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Introduction

On February 15, 2006, the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board
(TPB) and the Access for All Advisory Committee (AFA) issued a study on the
MetroAccess Service and other paratransit services titled “Improving Demand
Responsive Services for People with Disabilities in The Washington Region.” The study
had been prompted, in part, by AFA committee member concern about MetroAccess
service quality and the escalating cost of the service.

The TPB/AFA study included 15 recommendations for improving MetroAccess and
other paratransit services in the Washington Metropolitan area. One of those
recommendations was to conduct an independent review of the MetroAccess service at
a future date to monitor implementation of the recommendations, assess other actions
taken by WMATA and the new service contractor, and determine if MetroAccess service
quality had improved.

In April of 2008, the TPB engaged TranSystems and its subcontractor, the KFH Group,
to conduct the recommended independent review of MetroAccess services. The scope
of services called for a review of issues in four areas:

e Service Quality and Performance Monitoring

e Rider Input and Customer Service

e Policy and Planning

e Eligibility Determinations

Within these four areas, the scope listed 18 specific questions and concerns to be
examined.

General information about each issue was first gathered from WMATA and its
MetroAccess contractor, MV Transportation (MV). Contact was also made with
MetroAccess riders, local disability advocates, and local agency staff to gather
information about their recent experiences with the MetroAccess service. A total of 14
individuals were interviewed by phone. A joint “kick-off” meeting of the TPB Human
Service Transportation Coordination Task Force and the AFA Committee was also held
on May 12, 2008 to review the scope of the review, the approach planned for examining
each area, and to get additional input on key service issues.

A summary of input received from riders, advocates and agency staff is provided in
Attachment A. It is important to note that this input represented the experiences,
opinions and perceptions of the individuals contacted. It was not considered “definitive”
in developing findings. It did, however, help focus the review efforts on issues that
required particular attention. Many of the issues raised are addressed later in this
report. A few were outside the scope of the review. A complete summary of input
received is provided in Attachment A, though, so that all public comments can be
considered by the TPB and WMATA.
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A two-day on-site visit was then conducted on July 15-16, 2008 to observe the
MetroAccess service first-hand and to gather additional data. WMATA and MV
Transportation staff were interviewed. Each area of the MetroAccess operation was
also observed. Sample data and special reports were also developed.

This report summarizes findings of the independent review. Section 1 provides findings
on Service Quality and Performance Monitoring issues. Section 2 summarizes findings
on Rider Input and Customer Service issues. Section 3 addresses Policy and Planning
issues. Section 4 provides finds related to Eligibility Determinations. In each section,
the specific questions and issues raised by stakeholders and included in the TPB scope
of services are first listed. Data, observations, findings and recommendations for each
guestion/issue are then provided.

The findings and recommendations contained in this draft report are scheduled to be
presented to the TPB, the AFA, and the TPB’s Human Services Transportation
Coordination Task Force on September 18, 2008. Input on the draft report will be
invited. A final report will then be prepared and delivered to the TPB on or before
October 31, 2008.
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Executive Summary

Overall, this independent review found that significant progress has been made by
WMATA in addressing many of the issues raised by the TPB and the community in
2006 regarding MetroAccess service quality and management. Several of the
recommendations made in 2006 have been successfully implemented. Others are in
the process of being implemented, and a few challenges remain. Following is a
summary of the key findings and recommendations from the independent review.
Additional related and detailed findings and recommendations are included in the text of
the report.

Service Quality and Performance Monitoring

WMATA and MV Transportation have made significant progress in fully staffing and
restructuring the MetroAccess call center. Between December 2006 and July 2008,
staffing levels for all call center functions increased by 64 positions—a 125%
increase. The number of Reservation Agents increased from 27 to 42, and the
number of Dispatchers increased from 14 to 45. Dispatchers now handle 27 to 32
runs each, while in December of 2006 they were required to manage about 90 runs
each. This increase in staffing has allowed for better oversight of daily service.

Several new units have been created within the call center to better manage certain
key functions. This includes a No-Show Desk, to better respond to no-shows and
assist drivers in locating riders, and a “Where’s My Ride” unit to better respond to
riders calling to check on their rides. More supervisors have also been added in
reservations and dispatching to better monitor and manage these key functions.

Increases in call center staff has improved telephone performance and reduced hold
times. Ninety percent (90%) of trip reservation calls are answered in two minutes or
less. The longest trip reservation hold time observed for a sample week that was
analyzed in detail was 9:06. Ninety-seven percent (97%) of “Where’s My Ride?”
calls are answered in two minutes or less, and the longest initial hold observed for
the sample week was 8:51. There are some secondary holds times in the “Where’s
My Ride?” call group, but these seem reasonable and have been reduced with the
implementation of the new “Where’s My Ride?” unit.

Scheduling capacity has increased slightly, from four Schedulers in December 2006
to five Schedulers in July 2008. This increase roughly matches the increase in trips
and scheduled runs. Schedulers still handle between 60 and 125 runs, roughly the
same as in December 2006. It is recommended that one additional scheduler be
added to allow for the development of more accurate and efficient vehicle runs.

WMATA has also made significant progress in increasing the number of vehicles
available for the MetroAccess service. Between December 2006 and July 2008, the
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number of WMATA-owned vehicles made available for the service has increased
from 334 to 453, and the total fleet has increased from 374 to 493. The increase
has allowed the spare ratio to be increased from 4% in December 2006 to 9% in July
2008. The current spare ratio is still low relative to industry standards, though, and it
is recommended that 29 vehicles be added as soon as possible to increase the
spare ratio to a more typical 15%.

Reducing turnover and developing job experience in the call center remains a key
challenge. Recent post-training turnover of Reservation Agents was running at
121% per year. Post-training turnover of Dispatchers was running at 89% per year.
These high turnover rates lessen the amount of experience of staff in these key call
center positions. The demands of the job, combined with limited compensation—
particularly fringe benefits—appear to be factors that affect the turnover rates. Now
that staffing levels have been increased, retaining quality, experienced staff should
become a priority.

Driver turnover and experience remains a key challenge. From July of 2007 through
June of 2008, the post-training turnover among drivers employed at the two largest
MV Transportation operations was running at 111% per year. Similar turnover rates
appear to exist at other garages and in other subcontractor operations. Preliminary
information from a national research study suggests that driver turnover in ADA
paratransit averages about 30% across the country. The very high turnover rate in
the MetroAccess service is likely impacting the service quality and productivity.
Lower productivity means that more vehicle hours must be operated to meet the
demand, which causes the total cost of the service to increase. High turnover is also
costly to the contractors. MV Transportation estimates that it costs about $7,500 to
recruit and train a new driver. Current turnover rates suggest that between 800 and
900 new drivers are now being recruited and trained each year. Relatively low
compensation, combined with the demands of the job, are likely major contributors
to driver turnover. Eleven specific recommendations for lowering turnover and
building a more stable, high-quality, and productive driver workforce are provided in
Section 1.3 of the report.

Turnover among mid-level and upper-level managers at MV Transportation is also a
concern. The MV Transportation operation has had three General Managers since
2006, and each of the two largest MV Transportation garages have had three
general managers and two operations managers between July 2007 and June 2008.
High turnover in mid and upper management can impact service stability and
consistency.

A new system for recording complaints and tracking complaint handling has been
implemented. This new system, Trapeze COM, integrates the information about all
aspects of the complaint handling process.

WMATA'’s Office of Customer Service is only staffed weekdays from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
On weekends, callers get a recorded message giving the office hours and asking
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them to call back during the week. There is no option to leave a message on the
weekends. WMATA should consider giving callers the option to leave a message
regarding their service issues on the weekends.

A detailed review of 30 randomly selected complaints found that the primary cause
of the complaint was identified in each case and responses to riders were provided
within four days. However, corrective actions to address the issues identified were
often not documented in the tracking system. It is recommended that improved
follow-up be done on corrective actions, that information about corrective actions be
recorded in the tracking system, and that this information be included in responses
to complainants.

First-hand observations calling the WMATA complaint line found that hold times can
be very long. Eight calls were made at various times of the day and the average
hold time was almost six minutes. Two calls resulted in hold times of more than 10
minutes, and one call resulted in a 21 minute hold time. It is important to note that,
since WMATA's Office of Customer Service handles complaints for all types of
services, these hold times are experienced by fixed route riders and other
customers, not just MetroAccess riders. It is recommended that WMATA analyze
telephone performance in the office and take appropriate actions to eliminate
excessively long hold times.

WMATA has made steady progress in improving on-time performance. During the
period of transition from January 2006 through June 2006, riders were picked-up
about 90.9% of the time. In FY 2008 (July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008), riders
were picked-up 95.6% of the time.

No-shows and missed trips have also been reduced. No-shows have been reduced
from 6.7% of all trips scheduled in FY 2007 to 3.6% in FY 2008. Missed trips have
been reduced from 0.74% of all trips scheduled in FY 2007 to 0.28% in FY 2008.

Getting to appointments on time is an issue. An analysis of a random sample of 938
trips with appointments found that drop-offs were made on or before the
appointment times 81% of the time. Drop-offs were late 19% of the time.

Very early pick-ups and drop-offs also remain a concern. The analysis of 938
randomly-selected trips in May 2008 found that riders were dropped off more than
30 minutes before their appointment times 53% of the time, and more than 45
minutes early 28% of the time.

An analysis of 5,393 trips in May 2008 found that ride times were one hour or less
83.2% of the time, were more than one hour 16.8% of the time, and were more than
90 minutes 5.6% of the time. A more detailed analysis of 30 trips from this sample
with the longest travel times found that the routing seemed circuitous and
excessively long in ten cases.
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A review of the travel time parameter settings in the automated scheduling system
found that the parameters were set in a way that could result in trips being
scheduled with ride times up to four times as long as the direct, non-shared-ride
time, and up to three hours long. These long ride time allowances are also likely
resulting in trip offers that are well before stated appointment times. It is
recommended that these parameters be re-examined and reset to provide for more
reasonable travel times and more reasonable pick-up time offers.

WMATA has greatly increased staffing in the Office of MetroAccess Service, which
manages and monitors the MetroAccess service. In 2006, there were three staff
positions dedicated to managing and monitoring MetroAccess service. In July of
2008, there were 12 positions. Very detailed procedures have also been developed
to monitor all aspects of the service. WMATA now appears to have adequate
staffing and procedures to thoroughly monitor and manage the MetroAccess service.

As part of a recent settlement agreement, WMATA contracts with a consulting firm to
have the accuracy of MetroAccess service data and reported performance
information checked. The most recent review, in April of 2008, found that on-time
performance information is accurate. The review identified some issues with the
way that missed trips were defined and tracked. WMATA is implementing the
recommendations made in that report to address these missed trip reporting issues.

Rider Input and Customer Service

WMATA has revised the MetroAccess Customer Guide. The current Customer
Guide and other information on WMATA'’s website, such as the Frequently Asked
Questions document, appear to accurately and clearly explain the MetroAccess
service.

WMATA did an excellent job obtaining input in preparation for the recent change
from curb-to-curb to door-to-door service. Through a series of open public forums
as well as a newsletter, WMATA also thoroughly communicated this major change in
service policy to riders.

WMATA measures MetroAccess customer satisfaction as part of its system-wide
customer survey process. Each month, 100 MetroAccess riders are randomly
selected and surveyed by phone about their experiences with recently made trips.
This telephone survey is conducted by a consulting firm that specializes in
measuring customer satisfaction. Quarterly reports which summarize the monthly
surveys are prepared by the consulting firm and provided to WMATA.

On March 7, 2008, WMATA approved a new system-wide Policy/Instruction on
providing information in accessible formats. The new Policy/Instruction delineates
the agency'’s obligation to provide accessible information and the importance of
providing this information. It also charges each department within WMATA to
develop procedures to implement the Policy/Instruction. The Office of MetroAccess
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Service currently provides accessible information in response to individual requests.
The Office is also investigating ways to use information about the need for
accessible information, gathered during the eligibility determination process, to
automatically generate information in an appropriate format. In addition to these
efforts, it is recommended that the Office of MetroAccess Service develop and
maintain a master list of individuals who have requested information in accessible
formats and use this list when sending information to riders.

To improve public perceptions of the independence and objectivity of the E&D
Advisory Committee, and to expand its representation and effectiveness, it is
recommended that WMATA consider changing the way that members are selected.
Rather than selecting committee members in-house with the assistance of the
current committee, it is recommended that WMATA make some positions on the
committee available to local organizations that represent and serve persons with
disabilities and seniors. Other positions on the committee could be made available to
the jurisdictions who could appoint individuals not affiliated with local organizations.
Nominations from the jurisdictions and local organizations could be made to the
WMATA General Manager who would make the final appointment.

Policy and Planning

To better plan for and budget for increases in MetroAccess demand, WMATA
contracted with a consulting firm in 2007 to develop estimates of service demand
through FY 2013. Through FY 2010, the study estimates increases in ridership
ranging from 10.6% to 17.1% per year. After FY 2010, the study estimates annual
increases ranging from 6.6% to 12.2%. The firm that prepared these estimates is a
nationally-known econometric firm that specializes in studying ADA paratransit
demand and the estimates provided seem reasonable.

WMATA used the information provided in the demand study to develop its FY 2009
MetroAccess operating budget. The FY 2009 operating budget allows for a 14.9%
increase in demand which is consistent with the estimates in the study.

In recent years, WMATA has shown a commitment to fully-funding MetroAccess
service. Total annual expenditures for MetroAccess have increased from $34.5
million in FY 2003 to over $57.8 million in FY 2007. The budget for FY 2008 was
$62.8 million and the budget for FY 2009 is $68.2 million.

For the first time, the FY 2009 budget included a separate capital budget for the
MetroAccess service. WMATA is also in the process of developing a long-term
capital replacement plan specifically for the MetroAccess service. Currently, capital
budgets for MetroAccess must be approved each year. It is recommended that
WMATA complete and adopt a long-term capital plan for the MetroAccess service to
ensure that adequate vehicles and equipment will be available in future years.
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The FY 2009 MetroAccess capital budget provides for replacement of 100 vehicles
plus 40 expansion vehicles. The 100 replacement vehicles seem appropriate given
the current fleet. The 40 expansion vehicles represent an 8.1% fleet expansion.
This should improve the spare ratio and should be sufficient to begin the operating
year, but additional expansion vehicles will be needed during the operating year if
the demand for service grows in FY 2009 by the expected 14.9%.

To ensure that the gains that have been made to date continue in the next contract
period, it is recommended that the changes that have led to improvement be
incorporated in future RFPs and contracts. These include:
o The new functions and staffing levels in the call center
0 The expanded level of service monitoring by the contractor as well as
WMATA

Future RFPs and contracts for MetroAccess service should also address the key
recommendations made in this independent review and other recent studies. These
include:
o Developing a contract structure that allows staffing levels in the call center
to be more easily adjusted as demand increases
o Lowering turnover and developing a stable, experienced workforce
0 Setting a minimum fleet spare ratio
0 Revising the travel time standard and appropriately setting travel time
parameters in the scheduling system
o0 An on-time drop-off standard with associated performance incentives and
disincentives
o Clarification of the definitions of no-shows and missed trips

Finally, to minimize risks associated with future contractor transitions and to
strengthen the focus of the service design on service quality, it is recommended that
changes to the overall design of the service be considered. These service design
changes should address:
0 Lessening the concentration of responsibilities and operating functions in
a single company
o0 Payment of service providers based on actual rather than blended rates

Eligibility Determinations

The current process for being certified as “ADA paratransit eligible,” and eligible to
use MetroAccess service, can take several months. This appears to be due to
limited professional capacity being provided to WMATA by contractors who conduct
required in-person interviews and functional assessments.

To address these certification delays, WMATA automatically provides “temporary
presumptive eligibility” to all individuals who submit completed application forms.
This ensures that individuals are provided service within 21 days of the receipt of a
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completed application, as required by the USDOT ADA regulations. It is not a
desirable process, though, since some individuals granted “temporary presumptive
eligibility” may have this eligibility rescinded if they do not qualify later.

It is recommended that WMATA develop adequate interview/assessment staff
capacity either by revising its contracts with existing contractors to call for dedicated
staff, or by hiring qualified professionals to perform interviews and assessments in-
house. A reduction in the number of interview/assessment sites will likely be needed
to provide dedicated staff at these locations.

It is recommended that WMATA simplify the recertification process for individuals
found to be unconditionally ADA paratransit eligible and whose functional ability is
not expected to improve over time. These determinations could be made during the
initial interviews/assessments and individuals who meet these criteria could be
asked to just submit a brief recertification form in the future. Not requiring these
individuals to participate in subsequent interviews/assessments would greatly simply
the recertification process and would reduce the costs of eligibility determinations.

WMATA is planning to revise its current MetroAccess eligibility determination
process. Staff indicated that there will be significant public input and that transition
options and travel training for individuals whose eligibility may change under the new
process will be considered. Given the importance of the eligibility determination
process, it is recommended that WMATA carefully consider any changes and obtain
significant input on any new process. The process used to develop the new door-to-
door service policy should serve as a model for plans to revise the eligibility
determination process.
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1 Service Quality and Performance Monitoring

In this part of the review, TranSystems was asked to address the following seven
guestions:

e What progress has been made by WMATA in ensuring that the contractor has
adequate, experienced and stable staffing for scheduling, dispatch and
reservations functions since 2007?

e What Progress has WMATA made in increasing the number of vehicles and
drivers for the service and are there an adequate number of wheelchair
accessible vehicles in DC and Prince George’s County?

e What can be done to prevent high driver turnover rates?

e Are complaints being processed and responded to in a timely fashion?

e What is the on-time performance of MetroAccess based on drop-off rather than
pick-up times?

e Does WMATA have the appropriate resources and staff to ensure adequate
contract oversight and monitoring?

e |s performance data being reported and calculated appropriately and accurately
and is MV correctly reporting the number of “missed trips™?

Observations and findings related to these questions are summarized below.

1.1 Call Center Staffing and Performance

To address the first question, the review team first gathered staffing information for the
reservations, scheduling and dispatch areas from the review of MetroAccess that was
conducted by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) in December of 2006. This
information provided a baseline to determine recent progress. WMATA and MV
managers were then interviewed to determine what actions had been taken since that
time to review staffing levels and ensure that those staffing levels are adequate.
Current staffing information was then obtained from MV managers during the on-site
visit.

The stability and experience of current staff was assessed by analyzing length of
service and turnover rates in these areas. The training of reservations agents was also
considered.

Finally, information was collected and observations made of the reservations,
scheduling and dispatch areas to assess the adequacy of staffing and current
functioning of each area. Telephone hold time information was also analyzed in the
reservations and dispatch areas. First-hand observations of the reservations and
dispatch areas were also made. Scheduling procedures were also analyzed.
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Prior and Current Staffing Levels

The FTA review of MetroAccess indicated that in December of 2006 there were 27
Reservations Agents, and a Reservations Manager in the call center. There were also
four Schedulers and a Scheduling Manager. The report also indicated 14 regular
Dispatchers and two Taxi Dispatchers. There also was a Call Center Manager.

In 2006, WMATA contracted with Adams Consulting to conduct an operational review of
the MetroAccess service and to make recommendations for improvement. The report
that was prepared (Adams Report), suggested that the reservations, scheduling and
dispatching areas were understaffed and recommended increases in staffing in each
area of the call center.

Following the preparation of the Adams Report, WMATA and MV entered into
negotiations to increase staffing in the call center. Cost estimates were prepared by MV
for WMATA's review and a request for increased funding to fund additional call center
positions was taken to the WMATA Board. On August 7, 2007, WMATA and MV signed
a modification to the original operating contract (Contract Modification No. 9) that
provided for increased staffing in the call center.

At the time of the July 15-16, 2008 on-site review, MV reported that there were 42
Reservations Agents, two Reservations Supervisors, and one Reservations Manager.
There were also five Schedulers, a Subscription Scheduler, and a Scheduler Manager.
In the dispatch area, there were 47 Dispatchers (including two Taxi Dispatchers)and six
Dispatch Supervisors. There was also a Dispatch Manager position that was open
(unfilled). In addition, there was a Director of the Call Center, who oversaw all of the
call center functions, and a Call Center Training Manager.

Table 1.1 below compares call center staffing at the end of 2006 with staffing that was
observed in July 2008. As indicated, there has been a significant increase. Total
staffing in reservations, scheduling and dispatch was 115 in July of 2008, compared to
only 51 in December 2006. There have been large increases in the number of
Reservations Agents (15 added) and Dispatchers (31 added). Two Schedulers have
also been added, one to assist with overall scheduling and one to manage the
subscription trip template.

In addition to increases in prior positions, there have been several added functions and
positions. A no-show unit has been created with two No-Show Clerks to accept, review
and authorize no-shows reported by drivers. A separate “Where’s My Ride?” unit with
five agents has also been created to take calls from riders inquiring about the status of
pick-ups. Six Dispatch Supervisors have been added to better oversee this area of the
operations. Two Reservations Supervisors have also been added to be “on the floor”
directly supervising Reservation Agents. And a Call Center Training Manager position
has been created and filled to improve training of staff in the call center.
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Overall, significant progress has been made in this area, both staffing-wise and

organizationally.

Table 1.1 MetroAccess Call Center Staffing, December 2006 and July 2008

# of Employees

# of Employees

Position Title December 2006 July 2008 Difference
Call Center Director 1 1 0
Call Center Training

Manager 0 1 1
Reservations Manager 1 1 0
Reservations Supervisor 0 2 2
Reservation Agent 27 42 15
Scheduler Manager 1 1 0
Scheduler 4 5 1
Subscription Scheduler 0 1 1
Dispatch Manager 1 1 (open) 0
Dispatch Supervisor 0 6 6
Dispatcher 14 45 31
No Show Clerks 0 2 2
Where’s My Ride Agents 0 5 5
Taxi Dispatcher 2 2 0
TOTALS 51 115 (1 open) 64

Turnover, Experience and Training

Employment records for call center positions were examined during the on-site visit.
Voluntary resignation and termination records, in particular, were examined for the 12
months that preceded the on-site visit. The dates that employees were hired were
compared to resignation/termination dates. If the resignations/terminations occurred
within three weeks of the date of hire, it was assumed that the employee never
completed training. If the resignations/terminations took place more than three weeks
from the date of employment, this was considered a post-training resignation or
termination. Estimated post-training annual turnover rates for each type of position in
the call center were then calculated. The annual turnover rates were developed by
comparing the number of post-training resignations/terminations to the current total
number of employees in each area.

Table 1.2 shows resignation/termination and annual turnover rate information. Note that
Taxi Dispatchers are counted as part of the Dispatcher total and the Scheduler
information is for all types of schedulers.

1-3
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Table 1.2 Estimate of Post-Training Resignations and Terminations
and Annual Post-Training Turnover Rates for Call Center Positions

Post-Training

Resignations/ Estimated Post-

Terminations Total # of Current Training Annual
Position Title 7/1/07 to 6/30/08 Positions Turnover Rate
Call Center Director 1 1 100%
Reservations Supervisor 3 2 150%
Reservationist 51 42 121%
Scheduler 2 6 33%
Dispatch Supervisor 1 6 17%
Dispatcher 39 45 87%
Where’s My Ride Agent 1 5 20%

As shown, turnover was quite high during this 12-month period for many types of call
center positions. A total of 51 Reservationists resigned or were terminated, which
equates to a 121% annual turnover. Thirty-nine Dispatchers also resigned or were
terminated after being trained, which equates to an 89% annual post-training turnover
rate. It was also noted that 14 additional Dispatchers who were hired in this 12-month
period resigned or were terminated within three weeks of employment—an indication
that they did not complete training. Two of the six Schedulers also resigned or were
terminated, and three Reservations Supervisors left or were terminated in the past 12
months.

The high turnover rates were discussed with the new Call Center Training Manager and
the MV Transportation General Manager. The Call Center Training Manager indicated
that the likely issue in reservations is that the job is very repetitive. In her experience, if
Reservationists are not presented with new challenges or the opportunity to advance,
they are more likely to leave. In Dispatch, it was her experience that the job is very
stressful and employees tend to “burn out.” The challenge here, in her opinion is to
provide some job rotation to allow Dispatchers to be reassigned to other duties if they
are getting to the point of burn-out. The Call Center Training Manager indicated that
she and other MV managers were working on career advancement opportunities for
Reservationists as well as temporary job reassignment options for Dispatchers. The
General Manager also noted that management turnover was an issue. He noted that by
the time prior managers realized that there was a problem and began to work on it, they
might be reassigned or replaced. The General Manager noted increased efforts,
starting in early 2008, to recognize employees for good performance, create an open
line of communications for grievances and other issues, provide rewards and incentives,
and build a positive workplace environment.

A review of employee compensation also indicated that relatively low wages and limited
fringe benefits could be contributing to turnover. Employee data provided by MV
indicated that Reservationists earn between $11.50 and $11.96 per hour, Dispatchers
earn between at $14.00 and $15.06 per hour and Schedulers earn from $15.53 to
$17.58 per hour. All employees begin accruing paid vacation time only after a six
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month probationary period and accrue vacation time at the rate of one week per year for
the first five years. Health care benefits are also available after six months of
employment, but the required employee contributions are quite high. MV Transportation
covers only about 25% of the cost of individual health care coverage in the first year and
only about 7% of the cost of family coverage during the first year. After a year of
employment, the company contribution is increased to about 50% for individual
coverage and 15% for family coverage. Given the pay levels, this coverage is not
affordable for many call center employees. An affordable plan option is provided, but
the co-pays and maximum exposures are quite high.

To be able to better function in an environment of high turnover, MV managers indicated
that they have strengthened the procedures and direction given to call center
employees and have improved the quality of training. A good sized training room has
been equipped with computers and reservations/scheduling/dispatch software to allow
new employees to be trained and practice with sample trip data. The call center training
manual has been upgraded and an improved reservations script has been developed.
The review team examined the training facilities and materials, which appeared to be
thorough and state-of-the art. The reservations script was also concise and well
constructed. A copy of the script is provided in Attachment B. The review team was
also impressed with the qualifications and enthusiasm of the new Call Center Training
Manager.

Telephone Hold Times

One of the key determinants of the adequacy of call canter staff is telephone
performance. Hold times reflect the adequacy of overall staffing in the reservations and
“Where’s My Ride?” areas. The standard adopted for MetroAccess telephone
performance is to keep hold times to two minutes or less.

To assess the current level of telephone performance, the review team examined
detailed telephone reports for the randomly selected sample week of Sunday, May 18,
2008 through Saturday, May 24, 2008. These reports showed total call volume,
average hold times, maximum hold times, and the percentage of calls answered within
two minutes for each half-hour period of the day. Key information from these reports is
provided in Tables 1.3 and 1.4. Table 1.3 shows hold time information for calls to the
reservations area. Table 1.4 shows key hold time information for calls to the “Where’s
My Ride?” call group.

As shown in Table 1.3, hold times in the reservations call group were reasonable for
most of the sample week. The average hold time for each half-hour time period was
under two minutes with only a few exceptions.

The longest holds during the weekdays were typically six minutes or under. Ninety

percent (90%) of all calls were answered in under two minutes for five of the seven days
in the sample week.
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Table 1.3 Key Telephone Performance Information,
Reservations Call Group, May 18-24, 2008

Longest % of Calls

Average Hold Answered Time Periods with
Day/Date Hold Time Time Within 2 Min. | Average Holds Over 2 Min
Sun, May 18 2:23 8:04 79% 1-2 p.m.; 4-4:30 p.m. (4:33)
Mon, May 19 1:53 5:31 74% 3-4:30 p.m. (2:53)
Tues, May 20 1:29 5:26 93% 4-4:30 p.m. (2:19)
Wed, May 21 1:11 4:03 94% None
Thurs, May 22 1:32 6:02 90% 4-4:30 p.m. (3:31)
Fri, May 23 1:15 5:25 94% 4-4:30 p.m. (2:13)
Sat, May 24 1:24 9:06 91% 4-4:30 p.m. (2:35)

Call times were slightly longer on the Sunday in that week. Average hold time was 2:23
and the longest hold was 8:04. Only 79% of all calls on that Sunday were answered in
two minutes or less. Average hold times on that Sunday were more than two minutes
for three of the half-hour call periods—from 1-2 p.m., and from 4-4:30 p.m. In one of the
half-hour periods, the average hold time reached 4:33. It is recommended that WMATA
and MV Transportation monitor hold times on other Sundays and increase staffing on
Sundays if this sample day is typical.

There also was a definite peak in calls each day from 4-4:30 p.m. Riders seemed to be
placing last-minute trip requests for the next day before the reservation office closed.
Average hold times during this brief half-hour period exceeded the two minute standard
on six out of the seven days in the sample week. On Monday, a longer peak was
observed—from 3-4:30 p.m., with average hold times over two minutes for this entire 90
minute period. This long peak on Monday brought total performance for the day down
to only 74% of calls answered within two minutes. Because it would be hard to staff for
such a short peak period, it is recommended that WMATA inform riders that this is a
very busy call time and encourage calls earlier in the day, if possible. Use of on-line trip
booking should also continue to be encouraged as a way to allow riders to submit
requests during this busy phone-in time. WMATA might also want to consider
extending the reservation hours by an hour as a way to spread the peak. While some
riders might simply push calls back another hour, accepting calls between 4:30 and 5:30
p.m. might be better for some riders who work or who find it difficult to place trip
requests before 4:30 p.m.

As shown in Table 1.4, hold times for calls to the “Where’s My Ride?” call group were
very reasonable. At least 96% of all calls each day were answered in two minutes or
less.

Average hold times were typically under one minute and the longest holds each day
were three to six minutes, with one long hold of 8:51 on Friday. Only a few of the half-
hour call periods during the sample week had average hold times of more than two
minutes. Almost all of these were during very late night or early morning hours when
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only a skeleton dispatch staff was on duty. And even during these times, the average
and maximum holds were reasonable. Separating the “Where’s My Ride?” function and
creating a special group to focus on these calls appears to have had a very positive
effect on telephone hold times.

Table 1.4 Key Telephone Performance Information,
“Where’'s My Ride?” Call Group, May 18-24, 2008

Longest % of Calls
Average Hold Answered Time Periods with

Day/Date Hold Time Time Within 2 Min. | Average Holds Over 2 Min

Sun, May 18 1:01 6:16 97% 12-12:30 a.m. (2:33)
10:30-11 p.m. (2:22)

Mon, May 19 0:44 3:36 98% 1-1:30 a.m. (2:33)

Tues, May 20 0:44 3:18 98% None

Wed, May 21 0:39 3:57 99% None

Thurs, May 22 0:48 4:24 97% 2-2:30 a.m. (2:45)

11:30 p.m.-12 a.m. (2:42)

Fri, May 23 0:57 8:51 96% 10:30-11 p.m. (2:48)
11-11:30 p.m. (2:08)

Sat, May 24 0:57 5:10 97% 10-10:30 p.m. (2:13)

First-Hand Observations of Each Area

The review team observed the reservations and dispatch functions for several hours on
Tuesday and Wednesday, July 15 and 16. This included hours during morning and
afternoon peak call and operating periods. The handling of calls and the management
of runs, no-shows and other issues was observed. The scheduling function was also
observed and schedulers were interviewed to determine what procedures they typically
used to create final run schedules. Following is a summary of the review team’s
observations.

Reservations

The performance of several reservationists was observed. In each case, the
reservationists seemed pleasant and efficient and closely followed the formal script for
handling and booking trip requests. Each asked for and recorded special pick-up
details, asked about mobility aids used, and asked about attendants and companions
that might be accompanying the eligible riders. Each also did a thorough job of verifying
day/date, latest address and phone number, and capturing destination phone numbers,
if available. Each also did a good job of repeating key information to callers at the end
of the trip booking process.

Reservationists were also consistently asking callers if they had appointment times and
if they wanted to book the first leg of their trip based on an appointment time or a pick-
up time. As suggested in the script (see Attachment B), most agents would first ask if
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there was an appointment time or a specific time that riders wanted to arrive at their
destinations. If there was, they would suggest that this time be used to book the trip. If
there was no appointment or desired arrival time, they asked what time the riders
wanted to be picked up.

The only areas noted for possible improvement were in the way that agents asked
about appointment and pick-up times, and in the way that scheduled pick-up times were
communicated to riders. In terms of appointments versus requested pick-up times,
most agents did a good job of following the formal script. A few, though, shortened the
conversation and asked something like “Do you have an appointment or pick-up time?”
To experienced riders, this might be clear. But for new riders, this short-hand way of
asking how the rider would like to book the trip might be confusing.

In terms of communicating the scheduled pick-up times, the formal script called for
Reservationists to first note the precise scheduled pick-up time and then say “The driver
can arrive as early as XXX and as late as XXX.” Indicating the earliest and latest times
in the pick-up window is important for reinforcing the fact that there is a pick-up window,
not an exact pick-up time. Some Reservationists did indicate the window times when
confirming trips with riders. Other, however, simply stated the exact pick-up time—“Be
ready by 8:15 a.m.”

It is recommended that additional monitoring of compliance with these two parts of the
script be performed by MV Transportation and WMATA. Re-training should then be
provided as needed.

Active supervision and management of the reservations area was observed. During
peak call times, the Reservations Supervisors walked the floor to provide assistance
and direct supervision. Two LED displays showing the hold times in each call group—
one in the reservations area and one in the “Where’s My Ride?” area were closely
monitored and agents were switched between these groups (i.e., changed the call
group setting on their phones) to respond to increased calls in each area.

It was also noted that there is ongoing “remote” monitoring of the handling of calls. MV
staff listens to a sample of calls each week, records any issues with performance, and
arranges re-training as needed.

Where’'s My Ride?

Seven staff in the dispatch area are assigned to a “Where’s My Ride?” (WMR) unit.
Two work morning shifts (6 a.m. to 2:30 p.m.). The other five have staggered shifts
starting at 9 a.m., 9:30 a.m., 11 a.m., 12 p.m., and 2:30 p.m. and provide coverage until
11 p.m. each evening. During peak operating times, this provides for about four
dedicated WMR Agents. Several additional Reservationists are also trained to read
dispatch screens and handle WMR calls. At the time of the review, there were four
dedicated WMR agents and another five Reservationists who were switched to WMR
calls during peak hours.

1-8 9/16/08 DRAFT



TPB Independent Review of MetroAccess

The performance of the WMR unit was observed. As calls were received asking about
the status of rides, the WMR agents would check the status of the run using the latest
“performed” trip information received from drivers via the mobile data terminals (MDTS).
If the information in the system was up-to-date (indicating a working MDT), the WMR
agent would estimate the expected arrival of the vehicle. If the information was not
current, the WMR agent would contact the driver using the Nextel system to get an
estimated pick-up time. WMR agents seemed very proficient at using the Trapeze
dispatch screens and making reasonable estimates of expected pick-up times.

It was noted that, prior to 2007, the WMR function was part of reservations. However,
Reservationists did not have access to the dispatch screens and therefore did not have
up-to-date run information. They therefore had to provide a general response or use
the internal intercom system to get information from dispatchers. During peak operating
hours, this could result in long secondary holds. It also added significantly to the
workload of dispatchers.

At the time of the review, WMR agents had access to the needed dispatch screens, the
ability to contact drivers directly if needed, and typically did not have to query
dispatchers to be able to respond to WMR calls. The creation of a separate WMR
group, with adequate tools, appears to have significantly improved the ability of the
system to respond to rider inquiries about the status of pick-ups.

Dispatch

The dispatch operation was observed during the peak afternoon operating hours on July
15-16. The dispatch area was organized by provider with Dispatchers assigned to each
provider in adjoining cubicles. There were morning and afternoon Dispatchers
scheduled for each provider. There were also some midday Dispatchers assigned to
some providers, depending on the run structure and coverage needs. Morning
Dispatchers started between 3:30 and 6:30 a.m. and worked until 12 to 5:30 p.m.
Afternoon Dispatchers started from 11:50 a.m. to 1:30 p.m. and worked until between
7:50 to 9:30 p.m. Midday Dispatchers typically started between 5:00 and 7:30 a.m. and
worked until 4:00 to 5:30 p.m. There was also one overnight dispatcher on duty from
5:00 p.m. to 3:00 a.m.

Two Taxi Dispatchers were also scheduled on weekdays. One worked a morning shift
starting at 4:30 a.m., and one worked an afternoon/evening shift that provided coverage
until 9:30 p.m. These Dispatchers monitored trips assigned to non-dedicated taxi
providers. They stayed in contact, as needed, with dispatchers at the taxi companies.
The taxi dispatch function is discussed in more detail below.

In addition to the Dispatchers that managed provider runs, there were also five
Recovery Schedulers (aka Same-Day Schedulers) who worked on an ongoing basis to
place unscheduled trips onto runs. As noted in the “Scheduling” section below, a small
number of trips might not be placed on runs each day and need to be scheduled as
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add-ons on the day of service. Other trips might become unscheduled if runs pulled out
late, vehicle breakdowns occurred, runs became late and trips had to be reassigned,
riders no-showed and requested later pick-ups, or rider’s requested revised pick-up
times for other reasons. The Recovery Schedulers assisted the Dispatchers with the
same-day placement of these trips. The five Recovery Schedulers worked staggered
shifts starting at 4 a.m. and provided coverage until 9:30 p.m. on weekdays. On
Sunday, one Recovery Scheduler worked 12:30 p.m. to 9 p.m. There was not a
Recovery Scheduler assigned to Saturday duty according the dispatch area schedule
provided during the review visit.

There also were five employees in the dispatch area (four No-Show Dispatchers and
one Supervisor) who worked during the main operating hours and handled no-show
requests from drivers. Known as the “No-Show Desk,” this separate unit had been in
place since January of 2008.

For each no-show request, they would check the trip information (scheduled pick-up
time and pick-up window), check the vehicle arrival time and the wait time to be sure the
driver had arrived within the window and waited the required minimum of five minutes.
They would also check the scheduled pick-up location and special pick-up instructions,
and confirm the vehicle location to be sure the driver was at the correct location. They
would then ask drivers if they had attempted to locate riders and would attempt to call
riders if no contact had been made. After following all procedures, the No-Show
Dispatchers would approve no-shows, as appropriate, and code the trips as either no-
shows or missed trips, depending on the time of the vehicle arrival.

The dispatch area work schedule in effect in mid-July 2008 also showed six Dispatcher
Supervisors. Two worked weekday morning shifts, three worked weekday afternoon
shifts, and two worked weekend shifts. The weekend Supervisors also assisted with
weekday coverage as needed.

Table 1.5 shows the staffing plan in the dispatch area that was in effect at the time of
the review visit. The number of morning, mid-day and afternoon Dispatchers assigned
to each provider is shown for each day of the week. The Overnight Dispatchers,
Recovery Schedulers, No-Show Dispatchers, and Supervisors are also shown.

As shown, the staffing plan indicated 3-4 MV Beltsville Dispatchers on weekdays and 1-
2 on weekends. Between 3-4 Dispatchers were assigned to MV Capital Heights runs
on weekdays, with 1-2 on weekends. Between 1-2 Dispatchers were available to
manage Diamond/MV Fairfax runs on weekdays. On weekends, there was one
Diamond/MV Fairfax Dispatcher available for most hours. Late afternoon and evening
coverage for Diamond/MV Fairfax appeared to be unassigned.

One Dispatcher managed Battles runs for all days and times except Sunday afternoons.
The Battles Sunday PM shift was open. The plan also called for one dispatcher to
always be available to manage MetroHealth runs, but the Monday PM, Saturday AM
and Sunday PM shifts appeared open. The plan called for 1-3 Challenger Dispatchers
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on weekdays and 1-2 on weekends, but the Monday AM, Saturday PM, and Sunday PM
shifts appeared to be open or unassigned.

Table 1.5 MV Transportation Staffing of the Dispatch Area, July 2008

Position Mon Tues Wed Thur Fri Sat Sun
MV Beltsville AM 3 3 3 3 2 2 open 1
MV Beltsville Mid 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
MV Beltsville PM 2 3 2 3 3 1 1
MV Cap Heights AM 1 1 0 1 1 1 0
lopen | 1open | 1open | 1open | 1open 1 open
MV Cap Heights Mid 2 2 2 2 2 1 2
MV Cap Heights PM 2 2 2 2 2 0 0
1 open | 1 open
Diamond/Fairfax AM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Diamond/Fairfax Mid 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
Diamond/Fairfax PM 1 1 1 1 1 0 1
Battles AM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Battles PM 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 open
MetroHealth AM 1 1 1 1 1 1 open 1
MetroHealth PM 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 open
Challenger AM 0 1 1 1 1 1 1
Challenger Mid 2 2 2 2 2 2 1
Challenger PM 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 open
Taxi Dispatcher AM 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
Taxi Dispatcher PM 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
Overnight Dispatcher 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Recovery Schedulers 1-3 1-3 1-3 1-3 1-3 0 1
No-Show Dispatchers 1-2 1-2 1-2 1-2 1-2 1 1
AM Supervisors 1 2 2 2 2 0 0
PM Supervisors 2 2 2 2 2 0 0
lopen | 1open | 1open | 1open | 1open
Weekend Supervisors 0 0 0 0 0 2 2

An Overnight Dispatcher was assigned each day of the week. Two Supervisors were
scheduled for all days and times except Monday mornings, when only one morning
Supervisor was scheduled. A third Supervisor position for weekday afternoons was
open.

As noted above, the four Recovery Schedulers worked staggered shifts on weekdays,
which provided for between 1-3 to be on duty on weekdays. One Recovery Scheduler
was available on Sunday from 12:30-9 p.m. There was not a Recovery Scheduler
included in the plan for Saturdays. One to two No-Show Dispatchers were scheduled
on weekdays, and one was available on weekends.

As shown in Table 1.5, a number of dispatch shifts were unassigned or open at the time
of the review. This appears to be due to the high turnover of Dispatchers. Several
individuals were in training to fill these open positions. Coverage was arranged as
needed using other Dispatchers, the weekend Dispatchers and Supervisors.
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These dispatch staffing levels were then compared to the number of runs typically
assigned to each service provider. An estimate of the number of runs managed by
each Dispatcher during peak operating hours was then developed. This analysis
indicated that the MV Beltsville Dispatchers typically managed 27-30 runs during the
peak; the MV Capital Heights Dispatchers managed about 35 runs at peak times; the
Diamond/Fairfax Dispatchers managed about 31-33 runs; the Battles Dispatchers about
27 runs; the MetroHealth Dispatchers about 26 runs; and the Challenger Dispatchers
managed between 27 and 32 runs at the peak.

These ratios are in-line with generally accepted industry norms, which suggests that 30
runs per dispatcher is a good target. The ratios observed also show significant
improvement in staffing over the past two years. In 2006, as documented in the TPB
report, each dispatcher was handling about 90 runs during weekday peak operating
periods.

First-hand observations on July 15 and 16, 2008 indicated that the various units in the
dispatch area were functioning quite well. As noted in previous sections, the WMR unit
took significant pressure off of Dispatchers by handling many late ride calls directly.
The No-Show Desk also relieved Dispatchers of the need to review and authorize no-
show requests from drivers. Because it was dedicated to this task, the No-Show Desk
also appeared to be able to respond quicker to driver no-shows and therefore helped to
reduce dwell time when no-shows occurred. The Recovery Schedulers were also able
to assist Dispatchers when new options needed to be found for unscheduled trips.

With the support and assistance of the WMR unit, No-Show Desk and Recovery
Schedulers, the regular Dispatchers appeared to be able to focus on run management.
They were observed to regularly scan runs assigned to them to check for potential
issues. They were able to work an hour or more out to identify and address potential
problems.

Two LED displays in the dispatch area also assisted Supervisors in managing the
dispatch function. One LED display showed all of the trips that were projected to run
late or which were late. The second LED display showed all of the runs on which trips
were overdue to be “performed.” This display focused Dispatchers and Supervisors on
runs where drivers had failed to keep up-to-date on actual pick-up or drop-off times. It
also identified runs where MDTs were not functioning. By tracking the information on
this display, Dispatchers and Supervisors knew which runs to check-in on to get up-to-
date information.

It should also be noted that the review was conducted two weeks after a major switch
from curb-to-curb service to door-to-door service. Staff in the dispatch area indicated
that the transition was going very smoothly and that minimal problems had been
encountered. The No-Show Dispatchers, in particular, felt the change to door-to-door
service had helped with locating riders and with reducing dwell times.
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Taxi Dispatch

The review team interviewed the PM Supervisor of Dispatch to review the dispatching of
the supplemental taxi service. MV Transportation uses three local taxi companies to
help meet ridership demand. The use of taxis as measured by average weekday trips is
currently more limited compared to the first year of the new contractor. The stated
objective for taxi use is five percent or less. Figure 1.1 shows taxi trips as a percentage
of total trips provided from January 2006 through May 2008.

The data shows a significant decrease in the reliance on taxi trips from January 2006 to
October 2006. Taxi usage stayed at five percent or less until September 2007. It has
increased to between six and seven percent since that time.

Trips are scheduled to taxis in two ways: through schedules sent the day before service
and on the same day as add-ons. It was reported that about 60 to 100 trips are
scheduled to taxis the day before service and about 200 to 250 trips are scheduled as
add-ons.

Figure 1.1

Taxi Trips as a Percentage of Total Trips
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Same-day taxi trips are provided to the selected taxi subcontractor via fax, with specific
procedures put in place to ensure that the taxi company receives the trip information
(see Section 1.6 discussion of Contract Oversight and Monitoring).

The role of the taxi dispatch function is to coordinate with the taxi companies relative to
taxi trips on the day of service. This function is handled by the taxi dispatch “desk,”
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which is staffed by one Dispatcher from 4:30 am to 1 pm and a second Dispatcher from
1 pm to 9:30 pm daily.

The Taxi Dispatcher does not have direct contact with the taxi drivers, as the dispatch
function does with the contractor’'s own dedicated service. But rather, the Taxi
Dispatcher coordinates directly with the taxi company dispatcher, who in turn has direct
contact with the taxi drivers.

The taxi dispatcher handles the various same-day issues related to the MetroAccess
trips scheduled to taxis, including cancellations, no-shows, and add-ons. For no-
shows, the taxi driver contacts his company dispatcher who in turn contacts the
contractor’s taxi dispatcher, relaying the information from the taxi driver. The
contractor’s taxi dispatcher then tries to contact the rider and depending on the results
of those efforts, provides authorization to the taxi company dispatcher for the taxi driver
to mark the rider as a no-show. According to the PM Dispatch Supervisor interviewed,
unauthorized no-shows are not currently a big issue for the taxi service. According to
this Supervisor, the use of taxis is definitely beneficial for MetroAccess dispatch,
particularly given the ability of the taxi companies to respond with limited advance
notice.

Scheduling

During the site visit, the review team met with the Scheduling Manager and members of
the scheduling staff to review information on staffing and to review scheduling
procedures. According to the staffing spreadsheets provided in advance, the
Scheduling Department is made up of seven people. There is one Scheduling
Manager, five Schedulers and one Subscription Scheduler.

In order to fully understand the scheduling process, it is important to have a basic
understanding of how scheduling is accomplished by MV Transportation using Trapeze.
There are two types of schedules in Trapeze, a Template Schedule and a Live
Schedule. A Template schedule is a schedule for a day of the week (Monday, Tuesday
and so forth) and contains all of the subscription trips. It is used as a basis for the
schedule for a specific day of service called the Live Schedule. A Live Schedule is for a
specific date (May 20, 2008 for example) and contains all of the subscription trips for a
particular day plus all of the demand trips. It is the Live Schedule that the other five
Schedulers work on, and that Dispatchers and Drivers work with on the day of service.

The Subscription Scheduler is responsible for entering the requests for subscription
trips into Trapeze and, in some cases, schedule those trips to a run in the Template
Schedule. This person does not work on scheduling trips on the Live Schedule. A
subscription trip is a trip taken by a customer on a regular basis, usually to and from the
same location at the same time and on the same days each week. The Subscription
Scheduler handles subscription trip requests for both dedicated and for non-dedicated,
non-taxi service. The non-dedicated, non-taxi trips are for service to agencies such as
the ARC, We Care and SEEC. When these requests are received, the Subscription
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Scheduler enters the information into Trapeze but does not schedule them to a run.
The new trip information is sent to the appropriate provider for scheduling. If the
subscription request is for a dedicated trip, the Subscription Scheduler will schedule the
trip to a run on the appropriate Template schedule. The scheduled time is provided to
the customer. If the Subscription Scheduler is unable to find a scheduled time for a
request she will ask the appropriate Scheduler for assistance. When a scheduled time
is determined, the customer who requested the service will be notified. The
Subscription Scheduler does not schedule the trip to the Live Schedule. The
Schedulers are responsible for maintaining the promised time given to the customer for
the subscription trips on the Live Schedules.

All of the scheduling for the next day of service is done in the Live Schedule and is
handled by the five Schedulers. The division of scheduling responsibilities was
explained as follows:
e One scheduler assigned to Virginia trips and trips going to/from the District of
Columbia to Virginia — approximately 80 runs;
e One scheduler assigned to Montgomery County and trips to/from the District of
Columbia to Montgomery County — approximately 77 runs;
e Two schedulers assigned to Prince George County trips and trips going to/from
the District of Columbia — approximately 220 to 260 runs;
e One scheduler assigned to the District of Columbia trips — approximately 60 runs.

It was noted that the workload for schedulers has changed slightly over the past two
years. The 2006 TPB report indicated that schedulers were each handling between 70
and 125 runs and recommended additional scheduling capacity. The workload detailed
above indicated that each scheduler is managing between 60 and 120 runs.

This division of scheduling responsibilities by area responds to one of the
recommendations made in 2006 by the Ad Hoc Committee established to assist with
transition issues.

Although Schedulers are assigned to schedule trips in a specific geographic area, they
can, as needed, schedule trips in areas other than their primary area of responsibility.
The Scheduling Manager is available to assist where needed and when necessary.

MV Transportation has developed and documented a series of 17 steps to be followed
when scheduling trips for the next day. The steps include a series of batch scheduling
operations. Batch scheduling is a process by which a group of trips are selected and
the software is asked to schedule the trips to selected runs. The batch scheduling
process is fully automated and is accomplished without computer operator input on the
placement of the trips. These steps can be explained using the following five general
categories:

e Unschedule demand trips — when a customer calls to request a trip, the

Reservation Agent schedules the trip to a run. The customer is given the
scheduled time. Prior to starting scheduling for the next day these trips are
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removed from the runs and placed in the Unassigned List. They will
subsequently be scheduled using the scheduled or promised time given to the
customer.

e Match the Template Schedule to the Live Schedule. Matching is the process
by which the subscription trips for the next day are scheduled onto the runs.

e Work with special groups. These special groups are trips to agencies such as
We Care, ARC, or SEEC. This task is conducted to ensure that the trips to these
agencies are on the appropriate runs.

e Perform a series of batch scheduling routines. Batch scheduling is a fully
automated scheduling process run in Trapeze. These “batches” are run by area
and by time. The areas correspond to each of the four areas listed earlier in this
section. The two time periods are for trips occurring prior to 14:00 and trips
occurring 14:00 and later.

e The batch scheduling process does not schedule all trips onto runs.
According to the scheduling staff, after the batch scheduling routines are run
anywhere from 300 to 800 trips are left unscheduled (there were 730
unscheduled trips on the day the review team met with staff). After ‘batching”
trips, Schedulers manually schedule as many unscheduled trips as possible. Itis
reported that, after manually scheduling trips, about 130 to 180 trips are left
unscheduled before “cabbing” or assigning trips to non-dedicated taxis. After
“cabbing,” the staff reports leaving approximately 10 to 20 trips unscheduled at
the end of the process. An unscheduled trip means that the trip is not on a
dedicated run and has not been assigned to a taxi. It should be noted that trips
for passengers who use wheelchairs, and trips for which no cab option is
available are scheduled first. Having only 10-20 unscheduled trips at the
beginning of the service day appears to be an improvement over past practice.
Prior reports indicated much larger numbers of unscheduled trips.

The last two of the 17 steps of the process involve checking the runs for appropriate
driver lunch breaks and making sure that “flip runs” are back in the garage in a timely
fashion. Runs are checked to make sure that there are no lunches at 8:00 or between
15:00 and 16:30. Records indicate that 8:00 and 15:00 are times of peak demand. A
“flip run” is a vehicle that is used on a morning run and on an afternoon run. In order for
the afternoon pull-out to occur on time, the run must be back at the garage after the
morning run at least 45 minutes before the afternoon run is scheduled to leave the
garage.

Schedulers were asked if they used any Trapeze Standard Reports to assist them in the
scheduling process. It was indicated that four Trapeze Standard Reports are used to
assist the scheduling process. The four reports are:

Double Booking Report
Optimize Report

Slack Report

Violation Report
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The first report is used prior to starting the batch scheduling process. The Double
Booking Report will identify trips for the same person that may have been booked twice
in error. Any trips that have been booked twice in error are cancelled prior to starting
the scheduling procedures. The last three reports are during any part of the scheduling
process. The Optimize Report can be run to show trips going to the same address (by
drop-off), and is a tool to assist the Schedulers in identifying trips that could be grouped
together. The Slack Report identifies runs that have slack time that could be used to
schedule any remaining unscheduled trips. For purposes of the report slack time
means any time period, specified by the person running the report, where there is no
activity occurring on a run. An activity is defined as a customer pick up or drop off. The
Violation Report is a report that shows any scheduled trips that violate any of the
scheduling rules as defined in Trapeze. The report checks for violations such as a
person scheduled to be on board a vehicle longer than allowed, or if a pick-up is
scheduled to occur late.

While the procedures established for scheduling are thorough, the staffing levels should
be reviewed. As indicated above, there are five schedulers working on scheduling trips
for next day service. Although the Scheduling Manager is available to assist in the
process where needed, it is felt that five full time schedulers for the number of runs is
not adequate. Three of the schedulers have areas which contain fewer than 100 runs —
Virginia, Montgomery County and the District of Columbia. However the two schedulers
assigned to Prince George County each handle in excess of 100 runs. The consultant
team feels that the number of runs each Scheduler is responsible for on a daily basis for
is too high for the scheduling staff to work at optimum effectiveness. Even using the
tools available in the software the consultant team feels that there is likely not enough
time for the schedulers to effectively perform a review of their runs prior to final printing
of the runs. Itis recommended that an additional scheduler be added to alleviate this
issue.

1.2 Vehicles and Drivers

The second question posed to the review team was “What Progress has WMATA made
in increasing the number of vehicles and drivers for the service and are there an
adequate number of wheelchair accessible vehicles in DC and Prince George’s
County?” The team used the 2006 FTA review of the MetroAccess service to develop
baseline vehicle and driver information as of December 2006. Information collected in
advance and on-site from MV Transportation and WMATA was then used for
comparative vehicle and driver data for 2007 and 2008.

Vehicles

Table 1.6 summarizes fleet information collected by the review team for 2006, 2007 and
2008. The FTA review indicated that there were a total of 374 vehicles used for
MetroAccess service in December of 2006. This included 334 WMATA-owned vehicles
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and 40 provider-owned vehicles. The report did not indicate the number of sedans and
lift-vans in the fleet.

The FTA report also indicated that the weekday peak pullout requirement for the service
(i.e., the number of vehicles needed to cover runs during the peak operating time) was
361 vehicles. Given a total fleet of 374 vehicles, this provided for only 13 spare vehicles
at peak operating times of the day, or only a 4% spare ratio. An additional 54 vehicles
would have been beneficial in December of 2006 to allow for a 15% spare ratio—the
commonly accepted industry spare ratio.

Prior to the review and while on-site, additional fleet information about the current fleet
and the fleet in 2007 was obtained. MV Transportation managers indicated that in
2007, there was a total fleet of 425 vehicles. This included 360 vehicles provided by
WMATA (294 lift-vans and 66 sedans), plus 65 lift-vans that MV Transportation leased
and made available for the service. This meant that in 2007 there were 359 lift-vans
(84% of the fleet) and 66 sedans (16% of the fleet). Information about the peak pullout
requirement in 2007 was not obtained, so estimates of the spare ratio at that time
cannot be made.

Table 1.6 MetroAccess Fleet Roster and Peak Pullout Requirements,
December 2006, 2007 and July 2008

December 2006 2007 July 2008

(FTA Report) (WMATA/MV) | (WMATA/MV)

WMATA-owned vehicles 334 360 453

Provider-owned vehicles 40 65 40

Total Fleet 374 425 493

Lift-vans NA 359 (84%) 351 (71%)

Sedans/minivans NA 66 (16%) 142 (29%)

Weekday Peak Pullout 361 NA 454

Spares 13 (4%) NA 39 (9%)
Additional Vehicles Needed to

Achieve 15% Spare Ratio 54 NA 29

In July of 2008, at the time of the review, there were 454 WMATA-owned vehicles. This
included 351 lift-vans and 102 sedans. There also were 40 vehicles provided for the
service by Challenger and Diamond Transportation. All of the provider-owned vehicles
were either sedans or standard (non-ramped) minivans. In total, there was a fleet of
493 vehicles—351 lift vans (71% of the fleet) and 142 sedans/minivans (29% of the
fleet). The peak pullout requirement in July 2008 was 454 vehicles. Therefore, there
were only about 39 spare vehicles during peak weekday operating hours at the time of
the review. This equates to a 9% spare ratio. In order to achieve a recommended 15%
spare ratio, about 29 additional vehicles would need to be added.

This information shows mixed progress in expanding the fleet and addressing vehicle
needs. The situation in July of 2008 was clearly better than in December of 2006.
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However, the number of spares is still low and more vehicles are needed to get to a
15% spare ratio.

Significant progress in expanding the fleet has been made recently. The master list of
WMATA-owned vehicles shows 26 vehicles listed as 2007 models—19 vans and seven
sedans—which indicates that this was the number of new vehicles added that year.
The list shows 95 model year 2008 vehicles—85 vans and 10 sedans—which indicates
that 95 vehicles were purchased in 2008.

It was noted that funding has been approved for the purchase of 125 vehicles in FY
2009. This includes 100 replacement vehicles programmed for purchase with local
funding and 25 expansion vehicles to be purchased with JARC funding. Contract
Modification #9, signed between WMATA and MV in August of 2007 also calls for the
rehabilitation of 75 older lift-vans to allow these vehicles to remain in service for several
more years. Capital replacement is discussed in more detail in Section 3.3 of this
report.

The fleet mix has also changed. Lift-vans made up 84% of the fleet in 2007. In 2008,
lift-vans made up only 71% of the fleet. The number of lift-vans actually decreased
between 2007 and 2008. While it does not appear that MV Transportation has issues
accommodating all riders who need accessible vehicles on runs, a lower percentage of
lift-vans will limit the flexibility of dispatch in responding to same-day service issues
involving riders who need accessible vehicles.

One of the tasks planned for the review was to develop special reports comparing on-
time performance and on-board ride times for ambulatory riders versus riders who use
wheelchairs. These reports would provide one indication of whether or not the
decreased accessibility of the fleet has impacted riders who require accessible vehicles.
The reports proved more difficult than originally envisioned, however, and were not
developed. Some limited analysis of on-board ride times for ambulatory riders versus
riders who use wheelchairs was performed. This analysis showed that, for a random
sample of 5,393 trips on May 20, 2008, trips over 90 minutes were experienced by 5.0%
of ambulatory riders and 5.2% of riders who used wheelchairs. This difference appears
to be insignificant and indicates similar ride times for the two groups. The analysis is
discussed in more detail in Section 1.5 of this report.

It is recommended that WMATA and MV Transportation continue to pursue the
development of the proposed special on-time and travel time reports so that the quality
of service for both types of riders can be analyzed. Additional lift-equipped vehicles
should be considered if the on-time performance experienced by riders who need
accessible vehicles is significantly lower than ambulatory riders, or if the on-board ride
times experienced by riders who require accessible vehicles is significantly longer.

1-19 9/16/08 DRAFT



TPB Independent Review of MetroAccess

Accessible Vehicles in DC and Prince George’s County

One issue that the review team was asked to consider was whether there were an
adequate number of accessible vehicles in DC and in Prince George’s County. To
analyze this, information about the mix of vehicles at each provider location was
collected. Information about the areas served by each provider was also considered.

Table 1.7 shows the make-up of the fleets assigned to each service provider. It also
shows the areas typically served by each provider. It is important to note that with a
central call center, vehicles at the provider locations are not strictly limited to one area.
They can be scheduled and used throughout the service area. It was noted, though,
that some providers tend to have primary service areas. In Table 1.7, primary areas
where provider vehicles are used are underlined and bolded. Other areas commonly
served by each provider are also listed in regular font. These are only “typical” service
areas, though. Again, it is important to recognize that vehicles at most provider
locations can be scheduled and used throughout the service area.

The number and percentage of lift-vans assigned to providers whose primary service
area is Prince George’s County seems more than adequate. MV Capital Heights and
Metro Health were the providers identified as primarily serving Prince George’s County.
Between them, they have 148 of the 351 lift-vans in the total fleet (42%). Ninety percent
(90%) of the vehicles assigned to these two providers are accessible.

Only Battles has DC as its main service area. And although all of the Battles vehicles
are accessible, it has only 25 vehicles. However, vehicles from several of the other
providers do also serve the DC area. Vehicles from the MV Capital Heights location are
regularly scheduled to serve riders in DC. To a lesser extent, vehicles from the MV
Beltsville location also serve riders in DC. And vehicles from MV Fairfax, Diamond and
Challenger occasionally serve riders in the DC area.

Table 1.7 Fleet Mix by Provider and Typical Provider Service Areas

Typical Lift-Vans Sedans Total

Provider Service Area Number (%) Number (%) Vehicles
MV Beltsville MC/PG/DC 84 (60%) 57 (40%) 141
MV Cap Hghts PG/DC 113 (87%) 17 (13%) 130
MV Fairfax VA/DC 25 (78%) 7 (22%) 32
Battles DC 25 (100%) 0 (0%) 25
Metro Health PG/DC 35 (100%) 0 (0%) 35
Diamond VA/DC 20 (62%) 12 (38%) 32
Challenger MC 49 (50%) 49 (50%) 98
Totals 351 (71%) 142 (29%) 493
MC=Montgomery County
PG=Prince George’s County
DC=District of Columbia
VA=Virginia
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If Battles and MV Capital Heights are considered the primary providers of service in DC,
the number and percentage of accessible vehicles seems appropriate. Together, these
two providers have 138 lift-equipped vans (39% of the total). The combined fleets are
also 89% accessible.

It was noted, though, that the vehicles assigned to Battles were some of the oldest lift-
vans. All 25 vehicles listed in the master fleet roster as being assigned to Battles were
2002 models. All had over 150,000 miles of service and eight had over 190,000 miles
of service. It is recommended that WMATA and MV Transportation consider upgrading
the fleet assigned to Battles. Priority should be given to replacing most if not all of the
vehicles assigned to Battles with new vehicles obtained in the next capital procurement.

It was also noted that some of the taxi companies in Montgomery County and Northern
Virginia have some accessible vehicles in their fleets, but that accessible taxi service
currently does not exist in the District or in Prince George’s County. The availability of
accessible taxi service provides MV Transportation with another option for scheduling
trips and for responding to same-day service issues for riders who use wheelchairs. A
pilot project is being developed to introduce accessible taxi service in the District. If
successful, this project should provide the MetroAccess service with another alternative
for responding to service needs in the DC area. It is recommended that WMATA and
MV Transportation consider ways to utilize these new accessible taxis when they are
introduced into service.

Drivers

The adequacy of the driver workforce and progress made in maintaining an adequate
and experienced driver workforce were also considered. The 2006 FTA report provided
driver workforce information for all providers except Diamond Transportation. It
indicated that there were a total of 573 drivers at the other six providers and that there
were 493 total weekday runs assigned to these providers. It then calculated a driver to
weekday run ratio and suggested that a ratio of 1.25 to 1.3 drivers per weekday run is
needed to cover seven day a week service. Table 1.8 shows information included in the
FTA report. The report concluded that in December 2006 the driver workforces at MV
Fairfax, Challenger and Metro Health Tech were adequate, but that there appeared to
be driver shortages at the other provider locations. Battles, MV Beltsville, and MV
Capital Heights were mentioned, in particular, as being understaffed or limited in driver
availability.

Similar information was gathered during the July 2008 review. Driver workforce
information was taken from current “Driver Employee Lists” provided by MV
Transportation. Total weekday run information was taken from an Excel spreadsheet
provided by WMATA in advance of the on-site review titled “final route numbers for new
bid 060908.xIs.” The information is included above in Table 1.8.
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Table 1.8 Driver Workforces, Weekday Runs, and Drivers to Runs Ratios

by Provider, December 2006 and July 2008
December 2006 July 2008
Provider # of Total Drivers/ | # of Total Drivers/
Drivers Weekday | Runs Drivers | Weekday | Runs
Runs Ratio Runs Ratio
MV Beltsville 199 187 1.06 213 148 1.44
MV Cap Heights 139 119 1.17 233 163 1.43
MV Fairfax 48 38 1.26 35 33 1.06
Battles 37 42 0.88 59 45 1.31
Challenger 113 78 1.45 167 62 2.69
Diamond NA 25 NA 61 56 1.09
Metro Health 37 29 1.28 36 28 1.29
Totals w/Challenger 573 493 1.16 804 535 1.50
Totals w/o Challenger 460 415 1.11 637 473 1.35

The July 2008 data suggests that MV Beltsville, MV Capital Heights and Battles, which
were cited in the FTA report, have significantly increased their driver workforces and

now exceed the ratio recommended by FTA. Metro Health Tech also exceeds the

recommended ratio and Challenger has a more than adequate workforce for the

number of runs assigned. It should be noted that Challenger lists all drivers on its

employee list, both dedicated and non-dedicated, that have been trained to provide
MetroAccess service. The Challenger information is somewhat misleading, therefore,
since many of the drivers listed work on non-dedicated service. Still, with all of these
drivers to draw on, as needed, Challenger is in a good position in terms of the adequacy
of its driver workforce.

The July 2008 data indicates, though, that MV Fairfax and Diamond have lower than
recommended ratios of drivers to weekday runs. MV Fairfax listed only 35 drivers for 33
assigned weekday runs. Diamond listed only 61 drivers for 56 assigned weekday runs.

Because the MetroAccess service is centrally scheduled and dispatched, MV
Transportation does have the option to reassign runs if driver shortages are an issue.

In the short-term (daily), driver shortages might still be a problem, but over the course of
several days, arrangements could be made to reassign runs if shortages were
persistent. The overall total availability of drivers at all providers is therefore important
to consider. Totals are provided in Table 1.8 including the Challenger data as well as
without the Challenger data (since, as described above, the combined workforce at
Challenger tends to skew the driver/run ratio). With the Challenger data, the system
overall has a ratio of 1.5 drivers to total weekday runs. Without the Challenger data, the
ratio is 1.35—still more than adequate to provide run coverage.

Run Coverage

To determine what impact the relatively low spare ratio and workforce issues had on run
coverage, the review team examined daily operations reports for the randomly selected
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week of May 18-24, 2008. These reports indicated the number of runs “turned back to
MV” due to a lack of either drivers or vehicles. They also indicated the number of runs
that pulled out late due to either driver or vehicle issues. When runs are turned back,
the trips on those runs must be same-day dispatched as add-ons by the central
dispatch unit. Similarly, when runs pull-out late, the first trips on the runs may have to
be reassigned as add-ons or may end up being performed late. Table 1.9 shows the
information on “turned back” runs and late pull-outs for the sample week. Information is
provided on turned back runs for all providers. Late pull-out information is provided for
all providers except Challenger. The Challenger daily pull-out sheets did not indicate
actual versus scheduled pull-out times.

Table 1.9 Run Coverage for the Sample Week of May 18-24, 2008

Provider # of Runs “Turned Back” # of Late Pull-Outs
MV Beltsville 1 9

MV Cap Heights 0 39

MV Fairfax 5 0

Battles 13 0
Challenger 0 NA
Diamond 0 0

Metro Health Tech 0 0

Totals 19 48

As shown, there were no turned back runs at MV Capital Heights, Challenger, Diamond,
or MetroHealth Tech for this week. MV Beltsville only turned back one run. MV Fairfax
turned back five runs and Battles turned back 13 runs.

All runs that were covered pulled out on time at MV Fairfax, Battles, Diamond and Metro
Health Tech for this week. There were nine late pull-outs at MV Beltsville and 39 late
pull-outs at MV Capital Heights.

The review team also examined the actual pull-out sheets for this week to determine the
cause of pull-out issues. These sheets show the vehicles and drivers assigned to each
run, indicate if the scheduled driver performed the run, if coverage was needed due to
same-day call-outs or scheduled outs, or if there were vehicle issues.

It appeared that the turned back runs at MV Fairfax were due to driver shortages. The
turn backs at Battles appeared to be due primarily to a lack of available vehicles.

Analysis of the detailed run pull-out sheets also indicated a high number of same-day
driver call-outs at MV Beltsville and MV Capital Heights. This is a sign of driver
workforce issues. Both operations maintain large extraboards, though, and were able to
provide coverage throughout the week. For example, MV Beltsville had a daily
extraboard of 11-33 drivers and MV Capital Heights had an extraboard of 12-23 drivers
for this sample week.
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Overall, given the total number of runs assigned each week, run coverage at MV
Beltsville, Challenger, Diamond and Metro Health Tech was very good. The run
closures at MV Fairfax indicate a need for more drivers and the closures at Battles
indicate a need for an upgraded fleet. The late pull-outs at MV Capital Heights is also

something that should be addressed.

1.3 Driver Turnover

High driver turnover was cited as an issue that needed to be reviewed.
Recommendations for ways to decrease turnover were also requested.

To determine the current level of driver turnover, the review team requested and
received employee records from MV Transportation that listed all of the drivers hired
since the start of the contract and the hire dates. The information also listed the
resignation/termination dates of all drivers that had left the company. Hire and
resignation/termination dates were then compared to determine if drivers had left the
company during training (defined as within three weeks of the hire date), or if the
resignations/terminations was “post-training.” The total number of
resignations/terminations for the period from July 2007 through June 2008 was then
divided by the total number of drivers in the current workforce to estimate the annual
post-training turnover rate for this period of time. Detailed data was available and this
analysis was done for two of the three MV operations—Beltsville and Capital Heights.

The results of the analysis are provided in Table 1.9.

As shown, a total of 335 MV Beltsville drivers resigned or were terminated after
completing training between July 1, 2007 and June 30, 2008. With a total workforce of
213 drivers, this translated to a 157% annual post-training turnover rate. At MV Capital
Heights, a total of 198 drivers resigned or were terminated after completing training.
With 233 drivers at that site, this is an 85% turnover rate. For both operations, the
combined turnover rate is 111%.

Table 1.9 Estimated Post-Training Annual Driver Turnover at MV Beltsville and
MV Capital Heights Operations, July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2008

Post-Training Estimated
Total Left In Resignations/ Post-Training
Workforce Training Terminations Annual
Provider/Operation | (July 2008) | (< 21 Days) | (July 07-June 08) | Turnover Rate
MV Beltsville 213 105 335 157%
MV Capital Heights 233 101 198 85%
Totals 481 206 533 111%

A high number of trainees also appear to have not completed driver training.
Employment records for the same period (July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008) indicated
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that a total of 206 driver trainees at these two locations left within three weeks of being
hired.

The annual turnover rate is quite high. TranSystems is currently working on a national
research study looking at ADA paratransit driver recruitment and retention. A survey
was done which requested information about annual post-training turnover. Responses
from 63 service providers indicated an average annual post-training turnover rate of
27%.

Similar information was not obtained from the other service providers. However, the
“Driver Employee Lists” provided by WMATA did indicate the hire date of each driver at
each of these provider locations. It was possible to get a sense of turnover by
comparing the number of drivers hired in the past year to the total workforce. This type
of analysis, based on hire dates, tends to underestimate actual turnover though, since
some drivers hired in the past year may have resigned and would not appear on the
current workforce roster. The information does allow for a calculation of the percentage
of drivers in each workforce with one year of experience or less, which is shown in
Table 1.10.

Table 1.10 MetroAccess Drivers With One Year Experience Or Less, July 2008

Drivers on Roster
with 12 or Fewer % New Drivers
Total Workforce Months (< 12 Months Exp.)

Provider/Operation (July 2008) Experience
MV Beltsville 213 120 56%
MV Cap Heights 233 124 53%
MV Fairfax 35 23 66%
Battles 59 28 47%
Challenger 167 102 61%
Diamond 61 39 64%
Metro Health Tech 36 23 64%
Totals 804 459 57%

As shown, 459 of the 804 drivers listed as being employed by MetroAccess dedicated
service providers in July of 2008 had hire dates within the past year. This means that
57% of all drivers at these locations had one year or less experience. Battles had the
best retention, with only 47% relatively new drivers. Several providers had 60% or more
relatively new drivers.

It is interesting to note that MV Fairfax, Challenger, Diamond and Metro Health Tech
had higher percentages of new drivers in their workforces that did MV Beltsville and MV
Capital Heights. This suggests that true annual turnover at these provider locations is
probably similar to, or maybe slightly higher than, the annual turnover calculated for MV
Beltsville and MV Capital Heights, which was 111% combined.
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High turnover can affect service quality and service efficiency. In an environment of
high turnover, there can be a tendency to lower hiring standards to be able to get
enough drivers to continue to meet pullout. Or, there can be a tendency to not
terminate drivers for poor performance in order to maintain the workforce. Newer
drivers also are less likely to know the area and are typically less productive than more
experienced drivers. This later point is particularly important since WMATA pays for
variable MetroAccess service operating costs on a per hour basis. With a high
percentage of new, inexperienced drivers, it is very likely that WMATA is paying for
more vehicle hours of service than would be needed with a more stable, experienced
workforce.

High driver turnover is also very costly to MV Transportation. The General Manager
indicated during on-site interviews that an analysis has been done by MV
Transportation of the cost of recruitment and training of new drivers, and the analysis
indicates a cost of $7,500 per new driver.

Following are several recommendations that should be considered by MV
Transportation and WMATA for lowering the turnover rate and developing a more
stable, experienced driver workforce. These recommendations were developed from a
review of the literature on driver recruitment and retention, as well as review team
experience.

Continue to provide stable dispatch support

The literature suggests that one cause of driver turnover is a perceived lack of support
from dispatchers, or conflicts with dispatchers. It is possible that recent understaffing in
the dispatch area caused tension between dispatchers and drivers or a sense that
dispatch was not providing the support drivers felt they needed. Recent improvements
in adequately staffing the dispatch area should help with this issue. Now that adequate
staffing exists, focus should be given to dispatcher training and monitoring to ensure
that dispatchers relate to drivers in a fair and supportive way.

Develop a run structure that considers workforce impacts and consider pay
differentials for less desirable shifts

Another factor cited by drivers as a reason they leave is dissatisfaction with the work
shifts they are assigned. With shift picks done based on seniority, longer-term drivers
select the best shifts, and new drivers are left with evening, weekend, and other less
than desirable shifts. Part of the workforce (the longer term drivers) will remain
relatively stable, but there will be constant turnover among the drivers assigned the
worst shifts. To improve retention of drivers who are assigned less desirable shifts, MV
Transportation and WMATA should consider expanding premium pay. It was noted that
the current labor agreement calls for a $2 per hour premium for all weekend work. A
similar premium should be considered for late evening and early morning work.
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Also, runs and shifts are also developed to maximize productivity, without considering
the impacts on the workforce. There should be a balance in creating runs that
maximize productivity and that can also be combined into reasonable work shifts.

Increased training in map reading and orientation to the area

One of the main reasons cited by drivers for leaving, and by managers and supervisors
for having to let new drivers go, is a lack of map reading skills and a lack of knowledge
of the service area. New drivers often become frustrated trying to keep a schedule
when they are not as familiar with the area as they should be.

Advanced technology can assist with this problem. It was noted that WMATA has
equipped MetroAccess vehicles with mapping technology that can be used by drivers to
get to pick-up locations.

However, map reading and use of available tools is often only a 2-4 hour module in

training. MV Transportation should consider increasing the amount of time spent in

training on map reading skills, use of the mapping technology, and orientation to the
service area.

Reduced runs, supervisor support, and mentoring during first few months

Because newer drivers are likely not to know the area as well as more experienced
drivers, efforts should be made to assign lighter schedules to newer drivers for the first
few months of employment. This can be done by identifying “training runs,” and scaling
back the speed settings in the Trapeze system for these runs. Some systems set
speeds on training runs at 75-80% of standard speed settings.

MV Transportation should also consider having supervisors pay particular attention to
newer drivers. If they encounter problems, they should be provided additional training
and encouragement to work through these issues. Teaming newer drivers with
experienced drivers so that the experienced drivers can check in with them and offer
advice and support should also be considered.

Stable management and supervision

It is important that good managers and supervisors be hired and kept. Driver turnover
can increase if there is poor supervision and management or if there is constant
turnover in mid and upper-level management. Employment records for MV Beltsville
and MV Capital Heights indicated some turnover in managers and supervisors. At MV
Beltsville, two General Managers, an Operations Manager, and three Road Supervisors
had left within the past year. At MV Capital Heights, two General Managers, one
Operations Manager, and two Road Supervisors left between July of 2007 and July
2008.
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Feedback, involvement and an effective grievance process

The literature on driver recruitment and retention also indicates that drivers tend to stay
if they feel they are part of a team, are “in the loop” in terms of decisions and policies,
have an avenue for expressing their ideas and issues, and are listened to when they
raise issues. Ongoing communications, open-door management policies and regular
meetings and team-building efforts should be emphasized.

It was noted by the MV General Manager that this has been a priority starting in recent
months. It is recommended that these recent efforts be continued and strengthened.

Job previews

The review of resignation/termination records indicated that many new operators leave
within the first month on the road. This suggests that they may not really have a good
idea of the nature of the job when they apply or enter training. MV Transportation
should consider having trainees start by spending a day on the road with an
experienced driver. This will give them a better idea of whether or not they want to
pursue the job.

An honest appraisal of all of the aspects of the job should also be provided during the
interview process. Applicants may feel they are applying for a “driving” job when, in
fact, there is a lot more involved than just driving. An honest job preview can reduce the
training drop-out rate as well as early post-training turnover.

Improved compensation—particularly fringe benefits

Adequate compensation for the work performed is a major factor in recruitment and
retention. The level of compensation provided will determine the type and quality of
recruits that are attracted. Low compensation may attract a higher proportion of recruits
who take the job but will move on if better opportunities develop or once they realize the
job is more difficult than anticipated and that, in their minds, the pay does not match
the required effort.

The current labor agreement with ATU Local 1746 provides for a starting driver wage of
$11.75, an increase to $12 after six months, and a maximum wage of $13.60 after four
years of employment. Very limited fringe benefits are provided. After six months and
for the next year of employment, the company contribution to health care coverage is
only $110 per month (about 18-30% of the total cost of individual coverage and only 5-
10% of the total cost of family coverage). After a year of employment, the company
contribution increases to $220 per month. There is no paid vacation in the first year of
employment. Paid vacation begins accruing at the beginning of year two. After two
years of service, one week of paid vacation is provided. Two weeks of paid vacation
are provided after five years of employment, and four weeks are provided after 10
years. Seven paid holidays are provided each year.
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Given the cost-of-living in the area, and the very limited fringe benefits, it seems likely
that the current level of compensation is contributing to recruitment quality and to
turnover. MV Transportation and WMATA should explore options for improving
compensation in the future. The potential gains in productivity that would likely result
from a more experienced and stable workforce should be weighed against the added
cost of higher compensation.

Selective and targeted recruitment

If improved compensation can be provided, MV Transportation could then consider
more selective and targeted recruitment. Candidates could be sought and identified
who have an interest in working as drivers long-term. Individuals seeking to work with
persons with disabilities and attracted to the job for that reason could also be attracted
and identified. There is much literature that suggests that the most successful
recruitment and retention programs “hire the attitude and then train for the skills.”

Recognition and incentives

Recognition for a job well done is also very important to job satisfaction and retention.
The MV General Manager indicated that recognizing drivers for good performance has
been an emphasis in recent months. Incentive payments have been implemented for
good attendance and on-time pull-outs and for other good performance. Other non-
monetary recognition has also been expanded. These efforts are important and should
be continued. Other opportunities to provide monetary incentives, which will both
improve service and increase compensation, should also be developed. Itis also
important that any incentive programs be reasonable and achievable.

Improved work environment

Finally, we would suggest that consideration be given to improving the work
environment. We did not visit the various garages, but driver lounges should be
appealing and other worksite amenities should be provided. Condition of vehicles is
also important, since drivers spend 8-12 hours a day in the vehicles. Continued efforts
to replace older vehicles in the fleet should help in this area.

1.4 Complaint Processing

The fourth question posed to the review team was “Are complaints being processed and
responded to in a timely fashion?” To address this question, the review team collected,
prior to the site visit, complaint information for the five-month period of November 2007
through March 2008. This data was provided by jurisdiction and by the defined
categories of complaints used by WMATA. Summary information for this time period
was also provided; see Tablel.11. On site, the team interviewed the contractor’s
Manager of Customer Relations, reviewing the steps that are taken to respond to
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complaints and then looked in detail at the handling of a random sample of 30
complaints from the month of May 2008.

The consulting team also spoke with WMATA staff to understand their oversight of the
contractor’s complaint investigation efforts, including the Director of MetroAccess and
the Customer Service Coordinator. Additional information obtained included the
contractor’s written procedures for investigating complaints and two sample letters in
response to complaints.

Table 1.11 Complaint Data Provided by WMATA

COMPLAINT DATA BY JURISDICTION AND CATEGORY (YTD)
1 Nov 2007 thru 31 Mar 2008
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COMPLAINT CATEGORY = = e T
Accessibility Features i o 3 0o o 36 14 34 49
Appeals-NSC, Eligibility, Abusive Behavior i 0 1 o o 1 o 1 4
Customer Service Rep/Mgmt Conduct .00 0. 0 _0_. .1 0__ .1 _ ¢ 4
Dispatch Errors/Conduct 3.3 _0|_0__60 45 57 7L
Driver Conduct | 2| 4 _0] 3] 135 85 _;_2_7___15_?3;
Early/Late Vehicle : 19 31| o 3| _820| 308 _566[ 1090:
Eligibility L 2 2 o _1_ 28 14 23 22
Excessive OBT/Scheduling Error |10 6| 1| 0] 233|145 179 376
T T r/"r/ """/ "r—/="="y-"—/-=" =
IVR/Web Booking I 1 1 0 O 8 __3_ 19 10
Operating Policies | 0 o o o 18 14/ 21 _ 214
Request Removal NSLC Warning .0 2 0 O 14 4 11 19
Reservations Errors/Conduct + 7|1 o 1 71 24| 53 80
Safety . o 2 o o 27 11 21 17
\Vehicle Condition '+ 0 _0_0 _0O 17| 12| 13| 30
Vehicle No-Show/Failed to Wait ' 2336 2| 2| 525 196| 415 587
Non Specific/ Blank | 3] 1] of 2| 43 13 27/ 54
SUB TOTALS (By Jurisdiction) 70 93 3 12 2037 888 1568 2617

Two types of complaints are the most frequent, based on the data provided in Table
1.11: Early/Late Vehicles (39% of total complaints for the five-month period) and
Vehicle No-Show/Failed to Wait (24% of total complaints for the five-month period).
Complaint Handling Process

Complaints about MetroAccess can be submitted in three ways: by telephone, by letter,
and by email. The majority of complaints are provided over the telephone.
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Telephone complaints to MetroAccess are channeled to WMATA'’s main Office of
Customer Service, which is the first point of contact for all WMATA complaints —
MetroAccess as well as bus, rail, parking lots, etc. When the Office of Customer
Service receives a telephone complaint concerning MetroAccess, one of the ten staff in
that department inputs the complaint directly into the MetroAccess complaint database,
Trapeze COM, which is a module of the scheduling/dispatch software, Trapeze.

It was reported that while the vast majority of complaints come by telephone through the
Office of Customer Service, a small percentage of complaints come directly to the
MetroAccess Department or to the office of the Authority’s General Manager, for
example, a letter from a member of Congress. While all complaints are entered into
Trapeze COM, complaints that come directly to MetroAccess or to the General Manager
are typically handled by WMATA staff.

Trapeze COM has been configured for 17 categories of complaints, corresponding to
the frequent types of complaints received. Complaints that are received via email and
letter are also entered into the database, corresponding to the subject of the complaint.

It was noted that the use of Trapeze COM is a significant improvement over the former
system of entering and tracking complaints. With the former process, complaints
concerning MetroAccess were entered by Office of Customer Service staff into a
classification scheme of many categories used for all modes, many of which were not
relevant for MetroAccess. WMATA'’s MetroAccess staff then had to review the
classification, often having to move complaints to the category appropriate for
paratransit service. This complaint data was kept in a large Excel file, which housed the
data on the specifics of the complaint as well as the investigation steps and final
resolution with the complainant. The new system, with Trapeze COM and with the
complaint categories re-organized specifically for MetroAccess, provides the information
in an organized, easy-to-follow format, greatly facilitating the input of information,
following the different steps of the process (e.g., customer information, trip information,
incident details, etc.), and review of that information.

Response to complainants is the responsibility of the contractor’'s Customer
Service/Relations department, except for the small percentage handled directly by
WMATA. MV’s Customer Service/Relations department is staffed by one Manager and
seven Customer Service Representatives, with all seven positions currently filled.

Response to those who complain is done in the same manner as the complaint was
provided to WMATA. That is, complaints provided via telephone are answered by
telephone, complaints made by letter receive a response by letter and complaints
received via email receive a response by email.

Review of Sample Month

For the sampled month of May 2008, there were a total of 1,574 complaints received.
Of these, 82.2% were designated to be valid, with 15.3% not valid, 1.1% had insufficient
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information with which to investigate, and 1.5% had “no designation.” The not valid
complaints include those where a rider complains, for example, that MetroAccess does
not travel to Dulles Airport. The small percentage of trips with “no designation” includes
those where the complaint investigation process has not entered a designation for the
specific complaint. Typically, there are very few in this category and they are more
likely to be seen, for example, at the end of a month when the investigation process is
still underway and the customer service representative has not completed the process.

It is noted that the contract performance standard related to complaints includes the
total complaints that are made, including those that are later determined to be invalid
and those with insufficient information to investigate.

The count and frequency of the complaints from May 2008 are shown in Table 1.12,
with the most frequent relating to early/late vehicles (34.6%) and vehicle no-show/failed
to wait (20.6%). This mirrors the most frequent type of complaints shown for the five-
month time period shown above in Table 1.11.

Table 1.12: Complaints for May 2008, By Category

Complaint Category Count | Percentage

Accessibility Features 12 <1%
Appeals for No-Show/Late Cancel Warning; 5 <1%
Eligibility; Abusive Behavior

Customer Service Rep./Management Conduct 3 <1%
Discrimination 1 <1%
Dispatch Errors/Conduct 92 5.8%
Driver Conduct 184 11.7%
Early/Late Vehicle 544 34.6%
Eligibility 14 <1%
Excessive On-Board Time/ Scheduling Error 168 10.7%
IVR/Web Booking 7 <1%
Operating Policies 36 2.3%
Request Removal for No-Show/Late Cancel Warning 37 2.3%
Reservations Errors/ Conduct 96 6.1%
Safety 36 2.3%
Vehicle Condition 15 1.0%
Vehicle No-Show/ Failed to Wait 324 20.6%
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Sample of 30 Complaints from May 2008

From May 2008, 30 random complaints were selected, and the response and timeliness
of response to that sample were reviewed. The 30 complaints fell into seven categories;
see Table 1.13.

Table 1.13: Sample Complaints from May 2008

Complaint Category Count
Early/late vehicle 14
Excessive on-board 6

time/scheduling error

Vehicle no-show/failed to wait
Safety

Eligibility

Dispatch error/conduct

Driver conduct

RPN WW

The detailed assessment of the 30 complaints conducted by the consultant team
included review of the data stored in Trapeze COM, which provides details about the
complaint, the trip that generated the complaint (if related to a specific trip), the specifics
of the investigation by the Customer Service staff, and the resolution with the
complainant. The assessment also included discussion with the Customer
Service/Relations Manager about each complaint. This assessment found the
following:

e 14 Early/late vehicle complaints: Investigation found seven of these
complaints were due to dispatcher error. These complaints were
forwarded to the dispatch staff at MV. The dispatch staff is supposed to
respond to Customer Service, noting the corrective action taken.
However, it appears there was no follow-up by Dispatch for these
complaints. It was explained that during June, a new responsibility has
been added in Dispatch, with one person responsible for responding to
Customer Service and indicating the specific corrective action that is being
taken. For each of these seven complaints, Customer Service responded
to the complainant, providing an apology and free ride voucher, but no
specific finding or resolution. Responses were within one to three
business days for five complaints and within four business days for two
complaints.

e Six of the complaints were due to driver error, and an additional problem
for one of these late trips was a flat tire. Free ride vouchers were
provided, with responses made within one to four business days. The
exact follow-up with drivers was not, however, indicated.
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One complaint was due to a scheduling error, and this information was
forwarded to Scheduling. However, there was no notation in the complaint
file as to internal contractor action. Customer Service responded to the
complainant within three business days.

6 Excessive on-board travel/ scheduling error: Investigation looked into
the specifics of each trip, finding several different issues which caused the
complaint, and for one complaint, the investigation found that the rider had
used the wrong pick-up window and therefore was not ready for the
vehicle when it arrived. The complaints were forwarded to the appropriate
contractor department, however there was no response noted in Trapeze
COM. Responses to the complainants were provided within one to four
business days.

3 Vehicle no-show/ failed to wait: Investigation used the AVL and MDT
data to determine the specifics of the incident. These investigations found
that for two of the incidents, the vehicle did arrive within the on-time
window, and for one of these two trips, the investigation found the vehicle
waited the full ten minutes, which was the requirement at that time. In
both cases, the rider was telephoned while the vehicle was on location.
However, in one case, the dispatcher called the home number, while the
rider was at a destination location. For the third complaint, the
investigation found that the driver did not wait the full ten minutes.
Customer Service responded to the complainants within one to three
business days, and for two complainants, removed the no-show from their
records.

3 Safety: This review found that Customer Service forwarded the
complaint to the appropriate provider, with one indicating in response that
the identified vehicle was not theirs. For a second complaint, involving a
dedicated MV vehicle, the Safety Director’s response was not documented
in Trapeze COM. For the third complaint, the complainant did not provide
any contact information for follow-up. For the two complaints with contact
information from the complainant, Customer Service responded to the
complainant within two to four business days.

2 Eligibility: Investigation and response to complaints about eligibility are
handled by WMATA, as WMATA is responsible for the eligibility function.
Information in Trapeze COM indicates that for one of the complaints, a
response was provided after investigation. For the second, the
information indicates that there was insufficient information about the
incident to fully investigate, however the complainant was called with a
message left, but the person did not call back to provide the additional
information needed to investigate a complaint.
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e 1 Dispatch error/ conduct: Investigation found that Dispatch erroneously
re-scheduled the driver who was scheduled for a timely pick-up for the
rider. Customer Service provided a response to the complainant within
one day and a free ride voucher.

e 1 Driver conduct: This complaint, for a taxi driver, was investigated, with
the complaint sent to the taxi company. The company responded, with a
copy of the response in Trapeze COM, indicating that the driver was
interviewed about the incident and apologizes. The taxi company also
indicated that its training manager additionally spoke with the driver to
ensure he understood the company’s customer service approach. The
contractor’s Customer Service responded to the complainant within two
business days.

Oversight of Complaint Process by WMATA

In addition to handling complaints received directly, WMATA staff reviews in detail each
month a small percentage of complaints handled by the contractor, to assess the
investigation process and the contractor’'s compliance with the contract standard
concerning length of time to respond to complainants.

And very recently, WMATA staff has started working with a representative appointed
through the recent legal settlement to review, among other things, certain complaints
that the representative brings to WMATA's attention. With this effort, a specific WMATA
staff person who is assigned to this responsibility reviews the representative’s list of
complaints, which has numbered approximately ten per week, and their disposition as
handled by the contractor. This process is too new to point to any real findings, but it
does provide another level of review over the contractor’s efforts regarding the
complaint process.

Summary Findings

The overall findings from the review of this function and the detailed look at 30
complaints indicate that the contractor’s Customer Service staff investigates each
complaint thoroughly, using the tools of technology to help (AVL, MDTs) and
documenting the specifics that are discovered, and that they respond to complainants
within no more than four business days (the contract standard is five business days),
providing a free ride voucher when the complaint involves a late vehicle that resulted
from contractor actions.

Customer Service staff also forwards complaints to the appropriate department or
provider for a response. While the review of sampled trips found that the one complaint
involving a subcontractor provider did have a specific response back from the
subcontractor responding to the complaint, it appears that this is not always the case for
complaints involving contractor departments or functions. For example, the Dispatch,
Scheduling and Safety departments did not appear to provide a response back to the

1-35 9/16/08 DRAFT



TPB Independent Review of MetroAccess

Customer Service forwarded complaints, based on the sampled complaints reviewed in
detail. For Dispatch, it is reported that this should be remedied with the new procedure
implemented in June 2008, which has one Dispatch staff member responsible for
responding to Customer Service when it forwards complaints to Dispatch. While a lack
of “feedback” response documented in Trapeze COM from the other contractor
departments to its Customer Service staff does not mean that the contractor does not
act upon issues raised by complaints, such documentation would help ensure and
memorialize a comprehensive approach to addressing complaints.

The findings also indicate that a small number of complaints (2 out of the sample of 30)
appear actually to not be the fault of the contractor, based on the investigation by
Customer Service. Using AVL and MDT data that show both vehicle location and time-
stamps of vehicle arrival and departure information as well as scheduling information in
Trapeze, complaints of vehicle tardiness or failure to wait at the pick-up can be
assessed with a great deal of accuracy. In both cases where the complaint appears to
be not valid, Customer Service responded with its findings to the complainant and in
one case, excused the no-show as a courtesy to the rider. When the Manager of
Customer Relations was questioned about these two trips, she indicated that both
should have been designated as invalid for the monthly summary.

Telephone Access and Hold Times

Riders and advocates interviewed in advance of the on-site review expressed concern
about the hold times experienced when calling to register a comment or complaint.
These individuals indicated that hold times of 10-15 minutes are not unusual. They also
noted that the WMATA Office of Customer Service is staffed only on weekdays. The
review team discussed the telephone set-up with WMATA's Director of the Office of
Customer Service, made several random calls to the office, and requested and
reviewed telephone hold time information.

Ten Customer Service Representatives work in the Office of Customer Service. The
office is open Mondays through Fridays, from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. On the weekends,
callers receive a message saying that the office is closed, giving the hours that the
office is open, and asking them to call back during regular office hours. There is no
option for leaving a message on the weekends. This could discourage some callers
from calling back. It is recommended that WMATA consider adding a feature that would
allow callers to at least leave a message describing their service issues.

To check on hold times, the review team examined telephone performance reports for
the Office of Customer Service for the week of May 19-23, 2008. These reports showed
an average hold time for the week of 1:48. Average hold times of more than two
minutes were only recorded for the time periods from 8-8:30 a.m., 11:30 a.m.-12 p.m.,
4:30-5 p.m. for that week.

Since these reports did not seem to reflect the experiences of riders contacted for input,
the review team also placed eight calls to the Office of Customer Service at various
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times of the day between August 5 and August 11, 2008. Hold times ranged from one
minute to 21 minutes. The average hold time was 5:54 and the longest hold time was
21 minutes. These first-hand observations seemed to be more in line with rider input.

Given the first-hand experience of the team, and the input of riders, there appear to be
long holds when calling the Office of Customer Service. It is recommended that
WMATA monitor this issue and if long olds are documented, additional staffing or other
approaches for reducing hold times be considered.

As noted above, all telephone calls, for all WMATA modes, go to the main Office of
Customer Service. There is only one call group for all types of complaints. This means
that the hold times experienced by MetroAccess riders are the same as those received
for fixed route riders or other customers.

1.5 On-Time Drop-Offs and Travel Time

Another study question was “What is the on-time performance of MetroAccess based on
drop-off rather than pick-up times?”

On-time drop-offs are not typically tracked or reported by MV or WMATA. Therefore, to
address this question, the review team developed an estimate of on-time drop-off
performance for a randomly-selected service day. The sample day that was selected
was Tuesday May 20, 2008.

Before describing the methodology used to compile and analyze the information, it is
important to understand the process for booking a trip with an appointment time. When
booking a trip in Trapeze, a reservationist may enter an appointment time and/or a time
that indicates the latest time a rider may arrive at their destination. This time is referred
to as the LT time (Latest Time). To select our sample for the drop-off analysis we
searched for trip records that contained an appointment time or a time in the LT field.
Our search found 938 trips on May 20 that had an appointment time or a time in the LT
field. We extracted the records to an Excel spreadsheet. We compared the actual
arrival time at the destination to the appointment or LT time to determine if the drop—off
occurred on-time, early, or late.

For the first step in the analysis, we checked to see how many passengers were
dropped off for their appointment late. To do this we compared the actual arrival time to
the time in the LT field. Any trip that had an actual arrival time later than the LT time
was counted as late, whether it was one minute late or one hour late. Out of the 938
trips sampled, 178 trips or 19% of all trips with appointment times were dropped off late.
Table 1.14 shows the breakdown of late trips in 15 minute increments.

The trips that are 15 minutes or more late make up almost 45% of all the late drop-offs.

Of the 32 trips 30 or more minutes late, 12 of them were late between 45 and 59
minutes and 6 were late 60 minutes or more.
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Table 1.14 Late Drop-Offs for Trips with Appointment Times

# of Minutes Late # of Trips | % of Trips
0 to 14 Minutes Late 99 55.6%
15 to 29 Minutes Late 47 26.4%
30 Minutes or More Late 32 18.0%
Total Trips with Late Drop-Offs 178 100.0%

During telephone interviews with customers and advocates, the review team heard
stories of customers being dropped off too early for appointments. It was also
mentioned that when booking by appointment times that the pick-up times being offered
were significantly earlier than the appointment time. To determine the extent of early
drop-offs, the review team also analyzed trips with drop-offs that were considered too
early. It was decided that a drop-off would be considered too early if it occurred more
than 30 minutes prior to the stated appointment time. The review team compared the
actual arrival time to the stated appointment or LT time in the trip record. Table 1.15
shows the breakdown of trips with appointment times that were dropped off early.

Of the 938 trips with appointment times, 403 or 53% were dropped off more than 30
minutes before the appointment time. The number of trips dropped off more than 30
minutes early makes up over half of all of the early drop-offs. Of the 213 trips that were
dropped off more than 45 minutes early, 123 were dropped off between 46 minutes and
1 hour early. A total of 90 trips, or almost 10% of all trips with appointment times, were
dropped off more than one hour before the appointment time. It should be noted that
three of the trips appeared to have invalid or incorrect appointment time or arrival time.
Combining the early drop-offs to the late drop-offs results in 581 trips (62%) scheduled
by appointment time not being dropped off in a timely fashion.

Table 1.15 Early Drop-offs for Trips with Appointment Times

# of Minutes Early # of Trips | % of Trips
Up to 30 Minutes Early 357 47.0%
Trips 31 to 45 Minutes Early 190 25.0%
More Than 45 Minutes Early 213 28.0%
Total Early Drop-Offs 760 100.0%

The parameter setting in Trapeze that governs how early or late a trip may be dropped
off for trips booked by an appointment time was checked. The parameter is called
Drop-Off Tolerance. The Drop-Off Tolerance is comprised of two numbers; the first
called Drop-Off Tolerance Early specifies how many minutes before the appointment
time a drop-off may be scheduled. The second is called Drop-Off Tolerance Late. The
Drop-Off Tolerance Late specifies how many minutes after the appointment time a trip
may be scheduled to be dropped off. A review of the settings for MetroAccess showed
that the Late Drop-Off Tolerance was set to 0 minutes, meaning that a trip could not be
scheduled to be dropped off later than the appointment time. The Drop-Off Tolerance
Early was set to 90 minutes, meaning that, for example, a trip with a 9:00 AM
appointment time could be scheduled to be dropped off as early as 7:30 AM. Using this
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example, if the calculated ride time from the pick-up to the destination was 30 minutes,
a pick-up time of 7:00 AM would be suggested. This could account for the reported
instances of significantly early pick-ups for trips appointment times.

This would seem to suggest that the Drop-Off Tolerance Early is set too high and
should be reduced. The review team believes that the 90 minutes early standard is not
appropriate and that a setting of 30 minutes early or 45 minutes early would be more
appropriate. However any change in parameters will affect the scheduling process by
making it more difficult to accommodate all trips within the reduced window. Any
changes need to be with the understanding that the necessary capacity needs to be
available to meet the demand using the new parameter setting.

MetroAccess Long Ride Trip Analysis

Customers and advocates contacted in advance of the review also indicated some
concern about excessively long rides and circuitous routing. An analysis of a sample of
long rides for a sample day was performed to investigate this concern.

The approach to this task involved three components. The first component was to
select trips from a sample day and compute the travel time from the pick-up location to
the drop-off at the destination. Trips were categorized by total time on board the
vehicle—60 to 89 minutes, and 90 minutes or more. The second component was to
select 30 long trips at random and get detailed run information for the trip and the run
that each trip was on. The last component was a review of the global On-Board Time
(OBT) parameter, the On-Board Time Matrix (OBT Matrix), and a review the speed
settings in the Trapeze system.

The day selected for the analysis was Tuesday, May 20, 2008. The sample of trips
selected from the sample day totaled 5,393 trips. Excluded from the sample were trips
for the non-dedicated, non-taxi runs. On-board travel time was calculated by taking the
difference between the actual departure times at the pick-up and the arrival time at the
destination. Trips were grouped by length of time on the vehicle—60 to 89 minutes, and
90 minutes or more. The long trips were also categorized by whether or not the
customer was ambulatory or was non-ambulatory.

After completing that analysis, a Trapeze report called the Ride Length Report was
prepared. The report listed by run number the trip information for passengers with trips
over 90 minutes in length. A random sample of 30 trips was selected. The run that
contained each of the selected trips was displayed and the run itinerary was displayed
on the map. A number of factors were looked at such as length of trip, time of day, and
other trips present on the run. Using Google Maps a direct ride time and distance was
obtained. This was done to try and establish a baseline for a direct ride for each trip.

The last step of the analysis was to obtain the parameter setting for On Board Time,
Speed, and speed by time of day.
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Table 1.16 shows the breakdown of the long trips by time and by type of rider. As
shown, 884 of the 5,393 trips on the sample day (16%) were longer than 60 minutes. A
total of 279 trips, 5% of the total trips in the sample, were longer than 90 minutes.

Table 1.16 Long Trips for May 20, 2008

Length of Trip Ambulatory | PCT. Non- Pct. Total PCT.
Ambulatory Trips
61 to 90 Minutes 452 11.2% 153 11.2% 605 11.2%
91 Minutes + 202 5.0% 77 5.6% 279 5.2%
Total Long Trips 654 16.3% 230 16.8% 884 16.4%
Total Trips in 4023 1370 5393
Sample

Table 1.16 also shows that the percentage of trips 60 to 89 minutes in length is the
same for both ambulatory and non-ambulatory riders. For trips greater than 90 minutes
in length, the percentage of long trips is slightly higher for passengers who are non-
ambulatory. However, the difference is not significant.

The second part of the travel time review was the analysis of runs that included long
rides. The sequencing and location of pick-ups and drop-offs was analyzed to
determine if the scheduled route was reasonable.

Table 1.17 on the following pages contains information about the 30 randomly-selected
long trips and the associated runs. The addresses have been rounded to the nearest
100 block for customer privacy reasons. A brief description of what the review of the
run revealed is also included. As shown, 10 of the 30 long trips (33%) appeared to
have been long due, in part, to the scheduling of the run. If this 30 trip sample is
representative, it suggests that 33% of the 884 long trips for the sample day (or about
5% of all trips on that day) were long in part due to the route that was scheduled or
finally run.

Following is a brief discussion of the 10 trips that were felt to be long due, in part, to the
run sequencing:

Customer ID 6 — this trip was identified because of the routing and the trip took 2 hours
and 10 minutes. After picking up this customer in Upper Marlboro, two other pick-ups
were added, one in Riverdale and one in College Park. These two customers were
dropped off in Washington (Buchannan Street and 9th Street NW) before continuing to
Silver Spring. The two passengers picked up after this customer added 9 miles and 50
minutes of travel time.
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Tablel.17 Sample of Metro Access Long trips for May 20, 2008

Departure Arrival | Travel| Travel | Google | Google
Customer ID Pick-up Time Drop-off Time | Time | Miles Time Miles Note
E Jefferson St, Direct ride pick-up to drop-off - last trip of the
1 Rockville 17:01 Hil Mar Dr. 18:42 | 1:41 34 0:39 30 |day
Colesville Rd, Silver Direct ride pick-up to drop-off - last trip of the
2 Spring 16:22 Sylvia Dr., Clinton | 18:17 | 1:55 25 0:46 33 |day
1 other pick-up heading into city. This trip
Autumnwood Ln., Ft plus the other pick-up both arrived to appt
3 Washington 8:19 | K St, NW Washington| 9:49 | 1:30 15 :36 18  |less than 1/2 hr before each
Ast trip on run, 2nd pick up in Ft Washington
Temple Hill Rd, dropped off first in Fairfax before customer
4 Temple Hills 4:56 Mercator Dr, Reston [ 7:05| 2:09 48 0:46 36  |dropped off 5 minutes late for appt in Reston
After pick-up vehicle traveled to Hyattsville
McCormick Dr, Upper Green Castle Rd, for a pick up before proceeding to
5 Marlboro 14:50 Burtons ville 16:23] 1:33 18 0:28 18  |Burtonsville for cust. drop-off
After pick-up, 2 subsequent pick ups and
drop-offs made. The path of the vehicle was
Upper Marlboro to Riverdale to College Park,
to the 800 block of Buchanan St in
Pennsylvania Ave, Taber St, Silver Washington to the 4700 block of 9th St NW
6 Upper Marlboro 15:27 Spring 17:37| 2:10 31 134 24 before the drop off in Silver Spring
Two pick-ups occurred after the cust. Was
picked up. At the second subsequent pick
up the driver waited 18 minutes for the
Annapolis Rd, customer to board before proceeding to drop
7 Curtis Dr, Suitland 7.29 Hyattsville 8:54 | 1:25 13 :20 10  |customer 27036 off 9 mins late for appt.
Bowie to Hyattsville to Alexandria to Fort
Sperry Stream Way, Chapek Rd, Ft. Belvoir - 1 other pick-up and drop-off along
8 Bowie 4:55 Belvoir 6:26] 1:31 36 54 34 |the way
Subsequent pick-up in Upper Marlboro
before drop-off in Kettering. This trip was
Annapolis Rd, Central Ave., double booked, duplicated trip showed as a
9 Bladensburg 6:42 Kettering 8:10[ 1:28 15 :20 9 No Show on the run.
Webster Turn, Ft. Parkers Ln.,
10 Washington 7.23 Alexandria 9:05( 1:42 11 26 14 |Direct ride pick-up to drop-off.

1-41 9/16/08 DRAFT



TPB Independent Review of MetroAccess

Departure Arrival| Travel| Travel [ Google | Google
Customer ID Pick-up Time Drop-off Time | Time | Miles Time Miles Note
Prior to picking up this passenger vehicle
came from Capitol heights, picked up on K
St. NW, went to another pick-up in the 100
block of Independence and then dropped
that customer aon 22nd St NE before
11 K St NW, Washington|  16:40 Sargent Rd, NE 17:57) 1:17 8 :19 5 dropping at Sargent St.
Vehicle went from Bethesda to silver Spring
Decatur St, for a pick-up to Hyattsville for a drop-off to
12 Center Dr., Bethesda | 18:26 Bladensburg 19:53( 1:27 14 26 20 Bladensburg.
The interim pick-up and drop-off had 24
mionutes of dwell time. The routing in this
12th St SW, Taylor St NW, sequence was linear going from southwest to
13 Washington 17:19 Washington 18:54] 1:35 6 21 4 northwest.
This pick-up was the 1st of 3 pick-ups, the
second of which took the vehicle to
Greenbelt before coming back down to
Queen Anne Bridge N Capitol St NW, Landover and then to the drop-off on N
14 Rd, Upper Marlboro 5:57 Washington 7:36] 1:39 [ 30 :34 24 |Capitol St.
Although this pick-up is part of a sequence of
logically and geographically placed pick-ups
Whitewater Ct., Irving St NW, and drop-offs, the customer was 19 minutes
15 Clinton 8:25 Washington 10:17) 1:52 22 41 19  |late for an appointment.
Skyles Way, North
16 Farrell Rd, Ft. Belvoir|  16:15 Springfield 17:27| 1:12 10 :30 17 Direct ride pick-up to drop-off
New Jersey Ave SE, Georgia Ave, Direct ride pick up to drop-off. Last trip of the
17 Washington 16:24 Wheaton 17:55| 1:31 13 .37 10 |day.
This trip was grouped with another where the
Gracefield Rd, Silver Medical Center Dr, 2nd pick-up was 3 blocks away and both
18 Spring 8:23 Rockville 9:45| 1:22 17 31 20  |drop-offs were in Rockville.
This pick-up was the 1st of 3 consecutive
pick-up. The 2nd pick-up was in Rockville
and the 3rd in Bethesda. The vehicle
performed drop-offs in Hyattsville and Capitol
East-West Hwy, Heights before dropping off on Mercury
19 Riverdale 13:45 | Mercury Dr, Rockville | 16:14| 2:29 44 :34 20 Drive.
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Departure Arrival| Travel| Travel | Google | Google
Customer ID Pick-up Time Drop-off Time | Time [ Miles Time Miles Note
This trip was the 1st of 3 consecutive pick-
ups,. The vehicle went from Bowie to Upper
Marlboro to Banks Place in Washington to
Pennsylvania Ave the 3000 block of G street before the drop-off
20 Jersey Ct., Bowie 7:30 NW, Washington 9:22] 1:52 18 :36 20 on Pennsylvania Ave.
This trip is part of a group of 3 trips that take
the vehicle across the service area - starting
in bowie and going to Upper Marlboro for 2
Jennings Mill Rd, Sunrise Valley Dr, pick-ups and to Largo metro and 14th St SW
21 Bowie 5.09 Reston 7.42| 2:33 38 :57 45 |for drop -offs before continuing to Reston.
This trip is the 1st of 3 consecutive pick-ups
and will be the last of the 3 to be dropped off.
The run goes from the south of the city
through the city before the drop-off in
Broadview Rd, Ft Connecticutt Ave, Kensington. The drop-off is 30 minutes after
22 Washington 8:09 Kensington 10:45| 2:36 | 30.4 :45 36  |the appt. time.
This is the 1st pick-up on the run and is
grouped with a 2nd pick up in Clintom. The
2nd pick-up is dropped off before this
customer at the Dialysis Clinic on 1st St.
Brooke Jane Dr, 12th St SW, The custome is dropped off on 12th St 38
23 Clinton 6:31 Washington 8.04{ 1:33 24 :33 17  |minutes late for an appoinment.
Although this pick-up is part of a sequence of
logically and geographically placed pick-ups
MLK Jr Ave SE, and drop-offs, the customer was 12 minutes
24 Venoy Ct, Mt Vernon 6:48 Washington 8:22| 1:34 15 :25 16  |[late for an appointment.
14th St NW, Oakmere Dr, This trip is grouped with another pick-up in
25 Washington 15:47 Centreville 17:24{ 1:37 24 51 30  [Washington that is also going to Centreville.
This trip is grouped with a trip going from
Green Tee Tumn, Baltimore Ave, Marlton to Fort Washington before being
26 Upper Marlboro 8:35 Beltsville 10:01] 1:26 25 .37 24 |droppoff in Beltsville

1-43

9/16/08 DRAFT




TPB Independent Review of MetroAccess

Departure Arrival| Travel| Travel | Google | Google
Customer ID Pick-up Time Drop-off Time | Time | Miles Time Miles Note
This pick-up was grouped with a trip that had
a drop-off in Hyattsville. After the drop-off in
Hyattsville a same day add-on occurred.
The add-on had a bowie drop-off but a pick-
up in Washington. With this customer on
Belcrest Rd, board the vehicle went to the VA hospital in
27 Hyattsville 15:17 | Quill Pointe Dr, Bowie| 16:27| 1:10 22 25 11 |Washington before dropping both cutomers
This trip was grouped with another Rockville
pick-up and was the first person to be
Deer Meadow Ln, dropped off. The 2nd pick up had a 25
28 Rockville 6:55 1st NW, Washington |  8:30] 1:35 22 42 19  [minute dwell time.
Piney Branch Rd, Medical Center Dr, This trip was grouped with another trip that
29 Silver Spring 16:04 Rockville 17:16] 1:12 20 27 18 had a drop-off in Rockville.
Malthus St,
30 Brandywine 7:55 Church St, Rockville | 9:28] 1:33 25 :56 44 |Direct ride pick-up to drop-off.
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Customer ID 7 — this customer was the first of three logically placed trips. At the second
pick-up in the sequence the driver waited 18 minutes for the customer to board

before proceeding on to the next stop. The selected customer was 9 minutes late for
their appointment.

Customer ID 11 — this trip was selected due to the sequencing or possible placement on
the run of the pick-up. Prior picking up this customer the vehicle dropped off a customer
in Capitol Heights. It proceeded to this pick-up on K Street (16:45 scheduled time) and
then proceeded back to a pick-up on Independence Street (17:00 scheduled time). The
vehicle proceeded to drop off these passengers, first on 22" Street and then Sargent
Street, for the selected customer. The concern here was the pick-up on Independence
Street had the vehicle backtracking in the general direction of its previous drop-off in
Capitol Heights, and it added 30 minutes of travel time to the trip for the selected
customer.

Customer ID 14 — this trip was selected because of a subsequent pick-up that was
added to the run. This trip was the first of three pick-ups to start the run at 6:00 a.m.
This pick-up was in Upper Marlboro, the second in Greenbelt and the third in Landover
before proceeding to drop the selected customer off on North Capitol Street in
Washington. The issue with this sequence of trips is the addition of the second pick-up
to the run, which added 30 minutes and 16 miles to the trip for the selected customer.

Customer ID 15 - this trip was part of a sequence of trips that were geographically and
logically placed on the run. The problem was that the customer arrived for the
appointment 17 minutes late after riding for 1 hour and 52 minutes.

Customer ID 19 — this was selected because of circuitous routing. According to the run
this customer was picked up in Riverdale, rode to pick-ups in Rockville and Bethesda,
then rode to a drop off in Hyattsville before being dropped off in Rockville. Total ride
time was 2 hours and 29 minutes.

Customer ID 22 - this trip was selected because the ride time was 2 hours and 36
minutes, and the customer arrived 30 minutes late for the appointment. It should be
noted that the trip was 30 miles and crossed the service area from Fort Washington to
Kensington during morning rush hour.

Customer ID 23 — this trip was selected because the arrival time at the destination was
38 minutes late for an appointment and the sequencing of the drop off. This trip is the
first of two picked up in Clinton for trips into Washington. The drop-offs for the two
customers were about 2 miles apart and the selected customer was the first picked up
and the last dropped off. Dropping the selected customer off first would have saved
some time and perhaps would have resulted in a drop-off closer to the appointment
time.
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Customer ID 24 — this trip was selected because the customer arrived at their
appointment 12 minutes late. It is the second of two pick-ups in Mount Vernon and part
of a sequence of three customers who are routed logically and geographically. The
problem with this sequence was with the pick-up prior to the selected customers’ pick-
up and the pick-up of a third customer. At each of those stops the driver arrived within
the window, but wound up waiting 11 minutes for the first customer and 12 minutes for
the third customer. The 23 minutes of dwell time for those two pick-ups caused the
selected customer to be late for their appointment.

Customer 27 — this trip was selected because of the routing caused by a same day add-
on trip. The original route was to be a pick—up in Silver Spring, a pick-up of the selected
customer in Hyattsville, dropping off the first customer in Hyattsville before proceeding
to Bowie to drop-off the selected customer. A trip was added on, after the pick-up of the
selected customer. The added-on trip was from the VA Hospital in Washington to
Bowie. While it made sense to add this trip in terms of the drop off location, the pick-up
took the vehicle out of way by diverting it into Washington.

One of the very long trips examined, which too more than two hours, appeared to be
reasonable. The trip for customer #4 took two hours and nine minutes. The trip
crossed the entire service area, going 48 miles with only one other pick-up. Given the
length of the trips, the time of day, and vehicle availability at that time of the day, the
review team felt that the travel time was reasonable.

After reviewing the sample of trips two rules became apparent. The first is that any trip
over two hours needs to be reviewed. The second is any routing of trips that result in a
trip being late for an appointment needs to be reviewed. It should be noted that for each
of the 10 trips identified, the MetroAccess shared-ride travel time was more than twice
the direct ride time as computed by Google Maps. It should also be noted that in only
two of the 10 trips identified was the miles traveled at least twice the direct ride time as
computed by Google. This led the review team to review the parameters governing
maximum ride time and the speed settings.

How trips are scheduled by Trapeze is a function of the assumed speed of the vehicles,
and the length of time the system says a customer may ride. In the Trapeze program
there is a global Maximum Ride Time parameter and an On-Board Time matrix that
governs how long a person may be scheduled to ride on a vehicle. There is also an
Average Speed parameter, which can be modified by length of trip and time of day.

Maximum Ride Time Parameter Analysis

There are two features settings in Trapeze that regulate maximum allowable ride time.
The first feature is called the Maximum Ride Time parameter, and is a global setting for
all rides scheduled in Trapeze. For MetroAccess, this global Maximum Ride Time is set
to 90 minutes. This means that the maximum amount of time a passenger may be
scheduled to ride before a ride time violation occurs is 90 minutes. The second feature
is called the On-Board Time Matrix (OBT Matrix). This feature is designed to limit the
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scheduled ride time based upon the length, in time, of a trip. The settings in the OBT
Matrix override the global Maximum Ride Time setting.

Before explaining the MetroAccess On-Board Time Matrix, it is important to understand
what occurs when a trip is scheduled in Trapeze. When a ride for a customer is
scheduled, Trapeze calculates the direct ride time for the trip. The direct ride time
would be the time it would take to travel from the pick-up to the drop-off without any
additional shared rides. The On-Board Time Matrix allows you to set a maximum
allowable ride time based upon the calculated direct ride time. The On-Board Time
Matrix in use at MetroAccess is shown in Table 1.17.

Table 1.17 On-Board Time Matrix

Direct Ride Time Maximum On-Board Time
0 to 30 minutes 1 hour

31 to 45 minutes 2 hours

45 minutes to 1 hour 2 hours

1 hour to 1 hour 15 minutes 3 hours

1 hour 15 minutes and more 3 hours

What this OBT matrix means is that a trip that has a direct ride time of 30 minutes or
less may be scheduled to ride for up to one hour before incurring a violation. A trip with
a direct ride time between 31 and 45 minutes or 45 minutes and one hour may be
scheduled to ride for up to two hours before incurring a violation. A trip with a direct ride
time of between one hour and one hour and 15 minutes or more than one hour and 15
minutes may be scheduled to ride up to three hours before incurring a violation. Since
the OBT Matrix settings override the global Maximum Ride Time setting, trips will be
scheduled for up to two or three hours even though the global maximum is set at 90
minutes.

The review team believes the initial range of Direct Ride Time and maximum On-Board
Time appears to be appropriate, specifically the first line shown in Table 1.17.
However, the subsequent ranges appear to be too broad and the maximum ride times
too high. The review team believes that the increase from a maximum ride time of one
hour to two hours and from 2 hours to three hours is too abrupt. The following example
illustrates the team’s concern. While a trip with a direct ride time of 30 minutes may be
scheduled for one hour — or twice the direct ride time, a trip with a direct ride time of 31
minutes may be scheduled to ride for up to 2 hours — four times the direct ride time. A
trip with a direct ride time of 61 minutes may be scheduled to ride three hours — three
times the direct ride time. A more gradual increase in maximum ride times should be
considered.

The purpose of the OBT Matrix is to prevent people with trips that have short direct ride
times from riding up to the maximum allowable time set in the Maximum Ride Time
Parameter. It is recommended that MetroAccess revise the OBT Matrix to allow ride
times of no more than two times the direct ride time. For example the second range of
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ride times, 31 to 45 minutes might have a direct ride time of 90 minutes. Subsequent
time ranges could be adjusted to reflect the twice the direct ride time standard.

It is important to note that any change in the OBT Matrix will have a direct effect on
scheduling. When a trip can be scheduled to ride for a longer period of time the
opportunity to group more trips occurs. Changing to OBT Matrix by shortening the
maximum ride times will likely make it more difficult to schedule trips on the existing
vehicles. Any changes to this matrix must be well thought out and carefully planned
and tested before implementation.

In addition, it is recommended that WMATA regularly pull a sample of trips with long
scheduled ride times and evaluate the ride times to be sure that they meet ADA
requirements. This periodic analysis will help indicate if the OBT Matrix settings are
providing the desired results. In analyzing trips for compliance with ADA requirements,
WMATA should also consider revising its formal travel time policy to be consistent with
recommendations made by FTA following the compliance review conducted in 2006.
The FTA recommendation was that instead of using a policy of one-and-a-half times the
fixed route ride time, a policy based on actual fixed route ride times plus an allowance
for walking to and from fixed route stops and stations be used. FTA further suggested
that an extra time allowance might be included when the comparable fixed route trip
would be made by rail (since rail travel times can be less than times for vehicles using
congested streets.

Average Speed and Speed by time of Day and Distance of Trip

Trapeze allows a site to set an average speed for vehicles that the software uses when
scheduling the rides. The average speed can be further adjusted by time of day and
length of trip. For example, the speed of the vehicles can be slowed down during rush
hour to allow for more time for traffic. The speed for a longer trip (in miles) can be
increased to allow for the use of an interstate or other limited access highway with a
faster speed limit. Both the time of day and length of trip factors are expressed as a
percent of the average speed. To illustrate we will use the average speed used for
MetroAccess service of 17.5 miles per hour. Slowing the speed down during the rush
hour by 25%, and slowing the speed for a trip between 0 to 2 miles by 25% would yield
a computed speed of 9.8 miles per hour. The speed would be calculated this way:

17.5 miles per hour X .75 (for time of day) = 13.1 miles per hour
13.1 x .75 (for length of trip) = 9.8 miles per hour

Trapeze would assume that during rush hour, for a trip going less than 2 miles that a
vehicle would travel at 9.8 miles per hour.

The Speed Matrix for MetroAccess is a fairly detailed one. It divides the day into 14
different time ranges. Depending upon the range the average speed is decrease by as
much as 28% (16:00 to 19:00) or increased by 10% (4:00 to 5:00). The system speed is
also slowed down by length of trip by as much as 65% (trips less than 1 mile) to being
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increased by 75% (for trips 28 miles or longer. What this all means is that depending
upon the time of day and length of trip the system speed is as low as 4.4 miles per hour
for a trip between 16:00 and 19:00 with a length less than one mile or as fast as 33.7
miles per hour for a trip between 4:00 and 5:00 with a length of 28 miles or more.

The complexity of the Speed Matrix used for MetroAccess appears to be appropriate
given the size and nature of the service area. However the settings in the speed matrix
should be reviewed to ensure that they accurately reflect conditions on the street.

It should also be noted that the average speed computed for trips will have an effect on
the computation of direct ride time as discussed above. A slower average ride time will
increase the length of the computed direct ride time, and by extension increase the
maximum allowable ride as defined by two times the direct ride time. A faster average
speed has the opposite effect.

It is recommended that the system speed settings be reviewed and analyzed for
reasonableness. Changes should be made to the settings as needed. As noted with
other parameter settings, changing the speed settings will have a direct and immediate
impact on scheduling. Increasing overall system speeds will result in more trips being
scheduled by the software, but may lead to unrealistic travel times. Slowing system
speed down will result in fewer trips scheduled and longer scheduled ride times. Any
changes to the speed matrix or average speed should be done with great care.

1.6 Service Oversight and Monitoring

Another question posed for the review was “Does WMATA have the appropriate
resources and staff to ensure adequate contract oversight and monitoring?” Findings
related to this question are detailed below.

Staffing

Prior to the on-site review, WMATA provided information on its and the contractor’s
staffing and organization. A copy of the organizational chart for WMATA'’s Office of
MetroAccess Services (MACS) is provided on the following page. As shown, there are
total of 30 positions allocated to the office. At the time of review, 22 of these positions
will filled and eight—mainly in the eligibility and travel training areas—were vacant.

As shown, there are two functional units under the Director. One unit oversees and
administers service operations, monitoring, financing and contract compliance. The
other unit administers and manages the MetroAccess eligibility process, travel training,
and the reduced fare program.
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Figure 1.2
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There are 12 staff in the unit that oversees the MetroAccess operation. This includes a
Paratransit Program Manager and five Service Monitors whose primary function is to
monitor various aspects of the operation. A Call Center Coordinator position is also
included in this group, but was vacant at the time of the review. Finance, contract
compliance and budget issues are handled by a Finance and Contract Compliance
Manager supported by a Budget Analyst. There is also a Customer Service Coordinator
in the group and an open position for a Customer Service Projects Officer.

The Director indicated that the Office’s capacity to monitor and manage MetroAccess
service has increased significantly in the past two years. Nine of the 12 staff positions
in the operations, finance and contract compliance groups have been added in the past
two years. Compared to other large paratransit systems that we have reviewed, the
level of staffing appears to be adequate to allow for thorough service monitoring.

Service Monitoring Procedures

Additionally, the review team examined the scope of contractor monitoring that had
been established by WMATA. During the on-site review, the consultant team
interviewed the Director of MetroAccess as well as the Finance and Contract
Compliance Manager, the Special Projects Analyst, and one of the Service Monitors,
the latter three of whom are heavily involved in oversight and monitoring. During the
interview, the consultants went through the list of reports to understand the degree to
which the monitoring is being accomplished and whether the reports are being prepared
and reviewed in order to monitor the contractor. A detailed summary of these
monitoring procedures is provided in Attachment C.

The processes used by WMATA to monitor the MetroAccess service include an
extensive array of reports and procedures to check and verify contractor services and
billing. The monitoring process has been strengthened considerably in the past two
years and was developed with outside consultant assistance. This was a significant
effort, with detailed procedures and reports created to assist WMATA staff in monitoring
various aspects of contractor performance, reporting, and billing. A total of 16 different
specific procedures and/or reports were established, and WMATA staff and the
consultant worked cooperatively over several months to define final report formats and
procedures for the monitoring efforts. During this process, some refinements were
made, with changes made to certain report titles and numbers. A checklist for these
reports was prepared to organize and document the monitoring process. This checklist
is provided in Table 1.18.
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Table 1.18. Contract Monitoring Checklist

ltem# Contract Monitoring Task/ Repart
1 | On-Street Monitoring — conpare observed times of tripsto reconciled times in Trapeze. \erify at least 30 dboserved trips in Trapeze.
2 | Audit Taxi Invoices — 1% MVaudit. Reguest the 1% audit that MV perforns on Taxi invoices. Select 10% or at least 30trips listed
as completed to verifyin Trapeze.
3 | Audit Taxi Invoices — Reviewand verify in Trapeze all trips inthe 1%audit listed as a No Showar a Govered No Show
4 | Audit Taxi Invoices —take a 10%sample (at least 30) trips inthe 1%audit thet are recorded as Missed or Excessively Late. Review
and verify informetionin Trapeze.
5 | Audit Taxi Invoices — dbtain one day’s set of trip tickets from each taxi provider. Select a 10%sample (at least 30 trips) and
compare times on trip ticket totimes enteredin Trapeze. Checkfor custoner signatures.
6 | Audit Taxi Invoices — dedicated taxi runs. Obtainone day's dedicated taxi menifests. Select a 10%sarrple (at least 3trips) and
verifytimesin Trapeze. Checkfor cugtomer signetures.
7 | Add-on and Cancellation faxes — datain one day’s worth of faxes totaxi providers. Sdect a sample of a least 30 tripsfor reew,
Verify the transmission wes timely, a confirmation call wes nade to vexify receipt by the taxi company, and who at the taxi compeny
caonfired the receipt.
8 | Non-Dedicated Provider Monitoring —\We Care Adult services —select aday toaudit. Print out a list of passengers transparted to
the facility onthat day fromTrapeze. Sendthelist to\We Care for verification of attendance.
9 | Non-Dedicated Provider Monitoring-SEEC —select aday toaudt. Contact SHECfor an attendance list for the audit day. Usinga
print out from Trapeze of passengers trangparted to SEEC on the audit day, conare the twollists.
Non-Dedicated Provider Monitoring — ARC —Contact ARC for an attendance list for the aduit day. Using a pint out from Trapeze of
passengers transparted to SEEC onthe audit day conpare the twollists. Specify which ARC sites you are conducting the audit on.
11 | No-Showwith Coordinates Report (the report also shows cancels at doar) — runthe report for one day. Scanthe report and look for
trips where the driver arrived outside of the onHime window (especially late). Look for instances where the driver did nat wait the
appropriate anourt of time. Reviewtradker nates for any indication that the no shawwas out of the contrd of the custamer.
12 | Cancel/Rebook Report — runthe report for oneday. Look for trips that were cancelled on the day of senice and subsequently
rebooked for the same day. Reviewthe tracker notes for any indication that the trip mey have been cancelled and rebooked because
a driver wes rumning late or missed a trip.
13 | Monitoring Schedules Report —runthe repart for oneday. Look for times whena runarrives at a trip that hes an “ET” tinre (no
eatlier then time) associated withit. |f the first trip on the run hes an ET time, deternine if the run pulled out too soon. Look forany
trips where the departure time was before the requested ET time.
14 | Actua Pullout by Route —runthe report for one day. Compare the scheduled pull out to the actual pull out and conpare the
scheduled first pidk upto the adul first pick up. Note any runs thet pulled out earlyand arrived at thefirst pick up early. Alsonate
anyruns that pulled out late (nore than 10 to 15 ninutes).
15 | EalylLate Report —run the report for the month. Add the nunber of trips greater than 31 minutes late to excessively late trips
indcated on the monthly invaice.

16 | Monitoring Trip Schedules Report (runfar one day) —

A | Conpare requestedtine to scheduled time. \erify the scheduled time within MetraAacess guidelines.

B | Conpare Actual Pick uptimeto Actual Drop off time. Hag any trips that are greater than 90 minutes long for further investigation.

C | Conyare Schedued Pick uptime to Appointment time. Hag any trips thet are scheduled to last nore than 90 rinutes for further
invetigation.

D | Conpare Actual Arrival Tine to Appointment time. Hag any tripsthat amive later than the appaintert tine or arrive more than 30

minutes before the arrival time for further investigation.
E | Scanthe report for trips merked as No Shows or Cancel at Door. \erify the vehicle arrived within the ontime windowand waited the
gppropriate armount of time at the pick up location.

Interviews held on-site for this independent review found that the monitoring, as
established, was first done during January 2008, for the month of October 2007. This
was essentially a “beta test” of the procedures and written documentation of efforts
appeared to be thorough. Since then, WMATA staff has undertaken the monitoring
procedures for the month of April 2008, with work substantially completed during the
month of June and July, according to staff. Monitoring for a specific month begins one
month after the month-end, allowing the contractor to “close out” its own reports for
WMATA. Monitoring for April service, for example, would logically begin in June.
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A primary reason that WMATA had not yet finished by mid-July, the monitoring and
documentation of monitoring slated for June 2008, is that staff efforts during June were
pulled to work with one of its consultants on efforts required under the recent legal
settlement. A second reason relates to documentation of monitoring efforts that have
been completed. This review found documentation of certain monitoring efforts on
hand-written sheets, since all completed efforts have not yet been entered onto a
common worksheet. Staff just recently had access to the common “shared” electronic
worksheet that denotes and tracks the monitoring efforts, which now allows multiple
users to access and enter data onto a common file, greatly easing documentation.

Of the monitoring and documentation of monitoring that have been completed (and as
detailed in Attachment C), the consultant team found documentation for the first month
monitored (and completed in January 2008) to be detailed and relatively thorough. This
documentation includes, for example, notations where data collection was initially time-
consuming or difficult (e.g., obtaining certain information from human service agencies
served by non-dedicated providers), providing a road map of staff efforts. Interviews
with staff involved in the monitoring also found that certain monitoring efforts have
already resulted in contractor improvements (e.g., contractor procedures for faxing trips
to taxi providers for supplemental trips).

The consultants also reviewed documentation and back-up source materials used for
monitoring efforts for April’s service, conducted during June and July. Where formal
documentation was reviewed, again, this documentation appeared thorough, noting the
selected sample day, the number of trips reviewed and the findings. Where formal
documentation was not yet available, the consultant team looked at “raw data,” such as
listings of trips where WMATA staff had made notations based on their review. While
efforts for April’s monitoring are not yet fully completed and documented, much of the
work has been done, and findings of interest have been brought to the attention of
WMATA managers. It also appears that staff is still somewhat on a learning curve in
carrying out the extensive monitoring efforts, as work is still underway to refine one or
two reports, and that the time needed to carry out the defined monitoring is significant.

In summary, the contract monitoring efforts that have been set up for WMATA staff, and
that are still relatively new and “in progress,” provide a great deal of scrutiny over
contractor reporting and operations. In at least several areas that are monitored,
WMATA efforts have resulted in improved contractor actions and performance. It can
also be said that WMATA staff members assigned to the new monitoring activities still
appear to be incorporating those efforts into their position responsibilities and, in some
cases, are still refining the process of extracting the data from Trapeze and formatting
reports so that the reports highlight the intent of the monitoring activity.
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1.7 Performance Data

The final question to be answered in this part of the review was “Is performance data
being reported and calculated appropriately and accurately and is MV correctly
reporting the number of ‘missed trips’?”

During the past two years, WMATA has taken steps to ensure the accuracy of its
reported MetroAccess operating and performance statistics. During the Spring and
Summer of 2006, WMATA retained an outside consultant to review data collection. As
a result of the study, a number of recommendations were made and implemented.
Subsequent to that study, a follow-up project regarding the development of detailed
monitoring was undertaken in 2007 with outside consultant assistance. The results of
that project were described above in the Section 1.6. More recently, WMATA
contracted with a Data Expert Consultant, as part of a settlement agreement with the
Equal Rights Council of Greater Washington, to again review the accuracy of
MetroAccess performance statistics. The Data Expert undertook a detailed review of
MetroAccess service data and performance statistics in the Spring of 2008. Additional
data reviews will be conducted each year for the next three years.

Although the first report submitted by the Data Expert in May 2008 is not public,
WMATA agreed that the general findings of that report could be included in this report.
The May 2008 Data Expert report found that pick-up times recorded in the system were
largely accurate. Some questions were raised about a small number of times that
appeared to be recorded while the vehicle was a short distance from the actual pick-up
location, but this difference could be due to technology. There were also some
guestions raised about the coding of a small number of trips, but again, the trips in
guestion did not significantly affect the level of performance reported. The on-time
performance calculations of the Data Expert, which included the minor corrections were
within one-tenth of one percent (0.1%) of the performance reported by WMATA.

The Data Expert did raise some questions about the way that no-shows and missed
trips were defined and counted. These issues were largely due to definitions contained
in the contract between WMATA and MV Transportation. The original contract defined
missed trips as trips where the vehicle arrived 31 minutes or more after the end of the
on-time pick-up window (or 46+ minutes after the scheduled pick-up time). The contract
did not clearly indicate how to code trips that were not taken where vehicles arrived late
(more than 15 minutes after the scheduled pick-up time), but less than 31 minutes after
the scheduled pick-up time. It was discovered that in some cases, these trips were
coded as no-shows.

The Data Expert suggested that trips not taken where the vehicle arrives after the end

of the agreed-upon pick-up window should be coded as missed trips. The Data Expert
also suggested that trips performed more than 60 minutes after the scheduled pick-up

time should be considered “Excessively Late” rather than “Missed.”
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In response to the Data Expert Report, WMATA agreed to develop revised definition for
coding trips where vehicles arrive after the agreed-upon pick-up window. WMATA
proposed to call trips not taken where the vehicle arrives from 16 to 30 minutes after the
end of the on-time window as “Late/Not Transported” trips, and to maintain the definition
of “Missed Trips” to be trips where the vehicle arrives 31 minutes of more after the end
of the pick-up window (whether the trip is made or not). This change should ensure an
accurate identification of no-shows, but will leave some room for debate about whether
trips coded as “Late/Not Transported” should be considered “missed.”

Table 1.19 on the following page provided selected MetroAccess performance data for
FY 2007 and FY 2008. As shown, the no-show and missed trip rates decreased
significantly between FY 2007 and FY 2008. No-shows dropped from 6.7% of trips
scheduled in FY 2007 to 3.6% of trips scheduled in FY 2008. Missed trips dropped from
0.74% to 0.28% of trips scheduled. Trip length and productivity remained about the
same. On-time performance for pick-ups increased from 93.1% in FY 2007 to 95.6% in
FY 2008. The percentage of trips provided on a subscription basis increased from
59.9% in FY 2007 to 60.7% in FY 2008. There were 12 complaints recorded for every
1,000 trips provided in FY 2008. Complaint information for FY 2007 was not collected.

Table 1.19. Selected MetroAccess Performance Data, FY 2007 and FY 2008

Performance Measure FY 2007 FY 2008
Cancellation Rate (1) 21.6% 24.5%
No-Show Rate (2) 6.7% 3.6%
Trip-Making Rate (3) 0.34 0.39
Average Trip Length (4) 15 miles 15.5 miles
Productivity (5) 1.16 1.18
Operating Cost per Trip (6) $44.07 $39.47 est.
On-Time Performance (Pick-Ups Only) (7) 93.1% 95.6%
Missed Trips (8) 0.74% 0.28%
Subscription Trips (9) 59.9% 60.7%
Complaint Rate (10) NA 12

(1) Early Cancels plus Late Cancels divided by Trips Requested (all services). MetroAccess
Summary Spider Reports

(2) No-Shows divided by Trips Scheduled (all services). MetroAccess Summary Spider Reports
(3) Trips Completed divided by 2005 total service area population (3,780,000)

(4) “Avg Trip Dist.” Item 3(n) in MetroAccess Summary Spider Reports

(5) Total Passengers divided by Total Revenue-Hours. MetroAccess Summary Spider Reports.
(6) “Service: Paratransit” cost (from Proposed Fiscal 2009 Annual Budget, Chapter 4. Operating
Budget by Mode) divided by Trips Completed (from MetroAccess Summary Spider Reports

(7) “On-Time %.” Item 5(d) in MetroAccess Summary Spider Reports

(8) Missed Trips divided by Trips Scheduled (all services). MetroAccess Summary Spider
Reports

(9) “Subscription” from Operations — Yearly Spider Reports

(10) Total complaints received per 1,000 trips provided
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2 Rider Input and Customer Service

The second part of the review focused on four questions related to the processes in
place to obtain rider input about MetroAccess services and to record and address rider
comments and complaints. The four questions identified were:

e Has an independent user group been established?

e |s customer satisfaction being monitored through surveys? If not, what are the
options for doing this?

e |Is clear, concise and correct information provided to riders in the Customer
Guide, the website, in eligibility determination letters and in responses to
complaints?

e Is information consistently provided in accessible formats to those who need it
(i.e., for customers with visual impairments)?

Observations and findings related to these questions are summarized below.

2.1 Advisory Committee/Independent User Group

The February 15, 2006 report titled “Improving Demand Responsive Services for People
with Disabilities in The Washington Region” and prepared by the National Capital
Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB) and the Access for All Advisory
Committee (AFA), recommended that WMATA create a new user group focused
specifically on paratransit. It was further recommended that this group bring together
paratransit riders, representatives of the MetroAccess service providers and WMATA
staff to discuss and address paratransit issues. This part of the review inquired about
the implementation of these recommendations.

At the time of the study, WMATA sponsored an E&D Advisory Committee that
addressed all issues of accessibility—including fixed route and paratransit issues.
There was also a MetroAccess Subcommittee that considered paratransit issues. The
TPB/AFA study recommended a separate advisory process because it felt that the input
provided by the existing E&D Advisory Committee was “too limited, not sufficiently
representative or independent of the transit agency, and not adequately responded to
by decision makers.”

The status of implementation of this recommendation was discussed with WMATA staff.
It was indicated that, after considering the options, a decision was made by WMATA to
maintain an advisory process that focused on all accessibility issues, rather than having
separate committees for paratransit and other modes and issues. However, to respond
to concerns about the effectiveness and make-up of the current process, a decision was
made to reconstitute the E&D Committee.

Staff indicated that several positions on the E&D Committee were opened for possible
new members on June 30, 2007. An open invitation was issued for letters of interest in
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serving on the committee. Existing members whose terms were now open were also
invited to submit letters detailing their interest and qualifications. Letters of interest
were reviewed by WMATA ADA Programs Office staff and several candidates were
interviewed. At the time of the review, it was noted that the July 30, 2007 openings had
been filled.

Additional committee positions were identified as open starting June 30, 2008. A similar
process was used to invite interest in these positions. WMATA staff indicated that
recommendations for these positions were scheduled to be made in July 2008 and that
selected members would start their new terms in August or September 2008.

WMATA staff noted that the primary goals of the reconstitution were:
e To continue to have a committee that addressed all access issues
e Maintain jurisdictional equity in the selection of new members
e Select members who could address issues faced by persons with various types
of disabilities as well as seniors

WMATA staff indicated that once the process to reconstitute the committee was
complete, the ADA Office would be working with the committee to review and revise the
existing by-laws.

Thoughts on the Structure of the E&D Committee

During the process of gathering input on relevant issues to be addressed by this review,
some concern was expressed by individuals contacted about the structure of the E&D
Committee. In particular, there was some concern that the by-laws called for all
committee members to be selected and appointed by the WMATA General Manager.
This raised concerns about the independence and objectivity of the committee. There
was concern that the process to reconstitute the committee would result in selections of
individuals likely to agree with WMATA policies and positions and not individuals who
may have been critical of WMATA services in the past. Some dissatisfaction was also
expressed with the leadership of the Committee and it was noted that there has not
been a rotation or change of the chairperson for several years.

Concerns about independence and objectivity are not uncommon where advisory
committees are appointed by the governing agency. Even if existing members are
involved in the screening and selection process, the selection can appear “closed” and
biased. This is not to say that the current or past process has been biased, but this can
be a public perception that WMATA should consider.

One approach for addressing this potential concern is to allow communities and local
agencies to make some or all of the appointments, rather than limiting appointment to
only those selections made by the WMATA General Manager. For example, WMATA
could make available one appointment each to a variety of local organizations that
represent persons with disabilities and seniors. Nominations could be accepted from
these agencies, subject to approval and final appointment by the General Manager.
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Committee positions could also be made available to each jurisdiction—or several
positions could be assigned to jurisdictions in a way that achieves jurisdictional equity.
There could be a requirement that these positions should be filled by “unaffiliated” riders
of WMATA services. This combination would achieve a balance of important agency
representation and general public representation.

As WMATA and the newly reconstituted committee reviews the current by-laws, we
would recommend that alternative advisory committee structures be considered.
Structures that allow for more independence and less WMATA involvement in
membership selection should be considered. It may also be helpful to require periodic
rotation of leadership positions on the committee to facilitate fresh perspectives and
broader involvement.

2.2 Customer Satisfaction Monitoring

The next questions in this part of the review were “Is customer satisfaction being
monitored through surveys?” and “If not, what are the options for doing this?”

The processes in place to measure MetroAccess customer satisfaction were discussed
with WMATA staff. It was noted that WMATA has a five-year contract with a private
company—OpinionWorks of Annapolis, Maryland—to conduct monthly customer
satisfaction surveys. This contract began in July of 2007.

OpinionWorks conducts about 100 telephone surveys per month. Riders are randomly
selected. Given that there are about 14,000 registered MetroAccess riders, and
assuming that about 25% of the total registered riders are regular users who ride at
least once a month, the 100 telephone surveys represents about a 3% sample. In other
large paratransit systems, sampling about 2-5% of riders is typical.

Monthly results are then tabulated and combined into quarterly customer satisfaction
reports. The review team was provided a copy of the second quarterly report for
FY2008, which covered the period from October 1 through December 31, 2007.

Each month riders are asked “Overall, over the past year, do you think MetroAccess

service has gotten much better, a little better, not changed, a little worse, or much
worse?” Table 2.1 shows results for the first two quarters of FY2008.
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Table 2.1 Trends in MetroAccess Service as Indicated by OpinionWorks Surveys,
First and Second Quarters, FY2008

Responses Received from Responses Received
July 1-Sept. 30, 2007 from Oct 1-Dec. 31, 2007
Gotten Much Better 30% 28%
Gotten a Little Better 38% 36%
Total Better 68% 63%
Not Changed 14%
Gotten a Little Worse 6% 2%
Gotten Much Worse 4% 3%
Total Worse 10% 5%
Not Sure/Refused 8% 10%

In the first quarter of FY2008 (July 1 to September 30, 2007), riders were also asked to
rate the importance of several service delivery issues on a scale of “1” to “10”, with “1”
being “Not at all important” and “10” being “Extremely important.” The factors that were
rated, the percentage of riders who rated the factors as important (from 8-10), and the
percentage of riders rating the factors as the most important (*10”) are shown in Table
2.2.

Table 2.2 Ratings of the Importance of Service Delivery Elements

% of Riders
Rating Issue % Rated
“8”-"10" as a“10”
Getting to your destination on time 90% 69%
How safe you feel during the trip 86% 60%
The driver knows where he or she is going 84% 62%
The courtesy of the driver 84% 59%
Picking you up within the promised pickup window 83% 59%
How easy it is to make the reservation 82% 57%
How helpful the driver is 81% 53%
How comfortable you are while on the vehicle 81% 51%
How long the ride takes 76% 49%

The report indicated that these ratings did not vary significantly from month to month in
the first quarter, so they were accepted as typical ratings for subsequent quarters.

Finally, the survey asked riders to think about their most recent trip and to indicate how
satisfied they were with the same none service factors for this trip. A “1”to “10” scale
was used again with “1” indicating “Not at all satisfied” and “10” meaning “Completely
satisfied.” This question was asked in both the first and second quarters of FY2008.
The percentage of riders each quarter who indicated satisfaction with each of the
service elements (meaning a rating of from “8” to “10”) is shown in Table 2.3.
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Table 2.3 Percent of Riders Indicating Satisfaction (Ratings from “8” to “10”)
With Each Aspect of MetroAccess Performance

8-10 Ratings 8-10 Ratings

15 Qtr, FY08 | 2" Qtr, FY08
Getting to your destination on time 88% 88%
How safe you feel during the trip 85% 87%
The driver knows where he or she is going 81% 82%
The courtesy of the driver 80% 82%
Picking you up within the promised pickup window 83% 80%
How easy it is to make the reservation 82% 80%
How helpful the driver is 79% 80%
How comfortable you are while on the vehicle 76% 76%
How long the ride takes 75% 75%

By comparing the ratings of importance to the rating as satisfaction, the report was then
able to indicate the things that riders rated as most important and whether or not they
were satisfied with performance in these areas. The overall conclusions for these first
two quarters were:

e “Four of the top five priorities in terms of importance received four of the five
highest performance ratings”

e “Courtesy and safety earned very strong scores, with nearly nine in ten
customers of customers giving those two items ratings from ‘8’ to ‘10.”

e ‘“Driver helpfulness, knowing where they are going, and getting to the destination
on time are in a “second tier” of importance.”

e “Comfort and ease of making a reservation are in the second tier of importance,
but rank a bit lower in importance to customers.”

e “Staying within the pickup window appears to be a relative weakness, while being
fairly important to customers.”

e “By contrast, trip length, also rating a relatively low performance score, is not as
important to customers.”

Results of the survey are periodically presented by WMATA to the E&D Advisory
Committee.

The review team found the survey useful and informative. Some additional questions,
like “Getting through on the phones to place a trip request” and “Getting through on the
phones to check on my ride,” rather than just “How easy it is to make the reservation”
might be considered in the future. Overall, though, the survey seemed well designed
and seems like a thorough and appropriate way to gauge customer satisfaction on an
ongoing basis.
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2.3 Information and Communications to Riders

The third question for this part of the review was *“Is clear, concise and correct
information provided to riders in the Customer Guide, the website, in eligibility
determination letters and in responses to complaints?” To address this question, the
review team reviewed materials available from the WMATA website such as the new
Customer Guide and information pertaining to the switch to door-to-door service.
Sample eligibility determination letters and complaint response letters were also
examined.

Customer Guide and Website Information

The Customer Guide was revised as of June 30, 2008 and reflects changes to the
service as a result the start of door-to-door service. Overall, the Customer Guide is well
written, and is clear and concise in explaining the MetroAccess service. The material
specific to door-to-door service is also well written and clearly states the responsibilities
of the customer and the drivers. A review of the other documents on the website
indicated they were also clearly written and easy to understand.

A number of other documents are also available via the WMATA website. These
include items such as Frequently Asked Questions, information on fares, free ride
program, the application for service and eligibility requirements and the Customer Bill of
Rights. The documents all appear to be clearly written and understandable.

Excellent information appears to have been developed and communicated to riders
about the recent change to door-to-door service. In addition to holding two public
forums to explain the new policy and to get feedback, a special newsletter explaining
door-to-door service was developed, sent to riders and posted on the WMATA website.

Eligibility Letters

Copies of sample letters sent to individuals who apply for MetroAccess service were
obtained and reviewed. This included letters:

e acknowledging receipt of applications and asking applicants to call to schedule
an interview (“Application received” letter)

e informing applicants if the applications received were incomplete (“Incomplete”
letter)

e granting “temporary presumptive eligibility” once a completed application is
received (“Presumptive” letter)

e informing applicants who fail to call to schedule an interview and that their
application is now incomplete and a new application must be submitted (“Unable
to contact” letter)

e informing applicants they had been determined unconditional eligibility
(“Approved” letter)
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e informing applicants they had been determined conditionally eligible
(“Conditional” letter)

e informing applicants they had been found not eligible (“Not eligible” letter)

e informing riders that their eligibility will expire in 60 days and reminding them to
reapply to be recertified (“60 day” letter)

e informing riders that their eligibility will expire in 30 days (second notice) and
reminding them to reapply to be recertified (“30 day” letter)

e Letters alerting riders that their eligibility has expired and that they need to
reapply (“Eligibility expired” letter

Overall, the letters were clear and concise and adequately transmit the information
intended. A few suggested changes are provided for WMATA'’s consideration.

The current “Unable to Contact” letter includes the statement that “We have not
heard from you in the past two weeks since our last letter was mailed to you,
therefore we are unable to proceed with your eligibility determination.” We would
suggest that this be re-worded to something like “A letter was sent to you on

(date) . That letter requested that you call within 14 days to schedule an in-
person interview and assessment. Since we have not heard from you, we have
stopped the processing of your application. If you still wish to be considered for
MetroAccess service, you must submit a new application....”

The “Conditional” letter informs applicants that WMATA determined their mobility
device to be larger than 30 inches wide, 48 inches long, or more than 600 pounds
when occupied. The letter does not, however explain why this is an issue. We
would suggest that a sentence be added to the end of the first paragraph—
something like “To ensure safe travel given the limitations of our equipment and
service, it is WMATA's policy to not transport individuals using mobility devices or
wheelchairs which exceed these dimensions and/or weight.”

The “Not eligible” letter starts out by telling applicants that they are “fixed route
eligible” and then proceeds to tell them they are not eligible for MetroAccess service.
Because some applicants may be confused by this, we would suggest that the first
paragraph of this letter simply state that “Based on your application, assessment,
and any applicable professional follow-up, it has been determined that you are not
eligible for MetroAccess service because your disability does not prevent you from
independently using Metrobus and Metrorail services.” An appropriate
encouragement to use fixed route services is then contained in the third paragraph
of this letter.

WMATA should consider adding a paragraph about the right of the applicant to
appeal the decision to the “Conditional” letter. This paragraph could be similar to the
one in the “Not eligible” letter. Information about the appeal process is attached to
the “Conditional” letter, but the letter does not specifically cite the right to appeal and
indicate that a summary of the process is attached.
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Responses to Complaints

As detailed in Section 1.4 of this report, when complaints are received, responses are
provided in the same manner that the complaint was provided to WMATA. That is,
complaints provided via telephone are answered by telephone, complaints made by
letter receive a response by letter and complaints received via email receive a response
by email. The majority of complaints are received by telephone and the majority of
responses are therefore also by telephone. The review of the complaint process (see
Section 1.4) indicated that most complaints are thoroughly investigated and the findings
of those investigations are then communicated to complainants. In some cases,
though, detailed information about the causes of problems and actions being taken to
address them is not developed. In these cases, complainants are sent an apology and
free ride tickets, but the response does not communicate specific findings or actions to
be taken. The review indicated that internal investigations by MV dispatch was an area
that needed particular improvement. It was also noted that a new position was being
created in the dispatch area to improve complaint investigations related to this part of
the operation. The detail in complaint responses should improve as this part of the
investigation process is strengthened.

2.4 Accessible Information

The last question in this part of the review was “Is information consistently provided in
accessible formats to those who need it (i.e., for customers with visual impairments)?”

The issue of providing information in accessible formats was discussed with the
Assistant General Manager for MetroAccess. It was learned that WMATA has recently
issued an agency-wide policy and instructions on this issue. A copy of the new policy
and instructions is provided as Attachment D.

The new policy and instruction makes clear the obligation that WMATA has to provide
information in accessible formats upon request. The new policy also makes each
department responsible for meeting this obligation and directs each department to
develop procedures for implementing the policy.

For the MetroAccess service, it was noted that several key service documents can be
found on the website in portable document format (pdf) as well as text format. Text
format makes it easier for speech recognition software to work. The documents that are
available in text (.txt) format are:

MetroAccess ID Card Policy
Door-to-Door Fact Sheet

MetroAccess Customer Guide

Access Matters Newsletter

Monthly Operations Performance Report
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It should also be noted that the Customer Guide is available on the website in audio
(mp3) format—meaning that it could be downloaded to any mp3 device.

Beyond the information available on the website, staff at the Office of MetroAccess
indicated that they provide information in accessible formats in response to individual
rider requests. They do not, however, maintain a master list of riders who have asked
for accessible information in the past. Therefore, large mailings to all riders will
generate standard print material that is sent to all riders, including those who may have
indicated a need for accessible information in the past.

Staff indicated that they are exploring ways to utilize information in the Trapeze system
about individual rider needs for information in accessible formats. Applicants for
MetroAccess are asked if they would like information sent to them in accessible formats
as part of the eligibility determination process. Responses to this question are captured
and are in the master rider database. WMATA is exploring whether the information in
the rider database can be used to automatically generate appropriate communications
when letters are prepared using the Trapeze system.

It is recommended that WMATA continue to explore options for using the information
currently in the Trapeze system. Even if the information in the rider database cannot be
used to automatically format letters and information appropriately, it should be possible
to generate a report that lists all of the eligible riders who have indicated a desire to
have information to be sent in an alternate, accessible format. WMATA should consider
creating such a master list. As new riders are made eligible and current riders
recertified, the list could be updated. Then, when information is sent to riders, this
master list could be used to identify which riders need to have the information sent in
accessible formats.
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3 Policy and Planning

The third area of focus of the review was on the processes and instruments used by
WMATA to plan for and administer the MetroAccess service. Three key questions were
posed for the review. These were:

e How could the next contract be structured to improve service quality and

monitoring?

¢ Is adequate planning being done to address the future demand for paratransit
service?

e |s MetroAccess adequately funded and has a dedicated funding source been
identified?

Following are data, observations and findings related to these questions.

3.1 Service Design and Future Contract Considerations

The current service delivery structure for MetroAccess service could be termed a
“turnkey operator/broker.” MV Transportation is the single contractor to WMATA and is
responsible for all major functions of daily operations—including trip reservations,
scheduling, dispatching, and vehicle operations. MV Transportation also directly
operates most of the service, but also contracts out for the delivery of some of the
service. At the time of the review, MV Transportation subcontracted with four
“dedicated” service providers plus several “non-dedicated” service providers. The
dedicated service providers—Battles, Challenger, Diamond and Metro Health Tech—
operated vehicles that were dedicated solely to the MetroAccess service. They hired,
trained and supervised the drivers, managed the daily pullout, maintained the vehicles,
and in some cases provided vehicles to supplement the WMATA-owned fleet. The non-
dedicated providers operated services in vehicles that were not dedicated entirely to the
MetroAccess service and on which other riders might be accommodated. The non-
dedicated providers include taxi companies as well as van operators serving local
human service agency programs.

For the first five months of calendar 2008, about 74% of all MetroAccess trips were
provided by dedicated service providers. Another 20% were provided by non-dedicated
providers serving local human service agency programs. The remaining 6% of trips
were provided by non-dedicated taxi providers.

At the time of the review, MV Transportation directly operated 344 of the 535 dedicated
provider weekday runs (which suggests about 64% of the dedicated service) out of their
Beltsville, Capital Heights and Fairfax garages. The four dedicated subcontractors
operated about 191 dedicated weekday runs (roughly 36% of the dedicated service).

MV Transportation is paid a fixed cost plus a variable rate for the operation of the

service. Some costs, including the operation of the call center, are reimbursed on a
fixed cost basis. Variable costs associated with dedicated service, including most
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vehicle operating/dedicated service provider costs, are reimbursed on a per hour basis.
A “blended” per hour rate” is used, which is the average of all service provider rates.
WMATA reimburses MV Transportation based on this blended rate. MV Transportation
then pays subcontractors using their actual rates. Non-dedicated agency van service
providers are paid per trip, with MV Transportation paid a “blended” rate and then
paying subcontractors based on actual rates. Non-dedicated taxi costs are reimbursed
on a per mile basis, and are a straight pass-through.

Key Issues to Consider in Next Contract

Based on information collected for this review, there appear to be several key issues
that either impacted service quality in the past and were addressed or remain as
challenges. These issues should be considered by WMATA as it prepares for future
MetroAccess service procurements.

Staffing Adjustments in the Call Center

It appears that there were staffing issues in the call center for some time after the start
of the current contract. These issues were addressed with contract modifications
negotiated and signed in August of 2007. Because call center costs are part of the fixed
cost and not the variable rate, contract modifications appear to be necessary to
increase the number of reservationists, schedulers, dispatchers and other staff.

It is recommended that WMATA consider a contract structure that allows staffing levels
in the call center to be adjusted as demand changes. As the number of trips per day
increases and the number of calls increase, the contractor should be able to increase
reservations, scheduling and dispatch staff without going through a time-consuming
contract modification process.

This might be done by treating some call center costs as fixed. These might include the
facility, utilities, building insurance and general management. Other call center costs,
such as reservationist, scheduler, and dispatcher costs might then be paid on a variable
rate basis. Staffing levels could automatically be adjusted as the number of trips
increases. The required level of staffing could then be determined based on
performance or service standards. For example, a requirement to meet telephone hold
time standards would determine the number of reservationists, WMR agents, and other
staff that handle calls from riders. The contract then might specify a maximum number
of runs per scheduler FTE. And a maximum number of runs per dispatch FTE could be
included.

As an alternative to using variable reimbursement to allow call center staffing to meet
demand, the contract could call for quarterly reviews of demand and staffing levels in
the call center. Again, certain performance and staffing standards could be identified.
Trip demand and actual performance could then be reviewed every three to six months
and contract modifications processed to allow for appropriate staffing adjustments.
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Whichever method is used, it is recommended that the next contract address the need
to make ongoing and frequent adjustments to call center staffing to adequately manage
the number of trips requested and provided.

Call Center and Service Operations Improvements

As detailed in Section 1 of this report, WMATA and MV Transportation have made
several positive improvements in the structure and functioning of the call center. These
include:

e The establishment of the Where’s My Ride? Unit
The establishment of the No-Show Desk
Improvements in call center supervision
The use of LED displays to assist with hold time monitoring and trip dispatching
Adding MDTs to non-dedicated service provider vehicles

To ensure that these improvements are not lost in any future contracts, these effective
operating improvements and approaches should be included in future RFPs and
contracts.

Revised Travel Time Standard and Guidance on Scheduling System Parameters

The current contract sets a single maximum travel time of 90 minutes. In response, the
service provider has set the travel time parameter in the scheduling system to be a 90
minute maximum. As discussed in Section 1 of this report, this 90 minute maximum can
contribute to circuitous routing for shorter trips, can lead to very early pick-up time
solutions when booking trips based on an appointment time, and can contribute to very
early drops-offs.

To address these potential issues, WMATA should reconsider its travel time standard
and include a revised standard in the new contract. As recommended in Section 1 of
this report, the standard for ADA compliance purposes should be that trips should be
comparable to fixed route travel times, including time required to get to and from fixed
route stops and stations. For operational purposes, this compliance standard should
then be translated into a travel time matrix that established maximum ride times based
on direct ride times for trips of various lengths.

On-Time Drop-Off Standard

It is also recommended that the new contract contain an on-time drop-off standard in
addition to the current on-time pick-up standard. The on-time standard should be based
on a drop-off window (e.g., zero minutes late and no more than 30 minutes early) to
help ensure that riders get to appointments on-time and also are not dropped-off
excessively early.

Under the current contract structure, schedulers and dispatchers are focused on making
all pick-ups on-time, but may not be focused on getting riders to appointments on-time.
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This is to be expected if on-time performance standards and associated incentives and
penalties only address pick-ups. A singular focus on pick-ups can contribute to
circuitous routing (i.e., diverting vehicles from reasonable routs to make additional pick-
ups on-time) as well as very early or late arrivals for appointments.

Incentives and penalties, commensurate with the on-time pick-up incentives and
penalties, should also be established and included in the contract.

Clarification of the Definition of No-Shows and Missed Trips

As detailed in Section 1 of this report, there have been some issues with the definition
and reporting of no-shows and missed trips. Some trips that were not taken by riders
when the vehicles arrived late have been recorded and reported as no-shows. In recent
months, WMATA and MV Transportation have worked to clarify the definition, tracking
and reporting of no-shows and missed trips. The new definitions and reporting
requirements should be included in future contracts.

Emphasis on the Provision of a Stable, Experienced and Efficient Workforce

This review identified high employee turnover as a remaining challenge. Post-training
turnover among drivers appears to be about 110% per year. Turnover among the
reservations staff is about 121% per year. Turnover among dispatchers is about 87%
per year.

These high turnover rates can affect the experience, quality and effectiveness and
productivity of employees and the overall service. They can also affect the final service
costs that will be paid by WMATA. If WMATA continues to reimburse service providers
on a per hour basis (which is recommended), a stable, quality workforce that is more
productive and can meet service demand with fewer vehicles and fewer vehicle-hours of
service than an inexperienced, less productive workforce. This can have a significant
impact on total cost. For example, a workforce that can deliver service at 1.5 trips per
hour rather than 1.2 trips per hour can deliver the same number of trips with 25% fewer
vehicle hours. This can mean a 25% savings in variable costs.

It is recommended that the new contract stress WMATA's desire to hire a contractor or
contractors that will recruit, train and retain a stable, experienced and quality workforce.
There are several ways that this might be achieved. These are:
¢ Including the likelihood of having a stable, experienced and quality workforce as
one of the proposal evaluation criteria, assigning significant points to this criteria,
requiring that detailed wage and fringe benefit information be provided as well as
descriptions of programs that will be implemented to assure good recruitment
and retention, and then grading proposals using this information.
e Setting standards for the maximum level of post-training, voluntary annual
turnover and establishing incentives and penalties related to these standards.
Note that if this approach is used, only voluntary turnover should be considered.
WMATA would not want to encourage contractors to weaken employee
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performance standards and avoid needed terminations to meet an established
standard.

e Establishing a livable wage standard and requiring that it be met.

In addition to provisions that ensure a more stable, experienced service delivery
workforce, WMATA should consider contract requirements to ensure stable
management. This review identified some issues with high turnover in mid-level and
upper-level managers. Turnover in these positions can contribute to instability in
operations.

One approach for ensuring more stable management might be to include penalties in
the contract for the reassignment of key managers without WMATA approval. While
WMATA cannot expect to prevent managers from voluntarily resigning, and should not
want to prevent appropriate terminations, it would be reasonable to ask for a long-term
commitment from key management staff. This commitment should include not
transferring key managers to other operations within the company. A monetary penalty
for doing this could be set as a way to discourage this practice.

More Specific Information On Fleet Capacity and Vehicle Acquisition

The RFP used to procure the current service appears to indicate a shared responsibility
for the provision of vehicles needed to provide dedicated service. It indicated that a
fleet of 118 existing vehicles would be provided to the contractor by WMATA. It then
indicated that the contractor was to procure additional vehicles needed in dedicated
service. While vehicles were to be procured by the contractor, the cost of vehicles was
to be billed through to WMATA with title then transferring to WMATA at the end of the
contract. The RFP also indicated a “maximum” spare ratio of 12%, but did not specify a
minimum spare ratio.

It is our understanding that there may have been some issues with initial estimated of
fleet requirements that contributed to an initial shortage of vehicles. Also, over the
course of the contract WMATA has determined that it could be financially beneficial to
purchase vehicles directly rather than through the contractor. Recent fleet purchases
have been made directly by WMATA.

In any new RFP and contract, fleet needs and responsibilities for quickly obtaining
additional vehicles, if needed, should be carefully considered. It is also recommended
that a minimum as well as a maximum spare ratio should be specified.

Increased Monitoring of All Aspects of the Operation

As noted in Section 1 of this report, WMATA has significantly improved the monitoring
of MetroAccess services in recent years. This includes monitoring by WMATA staff as
well as additional required monitoring by the contractor. It is recommended that the
new contract incorporate requirements to continue these efforts. Among the contractor
monitoring that should be required is:
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e Random ongoing verification of the accuracy of data reconciliation performed by
the prime contractor

e Random, ongoing verification by the prime contractor of the accuracy of any data
reconciliation performed by subcontractors

e Ongoing review and verification of subcontractor trip records and billings

e Random, ongoing monitoring of a sample of all types of calls (reservations,
WMR, etc.) to ensure compliance with established procedures and to ensure
employee performance

e Random, ongoing monitoring by each subcontractor of its driver performance

e Additional random, ongoing monitoring by the prime contractor of subcontractor
driver performance

e Periodic reviews by the prime contractor of all service provider fleets to check
vehicle condition, compliance with required maintenance practices, and the
adequacy of maintenance records.

e Periodic, unannounced fleet inspections by the prime contractor

e Periodic reviews by the prime contractor of employee records to ensure
compliance with hiring pre-qualifications, background checks, and post-hiring
training

Less Concentration of Service in a Single Company

Finally, it was observed that a large part of the operation is being performed by a single
company. MV Transportation now operates the call center as well as about 64% of the
dedicated service delivery. This concentration of such a large part of the operation in a
single company could make future transitions or future corrections to service issues
more difficult.

Given the size and complexity of the WMATA area and the MetroAccess service, it is
recommended that WMATA consider ways to involve multiple companies in the
provision of MetroAccess service. This might include requiring that a more significant
portion of the service delivery be contracted out rather than operated by the broker. Or,
it could involve having one contractor operate the call center and separate contractors
operate the service.

WMATA could also improve the “diversification” of the service by having one contractor
to operate the call center and perform service monitoring and separate contractors to
deliver the service. This model is used successfully in several of the largest cities in the
country, including New York City, Seattle, WA, Portland, OR, and Denver, CO.

Payment of Service Providers Based on Actual Rather than Blended Rates
If a structure with multiple contractors, rather than a single contractor, is pursued,
payment could be made to each provider based on actual costs rather than on

“blended” rates. Payment based on actual rates would allow for more emphasis on
service quality.
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Under the current blended-rate structure, an incentive is created to assign work to the
lowest-cost contractor—not necessarily the contractor with the best service quality.
This can also force subcontractors to lower service quality and cut costs to be the
lowest-cost, preferred provider. This can result in substandard vehicle maintenance,
low driver compensation, workforce issues, and other service problems.

It is important to emphasize that this review did not find that this was necessarily
happening under the current contract. It is, however, a dynamic created by the current
contract structure that should be considered to possible avoid future problems.

3.2 Planning for Future Demand

The second review question in the policy and planning area was “Is adequate planning
being done to address the future demand for paratransit service?”

During the on-site review, the review team interviewed the Assistant General Manager
of Access Services about the subject of planning for future demand. It was noted that a
consultant was engaged in 2007 to conduct a detailed analysis of MetroAccess demand
and that a report had been finalized and issued in December 2007.* The report was
provided to the review team and the methodology was evaluated. The methodology
appeared rigorous and appropriate and the demand estimates appeared reasonable.

It was noted that, because the study had not been completed, WMATA relied on prior
demand trends to estimate the demand for FY2008. Based on the historical trends,
WMATA estimated and planned for an 8% growth in demand in FY2008. In fact,
demand for MetroAccess service increased by 16% in FY2008.

Starting in FY2009 and in future years, WMATA indicated it will consider the demand
estimates developed in the December 2007 consulting report. The estimates from the
consulting report are provided in Table 3.1. Separate estimates were developed for
door-to-door (DTD) service and for “base service,” the prior policy of curb-to-curb
service. Lower, Central and Upper forecast were developed for each service type and
year.

For FY2009, which began on July 1, 2008, WMATA is assuming and has planned and
budgeted for a 14.9% increase in demand. It was explained that this estimate was
made before the implementation of DTD service and was based on the Lower Forecast
“Base service” estimate from the study. With the implementation of DTD service, this
estimate is now slightly higher than the Lower Forecast for DTD service and is halfway
between the Lower Forecast and the Central Forecast for FY2009 assuming DTD
service.

! HDR/HLB Decision Economics, Inc. Paratransit Demand Statistical Analysis and Policy Scenario
Analysis, Final Report, December 2007, page 22.
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Table 3.1. Percentage Increases In MetroAccess Demand Estimated
In December 2006 Demand Study

Fiscal Year Lower Forecast Central Forecast Upper Forecast
2008 (DTD) 12.0% 13.2% 14.2%
2008 (Base service) 13.7% 14.6% 15.6%
2009 (DTD) 14.5% 15.3% 16.3%
2009 (Base service) 14.9% 16.0% 17.1%
2010 (DTD) 10.6% 12.4% 14.2%
2010 (Base service) 11.1% 12.7% 14.6%
2011 (DTD) 7.6% 9.2% 11.4%
2011 (Base service) 7.4% 9.3% 11.7%
2012 (DTD) 7.4% 9.4% 11.9%
2012 (Base service) 7.4% 9.1% 11.4%
2013 (DTD) 6.6% 8.4% 11.6%
2013 (Base service) 6.7% 9.0% 12.2%

3.3 MetroAccess Funding

The last question in this part of the review was “Is MetroAccess adequately funded and
has a dedicated funding source been identified?”

Funding for MetroAccess including vehicle fleet plans were also discussed in the
interview with the Assistant General Manager of Access Services noted above.

Audited actual figures for past fiscal years show the following costs for MetroAccess for

FYs 03-07.

Table 3.n MetroAccess Expenses,

2003 through 2007

Fiscal Actual Total
Year Expenses

2003 $34,467,400
2004 $38,109,100
2005 $42,262,100
2006 $52,280,300
2007 $57,819,200

Source: Approved annual
WMATA budgets.

Funding for the service is provided through the Authority’s budgeting process. The
approved budget for FY2008 provides $62,829,900, an increase of 8.7% from the prior
year. The proposed budget for FY2009 is $68,250,400. The budgeting process is also
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being driven by the requirements of the recent legal settlement which required a budget
increase of at least $4 million.

For MetroAccess, the budgeting process uses projections of demand as well as the rate
schedule set in the contract with the private provider since this is the major cost
component of MetroAccess expenses. This process has to account for two different
rate increases since the fiscal year spans two calendar years, with a calendar year
being the time unit for the contract terms. Budgeting looks at the contractor’s fixed
costs, which have annual rate increases, as well as the variable costs, which also have
rate increases stipulated in the contract. These latter costs relate predominately to the
number of vehicle service hours provided, which may vary depending on demand
levels.

Significantly, for the first time, it is reported that WMATA has provided a separate capital
budget for MetroAccess vehicles and related capital with the FY2009 budget.
Previously, such capital purchases used funding from various sources, including
operating funds through the contractor and JARC funds which provided capital for new
vehicles in FY2008. This is a significant change for the Authority, and one which makes
the budgeting and purchasing of MetroAccess vehicles more structured and formal.
This will also be a more cost-effective approach, since purchasing vehicles through a
contractor involves a mark-up by the private entity. It is also reported that additional
savings are being realized through the practice of purchasing vehicles off the Virginia
state contract. It is estimated that the savings realized through the use of the Virginia
state contract is about $2,000 per vehicle.

The capital budget includes three years of funding for the MetroAccess fleet; however it
is important to point out that funding is only approved for FY2009, as WMATA's Board
must approve each year’s capital budget. This means that the current capital budget,
for FY2009, has been approved with the line item of $5 M for the purchase of up to 100
MetroAccess vehicles with associated technology equipment (MDTs, Drive Cam, etc.).
This funding is all local funding from the WMATA compact jurisdictions, and as such, is
not included in the Authority’s Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP).

Additionally, it was reported that JARC funds have been made available to purchase 25
vehicles for FY2009. Additional WMATA capital funding is also being pursued to add
another 15 expansion vehicles. Together, these funding sources should provide for 40
expansion vehicles. This represents an 8.1% growth in the fleet in FY 2009.

The planned replacement of 100 vehicles in FY2009 seems reasonable given a 493
vehicle current fleet and assuming a five year useful life for vehicles. The number of
expansion vehicles should help with the spare ratio and should be sufficient to start FY
2009. More expansion vehicles will be needed in FY 2009, though, if demand grows at
the expected rate of 14.9% that year.

In terms of dedicated funding, WMATA remains the only major transit authority in the
country without a dedicated funding source, which makes it very difficult to accomplish
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long range planning and budgeting. This lack of a dedicated funding source has been
the subject of various recent reports, including by the Brookings Institute.?

The US House of Representatives has approved dedicated funding of $1.5 billion for
WMATA for over ten years, if the three jurisdictions of DC, Maryland and Virginia also
provide dedicated matching funds. The jurisdictions have done so, yet the legislation is
now being blocked in the Senate, much to the frustration of local elected leaders and
others in the local jurisdictions who support dedicated funding for WMATA.

Funding for MetroAccess is a commitment for WMATA, and to the extent that funding is
provided for fixed route service, so, too, must funding be provided for ADA paratransit to
ensure complementary service, according to WMATA. While this may not be termed
dedicated, funding for ADA paratransit is an integral part of the Authority’s budgeting
and funding process.

2 Puentes, Robert (2004). "Washington's Metro: Deficits by Design", The Brookings Institution Metropolitan Policy
Program.
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4 Eligibility Determinations

Finally, TPB requested that the review consider the process used by WMATA to
determine who is “ADA paratransit eligible,” and therefore eligible for MetroAccess
service. Four questions related to the eligibility determination process were posed:

e How can the eligibility process be streamlined so the determinations don't take
as long?

e Are customers made aware of being able to use MetroAccess if the eligibility
determination is not made within 21 days?

e How will consumers be involved in changes to the eligibility determinations and
what is the status on these planned changes?

e Will transition options and travel training be offered to current MetroAccess
customers who are determined ineligible for service?

Information obtained about the eligibility determinations process is presented below.

4.1 Recommendations for Streamlining the Process

To use the MetroAccess service, individuals must apply and be determined “ADA
paratransit eligible.” Specific criteria for ADA paratransit eligibility are included in the
ADA regulations promulgated by the U. S. Department of Transportation (USDOT)
implementing the transportation provisions of the ADA. Eligibility is based on a
functional inability to use fixed route service, due to a disability or disabilities.

Individuals seeking ADA paratransit eligibility must first complete an application form
and return it to WMATA'’s Eligibility Certification Office. Staff review the application for
completeness and return it if there is vital information that is missing (e.g., a completed
professional verification of disability). If incomplete, applications are returned with cover
letters indicating that it must be completed and resubmitted.

When completed applications are received, letters are sent to applicants indicating that
they need to call the Eligibility Certification Office to arrange an in-person interview and
functional assessment. WMATA has contracts with two rehabilitation and health care
agencies—the National Rehabilitation Hospital (NRH) and the Southeast Hospital
(SH)—to conduct interviews and assessments. NRH has seven locations throughout
the service area where interviews and assessments are conducted. SH has one
location. Eligibility Certification Office staff receive information from these contractors
on days and times when staff capacity is available. Working with this information,
WMATA schedules interviews and assessments on the next available day and time and
at the location that is convenient to the applicant.

If two weeks have passed since applicants are sent a letter asking that they call to
schedule an interview and they have not yet called, a follow-up call is made by the
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Eligibility Certification Office staff. If contact is not made, a letter is sent saying that their
applications are now considered invalid and a new application must be submitted.
WMATA staff noted that while the letter says the application is invalid, they will still hold
applications for 60 days from the date they are considered complete. If applicants call
within this time, they are not required submit new applications.

Once the interviews/assessments are conducted, results are returned to the Eligibility
Certification Office. The results are reviewed along with information in the application
form and a determination of eligibility is made. Final letters indicating the results of the
determination are then sent by the Eligibility Certification Office.

The main issue related to eligibility determinations to be examined as part of this review
was the amount of time required to complete the eligibility determination process. The
USDOT ADA regulations requires that presumptive eligibility be granted if eligibility
determinations are not made within 21 calendar days of the receipt of a “completed
application.” Determinations appeared to be taking much longer than 21 days.
Recommendations for streamlining the process were requested. In addition, there was
interest in assuring that individuals are aware of their right to service if the process
takes more than 21 calendar days.

The review team discussed processing time issues with WMATA staff during the on-site
visit. It was confirmed that in recent months it can take several months to process
applications. The main issue cited in the delays was the lack of staff capacity provided
by NRH and SH at the various interview sites. WMATA staff indicated that the next
available times for interviews are typically 2-3 months from the day that applicants call
to schedule. To address this issue, it was noted that all applicants who submit a
completed application now receive a letter granting “temporary presumptive eligibility”
until the interview/assessment can be conducted and a final determination is made.
This letter is sent within 21 days of the receipt of completed applications. A copy of a
sample letter is provided in Attachment E.

Based on the information gathered, the following recommendations are made for
streamlining the process:

Develop dedicated assessor staff, either at contractor location(s) or in-house, so
that interview and assessment capacity is assured.

As noted above, the main issue with the timeliness of eligibility determinations is that
WMATA is dependent on its contractors to specify the staff capacity and time available
to conduct interviews and assessments. The contractor staff appear to share other
duties and are not available for set days and times. In most other systems where
interviews and assessments are part of the eligibility determination process, dedicated
staff is provided by contractors or provided in-house by the transit agency. WMATA
should consider either revising its current contracts for interview/assessment
assistance, or hiring qualified individuals to do interviews and assessments in-house.
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To be cost-effective, WMATA will likely have to reduce the number of locations where
interviews and assessments are conducted. It would likely be too costly to place
dedicated staff at all eight of the current interview/assessment locations. While fewer
sites will mean longer trips for applicants to interview sites, and more cost to WMATA to
provide transportation to the centralized site(s), it will allow for dedicated staff in each
area. This will allow WMATA to plan interview/assessment capacity to meet demand
and will assure that this capacity is available. Having fewer locations should also
improve the consistency of determinations.

It is recommended that WMATA review interview/assessment capacity needs in the
future, and determine the number of site(s) that will allow for a balance of adequate
capacity, cost-effective determinations, reasonable transportation costs, and customer
convenience.

Attempt to contact the individual when a completed application is received in
addition to sending a letter asking that they call to schedule an interview.

Another way to streamline the process would be to have Eligibility Certification Office
staff attempt to contact applicants by phone to schedule interviews rather than sending
out letters instructing applicants to call. Letters could be sent if a call is attempted and
contact is not made.

It is important to note that this will not result in much improvement, though, until the staff
capacity to conduct interviews/assessments is addressed. After a more expeditious
process is developed, though, this should reduce processing time for many applicants
by several days.

Simplify the recertification process.

It is recommended that WMATA consider asking assessors to not only indicate a
recommendation for eligibility, but also indicate if applicants’ functional abilities are likely
to improve in the future when the initial interviews and functional assessment are
conducted. WMATA should then track those applicants who are determined
unconditionally eligible (meaning that they are not able to use fixed route services
independently under any conditions) and whose functional ability is not expected to
improve in the future. For these individuals, have a simplified recertification process is
recommended. That process should include a brief recertification form asking for
updated contact information, updated information about mobility aids used, and asking if
anything about their travel ability has changed since the last certification. Renewed
professional verifications or repeat interviews/assessments should not be required. The
recertification form should simply be used to update the files as needed and these
individuals should be recertified.

Simplifying the recertification process will not only improve processing time for

recertifications, it should also improve processing time for all applications. With fewer
interviews and assessments required, WMATA will be able to focus available resources
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on making new eligibility determinations in a more timely way. A simplified
recertification process should also reduce the overall cost of eligibility determinations.
Assuming that about 60-70% of all applicants are determined unconditionally eligible,
and estimating that the functional abilities of about a third of these individuals will not
improve in the future, about 20-23% fewer interviews and assessments can be
expected in the future if this recommendation is implemented.

4.2 Rider Rights When Decisions Are Delayed

The second question regarding the eligibility determinations process was “Are
customers made aware of being able to use MetroAccess if the eligibility determination
is not made within 21 days?”

Given recent issues with timely determinations, WMATA has begun to grant “temporary
presumptive eligibility” to all persons who have submitted a completed application. The
letter that is sent indicates that temporary eligibility is being granted because of the ADA
requirement to make determinations within 21 days of a completed application. This
process appears to effectively protect the rights of applicants to receive service if
determinations are not made within 21 calendar days.

The review team also examined application material and information on WMATA's
website to see if the right to service after 21 days was mentioned in another other

places. It did not appear to be included in the application materials or in the online
information about MetroAccess.

Once WMATA has acted to reduce the application processing time, it is likely that
“temporary presumptive eligibility” will no longer be automatically granted to all
applicants. To ensure that information about the right to service after 21 days is
communicated in the future, it is recommended that WMATA include this information in
the “instructions” section of application forms. This information should also be included
in the “MetroAccess eligibility requirements” section of the MetroAccess “Customer
Guide” and in similar online locations that describe the eligibility determination process.

A finding that indicated that WMATA was not adequately informing applicants of the
right to service after 21 days was included in the 2006 FTA review of the MetroAccess
service.

4.3 Public Involvement in Process Changes

The third questions regarding eligibility determinations was “How will consumers be
involved in changes to the eligibility determinations and what is the status on these
planned changes?”

WMATA staff indicated to the review team that they intend to revise the eligibility
determination process. A major goal of the revision will be to make the process more
timely.
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As of July 16, 2008, WMATA was in the process of hiring an Eligibility Coordinator to
manage the process. A nationwide search was being conducted and it was hoped that
an individual with significant experience in managing a successful ADA paratransit
eligibility process from a system considered exemplary could be identified. Because
WMATA wanted this person to be involved from the outset, the process to review and
revise the current process had not been started. It was hoped that an Eligibility
Coordinator would be hired by the end of the summer and that the review and revision
of the current process could begin shortly after that time.

Given the importance of MetroAccess eligibility determinations and potential community
interest in this issue, it is recommended that WMATA obtain significant community input
on any new process changes. The successful approach to developing and
communicating the recently implemented door-to-door service policy should be used as
an example. Process alternatives should be developed and considered with extensive
input. A recommended new process should also consider community comments and
suggestions. Extensive public information should be developed to explain any changes.

4.4 Transition Options and Travel Training

Finally, the review team was asked “Will transition options and travel training be offered
to current MetroAccess customers who are determined ineligible for service?”

As indicated in item 4.3 above, WMATA has not formally started the process of revising
the current eligibility determination process. Therefore, decisions have not yet been
made about the exact policies and procedures that will be included in any new, revised
process. WMATA staff did indicate, though, that they understand the need for transition
options and the importance and effectiveness of travel training. They indicated that
these things would certainly be addressed in any new, revised eligibility process that is
created.
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Attachment A
Summary of Comments Regarding MetroAccess

Service Received From Riders and Advocates,
and Local Agency Staff Who Were Contacted
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Rider, Agency and Stakeholder Input

As noted in the “Introduction” of this report, MetroAccess riders, community advocates
and local agency staff were contacted for input on experiences with MetroAccess
service. A total of 14 individuals were interviewed by phone. Input on key issues was
also obtained at a “kick-off” meeting. Following is a general summary of the input
received. It is important to note that this input represented the experiences, opinions
and perceptions of the individuals contacted. It was not considered “definitive” in
developing findings. It did, however, help focus the review efforts on issues that
required particular attention. Many of the issues raised are addressed in this report. A
few were outside the scope of the review. A complete summary of input received is
provided, though, so that it can be considered by the TPB and WMATA.

e Several individuals indicated that, in their experience, the eligibility determination
process was fair and accurate. Some commented, though, that a better
understanding was needed of applicants with cognitive disabilities and psychiatric
disabilities. It was noted that some applicants with cognitive disabilities may indicate
that they can use fixed route service, but do not clearly indicate they cannot
independently use fixed route. One individual noted that, in her experience, the in-
person assessment was only a brief and general interview and it seemed the
process could be more thorough.

e A number of people commented on the timeliness of the eligibility determination
process. There was a general feeling that it could take a month or more to get an
appointment for an interview/assessment. Most people indicated that they are still
allowed to use the service if there are delays (through presumptive eligibility). One
person noted confusion around recertification when there were delays. Even though
he was made presumptively eligible, he continued to receive letters and calls saying
his eligibility was expiring while he waited for an interview/assessment to be
scheduled. A couple of people indicated that some riders with significant disabilities
should not have to go through the recertification process and should be considered
for longer term eligibility. A few people also indicated that they did not get notifed
about the need to recertify.

e Mixed input was received on telephone hold times. Some individuals noted that hold
times were reasonable and were two to five minutes at the most. Some indicated
that hold times were longer just after the transition and had improved recently.
Others indicated regularly experiencing hold times of 15-20 minutes or more.
Concerns were also expressed about being placed on hold a second (or third) time
when calling to check on a ride. A couple people indicated being disconnected while
on these “secondary” holds.

e There was a general indication that riders were able to book trips both by
appointment time or pick-up time. However, a number of individuals indicated that
very early pick-up times are usually given if trips are booked by the appointment
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time. Examples of pick-ups two to three hours before the appointment time were
given for trips that were not that long in terms of distance. Most people commented
favorably on the general trip reservation process, although a few cited a need for
improved reservationist “telephone etiquette” or errors in the trip booking process.

Several individuals indicated that inaccurate information is sometimes provided
about the status of rides. Dispatchers sometimes provide general information
indicating the vehicle will arrive shortly when the vehicle actually arrives much later
and subsequent calls to re-check on the ride have to be made. One person
indicated that dispatchers are sometimes rude and unprofessional.

A few individuals expressed concern about scheduled times changing without their
knowledge. One person indicated that this seems to happen with subscriptions trips
as well as non-subscription trips. A desire to have steady, non-changing
subscription trips was expressed to provide more consistency in daily routines. This
was noted to be particularly important for riders with cognitive disabilities.

Mixed responses were received regarding on-time performance. Some indicated
good experiences. Others noted recent improvements and recent good experience.
Others, though, indicated that trips are late 20-30% of the time. Several individuals
indicated that vehicles arrive very early and then leave before the scheduled pick-up
time. Several individuals also indicated that drop-offs can be very early and cited
getting to destinations an hour or more before appointment times. One person
indicated that on-time performance in the afternoon tends to be lower than in the
morning. A couple of people cited same-day add-ons to scheduled runs as a cause
of getting to appointments late.

Several individuals indicated problems with pick-up connections. They noted that
vehicles did not always arrive as scheduled and when they call to check on rides
they are told the vehicle was there and they were marked as a no-show. Two
persons with vision disabilities expressed particular concern with this issue. A
couple of individuals also noted being marked as no-shows when vehicles arrived
late or vehicles arrived and left too early.

Several individuals indicated that most ride times are reasonable. Several also
indicated, though, that rides times can sometimes be very long. Examples of rides
that took two to three hours were cited. A couple individuals indicated that routing
can be circuitous and that they sometimes go in an opposite direction or past their
destination before being dropped-off.

Several individuals indicated that most drivers are professional and helpful. Others
indicated missed experiences, with some drivers being very good and others not
being so good. A couple people noted that some drivers are inexperienced and do
not seem to know the area. Others cited issues with drivers knowing how to
properly secure riders who use wheelchairs. One person felt that drivers needed
more training in working with riders with cognitive disabilities. A couple people also
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mentioned issues with driver attitudes and a need for more sensitivity and customer
service training. High turnover of drivers and poor attitudes due to job dissatisfaction
were also mentioned.

While most individuals felt the vehicles were in good condition, some indicated that
there are older vehicles in the fleet that are not in good condition. Specific issues
with air conditioners not working and securement equipment being dirty or missing
were noted. A rough ride was mentioned by one person. A couple vehicle design
issues were also raised. One person noted that on some vehicles, if there is more
than one person using a wheelchair, one person has to be deboarded to allow the
person behind then to get off. A lack of aisle space was also mentioned due to the
positioning of some riders using wheelchairs.

Some concern was expressed with the customer service/complaint process.

Several individuals indicated no problems or no experience with the process, but
others indicated that detailed follow-up is not always provided. One person
estimated that a detailed response was received about two-thirds of the time, but
that a general apology and free ride tickets are provided the rest of the time. Some
concern was expressed about long hold times getting through to the customer
service office. It was also noted that the office is only open weekdays and that there
IS no option to leave messages on the weekends. One person felt that staff in the
office were apathetic. One person indicated that the process seems to have
improved recently.

All individuals felt that the public information provided by WMATA on the
MetroAccess service was helpful and clear. Some concern was expressed, though,
about getting information in accessible formats. One person indicated that his
requests for accessible information have been responded to, but that sometimes
there was a time delay. Two others noted that information automatically sent out to
riders did not include sending information in accessible formats to those who
WMATA should know need accessible information. One person indicated that they
have not received accessible information when they specifically requested it.

Finally, there was some concern expressed about the public input process and
WMATA'’s E&D Committee. A few individuals contacted questioned the
independence of the committee and expressed concern about the recent
reconstitution of the committee. There was a sense that the process was too
controlled by WMATA and longstanding members of the committee.
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Attachment B

Reservation Agent Trip Booking Script
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Attachment C

Detailed Findings of Review of Contract
Oversight and Monitoring
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This appendix provides details of the review of the contractor oversight and monitoring
function. The consultant team went over each of the monitoring reports listed in Exhibit
1 and discussed its status and findings with the appropriate staff member that has
responsibility for that aspect of monitoring. It was reported that any issues that are
raised by the monitoring activities are brought to the attention of the Operations
Manager and the Paratransit Program Manager, as well as the Director as appropriate.

1. On-Street Monitoring

e Documentation on this monitoring was reviewed for trips sampled in April 08. Trips
on both dedicated and non-dedicated providers were monitored.

e During the month, of the 144 dedicated trips that were observed on the street, this
task reviewed Trapeze data for 36 sampled trips, finding only very small discrepancies
between observed times and reported time.

e According to the documentation, the variance was more present in vehicles without
working Rangers (MDTs with AVL).

e During the month, of the 96 taxi trips observed, this task reviewed Trapeze data for
27 sampled trips.

e This documentation was differentiated by taxi company, finding that the reported
information is accurate.

e Itis noted that at least one of the taxi companies does not distinguish between
arrive and depart times at the pick-up and drop off locations.

2. Audit Taxi Invoices to verify trip completed/performed status

e Available documentation on this monitoring effort (01-08) showed that a sample of
40 taxi trips were selected and compared to Trapeze records to verify trip status.
Documentation showed that all trips were performed.

e For monitoring efforts conducted on April service, the contractor had provided its
1% audit of taxi invoices to WMATA, and WMATA'’s monitoring efforts checked a
sample of those, with marks and notations made on the invoices sent by the contractor.
e Monitoring efforts found that the information on the sampled trips matched the
information in Trapeze.

3. Audit taxi invoices to verify no-show/ covered no-show status

e The sampled invoices from April were also reviewed to verify no-show status and
reporting.

e As above, this review saw the marks and notations on the invoices, with the
monitoring efforts finding that the trips were coded correctly.

4. Audit taxi invoices to verify missed/ excessively late status

e WNMATA staff has pulled the information needed for this monitoring effort for April

trips, but the check has not been completed to-date.
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5. Audit taxi invoices to compare times on trip ticket to times in Trapeze

e This review saw the documentation of this monitoring activity:

e April 16 was selected as the sample day.

e Vouchers (trip tickets) were sampled for each of the taxi providers, from 10 to 32,
depending on the total vouchers for the company.

e For each of the taxi providers, WMATA indicated the consistency of the voucher
times to the times in Trapeze, finding generally consistent data.

e For one of the providers, the documentation notes that there were few signatures.

6. Audit taxi invoices (for dedicated runs) to verify times in Trapeze/ rider signatures

e The review saw the documentation of this activity, with the selected sample day of
April 18.

e Documentation shows that 38 trips were sampled on the selected day, and the
reported times are consistent with Trapeze data however there were missing
signatures.

7. Add-on and cancellation faxes to taxi providers

¢ This is a useful monitoring practice, according to WMATA.

¢ When this monitoring effort was first done, it was found that the contractor was not
always following proper procedures. Since then, WMATA's review has found that
proper procedures are being followed.

e The consultant team reviewed the sampled fax sheets that were used for the sample
day of April 14 and saw WMATA'’s notations on the sheets that indicated WMATA'’s
review and check of contractor compliance.

8. Non dedicated provider monitoring-We Care Adult Services

e Monitoring not done as originally planned as We Care director not willing to send list of
clients for WMATA to check (cites Health Insurance Portability Accountability Act
regulations), so WMATA is to send list of completed trips by client name to the
director, who is to verify who came/did not come on the sampled day.

¢ Available documentation (from 01-08) showed that a list of clients for the sample day
was sent to We Care, and that the agency staff verified attendance according to its
different sites, finding one discrepancy, indicating a person counted as a rider but who
did not attend the agency that day.

e This effort has not been completed for April.

9. Non-dedicated provider monitoring-SEEC
e Monitoring for this agency has been difficult given time lags in communication between

WMATA and the agency, and requests for clarification by the agency concerning the
need for the agency attendance information.
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e According to the WMATA documentation, the agency has sent the necessary
information for April and WMATA staff has gone through the listing, notating
correspondence to contractor trip records.

¢ Findings thus far indicate that the agency shows more clients than appear on the
contractor’s listing of trips.

e Further work will be needed to investigate why there are differences.

10. Non-dedicated provider monitoring-ARC

¢ This agency has provided the requested information for April monitoring.

e Efforts for April’'s monitoring have not been completed, however this review saw
WMATA'’s notations on the lists of agency clients, as efforts are underway to compare
the agency lists to contractor records of trips provided.

e [t was noted that efforts to monitor this agency’s client trip histories are somewhat
difficult given different ways that each of the agency’s five sites records attendance.

¢ Available documentation (from 01-08) found more than 20 discrepancies between
agency records and non-dedicated provider records from the contractor.

11. No-show with coordinates report

eIt was reported that this is a useful report for monitoring purposes, showing no-shows
and cancels at the door that are beyond the control of the rider.

e |t is done by one of the service monitors.

¢ Available documentation (from 01-08) shows that on the sampled day, based on
WMATA'’s review of Trapeze “tracker” notes, it appears that 12 out of the sample of
172 trips should not have been reported as rider no-shows.

12. Cancel/re-book report

e This is reportedly a very difficult and time-consuming monitoring report to complete,
producing pages and pages of data and not providing what the intent of the report had
been.

¢ WMATA is still working on this report to make it a useful monitoring resource.

13. Monitoring schedules report

e According to available documentation for the first month monitored (from 01-08), the
review of the sample day assessed 100 trips, with 11 arriving before the “don’t arrive
before” time. None of these trips were the first trips on the runs.

14. Actual pull-out by route

e The sample day chosen for this monitoring effort was April 16 with more than 400 runs
reviewed.

e This review saw the run sheets and marks made by WMATA to identify runs leaving
early and late.
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¢ WMATA efforts found very few runs that left early and none of these affected the first
pick-up.

¢ These efforts found some runs that pulled out late but none affected the first pick-up.

e There has not been a formal summary of this effort yet.

15. Early/late report

e Available documentation of monitoring efforts for April shows that WMATA checked
reconciled data from the Spider monthly early/late report and found data suggesting
256 late trips that were not included in the WMATA Summary data but were included
in the early/late report.

e This issue was discovered in earlier monitoring efforts and the contractor has been
tasked with ensuring that key data fields match. There is belief that there is a
definitional issue with several of the data fields, so when the Summary is created,
there may be mismatched definitions for the same fields and this may be the cause of
the small differences in certain data fields.

16. Monitoring trip schedules report

e Based on documentation for the first sampled month (from 01-08), this monitoring
report found the following: a 10% sample of trips was reviewed and all but 1 out of 542
in the sample were identical in terms of scheduled and requested time; 48 trips out of
the 542 were more than 90 minutes long in travel time; from the sample, 105 trips had
an appointment time and of these 6 were greater than 90 minutes; of the 105 trips with
an appointment time, 14 trips were late and 44 trips were more than 30 minutes early.
WMATA then took this information to the contractor, and reportedly there are current
efforts to constrain some of the scheduling parameters, and in particular, ensure that
the parameters focus on appointment times. Additionally, the contractor used some of
this information in a training session for its dispatchers.

Additional, new reports

e Dispatch cancel query
o This is a new report which WMATA is still working on.
o0 Intentis to review a sample of trips and look for trips where the time
cancelled is after the scheduled time, from 10 minutes after the scheduled
time to after the end of the on-time window.

¢ Schedule change report

o This is another new report.

0 This is an exception report, to be generated when the scheduled time is
different than the negotiated time.

o0 Since this is a rare occurrence, WMATA had to pull various sample days
in April to find occurrences.

o April 19 was found to have 5 trips with any difference between the
negotiated and scheduled time, with 3 trips having a 15-minute difference.
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Attachment D

WMATA Policy/Instruction On Providing
Information in Accessible Formats
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Attachment E

Sample Presumptive Eligibility Letter
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