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1 CTKOi)t fn r (i;£

M<.rru is n tltoi-lo-dii’r Iran iinrt.’tiof. .»crvio ter iwrs'M); .}k»,
btff.iusv- »•< nr«- ui^;blc Ui u.;.*, or find it dil! uu’t to n .i- rtpnl.ir
rontc transit luTvioo. This <ii;:j:>:.tr.it iuii nrojort v.i- raujatid !iy tlic Xiiim*:,,
Stato l,<-'.islaturo in < arly 1979, and coot d:r. itt s :.i*tb pnM ic and jirivaie 
traf.‘.|H>rtat inn pmviin rs in an int' j;r.U04! t ransporiat ii.-, s.y.i 0:1. A1 tlioiif.li 
f!n/Dt»T li:;;; hts'n jiiv.:) prfrarv rosi nns i !i 11 i t y for tlio f--t abl i si.T.-nt and itrplvi.K ...iticn 
of th<- pr.iji'ct, till- and tin- .‘b trop4j 1 it.in Council li.i.v wnrUid ciopi-rat ivi-ly
in its dcvoiopniont and implc:jc.u at ion.

Metro rf.i'.iility consists of tbri-o aajor cor, nrti-iUs. Hroji ct :iol<:iii.y, vblcb is 
opcr.Tlid by tlio MTC, consists of tiiirty-fonr lift i'tuirp'd Viliiilcn, and 
s<TVi s .ill of Mitin* apol i s .nid St. Paul ami j.ortl.ins of *0:10 lirs! rin>; r.ub- 
urlis. Hu; Siiarod-i;i-if T.nxi i’ravr.ia sorv-, ;. I..n!dicappo.! rrons w!i.> c-nn grt In 
and out of .1 taxi and wliO .arc travclinj; vitiiin the Citv of Is. Tlu-
llandic.tTpvd and .Senior Citi.ten i i ...nep.-r* a's-,vvice (-sCiS) a private Jion- 
profit aj-tney, opt-iacos one ntandari ;:nd fciur aiossih! vcbicNs in certain 
nor»hern .and sianthorn Mi ivaivapol i s sub'.rl's. All tirro oi tiuso »I'nponeiit s nrc 
coordiiKll >'d ihrongii li;i- Metro i'eiulity Tr.'i;;; ;;ort .at lo.i (MMi") vi;Ieli is
roapoTv, i blf fi>r ciitifylna r!!";i>lc* ir.div i ciii.il r:, pr«'> e; s inj; iriv loiiuests, and 
main'.aininr, records fi>r rciul;ui ;,e;ai-nt and ,-v.ilu.it ion j

To ficla-.lnle a ride, i nd i v Idua I .s inu.it call t!i.- Tran; :>e 1 ! 0. i on Ci iili-r at leai.t 
tvo iiou'''; liolofi' lb.' ride Is n.-eaed. Servieo Is prt>vi,;. .1 nin-. teen itours p.-r 
day on t.ei;!cd.'iys, .ind sevi'nleen liourn per day on •..•ePiiidv and iiol id iys. . rbe 
fare for Metro Mobility ^crvi»;e it. c.,uil l.. the n r.uJ:;: route service..'are of 
fifty cent:;.

SYSTr;_ wj.'ii' iT.s

burin;'. Ii*>s0, Metro M<'!>niiy provided about d/'il.O'.lfl to over is.fiOO indivldu.ils
certifie.’ ti> u.-«' tin' Service. Ai'.proxia it .-ly 22 pet • • nt i>f tlr)-.* i.-rtified .in- 
In wl.ielc.'i I i t 37 percent u-e .'itotber type of nobililv aid. and 41 percent of 
tltoso Cvrilfleil U'te no nobility aid. Iroport l»'ntt eiti;..se in.I iv idna 1 s 
r«';nlritig .i< c, .• Vibi' lea, e;cec:'.iiv 1 :i«*;.e in uiui 1 eli 1 i) •, ;.r.' :i.'i a-
fie>iaif.t users of tla- service. St.indinp. otd.-rs t.'npii...- .ilK'ut en.—third oi 
the daily rlder.sltii .ind eoiist ituie the Iml;. of t b. '».'ri. iiiii ! trip'-;.
Irip .sanpl ings simw tiiat work and w. doal .ue l!i. pred,v..;ii lut -ri(> purpos.e:;.

:iT‘ ...



H«.tro funds fro.a f.o proj.i.n; :csjrr»r.. lltu r*'r»-ivt‘s a
dir«‘;:l in>riat ion tor iTtijocL :;>i»illlv. All olh>-t ci>:;jntncJi( r. of the 
domonst rn: iuii |iro;'.r.r:i ;;ru funded tl»rou>;ii tin- r.ir.jl r.io.si t f:r.n»t !*ro:>r.in. Since 
the di'iisti;;: r.tt ion h*-;.in In April, IV79, ‘.4,« .M.tp'O.O!) ]>:>•■, l>«-i-n «-xj.i:in!i>d for 
FroUi'l y..!>ilily i-.i r .■ic s, while co;.l« tor tiie I'ils r j'r<>l.-i t i-liTivut.!. lot.ilod 
ajipru;;ln;it i-!y i?, 749,i''.tO.OO. i'j ivate and rni!,!U- train-pe,? i ,<t ton providern, 
u::i-'B a aix of vohU-!<* types, li'.vo been Citor liii.itod t!:r ••j;;ii a ci’ntral control 
collier to promoto » ost of foci ivonoss. Th^- ;li:ni d-rido t.iiii proji-cl Ictu boon 
particularly useful in reducing system costs. IhirJng the third quarter of 
l‘-‘'’'i, trip ••osti. iiicliiulns Trail:.;'c>ri.itlon lA r.ter adn iiil.^tr.iiivo rh.uj'.es, wore: 
I’ro.iecl i-Uibllity - $J4.22, Sh;irt d-Hide Ta.xi.s - $5.82, and I’rivale Non-rrofit 
I’rovitler.s - *.9.52. Cost differences arc related to nil-; • rout: f.u'tor.o including 
drivers' wages, trip N'ngth, d.-naiid densities, .and service .area.

is.SL-ES A*:n Ki;fti.'::-:K:.:).\i IONS

The Ptisirt:.'nt ol 1 r. n^^jort.it ion ?troir!> re:-!-; tnit N^'tr^-^’ioJ.i 1! t y be
c*»nt ijnued. 'Ihc increase in t rarsjsjrtat ion eppori uni11er lor iiamiic-ipped 
pot>pU in the .’’ctrr,H)l 1 Ian Are.a h.is been di.r it Ic, fmn 7/,000 trips in 1978 
to 37.'’,OC)'‘i l ips In 19A0. ?!etre S 'i'illty his bctn lar;:;. ly successful in 
tael tin;, till- original goals and objectives of titc project. It is aliio recom- 
Bi^endi_c__;Js • ,!•> rvtoi^.is, expanded to IncKid.- t f. ont i r<- : t opel f t in 11 ansi t

J>is* riel, inere ;<re porti.anc oi li-e .“tetro Are.i in vtiicli liitio or no 
i-peci.il i..i V. ; r.»ns; art .it io:i i:. available. i.Tiei .• .s, r vi ii... i! ' oxi;t, liiev are 
ofit-n frayr.eiited or prv'vided only for specific purposes sn, h as TB»-diral needs. 
K/iit.r- i; . ...sion is iriportant to llie coord Ina; 'en i-‘f.Tl .mu f.u incremn-J 
ef I ect i vi ne‘s of the toi..l .svston. The Met to 
r.OiCiiiit t • I In;, endorsed an « xpan,>iun pi.in ie. 
c.apped it.m.-ip'iriat Ion ihreugiiout tlio .STTi' 
of tl.e plan. Ts'tal cost of coni liiuut ion .. ..! 
prelected a; $12,‘'00.000.00 for the l.ienn,uT,. 
would be providid.

I)i I i ty N.inaj’riaent I’ol icy
n* ive provisii n of ii.iiuii- 

1,1 i-.".enJ‘‘ i;..p!e:iie:ilal ion 
, .niiloa of :Seiro iKibility is 

Approxir..!t<Tfy-, 1.212,000 trips

!i



ftotr»» ;UibMity is a uitiijui- nnd Inn.'V.it {vi- dt.UH'nj.ls.-u i<m nandnli'd
by till- Mb' l.i ?•, i! tin- In 1979 lo J i i> •».*• !;i,.cj.il r ri»n:;| •••rt iT l<'ii .srrvic-f 
Jn tin* ni*t i aro.i. Tin- drv* lnl »>f tiu i'riijocL <-«'n:.T. d around
tin? |•ri^n•iJ«.^l objiciivtis outi:-iL-d Jn i:o. J.pJ.sUt Ion as foil..vs:

A.

B.

To provldi- crmtor .ici-.-iifl to t i.ni'-i'ortal ion f.'t ib<* .>ldi?rly, hnndl- 
co|)j>» d and ut ln rs with .iju'Clal Iran-;.ort.ti i.m no. ds in lli.' rotro- 
|»olli.iii . r.-a .and i>.irticnlar!y to fill all inmiol mvds for that 
t r.'ins|>ui tat i.ni in tho tr.-inbJt laAln,; district, and

To dovoiup .in lnto;;rati;(i s.yf;t«-a> of spoclal 11 ii. o-or tat inn servlet* 
providinj; t r.in.-.i»or t at Ion tailored to meet spe* ;.il individual needs 
In the Moj.t co.u-eflec'tivc man*>er o-iinf. exi^l iny public and private 
providers oi service.

Responsibility for establ islatenl .and i-.jpleaentai ion «>f the demonstration 
was kIvuj to the (.otaui f.sior r of 1 ra.ir., rt ai ion. vll’i t b- lin.Ua .-.l.-mdinj; 
that the liepartK’*nl of Tranrportalion vv-nld n<>» operate the pro!>‘<'t 
dlreetly, hut cotitract for all n«ce;is..iv ; .rvir.s. Tho projtri was 
operated pursuant to the rul.es ftoverai i,; ...id fund .! with i.on.-y available 
undoi the i'araf nslt Gram iToj^iam. !>aii.-R of the U’lamissierur as they 
appear in the 1. y.islatIon ait? listed b.-iow.

A. hncourap,e participation in tlie pr.->ieei by pnbi w and priv.ate piovIdi-rH 
of special transport.-.1 ion service lurr. ntlv t .-c. iv .g capital or 
ope*r.-:t lag assistance froa a publi.. at;euc>;

B. Conir. .1 with publjr and prlvat. pr.ividern tll^t hive cica.in. trated 
their ability to effectively provide serviee al a re.ar.on.ibl.* cost;

C. rofoufai’.e indlvidualii using servlo provide*) tinoevh the project to 
use the typ.* of service uost appropriate to ti>. ir particular needs;

D. insure that all persons providing rervire thriMi.-.h the project receive 
et|uita)jle tre.ituent in the alloevti.>:i of tl.c )ie*rsl«ip;

n. Ilnrourage sluired rld*-s to the i;r**.it t. t e.xti nt pr.act Icable;

1'. Insure tlial a full ratige of s**rvice Is tn;id.' .iv.i liable tbioiigh the 
project t»' all part:, of the net r.>p.> I i: .in tr.m. ii taxing district;

C. bncourai'e public a(•.el'cies that |>r*'vid<- tr.uis;s'i t at Ion to ellp.ililc
individo.il;' ;is .'I e.>':ipi)n.'.ll ot l.ti'....in .■-.-l w'ie.’s ..iid i-.Iue.it ion.. 1 prop.r.icis 
to eonrdin.ite with IIi.: proj*.ct .>nd t<* .'illiiw ieir.!.iirs.ij..;it for servicc.s 
piovldi'd (hrui!;li the project .»t i.tt.s t l^u i.fl.-.t tlu- public co.st 
ol prtiv id in,; tiio'.e rviei*s.
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The ('nninlssioner was direcleJ to establ isli ,i ooiwlrCi-c, tnrludini; reprc- 
Ki-nt.il ivos of till- cooBiiinlJ y, Involved .if.eno i vs, .ii;d provider.*;, to set 
i9.uvi«!V*iocnt |iolicieJ; for the project. Add I lion.i J ly, .-tii Advisory Task 
Forte composed <>! users of ilie service, was e.'.laM i *:hed to advise the 
M ina;;e:aent Policy Cossai ttee. Tills doru’ncnt is Intended to neet a final 
reqnIretaenl of the lecl-slation that the Comiaissioia-r evaluate the project 
and stil«ait a report to the I.eiiislaUire to include the tollowinf; inforaation:

A. All aiaoiini .s of aioncy :;pent or obi ip.ated for the project by the 
CoTaail.'sloncr and the perr.oiis receivins lho:a anounts;

B. The type.s of .service provided, tninher of liitlividu.ils served and 
areas covered;

C. ■ A comparison of the cost of providing dirferent typos of service;

I). A review of the achievements or failures of tlie project, problems 
encountered In implementation and conclusions and rrcotnmr.ndations 
concerning future action.
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II. DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES

Metro Mobility is the name given to a coordinated system of transportation 
elements designed to provide effective and cost-efficient transportation 
for handicapped individuals within the IVin Cities MelropolItan Area. A 
number of prov ;cs are or have been Involved in the project, including 
the Mctropolikan Transit Commission operating Project Mobility, three 
Minneapolis taxi companies, and two private non-profit providers. All 
trips are coordinated through the Metro Mobility Transportation Center 
(KMTC) which functions as a clcaringliouse for ride requests. One of the 
original goals of the project was to eliminate duplication and frog- 
mental ion of services. Coordination of tlio above providers through the 
MMTC has created a standardized public transportation system which provides 
comprehensive geographic coverage of service and eliminates disparities 
in fares, service tours and eligibility requirement... A more detailed 
description of the service elements follows.

Transportation Center — The first and major focus of the demonstration 
Is the Metro Mobility Transpcrt.itIon Center (ICITC). Developed as the 
main coordinating mechanism, it has three principle functions:

I

A. The IDITC certifies eligible iiandlcappert persons to use the service. 
Eligible Individuals are those who by nature of a disability are 
unable to use or liave great difficulty using the regular route 
buses. The IPfrc distributes and processes applicariuns for certifica
tion.

B. Trip requests arc received by the M::TC and mnecited with the appropriate 
participating traiisportatloii providers. All requests for service
must he made to the MMTC at least two hours before the desired trip 
lime. I’assenger tours (more tiuin one passenger per trip) arc developed 
to promote cost-efficiency.

C. Rccoril;- for purposes of reirabiirsi ment evaluation, and future plans 
and Iniprovem-nts are also kept by tlie ICITC.

The IWTC operates lietween the hours of 6:00 a.ra. and 1:00 a.ra. on weekdays 
and 8:00 a.m. and 1:00 .a.m. on wei-kends. Tlie.se service liours art- copunoii 
to all providers participating In llie project. Tassniger fares are also 
standardized. Since tlie inception of the project, the fare for .a one v.ay 
trip luis been 35 cents:; however, a fare lncn*ase lias been approved and 
will bo implemented during February, 1931. llur Metro Mobility fare will 
llien be 50 ci-nt.s, equ.'il to tluit tlie MFC regular route service, and subject 
to tlie same periodic incre.iscs. Tin* Metro Mobility service .area is sliown 
in Figure 1.

Tlie MMTC opened on April 2, I97't, and i.s located at 1276 I’liivers.lty 
Avenue, in liie Midw.iy .area of St. i’.iul. Ma/i>iiT currently contr.ietj with 
tlie Metropolitan Transit Commission for tlie .<)vr:it ii»n of tlie >riTC.

-- Project Mobllltv, a MTC op. rated fleet of lift equipped 
aeces.slbl*' '..use.s wa:: initialed by t!ie !:rt; in M..vcmlier, 1976. Or Igiti.il ly, 
Proji'cl M.*blJlly served .a rel:itivily i.-mall i!e;;i.'nsi ration ar»'a of Miiine.ipo! is
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with 12 vchicluH. Tod.iy, Project Mobilily serves hnndicappcd persons In 
tlie cities of Mlnneipolis nnd St. Poul, n:; well ;is sone first ring suburbs 
with a fleet of 29 small, accessible- vehicles and five*4(>-foot transit 
coaches retrofitted with wheelcluir lifts. The first nuijor Project 
Mobility expansion occurred on July Is, 1979, when Project Mobility 
service was expanded to tlie City of St. Paul and nearby suburbs. In 
August, service was expanded to the remaining Minneapolis area.

Shared Ride Taxis — Another component of Metro Mobility Is the Shared- 
Ride Taxi Program. This demonstration project is designed to serve 
handic.ipped persons who have difficulty using the scheduled bus system, 
but do not require a lift equipped vehicle. The proJet Is also designed ' 
to demonstrate:

A. The introduction of economic efficiencies tlirough public sector 
contracts with private transportation providers;

B. The coordination and cooperation of different taxicab comp.nnles; and

C. The coordination of private taxi companies with a component of a 
public transit system. Including integration of control systems.

Eligible persons tr.ivcllng within the city lir.ilts of Minneapolis, making 
a trip no longer tlian six miles, and not requiring a lift equipped vehicle, 
nay use the taxi service. Taxi trips arc limited to a trip length of no 
more titan 6 miles from the pick-up point, to the dt'stination point.

The Transportation Center is responsible for proc<-ssJng appHcations, 
handling trip rcijucsts .and sciicdulii.g cabs for picr-iips. Tlie Tranr.portn- 
tion Center attempts to group passengers with similar pick-up and destina

tion points, and departure .imes, together in a tour wliich is transmitted 
to the cab cotup.'inies.

Private Provider?; — Private non-profit providers of handicapped transpor

tation liave .also been encouraged to coordinate tiieir services tiirougli 
Metro Mobility. Starting November 1, 19/9, two providers — Center for 
Education of Son-Tr.idiI ion.ai Students (CENTS) and llandir.apped and Senior 
Cltlaens Tran, p.'rt.il ion Service {j;Si;T.S) began to'.-pelate as part of 
Metro Mobility in two western suburban are.as.

CENTS is a private non-profit agency wiiich ccordin.ites t.trvite.s and 
provides support for noe-t r.adit ion.al students, including disabled pe rsons. 
CE'IIS lielps persons wilii disabilities attend .leeri d i t ed coll.-ges tbroirgboul 
tlie state by a.s.sisLtng with regi.str.at ion, .ii'pi ie.it.iun, tliunci.'il aid, 
transpurtatJon and omotional support. As .aoro and moro disabled .students 
wanted to partlcip.ite in this prog.ran, tV.NTS bec.int. more lie.ivlly involved 
in providing transportation. The organi.a.it ion Iwis operat.--d as m.iny as 
sevi-n wheelcluir accessible vehicles, lw\* of vlii.-b were used to provide 
services a.ssoc iated witii Metro Mobil it v. ih.- iJN.iS service ari-.i included
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Now Hope, Crystal, Kobbinsdalc, and parts of Golden Valley and Brooklyn 
Center. CE.NTS participated In the project until Noverber, 1980 at which 
tine an internal decision by CLN'TS was neide to discontinue the provision 
of nil transportation services. Subsequently, ilandi<'apped and Senior 
Citizens Transportation Service (IlSCTS) assumed rtsponsibilIty for the 
CENTS service area.

liSCTS is a private non-profit orKanization which has as it sole purpose 
the transportation of elderly and luindimpped individuals. The original 
Metro Mobility service urea covered by IlSCTS was comprised of Bloomington 
and Richfield where KSCTS operated two whcelciiair accessible vans. 
Currently, IlSCTS operates three vehicles in its service area and, as 
mentioned above, also serves tlie original CENTS service area.

All calls for this service are handled through the .•"■rrc, iind all fares, 
hours of service, eligibility and other policies are compatible with 
other Metro Mobility components.

-.i-
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111. SYSTD1 Biyr.HT.S

Ccrtlfic.iLion .ind ridcrr.hlp data arc good indicatorR oT the level of 
service provided to handicapped residents of the Metropolitan Area. In 
the 15-nontii period between Sept«*mber, 1979 and December, 1980, certification 
Rrew by 1034 (from 7,257 to 1A,8CS) and ridersliip by 437 (from 71,895 
trips in the last quarter of 1979 to 103,982 trips In the last quarter of 
1980). Even though Project Mobility operations started as a demonstration 
in 1976, tlie substantial expansion of service which took place In 1979 
makes a comparison with previous years scarcely meaningful.

Certification — In order to be eligible for Metro Mobility, a transportation 
handicapped person must complete a certification form and return it to 
the Metro Mobility Transportation Center. In some c.tscs a donor's 
signatu c is required. As of December, 1930, approxin.itely Ik of the 
total population living in the .service area had re<]uested certification.
Of the 14,868 certified, approxinuitely 537 lived within the city limits 
of Minneapolis; 257 within those of St. Paul, and the ron.iining 227 in 
served suburban communities or outside of the current service area. The 
incidence oi certification wo.; iilgher in the central cities (2.0771 of the 
population in Minneapolis, 1.347 in St. Paul), most likely a re.sult of 
both a higher concentration of transportation Imidicapped population and 
a greater availability of .ser\'icc.

Certified users are classified into 11 different categories, on the basis 
of their nobility limitations as shown in nrure_2. The pnrpo.se of iliis 
classification is to provide the vehicles which are best suited for the 
lransport.it ion needs of the Individual us. r when a ride request Is made.
As of Si'ptember, 1930, 22.7 of the certified persons w« re in wheelchairs,
377 used orthopedic devices, and 417 h.id h.md leaps whicli did not require 
llie use of aids. A comparison wilii dat.i from S'-pie.mber, 1979 shows a 
slight relative decline In each of the first two categories, and a growth 
in the peretiUage of certified per.sons with no aids (from 34 to 417 of 
total certified users). Tlio .'^nme d.'il.a c.in be ri arranged to show that 187 
of tliose certified require an acc/hsible velil.le, and 29',: needed an 
escort. Doth tiicse percent.ages were sliglitly lower in September, 1980 
tiun in September, 1979.

In sum:.ury, a large number of tr.’insportai lun h'lndli'.jppi-d per:;ons luve 
registered ior Metro Moliility servic*. There Is a higher eoiicontr.it ion 
of certified popiil.itlon in the two central cities, both because of demo- 
gr.iphic factor;, .ind avatlabll tty of service. A variety of nobility 
1 ini t.it ion*, i;-. ri-pre:.enleJ, suggesting iliat a continuing uix of transportation 
satidcs is required.

Kldersliip — .\s a systtnwlde aver.-ige, the trip rate in Seplenher, 1930 
w.is 2.1 one-.MV tt p. r certified p\. r.sou p-.r rumih. After the large 
exp.li>.>.Ion vhich ti*ok pl.ice in 197« .md t.r»«ug,ht t lie sysl«>n to Its prt-sent 
d! n.-ii'; I on .nid servl.-e Hi.T, quirt, llv rld'irl.ip ervw bv .■i!.oul 4.' e.'icli 
quarter during 1980, wiili the esi’eptlou oi the period October-December
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Figure 2

Handicjo Clasnification Scheme
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Persons requiring an ambulance type vehicle with life 
support equipment and operators trained to administcp 
this equipment or offer personal assistance which 
is necessary

Persons using a wheelchair, require an accessible type 
vehicle and do not need an escort

Persons using a wheelchair, require an accessible type 
vehicle anu require an escort

Persons using an orthopedic device, require an 
accessible type vehicle but '■'.o not need an escort

Persons using an orthopedic device, require an 
accessible type vehicle and require an escort

Persons using a wheelchair, are able to use an auto, 
van or taxi (with or without driver assistance getting 
in and out of the vehicle) and do not require an escort

Persons using a wheelchair, arc able to use an auto, 
van or taxi and require an escort

Persons using an orthopedic device, arc able to use 
an auto, van or taxi (with or without driver assistance 
getting in and out of the vehicle) and do not require 
an escort

Persons using an orthopedic device, are able to use 
an auto, van or taxi and require an escort

Persons who do not require an o:Chopedic device, are 
able to use an auto, van or taxi and do not require 
an escort

Persons who do not require an orthopedic device, .ire .ible 
to use an auto, van or taxi and require an escort

Honh.indica,oped eldnrly residing more than J/4 mile Iron 
fixed route transit

ri-'cr*** e.Tfens that are jnaole to -.a:?: *.c a bor stop eios.-c 
than ./4 mile

• Persons in this category .ire not being cercitied
•• Persons in this catagory are no longer being c.-rtificd
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which saw n 12% incrfaso over the previo-s period. In the last quarter 
of 1980, rJdership stood at 103,982 oni—way trips, .•in average of 1,130 
trips per day.

TJje various conponenfs of the system liad different roles In thin increase. 
Between Deceaher, 1979 and December, 19B0, Minneapolis taxi .servlee grew 
by 72X, suburban service by 29%, Project Mehility in St. Paul by 12% and 
Project Mobility in Minneapolis by IT.. As a result, at the end of 1980 
the total number of trips provided was divided as follows: Minneapolis 
Taxi 52~; Project Mobility 40%; and private non-proilt providers 8%. The 
rapid growth of taxi service can be explained by both the growth in 
cert{fic.ation of persons not reqiilrinj; accessible vi-hicles, .ind especially 
the lack of vehicle capacity constraints in the provision of taxi trips.
The limited incicasc in Project .Mobility .service in due to limited capacity 
of the system in term; of the number i*f drivers and vehicles, rather tlunn 
the lack of demand.

Tltc breakdown of ridership by handicap category and the comparison with 
certification data points out scver.il interesting cljar.ictcristlcs of the 
system, ligure 3.

. A comparison of the percentage of sy.sten users with the percentage 
of persons registered for the service (last two columns) indicates 
that the heavier users are tho.se x-i.o need acci- sibJe vehicles, and 
In particular tliosu in wheelchairs (only 222. of eertil'ied persons, 
but 31% of the trips). Therefore, the .system seems to be effective 
in responding to their mobility needs.

. The an<ilysis of travel patterns confirms that a minority (26%) of 
the users need accessible vehicles, and that the use of different 
types of Vehicles is advlsaiblc.

. The compari<*n of travel data between St. Paul (where only Project 
Mobility vehicles .'re currently used for all trip;:) and Minneapolis 
(with iH'th Project Ik'biiliy and taxi) sht*ws tin- et tccl ivetu t.s of the 
combined use of tiie two nodes. Sixty-nine percent 4>f Minneapolis 
Project Mobility riders wore In vhc-lchaIrs, as opposed to 33% in 
St. P.'iul. Only 3-4II of Miiine.ipol is i’rojec* Mv'l’Iliiy trips Involved 
passengers who eould use non-accessJble vehitJ.'s, os opposed to 74% 
of Project Mobility irip.s In St. Paul.

J
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Fir.tirp 3

Riilcrshlp .»iul Ct-rt if tc;(t ion, 
lVrr«*nt.'ip.L* by ilandJi-ap C-itt-Rory 

Aur.ust, 19S0

ItlULKSlilF

Mpls.

Taxi

Mpls.

I’M

St. Paul 
PM Tot.i 1 Certif Jeation

Using

Whoelcltalr 8 69 33 31 22

Using

Orthopedic Devices 48 22 46 40 37

Using No Aid 44 9 21 29 41

100 100 loo' fdo 100

Needing

Accessible Veil id c 2 66 26 26 18

Needing r.scort 19 18 19 19 29

ApproxImaii ly 430 stlK-diilcd irl|.:; or Ktaii.Hiii; orders aro provided
each woobd.iy by Metro Mobility. They aro alnost equally divided between 
taxis and i’rojert Mobility vehicles, .tnd top.-tb.er they ri-,*resent aliout 
one-third of daily rldcrship. They constitute the hulk ot the work and 
school trips. Pnta on trip purpose show tb.ii work and mdical re.isons 
aro prodealiumt in the travel need!: currently being served, while a 
fairly large part of the trips retwln unidentified. Figure 4.

Figure 4

Trip Purpose, September, 1980

Work .School Medical RccrealIon Other

Taxis 32Z 3Z 26Z n 32Z

Project

Mobility 41Z 5Z 17Z bZ 322

In siaaaary, ridership shows a steady lncre.ise during the Inst year (49Z 
between I be last quarters of 197‘» and l'».-t0). Mo:t of the growtli his 
taken pl.iee tliroui.li taxi servie, auj Liu- piiv.ite i. ,a providers, due
to Projeii Mohllity rapacity ceiiairaim .. The trips euin-ntly provided 
s.ltl:!y a tiunber of different purpose;;. Ai*prt»;; iL..ii el y, one third o! the 
trips represent standing orders. Finally, the more siv.relv transportation 
h-mdii-apped iiidlviduil (p.-rsons requiriu;-. a(e.-;.sIblo veiiirles, and in 
p.irtle-ilai Wli.-.leh lit usire.) ate p-aHny. a pioj%oi t loiia I ly j.nater use of 
tlie systeii titan etlur eertiti.d j>eep|...
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IV. SYSTDl COSTS

Tht* loi.ll cost of providing Metro Mobility c.in be* brokoii down Into four 
basic coniu'iient s: 1) operating cost:; of rrciji-ri Mi>billty; 2) reiiubiirso-

Bont to the t.ixl coiajianlo.*: for the opor.it Ion of slurod-rldo service; 3) 
rcimburseraent to tlic non-profit providers; .ind A) cost of Tr.insport.itIon 
Collier operatinn.s (.idmlnist rat Ion).

Tlic MTC rcccivt.s funding specifically n|.propri.iled by the Legislature for 
the oper.ll Ion of Project Mobility. During llie course of the denionstration, 
sone of tliese monies have also been utilized for Transport.ition Center 
costs rel.itod to Project .Mobility. All other eltments of the demonstra

tion are funded througli the Mn/DOT Par.itr.in;:lt Gr.int Program. In each 
case, Mn/DOT contracts with the operator on a cost reitaliurseta«;nt basis. 
One-hundred percent of deficit costs are reimbursed. Figure 5 shows con

tract periods and grant amounts for Metro .Mobillly components.

Over the course of the demonstration, beginning with the opening of the 
Transportation Center on April 2, 1979, approxlm.ilely $4,923,000.00 has 
been expended or conmltted to the op..ration of Proj.jct Mobility. In 
addition,approxirwtcly $2,730,000.00 In Paratran.sit Grant Progr.im funds 
has been committed to operation costs for the rcm.ilnlng elements of the 
demonst rat Ion.

Metro Mobility represents a unique approach to ncliievlng cost-efficiency 
and n.ixlKun trip making oppcrtunily through . eiitial ized control. The 
Tran!;portat ion Center whicii n^ceive.*? all service requests and schedules 
trips, is the key elcmicnt, making possible a gre.iter degree of coordin.ition 
than exif.is in mo.si .spec i.il Lzed systems. The addi d level of centralized 
control introduces the opportunity for potentially greater service coordination 
and flexibility, however, it also creates an additional level of administration 
with attendant costs. Transportation Conier costs as found in Figure 6. 
represent administrative charges to the project by quarter. Transportation 
Center staif salaries, office space, phones, office supplies, and marketing 
are included.

Figure f»

Transj.ortalion Center Costs

1979

Quarter 1 1

1930

2

$18,249 $73,624 $90,356 $131,005 $174,324 $159,523 $195,388



Figure 5

F .nds Expended or Coaaitted for the 
Operation of Metro Mobility Through Juno 30, 1981

I

Project

Contract

Period

Funding

Source Program

Contract

Amount

Project Ability (7-1-77)

4-1-79 - 6-30-79 
7-1-79 - 6-30-80 
7-1-SO - 6-30-81

State Project Mobility

1

S 194,0:0.'JC* 
2,:5C.-::o.OO 
2, j7V,0.';C,00

1

Shared-Xldc Taxi 2-1-79 - 5-31-80 
6-1tS0 - 5-31-81 
6-1-80 - 6-30-81

1

State

■ ‘ 1

1 ; 1

Mn/DOT Paratrar.sit j S idl.OOC.O j j

I 515,000.0.; I

j 70,gco.:t(..^i.>

CENTS 10-1-79 - :1-30-80 State Mn/DOT Paratransit
1

S .63,j-5.CJ

1

HSCTS lC-1-79 - 9-30-30 
10-1-79 - 6-30-81 
12-1-80 - 6-30-81**

State Mn/DOT Paratransit

i

•

$ 114,:*>4.C0

i4?.cI2.00 
:25,:.-o.v>(o^t.)

Transportation

Center

1-15-79 - 2-29-30 
3-1-80 - 2-28-81 
3-1-80 - 6-30-81

State

(

Mn/DOT Paratransit

1——- - - - - - - - -

5 3I6,£;0.2iJ

375,400.00 
130,OOC.CO(; t.)

TOTAL
$7,'.71,701.OC j

* Represents only those PM costs incurred from the time the Transportation Center was opened (April 2, 1575) t. 
the beginning of the new contract period.

^ I

** For operation in previous CENTS service area.



- 13 -

Kigiirc 7 j>rovId<-«; cost, revenue and subsidy Inforrvii li.ii for the operation 
of I’rojict Mobility. Similar broakd»»u-n‘i for taxi and private ro.-.ts are 
shown ill Figures S and 9 respectively.

In order to arrive at the true costs of providing servlrcs, adralnlstmtIvc 
charges associated with the Transportation Ci-nter are also included.
These costs are allocated to the various providers in relationship to the 
nunber of passengers each transports and also the .nnount of service 
provided to each by the Transportation Center. For example, the |>iIvate 
providers receive the least assistance Iron the Center. For the first 
few months of operation. Transportation C-ntor charges wore allocated 
evenly over the total passeng» rs. in .‘larch, 1980, at the beginning of a 
new contract period, a system was developed to more accurately reflect 
the value of service provided by the Center. The result was a significant 
reduction In the allocation to the private providers..

In cx;iainlng cost figures for the three service types, it is readily 
apparent tliat trip costs differ widely. During the tlilrd t;u.irtcr of 
1980, the average total trip subsidy lor I’M was Si4.If2 while the taxis 
suhsiidy w.is $5.82, and the private providers' average was $9.52. In 
general, special transportation services designed for severt;ly handicapped 
individuals are r.are costly tiiaii general purpose paratianslt services.
This can be attributed to a number ot fm tors sone of wltich are longer 
time necessary to as.sist passengers on and off the vetilclc and lower 
demand densities. Project Mobility cotitimies to ree,uire the largest per 
passenger subsidy.

The sliart d-ride taxi wa.s introduced Jute tlie dt roust rat Ion as a moans of 
reducing the average s>;.tca trip cost. As oilginalJy conceived, it has 
provided transportation for a specific segment of rl.e tundlcapped popula

tion - those not r<fiulring a f.peclally emiipped vehicle. Cost differences 
between the taxl.s and the other providers are possible for several reasons. 
Taxis are utilised on an as-needed basis. Tite prtivid.rs arc ri'lnbursed 
only for the tri..s provided. Additionally, tl..- .^lured-rIde taxi project 
lus .1 trip lir.itatii'a of six t.lles, and in fact an aver.ag** trip
length of only 3 miles. The average PH trip, by cojr.parisiin, is approxi

mately 7..I miles.

O.sts for the private providers and PM differ ns well. In l>oth cases, 
urivet :;' wages represent the large.st co; t c.itegory, account inp, for approxi

mately 401. of the total. Inteiianee expenses .are .alt.n significant 
hndp.el liens for l*otli providers. Driver:.' wages and m,i Intcn-mre costs 
are tile prjnary t.ictors intlneueing t lie trip eost d i t I er,nces between PM 
and tlie priv.ile providers. Also, tli.* private provhU'is operate in 
KCMller geogr.iph ic a»eas. A prelintn.ary sanpllug indte.ites tliat t he 
average trip leii/.ih witliin liuse servite areas is coasiderably shv«rter 
tlvin that exp«‘rieii.'ed by Project Mobil it'..
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To j;unmarlzc, Metro Mobility has coordiTiatfil and intogralod various 
public; ami private rpetial t ranspc’rtat ion providors to .irhitve inerfased 
cost off lei one its. Tho shared ride taxi projoit has Contributed slgnlfleantly
to this tfforl. While system avora};.- trip costs may appear high, they 
are nor unreasonable when eoci>ared to siail.-:r systems acress the country.
The adnlnlstiMilon and operation of ruiro Mobility have shown improvement 
over tine, and it is anticipated that additional streamlining of procedures 
will result in further cost efficloneles.
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Figure 7

Project Mobility Costs

Quarter Passenger

Total

Operational

Cost

Passenger

Revenue

Total

Operational

Subsidy

Cost/

Pas- Lnger
Revenue/ j 
Passenger 1

1 Subsidy/
1 Poisenger

>C‘.TC

Subsidy/

Passtr.iPtr

1

lc:al 1
Sjii*idy.' j

Pa.str.ger
i

1979

1 19,357 $ 189,952 $ 6,807 $ 133,145 - $ 9.81 $.35

j

1

S 9.46 1

! i
i ' ‘
' ! !

! :;/A :;,'A

i

*2 17,650 133,545 6,059 182,756

1

10.70

1

.34 1D.36
1 i i

52.29 ! ‘;2.f-5 l
! ;

3 27,445 359,161 9,692 349,469 1 13.09 .35 12.74

i i

1 1

1.71 i 14...5 ‘

! 1

4 39,421 476,168 11,055'

1

1

465,033 12.08

1

,28

i
1

11.80 i

i , ^
1 ‘ ^

1 1.52 i 13.'.2

; 1

1930

1 41,407 435,867 14,469 421,398 10.53 .35

1

! : 
I

1C.13

1

J 1

1 : ;

' 1

2.07 12.25 i

; !

2 40,432 446,324 14,089

!

432,235

1

11.04 .35 1C.69 i
' 1

■ #

i
! 1.91 ' 12.cO

! 1 !

3 39.939 491,211 13,941 477.270 12.30

i
.35 11.95

i 1
2.27 ! 14.22 1

i I

Total* 225,651 $2,587,523 $76,142

1

$2,511,356

1 11

>

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

I

lA

^January 1. 1979 - Sentamber 30. 1980



Figure 8

Shared-Ride Taxi Costs

Quarter Passenger

Total

Operational

Cost

Passenger

Revenue

Total

Operational

Subsidy

Cost/

Passenger

P.evcnue/

Passenger

Subsidy/ 
Passenger | 

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ !

;:>:7C 1 Tetai 1
Subsidy/ ! Subsidy/ j
Passenger j Passe:'.’er !

1979

2 15,416 S 45,402 $ 5,3S6 $ 40,016 $2.95 $.35

1

$2.60 I

1 1

32.29 34.Si 1
»

!

3 25.319 86,915 8.901

1

78,014

1

i

3.43

1

.35 3.CS

i

1.71 '

1 i
1 ,

' 4.:i •
>

4 30,332 104,703 10,677 94,026 3.45 .35 3.10 1.22

i
4.92 1

1980

1 37,973 135.259 13,242 122,107 3.56 .35 3.21 2.07

{

i
3.28 1

1 !

2 41,678 149,537 14,485

(

135,052

1

3.59 - •25 3.24

j j

1.91 !• 5.15 ■

' - - - :

3 44,892 174,972 15,578 159,394 3.90 .35
1 ! !

3.55 i 2.27 , 5.32

1 i_ _ _ _ _ _ i

Total* 195,610 $696,788 $68,269 $628,519 ;

1

I

o

* April 2, 1979 - Sopccnber 30. 1980



Figure 9

Private Providers* Costs

I

Quarter Passenger

Total

Operational

Costs

Passenger

Revenue

Total

Operational

Subsidy

Cost/

Passenger

Revenue/

Passenger

1

i
Subsidy/

Passenger

1

'f'.'-'c

Subsidy/

Passenger

i Tut„i 
Su^:idy/

I Passenger

j

i
1979

! “i
4 2.205

1

$ 47,199 $ 1.653 $ 45,546 $21.41 $.75 $20.66 SI.82 ! $22.45

1

i

j
1960 11

1 1 
i 
1

1

1
t 1

1 7,037 o3,992 3,546 60,446 9.09 .50 8.59 !

1

; 1-^0
1

10.19
1 i

f

2 7,409 68,541 2,904 65,737 9.26 .39 ; S.S7 .34 1 1 9.21

i

i
1

3 8,120 77,470 2.336 74,634 9.54 .35

1

9.19

—

.33

1- - - - - - - - - ;

i

1 '^-52 i
1 ♦

1

Total* 24.771 $257,302 $10,939 $246,363
1

1

»

1

J

* October 1, 1979 Scptcaber 30» 1980

si'" -^'. -
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V. issuirs ASP REai>Mi::;i)ATio:;s
T!if^ ?11nn<*sot^ !'• jvirTranryi^nint ion slr«»nt’,ly i ect’/inicfulr. the con- 
tlnuTtion of Vftm Mobility. The increase in tranr.|iox-iatIon opportunities 
(or IwiiulicappeJ people within the Twin Cities Metropolitan Area, as a 
result of Metro Mobility has been drab.itic. In J9/8, Project Mobility 
provided approxim.Ticly 73,000 trips; in 1979, Metro Mobility trips totaled 
in excess of 77,000; and by the end of 1980, the total number of trips 
per year liad grovn to well over 372,000. In terms of both volume and 
level of service, Metro Mobility has become one of the most effective 
tninsportation systems for handicapped people in the country. As evidenced 
by the overwhelming destand fur service, the project has demonstrated a 
need beyond the expectations of tmany who were initially involved in its 
planning and implementat' a. Nevertheless, .Metro Mobility lias been 
Euccesitfu? to a large degree in meeting the original goals and objectives.

Implicit in the recommendation that Metro Mobility be continued. Is the 
rccosnendatiun that expansion of the service also be continued. Due 
prinaiJly to funding constraints, It has been impossihln to fully realize 
the objective of providing service to the entire Metropolitan Transit 
Taxing District CriTD). There arc areas within the MTTD whore there is 
little or no specialized transportation .available, existing providers, 
such as the counties, often provide only limited tilps; for sp<ciflod 
purposes. This situation makes travel difilcult or impossible for many 
handica;iped people living outside the current service area, but within 
the MTil), and also limits the travel opportunltie.s of those individuals 
living within the service area who wish to travel to iinservod .areas. Tlie 
issue of system expansion Is critical to the coorjinition effort and to 
increased effectiveneas of the total Metro Mobility system. Details 
related to exp.an:;ion planning are included In this section of tlic report 
under Kxpansion.aiy Issues.

Other issues arc grouped into two additional c.'iligi*rlrs - Inst itutlonal 
l^stK-.s and Uperni ional issues. As may be expectnl, with a major deioon- 
stratToTi of tlil;; type au.’slnisirative and operatlniui difficulties liavc 
deve loped. Som«* of the issues ari. in.., out of these difficulties have 
been identifiod and are discussed herein. Conclii.^ions and recommendations 
follow each discin'.sion.

liistltut iou.il Issues — There are numerous p.arl ic Ip.ints involved In 
the provi;ii»n of Metro Mobility servlc.s. The Metro Mobility Minage- 
meiit Policy Cenraittee, comprised of reprisenlatIves fn*m Mn/DOT, MTC 
and the !!«'ivo Couneil, as well as ieiT«!Sini.iJ ives of Metro M.'bilily 
providers and users, Ii;»m been .assigned resjM.if,ibi 1 ity for developing 
m.an.igef4.'ut policies for the proje.-t. .\n Advisory T.isk Force, made 
up of Mi'tro ?iobility tonsumor:: and their rei’ie.-.intat ives, has; been 
fomed to .uivlse the MPC. Mo/DOT. the :nt: aiui tli.- M. tro|s>l Itan 
Cuu.icil play .a m.ijer ;ole in tin- iV’V.-Iopi'iMit .and impl I'ment at i«»n

r-
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of M.-tro Mr.bJlity ..rvic r. ns ,.nri ili. ir ivc- rfKiv«m;ihn 1-
tii-:. in fmiJli.g, pl.-win in-, ojurnt i..:-, .md cv .lu.iUn;; fr.inslt s.-rvlci-s. 
I r» quL-nt 1 V, 111.- hanjlc.ipp.-t! cora.unii v and r.-pr.-si lital Iv.-s of a 
v.-.iic-ty of KOci.ll servi.-o .agi-ncKs .nid olli.-r s.ivic- groups also 
p.nrt icipato in ihc decision-.-, .kin;- proc.-ss for ".-ir.i Mobility.

Particip.ition from this wid.* variety of Rroup;: .-ntaires that all 
points of vi. w .are expr-.-sst-d. Hov.-ver, it I s t,.-..,, susEcslcd bv 
prov ders. con.^:um.-r.s and ;u;ency repr.-sent.it i-..r. tint the process 
Klionid be stre.nlin.d so that .i Hear chain of nrcounl.-ibiMty is 
oFtablisht'd and so that decisions and action.s can be made more
quickly. Some of the issues related to this structur.’ are dlscu.ssed 
In this .section.

1. St rue t ■art- i;ff,-ct Ive? —
The tn> Mobil ity .’l.may.em.-iit Pel icy C. n-ii'iiVV'Ch’T,') w.is set up 
as part of the special dcinoiu :iat ion project legislation. As 
stated in tliat legislation:

The cot=tii.ssioner hall e..t.V lish a cai-.-^iitiee to set tnanaRe- 
ineni policies for the proj.-et. Th..* Man;i>;e.-aent Pollcv 
fo.-imitt.e .shall include the ..ommi iom-r or his desit.nee, 
repr.-seiitativef; of per.-,on!! comr.u t iiig to provide services 
for the project, a represeni.at !• - of tin M.-tropol itan 
Coimcll, a representative of th- .'!et rope. M tan Transit 
Cnr.iaission and at least t..-.- repr.-.s. ,!t.:t ives of the Task 
Force e.stahi l.shed to advise tiic cenraittee.

■jhe lopisl.ition also provide.-: licit:

The Cora Ls.e loner ;.l,.ill estiMlsh an Adv-.urv Task Forre 
for Individual., represent ii;,-; the el..ei ly, iJind icapped and 
otl.er us.-rs of n.-rvic.- provi.ied by the project to advise 
the Mangera.-ni Policy Ceu.rittee.

The e.Ment of the .MPc's respoiis! hi 1 f t ies in ri.inar.ing .-'eiro 
Mohllity l.is frequ. at ly he.-n ucH.-ar. -Mth.Migh the (orrrlttee 
lia.s h..,i direct, d "to set n.:;n .. .eat pi.i„s- , h.. project, 
the ae..ning of "m.in.ageaent poli.-i.-.s’’ h...s not been aJe.ju iiHy 
uiiderst o..'l. It 1ms not he.-n H...r r.-h.;t role the Mj’C w.is to 
play i the man.ij-,em. lit .-nd e.<ta!-’ir.Lr.enr .'f poliev for each 
pariieulai c.v,ip. neiit of Meir.i Mohility, for exinpie. Is it the 
Mi'C or th.- ;:n; i,-Ui »..,.s th. .m; t.« ’ ?.i: in.- h.a. Froi.ct

lily hu-; runs .ii,- .ill.v.il.d h. tw.-cr. V.; Mi;e-.pol i.s .a:,.! St, 
iMul, iurihenrere. t-e:i.i e Mn.'i-ox n., -nuheritv for the
biidq.t d.lopu-at .lad tw-.ii tM. t n- l-i-iliiv .,-,.1 because 
f, 'I,-.- ,-,,n only .iJvi e na/;*.’! .-a t h, s. r..iti.-rs, the liPC's 
.ibilitv to set (N.li.-y is, ill I. e,, .sohi. , t lo Ihi/lXVi V-i .
•ippi."' tl .
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T1»c Advisory Task Force, 0!>ta1>ll.<itit.d lo advise the MPC, ha<i not 
actively participeted in Metro Mobility natters. The twenty- 
five menbers wlio nnl.c up the Task Force, were selected In early 
1980, thronch the state appointments process. Attendance at 
neetinps .ind response to requests lor review and ronanent on 
proposed .actions and plans has been low even thoiiKh the clialr- 
person has actively Koiighi nembers' participation.

It Is reronnended at this tine that the Man.ae.tnnent Pol icy Con- 
nlttcc continue as tlie ut Imarv ti^rum for discussion and resolu-
tlon of Metro Mobility issues. It la also recornended that_aja 
Inter-orRanlaational at;reenent be developed for Mn/DOT. the .MTC, 

Metropolitan Council, tl»e MPC, and the jAdy^ir.ory Task Force 
that clearly delineates roles and resi>onsil)l 1 itles for each of 
these uroups.

Is the MTC the appropriate aRency to operate the Metro Mobility 
Tran.sportat Ion Center? — The MTC Is und, .• contract with Mn/DOT 
to operate the Metro Mobility Transportation Center. In this 
capacity, the MTC's responsibilities Incle Ic certify .. eligible 
individuals, processing trip requests for the sharcd-rldc taxi 
service and Project Mobility, handling consumer inquiries and 
complaints, and tabulating and presenting appropriate stalls 
deal data. Over the course of tlie pioject, there has been 
discustlon related to wli.-tlicr or not tlie MTC was the .ajiproprlate 
provider to perform this function. Specifically, tliore appears 
to he some ruiiccrn tliat the Hello Mohllliy Transportation 
Center might be operated more cost-effiArlively by another 
operator.

The MTC was awarded li.e contract for the Metro Mobility Transpor

tation t.cnier primarily because of its experience in providing 
p variety of transit services and Its capability In providing 
related support services. Furtlierniore, Mn/lXiT recognized llunt 
according to federal r, giilations, tiu- >n'C as reclplerf of 
federal ir.insit funds, has a responslbi 1 ity to ensure that 
iundlcap]U'd rrans{iortatioii is provided in tlie taeiropol itan 
area.

The MTC lias a demonstrated ability to operate tlie TransportatIon 
Center. WhiJo it lias been suggesl.-d flint privati* sector operation 
of the Transportation Center miglit result in cost savings, it 
Is quest iunaiile wlietlier a private organization could reduce 
costs if required to provide tlie auxiliary services currently 
supplied by tlie ItTC. It is important to note lii.it those services 
often exceed tlie usual descript ioiis ol 1 r.nnsp.irtalion CentiT
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functions, iiul arc never tin* Jess impurtanL to tin: project. The 
MTC has, for exntiiplu, provlihti t>i};nif Ic.nii stat'l support for 
the Minap.eaciU Policy Coamlitee .iml the Advisory Task Force.
In aliempl lng to resolve operat ion.-il probKtas, the MIC has been 
able to draw upon the expertise of specialists within Its 
organization.

No change in contract operator of the Hetio Mobility Transpor

tation Center is recoanienJed at tliis time.

How sliould Metro >tobiHty be funded in the future? -- All Metro 
Mobility services, except fer Project Mobility, which is funded 
directly by tlic I.egislaturc, are funded through the .'in/DOT 
Par.ntransit Grant Program. Other spcciali/.ed transportation 
programs operating in Anokn, Carver, Itikotn, Scott and W.i-.hing- 
ton counties are also funded under this progr.m with m.itching 
funds provided iiy each coiinry. Altliough Metro Mobility provides 
a relatively high level of service to cwjor port ions of Hennepin 
and K.-iDsey counties, local funding for the service has not been 
provided primarily because tlie project baa been demonr.trational 
in n.'itme. Now tluit Mn/1)0T is recommending conlinuatio.i and 
exp.tnsion of Metro Mobility service, it seems an .appropriate 
time to investigate other possible sources of funding to supple

ment the state appropriation. Local funds, ap well as reimburse

ment from medical assistance, which i;: throretirally available 
for operations such as Metro Mobility, are two areas tluit soiild 
be reviewed.

It is rerpr.inctid.-»d that Mn/POT continue to invest Ig.-t c possible 
®“PEItaaent.il funding sources and merbanisnin for Metro Mobility. 
Kecomv.end.itions on this n:ii ter •■■•ill be ruidc to t'be l.e,-.lslaturc 
in .Lanuary. Iga'a.

Opera 1 ional_ Isnj^c^ Metro Mobility Is a hlgb’v person.alIzcd service
tlia.;. In nuany cases, is the only transportniion alternative available 
to handicapped individuals. Recogni;;ing the Inportan. ^ of the 
service to its users, unusually high service standards, such as two 
hour adv.ance reum'St period, Jate sc*rvlcc bonrs, etc., have been sot 
for the project in an attempt to provide It.s users with a system 
tluit closely parallels or exceeds the benefits oi regular route 
transit service. Uiifortunately, In seme cases, Metro Mobility is 
not providing its users with a reliable tr.insit service. As tlic 
Metro Mobility .sysli-ia lias eonll'ued to grow, it lus sometimes been 
suggested lluit hours could be reduceil, th.;i tlic nininun call .ahead 
time for trips could bo increased, etc., to either reduce eo:;is, 
and/or iaprovc efficiency. L'..ictissieii of some of these operaiieital 
Issues follows.
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1. ^ro h.imHcaii|ic(i s alil«» to on MfO-o >lob11 ity for
a rldo.’ —- t\i the pr'.'aviit lltsc, al>out ’j,'. of ihf trip r«‘i|iu*r.ts 
made for Mi tro Mobil Ity nervln- have to ho d,‘>nled. Thlti is es

pecially true durinj; peak hour;; vlii-n th<’ *..ystfia Is at or near 
capacity. There are several reasons why ihi:; occurs:

. There is no slwred-rJde taxi .service in St. Paul to supple

ment the service offered by Project Mobility, thereby 
limiting Metro Mobility capacity in a major portion of the 
service area;

. The mechanical reliability of the Project Mobility vehicles 
has been poor, thereby Uniting the n.imber of vehicles 
available for service;

. Other miscellaneous factors also ii;i|Mci the niwiber of trip 
deni.ils. Requests for particularly long trips, the inex

perience of new cnpioyee.s, t!ie rvlativelv short time frame 
to make up tours, etc., will cttntinu- to result in trip 
denials although It l.s hoped that resolution of the .St.

Paul taxi situation and Project Mobility vehicle nalntcnance 
problems would help to decrease the percentage of denials.

In recent nonths, the .'HC has taken major steps to improve the 
Project Mobility maintenance situation such that no more than 
1,2Z of daily ;.cheduled hours have been lost since Dectaber 31, 
1980. Because the nature ol small vehicle li'chnologv is gener.ally 
poor, the reliability of thc.<se vehicles will likely continue to 
be an Issue in the future. Th.- ;:ii; is prfc;....tly looking into 
the purchase of-other types of vehicles for repl-icement of 
these existing buses.

In the ca.se of the sltared-rlde taxi service, Mn/l)OT Ins c n- 
llnued it:; attempts to negotiate a contract with the St. Paul 
taxi conpanies. Because of leg.il probliius between one of
the rompnni»‘.s and the city, this negotiation proccs:;, however, 
l>as beet, delayed. Mn/DOT expects that supplemental service In 
St. Paul will be Implemented no lat.-r iluiu April 1, 1981.

Tlie same factors that c.nuse trip ileni.'il:; al.so Impact the on- 
tlne performance of Metro .Mobility vehicU::. In the case of 
Project Mobilit>, the scbcduler.s make a determined effort to 
reassign individual.s to olh. r bnse.s wh. n a !.r. .akdovn t'ceurs.
In doing tills, Iwwever, the sclndale.s are altered .such tluiL the 
vehicles are often late.
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Being "on-time" for all components of :■ fo Mobility is defined 
ns being within the range of ten minute imrly and fifteen 
minutes late, in at’knowl«'dgement of tiic many factors that may 
Impact tiie on-time perfona.inco of a dcmand-rcsponslvc service. 
Sample data hus indicated that 91Z of Project Mobility trips 
were "on-time" according to this definition and that vehicles 
tended to arrive late more frequently during the winter months 
than during other periods of the y«.-ar.

Comparable data for the private providers and the shared-ride 
taxi does not presently exist. However, a review of passenger 
complaints indicates tiut passengers most often complain about 
tlie taxis and that specifically, tiicir concerns arc most often 
focused on the lateness of the cab or no cab Ldiowlng up at all.

Tlje nature of passenger complaints has been a good indicator of 
iser satisfaction with Metro Mobility, aliliough It is realized 
tliat complaints alone arc not sufficient to m.ikc a final con

clusion on this subject. Other areas of concern most frequently 
expressed by users Include late Project Mobility vehicles, 
taxis and Project Mobility vehicles not showing up at all, and 
trip denials.

These types of complaints differ from tlwse most frequently ex

pressed a year ago when the passengers' most significant concern 
was that the Transportation Center tclephonr'S were always busy 
or never seemed to be answered. In response to this problem, 
the IWTC altered the work shifts of itSj employees to coincide 
with peak call-in periods and ini;t.:lled a new t.-lcphone system 
with an automatic call sequencer. The results of these cltanges 
lias been significant - the number of busy signals, alone, has 
decreased between January, 1980 and September, 1980.

It i:; recommended tliat the :?1TC _cf> tLMjl'L*! J ^s practice of tabula

ting coaplailUK and using tbea as a measure oi 11se^*}^ntjsfaction

and system reliabilit Vj_ It is also recomnend. d Tltaf the ?rrc
conduct a iist.-r survey to d»termiiie the satisfaction of Metro 
Mobility users with the to'~.}Kc~l f iv~i H v identify arT^s
of coiiceruo Olid tli.it- tile Mi'C »ontium- tlielr torts in fiie area 
ol impruvi s; m.-iintenance and new bu s purciri sc s uj imp r oy e Pro - 
J ec t Mob 1 ] 11 y per: uinee. Kurthorm.^re, a contract with ~

either the St. Paul taxi corap.mies t»r an alternative provider(s) 
must be awarded Imsu'diatelv.

2* Sliauld Service Hours be Reduced? — At the prer.ent time, Metro 
Mobility oifers service iron 0:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. Monday 
tbrougli Friday, and 8:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. weekends and holidays. 
Tlicse liours of service .ire similar to tl.>se available for using 
regular route transit. If service- li*>urs in liie existing service
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3.

erea woro rednct-il, son.* cost savings could cxp'-rlr-nci d nl-
thi^ugli traiisporiaiion ivportuniiics for handicapped Individuals 
would also be reduced.

There appe.nrs to be a variety of options av.iliable to deal with 
the question of naking Metro .Mobility services nore cost- 
effective as related to service hours. For ex.inplc, the iWTC 
night not l.ikc trip requests after a certain time of day although 
actual services would still continue to be provided or service 
hours could bo reduced during the least productive periods of 
the day. rocoanended that the MTC. as operator of the
Tiansportat ion Ceiiicr, conduct a studv to determine the* cor.t- 
£CIq£L^vt:nr;s»_j>l^hcjict_rjiJjo^ rel.Ued ro"serv7ce
hours, and report to the .Ml-C In Jiriy. iVai.

Sijoul^tjie Call-Ahead Tine for Trip Kegiiests he F.xtended? — At 
the present time, Metro MobTllty Vider.s 'nay'p'hice theiV~trip 
requests .as much as 24 hours in advance of their desired pick

up time by calling In at noon the preceding day. The riders 
also have llie option of placing ilie trij> reiju< ,.t as little as 
two hours before their de.slred pick-up time, although whc'n 
requesting a Project llobilitv vehicle, such sliort notice is not 
usu.tlly aUoquatt.*.

Ihe ntininun two hour call ahead tino Ja a rrlativolv unl(|ti<* 
feature of Metro Mobility. Host siinll..r tr.insportat ion .services 
require that users call at least 24 to 48 h.nir.s in advance of 
their desired pick-up tla. . Sor.e systens require .signlf icautly 
longer le.id time.

The primary advantage luiving such a short nln.iir.i-i call 
tine Is that Ijanlfcapped persons can, theoretirally, make rela

tively spentaneo..s travel decisiens as do otli.-r transit riders. 
PzitortunateJy, however, when a rice Is requ. st.-d only f.o hours 
in advance, space is rarely availaMe on ProJ.-ei MohlUiv, and 
unl.-ss the indiviJual can take a taxi, the trip must he denied.
It can also be argued that requiring user:, to request their 
trip 24 or uorc hours before li» i id.- is m-.d.d would allow 
Metro Mobility pcr.st.iniel to h.tn-j plan v.liid-- tours and 
thereby, improve system product ivi t v, .iiid allow u:;er!i to arrange 
altcrn-itivo transportation if tin ir fUrtn- Mobility request Is 
denied.

It is f»*eor.:m.-iid.»ii J_h.it_ wo-l:i--ir e.iv.iii.-.- r- quest j-er iod
Ijj^ ^eq>•..:st_s nor in- c_hn-u-,.-d ,.t tile pr.-r - ut t Ir..-. A ~
H:iJ£' - r 1 b.~ ir.-.i7rr. d u Uh

'i‘i -t.-ly V.i.i'i i d ’
tliat Ih.-v n.iy ii..t t .i r i.:.- wb.-n tiryj.niv . . j 1* t*.-^ Im.im'fin 
.idv.iiict-, it tii't ••-•.-1 >1 ir t i < 1-1 (I-1... this

I. .i t I s :t .-.' tii ir t iti-; i r>-i.'.-j^irt
I’.L.Ml*' . d; lie, r. I tr.d.'i ton.
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ShoiiWJ the KliniblHty Critcrtn to Rld»- ’V-tro TtobtlUy be 
Ch.’inj’.t-d? — Anyum- who is iiiKihlc to iKii- icr.ulav rout*.* transit 
or who con only u:.o rcBular route transit with groat difficulty 
Is eligible to use Metro Mobility. To diftennlne oiigibilltyt 
an individual sulmits an application forn to the Metro Mobility 
Transportation Center. A doctor's signature is required only 
to detenainc eligibility when ihc applicant lias a non-vlsiblo 
disability, such as craphyseni or heart trouble.

As noted earlier, over li«,00() persons are currently certified 
to use the service. About 70>; of these individuals are able to 
use non-arcessible vehicles whereas the rLtnaliiing 302 of those 
certified can travel only In accessible vehicles.

It 1ms been suggested by several agencies, providers and users 
tliat the Metro MoMlity certification proeedure as it presently 
exists may allow some individuals who could otherwise utilize 
the regular transit systea, to take advantage ot ^!elro Mobility, 
and tliereby decrease travel possibilltien for tliosc individuals 
having few or no alternatives. In order to provide adequate 
service to those* Individuals with the' greatest need. It nay be 
necessary to refine the process by whieh all riders are certified.

Additionally, a change in certification criteria has been
implied by the Metropolitan Connell in the 504 Transit Transition Plan.

In tlwit document, the conceptual service franowork for Metro
Nobility was developed, whereby, during the next ten years,
many of the transportation coeds of handicapped persons would
Increasingly be met by accessible regular route transit rather
than exclusively through special services.

Tills cliange in the way In which iransporlation service vxiuld be 
provided to liandicappeJ luJividual;; would, in fact, necessitate 
a’ change in the certification process. Since special services.
In the future, are envisioned to be provided to only the most 
severely disabled persons, the level of special services will 
be greatly reduced.

it Is suggested that a variety of option:: J or^cert i 
Yndlvidua'ls t'or' Merr'o Mobil ity services |.q reviewed, and tliat a 
lyu'c i I ic reconuni-iid.it ion be dev«‘lopeJ by tlie ^^*0 no later tlian 
Aiignst, l*J3~i.

5. Is M^nrojhijil l it v_i IVodiict l^e Tr.uispojt “ The
piodueVlvfty ot doaind-respi nsive I raiispei tat ion is iiona.illy 
measured in terms of pa.ssenger^i per l;<>nt . liala fi>r 1980 sliow 
tli.it Troject Mobility vehicle.s average,! approximately 2.4 
passeiifp-rs per vehiele Isnir, while tlie private non-;>r<if It
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providers averaged an esrJm:ited 1.8 pasccnp«T8 per vehicle 
hour. Data on vehicle hours are not avail.>i>le for sliared-ridc 
taxis, since these vehicles are not dedlc.tled exclusively to 
Metro .Mobility. Tlu' efiectIveness of tlic rldes!i.irlng concept, 
however, can be ne.isured in terms of passengers per vehicle 
tour. During 1980, this figure approached 1.5 passengers per 
tour.

n»c rather large service area, and the fairly low incidence of 
standing orders (about onc-ihlrd of total trips) explain the 
moderate productivity of Project Mobility. Higher productivities 
are usually achieved by systems which combine demnnd-responslvc 
service with subscription trips, often Involving groups having 
common origins and/or destinations. Productivity of the taxi 
service in terms of rlde-sharlng lias been growing slowly. This 
Increase mu;:t continue If the .addit ional cost of ride-matching 
is to be Justified In economic terms by the savings realized 
through ride-sharing.

The large number of requests for long trips has liad a major 
impact on the productivity of Project Mobility. Trip samplings 
Indicate that the average PM trip now runs .apprnxim.itely 7.5 
miles. While vehicles are assigned to either Minneapolis or 
St. Paul, they arc not restricted to specific .geographic locations. 
An additional contributing factor to the Ion;, trip length 
involves tripi. made between the two cities. An .'iialysis 
of the existing travel |>aitcrn.s, and consequent a.nslgnmeiit of 
vehicles to limited geographic zones, might help in reducing 
the .amount ot deadhead vehicle travel, indeed suhreglon.al 
trips were sliown to prevail.

Some rcatrueturl..^ of the present ordei-t.iking and order

filling system could also rc.^iull in higher productivities as o 
consequence of better ride-matching. Although manual scheduling 
is fairly common in systtns of liiis type, it is unusual to find 
no computer assistance when the service has reached the size of 
Metro Mobility, with a weekday aver.age of approximately 1,500 
trips and over 800 telephone calls.

With the rccomaendcd expansion of service to other areas of the 
Metropolitan Transit Taxing Jiir.tr ict, .tnd l he consequent In- 
cri-ase in tlie volume of trips laindled through tlie Tr.ui.spor- 
latJon Cinier, computcr-a:.sisted .scli.diil iug could .afford signifi

cant tine savings, and pos.slbly improvi' the productivity of the 
system. The amount of tcaiual l-.andling of ordei s would he 
greatly reduced, giving th* order-f i 11 err. r <i, line lo dedicate 
to rlde-rvitclilng, which would no;U liki'ly result in more .accur.'itc 
and productive routing and scheduling .and/or liiHlled addition.il 
staff requirements.
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iSJliir.- nvim’ rlu- j'«>>JucL iVi ty of Mot ro
M‘AyjL‘>l.*__ ll is furtr>«T rtc«Binn<ndi-tl t'lmt llu" MTC explore

MoSiUty VfliiclfS to spoclflc 
areas, or zon>.‘3, in an ft tort_to di-cr<^tsc tlio ir i p lenRtlt.

C. Expans1011.1 ry Issuea — AUlwut;h .Metro >fcibillty provides nearly
400,UOO aiinii.ll trip.i to handic.ippcd persons In portions of the Twin 
Cities Betropolltan area, and approximately 200,000 additional trips 
are provided by other existinc providers, tliere remain areas in the 
metropolitan region tlut luive no specialized service .ivailablc. It 
is estisnted tliat a large number of trips are yet unserved in areas 
without these speelallzod tramiportarion services, and tint, even 
wJtliin existing .service areas, many trips requests arc not being 
met. The need to continue and expand these types of specialized 
services is neces.s.iry to meet both the unuet and existing demand of 
the liandicapped population in the metropolitan area, as well as to 
meet the rcquirtnuentr. of the United States UepartOi’iit of Transporta
tion Section 50-'t regulations. A discussion oi these expansion needs 
and plans fallows.

I. Sliotild Metro Mobility Si'rvJce he expa_n<Vd? — Currently, about 
five percent of all requests for Project Mobility service 
cannot be honored because of cap.icity limitations. Trip denials 
arc higher in St. Paul tluin in Mlnneapoll.s becaiuio no shared- 
ride taxi pr<’,;r.in is avail.ible to suppKnent Project Mobility. 
Portions of the metro area are not presently being served by a 
public speei.il i::ed transporiati .‘•n syi-.ti-a, and sp. cialized 

• transportation offered by si'me count ic.s is not sufficient to
meet tin* needs ol dis.ibled residents. Tlii.'S is: •.specially true 
In Anok.i County, for e:.atuple, wiieie accessible service is not 
avail.ible. Requests for service In tlivsc are.i.s .ire frequently 
received and denied due to limited cipiclty or ;;ystem capability. 
Dis.i'nled persons wishiii); to live in jn;.'1y constiucted accessible 
housing units are often liaupered hy lack of acces.sible transpurtatJon^

The need to provide transport .it loii opportunit ic.s for liandi
capped persou.s lus also lieen reco)’.nizeJ on .1 ii.tt ional level.
Federal regulations issued on M ly 31, 1079, require that any 
recipient of iederal funding, ;nic1i as the MTU, make its facilities 
and programs accessible to Icmilic.ipped persons. The.se regula
tions require tliai by IWi, fifty p.-ncut of .ill r<-gular route 
service during peak Ikuh s Ik- ace»-s.sjb!e. TIs- rcgul.it ions 
further require tliat, until this level of i.crvite .iccessiblllty 
Is re.iched, .'in "interim .ie» i}>I,' .-a r-.'ice", .tieli .i;; iluii 
oflered by Metro Moliility, l»e provided. Interim service must 
b»* In pl.ice by .luly 1, I*'o2, lhrou..he.il tlie i-nlire MTTI) during 
nornil .service l»>urs. Stibjei i to exi i ndilur.’ I init.ition.s, ilie 
interim .lecessililc’ seivii,- must .il^.o !i,' cosipai ihi.• with regut.ir 
route service in term-, ol f.tres, I r.ivel tine, ii.ituifcr fiequency, 
av.ii l.ihil ity of servici-, «-tc.
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Tho Metro Mobility M.inaKinent I'olify Consairtee hns recently 
enJor.scd a plan for comprehensive provision of hand {capped 
transportation ihroushout the MTTU. Tlio Implementation plan 
not only provides a franevrork for furore provinion of these 
services, but also allows for compliance with the Section 50A 
Regulations.

It is recommended that Metro MobilIry !:ervtces he expanded 
througliout the MITD.

2. Should the Same Level of Specialised Transportation Services be
Provided Tiiroii;:}ioiit the Met ropol i tan Area? — Although the 
Section 50A Regulations require tliat handicapped transportation 
be similar in service cltaracteristlc:: to the regtil.ar route 
service, it lias been argued by some individuals tliat scarce 
resources and funding should he evenly distributed throughout 
the metropolitan urea b.'i.sed solely on population on the premise 
that the percentage of handicapped poisons In the total popula

tion is equal throughout the metropolitan area. Although 
precise data on tlic percentage of trair-p.irtatioii handicapped 
persons in eacit-community is not available, evidence supports 
the premise that tho percentage of Icimlicapped persons declines 
in anras further away from the central cities. First, national 
studies indicate that fifty percent of hanJica{>ped persons are 
65 years of age or older and that a greater proportion of 
elderly mid tiandirapped persons live vihtin the central cities. 
Further, fifty percent of the Twin Cities elderly live within 
the two central cities, twenty-five percent in the inner suburbs, 
and the rest throughout the remainder of the metropolitan area. 
Also, current Metro Mobility certiiication statistics indicate 
that the oertlficatiim lale lends to decline in areas away from 
the central cities. (Only statistics from conmmttles receiving 
an adequate level of Metro Mobility service were considered). 
Thus, the plan for expansion assumes a higher density of liaiidl- 
capped persons in the central cities, which do. ’ines In areas 
further away from the central city.

In ordi*r to comply w’ith the Recrion '>0/i Regulations, an asser.a- 
ment of the service provided througlKuii the met ro{>oli tan area 
was conducted. A prltmiry, sccond.iry and tertiary service area 
were idoiitiflcd, to distinguish the different levels of regular 
route service av.iilable, .Fii’.u^e Jf*. S»ivl»-e st.ind.ird.s for 
the specialised service to he provided were established for 
each of those service areas. The plan for impKmental ion and 
expansion of spirciallzed .services was lused ou those standards.
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Till- P.^jLry_:;«'rv Uv Inc Iiuili-.i: th.* conmunit l.'s of K innc.ipuHs,
St. IMul ..nd snau,. lirj.t rinc ::Mhurh; wlJl r.,rik- ,..rrvlco iilniiotn

f/t T'**’ av.nU.-.l,K. on w.H-konds.
Iht. mrc um coorcJln.Hc tlio r.irvlrc;; js It •.uriintly doc.s. In the

coBiM is.d of second rinn suburbs, the service 
orltni.it ion will focus prlm-irlly on luc.U service, will, connection 
capabilities with the prinary service area. It is propo.si-d that 
service will be provided approxlmtely twelve »K.ur.s per day. Including 
peak hours. The MMTC will also coordln.ite tins,, servires. Finally 

n the tjMiiJ;.jx^vjce Inclnding the outlying suburbs, service
is expected to be integrated with existing county programs and focus 
on local covemge. Service is prop-v.ed to be provided during the 
Bidd.iy, with peak hour service provided only on denia.. •. It is 
anticipated tlut ti.e counties will ci-ordlnate these servlce.s, rather

Tlie extent and level of service proposed by tlie lU’C wvuld meet the 
requi renent;: of the S04 regulation!; .ind also provide Twin Cities 
handicapped residents with a reasonably high level of service. It 
Ik estin.,ted tli.it if this svstea v is implcnein ed, over 600,000 
annual rides would be provided at a cost of about $12,930,000.00 for 
tlie biennium.

Inforration on the .assumptions employed In developing both the 
ridorshlp iinJ cost projections can be found in the Appendix.

-Lh**L ;.“-.‘iJVlb n J i.Mjl-:-pansjon h^! implement ed 
Jo J Ik-P|..,„ fVir.iPd‘i7n].fed Tr.in- ;.or- 
tvie. s in t b. H. tn-pol ;i.in —
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V. sKT-.virE:: to pf. rRaviDEn in the cnRF-.':::T khtfo

The current Metro ^tobility service area includes the foUowim ccsmunitics:

• Minneapolis

• Southern Hinnoa{olis suburbs (Bloomington and Richfield);
• Korthorn Kinnearolis suburbs (Crystal. Kew Hope. Golden Valley. Robbins- 

dalc. Hilltop. St. Anthony and Columbia Heights).

‘ (See Figure 5 for portions of additional suburbs included in the K.tro Mobility 
service area.)

A. General A.ssuwt-tions

It is prorosod that Metro Mobility service will continue to operate
hours per'day on weeVdays. and seventeen hours !>cr day on weekends and holidays.
Metro Mobility passengers who do not require arccsr.ible service will ^n^ally
be served by non-accessible vehicles and lift equipj-ca vehicles will
readily available to those who require nccc.ssiblc se^'ice. ‘

in the existing service area is proposed to occur only through the addition o
a shared-ride taxi service in St. Paul, sinil.ir to
in Minneapolis. If tJre St. Paul taxi compai.ics arc nc. able ^

service, another provider is expected to deliver t.ne service. It ia anti.ij atcd 
tl.at the shared-ride taxi service in St. Vaul will reduce many of the service 
deficicr.cics in U.e current .Metro Mobility service ateL.

B. Demand for .Service

Pro-iect Mobilitv ridership is expected to remain at its present level or IBu.OOO ‘ 
Scs\er ?c.ir'- ^.ixi ridlrship K «i:.nee,x;lis is also ex,H.cted to remain relatively 
constant at about ?1G.000 rides per year. .Suburban service (H.>CT:.) riders..;p is 
cx^^cted to incroarc slightly from its presen. level to 37.4CC, rides per year 
with the addition of one vehicle.

Demand for St. Paul shared-ride setvi.-e war. estimated at about 130,500 trips per 
year once fully implemented.

These der.and estimates generally assume that on the ^

person will t.iko 2.5 trips pt'r month, or, in the rase o. sharcd-ridc ^xi, . 
trips per month. These rates arc slightly higher than the current trip making
monthly averages.

In cstinatlng tl*o deimind for tlie St. Pat.l shared ride taxi service, the average 
trip rukinu rate is ansur-.ed to be less than the overall .shared-ride taxi ay.-iage 
irmlsli.-tely fol)ov.ing the inti cKluct ion of the r.. rvle.-. It i-s. then. -
to increas.- to 2.4 trips Jier month by the second hall of the Pi.-nniur. (..ee
Figure 6).
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Thia qrowth in trip-m.^kinq ia based on th<* exiM.ric;ice in Minnc af^olis whcfre fifty 
I>orccr)t of the systcn’a trips were proviiled during the fiir-t i.ix ninths of operation, 
eighty percent in the following six months, uni one hunJreJ i^CTcent thereafter.
The actual number of certified riders vjs also bar.-. 1 on certification experience 
in Hinncirolis* it estinated that certified us.-rs in Ft. Tuvl will increase 
gradually from the current level of 1.4'!. of the jopulation, to T 0\ by the end 
of the biennium, as is the case in Minneapolis.

C. Cost Estimates

Coat estimates for services to be provided in the existing Metro Mobility service 
area wore based on 1980 cost data, and inflated annually by 12t. Approximate 

'current subsidy per trip for each system component arc as follows;

• Project Mobility - $12.00
• Sikared-ridc taxi - $4.00
• users suburban service - $10.68

Total subsidies for continuing existing Metro P.obility services and adding St. Paul 
shared-ride taxi serv'ico are shown below;

Project Mobility
users
Minneap>oliE Eharcd-P.ido Taxi 
St. Paul Sharod-Pidc Taxi

$4,795,560 
945,472 

1,033,5:3 
_ 957^45 
$b7582,.'.97

Estimated expenses associated with the Kxitro Mobility Transportation center are 
discussed later.

VI. sry/tCE r.xT,-'SFTC>:: rR/VhvogK 

A. General Assamptions

It is proposed that handicapped transportation in the expansion areas will be 
similar to the current .Metro H«.ibility sy:,t«;» in several respects. Certification 
criteiia is rwat expected to ch..nge nor are restrictions on frequency of travel 
or on trip length expected to be inr.titutr i. l u, therrw.re, it is assumed that 
priority service will not be given base*l on the nature of the disability or the 
purix.so of travel. Hour.s of service, however, are expected to vary as with 
regular route transit service.

It is imiortant to note that the a.sr.urptions used ,o develop costs for the provision 
of expand^’d hanJicapped tsanrport.ition dcscriKs) in tl.is section were developed 
only for <iso durim th- 1931 - 19H3 bionniicn. a.tu rcl.nini to the nu.ler of 
eligible banditapp-ed persons, travel frequency, trip Ic.vrth. etc., in jx,rtions 
of the metro area currently receiving little or n<* handi- .n ; « a transi>ort:.! ton 
are not .ivailable. Thcrelnre, the .-isras.ptior.;. w » • Ui ;e.5 on t'gH.rience o. ined 
from the cxir tii.g oper.it iua oi Metro fv.l iliiy ; the ; ive to c.ty ; roiiar v i.uring 
the past two years. Many of the:;e .tssicrpt ions viil p.rcb tbly l».ive to bo changed, 
over time, to uccuratt.dy reflect actuil . i lot un.l ct si of providing 
specialir-ed tiansjxjit.ition in the exp.insion areas.
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B;;_ _ SoU.-ction of Service Providers

A variety of providers, includir/j public, pi ivatt—£or-r:rofit*ar,d orivatu-.ioii- 
profit, ore expected to deliver service in the c-xr.unr.ion ureas. All efforts 
will be made to work coor?r.jtivoly wiMi current service providors, and to 
utilize existing vehicles and staff whenever possible. It is assus'ed tha».
Project Mobility service will not be expanded beyond its p'rosent service 
area unless no other provider is available to deliver the service.

Selection of additional service providers for expuTsded handicapped transportation 
.will be based on the following criteria;

Related experience and performance in providing special services.
- Possession of equipment needed to provide service or ability to 

obtain noccssar/ equipment.
- Technical and manaucrial qualificaticss.

Ability to fulfill all contractual obligations.
- Personnel availability
- Cost/cffectivenoss of providing service.

C. Primary Service Area Expansion (3)

The primary servite area for expansion outlined in the Transition Plan includes 
the following communities;

• West St. Paul and .South St. Paul
• l!cw Brighton and Fridley
• Little C.i.n.ida, borth St. Paul, Roseville and y.a>dcwofd
• Brooklyn Center and St. Louis Park

Service in the primary expansion area is proposed to operate nineteen hours 
per day during the week, and will also be awiilable on veekends. The Metro 
Mc.bility Transportation Center is expected to coordinate the service us is done 
currently, expanded service in the primary service area is scheduled for 
oper.ation by Cctober 1, 1901.

D. Secondary rervlce Ari^-. rxtvmsion

The recendary service area, ns identified in the Transition Plan, includes 
the following corsr.unitics;

• Northern ;n;hurbs of Ramvey County (Moundrview, Arden Hills, Shoreview,
Korth Oaks, Vainais Htighls. While IW^ar L.*k. , White P-car Township and 
f;en Uake).

• Western Suburbs of JP.nnepin County (Edina, Ibvkint and Eden Prairie).
• Horthern Su.burbs of Hennepin County (iUCKaklyn Park and Ch..nr.lain) .

■i

A list of tile cf>mnunities in e.ich «-xj'.«nsior. -iiea and the population of 
e.«fh aiea is shcjwn in Figure 0. •
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In t!io r.t-cor.J.iry cfivjci? nron, t.orvicc- orient ior. will !ocu:; prin irlly on 
local service# with connection cap.iliilit.ic*r. with the prasiary service area.
Tt is proj-orod th«t r.« rvicc will he previd* <i apprnyir-.taly twelve hrorr. per day, 
includir.7 peak hourc. The K’lrc is exi<?cted to cc- rditiate transjx^.’itation in 
this area in a Fanner r.iFilar to that of the primary area. Service in the 
secondary expansion area is scheduled to heai:’. by d>.ily 1, 1982.

E. Tertiary Service Area

Expansion in the tertiary service area will include the following e'eao:

• Horthetn Area, Anoka County 
. • Southern Area, Dakota and Scott Counties
• Eastern Area, t%'a:;hington Cousity
• Western Area, Hennepin and Carver Counties

Expansion in the tertiary service area is also expected to focus on local 
sur\’ice and will be integrated with the oxir.ti.ng county {rograms. Service is 
assumed to be provided during the nidday, with peak hour ser\’ice provided on 
demand. This service is also scheduled to cccmcnco on July 1, 1982, and is 
proposed to he coordinated by the county, rather than H>r?C.

F. Estimated Demand for Service

Demand for specialised transportation service in each service area was determined 
in the following manner:

1) The ner.brr of potential certified users was estim.-sti-d on the Kisis of the 
total poj.'uljtion in each area. Current certification data for suburban areas 
currently receiviT.g "c-tro Mobility service shew a d<;c?ine in certification in 
areas further away from the central city. Based en tni.s data, it was estimated 
that certified individuals would represent one p.arcer.t of total population in 
the primary service area, 0.75 percent in the secondary service area, and 0.5 
|K»rcent in the tertiary’ service area.

2) It was further assured that each person would make an average of 2.5 trips 
f>er month. This figure represents a ten jcicent increase in usage over the 
current trip rate of 2.27. This increase is expected since the expanded syste:’ 
will offer additional destination opportutsities for users. This trip rate was 
then multiplied by the estimated munlier of ri.rtifitd users in each area to 
determine the toi.il numl>er of trips per month to be provided.

3) The number of trills was distrU>ut<al foi various tyiKT. of mobility limita

tions according to the current systisti averages (seventy percent .imliulatory and 
thirty percent non-a:r.biilatory) to estimate the veliicb- riuc Is of the new users 
of the system.

4) Finally, it wan .nr.sumed that it would take i.otnc time before all of the
{•otential passengers would use the service. TheTefor*-*, tie jiarJic: of trips 
provided wHi’.ild incrc.iv-e over the fiint y»MV ot oper.rLirn, sue!, that sixty 
pfsaerit of th'! syst-rn {rl.nti.i! trips pe j i. j #*,,rh r nth dirtr.i the
first six montl”-. of f!p».ration, H5 percent dating th«- s. irind vix cc-nths of 
oj'-erai ioti, and one hutilted j-i.-rccnt of |>t)t t tit i.il IriiS there.ittcr.

_ ...
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WlK*n the tranrportation services in the sccon;hiry and tertinry areas ore 
serving all of Use r»otcntlal users, it is oxpeclt-d that approximately 9,000 
trips per month will be provided. During the bicnsiisrti, as these new services 
arc added, nearly 79,000 trips are expected to be made.'

C. Cost Estimates

The costs estimated to meet these transportation doaands in the secondary and 
tertiary areas were dcvclopied as follows:

.1) An average cost per trip of $10.60 was assur.ed for service in all expansion 
areas (1981 dollars). This figure is based on contracts with current Metro 
Mobility providers, estimated charges of other carriers of $7.50 per trip 
for non-accessible service and $1<1.00 per trip for accessible service and the 
experience of other specialized trnns.r^.rtation systems across the country.
This average cor.t per trip is somewhat J»igl»cr than the current system average 
because of an anticipated higher trip length and lower rate of shared rides ' 
in less densely populated areas.

«

2) A twelve percent inflation rate was a{>plicd to this cost to determine 
expenses for 19B2 and 1993. Since the expansion plan includes only the first 
six months of 1053, one half of the yearly inflation rate was used.

The base one way fare for service was assumed to Le sixty cents throughout 
the biennium. The total expected revenue from fares has been subtracted 
from the estimated costs to obtain tot.il subsidy ii -urcs. Figures 11, 12 
and 13 show the estimated annual subsidies for pt.i’-jding cxpir.ded iiandicapped 
transi-ort.iticn r-ervicos in the primary, secondary and tertiaty rervice arcus. 
During the biennium, the total estimated subsidies for providing service 
in tlie prinari', secondary and tcrtiari* service areas arc $352,983, $354,083 
and $5C2,0v7 r-'cr-cctively.

ITj_ _ H«^tro !*.obi lity Trans’-c^rtat ion Crnter Cost

The Metro Mobility Transportation Center (wrrc) is expected to coordiiwte 
tr.rnsjortation rnly in the primary and secondary service areas. Tlie M'ri'C cost 
j>cr trip is esti;-.,»ted to le S2.07 jh.'! passon: r in I'JHl, $2.14 in 19d2 and 
$7.28 in 1983. 7hc total o:;timalcd biennial IttT.C cc.sl (Figures 14 and 15) 
is about $2,500,000.

The total estimated .innuul litV-rship and cost of ieg lenenting the continuation 
and xransien r,i htnOicji;- d tr.inijoi t.it i»<:i in th< m.-t ropnli * ..ti area are nlwwn 
in Finure.s 14 atnl 15. Th«> entir*’ cent of implcr..i tie.g the li.indic.ipped trans- 
j>ort.ition sysle:. during the hienniua: will b** aepr.'xir.ately 512,J.75,:<;0.



FIGURE 15-SUHMARY OF SPECIALIZED TRAUSPOBTATI(»l 
SUBSIDY 1981-1983 BIENNIUM

1981

JUNE-DEC. 1982

1983

ja:j-ju!:e TOTAL

Project Mobility ?1,073,560 $2,427,600 $1,289,400 $4,795,560

Private Providers 212,432 478,720 254,320 945,472

*

Mixineaoolis Taxi 419,040
954,720

509,760 1,E£3,52C

5t. Paul Taxi 113,862 514,606 329,277 957.945

Expansion Areas 76,370 840,292 S52.471 1,729,ii3

K.MTC 514,920 1.268.660 739.90C 2,5:5,6?0

TOTAL $2,415,184 $6,484 i98 $3,975,123 $12,875,310

^■li



•• i’
V

■"'rm

Figure - S\sm&zy of Cx.pectcd Systcn PitV.rship, 19n-F.3 ? icnniurt

1981
July-r»ec Jan-June

1982
July-Dee

1983
Jaii-June Total

Project Nobility 84.000 84,000 84‘,000 84,000 336,000

Private Providers 18,700 18,700 18,700 18,700 74,800

Kpls. Teuci 108,000 108,000 108,000 103,000 432,000

St. Paul Taxi 29.3-'C 46,710 69,762 69,762 215,580

Pri».ar>’ + Secondary 
Expansion Area

7,637 18,457 36,131 43,282 105,507

Tertiar\* Expansion 
Area

- - 19,972 28,294 48,266

Total OMder Kvrrc 
Coordinaticn

247,653 275,967 316,593 323,744 1,163,887

TOTAb 247,683 275.867 336,565 352,038 1.212.153




