SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT

Minutes of Special Meeting of
the Board of Directors of the District

RECE:iVi::b
FEB2 V:

1978

SURfACE PLNij,

f.~e

February 4 , 1978

.f /91e
Upon notice duly given , the Board of Directors of

the

c:~

Southern California Rapid Transit District met at a special

meeting in the District Board Room , 425 South Main Street
Los Angeles, California, at 10:05 a. m. on Saturday, February 4

1978 , at which time President Marvin L. Holen called the

meeting to order.
Direc tors

Present:

Byron E. Cook

Thomas G. Neusom (entered

at 10:50 a.
Marvin L. Holen
Gerald B. Leonard

Jay B. Price
Ruth E. Richter

Donald Gibbs (entered

Mike Lewis (entered at
10: 50 a.

Direc tor

at 10: 20 a.

Charles H. Storing

George Takei

Absent:

George W. Brewster
Staff Present:

Jack R. Gilstrap, General Manager
George L. McDonald , Manager of Planning & M~Tketing
Joe B. Scatchard , Controller- Treasurer- Auditor
Samuel Black , Acting Manager of Operations
Suzanne Gifford , Assistant General Counsel
Robert Williams , Manager of Customer Relations
Paul Cft Taylor , Director of Surface Planning
Joel Woodhull , Senior Transportation Analyst
James G. Oliver , Deputy AdministratorOperations Systems

Resolution
No. Assigned

Ralph de la Cruz , Principal Analyst
Richard K. Kissick , Secretary

Arthur Andersen & Co. Consultants Present:

Robert Bruning

James Schmidt
Pat Murphy

Robert Scott
Also present were members of the public and the

news media.
President Holen remarked on a radio transcript
of an interview with Transportation Secretary

Brock Adams regarding his hesitation to fund a

Wilshire rapid transit line in Los Angeles, copies
of which transcript were distributed to Directors.

Mr. Holen stated that he had sent the Secretary a
telegram asking for a meeting on the

With res pect to

subject.

today s meeting, Mr. Holen

stated that the District has two goals:

(l)

provide transportation service to the public and

especially the transit dependent element, and

(2)

provide suburban middle class families with an
alternative to maintaining two automobiles by

provision of adequate public

transit. There is

a need to at least provide these people with a
freedom of choice.

Resolution
No. Assigned

He further stated that it is becoming increasingly
difficult for the Distric't to meet these goals and

the purpose of today s meeting was to review service

reductions and the possible elimination of some

line s.

Mr. Gilstrap reviewed the format of the meeting

as outlined on the

agenda.

He also stated that

labor contract provisions have certain requirements

when considering service adjustments or line

eliminations.

He then turned the meeting over to

Mr. McDonald for presentations by the Planning

Department.
Mr. McDonald reviewed the present planning
policies and procedures , as well as the background

on service policy when , prior to 1970 , the District

was self-supporting; early in the 1970' s tax support
commenced, SCAG was formed , and certain service

criteria were adopted which are still in effect

and included in the material which had been distributed
to the Directors.

approach ,

He also reviewed the sector

but since 1976 we are in a different cycle

where it is necessary to emphasize efficiency and

produc ti vi ty.

Resolution
No. Assigned

(Director Neusom entered the meeting
at lO:20 a.

Mr. McDonald then briefly reviewed the agencies
with which the District became involved , especially
Los Angeles County, the problems of working with

some cities having their own bus

systems.

also reviewed the working with UMTA and the new
Los Angeles County Transportation Commission.

He urged continuance of the sector programs and
stated it was necessary to emphasize the 4-element
RTDP program which was underway.

He then reported that the staff is working
on better planning to estimate the results of fare

increases , and
plan. He felt

briefly touched on the five- year

the planning staff had done a good

job in the service studies and instituting the
sector programs , and felt that some sector changes

had been made too

soon.

He then turned the meeting over to Paul TayIor
for his presentationo

Mr. Taylor reviewed the bus planning process.
By means of slides , he specifically reviewed:

Resolution
No. Assigned
Service request processing;

Service reduction processing; and
Service fine tuning.

(Directors Gibbs and Lewis entered the
meeting at 10:50 a.

A copy of Mr. Taylor

s presentation is

attached to these Minutes as EXHIBIT
On inquiry of Director Gibbs , Mr. Taylor reviewed

the methods of estimating passenger and revenue

pro j ec tions.

Mr. Gibbs felt that many of the

South Bay lines were running empty and did not

warrant their retention , although he admitted he
had urged their institution at the time of the
South Bay sector program.

Mr. McDonald felt that ridership projections
should be an important part of any consideration

but that the District had been required to implement
two sector programs , the South Central and the

San Fernando Valley, on the urging of~ the

County

and ridership projections had not been required
prior to implementation.
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Mr. Gibbs felt that ridership projections
should be an important segment of the service

guidelines ,

1';: ll
dJ"

IL

and low ridership lines should be an

I ~.

important segment of the service guidelines, and

I , .

low ridership lines should not be operated just

,y.L:

because people in those areas pay taxes; and also
j)/V

that if ridership projections when considering
new service indicate the service is not warranted,
the service should not be instituted.

Director Storing inquired who and what
determines the staff going through a service change

request and certainly all requests do hot go through
all the steps outlined on the service fine tuning

chart.

Mr. Taylor indicated that was true , but

each request is judged on its own merits.

Director Cook inquired if the policy is to
eliminate lines that operate under 20 passengers
per hour , and Mr. Gilstrap stated that the criteria

adopted by the Board indicated an evaluation procedure

which is instituted when a line is operating under

20 pas sengers per

hour and explained the policy.

He further stated that the Board has been kept

Resolution
No. Assigned

aware of those lines which are under 20 bus

passengers per hour from time to time , with

many adjustments made by the Board and the staff
at various times , and also that some of the lines

are being subsidized from outside

sources.

On inquiry of Director Lewis , Mr. Taylor

felt that the Planning Department staff probably
spent about 30% of its time in service reduction
planning and 20% on the RTDP.

Mr. Lewis felt there

was a need to now emphasize the process of fine
tuning in order to effect savings , and Mr. Gilstrap
stated that the staff is working on changes to

become effective in June which could save up to
$8 million annually.

Mr. Taylor reported that

this was one reason why the staff had recommended
to the Board no new services be instituted during

the balance of the fiscal year unless approved by
the Board.

President Holen inquired what W8~ the rationale
for the 20 passengers per bus hour adopted , and

Mr. McDonald replied that it was not a " magical"
figure--that 15 per bus hour was originally

Resolution
No

Assigned
discussed by the Board with the 20 being adopted.

Mr. Joel Woodhull then reviewed the evaluation

procedure ,

service policy and the data process.

During the past year , service of some kind has
been changed on l50 lines , with lOO less buses
operating and with little reduction in ridership,

at a cost saving of approximately twenty million

dollars.

He briefly reported on some of the problems

in working under some of the adopted policies
including service levels , and some items which

come up from time to time not covered in the

policy. He reviewed Appendix " D" " A Revised Service
Evaluation Policy, " suggesting a two-tiered deployment
of bus facilities-- basic and rider-earned--which had

been included in the report distributed to the

Directors and explained the changes proposed which
had been included in the report distributed to the

Directors and explained the changes proposed which
are not included in the present policy.

He then reviewed five data items required

by the state:
Operating cost per vehicle per service hour
Operating cost per boarding trip

Resolution
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Revenue vehicle service hours
per employee

Unlinked trips per revenue bus
service hour

Unlinked trips per revenue service mile

Mr. Gilstrap explained the difference in
trips per revenue service mile of , for instance

a bus between El Monte and downtown Los Angeles

operating with 50 passengers with no stops in a
20-minute period , as opposed to a Wilshire bus

which could have a turnover of 100 passengers
in a 20-minute period.

Mr. Woodhull felt that a $l million investment
in data could possibly save in excess of $10 million
in a year s time , and Mr. Holen felt that in making

up next year s budget areas where economies can be

accomplished will become

important.

Mr. Woodhull reported that new federal Title VI

regulations will require additional data with
respect to civil rights , and explained how schedule

checkers '

information is used and data used for

assembly of line profiles , etc.

, :.\
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. .
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"Ass:::i:gtled

A copy of Mr. Woodhull'

s presentation is

attached to these Minutes as EXHIBIT
Mr. Holen asked how all of the backup data
was used by the Planning Department and Mr. McDonald
stated it was utilized in a reasonable manner;

however , line checks are sometimes too old because
of the reduction in checking

personnel, and also

cutbacks in the planning organization , and due to
the lack of personnel we have been unable to finalize
some line profiles.

Mr. . Scatchard explained some of the problems
involved in getting the data key punched and felt
each line should be measured each year.

Mr. Lewis inquired if the information on the
line profiles was based on a one- day

answer was yes.

check and the

He felt such data might be unreliable.

Mr. Woodhull felt there was some progress being
made in improving the methods of checking lines

which give better results by checking various
portions of lines on various days.

that spot checks would also not be

-10-

Mr. Lewis felt

satisfactary.

Resolution
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Mr. Gilstrap stated that we have

checkers

for 210 lines which ' makes it difficult to not only

keep checks up to

date but also to get the

fare information, and that
counters being

implemented

65 experimental

correct
pas senger

should help this

informa tion.

Mr. Cook inquired why operators can t keep

passenger counts , and Mr. Oliver reported on certain
special checks they do keep passenger counts, but

we cannot require them to do this on a permanent

basis.

Mr. Leonard inquired about using cameras

which are being used on some properties , and

Mr. Black responded they entail quite a bit of
labor cost in the development and examining of

the prints.
Mr. Gilstrap felt that one of the points to
be again discussed at the next labor negotiations

was to contract out key punching work in order to

accomplish savings.
The meeting was recessed for lunch at

12: 15

m., and reconvened at 1:20 p. m. with all Directors

11-
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present except Director Brewster, who was absent
from the meeting.

Mr. Gilstrap reported on the Arthur Andersen

management audit study, that the Board had received
their first progress report a few weeks ago and
today the consultants would further report on the

matter and would also possibly comment on the staff
presentation this

morning.

Mr. Robert Bruning, Arthur Andersen Project

Director ,

reported on the subject " Major

in Improving Policies and Procedures.

Issues

He stated

they would be reporting on major issues for the
Board to consider prior to additional consideration
in Marcho

He stated that deployment is a critical issue
since it relates to the budget process, and felt

the Board must make its own decision on service cuts
in June , since the Arthur Andersen recommendations

would take time to

implement.

He reviewed by

means of slides the planning framework of the
service implementation process , missions , goals,

l2-
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policies, fares , bus schedules , standards guidelines,
et cetera.

He reviewed the goals and objectives

which were the responsibility of the Board and
the items which were staff-related in accordance

with those policies.

He indicated that the County

Transportation Commission and the state are becoming
interested in performance indicators.

Mr. Gilstrap felt there was more attention
being given to evaluation than to the goals and
objectives against which the agency should be

judged.
Mr. Leonard felt that if the Board is going
to be educated in these methods it was important

that the other agencies requesting services from
the SCRTD also needed to be educated.

Mr. Holen asked Mr. Bruning if he was going
to report on the five points which the state has

requested and how does the state legislature and

executive branch know the RTD is attaining the highest
,performance indicators.

Mr. Bruning felt the RTD

would be performing acceptably which could be

13-
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indicated to the state , but cautioned the Board

that when they do establish new policies or
procedures to give them enough time for results.

Mr. Gilstrap questioned whether an objective was
to get more passengers, since this could not be

attained at the level of cost if the increase
had not been attained.

Mr. Bruning then reviewed major policy

issues:
Dealing with funding uncertainty; and
Operating revenue
perat ng expenses - Target Level

He stated that funding uncertainties with
respect to Los Angeles County, UMTA , et cetera,

makes planning difficult , and that long term
commitment funding would definitely aid in future
planning processes , but at this time that is not

possible.

The consultants are suggesting that

perhaps basic service could be provided with predictable
funds and augmented service with uncertain

funds.

On inquiry of Mr. Gilstrap, he stated that they have

not tested as to where each type of service would

be.

There was a discussion of what service would

be basic and those which would be of the augmented

14-

type.
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Mr. Bruning then reviewed operating revenue/
cost ratio and what the ratio is in various cities

with a wide variance range and the problems in
deal ing wi th

it.

Mr. Holen asked if there was

also other data such as income per

family, et

',1

cetera ,
IF"

and Mr. Bruning replied that these types

of matters generally are not discussed.

Mr. Gilstrap felt that operating ratio is one
statistic in which the public is interested and

can understand , and the District s 41 to 42% is
well above many other properties , particularly

those in the Western United

States. Mr. Sca tchard

felt that it would be helpful if the other planning

agencies could become more involved in matters

like this.
Arthur Andersen consultant James Schmidt then
reviewed area coverage versus ridership criteria
for service deployment.

He showed a chart of

eight lines , four of which riders per ,bus hour

cover 60 to 70% of their cost and the other four
that cover only l2 to 20% of their

cost.

He then

reviewed a slide entitled " Area Coverage vs. Ridership

15-
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and stated that policy consideration of this is

important in order to give the staff

guidelines.

He felt the District was ahead of other transit

properties in studying this problem , but that
obtaining guidelines from federal, state and
local agencies was difficult.

In discussing rider-earned service only as

opposed to area coverage service only, or a mixture
of both , Mr. Holen felt the Board should be presented
several alternatives to consider.

Mr. Bruning stated

that alternatives would be developed and presented
to the Board , and felt that another session similar
to today s early in March would be helpful.

Mr. Gibbs suggested that since our labor costs

are so high , he would like to see a plan developed

before the next labor contract is ,negotiated of
better ways in which the District funds could be

spent.

Mr. Bruning stated they would have some

recommendations ,

but would not have recommendations

regarding labor contracts ,

specialists.

since they are not labor

Mr. Gibbs felt we should still have

a goal in the negotiation of the labor

l6-

contracts.
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Mr. Gilstrap stated that the staff would
have some recommendations to the Personnel

Committee soon that would propose some labor
savings but would need the support of the

communi ty .
Mr. Schmidt then presented a final slide

entitled " Service
Calendar "

Planning and Implementation

and reviewed a plan in effect in

Seattle where service planning changes are

commenced one year ahead of

implementation.

Mr. Holen felt we have a calendar problem
over which we have no control due to dealings
with SCAG , the County, et cetera.

Mr. McDonald felt the District is much
larger than Seattle and also mentioned that

we could be criticized if we only make changes
yearly and not judiciously when they are necessary.

He spoke in favor of the proposal

gr:ilerally,

however , citing operational and marketing

advantages.

l7-
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No, Assigneg
A copy of the Arthur Andersen & Co. presentation

is attached to these Minutes as EXHIBIT
Mr. Gilstrap felt the District' s only

certain revenue was through the fare box and
-r

.I ,

it was difficult to prepare budgets a year ahead
when tax subsidies were uncertain.

This was

followed by a discussion of problems in anticipating

subsidies and preparing budgets not knowing how

much income would be available which would determine
the amount of service to be furnished

by. the District.

Mr. Neusom felt it was a matter of acquainting
the community and the decision makers of the
results if the District does not receive adequat:

funding and there must be a way of getting this
point over.

Mr. Price felt it was the responsibility

of the Board members , not the staff , to face the

community, and Mr. Storing felt the District has

never had a contingency fund and this should be

corrected.

Mr. Neusom felt legally we could have

a contingency fund but other agencies objected

and wanted all the dollars to be used to furnish

service.

He felt we might be able to have the

Distric t Law changed to require a contingency

l8-
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but until then we probably couldn t include one
in the budget.

Mr. Storing felt the County and

other agencies have them and the District should
be permitted to have one also.

Mr. Scatchard

pointed out that UMTA and the SB- 325

requirements

made it mandatory that the District use all funds

budgeted.
Mr. Gilstrap then inquired of Mr. Bruning
if the Andersen report will explain that options

presented have been tested so that the Board can
observe the impact , and Mr. Bruning indicated there

is insufficient data to furnish this with each

alternative but would have some sampling data and
some broad measures districtwide; that anything

else would require additional work by the

consultants.

Mr. Gilstrap felt the District has sufficient

data for the consultants to test the options, and
Mr. Bruning stated they would not have as much
data as they would like , but would give the Board
everything possible for consideration.

It was determined that a preliminary draft

of the Andersen report would be presented in about

l9-
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four weeks.

tion ,

Mr. Cook indicated that the Administra-

Efficiency & Economy Committee planned to

have about two meetings before the draft report
is submitted , and Mr. Holen felt there was much

more to the Andersen report than the deployment
of resources.

Director Gibbs moved that the Board request
the consultants to include in their report consideration of ridership projections , labor matters and

testing of options, which motion was seao nded.

Directors Cook and Neusom felt that these
points are already in effect in staff recommenda-

tions ,

but Mr. Gibbs felt the matters such as

Seattle being able to employ temporary help, and

other items mentioned

since they take time.

to day, should

be investigated

It was mentioned , as

previously reported , that the General Manager was

working on recommendations regarding these matters
for presentation to the Personnel Committee.

The question was called for on Director

Gibbs '

motion , carried as noted below, and the

following resolution adopted:

-20-

Resolution
No. As
R-
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signed
RESOLVED , that in connection with
the management audit being conducted for
the District by the firm of Arthur Andersen
& Co., the consultants are requested to
include in their report consideration of
ridership projections , labor matters and
testing of options available to the Board
of Directors.

Cook , Gibbs , Holen , Leonard,

Aye s :

Lewis , Neusom , Price , Richter
Storing, Takei

Noes:

Abstain:
Absent:

None
None

Brewster

Director Gibbs then moved as

follows:

to accept in principle a service
policy that specifies service level
according to a two-tier concept.
The concept includes an equitable
distribution of trans~ortation dollars
to each area plus add1 tional service

as warranted by ridership;

the Board would decide at a later
date how these two factors would be
weighted , and would decide at a
later date where the boundaries of
the areas are; and
given service types and levels
specified by the two-tier concept
the issue or productivity will be
addressed using a number of performance
indicators such as riders/bus hour
rider miles/bus hour , cost per rider
and cost per rider mile , subsidy per
rider and subsidy per rider mile
average bus occupancy;

which motion was seconded.

21-
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Mr. Neusom felt the motion was premature
since the Andersen report is not yet finalized
and received by the Board , and also felt this

motion should be taken into consideration after
the final report.

Mr. Gibbs felt his motion

was only to accept in principle , and Mr. Holen
felt we have two goals as previously mentioned

and also felt action should not be taken until

the Andersen report is

received.

After an indecisive voice vote , with three

abstentions ,

Director Gibbs withdrew his motion

which withdrawal was approved by Director Lewis

who has seconded the

motion.

President Holen thanked the staff and every-

one present for their time and efforts in attending
a lengthy Saturday meeting, and Mr. Gilstrap also

thanked the Board for its taking the time to attend

and felt the matters under consideration were

important.
The meeting was adjourned at 3: 45 p.

~;:et:
22-
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EXffiBI T

Presentation by Paul C. Taylor
Director of Surface Planning

At Special Board Meeting February 4 ,

1978

BUS PLANNING PROCESSES
INTRODUCTION:

The Bus Planning Section

s functions and responsibilities range

from

facilities for entire sub-regions

down-

planning public transportation

ward to simple route modifications and/or service changes

route of line.

Primarily, however,

the department is responsible for

functions within three broad fields, categorized as:

(b) Service Economies ,
Although responsible for

and (c) Fine

on a single

(a) Service Requests,

Tuning (jointly with Schedules Section).

these broadly defined categories, in order to

implement new services make service economies or fine t~ne

system for added efficiencies or cost savings ,

Bus Planning

the

must work

closely with all other departments within the Agency.
In order to present a clear picture of the Bus Planning Section

s role in

the overall structure of the District, its various primary functions are
described here, together with the processes involved in reaching a

stated objective.
SE RYlCE REQUEST PROCESSING:

This category may be defined to incllldf~ (1) toL.llly new service in an area

where there is a void in the

service pattern , (2)

modifications to existing

...

services that will not appreciably change either vehicle hours or vehicle
miles, and

(3) route extensions to existing lines which may alter vehicle

hours or vehicle miles and/or provide servic... into or through an area
now devoid of such service. The process used in developing any of these
is basically as follows:

Request may originate with an individual ,
group, elected official ,

a

community

or internal to the District.

Based on the decision to move ahead with the

request, a

preliminary route plan and cost estimates are prepared.
Following presentation to the communities involved, a
final route plan , based on

community input and cost

estimates, is prepared.
A final route plan and cost factors are

inter- departmental

submitted to the

New Services Review Board for

staff

approval and authorization to forward to the Board of

Directors for consideration.
Details of a final proposal, including

route and cost analysis,

are presented to the Board of Directors for approval
autho rization to

and

implement.

Following Board of Directors ' approval ,

available

data is analyzed or new data for updating gathered.

passenger

SERV I CE

REQUEST

PROCESS I NG

REQUEST FOR SERVICE
ROUGH ROUTE PLAN
ESTIMATE
COST

REVISED ROUTE PLAN &
COST ESTIMATE AFTER
COr~UNITY WISHES EXPRESSED
REPORT TO
NEW SERVICES REVIEW BOARD
REPORT TO
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

PASSENGER LOAD DATA
& POINT CHECK DATA
(IF REQUEST APPROVED BY BOARD)
BASIC OPERATING SCHEDULE
WORK RUN ASS IGNMENTS

& SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION

REQUEST IS IMPLEMENTED

?LANNING DEPT.

1-25-78

Subsequent to further analysis and/or new data, proposal is
forwarded to Schedules Section for preparation of basic
operating schedules.

Schedules Section prepares basic operating schedules ,

work

run assignments and support documentation.

Proposal implemented on agreed upon date.
Depending upon the magnitude of the proposal , the elapsed time from the
receipt of a reque st

to actual implementation may range

from five

weeks to five and one - half months.
Within this time period may be the development and implementation of a

Marketing and Public Information program ,
timetables, and holding

the

preparation of public

of community meetings, and completion of

the functions of the Stops and Zones Department ,

including the obtaining

of any necessary permits for and installation of bus stops.

Furthe r,

may be necessary to discuss with and obtain the concurrence of the Union
relative to new work run assignments.
II. SERVICE REDUCTION (ECONOMY) PROCESSING:
This category includes: (1) service reduction i. e.,

headways the entire spread

of service,

service, (3) service eliminalionB ,

expansi:m of

(2) reduction in the hours of

or (4)

('nLirl' route eliminations, all

of which may apprpciably reduce vehicle hours or vehicle miles,
both. The process used in service reductions is

or

basically as follows:

The need to reduce costs and to what extent is identified.
Candidate lines for service reductions are identified after
reviewing line histories and service ranking.

Preliminary Service Reduction

Program with target dates for

implementation is developed.

Following presentation to and discussion with communities

affected, program is presented to New

Services Review Board

for approval and authorization to forward to Board of Directors.
Details of final proposal, including

routes and cost analyses,

presented to Board of Directors for approval and

authorization

to implement.
Following Board of Directors approval , available
data is

analyzed or new data for updating

Subsequent to further

passenger

gathered.

analysis and/or new data, proposal is

forwarded to Schedules Section for preparation of basic
operating schedules.

Schedules Section prepares basic operating

schedules, work

run assignments and support documentation.

Service Reduction Program is implemented

date.

on agreed upon

SERVICE REDUCTION (ECONOMY) PROCESSING
NEED TO REDUCE SERVICE
CANDIDATES FOR SERVICE
REDUCTION BASED ON LINE
RANKING & LINE HISTORY

TENTATIVE SERVICE REDUCTION
PROGRAM wi TARGET DATES
FOR Ir~LEMENTATION

REPORT TO NEW SERVICES REVIEW
BOARD AFTER COMMUNITY &
OTHER WISHES EXPRESSED
REPORT TO BOARD OF DIRECTORS

APPROVED SERVICE ECONOMY PROGRAM
PASSENGER LOAD DATA
& POINT CHECK DATA
BASIC OPERATING SCHEDULES
WORK RUN ASS IGNMENTS AND

SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION

SERVICE REDUCTION IS IHPLE~lliNTED
COMPARISON OF PROJECTED VS.
ACTUAL ECONOMIES

PLANNING DEPT.

1-25-78
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5 -

10.

Following actual implementation, report prepared comparing
projected versus actual economies. If goal reached ,

action. If goal not reached ,

return to beginning

no further

and re - proces s

through identified steps.
Depending upon the magnitude of the particular Service Reduction Program

its time frame, from the identified need for service economies to imple-

mentation, may range from four to eleven months.
Within this time period may be the development and implementation of a
Marketing and Public Information program, the preparation of public

timetables ,

the holding of

community meetings, and completion of the

functions of the Stops and Zones Department ,

including the obtaining

of any necessary permits for and installation of bus stops. Further , it
may be necessary to discuss with and obtain the concurrence of the Union

relative to new work run assignments.
III. SERVICE FINE TUNING:
This category includes:

(1) service adjustments to equalize passenger

loading, (2) running time adjustments in order to provide a more reasonable trip without undue delays or excessive speeds , or (3)

adjustments to ensure transfer coordination betwp(~n lines.

used in all fine tuning

is basically as followo:

schedule

The process

....

Request for service changes or complaint regarding
of service may originate from private sector,

quality

from a District

employee or followup as a result of recent passenger check.
Available data is analyzed or new data gathe red as

Schedules Section prepares "Schedule

required.

Headway Sheet"

delineating pas sengers and required trips. Following internal
review and approval, changes

made in basic operating schedule.

Following preparation of new basic operating schedule, work

run as signments and support documentation prepared.
Service change is implemented on earliest possible date.

If appropriate, correspondence forwarded to initiator
of request/ complaint.

Process of service monitoring to test impact of fine tuning
(change s) applied.

The fine tuning process is an

Schedules Sections.

CJHolzer/mlc
1/26/78

ongoing program within the Bus Planning and

SERVICE FINE TUNING

COMPLAINT OR REQUEST
FOR SERVICE CHANGE
SCHEDULE CHECK DATA &
RECAP OF PASSENGER PATRONAGE
COMPUTERI ZED SCHEDULE

CHECK ANALYSIS
(AS REQUIRED)

SCHEDULE HEADWAY SHEET

I BAS IC

OPERATING SCHEDULE I

WORK RUN ASSIGNMENTS &
SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION
SERVICE CHANGE
IS IMPLEMENTED
RESPONSE (LETTER)
SENT TO INITIATOR

IMPACTS OF
FINE TUNING
INTINUALLY MONITORED

)LANNING DEPT.

1-25-78

OF REQUEST (AS
APPROPRIATE)

EXIfiBIT 2

Presentation by Joel Woodhull
Senior Transportation Analyst

At Special Board Meeting February 4 1978
THE SCRTD SERVICE EVALUATION PROGRAM

The methods that are used by RTD to evaluate its services
have been continually improved over ,

the past several years.

This paper will give a brief history and rationale for what
has been a successful program of line

evaluation. It will

suggest how policies and practices result in equitable and

productive deployment of resources in transit

service.

There is a brief discussion of a possible revised service
eval ua

tion policy, based on Appendix D of the Five Year Plan.

The likely consequences of its adoption are mentioned, as are
the time and effort required to implement the policy. The
process for carrying out the policy is outlined.
The paper is concluded with a few words on the data that
is required for the evaluation of service. The current program
is described, and some thoughts are given on the future needs
for information.

SERVICE POLICIES
Experience So Far

We have been evaluating service performance in accordance

with written guidelines since July

1975. A written service

level policy was adopted later, in May, 1976. Since those
policies were adopted, both Board and staff have become

guidelines,

Analysis
experienced in working with the
leading to implementation has been accomplished on 150

lines.

The peak bus requirement has been reduced more than 100.

Annual vehicle miles have been cut by 11 million.

This

produced an annual cost saving of approximately $20 million.
All of this has been done without significant loss of
passengers overall.
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There is a larger point to be made

here.

several years, the service levels were raised

Over a period of

significantly,

especially in the areas that are the most difficult to serve.
Yet overall producti vi ty has been maintained. This is no small
There were many who said that large improvements

achievemen t.

in service could only result in decreased overall producti

vi ty.

With all the experience we have gained, it should not
be surprising that we could find a few aspects of policies

and practices that could be improved

upon. The

original

service evaluation policy, as adopted in July 1975, was
a performance or productivity policy, in that it
specified a minimum performance level for lines. A finding
that a line is below the threshold would trigger analysis and
lead to recommendations for
Where a line carried
less than 20 riders per bus hour, the policy sketched the
further steps that would be taken, but did not spell out any

change.

details. That

service evaluation policy did not address the

issue of service levels by

Later ,

area.

as the need for a service level policy was recog-

nized, a policy patterned somewhat after one adopted earlier
in Boston was recommended to the

Board, and was adopted in

May 1976.
The shortcoming of the line threshold approach ,

productivity is that, while it may eliminate or improve the
most glaringly unproductive services, it does little to raise
the overall productivity of the

system. There

have been some

problems that have arisen due to the use of a single variable
in evaluating services. On numerous occasions it has been

noted that

some kinds

of services are at undue disadvan-

tage when judged against a criterion such as passengers per

bus hour.

In spi te

of having the service level policy, there have

been equity questions raised in the way that we deal with
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productivi ty. Even though it may be clear enough that a
particular line may be doing badly and should be eliminated
or cut back, does this mean that we simply take those saved

resources and move them to another area? The Board has
several times expressed reluctance to do
This reaction
is recognition of the interplay between efficiency and equity.
The most productive system is definitely not the most equitable.

this.

Reconciling these two objectives requires continuing judgments
by the Board.
From \lhat I have read, and heard in discussions with

people elsewhere in the industry, there seems to be a pattern
of first dealing with efficiency, then bringing in equity
considerations later. While we are following a pattern common

to the industry, there seems to be li ttle

doubt that we are
in the forefront on the equity issue, just as RTD leads in
planning for service for handicapped
This is some-

people.

thing to be proud of, but leaders have a disadvantage in

having no models to follow. If no one has yet come up with

a good solution to the service level problem, it

is clear

that this issue is becoming very
important everywhere -- to other properties and to local
agencies with which we rnust deal. Everyone is discovering
that questions of equity cannot be properly addressed using
measures of efficiency.

While we have had a service level policy, it has the
same characteristic as the performance policy, in that it

is expressed as a series of thresholds. That being the case,
it doesn t really say what the right amount of service for

a community should be.
Before we can say what the right amount of service
we have to know how an amount of service is to be

is,

measured.

We also will have to know how much is there now.
Heretofore, amounts of service have been expressed in
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terms of line spaclng, headways, perhaps spread of service
over the day. These are all interesting pieces of informa-

tion but they tend more to describe how the service is config-

ured than tell how much there

is.

There are more definitive ways to report amounts of

service. We can find out how many bus service miles there
are in an area over a specified period, such as a week or a

year. We

could also say how many bus service hours there are
for a similar period.

Other Possible Policies

There could be many different ways of defining a service

policy. There

are bound to be some common threads running

through all of them though, because they will all will be
attempting to improve efficiency and equity in some judicious

combination.

all.

One possibility is to have no written policy at
The
Board would take each recommendation for change as it comes
along, on a case-by- case bas is, and would base its decisions

on precedent.
A very different kind of policy would be a simple "

seeking " guideline. Al

profit-

though present day circumstances make

it unlikely that a regional transit system would actually
turn a profit, it is conceivable that we could at least reduce
the subsidy requirement. This kind of a policy emphasizes

efficiency. It might

be argued by some however, that equity

might be served as the subsidy is

reduced.

Two other possible policy directions will be covered in

more detail.

This paper discusses the policy given in

Appendix D of the Five Year
be presented

Plan. Another

possibility will

at a later date by the Andersen
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team.

A REVISED SERVICE EVALUATION POLICY (APPENDIX D)
Explanation of the Policy
The policy in Appendix D treats equity first ,

then

efficiency. By first settling on an equitable distribution of
services, it should be possible to proceed more vigorously
and directly to improve producti

vi ty.

This policy has not materialized suddenly. It has been
evolving gradually for the last two years, in light of our
experience wi th existing service level and performance policies.
In the sense that it fairly well reflects current practice,
Putting it in writing has
it is nearly in place

already.

the benefits of bringing greater consistency to decisions
and making the public more aware that there is a guiding

rationale behind service

decisions.

Section I, the General Service Policy, deals with the issue
of how much service should be in each community or sector.
This is done with a simple formula, similar to the one used
to distribute Federal operating funds among urbanized
Initially at least, it would be a two-tier formula. A

areas.

distri-

bution based on population would provide a basic service level
or entitlement. Then further service would be added in

proportion to actual ridership (Rider-Earned service). The
dollar total of the service to be distributed is set by the

budget.

The Board must make the determination of the relative

importance of Basic and Rider-Earned components, and would

set the formula weights

accordingly.

The easiest way to understand the policy is to speak in
For example,
terms of shares -- shares of the District

total.

an aretl m.1Y

have 1. 5% of tlw Distri_ ct'

the District'

s riders. If services

s residentf;

al1c1 2.

5% of

were provided solely on

the basis of resident population, that area would get 1. 5% of
the District service. If provided solely on the basis of riders,
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it would be allowed 2. 5% of District service.
If se~vice were
based 50% on residents and 50% on riders, the area would get 2. 0%.
Productivi ty is covered in Section II of the policy,

Performance Evaluation Guidelines.

This portion of the policy

is similar to the existing performance evaluation policy, so
no thorough explanation is needed
The guidelines remain
fairly general, preserving needed flexibility for the planning

here.

process. It was felt that this f lexibili

ty would be acceptable,

and the search for inefficiency would be more

vigorous, if

actions to improve productivity would not distrub the basic

geographic balance of

service.

Where the current policy dwells on a single performance
indicator, riders per bus hour, the new gu~delines would use

several, in order to give a more complete picture and avoid

bias against particular kinds of

service.

Given the structure of the revised policy, there would
no longer be a need for specifying a cutoff value, such as

20 passengers per bus hour. Lines would simply be ranked
according to each of the various indicators used, with separate
These lists would be
lists for distinct modes of
used to aid the search for inefficiency, but amounts of
service reduction would be determined by the budget and the

service.

Basic Service Policy.
It will be useful to move away from a strict line

orientation of productivity, a mental set that restricts our
The revised policy will allow us to look for

thinking.

inefficiencies in segment~ of lines and in certain hours of

service, irrespective of the overall productivity of

lines.

Consequences of Adoption

Hith this kind of a policy there would be a different
kind of a standard for service levels throughout the District.
Present standards speak only to the minimum level that should
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be provided, and leave the actual level up in the

air. Under

the new policy the standard would be a guideline for actual
service level, to be followed unless there are special
directions from the Board.

The policy would not relieve the Board of the need to
exercise continual judgments, but ik could shift toward
more substantive matters. The data to which the policy would
be . referenced would be accurate to around t 5%
and must be

treated accordingly. The Board may want to deal with factors
not included in the formula, on a discretionary
For
example, since the formula does not deal explicitly with
transit dependency, the Board may want to provide additional

basis.

service in areas they deem to be especially

needful.

Adoption of the policy would lower the political barrier

to increasing productivity. No

longer would an economy

obtained in one sector be used to trans fer

service to another.

Any net savings accruing from a service cut could be applied
to enhance service in the same general

area.
since

There would be no disruptive large scale changes

the policy could only be implemented

incrementally.
thus

Service levels could be explained to constituents

treatment.

Local communhelping to lessen feelings of unfair
i ties could ascertain for themselves whether they were being
served adequately relative to others. If they don t believe

that they are being shortchanged, local communities will be
less likely to opt for balkanizing the region into little
discontinuous transit systems.

Implementation of the Policy

Since the suggested policy is in part an embodiment of
current practices, some of what needs to be done is already

underway. Service

could begin to reflect the policy wi
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thin

6 months, and could conform to it throughout the system in
from 12 to 24 months.
The cost of implementing the policy will be minimal,
cons idering the magnitude of the annual budget and the poten-

tial for savings. Even

without the policy, we will continue

to make service adjustments, so the necessary planning and
scheduling costs will be there anyway. The policy simply

gives a way to make adjustments more

judiciously.

The policy will require an investment in obtaining

pertinent data and developing improved methods of

analysis.
per year,

This could mean as much as a million dollars more
much of which would have to be spent to meet externally

imposed requirements anyway. One could guess that the net
annual savings made possible would be $10 or $20 million.

The chart on the next page gives an idea of the steps that

will be required to implement the

policy.

..

...

..

SCHEDULE FOR FULL COMPLIANCE WITH
SERVICE POLICY IN 18 MONTHS

MONTHS

12 . .

0 .

BOARD ACT ION

Adopt po1 icy

in princip1e

Set formula weights
Set spec i a 1 cond it ions
I NFORMAT ION DEVELOPMENT

Area accounts
comp 1 ete firs t pass

update unt i 1 current
ma i n ta I n

Maintain ridership profi les
Compute performance i nd i cators

foral1

1ines

Ana1yze effects of formu1a weights
Develop ana1ysis methods
PLANN I NG AND OPERAT IONS EFFORT,

WITH BOARD APPROVALS

Adjust service 1eve1s to rectify

gross di screpanc i es
Adjust service 1eve1s to comp1y
with formula
FULL SERV I CE COMPL lANCE

r::::J
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DATA REQUIREMENTS

Adherence to any policy requires some

data. Whether or

not there is a service policy, there are other requirements
for data that come with tax support. We must provide information at all government
County money came originally

levels.

wi th a proviso for extensive reporting. The LACTC and SCAG

have asked for information, and will probably want much more

in the future. The County Road Department has been building
their own set of area accounts, and we will be coordinating
our efforts with them.
During the past year, the Auditor General conducted a
study on the financing and evaluation of public transit in
RTD furnished data on its operations, and

California.

participated on the advisory committee formed to assist in the

study. After

considering in depth the pros and cons of a
great number of indicators, the Auditor General recommended
that five be computed annually by each

operating cos t

operator:

per vehicle service hour;

vehicle service hours per employee;

passengers per vehicle service
passengers per vehicle service

operating cos t

hour;
mile;

per passenger.

This list has since been adopted by the Legislature in Senate

Bill 759. The

indicators will be used in evlauating the

performance of the operators, to make judgments on subsidy
The indicators will give a broad overview, but are
to be supplemented by performance and financial audits to
get at the reasons behind the numbers. This will necessitate
much more detailed data.

funds.

It has been most fortunate that we have been building

up our data bank over the past couple of

years. Our experience

in that area has often been the key to active participation
in the setting of the requirements.
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For the Federal level, we are now getting ready for the
Section 15 regulations. The Federal objective is to get
operating data reported uniformly among properties. On top

of that, new civil rights reporting will be required as a
condi tion of Federal funds -- reporting that mus t be based

on rather detailed information on who gets what kind of

service.

These requirements may seem to be coming from all directions, and they

are. There has been some at tempt to make

regulations consistent however. Most important, very little
what is requested goes beyond what is needed for effective

of

management. In fact, it is management information (in the

broadest sense)

that is likely to govern the size of the

informa tion production effort, with government requirements

becoming more or less of a byproduct. So far we have been
able to keep up with the minimum externally imposed requirements

for data. We have not done well enough for our internal

needs,

nor are we at a point where we can cope with the newer

external mandates. The

technical difficulty of reporting

the data is not beyond us, but the volume of information

processing is
stances.

more than we can handle under present circum-

Data Required by a Service Policy

Almost any service policy likely to be devised would
require a certain core of basic information. This would
include how much service is provided, its cost, how well it
is utilized, and how much revenue is derived through
If this information is known only for the sys

tern as a whole,

I t be much help in carrying out a policy.
deals wit!1 tho question of how the service is to
it won

fares.

A

policy

be arranged

in time and space, so the information must be relevant to
information must be broken down by

that need. All of this

geography, type of service, hour of the day and day of the
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week. There

must even be some indication of the type of

person served. When all of these necessary breakouts are
compounded with each other, we are left with a requirement

for i1 mountain of data.
The primary objective is to obtain all of the necessary
information with the least possible effort or

manpower. In

choosing a policy for service, it is well to avoid creating

artificial needs for data.

There is no question that the
service policy discussed in Appendix D would require an

improvement in the information being provided in the current

effort. In all likelihood, so would any other satisfactory
policy. We know that the data must be provided in a more
timely manner.

The Current Program

RTD has many information functions, and many of them ' are

interwoven. The discussion here is about information used
primarily for planning, with emphasis on the data derived

from riding checks. It

can be mentioned here that, while
we can segregate this body of information for purpose of
discussion, the actual processes of obtaining it are not

separable from the other information

functions.

The riding checks themselves are carried out by schedule

checkers, who work out of the Schedule

Department. Their

original function, and still an important one, is the collection
of a variety of data that is more specialized and pertinent
to schedulemaking.
The current practice in making a riding check is that all
service on a line for an entire day be monitored by the

checkers. They

ride with a clipboard, filling out sheet after

sheet of paper with information such as the number of riders
boarding and alighting at each stop, the number of people
paying each type of fare, and the time the bus leaves each
time point. After these sheets are returned to the central
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office, there must be certain other information items coded
onto the sheets. Then the information is transferred to

punchcards. In that form

it can be used by both Scheduling
and Service Analysis for their separate batteries of computer

programs.
The Schedule Department reports on the total boardings

on a line, as well as the fare types that are

paid. From

this they produce a report which is used as one input to the

Line Summary report produced by the Service Analysis

Section.

The Line Summaries give several kinds of data on the line
a whole, such as the cost of operation, the amount of service
From the
provided in hours and miles, and the

ridership.

accumulation of these summaries, lines are ranked according
to various factors, most commonly riders per bus hour.

To analyze a line in order to prepare recommendations
for changes, we must have more detailed data than can be
provided by the Line Summary. For such a purpose, the

Summaries could be useful only where the decision was to be
whether to drop a line or keep it, which is rarely the case.
For analysis we need the " where

and " when " details of the

line. These are given by the ridership profiles or tabulations.

These are an essentially complete record of activity on the
line for the day of the check, telling where and when people

boarded and alighted from every bus on the

line. This report

formats.

Fare data does
is available in detailed and concise
not appear on the ridership profile. For that we have another
is based on the fare data that is carried along
in the process of producing the profiles. For the fare report,
one can specify which segment of the line is of interest, as

report. It

well as which hours of the

day. The

report will show either

a summary or complete matrix of fare types paid for each stop
and bus trip. There is a wealth of useful data here, some

of it still waiting for full

application.

The newest form of information that we have produced is
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the area account; ridership and service provided on an area

by area basis. This builds upon all the line dat~ that

produced. Line

data is broken down by segments according to

the census tracts traversed. Then, wi thin each census tract,
all the data from the lines passing through it is accumulated.
Other data, related to population, is available directly on a
census tract basis, and is placed into computer files directly.
By adding up each item of data for all the census tracts
contained in any specified area, we are able to give the

interest. This

totals that may be of
for any policy that deals with

kind of data is neede~

areas.

~10 uses all this data? Very little of it actually
reaches the Board in its original form. Most of what does is
of a summary nature, such as the Line Summaries and the line
rankings. Occasional special requests require data that is
derived from information in the built- up data bank. Planners
use the most detailed data to analyze lines and formulate
recommendations for changes. We use the detailed and summary
data to recommend fare structure changes, and to forecast
revenues that would be obtained from various fare options.
Other agencies -- local, State and Federal -- make some use

of the data. Sometimes

they come into the office and use
it directly, but we usually use it as background to respond

to specific requests. Some

of the data is routinely included

in the various planning reports that are required for

continued funding. We are currently providing such information as we are able to the management auditing team.
On the status of the information, there is a mixed

report. The

system for producing the data is fairly well
deve loped and tes ted. We have produced qui te a lot of
informa tion, and it has proven useful. On the other hand,

we are not even close to producing acceptable volumes of

data. This
commi tment

will require further innovation and a greater

of resources to the effort.
-14-

Different needs imply different rates at which the data

must be collected. Simple prudent management would seem to
dictate that we should have a minimum rate of line checking

line.

of no less than once each year for every
This should
include some information on Saturday and Sunday service as

well as weekdays. Service

and ridership is different on

weekends, and that is where there is often the most desire
to make changes. The average line profile data now available

is derived from checks made 16 months

old.

ago, which implies

that many are over two years
There are very few profiles
for Saturday or Sunday service, yet we are obligated to make
changes in those 1 ines in order to reduce cos ts .
Because it is possible to short circuit the more detailed
reports and obtain summary information on a more timely basis,

it is often done. But the consequence is that the more
detailed information is not available when we must change a

line. Sometimes this results in a very frantic and inefficient

effort to produce this detailed information manually. A future
impact of this shortcutting of detailed data is that we will
not have the necessary input for the area accounts.
Cost of Information

Information cost is determined by the amount that

required, the rate at which it must be made available, and
the quality or precision

required. Within

a given information

budget, tradeoffs can be made between these three factors, to

obtain the optimum

combination.

The cost of the information program which has been
described here, not including that required strictly for
scheduling purposes, currently runs on the order of a million

dollars a year, a half of one percent of the operating

budget.

The actual cost involved is not easy to estimate due to the

numerous joint costs shared with other information and operating
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functions. Included

in this gross figure is the portion of

the checking force time devoted to riding checks, plus about
four persons processing the information.

This is the cost of the current program, but it must be

admi tted that the current program isn t working well enough.
A barely adequate program, one that would profile every line
once a year for a weekday, and perhaps once every two years
for Saturdays and for Sundays, would require 40 checkers just

taking riding checks. It

would also need enough people

processing data to keep up with the checkers, perhaps 15 people
in several departments.
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EXIITBIT 3

Presentation by Arthur Andersen & Co.
At Special Board Meeting February 4 , 1978

MAJOR' ISSUES
Regarding Service Planning

Policies and Procedures:
- (SOME) MAJOR ISSUES

SERVICE DEPLOYMENT = EVERYTHING WE

PROCESS"

TALK ABOUT TODAY
i .

.._0"_.

.. '

MAJOR

.'

; "; '

ISSUES

Introduction!
PURPOSE - EXPOSURE OF IDEAS

IMPORTANCE - CRITICAL
RELATIONSHIP - TODAY - vsSf RV ICEt: u;r,

MAJOR ISSUES
Framework
Desirable Results
Issues
Next Steps

"--

PLANNING:
FRAMEW ORK
REPLAN

EVALUATE
SCHEDULE

~~'ffT

SERVICE

DEPLOYMENT
PROCESS
CUSTOMER INFORMATION
(PRINTED) SCHEDULES

DlSPA TC

/DPS & ZONES
BUS!D R OVER

ASSIGNMENT
ENCOMPASSES ALL PARTS OF StRTO ORGANIZATION

PLANNING:
FRAMEWORK'
TERMINOLOGY
J9/)-

tt1 "

t""' "

~ I OBJECTIVES

c~\~

'"-1 .

"v.:

"3 \

'0\

z. ;

S1'4ND

'4llDs
POLICIES \

:2:1

;:J .

t:I

i.~~
M\SS\ON

~-

Staff

-~~

MISSION

and Productivity

Evaluate Performance

PLANNING FRAMEWORK

DESIRABLE:
RESUL
AS A RESULT OF THIS PROJECT ANO THE DISTRICT'S
ACTION IMPROVEMENTS SHOULD BE MADE TO MAKE
THE SERVICE OEPLOYMENT PROCESS- EASY TO UNDERSTAND

- LOGICAL AND RATIONAL (" FAIR"
- EFFICIENT

- OBJECTIVE
- EFFECTIVE ("OPTIMAL"

INCLUDE ROUTINE POLlTI~AL,

CONSIDERATIONS
ALLOW FOR POllCY. LEVEl
JUDGMENT BY THE BOARD

---

- ' - -'__

---

---- --, ---..,.."......--------------

n ---

SOMEI
MAJOR;

POLICY ISSUES
1. DEALING WITH FUNDING UNCERTAINTY
2.

OPERATING REVENUE
OPERATING EXPENSE

TARGET1EVEL

3. RESOLUTION OF CONFLICT BETWEEN
AREA COVERAGE VS RIDERSHIP CRITERIA
4. SERVICE PLANNING AND

IMPLEMENTATION CALENDAR

ADDITIONAL ISSUES ARE EXPECTED TO
EMERGE AS THE STUDY IS COMPLETED

-------"--__"'_m_u_. -

I"

DEALING\
WITH FUNDING
UNCERT AINTV
PROBLEMS WITH ANNUAL BUDGET UNCERTAINTY
. PRECLUDES LONG- RANGE PLANNING
AND A CONSISTENT PROGRAM FROM
YEAR TO YEAR
. PLACES DISTRICT AND STAFF IN

REACTION POSTURE (" CRISIS MODE"
. D ISTR ICT EXPANSIO N AN D

RETRACTION CYCLES ERODE PUBLIC
CONFIDENCE AND SUPPORT

DEALING
WITH FUNDING
AINTY!

UNCERT

POSSIBLE POLICY APPROACHES

STABILIZE DISTRICT REVENUE
- LOCAL SUPPORT BASE
ISOLATE STABLE/PREDICTABLE
FUNDING BASE FROM UNCERTAIN
FUNDING
CONSTRUCT SERVICE DEPLOYMENT IN

SEPARATE FUNDING CATEGORIES BASIC SERVICE - PREDICTABLE FUNDS
AUGMENTED SERVICE - UNCERTAIN FUNDS r

DEPLOY AUGMENTED SERVICE ONLY TO
REINFORCE BASIC SERVICE
- UNLESS LONG TERM FUNDING IS
GUARANTEED

CONSIDER OPERATING REVENUE/COST
RECOVERY POLICY AND FARE POLICY

OPERA TING

REVENUE/
COST RATIO
OBJECTIVES
SET CRITERIA FOR PROPORTION OF TOTAL!
OPERATING COST TO BE BORNE BY USERS
REDUCE FUNDING UNCERTAINTY BY
STAB'lLIZING ONE ELEMENT OF REVENUE
PROVIDE VISIBLE EVIDENCE OF PRUDENT
FISCAL MANAGEMENT
ESTABLISH GUIDANCE TO STAFF AND
COMMUNITIES FOR CONSISTENCY IN
ROUTE PLANNING AND EVALUATION

\,-

0 PER A TIN G REV E N U E IC 0 ST RAT I 0

PROBLEMS TO DEAL WITH

WHAT IS TARGET RATIO 40% 50% , xx%?

. HOW TO ACHIEVE TARGET?
- BALANCING FARES WITH THE
SERVICE DELIVERED
. HOW TO APPl Y PO LlCY - DISTRICT WIDE?

AREA BASIS?
- INDIVIDUAL LINES?

. POTENTIAL CONFLICTS WITH
SE RVICE 0 BJECTIVES
30%
30 PASS/HR.
40% ~ 40 PASS/HR.
50% =,. 50 PASS/HR.

. --

--- ----

AREA COVERAGE VS RIDERSHIP CRITERIA
FOR SERVICE DEPLOYMENT

BASIC CONSIDERATIONS i

PROVIDING "MQBILITY" IS FUNDAMENTAL I
MISSION OF RTD. MOBILITY HAS 2 DIMENSIONS:

- OPPORTUNITY
ACCESS
DESTINATION SERVICE (e. g. AREA COVERAGE) ;

- USAGE (e.g. RIDERSHIP)
CONCEPTS OF SERVICE DEPLOYMENT
COVERAGE MEASURES

PER MOBILITY REQUIREMENT
PER CAPITA OR HOUSEHOLD
PER REVENUE YIElDITAX CONTRIBUTION

RIDERSHIP
RIDERS/BUS HOUR
REVENUE/COST RATIO
NET COST PER PASSENG ER

---

.. - '" -" - --

- ---_

.. ,

AREA COVERAG E
VS RIDERSHIP
BASIC PROBLEM

. AREA COVERAGE OBJECTIVE REQUIRES
SERVICE WITH LOWER RIDERSHIP PRODUCT.
IVITY AND POORER REVENUE/COST PER. I
FORMANCE.
. GIVEN LIMITED (" FIXED" )

DOllARS-

SHOULD RTD GIVE GREATER EMPHASIS TQ
RIDERS OR TO SERVICE COVERAGE TO A,L~ "

PARTS OF THE DISTRICT.
. POLICY IS NEEDED:

- TO GUIDE STAFF ANALYSIS

- FOR CONSISTENT OBJECTIVE RELATIONS
WITH COMMUNITIES.

",n

---- ----'--- ---,-

COVERAGE VS RIDERSHIP DIRECTLY IMPACTS
PASSENGERS/BUS HOUR

REVENUE/BUS HOUR
DISTRICT REVENUE/COST RATIO

SURPLUS VS DEFICIENT CAPACITY ALLOCATION

89
102
84
70
85
80
89
79
56
72
50
14
873
21
19
710
831 16 10
6*

L IN E

PAS S E N G E R S / BUS

H 0 U R

WEEKDAY SATURDAY SUNDAY

58 41

434 12 7 *

11

7 *

* - Saturday and Sunday service no longer operates

. 10% OF THE LINES CARRY 50% OF TOTAL

DISTRICT PASSENGERS

: ,.

AREA COVERAGE VS RIDERSHIP
THREE BASIC ALTERNATIVES
1. RIDER. EARNED SERVICE ONLY

2. AREA COVERAGE SERVICE ONLY
3. MIXTURE OF RIDER. EARNED AND AREA

COVERAGE BUT HOW CAN THESE BE
OBJECTIVELY MIXED?
CONSIDER OBJECTIVE AREA COVERAGE
STANDARDS TO PROVIDE ACCESS/DESTINATION AND REGIONAL NETWORK
STRUCTURE AND CONTINUITY

WITH (SIGNIFICANT) REMAINDER
DEVOTED TO RIDER- EARNED SERVICE

.'

..

SERVICE

---~"-" " --_..~.

.-

PLANNING~

IMPLEMENTATION:
CALENDAR
CONSIDERATIONS
AND

MOST ;SERVICE CHANGES REQUIRE
PREPARATION STEPS FOR IMPLEMENTATION
- PLANNING - DEFINITION , COORDINATION
- SCHEDULING - DETAILS FOR OPERATION
- DRIVER SIGNUP PROCESS
- PUBLIC INFORMATION AND
MARKETING

MANAGEMENT AND POUCIY REVIEWSCOORDINATION , POLICY INTERACTION
COMMUNITY RELATIONS
SYSTEMATIC PROCESS TO AVOID CRISIS
ENVIRONMENT
ADVANCE PLANNING AND AWARENESS
- ORDERLY PROCESSING
- REGULAR CHECKS AND
RIDERSHIP ANAL YSIS

MANPOWER SCHEDULING AND UTILIZATION

SERVICE

AND

PLANNING\

IMPLE MENT A TIONI
CALENDAR

IN ABSENCE OF PREDIFINED TIMETABLE

NORMAL WORK IS SUBORDINATED TO
RUSH ACTION
MISTAKES ARE MADE - HASTE INCREASES
ERRORS AND OVERSIGHTS

DETERIORATES

PUBLIC INFORMATION AND COMPREHENSION i

- LOST CONFIDENCE , LOST RIDERSHIP
LOST REVEN UE

p \..

NEXT STEPS
TEST SERVICE PLANNING RECOMMENDATIONS

- DATA REQUIREMENTS
IMPACT ON PRESENT OPERATIONS

DELIVER MANAGEMENT AUDIT AND SERVICE PLANNING
RECOMMENDATIONS (IN DRAFT)
FEBRUARY 28
- VERIFY FACTS
- DISCUSS WITH BOARD
- OBTAIN DECISIONS WHERE POSSIBLE

DELIVER FINAL REPORT

MARCH 31!

