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I. Purpose of the Assessment

Public entities that operate fixed route transportation services for the general public are required by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations implementing the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) to provide ADA Complementary Paratransit service for persons who, because of their disability, are unable to use the fixed route system.  These regulations (49 CFR Parts 27, 37, and 38) include six service criteria, which must be met by ADA Complementary Paratransit service programs.  Section 37.135(d) of the regulations requires that ADA Complementary Paratransit services meet these criteria by January 26, 1997.

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is responsible for ensuring compliance with the ADA and the DOT regulations.  As part of its compliance efforts, FTA, through its Office of Civil Rights, conducts periodic assessments of fixed route transit and ADA Complementary Paratransit services operated by grantees.
The purpose of these assessments is to assist the transit agency and the FTA in determining whether capacity constraints exist in ADA Complementary Paratransit services.  The assessments examine policies and standards related to service capacity constraints such as those measured by on-time performance, on-board travel time, telephone hold times, trip denials, and any other trip-limiting factors.  The assessments consider whether there are patterns or practices of a substantial number of trip limits; trip denials; early or late pick-ups or arrivals after desired arrival (or appointment) times; long trips; or long telephone hold times as defined by established standards (or typical practices if standards do not exist).  The examination of patterns or practices includes looking not just at service statistics, but also at basic service records and operating documents, and observing service to determine whether records and documents appear to reflect true levels of service delivery.  Input also is gathered from local disability organizations and customers.  Guidance is provided to assist the transit operator in monitoring service for capacity constraints.

An on-site compliance assessment of ADA Complementary Paratransit service provided by the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) in Baltimore, Maryland, was conducted from June 17 through June 21, 2002.  Planners Collaborative, Inc., located in Boston, Massachusetts, and Multisystems, Inc., located in Cambridge, Massachusetts, conducted the assessment for the FTA Office of Civil Rights.  The assessment focused on compliance of MTA’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service with one specific regulatory service criterion: the “capacity constraints” criterion.  Section 37.131(f) of the regulations requires that ADA Complementary Paratransit services be operated without capacity constraints. 
This report summarizes the observations and findings of the on-site assessment of MTA’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  First, a description of the approach and methodology used to conduct the assessment is provided.  Then, a description of key features of the ADA Complementary Paratransit service is provided.  The major findings of the assessment are then summarized.  Observations and findings related to each element of the capacity constraint criterion are then presented.  Recommendations for addressing some of the findings are also provided.

MTA was provided with a draft copy of the report for review and response.  A copy of the correspondence received from MTA documenting the transit agency’s response to the draft report is included as Attachment A.
Overview of the Assessment

This assessment focused on compliance with the ADA Complementary Paratransit capacity constraints requirements of the DOT ADA regulations.  Several possible types of capacity constraints are identified by the regulations.  These include “wait listing” trips, having caps on the number of trips provided, or recurring patterns or practices that result in a substantial number of trip denials, untimely pick-ups, or significantly long trips.  Capacity constraints also include other operating policies or practices that tend to significantly limit the amount of service to persons who are ADA Complementary Paratransit eligible.
To assess each of these potential types of capacity constraints, the assessment focused on observations and findings regarding:

· Trip denials and “wait listing” of trips,

· Trip caps,

· On-time performance, and

· Travel times.

Observations and findings related to two other policies and practices that can affect ADA Complementary Paratransit use also are provided, including:

· Determinations of ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility, and

· Telephone capacity.

ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility determinations were assessed to ensure that access to service was not adversely impacted by inappropriate denials of eligibility for the service or unreasonable delays in the eligibility process.  Telephone capacity was assessed because access to reservations and customer service staff is critical to the effective use of any ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

Pre-Assessment

The assessment first involved the collection and review of key service information prior to the on-site visit.  This information included:

· A description of how the ADA Complementary Paratransit service is structured;

· A copy of the paratransit service riders guide which details service policies to customers;

· A description of MTA’s standards for on-time performance, trip denials, travel times, and telephone service;

· Samples of driver manifests;

· Budget information for the three most recent fiscal years; and

· The number of ADA Complementary Paratransit trips served for the three most recent fiscal years.

It was requested that additional information be available during the on-site visit.  This information included:

· Copies of completed driver manifests for recent months;

· Six months of service data, including the number of trips requested, scheduled, denied, canceled, no-shows, missed trips, and trips provided by MTA;

· A breakdown of trips requested, scheduled, and provided;

· Detailed information about trips denied in the last six months including origin and destination information, day and time information, and customer information;

· Detailed information about trips identified in the last six months with excessively long travel times;

· Telephone call management records; and

· A list of recent customer complaints related to capacity issues (trip denials, on-time performance, travel time, and telephone access).

In addition to the review of data and direct observations, the assessment team conducted telephone interviews with nine consumer representatives and customers.  The assessment team also reviewed eight complaints regarding ADA Complementary Paratransit service on file with FTA.  These complaints were filed between September 1999 and December 2000.  FTA closed these complaints in January and February of 2002 and referred them to the assessment team for review.

On-Site Assessment

The on-site compliance assessment began with an opening conference, held at 1:00 PM on Monday, June 17, 2002.  Members of its Mobility Division represented MTA at the meeting.  Also in attendance was a representative of Yellow Transportation, which is the principal service provider in addition to the assessment team.  Attending the meeting were: 

MTA Mobility Division

· Ruth F. Silverstone, Director, Mobility Services

· Charles R. Samuel, Superintendent

· Ruth Nasdor, Manager, Certification Office

· Joyce Callahan, ADA Compliance Advocate 

· Darlene Jordan, Assistant Superintendent

· Gloria J. Norris, Supervisor

· Leonard Thompson, Supervisor, Operations 

· Pamela A. Ladd, Assistant Supervisor

· Pam Tatum-Randon, Scheduling Clerk

Yellow Transportation 

· Sharon Crenchaw, Director of Paratransit Services

Assessment Team

· Roberta Wolgast, FTA Office of Civil Rights 

· Don Kidston, Planners Collaborative, Inc., Team Leader

· David Chia, Planners Collaborative, Inc.

· Russell Thatcher, Multisystems, Inc.

Ruth Silverstone opened the meeting by welcoming the assessment team.  She indicated that MTA administration was in transition and currently being directed by an acting administrator.  The previous acting administrator was on a leave of absence.  She described some recent trends and changes in service.  Ridership has increased by approximately 5% in 2002.  Twelve new reservations agents have been hired in recent months.  A request for additional MTA Mobility drivers was pending discussions with the drivers’ union.  Ms. Silverstone also noted that a meeting of MTA’s ADA Consumer Advisory Committee was scheduled for 5:30 PM on Thursday, June 20.

Roberta Wolgast thanked MTA for their cooperation in the assessment.  She reviewed the purpose of the assessment and emphasized that it was intended to assist MTA in providing effective ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  Ms. Wolgast explained that:
· Preliminary findings and an opportunity to respond would be provided at a closing meeting on Friday, June 21.

· A report would be drafted and provided to MTA for review and comment before being finalized as a public document.

Don Kidston described the scope of the assessment.  He noted that customer input had been and would be reviewed to identify potential problems.  Consumer input was being obtained from review of complaints filed with FTA, interviews with consumers and consumer representatives and review of MTA complaint files.  He indicated that the assessment would address ADA Complementary Paratransit service policies, procedures practices and performance with respect to eligibility certification, telephone access, trip reservations, scheduling, dispatch and operations, trip denials, missed trips, on-time performance and trip duration.  He then reviewed the schedule for the on-site assessment.  Some modifications were made to the schedule to improve effectiveness and accommodate availability of MTA Mobility staff.  A copy of the original assessment schedule is provided in Attachment B.    
At the conclusion of the opening conference, MTA staff reviewed the service structure and standards.  

Following the opening conference, MTA provided the assessment team with a tour of the Mobility facilities.  

Later in the afternoon, the team members observed reservation agents taking reservations and responding to customer inquiries on late pick-ups.

On Tuesday morning, the team continued to observe call taking and trip reservations.  Later in the morning one team member reviewed Mobility complaint files and reports.  Another interviewed the Director regarding Mobility’s budgeting process and requested information on labor and equipment rosters.  Another team member initiated review of Mobility’s scheduling process, and the last assessor reviewed telephone performance reports and analyzed performance.  

In the afternoon, one assessor, assisted by Peter Fitzgerald, an FTA intern, visited Mobility’s ADA Complementary Paratransit’s certification office at 6 St. Paul Street and met with the manager of the Certification Office.  The assessor reviewed public communication materials, eligibility procedures, and reviewed eligibility files to assess performance.  One team member initiated review of on-time performance.  Other team members continued review of telephone records and scheduling.  During late afternoon reviewers again monitored reservation agents with an emphasis on customer inquiries on the status of late pick-ups.
On Wednesday, the assessment team visited Yellow Van.  Two team members conducted driver interviews to assess adequacy of driver support and understanding of performance related procedures.  One team member observed operator pull out and dispatch, and one interviewed the manager to obtain information on organization, policies and procedures and resources.  Later in the morning team members initiated review of scheduling, performance measurement, and operator training.  In the afternoon, team members continued to review on-time performance, and eligibility records, and initiated the review of trip duration.  In the evening, two team members observed Yellow Van’s scheduling process.

On Thursday morning, one team member observed dispatch of Mobility Services, while one continued to analyze on-time performance and another reviewed scheduling.  The remainder of the day was spent requesting and analyzing service performance reports and information, and continued analysis of on-time performance and trip duration.

Friday morning was spent summarizing the information reviewed in preparation for the closing meeting and completing some analyses.

An exit conference was then held at 1:00 PM on Friday, June 21.  Attending the exit conference were:

MTA Mobility Division

· Ruth F. Silverstone, Director, Mobility Services

· Charles R. Samuel, Superintendent

· Ruth Nasdor, Manager, Certification Office

· Joyce Callahan, ADA Compliance Advocate 

· Darlene Jordan, Assistant Superintendent

· Gloria J. Norris, Supervisor

· Pamela A. Ladd, Assistant Supervisor

· Pam Tatum-Randon, Scheduling Clerk

· Linda Ross, Mobility

· John Smolenski, MTA Operations

Yellow Transportation 

· Sharon Crenchaw, Director of Paratransit Services

· Terry Oates, CFO

Assessment Team

· Roberta Wolgast, FTA Office of Civil Rights 

· Don Kidston, Planners Collaborative, Inc., Team Leader

· David Chia, Planners Collaborative, Inc.

· Russell Thatcher, Multisystems, Inc.

Ms. Wolgast opened the exit conference by thanking MTA for their cooperation in the assessment.  The assessment team reviewed the process for completing a draft and final report.  Members of the team then presented initial findings in each of the following areas:
· Eligibility determination,

· Telephone access,

· Trip denials, missed trips and on-time performance,
· Trip duration,
· Handling of trip requests,
· Scheduling,
· Dispatch and operations, and
· Vehicle, manpower, and financial resources.

Ms. Silverstone closed the conference by expressing her appreciation for the review and MTA’s commitment to providing quality service.  

Background

The Maryland Mass Transit Administration (MTA) is an agency of the Maryland Department of Transportation.  MTA provides local bus, commuter bus, rapid rail, light rail, rail freight, commuter trains, and ADA Complementary Paratransit services, either by direct operation or through service contractors.  MTA’s service area includes Baltimore City, Baltimore County, and portions of three contiguous counties.  The 2000 census population of the Baltimore urbanized area served by MTA was 2,076,354.  MTA’s MARC commuter rail system operates on two routes to Baltimore: one to Washington, DC, via Camden Yards and one between Washington, DC, and Perryville via Penn Station in Baltimore.  MARC also has a line from Washington, DC, to Martinsburg, WV and Frederick, MD.  MTA also operates a fleet of 53 articulated light rail vehicles on two light rail routes, one from Hunt Valley to Cromwell Station and the other from Penn Station to BWI Airport.  The 30 miles of LRT route share a common line through much of the City of Baltimore.  MTA also serves the city center with a 15.5-mile Metro rapid rail line, serving 14 stations with 119 rapid rail cars.
The base fare is $1.35 per ride on the Local Bus, Metro and Light Rail services.  Discount fares are offered to seniors, people with disabilities and students.  Passes may also be purchased at discounted rates.
Description of the ADA Complementary Paratransit Service
MTA provides ADA services through its Mobility Division, which is headquartered at 

1515 Washington Boulevard in Baltimore.  Mobility services are provided within all of Baltimore City and 3/4-mile of any MTA fixed route service in Baltimore and Anne Arundel Counties.  Service hours inside the Baltimore Beltway are 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.  Outside of the Beltway, service hours are the same as fixed route service.  Mobility serves approximately 2,500 trips a day for approximately 14,000 eligible customers.  A copy of the MTA Paratransit Service Guide is included as Attachment C.

Mobility Office staff performs passenger certification, with contractual support from Concentra Medical Services to provide customer assessments on an as needed basis.  The Mobility Office also receives all telephone calls for trip reservations, ride checks, and other ADA Complementary Paratransit service issues.  Mobility also schedules trips.  Mobility dispatches and operates service for approximately 15% of the Mobility trips on 24 runs each day with MTA personnel and equipment.

MTA also contracts with Yellow Van Service for provision of ADA Complementary Paratransit Service.  The Office of Mobility supervises the contract, provides Yellow Van Service with trip request information for service on the following day and monitors service delivery.  Yellow Van operates its services from its offices at 2100 Huntingdon Avenue in Baltimore.  

Yellow Van serves approximately 85% of the Mobility trips using four types of operators.  Yellow serves approximately 45% of the total trips using its own vans and drivers.  Yellow Van subcontractors, who provide their own drivers and vehicles, serve approximately 30-35% of the trips.  Yellow taxis operating on scheduled runs serve 5-10% of the trips.  Yellow also uses both its own and independent taxis to serve trips that are not scheduled to manifests. 

In addition to Mobility customers, Yellow Van also provides service to Baltimore City Health Department and Baltimore County.  Yellow Van does not use Mobility’s schedules.  Instead it takes Mobility passenger trip requests and combines them with those of its other clients.  It then schedules service for all of its clients to provide a blended service. 

Yellow Van provides dispatch service for all of its trips, including those of subcontractors.   
Recent MTA Service Changes

MTA completed or was in process of several service-related activities at the time of the assessment:

· In May 2002 MTA expanded its staff of reservation agents from 19 to 29.  It also established a separate telephone line for calls to pick up dialysis patients upon completion of their procedure.

· Pay rates for Yellow Van drivers were increased early in 2002 to reduce driver turnover.

· In June 2002, MTA published a new version of “MTA Paratransit Service,” its rider’s guide.  

· Also, during the assessment MTA was in the process of preparing an Operator’s Manual.

Consumer Input

In order to identify areas of concern to consumers of MTA’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service the assessment team reviewed formal complaints on file with FTA, and contacted nine organizations and individuals who use or represent users of MTA’s Mobility services.

FTA currently has two active complaints regarding MTA service.  Both active complaints were related to fixed route service and were not reviewed as part of this assessment.  FTA also closed eight complaints regarding MTA’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service in January and February of 2002.  FTA referred these complaints to the assessment team for review as part of this assessment.  Of the eight complaints, five were filed with the assistance of the Maryland Disability Law Center.  The complaints included poor telephone access, incorrect reservations information, scheduling, missed trips, late pickups and drop-offs, early pickups, a long trip, and rude drivers.  There was one instance in which MTA Mobility had no record of a scheduled trip, one in which the driver had incorrect fare information, and two in which the pickup address was unclear.  The scheduling practice of including long lead times (2 hours) for appointments resulted in arriving at the destination very early.  Seven of the eight complained of late pickups, one of a persistence of pickups one hour late, one of a pickup seven hours late and one four hours late.  One customer complained that drop-offs for school trips were late so consistently that they had to arrange for alternative service.  One customer complained of being pressured to accept a pickup one hour early.  Several customers complained of missed trips by the operator and at least one of those complained of the trip being classified as a no-show.  When calling to check on ride status, several customers complained of difficulty getting an answer including no answer on a Sunday, long hold times (36 to 52 minutes) and having their calls disconnected.  Also, there were two complaints of rude drivers who used profanity.

The assessment team contacted eight organizations that represent users and one individual who uses MTA’s Mobility services.  All nine of those interviewed cited chronically late trips - one to two hours with one as late as 3 to 4 hours.  Many complained of difficulty getting access to Mobility by telephone – although two of those interviewed noted recent improvements and one said that the dialysis line has helped.  As with the FTA complaints, interviewees cited incorrect fares charged by drivers, incorrect pickup addresses, having trips incorrectly classified as customer no-shows, and rude drivers.  Interviewees indicated a pattern of being told that Mobility reservation agents would tell them that a late vehicle would be there in 20 minutes when the vehicle would arrive one to two hours later.  One interviewee cited a trip in which an unsuitable vehicle had been dispatched.  General comments were also made regarding illogical scheduling, poor communications and lack of accountability.

The assessment team also reviewed 193 randomly selected Mobility related complaints submitted to MTA in 2002.  A summary of these complaints as well as the issues raised in the formal FTA complaints and the consumer interviews appears in Table III.1.

Both the formal FTA complaints and consumer interviews identified multiple issues.  For the complaints on file with FTA, very few customers raised more than one issue.  As a result, the total number of issues cited and associated percentages are not directly comparable among the three groups.  Nonetheless, it is clear that of principal concern to customers is late and missed trips.  Other significant issues for customers appear to be telephone access, incorrect trip information and driver rudeness.

In addition to the consumer input described above, the Coalition for Accessible Transportation and the Maryland Disability Law Center (MDLC) provided FTA and the assessment team with letters and complaint summaries further identifying potential issues associated with the performance of MTA’s Mobility services.  Copies of these letters appear in Attachment D.  Among the issues addressed by the Coalition letter were procedures to be employed when service is late, adequacy of the capacity of the telephone system and the service fleet, scheduling procedures, dependence on one service provider, training, and clear goals, performance standards and accurate performance measurement.

The MDLC letter provided 88 complaint letters containing 186 complaints.  Since these complaints were sent to MTA, presumably many of them are included in Table III.1.  As with the information presented above, the largest complaint is late trips.  Also, as indicated above, there were numerous complaints of missed trips, scheduling errors and driver rudeness.

Table III.1 – Summary of Consumer Input
	
	
	
	FTA Complaints
	Consumer Interviews
	MTA Files

	
	
	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	Number
	%

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Number of Consumers 
	8
	
	9
	 
	193
	

	 
	 
	 
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Issues 
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	 
	Eligibility Determination 
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	 
	Telephone Access 
	4
	50%
	6
	67%
	7
	4%

	 
	Reservations  
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	General Issues
	2
	25%
	
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	Wrong Address
	2
	25%
	2
	22%
	5
	3%

	 
	 
	Wrong Vehicle
	
	
	1
	11%
	2
	1%

	 
	Scheduling 
	1
	13%
	5
	56%
	6
	3%

	 
	Service Denials 
	1
	13%
	
	 
	
	

	 
	Missed Trips 
	1
	13%
	2
	22%
	79
	41%

	 
	 
	Declared No Show
	2
	25%
	2
	22%
	40
	21%

	 
	Late Trips 
	7
	88%
	9
	100%
	150
	78%

	 
	 
	Pick-up
	7
	88%
	9
	100%
	85
	44%

	 
	 
	Drop-off
	2
	25%
	1
	11%
	65
	34%

	 
	Early pick-up 
	1
	13%
	
	 
	
	

	 
	Long Trips 
	1
	13%
	4
	44%
	
	

	 
	Drivers 
	
	
	
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	Incorrect Fare
	1
	13%
	2
	22%
	
	

	 
	 
	Rude
	2
	25%
	3
	33%
	8
	4%

	 
	Vehicles 
	
	
	
	 
	
	


Summary of Findings

The following summarizes the findings made as a result of the assessment.  The bases for these findings are addressed in other sections of this report.  The findings should be used as the basis for any corrective actions proposed by MTA.  Recommendations are also included in the report for MTA’s consideration in developing corrective actions.

A.  
Findings Regarding ADA Complementary Paratransit 


Eligibility Determinations 
1. Based upon the assessment team review, it appears that MTA’s eligibility determination process does not significantly restrict people who are unable to use the fixed route system from obtaining eligibility for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

2. The Assessment Team examined 24 of the 25 applications that were denied eligibility in January to May 2002.  It appears that all of the denials were made appropriately.

3. MTA’s Rider’s Guide indicates that only “pre-registered” personal care attendants (PCAs) may travel with an eligible rider.  The DOT ADA Regulations (49 CFR 37.123(f)) require that, “one other individual accompanying the ADA Paratransit eligible individual shall be provided service.”  Although it is MTA’s practice to allow any person to ride as a PCA as long as the eligible rider has a designation for a PCA on his/her identification card, the text in the Rider’s Guide could lead a prospective rider to believe that a specific person must be registered as the rider’s PCA.  This potential misunderstanding could limit the rider’s request for service.

4. The Rider’s Guide also states the MTA Mobility service is “not intended to serve citizens who must adhere to strict guidelines for medical treatment.  Individuals who are required to receive medication or treatment within prescribed time frame should use a private taxi service or professional ambulance service.”  The DOT ADA regulations at 
49 CFR 37.123 (e) contain no such restrictions on eligibility.  While it does not appear to be MTA’s practice to enforce these restrictions in its eligibility determination process or operations, prospective ADA Complementary Paratransit riders could interpret this language to mean that they are not eligible for MTA Mobility service.

5. Eighteen of the 57 applications reviewed or 32% required more than 21 days from the date that the completed application was received to the date of the eligibility determination.  Of those determinations that required more than 21 days, the average time required was 45 days.  Although Mobility staff appears to expeditiously process applications, the length of time required to make a determination could lead to confusion regarding customers rights to service.  Applicants are not notified that they are eligible for service 21 days after submitting a completed application if MTA does not deny the application.

6. Some applicants for ADA paratransit eligibility appear to be denied because they reside outside the ADA paratransit service area.  While MTA is not required to provide trips that have origins or destinations outside the defined service area, determinations of eligibility should not be based on place of residence.  Individuals may live outside the service area and may take trips that are within the area.  

7. In the event an applicant is determined ineligible for service, MTA notifies him/her that the applicant has 14 days in which to file an appeal with the MTA Certification Office.  The DOT ADA regulations (49 CFR 37.125 (g)(1)) permit the entity to require that an appeal be filed within 60 days of the denial.  

8. The appeal procedure has three levels through which the appellant proceeds sequentially.  The appellant is not given the option of proceeding directly to a formal appeal through the Maryland Office of Administrative Hearings.  As a result, the appeals process can be time consuming and cumbersome, although most appeals appear to be addressed effectively in the early steps of the appeals process.

9. It was unclear from interviews with Mobility staff as to whether or not customers whose eligibility is about to elapse are notified of the need to reapply for eligibility in advance of the expiration of their eligibility.  The absence of clear procedures creates a potential for service lapse to otherwise eligible individuals.  However, Mobility appears to continue to provide service through extensions of the eligibility period until reapplications can be completed.

B.  
Findings Regarding Telephone Access
1. Assessment team review indicates that hold times in Call Groups 12 and 13 (the trip request lines) were almost always under one to two minutes.  Longer hold times were recorded only during weekday lunch times and on Sunday afternoons.  Hold times in Call Group 11 (late rides) were typically one to three minutes.  Longer hold times (10 to 15 minutes) were still observed, however, during lunch hours and some afternoon hours.  Phone performance at the time of the assessment appears to have been significantly improved by MTA’s increase in the number of reservation agents during May 2002.

2. First-hand observations suggest that MTA reservation agents sometimes still have difficulty getting through to Yellow Transportation dispatch, which appears to be the main cause of continuing long hold times for callers checking on late rides.

3. The TTY at the MTA office does not appear to be working.  The unit was not functioning at the time of the assessment and follow-up calls made a month later indicate continuing problems.

4. Current MTA telephone performance standards appear to be very generous.  Average “serving times” (interpreted to be hold times) of five minutes are permitted in Call Group 11 (late ride calls) and even longer holds are permitted 15% of the time.  Average “serving times” of four minutes are permitted in Call Group 13 (future trip requests) and even longer holds are permitted 10% of the time.  Given that these standards represent daily averages, even if these standards were met, it is possible that many callers could experience hold times of twice these times (eight to ten minutes).

5. The toll-free phone number for accessing paratransit service is not well advertised.  It is included in a recent Mobility flyer, but is not in the current Rider’s Guide.  

6. There is high turnover of non-MTA temporary reservation agents.  Turnover of about 100% was noted for the past year.  Given that the15 temporary positions comprise half of all reservation agent positions, this turnover could affect reservations service quality. 

7. Phone performance prior to May 2002 appears to have been poor.  Hold times of 10 to 20 minutes appear to have been common during peak calling periods.  Lack of adequate staffing appears to have been a significant contributor to this poor performance.

C.  Findings Regarding Service Performance
1. MTA’s service reports identified only three missed trips in the three months from March through May 2002.  Yellow Van staff indicated that some that were classified as no-shows were actually missed trips.  For three sample days, 9% of trips were classified as no-shows.  A review of selected no-shows indicates that 25 to 30% of these trip requests, or 2 to 3% of all trip requests, were missed trips.    

2. Through a review of MTA’s performance reports, the disposition of 19% of requested passenger trips could not be clearly identified.  These requested trips may be additional customer cancellations, customer no-shows, or operator missed trips.

3. MTA does not have a stated policy goal and objective, or standard for missed trips.  MTA does not have clear, consistent procedures for defining and categorizing missed trips.  

4. Based upon a sample of trips taken on May 15, 2002, early and on-time pickups were 76% for both MTA and Yellow Van services.  On-time performance for drop-offs was 81% for MTA and 79% for Yellow Van.  

5. MTA’s reports of on time performance appear to reasonably reflect actual performance as measured by the assessment team.  For May 15, 2002, MTA reports on time pick-ups of 84% for MTA service and 77% for Yellow Van.  MTA reports on-time drop-offs for MTA service of 91% and Yellow Van of 83%.  Differences between these and assessment team measurements appear to be attributable to inclusion of on-time performance for trips not completed in the MTA measurement and statistical variation associated to sample size in the assessment teams measurement. 

6. Yellow Van’s on-time performance reports may overstate on-time performance.  For May 15, 2002, Yellow Van reports on time performance for pick-ups of 85% and 87% for drop-offs.  These measures are 9% higher than the assessment team sample for pick-ups and 8% higher for drop-offs and 8% higher than MTA reports for pick-ups and 4% higher for drop-offs.  A higher on-time performance percentage for pick-ups is attributable, in part, to a 35-minute pick-up window rather than the 30 minutes reflected in the other reports.      

7. MTA’s definition for an on-time pickup is unclear.  The Rider’s Guide advises customers to be ready for pickup at least 10 minutes before the scheduled pickup time and indicates that the driver has 30 minutes after the scheduled pickup time to arrive to pick up a customer.  The contract between MTA and Yellow Van Service, Inc. as amended on July 18, 2000, defines pickups as on time if the vehicle arrives within 35 minutes of the scheduled pickup time.  A drop-off is considered on time if the customer is dropped off on or before the appointment time.

8. Based upon a sample of completed passenger trips taken for May 15, all pickups made by MTA were less than 30 minutes late; 95% of all MTA pickups less than 15 minutes late.  Of Yellow Van’s pickups, 5% were more than 30 minutes late and 12% were more than 15 minutes late.  For drop-offs, 12% of both MTA and Yellow Van were more than 15 minutes late with 7% of Yellow Van’s drop-offs more than 30 minutes late and 1% more than an hour late.  On-time performance standards are 95% for appointment times and 92% for pick-up times.    

9. The on-time performance reports may not include all late trips.  MTA performance reports included no “missed trips but transported.”  It is unclear how such trips are classified.  Also, as cited earlier, the disposition of 19% of requested passenger trips could not be clearly identified.  Some of these trips may be late trips.  

10. System wide ADA Complementary Paratransit travel times are low considering the size of the service area.  About 88% of all trips are completed in 60 minutes or less.  Only 3% of all paratransit trips have a ride time of more than 90 minutes.

D.  Findings Regarding Trip Requests
1. In the reservations process, MTA does not appear to deny any trip requests, schedule trips more than one hour from the customer’s requested pickup time, or limit requests based upon trip purpose.

2. Although Trapeze has the capability to schedule trips to runs as trip requests are made, nearly all requests for trips are placed on open or holding runs in the Trapeze system.

3. Reservation agents were observed to use past trip files rather than client files to enter trip requests.  For customers who use mobility aids some of the time, incorrect information may be carried into the new trip request resulting in assignment of the customer’s trip to an unsuitable vehicle.

4. Some reservation agents entered street addresses, specific pickup locations and telephone numbers for all trip destinations into the Trapeze system, while others did not.  Incomplete information can make it difficult for drivers to find customers and for dispatchers to contact customers who do not appear at the pickup location.

5. Not all reservation agents confirmed trip information with customers at the end of phone calls.  Confirmation of trip information can help to avoid miscommunication.

6. Reservation agents were observed confirming scheduled pickup times but rarely reminded customers of the pickup window.  This practice could give customers false expectations of when vehicles are scheduled to arrive.

E.  Findings Regarding Scheduling

1. Scheduling procedures appear to contribute to missed and late trips.

2. The potential to adjust pickup times to make more efficient use of drivers and vehicles is limited by the small number of trips scheduled in real time by MTA reservation agents.

3. Performance of trip scheduling separately in a sequential process by MTA and Yellow Van results in redundant effort, delays completion of scheduling, and impedes preparation of coordinated schedules.

4. Daily scheduling effort appears to be increased by rescheduling subscription trips each day rather than pre-assigning these trips to fixed runs.  About 55 percent of Mobility weekday trips (1,190) are subscription trips.  However, only about 170 are pre-assigned to MTA vehicle runs.

5. Assigning trips based upon customer request, and contract goals and parameters, rather than trip origin, destination, and time appears to contribute to inefficient routing and added effort in scheduling.

6. Scheduling parameters used by Yellow Van, which are different from those used by MTA may produce tighter schedules and contribute to missed, late, and long trips.  

7. Neither the MTA schedulers nor the Yellow Van schedulers seem to devote much effort to reviewing the vehicle runs for quality issues such as lengthy trips or reasonable tours.  The primary purpose of review by Yellow schedulers seems to be balancing the vehicle productivities of Yellow vehicles and subcontractor vehicles.

8. There appears to be little opportunity for dispatchers and drivers to review and adjust schedules for illogical sequencing or overloaded runs before and during the service day.

9. Yellow Van leaves a high number of trips (250 to 350) unassigned each weekday making it difficult to schedule and serve these trips during the service day.  It is estimated that 150 to 225 of these trips are Mobility trips.

F.  Findings Regarding Service Provision

1. Yellow Transportation dispatchers appear to keep trips in the holding/unscheduled run too long and do not assign them to runs that have capacity to serve the trip, or taxi backup until far too late to ensure that the trip can be performed on-time.

2. Yellow dispatchers appear to use independent taxi backup only in cases where trips are running very late.  Of the 20 trips assigned to taxi backup that were reviewed, 19 were assigned after the scheduled pickup time.  The practice appears to be to use regularly scheduled runs for backup service and to use taxi backup only if trips are excessively late.  Lower cost and greater potential profit from using Yellow vehicles rather than independent taxis may provide an incentive for this practice. 

3. Yellow dispatchers do not appear to proactively identify passenger trips that will likely be late and appear to wait too long to find reasonable options for serving these trips on schedule.  Although most drivers contact dispatch when they are late, there does not appear to be a clear procedure requiring them to do so as soon as they know that they will be late for a pick-up or drop-off.  

4. Taxi drivers appear to be “quick-tripping” some trips.  The original false time entered for the pickup is recorded in the system as the actual pickup, making the trip appear to be performed on time.  MTA needs to work with Yellow Transportation to have taxi dispatchers track trips through to completion to ensure that drivers do not “quick trip” assigned trips.  Disciplinary action should also be taken against drivers who use this practice to either get more work assigned to them or to drop trips they decide they do not want to complete.

5. There does not appear to be enough scheduled “floater” vehicles to provide flexible capacity to serve daily demands.  

6. A large number of unscheduled trips at the beginning of the work day, and very tight run schedules combined with insufficient slack time created by cancellations appear to limit Yellow dispatchers in assigning unscheduled passenger trips from the holding run so that they can be completed on schedule.  

7. Yellow Transportation appears to inappropriately record many trips as no-shows, when the vehicle actually arrived very late for the pickup (after the end of the 30-minute pickup window).  Based on a sample of 876 trips performed during May and June, the vehicle arrived after the pick-up window for 43% of the trips recorded as no-shows.  

8. MTA service reports no-shows as 9% of scheduled trips.  Most paratransit services report 
no-show rates in the 3 to 5% range.  In addition to incorrect accounting of no shows, a potential cause of high levels of no-shows is miscommunication with the customer.  Customer complaints of vehicles going to the wrong address and incorrectly classifying missed trips as no-shows indicates that poor communications may be contributing to missed trips.  MTA’s practice for customer no-shows does not include any effort to verify that the customer is a no-show while the driver is at the pickup location.  This practice can lead to customers being stranded because vehicles are at the wrong location resulting in a missed or late trip and misclassification of the trip as a no-show.

9. There do not appear to be procedures for notifying customers when vehicles arrive early.  This can lead to differing practices among drivers, including pressuring customers to leave early, as reflected in some of the customer comments.

G.  Findings Regarding Resources
1. The number of vehicles and drivers appears to be adequate to address current scheduled runs.

2. Whereas an estimated 4% of Mobility trips are missed, and an additional 5% of Yellow pickups and 7% of Yellow drop-offs are more than one hour late, it appears that additional runs are needed to serve all requested trips and reduce the number of late trips.  These additional runs will require additional drivers and vehicles.  
3. Although MTA’s recent increase in the number of reservation agents appears to have significantly improved telephone access, there are certain hours when hold times appear long.  There also appears to be a high turnover rate for non-MTA reservation agents.  

4. It appears that staffing in Yellow’s dispatch office is inadequate to respond more expeditiously to ride inquiries; pro-actively monitor and adjust runs during the service day; and confirm customer no-shows while vehicles are still at the pick-up location.  

5. At the time of the assessment MTA Mobility service had no spare or extra-board drivers.

6. Through its budget process, MTA appears to provide strong support to MTA’s Mobility services.

7. The ridership base used for projections in Mobility’s budget process includes only trips completed and does not include missed trips that were not performed.  These missed trips represent additional demand for trips that was not met.  Based on the limited information available, this un-served demand for trips represents about 4% of completed trips.  

II. ADA Complementary Paratransit Eligibility Determinations

MTA’s process for determining ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility was reviewed to be sure that determinations are being made in a way that properly reflects the functional ability of applicants.  The timeliness of the processing of requests for eligibility and the process for appealing determinations were also reviewed.  The assessment was completed as follows:

· Input about the eligibility determination process was obtained through review of formal complaints filed with FTA and interviews with consumer representatives. 

· MTA staff was interviewed and application materials reviewed.

· Eligibility determination outcomes for 991 recently filed applications were reviewed.

· 24 recent denials of eligibility were reviewed with staff.

Consumer Comments

Of the eight complaints filed with FTA and nine consumer interviews, none identified any problems with the eligibility process.

Overview of the Eligibility Determination Process and Materials
Eligibility applications are available to the public through a variety of venues, including dialysis centers, rehabilitation centers, adult daycare and education centers, and in similar locations where seniors and/or persons with disabilities are likely to visit.  In addition, MTA visits four to six locations each month to provide outreach to the public.  Applications also are provided to patients by social workers and health care professionals, and a PDF version with large type is available on MTA’s website at: www.mtamaryland.com.  Alternate formats are available upon request, and MTA staff offers assistance to those who need help in completing the applications.  A copy of the application materials and other documents used in the eligibility process appear in Attachment E.

The application asks simple questions about an applicant’s disabilities and mobility capabilities and includes a section that must be completed by a doctor or healthcare professional before the application is considered to be complete.  Upon completion, the application may be sent by mail or fax, or be hand delivered to the MTA Certification Office, located at the MTA Headquarters, 6 St. Paul Street.  When a completed application is received, a letter is sent to the applicant informing him/her of its receipt.  The letter informs the applicant that he/she should call the Certification Office to schedule an in-person interview.  If the medical form accompanying the application is incomplete, it is sent back to the applicant with a form letter advising of the missing documentation.  The Certification Office tracks the receipt dates of applications and sends reminder letters at two-week intervals if no appointment for the in-person interview is scheduled.  The second letter states that the file will be closed and the applicant must re-apply to be considered for eligibility.

Two part-time staff members conduct the in-person interviews.  One is a registered nurse, and the other has “some medical training.”  The interviewer goes over the application with the applicant, and asks a series of questions regarding his/her ability to use, and history of using, the fixed route system.  The first question is, “How did you get here today?”  This interview does not include a functional mobility test, but the interviewer does observe the applicant’s mobility before, during, and after the interview.  According to the manager of the Certification Division, a great deal of weight is placed on the section completed by the doctor or healthcare professional, and for the most part, the interviewers appear to accept the information provided.  A decision is usually made on the day of the in-person interview.  Most approvals are for unconditional eligibility and expire in five years.  Occasionally, a person is granted temporary unconditional eligibility if the situation warrants.  If the interviewer cannot make a firm decision regarding an applicant’s eligibility, she makes an appointment with Concentra Medical Services, with whom MTA has a contract to conduct functional assessments.  

Once MTA has determined that an applicant is eligible for ADA Complementary Paratransit Service, the applicant is issued a picture identification card.  The approved person’s information is usually entered into the computer system within a day, and the person is eligible to reserve rides as soon as this is completed.  If the person is denied eligibility, he/she is informed at the time of the interview, and a letter of denial is mailed.  [Previously, the denial letters were generic in nature with no specific reason given for the denial, but a copy of a denial letter dated 
June 2002, did give a specific reason.]  One of the denial form letters used explains that the person is not eligible because he/she lived outside of the service area.  

Information on the right to appeal is included with the denial letter.  The letter states that the applicant has 14 days in which to file an appeal with the MTA Certification Office.  The appeal procedure has three levels through which the appellant proceeds sequentially.  The first is an informal review of the application by the manager of the Certification Division.  If the appellant is denied again, he/she may proceed to the second level, which is an informal hearing conducted by MTA.  The last level is a formal appeal through the Maryland Office of Administrative Hearings.  

MTA does not appear to closely track the processing time for applications, and no provision is made for presumptive eligibility in cases where the processing time exceeds 21 days from the day a completed application is received.  Although applicants are advised on the application form that, “applications cannot be processed without an in-person interview,” Mobility staff stamps completed applications with a “received” date which is used to begin the processing time.  A letter is sent to the applicant soon thereafter, and then the responsibility for calling to schedule an in-person interview is with the applicant.  MTA has no control over the number of days that elapse before the applicant calls.  Appointments are usually scheduled within 7 to 10 days from the date the applicant calls, and according to the MTA Certification Office staff, approximately 99% of the decisions are made on the same day as the in-person interview.  Any delays in processing time appear to be caused by the applicants’ lack of action rather than MTA’s.  

The DOT ADA regulations at 49 CFR 37.125(c) require that if the entity (MTA) has not made a determination by 21 days after a completed application is received, that the applicant be treated as eligible for service until and unless the entity denies the application.  Recent applications were reviewed to assess MTA’s processing time for making determinations.  Applicant files from two randomly selected file drawers were pulled.  Applicant files are maintained in alphabetical order.  Those applications that had approval dates in 2002 were examined for the date of receipt, the date of the in-person interview, and the decision date.  The processing time was calculated by counting the number of elapsed days between the receipt date and the decision date.  Fifty-seven files were examined.  As indicated in the table appearing in Attachment F, 18 of the 57 applications or 32% required more than 21 days to make an eligibility determination from the date that the completed application was received.  Of those determinations that required more than 21 days, the average time required was 45 days.  For all applications, the processing time averaged 22 days and ranged from 0 to 111 days.  Of the 57 applications received, all were accepted as completed as originally submitted.  Also, MTA eligibility determinations for all 57 sampled applications were made on the day of the interview.  Delay in the processing of applications occurs between the time the application is accepted and the scheduling of the interview.  Responsibility for the delay lies between Mobility and the applicant and appears to be primarily caused by the time the applicant takes to schedule an appointment.

The number and percentage of applications received, denied and approved was also calculated.  Table V.2 is based on monthly reports prepared by the Certification Division.  

Table V.2 – ADA Eligibility Statistics, January to May 2002

	
	# Eligible
	% Eligible
	# Denied
	% Denied
	Totals

	January
	
202
	96.2
	8
	3.8
	
210

	February
	
158
	99.4
	1
	0.6
	
159

	March
	
200
	97.6
	5
	2.4
	
205

	April
	
206
	98.6
	3
	1.4
	
209

	May
	
225
	96.6
	8
	3.4
	
233

	Total
	
991
	97.5%
	25
	2.5%
	
1016


This data shows that through May 2002, MTA determined that an average of 97.5% of all persons who participated in the in-person interview were eligible for ADA Complementary Paratransit Service.  Other transit properties that conduct in-person interviews generally experience eligibility rates of about 90 to 95%.  Based on these statistics, along with MTA’s somewhat lenient approach of accepting applicant information, it appears that MTA’s process does not restrict eligibility to those who are unable to use the fixed route system.  

The Assessment Team examined 24 of the 25 applications that were denied eligibility in 2002.  It appears that all of the denials were done so appropriately.  

In its rider’s guide (Attachment C), MTA indicates that only “pre-registered” personal care attendants (PCAs) may travel with an eligible rider.  This text in the rider’s guide seems to imply that a specific person must be registered as the rider’s PCA.  However, it is MTA’s practice to allow any person to ride as a PCA as long as the eligible rider has a designation for a PCA on his/her identification card.  The rider’s guide also states the MTA Mobility service is “not intended to serve citizens who must adhere to strict guidelines for medical treatment.  Individuals who are required to receive medication or treatment within prescribed time frame should use a private taxi service or professional ambulance service.”  While it is not MTA’s practice to enforce these restrictions in its eligibility determination process or operation, prospective ADA Complementary Paratransit riders could interpret this language to mean that they are not eligible for MTA Mobility service. 

The procedures for recertification of eligible riders are unclear.  Eligibility for service lapses after five years, at which time a customer must reapply for eligibility.  The process for determining eligibility is the same as that for a new applicant.  One Mobility official described the procedure as requiring the customer to initiate the application for renewal of eligibility.  If eligibility lapses the customer, when so informed, can request an extension of his/her eligibility until he/she has sufficient time to complete the reapplication process.  The procedure is to automatically grant such extensions of eligibility.  Other Mobility staff indicated that a letter is issued notifying customers that their eligibility is about to elapse.

Findings 
1. Based upon the assessment team review, it appears that MTA’s eligibility determination process does not significantly restrict people who are unable to use the fixed route system from obtaining eligibility for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

2. The Assessment Team examined 24 of the 25 applications that were denied eligibility in January to May 2002.  It appears that all of the denials were made appropriately.

3. MTA’s Rider’s Guide indicates that only “pre-registered” personal care attendants (PCAs) may travel with an eligible rider.  The DOT ADA Regulations (49 CFR 37.123(f)) require that, “one other individual accompanying the ADA Paratransit eligible individual shall be provided service.”  Although it is MTA’s practice to allow any person to ride as a PCA as long as the eligible rider has a designation for a PCA on his/her identification card, the text in the Rider’s Guide could lead a prospective rider to believe that a specific person must be registered as the rider’s PCA.  This potential misunderstanding could limit the rider’s request for service.

4. The Rider’s Guide also states the MTA Mobility service is “not intended to serve citizens who must adhere to strict guidelines for medical treatment.  Individuals who are required to receive medication or treatment within prescribed time frame should use a private taxi service or professional ambulance service.”  The DOT ADA regulations at 
49 CFR 37.123(e) contain no such restrictions on eligibility.  While it does not appear to be MTA’s practice to enforce these restrictions in its eligibility determination process or operations, prospective ADA Complementary Paratransit riders could interpret this language to mean that they are not eligible for MTA Mobility service.

5. Eighteen of the 57 applications reviewed, or 32%, required more than 21 days from the date that the completed application was received to the date of the eligibility determination.  Of those determinations that required more than 21 days, the average time required was 45 days.  Although Mobility staff appears to expeditiously process applications, the length of time required to make a determination could lead to confusion regarding customers rights to service.  Applicants are not notified that they are eligible for service 21 days after submitting a completed application if MTA does not deny the application.

6. Some applicants for ADA paratransit eligibility appear to be denied because they reside outside the ADA paratransit service area.  While MTA is not required to provide trips that have origins or destinations outside the defined service area, determinations of eligibility should not be based on place of residence.  Individuals may live outside the service area and may take trips that are within the area.  

7. In the event an applicant is determined ineligible for service, MTA notifies him/her that the applicant has 14 days in which to file an appeal with the MTA Certification Office.  The DOT ADA regulations at 49 CFR 37.125 (g)(1) permit the entity to require that an appeal be filed within 60 days of the denial.  


8. The appeal procedure has three levels through which the appellant proceeds sequentially.  The appellant is not given the option of proceeding directly to a formal appeal through the Maryland Office of Administrative Hearings.  As a result, the appeals process can be time consuming and cumbersome, although most appeals appear to be addressed effectively in the early steps of the appeals process.


9. It was unclear from interviews with Mobility staff as to whether or not customers whose eligibility is about to elapse are notified of the need to reapply for eligibility in advance of the expiration of their eligibility.  The absence of clear procedures creates a potential for service lapse to otherwise eligible individuals.  However, Mobility appears to continue to provide service through extensions of the eligibility period until reapplications can be completed.

Recommendations

1. The text in the Rider’s Guide should be reworded to indicate that if an eligible rider travels with a Personal Care Attendant (PCA), only the PCA is allowed to ride free of charge.

2. Language in the Rider’s Guide and other MTA public documents referring to restrictions for people who must adhere to strict guidelines for medical treatment and individuals who are required to receive medication or treatment within prescribed time frame should be deleted to avoid the potential for eligible ADA Complementary Paratransit riders to believe that they are not eligible for MTA Mobility service.

3. Applications should include language notifying applicants that they are eligible for service 21 days after submitting a completed application if MTA does not deny the application within that time.  It is also recommended that MTA consider streamlining its eligibility process by combining the submittal of the completed application with the interview.  Under such an approach, upon completing the application, the applicant would call Mobility and schedule the interview.  The applicant would then bring the completed application to the interview; thereby eliminating a round of communication with the applicant, reducing the staff time spent processing the application and shortening the application process  (It should be noted that all 57 applications reviewed by the assessment team were found to be complete by Mobility staff.)  Alternatively, to avoid potential confusion in the time required to make determinations on completed applications, MTA could consider revising its reference to interviews on the applications to indicate that the application is considered complete only after the interview and receipt of completed application forms.

4. MTA should discontinue the practice of denying ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility to otherwise eligible applicants because they reside outside the service area.

5. The appeals process should be revised to provide a person who is determined ineligible the option of appealing directly to the Maryland Office of Administrative Hearings.  This approach can substantially shorten the appeals process for those who wish to employ it.  The denial letter should be revised to make this appeal option available to the applicant.

6. Mobility should notify by letter customers whose eligibility is about to elapse in sufficient time to process a reapplication prior to the termination of their eligibility.

III. Telephone Access

Information about telephone access to the service was collected for this part of the assessment.  Telephone access for placing or changing trip reservations or checking on the status of a ride is an important part of ADA Complementary Paratransit operations.  The inability to get through on the phone without significant delays to place trip requests or to check on rides could discourage people from using the service and could therefore be considered a form of capacity constraint.

The following information was collected:

· Consumer input on this issue was obtained through telephone interviews with riders, advocates and agencies, and through a review of recent customer comments and complaints received by MTA;

· MTA’s standards for performance in this area were reviewed;

· Design of the phone system and the staffing of phones was reviewed;

· Handling of calls at MTA and at Yellow Transportation was observed; and

· Available telephone service reports showing hold times and the number of abandoned calls were reviewed.

Consumer Comments

Consumer input was obtained through review of formal complaints with FTA, interviews with nine consumer representatives and review of complaints on file with MTA.  In eight complaints closed by FTA in 2002, four cited problems with telephone access.  When calling to check on ride status, several customers complained of difficulty getting an answer – including no answer on a Sunday, long hold times (36 to 52 minutes), and having their calls disconnected.

Six of the nine consumer representatives interviewed complained of difficulty getting access to Mobility by telephone similar to the problems cited above.  Two of those interviewed noted recent improvements in telephone access.  One said that a separate line for dialysis patients has helped.  Of 193 complaints on file with Mobility, seven or 4% cited telephone access as a problem.

Phone System Design and Staffing

As noted in the Section III of this report, MTA staff takes all calls from riders.  This includes requests for general information, calls to request rides, calls to make changes to existing trip reservations or to check on trip reservations, trip cancellations, calls to check on late pickups, and comments regarding service quality.  The MTA Rider’s Guide advertises a single phone number for all calls: 410-727-3535.  A separate TTY number (410-468-4789) is also advertised.  The MTA also accepts faxed trip requests, particularly from local agencies that book multiple rides for clients.  The fax number is 410-468-4790.

Because the paratransit service area is large and includes several local calling areas, the MTA also has a toll-free number (800-487-9218) that can be used by riders in outlying communities.  This number is advertised in a recently completed flyer titled “MTA Paratransit Travel Tips.”  It is not included, however, in the main Rider’s Guide.

When the main number (410-727-3535) is called, callers with touch-tone phones are given the following four options:

· Press 1 to cancel an existing ride reservation,

· Press 2 to check on a late pick-up,

· Press 3 to make a reservation for a ride tomorrow, and

· Press 4 to make a future trip request or for general information.

Callers with rotary dial phones are instructed to stay on the line and are served by the next available reservation agent.

If callers select “1” (to cancel a ride), a recorded message asks them to state their name, address, and the date and time of the trip they wish to cancel.  These recorded messages are then stored and are regularly checked by all reservations agents between the handling of other calls.

If customers call to check on late pickups, the MTA reservation agents look up the trip in the scheduling software to determine if it was scheduled to an MTA-operated vehicle or to Yellow Transportation.  They then put the caller on hold while they call either the MTA dispatcher or the Yellow Transportation operations center.  The dispatcher will then check with the driver on the status of the trip and will provide the information to the MTA reservations agent who will then give this information to the caller.

All other calls for new reservations, either for the next day or for further in advance, are handled directly by the MTA reservations agents.

The MTA has a total of 30 incoming lines for the paratransit operation.  These lines are separate from those used by administrative staff and are dedicated to service operations staff.  One incoming line is dedicated to the main dispatch phone and one is dedicated to the TTY unit.  The reservations staff shares remaining lines for all other types of calls.

There are also two outgoing/incoming lines on all agents’ phones that can be used to contact the Yellow Transportation operations center.  All phones are also programmed to allow MTA reservations agents to press a transfer button and be connected immediately to the Yellow Transportation dispatch center.  MTA staff indicated that only two lines are provided for contacting Yellow Transportation because there are only one or two staff at the Yellow Transportation office that handle calls from the MTA reservations staff.  If additional lines were installed, the MTA agents using a third or fourth line would have to wait on hold.

MTA staff reported that staffing of the reservations lines was a significant problem in the past.  Prior to May 2002, there were a total of 21 approved reservation agent positions to cover all shifts.  This included four full-time MTA positions, 12 part-time MTA positions, and five non-MTA temporary positions.  A review of staffing records for Monday, January 6, 2002, showed that one of the part-time MTA positions and one of the temporary positions were unfilled, leaving a total of 19 reservation agents available to cover all shifts.

In April 2002, MTA management approved hiring and training of additional reservation agents.  Training was conducted during late April and May.  Three reservation agents were added to the staff on May 20 and ten more were added on May 28.  The new reservation agents filled a few previously approved open positions as well as newly approved positions.  As of June 18, 2002, there were a total of 31 reservation agent positions approved.  This included five full-time MTA positions, 11 part-time MTA positions, and 15 non-MTA temporary positions.  Two of the temporary positions were unfilled, leaving a total of 29 reservation agents available for work.  Table VI.1 below summarizes approved reservation agent positions as well as filled positions on January 6 and June 18, 2002.

Table VI.1 - Approved and Filled Reservation Agent Positions,

January 6, 2002 and June 18, 2002

	
	January 6, 2002
	June 18, 2002

	
	Approved
	Filled
	Approved
	Filled

	Full-Time MTA
	4
	4
	5
	5

	Part-Time MTA
	12
	11
	11
	11

	Temporary Non-MTA
	5
	4
	15
	13

	Totals
	21
	19
	31
	29


The lack of staff prior to May 2002 had a significant impact on coverage of the reservations phone lines.  Tables VI.2 and VI.3 on the following pages show reservation agent shifts by time for Monday, January 6, 2002 and Monday, June 18, 2002.  As shown in Table VI.2, only four to six reservation agents were scheduled at any given time between the hours of 8:00 AM and 6:00 PM, and only four or five people were scheduled during the afternoon peak hours from 3:30 PM to 

6:00 PM.

With the addition of 10 new staff in May, the phone coverage has improved significantly.  As Table VI.3 shows, there were 10 to 15 reservation agents scheduled between 8:00 AM and 5:00 PM on Monday, June 18.

While the reservations function now appears to be more adequately staffed, turnover was still cited as a concern.  Reservation agents are initially hired as non-MTA temporary staff.  After 90 days, employees in temporary positions can be made MTA part-time employees if an approved position is open.  Reservation agents in MTA part-time positions start at $12.16 per hour.  They have limited benefits in the first year of employment, but receive more complete benefits after one year of service.  Non-MTA temporary employees are paid only $6.50 per hour and receive no benefits.  A review of hiring records for the past year showed little turnover in MTA-approved positions (about 6%), but showed about 100% turnover in temporary reservations staff.

	Table VI.2 – MTA Staffing of Reservations Phone Lines, Monday, January 6, 2002 
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Shaded box indicates half-hour period when reservation agent is working.

	Table VI.3  – MTA Staffing of Reservations Phone Lines, Monday, June 18, 2002
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Shaded box indicates half-hour period when reservation agent is working.

Phone Service Standards and Performance

Documents provided by MTA management staff prior to the assessment indicated that performance standards have been set for telephone “servicing times.”  MTA staff indicated that “servicing time” is intended to refer to hold time.  The following standards were noted for each of the different phone lines:

· Trip Cancellations:

1-2 minutes average time to be achieved 100% of the time

· Late Rides:



5 minute average time to be achieved 85% of the time

· Next Day Trip Requests:
3 minute average time to be achieved 90% of the time

· Future Trip Requests:

4 minute average time to be achieved 90% of the time

MTA management staff is able to generate daily telephone service performance reports for each call group.  Callers who select menu option #1 (cancellations) are recorded in call group #10.  Callers who are checking on late rides are tracked in call group #11.  Callers indicating that they want to place a request for the following day are tracked as group #12, and callers making future trip requests or seeking general information are tracked as group #13.  The Reservations Supervisor receives and reviews telephone performance reports on a regular basis.  These reports show the number of calls received for each half-hour period of the day, the number of calls answered, the number abandoned, and the average hold times for each 30 minute reporting period.  The Supervisor is also able to check on the number of callers in the queue and the longest hold time for callers in the queue at any time of the day by dialing a special code on her phone.

The assessment team reviewed sample telephone service performance reports for two weeks (March 17-23, 2002 and June 9-15, 2002).  The week in March was selected to reflect performance before the increase in reservations staffing in May.  The week in June was selected to reflect current performance with the addition of several new reservation agents.  Copies of the phone performance records for March 17-23 are provided in Attachment G.

These reports indicated that there is virtually no hold time for callers from group #10 (cancellations).  These calls appear to go directly into a voice messaging system without delay.  This was the case for both sample weeks – before and after the additional of staff.

Performance in the other call groups was not very good for the week of March 17-23.  Table VI.4 provides hold time information for the other call groups for each day of that week.  As shown, average daily hold times over 7.5 minutes (450 seconds) were recorded on Monday and Friday for the “Late Trip” call group.  Very long hold times (800 to 1000 seconds or more) were observed on this line for over ten hours that week.  With average hold times of 13 to 16 minutes for those ten hours, it is likely that many callers would have experienced hold times that were substantially longer. 

Table VI.4 – Hold Times for Call Groups 11, 12, and 13, March 17-23 2002

	Day
	Hold Times by Call Group

	
	Group #11

(Late Trips)
	Group #12

(Next Day Requests)
	Group #13 (Future Trip Requests and General)

	Sun., 3/17
	314 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 6 hours of the day.  Average hold of 700 seconds 2 hours.
	Not applicable.  Call group #12 forwarded to Group #13.
	256 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 4 hours of the day.  Average holds over 500 seconds for 1.5 hours

	Mon., 3/18
	471 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 10 hours of the day.  Average holds over 800 seconds for 3 hours.
	Group in use only from 1-2:30 PM.  Average hold of 518 seconds for that period.  Average hold of 693 seconds from 1:30-2 PM.
	503 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 7.5 hours.  Average hold of 700 seconds 2.5 hours.

	Tues., 3/19
	330 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 6.5 hours of the day.  Average holds over 800 seconds for 3.5 hours.
	Group in use only from 1-4 PM.  Average hold of 647 seconds for that period.  Average holds over 760 seconds from 2:30-3:30 PM.
	317 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 5.5 hours.  Average holds over 700 seconds from 2:30-3:30 PM.

	Wed., 3/20
	312 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 6.5 hours of the day.  Average holds over 1000 seconds for 1.5 hours.
	Group in use only from 1-4 PM.  Average hold of 269 seconds for that period.  Average hold of 379 seconds from 3-3:30 PM.
	253 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 3 hours of the day.  Average holds over 400 seconds for one hour.

	Thurs., 3/21
	233 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 5 hours of the day.  Average holds over 1000 seconds for one hour (11:00 AM – noon).
	358 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 3 hours of the day.  Average holds over 700 seconds 1-1:30 and 2-2:30 PM.
	326 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 5 hours of the day.  Average holds over 800 seconds 1-1:30 PM.

	Fri., 3/22
	451 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 8.5 hours of the day.  Average holds over 1000 seconds for 1.5 hours.
	360 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 2 hours of the day.  Average hold of 792 seconds 3-3:30 PM.
	471 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 7 hours of the day.  Average hold over 600 seconds for 3 hours.

	Sat., 3/23
	171 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 2.5 hours of the day.  Average hold of 866 seconds 9-9:30 AM.
	Not applicable.  Call group #12 forwarded to Group #13.
	153 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 2 hours of the day.  Average hold of 748 seconds 6:30-7:00 AM.


Average hold times for Call Group #13 (Future Trip Requests and General Information) were also significant.  Average daily holds of 417 seconds and 503 seconds (7-8 minutes) were recorded on Monday and Friday.  Average hold times over 700 seconds (11.5 minutes) were recorded for four hours of service that week.

With ten additional reservation agents in May 2000, telephone performance appears to have improved significantly.  Table VI.5 shows average hold times for Call Groups #11, #12, and #13 for the week of June 9-15, 2002.  Average daily hold times on the next day trip request and future trip request lines (Call Groups 12 and 13) ranged from four seconds to 219 seconds.  Most daily averages were less than 1.5 minutes.  The longest hold times noted were during the lunch hour (12:00-12:30 PM) and on Sunday afternoon, which would indicate that remaining issues relate to managing coverage during these times.

Hold times for late ride calls (Call Group #11) were slightly longer – which is to be expected given the nature of these calls and the need for reservation agents to contact dispatch and, in turn, for dispatch to contact drivers.  Average daily hold times ranged from 89 seconds on Sunday, 
June 9, to 196 seconds on Friday, June 14.  Relatively long hold times (over 700 seconds or 11 minutes) were recorded on Monday afternoon from 2:30-3:30 PM.  Long hold times were also observed on Tuesday and Wednesday during the lunch hour (12:00-1:30 PM).  Given that these were not times with exceptionally high call volume, it is likely that long holds were a result of insufficient staff coverage, either at MTA or at Yellow Transportation.

First-Hand Observations of the Call Handling Process

Assessment team members observed the reservations function at the MTA paratransit office for several hours on Monday and Tuesday, June 17 and 18.  Team members sat with several different reservation agents during peak morning and afternoon call times.  Periodically, the status of calls in the central queue was checked with the assistance of the reservations supervisor.

These observations indicated that all calls were initially answered promptly.  Most calls were answered immediately and initial hold times of less than one minute were observed.  Reservation agents also were observed to check the cancellation line on a regular basis.  MTA dispatch staff noted that if the cancellation tape is full, calls are routed directly to dispatch.  Prior to the addition of new reservations staff, the dispatcher noted that the tape would often be full and he had to remind the reservations supervisor to check the line.  He reported that this is not happening any more with the expanded reservations staff.

Observations also indicated that calls in the queue at the close of the reservation hours (4:30 PM) are answered.  After observing the staff clearing the lines at 4:30 PM on June 17, this issue was discussed with staff.  Reservation agents said that they have the ability to check after 4:30 PM to see how long callers have been on hold.  If this check indicates that the person called before 4:30 PM, the call is answered.  Staff also indicated that there is some leeway in this policy and that calls in the queue that were received a few minutes after 4:30 PM are also typically answered.

Table VI.5 – Hold Times for Call Groups 11, 12, and 13, June 9-15 2002

	Day
	Hold Times by Call Group

	
	Group #11

(Late Trips)
	Group #12

(Next Day Requests)
	Group #13 (Future Trips and General)

	Sun., 6/9
	89 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 200 seconds for only one hour of the day.
	201 seconds average for the day.  Average holds over 600 seconds from 3:30-4:30 PM.
	219 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 500 seconds for much of the afternoon (after 1:00 PM).  Holds up to 1:00 PM only 1-2 minutes.

	Mon., 6/10
	134 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 2.5 hours of the day.  Average holds over 700 seconds 2:30-3:30 PM.
	73 seconds average for the day.  Average holds never exceed 245 seconds (and this for only 30 minutes).
	52 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 120 seconds for only 1.5 hours of the day.

	Tues., 6/11
	116 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 2.5 hours of the day.  Average holds over 800 seconds 1-1:30 PM.
	27 seconds average for the day.  Average holds never exceed 123 seconds.
	23 seconds average for the day.  Average holds never exceed 168 seconds.

	Wed., 6/12
	123 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for only 2 hours of the day.  However, average hold of 1514 seconds 12-12:30 PM.
	Four second average hold for the day.
	34 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over one minute for only one hour.

	Thurs., 6/13
	101 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 1.5 hours of the day.  Average holds over 790 seconds 12-12:30 PM.
	11 seconds average for the day.  Average holds never exceed 24 seconds.
	29 seconds average for the day.  Average holds exceed one minute for only 1.5 hours of the day.

	Fri., 6/14
	196 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for 4.5 hours of the day.  Holds over 600 seconds from 10-11:30 AM.
	93 seconds average for the day.  Maximum average hold of 212 seconds from 12-12:30 PM.
	119 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for only one 30 minute period.

	Sat., 6/15
	124 seconds average for the day.  Average holds of over 300 seconds for only one hour of the day.
	Not applicable.  Call group #12 forwarded to Group #13.
	15 seconds average for the day.  Average holds never exceed 52 seconds for any reporting period.


The assessment team did observe delays in the handling of calls checking on the status of late vehicles.  These calls were answered with little or no initial delay by MTA reservation agents.  The reservation agents were not, however, always able to quickly get dispatchers at the Yellow Transportation office.  On several occasions on Monday afternoon (June 17), it was observed that MTA reservation agents had to hold three to seven minutes for Yellow Dispatch staff to answer their calls.  Then, there was an additional delay while the call taker at Yellow Transportation contacted the appropriate dispatcher and the dispatcher radioed the driver for information.  Several customers were observed waiting a total of four to nine minutes to get a response to query.  One caller, who was on hold for 5 minutes and 30 seconds, told the MTA reservation agent that they would call back later; the MTA reservation agent abandoned his call to Yellow Transportation.

The assessment team also observed problems with the TTY unit.  Power did not appear to be getting to the TTY unit when it was checked on June 18.  MTA staff called the Maryland Relay office and had them attempt to make a call to the TTY number.  The relay staff reported that the line rang but was not answered.  MTA technicians were called in and were working on the problem during the week that the assessment was conducted.  Calls to the TTY line were subsequently made the week of July 15-19 (a month after the on-site visit).  Similar results were obtained.  The line rang several times (up to 20 rings were recorded on several calls) but the call was not answered.  Staff noted that most customers who have TTY’s use the Maryland Relay service to place trip requests or to make other inquiries.

Findings

1. Assessment team review indicates that hold times in Call Groups 12 and 13 (the trip request lines) were almost always under one to two minutes.  Longer hold times were recorded only during weekday lunch times and on Sunday afternoons.  Hold times in Call Group 11 (late rides) were typically one to three minutes.  Longer hold times (10 to 15 minutes) were still observed, however, during lunch hours and some afternoon hours.  Phone performance at the time of the assessment appears to have been significantly improved by MTA’s increase in the number of reservation agents during May 2002.

2. First-hand observations suggest that MTA reservation agents sometimes still have difficulty getting through to Yellow Transportation dispatch, which appears to be the main cause of continuing long hold times for callers checking on late rides.

3. The TTY at the MTA office does not appear to be working.  The unit was not functioning at the time of the assessment and follow-up calls made a month later indicate continuing problems.

4. Current MTA telephone performance standards appear to be very generous.  Average “serving times” (interpreted to be hold times) of five minutes are permitted in Call Group 11 (late ride calls) and even longer holds are permitted 15% of the time.  Average “serving times” of four minutes are permitted in Call Group 13 (future trip requests) and even longer holds are permitted 10% of the time.  Given that these standards represent daily averages, even if these standards were met, it is possible that many callers could experience hold times of twice these times (eight to ten minutes).

5. The toll-free phone number for accessing paratransit service is not well advertised.  It is included in a recent Mobility flyer, but is not in the current Rider’s Guide.  

6. There is high turnover of non-MTA temporary reservation agents.  Turnover of about 100% was noted for the past year.  Given that the15 temporary positions comprise half of all reservation agent positions, this turnover could affect reservations service quality. 

7. Phone performance prior to May 2002 appears to have been poor.  Hold times of 10 to 20 minutes appear to have been common during peak calling periods.  Lack of adequate staffing appears to have been a significant contributor to this poor performance.

Recommendations

1. MTA should review and revise phone coverage during lunch hours and on Sunday afternoons to reduce long hold times during these periods.

2. MTA should work to further reduce hold times for Call Group 11 (late rides).  Under the current service design, this might mean working with Yellow Transportation to allow quicker access to dispatchers through the addition of another call taker at the Yellow dispatch office.  In the long-term, MTA might also consider bringing dispatch in-house to streamline communications with drivers.

3. MTA should immediately repair the TTY line/unit.  Even though many persons with TTYs use the Maryland Relay service, some individuals may prefer direct communications with the Mobility office.

4. MTA should consider establishing tighter telephone performance standards.  A standard that defines a desired average hold time for any half-hour period of the day is recommended.  The standard for this average hold time be significantly less than the 4 to 5 minutes allowed by current standards.  The objective for meeting these standards should also be higher than the 85% now set for Call Group 11 (late calls).

5. MTA should include information about the toll free paratransit phone number in the next printing of the Rider’s Guide.

6. MTA should consider adding part-time and full-time reservation agent positions to reduce staff turnover, thereby building a more experienced, stable reservations staff.

 Service Performance

A.   On-Time Performance

The assessment team collected information about ADA Complementary Paratransit on time performance and missed trips for this part of the assessment.  The following information was collected:

· Consumer input on this issue was obtained through review of formal complaints with FTA, telephone interviews with consumer representatives and through a review of recent customer comments and complaints received by the MTA.

· MTA’s policy standards for on time performance were reviewed.

· Actual Mobility on-time performance was calculated for a randomly selected sample of passenger trips based upon information recorded by drivers on run manifests.

Consumer Comments

In order to identify areas of concern to consumers of MTA’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service the assessment team reviewed formal complaints on file with FTA, and contacted nine organizations and individuals who use or represent users of MTA’s Mobility services.

Of the eight formal complaints filed with FTA, the most common complaints related to on-time performance and missed trips.  There was one instance in which MTA Mobility had no record of a scheduled trip, one in which the driver had incorrect fare information, and two in which the pick-up address was unclear.  The scheduling practice of including long lead times (2 hours) for appointments resulted in arriving at the destination very early.  Seven of the eight complained of late pick-ups, one of a persistence of pick-ups one hour late, one of a pick-up seven hours late and one four hours late.  One customer complained that drop-offs for school trips were late so consistently that he had to arrange for alternative service.  One customer complained of being pressured to accept a pick-up one hour early.  Several customers complained of missed trips by the operator and at least one of those complained of the trip being classified as a no-show.

All nine of the consumer representatives interviewed by the assessment team cited chronically late trips -- one to two hours with one as late as three or four hours.  As with the FTA complaints, interviewees also cited a other problems which contribute to missed and late trips such as incorrect pick-up addresses and dispatch of a vehicle that the customer was unable to board.  People also complained of having trips incorrectly classified as customer no-shows.    

The assessment team also reviewed 193 randomly selected Mobility related complaints submitted to MTA in 2002.  Late pickups were the dominant concern of customers in these complaints.  Missed trips and having trips incorrectly classified as customer no-shows also ranked high among customer concerns.

In addition to the consumer input described, above the Coalition for Accessible Transportation and the Maryland Disability Law Center (MDLC) provided FTA and the assessment team with letters and complaint summaries further identifying potential issues associated with performance of MTA’s Mobility services.  Copies of these letters appear in Attachment D.  Among the issues addressed by the Coalition letter were:  procedures to be employed when service is late; adequacy of the capacity of the telephone system and the service fleet; scheduling procedures; dependence on one service provider; training; and clear goals, performance standards and accurate performance measurement.

Policies 

In information provided prior to the assessment, MTA considered trips as on time when the vehicle arrived at the rider’s destination on or before the requested appointment time.  MTA identified its standard for such trips as 95% on time.

The Rider’s Guide advises customers to be ready for pickup at least 10 minutes before the scheduled pickup time and indicates that the driver has 30 minutes after the scheduled pickup time to arrive to pick up a customer.

The contract between MTA and Yellow Van Service, Inc., as amended on July 18, 2000, further defines on-time standards.  On time performance is to be measured by both the pickup time and the appointment time as scheduled with the customer.  A pickup is considered on time if the vehicle arrives within 35 minutes of the scheduled pickup time.  A drop-off is considered on time if the customer is dropped off on or before the appointment time.  On-time performance standards are 95% for appointment times and 92% for pickup times.  On-time percentages are computed by dividing on-time vehicle arrivals, including no shows, by all completed trips, 
no-shows and missed trips.  Yellow Van Service’s standard subcontract provides for withholding payment if the subcontractor fails to arrive at the pickup location within 30 minutes of the scheduled pickup time and the customer is a no-show.

The MTA Rider’s Guide requests that customers provide a minimum two-hour notification when canceling a ride.  The contract between MTA and Yellow Van Service defines no-shows as trips cancelled less than one hour before the scheduled pickup time.  The contract between Yellow Van Services and its subcontractor includes a standard of less than 5% missed trips.

The assessment team was unable to identify any consistently used definition or standard for missed trips in the materials provided by MTA or through discussions with Mobility and Yellow Van Service personnel.  The only reference in the documents appears to be the inclusion of missed trips in the calculation of on-time performance.

Procedures
According to the contract between MTA and Yellow Van Services, Yellow Van is responsible for monitoring on-time performance for trips it serves.  Yellow Van uses mobile data terminals (MDT) to directly enter pick-up and drop off times into Trapeze paratransit software for vehicles equipped with MDTs.  The driver enters the times into the MDT.  Yellow reviews the MDT-generated times against the times drivers report on their manifests and edits the times reported in Trapeze as needed to correct errors.  For trips assigned to independent taxi operators without manifests, the taxi operators provide automated reports of actual pickup and drop-off times that Yellow Van enters into Trapeze.

The Trapeze scheduling software provides a Productivity Report that presents cancelled, missed, and no-show trips.  The report includes 13 categories for passenger trip disposition.  A sample Trapeze Report showing these categories appears in Attachment H.  Mobility and Yellow Van Services staff was unclear as to how the categories are specifically defined and the procedures for classifying or reclassifying trips from one category to another.  The 13 categories of trip disposition appear in Table VII.1, along with the distribution of trips in these categories during three sample days in 2002.

Table VII.1 – Trip Disposition
	Category

 
	
	Date
	 
	Total

 
	% of Totals



	
	3/15/02
	4/15/02
	5/15/02
	
	

	Unscheduled
	          10 
	            5 
	            8 
	          23 
	0%

	Scheduled
	        212 
	        181 
	        159 
	        552 
	7%

	User Error Cancelled
	          34 
	          42 
	          41 
	        117 
	2%

	Unknown Disposition
	        256 
	        228 
	        208 
	        692 
	9%

	Advance Cancelled
	        174 
	        151 
	        204 
	        529 
	7%

	Site Closure Cancelled
	           -   
	           -   
	           -   
	           -   
	0%

	Same Day Cancelled
	            1 
	            2 
	            3 
	            6 
	0%

	Customer Cancelled
	        175 
	        153 
	        207 
	        535 
	7%

	Late Cancelled
	          27 
	            6 
	            2 
	          35 
	0%

	Cancelled at Door
	            1 
	           -   
	           -   
	            1 
	0%

	No Show
	        225 
	        228 
	        242 
	        695 
	9%

	Customer Failed to Make Scheduled Trip
	        253 
	        234 
	        244 
	        731 
	10%

	Arrived
	           -   
	           -   
	           -   
	           -   
	0%

	Completed
	      1,777 
	      1,774 
	      2,035 
	      5,586 
	74%

	Missed Trip but Transported
	           -   
	           -   
	 
	           -   
	0%

	Completed
	      1,777 
	      1,774 
	      2,035 
	      5,586 
	74%

	Missed Trips
	           -   
	           -   
	 
	           -   
	0%

	TOTALS
	      2,461 
	      2,389 
	      2,694 
	      7,544 
	100%


It appears that trip requests are originally classified as “unscheduled.”  As trips are scheduled to manifests, the Trapeze changes their classification to “scheduled” and as the trip status changes further, trips are reclassified in the Trapeze system.  A sample of reports for March, April, and May 2002 were reviewed.  Each report showed a number of trips as “unscheduled” and “scheduled” long after the service day.  Presumably these are trips requested by customers that were not completed.  If so, they are some combination of cancelled trips, no shows, and missed trips.  Also, only three trips were reported as missed and none as missed but transported in the three-month period.

The assessment team, with the assistance of Mobility staff, was unable to reconcile the monthly Productivity Report with the number of trips completed for those same periods.  A sample of daily reports was reviewed for the 15th of the month for the months of March, April, and May 2002.  The Productivity Report totals matched the trips booked for each of these days – but could not be reconciled by individual operator.  The daily information is summarized in Table VII.1.

The trip disposition categories are summarized into five groups:

1. Unknown Disposition - 9%.  Based upon the available information from the Trapeze Report, it is unclear what ultimately happened with these requested trips.  They could have been cancelled, missed by the operator, or be customer no-shows.

2. Customer Cancelled - 7%

3. Customer failed to make scheduled trip - 10%.  This set of categories consists of trips missed because of the customer’s failure.  Yellow Van Staff indicated that they include at least some missed trips by the service provider (Trips in which the service provider does not arrive within the 30 minute pickup window) as no-shows.  An assessment team review of a small sample of trips classified as no-shows indicates that approximately 
25-33% of such trips are missed trips.

4. Completed Trips - 74%.  The completed trips include trips that are missed by the provider but ultimately served.  The “Missed Trip but Transported” category is not used. Mobility personnel indicated that when Yellow Van serves such a trip, they treat the trip as a no-show and create a new trip for the customer.

5. Missed Trips - 0%.  Mobility and Yellow Van staff did agree that there were missed trips (instances where the vehicle did not arrive to pickup the customer within the pickup window and the trip was not completed).  Yellow Van indicated that at least some such trips were classified as no-shows.  

Due to the reporting procedures and unreliability of the information contained in the Performance Reports, the assessment team was unable to estimate the number of missed trips.  As presented in Table VII.1, 74% of requested trips are completed.  Customers cancel 7% of trip requests early, leaving 19% of the trips as potential additional cancellations, no-shows and missed trips.

Performance

To assess on-time performance, the assessment team reviewed samples of trips completed on May 15.  The samples were 189 of 1,738 trips completed by Yellow Van Services (11%) and 42 of 348 trips completed by MTA drivers (12%).  The sample included some trips that were reassigned or added to manifests after they were printed before the service day began.  For those trips, scheduled pickup times were taken from a customer listing of requested pickup times provided by Mobility staff.  As presented in Table VII.2, early and on-time pick-ups was 76% for both MTA and Yellow Van services.  On-time performance for drop-offs was 81% for MTA and 79% for Yellow Van.  

The results of the sample were compared against MTA’s on-time performance reports to assess their reliability.  The comparison substantiates that the MTA reports reasonably reflect on-time performance for completed trips, which appears in the second line of the table.  The large difference between the sampled MTA drop-offs and those reported by MTA appears to result from the small sample size (42) used by the assessment team.  This was verified by comparing trip-by-trip information in the sample with the MTA report data.

MTA includes on-time arrivals for passenger no-shows in its on-time performance reports.  As a result, the on-time performance levels for pickups are higher than they would be based on completed trips.  Accordingly, as shown in the third line, MTA reports higher on-time performance levels for pickups for both MTA and Yellow operated services.

On-time performance as reported by Yellow Van appears significantly better than that in MTA’s reports and as sampled.  Yellow Van’s use of a 35-minute window, rather than 30 minutes, to measure on-time performance appears to further improve on time performance reports for pickups.

Table VII.2 – Summary of On-Time Performance

	Period
	Source of Analysis
	MTA Mobility
	Yellow Van Services

	
	
	Pickup (a)
	Drop-Off
	Pickup
	Drop-Off

	5/15/02
	Assessment Team
	76%
	81%
	76%
	79%

	5/15/02
	MTA
	
	91%
	73%
	83%

	5/15/02
	MTA (b)
	84%
	91%
	77%
	83%

	5/15/02
	Yellow  (b)
	
	
	85%
	87%

	May 2002
	MTA  (b)
	
	88%
	
	84%

	April 2002
	MTA  (b)
	
	89%
	
	84%

	4/15/02
	MTA  (b)
	85%
	88%
	80%
	87%

	March 2002
	MTA  (b)
	
	87%
	
	85%

	3/15/02
	MTA  (b)
	82%
	92%
	76%
	86%


a – Pick up made before the end of the pickup window including early pickups

b – Includes on-time vehicle arrivals for customer no-shows

The on-time performance for completed trips indicates opportunity for improvement.  Additionally, the use of different methods for computing on-time performance can cause confusion in understanding how well a carrier is doing.

Using the May 15 trip samples cited above, the assessment team also reviewed trips to determine whether a substantial number of trips were “significantly late.”  The analysis is presented in Table VII.3.

Table VII.3 – “Significantly Late” Trips from May 15, 2002 Sample

	Minutes Late
	Pickups


	Drop-Offs



	
	Number
	%
	Cumulative%
	Number
	%
	Cumulative%

	MTA
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Total Sample
	42
	 
	 
	42
	 
	 

	Late Trips
	10
	19%
	
	8
	19%
	

	61+
	0
	0%
	0%
	0
	0%
	0%

	31-60
	0
	0%
	0%
	1
	2%
	2%

	16-30
	2
	5%
	5%
	4
	10%
	12%

	1-15
	8
	19%
	24%
	3
	7%
	19%

	Yellow
	 
	 
	
	 
	 
	

	Total Sample
	189
	 
	
	189
	 
	

	Late Trips
	46
	24%
	
	40
	21%
	

	61+
	0
	0%
	0%
	2
	1%
	1%

	31-60
	10
	5%
	5%
	11
	6%
	7%

	16-30
	12
	6%
	12%
	9
	5%
	12%

	1-15
	24
	13%
	24%
	18
	10%
	21%


The minutes late for pickups are measured from the end of the 30-minute pick-up window.  A vehicle arrival that was 1 to 15 minutes late arrived at the pick-up location 1 to 15 minutes after the end of the 30-minute pick-up window – or 31 to 45 minutes after the pickup time scheduled with the customer.  Late drop-offs are measured from the drop-off, or appointment time, scheduled with the customer.

As indicated in Table VII.3, all pickups made by MTA were less than 30 minutes late, with 95% of all MTA pickups less than 15 minutes late.  Of Yellow Van’s pickups, 5% were more than 30 minutes late and 12% were more than 15 minutes late.  12% of both MTA and Yellow Van drop-offs were more than 15 minutes late with 7% of Yellow Van’s drop-offs more than 30 minutes late and 1% more than an hour late.
B. ADA Complementary Paratransit Travel Times

Information about ADA Complementary Paratransit travel times was collected for this part of the assessment.  The following information was collected:

· Consumer input on this issue was obtained through review of formal complaints with FTA, telephone interviews with consumer representatives and through a review of recent customer comments and complaints received by the MTA.

· MTA’s standards for travel time performance were reviewed.

· Actual Mobility ride times were calculated for a randomly selected day.

· Paratransit ride times were compared to ride times for comparable fixed route trips for a sample of 29 relatively long trips.

Consumer Comments

Consumers did not identify trip duration as a major concern.  One of eight complaints to FTA cited trip duration as an issue and four of nine people interviewed complained of long trips.  At least one of those complaints cited illogical scheduling as causing long trips.  None of the complaints filed with MTA were for long trips.

Travel Time Standards

Information provided by the MTA in advance of the on-site visit indicated that the current paratransit travel time standard is for trips to be completed in 60 minutes or less.  If trips exceed 60 minutes, the travel time should be no more than the fixed route ride time for a comparable trip.

Operating Policies and Practices

While MTA indicated a general ride time policy standard of 60-minutes, a different parameter appears to be used in the procedure for scheduling rides.  A maximum 90-minute ride time setting was noted in the automated scheduling system used by both the MTA and Yellow Transportation.  This means that rides can be scheduled to have ride times of up to 90 minutes without the software system indicating that a service parameter has been violated.

Schedulers can also be over ride the 90-minute ride time parameter as final schedule runs are being prepared.  This practice was observed in the final scheduling process at Yellow Transportation as passenger trips in the unscheduled holding run were being added to regular scheduled runs.  The 60-minute ride time policy standard can also be exceeded if dispatchers are moving trips on the day of the trip from the “holding” (not assigned) run or switching trips to another run.

Schedulers at Yellow Transportation indicated that they review service parameter violations as part of a final check of runs created.  If they add any trips to a run that exceed 90 minutes in scheduled ride time, the scheduler will typically review the trip to be sure that the ride time is reasonable.

Trapeze software has the capability to prepare “Time and Distance” reports.  These reports show the length of each trip in miles, as well as the on-board ride time.  The reports can be prepared for each run.  Summary reports of trips with long ride times (e.g., more than 60 minutes or more than 90 minutes) can also be quickly prepared.  Time and Distance Reports for selected days were generated by MTA staff and used as part of the assessment.  MTA staff indicated, however, that they do not typically run these reports as part of overall service review and management.

Actual Paratransit Ride Times

To get an idea of ride times, the assessment team examined trip records for a selected day – Wednesday, May 15, 2002.  The travel times for a total of 2,019 trips for that day were calculated and tabulated.  Travel times were tabulated separately for trips provided directly by the MTA versus trips provided by Yellow Transportation and its subcontractors.  Table VII.4 below shows the results of this review.  As shown, 88% of all trips provided were completed in 60 minutes or less.  2.8% of all trips had ride times in excess of 90 minutes.  Eleven of the 2,019 trips examined (0.5%) took more than 120 minutes.

Trips provided by Yellow Transportation and its subcontractors had somewhat longer travel times than those provided directly by the MTA.  While 94% of all MTA provided trips took 60 minutes or less, 86% of Yellow Transportation trips were of this length.  No MTA-provided trips took more than 90 minutes.  Yellow Transportation served all of the very long trips (46 trips between 91 and 120 minutes, and 11 trips over 120 minutes).  This likely results in part from MTA scheduling trips it serves using the automated system (which has a parameter setting for maximum trip duration), while Yellow Transportation schedules many trips manually and overrides system parameters in order to productively schedule some long trips.  Other scheduling and operating procedures and practices may also contribute to a greater number of long trips.

Table VII.4 – Paratransit Travel Times by Provider, Wednesday, May 15, 2002

	Travel Time

In Minutes
	MTA Provided Trips
	Yellow Van
	TOTALS

	
	
	Cum.%
	
	Cum.%
	
	Cum.%

	1-30  
	200 (65%)
	65%
	922 (54%)
	54%
	1122 (56%)
	56%

	31-60  
	89 (29%)
	94%
	554 (32%)
	86%
	643 (32%)
	87%

	61-90  
	19 (6%)
	100%
	178 (10%)
	97%
	197 (10%)
	97%

	91-120  
	0
	
	46 (2.7%)
	99.4%
	46 (2.3%)
	99.5%

	121+  
	0
	
	11 (0.6%)
	100%
	11 (0.5%)
	100%

	TOTALS
	308 (100%)
	
	1,711 (100%)
	
	2,019 (100%)
	


Comparison of ADA Complementary Paratransit and Fixed Route Travel Times

In order to determine if paratransit ride times are reasonable, a sample of very long paratransit trips was selected and the ride times for these trips was compared to similar travel by fixed route.  A total of 32 of the longest trips from the May 15, 2002 sample were selected.  The paratransit ride times for these trips were noted.  Fixed route trip itineraries for travel from the same origin to the same destination at the same time of day were then developed with the assistance of the MTA public information staff.

Table VII.5 below presents the results of this comparison.  The addresses of both the origin and destination are first shown for each trip examined.  Paratransit service information is then provided.  This includes the run number to which the trip was assigned, the actual pickup time, the actual drop-off time, and the total travel time.  Information for a comparable trip using fixed route services is then provided.  It includes the total travel time that would be required by fixed route, including transfer time.  An estimate of the total walking distances from the origin to the nearest bus stop and from the disembarking stop to the final destination is also provided as part of the fixed route information.  The last column of the table then provides a comparison of paratransit versus fixed route travel times.  Paratransit time less fixed route travel time is shown.  A positive number  (+) therefore means that the trip was longer by paratransit than by fixed route.  A negative number (-) in the last column means that fixed route would take longer.

To allow for a true comparison of paratransit and fixed route travel times, one should consider not only the difference in actual on-board ride times, but to the walking distance to get to and from the nearest fixed route stops.  When making modal comparisons, the assessment team allowed for walking time to and from the fixed route at about three miles per hour (or about 15 minutes for every three blocks).  Considering both on-board times and walking times, it was determined that travel times were comparable for 14 of the sample trips examined.  Travel by paratransit was more than 40 minutes longer than by fixed route service in about eight instances.  Travel by fixed route was significantly longer in about 10 instances.  The trips where travel time was significantly longer by paratransit are highlighted in the table.

A closer examination of the trips that were longer by paratransit indicated that most were group rides where the rider was the first or one of the first passengers picked up or one of the last dropped off.

Table VII.5 – Comparison of ADA Complementary Paratransit and Fixed Route Travel Times for 32 Selected Trips

	Trip #
	Pick-Up Address
	Drop-Off Address
	Paratransit Information
	Fixed Route Information

	
	
	
	Run #
	Pickup Time
	Drop-Off Time
	Travel Time (min)
	Travel Time (min)
	Distance to/from Stops
	PT - FR Travel Time (min)

	1
	604 Melville Ave.
	3630 Milford Mill Rd.
	C275A
	7:00
	8:08
	68
	57
	5 blocks
	+11

	2
	5314 Fernpark Ave.
	1414 Key Highway
	C275A
	9:41
	10:45
	64
	68
	4 blocks
	-4

	3
	751 Argonne Dr.
	3519 Taylor Ave.
	C822
	6:04
	7:26
	82
	50
	6 blocks
	+32

	4
	3630 Milford Mill Rd.
	2453 Etting St.
	C286
	14:30
	16:26
	116
	41
	4 blocks
	+75

	5
	1803 Thornburg Rd.
	8 Widebrook Ct.
	D105B
	14:25
	16:46
	141
	105
	14 blocks
	36

	6
	2925 Matthews St.
	800 S. Rolling Rd.
	709
	8:09
	9:31
	122
	80
	2 blocks
	+42

	7
	2213 Lowells Glen Rd.
	1010 Park Ave.
	712
	6:08
	7:32
	84
	60
	6 blocks
	+24

	8
	1065 W. Lexington St.
	4814 Seton Dr.
	719
	8:36
	9:43
	67
	90
	2 blocks
	-23

	9
	1306 Goodwood Ave.
	6920 Harford Rd.
	807
	8:29
	10:06
	97
	41
	10 blocks
	+56

	10
	1111 E. Coldspring Ln.
	3508 Langvehr Rd.
	816
	14:55
	17:13
	138
	58
	1 block
	+80

	11
	3801 Schnaper Dr.
	1200 E. Fayette St.
	821
	9:21
	11:44
	142
	76
	6 blocks
	+66

	12
	4002 Belle Ave.
	2400 Broening Hwy.
	824
	7:20
	9:21
	121
	95
	2 blocks
	+26

	13
	1200 Walnut Ave.
	2414 Hollins Ferry Rd.
	828
	7:45
	9:25
	100
	51
	5 blocks
	+49

	14
	11 E. Chase St.
	8 Cinnamon Circle
	836
	15:06
	16:44
	98
	41
	6 blocks
	+57

	15
	3314 Guilford Ave.
	5408 Price Ave.
	836
	1520
	16:38
	78
	47
	3 blocks
	+31

	16
	5208 Baltimore National Pike
	215 Clarendon Ave.
	844
	16:30
	17:35
	65
	68
	2 blocks
	-3

	17
	25 Thomas Ave.
	5 Craven Court
	854
	16:40
	18:07
	87
	48
	18 blocks
	+39

	18
	3701 Cassen Rd.
	2400 Broening Hwy.
	855
	8:25
	9:45
	80
	68
	3 blocks
	+12

	19
	201 Middlebury Rd.
	7500 Security Blvd.
	863
	4:53
	6:06
	73
	132
	2 blocks
	-59

	20
	1302 Dartmouth Ave.
	1510 Caton Center Drive
	887
	4:25
	6:15
	110
	87
	7 blocks
	+23

	21
	2000 W. Baltimore St.
	6075 Marquette Rd.
	901
	11:20
	12:42
	82
	68
	6 blocks
	+14

	22
	3630 Milford Mill Rd.
	1819 N. Collington Ave.
	901
	14:30
	16:06
	96
	73
	2 blocks
	+23

	23
	3630 Milford Mill Rd.
	1803 Thornbury Rd.
	904
	9:06
	10:21
	75
	9
	6 blocks
	+66

	24
	2306 Rogate Circle
	3501 Taylor Ave.
	904
	10:40
	12:00
	80
	127
	21 blocks
	-47

	25
	1105 N. Point Blvd.
	516 N. Potomac
	906
	11:05
	12:20
	75
	97
	2 blocks
	-22

	26
	4200 Edmonson Ave.
	3707 Gwynn Oak Ave.
	907
	15:30
	16:45
	75
	45
	1 blocks
	+30

	27
	3519 Taylor Ave.
	1803 Thornbury Rd.
	909
	15:30
	16:44
	74
	99
	11 blocks
	-25

	28
	2301 Argonne Dr.
	2031 Reed Rd.
	910
	15:20
	17:00
	100
	72
	12 blocks
	+28

	29
	10 Dundalk Ave.
	3820 Falls rd.
	912
	16:30
	17:56
	86
	107
	1 block
	-21

	30
	3630 Milford Mill Rd.
	2835 Seaman Ave.
	913
	15:15
	17:10
	115
	101
	1 block
	+14

	31
	3314 Guilford Ave.
	1016 Flagtree Lane
	915
	16:00
	17:30
	90
	61
	10 blocks
	+29

	32
	1220 N. Broadway
	733 W. 40th St.
	920
	4:20
	5:30
	70
	36
	4 blocks
	+34


Findings

1. MTA’s service reports identified only three missed trips in the three months from March through May 2002.  Yellow Van staff indicated that some that were classified as no-shows were actually missed trips.  For three sample days, 9% of trips were classified as no-shows.  A review of selected no-shows indicates that 25 to 30% of these trip requests, or 2 to 3% of all trip requests, were missed trips.    

2. Through a review of MTA’s performance reports, the disposition of 19% of requested passenger trips could not be clearly identified.  These requested trips may be additional customer cancellations, customer no-shows, or operator missed trips.

3. MTA does not have a stated policy goal and objective, or standard for missed trips.  MTA does not have clear, consistent procedures for defining and categorizing missed trips.  

4. Based upon a sample of trips taken on May 15, 2002, early and on-time pickups were 76% for both MTA and Yellow Van services.  On-time performance for drop-offs was 81% for MTA and 79% for Yellow Van.  

5. MTA’s reports of on time performance appear to reasonably reflect actual performance as measured by the assessment team.  For May 15, 2002, MTA reports on time pick-ups of 84% for MTA service and 77% for Yellow Van.  MTA reports on-time drop-offs for MTA service of 91% and Yellow Van of 83%.  Differences between these and assessment team measurements appear to be attributable to inclusion of on-time performance for trips not completed in the MTA measurement and statistical variation associated to sample size in the assessment teams measurement. 

6. Yellow Van’s on-time performance reports may overstate on-time performance.  For May 15, 2002, Yellow Van reports on time performance for pick-ups of 85% and 87% for drop-offs.  These measures are 9% higher than the assessment team sample for pick-ups and 8% higher for drop-offs and 8% higher than MTA reports for pick-ups and 4% higher for drop-offs.  A higher on-time performance percentage for pick-ups is attributable, in part, to a 35-minute pick-up window rather than the 30 minutes reflected in the other reports.      

7. MTA’s definition for an on-time pickup is unclear.  The Rider’s Guide advises customers to be ready for pickup at least 10 minutes before the scheduled pickup time and indicates that the driver has 30 minutes after the scheduled pickup time to arrive to pick up a customer.  The contract between MTA and Yellow Van Service, Inc. as amended on July 18, 2000, defines pickups as on time if the vehicle arrives within 35 minutes of the scheduled pickup time.  A drop-off is considered on time if the customer is dropped off on or before the appointment time.

8. Based upon a sample of completed passenger trips taken for May 15, all pickups made by MTA were less than 30 minutes late; 95% of all MTA pickups less than 15 minutes late.  Of Yellow Van’s pickups, 5% were more than 30 minutes late and 12% were more than 15 minutes late.  For drop-offs, 12% of both MTA and Yellow Van were more than 15 minutes late with 7% of Yellow Van’s drop-offs more than 30 minutes late and 1% more than an hour late.  On-time performance standards are 95% for appointment times and 92% for pick-up times.    

9. The on-time performance reports may not include all late trips.  MTA performance reports included no “missed trips but transported.”  It is unclear how such trips are classified.  Also, as cited earlier, the disposition of 19% of requested passenger trips could not be clearly identified.  Some of these trips may be late trips.  

10. System wide ADA Complementary Paratransit travel times are low considering the size of the service area.  About 88% of all trips are completed in 60 minutes or less.  Only 3% of all paratransit trips have a ride time of more than 90 minutes.

Recommendations

1. MTA should adopt a policy, goal and objective, or standard, for missed trips.  A consistent definition of missed trips should be used to monitor performance.  A missed trip is commonly defined as a trip in which the vehicle fails to arrive within the pickup window and the trip is not completed.  MTA and its contractors should record and report all missed trips.  

2. MTA should review its procedures for reclassifying requested trips in Trapeze, particularly for the unscheduled, scheduled, missed, and missed but transported trip categories, in order to permit more accurate reporting of performance.

3. MTA should continue to monitor on-time performance and periodically sample the extent to which trips are late and consider an ongoing program to develop and implement actions to reduce the number of late trips and the number of potentially significantly late trips.

4. MTA should adopt one consistent definition for on-time pickups, such as from pickup time scheduled with the customer to 30 minutes after that time (0, +30).  The on-time pickup window should be consistently communicated to the customer (through the Rider’s Guide and during trip reservations process) and to the contractor (through the contract documents and reporting requirements).  MTA should use the same window for all on-time service monitoring and reporting.

5. MTA should compare long ADA Complementary Paratransit ride times to fixed route travel times by preparing monthly travel time reports that show the number and percentage of trips provided in less than an hour, in 61 to 90 minutes, in 91 to 120 minutes and longer then 120 minutes, and using a method similar to that used in this assessment.  If grouped subscription trips are found to have excessively long ride times compared to fixed route service, MTA should consider splitting the run into two runs to allow for shorter ride times for passengers.

6. MTA should consider revising its travel time standard to more accurately reflect comparability between fixed route and ADA Complementary Paratransit trips.  The standard could call for ADA Complementary Paratransit trips to not be significantly longer than comparable fixed route trips, considering both fixed route on-board times and an allowance for access to and egress from stops/stations.

Trip Requests

The assessment team examined how trip requests from riders were handled.  Particular attention was given to whether MTA procedures or practices might result in trip denials or impede riders to timely scheduling of trip requests.  The assessment team also attempted to identify any procedures or practices that might interfere with timely completion of trips.  The following information was gathered and analyzed:
· Input from customers and advocates was obtained through telephone interviews and through a review of comments and complaints on file at FTA and MTA;

· Procedures for accepting trip requests were reviewed; and

· Reservations practices were reviewed by observing reservation agents. 

Consumer Comments

A recurring comment in formal complaints with FTA, interviews with consumer representatives, and a sample of complaints on file with MTA was incorrectly communicated trip information.  Incorrect reservations information was cited in two of the eight FTA complaints, by three of the nine interviewees, and in 4% of the MTA complaints.  Among the complaints was an instance in which Mobility had no record of a scheduled trip, several in which the driver had incorrect fare information, and several in which the pickup address was wrong or unclear.  One interviewee cited a trip in which an unsuitable vehicle had been dispatched.  
Reservations Policies and Procedures

As described in Section V of this report, MTA reservation agents take all trip reservations requests.  In addition to telephone requests, the MTA also accepts faxed trip requests, particularly from local agencies that book multiple rides for clients.  The handling of calls that are directed to the reservations center is more fully described in the Section V.  

Reservation agents record all trip requests in the Trapeze Software system that is used for scheduling and tracking all passenger trips.  Although Trapeze has the capability to schedule trips to runs as trip requests are made, nearly all trip requests are assigned to open, or holding, runs to be batch scheduled the day before service.  No trip requests are denied during reservations.     

The reservation agent identifies the customer and brings the customer’s trip request screen up in Trapeze.  The reservation agent then requests the customer’s appointment time for the first leg of round trips.  The appointment time is entered into Trapeze and the reservation agent calculates a pickup time by allowing a lead-time before the appointment as follows:

· 0-4 miles




60 minutes

· 4-8 miles




75 minutes

· 8.01-15 miles



90 minutes

· 15.01 + miles



120 minutes

The mileage between the trip origin and destination is provided by Trapeze.

The reservation agents record the pickup time requested by the customer for the return leg of the trip.  This same procedure is followed for the first leg of the trip when customers indicate that they are not meeting an appointment.

Customers are limited to making requests for three round trips or six one-way trips during a single call.  Customers can call back to make additional trip requests.

Fax trip requests are entered into Trapeze by reservation agents.  Next-day trip requests are entered upon receipt of the fax with other faxed trip requests entered after the reservations lines are closed.

Reservation agents are required to enter trip purpose into the system for all trip requests.  MTA managers indicated that the trip purpose information is used during emergency conditions such as severe weather to identify critical medical trips such as trips for dialysis.

Trapeze rejects trips with origins or destinations outside of the service area.  MTA reservation agents will then confirm that the trip has been correctly identified as outside of the service area before refusing service.  The fixed route information in the Trapeze software, which is the basis for defining the ADA Complementary Paratransit service area, is updated with each fixed route service change.

Reservation agents also check the voice mailbox for cancellations throughout the day as time permits and enter the cancellations requested by customers into the Trapeze system.

Observations of the Trip Reservations Process
The assessment team sat with reservationists and observed handling of trip reservations on the afternoon of Monday, June 17, from 3:00 to 4:40 PM and again from 7:00 to 9:00 AM on the morning of Tuesday, June 18.

Team members used “splitters” to listen to the conversations between the reservation agents and callers.  Assessment team members were also able to observe how the reservationists used Trapeze to make trip reservations and handle other customer inquiries.
During the observations, the assessment team observed 61 trip requests in addition to inquiries on ride status, eligibility procedures, and trip cancellations.  During the review, no callers were told that the trip could not be accommodated.
Table VIII.1 shows the distribution of trip requests by the number of days advance notice given.  As shown, 95% of trips were requested seven or fewer days in advance.  Also, two trip requests were accepted for “same day” service.

This distribution of trip requests suggests that riders are not overly concerned about placing trip requests several days in advance to be sure that the requests are accommodated.
Table VIII.1 – Distribution of Trip Requests by the Amount of Advance Notice Provided:
61 Observed Trip Requests, June 17-18, 2002
	# Of Days In Advance
	# Of Trips
	Period%
	Cumulative%

	Same Day (0)
	2
	3%
	3%

	1 Day
	34
	56%
	59%

	2 Days
	7
	11%
	70%

	3 Days
	6
	10%
	80%

	4 Days
	3
	5%
	85%

	5 Days
	2
	3%
	89%

	6 Days
	2
	3%
	92%

	7 Days
	2
	3%
	95%

	8 to 14 Days
	3
	5%
	100%

	TOTAL
	61
	100%
	100%


The assessment team observed that reservation agents scheduled appointment trip requests by computing a pickup time based upon the appointment time and distance as described in the above procedures.  All requested pickup times were entered as requested by the customer.  There was no negotiation of pickup times and no pickup times were entered that were more than one hour from the pickup window.

Reservation agents entered zip codes to permit the computer software to confirm a match between the address and zip code.

Some reservation agents were observed entering telephone numbers for new trip locations while others did not.

Some reservation agents also use past trip files rather than client files to enter a trip request.  As a result, for customers who use mobility aids some of the time, incorrect information may be carried into the new trip request – resulting in assignment of the customer’s trip to an unsuitable vehicle.

When customers called to reschedule trips, in some instances reservation agents were observed to cancel the original trip request and create a new trip request and in other instances, to modify the original trip request.  One reservation agent cancelled rescheduled subscription trips and entered the new request as a demand trip.  This reservation agent also rescheduled a requested change for a demand trip without canceling it.  Cancellations are also recorded on a paper log.

At the end of each call, reservation agents were observed confirming trip information with the customer for some calls and not for others.  In one instance, the reservation agent insisted upon confirming the trip request information as the customer tried to hang up.  As a result, the reservation agent discovered that the trip request was recorded for the wrong day and was able to correct the trip request information.  In most instances, reservation agents confirmed pickup times but not the pickup window.  This could lead customers to have false expectations as to when a vehicle is to arrive.  At least one of the consumer complaints reviewed for a late trip was for a vehicle that arrived after the scheduled pick-up time but within the 30-minute on-time pickup window.

Findings
1. In the reservations process, MTA does not appear to deny any trip requests, schedule trips more than one hour from the customer’s requested pickup time, or limit requests based upon trip purpose.

2. Although Trapeze has the capability to schedule trips to runs as trip requests are made, nearly all requests for trips are placed on open or holding runs in the Trapeze system.

3. Reservation agents were observed to use past trip files rather than client files to enter trip requests.  For customers who use mobility aids some of the time, incorrect information may be carried into the new trip request resulting in assignment of the customer’s trip to an unsuitable vehicle.

4. Some reservation agents entered street addresses, specific pickup locations and telephone numbers for all trip destinations into the Trapeze system, while others did not.  Incomplete information can make it difficult for drivers to find customers and for dispatchers to contact customers who do not appear at the pickup location.

5. Not all reservation agents confirmed trip information with customers at the end of phone calls.  Confirmation of trip information can help to avoid miscommunication.

6. Reservation agents were observed confirming scheduled pickup times but rarely reminded customers of the pickup window.  This practice could give customers false expectations of when vehicles are scheduled to arrive.

Recommendations
1. Reservation agents should be instructed to use only client files to enter trip requests in order to avoid incorrectly using information for a past trip that does not apply to the new trip request. 

2. MTA should provide reservation agents guidelines or a script to assure that all needed trip information is obtained, entered into Trapeze and confirmed with the customer.  MTA should require reservation agents to adhere to the guidelines to assure consistent and clear communication to customers and to operators.  Information obtained from the customer should include: all addresses, specific pickup locations, and telephone numbers for all trip destinations, as well as trip times and days.

3. The reservation agent script should include confirmation of trip information with customers at the end of the call – specifically, pickup times, appointment times, and trip origins and destination addresses. 

4. Reservation agents should confirm pickup windows, rather than scheduled times (e.g., “Your pickup is between 8:00 and 8:30 AM,” rather than “at 8:00 AM”), at the end of calls to avoid incorrect customer expectations.

IV. Scheduling of Trip Requests

The assessment team reviewed scheduling of MTA’s Mobility trips requests.  Information reviewed and observations on scheduling included:

· Consumer interviews, review of complaints filed with FTA, and review of complaints filed with MTA.

· Review of Mobility policies and procedures.

· Interviews with Mobility schedulers and supervisors and Yellow Van schedulers.

Consumer Comments

The issue of scheduling was specifically addressed in assessment team interviews with consumer representatives.  More than half of the people interviewed made general comments regarding illogical scheduling.  Scheduling was mentioned as an issue in only a small number of formal FTA or MTA complaints.  However, complaints for on-time performance and missed trips, which are directly related to schedule quality, were the most common, exceeding 78% of responses for MTA complaints and more for interviewees and formal FTA complaints.

Overview

All trip requests for Mobility service are made through the MTA reservation agents, either by telephone or by fax (from the larger agencies).  As of June 2002, the number of trip requests per weekday ranged from 2,100 to 2,400.  Of these, about 55 percent (1,190 per weekday) were “regular” or subscription trips.  The remaining trip requests are classified in the Trapeze scheduling software system as demand trips.  In practice, some of the demand trips are subscription trips, but have not yet been classified in the software system as subscription trips.

As described in the following paragraphs, MTA and Yellow Van conduct trip scheduling independent of each other.

MTA Scheduling

MTA uses Trapeze software to create vehicle schedules.  There is one lead MTA scheduler who uses Trapeze to develop the schedules for service provided directly by MTA vehicles and drivers.  As of June 2002, MTA operated 44 split runs for Mobility service on weekdays, which required 22 full-time drivers.  This is an increase from 40 split runs that MTA was operating in late 2001.

Every weekday, the scheduler starts with the full set of trips requested for the following day.  Of these trips, an average of 166 trip requests per weekday (all of them subscription trips) have been pre-assigned to MTA vehicle runs.  In addition, when MTA reservation agents receive trip requests, they have the capability to use Trapeze to schedule these trips in real time.  In practice, the reservation agents schedule only a small number of trip requests each day.

These pre-assigned subscription trips and the trips scheduled by reservation agents comprise about 45 percent of the trips directly provided by MTA.  An additional 80 trips per weekday (22 percent) are reserved for certain Mobility clients who have been designated to ride on MTA vehicles only.  The scheduler then manually assigns as many trips of wheelchair passengers that can fit on the MTA vehicle runs.  Finally, she does batch scheduling to fill up the MTA runs.

The scheduling process permits trips to be scheduled with an estimated pickup time after, but within thirty minutes of the pickup time requested by the customer.  In some cases the requested pickup time precedes the driver’s pull out time for the first trip of the run.  In these cases the driver can adhere to his pull out time and still pick up the customer within the 30-minute on-time window.  So as not to give the driver the impression he is to pull out early, the scheduler adjusts the scheduled pickup time to match the pull out time and eliminates a record of the customer’s requested pickup time from the manifest.  As a result, the driver’s understanding of the customer’s expected pickup time and the customer’s understanding are different.  The driver could arrive more than 30 minutes after the requested pickup time for a late pickup, but according to the driver’s manifest the pickup could be within the 30-minute on-time window and the trip could be reported as on time.  A similar process occurs for some trips at the end of runs to have schedules conform to driver pull-in times.  In discussion with MTA personnel it was unclear as to whether or not customers are notified of these schedule changes and there did not appear to be a record confirming such notification.  

The number of trip requests assigned to MTA runs usually ranged from 360 to 380 per weekday.  Of the trips assigned to MTA vehicles, about 80 are for wheelchair passengers.  The MTA scheduler conducts a brief review of the schedules.  She then prints the manifests for the MTA vehicles and transmits the information for all of the next day’s trip requests to Yellow Van, with a notation for which trips have already been assigned to MTA vehicles.

The batch scheduling process assigns trips to the MTA runs (numbers 701 to 744) and also creates runs (numbers 801 to 890, 901 to 989, 992, and 999) that, in theory, could be used by Yellow Van.  MTA also has Trapeze create a “YC Taxi” run that includes all trip requests that could not fit into any MTA or Yellow run.  As discussed further in the following paragraphs, Yellow Van does not use these runs created by MTA.

Yellow Van Scheduling

Mobility downloads information for all trip requests to Yellow Van.  This download usually takes place each day between 6:30 and 7 PM.  Excluding the trips already assigned to the Mobility runs, there are 1,700 to 2,100 trip requests that are assigned to Yellow Van each weekday.  In addition, Yellow has 1,000 to 1,300 trip requests per weekday from contracts with the Baltimore City Health Department (City Health) and Baltimore County.  Yellow combines trip requests from all three contracts into one scheduling process.

The Mobility scheduler places the trip requests for Yellow Van onto specific numbered runs (Mobility’s 800, 900, and YC Taxi series); however, this Mobility run assignment information is not received by Yellow in the download.  The lead scheduler for Yellow stated that the schedulers would not likely use the runs developed by the Mobility scheduler even if the information were provided, since Yellow combines the Mobility trips with trips of City Health and Baltimore County.

Yellow Van also uses Trapeze as its scheduling software.  Its schedulers prepare the daily manifests for Yellow Van’s dedicated paratransit vehicles (including vans, small buses, and sedans), its dedicated taxis, and the vehicles of its seven subcontractors.  Yellow Van does not have preset runs for subscription trips.  These trips are scheduled day by day, the same as demand trip requests.  The lead scheduler manually assigns some trip requests to certain vehicles.  These trip requests include:

· Trips for wheelchair passengers that start early (i.e., before 5:30 AM)

· Trips to and from Anne Arundel County

The lead scheduler also manually builds vehicle runs for drivers in training.  These runs have specific parameters (e.g., exactly 10 pickups and drop-offs, at least one group pickup, times of first and last pickups).  The four other Yellow schedulers build portions of other runs by manually assigning trip requests from the large centers served by Mobility, such as Chimes and the League.  The schedulers also assign other morning trip requests for dialysis passengers.

The lead Yellow scheduler does an initial batch scheduling just for the wheelchair passenger trips that have not been manually assigned, including in this process only the accessible vehicles.  In this batch scheduling, the scheduler does not assign trips to the runs of five accessible vehicles; these vehicles serve as standby and backup vehicles.  After this batch, usually 10 or fewer wheelchair trips remain unassigned to a run.

Yellow Van then does another batch scheduling for the balance of the unassigned trip requests.  The Yellow schedulers conduct a review of these schedules.  The primary purpose of this review is to balance the assignment of trips between Yellow and its subcontractors.  There is an informal agreement between Yellow and its subcontractors to maintain an average subcontractor productivity of 2.3 passenger trips per vehicle hour (for accessible vehicles, the agreement is for 14 wheelchair passenger trips per 10-hour shift: 1.4 trips per hour).  Since the subcontractor vehicles have pre-set shift times, this means that Yellow tries to assign a certain number of trips to each subcontractor run.  By the early morning before service begins, manifests are finalized and printed for about 150 runs per weekday.  The schedulers rely on the drivers and morning dispatchers to review schedules in terms of quality and reasonableness.

Most weekdays, there are 250 to 350 trips that are not assigned to vehicles.  Yellow’s policy is to assign these trips on the day of service to: replace late cancellations and no-shows; floater vehicles; or if no other option is available, to non-dedicated Yellow taxis.

Observations

MTA is takes limited advantage of real-time scheduling capabilities of the Trapeze software by its reservation agents.  By scheduling trips in real time, reservation agents would be able to flatten the peaks for trips during high-demand periods (by scheduling requested trips away from the peak demand period within one-hour of the customers requested time).  By doing this, Mobility would be able to serve more passenger trips with the same number of vehicles and drivers.  The lead MTA scheduler remembered a memo sent to the reservation agents in 2001 that encouraged reservation agents to schedule trips in real-time.  However, reservation agents do not employ this practice.

MTA schedulers produce a “Run Exception” report to identify errors in entering pickup times to meet appointment or drop-off times requested by customers.  If an error has been made, it is corrected in the trip request and the customer is called and advised of the corrected pickup time.  Also, for any schedule changes of more than ten minutes customers are called to confirm the new pickup time.    

MTA fills its vehicles, with some priority given to wheelchair trips – though such trips comprise only 20 to 25 percent of its overall ridership.  There is no apparent logical allocation of MTA trips and Yellow Van trips, e.g., by time of day, by geographic zone, by ambulatory versus 

non-ambulatory.  If scheduling for Mobility service were done as a single operation, there would be potential for more efficient use of drivers, vehicles, and scheduling staff.

Yellow Van does not pre-assign subscription trips to runs before scheduling new demand trips.  As a result, subscription trips are rescheduled each day.  Pre-scheduling subscription trips to set runs would permit schedulers to focus more attention on scheduling demand trips on the evening before the service day, potentially improving the quality of schedules.  Also, scheduling subscription trips to regular runs assigned to the same driver each day can reduce operator error through greater driver familiarity with routes and customers.  

In creating its 150 daily runs, a Yellow Van priority is distributing trips between its own vehicles and its subcontractors’ vehicles to achieve target vehicle productivities.  In addition to the agreements between Yellow and its subcontractors for trip distribution, Yellow also has an incentive to keep trips for its own vehicles, since the subcontractors are paid on a per-passenger trip basis.  This process likely leads to schedule inefficiencies.  There may be trips illogically assigned to runs for the purpose of filling a quota, and there may also be trips removed from (or not assigned to) runs because Yellow is looking to minimize its payments to subcontractors. 

The lead scheduler for Yellow Van seems knowledgeable in the use of Trapeze.  He was able to explain the parameters that Yellow Van used in scheduling paratransit service.  However, several parameters used by Yellow in Trapeze vary from parameters used by MTA:

· Yellow sets a maximum vehicle speed of 25 miles per hour; MTA’s maximum speed is 18 miles per hour.

· Yellow sets a pickup window of 0 to 35 minutes after the requested time – not 0 to 30 minutes as used by MTA.

· Yellow sets the maximum on-board time (trip length) of a passenger at 90 minutes rather than MTA’s 120 minutes.

The parameters used by Yellow for speed and pick-up window will tend to produce tighter schedules with potential for more late trips than the parameters used by MTA.

Another disadvantage of the current scheduling process is the late starting time that Yellow Van begins its vehicle scheduling.  Yellow has all the trip requests from City Health and Baltimore County by 5 PM.  But since those trips comprise only 40 percent of its total demand, Yellow waits until it receives its download from MTA, usually between 6:30 and 7 PM.  Because Yellow does batch scheduling for many of its trip requests, it is able to generate its vehicle schedules in time for the service day.  But this process in which schedules are completed as late as 3 AM leaves little time for review for reasonableness.  Limitations on schedule review may contribute to reduced schedule quality.  Additionally, many drivers indicated that although they know schedules are unrealistic or illogical, they have no discretion to change their runs.

The large number of trips that are not assigned to vehicles places a large burden on the Yellow Van dispatchers.  In addition to tracking the performance of assigned trips, the dispatchers must continuously work to place the 250 to 350 unassigned trips onto vehicles.  The Yellow schedulers did not know how many of the unassigned trips were Mobility trips.  It is reasonable to estimate that since over 60 percent of the total trip requests are from Mobility riders, then a similar portion of the unassigned trips are Mobility trips: 150 to 225 per weekday (approximately 10% of the MTA ADA Complementary Paratransit trips assigned to Yellow Van each day).

Findings

1. Scheduling procedures appear to contribute to missed and late trips.

2. The potential to adjust pickup times to make more efficient use of drivers and vehicles is limited by the small number trips scheduled in real time by MTA reservation agents.

3. Performance of trip scheduling separately in a sequential process by MTA and Yellow Van results in redundant effort, delays completion of scheduling, and impedes preparation of coordinated schedules.

4. Daily scheduling effort appears to be increased by rescheduling subscription trips each day rather than pre-assigning these trips to fixed runs.  About 55 percent of Mobility weekday trips (1,190) are subscription trips.  However, only about 170 are pre-assigned to MTA vehicle runs.

5. Assigning trips based upon customer request, and contract goals and parameters, rather than trip origin, destination, and time appears to contribute to inefficient routing and added effort in scheduling.

6. Scheduling parameters used by Yellow Van, which are different from those used by MTA may produce tighter schedules and contribute to missed, late, and long trips.  

7. Neither the MTA schedulers nor the Yellow Van schedulers seem to devote much effort to reviewing the vehicle runs for quality issues such as lengthy trips or reasonable tours.  The primary purpose of review by Yellow schedulers seems to be balancing the vehicle productivities of Yellow vehicles and subcontractor vehicles.

8. There appears to be little opportunity for dispatchers and drivers to review and adjust schedules for illogical sequencing or overloaded runs before and during the service day.

9. Yellow Van leaves a high number of trips (250 to 350) unassigned each weekday making it difficult to schedule and serve these trips during the service day.  It is estimated that 150 to 225 of these trips are Mobility trips.

Recommendations

1. MTA should consider centralizing the scheduling of all Mobility trip requests in conjunction with centralized trip reservations.

2. In conjunction with centralized scheduling, MTA should schedule demand trips as requests are called in.

3. MTA should pre-assign all of its subscription trips onto regular runs.  With the current split scheduling responsibilities, MTA should consider a coordinated approach to this task with Yellow Van.

4. MTA should consider discontinuing the practice considering things other than trip time, origin, destination, and customer mobility in scheduling trips in order to avoid constraining schedule efficiency.

5. MTA should consider assignment of MTA runs to a geographic service area to promote scheduling efficiency.

6. MTA and Yellow should use a common set of scheduling parameters in Trapeze.  These parameters should reflect adopted standards and existing traffic conditions.

7. MTA and Yellow should revise their scheduling procedures to have schedulers devote more effort to reviewing schedules for illogical routing and long trips.  This would improve schedule quality and reduce the burden of dispatchers and drivers to make changes during the day of service.

8. The scheduling procedures should also be revised to provide dispatchers and drivers an opportunity to review and adjust schedules before pull out each day.  Such a procedure would require dispatcher approval for all schedule changes.  Such a procedure could further reduce the need for schedule changes during drivers’ runs.

9. The scheduling process should be revised or additional runs be added in order to substantially reduce the number of trip requests not assigned to a specific vehicle run at the beginning of the service day.

Service Provision

The quality of service is ultimately determined by delivery of service to customers by Mobility’s drivers and the support that they receive from dispatchers and transportation mangers.  The purpose of this section of the assessment is to review procedures and practices used by drivers and schedulers to deliver service and identify any limitation of resources or support that might impede provision of effective service.  To complete this element of the assessment, the assessment team performed the following tasks:

· Obtained consumer input through review of complaints filed with FTA, telephone interviews of consumer representatives and review of complaints filed with MTA.

· Reviewed MTA’s service policies, standards and procedures, as relates to operations;.

· Observed the dispatch functions at both MTA and Yellow Van and interviewed the dispatchers.

· Interviewed drivers.

Consumer Comments
Of eight complaints filed with FTA, issues cited included missed trips, late pickup and drop-offs, early pickups, a long trip, and rude drivers.  There was one instance in which the driver had incorrect fare information and two in which the pickup address was unclear.  Seven of the eight complaints cited late pickups, one of a persistence of pickups one hour late, one of a pickup seven hours late and one four hours late.  One customer complained that drop-offs for school trips were late so consistently that they had to arrange for alternative service.  Several customers complained of missed trips by the operator and at least one of those complained of the trip being classified as a no-show.  Also, there were two complaints of rude drivers who used profanity.  

During nine interviews conducted by the assessment team, customer representatives commented on late trips, chronically one to two hours with one as late as three to four hours.  As with the FTA complaints, interviewees cited incorrect fares charged by drivers, incorrect pickup addresses, having trips incorrectly classified as customer no-shows, and rude drivers.  Interviewees indicated a pattern of being told that Mobility reservation agents would tell them that a late vehicle would be there in 20 minutes when the vehicle would arrive one to two hours later.  One interviewee cited a trip in which an unsuitable vehicle had been dispatched.  General comments were also made regarding illogical scheduling.  There were no complaints from any of the three sources of consumer input on equipment. 

The principal concern of customers was late and missed trips.  Other significant issues for customers appear to be incorrect trip information and driver rudeness.

MTA Policies and Procedures
MTA’s contract with Yellow Van defines a passenger “no-show” as scheduled trips which have not been cancelled by and communicated to the Contractor less than one hour prior to the ready pickup times for which the passenger does not take.  If a passenger does not board the vehicle within five (5) minutes of the vehicle’s arrival, provided the vehicle arrives within thirty (30) minutes of the time the passenger is told to be ready, this is also considered a no-show.

MTA is in the process of developing an Operator’s Manual.  MTA shared a June 2002 draft of the manual with the assessment team.  The draft manual indicates that drivers are to arrive within the 30-minute pickup window, “Be-Ready Time.”  It further indicates that the driver is to wait five minutes for the customer or until the customer boards the vehicle, if the customer has indicated that he will be boarding the vehicle.  If the customer does not appear, the driver is to notify the Mobility Control Center, and with Control Center approval, is to declare the customer a no-show and continue to the next stop.  Drivers who are running more than 30 minutes late should notify the Control Center.  

The draft manual describes a late trip as: a vehicle arrival after the pickup window but within one hour of the pickup time scheduled with the customer; or a vehicle arrival at a destination after the appointment time.  A missed trip is defined as a vehicle arrival more than one hour after the pickup time scheduled with the customer.

Dispatch Information

General Information and Observations about MTA Dispatch

MTA dispatch was observed on Tuesday afternoon, June 18 during the afternoon peak travel time.  MTA dispatch was observed again on Thursday afternoon, June 20.  On both afternoons, an assessment team member sat with and observed the actions of the one MTA dispatcher on duty.  Information was also collected about run coverage at pull-out from the dispatchers.

MTA has two full-time dispatchers and one relief dispatcher.  One full-time dispatcher works five days a week from 5:15 AM to 1:15 PM.  The second full-time dispatcher works five days a week from 1:15 PM until 9:15 PM.  The relief dispatcher covers on the days when the full-time dispatchers are off.

The MTA dispatchers manage shift pull-outs.  This involves assigning drivers to vehicles, making sure an appropriate vehicle for the run is assigned, and making sure that the runs go out on time.  The dispatchers also manage the performance of runs throughout the day.  If drivers get behind schedule, dispatchers will transfer trips between runs or will assign trips to any available relief or “floater” drivers.

At the time of the assessment, the MTA paratransit operation did not have any “extra-board” drivers specifically assigned to that service.  Dispatchers had to rely on available fixed-route relief drivers to cover unexpected same-day call-outs.  A review of pull-out records for the period from June 2 to 19, 2002, showed that there was at least one unexpected call-out or tardy driver on 10 of those 18 days.  On two of those days, two drivers were either call-outs or tardy.  This sample would suggest that one scheduled extra-board driver could be efficiently used in the paratransit operation.

Significant importance also appears to be placed on documenting no-shows.  Drivers are required to radio or phone in information about all no-shows.  Dispatchers are required to maintain a “Daily Record of No-Shows” log.  Much effort was observed in this task.  The assessment team observed, however, that many drivers radioed in or called in information about no-shows after the fact or that dispatchers pursued information about prior no-shows after the fact in order to complete the required log.  Drivers did not always notify dispatch when riders did not appear as scheduled and request permission to leave and mark riders as no-shows.  On several occasions, it was observed that drivers recorded no-shows on their MDTs but did not radio in when they were at the location.  The no-show information then appeared on the dispatch screen and the dispatcher contacted the driver after the fact to ask what happened.

The MTA dispatchers routinely check on the status of all runs at least once each hour.  This includes scanning the latest times recorded on the MDTs by drivers as well as radioing drivers to get updates.  It was observed that the MTA dispatchers maintained fairly good control of the runs.

The MTA dispatchers were not, however, making use of a feature in the automated system that allows all trips for all runs to be displayed in chronological order.  This list shows the latest estimated pickup times based on the latest MDT data.  If trips are projected to be late, they are displayed in red on the dispatcher’s screen.  This screen was designed to allow dispatchers to stay current on all trips without having to scan all runs one at a time.  Using this screen might benefit the MTA dispatch operation. 

The MTA dispatcher is currently located in the driver’s lounge.  There was a TV and regular activity throughout the day.  The dispatcher could not help but be distracted at times.  A quieter, more isolated area would probably be beneficial.

General Information and Observations about Yellow Transportation Dispatch

Yellow Transportation dispatch was observed throughout the morning on Wednesday, June 19.  An assessment team member sat with and observed the actions of each of the five Yellow Transportation dispatchers.  Run coverage information was also collected from the Yellow Transportation Manager.

During peak operating hours (4:00 AM – 8:00 PM), Yellow Transportation has nine employees working in the dispatch office.  This includes a Dispatch Supervisor, two reservation agents who handle “late trip” calls from the MTA and the Baltimore County and City Health programs, five dispatchers, and one person who tracks same-day cancellations.

The reservation agents share four phone lines – two for the MTA and two for the other contracts.  As “late trip” calls come in, these reservation agents determine which run the trip is on, which dispatcher is handling that run, and then request estimated pick up times from the appropriate operator.  The MTA reservation agents indicated that while two Yellow Transportation reservation agents are scheduled to be on duty, often only one is available. 

Yellow Transportation runs are assigned to dispatchers as follows:

· One dispatcher handles runs performed by Hopkins (a subcontractor).

· One dispatcher handles runs assigned to other, “independent” subcontractors.

· One dispatcher handles runs performed by Yellow-operated lift-equipped vehicles.

· One dispatcher handles runs performed by Yellow-operated non-lift vehicles.

· One dispatcher handles trips assigned to operators who have Nextel mobile radios as well as runs performed by T. Green (a subcontractor).

To get an idea of the number of runs handled by each dispatcher, the “Driver (All) Due-In Sheet” printed on June 19, 2002 at 1:06 AM was reviewed with the dispatcher supervisor.  This sheet shows all runs for the day.  The Supervisor noted the dispatcher who was handling each run.  This review indicated that during the morning peak on June 19, the runs were divided as follows:

· Hopkins Dispatcher





9 runs

· Independent Subcontractor Dispatcher
23 runs

· Yellow Lift-Vehicle Dispatcher


41 runs

· Yellow Non-Lift Vehicle Dispatcher

20 runs

· Nextel/T. Green Dispatcher



27 runs

The Dispatch Supervisor indicated that the Hopkins dispatcher is supposed to assist the Yellow lift-vehicle dispatcher.  During two hours of direct observation of these two staff on June 19, however, this did not take place.

Yellow dispatchers appeared spending a considerable amount of time documenting no-shows.  Drivers are required to contact dispatch to provide information about each no-show.  Dispatchers then enter notes in the trip detail file for each no-show.  It was reported that the City and County contracts require that some “identifier” (e.g., color of the house or unique feature of the house) be reported and recorded in an attempt to validate no-shows.  This is not required, though, for MTA Mobility trips.

As was the case with MTA dispatch, it appeared that many driver contacts regarding no-shows happened after the fact.  Also, dispatchers did not appear to make attempts to call riders when drivers radioed in reporting that riders had not boarded.  If drivers did call in while at the pickup point, the dispatchers were primarily concerned with verifying that the driver had waited the required five minutes.

Yellow dispatchers also were observed to spend a considerable amount of time attempting to clear trips in the “unscheduled” file.  As noted in Section IX of this report, trips can be in the unscheduled file for two main reasons.  First, schedulers may not have been able to fit the trips on scheduled runs.  Or, if runs were not covered, trips from that run may be added to the unscheduled list.  As the service day developed, dispatchers would look for runs to which these trips could be assigned.

Dispatchers also devoted a considerable amount of time to finding options for passenger trips that were running late.  It appeared that every attempt appeared to be made to keep trips on scheduled runs.  If this was not possible, dedicated taxi driver runs were considered.  Only as a last resort would dispatchers consider an independent taxi service.

Because of the demands of these described activities, it did not appear that Yellow dispatchers spent much time tracking the status of each run.  In most cases, dispatchers learned that runs were behind when “late trip” calls were received from the MTA or from the other programs.

Yellow Transportation relies heavily on taxi backup to handle trips that are running late.  To determine if this backup is utilized in a timely way, the assessment team examined the trip histories of 28 trips eventually served by taxi backup.  The trip histories show the run on which the trip was initially scheduled, the scheduled pickup time, and the times that the trip was reassigned to other runs or to taxis.  Information collected on these 28 trips is presented in Attachment I.  In 20 instances, the trips eventually were assigned to independent taxi operators.  In only one case, though, was the assignment to independent taxis made before the scheduled pickup time.  In many other instances, the trip was not assigned to the “9999 run” (taxis) until 30 minutes or more after the scheduled pickup time.

This review suggests that dispatchers continue to try to fit trips on to scheduled runs even long after scheduled pickup times.  Only when trips are very late is taxi backup used.  It also suggests that dispatchers are not proactively finding appropriate options for potentially late trips and/or that adequate scheduled backup capacity is not available.

Driver Interviews
While on site, the assessment team interviewed 12 drivers who work for Yellow Van or its subcontractors.  The purpose of these interviews was to determine if the drivers felt that they had adequate resources to perform their jobs effectively.  Among the areas addressed in the interviews were:

· Vehicles

· Schedules

· Procedures, particularly regarding customer no-shows and running late 

· Training

Job tenure for those interviewed ranged from two weeks to six years.  Six of eleven of the drivers had worked for more than a year.
Following is a summary of driver comments.
Vehicles.  Drivers had no major problems with vehicles.  Three described the vehicles and their maintenance as good, seven as okay and three as poor.  Subcontractor drivers tended to describe vehicle condition as good and Yellow Van drivers tended to describe it as poor.  Vehicle cleanliness was an issue for some drivers others indicated that they were responsible for keeping the vehicles clean.  

Schedules - To varying degrees, drivers described the schedules as a problem.  Five drivers expressed scheduling concerns, while the remaining seven drivers described them as poor.  Almost all drivers described the schedules as tight and several cited two pickups at the same time.  Five specifically complained of illogical routing.  Two drivers asserted that they could operate their runs better if they were allowed to adjust them – but dispatchers would not permit it.  One driver indicated that she operated her run out of the sequence provided on the manifest to make it more logical.  Some drivers said that they were able to return trips that they could not perform to dispatchers and said dispatchers were helpful.  Other drivers said that dispatchers provided poor support.  One driver complained of getting different runs every day.  
Procedures and Practices - Drivers were asked about their understanding of procedures to be employed when they arrive early for a pickup, when the customer is a no-show, and when they’re running behind schedule.  Of the nine drivers who responded to the question on practices for early arrival: four indicated that they notify the customer of their arrival ten minutes before the pickup window; two drivers five minutes before the window; one at the window; and one not at all.

Of 10 drivers who provided information related to customer no-shows, all indicated that they wait at least five minutes for a customer to appear; one said wait five to seven minutes; and one said 10 to 15 minutes.  After waiting, two drivers said that they hang notices on the doorknob, enter the trip as a customer no-show in their MDT, and depart for the next trip.  Of four who said that the notify the dispatcher, two said that they waited for release from the dispatcher and the other two said that they also enter the trip as a no-show on their MDT.

Of nine drivers who described their procedure when running late, two did not appear to understand the pickup window – although they said they contact dispatch when running late.  In total, seven drivers notify dispatch when running late and one sometimes notifies dispatch.  One driver said he does not notify dispatch.  Of the drivers who notify dispatch, most said that the dispatcher provides assistance most of the time by reassigning some trips.
Training - Drivers indicated that they received two weeks initial training, including some sensitivity training and one week on the road.  Two drivers for subcontractors indicated that they received less training with its principal emphasis on safety.  Overall, the drivers seemed satisfied with the training they received with all five drivers who rated the training, describing it as good to excellent.  

“Quick-Tripping” by Yellow Taxi Operators

While reviewing trip information, there was evidence that some Yellow taxi operators appear to be “quick-tripping” assigned trips.  This means that when they are assigned a trip they will prematurely report that the pickup and drop-off have been made.  This then shows their vehicle as being empty and clear for additional trip assignments.

Evidence of this practice was found first in the review of trip histories for trips eventually assigned by Yellow to their taxi service.  Trip histories for 28 randomly selected trips were examined.  In two instances, the time recorded for the pickup was well before times when the MTA staff had called to check on the status of the ride (because it was not yet completed).  For example, in one instance, the pickup time recorded by the taxi driver was 10:30 AM, but the MTA had called at 11:22 checking on the ride.  In the second case, the recorded pickup time was 4:09 PM, yet there was a record of the MTA calling to check on the pick-up at 4:40 PM.

A check of the “Schedule Editor – Run Itinerary” screen in the automated system for the 9999 (taxi) trips also showed evidence of “quick-tripping.”  Attachment J provides a sample print of one screen for June 18, 2002.  Four of the 18 trips shown on that screen show evidence of “quick-tripping.”  One shows the pickup and drop-off times as 8:23 AM even though the trip distance is 10.6 miles.  A second shows only two minutes between pickup and drop-off (5:44-5:46 AM) even though the trip is six miles.  A third shows two minutes travel time 

(8:16-8:18 AM) for a 6.8-mile trip.  And, the fourth shows four minutes of travel time (14:14-14:18) for a seven-mile trip.

This practice results in inaccurate on-time performance information.  Pickups that are late may be shown as being on time.  The practice also means that trips will be assigned to taxis while they are in the process of completing an assigned trip.  As a result the taxi driver may not be able to complete the second trip on time.  Finally, this practice can sometimes be used to “drop” trips that the driver decided not to complete (perhaps to accept a more lucrative fare) and can result in missed trips or very late trips.

Typically, taxi dispatchers do not catch this practice because they often do not track trips after they have been “dispatched” to an operator.  The dispatchers see their job mainly as getting the trip to the operators and then often rely on the operators to ensure that the trips are completed in a timely way.

Potential Missed Trips Recorded as No-Shows

The contract between the MTA and Yellow Transportation calls for Yellow to be paid for 

no-shows.  Yellow appears to be recording trips as no-shows when, in fact, the vehicle did not arrive until very late.  As a result, the system wide no-show rate for the paratransit service is extremely high.  The MTA service reports show that no-shows account for 9% of scheduled trips.  Most paratransit services report no-show rates in the 3 to 5% range.

The MTA staff has recently begun to more closely examine no-shows reported by Yellow Transportation.  If this examination shows that the vehicle arrived late for the pickup (after the end of the 30 minute pickup window), the payment for that trip is deducted from the Yellow invoice.

A review of no-show records for several days in May and June 2002 showed a significant number of reported no-shows that should have been recorded as missed trips.  Table X.1 shows the number of no-shows reported for those days and the number of instances where the vehicle arrived more than 30 minutes after the scheduled pick-up time or after the end of the on-time pick-up window.  As shown, of the 876 reported no-shows examined, the vehicle arrived more than 30 minutes after the scheduled pick-up time in 375 instances (or 43% of the time).

Table X.1 Very Late Vehicle Arrivals Reported as No-Shows by Yellow Transportation

	Date
	Total No-Shows Reported
	Vehicle Arrived > 30 Minutes After Scheduled Pickup Time

	5/20/02
	177
	51

	5/25/02
	128
	46

	5/27/02
	149
	73

	6/1/02
	156
	66

	6/2/02
	68
	28

	6/4/02
	178
	47

	6/11/02
	230
	64

	TOTAL
	876
	375 (43%)


Findings
1. Yellow Transportation dispatchers appear to keep trips in the holding/unscheduled run too long and do not assign them to runs that have capacity to serve the trip, or taxi backup until far too late to ensure that the trip can be performed on-time.

2. Yellow dispatchers appear to use independent taxi backup only in cases where trips are running very late.  Of the 20 trips assigned to taxi backup that were reviewed, 19 were assigned after the scheduled pickup time.  The practice appears to be to use regularly scheduled runs for backup service and to use taxi backup only if trips are excessively late.  Lower cost and greater potential profit from using Yellow vehicles rather than independent taxis may provide an incentive for this practice. 

3. Yellow dispatchers do not appear to proactively identify passenger trips that will likely be late and appear to wait too long to find reasonable options for serving these trips on schedule.  Although most drivers contact dispatch when they are late, there does not appear to be a clear procedure requiring them to do so as soon as they know that they will be late for a pick-up or drop-off.  

4. Taxi drivers appear to be “quick-tripping” some trips.  The original false time entered for the pickup is recorded in the system as the actual pickup, making the trip appear to be performed on time.  MTA needs to work with Yellow Transportation to have taxi dispatchers track trips through to completion to ensure that drivers do not “quick trip” assigned trips.  Disciplinary action should also be taken against drivers who use this practice to either get more work assigned to them or to drop trips they decide they do not want to complete.

5. There does not appear to be enough scheduled “floater” vehicles to provide flexible capacity to serve daily demands.  

6. A large number of unscheduled trips at the beginning of the work day, and very tight run schedules combined with insufficient slack time created by cancellations appear to limit Yellow dispatchers in assigning unscheduled passenger trips from the holding run so that they can be completed on schedule.  

7. Yellow Transportation appears to inappropriately record many trips as no-shows, when the vehicle actually arrived very late for the pickup (after the end of the 30-minute pickup window).  Based on a sample of 876 trips performed during May and June, the vehicle arrived after the pick-up window for 43% of the trips recorded as no-shows.  

8. MTA service reports no-shows as 9% of scheduled trips.  Most paratransit services report 
no-show rates in the 3 to 5% range.  In addition to incorrect accounting of no shows, a potential cause of high levels of no-shows is miscommunication with the customer.  Customer complaints of vehicles going to the wrong address and incorrectly classifying missed trips as no-shows indicates that poor communications may be contributing to missed trips.  MTA’s practice for customer no-shows does not include any effort to verify that the customer is a no-show while the driver is at the pickup location.  This practice can lead to customers being stranded because vehicles are at the wrong location resulting in a missed or late trip and misclassification of the trip as a no-show.

9. There do not appear to be procedures for notifying customers when vehicles arrive early.  This can lead to differing practices among drivers, including pressuring customers to leave early, as reflected in some of the customer comments.

Recommendations

1. MTA should require Yellow Transportation to assign all unassigned trips to a run that can perform the trip on time at least one hour in advance of the scheduled pickup time.  MTA should not permit dispatchers to hold trips in an unscheduled/holding run for so long that there is no chance that these trips will be performed on time.

2. Dispatchers should assess whether scheduled runs are on time and should identify passenger trips that are likely to be performed late 30 to 60 minutes in advance.  Drivers should be required to notify dispatchers as soon as they know that they will be late for a pickup or drop-off.  Trips should then be assigned to backup vehicles or taxi backup service with enough time to allow the backup to perform the trip on time.

3. MTA should work with Yellow Transportation to have taxi dispatchers track trips through to completion to ensure that drivers do not “quick trip” assigned trips.  Disciplinary action should also be taken against drivers who use this practice to either get more work assigned to them or to drop trips they decide they do not want to complete.

4. MTA should require Yellow Transportation to have adequate backup drivers and vehicles and to use that backup so that passenger trips can be completed on schedule.  

5. MTA should consider having one scheduled MTA paratransit extra-board driver on duty at the beginning of morning and afternoon pullouts.  Pull-out records suggest that at least one scheduled driver calls out unexpectedly on most operating days.  This would help to ensure that all runs pull out on time and would avoid having to reassign trips from uncovered runs to other runs that are already quite full. 

6. MTA should reconsider its practice of paying Yellow Transportation for customer no-shows.  Doing so could provide incentives to inaccurately record trips as no-shows.

7. MTA should consider a procedure for confirming customer no-shows while the vehicles are waiting for the customer.  Drivers should be required to contact dispatch if a passenger does not appear shortly after the vehicle arrives within the pickup window.  Dispatchers should then attempt to call the rider to let them know the vehicle is waiting.  Drivers should not be authorized to leave the pickup location until after they have waited five minutes from time of arrival within the pickup window and dispatchers have attempted to contact the rider and granted the driver permission to leave.  This procedure should be adopted for both in-house and contractor operations and incorporated into MTA’s new Operator’s Manual. 

8. Yellow Transportation should be required to record all trips that were not completed by the customer for which the vehicle arrived after the 30 minute pickup window as scheduled with the customer as a missed trip, not a customer no-show.  

9. MTA should periodically review trip history records of late trips to ensure that late performance was not caused by trips being held in unrealistic runs or in an unscheduled run for too long.

10. MTA should consider a policy for early pickups that balances customer expectation of being picked up in the pickup widow, with the opportunity for the driver to run ahead of schedule.  Such a procedure may be to permit the driver to offer an early pickup five or ten minutes before the pickup time scheduled with the customer, with the customer having the option of declining and waiting until the beginning of the pickup window.

Resources

Information about resources available to provide the ADA Complementary Paratransit service was collected and reviewed as part of the assessment.  This included information about the number and type of vehicles available, the number of personnel in each part of the operation, and the budget and funding for the service.  The purpose of this section of the review is to assess whether or not limitations in availability of resources causes, or contributes to, a limitation in the availability of ADA Complementary Paratransit service to ADA paratransit eligible individuals.  Observations in each of these areas are presented below.
Consumers Comments

None of the consumer comments related directly to adequacy of resources.  The major concerns of consumers, telephone access, missed and late trips all raise questions as to the adequacy of the telephone system, fleet size and adequacy of the number of reservation agents and drivers.  It is worthy of note that consumer input reviewed indicated no negative comments on vehicle conditions.

Operating Resources

The assessment team reviewed resources available to serve daily riders by selecting a sample day, May 15, 2002, and reviewing the number of passenger trip requests, number of runs/routes, available equipment, and available drivers.  This information is summarized in table XI.1.  The information in Table XI.1 indicates that there are sufficient passenger vehicles and drivers to cover peak runs for all operators for the number of runs served.  The amount of equipment provided by subcontractors is limited (53 vehicles to operate 50 peak runs), but Yellow Van has the capacity to lease equipment to the subcontractors if needed.  The Yellow Van manager indicated that Yellow Van sometimes leases wheelchair accessible vans to subcontractors when the subcontractor vans are out of service.  The Yellow Van manager also indicated that when a number of wheelchair accessible vehicles are out of service on days with high passenger volumes, equipment availability makes it difficult to cover all runs.  Interviews with drivers indicated no major problems with the condition of vehicles.

The apparent adequacy of drivers and vehicles should be qualified by the following:

· There appears to be a high number of unscheduled trips at the beginning of the service day.

· There appears to be difficulty with providing capacity to assign unscheduled trips to runs during peak periods.

· There appears to be a high dependence on City Wide Taxis to serve trips.

· There appear to be a substantial number of missed trips.

Addressing these apparent problems may result in scheduling of additional runs and a need for additional vehicles and drivers.

Table XI.1 – Operating Resources for Mobility Service (May 15, 2002)

	Service Provider  
	Passenger Trips
	Runs
	Vehicles
	Drivers

	Primary  
	
	Peak
	Total
	Available
	Out of Service
	Total
	Assigned
	Stand By
	Un-

assigned
	Total

	 
	Secondary  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	MTA  
	          368 
	18
	44
	 
	 
	28
	22
	2
	2
	26

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Yellow Van  
	   
	   
	   
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	ADA  
	       2,076 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	2 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Non ADA 
	       1,132 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Total  
	       3,208 
	 122 
	 177 
	       146 
	      20 
	 166 
	       141 
	          -   
	           38 
	 224 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	All Operators
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Wheel Chair 
	          523 
	   38 
	   64 
	 
	 
	 
	          -   
	          -   
	             -   
	   -   

	 
	 
	Ambulatory 
	       2,639 
	   84 
	 113 
	 
	 
	 
	          -   
	          -   
	             -   
	   -   

	 
	 
	Total 
	 3,162 
	122
	 177
	146 
	20
	166 
	141
	  -   
	           38 
	224

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Yellow Van 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Wheel Chair
	          337 
	26
	50
	36
	8
	44
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Ambulatory 
	   
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Yellow Vans
	       1,301 
	41
	64
	52
	2
	54
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Dedicated Taxi
	           74 
	5
	5
	5
	10
	15
	5
	2
	8
	15

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Total
	       1,375 
	   46 
	   69 
	        57 
	      12 
	   69 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Total 
	       1,712 
	   72 
	 119 
	        93 
	      20 
	 113 
	         88 
	          -   
	           15 
	 148 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	Subcontractors 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Wheel Chair 
	          186 
	12
	14
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Ambulatory 
	          931 
	38
	44
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Total 
	       1,117 
	   50 
	   58 
	        53 
	       -   
	   53 
	         53 
	          -   
	           23 
	   76 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	   
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Al-Lin
	 
	3
	4
	3
	 
	3
	3
	 
	3
	6

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Branche
	 
	3
	6
	3
	 
	3
	3
	 
	3
	6

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Fleming
	 
	1
	2
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	4
	5

	 
	 
	 
	 
	L & D
	 
	2
	3
	2
	 
	2
	2
	 
	1
	3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Rufus Moore
	 
	2
	2
	2
	 
	2
	2
	 
	0
	2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Hopkins
	 
	11
	11
	11
	 
	11
	11
	 
	2
	13

	 
	 
	 
	 
	T. Green
	 
	7
	7
	7
	 
	7
	7
	 
	3
	10

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Blacks
	 
	2
	3
	2
	 
	2
	2
	 
	0
	2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Blackstone
	 
	3
	3
	3
	 
	3
	3
	 
	0
	3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Brown
	 
	2
	4
	2
	 
	2
	2
	 
	1
	3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Dream
	 
	1
	2
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	0
	1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Eneco
	 
	2
	2
	2
	 
	2
	2
	 
	1
	3

	 
	 
	 
	 
	M & B
	 
	1
	2
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	0
	1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Mints
	 
	0
	0
	0
	 
	0
	0
	 
	2
	2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	T & B
	 
	2
	2
	2
	 
	2
	2
	 
	0
	2

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Trinbago
	 
	5
	6
	5
	 
	5
	5
	 
	1
	6

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Ultimate
	 
	4
	4
	4
	 
	4
	4
	 
	2
	6

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Gingles
	 
	1
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	0
	1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Hedrickson
	 
	1
	1
	1
	 
	1
	1
	 
	0
	1

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	City Wide Taxis 
	333
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 


As discussed in Section VI, the increase in the number of reservation agents appears to have significantly improved telephone access, although there are certain hours when hold times appear long.  There also appears to be a high turnover rate for non-MTA reservation agents.  Additional positions for MTA reservation agents could help to reduce the turnover rate and assure adequate staff to reduce hold times during those periods that continue to experience long hold times.

Additionally, it appears that staffing in Yellow’s dispatch office is inadequate to respond more expeditiously to ride inquiries; pro-actively monitor and adjust runs during the service day; and confirm customer no-shows while vehicles are still at the pickup location.  Although the need for these activities could be reduced by clearer communication with customers, more complete trip information, better schedules, and improved on-time performance, it still appears that additional staffing is needed in Yellow’s dispatch office.  

As noted in Section X, MTA had no spare or “extra-board” drivers at the time of the assessment.  Mobility has to rely upon spare fixed route drivers in the event of an absence.  Based upon review of attendance records, it appears that a spare Mobility driver would be effectively utilized.  Use of a Mobility driver, who is trained for and familiar with the operation, rather than a fixed route driver, should result in more effective service.

Budget
The process used to develop the ADA Complementary Paratransit budget was reviewed with MTA staff.  The Mobility budget and expense information for recent years was also reviewed.
MTA’s budgeting is based on a fiscal year (FY) that ends on June 30.  Funds for Mobility services are allocated in MTA’s operating budget while capital funding is available through grants from FTA.  FTA grants fund 80% of capital improvements matched by 20% MTA funds.  Capital funds are used for purchase of MTA operated vehicles, and computer hardware and software.  Capital funds are also used for purchase of computers and mobile data terminals (MDT) used by Yellow Van Services.  Yellow owns its own vehicles.  The cost of maintenance of MTA-owned Mobility Vehicles is not included in the Mobility budget.  MTA bus maintenance personnel service the vehicles and the associated costs are reflected in MTA’s bus maintenance budget.  

MTA’s Finance Department prepares a target budget to initiate the budget process.  The target budget is based upon the history of Mobility’s expenses and availability of funds for the upcoming FY.  Mobility staff reviews the budget with the finance department.  Among the items reviewed is the number of anticipated passenger trips for the upcoming year.  In development of the budget, Mobility reviews recent ridership and trends in ridership growth and projects the number of passenger trips for the upcoming year.  Based upon 4.7% ridership growth in 2002, Mobility projected growth of 5% in 2003.  The ridership base used for projections includes only trips completed and does not include missed trips that were not performed.  These missed trips represent additional demand for trips that was not met.  These missed trips should be measured and included with completed trips in the base used for projecting ridership for budgeting purposes.  Based on the limited information available, this unserved demand for trips could represent about 4% of completed trips.  Based upon the review with Mobility Services, the Mobility budget is revised by the Finance Department.  Recent Mobility Budget and Expenses are presented in Table XI.2.

Table XI.2 – Mobility Financial and Service Summary

	Fiscal Year
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	Population
	
	
	2,076,354
	
	

	Certified Riders
	
	13,106
	12,261
	13,918
	

	Trips Requested
	
	619,135
	640,114
	634,990
	

	Missed Trips
	
	N/A
	N/A
	 N/A
	

	Trips Performed
	
	505,305
	596,308
	616,408
	

	Trips/Capita
	
	
	0.29
	
	

	Budget
	
	$8,509,244
	$9,274,717
	$13,660,764
	$13,641,444

	Cost of Service
	$8,078,320
	$9,044,643
	$9,687,321
	
	

	Cost (Budget)/Trip
	
	$17.89
	$16.24
	$22.16
	


The increase in service cost between 2000 and 2001 is attributable to an increase in the cost of Mobility Taxi contractual services, which rose by approximately $3.8 million.  The increase coincided with a renewal of MTA’s contract with Yellow Van, Inc. and an associated change in the reimbursement method from fixed price (per service period) to unit cost (per trip) and changed reimbursement rates.

The budget and expenditure increases for the periods for which information was available indicates that MTA provided substantial increases in financial resources for Mobility services, which appear reasonable in the context of ridership growth. 

Overall Level of Service
About 14,000 people were registered for the MTA Mobility service at the time of the assessment.  These riders were making about 616,000 one-way trips per year.  
“Trips per capita” is an indicator of the extent to which the service penetrates the potential market.  For six comparable major urbanized areas the trip per capita rate ranges from 0.13 to 0.63.  As shown in Table XI.3, MTA’s rate of 0.29 falls in the lower middle area of the range and indicates a potential for substantial additional demand for service.

Table XI.3 – Comparison of Per Capita Eligible Riders and Trips for Selected Cities

	
	Baltimore
	Atlanta
	Dallas
	Oakland
	Portland
	Seattle

	Service Area Population
	2,076,354
	1,241,000
	1,904,330
	1,500,000
	1,175,990
	1,700,000

	ADA Eligible Riders
	13,918
	2,811
	13,348
	10,000
	11,200
	26,498

	% Persons Registered
	0.7%
	0.2%
	0.7%
	0.7%
	1.0%
	1.6%

	ADA Trips Provided/Yr.
	616,408
	166,858
	559,088
	937,680
	689,421
	809,848

	Trips/Year/

Capita
	.297
	.134
	.294
	.625
	.586
	.476


Findings
1. The number of vehicles and drivers appears to be adequate to address current scheduled runs.

2. Whereas an estimated 4% of Mobility trips are missed, and an additional 5% of Yellow pickups and 7% of Yellow drop-offs are more than one hour late, it appears that additional runs are needed to serve all requested trips and reduce the number of late trips.  These additional runs will require additional drivers and vehicles.  
3. Although MTA’s recent increase in the number of reservation agents appears to have significantly improved telephone access, there are certain hours when hold times appear long.  There also appears to be a high turnover rate for non-MTA reservation agents.  

4. It appears that staffing in Yellow’s dispatch office is inadequate to respond more expeditiously to ride inquiries; pro-actively monitor and adjust runs during the service day; and confirm customer no-shows while vehicles are still at the pick-up location.  

5. At the time of the assessment MTA Mobility service had no spare or extra-board drivers.

6. Through its budget process, MTA appears to provide strong support to MTA’s Mobility services.

7. The ridership base used for projections in Mobility’s budget process includes only trips completed and does not include missed trips that were not performed.  These missed trips represent additional demand for trips that was not met.  Based on the limited information available, this un-served demand for trips represents about 4% of completed trips.  

Recommendations

1. MTA should consider providing capacity necessary to operate additional runs as needed to serve missed trips and trips running significantly late.  MTA may wish to consider acquiring additional equipment with FTA grant funds to minimize the financial burden of added service on local funding sources.  
2. MTA should consider additional MTA positions for reservation agents to help to reduce the turnover rate and assure adequate staff to reduce hold times during those periods that continue to experience long hold times.

3. MTA should consider additional staffing in Yellow’s dispatch to respond more expeditiously to ride inquiries; pro-actively monitor and adjust runs during the service day; and confirm customer no-shows while vehicles are still at the pick-up location.

4. MTA should consider providing at least one spare driver for MTA Mobility service.

5. MTA should add missed trips to completed trips when creating a baseline ridership level for budgeting purposes.

Attachment A
Response from MTA
Attachment B

On-Site Assessment Schedule

ADA Complementary Paratransit Service Assessment

Maryland Transit Administration

Baltimore, MD

June 17-21, 2002

SCHEDULE

	Time
	Activity
	Who
	Where

	Monday, June 17, 2002

	1:00 PM
	Opening Conference
	MTA

Assessment Team
	Mobility

	1:30 PM
	Review Service Design.

Review Contract Management.

Review Information Sent in Advance.

Review Information Available On-Site.

Review Standard Reports and Info.
	Assessment Team
MTA Mobility Services Manager & Other Appropriate MTA staff


	Mobility

	2:30 PM
	Tour of Mobility Paratransit Operation
	Assessment Team
MTA Mobility Services Manager
	Mobility

	3:00 PM
	Observe the Reservations Process

(using phone splitters if possible)
	Assessment Team


	Mobility

	Tuesday, June 18, 2002

	7:00 AM
	Observe the Reservations Process

(using phone splitters if possible)
	Asssessment Team
	Mobility

	9:30 AM
	Review Eligibility Determination Process
	Wolgast/Thatcher

Appropriate Mobility Staff
	Mobility

	9:30 AM
	Review Paratransit Planning and

Budgeting Process

Review Manpower and Fleet Information
	Kidston

Appropriate MTA Staff
	Mobility

	9:30 AM
	Review Scheduling Process

Observe Scheduling

Interview Schedulers
	David Chia
	Mobility

	10:00 AM
	Review Phone Performance
	Russell Thatcher
	Mobility

	1:00 PM
	Review Complaints
	Roberta Wolgast

Appropriate Mobility Staff
	Mobility

	2:00 PM
	Observe Reservations
	Kidston, Chia, Wolgast
	Mobility

	2:00 PM
	Observe Dispatch Process
	Thatcher
	Mobility

	Wednesday, June 19, 2002

	6:00 AM
	Observe Pull-Out & Dispatch

Interview Manger & Review Resources & Run Coverage Records

Interview Drivers
	Thatcher
Kidston

Chia & Wolgast
	Yellow Van

	10:00 AM
	Review Operator Training Program
	Wolgast

Mobility Trainer
	Mobility

	10:00 AM
	Begin Reviewing Manifests for On-Time Performance
	Kidston
	Mobility

	10:00 AM
	Begin Travel Time Analysis
	Thatcher
	Mobility

	2:00 PM
	Review Scheduling & Dispatch
	Chia & Thatcher

Yellow Scheduler/Dispatcher
	Yellow Van

	Thursday, June 20, 2002

	6:00 AM
	Observe Pull-Out & Dispatch

Interview Manger & Review Resources & Run Coverage Records

Interview Drivers
	Kidston, Thatcher & Chia
	3 Yellow Subs

	10:00 AM
	Travel Time Analysis
	Thatcher

MTA Customer Service
	MTA

	
	Continue to Assess Information
	Kidston, Chia, Wolgast
	Mobility

	1:00 PM
	Continue to Assess Information
	Thatcher
	Mobility

	Friday, June 21, 2002

	8:00 AM
	Tabulate and Summarize Information
	All Assessment Team Members
	Mobility

	1:00 PM
	Exit Conference
	FTA, MTA, Assessment Team
	Mobility


Attachment C

MTA Paratransit Service Guide
Atachment D

June 13, 2002 Letter from the Coalition for Accessible Transportation

June 13, 2002 Letter from the Maryland Disability Law Center

Attachment E

MTA Mobility

ADA Complementary Paratransit

Eligibility Materials

Attachment F

Analysis of

MTA ADA Complementary Paratransit 

Eligibility Process Duration

	Number of Observations
	Application Received
	Completed Application Received
	Interview
	Determination
	Elapsed Time
	Number Exceeding 21 Days
	Duration of Late Determinations

	1
	2/20/02
	2/20/02
	3/7/02
	3/7/02
	15
	0
	0

	1
	2/25/02
	2/25/02
	3/26/02
	03/26/02
	29
	1
	29

	1
	1/18/02
	1/18/02
	1/29/02
	1/29/02
	11
	0
	0

	1
	4/8/02
	4/8/02
	4/25/02
	4/25/02
	17
	0
	0

	1
	12/26/01
	12/26/01
	2/28/02
	2/28/02
	64
	1
	64

	1
	1/18/02
	1/18/02
	2/6/02
	2/6/02
	19
	0
	0

	1
	1/8/02
	1/8/02
	1/8/02
	1/8/02
	0
	0
	0

	1
	2/5/02
	2/5/02
	2/28/02
	2/28/02
	23
	1
	23

	1
	1/24/02
	1/24/02
	2/5/02
	2/5/02
	12
	0
	0

	1
	3/21/02
	3/21/02
	4/2/02
	4/2/02
	12
	0
	0

	1
	2/5/02
	2/5/02
	3/20/02
	3/20/02
	43
	1
	43

	1
	2/1/02
	2/1/02
	2/7/02
	2/7/02
	6
	0
	0

	1
	1/24/02
	1/24/02
	2/5/02
	2/5/02
	12
	0
	0

	1
	4/11/02
	4/11/02
	4/24/02
	4/24/02
	13
	0
	0

	1
	4/11/02
	4/11/02
	4/17/02
	4/17/02
	6
	0
	0

	1
	3/18/02
	3/18/02
	3/28/02
	3/28/02
	10
	0
	0

	1
	2/19/02
	2/19/02
	3/6/02
	3/6/02
	15
	0
	0

	1
	3/7/02
	3/7/02
	3/20/02
	3/20/02
	13
	0
	0

	1
	2/20/02
	2/20/02
	3/14/02
	3/14/02
	22
	1
	22

	1
	3/18/02
	3/18/02
	4/4/02
	4/4/02
	17
	0
	0

	1
	2/5/02
	2/5/02
	2/27/02
	2/27/02
	22
	1
	22

	1
	1/25/02
	1/25/02
	3/19/02
	3/19/02
	53
	1
	53

	1
	2/22/02
	2/22/02
	3/6/02
	3/6/02
	12
	0
	0

	1
	1/4/02
	1/4/02
	1/10/02
	1/10/02
	6
	0
	0

	1
	1/24/02
	1/24/02
	2/6/02
	2/6/02
	13
	0
	0

	1
	2/11/02
	2/11/02
	2/27/02
	2/27/02
	16
	0
	0

	1
	3/25/02
	3/25/02
	4/30/02
	4/30/02
	36
	1
	36

	1
	4/9/02
	4/9/02
	4/17/02
	4/17/02
	8
	0
	0

	1
	12/17/01
	12/17/01
	1/15/02
	1/15/02
	29
	1
	29

	1
	3/14/02
	3/14/02
	3/26/02
	3/26/02
	12
	0
	0

	1
	3/15/02
	3/15/02
	4/23/02
	4/23/02
	39
	1
	39

	1
	4/12/02
	4/12/02
	4/25/02
	4/25/02
	13
	0
	0

	1
	2/6/02
	2/6/02
	3/12/02
	3/12/02
	34
	1
	34

	1
	2/22/02
	2/22/02
	4/30/02
	4/30/02
	67
	1
	67

	1
	3/4/02
	3/4/02
	3/21/02
	3/21/02
	17
	0
	0

	1
	12/14/01
	12/14/01
	1/3/02
	1/3/02
	20
	0
	0

	1
	10/4/01
	10/4/01
	1/15/02
	1/15/02
	103
	1
	103

	1
	4/2/02
	4/2/02
	4/11/02
	4/11/02
	9
	0
	0

	1
	4/12/02
	4/12/02
	4/23/02
	4/23/02
	11
	0
	0

	1
	2/20/02
	2/20/02
	3/14/02
	3/14/02
	22
	1
	22

	1
	4/16/02
	4/16/02
	4/30/02
	4/30/02
	14
	0
	0

	1
	3/18/02
	3/18/02
	4/2/02
	4/2/02
	15
	0
	0

	1
	12/26/01
	12/26/01
	1/3/02
	1/3/02
	8
	0
	0

	1
	1/28/02
	1/28/02
	2/6/02
	2/6/02
	9
	0
	0

	1
	3/13/02
	3/13/02
	3/26/02
	3/26/02
	13
	0
	0

	1
	12/26/01
	12/26/01
	1/17/02
	1/17/02
	22
	1
	22

	1
	12/14/01
	12/14/01
	4/4/02
	4/4/02
	111
	1
	111

	1
	1/28/02
	1/28/02
	4/2/02
	4/2/02
	64
	1
	64

	1
	3/15/02
	3/15/02
	4/3/02
	4/3/02
	19
	0
	0

	1
	1/10/02
	1/10/02
	1/22/02
	1/22/02
	12
	0
	0

	1
	1/11/02
	1/11/02
	1/17/02
	1/17/02
	6
	0
	0

	1
	2/6/02
	2/6/02
	2/14/02
	2/14/02
	8
	0
	0

	1
	3/25/02
	3/25/02
	4/4/02
	4/4/02
	10
	0
	0

	1
	12/18/01
	12/18/01
	1/16/02
	1/16/02
	29
	1
	29

	1
	1/16/02
	1/16/02
	1/23/02
	1/23/02
	7
	0
	0

	1
	1/11/02
	1/11/02
	1/30/02
	1/30/02
	19
	0
	0

	1
	2/5/02
	2/5/02
	2/14/02
	02/14/02
	9
	0
	0

	57
	
	
	
	
	22
	18
	45

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	32%
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Telephone Performance Reports
Attachment H

Trapeze Productivity Reports

Attachment I

Trip Histories of 28 Yellow Transportation Trips

Served by Taxi Backup on June 19, 2002
	Passenger
	Original Run
	Pickup Time
	Subsequent Dispatch Actions

	MW
	214
	1030
	To run 333 at 1024

To run 143 at 1025

Back to run 333 at 1033

To Standby 3 at 1043

Vehicle arrived at 1116, Ms. Wilkins was not there and was recorded as a no-show.

	BM
	156
	1200
	To Standby 3 at 1208

Actual pickup at 1258

	CF
	333
	1425
	To Standby 3 at 1423

Actual pickup at 1446

	RQ
	166
	1530
	To Standby 3 at 1305

Actual pickup at 1545

	AS
	214
	1630
	To run 333 at 1505

To Standby 3 at 1507

Actual pickup at 1643

	DJ-M
	265
	1630
	To 9999 (taxis) at 1657

Actual pickup at 1710

	WF
	214
	1630
	To Unscheduled at 1508

To 3916 at 1550

To 9999 (taxis) at 1652

Actual pickup at 1718

	CT
	Unscheduled
	1545
	To 245 at 1433

MTA called to check on trip at 1624 and 1632

To 3916 at 1656

Actual pickup at 1718

	JP
	Unscheduled
	1630
	To 9999 (taxis) at 1655 (Cab 248)

Pickup time recorded as 1630!!!

	CS-R
	Unscheduled
	1630
	To 9999 (taxis) at 1656 (Cab 245)

Pickup at 1709

	BJ
	Unscheduled
	1630
	To 4797 at 1255

To unscheduled at 1255

To 3916 at 1631

To unscheduled at 1645

To 9999 (taxis) at 1654

Actual pick-up at 1723

	DH
	265
	1630
	To unscheduled at 1408

To 87 at 1519

To 246 at 1615

To unscheduled at 1616

To 9999 (taxis) at 1652

Actual pickup at 1715

	GC
	265
	1645
	To unscheduled at 1408

To 143 at 1629

To 9999 (taxis) at 1658

Actual pickup at 1738

	RT
	109
	1700
	To unscheduled at 1606

To 3916 at 1631

To unscheduled at 1650

To 9999 (taxis) at 1713

Actual pickup at 1806

	MC
	214
	1700
	To unscheduled at 1612

To 9999 (taxis) at 1711

Actual pickup at 1753

	RB
	141
	1700
	To unscheduled at 1532

To 3916 at 1636

To unscheduled at 1649

To 286 at 1701

To unscheduled at 1728

To 9999 (taxis) at 1730

Actual pickup at 1742

	SC
	227
	915
	To 178 at 915

To unscheduled 916

To 9999 (taxis) at 938

Actual pickup 1007

	FC
	230
	845
	To unscheduled at 415 

To 3916 at 658

To unscheduled at 700

To 182 at 708

To unscheduled at 709

To 88 at 716

To unscheduled at 716

To 113 at 750

To unscheduled at 801

To 9999 (taxis) at 901

Actual pickup 922

	GC
	265
	1645
	To unscheduled at 1408

To 143 at 1629

To unscheduled at 1629

To 9999 (taxis) at 1658

Actual pickup at 1738

	WC
	141
	1400
	To unscheduled at 1318

To 9999 (taxis) at 1320

Actual pickup at 1400

	DC
	Unscheduled
	1130
	To 3916 at 917

To unscheduled at 1114

To 9999 (taxis) at 1201

Actual pickup at 1213

	MC
	Unscheduled
	1700
	To 214 at 1508

To unscheduled at 1612

To 9999 (taxis) at 1711

Actual pickup at 1753

	AD
	220
	800
	To unscheduled at 830

To 4335 at 830

To unscheduled at 831

To 4335 at 844

To unscheduled at 845

To 9999 (taxis) at 851

	SD
	Unscheduled
	1145
	To 3916 at 917

To unscheduled at 917

To 9999 (taxis) at 1225

Actual pickup at 1248

	DD
	Unscheduled
	1530
	To 264 at 1116

To 261 at 1559

To 264 at 1601

To 9999 (taxis) at 1605

MTA called at 1640 and told “20 minutes”

Pickup recorded as 1609!!!!

	ME
	Unscheduled
	1030
	To 227 at 149

To 9999 (taxis) at 1110

MTA called at 1122 and told “in transit”

Pickup recorded as 1030!!!

	JE
	275
	1445
	To unscheduled at 1146

To 264 at 1403

To unscheduled at 1622

To 9999 (taxis) at 1628

Actual pickup at 1704

	GF
	275
	930
	To unscheduled at 847

To 9999 (taxis) at 935

Actual pickup at 1003


Attachment J

Schedule Editor

Run Itinerary
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