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— Office of Public Transit

About the Office Public Transit

Thirty-five designated transit agencies by lowa Code
Sixteen of these systems are rural and nineteen are urban

The lowa DOT only distributes state and federal public
transit assistance to public transit systems that have been
duly designated—service in all 99 counties

- Fiscal Year 2017 ridership was over 25.7 million
- 1,600+ public transit revenue vehicles
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lowa’s Public Transit System
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URBAN AGENCIES / >50,000 POPULATION
Office of Public Transit B} 16 REGIONAL AGENCIES



TAM PLANS

GROUP TAM

PLAN

INDIVIDUAL TAM
PLANS
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Office of Public Transit

lowa DOT is working on a group plan
and is setting targets for our rural and
small urban transit systems
(population <50,000) that are 5311
subrecipients, includes 23 of our 35
systems

Other urban systems who are direct
recipients of 5307 funds are
managing their own TAM plans and
targets.

All lowa’s transit systems except
Des Moines are Tier ll.
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Office of Public Transit

TAM COMMITTEE SURVEY

Sent to 23 agencies to get baseline asset management
practices currently in place

Facility inventory data collected based on NTD
requirements

Facility condition assessment are being done this
summer (2018) on about 40 buildings using lowa-DOT-
developed app that work on iPads or Android devices.
App developed to closely follow guidance from FTA’s
TAM Facilities Performance Measure Reporting
Guidebook
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PUBLIC TRANSIT MANAGEMENT SYSTEM (PTMS)
FOR REVENUE VEHICLES

This system is a prioritization process used to select revenue
vehicles to be funded for replacement.

The Office of Public Transit maintains an extensive inventory on all
existing vehicles in the state, which is updated annually. The system
prioritizes vehicle replacement annually on a statewide basis based

on age and mileage of existing vehicles compared to useful life
standards for the specific type of equipment.

Point system:
» Age Score actual months owned - fleet life months
» Mileage Score (accumulated mileage - fleet life mileage)/3,500

Mileage Score Revenue vehicle purchase

+ Age score = are prioritized by
PTMS vehicle points PTMS points




Sponsor

Region 1
Region 1

Mason City

Region 1
Region 1
Region 13
Region 12
Region 12
Region 14
Region 10
Region 14
Region 14
Region 9
Region 10
Region 10
Region 4
Region 9
Region 12
Region 9

Region 5

Region 16
Region 9
Count

PTMS LIST

VIN #

1FDXE45P76HB33082
1FDXE45P06HB33084

1FDXE45P86DB00504

1FDXE45P96HB33083
1FDXE45P56HA33081
1FDXE45526DB26083
1FDXE45S87DA13045
1FDXE45517DA13047
1FDXE45S85HB14012
1FDXE45F83HB83735
1FDWE35S534HA96278
1FDWE35514HA96280
1FDWE35576HB34033
1FDWE35S76DA78814
1FDXE45P46HB33119
1FDXE455X6HB24641
1FDWE35S16HB34027
1FDXE45595HB19963
1FDWE35S56HB34029

1HVBEABM12H541900

1FD4E45P38DB46358
1FDWE35S66HB34038

Mileage

229,796
221,917

237,311

208,206
202,488
237,152
230,238
220,022
143,805
244,173
130,638
124,107
163,665
173,295
160,126
148,556
162,172
124,980
161,845

211,840

253,123
157,583

YEAR

Non-Urban Allocation $1,750,000

2004 Light Duty Bus (158" wb)
2004 Light Duty Bus (158" wb)

2006 Light Duty Bus (158" wb)

2004 Light Duty Bus (158" wb)
2004 Light Duty Bus (158" wb)
2007 Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
2007 Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
2007 Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
2005 Light Duty Bus (158" wb)
2004 Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
2004 Light Duty Bus (138" wb)
2004 Light Duty Bus (138" wb)
2006 Light Duty Bus (138" wb)
2006 Light Duty Bus (138" wb)
2006 Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
2006 Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
2006 Light Duty Bus (138" wb)
2005 Light Duty Bus (158" wb)
2006 Light Duty Bus (138" wb)

2002 Medium Duty Bus (29-32 ft.)

2008 Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
2006 Light Duty Bus (138" wb)

Current Vehicle Description

Replacement Vehicle
Description

Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (176" wb)

Light Duty Bus (176" wb)

Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Conversion Van

Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (158" wb)
Light Duty Bus (138" wb)
Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (158" wb)
Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (158" wb)
Medium Duty Bus (29-32
ft.)

Light Duty Bus (176" wb)
Light Duty Bus (158" wb)

Add Ons

VSS
VSS

Diesel, UFRC,
VSS

VSS
VSS

VSS
VSS
VSS
Diesel, VSS
VSS
VSS
VSS
VSS
Diesel, VSS
VSS
VSS
VSS
VSS

Diesel, VSS

VSS
VSS

(SIOWADOT

FY18 Total FY18 Federal
Cost Participation
$93,700 $79,645
$93,700 $79,645
$108,700 $92,395
$93,700 $79,645
$93,700 $79,645
$90,697 $77,092
$93,700 $79,645
$55,500 $47,175
$91,700 $73,360
$101,700 $86,445
$91,700 $73,360
$91,700 $73,360
$88,600 $75,310
$84,500 $67,600
$101,700 $86,445
$91,700 $77,945
$88,600 $75,310
$93,700 $79,645
$88,600 $75,310
$192,549 $163,667
$93,700 $79,645
$56,131 $47,711

$1,750,000

Office of Public Transit

Local Match PTMS Points

$14,055 118.00
$14,055 115.77
$16,305 113.72
$14,055 111.84
$14,055 110.21
$13,605 109.91
$14,055 107.13
$8,325 103.62
$18,340 102.80
$15,255 101.67
$18,340 100.84
$18,340 99.33
$13,290 97.52
$16,900 97.38
$15,255 97.10
$13,755 97.10
$13,290 97.08
$14,055 97.06
$13,290 97.00
$28,882 96.12
$14,055 95.95
$8,420 95.77



PTMS LIST

Vehicle Count

Vehicle Class

LDB
MDB

HDB

Under Over

ULB Threshold ULB Threshold

12

105

326

56

17

35

316

Total

15

140

642

58

17

{(SIOWADOT

Office of Public Transit

Percent Over
Useful Life
Benchmark

20.0%
25.0%
100.0%
49.2%

3.4%

0.0%
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Vehicle Condition

Developed a five-point guidance system to aid in
assessing physical condition of vehicles

Created Excel based Asset Management Tool for
vehicles

B C D E F G H | ] K L I

ASSET MANAGEMENT TOOL

Cost Analysis by Vehicle Year

REGION = ETYPE = VEHICLE_CLASS_S... ¥= Funded for Repla... 3= "
Burlington Administration Sedan | ™ H35 2 M
Clinton Conversion Yan H40 \'
Marshalltown Heavy Duty nM28 (blank)
Mason City Light Duty n32
Muscatine Maintenance Pick-... M3G
Ottumw. Maintenance Servic... MA0
Region 1 Medium Duty MNA
Region 10 Minivan o 7
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Vehicle Maintenance Costs by Age

Office of Public Transit

4 A E C E F | G | H 1 | 3 | K L ™M | N 0o |
48

49

o —
51

52

53 |REGION {All) []

54 |ETYPE {All) []

35 | REGION v ETYPE =

56 Values

— Sum of Average Sum of COUNT Sum of Average Cost per Vehide Values

57 DATE_ACQUIRE Sum of COUNT Cost per Vehicle 56000 160 m Sum of Average Cost
58 1993 1 50 ' per Vehidle
59 |1997 2 0

60 | 2002 3 51,152 5 000 ® 140 @ 5um of COUNT
612004 3 $1,294

62 | 2005 17 $2,827 120

63 2006 36 33,911 54,000

64 2007 26 42,593 e 100

65 2008 39 43,507

66 2009 140 54,839 53,000 ® 80

67 2010 115 4,952

68 2011 65 3,517 0

69 2012 59 4,040 52,000

70 [2013 24 45,511 0

712014 a2 $2,812

72 2015 a4 $1,840 51,000 I I ‘ .

73 2016 30 $1,625

74 |2017 100 4347 I

75 |Grand Total 796 $3,342 o e @ 0

?.5_ 1993 1997 2002 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

LA DATE_ACQUIRED +

78




Vehicle Maintenance Costs by
Physical Condition

REGIOM (Al
ETYPE {all]}
Values
Sum of 2017
Annual
COMDITION OF Maintenancea Sum of Average Cost
WEHICLE Cost per Wehicle
1 £100,501 52,761
z $834,309 54,486
3 £1,114 603 53,053
4 5422, 761 52,818
5 %ED,2Z1 =872
crand Total %3 547 5E2 £3,302

51,200,000

51,000,000

*B00.000

SE00,000

=A00,.000

200,000

(JIOWADOT

55,000

4,500

=400

53,500

53,000

22,500

22,00

51,500

51,000

S50

Office of Public Transit

. Surn of 2017
Al
Ilsimbemanoe Cost

== Surm of fverage
Ceet per Vehicle
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—— Comparison
PTMS Points and Physical Condition




State of lowa
Transit Asset Management App
for Facilities Condition
Assessment

(will work with iPad or Android tablets)
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(%] Facility Condition Assessment =

Location Information

Facility Name: *

o | N
ailbox L ¢
- |ORegion 2 North lowa Joint Use Transit Facility &l

ORegion 3 RTA Headquarters and Maintenance Facility =
> ORegion 3 Storage Facility
L ORegion 5 MIDAS Building

ORegion 6 administrative office o
= L - : - =)
> Region: *
- | _|

> Street Address: *

|l _|

> City: *

- |
L Zip Code: *

— @ | j|
L Select Location: *

42.023°N 93.622°W = 338 m u

IUN \ J | s ' X

\ 'l
|
(© OpenStreetMap contributors L

Notes




(% ] Facility Condition Assessment

¥ Condition Assessment

Date of Assessment:
 Friday, July 6, 2018 V|

Overall Condition Rating:
0 |

» A. Substructure
» B. Shell

» C. Interiors

» D. Conveyance
» E. Plumbing

» F. HVAC

» @. Fire Protection

T e
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%)

Facility Condition Assessment

(35

v A. Substructure

Component
A. Substructure

e Foundation
e Basement

5=
Excellent

Description

New construction, no visible defects.

Minor improvement or superficial repairs
needed, can be addressed through routine
maintenance. No significant visible damage
such as cracking, spalling, sagging, rust, or
shifting.

3
Adequate

Needs some repair. There may be surface
cracking, rust, shifting, and spalling on
components. Insulation or drainage may
need maintenance. Substructure is
cosmetically “fair’, and functioning as
designed; within useful life.

2: Marginal

Components need extensive repair at a
minimum. They show signs of significant
cracking, sagging, rust, shifting, and
spalling / decay. Significant insulation or
drainage issues may be present. There are
no apparent safety issues, however.
Components are functional but have
exceeded their useful lives.

Poor

Components show critical defects affecting
function, health, or safety. They are visibly
in poor condition. They cannot be repaired;
must be replaced. They have exceeded
their useful life and warrant structural
review.
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Q Facility Condition Assessment

Il -

3

Substructure Subtotal:
35

Foundations *
(such as walls, columns, pilings, etc.)

Not Ap.p.)licable Pbbr Maréinal Adec.q.u ate bed Excéilent

Basement *
(such as materials, insulation, slab, floor underpinnings)

Ll

NotAp.plicable Poor Maréinal Adeﬁquate Good Excellent

Substructure Notes

Include any relevant notes in regards to the substructure category

Substructure Photo
Include any relevant photos in regards to the substructure category

B. Shell

C. Interiors

D. Conveyance
E. Plumbing

F. HVAC

G. Fire Protection
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Facility Condition Assessment

UYL LT S

& Survey123 for ArcGIS

[

oy e wow

P;)or tllé replaced rqmerthar_l repaired. They have
exceeded their useful life and warrant
structural review.
Shell Subtotal:
3.75
Superstructure/structural frame *
(e.g. Columns, pillars, walls)
Not Applicable Poor Marginal Adequate Good Excellent
Roof *
(roof surface, qutters, eaves, skylights, chimney surrounds)
Not Applicable Poor Marginal Adequate Good Excellent
Exterior *
(windows, doors, and all finishes such as paint and masonry)
Not Applicable Poor Marginal Adequate Good Excellent
Shell appurtenances *
(balconies, fire escapes, gutters, downspouts)
Poor Marginal Adequate Good Excellent

Not Apblicable

C. Interiors

D. Conveyance
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£ ~ & || @ DOTNET Home P... &8 Transit Facilities ... | (5 Transit Faciliti... %

| //‘ TN LativRess - s
i i s ] SN ol ) fLea pustd QA R E S B [ o%kmmmw A
Ahesd for Progress in the 213t Cantury (MAP-21) Assessment s vl WearsonTrapait Shop
containa severs| provisions impsacting 49 U.S.C. §5535. Begion 10
Section 20025 of MAP-21 speciically sdds “ssset Overall Condition ANy \J i‘ii;vzc?u‘::
condition information” to the scope of the National Rati ng: % i 2".!&’;; Administrative
Tronsit Detsbase (NTD). ktincludes s definition of a E 1q! ol

Region 12
@ 5/31/2018, 12:00 AM
# Region 12 Jefferso
Office and storage fo

“transit aszet manage:

o om e of | Excellent (4.5 -
5)

Very Good (4 -

4.5)

grant recipients, and & requirement that Secretary of

Tranaportation develop a FTA Facility Condition

@aterloo ubuque

Aszessment Guidebook definition of “state of goad

Region 12

© 6/1/2018, 12:00 AM
# Denizon Office and
Storage Facility

repeir” (SGR) thet includes “standards for measuring

the condition of capital assets of recipients, including

equipment, rolling stack, infrastructure, and facilities.” Good(3.5-4) _Cedar Rapid
0.00 Region 12

@ 6/1/2018, 12:00 AM
# Carroll Transit
tensnce and Storage

Adequate (3 -
3.5)

Marginal (2.5 -
3)

—— O

Region 13
@ 671172018, 12:00 AM
# Adantic Bus Barn

HBE O0OMN

Poor(1-2.5
[ ) Region 13

@ 6/11/2018, 12:00 AM

# Adantic Administrative

Transit Facilities + Cffic=
32 g 40 ﬁ Region 13
— © 671172018, 12

# Adantic Wash

Assessments Facilities v - .
lowa Department of Transportation - Office...
- - ) P /13/2018, 12:00 AM
# Ottumwa Adminiatrative
Completed Assessments g and Maintenance Facility
Eocellant
—o
. )
a_a o o . * <
e 5 s
* - @
> hd = b - > s - -
3 - 2/2018, 12:00 AM
i @ o North lows Joint Use

Transit Maintenance Facility

80% —

Region 3
@ 6/19/2018, 12:00 AM
# Spencer Storage Facility

Region 3
& 6/18/2018, 12:00 AM
# Sheldon Storage Fecility

Average Condition Rating

2 3

Region 3

© 6/19/2018, 12:00 AM
# Spencer RTA
Headguarters and
Maintenance Facility

Region 5

@ 6/6/2018, 12:00 AM
’ 4
Gy

Region 5

@ 6772018, 12:00 AM

# MIDAS Building Fort v
Dodge

O O 0O OO B R0 8 B OO O

9:59 AM

AR mg B
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PURPOSE

The transportation resuthorizetion
legizlation Moving Ahesc for Progress in
the 21zt Cantury (MAP-21) containa sever=al
provisions impacting 4?2 US.C. §5355.
Section 0025 of MAP-21 specificaliy adds
“mszet condition information” to the scope
of the Netional Tranzit Databasze (NTD). &
includes a definition of 2 “transit asse:
meansgement pl=n” 1o be raguirec of grant
recipients, and & reguirement that
Secretary of Transponation cevelop a FTA
Facility Condition Aszessment Guidebook
cefinition of “state of gocd repair™ (SGR)
thet includes “stancards for measuring the
condition of capital aszets of recipients,
including eguipment, rolling stock,

infrastructure, and facilities.”

1089 o

Amssments Facilities

Condition
Assessment

Overall
Condition
Rating:
Excellent
(4.5-5)
Very Good
(4-4.5)
Good (3.5
-4)
Adeqguate
(3 -3.5)
Marginal
(2.5-3)
Poor (1 -
2.5)

i
(

_413_$—,—

1__

Em Dod¢

e

!owa Department of Transportatxo...

Completed Assessments

25%

Average Condition Rating

| | |
®__ S/t
.- ’_’.—I___,_,_—‘\
e — Toe2
oo == e —— == - |
o B~ B -
Aceziats
Vagral
Fooe
= =
mat sccicatie
= T T -
Danzon Jefigrson
Office Office
Caeroll anz For ara nIDAs Shaldon Epercar
Transit Storags Dodge Storage Buildmng Storage Stcra-,e
Maintanancs Faclny DART Facizy For: Facizy Facdey
anc Dodgs
Srorage
Faclsy

14

Overall Rating
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Office of Public Transit

AGREEMENT STRUCTURE

Three-pronged approach developed for lowa

Provisions documented in Provisions documented in
cooperative planning annual work program (UPWP)
agreement

Public

transportation
providers

Provisions documented
in annual consolidated
funding application
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Office of Public Transit

FINAL THOUGHTS....

Significant Lesson Learned so Far: Start early with data
collection efforts. We sent out a survey to transit agencies in
February 2017 to establish baseline

Toughest Challenge: diversity of skills, data availability,
different internal procedures of group plan participants

What Tasks/Processes Are Going Smoothly:

» Facility condition assessment going smoothly since lowa
DOT has taken ownership

» \ehicle data is already centralized at the DOT

» Vehicle funding prioritization is done centrally with
established procedure
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Office of Public Transit

FINAL THOUGHTS....

Educating and coordinating with subrecipients:
» State Transit Association meetings—keep TAM on radar
» E-mail communications
» “TAM Implementation for Tier Il Providers and Sponsors”
course brought to lowa—encouraged group participants as
well as our 5307 recipients to take class
» Developed tools to help them manage fleet/facilities—helps
subrecipients see value in the TAM process
» Offered to perform facility assessment using DOT app
to our large urban systems
= 8 of 12 transit system took up the DOT offer
= One using app to do their own
» Worked with our systems planning office to formalize
communications with MPOs
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Office of Public Transit

CONTACT INFORMATION

THANK YOU!

For TAM plan and data-related inquiries

Sree Mitra

Oliill=Nei Vo) [[MIFIs}Ji# Phone: 515 239-1806
Sreeparna.mitra@iowadot.us

For coordination and planning-related inquiries

. Andrea White
Office of Systems Phone: 515 239-1210

Planning Andrea.white@iowadot.us



