TPB ACCESS FOR ALL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Meeting Notes for October 27, 2011
ATTENDANCE: 
Jim Krumke, New Horizons Supported Services
Susie McFadden-Resper, DC ODR

Gloria F. Pender, American Cancer Society

Thomas Curtis, Maryland Dept. of Disabilities

Loan Hanlon, Boat People SOS

Duc Truong, Boat People SOS

Yangwen Liu, University of Maryland
Dr. Cinzia Cirillo, University of Maryland

Nancy Cooper, JCA

Steve Yaffe, Arlington County

Rikki Epstein, The Arc of Northern Virginia 

Jeanna Muhorro, Fairfax NCS

Glenn Millis, WMATA

Ann Pimley, Fairfax Area Disability Board

Charlie Crawford, Montgomery County Commission on Persons with Disabilities

Sarah Gotbaum, OWL

Doris Ray
Leonard Lewis, VDOT

Bill Orleans, Public
MWCOG Staff

Wendy Klancher, DTP

Dan Sonenklar, DTP

Gerald Miller, DTP
Beth Newman, DTP

1. Welcome and Introductions
Patrick Wojahn, AFA Chair
Mr. Wojahn opened the meeting with a welcome and invited attendees to introduce themselves. 
2. Report on Analysis of Potential Impacts of Fiscally Constrained Long-Range 
Transportation Plan (CLRP) on Transportation-Disadvantaged Populations (Agenda Item #2)
Wendy Klancher and Dan Sonenklar, Department of Transportation Planning Staff

Ms. Klancher provided an overview of the purpose of the analysis, and how it is important to understand how the plan impacts transportation disadvantaged groups. Mr. Sonenklar presented the results of an analysis reviewing the potential impacts of the CLRP on transportation-disadvantaged populations based on accessibility of jobs by auto and transit. In the presentation Mr. Sonenklar outlined the demographic profile of minority and disadvantaged groups throughout the region, presented maps illustrating the geographic distribution of these groups, and presented on the accessibility benefits and burdens that the 2010 CLRP will have on these population groups.  The analysis concluded that the benefits and burdens in job accessibility due to the 2010 plan were evenly spread across all population groups.  
The committee members and public were asked to comment on the analysis:  
· Most of the comments made were clarifying questions on the methodology used to complete the analysis.  
· Bill Orleans recommended that resident non-citizens should also be taken into account in such an analysis.  

3. Update and Discussion on MetroAccess Issues:

Discussion of AFA Comments for WMATA on the Next Contract (Agenda Item #3a)
Wendy Klancher, Department of Transportation Planning Staff
Ms. Klancher explained that WMATA has hosted three Town Hall Meetings in October to obtain input from the public on the next MetroAccess contract. The committee discussed the comments that they wish to formally transmit to Metro in conjunction with the Town Hall meetings on the MetroAccess contract based on past AFA concerns and recommendations.  The current WMATA contract was explained, criticisms of the contract were mentioned, and examples of other jurisdictions were presented.  The structure of the current contract and costs of the service were discussed, and it was stated that many of the complaints of the current system may be due to the way that the contact is written now. Ms. Klancher explained that an independent review in 2009 recommended that using a multiyear multi-contract structure could help alleviate some of the problems that currently exist.  

The committee members were asked to comment on the structure of the next WMATA contract, and make recommendations on what to include in a letter to the WMATA Board.  

· Steve Yaffe suggested that in order for a multi-contract system to work, the policy may have to include a zone fair and possibly transfers between companies that have jurisdiction in different areas
· Charlie Crawford asked - What is the material difference between what MV does with its sub-contractors, compared to multi-providers?  And are there positives behind MV’s contact model? 

· Wendy Klancher responded that under the current model (the ‘Broker model’), there is 1 contract with all functions, and they get subcontractors.   In the other model metro would contract with 5-7 contractors and divide up major functions.  The benefits of multi-contract model include the fact that there can be less transition problems, the transit agency can have better control over the system, and one central partner (Metro) which has no goal of making a profit.  However, metro would have to take on more responsibility to manage the contract. 
· Steve Yaffe said that the current model builds in potential for messing up.  He said that the current quality of service and complaint level may come from these logistical issues.  There is a limit to improvements under this model. 

· Steve Yaffe continued to explain that there can be various structures under a multi-contract system.  The contracts could require there to be one central transportation scheduler, and separate transportation providers, or require separate schedulers and providers for each area.  
· Jim Krumke suggested that incentives should be built into the system to reward low complaint rates. 

· Ann Pimley says that she would like to see more control over the contractors no matter what contract model will be in order to ensure accountability in the system.  

· Doris Ray commented that originally contracts were not centralized and the results were disastrous. Doris also commented that it is of upmost importance to ensure that all contracts have language that will ensure ADA compliance throughout all aspects of the service, and include penalties when ADA standards are not met. 

· Dr. Cirillo mentioned that research has indicated that a multiple provider system is less efficient from a transportation systems perspective, but is has become the norm from a management perspective so it may be easier to use.  

· Doris Ray said that it would be better to provide all Para-transit services through one service in order to provide a seamless ride across the region. 

· Charlie Crawford suggested that there be interaction between the AFA and the WMATA AAC.  Charlie also said that the transfers and exchanges that are experienced in other jurisdictions are much worse than the problems that we have here now. 

· Glenn Millis answered that he agrees with Charlie and that the AFA should be careful about what they ask for, implying that sometimes policy changes lead to unwanted results. 
· Wendy Klancher clarified that a multi-contract approach is not necessarily a zone system. 
· Doris Ray commented that we should take into account the degree to which creating a zone structure could create fair increases. 

4. Update on the Potential MetroAccess Policy on Legal Guardians for People with Intellectual Disabilities (Agenda Item #3b)
Patrick Wojahn, AFA Chair
Chair Wojahn provided an update on the status on the discussions with WMATA about the proposed Metro Access eligibility requirement that people with intellectual disabilities have legal guardians or Powers of Attorney.  A committee of advocates has been meeting with Metro to resolve this issue in a way that does not require people to have guardians or powers of attorney to obtain Metro Access services, but allows people to appoint a representative to apply for Metro Access services and otherwise interact with Metro Access.  A form was distributed that allows those with disabilities to appoint someone else to act on their behalf. 
· Steve Yaffe said that this complies with the new FTA rule that forbids the refusal of rides to those who appear to not be able to take care of themselves.
· Doris Ray said that once advocates came to WMATA with the issues, the WMATA staff was very responsive to their concerns.
5. Discussion on the Upcoming University of Maryland Study on Gaps in Transportation for Low-Income Workers (Agenda Item #4)
Dr. Cinzia Cirillo, University of Maryland

In June, the TPB approved a Job Access Reverse Commute (JARC) grant for the University of Maryland to examine common origins and destinations for low-income individuals to identify gaps in transportation for connecting workers to jobs in the metropolitan Washington region. Dr. Cirillo presented an overview of the scope of work of the project that will begin this fall. 
AFA members were asked to comment on framing questions for the study, to volunteer to serve on the steering committee for the study, and if they know of anyone who would be interested in participating.
· Susie McFadden Resper asked if the researchers are recruiting people that will be affected by the study, and how the study may impact job accessibility for the target populations.  

· Dr. Cirillo answered that yes, the researchers are trying to recruit people that will be directly affected by the results of the study.  She also said that the goal is to get a clear picture of the region in the present and an idea of what will happen in the future.   With this information, the project will prioritize the changes that should be made. 
· Doris Ray asked the researchers to pay particular attention to affordable housing, people with disabilities, and particularly low-income individuals with disabilities.  

· Steve Yaffe said that the workforce investment boards will be interested in this study, and possibly be able to supply data.  

· Glen Millis said that low-income individuals are sensitive to the temporal nature of bus service, and cutting services can greatly inconvenience these individuals.  So cuts in service or timing changes make very big differences to these people. 

· Loan Hanlon asked if there were any incentives for people to participate, and will there be focus groups for specific minority communities. 
· Dr. Cirillo responded that they are seeking representatives from all groups, but that incentives were not discussed in the scope of work.  
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