
REVISED 
AGENDA 

INTERCITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
October 7, 2015 

5:30 P.M. 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
1) APPROVAL OF AGENDA               1 min. 

 
2) INTRODUCTIONS & RECOGNITIONS      10 min. 

A. David Brandon, Vehicle Cleaner (Paul Koleber) 
B. Katie Cunningham, Procurement Coordinator (Laura Lowe) 
C. New Operator Class 15-02 (Mark Sandberg) 

 
3) PUBLIC COMMENT                    10 min. 

Public Comment Note:  This is the place on the agenda where the public is  
invited to address the Authority on any issue.  The person speaking is  
asked to sign-in on the General Public Comment Form for submittal 
to the Clerk of the Board.  Please include your first and last name, a mailing  
address or a phone number (in the event we need to contact you).  When  
your name is called, step up to the podium and give your name for the audio record.   
If you are unable to utilize the podium, you will be provided a microphone at  
your seat.  Citizens testifying are asked to limit testimony to three minutes. 
 
The Authority will not typically respond to your comments this same evening;  
however, they may ask some clarifying questions.   
 

4) APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA ITEMS           1 min. 
A. Approval of Minutes:  September 16, 2015, ITA/CAC Joint Meeting. 

   
B. Payroll:  September Payroll in the amount of $2,034,217.84. 

 
C. Accounts Payable:  Warrants dated September 4, 2015, numbers 19430-19495, in 

the amount of $688,137.53; warrants dated September 18, 2015, numbers 19499-
19583, in the amount of $337,333.48 for a monthly total of $1,025,471.01 and 
Automated Clearing House Transfers for September 2015 in the amount of 
$12,249.25, for a monthly total of $1,037,720.26. 

 
D. Schedule Public Hearings for 2016 Draft Budget and 2016-2021 Strategic Plan:  

Schedule a public hearing for Wednesday, November 4, 2015, 
5:30 p.m., to receive and consider comments on the 2016-2021 Strategic Plan and 
the 2016 Budget. (Ann Freeman-Manzanares) 
 

5) PUBLIC HEARINGS – None            0 min. 



 
 
 

6) COMMITTEE REPORTS 
A. Thurston Regional Planning Council (Karen Messmer)       3 min. 
B. Transportation Policy Board (Ann Freeman-Manzanares)      3 min. 
C. Citizen Advisory Committee (Victor VanderDoes)       3 min. 

 
7) NEW BUSINESS 

A. Local Climate Change/Clean Energy Survey Results    30 min. 
(Tom Crawford, Thurston Climate Action Team) 

B. Auto Body Repair Services (Jeff Peterson)      10 min. 
C. Telephone Consultant (Jeff Peterson)       10 min. 
D. Citizen Representative Recruitment (Ann Freeman-Manzanares)    10 min. 

 
8) GENERAL MANAGER’S REPORT       10 min. 

 
9) AUTHORITY ISSUES         10 min. 

 
10) EXECUTIVE SESSION         20 min. 

Personnel – Discuss General Manager’s Performance Evaluation  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Intercity Transit is committed to ensuring that no person is excluded from participation in, or denied the 
benefits of its transit services on the basis of race, color, or national origin consistent with requirements of Title 
VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and Federal Transit Administration guidance in FTA Circular 4702. 
 
For questions regarding Intercity Transit’s Title VI Program, you may contact the agency’s Title VI Officer at 
(360) 705-5885 or bholman@intercitytransit.com. 
 

If you need special accommodations to participate in this meeting, please call us at (360) 705-5860 three days 
prior to the meeting. 
 
For TDD users, please use the state’s toll-free relay service, 711 and ask the operator to dial (360) 705-5860. 
 
Please consider using an alternate mode to attend this meeting:  bike, walk, bus, carpool, or vanpool.  This 
facility is served by Routes 62A, 62B (on Martin Way), and 66 (on Pacific Avenue).  

mailto:bholman@intercitytransit.com




























 PERIOD DATES: 8/23 - 9/5/2015 PAYDATE 9/11/2015  PERIOD DATES: 9/6-19/2015 PAYDATE 9/25/2015

CODES

PAY PERIOD 

CHECK NO.

1ST CHECK 

AMOUNT

1ST 

TRANSFER 

AMOUNT CODES

PAY PERIOD 

CHECK NO.

2ND CHECK 

AMOUNT

2ND TRANSFER 

AMOUNT

3 FIT EFT 73,281.77 3 FIT EFT 79,087.37

4 MT EFT 20,056.92 93,338.69 4 MT EFT 20,954.48 100,041.85

5 A2/35 Life Ins. Check Dave 2nd 2,138.25 0.00 5 A2/35 Life Ins. Check Dave 2nd 4,057.28 0.00

6 D3/31 Disability InsCheck Dave 2nd 1,464.40 0.00 6 D3/31 Disability Ins Check Dave 2nd 1,957.90 0.00

7 HE/37 Health In1st Check Dave 2nd 16,736.50 0.00 7 HE/37 Health In1st Check Dave 2nd 282,452.50 0.00

8 TH/39 Taxed Hlth Check Dave 2nd 0.00 0.00 8 TH/39 Taxed Hlth Check Dave 2nd 0.00 0.00

9 CC/61 Child Care Hfsttter/Brgkmp 384.3 9 CC/61 Child Care Hfsttter/Brgkmp 384.3

10 GN/08 Garnish CHECK last 1,142.14 10 GN/08 Garnish CHECK last 237.07

11 11

12 CS/09 DSHS EFT 1,654.87 1,654.87 12 CS/09 DSHS EFT 1,654.87 1,654.87

13 CS/09 ExpertPay EFT 0.00 0.00 13 CS/09 ExpertPay EFT 0.00 0.00

14 D1/98 D.Dep. #1 ACH WIRE every 9,707.38 9,707.38 14 D1/98 D.Dep. #1 ACH WIRE every 9,659.74 9,659.74

15 D2/97 D.Dep. #2 ACH WIRE every 15,993.06 15,993.06 15 D2/97 D.Dep. #2 ACH WIRE every 15,767.38 15,767.38

16 16

16 GT/63 G.Ed.Tuit Check every 227.00 16 GT/63 G.Ed.Tuit Check every 227.00

17 HS/59 Health Svgs ACH Wire every 155.00 155.00 17 HS/59 Health Svgs ACH Wire every 155.00 155.00

18 DC/97 Vgrd EE Wire 42,900.35 18 DC/97 Vgrd EE Wire 45,780.11

19 DC/22 Vgrd ER Wire 28,895.82             71,796.17 19 DC/22 Vgrd ER Wire 30,997.77             76,777.88

20 L2/29 401k Ln#2 Wire 5,149.95 20 L2/29 401k Ln#2 Wire 5,149.95

20 LN/29 401k Ln #1 Wire 9,310.89               14,460.84 20 LN/29 401k Ln #1 Wire 9,250.57               14,400.52

22 TTL VNGRD 86,257.01 22 TTL VNGRD 91,178.40

23 LI/02 L&I EFT Quarterly 26,781.26 23 LI/02 L&I EFT Quarterly 25,420.73

24 MD/51 Mch.UnDues Check last 1,376.23 24 MD/51 Mch.UnDues Check last 1,376.02

25 MI/52 Mac.Inition Check last 82.12 25 MI/52 Mac.Inition Check last 0.00

26 MS/60 Payroll Corr check 0.00 26 MS/60 Payroll Corr check 0.00

GL/11 GTLife 0.00 GL/11 GTLife 0.00

27 TF/ 0.00 27 TF/ 0.00

28 TF/ Tx.Fr.Benefit Employer 50.00 0.00 28 TF/ Tx.Fr.Benefit Employer 0.00 0.00

29 PA/66 Proj.Assist Check last 509.00 29 PA/66 Proj.Assist Check last 499.00

30 PN/04 PERS EE EFT 43,699.68 0.00 30 PN/04 PERS EE EFT 45,381.15 0.00

31 PN/04 PERS ER EFT 79,564.62             123,264.30 31 PN/04 PERS ER EFT 82,526.00             127,907.15

32 TTL PERS 123,264.30 32 TTL PERS 127,907.15

33 R3/20 ICMA Ln#2 WIRE 605.39 0.00 33 R3/20 ICMA Ln#2 WIRE 605.39 0.00

RC/24 ICMA EE WIRE 5,354.94 RC/24 ICMA EE WIRE 5,430.78

35 RI/23 ICMA Roth WIRE 414.61 414.61 35 RI/23 ICMA Roth WIRE 414.61 414.61

36 RL/21 ICMA Ln#1 WIRE 1,045.60 1,650.99 36 RL/21 ICMA Ln#1 WIRE 1,045.60 1,650.99

37 RR/25 ICMA ER WIRE 3,194.47 8,549.41 37 RR/25 ICMA ER WIRE 3,255.66 8,686.44

38 TTL ICMA 10,200.40 10,615.01 38 TTL ICMA 10,337.43 10,752.04

39 SD/26 457 ST EE EFT 11,750.00 39 SD/26 457 ST EE EFT 12,588.32

40 SR/27 457 ST ER EFT 6,114.71 17,864.71 40 SR/27 457 ST ER EFT 6,281.90 18,870.22

41 ST/67 ShTrmDisab EFT 3,330.05 3,330.05 41 ST/67 ShTrmDisab EFT 0.00 0.00

42 UC/45 Un COPE Check 1st 124.00                  42 UC/45 Un COPE Check 1st -                        

UA/44 Un Assess Check last 0.00 UA/44 Un Assess Check last 579.00

UD/42 Un Dues Check last 5,254.88 UD/42 Un Dues Check last 5,303.07

44 UI/41 Un Initiatn Check last 0.00 44 UI/41 Un Initiatn Check last 0.00

45 UT/43 Un Tax Check last 2,919.70 45 UT/43 Un Tax Check last 0.00

46 UW/62 United Way Check last 506.50 46 UW/62 United Way Check last 488.50

47 WF/64 Wellness Check last 353.50 47 WF/64 Wellness Check last 353.50

48 NET PAY (dir. Deposit) ACH Wire every 439,921.72 439,921.72 48 NET PAY (dir. Deposit) ACH Wire every 451,707.27 451,707.27

Paychecks 4,024.37 Paychecks 17,012.10

49 TOTAL TRANSFER (tie to Treasurer Notifications) $802,101.80 49 TOTAL TRANSFER (tie to Treasurer Notifications) $827,693.92

50 TOTAL PAYROLL*: $866,175.95 50 TOTAL PAYROLL*: $1,168,041.89

51 GROSS EARNINGS: 715,362.13 51 GROSS EARNINGS: 758,843.62

52 EMPR MISC DED: 140,785.36 52 EMPR MISC DED: 398,721.03

53 EMPR MEDICARE TAX: 10,028.46 53 EMPR MEDICARE TAX: 10,477.24

54 TOTAL PAYROLL*: $866,175.95 54 TOTAL PAYROLL*: $1,168,041.89

55 55 TOTAL PAYROLL FOR AUGUST 2015 $2,034,217.84

56 ACH WIRE TOTAL 465,777.16 56 ACH WIRE TOTAL 477,289.39















H:\Authority\HOLDING\Oct 7\Agenda1408PublicHearingBudget.doc 

INTERCITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
AGENDA ITEM NO.  4-D 

MEETING DATE:  October 7, 2015 
 

FOR:   Intercity Transit Authority 
 
FROM: Ann Freeman-Manzanares, 360-705-5838 
 
SUBJECT: Request to Set Public Hearings for the 2016 Draft Budget  

and the 2016–2021 Strategic Plan 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
1) The Issue:  To set a public hearing to receive comment on the 2016 Draft Budget 

and the 2016-2021 Strategic Plan. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
2) Recommended Action:  Set the public hearing for the 2016 draft budget and for 

the 2016-2021 Strategic Plan for Wednesday, November 4, 2015. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
3) Policy Analysis:  It is the policy of the Intercity Transit Authority to review and 

accept comments from the public prior to adopting the annual budget and the 
strategic plan.  The draft budget documents rest heavily on the proposed 
Strategic Plan.  The Strategic Plan states the Agency’s direction for 2016 and the 
following five-year period.  The Strategic Plan identifies the Authority’s wishes 
regarding service levels, which is the prime driver of our proposed expenses for 
2016. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
4) Background:  Staff will present draft documents to the Authority at the October 

Work Session, incorporate changes then release for public consideration.   
______________________________________________________________________________ 
5) Alternatives:   

A) Set the public hearing for the 2016 draft budget and 2016-2021 Strategic 
Plan for Wednesday, November 4, 2015. 

B) Direct staff to revise the proposed 2016 budget calendar and set the public 
hearing for a different date. 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
6) Budget Notes:  N/A. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
7) Goal Reference:  The annual budget impacts all agency goals. 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
8) References:  N/A. 
 



  

TRPC Members & 
Representatives  

City of Lacey 

Virgil Clarkson 

City of Olympia 
Nathaniel Jones 

City of Rainier 

Dennis McVey 

City of Tenino 
Bret Brodersen 

City of Tumwater 

Tom Oliva 

City of Yelm 
Robert Isom 

Confederated Tribes of the 
Chehalis Reservation 
Amy Loudermilk 

Nisqually Indian Tribe 
Heidi Thomas 

Town of Bucoda 

Alan Vanell 

Thurston County 
Sandra Romero 

North Thurston Public 
Schools 
Chuck Namit 

Olympia School District 

Allen Miller 

Intercity Transit 
Karen Messmer 

LOTT Clean Water Alliance 

Cynthia Pratt 

Port of Olympia 
George Barner 

PUD No. 1 of Thurston County 

Russell Olsen 

 

 

Associate Members 

Economic Development 
Council of Thurston County 
Michael Cade 

Lacey Fire District #3 

Gene Dobry 

Puget Sound Regional Council 
Vacant 

The Evergreen State College 

Jeanne Rynne 

Timberland Regional Library 
Cheryl Heywood 

A 

 

PRE-AGENDA 
Friday, October 2, 2015 
8:30 a.m. – 11:00 a.m. 

The TRPC pre-agenda provides our members the opportunity to review the topics of the upcoming 
TRPC meeting.  This information is forwarded in advance to afford your councils and boards the 
opportunity for discussion at your regular meetings.  This will provide your designated representative 
with information that can be used for their participation in the Regional Council meeting.  For more 
information, please visit our website at www.trpc.org. 

Consent Calendar  ACTION 

These items were presented at the previous meeting.  They are action items and will 
remain on consent unless pulled for further discussion. 

a. Approval of Minutes –September 11, 2015 
b. Approval of Vouchers 
c. Approval of RTIP Amendment 15-10 
d. Approval of Draft 2016-2019 Regional Transportation Improvement Program 

2016 Legislative Priorities DISCUSSION 
Each year, the Council develops a packet of important regional issues to bring to 
state legislators.  Last year, the chair appointed a subcommittee to brainstorm 
issues to come to Council for approval.  Since the next regular session will begin 
in January 2016, it is time to start the conversation. 

TPB Retreat – Regional Work Priorities DISCUSSION 
On September 16, the Transportation Policy Board held a retreat focusing on short 
and work priorities for the Regional Transportation Plan, and issues needed 
focused attention from the Policy Board.  Staff will report on the Retreat. 

Retreat Next Steps  DISCUSSION 
As a result of the Council Retreat in July, five strategic goals were developed to 
guide TRPC over the next 3-5 years. The next step is to further refine the objectives 
under each goal, which may lead to future work programs.  At the September 
meeting we reviewed the two strategic goals under the Transportation and 
Economic Development areas.  At the October meeting we will review the strategic 
goals related to Land Use and Water Resource Stewardship and identify the key 
objectives that the Council feels will enable us to meet them. 

Sustainability Update PRESENTATION / DISCUSSION 
This item will present an update by TRPC staff on current sustainability efforts and 
provide the opportunity for members to report back on their jurisdiction’s efforts. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

http://www.trpc.org/


 

 

Minutes 
INTERCITY TRANSIT 

CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
August 17, 2015 

 
CALL TO ORDER 
 
Chair VanderDoes called the August 17, 2015, meeting of the Citizen Advisory Committee 
(CAC) to order at 5:35 p.m. at the administrative offices of Intercity Transit. 
 
Members Present:  Chair Victor VanderDoes; Kahlil  Sibree; Billie Clark; Lin Zenki, Sue Pierce; 
Ursula Euler; Carl See; Julie Hustoft; Mitchell Chong; Denise Clark; and Ariah Perez.  
 
Absent:  Charles Richardson; Michael Van Gelder; Leah Bradley; Quinn Johnson and Jan Burt. 
 
Staff Present:  Ann Freeman-Manzanares; Dennis Bloom and Nancy Trail. 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
It was M/S/A by PIERCE and CLARK, D. to approve the agenda. 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 
 
VanderDoes introduced Authority members, DON MELNICK & RYAN WARNER. 
 
VanderDoes welcomed ARIAH PEREZ, as a youth representative to the CAC. 
 
MEETING ATTENDANCE 
 
A. August 19, 2015, Special Meeting – Lin Zenki 
B. September 2, 2015, Regular Meeting – Carl See 
C. September 16, 2015, Joint Meeting of ITA/CAC – All 
D. October 7, 2015, Regular Meeting – Victor VanderDoes 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
It was M/S/A by HUSTOFT and CLARK, D. to approve the minutes of the July 20, 2015 
meeting. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
A. 2015 CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE RECRUITMENT - (Nancy Trail) Trail relayed 

information regarding the recruitment process for the four open positions, and the 
Authority’s decision to utilize a fall timeline again this year due to last year’s success. We 
are in the process of updating the application packets and getting them assembled for 
distribution. The process involves formation of an ad hoc committee with three volunteers 
from the CAC committee and three volunteers from the Authority board to interview the 
applicants and make a recommendation to the Authority.  

 



Intercity Transit Citizen Advisory Committee  
August 17, 2015 
Page 2 of 9 

 

Freeman-Manzanares added the applications are due October 29th and asked if any 
committee members were interested in serving on the ad hoc committee. Pierce and Clark, 
D. offered to serve on the committee. Due to a shortage of members present the third 
position was left vacant at that time. 
 

B. AUTHORITY PLANNING SESSION - (Ann Freeman-Manzanares) Freeman-Manzanares 
indicated the Authority planning session is this Friday, August 21st. The Authority typically 
takes one day a year to work on larger issues. This year there are three issues and this item 
is to help the CAC provide feedback to the Authority. First, how to best deliver on 
increasing demand for service to our community and as a caveat, how do we know there 
will be increased demand for service. Second, how do we fund our short and long range 
goals; and third, how do we best communicate with the community. The Authority is 
interested in the CAC’s thoughts and opinions on how to move forward.  
 
Freeman-Manzanares stated the Authority had made the decision to move forward with the 
ballot measure for the last one-tenth of one percent in sales tax last year. The decision was 
delayed based on the potential of receiving additional sales tax authority from the 
legislature. In the end, the legislature decided not to include our request in the legislation 
last year. The agency has been working with the transportation committee and they noted 
that we were not at the maximum nine-tenths of a percent. This year the legislature went 
over for those agencies that were at the maximum tax rate. There is no federal 
transportation package yet, and we are hopeful that it may come by the end of the year. We 
would like them to address the significant reduction in federal transportation funding and 
the elimination of discretionary funds.  The picture is further complicated by the volatility in 
our sales tax funding and fuel costs. All of this leads to how the CAC can help the authority 
define the game plan for the future.  
 
Freeman-Manzanares indicated the agency currently has a Request for Qualifications in 
process for a community conversation project. The agency needs to determine what the 
community and our stakeholders want us to look like. In this process we will have 
conversations with the community, jurisdictions, chambers, social services agencies, and 
members of the medical and educational community to put these pieces together. The 
project will take place in the spring of next year. Ryan and Don will take the feedback you 
provide to the planning session on Friday. 

 
Freeman-Manzanares stated the cost for a ballot measure can be upwards of $300,000 if it is 
only us on the ballot. If the county is on the ballot it would be significantly less. It is based 
on the number of voters within the PTBA, which are approximately 170,000 at $2.00 per 
voter. These are additional considerations on when to move forward.  
 
Freeman-Manzanares reviewed sales tax history on the handouts provided and discussed 
the different scenarios showing when the agency runs into the red without additional 
funding. 
 
Freeman-Manzanares indicated sales tax for 2015 thus far is at about 7.5% over the year. Far 
higher than we have seen for years.   The model currently shows 5% for this year, and 3% 
for every year after. The first scenario shows what we’re doing right now. Looking at that 
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base scenario the agency goes into the red in 2019 in terms of our 90-day contingency and 
into the red in the ending cash in 2020. 
 
Freeman-Manzanares stated the authority is looking at the diesel vehicles more favorably 
attempting a replacement cycle of 17 years if possible. Under that scenario we are under 
ending cash in 2020 and in the red in ending cash in 2022.  When we first looked at these 
scenarios last year we were in the red in 2019 and that is why the Authority pushed to go 
out for the ballot in 2015. 
 

VanderDoes – stated he would like to see a breakdown of the sales tax by year. 
 

Freeman-Manzanares – responded we can get that information for you. 
 
Freeman-Manzanares indicated when the recession hit we pulled projections way back. 
From a finance perspective we feel more comfortable being conservative. Our focus is on 
supporting a consistency in service levels.  We wanted to provide a little background about 
when we go into the red and it’s important to keep those timeframes in mind. 
 
Freeman-Manzanares remarked on the need to talk about the question of how we best 
deliver on the demand for increased service in our community. The authority has also asked 
how we know there is increased demand for service. Thurston Regional Planning Council 
(TRPC) provided some information on their basic needs assessment. TRPC had over 1,000 
responses to the assessment. Freeman-Manzanares reviewed the statistics which provide 
that 80% reported trouble paying for housing and transportation costs over the past 12 
months. They talk about basic needs and one of those from our perspective is 
transportation. 
 

Chong arrived. 
 
Freeman-Manzanares continued with information from the needs assessment which 
indicated 48% ranked access to a bus as one of the top three neighborhood features in 
deciding where to live. Interestingly the number of vehicles by household is going up, 
which could be influenced by a number of factors. 
 

VanderDoes – stated it could be kids moving back home.  
 
Freeman-Manzanares shared information on the Sustainable Thurston project led by TRPC 
and how the area will handle the additional population coming into Thurston County. The 
project showed the internal growth rate is as a result of people moving into the county.  
 
Freeman-Manzanares shared information from TRPC on commute patterns which indicates 
30,000 people leaving the county daily to find work. We are looking at economic 
development in the community and trying to balance all of that.  
 

Pierce – remarked that Fort Lewis is technically in Pierce County, but isn’t all the way to 
Tacoma or Seattle. 

 



Intercity Transit Citizen Advisory Committee  
August 17, 2015 
Page 4 of 9 

 

Freeman-Manzanares – indicated the State is focused on defining their role in a well-
functioning I-5 so goods and services can get through. 

 
Sibree arrived. 

 
Freeman-Manzanares shared information on an informal computer based exercise TRPC did 
that gave participants $500 and allowed them to use the money to improve transportation 
and help understand the trade-offs. This provided an understanding of how much it costs to 
do these things. The exercise asked participants to identify what was important to them, and 
then the greater community. Individuals indicated bike lanes, sidewalks, trails and 
pavement. For the community it was inter-count transportation, bus, rail, vanpooling, park 
and ride, and CTR, paratransit and rural transit. In encouraging commerce the areas of 
importance were freeway widening, technology, fees, maintenance (pavement & bridges). 
Topics of interest include coordination of services, more density on the urban corridor, land 
use, climate change, CTR and technology.  
 

Clark, D. – remarked that she participated in that exercise and it was interesting that 
there were only about 20 participants that were born here. 

 
Bloom reviewed the information on the map handouts on the changing demographics of 
Thurston County. There is a system map showing the routing structure. Each of the maps 
from TRPC have the route structure overlay on them. The population density map shows it 
at the census block level. Census tracts are about a half-mile square. The census for 
downtown Olympia is done block by block. The maps with squares are tract level. Note that 
the density, low income, and employment maps show our current route structure meets the 
criteria on our service plan. We try to serve those low income areas and where we are 
getting our most bang for our buck. The map showing the population density of seniors 65 
years and older shows where we need the Dial-A-Lift service. The maps depicting the 
density of youth (10-17 years), rental households, and zero vehicle households shows that 
our route structure is located appropriately.  
 
Bloom stated this goes back to the question that the board is asking about how we anticipate 
service. These indicators from 2010 compared to the 2040 population density per acre 
indicate we are hitting just about all the areas with the exception of NE Lacey, a small area 
in Yelm, and SW Tumwater. The employment density follows the same patterns that we 
have now along the major corridors. The infrastructure for our bus service is in good shape. 
In terms of housing density the rule of thumb for population of our size is 6 to 8 housing 
units per acre. Most of the density is still at 1-5. You get density in downtown Olympia, 
along Martin Way, west of Panorama City, Fones Road, Tumwater and down in Yelm. The 
concentration is in the urbanized areas. When you get that kind of density you get more 
ridership. Comprehensive plans rely on public transit and encourage people to live along 
those corridors. The cities want this to happen. There is a piece in the comprehensive plans 
on funding that says they want to do that, but it is not specific. King County Metro is going 
to tax their entire county to provide more service within the city of Seattle.  
 
Freeman-Manzanares indicated it is important for you to see how we are currently covering 
where housing/employment areas are located in our service area. In the past we have 
defined success in our strategic plan by increased ridership. Do we continue to use that 
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benchmark? Do we continue to serve the way we are serving now, do we have more 
frequency, more coverage. The answer to those questions defines a bit about our ridership. 
If we provide coverage to those areas that are not that densely populate we are not going to 
get the ridership. It is important to see that in 2040 we are still serving those hot spots. There 
are a lot of things to consider and balance when we think about what we want to look like 
when we grow up. 
 

VanderDoes – stated it doesn’t look like any major route changes are required. There is 
the possibility of some social changes coming like millennials not using cars and 2040 is 
a significant ways out. He has heard that in terms of communications email is for old 
people, and that texting, Facebook, and other social media are becoming the norm. 

 
Zenki – indicated email is for long communications and text is for short things. 

 
Clark, D. –remarked that the agency should market “going green” and capitalize on the 
environmental trend. She also stated many people would ride the bus if there was 
service in NE Lacey. 

 
Freeman-Manzanares – indicated the agency is working with the Lacey business 
community to access their needs. 

 
Clark, D. – remarked that she sees a lot of growth in the area. People want community, 
where they can walk, ride, and bus. They don’t want apartment complexes, or building 
large developments with no transit service. 

 
Pierce – stated 2040 is another 25 years from now and she is skeptical about the 
assumption that people aren’t going to have cars. She is unsure that the idea of we’ll 
build it and they’ll figure out how to live there is going to fly.  

 
VanderDoes – indicated technology will change over the next 25 years, and the number of 
electric cars could change transit because it will be so much cheaper. 

 
Euler – clarified on the page 3 lower right density map that ideally you would like to put 
service where there is density of 10 or more per acre. 

 
See arrived. 

 
Bloom – indicated the density is 6 - 8 per acre. The idea is to try to concentrate 
population in urbanized areas and preserve rural areas. There are some pockets of 
density and not sure we will ever be able to serve them.  

 
Euler – asked if the agency is talking to cities to tax themselves – like a public 
transportation district. 

 
Bloom – indicated the cities of Seattle and Bellingham are doing that. People outside 
the service area are paying to fund the service within the city. Presently the 
transportation districts use the funds for roads and infrastructure. 
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Freeman-Manzanares – the State and the City of Olympia used to fund part of the 
DASH and they pulled out but we still provide that service. We talk about that on a 
yearly basis and there is the potential that funding might come back. The 
conversation is what the community wants us to accomplish.  

 
VanderDoes – asked if the agency had seen any routes where the ridership goes against 
the population density rule? 

 
Bloom – responded that it follows general predictions. It follows major corridors and 
in that senses it is fairly traditional. There are routes that go to the Community 
College (SPSCC) that is not a major corridor, but it is for a destination. The same 
thing can be seen to Evergreen State College, those buses are packed. They don’t 
have cars and a lot have bikes. Those go against the density grain. 

 
See – remarked looking at the system map one thing that came to mind is what kind of 
service we provide to parks and have we looked at ridership for instance to the Regional 
Athletic Complex (RAC). There is no service to LBA, Priest Point, etc.  

 
Bloom – responded it is a potential market. The best ridership is to Rainier Vista Park. 
We don’t have good ridership to the RAC.  

 
See – stated people want a reason to ride the bus. Taking children on the bus isn’t that 
common. It would help get younger people on the bus. 

 
Pierce – stated she doesn’t think increasing frequency will necessarily increase ridership. 
The ridership on some routes may shift taking the load off some buses.  

 
Euler – asked if the financial scenarios kept service levels status quo. 

 
Freeman-Manzanares – responded, yes.  Until we go into the red.  We have the ability 

in the model to reduce service levels to balance our budget.   
 

Euler – inquired about the Authority giving consideration to those who are leaving town 
for employment, since there are so many. Those routes are not the best right now. 

 
Freeman-Manzanares – indicated this was a good transition to a question – which was 
taking your temperature regarding the relative importance of all of our service. We 
have a tendency to focus on our fixed route service and DAL. More recently it has 
been getting people off DAL and on to fixed route, which is far less expensive 
service to run. Then we have a host of other things that we do, we have a robust 
vanpool, bus buddy, village vans, travel trainers, community vans, youth education, 
build a bike program, etc. That is beyond the smaller conversation looking at our 
local service, our express service and our circulator service DASH. Those are things 
that we need to balance out and how do we best do that. 

 
Zenki – remarked that the DAL rates in Alameda County rose to $4.00 each way as their 
way of encouraging people to ride fixed route. She would like to see trips prioritized 
instead of rates increased.  
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Freeman-Manzanares – stated when the authority raised the rates in 2013, they 
specifically chose not to do so for DAL customers. 

 
Zenki – indicated that she is very appreciative because everyone looks at the cost of the 
service and how expensive it is. 

 
Warner – stated the DAL rates can only be twice the cost of fixed route under the 
ADA.  

 
Melnick – indicated Intercity Transit has a very thorough process for making sure 
that those who no longer need DAL aren’t using it. 

 
VanderDoes – stated this is the best run organization that he has ever been affiliated with, 
including the ones he ran. Everything Intercity Transit does is very important to the 
community. 

 
Hustoft – stated we really need service out in NE Lacey looking at the 
population/employment density on Marvin RD and the projected growth out there. We 
really need to serve the area. If we increase service we have to have a bigger facility. We 
need more money for the Pattison street facility. Can we break up the construction 
project into smaller pieces? 

 
Freeman-Manzanares –indicated we are doing that to some extent now. The project 
was originally in the $25,000,000 range. We have a $7,000,000 project now, $4,000,000 
of which is local dollars that we have set aside. We have done the design work. The 
remainder of the project is under ground, utilities, pavement, etc.  

 
VanderDoes – remarked there are a lot national issues and until the nation sorts this out 
it’s not going to happen. 

 
Freeman-Manzanares – stated the thing we do have control over is the final one-tenth 
and economic development. 

 
Melnick – indicated the survey work will yield some of the information we’re looking 
for. 

 
CONSUMER ISSUES 
 

 Pierce – shared a concern about Martin Way and the entrance to the Martin Way Park & Ride 
and that it is often times blocked and the buses and cars are unable to get into or out of the 
park and ride. Pierce suggested painting a box as they have in Pierce County, or possibly a 
sign asking people not to block the entrance.  

 
Freeman-Manzanares – indicated we have had this conversation with the City of Lacey.  They 
believe it is a liability for them to paint stop bars on the street in case someone is counting 
on cars stopping and they do not.  They also mentioned that it is against the law to block 
entry ways so they shouldn’t have to paint a stop bar.   You might want to contact the City 
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of Lacey yourself, and have others that are also concerned about the issue to contact them as 
well. 
 

 Chong – indicated there is a problem with DAL no-shows because people are not getting the 
proper attention that drivers are there to get them. He was on DAL in Los Angeles and they 
had an automated system that would call riders and let them know their ride had arrived.  
 
Freeman-Manzanares – indicated she would speak to DAL about this issue. 
 

 Chong – commented there are a lot of make-shift chairs along Yelm Highway because the 
stops don’t have seats. It looks inappropriate to have these chairs instead of something that 
transit installs. 
 
Bloom – responded staff has removed the chairs several times and they keep returning. 

 

 VanderDoes – commented about the pressure washing artwork at stops and that he likes it, 
but the agency will probably be getting a letter from his HOA. Someone pressure washed a 
happy face onto a wall near the stop on Barnes (#0101) and the HOA is assuming that 
transit did it. They were upset about it.  Also, there is still no garbage can at the stop. 

 

 Clark, B. – inquired about Intercity Transit’s policy on name tags and why drivers don’t 
wear them. 

 
Freeman-Manzanares – responded she would check with Jim Merrill and follow up.  

 
REPORTS 
 

 Pierce – provided the report from the August 5, 2015, Authority meeting indicating they 
reviewed some of the same material the committee heard tonight in preparation of the 
planning session; and met new employees, Claudia Green and Lara Lowe. The highlights in 
the packet cover the rest of the information. 

 
Perez arrived. 

 

 Freeman –Manzanares - provided the General Managers report including July ridership 
347,698 trips on fixed route which represents a 2.7% decrease from the same period last 
year. The pattern of weekday ridership being down and weekend ridership up continues. 
Dennis was just at a planning conference sponsored by APTA and discovered that our 
system was seeing far smaller reductions than other systems. You may have heard the 
Senate passed a transportation bill and we are now waiting for congress to get back into 
session in September to see what happens. We are hoping they push for a long term bill 
with more balance between formula funding and discretionary funding. You are aware the 
agency belongs to APTA, but we also belong to the Bus Coalition which represents mid-size 
systems, the group that was eliminated from the current funding structure.  
 
Freeman-Manzanares recognized committee member Lin Zenki who is participating on a 
panel to assist with the selection of a consultant for the customer satisfaction survey project. 
This is slated to go before the Authority on Wednesday, August 19th.  
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We were invited to the Amtrak Centennial Station to meet the National Rail Road Passenger 
(NRRP) representative to chat about their mission. He was impressed with the station staff 
as they are all volunteers and have met every train coming into the facility for the past 21 or 
22 years. Senator Fraser was there, and it was a nice opportunity to chat about bus 
connections. Amtrak, WSDOT, and ODOT are working on enhanced on-time performance. 
They are looking at adding a morning and afternoon trip between Portland and Seattle. A 
piece of that is a parallel on our conversation about density, everybody wants their own 
Amtrak depot, but stopping at every city wouldn’t get anyone anywhere fast. 

 

 Melnick – recognized Intercity Transit staff for their outreach efforts at Panorama City. They 
have put together a “Drive Less – Go More” event set for September 16, 2015, to help 
residents who are faced with letting go of their license. The presentation will be followed by 
a series of TV shows.  

 
NEXT MEETING: September 16, 2015 – Joint meeting of ITA/CAC. 

 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
It was M/S/A by HUSTOFT and SIBREE to adjourn the meeting at 7:32 pm  
 

Prepared by Nancy Trail, Recording Secretary/ 
Executive Assistant & Public Records Officer, Intercity Transit 
G:\CAC\Minutes\2015\20150817Minutes.docx  
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INTERCITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
AGENDA ITEM NO.  7-A 

MEETING DATE:  October 7, 2015 
 
 

FOR:  Intercity Transit Authority 
 
FROM: Tom Crawford, Board Member, Thurston Climate Action Team 
 
SUBJECT: Local Climate Change/Clean Energy Survey Results  
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
1) The Issue:  According to a recent survey, Thurston County residents are very 

concerned about the local impacts of climate change, strongly support a variety 
of possible renewable energy and energy programs, and are willing to pay to see 
those programs happen.  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
2) Recommended Action:  Presentation and discussion only.   
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
3) Policy Analysis:  An opportunity to hear about a local non-profit’s efforts and 

their process for gathering information on community attitudes to address clean 
energy and climate change. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
4) Background:   In partnership with Thurston County and the LOTT Clean Water 

Alliance, Thurston Climate Action Team (TCAT) completed a survey in June to 
gauge local public opinion about clean energy and climate change.   
 
Thurston County and LOTT committed financial support for the survey.  In 
addition, faculty members from the three higher education institutions in the 
county (Saint Martin’s University, The Evergreen State College, and South Puget 
Sound Community College) collaborated on the design and implementation of 
the survey. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
5) Alternatives:  N/A. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
6) Budget Notes: N/A. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
7) Goal Reference:  Goal #1: “Assess the transportation needs of our community.” 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
8) References:  TCAT “Perception Survey on Clean Energy and Climate.” 
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Thurston Climate Action Team 
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Perception Survey on Clean Energy and Climate 

Briefing for Intercity Transit Authority, October 7, 2015 
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• Community survey conducted in June 

– Broad support for a variety of local renewable 

energy and energy conservation efforts 

– Willingness to pay for them 

• Next step 

– Develop a county-wide clean energy program 

– Work with Thurston Thrives, other existing programs 

Presentation Summary 

2 
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• Survey Background 

• Survey Methods 

• Survey Results 

• Next Steps & Actions Requested 

Topics  

3 
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Background:  County GHG Emissions 
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Sustainable Thurston Targets 
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Reduced GHG  Benefits 
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• Expand energy efficiency services (Thurston Energy)—esp. 

rentals 

• Promote solar installations (incentives, community solar, solar 

farms) 

• Build out electric vehicle (EV) infrastructure 

• Expand commute trip reduction program 

• Farmers’ transportation cooperative 

• Incentives for efficient vehicles (e.g., EV)   

• Transportation management areas 

• Community education and engagement 

 

Promising solutions 

7 
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• Funding from Thurston County, LOTT 

• Partnership among St. Martin’s, SPSCC, TESC 

• Input from community agencies 

• Students made calls 6/26 – 6/30 

• Results compiled, analyzed 

– Cross tabs, dependency analysis 

Methods 

Attitudinal Survey 

8 
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• Community and environment 

• Climate change 

• Renewable energy and energy efficiency 

• Home energy 

• Information sources 

• Demographics 

Topics 

Attitudinal Survey 

9 
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Community and environment 
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Excellent

Good

Fair
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How would you rate the overall quality of community life in Thurston County? 

TCAT Survey, Thurston County Residents, July 2015. (n=403) 
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• Top community concerns: 

– Traffic 

– Population growth 

– Homelessness 

– Growth management 

• Top environmental issue: 

– Water quality 

• Climate change? Consistent with other survey 

responses? 

Community and environment 

11 
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• 85%: People affect the climate. 

• 79%: Climate action is important. 

• 77%: Inaction will lead to serious local 

problems. 

Climate 

12 
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Clean Energy 
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Clean Energy 
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• No significant differences by Age, Income level, 

Geography, Gender, Education level 

• Significant difference by political views 

– 95% of liberals agree 

– 70% of conservatives agree 

 

Agree with action to improve transit 

options? 

Attitudes on Transportation 

15 
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• Willing to pay $10/year or more:  69% 

 

• Ok with small increase in  

sales, utility or property tax :           63% 

Financing 

16 
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• Energy efficiency will 

Influence next home choice              74% 

 

Info about climate change 

 Television                                      29% 

 Web, social media    24% 

 No info        1.4% 

Other items 

17 
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• County residents: 

– Feel positively about quality of community life 

– Are concerned about climate change, and its local 

effects. 

– Favor county-wide, coordinated action. 

• Including improved transit 

– Would support clean energy programs with money. 

– Are receptive to small tax increases. 

Survey Conclusions 

18 
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• Does this increase or decrease use of 

renewable energy and energy efficiency? 

• What is its impact on greenhouse gas 

emissions? 

• What alternatives are available? 

Consider impact of decisions & projects on 

energy, climate 

Policy opportunity 

19 



www.ThurstonClimateAction.org 

• Agree on GHG, energy usage targets 

• Select top priority actions and projects 

• Estimate costs and benefits 

• Identify sustained, dedicated funding source(s) 

Design clean energy program 

Program opportunity 

20 
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INTERCITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
AGENDA ITEM NO. 7-B 

MEETING DATE:  October 7, 2015 
 

FOR:   Intercity Transit Authority 
 
FROM:  Jeff Peterson, 705-5878 
 
SUBJECT:  Auto Body Repair Services  
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
1) The Issue:  Consider a term contract for auto body repair services. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
2) Recommended Action: Authorize the General Manager to enter into a three-year 

contract, with two possible annual extensions (five years total), with Cross Roads 
Collision Center for auto body repair services for coaches, paratransit, vanpool, 
and staff vehicles.  The estimated annual value of the contract is $158,000. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
3) Policy Analysis:  The procurement policy states the Authority must approve any 

contract over $25,000. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
4) Background:  Intercity Transit does not have the capabilities to perform auto 

body repair work with internal resources.  Staff has to obtain quotes from at least 
three different auto body shops each time they need a repair.  This process is 
time consuming. 

We issued a competitive procurement seeking an auto body repair vendor.  We 
issued a solicitation on August 12, 2015, and received one response by the 
submittal date of September 3.  The proposal was responsive and the evaluation 
team determined it was responsible.  We compared pricing against current 
quotes, Skagit Transit, and the rates that the Washington State Transit Insurance 
Pool utilizes.  The analysis indicates the pricing is fair and reasonable. 

Maintenance staff has utilized Cross Roads Collision Center on several occasions 
and have been pleased with the quality of work they provide.  There are no 
concerns with customer service, timelines, or performance.  

Cross Roads Collision Center presented a reasonable proposal with good value 
to Intercity Transit.  The recommendation is to award a term contract to Cross 
Roads Collision Center. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
5) Alternatives:   

A.  Authorize the General Manager to enter into a three- ear contract, with two 
possible annual extensions (five years total), with Cross Roads Collision 
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Center for auto body repair services for coaches, paratransit, vanpool, and 
staff vehicles.  The estimated annual value of the contract is $158,000. 

B.  Deferred action will result in the Maintenance Department continuing to seek 
competitive quotes for each repair. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
6) Budget Notes:  The 2015 budget has $158,000 allocated to body work for coaches, 

paratransit, vanpool, and staff vehicles.  It is anticipated that future budgets will 
be similar. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
7) Goal Reference:  Goal #5: “Align best practices and support agency sustainable 

technologies and activities.” 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
8) References:  N/A. 
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INTERCITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
AGENDA ITEM NO. 7-C 

MEETING DATE:  October 7, 2015 
 

FOR:   Intercity Transit Authority 
 
FROM:  Jeff Peterson, 705-5878 
 
SUBJECT:  Telephone Consultant 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
1) The Issue: Consider a contract for a telephone consultant. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
2) Recommended Action: Authorize the General Manager to enter into a contract, 

with Elert & Associates for telephone consultant services.  The value of the 
contract is $36,750.00. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
3) Policy Analysis:  The procurement policy states the Authority must approve any 

contract over $25,000. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
4) Background:  Intercity Transit is considering updating the phone system and has 

determined industry specific guidance from a consultant would be beneficial. 

We issued a competitive procurement seeking a consultant who will perform the 
following tasks: 

 Review the current system and evaluate Intercity Transit’s needs. 

 Perform an initial cost/benefit analysis to ensure that a new system is 
needed. 

 Assess the budget requirements of the replacement system. 

 Design and develop specifications for a new system. 

 Assist in the procurement process and provide guidance on vendor 
selection criteria. 

 Provide management services in procuring, installing, and testing the new 
system 

We issued a solicitation on August 12 and received five responses by the 
submittal date of September 2.  The proposals were determined to be responsive 
and the evaluation team scored them based on their project approach, 
management, qualifications, and experience.  References were checked to 
evaluate the firms past experience.   

The evaluation team determined that Elert and Associates offered the best 
proposal.  Elert and Associates has provided similar services for cities and transit 
entities.    
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Elert and Associates presented a reasonable proposal with good value to 
Intercity Transit.  The recommendation is to award a term contract to Elert and 
Associates. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
5) Alternatives:   

A. Authorize the General Manager to enter into a contract, with Elert and 
Associates for telephone consultant services.  The value of the contract is 
$36,750. 

B.  Deferred action will result in the delay of our telephone system analysis. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
6) Budget Notes:  The 2015 budget has $50,000 allocated for this service.  This 

contract is within budget. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
7) Goal Reference:    Goal #5:  “Align best practices and support agency sustainable 

technologies and activities.” 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
8) References:  N/A. 
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INTERCITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
AGENDA ITEM NO.  7-D 

MEETING DATE:  October 7, 2015 
 
 

FOR:  Intercity Transit Authority 
 
FROM: Ann Freeman-Manzanares, 705-5838 
 
SUBJECT:     Citizen Representative Recruitment  
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
1) The Issue: Whether to conduct recruitment for the Citizen Representative 

positions whose terms end December 31, 2015. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
2) Recommended Action:  Provide staff direction.  
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
3) Policy Analysis:  Per the Authority Bylaws, Article IV, Section 4.3 – Selection – 

Citizen Representatives; it is the responsibility of the Authority to appoint, by a 
majority vote, the three Citizen Representative positions.  

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
4) Background:   Citizen Representatives Ryan Warner’s and Don Melnick’s terms 

end December 31, 2015.  (Melnick finished out Marty Thies’ term).  Both are 
eligible for reappointment for a second three-year term, per the Authority 
Bylaws (see section IV 4.3 Selection – Citizen Representatives as attached).  Both 
Warner and Melnick expressed an interest in serving another three-year term. 

 The Authority options include: 

A. Reappoint the incumbents for an additional three-year term; or  

B. Open the positions for the purpose of soliciting and receiving applications 
from interested citizens, or appoint an interested citizen from a list 
maintained for that purpose.     

There is no list at this time. 

If the Authority should choose to open the positions for a full recruitment, staff 
would advertise immediately using all outlets available including our website, 
Facebook, RiderAlert, The Olympian, Business Examiner, and the Nisqually 
Valley News.  We also contact our CAC members along with the various 
jurisdictions to distribute materials to any persons expressing interest in their 
councils and planning commission positions. 

At the December regular meeting, we would ask the Authority to select 
candidates for interview, and conduct interviews prior to the December 16 



H:\Authority\AgendaForms\Agenda1406CitizenRepRecruitment.doc 

meeting.  Citizen Representatives Warner and Melnick would then be invited to 
apply for the position. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
5) Alternatives:    

A)  Reappoint the incumbents for an additional three-year term. 
 
B)  Open the positions for the purpose of soliciting and receiving applications 

from interested citizens.    
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
6) Budget Notes:  The recruitment process costs approximately, $1,800.  Funds are 

included in each annual budget.  
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
7) Goal Reference:  Conducting a successful Citizen Representative recruitment 

process is essential in carrying out all of the goals established by the Authority. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
8) References:  Authority Bylaws Section IV. AUTHORITY COMPOSITION, 4.3, 

Selection – Citizen Representatives. 
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INTERCITY TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
EXECUTIVE SESSION 
AGENDA ITEM NO. 10 

MEETING DATE:  October 7, 2015 
 
 

FOR:   Intercity Transit Authority 
 
FROM:  Nathaniel Jones, Authority Chair 
    
SUBJECT:  General Manager Performance Evaluation 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
1) The Issue:  To conduct the General Manager’s performance evaluation.   
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
2) Recommended Action:  Recess the meeting and go into an Executive Session to 

discuss the performance of Ann Freeman-Manzanares as authorized by RCW 
42.30.110.   

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
3) Policy Analysis:  The General Manager’s employment agreement, Section 5 

Performance Evaluation, states the Intercity Transit Authority Board of Directors 
will conduct a performance evaluation of the General Manager annually.  The 
General Manager’s official anniversary date is July 1. 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
4) Background:  A performance evaluation document will be provided to each 

Authority member at the October 7 meeting, with a request to submit the 
completed evaluation document to the Authority Chair no later than October 14, 
2015.  Results of the evaluation will be shared in an Executive Session at the 
October 21, 2015, meeting.   

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
5) Alternatives:   

A. Conduct the General Manager’s performance evaluation at the October 7, 
2015, and October 21, 2015, Authority meetings. 

B. Delay the discussion to a later date.   
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
6) Budget Notes:  N/A. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
7) Goal Reference:  N/A. 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
8) References:  N/A. 
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