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'I. INTRODUCT ION

Mr. Roger Snoble, chief executive officer for Los Angeles County Metropolitan
Transportation Authority ('Metro), contacted the American Public Transportation Association
(APTA) to request a peer review of the. agency s security services. Los Angeles MTA indicated
the purpose of the review was to-assist Metro in their design of a state-of-the-art transit security
program that would be both effective and would meet the objectives of the Metro Board adopted
security -policy. To help understand the scope -of the intended review, Metro provided
information on organizational ‘désigns for security program-alternatives and included. applicable
cost analyses for each altemanve proposed.

The letter from Mr.. Snoble dated April 25, 2006 proposed the latter part of May 2006 for
the review, :and through commiinications beﬂveen APTA snd Metro staff it was agreed the peer
review would be conducted Ma 1 9, 2006. ':- i

A panel of mdustry :peer wais asserribled that pmva expemse in transit operations,
security, and finance. The rewew panel consmed of the feliomng transit peers:

Jeri Lee ' Matthew Tucker
Deputy Chief of Police ~ Chief Operating Officer
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
Authority Santa Clara, CA
Washington, DC . _
Richard Winston
Willie- McCuller Executive Vice President — Operations
Dn'ectur Security & Fare Enforcemr:nt ,_-Chu:agn Transit Authority

St. Luuls, MO

- uﬂ?(APTA Advnsor to the Panel).
Scott’ Schroeder - - 'Opcranons, Safety & Security
Chief Financial Officer - P '
Bay. Area Rapid Trasisit. Distnct o - Amefican Public Transportanon Assomauon
Oskland, CA .~ " Washington, DC

The panel. corrvened 'in: Los Angeles on May - 15 2006. Pamel coordination and logistical
support was provxded by AP’I‘A staff advisor. GrmgHull Mr. Hull also -coordinated panel
member input in: the' draﬂmg*‘o _thts peer’ rev:ewrepart ‘Mr. Dan Cowden, Transit Security
Marniaget, provided: agsncy ha:son smon. T o
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Methodology

The APTA peer review process is-well estabhshed as & valuable resource to the industry
for assessing all aspects of transit operations and functions. The peer reviews are conducted on-
site by highly experienced transit personnel who are selected on the basis of their subject matter
expertisé. Through the benefits of on-site intérviews of agency staff, review of relevant
documents, and inspections the pane] -concludes its review with-a summary of observations and
recommendanons to the Chief Execuuve Officer: (CEO) of the transit agency.

Scope of Report

The scope of this review was to utilize the experience of the peer review panel members
to assist Metro in its review of the security services being delivered and managed on behalf of
the transit agency, and to provide comments on proposed alternative methods of providing that
security. The panel reviewed several models under consideration and the costs associated with
each model. Each offered “pros and cons™ which are summarized in the report that follows.
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L. OBSERVATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Obsérvations

L 4 * 4 & 00

* o o 00

Costs exceed MTA budget goal of 5%, There:is-a lack of control on futire costs
and value level for budget expended is questionable.

No position with clearly defined oversight for the program’s day-to-day
management has been established at Metro.

The operating departments do not see their needs being met by program
deliverables (i.e., on-board vehicles and at stations/facilities).

Dclwerables are tanaged: by vendor, with limited Metio resources available to
enable effective contract compliance review. -

The Los Angeles Shcnﬁ’s ‘Department. (LASD) ‘s eredibility as a police force and
capabilities / resourges for larger scale response LASD also has a graffiti
sbatement tearn.

There appears to.be lack of community or:ented community policing.

The panel is not aware of & return on investment for fare checkers.

There is no LASD presence within MTA operations centers.

Baseline mode] services are not consistent with the established “Scope of Work.”
The LASD serviees cost.model includes cost loads. that are not the norm in transit
budgets, Services billed-out in minutes do- not guarantee consistency of personnel.

‘The vendor oonn:ols overtime allocation..
- The I.ASD appcm mlcontml Department of Home:;land Secarity (DHS) grant

Recent budget cuts at Los Angeles MTA have besen managed while deafing with an
increasing policing budget.
Spot observations by the panel noted :mmmal full patrol activity of stations and
areas of congregating patrons.
There appears a “conflict of interest” for a vendor to be regarded as MTA Police
Chief.
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2.

BASELINE SERVICE MODEL {continued). *

Recommendations (if Los Angeles MTA supports this model)

¢  Consider opening the-next to encourage more competition.

¢  Establish a Los Angeles MTA management position with clear oversight for all
security services.

. Rcvxew and update the “Scope of Work”™ to reflect -changing conditions and

eqqires ms ‘Establish - audit p:wesses to regaiarly and eﬁ?acnvcly measure

?perf agmmt" mm

RE-ESTABLISH MTA POLICEFORCE -~

Observations

¢  This model requires additional up-front investment.

¢ As seen with LASD and Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) recruitment

o _.challengﬂs, Los Angeles MTA could face the same recruitment problems .

¢  Credibility of the new fofoe would have to be establishied.

¢ There are effectwe modeis ﬂzat emst at - otiier transit agcncxes {ex: BART,
WMATA). o _

+ Bmldmg a newforce szld require year.s of developmnt. .

¢ Thereis pctential forbetter long—term cost contwl and control ofmmrcﬁ wﬁh this
model. '

¢  This model would wahhshmhouae expemaewaﬂlm transit law enforcement.

¢ This model would require a long-tmh commitment by Los Angeles MTA,

nwessxtaung appmmmatdy a 10-year minimum support umeframe

‘Thmmb&d_wouidwqgmwaco 'j vich '“_ivefea.sxbuny study be conducted prior

i address full costs /full resources required.
i ,,_e'mns‘ttm plan {LAEI) to: Li:s Angeles MTA) wmsld have to be

Las Ange[es MTA wnuid haye to suppert abudget in exccss nfS% hmxts in the
inftial years,
A lo-yaeroommmnent,asannmmwculébcneeded
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4.

MAXIMUM SERVICE MODEL

Observations

¢ Thlsmodelexcwdsm-}-,-...; IO

¢ This model assums_s

¢  This'model COnVEYS: al appearan
all otherareas of the MT; budget. :

¢  The need for station agerits is presumed in t‘tus model.

Recommendations (if Los Angeles MTA supports this model)
¢+  This model would need-to be scaled down to fit appropriately within Los Angeles
MTA fiscal requirements.

¢+ Station agentszmny be 'eeded only ifa bamer system is adopted within_ poruon(s)

Observations

¢  The panel was concerned that 150 contracted, sworn officers may not be adequate
to- mppmbothbtrsandraﬂopermonalmqummcnts

¢  This model supports ﬂle Los Angeles MTA budget goals and provides a heightened
level: ofsectu'ity rsorne] Vlsﬂaﬂlty

+ Ancedforstahonagents:ssupposedmmod&

Reco m (‘fLﬁs Amgeles MTA supports thns model)

¢+  Requirements for a dedmated, swomn forcc are lﬁcely lnghcr than omlmg,d in ﬂm
model,;to_adequately AR

¢  Station agents may be.,mquued only if a barner system is adomad within pornen(s)
of the: System.
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5 BALANCEDCGST &SERV!CEMOD EL

s

grvgtzoﬁs.

¢ A mik- of sworn and nonsswom umts wnnld prcmde a lngher level of support and
visibility. '

¢  Expanding the number of non-sworn officérs will provide a heightened level of

attention to “quality of 1ife” issues such as loitering, unacceptable behaviors, etc.

This model offers greater control: by Los Angeles:MTA over its security forces.

The panel is unsure of the ROI for the: -agency’s.current format of fare inspection.

Again, this model supposes a need:for station agents. :

Tlus model, w:‘l:nle prefemble, could be‘-further adjuswd to-accommodate additional

dations (if Los Angeles MTA supports this model)

¢  An effective model may require 200 sWo‘m_positions, with an adjustment to the 687
baseline positions.
¢  Station agents may be required only if bamem are adopted within portion(s) of the

system.
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III. SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS TO THE PANEL

Within the scope of the peer review, the management of Los Angeles MTA also requested the
pancl provide brief commnnts on'several safety/ sécurity’ related cenmderauons currently under
review by the agency These mues include the follamng

1. -Fare collection baxners
2. Establishrient of a 5% Passemger. Safety and Secmty Fund
3. Establishment of & Transit Adjudication Bureau = =

With respect to these issues, the panel offers thé following comments.

1. Fare Collection Barriers

The consideration in tlus proposal is whether to change from the current “honor fare /
proof of payment”™ formsit to! mstalla:tzon of fare cniﬁctmn eqmpmen’t, such.as turpstiles or other

L thEIwnuldcrcaxebamers

Itis thevwwoftthmelthatbamersmaybemoreappmpna:eforopmuonsonthcred
line as batrier systems afe more conducive to closed environménts (subways). Experiences at
systems with barriers indicate there is a retum on investment (fate evasion). Some individuals
may have the perspective that barriers create a problem during emergency evacuations. The fact
is that barriers can be placed in an open mode during an emergency. 'I'hepanelnotesma:
barriers do add a perception of security; however, the installation of barriers typically requires
on-site staff support and inherently means additional steffing cost.

s a mesns to: developmg an altﬁmate sourcé of fmﬂing, Tlus addmonal fundmg would be used
to offset increased costs associated with pmwdmg seeumy related sches and resoumes. v

The panel perspectives on this comept were vaned Fram the supportwe wewpomt, some
panel members noted the followmg _

o The events of 9/11 ‘arid both-the Madnd and Lonclon bombmgs clearly contributed to
Los Angeles MTA. puiting additional resources into security while other areds of the
Los Angeles MTA: budget were constramed “With security costs continuing to rise,
and-without alternate sources of operational finding for security, it would be logical

toaddressthase addmonaicostsﬂarbugh anommal increase in the fare structure.
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Los Angeles MT cumnﬂyexpen r g & relmvely low fare box fecovery.ratio.

It is clear ﬂ:at"sume industnes, such as: axrlmse&, Have passed along ‘added.costs of
security to' their customers: via surcharges.

From the cautionary perspective, some panel members noted the following,

3.

‘Regardléss of the reason, e fare increase will still be viewed as an increase and may
result in. neganve customer response, and possible loss of some marginal ridership.

If such a fare increase were to be implemented, there would be customer expectation
that additional security apparently would-be needed.

A security surcharge may not be required if Los Angeles MTA adopts one of the
altemate models for secunty that can funcnon w1th a :educed budget fonnat.

thxs mcrease mw @ schaduk.d general fare mcrease so the customer doés ztot
expmenoe multxple incréases. . v - '

Consideration of thxs proposal is based on current Los Angeles MTA experience wherein
processing of cxtatlons 1ssued on béhalf of the-agency become problematic to the court system,
and further adds. to clogg;ng” up the courts. The proposal, if implemented, would create a
separate “Transit Ad;udxca:uon Bu:eau estabrhshed solely for the purpose - -of processing Los
Angeles MTA cltauons :

On 'this issue, the p&nel members were oollectwely supportive. _The panel oomments on
this proposal included the foﬂomng ' - o

In the experience of the panel members the courts, by virtue of other priorities, do
not have.the capacity to provide adequate support to the miore minor offenses that
arise through transit-related citations.

Establishing an Adjudmailon Bosrd would enable Los Angeles MTA to implement
consistent” application of reviews and enforcement. . This mechénism could aiso
vesult n ‘an incréased: flow of révenue for Los Angeles MTA. -

: oerd: wouid reinforce-a’ strong message- tha: Los Angeles MTA
neean; the $afety, sccunty, and comfort of its customers and that

| :also h"h‘s a “m iaiérénce" for fare evasmn, tha'eby dlscouragmg repeat offenders.
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Iv. CONCLUSIONS

Based on panel pexspecuve the LASD and LAPD have a responsibility to provide some
form of basic pohctng service to Los Angeles MTA. and the public that uses Metro, as part of the
agency’s community man&ates '

other agencies can provxde snme measure of gmdan t:_ls a need. to recngmze that Los
Angeles MTA operates within & very large geogmpmcalareathat presents needs and issues that
may differ from other agencles .

Regardless of wim:h model is aﬂopted, Los Angeles MTA should consider establishing &
Los. Angeles MTA management position fo- provide clear control and oversight over Metro
security services.

Of the models reviewed, model #5 (Balanced Cost & Service Model) most closely
reflects the appropriate organization and staffing level for both security services and cost
effectiveness. Contragt: management com:rols reqmre strmgthenmg and are & key elemem to
seclirity program. success, " '

;_:;;:both measure and ,momwr the eﬁ‘ectlveness of the Los
Angeles MTA -seturity program. - Tmprovement 1 ication amm;g Los, Angelw MTA‘ .
stakeholders is needed. wnthregaxd to. operahonal it needs and issues... :

The status offare evasmn shmiid be revxewed on a regular basis.

Format the next review of the policing contract to ancommodate ongoing reviews and
updates as may be required for changing needs and conditions. The panel suggests reviewing
contractual provisions of detectwe serviccs to' detemme if they are ‘consistent with Los: Angeles
MTA needs.

Current efforts should be assessed to foster multi-jurisdictional support, attcmptmg to
“wean” the agency from stq;porr in retw'n Jor paymient only.

The response tune fm' LASD support dzﬁ"em fmm Los Angeles MTA and LASD
calculations. '
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