-AND-RIDE AND AMEND THE FY 2009 OPERATING AND
CAPITAL BUDGET TO SHOW THE FUNDS COMING FROM THE SURPRISE PARK-
AND-RIDE PROJECT.

IT WAS MOVED BY GEORGE PETTIT, SECONDED BY JEFF MARTIN TO
APPROVE THE CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS A AND B.



2. Transit Life Cycle Program Policy Considerations

Mr. Boggs said the Budget and Finance Subcommittee (BFS) will be discussing 12
issues over the next three months and then the financial model will be updated. Mr.
Boggs introduced Mr. Hodgins who provided the TMC with an overview of the six issues
that will be addressed first with the BFS which include:

Revenue Shortfalls
Federal Revenues
Inflation

Contract Rates
Regional Services
Financing Issues

Mr. Hodgins said the BFS will begin looking at Financing, Revenue Shortfalls and
Inflation first in November; however the ADOT revenue forecast will not be available
until November 14. He said white papers will be developed for review by the BFS and
then circulated to the technical advisory committees. Mr. Hodgins said these policy
decisions will feed the model update that will begin in early 2009. He said the remaining
six issues will be discussed concurrently with or after the model update.

Mr. Hodgins noted that there will be a full discussion of the specifics with the TMC.

3. Reqgional Fare Policy Program

Mr. Boggs said in 2007, Valley Metro conducted a fare policy study which resulted in a
recommended regional integrated fare structure that was adopted by the City of
Phoenix and the Valley Metro RPTA Board. The new fare structure was implemented in
December 2007.

Due to large increases in operating costs and the significant reduction of tax revenue,
Valley Metro service providers are evaluating service reductions and fare increases.
Without the fare increase the city of Phoenix may be forced to implement more
significant service reductions. Although a fare increase will reduce the level of service
reductions it will not eliminate the need to reduce service.

Mr. Boggs introduced Cyndy Pollan of Booz Allen Hamilton who provided an overview
of the fare policy program. The presentation included the following information:

» Regional Fare Study Objectives
» Regional Fare Policy Proposal
» Next Steps and Program Schedule

Mr. Boggs said the VMOCC defeated the recommendation by a seven to six vote and
the FOAC approved the recommendation to be forwared to the TMC for action.

The TMC discussed the impacts of raising fares on ridership and potential revenue
increases. The discussion also included the rationale for using a two-phase process to
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increase fares if the first phase yeilds the results then would phase two be
implemented? It was suggested that both phases of the fare policy be presented to the
public with the option to monitor the need for phase two.

The TMC also discussed the uniformity of ADA fares across the region. It was
suggested that ADA fares remain at the discression of the local jurisdictions providing
the service. There were concerns over removing the ADA portion from the public
hearings because that would limit the ability for Valley Metro RPTA to raise fares for the
East Valley Dial-a-Ride.

IT WAS MOVED BY TOM CALLOW, SECONDED BY CHRIS MCMURDY AND
CARRIED TO FORWARD TO THE BOARD APPROVAL FOR VALLEY METRO RPTA
STAFF TO CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARINGS ON THE PROPOSED FARE
STRUCTURE WHICH INCLUDES:

» FY 2010 fare change = July 2009 or earlier; FY 2011 fare change (if necessary)
= July 2010 or earlier

» Results of FY10 fare increase will be monitored and a recommendation on the
FY11 increase will be part of the FY11 budget process

» Base fare is $1.50, effective FY 2010, and $1.75, effective FY 2011

» Express cash fare is base fare + $1.00 premium

» Reduced cash fare is one-half the local cash fare, rounded down to the nearest
$0.05

» Pass prices:

Local Express Reduced
Passes FY2010 FY2011 FY2010 FY2011 FY2010 FY2011

1-Day

on-board $4.50 $5.00 $6.50 $7.25 $2.25 $2.50

off-board $3.75 $4.50 $5.75 $6.50 $1.75 $2.00
3-Day $11.25 $13.00 N/A N/A $5.50 $6.50
7-Day $26.25 $30.50 N/A N/A $13.00 $15.25
31-Day $50.00 $55.00 $76.00 $85.00 $25.00 $27.00

» Adopt the recommended changes to the ADA paratransit fares for Phoenix and
East Valley Dial-a-Rides
» Adopt the recommended changes to rural route fares

Mesa voted no.
Mr. Martin said his no vote was based on the assumptions used to determine the
percentage of the fare increase. He said five percent was used when actual cost

increases for operations are higher than five percent.

4. Development Policy for Public Transportation Fund Financed Capital Projects

Mr. Boggs said RPTA and METRO have been working on this suggested policy for
almost two years. He said there are concerns that as the TLCP Policies now exist,
once RPTA provides funding to a city for a capital project like a Park-and-Ride, Transit
Center, or Transit Facility, there is no requirement that a city retain that land use in



future years. He said this proposed policy places land use restrictions on cities who
receive PTF for capital projects and provides guidance on joint development. It helps
the transit system retain transit facilities that were promised to the voters in Prop. 400
into the future by assuring our customer facilities are kept for the same uses. It does
allow cities to provide alternative land sites or repay the PTF if it needs the land for a
better use and the facility is no longer required. In some respects, the policy is mirrored
after those required by the FTA when a city receives federal funding for a project.

Mr. Callow said the City of Phoenix is very close to agreeing with this policy and
requested an additional 30 days to talk with RPTA staff.

IT WAS MOVED BY GEORGE PETTIT, SECONDED BY TOM CALLOW AND
UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED TO TABLE THIS ITEM UNTIL JANUARY 2009.

5. Leqislative Clarification on Vanpool Tax Status

Mr. Boggs said our vanpool contractor, VPSI Inc, had their in-house attorney review
Arizona tax codes, laws, rules and regulations, for any potential liability that could
accrue to VPSI and or vanpool groups that were not already subject to taxes under the
RPTA vanpool program. He said the VPSI attorney came across ARS-5839 which is a
tax imposed in Maricopa County on rental cars that helps fund the tourism and sports
authority in Arizona.

Mr. Boggs said since there is a tax for rental car vehicles, the concern is that vanpools
could be classified as a car rental since participation in this program does not require
any lease or long term commitment. The vanpool program only requires a 30 day
month-to-month commitment by the vanpool driver.

In speaking with our legislative counsel, it was suggested that RPTA seek a legislative
clarification on the tax status on vanpools. It is not our belief that it is the legislative
intent to impose such a tax on vanpools especially given the air quality benefits and
congestion mitigation that occurs from vanpools (i.e. serving a public purpose).

IT WAS MOVED BY JEFF MARTIN, SECONDED BY RANDY OVERMYER AND
CARRIED TO FORWARD THE LEGISLATIVE CLARIFICATION ON VANPOOL TAX
STATUS TO THE BOARD FOR CONSIDERATION. GILBERT VOTED NO.

6. Executive Director's Report

Mr. Boggs updated the TMC on the following that will be discussed at the November 20
Board meeting:

A. Valley Metro RPTA and Valley Metro Rail Merger
B. Transit Life Cycle Program Review

7. Future TMC Agenda Items Request

Jeff Martin requested that Valley Metro provide a link to MAG’s Transit Framework
Study on their website.



8. Public Comment

None.

With no further discussion the meeting adjourned at 12:38 p.m.
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Transit Management Committee
Information Summary

Agenda Item #C

Date
January 29, 2009

Subject
Interactive Voice Response (IVR) System for East Valley Dial-a-Ride Contract Award

Summary

An IVR System will provide East Valley Dial-a-Ride users with communication access
24 hours a day, seven days a week. The IVR will reduce phone hold and wait times by
enabling the caller to confirm, cancel and check on pick-up times using any touchtone
phone. During call center hours, the caller may be transferred to a reservationist with
one keypad entry. Outbound reminder calls can be made the night before a planned
trip. Additional reminders can be made just before the van arrives to pick-up the
passenger.

In response to a solicitation for an IVR System, RPTA received three proposals. The
companies that submitted proposals included Logic Tree, Ontira and Trapeze. A
proposal review team consisting of representatives from RPTA, Veolia Transportation,
and the cities of Mesa and Scottsdale was formed to evaluate the proposals. Based on
the initial evaluation, all three proposers were invited for presentations/interviews that
were held on December 18, 2008. Following the presentations/interviews, the panel
deliberated and unanimously recommended that Trapeze be awarded the IVR contract.

Fiscal Impact

The IVR System cost for the base year is $142,616 which will be paid with 80 percent
($114,093) federal funds from a 2007 New Freedom Grant. The local match of 20
percent ($28,523) will be paid by the municipalities of Chandler, Gilbert, Mesa,
Scottsdale and Tempe.

It is the intent of RPTA to enter into a one (1) year agreement with four (4) one (1) year
options. Option years provide for maintenance and upgrades of the software, which is
critical for utilizing the software beyond the initial year of the agreement and the
corresponding New Freedom Grant. The FTA requires the analysis and consideration



of option pricing during the proposal evaluation stage. Options can not be exercised,
per FTA Circular 4220.1F, if they are not evaluated and considered prior to award.

Trapeze offered the best value as a measure of lowest dollars per evaluation point. In
essence, this can be considered as “getting the biggest bang for the buck”. Additionally,
Trapeze received the highest number of points and submitted the lowest overall price.
The potential total price of the contract that is recommended to be awarded to Trapeze,
over a five year term is $208,319. Table | below details the points received, purchase
and five-year maintenance cost, and cost per point for each proposer.

TABLE |
Points | Price $/pt
Trapeze 6006.00 | $208,319 | $34.685
Ontira 4995.70 | $288,663 | $57.782
Logic Tree 4583.20 | $228,298 | $49.811

The total maintenance fees for years two through five will be $65,703. Therefore, an
annual cost of $16,425.75 will be included in the East Valley Dial-a-Ride’s budget for
IVR maintenance.

Considerations

IVR Systems have been shown to improve overall productivity and on-time service
performance through better passenger communication. Passenger no-shows are
decreased and customer satisfaction is improved with 24/7 access. In addition to
improved system productivity, several paratransit systems reported the ability to
maintain level call center staffing while passenger demand for service grew.

Committee Action Process

VMOCC: January 20, 2009 — approved

TMC: February 4, 2009 — for action

Board of Directors: February 19, 2009 — for action

Recommendation
It is recommended the TMC forward to the Board the recommendation to award a
contract to Trapeze for an IVR System in an amount not to exceed $142,616.

Contact Person

Jim Wright

Acting Deputy Executive Director of Operations
480-287-5980

Attachments
None
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Transit Management Committee
Information Summary

Agenda Item #D

Date
January 28, 2009

Subject
2007 Origins and Destinations Survey

Summary

In the Fall of 2007, the Valley Metro Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA),
with consultant support (Nustats Inc), conducted an Origins and Destinations (O/D)
survey (also know as the Transit On-board Study) of Valley Metro transit riders. The
self-administered surveys were conducted among riders of fixed-route bus service (i.e.
Local, Circulator, Limited, Rural, Express, and RAPID bus routes) during weekdays in
the morning, midday and evening. Data collection was performed from October 8
through December 18, 2007. A total of 7,600 completed and usable surveys, as
included in the final data files, were collected.

The study project included survey instrument design; sampling plan development;
collection, processing, and geocoding the acquired data; data weighting and expansion;
data analysis; comparison with the results of the 2001 O/D survey data; and
development of a final report.

Throughout the survey process, the 2007 Transit On-Board Survey was guided by a
Technical Advisory Group that was chaired by the Valley Metro RPTA project manager
and included representatives of MAG, METRO, the cities of Phoenix, Glendale,
Scottsdale, Tempe, and other Valley Metro RPTA member agencies.

The objectives for this study were as follows:
— Collect data on transit ridership and transit service levels for the Before and After
Study as required by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) on New Starts
Major Capital Investments (such as the METRO Rail project)
— Update travel patterns for the Regional Travel Demand Model.
— Target transit markets that have been underrepresented in the previous surveys.
— Improve the quality of data collected for valid Origin and Destination Pairs



Fiscal Impact
The cost for this study was $484,829, with 80 percent funded by the FTA and 20
percent funded by the Regional Area Road Fund (RARF).

Considerations

The data from this study will be used to calibrate and validate the Regional
Transportation Model. This recalibration will enhance the model’s ability to accurately
predict mode splits and projected ridership on the region’s transit networks. Accurate
ridership projections are a critical part of making the case when seeking New Starts or
Small Starts federal funding of new transit investments. An O/D survey is typically
conducted about every 5 years. The timing of this survey was altered to coincide with
the timing needed for a “before” and “after” study connected with the opening of light
rail. We will be doing another survey of this type (the “after” survey) in FY 2010.

The current Regional Transportation Model does not effectively capture drive to transit
behavior. This weakness is the result of the current 2001 O/D Survey based calibration
which occurred during a period when walk to transit was the predominate form of
access. Subsequent to the 2001 survey, the City of Phoenix implemented the RAPID
express bus system which represented a major departure from previous express
service models. Where previous express service drew riders from curb side stops
before entering the regional freeway system, RAPID draws its ridership from regional
park and ride lots and then immediately accesses the freeway network. The benefits of
this approach are shorter travel times than can be accomplished under the old express
service format. New express services that are being implemented under Proposition
400 follow the RAPID model with riders collected from regional park and rides rather
than curb side stops. The ability to model drive to transit behavior is critical to
accurately projecting future transit ridership.

Committee Action Process

VMOCC - January 27, 2009, approved
TMC — February 4, 2009, for action
Board — February 19, 2009, for action

Recommendation
It is recommended the TMC accept the 2007 Origins and Destinations Study and
forward it to the Board for consideration.

Contact Person

Carol Ketcherside

Deputy Executive Director of Planning
602-534-0733

Attachments

PowerPoint Presentation

Executive Summary from Draft Origins and Destinations Report — the full report is
available upon request.



Valley Metro Regional Public
Transportation Authority (RPTA)

2007 Origin and Destination Survey
Draft Final Report

December 2008
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206 Wild Basin Rd., Suite A-300

Austin, Texas 78746

Contact: Jesse Casas, Project Director
(512) 306-9065

Fax (512) 306-9077

www.nustats.com



Executive Summary

In the Fall of 2007, the Valley Metro Regional Public Transportation Authority (RPTA), with consultant
support, conducted an Origin/Destination (O/D) survey of the Valley Metro riders. The self-
administered surveys were conducted among riders of fixed-route bus service: Local, Circulator,
Limited, Rural, Express, and RAPID bus. Data collection was performed from October 8 through
December 18, 2007. A total of 7,600 valid completed surveys, as included in the final data files,
were collected. The study project involved designing the survey instrument; developing a sampling
plan; collecting, processing, and geocoding the collected data; weighting and expanding the
data; analyzing the data; comparing the results with 2001 O/D survey data; and reporting the
results. This report documents these tasks.

Key Findings

The objectives of the 2007 O/D survey analysis were two-fold: (1) Examine the demographics, and
(2) Examine the travel behavior characteristics of Valley Metro riders. The survey data used for this
analysis was appropriately weighted and expanded to represent the unlinked trips made by Valley
Metro riders. Some important findings from the analysis of the Valley Metro riders are summarized
below:

— Transit Riders are more likely to be from low-income households. Almost three in four riders
belong to households earning less than $35,000.

— About half of all transit riders are transit-dependent, i.e., they belong to households that do
not own any vehicles.

— Two out of every three riders are employed.

— Riders are primarily in the 25 to 54 years of age; young riders in the age range of 18-24 form
the second largest group.

— The majority of trips made by riders originate or end at home or work; 44% of riders make
home-based work trips using transit, while 40% make home-based non-work trips.

— Walking is the dominant access and egress mode for all riders; more than three-fourths of the
riders walk access and egress.

— Nearly two-third of riders make at least one transfer to complete their one-way trip.

— In the absence of transit service, almost one-third of the riders report that they would not
make the trip.

— Bus Book is the primary source of bus schedule information used by two-third of the riders.
Further, the demographic characteristics of Valley Metro riders were compared with the general

population residing in the Maricopa County. The general population statistics were obtained from
2007 American Community Survey data. The important findings from this comparison are as follows:

— Transit riders are more likely to be from larger, low-income, and zero-vehicle households.
— Riders are more likely to be employed.
— Riders are more likely to be 18 to 54 years of age.
In addition, the transit market was segmented by service type into three categories: Local, Express,

and RAPID bus riders; and the demographics and travel behavior characteristics were compared
across the three market segments. The key findings are summarized below:

— Compared to RAPID and Express bus riders, Local bus riders are more likely to:
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Be from larger households with five or more members.

Be from lower income households, with an annual income less than $35,000.

Own fewer vehicles.

Be employed part-time or to not be in the labor force.

Be less than 25 years of age.

Use transit to travel to/from destinations other than work in the AM and PM Peak period.
Walk, rather than drive, to access the bus stop in the AM Peak period.

Either not make the trip; or walk/bicycle, or drive with someone else to make the trip, if
transit service is unavailable.

Use the Bus Book, rather than the Valley Metro website, for schedule information.

Finally, the 2007 O/D survey data was compared with data collected on weekday trips during the
first quarter of 2001. In order to compare the two surveys, only weekday trips from the 2007 O/D
survey were selected for analysis. The 2001 data were appropriately weighted and expanded to
represent “unlinked” trips. At the same time, the 2007 ACS data for the general population residing
in Maricopa County were compared to 2000 Census to gain insights into the demographic shifts in
the general population during this time period. Some important findings from the analysis of the
Valley Metro riders are summarized below:

— Riders are more transit-dependent in 2007 than in 2001 as indicated by:

Decline in vehicle ownership.
Use of transit to and from a wider variety of locations in addition to home and work.
Increase in number of transfers per trip.

Increase in the riders reporting that would not have made their trip if the bus had not
been available.

— Riders rely more on Valley Metro website; reliance on the Bus Book has decreased.

— Contrary to the demographic shifts in the transit rider population, there has not been any
significant shift in the distribution of household size, vehicle ownership, employment status
and age of the general population residing in Maricopa County since 2000, with the
exception of an increase in households with an annual income of $60,000 or higher.

The overall response rate for this study is 17.2%. Express and RAPID bus routes have a higher response
rate of 42.4% and 37.1% respectively. Local bus routes, on the other hand, have a lower response
rate of 15.6%.
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2007 Origins and Destinations Study
February 4, 2009

Study Timeline
= Project Start: August 2007

= Pilot Study: August 21- August 24, 2007
= Main Study: October 8 - December 18, 2007

= Process Survey Results w/Trip Tables and draft final report
January - September 2008

= Final Report: January 2009

1/29/2009
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Goals

Collect data on transit ridership and transit service levels for
the Before and After Study as required by Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) on New Starts Major Capital
Investments (such as the METRO Rail project)

Update travel patterns for the Regional Travel Demand
Model

= Target transit markets that have been underrepresented in
the previous surveys

= Improve the quality of data collected for valid Origin and
Destination Pairs 3

.7~ : -

Composition of the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC)

= RPTA

= Metro

= MAG

= City of Glendale

= City of Phoenix

= City of Tempe

= City of Scottsdale

= Other Member agencies

1/29/2009



Study Details

= The study project involved:
— Design of survey instrument
— Development of sampling plan
— Processing and geo-coding the acquired data
— Data weighting and expansion
— Data analysis
— Comparison with the results of the 2001 O/D survey data
— Development of final report

= The self-administered surveys were conducted among
riders of fixed-route bus service: Local, Circulator, Limited,
Rural, Express, and RAPID bus

5

Study Details

= The initial sampling goal was to collect 9700 valid surveys
= A total of 7,600 valid surveys were collected
= The overall response rate for this study is 17.2%

= Express and RAPID bus routes have a higher response
rate of 42.4% and 37.1% respectively

= Local bus routes have a lower response rate of 15.6%
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Key Findings

Transit Riders are more likely to be from low-income households.
élmost three in four riders belong to households earning less than
35,000.

=  About half of all transit riders are transit-dependent, i.e., they
belong to households that do not own any vehicles.

=  Two out of every three riders are employed.

= Riders are primarily in the 25 to 54 years of age; young riders in
the age range of 18-24 form the second largest group.

=  The majority of trips made by riders originate or end at home or
work; 44% of riders make home-based work trips using transit,
while 40% make home-based non-work trips.

Key Findings

= Walking is the dominant access and egress mode for all
riders; more than three-fourths of the riders walk access
and egress.

= Nearly two-third of riders make at least one transfer to
complete their one-way trip.

= In the absence of transit service, almost one-third of the
riders report that they would not make the trip.

= Bus Book is the primary source of bus schedule
information used by two-third of the riders.
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Regional Public Transportation Authority
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003
602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411
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Transit Management Committee
Information Summary

Agenda ltem #2

Date
January 28, 2009

Subject
Regional Fare Policy Program

Summary

Sales taxes in Maricopa County subsidize operating expenses for Valley Metro public transit
services. With the economic slowdown, much of the tax revenues used to subsidize transit
service have declined. That has resulted in an operating deficit for Valley Metro services. This
sales tax shortfall has prompted a proposal to restructure the fare policy to help alleviate the
budget challenges.

Although the base Valley Metro fare is $1.25 for 1-ride on a local bus or light rail, fares paid by
Valley Metro customers covers just 24 percent of the cost of a ride. The other 76 percent is
subsidized by tax revenues. The base fare for local bus service has remained $1.25 since 1994
and in 2007 the 1 day pass price was reduced from $3.60 to $2.50.

Valley Metro is required to maintain fare revenues at a 25% target and the portion paid by riders
does not currently meet the target. Over time the forecasted share paid by riders will continue
to decline. In the next few years as the cost of providing transit increases the portion that riders
currently pay will be less. If the current fares remain in place the forecasted fare revenue by the
year 2012 will drop to about 22%.

Forecasted Share of Cost Paid by Riders
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We have been fortunate that sales tax revenues have supported most of the cost to use transit
however the decline has reduced funds available to continue to operate the service at its current
level. Without the restructuring of the fare policy, Valley Metro or its members may be forced to
continue to cut service to help offset the budget shortfall.

In addition to the fare policy restructuring, the new light rail service presents opportunities to consider
fare policies to attract additional riders to both bus and rail while providing benefits for Valley Metro
and METRO light rail operations. Valley Metro RPTA'’s purpose in undertaking this study was to
evaluate and recommend fare policies (including pricing) to streamline transit use by developing:

= A policy for large volume users (e.g., universities/colleges/technical schools, employers, and
conventions)

= A program for major sports/cultural events along the rail line
= A policy that will meet the Board approved 25% farebox revenue recovery target

Booz Allen Hamilton, a third party consultant, has been contracted to work with Valley Metro to
identify and recommend fare policies that achieve these objectives. The Booz Allen proposed scope
of work, staffing, schedule and budget was presented to the Valley Metro Operations and Capital
Committee (VMOCC) for informational purposes on September 16, 2008.

RPTA worked with the Valley Metro Fare Policy Committee to discuss proposed fare changes and to
obtain their input on the alternatives to be modeled. This meeting took place on October 14. Based
on the committee input, the recommended fare policies and pricing strategies were presented to the
VMOCC and Finance Oversight Advisory Committee (FOAC) for consideration. The FOAC
recommended moving forward the Fare Policy Program proposal to the Transit Management
Committee (TMC) with several modifications.

The TMC and Board reviewed the revised program proposal and made additional modifications to
reflect comments by several members. In November 2008, the Valley Metro Board approved taking
the proposal through the public hearing process in January 2009. The public hearing process has
taken place and the results are now available for Valley Metro TMC and the Valley Metro Board for
review.

The following outlines the schedule and process to implement a fare change (if adopted) by July
2009 or earlier.

1. RPTA and City of Phoenix staff jointly develop proposed fare policy scenarios — early October

2.  RPTA convenes the Regional Fare Policy Committee to discuss proposed alternatives —
October 14, 2008

3. Booz Allen to run fare policy model scenarios based on input from the Regional Fare Policy
Committee — October 15-20, 2008

4.  Valley Metro Operations and Capital Committee (VMOCC) and FOAC considers recommended
fare policy scenario — October 21, 2008

5. Valley Metro Transit Management Committee considers recommended fare policy scenario —
November 5, 2008

6. Valley Metro Board considers the regional fare policy scenario and directs staff to conduct
public meetings on the proposed fare policy — November 20, 2008

7.  Public hearing process — January 2009 (The Federal Transit Administration requires 30-day
advance public notice prior to convening the public hearings)

8. VMOCC is apprised of public hearing process input — January 27, 2009



10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
17.

Valley Metro Transit Management Committee considers public hearing input on proposed fare
policy — February 4, 2009

Valley Metro Board of Directors considers approval of new fare policy — February 19, 2009

Fare Policy Committee — February 2009 reviews the fare policy recommendation based on
action taken by the City of Phoenix Council

VMOCC for action on the recommended fare policy February 17, 2009
TMC for action on the recommended fare policy March 4, 2009
Board for action on the recommended fare policy March 19, 2009

Scheidt Bachman, a regional fare system vendor, re-programs the fare tariff — February thru
May 2009

Conduct public information campaign and order new fare media if required

Implementation of new fare policy — July 2009 or earlier

The Regional Fare Policy Proposal
The following proposed regional fare policy proposal was approved by the Valley Metro Board for
public input.

Adjustments to the fare policy which impacts:

Local bus and light rail service
Express bus service
Rural route service
ADA paratransit (Dial-A-Ride)
o City of Phoenix - Phoenix also provides paratransit service (Dial-a-Ride) to Avondale,
Goodyear, Tolleson, and Litchfield Park.
o East Valley including Chandler, Gilbert, Mesa, Scottsdale, Tempe, Paradise Valley,
Guadalupe and parts of Maricopa County.

Key elements of the proposed fare policy include:
» Multiple base fare options, including:

— Increasing the base fare by up to $0.50 in July 2009
— Anincrease to the base fare again in July 2010, by up to $0.50, but not to exceed $1.00
over two years

» Express fare premium increased from $0.50 to $1.00
» Reduced fare discounts remain at 50%
» Passes priced at multiples of base fare:

— 1-Day Pass at 3.0 x base fare
— 3 and 7-Day Passes at 2.5 x base fare x number of days of validity (i.e., 3 or 7 day)
— 31-Day Pass at 31-33 x base fare

» Adopt the recommended changes to the ADA paratransit fares for Phoenix and East Valley Dial-
a-Rides
» Adopt the recommended changes to rural route fares

The following chart summarizes the proposed scenario changes:



Fare Type $0.50 $0.75 $1.00

LOCAL
Cash $1.25 $1.75 $2.00 $2.25
1-Day On-
Board $2.50 $5.00 $6.00 $6.75
1-Day Off-
Board $2.50 $4.25 $5.25 $6.00
3-Day $7.50 $13.00 $16.00 $18.00
7-Day $17.50 $30.50 $37.00 $42.00
31-Day $45.00 $55.00 $63.00 $70.00
EXPRESS
Cash $1.75 $2.75 $3.00 $3.25
1-Day On-
Board $3.50 $7.00 $8.00 $8.75
1-Day Off-
Board $3.50 $6.25 $7.25 $8.00
31-Day $68.00 $85.00 $93.00 $100.00
REDUCED
Cash $0.60 $0.85 $1.00 $1.10
1-Day On-
Board $1.25 $2.50 $3.00 $3.25
1-Day Off-
Board $1.25 $2.00 $2.50 $2.75
3-Day $3.75 $6.50 $8.00 $9.00
7-Day $8.75 $15.25 $18.50 $21.00
31-Day $22.50 $27.00 $31.00 $35.00
SEMESTER PASS
Spring/Fall $160.00 $195.00 $222.00 $245.00
Reduced
Spring/Fall $80.00 $97.50 $110.00 $122.50
Summer $105.00 $125.00 $145.00 $160.00
Reduced

Summer $52.50 $62.50 $72.50 $80.00



As we review the chart, you will notice there are different costs associated with the purchase of
a 1-Day pass depending on where it is purchased.

The reason the cost is different is to encourage customers to purchase their passes at sales
locations throughout the Valley. When passes are purchased on-board a bus, it actually slows
down the bus to a point where it adds to the operating costs of the service due to delays.

1-day passes purchased off the bus will be discounted $0.75.

The following proposed fare increase scenarios to the one-ride local bus and light rail fares were
presented to the public:

$0.50 increase: $1.75 one-ride local fare - $5.00 all day pass

May provide revenue to maintain current service and/or minimize service
reductions

$0.75 increase: $2.00 one-ride local fare - $6.00 all day pass
More likely to provide revenue to maintain current service

$1.00 increase: $2.25 one-ride local fare - $6.75 all day pass

Most likely to provide revenue to maintain current service

May provide revenue to restore recently eliminated service

May provide revenue for future service enhancements

Proposed Rural Route Fares
The Valley Metro Fare Policy proposal includes changes to Rural Route fares. Two rural routes
connect the cities of Ajo/Gila Bend and Wickenburg to the Phoenix metropolitan area.

Fares have remained the same since the inception of the routes while service has been added

and costs have increased. The increased fares help to maintain the service. All of the proposed
fare changes are in blue.

Route 886- Glla Bend/Ajo Fare Structure - Current fare (Proposedfaresin blue)

Ajo GilaBend Buckeye Avondale Goodyear Tolleson Phoenix

Ajo . $3.00 $5.00 ($6.00) $6.00 ($7.00) $6.00 ($7.00) $7.00 ($8.00)  $7.00 ($8.00)
Gila Bend $3.00 — $2.00 ($3.00) $3.00 ($4.00) $3.00 ($4.00) $4.00 ($5.00) $4.00 ($5.00)
Buckeye $5.00 ($6.00) $2.00 ($3.00) — $1.25 ($2.00) $1.25 ($2.00) $2.00 ($3.00) $2.00 ($3.00)
Avondale $6.00 ($7.00) $3.00 ($4.00) $1.25 ($2.00) e $1.25 ($2.00) $1.25 ($2.00)  $1.25 ($2.00)
Goodyear $6.00 ($7.00) $3.00 ($4.00) $1.25 (52.00) $1.25 (52.00) — $1.25 ($2.00) $1.25 ($2.00)
Tolleson $7.00 ($8.00) $3.00 ($5.00) $2.00 ($3.00) $1.25 ($2.00) $1.25 ($2.00) —— $1.25 ($2.00)
Phoenix $7.00 (58.00) $4.00 ($5.00) $2.00 ($3.00) $1.25 ($2.00) $1.25 ($2.00) $1.25 ($2.00) ——

Route 860 - Wickenburg Fare Structure - Current fare (Proposedfares in blue)

Wickenburg Surprise Glendale
Wickenburg — $3.00 (54.00) $3.00 ($4.00)
Surprise $3.00 ($4.00) — $1.25 ($2.00)
Glendale $3.00 ($4.00) $1.25 (52.00) F—



Proposed ADA Paratransit Fares (Dial-a-Ride)

The proposed fare policy changes for ADA paratransit fares (Dial-a-Ride) include the city of
Phoenix and the East Valley. The East Valley includes Chandler, Gilbert, Mesa, Scottsdale,
Tempe, Paradise Valley, Guadalupe and parts of Maricopa County.

Phoenix provides ADA paratransit service (Dial-a-Ride) to the Southwest Valley. This includes
Avondale, Goodyear, Tolleson, and Litchfield Park.

East Valley $2.00 $1.25 1.6 x Local Fare 2.0 x Local

Phoenix $2.50 $1.25 2.0 x Local Fare 2.0 x Local

The proposed change is for the ADA paratransit (Dial-a-Ride) fare to be maintained at two times
the local bus fare.

The city of Phoenix is also proposing changes to the Phoenix monthly ADA Dial-a-Ride pass
which includes two options:

Option 1 is to increase to monthly pass to 20 times the 1-ride ADA paratransit fare.
Option 2 is to eliminate the monthly ADA paratransit pass.

One Way Local Bus and Rail Fare $1.75 $2.00 $2.25
ADA Fare (one way) - Scheduled trip (1) $3.50 $4.00 $4.50
Phoenix ADA Monthly Pass (2) $70.00 $80.00 $90.00

The monthly ADA Dial-a-Ride pass is only available to Phoenix residents. The Phoenix City
Council will make the final decision on either adopting a fare change to twenty times the local
fare for the monthly pass or eliminating it.



Proposed Phoenix Non ADA Paratransit Fares (Dial-a-Ride)
The city of Phoenix is also proposing changes to their Non ADA paratransit fares (Dial-a-Ride).
This includes adjusting the Non ADA fares based on the local bus and light rail cash fare.

One ride Local Bus and Rail

Fare $1.75 $2.00 $2.25
Full fare - Same Day

First Zone $4.00 $4.50 $5.00
Full fare - Same Day

Each Additional Zone $2.00 $2.50 $3.00
Reduced — Same day

First Zone $2.00 $2.25 $2.50
Reduced — Same day

Each Additional Zone $1.00 $1.25 $1.25

Public Awareness and Involvement
Public notices were provided via mail, on buses, Valleymetro.org, and in local newspaper
advertisements and press releases have been made available to local media.

Most of the local media have been promoting the hearings and carrying the information on their
web sites.

The public had the following options to comment on the fares.

Mail their comments to Valley Metro

Email their comment to fares@valleymetro.org

Phone in comments to Customer Service

Fill out a survey and provide comments at ValleyMetro.org

7 Public Hearings (Avondale, Glendale, Mesa, 3 in Phoenix, and Tempe)

1 Webinar. The Webinar was recorded and made available on ValleyMetro.org with the
opportunity to provide comment via an electronic survey

e Business community via Transportation Coordinator Meetings and outreach by Valley Metro
Business Services Representatives

Public Transit Fare Policy Hearing Schedule and locations:

Tuesday, January 6
Avondale

City Council Chambers
11465 W Civic Center Dr.

Wednesday, January 7

Tempe

Transportation Center Community Room
200 E 5" Street

Thursday January 8
Webinar — Registration via ValleyMetro.org
10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.
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Thursday January 8

Mesa

Grace United Methodist Church
Fellowship Hall

2024 E. University

Tuesday, January 13

North Phoenix

Sunnyslope Community Center
802 E. Vogel Ave.

Wednesday, January 14

South Phoenix

South Mountain Community College
7050 South 24" Street

* Thursday, January 15
12:15 PM to 2:30 PM
Downtown Phoenix
MAG Saguaro Room
302 N 1% Ave. 2™ Floor

Thursday, January 22

Glendale

Glendale City Hall Council Chambers
5850 W Glendale Avenue

Fiscal Impact

The investment to conduct the study and recommendations to implement a policy for large
volume users (e.g., universities/colleges/technical schools, employers, and conventions) and a
ticketing program for major sports/cultural events along the rail line is $49,999. The costs are to
be paid evenly by METRO and RPTA.

The cost to model and recommend fare pricing changes is not to exceed $22,900. RPTA
budgeted funds will be transferred from the remaining consultant funds for the financial system
to Regional Marketing. This will be funded with Regional Area Road Funds (RARF).

Considerations

Due to large increases in operating costs and the significant reduction of sales tax revenue
which fund transit services, Valley Metro service providers are evaluating service reductions and
fare increases. Without the fare increase, Valley Metro service providers may be forced to
continue to implement service reductions. Although a fare increase will reduce the level of
service reductions, it may not eliminate the need to reduce service.

Committee Action Process

¢ VMOCC tabled the original proposal — June 25, 2008

e VMOCC informational presentation — September 16, 2008

e Fare Policy Committee review and input — October 14, 2008

¢ VMOCC: On October 21, 2008, the VMOCC motioned to recommend the fare policy change
scenario and to forward the item to the TMC. The motion failed with a vote of 5 in favor and
7 against.

e FOAC: On October 21, 2008, the FOAC motioned to recommend the fare policy change
scenario and to forward the item to the TMC with changes. The motion was approved by a
vote of 7 in favor and 6 against. The changes were:

0 Exclude recommendations for ASU, Special Events and Conventions
0 Increase 31-day pass to $50 for local and $76 for express



TMC: On November 5, 2008 the TMC motioned to recommend the fare policy change
scenario and to forward the item to the Board with changes. The motion was approved by a
vote of 7 in favor and 6 against. The changes were:

o0 Implement the first phase adjustment July 2009 or earlier. Monitor conditions and

implement the second phase if necessary.

0 ADA paratransit strategies remain within each jurisdiction.
Board: On November 20, 2008 the Board approved the recommended fare policy change
scenario only for the purpose of authorizing the Executive Director to hold public hearings
regarding the fare policy change. The public comments will be returned for Board
consideration in advance of any approved fare change.
FOAC and VMOCC apprised of public input — January 27, 2009
Fare Policy Committee reviews the public input — January 29, 2009
Phoenix City Council for consideration — February 3, 2009
TMC for information — February 4, 2009
Board for information — February 19, 2009
Fare Policy Committee — February 2009 reviews the fare policy recommendation based on
action taken by the City of Phoenix Council
VMOCC for action on the recommended fare policy February 17, 2009
TMC for action on the recommended fare policy March 4, 2009
Board for action on the recommended fare policy March 19, 2009

Recommendation
This item is for information. Staff will present a summary of the preliminary input from the public
hearings.

Contact Person

Mario Diaz

Chief Marketing Officer
602-534-7391

Attachments
PowerPoint Presentation
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ublic Awareness Campaign

December 2008 through January 23, 2009

1.2M impressions via 6 ads (AZ Republic, AZ Informant, La Prensa, La Voz)

10,000 mailers delivered to libraries, transit centers and park-and-ride lots

3,000 visitors to fare policy page on ValleyMetro.org

2000+ calls to customer service, 35 registered comments

1,300 mailers mailed to Maricopa Association of Governments public involvement database

Employer Outreach:
« 951 Transportation Coordinators reached with e-newsletter article
« Webinar with Valley employers, 60 attendees, 88% aware of proposed changes

900 car cards on buses

235 comments emailed to fares@ ValleyMetro.org

84 people attended public hearing held via webinar
7 public hearings throughout the Valley (115 attendees)

Public Relations and Media: Two press releases
» Covered 25 times by 9 media outlets, more than 2.1 people million reached

 ABC 15, KTVK-Channel 3, KTAR, KFYI, Arizona Republic, East Valley Tribune and Clear Channel radio reporters
conduct interviews on fare increases and public hearings 3
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Public Transit Fare Changes
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Wed., Jan 7, 2009

Tempe Transportation Center, Community Roam
200 E. Fifth St., Ternpe, 85281

Thurs., Jan 8, 2009

Grace United Methedist Church, Fellowship Hall
2024 E. University Dr.,, Masa, 85213

Tues,, Jan 13, 2009

Sunnyslope Community Center

202 E. Vogel Ave,, Phosnix, 85020
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TRANSIT OPEN HOUSE & PUBLIC HEARING

Valley Metro is considering a fare increase to transit services
such as bus, light rail, ADA Dial-a-Ride and rural route shuttles.

MEETING LOCATIONS:

Tues., Jan 6, 2009 at 5:30 p.m.
Avondale City Council Chambers, Avondale

Wed,, Jan 7, 2009 at 5:30 p.m.
Tempe Transportation Center, Tempe

Thurs., Jan 8, 2009 at 5:30 p.m.
Grace United Methodist Church, Mesa

Tues., Jan 13, 2009 at 5:30 p.m.
Sunnyslope Community Center, Phoenix

Wed,, Jan 14, 2009 at 5:30 p.m.
South Mountain Community College, Phoenix

Thurs., Jan 15, 2009 at 12:30 p.m.
MAG Office, Downtown Phoenix

Thurs,, Jan 22, 2009 at 5:30 p.m
Glendale City Council Chambers, Glendale

For location information, visit ValleyMetro.org or call 602.253.5000.
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Proposed Fare Changes

e Local bus and light rail service
* Express/RAPID bus service
 Rural route service

« ADA paratransit (Dial-A-Ride)
o City of Phoenix
« East Valley
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Funding Public Transit

Passengers pay less
than 25% of the cost
to ride.

Paid for by local
and state tax
revenues.
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Funding Public Transit

Forecasted Share of Cost Paid by Riders
25.5%

25.0%
24.5%

Target (25%)

24.0% 2)0%

23.5% //\M

23.0% / M

225% T 534% : 5.
#0007 008 a0 | 200 aou | 202

« Valley Metro is required to maintain fare revenues at 25%.

* The current fares do not cover the passenger portion due to
Increasing costs and is creating a budget shortfall.

« Without increasing fares, service cuts will continue.
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" Valley Metro Compared to Others*

Fare Type Valley Metro Average/Range
: $1.84
Local 1-Ride Fare $1.25
Range: $1.25 - $2.25
: $3.00
Express 1- Ride Fare $1.75
Range: $2.50 - $6.00
$4.73
1-Day Pass $2.50
Range: $2.50 - $6.00
$66
31-Day Pass $45.00

Range: $40.00 - $85.00

* Dallas, TX; Los Angeles, CA; Minneapolis/St. Paul, MN; San Diego, CA; Sacramento, CA;
Las Vegas, NV; Reno, NV; Denver, CO; San Jose, CA; Portland, OR; Salt Lake City, UT.
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Proposed Fare Increase Scenarios
(Bus and Light Rail)

$0.50 increase: $1.75 one-ride local fare - $5.00 all day pass

May provide revenue to maintain current service or minimize service
reductions

$0.75 increase: $2.00 one-ride local fare - $6.00 all day pass
More likely to provide revenue to maintain current service

$1.00 increase: $2.25 one-ride local fare - $6.75 all day pass
Most likely to provide revenue to maintain current service

May provide revenue to restore recently eliminated service

May provide revenue for future service enhancements

= Local bus or light rail one ride fare is currently $1.25 and the all day pass is $2.50.

= Assumes economic conditions stablize and costs do not significantly increase.
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Proposed

Fare Increases

LOCAL

Cash

1-Day On-Board
1-Day Off-Board
3-Day

7-Day

31-Day
EXPRESS
Cash

1-Day On-Board
1-Day Off-Board
31-Day
REDUCED
Cash

1-Day On-Board
1-Day Off-Board
3-Day

7-Day

31-Day
SEMESTER PASS
Spring/Fall
Reduced Spring/Fall

Summer

Reduced Summer

$1.25
$2.50
$2.50
$7.50
$17.50
$45.00

$1.75
$3.50
$3.50

$68.00

$0.60
$1.25
$1.25
$3.75
$8.75
$22.50

$160.00
$80.00
$105.00
$52.50

$1.75
$5.00
$4.25
$13.00
$30.50
$55.00

$2.75
$7.00
$6.25

$85.00

$0.85
$2.50
$2.00
$6.50
$15.25
$27.00

$195.00
$97.50
$125.00
$62.50

$2.00
$6.00
$5.25
$16.00
$37.00
$63.00

$3.00
$8.00
$7.25

$93.00

$1.00
$3.00
$2.50
$8.00
$18.50
$31.00

$222.00
$110.00
$145.00

$72.50

$2.25
$6.75
$6.00
$18.00
$42.00
$70.00

$3.25
$8.75
$8.00

$100.00

$1.10
$3.25
$2.75
$9.00
$21.00
$35.00

$245.00
$122.50
$160.00

$80.00
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* Rural routes connect outlying areas to Phoenix

 The increased fares will help to maintain the service

oposed Rural Route Fares

Route 685- Gila Bend/Ajo Fare Structure - Current fare (Proposed fares in blue)

Ajo
GilaBend
Buckeye
Avondale
Goodyear
Tolleson

Phoenix

Ajo
$3.00
$5.00 ($6.00)
$6.00 ($7.00)
$6.00 ($7.00)
$7.00 ($8.00)
$7.00 ($8.00)

GilaBend
$3.00
$2.00 ($3.00)
$3.00 ($4.00)
$3.00 ($4.00)
$3.00 ($5.00)
$4.00 ($5.00)

Buckeye
$5.00 ($6.00)
$2.00 ($3.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
$2.00 ($3.00)
$2.00 ($3.00)

Avondale
$6.00 ($7.00)
$3.00 ($4.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)

Goodyear

$6.00 ($7.00)
$3.00 ($4.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)

Route 660 - Wickenburg Fare Structure - Current fare (Proposed fares in blue)

Wickenburg
Surprise

Glendale

Wickenburg

$3.00 ($4.00)
$3.00 ($4.00)

Surprise

$3.00 ($4.00)

$1.25 ($2.00)

Glendale

$3.00 ($4.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)

Tolleson
$7.00 ($8.00)
$4.00 ($5.00)
$2.00 ($3.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)

$1.25 ($2.00)

VALLEY

. METRO

Phoenix
$7.00 ($8.00)
$4.00 ($5.00)
$2.00 ($3.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
$1.25 ($2.00)
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(Dial-a-Ride)

East Valley and Phoenix ADA Paratransit services (Dial-a-Ride)

ADA Paratransit Fares

The cash fare to be maintained at two times the local fare.
East Valley fare will increase to $2.50 (currently $2.00).
If an increase in local cash fare is adopted, the East Valley fare would increase

annually until 2 times the local fare is reached.

The increased fares will help to maintain the service.

:’ - VALLEY
WA METRO

Current Current ADA Fare / Pronosed

Paratransit Fare Fixed Route Cash Fare FarepPoIic
(DAR) Bus Fare Policy y

East Valley $2.00 $1.25 1.6 x Local Fare 2.0 x Local
Phoenix $2.50 $1.25 2.0 x Local Fare 2.0 x Local
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VALLEY
. METRO

Phoenix ADA Paratransit Fares
(Dial-a-Ride)

* Proposed Phoenix ADA monthly pass structure changes:
— Option 1 is an increase to 20 times the 1-ride ADA cash fare
— Option 2 is to eliminate the monthly ADA pass

 Maintain ADA cash fare at 2 times the local bus and rail cash fares

One Way Local Bus and Rail Fare $1.75 $2.00 $2.25
ADA Fare (one way) - Scheduled trip (1) $3.50 $4.00 $4.50
Phoenix ADA Monthly Pass (2) $70.00 $80.00 $90.00

(1) Includes Phoenix, Avondale, Goodyear, Tolleson, Litchfield Park and parts of Paradise Valley
(2) ADA Monthly Pass is available only to Phoenix residents

14



(Dial-a-Ride)

Non ADA Cash Fares:

Adjust the Non ADA fares based on the local bus and light rail cash fare

VALLEY
. METRO

Phoenix Non ADA Paratransit Fares

One ride Local Bus and Rail Fare $1.75 $2.00 $2.25
Full fare - Same Day

First Zone $4.00 $4.50 $5.00
Full fare - Same Day

Each Additional Zone $2.00 $2.50 $3.00
Reduced — Same day

First Zone $2.00 $2.25 $2.50
Reduced — Same day

Each Additional Zone $1.00 $1.25 $1.25
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Comment Card at Fare Hearings

VALLEY
. METRO

urvey and Input Instruments

FARE POLICY COMMENT CARD

Valley Metro is considering fare increase options. The amount of the
fare will impact the level of service that can be provided,

Mo

2, Ofthe thres options presented, which one are you most likely to
support? CIRCLE OME OPTION OMLY.

1. Please CIRCLE your level of suppart for each of the thres transit
fare options presented below using a 11010 scale where "1” means
you strongly opposs that fare option and a "10" means you strongly
support the fare option, RATEEACH OPTION USING THE 110 10
SCALE

a. A 50 cent increass, or $1.75 cne-ride local fare
{all day pass = $5.00). This option may provida revenus
to maintain the current level of transit service or minimize
reductions.

b. A 75 eentincrease, or $2.00 ons-ride lo<al fare
(all day pass = $6.00). This cpticn may provids revenus that
is more likaly to maintain the current level of transit service.

a. & B0 centincreaze, or $1.75 cne-ride local fare
{all day pass = $5.00). This option may provide revenus
to maintain the current level of transit service or minimize

raductions. c. A $1.00 increass, or $2.25 one-ride local fare
1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8B @ 1o {all day pass = $6.75). This opticn would most likely provide
Strangly Dgpoen gy Sppact revanue that would maintain the current level of sarvice

and may provide for future service enhancements.
b. A 75 cent increase, or $2.00 one-ride local fare
{all day pass = $6.00). This cption may provide revenus that is
mare likely to maintain the current level of transit service,
1z 3 4 5 & 7 B 5 0

trargty Dppen oy Ruppert

W

Cwerall, please indicate which OME of the following two itemns is
most important to you as atransit user? CIRCLE OME.

a. The cost to use public transit
b. The level of tranzit zervg i

you have any comments or suggestions you would liks

c. A $1.00 increaszs, or $2.25 ona-ride local fare share with Valley Metro?

{all day pass = $6.75). This cption would most likely provide

revenue that would maintain the current level of s2rvice

and may provide for future sarvice enhancements.
12 3 4 5 & 7 B 5§ W

trangy Dpoen Spy Sppet

Mame Email Maating Location

Zoomerang Survey on ValleyMetro.org

Please rate your level of support for each of the three transit fare
options presented below using a 1 to 10 scale where "1" means
you strongly oppose that fare option and a "10" means you
strongly support the fare option.

1 * Rate this option on a scale of 1 to 10:

A 50 cent mcrease. or $1.75 one-ride local fare (all day
pass = $5.00). This option may provide revenue to
maintain the current level of transit service or minimize

reductions.
Strongly Strongly
3 4 5 -] 7 8
Oppose Support

) @ D @ D @ o e @

Comments emailed to fares@ValleyMetro.orq

Calls to Customer Service

Comments mailed to RPTA; attention Fare Program Manager

17
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e Survey instruments were used to capture a clearer
understanding of:

— “Level of support” for each of the three pricing options

— Of the 3 pricing options, which one would respondents
most likely support

— Given the choice, which was most important: level of
service OR cost to use transit

« Any other overall customer comments

e Sources: comment card = 72, Online survey = 38,
fares@valleymetro.org = 235

 Compiled by Westgroup Research
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VALLEY

. METRO
There is not strong support for a fare increase
at any level among those responding
100% - Level of Support for Fare Options
83%
80%
65%
60% -
46%
40% 7 33%
21% 22%
N ASE-D
8% 9%
$.50 increase $.75 increase $1.00 increase
4.5 3.2 2.3
Average Average Average
20

n=98 [ Strongly Support 8-10 4-7 Strongly Oppose 1-3



2VA METRO

“When asked to choose between the three options,
three in four selected the $0.50 increase

100% Option Most Likely to Support
80% - 75%

60%

40% [

20% 1% 11%

0% T T T
$.50 Increase $.75 Increase $1.00 Increase
n=116 21

Q: Of the three options presented, which one are you most likely to support? CIRCLE ONE OPTION ONLY.



i B VALLEY
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" The cost to use public transit was more important
to respondents than the level of service available

100% Most Important Issue
80%
60%
60%
40%
40%
20%
0% | |
Cost to use Level of transit
public transit service available
n=91
Q. Overall, please indicate which ONE of the following two items is most important to you as a transit user? CIRCLE ONE. 22

a. The cost to use public transit b. The level of transit service available



n=323

Raising cost will lower ridership
cheaper to drive

Don't increase fare - tough economy

Raising cost will be difficult
for transit dependent

Fix fare boxes

Look for other revenue sources

More accepting of fare increase
if service improved

Support small increase/
keep to minimum/25 cents

Waitto see impact of light rail
increase hurt It

Oppose $1 increase/excessive

Focus on increasing ridership
to keep costs down

Increase should be phased in gradually
Fare was justincreased in 2007

Afraid state will stop fare subsidy
Decrease service/do not increase fares
Support fare increase (general)

Make fare whole dollar amount/no change

ended comments

VALLEY
. METRO

31%
10%
9%
8%
8%
6%
5%
4%
3%
3%
3%
3%
2%
2%
] ] ] ] ] ] |
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 23
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Input from Organizations

« Friends of Transit: Adopt lowest possible fare structure.

« State of Arizona and Maricopa County: Adopt lowest possible fare structure to
minimize impact to transit subsidies offered to employees.

— Platinum Pass Program may be to expensive for both the employer and employees.
« East Valley Chambers of Commerce Alliance: Against any fare increase.

— Avrizona's largest chamber of commerce with 7,500 members in Ahwatukee, Apache
Junction, Chandler, Gilbert, Mesa, Queen Creek, Scottsdale and Tempe.

« Tempe Chamber of Commerce: Against any fare increase.
« Southwest Chamber of Commerce: Will support Valley Metro’s recommendation.

e Other Organizations: Voiced concerns and impacts.

— Tumbleweed Drop-in Center (youth), New Arid Club (homeless), ECAL Justice Center (Seniors),
Lodestar Day Resource Center, Scottsdale Healthcare, Southwest Rail Corridor Coalition, East
Valley National Foundation of Blind
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“Most Frequent Comments

Valley Metro is pricing themselves out of the market. It
will be cheaper for me to drive.

We’'re in a tough economic time at the moment; please
don’t raise fares too much.

Raising fares will be difficult on the transit dependent.

Fix fare boxes before any fare increase.

26
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" Conclusions

|deally no fare increase. However if a fare increase must occur a $0.50
Increase garnered the most support.

A strategy to improve the fare collection process on the bus, smart cards
and a retail outlet strategy must be considered as part of any
recommendation.

The cost to use public transit was slightly more important to respondents
than the level of service available.

With any increase, the public expects service to improve. Setting public
expectations regarding service will be critical.

A significant increase may force discretionary riders to drive rather than
use transit.

Employers are concerned about the impact to the Platinum Pass program.
Consider a daily cap and a minimal increase to the monthly pass.

Note: 75% of transit users belong to households earning less than
$35,000. About 50% are transit-dependent (do not own a vehicle).

Origins/Destinations Study, 12/07
27



Steps
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e January

Fare Policy Committee finalizes the regional recommendation

e February

Consideration by the Operations and Capital Committee
Consideration by the Transit Management Committee
Review by the METRO Rail Management Committee and Board

Consideration by the Valley Metro Board, and the Phoenix City
Council with potential adoption of the new fare structure

o July — If adopted, the new fare structure begins
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Regional Public Transportation Authority
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003
602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411

Smartrmowve.

Transit Management Committee
Information Summary

Agenda Item #3

Date
January 28, 2009

Subject
Authorization of the Federal Surface Transportation Program (STP) Funding Requests
and Guiding Policy Issues

Summary

Valley Metro staff, in collaboration with METRO and member agency staff, and Federal
legislative counsel, has prepared Guiding Principles for the authorization of the Federal
Surface Transportation Program (STP) related to federal transit policies. Staff has also
prepared a funding request to be sent to the Arizona Congressional Delegation to be
included in the Authorization bill. This is the one time, every six years, where
authorizers can become appropriators by earmarking transportation projects in the
authorization bill. In addition to the funding requests attached, it is also recommended
that authorization for extensions to the 20-mile Minimum Operating Segment of the
METRO light rail system (as defined in the Regional Transportation Plan) are pursued.
While this bill may be characterized as a Reauthorization of the STP, many industry
groups advocate referring to the Reauthorization as an Authorization since the bill has
the ability to chart a new direction for transportation policy in the U.S.

The authorization of this program and specific projects can be critical to receiving
federal funding over the six-year period. For instance, when Congress passed the
Transportation Efficiency Act (TEA-21) in 1998, the legislation included specific project
earmarks totaling approximately one-half of the authorized bus and bus facility projects
over the first two years of the legislation. Similarly, when Congress passed the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, Transportation Equity Act - a legacy for users
(SAFETEA-LU) bill in 2005, approximately 50 percent of the bus and bus facility funding
was earmarked over a four year period. Inclusion of specific projects in the
authorization solidifies the federal funding for those projects. To that end, staff has
prepared multi-year funding requests by project type for consideration and at the
suggestion of the Valley Metro Operations and Capital Committee, placed FY 2010
Appropriations projects and economic stimulus request projects into the appropriations
funding request.

Fiscal Impact



There is no fiscal impact or budgetary impact to Valley Metro RPTA for the authorization
of the STP.

Considerations

Approximately every six years, a new transportation bill is considered by Congress to
authorize the surface transportation program and expenditures thereto. The current
legislation (SAFETEA-LU) expires on September 30, 2009. Over the next year or two,
Congress will consider the authorization of the STP. Based on the dates of the last
three authorization bills, this authorization may not actually be passed by Congress prior
to 2011.

Valley Metro, in collaboration with METRO and its member agencies, and federal
legislative counsel, has developed draft guiding principles for this authorization (see
attachment) which we seek Board endorsement.

It is important for Valley Metro and its member agencies to be actively engaged as
Congress deliberates the funding and policy priorities for this bill.

Committee Action

December 16, 2008: VMOCC, approved
January 7, 2009: TMC, tabled this item
February 4, 2009: TMC for action

February 19, 2009: Board of Directors, for action

Recommendation
It is recommended that the TMC forward to the Board the Authorization Guiding
Principles and project funding requests and for action.

Contact Person
Bryan Jungwirth
Chief of Staff

Attachments
Federal Transit Authorization Policy
Authorization Funding Requests



Regional Public Transportation Authority
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003
602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411

Smartrmowve.

Federal Transit Authorization Policy

Expanding the availability of public transportation is the heart of the answer to
congestion in the Phoenix area. It also serves the goals of reducing dependence on
foreign oil, improving air quality, reducing climate-changing greenhouse gases and
promoting livable communities.

Residents of our region will use their cars less if they are offered appealing
transit options. The federal government should be a partner with local communities in
expanding such transit options.

We support a significant increase in the size of the federal public
transportation program. The American Public Transportation Association estimates
that a total federal investment of at least $123 billion over the next six years would meet
at least 50% of the nation’s transit capital needs in that period and would support the
goal of doubling transit ridership over the next 20 years. Meeting our nation’s transit
capital needs should be an integral part of a national effort to restore and improve our
nation’s entire infrastructure.

We support maintaining the current basic federal transit funding structure:
a separate Mass Transit Account (MTA) within the Highway Trust Fund, crediting the
MTA with at least 20 percent of motor fuel taxes, and preserving the current 20 percent
General Fund contribution to the MTA.

We support new and enhanced incentives for bus systems to purchase clean
fuel vehicles.

Section 3038 of SAFETEA-LU (49 USC 5340) was supposed to benefit fast-
growing states by distributing some bus funds by 2015 population projections instead of
2000 census numbers. In practice, this section has had the opposite effect, resulting in
less bus funding for fast-growing states. 49 USC 5340 should be repealed and
replaced by a program that truly benefits fast-growing states.

Federal law allows urbanized area formula grants to be spent on operating
expenses only in urbanized areas with less than 200,000 population, but Section
3009(c)(2) of SAFETEA-LU provided for a transition period for urbanized areas that
cross the 200,000 threshold. We support a similar provision in the new
reauthorization bill. In addition, public transportation systems in urbanized areas of
more than 200,000 population which operate less than 100 buses in peak operation
should be authorized to use FTA urbanized area formula funds for operating purposes.
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We support a simplified and streamlined review, rating and approval
process for all new start and small start projects. Projects are currently strangled in
red tape, which unnecessarily delays project construction and increases project costs.

We support major reforms to the new starts rating standard. The current
standard, as implemented by FTA, does not adequately take into account all of the
benefits of new starts projects, especially land use, economic development and
environmental benefits. In addition, the cost calculation should only consider the
federal project cost---local sponsors should be able to add project features at their own
expense without harming their cost-effectiveness rating.

The Program of Interrelated Projects in ISTEA should be re-established.
Local sponsors should be able to advance multiple projects simultaneously in such a
program in order to reduce costs. They should be able to use only local funds on some
of those projects and then use those local funds as local match for other projects in the
program.

We support developing new or diversified funding sources to support public
transit.

We support expansion of mode-flexible funding directly to metropolitan
regions for congestion reduction for use on transit or highway projects subject to the
same rating standards.

We support strengthening the public transportation role in regional
decision-making.

We support federal measures to encourage transit-supportive land use
practices.

We support equalizing federal tax benefits for public transportation and
parking.

Finally, we recommend to federal policymakers for their consideration all of the
reauthorization recommendations of the American Public Transportation
Association and the New Starts Working Group.



Reauthorization Request-Discretionary Funding Plan - Bus/Bus Facilities

2010 2011 2012 2013
Buses Federal Local Total Federal Local Total Federal Local Total Federal Local Total
Regional fixed route buses $60,620,000 $15,155,000 $75,775,000 | $56,224,800 $14,056,200 | $70,281,000 $45,899,200 | $11,474,800 $57,374,000 | $48,580,000 | $12,145,000 | $60,725,000
Regional paratransit buses $2,036,800 $509,200 $2,546,000 $4,629,600 $1,157,400 $5,787,000 $4,917,600 $1,229,400 $6,147,000 | $5,372,000 | $1,343,000 | $6,715,000
Regional vanpool vans $1,890,800 $472,700 $2,363,500 $1,947,600 $486,900 $2,434,500 $2,006,000 $501,500 $2,507,500 | $2,066,000 $516,500 | $2,582,500
subtotal $64,547,600 $16,136,900 $80,684,500 | $62,802,000 $15,700,500 | $78,502,500 $52,822,800 | $13,205,700 $66,028,500 | $56,018,000 | $14,004,500 [ $70,022,500
2010 2011 2012 2013
Facilities Federal Local Total Federal Local Total Federal Local Total Federal Local Total
Phoenix upgrade (South O&M) $741,600 |  $185,400 $927,000)
Mesa upgrade (O&M) $741,600 $185,400 $927,000]
Phoenix Heavy Maintenance $30,453,200 $7,613,300 $38,066,500 | $13,687,200 | $3,421,800 [ $17,109,000
East Buckeye park-and-ride $4,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000
Downtown Chandler transit cente| $400,000 $100,000 $500,000 $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 $1,200,000 $300,000 $1,500,000
South Chandler transit center $400,000 $100,000 $500,000 $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 $1,200,000 $300,000 $1,500,000
Glendale/Grand transit center $400,000 $100,000 $500,000 $1,200,000 $300,000 $1,500,000 $1,920,000 $480,000 $2,400,000
Arrowhead Towne Center $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 $8,000,000 $2,000,000 | $10,000,000 $8,000,000 $2,000,000 $10,000,000 | $7,600,000 [ $1,900,000 $9,500,000
Glendale/Grand park-and-ride $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 | $3,600,000 $900,000 $4,500,000)
I-10/Litchfield Rd park-and-ride $9,200,000 $2,300,000 $11,500,000
Downtown Mesa transit center $400,000 $100,000 $500,000 $1,200,000 $300,000 $1,500,000 $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000)
lUS 60/Country Club park-and-ridg $2,400,000 $600,000 $3,000,000 $5,440,000 $1,360,000 $6,800,000
Gilbert/L202 (RM) park-and-ride $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 $2,400,000 $600,000 $3,000,000 | $5,600,000 [ $1,400,000 $7,000,000)
Power/L202 (RM) park-and-ride $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 $2,400,000 $600,000 $3,000,000 | $5,600,000 [ $1,400,000 $7,000,000)
Peoria/Grand park-and-ride $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 | $3,600,000 $900,000 $4,500,000)
Peoria/Grand transit center
Bell Rd/SR-51 park-and-ride $480,000 $120,000 $600,000
Deer Valley/Tatum park-and-ride $5,600,000 $1,400,000 $7,000,000
Central Station $2,800,000 $700,000 $3,500,000
Pecos/40th St park-and-ride $2,880,000 $720,000 $3,600,000
Happy Valley/I-17 park-and-ride $1,840,000 $460,000 $2,300,000
South Central BRT $1,600,000 $400,000 $2,000,000 | $11,200,000 $2,800,000 | $14,000,000 $20,000,000 $5,000,000 $25,000,000 | $28,000,000 [ $7,000,000 | $35,000,000
Elliot/I-10 park-and-ride $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000)
Laveen/59th Ave park-and-ride $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 | $4,800,000 | $1,200,000 $6,000,000]
Camelback/L101 park-and-ride $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 | $4,000,000 [ $1,000,000 $5,000,000)
Regional paratransit call center $1,600,000 $400,000 $2,000,000
egional bus communications systq $3,200,000 $800,000 $4,000,000 $4,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000 $4,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000
Arizona Avenue BRT $28,000,000 $7,000,000 $35,000,000 | $40,000,000 $10,000,000 | $50,000,000 $28,000,000 $7,000,000 $35,000,000
Scottsdale/Rural BRT $3,200,000 $800,000 $4,000,000 [ $14,400,000 $3,600,000 [ $18,000,000 $40,000,000 | $10,000,000 $50,000,000 | $40,000,000 | $10,000,000 [ $50,000,000
EVDAR O&M Facility $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 | $4,000,000 | $1,000,000 $5,000,000]
Scottsdale/L101 park-and-ride $4,800,000 $1,200,000 $6,000,000 $4,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000 $2,240,000 $560,000 $2,800,000
Airpark transit center
Grand/L303 park-and-ride
South Tempe transit center $4,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000 $5,600,000 $1,400,000 $7,000,000 $2,240,000 $560,000 $2,800,000
EVBOM upgrade (O&M) $800,000 $200,000 $1,000,000 $4,960,000 $1,240,000 $6,200,000
subtotal $78,400,000 $19,600,000 $98,000,000{ $102,400,000 $25,600,000{ $128,000,000 $149,253,200| $37,313,300 $186,566,500| $123,570,400| $30,892,600( $154,463,000
TOTAL $142,947,600 $35,736,900 $178,684,500( $165,202,000 $41,300,500( $206,502,500 $202,076,000f $50,519,000 $252,595,000( $179,588,400| $44,897,100( $224,485,500

1/29/2009




2014 2015 TOTAL
Buses Federal Local Total Federal Local Total Federal Local Total %
Regional fixed route buses $16,214,800 $4,053,700 $20,268,500 | $54,618,000 $13,654,500 | $68,272,500 [ $282,156,800 $70,539,200 $352,696,000 88%
Regional paratransit buses $4,742,800 $1,185,700 $5,928,500 $4,966,400 $1,241,600 $6,208,000 $26,665,200 $6,666,300 $33,331,500 8%
Regional vanpool vans $2,128,000 $532,000 $2,660,000 $2,192,000 $548,000 $2,740,000 $12,230,400 $3,057,600 $15,288,000 4%
subtotal $23,085,600 $5,771,400 $28,857,000 | $61,776,400 $15,444,100 | $77,220,500 $321,052,400 [ $80,263,100 $401,315,500 100%
2014 2015 TOTAL
Facilities Federal Local Total Federal Local Total Federal Local Total %
Phoenix upgrade (South) $8,811,200 $2,202,800 $11,014,000 $ 9,552,800 [ $ 2,388,200 | $ 11,941,000 2%
Mesa upgrade $8,811,200 $2,202,800 $11,014,000 $ 9,552,800 | $ 2,388,200 | $ 11,941,000 2%
Phoenix Heavy Maintenance $ 44,140,400 | $11,035,100 | $ 55,175,500 7%
East Buckeye park-and-ride $ 4,000,000 | $ 1,000,000 $ 5,000,000 1%
Downtown Chandler transit center $ 2,400,000 | $ 600,000 $ 3,000,000 0%
South Chandler transit center $ 2,400,000 | $ 600,000 $ 3,000,000 0%
Glendale/Grand transit center $ 3,520,000 | $ 880,000 $ 4,400,000 1%
Arrowhead Towne Center $ 24,400,000 | $ 6,100,000 | $ 30,500,000 4%
Glendale/Grand park-and-ride $3,760,000 $940,000 $4,700,000 $ 8,160,000 [ $ 2,040,000 | $ 10,200,000 1%
1-10/Litchfield Rd park-and-ride $ 9,200,000 | $ 2,300,000 | $ 11,500,000 2%
Downtown Mesa transit center $ 2,400,000 | $ 600,000 $ 3,000,000 0%
US 60/Country Club park-and-ride $ 7,840,000 | $ 1,960,000 | $ 9,800,000 1%
Gilbert/L202 (RM) park-and-ride $ 8,800,000 [ $ 2,200,000 | $ 11,000,000 1%
Power/L202 (RM) park-and-ride $ 8,800,000 | $ 2,200,000 | $ 11,000,000 1%
Peoria/Grand park-and-ride $3,760,000 $940,000 $4,700,000 $ 8,160,000 | $ 2,040,000 | $ 10,200,000 1%
Peoria/Grand transit center $1,600,000 $400,000 $2,000,000 $2,080,000 $520,000 $2,600,000 | $ 3,680,000 | $ 920,000 | $ 4,600,000 1%
Bell Rd/SR-51 park-and-ride $ 480,000 | $ 120,000 | $ 600,000 0%
Deer Valley/Tatum park-and-ride $ 5,600,000 | $ 1,400,000 | $ 7,000,000 1%
Central Station $ 2,800,000 | $ 700,000 | $ 3,500,000 0%
Pecos/40th St park-and-ride $ 2,880,000 | $ 720,000 $ 3,600,000 0%
Happy Valley/I-17 park-and-ride $ 1,840,000 [ $ 460,000 | $ 2,300,000 0%
South Central BRT $20,000,000 $5,000,000 $25,000,000 | $19,200,000 $4,800,000 | $24,000,000 [ $ 100,000,000 | $ 25,000,000 | $ 125,000,000 16%
Elliot/I-10 park-and-ride $3,200,000 $800,000 $4,000,000 $4,960,000 $1,240,000 $6,200,000 | $ 8,960,000 [ $ 2,240,000 | $ 11,200,000 1%
Laveen/59th Ave park-and-ride $3,680,000 $920,000 $4,600,000 $ 9,280,000 | $ 2,320,000 | $ 11,600,000 2%
Camelback/L101 park-and-ride $4,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000 $ 8,800,000 [ $ 2,200,000 | $ 11,000,000 1%
Regional paratransit call center $ 1,600,000 [ $ 400,000 | $ 2,000,000 0%
egional bus communications system $ 11,200,000 [ $ 2,800,000 | $ 14,000,000 2%
Arizona Avenue BRT $ 96,000,000 | $ 24,000,000 | $ 120,000,000 16%
Scottsdale/Rural BRT $49,600,000 $12,400,000 $62,000,000 $ 147,200,000 | $ 36,800,000 | $ 184,000,000 24%
EVDAR O&M Facility $3,200,000 $800,000 $4,000,000 $4,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000 | $ 12,000,000 | $ 3,000,000 | $ 15,000,000 2%
Scottsdale/L101 park-and-ride $ 11,040,000 $ 2,760,000 | $ 13,800,000 2%
Airpark transit center $2,000,000 $500,000 $2,500,000 $3,520,000 $880,000 $4,400,000 | $ 5,520,000 [ $ 1,380,000 | $ 6,900,000 1%
Grand/L303 park-and-ride $3,600,000 $900,000 $4,500,000 $3,600,000 $900,000 $4,500,000 | $ 7,200,000 | $ 1,800,000 [ $ 9,000,000 1%
South Tempe transit center $ 11,840,000 | $ 2,960,000 | $ 14,800,000 2%
EVBOM upgrade (O&M) $ 5,760,000 | $ 1,440,000 [ $ 7,200,000 1%
subtotal $116,022,400 $29,005,600 $145,028,000 $37,360,000 $9,340,000] $46,700,000] $ 607,006,000 [ $151,751,500 | $ 758,757,500 100%
TOTAL $139,108,000 $34,777,000 $173,885,000 $99,136,400 $24,784,100( $123,920,500 $ 928,058,400 | $232,014,600 | $1,160,073,000
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Regional Public Transportation Authority
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003
602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411

Transit Management Committee
Information Summary

Agenda Item #4

Date
January 28, 2009

Subject
Transit Life Cycle Program (TLCP) Policy Issues and Recommendations

Summary
Attached are the six white papers currently being discussed along with recommendations
for policy changes and guidance.

Considerations

The white papers all have recommendations, which may include policy changes, policy
guidance or additional work needed. The Budget and Finance Subcommittee may
approve the recommendations for policy changes and forward them to the Board of
Directors for approval in February. Alternately, the Subcommittee may wait for the staff
committees to review the impacts of the recommendations prior to approving them on
February 5.

Committee Action Process

Valley Metro Operations and Capital Committee — January 27, 2009
Finance Oversight Advisory Committee — January 27, 2009

Transit Management Committee — February 4, 2009

Budget and Finance Subcommittee — February 5, 2009 for action
Board of Directors — February 19, 2009 for action

Recommendation
This item is for information and discussion.

Contact Person

Paul Hodgins

Manager of Capital Programming
602-262-7433



Attachments

Inflation white paper

Contract Rates white paper
Regional Services white paper
Revenue Shortfalls white paper
Federal Revenues white paper
Financing white paper

TLCP PowerPoint presentation



TLCP Issues and Policy Discussions

Inflation

Priority
This issue is of importance to the TLCP financial model and should be resolved prior to the
next TLCP Update.

Policy Issue
The Board may be asked to approve a set of inflation indexes for variables such as labor, fuel

and construction materials to use for various programs and projects in the TLCP, rather than a
single average inflation rate as used in the current adopted financial model.

Background
Inflation in the TLCP has been assumed at 3% per year over the life of the plan. This was

based on historical inflation rates. Generally, in the 20 years preceding the TLCP, the average
annual general inflation rate (CPI) was about 3%. Therefore, this was used as the annual
average rate moving forward. Given some of the instability in the economy and some of the
drastic changes in pricing, especially in energy, and also that the TLCP represents projects of
different types (operations and construction), it makes sense to take a closer look at how
inflation affects the different types of projects in the TLCP. Inflation rates are especially critical
when every route and capital project, with the exception of park and ride lots and transit
passenger facilities, is 100% funded by the Public Transportation Fund (PTF).

Analysis

Staff will take a look at historical rates of inflation using various indexes, such as Consumer
Price Index (CPI), Gross Domestic Product (GDP) deflator, and the Producer Price Index
(PPI). We will also look at historical experience (especially for contract rates) to see if any
particular index mirrors the local experiences. The goal is to find an index, or several indexes,
that closely match our experience that can be forecast to better predict future costs. We may
end up with a different inflation rate assumption for contract rates than for construction projects
or bus purchases.

Results

HDR was asked to conduct the research on inflation indexes for this task. Attached is an initial
draft of the research conducted. Consistent with the other issues, no recommendation is
offered at this time. However, it is clear that there are differences in the indexes that would
impact the expenditure assumptions in the TLCP model. Many of the indexes cited have
average changes that are above the three percent assumed in the TLCP. Moving to higher
inflation rates for certain components of the TLCP will increase expenditures in the cash flow
model, which may require program changes in order to balance the model.

Additionally, operating costs for the region were analyzed to determine if any trends exist. The
attached table uses data from the Performance Management Analysis System (PMAS) which
has been used to collect regional data for nearly 20 years. The data now feeds the annual
Transit Performance Report. The total operating costs reported by the agencies and revenue
miles operated were used to calculate and average operating costs per mile for the region.
This softens any variations that result from changes in individual contract rates.
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Average Operating Cost per Revenue

Mile

Fiscal Revenue Operating Cost per

Year miles costs mile % Change

(millions) (millions)

1994 12.43 $47.28 $3.80

1995 13.47 $51.20 $3.80 -0.09%
1996 13.66 $52.77 $3.86 1.58%
1997 14.33 $51.43 $3.59 -7.08%
1998 14.74 $61.58 $4.18 16.42%
1999 16.23 $65.86 $4.06 -2.84%
2000 18.04 $74.74 $4.14 2.08%
2001 20.63 $93.81 $4.55 9.73%
2002 23.05 $106.21 $4.61 1.37%
2003 25.20 $120.71 $4.79 3.94%
2004 25.89 $126.96 $4.90 2.39%
2005 25.74 $121.95 $4.74 -3.39%
2006 26.13 $129.64 $4.96 4.70%
2007 28.81 $152.23 $5.28 6.53%
2008 32.76 $183.81 $5.61 6.19%
Average growth for period (1994-2008) 2.81%
Average growth for past 10 years (1999-2008) 3.66%
Average growth for past 5 years (2004-2008) 3.42%

The following chart shows the average cost per mile along with a trend line. This shows
clearly that costs rose more rapidly than the trend line in the past 3 or 4 years. However, this
trend may not continue over the long term, especially given that fuel prices have reduced
dramatically in the past few months and economists are currently worried about deflation.
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Committee Input

All committees have agreed that an appropriate inflation rate should be used. They all agreed
that using separate rates was a good idea in concept, but there was some concern among
staff. The concern is that specific indexes may differ greatly from the inflation assumption
used in generating the revenue forecast. A significantly higher inflation rate on the expense
side would result in much higher expenditures due to the compounding effect. A compromise
was suggested and well received by both staff committees; to use separate inflation rates in
the short term, perhaps up to five years, but use the long term average rate through the end of
the program.

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the inflation policy be modified as follows:

Inflation will occur throughout the TLCP. The original project budgets listed in the 2003
approved RTP were expressed in 2002 dollars. The annual update of the TLCP will require
that the project budgets be adjusted to account for the past year’s inflation.

1. The regional funding specified in the original RTP for a project will be adjusted annually
for inflation based on the All Goods United States Consumer Price Index (CPI) except
for the following categories.

a. Transit vehicle costs will be adjusted using the Producer Price Index, Total
Manufacturing Industries

b. Capital facilities costs will be adjusted using the Engineering News Record
Construction Cost Index
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2. Forecasted inflation for future costs will be differentiated between short term (3 years)
and long term rates.
a. Short term rates will use the following categories and be based on recent
experience and/or published forecasts:
I. Transit vehicles
ii. Capital facilities construction
iil. Operating costs
iv. Other costs
b. Long term rates will be used for all categories beginning in the fourth year of
planned expenditures and will be based on Consumer Price Index history.
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TLCP Issues and Policy Discussions

Regional Services

Priority
This issue is of importance to the TLCP financial model and should be resolved prior to the
next TLCP Update.

Policy Issue
The Board may be asked to review the current policy that requires the Public Transportation

Fund to pay for all regional services, even if increases in those services are a direct result of
transit improvements funded wholly by member cities. Staff will present the cost implications of
the current policy, given the established plans for increased transit services.

Should the Board change the policy and require cities to pay for a portion of regional services
costs, the timing of the policy change should allow for the cities to properly budget the expense
and/or should allow for alternatives such as utilizing jurisdictional savings from other RTP
projects.

Background
The Regional Services area provides services for the system such as Bus Book production,

printing and distribution, Customer Service call center and regional marketing. Historically, the
regional services functions were funded by all agencies that funded fixed route bus service.
An accounting of how many revenue miles of service was funded by each agency was kept
and at the end of each year the costs were allocated and reconciled to the amounts paid
(based on budget estimates). Included in the Regional Transportation Plan and Proposition
400 were allowances for the incremental costs for regional services attributed to the increased
services in the plan. However, one of the first decisions made during the development of the
TLCP was to eliminate this cost allocation method and simply have the PTF fund all regional
services. As a result, any increases in regional services, whether attributable to PTF funded
services or not, are paid with PTF. The one exception is the increase in costs attributable to
new rail service. METRO will be charged a portion of the regional services costs based on the
increase in staffing required to meet the anticipated call volume in the customer service call
center.

Analysis

The TLCP bases its cost estimates on current budget with inflationary increases. There is no
provision for additional staff even though there are large increases in service planned in the
TLCP, not to mention additional service increases funded wholly by the cities. Staff will
estimate the impact of the additional planned services and incorporate additional regional
services costs into the TLCP model to better reflect what will happen in the future. This will
have a negative impact on the model. If the impact is large, an option may be to revert to the
cost allocation methodology of the past and have all agencies share in the costs or share in
costs above some base level of PTF funding.

Results
Customer Service is the single largest program within Regional Services and will be used as a
proxy for all Regional Services costs. This is one method that could be used and is illustrative

Page 1



only. As more services are provided, the regional services budget needs to increase to
account for additional customer service, additional Transit Book production, additional web site
costs, etc. Rather than calculating each item separately, growth in customer service staff is
the proxy used for growth in all programs, since it accounts for more than 40% of the regional
services budget. Using this method does not guarantee that staffing would be automatically
increased in the annual budget.

It is estimated that 29 staff will be needed, in addition to the current staff of 54, in the Customer
Service area in order to meet the future needs. Of the 29 new positions, 9 are intended to
support rail operations and will be funded through the rail operations budget. The remaining
20 are intended to support bus operations and represent an increase of 37% of current staffing
levels. These will be phased in over time through the end of the TLCP planning horizon, with 1
new position each year.

Using these new staffing levels as a ratio of current levels gives a multiplier which is applied to
the costs in the adopted model. For instance, in FY 2010 it is assumed there will be one
additional staff member. The ratio is then 55/54, or 1.0185, which is applied against the
adopted Regional Services costs of $8.60 million to give a new cost of $8.76 million. This
calculation is done each year through the end of the program. The additional costs that are
attributable to increased service levels total approximately $38.2 million.

A table that summarizes these calculations is provided as Attachment 1. Additional positions
for rail are based on planned openings of the extensions and are shown for information, but
are not included in the calculations for regional services costs.

Committee Input

Nobody was in favor of changing the current policy. However, there was much concern
regarding raising the funding level for regional services. Some members felt that the time was
not right and that the issue should re re-visited when revenues begin rising again. Others were
concerned that regional services could become very expensive if not kept in check and that the
program should remain constrained.

There were questions about how staffing levels are determined, especially for the call center.
Some information on the performance measures used in the call center to help determine
staffing levels will be provided.

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the policy not be changed. However, a detailed analysis of customer
service staffing will be conducted and brought back to the Subcommittee for their review.
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Attachment 1

Regional Services Costs
(millions of YOE dollars)

Staff New for New for

Fiscal year Adopted Modified Difference (Cs) Bus Rail
2010 $8.60 $8.76 $0.16 55 1
2011 $8.86 $9.19 $0.33 56 1
2012 $9.12 $9.63 $0.51 57 1 1
2013 $9.40  $10.27 $0.87 59 2
2014 $9.68  $10.93 $1.25 61 2
2015 $9.97  $11.45 $1.48 62 1 2
2016 $10.27  $11.98 $1.71 63 1
2017 $10.58 $12.54 $1.96 64 1 2
2018 $10.89  $13.11 $2.22 65 1
2019 $11.22  $13.92 $2.70 67 2 2
2020 $11.56  $14.55 $3.00 68 1
2021 $11.44  $14.62 $3.18 69 1
2022 $11.78  $15.27 $3.49 70 1
2023 $12.13  $15.95 $3.82 71 1
2024 $12.50 $16.66 $4.17 72 1
2025 $12.87  $17.40 $4.53 73 1 2
2026 $7.73  $10.60 $2.86 74 1
Total $178.61 $216.84 $38.23 20 9
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TLCP Issues and Policy Discussions

Revenue Shortfalls

Priority
This issue is of importance to the TLCP financial model and the RPTA Budget and should be
resolved prior to budget approval and the next TLCP Update.

Policy Issue
The Board may be asked to approve strategies to reduce costs, including considering hiring

freezes/other methods in use by member agencies.

The Board may also be asked to approve a fare increase to help offset the rising cost of
providing service. A fare study currently underway will make a recommendation on whether an
increase is warranted.

Background
FY 2008 has seen a decline in sales tax revenues from the previous year which has not

happened in Arizona in decades. During past economic downturns, population growth has
been strong enough such that total revenues collected have still increased. This decrease in
revenues will have a negative impact on the model. In combination with other decreases in
revenues, it is highly likely that the next TLCP update will be as difficult, if not more difficult,
than the FY 2008 Update. RPTA staff will need to look more aggressively at existing projects,
existing services, and administrative costs and make some recommendations on how to make
up the revenue shortfalls to ensure a balanced TLCP.

Discussion

The Executive Director has taken steps to reduce expenses in the current budget. The cuts
total approximately $3.5 million for the current fiscal year. The projected shortfall is
approximately $10 million. There is likely $24 million to $26 million in the capital budget that
will be deferred to next fiscal year. The deferments are sufficient to resolve the remaining $6.5
million deficit in the current budget. However, deferring expenses only push the pain out to the
next year. The updated forecast for the Transportation Excise tax is significantly lower;
therefore the remaining years of the TLCP will likely all need to be adjusted in order to balance
the plan.

In the FY 2008 TLCP Update, contingencies were cut and some smaller capital facilities were
eliminated in order to balance the TLCP. However, there was a heavy emphasis on financing
in order to ensure that schedules are met. It is unlikely that such small changes will be
sufficient to balance the TLCP this year and additional financing will only exacerbate the
shortfall in revenues. Projects will need to be scaled back, either by delaying implementation
or construction, or by limiting the scope and service levels.

The 2008 update to the transportation excise tax revenue forecast was approved by the State
Transportation Board on November 14. The forecast reduced anticipated revenues for the tax
by more than $1.2 billion through the end of the tax. For transit, which receives 33.3% of the
revenues, this represents a decline of $377.6 million. Based on TLCP policies, this shortfall is
further allocated between the bus and rail programs: $214.3 million for the bus program and
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$163.3 million for the rail program. Attachment 1 has a comparison of ADOT’s revenue
forecasts, beginning with the assumption in the Regional Transportation Plan, for transit’'s
share of the revenues.

Inserting the updated forecast results in the bus cash flow model, the operating model is able
to be funded each year with current revenues; however the capital model shows a deficit in
every year until the final year of the plan. The ending cash balance is positive by less than $5
million before any financing costs and without any adjustments to expenditures. With such a
small positive balance at the end of the program, it is clear that financing cannot be used to
resolve the interim deficits. Reductions in projects will be needed to balance the program in
this update.

Analysis

The costs for the Regional Office Center, which had been programmed in the 2008 TLCP
Update, will be removed and replaced with lease costs. For purposes of the initial analysis,
the lease costs will be increased by an additional 20% beginning in FY 2011 to reflect a new
lease and potentially additional space. This results in savings of approximately $30 million in
the program. This issue will be further refined in the next year or so as RPTA examines its
options with regards to office space.

There is a proposal to increase fares for the system. One option would increase the average
fare recovery for the system above the target of 25 percent. The financial model currently
assumes an average recovery for fixed route services of 25 percent. The model could be
adjusted to increase the average fare recovery.

Staff will look at options for reducing operating costs. Fixed route bus operations accounts for
approximately 73% of costs in the bus operations program. Options will include delaying
implementation by one, two and three years; reducing the peak headways on all supergrid
service to 30 minutes all day, rather than 15 minutes in the peak hours and 30 minutes during
off-peak hours; and eliminating all reverse commute express trips. Reducing service will have
an associated reduction in fleet needs, which will be included as part of the analysis.

ADA reimbursements account for nearly 11% of costs in the operating program. Since the
reimbursement amounts are tied to the revenues by policy, the amounts allocated to ADA
decrease commensurate with the decrease in revenues. The reimbursements have a direct
impact on member city budgets, as they help offset the cities’ ADA costs. Any further
reduction in ADA reimbursement allocations would directly impact several cities which are
already drawing 100% of their ADA allocations. Because of the direct relationship to cities’
budgets, staff will not recommend changing the policy for ADA reimbursements.

Regional services costs are the next largest component of bus operations, accounting for over
7% of costs. Regional services are discussed in a separate white paper and will not be part of
this specific analysis.

RPTA planning and administration costs, excluding office space, account for just under 4% of
bus operations costs. This category is also the subject of a separate white paper, although of
a lesser priority and will not be resolved prior to the model update. This update will continue to
include status quo plus inflation for planning and administration costs.

Page 2



Safety and security allocations account for just over 2% and contingency just under 2% of
costs. Staff will not look at reducing the amounts allocated to these programs. Both are based
on formulas tied to service costs and so will be reduced as changes to service are made in the
model.

For the bus capital model, the single largest expense is for fleet; almost 70% of the future
capital program expenditures. Of that amount, almost 61% is for fixed route fleet, 6% for
paratransit fleet, less than 3% for vanpool fleet and less than 1% for rural fleet. The paratransit
and rural fleets are almost exclusively replacement vehicles for existing fleets and do not
represent expansions. Eliminating these costs would result in those services operating
vehicles past their useful life or providing less service. The vanpool fleet includes expansion of
25 vehicles per year along with replacement vans.

The fixed route buses include replacement buses and expansion to meet the needs of the
Regional Transportation Plan. As planned services are modified, the fleet requirements
change and impact the costs associated with fleet acquisition. The impacts of those changes
will be determined as the service change analysis is completed.

The remaining 30% of the bus capital program is for facilities and includes, in order of
magnitude, operations and maintenance facilities, Bus Rapid Transit capital improvements,
contingencies, park and rides, transit centers, Intelligent Transportation Systems costs and bus
stop improvements and amenities. It is assumed, however, that both the bus stop program
and the ITS program are paid with 100% Public Transportation Fund dollars, whereas the
other programs may receive up to 80% federal assistance.

Results

The adopted model currently estimates a total of $532.6 million in fare revenues on $2,125.5
million of operating expenditures, for an average recovery of 25.06 percent over the program.
Without accounting for adjustments in operating costs, each increase of one percent (e.g. from
25 to 26 percent) in the fare recovery would add approximately $21.2 million in fare revenue to
the program.

Delaying supergrid and BRT/express services by one year decreases expenditures by
approximately $113 million. This total includes the decrease in service costs and associated
costs, such as safety and security and contingencies. This assumes no changes to other
programs or assumptions and only delays services which have not yet been implemented.
Delaying services for 2 years results in a decrease of $223 million, all inclusive; and delaying
for 3 years decreases costs by $323 million. It should be noted that by delaying services for 3
years, one supergrid (Litchfield Road) and one BRT (Chandler Boulevard) would not be
implemented by the end of the program.

The savings in operations costs would be partially offset by the loss of fare revenues. The
decrease in fare revenues under each scenario is $27 million, $53 million and $77 million. The
net savings by delaying services then would be $86 million, $170 million and $246 million.

The delay in service implementation would result in a delay in fleet acquisition and

subsequently fleet replacement. The need to replace buses would be deferred beyond the
plan and would save approximately $24 million for a one year delay, $103 million for a 2 year
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delay and $195 million for a 3 year delay. Assuming that fleet is acquired with 80% federal
participation, the savings in PTF would be only 20% of those amounts.

The other option for reducing service costs would be to eliminate peak service. Again, only
future services have been eliminated. Any supergrid routes already implemented with peak
service would not be affected. The reduction in costs by limiting all supergrid services to 30
minute headways all day would be approximately $91 million.

Committee Input

There was an overall concern with making any changes that shift the burden to the cities.
Some of the alternatives presented do shift costs and it is evident that viable alternatives will
be ones that increase revenues or decrease expenditures without affecting the members’
budgets.

The preference for making changes to operations seemed to be first to limit the implementation
of new services, perhaps by phasing the implementation. This could include not implementing
any peak level service on supergrid routes or any reverse commute trips on new express
routes. Additional peak service could be added after a set time period or when certain
productivity measures were met. The preference seemed to be for time based, rather than
performance based, increases.

Delaying services were less preferable and the main concern was that cities would be forced
to continue funding existing routes, effectively shifting costs to the cities. An option discussed
would be for the PTF to begin funding existing service according to the original schedule and
only service increases would be delayed.

All staff committee members were opposed to making any changes to the ADA Paratransit
policy. And all were supportive of reducing or holding steady the costs for RPTA planning and
administration.

There was little discussion on options for reducing capital facility expenditures. The BFS
asked staff to consider the impact of extending the useful life of buses to 14 or 15 years, rather
than the planned 12 years.

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the following measures be implemented in the financial model in
priority, as needed:

Fares - Adjust the average fare recovery up, the amount depending on the result of the
fare increase process

Limit administrative costs — Limit RPTA’s planning and administration costs to
inflationary increases based on the current reduced budget amount.

Limit scope of service improvements — Service improvements should be phased in. New
routes should be implemented at 30 minute headways and improved only after
demand is demonstrated. Existing routes should be implemented at existing
headways unless demand is high enough to warrant better headways, up to the
maximum revenue miles allocated in the TLCP.
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Eliminate regional funding for certain capital projects — Regional funds should only be
provided for capital projects that are integral to providing service and/or directly
serve passengers.

Delay service improvements — Assume funding of existing service according to the

original schedule, but delay any improvements to the service. Delay implementation
of new routes.
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TLCP Issues and Policy Discussions

Federal Revenues

Priority

The issue of estimating federal revenues is of importance to the TLCP financial model and
should be resolved prior to the next TLCP Update. The potential new policy regarding regional
support for federal discretionary funds is not critical to the update and may be discussed
concurrently with or subsequent to the update. However, it is important as the Board will soon
consider FY 2010 regional transit federal discretionary funding requests and the
reauthorization of the national surface transportation program.

Policy Issue
The Board may be asked to approve a reduction in estimated federal revenues in the TLCP

financial model as part of the TLCP Update for 2009. The Board may be asked to adopt a
policy that all TLCP capital projects should proceed with federal funds and that if federal funds
are not available, then capital projects would be delayed until federal matching funds are
available.

The Board may be asked to consider a new policy regarding which projects should be
endorsed by the region and moved forward for consideration by the Arizona Congressional
delegation for Federal Transit Administration Section 5309 discretionary funding.

The Board may also be asked to direct staff to expand legislative efforts to improve the level of
transit funding that flows into the region.

Background
Federal revenues are a significant part of funding the capital program and are very uncertain;

in fact, 72% of the capital program is premised on federal formula and discretionary funding.
The urban area formula funds have been fairly consistent in the past and there is no reason to
believe that Congress will greatly reduce or eliminate this program. The discretionary
program, however, has been inconsistent in terms of the funds coming back to the Valley. The
earmarks depend greatly on support from Arizona’s Congressional delegation.

Discussion

It is likely that the estimates for federal discretionary funds have been overly aggressive in the
TLCP financial model. To date, the discretionary grants have not been received at the level
that was estimated in the plan. For the next update, it may be prudent to reduce the estimated
federal discretionary revenues. At the same time, staff will ensure that the formula program
funds are still considered reasonable.

Complicating the discretionary program is the fact that local jurisdictions can also submit
projects for discretionary funding which may not be part of the Regional Transportation Plan or
the Transit Life Cycle Program. Funding non-RTP projects has the potential to take away from
potential federal funding for RTP projects, which may impact completion of the capital
program.

Page 1



A further complication is that the capital schedule is very aggressive; so much so that in the
next five years not all of the projects will receive federal funds. This means that the remaining
projects must get a higher percentage of federal funds in order to meet the overall federal
participation percentage. After revising, or confirming, the estimates for federal funds, those
funds will be allocated to individual projects in the next update. Revised allocations may affect
the timing of transit service that directly relies on the availability of the capital investments.

Analysis
Staff will look at the historical receipts for both major federal programs to determine if there are

trends that could be useful in predicting future revenues. Staff will assign federal revenues to
projects within the TLCP financial model to further ensure that estimates are not overly
optimistic and that matching funds are reasonable.

Staff will look at what discretionary program funds have been earmarked for Arizona, and
specifically the Phoenix urban area, and compare that to what peer cities receive.

Results

In the past four years’ federal appropriations, the Phoenix area has received an average of
$7.2 million in Section 5309 Bus and Bus Facility funds. The TLCP model assumes that for FY
2011, TLCP projects will receive $8.2 million from that fund category which is then increased
by inflation each year. Considering that projects that are funded may not all be in the TLCP,
the assumptions in the model are likely too aggressive.

Overall, the region averaged approximately $140 million in federal assistance in the past four
years for all categories. This represents approximately 1.1% of FTA assistance nationwide
and the percentage is fairly consistent from year to year. More than half of the funds have
been from the Section 5309 New Starts program for light rail construction. A quick analysis by
RPTA's federal lobbyist indicates that the amount received by the Phoenix area in the Bus and
Bus Facility program is fairly consistent with other urban areas of similar size.

The TLCP model currently has a high ratio of federal assistance assumed. Some of the
projects early on have been programmed with all PTF and no federal assistance in order to
keep the projects on schedule. The consequence of this is that projects later on will need to
have an even greater federal participation in order to meet the overall assumption in the TLCP.
It may be advantageous to only move ahead with projects if federal assistance has been
identified at a reasonable level. This may result in delays to capital projects but would help
protect the long term finances for the program. This must be weighed against the additional
time, effort and costs associated with following the federal process.

Additional detail is included in the research report by HDR.

Committee Input

There was general support for modifying the capital facilities schedule to ensure that all
projects have a minimum of federal funds. There was no consensus on what that minimum
level would be, but all understood that projects built with only PTF money would make it more
difficult later in the program to ensure that all projects can be completed.

There was general agreement that the region should make a more concerted effort to obtain
additional federal discretionary funds. The region should present a more unified case to the
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Arizona Congressional delegation to try and maximize the amount of funding available not only
for TLCP projects, but for transit projects regionwide.

Recommendation
Staff recommends that the following policy change be considered:

Capital projects in the TLCP shall be matched with federal funds in order to be eligible
for regional funding. The minimum amount of federal funds shall be 50% of estimated
costs for all projects more than $1 million and less than $20 million. Projects estimated
at more than $20 million shall have a minimum of 25% federal funds. Projects under $1
million are exempt from this requirement, but may still seek federal funding.
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TLCP Issues and Policy Discussions

Contract Rates

Priority
This issue is of importance to the TLCP financial model and should be resolved prior to the
next TLCP Update.

Policy Issue
The Board may be asked to modify the cost allocation model used by RPTA to charge

members (and the PTF) for services, based on the review of the allocation models used in the
region, and/or discuss new contracting strategies.

Background
There has been much discussion about the differences in the various contract rates. The

Budget and Finance Subcommittee has asked RPTA staff to review and analyze the rates and
to make some recommendations regarding how to best address the issue. An audit has been
conducted of the various rates and some analysis has been done to better understand what
makes up each agency’s rate. Based on this analysis, staff may make some
recommendations as to how to modify the rate structure to ensure that the rates are
comparable.

Analysis
RPTA tasked its auditor, Cronstrom Osuch and Company, with reviewing the contract rates

charged by RPTA, Phoenix and Tempe. Most of the data collection is complete; however a
final report has not been submitted.

In the absence of the detailed comparison of rates, a discussion of RPTA'’s rate will be
included. Specifically, the items included in RPTA'’s rate will be identified along with options for
other items which could be included.

In addition, a discussion of methodologies will be provided. The region uses revenue miles to
allocate costs and charge for service. Historically, each contract has had a single rate
regardless of the type of service operated. More recently, and to account for the higher
deadhead on express services, Phoenix and Tempe have bid their contracts with separate
rates for local and express services. RPTA still uses one rate, despite operating both local and
express services.

Results

Philosophically, RPTA includes in its rates only costs that are directly attributable to
operations, contract oversight and associated overhead. Programs that are funded by other
means, such as regional services, are not included as charges in the contract rates. Some
administrative functions are in the rate, including some operations planning and financial
analysis, however most of the administrative functions in the agency, such as accountants,
accounts payable clerks and payroll clerks, are charged to the project as part of the
administrative overhead. However, other salaries for staff not directly involved in operations,
such as the Executive Director and Chief of Staff, are not included in the rate. The impact of
adding more staff time and associated overhead would be to increase the contract rate and
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decrease the planning and administrative expense charged directly to the PTF or RARF.
However, the costs that are moved into the rate would be borne by all service purchasers and
not just PTF funded service.

RPTA does not include any charges for capital used in the operation of service, such as buses,
maintenance facility depreciation or associated tools and equipment. Many systems charge
depreciation as a service cost and set those funds aside to pay for future capital. RPTA
currently pays for replacement for all fleets through the TLCP. Facility capital and associated
equipment expenses are charged in the contract rate in the year in which they occur. A large
capital expense in a particular year would have a significant impact on the rate charged that
year. Charging depreciation would smooth out the rate changes, as significant expenses
would be paid from the reserved funds.

Adding fleet depreciation to the contract rate and reserving those funds would ensure that
funds would always be available to purchase the fleet needed to maintain the existing system.
This would remove fleet replacement costs from the TLCP. This would also ensure that capital
used in providing service is paid by those who have requested and pay for the services.
Services funded by the PTF would pay their share of capital through the contract rate.

Express services operate with much higher deadhead than do local services. Deadhead refers
to the time and miles used to move buses from the operating base to the beginning of revenue
service and back to the operating base at the conclusion of revenue service. For instance, if a
bus travels 5 miles to its starting point, operates 200 revenue miles, then travels 5 miles back
from its end point, then the 10 miles of total deadhead represents 5% of revenue service. In
contrast, an express bus that travels 5 miles to its starting point might then operate only one
trip of 30 miles then travel back to its base an additional 25 miles. This represents a deadhead
of 100% of revenue miles.

When contract rates are allocated based solely on revenue miles, such as RPTA'’s rates do,
then the costs for express service are under-estimated and local services are over-estimated.
This is because revenue miles do not account for the discrepancy in deadhead. An alternative
would be to calculate two separate rates, using total miles (revenue plus deadhead) to allocate
costs between local and express. This would result in a higher rate per revenue mile for
express services and a lower rate for local services. If RPTA were to implement this system,
then the TLCP would be negatively impacted, since all of the express services that RPTA
operates are funded through the PTF. The full increase in the express rates would be borne
by the PTF, but the decrease in the local rates would be shared among all service purchasers
and not only the PTF. Using this methodology, the Veolia RPTA rate estimated at $5.62 for FY
2010 would be split into two separate rates estimated at $8.98 for express services and $5.21
for local services. This split increases the cost to the TLCP by approximately $1 million for FY
2010.

Another alternative would be to allocate rates on total miles. This would take into account not
just the difference in deadhead between local and express, but the difference in deadhead
among all routes operated. The result would be differing costs per revenue mile for each route
operated due to the different deadhead for each route.

Some agencies argue that the majority of operating costs are related more to time (e.g. labor
costs) than to miles. Hours could certainly be used to allocate costs for service. Again, either
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revenue hours or total hours (revenue plus deadhead) could be used for this calculation. This
method would decrease costs for faster services such as express, which operate a significant
portion of their time on freeways, relative to the miles methodology.

Finally, some agencies use a mix of methodologies to allocate costs. Expenses that are time
related, such as labor, are allocated using hours and expenses that are distance related, such
as fuel, are allocated using miles. This mixed methodology would be difficult for RPTA to
implement as most of the costs are paid through its contract and are not itemized. The fees
paid to its contractor would need to be broken down by type in order to be allocated by time or
distance and the effort to detail that information may not be worth the time.

Some have suggested capping the rates for services which are funded by the PTF. This would
effectively force a local match for regionally funded service. The concept of a local match for
transit was debated at the MAG Transportation Policy Committee during plan development and
the TPC decided that there should be no local match. Given that, the only way to cap what the
PTF funds would be to limit the service levels for routes that are provided by contracts with
high rates. This is an option, but may be considered as contrary to the voter approved plan.
This would also suggest that services might need to be cut if a particular service procurement
resulted in a significantly higher rate.

Committee Input

Most of the discussion focused on the option of including a capital charge in RPTA’s operating
rate. Most agreed that it would be a good policy, but there were some concerns about the
consequences.

There was some concern that costs were being shifted from the PTF to the cities’ budgets.
Most replacement buses are currently programmed in the TLCP for PTF funding. If the funding
were to come from the capital charge, then a portion of the funding would be borne by the
cities. There was also some concern about how that shift would affect the jurisdictional equity
positions.

There was also some concern that this is simply not the time to add costs to the program.
There was a suggestion to set this aside and revisit when revenues begin rising.

There was agreement among staff committees that splitting contract rates between local and
express was equitable, although that does push additional costs into the TLCP. It was
suggested that this issue also be set aside until revenues begin rising again.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the RPTA split its operating contract rate between express and local to
remain consistent with other regional service providers. No other changes are recommended
until the audit of contract rates has been completed.
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TLCP Issues and Policy Discussions

Financing

Priority
This issue is of importance to the TLCP financial model and should be resolved prior to the
next TLCP Update.

Policy Issue
The Board may be asked to consider a new policy that requires a pay-as-you-go strategy to

pay for capital projects to minimize or eliminate the need for bond financing. Further, the
Board may be asked to consider a new policy that provides greater encouragement for
creating joint-use facilities or using other methods to reduce capital costs.

Background
The Regional Transportation Plan assumed that a certain amount of financing would be

necessary to complete the plan. During preliminary planning, $500 million of the estimated
$9.0 billion (in 2002 dollars) was set aside and not used for project planning, but was
essentially reserved for future financing costs. Using CPI as the index, that $500 million would
be equivalent to $576 million in 2007 dollars. Since transit receives 33.3% of the
transportation excise tax, it is reasonable to assume that 33.3% of the financing costs would
be for transit, which would equal approximately $192 million.

The TLCP contains estimates for financing costs as a result of the aggressive schedule for
capital projects. Financing cannot be used to pay operating expenses. The current adopted
model has approximately $200 million in financing costs for the bus program and
approximately $180 million for the rail program. This far exceeds the amount anticipated in the
original RTP, but the financing is needed in order to meet the schedule in the TLCP. Although
RPTA must legally issue the bonds for METRO, the METRO Board of Directors should be
consulted for guidance on rail related financing.

The transportation excise tax revenues have been decreasing recently and the updated
forecast for the remainder of the plan shows a continued decline in revenues compared to
previous forecasts. It is unlikely that RPTA will maintain the existing schedule for service
implementation and for capital acquisition and construction.

Discussion

In order to decrease the financing costs and minimize the impact on delivery of projects,
changes to the program schedule will need to be made. Options include delaying service
implementation which would also result in delaying bus purchases, and delaying or eliminating
capital projects.

Delaying service implementation would reduce the planned operating expenses leaving more
PTF funds each year to be spent on capital, which in turn reduces the need to bond. It also
means that expansion bus purchases would be delayed which in turn delays the purchase of
their replacements 12 years later. Eventually, some replacements would drop off the plan
resulting in decreased costs overall.
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Fleet acquisition is integral to service provision. In order to provide service, an adequate
number of buses must be available. Since financing cannot be used to pay for operations, it
may make sense to extend that to fleet acquisition. The service implementation schedule and
associated fleet needs could be re-visited and adjusted each year to ensure that the cost of
acquiring fleet and funding service is paid from current revenues.

Delaying capital projects, such as park-and-ride construction, could come in two forms. First,
the actual project could be delayed. This means that passenger facilities needed to support
expanded services might not be built and might not be ready when needed. The second is to
delay reimbursement to the cities, assuming that the cities are the Lead Agencies on the
projects. The cities, then, would bear a carrying cost for building the project on time, while
waiting perhaps years for reimbursement. The MAG arterial program, for cities that front the
costs and receive delayed reimbursement, allows for interest expenses that accrue to be
reimbursable to the cities. A similar policy could be adopted by the RPTA.

Analysis

Staff will look at three options for financing: no change to the implementation schedules;
adjusting service implementation and associated fleet acquisition and financing for facilities
only; and adjusting all schedules to eliminate any financing. The Budget and Finance
Subcommittee asked that leasing be considered as an alternative for fleet.

Results

Given the updated ADOT revenue forecast, and after modifying the model to remove the
Regional Office Center costs, the model shows a surplus at the end of the program of
approximately $50 million. However, the program is in deficit every year until the final year. In
order to cover the early deficits, significant bonding would be required and the financing costs
would be such that the program would run out of funds to pay for projects likely by 2021.
Essentially at that point all services and facilities construction would cease because all of the
sales tax revenues would be needed to repay outstanding debt.

HDR has completed a detailed analysis of these alternatives is included in the research
document.

Committee Input

There was no clear preference shown for a particular policy alternative. There was concern
that financing costs could use up a disproportionate share of the tax proceeds. Rather than
change the policy, the financing needs should be evaluated with each TLCP Update and a

particular strategy adopted to meet the needs at the time.

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the current policy not be changed, but that with each update the
amount of financing needed should be evaluated and project changes made if financing costs
are determined to outweigh the benefits.
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TLCP Policy Issues Recommendations

= 3 Categories of Recommendations
— Changes to adopted TLCP policies
— Guidance in implementing policies
— Additional research work needed

Policy Changes




Recommendation for Policy Change

- Inflation

- Inflation will occur throughout the TLCP. The original project budgets listed in the
2003 approved RTP were expressed in 2002 dollars. The annual update of the
TLCP will require that the project budgets be adjusted to account for the past year's
inflation.

- The regional funding specified in the original RTP for a project will be adjusted
annually for inflation based on the All Goods United States Consumer Price Index
(CPI) except for the following categories.

] Trgnsit vehicle costs will be adjusted using the Producer Price Index, Total Manufacturing
Industries

] Capitaléacilities costs will be adjusted using the Engineering News Record Construction
Cost Index

- Forecasted inflation for future costs will be differentiated between short term (3
years) and long term rates.

u Short term rates will use the following categories and be based on recent experience and/or
published forecasts:
- Transit vehicles
- Capital facilities construction
- Operating costs
- Other costs

N Long term rates will be used for all categories beginning in the fourth year of planned
expenditures and will be based on Consumer Price Index history.

Recommendation for Policy Change

= Federal Revenues

— Capital projects in the TLCP shall be matched
with federal funds in order to be eligible for
regional funding. The minimum amount of
federal funds shall be 50% of estimated costs
for all projects more than $1 million and less
than $20 million. Projects estimated at more
than $20 million shall have a minimum of 25%
federal funds. Projects under $1 million are
exempt from this requirement, but may still seek
federal funding. .




Guidance

Guidance for Model Update

s Contract Rates

— RPTA to differentiate its operating contract rate
between express and local to remain consistent
with other regional service providers .




= Revenue Shortfalls

— The following measures may be implemented in the
financial model in priority, as needed:

= Fares - Adjust the average fare recovery up, the amount
depending on the result of the fare increase process

= Limit administrative costs — Limit RPTA’s planning and
administration costs and regional services costs to inflationary
increases based on the current reduced budget amount.

= Limit scope of service improvements — Service improvements
should be phased in. New routes should be implemented at 30
minute headways and improved only after demand is
demonstrated. Existing routes should be implemented at existing
headways unless demand is high enough to warrant better
headeays, up to the maximum revenue miles allocated in the
TLCP.

Guidance for Model Update

= Revenue Shortfalls

— The following measures may be implemented in
the financial model in priority, as needed:

= Eliminate regional funding for certain capital projects —
Regional funds should only be provided for capital
projects that are integral to providing service and/or
directly serve passengers.

= Delay service improvements — Assume funding of
existing service according to the original schedule, but
delay any improvements to the service. Delay
implementation of new routes.
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= Financing

— Include bond financing with minimal project
changes, then evaluate

— If costs outweigh benefits, change project
schedules to reduce financing costs
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Additional Work
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Regional Services

= Customer Service Staffing

— A detailed analysis of customer service staffing
will be conducted and brought back to the
Subcommittee for their review .
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TLCP Process

= Review model impacts with staff committees,
based on policy changes and guidance

= Finalize program changes based on input
= Bring program changes to Subcommittee

= Subcommittee to make policy
recommendations to Board
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Questions

Staff Contacts

Mike Taylor
Deputy Executive Director, Acting

Paul Hodgins
Manager, Capital Programming

mtaylor@valleymetro.org
602-256-4302

phodgins@valleymetro.org
602-262-4069
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Regional Public Transportation Authority
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003
602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411

Smartrnove.

Transit Management Committee
Information Summary

Agenda Item #5

Date
January 28, 2009

Subject
Executive Director's Report

Summary
David Boggs, Executive Director, will provide an update on agency issues.

Fiscal Impact
None

Considerations
None

Committee Action Process
None

Recommendation
No formal action is required

Contact Person
David Boggs
Executive Director
602-262-7433

Attachments
None
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Regional Public Transportation Authority
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003
602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411

Smartrnove.

Transit Management Committee
Information Summary

Agenda Item #6

Date
January 28, 2009

Subject
Future TMC Agenda Items Request

Summary
Chair Jamsheed Mehta will request future TMC agenda items from the committee
members.

Fiscal Impact
None

Considerations
None

Prior Committee Action
None

Recommendation
None

Contact Person
David Boggs
602-262-7433

Attachments
None
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Regional Public Transportation Authority
302 N. First Avenue, Suite 700, Phoenix, Arizona 85003
602-262-7433, Fax 602-495-0411

Smartrnove.

Transit Management Committee
Information Summary

Agenda ltem #7

Date
January 28, 2009

Subject
Public Comment

Summary
An opportunity for general public comment on issues related to Valley Metro RPTA. Up
to three (3) minutes will be provided for each speaker.

Fiscal Impact
None

Considerations
None

Prior Committee Action
None

Recommendation
None

Contact Person
None

Attachments
None








