
 

Website: https://www.rideuta.com/Board-of-Trustees       
Live Streaming: https://www.youtube.com/results?search_query=utaride  

Regular Meeting of the 

Advisory Council of the Utah Transit Authority 
 

Wednesday, July 17, 2019, 1:00 p.m. 
Utah Transit Authority Headquarters  

669 West 200 South, Salt Lake City, Utah 
Golden Spike Conference Rooms   

 
 

 
 

1. Call to Order & Opening Remarks Chair Jeff Acerson 
   
2. Pledge of Allegiance Chair Jeff Acerson 
   
3. Safety First Minute Sheldon Shaw 

   

4. Public Comment Period Karen Cronin 

   

5. Approval of June 12, 2019 Advisory Council Meeting 
Minutes 

Chair Jeff Acerson 

   

6. Advisory Council Chair Report Jeff Acerson 

   

7. Board of Trustees Report Carlton Christensen 
   
8. Agency Report Steve Meyer 
   
9. AR2019-07-01 Resolution Approving the MidValley 

Connector Bus Rapid Transit Project Locally Preferred 
Alternative (LPA) 

Mary DeLoretto 

   
10. Consultation  
 a. Board Policy 4.1-Fare Policy Monica Morton 
 b. 2019 Budget Amendment Bob Biles 
 c. Service Choices Report Presentation Laura Hanson and  

Jarret Walker 
    
11. Other Business Chair Jeff Acerson 
 a. Next meeting: September 25, 2019 at 1:00 p.m.  
    
12. Adjourn Chair Jeff Acerson 
   

https://www.rideuta.com/Board-of-Trustees
https://www.youtube.com/results?search_query=utaride
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Public Comment: Members of the public are invited to provide comment during the public comment period. 
Comment may be provided in person or online through www.rideuta.com. In order to be considerate of time and 
the agenda, comments are limited to 2 minutes per individual or 5 minutes for a designated spokesperson 
representing a group. Comments may also be sent via e-mail to advisorycouncil@rideuta.com.   
 
Special Accommodation: Information related to this meeting is available in alternate format upon request by 
contacting calldredge@rideuta.com or (801) 287-3536. Request for accommodations should be made at least 
two business days in advance of the scheduled meeting. 

https://www.rideuta.com/Board-of-Trustees
https://www.youtube.com/results?search_query=utaride
http://www.rideuta.com/
mailto:advisorycouncil@rideuta.com
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UTA Advisory Council Members Present: 

Jeff Acerson 

Jacqueline Biskupski  

Leonard Call 

Erik Craythorne  

Karen Cronin 

Julie Fullmer 

Robert Hale 

Clint Smith 

Troy Walker-via phone 

 

Also attending were members of UTA staff, as well as interested citizens and members of the media. 

 

 

Welcome and Call to Order 

Chair Acerson welcomed attendees and called the meeting to order at 1:02 p.m. with seven  

Advisory Council members present, and Member Walker joining via telephone. Following Chair 

Acerson’s opening remarks, the council and meeting attendees recited the Pledge of Allegiance. 

 

Safety First Minute  

Chair Acerson yielded the floor to Sheldon Shaw, UTA Acting Manager of Safety & Security, for a brief 

safety message. 

 

Public Comment Period  

It was noted that online comments received for the meeting were distributed to the council prior to the 

meeting and will be included as an appendix to the minutes of the meeting. 

 

George Chapman expressed frustration with UTA’s allowance of ads relating to liquor, tobacco and 

sexually-oriented shops and encouraged a stronger policy.  He then expressed disapproval of vehicle 

wraps that cover the windows of transportation vehicles making it difficult to see the city and upcoming 

stops.  Concluding, Mr. Chapman suggested raising salaries for drivers to over $20/per hour, 

discontinuing split shifts, and offering alternate schedules in an effort to secure workers. 

 

Claudia Johnson asked why members of the Advisory Council are paid both their salaries from respective 

governmental employers and a stipend from UTA. 

 

 
 

Minutes of the Regular Meeting of the 

Advisory Council of the Utah Transit Authority 
 

Wednesday, June 12, 2019, 1:00 p.m. 
Utah Transit Authority Headquarters, 669 West 200 South, Salt Lake City, Utah 

Golden Spike Conference Rooms 
 



 

 

Approval of March 20, 2019 Advisory Board Meeting Minutes  

A motion to approve the March 20, 2019 Advisory Board Meeting Minutes was made by Member 

Craythorne and seconded by Member Smith. The motion carried unanimously. 

 

Board of Trustees Report 

UTA Board of Trustees Chair Carlton Christensen and Trustee Beth Holbrook provided an overview of the 

Board of Trustees’ State and legislative, local, public, and employee relations priorities.  They then 

briefed the council on proposed implementation of the Salt Lake County 4th quarter funding.  Their 

presentation included discussion on a phased approach to service implementation, mobilization (2019-

2021), and new bus service and ongoing needs (starting in August 2021). 

 

Agency Report 

UTA Interim Executive Director Steve Meyer reminded the council that legal services are now provided 

by the Attorney General’s Office and introduced new legal staff members Mark Burns, David Wilkins, 

and Mike Bell.   

 

Mr. Meyer also introduced the new UTA Chief Service Development Officer, Michael DeMers.  He 

reminded the council that Mr. DeMers’ position was created as a result of organizational restructuring. 

He noted that Mr. DeMers joins UTA most recently from the Missouri Department of Transportation and 

will be leading the capital development, planning, real estate, and transit-oriented development (TOD) 

efforts at the agency. 

 

Concluding, Mr. Meyer informed the council of construction related to state of good repair.  He advised 

that the Delta interlocking project will be performed from June 29th to July 7th, between 200 West and 

300 West on South Temple, and that staff will provide assistance to riders throughout the effort. 

 

Audit Committee Report 

 2018 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (CAFR). 

At the request of Chair Acerson, UTA Chief Financial Officer Bob Biles provided a high level 

review of the CAFR.  He stated the list of included reports were unmodified (e.g. clean), with one 

minor finding related to equipment tracking.  Concluding, he advised that accounting is 

completing an equipment inventory prior to the next audit. 

 

External Auditor, Steven Rowley of Keddington & Christensen, reiterated his comments from the 

Audit Committee Meeting on June 10, 2019 complimenting staff for providing access to all 

needed information. 

 

UTA Comptroller Troy Bingham noted the 2018 CAFR also includes information on UTA’s 

pension. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Policy Consultation 

UTA Risk and Compliance Officer Lisa Bohman, Chief Financial Officer Bob Biles, and Senior Manager of 

Real Estate and TOD Paul Drake outlined the following policies: 

 

Board Policy 1.1 Process for Establishing Board Policies.  Ms. Bohman advised current drafts of 

the board policies were reviewed at Board of Trustees meetings in April and May and indicated 

the Advisory Council now has the opportunity to provide consultation. After feedback is 

received from the Advisory Council the policies will return to the Board of Trustees for a vote.  

Ms. Bohman stated the board policies govern and are supported by the UTA (administration) 

policies that define the day-to-day work of the authority and the conduct of employees.  There 

were no questions or comments by Advisory Council members. 

 

Board Policy 1.2 Ethics.  Ms. Bohman explained the purpose of the ethics policy is to identify the 

standards of conduct for the Board of Trustees and Advisory Council.  She reviewed the standard 

conflicts of interest, code of conduct, financial disclosure reports, and complaints segments of 

the policy.  There were no questions or comments by Advisory Council members. 

 

Board Policy 2.1 Financial Management.  Mr. Biles described the reasons for the financial 

policy, which covers topics such as reserve funds, grants, investments, debt, financial reporting, 

risk management, internal and external controls, long-term financial planning, budgeting, and 

capital projects. The policy also includes new requirements relating to risk management and the 

Five-Year Capital Plan.  Member Cronin mentioned that it would be helpful for the Advisory 

Council to receive an annual financial report similar to the report given to the State Bonding 

Commission. 

 

Board Policy 2.2 Contract Authority and Procurement.  Mr. Biles noted this policy is in 

alignment with some of the actions the Board of Trustees has already taken relative to 

delegation of authority, procurement protests, former employees, contracts, change orders, and 

disbursement approvals.  There were no questions or comments by Advisory Council members. 

 

Board Policy 3.1 Advertising and Naming.  Ms. Bohman advised the purpose of this policy is to 

ensure advertising content complies with state and local laws, as well as establishing the process 

by which the board approves the naming of stations, facilities, and service brands. There were 

no questions or comments by Advisory Council members. 

 

Board Policy 4.2 Public Records.  Ms. Bohman noted this policy complies with the Government 

Records Access & Management Act requirements and outlines processes related to requests, 

appeals, and fees.  There were no questions or comments by Advisory Council members. 

 

Board Policy 5.2 Real Property.  Mr. Drake explained the policy, which guides the acquisition, 

disposition and encumbrance, or other commitment or contracts for control or use of the 



 

 

authority’s real property.  Member Biskupski asked about UTA’s role in and ownership of the 

Sandy parking garage.  Mr. Meyer addressed the question.  

 

Revision of Bylaws.  Ms. Bohman pointed out the bylaws currently allow for reimbursement for 

attendance at meetings of the Advisory Council based on a state administrative rule; however, if 

members are being paid for attendance at the meeting as part of their work for cities or other 

governmental entities then they are not reimbursed by UTA.   

 

She then summarized bylaw revisions, which include revising the name of the Advisory Council 

as well as defining committee responsibilities, authorities of officers of the board or council, and 

reimbursement of expenses for the Advisory Council.  There were no questions or comments by 

Advisory Council members. 

 

Budget Consultation 

Budget Process Overview.  Mr. Biles walked the members through the flowchart for the 

preparation and approval of amendments to the capital and operating budgets. 

 

2019 Amended Budget.  Mr. Biles summarized the amendments to the operating budget, which 

include accounting for the Utah County 4th quarter sales tax funds, adding a headcount for a 

TOD project manager, and including funds for coordinated mobility. He also spoke about new 

projects and 2018 carryover items in the capital budget. There were no questions or comments 

by Advisory Council members. 

 

Discussion Items 

Introduction to Capital Projects Five Year Plan 

UTA Director of Capital Projects Mary DeLoretto presented the 5-Year Capital Plan.  She 

explained these projects include all construction, capital improvements, capital maintenance 

and major equipment purchases.  She advised the 2020 budget process is being expanded to 

include a 5-Year Capital Plan to help mitigate challenges of applying a 1-year budget to multi-

year projects. She then explained the full process for the plan.  Concluding, she reported the 

capital requests exceed available budget projections.  As a result, the agency is seeking 

additional grant and partnering opportunities and considering which projects can by delayed or 

reduced in scope. A firm draft of the revised plan will be presented to the Advisory Council in 

September. 

 

Jacqueline Biskupski left the meeting at 2:37 p.m. 

 

Safety and Security Report and FTA State Safety Oversight Certification Report 

Jim Golden with the Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) provided an explanation of the 

Utah State Safety Oversight (SSO) Program, SSO key program activities, and compliance with 

SSO agency requirements. 



 

 

Acting Manager of Safety & Security Sheldon Shaw echoed that the SSO program improves 

safety. He then delivered a presentation on UTA’s safety culture, safety management system 

certification, and community engagement.  

Other Business 

The next meeting of the Advisory Council will be July 17, 2019, 1:00 p.m. 

 

Adjournment  

The meeting was adjourned at 2:57 p.m. with a motion by Member Craythorne, second by Member Call, 

and a unanimous vote in favor. 

 

 

 
Transcribed by Angie Olsen 
Executive Assistant to the Board 
Utah Transit Authority 
aolsen@rideuta.com 
801.287.2581 
 
This document is not intended to serve as a full transcript as additional discussion may have taken place; 
please refer to the meeting materials, audio, or video located at 
https://www.utah.gov/pmn/sitemap/notice/539323.html for entire content. 
 
This document along with the digital recording constitute the official minutes of this meeting. 
  

https://www.utah.gov/pmn/sitemap/notice/539323.html


 

 

APPENDIX 

 

Online Public Comment 

to the 

Advisory Council of the Utah Transit Authority (UTA) 

Advisory Council Meeting 

 

June 12, 2019 

 

 

Received May 20, 2019: 

I urge UTA to ensure effective public engagement on August change day and the draft RTP by putting 

out a draft (second draft) for more comments so that August change day does not result in 

overwhelming complaints. UTA should be encouraging many more comments. 

 

 

Received June 4, 2019: 

If UTA is not going to publicize your $1.50 bus fare with FarePay cards, I recommend that UTA lower 

the fares to $2.00 for buses and TRAX. It is taking too long to find change for $2.50 and sometimes the 

readers don't work which results in UTA losing fares. UTA is getting new taxes which helps. 

If there is any claim that it won't increase ridership (due to Booz Allen Hamilton study), I can provide 

more arguments. 

 

 



RESOLUTION OF THE LOCAL ADVISORY COUNCIL OF THE UTAH 
TRANSIT AUTHORITY APPROVING THE MIDVALLEY CONNECTOR BUS 

RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT LOCALLY PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 
 
 
AR2019-07-01            July 17, 2019 
 
 

WHEREAS, the Utah Transit Authority (the “Authority”) is a public transit 
district organized under the laws of the State of Utah and was created to transact 
and exercise all of the powers provided for in the Utah Limited Purpose Local 
Government Entities – Local Districts Act and the Utah Public Transit District Act;  
 

WHEREAS, the demand for transit service is anticipated to increase as 
populations continue to grow in the City of Taylorsville, Murray City, West Valley 
City, and Salt Lake County; 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Taylorsville, Murray City, West Valley City, Utah 

Department of Transportation, Salt Lake County, Salt Lake Community College, 
Wasatch Front Regional Council, and the Authority (the “Project Partners”) have 
jointly prepared an Environmental Study Report that evaluates a future bus rapid 
transit alignment connecting the Murray Central TRAX and FrontRunner stations 
to the Salt Lake Community College Redwood campus in Taylorsville and to the 
West Valley Central TRAX Station (“Midvalley Connector Bus Rapid Transit 
Project”); 

 
WHEREAS, based on the Environmental Study Report and input from 

affected communities, a proposed Locally Preferred Alternative (“LPA”) for the 
Midvalley Connector Bus Rapid Transit Project has been adopted by the City of 
Taylorsville, Murray City, and West Valley City, as set forth in Exhibit A, and has 
been included in the Wasatch Front Regional Council’s adopted 2019-2050 
Regional Transportation Plan;  

 
WHEREAS, the Authority’s Board of Trustees has adopted Policy No. 3.3 – 

Capital Development Project Implementation (the “Policy”) that requires the Local 
Advisory Council to review and approve capital project plans, including locally 
preferred alternatives that have been approved by local partners and the affected 
Metropolitan Planning Organization, prior to approval by the Authority’s Board of 
Trustees; 
 

WHEREAS, approval of the LPA by the Local Advisory Council and the 
Board of Trustees will allow the project partners to complete the Decision 
Document for the Midvalley Connector Bus Rapid Transit Project’s Environmental 
Study Report while continuing to work on developing the project funding plan; and 
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WHEREAS, the Local Advisory Council has reviewed the LPA for the 
Midvalley Connector Bus Rapid Transit Project and believes it is in the best interest 
of the Authority and the affected communities to approve the LPA for the Midvalley 
Connector Bus Rapid Transit Project and to forward it to the Board of Trustees for 
review.   
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Local Advisory Council of 
the Utah Transit Authority  

 
1. That the Local Advisory Council hereby approves the LPA for the 

Midvalley Connector Bus Rapid Transit Project, attached hereto as 
Exhibit A. 
 

2. That the Local Advisory Council forwards the LPA to the Authority’s 
Board of Trustees with a recommendation for approval. 

 
  
Approved and adopted this 17th day of July, 2019. 
 
 
 

________________________________  
Jeff Acerson, Chair 

      Local Advisory Council 
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________    (Corporate Seal) 
Karen Cronin 
Second Vice Chair 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Approved As To Form: 
 
 
___________________ 
Legal Counsel 
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Exhibit A 
 























  
 
Fares  
 

Page 1 of 2 
 

Board of Trustees Policy No. 4.1 

 

Application:  Board of Trustees  

I. Purpose:   The purpose of this policy is to establish and maintain an effective fare system for the 

Authority. 

 

II. Definitions:   
 

“Charter Service” is transportation provided by the Authority at the request of a third party for 
the exclusive use of a bus or van for a negotiated price.   
 
“Complimentary Passes” are free passes granting access to the Authority’s transportation 
services.   
 
“Complimentary Service” is free transportation service provided by the Authority for which no 
fares or operation costs are collected.   
 
“Sponsored Fare” means transportation fares paid for in part of in full by a third party for service 
that is not Charter Service.   
 
“Sponsored Service” means transportation service paid in part or in full by a third party for 
service that is not Charter Service.     

 
III. Policy:     
 

A. The Board of Trustees will evaluate and establish the Authority’s base fare rates in 
compliance with federal and state requirements.   

 
B. The Executive Director will present the following to the Board of Trustees for approval: 

1. Special fare rates including pilot programs, promotions, bulk fare purchases, 
period pass fare products, specially priced programs and products, and pre-paid 
fare products 

2. Discounts to base fare rates 
3. Market segments or groups that are exempt from fare payment 
4. Adoption of new fare media and modifications to existing fare media  
5. Requests for Charter Service 
6. Requests for Sponsored Fare 
7. Requests for Sponsored Service 
8. Requests for Complimentary Service 

 
C. The Executive Director will provide notice to the Board of Trustees of the following: 

1. The status of Education Pass negotiations with public colleges and universities 



 

 

 

2. The status of negotiations for bulk pass purchases over $200,000 
3. Requests for complimentary passes that exceed $5,000 
4. Fare suspensions or reductions resulting from a declared emergency 
 

D. The Board of Trustees may delegate approval authority under this Policy to a designee.   
 
IV. Cross References:   49 U.S. Code §5307; 42 U.S. Code §12101 et seq.; 49 CFR Part 604; 49 U.S. 

Code §5323(d); FTA Circular 4703.1; Americans with Disabilities Act; Public Transit District Act; 
UTA Policy 4.2.1 – Emergency and Disaster Preparedness.   

 
Revision/Review History:   

 

Local Advisory 
Council Review 

Board of Trustees 
Review 

Resolution Action  

    



Exhibit A

Funding Sources

2019 Amended 

Budget as of               

June 19, 2019

Salt Lake County 

4th Quarter

E-Voucher 

Software

Budget After July 

31 Budget 

Amendments

1 UTA Current Year Funding 23,113,000$          -$                        166,000$               23,279,000$          

2 2018 UTA Carryover Funding 21,238,438            -                          -                          21,238,438            

3 Sales Tax -                          6,000,000              -                          6,000,000              

4 Grants 62,398,278            -                          84,000                    62,482,278            

5 Local Partner Contributions 17,013,733            -                          -                          17,013,733            

6 State Contribution 5,065,699              -                          -                          5,065,699              

7 2018 Bond Proceeds 25,077,792            -                          -                          25,077,792            

8 Leasing 11,103,282            -                          -                          11,103,282            

9 Total Funding Sources 165,010,222          6,000,000              250,000                 171,260,222          

Expense

10 Provo-Orem TRIP 10,591,896            -                          -                          10,591,896            

11 Airport Station Relocation 2,650,000              -                          -                          2,650,000              

12 State of Good Repair 47,144,243            3,500,000              -                          50,644,243            

13 Other Capital Projects 104,624,083          2,500,000              250,000                 107,374,083          

14 Total Expense 165,010,222$       6,000,000$            250,000$               171,260,222$       

July 17, 2019

Budget Amendments

UTAH TRANSIT AUTHORITY

2nd AMENDED 2019 CAPITAL BUDGET - SUMMARY



2019 Capital Budget Amendment 
Detail Project Information 

 
 

1. TRAX Curve Replacement at S. Temple & Main Street ($2,000,000 – SL County 4th 

Quarter funds): This project is replacing worn rail that is out of tolerance due to 

excessive rail wear around the curve. This track is in embedded concrete and the 

concrete will need to be removed and replaced in order to replace the rail.  

 

 

2. SD Rehab/Overhaul ($1,500,000 – SL County 4th Quarter funds): This funding will help 

accelerate the rehab of the light rail vehicles by allowing purchase of long lead materials 

and equipment. It will also help with the allocation of needed additional resources. 

 

 

3. Depot District ($1,000,000 – SL County 4th Quarter funds):  UTA will be procuring 

equipment and furnishings that the contractor will be installing for the new Depot 

District Technology Center. The estimated value of equipment and furnishings is 

$7,394,970. The current 2019 budget is allowing approximately half of this to be 

procured. The additional funding will be applied to procure more at this year’s prices.  

 

 

4. Meadowbrook Expansion ($300,000 – SL County 4th Quarter funds): The increased bus 

service to Salt Lake County will require additional buses, and additional garage capacity 

to park and service those buses. With this funding, UTA will hire a consultant to design 

the expansion of the Meadowbrook facility to handle an additional 24 buses. Additional 

funds will be programmed in 2020 and 2021 for project construction 

 

 

5. Operator Restrooms in Salt Lake County ($200,000 – SL County 4th Quarter funds): 

Availability of restrooms for operators is a main constraint in bus service planning. UTA 

has identified the top locations where operator restroom facilities are a priority. These 

are typically at mid-route or end of line stops, or to accommodate service expansion. 

Sixteen desired operator restroom locations have been identified in Salt Lake County. 

UTA is proposing $1M of funding over the next three years (with $200K of that in 2019) 

to design and build between five and eight restrooms, depending on right-of-way 

considerations. 

 

 



6. Bus Stop Improvements & Signage in Salt Lake County ($1,000,000 – SL County 4th 

Quarter funds): UTA has developed a Bus Stop Master Plan that prioritizes the need to 

upgrade bus stops throughout our service area. Upgrades may include making the stop 

ADA compliant, adding amenities such as seats or shelters, and upgrading signage. 

Prioritization considers such factor as ridership, ADA compliance, safety, and whether it 

is in a Title 6 area. There are over 3700 bus stops in Salt Lake County with many of them 

needing some type of upgrade. We estimate we can upgrade between 80 to 90 bus 

stops with this year’s funding. Higher priority stops will be upgraded first. Additional 

funds will be programmed in future years to upgrade additional stops.  

 

 

7. E-Voucher Software ($250,000 – Federal Grant and UTA Funds): The UTA Coordinated 

Mobility Department recently received a federal grant to develop an electronic voucher 

(e-voucher) system to replace a manual voucher paper system. This solution will include 

a web-based application for providers to keep track of clients, drivers, payments, 

programs, and will include a mobile app. The mobile app for drivers and clients allows 

for origin and destination confirmation, payment processing, and client verification. This 

system will drastically decrease the administrative tasks, costs and risks associated with 

traditional voucher programs. The total amount of grant funding for this project is 

$918K, with a local match of $166K. The 2019 funding of $250K is to start the project 

which will be completed in 2020.  
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RIDERSHIP/COVERAGE BALANCE
UTA

Service
Area

Current
Service

Ratio

Public Web Survey Community Leader Workshops
Existing 

Resources
Additional 
Resources

Existing 
Resources

Additional 
Resources

NORTHERN 
REGION 40/60 50/50 50/50 50/50 60/40

CENTRAL 
REGION 

60/40 60/40
60/40

70/30 70/30
50/50*

SOUTHERN 
REGION 60/40 60/40 50/50 70/30 70/30

Input suggests move towards ridership

Input suggests move towards coverage

Input suggests maintain existing balance

Labeled with median response (ridership % / coverage %)

 

COVERAGE PRIORITIES

UTA
Service

Area

Public Web Survey Community Leader Workshops

Service for 
people with no 
transportation 

alternative

Service 
responding to 
growth or new 
development

Service to all 
taxpayers

Service for 
people with no 
transportation 

alternative

Service 
responding to 
growth or new 
development

Service to all 
taxpayers

NORTHERN 
REGION 1 2 3 1 3 2

CENTRAL 
REGION 

1 2 3 1 2 3

SOUTHERN 
REGION

2 1
3 1 2 3

1* 2*

Top Priority

Second Priority

Third Priority

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY SERVICE CHOICES DECISION WORKSHEET

*Indicates that result varied when weighted by zip code population

UTA
Service

Area

Current
Service

Ratio

With existing 
resources, UTA’s bus 

service should be:

With future 
resources, UTA’s bus 

service should be:

UTA’s coverage
resources should focus on

(ordered 1-3 or %)

NORTHERN 
REGION

(Box Elder, 

Weber and 

Davis Counties)

40%

Ridership

60%

Coverage

 ________%

Ridership

  ________%

 Coverage

 ________%

Ridership

  ________%

 Coverage

_______Service for people with no 

transportation alternative

_______Service responding to growth 

or new development

_______Service to all taxpayers

CENTRAL 
REGION 

(Salt Lake 

and Tooele 

Counties)

60%

Ridership

40%

Coverage

  ________%

Ridership

  ________%

 Coverage

  ________%

Ridership

  ________%

 Coverage

_______Service for people with no 

transportation alternative

_______Service responding to growth 

or new development

_______Service to all taxpayers

SOUTHERN 
REGION

(Utah County)

60%

Ridership

40%

Coverage

________%

Ridership

  ________%

 Coverage

________%

Ridership

  ________%

 Coverage

_______Service for people with no 

transportation alternative

_______Service responding to growth 

or new development

_______Service to all taxpayers
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Introduction
The UTA Service Choices project aims to fully 
review, and if necessary redesign, the pattern of 
bus service across the UTA network, as well as 
setting standards for future service changes .

A network redesign should reflect the priorities of 
the Board, informed by input from the community .  
For this reason, UTA has embarked on a major out-
reach effort seeking public comment about what 
priorities should govern the project .  This memo 
summarizes the input that has been received thus 
far .  

The goal of this memo is to give the Board all the 
information it needs to make a decision about the 
priorities for UTA’s bus service .

The following pages describe the choice before 
the Board, and our recommended method of 
articulating a position on the major service policy 
questions that will shape the design of the Draft 
Plan . 

The appendices to this document describe in 
detail the result of the public and community 
leader engagement processes carried out in 
Spring 2019 .

The Key Questions
A statement of priorities expresses a difficult deci-
sion about how to balance competing goals .  We 
identify goals as competing if implementing them 
would require different kinds of network design .  

The decision that is needed is thus fundamentally 
like a budget decision, where the question is not 
“are these good things to spend money on?”, but 
rather “which are more important, given that we 
cannot afford everything?”

We have identified three critical questions on 
which we need direction .  The next section 
describes these choices in more detail .

1 . When deploying the existing operating 
budget (potentially moving service from one 

place to another), how should UTA balance the 
competing goals of ridership and coverage?

2 . When deploying new resources, how 
should how should UTA balance the compet-
ing goals of ridership and coverage?  (This 
question was asked in all business units but is 
currently relevant only in the Salt Lake Business 
Unit, where new resources for bus service are 
available .)

3 . When deploying service with a coverage 
goal – in expectation of low ridership – what 
should be the primary principle governing that 
service design:

 - Serving people with no alternatives, includ-
ing seniors, youth, and people with low 
incomes .

 - Responding to growth, by extending 
service to newly developing communities .

 - Serving everyone who pays taxes .  This 
principle would lead us to try to provide 
service absolutely everywhere in the 
service area .

To provide clear direction for the study, the Board 
needs to adopt a statement answering each of 
these questions . 
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What did we hear from 
community leaders and 
members of the public?
This outreach process involved many tools, includ-
ing a public online survey and hands-on workshops 
with community leaders . Each were designed to 
directly ask people about their priorities for transit . 

Before sharing their opinion on these important 
questions, all participants in the community leader 
workshops were provided a briefing summarizing 
the findings of the Choices Report, and then were 
lead through an interactive exercise teaching the 
tools and tradeoffs of transit . In total, community 
leaders spent 3-4 hours engaged in each work-
shop, compared to the 10-15 minutes the public 
web survey was designed to take .

Much more detail is available on the results of out-
reach in appendices A, B and C of this document, 
but the two tables on this and the following page 
provide a succinct summary .

Balance of Service by Region
Figure 1 summarizes the results emerging from the 
public web survey and community leader work-
shops relating to the balance of service between 
ridership and coverage goals . The summary pre-
sented here is based on the median response 
on the ridership/coverage scale question, where 
participants were asked to allocate bus operating 
resources using a scale of ten percent increments 
from 100% ridership / 0% coverage to 0% rider-
ship / 100% coverage .

In each region, a majority of community leaders 
voted to shift the balance of service with existing 
and additional resources towards ridership . 

North Region

In the north, public survey respondents generally 
said to move slightly more towards ridership .

Central Region

In the central region, public survey respondents 
tended to opt to maintain the existing balance . 

South Region

In the south, the median response from the public 
survey was to maintain the existing balance, but if 
new resources became available to focus them on 
coverage services to a greater degree than today .

Public Web Survey Community Leader Workshops

Region

Balance of Existing 

Resources

Balance of Additional 

Resources

Balance of Existing 

Resources

Balance of Additional 

Resources

North
Focus more on ridership 
services

Focus more on ridership 
services

Focus more 
on ridership 
services

Focus more 
on ridership 
services

Central
Maintain existing balance of 
services

Maintain existing balance of 
services

Note: when weighted by zip 
code population, the median 
response in the Central region 
was to focus more on coverage 
services.

Focus more 
on ridership 
services

Focus more 
on ridership 
services

South
Maintain existing balance of 
services

Focus more on coverage 
services

Focus more 
on ridership 
services

Focus more 
on ridership 
services

Figure 1: Balance of Service by Region

Red = input suggests move towards ridership          Blue = input suggests move towards coverage
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Public Web Survey Community Leader Workshops

Region

Service for people 

with no transportation 

alternative

Service respond-

ing to growth or 

new development

Service to all 

taxpayers

Service for people 

with no transportation 

alternative

Service responding 

to growth or new 

developmen

Service to all 

taxpayers

North 1 2 3 1 3 2

Central 1 2 3 1 2 3

South 2 1 3 1 2 3

Note: when weighted by zip code population, in the South region,  the top priority was “service for people with no alternative”.

Figure 2: Coverage Priorities by Region

Coverage Priorities by Region
Figure 2 shows the most common ranking of 
coverage priorities by public survey respondents 
and community leaders for each region . There are 
three main reasons to provide coverage service, 
and each has different network implications:

• Service for people with no transportation 
alternative

• Service responding to growth or new 
development

• Service to all taxpayers

North Region

In the north region, public web survey respondents 
and community leaders had the same top priority: 
service for people with no transportation alterna-
tive . However, while the public survey respondents 
ranked service responding to growth second and 
service to all taxpayers last, community leaders 
instead ranked service to all taxpayers as their 
number two coverage purpose .

Central Region

In the central region, community leaders and 
public web survey respondents had the same 
order of coverage priorities: 1) service for people 
with no transportation alternative; 2) service 
responding to growth or new development; 3) 
service to all taxpayers .

South Region

In the south region, public web survey respon-
dents’ top coverage priority was “service 
responding to growth or new development”, while 
community leaders’ top priority was “service for 
people with no transportation alternative” . 

However, when public survey responses were 
weighted by zip code, the top priority was “service 
for people with no transportation alternative” . This 
is mainly due to the fact that in the south, a large 
volume of responses (100+) were received from the 
zip code covering Saratoga Springs and the sur-
rounding area . Responses from this area tended 
to prioritize “service responding to growth or new 
development” to a greater extent than those from 
other parts of the south region .



J A R R E T T  W A L K E R  +   A S S O C I A T E S | 7UTA Service Choices
Board Decision Memo

Th
e

 B
o

A
r

D
’S

 D
e

C
iS

io
n

Background: Why These 
Questions?
In the Choices Report, we identified two key ques-
tions the Board must provide direction on in order 
to design a coherent Draft Service Plan.

Public transit agencies are asked to serve many dif-
ferent goals at the same time . For example, people 
often mention one of these goals:

• Reduce traffic congestion on the busiest 
corridors .

• Reduce air pollution .

• Provide a ‘permanent’ service to stimulate 
dense development in urban centers .

• Provide an affordable transportation option 
for people with limited or no access to per-
sonal cars .

• Get workers to their jobs .

• Be available near the homes of everyone who 
pays taxes to support the service .

• Support future development opportunities .

• Connect clients to social service agencies .

• Get students to class .

UTA receives many different comments request-
ing changes to service in order to pursue these 
goals, but UTA has a limited budget, so doing 
more of one thing can mean doing less of another . 
That’s why the UTA Board needs to articulate its 
priorities .

Ridership or Coverage?
The many different goals of transit service can be 
sorted into two major categories: ridership goals 
and coverage goals .

ridership means attracting as many riders as 
possible, even if service it not available in as many 
places . 

When we do this, we also work towards the follow-
ing goals:

• Compete more effectively with cars, so that 
more people can travel down a busy road .

• Collect more fare revenue, increasing the 
share of our budget paid for by fares, assum-
ing that fares don’t change .

• Make more efficient use of tax dollars by 
reducing the cost to provide each ride .

• Improve air quality by replacing single-occu-
pancy vehicle trips with transit trips, reducing 
emissions .

• Support dense and walkable development and 
redevelopment .

• Provide the most useful and frequent services 
to more people .

When we concentrate our most useful services in 
the places where the most people can take advan-
tage of them, we do all of these things at once . 

Coverage means being available in as many places 
as possible, even if not many people ride . When 
we do this, we can also work towards the following 
goals:

• Access for people without other travel options . 
This can include low income people, elderly 
people, and disabled people, among others . 

• Provide some service to everyone who pays 
taxes to support UTA .

• Support for lower density development, such 
as new low-density suburbs around the edge 
of the region .

These goals lead us to spread service out so that 
everyone gets a little bit, which is different than 
what we do when we are seeking ridership .

Spreading service out means spreading it 
thin. If UTA buses need to cover every part of the 
region, we have to run lots of routes . When we 
spread our limited budget over all those routes, 
we cannot afford to run very much service on each 
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of them . That means those routes won’t be very 
effective, because they won’t run often enough, or 
late enough, to be there when you need them . 

Ridership goals and coverage goals are both very 
popular . But no transit agency can pursue both 
goals with the same dollar, because the goals 
require very different kinds of bus networks . UTA, 
like every agency, has to decide how much of 
its budget it will spend pursuing ridership goals, 
and how much it will spend on coverage goals . 
There’s no right or wrong answer to this question: 
It depends on your priorities .

What does planning for ridership mean?
Suppose, for a moment, that we planned the 
network for high ridership . This network would 
seek to be useful to the greatest number of 
people . What would that mean?

When a store or restaurant opens in new town, 
it will often fail or succeed based on its location . 
You want to open your business in a place with 
many potential customers, where it will be easy 
for people to make the decision to come into the 
store and buy your products . This is why you so 
frequently see a fast food restaurant or coffee 
shop at the intersections of busy streets, and 
not tucked away in neighborhoods . These busi-
nesses know that their best markets are where 
many people are always passing by, and where its 
quick and convenient to stop in to pick up a cup of 
coffee or lunch .

When we are asked to plan for high ridership, we 
are being asked to think like a business; to identify 
the best markets with the most potential custom-
ers, where useful transit services can compete for 
the greatest number of trips . We’d concentrate 
cost-effective, useful service where lots of people 
can benefit.

Why are Coverage goals important?
Coverage services are not about ridership, they are 
about availability . For example, we might measure 
coverage as the percentage of the population 
that’s within 1/2 mile of some service . The goal 

of coverage service is to make that number high, 
even if the result is low ridership .

When people ask for coverage services, they 
usually give one of three reasons .

Transportation Options for People Who Cannot 
Drive

The first of these, “access for people who cannot 
drive”, is about what people often call the social 
service function of transit . That is, a transporta-
tion option for people with few other choices, who 
are located in places where high-ridership service 
would not go . 

This could include sites like senior living com-
munities in suburban or rural areas, isolated 
lower-income communities with low vehicle 
ownership rates, and important destinations like 
community colleges or social service agencies that 
have chosen to build facilities in environments that 
are difficult for transit to serve efficiently. These 
are all places where some people need the service 
badly, but this doesn’t mean that many people 
would use the service compared to higher-density 
areas that are more efficiently integrated into the 
rest of the transit network .

Some Service for Everyone Who Pays

Everyone who pays taxes into UTA could reason-
ably expect some service in return . This is the 
second common argument for coverage services .

You could also argue that even people who don’t 
have a bus route close to home are benefiting 
from UTA through reduced traffic congestion and 
other benefits to the economy. 

Still, some people want service to everywhere that 
pays taxes, and this is a common reason for cover-
age services to exist .

Supporting Future Development

The last reason is about the future . Sometimes, 
transit agencies are asked to offer a service today 
in places that are expected to develop in a way 
that may generate high ridership in the future . 
Developers of new neighborhoods often want 
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transit to be there early, before there are many 
people, so that it is available right as people move 
in . This is a low-ridership service until there are 
enough people there . 

Dividing the Budget by Priorities
Every transit agency has to decide how much of its 
budget to spend on ridership goals as opposed to 
coverage goals .

A network that was 100% ridership 0% cover-
age would have excellent service in places 
where the community geometry supports high 
ridership transit, but there would be little or no 
service anywhere else . A 100% coverage network 
would spread routes across the entirety of the 
service area, but because spreading it out means 
spreading it thin, these routes would not be very 
frequent, and as a result not many people would 
find them useful.

Any decision regarding the balance of service 
between the two goals must be made at the level 
of UTA’s three main service regions, internally 
referred to as “business units” . Each region con-
sists of UTA’s services operated within one or more 
counties: 

• Northern Region - Davis & Weber Counties & 
Portions of Box Elder County

• Central Region - Salt Lake County & Portions 
of Tooele County 

• Southern Region - Utah County

Perhaps today’s ridership-coverage balance 
in each business unit is right for the future, or 
perhaps the community will value a shift in empha-
sis . The direction of that shift—either towards 
higher ridership or towards wider coverage—is a 
question for the public, community leaders, and 
ultimately the Board .

Who would be impacted?
While the details of a service plan designed to 
shift the balance of service towards more coverage 

or higher ridership can only be fully understood 
through a design process, we can generally 
describe which portions of the existing network 
would likely be impacted in either case .

As part of the analysis included in the Choices 
Report, we developed a “network model” that 
produced the ridership/coverage budget split 
estimates for each network region referred to 
in this document and in the survey and other 
engagement materials . This analysis involved an 
examination of existing productivity, ridership, and 
supporting land use (residential density, density of 
lower-income people, density of zero-car house-
holds, employment density, density of low and 
middle wage jobs), which formed the basis of an 
estimated ridership/coverage purpose split for 
each route .

The maps on the next three pages color code the 
area around each bus stop by whether the purpose 
of the route is mainly ridership or coverage . These 
maps do not include rail services, which are not 
part of this process.

The areas shown in red are served by frequent, 
highly productive services, and contain dense, 
walkable land uses . The areas shown in blue are 
primarily served at lower-frequencies, and mainly 
contain lower-density, less walkable land uses . 

With existing resources, a shift of resources 
towards ridership would likely invest more service 
in these red areas, and reduce service in some 
blue areas . A shift of resources towards coverage 
would likely require reducing service levels in the 
red areas, in order to extend the blue areas to new 
parts of the region .
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Figure 3: Example of Ridership / Coverage Impact Areas - North

Disclaimer: this map is intended only as the most general illus-
trations of the portions of the network that could be impacted 
by a ridership/coverage decision that changes the balance of 
service. it should not be construed as a plan, proposal, or policy.



J A R R E T T  W A L K E R  +   A S S O C I A T E S | 11UTA Service Choices
Board Decision Memo

Th
e

 B
o

A
r

D
’S

 D
e

C
iS

io
n

Figure 4: Example of Ridership / Coverage Impact Areas - Central

Disclaimer: this map is intended only as the most general illus-
trations of the portions of the network that could be impacted 
by a ridership/coverage decision that changes the balance of 
service. it should not be construed as a plan, proposal, or policy.
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Figure 5: Example of Ridership / Coverage Impact Areas - South

Disclaimer: this map is intended only as the most general illus-
trations of the portions of the network that could be impacted 
by a ridership/coverage decision that changes the balance of 
service. it should not be construed as a plan, proposal, or policy.
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Options for the Board: 
Ridership-Coverage Tradeoff
A board resolution answering our questions could 
consist of the following statements:

In the Mt. ogden Business Unit (Davis, Weber, 
and Box Elder Counties), about 40% of bus service 
resources are now deployed for a ridership goal, 
while the other 60% serves a coverage goal .  

• When deploying existing resources, this 
balance should be:

 - Unchanged, or

 - Shifted to a split of __% ridership, __% 
coverage .

• Should additional resources become avail-
able, this balance should be:

 - Unchanged, or

 - Shifted to a split of __% ridership, __% 
coverage . 

In the Salt Lake Business Unit (Salt Lake and 
Tooele Counties), about 60% of bus service 
resources are now deployed for a ridership goal, 
while the other 40% serves a coverage goal .  

• When deploying existing resources, this 
balance should be:

 - Unchanged, or

 - Shifted to a split of __% ridership, __% 
coverage .

• In the context of projected service growth, 
this balance should be:

 - Unchanged, or

 - Shifted to a split of __% ridership, __% 
coverage . 

In the Timpanogos Business Unit (Utah County), 
about 60% of bus service resources are now 
deployed for a ridership goal, while the other 40% 
serves a coverage goal .  

• When deploying existing resources, this 
balance should be:

 - Unchanged, or

 - Shifted to a split of __% ridership, __% 
coverage .

• Should additional resources become avail-
able, this balance should be:

 - Unchanged, or

 - Shifted to a split of __% ridership, __% 
coverage . 

Note that:

• When working in the context of existing 
resources, a direction to change the ridership-
coverage split is a direction to remove service 
somewhere so as to deploy it somewhere else .  
Shifting in the ridership direction will cause all 
service to disappear on some low-ridership 
segments . Shifting in the coverage direction, 
it is expected that the frequency or duration 
of service would be reduced on some higher-
ridership routes . 

• While practically all service changes trigger 
some negative reaction from people who are 
used to the service as it is, service removals 
are likely to cause a particularly strong nega-
tive reaction .

• We presume that the Board will want to 
define a separate ridership-coverage split for 
each business unit, because the Mt . Ogden 
Business Unit has a much different split than 
the other two .  Setting a single ridership-cov-
erage split for the entire network would imply 
radical change to the existing splits in one 
or more units, causing that unit’s network to 
change more than the others’ .  However, the 
Board may wish to apply a single policy to the 
whole network .
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• For each business unit, the Board could 
choose to apply a single split to both exist-
ing and new resources (should they become 
available), effectively combining the last two 
questions .  We asked the public to think 
separately about existing resources vs . new 
resources because shifting existing resources 
implies removing someone’s service, while 
splitting new resources does not .

Options for the Board: 
Coverage Priorities
To the extent that service is designed for coverage, 
Board direction is needed on how to deploy cover-
age service, among the competing priorities of:

• Meeting needs, by focusing in places where 
people are especially likely to not have access 
to cars due to age or income .  This priority 
would tend to generate coverage service spe-
cifically where these groups are concentrated.

• Serving new communities that are just being 
built . 

• Providing some service to everyone who pays 
taxes .  This priority would spread service thinly 
across the entire developed region, since 
there is someone paying taxes everywhere .

The survey showed strong support for the first 
two priorities and much less for the third . The 
Board is being asked to provide direction on how 
these priorities should be balanced . This could be 
expressed numerically, by providing a percentage 
of coverage service to devote to each goal . The 
Board could also make a more general statement 
indicating which priority is higher .  

Options for the Board: 
Strength of Policy 
Commitment
At a minimum, the Board needs to answer these 
questions for the purposes of the Service Choices 
project .  However, the Board should consider 
creating a more enduring policy answering these 
questions .  Having standing policies has the follow-
ing benefits:

• It is easier to show that service decisions are 
not being made arbitrarily, or based on lob-
bying by particular communities, because 
consistent rules are being applied fairly 
everywhere (at least everywhere within each 
business unit) .

• The Board and Local Advisory Council would 
devote less effort to individual service deci-
sions, as staff would have the direction 
needed to design service and present draft 
plans that meet the stated goals .

• Other potential funding partners would know 
that there is a clear boundary to what UTA 
will fund, which creates a simpler conversa-
tion about what a partner needs to contribute .  
For example, if a municipality wants to pay for 
more service than it gets from UTA anyway, it 
is helpful to have a clear policy indicating what 
level of service the municipality can expect 
from UTA’s budget .  That policy follows logi-
cally from answers to the questions we have 
stated . 
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Summary of 
outreach Activities
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Outreach Efforts
At the outset of the UTA Service Choices initia-
tive, The Langdon Group (TLG) worked with the 
project team to identify specific outreach goals 
and discussed ways to measure the success of 
the engagement process . Three goals were iden-
tified along with their corresponding success 
measurement .

1 . Furnish the UTA Board with a clear sense of 
the regional transit priorities of major stakeholders 
and the public .

• Success Measurement: Create a clear sense 
of regional transit priorities through the 
data collected from the Community Leader 
Workshops and the public survey . Within each 
of the outreach methods, gauge success by (1) 
showing that UTA directly reached and directly 
invited a broad cross-section of participants 
and provided an opportunity to engage and 
(2) using the demographic data from the 
survey to show a high level of participation 
and a diverse geographic and socioeconomic 
spread .

2 . Build public awareness that ridership and 
coverage are distinct goals requiring very different 
networks .

• Success Measurement: Create an outreach 
campaign that includes education about rider-
ship and coverage goals . This goal is slightly 
more difficult to track because education and 
building awareness tend to be more qualita-
tive, rather than quantitative . Success can be 
gauged by tracking the analytics of the Service 
Choices social media posts, the website 
visits, and the reach of media coverage . The 
survey data can also indicate whether partici-
pants understood the ridership vs . coverage 
topic. If many participants provide conflicting 
input on a ridership or coverage network in 
their community, it could be inferred that the 
respondents did not understand the concepts .  

3 . Strengthen relationships with community 
partners and the public through a sincere engage-
ment process .

• Success Measurement: Create a diverse 
set of outreach mechanisms that target a 
broad cross-section of stakeholders (elected 
officials, internal, general public, key com-
munity leaders, project partners, etc .) . Gauge 
success by the number and diversity of out-
reach methods used (in-person meetings, 
open houses, online engagement, digital 
communication and advertising, etc .) . Many 
opportunities to engage and a diversity of 
outreach methods will signify that UTA pro-
vided ample opportunity to all within the 
service area . Track participants and survey 
respondents to show actual participation in 
the process per audience group . If we see 
that all of the key audiences were engaged 
and participated, we have reached our goal of 
creating a sincere engagement process . 

To better inform the balance between ridership 
and coverage, UTA with help from TLG and JWA, 
conducted a public outreach process that spanned 
the Wasatch Front metropolitan area and aimed 
to include all taxpayers, whether they were regular 
transit riders, occasional transit riders, or had never 
ridden transit . 

Outreach efforts included: 

• A series of four community leader work-
shops were held throughout UTA’s service 
area . Jarrett Walker & Associates facilitated 
these workshops to inform community leaders 
and gather their feedback on the balance 
between ridership and coverage .

• A public web survey . 

• Engaging local elected officials, partner 
agency leadership and staff was key to the 
overall engagement plan that JWA created . To 
reduce “planning fatigue” and to be efficient 
with busy schedules, the Service Choices mes-
saging was presented to these audiences at 
meetings and engagement opportunities that 
participants already regularly attend .
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• Three public open houses were held in the 
three UTA service areas, one per service 
area . Any member of the public was invited 
to attend these events; however, they were 
carefully crafted to be accessible for paratran-
sit riders to further ensure that the Service 
Choices events were inclusive . The open 
houses were advertised on Facebook, UTA’s 
website, and through mailers sent to paratran-
sit riders with specifi c information about the 
public meetings . The public open houses fea-
tured information boards, an electronic survey 
station, and had UTA staff available to answer 
questions .

• Six booths at public events on fourteen 
days were staffed in the three service areas, 
totaling two per service area . These events 
were hosted in partnership with local com-
munity festivities with the goal to reach more 
members of the public at events they were 
already attending to engage a broader cross-
section of the public . 

The analysis in this section focuses on the web 
survey and community leader workshops, which 
were the primary methods producing input that 
pertained directly to the questions before the 
board .

Web Survey
Educating the public on the difference between 
a ridership-based network and coverage-based 
network and asking for the public’s input on bal-
ancing the two goals was a complicated concept 
to convey . In order to get constructive public 
feedback, the public needed to be educated and 
informed . UTA and TLG transformed the compli-
cated concepts of ridership and coverage and 
created an interactive online survey using the 
MetroQuest platform . 

The online survey contained educational sections 
as well as fi ve questions pertaining to the UTA 
service area that residents lived in (Davis, Box 
Elder, and Weber Counties; Salt Lake and Tooele 
Counties; or Utah County) .

The online survey was provided in English and 
Spanish . For residents that needed additional 
assistance to complete in the survey, participants 
could call a UTA Customer Service Agent and 
have the survey administered verbally or mailed 
a printed copy . The MetroQuest survey was also 
converted into a Survey Monkey text-only version 
to accommodate visually impaired participants 
who use a reading service to digest online content .

The UTA Service Choices online survey was live 
and collecting feedback from March 7, 2019 to May 
31, 2019 . In total, 3,374 respondents participated in 
the survey . 

Key Takeaways
• In the northern region of the network, 

respondents generally suggested a move 
towards a greater focus on ridership . The 
median response to the questions regarding 
the balance of service with both existing and 
additional resources was 50% ridership / 50% 

Figure 6: Community Leaders participate 
in interactive planning game exercise. Each 
workshop featured a 1-hour design segment, 
followed by a group conversation facilitated by 
Jarrett Walker where participants critiqued and 
compared their designs.
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coverage, compared to today’s split of 40% 
ridership / 60% coverage . 

• In the Central region of the network (Salt Lake 
and Tooele Counties), responses did not 
strongly suggest a direction to change the 
balance of service. The median response to 
the questions regarding the balance of service 
with both existing and additional resources 
was 60% for ridership / 40% for coverage, 
the same as today’s resource split . However, 
when weighted by zip code population, the 
weighted median response to the desired 
split of additional resources between rider-
ship and coverage goals was more focused on 
coverage .

• In the Southern region of the network, the 
median response with existing resources 
was to maintain the current balance, 60% 
ridership / 40% coverage . In responses to how 
to balance the two goals with (hypothetical) 
additional resources, more survey takers 
chose an option with a greater focus on 
coverage: the median response with addi-
tional resources was 50% ridership / 50% 
coverage .

Demographic Characteristics and Geograph-
ic Distribution of Survey Respondents

• The survey population did not precisely rep-
resent the demographic characteristics or 
population distribution of within UTA’s service 
area and three business units . This was not 
part of the goal or design of the survey .

• Demographic characteristics

 - The results of the major content ques-
tions were not appreciably different when 
weighted by race & ethnicity, vehicle own-
ership, or income . 

 - More information on the demographic 
profile of survey respondents is available in 
Appendix A .

• Geographic distribution

 - When weighted by zip code population, 
responses to the major questions were 
largely similar to the unweighted values, 
except that in the Central region of the 
network, the weighted median response 
to the desired split of additional resources 
between ridership and coverage goals was 
50% ridership / 50% coverage, compared 
to 60% ridership / 40% coverage for the 
unweighted result . This means that respon-
dents from the most heavily-sampled 
zip codes (clustered around downtown 
Salt Lake City and the University of Utah) 
tended to favorite the existing ridership/
coverage split . Responses from places with 
lower sampling rates (generally more sub-
urban places where the existing network 
offers lower levels of transit services) 
tended to favor a slight move towards 
coverage .

 - The highest sampling rates were found 
in zip codes near downtown Salt Lake 
City, the University of Utah, and Saratoga 
Springs .

 - More information on the geographic dis-
tribution of survey responses is available in 
Appendix B .
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Ranking Transit Goals
The fi rst question asked respondents to rank 
their top fi ve (of a list of eight) goals for transit. 
The list of goals refl ects a set of different out-
comes that are common reasons for people to 
value or support transit:

• Reduce Emissions

• Serve Dense Urban Areas

• Serve People in Need

• Serve Every Community

• Lower Cost Per Rider

• Manage Congestion

• Use Taxes Effi ciently

• Serve Rural & Suburban Areas

There were two purposes to asking 
this question . First, if a single goal was 
found to be the priority of an great 
majority of respondents, there could 
be service design decisions that would 
take on additional urgency . Second, 
the policy goal ranking question was 
also a cue for respondents to think about the 
survey in terms of the policy goals and desired 
outcomes for the entire transit system, its users, 
and the community, not just the potential impacts 
on their own potential usage of the system .

All Regions
In each region, respondents’ policy goal rank-
ings were remarkably well-distributed . No goal 
achieved a share of higher than 15 .2% of “number 
one” rankings in any region . 

The most common goals included in respon-
dents’ top 5 lists across all regions were “Reduce 
Emissions”, “Manage Congestion”, and “Serve 
People In Need”. The fi rst two are goals that 
require high ridership (since many people must 
use transit in order to accomplish either), while the 
third is a coverage goal . This illustrates how both 

ridership and coverage goals are popular transit 
outcomes among the public .

North Region
In the North region, there was very little consensus 
around the top priority - all but one goal (“Serve 
Dense Urban Areas”) were included in at least 50% 
of top 5 lists, and 6 of  8 goals received between 
10% and 13% of fi rst-place ranks.

The top 5 policy goals in the North region as 
ranked by participants were: 

• Manage Congestion (57 .7% included in top 5)

• Serve People in Need (57 .5%)

• Use Taxes Effi ciently (56.3%)

• Serve Rural & Suburban Areas (52 .2%)

Figure 7:  Policy Goal Rankings - North Region

How to read these charts: each cell shows the percent 
of respondents who ranked each goal in each position.  
The last column shows the percent of respondents who 
included each goal in their “Top 5” ranking.
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• Reduce Emissions (51 .5%)

However, more than 50% of respondents 
also included “Lower Cost Per Rider” and 
“Serve Every Community” in their Top 5 . 

The most common goal ranked #1 was 
“Serve People in Need”, which was the 
top priority for 12 .9% of North region 
respondents . 

Central Region
Figure 9 shows how respondents in the 
Central region ranked each goal, ordered 
by the percent who included the goal in 
their top fi ve. 

The top 5 policy goals in the Central 
region as ranked by participants were: 

In the Central region, the most common 
goals that respondents included in their 
top fi ve were:

• Reduce Emissions (59%)

• Manage Congestion (58 .7%) 

• Serve People in Need (57%)

• Lower Cost Per Rider (48 .6%)

• Serve Dense Urban Areas (46%)

The most common goal ranked #1 was 
“Reduce Emissions”, which was the 
top priority for 15 .2% of Central region 
respondents .

South Region
In the Southern region (Utah County), 
“Manage Congestion” was by far the 
most common goal included in respon-
dents’ top 5 ranking at 60 .3% (just 39 .7% 
did not rank it) .

The top 5 policy goals in the South 
region as ranked by participants were: 

• Manage Congestion (60 .3% 

Figure 8:  Policy Goal Rankings - South Region

Figure 9:  Policy Goal Rankings - Central Region
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included in top 5)

• Lower Cost Per Rider (49 .1%)

• Serve People In Need (48 .9%)

• Serve Every Community (47%)

• Serve Rural & Suburban (46 .8%)

The most common goal ranked #1 was “Manage 
Congestion”, which was the top priority for 14 .1% 
of South region respondents . 

Balance of Service with 
Existing Resources
The second question asked respondents to share 
their opinion on the division of UTA’s bus service 
resources between the ridership and coverage 
goals . Respondents selected a position on a scale 
from 100% ridership / 0% coverage to 0% ridership 
/ 100% coverage . This scale marked the current 
resource split; if they wanted to make changes, 
participants could “turn the dial” either towards a 
greater focus on ridership or on coverage .

North Region
In the Northern region of the network, respon-
dents generally suggested a move towards a 
greater focus on ridership . The median response 
was 50% ridership / 50% coverage; this was 
also the most common response, with 21% of 
respondents selecting this option . About 57% of 
respondents selected an option with a greater 
focus on ridership than today . Only about 20% of 
respondents chose an option with an increased 
coverage focus .

Central Region
In the Central region, the most common choice 
was to maintain the existing balance of service; 
22% of respondents selected this option . The 
remaining 78% were highly polarized on whether 
the balance should be focused more on coverage 
or ridership services . As a result, the median and 
weighted mean responses are effectively identical 

Figure 10: Balance of Service with Existing 
Resources - Central

Figure 11: Balance of Service with Existing 
Resources - North
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to the current balance . 

While opinion was polarized on this question, few 
respondents opted to turn the dial further than 
two “clicks”- only 15% of responses advocated for 
a balance of service that was outside of the range 
between an 80/20 and 40/60 split . The next two 
most common responses were 70/30 and 50/50 
(21% and 20% respectively), which imply a slightly 
greater focus on ridership or coverage, but not a 
dramatic reallocation of service .

South Region
In the Southern region of the network, the median 
response with existing resources was to maintain 
the current balance, 60% ridership / 40% cover-
age, which was also the most common response at 
27% . 73% of respondents did advocate for chang-
ing the balance; about 34% voted to move towards 
ridership and 40% towards coverage . While more 
respondents who changed the balance from today 
voted to move towards coverage, the median 
response to the survey is the existing balance of 
service .

Balance of Service with 
Additional Resources
The third question asked the same question, but 
this time about how additional transit service 
resources should be invested, should they become 
available . 

Note that this question is currently hypothetical for 
the North and South regions . In the Central region, 
this question has additional importance, because 
there are additional funds for transit that will be 
come available in the near future through the new 
“Fourth Quarter” sales tax increment .

North Region
In the North region, where the existing balance 
of service is approximately 40% ridership, 60% 
coverage, the median response was to allocate 
(hypothetical) future transit service resources with 
a greater focus on the ridership goal . The median 

Figure 12: Balance of Service with Existing 
Resources - South

Figure 13: Balance of Service with Additional 
Resources - North
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response was 50% ridership / 50% coverage, and 
57% of all North region respondents shifted the 
balance of additional resources towards ridership 
to some degree .

Central Region
Responses in the Central region were also highly 
polarized around the split for additional transit 
resources . 88% of respondents opted to change 
the balance, with 38% shifting towards ridership, 
and 47% shifting towards coverage . The median 
response is 60% ridership, 40% coverage, the 
same as today’s balance .

South Region
In the South region, the median response from 
participants suggested a greater focus on cover-
age . The median response was 50% ridership / 
50% coverage, compared to the existing 60% 
ridership / 40% coverage split . With additional 
resources, about 29% of respondents shifted the 
balance towards ridership, while 54% shifted it 
towards more coverage .

Figure 15: Balance of Service with Additional 
Resources - South

Figure 14: Balance of Service with Additional 
Resources - Central
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Community Leader 
Workshops
A series of four workshops were held throughout 
UTA’s service area . Jarrett Walker & Associates 
facilitated these workshops to inform community 
leaders and gather their feedback on the balance 
between ridership and coverage . 

• The Box Elder, Davis, and Weber County 
area had one workshop in Clearfield with 28 
attendees .

• The Salt Lake County and Tooele County area 
had two workshops, with 35 attendees at 
the South Salt Lake event and 25 at the West 
Jordan event .

• Utah County had one workshop in Provo with 
26 attendees .

The community leaders that were invited to attend 
the workshops included staff representing city 
and county government, NGO’s, and community 
organizations .

Each of the four Community Leader Workshops 
included two major activities:

• An interactive planning game called 
“Prairieville”, which is designed to teach 
people who are not experts in transit about 
the tools and tradeoffs of transit planning, so 
that they are able to share their opinions with 
the benefit of a greater degree of expertise.

• A set of anonymous polling questions focused 
on the major themes of this study . This activ-
ity used clicker polling devices to ask the 
community leaders about questions like the 
appropriate balance of resources between 
ridership and coverage goals in their region .

Community Leader Polling Results
The major input to the Service Choices process 
produced by these workshops are the results of 
the polling questions . 

The relevant questions were the following (several 
other polling questions were asked to familiarize 
participants with the devices, and as part of the 
educational planning game):

• With our existing transit resources, how much 
should we spend on ridership or coverage? 
(Multiple Choice)

• If we had additional funds for transit service, 
how should those funds be divided between 
ridership and coverage? (Multiple Choice)

• When we design coverage service, which of 
the following is the most important goal we 
should pursue? (Multiple Choice)

• When we design coverage service, which of 
the following is the SECOND most important 
goal we should pursue? (Multiple Choice)

Balance of Existing Resources
In all workshops, a majority of community leaders 
expressed a desire to change the balance of exist-
ing transit service resources towards a greater 
focus on ridership . Figure 16 on the next page 
charts the spread of opinion among stakeholders 
in each workshop on this question .

In the Northern region, because the existing 
balance of service is much more focused on cover-
age (40% Ridership / 60% Coverage), there was 
more of a spread of opinion among participants 
about how far to move towards ridership . While 
a smaller number of people in each workshop-
did vote in favor of adding coverage, this never 
exceeded 20% of participants . 

In the Central and Southern regions, which both 
have an existing balance of service of approxi-
mately 60% ridership / 40% coverage, most 
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Figure 16:  Community Leader Workshop Polling Results: With our existing transit resources, how much 
should we spend on ridership or coverage?
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community leaders opted to turn the dial just one 
or two positions, to 70/30 or 80/20 . 

Balance of Additional Resources
In all workshops, a majority of community leaders 
told us that were new transit resources to become 
available, they should be focused on high-rider-
ship services to a greater extent than are existing 
resources . When examining the results of the 
Community Leader Workshops, its worth keeping 
in mind that participants were largely drawn from 
city and county staff, NGO’s, and community orga-
nizations, who each had the benefit of a 1-hour 
educational activity, plus a presentation summariz-
ing the Choices Report, when responding to these 
questions .

Figure 17 on page 27 charts the spread of 
opinion among community leaders on this 
question

North
Existing resources: 40% ridership / 60% coverage

While the North region currently has a much 
more coverage-focused network design than the 
Central and South regions, community leaders 
here too voted to move towards a greater focus on 
ridership .

The median response to the question of the rider-
ship / coverage split was:

• With Existing Resources: 50% ridership / 50% 
coverage

• With (hypothetical) Additional Resources: 60% 
ridership / 40% coverage

Central
Existing resources: 60% ridership / 40% coverage

Central region workshop participants expressed 
a desire to move slightly further towards a more 
ridership-focused network with existing resources . 

The median response to the question of the rider-
ship / coverage split was:

• With Existing Resources: 70% ridership / 30% 
coverage

• With Additional Resources: 70% ridership / 
30% coverage

South
Existing resources: 60% ridership / 40% coverage

The median response to the question of the rider-
ship / coverage split was:

• With Existing Resources: 70% ridership / 30% 
coverage

• With (hypothetical) Additional Resources: 70% 
ridership / 30% coverage 
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Figure 17:  Community Leader Workshop Polling Results: If we had additional funds for transit resources, 
how should those funds be divided between ridership and coverage?
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Coverage Priorities
The last two questions asked community leaders 
to share their top two priorities for coverage 
service. This is a simplified way of asking a similar 
question to that in the online public survey where 
respondents divided 10 points between three 
competing coverage purposes: responding to 
new development, service everyone who pays 
taxes, and serving people who have no alternative, 
including seniors and people with low incomes .

Figure 18 on page 29 shows the breakdown to 
coverage priority rankings from each workshop .

In each workshop in each region, the majority’s top 
coverage purpose was to serve people who have 
no alternative. In the first central workshop, and in 
the north, this was overwhelmingly the case, with 
over 80% of participants selecting that option as 
their top priority . 

In the second Central and the South workshops, 
community leader opinion on the top priority was 
split between serving people with no alterna-
tive, and responding to new development . In the 
second Central workshop, 35% of stakeholders 
ranked responding to new development as their 
top coverage priority . In the South workshop, 43% 
selected this opinion as their top priority . 

Across all four workshops, few people selected 
serving all taxpayers at the number one or number 
two goal of coverage services . This coverage prior-
ity never garnered more than 12% of first place 
votes in any workshop, although 26% and 32% of 
participants did rank it as the number two priority 
in the first Central and South workshops. 



J A R R E T T  W A L K E R  +   A S S O C I A T E S | 29UTA Service Choices
Board Decision Memo

A
p

p
e

n
D

ix
 A

: 
SU

M
M

A
r

Y
 o

f 
o

U
Tr

e
A

C
h

 A
C

Ti
v

iT
ie

S

Figure 18:  Community Leader Workshop Polling Results: When we design coverage service, which of the 
following is the most important goal we should pursue?
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Who took our survey?
Three main optional demographic questions were 
asked at the end of the survey . Because these 
questions came after the main content questions, 
not every respondent filled out the demographic 
questionnaire . 

This section provides an table of sampling rates 
for each demographic question, compared to the 
demographics of UTA’s three business units as 
represented in the American Community Survey 
5-Year Summary File . 

Following each profile table, the main charts 
for the three key content questions (existing 
resources, additional resources and coverage pri-
orities) are reproduced, with weighting applied to 
correct for over/undersampling . 

The purpose of this analysis is to provide an idea 
of whether the major conclusions drawn from each 
question on the survey would differ if all residents 
of each region of the network took the survey, 
given what we know about the responses of those 
members of each group who did participate .

Normalizing in this way means that responses from 
participants that did not answer the demographic 
question are discarded, and then each remain-
ing response is assigned a weight based on the 
degree to which the demographic group to which 
it belongs is over or underrepresented in the 
survey sample, compared to the general popula-
tion of each business unit .

This section also includes charts similar to those 
shown for each of the three main survey questions 
comparing the weighted and unweighted median 
and weighted average response (expressed in 
terms of the ridership percentage on the rider-
ship/coverage scale) . In all cases, the weighted 
and unweighted median responses fall within the 
same 10% ridership/coverage split class, although 
the weighted average response does differ by an 
insignificant degree in each.
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Race & Ethnicity

Population (ACS 2017 5-Year)

Sample (UTA Service 

Choices Survey)

Response Region Count % of total Count Response

Over/

Under 

Sample

American Indian or Alaska Native North 3013 0 .5% 0 0% -

Asian or Asian American North 9276 1% 5 1% 67%

Black or African American North 6848 1% 4 1% 73%

Hispanic or Latino North 79306 13% 19 4% 30%

Multiracial or another race North 26870 4% 8 2% 37%

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander North 2647 0 .4% 2 0% 94%

White or Caucasian North 515740 82% 433 85% 104%

Asian or Asian American Central 43095 4% 28 2% 56%

Black or African American Central 18653 2% 9 1% 41%

Hispanic or Latino Central 205844 18% 55 4% 23%

Multiracial or another race Central 48962 4% 28 2% 49%

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander Central 16891 1% 5 0% 25%

White or Caucasian Central 850377 73% 1157 85% 117%

American Indian or Alaska Native South 2335 0 .4% 3 0% 121%

Asian or Asian American South 8400 1% 14 2% 158%

Black or African American South 2995 1% 3 0% 95%

Hispanic or Latino South 65539 11% 25 4% 36%

Multiracial or another race South 19289 3% 7 1% 34%

Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander South 4414 1% 1 0% 21%

White or Caucasian South 478514 83% 522 86% 103%

Figure 19: UTA Service Choices Web Survey Sampling - Race & Ethnicity
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Figure 20: Balance of Existing Resources - Race & Ethnicity Weighting
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Figure 21: Balance of Additional Resources - Race & Ethnicity Weighting
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Figure 22: Coverage Priorities - Race & Ethnicity Weighting
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Income

Population (ACS 2017 5-Year)

Sample (UTA Service 

Choices Survey)

Response Region Count % of total Count Response

Over/

Under 

Sample

Under 15000 North 14257 7% 14257 7% 119%

Between 15000 and 24999 North 12338 6% 12338 6% 80%

Between 25000 and 34999 North 15272 8% 15272 8% 59%

Between 35000 and 49999 North 25385 13% 25385 13% 95%

Between 50000 and 74999 North 43475 22% 43475 22% 93%

Between 75000 and 99999 North 33488 17% 33488 17% 117%

Between 100000 and 149000 North 35453 18% 35453 18% 112%

Between 150000 and 199999 North 12149 6% 12149 6% 105%

200000 or more North 7938 4% 7938 4% 95%

Under 15000 Central 28384 7% 28384 7% 88%

Between 15000 and 24999 Central 26853 7% 26853 7% 93%

Between 25000 and 34999 Central 31188 8% 31188 8% 76%

Between 35000 and 49999 Central 47945 13% 47945 13% 74%

Between 50000 and 74999 Central 77552 20% 77552 20% 100%

Between 75000 and 99999 Central 57480 15% 57480 15% 119%

Between 100000 and 149000 Central 65074 17% 65074 17% 127%

Between 150000 and 199999 Central 24175 6% 24175 6% 104%

200000 or more Central 23990 6% 23990 6% 82%

Under 15000 South 11363 7% 11363 7% 183%

Between 15000 and 24999 South 10896 7% 10896 7% 144%

Between 25000 and 34999 South 12609 8% 12609 8% 66%

Between 35000 and 49999 South 19925 13% 19925 13% 57%

Between 50000 and 74999 South 32222 21% 32222 21% 90%

Between 75000 and 99999 South 23972 15% 23972 15% 121%

Between 100000 and 149000 South 27397 18% 27397 18% 112%

Between 150000 and 199999 South 9496 6% 9496 6% 78%

200000 or more South 7628 5% 7628 5% 43%

Figure 23: UTA Service Choices Web Survey Sampling - Income
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Figure 24: Balance of Existing Resources - Income Weighting
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Figure 25: Balance of Additional Resources - Income Weighting
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Figure 26: Coverage Priorities - Income Weighting
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Vehicles Available in Household

Figure 27: UTA Service Choices Web Survey Sampling - Vehicle Ownership

Population (ACS 2017 5-Year)

Sample (UTA Service 

Choices Survey)

Response Region Count % of total Count Response

Over/

Under 

Sample

0 North 8215 4% 29 6% 155%

1 North 44776 22% 106 23% 104%

2 North 84134 42% 212 46% 110%

3 or more North 62630 31% 106 23% 74%

0 Central 19684 5% 133 11% 210%

1 Central 107678 28% 406 33% 117%

2 Central 157201 41% 490 40% 97%

3 or more Central 98057 26% 194 16% 61%

0 South 4510 3% 41 7% 250%

1 South 32099 21% 175 31% 150%

2 South 69473 45% 247 44% 98%

3 or more South 49582 32% 102 18% 57%
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Figure 28: Balance of Existing Resources - Vehicles Available Weighting
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Figure 29: Balance of Additional Resources - Vehicles Available Weighting
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Figure 30: Coverage Priorities - Vehicles Available Weighting.

When weighted by vehicle ownership, the order of priorities in the South region changes so that “Service 
for People with No Transportation Alternative” is a slightly higher priority than “Responding to Growth”. 
However, the absolute value of the average scores are very close in both cases.
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Appendix C: 
geographic 
Distribution of 
Survey responses
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Where did our survey 
responses come from?
While people from each region of the network 
were able to take regionally-specific versions of 
the survey, we were also interested in which places 
within each region contributed more or fewer 
responses . To enable this, we asked respondents 
to provide their zip code, which could be used in 
combination with Census data on population by 
zip code to for later geographic normalization .

The maps on the next two pages show where 
survey results originated from, and where the sam-
pling rates were highest (the % of each zip codes’ 
population which completed the survey) . 



J A R R E T T  W A L K E R  +   A S S O C I A T E S | 46UTA Service Choices
Board Decision Memo

A
p

p
e

n
D

ix
 C

: 
g

e
o

g
r

A
p

h
iC

 D
iS

Tr
iB

U
Ti

o
n

 o
f 

SU
r

v
e

Y
 r

e
Sp

o
n

Se
S

Figure 31: Total Survey Responses by Zip Code Figure 32: Survey Sampling Rates by Zip Code
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North
In the North region, the 
number of responses and 
sampling rates were very 
consistent across the main 
developed areas . As a 
result, when the responses 
are normalized by zip code 
population, the distribu-
tion of responses to the 
questions of the balance of 
existing and (hypothetical) 
resources is very similar to 
that of the unweighted survey 
population . 

Figure 33 compares the 
unweighted and weighted 
responses to the resources 
allocation questions for the 
North region .

Figure 33:  Balance of Existing and Additional Resources, weighted by zip 
code population - North
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Central
In the Central region, the 
most responses and the 
highest sampling rates were 
found in central Salt Lake 
City, around the University 
of Utah . It makes sense that 
these highly transit-oriented 
places would generate a lot 
of interest in the survey, since 
they are where transit is most 
useful, and makes up the 
greatest share of trips . 

These are the places that 
benefi t most strongly from a 
ridership-oriented change of 
resources, so it makes sense 
that responses from these 
places tended to favor a 
stronger emphasis on rider-
ship . Figure 34 compares the 
unweighted and weighted 
responses to the resources 
allocation questions for the 
Central region .

When responses  from the 
Central region are weighted 
by zip code population, the overall result is to tilt 
the scale further towards coverage:

• With existing resources, the median response 
for the Central region for both unweighted 
and weighted is to maintain the current 
balance of service, 60% ridership / 40% cover-
age . However, the weighted average response 
shifts from 59 .1 % ridership to 56 .5% ridership .

• With additional resources, the median 
response weighted by zip code population 
is 50% ridership / 50% coverage (versus 60% 
ridership / 40% coverage unweighted ) . 

Figure 34:  Balance of Existing and Additional Resources, weighted by zip 
code population - Central
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Figure 35:  Balance of Existing and Additional Resources, weighted by zip 
code population - South

South

In the South, many responses 
came from the zip codes cov-
ering the population centers 
of Provo and Orem, but there 
were also a very large (100+) 
number of responses received 
from the zip code on the 
western shore of Utah Lake 
including Saratoga Springs 
and other residential areas 
west of Lehi . This is actually 
the zip code with the single 
largest number of responses 
across the entire survey 
population .

When weighted by zip 
code population, the South 
responses are quite similar to 
the unweighted result, with a 
slightly higher focus on cov-
erage . For the existing split 
(shown in Figure 35), median 
response is 60% ridership / 
40% coverage (the existing 
split) in both cases .

The same is true for (hypo-
thetical) additional resources . When weighted by 
zip code population, the responses skew more 
towards coverage, but only slightly . The median 
response in both cases in 50% coverage / 50% 
ridership, a shift of 10% towards coverage from the 
current balance . 

Coverage Priorities
When weighted by zip code population, the cover-
age rankings in the Central and North regions are 
unchanged from the unweighted value .

In the South, when weighted by popula-
tion, the order of priorities changes . In the 
unweighted result, the top priority in the south 
was “Responding to Growth”, and the second 
was “Service for People with No Transportation 
Alternative” . 

These priorities switch position when weighting is 
applied, although the actual scores are very close, 
as shown in Figure 36 on page 50 .
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Figure 36:  Coverage priorities, weighted by zip code population


	2019-0717 Agenda_Advisory Council Meeting
	July 19 safety poster
	2019-0612 Minutes_Advisory Board_UNAPPROVED
	AR2019-07-01  Resolution Approving Mid-Valley BRT LPA
	Board Fare Policy Draft
	2019 Capital Budget Amendment July 17 Local Advisory Council
	Service Choices Board Decision Worksheet
	Service Choices Board Decision Memo

