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WI~fDSOR CONFERENCE ROOM (15th FLOOR)

MTA ~I~ADQUARTERS
ONE GATEWAY PLAZA
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Call to Order

Report Items

a) MTA Budget Update-M~d-Year Reallocation
(Handout at Meeting)

K~thryn Engel

Action Items

a) Approval of December 1997 Minutes
(Attachment A, Page 3)

Hot Topics

a) MTA Board Update
(Oral Report)

b) Guidelines Revision Workshop
(Oral Report)

c) MTA Triennial Performance Audits
(Oral ReporO

d) 1998 CTIP/SB45
(Oral ReporO

Tan McLau~.l~ MTA

Nalini Ahuja, MTA
Shahrzad Amiri, MTA
Susan Richaa, MTA

NaliniAhuja, MTA

Vic Kamhi, MTA
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Information Items are Attached for Subcommittee Review

a) MTA Board/Committee Meetings for January 1998FFebruary 1998
(Information Item A, Page 16)

b) Mid-City/South Bay Rezlxaeturing Study
(Information Item B, Page 18)

6. New Business

7. Adjournment

*****SPECIAL MEET/NG*****
For the Approval of Mid- Year Reallocadon Formula

Thursday, January 22, 1998, 1:15 p.m. - 3:15 p.m.
Board Overflow Room. 3~ Floor

Next regular meedng:
February 24. 199& 9:30 a.nt. Velndsor Con(erence Room. 15~ Floor.

02



ITEM #3a

ATTACHMENT A

Approval of December 1997 Minutes

Bus Operations Subcommittee Minutes
December 1997,
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BUS OPERATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE MINUTES
DECEMBER 2, 1997

1. Call to Order - Chair Kathryn Engel called the meeting to order.

2. Report Items, taken in the following order:

2a - - MTA Budget Update - Reporting on the status of the MTA Budget, Barbara Long
updated committee members on the upcoming budget presentation, and the capital
presentation. Kathryn Enget stated the what was needed primarily was and update on just
the budget and the capital presentation. Barbara did not have anything current on the
Capital presentation, but she came back later in the agenda. Kathryn asked if committee
members could have a copy of the dra~ board report. M.I West then said there wam’t one
ready. Brym Kemaghan asked if committee members could have it before the workshop
next Thursday. Barbara said that they would. Barbara reported that one of the key points
to the budget presentation on the operating budget was that they were informing the
Board of where they stood on expenditures, and not asking to change the budget. MTA
will maintain the originally adopted budget, but they are projecting a more current status.
For example, instead of asking for a budget revision for TDA interest, it will be done
through the mid-year allocation, which will go to the Board in January. That concluded
Barbara’s update. Bryrm then asked M3 West if the $21 million dollars in the budget was
still being used as Federal operating anticipated for FY 98 and if they we’re only going to
receive 18% instead, will there be a change in the mid-year allocation. Barbara explained
that based on the Mayor’s report they are changing how they are projecting revenues.
They are now on a cash basis, but it doesn’t mean the Muni’s need to change. Brynn
asked if MTA would be passing through TDA dollars that would come to them through
appropriation as part of the Muni’s portion of the $21 million. Barbara said yes and that
they should anticipate according to their budgeting method. Susan Lipman stated that
what they budget is the funding marks, and what they receive is also the funding marks.
Brynn asked what will show up in the final funding marks. Barbara said that funding
marks witl not change for the federal appropriation from prior years. Susan stated that the
capita/funding marks should be increased and that they were not reflected in the funding
marks. MI West reported that they were going to take the Section 9 capital and make
sure there is $21 million dollars of Section 9 funding within the funding marks. Because
MTA takes it all anyway, it would have no net impact on the operating funding m~rks.
Brynn asked if there would be and increase in the capital. MJ said she expects and
increase in ~apitai, but no net impact on operating, and only a slight increase on the ~apital
side. Later in the agenda, Barbara Long returned to the meeting and reported that her
staff was still working on the Capital presentation/package, and that she will mail a copy
of it to committee members when it goes out to the Board.

2b - - CTIP Update - Wanda Knight reported that the program developed as a result of
the passage of SB 45, which takes effect Ianuary 1, 1998. She also reported that
statewide, $4.5 to $5.5 billion in gas tax are expected to be available over the next six
years, and that between $1.3-$1.5 billion will be available for regional transportation

04



BO$ Minutes, December 2, 1997 Continued
Page 2

improvements in Los Angeles county. SB 45 consolidated several state programs into
two programs. The two new programs are: The Regional Transportation Improvement
Program, representing 75% of the funds, and the Interregional Transportation
Improvement Program, representing 25% of the funds. The 75% is what comes to LA
County and is programmed by the MTA. The 25% funds are programmed by the CTC at
their discretiom Both programs.will be on a four-year cycle and have a new lapfing policy
of 3 years. The 75% Regional improvement funds don’t require a match and are available
for any transportation capital purpose, including bus purchases. The retrofit soundwall
program is also included in the 75%. There are roughly $778 million in prior
commitments from the 1996 STIP that will be g~-andfathered into the pro~an. That
leaves roughly $775 million available funds to pro~am. Wanda indicated that the agenda
item shows how they developed the process to program the $775 million. The prog~-am
was broken up into five main phases. Wanda went through the agenda and explained each
of the five p~ and the schedule involved. Wanda noted that they had gotten a little
behind on Phase rrl and Phase IV. The first-round board briefing should be around
December 11 and they will not present their staff recommendations to TAC on December
3, but instead will discuss their approach to the capital budget and will update them on the
CTIP process. The unmet needs and the scenarios will be available for the December 17~
meeting. Phase V and VI will go as scheduled. Wanda indicated that although committee
members were anxious to see what the impact on transit will be, they will not release any
info,~afion until Her the capital budget meeting. At that time, they will mail out the
unmet needs, as well as some of their scenarios. Sookung Kim asked if the cycle was six
years. Wanda stated that the CTIP cycle is normally 4 years, but that for the first year it
will be six years, out through 2003424. Sookung asked that if they were already
programming some of the money for the unmet needs now, how much would be lei~ for
the remaining out years. Wanda responded that is what they are trying to develop with
their scenarios. Tim Galbrakh asked if any of the scenarios recommended at the Assembly
Transportation Committee meeting include a local return element for the cities in LA
County. Wanda responded that it was included in the scenario of nnnlet needs. Tim
asked if it was going to be considered at TAC. Wanda said, ~yes." Tim was concerned
that it was not an automatic return of gas monies to the municipalities, and that it was not
truly a local return, because if dries weren’t successful in the Call for Projects, they would
end up with zero. Wanda said that was something being taken into consideration.
Katkryn Engel then gave an update on what was discussed at the last TAC meeting
regarding local return and that BOS had been asked to take accdon and make a
recommendation on that item. Tim Galbraith expressed his concern that MTA adequately
address the unmet needs of municipal operators that may not ~u-renfly be on the scenarios
list, and therefore needed a local return component without having to partidpate in a C~all
for Projects. Tim motioned that MTA staff spedfically address a local return proposal and
bring it forth at the next TAC meeting, and that BOS support in concept that MTA staff
investigate and report to TAC a proposal that specifically addresses a local return policy
that does not include a Call for Projects. Bryrm amended "Fan’s motion to make it
stronger by asking if the MTA Board could include local return as part of the program.
The motion was seconded. George Vara asked for clarification. Michelle Caldwell asked
if there would be no regional approval required as to how those funds were spent. Tim
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stated that MTA st_sff needed to develop a scenario as an option. Michelle express~l
further concerns about project readiness and the poss’oility of losing funds on projects that
are not ready at the time of funding. Tim amended the motion to say that MTA staff
develop a plan that addresses the local return dement to be brought forth to TAC and that
BOS support it. The amended motion was seconded. George Vara brought up the issue
of percentages to be discussed further by TAC and the 17 Municipal operators. Michelle
expressed additional concerns that spreading the money out over the entire region with
each municipality reeei~ug only a small amount of funds per year might not serve the best
needs of the transit rider. The motion carried with one opposition and no abstentions.

2c - - Shuttle Pert’oriiiance Standards - Ed Clifford updated the eommlttee on where
they were with their efforts to develop financial performance standards for MTA-fianded
shuttles. Ed stated that in June the standards began to be developed for just the Call for
Projects shuttles, but by Board direction was expanded to c.over all the MTA-funded
shuttles. Based on the Board’s directive, ~ff sought to develop specific measures that
could be applied at the route level to individual services, and to classify the services
according to a 3-tiered system. Staff then established a working group with
representatives from BOS, and LTSS and talked about the development of the new
standards. The working group members had fundamental differences such as the feeling
that stand_~rds were an encroachment over the local operators role in terms of rnanz~ng
the service. IVITA staff felt that there were additional controls that would be helpful in
insuring that funding programs were really effective. Ed further stated that currently, they
are putting together a Board Status Report that he hoped to take to the pl~nni,g and
Programming Committee in January. Ed circulated the Status Report and a summary of
existing shuttle performance standards to BOS and asked for comments by December 5,
1997. The next step would be to take the report to the Board in January and ~ff is
prepared to build around the input f~om the working group, if the Board desires them to
do so. Kathryn Engel asked if the report was going to the Board as a Receive and File for
January and what the next step would be. Ed stated that staff will continue to work with

BOS and LTSS. Tim Galbraith asked what was the definition of a shuttle and where was
it in writing. Ed stated that what staff had been looking at was Tier 3 services that both
SCAG’s Regional Plan and MTA’s Long Range Plan used the term, local service, and
similar to the definition given to paratransit service in the past. Kathryu asked if there was
agreement as to what 3-Tier service was. Ed said there wasn’t, and that has made
developing the standards more difficult.

2d - - Bus System Improvement Plan - Renee Berlin reported that in November, staff
met with LTSS and the BOS working group on the BS~ as well as the Shuttle
Performance Standards. Renee reported that as a result of that meeting, s~/ffis separating
the two issues again and will continue meeting with LTSS and BOS worldng groups on
the BSIP. As a result of the meeting, staffalso separated out MTA issues vs. the regional
issues because certain components of the BSI~ dealt with MTA services only, and were
distributed out to the working group, and are looking for comments on these. She is
trying to establish a meeting of the working group for the week of December 15, 1997,
and staff is due back to the Board in February with the dra~ doo~ment for Board
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adoption. Renee also informed the BOS that she had gotten the Security Oversight
Committee together for the Transit Partnership, and they will be having a meeting
tomorrow of the working group. In addition, Renee informed committee members that
the General Managers had appointed Bill Budlong of Antelope Valley Transit Authority,
Tom Widdle of Torrance, and Steve Walsh from Santa Monica, and Iohn ~qilraer, Rick
Kittinger, Ralph de la Cruz from Operations, and herself from MTA. Dan Caldon will be
the chair of the committee and representatives of the Sheriff and LAPD. The goat of the
committee is to come with a work program and some quantifiable goals, performance
measures, and to see where they can go in the next six months prior to the expiration of
the demonstration period. Kathryn asked Renee if she had sent out the revised strategies
and tactics. Renee reported that she was still working on them and that they would go out
this week. Kathryn reported that the BOS members who were participating in the worldng
group were from Long Beach Transit, Culver City, Santa Monica, Montebello, LADOT,
and Santa Clarita Transit.

3. Action Items, taken in the following order.

3a - - Approval of the November 1997 minutes - Kathryn Engel requested a motion to
adopt the minutes as presented. A motion was made and the minutes were approved with
none opposed or abstained.

4. Hot Topics ̄

4a - - TDA Article 8 Hearing Process and SSTAC Appointment - Patricia Chen
reported that it was time again to provide information and let committee members know
that staff will be going to the Board for approval of the selection process for the hearing
board that will conduct the unmet needs hearing for the TDA Article 8 funds which are
transit funds which are for use outside of the MTA’s service area. She reported that prior
to allocating the funds each year, a MTA must make a determination whether there are
unmet transit needs or not. Patricia reported that one difference this year was that the
State Legislature was considering holding the process every other year to alleviate some
of the statutory requirements and some of the process requirement. However, the
consideration has not moved quickly, but MTA staff is considering having the Board
delegate the appointment process to a designee so that in the future, the CEO or designee
could approve the names that will go forward for the hearing board members and for the
Social Service Transportation Advisory Council members. Patricia concluded that was the
only change for this year. Other than that the process would be the same. Kathryn asked
if the SSTAC is in favor of just the appointing process. Patricia reported that it is a very
stable membership and that by State law, it is supposed to change by 1/3 of the
membership each year, and designates that it has to be groups that represent low-income
residents, residents of particular areas, disabled riders, etc. Kathryn asked if Patrieia
required any action. Patricia stated that in the past they had always done so, and an
afrO, u~tal~e action by the BOS would help them. A motion was then made and seconded
to approve staff’s recommendation. The motion carried with none opposed and none
abstained.
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4b - - Bus Restructuring Study Updates - Larry Tortes passed out a handout and
reported on the San Gabriel Valley Restructuring that the study is actually coordinated
and applied through the San Gabriel Valley Counct~ of Governments, who were. awarded
$330,000 to accomplish it. The consultant is Parsons Brinkerhoff and they are at the end
of the study. The consultant has already collected base-line data, identified unmet h,n.cit
needs, and developed implementation strategies which are outlined in the handouts. Larry
stated that some of the key findings regarding daily riders in the San Gabriel Valley were
that there are about 147,000 passenger hoardings, and major service issues were
overcrowding, long headways, poor on-time performance, gaps in route ,tt-cture, and
different fare ~t~uctures. Phase II of the findings is taking place now, with the consultant
has come to the conclusion that by cha~ng MTA’s service in the San C.vabriel Valley to a
lower cost provider while maintaining existing subsidies will address the unmet transit
needs. Larry reported that there will be a summit in January, at which time the study vvt]l
be concluded.

Patricia Chen reported on the San l:emando Valley study which was adopted in 1994.
The study was modified in February, 1997, and further modifications are talcing place as
they move further into the implementation stage. Patrieia reported that Phase I took place
in 1995, but other recommendations are di~eult to implement because of provisions in
MTA’s labor contracts. Patricia was asked if the team was worldng with those who are
studying the p0ss~ility of creating a transit zone in the Valley and how that would effect
the restructuring study. Patricia sta~ed that the modifications they are making will
interface with the Smart Shuttle operations in the short term, but in the tong term things
will be sorted out differently.

Nalini Ahuja reported on the Mid-Cities and the South Bay gestnacturing studies. She
will send out the reports from the consultants for the next meeting. She reported that she
had preliminary recommendations from the Mid-Cities study. The findings indicated that
there is overcrowding and more demand then there are services in the region, and
increased service is requested. NMinl indicated that they are balancing the request with the
availability of funds. After finalizing the preliminary recommendations, Nalini reported
that they will go back to the public to get final comments. Nalini also reported that they
had just started the South Bay study and are currently going through the public
participation process. They have identified some service gaps and some re~t~t~eturing
opportunities. Nzlini will send the report to committee members in the next agenda
package. ~ asked what the next steps were in the Mid Cities study. Nalini said they
need to meet with operations planning to make sure they are comfortable with the
recommendations that the consultant has made, and comfortable withwhat they can
deliver. After that, N~lini reported that they will go back to the public for comment on the
preliminary recommendations. After comments, they w~l update the recommendations,
finalize them, then go to the board. Nalini estimated that the timeline for completion is
another six months. Tim Galbralth asked what are the Mid Cities. Nalini stated that it
was mostly Los Angeles, with a few bordering cities. Tina stated that the Mid-Cities area
appeared to be covered by the Consent Decree for bus service improvement, and was also
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looked at when the BSIP program was started and if there are already service
improvements planned to implemented in the area, does MTA need to finish the study, or
will service improvements be implemented before recommendations are made. Nallui said
they are looking into Consent Decree recommendations to whatever extent possible, and
trying to coordinate the recommendations that are coming through the consultants to
make sure that they comply with the Consent Decree because it gives them the ability to
use some of the funds for their recommendations. Tim noted that k is historic that
recommendations are implemented before recommendations have been made. Nalini said
they are hoping that the recommendations that come out of the study are sirra’far or exactly
the same or cover more thau the Consent Decree recommendations, and that the Consent
Decree will fund some of the recommendations: Rex Gephart noted that listed on pgs 43-
44 of the budget, under service changes proposed, the category titled "Restructured
Services" showed ideas that came from the ongoing restructuring studies.

Alan Patashnick reported that the staffrepon for the CentraYEast/Northeast/West TIansit
Restructuring Study will go to the Board in January after 20 months of study. A1 also
reported that the study was a joint effort between MTA, City of LA, and the County of
LA and lists four categories of recommendations, and that many of the recommendations
from the study are now part of the Consent Decree, and may be implemented in the next
few months. The City of LA will fund certain projects with their own money, whereas
other projects recommended are waiting for funding for implementation. Kathryn Engel
asked for a copy of the staffreport with the next BOS agenda.

Rex Gephart reported that the Westside Transit Restructuring Study, sponsored by
LADOT and MTA, and including Santa Monica and Culver City Bus Lines, started about
a year ago and first established a technical advisory ~oup and interviewed elected
officials, homeowners, shoppers, individuals, bus operators, for ways to improve transit
service on the west side. Since then the study has analyzed all the bus services in the
study area and has identified the future needs and come up with a set of service
restructuring alternatives for 58 MTA bus lines on the West side and some for the
municipal bus lines as well. If a number of the alternatives are implemented, staff believes
that there will be significant improvements in efficiency and effectiveness of westside bus
services. The study’s objective is to maximize patronage and to minimize operating costs.
Rex reported the next steps in the study are to devetop costs for each of the re~i,ucturing
alternatives. Public workshops will take place in December and January, and
recommendations will go to the Board in February or March. There are three major
interesting issues thus far: proposed use of articulated buses; wander of some MTA
services to other municipal operators; and terminating several unproductive lines and line
segments. Rex said that the res~a-ucturing studies are not doing the exact same things as
the Consent Decree, as Tim Galbraith had said earlier.

No MTA staff was available to discuss the Southeast Restructuring study. Bryrm
Kernaghan reported that the review committee for the study had recommended a
consultant to hire, but then decided against it, and now are going out to bid again~
Therefore k will be a few more months until the study gets started.
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5. Information Items

5d. - - Welfare-To-Work Transportation Paper - Kathryn Engel reported that she had
spoken to Ytrn McLaughlin and he is keeping an ~ye out for how we might have access to
funds to implement some of the Welfare-To-Work progx-am in our area. She reported that
all the funding right now in California is going through the private induzi~y eotmcils and
there isn’t a plan yet as to how the mtmieipal operators will involve themselves. Kathryn
asked committee members to let her know in the future if they wanted any further

discussion on the issue.

6. New Business - Sookung Kim asked if Cindy Terwilliger for an update on Federal

affairs, which Cindy provided.

7. Adjournment - Chair Kathryn Engel adjourned the meeting around 12 noon.
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SIGN-INSIIEET

MII~MllERS

Agency llcpresentalive

Atltelope Valley Transit Tim Galbraith

Arcadia "l"rm~sit Roy GIm|thier

Claremont Dial-A-Ride Dan I lardgrove

Commerce Municipal
Bus Lines George Vara

Culver City Municipal
Bus lanes Susan Lipnmn

Foothill Transit Christine Simmons

Gardena Municipal
Bus lanes Jim Mills

La Mirada Transit Paula Faust

Dale: 12/2/97

’l’elel~hone No. Fax. No.



Members, Continued

!Agency

Long Beach Pl)blic 

Transportation Company

Los Angeles Departnaent
of Transportation

Montebello Bus lanes
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Norwalk ’l’rm~sit System

Redondo Beach Wave

Sat~la Clarila Transit

Santa Ivlonica Murit-d’pal
13us biaes

Torrance Transit System

Representative

13rym~ Kernaghan

James Lefton

Kathryn Engel

Michelle Caidwell/
John Drayton

Sookytmg Kim

Brad l.indahi

David Feinberg

Bob Meyers

Signature
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INFORMATION ITEM A

MTA Board/Committee Meetings for
January 1998/February 1998
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NOTICE OF

MTA BOARD/COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Mon 1/12 USG Board Meeting

JANUARY 1998

TIME

9:00 a~m. ~

Wed 1/14 Specinl Board Meeting
1:30 p.m.

Wed 1/21 Operations Committee

Cons’n-action Committee

11:00 a.m.

1:00 p.m.

Thur 1/22 Finance & Budget Committee
Executive ~Ianagement Committee

planning & Progmmmin.g Committee

9:30 a.m.
II:00 a.m.

1:00 p.m.

Thur 1129 Regular Board Meeting
9:30 a.m.



INFORMATION ITEM B

Mid-City/South Bay Restructuring Study

Alternatives Evaluation Criteria and
Implementation Strategies



SOUTH BAY & GATEWAY

BUS TRA~NSIT RESTRUCTURING STUDY

TASK 6

AI,TEI~NATI-~-ES EVALUATION CRITEI~ r,t

Prepared By

Weslin Consulting Services

Manuel Padr~n & Associates

Lang, Murakawa, & Wong

November 1997
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ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES

To identify the preferred service mode for a given application, it is necessary to define

the characteristics desired. This determination depends upon the goals and objectives to be

satisfied, the operational characteristics to be promoted, the environmental impacts to be

avoided or mitigated, the opportunity costs of specific choices, the anticipated costs of

alternative services and the anticipated ridership and productivity of potential services.

In addition to the specific c,"iteria developed to evaluate alternatives, there are also other

considerations which may apply to some, but not all, of the elements within alternatives.

Adopted MTA service standards and policies, which are used to evaluate existing services,

function as a guideline for these add’.~onal considerations. In some cases the adopted policies

and standards have been slightly modified by the consultants for the purpose of enhancing their

ease of application to proposed services in the South Bay.

Finally, a number of issues have been identified which are specific to the South Bay

study area which fail outside of existing adopted ~’,andards and poiicies. In most cases, these

considerations are not applicable to individual route operations but rather address themselves to

a more regicnat perspective concerning the operating environment of South ~ay service

providers.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION CRI’I’ERIA

The following sections briefly desc,,dbe six pnmary cdteria categories EdentiSed For the

evaluation of alternatives and a brief desc,-ipdon cf the consi(:eradens that may al~ec’c, the

alternative radngs. In the design s~age of specific service options, precise.numeric measures

can conceivably be applied to many of ~ese c~nsiderations. For others, the assigning of values

to specific service elements will necessarily be more qualitative than quantitative. For the

purposes of this project, it is proposed to perform a ranking system, rather than a rating system.

ranking each aiternative against the others with respec% to each fac:,or on a scale from 1 (lowest)

to 5 (highest.)

PageNoven~oer 7. "1997



Task 6
Alternatives Evaluation Criteria

South Bay and Gateway Bus
Transit Restructuring Study

Each of the six main criteda groups have been weighted to better reflect the relative

importance of each. These weights are assigned on a preliminary basis by the consultants for

review and revision by the TAG. Similarly, each sul:-criteda within each criteria group has also

been weighted by the consultants for review and revision by the TAG. The proposed criteda

groups and relative weights are described in Figure 1.

Criteria
MoDility Entrancement
Cost ct~aractensucs
Riderst~=p
Service Integrat3on
5er~tce Charactens/Jc~
Environmental

TOTALS

Figure 1: Criteria Groups and Weights

Criteria
Weight

30%
25%
2O%
10%
10%
5%

100%

Mobility Enhancement Characteristics

Alternatives will be ranked according to the perceived extent that they enhance personal

mebiiity to residents of, and visitors to, the South Bay region. Included in this evaluation are

quaiitative estimates of:

¯ the extent to ,which new t~der groups are served,
¯ increases in the destinations being served by the public transoortation system,
¯ improvements in the accessibiiit7 of the existing service nebwcdK and

the system’s ability to adapt to changes in mobility needs.

It is proposed that Mobility Enhancement be assigned a relative weight of 30% of the

c,dteria weight for the purposes of evaluating alternatives.

Cost Characteristics

A number of considerations related, to the cost of providing services will be examined in

evaluating proposed service, improvement alternatives. These incJude:

¯ the estimated total cost of providing alternative services (a
approximation of service ccsts),

¯ the anticipated costperpassengerofeach alternative,
¯ the cost per unit of se~Jice (per hour or per mile) for eac,h alternative.

rough
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Task 6
Alternatives Evaluation Criteria

South Bay and Gateway Bus
Transit Restructuring Study

¯ the capita/facilib/requirements of each altemative
¯ vehicle requirements of each alternative, and
¯ infrastructure requirements (e.g., dispatch, street supervision, etc.).

It is understood that there are limited resources available to fund expansions of service

and many proposed service elements are likely to be characterized by reallocations of service

rather than service expansion. The application of the cost criteda to the alternatives will favor

those elements which do not represent net additions of service, all other things being equal.

Environmental Characteristics

The environmental effects of implementation of each alternative, relative to each other,

will also be assessed. Among the issues to be considered are:

¯ disruptions to local neighborhoods (in terms of noise, roadway safeb/, vibration to
stru~ures, perceptions of neighborhood safety),

¯ air pollution effects
¯ noise pclludon effects.
¯ offers on traffic congestion, if any

Service Productivity Characteristics

Alternatives will be rated according to perceived ddership pr~duc~vity charaotedstics

including:

¯ to~ai anticipated ridership,
¯ ffdership per unit of service,
¯ promotion of fidership on other public transportation lines and services, and
¯ the expansion of transit submarke[s (commuters, youths, [ifestyie driers, shoppers,

the etdedy, the disabled, special events, etc.)

The three pdmary issues reiated to service ddership and productivity are: ddership and

productivity of new or modified services, the inc’ease in total system ddership resulting from

impiementation of proposed services and the effects uoon ddership and prcdu~ivity of other

interrelated services.

Service Integration Characteristics

Alternatives will be rated according to how well they are perceived to be compatible with

existing and oianned South E]ay transit services. Included in this rating is an assessment of:

¯ ease of understanding of services for existing end potential system rfders,
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¯ promotion of, and compatibility with, South Bay long-range planning goals,
¯ compatibility with other existing South Bay public transportation services, and
¯ support of other planned public transportation improvements in the South Bay.

One of the major goals of this study is to improve the integration of services and

information in the South Bay study area. The Service Integration criteria is one means of

measuring how well that goal is being achieved.

Service Characteristics

An evaluation will be made of the operational ~haracteristics of proposed service

elements including an assessment of:.

¯ competitive travel times vis-a-vis the private automobile,
¯ the extent to whic,~ implementation is likely to increase transit’s market share
¯ the e~ent to which riders" and potential riders’ transportation c,~oices are to be

enhanced,
¯ the reliability and predictability ef proposad servicas and
¯ the responsiveness of service elements to c,~anc.es in user needs

It is diff~cuit to predict, the changes in operating needs over the coming decade.

However, past experience tells us that the operating environment in the South Ray will continue

to evolve over time and the transportation system in place needs to possess the ability to evolve

along with the needs of users. ~’~e Service Characted~c c,"iteda (10% of the total cdteda

weight) are included to assess the ability of new and modified services ..’.o meet the challenge of

changing markets and operating environments.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

The table shown in Figure 2 summarizes the evaluation scheme for major service

alternatives. It is proposed to condu~ the evaiuation of alternatives by utilizing a ranking rather

than a rating system. This choice is made for two reasons.

First, the esamatlon of service performance is far from an exact science. To assign

specific rating scores based upon an estimate of future performan~ is to att~ib.ute a greater

degree of pre~sion and’ accuracy to suc~ estimates than may be Cemonstrated in fact,. Second,

since the intent of ~e evaluation process is to determine a preferred alternative. & ranking
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scheme will accomplish that end without the implied precision of forecasting which a rating

system requires.

To some extent, the analysis of alternatives always contains an element of arbitrariness.

Formulating precise estimates of future performance is an inexact process. By defining specific

criteria and carefully assigning weights to those criteria; and by using a ranking approach to

applying those criteria, it is possible to introduce an element of precision to the decision-making

process that would otherwise be absent.

NovemDer 7, 1997

Criteria
MoDd|ty Ennancement

New markets served
New destinations served
Impmvec~ system accessibility
Adautability

’Cost. cnarac:ens~cs
Total operating cost
Ope~tmg cost per passenger
Ope.~ting cost per service unit
VehicJe requirements
Capital fac=lity requirements
[nfrast/"dc:ure requirements

Riaersnip
RidershiD per service unzt
Suupcrt.s existing services
Total ncership
New ,doers generated

~Service tntegrauon
Ease of unaers’~nding
Compatabte with exi~ng ~wi~
Su;po~s ptann~ im~mvemenm
Su~pe~ long~nge 01ans

~e~ce Cha~enst~
increase manet sham
Comced~ve ~vel ~mes
ReliaDle and p~i~aDie
Commu[e oodons enhan~
Responsive to change

Envlronmem:al
Community comparability
Conges~on mitigation
Noise
Air ,~ualib/

Criteria ,~ut~-C;nten~
Weight Weight

30%
35%
30%
2O%
15%

25%

20%

1o%

10%

5%

!TOTALS 100%

35%
20%
15%
!5%
10%
5%

30%
30%
2.5%
15%

3O%
3O%
25%
15%

30%
25%
"10%
!5%
!0%

50%
30%
15%
.5%

Fiqure 2: Criteria and Sub-Crfteri~ Weiqht#
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SERVICE POLICIES AND STANDARDS

MTA has adopted a wide range of service policies and standards which apply to their

fixed route operations. For the most part, MTA’s "Consolidate Transit System Policies" are both

reasonable and applicable to South Bay operations. In a few cases, however, the adopted

standards were in need of some modification or were stated in a form which made them difficult

to apply as goats for new or modified services. Those standards fell into three separate

categories: Local Service Accessibility, Peak Loading and Schedule Reliability guidelines.

LOCAL SERVICE ACCESSIBILITY

The local service accessibility standards were modified for the purposes of setting goals

for the South Bay study. The MTA standards are generally adequate, but accessibility

standards for peak, night and Owl operating periods were needed to supplement the standards

for midday and weekend periods.

~xed route services should not be spaced more than 1 mile apart as the intervening

walk distances would deter all but the most transit-dependent from ever using such services.

Fixed route services shoutd not operate at frequencies of less than one trip per hour in each

~irec~lon. Tnese two guidelines are the basis for the changes to existing accessibility standards

(marked with an asterisk) in the table shown in Figure 3.

~opuladon
Oensity per
s~uare mile

>!2.000
8.000-12.000
4.000-8.000
2.300--,t.000

Minimumt Minimum
Peak

Headway Headway

15
20

Minimum
Night

Headway

30
30
60"

15
20
3O

30
30
60
60

iMinimumt Minimum
Owl Wee.kend

Headway Headway

30

DB
DB
DB

Population
Coverage

20 9~
30 90%
~0 90%
50 90%
~0" 90%

Maximum
Roum

S~ac~ng

112 mile
112 mile

i 314 mille
I1 mile"

¯ i 1 mile"

OB-demand based
¯ - alternate service mode if s~andard seems.too demanding

Figure 3: Local Service Accessibility Standard Modifications
.(New or .’nodificd ~mdards shown En boid~’ac=)
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