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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 (USDOT) regulations implementing the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) to also provide 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 that must be met by complementary paratransit service programs.  Section 37.135(d) of the regulations requires that paratransit services meet these criteria by January 26, 1997.

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is responsible for ensuring compliance with the ADA and the USDOT regulations that implement this civil rights law.  As part of its compliance efforts, FTA, through the FTA Office of Civil Rights, conducts periodic assessments of fixed route transit and complementary paratransit services operated by grantees.

An on-site assessment of complementary paratransit service provided by the Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) was conducted March 6-10, 2000.  Planners Collaborative, Inc. of Boston, Massachusetts and Multisystems, Inc. of Cambridge, Massachusetts, conducted the assessment for the FTA Office of Civil Rights.  The assessment focused primarily on compliance of the SEPTA ADA paratransit service with one specific regulatory service criteria - the “capacity constraints” criteria.  Section 37.131(f) of the regulations requires that complementary paratransit services be operated without capacity constraints.

This report summarizes the observations and findings of the on-site assessment of SEPTA’s ADA paratransit service.  A description of key features of SEPTA’s ADA paratransit service is first provided.  A description of the approach and methodology used to conduct the assessment is then provided.  Observations and findings related to each element of the capacity constraint criteria are then summarized.  Finally, the major findings of the assessment are summarized in the last section of this report.  Recommendations of the review team for addressing issues identified are also provided.

Background

SEPTA, based in Philadelphia, is the fifth largest public transit operation in the country, providing transportation in a five-county region including Philadelphia, Bucks, Chester, Delaware, and Montgomery counties
.  SEPTA operates 133 bus, trolley, and rail routes, serving more than 15,000 transit stops and 275 rail stations throughout its 2,184-square-mile service area.  Additionally, SEPTA administers the provision of door-to-door paratransit service through Customized Community Transportation (CCT Connect), formerly SEPTA ParaTransit, which coordinates approximately 6,000 trips per weekday. 

Description of Paratransit Services

CCT Connect includes two types of paratransit service.  In Philadelphia, CCT Connect provides both ADA complementary paratransit service, as well as service for the Shared Ride Program (SRP) for senior citizens (aged 65 and older).  The SRP is funded by the Pennsylvania Lottery and administered by Pennsylvania Department of Transportation.  In the four suburban counties, SEPTA contracts for ADA paratransit service only, although in Chester County the suburban provider also carries SRP customers under a separate contract.  About 55% of CCT Connect customers are senior citizens and 45% are ADA-eligible individuals with disabilities who are unable to use SEPTA’s fixed route service. 

In Philadelphia County, the CCT Connect service is operated as a centralized brokerage.  SEPTA directly manages a centralized reservations, scheduling and dispatch operation and contracts with three private companies to provide service.  This central CCT Connect office also provides driver training and conducts service-monitoring functions.  SEPTA owns the vehicles used by its Philadelphia-based carriers and leases them to the carriers for a nominal fee. The three Philadelphia carriers – Atlantic Paratransit, Eden’s, and Triage Paratransit – are responsible for hiring and supervising drivers, maintaining vehicles, and providing rides to customers.

In the four suburban counties, SEPTA contracts with two private companies to operate ADA paratransit services.  Persons residing in the suburban counties call their assigned carriers to arrange for trips.  King Paratransit serves Bucks, Delaware, and Montgomery counties.  Krapf’s CPS serves Chester County.  Each of these suburban providers is responsible for taking reservations, scheduling and dispatching rides within their respective service areas. They are also responsible for obtaining vehicles, for vehicle maintenance, driver hiring, training, and supervision, and providing rides to customers.

The central CCT Connect office monitors service provided throughout the five-county area.  The central SEPTA-managed office also handles eligibility determination, the provision of service information, and is the contact point for all customer comments and complaints.

The vehicle fleets for each of the five private contractors, and average number of weekday tours is shown in Table 1.

Table 1.  CCT Connect Carriers and Fleet Information

	Philadelphia-based Carriers
	Vehicles/Runs

	Atlantic Paratransit
	180 vehicles

150 tours/weekday

	Edens
	56 vehicles

42 tours/weekday

	Triage Paratransit
	85

60-70 tours/weekday

	Suburban Carriers
	Vehicles/Runs

	King Paratransit
	100 vehicles

60-66 runs per weekday

	Krapf’s CPS 
	39 vehicles approved by SEPTA


Descriptions of the ADA and SRP service policies and procedures are included in the “Accessible Services Ride Guide,” provided as Attachment A.  Basic information about the ADA complementary paratransit service, taken from public information, is provided below.

Service Area and Days/Hours of Service.  SEPTA provides ADA paratransit service within a ¾ mile area on either side of fixed routes.  The ADA paratransit service is operated 24 hours a day in Philadelphia.  CCT Connect also provides paratransit trips for the Shared Ride Program 24 hours a day within Philadelphia and to/from a 3-mile buffer surrounding the City.  In suburban areas, ADA paratransit service is provided from 6:00 a.m. to midnight, Monday through Saturday, and from 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. on Sundays and holidays, except in outlying areas where no fixed route service is provided on Sundays and holidays. 

Inter-county Trips.  Additionally, SEPTA provides inter-county service for its ADA paratransit customers.  Persons residing in Philadelphia call CCT Connect to request inter-county trips.  Persons residing in Bucks, Chester, Delaware or Montgomery County contact their assigned carrier to arrange for inter-county travel.  Because of SEPTA’s large service area, passengers may be required to transfer from one vehicle to another at designated transfer points.  However, CCT Connect staff reports that transfers are rarely required.  

Fares.  The base fare for ADA paratransit service is $2.50 or two SEPTA tokens.  One companion may ride for an additional $2.50 (additional companions may ride on a space-available basis).  Personal attendants (PAs) ride free.  There is an additional charge of $1.00 for trips that extend beyond 3 miles into an adjacent county.  Further, there is a zone charge of $1.00 for each 10-mile segment beyond the first 10 miles for trips that begin or end in a suburban county.

Response Time.  CCT Connect accepts trip reservations from 1 to 7 days in advance.  Requests may be made between 7:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. weekdays, and from 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. weekends and holidays.  Krapf’s accepts reservations up to two months in advance.  King and Krapf’s accept reservations between 7:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. daily.  Krapf’s uses an answering service on weekends, which is checked periodically for trip requests.

Trip Priorities.  All trip purposes are served without prioritization.

Reservations, Scheduling, and Dispatch for Philadelphia-Based Trips

For Philadelphia, CCT Connect provides central reservations, scheduling, and dispatching functions, staffed by SEPTA personnel and contract employees secured through a temporary personnel agency.  All trip requests are received at the CCT Connect central reservations office at 1234 Market Street, Philadelphia.  Trips are entered and scheduled on an ongoing basis, using PASS (Passenger Automated Scheduling System).  Customers are asked to provide their desired pick-up time for each trip request.  Appointment (arrival) times are not used when booking trips.  A standing order representative is assigned to handle standing order (subscription) trip requests bookings and changes.  

Cancellations and changes in advance of the day of service are called into the reservations center.  Same-day changes, cancellations, and “where’s my ride” requests are called in directly to the dispatch center.

The CCT Connect scheduling department works with the schedules on an ongoing basis and makes final adjustments before electronically sending the manifests to the three Philadelphia-based carriers the night before service is to be provided.  

The CCT Connect dispatch center is responsible for monitoring on-street service delivery provided by the three Philadelphia-based carriers.  These duties include driver reassignments when service is running late, no-shows, same-day cancellations, emergencies, providing directions, and fielding “where’s my ride” calls and same-day cancels from passengers.  Vehicles from each company are assigned to specific dispatchers to facilitate communication.  The individual carriers monitor the dispatch radio channels, but they do not have regular contact with drivers.  

SEPTA also is in the process of implementing the use of mobile data terminals (MDTs) in all vehicles.  Drivers key in trip information including arrival and departure times for each pick-up and drop-off, which allows CCT Connect to monitor on-time performance and no-shows and cancels in real-time. 

The reservationists book inter-county trips requested by Philadelphia residents; however, they are not automatically scheduled by PASS.  An inter-county trip request form is prepared and forwarded to an individual in the scheduling department who works with the carriers’ manifests to schedule inter-county trips.  Most inter-county trips are assigned to Philadelphia-based carriers, although some inter-county trips may be assigned to one of the two suburban carriers.

Reservations, Scheduling, and Dispatch for Suburban County Trips

The two suburban carriers are responsible for reservations, scheduling, and dispatching functions related to ADA paratransit service in their respective counties. The two suburban carriers also serve inter-county trips originating in their counties or as assigned by CCT Connect. 

King Paratransit, which serves Bucks, Delaware, and Montgomery counties, operates in a similar manner as CCT Connect.  The carrier handles requests for trips at its office at 411 Flint Hill Road, King of Prussia.  King uses the PASS computer program to schedule and book trip requests.  As with CCT Connect, schedulers review the trip schedules and make adjustments prior to generating a final schedule.  Dispatchers have direct communication with drivers via two-way radio.  Vehicles are assigned to operate in a specific county.  Each dispatcher is assigned to handle a specific county.

Krapf’s CPS, which serves Chester County provides a relatively small number of ADA paratransit rides trips.  Krapf’s CPS operates somewhat differently from CCT Connect and King.  The carrier handles requests for trips at its office at 797-6 Lancaster Ave., Downingtown.  Customers call the reservations office to reserve trips.  Trips requested for the next day are scheduled immediately.  Trips that are requested for more than one day in advance are put on a dummy manifest (route 999).  Schedulers start working on constructing tours a week in advance (reservations are accepted up to two months in advance).  Standing order trips are reviewed first and then demand trips are scheduled.  All trips are manually scheduled, although Krapf’s is testing its PtMS computer scheduling system for application to the ADA paratransit service so that it can move to computer-assisted scheduling.  One dispatcher handles all of the vehicles, via two-way radios.

Each suburban carrier handles inter-county trip requests.  If the carrier cannot accommodate a particular trip request, that carrier contacts the other suburban carrier for assistance.  CCT Connect also may assign some inter-county trips.

Policies and Service Standards Related to Capacity Issues 

SEPTA has established several service standards and policies related to trip denials, missed trips, on-time performance, travel time/trip length, and telephone capacity for the CCT Connect paratransit service.  Each is described below.

Trip Denials: SEPTA does not appear to have a stated trip denial policy.  Carriers are required to provide all trips assigned by SEPTA.  The Accessible Services Ride Guide states “CCT Connect service is provided on a first-come, first-served, space-available basis.”  Reservationists are instructed to record trip denials (capacity, adversarial, and eligibility) into the computer reservations systems.

Missed Trips: According to the scope of work in their contracts, carriers are required to provide all trips and “no carrier no-shows attributable to a shortage of vehicles or drivers” are allowed.

On-Time Performance: On-time performance is defined as any trip where the driver arrives at the pick-up location within a 30-minute “pick-up window” (from 15 minutes before to 15 minutes after the negotiated pick-up time).  Customers are not required to leave before the start of the pick-up window if a vehicle arrives early.  SEPTA’s goal is to achieve 90% on-time performance (except during weather emergencies). 

Travel Time/Ride Length: SEPTA’s standard for on-board travel time is that no paratransit ride shall exceed 1.5 times the comparable fixed route travel time, including transfers and wait times.

Telephone Capacity: For the CCT Connect and King Paratransit reservations departments, the minimum standard is for 70% of all calls to be answered within 90 seconds.  The “goal” for the reservations department is 75%.  For the control center, the minimum standard is for 85% of all calls to be answered within 90 seconds.  The goal for the control center is 90%.  For customer service, the standard is for 61% of all calls to be answered within 90 seconds.  The standard for dropped (abandoned) calls is 10%, with a goal of 5% for all departments.

At Krapf’s there are six phone lines, which ring into all areas of the office.  Krapf’s has a goal of answering all calls by the third ring.
Overview of the Assessment

As noted above, this assessment focused on compliance with the paratransit capacity constraints requirements of the regulations.  Several possible types of capacity constraints are identified by the regulations.  These include:

· “Trip caps” (a maximum number of trips that are provided overall or to individual riders); 

· “Wait listing” trips; or

· Patterns or practices, which result in a significant number of, trip denials, untimely pick-ups, or excessively long trips. 

To assess each of these potential types of capacity constraints, the assessment focused on observations and findings regarding:

· Trip denials, trip caps, and “wait listing” of trips;

· On-time performance; and

· On-board travel times.

Capacity constraints also include other operating policies or practices, which tend to significantly limit the amount of service to persons who are ADA paratransit eligible.  Observations and findings related to two other practices and policies that can affect paratransit use were also developed.  These included:

· Determinations of ADA paratransit eligibility; and

· Reservations and telephone capacity.

ADA paratransit eligibility determinations were assessed to ensure that potential riders are able to access the system and were not impacted by inappropriate denials of eligibility for the service.  Reservations and telephone capacity was assessed because access to reservations and customer service staff is a critical part of using a paratransit service.

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 SEPTA’s ADA paratransit service is structured;

· Copies of current service provider contracts;

· A copy of the operator manual, which details service policies and practices to drivers and employees;

· The “Rider’s Guide,” which details service policies to customers; and

· A description of the service standards adopted by SEPTA related to on-time performance, trip denials, travel times, and telephone service.

Additional information was requested to be available during the on-site visit.  This 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;

· A breakdown of trips requested, scheduled, and provided in defined areas served by SEPTA;

· 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 in the last six months that exceeded the travel time standard set by SEPTA;

· Telephone call management records; and

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

In addition to reviewing the data provided by SEPTA, the assessment team also reviewed complaints against SEPTA on file with FTA.  Telephone interviews were also conducted with ADA paratransit service customers.  Individuals who had recently filed complaints with FTA regarding capacity constraint issues were among those riders contacted.

The on-site assessment began with an opening conference, held on Monday, March 6, 2000, at 1:00 pm.  In attendance representing SEPTA were Ms. Cheryl Spicer, Chief Operating Officer for the ADA paratransit service, and ten other SEPTA staff representing various offices and departments.  A copy of the opening conference sign-in sheet is provided as Attachment A.  FTA review team members in attendance included Mr. Don Kidston of Planners Collaborative, Mr. Russell Thatcher of Multisystems, and Ms. Rosemary Mathias of Multisystems.  Participating by conference call were Ms. Cheryl Hershey, FTA Office of Civil Rights ADA Team Leader, and Ms. Deborah Haines, FTA Region 3 Civil Rights Officer.

Ms. Hershey opened the meeting by explaining the purpose of the ADA assessments being conducted by FTA.  She noted that assessments were being conducted across the country as part of FTA’s efforts to monitor implementation of the ADA.  Ms. Hershey noted that assessments were being conducted as cooperative reviews.  Issues would be identified and recommendations developed in an effort to work with SEPTA to improve services.  She thanked SEPTA staff for their assistance in providing the information requested and with on-site visit arrangements. 

Don Kidston thanked SEPTA for providing information requested in advance by the review team.  He noted that Russell Thatcher would be the on-site team leader.  Mr. Thatcher then reviewed the on-site schedule.

Ms. Spicer welcomed the review team to SEPTA.  She noted that SEPTA is continuing to make changes designed to improve the ADA paratransit service.  She noted that the reservations, scheduling and dispatch functions were centralized in March of 1999 in order to improve service quality.  She also noted that mobile data terminals (MDTs) have been added to all 323 vehicles in the ADA paratransit fleet to provide SEPTA with an improved dispatch and vehicle monitoring capability.

Following the opening conference, the assessment team met with Mr. Warren Montague, Director of Service Operations, and other staff to review the service structure.  The team was given a tour of the SEPTA paratransit operations center, which included a review of the reservations and scheduling areas, the dispatch area, and introductions to other administrative staff.  Appointments were made with staff members responsible for various functions that would be reviewed.

Following the tour of the operations center, the review team observed the reservations operations.  A peak afternoon call time (from 2:30-4 pm) was observed.  Information was collected about the handling and initial scheduling of trip requests.  Assessment team members then met with the scheduling department manager to get an overview of the process used to make final scheduling changes, to schedule inter-county trips, to manage standing order runs, and to prepare manifests that are forwarded each evening to contracted service providers.

The review of the reservations operation continued on the morning of Tuesday, March 7.  The peak morning call time was observed.  During the mid-day the review team interviewed staff and collected information about the eligibility determination process, on-board travel times, and paratransit ridership and budget/expenses.  At the end of the day, the dispatch operation was observed during the peak afternoon operating period.

On Wednesday, March 8, the morning peak period was monitored.  Each assessment team member sat with a selected dispatcher responsible for overseeing the operation of one of the three Philadelphia County service providers.  Several manifests were randomly selected for each service provider and actual pick-up and drop-off times were recorded based on driver voice and MDT communications.  Actual pick-up times were then compared with scheduled times. 

During the mid-day, the review team worked with SEPTA staff to generate specially designed reports on trip denials for recent months.  Work on the analysis of paratransit ridership and funding and on on-board travel times also continued.  

On Wednesday afternoon, the assessment team met with the managers of each of the three service providers in Philadelphia County (Atlantic Paratrans, Edens, and Triage).  Key operating issues, including driver recruitment and retention, the development and refinement of schedules, and the relationship with SEPTA and the centralized service staff, were discussed.

On Thursday, March 9, the review team reviewed the operations of the two suburban county contractors (King Paratransit and Krapf’s CPS).  The reservation function and the handling of trip requests were observed.  Telephone service time information was collected.  The scheduling and dispatch functions were observed, and managers of the operations were interviewed.

The exit conference was held at 1:00 pm on Friday, March 10.  A copy of the list of attendees is provided in Attachment A.  The assessment team presented preliminary findings and these findings were discussed with SEPTA staff.  Cheryl Hershey of FTA, who participated in the exit conference by phone, explained that a draft report would be prepared and forwarded to SEPTA for review.  FTA would then work with SEPTA to resolve any issues identified in the report.

Subsequent to the site visit a draft report on the observations was prepared and provided to SEPTA for review.  SEPTA provided comments on the draft report on June 28.  These comments are included in this document as Attachment G.

Observations Regarding the Reservation Process and Telephone Capacity

The ability of customers to access the trip reservations process, to request and schedule trips, and to access the dispatch and customer service staff with service questions was reviewed.  Information collected and analyzed included:

· Input from customers and advocates was obtained through interviews and through a review of the complaint/comment records;

· The performance standard established by SEPTA for handling telephone calls was reviewed;

· The handling of calls was observed at various times.  Centralized reservation and dispatch for Philadelphia County trips was observed on March 6-8.  The handling of calls by the suburban providers was observed on Thursday, March 9.

· Daily and weekly telephone service management reports were reviewed and analyzed.

Overview of the Phone System and the Handling of Trip Requests and Customer Inquiries

As noted above in the “Background” section of this report, customers in Philadelphia County call SEPTA to place trip reservations and to inquire about service.  Customers in Bucks, Montgomery, or Delaware Counties call King Paratransit for service.  Customers in Chester County telephone Krapf’s CPS regarding service.  Information about the phone systems and call handling is summarized separately for these three service areas.

Centralized SEPTA-Based Service for Philadelphia County Trips

Customers in Philadelphia County use three phone numbers to access various parts of the paratransit operation.  These include a reservation number, a dispatch number (for “Where’s my ride?” calls, and same day cancellations), and a customer service number for general service information, comments, and complaints.  When customers call the reservations number, they are directed to “press 1” if they are calling about a trip outside of Philadelphia County or to “remain on the line” for all other needs (i.e., local trip requests).  Staff at different workstations in the reservations area then handle local versus inter-regional trips.

A review of call service records for February 2000 showed that there are typically between 14 and 23 reservationists (depending on the time of day) available on weekdays to handle local Philadelphia County trip requests.  Two reservationists are typically dedicated to handling inter-county travel needs.  Between 11 and 17 dispatchers (again depending on the time of day) are typically available on weekdays to handle same day service inquiries and cancellations.  In customer service, the records showed that 6-7 staff members are typically available to handle service inquiries and comments/complaints.

Reservationists and dispatchers are temporary employees hired through a local employment agency.  Reservations and dispatch managers noted that, as temporary employees, staff could decide to take days off without prior approval.  While replacements could be requested through the employment agency, other trained individuals may not always be available.  Managers reported that, as a result, it is sometimes difficult to maintain a consistent level of staffing.

SEPTA uses the PASS automated reservations, scheduling and dispatch software system to assist in trip bookings and the creation and management of schedules.  When customers call to place a new trip request or to change an existing trip, they are first asked for an ID number.  If a new trip request is being placed, the origin and destination of the trip is obtained and the date and time of the trip is requested.  On both going and return trips, reservationists ask when customers would like to be picked-up.  Information about desired arrival or appointment times is not requested or noted in the computer trip record.  Based on the information entered, runs, which can accommodate the request, are then displayed, with runs that are closest to the requested pick-up time listed first.  The reservationist selects from the options listed and informs the caller of the scheduled pick-up time.  Once all trips are booked, summary information for all trips is displayed and a confirmation number for each trip is assigned by the system.  The fare for each trip is also automatically calculated.  Reservationists confirm addresses and times with the caller and provide the confirmation numbers and the fare that will be required.  Separate confirmation numbers are provided for each leg of a trip.

Inter-county trip requests are scheduled in the same way if customers are traveling only a short distance into surrounding counties.  In these cases, the Philadelphia County service providers are typically used and the trip is booked directly by the reservationists.  If more complex inter-county trips are requested, SEPTA will coordinate with the appropriate suburban provider to jointly arrange for the ride.  These trips may involve having the suburban carrier serve one or both legs of the trip, or arranging a transfer between the Philadelphia and suburban providers (note that transfer locations have been identified, but SEPTA indicated that transfers rarely occur at present).  When this type of coordination between providers is required, the SEPTA reservationist will confirm the trip, record it on a paper inter-county trip request form, and forward the request to the scheduling department.  One staff person in scheduling is assigned the task of assisting with these more complex inter-county trips.  If this scheduler needs to adjust the requested time by 45 minutes or more to accommodate the trip, the customer is called back within 24 hours to negotiate the time.  All customers making inter-county trips are also called the day before their trip to confirm times.  These callbacks are made to ensure that there is no miscommunication for these more complex and expensive trips (and to ensure that customers still plan to make the trip).

It is important to note that a different process was used until recently for inter-county trips.  Requests were recorded, but confirmations and exact pick-up times were not given when the initial request was made.  SEPTA would then callback the day before service to both confirm the trip and to communicate final scheduled pick-up times.  This practice was discontinued in the fall of 1999.

The next available dispatcher handles calls to the dispatch center.  It is important to note, however, that the dispatch staff is organized by service provider, with some dispatchers assigned to oversee Triage runs, some assigned to Edens runs, and others to Atlantic Paratrans runs.  As a result, callers may get a dispatcher who is not assigned to the run scheduled to serve them.  When this happens, dispatchers will sometimes transfer the caller to another person working on that run or will handle the request directly.  If the caller indicates that his or her vehicle is late and is asking for an estimated arrival time, the call is typically transferred, since different radio frequencies are used for different providers and only the dispatcher managing that run can contact the driver.  If the caller is making a same day cancellation, or is asking to have information about a scheduled ride for that day confirmed, the dispatcher often will serve the customer directly, since all dispatchers have access to the full computerized trip file.

Bucks, Montgomery, and Delaware County Phone and Reservation Service

Customers in these three suburban counties call King Paratransit, the contracted provider, to place trip requests or to inquire about their trip on the day of service.  For general service information, eligibility information, or to comment/complain about service, customers call the central CCT Connect Customer Service number.

King Paratransit has a phone system that directs callers to either the reservations staff or the dispatch staff.  Three reservationists and a reservations manager are typically available to take trip requests.  In addition to supervising the reservations process, the manager is responsible for working with SEPTA to schedule jointly provided inter-county trips.  Three dispatchers, a scheduler, and an operations manager are typically in the dispatch office.

King Paratransit also uses the PASS automated reservations/scheduling/dispatch system.  The handling of trip requests is similar to that described above for the centralized SEPTA operation.  All trips by customers in the suburban counties, including trips to and from Philadelphia County are all handled directly by King Paratransit and scheduled by the reservationists.

Chester County Phone and Reservation Service

Service in Chester County is handled directly by Krapf’s CPS.  Two phone numbers are used by Chester County customers – one for reservations and one for same day inquiries (dispatch).  As is the case in the other suburban counties, the central CCT Connect Customer Service staff handles general service inquiries as well as comments/complaints.

Krapf’s has two reservationists and one dispatcher on weekdays.  Incoming calls ring at all three staff phones.  During slow call times, the dispatcher will take calls coming in on the dispatch lines and reservationists will handle the reservations lines.  All are cross-trained in both functions, though, and during busy call times will handle any line that needs to be answered.

Krapf’s uses a different reservations/scheduling/dispatch system – PtMS.  The process of booking trips is similar but slightly less automated.  Krapf’s also handles all trips requested by Chester County customers, including trips to Philadelphia.

Rider Comments and Input

Complaint records and customer interviews indicated some problems with the phone service.  In Philadelphia County, customers indicated some difficulty getting through to reservations, particularly during early morning and late afternoon peak times.  More significant concerns were expressed with phone access to dispatch.  Customers indicated that when calling to get information on the status of a late ride, they can be on hold for long periods and are sometimes disconnected while on hold.

Internal complaint records at SEPTA also indicated some customer comments about long times in telephone queues (or unanswered phones) at King Paratransit.  Again, the concerns were mainly about the dispatch lines.

Phone access did not appear to be an issue in Chester County.

SEPTA Telephone Performance Standard

As noted in the “Background” section of this report, SEPTA has established the following standards and goals for phone performance:

· For the CCT Connect and King Paratransit reservations departments, the minimum standard is for 70% of all calls to be answered within 90 seconds.  The “goal” for the reservations department is 75%.  For the control center, the minimum standard is for 85% of all calls to be answered within 90 seconds.  The goal for the control center is 90%.  For customer service, the standard is for 61% of all calls to be answered within 90 seconds.  The standard for dropped (abandoned) calls is 10%, with a goal of 5% for all departments.

· At Krapf’s CPS, a goal of answering all calls by the third ring has been adopted.

Observations of the Trip Reservation and Dispatch Process

The review team observed the handling of calls in reservations and dispatch at the central CCT Connect office and at the two suburban county provider operations.  Observations were made during peak call periods.

Calls appeared to be handled in a timely and professional manner at both suburban operation centers.  At Krapf’s, a relatively small operation, staffing appeared to be adequate to handle the volume of calls that were received.  Both the reservations and dispatch staff at King Paratransit also appeared to handle all calls observed in a timely and efficient manner.  Relatively few calls were placed on hold and hold times appeared to be relatively short.

The King Paratransit manager noted that the handling of calls could sometimes be impacted if drivers call in sick or if there are breakdowns or other operational problems.  He indicated that “extra board” drivers are not used.  If drivers call out or if there is a breakdown, dispatchers will be used to cover scheduled runs or to drive spare vehicles.  Other management staff will then fill-in at dispatch as needed.  If the dispatch function is short-staffed during peak calling times, it was noted that customers will often hang-up and call the reservations number to see if they can get access to dispatch through these lines.  This then backs-up calls in reservations.  On Thursday, March 9, when observations were made, there did not appear to be any service problems that might have caused such a staffing problem.

The reservation staff at the central CCT Connect office also appeared to handle calls in a timely and professional manner.  The assessment team sat with six different reservationists and observed their handling of calls and booking of trip requests.  Assessment team members wore headsets so that customers could be heard.  All reservationists appeared to handle calls in a straightforward and efficient manner.  Customers also seemed to be accustomed to the booking process and had required information readily available.  Reservations were very thorough in repeating and confirming all trip information and in noting special address or pick-up location information.

Problems were noted in the handling of customer calls to the central CCT Connect dispatch office.  All three members of the assessment team observed dispatchers placing calls on hold for long periods and becoming distracted by radio calls or other service problems they were working on.  In a number of cases, customers appeared to abandon the calls after long hold times.

The CCT Connect dispatch and operations managers noted that they have been working on a plan to reorganize staff in the dispatch office and to establish several telephone operator positions to initially answer all customer calls.  If the customer inquiry is a general one (trip time confirmation, same day cancellation), the operators handle these calls without disturbing the dispatchers.  If customers need to know the status of a late pick-up, the operators could forward the call to the appropriate dispatcher.

Review of Phone Service Management Records

The phone systems at SEPTA and King Paratransit produced regular service reports.  Following is a summary of key service statistics taken from recent reports.

The Krapf’s phone system did not have the capability of providing these reports.

Centralized SEPTA Operation

Phone service records for the month of February 2000 were obtained and reviewed.  Attachment B provides summaries of key information for the intra-county reservations lines, the inter-county reservations lines, the dispatch lines, and the customer service lines.  Each summary shows:

· The average number of agents available for the day;

· The number of calls received, handled, and abandoned each day, 

· The average time in queue for handled calls for each day;

· The maximum time in queue for handled calls for each day; and

· The percentage of handled calls that were in the queue for more than 3 minutes for each day.

As the summaries show, customers placing trip requests in Philadelphia County typically waited 1.5-2.0 minutes to speak to a reservationist.  Maximum queue times typically ranged from 5-8 minutes.  Abandoned calls were 5-7% of all calls received.  The queue times and percent of abandoned calls increased on certain days, when the average number of agents available was 1-2 agents less than typical.  The early part of weekend days in February and February 28 are examples of days when fewer reservationists appeared to be available and phone performance was lower.  On these days, average queue times exceeded 4 minutes and the percentage of abandoned calls doubled to 12-16%.

Customers placing inter-county trip requests spent less time in the telephone queue.  Typically, the average queue times on these lines were 30-60 seconds.  Maximum queue times usually ran 6-10 minutes.  Eighty to ninety percent (80-90%) of all calls were typically in the queue for less than 3 minutes.  Again, however, there was significant variation by day.  On several days, including February 2, 22, and 28, queue times were 2-3 times the typical daily average.

The summary of phone performance information for the dispatch center showed fairly poor performance in early February, with 20-40% of all calls in the queue for more than 3 minutes and maximum queue times of 20 or more minutes.  This appears to be related to winter storms during the first week of February.  The time in queue and the percentage of abandoned calls decreased significantly after February 9, averaging less than 30 seconds on many days.

Average and maximum queue times, and the percentage of abandoned calls where highest for calls to the customer service lines.  Typically, 20-40% of all calls were on hold for more than 3 minutes in February, and more than 25% of all calls were abandoned on several days in the month.

King Paratransit Operation

A summary of key phone performance information for King Paratransit is also provided in Attachment B.  Telephone information records were examined for several days in February and March 2000.  Information was gathered for the reservations function and for the dispatch function.  As the tables in Attachment B show, telephone service varies greatly from day to day.  In reservations, the average queue times for the days observed ranged from 45 seconds on February 27 (a Sunday) to 4 minutes and 24 seconds on February 7th.  Some of the variation was due to bad weather (a winter storm on February 7), but other variation seems to be unrelated to weather.  For example, average queue times on Monday, February 28 were 1 minute and 5 seconds, but were more than three times as long (3:44) on Wednesday (March 1).  The longest queue times also varied greatly, from about 6:27 on February 10 to over 20 minutes on March 1st.

The number of calls to the reservations lines that were abandoned also varies by day.  Excluding the winter storm days in early February, the percentage of calls abandoned ranged from 7% to over 20% on several days the week of February 28 – March 3.

Telephone service in King’s dispatch operation seemed more consistent.  For the week examined, average queue times ranged from 11 to 46 seconds.  The percentage of calls abandoned ranged from 4-13%.

Findings and Recommendations:

1. Finding:  Reservationists throughout the system appear to be handling trip requests in an efficient and professional manner.  Information appears to be carefully recorded and confirmed with callers.

2. Finding:  Dispatchers at the central CCT Connect office sometimes do not appear to be able to respond to customer inquiries in a timely manner.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should implement a new call-handling process in the dispatch office that will allow designated call-takers to handle customer inquiries and involve appropriate dispatchers as needed.  This will allow dispatchers to focus on assisting drivers and will allow straightforward inquiries from customers (pick-up time confirmations, etc.) to be handled in a more timely way.  It will also allow call-takers to identify the appropriate dispatcher for customer inquiries and will eliminate transfers of calls between dispatchers.

3. Finding:  Access to both the CCT Connect reservations and dispatch functions appears to be impacted by inconsistent staffing patterns.  When a full complement of reservationists and dispatchers is available, phone performance appears to be quite good.  When just a few positions are vacant for a day, phone performance is impacted significantly.  The current practice of using temporary employees for these functions appears to have an impact on the ability to manage staffing in these areas.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should consider ways to correct apparent staffing problems.

4. Finding:  Phone access to CCT Connect Customer service is sometimes well below the adopted standard.  In the short-term, this appears to be an issue of staffing (a need for additional staff to handle general information and service issue calls).  In the long-term, improvements in on-time performance and in driver performance may reduce the number of calls to customer service.


5. Finding:  Phone access at King Paratransit appears to be impacted by the lack of back-up drivers and the need to draw people from the office to cover driver shortages or other operational problems.  When a full complement of drivers is available and there are no operational issues, phone access appears to be quite good.  Phone records indicate, however, that on some days, performance is poor.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should work with King Paratransit to address this driver back up and office staffing issue.


6. Finding:  Telephone access does not appear to be an issue at Krapf’s CPS in Chester County.


Observations Regarding Service Capacity and Trip Denials

SEPTA records and tracks three types of trip denials.  These are “capacity denials,” “adversarial denials,” and “eligibility denials.”  A capacity denial is recorded if a trip request is made and a pick-up time cannot be found within one hour of the requested time.  An adversarial denial is recorded if a pick-up time is offered within one hour of the requested time, but is refused by the caller.  An eligibility denial is recorded if a request is made that is outside of the established service area or hours of service.

Information about service capacity and trip denials was developed as follows:

· Information about service availability was obtained from customers through telephone interviews;

· The handling of trip requests was observed first-hand;

· SEPTA trip denial information was collected and analyzed;

· Information about factors relating to the expansion of service capacity, including vehicle and driver availability, service demand, and funding was collected and reviewed.

Customer/Advocate Input Regarding Trip Denials

Four of the eight complaints on file at FTA indicated that ADA paratransit eligible riders were being denied trips.  Two of the complainants reported trip denials in Philadelphia County.  One noted denials by King Paratransit.  Another noted denials for trips needed between Philadelphia County and Montgomery County.

One complaint also noted that for trips from Philadelphia to one of the suburban counties, the CCT office recorded requests but confirmation of the trip was not made until the day before.  CCT would call back the day before the trip to indicate whether or not the trip could be provided and to provide a scheduled pick-up and return time.  As noted in the previous section of this report, it was discovered that this process has been discontinued and that trips are now confirmed at the time requests are made.

All four customers contacted prior to the on-site visit also noted that trips are sometimes denied.  Three of the four riders noted that denials were a good possibility if trips were requested for next day service and indicated that it was important to place requests several days in advance.  Two people also indicated that getting rides in the King Paratransit area is often difficult.

First-Hand Observations of Handling of Trip Requests

The review team observed the handling of trip requests at the central CCT operations center, at King Paratransit, and at Krapf’s CPS.  Following is a summary of these observations:

Philadelphia County (CCT Operations Center):

All three reviewers sat with reservationists at the CCT operations center from 2:30 to 4:00 pm on Monday, March 3rd.  Two reviewers also sat with two different reservationists on Tuesday morning, March 7, from 7:00 to 9:00 am.  The work of five different reservationists was therefore observed.  Reviewers had telephone headsets that allowed them to listen to conversations with callers while observing how the reservationists entered the trip request information into the computer system and how the trip request was scheduled.  All five reservationists were also interviewed to determine their understanding of the SEPTA trip reservation process and their experience scheduling rides.

The handling of a total of 153 trip requests was observed.  Table 2 below provides a summary of the scheduling outcomes for these requests.  It shows the number of trip requests placed by the number of days in advance and indicates whether the trip was scheduled within an hour of the requested time, scheduled and accepted outside the one hour scheduling window, offered but refused outside the one hour window, or if no trip was offered for lack of capacity.

Table 2.  Observation of Handling of Trip Requests at Central CCT Operations Center

at Selected Times on March 6 and 7, 2000.

	# of Days in Advance
	# of Trips Scheduled within One Hour of Requested Time
	# of Trips Offered and Accepted Outside of One Hour Window
	# of Trips Offered and Refused Outside of One Hour Window
	# of Requests for Which No Pick-Up Time Could be Offered
	TOTALS

	1 Day
	23
	1
	1
	1
	26

	2 Days
	15
	2
	0
	0
	17

	3 Days
	17
	0
	0
	0
	17

	4 Days
	15
	2
	0
	0
	17

	5 Days
	4
	0
	0
	0
	4

	6 Days
	13
	0
	0
	0
	13

	7 Days
	59
	0
	0
	0
	59

	TOTALS
	146
	5
	1
	1
	153


As shown, a high percentage (62%) of trip requests were placed the full seven days in advance.  Virtually all trip requests placed five or more days in advance were accommodated within one hour of the requested pick-up time.  Two of the 15 trips requested four days in advance were scheduled and accepted outside the one hour scheduling window.  A similar number of requests made two days in advance could not be accommodated within one hour, but alternate times were offered and accepted.  For the 23 trip requests made for service the next day, one was scheduled outside the one hour window, one was offered outside the one hour window and refused by the caller, and a scheduled pick-up time for one request could not be offered within a reasonable time due to capacity limitations.

Table 3 below provides more detailed information about the trip requests that could not be accommodated.  Six of the requests were for pick-ups between 3:00 and 4:00 pm.  One request was for a pick-up at 8:15 am.  

Table 3.  Information About Trips That Could Not be Accommodated

	Time Requested
	Time Offered
	Trip Accepted/Scheduled?

	3:00 pm
	1:57 pm
	Yes

	3:00 pm
	4:17 pm
	Yes

	3:30 pm
	5:17 pm
	Yes

	3:30 pm
	2:00 pm
	Yes

	4:00 pm
	5:36 pm
	Yes

	8:15 am
	10:34 am
	No (Refused)

	3:30 pm
	No time offered
	No


For the five trips that were scheduled outside of the one-hour window, all were well within two hours of the requested time.  The one trip that was refused was offered over two hours later than the requested time.

All of the reservationists observed and interviewed appeared to have a clear understanding of the SEPTA trip refusal policy.  They all understood the difference between “capacity denials,” “adversarial denials,” and “eligibility denials” (as explained at the beginning of this section).  They also appeared to properly code each denial as it occurred.

Several interesting observations were made regarding the process of recording trip denials.  First, in several cases, multiple trip denials appeared to be recorded for the same trip request.  For example, the caller might ask for a 3:00 pm pick-up.  If nothing within an hour were found, a capacity denial would be recorded.  The reservationist would then ask if the caller wanted to check another time and might then check for pick-ups within an hour of 3:30 pm.  If something outside an hour was found and accepted, it would be scheduled but also recorded as a capacity denial.  Second, in several instances, the automated scheduling system did not appear to identify a feasible pick-up time on the first try, but did find times on second or third attempts.  For example, the review team observed a caller asking for a 7:15 am pick-up.  Nothing was found.  The reservationist then tried using a 7:00 pick-up time and was given an exact 7:00 am match.  Given that that both scheduling attempts were made using the same origin and destination, it was curious that the system did not identify the 7:00 alternative when the first attempt was made.  Third, it was noted that callers sometimes do not pursue a return trip if no alternative can be found for the going trip.  For example, if a caller requests a 9:00 am pick-up and no possible pick-up time is found, they may not pursue trying to schedule a return later in the day.  Reservationists also noted that many customers would call at a later time if their request for a trip cannot be accommodated.  Because there are cancellations, it is sometimes possible to find a trip later in the day or the next day.

All of these scheduling issues would appear to have an impact on the accurate recording of trip denials.  In the three instances where multiple requests might be made in attempts to identify an available time, it would appear that denials are being double or even triple counted.  In the cases where customers would not pursue a return trip if the going trip could not be scheduled, a one-way rather than a two-way denial might be recorded.  Information collected while on-site suggests that recorded trip denials slightly overestimate the actual number of denials when these factors are considered.

Delaware, Montgomery and Bucks Counties (King Paratransit)

The handling of trip reservations was observed at King Paratransit on Thursday, March 8.  All three reservationists were observed at various times of the day.  Observations were made between 10:40 am and noon and between 2:45 and 4:00 pm.  Table 4 below provides a summary of trip handling observations.

Table 4.  Observation of Handling of Trip Requests at King Paratransit

at Selected Times on March 8, 2000.

	# of Days in Advance
	# of Trips Scheduled within One Hour of Requested Time
	# of Trips Offered and Accepted Outside of One Hour Window
	# of Trips Offered and Refused Outside of One Hour Window
	# of Requests for Which No Pick-Up Time Could be Offered
	TOTALS

	1 Day
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	2 Days
	6
	0
	0
	0
	6

	3 Days
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4 Days
	7
	1
	0
	3
	11

	5 Days
	9
	0
	0
	1
	10

	6 Days
	10
	0
	0
	0
	10

	7 Days
	12
	0
	0
	0
	12

	TOTALS
	44
	1
	0
	4
	49


The handling of a total of 49 trip requests was observed and recorded.  As shown, calls were fairly evenly distributed for trips needed four to seven days in advance.  Relatively few requests were made less than four days in advance, and no next day calls were observed.

Of the 49 trips requests, 44 were scheduled within one hour of the requested pick-up time.  One request was for a 9:00 pick-up and a 10:15 am pick-up was offered and accepted.  In four cases, a pick-up time could not be offered because there was no space available.  The times that could not be accommodated were 7:00 am, 8:15 am, 2:00 pm, and 2:30 pm.

It is important to note that for three of the requests where no time could be offered, the reservationist at King Paratransit recorded these as “eligibility denials” rather than “capacity denials.”  When questioned about this, the reservationist indicated that the only runs available were on vehicles assigned to another county and that because these vehicles were outside the area of the requested trip, the practice was to record these as “out of area” or eligibility denials.

Reservationists also noted that because of geo-coding problems, addresses are often not accurately identified by the scheduling system.  As a result, feasible pick-up times may actually exist, but no pick-up time is offered.  In particular, they have noticed that the computer system often does not offer a possible pick-up time during off-peak hours when they know that capacity exists.  To overcome this computer system problem, the reservationists are instructed to “Later Ride” those requests that are for off-peak travel if the computer system does not identify a feasible scheduling suggestion.  This means that these requests are placed in a fake “holding run” and are manually scheduled at a later time by the scheduler.  Reservationists are instructed to “Later Ride” only those requests which are for trips between 5:15 and 6:30 am, 9:00am to 1:00 pm, or after 4:30 pm.  It was clear in discussing this practice with the reservationists and the scheduler that King Paratransit recognizes peak hour capacity constraints in the morning from 6:30-9:00 am and between 1:30 and 4:30 pm.

Chester County (Krapf’s CPS)

The handling of trip requests was also observed at Krapf’s CPS at various times throughout the day on Thursday, March 8.  The scheduling of 23 trips was observed.  Table 5 below provides a summary of these observations.

As shown, there was a fairly even distribution of requests that were made one or more days in advance.  It was also observed that Krapf’s CPS accepted trip requests more than seven days in advance.

All of the 23 trip requests observed were scheduled within one hour of the requested pick-up time.  The reservationists noted that, given the relatively low demand for service and the large fleet available to Krapf’s for ADA and other transportation, they are able to virtually schedule all trip requests.

It was also observed that Krapf’s does obtain information about the desired arrival or appointment times of customers and uses this information in scheduling “going” trips.  In general, the reservations and scheduling process at Krapf’s appeared to be very personal and customer-friendly.

Table 5.  Observation of Handling of Trip Requests at Krapf’s CPS

at Selected Times on March 8, 2000.

	# of Days in Advance
	# of Trips Scheduled within One Hour of Requested Time
	# of Trips Offered and Accepted Outside of One Hour Window
	# of Trips Offered and Refused Outside of One Hour Window
	# of Requests for Which No Pick-Up Time Could be Offered
	TOTALS

	1 Day
	3
	0
	0
	0
	3

	2 Days
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	3 Days
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2

	4 Days
	4
	0
	0
	0
	4

	5 Days
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	6 Days
	6
	0
	0
	0
	6

	7 Days
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	8 Days
	4
	0
	0
	0
	4

	13 Days
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2

	15 Days
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2

	TOTALS
	23
	0
	0
	0
	23


Review of Trip Denial Records

Information about ADA paratransit trips provided as well as recorded trip denials for the past three years was requested from SEPTA.  This information is provided in Attachment D.  As shown in the table in Attachment D, SEPTA provided 829,140 one-way passenger trips in FY1998 and recorded a total of 70,110 “capacity denials.”  In FY1999, 830,479 trips were provided and 64,918 were denied due to limited service capacity.  In the first six months of FY2000 (July through December, 1999) a total of 468,840 trips were provided and 19,992 were denied.

The table in Attachment D also provides a calculation of “% capacity denials.”  This percentage can then be used to calculate the number of trips requested.  Information about reported trips requested, provided and denied is summarized in Table 6 below.

Table 6.  Systemwide “Capacity Denials” and Estimated Percentage of

Trip Requests Denied, July 1997 to December 2000.

	
	Trips Requested (1)
	Trips Provided
	# of “Capacity Denials”
	% Trips Denied

	FY 1998
	1,358,721
	829,140
	70,110
	5.16%

	FY 1999
	1,344,058
	830,479
	64,918
	4.83%

	July-Dec., 1999
	740,444
	468,840
	19,992
	2.70%


(1) Estimated as number of trips denied divided by % trips denied.

The reported percentage of trips denied is somewhat lower than what was observed first-hand (a combined, system-wide denial rate of 5.3% of all trip requests was observed).  Much of this difference, though, could be due to the incorrect recording of capacity denials as eligibility denials by King Paratransit.  If the denials that were incorrectly recorded by King Paratransit were extracted, an observed denial rate of 3.5% would have been recorded.  When first-hand as well as reported information is considered, it suggests that the actual trip denial rate is probably slightly higher than 2.7% but less than 4% of all trips requested.

Trip Denials by Time of Day

To determine if trip denials were higher during certain times of the day, as suggested by first-hand observations, special tabulations of trip denials were run from computer trip records for the months of August, 1999 and December, 1999.  Trips requested and trips provided were sorted by time of day and then summed.  Table 7 on the following page provides the results of this analysis.

In August 1999, 3,014 capacity denials were recorded (about 3.1% of all trips requested).  The percent of trip denials varied significantly by time of day, with a much higher rate of denials for evening trips and a slightly higher rate for morning trips.  After 6:00 pm, the rate of trip denials ranged from 6.6% of requests to as high as 14.7% of all requests.  Denials between 8:00 and 10:00 am were also higher (4-5%).

SEPTA staff reported that evening service was a problem several months ago.  After an analysis of trip denials, additional capacity was added.  The results of this adjustment in available capacity can be seen in the December 1999 trip denial figures.  Total denials fell to 1,838 (1.8% of all trip requests).  The highest rate of denials was 3.0%, which occurred during the morning, from 8-9:00 am.

Availability of “Next Day” Service

An analysis of trip denials by the number of days in advance that the trip requests were placed was also conducted to determine if it was more difficult to get trips with less advance notice (as suggested by customers contacted prior to the review).  At the request of the assessment team, SEPTA’s information and computer system manager ran a special tabulation of trips scheduled compared to the dates the trips were requested for September 22, 1999.  From this tabulation, an estimate of the percentage of trips requested from one to seven days in advance was developed.

Next, a special run of “capacity denials” was prepared which showed the desired date of travel and the date the trip was requested.  This information was developed for several selected days in September 1999.  From this analysis, an estimate of the percentage of capacity denials for trips requested one to seven days in advance was developed.  The information from these two special data sorts is shown in Table 8 on the following page.  

Table 7.  Capacity Denials by Time of Day, August and December 1999

	
	August, 1999
	December, 1999

	
	Trips Requested
	Capacity Denials
	Trips Requested
	Capacity Denials

	6-7am
	4,865
	49 (1.0%)
	5,015
	30 (0.6%)

	7-8am
	8,976
	277 (3.1%)
	9,144
	151 (1.6%)

	8-9am
	13,248
	532 (4.0%)
	13,060
	394 (3.0%)

	9-10am
	6,588
	333 (5.0%)
	7,083
	192 (2.7%)

	10-11am
	5,820
	183 (3.1%)
	5,981
	108 (1.8%)

	11am-noon
	5,593
	132 (2.4%)
	5,861
	66 (1.1%)

	12-1pm
	4,965
	102 (2.0%)
	5,154
	46 (0.9%)

	1-2pm
	4,720
	90 (1.9%)
	4,847
	52 (1.1%)

	2-3pm
	9,478
	129 (1.4%)
	9,629
	147 (1.5%)

	3-4pm
	14,655
	253 (1.7%)
	15,567
	315 (2.0%)

	4-5pm
	8,503
	193 (2.3%)
	8,317
	157 (1.9%)

	5-6pm
	3,948
	131 (3.3%)
	3,959
	66 (1.7%)

	6-7pm
	1,780
	117 (6.6%)
	1,883
	29 (1.5%)

	7-8pm
	1,091
	160 (14.7%)
	1,098
	27 (2.4%)

	8-9pm
	1,111
	117 (10.5%)
	1,244
	7 (0.6%)

	9-10pm
	1,165
	110 (9.4%)
	1,071
	3 (0.3%)

	10-11pm
	584
	62 (10.6%)
	397
	0 (0.0%)

	11pm-6am
	632
	44 (7.0%)
	2,167
	48 (2.2%)

	TOTALS
	97,722
	3,014 (3.1%)
	101,477
	1,838 (1.8%)


Table 8.  Comparison of Trip Requests and Capacity Denials

by Amount of Advance Notice Provided

	
	Percent of Trip Requests Received
	Percent of Capacity Denials Recorded
	Percent of Trip Requests Denied

	1 day in advance
	9%
	23%
	7.6%

	2 days in advance
	11%
	24%
	6.5%

	3 days in advance
	4%
	13%
	9.8%

	4 days in advance
	4%
	13%
	9.8%

	5 days in advance
	11%
	8%
	2.2%

	6 days in advance
	8%
	9%
	3.4%

	7 days in advance
	52%
	10%
	0.6%

	TOTALS
	100%
	100%
	NA


As shown in Table 8, the vast majority of trip requests (52%) are placed a full seven days in advance.  Only 10% of capacity denials are recorded, however, for trips requested seven days ahead.  Conversely, while only 9% of trip requests are placed one day in advance, 23% of capacity denials are recorded for next day requests.

Using the information in the first two columns of Table 8, it is possible to estimate the likelihood that a trip request will be denied depending on how far in advance the trip is requested.  For every 1000 trip requests received, one would expect 52% (or 520 requests) to be placed 7 days in advance.  Assuming a systemwide capacity denial rate of 3.0%, one would expect 30 denials for every 1000 trips.  Of these 30 denials, 10% (or 3 denials) would be for trips requested 7 days in advance.  The percent of requests made 7 days in advance that were denied would then be 0.6% (3 denials/520 requests).  A similar calculation can then be done to estimate the percent of capacity denials for requests received one day in advance, two days in advance, etc.  These estimates, shown in the last column of Table 8, suggest that the likelihood of being denied a trip increases significantly if the request is placed less than 5 days in advance.

Service Capacity

The paratransit capacity available in each county or area is defined by the number of weekday and weekend vehicle runs established for or by each contractor.  This set number of runs is programmed into the reservations/scheduling systems and become the capacity that is available to the reservationists as they attempt to schedule trip requests.  If adequate time is not available to accommodate a trip request on the set number of runs programmed into the system, that trip request is denied.

The number of runs established and the distribution of these runs throughout the service day (the “run structure”) is determined by a number of factors.  These include: (1) the demand for service on given days and at given times; (2) the number of approved vehicles available; (3) the number of trained and approved drivers available, and (4) the operating funding available to pay for the service.  SEPTA staff also indicated that there has been internal pressure to improve the productivity of the service.  This desire to increase productivity is also a factor in whether additional runs are created.

In Philadelphia County, SEPTA periodically evaluates the demand for service (total trips requested, total trips provided, and trips denied).  Additional runs are then created, subject to funding and vehicle/driver availability.

In the suburban counties, SEPTA reviews service demand with its contractors.  If demand appears to warrant the expansion of service capacity, SEPTA will approve an increase in the annual contract budget for the contractor.  The contractor will then create additional runs to meet the demand for service and bills SEPTA on a per trip basis for the additional service.

Of the above noted factors, the availability of vehicles does not appear to be a significant limitation in the expansion of service capacity.  As shown in Table 1 (in the “Background” section of this report), all of the contractors in Philadelphia County indicated that they have more than enough SEPTA-provided vehicles to perform the runs assigned by SEPTA.  In the suburban counties, Krapf’s has far more vehicles approved for use in ADA service than are required to meet the expressed demand.  King Paratransit also seems not to be limited by vehicle availability and could easily lease or purchase additional vehicles.

Funding may be a factor in the ultimate capacity that is made available.  A review of CCT paratransit operating costs for the past three years indicates that SEPTA has increased funding for paratransit service, but may not have provided sufficient funding to serve the demand for the current year.  Table 9 below provides budget and expenditure information for both the ADA Paratransit and Shared-Ride Programs for the past three fiscal years.

Table 9.  ADA Paratransit Budget and Expenses, FY 1998 to FY 2000.

	
	ADA Paratransit
	Shared-Ride Program
	Total CCT Service

	
	Budget
	Expenditure
	Budget
	Expenditure
	Budget
	Expenditure

	FY 1998
	$15,069,016
	$14,381,894
	$14,866,052
	$13,399,099
	$29,935,068
	$27,705,007

	FY 1999
	$13,874,597
	$16,573,590
	$16,305,086
	$14,306,629
	$30,070,503
	$30,837,147

	FY 2000
	$17,836,481
	NA
	$15,181,118
	NA
	$32,918,040
	NA


In FY 1998, actual expenses for ADA paratransit service were almost $700,000 below the budgeted amount.  Expenditures for the Shared-Ride Program were similarly under-budget.  As noted earlier, during this period there were about 70,000 ADA paratransit trip denials (just over 5% of all trip requests).  In FY 1999, despite the fact that significant trip denials were being recorded, the budget for paratransit service was set below 1998 actual expenditures.  SEPTA staff noted that this was done in anticipation of implementing a more thorough eligibility determination process.  It was expected that with a stricter eligibility process, more riders would be using the Shared-Ride Program.  The Shared-Ride Program budget for FY 1999 was therefore set at almost 22% more than FY 1998 actual expenditures.  Overall, the total CCT paratransit budget for FY 1999 was increased to $30,070,503, an 8.5% increase over FY 1998 actual expenditures.  A stricter eligibility process was not implemented, though, and actual expenses for ADA paratransit service grew by 15% from FY 1998 to FY 1999.  At the same time, the cost of the Shared-Ride Program also increased by almost one million dollars (a 6.8% increase).  It is important to note that the CCT program was permitted to exceed its total budget in FY 1999 by almost $800,000 and its ADA paratransit budget by almost $3 million.

For FY 2000, the ADA paratransit budget has been set at 7.6% above FY 1999 actual expenditures.  A 6.1% increase has also been planned for the Shared-Ride Program.  Overall, the CCT paratransit budget has been increased this year by about $2.1 million over prior year expenses and by almost $3 million over the prior year budget.

While the 7.6% budget increase for FY 2000 seems significant, it should be noted that this must cover inflationary cost increases, expected growth in demand, and unmet demand (known trip denials).  CCT staff indicated that the FY 2000 budget was developed assuming a 5% growth in demand.  Apparently not considered, however, was the unmet demand in the prior year.  As shown earlier in Table 6, 830,479 ADA trips were provided in FY1999.  During that same year, 64,918 capacity denials were recorded.  Assuming that about 91% of these recorded denials represented actual unserved trips (see the analysis in Attachment C), the CCT staff should have planned a 7.1% increase in ridership just to meet past levels of demand (served and unserved).  Added to this should have been any expected growth in demand.  Finally, inflationary cost increases should have been considered.

At the same time, it appears that SEPTA is attempting to meet some of the expected increase in demand through cost savings and increased efficiency.  The planned improvement in eligibility determination appears to have been a major factor in the budgeting process in FY 1999.  Similarly, staff indicated that a major emphasis has recently been placed on improving productivity to more efficiently meet the current and projected demand.  In general, SEPTA’s planning and budgeting approach appears to be combining moderate increases in expenditures with efforts to provide service in a more efficient way.

The emphasis on increasing productivity appears to be a contributing factor to not increasing service capacity.  It is likely that accommodating the remaining 2-3% of the unmet demand for ADA paratransit service would require lower productivity runs to be added.  Overall system productivity would therefore decrease and the cost per trip would increase.  Given internal pressures to show greater efficiencies, it appears that staff may be reluctant to add these extra runs needed to fully meet all trip requests.

It is also possible that productivity may be a factor in the decision to add capacity in the areas served by King Paratransit.  Unlike the providers in Philadelphia County, King Paratransit is paid on a per-trip basis.  Given the size of the service area, trips can be very long and can exceed the average cost per trip.  It would not be in King Paratransit’s financial interest to serve trips that would be less productive and would therefore have a higher cost than the average trip cost used for reimbursement, since King Paratransit would have to take a loss on these longer trips.

Driver availability also appears to be a significant limiting factor in the expansion of service capacity.  In interviews with the contract providers, two indicated that driver recruitment and retention was a significant problem.  Atlantic Paratransit, the largest Philadelphia County provider noted that on a typical day they experience 20-25 unplanned call-outs and have another 15 drivers that they know will be off duty.  Therefore, on an average weekday they must find drivers for 40 of the 150 tours that they are typically assigned.

King Paratransit typically has 60-65 drivers for 60-65 tours or runs.  Staff reported that driver absences typically leave 5-10 tours to be covered by dispatchers and managers (who double as back-up drivers).  As discussed elsewhere, use of office staff to cover driver shortages adversely impacts other functions including telephone service.  King’s remote location appears to contribute to labor shortages.  According to King’s staff, 80% of its drivers live in the city and half of those drivers use King operated shuttles to get to and from work.

Other operators reported less of a problem with driver recruitment and retention.  Edens noted that it typically has six standby drivers for about 50 weekday tours.  Krapf’s indicated that they do not use extra-board/standby drivers, but that with the size of its overall operation relative to relative to the ADA service it is possible to reassign trips on other company tours.  Triage noted that they maintain three “floaters” to handle callouts and breakdowns and felt that they were able to manage the 67-70 tours typically assigned on a weekday.

Findings and Recommendations:

1. Finding:  SEPTA appears to define trip denials in keeping with the regulations and recent FTA guidance.  Trips that cannot be served due to a lack of capacity as well as trips offered and accepted outside the one-hour scheduling window are both considered capacity denials.  The CCT central operation staff appears to be properly recording trip denials.  Trip denials in the King Paratransit area appear, however, to be undercounted.

Recommendation:  The practice at King Paratransit of recording denials that could only be served by vehicles from another area, as “eligibility denials” should be reviewed.

2. Finding:  The accurate tracking of trip denials appears to be impacted by two factors.  First, multiple denials for the same trip appear to be recorded as reservationists try to schedule trips at various times.  Second, some customers who cannot get a “going” trip scheduled may not bother to request a return trip.

Recommendations:  In tracking trip denials, SEPTA should consider ways to ensure that multiple scheduling attempts for the same trip are not double and triple counted.  If a reservationist attempts to schedule a trip several times for a caller and no options are found, only one trip denial should be recorded.  If it is not possible to fully handle this in the reservations process, SEPTA should consider reviewing recorded trip denials at the end of each month (denials sorted by person, by day, and by time of day) to identify duplicate records.

SEPTA should also consider ways to capture return trip denial information if a caller does not receive a going trip and therefore does not pursue scheduling a return trip.  If the caller would otherwise have made a round-trip, both ends of the trip should be counted as trip denials.

3. Finding:  Based on service information maintained by SEPTA, on limited observations of the reservations process, and considering the above noted issues in counting true trip denials, it appears that, systemwide, about 2-3% of all trip requests are either denied due to limited capacity or are served outside the one hour scheduling window allowed by the regulations.  There appear to be no (or negligible) trip denials in Chester County.  In the King Paratransit area, though, trip denials are clearly undercounted and based on limited observation could be as high as 10% of all requests.  In Philadelphia County, trip denials appear to be about 2-3% of all trip requests.

4. Finding:  Trip denials appear to be higher at certain times of the day.  SEPTA scheduling staff seems to have addressed recent evening service capacity issues and has developed a run structure that has minimized patterns of significant denials, but some peak hour capacity problems remain.  Trip denials appear to be about twice as likely during morning peak periods.

5. Finding:  Trip denials also appear to be much more likely when customers call only one to four days in advance.  About 7.8% of trip requests made one to four days in advance are denied due to limited capacity (many of these during peak periods), while only 1.1% of trip requests made five to seven days in advance are denied.

6. Finding:  The percentage increases in funding for ADA paratransit service appears to be significantly higher than for the overall SEPTA service.  The FY 2000 budget for ADA paratransit is about 24% higher than actual expenditures in FY 1998.  Still, the funding available does not appear sufficient to meet current expressed demand, increases in demand, and inflationary cost increases.  The 7.6% budget increase between FY1999 and FY2000 does not appear sufficient to cover known unserved trips (about 60,000 trips in FY 1999), the anticipated natural growth in demand (projected to be about 5%), and normal inflationary cost increases.  Based on service information for the first six months of FY 2000, ADA paratransit demand appears to be 12% higher than in FY1999.  At this rate of growth, the budget for FY 2000 will likely be exceeded and about 40,000 trip requests will likely be denied in the current year.

Recommendation:  In future budgeting for ADA paratransit service, SEPTA should consider unmet demand from the prior year, the natural anticipated growth in demand, as well as inflationary cost increases.

7. Finding:  The desire to maintain (or increase) overall service productivity appears to be a factor in decisions regarding service capacity.  Given that the small percentage of trip denials is spread throughout the day and throughout the area, fully serving this demand would likely require that some unproductive runs be added.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should consider ways to more efficiently serve the relatively small number of trips that cannot be served on established runs.  One option might be to purchase service on a zoned per trip basis from taxi companies or other community paratransit providers to supplement the existing service.  Trips that cannot be accommodated on established runs could be added to a “holding run.”  If these requests cannot be added to the schedules on the evening before the day of service, they could be referred to “overflow” providers.  This kind of flexible capacity may be more efficient and cost-effective than adding additional runs to the basic service.

8. Finding:  Productivity and cost considerations may also be a factor that is contributing to the limitation of service capacity in the King Paratransit area.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should ensure that King Paratransit does not focus solely on shorter, more productive trips at the expense of other longer or out-of-area trips.  If travel patterns are such that the average per trip reimbursement does not cover the cost of serving all trips, different arrangements with King Paratransit might be reconsidered.  Options such as moving to an hourly reimbursement with productivity incentives, developed zoned trip rates, or having an overflow provider might be considered.  King Paratransit may also want to consider adding some flexible capacity to serve those trips that cannot be cost-effectively served on set runs.

9. Finding:  Driver availability appears to be a significant factor in SEPTA’s ability to provide adequate service capacity.  Driver recruitment and retention appears to be a particular issue in the Atlantic Paratransit and King Paratransit areas.  The compensation being offered may not be sufficient to attract and keep qualified drivers.  King Paratransit’s remote location relative to Philadelphia’s urban labor market also appears to be a contributing factor.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should work with its contractors to address this issue. If the current providers are unable to attract and keep enough drivers to meet their contractual obligations, SEPTA should consider reassigning runs to other carriers, finding additional carriers, negotiating to adjust the compensation being offered to drivers, or other alternatives to ensure that needed capacity is available. 

Observations Regarding On-Time Performance

The observation and review of on-time performance was conducted in the following ways:

· Input on issues related to on-time performance was obtained from customers, advocates, and local human service staff;

· The on-time performance standard used by SEPTA was reviewed;

· On-time performance statistics prepared by SEPTA were reviewed;

· The assessment team verified on-time performance reported by SEPTA by reviewing driver manifests and calculating on-time performance for a randomly selected day of service.

· The scheduling and dispatch functions were observed, and contract carriers in Philadelphia were interviewed regarding the schedules created by SEPTA.

Customer/Advocate Interviews

Three of the eight complaints on file with FTA and reviewed prior to assessment cited on-time performance as an issue.  All three noted that pick-ups are often late.  One person indicated that vehicles sometimes come early and drivers leave before the scheduled pick-up time.  Another person stated that scheduled times are changed without notice.

Three of the four customers interviewed in advance of the assessment also indicated that on-time performance was a major problem.  In addition to late pick-ups, two people noted that vehicles sometimes do not show (“missed trips”).  One rider indicated difficulties with on-time arrivals.  She indicated that she had a regular 1:30 pick-up to be at work at 2:45.  Once or twice a week she said she is late to work.  She has recently had to move her pick-up time back to 1:00 to ensure that she gets to work on time.

SEPTA On-Time Performance Standard

The standard used by SEPTA for on-time performance is as follows:

· A vehicle is considered “on-time” if it arrives no more than 15 minutes before the “confirmed” pick-up time and no later than 15 minutes after the “confirmed” pick-up time.  The confirmed pick-up time is the time communicated to riders when reservationists schedule trips.

· SEPTA has established a goal of being on-time 90% of the time, except during weather emergencies.

SEPTA does not consider the desired arrival time or appointment time in its calculation of on-time performance.  As noted earlier in this report, the appointment time is not asked or recorded in the reservations process.

It is also important to note that SEPTA bases on-time performance on the time communicated to riders when reservations are made (the “confirmed time) rather than on the final scheduled time indicated on the driver manifest.  This helps ensure that drivers arrive during the time that customers are expecting the vehicle.

Reported On-Time Performance

In Philadelphia County and in three of the four suburban counties (those served by King Paratransit), vehicles are equipped with mobile data terminals (MDTs).  MDTs were added to the system in the past year and issues of driver training and computer capacity to manage the flow of data are still being fully resolved.  Using the MDTs, drivers are able to record the time of each pick-up and drop-off.  These times then are automatically displayed for dispatchers so that they can track each tour as it is being performed.

While observing the dispatch function at the CCT operations center, it was noted that many drivers did not appear to be using the MDTs effectively.  Dispatchers often had to prompt drivers to use the MDTs to record pick-ups and drop-offs and to do this in a timely way.  It was also noted that, at certain times, the master computer linking the vehicles to the dispatch stations would become overloaded and the display of information to the dispatchers would become delayed.

Because there still appear to be central computer and driver training issues with MDT operation, drivers are instructed to not only use the MDTs to record pick-up and drop-off times, but are also instructed to record this information manually on their manifests.  SEPTA staff then reconciles the on-time performance data captured through the MDTs with the driver manifest information to develop on-time performance information.

While actual pick-up and drop-off information is captured, SEPTA staff indicated that they do not run regular daily or monthly reports of on-time performance.  Instead, special reports are run to periodically check on on-time performance.

While on site, the assessment team requested special on-time reports for several days in December 1999 and in January and February of 2000.  A full report for both city and county operation was run for January 7, 2000.  Reports for just city service, which appeared to have more on-time issues, were also run for December 22, December 29, and January 5.  On-time performance information from these special reports is provided in Table 10 below.

As shown, about 82.8% of all trips provided in Philadelphia County were performed within the 30-minute pick-up window.  Approximately 14.6% of trips scheduled were performed late (more than 15 minutes after the confirmed pick-up time) and about 2.6% of all trips were performed early.  On-time performance in the suburban counties appears to be much better.  Of the 764 trips sampled, only 29 were performed late and no trips were reported performed early.  On-time performance of better than 96% was recorded.

Table 10.  City and County On-Time Performance

(Based on SEPTA Computer Records for Randomly Selected Service Days)

	
	Philadelphia County

(based on trips for 12/22; 12/29; 1/5; and 1/7)
	Suburban County Services

(based on trips for 1/7/00)

	Pick-Ups More Than 15 Minutes Early
	472 trips (2.6%)
	0 trips (0%)

	Pick-Ups from 15 Minutes Before to 15 Minutes After Confirmed Time
	14,728 trips (82.8%)
	735 trips (96.2%)

	Pick-Ups More than 15 Minutes After Confirmed Time
	2,590 trips (14.6%)
	29 trips (3.8%)


It should be noted that early pick-ups are sometimes the result of customers calling and requesting an earlier than scheduled return pick-up.  Early pick-ups can also be recorded if drivers arrive 20-25 minutes before the confirmed pick-up time and customers are ready and board the vehicle early.  While the driver may have waited for the passenger, the fact that the person boarded early causes these trips to be recorded as not being on time.  It is likely that a significant number of pick-ups that were recorded “early” were therefore essentially also on time.  Considering this, the on-time performance for the days tabulated above was probably around 85%.

Verification of Reported On-Time Performance

To verify the on-time performance reported by SEPTA, the assessment team randomly chose one weekday (February 15, 2000), and recorded confirmed and actual pick-up times for a sample of 1,274 rides provided on that day.  Manifests were available for the Philadelphia County providers and for King Paratransit.  Table 11 on the following page presents the results of this additional review of on-time performance for a randomly selected day of service.  Sample on-time performance is provided for each contractor.

This analysis showed that, overall, about 77.2% of all trips in Philadelphia County (by Atlantic, Edens, and Triage) were performed within the 30 minute pick-up window.  About 5.5% of scheduled trips in the city were performed early and about 17.3% of scheduled trips were performed late.  In the suburban counties served by King Paratransit (Bucks, Montgomery, and Delaware Counties), 80.6% of trips were performed on time, 8.4% were performed early, and 10.9% were performed late.

Table 11.  Summary of On-Time Performance for a Random Sample of 1,594 Trips Performed on February 15, 2000

(Actual Versus Negotiated (Confirmed) Pick-Up Times From Drivers Manifests) 

	
	Atlantic
	Edens
	Triage
	City TOTAL
	King Paratransit

	
	Trips
	%
	Trips
	%
	Trips
	%
	Trips
	%
	Trips
	%

	16 or more minutes early
	41
	6.2%
	24
	5.8%
	5
	2.5%
	70
	5.5%
	27
	8.4%

	on-time (-15 to +15)
	461
	70.2%
	344
	82.9%
	179
	88.6%
	984
	77.2%
	258
	80.6%

	16-30 minutes late
	74
	11.3%
	29
	7.0%
	12
	5.9%
	115
	9.0%
	16
	5.0%

	31-45 minutes late
	45
	6.8%
	13
	3.1%
	2
	1.0%
	60
	4.7%
	9
	2.8%

	46-60 minutes late
	22
	3.3%
	2
	0.5%
	1
	0.5%
	25
	2.0%
	7
	2.2%

	61+ minutes late
	14
	2.1%
	3
	0.7%
	3
	1.5%
	20
	1.6%
	3
	0.9%

	TOTALS
	657
	99.9%
	415
	100%
	202
	100%
	1274
	100%
	320
	99.9%


Within Philadelphia County, there was a significant difference in on-time performance for this selected day for the three contractors.  While Edens and Triage showed on-time performance of about 83% and 89% respectively, the on-time performance for trips assigned to Atlantic Paratransit was only 70.2%.

As noted earlier, a significant number of early pick-ups probably could also be considered on time.  Taking this into consideration, the effective on-time performance for this sample day was approximately 76% for Atlantic, 88% for Edens, and 90% for Triage.  Overall, on-time performance citywide was approximately 82%.  On-time performance at King Paratransit was approximately 89%.

Other Observations Regarding On-Time Performance

A number of other observations were made about on-time performance and potential causes of problems in this area.  These were developed through the review of driver’s manifests, through first-hand observations of the operation, and through interviews with staff and contract carriers.

Driver Availability and Reliability

The review of driver manifests for February 15 showed that a significant percentage of late trips occurred at the beginning of runs.  This was discussed with SEPTA staff.  It was noted that contractors often have difficulty covering all of the runs assigned due to a lack of drivers.  The dispatch managers noted that they are in regular contact with contractors at the beginning of each day to get updates on covered and uncovered runs.  If runs are uncovered for an extended period, dispatch will reassign trips to other vehicles.

SEPTA staff noted that they keep a regular record of carrier pullout.  Copies of the records for the last week in January and the month of February 2000 were requested and are provided in Attachment E.  As shown, it is not unusual for days to begin with 10-20 runs uncovered.  On January 31, 2000, a total of 26 runs were uncovered.  Drivers arriving late, calling in sick, or otherwise not reporting on time cause the vast majority of uncovered runs.

The reports in Attachment E provide summaries of morning pullouts.  Staff also noted that significant problems also occur at changeover times between afternoon and evening runs.

Scheduling

The CCT scheduling staff was interviewed to determine how runs are created and to identify the actions taken to ensure that schedules are accurate and workable.  The Philadelphia County contractors were also interviewed for their opinion on the schedules that were being created by SEPTA.

It was noted that CCT schedulers review each route before it is transmitted to the contract providers.  Each trip is “dispatched” by a scheduler to indicate that it has been checked.  The checks include:

· Running a “max ride” report to determine if any runs exceed the capacity of the vehicles to which they are assigned and to ensure that riders who use wheelchairs are not scheduled on non-lift vehicles.

· Running a “ride length” report to look at all trips with ride times over 90 minutes to ensure that the trip length is reasonable for the distance to be traveled.

· Running an “optimization” report, which suggests changes to improve productivity.

The schedulers also indicated that if trips are moved, pick-up times are typically kept within the 30-minute window (no more than 15 minutes before or after the confirmed pick-up time given to customers in the reservations process).  Pick-up times will only be moved outside the 30-minute window if riders are contacted by phone and are given the new pick-up time.

As noted earlier, the driver manifests show the “confirmed” time as well as the scheduled time (if different).  This lets the driver know when the customer is expecting the vehicle to arrive.  The scheduled time then lets the driver know the order of pick-ups and drop-offs suggested.

It was also noted that even if pick-up times are adjusted to improve productivity or reduce ride times, reservationists only see the confirmed pick-up time (not the scheduled, or ETACalc” time).  This way, if customers call to confirm their pick-up times, they are still given the original confirmed time.  This practice avoids giving riders different times and making it seem like the pick-up time is being moved without notice.

The scheduling manager also noted that CCT has a “Driver Request” form that is used to receive comments on service from vehicle operators.

In interviews with the Philadelphia County contract carriers, all indicated that they were pleased with the schedules being developed by the CCT staff.  All felt that the schedules were feasible and workable.

Dispatch Support

While the contract carriers in Philadelphia County indicated that they were comfortable with the schedules being developed by the CCT Connect central office, they indicated that additional dispatch support could be used.  As noted in the “Observations Regarding the Reservation Process and Telephone Capacity” section of this report, dispatchers are often distracted by calls from customers.  Even and full staffing of the dispatch function also appears to be an issue.

During on-site observations, the review team observed a dispatcher devoting considerable time to correcting a communications error.  The error resulted in an operator, who had been delayed by vehicle problems, continuing on his assigned run after his trips had been reassigned.

Adequate dispatch support would seem to be particularly important given the reported issue with driver recruitment and retention.  New drivers would need a significant amount of support and direction from dispatchers.

On-Time Arrivals

As noted above and in other sections of this report, desired arrival times and appointment times are not considered in the scheduling processes used by the central CCT Connect office or by King Paratransit.  Potential issues with this method of taking reservations and developing scheduling were observed during the first-hand observations of the reservations process.

Two calls were observed to the central CCT Connect office that illustrated potential issues with the current process.  In one case, the caller requested an 8:00 am pick-up and indicated that they had a 9:00 am medical appointment.  The best time available was 8:49 am and the reservationist offered this time.  The person accepted the 8:49 pick-up and said, “That should be okay.  I’m not that far away.”  Clearly, the caller was not considering that the vehicle may not arrive until 9:04 am (up to 15 minutes after the scheduled time) and that the ride time may then be up to an hour.  Another caller to the central CCT Connect office asked for a 9:30 am pick-up and a noon return for a medical appointment.  A pick-up time of 10:22 was offered and accepted even though the reservationists asked if this would give the person enough time for the appointment.  Again, the customer probably wasn’t considering that the pick-up might not take place until 10:37 and that they might not actually arrive at their appointment until 11:37 am.

Reviewers observed another two situations at King Paratransit, which indicated possible customer misunderstanding of paratransit operations.  In one case, a customer requested a 10:00 am pick-up and an 11:00 am return for a medical appointment.  The fare quoted for this trip was $4.50, which would indicate that it was a ride of more than 10 miles.  The caller clearly did not understand that the vehicle may not arrive until 10:15 am and that they might not get to their destination until after 11:00 am.  In the second case, a caller asked for an 11:00 am pick-up and a noon return to go grocery shopping.  Again, it is likely that they didn’t fully understand the time that might be involved in making this trip.

Findings and Recommendations:

1. Finding:  There appears to be reasonably good on-time performance in the suburban operations.  Both Krapf’s and King Paratransit appear to perform 90+% of all trips scheduled on time.  In Philadelphia County, on-time performance appears to vary by provider (and therefore by area).  On-time performance ranges from about 76% to 90% by area/provider.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should consider ways to improve on-time performance in areas and at carriers with lower on-time performance.  To assist in improving on-time performance in Philadelphia County, SEPTA should consider ways to ensure that drivers have adequate support from dispatchers.  Changes in the call-taking system noted in the “Observations Regarding the Reservations Process and Telephone Capacity” section of this report should help with this issue.

2. Finding:  On-time performance appears to be impacted significantly by the lack of drivers or by the late arrival of drivers to begin scheduled runs.  This seems to be an issue both of driver recruitment and retention and of contract carriers maintaining an adequate number of extra-board/back-up drivers.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should consider ways to ensure that an adequate number of drivers are available at each carrier to perform the runs assigned.  If carriers are unable to have drivers available, SEPTA should consider ways to obtain more reliable contractor capacity.

3. Finding:  SEPTA should be commended for correctly using the confirmed time to establish the pick-up window.  In many systems, the final scheduled time, which can be different from the time given to riders, is used.  This often causes riders to expect vehicles to arrive at times that are different from what the drivers have been told to do.  By showing the confirmed time as well as the scheduled time on driver manifests, SEPTA ensures that drivers know when customers are expecting them to arrive.

4. Finding:  In Philadelphia County, SEPTA also appears to work closely with the service contractors to refine and improve vehicle schedules.  All three Philadelphia contractors complemented SEPTA staff on the schedules that are created and on efforts to maintain close communication to resolve any issues with scheduling that are reported by drivers.

5. Finding:  Appointment/desired arrival times are currently not considered in the scheduling process or in the service delivery process.  It is likely that this lack of information about desired arrival times causes some customers, particularly newer riders, to arrive late to destinations and appointments.



Recommendation:  SEPTA should consider ways to capture and include appointment/desired arrival times in the reservations and scheduling process to ensure that customers get to their destinations on time.  At a minimum, appointment times should be recorded by reservationists and printed on driver manifests.  This would alert drivers to desired arrival times and would permit on-time drop-offs to be monitored as part of overall on-time performance.

Observations Regarding Travel Time

Page 17 of the Accessible Services Ride Guide states the CCT Connect standard for travel time/trip length as:  

“Trip length.  The amount of time it takes to get from one predetermined location to another on a ride-sharing service.  Trip length[s] are calculated based on the 1.5-rule – 1.5 times what it would take to get from one location to another on fixed route buses, including transfers and wait time.”

Several approaches were used to assess whether CCT Connect appears to provide ADA paratransit service within the stated standard for travel time/trip length.  First, trip statistics were gathered from CCT Connect to identify trips with relatively long scheduled travel times.  These trips were identified from the daily “Ride Length Report,” which lists all trips scheduled to be longer than 80 minutes.  A sample of trips was selected from that report to determine whether the trips actually were longer than 80 minutes.  Further, this information was used to compare the actual paratransit travel times against comparably routed trips on fixed route service.  Second, a sample of inter-county trips were reviewed to determine whether inter-county trips met the 1.5 travel time rule.  It should be noted that travel time was not identified as a major issue by customers contacted during the process of this review.

Analysis of Selected Trips

Each day, the CCT Connect scheduling department prints a Ride Length Report listing all trips with scheduled travel times in excess of 80 minutes.  This report is reviewed to determine whether any final adjustments can be made to improve the schedule and travel times.  Most of the trips appear to be group trips to agency programs, where a number of people are grouped together to share a vehicle and the passengers and center agree to the extended travel times.  Both ADA and SRP trips are included in the reports.  According to SEPTA, many of the SRP trips are for senior center programs, which often involve long routing times.

As part of this review, the Ride Length Report for Tuesday, March 7, 2000 was analyzed.  Only trips scheduled by CCT Connect (Philadelphia-based trips) are included in the report.  The report showed that 251 (5%) of the 5,401 trips scheduled that day were scheduled to be 80 minutes or longer.  A sample of 21 trips was selected from this report for further analysis.  The trips were selected because they appeared to be primarily demand trips, although a few may have been agency trips.

Table F-1 in Attachment F shows the origins and destinations for these selected trips, the actual pick-up and travel times, and the comparable trip information if that trip had been taken using fixed route service instead of paratransit. The actual paratransit times (rather than scheduled times) were obtained from CCT Connect dispatch, based on pick-up and drop-off times reported by drivers using their MDTs.  The fixed route travel times were calculated by SEPTA’s customer service staff, based on leaving at approximately the same time and traveling by the most direct routing, including transfer times.  The last column of the table indicates the selected routing.  Fixed route travel involved 1 to 4 buses, with most trips requiring 2 or 3 buses.

Table F-1 also shows that the average travel time for the sampled CCT Connect trips was 80 minutes, ranging from 48 to 114 minutes.  The average travel time for fixed route trips from the same origins to the same destinations would have been 82 minutes, ranging from 24 to 198 minutes.  Thus, the average travel time for paratransit service was 2 minutes shorter than for the same trip on fixed route.  If those fixed route travel times are increased by 1.5, to achieve the comparable travel time for purposes of this analysis, the average travel time would be 123 minutes, ranging from 36 to 297 minutes.  When the actual travel time for paratransit is compared to the fixed route standard of 1.5 times the actual fixed route travel time, the paratransit trips are 43 minutes shorter than the standard on average.  The table also shows that 5 of the 21 paratransit trips analyzed exceeded the CCT Connect travel time standard.

Inter-county Travel Times

A similar analysis was performed for inter-county trips.  Twenty trips were selected from inter-county trips performed from December 10-14, 1999.  Trips were selected form runs that are typically assigned inter-county trips.  Duplicate trips on different days were only included once in the trip statistics discussed below.

Table F-2 shows the origins and destinations for the selected trips, the actual pick-up and travel times, and the comparable trip information if that trip had been taken using fixed route service instead of paratransit.  The actual paratransit times (rather than scheduled times) were obtained from the driver manifests.  The fixed route travel times were calculated by SEPTA’s customer service staff, based on leaving at approximately the same time and traveling by the most direct routing, including transfer times.  The last column of the table indicates the selected routing. Fixed route travel involved 1 to 5 buses, with most trips requiring 3 to 4 buses.

Table F-2 shows that the average travel time for the sample CCT Connect inter-county trips was 58 minutes, ranging from 9 to 101 minutes.  The average travel time for fixed route trips from the same origins to the same destinations would have been 99 minutes, ranging from 9 to 261 minutes.  Thus, the average travel time for paratransit service was 41 minutes shorter than for the same trip on fixed route.  If those fixed route travel times are increased by 1.5, to achieve the comparable travel time for purposes of this analysis, the average travel time would be 149 minutes, ranging from 14 to 392 minutes.  When the actual travel time for paratransit is compared to the fixed route standard of 1.5 times the actual fixed route travel time, the paratransit trips are 90 minutes shorter than the standard on average.  The table also shows that 1 of the 20 paratransit trips analyzed exceeded the CCT Connect travel time standard.

Findings and Recommendations: 
1. Finding:  Overall, it appears that CCT Connect travel times are comparable when compared to the fixed route standard of 1.5 times the fixed route trip length from the same origin to the same destination.

2. Finding:  On a daily basis, CCT Connect reviews trips that are scheduled to be longer than 80 minutes to make any final schedule adjustments that would improve travel times.  For the sample day analyzed, 5% of trips were scheduled to be longer than 80 minutes.  Many of those trips were for agency programs (often non-ADA trips), involving considerable multi-loading.  Schedulers indicated that these group runs have been reviewed and approved by senior center personnel.  Eight of the 21 trips sampled from that report actually were less than 80 minutes, based on driver reported pick-up and drop-off times. Five of the 21 trips exceeded the travel time standard.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should continue to use its Ride Length Report to trouble-shoot and correct trips that are excessively long, particularly non-agency trips.

3. Finding:  Inter-county trips appear to have comparable travel times, based on the data analyzed.  Only 1 trip in 20 exceeded the travel time standard.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should continue to monitor inter-county travel and should expand this analysis to include the suburban carriers to ensure that they, too, are providing trips that meet the travel time standard.

Observations Regarding ADA Paratransit Eligibility Determination

The process used by SEPTA to determine ADA paratransit eligibility was reviewed to assess whether decisions were being made in a timely way and to assess whether decisions appeared to accurately reflect the functional abilities of applicants.  The process was assessed as follows:

· An understanding of the handling and review of applications was developed through interviews of SEPTA staff and a review of records;

· Input was obtained through interviews with customers and from a review of complaints on file with FTA;

· Accuracy of determinations was assessed by reviewing recent decisions and overall process outcomes; and

· The reviewers assessed the timely processing of applications by comparing the dates on determination letter to the dates of receipt for several randomly selected applications.

Overview of the Eligibility Determination Process and Materials

ADA paratransit eligibility determination is one of the functions of the CCT Customer Service staff.  The Director of Customer Service for the CCT Program oversees the process and supervises the individuals who conduct the actual review of applications. 

Individuals interested in applying for ADA paratransit eligibility are sent a packet of information.  The packet contains a cover letter describing ADA paratransit eligibility and an application form.  The application form is 18 pages long and requests information about all aspects of the person’s ability to use fixed route transportation.  The application also contains a “Release of Information” form, which identifies professionals familiar with the applicant’s functional abilities and/or disability and a signed statement by the applicant authorizing the named professionals to provide information to SEPTA.

As applications are received, they are first reviewed for completeness.  If key information is not provided, certifications and forms are not signed, or other information, which cannot be obtained through phone follow-up, is missing, the application is returned to the applicant with a letter requesting that it be filled out more completely.  Complete applications are date stamped and entered into a computerized application tracking system.  They are then assigned to staff for review.

Customer service staff first reviews the paper application form.  If they have questions about the information provided, they may contact the applicant by phone and ask for clarification or additional information.  If questions still remain after reviewing the form and following-up with the applicant (as necessary), the reviewer will contact the professionals identified by the applicant.  A copy of the “Release of Information” form is faxed to the professional at the time contact is made.

SEPTA is currently basing eligibility decisions solely on the paper application form and follow-up with applicants and/or named professionals.  In the future, SEPTA plans to add in-person interviews and in-person functional assessments to the process on an as needed basis.  If questions still remain about an applicant’s functional ability after the application form is reviewed and follow-up contacts made, the person may be asked to participate in an in-person interview and assessment.  At the time of the review, however, this additional step had not been added to the process.

SEPTA reported that they typically receive between 200 and 300 applications per month.  Approximately 90% of these applicants are found to be eligible for ADA paratransit service and 10% are found to be able to use the fixed route service.  In December 1999, 227 completed applications were received, 204 applicants were found to be ADA paratransit eligible, and 23 were found not eligible.

In January of 2000, SEPTA began considering in more detail each applicant’s abilities to use fixed route service under certain conditions.  Prior to January, general eligibility based on one of the three regulatory categories of eligibility was granted.  While SEPTA has begun identifying specific conditions of eligibility, they have not yet begun making determinations of trip eligibility.  Individuals determined eligible are able to call and place requests for all trips needed. 

Rider/Applicant Comments

None of the complaints on file with FTA indicated problems with the determination of ADA paratransit eligibility by SEPTA.  Also, when asked about the accuracy and timing of eligibility determination, none of the four customers contacted in advance of the assessment expressed a concern.  All indicated that applications seemed to be processed in a timely manner and that determinations were fair and accurate.

Review of Application Materials and Recent Determinations

While on-site, the review team asked for copies of recent applications from individuals determined not to be ADA paratransit eligible.  Seven applications were randomly selected and reviewed and the decisions that were made were discussed with customer service staff.  The review showed that all of the applicants had indicated ability to use fixed route service and none reported a disability that appeared to severely limit functional abilities.  In two cases, however, it appeared that follow-up with named professionals might have been helpful.  One applicant reported mild mental retardation and the ability to use the bus to go to certain places (trips made frequently).  They indicated that they had participated in “general mobility training,” which was an indication that they had broader travel skills.  Follow-up with a professional familiar with the individual, which was not part of the record, might have provided more information about the person’s ability to travel to infrequent destinations.  The second applicant indicated arthritis in her knees, obesity, and back pain.  She stated that she could use the fixed route service “with difficulty.”  While it seemed that this applicant was not “prevented’ from using fixed route service, follow-up with a professional, again not part of the record, may have helped define the extent of disability and the degree of difficulty faced by the person.

Sample letters of determination were also reviewed.  Letters, which informed individuals that their eligibility was being conditioned or that they were not eligible, contained required information about the appeal process.  Letters informing persons they were eligible also contained all to the information required by the regulations.

Also while on site, the review team reviewed the “ADA Application Processing Log” to determine if eligibility decisions were being made in a timely way.  The log shows the date applications are received, the date they are assigned to staff for review and the date that the review is completed.  Information for entries in the log from mid-October, 1999 through January 31, 2000 was collected.  Table 12 below shows the number of days needed to process applications during this period.  As shown, the large majority of applications were processed in 10 days or less, with many processed within one week.  The longest processing time recorded in the log was 17 calendar days.

Table 12. Processing Time for Selected ADA Paratransit Applications

(From “ADA Applications Processing Log, 10/15/99 to 1/31/2000)

	# of Days to Process Applications
	# of Applications Processed

	1
	12

	2
	85

	3
	50

	4
	67

	5
	30

	6
	62

	7
	153

	8
	15

	9
	77

	10
	93

	11
	13

	12
	44

	13
	17

	14
	19

	15
	37

	16
	0

	17
	17

	TOTAL
	791


Policy Regarding Transportation of Children

Page 9 of SEPTA’s “Accessible Services Ride Guide” indicates that “...no child under 13 years old will be transported unless accompanied by a parent or competent adult.”  While this policy applies to the ADA paratransit service, no similar policy appears to have been adopted for the use of fixed route service.

Findings and Recommendations:

1. Finding:  The process used by SEPTA to determine ADA paratransit eligibility appears to be thorough and accurate.  Staff appears to have a good understanding of eligibility.  Applications also appear to be processed in a timely way.

2. Finding:  While the current process involves contacting professionals on an as needed basis to get additional information about the functional ability of applicants, this contact is not always made.  This additional information might be particularly helpful before determinations are made that limit or deny eligibility to applicants.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should consider contacting professionals identified in the application form for additional information before making determinations that deny or limit eligibility.

3. Recommendation:  The policy that requires children under the age of 13 to travel with a guardian or adult on the paratransit service should be reviewed for comparability to the fixed route service.

Summary of Findings and Recommendations

A number of changes have been made by SEPTA in recent years to improve the quality and capacity of ADA paratransit service.  The reservations, scheduling, and dispatch functions were centralized to provide better control of service quality.  Payment to contractors serving the City of Philadelphia was switched from a per trip method of reimbursement to a per hour reimbursement to also stress service quality.  Mobile data terminals (MDTs) have been installed in vehicles to facilitate better vehicle control and service management.  Resources for providing paratransit service have also been increased significantly.  The FY 2000 budget for ADA paratransit service is 24% higher than actual expenses in FY 1998.

These efforts appear to be having a positive impact on service capacity and service quality.  The percentage of trip requests denied has been reduced from over 5% in FY 1998 to about 2-3% in the first half of FY 2000.  On-time performance of 88% or better was observed at four of the five service contractors.  Travel times do not appear to be excessive and are more than comparable to fixed route travel times for similar trips.

A high degree of professionalism and expertise was also observed.  Reservationists throughout the system were observed to handle trip requests in a professional manner.  Trip request information is accurately recorded and consistently verified with customers.  Schedules are being developed and analyzed in close cooperation with service providers and appear to be accurate, workable, and efficient.  Care is being taken to keep ride times consistent throughout the reservations and scheduling process so that customers and drivers have a similar understanding of pick-up times and pick-up windows.  Service appears to be closely monitored and an accurate record of trip denials and contractor performance is maintained.  Eligibility for ADA paratransit service also appears to be accurately determined.

While significant progress appears to have been made in the past two years, a number of service capacity and service quality issues remain that need to be addressed by SEPTA.  Following are the major findings and recommendations in the areas of service capacity, on-time performance, and telephone access:

Service Capacity Findings and Recommendations

1. Finding:  Trip denials appear to be much more likely when customers call only one to four days in advance.  About 7.8% of trip requests made one to four days in advance are denied due to limited capacity (many of these during peak periods), while only 1.1% of trip requests made five to seven days in advance are denied.

2. Finding:  Trip denials appear to be about twice as likely during morning and afternoon peak periods.

3. Finding:  Trip denials appear to be much more likely in the King Paratransit service area.  While a systemwide trip denial rate of 2-3% was observed, denials could be as high as 10% in Bucks, Montgomery, and Delaware Counties.

4. Finding:  Trip denials in the King Paratransit area appear to be undercounted.

5. Finding:  Driver availability appears to be a significant factor in SEPTA’s ability to provide adequate service capacity.  Driver recruitment and retention appears to be a particular issue in the Atlantic Paratransit and King Paratransit areas.  The compensation being offered may not be sufficient to attract and keep qualified drivers.  King Paratransit’s remote location relative to Philadelphia’s urban labor market also appears to be a contributing factor.

6. Finding:  While the budget for ADA paratransit service has been increased significantly in recent years, it still does not appear sufficient to meet current expressed demand, increases in demand, and inflationary cost increases.  The 7.6% budget increase between FY1999 and FY2000 does not appear sufficient to cover known unserved trips (about 60,000 trips in FY 1999), the anticipated natural growth in demand (projected to be about 5%), and normal inflationary cost increases.  Based on service information for the first six months of FY 2000, ADA paratransit demand appears to be 12% higher than in FY1999.  At this rate of growth, the budget for FY 2000 will likely be exceeded and about 40,000 trip requests will likely be denied in the current year.

7. Finding:  The desire to maintain (or increase) overall service productivity appears to be a factor in decisions regarding service capacity.  Given that trip denials are few and are spread throughout the day and throughout the area, fully serving this demand would likely require that some unproductive runs be added.

8. Finding:  Productivity and cost considerations may be a factor that is contributing to the limitation of service capacity in the King Paratransit area.  Because King Paratransit is paid by the trip, based on an average estimated cost per trip, there may be an incentive to serve shorter trips with higher productivity and lower cost.  Longer trips, or trips in areas that would require long vehicle deadheading (and therefore lower productivity and higher cost) may be denied more frequently.

The following recommendations are made to address the service capacity issues noted above:

1. Recommendation:  SEPTA should work with its contractors to address the issue of driver availability. If the current providers are unable to attract and keep enough drivers to meet their contractual obligations, SEPTA should consider reassigning runs to other carriers, finding additional carriers, negotiating to adjust the compensation being offered to drivers, or other alternatives to ensure that needed capacity is available. 

2. Recommendation:  In future budgeting for ADA paratransit service, SEPTA should consider unmet demand from the prior year, the natural anticipated growth in demand, and inflationary cost increases.

3. Recommendation:  SEPTA should consider ways to more efficiently serve the relatively small number of trips that cannot be served on established runs.  One option might be to purchase service on a zoned per trip basis from taxi companies or other community paratransit providers to supplement the existing service.  Trips that cannot be accommodated on established runs could be added to a “holding run.”  If these requests cannot be added to the schedules on the evening before the day of service, they could be referred to “overflow” providers.  This kind of flexible capacity may be more efficient and cost-effective than adding additional runs to the basic service.

4. Recommendation:  SEPTA should ensure that King Paratransit does not focus solely on shorter, more productive trips at the expense of other longer or out-of-area trips.  If travel patterns are such that the average per trip reimbursement does not cover the cost of serving all trips, different arrangements with King Paratransit might be reconsidered.  Options such as moving to an hourly reimbursement with productivity incentives, developed zoned trip rates, or having an overflow provider might be considered.  King Paratransit may also want to consider adding some flexible capacity to serve those trips that cannot be cost-effectively served on set runs.

5. Recommendation:  The practice at King Paratransit of recording denials that could only be served by vehicles from another area, as “eligibility denials” should be reviewed.

Findings and Recommendations Concerning On-Time Performance

1. Finding:  There appears to be reasonably good on-time performance in the suburban operations.  Both Krapf’s and King Paratransit appear to perform 90+% of all trips scheduled on time.  In Philadelphia County, on-time performance appears to vary by provider (and therefore by area).  On-time performance ranges from about 76% to 90% by area/provider.

2. Finding:  On-time performance in the areas of Philadelphia served by Atlantic Paratransit appears to be well below the system average.  On-time performance under 80% was observed based on a sampling of trips provided.

3. Finding:  On-time performance appears to be impacted significantly by the lack of drivers or by the late arrival of drivers to begin scheduled runs.  This seems to be an issue both of driver recruitment and retention and of contract carriers maintaining an adequate number of extra-board/back-up drivers.

The following recommendations are made to address the on-time performance issues noted above:

1. Recommendation:  SEPTA should consider ways to ensure that an adequate number of drivers are available at each carrier to perform the runs assigned.  If carriers are unable to have drivers available, SEPTA should consider ways to obtain more reliable contractor capacity.

2. Recommendation:  SEPTA should track on time performance by area/carrier and should consider ways to improve on-time performance in areas and at carriers with low on-time performance.

3. Recommendation:  To assist in improving on-time performance in Philadelphia County, SEPTA should consider ways to ensure that drivers have adequate support from dispatchers.  Planned changes in the system and process used to handle customer calls to the dispatch center should be pursued.

Findings and Recommendations Concerning Telephone Access

1. Finding:  Telephone access to reservations and dispatch can sometimes be a problem.  On certain days, average times in the CCT reservations center telephone queue exceeded four minutes and 12-16% of all calls were abandoned.  Average times of over three minutes and 10-20% call abandon rates were also observed on certain days at King Paratransit.  Initial access to CCT dispatch was good, but observations showed that customers are often on hold for long periods after they reach a dispatcher.  Dispatchers are often distracted by radio calls and scheduling issues and many calls are abandoned after long “second” hold times.

2. Finding:  Telephone access to CCT customer service can also be less than satisfactory.  During the period analyzed, 20-40% of all calls were in the queue for more than three minutes and 25% or more of all calls were abandoned on several of these days.

3. Finding:  Access to both the CCT Connect reservations and dispatch functions appears to be impacted by inconsistent staffing patterns.  When a full complement of reservationists and dispatchers is available, phone performance appears to be quite good.  When just a few positions are vacant for a day, phone performance is impacted significantly.  The current practice of using temporary employees for these functions appears to have an impact on the ability to manage staffing in these areas.

4. Finding:  Phone access at King Paratransit appears to be impacted by the lack of back-up drivers and the need to draw people from the office to cover driver shortages or other operational problems.  When a full complement of drivers is available and there are no operational issues, phone access appears to be quite good.  Phone records indicate, however, that on some days, performance is poor.

The following recommendations are made to address the telephone access issues noted above:

1. Recommendation:  SEPTA should consider ways to correct apparent staffing problems caused by the use of temporary employees in the CCT reservations and dispatch offices.

2. Recommendation:  SEPTA should implement a new call-handling process in the dispatch office that will allow designated call-takers to handle customer inquiries and involve appropriate dispatchers as needed.  This will allow dispatchers to focus on assisting drivers and will allow straightforward inquiries from customers (pick-up time confirmations, etc.) to be handled in a more timely way.  It will also allow call-takers to identify the appropriate dispatcher for customer inquiries and will eliminate transfers of calls between dispatchers.

3. Recommendation:  In the short-term, additional customer service staff should be considered.  In the long-term, improvements in on-time performance and in driver performance may reduce the number of calls to customer service.

4. Recommendation:  SEPTA should work with King Paratransit to address driver availability problems so that the need to cover runs does not impact staffing of the dispatching and reservations functions.

Additional Findings and Recommendations

In addition to these major findings concerning service capacity and service quality, the assessment identified a number of other issues related to service monitoring, operation, and eligibility determination.  These additional findings and recommendations are:

1. Finding:  The accurate tracking of trip denials appears to be impacted by two factors.  First, multiple denials for the same trip appear to be recorded as reservationists try to schedule trips at various times.  Second, some customers who cannot get a “going” trip scheduled may not bother to request a return trip.

Recommendations:  In tracking trip denials, SEPTA should consider ways to ensure that multiple scheduling attempts for the same trip are not double and triple counted.  If a reservationist attempts to schedule a trip several times for a caller and no options are found, only one trip denial should be recorded.  If it is not possible to fully handle this in the reservations process, SEPTA should consider reviewing recorded trip denials at the end of each month (denials sorted by person, by day, and by time of day) to identify duplicate records.

SEPTA should also consider ways to capture return trip denial information if a caller does not receive a going trip and therefore does not pursue scheduling a return trip.  If the caller would otherwise have made a round-trip, both ends of the trip should be counted as trip denials.

2. Finding:  Appointment/desired arrival times are currently not considered in the scheduling process or in the service delivery process.  It is likely that this lack of information about desired arrival times causes some customers, particularly newer riders, to arrive late to destinations and appointments.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should consider ways to capture and include appointment/desired arrival times in the reservations and scheduling process to ensure that customers get to their destinations on time.  At a minimum, appointment times should be recorded by reservationists and printed on driver manifests.  This would alert drivers to desired arrival times and would permit on-time drop-offs to be monitored as part of overall on-time performance.

3. Finding:  While the current process for determining ADA paratransit eligibility appears, overall, to be thorough and accurate, additional information from professionals familiar with the functional abilities of applicants may be helpful in some cases.

Recommendation:  SEPTA should consider contacting professionals identified in the application form for additional information before making determinations that deny or limit eligibility.

4. Recommendation:  The policy that requires children under the age of 13 to travel with a guardian or adult on the paratransit service should be reviewed for comparability to the fixed route service
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B-1 – SEPTA Centralized Reservations (Group 1) Phone Performance,

February 1-28, 2000

	Date
	Avg. # of Agents
	Calls Received
	Calls Handled
	Calls Aban-doned
	Average Queue

Time
	Longest Queue

Time
	% Calls in Queue > 3 min.

	2/1
	11
	1773
	1652
	121
	1:34
	6:07
	19%

	2/2
	11
	1793
	1680
	113
	1:09
	5:57
	9%

	2/3
	10
	1656
	1554
	102
	0:53
	3:54
	1.2%

	2/4
	10
	1613
	1479
	134
	1:47
	5:43
	20%

	2/5*
	4
	895
	778
	117
	2:45
	9:08
	44%

	2/6*
	4
	654
	534
	120
	4:01
	10:30
	68%

	2/7
	11
	1769
	1637
	132
	2:12
	9:36
	29%

	2/8
	9
	1706
	1576
	130
	1:24
	5:59
	14%

	2/9
	10
	1582
	1481
	101
	1:12
	8:31
	10%

	2/10
	11
	1486
	1397
	89
	1:00
	5:48
	9%

	2/11
	9
	1384
	1244
	140
	2:47
	8:42
	46%

	2/12*
	4
	725
	585
	140
	4:58
	19:46
	72%

	2/13*
	5
	509
	491
	18
	0:33
	4:07
	2%

	2/14
	10
	1608
	1531
	77
	0:58
	5:42
	5%

	2/15
	8
	1518
	1405
	113
	1:23
	8:22
	13%

	2/16
	9
	1384
	1252
	132
	2:04
	8:45
	32%

	2/17
	10
	1311
	1252
	59
	0:46
	6:34
	6%

	2/18
	9
	1425
	1348
	77
	0:57
	5:12
	6%

	2/19*
	6
	639
	624
	15
	0:16
	5:15
	1%

	2/20*
	5
	507
	485
	22
	0:40
	7:22
	4%

	2/21
	9
	1410
	1332
	78
	1:27
	14:23
	16%

	2/22
	10
	1347
	1269
	78
	1:37
	8:33
	21%

	2/23
	10
	1384
	1303
	81
	1:17
	7:25
	15%

	2/24
	11
	1272
	1233
	39
	0:33
	5:43
	5%

	2/25
	7
	1300
	1151
	149
	2:27
	8:03
	39%

	2/26*
	6
	673
	641
	32
	1:04
	7:14
	14%

	2/27*
	4
	476
	461
	15
	0:43
	5:20
	7%

	2/28
	8
	1562
	1331
	23
	4:17
	10:45
	72%


*  Weekend days

B-2 – SEPTA Centralized Inter-County Reservations (Group 2) Phone

Performance, February 1-28, 2000

	Date
	Avg. # of Agents
	Calls Received
	Calls Handled
	Calls Aban-doned
	Average Queue

Time
	Longest Queue

Time
	% Calls in Queue > 3 min.

	2/1
	1
	102
	97
	5
	0:36
	8:47
	6%

	2/2
	1
	94
	87
	7
	1:12
	9:14
	14%

	2/3
	1
	75
	73
	2
	0:21
	6:05
	3%

	2/4
	1
	75
	71
	4
	0:58
	8:17
	15%

	2/5*
	1
	37
	32
	5
	0:50
	2:40
	0%

	2/6*
	1
	40
	30
	10
	0:55
	4:52
	7%

	2/7
	1
	81
	77
	4
	0:40
	8:28
	5%

	2/8
	2
	87
	83
	4
	0:39
	9:19
	5%

	2/9
	1
	80
	77
	3
	0:40
	6:35
	8%

	2/10
	1
	58
	53
	5
	0:33
	3:58
	8%

	2/11
	2
	66
	63
	3
	0:24
	5:13
	3%

	2/12*
	1
	30
	26
	4
	1:10
	8:58
	15%

	2/13*
	1
	21
	20
	1
	0:27
	4:35
	5%

	2/14
	2
	82
	79
	3
	0:51
	8:01
	9%

	2/15
	2
	67
	66
	1
	0:58
	10:49
	14%

	2/16
	1
	75
	68
	7
	0:37
	4:48
	6%

	2/17
	2
	63
	56
	7
	0:32
	5:26
	5%

	2/18
	2
	74
	71
	3
	0:38
	4:52
	4%

	2/19*
	2
	39
	39
	0
	0:34
	8:16
	5%

	2/20*
	1
	22
	22
	0
	0:15
	3:28
	4%

	2/21
	2
	75
	72
	3
	0:59
	6:48
	14%

	2/22
	2
	75
	69
	6
	1:39
	16:10
	17%

	2/23
	1
	84
	77
	7
	0:23
	4:54
	4%

	2/24
	2
	75
	72
	3
	0:32
	7:26
	6%

	2/25
	2
	72
	71
	1
	0:43
	7:22
	8%

	2/26*
	1
	24
	23
	1
	1:22
	5:54
	22%

	2/27*
	1
	20
	20
	0
	0:08
	1:02
	0%

	2/28
	1
	64
	57
	7
	1:29
	11:58
	18%


*  Weekend days

B-3 – SEPTA Centralized Dispatch (Group 10) Phone Performance,

February 1-28, 2000

	Date
	Avg. # of Agents
	Calls Received
	Calls Handled
	Calls Aban-doned
	Average Queue

Time
	Longest Queue Time
	% Calls in Queue > 3 min.

	2/1
	7
	2322
	2064
	254
	1:32
	18:54
	14%

	2/2
	8
	2469
	1955
	514
	2:38
	20:33
	34%

	2/3
	7
	2413
	2022
	391
	2:43
	22:44
	36%

	2/4
	8
	2193
	1898
	295
	2:13
	16:28
	29%

	2/5*
	3
	1164
	674
	490
	2:52
	57:36
	29%

	2/6*
	3
	781
	671
	110
	0:50
	8:29
	9%

	2/7
	7
	2175
	1989
	186
	1:09
	11:54
	13%

	2/8
	7
	2309
	1993
	316
	1:42
	13:52
	22%

	2/9
	7
	2188
	1949
	239
	1:32
	10:33
	21%

	2/10
	7
	1942
	1818
	124
	0:44
	9:26
	6%

	2/11
	8
	2019
	1866
	153
	0:54
	9:19
	9%

	2/12*
	3
	717
	642
	75
	1:02
	10:45
	12%

	2/13*
	3
	657
	628
	29
	0:48
	8:18
	9%

	2/14
	6
	1791
	1627
	164
	1:22
	13:31
	18%

	2/15
	7
	1763
	1608
	155
	1:06
	7:56
	13%

	2/16
	7
	1512
	1467
	45
	0:22
	9:27
	2%

	2/17
	7
	1490
	1428
	62
	0:19
	12:36
	2%

	2/18
	7
	1585
	1530
	55
	0:26
	5:34
	3%

	2/19*
	4
	717
	677
	40
	0:35
	6:18
	5%

	2/20*
	3
	478
	456
	22
	0:29
	11:18
	5%

	2/21
	7
	1146
	1125
	21
	0:08
	1:19
	0%

	2/22
	7
	1415
	1349
	66
	0:27
	12:44
	2%

	2/23
	7
	1587
	1509
	78
	0:29
	8:41
	4%

	2/24
	7
	1564
	1517
	47
	0:18
	24:11
	1%

	2/25
	7
	1606
	1537
	69
	0:19
	4:58
	1%

	2/26*
	4
	660
	640
	20
	0:20
	5:42
	2%

	2/27*
	3
	518
	506
	12
	0:10
	2:35
	0%

	2/28
	6
	1577
	1511
	66
	0:23
	5:00
	2%


*  Weekend days

B-4 – SEPTA Centralized Customer Service (Group 4) Phone Performance,

February 1-28, 2000

	Date
	Avg. # of Agents
	Calls Received
	Calls Handled
	Calls Aban-doned
	Average Queue Time
	Longest Queue Time
	% Calls in Queue > 3 min.

	2/1
	3
	549
	408
	141
	1:58
	7:30
	24%

	2/1
	3
	539
	406
	133
	2:05
	8:39
	25%

	2/3
	4
	492
	336
	156
	3:08
	11:08
	43%

	2/4
	3
	455
	300
	155
	4:31
	14:04
	59%

	2/5*
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	%

	2/6*
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	%

	2/7
	4
	511
	342
	169
	3:59
	14:02
	53%

	2/8
	2
	497
	331
	166
	3:47
	13:01
	54%

	2/9
	3
	486
	328
	158
	3:20
	17:24
	44%

	2/10
	3
	453
	378
	135
	2:26
	15:08
	33%

	2/11
	4
	420
	287
	133
	3:30
	15:02
	42%

	2/12*
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	%

	2/13*
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	%

	2/14
	3
	503
	313
	190
	3:58
	16:00
	53%

	2/15
	4
	479
	334
	145
	2:27
	10:41
	29%

	2/16
	4
	452
	333
	119
	2:35
	11:06
	35%

	2/17
	3
	425
	330
	95
	1:47
	8:19
	20%

	2/18
	3
	420
	332
	88
	1:16
	6:27
	11%

	2/19*
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	%

	2/20*
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	%

	2/21
	1
	405
	321
	84
	1:50
	8:13
	22%

	2/22
	3
	445
	320
	125
	2:30
	11:11
	32%

	2/23
	3
	436
	299
	137
	2:46
	12:40
	34%

	2/24
	3
	412
	321
	91
	1:49
	11:28
	19%

	2/25
	2
	380
	258
	122
	2:39
	12:11
	34%

	2/26*
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	%

	2/27*
	0
	
	
	
	
	
	%

	2/28
	2
	502
	310
	192
	4:14
	19:11
	58%


*  Weekend days

B-5 – King Paratransit Reservations (ACD Group 1) Phone Performance,

Selected Days in February and March 2000

	Date
	Calls Received
	Calls Handled
	Calls Aban-doned
	Average Queue Time
	Longest Queue Time

	2/6*
	77
	54
	23
	2:43
	28:56

	2/7
	335
	193
	142
	4:24
	19:59

	2/8
	185
	159
	26
	1:27
	11:40

	2/9
	193
	148
	45
	2:04
	12:20

	2/10
	185
	166
	19
	0:54
	6:27

	2/11
	191
	173
	18
	0:50
	7:47

	2/12*
	82
	69
	13
	1:32
	10:02

	2/27*
	49
	45
	4
	0:45
	7:26

	2/28
	234
	203
	31
	1:05
	8:42

	2/29
	175
	151
	24
	1:47
	10:12

	3/1
	182
	131
	51
	3:44
	21:13

	3/2
	172
	124
	48
	2:08
	13:38

	3/3
	234
	181
	53
	2:04
	12:52

	3/4*
	95
	82
	13
	1:38
	10:48

	3/5*
	62
	55
	7
	1:33
	18:03

	3/6
	140
	130
	10
	1:25
	6:59

	3/7
	167
	128
	39
	2:23
	14:36

	3/8
	173
	136
	37
	2:21
	11:36


        *  Weekend days

B-6 – King Paratransit Dispatch (ACD Group 2) Phone Performance,

Selected Days in March 2000

	Date
	Calls Received
	Calls Handled
	Calls Aban-doned
	Average Queue Time
	Longest Queue Time

	3/5
	162
	141
	21
	0:46
	6:40

	3/6
	388
	364
	24
	0:27
	4:23

	3/7
	384
	369
	15
	0:21
	13:39

	3/8
	378
	356
	22
	0:25
	4:23

	3/9
	68
	64
	4
	0:11
	1:15


         *  Weekend days

Attachment C

Analysis of Recorded Trip Denials Versus

Actual Unserved Trips

Analysis of Recorded Trip Denials Versus Actual Unserved Trips

During the observation of the CCT central office reservations function, it was noted that trip denials were likely being counted inaccurately for two reasons.  First, multiple denials for the same trip appear to be recorded as reservationists try to schedule trips at various times.  Second, some customers who could not get a “going” trip scheduled did not bother to request a return trip, which resulted in only one denial being recorded.

The following analysis was conducted to determine the impact of these issues on the true trip denial rate:

· A listing of capacity denials for the period from January 1-14, 2000 was analyzed.  The list was organized by customer name and by day and time of day.  Obvious duplicative denials were then identified (i.e., the same person with a denial at 7 am, 7:30 am and 8 am).  The results of this analysis are shown in the table on the following page.  Of the 1,075 denials recorded during this period, 425 appeared to be duplicative denials.

· To estimate the effects of the observed undercounting of capacity denials, reservationists were asked about their experience with customers placing return requests.  Reservationists estimated that about half of all callers who are unable to get a satisfactory going trip will then not request a return ride.

The table on the following pages shows the effect of both of these issues on the number of recorded denials versus the actual number of unserved trips.  As shown, based on this limited analysis of a sample of trip denials, recorded trip denials appear to slightly overcount the number of actual unserved trips.  Actual unserved trips appear to be about 91% of recorded trip denials.

Attachment D

Reported Trip Denials and Trips Provided

for FY 1998, FY 1999, and FY 2000.

Attachment E

SEPTA Pull-Out Records for January and February, 2000

Attachment F

Travel Time Information for Selected Trips

F-1.  Trips Originally Scheduled > 80 Minutes (for March 7, 2000)

F-2.  Inter-County Travel Times (December 10-14, 1999)

Attachment G

SEPTA Comments on the Draft Summary of Observations

� The City of Philadelphia and Philadelphia County share the same boundary.


� To estimate the effects of the observed overcounting of capacity denials, a list of denials for the period from January 1-14, 2000 was analyzed.  The list was organized by customer name and by day and time of day.  Obvious duplicative denials were then identified (i.e., the same person with a denial at 7 am, 7:30 am and 8 am).  Of the 1,075 denials recorded during this period, 425 appeared to be duplicative denials.  To estimate the effects of the observed undercounting of capacity denials, reservationists were asked about their experience with customers placing return requests.  Reservationists estimated that about half of all callers who are unable to get a satisfactory going trip will then not request a return ride.  Taking both of these estimates into consideration suggests that actual unserved trips are about 91% of recorded trip denials.  A table showing the data collected and the development of this estimate is provided in Attachment C.






