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Upon notice duly given, the Board of Directors of the .

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.

Directors Present:

Byron E. Cook Thomas G, Neusom (entered
Donald Gibbs (entered at 10:20 a.m,)
at 10:50 a.m.) Jay B. Price
Marvin L. Holen Ruth E. Richter
Gerald B, Leonard Charles H, Storing
Mike Lewis (entered at George Takei

10:50 a.m.)

Director Absent:

George W, Brewster

Staff Present:

Jack R, Gilstrap, General Manager
George L. McDonald, Manager of Planning & Mzrketing
Joe B. Scatchard, Contro%ler-Treasurer-Auditor
Samuel Black, Acting Manager of Operations
Suzanne Gifford, Assistant General Counsel
Robert Williams, Manager of Customer Relatioms
Paul C. Taylor, Director of Surface Planning
Joel Woodhull, Senior Transportation Analyst
James G, Oliver, Deputy Administrator-
Operations Systems
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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 subject.

With respect to today's meeting; Mr, Holen
stated that the District has two goals: (1)
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,

)
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He further stated that it is becoming increasingly
difficult for the District to meet these goals and
the purpose of today's meeting was to review service

reductions and the possible elimination of some lines,

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 meéting 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 Qas formed, and certain service
criteria were adopted which are still in effect,
and included in the material which had been distributed
to the Directors. He also reviewed thz sector
approach, but since 1976 we are in a different cycle
where it is necessary to emphasize efficiency and

productivity.
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(Director Neusom entered the meeting

at 10:20 a,m.)

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. He
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

RTIDP program which was underway.

He then reported that the staff is working
on better planning to estimate the results of fare
increases, and briefly touched on the five-year
plan. He felt the planning staff had done a good
job in the service studies and instituting the
sector programs, and félt that some sectof‘cﬁénges

had been made too soon,

He then turned the meeting over to Paul Taylor

for his presentation,

Mr, Taylor reviewed the bus planning process.

By means of slides, he specifically reviewed:

—lpm
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a. Service request processing;
b. Service reduction processing; and

Ce. Service fine tuning.

(Directors Gibbs and Lewis entered the

meeting at 10:50 a.m.)

A copy of Mr. Taylor's presentation is

attached to these Minutes as EXHIBIT 1,

On inquiry of Director Gibbs, Mr, Taylor reviewed
the methods of estimating passenger and revenue
projections, 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 pfojeétiOns
should be an important segment of the service
guidelines, and low ridership lines should be an
important segment of the service guidelines, and
low ridership lines should not be operated just
because people in those areas pay taxes; and also
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 not 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 passengers per hour and explained the policy.

He further stated that the Board has been kept
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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 was 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
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discussed by the Board with the 20 being adopted,

Mr. Joel Woodhull then ré%iewed the evaluation

procedure, service policy and the data process.,

- During the past year, service of some kind has

been changed on 150 lines, with 100 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 ;he
Directors and explained the changes proposedehich

are not included in the present policy.

He then reviewed five data items required

by the state:

a, Operating cost per vehicle per service hour
b. Operating cost per boarding trip
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Ce Revenue vehicle service hours
per employee

d. Unlinked trips per revenue bus
service hour

e. Unlinked trips per revenue service mile

Mr. Gilstrap explained the difference in
trips per revenue service mile of, for instance,
a bus between El1 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 $1 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.



Resolution

No. -Assigned

s
-

A copy of Mr. Woodhull's presentation is

attached to these Minutes as EXHIBIT 2,

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 afe~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 check and the

answer was yes., 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. Mr, Lewis felt

that spot checks would also not be satisfactory.

-10-
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Mr, Gilstrap stated that we have ég checkers
for 210 lines which makes it difficult to not only
keep checks up to date but also to get the correct
fare information, and that 65 experimental passenger
counters being implemented should help this

information.

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

p.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 reborted 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 Issues
in Improving Policies and Procedures.'" He stated
they would be reporting on major issues for the
Board to consider prior to additional consideration

in March,

He stated that depldyment is a criticél’issue,
since it relates to the budget process, and felt
the Board must make its own decision on serﬁice 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,

-12-
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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:
a. Dealing with funding uncertainty; and

b. Operating revenue
Operating 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 type.

-1lb-
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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
dealing with it, Mr, Holen asked if there was
also other data such as income per family, et
cetera, 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, Scatchard
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 12 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, since they are not labor
specialists., Mr., Gibbs felt we should still have

a goal in the negotiation of the labor contracts.

-]16=
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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

community.

Mr, Schmidt then presented a final slide
entitled "Service Planning and Implementation
Calendar" and reviewed a plan in effect in
Seattle where service planning changes are

commenced one year ahead of implementatiom.

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 geierally,
however, citing operational and marketing

advantages.,

-]l7=
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A copy of the Arthur Andersen & Co. presentation

is attached to these Minutes as EXHIBIT 3.

Mr. Gilstrap felt the District's only
certain revenue ﬁas through the fare box and
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 adequate
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

District Law changed to require a contingency

-18-
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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 optiomns
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

-19-
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four weeks., Mr. Cook indicated that the Administra-
tion, 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 considera-
tion of ridership projections, labor matters and

testing of options, which motion was seconded.,

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 today, should be investigated
since they take time., 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:

«20m
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RESOLVED, that in comnection 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.

Ayes: Cook, Gibbs, Holen, Leonard,
Lewis, Neusom, Price, Richter,
Storing, Takeil

Noes: None
Abstain: None
Absent: Brewster

Director Gibbs then moved as follows:

a. to accept in principle a service
policy that specifies service level
according to a two-tier concept.

The concept includes an equitable
distribution of transportation dollars
to each area plus additional service
as warranted by ridership;

b. 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

C. 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.m.

\ e

K, K. Kisdick, Secretary

-22-



Presentation by Paul C. Taylor E_}E____HE_____I_’I_‘__

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
planning public transportation facilities for entire sub-regions down-
ward to simple route modifications and/or service changes on a single
route of line. Primarily, however, the department is responsible for
functions within three broad fields, categorized as: (a) Service Requests,

(b) Service Economies, and (c) Fine Tuning (jointly with Schedules Section).

Although responsible for these broadly defined categories, in order to
implement new services, make service economies or fine tune the
system for added efficiencies or cost savings, Bus Planning 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.
I. SERVICE REQUEST PROCESSING:

This category may be defined to include (1) totally new service in an area

where there is a void in the service patiern, (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 service into or through an area

now devoid of such service. The process used in developing any of these

is basically as follows:

1.

Request may originate with an individual, a community
group, elected official, 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 submitted to the
inter-departmental 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 and

authorization to implement,

. Following Board of Directors' approval, available passenger

data is analyzed or new data for updating gathered.
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SERVICE REQUEST PROCESSING

REQUEST FOR SERVICE

ROUGH ROUTE PLAN
& COST ESTIMATE

REVISED ROUTE PLAN &
COST ESTIMATE AFTER
COMMUNITY WISHES EXPRESSED

REPORT TO
NEW SERVICES REVIEW BOARD

REPORT TO
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

s

PASSENGER LOAD DATA
& POINT CHECK DATA

(IF REQUEST APPROVED BY BOARD)
BASIC OPERATING SCHEDULE

WORK RUN ASSIGNMENTS
& SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION

1

REQUEST IS IMPLEMENTED




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

8. Schedules Section prepares basic operating schedules, work
run assignments and support documentation.

9. Proposal implemented on agreed upon date,

Depending upon the magnitude of the proposal, the elapsed time from the
receipt of a request 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, the preparation of public
timetables, and 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.
II. SERVICE REDUCTION (ECONOMY ) PROCESSING:

This category includes: (1) service reduction i.e., expansion of
headways the entire spread of service, (2) reduction in the hours of

service, (3) service eliminalions, or (4) entirce route eliminations, all



of which may appreciably reduce vehicle hours or vehicle miles, or

both. The process used in service reductions is basically as follows:

1.

2.

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 passenger
data is analyzed or new data for updating gathered,

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,

Service Reduction Program is implemented on agreed upon

date.
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SERVICE REDUCTION (ECONOMY) PROCESSING

NEED TO REDUCE SERVICE

CANDIDATES FOR SERVICE
REDUCTION BASED ON LINE
RANKING & LINE HISTORY

TENTATIVE SERVICE REDUCTION
PROGRAM W/ TARGET DATES
FOR IMPLEMENTATION

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

REPORT TO BOARD OF DIRECTORS

|

APPROVED SERVICE ECONOMY PROGRAM

a

BASIC OPERATING SCHEDULES

WORK RUN ASSIGNMENTS AND
SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION

SERVICE REDUCTION IS IMPLEMENTED

COMPARISON OF PROJECTED VS.
ACTUAL ECONOMIES

1-25-78

PASSENGER LOAD DATA
& POINT CHECK DATA




10. Following actual implementation, report prepared comparing
projected versus actual economies. If goal reached, no further
action. If goal not reached, return to beginning and re-process
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 reason-
able trip without undue delays or excessive speeds, or (3) schedule
adjustments to ensure transfer coordination between lines. The process

used in all fine tuning is basically as follows:



1. Request for service changes or complaint regarding quality
of service may originate from private sector, from a District
employee or followup as a result of recent passenger check.

2. Available data is analyzed or new data gathered as required.

3. Schedules Section prepares ""Schedule Headway Sheet"
delineating passengers and required trips., Following internal
review and approval, changes made in basic operating schedule.

4, Following preparation of new basic operating schedule, work
run assignments and support documentation prepared.

5. Service change is implemented on earliest possible date.

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

7. Process of service monitoring to test impact of fine tuning
(changes) applied.

The fine tuning process is an ongoing program within the Bus Planning and

Schedules Sections,

CJHolzer/mlc
1/26/178



SERVICE FINE TUNING

COMPLAINT OR REQUEST
FOR SERVICE CHANGE

SCHEDULE CHECK DATA &
RECAP OF PASSENGER PATRONAGE

-

SCHEDULE HEADWAY SHEET

I

BASIC OPERATING SCHEDULE

WORK RUN ASSIGNMENTS &
SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION
A

COMPUTERIZED SCHEDULE
CHECK. ANALYSIS
(AS REQUIRED)

—

SERVICE CHANGE
IS IMPLEMENTED

IMPACTS OF
FINE TUNING
INTINUALLY MONITORED

'LANNING DEPT. 1-25-78

RESPONSE (LETTER)
SENT TO INITIATOR
OF REQUEST (AS
APPROPRIATE)




EXHIBIT

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
evaluation 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 performahce in accorxdance
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
experienced in working with the guidelines. Analysis
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.






