












disappearing. Ms. Matreci stated that this was a real dollar loss. Seventy-two percent (72%) of
their revenue from all of their funding sources goes to transportation costs.

John Haddox inquired why Martin County is so much higher in TD rates ($38.03 for ambulatory
and $65.19 per trip for wheelchair) compared to St. Lucie ($16.01 for ambulatory and $27.45 per
trip for wheelchair) and Palm Beach ($30.59 for ambulatory and $52.08 per trip for wheelchair)
Counties. Ms. Beltran stated that both Palm Beach and St. Lucie Counties are the CTC and a
couple of years ago when Martin County went out for bid a prior MPO chose a private company
(MTM) was chosen to be the CTC. Maybe at that time, the Board felt they would receive better
service if they went with a private company even though it was more costly. John Haddox stated
that the Board, at that time, felt that they were going to be more efficient, and this isn't more
efficient. He stated that St. Lucie County is transporting two and one half (2 ~) people to Martin
County's One (1). Eighty percent (80%) of Martin County trips are less than seven (7) miles, and
Martin County is paying $38.00 for each leg for these doctor office appointments. This definitely
needs looking into.

Ms. Sanders, from MTM, stated that she was looking at a Sept 1st - 30th invoice and it reads 909
ambulatory trips that were provided and wheelchair trips of 244. If you take the 909 and multiply
it by the ambulatory rate you will see that they are providing more trips than their allocation. It's
$50,000.00, and MTM only gets paid $16,000. Then if you do the same with the wheelchair trips
and rate and you'll find that they exceed their allocation. They are basing it on how they are
paying their providers. They pay either $14.00 or $15.00 to the providers, so they are able to
afford more trips. If the providers wanted $24.00 or $25.00 then they would have to cut out more
services. It was asked if the balance of the money was used as overhead. Ms. Matreci stated that
twenty-four percent (24%) of it goes to the call center which includes payroll, phone etc...
Seventy-two percent (72%) of the cost goes to the transportation providers. The Kidney Center
riders do not call every time as they are prescheduled.

Angela Van Etten also expressed confusion as the Annual Operation Report for July 2009-June
2010, states that the 5311 money in the amount of $347,000.00 were listed as funds managed by
MTM. Ms. Matreci stated that MTM has those monies as well. Ms. VanEtten then clarified that
MTM has the TD money, Medicaid money, and County match funds so MTM, at least for last
year, had $821,591.00. There is more money, another funding source of which the Board is not
being made aware. Ms. Sanders stated that they have a separate contract with the County for the
Indiantown, in-town and Indiantown to Stuart Shuttle, they also get paid a portion for the call
center, and a portion for the calls that are sent to Community Coach. They get two dollars ($2.00)
for each warm transfer. Ms. Van Etten stated that they are receiving $347,000.00 for that separate
contract. There is actually more money available to them for the Indiantown service than for the
greater population of the Stuart area. Ms. Sanders stated that there was also a portion of that
funding which was the New Freedom fund. The Section 5317 New Freedom Grant was lumped
into the 5311 so for a total amount of $99,000.00. Mr. BoIs asked who the auditor is for the MTM
contracts and the books. Ms. Sanders stated that the CTD came in an audited MTM. They have a
private company that comes in, and the MTM was audited back in July. Each contract was edited
as are all of the providers. Mr. BoIs asked how the rates were negotiated for the per ambulatory
trip number. Ms. Sanders states that the figure is not negotiated but it is built into the cost. They
use a rate module and that rate is built into the module. And the rate model is a CTD data based
system. They only negotiate with the providers who provide the services.
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Mr. Haddox inquired why is St. Lucie County doing this for $16.00 and Martin County is doing it
for $38.00? Ms. Matreci from MTM stated that the $38.00 is only the figure used in the contract,
but it actually costs more than the $38.00. Ms. Matreci stated that MTM is not making money on
this contract, and she cannot explain why that figure was used in the contract. She suggested,
maybe the MPO wanted the CFO to come to share how this is done, but she doesn't know. She
only knows that they follow the contract. Mr. Haddox stated that he wants to see a basic number,
how much does it cost to transport one person one way, compared to what is being charged the
people in Palm Beach? Ms. Matreci stated that there is a difference between the two counties as
there is a large volume difference, in residents, the volume of trips, the types of trips, plus Palm
Beach County has sidewalks and mass transit. Indian River County would be a better comparison.

Mr. Bois stated that the Board is comparing apples to oranges in this numbers game, and it's
creating a problem. Some of the extra trips can be contributed to the number of trips, as MTM
gets paid a lot for short trips and that helps pay for other trips so they are not having to borrow
funds. Ms. Matreci concurred. Mr. Bois indicated that the Board is stuck on this issue and it will
need to be continued at the next meeting, as the time allotted for this meeting was nearing an end.
Ms. Van Etten suggested that MTM should advise how many trips are provided out oftheir pocket
because the Board doesn't know. Ms. Sanders, from MTM stated that the requested information is
on the invoice which is submitted to the County monthly, in order to pay the matching funds. It
shows the number of trips provided, multiplied by the rate that is in the contract, then it shows
how much funding, $50,OOO.00-total project cost, less the match funds, then it shows less the
$31,000.00 leaving the total that MTM receives being $16,876.00. She will pass this document
around to the Board. (Copy on file) Ms. VanEtten requested that this document be added to the
Agenda Package and maybe MTM is doing themselves a disservice as the Board is not aware of
their costs.

Ms. Beltran suggested that as far as the staff directives for the next meeting, that it would be
helpful to have these invoices included, the audit report from the TD Commission, and have
someone from Indian River County make a presentation to the Board regarding their TD trip
system. Ms. Van Etten suggested that a time cap be placed on the presentation from Indian River
so as not to interfere with time needed to deal with other issues, as the meetings are only two (2)
hours long. Mr. Bois asked that the formula (rate module) which makes up the $38.00 per trip
also be provided by MTM for the next meeting.

Ms. Beltran stated that as the County is in an emergency situation she proposed amending or
updated the TDSP so the Board can get information to help clarify this information. One concern
is to see if more TD door-to-door rides can be moved to fixed routes. (See handout distributed.)
Under the public transit utilization section of the TDSP on page two (2), she wants to see how
MTM can analyze the ridership of the TD trips and how some of those trips can move to fixed
routes. Page One (1) talks about the providers. Note the amount of trips that are directed to Ride
Right and not the other providers. She has suggested that MTM have a minimum number (five (5)
contracts) of providers and providers, other than Ride Right, be used. MTM should also provide
outreach activities to get riders on fixed routes so TD riders don't have to be door-to-door. This
could help in the emergency situation between now and next quarter as things will be moving
forward as far as getting people on to the fixed routes and not door-to-door. Also MTM should
have more activities to get more providers for the services and during that time, Staff can get with
Indian River County, MTM can get the audit information to the Board so all of this could be in the
next Agenda Package.
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Ms. Matreci, from MTM, asked Ms. Timmerman of Community Coach if they would be able to
handle a larger volume on the fixed routes and she concurred.

Mr. BoIs stated that no action will be taken on this agenda item at this time and it will have to be
continued to the next meeting.

Angela Van Etten moved to ask MTM to analyze the TD ridership on an ongoing basis to
determine the number of TD trips that could utilize the Stuart Shuttle and that MTM will
update the Board on a quarterly bases of the number of trip requests that switch to fixed
route service. This Motion was seconded by Cindy Barns. No further discussion was
offered. The Motion carried unanimously.

Angela Van Etten made a second motion that the TD-LCB staff and the CTC explore
funding opportunities to educate the public about transportation currently used by door-to ­
door riders, and to explore ways to get grants for education, to the door-to-door riders to use
fixed routes. The Motion was seconded by Cindy Barns. No additional discussion. The
Motion passed unanimously.

Due to the lack of time, Agenda Item 5C, The Annual Operating Report, will not be able to be
addressed at this time. Mr. BoIs suggested that it become the 1st item on the Agenda for the next
meeting.

Ellen Higinbotham moved to table Agenda Item 5C until the next meeting. Susan Desposati
seconded. No addition discussion. The Motion passed unanimously.

6. NOTED ITEMS

Ms. Beltran indicated that the progress report was submitted for the first quarter of fiscal year 2011.
The actual expenditure Report and Annual Budget Estimates have also been submitted to the CTD.

7. COMMENTS FROM THE BOARD MEMBERS

Angela Van Etten wants the TDSP priorities to be looked at again and wants this on the Agenda
for the next meeting. This relates to not allowing the priorities to be governed by the funding.
That the Board allocate a percentage to each priority so when the money runs out the Board never
gets past the priority number one for medical of the TD money. Ms. Van Etten would also like the
Board to review the TDSP to provide a job outreach. She was pleased when MTM came in with
the concept of having multiple providers and currently we don't have that diversity, it's basically
one major provider. She'd like to see in the TDSP, a return to multiple providers, and that this
matter be addressed at the next meeting.

Mr. BoIs suggested that the person who is going to chair future meetings be able to review the
Agenda prior to finalization. Ms. Beltran agreed, and indicated that Mayor Mortell was to chair
the meeting as of Friday when she left work, however she received an email Monday morning
stating that he was needed at a City of Stuart meeting and he was not going to be able to attend the
LCB-TD meeting. Angela Van Etten suggested that both the Chair and the Vice Chair review the
Agenda prior to finalization in an attempt to circumvent this situation in the future.
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8. COMMENTS FROM FDOT
None.

9. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC
None.

10. NEXT MEETING
March 7, 2011 at the 4th Floor Workshop

11. ADJOURN
There being no further business, a request for a motion to adjourn was made by Mr. Bois.

Cindy Barnes moved to adjourn. It was seconded by Ellen Higinbotham. Mr. Bois stated so
moved, and indicated that no vote was needed. Meeting was adjourned at 12:14 PM.

Recorded and Prepared by:

ar r Brassard, Administrative Specialist II

Approved by:
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