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AGENDA

Expenditure Plan Advisory Committee
Meeting Notice

Date: Thursday, November 18, 2021; 6:00 - 8:00 p.m.
Location: Join Zoom Meeting

https://us02web.zoom.us/|[/85047849460

Meeting ID: 850 4784 9460

One tap mobile
+16699006833,,85047849460# US (San Jose)
+12532158782,, 85047849460# US (Tacoma)

Dial by your location
+1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose)
+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston)
+1 2532158782 US (Tacoma)
+1 929 205 6099 US (New York)
+1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC)
+1312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
877 853 5247 US Toll-free
888 788 0099 US Toll-free
833548 0276 US Toll-free
833 548 0282 US Toll-free

Meeting ID: 850 4784 9460
Find your local number: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/khse8fksZ

Remote Access to Information and Participation:

This meeting will be held remotely and will allow for remote public comment
pursuant to AB 361, which amended the Brown Act to include Government Code
Section 54953(e) and empowers local legislative bodies to convene by
teleconferencing technology during a proclaimed state of emergency under the State
Emergency Services Act so long as certain conditions are met.

Comment during the meeting: EPAC members and members of the public
participating by Zoom wishing to speak should use the “raise hand” feature or dial *9.
When called upon, unmute yourself or dial *6. In order to get the full Zoom
experience, please make sure your application is up to date.
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Written public comment may be submitted prior to the meeting by emailing the Clerk
of the Transportation Authority at clerk@sfcta.org or sending written comments to
Clerk of the Transportation Authority, 1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor, San Francisco,
CA 94103. Written comments received by 8 a.m. on the day of the meeting will be
distributed to Expenditure Plan Advisory Committee members before the meeting
begins.

Agenda
1. Roll Call

2. EPAC Chair's Remarks - INFORMATION
3. Meeting #5 Recap, Minutes and Follow-Ups - INFORMATION*
4. Funding Trade-Offs: Paratransit and Other Programs - INFORMATION*

During this segment of the meeting, Expenditure Plan Advisory Committee (EPAC) members
will begin tradeoff discussions about potential changes to the Preliminary Draft New
Expenditure Plan, starting with the paratransit program. Building on a September 23, 2021
paratransit presentation to the EPAC, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)
paratransit program staff will provide a short presentation on the types of services offered by
SFEMTA's paratransit program and will answer questions the EPAC may have about the
program. Transportation Authority staff will present some potential options for increasing sales
tax funding for the paratransit program to illustrate the types of tradeoffs that need to be
considered and to seek feedback from the EPAC. Staff will also seek input from the EPAC on
other programs in the draft Expenditure Plan which members are interested in potentially
increasing funding for to help inform upcoming agendas.

5. What We've Heard: Community Engagement Update- INFORMATION*

6. Public Comment

During this segment of the meeting, members of the public may make comments on items
under the purview of the Expenditure Plan Advisory Committee that are not otherwise listed on
this agenda as an action item. Public comment on action items on this agenda will be taken
under those items.

7. Adjournment

*Additional Materials

Torequestsign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Clerk
of the Transportation Authority at (415) 522-4800. Requests made at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting will help
to ensure availability.

If any materials related to an item on this agenda have been distributed to the Expenditure Plan Advisory Committee
after distribution of the meeting packet, those materials will be available for public inspection at the Transportation
Authority at 1455 Market Street, Floor 22, San Francisco, CA 94103, during normal office hours.

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required
by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code Sec. 2.100] to register and
report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics
Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; (415) 252-3100; www.sfethics.org.
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Using Zoom

San Francisco

Authority

County Transportation

EPAC members: Update your
name and follow with “EPAC"

e.g. Michelle Beaulieu, EPAC
Having Trouble?

Send chat (Chats only go to
project team.)



Agenda 1. Roll Call

2. EPAC Chair's Remarks
3. Meeting #5 Recap, Minutes, and Follow-Ups

4. Funding Trade-Offs - Information
a. Paratransit

b. Other programs (gauging interest)

5. What We've Heard: Community Engagement

f;“ Selibee 7. Public Comment
ounty Transportation
Authority

8. Adjournment
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Relative funding levels for different programs County Transportation
Authority

What have we heard from EPAC members so far?

There is some interest in increasing funding for:

1. Paratransit 5  BART
2. Curb Ramps 6. Transportation Demand

3. Street Trees Management*

4. Safer Streets including 7. Community-Based Planning™

Traffic Signal Maintenance 8. Ferry*

*Added based on November 4 EPAC meeting. >
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Eligibility of different types of projects %:Egﬁt;ransportaﬁon

What have we heard from EPAC members so far?

There is some interest in making these project types
eligible for sales tax funding:
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What have we heard from EPAC members so far?

1. Equity is important to the project selection process

a. Equity needs to be clearly defined and include scoring
criteria

b. Equity prioritg community investments should be
balanced with investments across the entire city

2. QOutreach is important to the project selection
process

3. Consider less emphasis on downtown-focused
investments in the first few years )
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/ Attachment 1

San Francisco NEW TRANSPORTATION EXPENDITURE PLAN

County Transportation FOR SAN FRANCISCO
Authority Preliminary Draft, Revised 10/4/2021

NEW EP CATEGORY - SUBCATEGORY - PROGRAM Ml(\;((l)l\zn(l)ll\“l’:ltll:lll‘:)?\::g 0:52?:3{1
Major Transit Projects $556.5 23.3%
Muni Reliability and Efficiency Improvements $110.0 4.6%
Muni Rail Core Capacity $57.0 2.4%
BART Core Capacity $50.0 2.1%
Caltrain Service Vision: Capital System Capacity Investments $10.0 0.4%
Caltrain Downtown Rail Extension and Pennsylvania Alignment $329.5 13.8%
Transit Maintenance & Enhancements $1,049.0 43.9%
Maintenance, Rehabilitation and Replacement $936.8 39.2%
Muni — Vehicles $453.7 19.0%
Muni — Facilities $118.5 5.0%
Muni — Guideways $238.8 10.0%
BART $21.3 0.9%
Caltrain $100.0 4.2%
Ferry $4.5 0.2%
Transit Enhancements $112.2 4.7%
Transit Enhancements $38.2 1.6%
BART Station Access, Safety and Capacity $9.3 0.4%
New Bayview Caltrain Station $27.7 1.2%
Mission Bay Ferry Landing $7.0 0.3%
Next Generation Transit Investments $30.0 1.3%
Paratransit $205.4 8.6%
Streets and Freeways $440.4 18.4%
Maintenance, Rehabilitation and Replacement $122.7 5.1%
Street Resurfacing, Rehabilitation and Maintenance $105.0 4.4%
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities Maintenance $17.7 0.7%
Safe and Complete Streets $274.7 11.5%
Safer Streets (signals, traffic calming, bikes and peds) $226.9 9.5%
Curb Ramps $23.9 1.0%
Tree Planting $23.9 1.0%
Freeway Safety and Operational Improvements $43.0 1.8%
Vision Zero Ramps $8.0 0.3%
Managed Lanes and Express Bus $15.0 0.6%
Transformative Freeway & Major Street Projects $20.0 0.8%
Transportation System Development & Management $162.0 6.8%
Transportation Demand Management $30.0 1.3%
Transportation, Land Use and Community Coordination $132.0 5.5%
Neighborhood Transportation Program $40.0 1.7%
Equity Priority Transportation Program $40.0 1.7%
Development Oriented Transportation $42.0 1.8%
Citywide / Modal Planning $10.0 0.4%
Total Draft Expenditure Plan $2.413 billion 101.1%
Total Draft Revenue Forecast $2.383 billion

*  All funding amounts are in millions of 2020 dollars.
** EP percentages are based on a percent of the conservative 30-year revenue forecast. We may add additional funding based on a more optimistic forecast.
*** EP percentages do not add up to 100% of the conservative 30-year revenue forecast in this preliminary draft, and totals may not add up due to rounding errors.
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DRAFT MINUTES

Expenditure Plan Advisory Committee
Thursday, November 4, 2021

1. Call to Order
Vice Chair Anni Chung called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.

Present at Roll Call: Jay Bain, Anni Chung, Zack Deutsch-Gross, Jesse Fernandez, Mel
Flores, Sharky Laguana, Jessica Lum, Susan Murphy, Calvin Quick, Pi Ra, Earl Shaddix,
Yensing Sihapanya, Wesley Tam, Joan Van Rijn, Christopher White (15)

Absent at Roll Call: Rosa Chen, Majeid Crawford, Rodney Fong, Amandeep Jawa, Nick
Josefowitz, Aaron Leifer, Jodie Medeiros (arrived during item #4), Mario Mogannam,
Maelig Morvan, Maurice Rivers, Eric Rozell, Kim Tavaglione (arrived after roll call) (12)

Alternates Present: Sasha Hirji (1)
2. EPAC Chair's Remarks

Vice Chair Anni Chung thanked staff and the public for attending and described the
focus of the meeting as the last four proposed programs for the new Expenditure Plan,
which fall under transportation development and management. Vice Chair Chung
added that the goal is to see if EPAC can reach an agreement on the new plan, and that
tradeoff discussions will begin at the following meeting where Transportation Agency
staff will provide trade-off options for the EPAC to consider based on the feedback.

Vice Chair Chung explained that the format for the evening’s meeting is the same as
for previous meetings, where Transportation Agency staff give context for agency
presentations, then agency staff will present. Following the presentations, EPAC
members will ask questions followed by breakout rooms with report-backs. She said
that SFMTA staff will also present on the 2022 Muni General Obligation Bond at the
request of EPAC members.

3. Meeting #4 Recap, Minutes and Follow-Ups - INFORMATION

Michelle Beaulieu, Principal Transportation Planner, Government Affairs, with the
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) presented the item. There were no questions from the
EPAC.

4. Transportation System Development & Management: Transportation Demand
Management - INFORMATION

Michelle Beaulieu, SFCTA; Jonathan Rewers, San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA); and Rachel Hiatt, SFCTA presented the item.

A member asked if the proposal was to add Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) as a new expenditure plan category and if sales tax revenue would be the only
source of funding.

Michelle Beaulieu, SFCTA, replied that the Prop K Expenditure Plan had a TDM
category, but said it was a smaller percentage of the overall plan than the
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corresponding category proposed for the new expenditure plan. She said there were
other funding sources for which some TDM projects and programs were eligible and
which could be leveraged by Prop K funds.

Maria Lombardo, Chief Deputy Director, clarified that said many local TDM strategies
were difficult to fund with other sources, particularly ongoing programs, so they
tended to be funded from SFMTA's operating budget and local sales tax revenues. She
said there a few sources, which require local match, that could be tapped to test out
new TDM ideas so that they could eventually compete for other funding if they are
proven effective.

Jonathan Rewers, SFMTA, referenced Transportation Fund for Clean Air funds as an
example of a grant source for which TDM projects were sometimes eligible.

A member asked about integrating TDM and education efforts to encourage mode
shift to transit.

Mr. Rewers replied that there were examples of pilot education programs, including
some efforts in Mission Bay, to familiarize people with using public transit. He also
mentioned a Federal Transit Administration grant for studying how to get riders back
on transit post-pandemic. He said that mode shift, getting people to switch from cars to
other forms of transportation, was a long-standing SFMTA goal and it was built into the
agency'’s strategic plan.

Ms. Lombardo added that the proposed eligibility criteria for the TDM category of the
new expenditure plan included education, which was a change from Prop K. She
explained that the proposed TDM program allowed for testing new ideas to see if they
were cost effective and beneficial in terms of reducing congestion and/or shifting
travel from single occupant vehicles to sustainable travel modes such as biking,
walking or taking transit.

A member asked if the revenue generated from a potential future congestion pricing
program would be a significant source of transportation funding.

Rachel Hiatt, SFCTA, replied that the congestion pricing scenarios that had been
studied would generate sufficient revenue to self-fund the program, though it would
operate at a deficit for a substantial start-up period similar to the tolling plan for
Treasure Island that was presented. Ms. Hiatt said congestion pricing revenues
potentially fund other transportation projects over the long term.

The member suggested that programs like paratransit travel training and Walk to Work
could be education programs funded under the TDM program. The member also
suggested that free Muni for everyone or free Muni for low-income users could be
eligible as incentive pricing programs, along with expansion of the free paratransit
program, as effective mode shift strategies.

Ms. Beaulieu replied that proposed eligibility details were listed in the agenda packet
list and said at least some of those programs would be eligible.

Mr. Rewers, SFMTA added that existing fare support programs were primarily equity-
related and pointed out that they were quite expensive. He advised the EPAC that the
proposed TDM expenditure plan category was too small to support fare support
programs and was intended to provide “seed money” to test new programs.

Ms. Lombardo acknowledged the desire for more discounts and incentives but said
such programs would have to look to other sources for funding as the scale is not
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commensurate with the size of the proposed TDM program given all the other ongoing
programs that also require funding from the half-cent sales tax. She confirmed Mr.
Rewers observation that the TDM program could be used to help develop and test a
new program or new/revised fare discounts designed to achieve mode shift.

A member suggested that funding should be increased for TDM incentive programs
and events such as Walk to Work and Transit Month. The member asked if the Safe
Routes to School program would be eligible for funding under the new expenditure
plan.

Mr. Rewers suggested that EPAC should consider priorities and make
recommendations on the relative shares of sales tax funding for education programs
and capital improvement projects.

Ms. Beaulieu noted that TDM was one of the categories that had grown the most in
overall fund share compared to the current Prop K Expenditure Plan, and
acknowledged the comment that some EPAC members support that growth and
potentially even more of an increase.

A member agreed that funding for TDM should increase. The member said that some
projects eligible for TDM program funds, such as Safe Routes to School, had also been
mentioned at the EPAC meeting #3 as eligible for funds from the Safer Streets
program, and they asked which program these projects could potentially be funded
from or whether it could be both.

Mr. Rewers, SFMTA answered that in the proposed expenditure plan there was overlap
between the TDM and Safer Streets programs, which could both support education
programs. He said that in the current Prop K Expenditure Plan, only education
programs for bicycle users were eligible for the Streets and Traffic Safety category (e.g.
Bicycle Circulation/Safety program) and the rest fell under TDM. He emphasized that
the categorizations tended to distinguish capital improvements from encouraging
people to change their transportation choices, i.e. education and incentive programs.

Ms. Lombardo clarified that the proposed eligibility criteria allowed education efforts
to be funded from both the Safer Streets program and the TDM program; however, the
latter requires that the education programs support mode shift from single occupant
vehicles to sustainable modes.

5. Transportation System Development & Management: Transportation, Land Use, and
Community Coordination - INFORMATION

Michelle Beaulieu, Mike Pickford, and Kaley Lyons from the SFCTA presented the item.

A member expressed support for the Neighborhood Transportation Program (NTP)
and said the Tenderloin speed reduction project was a good example of the program’s
benefits. The member commented that the proposed $600,000 funding cap per
supervisorial district would not get very far given the costs of even simple
improvements such as speed bumps and stop signs.

Ms. Beaulieu acknowledged that the program was relatively small and said the funding
was intended to leverage other funding sources.

Ms. Lombardo added that while NTP was fairly limited in scale, the proposed
expenditure plan included other larger programs for street improvements such as the
Safer Streets program. She said NTP funds could be helpful in identifying and
prioritizing neighborhood-scale, community-supported improvements. She said
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sometimes these were new, stand alone recommendations and other times they were
enhancements that could be integrated into larger projects that agency's such as the
SFMTA may have already been advancing.

The member replied that street safety improvements comprised the smallest part of
the proposed expenditure plan, and said leveraging opportunities were not
guaranteed. The member emphasized that the proposed levels of street safety funding
showed that it was still a struggle to secure sufficient funding for those types of
projects.

A member asked what the different colors represented in the Development Oriented
Transportation map (presentation slide 48).

Ms. Beaulieu explained that the Board of Supervisors had adopted an expanded
number of Priority Development Areas, which were each represented with a different
color on the map. She said that all the development areas were prioritized equally in
the regional plan for the Bay Area called Plan Bay Area 2050.

A member expressed concern that Parkmerced was not labelled as an Equity Priority
Community in the map on slide 43, and pointed out that it had been identified as an
area where rents were disproportionately high compared to household incomes. The
member also asked if the proposed expenditure plan included transportation projects
in District 7, in which three large housing projects were planned.

Ms. Beaulieu pointed out that Parkmerced was within in the Priority Development Area
boundaries shown on the Equity Priority Communities map, though it was not called
out in one of the labels naming example neighborhoods. She said there were several
ongoing and recently completed District 7 transportation projects in the Balboa Park
Station area, as well as a new Ocean Avenue planning effort that is just getting going,
which would seek to prioritize improvements in the corridor.

The member added that Stonestown Village would also be a large project and hoped
that it would be added to the list of projects eligible for sales tax funds, if not already
on it. The member said transportation improvements and TDM would also be needed
to accommodate a large project planned by the University of San Francisco in the
Parnassus area. The member generally expressed concern that the proposed
expenditure plan did not sufficiently address the needs of District 7.

Ms. Beaulieu acknowledged the district's transportation needs. She explained that the
expenditure plan primarily lists programs that can fund certain types of improvements
rather than naming specific projects so that it could be flexible enough to be relevant
for the 30-year plan period. The programmatic approach allows the project sponsors
to request funds for projects that may not be known today.

Ms. Lombardo added that the westside supervisors agreed on the need for
transportation planning and improvements to accommodate anticipated growth and
emphasized the need for community engagement in developing those plans. She said
the Development Oriented Transportation category had partly been developed with
that in mind.

A member asked for clarification on whether the location for a new Caltrain station had
been decided, saying the decision would impact the Bayshore Caltrain pedestrian
connector.

Ms. Beaulieu answered that the location had not been decided.
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A member asked why the Department of Public Health (DPH) was not a part of the NTP
program, as they had conducted effective neighborhood planning efforts in the past.

Mr. Rewers responded that the SFMTA sometimes funded DPH planning projects such
as for Vision Zero-related efforts, and in some cases SFMTA used pass-through funds
originally allocated from the Prop K sales tax program.

A member echoed previous concerns about insufficient funding and planning for
district-specific projects. The member expressed concern that $100,000 over a 5-year
timeline for plans and studies was not much and asked whether the amount would be
inflation-adjusted.

Ms. Beaulieu replied that sales tax was not the only fund source for neighborhood-level
planning, noting that funds from the California Air Resources Board and other City
agencies could be leveraged by sales tax funds. Ms. Beaulieu also said that amounts in
the proposed expenditure plan were not inflation-adjusted.

Ms. Lombardo added that any of the fund categories in the proposed expenditure plan
could support planning efforts and that planning efforts were not limited to the NTP
category, which was intended to provide some level of geographic equity and allow
increased involvement by the Board of Supervisors in prioritizing neighborhood-scale,
community-based projects in their districts.

A member commented that more housing developments were planned in certain
districts, especially affordable housing projects. The member asked whether there was
a way to align transportation funding with neighborhoods that were investing the most
in affordable housing.

Ms. Beaulieu replied that the Development Oriented Transportation program
prioritized projects in Priority Development Areas for just that purpose.

Ms. Lombardo noted that MTC supported improved transportation infrastructure in
Priority Development Areas at the regional level and had a funding program that would
give proportionately more funding to jurisdictions that produced the most housing,
particularly affordable housing. She continued to say that that approach may not be
desirable for the Development Oriented Transportation program since part of the
intent is to provide an incentive for the new west side Priority Development Areas to
support housing growth. To accomplish that, some of the sales tax funds need to be
directed toward the west side Priority Development Areas and not just toward the
downtown where there may be net more housing being developed.

Ms. Beaulieu added that state-level grant programs, such as the Affordable Housing
Sustainable Communities program, also funded transportation projects that supported
affordable housing developments.

6. Enhancing and Expanding our System: Next Generation Transit Investments &
Transformative Freeway Projects - INFORMATION*

Michelle Beaulieu, SFCTA,; Aliza Paz, SFCTA; Jonathan Rewers, SFMTA presented the
item.

A member asked whether filling in the Geary underpass was a decided goal for the
proposed projects.

Aliza Paz, SFCTA, answered that there was no recommendation to do this and that it
was being referenced as an example of a type of project focusing on big,
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transformative improvements that could reconnect communities that had been divided
by past streets and freeways projects.

The member added that the City originally thought the underpass was beneficial and
asked if the City was now wanting the underpass filled, with an at-grade crossing at
Geary and Fillmore.

Ms. Beaulieu replied reiterated that this was just an example of a potential project. She
added that there was interest in exploring how we can rethink the way the City is built,
and this funding would allow the City to do that.

The Brown Act meeting was suspended to allow members to participate in breakout
rooms. The minutes below summarize discussions in the breakout rooms for reference.

Break-out discussions of Items 4,5 and 6

A member commented that some of the programs discussed in Items 4 and 5 had also
been mentioned in the discussion on the Safer Streets category. They said the major
differences in the TDM category were the emphases on innovative projects and
evaluating effectiveness.

A SFCTA staff member said that the program was intended to be flexible so as to fund
innovative ideas as well as approaches that had been proven effective.

A member commented that the TDM category was intended to encourage mode shift
but expressed concern that it was a small amount of funding. They pointed out that the
larger fund categories didn't set standards for eligibility and effectiveness based on

mode shift.

A member asked for clarifying information about the decision-making process for
prioritizing the NTP funds but expressed support for the intention behind having a
category based on geographic equity and a community-based planning model.

A member said there were many unmet transportation needs in District 10, and
expressed the hope that the NTP category could help distribute transportation
improvements more equitably. They emphasized the importance of community-based
planning and expressed concern that some planned transportation projects had been
made without sufficient effort to involve the community.

Another member echoed the concerns about District 10, saying the community
needed to weigh in on development projects with major transportation impacts such
as the large parking lot proposed as part of the Amazon facility.

A member commented that the proposed TDM program was still tiny despite being
expanded compared to the current expenditure plan. They expressed concern that

programs like Safe Routes to Schools (SRTS) were still squeezed, saying SRTS had to
renew its funding every two years.

A SFCTA staff member pointed out that the proposed TDM category would be
competitive, so TDM grants for SRTS would still have to be renewed and program
performance evaluated [SRTS could also seek funds from the Safer Streets program.].

A member wondered about the extent to which TDM could effect real change. They
pointed out that a great deal of mode-shift behavior was happening regardless of TDM
such as remote work.
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A SFCTA staff member responded that evaluation of TDM programs would have to be
responsive to future travel patterns.

Another staff member offered to contact the EPAC member offline concerning
changing travel behavior.

A member echoed comments about the TDM share of the whole expenditure plan.
They expressed the opinion that the proposed funding levels and the fact that funds
were segmented into fixed categories wouldn't bring about sufficient mode shift to
achieve a meaningful goal such as 80% transit by 2030. They said real progress toward
such a goal would require reduced fares, street redesign, etc., and that the program
was not expansive enough.

A member commented that the level of NTP funding in the recommended expenditure
plan was the same as it had been in the Prop K program whereas project costs had
increased, resulting in a net decrease in value.

A member commented that the new expenditure plan should have a place for studies
and pilot projects ascertaining the impacts and potential benefits of new transportation
modes, especially micro-mobility technologies.

A member noted that there might be better ways to use the Geary underpass than
filling it in, such as covering it to allow transportation modes to continue underneath
and building housing or something else on top. They said this might be a more cost
effective approach because the City spent so much to create it not so long ago.

A SFCTA staff member responded that the example projects such as reimaging the
Geary underpass illustrates the extensive planning and outreach that would be
required prior to any decision to move forward.

A member said EPAC needed to understand how all the pieces of the expenditure plan
fit together to understand the tradeoffs and see what possibilities there were for
increasing funding for important program areas like TDM and Transportation, Land Use
and Community Coordination. The member also expressed disappointment that more
projects weren't planned for the west side of the City and insufficient outreach during
project development. They said priorities were off if they prioritized filling the Geary
underpass.

A SFCTA staff member reiterated that the funding for the transformative projects - both
transit and streets and freeways, is intended to be seed money to support early
planning, conceptual engineering and environmental work for potential projects, along
with community engagement.

A member raised concerns about next generation transit investments and said SFMTA
talks a lot about how they do outreach, but in the many years they had lived in San
Francisco they had never been invited to a meeting. They said posted signs at bus
stops inviting people to provide input via a website was a limited form of outreach. The
member also said there was insufficient oversight over outreach for projects and
generally expressed a lack of trust in SFMTA's outreach process.

A SFCTA staff member noted that when SFMTA or other agencies applied to the
Transportation Authority for allocation of funding the Community Advisory Committee
and Board typically honed in on community engagement.

A member asked how all the different planning efforts in the Transportation, Land Use
and Community Coordination program related to ConnectSF.
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A SFCTA staff member responded that ConnectSF was a multi-agency, long-range
planning effort by the Planning Department, SFMTA, and SFCTA. They said that under
the aegis of ConnectSF there were modal studies such as the Streets and Freeway
Study and the Transit Investment Strategy that the EPAC has heard referenced in
multiple presentations. It also includes the San Francisco Transportation Plan (SFTP),
and the Transportation Element of the General Plan. The staff member said this effort
sought to improve coordination among all the city's long-range plans. They explained
that the SFTP was informed by the other ConnectSF work products, as well as other
plans by regional transit operators, community-based planning efforts, the City's
Climate Action Plan, and other agency planning efforts.  The SFTP produces an
investment plan that is fiscally constrained by the federal, state, regional and local
revenues that San Francisco is anticipated to receive over the next 30 years and also
has an investment vision which assumes additional revenues and investments to help
move closer toward the Connect SF and SFTP goals. She concluded by noting that the
proposed new Expenditure Plan helps to implement the SFTP.

A member said the proposed expenditure plan under-funded the TDM program.

A SFCTA staff member recommended that EPAC could address that issue by
recommending shifting Priority 1 funding between the programs and by
recommending Priority 2 funding.

A member asked where ferries fit into the proposed expenditure plan, and said there
hadn't been any discussion of ferries other than at Treasure Island. The member said
they would like to hear more about the ferry network.

The member asked about the role of school buses in potentially reducing congestion,
saying that some parents drove children to school because they couldn't rely on public
transit.

The member advocated for expanding transit service to the west side of the City,
addressing vehicle accessibility in Golden Gate Park, and resolving the issue of
whether Great Highway should be open or closed. They said SFMTA's vision of a 5-
minute transit network didn’t appear to address westside transit needs.

An SFMTA staff member responded that the 5-minute network map in the presentation
had been intended to depict an idea of what such a network could look like rather than
mapping out specific lines.

A member asked about the idea of private shuttle services and suggested that SFMTA
could facilitate such services by providing driver training for Class B licenses.

A SFCTA staff member responded that shuttle pilot projects could be eligible for
funding under the proposed expenditure plan.

A member who sat on the Mayor’s Council for Recovery said the City would not be

getting more school buses and was not interested in additional contracts for school
bus service. The member expressed interest in Free Muni for youth and hoped that
sales tax funds could help support it.

An EPAC member suggested that the expenditure plan include policies on the quality
of outreach conducted with sales tax funds.

Another EPAC member suggested that the culture of work may be changing from a
focus on commuting downtown.

A member said their organization was looking at investments in ongoing bike
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education combined with a bike loan program as a model for encouraging bike use.
They emphasized the need for community-based planning and community-based
resources.

A member of the public commented that they did not have faith in the value of
investment for rail expansion and said heavy rail extensions cost over $1 billion a mile.
They expressed the same sentiment regarding the BART to San Jose extension. They
also expressed that people might not understand what the funding was going towards
unless they read all the associated documents, and mentioned the Geary underpass fill
project as an example. They questioned why the public should spend money on these
projects when there was an inability to control the existing infrastructure. They
continued by saying they would like to see the questions from the SFMTA survey done
in 2021 on the General Obligation Bond. The commenter expressed that questions
could be phrased to elicit a desired response and sometimes did not give a full picture
of the pros and cons.

The same member of the public said that, in reference to Safe Routes to School, there
was no documentation reporting the number of children riding their bikes to school.
The commenter said that often buses were filled with high school students and would
sometimes skip stops since they were so crowded. They said although there were
benefits for the environment, they questioned the success of the program as the
information was not complete and expressed frustration in trying to understand the
program and its benefits. They continued by questioning the success of TDM efforts
and referenced a BART program aimed at incentivizing riders that, in their view, had
not been very successful. The commenter asked if there are ways to collaborate with
employers to sign on transportation methods to get their employees to work, since
many employers had commuter buses. The commenter also noted there was a lack of
transparency and feedback with these programs since there was no data on the
success of these programs.

The same member of the public asked, regarding Treasure Island developments, how
much of the $120 million in funding from the developer was actually paid by taxpayers.
The commenter said that there was a lack of information and transparency regarding
total costs, and said that, from personal experience, the fog on Treasure Island made it
an undesirable place in which to live. They then commented that TDM efforts rarely
had publicized decision processes and the environmental benefits were not evaluated.
As an example the commenter gave the Highway 101 report, and asked if a pollution
index monitor had been installed. They emphasized that there needed to be public
transparency in decision processes and impacts.

The same member of the public said Muni education programs had room for
improvement, and contrasted them with programs from the Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority, such as its Youth Outreach program, which funds in-school
educational events on transportation use, and its Daycation program, which assists
seniors in familiarizing and getting comfortable with using transit. The commenter also
noted that Muni's proposed five-minute network is detrimental to seniors as it could
discontinue routes that seniors relied on.

7. Proposed 2022 Muni Reliability and Street Safety Bond - INFORMATION*
Jonathan Rewers, SFMTA, presented the item.

A member asked whether the 2014 SFMTA General Obligations bond had been paid
back.
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Mr. Rewers responded that according to statutory requirements for long-term capital
projects, there was a 20-to-25-year payback period, so the bond was likely still being
paid off.

The member asked whether a General Obligation bond could be expected every 8
years.

Mr. Rewers replied that the 8-year gap was unusually short because some of the the
funds had been used to assist the City's recovery from the 2008-2012 recession, but
that generally a transportation bond should be anticipated on 10-year cycles.

A member asked why the current proposed bond was $100 million less than the
previous 2014 bond.

Mr. Rewers replied that the size of the bond had to be reduced to allow it to be issued
sooner, as more of the City's revenue capacity was committed to paying off the
previous bond.

A member said that the $32 million proposed for traffic signals in the 2022 bond did
not seem sufficient.

Mr. Rewers replied that funding for signals from the current Prop K Expenditure Plan
had never been advanced because the SFMTA had a conveyor-belt approach to
delivering signals projects. He agreed that there was a significant backlog of needed
signal improvements, and said SFMTA was targeting high-need areas with the bond
funds. He emphasized that the bond revenues are applied to more ready to go
projects that are able to spend the funds down quickly and that was reflected in the
amount proposed for signals.

The member asked about other available funding sources for traffic signals.

Mr. Rewers replied that other sources included the ATP [Active Transportation
Program] program and the Highway Safety Improvement Program. He added that the
SFMTA had been successful in using sales tax funds to leverage other funding for
major corridor projects.

Ms. Lombardo added that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s federal One
Bay Area Grant program offered another opportunity to leverage sales tax funds for
signal projects.

The member asked what the total funding need for traffic signals was.

Mr. Rewers explained that signals projects included audible signals, pedestrian
countdown signals, and updated signal controllers in addition to upgrading signals
and constructing signals at new locations.

Emily Heard, SFMTA, said that the total need for signal repair was estimated at about
$1.9 billion.

8. Public Comment
There was no public comment.
9. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 8:03 p.m.
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6
Preliminary Draft New Expenditure Plan County Transportation

Authority

$2.4 billion (2020 $s) over 30 years

Transit Maintenance &

Enhancements, 43.9%

Muni, BART, Caltrain, Ferry
Maintenance, rehabilitation and replacement
Station/Access improvements

Next generation transit planning

Transportation System

Development & Management, 6.8%

Community-based and citywide planning and
implementation

Equity studies and implementation

Demand management (including pilots)

Paratransit, 8.6%

Transit service for seniors and
people with disabilities

Major Transit Projects, 23.4%
Muni Bus Reliability & Efficiency

provements Streets & Freeways, 18.5%
uni Rail Core Capaci J
BART Core Capacﬁy ! Bicycle and pedestrian improvements

Caltrain Service Vision: Capital Investments Traffic calmipg and signals
Downtown Rail Extension & Pennsylvania Street repaving _

Alignment Freeway safety and operations
Freeway redesign planning
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Priority 1 Funding Level Comparison County Transportation

Authority

Investment Type m Draft New EP
Transit Maintenance 40.0% 40.5% =

—
Major Transit Improvements & Enhancements 26.0% 27.4% f
Safe & Complete Streets 10.5% 11.5% f
Streets Maintenance (includes signals and signs) 10.6% 8.9% ‘
Paratransit 8.6% 8.6% ==
Transportation Demand Management, Citywide & 1.2% 2.4% f
Neighborhood Planning
Freeway Safety, Operations, Redesign (planning) 3.4% 1.8% ‘

Prop K percentages many not sum to 100% due to rounding errors. Preliminary Draft EP does not sum to 100%.
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San Francisco

Relative funding levels for different programs County Transportation

Authority

What have we heard from EPAC members so far?

There is some interest in increasing funding for:

1. Paratransit

2. Curb Ramps
3. Street Trees
4

Safer Streets
including Traffic
Signals Maintenance

5.

Transportation
Demand
Management

Community-Based
Planning

BART
Ferry
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Sta'ﬁ: Re commen d atl on. I ncrease County Transportation

. . Authority
Paratransit Funding

* Key Equity Investment
for Seniors and People
with Disabilities (a
growing population)

* Priority for SFMTA

* Important to EPAC
members; highlighted
in public engagement




30 . . San Francisco
Paratransit Funding County Transportation
Authority

« Older adults are the fastest
growing age group in San
Francisco: nearly 30% of San

Francisco residents will be age
60 or older by 2030

* Average annual trips provided
(in the last 5 years pre-COVID):
762,000

« On average, the current sales tax
has funded about 40% of the
SFMTA paratransit operating
budget

1San Francisco Department of Disability and Aging Services, 201§
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Paratransit Sales Tax Funding: Historic @ County Transportation

Authority

$35,000,000 33% 31%

SFMTA Paratransit Program 3a%
. 35%
s30,000000 | Prop K Sales Tax Share of Funding 7%
39%
$25000000 48% 47% 44% 48% 475 46% 6% 46% 48% g% 4e% 45%
$20,000,000 I
$15,000,000 I I I I I

$10,000,000
45,000,000
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Other Funds MW Prop K

The average Prop K share of the paratransit budget since inception has been ~40%.
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Paratransit Funding: FY 2021/22

Local SMFTA Operating Budget $11,186,500 35%
Local Prop K Half-Cent Sales Tax $10,223,010 32%
Federal FTA Section 5307 $4,782,205 15%
State Transit Assistance $3,012,914 9%
Local BART $2,155,785 7%
Local Department of Disabled and Aging Services $800,000 2%

Total Funding $32,170,414 100%
8
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Annette Williams
November 18. 2021
Expenditure Plan Advisory Committee
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SF Paratransit Program

- Door to door
transportation for those
ADA eligible - unable to
use fixed-route transit
independently

- Three main modes
« SF Access Van access to independence
- Group Van
- Taxi/Ramped Taxi

Ml sFmTA 10
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Structure of the
SF Paratransit Program

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Division of Taxis and Accessible Services

Accessible Services

Paratransit Coordinating Council

Taxi Providers

AEC Metro

Alliance National
American Regents
Comfort Serra
Crown SF Super
Eco SF Taxi
Flywheel Town
Fog City usa
Green Veterans
Lucky vellow

|
SF Paratransit Broker
Transdev
Group Van

Transdev
SF Access Self Help for the Elderly

Transdev Transit Kimochi

Services
14,994 Registered Riders

35
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SF Paratransit Brokerage Service

« Administered through a contract with Transdev

M sFmTA

Service Quality Monitoring
ADA Eligibility Certification
Customer Interface

Fare Media Sales

Mobility Management

SF Access Van service

Subcontracting of other Transportation Services

12
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* Traditional ADA service
door-to-door service

* Pre-schedule 1 to 7 days in
advance

* 32 mile from all Muni bus
routes including in Daly
City

* 98% on time performance rate

* 110,650 trips completed, including 34,000
wheelchair trips, in FY21

M sFmTA 5
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M sFmTA

Group Van Service

* Group transportation
to/from single
location, e.g. Adult
Day Health Center

 All trips are
prescheduled in
coordination with the
agency
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Taxi Services

* Same day, general
public taxis, includes
~40 ramped taxis

« All taxis in San
Francisco required
to participate

* All taxiriders receive a paratransit taxi debit card to
pay fares and track trips

* 267,955 trips completed, including 9,900 trips for
wheelchair users and 63,000 ETC trips, in FY21

M sFmTA 7 15
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Essential Trip Card Program
(ETC Program)

s e

 Subsidized taxi program for seniors/disabled to
complete essential trips during pandemic

- Launched in April 2020 to complement Muni Core
Service for seniors and persons with disabilities

- Over 4,300 registered riders who have completed
96,000 trips (as of November 10, 2021)

M sFmTA
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Shop-a-Round and Van Gogh
#i=s ““\ é * Travel to grocery stores &

=z |A)‘|| ., farmers markets

 Driver will assist passenger
and grocery bags to front
door

* Shop-a-Round Taxi available

 Provides group
transportationto seniors
and people with disabilities
to cultural and social events
to reduce social isolation

17

M sFmTA
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Mobility Management

» Educating and referring
seniors and individuals
with disabilities to
services and programs
that improves their vaunee
access to transportation e

Mobility Management

Strategies

Program

* Working in partnership with Department of Public Health
to develop the CHOICE program for two medical clinics at
Potrero Hill and Bayview/Hunter’s Point neighborhoods

* Engaging in online outreach and working to update and
digitize brochures during COVID-19

Ml sFmTA

10

18
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Questions?

Contact Information

Annette Williams,
Director of Accessible Services
415.701.4444

annette.williams@sfmta.com

1"

43
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Questions?

San Francisco
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Authority
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Paratransit Funding Options County Transportation

Authority

Option A: Maintain 8.6% Funding from Prop K
Preliminary Draft Expenditure Plan level
 Priority 1 Funding: $205.4 million (8.6%)

* Priority 2 Funding: n/a

« Total Funding: $205.4 million

SFMTA staff ask:
40% of the FY 2021/22 budget - $12.5 million/year or $375 million over 30 years



46 San Francisco
Paratransit Funding Options County Transportation

Option B: Increase Funding - $280 million total

$12 million/year for ~20 years with Priority 1
funding and an additional ~3 years with Priority 2
funding

* Priority 1 Funding: $240.0 million (10.1%)
 Priority 2 Funding: $40.0 million (18.5%)
« Total Funding: $280.0 million

22
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Paratransit Funding Options County Transportation

Option C: Increase Funding - $300 million total

$12 million/year for ~18 years with Priority 1
funding and an additional ~7 years with Priority 2
funding

* Priority 1 Funding: $220.0 million (9.2%)
» Priority 2 Funding: $80.0 million (37.0%)
 Total Funding: $300.0 million

23
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Funding Trade-Offs

Priority 2

Millions of

San Francisco
County Transportation
Authority

Options Priority 1 Priority 1
Millions of Percent
2020%

Option A: Preliminary Draft EP $205.4 8.6%

Option B: $240.0 10.1%

Priority 1: $12M/year for ~20 years
Priority 2: adds ~3 more years

Option C: $220.0 9.2%
Priority 1: $12M/year for ~18 years
Priority 2: adds ~7 more years

*Total Priority 2 Funding Available: $216 million

Priority 2 Priority 1 +
Percent* Priority 2
2020$* Millions of
2020%
n/a n/a $205.4
$40.0 18.5% $280.0
$80.0 37.0% $300.0

24
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Priority 1 Funding Trade-Offs County Transportto

Authority
Where could funding come Preliminary Draft EP Potential Funding Change
from?
Potential categories Priority 1 Priority 1 Priority 1 Priority 1
(Millions of percent (Millions of percent
2020%) 2020%)
Muni Rail Core Capacity $57.0 2.4% ($7) 0.3%
Muni Vehicles, Facilities and $809.3 34.0% ($28) 1.1%

Guideways Maintenance

* This is an example of where funding could come from for
Option B. Option C would require less Priority 1 funding.

* Proposed options represent a trade-off between Muni Capital
and Operations

25
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Priority 2 funds for paratransit need to be considered along with other programs.

So far, we have heard interest in potential increasing funding for:

1. Paratransit 5. Transportation
Demand
2. Curb Ramps Management
3. Street Trees 6. Community-Based
4. Safer Streets Planning
including Traffic 7. BART

Signals Maintenance
8. Ferry

26
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Priority 2 & 3 Funding in Prop K County Transportation

Authority

Top 4 Priority 2 funding Top 4 Priority 3 funding
e  Muni Vehicles  Paratransit (33.5%)
Maintenance (24.9%)

« Geary Light Rail Transit

e  Muni Guideways (28.4%)

Maintenance (15.1%) Pedestrian
° |

« Downtown Rail Extension Circulation/Safety (13.9%)

11.7%
( ) * Bicycle Circulation/Safety
 Paratransit (8.7%) (13.4%)

27
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Questions & Discussion
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POLL: Which option do you support? County Transportation

Authority

Please respond to the Zoom poll on your screen*

Priority 1 Priority 1 Priority 2 Priority 2 Priority 1 +

Millions of | Percent Millions of | Percent* Priority 2
2020% 2020% Millions of
2020%
Option A: Preliminary Draft EP $205.4 8.6% n/a n/a $205.4
Option B: $240.0 10.1% $40.0 18.5% $280.0

Priority 1: $12M/year for ~20 years
Priority 2: adds ~3 more years

Option C: $220.0 9.2% $80.0 37.0% $300.0
Priority 1: $12M/year for ~18 years
Priority 2: adds ~7 more years

*This isn’t an official vote of the EPAC, just a ‘temperature check’ to see where
the group is leaning. 29
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24
Relative funding levels for different programs County Transportation

Authority

How interested are you in increasing funding for

these programs?

Curb Ramps
2. Street Trees

Safer Streets including
Traffic Signals
Maintenance

4. Transportation Demand
Management

Community-Based
Planning

BART
Ferry
Other?

30
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Priority 2 Funding @ County Transportation

$216 million additional in Priority 2
How would you spend these revenues?
* No staff proposal yet

* Priority 2 funding is less certain

* Priority 2 funding would only be available to programs it
revenues are forecasted to exceed Priority 1 in the future

« Discussion to be continued at future EPAC meetings

31
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1455 Market Street, 22nD Floor, San Francisco, California 94103 415-522-4800  info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta.org

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’'s (SFMTA's) Paratransit Program

As requested by some of the Expenditure Plan Advisory Committee (EPAC) members, we
are sharing questions asked by some EPAC members about the SFMTA's paratransit
program along with the responses so that they are available as reference to the entire EPAC.
SFMTA and Transportation Authority staff compiled the responses. There are other
questions that require more time to prepare a response so we will update the document
when that information is available.

In addition, below are links to other information related to the SFMTA's paratransit program
that have previously been shared with the EPAC.

e Paratransit EPAC Presentation from 9/23/2021
¢ Paratransit Demographics Factsheet

e Paratransit Prop K Fact Sheet

e Draft Paratransit Sales Tax Program Description

Current Paratransit Service Provision

1. How many paratransit requests are made in a day?

Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, approximately 1,000 van trips and 800 taxis were
provided daily.

2. What percentage of those requests are filled?

All trip requests are fulfilled by SFMTA service providers. There is a no trip denial
policy at SF Paratransit.

3. Who is your contractor providing this service?

Transdev is the contractor for the SF Paratransit Brokerage. In addition, Transdev
also operates the SF Access and a majority of the Group Van service. Transdev also
subcontracts with two nonprofits for the reminder of the Group Van operations as
well as all the city’s taxi companies to provide taxi service.

4. What are the dates of this contract?

The current agreement was signed in June 2016, for a five-year contract with an
option for an additional five-year extension, which was executed in June 2021.

5. Does the contractor own the vehicles, maintain the vehicles?

SFMTA owns all the SF Paratransit vehicles. Transdev is required to maintain them
with oversight from the SFMTA Quality Assurance team as well as a third-party
contractor. [Note: Purchase of new paratransit vehicles is eligible through the Muni -
Vehicles program in the preliminary draft new Expenditure Plan.]


https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/Item%207%20-%20Paratransit%20PRESENTATION_0.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-10/Attach%203%20-%20Paratransit%20Demographics%20Factsheet.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/Item%207%20-%20Draft_Program_Description%20Paratransit%20Prop%20K%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf
https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/Item%207%20-%20Draft_Program_Description%20Paratransit%20Program_2.pdf
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6. What is the program oversight? Who conducts the oversight?

SFMTA Accessible Services oversees the Paratransit contract with Transdev. SFMTA
staff regularly meets with Transdev to discuss service quality issues. In addition,
SFMTA and Transdev staff are in constant communication regarding program
policies and administration/operations. In addition, the SFMTA Quality Assurance
team provides additional oversight over the maintenance activities. SFMTA also
staffs an advisory committee, the Paratransit Coordinating Council, which is
comprised of Paratransit consumers, social service agencies serving seniors and
persons with disabilities, and other stakeholders to provide input from the user
perspective on the SF Paratransit program.

Does the contractor or SFMTA conduct customer surveys on the existing service?
Can we see these?

Yes, SFMTA does an annual customer satisfaction survey with our Paratransit riders
every year. Attachment A to this document contains the most recent survey results
from the 2019 survey. We did not conduct the survey in 2020 and 2021 during the
pandemic but intend to conduct one in Spring 2022. Service reliability has been very
high during the pandemic with reduced traffic and a reduction in trip demand.

Future Growth in Demand

8.

What is the unmet need? My concern is that the older adult population is predicted
to increase in every district. Will the current funding be able to provide service to
this growing demographic? What increase would SFMTA staff like to see in the
sales tax apportionment?

SFMTA staff shares your concern that as the older adult population continues to
increase every year, there will be greater demand for SF Paratransit services.

The Transportation Authority (SFCTA) Prop K Sales Tax amount dedicated to
Paratransit is capped at a maximum amount over the 30-year life of the Expenditure
Plan. As the cost to operate Paratransit services has increased over time at a faster
rate than growth in sales tax revenues, the percentage of the budget that has been
funded (prior to the pandemic) through Prop K funds has decreased. This is true
even through the SFCTA advanced Prop K funds to increase the annual contribution
over time. (See Table 1 and Figure 1 in the Paratransit Prop K Fact Sheet for details.

SFMTA would like to see the SFCTA amount dedicated to Paratransit service to be
tied to a percentage of the overall annual Paratransit budget to guarantee a
sustaining level of funding. From Prop K inception to date, the SFCTA has funded
about 40% of SFMTA's Paratransit budget and SFMTA staff hope to maintain that
ratio through the new measure, as otherwise the needs will need to be met through
the SFMTA operating funds or other revenue sources.

Attachment A: 2019 SFMTA Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey Summary


https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2021-09/Item%207%20-%20Draft_Program_Description%20Paratransit%20Prop%20K%20Fact%20Sheet.pdf

Attachment A

San Francisco Paratransit Brokerage

2019 Customer Satisfaction Survey

Management Report
Survey Dates: April 8 - May 14, 2019

Prepared by
COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS RESEARCH

447 Sutter Street — Penthouse North
San Francisco, CA 94108

COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019
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COREY, CANAPARY & GALANIS

Research and Counsel in Marketing

June 27, 2019
447 Sutter Street

Penthouse North San Francisco Paratransit Brokerage
San Francisco, CA th .
04108-4601 68 12" Street, Suite 100
San Francisco, CA 94103-1297
(415) 397-1200 .
(415) 4333800 Attention: Marc Soto
‘cogresearch.com Re: 2019 San Francisco Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Study Report
Dear Marc:

Included is a copy of the Management Report for the 2018 San Francisco Paratransit
Customer Satisfaction Study. The field dates for interviewing were April 8 through
May 14, 2019.

As you know, the benchmark study was conducted in 2001, and follow-up surveys
were conducted in 2002, 2004, 2005, 2007, 2008, 2010, 2012, 2013, 2015, 2017,
2018 and 2019 (current study). On this current study, 540 telephone interviews were
conducted. Interviews were completed among each of the following passenger
groups: Taxi program users, ramp taxi users, SF Access Users, Group Van Users,
Group Van Directors/Coordinators.

This report contains seven main sections: background/introduction, overview,
management summary (charted), detailed results, verbatim comments, statistical
tables, and an appendix.

Sincerely,

Jon Canapary
CEO

Established in 1933
in San Francisco
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Background / Introduction

Muni has offered paratransit services for the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) since 1978. Since
its inception, private providers under contract have performed all trips, initially directly for Muni, and
later, for Muni’s paratransit broker.

IntelliRide, a division of Transdev Services, Inc., is the current paratransit broker and Transdev Services,
Inc., operates the SF Access, Shop-A-Round, and Van Gogh services, as well as most of group van
services at the time of this survey. Operating as SF Paratransit, the Paratransit Broker oversees and
manages the delivery of paratransit services in San Francisco on behalf of Muni. The Paratransit Broker’s
Office is located at 68 12" Street, San Francisco.

Basic responsibilities of the SF Paratransit program include:

e Providing ADA-compliant, door-to-door, transportation to certified riders.

e Ensuring that service is provided in the best, most cost-effective manner with emphasis on
making as much service on taxis available to riders as an option.

e Ensuring to the extent practicable that service is safe, reliable, on time, and meets other quality
standards.

e Making eligibility determinations in accordance with ADA guidelines and the Regional Eligibility
Process established by the Bay Area Transit Agencies in conjunction with the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC).

e Retailing all paratransit debit card value and SF Access trip tickets.

e Maintaining passenger records and generating reports.

e QOverseeing contracted service providers.

e Recording, investigating, and resolving formal service complaints.

e Conducting outreach and program information dissemination.

SF Paratransit Transportation Programs & Service Providers

SF Access

At the time of the survey, San Francisco Paratransit had one operator performing all SF Access van
service, Transdev Services, Inc.

This service is traditional ADA paratransit service that is available to all ADA-certified riders whether
they use wheelchairs or are ambulatory. This service format is day-ahead/advance reservation, and is
shared-ride. Riders must make reservations one (1) to seven (7) days in advance of the trip date.
Service is available 24 hours a day, seven days a week. The fare for SF Access service is $2.50 per one-
way trip, which may be paid by exact cash or with tickets that may be purchased at the Paratransit
Broker’s Office located at 68 12 Street, San Francisco, CA 94103, in person, by telephone (with credit
card), by mail, or online using the MuniMobile app.
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Group Van Service
Under the SF Paratransit Group Van program, prearranged, subscription-type, door-to-door paratransit
service is provided to individuals going to eligible Adult Day/Health Care programs, sheltered workshops,
nutrition and recreation centers, and other similar programs, primarily during the week. At the time of
the survey, the current operators performing Group Van service were:

Centro Latino de San Francisco Transdev Services, Inc.

Kimochi Self Help for the Elderly

Taxi Service

Local taxi companies under contract to the Broker perform approximately 41% of all paratransit service.
A small portion of taxi service is delivered using ramp taxis. Taxis fares are paid differently than van
fares. A taxi-eligible patron has an SF Paratransit issued debit card and a monthly allotment and
purchase date. A patron may purchase between 1 and up to 11 units of debit card value each month.
Each unit has a $30 value and retails for $6 per unit. Each unit purchased adds $30 worth of value onto
a patron’s debit card. A patron may then pay for a taxi ride using their debit card at the end of a taxi trip
and pay the exact metered fare (and optionally a 10% tip up to $2) and that amount will be deducted
from their debit card account balance.

At the time of the survey, the following San Francisco taxi companies are under contract to the Broker:

Citywide Dispatch

Metro Cab National Dispatch
National Cab*

Flywheel Taxi Dispatch USA Cab
Flywheel Taxi* Veterans Cab*
Alliance Cab*

SF Taxicab Dispatch

Fog City Dispatch Comfort Cab*

American Taxicab SF Taxicab*
Fog City Cab

Lucky Cab Town Dispatch
Max Cab ABC Cab
Regents Cab Eco Taxicab*
Metro Cab Town Taxi

SF Super Cab* Vina Cab*

Luxor Dispatch Yellow Dispatch
Luxor Cab* Yellow Cab of San Francisco*
Citywide Taxi*

Crown Cab
Green Cab

In addition, one San Mateo county taxi company, Serra Yellow Cab of Daly City, is under contract to the
Broker.

* = ramp medallion(s)
A = not a San Francisco taxi company
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S.F. Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - May 2018

CCSF regulations require that all San Francisco taxi companies participate in the paratransit program
subject to compliance with Muni paratransit program guidelines and requirements.

Public Participation

Muni and the Broker obtain input from the riding public through various mechanisms, including a

number of regularly scheduled meetings. Some of these input channels include:

e The Paratransit Coordinating Council and its various committees, both standing and ad hoc
committees, such as the Planning, Coordination & Operations (PC&0) Committees.

e MAAC —the Muni Accessibility Advisory Committee, concerned primarily with fixed-route services
and accessibility issues related thereto.

e Department of Aging & Adult Services.

Input is also received from the City’s Human Services Agency and the Mayor’s Office on Disabilities,
regarding both Department of Aging & Adult Services-funded group van service and regular ADA
paratransit services.

The Survey

The survey method was chosen to provide unbiased, statistically valid data, collected by an independent
research company. Key characteristics of the survey are:

Stratified sampling of 540 respondents on the 2019 study. In 2018, 528 interviews were completed. In
2017, 535 interviews were completed. Riders were asked about their most recent trip using SF
Paratransit service or a Paratransit debit card.

Survey was administered over the phone by professional interviewers in English and Spanish,
Vietnamese, Cantonese, Tagalog, and Russian (with translators used as needed).
Questions elicited both objective information and subjective rider assessments.

The report presents the results in both a graphical and text format. For ease of understanding, most of
the results are shown using percentages. Where mean numbers are shown, the responses have been
translated to scaled numeric scores. For example, in reporting on Question 2, where respondents rated
the service on their most recent trip as excellent, good, only fair, or poor, the responses were assigned
the numbers 4 to 1, respectively. Then, the numeric scores for all the responses were added up and
divided by the number of respondents, to compute a mean (average) score. Where appropriate, results
of the three previous surveys (2018, 2017, and 2015) are included for purposes of comparison with the
current study (2019).

For the most part, the 2019 survey instrument remained the same as that of the survey conducted in
2018, 2017, and 2015. In 2002, the questions were developed by Corey, Canapary & Galanis (CC&G)
Research following meetings with representatives of the San Francisco Paratransit Broker, MUNI, and
selected San Francisco Paratransit riders.

Since 2008, attendants not on the surveyed trip were permitted to be interviewed if the SF Paratransit
user was otherwise unable to participate in the survey. This appears to have resulted in a slightly higher
percentage of “Don’t know” responses in some instances.

CC&G is an independent survey research company established in 1933 in San Francisco. The firm

conducts research for various transportation agencies in the Bay Area, as well as throughout other
industries.
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The study has been designed as a survey to be conducted on a regular basis (annual or otherwise). For
tracking purposes, most of the standard satisfaction questions have remained the same. A few of the
peripheral questions have been and will be added or eliminated as concerns change. Some numbers
have been rounded so that response totals equal 100%.
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - May 2018

Executive Summary
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - May 2018

Executive Summary

OVERALL RATING Q1. Overall Rating Of Satisfaction With Services
e Most are

satisfied with
paratransit service. The

percentage of 819%84% 83% 86% 02019 m2018 02017 m 2015
respondents rating

the service very or

somewhat satisfied

is lower than last year’s

rating.

o 2019 (81%) 8% 590 7% 6%  L1% 10%10% 794

o 2018 (84%) , s e I e

o 2017 (83%) Very/Somewhat Neutral Somewhat/Very

o 2015 (86%) Satisfied Dissatisifed

SURVEYED TRIP

e Trips were most likely to be for for medical purposes (53%).

e Most riders (90%) rate the quality of service on the surveyed trip overall as excellent or good.

e Group Van users were the most likely to rate the surveyed trip excellent or good. SF Access (AMB)
were the least likely.

e Of those riders who rated their satisfaction fair or poor, the greatest causes of dissatisfaction with
the surveyed trip was that the driver either came late or the rider arrived late at their destination.

RAMP  SF ACCESS SF ACCESS GP VAN

Surveyed Trip TOTAL TAXI TAXI (WQ) (AMB) RIDERS

(Percent (%) rating the trip 2019..... 90% 92% 90% 87% 80%  100%

excellent or good) 2018..... 91% 93% 94% 83% 93% 92%
2017..... 90% 93% 95% 78% 88%  92%
2015..... 91% 91% 91% 86% 94%  100%
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TAXIS

e Among Paratransit enrollees using a Taxi or a Ramp Taxi on their last trip, most give a positive rating
to the timeliness of the cab driver picking them up (91%).

e Over three-quarters (75%) of respondents reported that they were picked up either early/on-time or
within ten minutes of their scheduled pickup.

e Among those rating the timeliness of service as Fair or Poor, the most common negative reason was
that the pick up was having to wait too long (or longer than expected) and having to call more than
once.

e Two-thirds of Taxi/Ramp Taxi users (68%) were not aware of the 30-minute window allowed by taxi
regulations.

e Most riders overall (92%) rated the dispatcher’s courtesy as Excellent or Good.

e Most riders overall (91%) rated the reservation process as Excellent or Good.

e Most riders overall (91%) rated the timeliness of the cab company pickup as Excellent or Good.

SF ACCESS

o Nearly two-thirds (61%) of SF Access riders who called to make a reservation were given the pickup
time they requested.

o Of those who called for their ride, most SF Access riders (83%), give a positive rating to the courtesy
of the person who took their reservation and 82% rated the process excellent or good.

e Among those rating the timeliness of service less than excellent, the most common reasons given
for the rating were the driver being late.

o Nearly three-quarters (70%) of SF Access riders were aware of size of the pick-up window.

o Half of the time (49%), SF Access riders stated that their van trip took less time than a bus would
have taken.

o Nearly three-quarters (72%) of those who receive reminder calls find them very helpful.

o Half (56%) of SF Access riders also use their SF Paratransit debit card to pay for taxi rides.

o Only a quarter (28%) of these riders would have preferred a taxi on this trip.

SF PARATRANSIT BROKER’S OFFICE

o Half (56%) of riders have either visited or have telephoned the San Francisco Paratransit Office
within the past year.

e Most respondents (95% who visited and 83% who called) indicated everything worked out to their
satisfaction.

e Percentage very/somewhat satisfied (removing “Don’t Know” responses):
(4% don’t know in 2019, 5% don’t know in 2018, 5% don’t know in 2017, 12% don’t know if 2015)

e 2019 (93%)
e 2018 (95%)
o 2017 (94%)
e 2015 (93%)

FREQUENCY OF USING SF PARATRANSIT SERVICES

o The average rider takes a trip using Paratransit service about 3 times per week (2.63). Group Van
riders said they rode the most frequently.

e Qverall, a typical SF Paratransit rider made an average of 43.2 trips between January 1 and April 1,
2019.
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OTHER RATINGS

Overall experience using the Paratransit Debit Card rates relatively high —90% rate it as excellent or
good. The most cited reasons for a positive rating were the card’s ease of use, lack of problems
using it, and the lack of a need to carry cash or script. The most cited reasons for a negative rating
were problems with the card machine, that the card is more expensive to use, and that drivers don’t
universally accept it.

Two-thirds (65%) of riders own a cell phone, and nearly two-thirds (60%) of these riders indicated
that their cellphone is a smartphone. Three-fourths (77%) of riders have never used a smartphone
app to schedule a ride. Of those who have scheduled a ride with an app, they were most likely to
use Flywheel (13%). Notably, 14% use either Uber (8%) or Lyft (6%).

CONCLUSION

The quantitative findings from the current study (2019) indicate that a high share (81%) of San
Francisco Paratransit enrollees are very or somewhat satisfied with the Paratransit Transportation
Services provided to them during the last year. The percentage of respondents rating the service
Very or Somewhat Satisfied has declined since last year (84% in 2018).

In 2019, a high share (90%) of users rated satisfaction on the surveyed trip the trip excellent or
good. This rating remained similar to the rating achieved in 2018 (91%) and 2017 (90%).
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey — May 2018 Detailed Results

Detailed Results
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Overall Satisfaction Rating of Paratransit Transportation Services in The Past Year

e Most respondents (81%) indicated they are very satisfied with the Paratransit Transportation Services
provided during the past year.

e  With the exception of group van riders, which showed an increase, all subgroups rate overall satisfaction the
same or lower than in 2018.

2019 2018 2017 2015
(Apr2019) (May2018) (Apr2017) (Apr2015)
Base: (All Users) 540 528 535 526
Percent (%) saying they are % % % %
(5) Very Satisfied 54 52 56 59
(4) Somewhat Satisfied 27 32 27 27
(3) Neutral 8 5 7 6
(2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 8 7 6 5
(1) Very Dissatisfied 4 3 4 2
Don’t Know/Refused - 52 <1 1
100% 100% 100%
Recap:
Very/Somewhat Satisfied 81% 84% 83% 86%
Very/Somewhat Dissatisfied 11% 10% 10% 7%
AVERAGE (mean) RATING (5-point scale) 4.20 4.24 4.26 4.37

NOTE: A five point scale was used on this question. Higher average ratings are more positive. Very Satisfied = 5, Somewhat
Satisfied = 4, Neutral = 3, Somewhat Dissatisfied = 2, Very Dissatisfied = 1. Don’t Know responses have been eliminated in
calculating the averages. Maximum positive score = 5.00. Lowest possible score = 1.00.
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Overall Satisfaction by Survey Sub-Groups

Detailed Results

Very/ Very/
[Number of Average Somewhat Somewhat

Group Respondents] Ratings Satisfied Dissatisfied
TOTAL
Apr 2019 [540] 4.20 81% 11%
May 2018 [528] 4.24 84% 10%
Apr 2017 [535] 4.26 83% 10%
Apr 2015 [526] 4.37 86% 7%
BY SAMPLE SEGMENTS
Taxi
Apr 2019 [241] 4.44 88% 6%
May 2018 [241] 4.49 91% 5%
Apr 2017 [236] 4.45 89% 6%
Apr 2015 [238] 4.54 89% 6%
Ramp Taxi
Apr 2019 [51] 4.14 82% 8%
May 2018 [51] 4.28 84% 12%
Apr 2017 [42] 4.33 86% 10%
Apr 2015 [45] 4.20 84% 8%
SF Access (WC)
Apr 2019 [89] 3.81 71% 21%
May 2018 [96] 3.85 76% 19%
Apr 2017 [99] 3.94 75% 15%
Apr 2015 [113] 4.14 84% 14%
SF Access (AMB)
Apr 2019 [80] 3.61 60% 24%
May 2018 [77] 3.78 70% 14%
Apr 2017 [72] 3.83 85% 19%
Apr 2015 [57] 4.05 77% 11%

NOTE: A five point scale was used on this question. Higher average ratings are more positive. Very Satisfied = 5, Somewhat
Satisfied = 4, Neutral = 3, Somewhat Dissatisfied = 2, Very Dissatisfied = 1. Don’t Know responses have been eliminated in
calculating the averages. Maximum positive score = 5.00. Lowest possible score = 1.00.
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Overall Satisfaction by Survey Sub-Groups

Very/ Very/

[Number of Average Somewhat Somewhat
Group Respondents] Ratings Satisfied Dissatisfied
Group Van Riders
Apr 2019 [64] 4.61 94% 2%
May 2018 [55] 4.33 87% 11%
Apr 2017 [56] 4.63 95% 2%
Apr 2015 [58] 4.76 97% 2%
May 2013 [64] 4.61 92% 5%
Group Van Directors
Apr 2019 [15] 4.33 80% 13%
May 2018 [8] 4.63 100% -
Apr 2017 [17] 4,18 76% 12%
Apr 2015 [15] 3.53 53% 27%
May 2013 [12] 4.00 75% -

NOTE: A five point scale was used on this question. Higher average ratings are more positive. Very Satisfied = 5, Somewhat
Satisfied = 4, Neutral = 3, Somewhat Dissatisfied = 2, Very Dissatisfied = 1. Don’t Know responses have been eliminated in
calculating the averages. Maximum positive score = 5.00. Lowest possible score = 1.00.
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Rating of The Quality of Service on Surveyed Trip

e Most riders (90%) rate the quality of service on the surveyed trip as excellent or good, leading to a mean
(average) score of 3.45.

e While all group riders (100%) surveyed rated their satisfaction excellent or good, taxi riders were the next
most likely to rate their trip as excellent or good, with a rating of 92%.

e With 80% rating the trip excellent or good, SF Access (AMB) riders were the least likely to rate their trip
excellent or good.

e Those riders who have a mobility or frailty disability rated their trip somewhat higher than other riders.

2019 2018 2017 2015
(Apr2019) (May 2018) (Apr2017) (Apr 2015)
Base: (All Users)* 497 481 501 459
Percent (%) saying they are % % % %
(4) Excellent 60 56 58 56
(3) Good 29 36 32 35
(2) Only Fair 5 6 6 6
(1) Poor 5 3 4 2
Don’t Know/Refused - - 1 1
100% 100% 100% 100%
Recap:
Excellent/Good 90% 91% 90% 91%
Only Fair/Poor 10% 9% 10% 8%
AVERAGE (mean) RATING (4-point scale) 3.45 3.44 3.45 3.47

* Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators.

NOTE: A four point scale was used on this question. Higher average ratings are more positive. Excellent = 4, Good = 3, Only
Fair = 2, Poor =1. Don’t Know responses have been eliminated in calculating the averages. Maximum positive score = 4.00.
Lowest possible score = 1.00.
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Quality of Service on Surveyed Trip by Sub-Groups

75

Detailed Results

[Number of Average Excellent/ Only Fair/
Group Respondents] Ratings Good Poor
TOTAL
Apr 2019 [497] 3.45 90% 10%
May 2018 [481] 3.44 91% 9%
Apr 2017 [501] 3.45 90% 10%
Apr 2015 [459] 3.47 91% 8%
May 2013 [512] 3.49 93% 6%
BY SAMPLE SEGMENTS*
Taxi
Apr 2019 [239] 3.52 92% 8%
May 2018 [236] 3.54 93% 7%
Apr 2017 [235] 3.56 93% 6%
Apr 2015 [235] 3.47 91% 7%
May 2013 [216] 3.61 96% 3%
Ramp Taxi
Apr 2019 [49] 3.47 90% 10%
May 2018 [51] 3.49 94% 6%
Apr 2017 [41] 3.61 95% 5%
Apr 2015 [44] 3.55 91% 9%
May 2013 [69] 3.52 90% 10%
SF Access (WC)
Apr 2019 [82] 3.35 87% 13%
May 2018 [84] 3.23 83% 17%
Apr 2017 [93] 3.15 78% 19%
Apr 2015 [96] 3.32 86% 13%
May 2013 [110] 3.37 90% 9%

* Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators

NOTE: A four point scale was used on this question. Higher average ratings are more positive. Excellent = 4, Good = 3, Only
Fair = 2, Poor =1. Don’t Know responses have been eliminated in calculating the averages. Maximum positive score = 4.00.

Lowest possible score = 1.00.
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Quality of Service on Surveyed Trip by Sub-Groups

Detailed Results

[Number of Average Excellent/ Only Fair/
Group Respondents] Ratings Good Poor
SF Access (AMB)
Apr 2019 [80] 3.16 80% 20%
May 2018 [73] 3.44 93% 7%
Apr 2017 [82] 3.38 88% 11%
Apr 2015 [51] 3.49 94% 6%
May 2013 [63] 3.29 91% 10%
Group Van Riders
Apr 2019 [47] 3.72 100%
May 2018 [37] 3.30 92% 8%
Apr 2017 [50] 3.46 92% 6%
Apr 2015 [33] 3.79 100% -
May 2013 [54] 3.46 94% 6%
BY DISABILITY TYPE (2019 only)
Apr 2019 (TOTAL) [497] 3.45 90% 10%
Mobility [363] 3.48 91% 9%
Frailty [45] 3.40 91% 9%
Developmental [45] 3.38 84% 16%
Blindness/Low vision [40] 3.28 83% 18%
BY PURPOSE (2018 Only)
Apr 2019 (TOTAL) [497] 3.45 90% 10%
Medical trips [262] 3.45 90% 10%
All other [229] 3.44 90% 10%

NOTE: A four point scale was used on this question. Higher average ratings are more positive. Excellent = 4, Good = 3, Only
Fair = 2, Poor =1. Don’t Know responses have been eliminated in calculating the averages. Maximum positive score = 4.00.

Lowest possible score = 1.00.
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Reasons Quality of Service on Specific Trip Rated Only Fair or Poor

(2019 Survey)

Detailed Results

77

e Driver came late or late arrival at the destination were the most common complaints by those who rated the
quality of service on the surveyed trip as only fair or poor.

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(wQ) (AMB) Riders
Base: (Rated quality only fair or poor) 51 194 5A 11A 164 -
Percent (%) saying reason for only fair or poor rating is... % % % % % %
DRIVER CAME LATE 29 26 20 36 31 -
LATE FOR MY APPOINTMENT/LATE GETTING HOME 16 5 20 18 25 -
DRIVER NOT KNOWLDGEABLE ABOUT CITY/HAD 14 11 40 9 13 -
DIFFICULTY FINDING DESTINATION
DRIVER RUDE/NOT COURTEQUS/NOT FOCUSED ON JOB 10 11 - 18 6 -
DRIVER NEVER SHOWED 10 16 - 18 - -
TRIP TOOK TOO LONG 6 5 - - 13 -
DROPPED OFF (OR PICKED UP) AT WRONG LOCATION 6 5 20 - 6 -
WRONG VEHICLE TYPE SENT/HARD TO GET PREFERRED 6 5 20 9 - -
VEHICLE TYPE
GENERAL (WASN'T GOOD, JUST AVERAGE, ETC) 4 5 - - 6 -
DRIVER CAME TOO EARLY/DID NOT WAIT AS THEY 2 - - 9 - -
SHOULD HAVE
CAB/LIFT VAN TOOK TOO LONG TO ARRIVE 2 5 - - - -
DRIVER DID NOT ASSIST ME/GET IN OR OUT/TO OR FROM 2 - 20 - - -
MY HOME
TOO MANY PEOPLE IN VAN/TOO MANY STOPS TO MAKE 2 - - - 6 -
DRIVER NOT KNOWLEDGEABLE ABOUT NEED TO SECURE 2 - - 9 - -
WHEELCHAIRS/PASSENGERS
DRIVER DROVE TOO FAST/UNSAFELY 2 - 20 - - -
COULD NOT UNDERSTAND DRIVER/DRIVER DID NOT 2 5 - - -
UNDERSTAND WHAT | WAS SAYING
DISPATCHER PROVIDED INACCURATE INFORMATION 2 - - 6 -
(WAIT TIME, VEHICLE LOCATION, ETC.)
DON'T KNOW/NA/REFUSED 2 5 - - - -

ACaution: Small base
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Rating Various Aspects of The Surveyed Trip

e Among all respondents, all five of these attributes received at least 90% of their ratings in the “Excellent” or
“Good” categories and 3.50 out of 4.
e “Courtesy of the driver “was the highest rated at 3.56 out of 4 and 94% of all respondents rating it excellent

or good.
Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(WCQ) (AMB) Riders
Base: (All Users) * 497 239 49 82 80 47
Courtesy of driver (%)
(4) Excellent 64 68 69 55 55 66
(3) Good 30 26 22 35 41 32
(2) Only Fair 4 3 2 9 3 -
(1) Poor 2 2 6 1 1 2
Don’t Know/No Answer <1 1 - - - -
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.56 3.62 3.55 3.44 3.50 3.62
Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(wc) (AMB) Riders
Base: (All Users) * 497 239 49 82 80 47
The driving skills of the driver (%)
(4) Excellent 61 62 63 57 55 70
(3) Good 31 31 27 33 36 26
(2) Only Fair 5 3 6 6 8 2
(1) Poor 1 1 4 1 - -
Don’t Know/No Answer 2 3 - 2 1 2

100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%

MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.55 3.58 3.49 3.50 3.48 3.70

* Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators
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Rating Various Aspects of The Surveyed Trip

79

Detailed Results

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(WQ) (AMB) Riders
Base: (All Users) * 497 239 49 82 80 47
The cleanliness of the vehicle (%)
(4) Excellent 58 56 59 55 58 70
(3) Good 35 35 35 38 38 28
(2) Only Fair 4 5 6 4 - 2
(1) Poor 1 - - - 4 -
Don’t Know/No Answer 3 4 - 4 1 -
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Outof4.0) 3.55 3.54 3.53 3.53 3.51 3.68
Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(wQ) (AMB) Riders
Base: (All Users) * 497 239 49 82 80 47
Driver’s understanding of appropriate ways to relate to/assist someone with their disabilities (%)
(4) Excellent 60 63 65 54 51 68
(3) Good 31 31 22 33 39 30
(2) Only Fair 4 3 6 6 8 2
(1) Poor 3 2 4 6 1 -
Don’t Know/No Answer 1 2 2 1 1 -
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.52 3.57 3.52 3.36 3.42 3.66
Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(wc) (AMB) Riders
Base: (All Users) * 497 239 49 82 80 47
The driver’s knowledge of the City, that is, his/her ability in finding the way (%)
(4) Excellent 60 64 63 49 49 74
(3) Good 30 28 24 38 36 23
(2) Only Fair 6 4 8 9 10 2
(1) Poor 3 3 4 2 4 -
Don’t Know/No Answer 1 2 - 2 1 -
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.50 3.57 3.47 3.36 3.32 3.72

* Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Rating Various Aspects of The Surveyed Trip

Multi-Year Comparison

RAMP  SF ACCESS SFACCESS GP VAN

TOTAL TAXI TAXI (WC) (AMB)  RIDERS
Percent (%) rating excellent or good:
Courtesy of the driver
2019....ciiiiiiireninisiininrerenaese e eesananesans 94% 94% 92% 90% 96% 98%
2008 .o s 93% 94% 94% 93% 90% 84%
2007 e e 91% 93% 95% 86% 88% 92%
2005 e 91% 92% 95% 88% 86% 97%
Driving skills of the driver (good driver)
P01 92% 93% 90% 90% 91% 96%
2008 ..o s 95% 97% 92% 94% 93% 92%
2007 s 92% 94% 98% 91% 89% 90%
2005 e 94% 93% 100% 91% 100% 100%
Cleanliness of the vehicle
2009 .cciiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiienenenese e e sesesesesesesesenans 93% 92% 94% 93% 95% 98%
2018 ittt 91% 93% 82% 93% 93% 89%
2007 e s 87% 91% 80% 81% 89% 82%
2005 s 91% 92% 93% 88% 90% 91%

Driver’s understanding of appropriate ways to relate to and assist someone with your disability(ies)

?XV1E) conncacomaooonnneacacamanoonanacacaanooooosonaaaa: 92% 94% 88% 87% 90% 98%
2018 ..o 92% 92% 92% 94% 90% 89%
2017 i 88% 89% 95% 85% 84% 92%
2015 i, 89% 88% 91% 90% 88% 100%

Driver’s knowledge of the City, that is, his/her ability in finding the way

2L 90% 92% 88% 87% 85% 98%
2018 oo 93% 93% 92% 93% 89% 95%
2007 oo 92% 94% 100% 88% 89% 92%
2015 o 92% 92% 93% 90% 92% 94%
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Rating Various Aspects of The Surveyed Trip

RAMP  SFACCESS SFACCESS GP VAN

TOTAL TAXI TAXI (WC) (AMB)  RIDERS
OVERALL RATING
P A 0 i S 90% 92% 90% 87% 80% 100%
2018 .. 91% 93% 94% 83% 93% 92%
2007 e 90% 93% 95% 78% 88% 92%
20015 e 91% 91% 91% 86% 94% 100%
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Driver’s Assistance Getting In and Out of the Vehicle

Detailed Results

e Just over half of all respondents (56%) indicated they need assistance when getting in and out of the vehicle.
SF Access (AMB) passengers are least likely to need assistance (48%), while SF Access (WC) are most likely

(67%) to need the driver’s help.

e Of those who do require assistance, most (92%) rate the driver’s assistance helping them get in and out of

the vehicle as excellent or good.

RAMP  SF ACCESS SF ACCESS GP VAN

TOTAL  TAXI TAXI (WC) (AMB)  RIDERS
Base: (All Users) * 497 239 49 82 80 47
Percent (%) saying
Yes, needed assistance .......ccccccveveveeeiieenennnnn, 56 51 63 67 48 66
NO ettt et e 44 49 37 33 53 34

100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100%
Base: (Needed Assistance) 278 123 31 55 38 31
Driver’s assistance when helping them get in and out of the vehicle (%)
(4) Excellent.......ccouveecreeecieecieeeeeecee e 74 77 74 65 66 84
(3) GOOd ...uoeeeieieeeeee e 18 15 16 22 26 13
(2) ONnly Fail e 5 3 6 5 8 3
1) N 2o To | SR 3 3 3 5 - -
Don’t Know/No Answer/Not Applicable......... 1 1 - 2 - -

100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100%
Multi-year comparison (Average score, 4-point scale)
2019 ....uceeiiiieiinnneeeeeeeteetananaeeeeeeaenannnnnnnans 3.64 3.68 3.61 3.50 3.58 3.81
2008 oo 3.65 3.70 3.70 3.58 3.64 3.52
2007 e 3.59 3.64 3.77 3.45 3.49 3.64
2005 oo 3.62 3.63 3.74 3.54 3.52A 3.82

* Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators
A Caution — Small Bases.
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Wheelchair/Ramp Usage and Opinion

e One third (32%) of Paratransit riders surveyed used a wheelchair on the surveyed trip. Over two-thirds (70%)
of possible lift/ramp users used one.

e  Most riders (92% and 95%, respectively) rated drivers “Excellent” or “Good” in their ability to secure the
wheelchair or operate the lift or ramp.

RAMP  SF ACCESS SF ACCESS GP VAN

TOTAL  TAXI TAXI (WC) (AMB)  RIDERS
Base: (All Users) * 497 239 49 82 80 47
Percent (%) saying
Yes, using a wheelchair on this trip ................ 32 10 71 90 10 36
No, not using a wheelchair on this trip........... 68 90 29 10 90 64

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%  100%

Base: (Possible lift/ramp users) * 186 - 49 82 8n 47
Percent (%) saying

Yes, used lift or ramp on this trip.................... 70 - 69 93 88 28
No, did not use a lift or ramp on this trip ....... 30 - 31 7 13 72

100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100%

* Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators. (See Statistical Tables 17 & 20)
A Caution — small bases.
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Wheelchair/Ramp Usage & Opinion

Detailed Results

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(wWQ) (AMB) Riders
Base: (Used wheelchair on trip) 158 24 35 74 8n 177
Knowledge and ability of the driver in securing the wheelchair (%)
(4) Excellent 65 71 69 58 75 76
(3) Good 27 25 26 30 25 24
(2) Only Fair 4 - 6 5 - -
(1) Poor 1 - - 3 - -
Did Not Secure 2 - - 4 - -
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Outof4.0) 3.60 3.74 3.63 3.49 3.75 3.76
Were you offered a shoulder belt when your wheelchair was secured inside the vehicle? (%)
Yes 88 88 77 89 100 100
No 7 8 17 4
Don’t know/Refused 5 4 6 7
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%
Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(wc) (AMB) Riders
Base: (Used lift/ramp) 130 - 34 76 7N 134
Knowledge and ability of the driver in operating the lift or ramp (%)
(4) Excellent 63 - 76 61 43 54
(3) Good 32 - 18 34 57 46
(2) Only Fair 3 - 3 4 - -
(1) Poor 1 - 3 - - -
Don’t Know/No Answer 1 - - 1 - -
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.59 - 3.68 3.57 3.43 3.54

A Caution — small bases
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Taxicab Dispatchers

Over three-quarters (88%) of Taxi/Ramp taxi users called to schedule their trip.
Most Taxi/Ramp Taxi users (84%) called a cab company dispatcher/automated dispatch line.

Riders overall (92%) rated the dispatcher’s courtesy as Excellent or Good. Nearly the same percentage (91%)
rated the reservation process itself as Excellent or Good.

Total Taxi Ramp
Taxi
Base: (Used taxi or ramp taxi) 288 239 49
How did you schedule your trip?
Called 88 87 94
Flagged a cab on the street 8 9 -
Booked cab electronically (app or web) 3 3 4
Don't know 1 1 2
100% 100% 100%
Base: (Used taxi or ramp taxi program and did not flag 254 208 46
cab or book electronically)
Percent (%) saying they arranged for trip by...
Called cab company dispatcher/automated dispatch line 84 89 63
Assistant called cab company dispatcher 8 8 7
Called driver on his/her cell phone 7 2 30
Don’t know/Refused 1 1 -
100% 100% 100%
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Taxicab Dispatchers

Total Taxi Ramp

Taxi
Base: (Called cab company dispatcher) 214 185 29
Courtesy of the cab company dispatcher or reservation person (%)
(4) Excellent 64 66 52
(3) Good 28 26 41
(2) Only Fair 4 3 7
(1) Poor <1 1 -
Don’t Know/No Answer 4 4 -

100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.62 3.64 3.45

The reservation process itself (%)

(4) Excellent 55 55 59
(3) Good 36 36 34
(2) Only Fair 6 5 7
(1) Poor - - -

Don’t Know/No Answer 4 4 .

100% 100% 100%

MEAN (Out of4.0) 3.51 3.51 3.52
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Timeliness of Taxi Pick-Up

87

Detailed Results

Among Paratransit enrollees using a Taxi or a Ramp Taxi on their last trip, most give a positive rating to the
timeliness of the cab driver picking them up (91%). The average rating for timeliness has since 2017 has

remained the same for Ramp Taxi, but has increased for regular taxis.
The most common negative reason for lower ratings were having to wait too long (or longer than expected)

and having to call more than once.

Three-quarters (75%) of respondents reported that they were picked up either early/on time or within 10

minutes of their scheduled pick up.

Notably, 68% of riders said they were not completely aware of the pickup window in 2018 (compared with
72% in 2018 and 2017, 71% in 2015, 74% in 2013, and 63% in 2012).

Base: (Used taxi or ramp taxi)
Timeliness of the cab driver (%)

Total Taxi Ramp
Taxi
288 239 49

(4) Excellent
(3) Good
(2) Only Fair
(1) Poor
Don’t Know/No Answer

64 64 63
26 26 29

5 5 6
2 2 2
3 3
100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.58 3.58 3.53
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Total Taxi Ramp

Taxi
Base: (Rated timeliness less than excellent) 95 77 18~
Percent (%) saying reason for rating is... % % %
Cab Driver Came Quickly/On Time/Came After Calling 47 47 50
Only Once
Had to Wait Too Long/Longer Than Expected 16 14 22
Good Driver/Knew the Way/Was Courteous/Helpful 4 4 6
Had to Call More Than Once/Told No Taxis in My Area 4 4 6
Problem with Dispatch / Reservation 4 4 6
It Was Acceptable/Worked as Required 4 4 6
Late Pickup/Arrived Late at Destination 3 4 -
| Was Picked Up Early. 2 1 6
Driver Did Not Know City/Route 2 3 -
Driver Was Rude/Unsafe 1 - 6
Problem with Pickup/Driver 1 1
Pleasant/Enjoyable Ride 1 1 -
Taxi Never Showed Up. 1 1 -
Arrived at Destination On Time 1 1
Don’t Know/No Answer 9 10 6

A Caution —small base
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Timeliness of Taxi Pick-Up

Total Taxi Ramp

Taxi
Base: Used ramp taxi/taxi 288 239 49
Time between when cab was expected and when it % % %
arrived (%)
None - Arrived when expected or earlier 35 34 41
1-10 Minutes 40 41 35
11-20 Minutes 9 10 6
21-30 Minutes 2 2 4
31-45 Minutes 1 1 2
46-60 Minutes <1 <1 -
More Than 60 Minutes 1 1 -
Don't Know/Refused 11 10 12

100% 100% 100%

Average number of minutes 9.88 9.57 11.61
Median number of minutes 8.00 8.00 10.00

Aware of 30 minute time window (%)

Aware of thirty-minute window 26 25 33
Not aware 68 69 61
Don’t Know 6 5 6

100% 100% 100%
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

SF Paratransit Debit Card

Detailed Results

Taxi and ramp taxi users were generally satisfied with their use of the Paratransit debit card, with 90% rating

it excellent or good.

The most cited reasons for a positive rating were the card’s ease of use, lack of problems using it, and the

lack of a need to carry cash or script.

The most cited reasons for a negative rating were problems with the card machine, that the card is more
expensive to use, and that drivers don’t universally accept it.

Total Taxi Ramp
Taxi
Base: Used taxi or ramp taxi 288 239 49
SF Paratransit Debit Card experience (%)
(4) Excellent 61 63 53
(3) Good 29 30 24
(2) Only Fair 8 5 18
(1) Poor 1 1 2
Don’t Know/No Answer 1 1 2
100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Outof4.0) 3.52 356 3.31
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

SF Paratransit Debit Card

Total Taxi Ramp

Taxi
Base: Used taxi or ramp taxi and rated SF Debit Card 259 221 38
excellent or good
Percent (%) saying reason for rating is... % % %
Card is easy to use 34 36 24
Don’t have any problems with it/good/works as expected 16 17 13
Problems with card machine/card approval 12 14 5
Don't have to carry cash/script 11 10 16
Refused/don't know 10 9 18
Professional/helpful/courteous drivers 3 3 5
It's fast 3 3 8
Drivers don't accept card/pressure user to pay cash 3 4 -
Know/easy to check balance 3 3 5
Card is economical/fee is reasonable 3 3 3
Difficult to/unsure how to add money to 2 2 3
Card is more expensive/tip is automatic 2 2 3
Card is accepted by all cabs 2 1 3
Did not get receipt 1 1
Unprofessional/rude drivers <1 - 3

Total Taxi Ramp

Taxi
Base: Used taxi or ramp taxi and rated SF Debit Card fair 25 154 10~
or poor
Percent (%) saying reason for rating is... % % %
Problems with card machine/card approval 52 53 50
Card is more expensive/tip is automatic 16 20 10
Drivers don't accept card/pressure user to pay cash 12 7 20
Unprofessional/rude drivers 8 7 10
Difficult to/unsure how to add money to 8 7 10
Can't use on ride share (Uber, Lyft, etc.) 8 7 10
Did not get receipt 4 - 10

A Caution — small bases
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Multi-Year Comparison

Detailed Results

Taxis - Al
Average Rgltltngfc;f c‘)l'lmellness 2019
ut ot 4.
( ) m2018
| 02017
3.58 201
Total 3.54 22015
3.50
3.49
3.58
. 3.56
Taxi 3.51
3.51
3.53
) 3.46
Ramp Taxi 317
3.43
All Ramp
Percent rating excellent or good Riders Taxi Taxi
Courtesy of the cab company dispatcher/reservation person (when called)
P L0 N 92% 92% 93%
2008 oo ra e e e 95% 95% 93%
2007 e e e earaa e e 91% 92% 86%
2005 e e e e e e earaeeeaans 93% 93% 91%
Reservation process itself (when called)
P L0 N 91% 90% 93%
2008 oo e e eaaaeeeaans 93% 95% 83%
2007 e e e a e e 91% 91% 93%
2005 e e e e e araeeeanes 91% 92% 82%
Timeliness of cab company in picking them up
P L0 N 91% 90% 92%
2008 oo e e e e raae e e 93% 94% 86%
2007 e e e rae e e 93% 92% 98%
2005 e e e e e e raeeeaaas 90% 91% 86%
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SF Access Service Reservation Process

Detailed Results
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Most of SF Access riders (84%) either call or have someone else call for a van. Only one and a half out of ten

riders (16%) have a standing order.

Of those who called for their ride, 83% rated the courtesy of the person who took the reservation excellent or

good and 82% rated the process itself as excellent or good.

Nearly two-thirds (61%) were given the pickup time they requested. One and a half in ten (16%) were given a
pickup time earlier than they requested and 11% were given a pickup later than they requested. On average,
an earlier than requested pickup time was 18 minutes and an average later than requested pickup time was

22 minutes.
Total SF SF
Access Access
(WC) (AMB)
Base: SF Access riders —on trip 162 82 80
Arranged for this ride by (%)
Called Van Company 73 68 79
Have "Standing Order" 16 13 19
Attendant Called 10 18 3
100% 100% 100%
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

SF Access Service Reservation Process

Detailed Results

Total SF SF
Access Access
(wq) (AMB)
Base: Called to make reservation 119 56 63
Courtesy of reservationist (%)
(4) Excellent 49 43 54
(3) Good 34 36 33
(2) Only Fair 10 13 8
(1) Poor 4 4 5
Don’t Know/No Answer 3 5 -
100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.31 3.25 3.37
Reservation process itself (%)
(4) Excellent 41 39 43
(3) Good 41 41 41
(2) Only Fair 6 7 5
(1) Poor 10 9 11
Don’t Know/No Answer 2 4
100% 100% 100%

MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.15
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

SF Access Service Reservation Process

Detailed Results
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Total SF SF
Access Access
(wWQ) (AMB)
Base: Called to make reservation 119 56 63
Requested pickup time (%)
Given Actual Pick-Up Time 61 61 62
Given Earlier Time 16 11 21
Given Later Time 11 16 6
Don't Know/Refused 12 13 11
100% 100% 100%
Base: Given earlier pick-up time 194 6/ 1347
Pickup time earlier than requested (%)
1-10 Minutes Earlier 32 33 31
11-15 Minutes Earlier 11 - 15
16-20 Minutes Earlier 16 33 8
21-30 Minutes Earlier - - -
More Than 30 Minutes Earlier 16 - 23
Don't Know/Refused 26 33 23
100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Minutes Earlier) 18 13 20
Base: Given later pick-up time g oA 40
Pickup time later than requested (%)
1-10 Minutes Later 31 33 25
11-15 Minutes Later = - -
16-20 Minutes Later - - -
21-30 Minutes Later 23 33
More than 30 Minutes Later 8 - 25
Don't Know/Refused 38 33 50
100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Minutes Later) 22 18 33
ACaution: small base.
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Timeliness of SF Access Pick-Up

o 81% of riders rated the timeliness of their pickup as “excellent” or “good.”

e Of those who rated timeliness as less than excellent, over one-third (41%) reported that they were picked up
either early/on time or within 10 minutes of their scheduled pick up.

When the van arrived late it was an average of 22 minutes late.

e The most common reason for lower ratings were late drivers.
e Over three-quarters of riders (70%) of riders were aware of the size of the window.
e Half of the time (49%) the van ride took less time than the bus and 22% of the time it took the same amount
of time as the bus. The average trip time was 33 minutes.
Total SF SF
Access Access
(wQ) (AMB)
Base: SF Access riders — on trip 162 82 80
Timeliness of the van driver (%)
(4) Excellent 52 55 49
(3) Good 30 24 35
(2) Only Fair 9 10 9
(1) Poor 7 6 8
Don’t Know/No Answer 2 5 -
100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.30 3.35 3.25
Base: Rated timeliness less than excellent 74 33 41
Pickup time (%)
1-10 Minutes 16 15 17
11-15 Minutes 8 12 5
16-20 Minutes 4 6 2
21-30 Minutes 7 9 5
More Than 30 Minutes 11 9 12
Arrived When Expected or Earlier 24 24 24
Don’t Know/No Answer 30 24 34
100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Minutes late) 24.74 21.47 28.00
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Timeliness of SF Access Pick-Up

Base: Rated timeliness less than excellent
Driver came late

Driver came on time/within window

Don't know/na/refused

Got to destination on time/quickly

Late for my appointment/late getting home
Driver was courteous/helpful

Too many people in van/too many stops to
make/too tightly scheduled

Had to call (more than once) before van
came/got different responses/wrong info
It was ok/good/alright

Arrived before i was ready/before window
Driver knew where to go

Driver came late

Driver came on time/within window

Got to destination on time/quickly

Late for my appointment/late getting home
Driver was courteous/helpful

Too many people in van/too many stops to
make/too tightly scheduled

Had to call (more than once) before van
came/got different responses/wrong info
It was ok/good/alright

Arrived before i was ready/before window
Driver knew where to go

Don't know/NA/refused

Total
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Timeliness of SF Access Pick-Up

Total SF SF
Access Access
(WCQ) (AMB)

Base: SF Access riders — on trip 162 82 80
Aware of pick-up window duration (%)
Yes 70 66 74
No 26 33 19
Don’t Know/No Answer 4 1 8
100% 100% 100%
Van ride on this trip took: (%)
Took less time than the bus 49 51 46
Took about the same amount of time as the bus 22 23 20
Took longer than the bus 7 5 9
Don’t know/No Answer 23 21 25
100% 100% 100%

Van ride on this trip took: (%)

1-15 Minutes 23 23 24
16-30 Minutes 35 40 29
31-45 Minutes 11 12 10
46-60 Minutes 6 5 8
Longer Than 60 Minutes 7 5 9
Don’t Know/No Answer 18 15 21
100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Minutes ride took) 32.95 29.49 36.79
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F Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Calls to Provider to See Where Ride Was

In the past three months, two-thirds (68%) of SF Access riders have called to see where their ride was.

Detailed Results

99

Overall, SF Access Riders have called 4 of the last 10 times they used the service to see where their ride was.

About two-thirds (61%) of SF Access riders who called Where’s My Ride, rated the way their calls were

handled as excellent or good. One third (35%) rated it only fair or poor. The most prevalent reason for rating

it only fair or poor was getting inaccurate information or standard excuses whenthey called and having to

wait to long to speak with someone.

Total SF SF
Access Access
(WC) (AMB)
Base: SF Access riders — on trip 162 82 80
Percent (%) who said in the past three months
Yes 68 67 69
No 28 27 29
Don’t Know/No Answer 4 6 3
100% 100% 100%
Base: Have called “Where’s My Ride” in past three 110 55 55
months
Times calling in the past 10 rides: (%)
Never Had To Call Last 10 Trips 1 - 2
1 Time 16 16 16
2-3 Times 32 38 25
4-6 Times 22 20 24
7-10 Times 22 20 24
Don’t Know/No Answer 7 5 9
100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Times called out of 10)  4.28 4.23 4.34
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Calls to Provider to See Where Ride Was

Total SF SF
Access Access
(wc) (AMB)
Base: Have called “Where’s My Ride” in past three 110 55 55
months
Rated manner in which their call/s were handled (%)
(4) Excellent 29 27 31
(3) Good 32 35 29
(2) Only Fair 28 31 25
(1) Poor 7 5 9
Don’t Know/No Answer 4 2 5
100 100 100
MEAN (Out of 4.0) 2.86 2.85 2.87
Total SF SF
Access Access
(wc) (AMB)
Base: Rated only fair or poor 39 20 1947
Information provided is inaccurate/given same standard 36 25 47
excuses every time
Have to wait too long to speak with someone/no one 21 15 26
answers phone/forever on hold/too many calls in front
of mine
Agent rude/unprofessional/uncaring 18 10 26
Problem with ride (late arrival, poor driver, substandard 18 25 11
equioment, etc.)
Problem was unresolved/have to call multiple times 10 10 11
Don't know/no answer 13 20 5

ACaution: small base.
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Reminder Calls

Detailed Results

101

e Just over two-thirds (88%) of SF Access riders who receive reminder calls remembered receiving these calls.
o Nearly three-quarters (72%) of those who receive Where’s My Ride reminder calls find them very helpful.

Total SF SF
Access Access
(WC) (AMB)
Base: SF Access riders on trip who receive reminder calls 92 45 47
Percent (%) who said
Yes, receive reminder calls 88 91 85
No, do not receive reminder calls 4 4 4
Don’t Know/No Answer 8 4 11
100% 100% 100%
Base: Receive reminder calls 81 41 40
Percent (%) who said
Very helpful 72 73 70
Somewhat helpful 23 24 23
Not helpful 4 2 5
Don’t Know/No Answer 1 - 3
100% 100% 100%
Base: Find reminder calls unhelpful 3A 1A 27
Percent (%) who said
Calls are inaccurate 33 50
Calls are too early 67 100 50
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

SF Access Taxi Riders

e Half of SF Access riders (56%) also use their SF Paratransit Debit Card to pay for taxi rides.
e Only one-quarter (28%) of SF Access Riders who also use their debit card to pay for taxis would have
preferred a taxi on this trip.

Total SF SF
Access Access
(wq) (AMB)

Base: SF Access riders on trip who use a SF Paratransit 154 79 75

Debit Card

Percent (%) who said

Yes 56 48 64

No 44 52 36
100% 100% 100%

Base: Use debit card to pay for taxis 86 38 48

Percent (%) who said

Yes, would have preferred a taxi for this trip. 28 29 27

No, would have preferred a van for this trip. 50 61 42

Don’t Know/No Answer 22 11 31
100% 100% 100%

Page 44 Corey, Canapary & Galanis Research



SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Multi-Year Comparison
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Detailed Results

SF Access . o
Average Rating of Timeliness @ 2019
(Out of 4.0) m2018
| 02017
3.30 2015
[ |
Total 3.33
3.27
3.34
3.35
3.35
WC 3.23
3.32
3.25
3.31
AMB 3.32
3.38
All SF Access
Percent rating excellent or good Riders wcC AMB
Courtesy of people when calling to make a reservation
P 0 ) K TR 83% 79% 87%
D 0 S 89% 87% 91%
D 0 S 87% 87% 87%
2005 e e 87% 83% 94%
Timeliness of Van Driver
2019....ciiiieerieeeieeererreernnn e eee e e e e e esnnns s eesseasaesnnnnnnnnns 81% 79% 84%
2008 ..t e e e enae s 85% 86% 85%
DA 0 S 87% 85% 89%
2005 e e 84% 83% 84%
Reservation process itself (when called)
DA 0 i RN 82% 80% 84%
D - TSR 83% 87% 80%
2007 e e e e e 85% 87% 84%
2005 e e 81% 77% 88%
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results
All SF Access
Percent rating excellent or good Riders WwcC AMB

The manner in which calls to “Where’s My Ride” were handled

2019...cc.uiiiiiiiiniiiirr e eeaa s e s s s s eees 61% 62% 60%
2018 . e e 64% 61% 67%
2007 e e 62% 60% 64%
2015 e 64% 56% 78%
2003 e e e 67% 70% 62%
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Trip Purpose
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Detailed Results

e Half of all trips (53%) were for medical purposes (including Dialysis and Physical Therapy) except for Group

Van riders, whose primary trip purpose was adult

day care.

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(WC) (AMB)  Riders

Base: (All Users) * 497 239 49 82 80 47
Percent (%) saying their trip was for:
Medical appointment other than dialysis or 46 54 49 56 33 6
rehabilitation
Errands (grocery shopping, bank, hair appt, etc.) 17 26 18 5 11 -
Adult day care 10 1 - 5 5 87
Visiting/recreation/social/out for a meal 9 8 16 9 13 4
Dialysis 5 <1 4 11 18 -
Place of worship 5 4 4 9 6 -
Physical therapy/rehabilitation 2 2 2 1 1 -
Civic purpose or meeting/committee meeting 1 2 2 - 1 -
School or college 1 1 - 1 4 -
Employment or employment-related task 1 <1 2 - 3 -
Government or social services 1 <1 2 - 1 -
Volunteer work 1 <1 - - 3 -
Nutrition/exercise program 0 <1 1 - -
Don't know/refused 1 <1 2 3 2

*All respondents except Group Van Directors/Coordinators

100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Length of Time Using S.F. Paratransit Services

e Half (48%) of survey participants have been using San Francisco Paratransit Services for at three years or less.

2019 2018 2017 2015
(Apr2019) (May2018) (Apr2017) (Apr2015)
Total Total Total Total
Base: (All Users) 540 528 535 526
Length of time using SF Paratransit services (%)
Less Than 6 Months 10 8 6 10
6 Months - 1 Year 12 10 11 14
1To 3 Years 25 28 35 27
4 To 6 Years 19 16 16 15
More Than 6 Years 32 32 29 29
Don’t Know/No Answer/Not Applicable 1 6 3 5
100% 100% 100% 100%
Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group  Group
Taxi  Access  Access Van Van
(wc) (AMB) Riders  Coord
Base: (All Users) 540 241 51 89 80 64 15
Length of time using SF Paratransit services (%)
Less Than 6 Months 10 9 14 13 14 8 -
6 Months - 1 Year 12 14 10 9 10 16 -
1To 3 Years 25 28 16 30 26 22 -
4To 6 Years 19 21 22 12 18 23 -
More Than 6 Years 32 28 39 33 29 31 100
Don’t Know/No Answer/Not Applicable 1 1 - 2 4 - -

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Certification Process

Detailed Results

e Half (51%) of respondents surveyed have been certified or recertified within the past 12 months.

e Most respondents (89%) who have been certified/recertified within the past year give the process an

excellent or good rating.

107

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(WCQ) (AMB) Riders
Base: (All Users) * 540 241 51 89 80 64
Cert/Recert in past 12 months (%) 50 47 47 54 55 50
Base: (Cert/Recert in past 12 months) 262 114 24 48 44 32
Overall certification process (%)
(4) Excellent 50 49 46 50 50 56
(3) Good 39 39 33 46 36 34
(2) Only Fair 8 7 21 2 9 6
(1) Poor 1 3 - - - -
Don’t Know/No Answer 2 2 - 2 5 3
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Outof4.0) 3.41 3.38 3.25 3.49 3.43 3.52
Percent rating excellent or good
2019 89 89 79 96 86 91
2018 84 86 67 84 83 91
2017 83 87 90 71 81 84
2015 90 94 91 82 82 91

*Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators

Page 49

(See Statistical Tables 57 & 58)

Corey, Canapary & Galanis Research



108

SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Paratransit Debit Cards/Ride Tickets

Detailed Results

About one-third (37%) of users were aware that you can call SF Paratransit to purchase tickets or add value

using their credit card.

One-quarter (27%) of those riders aware they can call SF Paratransit to purchase tickets or add value using

their credit card have tried this new option.

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group  Group
Taxi  Access  Access Van Van
(WQ) (AMB) Riders  Coord
Base: (All Users) 540 241 51 89 80 64 15
Yes 37 37 43 26 48 33 33
No 59 61 51 67 49 59 67
Don’t Know 4 2 6 7 4 8 -
Base: (Aware Debit Card Value or Ride Tickets 198 89 22 23 38 21 5
Can Be Purchased by Phone)
Yes 27 39 27 9 18 14 20
No 72 58 73 91 82 86 80
Don’t Know/No Answer 1 2 - - - - -
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Contact with S.F. Paratransit Office

Detailed Results
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e Half of respondents (56%) have visited or telephoned the San Francisco Paratransit Broker’s office within the

past year.

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group  Group
Taxi  Access  Access Van Van
(WQ) (AMB) Riders  Coord
Base: (All Users) 540 241 51 89 80 64 15
Percent (%) who have
Visited (Only) 28 34 31 17 31 20 20
Telephoned (Only) 15 17 10 11 18 9 27
Both 13 19 16 7 9 3 20
Neither 41 29 41 61 38 66 33
Don’t Know/No Answer 3 2 2 4 5 2 -
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Multi-Year Comparison-Visited in Person
2019 41 52 47 24 40 23 40
2018 49 57 61 38 51 22 25
2017 35 37 50 27 34 20 59
2015 44 53 56 32 40 21 47
Multi-Year Comparison-Telephoned
2019 28 36 25 18 26 13 47
2018 34 42 31 21 42 11 75
2017 22 25 24 15 19 9 71
2015 34 36 47 36 30 9 67
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Brokers Office — Personal Contact

e The major reasons for visiting the San Francisco Paratransit Broker’s office were adding value to the Debit
Card and/or certification/recertification.

e Most respondents (95%) indicated everything during their visit worked out to their satisfaction.

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group  Group
Taxi  Access  Access Van Van
(wQ) (AMB) Riders  Coord

Base: (Visited broker’s office) 224 126 24 21 32 15 6
Percent (%) who visited to
Add value to SF Paratransit Debit Card 50 59 50 38 38 40 -
Certification/recertification 26 21 21 52 25 27 50
Purchase ride tickets (or lift van pass/coupon) 19 11 29 29 41 13 -
Request information 4 3 4 5 6 7 -
Apply for program 4 3 4 - 3 13 -
Replace lost debit card/lost id 3 3 8 - 3 - -
Attend meetings 3 1 4 - 3 - 50
Rider orientation 2 2 4 - 3 - -
Make a complaint 1 2 - - - - -
Update information 1 2 - - - -
Don't know 1 2 - - - - -
Percent (%) of respondents saying
Everything worked out to their satisfaction 95 94 92 100 91 100 100
Everything did not 4 5 8 - 6 - -
Don’t know/No answer 1 1 - - 3 - -

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Page 52 Corey, Canapary & Galanis Research



SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Broker’s Office — Telephone Contact
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Detailed Results

e The most common reasons for phoning the broker’s office was to check debit card balance or request

information.

e Most (83%) of those who called were able to resolve their problem.

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group  Group
Taxi  Access  Access Van Van
(wc) (AMB) Riders  Coord
Base: (Phoned broker’s office) 151 86 13 16 21 81 7
Percent (%) who phoned to
Check your debit card balance 40 53 38 6 33 13 -
Request information 20 21 23 19 10 13 43
Make a complaint 12 3 23 31 19 13 29
Certification / recertification 8 6 - 19 10 13 14
Purchase/add value to deb. Crd by phone 7 9 6 - 25 -
Problem with SF Paratransit Debit Card 7 7 8 6 10 - -
Ask ride question / where’s my ride 7 5 - 6 10 25 14
Learn more about mobility management — info 2 1 - 13 - - -
on transit options, etc
Inquire about rider orientation 1 1 - - - 13 -
Cancel aride 1 - 8 - - 13 -
Give a compliment/commendation 1 - - - 5 - -
Request travel training 1 - - - 5 - -
Replace lost debit card/problem with debit card 1 1 - - - - -
Update information 1 - - 6 - - -
Lost & found 1 - - - - -
Other (unspecified) 1 1 - - - - -
Percent (%) of respondents saying
Everything worked out to their satisfaction 83 91 54 69 76 88 86
Everything did not 13 6 38 25 19 13 14
Don’t know/No answer 4 3 8 6 5 -
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
ACaution: Small base.
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Paratransit Office Customer Service Attribute Ratings

Detailed Results

e The percentage of riders who would rate each attribute excellent or good has increased or stayed the same

since 2013.

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group  Group
Taxi  Access  Access Van Van
(wQ) (AMB) Riders  Coord
Base: (Phoned broker’s office) 151 86 1347 16/ 21 8n 7
Length of time on hold before speaking to a customer service agent (%)
(4) Excellent 48 56 38 25 43 38 57
(3) Good 36 34 46 38 33 38 43
(2) Only Fair 9 7 - 19 14 13 -
(1) Poor 1 - - 6 5 - -
Don’t know/No answer 6 3 15 13 5 13 -
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.39 3.51 3.45 2.93 3.20 3.29 3.57
Base: (Visited broker’s office) 224 126 24 21 32 154 6
Length of time waiting in the lobby for services (%)
(4) Excellent 60 65 50 52 56 60 50
(3) Good 33 30 46 38 31 27 50
(2) Only Fair 5 4 4 5 9 7 -
(1) Poor 1 1 - 5 - 7 -
Don’t know/No answer <1 - - - 3 - -
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Outof4.0) 3.53 3.60 3.46 3.38 3.48 3.40 3.50
ACaution: Small base.
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Paratransit Broker Customer Service Attribute Ratings
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Detailed Results

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group Group
Taxi  Access  Access Van Van Coord
(WCQ) (AMB) Riders
Base: (Phoned or visited broker’s office) 304 167 29 31 46 21 10
Courtesy of the customer service agent (%)
(4) Excellent 62 69 41 48 63 52 40
(3) Good 31 26 48 39 22 38 50
(2) Only Fair 6 3 7 10 11 5 10
(1) Poor 2 1 3 3 2 5 -
Don’t know/No answer 1 1 - - 2 - -
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Outof4.0) 3.53 3.66 3.28 3.32 3.49 3.38 3.30
Skill of the customer service agent in solving the problem (%)
(4) Excellent 64 72 52 58 50 62 60
(3) Good 27 23 38 26 39 24 20
(2) Only Fair 4 4 7 3 2 10 10
(1) Poor 3 1 3 10 7 5 -
Don’t know/No answer 1 1 - 3 2 - 10
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Outof4.0) 3.55 3.67 3.38 3.37 3.36 3.43 3.56
Base: (Non-English speakers who phoned 46 34 21 21 2A 6/ -
or visited broker’s office)
The accessibility of someone to communicate to you in your own language (%)
(4) Excellent 85 82 100 100 50 100 -
(3) Good 11 15 - - - - -
(2) Only Fair 2 3 - - - - -
(1) Poor - - - - - - -
Don’t know/No answer 2 - - - 50 - -
100% 100% -
MEAN (Outof4.0) 3.84 3.79 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 -
ACaution: Small base.
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Office Satisfaction Rating

e While the percentage of group van riders satisfied with the office increased from 2018, dsatisfaction
form other subgroups decreased or remained the same as in 2017.

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group  Group
Taxi  Access  Access Van Van
(wq) (AMB) Riders  Coord
Base: (All Users) 540 241 51 89 80 64 15
Percent (%) who said they were, in regard to the services of the Paratransit office
(4) Very Satisfied 65 76 57 52 56 63 60
(3) Somewhat Satisfied 24 18 31 31 30 25 27
(2) Somewhat Dissatisfied 4 2 8 7 5 3 13
(1) Very Dissatisfied 2 1 2 3 5 - -
Don’t know/No answer 4 3 2 7 4 9 -

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

MEAN (Out of 4.0) 3.59 3.73 3.46 341 3.43 3.66 3.47

Recap
Very/Somewhat Satisfied 89 94 88 83 86 88 87
Very/Somewhat Dissatisfied 6 3 10 10 10 3 13

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Multi-Year Comparison

TOTAL TAXI

RAMP
TAXI

SF ACCESS SF ACCESS

(WC) (AMB)

Detailed Results

GP VAN

GP VAN
RIDERS DIR/COORD
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Percent (%) rating excellent or good:

Length of time on hold before speaking to a customer service agent

2019.....coirieniirirnnn e 84 90
2018 . 85 89
2017 oo 85 92
2015 . 75 80

2019.....coiriiniiriinnn e 93 95
2018 . 90 92
2017 oo 92 94
2015 . 92 96

P4V E)-oro00-ano0ncanoonconoooncononccooooccoons 92 96
2018 i 90 91
2017 o 91 93
2015 i 89 92

2019.....ciiiieniiirirennn e 91 95
2018 ..o 87 88
2017 i 89 94
2015 . 87 92

85
88
80
81

96
84
90
88

90
92
88
91

920
94
92
88

63
85
73
66

90
94
89
86

87
78
84
86

84
76
82
79

76
72
75
71

88n
90
86
91

85
94
86
94

89
89
76
91

The accessibility of someone to communicate to you in your own language

P4V E ) orooncomoonontononnnoononooonconooocaaos 96 97
2018 i 93 96

1007
1004

1007
75M7

50/
1004

750
67"
1004
60"

870
75n
100
92

90N
78"
100

75

86
8/\
100
75

1007
677

100
83
83
70

100
50
90
57

920
100
93
69

80
83
87
62

Percent (%) rating very or somewhat satisfied with the services of the Paratransit Office:

P4V E ) orooncomoooontononnnooononooonconooocanos 89 94
2018 i 90 93
2017 oo 89 94
2015 i 81 89

ACaution: Small base.

88
90
86
87

83
84
85
75

86
92
89
75

88
82
84
60

Note: The base (n) for each of the attributes rated is the number of people asked to rate the attribute.

Page 57

87
88
76
87

Corey, Canapary & Galanis Research



116

SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Internet and Email Usage

e QOverall, 36% of riders use the Internet, and 33% of these users have visited the SF Paratransit website.

Detailed Results

e SF Access (AMB) riders were the most likely to use email. Ramp taxi riders were the most likely to use the

internet and to visit the SF Paratransit website.

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(wc) (AMB) Riders
Base: (All Users) * 525 241 51 89 80 64
Use email (%)
Yes 33 38 35 26 41 14
No 66 62 65 71 59 84
Don’t Know/No Answer 1 - - 3 - 2
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Use the internet (%)
Yes 36 43 43 29 36 16
No 63 57 57 69 63 84
Don’t Know/No Answer 1 - - 2 1 -
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Base: (Use the internet) * 191 104 22 26 29 10
Visited the SF Paratransit website (%)
Yes 33 36 45 31 21 20
No 66 64 55 65 79 80
Don’t Know/No Answer 1 - - 4 - -
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

*Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators

ACaution: Small base.
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Cell Phone Characteristics

e OQverall, two-thirds (65%) of riders own a cell phone.
e Nearly two-thirds (60%) of riders who own a cellphone own a smartphone.

Detailed Results

117

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(wQ) (AMB) Riders
Base: (All Users) * 525 241 51 89 80 64
Own a cellphone (%)
Yes 65 68 65 62 85 36
No 35 32 35 38 15 64
Don’t Know/No Answer - - - - - -
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Base: (Own a cell phone) * 343 164 33 55 68 23
Cellphone is a smartphone (%)
Yes 60 60 70 69 53 48
No 36 38 30 24 43 43
Don’t Know/No Answer 3 1 - 7 4 9
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

*Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

App Use

e Three-fourths (77%) have never used a smartphone app to schedule a ride. Those who do schedule a ride
using an app are most likely to use Flywheel. Notably, 14% normally use either Uber or Lyft.

e Qver one-third (40%) of SF Access riders said they would be likely to use an app or web-based program, to
request or check on their SF Access trips.

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(WC) (AMB) Riders

Base: (All Users) * 525 241 51 89 80 64
Apps used to schedule a ride (%)
None 77 78 65 83 69 81
Flywheel 13 13 22 6 16 9
Uber 8 7 12 9 10 8
Lyft 6 7 10 7 4 2
Yo Taxi 1 1 - - 1 -
Other (Unspecified) 1 1 - 1 1 2
Don’t Know/No Answer 2 1 4 2 3 3
Base: (SF Access riders) * 173 96 77
Percent (%) who said they were, regarding using an SF Paratransit app
(4) Very Likely 169 28 24
(3) Somewhat Likely 26 11 16
(2) Not Too Likely 14 16 20
(1) Not At All Likely 18 36 31

Don’t know/No answer 34 9 9

100% 100% 100%

MEAN (Out of 4.0) 2.35 2.35 2.36

NOTE: A four point scale was used on this question. Higher average ratings are more positive. Very Likely = 4, Somewhat Likely = 3, Somewhat Unlikely = 2,
Very Unlikely = 1. Don’t Know responses have been eliminated in calculating the averages. Maximum positive score = 4.00. Lowest possible score = 1.00.

*Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators

(See Statistical Tables 79 & 80)
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Use of Public Transportation

Detailed Results
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e Nearly on-third (30%) of riders have used regular public transit in the past month. Group Van riders were the
least likely to do so, while SF Access (AMB) riders were the most likely to do so.

e Over two-thirds of respondents (69%) have ridden regular public transportation at some point in their adult
lives. SF Access (AMB and WC) were the most likely to do so, while Group Van riders were least likely to have

ever ridden regular public transit.

e The average rider takes a trip using Paratransit service 3 times per week. Group Van riders rode the most
frequently. SF Access riders rode more frequently than Taxi riders.
e Group van riders took the most trips between January 1 and April 1, 2019. They were followed by SF Access
Riders (both Ambulatory and Wheelchair riders), Taxi, and Ramp Taxi riders.

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(WCQ) (AMB) Riders
Base: (All Users) * 525 241 51 89 80 64
Used public transit in the last month (%)
Yes 30 35 31 20 39 13
No 70 65 69 80 61 88
Refused - - - - - -
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%
Base: (Have not ridden public transit in past month) * 368 157 35 71 49 56
Used public transit in adult life (%)
Yes 69 69 60 73 84 59
No 30 31 40 25 16 39
Refused <1 - - - - 2
100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100%

*Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators

(See Statistical Tables 84 & 85)
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019

Frequency of Using SF Paratransit Services

Detailed Results

Total Taxi Ramp SF SF Group
Taxi Access Access Van
(wq) (AMB) Riders
Base: (All Users) * 525 241 51 89 80 64
Percent (%) who said they travel using San Francisco Paratransit
Less than once a week 14 14 27 25 9 -
1 to 2 times a week 38 46 35 34 35 14
3 to 4 times a week 30 29 29 31 29 34
5 or more times a week 14 7 6 10 20 44
Don’t know/no answer 4 3 2 - 8 8
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Average score (number of times per week using San Francisco Paratransit)
2019 263 231 2.09 2.34 3.00 4.38
2018 252 212 1.68 2.76 2.97 3.97
2017 256 2.13 2.39 2.95 2.77 3.70
2015 272  2.37 2.31 2.58 2.99 4.36
2013 276  2.24 2.20 3.06 3.20 4.09
Number of trips between January 1 and April 1, 2019 (%)
1 Trip 2 2 4 3 - -
2-5Trips 9 4 29 18 8 2
6-10 Trips 9 9 14 18 5 -
11-25 Trips 24 29 27 19 28 5
26-50 Trips 26 37 14 17 24 8
More Than 50 Trips 30 19 12 25 36 86
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
MEAN (Number of trips) 43.2 33.8 21.4 36.0 53.5 93.1

*Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators
ACaution: Small base.
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Demographic Information

2019 2018 2017 2015
(Apr2019) (May2018) (Apr2017) (Apr2015)
Base (Total Users) * 525 520 518 511
% % %
DISABILITY OR DISABLING CONDITION
Percent (%) who said their disabling condition is
A mobility impairment 71 65 69 71
A developmental disability or 11 8 10 11
a cognitive/mental impairment
Frailty or a problem with energy 9 20 12 13
Blindness or low vision 8 7 7 4
Refused 1 1 1 1
100% 100% 100% 100%
AGE
Percent (%) who said they are
Under 35 years of age 2 2 3 3
35-54 years of age 9 5 11 10
55-64 years of age 15 15 15 15
65-74 years of age 22 24 23 19
75-84 years of age 22 23 21 25
85-94 years of age 18 24 22 22
95 years of age and older 4 3 3 3
Refused 9 4 2 3
100% 100% 100% 100%

Average Age (Mean) 73 years 74 years 75 years 72 Years

GENDER

Percent (%)

Female 65 68 63 64
Male 35 32 37 37

100% 100% 100% 100%

*Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - April 2019 Detailed Results

Demographic Information

2019 2018 2017 2015
(Apr2019) (May2018) (Apr2017) (Apr2015)
Base (Total Users) * 525 520 518 511
% % % %

RACE/ETHNIC IDENTIFICATION
Percent (%) who said they are
Caucasian/White 48 42 40 43
Asian/Pacific Islander 18 22 24 25
Black/African-American 18 22 22 21
Latino/Hispanic 13 11 11 7
Native American 2 2 3 1
Other (Unspecified) - <1 1 <1
Refused 4 4 3 3
PREFERRED LANGUAGE
Percent (%) from sample that said they prefer
English 66 66 65 71
Russian 14 11 8 10
Chinese 7 9 7 11
Spanish 7 6 6 4
Tagalog 2 3 2 1
Japanese <1 2 - -
Vietnamese <1 1 1 1
Farsi - <1 - -
Unspecified 3 3 11 -

100% 100% 100% 100%

*Excludes Group Van Directors/Coordinators.
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S.F. Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey - Apr 2019 Appendix
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SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey — Apr 2019 Appendix

S.F. Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey

March 2019
(Version 2.2 April 8, 2019)

Hello, my name is and I’m calling from Corey Research on behalf of San Francisco
Paratransit (short description to be utilized where necessary) This is the organization that coordinates Paratransit
Services in San Francisco. Today we’re conducting a survey to determine how well San Francisco Paratransit is
meeting the travel needs of its customers and how its service can be improved in the future. Let me assure you
that your identity will remain anonymous and strictly confidential.

IF NECESSARY, SAY: The purpose of this survey is to let San Francisco Paratransit know how they are doing
in meeting the needs of their customers as a group. San Francisco Paratransit coordinates transportation
services, issues Paratransit certification and sells the debit card and ride tickets used to pay for rides. The survey
will take about 10-15 minutes to complete.

SCREENING QUESTIONS
S1. May I please speak with (CUSTOMER NAME)?

Customer is on line & able to respond..........cc.coovvvviennene. CONTINUE
ASSISLANCE FEQUITE .....cvrivccieeie e SEE NOTE 1
TDD assiStance required.........cocooeeveveienenenese e SEE NOTE 2
Family member/attendant interview (customer incapable
OF PArtiCIPAtiNg).......ccoveverieiierie e CONTINUE
Customer/assistant not available................cccocociiniiinne. SCHEDULE CALLBACK
LANQUAGE ......eiveeieereeieiesie et HAVE BILINGUAL INTVWR. CALL BACK
Customer unable to complete & has no attendant. ............. THANK RESPONDENT & TERMINATE
REFUSAL ... THANK RESPONDENT & TERMINATE

S2a. (CUSTOMER ON LINE) Would you be willing to participate in the survey? It only takes about 10 to
12 minutes and all of your responses will remain confidential?

Y BS et 1 CONTINUE
Assistance required ..........ccocevveveiieienenn 2 SKIPTO Q.S4a
NO et 3 SCHEDULE CALLBACK IF POSSIBLE

NOTE 1: (ASSISTANCE REQUIRED)

San Francisco Paratransit would very much like to have (CUSTOMER NAME) ’s opinions represented in this
survey. If (CUSTOMER NAME) will agree to participate, would you or another person at this number be able
to assist her/him in responding to the survey questions?

Y S ittt a e GO BACK TO S1 AND CONTINUE

NO e SCHEDULE CALLBACK WITH
ATTENDANT IF POSSIBLE.*

* Record Nature Of Disability (Hearing, Cognitive, Speech, Etc.)

INTERVIEWER NOTE: Always try to conduct the interview with the paratransit customer first. The following lists the scenarios in
which a person other than the Paratransit customer can be interviewed

[ 1 Passenger agrees to translation through attendant/family member » conduct interview through attendant/family member
[ 1 Passenger refuses, but attendant/family member was on trip » conduct interview with attendant/family member

[ ] Passenger incapable of completing, attendant/family willing to be surveyed » conduct interview with attendant/family member
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San Francisco Paratransit would very much like to have (CUSTOMER NAME) participate in this survey. |
can call back to ask (CUSTOMER NAME) if s/he would like to participate with the assistance of the California
Relay Service or a TTY. Would s/he be available if I call back using one of these services?

Yes, California Relay Service .................. FLAG FOR CALIF. RELAY SVC. & HAVE SUPERV. CALL BACK
YES, TTY oo FLAG FOR TTY AND HAVE SUPERV. CALL BACK
N[ R THANK, TALLY & TERM.

S2b INTERVIEW BEING COMPLETED WITH:
(Interviewer: Code appropriately. Do not ask)

PaASSENGET .. ettt 1
Assistant (passenger’s OPINIONS)......cervverververreerereereereennns 2
Assistant (assistant’s opinions. Assistant ON trip)............. 3
Assistant (assistant’s opinions. Assistant NOT on trip)...... 4
Using California Relay Service (TDD)

TOr INTEIVIEW ... 5
Program Coordinator (group van)............cccccceeveeveneirnennenn. 6

MAIN QUESTIONNAIRE

Q.1 Thinking about your experience with Paratransit Transportation Services in San Francisco during the last
year, which of the following comes closest to describing your rating of the services provided to you? READ

LIST

Very Satisfied........cccoovevveiiiciec e,
Somewhat Satisfied..........ccceevieiiiiiiiie e,
[N T=TU L |
Somewhat Dissatisfied, Or ........coccvvveevvciieeeeeiienen,
Very Dissatisfied.........ccccccovvveiiieviiieieecece e,
DON’T READ Don’t Know/Refused ........ooovvvvvvvviiiiiiieiiiiiee

Note: Paratransit Transportation Service includes the van or taxi service you use through San Francisco Paratransit.

On this next set of questions we are specifically interested in your experience using Paratransit services on a

specific recent trip. Is my information correct that you use...

(Interviewer: Pick up from sample which program used most recently - check one program only)

segment

(1) a. The Taxi Program.........ccccccuveveeiiieiiieiie e
(2) b. The Ramp Taxi Program.........cccceceverenenenenenenennens
(3) c. SF Access (Wheelchair. Provider: Transdev) ..............
(4) d. SF Access (Ambulatory. Provider: Transdev).............
(5) e. SF Access (Taxi BaCkup) .....ccccovvvvivieiiieiiiesie e,

The Group Van Program -

(6) f1. Rider/User of Group Van Services ..........cccoevevuverunennn.
(7) f2. Director/Coordinator responsible for setting up rides

(ask of b. Ramp Taxi)
Did you use a ramp taxi on this trip?

D (=S
N O e
DON’t KNOW..iiiiiiiiiiiiiii it s s sbbara e

Page 67

Corey, Canapary & Galanis Research



126

SF Paratransit Customer Satisfaction Survey — Apr 2019 Appendix

Why is that?

P Is my information correct that you used San Francisco Paratransit service on (date), when you traveled
from (departure location) to (destination). (Taxi, Ramp Taxi, SF Access services)
P Can you please give me the following information from the last trip (Group Van services)

(Date): (Note: If did not take trip in last month, thank and terminate)
(Departure Location): Carrier (if taxi or group van):
to (Destination):

Note: Above question not asked of Group Van Directors/Coordinators
Although you may have ALSO used San Francisco Paratransit (taxi or van service) to travel in the reverse
direction on that day (either earlier or later), for these next few questions | would like you to think just about the
portion of the specific trip when you traveled from (DEPARTURE LOCATION) to (DESTINATION) on
(DATE)/(TIME).

IF CONCERNED ABOUT SOURCE OF INFORMATION, SAY: We are working from randomly selected trip information provided by San
Francisco Paratransit which contain only that information necessary to assist us in conducting this survey. Be assured that your individual responses
are strictly confidential and will not be shared with any other party.

[ask all segments except e2. group van coordinators and respondent not on trip]
Q.2 Overall, would you say the quality of service on this trip was... READ LIST

EXCEIIBNT ...t 4 SKIPTO QA4
€7 oo SRR 3 SKIPTO Q.4
(@ 0] LY U] o] SO SS 2 (ASK Q. 3)
PO . e 1 (ASK Q. 3)
(DON’T READ) Don’t Know/Refused ........cccovvevieieieneneieiieeeeene, 0 SKIP TO Q.4

[ask all segments except e2. group van coordinators]
Q.3 Could you please tell me why you found the quality of the service (RESPONSE TO Q.2)? PROBE:
Anything else?

[ask all segments except e2. group van coordinators]
Q.4 On the next set of questions, | would like you to rate a number of aspects of this trip using the same rating
scale of excellent, good, only fair or poor. How would you rate ? (Randomize)

Excellent Good Only Fair Poor DK/Ref.
a. The courtesy of the driver ...................... 4 3 2 1 0

b. The driver’s understanding of appropriate
ways to relate to and assist someone with
your disabilities .................cooeoiinnnn. 4 3 2 1 0

c. The driving skills of the driver (good driver) 4 3 2 1 0
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d. The driver’s knowledge of the City; that is,
his/her ability in finding the way ............ 4 3 2 1 0

e. The cleanliness of the vehicle ................ 4 3 2 1 0

[ask all segments except e2. group van coordinators]
Q.5 The next questions deal with the various aspects of the driver’s assistance to you on this same
trip from (DEPARTURE) to (DESTINATION).

Did you need any kind of assistance from the driver on this trip (e.g., getting to and from the door, etc.)?
YES ottt 1 CONTINUE
NO ..ottt 2 SKIPTOQ.6

Q5a How would you rate the driver’s assistance helping you. Would you say.... (READ LIST)

o<1 | (=T AT 4
(€01 o FE R 3
ONIY FaIl, OF .o 2
P OO e 1
DON’T READ Don’t KNOW/ReETUSEd ....ovvvvvviveiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeveeeeeeeees 0

[ask all segments except e2. group van coordinators]
Q6. Were you traveling using a wheelchair™ on this trip?
Y S et 1
NO oot 2 (SKIP TO Q6-1, SEGMENT D, SKIP
TO Q9)
~includes scooters
Q6a. How would you rate the knowledge and ability of the driver in securing your wheelchair?

EXCEIENT ..o 4
€1 oo SR 3
ONIY FaIL, OF .o 2
POOK ... 1
DON’T READ  Don’t Know/Refused ........cceeeviiiiiiiiiiiiic e 0
Did NOt SECUIE ..ot 5
Q6b. Were you offered a shoulder belt when your wheelchair was secured inside the vehicle?
Y S ettt 1
N O e 2
DON’T READ  Don’t Know/Refused .............coooiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiicccciic e 3

[ask segment b. ramp taxi, c. sf access and el. group van OR d. sf access if yes on Q6]

Q6-1. Did you use the lift or ramp in getting in or out of the van/ramp taxi?

Yes, used lift or ramp........ccccceeveeiiiiiiciie e 1 CONTINUE
o SR 2 SKIP DEPENDING ON SEGMENT
Did not use a ramp taxi for this trip ..................... 3 SKIP DEPENDING ON SEGMENT
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Q6-1a. How would you rate the knowledge and the ability of the driver in operating the lift or ramp? Would you

say ...
EXCEIENT ..o 4
€700 Lo FRR 3
ONIY FaIl, OF .o e 2
PO 1
DON’T READ  Don’t Know/Refused ...........coovviiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiee e e e 0

[ask segments a. taxi and b. ramp taxi]
These next set of questions deal with the taxicab dispatchers.
Q.7intro. How did you schedule your taxi trip...did you call, hail the cab on the street, or book it on a

smartphone app?

Called ... s 1

Flagged a cab on the Street.........ccccovvveeeiieiecie e, 2 (SKIP TO Q8)
Booked cab 0on app™ ... 3 (SKIP TO Q8)
DON’E KNOW ..vvvivieiiiccie ettt 4 (SKIP TO Q8)

*Flywheel or similar app

Q. 7. (For the trip you took) Did you call the cab company dispatcher or did you call the driver on his/her cell
phone to arrange for this trip?

Called cab company dispatcher ................. 1 (ASK Q7a & 7b)
Called driver on his/her cell phone............ 2 (SKIP TO Q8)
Assistant called cab company dispatcher...3 (SKIP TO Q8)
Assistant called driver on his/her cell phone 4 (SKIP TO Q8)
Other (specify) 5 (SKIP TO Q8)
Don’t KNOW ....oovveiiieiiiie i 6 (SKIP TO Q8)

Q7a. How would you rate the courtesy of the cab company dispatcher or reservationist?

EXCEIHENT ..o 4
€700l FRR 3
ONIY FaIL, OF .o 2
PO 1
DON’T READ Don’t Know/Refused........cccccvvvvvvvvviviinennn. 0

7b. And how would you rate the reservation process itself, taking into consideration the time on hold, the
number of people you had to talk with and the ability of the reservation people to handle your call?

[ (o= 1 [T ) O 4
(€700 R 3
ONIY FaIr, OF oot 2
POOK 1
DON’T READ Don’t KNnow/Refused ........uuvvvviieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiviiisissenssnnanns 0
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8. How would you rate the timeliness of the taxi in picking you up on this trip which we are reviewing...would
you say ...?7

EXCEHENT ... 4 (SKIP TO Q.8b/c)
(€100 USSR 3 (ASK Q. 8a/b/c)
ONIY FaIl, OF .ot 2 (ASK Q. 8a/blc)
PO ..ottt 1 (ASK Q. 8a/b/c)
DON’T READ Don’t Know/Refused .........ccooeriiiiiiiiiieiieicc e 0 (SKIP TO Q.8b/c)

INTERVIEWER NOTE For those who flagged a cab, rate the time it took to find a cab to flag

(ASK IF GOOD, ONLY FAIR OR POORY):
8a. Why is that?

8b. About how much time (in minutes) elapsed between when you expected the cab and when
it arrived?
MINUTES
O None - arrived when expected or earlier.

8c. Did you know that San Francisco Paratransit regulations allow the cab companies to pick up
passengers up to 30 minutes between the time the rider calls in and when the cab picks up the
passenger? (In other words, the taxi is considered on-time if it arrives within 30 minutes of the time you
placed your request)

YES ...l 1

8d. Overall, how would you rate your experience using the SF Paratransit Debit Card? (Read List)
4 Excellent (SKIP TO Q9)

Good (SKIP TO Q9)

Only Fair (ASK Q8e)

Poor (ASK QS8e)

Don’t know (SKIP TO Q9)

S = N W

8e. In a few words, why do you rate your experience <rating from Q8d>?
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[ask segment c¢/d. sf access]
The next set of questions deal with SF Access service.
9. Did you call SF Access (van company) to make a reservation or do you have a standing order*”

appointment?

*Note: Also called subscription trip or reoccurring trip
Called SF Access (van company) ................ 1 (CONTINUE)
Have “standing order”............ccccvevvvveennenns 2 (SKIP TO Q9c¢)
Attendant called ...........cccoceevieiiiiiiiiiice, 3 (SKIP TO Q9c¢)
Other (specify) ... 4 (SKIP TO Q9¢)

9a. How would you rate the courtesy of the person that took your reservation at the SF Access (van
company) when you called to make the reservation?

EXCEIENT ... 4
€700 Lo FRR 3
ONIY FaIr, OF .o 2
PO 1
DON’T READ Don’t Know/Refused ........ooovvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 0

9b. And how would you rate the reservation process itself, taking into consideration the time on hold,
the number of people you had to talk with and the ability of the reservationist to handle your call?

EXCEIIENT ..o 4
(€10 oo USSR 3
ONIY FaIl, OF .o 2
POOK .. 1
DON’T READ Don’t Know/Refused ......ccccccoeviiiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 0
9b-1. Were you given the actual pick-up time that you requested, or were you offered an earlier or later
time?
Given Actual Pick-up time.........cocooviiiiiii e, 1 (Skip to 9c)
Given earlier time .......ccooecieiecce e 2
GIVEN [Ater TIME....eiiie e 3
DON’T READ Don’t KNOW/REFUSEA ......oovviiiiiiiiiiiiiciee s 0 (Skip to Q9c)

9h-2.How much earlier/later?

Record number of minutes:

9d. Did you know that the rules allow SF Access [the van company] a time period or “window” of 20
minutes, 5 minutes before and up to 15 minutes after, during which they can pick you up?
YES ... 1

DON'TKNOW ... 3
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9c. How would you rate the timeliness of the van driver in picking you up on this trip?
Would you say ...?

EXCEIENT ..o 4 (SKIP TO 9d)
(€10 oo ST TSP TR 3
ONIY FaIl, OF .o e 2
POOK .. 1
DON’T READ Don’t Know/Refused .........cccocvvviiiiiiiiieiie e 0 (SKIP TO Q9c-2)

(ASK Q9c-1 and Q9c-2 IF GOOD, ONLY FAIR OR POOR IN Q9c):
9c-1. Why is that?
9c-2. About how much time (in minutes) elapsed between the promised pick-up time, and when
the van arrived?
MINUTES

O None - arrived when expected (code 997)
O None — arrived earlier than expected (code 998)
O Don’t know (code 999)

10-1. It is the goal of San Francisco Paratransit to provide rides which take a similar amount of time as (fixed
route) Muni bus service (including transfers and wait times). Would you say your ride on this trip... (Read List)

Took less time than the bus...........ccccccevveeeiiinene, 1
Took about the same amount of time as the bus. 2
Took longer than the bus...........ccccoeev i, 3
Dot KNOW ..o 4

10-2. About how long would you say your Paratransit ride took?

(write in # of minutes)

11. In the past three months or so have you had to call the van provider [SF ACCESS] to see where your ride
was (using “Where’s my Ride” line?

YES .o 1 (ASK Q. 11a/b)
NO .o 2 (SKIP TO Q.114d)
DON’T KNOW .......... 3 (SKIP TO Q.11d)
11a. Overall, how would you rate the manner in which your call/s to the Where’s My Ride line were handled?
EXCEIIENT ... 4
GO0 3
(@ 0] Y U] o] SR 2
POOK ... 1
DON’T READ Don’t Know/Refused ..........cccoeiiiiiiiiiii 0

11b. Why is that? (ask if rating is Only Fair or Poor in Q11a)

11c. Thinking about the past 10 SF Access (Paratransit) rides you have taken, about how many times have you
called to see where your ride was? of 10 (write in number)
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(Skip to Q11-1 if rider log indicates that rider does NOT receive TripInfo line calls)
11d. Is my information correct that you do receive reminder calls from SF Paratransit’s: “TripInfo Line” 10
minutes before your promised pick up time?

Y BS e 1
N O e 2
Don’t know (do not read).........ccceevveiiiiiniiiiniiie e 3

(ask if “yes” in Q11d)
11e. How helpful are these calls? Would you say...

Very helpful ..o 1 (SKIP TO Q11-1)
Somewhat helpful ... 2 (SKIP TO Q11-1)
NOt NelIPFUl ... 3

Don’t know (do not read)........cccocveviiiiiiininienee e 4 (SKIP TO Q11-1)

11f. (In a few words) Why is that?

(Skip to Q12 if rider log indicates rider does NOT use SF Paratransit Debit card)
11-1. Do you ever use the SF Paratransit Debit card for taxi service?

YBS oo 1
INO .ttt 2 (SKIP TO Q.12)
Don’t know (do not read).........cccceeviriveiieiiniesie e 3(SKIPTO Q.12)

(ask if “yes” in Q11-1)
11-1a. Would you have preferred to use a taxi instead of a van for this trip?

YES, Prefer taXi.....cocveiieiicicciecce e 1
NO, Prefer VAN ......c.oooiiiiiiiiieseeeeee e 2 (SKIP TO Q.12)
Don’t know (do not read)........ccooeeriiiiiiniiiieneee e 3 (SKIPTO Q.12)

(If yes in Q11-1a)
11-1b. Would you like SF Paratransit to contact you directly to provide additional
information about using the taxi program?

=L TR 1
N[ TSRO 2 (SKIPTO Q.12)
(If yes in Q11-1b)

11-1c. Please provide your name and phone number. Only this contact information will be
provided to SF Paratransit for follow up.

Name:

Phone Number:
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[ask all segment except e2. group van coordinators]

Q.12 What was the main purpose of this trip (DAY)? DO NOT READ LIST. ACCEPT SINGLE

RESPONSE. IF RESPONDENT SAYS “RETURNING HOME”, PROBE: What was the purpose of the
trip you were returning from?

Medical appointment other than dialysis or rehabilitation ....1

DIAIYSIS vt 2
Errands (grocery shopping, bank,

drug store, hair appointment, shopping, etc.).......c...ccc.c.... 3
Visiting/recreation/social/out for ameal...........cc.ccocvevenennne. 4
Place of worship (Church/temple) .........ccccoovveiviieiiiiiicen, 5
EMPIOYMENT.....coiiii e 6
AdUlt day Care........cocoveeiiieie e 7
Civic purpose or meeting / committee meeting...........cc........ 8
Physical therapy/rehabilitation.............cccccoovevieiieiieiecenn, 9
SChool O COHIBQE......cuiiiiiic e 10
NULFITION PrOgram ........cocvieeieeie e 11
Vocational tralNiNG........oovreiiririeee e 12
Government or SOCIal SEIVICES ........cvvveierierieie e, 13
VOIUNEEEr WOTK ..o 14
Other (SPECIFY):___ e, 15
Don’t Know/Refused .............cccceevviiiiiiiiiii e, 16

The rest of my questions are more general in nature, that is, they are not just related to the
specific trip we have been discussing

[ask all segments]

13. How long have you been using S.F. Paratransit Services? (READ LIST)

Less than 6 months............ccccoeeviviineen, 1
6 months to 1 year........ccccoevvvrvvienenn, 2
1 - YRS .ciiiie i 3
4 - B YEAS....eeviieeeiiieie it 4
More than 6 years.........cccceevevieiiveennnnnn 5
Don’t KNOW ....ooeeeiiiiiiiiiicceeeee 6

[ask all segment except e2. group van coordinators]

14a. Have you been certified or recertified with San Francisco Paratransit within the past 12 months?

Y S etttk r ettt b re e ne et nes 1 (CONTINUE)
o SRS 2 (SKIP TO Q.15)
DNt KNOW ...ttt 3 (SKIP TO Q.15)

14b. How would you rate the overall certification process. This would include filling out the application,
obtaining the photo ID, the handling of your phone or in-person interview and becoming certified for the

program?
e CoT=] | [=] ) SRRSO 4
€700 Lo IR 3
(@ 0] Y U] Ao ST 2
P OO i, 1
DON’T READ Don’t KNnOW/RefuSed ........uvvvvvvvuriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiireiinessnesnnsnananes 0
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[ask all segments]
15. Are you aware that you can now call SF Paratransit to purchase ride tickets or add value to your SF
Paratransit Debit Card using your credit card?

Yes 1
No 2 (skip to Q16)
Don’t Know 3 (skipto Q16)
15-1. Have you ever tried this new option — calling to purchase ride tickets or add value to your Debit
Card by using your credit card?
Yes 1
No 2
Don’t Know 3

[ask all segments]
16. Within the past year have you personally visited or telephoned the S.F. Paratransit (Broker’s) office?

YES, VISITED ....cooiiii e 1
YES, TELEPHONED ... 2
BOTH ..o 3
NEITHER ....oooniiiii e 4 (skip to Q18)
DON’TKNOW ... 5 (skipto Q18)

(ASK IF PERSONALLY VISITED)
16a. What was/were the reason/s for your most recent visit/s? (READ LIST IF NECESSARY)
ADD VALUE TO SF PARATRANSIT DEBIT CARD........ 1

PURCHASE RIDE TICKETS.......cooiiiiieirinieiee e 2
MAKE A COMPLAINT ..ot 3
GIVE A COMPLIMENT/COMMENDATION ........ccceuene. 4
APPLY FOR PROGRAM. .....ooiiiieie e 5
REQUEST INFORMATION ....ccooiiiiiiiiiicireeeee e, 6
ATTEND MEETINGS ..ot 7
CERTIFICATION / RECERTIFICATION.....ccceoviiiiice, 8
RIDER ORIENTATION ....ooiiiiiiiiieeee e 9
OTHER (specify) .. 10/11
DON’T KNOW ..ottt a e 12
16b. Did everything work out to your satisfaction or not?
Y St 1

NO it 2

Don’t Know............cocovvennn.n. 3

(IF NO):

16b-1. What (if anything) was not resolved to your satisfaction?
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(ASK IF TELEPHONED)
17a. What was/were the reason/s for your most recent telephone call? (READ LIST IF NECESSARY)

PROBLEM WITH SF PARATRANSIT DEBIT CARD ......1

CHECK YOUR DEBIT CARD BALANCE.................... 2
DID NOT RECEIVE RIDE TICKETS.......cccoovniniiiniiinnns 3
MAKE A COMPLAINT L..ooiiiee e 4
GIVE A COMPLIMENT/COMMENDATION .......ccoeuvunen. 5
REQUEST INFORMATION .....cooiiiiiiieeeie e 6
CERTIFICATION / RECERTIFICATION ......cccoovviiiiinnen, 7
REQUEST TRAVEL TRAINING .......coooiiiiiiieee e, 8
INQUIRE ABOUT RIDER ORIENTATION ......ccovevrrinenn. 9
ASK RIDE QUESTION / WHERE’S MY RIDE.................. 10
LEARN MORE ABOUT MOBILITY MANAGEMENT - INFO
ON TRANSIT OPTIONS, ETC ...cveiveveecieeee e 11
PURCHASE/ADD VALUE TO DEB. CRD BY PHONE....12
OTHER (specify) ...13/14
DON’T KNOW ...15

17b. Did everything work out to your satisfaction or not?

Y Sttt 1
NO e 2
Don’tKnow......................... 3
(IF NO):

17b-1.What (if anything) was not resolved to your satisfaction?

17c. Thinking about your most recent experience with San Francisco Paratransit Office (Broker), how
would you rate (INSERT ATTRIBUTE)? Would you rate INSERT ATTRIBUTE) excellent, good, only

fair, or poor?

And how would you rate the (INSERT ATTRIBUTE)? REPEAT SCALE AS NECESSARY. ROTATE

ATTRIBUTES.

Excellent Good Only Fair Poor DK/Ref.

(for those who’ve telephoned broker - Q16)

a. the length of time on hold before speaking to

a customer service agent

(if didn’t have to hold, enter 4 - €XC.)....cccovverveeernnennnn. 4 3 2 1 0

(for those who’ve visited broker - Q16)
b. the length of time waiting in the lobby
for services (if didn’t have to wait, enter 4 - exc.)........ 4 3 2 1 0

c. the courtesy of the customer service person............. 4 3 2 1 0

d. the skill of the customer service person in solving
your problem or handling your question.......................... 4 3 2 1 0
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(for Non-English language respondents only)
e. the accessibility of someone to communicate to you
In your own language...........ceceveeviveenciieeniieesiee e 4 3 2 1 0

18. As you may know, the responsibilities of the San Francisco Paratransit office include the following:
- certification of riders
- sales of debit card value and ride tickets [for van programs]
- fielding questions and responding to customer feedback about the service
- provider of general information about the program.

Now, thinking about your experience with the San Francisco Paratransit office in the past year, which of
the following comes closest to describing your rating of the services of the Paratransit office...would you
say very satisfied, somewhat satisfied, somewhat dissatisfied, or very dissatisfied?

Very Satisfied

Somewhat Satisfied
Somewhat Dissatisfied
Very Dissatisfied

Don’t Know (Do not read)

DN B~ W=

[ask all segment except e2. group van coordinators]
19. Do you use email?

1 Yes
2 No
3  Don’t know

20. Do you personally use the Internet?

I Yes
2 No (Skip to Q22)
3 Don’tknow (Skip to Q22)

(if yes in Q20, ask)
21. Have you ever visited the San Francisco paratransit website (at www.sfparatransit.com)?

1 Yes
2 No
3 Don’t Know

[ask all segment except e2. group van coordinators]
22. Do you own a cell phone?

1 Yes

2 No
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(if yes in Q22, ask)

22b. Is your cell phone a smartphone, such as an iPhone or Android phone?
I Yes
2 No
3 Other (specify) :
4 Don’t know

23a. Have you used any of the following ride scheduling applications? {READ LIST SELECT ALL THAT

APPLY}

Yes
1 Flywheel [ 1]
2 Uber [1]
3 Lyft []
4 Any others (specify):
5 Don’t know (Do not read)

(Interviewer note: This would include use of any of these apps/services for any trip, not just paratransit trips

(Ask among SF Access users only)
23b. SF Access will soon have an app or web-based program that you could use to request or check on your SF
Access trips, how likely would you be to use this...would you say
1 Very Likely
2 Somewhat Likely
3 Not Too Likely
4 Not al all Likely
5 Don’t know (do not read)

DEMOGRAPHICS

[ask all segments except e2. program coordinators]

SAY: These last few questions will be used to verify that we’ve interviewed a representative cross section of
San Francisco Paratransit riders.

D-1. Can you please tell me what disability is the main reason you use Paratransit rather
than the regular bus or train? (Read list if necessary)

1  Blindness or low vision
2 A mobility impairment - whether you use a wheelchair or can walk
(If asked for examples say ‘for example, paralysis, arthritis, cerebral palsy)
3 Adevelopmental disability or a cognitive/mental impairment
(if asked for examples, say “for example, Alzheimer’s, mental illness, stroke”)
4 Frailty or a problem with energy
(if asked for examples say, “for example, asthma, HIV/AIDS, kidney failure, the frailties of old
age or due to cancer treatment, congestive heart failure”)
5  Other (specify): (Do Not Read)
6 Refused (Do Not Read)

INTERVIEWER REMINDER: IF COMPLETING THE SURVEY WITH THE ASSISTANCE OF AN
ATTENDANT, CONTINUE TO MAKE SURE RESPONSES REFERENCE PASSENGER, NOT
ATTENDANT

D2 (Age). Removed, will be provided with logs
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D.3Which of the following categories best describes your race or ethnic identification? READ LIST.
MULTIPLE RESPONSES ACCEPTED.

Asian American or Pacific Islander ...........ccccceevvvvveeinnn. 1
Black or African AMEriCan.......ccccveevvcveiee v 2
Caucasian or WhItE .........ccocveicviee e 3
Latino or HISPaNIC........cccoeriiiiiiinieieeee e 4
Native American or American Indian...........c.ccceeeeevvveennne. 5
Other (SPECIFY)_ e 6
DON’T READ REFUSEA ... 7

D.4 Have you used regular public transit in the past month? (for example, MUNI, BART, or other bus
systems such as AC Transit, SamTrans, and other similar Bay Area systems)

YES oottt 1 (Skip to D6)
NO ..o 2 (Ask D5)
Refused ..o 3 (Ask D5)

D.5Have you ridden on regular public transit in your adult life?
(Interviewer Note: Either since respondent has been disabled or before)

YBS oot 1
NO e 2
Not Applicable (not an adult) ............... 3
REfUSEd ..o 4

D.6  On average, about how many times a week do you currently travel using (read based on sample type)
[ ] a&hb. taxicabs using SF Paratransit Debit card purchased from San Francisco
Paratransit?
[ ] c&d. SF Access (van program) coordinated through San Francisco Paratransit?
[ ] e. groupvans coordinated through San Francisco Paratransit?
Would you say...(READ LIST IF NECESSARY)

Less than 0nce @ WEEK.........cvcvveviiiii e 1
1-2HIMES AWEEK ...oecivieiie ettt 2
3 - A HIMES AWEEK ...veeviiciec ettt 3
5 0r MOre tIMES @ WEEK .....cvveveeiieiiecie e ste e 4
Don’t KNOW ... 5
D.7 What is your approximate annual household income (before taxes)? (Read .....responses, check one only)
UNAEr $10,000.......ccceiieeiiieeeie ettt 1
$10,000 = $15,000 ....cviiviirierierieieie e 2
$15,001 - $25,000 ....c.0iiviiiirieieiee e 3
$25,001 - $35,000 ....c.eiiviiiarierieieie e 4
$35,001 - $40,000 .......cciirieeieiee e 5
$40,001 - $50,000 ....c.eeiiiierieieieie e 6
$50,001 - $60,000 .....ceeiiririeierieienieeeeee e 7
$60,001 - $75,000 ....c.viiviiieiieieieie e 8
$75,001 - $100,000 ......ceevirieierieierieieese e 9
$100,001 - $150,000 .....0ecierierieieiesiesie e 10
OVEr $150,000.....c.0ceiiieieiirierieese ettt ne s 11
Don’t Know / Refused .......ccoocviiiiiiiiiiiec e 12
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D.8 HOUSEHOLD SIZE:
a. In total, how many people live in your household?

(type in number)

(ask unless only one person in household)
b. And how many are under the age of 18?

(type in number)

[ask all segments]
D.9 Do you have any final comments about San Francisco Paratransit service that you would like me to record?

D9.1. Is it necessary for SF Paratransit to call you back about this comment?

[INTERVIEWER NOTE: Please ensure respondent that their responses on other questions would still remain confidential.
(If yes in QD9.1, ask)

D9.2. Please provide your name and phone number. Only this contact information and your comment
will be provided to SF Paratransit for follow up.

Name:

Phone Number:

Thank you so much for participating in this study.

[record for all segments]

D.11 Lang. INTERVIEW CONDUCTED IN:

ENglish ...ooveiieeee 1
SpPanish......cooeii 2
ChiNESE....ccvve et 3
Russian ..., 4
Vietnamese .....ooovvvvvviiiiiiiinnnnn. 5
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(PROGRAMMER: Please pick up the following information from the sampled trip data)

First Name: Last Name:
Phone #:
Zip Code
Agency (for el segment only):
Sample ID#
Language Preference:

Number of trips between Jan 1, 2019— March 31, 2019:
Gender (from SF Paratransit database)

HHHH
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2019 San Francisco Paratransit Survey
Technical Memorandum

The field procedures for the 2019 study were similar to the methods used on the 2018, 2017, 2015, 2013,
2012, 2010, 2008, 2007, 2004, 2002 and 2001 San Francisco Paratransit Customer Satisfaction surveys. In the
current (2019) study, most Paratransit segments were surveyed, including: Taxi, Ramp Taxi, SF Access (AMB),
SF Access (WC), Group Van Users, and Group Van Coordinators. To allow for comparison tracking, many of the
key satisfaction questions in the current survey are the same as those on the 2018, 2017, and 2015 surveys.

FIELD PROCEDURES

Field interviewing for the San Francisco Paratransit Customer satisfaction study was conducted by telephone from April 8 to May
14, 2019. The majority of interviews were conducted between the hours of 2:00 pm and 8:00 pm each day. The exception to this
was Saturday's interviewing, which was conducted between 9:30 am and 2:30 pm.

Interviewing was conducted in English, Spanish, Russian, Viethamese, and Cantonese. Working supervisors
were trained on how to use the California Relay service to communicate with riders who are hearing impaired;
however, no interviews were ultimately conducted using this service in the 2019 study.

SAMPLING

A random selection of San Francisco Paratransit riders were sampled by Corey, Canapary & Galanis (CC&G) for
participation. The survey targets respondents who had recently taken a trip using Paratransit services. This
criteria is used, in part, so that the rider can accurately respond to and rate the numerous trip-specific
questions.

The San Francisco Paratransit Brokerage provided Corey, Canapary & Galanis (CC&G) with a database of
names and numbers of paratransit users. CC&G randomly selected from this database the sample of riders
that were called on the study. The database provided to CC&G for each “segment” was as follows:

Segment Sample Selection Source

SF Access (AMB) (WC) Database of Transdev rider logs was sent to CC&G.

Taxi/Ramp Taxi Program Database of taxi company paratransit rider logs was sent to CC&G.

Group Van Program Rider logs from various group van providers were sent to CC&G.

Group Van Directors List of names and contact information of group van directors was sent to CC&G.

Interviewers attempted to telephone respondents during the survey period. Multiple attempts were made for
most usable contact. In total, Corey, Canapary & Galanis utilized 2,297 sample records to achieve a desired
minimum sample size of 517. As indicated below on the Disposition of Sample, 525 riders and 15 Group Van
Coordinators completed interviews. This list also shows a breakdown of the reasons that the remainder were
not among those completing the interview.
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Disposition of Sample

Completed INTEIVIEWS......uiiieeeee e e e e e e e e e e e e e eanes 540
Unable to Reach (No Answer/Answering Machine/Busy) ......cccccceevvveeeveernnnenn. 2,159
(DY TYoloT o[ aT=Tord=To I\ UT5'0] o 1= oS 70
NoO Eligible RESPONAENT...cccci i e e e e e 31
REFUSAIS ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e ar e e e e anaeaa s 254
Speech / Hearing / COgNitive Barrier .......ccccccieeeciieeeiee et e 10
Language Barrier - OTher ... e e e 11
L1011 0 = =T S 26

TOTAL ettt ettt ettt et s e e st e e sabe e e saba e s sabeeesabeeensbeesnanee s 3,101

Note: In order to give all sampled customers the opportunity to participate in the study, the following field
procedures were utilized: attendants who rode with customers were interviewed where necessary; attendants
assisted (served as go-betweens) when necessary; Russian, Spanish, Vietnamese, and Cantonese language
bilingual interviewers were used; multiple (up to 4) attempts were made to most sampled respondent. In
addition, interviewers were trained to recognize a TDD tone and instructed to pass this information on to their
supervisor for TDD call back. No TDD interviews were completed on the 2019 study

Number of Completed Interviews

2019 2018 2017 2015
(Apr 8 -May 14) (Apr 23- May 21) (Apr 3-Apr 25) (Apr 3-Apr 25)

Taxi Program USers ........coevvvvvceerireeeeeennnn. 241 241 236 238
Ramp Taxi USers.....ccceeevvieieeiiiiieieeeeeeeeeennnn, 51 51 42 45
SF ACCESS (WC) ceeieieeeiiee e 89 96 99 113
SF Access (AMB) ...ceeeeeeeeeicieeeeeeeee e, 80 77 85 57
Group Van USers .....ceevviceeeriieeeeeiiccee e 64 55 56 58
Group Van Program Directors/

Coordinators ....cccceeeeecieee e 15 8 17 15
Total Interviews 528 535 526

Note: The yearly targeted sample size for this project is 415 completed interviews to provide statistically reliable results. In
2019 we exceeded this by 125 interviews.
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Prop K Expenditure Plan Summary with Priority 1-3 Detail

SF Prop K Expenditure Plan Summary

2003 $Millions
*Table included for reference to show how Priority 2 and Priority 3 incremental Prop K Prop K Prop K Total
sales tax revenues were assigned to each program in the Prop K Expenditure Plan Priority Priority Priority Prop K
1 2 3 Funding?2
A.  TRANSIT $1,544.80 65.7%| $ 176.30 63.9%| $  60.00 30.9%| | $1,781.10 63.2%
i. Major Capital Projects $ 586.90 25.0%| $ 47.70 17.3%| $ 55.00 28.4%|] $ 689.60 24.5%
a. MUNI $ 29520 12.6%| $ 10.80 3.9%| $ 55.00 28.4% || $ 361.00 12.8%
Rapid Bus Network including Real Time Transit Information $ 99.20 4.2%| $ 10.80 3.9% $ 110.00 3.9%
3rd Street Light Rail (Phase 1) $ 70.00 3.0% $ 70.00 2.5%
Central Subway (3rd St. LRT Phase 2) $ 126.00 5.4% $  126.00 4.5%
Geary LRT $ 5500 28.4%|] $ 55.00
b. Caltrain $ 27810 11.8%| $ 35.00 12.7% $ 31310 11.1%
Downtown Extension to a Rebuilt Transbay Terminal $ 237.70 10.1%] $ 32.30 11.7% $ 270.00 9.6%
Electrification $ 20.50 0.9% $  20.50 0.7%
Capital Improvement Program $ 19.90 0.8%| $ 2.70 1.0% $ 22.60 0.8%
c. BART Station Access, Safety and Capacity $ 9.20 0.4%| $ 1.30 0.5% $ 10.50 0.4%
d. Ferry $ 4.40 0.2%| $ 0.60 0.2% $ 5.00 0.2%
ii. Transit Enhancements $ 43.00 1.8%| $ 4.50 1.6%| $ 5.00 26%|] $ 5250 1.9%
iii. System Maintenance and Renovation $ 914.90 389%|$ 124.10 44.9% $1,039.00 36.8%
a Vehicles $ 506.30 21.5%| $ 68.70 24.9% $ 575.00 20.4%
b Facilities $ 101.90 4.3%| $ 13.80 5.0% $ 11570 4.1%
c Guideways $  306.70 13.1%| $ 41.60 15.1% $ 348.30 12.4%
B. PARATRANSIT® $ 201.90 8.6%| $ 24.10 8.7%|$% 65.00 33.5%|] $ 291.00 10.3%
C. STREETS AND TRAFFIC SAFETY $ 574.00 244%| $ 71.70 26.0%| $ 69.00 35.6%|| $ 714.70 25.3%
i. Major Capital Projects $ 103.40 44%| $ 14.10 5.1% $ 117.50 4.2%
a. Doyle Drive $ 79.20 3.4%| $ 10.80 3.9% $  90.00 3.2%
b. New and Upgraded Streets $ 24.20 1.0%] $ 3.30 1.2% $  27.50 1.0%
ii. System Operations, Efficiency and Safety $ 5340 2.3%| $ 7.20 2.6% $ 60.60 2.1%
a. New Signals and Signs $ 36.10 1.5%] $ 4.90 1.8% $  41.00 1.5%
b. Advanced Technology and Information Systems (SFgo) $ 17.30 0.7%| $ 2.30 0.8% $ 19.60 0.7%
iii. System Maintenance and Renovation $ 248.60 10.6%| $ 33.00 12.0% $ 281.60 10.0%
a. Signals and Signs $ 87.90 37%|$  11.90 4.3% $  99.80 3.5%
b. Street Resurfacing, Rehabilitation, and Maintenance $ 143.30 6.1%| $ 19.40 7.0% $ 162.70 5.8%
¢ Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility Maintenance $ 17.40 0.7%| $ 1.70 0.6% $ 19.10 0.7%
iv. Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements $ 168.60 7.2%| $ 17.40 6.3%| $ 69.00 35.6%|| $ 255.00 9.0%
a. Traffic Calming $ 60.80 2.6%| $ 7.20 2.6%| $ 2.00 1.0%|| $ 70.00 2.5%
b. Bicycle Circulation/Safety $ 27.60 1.2%] $ 2.40 0.9%| $ 26.00 13.4%|] $ 56.00 2.0%
c. Pedestrian Circulation/Safety $ 23.80 1.0%] $ 1.20 0.4%]$  27.00 13.9%|| $ 52.00 1.8%
d. Curb Ramps $ 23.60 1.0%| $ 2.40 0.9%] $ 10.00 52%|1 % 36.00 1.3%
e. Tree Planting and Maintenance $ 32.80 1.4%| $ 4.20 1.5%| $ 4.00 21%1| $  41.00 1.5%
D. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM MANAGEMENT/STRATEGIC INITIATIVES $ 29.20 1.2%| $ 4.00 1.4% $ 33.20 1.2%
I. Transportation Demand Management/Parking Management $ 11.60 0.5%] $ 1.60 0.6% $ 13.20 0.5%
ii. Transportation/Land Use Coordination $ 17.60 0.7%| $ 2.40 0.9% $  20.00 0.7%
Total| $2,349.90 100%| $ 276.10 100%| $ 194.00 100%| | $2,820.00 100%
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Total Prop K Priority 1 (conservative forecast): $ 2,349.90
Total Prop K Priority 1 + 2 (medium forecast; most likely to materialize): $ 2,626.00

Total Prop K Priority 1+2+3 (optimistic forecast):* $ 2,820.00

Notes:

! Total Expected Funding represents project costs or implemental phases of multi-phase projects and programs based on a 30-year
forecast of expected revenues from existing federal, state and local sources, plus $2.82B in reauthorized sales tax revenues, $230M
from a BART General Obligation Bond, and approximately$199M from the proposed 3rd dollar toll on the Bay Area state-owned toll bridges.
The amounts in this column are provided in fulfillment of Sections 131051 (a)(1), (b) and © of the Public Utilities Code.
2 The "Total Prop K" fulfills the requirements in Section 131051(d) of the Public Utilities Code.
® With very limited exceptions, the funds included in the 30-year forecast of expected revenues are for capital projects rather than operations.
Of all the funding sources that make up the $12.4B in expected funding, paratransit operating support is only eligible for Prop K and
up to 10% of MUNI's annual share of Federal Section 5307 funds (currently about $3.5M annually). Therefore, total expected funding
for Paratransit only reflects Prop K and Section 5307. The remaining paratransit operating costs for the next 30 years will be funded
using other sources of operating funds, such as those currently included in MUNI's $460M annual operating budget.
* Priority 3 projects will only be funded if the revenues materialize under the optimistic scenario for sales tax revenues. They are also

included in case Priority 1 or 2 projects realize costs savings, identify other unanticipated sources of funding, experience delays or
are canceled.
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What We Heard: Community Interviews County Transportation

Authority

Interviews with 8 community-based organizations

- Highest priority in some communities, especially
with transit-dependent populations

TranSIt - Maintenance should be included
- Affordability concerns - Support for paratransit

- Safe streets, particularly pedestrian safety

Safety & - Public safety concerns

SeCU rity - Make Quick-Builds permanent
- Traffic signal upgrades
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What We Heard: Community Interviews County Transportation

Authority

Interviews with 8 community-based organizations

- Focus investments in low-income
neighborhoods

In-language materials, including maps and
transit information

Affordability concerns

- Lack of yellow school buses makes getting to

School school difficult
Tra nsportation - Additional buses are needed that serve

schools
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152 San Francisco
What We Hea rd: FOCUS Grou ps County Transportation
Focus Groups in Spanish, Chinese, and Russian/English

Street Safety & - Safer pedestrian crossings and access

- Separated bike lanes

ACCESSibiIity - Additional traffic signals

- Overcrowding concerns - Late night transportation needs
- Reliability improvements and transit lanes

Tra nSit - Bus connections between communities

- Additional transportation to/from schools

- Safety & accessibility on transit, including more lighting

- Invest more in transportation, especially in low-income
communities

Eq u Ity - Ensure all communities have good access to transportation
- Transit affordability concerns
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Wh at We H ea rd : FOCUS G rou ps County Transportation

Focus Groups in Spanish, Chinese, and Russian/English

StrEEt - Paving is essential for all modes
Resu rfaC| ng - Potholes present safety concerns
Trafflc - Desire to improve flow of traffic
. - Synchronize traffic signals
CO ngestlon - Congestion getting on/off Bay Bridge

- Concerns about street closures increasing congestion
and reducing parking

: - Parking solutions: app to find shared parking, stacked
& Pa rkl ng parking, additional garages

Street Closures
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Onli k
n I n e S u rvey a S S @ San Francisco County Transportation Authority -
[ ]

a o ut t e I m o ﬂa n Ce o How would you spend #5Ftransportationtax dollars? We're in the
process of developing a new Expenditure Plan and we want to hear
from you. Take our survey here:

® I https://www.research.net/r/transportation-sales-tax

Huw would yuu spend San Francrs.ﬂus

Transportation Tax Iji]"HfS"'

Survey:
research.net/r/transportati
on-sales-tax

10


https://www.research.net/r/transportation-sales-tax
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What We Heard: Online Survey County Transportation

Authority

Very Important Not at all important

Responses to Ongoing Programs B o 5 B om

Muni, BART and Caltrain

Transit Maintenance 203
Street Safety 207
Muni Reliability
Improvements 207
Street Resurfacing 206
Paratransit Service 205
Traffic Signals 206
Management 207
0 25 50 75 100 125 150 175 200 225

Number of responses as of 11/15/21 1



1-56 . San Francisco
What We Heard: Online Survey (D County Transportation

Authority

Very Important Not at all important

Responses to New Proposed Programs & v = = m
and Caltrain System
e Exbress s Servce® I 196
P anesonaion I 199
S ErE——

25 75 100 125 150 175 200 225
*Planning/design funds only Number of responses as of 11/15/21 12
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Survey Respondent Demographics County Tansprtatin

Identify as
. . Identify as:
Hispanic, fy
Latino, or Latinx: South Asian
4%
East Asian
o Prefer not . .
15% to say Native American/other

indigenous group

3%

Native Hawaiian/other
Caucasian, Pacific Islander
European, or White Other 20,

53% 7%

No 93% w

Black descended or
African American

2%
*As of 11/15/21 13
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Gender Identity

Gender

Nonconforming or

Non-Binary
4%
Prefer to
Prefer Not to Say Self-Describe
10% 1%
Female :

26% Male
59%

*As of 11/15/21

40
35
30
25
20
15
10

San Francisco
S u rvey ReS pO n d e nt De m Og e p h ICS @ County Transportation

Authority

Annual Household Income
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. San Francisco 159
What We Heard: Prior Outreach County Transportation

Examples of prior outreach themes from ConnectSF, Congestion
Pricing, and Community-Based Planning efforts.

e Improve transit e Primary e Think about e Balance
e Better concern for who benefits improvements
connections many from with need for
e Additional e Improve investments parking
service pedestrian e Loading space
safety, is needed
including

crosswalks and
lighting
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Questions?

San Francisco
County Transportation
Authority

Email: ExpenditurePlan@sfcta.org
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Developing a New Expenditure Plan

Outreach Plan includes:

Join existing
community
meetings

. Traditional,
Expenditure .
social and

Plan Advisory Town Halls

: multi-li
Committee . |I|n.gua|
media

San Francisco
County Transportation
Authority

Online Survey

Voter Opinion
Survey



Community Interviews

San Francisco
County Transportation
Authority

One-on-one listening sessions with:

Senior and Disability
Action

Central City Single
Resident Occupancy
Collaborative

BMAGIC

Portola Neighborhood
Association

San Francisco Human
Rights Commission

A. Philip Randolph
Institute

Southeast Asian
Development Center

Chinatown Community
Development Center
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What We Heard: Community Interviews County Transportation

Authority

Interviews with 8 community-based organizations

- Highest priority in some communities, especially
with transit-dependent populations

TranSIt - Maintenance should be included
- Affordability concerns - Support for paratransit

- Safe streets, particularly pedestrian safety

Safety & - Public safety concerns

SeCU rity - Make Quick-Builds permanent
- Traffic signal upgrades
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Authority

Interviews with 8 community-based organizations

- Focus investments in low-income
neighborhoods

In-language materials, including maps and
transit information

Affordability concerns

- Lack of yellow school buses makes getting to

School school difficult
Tra nsportation - Additional buses are needed that serve

schools
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Wh at We H ea rd : FOCUS G rou ps County Transportation

Authority

Focus Groups in Spanish, Chinese, and Russian/English

St reet Safety & - Safer pedestrian crossings and access

- Separated bike lanes

ACCESSi bi I ity - Additional traffic signals

- Overcrowding concerns - Late night transportation needs
- Reliability improvements and transit lanes

Tra nSit - Bus connections between communities (vs. downtown)

- Additional transportation to/from schools

- Safety & accessibility on transit, including more lighting

- Invest more in transportation, especially in low-income
communities

Eq u Ity - Ensure all communities have good access to transportation
- Transit affordability concerns
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San Francisco 167
Wh at We H ea rd : FOCUS G rou ps County Transportation

Focus Groups in Spanish, Chinese, and Russian/English

- Paving is essential for all modes
- Potholes present safety concerns

Street Resurfacing

- Desire to improve flow of traffic

Traffic Congestion - Synchronize traffic signals
- Congestion getting on/off Bay Bridge

- Concerns about street closures increasing congestion
Street and reducing parking

Closures/Pa rking - Parking solutions: app to find shared parking, stacked

parking, additional garages
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168 . San Francisco
What We Heard: Prior Outreach County Transportation

Examples of prior outreach themes from ConnectSF, Congestion
Pricing, and Community-Based Planning efforts.

e Improve transit e Primary e Think about e Balance
e Better concern for who benefits improvements
connections many from with need for
e Additional e Improve investments parking
service pedestrian e Loading space
safety, is needed
including

crosswalks and
lighting
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Questions?

San Francisco . .
County Transportation Email: ExpenditurePlan@sfcta.org
Authority
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: Pl rai r :
Public ease raise your hand

Comment Computer: press REACTIONS, and
choose Raise Hand

Phone: dial *9
Once called on, unmute yourself:

Computer: choose UNMUTE

San Francisco
authory T Phone: dial *6
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