EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT AND AUDIT COMMITTEE

JULY 18, 2002

SUBJECT:
SECURITY POLICY

ACTION:
ADOPT PROPOSED MTA SECURITY POLICY

RECOMMENDATION

Adopt MTA Security Policy to provide a high level of security to the MTA customers, employees and property.

ISSUE

In November 1997, the MTA entered into separate five-year contracts with the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los Angeles for LAPD and LASD transit policing services.  If not extended, these contracts will expire in November of 2002.

Over the past four years staff has identified areas of improvement to better serve the interests of this agency and its passengers.  Several reviews including the Peer Transit Agency Security Benchmarking Study, FTA/BAH study, the APTA Peer Review Panel, and Booz Allen & Hamilton’s management audit of existing security contracts have identified opportunities for improving MTA’s level of security while containing costs.

The proposed policy and guidelines will establish a framework to guide staff as the agency enters into new negotiations with law enforcement agencies.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The citizens of Los Angeles County have a basic right to protection and security provided by law enforcement when they use public transportation.  Whether underground or above, a transit system passes through many different jurisdictions.  Security issues will vary depending on the location within the system and time of day or night.  The “moving” environment requires a systematic approach that addresses both the distinct dynamics of transit security and the special concerns of patrons.  New threats challenging every citizen’s basic freedom of mobility must be met with innovative technology and programs, maximizing use of available financial resources. 

Security should be an integral element of MTA’s overall operations.  The systems approach to security provides MTA with a management tool to ensure that security

functions are effectively integrated into system operations.  MTA has recognized that cost efficiency and effectiveness in security remains a key objective in implementing a cohesive partnership with outside policing agencies and developing a comprehensive security program.  

Substantial investment in developing better intelligence on security activities and the use of technology must be explored.  MTA seeks to efficiently maximize resources and control costs by evaluating services provided by local law enforcement agencies as well as public and private security services to improve the level of security, public order, crime prevention and peacekeeping on our system.  

MTA promotes a proactive approach in deployment to enhance uniformed police presence in facilities and vehicles to demonstrate a strong commitment to a secure environment.  MTA will be focusing on interactive security programs that include customer interface, community outreach and specialized teams handling special detail (e.g., vandalism, pick-pocketing).  It is recognized that security plays a key role in promoting confidence in MTA’s services.

OPTIONS CONSIDERED

An alternative to adopting the policy and guidelines would be to negotiate with law enforcement agencies and security firms without a policy framework to improve the safety and security services and to incorporate cost containment.  This alternative is not recommended, as it does not offer any foundations of creating a systematic approach to safety and security for our customers and employees.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The recommendation does not require any financial commitments at this time.  However, the proposed policy is focused on cost containment as well as enhancing the level of security.  The significant financial impact of any proposed agreements and staff analysis will be submitted for Board approval in the fall.

BACKGROUND

During an eight-year period between 1989 and 1997, the MTA and its predecessor agencies went through several major studies and reviews related to transit law enforcement and security policy.  In 1996 the MTA board made the decision to merge the MTA Transit Police Department into the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) and the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department (LASD) and contract with those agencies for dedicated transit law enforcement.  The County of Los Angeles approved the merger proposal shortly after the MTA Board adopted the policy change.  Nearly a year later the Los Angeles City Council approved an assimilation of their portion of the MTA Transit Police Department.  The MTA Transit Police Department was assimilated into the LAPD and LASD in November of 1997 with the LAPD taking approximately 60% of the officers, civilians and other resources and the LASD taking 40%.

The consolidation of transit security services under the Transit Policing Partnership was a departure from the practice of most urban transit properties, which typically maintain a dedicated transit police force responsible for:

· establishing a safe and secure environment at transit facilities

· protection of transit facilities and properties

· fare enforcement

· incident response

· terrorism intelligence and deterrence

While there are significant strengths in contracting with LAPD and LASD, MTA is now spending significantly more on security than many other major transit properties.  A comparison with peer agencies conducted by outside consulting firms reveals that the current security arrangement, which is unique among large transit properties, contributes to higher than average security deployment costs.

	PEER OPERATORS 
	FY00 Security Budget Per Actual Bus VSH
	
	PEER OPERATORS
	FY 2000 -- PTA Operating Expense   ($ Millions) 
	FY 2000 -- PTA Security Expense       ($ Millions)
	FY 2000 -- % of Operating Expenses Spent on Security

	CTA
	 $             0.72 
	
	MCTO
	 $         169.0 
	 $            3.0 
	1.78%

	San Diego
	 $             1.12 
	
	MBTA (Boston)
	 $         711.0 
	 $           16.0 
	2.09%

	SEPTA
	 $             1.14 
	
	SEPTA
	 $         695.0 
	 $           20.7 
	2.98%

	MBTA
	 $             1.34 
	
	GCRTA (Cleveland)
	 $         219.0 
	 $            7.3 
	3.33%

	BLT-MTA
	 $             1.53 
	
	CTA
	 $         974.0 
	 $           32.0 
	3.34%

	PTA Averages
	 $             1.57 
	
	MTA-LIRR/MTA-MN
	 $      1,243.0 
	 $           55.5 
	4.47%

	WMATA
	 $             1.63 
	
	MDTA
	 $         232.0 
	 $           10.5 
	4.53%

	MCTO
	 $             1.68 
	
	PTA Averages
	 $       668.00 
	 $         36.90 
	4.71%

	MDTA
	 $             1.83 
	
	WMATA
	 $         722.0 
	 $           37.0 
	5.12%

	MTA-NYCT
	 $             2.37 
	
	BLT-MTA
	 $         286.0 
	 $           15.6 
	5.45%

	GCRTA
	 $             2.64 
	
	San Diego
	 $         115.0 
	 $            6.5 
	5.65%

	MARTA
	 $             3.40 
	
	LACMTA
	 $         773.0 
	 $           48.6 
	6.28%

	LACMTA
	 $             3.66 
	
	MTA-NYCT
	 $      3,800.0 
	 $         280.0 
	7.37%

	Houston Metro
	 $             6.89 
	
	Houston Metro
	 $         233.0 
	 $           18.0 
	7.73%

	BART
	 N/A 
	
	BART
	 $         315.0 
	 $           25.3 
	8.03%

	MTA-LIRR/MTA-MN
	 N/A 
	
	MARTA
	 $         305.0 
	 $           26.6 
	8.72%

	Sources:  
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Peer Transit Agency Security Benchmarking Study (Final draft) - December 7, 2001 & Updated 07/10/02
	

	MTA security and operating budget data from MTA Adopted FY00 Budget
	
	
	

	MTA and peer bus vehicle service hour data from FY00 National Transit Database.
	
	


Since November of 1997, the LAPD Transit Group and the LASD Transit Services Bureau have provided dedicated transit security service to the MTA on a contractual basis.  Their units provide uniformed patrol for MTA bus and rail operations, specialized teams engaged in anti-graffiti, anti-pickpocket, anti-sexual predator, anti-counterfeit, as well as undercover operations.  Headquarters for both agencies are located in the MTA’s USG Headquarters building.

FY02 staffing for the LAPD is 219 authorized sworn officers and 31 civilians, and for LASD is 153 authorized sworn officers and 23 civilians.  The current contract requires that a schedule of service levels and labor unit rates be mutually agreed upon for each new fiscal year within 30 days from the start of the new calendar year.  Staffing levels proposed must not exceed the amount of funds proposed to be appropriated by MTA for the following fiscal year.  Attachment C reflects the authorized sworn and civilian service levels and average monthly actual service levels received based on invoices submitted by LAPD and LASD.

The initial contracts with the City and County of Los Angeles for LAPD and LASD transit policing service were for a period of approximately five years.  Both of the contracts expire in November 2002, and the Authority must now make provision for continued, high quality and effective, transit security services. 

The MTA Chief of Transit Police manages all of the contracts that provide security services to MTA and develops policy and programs in support of the regional transit security effort.  Since 9-11, our security strengths and weaknesses have been assessed by ourselves, the Department of Transportation Assessment Team, and a Peer Review Team from the American Public Transportation Association (APTA).  The FTA/BAH study, performed in late January, provided a verbal exit-debriefing by the team that was very complimentary about our threat-preparations and our ability to respond. 

DISCUSSION

Staff seeks to enhance security and learn from the experience of the past five years to strengthen MTA partnerships with the security contractors by clarifying, through its MOU, issues that may have been somewhat subjective and unclear in both interpretation and intent.

Deployment:  Although MTA is contracting for security services, the MTA’s Chief of Transit Police should have the contractual right to negotiate  the deployment of officers on the MTA system based on crime, incidents and other professional considerations.  MTA requires dedicated detectives and Special Teams to address extraordinary needs such as counterfeiting and graffiti.  In consultation with the MTA's Chief of Transit Police, the security agencies should deploy specialized enforcement teams.  The assignment and use of detectives to the MTA contract should be for crimes that require "Transit" expertise.  All other crimes, such as passenger vs. passenger assaults and robberies on board a transit vehicle should be handled by the local law enforcement agency in whose jurisdiction the incident took place.  The MTA should not pay for general law enforcement operations that are the responsibility of the local law enforcement agency.  All marked police or sheriff vehicles assigned to the MTA should be clearly marked with an "M" or other MTA logo as approved by the MTA's Chief of Transit Police.  

Enhanced security:  MTA seeks to increase the visibility of security personnel while managing wisely the cost of enhanced security and security on new services within existing resources.  A component of this cost effective strategy would free up the sworn officer’s time for more active security activities by moving the function of fare checking to civilian fare inspectors.  This strategy would also increase the total number of visible security personnel on the Metro system, thereby providing more eyes and ears on the system than exist today.

Strikes:  The roles and responsibilities of the contracted security agencies during strikes needs to be clear.  LAPD and LASD have policies limiting their activities related to strikes which could place MTA employees and properties at risk during a labor dispute.  Disagreement between MTA and its security contractors resulted in MTA spending approximately $628,000 during the last strike to contract for additional security because the LAPD and LASD declined to assign their units to the strike locations as requested by the MTA.

Retirement:  The employee benefit rate charged by the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department included a pension rate even though the County of Los Angeles pension plan was fully funded.  Federal Acquisition Rule 31.6 requires the charge for pension costs to be funded in the same accounting period.  MTA has withheld $3.59 million from invoices billed by LASD. 

Transit Commanding Officer:  MTA should have the ability to interview from a short list of transit police commanding officer candidates, as submitted by each of the security agencies, and to choose the transit commanding officer that provides the best transit fit for the MTA and its customers.

Annual Budget Process:  The contracted security agencies should have to submit an annual budget request that is designed to support all activities and requirements of the transit unit.  The security contractors should not ask the MTA to procure any items on behalf of the security agency.  The security agencies should have some latitude in being able to request marginal changes to their annual budget during the mid-year budget review process.

Reports:  The law enforcement agencies should submit all customary and reasonable reports to the MTA as requested by the MTA's Chief of Transit Police.  These reports should include productivity reports that provide information on "transit time" vs. "non-transit time" as well as deployment numbers, crime statistics, and other information as identified by the MTA Chief of Transit Police as crucial to the MTA security mission and necessary for proper accounting of services paid for by the MTA.
Travel, Training, and Professional Conferences:  The security agencies should handle all of their travel, training and professional conference requirements.  The MTA should not directly fund or administer any of these activities.  The security agencies should consider funding support for these activities in their annual budget request.

Transit Community Policing Programs:  In consultation with the MTA's Chief of Transit Police, the security agencies should develop "Transit Community Policing Programs" in support of the MTA's public transit mission.  These Transit Community Policing Teams should be assigned to support each of the MTA's operational bus and rail sectors and should include a transit oriented team leader who will interface with the bus and rail sector general managers.  This Transit Community Policing Program shall replace the current method of "Roving Patrol" as the security agency's primary method of bus transit policing services.

Capital Expenses:  In addition to seeking a more competitive overhead allocation rate with the contracted law enforcement agencies, staff seeks to bifurcate the contracted rate into capital and personnel.  By splitting out the capital portion of the rate charged, the capital expenses can be paid with capital dollars.  A second potential benefit might be in the allocation of a portion of the overhead rate to the capital expense, much like the MTA does today.

Security Agency’s Overhead Rate:  One of the significant security program cost factors the MTA seeks to change in the next contract is the overhead allocation.  Attachment D reflects the estimated overhead of the operations security costs as a percentage of all security personnel costs.  In FY00, MTA overhead allocation as a percentage of all security personnel costs (sworn and non-sworn) was 69.6%*.  This is the second highest among all peer agencies analyzed, with the peer average coming in at 35.32%.  The overhead charged by LAPD and LASD are the major factors in the higher than average rate in comparison to the peer agencies.  While the average overhead rate charged by these agencies has come down slightly since FY00, the FY03 average overhead rate for LAPD/LASD sworn personnel remains high at 87.2%.  Bringing the overhead rate down and more in line with the peer agencies’ average overhead rate could potentially fund expanded security service levels.

*  Note:  overhead can be expressed as a % of security personnel costs - e.g. $1 security personnel cost & $1 overhead allocation equals overhead at 100% of security personnel costs.

Overhead can also be expressed as a rate of administrative overhead – e.g. $1 security personnel cost & $1 administrative overhead equals $2 total; therefore the rate of administrative overhead is 50%.

NEXT STEPS

Upon Board approval of the Security Policy, staff will assemble a negotiating team consisting of key representatives from throughout the agency to ensure that all issues are fully addressed.  The team will negotiate the new five-year agreements with the Los Angeles City Police Department, the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department and/or the Pasadena/South Pasadena Police Departments for security services.

Attachments

A. Proposed MTA security policy

B. Comments from law enforcement agencies on key proposed policy initiatives

C. LAPD/LASD staffing levels
D. Estimated overhead as a % of security personnel costs

E. Peer transit agency location, acronym & transit service

John B. Catoe, Jr.

Deputy Chief Executive Officer

Roger Snoble

Chief Executive Officer

ATTACHMENT A

PROPOSED MTA SECURITY POLICY

Purpose – 

The citizens of Los Angeles County have a basic right to protection and security provided by law enforcement when they use public transportation.  Whether underground or above, a transit system passes through many different jurisdictions.  Security issues will vary depending on the location within the system and time of day or night.  The “moving” environment requires a systematic approach that addresses both the distinct dynamics of transit security and the special concerns of patrons.  New threats challenging every citizen’s basic freedom of mobility must be met with innovative technology and programs, maximizing use of available financial resources. 

Security should be an integral element of MTA’s overall operations.  The systems approach to security provides MTA with a management tool to ensure that security functions are effectively integrated into system operations.  MTA has recognized that cost efficiency and effectiveness in security remains a key objective in implementing a cohesive partnership with outside policing agencies and developing a comprehensive security program.

Substantial investment in developing better intelligence on security activities and the use of technology must be explored.  MTA seeks to efficiently maximize resources and control costs by evaluating services provided by local law enforcement agencies as well as public and private security services to improve the level of security, public order, crime prevention and peacekeeping on our system.  

MTA promotes a proactive approach in deployment to enhance uniformed police presence in facilities and vehicles to demonstrate a strong commitment to a secure environment.  MTA will be focusing on interactive security programs that include customer interface, community outreach and specialized teams handling special detail (e.g., vandalism, pick-pocketing).  It is recognized that security plays a key role in promoting confidence in MTA’s services.

The MTA Board of Directors is responsible for approving an agency-wide security policy.  The Chief Executive Officer is responsible for ensuring that the policy is converted to an action plan and budget and implemented by staff.

Policy – 

1. It is the MTA’s policy to provide the highest quality, cost effective, community-based security program possible through the deployment of a highly visible uniformed security presence that proactively and preventatively maintains order, protects customers, employees and properties, and meets the actual and perceived security needs of our transit system.

2. Due to the nature of our business, the MTA requires security services beyond the general law enforcement services received.  These services are provided by a contracted 

partnership with local law enforcement agencies.  This arrangement provides a dedicated, highly visible, uniformed presence and special detail for investigation, undercover, and surveillance needs.  The MTA’s security partnerships seek to cooperatively synchronize transit and community policing efforts.

3. MTA’s Chief of Transit Police is responsible for, but not limited to, the following: 

· managing contracted security services

· ensuring adequate community based manpower deployment

· maintaining oversight of all programs that enhance the actual and perceived security needs of customers, employees, and properties

· gathering intelligence; coordinating accessible data collection

· coordinating and working in conjunction with local, state and federal law enforcement agencies

· working with the FTA’s transit security audit program and the DOT’s Transportation Security Administration

· maintaining a proactive anti-terrorism program

4. Fare inspection on MTA buses will continue to be provided by our bus operators.  Fare inspection on the metro light rail will continue to employ a proof-of-payment fare system supported by random inspection by security officers or fare inspectors.  The Metro Red Line will be inspected by security officers or fare inspectors.  A barrier system will be explored for the Metro Red Line.  If a barrier system is ultimately approved and installed, fare inspection of the Metro Red Line will no longer be necessary.

5. MTA will invest capital resources in as much security technology, infrastructure and Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) as is prudent to cost effectively improve actual and perceived security, limit liability, and reduce claims. 

6. MTA seeks to deploy the maximum number of security officers possible per security dollar appropriated and expended.

7. MTA seeks to bring its security costs in line with peer transit agencies and is targeting security costs attributable to the Enterprise Fund at five percent (5%) of the total Metro operating cost, including security cost, in any year and starting in FY04.  MTA shall seek to achieve this target through MOU negotiations, annual security budget management, and other efficiencies as may be identified.

8. MTA will develop a comprehensive set of performance standards to ensure compliance with this policy and efficient and effective use of our security forces.  

9. Station transit agents will function as additional “eyes and ears” of the transit system, assist passengers with fare media, directions, schedules and coordinate facilities management issues.  Disorderly conduct, graffiti, threats to public order and cleanliness issues will not be tolerated.

ATTACHMENT B

In receiving the March receive and file Board report, the members of the Executive Management and Audit Committee further directed staff to meet with and seek the input from, LAPD and LASD before returning to the Board with policy recommendations.

The following table reflects the meetings that have taken place since the March meeting:

Agency




Lead Representative

Number of Meetings
Los Angeles Police Department

Chief Parks



    1

Los Angeles Police Department

Chief Pomeroy


    1

Los Angeles Police Department

Commander Hansohn


    3

Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department

Sheriff Baca



    2

Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department

Captain Finkelstein


    3

Pasadena Police Department


Chief Melekian


    1

South Pasadena Police Department

Chief Watson



    1

California Teamsters (MTA Security)
Raymond Whitmer


    1

These representatives of these agencies have expressed their professional opinions on various key proposed policy initiatives, as put forth by MTA staff and a Booz-Allen & Hamilton analysis.  The chart on the following pages reflect some of the comments received by the Agency representatives.

	Proposal
	LAPD
	LASD
	Pasadena PD
	So.  Pasadena PD*
	California

Teamsters

(MTA Security)

	Civilian Fare Enforcement
	Generally support the concept, but as proposed by the MTA these people would not be fare inspectors.  Therefore, who would be left to check fares?  Or is that no longer a priority? If they are really to become station agents, which is also a good idea, why should they be part of the security budget?
	Support 
	Support
	
	Not Supportive-Seeks MTA Security to provide this service.

	Community/Sector Policing Concept
	Not supportive of creating small detachments of officers housed throughout the City.  For a variety of reasons, which I am prepared to discuss in detail, there would be a significant loss in efficiency and effectiveness.
	Support
	Support
	
	No Comment

	Transit Oriented Policing Team Leader interface with Sector GM’s
	Support. These officers could be assigned to sector facilities while being the primary point of contact for the G.M.  They would also coordinate problem solving for the sector with other LAPD resources.
	Support
	Support for Gold Line
	
	No Comment

	Sector MOU Concept
	Not supportive – Seeks to have LAPD continue to provide law enforcement services for the City of LA and Red Line.
	Support
	Supports policing the Gold Line as a separate component of light rail.
	
	Support with MTA Security providing the fare enforcement on Metro Rail

	MTA Chief of Transit Police deployment coordination
	Support, but not to the extent of having that person control day-to-day operations.  The MTA has not described the duties this person would perform, so without additional info my support must be qualified.
	Support
	Support
	
	No Comment

	Increased security presence via a mix of civilian personnel and law enforcement
	Not supportive---It is pretty hard to enhance security while reducing the number of police officers. 
	Supportive, but ongoing review and discussions down the road should be included to ensure the proper ratio of Checkers to Deputies
	No comment – Awaiting law enforcement staffing recommendation for Gold Line
	
	Seeks the mix to include an increased allocation of MTA security personnel

	** Armed MTA security guards providing the fare enforcement function
	Strongly disagree
	Strongly disagree
	Supports the civilian fare enforcement concept
	
	Support


*  South Pasadena did not comment in detail on the various proposals.  South Pasadena P.D. is a very small police

    department; therefore, they are unsure about bidding on the Pasadena Gold Line security.

** This option is no longer under consideration

	ATTACHMENT C
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LAPD/LASD Staffing Levels – Authorized Positions vs. YTD Monthly Actuals

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LAPD
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	FY98
	FY99
	FY00
	FY01
	FY02*

	
	Sworn
	Civilian
	Total
	Sworn
	Civilian
	Total
	Sworn
	Civilian
	Total
	Sworn
	Civilian
	Total
	Sworn
	Civilian
	Total

	Monthly Average
	135 
	26 
	161 
	175 
	27 
	201 
	216 
	26 
	241 
	226 
	26 
	251 
	213 
	24 
	237 

	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	 

	Authorized
	208 
	30 
	238 
	226 
	31 
	257 
	233 
	33 
	266 
	233 
	34 
	267 
	219 
	31 
	250 

	Change
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	 

	from Previous
	
	
	
	8.7%
	3.3%
	8.0%
	3.1%
	6.5%
	3.5%
	0.0%
	3.0%
	0.4%
	-6.0%
	-8.8%
	-6.4%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LASD
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	FY98
	FY99
	FY00
	FY01
	FY02*

	
	Sworn
	Civilian
	Total
	Sworn
	Civilian
	Total
	Sworn
	Civilian
	Total
	Sworn
	Civilian
	Total
	Sworn
	Civilian
	Total

	Monthly Average
	143 
	16 
	159 
	144 
	22 
	166 
	145 
	23 
	168 
	145 
	20 
	165 
	137 
	21 
	158 

	
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	 

	Authorized
	152 
	32 
	184 
	164 
	29 
	193 
	164 
	29 
	193 
	164 
	30 
	194 
	153 
	23 
	176 

	Change
	
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	
	 
	
	 

	from Previous
	
	
	
	8.0%
	-10.6%
	4.7%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	3.4%
	0.5%
	-6.7%
	-23.3%
	-9.3%

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*  Staffing authorized per 6/28/01 Board memo
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    & FY02 reflects YTD monthly average through
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	    March 2002
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


ATTACHMENT D

	ESTIMATED OVERHEAD AS A % OF ALL SECURITY PERSONNEL COSTS

	Peer Transit Agency
	FY 2000 -- PTA Expenditures for Sworn Personnel Salaries               ($ Millions)
	FY 2000 --PTA Expenditures for Non-Sworn Personnel Salaries              ($ Millions)
	FY 2000 -- PTA Other Security Expenditures  ($ Millions)
	FY 2000 -- PTA Security Expense        ($ Millions)
	FY 2000 -- PTA Overhead Rates 

	MDTA
	 $                 0.60 
	 $               9.40 
	 $              0.50 
	 $           10.50 
	5.00%

	San Diego
	 $                   0.0
	 $               6.00 
	 $              0.50 
	 $             6.50 
	8.33%

	BLT-MTA
	 $               11.20 
	 $               1.30 
	 $              3.10 
	 $           15.60 
	24.80%

	Houston Metro
	 $               11.90 
	 $               2.50 
	 $              3.60 
	 $           18.00 
	25.18%

	GCRTA
	 $                 5.20 
	 $               0.60 
	 $              1.50 
	 $             7.30 
	26.13%

	CTA
	 $               24.00 
	 $                 0.0
	 $              8.00 
	 $           32.00 
	33.33%

	PTA AVERAGES
	 $               23.70 
	 $               2.90 
	 $             10.30 
	 $           36.90 
	35.32%

	MTA-NYCT
	 $             190.00 
	 $             15.00 
	 $             75.00 
	 $         280.00 
	36.59%

	WMATA
	 $               20.80 
	 $               5.50 
	 $             10.70 
	 $           37.00 
	40.68%

	MBTA
	 $               11.00 
	 $                 0.0 
	 $              5.00 
	 $           16.00 
	45.45%

	BART
	 $               14.20 
	 $               3.10 
	 $              8.00 
	 $           25.30 
	46.16%

	MCTO
	 $                 2.00 
	 $                 0.0  
	 $              1.00 
	 $             3.00 
	47.20%

	MTA-LIRR & MTA-MN
	 $               36.50 
	 $                 0.0 
	 $             19.00 
	 $           55.50 
	52.05%

	MARTA
	 $               15.90 
	 $               0.20 
	 $             10.50 
	 $           26.60 
	64.95%

	LACMTA
	 $               21.90 
	 $               6.70 
	 $             19.90 
	 $           48.60 
	69.60%

	SEPTA
	 $               11.80 
	 $                   -   
	 $              8.80 
	 $           20.70 
	73.98%

	Source:
	
	
	
	
	

	Peer Transit Agency Security Benchmarking Study (Final draft) - December 7, 2001 & Updated 07/10/02
	


ATTACHMENT E

	Peer Transit Agency
	Acronym
	Location
	Mode of Service

	 
	 
	 
	HR
	LR
	CR
	Bus

	Bay Area Rapid Transit
	BART
	San Francisco, CA
	X
	 
	 
	 

	Chicago Transit Authority
	CTA
	Chicago, IL
	X
	 
	 
	X

	Greater Cleveland Regional Transit Authority
	GCRTA
	Cleveland, OH
	X
	X
	 
	X

	Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County
	Houston Metro
	Houston, TX
	 
	 
	 
	X

	Maryland Mass Transit Administration
	BLT-MTA
	Baltimore, MD
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
	MBTA
	Boston, MA
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority
	MARTA
	Atlanta, GA
	X
	 
	 
	X

	Metropolitan Transportation Authority-Long Island Rail Road
	MTA-LIRR
	New York City-Long Island, NY
	 
	 
	X
	 

	Metropolitan Transportation Authority-Metro-North Commuter Railroad
	MTA-MN
	New York, NY & Connecticut
	 
	 
	X
	 

	Metropolitan Transportation Authority-New York City Transit
	MTA-NYCT
	New York, NY & Connecticut
	X
	 
	 
	X

	Miami Metro-Dade Transit Agency
	MDTA
	Miami, Fl
	X
	X
	 
	X

	Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Council Transit Operations
	MCTO
	Minneapolis, MN
	 
	 
	 
	X

	San Diego Transit & Trolley
	San Diego
	San Diego, CA
	 
	X
	 
	X

	Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority
	SEPTA
	Philadelphia, PA
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
	WMATA
	Washington, D.C.
	X
	 
	 
	X


ATTACHMENT B-Continued
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