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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Resul t s in Brief 

~he reasons for the cost variances that we have identif ied in thi s 
report and the type and quality of services co. be provided by each 
law en:orcemenc agency should be clearl y underscood and considered 
by the Metropolitan Transportation Auchority {MTA) Board of 
Direc~ors in de t ermining che most cosc-e:rective approach co 
~roviding security services for the MTA. 

We identified $469,063 in Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD)/Los 
A."1geles Sheriff Departme nt (i..ASD) costs t hat should have been 
excluded from the cost submittal, resulting in a d ecrease in the 
LAPD/ LASD cost submittal f r om s:11,255,395 to $110,786,332 . On the 
ocher hand, we identif i e d $1 ,937,580 of additional Metro~oli t an 
Transportation Authority Transi t Police De?arcment (MTA TPD ) coses 
chat should have bee~ included in the cost submit:.al, resul ting in 
an increase in the MTA TPD cost s ubmittal from $84,954,333 to 
$86,891, 913. The adjusted cost difference between the two cost 
submittals i s $2 3,8 94,4 1 9. (See Appendix). 

Our a nalysis and comparison of LAPD/ LASD and MTA TPD cos t 
c omponents found that the large s t cos t variance i s in f r inge 
;:)enefi:.s. The LAPD/LASD fringe benefit cost estimate is 
approximately $14.5 nillion more than the MTA TPD fringe benefit 
case escimate. The primary reason for this difference is the l arger 
amount o f pension /re:irement contrib utions made by the LAPD and 
LASO as compared t o MTA TPD . (See Page 8 ). 

Another cost c omponent which contributes significantly to the cost 
variance is Genera l and Administrat ive (G&A) cos ts. The LAPD/ LASD 
G&A cost estimate is approxi mately $4.4 million more chan the MTA 
TPD G&A cost estimate . The primary reason f or t his difference is 
the relative s i ze of the o r ganizations involved. The LAPD and t'.-ie 
LASD a re part s of muct larger entities (namely the Los Angeles Cicy 
and t he Los Angeles County governments) than the MTA TPD, resulting 
in higher G&A costs for the LAPD and LASD. In addi tion , the 
LAPD/LASD cost submittal includes allocat ion of G&A costs from both 
the C~ : y and the County, whereas MTA TPD's c~sc s ubmitcal includes 
a G&A allocatio n from only the MTA. (See Page 12) . 

Jur comparison of communication costs found that the ccmposition o f 
the c o mmunic ations systems to be used by each law enforcemen t: 
agency varies considerably. Therefor e, a ccmparis on of these costs 
cannot be completed without considering the technical aspects o f 
each law enforcement agency' s commun icat ions system. (See Page s 9 -
11 ) . 
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Background and Purpose 

The MTA Board of Directors i s considering whether the MTA should 
utilize peace officers other than the MTA TPD to provide mass 
transi t ~ecurity services for the MTA. 

In order to determine whether peace officers other than the MTA 7PD 
shou! d be used, the MTA Board of Directors request ed the MTA to 
solic i t in:erested part ies for cost submit tals. On December 24, 
1993, two cost submittals were ~eceived b y the MTA: one from the 
LAPD/LASD in a joint-venture, a nd one from the MTA TPD . 

Prior to preparing t he cost submittals, the LAPD, LASO and the MT.Z\ 
TPD prepared a docume~t ent i tled "Security Services Solicitation : 
Services a nd Terms" . This document out lines the agreement among t he 
three parties on the services and terms to be used when preparing 
t he cost submitcals . The purpose of this documen t was to provide a 
jasis f or comparabili ty of cost component s. 

The MTA Beard of Directors also requested t hat an independent 
Certified Public Acc::>Unting firm perform a cost analysis and 
compari son review of each cost submittal. Thompson, Curtis, Bazi l io 
& Associates, ?.C. was engaged to perform these services, and began 
work on January 4, 1994, at the 8ffices o f t he LAPD, LASD and the 
MTA TPD . 

The objectives of the review were to 1) verify that the law 
enforcement agencies have prepared cost submittals in accordance 
with t he services and terms specified in the Security Servi ces 
Solicitation : Services and Terms document, 2) assess the adequacy 
of supporting documentation and t he reasonabl eness of costing 
~ethodologies used, 3) determine the reasonableness of the rel i ef 
factor as calcul ated by each law enforcement agency, and 4 ) assess 
the comparability of t he cost submittals and identify any 
noteworthy d~:ferences. 

This report presents the resul t s of t he analysis and comparison of 
the cost components contained in each cost submittal . 
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INTRODUCTION 
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(2Q3) 2~9--72-46 

l-'>ut: (.203 ) 27~<;0,4 

We have applied certain agreed - ·.1po n procedures ( the "Procedures" ) , 
as s umma r ~zed be low, co the financia l and other records ( the 
"Records" : of the Los Ar.geles City Police Department (the "LAPD" ) , 
the Los Angeles Cour.ty Sheriff' s Department (the "LA.SD") a nd the 
Los Angeles County Metropolican Transportation Authority's Trans i t 
Police De partment ( the "MTATPD") . 

The Procedures, which were agreed to by MTA' s Inter nal Audit 
Department, we r e performe d solely t o assist the MT.A Board of 
Directors in analyzing, comparing and verifying certai~ cost 
component s contained in t he security s e rvices cost s ubrnit cals. 

BACKGROUND 

In respo nse t o a reque st of the MTA Bo~~d of Directors, in early 
December 1993, the MTA solicited interested l aw en=orcement 
age nci e s t o provide information and cos ts regarding the potential 
provision of security services for MTA's metro rail and bus lines. 
Thi s solicitation was designed to ass ist the MTA Board of Directors 
in de termining which police force the MTA should consider utilizing 
for the pr~vision of secur ity services. 

The infor mation and costs submitted will also b~ used to assist the 
MTA Board of Directors to determine the mos t cost -effective opt ion 
to providing s ecurity services f o r t he MTA. 

On Dece mber · 24, 1993, t wo cost submittals were receive d by the MTA: 
one from the LAPD/LASD in a joint-venture, and one f=om the MTATPD . 
These cos t submittal s were p repared using levels o f services and 
teYms agreed to by the LAPD , LASD and MTATPD , and out:~ned in a 
document entitled "Security Services Solicitation: Services and 
Terms ". 
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REVIEW OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of t~e Procedures were to : 

o v e ri~y thac che law enforcement agencies have prepared 
cost submittals i~ a ccordance w~~h the services and terms 
specified in t he doc ument enti::led "Se cur :..ty Services 
Solicitation: Services and Ter ms", 

o a s sess the adequacy of support ing documentation and the 
r e asonableness of cost ing me thods used i n each submi ctal, 
including the allocacion of general and adminis t rative 
a nd ove rhead cos ts , 

o determine the reasonablenes s of the rel:..ef f actor a s 
c a lculated by each l aw e nforce ment agency, and 

o asses s t he comparabili t y of the cost submi t tals and 
i den t ify a ny noteworthy d ifferences . 

REVIEW SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

Our r eview was conducted in a ccorda nce with the r equirements of our 
Con tra ct No . 6056 . On January 4, 19 94 , we bega n fieldwork at the 
of : ices of the LAPD, LASD and the MT.~ TPD . Our fieldwork wa s 
comple ted on February 11, 1 994. 

Genera lly, t he Procedures consisted of 1) i~tervi ewing law 
enforceme nt ag ency personnel, 2 ) inspecting and substantiat ing , on 
a tes t basis, doc umentation support ing the cos t data , 3) 
rep e~f orming c ert a in procedures and calculations, and 4) assessing 
the r e asonableness o f cos ting methods. For eac h cos t submitta l, we 
judgment all y selected cost c omponents comprising at least ninety 
percent of the total cost. The primary a ttr ibutes used to select 
our samples were the dollar amount and type of cost component . 

Because t he Procedures d i d not c onstitute an audi t conducte d in 
accordance with general ly acc ept ed auditing standards, we do no t 
expres s a n opi nion on any of the accounts or i t ems referred to in 
this report. In connection with the Procedures referred to above, 
no matt e rs came to our att e ntion that cause d us t o believe that the 
spe ci : ied accounts or items should be adj usted, except for the 
adjustments d i scussed in the "Re sul t s o f t he Procedure s" section 
and ~n the Appendix of chis report. Had we performed addit i onal 
proce dur es or conducted an audi t of the records in accordance with 
genera lly accepted auditing standards, other matters might have 
come t o o ur attention that would have been r eported to you. 
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RESULTS OF THE PROCEDURES 

I. REVIEW/VALIDATION OF COST COMPONENTS 

A. OVERVIEW 

Our review/valicat ion of cost compone~cs included 1 ) adherence 
t o ~he services and terms out l ined i~ the docu~ent entitled 
"Securi cy Serv:.ces Solici t:3.t ion: Services and Terms", 2 ) the 
adequacy of supporting documentation, and 3 ) t he reasonable
ness of the costing methods used. 

B. PROCEDURES PERFORMED 

1 . We conducted interviews to obtain an understanding of the 
costing mechods used. 

2 . tie ident ified and documen Led all cost components included 
in the cost submit tals. 

3. We compared al l services, terms and cost componen-::s 
identified from the document entitled "Security Services 
Solicitation : Services and Terms", to the services , terms 
and cost component s used in each cost submittal . 

4. We reviewed and assessed the adequacy of supporting 
documentation for selected cost components, including the 
reasonableness of the costing methodology used . 

C. RESULTS 

Below, we have identified the costs that ha v-: resulted :.n 
e~:her an increase or decrease in the cost submittals orovided 
by the LAPD/LASD and MTA TPC. These adjustments are su~marized 
in the Appendix to t his report . 

LAPD/ LASD 

1. According to the document entitled "Security Services 
Solicitation: Services and Terms", t he cost of 82 
cetectives was agreed-upon to be included in the cost 
submittal. However, the LAPD/LASD included the cost of 84 
detectives. LAPD/LASD official s have agreed to a downward 
adjustment of $218,250 in their cost submittal, 
representing the cost of the t wc additional detectives 
that should not have been included. 

2. We found that LASD included a cost component tha t should 
have been exc luded. This cost component is related to an 
amortized computer acquisition cost that expires in 1994. 
LASD officials concur and have agreed to reduce their 
cost submittal by $155,850 . 
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3. We four.d t~a t the costing methodology used by LASO to 
cal cul ate the c os t for a mobile digi~al communica c~ons 
sys tem d~d not a l :ocate c osts equit ably to LASu' s 
contra ctors . LASD of :ic ial s concur and have agreed t o 
reauce t ne ~= cos t s ubmit : al by S94,963 . 

MTA TPD 

1 . We found ttat the MTA TPD did not i nclude communicat ions 
cos ts in their cost submittal . MTA 'I'PD s ubs equencly 
ident i fied an addi t iona l c o st o f app roximately $4 mi ll i on 
or an a nnua_ deprec iacion cost of S718, 108 . MT.~ T? D has 
agreed t o i ncrea se the ir cost submi ttal accordingly. 

MTA TPD officia l s have represente d to us tha t they plan 
: o f inance t he $4 million by issuing an amortizing 30 
year bond a t a n estimated 5 . 5% interest rate. However, 
MTA TPD did not i nclude i n t heir cos t s ubmi t cal, the bond 
int erest cost , ~hich app r oximates $4 . 1 million over c he 
30 year period. 

2 . We found t ha t t he MTA TPD's supporting documentation f o r 
its housi ng facilities cost to convert t hre e build~ngs 
int o police faci l it i es wa s different from the c os t 
estimate submitted. T~is difference resulted in a 
decrease in MTA TPD' s a nnual cost from $141,250 to 
$116,538, :or a net decrease o f S24,712 . 

~e al s o f ou~d that, because the LAPD/LASD chose not to 
use MTA's Washington/ F~gueroa headquarters building , MTA 
TPD consent ed t o i nclude the l ease cost of this building 
in t heir cost submittal, resulting in a l ease cost: 
increase of $545,416. 

In total , MTA TPD' s housing facil i ties cost estimate 
incre ased by $5 20,704. 

3. We foun d t hat the MTA TPD is current l y no t being c harged 
booki ng fees by the LAPD. However, LAPD officials have 
informed u s that this situation could change. As a 
result, we believe an additional cost of a t leas t 
$540,000 should be included in MTA TPD's cost submittal , 
using an estimate of 5000 arrests per year at a cost of 
s:os (the usual amount cur r ently being charged by LASD ) 
for each booking . 

4. that t hey made an error i n 
and Administrative costs 
the ~r cost submi~tal by 

MTA TPD of:icials i nfor.ned u s 
the compilation of General 
s~bmitted and were rai s ing 
$158,768 to correct: the error. 
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II. VERIFICATION OF RELIEF FACTOR 

A. OVERVIEW 

The relie f f actor is a calculation performed to identify c:~e 
actual number of patrol officers ~eeded to provide tie 
~equired 7 26 patrol units. Some of the factors to be 
cons ide!"ed when cal culat ing the !"e lief factor include vacat ion 
time, s ick leave, inj ured on duty a b sences a nd court 
appearances. 

B. PROCEDURES PERFORMED 

l. We identified and documenc:ed al l the fac tcrs used to 
calculate the relief factor . 

2. We discussed wi t h law enforcement agency officials the 
assumptions they used ~o cal cula~e the relief factor. 

3. We assessed t he reasonableness of the relief factor 
cal culation . 

C. RESULTS 

Below are the results of our review and assess;nent of the 
relief factor calcul ation submitted by the LAPD/LASD and the 
MTA TPD . 

LAPD/LASD 

We found that the assumptions and factors used :o calculate 
the rel i ef factor appear reasonable. The LAPD/LASD rel ief 
factor is approximately 1.183 percent; resulting in 859 patrol 
officers needed to staff 726 patrol units . LAPD and LASD 
official s a l so informed us that, if the 859 dedicated transit 
patrol officers are not sufficient to staff any shortages in 
the requi red 726 ~atrol units, they could have patrol officers 
ass i gned to other duties work overtime to guaran~ee t hat tte 
required 726 patrol units would be staffed. 

MTA TPD 

We found that the assumptions and fac~ o rs used to calcul ate 
the MTA TPD relief factor appear :?:"easonable . The MTA TPD 
relief factor i s approximately 1.275 percent; resulting in 
about 926 patrol officers r.eeded to staff 726 patrol units . 
MTA TPD officials also informed us that t heir relief factor is 
higher than t he LAPD/LASD because they do no t p l an to use as 
many overtime hours to staff t he required 726 pat~ol units. 
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II. VERIFICATION OF RELIEF FACTOR 

A. OVERVIEW 

The rel i ef factor i s a calcul a tion performed to identify the 
ac:ual number of pa trol officers needed to provi de the 
requ ired 726 patro l units. Some of t he factors to be 
considered when calculating c.he relie f factor include vaca:ion 
time, sick leave, inj u red on du1:y absences a nd court: 
appearances . 

B. PROCEDURES PERFORMED 

1. We identified and documented all t he fa cr.:ors used to 
calculate the rel i ef factor. 

2. We discussed with law enforcement agency offic i als the 
assumpt ions they u sed to calculate the relief factor . 

3. We assessed the reasonableness of the relief factor 
calculat ion . 

C. RESULTS 

3e l ow are t he results of our review and assessment of t he 
rel i ef factor calculation submitted by the LAPD/LASD a nd tte 
MTA TPD. 

LAPD/LASD 

We found that the assumptions and factors used to calculate 
the relief factor appear reasonabl e. The LAPD/LASD relief 
factor is approxi mately 1.183 percent; resulting in 859 patrol 
officers needed to staff 726 patrol units. LAPD and LASD 
officials a l so informed us that, i f the 859 dedicated transi t 
patrol off i cers are not suffici ent to staff any shortages in 
the required 726 patrol units, they could have patrol of:icers 
assigned to other duties work overtime t o guarantee t hat the 
required 726 patrol units would be staffed . 

MTA TPD 

We found that the assumpt i ons and factors used to calculate 
t.he MTA TPD relief factor appear reasonable. The MTA TPD 
relief factor is approximately 1.275 percent; resulting in 
about 926 patrol officers needed t o staff 726 patrol units. 
MTA TPD officials also informed u s that t heir relief factor is 
higher than the LAPD/LASD because they do not plan to use as 
many overtime hour s to staff the required 726 patrol units . 
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III. COST ANALYSIS AND COMPARISON 

A. OVERVIEW 

Cost analysis and comparison inc l udes identifying and 
comparing similar cost compone n ts and identifying the reasons 
f o r noteworthy differences . 

B. PROCEDURES PERFORMED 

l. We compared the cost components from each cost submittal 
and i dentified all comparable and non - comparable cost 
components. 

2. We identified and documented the cost differences and 
discussed the di ff e'.!'."ences with each law enforcement 
agency. 

3 . We assessed the impac~ of the cost differences on each 
cost submittal. 

C. RESULTS 

Below we have identified and compared the ten significant cost 
components that constitute the cost submittals 9rovided by the 
LAPD/LASD and the MTA TPD . The objective of this comparison is 
to quantify the cost variance and to provide the reasons for 
this variance. Consideration of the cost variance, along with 
the reasons for this variance, will res~lt in a better 
understanding of the cost component comparison. 

1. Patrol Officer Salaries 

Our comparison of LAPD/LASD and MTA TPD patrol officer 
salaries found that the average salary for an LAPD/LASD 
patrol officer is $46,288 versus S41,549 fer an MTA TPD 
patrol officer. The difference in the average salary is 
attributed to the different salary structure at eac~ law 
enforcement agency. 

In total, 
a salary 
officers 
million. 

LAPD/LASD will provide 859 patrol officers at 
cost of $39.8 million compared to 944 patrol 
for the MTA TPD at a salary cost of S39. 2 

2. Detective Salaries 

Our comparison of LAPD/LASD and MTA TPD detective 
salaries found that the average sala:ry for an LAPD/LASD 
detective :.s $73, 021 ve:rsus $41, 550 for an MTA TPD 
deteccive. The difference in the average salary is 
attributed to two factors. 
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First, detective responsibi l it ies at the MTA TPD will be 
performed by sworn officers with an average of f ive vears 
of law enforcement exper i ence, as represented to ~s by 
MTA TPD officials. LA?D/LASD officials have represented 
to us that detective responsibilities wil l be performed 
by sworn o:f icers with an average of eight t o ten years 
of law enforcement experience. 

Second, al t hough the LASD's costing methodology for 
detective costs appeared reasonable, the detective salary 
oer t:--ieir cost submi ttal was at a b illing p rice mu c'.l 
higher than their actual detective salary. LASO official 
stated t hat, in the event a contract i s awarded t 
LAPD/LASD, they woul d be willing to negotiate the price 
of detectives. 

In total , for 82 detectives, the LAPD/LASD salary cost is 
$6.0 mill ion compared to the MTA TPD sal ary cost of $3.4 
million. 

(Note: The LJI.PD/LASD cost submit t al included 84 
detect i ves at a cost of approximately $6.2 million . This 
was a~justed to reflect the cost of 82 detectives for 
comparability purposes ) . (See a l so page 3 ) . 

3. Supervisory Personnel Salaries 

Our comparison of salaries for LAPD/ LASD and MTA TPD 
sworn officer supervisory personnel, e.g. commanders, 
capt ains, lieutenants and sergeants, four.d that the 
average salary for an LAPD/LASD supervisor is $74,656 
versus $61,358 for an MTA TPD supervisor. The difference 
in the average salary is attributed to the different 
sal ary structure at ea~h l aw enforcement agency. 

In total, the LAPD/LASD will provide 151 sworn officer 
supervisory personnel at a salary cost of $11 .3 mi ll ion, 
compared to 159 MTA TPD sworn officer supervisory 
personnel at a salary cost of $9.8 million. 

4. Support -:-~rsonnel Salaries 

Our comparison of salaries for LAPD/LASD and MTA TPD 
civilian support ?ersonnel , e.g. secret.aries, 
administrative staff, clerical, dispatchers, etc., found 
that the average salary for an LAPD/LASD civilian support 
staff is $35,528 versus $39,361 for an MTA TPD civilian 
support staff. 

The difference in the average salary is attributed to how 
each l aw enforcement agency propo~ ~s to staff civilian 
positions. ?or exampl e, the MTA ~:?D p l an to use more 
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civil ::.an oersonnel who a!"e higher salaried t.ha:-, t.he 
LAPD/:iASD. 

In total , the LAPD/ LASD will orov::.de 104 civilian s uooorc 
s~af~ at a salary cost of $3. 7 mi llion compared t;- 168 
MTA T?D civi l ian s upport staff at a cost of S6 .6 million. 

(Note: The 1..,APD inc ll!ded an additional allocation of 
cler::.cal support sal ary cost of $1.8 million as part of 
Gene:::-al and Administ:::-at ive costs. This cost was not 
included in this salary cost comparison beca~se LAPD did 
not specify the nurnbe:::- of clerical staff to be used.) 

5. Fring e Benefi ts 

Our comparison of LAPD/ LASD and MTA TPD employee fringe 
benef::.ts found that the average f:::- inge benefit cosc per 
employee fo r 1,196 LAPD/LASD employees is $26,201 versus 
512,944 for 1,353 MTA TPD employees. 

The difference in t he average fringe benefit cost is 
a tt ributed primarily to the d i fferent pension/ retirement 
benefits provided by the law enforcement agencies. For 
example, the LAPD contributes approximately 50 percent , 
the :..,A.SD approximate l y 15 percen t, and the MTA TPD 
approximately 11 .5 percen t of an employee's salary to 
pension/re t irement benefits. 

In total , the LAPD/LASD will provide 1,196 employees at 
a fringe benefit cost of $32 . 0 million, compared to 1 , 353 
MTA TPD employees at a fr i nge benefit cost of $1 7. 5 
mi llion . 

6 . Overtime 

Ou r compari son o f LAPD/LASD and MTA TPD over time costs 
found that the LAPD did not i n clude t he cost of overtime, 
the LASD included $1.9 mi llion for overtime, and che 
MTA TPD inc:uded $. 8 mil l ion for overtime. 

The LAPD has represen ted to us that any overtime costs 
incu rred wi ll be absorbed by the LAPD at no cost to t~e 
MTA. 

LASD official s maintain that, given many years of 
historical experience, their overtime cost estimate 
properly reflects the amount of overtime needed for court 
appearances, late arrests and adminiscrative duties. 
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MTA TPD official s ma inta in that because thev have rno~e 
patrol officers dedicated to transit polici~g than t he 
:..i.ASD, they wil l need less overtime than the LASD to fill 
any shortages in the required 726 pat.rol L;:its. 

7 . Ri sk Management 

Our comparison of LAPD/LASD and ~TA TPD risk management 
costs founci that the LAPD did not include any Persona l 
:.iiability/ Propercy Damage (PL/PD) insurance policy costs . 
The LASD included a PL/PD i n surance policy cost of 
$46 5,955 and t he MTA TPD included a PL/ PD cost o f 
$663,762. 

Offic i als from the LAPD informed us that PL/PD costs were 
not included because t he City of Los 1'\ngel es i s self 
insured. LAPD officials a l so stated t hat the LAPD will 
i ndemnify the MTA from all PL/PD claims and ~el ated l egal 
costs. 

The LASO PL/PD insurance policy has no deductible. The 
cost. ref lect.s t he same insurance rate currently being 
charged to the MTA for the Metro Blue Line secu ri ty . 

The MTA TPD PL/PD insurance policy has a $2.5 mil l ion 
deductible for t he Metro Red Line and a $4. 5 million 
deductible for t he bus lines . The PL/PD cost includes 
FY93 claims payments, claims administrat.ion cost s and 
:nsurance premium costs attri butable to the MTA TPD. An 
expense growth fac t or was then used to arrive a t the 
total PL/PD cost. 

LAPD/LASD and MTA TPD officials acknowledge t hat the 
incidents likely to occur on the t ransi t system have a 
much lower risk for po:ential claims than general pol ice 
patrol incidents. In fact, the history of trans i t related 
claims experienced by the MTA TPD (Metro Red Line and bus 
lines) and the LASO (Metro Blue Line and Metrolink) shows 
that transit related claims are small compared to general 
police relat ed claims. 

For exampl e, from FY88 to FY93, the average total 
transit-related claims paid out by the MTA TPD was 
approximately $35,000 per year. From FY90 to FY93 t here 
was one transit-related claim paid out by LASD's 
insurance company for $5,000 . 

8. Communi c a tions 

Our comoarison of LAPD/ LASD and MTA TPD commu:-1ication 
costs found that the composition of the commu~ - ~ations 
systems to be used by each l aw enfo rcement agency varies 
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considerabl y . Therefore, a comparison of t hese c:::i s t s 
should not be made without first c onside r:na the 
technical aspects of each l aw agency 's ccmmunicic :ons 
system. 

A radio frequency is the primary mode of commun icacio~ 
used by pol ice departments, a nd 1 t can provide the 
capability of communicat ing by eit.hei vo i ce or digica:, 
e . g. computer- terminal . Digital communications capab::. 2.ity 
provides a :aster mode of communicating t hau voice commu 
n i cat i o n s . and a l so provides a back- up if voice c o mmu~~ 
cations capability becomes disabled. According to both 
the LAPD/LASD and the MTA TPD, a yardst.ick of 70 to 100 
radios per radio frequency i s opt.imal for eff i cien t use . 

LAPD/LASD official s stated t hat t hey have exclus ive 
access to over 1 80 radi o frequencies . In comparison, MTA 
TPD officials stated that they have exc lusive access to 
one raaio frequency and shared access to three other 
radi o frequenc i es . In addition, MTA TPD officials stated 
that they have been l i censed for two additional radio 
f requenc i es, which wi ll become available for u se in l ate 
1996. 

To maintain effective communications capabil ity for 726 
patrol units, the L.APD/L.ASD propose to use over twenty
one radio frequencies, with at least four of those radio 
f requencies having digital communications capability. The 
LAPD/L.ASD maintain that their existing communication 
system, with ongoing upgrades, are more than adequate to 
meet the needs required for the level of service t o be 
provided . 

MTA TPD officials acknowledge that, given a 1,185 member 
police force, a total of 16 radio frequenc ies wi l l be 
needed. The MTA TPD maintain that their current ar.d 
~lanned radio frequency capability can be upgraded by 
implementing mul t iple sites with directional antennas ar:d 
taking advantage of geographic separation (terrain 
rr.asking) . This upgrade will provice four raaio 
frequencies with the capability to handle the same volume 
of traffic that would require 16 wide area ract10 
frequencies. The MTA TPD does not currently have digital 
communications capability; however, the planned upgrade 
will include this capability. The MTA TPD also maint ai~ 
that their existing communication system, with or:going 
upgrades, are more t han adequate to meet the needs 
required for t he l evel of service to be provided. 

The LAPD/LASD inc luded a cost of $1.6 million fer 
communications; $1.1 million for t he L.APD and $ . 5 million 
for the LAS:C·. The L.APD/L.ASD both arrived at their cost i:::y 
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3.l locating a percent age of communicaticn se:?:"vices planr:ed 
to be used by each law enforcement agency under this 
submi ttal. 

The MT.r.. T?D initially did not include any cost : or 
::::ommunicat ions. However, the MTA TPD has s in::::e 
::1.cknowledged that addi c ional communica:: ions equipment. 
wil l be needed , at an estimated cost. of approximately $4 
~illion. The MTA TPD plan to amortize the $4 million over 
periods from five to 2C years, depending upon the type of 
equipment, at an annual cos~ of $718,108. MTJ T?D 
::,fficials have represented to us that they pla~·- to 
finance the $4 million by issuing an amortizing 30 year 
bond at an estimated 5.5% interest rate. However, the 30 
year interest cost of approximately $4.l million is not 
included in the annual cost identified above. (Note: We 
disaoreed with MTA TPD' s method of financing assets 
beyond its useful life. An MTA TPD official stated that, 
in-the event that a contract were awarded, financing wil l 
not exceed the useful life of the assets ) . 

The type of communica~ions equipment to be purchased by 
the MTA TPD includes mobile and portable radios, dispatch 
consoles, repeaters, mobi l e data terminals and computer 
hardware/software. 

While the MTA TPD maintain that planned upgrades at a 
cost of $4 w~l lion will be sufficient to provide adequate 
communicatL .cs capability, the LAPD/LASD strongly 
disagree and maintain that MTA TPD's planned upgrades are 
not technically feasib l e, and the cost estimate is 
understated. Given the technical nature of communications 
systems and t he differing opinions offered by the law 
enforcement agencies, a cost comparison of t~is component 
cannot be completed u~til the technical aspects of each 
law ~~forcement age~cy's communications system are 
reviewed. We did not review the technical aspects of the 
communications systems because this was beyond tte scope 
of our review. 

9. Housing Facilities 

The do~ ~ment entitled "Security Services Solici tation: 
Services and Terms", ident:ifies eight buildings to be 
provided by the MTA at no c - ~t to each law er.forcement 
agency. The cost of any addit~~nal housing facilities was 
required to be included in the cost submittal. 

The :..APD/LASD has determined a need for onl v two of the 
eight facilities to be provided by the MTA . Existing 
police stations located in the cities and t : e County of 
Los Angeles will be utili zed to house the re~ai~ ~er of 
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the staff, a t a bui lding occupancy cost of aporoximatelv 
$1. 8 million; $. 8 million for the LAPD a nd $1 ~million fo~ 
the LASD . The hous ing facilities cost was deri ved by 

allocating a percentage of bu ilding services planned to 
be used by each l aw enforcement agency under this 
submittal . 

The MTA TPD p l ans to use all eight: facL:.ities to ::ie 
provided by the MTA, and the y have identif i ed a need for 
three a dditional facilities locaced in Los Angeles, on 
2entury Boulevard a nd South Flower Street, and in the San 
Fernando Valley. According to MTA TPD of:: ic ials , the 
three additional facilities to be u sed are owned by t he 
~TA and will requi ~e only conversion into police 
f a ci l ities at an est imated cost of $1.7 million; $756,000 
for the Century Boulevard faci l ity, $370,000 for t:1.e 
South ~lower facility, a nd $585,000 for t he San Fernando 
Val ley facility . MTA TPD officials represented to us that 
they plan to finance the $1.7 million by issuing a thir~y 
year amortizing bond at an estimated 5. 5% interes~, 
resulting in an annual cost of $116,538. 

The MTA :PD also incl uded an additional housing 
faci l ities cost of $670,410 for the lease of their 
Washington/ Figueroa police headqua rters building and an 
adjacent warehouse. In total, the MTA TPD estimates an 
annual housing facilities cost of $786,948. 

10. General and Administrative 

Our comparison of LAPD/LASD and MTA TPD General and 
Administrative (G&A) costs found t hat the major 
difference in G&A costs is attributed to t he relative 
s i ze of t he organizations involved, coupled with t:1.e 
inclusion cf G&A costs for both the LAPD and the LASD. 

For example, the LAPD allocated approximately $4.7 
million in general city overhead costs and the LASD 
allocated approximat ely $2.6 million in general coun~y 
overhead costs. On the other hand, t he MTA TPD allocated 
approximately $2. 9 million in general MTA overhead costs. 

In total, LAPD/LASD G&A cost was estimated at $ 9. 2 
million or 15.2 percent of direct l abor costs . The MTA 
TPD G&A cost was estimated at $4.8 million o~ 8.2 percen t 
of direct l abor costs. 
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LIMITATIONS AND RESTRICTIONS 

The :erms of our engagement did not provide for reporting on events 
and transac::.ions which occurred subseque::-.c to the date of o u r 
report.. Accordingly, we accept no responsibilic.y to upda:e or 
rev~ew this report for subsequent evencs and crans~ctions. This 
reporc relates onl y to matters referred co he:!'."ein and does not. 
extend to any fir.ancial or performance reports pertaining to the 
law enforcement agencies taken as a whole. 

Add~cional l y , this review was limited to o n l y those matters re l ated 
to costs, and did no t e x tend to the quality o r technical 
capabilities of each law enforcement agency . Further, this review 
was not intended to result in a recommer:dation for a contract 
award. Accordingly, we make no suc h r ecommendation . 

Use cf or reiiance on the information set fo:!'."th in this r eport 
requires an understanding of the matters to which che Procedu res 
relate. Accordingly , this report is solely for the information of 
:he MTA Board of Dire ctors , the MTA TPD, the LAPD and the LASO . 
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SCHEDULE OF COST SUBMITTAL ADJUSTMENTS 
MTA SECURITY SERVICES SOLICITATION 

COST COMPARISON STUDY 

Initial Total 
Cost Est i me-te 

Adjustments : 

• Detectives 

• Computer 
Acquisition 

• Mob ile Digital 

• General and 
Administrative 

• Communications 

• Hous ing Facilities 

• Booking Fees 

Total Adjustments: 

Adjusted Total 
Cost Estimate 

Initial Patrol 
Un it Cost (2 ) 

l>.djusted Patrol 
Cnit Cost 

LAPD/LASD 

$111 ,255.395 

(218,250) 

(155 ,850) 

(94, 963) 

(469,063) 

$110,786,332 

s 153,244 

$ 152,59,3 

MTATPD 

S84,954,333 

158,768 

718 , 108 (1) 

520,704 

540,000 

1,937,580 

$86,891 ,913 

s 117,016 

$ 119 , 686 

APPENDI X 

Repor t Page 
# Reference 

3 

3-4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

(1 ) This does not include bond interest of approximatel y $4.1 
million to be paid over the next 30 years. 

( 2 ) A "patrol unit" is the equivalent of one swor::1 patrcl 
off icer on either foot or vehicle patrol eight hours per 
day , five days per week, 52 weeks per year (2080 hours of 
patrol per year) . Patrol unit cost is derived by dividin3 
the total cost estimate by the required 726 patrol uni ts . 
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ATTACHMENT A 

MANAGEMENT RESPONSE - LAPD/LASD 





February 22, 1994 

Mr. Michael J. deCastro 
Senior Manager 
Thompson, Curtis, Bazil i o and Associates 
4400 MacArthur Blvd. 
Newport Beach, California 92660 

Dear Mr. deCastro: 

we have received and reviewed the draft comparative security cost 
study prepared by your firm. We recognize the complex nature of 
this analysis and believe that you and your colleagues assigned 
to this difficult task have performed your duties in an exemplary 
manner, calling attention to important differences in the 
respective cost submissions in an unbiased fashion. 

While your analysis was successful in documenting prima facie 
comparative security costs, we question the accuracy of the cost 
factors presented for your review by Transit Police management. 
Therefore, we feel several issues require further comment. 

The attached position paper summarizes our concerns and is 
forwarded to you for inclusion in your final report to the Ad Hoc 
Committee. 

We are confident that this additional information clarifies our 
position on the issues raised in your review. 

Please contact either one of us if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Maurice R. Moore, Commander 
Department Transit Coordinator 
Los Angeles Police Department 

(213) 485- 3277 

Captain 
Transit rvices Bureau 
Los AngE. . 5 County 
Sheriff's Department 

( 213) 563-5054 





Los Angeles Police Department 
Los Angeles Sheriff's Department 

Response to Comparative Cost Study 

February 22, 1994 





RESPONSE TO COMPARATIVE COST STUDY 

The Los Angeles Police and Sheriff's Departments believe 
that this cost comparison represents an important first step 
in understanding the relative costs involved in policing the 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority's· mass transit system. 

We recognize the contribution made by the firm of Thompson , 
curtis, Bazilio and Associates to this process, but feel 
that costs presented to the CPA firm by Transit Police 
management are in many cases understated or inaccurate. If 
the CPA firm was given the latitude to conduct a significant 
in-depth investigation and analysis of these issues, we feel 
they would have demonstrated that actual cost differences 
are much smaller than they appear at first glance. 

It is important to recognize that the parameters of this 
cost comparison limited the CPA firm to documenting and 
delineating costs•• reported by each agency . An in-depth 
audit and determination of the veracity, technical accuracy 
or feasibility of represented costs exceeded the scope of 
this analysis. It is these important factors, in relation 
to cost projections by Transit Police management, which we 
question. The reasons for our doubt are numerous and 
multifaceted. 

We believe that Transit Police costs in several key areas 
were inaccurately represented to the auditors. These key 
areas can be summarized as Transit Police costs associated 
with: 

1) housing and facilities 
2) equipment 
3) communications (radio system) 

Additionally, we feel any comprehensive discussion of 
comparative costs must take future pay parity and benefit 
issues into consideration. 

Housing and facilities 

In their cost submission, the Transit Police maintain that 
costs projected for new facilities are only $1.7 million. 
Specifically, they maintain that three additional facilities 
which are currently owned by the MTA will be converted for 
police use at a cost of $1.7 million. The Transit Police 
anticipate acquiring the funds for these conversions through 
a thirty year amortizing bond at an estimated 5.5% intere st 
for an annual cost of $116,538. 

1 





In addition to these new facilities, Transit Police included 
a cost of $670,410 for the lease of their current 
Washington/Figueroa headquarters building and an adjacent 
warehouse. Total annual costs for facilities were claimed 
to aJDount to $786,948, but are these cost projections 
accurate? 

According to the recL~ Transit Police Five Year plan, new 
facility costs related to an expanded transit police 
organization are pegged at $7.4 million. Incidentally, this 
plan projects 350 fewer sworn positions, i.e. 835 versus 
1185 sworn . It states that all transit police facilities 
should be constructed to meet specific transit police 
depart.Jnent needs. Transit Police facilities requirements 
were articulated in page 75 of the Five Year plan as 
follows. 

"Each sub-station must be large enough to accommodate 
150 to 200 officers. The facility must be able to 
accommodate the following functions. 

- Locker rooms with large lockers (18" X 21 1/2" X 
72") . 

- Public reporting area. 
- Juvenile processing area. 
- Adult processing area (with bathroom). 
- Officer report writing area. 
- Briefing room. 
- Training room. 
- Investigation and task force area. 
- One public bathroom (ADA equipped). 
- Kit and supply room. 
- Two officer and employee bathrooms (Male/Female) to 

accommodate 4 persons each with one stall meeting ADA 
requirements. 

- A minimum of two showers. 
- Kitchen/dining area. 
- Weight room/work-out area. 
- Watch Commander/Watch Sergeant office or area with 

room for a radio link. 
- Station Commander's office. 
- Support staff work and records area. 

Industry standards for operating police stations is 
measured at 81 Sq. Ft. per person. To meet the above 
requirements, each station will need to contain 16,200 
Sq. Ft." 

These facility needs are described in detail in the Transit 
Police FY 95-99, Five Year Strategic Plan. This document 
articulates Transit Police needs and aspirations over the 
next few years; it also clearly illustrates that many 
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assertions in the MTA Cost Proposal submitted to the CPA are 
spurious at best. For example, while the proposal minimizes 
future costs, the Five Year plan points out that, "The 
department will need to dramatically expand f acilities to 
support the scope of services and personnel expansion 
associated with this plan." 

The new facilities identified in the Five Year plan are the 
same ones described by the Transit Police Department (TPD) 
in this cost comparison. Yet, for these same facilities 
significantly greater facilities costs are projected. 

Total costs identified in the Five Year plan for these 
facilities alone is $7,425,000, yet the data presented to 
the CPA firm for this comparison claims that only$ 1.7 
million is needed. A comparison of varying facility cost 
claims by TPD management is provided in the following table. 

Valley Station 
South Flower St. 
Century Blvd. 
Washington/Figueroa 
Wash. / Fig. Warehouse 

Total 

Presented to CPA 

$585,000 
$370,000 
$756,000 

lease 
lease 

$1.7 aillion 

Five Year Plan 

$900,000 
$360,000 

$2,520, 000 
$2,520,000 
$1,125,000 

$7.4 million 

Additionally, regarding 1900 s. Figueroa the Five Year plan 
claims that "negotiations are underway to acquire the 
additional warehouse to accommodate projected expansions for 
the central area station". This facility is rated for 350 
sworn personnel at a total nominal cost of $2,520,000. The 
warehouse upgrade is slated to accommodate up to 200 sworn 
at a nominal cost of $1,125,000. 

Based on our extensive collective experience in the 
construction and renovation of police facilities, we feel 
Transit Police facilities cost are understated at best. 
After consultation with County facilities planners, we have 
determined that the 1994 costs for a new 15,000 Sq. Ft . 
police facility with no jail/ holding area or service 
building would amount to a minimum of $5,500,000 per 
facility. 

This prototypical facility, housing 140 sworn and 35 
civilian personnel, is comparable to those envisioned for 
MTA service. No land acquisition costs are included. Also, 
j ail/holding area costs are excluded. If jail/holding 
capabilities are added, as is the case in the Five Year 
plan, costs would increase. 
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Given our experience and the projections contained in the 
Transit Police Five Year plan, we are confident that 
facilities costs are systematically deflated in the Transit 
Police costs submitted to the CPA firm. 

Equipment 

In the information provided to the CPA firm it appears that 
Transit Police equipment needs were de-emphasized. Yet, 
various equipment needs (many of which entail significant 
cost) are detailed in the five year plan. These equipment 
needs include: 

- Mobile digital terminals (presumably for each 
vehicle) 

- Vehicle locator system 
- Geomapping system 
- Bar Code Tracking system (for evidence management) 
- Automated Fingerprint Information System (AFIS) 
- Computers for mobile command post 
- Microfilm record storage system 
- AutoCITE (handheld citation computers) 
- In-car video cameras (presumably for each marked 

vehicle) 
- Equipment for a Police Evidence Laboratory 
- Equipment, specialized tools and supplies for a 

Disaster Response Team (heavy rescue capable) 
- Equipment for a Command & Control Communications 

Coach 
- Photocopiers 

Considering the gaps between projected costs anticipated in 
the five year plan and those represented to the CPA firm, we 
feel definitive and accurate cost data is lacking. Our 
collective experience in providing the necessary equipment 
to support police operations led us to believe that MTA 
Transit Police costs are severely understated. 

Communications 

Communications is a another major cost consideration which 
we believe has been significantly underemphasized by Transit 
Police management. At the onset of this cost comparison, 
detailed descriptive information regarding communications 
infrastructure and capabilities were requested. Despite 
this requirement, no related costs were identified by TPD 
management. At our insistence, communications issues were 
subsequently incorporated into TPD cost assertions. 
Nevertheless, we believe true communications needs and cost 
factors are still significantly under-reported. 

The Transit Police currently have exclusive access to one 
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~------------------------- ------- ----

radio channel and claim shared access to three others. 
They repeatedly asserted that this was sufficient for 
expanded operations . Radio communications needs were 
subsequently restated, identifying the need for . $4 million 
dollar upgrade. This upgrade includes only voic .':! 
capabilities and does not include digital capabilities which 
are envisioned in the five year plan. 

As a result of scrutiny placed on their communications/radio 
cost and capability assertions TPD management acknowledged a 
need for 16 voice radio channels for projected FY 99 
services. Ironically, they still claimed a $4 million 
dollar cost--the same cost claimed for a four channel 
system. In their "new" radio needs statement it is claimed 
that four channels can be extended to provide the equivalent 
of sixteen channels through the implementation of multiple 
site directional antenna and by taking advantage of 
geographic separation (known as terrain masking). Nowhere 
in this assertion is it explained how shared access channels 
could be fully expanded in this manner. 

After consultation with telecommunications experts at the 
L.A. County Internal Services Department (ISD) we feel that 
these assertions are problematic at best. Regarding terrain 
masking, ISO analysts have advised us that this concept 
needs to be supported by RF-contour maps illustrating 
predicted radio coverage in order to be meaningful . Only 
after an analysis of these factors together with an estimate 
of small-cell configuration can estimates of costs be 
developed for system needs. 

In their extensive design and operational experience, ISO 
officials feel that terrain masking in the L.A. basin is 
extremely difficult if not impossible. The L.A. basin 
provides few topographical barriers to radio signals, 
rendering a system such as that envisioned by the TPD nearly 
impossible to engineer. Even if the TPD can develop such a 
capability, we feel their costs are severely understated. 

For example, TPD claims it can upgrade radio capabilities 
from one (or four) channel(s) to sixteen channels for about 
$4 million. The New York City (NYC) Transit Police are 
currently in the process of implementing a similar expansion 
from five to fifteen channels with an interim cost of 
approximately $25 million in 1991 dollars . 

The design and implementation costs for the New York City 
upgrade were $1 million alone. Portable radio cost per unit 
are purportedly $950 each for TPD, comparable NYC units cost 
$1,750 each. NYC's computer aided dispatch (CAD) system 
costs were slated at $10 . 5 million (TPD's are c.aimed to be 
less than $1 million). New York City Transit Police provide 
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coverage to 248 square miles in four of NYC's five boroughs. 
Overall, New York City encompasses approximately 304 square 
miles, while Los Angeles County encompasses nearly 4,000 
square miles. It would seem that covering this vast, more 
geographically complex area would minimally require a 
similar, if not a more complex radio infrastructure. 

Based on this information and local exper'ience, it truly 
appears that Transit Police radio needs and costs were 
artificially suppressed to ensure a lower cost bid. 

Benefits and Pay Parity 

The cost comparison correctly identifies fringe benefits as 
the major cost center contributing to cost differences. 
Transit Police fringe benefits cost $17 . 5 million ($12,944 
per employee) versus $31.3 million for LASD/LAPD combined 
($26,201 per employee). Retirement contributions were 
identified as comprising a major component of this 
differential since TPD only contributes about 5.4 percent to 
employee pension/retirement benefits. Both LAPD/LASD 
contribute higher proportions. 

We believe it is naive if not unreasonable to expect this 
difference to remain stable. As the TPD becomes more mature 
increased personnel costs (pay and benefit parity) must be 
expected. Transit police in New York have had parity with 
the New York Police Department for years and transit police 
in Washington, D.C. and Philadelphia (WMATA & SEPTA 
respectively) enjoy higher pay rates than their local 
counterparts. 

These increased costs can be expected in part due to growing 
specialization, the demand for new or expanded facilities, 
enhanced organizational independence, and greater 
organizational complexity. Mature transit police 
organizations typically perform more tasks in-house, 
replicating external support functions. Interestingly, the 
TPD five year plan implicitly acknowledges this very trend-
yet this trend is concealed in cost assertions forwarded to 
develop this comparison. 

Other areas where Transit Police personnel costs are 
artificially deflated are detective costing and average 
police officer salary. Regarding detective cost, the 
Transit Police assert that the detective function will be 
provided by a combination of dedicated detectives and patrol 
officers with a collective average of two to four years 
police experience. 

Combining "detectives" with patrol officers to determine the 
cost of the detective functions allows a lower cost bid in 
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this area. Yet, in our experience it is unrealistic. 
Employees performing the same function can reasonably expect 
and are likely to seek ·' ?.tecti ve pay. Also, the length of 
detective tenure is li} y to increase as the department 
stabilizes, limiting t h ability to allocate costs along 
lower pay steps. 

Similarly, officer salaries are pegged at - lower pay steps in 
Transit Police cost assUlDptions. This can be expected to 
change. As the Transit Police become more organizationally 
mature, a higher proportion of officers will enjoy greater 
time i n grade. As transit police officer tenure increases, 
so w~-1 average pay since more officers will fill higher pay 
steps. 

Considering these factors, the current cost gap resulting 
from pay and benefit differences can be expected to diminish 
significantly in the near term. 

Conclusion 

Overall, the Transit Police claim minimal costs for 
providing FY 99 service, while their very own five year plan 
has identified nUlDerous cost items essential to operating a 
significantly larger police operation than that currently 
functioning. Despite identifying these enhanced needs in 
the strategic plan it appears that definitive cost data for 
many essential Transit Police activities have been 
eliminated from consideration in this cost comparison. 

We strongly believe that accurate disclosure of anticipated 
costs for communications and housing, together with an 
intensive investigative audit of Transit Police cost 
assertions would have shown that the actual costs associated 
with maintaining a separate transit police force are 
significantly greater than the costs presented by the 
Transit Police Department in this comparative exercise. 
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MANAGEMENT RESPONSE - MTA TPD 
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Sharon K. Papa 

Chu,f of Police 

Los Angeles Counrv 

.'1etropolit.::1n 

Transportation 

Aurhoriry 

Transit Police 

Department 

1900 Souch Fi~ueroa Screec 

Los Angeles. CA 9000; 

213. 972-3601 

FAX 213-972-3604 

Michael J. deCastro 
Senior Manager 

February 22, 1994 

Thompson, Curtis, Bazilio & Associates, P.C. 
4400 MacArthur Boulevard, Fifth Floor 
Newport Beach, California 92660 

Dear Mr. deCastro: 

MTA staff has reviewed your draft regarding the transit 
security cost comparison study submitted on February 16, 
1994. We have the following comments: 

Page 4, item 3. -- We disag~ee with the increase in 
our costs for a prospective cost increase for 
booking fees for LAPD. The cost submittal request 
document rules clearly call for costs to be 
submitted based on fiscal year 1993 actual data (in 
the absence of obvious changes) . LA.PD has never 
charged us a booking fee, we have never received 
any notification that they are even considering 
such a fee, and we therefore have no factual basis 
at this time for a belief that we shall ever be 
charged such a fee. 

Page 7, 4. While your report is factually 
correct, I believe what we have here is a 
structural difference between how MTA TPD and 
LAPD/LASD are organized and p:--esent their costs. 
TPD has every non-sworn sup~ort person in the 
entire department included, while LAPD and LASD 
appear to have included only the direct support 
personnel. This i.: not a question of "right" or 
11 wrong, 11 only two different ways of properly 
presenting costs. As a result, however, two things 
happen : 

The total numc ~r of MTA TPD civilians appears 
to be much larger than the total number of 
U -.'?D plus LASO civilians 
Since the MTA TPD civilians include higher 
compensated civilians, while the LAPD/LASD 
11direct 11 civilians are primarily lower-





~ichael J. deCastro 
February 22, 1994 
Page 2 

compensated positions, the average MTA TPD 
civilian compensati on appears higher 

What is really happen i ng i s that many of the costs 
that r.TA TPD includes in this cost item are shown 
as General & Administrative costs by LAPD and LASO 
-- neither of these two cost i tems can really be 
compared directly without reference to the other. 
The above points should be disclosed so it is clear 
to readers what they are reviewing. It would also 
be useful to show the following schedule: 

Support Personnel Salaries 
General and Administrative 

Total support, General and 
Administrative Costs 

.... (million's) .. .. 
MTA TPD LAPD/LASD 

$ 6.6 
----1...:....§. 

$11.4 = 

$ 3.7 
-2...:..1. 

I believe that this schedule provides a clear 
comparison of the relative costs of the two parties 
for these two items. 

Contract administration costs -- MTA will incur 
very significant costs in administering a $111 
million-a-year contract, which, over a period of 
time, would be the largest contract in the history 
of MTA and one of the largest, if not the largest, 
ever entered into by any local government entity 
anywhere. According to U.S. Office of Management 
and audget Circular A-76, "Performance of 
Commercial Activities" Part IV - Cost Comparison 
Handbook," page IV-37, for a contract of this size, 
MTA should assign 24 employees to contract 
management and oversight. At an average 
compensation (including employee benefits) of 
$60,000 per year, this amounts to $1,440,000 per 
year in additional costs to the MTA if a contract 
is awarded to LAPD/LASD. 0MB Circular A-76 is the 
specific Federal guidance for costing of 
administration of contracts with outside agencies 
to provide services . 

Marginal costs Certain MTA costs that were 
allocated to MTA TPD in our cost submittal will not 
be reduced if MTA TPD ceases to exist. The MTA PD 
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cost submittal identifies and quant i fies these 
costs as totaling $609,631 . 

These costs should be subtracted 
fully - allocated cost submittal 
exper.se difference between the 
LAPD/LASD cost submittals . 

from the MTA TPD 
to show the cash 

MTA TPD and the 

The changes we propose above r esult in the following cost 
comparison: 

Adjusted Total 
Cost Estimate* 

LAPD Booking Fees 

LAPD/LASD 
Detectives 

Contract 
Administration 

Total Fully
Allocated Costs 

Margina l Costs 
Adjustments 

Marginal Costs 

LAPD/LASD 

$110,786,332 

(unknown) 

1,440,000 

112,226,432 

$112,226,432 

MTA TPD 

$86 ,8 91,913 

(540,000) 

86,351,913 

(609,631) 

$85,742 , 282 

* From TCB & Assc. Draft Report, Appendix 

We enjoyed working with you and your staff on this 
project. The effort spent on this project is appreciated 
because it clearly validates the significant cost savings 
ma i ntaining the MTA Police. 
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