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OPERATIONS COMMITTEE 
JUNE 13,2008 

PROJECT: BUS DMSION CAPACITY ASSESSMENT REPORT 

ACTION: RECEIVE AND FILE 

RECOMMENDATION 

Receive and fde this report summarizing the assessment on bus division capacity. 

ISSUE 

In March 2004, staff presented to the Board a Receive and fde report summarizing the 
results of a bus division strategic assessment report. The results of that assessment showed 
that our operating divisions are over capacity and in poor condition and that improvements 
and increases in systemwide capacity are required to operate our buses, accommodate 
planned and mandated fleet increases, and provide for efficiency in operating and reducing 
deadhead costs. 

Staff recently performed an informal assessment of bus division capacity issues. This 
assessment supported the 2004 assessment report. We have no available capacity 
systemwide to support the new buses anticipated over the next three years. In 2008 alone, 
there is a current storage deficit of249 buses to meet ridership demands without 
consideration of longer term growth requirements. By 201 1, we will acquire 161 additional 
40-foot equivalent buses creating an operating storage need for 410 buses, further 
exacerbating the existent capacity problem. Due to all of these issues, significant investment 
in our bus operations and maintenance facilities, including the construction of two new 
divisions, will be required in the near future. 

DISCUSSION 

Bus operating and maintenance facilities are one of the key components of our asset mix; 
however, we have not built a new bus division since 1984. In addition, due to funding 
shortfalls, we have deferred necessary capita1 investments at existing bus divisions. 
Significant elements of our bus divisions are degrading due to undex-investment, which has 
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caused aging facilities; obsolete technology and enevgylpower requirements; higher 
maintenance costs; no capability to expand facilities or fleets due to space and land 
constraints; deferred upgrades; and site location issues. Bus divisions are critical for 
ensuring reliability of service as our fleet expands but for various reasons, we have not 
invested in property acquisition as part of our fleet expansion. It is evident that investing in 
bus division capacity is a key factor in the success of future bus operations. 

Current constraints on bus operations, especially lack of space, are at the root of many 
problems plaguing our bus divisions including poor circulation of buses, inadequate parking 
and building space, and the fact that most divisions were designed for standard size buses 
(40-feet in length) than our present configuration (45 and 60-foot buses). In 2004, staff 
prepared the Bus Facilities Strategic Assessment Report which concluded that we had already 
reached a point of over-capacity. Armed with the results, Facilities-Operations investigated 
options for new facilities to address this capacity overage. As mentioned earlier, since our 
divisions are operating approximately 249 buses, or lo%, above systemwide capacity (some 
divisions as much as 19 percent), additional capacity will be required not only to meet future 
ridership demands, but also to accommodate the longer higher capacity buses. 

Facilities-Operations identified two alternatives to reIieve bus division overcrowding: 1) 
expand existing bus divisions; or 2) buy, preferably, or lease land to construct new bus 
divisions. As a result, staff proposed two new bus divisions - Union and LAX - to meet 
currently planned bus operations through 2011. These projects are included in the 2008 
Long Range Transportation Plan (LRTP). We would still need to look for additional storage 
capacity to provide operational flexibility and maintain systemwide reliability. 

Financia1 Analysis 

We have taken immediate steps to address bus division overcrowding and included the 
following projects in the draft 2008 LRTP: (1) funding the construction of Union Division for 
approximately $89.9 million life of project costs; and, (2) funding the construction o f  the 
LAX Division and leasing of Los AngeIes World Airport property for 50 years for 
approximately $1 18.9 rndIion life of project costs. However, approximately $300 million in 
additional funding will still be needed over the next ten years to provide the leveI of facilities 
needed to operate the bus system in the most efficient manner. These expense levels are 
consistent with the assumption provided in the 10 year financial forecast. 

Recently, we were offered the opportunity to take advantage of $213 million in federal funds 
for our Congestion Pricing Program and supportive transit facilities. Some of the funding 
could be used for construction of the Union Division, but in order to take advantage of this 
funding, the Union Division wodd have to be built by December 31, 2010. Facilities- 
Operations staff has analyzed various potential design and construction project delivery 
methods and determined that Union Division could be built by December 3 1,201 0; 
however, the project would need to be designed and constructed on a significantly expedited 
schedule, 
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NEXT STEPS 

Staff has prepared conceptual plans for two new bus divisions and is preparing master plans 
for existing bus divisions in order to alleviate the capacity problem and accommodate our 
growing bus fleet. Significant investment will be required to implement these plans in the 
near future. In addition, Facilities-Operations is planning to update the 2004 Bus Division 
StrategJ'c Assessment Repors to provide proper planning for future bus vehicle and facility 
needs. Also, as part of the update process, Facilities-Operations is planning to convene an 
APTA Peer Review Panel to advise, review and comment on the report. 

ATTACHMENTS 

A. Facilities-Operations Staff Report: Bus Division Capacity Assessment 

Prepared by: Manuel Gurrola, Project Manager, Facilities-Operations 
Tim Lindholm, Director of Capital Projects, Facilities-Operations 
Denise Longley, Deputy Executive Officer, Facilities-Operations 
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*In the Long Range Plan we ham plans to wmtm , T i l r e : q d ~ ~ i s r d y l u n v d o  
WE provise quality & $WE don't haw quality f 8 a big, big c k l l m g .  We realize 
it and we're trying to work it out as best w an." 
Roger Sno bk, Chief Excctafive O&er, April 29, 2008 

Bus operating and maintenance facilities are one of the key components of our asset mix; 
however, we have not built a new bus division since 1984.' In addition, due to funding 
shartfalls, we have Seen forced to defer necessary capital investments at existing bus 
divisions. Generally, significant elements of our bus divisions are degrading into a state of 
under-investment, which leads to issues such as: aging facilities; obsolete technology and 
energytpower requirements; higher maintenance costs; no capability to expand facilities or 
fleets due to space and land constraints; deferred upgrades; and, site location issues. Bus 
divisions are critical for ensuring reliability of service as our fleet expands. Unfortunately, for 
various reasons, we have not invested in property acquisition as part of this expansion. It is 
evident that investing in bus Division capacity is a key factor in the success of future 
operations. 

Current constraints on bus operations, especially lack of space, are at the root of many 
problems pIaguing our bus divisions, including: poor circulation of buses, inadequate 
parking and building space, and the fact that most were designed for standard size buses 
(40-feet in length) than what we currently use (45- and 60-foot buses). In 2004, staff prepared 
the Bus Strategic Assessment Report that concluded that we had already reached a point of 
over-capacity. Armed with the results, Facilities-Operations investigated new options for new 
facilities to fx the bus division crunch. As discussed below, our divisions are operating 
approximately 249 buses, or lo%, above system wide parking design capacity. Some bus 
divisions are as much as 19 percent above capacity. Additional capacity will be required not 
only to meet f i r e  ridership demands but also our expansion with higher capacity buses. 
Facilities-Operations has proposed two new bus divisions - Union and LAX - which would 
only meet currently planned bus operations to FY 2011. We would still need to look for 
additional storage capacity to provide operational flexibility and maintain system wide 
reliability. 

Bus Fleet 

As of February 1, 2008, our active revenue fleet consisted of 2,549 buses, as shown in TaMe 
1. 

1 Division 8 in Chatsworth was the last bus division built, which opened in 1984. 
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Table 1 
Total Bus Fleet and Division Assignment 

DIVISION 4l-IT BUSES 45-FT BUSES ARTICUMTED TOTAL 

1 5  
18 

TOTAL 

Safety First 

*More buses in the yard means more yard w d m ~ f b r  both maintenam and txanspomtion." 
Hector Rojas, Division 6 Mointename Manager 

Although the Service Performance Analysis department could not directly attribute accidents 
on bus divisions to overcrowding, it is safe to say that overcrowding plays a role as buses are 
tightly packed together in as many as 42 columns wide and 17 rows of buses deep at our bus 
divisions. Table 2 provides the number of accidents identified with street type as 
"yard/terminaI." The accident data for yards/terminals is provided for information only. For 
us to be able to significantly reduce accidents at all yards/terrninals, relieving overcrowding 
at bus divisions is a major part of the solution. 

"Having the cash room at tke beginnhg ofthe yard a d  buses backing up on the stmet white cask 
trucks are w a g  Zo back up to the use contributes k ~idmts, The vaulters have to 
work quick to empty the crash bo f t k  buses. Tlti ruse possible w o r h  wmp 
pro bbms," 
Donnel Hcawis, Division 2 Maintewame Manager 

o yard ar 
:issue ca 
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Table 2 
Bus Accidents Occurring in Yards/Terminals 
January 1,2005 through December 31,2007 

DIVISION 
1 

2 

3 
5 
6 

7 
8 
9 
10 

15 

18 

TOTAL 

ACCIDENTS 
35 

May 2008 
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"gbuses are parhd in the wrong k t l o n ,  aU buscs is the lane have to be wuwed." 
H@r Rojas, Division 6 Maint~nance Manager 

Projected Annual Ridership 

Below in Table 3 is a summary of our latest projected annual bus ridership (includes directly 
operated as well as contracted services) developed by Service Planning in August 2007. This 
projected annual bus ridership dl soon be revised to reflect the July 2009 fare increase (this 
projection includes the previous fare increase in July 2007), and other proposed new bus 
services. Fluctuations in annual boardings are affected by a variety of factors including 
congestion, rail ridership and gas prices. Due to the recent trend of increasing gas prices, we 
expect to see sharp increases in projected annual ridership. 

TaMe 3 
Bus Annual Boardings (000) 

Proposed Bus Fleet Acquisition 

Over the next two fiscal years, we propose to purchase 260 45-foot buses to replace outdated 
40-foot buses as shown in Table 4. Also, we recently received a grant to purchase 63 
articulated buses to use on high occupancy toll lanes and plan to purchase 22 new articulated 
buses for use on the Orange Line Canoga extension. These 85 new buses would be deployed 
as soon as 2011 and are expansion buses, meaning that the fleet would grow larger by 85 
buses further exacerbating the facility capacity pxoblem. 

Table 4 
Near-Term Bus Acquisitions 

FISCAL YEAR/ 
PROGRAM 

09 

10 

High-Occupancy Toll h n e s  
Orange Line Canoga Extension 

NUM BER TYPE 

45-Foot 
45-Foot 
GO- Foot 

60-Foot 

For comparison purposes, we convert "45-foot" and "Articulated 60-foot Buses" into "40-foot 
equivalents." These new bus acquisitions over the next three years equate to 161 forty-foot 
equivalent buses. Beyond FY11, we have planned high capacity bus procurements, although 
type, size, and number procured has not yet been identified or presented to the Board. Table 
5 shows three scenarios fox longer term bus procurement. These alternatives assume no 
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expansion of the bus fleet, only replacement of the existing 40-foot bus fleet vehicles with 
either 45-foot buses, 60-foot buses or a combination of both. Even with no expansion in the 
long-term, additional bus capacity required for the longer higher-capacity buses will range 
from 261 to 651 additional parking spaces. 

TaMe 5 
Long-Term Bus Acquisitions 

(Replacement Only, No Expansion) 

BU JRRENT 
PROCUR -IT BUS 
ALTERHA 1 1 v r FLEET 

S 
EMENT 
' A r n r r f r  

40-1 ADDITIONAL 
EQVIh BUS 

CAPAClm 

Bus Division Capacity 

As of January 1,2008, our bus division capacity was 2,498 buses, as shown in TaMe 6.  All of 
our hs divisions were designed to operate with standard size buses of 40-feet in length. As 
shown in TaMe 5, we will eventually purchase only longer buses to maintain seat 
equivalency further exacerbating the operating capacity overage shown in TaMe 6.  

Table G 
Bus Division Capacity 

DIVISION CURRENT CURRENT FLEET OPERATING OPERATING 
nacrrw IN 40-FQnT S ~ D A ~ _ C  CAPACITY 

DEI WERAGE 
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DIVISION 

18 

TOTAL 

CURRENT CURRENT FLEET OPERATING OPERATING 
IN 40-FO ST0 APACITY 

Ec DEI WERAGE 
RAGE 
K I T  

Bus Division Capacity Issues 

"Bus rtmainhmuncc involves la high level oflogistics durirag the process of d m g  buses, pfomtirsg 
p m t i y ,  mai~tewnce, repair work and mjorjobs, The Divisions were originally designedfor a 
d m w m  capacity with an optimum operational & i e q .  Division I0physjcal capacity is abotst 
250 b w x ,  In reaZity,fi.om a bgistks point of vim, the optimum operational sizefir a singk 
division is arouwd 200-220 buses because abwe that number the complexity ofthe processes 
m s a r y  to mmplish the tasks assipmi to the divisions a n  be performed with less productivity." 
Frank Lonyai, Division 10 Maintenance Manager 

Eficieucy Impacts 

The lack of capacity at the bus divisions impacts the efficiency of the fleet maintenance 
function such as: yard mobility, maintenance space, fueling and cleaning, to name a few. A 
good portion of a service attendant's time is spent moving buses around the Division 
parking area, in queue waiting for washing, fueling, an available repair bay, or making 
repairs in make shift work areas. As shown in Table 7,  this equates to costing approximately 
$2.3 million per year. 

mFr~m my pint  of view, Iw S& Athmh~rts waste man hours d n g  sbging a d  parking 
buses. " 
David Palm, Division 7 Mainkname Manager 

Table 7 
Additional Cost for Unnecessary Bus Movements at Overcrowded Bus Divisions 

DIVISION 
1 

2 

3 

5 
G 

3 
9 

10 

15 
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DIVISION COSTa 
18 $237,554 

TOTAL $2,309,392 
* Based on # of total buses, # of maintenance activities and # of employees. 

Division staff is forced to constantly move buses around to perform regular jobs as buses are 
parked randomIy and require additional time to find for rollout, maintenance or replacement 
unit for a road call, 

"Parking buses i s  ody a d part ofthe isme. My conarm are shop size adfizcilities, we 
h w  12 sin& bus bays and 4 double bus bays that qwtes to having roomfor 20foqfoot buses in 
the shop or 12forty f c  buses lad 4 in the shop. Many ofthe mhrsnics have to work on the 
opropt to efkt repairs." 
B w e  Crurn, Division 1 Assistant: Maintenance M ~ n a g e r  

Although Facdities-Operations has made strident efforts to upgrade the bus divisions to 
continue accepting articulated buses, it has been increasingly difficult to keep up with 
demand due to the influx of articulated buses and lack of available hnding. Our guideline is 
a system wide ratio of articulated buses to available maintenance bays of 10 to 1. Table 8 
shows the articulated buses per available maintenance bays at each of the bus divisions. We 
currently operate at a system wide ratio of buses to available maintenance bays of 16 to 1, 
well above the national design standard. 
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DIVISION 

1 

2 
3 

5 

G 

7 
8 

3 
10 

15 

18 

TOTAL 

Table 8 
Articulated Bus Fleet and AvailabIe Maintmance Bays 

3NANCE 
0 FOOT 

2 

USES PER 
rENANCE BAY 

Reduced garage capacity has a large impact on "deadhead" costs since buses are not always 
able to be stored in the yard nearest the route on which they are operated. Many bus lines 
also operate out of more than one Division in an eRort to minimize pdl-in and pdl-out 
times dependent upon where a bus may start or end on its bus route. Admittedly there are 
some workruns, on a particular bus line, that work out of a Division which fails to optimize 
this effort. This has increased the mileage that buses must travel before and afier going into 
service. 

In 1996, a court order required us to reduce overcrowding and implement additional services 
and as a result the number of directly operated peak buses has increased from 1,609 to 
2,074. All bus divisions now garage more buses than their design capacity. Compliance 
with the court ordered New Service Plan expansion is measured by peak seats (one bus 
equivalent is 40 seats). The New Sewice Plan committed to an increase of 146 bus 
equivalents, or 5,840 seats over the number of seats operated as of June 2005 (the baseline 
for the Plan). 

As a result we have become less efEcient and unable to garage buses closest to their routes 
resulting in non-revenue hours increasing at a faster rate than total vehicle hours. TaMe 9 
shows total vehicle hours have increased 22 percent while non-revenue hours have increased 

"Deadhead" costs are the costs incurred when an operator drives a bus from a garage at which it is housed, to 
the route on which it will provide service; no service to customers is provided during this operational 
procedure. 
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by 46 percent. In today's dollars, on a Wy allocated cost basis, the annual cost of non- 
revenue vehicle hours has increased from $3.6 to $4.5million annually. 

Table 9 
Senrice Changes and Deadhead Cost 

NO 
REVE 
VEHI 

I L ~  HOUKS V E H I C L ~  
IGE (DEADHEAD) HOURS 

N- 
NUE 
CLE -- - 

ease 
2007 

NDhl- 

REV 
HOL 
TC NUAL 

:ICLE VEF !ST OF 
URS HC DHEAD 

TAL .- -- - 

"11- 

E N U E  
IRS TO 
ITA L 

CO 
DEA 

Source: Directly Operated 4-24 Report: Jme 1996 through December 2007 
* Consent Decree IrnpIernented 
** December 2003 Sentice Change was delayed due to a work stoppage. 
*** Consent Decree Expired 
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The key to mtroUing t i e d a d  is b inmeme bus parking capacity.* 
Wayne Wassell, Sewice Planning, Transporhtion Planning Manager 

HASTUS Scheduling Simulation 

Using the current number of bus divisions and their current locations, an analysis was 
performed to determine how much savings we could achieve if there were no physical 
limitations in terms of bus parking capacity at each division, no restriction as to which lines 
could operate out of each division, and given the ability to maximize interIining. Given this 
scenario the analysis determined that we could reduce daily deadhead hours by 852. Using 
an annual factor we could potentialIy save 264,182 deadhead hours annually. In addition, 
the analysis shows a need for another centrally located bus division and additional capacity 
in the Westside. Facilities-Operations has planned to build another Downtown bus division 
and to relocate our smallest bus division in Venice to a larger Iocation. 

In support of Facilities-Operations assessment, Metro Service Planning & Development 
Department conducted a "No Restriction Division Capacity" simdation using Hastus 2007 
scheduling software to determine where additional bus parking capacity was required. 
Service Planning took the data and converted the actual number of buses allocated to each 
division to their 40-foot equivalence. As shown in Table 10, the simulation indicated that 
we need additional capacity in Downtown and the Westside to accommodate South Bay and 
Westside Central bus lines.3 

Table 10 
HASTUS 2007 Simulation Results4 

CENTRAL COI 
DlVISIONS 

NEW CAPACI: 
REQUIRED 

7rESTSID" 
ALJSOUl 
E DIVISI 

5 

6 

7 
18 

I: 

CH BAY 
ONS 

DER) 

3 Divisions 8 and 15 are located in the San Fernando Valley Service Sector and are self-contained. There 
were no significant capacity issues identified in this scenario. Divisions 3 and 9 in the San Gabriel Valley 
Service Sector are under capacity according to this scenario, but are not considered central core divisions. 

4 
Simulation was based on the December 2007 Service Change and on daily service only. Service Planning 

performed the simulation with the following assumptions: bus capacity was not limited at any division; bus 
types (40-, 45- or 60-foot) could be supported at any division; and, bus interlining could only be interlined 
benveen similar bus types (i.e. articulated buses could only be interlined between articulated bus lines, 40' and 
45' buses could not be interlined on any articulated bus line). 
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In addition, given that scenario we could potentially save approximately 70 hours daily in 
deadhead. Using an annual factor, we could potentially save approximately 2 1,700 annual 
hours in reduced deadhead by building Union Division alone. This equates to a savings of 
approximately $1,700,000 per year. 

Opera tiom1 Productifr~'~ Impacts 

As shown in Table 6 ,  our bus operations are currently 10 % over storage capacity. Except for 
Division 8, our bus divisions have buses assigned to them that are over the practical storage 
capacity for these facilities. Division 8 has capacity for only eight additional buses. However, 
moving buses from other divisions would add considerable non-revenue operating casts if 
these eight buses were housed and maintained at Division 8 and operated in other areas of 
the sector. Even with this exception, we have an operating storage deficit for 249 buses. 

In addition, all our bus divisions are designed to operate 40-foot buses and most of which 
park these buses in tandem in as much as 42 columns 17 buses deep. We are converting 
these divisions to handle the longer buses and are fully cognizant of the critical constraints 
that this places on the managers of the bus divisions to operate an expanded fleet in these 
conditions. Our bus division managers agree that that there is a higher cost to operate and 
maintain buses at an overcrowded division and that there is direct relation to productivity. 
Quantifying the productivity loss includes a variety of factors (# of employees, # of buses, # 
of maintenance activities, etc.. .) which affect daily operation. Our bus division Maintenance 
Managers were surveyed and the information provided was converted to a dollar amount 
that was relatively applied to each bus division based on the factors described above. TaMe 11 
estimates the cost implications of operating overcrowded bus divisions on an annual basis. 
This is not necessarily money we would save but rather are the estimated costs of not 
running our operations efficiently. For example, instead of spending more time moving 
buses around the yard, more time could be spent on preventive maintenance. 

uld haw 

_ _ _ _ 1  

Very c o ~ u t i v e l y  speaking I can assum a minimum of10 % productivity drop as a m l t  of 
d i r s g  at the division. This number could be actuallv much h i g h  i f m a ~ ~ t ,  
mprvision and Whnical sttafwo ith tkw size. We're thing 
mom with less. 
Frank Lonyai, Division 10 Maintenance managcl 

TaMe 11 
Estimated Additional Cost per Additional Bus at Overcrowded Bus Divisions 

n r r n e f n w r  
ANNUAL ANNUAL 

EMPLOYEES PRODUCTlVrSI " 3F BUSEP "RODUCTIVTrY 
LOSS OVER LOSS PER BUS 

1 6G P $1,237,392 17 $72,788 

2 554 $1,037,088 13 $79,776 

3 545 $1,020,240 9 $113,360 
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5 
G 

7 
9 
10 

IS 
18 
TOTAL 

ANNUAL 
LOYEES PRODUCXlVITY 

LOSS 
594 $1,111,968 
154 8288,288 
647 $1,211,184 
665 $1,244,880 
677 $1,267,344 
700 $1,310,400 
792 $1,482,624 

5,989 $11,211,408 

IF BUSE! 
OVER 
35 

3 
25 

35 
28 
52 

40 

ANNUAL. 
RODU CTIVITY 
LOSS PER BUS 

$3 1,771 
$96,096 

$48,447 
$35,568 
$45,262 
$25,200 
$37,066 
$43,624 

In conclusion, we have no capacity system wide h a t  could support the new buses anticipated 
over the next three years. Our current storage deficit of 249 buses is to meet 2008 ridership 
demands without consideration of longer term growth requirements. By 201 1, we will 
acquire 161 additional 40-foot equivalent buses creating an operating storage need for 420 
buses. As shorn in Table 5, this may be exacerbated further by the fluid situation of bus 
procuxement whereas it is unknown exactly which bus technologies would be procured 
beyond FY11, increasing the storage need by up to 651 buses even without expansion of the 
existing fleet. 

Bus Division Improvements 

A variety of bus division rehabilitation projects have been identified and funded as part of 
our Capital Improvement Program. These projects are being undertaken in order to keep the 
bus divisions in working order. For example, in FY08 our total Capital Program (CP) budget 
was $645 million, of which $35.6 million was allocated to bus division improvements or 
approximately 5.5%. As shown in TaMe 12, we have historicilly allocated 4.7% of our CP 
budget far bus division improvements, fluctuating between the low of 1.3% to the high of 
8.7%. Recent allocations indicate an upward and much needed trend, but overall bus 
division improvements are still a proportionately small percentage of the budget. 

TaMe 12 
Capital Program for Bus Division Improvements 

($ in millions) 

ELWENT FYOO FYOl EY02 FY03 FY04 FYOS FYM FY07 FY08 FYClB TOTAL 

Capital 
Program 588 5GO 655 513 687 790 686 630 645 692 6,445 

Bus Division 
7.5 9.8 19.3 27.2 22.9 34.4 45.4 55.1 35.6 47.5 304.7 Improvements 
1.3% 1 %  2.9% 5.3% 3.3% 4.4% 6.6% 8.7% 5.5% 6.9% 4.7% 

Page 12 



Metro Bus Division Capacity Assessment May 2008 

Bus Division Expansion Opportunities 

Although the 2004 Bus Division Strategic Assessment Report found that we could modify 
the striped parking areas at each Division, this effort o d y  added minimal spaces and 
contributed to further safety and access issues in the yard. More importantly, the report 
found that our division capacity in 2004 was insufficient to not only meet its current needs 
but that most o f  the divisions were landlocked to meet its future needs. The only other 
option available to expand the divisions is to build up by adding a second story parking deck. 
Of the 11 bus divisions, only five have the potential to expand with a bus parking structure, 
as shown in Table 13. It is important to note that we prefer not to operate bus divisions in 
excess of 300 buses due to efficiency and increased overhead issues. 

Table 13 
Bus Division Expansion 

POTENT* - VPROW 
VEW STC 

SPAC 

[MATE 
)RAGE 
:ES 

1 No 0 Recently expanded under N/A 
eminent domain action. 

2 Yes 105 CurrentIy developing site 
master pIan scope of work 
to increase capacity and $85,000,000 
modernize division. 
Contains the Central Cash 
Counting Facility and space 
may open up as the CCCF 
is planned at the proposed 
Union Division. 

3 Yes 37 Requires property 

park/land exchange or 
construction of a parking 
deck over a public park at 
significant cost forvery 
little expansion. Also may 
be poli~cally undesirable: 

5 Yes 53 Expansion would be 
upward with a two story $lO,OOO,OOO 
parklt~g structure. 

6 No 0 Recent re~lacement 
proposal ;ejected. Under N/ A 
consideration for accepting 
gasolineielectric hybrids 
and also for closure. 

7 No 0 Currently in a joint- N JA 
development agreement. 

8 No 0 Rearrangement of yard 
could potentially result in N/ A 
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DMSION POTENTIAL APPROXIMATE 
r0 EXPA V E W  STORAGE NOTE5 

:ES 
lSTIMATE 
!a)7 Costs) 

- 
additional spaces. - 

9 No 0 Recently reconstructed with 
new building with planned N / A  

eavironmental process for 
parking areas. 

10 Yes 100 Expansion considered up to 
100 additional buses over 
operating principle. Not $SO,OOO,OOO 
optimal and expansion 
would require eminent 
domain action of an 
adjacent property who is an 
unwilling seller. Expansion 
could also be upward with a 
two story parking structure. 

15 No 0 Currently houses buses N/A 
retired from fleet. 

18 Yes 20 Expansion would be 
upward with a two story 
parking structure that could $10,000,000 
provide room for an 
additional 40 buses, if 
needed. 

Necessary Bus Division Actions 

Currently, we are completing the necessary projects required to service the longer articulated 
buses and have also initiated plans for two new bus divisions ta support growth in bus 
services in Central and Westside service sectors: Union Division and LAX. Both of the 
proposed divisions are required to meet planned facility needs and are included in the 2008 
Long Range Transportation Plan. As shown in Table 14, these two divisions would meet the 
required storage capacity for the proposed bus fleet in FY11. The Union Division would be 
constructed at the current site of Terminal 3 1 and MSSC, near Lyon and Cesar Chavez. It 
would have capacity for 125 standard buses and would be capable of supporting about 50 
articulated buses. The LAX Division would be constructed on a 25 acre parcel near the 
intersection of La Cienega and I1 lth. This facility wodd support up to 200 standard buses 
and 100 articulated buses or it could be utilized 100% by articulated buses. 
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Table 14 
Bus Division Assipment 

2011 Scenario With and Without Proposed Bus Divisions 
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AIl of the expenses associated with operating transit start as soon as the bus leaves the 
garage, so it is advantageous to start rweme service as soon as practical when the bus leaves 
the division and have as few deadhead miles as possible. Increasing bus division capacity by 
constmction of new bus divisions or expansion of existing bus divisions, if possible, would 
certainly reduce deadhead costs if divisions were located closer. 

Of these two divisions, the Union Division is the top priority due to location, project 
readiness and cost considerations. The Union Division is in a more central location, which 
will reduce deadhead costs. The project is already in the environmental process and the 
property is owned by us thereby reducing site costs, Bringing the Union Division on line will 
begin to reduce the capacity issue. The LAX Division will allow the remainder of the current 
needs to be met and accommodate planned growth to the FY 2011. However, finding a 
suitable site in the Westside Service Sector has been difficult and leasing LAX Division is a 
feasible alternative but may eventually have to be replaced in the long term (only 50 year 
Iease available). 

In addition, Facilities-Operations is planning a Master Plan for Division 2 in an effork to 
increase capacity at this division. 

Division 2 is a 100yaar oXdfaciity h i  must be m p & I y  rebuiltjam the punti up. We do nut 
have the abdity to m t  a 200 bus opution to an irsterimfacili~fer the 2 yean it takes to raze 
Division 2 and rebuild a wfacility, k e j b r e ,  the U n b  Division is important, not onlyfor 
qshn  capacity expansion, bwt in thefirst two ymrs of its opera#bn to provide a f d l i t y  to ~nove all 
Division 2 qmathns sand Division 2 can be rebebuilt. 
Alex Cliford, Gatavay Cities Sewice Sector Geneml Mar 
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Next Steps 

We have two alternatives to relieve overcrowding at our bus divisions: 1) expand existing bus 
divisions; ox, 2) buy, preferably, ox Iease land to construct new bus divisions. As discussed 
above, the first option is difficult as existing bus divisions are landlocked and the only way is 
to build up with a multi-story parking structure. The latter is also difficult because large 
parcels of land in areas suitable for a bus division are not readily available. Both options, 
however, are controversial and expensive. Facilities-Operations has taken immediate steps to 
address bus division overcrowding and recommends the following funding commitments: 

1. Fund the consmction of Union Division for approximately $89.9 million life of project 
cosls as described in Table r 5. 

TaMe 15 
Union Division 

Life of Project Costs 

UNION 
DIVISION FY 08 13+ TOTAL 

FORECAST 4,947,000 7,620,067 15,992,833 25,055,408 22,043,321 14,300,372 89,947,000 
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Union Division Conceptual Rendering 

Recently, we were offered the opportunity to take advantage of $213 maion in congestion 
pricing funds by the federal government. But in order to take advantage of this funding, the 
Union Division would have to be built by December 31, 2010. Facilities-Operations staff 
analyzed various potential design and construction project delivery methods and determined 
that Union Division could be built by December 31,2010 based on an expedited schedule. 
Hence, the funding schedule presented in Table 15 would be adjusted and condensed to be 
completed within the FY 11 budget cycle. 

2. Fund the construction offhe IAX Division and leasing of Los Angeles World Airport 
property for 50 years for approximately $1 18.9 million life of project costs as described in 
Table IG. 

Table 16 
LAX Division 

Life of Project Costs 

LAX 
DIVISION FYO8 FY 13+ TOTAL 

FORECAST 326,716 648,284 22,204,148 26.573,618 50,723,161 18,468,073 118,950,000 
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LAX Division Conceptual ~ende&g 

If LAX were not funded, Facilities-Operations would pursue expansions of Divisions 2.5 and 
18 (in that order). Although Division 10 has potential, it would involve an extensive eminent 
domain action with unknown costs. However, Division 2 would still be rebuilt not only to 
expand, but to modernize the 100 year old facility. The costs and potential drawbacks to 
constructing these expansion opportunities are referenced in Table 13. 

Adjacent Property or with Second Story Deck 
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Division 5 (South Los Angeles) - Also Landlocked with Potential to Expand with a Second Story Deck 
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Opemtionally, it makes good ~ ~ & b e t ~ @  sense to gef tke laput a d  the wnfmts o f  a Division rbht 
in an eflort to avoid & o expend less manpower moving 
trying ta vault, wash a d  n them. Operationally, it m k e s  b 
the yard in the most @ c k  LT to meet rollolsi mwice tf  MY, 
poiential bmejts o f m  an ! Divisions wouk y result I ~vings bz 
wotdld result in more +F operahns. That will in turn result in manpower nours saved br 
reinvested back infa the operatwrt, thereby t; 
Carolyn Flowers, Chief Operations Wcer 
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Conclusion 

In summary, the three major factors which have significantly impacted our bus operations 
are insufficient bus division capacity, inadequate infrasmcture investment and increased 
ridership growth. Construction of new or expansion of existing bus divisions would result in 
many operating efficiencies primarily by increasing bus capacity and keeping buses closer to 
their senrice routes. Although staff has pursued means to reduce deadhead costs, all our bus 
divisions are over capacity and there is little flexibility. Operating bus divisions at over- 
capacity also results in ineficiencies in maintenance that also impacts operating costs. Table 
17 summarizes the potential savings in costs related to inefficient operations and 
productivity loss. Essentially, an efficient bus maintenance and operation program with 
suficient bus capacity would potentially save $15,220,800 on an annual basis. 

TabIe 17 
Potential Annual Cost Avoidance 

Inefficient Use of Staff 
Deadhead 

Productivity Loss 
Potential Annual Cost Avoidance 

Although our bus divisions have been historically underfunded, staff has prepared 
conceptual plans for two new bus divisions and preparing master plans for existing bus 
divisions in order to alleviate the capacity problem and accommodate our growing bus fleet. 
In addition, Facilities-Operations is planning to update the 2004 Bus Diwsion Strategic 
Assessment RepHto provide proper planning for future bus vehicle and facility needs. 
Also, as part of the update process, Facilities-Operations is planning to convene an APTA 
Peer Review Panel to advise, review and comment on the report. 
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These efforts would result in efficient construction andlox expansion of bus divisions that 
would relieve the capacity constraints we are currently experiencing and allow us to relocate 
routes to more efficient bus division locations. We must make these investments into 
additional bus capacity as soon as possible, so that we may meet the demands of future 
ridership and continue to improve the sewice we operate. 

Page 21 


