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Overview

The Consent Decree voluntarily agreed to by MTA in 1996 requires MTA to meet
mathematically precise overcrowding (i.e., load factor) reduction performance standards on all
MTA bus lines. On August 6, 2002, the Special Master found that MTA had not complied with
the second load factor standard of 1.25—on 75 bus lines for more than two years. Further, on
November 12, 2002 the BRU-MTA Joint Working Group (JWG) found that MTA also had not
complied with the next lower load factor standard of 1.2 on 72 bus lines. These non-compliance
levels represent a particularly severe and persisting amount of overcrowding given that these bus
lines carry approximately one million daily passengers—88% of MTA’s predominantly low-
income, minority, and transit-dependent ridership—and given that the load factor is calculated as
average bus loads and not individual bus loads.

Based on the above findings, the Special Master began remedy proceedings. On December 9,
2002 the Special Master defined a methodology to narrowly tailor remedies to the nature and
scope of load factor violations. The Special Master ordered the JWG to use this methodology to
develop a remedy plan for load factor violations attributable to “missing bus trips” and load
factor violations attributable to “a combined lack of schedule adherence and lack of capacity”—
in short, to fix the problem of the still undersized and unreliable bus fleet and correspondingly
poor bus service. As a first step in applying the Special Master’s remedy methodology, the JWG
agreed in January 2003 that 331 expansion service units (ESUs)—i.e., bus trips—are required in
the AM peak hours and 453 ESUs are required in the PM peak hours.

Unfortunately, MTA then set about producing a service plan with serious problems. Not only
does MTA'’s service plan significantly contradict the Special Master and Consent Decree’s
guidelines regarding these ESU and “missing bus trip” remedies, but it also would create new
violations of the Consent Decree. The core of MTA’s proposal is non-implementation. MTA
denies that 87 AM and 117 PM ESUs are required, proposes to severely cut and diminish the
quality of existing service in order to simply shift resources within the bus system instead of
reallocating funds from outside the bus system, and does not propose any remedies at all for
“missing bus trip” violations. Further, unmentioned in the MTA’s plan is its proposal for a large
fare increase at end of this year. MTA makes these proposals even as it sends discretionary bus-
eligible funds to municipal operators and other projects such as the new Pasadena Gold Light
Rail Line (scheduled to start in three months).

It is in this context that the BRU is submitting this alternative service plan. The BRU’s plan has
three core structural differences from MTA’s proposal. First, the BRU’s plan is rooted in the
Special Master’s directive that the total required ESUs “establish[] a floor, not a ceiling, for
determining the amount of service capacity that must be added,” and that other remedies for non-
missed trip violations would supplement these narrowly tailored remedies. Second, the BRU’s
plan is rooted in the Consent Decree agreement that if MTA fails to meet a load factor standard,
MTA must reallocate sufficient funds from outside the bus system to meet the load factor
standard, and not just shift funds within the bus system. Third, the BRU’s plan is rooted in the
improvement in service while doing no harm principle of the Consent Decree. Applying these
principles, the BRU has designed an effective set of service actions tailored to the specific
violations that occurred over the last two years, and that continue to occur—no more and no less.
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Summary of Bus Riders Union
Load Factor Service Plan
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Summary of Bus Riders Union
Load Factor Service Plan

Expand Service:

Add all 331 AM and 453 PM expansion service units agreed to by
MTA and BRU into service in June 2003

Add at least 185 buses and 425,500 revenue hours in June 2003
in order to implement all of these 331 AM and 453 PM expansion
service units (it may still be determined that more buses and
revenue hours are required)

Hire drivers, mechanics, and service attendants to maintain
existing personnel-to-assighment/bus ratios as service expands

Fund load factor expansion service by reallocating resources
from outside of the bus system, not by shifting resources
around within it .

Restore 87 buses and 92,900 annual revenue hours already cut
from service (add in addition to ESU expansion service)

Establish a three-year procurement plan, starting with immediate
purchase of 380 buses, to replace the “inactive” contingency
fleet buses which will be used temporarily to fulfill the above
expansion service, and to retire coming-of-retirement age buses

Improve On-street Operations:

Implement daily on-time street supervision on all lines
systemwide in June 2003 and continue indefinitely if
improvements occur

Increase Mechanical Reliability:

Develop a specific action plan within one month to improve
mechanical reliability
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Service Plan to
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I. Add all 331 AM and 453 PM expansion service units
agreed to by MTA and BRU into service in June 2003

After months of briefings and hearings, in his December 9, 2002 Memorandum Decision and
Order on Remedial Methodology, hereinafter the Order, the Special Master established a
compromise methodology using the line-by-line mapping of load factor violations to calculate
the precise amount of expansion service that must be added to the bus system in June 2003. As
requested by MTA (though not quite to the extent it requested) this newly refined methodology
consists of a four-step process that exempts from remedy numerous violations from the already
small sample of total violations. After these exemptions, the resulting number of narrowly
tailored ESUs—with each generally defined as a 40-seat bus but also allowed to be a larger
bus—is the minimum expansion service required to be added:"

The methodology establishes a floor, not a ceiling, for determining the amount of
service capacity that must be added to various lines in order to achieve the 1.25
and 1.20 load factor targets. (December 9, 2002 Order at 54)

Accordingly, the implementation of the ESUs is neither optional nor conditional, and all 331 AM
and 453 PM ESUs agreed to by the BRU and MTA after applying the Special Master’s refined
methodology must be put into service with their matching amount of buses and revenue hours in
June 2003.

Instead of developing a service plan with the requisite number of bus trips, buses, and revenue
hours to implement these ESUs, as MTA was directed to do by the Special Master, MTA has
chosen to try to further limit its obligations by proposing five sets of actions to exempt 86 AM
and 117 PM ESUs from implementation:’

MTA'’s Proposed ESU Exemption Categories AM PM
On-street supervision 30 40
Change rule 2B of Special Master’s ESU methodology 7 25
Traffic loaders and passbys 5 3

New Rapid Bus implementations 34 33
New Limited Service implementations 10 16
TOTAL 86 117

This is true not just as a matter of law but also as a matter of necessity because ongoing overcrowding data
will result in some additional required ESUs.

For the times and locations of the current ESUs agreed to by MTA and the BRU, see the line-by-line ESU
spreadsheet submitted to the Special Master on March 3, 2003 by MTA. For a discussion of the bus trips,

buses, and revenue hours to implement these ESUSs, see section II on page 13.

MTA’s designation of its substitution proposals as “Narrowly Tailored Remedies” is a misnomer because
the Special Master’s ESUs are already narrowly tailored remedies.
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In each, the core proposal is to treat ESU implementation as optional and/or conditional upon
failure of these alternative actions. Since they directly contradict the Special Master’s directive
to implement ESUs as a minimum remedy, MTA’s exemption proposals should be rejected.

However, the Special Master did allow for consideration of further remedy actions in addition to
the implementation of the ESUs. On-time street supervision is the main type of action in MTA’s
alternative proposals that merits any attention in this regard. Accordingly, the BRU is proposing
on-time street supervision as such an additional remedy, though in a more effective manner than
MTA. Implementation of Rapid Bus and Limited service has no impact on the requirement for
the additional service capacity in the ESUs. However, as Rapid Bus and Limited service
implementation involve significant cuts to existing service, they will be part of discussion in later
sections of this plan. Finally, traffic loaders to forcibly keep load levels down by refusing
passenger boardings are simply euphemisms for passbys—and as such, are prohibited by the
Consent Decree.

Each section below is a concise discussion of how each of MTA’s proposals undermines the
ESU methodology and explains whether such a remedy action could be effective as an addition
to ESU implementation.

A. MTA should implement on-street supervision only in addition to the ESUs

MTA'’s proposal not to implement 30 AM and 40 PM ESUs and instead only to institute on-time
street supervision at a particular line/location/direction contradicts the Special Master’s
December 9, 2002 Order in two substantive ways. First, MTA is re-introducing its exclusive
definition of schedule adherence in defiance of the Special Master’s treatment of a// non-missed
trip violations as one group “attributable to a combination of lack of schedule adherence and lack
of capacity.” Second, MTA is then using this incorrect causal analysis to supplant the Special
Master’s methodology by transforming on-street supervision from an additional background
systemwide remedy to being the sole remedy on particular lines that require ESUs. If accepted,
MTA'’s proposal would undermine the causal analysis and remedy methodology specified in the
Special Master’s Order that defines the number of ESUs as the minimum expansion service
required and that requires any increased on-time street supervision or other management actions
to be implemented as additional background remedies to this expansion service, not in lieu of it.

On page 42 of his Order, the Special Master resolved the parties’ dispute regarding schedule
adherence and lack of capacity by rejecting mutually exclusive causation categories:

I conclude that it is not necessary or desirable to allocate a specific causal
percentage to either lack of schedule adherence or insufficient capacity. The
interrelatedness of the two causal factors warrants a nuanced, sophisticated joint
examination of their role in causing overcrowding exceedences. Accordingly, the

For this reason, the causal analysis on MTA’s line-by-line mapping of load factor violations should not
have MTA'’s exclusive categories either, but should be separated into violations caused by missed trips and
those not caused by missed trips (and, of course, a third minor category for those “violations™ caused by
data problems).
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JWG and the parties should separate exceedences into two categories: 1)
exceedences attributable to “missed trips”; and 2) exceedences attributable to a
combination of lack of schedule adherence and lack of capacity.

Based on this determination, the Special Master established the ESU methodology for
calculating the precise amount of expansion service that would be applied to all non-missed trip
violations as one group. As discussed previously, this ESU total is then the minimum expansion
capacity required to be added to bus lines in June 2003, and is not optional (see page 54 in
December 9, 2002 Order). The Special Master allowed for other systemwide remedies, such as
on-time street supervision, but only as an addition to this expansion service. He specifically
addressed the complementary nature of such a remedy in footnote 20 on page 41: any
organizational changes, including on-time street supervision “should be implemented in concert
with an expansion of service capacity in order to be effective in reducing load factor
exceedences.” Accordingly, the BRU proposes that MTA implement all 70 of MTA’s so-called
“schedule adherence” ESUs along with the rest of the required expansion service in June 2003 as
the minimum required.

However, with that baseline established, on-time street supervision can and should be increased
as a remedy in addition to ESUs.’> When examined as an addition, the main strength of the
operational content of MTA’s on-time supervision plan is that it recognizes as a problem that the
number of Transit Operations Supervisors has dropped from approximately 500 ten years ago to
just under 200 today,® and proposes that additional on-street supervisors dedicated to on-time
street performance be added. However, in MTA’s proposed plan and the supporting detail
provided later, MTA proposes only a very limited number of supervisors (13), on a limited set of
lines, generally focused only on the peak hours, and at frequencies of, at most, every other day
(sometimes just once a week or ten days). MTA told BRU at the JWG that this limited effort
was for budget reasons. In any case, such a limited implementation would undermine these
efforts—rendering them ineffective.

First, though the BRU and MTA have not agreed about on-time performance being a cause of
overcrowding, we have agreed that on-time performance is a systemwide general operations
issue, not a particular line issue. As such, focusing on only a few lines will not lead to systemic
improvement that can be felt on all noncompliant lines. Second, if implemented just for the peak
hours, again, it would not be effective because schedule adherence involves the general operating
procedures and culture of the bus system. Such efforts need to be operating at all times of day to
have a chance to actually work. Third, for the same reason, a supervisor will not be effective

While the BRU remains unconvinced about the relevance of schedule adherence as a cause/remedy of
overcrowding, the Special Master has ruled it to be a partial factor for the 80% of violations not due to
missing bus trips. The BRU, therefore, proposes on-time street supervision in this context. Of course, any
improvements achieved would certainly help MTA meet other obligations in the Consent Decree for better
service to riders.

Based on conversations with Dana Woodbury and Rod Goldman at the JWG. This also corresponds to the
“Metro Business Operation Plan,” page 19: “Budget reductions have reduced the number of Transit
Operations Supervisors for Metro Bus and Metro Rail from over 400 in Fiscal Year 1993, to 250 in Fiscal
Year 1998.”
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showing up every other day at best, every other week at worst, but must have a daily presence on
the line. Accordingly, the BRU proposes that in addition to the full implementation of ESUs,
MTA:

e Implement on-time street supervision systemwide (i.e. for all lines);
¢ Implement on-time street supervision for each line daily;

e Have supervisors dedicated to on-time supervision at the ratio of one supervisor to 25 in-
service buses during all peak times, midday off-peak times, Saturday, and Sunday (this
allows MTA to tailor personnel appropriately to bigger and smaller lines, and to peak and
off-peak times—i.e., to have more supervisors on the bigger lines or in busier times and
fewer on the smaller lines or in non-peak times—while maintaining a pervasive presence
on the streets);

e Have a supervisor manage the same line or lines (within above ratio);

e Have supervisors do location-based checking for all of the peak hours and half of the off-
peak hours (they can and should be at more than one location on a line; in particular they
should not just stay at the load factor data-collection point);

e Hire more supervisors to implement this on-street supervision and do not pull from
existing supervisors;

e Implement this on-street supervision for two years and continue indefinitely if
improvements occur.

While the impact of on-street supervision on load factor violations remains to be seen (and has
had limited success historically), the impacts on the rest of service could be significant as any
improved on-time performance is better for riders. Also, having more supervisors brings the
added benefit of better passenger and driver support generally.

B. Step 2 of the Special Master’s remedy methodology already specifically defines
exemptions for “isolated” violations, and BRU and MTA agreed on the resulting ESUs;
MTA cannot go back and try to re-litigate these definitions

In essence, MTA proposes to change the definition of the “isolated violation” remedy
exemption—specifically Step 2B—in the Special Master’s ESU methodology and to thereby
exempt another 7 AM and 25 PM ESUs. The Special Master, however, already resolved the
BRU-MTA dispute regarding the criteria to define a load factor violation as isolated and not
requiring a remedy; he established that the ESUs determined affer these exemptions would be
narrowly tailored remedies and the minimum required expansion service.

In his Order, the Special Master maintained from his earlier remedy methodology that a

violation of the load factor ceiling recorded in the small data sample after the load factor
deadline represents a larger pattern of ongoing overcrowding on the buses above the required
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level. Further, the Special Master maintained that even a single violation adjacent to other
violations represents a pattern of actual overcrowding. He did, however, decide that certain
violations in the data sample—though only a small sample of the total violations in reality—were
actually isolated, nonrecurring violations caught in the data sample. He therefore proceeded to
craft a compromise between the BRU and MTA positions, as expressed on page 61 of his
December 9, 2002 Order, that defined two types of isolated violations that would be exempt
from remedy (unless future data demonstrates that such a violation is not isolated):

Step Two of the methodology excludes isolated, nonrecurring exceedences, which
do not reflect a pattern of overcrowding and for which it is neither feasible nor
desirable to develop a remedy. Two types of exceedences are exempted from
remediation on this basis; 1) any single exceedence in a (sliding) 20-minute
window whose first and last minute is more than 30 minutes away from the edge
of another (sliding) 20-minute time period; and 2) any single exceedence of 1.35
LFT or less in magnitude exhibited in any fixed 20-minute period on a line from
June 30, 2000 through September 30, 2002.

The Special Master then went on to rule that the number of ESUs determined after these Step 2
“isolated, non-recurring” exemptions (and also the Step 1 and 3 exemptions) would constitute the
baseline of required expansion service.

In BRU’s opinion, Step 2B is already too broad and eliminates time periods that contain a pattern
of overcrowding. If the methodology could be revisited, BRU would ask the Special Master to
consider the reduction or elimination of Step 2B. However, the definition of isolated violations
has already been decided and applied and cannot be re-litigated now. The two parties briefed
this specific issue extensively; the Special Master crafted a compromise that resolved the issue;
and then BRU and MTA applied this compromise methodology and agreed to a specific number
of ESUs. Accordingly, the ESUs agreed to by BRU and MTA based on the Special Master’s
December 9, 2002 Order are neither conditional on more data (or anything else) nor optional.
All 32 ESUs that MTA proposes to exclude by broadening Step 2B of the Special Master’s ESU
methodolog_y should be implemented along with the rest of the required expansion service in

June 2003. ° Finally, MTA’s proposal has no relevance for alternative remedies in addition to
ESUs.
c. The Consent Decree prohibits passbys to meet load factor requirements and

therefore MTA'’s “traffic loaders” are prohibited

MTA'’s proposal to use traffic loaders to prevent bus riders from boarding one bus and having
them wait until the next bus runs counter to Section I[.A.2 of the Consent Decree’s prohibition
on passbys to meet load factor targets: “Target load factors shall not be achieved by by-passing
passengers at bus stops.” MTA’s proposal should be rejected.

While the total number of required ESUs cannot be changed, MTA retains some flexibility in determining
where and when it adds into service the matching number of bus trips, buses, and revenue hours. If MTA
thinks it has solved the violation in another manner, then MTA can risk, in a limited manner, adding the
ESU in another time period of its choosing—perhaps using more up-to-date information.
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To the extent MTA would like to use loaders to recommend, in a non-mandatory manner, that
riders wait for the next bus, the Bus Riders Union also opposes this. First, it is likely that any
supervisor’s “suggestion” would have a chilling effect so that even if her instructions are not
technically mandatory, people would likely think they are. Second, any time a person follows
such a “suggestion,” it would add to the rider’s travel time. Even on the 66 Line, with one of the
lowest headways in the bus system, if a rider catches the next bus this would add another day
annually to her waiting time—in addition to the rest of the rider’s overall commute time. If the
rider has to wait for the third bus, it would be two days annually, and so on.

BRU proposes that these seven ESUs be implemented now with the rest of the expansion service
in June 2003. The BRU agrees that the 66 would be a good candidate for the use of articulated
buses and proposes that, upon arrival, the articulated buses go to this line first.

D. New Rapid Bus service must include the already determined ESUs

MTA proposes that the implementation of new Rapid Bus service should excuse MTA from
adding the required expansion service. MTA proposes this in reference to the four immediate
Rapid Bus lines: the two just implemented, and the two to be implemented in June 2003.
Presumably MTA is also asking for exemptions for all Rapid Bus lines to come, as the current
schedule is to implement two new Rapid Bus lines each six months for the next few years.

MTA proposes this exemption because the Rapid Bus line restructuring might change the
ridership patterns on the underlying Local lines on which the determination of ESUs is based.
While the Local ridership may change in relationship to Rapid Bus, what has been established,
and will not change, is that the corridor as a whole—with both Local and Rapid service—
requires additional bus trips. In fact, if existing Rapid Bus is any measure, the corridor will need
even more trips than predicted with the current ESUs as ridership grows with Rapid Bus
implementation. Accordingly, the ESUs are required and should be added.

The only issue is whether the ESUs should be added to the Local service or to the Rapid Bus.
Usually ESUs would be added to the particular line that the violation was recorded on. In this
case, since a new line is being implemented in addition to another line, the new line—i.e. Rapid
Bus—can count as the added ESUs, provided that all the ESU trips are added. In the future,
each line will be monitored separately and any required expansion service will be added as the
data requires for that particular line.

MTA also proposes that the six months of point check data on a Rapid Bus line and its
underlying Local line right after implementation of Rapid Bus should not count in future ESU
determinations. However, because the ridership data will determine the loads on each line
accurately, MTA’s proposal has no merit in this regard and is an effort to postpone any needed
remedy on the line. If MTA is worried that some ridership might shift, again, MTA has some
limited ability to adjust where and when it adds the trips between those two lines, but cannot
adjust the total required.
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Lastly, though a new line is being added to a certain corridor, it does not mean that this is fully
expansion service, even if Rapid Bus creates more trips that technically add up to the correct
number of ESUs. See the section on service cuts later in this document for a fuller discussion.

E. New Limited service must include the already determined ESUs

MTA proposes that implementation of Limited service should exempt a line from the required
ESUs. MTA requests this exemption specifically in regard to two lines (the 60 and 66) and has
withdrawn its request on three other lines (the 30, 163, and 165). Presumably MTA is asking for
exemptions for any Limited service in similar circumstances to come—whether the 30, 163, 165
lines or others.

MTA proposes this exemption because it believes that these Limited service implementations
will change the ridership patterns of a line. MTA has not provided data on this, but even if true,
it is irrelevant because what has been established, and will not change, is that the corridor as a
whole—with both Local and Limited service—requires additional bus trips. Further, in this case
no issue arises whether service is added as Local or Limited service because, as compared with
Rapid service, Local and Limited are not two different lines but two different routes within a
line. MTA retains discretion, as it has had historically, to add service to either the Local portion
of a line, or the Limited portion of a line, as long as the required expansion trips are added.
Accordingly, the ESUs are required and should be added. Also, because all Local and Limited
routes on a line have their overcrowding point check data collected together, whatever the
ridership distribution is between these two routes, they are counted collectively and therefore
future counting will accurately reflect overall corridor needs.

Lastly, though a Limited service is being added to a certain corridor, it does not mean that this is

fully expansion service, even if Limited creates more trips that technically add up to the correct
number of ESUs. See the section on service cuts later in this document for a fuller discussion.
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II. Add at least 185 buses and 425,500 revenue hours
in June 2003 in order to implement the 331 AM and 453
PM expansion service units (it may still be determined
that more buses and revenue hours are required)

In his December 9, 2002 Order, the Special Master directed MTA to develop an operations plan
to implement the required ESUs and to release to the BRU for review the details of where and
how MTA would add this additional service.® This innovative step should have resulted in
allowing MTA flexibility to schedule its service (including this additional service) to the best of
its ability, while requiring full disclosure and review of MTA’s proposed schedules to ensure that
the ESUs are implemented in a manner consistent with the Consent Decree. Unfortunately,
though it is proposing that the trips scheduled to meet the ESUs will take 185 buses and 425,500
revenue hours, MTA did not provide the scheduling details of this proposal. Though these bus
and revenue hour numbers appear in the range of what is needed according to past work (albeit
on the lower end), without all the details, the BRU is not able to evaluate MTA’s proposal fully.
Accordingly, until more detail is disclosed, the BRU proposes that MTA:

e Implement the 331 AM and 453 PM peak ESUs with at least the 185 buses and 425,500
revenue hours proposed by MTA in June 2003;°

e Release the detailed changes in its schedules to evaluate whether the newly scheduled
service meets the terms of the Consent Decree so that the BRU can evaluate these
proposals with the MTA at the JWG and determine if they are acceptable.

The scheduling changes should have the exact information detailed below for the amount of
service, origin of service, impact on existing service, and total equipment needs.

See also the Special Master’s March 18, 2003 Memorandum and Order on Development and
Implementation of Service Plan to Meet 1.25 and 1.20 Load Factor Targets.

MTA has also indicated in the budget of its service plan that it intends to implement midday off-peak
expansion service on the order of 40 buses and 125,000 revenue hours. The BRU agrees that off-peak
service is needed and that it should be added as soon as possible. The BRU also supports MTA’s having
completed an initial analysis of the need for revenue hours and buses during the off-peak hours. However,
it is important to note a few issues related to MTA’s statement. First it should be clear that the 40 buses
and 125,000 revenue hours are not yet set (either for BRU or MTA) because the line-by-line mapping of
violations for off-peak times is not done, and the amount of ESUs have not been calculated. Second, the
162,500 revenue hours listed at the bottom of the budget page in MTA’s proposed load factor service plan
includes the 125,000 hours MTA has estimated for off-peak additions—which is to say that the actual
amount of peak service revenue hours MTA would like to add above and beyond its current revenue hours
is 37,500—which is what is stated in the joint JWG letter to the Special Master on March 14, 2003. Third,
MTA’s estimate of 40 buses and 125,000 revenue hours does not include any estimate for Saturday or
Sunday off-peak additions, but only weekday midday off-peak.
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At issue in this component of the service plan is the number of buses and revenue hours on the
street that will actually be needed to implement the required ESUs.'"” MTA has not yet made
clear its method for converting ESUs into equipment and service hours. While MTA has some
flexibility in scheduling this additional service, this conversion involves a number of questions
regarding whether MTA is truly expanding or simply shifting service around within the bus fleet.
How long will the ESU bus trip be in service? Is MTA proposing to add this on top of existing
service or is it simply cutting other segments of bus trips to run this “expansion” bus trip? Does
MTA propose increasing wait times elsewhere in order to run this ESU bus trip? Or is MTA
taking advantage of adding this trip in a manner that will meet other objectives of the Consent
Decree such as reduced wait-times and transfers? And so forth. Answers to these questions will
determine if MTA’s conversion of the ESUs into the actual trips, buses, and revenue hours is
fully expansion service and fully within the parameters of Consent Decree.

In his December 9, 2002 Order, the Special Master ordered the following:

The MTA should inform the JWG about the detail of and rationales underlying its
Service Plan, including the location and time periods where additional service is
being added and the nature, amount, and sources of such capacity."!

Instead MTA provided only its final proposal of buses and revenue hours. MTA told the BRU at
the JWG only that MTA instructed its schedulers to be as “aggressive as possible” and that the
scheduling of this service could involve cuts to existing service. “As aggressive as possible” and
“could involve cuts” necessarily raise red flags: MTA’s proposal could be creating adverse
impacts on riders and using cuts to avoid the necessary reallocation of resources from outside the
bus system to fund the ESU service expansion. Without the details, however, the BRU cannot
evaluate MTA’s proposal fully and is only able to determine that 185 buses seems on the low
end of the range compared to past conversions, but that the amount of revenue hours attached to
these buses may make this possible. Accordingly, with no other option, the Special Master
should accept the 185 bus proposal and 425,500 revenue hour proposal as the minimum amount
of equipment and revenue hours needed to implement the required ESUs.

The Special Master should again order MTA to produce the scheduling analysis to implement the
ESUs—this time with specific requirements to generate the most useful information—in order to
ensure that MTA implements the service expansions according to the standards of the Consent
Decree and that it has the equipment to do so. MTA should release a detailed scheduling plan
that demonstrates specifically how MTA would add these expansion trips. The plan would
include, but not be limited to, the following information:

e The time and place the expansion bus trip is scheduled to start, pass the peak load
point, and end;

o Though related to the actual need for procurement, this is a separate issue. This is, in essence, an

equipment needs analysis prior to procurement upon which procurements will be based. For the amount of
buses to procure to match this amount of service to be implemented, see section V, page 26.
i See also Special Master’s March 18, 2003 Memorandum and Order on Development and Implementation
of Service Plan to Meet 1.25 and 1.20 Load Factor Targets.
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e The same information as above for both the previous and following assignment of
the bus scheduled to be used for this expansion bus trip (if straight to or from a
bus division, then the MTA should state this);

e The same information as above for the bus trips preceding and following this
expansion bus trip and for any bus trips adjusted by this expansion service;

e Identification of proposals for using any scheduling techniques on the expansion
trip or any other trip(s) to enable producing this expansion trip (if so, name the
type of technique—shortlining, headway adjustment, deadheading, interlining,
etc.—Dby trip, describe textually and quantifiably MTA’s policy for applying this
technique, describe textually and quantifiably any impacts, and explain why this
technique is an improvement and not a diminishment in the quality of service to
bus riders);

e The current total number of trips on a line during the relevant time of day the
expansion trip would be added (e.g., weekday AM peak, etc.), the proposed total
number of trips on this line for the time of day with the proposed expansion, and
the total difference between the two;

e The current total in-service revenue hours (daily and annually) on this line during
the relevant time of day the expansion trip would be added (e.g., weekday AM
peak, etc.), the proposed total in-service revenue hours on this line with this
expansion, and the total difference between these two;

e The number of expansion buses MTA would use for each bus line, including
specifically listing and identifying the linking of each bus trip to each expansion
bus;

e The current total number of buses on this line during the relevant time of day the
expansion trip would be added (e.g., weekday AM peak), the proposed total
number of buses required on this line with this expansion, and the difference
between the two;

e The same information in the last three bullet points above for the line for a whole
day, in addition to the relevant time of day.

Overall, this information should be put together in a comprehensive but easy-to-follow form, and
not scattershot in numerous existing or new reports. This information should be provided to the
JWG for review by the end of April. The JWG should try to come to agreement on whether
MTA has proposed the accurate number of buses and revenue hours to implement all the ESUs
based on this detailed information by the third week in May, with any disagreements sent to the
Special Master one week later.

15 March 31, 2003



I11. Hire drivers, mechanics, and service
attendants to maintain existing personnel-to-
assignment/bus ratios as service expands

MTA maintains a certain ratio of operators, mechanics, and service attendants to driving
assignments and buses. Whether these ratios have been at the appropriate levels has been an
issue in past load factor remedy proceedings. Depending on the outcome of the service
reliability plan proceedings (as discussed in a later section of this plan), these ratios may again
become an issue, especially in regard to mechanics. However, the issue at the moment is simply
to ensure that, as the fleet expands, MTA maintains the appropriate levels of operators,
mechanics, and service attendants to operate this expansion service adequately. MTA has
indicated at the JWG that it intends to hire operators, but it has not yet committed to this in
writing. MTA has also said at the JWG that it will not hire any more mechanics or service
attendants. This would mean the same number of mechanics and service attendants would be
spread over more equipment. Instead, the BRU proposes that MTA must hire operators,
mechanics, and service attendants at least at the existing policy levels for personnel-to-
assignment/bus ratios in order to match the load factor expansion of service."?

Finally, as described in the Ongoing Monitoring and Reporting section in this proposal, these
personnel changes should be documented in the ongoing Quarterly Report—both the actual
numbers of personnel (past and present) and the incumbent hiring and training issues.

- The ratio of 1.18 operators-to-assignments has long been documented in these proceedings in the Consent

Decree Quarterly Report.
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IV. Fund load factor expansion service by
reallocating resources from outside of the bus system,
not by shifting resources around within it

When it signed the Consent Decree in 1996, MTA agreed that the first priority for funds would
be to improve bus service for the transit dependent.”’ Particularly in reference to the
overcrowding reduction requirements, MTA agreed that: “if MTA fails to meet the target load
factors for all bus lines by the dates specified...MTA shall meet the target as soon as possible
and reallocate sufficient funds from other programs to meet the next lower target load factor as
scheduled.”™* MTA failed to meet the 1.35 load factor by December 31, 1997 and therefore has
been required to reallocate funds to meet the 1.35 load factor requirement for the past five years.
Additionally, because MTA admitted in the fall of 2002 that it has not met the 1.25 and 1.2 load
factor requirements, MTA must again either find new funds altogether or reallocate funds from
outside the existing bus system to implement remedial actions to bring it into compliance.15

Instead, in order to fund other projects, MTA has made a series of cuts to existing service in
“shake-up” after “shake-up” over the past six years that are not even mentioned in MTA’s
official proposed load factor service plan:

Historical Service Cuts Not Mentioned in MTA Load Factor Service Plan
Date Range Net Cut in Annual Rev. Hours Net Cut in Peak Buses
Dec 1996-Jun 2002 92,900 87

MTA’s currently proposed load factor service plan is not only a continuation of this pattern, but
a significant escalation of its scope. As MTA has said to the BRU in the JWG, MTA’s entire
plan is a proposal not to reallocate resources from outside the bus system but simply to shift
resources within it. First, MTA’s ESU exemption proposal is in fact rooted in an attempt not to
spend resources on the 117 ESUs discussed earlier—as its unwillingness to spend money even
on its own on-time supervision proposal makes evident. Second, the core of MTA’s Rapid Bus
program is to fund it within the pool of current bus operations resources by cutting existing bus

= See Section LF of the Consent Decree.

See Section II.A.4 of the Consent Decree.

These funds are available from sources such as the $15 million in discretionary funds MTA will give to
municipal operators each of the next four years (in excess of local return and state formula funding),
revenue from rail operations, rail operation funds generally, approximately $33 million in discretionary
operations funds to new rail projects such as the Pasadena Gold (formerly known as Blue) Line opening in
three months (with another $18 million in discretionary pre-operations money starting in one month),
highway funds, busway funds, etc. See Attachment 1 for the April 26, 2001 MTA Board Report entitled
“Municipal Operator Service Improvement Plan” on giving the municipal operators $15 million a year.
Notice that MTA talks as if these funds are a Consent Decree related cost when the municipal operators are
not now, nor have ever been, parties to the Consent Decree. As for the Pasadena Gold Line, Dana
Woodbury recently told the JWG that the operating costs would be on par with the currently operated
Green Line; the MTA website currently lists the Green Line operating costs as $35 million/year.

17 March 31, 2003



services. Third, the changes in Limited service are not an expansion but a muscling up of one
component of service on a line while thinning out another—Local service. Fourth, MTA
proposes explicitly to cut 69,266 revenue hours and 30 buses from within the MTA directly
operated bus service. Fifth, not listed quite so explicitly in MTA’s proposed plan is another set
of cuts from contracted services, totaling 30,000 annual revenue hours and 21 buses. Lastly,
MTA has not yet proved that use of Hastus will not deplete service and, in any case, MTA
proposes using these revenue hours toward load factor instead of as general bus improvements.
In all, these service reductions reflect MTA’s effort to target a large number buses and revenue
hours to be cut and then reshuffled within the bus system instead of reallocating funds from
outside the bus system for load factor purposes.'® Further, the resulting diminishment in quality
of service for the transit dependent has in the past and would now violate the Consent Decree’s
improvement-in-service and do-no harm principles.'’

The core question contested here is whether MTA must expand its bus service or not and, as
such, is one of the most important issues of this dispute. It is also one of the most important
issues of the Five Year New Service Plan. For this reason, the Rapid Bus dispute is discussed
only briefly below and will be dealt with mainly as part of the Five Year New Service Plan
discussion (except as Rapid Bus relates to MTA’s ESU exemption proposal discussed earlier).
In regards to the rest of MTA’s proposal, instead of shifting resources—revenue hours and
buses—within the existing bus service, the BRU proposes that MTA must:

e Add 87 buses and 92,900 revenue hours to the bus system by reallocating funds from
outside the bus system (in addition to current ESU requirements) by September 2003 to
restore what has been cut over the last six years and work with the JWG to develop a
service plan to do so;

e Retain 30 peak buses and 69,266 revenue hours in the existing MTA directly operated
service and reallocate these same amounts of resources from outside of the bus system,;

e Retain 21 buses and 30,000 revenue hours in the existing contracted service and
reallocate these same amounts of resources from outside of the current bus system.

Further escalating this pattern of not re-allocating funds from outside the bus system for load factor or the
Consent Decree overall is MTA’s proposal to raise the cost of the passes beginning in January 2004. MTA
is proposing: a $10 increase in the regular monthly pass from $42 to $52; a $4 increase in the student pass
from $20 to $24; and $3 increase in the disabled/senior pass from $12 to $15; and other proposals. MTA
names the need to recover the costs of the Consent Decree as its reason. Interestingly, MTA projects such a
fare increase would bring in between $40-$50 million dollars in revenue, which just happens to be about
the amount MTA projects for its proposed load factor plan, and also about the amount just mentioned in
discretionary funds going to other non-bus projects. See the March 5, 2003 MTA Board Report entitled
“Public Hearing for Fare Restructuring” in Attachment 2 for details.

o See generally the Basic Principles and Objectives section and the Overall Principles section of the Consent
Decree.  Also see generally the Special Master’s February 1998 Memorandum Decision and
Recommendations in re Late Night and Owl Service Modifications; the Special Master’s May 14, 1999
Memorandum Decision and Order Re Motion for Clarification and Modification in Re to Load Factor
Compliance, page 30; Judge Hatter’s September 23, 1999 Memorandum Opinion and Order generally; and
the Special Master’s December 9, 2002 Order, pages 53 and 58, and generally.
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Lastly, the BRU cannot fully respond to MTA Limited service proposal because MTA has not
provided the adequate data to do. MTA must provide this data within the next couple of months.

Below is a discussion of each of MTA’s proposals and the BRU alternative.
A. Restore at least 87 buses and 92,900 annual revenue hours of cut service

MTA’s proposal in its load factor service plan to cut existing service—with the implementation
of Rapid Bus and Limited service, in sector cuts, and in contract service—comes in the context
of a series of cuts to existing bus service over the last six years. In almost every six month
“shake-up” from December 1996 until June 2002 MTA has cut service, totaling 481,400 annual
revenue hours and 164 buses (separate from any lines considered part of the Five Year New
Service Plan). During the same time period, MTA re-invested only 77 buses and 388,500
revenue hours back into bus service (other than for load factor and the Five Year New Service
Plan), for a net reduction of 92,900 hours and 87 buses: '

Bus Service Changes (other than Load Factor or Five Year New Service Plan)"”

Peak Annual Peak Annual Revenue
Date Buses Revenue Buses Hours Added

Cut Hours Cut Added

Dec 96 -11 -36,100 1 0

Jun 97 -23 -12,500 22 46,500

Dec 97 -8 -46,100 2 0

Jun 98 -1 -89,200 2 25,200

Dec 98 -2 -5,500 10 14,800

Jun 99 -6 0 0 14,100

Dec 99 -14 -62,600 10 96,200

Jun 00 -40 -102,300 ) 80,500

Dec 00 -1 -19,500 3 21,400

Jun 01 -25 -52,900 6 500

Dec 01 -20 -30,000 5 58,900

Jun 02 -13 -24,700 1 30,400

Totals: -164 -481,400 77 388,500

Net totals since Dec 96: - 87 buses; -92,900 hours

Obviously, MTA needs to make many ongoing minor adjustments in the normal operations of the bus
system that do not diminish bus service. These are not registered here. The changes listed here are ones
with a net change in revenue hours.

The source for this data is the MTA’s “Chronology of Annualized Revenue Hour Changes” and
“Chronology of Weekday Peak Bus Changes” with data through June 2002. MTA included these
spreadsheets as part of its report relating to actions taken in response to Judge Hatter’s September 23, 1999
Memorandum Opinion and Order. The “comments” column on the far right of the chronology lists each
set of changes with a brief description and the accompanying change in annual revenue hours and peak
buses.
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MTA made a series of service reductions and then added only part of those resources back,
showing a failure to fully prioritize and reallocate funds to bus service. Further, MTA’s
documentation of service changes demonstrates a pattern of diverting bus eligible funds to help
expand other programs, as is evident in the fact that during these same six years MTA has
expanded its rail operations budget, on new and old projects, by 52%.20 Previously, the BRU
has contested these sets of cuts with the MTA directly at each “shake-up” and not with the
Special Master. However, as the scale and pattern of MTA’s diversion of resources out of the
bus system are now evident, this pattern must be addressed directly and corrected by restoring
these resources to the bus system. Therefore, in the current context, MTA bus operations must
go up by 87 buses in the peak fleet and 92,900 annual revenue hours in addition to the current
ESUs requirements, which also must be a complete addition to bus operations.

Further, cuts made since December 1996 have resulted in a deterioration of bus service for
thousands of riders. Transit dependent riders are bearing the additional burdens of increased
commuting time, the extra costs and inconvenience of transfers, and decreased countywide
mobility. For example, MTA has lengthened the headways on at least 19 lines over the last six
years, mostly in the midday off-peak time—such as on the 234 Line, which went from 25 to 30
minute headways, from bad service to worse. Another category is MTA cancellation of freeway
service. As an example, MTA cancelled the 436 freeway line, increasing riders’ travel time by at
least 10 minutes and adding $127/year in extra costs for non-pass users due to added transfers.
MTA has also cancelled a variety of other lines and segments of lines. The cumulative impact is
a substantial diminishment in the quality of service for bus riders.

Therefore, the BRU proposes that a service plan for restoration of these 92,900 revenue hours
and 87 buses should be developed jointly by the JWG with an eye toward restoration of past cut
service first and then implementation of other new services. If, however, BRU and MTA cannot
agree on re-instating a particular service, either side can propose re-investing the same total
amount of buses and revenue hours as other on-street bus service as long as this service is
consistent with the Consent Decree—such as reducing wait-times—and is separate from load
factor and the Five Year New Service Plan. Again, this last condition is very important in order
to protect Consent Decree load factor and New Service as their own sets of expansion services.
Finally, this service plan may exceed the 87 buses and 92,900 revenue hours, but can be no less.

BRU proposes that MTA present a service plan to re-instate these resources to bus services by
the middle of May 2003. JWG would try to come to agreement on the plan by the middle of
June. If there is disagreement, both sides would indicate such disagreement to the Special
Master on June 15 and submit formal positions two weeks later for the Special Master to resolve
the issue. Once agreed upon by the JWG, or ordered by the Special Master if necessary, this
service plan would be implemented in September 2003.

2 On page 19 of its FY97 Budget, MTA lists 110.8 million as the annual costs for its rail operations. In

appendix 9 and on page 1-20 of its FY03 Budget, MTA lists 153.2 million as the annual costs for its rail
operations. The difference in costs is 52.54 million per year—a 52% increase.
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B. MTA'’s Rapid Bus program fits into MTA's pattern of non-expansion but should be
dealt with as part of the Five Year New Service Plan over the next six months

The core of MTA’s Rapid Bus program is to fund it within the pool of current bus operations
resources by cutting existing bus services. Of MTA’s entire Rapid Bus program of 24 lines
(after the 720 and 750) with 400 in-service buses and 95 spare buses, only one bus is planned to
be expansion service:

Revenue Hours (in thousands) Buses
MTA’s Rapid Bus Program®' Before After Before After
Rapid Bus | Rapid Bus | Diff Rapid Bus | Rapid Bus | Diff
24 Lines (after 720 & 750) 2,827 2,843 15 808 809 1

The rest—i.e., all—of the Rapid Bus service hours and buses are drawn from eliminating any
existing Limited service on that line or converting Local service—sometimes both. For example,
Wilshire, Vermont, and Broadway have all had their Limited service completely canceled, and
Van Nuys is proposed to have its Limited service cut in June 2003. Some Rapid Bus lines are
also constituted partially from cuts to existing Local service. For example the Vermont Line had
27.4% of its revenue hours cut from Local service to resource Rapid Bus.”> MTA is able to
produce more total trips from the same resources because the faster running time from skipping
many stops results in a faster round trip cycle by the bus. The BRU strongly supports the Rapid
Bus practice of having a bus line with fewer stops in order to go faster as long as this bus line is
Sfull expansion service and not simply re-shuffled existing service. MTA’s current Rapid Bus
program, however, constitutes a series of service reductions that have significant adverse impacts
on riders.

Despite repeated requests from the BRU, MTA has provided little quantifiable data on any
negative impacts—increased transfers, increased walking, or increased waiting times—resulting
from implementation of Rapid Bus in this way. What is known is that because Rapid Bus is
implemented on some of the highest volume lines in the city, tens of thousands of people are
affected to some degree by these negative impacts. Riders from the cancelled Limited service
whose starting and destination points are not served by Rapid Bus stops either: a) use only the
Local service which will slow down their travel times; b) use Local and Rapid, which as a
combination may or may not be faster, but definitely results in less seamless travel by having to
transfer more, or; c) walk more to access a Rapid Bus stop—up to a quarter mile at all times of
day. For the Local ridership, any cuts result in buses coming less often, increasing riders’ overall
travel time. And although Rapid Bus may have a higher percentage of overall corridor ridership
than Limited, now the Local service will carry not only most of its current riders, but also

2 From Table 4 in Attachment A to MTA’s September 18, 2002 Proposal Re: Metro Rapid Five Year
Implementation Plan that was passed by the MTA Board. This table is enclosed here as Attachment 3.

B See Attachment 4 for MTA’s “Comparison Service Plan for Vermont Rapid Bus Corridor” provided in

supporting detail to MTA’s proposed load factor service plan sent to Special Master on March 3, 2003.
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displaced Limited riders, as well as some altogether new riders—as on Wilshire where Local
ridership went up 26%.> For all of these riders, less Local service means either wait or walk.

Though the Rapid Bus program is still primarily a component of the Five Year New Service
Plan, it also overlaps with load factor issues because the designated Rapid Bus corridors are the
same as some of the highest load factor corridors. In this context, as it springs from simply
reshuffling existing service and not expanding service, MTA’s Rapid Bus program contradicts
the Consent Decree agreement that funds from outside of the bus system should be reallocated
for load factor purposes, and also the specific Court directives not to diminish the quality of
service to the transit dependent. However, as indicated in the JWG letter to the Special Master
on February 6, 2003, no specific action in these proceedings is required on Rapid Bus as this
issue (except for MTA’s ESU exemption proposal) should be addressed more fully as part of the
Five Year New Service Plan over the next six months and not here. At that point, the dispute
between the Bus Riders Union and MTA regarding whether Rapid Bus will be expansion service
or service cut from existing bus operations will be addressed. Significant analysis regarding the
above points and others will need to be examined and resolved at that time.

c MTA has not provided adequate data on the implementation on any of the newly
proposed Limited service lines; MTA should provide such data within the next two months.

MTA’s proposed Limited service continues MTA’s drive not to reallocate resources from outside
the bus system for load factor expansion, but instead to reshuffle existing resources, in this case
within a single bus line—cutting from one piece to add to another. MTA admits this, but will
also try to say it is a transit driven action; however, if this proposal was transit related, as
compared to budget related, it would have already been done because Limited service is not a
new concept to MTA.

Unfortunately, despite repeated requests from the BRU, MTA has provided little data and
analysis regarding the proposed Limited lines. This is particularly true in regard to potential
negative impacts such as increased wait/travel times and more transfers, but is also true for many
aspects of this proposal. As MTA has not provided the adequate data regarding its proposed
implementation of Limited service—on any of the newly proposed Limited service lines—BRU
cannot fully respond here. MTA should provide such data, as has been outlined in previous
document requests and also at the JWG, within the next two months.

D. MTA must reallocate 69,233 revenue hours and 30 buses from outside the bus
system, not from cuts to existing service

Instead of reallocating funds from outside the bus system, and in addition to all the other past and
proposed cuts, MTA proposes another set of service cuts for June 2003 that will continue the
pattern of deterioration of the bus system. MTA proposes a total reduction of 30 buses and

= See Attachment 5 for page 6 of MTA Board Report entitled “Los Angeles Metro Rapid Demonstration

Program Final Report” February 2002.
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82,762 annual revenue hours, with 0 buses and 13,496 revenue hours re-invested into other bus

services, for a net reduction of 30 peak buses and 69,266 revenue hours:**

FY 2003 Service Change Proposals (other than for ESUs)
MTA Service Sector Peak Buses Annual Rev. Peak Annual
Cut Hours Cut Buses Revenue Hours
Added Added
Gateway Cities -8 -8,636 0 9,399
San Gabriel Valley -3 0 0 3,355
San Fernando Valley -6 -16,066 0 742
Westside & South LA 13 est. -58,060 Unknown Unknown
Totals: -30 -82,762 0 13,496

r Net Reduction: -30 buses and -69,266 annual revenue hours ]

Again, the Consent Decree requirement is very clear that the load factor must be met by
reallocating funds from outside the bus system and not by siphoning-off existing bus operations
money and equipment to be shifted around in the bus system for load factor purposes.

Also again, these are not innocuous changes but represent a deterioration in the bus system—
even in sectors that have service added back into them. As an example from the San Fernando
Valley, MTA is proposing a further scaling back of freeway service by cutting the 418 Line—
increasing travel time by approximately 20 minutes each way. San Gabriel is also slated to have
freeway service cut, this time the 401 Line. This is particularly interesting because the 401 was
listed as the alternative service to the 402 Line which MTA cut a few years ago. Cancellation of
Line 401 will increase travel times by approximately 15 minutes—30 minutes a day roundtrip for
1,930 riders.

In the Gateway Cities Service Sector, MTA’s proposal to truncate the 105 Line (in order to fund
another improvement) results in at least a 20-minute increase on average in travel time for
roundtrip riders and an increase in cost of $.50 a day (or $127/year) for non-pass holders. The
119 Line has a similar story: truncation increases travel time for some riders by 40-45 minutes on
average and adds a cost of $.50/day for cash fare riders.

In contrast to the others, MTA has not provided any detailed information for the
Westside/Central and South Bay Service Sectors beyond what was listed on the one-page sheet
submitted to the Special Master on March 3, 2003. Nor has MTA held a public hearing on these
proposed cuts yet, whereas the other sectors have.

# MTA’s one-page service change summary sheet in the supporting details of its proposed service plan lists a

73,460 revenue hour reduction and does not list the number of buses associated with these revenue hours.
MTA’s budget spreadsheet at the end of its proposed service plan lists 70,000 revenue hours and 30 buses.
The more detailed sector-specific spreadsheets shared by MTA in the JWG show the changes for all sectors
as 69,266 revenue hours, so BRU will use this as the most exact accounting. Also, as compared to MTA’s
initial one-page service change summary sheet referenced at the beginning of this footnote, the table in the
text lists changes in five sectors because these are what are listed in the same sector-specific spreadsheets
given to the MTA Board and the BRU at the JWG.
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Just as service should not have been cut from 1996 through 2002, neither should this current set
of cuts occur. Further, the “re-investment” portions of this series of changes should be done as
overlay additions to the existing service. This is also what some MTA Board members think, as
six voted to support the ultimately failed motion by MTA Board Member and County Supervisor
Yvonne Burke to do just that on a subset of the lines. If MTA continues to disagree, it must
come up with a plan to re-invest those 30 buses and 69,233 annual revenue hours into the bus
system for other improvements—separate from load factor or the Five Year New Service Plan—
and cannot cut these buses and hours to feed load factor requirements.

E. MTA must not cut contract services and instead must reallocate resources from
outside the bus system

Unmentioned in the rest of MTA’s plan, but which appears in the budget summary, is a line item
stating that 30,000 of the annual revenue hours to meet the load factor requirements would come
from contracted services. MTA told the JWG that these annual revenue hours are not a cut from
existing service but are in fact revenue hours that had been planned for other contracted
expansion that MTA is now using for load factor. If so, fine.

However, in the table titled “MTA Bus Fleet Requirements and Procurements for FY03-FY10”
in MTA’s Bus Fleet Management Plan from February 27, 2003, MTA states in a footnote: “21
Contract buses are being reallocated due to cancellations of some contract service lines (part of
the June 2003 Service Change Program), which results in a zero impact in their bus
requirements.”> If this is so, and it must be given more weight until proven otherwise, this is
another part of MTA’s pattern of not reallocating enough equipment and funds from outside the
bus system and instead aiming for “zero impact”—that is “zero impact” on MTA’s budget, not
on riders.

F. New Hastus program may result in no change to on-street service, but MTA needs
to prove it; regardless any savings should be re-invested to the bus system separate from
load factor requirements

MTA proposes that it can provide 150,000 revenue hours and 40 buses by applying a new
scheduling program called MinBus as part of its Hastus scheduling program. The BRU has two
issues here: First, MTA has acknowledged in JWG meetings that some on-street service changes
could occur from MinBus depending on the parameters given to the software, but that MTA
plans no reduction to on-street service, only reductions in “inefficient off-route, deadhead and
layover operations.” BRU acknowledges that theoretically this may be possible to do, but MTA
has not provided the back-up data and analysis to test and prove this assertion. MTA must
provide a method for testing its actions and demonstrate that the Hastus program passes the test
to not reduce service.

See Attachment 6 for the “MTA Bus Fleet Requirements and Procurements for FY03-FY10” in Appendix
11 of MTA’s February 27, 2003 "Bus Fleet Management Plan".
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Second, and more importantly, even if MTA proves that this new computer software does not
reduce existing service, MTA must use these hours to make other improvements within the bus
system and cannot divert them to load factor requirements.
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V. Establish a three-year procurement plan, starting
with immediate purchase of 380 buses (in addition to those
buses already bought/planned to be bought by MTA) to
replace the “inactive” contingency fleet buses which will be
used temporarily to fulfill the required expansion service

After determining the amount of equipment needed to fulfill the required service levels (as
discussed in the previous sections), the next step is to ensure that actual buses are available to
fulfill them—especially while maintaining the steady retirement of overage or newly-coming-of-
retirement-age buses. BRU and MTA agree that MTA does not have enough buses to do so now
or with imminent bus deliveries and initially will have to add already retired buses from MTA’s
“inactive” fleet to the road. BRU and MTA also agree that these already retired “inactive” buses
will have to be re-retired as soon as possible—requiring purchases now in order for buses to be
delivered over the next one to three years.”® MTA and the BRU do not agree on the scale of the
procurement, primarily because of the difference in the proposed service levels. Also in dispute
is ensuring that regular retirement of old buses continues on time and that expansion service is
actually implemented with new buses. To meet all expansion and retirement needs, the BRU
proposes a three year procurement plan, starting with the immediate purchase of 380 buses (in
addition to those already ordered/planned). a

Current and near-future bus availability has been significantly shaped by MTA’s choice to slow
down the end of the court-ordered “Accelerated Procurement Plan” from 1998, so that not
enough new buses are available now, or even close to now, for current needs. A comparison
between the total bus deliveries by date in the court-ordered “Accelerated Procurement Plan” and
in the MTA’s newly proposed procurement plan demonstrates this fact:

Cumulative bus deliveries from Accelerated Procurement Plan

End of fiscal year FY02 | FY03 | FY0O4 | FY05 | FYO06
Court ordered 1818 | 1848 | 2095
Current MTA 1798 | 1818 | 1828 | 1948 | 2098
= MTA has stated this position in its written plan and at the JWG. However, MTA indicated last week that it

may try to change its proposal to keep old buses on the road and then re-retire them in the future. MTA has
indicated it is considering lowering its spare ratio from the long established 20% in order for MTA to
expand the number of buses in service but not increase its total active fleet (peak buses plus spares). This,
of course, results in fewer spare buses being available to substitute for broken down in-service buses. This
also results in more wear and tear on the existing in-service buses as they are being asked to do more with
less. Given historical and current mechanical reliability issues (detailed in the following section), BRU
opposes this shift. The Special Master should order the MTA to maintain a 20% spare ratio.
7 Past load factor proceedings have focused primarily on particular bus orders. This will continue, but as part
of a multi-year plan of procurements, in order to avoid any slippage between buses used for retiring old
buses and buses used for expanding the bus fleet. Tracking all retirement and expansion needs by year over
a multi-year period and timing the total procurements/deliveries correctly will ensure all needs are met.
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The court-ordered “Accelerated Procurement Plan” originally established that 2095 buses would
be delivered by the end of FY04 (June 2004). MTA now will not complete the delivery of the
last 277 buses until FY06.”® This results, again, in MTA keeping old buses on the road for
longer, buying fewer buses overall, and buying them later.” On page 26 of his March 6, 1999
Order, the Special Master stated, “should MTA modify or scale back its accelerated bus
replacement plan...additional measures may be required at that time.” The expansion of service
levels for load factor requires “additional measures” now—a new procurement plan.

The total need for newly purchased buses for the next three years (June 2003 to June 2006) for
load factor expansion service and for bus retirement is 727.° This is 381 buses to retire
currently overage buses and buses that will come to retirement over that time frame, and 346
buses to re-retire the old buses to be temporarily used for expansion, shown below by year: =

New Equipment Needs

By end of fiscal year:* FYO3 | FY04 | FY05 | FY06 TOTAL
Overage Buses to Retire by Year (separate
from the "“inactive" contingency fleet buses 55 7 123 196 381
temporarily used for below expansion)
Load Factor &pansion Buses 185
- Spares for LF Expansion 37
[Past Cuts Restoration Buses 87
Spares for Restored Service 15
[SF Valley BRT Expansion Buses 18
Spares for SF Valley BRT 4
Total 277 109 145 196 || 727 |

*MTA's fiscal year ends in June of that calender year (i.e., FY03 ends June 30, 2003)

MTA currently only has 300 buses that are bought or planned to be bought for this same three
year period, with most to be delivered in the last two years—fiscal years 2005 and 2006. This

= Based on the “MTA Bus Fleet Requirements and Procurements for FY03-FY10” in Appendix 11 of MTA’s
February 27, 2003 "Bus Fleet Management Plan" (see Attachment 6) and also JWG discussion. This
assumes that all of these last buses will actually be purchased; as discussed later, only 100 buses have been
so far.
» In reference to past procurements, also notice the difference between MTA's "Delivery Schedule
Summary" from MTA's Fourth Quarter 2001 Consent Decree Quarterly Report and the same report from
two years prior (see both in Attachment 7). The earlier report listed the need for 297 buses for the previous
expansion order from Judge Hatter, but this had disappeared by the later report, as MTA simply held old
buses on the road longer.
30 Additionally, depending on the outcome of the Five Year New Service Plan discussion, this total may
increase by another 550 buses, but this projection is not included here. Any future off-peak expansion
service will not require additional purchases because the need for peak buses is greater than off-peak, so
any equipment needed would be available.
3 See Attachment 8 for amount of overage buses from MTA’s “VMS: Distribution of Buses/Number of
Buses by Age by Division” report for January 1, 2003. All the expansion service needs are discussed in the
previous sections of this plan except the San Fernando Valley Bus Rapid Transit Project (BRT). Though
contested, MTA includes 22 buses in its fleet plan for the BRT project, so they are included here.
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leaves MTA short a total of 427 buses over the next three years (727 total need, minus 300
planned).

Of these 300 buses planned for by MTA, so far only 100 have actually been purchased. Beyond
that the MTA Board has approved the plan to buy 200 articulated buses, but no contract has been
established yet. This means that MTA must follow through with actually purchasing the 200
articulated buses already in its plan and then buy an additional 427 buses over the next three
years to meet the remaining need. The following, therefore, is a multi-year delivery schedule
assuming the immediate purchase of the first 380 buses to be delivered in FY04 and FY05:

Proposed Bus Delivery/Procurement Plan

Fiscal year FY03 | FY04 | FY05 | FYoe | [ TOTAL
Total MTA 20 10 120 | 150 300
Total BRU 20 160 | 350 | 197 727

Amount within above totals already
purchased and awaiting delivery only
Amount within above totals already

20 10 20 50

planned by MTA, but awaiting purchase 100 100
and delivery

Amount within above totals not planned,

which require immediate purchase and 150 230 47

delivery for BRU Plan

Specifically, the Special Master should order MTA to:

e Establish a three-year procurement plan with the total delivery amounts shown in the
“Total BRU” row above;

e Immediately purchase the 380 buses shown above in the row titled “Amount within
above total not planned, which requires immediate purchase and delivery” for FY04 and
FYO05;

e Purchase 47 more buses over the next six months that have not yet been ordered, to be
delivered by the end of FY06.

An option for up to 696 40-seat NABI buses already exists, as does an option for up to 400
articulated NABI buses. The delivery of these buses would be faster than a totally new
procurement because the base contract is already established (i.e., the bidding process is already
completed).
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Service Plan to

Improve Service Reliability
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I. Create a service plan for missing bus trips focused
on reducing mechanical breakdowns within one month

On page 32 of his December 9, 2002 Order, the Special Master described his analysis of load
factor violations from “missing bus trips”:

While the MTA is to be lauded for the substantial improvement in the reliability
of its fleet operation, the portion of exceedences above the 1.25 and 1.20 LFTs
due to “missed trips” nonetheless is still significant. Under the Consent Decree,
the MTA is obligated to meet the specific load factor targets on each and every
bus line; accordingly, it is appropriate to develop remedies to enable the MTA to
reduce the approximately 15 to 20 percent of exceedences attributable to
mechanical failures, lack of bus operators, in-service failures and other factors.
Consistent with the precedent applied during the 1.35 LFT, which both parties
acknowledge has led to a decrease in overcrowding levels, I believe that the JWG
should ascertain the sub-causes of “missed trips” exceedences and that tailored,
specific remedies should be developed to address these factors.

Based on this analysis, on page 60 of his December 9, 2002 Order, the Special Master ordered:

Consistent with the precedent followed during the 1.35 LFT phase, the JWG
should identify the sub-causes of “missed trips” exceedences, and the MTA
should develop narrowly tailored remedies to address these specific sub-causes.
The MTA, after consultation with the JWG, should develop a remediation plan to
reduce overcrowding attributable to “missed trips,” which should be submitted to
the JWG and the Special Master as part of the Service Plan.

In response, MTA offered no proposal to remedy missed trip violations, nor even any analysis
about the sub-causes of these violations. In fact, MTA has addressed these issues even more
extensively in its Consent Decree Quarterly Reports and in JWG discussions than it has in its
proposed service plan. In its service plan, MTA proposes only to:

e Review the missed trip violations that have no information regarding the sub-cause to
determine why the agency has no information (mostly to fix the process that resulted in
no information but also to determine if MTA occasionally erroneously identified a
violation as missed trip that actually had a data or checker error);

e Study some bus lines to see if there are “identifiable reasons for the missed trip.”

MTA is not operating as if a remedy has been ordered as required by the Special Master, but as if
it is still investigating the problem, and for that matter, is in no hurry to do so.
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In this area in particular the BRU is heavily reliant upon MTA to provide some data and analysis
on current operating performance (and therefore potential remedial actions). Since MTA has
provided virtually no such data and analysis in its current plan, the BRU cannot provide a full
remedy plan. However, the BRU has been able to develop specific alternatives to MTA’s non-
proposal based on other MTA documentation and past work in this area.

A. Improving in-service mechanical reliability

First, while a small part of the remedy involves fixing the documentation process, significant
MTA analysis already exists identifying the primary cause of missed trip violations. MTA has
already produced analysis of missed trip violations from January 2002 to June 2002 that shows
that 78% of the missed trip violations throughout the bus system are due to mechanical
breakdowns—mostly while a bus is in service.”> MTA’s latest Consent Decree Quarterly Report
has corresponding statistics. For example, mechanical problems—specifically with engines,
brakes, etc.—caused 85% of the in-service failures from October 2001 through December
2002.3 Further, from January 2002 to December 2002, mechanical failures caused 77% of the
out-lates and cancellations of buses from bus divisions.** Mechanical problems—particularly
while a bus is in-service—have been clearly identified by MTA as the predominant cause of
missed trip violations for which remedies need to be developed.

Measuring the miles between in-service failures as a gauge for improvement in fleet reliability
has been included in previous load factor proceedings, as the Special Master ordered MTA to
raise the miles between total roadcalls. MTA now lists its miles between total roadcalls as up
from about 700 in June 1998 to about 3500 today.”® As a result of this improved fleet reliability,
missed trip violations have decreased. As in-service failure is the main sub-cause of missed trip
violations, the total miles between in-service failures will continue to be the baseline barometer
of improvement. A corresponding key indicator will be the miles between mechanical
breakdowns (i.e., “chargeable” breakdowns in MTA lexicon) which specifically measures
mechanical problems only, and not all service interruptions.

MTA should be required to develop and then implement a specific plan of action for increasing
mechanical reliability, particularly in-service reliability. This plan should draw from MTA’s
extensive data on its mechanical reliability performance and include a textual and quantifiable
analysis of the ability of the following issues to raise the miles between roadcalls (both total

B See Attachment 9 for MTA'’s list of missed trip violations by cause given to BRU at the JWG in October

2002 and included in the official record of the October 29, 2002 hearing with the Special Master. After the
78% (except for an occasional data problem) the remainder is due to a variety of non-mechanical problems.
MTA agreed with the BRU at the JWG that this ratio of 78% due to mechanical problems and 22% due to
non-mechanical problems would be the same split for the undocumented missed trip violations.

- See Attachment 10 for page 47 of MTA Fourth Quarter 2002 Consent Decree Quarterly Report.
B See Attachment 11 for page 40-41 of MTA Fourth Quarter 2002 Consent Decree Quarterly Report.

™ See Fourth Quarter 2002 Consent Decree Quarterly Report, page 23.
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roadcalls and mechanical failure only roadcalls), most of which have been addressed by this
Court before:

Total available number of operators, mechanics, service attendants, and maintenance
Supervisors

Ratio of mechanics, service attendants, and maintenance supervisors to buses

Recurring defect and mechanical failure analysis—by bus, sub-fleet, type of problem
and location of problem

Prioritization of worst cases of mechanical repairs

Time to finish mechanical repairs

Preventative maintenance

Past-due critical maintenance

Level of supervision

General, vendor specific, and advanced technology training—especially for CNG buses
Spare parts availability

ADA specific training

New facilities

This plan can also include any other issues MTA deems relevant for improving mechanical
reliability. From this analysis, MTA should develop a specific set of remedy actions—textually
and quantifiably—to reach, in stages:

The levels of 5,000 miles, 6,000 miles, and 7,000 miles between total roadcalls on
average for all sectors (MTA averages systemwide about 3,500 to 4,000—some sectors
are higher, some lower);

The levels of 8,000 miles, 10,000 miles, and 12,000 miles between mechanical only (i.e.
chargeable) roadcalls on average for all sectors (MTA averages systemwide about 6,000
miles, with some sector higher, some lower).*®

This would include specific schedules for reaching these levels over the next three years and the
expected impact on reducing missed trip violations.

B.

Analysis and remedy for non-mechanical problems

MTA’s January 2002 to June 2002 analysis of missed trip violations revealed 23% of the missed
trip violations are caused by non-mechanical problems. These sub-causes, in fact, do need to be

36

MTA has provided little detail on the possible and required levels of in-service reliability. The only
discussion has been referencing other transit properties. While measuring against other properties is not the
relevant standard in this case, as none of those properties have the same performance requirements agreed
to by MTA in the Consent Decree, other properties demonstrate what is possible at least. For instance, in
the JWG, MTA referenced that the Washington, D.C. transit system is at 5,400 miles between total road
calls. And Deputy CEO John Catoe told the JWG that some transit agencies are at 10,000 and 12,000 miles
between mechanical only road calls.
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studied and specific remedies developed for them. MTA should include these as a specific
separate section in the plan for improved service reliability.

C. Establish procedures to document sub-causes

Ongoing monitoring and reporting should include study of the missed trips violations which lack
the sub-cause supporting data in order to understand why there is no documentation. If, in the
course of this study, MTA identifies—and BRU agrees—that some trips MTA identified as
missed trip violations actually had data or checker errors, they should be re-classified as such.
After MTA identifies why in some instances it has no data on the sub-cause of a missed trip
violation, MTA should set up a process to ensure all sub-causes are properly documented
henceforth. Once this new set of procedures is operating, all missed trips should be identified by
sub-cause in MTA’s Consent Decree Quarterly Report in the causal analysis section, and also in
a total list similar to the one already used for January 2002 through June 2002.

This plan for overall improved service reliability should be provided by MTA to the JWG one
month from the Special Master’s decision regarding these service plans. BRU proposes that
JWG have three weeks to determine agreement or disagreement. If needed, the BRU would
~ submit an alternative plan two weeks later.
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Ongoing Reporting and Monitoring
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I. Ongoing Reporting and Monitoring

The creation of the Consent Decree Quarterly Report was one of the major steps forward during
the last set of load factor remedies.>’ It established a set of information about load factor
violations, remedy actions, and general bus operations performance that is routinely produced in
a uniform, comprehensive, and yet fairly concise manner. It should be continued throughout the
lifetime of the Decree.

It should also be made better—more responsive and more tailored. First, some pieces of
information—such as the line-by-line mapping of violations—should continue to be included but
with a few improvements. Second, some information—such as on operators and mechanics—
has only been partially included in the past and should be expanded now. Third, some basic
MTA reports—on fleet size, procurements, aging, etc.—that have been included sporadically
should be a consistent attachment to the Quarterly Report. Fourth, some information—such as
total revenue hours and the chronology of changes in peak buses and revenue hours—has not
been included in previous Quarterly Reports but should be now. Finally, some information never
yet produced by MTA—such as specific scheduling information of some trips—should also be
included. Accordingly, the BRU proposes that the following information be included regularly
in the Quarterly Report and provided to the BRU both in hardcopy and computer form (as is
done now).

A. Production and analysis of line-by-line overcrowding data

Line-by-Line Mapping of Load Factor Violations. Undoubtedly the core piece of information
required, MTA should continue to produce the line-by-line mapping of violations on a quarterly
basis until 2006. For the most part, the form of the line-by-line mapping should remain the same
as now. However, the following improvements should be implemented:

e Include peak and off-peak (midday, evening, owl, Saturday, and Sunday) data—separated
by category;

e Include data for two years prior to the last day of the current quarter (rather than for one
year prior as MTA does now);

e List all non-overlapping violations for the above date range;*®

7 MTA titled this report the Consent Decree Quarterly Report but in reality it has only been on load factor

and not on the entire Consent Decree. This report is also sometimes referred to simply as the Quarterly
Report.
% MTA has occasionally had some problems listing all the violations in the line-by-line mapping. MTA has
sometimes only listed one non-overlapping violation that actually straddled two non-overlapping
violations, thereby listing only half of all the existing violations. See Attachment 12 for a list of MTA
corrections to Quarterly Report data given to the BRU in which numerous of these instances were fixed.
While MTA corrected these mistakes in this instance, such a process should be re-enforced as required.
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e Of all possible violations (see above), if a choice exists between overlapping windows of
overcrowding, choose the highest load factor as the core violation to be listed;

e List the data for the whole time period checked in the accompanying Causal Analysis,
with all missed trips marked by cause, and all bus trips identified by bus series and
number of seats;

e Mark any added service by additional trip and the 20-minute time period it was added to,
and then list the total added trips for this quarter and each preceding quarter;

e Produce total time range of violations graph showing the time range in which violations
have occurred over the last two years for each line, location, and direction separated by
AM peak, midday off-peak, PM peak, evening off-peak, owl off-peak, Saturday, and
Sunday. See example in Attachment 13.

Frequency of point checks. Increase point checks on the next 20 heaviest volume lines after the
non-top 20 lines (i.e., 21 to 40™ heaviest volume lines) to twice a month. Begin checks on the
five heaviest volume owl service lines.

B. Additional data and analysis of load factor violations and bus system operations
and performance, with all sources of data referenced

Specific information, data, and analysis to be included in Already

Quarterly Report Receive?/
Comments

Number of lines that did not meet the 1.2 load factor standard that quarter, No

with a list of such lines

Total number of violations by causal analysis category by line and totaled for Yes

all lines

Number of days point checked for each line, location, direction by quarter No

compared against the number of point checks mandated to be done for that
line, location, direction for that quarter

Discussion of action steps and progress on each remedy action ordered by Yes
the Special Master—textually and quantifiably But could be fuller
Any newly required ESUs (with spreadsheet of calculations attached in an N/A in past
appendix)
Any new trips added, listed by the time and place the expansion bus trip is No
scheduled to start, pass the peak load point, and end;
Bus ridership by line and systemwide Systemwide only
In-service revenue hours, buses and trips for each line by time of day (i.e., Partially received; last
AM peak, midday off-peak, etc.) and whole day for the last three years three years allows
through the present quarter, with any differences noted baseline comparison
In-service revenue hours systemwide (directly operated and contracted) for Partially received; last
bus and rail for the past three years through the present quarter three years allows
baseline comparison
Number of bus and rail operators (part-time, full time, and total) by fiscal year Last three years
(indicating end or beginning of year) for the past three years through the allows baseline
present quarter and projected for next year comparison
Operator-assignment ratio with discussion of whether any shortfalls exist Yes
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peak, off-peak, Saturday, and Sunday

Updated “Chronology of Buses” spreadsheet for daily peak, off-peak, Once
Saturday, and Sunday
Updated “Chronology of Annualized Revenue Hours” spreadsheet for daily Once

Number of mechanics, service attendants, and maintenance supervisors for
the past three years through the present quarter and projected for next year

Last three years
allows baseline

VMS: Distribution of Buses/ Number of buses by age and by bus series
Number of buses by accumulated life mileage by division
Number of buses by accumulated life mileage by bus series

comparison
Mechanic and service attendant-to-bus ratio with discussion of MTA’s policy, Never given in the
actual levels and any shortfalls past
VMS Fleet Aging reports: Generally given
VMS: Distribution of Buses/ Number of buses by age by division outside of QR,

sporadically with QR

noted, i.e., for the end of a line) for each six months from the beginning of the
Consent Decree forward

Same summary of bus delivery schedule with a status report for each bus Partially
procurement but modified to include tag for replacing any buses held on the

road until new buses arrive

Same Fleet Activity Model as current but modified to include source Partially and
information and comparison or reconciliation with other fleet size numbers occasionally
such as in the 4-12 and 4-24 reports, as well as to include contract service

levels

Headways for each line (with any differences for different segments of a line Partially and

occasionally provided

largest amount to smallest amount); itemize Prop A and Prop C funding by
amount and expenditure

Missed trip violations by sub-cause Once
In-service equipment failures by line, bus series, and sub-cause (with totals Yes

also), and including analysis

Out-lates and cancellations by reasons by division Yes
Analysis of facilities capacity and need for new facilities Occasionally
All money that is bus eligible (local, state, and federal) that is currently not Never given in the
allocated to the bus system, separated by capital and operations (list from past

Also, in the causal analysis section of the Quarterly Report, MTA lists details for each bus line

with specific updates for that line.

This page should be improved to become a more exact line

profile with line-specific information, including the following (from the systemwide reports

listed above):

e Number of days checked for location and direction by quarter compared against the
number of checks mandated to be done for that location and direction for that quarter
e Changes in service including scheduling information and trip, bus, and revenue hour

changes (with totals past and present)
e Ridership (past and present)
e Types of buses in service
e Headways (past and present)

This would allow for a quick, comprehensive reference for each line.
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C. Exclusion of irrelevant information
Finally, MTA should be ordered to exclude its unilateral percentage compliance claims (in any

form) and its claims about static windows as the compliance standard because neither is
consistent with the law of the case.
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LHUSDE FRCILITIES M2 Fax:2135-633-7254

Mar 25 2003 15:59 F.oz

BOARD MEETING
APRIL 26, 2001

SUBJECT: MUNICIPAL OPERATOR SERVICE IMPROVEMENT
- PROGRAM

Mectropolitan
Teansportation  ACTION: AUTHORIZE STAFF TO IMPLEMENT THE MUNICIPAL
Authority OPERATOR SERVICE IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND
EXECUTE THE RESULTING FUNDING AGREEMENTS
One Gareway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA

00122352 RECOMMENDATION

A. Approve the creation of an ongoing Municipal Operator Bus Service
Improvement Program beginning in FY 02 to improve service to the transit
dependent countywide by reducing overcrowding and expanding services.

B. Authorize the Chief Executive Officer or his designee to execute funding
agreements with the Municipal Operators, which wiil include the joint
agreement that for the duration of the program neither the MTA nor the
Municipal Operators will pursue legislation, legal or other actions to alter the
funding sources currently subject to formula allocations

C. Program $15 million of Proposition C 40% funds for FY 2002 to fund the first
year of the Program. Funding of $15 mullion of Prop C 40% funds will be
programmed in each of the following four years for a total of $75 mullion, plus
3% cumulative annual increases.

D. Support a jointly draft amendment to AB974 to incorporate the terms of this
agreement between the MTA and the Municipal Operators.

1SSUE

The Municipal Operators have requested the MTA to formularize Proposition C 40%
funds programumed to the MTA's bus operation to meet Consent Decree and bus
policing costs. The Consent Decree states that:

Consistent with MTA’s other statutory responsibilities and obligations, MTA’s
first prionty for the use of all bus-eligible revenue realized in excess of funds
already specifically budgeted for other purposes shall be to improve bus service
for the transit-dependent by implementing MTA’s obligations pursuant to this
Consent Decree.
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In order to satisfy both its statutory responsibilities as the county transportation planning
and programming agency as recognized in the Consent Decree, and its other Consent
Decree obligations the MTA has been working with the Municipal Operators to develop a
Countywide program which conditions a new distribution of Proposition C 40% funds for

improved bus service for the transit dependent.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

There are several major policy issues to be addressed. One issue is whether any share
policy should apply to Proposition C 40% funds that are used to meet the requirements of
the Consent Decree, which is exclusively an MTA obligation. Another issue is whether
the Board should approve any new funding for Municipal Operators.

OPTIONS

One option is to continue excluding the funding of Consent Decree expenses from the
existing formula allocation practice. This option was rejected because Consent

Decree related operations have been absorbing an increasing share of Proposition C 40%
revenues. As spending on the Consent Decree becomes a larger and larger share of the
MTA’s bus budget, it becomes increasingly difficult to support its total exclusion from

formulization.

Another option 1s to deal with this 1ssue in the state legislature. The Municipal Operators,
are currently seeking legislation to compel inclusion of all Proposition C 40% bus related
funding, as well as other bus related funds, in the pool of funds distributed to bus
operators Countywide under the current statutory Formula Allocation Procedure.
Depending upon the final terms, such legislation could greatly expand the amount of
funds subject to statutory formula allocation. This was rejected also because it would not
guarantee the Muni's a recurring source of funding and would not guarantee that the
distributed funds are spent for Consent Decree specified purposes.

The third and recommended option is a compromise between the above two options to
provide additional funding to the Municipal Operators without unreasonably reducing
the MTA’s limited operating revenues. In addition this option provides a basis for the
Municipal Operators to help reduce the MTA's current and future operations and capital
costs and further the countywide goals of the Consent Decree.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Under the proposal, the MTA and the Munis will agree on the amount of Prop C funds
which will be distributed over the next five years. The Municipal Operators will not
recerve retroactive funding for Fiscal Years 1998 through 2001. Beginning in FY 2002,
the program will provide_$15 million in each of the next five years including an annual
3% cumulative increase beginning in year two.

Municipal Operator Service Improvement Program 2
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DISCUSSION

Since the formation of the MTA, whenever discretionary operating funds were used for
MTA Transit Operations, a proportionate, share was typically allocated to the Municipal
Operators. This share policy was not used when funds were allocated for service required
by the Consent Decree. The MTA’s position was that the Consent Decree was a regional
responsibility, and like funding for the rail system, could be paid out of regional funds
without matching distributions. The Municipal Operators argued that the concept applied
to all funding for MTA bus operations and asked for proportionate distribution. MTA
staff was then directed by the Board to work with the Municipal Operators to attempt to
resolve the difference. This process was accelerated during the past month when the
framework for this program was conceptually approved by all parties. The proposed
program scope was to improve service countywide for the transit dependent by reducing
overcrowding and expanding service. The program was envisioned to include more
collaboration by the Municipal Operators and the MTA in identifying common goals and
objectives and modifying the program to adjust to changing priorities that often occur
over time. A significant obstacle to the proposed program has been the MTA'’s obligation
under the Consent Decree to prioritize bus eligible funds to meet the Consent Decree
costs. However, in his September 23, 1999 Memorandum Opinion and Order, Judge
Hatter appears to recognize the benefits of having the Municipal Operators included in
developing countywide service plans to achieve the Consent Decree’s objectives.

Judge Hatter’s order specifically stated that:

“the Special Master...should consider, with the input of the joint working Group,
the MTA and the Bus Riders other capacity increasing measures beyond the
purchase of additional buses. For example, the Special Master should

consider. . .the possibility of reducing or eliminating MTA service to those
municipalities served by the sixteen municipal bus lines that offer overlapping
service to the service provided by MTA.”

After thoughtful consideration MTA staff and representatives of the Municipal

Operators have agreed to jointly draft an amendment to AB974 to incorporate the terms
of this agreement. It should be noted that consistent with existing legislation regarding the
statutory formiula allocation practice, a three-fourths vote of the Board would be required
to change the Municipal Operator Service Improvement Program.

To reduce the operating costs of the MTA the Municipal Operators have agreed to begin
discussions within 30 days to:

1. Identify overlapping services operated by MTA and develop strategies for
operating these services, which will result in savings to the MTA.

Municipal Operatar Service Improvement Program 1
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2 Work with the MTA on new countywide service expansion plan to reduce
over crowding, expand new services to transit dependents and provide
,which will reduce MTA’s future operations and capital costs.

3. Provide input into MTA’s vehicle purchase plan with the intent of
reducing the capital cost of MTA’s transit vehicles.

4. Continue to work with the MTA on the Universal Fare System to

implement a countywide fare instrument.

The premise of the funding for this program would be that the Municipal Operators will
assist MTA in reducing its operating and capital costs, which will help offset the program
funding. As part of this program, all participating parties would agree not to pursue
legislation or any legal action to alter the funding sources currently subject to formula
allocations.

NEXT STEPS

If approved by the Board, staff will begin meeting with the Municipal Operators to
implement the program beginning July 1, 2001 for FY 2002.

Prepared by: Jim McLaughlin

\J)i\/\ e Y\\QM.MAL

Jim Mc ?91 Allan Lipsky
Director of Transit Planning Office of the Chief Executwe Ofﬁcer

Municipal Opecrator Service Improvement Program 2 4
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Metropolitan
Transportation
Authority

One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA
90012-2932

(213) 922-2000

MTA BOARD MEETING
MARCH 5, 2003

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING FOR FARE RESTRUCTURING
ACTION: SCHEDULE A PUBLIC HEARING DATE ON APRIL 12, 2003;

AUTHORIZE PUBLICATION OF LEGAL NOTICE

RECOMMENDATION

A) Schedule a public hearing date on Saturday, April 12, 2003 to receive public
comment on possible fare adjustments; and

B) Authorize publication of the attached legal notice (Attachment A).

ISSUE

MTA’s Ten Year Financial Plan assumes that limited adjustment will be made to
MTA bus and rail fares effective in fiscal year 2004. This adjustment is necessary to
help finance additional bus service mandated by the Consent Decree, and is
consistent with the FTA Restructuring Plan submitted in May 1998 and the FTA
5309 report submitted in August 2002. The fare adjustments being considered
include lowering the base cash fare, implementing a day pass to replace transfers and
tokens, and increasing pass prices. The fare adjustments being considered will only
recover a portion (approximately half) of anticipated annual Consent Decree costs.

There has been no fare increase in eight years. Effective November [, 1998, the

Consent Decree allowed the MTA to implement CPI adjustments to its transit fares.
After November [, 2003, Consent Decree restrictions to adjust fares are lifted.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

In compliance with federal public hearing requirements and MTA policy, the Board
is required to hold a public hearing and receive public testimony before approving a
modification to fares. In addition, the Board will consider the potential impacts these
changes may have on the community.

There are two options (A and B) under consideration. Both options include fare
adjustments to lower the base cash fare, implement a day pass to replace transfers
and tokens, and increase regular pass prices. For these options, day pass vouchers
could be used by the Immediate Needs and General Relief programs that currently
distribute tokens to their clients. Option A includes an increase to discounted passes
and cash fares for seniors, disabled and students. In Option B, there is no change
from the current fares for seniors, the disabled and students.

Public Hearning for Fare Restructuning



FINANCIAL IMPACT

It is estimated that the limited fare restructuring adjustments in Option A will generate an
incremental $50 million per year and the fare restructuring adjustments in Option B will generate
an incremental $45 million per year, making up about half the annual $100 million Consent
Decree costs, with operating efficiencies making up the difference. '

BACKGROUND

There has been no fare increase in eight years (since February 1995). As labor and other costs
have increased, MTA’s fare revenues have not kept pace with inflation. And with Consent
Decree costs running at an annual rate of about $100 million, MTA needs to increase its fare
revenues to adhere to its Ten Year Financial Forecast and be able to meet its expenses.

Much of the additional Consent Decree cost will be covered through improved efficiencies in
operations. The Sector General Managers have already started working on cutting costs, a
process that will take several years. In addition, there is a two-year lag time for Formula
Allocation Program (FAP) funding to kick in.

Rather than implement an “across-the board” increase, MTA is proposing to make more
equitable changes to the fare structure, including lowering the base cash fare in both Option A
and Option B, implementing a day pass to replace transfers and tokens, and increasing regular
pass prices. Option B recognizes the special fare needs of the elderly, disabled and students, by
proposing no increase to those fare categories.

The attached proposed Notice of Public Hearing notifies the public of a hearing on April 12,
2003 and a description of the changes under consideration. The approved Notice will be posted
and distributed following the March 5, 2003 Board adoption. The Board would preside at the
hearing and receive testimony from the public on these matters. A staff report would then be
prepared summarizing the findings of the hearing along with specific staff recommendations.
The report would be presented to the Board of Directors at its regular meeting in May 2003 for
action. Implementation of the fare adjustments is proposed for January 1, 2004.

NEXT STEPS

With Board approval, staff will initiate the publication of the legal notice and prepare for the
upcoming public hearing.

ATTACHMENT

A. Notice of Public Hearing

Public Hearing for Fare Restructuring



Prepared by: April McKay, Executive Manager, Communications
Nalini Ahuja, Director, Regional Transportation Planning & Development

4})1"\/%%’ o [ e Epgnoss

Matt Raymond
Chief Communications Officer

W/ ave®)
T R
Roger Snobé
Chief Executive Officer

Public Hearing for Fare Restructuring



ATTACHMENT A

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

A public hearing will be held by the Board of Directors of the Los Angeles County
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LACMTA) on Saturday April 12, 2003 at 10 a.m. in

the MTA’s Headquarters Building, located at One Gateway Plaza, L.os Angeles. The hearing
~ is being held in conformance with federal public hearing requirements outlined in Section 9
(e) (3) (H) of the Surface Transportation Assistance Act of 1982, as amended, and public
hearing guidelines adopted by the MTA’s Board of Directors in 1993, as amended.

The purpose of the hearing 1s to receive public testimony on possible adjustments to MTA’s
fare structure. These changes are necessary to finance bus and rail operations in Fiscal Year
2004 and are consistent with those permitted by a federal Consent Decree affecting MTA’s
bus operations. Listed below are the proposals now under consideration:

PROPOSED FARE MODIFICATIONS *

CASH FARES CURRENT FARE OPTION A FARE OPTION B FARE
Cash $1.35 $1.25 $1.25
Tokens 90 N.A. N.A.
Transfers 25 N.A. N.A.
Senior Cash Fare 45 .60 | (no change) 45
Express Fare $1.85-$3.85 $1.75-82.25 $1.75 - $2.25

PASS FARES CURRENT FARE OPTION A FARE OPTION B FARE
Weekly $11.00 $14.00 $14.00
Semi-Monthly 21.00 27.00 27.00
Monthly 42.00 52.00 52.00
Senior 12.00 15.00 | (no change) 12.00
Disabled 12.00 15.00 | (no change) 12.00
Student K-12 20.00 24.00 | (no change) 20.00
College/Vocational 30.00 36.00 | (no change) 30.00
Day Pass N.A. 3.00 3.00
Zone 4 @ $15.00 2@ $15.00 2@ $15.00

EST. IMPACT CURRENT FARE OPTION A FARE OPTION B FARE
Avg. Fare/Boarding $.56 $.66 $.64
Impact on Boardings N.A. -3.2% -2.5%
Increase in Fare Rev. N.A. $37,000,000 $33,000,000
FAP* Rev. Increase N.A. $13,000,000 $12,000,000
Total Rev. Increase N.A. $50,000,000 $45,000,000
Farebox Recovery 28.9% 33.1% 32.7%

Ratio

<+ The Day Pass will replace transfers and tokens. FAP increase occurs after two years.

Attachmeant A for Public Hearing




Fare changes consistent with these proposals may be approved in whole or in part later this
year. Approved changes would become effective January 1, 2004. Interested members of the
public are encouraged to attend the upcoming public hearing and provide testimony. Persons
unable to attend the hearing may submit written testimony postmarked through April 30,
2003. Correspondence should be addressed to:

LACMTA

One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2932

Attn: Michele Jackson - 2004 Fare Adjustments

Dated: By:
Hal Bemson, Chairman

Attachment A for Public Hearing 2
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Table 4
Corridor Service Requirement Comparison

iseo oupid it : - Cerridor Dally Tripe ' i, i Coridor Pesk Vehicles | . . -Annual Corridor Revenus Woury - g3 Al Carridor Rivente Mites 450 e 3 Regquired Metro Repid Fleet 73
Existing IProeundI Change Existing l Pvcoouﬁl Change ls\cnann- Existing ] Proposed [ Change I % Change Existing ] Proposed | Changs ] % Change AM Pesk ] PM Posk Tu-m mm).r.t Total

South Broadway 294 238 “ 18.0% 4 ) @ 4% 120047 132378 0332 T6% 1,366,879 1548748 181,888 15.3% 2 20 s )
< [|Vemom 88 818 80 19.2% 82 8 @ ae% 183878 184808 1324 07% 1,801,100 2082790 201800 18.4% u » ’ n
2 lromncs 22 260 7 11.2% 2% 26 ' 0% seta 101271 1,388 1A% 1,223,082 1,267,984 04060 83% ® 10 2 12
§ Van Nuys 204 288 82 28.8% » 20 ) 0.0% 12370 110810 (1,869) REY 1,487,281 1870248 118088 2% 1 20 . 2
soto 207 304 i 13.0% s 3 W A 101,888 102108 1,000,027 1412208 111,208 1.4% 18 18 ) n
108280 108818 1201207 1368800 1usm2 0% 18 1 4 n

208,014

S2,00074%

e

AT 1,808,181 2,081,104 281,042 18.8%

80 o A -8.0% 181,724 188 481
%8 37 1 2.8% 148,202 143,000 (2,412) A8% 1,828,749 1,732,881 198,112 12.8%
683 0.6% 1,119,824 1,178,848 88,022 8.0%

1,113,208 1,109,603 (3,218)

ik !’ !

2,173,884 (80.884)

X% 2,224088

48 44 1 22% 102,770 178.778 4

" 28 27 " -3.6% 81,084 81,084 0 0.0% 1,016,283 1,026,093 10.710 1.1% 1" 10 3 7]

= |8an remando (south) 10 226 EY) 17.4% ” 3 ®  -182% 120,823 113,084 (7.472) 2% 1,719,081 1,648,141 (70,890) RLY 12 " 3 1”

g Seputveda (south) 140 140 [ 8.4% 18 18 0 o0% 80,020 80.810 (810) -0.8% 802,700 633,888 0,888 81% ] [} 2 []
Torance-Long Besch 130 130 0 0.0% " 14 3 27.3% 81912 48,807 (1.318) 84% 600,071 684,208 (6.088) -0.6% 4 4 1 [}
uncon 184 208 21 11.4% 14 18 1 sos) 72,838 73,687 11922 1.8% 810,130 011,042 100,804 12.6% [ ] 1 ]
Totsls 8,208 8,047 a1 10.9% 808 809 1 0.1%| 2,827,071 2,843,817 18,040 0.0% 31,711,188 34,808,403 2884218 1% 2 400 ” s

Note: Hollywood-Feirfax-Pasadena Metro Rapid operatas over a combination of Line 217-Fairfax and Lines 180/181-Hallywood-Pasadena; this results in 2 local trips combined into one longer Metro Rapid trip, reducing the number of trips, but not service.
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COMPARISON SERVICE PLANS FOR VERMONT RAPID BUS CORRIDOR

VERMONT CORRIDOR WEEKDAY SATURDAY SUNDAY TOTAL
= i . S — DAILY | SATURDAY| SUNDAY | ANNUAL
BUS TRIPS [TRIPS |TOTAL [TRIPS [TRIPS |TOTAL [TRIPS [TRIFS |TOTAL ‘|ReveENUE| REVENUE REVENUE | REV HRS
LINE SERVICE PLAN NORTH|SOUTH NORTH|SOUTH |TRIPS ' | NORTH|SOUTH|TRIPS .| HOURS HOURS HOURS | ALL DAYS
204 it S
(Local) Previous Service 133 142 168 165 -333 126 129 | 255 357 385 301 128,513
Current Service 108 111 92 92 184 1| 77 82 159 . 278 206 189 93,300
Net Chg -25 -31 76 -73 -149 -49 47 "L96 -79 -164 -112 -35,213 -
354
(Limited) Previous Service 93. 89 0 0 0 0 o |0 219 0 0 55,845
Converted Current Service 156 144 08 97 195 59 81 |.:132 325 204 126 100,791
to Rapld Bus| :
Net Chg 63 55 98 97 ,_:1_55 ‘1 59 61 _;;_120‘;5 106 204 126 44,946
Previous Service 226 231 | 457 ] 168 165 '333' ‘1 126 129 255 576 385 301 184,358
SR Current Service 264 255 |- 55195 | 190 189 it _3;8;9 136 143 279 603 425 315 194,135
MTA £k
Impact nd by :
Total Change 38 24 |62 | 22 24 46 10 14 |24 27 40 14 9,777
Percent Change 16.8 | 10.3 | :13.5:| 13.1 145 | 138 7.9 10.8 9.4 9.8 10.4 47 5.3

MTA Service Development

March 2003
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MTA Metro Rapid Program Demonstration Report

approximately 25-30 percent. The increase in the Wilshire/Whittier corridor appears to result
from major growth in both Metro Rapid and local ridership with the percentage of riders using
Metro Rapid dropping slightly from the historic limited-stop service, possibly due to (a) the wider
stop spacing for Metro Rapid, (b) the old limited-stop service was only limited-stop for a portion
of the route and operated in local service for long segments of the alignment, and (c) some peo-
ple are transferring between the Metro Rapid and local buses along the corridor. As well, the
Wilshire/Whittier Metro Rapid appears to be capacity-constrained in the morning peak period.
For instance, an additional 23 trips were introduced on September 10, 2000 to alleviate this con-
straint resulting in an immediate increase in ridership for the overall Metro Rapid line.

Ridership
Wilshire/Whittier Corridor Ventura Corridor
Total Unlinked Ridership
' Before -After .. Before After
Local 39,700 50,000 13,500 8,100
Limited 23,800
Metro Rapid 40,300 . 9,000
Total Ridership 63,500 90,300 13,500 17,100
Net Increase 26,800 3,600
% Increase 42.2% 26.7%
% Corridor Ridership
Local 63% 55% 47%
Limited/Metro Rapid 37% 45% 53%

Passenger survey data indicate that over 1/3 of this overall increase is from non-transit users
(patrons who never rode transit before), with 1/3 from current riders riding more often and 1/3
from riders of other MTA transit switching to service on these corridors. Of particular signifi-
cance is that a 17-to0-20 percent increase in ridership came directly from new transit travel (1/3
plus 1/3).

Passenger Trip Lengths

One of the major objectives of Metro Rapid was to provide more convenient travel for longer
distance transit riders. From the average trip lengths by riders on the two corridors, it is clear
that longer distance travelers are using the Metro Rapid services. However, it appears that
Metro Rapid is not solely used by longer distance travelers, but remains similar to the previous
limited-stop services with average trip lengths of approximately twice the local service. This
makes the Metro Rapid more effective from a seat turnover standpoint and is not inconsistent
with expectations from a similar light rail service.

Transportation Management & Design, Inc. Page 6
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APPENDIX 11

MTA BUS FLEET REQUIREMENTS AND PROCUREMENTS FOR FY03-FY10

Revised 2-21-03

rBUS REQUIREMENTS FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07 FY 08 FY 09 FY 10
DESCRIPTION OF 4 Metro Raplds | Service SFV BRT (+18) |Wilshire BRT (0) [4 Metro Raplds|Eastside
MAJOR CHANGES (0): Improvement (0): Enhancements
-Broadway Plan (+55) 4 Metro Rapids |4 Metro Rapids | - San (+32)
-Vermont (0): (0): Femando/
- Florence 3 Metro Rapids| - Hawthome - Bevery Lankershim |1 Metro Rapid
- Van Nuys (0): -Long Beach |- Vemon/ - W. Otympic |(0):
- Soto - La Cienega - Garvey/ - San
Goid Line Bus- | - Crenshaw Fairfax/ - Atlantic Chavez Femando
Rall Interface Rossmore Pasadena - Central < Manchester (south)
Plan (0) - Santa - Westem
Monica
L‘birectly Operated
35-foot buses 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
40-foot buses 1937 1983 1877 1721 1590 1512 1402 1198
45-foot buses 0 8 25 66 83 83 83 166
Articulated buses 0 0 83 166 250 333 416 500
Hybrid-Articulated buses (test) 6 6 6 6 6 6
[Fuel Cell Bus 40-foot bus (test) 1 1 1 1 1 1
Total D.O. in-Service 1955 2009 2010 1978 1948 1953 1926 1889
Total Seats InService: 78,128 80,336 82,258 82,884 83,466 85,326 85,806 86,604
D.0. Spares
35-foot buses 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
40-foot buses 388 397 376 345 318 303 281 240
45-foot buses 0 2 5 14 17 17 17 A4
Articulated buses 0 0 17 34 50 67 84 100
Total D.O. 8pares 392 403 402 397 389 391 386 378
Total Contract Buses: 151 151 151 151 151 151 151 151
Total Bus Requirements 2498 2563 2563 2526 2488 2495 2463 2418
Inactive Fieet
Training 2 2 2 2 22 22 2 22
* Others (transitional) 406 309 379 440 471 425 418 433
Total Inactive Fleet 428 331 401 462 493 447 440 455
Total Fleet Size: 2926 2894 2964 2988 2981 2942 2903 2873
[BUS PROCURENMENTS FY03 FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10
Vehicle Deliveries
35-foot 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
40-foot 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
45-foat 0 10 20 50 20 0 0 100
Artics 0 0 100 100 100 100 100 100
Total Deliveries 20 10 120 150 120 100 100 200
|Retired / Replace
Total Retired (W) (42) (50) (126) —(127)_ (139) (139) (230)
Cumalative
Net Increase / (Decrease) (51) (83) (13) 11 4 (35) (74) (104)
Total Base Fleet
Ownership 2926 2894 2964 2988 2981 2942 2903 2873
Assumes:

1) FY03 began with a total base fieet size of 2,977 and an active fieet of 2,498 (Effective Juty 1, 2002)
2) Seats: 35'=36, 40'=40, 45'=46, and articulated=60.
3) Approximately S5 directly operated buses in-service will be added as part of the Consent Decree Requirements in FY04. 21 Contract buses are being reallocated

due to cancellations of some contract lines (part of the June 2003 Service Change Program), which results in a zero impact on their bus requirements.
4) Spare ratios were rounded up and may be greater than 20% as a result.

Special Note (1): Six Hybrid-Electric Articulated buses and one Fuel Cell Bus (40-foot) will be procured in FY0S for testing purposes and may be
expanded in FY06.

Special Note (2): In addition to the described Metro Rapid Bus Lines there are four more that may be operated by municipal operators:

1) Pico

2) Sepulveda  3) Torrance / Long Beach

4) Lincoin
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ATTACHMENT {

Dellvery Schedule Summary

Avofimnuny 1,200 | o B ewty Moo sew  werw
rren)

Total Buses in Contract k14 280 20 50 100 223 218
Technology s i 1O Powe S v Py <o Lo Poe
Final Bus Deflvery Date(per Conract) Sep-97 Sep-58 Sep-98 Dec-98 Juk89 Dec-99 Oct-01
Proposed Deltvery Date(Ourent schedute) Sep-97 Sep-98 Sop-08 Dec-98 Juk99 Mar00 Jul-00
Summary - Deltverien/Acceptances
Total Scheduled Delivertes(Tw Jen 1, o1 ” 250 20 30 100 223 213
Actual Buses Accopted(Tvy Jan 1. 01 k14 250 20 50 100 223 218
New Buses in Revenue Service 37 250 20 80 100 223 218
Buses Remaining In Contract(s) 0 0 0 0 0 0
[Percentage Complation 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

A
e « o sk 2L Stke T RAAL L0 il ot

New Buses In Revenue Bervice
Buses remaining In contracts
Option Buses Avallable (NABI)

Total Buses Avallable (FYI8-FY04)

370 118 30 247 2098
Low o Diesel “« Lg:; oo Coniionr
Jun-02 Jun-00 Ju-03 Jun-04
Jun-02 Jun-00 Oct-02 Jun-04
84 118 0 0 1532
87 118 0 0 1508
0 118 0 0 1448
370 0 30 247 944
0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% | 89.12%

* 37 Buses from the original 284 Bus Neopian Contract were dellvered & sccepted in FY98. These buses were included s part of the Accelerated Bus Procurement Plan.

There were 8 btal of 257 Neopian CNG buses dellversd 10 the MTA in FYB6 and FYB7, 80 new bus deiveries from FYD8 - FYD4 total 2649 (257+2005+4297).

* MTA Contracted Service Providers have entered info lease agreements 10 acquire a total of 115 buses for MTA contract service.

Bus Procurement Status Report




Delivery S le Summary

As of January 1, 2000 2;‘“’8:3;':";:::’" 0 (':.'.';f"" mN:ow-?y:.:u (mN:‘:‘g::a) t b ::pg:w N.:-T)m ?af-a-: Nt:A ::1::7: :‘13;}:;&;}3}: B(;EEE:‘E)‘ :D:':{":z . ::é;‘l“':i:)
Total Buses In Contract 37 250 20 50 100 223 215 370 115 277 297 2392
Technology e Hh Feat S e b g i i Lo Lo o Diesel Low Fioor Low Floor
Final Bus Delivery Date (per Contract) Sep-97 Sep-68 Sep-08 Dec-98 Jul-99 Dec-09 Oct-01 Jun-02 Jun-00 Jun-04 Jun-02
Proposed Delivery Date (Curent Scheduse) Sep-97 Sep-98 Sep-98 Dec-98 Jul-99 Mar-00 Jul-00 Jun-02 Jun-00 Jun-04 Jun-02
Summary - Dellveries/Acceptances
Total Scheduled Dellveries (T Jan 1, 00) 7 250 20 60 100 223 218 0 9 0 0 908
Actual Buses Accepted (Mvu Jen 1, 00) 37 250 20 50 100 223 215 0 9 0 0 908
New Buses in Revenue Service 7 280 20 80 100 223 218 0 ] 0 0 906
Buses Remaining In Contract(s) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 370 108 242 297 1452
{Percentage Completion 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%  100.00% E 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 37.83%

E AR T
S E AT Eala i
B A
New Buses in Revenue Service 905 437 244 218 9 905
Buses remaining In contracts 807 222 215 370 807
Option Buses Available (NABI) 700 700 700
Buses to be purchased by Contractors™ 118 1086 108
Total Buses Avallable (FY98-FY04) 2827 437 4886 430 1070 118 2518

* 37 Buses from the original 204 Bus Neoplan Contract ware delivered & accapted In FY98. These buses were included as part of the /.ccelerated Bus Procurement Plan
There were a total of 287 Neoplan CNG buses delivered to the MTA in FY98 and FY97, 50 total new bus deliveries fromi FY98 - FY04 will total 2649 (257+2095+297).
* MTA Contracted Service Providers have commitied to provide up to 150 replacement buses. MTA's authorization 1o proceed with these purchases is pending.
** Funding has not been Identified for the purchase of 297 buses mandated by the U.8. District Court but subsequently stayed by the United States Court of Appeals
for the Ninth Circult pending appeal by the MTA.

New Bua Steruy 1-800 (4) « Deitvery Scheouse Summery
01/710/2001-1 04 PM
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
Equipment Maintenance Department
VMS Support Team
Distribution of Buses / Number of Buses By Age By Division / Service Sectors:
. As of Janar 1, 200
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* Inactlve Buses : Pending for Sale, On Sales List, Contingency and Make Ready Buses
** Speclal Assignment ; Tralning Buses
VMS / Focus Data
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MTA SCHEDUL ING Fax:12139226987¢ Sep 16 07 16:41 F.03
MISSING BUS SUMMARY -- JAN. thru JUNE 2002
DATE LINE 1LOCATION OIRECTON [ TIME MAGNITUDE "MECHANICAL | NON-MECHANICAL | NO DOCUMENTATION | NOT ANALYZED ]
Z26-Jun02 152 |Vineland & Vanowen NB 4:13 PM 1.40 Aic Condilionar
21-Feb-02 207 |Weslem & Whshie NGB 513 PM 124 Ax Lesk -
13-Ap-02 [ "T060 [7th & Centrul w8 300PM__| _ 140 Alr Leak R 1
17-Jan0% 023 |Olympic & Figueroa - we 445 PM 1.48 B. 0. 6us T
20302 | 004 |Santa Monica & Hightanc €a 3:02 P 147 B. O Bus . B
18-Jun-02 081 |Figucroa & Adams 3B 3:.02 PM 121 B. Q. By
&My 02 180 |Vermont & Prospect T S8 3:40 PM 1.21 Draskes -
— SJund2 014 |Adams & Vermont EB 8:49 AM 127 Brskes
__17-Jan-02 045 _ [Broudway & Solano SB 3:11PM 1.29 Breakaow:
18-Mer02 | 060 |7th & Cenll EB 7:46 AM 1.3a Breskdewa
750 |Venlyea & Vinaland W8 3:00 PM 1.25 Breakdown
180 [Vermont & Prospect NB 628 AM 140 Breskdown
304" [Vermont & Wilshire S8 337 PM 1.48 Breakdona -
204 _|Vemmonl & Wilshire “SB 3:36 PM 135 Breakdown
207 _|Wesdem & Witshire N8 431PM 144 Cootarid Leax
720 _|Wichirc & Westem WB 4:16 PM 1.68 Engine
068 [Cezar Chavez & Algmaeda EB [ _413PM 130 Engine
105 |Venon & Vermont wg T300PM 1.21 Englne .
060 _|7th & Centlral WE 3:58 PM 1.33 Engine
030 |Pico & Figiéroa €e 6:30 AM 128 Engline
053 [Central & Washinglon S8 314 PM 151 Enging i
080 |7th & Ceniral __WB 4:16 PM 122 Engine -
251 [Solo & 4th S8 3:00 PM 127 Engine Mssss
060 _|7ih & Centel w8 33 PM 128 Exhaust Problem |
012%__|Whitier & Sols EB 406PM | _ 138 Flat Twe N '
217 |Faitax & Beverty NB 741 AM 1.54 Flat Tire ]
217__|Falfax & Beverty _se 8:27 AM 123 Fla Tac
210 [Cronzhaw & King sB 7:03 AM 1.26 Fronl Door__
028 |- Figucroa & Ave. 26 se 754 AM 120 Fron Door - R
156__|Hoflywood & Fightand NB 6:43 AM 1.43 Fuet Leak ) R
234 [Seputveda & Parthena NE 6:41 AM 1.51 Fuc! Problem 7
0686 |ein & Figueroa EB 101 AM 1.28 Low Watcr i -
251 |Soto & 18t se 454 PM 1.28 No Strl )
207 |Westem & Wiishire NE 534 PM 1.42 Na Stn X
720 _|whshire & Westem wg 6:37 AM 152 | Na Start e
206 |Nommandie & Wiishire se 414 PM 127 No Stact
045 |Eroadway & Wsshington NB 8:00 AM 121 No Start
720 |6m 8 SLPaUl [=3] 7:29 AM 146 No Start ~ B
045 _|Brosawsy & Washingion SB 3:24 PM 1.40 Cul Lak; « Equp. .
033 |Venice & La Brea we 6:58 AM 124 Out Lale - Equip.
8 |Whillier & Solo EE 5.04 PM 135 —_Rear Door
30 [Pio&Figueoa wa 4,09 Fm .45 SowbBw
21Jun02 33 |Venice & La Bres w8 3,00 PM .28 "Slow Bus
{1Feb02 088__|oth & Figuerca EB 7:05 AM 121 Statied
| _1-Mar02 200 |Alvarado & 6th S8 721 AM .40 Stalted
d4-Mar02 | 204 |Vennoat & Wilshire SB 6:05 AM 142 Stafled T
19-Apr-02 207 |Weslem & Wiishire SB 3:08 PM 1.69 Stalled K
8-May-02 207 _|Weslem & Wilshie S8 425 PM 128 Swilsg
10-may-02 234 |Seputveds & Panheni NG G:24 AM 1.58 Stalled
23-May-02 045 |Broadway & Wsshingion NB 5:35 PM 121 Sialied
6-Jun-02 210 {Crenshaw & King NB 612 PM 1.28 Stalled _
26Jun-02 720 _]wnitler & Sato - wa E3EPM 145 Salled _
Stalled
2€~Jun02 720 |eih & St Paul w8 S21PM 138 AMamator )
26Jun-02 720 |Wighre & Weslern we 535 PM 177 Ns;‘::m
16-Mar 02 033 |Venlce & La Brea EB 534 PM .57 Steering_ .
18_-Mar-02 204 {Veamont & Witshire - NB 6:34 PM 34 Steering_ i
1-My-02 086 |8t & Fguerca | W8 6:02 PM .38 Steering )
Nadual2 048 |Broggway & Solano _s8 8:14 AM 2 Steerng -
1-Man02 180 __|Vermont & Prospect L __NB 8:44 AM T Theolle |
" 26-Fcb02 092 |Glendale & Montana NB 4:07 PM 33 Transmission |
21-Myn02 026 |San Pedro 8 8th _NB 511 PM 22 Transmission
18-Apn02 060 {Pscific § Santa Fe e WB 6:34 AM .40 - Transmisson _
_ 25-Apc02 018 [6h & St Paul EB 7:06 AM 28 Yransmission
| 2-May-02 080 |7th & Centr=l wB 4:56PM 1.2 Yransmission . o]
26-Jun-02 080 |7th & Contral EB 5:40 PM 1.28 Transmission
21-Mar-02 026 _|7th & Bixel EB 6:08 AM 1.40 Tum Signal
14-Fep-02 045 |Broadway & Washinglon NB 7:30 AM 1.52 WIC Lt _
10Feb02 | 033 |Venice&Ls Brea _ W8 5:08 PM 148 WIC Uit —
16-Mar-02 204 |vermont & Whshire SB 3:16 PM 132 wictn
| 21-Mar02 026__[7th & Bixel EB 6:53 AM 121 WIC Utt . )
25-ppr02 | 0337 |Venice & L3 Brea we 120 PM 1.40 WIC Ufc ) i
25-Apr-02 720 |Wiishire & Westem =) 540 PM 123 WIC Ramp )
10-Jan-02 060 [7h&Central [T 6:38 AM 143 X Passengarincigent |
28Jan02 060 [7th & Cenural _EB 6:13 AM 1.27 X N
30-Jan-02° 204 |Vermonl & Wilshirg ) 4:30 PM 1.36 X
21-Feb-02 055 |Adane & San Pedro €B 5.08 PM 133 X
TMac02 060 (Pacific & Santa Fe €8 36PM | 137 X
28 Apc02 053 __|Centrs! & Washington NEB 6:50 AM 133 X "
7 Moy 2 166 |Nordhott & Balboa EB 305 FPM 1.50 X
28-May D2 014__|Agams & Vermont €0 7:24 AM 146 X
17-Apr02 720 |wishire & Western we :07 PM 135 Accdent |
18-Mgr-02 207 weslem & Wilshire NE 304 PM 136 Eiocked by Train 2
30-Apr02 055 __]|Adams & San Pedro w8 21 FPM 135 Colkslon
14Feb 02 251 |Solo & el . NE 17 PM 1.61 Dty Interior
25-Mar02 020 [Wishc & Wesiem [5:) 24 AM 143 Dy Interar
18-Apr02 033 |Venice & (3 Beea wB 423 FM 142 Dirty Interior 2
28-May-02 028__|Otymplc & Flgueroa WB 631 PM 144 _ Oirly fnlcrior
22-4var-02 720" |Whater & Soto EB 335PM 163 Distirbance X
4FabD2 234 [Sepulveds & Padhénia S8 334 PM 1.28 Farebox
L 15.-Fen-02 033 [Vania & L3 Breg wge 3:32 PM 1.33 Farchax




R R S O R (= PN A O e PR S Lo SR 1w UZ 1u-dy Foud
AISSING BUS SUMMARY — JAN. thru JUNE 2002 B (T —
DATE LNE  [LOCATION DIRECTION |, TIME MAGNITUDE MECHANICAL | MHON-MECHANICAL | NO DOCUMENTAVION | NOT ANALYZED
1(-Apr-02 760 |Alankc & Sauzon SB 5140 PM 142 Missad Retiel
18-Myr02 207 |Weslern & Wishae se 3140 PM 131 Missing Passenger
4-Fed-02 260 _|AUsnlc & Slsuson NE 7:33 AM 1.36 Opcralor Erroc
CSvac02 207 |Westem & Wikhirc NB 512PM 1.31 Opecator Error T e ee—
8-may-02 204 {Vemmont & Wishee NB 435PM 122 Ogperalod Injury
25-Apr02 030 ([Pico&Figueroa_ _ WB 451 PM 1.21 Other
£Jun02 105  |Vemon & Vermonl » EB 7:39 AM 12 Out Late
18~1a0-02 053 _|Cenlral & Washington SB 5:37 PM 1.56 Sick Passenger
8-Jan-02 720  |Whilier & Solo WEB T7:18 AM 1.3 Temp. Leticr Trp
T 13Feb02 720 _ {Whillier & Soto wWB 350 PM 1.38 Tafi Dalay
13Fev02 207 _|Westem & Wishira e 5240 PM 134 Traffic: Dby
14-Fep-02 210 |Crenshaw & Wnq S8 7:08 AM 1.42 . Traflic Delay
25-Fab02 080 Washinglon & Figucroa EX 4:20 PM 1.35 Tratlic Delay
1344an02 Broadway & Washingloa NB | 438FM 1.3 Tratfic Dalay
£-J8a-02 6th & &t Paul WB 6:37 Pm 1.26 X
ZJan-02 Venlce & La Braa EE 3:09 PM 1.34 o P3
10-Jan)2 Pacific & Santa Fe _EB 517 PM 124 X
10002 |Pactic& SantaFe we B3 AM .42 X
1103002 Bacadway & Washinglon NB 421 M 21 X
11-Jan02 Brogaway & Washinglon $8 5:00 M 27 X
11-Jan42 Broadway & Washington NB 4,08 PM 133 X
11-Jan0? )45 _ | Brosduay & Washington S8 628 PM 130 X U7 T
11Jan02 )68 |Bth § Figueroa we 5:20 PM 1.40 N [ - S —
15-Jan-02 1 Temple & Figueros wa 3:04 PM 1.51 X
16-Jan 1 6th & St. Paud =] 6:40 AM 130 " %
18-Jand X |Venics 8 La Brea =] 3:44PM 121 I X o oed s
23-Jan02 081 __IN. Fiquerga & Ave. 26 NE 315PM 128 _ X
25-JanL¢ 08 |Gage & Pacific ER 5:13 PM 133 X
29 Jan . 40 |Broaduay & Washingion NE 8:15 AM 144 - X )
268-Jan 02 040 _|Broadway & Washington NB 4:32PM 1.42 N X B
28-Jan-0' 040  |Broodway & Washington sB s22em | 121 . . . X
26Jan D2 042 |Broudway & Washnalon _ 56| €52AM 1.44 X
28-J50-02 045 [Brosdway & Washingion S8 510 PM 1.25 X
28-)30-02 0S5 _|Adams & San Pedro WE 6:29 AM 132 X
30an-02 204 |veanont & Wihire NE 4:35PM 1.32 X%
4-Fab02 260 |Atantic & Stauson se 3:60 PM 1.72 X
SFcb-02 266 |Ro~emead & Whillicr - S8 508 FM 145 N X o
T SFeb02 | 790 [Veniuca & Vmelsnd - ws 7:32 AM 1.27 X
6Feb02 | 720 |wWhitler & Solo WE 7:33AM 1.3¢ X
6-Feb-02 720 [whitler & Solo w8 3:68 PM 17 X
7-Fen02 G20 [Soto & 4th NE 324 PM 123 X
13-Fab02 720 |Wikshire & La Brea EB 4:48 PM 122 X i - -
12-FabL! 040 [Broaduay 8 Washmgton se 5:40 PM 174 x
18-Feb02 014 |Bovedy & Vcrmonl we - X
19 Feb02 068 |8ih & Figurroa ) X
19FebD 068 |9th & Figuexcas EB_ X
12-Feb-02 081 |N. Figueros & Avce, 26 NB X
19-Fab-02 081 |N. Figugrna & Ava. 26 NB X
20-Fgb02 720 |Whilticr & Soto WB X
Witshirg & Lg Brea €6 X
Broadway & Washinglon NB X
Broadway & Washington NB X
Manchester & Broadway EQ X
Artemia & Aantic EB X
Vangwen & Balban _EB X
Veanoat & Wilshice S X
Weslem & Wilshire NE. X
La Brea & Fico NE X et
Gin & St Paut wa [ i PE: E——
Wilshir: & L3 Broa ED X
Wishire & Weatem WB X
. |Beverty & Vermont EB X
San Pedr & 8lh S8 X - e
Vermont & Wilshire sa 4 X
3rd & Anaredo EB s X
€th & SL Paul EB_ X
6th & SL Paul S I - X
_ [Wilshwe & Westem WE X
Agams & Ssn Pedro EE X
_ |Slauson & Beosdvay EB X
Gage & Pacific 53] X
Florence & Ceantral €8 X
Forence & Central we X
Manchester & Market w8 X
_|Ventura & Vineland w8 X
_ [Soto & 1at B X _
Beverly & Vermont WE X
6th & St Paul EB X
Gt & 6t Paul wB X
Whittier % Solo WE X
[71h & Bixel .. EB — L X
7th & Bxel EB X
7th & Centcal EB X
An & Flaueroa €8 S
Vermont & Wilshire S8 X PP
[Weslam X Washwre SB R (I X cisassem]
Witshire & La Brea EB x
Venturs & Vincland . 53 . X
'Witshire & Westem w8 X
8th & Figueroa we X
N.Figucoa &Ave 26 NB X
SL George & Aloha EB X




FltH SUHELUUL LNG FAX:LZ10922098(¢ sep lb U/ lb:d7 F.US
MISSING BUS SUMMARY — JAN, thry JUNE 2002 .
DATE UNE  [LOCATION DIRECTION TIME MAGNITUDE MECHANICAL | NON-MECHANICAL | NO DOCUMENTATION | NOT ANALYZED
6-May-02 207 |Westem & Washie S8 3:11 PM 1.65 X
10-AMay-02 238 |Balboa & Vanowen NB :18 PM L._133 X
20-May-02 | 014 [Bevedy & Vermont E8 28 PM 1.31 X =
20-May-02 26 {Th&Bixel EE .57 AM 1.33 X N
20-t4y-02 561 van Nuys & Shecman Way S8 108 AM 1.48 T X
23-mMay 07 01G__|6mn & St Paul EB 6:33 AM 1.30 X
22-May02 720 [Willstire & Ls Beea EB 6:39 PM 30 X
22-May-02 720 |Wilshire & La Brea WB 7.04 AM 4 X )
73May02 0GG__ |&h & Flgueros T wa 629 PM 123 ) ¥
28-May-0Z | 014 |Eevery 8 Vermont WB 322 PM 129 — X
_28:May02 [ 014  |Beverly & Vermont we 3:42PM 123 x i
30-May-02 720" [Wilshie & Wasicm 52 8:15 AM 1.31 — X =X
11-Jun-0 251 |Soto&1st S 7:12AM 26 j X o
12-lun-0: 016 [6th & St Paul_ . we 6:23 PM 1 . | X .
12-Jun-02 012 [6th & St Paut - ER 8:45 AM 36 X _
14-Jun-0 045 |Broaaway & Solano NB 3:66 PM 2T . P
14-Jun-0 106 |Sfauson & Broadway wB 3;17 PM 23 X
17-Jun-02 0G0 __|Padific & Santa Fe WB 6:43 AM 24 . X o
13-Jun02 720 |6t & St Paul ) 728 AM 27 X T
20-Jun-02 026 [Tk Bixel EE 6.43 AM 31 X T
26-Jun-02 260 |Auantic & Stauson NE& 7:29 AM .69 X -
 28Jun-0Z 720 |Washlrs & Westem WB 6:06 PM a8 o X )
Z2an02 | 088 __|Washington & Figueroa EB 7:25 AM 124 _ X-2buscs misang
22-Jan02 | 068 |Wachington & Figucros EB 50 AM 1.34 X -Zbuses missing
16-Mar-02 045 __|Brosdwsy & Washinglon NB 7:32 AM 1.36 X - 2 buges micging :
26-Mar-02 720 |Wiishire & Weslem e _EB 319 PM 1.35 X-2buses migging | _
1-May-02 045 |Qrogoway & Washington .88 525 PM 133 . X - 2 buzes missing
28Jan02 [ 060 |Pacific & Santa Fe E8 332 PM 151 X = Chodkr on Ereak
30-Jan-02 175 |SL Geaorge & Tracy. WB 3:04 PM 128 X<inerknc
21Feb02 026 [Otympic & Figueros wa 532 PM 132 X- Inlerine
7-May-02 165 [Victory & Van Nuys EB 316 PM 1.21 4 - X~ Interfins -
16-Jun-02 028 JOlymplc & Figueroa w8 5:38 PM 1.22 s X - Intertine
20-Mar-02 002 _|Sunsct & Echo Park w8 453 PM_ 1.26 B x
20-M3r-02 002 _[Sunset & Weslem €8 524 PM 1.48 F3
TOTALS 84 25 115 z
. OVERALL 218 Missing Bus Incidents involving 226 missing buses T
i B TOP 20 RAPID BUS _ OTHER COMBINED
A B TOTAL ONE-WAY CHECKS CONDUCTED 768 139 804 1711
- _ TOYAL 1.20 LF EXCEPTIONS 72 238 521 1481
1 -
EXCEPTIONS DUE TO MISSING BUS(ES) 129 36 1 51 I 218
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X. MONITORING AND REPORTING-IN-SERVICE EQUIPMENT FAILURES

uipmeant Failure In-service by

Reasoan - October 2001 to Deceruber 2002

.. DEFECT TYPE .~ “danio7] SheFeba2| 1 iuaioz] MifApraa] i Mavcoz] 15 Rnp2| S Tao0z| 7 Ang 02| b Sep02] § 11 OctuR]  Eovnz] i iDecar]
A/C & HEATING 17 33 27 12 27 42 68 71 68 20 30 8
ACCIDENT 2 1 2 - - 3 1 - - 1 - 1 =
ADVERTISING SIGN - - - - 3 - 1 - - - 3 - - = -
AIR SYSTEM 69 60 68 59 65 57 48 62 54 64 84 67 84 69 66
BRAKES 157 147 134 126 155 139 134 126 132 105 106 105 125 136 11
BROKEN GLASS 3 2 2 3 2 3 5 2 1 1 2 2 8 5 0
CANCELLED BY DIS - - - - - - - - - 1 - e 0 1 3
DIRTY BUS 25 18 22 16 13 9 18 18 S 12 20! 26 32 23 33
DOOR 142 129 124 119 121 136 97 106 103 137 104 103 79 74 74
ELECTRICAL 366 371 316 239 261 240 281 257 232 199 218 222 187 203 184
ENGINE 863 747 762 716 761 755 664 564 695 618 698 687 673 604 566
FAREBOX 13 18 10 12 7 10 17 9 8 7 8 11 8 9| 10
FET ROAD CALL 709 560 543 533 539 508 508 383 318 372 397 428 456 431 436
lﬁCELLANEOUS 173 140 118 103 133 136 140 151 133 149 129 121 79 80! 64
NO DEFECT

FOUND 251 267 124 78 86 101 101 84 83 125 74 120 124 103 87
NO

EQUIPMENT/PERS

ON - - - - - - - - - = s 1 = & -
0.K COACH

CHANGE 3 4 . - - - 1 - - 1 - = 0 1 -
OPERATOR ERROR] 4 3 3 1 - 3 - 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
OPERATOR

REFUSED BUS 5 13 8 8 4 5 8 8 10 8 20 14 10 10 10
PASSENGER

INCIDENT 1 - 1 1 - - - - - 0 1 0 1 0 0
RADIO 15 9 9 16 10 11 9 5 7, 14 7 15 9 6
ROACHES 6 10 13 7 9 S 2 1 4 10 7 11 3 S5 1
SICK PASSENGER 29 23 31 24 16 16 20 11 11 20 15 12 26 18 19
STEERING 35 20 24 21 27 27 2 34 30 17 27 20 23 24 15
TIRES 109 65 82 89 62 47 S0 48 64 77 84 79 83 75! 59
TRANSMISSION 149 141 146 123 142 159 133 113 80 97 104 110 112 98 77
UNDERCARRIAGE 59 55 54 48 53 40 60 40 42 54 46 38 57 39 40
UNKNOWN 10 9 4 12 6 - 2 24 4 (3 39 27 5 2 26
VANDALISM 20 20 13 S 6 13 12 21 8 10 20 29 23 13 17
WHEELCHAIR UFT 62 60 48 48 65 54 37 46 44 48 37 37 47 50 60
WINDOWS AND

GLASS 3 3 1 1 4 - 1 2 1 3 1 3 1 1 2
WIPERS 7 29 27 9 2 6 5 3 1 0 2 4 4 26 7
NUMBER - & = s s 5 e = = = % = % = &
rOTACS Py e | P a AR50 BN 39 | S 2060 a4 | SRR ZaTY Sea 302 | Ge2 a2 | vz oes | MR sa0 | SieEi ate ]

December 2002 Coasent Decree Quarterty Report
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X. MONITORING AND REPORTING-CANCELLED AND LATE RUNS

Outlates & Cancellations by Division - January - March 2002

REASONS FOR OUTLATES and
OUTLATES CANCELLATIONS CANCELLATIONS
ON-TIME No Bus
% of Pull % of Pull- | PULL-OUT | Operator | Mechanical

Division | Number outs Number outs RATE Available | Failure Other
1 18] 0.10% 0 0.00% 99.89% 0 14 4
2 971 0.59% 0 0.00% 99.40% 6 87 4
3 59| 0.30% 0 0.00% 99.70% 5 52 2
5 461 0.23% 0 0.00% 99.76% 2 40 4
6 14  0.24% 0 0.00% 99.76% 2 12 0
¥ i 51 0.22% 2 0.01% 99.77% 14 38 1
8 43 0.29% 0 0.00% 99.71% 1 38 4
9 21 0.12% 2 0.01% 99.86% 4 17 2
10 76|  0.30% 1 0.00% 99.70% 10 55 12
15 65! 0.30% 4 0.02% 99.68% 1 63 5
18 49|  0.18% 0 0.00% 99.81% 6 37 6
TOTAL 5391 0.26% 9 0.00% 99.73% 51 453 44

Qutlates & Cancellations by Division - April - June 2002
REASONS FOR OUTLATES and
OUTLATES CANCELLATIONS CANCELLATIONS
ON-TIME No Bus
% of Pull % of Pull- | PULL-OUT | Operator | Mechanical

Division | Number | outs Number outs RATE Available | Failure Other
1 24  0.14% 0 0.00% 99.86% 1 19 N
2 90| 0.54% 0 0.00% 99.46% 0 80 9
3 63| 0.32% 0 0.00% 99.68% 0 54 9
5 38 0.19% 0 0.00% 99.81% 2 30 6
6 71 0.11% 3 0.05% 99.84% 3 6 1
7 67 0.29% 0 0.00% 99.71% 2 56 9
8 48 0.31% 0 0.00% 99.69% 1 37 10
9 18 0.10% 2 0.01% 99.88% 8 11 1
10 149 0.57% 1 0.00% 99.43% 10 115 25
15 61 0.28% 0 0.00% 99.72% 2 52 7
18 56| 0.21% 0 0.00% 99.79% 9 39 8
TOTAL 621 0.29% 6 0.00% 99.70% 38 499 90

40
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X. MONITORING AND REPORTING-CANCELLED AND LATE RUNS

Outlates & Cancellations by Division - July - September 2002

REASONS FOR OUTLATES and
OUTLATES CANCELLATIONS CANCELLATIONS
. ON-TIME No Bus
% of Pull % of Pull- | PULL-OUT | Operator | Mechanical

Division | Number | outs | Number outs RATE Available | Failure Other
1 35 0.21% 0 0.00% 99.79% 3 27 5
2 75 0.45% 0 0.00% 99.55% 2 54 19
3 501 0.24% 0 0.00% 99.76% 1 44 o
5 431  0.21% 1 0.00% 99.78% 4 33 7
6 71 0.11% 0 0.00% 99.89% 0 7 0
7 117 0.50% 1 0.00% 99.50% 14 86 18
8 19] 0.12% 0 0.00% 99.88% 2 16 1
9 20{ 0.12% 3 0.02% 99.87% 10 10 3
10 1591 0.59% 2 0.01% 99.40% 12 113 36
15 421  0.20% 0 0.00% 99.80% 1 33 8
18 75| 0.28% 0 0.00% 99.72% 8 56 11
TOTAL 642 0.30% 7 0.00% 99.69% 57 479 113

Outlates & Cancellations by Division - October - December 2002

December 2002 Consent Decree Quarterly Report

OUTLATES - CANCELLATIONS CANCELLATIONS
ON-TIME ‘No Bus
: %ofPull ; %ofPull-' PULI}OUT Operator | Mechanical
Division | ‘”Number - outs ~-| Number | - -outs” RATE | Available’| = Failure ~| Other

1 241 0.14% 0 0.00% 99.86% 2 15 7
2 38 0.23% 0 0.00% 99.77% 0 34 4
3 71 0.35% 0 0.00% 99.65% 0 59 12
) 78| 0.38% 1 0.00% 99.62% 4 51 24
6 10| 0.16% 0 0.00% 99.84% 0 7 3
7 106 0.44% 0 0.00% 99.56% 8 78 26
8 341 0.22% 0 0.00% 99.78% 0 26 8
9 22|  0.13% 0 0.00% 99.87% 8 12 2
10 141 0.52% 0 0.00% 99.48% 15 98 28
15 60| 0.28% 1 0.00% 99.71% 3 43 15
18 79| 0.30% 1 0.00% 99.70% 4 61 22
TOTAL x| ¢ :#:663],:::0.30%| <. w23 5 2:0.00%]...... 99:69% 44 484 et 151
41
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ERRATA -- LOAD FACTOR COMPLIANCE MAPS FOR JULY - DECEMBER 2002

Line

2

Location

Sunset & Western

Sunset & Echo Park

Direction

EB

WB

EB

Date

10/28/2002
11/4/2002

10/28/2002

7/10/2002

Description

DELETE 1.40(3:16)
REPLACE 1.30(3:56) with 1.23(3:48) -- needs causal analysis

REPLACE 1.52(6:47) with 1.70(6:52)
DELETE 1.23(7:07) & 1.24(8:14)

REPLACE 1.27(6:30) with 1.46(6:32)

Action

Sunset & Echo Park

WB

11/14/2002

MOVE 1.39(5:17) to 11/4/02 & REPLACE with 1.45(5:10)
MOVE 1.57(5:34) to 11/4/02

Maple & Pico

SB

7/22/2002

REPLACE 1.30(5:59) with 1.30(5:40)

14

Beverly & Vermont

Adams & Vermont

EB

WB

WB

8/2/2002
9/11/2002

12/4/2002

10/2/2002
11/5/2002

REPLACE 1.31(3:27) with 1.40(3:32)
ADD 1.23(8:29) -- needs causal analysis

REPLACE 1.75(3:59) with 1.24(3:54)

REPLACE 1.56(3:53) with 1.38(3:49)
REPLACE 1.30(3:38) with 1.30(3:29) -- needs causal analysis

16

Third & Alvarado

Sixth & St. Paul

EB

WB

7/9/2002
7/16/2002
8/20/2002
9/10/2002
12/3/2002

10/30/2002

REPLACE 1.34(7:00) with 1.21(6:50) & 1.21(7:10) -- needs causal analysis

REPLACE 1.66(8:59) with 1.66(8:40)

REPLACE 1.39(8:24) & 1.40(8:38) with 1.29(8:20) & 1.39(8:40)
ADD 1.22(3:00) -- needs causal analysis

REPLACE 1.41(8:33) with 1.26(8:19) -- needs causal analysis

REPLACE 1.28(5:28) with 1.24(5:38) -- needs causal analysis

18

Sixth & St. Paul

EB

WB

8/6/2002
8/13/2002
8/28/2002
10/16/2002
11/12/2002
11/20/2002
12/3/2002
12/10/2002

11/8/2002

ADD 1.49(7:34) -- needs causal analysis
REPLACE 1.28(7:21) with 1.23(7:14) & 1.27(7:34)
REPLACE 1.40(7:40) with 1.33(7:44)

REPLACE 1.43(6:42) with 1.21(6:42)

REPLACE 1.36(6:41) 1.42(7:06) 1.44(7:17) 1.48(7:29) with 1.27(6:29) 1.28(6:50) 1.36(7:10) 1.23(7:30) -- needs causal analysis

REPLACE 1.29(6:53) 1.31(7:19) with 1.25(6:43) 1.29(7:03) -- needs causal analysis
REPLACE 1.32(6:40) 1.27(7:01) 1.71(7:30) with 1.22(6:33) 1.22(6:56) 1.31(7:17) -- needs causal analysis

REPLACE 1.66(7:04) with 1.23(6:47) -- needs causal analysis

MOVE 1.27(5:17) to 11/20/02




ERRATA -- LOAD FACTOR COMPLIANCE MAPS FOR JULY - DECEMBER 2002

Line

26

Location

Seventh & Bixel

San Pedro & Eighth

Direction

EB

NB

SB

Date Description

7/8/2002 ADD 1.23(7:14) -- needs causal analysis
8/12/2002 REPLACE 1.43(6:46) with 1.27(6:42) & 1.26(7:03) -- needs causal analysis
11/6/2002 REPLACE 1.29(7:15) with 1.23(7:04) -- needs causal analysis
11/14/2002 ADD 1.31(6:54) -- needs causal analysis
11/21/2002 REPLACE 1.37(7:06) with 1.30(6:53) -- needs causal analysis
12/2/2002 REPLACE 1.54(7:16) with 1.36(7:13)

MOVE SECTION DIVIDER from after 8/27/02 to after 9/23/02
9/9/2002 ADD 1.21(6:41) -- needs causal analysis

MOVE SECTION DIVIDER from after 8/27/02 to after 9/23/02

Action

28

Broadway & Solano

Figueroa & Ave. 26

SB

NB

SB

12/19/2002 MOVE 1.26(7:27) 1.26(7:50) to Figueroa & Ave. 26 SB on same date
11/13/2002 ADD 1.49(5:20) -- needs causal analysis

11/18/2002 REMOVE 1.42(4:38)
12/19/2002 ADD 1.26(7:27) 1.26(7:50) copied from Broadway & Solano SB (see above)

30

Pico & Figueroa

EB

wB

7/17/2002 REPLACE 1.22(6:42) with 1.29(6:46)
10/1/2002 ADD 1.34(6:33) 1.46(7:29) 1.24(8:19) copied from Pico & Figueroa WB (see below)
10/7/2002 ADD 1.30(7:46) copied from Pico & Figueroa WB (see below)
MOVE 1.23(8:31) to Pico & Figueroa WB (see below)
MOVE 1.45(3:09) to Pico & Figueroa WB (see below)
10/17/2002 MOVE 1.30(3:45) to Pico & Figueroa WR (see below)

10/1/2002 MOVE 1.34(6:33) 1.46(7:29) 1.24(8:19) to Pico & Figueroa EB (see above)
10/7/2002 MOVE 1.30(7:46) to Pico & Figueroa EB (see above)

ADD 1.23(8:31) copied from Pico & Figueroa EB (see above)

ADD 1.45(3:09) copied from Pico & Figueroa EB (see above)
10/17/2002 ADD 1.30(3:45) copied from Pico & Figueroa EB (see above)

33

Venice & La Brea

EB

WB

11/19/2002 REPLACE 1.41(3:09) with 1.25(3:00) & 1.22(3:21) -- needs causal analysis

9/11/2002 REPLACE 1.43(7:03) with 1.21(6:30) & 1.30(6:52) -- needs causal analysis
11/13/2002 REPLACE 1.74(7:07) with 1.40(7:02)
11/19/2002 REPLACE 1.64(7:17) with 1.23(6:58) & 1.54(7:19)

38

Jefferson & Vermont

WB

11/17/2002 MOVE 1.42(4:41) to 11/7/02 then REMOVE 11/17/02 row [No Check conducted on that date]




ERRATA -- LOAD FACTOR COMPLIANCE MAPS FOR JULY - DECEMBER 2002

Line

40

Location

Broadway & Washington

Direction

NB

SB

Date

7/10/2002
11/18/2002

9/12/2002
10/8/2002
10/23/2002
11/13/2002
11/18/2002

Description

REPLACE 1.24(7:22) with 1.22(7:16) & 1.22(7:38) -- needs causal analysis
ADD 1.22(8:12) -- needs causal analysis

REPLACE 1.45(5:00) 1.55(5:20) with 1.25(4:49) 1.36(5:09) 1.47(5:29) -- needs causal analysis
REPLACE 1.36(5:14) with 1.22(5:03) -- needs causal analysis

REPLACE 1.29(5:28) with 1.30(5:15) -- needs causal analysis

ADD 1.22(4:23) & 1.40(5:16) -- needs causal analysis

ADD 1.28(3:52) & 1.36(5:19) -- needs causal analysis

Action

42

Broadway & Washington

SB

713/2002
7/10/2002
7/23/2002

ADD 1.21(7:10) -- needs causal analysis
REPLACE 1.59(6:47) with 1.58(6:29) & 1.60(6:49) -- needs causal analysis
ADD 1.55(6:30) -- needs causal analysis

45

Broadway & Washington

Broadway & Solano

NB

SB

NB

SB

8/5/2002
10/23/2002

7/23/2002
8/26/2002
10/4/2002
10/15/2002
12/19/2002

9/19/2002

9/19/2002

ADD 1.22(8:38) -- needs causal analysis
MOVE 1.29(4:55) to 10/28/02

REPLACE 1.29(5:29) with 1.24(5:15) -- needs causal analysis
REPLACE 1.40(5:08) with 1.22(5:21) -- needs causal analysis
REMOVE 1.26(7:32) 1.35(8:06)

ADD 1.23(3:11) -- needs causal analysis

REMOVE 1.23(5:15)

MOVE 1.35(3:18) to Broadway & Solano SB on same date (see below)

ADD 1.35(3:18) copied from Broadway & Solano NB on same date (see above)

55

Adams & San Pedro

EB

7/30/2002

ADD 1.21(5:32) -- needs causal analysis




ERRATA -- LOAD FACTOR COMPLIANCE MAPS FOR JULY - DECEMBER 2002

Line Location Direction Date Description Action
60 Seventh & Central EB 7/2/2002 ADD row of data for 7/2/02 copied from Seventh & Alameda (see below)
Seventh & Alameda EB 7/2/2002 MOVE row of data for 7/2/02 to Seventh & Central (see above)

7/30/2002 MOVE 1.37(3:45) 1.44(4:30) to Seventh & Alameda WB on same date (see below)
7/31/2002 ADD 1.23(8:18) copied from Seventh & Alameda WB on same date (see below)
8/1/2002 MOVE 1.45(4:20) 1.33(5:23) to Seventh & Alameda WB on same date (see below)
8/8/2002 MOVE 1.51(5:13) to Seventh & Alameda WB on same date (see below)
8/12/2002 ADD 1.24(6:15) copied from Seventh & Alameda WB on same date (see below)
MOVE 1.29(4:28) to Seventh & Alameda WB on same date (see below)
9/9/2002 REMOVE 1.44(3:07) & 1.72(4:35)
10/11/2002 REPLACE 1.30(6:26) with 1.24(6:15) -- needs causal analysis
11/13/2002 ADD 1.25(6:12) -- needs causal analysis
REMOVE 1.26(4:34)

WB 7/30/2002 ADD 1.37(3:45) 1.44(4:30) copied from Seventh & Alameda EB on same date (see above)
7/31/2002 MOVE 1.23(8:18) to Seventh & Alameda EB on same date (see above)
8/1/2002 ADD 1.45(4:20) 1.33(5:23) copied from Seventh & Alameda EB on same date (see above)
8/8/2002 ADD 1.51(5:13) copied from Seventh & Alameda EB on same date (see above)
8/12/2002 MOVE 1.24(6:15) to Seventh & Alameda EB on same date (see above)
ADD 1.29(4:28) copied from Seventh & Alameda EB on same date (see above)
10/23/2002 REPLACE 1.74(4:23) with 1.56(4:19)

Pacific & Santa Fe EB 8/8/2002 MOVE 1.58(7:43) to Pacific & Santa Fe WB on same date (see below)
8/19/2002 MOVE 1.30(4:00) to Pacific & Santa Fe WB on same date (see below)

WB 8/8/2002 ADD 1.58(7:43) copied from Pacific & Santa Fe EB on same date (see above)
8/19/2002 ADD 1.30(4:00) copied from Pacific & Santa Fe EB on same date (see above)
9/9/2002 ADD 1.23(6:34) & 1.21(7:49) -- needs causal analysis
11/28/2002 CHANGE DATE to 11/18/02

66 Ninth & Figueroa EB 8/14/2002 REMOVE 1.22(7:39)
9/11/2002 ADD 1.22(7:32) -- needs causal analysis
10/11/2002 REPLACE 1.27(7:20) with 1.21(7:086) -- needs causal analysis
10/31/2002 REPLACE 1.42(7:09) with 1.24(7:00) -- needs causal analysis
12/4/2002 REPLACE 1.33(7:11) with 1.31(7:06) -- needs causal analysis

Eighth & Figueroa WB 9/11/2002 ADD 1.25(5:22) -- needs causal analysis
10/14/2002 REPLACE 1.36(5:11) with 1.27(5:02) -- needs causal analysis
11/13/2002 REPLACE 1.48(5:16) with 1.33(5:03) -- needs causal analysis
11/29/2002 Left paren missing in 1.49(3:04)
12/4/2002 REPLACE 1.38(5:23) with 1.22(5:04) -- needs causal analysis




ERRATA -- LOAD FACTOR COMPLIANCE MAPS FOR JULY - DECEMBER 2002

Line Location Direction Date Description Action
68 Washington & Figueroa EB 9/13/2002 ADD 1.22(7:13) & 1.23(8:29) -- needs causal analysis
w8 7/26/2002 INSERT ROW for this date
ADD 1.47(3:08) -- needs causal analysis
9/13/2002 ADD 1.23(7:54) -- needs causal analysis
ADD 1.22(5:39) -- needs causal analysis
78 Mission & Griffin SB 9/13/2002 ADD 1.23(6:29) -- needs causal analysis
ADD 1.23(4:36) -- needs causal analysis
81 Figueroa & Adams SB 11/15/2002 ADD 1.33(5:40) -- needs causal analysis
Figueroa & Ave. 26 NB 9/12/2002 ADD 1.22(3:03) & 1.24(5:09) -- needs causal analysis
SB 9/12/2002 REPLACE 1.44(7:31) with 1.23(7:26) & 1.28(7:48) -- needs causal analysis
90 San Fernando & Fletcher SB 8/28/2002 ADD 1.33(8:29) -- needs causal analysis
108 Slauson & Broadway WB 7/23/2002 ADD 1.33(3:51) -- needs causal analysis
Gage & Pacific WB  11/25/2002 ADD 1.38(5:22) -- needs causal analysis
125 Rosecrans & Long Beach wB 8/6/2002 ADD 1.34(4:06) -- needs causal analysis
130 Artesia & Atlantic WB  10/30/2002 MOVE 1.26(3:34) to 10/31/02
Artesia Station WB  10/30/2002 REPLACE 1.47(6:21) with 1.21(6:18)
150/240 Ventura & Vineland WB 11/6/2002 MOVE 1.48(7:27) to 11/5/02
156 Hollywood & Highland NB 10/8/2002 REPLACE 1.98(8:01) with 1.26(7:58)
158 Woodman & Sherman Way  NB-EB 11/26/2002 REPLACE 1.40(4:44) with 1.40(4:14)




ERRATA -- LOAD FACTOR COMPLIANCE MAPS FOR JULY - DECEMBER 2002

Line Location Direction Date Description Action

163 Sherman Way & Sepulveda EB 10/10/2002 REPLACE 1.33(3:51) 1.44(4:23) 1.58(4:25) with 1.23(3:49) 1.25(4:09) 1.36(4:36) -- needs causal analysis
10/24/2002 REPLACE 1.56(3:35) with 1.55(3:22) -- needs causal analysis

WB 8/26/2002 ADD 1.25(7:24) -- needs causal analysis
10/10/2002 REPLACE 1.24(6:55) with 1.23(7:05) -- needs causal analysis

165 Victory & Van Nuys EB 12/20/2002 ADD 1.21(4:30) & 1.30(5:32) -- needs causal analysis
WB  12/20/2002 ADD 1.49(7:34) -- needs causal analysis
Vanowen & Balboa EB 11/26/2002 REPLACE 1.28(3:48) with 1.28(3:29)

WB  12/20/2002 ADD 1.40(5:01) -- needs causal analysis

167 Plummer & Van Nuys WB 8/16/2002 REPLACE 1.34(7:00) with 1.29(6:47) -- needs causal analysis
10/31/2002 ADD 1.36(6:38) -- needs causal analysis
REMOVE 1.53(7:03)

169 Van Nuys & Saticoy WB 11/13/2002 ADD 1.38(6:52) copied from Van Nuys & Saticoy EB on same date (see below)
MOVE 1.33(3:21) to Van Nuys & Saticoy EB on same date (see below)

EB 11/13/2002 MOVE 1.38(6:52) to Van Nuys & Saticoy WB on same date (see above)
ADD 1.33(3:21) copied from Van Nuys & Saticoy WB on same date (see above)

175 St. George & Aloha EB 8/26/2002 INSERT ROW for this date
ADD 1.23(3:01) -- needs causal analysis

WB  10/25/2002 REPLACE 1.67(3:19) with 1.50(3:05) -- needs causal analysis

180 Vermont & Prospect SB 11/22/2002 ADD 1.26(5:39) -- needs causal analysis

204 Vermont & Wilshire NB 9/9/2002 ADD 1.25(5:38) -- needs causal analysis

SB 7/25/2002 ADD 1.23(4:37) -- needs causal analysis
9/9/2002 REPLACE 1.36(3:38) 1.28(4:00) with 1.24(3:35) 1.28(3:55) 1.28(4:15) -- needs causal analysis
10/7/2002 REPLACE 1.40(4:23) with 1.24(4:10) -- needs causal analysis
10/17/2002 REPLACE 1.30(5:22) with 1.21(5:15) -- needs causal analysis




ERRATA -- LOAD FACTOR COMPLIANCE MAPS FOR JULY - DECEMBER 2002

Line

Location

Direction

Date Description Action
207 Western & Wilshire NB 7/156/2002 REPLACE 1.41(3:54) with 1.28(3:14) -- needs causal analysis
10/17/2002 REPLACE 1.52(5:23) with 1.35(5:04) -- needs causal analysis
SB 8/8/2002 REPLACE 1.40(3:46) with 1.24(3:39) -- needs causal analysis
8/21/2002 REMOVE 1.23(3:19)
8/27/2002 ADD 1.27(3:41) -- needs causal analysis
9/9/2002 REPLACE 1.51(3:44) with 1.23(3:30) & 1.26(3:51) -- needs causal analysis
10/7/2002 REPLACE 1.47(3:31) with 1.22(3:17) -- needs causal analysis
210 Crenshaw & King NB 10/21/2002 MOVE 1.42(8:34) to 10/22/02
212 La Brea & Pico NB 10/31/2002 CHANGE DATE from 10/31/01 to 10/31/02
REPLACE 1.24(7:06) with 1.21(6:52) -- needs causal analysis
SB 10/31/2002 CHANGE DATE from 10/31/01 to 10/31/02
217 Fairfax & Beverly SB 9/17/2002 REPLACE 1.55(3:41) with 1.37(3:23) & 1.27(3:48) -- needs causal analysis
Fairfax & Santa Monica NB 9/11/2002 REPLACE 1.41(3:18) with 1.34(3:13)
10/10/2002 REPLACE 1.25(3:28) with 1.25(3:38)
10/22/2002 REPLACE 1.83(3:24) with 1.31(3:07) -- needs causal analysis
SB 9/11/2002 ADD 1.25(5:19) -- needs causal analysis
9/30/2002 REPLACE 1.33(7:47) with 1.29(7:35) -- needs causal analysis
10/1/2002 REMOVE 1.24(5:10)
230 Laurel Canyon & Victory NB-WB  8/30/2002 ADD 1.25(4:04) -- needs causal analysis
232 Figueroa & Anaheim NB 11/6/2002 Left paren missing in 1.55(6:26)
SB-EB  9/27/2002 REPLACE 1.53(4:05) with 1.26(3:51) -- needs causal analysis
234 Sepulveda & Parthenia SB 10/9/2002 REMOVE 1.31(7:23)
243 Desoto & Roscoe NB 7/8/2002 MOVE 1.23(3:36) to Desoto & Roscoe SB on same date (see below)
10/24/2002 REPLACE 1.72(7:12) with 1.35(6:59) -- needs causal analysis
SB 7/8/2002 ADD 1.23(3:36) copied from Desoto & Roscoe NB on same date (see above)




ERRATA -- LOAD FACTOR COMPLIANCE MAPS FOR JULY - DECEMBER 2002

Line Location Direction Date Description Action
251 Soto & First SB 9/30/2002 REPLACE 1.57(7:28) with 1.31(7:23)
10/10/2002 REPLACE 1.51(7:38) with 1.25(7:21) -- needs causal analysis
10/22/2002 REPLACE 1.55(7:29) with 1.36(7:25)
260 Atlantic & Slauson SB 9/20/2002 ADD 1.30(6:57) -- needs causal analysis
11/7/2002 ADD 1.50(3:12) -- needs causal analysis
REPLACE 1.45(3:32) with 1.45(3:35)
426 Hollywood & Highland NB 11/5/2002 REMOVE 1.36(6:35)
SB 11/5/2002 REMOVE 1.30(3:46)
434 PCH & Sunset NB 7/31/2002 MOVE 1.43(5:22) to PCH & Sunset SB on same date (see below)
10/31/2002 REPLACE 1.25(6:28) with 1.30(6:13) -- needs causal analysis
SB 7/31/2002 ADD 1.43(5:22) copied from PCH & Sunset NB on same date (see above)
484 Valley & Garvey EB 9/13/2002 ADD 1.23(6:39) -- needs causal analysis
ADD 1.21(5:19) -- needs causal analysis
561 Van Nuys & Sherman Way NB 9/19/2002 ADD 1.27(4:21) copied from Van Nuys & Sherman Way SB on same date (see below)
SB 9/19/2002 MOVE 1.27(4:21) to Van Nuys & Sherman Way NB on same date (see above)




ERRATA -- LOAD FACTOR COMPLIANCE MAPS FOR JULY - DECEMBER 2002

Line

720

Location

Sixth & St. Paul

Wilshire & La Brea

Wilshire & Western

Direction

WB

EB

WB

EB

WB

Date Description

10/21/2002 REMOVE 1.40(7:54)
ADD 1.40(5:39) -- needs causal analysis

7/9/2002 REPLACE 1.28(4:44) with 1.44(4:15) -- needs causal analysis
9/18/2002 REPLACE 1.45(4:10) 1.45(4:24) with 1.29(3:59) 1.35(4:19) -- needs causal analysis
10/9/2002 ADD 1.35(5:29) -- needs causal analysis

10/29/2002 ADD 1.35(6:43) & 1.21(7:04) -- needs causal analysis
REPLACE 1.38(7:28) 1.25(7:40) with 1.35(7:24)
REMOVE 1.34(5:24)

7/16/2002 ADD 1.23(8:17) -- needs causal analysis
9/18/2002 ADD 1.32(3:22) -- needs causal analysis

9/13/2002 ADD 1.23(3:23

9/18/2002 REMOVE 1.32

10/16/2002 REMOVE 1.33(7:00)

10/21/2002 ADD 1.29(3:14) -- needs causal analysis
REMOVE 1.36(4:33)

11/15/2002 Left paren missing in 1.35(7:00)

-- needs causal analysis
3:22)

A"

Action

750

Ventura & Vineland

EB

WB

9/11/2002 ADD 1.25(5:15) -- needs causal analysis

8/1/2002 ADD 1.33(4:10) -- needs causal analysis
10/8/2002 REPLACE 1.24(7:29) with 1.21(7:10) -- needs causal analysis
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LINE 33 - PM
TIME RANGES OF LOAD FACTOR VIOLATIONS

1.35 | Jan 99-June 00 3:14 3:52 4:26 5:59
Eastbound 1.25 | July 00-June 02 [3:00 352 407 5:59
1.2 Oct. 01-Aug 02 |3:00 3:21 3:24 3:55 4:20 5.57
Venice@
La Brea*
1.35 | Jan 99-June 00 |3:00 3:52 4.04 4.356 4.42 5:48
Westbound 125 | July 00-June 02 |3:00 328 334 353 404 423 435 455 503 5:50
1.2 Oct. 01-Aug 02 |3:00 3.:28 3:35 3:54 404 423 4:35 5:50
e N e T O T e S o R R T L O i R =il
Note on time ranges: Each minute graphed yellow has at least one lack of capacity violation crossing it--and often
more--as it is a compilation of violations over many days within the indicated date range.
Source Data: Line by Line Mapping of Load Factor Violations

*Prior to June 2001, location was Venice @ Cadillac for Eastbound and Venice @ Crenshaw for Westbound



