Transit Governance Models
Study is evaluating three potential governance models:

1. Consolidated Regional Transit Agency
2. Independent Transit Agencies, managed by localcommunities

3. Hybrid Option,with regional service providerand localtransit services

Governance Considerations

= Pinal Countyhasthree publicfixed route and demand response service providers (City of Maricopa COMET; City of Coolidge
(Cotton Express and Central Arizona Regional Transit (CART)) and On the Go Express). There are also atleast two more
communities that have completed transit planning studies but have not yet moved forwardwith implementation.

= Comparisons of governance models are based on the existing cost structures and funding sources for transit agencies operating
in Pinal County and other similarly sized and positioned transit agenciesin Arizona.

* Pinal County’scombined investment in transit operations and preventative maintenanceis roughly $1.7 millionannually
(combined all sources). Capital spending varies by year but is estimated at roughly $300,000 each year.
* FTA paysabouthalf of the transitinvestment costs, or about $875,000 (in 2018)

= Contributionsfromcities, towns, and partner agenciesin Pinal County account for 46% of service costs (roughly
$780,000)

* Theremainingfunds come fromfares, althoughthisisasmall portion (~ 2% or $40,000) of regional investment
* The Pinal Regional Transportation Authority (PRTA) has allocated about $1 millionannually to support transit services. These
funds can beused for parkand ridelots, existingtransit services, and service expansions. However, the governance analysis is

not considering potentialfunding available throughthe PRTA because the PRTA has not yet developed models or systems for
how public transit funds will be distributed. Any assumptionsmade by the project team, therefore, would be premature.
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Consolidated Regional Transit System Model

Summary

Publictransportationservicesin Pinal County wouldbe governed and
managed through asingleregional agency responsiblefor delivering service.

A consolidated regional transit system could include the entire county orasub-
set of communities. This means, forexample, that anew regional transit agency
could representall existing and future public transportation service; orit could
bea new shared service model that represents a new group of communities
interested in starting transit services. Transit service could be operated with
publicemployeesor as acontracted service.

Consolidated Regional Transit Service Delivery Model
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Pinal County Transit Governance Study

Agency Type

Regional Government or
Independent Organization

Federal Funding Sources

Potential for FTA 5310,5311
and 5307 dependingon
participatingmembers

Local Government
Contribution

Estimated at between 3% and
40% of total system costs.

(Costallocationformulas to
share costsacross partners
has notyet been developed)

Admin Costs (Est.)

~18%

Cost per Hour of Service
(Est.)

$75.00to $79.00

Participation

Assumes Pinal County hasone
transitagency.

Participationdependson
agency type - a countywide
operator assumes all
communitiesinthecountyare
members, whilean
independent agencycould
represent asub-set of
communities

Flexibility to Support
Transit Growth

Strong - new agencies can buy
into existing organization and
administrative structures
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Consolidated Regional Transit System Model

Strengths

Reduced administrative costs. Shared management functions
will reducethe proportionof resources spent on
administration. Currently, theregion spends on average 22% of
existingtransitresources on management. In Arizona, other
consolidated transit models (Yuma and Pima counties) operate
with lower administrative costs of around 18%. Lower
administrationcostsincreasethe amount of service available
without additional funds. Impact increases as regional investment
in public transportation grows.

Makes iteasier to develop new transitservices. A
consolidated transit agency facilitates service expansionasit
will beadministratively less complicated to joinan existing
agency, rather than starta new one.

Increased expertise and investment in supportfunctionslike
marketing and technology. By consolidating administration
functions, aregional transit agency wouldthen have a
dedicated full-time staff to manage services and operations,
therefore providing anincreased and focused skill set and
expertiseto the region. A single consolidated agency also
increasestheflexibility toinvestin marketingand technology
development, and create standardized branding and
informationsystems.

Weaknesses

Loss of local control. Cities and towns would have to cedelocal
control over thedevelopment, operations and management of
publictransportationservices and would stillbe expected to
contribute funds.

More complicated decision-making systems. A regional transit
agency requires more complicated governance structures,
including cost allocation funds, revenue sharing and decision-
makingstructures. Thiswillbe more challenged as new services
aredeveloped, especially urbanized areas with higher needs.
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Independent Transit Agencies Model

Summary

Publictransportationin Pinal County would be provided through adisaggregated
model with individual communities operating services and developinglocal services
inresponseto need. This option follows the status quo, with existing service
providers continuingto operate and manage their own services.

Communities could establishnew transit services as they seefit and partnerships
between new and existingcommunities would also be possible, as desired.

Local transitservice couldbe operated with publicemployees or as acontracted
service.

Locally Oriented Transit Service Delivery Model
(Status Quo)
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Pinal County Transit Governance Study

Agency Type

Cities/towns and county
governments

Federal Funding
Sources

FTA 5310, plus 5307 or
5311 dependingoncity

Local Government
Contribution

Varies by agency, average
is43% to 48%

Admin Costs (Est.)

Varies by agency, average
is22%

Cost per Hour of
Service(Est.)

Varies by agency, average
is $80.00 to $83.00

Participation

Assumes Pinal County has
multipletransit agencies

Participationisoptional -
communities decideif they
want to sponsor transit
agencies

Flexibility to Support
Transit Growth

Weak - requires new
agenciestoraiseown
matchingfundsand
develop own structures.
Has not been feasibleto
date
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Independent Transit Agencies Model

Strengths

Local control. Governingtransit agencies at the local level
maximizes local controlover thedesign and development of
publictransportationservices. It also provides flexibility for
agenciestoworktogether and form regional services, like
CART, as needed.

Flexibility to develop regional public transportation services.
While morechallenging, the status quo does provide flexibility
for communities to collaborate and develop regional servicesin
responseto needs.

*In Federal Fiscal Year 2020 the Casa Grande urbanized area was apportioned
$908,108 in federal transit funds. In previous years, Casa Grande has declined
receiving their apportionment since they donothave bus service. In cases where
communities decline receiving funds, the resources are released to Arizona DOT for a
competitive grant application.

Weaknesses

Makes itdifficultto develop new transitservices. The
independent transit agency model provides flexibility forcities
and townsto develop new transit agencies, but the ability to
initiate these new services would be difficult. Increased
difficulty results because cities and towns must assume therisk
and responsibility forservice development on their own and
must also develop expertise.

Does not maximize federal transitinvestment. It isdifficultto
start new transit services, especially anew agency, largely
because of findinglocal matchingresources. For example, Casa
Grandeisa designated asan urbanized area by the federal
governmentand eligiblefor significant publictransportation
funds (estimated at just less than $1 million per year*) through
the FTA. Datasuggests that after the 2020 census, the City of
Maricopawillalso beadesigned urbanized areaand eligible for
asimilar level of funding. However, these funds must be
matched local funds.Given that Casa Grande currently does not
investin transit, itwould need to raise approximately $790,000
to capturethefull federal grant. Funds couldberaised through
general fund contributions, partnerships and other strategies.
The City of Maricopamight have an easier timeraisingsome
local funding, butitisunclearifit couldleverageall available
FTA funds.

Results in more expensive transit services. Operating
independenttransit servicesincreases the cost of the overall
network. Theregion will spend moreon transitadministration
and supportfunctions (marketing, contracting, procurement,
technology, etc.) increasing the cost of service on a per unit
basis.
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Hybrid Model: Regional and Local Transit Service

Summary

Thereisalso potential for ahybrid approach where a group of cities and towns
collaborateon aregional (or sub-regional) transit agency. Individual cities and towns
can maintainindependent services that operate alongside of the sub-regional
operator. Coordination between service providers would be encouraged.

Regional transit service couldbe operated with publicemployees or as a contracted
service.

Existingservice providers wouldhave the optionto join aregional transitservice
agency, includingthrough service contracts with the regional transit agency. A
community that contracts withtheregional transit operatorfor service would not be
a member of the sub-regional consolidated agency.

Hybrid Service Delivery Model
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Pinal County Transit Governance Study

Agency Type Regional transit agency
and cities/townsand

county

FTA5310& 5311, plus
5307 dependingon
member participation

Federal Funding Sources

Local Government 38%to 48%
Contribution

Admin Costs (Est.) 18%to 22%

Cost per Hour of Service  $75.00to $83.00

(Est.)

Assumes Pinal
Countyhasmultiple
transitagencies

Participation

Participationoptional -
communitiesdecide

if they wanttojoin
regional provider or
sponsor independent
service

Medium - with
aregional operator,
communities can opt
intoservice

Flexibility to Support
Transit Growth
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Hybrid Model: Regional and Local Transit Service

Strengths

Makes iteasier to develop new transitservices. Havinga
regional transitentity, evenifitisa sub-regional organization,
makes it easier for theregion to expand services becauseit
simplifieswork needed to get started. Individual cities and
towns could jointhe sub-regional agency, or contract with them
to provide new service.

Partially reduces administrative costs. The hybrid model
retains some of the benefits associated with a consolidated
model becauseit continues to consolidate management
functionsinto asingle agency.

Increased expertise and investment in support functions like
marketing and technology. Larger transit agencies have more
resourcesfor administrationfunctions,and positions like a full-
time general manager/transitadministrator. Larger agencies
arealsomorelikely toinvestin resources like marketing

and technology. A single agency also wouldcreate standardized
branding and information systems.

Weaknesses

More complicated decision-making systems. A regional transit
agency requires more complicated decision-making systems
and structures about how funding and resources are shared and
invested across individualcommunities. Complex decision-
making models will continue with ahybrid model.
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Table 1: Potential Governance Models Summary

Consolidated Regional Transit

Agency Model

Independent Transit Agencies
Model

Pinal County Transit Governance Study

Hybrid Model

Agency Type

Regional Government Agency
or Independent Agency

Cities/towns and county
governments

Regional transitagency and
cities/towns and county

Federal Funding Sources

FTA5310& 5311, plus 5307
dependingon member
participation

FTA 5310, plus5307o0r 5311
dependingoncity

FTA5310& 5311, plus 5307
dependingon member
participation

(Est.)

$80.00to $83.00

Local Government 38%to 40% Varies by agency, averageis Varies by agency, 38% to 48%

Contributions 43%to 48%

Admin Costs (Est.) ~18% Varies by agency, averageis Varies byagency, 18%to 22%
22%

Cost per Hour of Service  $75.00to $79.00 Varies by agency, averageis Variesbyagency, $75.00to

$83.00

Participation

Depends - countywide operator
assumes communities are
members, butanindependent
agency could bean

optional sub-set of communities

Optional - communities decide
if they want to sponsor transit
agencies

Optional - communities decide
if they want to participate

Flexibility to Support
Transit Growth

Strong - new agencies can buy
into existingorganization and
administrative structures

Weak - requires new agencies
toraiseown matchingfundsand
develop own structures. Has not
been feasibleto date

Medium - can participatein
sub-regional operator
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Table 2: Transit Agency Functions and Staffing Levels

Pinal County Transit Governance Study

Responsibilities

Administrative/Management

« Liaisewith Board of
Directors

* Financial management
(budgeting, accounting,
grants)

» Contracting
¢ Humanresources/payroll

+ Stakeholder and
community engagement

o Legal
* Procurement

* Marketing, brandingand
customer service

Consolidated Model

Dedicated General
Manager or Transit
Administrator

Partor Full Time Finance
Director or Grants
Manager

Independent Model

Full or Part Time Transit

Manager

Mostother functions
provided by city staff

Hybrid Model

Sub-Regional Agency

* Dedicated General Manager
or Transit Administrator

* Partor
Full Time FinanceDirector
or Grants Manager

Independent Agencies

e Fullor part-timetransit
manager

* Mostother functions by
provided by city staff

Transit Operations

* Hire,trainand manage
operators/drivers

* Schedulingand dispatch
* Roadsupervision

» Serviceand operations
planning

Dedicated Operations
Director
Dependingon service

model mayrequire
additional staff

Fullor Part Time
Operations Directorfor
individual city

systems (dependson
system size and service
model)

* Dedicated Operations
Directorsfor Sub-Regional
Agency

e FullorPartTime Operations
Director for individual city
systems

Capital Planning

* Fleet management
(procurement,
maintenance)

* Technology

Capital planninglikely
managed by Operations
Director

Potential to sharewith
other city departments
(L.e., Public Works)

* Combinationofshared and
dedicated staff
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Table 3: Potential Regional Governance Structures

Metropolitan Public

Regional

Pinal County Transit Governance Study

Couptywide TransitAgency TrnEse et Joi|:1t Pgwers Intergovernmental
Transit Agency (MPTA) Authority (RTA) Organization (JPO) Agreement (IGA)
Consolidated Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Model Consolidated MPTA mustserve51% Pinal Countyhas JPOcould help IGA could help create
transitservices of county. already approved createstructurefor  structurefor sub-
couldbemanaged Requires RTA.Powerscould  sub-section of section of county
by Pinal County considerations of other beextended to countyinterestedin interestedintransit
requirements,suchas  operateregional transitservices services
publiclyelected board transitservices
Multiple ExistingServices  Yes No No No
Independent On-the-Goisexample
Agencies of county widetransit
service
Hybrid Model Unlikely Yes Yes Yes Yes
Hybrid model MPTA mustserve51% Pinal County has JPOcould help IGA could help create
impliessome of county. already approved createstructurefor  structurefor 2or more
areas and Requires RTA.Powerscould 2 ormorecities citiesinterestedin
subareasare considerationsof other beextended to interestedinsharing sharingtransit
served and others requirements,suchas  operateregional transitservices services
arenot. publiclyelected board transitservices

Two transit governance models are allowed by Arizona Statue but not permissible in Pinal County due to population
size. These include a Regional Public Transportation Authority, which requires a county population of 1.2 million or more
and an Intergovernmental Public Transit Authority (IPTA), which requires a county population of 200,000 or less.
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Governance and Financial Models Assumptions
The financial analysis to estimate administration, operations, and other costs for these three models relies on the following
assumptions:

*  FTA5307and 5311 grantsfor administration and capital costs require a 20% match from local entities. FTA 5307 operational
grantsrequirea50% local match,and FTA 5311 operational grantsrequirea42% local match.

¢ Ahandful of human servicedemandresponse providersin Pinal County also use Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Section
5310 fundsfor vehicles and services. These funds are not considered in this analysis.

» Afterthe 2020 Census, the City of Maricopawill draw 5307 fundsrather than 5311, duetoitsincreasing population. Casa
Grandealso qualifiesfor 5307 funds.

* Thecurrenttotalamountof 5311 funds withinPinal County will remainthe maximum total amount that agencies candrawfrom,
dueto thecompetitive nature of these funds within Arizona. Since the City of Maricopa will become a 5307 agency, another
community may access the 5311 funds that used to go to Maricopa.

* Admincostsfor larger transit agencies and regional agencies are about 18% of total operational and preventative maintenance
costs,comparablewith agenciesin peer regions.

» Existingservicehoursfor each agency are sourced fromagency dataor NTD 2018, whicharethen used to determine agency cost
per service hour. For agencies without data, an average of the other agenciesis used to determine cost per service hour.
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