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PHYSICAL SERVICES COMMITTEE 
HELD IN ROOM #318 

PUTNAM COUNTY OFFICE BUILDING 
CARMEL, NEW YORK 10512 

  
Members:  Chairman Gouldman and Legislators Regan & Sayegh 

  
Thursday 5:30pm August 13, 2026 
  
The meeting was called to order at 5:34pm by Chairman Gouldman who requested Legislator 
Sayegh lead in the Pledge of Allegiance. Upon roll call, Legislators Regan and Sayegh and 
Chairman Gouldman were present. 
  
Item #3 – Acceptance of Minutes – June 15, 2026 
  
The minutes were accepted as submitted. 
  
Item #4 – Discussion – Dixon Lake Dam – Friends of Dixon Lake Inc. 
  
Chairman Gouldman stated the Committee received correspondence from Friends of Dixon Lake 
President Joseph Doherty regarding the Dixon Lake Dam. 
 
Legislator Crowley recused herself from this discussion as her home is located near Dixon Lake.  
  
Chairman Gouldman made a motion to waive the rules and accept the additional; Seconded by 
Legislator Sayegh. All in favor. 
  
Commissioner of the Department of Public Works Thomas Feighery stated the County is 
supportive of assisting the Dixon Lake community. He stated the dam is classified at the lowest 
hazard level and is inspected by the County annually. He stated the concept of transferring the 
property to the local organization or district for a nominal amount had been discussed and DPW 
would assist where possible.  He stated DPW had also obtained a permit from the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) to trap and relocate the beaver that had 
repeatedly obstructed the spillway. He stated DPW intended to address the matter as quickly as 
possible, particularly given the unusually wet summer and the approaching storm season. 
 
Legislator Sayegh referenced similar issues involving Lake Baldwin and stated she supports 
returning stewardship of these types of properties to organized residents who are willing to 
maintain and restore them. She questioned the process necessary to transfer the property and 
stated she would like the County to move these matters forward rather than allow the lakes to 
continue to deteriorate. 
  
Friends of Dixon Lake President Joseph Doherty stated the organization is pursuing nonprofit 
status and would like to acquire the County-owned parcel to restore and maintain Dixon Lake. He 
discussed concerns with invasive water chestnut, deteriorating water quality and beaver activity 
at the spillway, noting the increased water level represents approximately 6 million gallons of 
impounded water. He stated he has obtained an engineering proposal for potential dam work and 
discussed permitting with DEC. He also discussed hydro-raking, possible collaboration with other 
lake associations and SWCD assistance with grant opportunities.  
SWCD Chair Cassandra Roth stated Dixon Lake is part of a broader discussion because Putnam 
County has numerous County-owned dams and water resources. She stated SWCD is willing to 
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assist with grants, technical resources and coordination, but ownership can limit which entity is 
able to apply for environmental permits. She stated transferring the parcel to an organization 
prepared to assume stewardship could remove an obstacle to restoring the lake.  She questioned 
whether DEC permitted relocation of the nuisance beaver because the guidance she reviewed 
specifically says the animal cannot be trapped and relocated; they offer permits to exterminate 
the beaver. 
 
Commissioner Feighery stated he used the word “relocate” as a more polite way of referencing 
extermination.  He stated this is on their radar, especially since it has been so wet this summer 
and we are entering storm season. 
  
Legislator Birmingham referenced Chapter 31 of the Putnam County Code regarding disposition 
of County property and stated there may be an existing process that could be used for the parcel. 
He suggested the Committee request guidance from the Law Department regarding the 
appropriate next steps rather than attempt to resolve the legal process during the meeting. He 
stated he supports the community effort to restore and maintain the lake. 
 
Legislator Sayegh spoke to a similar situation she was involved in with respect to Lake Baldwin 
in Mahopac. 
 
Senior Deputy County Attorney Kate McNeal attending in place of Legislative Counsel Heather 
Abissi, stated she had taken detailed notes and would bring the matter back to the County 
Attorney so the Department could assist with determining a path forward. 
 
Janet Robinson, a resident of the Dixon Lake community stated she and her husband have lived 
near the lake for more than 50 years and have seen its condition change over time. She stated 
the invasive vegetation and loss of water quality are more significant concerns than the beaver 
activity and asked that the wildlife not be treated as the primary cause of the lake's deterioration. 
She recalled the lake previously supporting fishing, kayaking and other recreation and urged 
restoration of the lake ecosystem. 
  
Chairman Gouldman thanked everyone who came to speak on this item. 
  
Item #5 – Discussion – DPW – Update on Fair Street Project 
  
Chairman Gouldman stated recent heavy rainfall raised concerns regarding a failed retaining wall 
that was installed as part of the Fair Street project. He questioned the cause of the failure, whether 
DPW could direct contractor work, whether the County had paid for the wall and what controls are 
in place to prevent future issues. 
  
Chairman Gouldman made a motion to waive the rules and accept the additional; Seconded by 
Legislator Sayegh. All in favor. 
  
Commissioner Feighery invited anyone from the Legislature to attend the weekly progress 
meetings held at DPW pertaining to the Fair Street project.  He stated DPW and the County's 
construction inspection team had rejected the wall months earlier, it had not been accepted or 
paid for, and the contractor is responsible for rebuilding it to specification. He stated the project is 
subject to daily inspections and weekly progress meetings. He spoke to the specifics of the 
retaining wall and caused it to fail.  He explained payment is done in phases and confirmed the 
wall has not yet been paid for. 
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Legislator D'Angelo stated he was disappointed with the lack of communication regarding the wall 
failure and requested that legislators be notified when notable issues occur on projects in their 
districts. He questioned the documentation of the wall's rejection, the condition of the leveling pad 
and drainage, and whether the remaining retaining walls were being reviewed. 
  
Commissioner Feighery re-stated that legislators are welcome to attend the weekly progress 
meetings or contact DPW directly at any time.  He confirmed DPW is on site every day reviewing 
the work being done. He stated the County will not accept deficient work and all project 
components must be inspected and signed off before acceptance.  He stated this is true of any 
project done through DPW, regardless of the size or cost. 
   
Legislator Crowley questioned whether pedestrian areas are fenced or otherwise secured when 
there is a safety issue or concern.  
 
Commissioner Feighery stated DPW requires immediate protection when a safety hazard exists 
and noted the failed wall did not encroach into the shoulder or pedestrian area. 
  
Frank Ciano, resident, stated he had previously raised concerns about the wall and believed 
deficient work should have been addressed sooner. He stated inspectors and contractors should 
be held to a high standard. 
  
Cooper Mikulik, resident of Putnam Valley questioned County road resurfacing and road 
conditions. He stated this area is graded the lowest in New York State. 
 
Commissioner Feighery stated County road ratings have improved substantially over the past few 
years and explained that State, town and village roads are maintained by their respective 
jurisdictions, with shared services used where appropriate. 
  
Legislator Crowley stated ARPA (American Rescue Plan Act) funding had been re-directed 
toward paving. 
  
Chairman Gouldman thanked DPW, the Legislators and members of the public for the discussion. 
  
Item #6 – Discussion – Future of 34 Gleneida Ave, Carmel NY 
  
Chairman Gouldman stated the Committee had discussed 34 Gleneida Avenue at the prior 
meeting and wanted to provide another opportunity for public comment before further action. 
  
Paul Camarda, resident, stated he supports keeping the property in County ownership, removing 
the existing building and creating a public green space. He offered to assist with engineering 
resources to help move the concept forward. 
  
Town of Kent Highway Superintendent Richard Othmer stated the property has been discussed 
for more than 20 years and reviewed some of that history. He reiterated his support for removing 
the building and creating a park or green space for veterans, ceremonies and community events. 
  
Legislator D'Angelo stated he believes a green space may ultimately be the best use but wants 
the County to follow a deliberate planning process. He proposed issuing a Request for 
Expressions of Interest (RFEI), obtaining professional concepts and public input, and then 
proceeding to a Request for Proposals (RFP). 
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Legislator Birmingham stated the Legislature had already acted to remove the property from the 
real estate market. He questioned the safety, liability and appearance of leaving the building 
vacant through the winter and stated those factors should be considered in determining the timing 
of demolition. 
  
Legislator Sayegh stated prior studies showed significant costs for both demolition and 
rehabilitation and that current costs would be higher. She questioned whether additional funds 
would be needed simply to keep the building operational through the winter and stated she 
supports removing the building and creating a public space. 
  
Commissioner Feighery stated maintaining the building through another winter is not practical 
because of the failed boiler and other conditions. He stated demolition would most likely be 
performed by a contractor, with DPW potentially handling portions of the site redevelopment. 
 
Legislator Regan stated he favored moving forward quickly based on the green space concept 
previously presented.  
 
Legislator Sayegh stated she would rather take the building down than have it be abandoned. 
 
Commissioner Feighery provided details about other buildings that have been taken down and 
how it has enhanced the area. 
 
Legislator Crowley stated she supports a green space and would like the public to review a limited 
number of design concepts before a final decision is made. 
  
Legislator Regan questioned whether DPW would perform the demolition.  
 
Commissioner Feighery stated a contractor would most likely perform that work. 
 
Legislator D'Angelo stated it sounds like everyone is on the same page that a green space is the 
preferred option.  He stated this space is in the public eye and he wants to ensure it is done 
properly. 
  
Chairman Gouldman stated the Committee would continue working toward a decision. 
  
Item #7 – Presentation – Commissioner of Planning Barbara Barosa – Putnam County 
Public Transit Study 
  
Commissioner of Planning Barbara Barosa presented the attached information in relation to the 
Public Transit Study, which reviewed existing routes, ridership, service coverage, paratransit, 
commuter service and Putnam On-Demand. She stated the on-demand service has been 
successful and the study identified unmet transportation needs, particularly in western Putnam 
County. She stated the study recommends new on-demand zones for Philipstown and Putnam 
Valley, beginning on a limited basis and expanding if demand supports it. She also discussed 
possible peak-hour service improvements, expanded paratransit, bus stop amenities and real-
time bus location information. 
  
Legislator Birmingham stated residents who currently rely on taxis may benefit from Putnam On-
Demand. He questioned the fare, service hours, public awareness and the financial impact if 
demand increases substantially. 
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Commissioner Barosa stated the regular fare is $2.50, the reduced fare is $1.25 and a monthly 
pass is $75 full priced and $35 reduced price. She stated the County monitors wait times and 
unmet demand and would adjust service as needed while protecting service quality for current 
riders.  She stated recommendations were made through the study to add microtransit zones in 
Philipstown and Putnam Valley. 
  
Chairman Gouldman stated expanded service in Philipstown and Putnam Valley could 
significantly benefit western Putnam County, particularly seniors and residents who do not drive. 
He requested that some medical and senior center destinations be considered when finalizing the 
zones for micro transit. 
  
Christian Russo, Putnam Valley Councilman stated he strongly supports expanding service into 
Putnam Valley because residents have limited access to doctors, grocery stores and other 
destinations. He stated the service could provide important independence for seniors and 
individuals with disabilities.  He stated he is a parent of a child with disabilities and this type of 
service could be meaningful for his child as they become an adult. 
  
Item #8 – Approval – Grant Application – Planning Department – Community Resiliency, 
Economic Sustainability, and Technology (CREST) Program – Bureau of Emergency 
Services Facility Repairs 
  
Commissioner Barosa stated the County would like to use CREST funding to repair failing flooring 
at the Bureau of Emergency Services facility and an application is required to proceed. 
  
Legislator Birmingham questioned whether this was the flooring project was part of the Capital 
Projects plan. 
 
Commissioner Barosa confirmed it was. 
  
Chairman Gouldman made a motion to pre-file the necessary resolution; Seconded by Legislator 
Regan. All in favor. 
  
Item #9 – Approval – Budgetary Amendment 26A068 – DPW – Insurance Recovery – 
Guardrail Repair 
  
Chairman Gouldman made a motion to pre-file the necessary resolution; Seconded by Legislator 
Sayegh. All in favor. 
  
Item #10 – Other Business 

a. Approval – Reiteration of Previously Authorized Funding for Stoneleigh Ave & 
Drewville Rd Intersection Project 

  
Chairman Gouldman made a motion to waive the rules and accept the other business; Seconded 
by Legislator Regan. All in favor. 
  
Deputy Commissioner Bellucci stated the additional item does not request new funding and 
summarizes previously authorized funding for a federally funded project. 
  
Legislator Birmingham stated the documentation is typical for federal funding requirements. He 
questioned the applicable deadline. 
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Deputy Commissioner Bellucci stated the next federal fiscal year begins October 1st. 
  
Chairman Gouldman made a motion to pre-file the necessary resolution; Seconded by Legislator 
Sayegh. All in favor. 
  
Item #11 – Adjournment 
  
There being no further business at 7:50pm, Chairman Gouldman made a motion to adjourn; 
Seconded by Legislator Sayegh. All in favor. 
  
Respectfully Submitted by Deputy Clerk, Beth Robinson. 



Putnam County Public Transit System Study J U L Y  2 0 2 6



What’s New with PART?
2025-2026 Highlights

• New Fleet, New Look – Putnam County is in the process of 
replacing its current fixed-route and paratransit fleet, which includes 
vehicles originally acquired in 2017. New buses are white with blue 
stripe, retiring the blue/purple color with graphic wrap design. Six 
new vehicles are currently in service.

• Putnam On Demand service sees continued growth with over 
15,000 rides in first year (May 2025-May 2026)

• Expanded coverage – Throughout 2025 and 2026, new stops have 
been added to the fixed-route system, including on-call stops at the 
Vincent Leibell Veterans Residence and the Carmel VA Clinic. 
Putnam On Demand’s service area has also been expanded to 
include several residential developments along the periphery.

• New Bus Schedule Design – Vertical timetables replaced with 
horizontal timetables, new brochure design.

• Cold Spring Trolley Schedule changes – In 2025, alternating PM 
service to Beacon was eliminated in favor of more consistent Cold 
Spring to Garrison route. 2025 saw a 35% increase in ridership over 
2024

• Putnam Transit System Study completed in July 2026



Transportation 
Advisory 
Council

• Seven Voting Members

– Michael Chiodi, Citizen Eligible for Paratransit service

– Jack Dantec, Transit operator

– Lillian Gyomai, PART system rider

– Ray Higgins, Citizen at large

– Michelle Kupper, Member representing Medical Services Field

– Clare Rigano, Member representing Human Services Field

– Stacey Tompkins, Member representing Business Community

Ex-officio members include:

Barbara Barosa, Commissioner of Planning, Development & Public Transportation
 Karl Rohde, Director of Veterans Affairs

Marlene Barrett, Director of Office for Senior Resources  
 Sara Servadio, Commissioner of Social Services 

Hon. William Gouldman, County Legislator, Chair of Physical Services Committee
 Rian Rodriguez, Director of Public Health 

Tara Keegan, Tourism Director    
 Neal Zuckerman, MTA Board



TAC Responsibilities Per Putnam County Code

The powers and duties of the Transportation Advisory Council shall be to:

A) Review and make recommendations to the County Executive and Legislature regarding all facets of public 
transportation, including guidelines, policies and procedures, in order to improve efficiencies, better manage 
assets, leverage resources and create partnerships to identify savings and improve transportation services.

B) Perform duties assigned to the Council in the Putnam County Department of Planning, Development, and 
Public Transportation’s PART System Policy & Procedures Manual. 

C) Provide annual updates to the Legislature.

D) Make recommendations for infrastructure improvements and other transportation additions to be included 
in the capital plan to the Commissioner of Planning, Development, and Public Transportation. 



Putnam County Suspension & Appeals Policy for PART, 
Paratransit & Demand-Response

“If a person is violent, seriously disruptive, or engaging in illegal conduct…the provider may, consistent with 
established procedures for all riders, refuse to carry the passenger.” [49CFR 37.5 App. D]; “…a person who 
poses a significant risk to others may be excluded (from service) if reasonable modifications to the public 
accommodation’s policies, practices, or procedures will not eliminate the risk” [29CFR 36.208].

PART, in determining whether an individual poses a direct threat to the health or safety of others, must make an 
individualized assessment based on reasonable judgment that relies on current medical knowledge or on the 
best available objective evidence. The assessment will ascertain the following: the nature, duration, and severity 
of the risk; the probability that the potential injury will actually occur; and whether reasonable modifications of 
policies, practices, or procedures or the provision of auxiliary aids or services will mitigate the risk. [CFR36.208] 

Decisions about refusing service to PART riders are left to the discretion of the Commissioner. This applies to 
ADA, fixed route and demand-response riders.



PART Service 

Service      Operating Times    Cost 

PART 1  Monday–Friday: 4:50 a.m. – 8:00 p.m.  $2.50 one-way, $1.25 for Seniors, Students & Disabled (with valid ID), Children 12 and under.

  Saturday: 8:00 AM - 6:00 PM   Free for Infants (2 and under)  

PART 2  Monday-Friday: 6:00 AM to 8:00 PM  Transfers: $0.75 ($0.25 Seniors/Disabled, Students, Children 12 and under) 

  Saturday: 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM   

PART 5  Monday–Friday: 4:50 AM to 7:00 PM 

  Saturday: 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM 

Microtransit  Monday to Friday:  8:00 to 6:00 pm

  Saturday:  9:00 AM to 3:00 PM

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
  

Croton Falls Shuttle Weekdays: 5:24 – 9:31 a.m. and 3:52 – 7:34 p.m. $1.00 one-way $0.50 Seniors & Disabled (with valid ID) 

      Transfers: $0.75 ($0.25 seniors/disabled) $158.12 weekly bus/rail $445.50 monthly bus/rail 

Cold Spring Trolley Saturday & Sunday: 9:15 AM - 5:05 PM  $2.00 one-way/ $1.00 Seniors, Disabled, Children 12 and under, Students 

   (Memorial Day through Veterans Day weekend) Free for infants (2 and under) 



Due Process Requirement

In suspending service "for cause", Appeals Policy and process must be followed. The County must provide 
administrative due process to the customer, as follows:

1. Adequate documentation must be on file to support the decision that a cause for suspension has 
been identified and carefully investigated, and that action is warranted.
2. If sanctions are imposed, the customer must be notified ahead of time in writing or in accessible 
format.
3. If an immediate sanction is imposed, a verbal notification must be swiftly followed by the required 
written or accessible format notice.
4. The notice must identify the basis for the proposed action with specifics and describe the proposed 
sanction. It must notify the customer of his/her right to appeal and how to file an appeal
5. Decisions must be subject to appeal in a hearing before the next quarterly meeting of the Putnam 
County Transportation Advisory Council (TAC).  The TAC decision is final and binding. 



TITLE VI COMPLAINT PROCEDURE 

Putnam County’s Department of Planning, Development, and Public Transportation (the Department) complaint 
procedure is established to implement Procedures that comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, as 
amended, as well as related statutes and regulations. The provisions include, but are not limited to, prohibiting 
discrimination on the grounds of race, color, or national origin. 

The complaint procedure applies to federally assisted projects and subrecipients to the Department in their 
administration of programs and projects related to programs funded in part by the Federal Transit Administration. 
Complaint forms are available from the Department at the address below. 

Once a complaint is received it will be reviewed within 30 days and a meeting of the Putnam County 
Transportation Advisory Council (TAC) shall be convened for review of the alleged complaint. The TAC shall 
confidentially and independently review the complaint. A response to the complainant will be sent with a 
determination made by the TAC shall respond in writing via certified mail within 45 days. In the event it is 
determined that any corrective measure or action need be taken the Department is responsible for correcting the 
issue and implementing any necessary change. 



ADA COMPLAINT PROCEDURE 

Putnam County’s Department of Planning, Development, and Public Transportation (the Department) 
complaint procedure is established to implement Procedures that comply with Title II of the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA), as amended, as well as related statutes and regulations. The 
provisions include, but are not limited to, prohibiting discrimination on the grounds of disability in its 
services, programs or activities. Subrecipients may adopt this procedure or develop their own. 

Once a complaint is received it will be reviewed within 30 days and a meeting of the Putnam County 
Transportation Advisory Council (TAC) shall be convened for review of the alleged complaint. The TAC 
shall confidentially and independently review the complaint. A response to the complainant will be sent 
with a determination made by the TAC shall respond in writing via certified mail within 45 days. In the 
event it is determined that any corrective measure or action need be taken the Department is responsible 
for correcting the issue and implementing any necessary change.  













Croton Falls 
Commuter Shuttle













PART Operations Stats, 2025-2026

PART Ridership by Route 2025 and 2026
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC Total

2025 3,389 3,037 3,910 3,906 3,857 3,874 3,726 3,786 3,601 3,693 2,978 2,813 42,570
2026 2,817 2,563 3,239 3,565 3,706 15,890

% Change -17% -16% -17% -9% -4% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100%

2025 1,052 951 1,249 1,175 1,213 1,221 1,344 13,229 1,362 1,427 1,118 1,023 26,364
2026 992 902 1,117 1,272 1,150 5,433

% Change -6% -5% -11% 8% -5% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100%

2025 1,225 1,183 1,335 1,510 1,338 1,348 1,549 1,584 1,635 1,755 1,390 1,309 17,161
2026 1,232 1,187 1,500 1,677 1,585 7,181

% Change 1% 0% 12% 11% 18% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100%

2025 376 324 480 539 535 503 522 447 474 488 331 318 5,337
2026 294 217 338 384 280 1,513

% Change -22% -33% -30% -29% -48% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100%

2025 379 1,057 1,286 1,142 1,177 1,225 1,062 1,329 8,657
2026 1,218 1,247 1,412 1,492 1,392 6,761

% Change 267% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100%

2025 1,020 891 966 1,027 1,049 923 904 935 944 1,001 869 886 11,415
2026 869 771 917 917 894 4,368

% Change -15% -13% -5% -11% -15% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100% -100%

Putnam on 
Demand

Paratransit

PART 1 - Brewster

PART 2 - Mahopac

PART 5 - Carmel

Croton Falls Shuttle

• Ridership is down on Routes 1, 2 and Croton Falls Shuttle compared to 2025
• But ridership is up on Route 5
• Putnam on Demand ridership is rising and contributing to overall increase in ridership
• Brewster ridership is improving, but Croton Falls Shuttle ridership is declining sharply



PART Operations Stats, 2025-2026

Putnam Area Rapid Transit
1st Quarter Ridership 2026 vs. 2025
Mode 2025 2026 Difference
PART Fixed-Route 18,573 15,549 -16%
Croton Falls Shuttle 1,180 849 -28%
Putnam on Demand* 3,616 3,877 7%
Paratransit 2,877 2,557 -11%
*Putnam on Demand compares last quarter of 2025 with first
quarter of 2026 due to lack of service data from first quarter 2025

• Despite some gains in individual routes, 1st quarter ridership is down 
from previous year

• Croton Falls Shuttle ridership shows the most pronounced decline
• Putnam on Demand service has increased during 1st quarter of 2026 

over 4th quarter of 2025. 

Putnam Area Rapid Transit
1st Quarter Ridership 2026 vs. 2025
System-Wide 2025 2026 Difference
Unlinked Passenger Trips 22,497 22,832 1%

• Despite significant decreases in ridership on several routes, overall 
system ridership actually increased by 1% (due mainly to Putnam on 
Demand)



PART Operations Stats, 2025-2026

• PART operations are funded by a mix of federal, state and local funding sources. 
• New York State STOA aid provides the largest source of funding and is based on passengers and vehicle 

miles
• 2025 will be last year to utilize remaining Covid-19 relief funds for operating expenses

2025 PART Operating Expenses and Fund Sources





Implementation 
Plans

PART 2 Route – 
Mahopac

Add Peak Hour 
Service for hourly 
headway instead of 
every 2 hours. 



Implementation 
Plans

Croton Falls Shuttle – 
Realign route from 
Croton Falls Road to 
Union Valley Road



Implementation 
Plans

Add Two New 
Microtransit 
Zones in 
Putnam Valley 
and Philipstown 



Long-term Recommendations 

C O U N T Y W I D E  E N H A N C E D  M O B I L I T Y  
P R O G R A M  

The service could prioritize:

• ADA-certified riders traveling outside the 
current ADA boundary;

• Individuals with disabilities;

• Transportation disadvantaged populations;

• Residents in areas with limited fixed-route 
transit access.

• Would require Section 5310 funding.

A D D I T I O N A L  I M P R O V E M E N T S

• Further analysis of recommendations for 
fixed route modifications. 

• Bus Stop Infrastructure and Passenger 
Amenities.

• Public-Facing Information and 
Communications.



Questions?
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