The Transportation District Commission

of Hampton Roads (Hampton Roads Transit)

Hampton, VA
Compliance Review

of

ADA Complementary Paratransit Service

October 8-11, 2002

Summary of Observations

Prepared for
Federal Transit Administration
Office of Civil Rights
Washington, DC
Prepared by
Planners Collaborative, Inc.
with
TranSystems Corp.
(formerly Multisystems)

Final Report: January 28, 2005

CONTENTS

I.
Purpose of the Review
1

II.
Overview of the Review.
3


Pre-Review
3


On-Site Review
4

III.
Background
7


Description of ADA Complementary Paratransit Service
7


Policies and Service Standards Related to Capacity Issues
8


Consumer Comments
8


Class Action Suit & Court Settlement
10

IV.
Summary of Findings
11

Findings Regarding ADA Complementary Paratransit Eligibility
11

Findings Regarding Other Service Access Issues
13


Findings Regarding Telephone Capacity, Trip Reservations & Scheduling
13


Findings Regarding Dispatch & Operations
13


Findings Regarding On-Time Performance
14


Findings Regarding Trip Length
14


Findings Regarding Resources
15

V.
Observations Regarding ADA Complementary Paratransit Eligibility Determinations & Other Service Access Issues
16


Consumer Comments
16


Overview of the Eligibility Determination Process
17


Initial Determination Process
17


Appeal Process and Materials
20


Recertification Process
21


Determination Statistics and Outcomes
22


Review of Recent Determination Decisions
23


No-Show Suspension Policy
28


ADA Complementary Paratransit Service Area
30


Findings
30


Recommendations
32

VI.
Observations Regarding Telephone Capacity, Trip Reservations & Scheduling
35


Consumer Comments
35


Driver Interviews
35


Policies & Procedures
35


Observations of HRT Handi-Ride Reservations Practices
35


Observations of HRT Handi-Ride Scheduling Practices
39

Observations of Minibus Company Reservations & Scheduling Practices
39


Findings
40


Recommendations
41

VII. Observations Regarding Service Provision
42


Consumer Comments
42


Driver Interviews
42


Service Policies & Procedures
43


Dispatch & Operations Overview
43


Supplemental Taxi Service 
44


Findings
46


Analysis of On-time Performance
47


Findings
50


Recommendations
50


Analysis of Trip Length
52


Findings
56


Recommendations
56

VIII. Resources
57


Policies & Procedures
57


Personnel & Equipment
57


Budget
58


Findings
59


Recommendations
59

	Attachment A
	Response from HRT

	Attachment B
	On-Site Assessment Schedule

	Attachment C
	Rider’s Guide

	Attachment D
	Settlement Agreement

	Attachment E
	Application for ADA Complementary Paratransit Service Eligibility

	Attachment F
	Hampton Roads Transit Paratransit Eligibility Interview Guide and Assessment of Functional Abilities to Use Public Transit

	Attachment G
	Hampton Roads Transit Handi-Ride Request for Appeal


I. Purpose of the Review

Public entities that operate fixed route transportation services for the general public are required by the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations implementing the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) to provide ADA Complementary Paratransit service for persons who, because of their disability, are unable to use the fixed route system.  These regulations (49 CFR Parts 27, 37, and 38) include six service criteria, which must be met by ADA Complementary Paratransit service programs.  Section 37.135(d) of the regulations requires that ADA Complementary Paratransit services meet these criteria by January 26, 1997.

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is responsible for ensuring compliance with the ADA and the USDOT regulations.  As part of its compliance efforts, FTA, through its Office of Civil Rights, conducts periodic reviews of fixed route transit and ADA Complementary Paratransit services operated by grantees.

The purpose of the review is to assist the transit agency and FTA in assessing whether capacity constraints exist in ADA Complementary Paratransit services.  The compliance review examines service policies and standards related to issues of capacity constraints such as telephone hold times, trip denials, on-time performance, on-board travel time, and any other trip-limiting factors.  The review considers whether there are operational patterns or practices that significantly limit the availability of service, including: trip denials; early or late pickups or arrivals after desired arrival (or appointment) times; long trips; or long telephone hold times as defined by established standards (or typical practices if standards do not exist).  The examination of patterns or practices includes looking not just at service statistics, but also at basic service records and operating documents, and observing service to determine whether records and documents appear to reflect true levels of service delivery.  Input also is gathered from local disability organizations and customers.  Guidance is provided that will assist the transit service provider in ensuring that service can be effectively monitored by transit agencies for capacity constraints.

From October 8 to 11, 2002, FTA conducted an on-site review of ADA Complementary Paratransit service provided by the Transportation District Commission of Hampton Roads (Hampton Roads Transit), based in Hampton, Virginia.   Planners Collaborative, Inc., located in Boston, Massachusetts, and Multisystems, Inc., located in Cambridge, Massachusetts, conducted the compliance review for the FTA Office of Civil Rights.  The review focused on compliance of Hampton Road Transit’s (HRT’s) ADA Complementary Paratransit service, specifically with respect to the “capacity constraints” criterion included in Section 37.131(f) of the DOT ADA regulations, which requires that ADA Complementary Paratransit services be operated without capacity constraints.

This report summarizes the observations and findings of the on-site review of HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  First, the report describes key features of the ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  The report then provides a description of the approach and methodology used to conduct the review.  There is a summary of observations and findings related to each element of the capacity constraint criteria.  The major findings of the review are summarized in Section IV of this report.  Recommendations for addressing some of the findings also are provided.

HRT received a draft copy of the report for review and response.  A copy of the correspondence received from HRT documenting the agency’s response to the draft report is included as Attachment A.

II. Overview of the Review

This review focused on compliance with the ADA Complementary Paratransit capacity constraints requirements of the DOT ADA regulations.  These regulations identify several possible types of capacity constraints.  These include “wait-listing” trips, having caps on the number of trips provided, or recurring patterns or practices that result in a significant number of trip denials, untimely pickups, or excessively long trips.  Capacity constraints also include other operating policies or practices that tend to significantly limit the amount of service to persons who are ADA Complementary Paratransit eligible.

To assess each of these potential types of capacity constraints, the review focused on observations and findings regarding:

· Trip denials and “wait-listing” of trips

· On-time performance

· Travel times

The review team also made observations and findings related to three other sets of policies and practices that could affect access to ADA Complementary Paratransit service:

· ADA Complementary Paratransit service eligibility process

· Telephone capacity

· Service area and service times

ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility determinations were assessed to ensure that the system use was not impacted by inappropriate denials of eligibility for the service or unreasonable delays in the eligibility process.  Telephone capacity was assessed because access to reservations and customer service staff is critical to using any ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

Pre-Review

The review first involved the collection and review of key service information prior to the on-site visit.  This information included:

· A brief description of the administrative structure of HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

· Copies of the contracts and scopes of work between HRT and its contractors (Minibus Company of Hampton Roads, and taxi supplemental service providers).

· HRT Paratransit Operator’s Manual (revised 1994 and 1996), for HRT paratransit staff. 

· Draft HRT Special Transportation Services Operator Policies and Procedures Manual (no date).

· Minibus Rules and Regulations for Handi-Ride Drivers (as of November 12, 2001).

· HRT Paratransit Rider’s Guide.
· Sample driver manifests from each carrier.

· Data on trips and trip denials for fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002.

· Budget data for fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002.

· Schedules for HRT fixed route bus service.

The review team also requested that additional information be available during the site visit.  This information included:

· Completed applications, both accepted and denied, for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

· Copies of completed driver manifests for recent months.

· Vehicle fleet and driver information of the paratransit carriers.

· Sample forms used by carriers in their daily operations.

· Service data from selected sample days and months, including the number of trips requested, scheduled, canceled, no-shows, missed trips, trips provided, and trip durations.

· Written customer complaints.

In addition to the review of data and direct observations, the review team conducted telephone interviews with eight individuals who either use the HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service or who work with those users.  The review team also reviewed one complaint relating to ADA Complementary Paratransit service on file with FTA and the results of a lawsuit, Brinn et al versus Tidewater Transportation District Commission, t/a Tidewater Regional Transit.  Tidewater Regional Transit or TRT is the predecessor to Hampton Roads Transit.

On-Site Review

The on-site review began on Tuesday, October 8, 2002.  To accommodate a scheduling request by HRT, the morning was spent on-site at the Minibus Company offices in Hampton, with the opening conference, held at 1:00 p.m. at the HRT administrative offices at 

3400 Victoria Boulevard in Hampton.  The following HRT staff and contractor staff attended the conference:

	Michael Townes
	President & CEO

	Dave Pickering
	Internal Auditor/Quality Assurance Analyst

	Sara Hubbard
	Manager, Paratransit Services

	Timothy Dorsey
	Attorney

	Michael Perry
	Chief Operations Officer

	Diane Watson
	ADA Certification Coordinator

	Judy Swystun
	President, Minibus Company of Hampton Roads

	Ken Horton
	General Manager, Minibus Company of Hampton Roads


Rosemary Mathias and Russell Thatcher of Multisystems and David Chia of Planners Collaborative comprised the review team.  Roberta Wolgast, FTA Equal Opportunity Specialist, and Deborah Haines, FTA Region III Civil Rights Officer, participated in the opening conference via telephone.

Ms. Wolgast opened the meeting by emphasizing that the purpose of the ADA compliance reviews is to help transit properties provide effective ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  She also thanked everyone for his or her cooperation in the conduct of the review.  Ms. Wolgast explained that:

· Preliminary findings and an opportunity to respond would be provided at a closing meeting on Friday.

· A report would be drafted and provided to HRT for review and comment before being finalized as a public document.  The final report would be available via the Freedom of Information Act.

Ms. Mathias described the schedule for the on-site review and the subsequent report.  A copy of the review schedule appears in Attachment B.  HRT staff and the contract carrier indicated that they were willing to provide any information and assistance to the review team.  Team members also asked some questions concerning the information that HRT had sent before the site visit.

On Tuesday afternoon, two team members returned to Minibus, where they had begun observing operation earlier in the day.  Throughout the day, team members conducted the following activities at Minibus:

· Interviewed managers, dispatchers, and drivers;

· Observed call taking/trip reservations;

· Observed vehicle dispatching; and

· Collected information about vehicles and carrier personnel.

During the afternoon, one team member met with HRT’s Newport News ADA specialist to collect information about the eligibility process in the northern part of the service area.  

On Wednesday morning, October 9, team members visited HRT’s in-house operation, Handi-Ride.  The review followed the same pattern as described for Minibus, with additional reviews conducted of the ADA eligibility process and telephone call management system.

On Thursday, October 10, team members continued to analyze the information that they had collected from HRT and the contract carrier.  One team member met with the fixed route customer service staff to assist with the trip length analysis (developing fixed route itineraries to compare travel time with sample ADA Complementary Paratransit trips).  During the early morning and the late afternoon, one of the team members visited Beach Taxi, the largest supplemental service provider for the HRT operation in Norfolk.  The team also met with the internal auditor to gather additional budget information relating to HRT’s operating budget.

On Friday, October 11, the review team members completed their on-site analysis and prepared for the afternoon exit conference.  Additional interviews were conducted with the ADA eligibility staff.  During the exit conference, the review team presented preliminary findings, and discussed these findings and recommendations with HRT and its contractor, Minibus.  Staff who attended the exit meeting included:

	Karen Burnette
	Chief Administrative Officer

	Dave Pickering
	Internal Auditor/Quality Assurance Analyst

	Sara Hubbard
	Manager, Paratransit Services

	Timothy Dorsey
	Attorney

	Michael Perry
	Chief Operations Officer

	Diane Watson
	ADA Certification Coordinator

	Judy Swystun
	President, Minibus Company of Hampton Roads

	Ken Horton
	General Manager, Minibus Company of Hampton Roads


Mary-Elizabeth Peters of the Office of Civil Rights and Deborah Haines from FTA Region III participated in the exit conference via telephone.

The review team reviewed initial findings in the following areas.

· Telephone access

· Trip reservations and scheduling

· Dispatch and operations

· On-time performance
· Trip duration
· Customer complaints

· Service eligibility

· Service area, days and hours

· Resources
At the conclusion of the exit conference, Ms. Peters emphasized that FTA was available to provide additional technical assistance to HRT.

III. Background

The Transportation District Commission of Hampton Roads (Hampton Roads Transit) is a special purpose municipal corporation providing public transportation services.  It was formed in 1999 through a merger of Peninsula Transportation District Commission (PenTran) and Tidewater Transportation District Commission (TRT).  Hampton Roads Transit (HRT) provides intermodal transportation services to a population of more than 1.2 million people in the Norfolk, Hampton, Newport News, Virginia Beach, Suffolk, Chesapeake, and Portsmouth areas in southern Virginia.

HRT’s services include fixed route transit, paratransit, vanpool, ride matching, passenger ferry, and specialized route services.  In 2001, approximately 325,000 passenger trips were made on the ADA Complementary Paratransit system, which provides rides for persons with disabilities who qualify under the ADA eligibility certification process.  Curb-to-curb service is provided.  If needed, drivers may assist passengers from the curb of the pickup location.  Drivers may provide assistance such as extending an arm to steady passengers.

Description of ADA Complementary Paratransit Service

HRT directly operates Hand-Ride service with lift-equipped vans within the southern portion of the service area, including the cities of Norfolk, Chesapeake, Virginia Beach, and Portsmouth.  Additionally, HRT contracts with taxi companies to provide overflow ambulatory trips within and between these four cities.  The supplemental taxi service has been operated since May 2001.  HRT contracts for service operated in the northern portion of the service area, including the cities of Hampton and Newport News.  Minibus Company has operated this service since 1998.  HRT leases vehicles to Minibus, which Minibus is responsible for maintaining.  There are no direct transfers between the paratransit systems.  Passenger may transfer between the service areas using HRT’s Route 61 Crossroads fixed route bus service.

Throughout this report, “HRT” is used to mean the overall transit agency.  “Handi-Ride” refers to the service operated by HRT in the southern portion of the service area.  “Minibus” refers to the service operated in the northern portion of the service area.  Each operator functions independently accepting reservations requests, scheduling trips, and dispatching vehicles.  While the agencies function independently, policies and procedures are coordinated and consistently applied between the two systems.  In the past, the services operated separately, with differences in service policy.  For example, Minibus used to provide same-day trips on a space available basis.  Despite the fact that it still has the capacity to accommodate same-day trip requests, Minibus does not offer this level of service since it is not possible for HRT to provide the same service on Handi-Ride.

Trip requests are accepted between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. daily.  Reservations may be made from three days in advance until 5 p.m. the day before service is requested.  Fares are $3 per one-way trip, using cash or tickets.  Service is offered during the same days and hours that fixed route service is offered in a particular area.  The service area is defined as 3/4-mile on either side of the bus routes.
Attachment C includes a copy of the Rider’s Guide pamphlet, and the route map and schedule for Route 61 Crossroads Route.  This brochure provides general information about HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit services, including telephone numbers and a series of frequently asked questions.  Additional information is available on the HRT web site: www.hrtransit.org. 

Paratransit ridership from FY 2000 to FY 2002 declined 16 percent, from 312,980 to 262,080 trips.  During the period, service in the southern part of the service area, served by HRT, declined by about 20 percent, while service in the northern part of the service area served by Minibus declined by about eight percent.  HRT attributes this decline in ridership primarily to a reduction in the size of the service area during FY 2002.  Table III.1 shows the ridership for the three-year period.

Table III.1 – HRT ADA Complementary Paratransit Ridership Statistics

	
	# Trips Southern Service Area
	# Trips Northern Service Area
	Total Trips

	FY 2000
	215,247

69%
	97,733

31%
	312,980

	FY 2001
	215,827

68%
	103,114

32%
	318,941

	FY 2002
	171,703

66%
	90,377

34%
	262,080



	Percent Change

FY 2000 to FY 2002
	-20%
	-8%
	-16%


At the time of this review, there were about 14,000 registered paratransit riders.

Policies and Service Standards Related to Capacity Issues

HRT has established the following standards for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

· Telephone Capacity:  HRT has no standard for telephone answering capacity.
· Trip Denials:  “ZERO denials.”

· On-Time Performance:  “On-time performance goal is set at 95 percent for all paratransit services.  On-time is defined as arriving any time within a window 15 minutes before or 15 minutes after the negotiated pickup time.”

· Travel Time:  “Maximum acceptable ride time is set at 80 minutes for all paratransit trips.  The goal is to keep the average ride time to 40 minutes or less.”

Consumer Comments

The review team gathered information about the concerns of riders who use the ADA Complementary Paratransit service through three sources:  telephone interviews with riders or professionals who work with riders, written complaints to FTA, and written and telephone complaints to HRT.

The review team conducted interviews with eight individuals who either use the ADA Complementary Paratransit service or who work with riders, e.g., independent living center, transportation coordinators at agencies, etc.  Despite problems in the past, the individuals were generally complimentary of HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service and noted significant improvements in the past two years.  However, several expressed concern about past problems with late rides and long telephone hold times, which still occur occasionally.

The agency representatives expressed concerns about the new ADA eligibility process and whether persons would lose their eligibility or be given conditional eligibility in place of unconditional eligibility.  Further, one of the agency representatives indicated that several individuals contacted him to complain about the results of their eligibility determination and he recommended that they appeal the decision.  He has not heard back from any of these individuals and assumed they followed the appeals procedure.   He also cited issues associated with “seasonal” conditional eligibility, in which at least one passenger was given conditional eligibility to use the ADA Complementary Paratransit service during the summer, defined as June through August.  Hot days can still occur during September and as early as May, so he felt that seasonal eligibility defined by specified months was inappropriate.

According to one agency representative, there also have sometimes been problems with reservations and cancellations getting lost when messages are left on HRT’s answering machine.  Another comment concerned HRT’s use of supplemental taxi providers, which do not always carry HRT identification.  Because passengers do not know they have been assigned to a taxi provider, the agency representative said that some passengers expressed concerned about their safety.  Another agency representative indicated that sometimes the taxis are late.

In 1998, a group complaint was filed with FTA against the Tidewater Transit District Commission.  The complaint was filed by Endependence Center (an Independent Living Center program based in Norfolk) on behalf of 19 individuals.  FTA received 16 formal written complaints associated with the group complaint, including the master complaint filed by the Advocacy Coordinator from Endependence Center.  All of the complaints cited problems with trip denials; two indicated problems with rudeness or a “don’t care” attitude; two had late pickup complaints; and one person said he was on hold for a long time.  Two of the complaints also mentioned issues with fixed route drivers passing by individuals using wheelchairs.

Complaints also are submitted directly to Handi-Ride or Minibus.  Each operator is responsible for investigating and resolving its own complaints.  Complaints are investigated by a dispatch supervisor or manager.  Manifests or reservations records are checked and the employee involved and/or the customer are called if additional information is required.  From February through August 2002, HRT logged 202 complaints about Handi-Ride and Minibus service.  Of those, 176 were determined to be valid and 26 were deemed unwarranted.  During the same period, nine compliments were logged.  Table III.2 shows the types of complaints received.  The most common complaint was for late pickups or drop-offs.

Table III.2 – ADA Complementary Paratransit Service Complaints

February – August 2002

	Complaint Category
	Percent

	Late Pickup or Drop-off
	34%

	Vehicle No-show
	13%

	Reservations/Scheduling Error
	12%

	Safety (driving)
	8%

	Policy Issues
	6%

	Rude Staff
	5%

	Early Pickup
	3%

	Other
	19%

	Total
	100%


Class Action Suit & Court Settlement

In 1999, Douglas Brinn, Ken Jessup, Steven W. Jackson, and Joyce A. Williams filed a class action suit against Tidewater Regional Transportation District claiming that TRT “fails and/or refuses to provide necessary and statutorily mandated public transportation for individuals with disabilities.”  Specifically, the suite alleged:

TRT has and continues to engage in practices that severely limit the availability and usefulness of the Hand-Ride system for the named Plaintiffs and members of the class.  These practices include not providing next day transportation and requiring Handi-Ride customers, if they need transportation, to request their rides several days in advance.  [U.S. District Court Eastern District of Virginia Norfolk Division Case No: 2:99cv1637]
The Settlement Agreement, dated January 18, 2000 and certified April 17, 2000, requires TRT (and its successor HRT) to provide next day service for all eligible ADA Complementary Paratransit trip requests.  The transit agency was monitored by the Court for two years to ensure compliance with the settlement.  A copy of the Settlement Agreement and certification is included as Attachment D.

IV. Summary of Findings

This section of the report summarizes the findings drawn from the review.  The bases for these findings are addressed in the following sections of this report.  The findings should be used as the basis for any corrective actions proposed by HRT.  Recommendations are also included in the report for HRT’s consideration in developing corrective actions.

Findings Regarding ADA Paratransit Eligibility

1. Since March 2002, HRT has implemented an in-person eligibility determination process in an attempt to more thoroughly and accurately determine the true functional abilities of applicants for ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility.

2. Based on a review of randomly selected application files, in some cases, it appears that applicants were denied eligibility if they indicated that they could get to the bus stop nearest their home and from bus stops to frequent destinations.  These determinations do not appear to consider applicants’ abilities to travel throughout the entire service area but only from their homes and to certain destinations.  However, most eligibility determinations appear to be consistent with the regulatory definitions of ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility.

3. The calendar period used to define periods of extremely hot weather (June 15 through September 15) appears to be overly restrictive.  A recent appeals panel determination appears to have extended this period by 45 days for one applicant.  It is not clear what temperature was considered “too hot” for applicants and what documentation HRT uses to indicate that this temperature is not exceeded regularly before June 15 or after September 15.

4. HRT’s practice of considering the 21-day determination process to start after both the interview has been held and professional verification has been received appears to be inconsistent with the regulatory requirements for timely processing of eligibility determinations.  Section 37.125(c) of the regulations states that the processing time begins upon receipt of a complete application.  Because HRT has chosen to have applicants mail in applications prior to in-person interviews, the 21-day processing time begins upon receipt of the completed application form.  The time required to schedule and hold an interview is not within the control of the applicant.  Similarly, the application form only asks individuals to provide the names of professionals who can be contacted if necessary.  The time required by HRT to request and receive information from professionals also is not within the control of the applicant.

5. Based on the sample of application files reviewed by the assessment team, 97 percent of determination decisions made between July and September 2002 appear to have taken longer than 21 days.  Only eight percent of all determinations were made in less than 30 days.  Thirty-eight percent of determinations during this period took longer than 60 days.  The switch to the new eligibility determination process appears to be contributing to very long delays in completing determinations.

6. While the regulations do not require determinations to be made in 21 days or less, they do require that presumptive eligibility be granted if decisions take longer than 21 days.  HRT appears to continue service for riders seeking recertification if determinations are delayed, but there was no evidence that new riders are made aware that they can use the service if determinations take longer than 21 days.  The cover letter to the application form does not indicate this and there was no evidence that applicants are contacted if their applications have not been processed within 21 days.

7. The current practice of granting “feeder service only” eligibility to riders without more detailed information about the specific abilities of riders to get to and from bus stops appears to require that HRT needs to offer feeder service on both ends of all trips requested by these riders.  In addition, because information about the ability of riders to wait for a bus at a stop is not part of the final determination, HRT is planning to make feeder transfers only at selected bus stops that are equipped with amenities such as benches, shelter and phones.  It appears likely that the combination of needing to provide “double feeder” service for all trips to riders determined “feeder service only” eligible and the need to make transfers at only designated locations with certain amenities will result in excessively long trip times. Consequently, the policy of only offering feeder service to certain riders could result in a substantial number of significantly long trips and could discourage use of the service.

8. It appears that the majority of late cancellations are agency trips (often with reservations made by the agency rather than by the individual).  For the month of August 2002, 89 percent of the late cancellations were attributable to trips requested for customers attending five agencies.

9. HRT’s policy of considering only three no-shows in a 90-day period to be excessive and an abuse of the service may unreasonably limit service to ADA eligible customers and does not appear to be consistent with the intent of the regulations.  Appendix D of 49 CFR Part 37 indicates that suspensions of eligibility for no-shows are intended to prevent a “pattern or practice of ‘no-shows’.  .  .  A pattern or practice involves intentional, repeated or regular actions, not isolated, accidental or singular incidents.”  Given that a rider who forgets that he or she has booked a trip could be assessed two no-shows for a single round-trip, three no-shows could be exceeded by forgetting to cancel only two round-trips.  For a rider who travels regularly (say, 10 one-way trips a week), three-missed trips in a 90-day period would be only two percent of the total trips made by that person.  Missing only two out of every 100 trips scheduled does not seem to be a reasonable standard for defining a “pattern or practice” or abuse of the service.

10. HRT’s policy regarding suspensions does not appear to be a “reasonable sanction” for abuses of the service.  DOT ADA regulations allow service to be suspended for a pattern or practice of no-shows for a “reasonable period of time.”  The current HRT policy could result in a suspension of eligibility for one year, a revocation of eligibility, and a requirement to reapply for eligibility for a rider who no-shows or late cancels 12 times over a one-year period.  

11. The mandatory use of the current “Request for Appeal” form does not appear to be consistent with Section 37.125(g)(2) of the DOT ADA regulations.  This section of the regulations indicates that the appeals process must provide an opportunity for appellants to be heard (in person) and to present information and arguments.  Requiring applicants to complete a detailed form and answer complex questions before being heard appears to be inconsistent with the regulations.  The requirement to complete this form may discourage individuals from pursuing an appeal.

Findings Regarding Other Service Access Issues

12. The requirement to call both paratransit providers and the need to use a fixed route bus to transfer between paratransit systems on either side of the Bay appears to place an undue burden upon the customer.  At minimum, it might discourage riders from requesting such a trip.  At worst, it might be virtually impossible for some passengers to make the double transfer required to complete the trip.  It also is likely that the travel time for such a trip would exceed the travel time standard established by HRT.

Findings Regarding Telephone Capacity & Trip Reservations

13. Prior to the on-site review, riders had complained about long hold times when trying to make trip reservations for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  In recent months, complaints have decreased.

14. Drivers noted that they sometimes receive incorrect information on their manifests – either a wrong address or changes in mobility aids are not noted.

15. An initial review of the data provided by the BCMS monitor system used by HRT for Handi-Ride suggests that customers have good access to the reservations and dispatch lines.  Access to the cancellation lines appears to have improved; however, complaints continue about cancellations not being entered when they are left on the answering machine.

16. Refining the hunt groups and adding one for dispatch appears to have improved Handi-Ride telephone access.

17. There were no recorded or observed trip denials for ADA Complementary Paratransit service at either carrier.

18. Carriers do not have prepared scripts for call takers and call takers are not consistent in confirming the trip details at the end of a call.

Findings Regarding Scheduling

19. Handi-Ride and Minibus use different processes to schedule trips.  Each process appears appropriate for their respective operations.  At Handi-Ride, drivers did complain that some schedules are tight, particularly if a driver does not show up for work and the trips are reassigned to other runs.

Findings Regarding Dispatch & Operations

1. All operations offices visited by the review team appeared to have capable, knowledgeable dispatchers and adequate dispatch coverage.

2. The passenger vehicle fleets appears to be adequate and well maintained.  According to drivers, some drivers do not clean trash out of their vehicles at the end of their runs.

Findings Regarding On-Time Performance
20. Handi-Ride collects pickup and drop-off times for 100 percent of its trips.  Minibus submits monthly reports that provide the percent of late pickups of trips.  The cab companies submit trip tickets that list the negotiated and actual pickup times.  HRT does not regularly review or analyze the cab companies’ data to determine their on-time performance.

21. During August 2002, 81 percent of Handi-Ride’s pickups were within its +/–15-minute window ( significantly lower than the HRT’s goal of 95 percent.  If one is concerned primarily with late pickups, then Handi-Ride was early or on time for 93 percent of trips, closer to its 95 percent standard.
22. For the month of August 2002, about 94 percent of Minibus pickups were early or on time.  Minibus did not report the number of pickups that took place before the beginning of the pickup window.

23. Based on a sample of trips from August 2002 analyzed by the review team, none of four carriers (Handi-Ride, Minibus, Beach Taxi, and Carson Transportation) met HRT’s goal of 95 percent on-time pickups.  If one is concerned primarily with avoiding late pickups, then the on-time performance of three of the carriers exceeded 90 percent, while Beach Taxi was on time or early for only about 82 percent of its pickups.

24. The proportion of pickups more than 15 minutes late ranged by carrier from 1.8 percent to 3.0 percent.  Consequently, it does not appear that any of the four carriers are imposing a capacity constraint because of late pickups.

25. Based on the review team’s analysis, Handi-Ride has a high proportion of early pickups. Nearly 45 percent of the sampled trips had pickups that took place before the beginning of the pickup window.  Nine percent of the sampled trips had pickups more than 15 minutes before the beginning of the pickup window.

26. In the review team’s sample of Handi-Ride trips, all drop-offs were on time.  However, there is some concern with the high proportion of early drop-offs: for 45 percent of the sample trips with appointment times, Handi-Ride dropped off the rider more than 30 minutes before the appointment time.

Findings Regarding Trip Length

1. HRT’s standard for trip length on ADA Complementary Paratransit service is a maximum on-board time of 80 minutes, with a goal for the average trip length to be 40 minutes or less.  An analysis of trips for the sample period in August 2002 indicated an average trip length ranging from 18 minutes for Carson Transportation to 29 minutes for Minibus.  Further analysis showed that between 81 percent (for Minibus) and 100 percent (for Carson) of all trips sampled were 40 minutes or less.  All but six trips of the sample of the 406 trips were less than 80 minutes.

2. An analysis of the sample of 28 ADA Complementary Paratransit service trips indicated that 22 of the trips from this sample had the same or a shorter travel time than that estimated for a comparable fixed route trip.  Four HRT trips and one Minibus trip had longer travel times than comparable fixed route trips.  No ADA Complementary Paratransit trip had a travel time more than 50 percent longer than the estimated time for a comparable trip on fixed route services.

Findings Regarding Resources

1. Financial resources and equipment devoted to HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service appear to be adequate and do not appear to constrain service capacity.

2. It appears that there may be minor driver shortages for both carriers.

3. HRT includes capital expenses in its FTA assisted capital budget program.  This approach to financing vehicles reduces demands on local funding.  Financing equipment procurement with capital rather than operating contract money reduces operating costs.

V. Observations Regarding ADA Complementary Paratransit Eligibility Determinations & Other Service Access Issues

The review team reviewed HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility determination process in order to assess whether or not determinations are being made in a way that accurately reflects the functional abilities of applicants.  The time required to process requests for eligibility also was reviewed.  The assessment was conducted as follows:

· Input about the eligibility determination process was obtained through interviews with riders and advocates.

· Eligibility issues cited in formal ADA complaints on file at FTA were reviewed. 

· An understanding of the handling and review of applications was developed through interviews with HRT staff and a review of application materials.

· Eligibility determination outcomes for 20 recently filed applications were reviewed.

· Documentation related to three recent appeals of initial eligibility determinations was reviewed.

· Records for applications submitted between March 1, 2002 and October 4, 2002 were examined, and the processing time for 64 randomly selected applications submitted during this period was noted.

HRT has implemented a very aggressive no-show policy in an attempt to reduce the number of passenger no-shows.  The review team also examined the policy and the procedures for addressing customer no-shows.

Consumer Comments

One of the 16 formal ADA complaints on file with the FTA cited issues with the eligibility determination process.  This complaint indicated that determinations of ADA paratransit eligibility took more than 21 days.

One of the local disability agencies contacted prior to the assessment also commented on the eligibility determination process.  This agency questioned how conditional eligibility was granted when applicants had problems with weather conditions.  The agency noted that, if applicants are determined not to be able to travel during hot weather, HRT grants eligibility only for the months of June through August.  The agency staff person indicated that the weather could be very hot in Norfolk before June and after August.

None of the 176 internal complaints on file at HRT appeared to be related to the eligibility determination process.  However, these complaints may have been recorded separately, as part of the eligibility process and not part of the typical complaint process.

Overview of the Eligibility Determination Process

HRT implemented a new process for determining ADA paratransit eligibility on March 2, 2002.  Prior to this date, determinations were based on paper applications and telephone follow-up with the applicants and/or professionals familiar with the applicants.  On March 2, 2002, HRT began requiring that all applicants for ADA paratransit eligibility participate in an in-person interview.  Some applicants also are asked to participate in limited physical functional assessments at the time of the interview.

Six HRT staff members are involved in determining eligibility for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  This includes a Certification Coordinator, an Assistant Certification Coordinator, two full-time Certification Specialists, and two part-time Certification Specialists.  The Certification Coordinator oversees all aspects of the process and manages the eligibility staff.  She also reviews all files and recommendations regarding eligibility and signs off on all eligibility decisions.

The Assistant Certification Coordinator manages the flow of paperwork and the central computer tracking system.  She initially receives all application forms, assigns them to the Specialists for review, enters information from the application forms into the computer tracking system, prepares and sends out letters of determination, and prepares monthly reports and other reports related to the eligibility determination process.  She also coordinates the appeal process – scheduling appeal hearings as needed, managing the flow of paperwork on the appeal, and sending out appeal decision letters.  The Certification Coordinator and Assistant Coordinator sometimes conduct in-person interviews, if needed.  The Certification Specialists review applications for completeness, conduct in-person interviews and physical functional assessments, and make recommendations for eligibility to the Certification Coordinator.

The eligibility staff works out of two locations.  Most staff, including the Certification Coordinator, Assistant Coordinator, and the two full-time and one of the part-time Certification Specialists, are located at the HRT Operations Center and bus garage at 1500 Monticello Avenue in Norfolk.  One part-time Certification Specialist is located at the transit center in 

Newport News.  In-person interviews are conducted at both sites.  Each location also has some limited equipment – a mock-up of a bus stepwell and a mock-up of a low-floor bus ramp – that can be used if a physical functional assessment is performed as part of the determination.

Initial Determination Process

Individuals interested in applying for ADA Complementary Paratransit service are directed to call the main HRT reservations number and select phone option “3,” which transfers them to the eligibility staff.  An application form and cover letter explaining the process is sent to all individuals interested in applying for service.  The application form is relatively short – three pages – and requests general information (name, address, phone number, etc.), information about the applicant’s disability and how the disability prevents travel by fixed route.  Additional information is collected about frequently made trips, current means of travel, issues relevant to traveling to the bus stop nearest the applicant’s home, mobility aids used, and the need for personal care attendant services.  The last page of the application is an “Authorization to Release Records,” which requests the names of two professionals who can be contacted for more information about the applicant’s disability and functional abilities, and authorizes these professionals to release information about the applicant’s disability to HRT.  A copy of the application form is provided as Attachment E.

The cover letter that accompanies the application form instructs applicants to send the completed form to the main HRT headquarters office at 3400 Victoria Boulevard in Hampton.  The letter also provides the following information about the process:

We will contact you after we receive your application form to schedule an in-person interview and functional assessment to determine your eligibility for ADA complementary paratransit service.  This is a required part of the application process, and your application is not considered complete until you have the in-person interview.  In some cases, we may need to contact a licensed or certified professional familiar with your disability(ies) to verify additional information. 

The cover letter sent with ADA Complementary Paratransit application forms letter does not indicate that applicants will be able to use the service on a presumptive eligibility basis if a determination is not made within 21 days. 

Applications received at the Hampton headquarters are date stamped, then sent by internal office courier to the eligibility office in Norfolk.  As applications are received, the Assistant Certification Coordinator enters information from the paper form into a central computer database and tracking system.  She also enters the date that HRT received the application.  The Assistant Coordinator then assigns application forms to the Certification Specialists and forwards the paper application to them.  Applications from individuals who reside in the southern part of the service area are assigned, and forwarded, to the Certification Specialists located in Norfolk.  Applications from individuals in the northern part of the service area are assigned, and couriered, to the Certification Specialist in Newport News.

When the Certification Specialists receive application forms, they first enter their initials into the central database to acknowledge receipt of the form.  They then check the application for completeness.  If a form is incomplete, the Certification Specialist mails it back to the applicant with a letter indicating that information is missing.  Returned applications are marked with a highlighter to indicate the sections of the application that still need to be completed.

Once the application is determined to be complete, the assigned Certification Specialist telephones the applicant to schedule an in-person interview.  Each Certification Specialist maintains his, or her, own interview schedule.  The in-person interview follows a six-page script.  The script instructs the Specialist to ask about the applicant’s current use of fixed route bus service, as well as past use and experiences, and to request more detailed information about each disability and how it affects use of fixed route service.  The script also includes questions about the types of mobility aids used, the maximum distances that the applicant can travel unassisted, the distance to bus stops from origins and destinations of trips made by the applicant, ability to perform certain tasks required to use fixed route service, and detailed information about the use of service animals or personal care attendants.

During the interview, the Certification Specialist also asks whether the applicant has received travel training to use fixed route buses and whether the applicant is interested in travel training.  If an applicant uses a wheelchair, the Certification Specialist uses markings on the floor to estimate the width and length of the wheelchair and asks the applicant for an estimate of his/her weight and the weight of the wheelchair.  Following the interview, if there is still a question about the applicant’s physical functional ability to board a bus, the certification specialist asks the applicant to negotiate the mock bus steps and/or the bus ramp.  A Certification Specialist also observes the applicant arrive and leave the interview site and note the applicant’s demeanor, comprehension, and responsiveness throughout the interview.  Certification Specialists noted that the physical functional tests and observations using the bus steps and simulated ramp are used only occasionally and that determinations are based mainly on the answers obtained in the interview and observations of the applicant’s physical and cognitive abilities during the interview.

Specialists use the script and enter interview responses and observations directly into a computer form while the interview is being conducted.  The date of the interview also is entered into the database/tracking system.  A copy of the interview script is provided as Attachment F.

Certification Specialists also may request information from professionals who have been identified by applicants if it is felt that this verification of disability or functional abilities is needed.  If professional verification is needed, the Certification Specialist faxes a three-page form along with the “Release of Information” on page 3 of the initial application (signed by the applicant) to the professional(s).  The form asks for information about the applicant’s disability, a visual acuity statement (if the applicant has a vision disability), and specific physical and cognitive functional abilities as appropriate to the applicant’s disability.  The date the information is requested from the professionals is entered into the tracking system, as well as the date when the information is received.

Once the interview and follow-up with professionals (as needed) is completed, the Certification Specialist makes a recommendation regarding the applicant’s eligibility.  The last page of the interview script is used to summarize the recommendation regarding eligibility.  Certification Specialists are asked to indicate:

· Whether applicants are “Category 1, 2, or 3” eligible.

· If applicants should “always” or “sometimes” be eligible under the recommended category.

· If applicants do not meet any category of eligibility.

Specialists also are asked to indicate if the applicant should be considered “Unconditionally Eligible,” Conditionally Eligible,” or not eligible.  The last page of the interview script also includes a determination category called “Trip-by-Trip Eligibility.”  HRT staff explained that this category is no longer used.  If applicants are determined eligible for only some trips, they are considered “Conditionally Eligible,” and the specific conditions of their eligibility then define what types of trips will be eligible or not eligible.

If a Certification Specialist recommends conditional or trip-by-trip eligibility, a description of the specific conditions or trips must be indicated.  Also, the Specialist must provide an explanation if she recommends eligibility for a period of less than three years.  Finally, the Certification Specialist can indicate whether the applicant should be recommended for travel training.

The Certification Specialists then send a file with all of the information (the initial application, a print-out of the completed interview form, professional information, etc.) back to the central eligibility office.  The Certification Coordinator then reviews each recommendation.  She reports that she often asks the Certification Specialists to provide further explanations for their recommendations or might ask that some additional information be obtained.  She will then either concur with the recommendation or decide that a different finding is appropriate.  The Certification Coordinator enters her comments and final decision into the central database as part of the last page (Part 5) of the interview script.

Once a final decision has been made, the file is given to the Assistant Certification Coordinator, who prepares and sends out a letter of determination to the applicant.  If applicants are determined to be ineligible, conditionally eligible, or only eligible for a temporary period, the letters of determination indicate that an appeal can be filed and information about the appeal process is included with the letter.  The Assistant Coordinator then enters the date of the final decision and determination letter into the tracking system and places the application material in a central file.

Appeal Process and Materials

Applicants who wish to have the initial determination of their eligibility reviewed and reconsidered must complete and submit a “Handi-Ride Request for Appeal” form.  Use of the form is mandatory.  The form asks the applicant to indicate if he or she wishes to have an in-person appeal.  Appellants are informed that if they do not opt for an in-person appeal, the appeal decision will be based solely on the written record (including any additional information provided in the Request for Appeal form).

The appellant is asked on the form to explain why he or she disagrees with the initial determination.  The form also requests some detailed information.  For example, the following requests for information are included:

· Please provide a functional description relating to what you can or cannot do with regard to riding public transit (HRT cannot base eligibility solely on a medical diagnosis).

· If you have ‘difficulty’ or are ‘uncomfortable’ or ‘afraid’ to ride the bus, please explain.  Please note that this explanation might not be sufficient to justify eligibility for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

· If you believe that your eligibility should be approved on the basis of your inability to travel to or from any desired trip location(s), what modifications to the terrain or path of travel would be required to enable you to use the bus?
The form also asks the appellant to list, by name, all witnesses who will be presenting information on their behalf.  It also asks applicants to indicate if they think their appeal will take more than one hour and, if so, to explain why and what length of time will be needed.  A copy of the “Handi-Ride Request for Appeal” form is provided as Attachment G.

In-person appeals are heard by a three-member panel.  One member is an HRT staff person who was not involved in the initial determination process and who is not in a direct line of authority with anyone involved in the initial determination.  The second member of the panel is a representative of HRT’s Transit Advisory Committee for Persons with Disabilities.  The third member is agreed upon by the other two members and often is a representative of one of the Advisory Committees or the Mayor’s Committees on Disabilities or Human Rights.

Recertification Process

Prior to March 2002, with the exception of those considered temporarily eligible, HRT granted five years’ eligibility to its ADA Complementary Paratransit service riders.  Under current policy, riders are granted eligibility for three years.  They then must apply for recertification as ADA paratransit eligible.

HRT relies on riders to determine if their eligibility is about to expire and to request and submit a new application form.  HRT does not track riders whose eligibility is about to expire and does not send a notice or reminder to passengers whose eligibility is nearing expiration.  If a rider’s eligibility expires and that person calls to request a ride, the person is informed that his or her eligibility has expired and that it is necessary to apply for recertification.  Until the rider is recertified, trip requests are not accepted.

HRT does track the expiration date of riders who are granted temporary eligibility (for less than the standard three-year period).  These riders are notified in advance that their eligibility is about to expire and that they must apply for recertification.

When HRT changed its eligibility determination process from a paper application process to an in-person interview process in March 2002, it also decided to require that “frequent riders” of the service be recertified.  HRT sent letters and new application forms to approximately 4,500 of the most frequent riders (out of a total of 14,000 registered riders) and notified them that they would need to go through the new in-person certification process to remain eligible for the service.  These riders were asked to return completed application forms within 60 days.

Several hundred riders returned their application forms in the two months after HRT sent this notice requiring recertification.  Because there was not adequate staffing to conduct in-person interviews and to process applications for this number of riders, HRT placed the recertification process on hold.  HRT sent letters to these riders acknowledging the receipt of their requests for recertification.  The letters indicated that HRT would contact them in the future to schedule an interview and that they could continue to use the service until that time.

At the time of the review team’s visit, HRT staff indicated that only about 100 of the riders who responded to the recertification notice had been interviewed and recertified.  If the eligibility of one of the persons who responded but has not yet been interviewed expires, HRT staff goes into the rider file and extends that person’s eligibility for a limited period.  That person’s recertification request is then given priority by a Certification Specialist.

Determination Statistics and Outcomes

At the time of this review, there were about 14,000 registered paratransit riders.  Between March 1 and October 4, 2002, records showed that HRT received 1,716 application forms.  This included forms from 555 new riders and 1,161 applications from current riders seeking recertification.  These statistics suggest that HRT receives about 80 applications from new riders each month.  HRT staff estimated that most of the 1,161 requests for recertification since March were made in response to the system-wide recertification notice.  It was estimated that HRT receives about 20 to 30 applications each month from riders whose eligibility is about to expire.  This suggests that each month HRT receives a total of about 100 to 110 applications.

Table V.1 shows certification activity for the period from March through August 2002.  The review team obtained information about the number of final determinations made each month.  Information about the number of interviews conducted was only available for July and August.

Table V.1 – HRT Certification Activity, March to August 2002

	
	March
	April
	May
	June
	July
	August

	# of Interviews 
	NA
	NA
	NA
	NA
	93
	85

	# of Final Determinations
	144
	95
	28
	53
	33
	81


As shown in the table, the number of final determinations per month dropped significantly from March to July and then increased again in August.  The high number of determinations in March and April reflects the fact that decisions were still being made in these months on paper applications that had been received prior to March 2, 2002.  The number of determinations per month after April is more reflective of decisions made using the new in-person interview process.  The information in the table also suggests that the number of interviews conducted is relatively small, averaging about four interviews per day.

Given that HRT has received an estimated 100 to 110 applications each month, these output numbers suggest that a significant backlog of applications was building through July as the new process was being implemented.  Completed determinations increased in August, but the 81 final determinations made that month were still probably below the number of applications received.

Table V.2 provides information about determination decisions for the period from May through August 2002.  Decisions for this period reflect outcomes using the new in-person interview process.  

As Table V.2 shows, about 88 percent of all determinations found applicants to be eligible for ADA Complementary Paratransit service at some level.  Twelve percent of applicants were found able to use fixed route service under all circumstances and ineligible for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  Of those determined eligible, 72 percent were unconditionally eligible (106 of 147 determinations of eligibility made in June, July, and August); 28 percent had some conditions placed on their eligibility.  Outcomes regarding conditional eligibility reported in June and July indicate that almost all conditions of eligibility are for “feeder service.”  Only one conditional eligibility determination during this two-month period set conditions based on “other” factors (e.g., weather).  Finally, reported outcomes for this period indicated that 81 percent of determinations of eligibility were granted for a full three-year period and that 19 percent were granted temporary eligibility, for less than a three-year period.

Table V.2 – HRT Certification Outcomes by Type of Eligibility and Period of Eligibility

May to August 2002

	
	TOTAL
	Percent

	Total Determinations
	195
	100.0

	Eligible
	172
	88.2

	Ineligible
	23
	11.8

	Type of Eligibility:
	
	

	Total (June – August only)
	147
	100.0

	     Unconditional
	106
	72.1

	     Conditional
	41
	27.9

	Type of Conditional Eligibility:
	
	

	Total (June, July only)
	21
	100.0

	     Feeder only
	20
	95.2

	     Other (weather)
	1
	4.8

	Period of Eligibility:
	
	

	     Full 3 years
	140
	81.4

	     Temporary (less than 3 years)
	32
	18.6


HRT staff also indicated that between March 4, 2002 (when the new eligibility determination process was implemented) and October 8, 2002, nine appeals of initial eligibility determinations were received (about 5 percent of initial determinations).  In six cases, the initial determination decision was upheld by the appeal board.  In two instances, the level of eligibility was revised (e.g., conditions of eligibility were adjusted).  In one case, a denial of eligibility was overturned and conditional eligibility was granted instead.

Review of Recent Determination Decisions

Review of Recent Initial Determinations

The review team randomly selected 20 applications for which eligibility determinations had been made, from applications submitted between March 4 and August 31, 2002.  The applications selected included 11 determinations of unconditional eligibility, seven determinations of conditional eligibility (five of which were for “Feeder Service” only), one determination of temporary eligibility, and one determination that the applicant was ineligible.

This review of recent determinations indicated that decisions appeared to be appropriate in most cases.  However, the review team had concerns in three areas.

Walk distance.  The one applicant who had been denied eligibility had indicated in her application that she could not walk up to 3/4-mile to get to and from bus stops.  The information from the interview appeared to support the contention that the applicant could walk a moderate distance but could not walk the full 3/4-mile distance.  The applicant indicated, however, that she could get to the bus stop nearest her home and most of her destinations and did currently use fixed route buses when the distances to and from stops was not too great.  When this determination was discussed with HRT staff, they responded that decisions consider whether applicants are able to get to the bus stop nearest their home and if they are able to get to the nearest bus stop at their origin and at their frequent destinations a finding of “not eligible” might be made.

Conditional eligibility.  The review confirmed that, as noted by consumers contacted in advance of the review, HRT uses a set calendar period to grant conditional eligibility based on whether severe heat is a barrier for applicants.  One of the applications reviewed indicated that the applicant could not tolerate severe heat because of her disability.  The determination granted eligibility from June 15 through September 15.  There was no evidence in the application file that indicated specifically what temperatures could and could not be tolerated by the applicant or if the period set would cover all of the days when temperatures would be tolerable.  

Staff indicated that the June 15 to September 15 dates had been set as a matter of policy and were used for all applicants that were determined unable to tolerate severe heat.  HRT explained that its reservations/scheduling software requires that parameters be set, and that the basic three-month “window” was determined based on historical experience in the local area.  However, if riders need “hot weather” paratransit outside of these dates, HRT attempts to accommodate them.  HRT has extended the number of “hot weather days” in response to at least one appeal. 

Feeder service.  The review of recent determinations also indicated that findings of conditional eligibility for “feeder service only” do not appear to establish the maximum distance that riders are able to independently travel to get to or from bus stops or consider other factors that might prevent applicants from getting to and from bus stops.  This suggests that all trips requested by these riders must then be provided using paratransit feeder to fixed route regardless of the actual trip conditions.  It also suggests that all trips requested by these riders must involve feeder service both to the bus stop at the origin and from the bus stop of debarkation to the destination (“double feeders”).  For example, a trip might only be two miles in length and the bus stops might be very close to the rider’s origin and destination.  Operationally, it may be very expensive and difficult to arrange feeder service at both the origin and destination for this trip.  However, because no detail about the actual distance that the rider can negotiate is included in the eligibility determination, feeder service would have to be provided at both ends of the trip.

Determinations that allow “feeder service only” also do not appear to detail an applicant’s ability to stand and wait for buses.  Information in the files of several applicants granted “feeder service only” indicated potential issues with standing and waiting for more than a short period of time.  This suggests that for feeder service to be usable by these individuals, the coordination between paratransit and fixed route service would either need to be precise, or that transfers would only take place at locations where certain facilities (e.g., benches, shelters) existed
.  HRT staff indicated that because there could be issues in the timing of transfers between paratransit and fixed route, a decision had been made to only provide feeder service to certain fixed route stops where benches, shelter, and phones existed.  Appropriate stops for feeder service were being identified throughout the service area.  While this will address the needs of riders in terms of being able to wait for vehicles, it will cause some feeder trips to require travel to transfer stops that are not in the immediate area of the trip origin or destination.

For these and other reasons, HRT staff indicated that implementation of a feeder service program has been delayed.  It was reported that a notice has been sent to riders who were granted “feeder service only” eligibility explaining that the program has not yet been implemented and that riders can request direct origin-to-destination service until HRT implements a feeder service program.

Review of Recent Appeals

The review team also reviewed the records of four recent appeals of eligibility.  In three cases, the original decisions were upheld.  In one case, HRT revised the initial condition of eligibility.  Each decision was discussed with staff.

This review indicated that in two cases, the initial determinations and the appeals appeared to be appropriate.  The review team had concerns, however, with the other two cases.  In one instance, the initial determination was to deny eligibility.  The applicant, who used a wheeled walker, indicated that she could travel independently up to 1/4-mile.  The staff notes in the file indicated that the bus stop nearest the applicant’s home was five blocks away (less than ¼ mile).  This appeared to be the primary reason for denying eligibility.  The appeal upheld this decision for the same reasons.  As noted above, this decision does not appear to consider the ability of the applicant to travel to and from all origins and destinations within the paratransit service area.

In the second case, the initial decision was to grant eligibility only for the period from June 15 to September 15.  The appeal decision extended eligibility for 45 days beyond this period and apparently recognized that extremely hot temperatures can be experienced before June 15 and after September 15.  This appeal decision indicates that the panel considered the June 15 to September 15 period too restrictive in this particular case.  However, HRT has not changed its overall policy regarding the definition of “hot weather days” in response to this decision. 

Review of Application Processing Times

Section 37.125(c) of the DOT ADA regulations provides that presumptive eligibility must be granted to applicants if a determination cannot be made within 21 days of the receipt of a “completed application.”  As noted earlier in this section, HRT does not consider the application to be complete until applicants attend an in-person interview following the submission of an application form.  HRT then will sometimes contact professionals following the in-person interview (on an as needed basis) to verify the existence of a disability and get more information about an applicant’s functional abilities.  

HRT maintains a computer database that tracks the status of all applications received.  The tracking system includes the date when the initial application is received, the date when a revised application is received (if the initial application was returned for being incomplete), the date that an in-person interview was conducted, the date that information from a professional is received (if requested), and the date that a final letter of determination was mailed.  If an application is in progress and is being held for a particular reason (awaiting information from a professional, applicant no-showed for scheduled interview, etc.), this information is noted in a “pending” field.

The review team reviewed tracking records for 64 determinations made in July and September 2002.  Only “new” applications were reviewed – applications submitted by riders seeking recertification were excluded from the sample.  Recertification requests were not considered, since many of these have been put on hold, and service has been continued while they are on hold.

Table V.3 presents the results of this analysis.  The first column shows the number of days elapsed.  The second column shows the number of applications advanced from receipt of an (complete) application to the in-person interview.  The third column shows the number advanced from the in-person interview to the final decision.  The fourth column shows the number of applications advanced from completion of both the interview and professional verification to the final determination.  The last column shows the number of applications advanced through the entire process – from receipt of (complete) application to final decision.  

The results of this analysis suggest that a significant number of applications are processed in more than 21 days, no matter whether the elapsed time is calculated from the date the (complete) application is received to the final determination or calculated from the date of an interview (and sometimes professional verification) to the final determination.  For example, according to the results, only two (3 percent) applications in the sample were processed within 21 days from receipt of the (complete) application.  Additionally, only 14 (22 percent) of the applications in the sample were processed within 21 days of the in-person interview and only 18 (28 percent) were processed within 21 days of the professional verification and in-person interview.  The table also shows that only 23 (36 percent) of all applicants even had an in-person interview scheduled within 21 days.

Table V.3 – Processing Times for 64 Determinations made in July and September 2002

	Processing Time (Days)
	From Completed Application to Interview
	From Interview & Professional Verification to Final Determination
	From Interview to Final Determination
	From Completed Application to Final Determination

	0 to 21
	23 

36%
	18 

28%
	14 

22%
	2 

3%

	22 to 30
	19 

30%
	26 

41%
	27 

42%
	3

5%

	31 to 60
	15 

23%
	17 

26%
	19 

30%
	35 

54%

	61 to 90
	5

8%
	2 

3%
	2 

3%
	12

19%

	91 to 120
	2 

3%
	1 

2%
	2 

3%
	7 

11%

	121+
	0

0%
	0

0%
	0

0%
	5 

8%

	Total
	64 

100%
	64 

100%
	64 

100%
	64

100%


A review of the comments in the “pending” field of the database did not indicate that applicant no-shows were the reason for the long delays between the receipt of completed applications and final decisions.  Waits for professional verification appear to have caused some long delays, but only in a small number of cases.  For the 64 records examined, professional verification was sought only eight times.  However, on average, waiting for professional information added about 20 days to the process for these eight applicants.

Additionally, the review team found that in 14 of 64 cases (22 percent), HRT returned the initial application to the applicant because it was deemed incomplete.  A review of some of the incomplete applications showed that many were returned for relatively minor omissions.  For example, in Question #1 (“What is your disability(ies) and how does it/they prevent you from independently using the public fixed route transit system?”), many applicants would describe their disability but would not detail why they could not use the fixed route service (note that relatively little space is allowed for a response to this question).  While this might be considered a major omission if no other information were provided in the application, responses to all of the other questions in the application would in most cases clearly detail why the fixed route service could or could not be used.  Additional information also could be obtained during the required interview.  In other cases, while questions were partially answered, it appeared that the omitted information could easily have been collected in the interview.  In only a few cases was the application not signed or professional information not provided.

HRT staff noted that there were issues at the outset of the new process as staff was being hired and trained to conduct interviews and to make determinations.  They also said that, even after the initial implementation there has been turnover among the certification specialists and a need to train several new people for the job.  The certification coordinator also noted that because she must review recommendations from all four certification specialists (as well as manage the staff hiring, training and overall process) her lack of final review often delays determinations.  At the time of the on-site review, staff felt that the process was beginning to stabilize and that they were just beginning to cut into the backlog of new applications.  Catch-up on requests for recertification, however, was still projected to be a long-term task.

No-Show Suspension Policy

As noted at the beginning of this section, HRT has implemented a strict no-show suspension policy to address what it considered an excessive number of “late cancellations” and no-shows.  The policy was adopted on February 15, 2002, and suspensions of eligibility for excessive “late cancellations” and no-shows began on April 15, 2002.  The policy was adopted with input from the HRT’s consumer advisory committee.

The new policy considers cancellations made less than two hours before the scheduled pickup time to be “late cancellations.”  A rider’s failure to appear for a ride without calling in advance to cancel is considered a no-show.  Any combination of three late cancellations and/or no-shows in any consecutive three-month period is considered “excessive” and may be cause for suspension of eligibility for service.  For a first violation, the suspension is for 14 days.  A second violation results in a 30-day suspension.  Riders also are offered the option of “buying out” the 30-day suspension if they pay $20 for each trip that was missed (the average full cost of a trip).  If a rider violates the policy a third time, the suspension is for 90 days with a “buy-out” option of paying $40 per trip missed.  Finally, if a rider violates the policy a fourth time, a suspension of one year is imposed with no buy-out option.  After the fourth violation, the rider’s eligibility for the service is also terminated and a new application for ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility must be submitted.

HRT staff keeps a log that tracks no-shows and late cancellations by rider.  There are individual pages in the log for each rider, with a running list of no-shows and late cancellations for each rider.  The log is periodically scanned to identify riders with three or more no-shows/late cancellations in a 90-day period.  If HRT staff identifies riders who have three or more no-shows/late cancellations in a 90-day period, the staff verifies the accuracy of the trip information by checking the computer record and/or run manifests to check on the scheduled and actual arrival and departure times of the vehicle.

If the no-shows/late cancellations appear to be accurately recorded, HRT sends a letter to let the rider know the policy has been violated and that a suspension of service has been scheduled.  The letter lists all of the recorded no-shows/late cancellations by date and time.  To allow riders the opportunity to appeal the proposed suspension, the letters state that the suspension will begin 70 days from the date of the letter.  Information about the appeal process is included in the letter and a form for requesting a formal appeal is enclosed with the letter.  Riders are first given the opportunity to call the HRT staff person who manages the no-show policy to discuss the listed no-shows/late cancellations if they feel that any of the trips listed were erroneously recorded.  They are also informed that they can go through the formal appeal process by completing and submitting the form attached.

Between April 15 and October 10, 2002, HRT had sent 208 letters of suspension. HRT suspended the service of 57 riders.  Forty-two riders who were notified of proposed suspensions exercised their right to appeal.  In half of the cases, the number of no-shows/late cancellations was reduced after an informal review of the trip list with the rider.  In the other 21 cases, formal appeals were conducted.  In seven cases, the panel reduced the number of violations (which in some cases lifted the proposed suspension).  In the other 14 cases, the recorded no-shows/late cancellations were not changed and the proposed suspension was upheld by the panel.

The review team reviewed service statistics to determine the extent of the no-show/late cancellation problem and the impact of the new policy (see Table V.4).  From October 1, 2001, through March 31, 2002, there were 119,425 trips booked.  Of these trips, 2,265 (1.9 percent) were canceled with less than two hours notice (“late cancellations”).  Another 3,096 trips booked (2.6 percent) were recorded as rider no-shows.  Therefore, the total number of no-shows and late cancellations was 4.5 percent. 

Table V.4 – Late Cancellations and No-Shows

	Time Period
	Trips Booked
	Late Cancels
	No-Shows
	Total

	October 2001- March 2002
	119,425
	2,265

1.9%
	3,096

2.6%
	5,361

4.5%

	April 2002- September 2002
	104,665
	2,716

2.6%
	3,155

3.0%
	5,871

5.6%


From April 1 through September 30, 2002, 104,665 trips were requested system-wide.  Of these, 2,716 were late cancellations (2.6 percent) and 3,155 were no-shows by riders (3.0 percent).  These results indicate that during the period the total no-show and late cancellation rates both increased since the implementation of the new policy.  HRT believes that this apparent increase may be the result of better recordkeeping practices and not indicative of an actual increase in no-shows and late cancellations.

An analysis of no-shows and late cancellations also reveals that most late cancellations appear to be caused by agency group trips.  Several local agencies have arranged to have clients added on a subscription basis to the HRT Minibus schedules.  It appears that some of the riders on the group trip lists do not travel on the days when they are scheduled.  The client agencies do not confirm that riders intend to travel on the days they are scheduled nor do they keep HRT up-to-date on who is really riding and who is not.  A review of travel records of five local agencies (Wesley Center, 21st Street Center, “02-Medical,” Suffolk Senior Center, and Lakewood) for the month of August 2002 showed that 645 trips were “late cancelled” by the clients of these agencies.  A total of 725 late cancellations were reported system-wide.  Therefore, it appears that about 89 percent of the late cancellation problem for August 2002 was due to missed trips by the clients of these five agencies.

ADA Complementary Paratransit Service Areas

As descried in the Section III of this report, HRT operates service in the southern portion of the service area and Minibus operates service in the northern portion of the service area.  The two service areas are geographically separated by the Chesapeake Bay, connected by several long bridges and tunnels, most notably the Hampton Roads Bridge-Tunnel (five miles long) and the Monitor-Merrimac Bridge-Tunnel (eight miles long).  The Route 61 Crosstown fixed route bus provides the only link.  It operates from about 5:45 a.m. to 7:30 p.m. weekdays and from 8:45 a.m. to 7:15 p.m. weekends and holidays.  Typical headways are one hour, although there is some variation throughout the day.

A paratransit passenger wishing to travel between Norfolk and Newport News must call both ADA service providers and book the trips separately.  The call takers in each service area must coordinate the trip to meet the Route 61 bus at one of the three transit centers.  Because both systems may have to negotiate the pickup time, this could result in the need to make multiple calls to coordinate trips.  HRT staff said that if a customer needing assistance with the transfer were to request a trip that crossed the Bay, the drivers would provide the needed assistance to facilitate the transfer.  Reportedly, few ADA paratransit customers use the fixed route connection.  Further, it was noted that there is no description provided about how to transfer between the paratransit systems and that it may be difficult if not impossible for some ADA Complementary Paratransit customers to make that double transfer, particularly those who cannot travel independently and are eligible for ADA Complementary Paratransit under Category I of the DOT ADA regulations.

Findings

27. Since March 2002, HRT has implemented an in-person eligibility determination process in an attempt to more thoroughly and accurately determine the true functional abilities of applicants for ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility.

28. Based on a review of randomly selected application files, in some cases, it appears that applicants were denied eligibility if they indicated that they could get to the bus stop nearest their home and from bus stops to frequent destinations.  These determinations do not appear to consider applicants’ abilities to travel throughout the entire service area but only from their homes and to certain destinations.  However, most eligibility determinations appear to be consistent with the regulatory definitions of ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility.

29. The calendar period used to define periods of extremely hot weather (June 15 through September 15) appears to be overly restrictive.  A recent appeals panel determination appears to have extended this period by 45 days for one applicant.  It is not clear what temperature was considered “too hot” for applicants and what documentation HRT uses to indicate that this temperature is not exceeded regularly before June 15 or after September 15.

30. HRT’s practice of considering the 21-day determination process to start after both the interview has been held and professional verification has been received appears to be inconsistent with the regulatory requirements for timely processing of eligibility determinations.  Section 37.125(c) of the regulations states that the processing time begins upon receipt of a complete application.  Because HRT has chosen to have applicants mail in applications prior to in-person interviews, the 21-day processing time begins upon receipt of the completed application form.  The time required to schedule and hold an interview is not within the control of the applicant.  Similarly, the application form only asks individuals to provide the names of professionals who can be contacted if necessary.  The time required by HRT to request and receive information from professionals also is not within the control of the applicant.

31. Based on the sample of application files reviewed by the assessment team, 97 percent of determination decisions made between July and September 2002 appear to have taken longer than 21 days.  Only eight percent of all determinations were made in less than 30 days.  Thirty-eight percent of determinations during this period took longer than 60 days.  The switch to the new eligibility determination process appears to be contributing to very long delays in completing determinations.

32. While the regulations do not require determinations to be made in 21 days or less, they do require that presumptive eligibility be granted if decisions take longer than 21 days.  HRT appears to continue service for riders seeking recertification if determinations are delayed, but there was no evidence that new riders are made aware that they can use the service if determinations take longer than 21 days.  The cover letter to the application form does not indicate this and there was no evidence that applicants are contacted if their applications have not been processed within 21 days.

33. The current practice of granting “feeder service only” eligibility to riders without more detailed information about the specific abilities of riders to get to and from bus stops appears to require that HRT needs to offer feeder service on both ends of all trips requested by these riders.  In addition, because information about the ability of riders to wait for a bus at a stop is not part of the final determination, HRT is planning to make feeder transfers only at selected bus stops that are equipped with amenities such as benches, shelter and phones.  It appears likely that the combination of needing to provide “double feeder” service for all trips to riders determined “feeder service only” eligible and the need to make transfers at only designated locations with certain amenities will result in excessively long trip times. Consequently, the policy of only offering feeder service to certain riders could result in a substantial number of significantly long trips and could discourage use of the service.

34. It appears that the majority of late cancellations are agency trips (often with reservations made by the agency rather than by the individual).  For the month of August 2002, 89 percent of the late cancellations were attributable to trips requested for customers attending five agencies.

35. HRT’s policy of considering only three no-shows in a 90-day period to be excessive and an abuse of the service may unreasonably limit service to ADA eligible customers and does not appear to be consistent with the intent of the regulations.  Appendix D of 49 CFR Part 37 indicates that suspensions of eligibility for no-shows are intended to prevent a “pattern or practice of ‘no-shows’.  .  .  A pattern or practice involves intentional, repeated or regular actions, not isolated, accidental or singular incidents.”  Given that a rider who forgets that he or she has booked a trip could be assessed two no-shows for a single round-trip, three no-shows could be exceeded by forgetting to cancel only two round-trips.  For a rider who travels regularly (say, 10 one-way trips a week), three-missed trips in a 90-day period would be only two percent of the total trips made by that person.  Missing only two out of every 100 trips scheduled does not seem to be a reasonable standard for defining a “pattern or practice” or abuse of the service.

36. HRT’s policy regarding suspensions does not appear to be a “reasonable sanction” for abuses of the service.  DOT ADA regulations allow service to be suspended for a pattern or practice of no-shows for a “reasonable period of time.”  The current HRT policy could result in a suspension of eligibility for one year, a revocation of eligibility, and a requirement to reapply for eligibility for a rider who no-shows or late cancels 12 times over a one-year period.  

37. The mandatory use of the current “Request for Appeal” form does not appear to be consistent with Section 37.125(g)(2) of the DOT ADA regulations.  This section of the regulations indicates that the appeals process must provide an opportunity for appellants to be heard (in person) and to present information and arguments.  Requiring applicants to complete a detailed form and answer complex questions before being heard appears to be inconsistent with the regulations.  The requirement to complete this form may discourage individuals from pursuing an appeal.

38. The requirement to call both paratransit providers and the need to use a fixed route bus to transfer between paratransit systems on either side of the Bay appears to place an undue burden upon the customer.  At minimum, it might discourage riders from requesting such a trip.  At worst, it might be virtually impossible for some passengers to make the double transfer required to complete the trip.  It also is likely that the travel time for such a trip would exceed the travel time standard established by HRT.

Recommendations

39. HRT staff should be retrained to base eligibility decisions on an applicant’s ability to travel to and from any origins and destinations throughout the service area, not just the bus stop nearest their home or nearest certain destinations.  Determinations should consider things like maximum distances that can be independently negotiated and specific path-of-travel barriers that might affect the person’s travel to and from stops.

40. HRT should establish a temperature standard for conditional eligibility based upon extremely hot weather, and, based upon meteorological history in the area, establish a calendar period for granting such eligibility based upon the temperature data.

41. It is recommended that HRT consider ways to streamline the eligibility determinations process and to improve the efficiency of the staff performing certifications.  Following are some ways this might be accomplished:

· Have applicants call to schedule an in-person interview after they have completed the application form.  When applicants call, HRT staff could ask applicants whether they have completed all sections of the application form.  Then, have applicants bring the application form with them to the in-person interview.  Certification Specialists could then spend a few minutes reviewing the application form in preparation for the interview and could work with the applicant to fill-in any missing information.  This would allow the 21-day processing time to begin at the time of the interview.  It would also eliminate delays now created when forms are mailed back to applicants for minor omissions or for information that is collected as part of the interview.  Appointments for in-person interviews should be promptly scheduled.

· Have a manager schedule interviews for the certification specialists rather than allowing the Certification Specialists to create their own interview schedules.  The current practice of allowing certification specialists to set their own schedule has led to an average of only about four interviews per day for all staff combined between May 1 and August 31, 2002.

· Reduce the delays created by Certification Coordinator review and sign-off on all determination recommendations made by Certification Specialists.  For example, the Certification Coordinator might review all recommendations for conditional eligibility or denials of eligibility but might only randomly spot-check recommendations for unconditional eligibility.  Alternatively, other duties now assigned to the Certification Coordinator might be assigned to other staff to allow her to spend more time reviewing eligibility recommendations.

42. HRT should revise the cover letter to the application to indicate that applicants are eligible to use the service if a determination is not made within 21 days of the receipt of the completed application.  Additionally, if the application process exceeds 21 days, HRT should notify the applicant that he/she has been granted presumptive eligibility until the application process is complete.  

43. For applicants who might benefit from paratransit feeder service, HRT should identify the specific travel abilities of the person in the eligibility determination and then apply these conditions of eligibility to requested trips to decide if feeder service is appropriate for the trip in question.  This would allow HRT to offer feeder service when it is operationally feasible and appropriate rather than offering feeder service at both ends of every trip requested.  For example, if HRT determines that an applicant can travel up to 1/4-mile to get to and from bus stops, feeder service might only be offered when the distance to the origin and destination for the trip requested is greater than 1/4-mile.  Similarly, HRT might decide to offer feeder service only for trips for which the rider can travel independently on one end (thus eliminating double feeders and potentially significantly long trips).

44. HRT should work with agencies to reduce the number of agency-related no-shows/late cancellations, which account for the majority of late cancellations.

45. HRT should consider revising its definition of “excessive” no-shows to better reflect a true pattern or practice of abuse of the service.  The periods of suspension should also be revised to be reasonable, in keeping with the intent of the DOT ADA regulations.

46. HRT should not require individuals to complete the “Request for Appeal” form before they can schedule an appeal.  HRT can revise the procedure to request or suggest to the appellant the types of additional information that will be helpful in deciding their appeal.  Certain questions (such as asking how long the appeal will last and having the appellant list in advance all of the witnesses who will be present) should also be reconsidered.  The ADA regulations do allow HRT to request that individuals make a formal written request for an appeal (to distinguish between general questions about the decision and a desire to have a formal appeal).

47. HRT should develop a more coordinated approach to facilitating transfers between the ADA Complementary Paratransit areas served by Handi-Ride and Minibus.  Passengers should be able to arrange for such trips with one call.  HRT also should examine whether it is appropriate for passengers who have been given unconditional ADA eligibility to be required to use fixed route transit for any portion of their trips.

VI. Observations Regarding Telephone Capacity, Trip Reservations & Scheduling

The purpose of the review team’s review of the telephone system and trip reservation and scheduling process was to determine whether riders who use HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service can effectively reach call taker/schedulers and have their trip requests scheduled.  Information reviewed and observations made on telephone system capacity, trip reservations, and scheduling include:

· Consumer interviews, review of complaints filed with FTA, and review of complaints filed with HRT and Minibus.

· A review of HRT’s policies and procedures for taking trip reservations and scheduling trips for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

· Direct observations of call taking practices at the Handi-Ride and Minibus offices.

Consumer Comments

Prior to the on-site review, it was reported that getting through on the HRT telephone lines was difficult and customers often were put on hold for long periods.  Approximately 12 percent of the complaints received by HRT and Minibus from February through August 2002 were for reservations or scheduling issues.  Most of these were described as “reservation errors” or “wrong addresses.”  According to the consumers and agency representatives interviewed in preparation for this review, telephone problems are now relatively rare.  The exception to this is that there are instances when customers say they called to cancel a ride and have left messages on the answering machine at Handi-Ride, which were never recorded by staff.  As a result, the passenger could be charged with a no-show and then have to file a formal appeal (as described in the previous section).

Driver Interviews

Seven drivers were interviewed as part of the review.  According to the drivers, the information provided by reservations is usually correct, although occasionally drivers said they got a wrong address or a mobility aid had changed without any notation on the manifest.  One driver said that he always asks the customer what the destination is in case it is not noted correctly on the manifest.  Another driver noted that there is a higher tendency for manifests to have incorrect addresses when agencies are booking trips on behalf of their customers.

A few drivers mentioned that some passengers seem confused about the 30-minute pickup window, thinking that they can be ready any time during the period and that the drivers will wait.  (Drivers are only required to wait five minutes if they arrive during the pickup window).

Most drivers felt that the schedules were fine, although several drivers said schedules were too tight, especially in Virginia Beach.  The biggest problem noted by a Handi-Ride driver was that the schedules start out okay, but if a driver does not show up for work, runs are split and trips added to other runs, which creates problems. Reportedly, that can happen frequently for Handi-Ride.  Another problem cited was that some passengers request trips too close to their appointment time, making it necessary for the driver to adjust to try to get them there on time.  If there appears to be a problem with a schedule, most drivers said they notify dispatch.  Several said they would adjust the schedule themselves and would notify dispatch if it was a major change.

Policies and Procedures

Customers in the southern portion of the service area (Norfolk Chesapeake, Virginia Beach, Suffolk, and Portsmouth) call HRT Handi-Ride to request rides.  Customers in the northern portion of the service area (Hampton and Newport News) call Minibus Company for their rides.  As noted in Section V of the report, passengers wishing to travel between the two service areas must use the Route 61 Crosstown fixed route bus to connect and place a separate reservation with each paratransit service provider.

Reservations are accepted from one to three days in advance of the trip.  No same-day service is provided. Reservations may be made from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. daily.  Call taker/schedulers are responsible for:

· Booking trip requests

· Negotiating pickup times and scheduling rides in real time

· Confirming and/or modifying scheduled pickup times

· Canceling trip requests

At Minibus, call takers also field “Where’s my ride?” questions.  At HRT Handi-Ride, those questions are handled by dispatch.

HRT has a telephone call management system, although standards have not been set to measure telephone capacity and performance.  Recent upgrades to the hardware and software now permit more reporting capabilities for that system.  Minibus does not have a call management system.

Both HRT and Minibus use Trapeze software for call intake, trip scheduling, and dispatching, although each uses it independently and has customized the manifests and some of the scheduling functions to accommodate their respective internal procedures.  The reservation and scheduling functions for each entity are described below.

Observations of HRT Handi-Ride Reservations Practices

HRT has the Basic Call Management System (BCMS) by Lucent.  Until the summer of 2002, HRT staff was not proficient in using the telephone system and BCMS software to create reports and set standards within the system so that phone usage and statistics could be monitored.  The training is complete and staff is working with the Information Technology (IT) department to obtain additional hardware to facilitate use of the BCMS software.  At the time of the review, HRT was still relying on manual monitoring and customer complaints.

The IT department has established “hunt groups” for reservations cancellations (which also can go to voice mail), eligibility certification, and “Where’s my ride?” (dispatch).  The review team reviewed BCMS records for July, August, and September 2002 for reservations and cancellations.  The dispatch hunt group was not established until the end of August.  Table VI.1 shows some of the telephone system performance statistics collected for the three-month period.  Statistics are collected by one-hour intervals from 4 a.m. until 11 p.m., which allows staff to monitor telephone system performance on an ongoing basis, in real time and make personnel decisions based on volumes at various times of the day.

Table VI.1 – Telephone Performance Report

	
	Hunt Groups

	
	Reservations
	Cancellations
	Dispatch

	
	7/02
	8/02
	9/02
	7/02
	8/02
	9/02
	9/02

	Total Calls
	4,456
	4,259
	4,343
	1,760
	1,577
	821
	6,165

	Avg. Speed to Answer (mins.)
	0:58
	0:47
	1:00
	1:14
	1:13
	0:41
	0:56

	Avg. Talk Time (mins.)
	1:41
	1:48
	1:30
	1:07
	1:04
	1:02
	1:22

	# Abandoned Calls
	593
	384
	496
	890
	891
	129
	797

	Avg. Time to Abandon (mins.)
	1:39
	1:42
	1:39
	4:35
	3:27
	1:50
	1:46

	Source: BCMS Reporting System


The results in Table VI.1 suggest that, on average, reservation calls were answered in one minute or less (55-second average for the period).  Talk times during the period averaged 1:33.  Abandoned calls averaged 491 for the period, about 10 to 11 percent of all calls.  The average time to abandon reservations calls was 1:40, relatively constant from month to month.  However, it should be noted that the average hold time exceeded two minutes during 22 one-hour time intervals (eight percent of the time) during September 2002.  The busiest times appeared to be between 8 a.m. and 9 a.m., and between 3 p.m. and 4 p.m.  Additionally, the analysis revealed that call takers fielded an average of 16 calls per hour (out of a total of 270 hours).

The results for the cancellation hunt group suggest some change/improvement occurring during September 2002, perhaps when the dispatch hunt group was assigned and some calls were shifted among groups.  For example, during the July and August 2002, more than one-third of the calls routed to the cancellation hunt group were abandoned.  In September, that percentage dropped to 14 percent.  The average time to abandon a call also changed dramatically during this period.  In July, the time to abandon averaged 4:35, then dropped to 3:27 in August and was cut by more than half to 1:50 in September.  The average number of calls to the cancellation lines also was cut in half between August and September.  Similarly, the average speed to answer improved from an average of 1:14 during July and August to 41 seconds in September.

The dispatch hunt group had statistics starting in September 2002.  The statistics compared favorably with the reservations hunt group, with an average time to answer of 56 seconds, an average talk time of 1:22, and the average time to abandon at 1:46.  Call volume was high at 6,165 calls, with about 11 percent of all calls abandoned.  One reason for the large volume of calls to dispatch is probably a result of the batch scheduling process used by Handi-Ride, which results in passengers calling to check on their precise scheduled pickup times.  The average hold time exceeded two minutes during 20 one-hour time intervals (three percent of the time) during September 2002.  The busiest times appeared to be between 9 a.m. and 11 a.m., and between 4 p.m. and 5 p.m.  Additionally, the analysis revealed that dispatchers fielded an average of 10 calls per hour.

HRT Handi-Ride employs two call takers on Monday and Tuesday; three on Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday; and one on Saturday and Sunday.  Call takers do not routinely schedule the trips in real time.  If there is time, one of the call takers will work on scheduling trips; however, most trips are handled by the scheduling department.  Subscription trips also are handled by the schedulers.  During slow times, one of the call takers reconciles trips from the taxi providers’ manifests, which are faxed to HRT.

On Wednesday, October 9, 2002, the review team members observed call-takers during both the morning and afternoon.  During that time, 75 trips were booked and a variety of other calls were fielded to cancel trips, confirm scheduled pickup times, and provide general service information.  The review team observed the following call taker practices:

· The two call takers observed by the review team were polite and seemed intent on helping the callers.

· Call takers did not work from a formal script, but did routinely ask for the passenger’s ID number and requested pickup date and time.  Sometimes, the call takers also confirmed the caller’s home address.

· Trips are booked using Trapeze scheduling/dispatching software.  In contrast to Minibus, trips are not usually scheduled in real-time while the customer waits.  Scheduling is done by the scheduling department.

· Typically, pickup times were used for booking rides; however, one call taker did accept a request based on appointment time.

· Call takers provided the pickup window to the callers rather than stating a specific pickup time (to get the precise time, a rider can call the day before the trip after 
5 p.m.).

· Call takers did not routinely confirm the trip information back to customers upon completion of the call.

· There were no trip denials and all ride requests were accepted without negotiating the requested time.

As stated earlier in this report, HRT has not established quantitative standards for telephone response times or hold times, although this issue was in review during the visit.  During the observations of call taking, no long hold times were observed and calls were answered promptly.  Only two call takers were on duty that day, instead of three.

Observations of HRT Handi-Ride Scheduling Practices

Handi-Ride uses Trapeze scheduling software for scheduling trips.  Two schedulers are on duty to “match and batch” trips between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m., Monday through Friday.  One scheduler is available from 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. on weekends.  The schedulers batch trips and develop runs for HRT Handi-Ride.  Each day the schedulers activate and batch subscription trips 14 days in advance, which creates a schedule shell template.  They then begin assigning trips that did not work into the initial template.  Most trips can be accommodated without altering the requested pickup time.  Ambulatory trips that do not fit on the van schedules are given to one of six taxi companies that operate under contract to provide supplemental service to HRT.

Observations of Minibus Company Reservations and Scheduling Practices

Minibus Company uses a call sequencer to route calls to the four incoming reservations lines.  After the fourth ring, the call is automatically put on hold, but the telephone will continue to ring until the call is answered.  Minibus’s goal is for no more than five percent of calls to be kept on hold for more than two minutes.  According to staff, it is rare for a telephone to ring more than 30 seconds.  There also are two outgoing business lines, which may be used for outgoing calls if these lines are all in use.

Two call taker/schedulers work from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. weekdays, one call taker/scheduler works from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Saturday, and the dispatcher covers the reservations telephone from 

8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on Sundays.  Additionally, dispatch can answer the reservations lines if backup assistance is needed.  On occasion, one of the call takers may be required to drive if a driver has an unscheduled callout and there is no other coverage.

Subscription trips are accepted by fax or mail.  There are some restrictions on the number of evening subscription trips permitted.

On Tuesday, October 8, 2002, two review team members observed call takers during both the morning and afternoon.  During that time, 46 trips were booked and several other calls were answered, including a “Where’s my ride?” call.  The review team observed the following call taker practices:

· Both call takers observed by the review team were polite and seemed intent on helping the callers.

· Call takers did not work from a script.  Usually the call taker asked for the passenger’s I.D. number first, although sometimes they knew the customer’s voice and did not ask for the person’s name or ID number.

· Trips are booked using Trapeze scheduling/dispatching software and usually are scheduled in real time while the customer is on the telephone.

· No appointment times were used for scheduling rides.

· Call takers provided the pickup window to the callers rather than stating a specific pickup time.  There was variation in that one call taker typically stated the pickup window around the negotiated pickup time while the other typically stated the pickup window around the scheduled pickup time.

· Call takers did not routinely confirm the trip information with customers upon completion of the call.

· There were no trip denials and all ride requests were accepted without negotiating the pickup time.

As stated earlier in this report, HRT has not established quantitative standards for telephone response times or hold times, although there is a stated goal for Minibus as described above.  While at Minibus, the review team did not observe any long phone hold times.  Nearly all calls were answered within a few rings.  Only one call was on hold for more than one minute; the others were handled promptly.  There were periods when call takers had no calls to answer.

There is no scheduling department at Minibus.  The call takers and dispatchers scan the schedules to identify anything that needs to be rescheduled.  A Route Productivity Report is generated that will identify under-scheduled routes that may be deleted and their trips reassigned.  Drivers also review their manifests before departing from base and are allowed to make minor adjustments with permission from dispatch.

Findings

48. Prior to the on-site review, riders had complained about long hold times when trying to make trip reservations for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  In recent months, complaints have decreased. 

49. Drivers noted that they sometimes receive incorrect information on their manifests – either a wrong address or changes in mobility aids are not noted.  

50. An initial review of the data provided by the BCMS monitor system used by HRT for Handi-Ride suggests that customers have good access to the reservations and dispatch lines.  Access to the cancellation lines appears to have improved; however, complaints continue about cancellations not being entered when they are left on the answering machine.

51. Refining the hunt groups and adding one for dispatch appears to have improved Handi-Ride telephone access.

52. There were no recorded or observed trip denials for ADA Complementary Paratransit service at either carrier.

53. Carriers do not have prepared scripts for call takers, and call takers are not consistent in confirming the trip details at the end of a call.

54. Handi-Ride and Minibus use different processes to schedule trips.  Each process appears appropriate for their respective operations.  At Handi-Ride, drivers did complain that some schedules are tight, particularly if a driver does not show up for work and the trips are reassigned to other runs.

Recommendations

55. HRT should develop and document a formal feedback process for drivers to provide information about inaccuracies on their manifests.

56. HRT should develop telephone system standards for the Handi-Ride and Minibus operations and monitor them through the call management system.

57. HRT should develop a basic script for call takers to use to ensure the consistent gathering of trip request information among all carriers.

58. Call takers should be coached to confirm the trip information at the end of each call.  They should confirm the pickup/drop-off locations, day and date of service, pickup time, and any special equipment or needs (such as traveling with a PCA or service animal).  This practice will reduce the number of complaints associated with reservations and scheduling errors.

59. Call takers should work with customers who have appointments to ensure that there is adequate travel time to reach their appointments on time.

VII. Observations Regarding Service Provision

The review team reviewed the operations of HRT and its carriers to determine whether requested trips are being served in a timely fashion and are not excessively long.  Information reviewed and observations on operations and service delivery included:

· Consumer interviews, review of complaints filed with FTA, and review of complaints filed with HRT and Minibus

· Review of HRT Complementary Paratransit service policies and procedures

· Observations of calls to Customer Service 

· Site visits to carriers

· Interviews with drivers

· Review of trip manifests and analysis of on-time performance

· Analysis of ADA Complementary Paratransit service trip lengths

Consumer Comments

As described earlier in this report, complaints related to late pickups or drop-offs accounted for 34 percent of the complaints from February to August 2002.  Complaints about vehicle no-shows (i.e., missed trips) accounted for another 13 percent of the complaints during that period.  Early pickups – a problem noted in the past – accounted for only three percent of the complaints.  There were no complaints for trip denials.  There were a few complaints about the service provided by taxis, including poor driving and late rides.

Customers and agency representatives indicated that in the past, trip denials had been a major concern; however, since the court order was issued, there have been virtually no trip denials for eligible trips.  A few people expressed concerns about late pickups and/or drop-offs.  Agency representatives also said they have heard complaints about taxi operators not displaying proper Handi-Ride identification or vehicle signage.

Driver Interviews

Seven drivers were interviewed as part of this review – four at Handi-Ride and three at Minibus.  The Handi-Ride drivers ranged in experience from two to eight years; the Minibus drivers all had worked for the company fewer than two years.  For the most part, drivers liked the training programs offered by each provider.  At Minibus, one driver suggested that the on-the-road driving should take place in a vehicle like the one they would be driving.  Most drivers said they receive refresher training on various topics.

Drivers said they provided passenger assistance boarding and alighting from the vehicle and with wheelchair securement.  Although the service is now curb-to-curb, several drivers said they sometimes provide assistance door-to-door (“Sometimes you have to use common sense – for example, a person with groceries using a walker…”).  Most drivers said the job was not hard, although one noted that riders sometimes complain and are rude because they are not going to get to their appointment on time, but that does not happen often.  

Passengers are usually ready when the vehicle arrives; however, two drivers noted that some passengers are confused by the 30-minute pickup window and think they can be ready any time during that period and the driver has to wait for them.  If drivers are running late, they call dispatch for assistance.  They said often dispatch would help by reassigning trips, but not always.  
Drivers said most vehicles were all right, but one noted that the shock absorbers were bad, making it hard on the riders.  Several said maintenance makes repairs promptly if they report the defect.  Drivers are supposed to clean out their vehicles at the end of each run.  Some of the drivers said others do not clean their vehicles regularly and let trash accumulate.  

Service Policies & Procedures

HRT has established the following standards for ADA Complementary Paratransit service delivery.  

· Trip Denials:  “ZERO denials.” 

· On-Time Performance:  “On-time performance goal is set at 95 percent for all Paratransit services.  On-time is defined as arriving any time within a window 15 minutes before or 15 minutes after the negotiated pickup time.”  Drivers will wait for passengers for five minutes during the pickup window.

· Travel Time:  “Maximum acceptable ride time is set at 80 minutes for all Paratransit trips.  The goal is to keep the average ride time to 40 minutes or less.”

Dispatch and Operations Overview

As discussed in Section III of this report, each carrier is responsible for handling its own trip reservations, scheduling, dispatching, and daily vehicle operations.  HRT provides all of the vehicles used by Handi-Ride and Minibus.  Handi-Ride has 66 vehicles and Minibus has 28.  Handi-Ride operates about 60 runs per weekday and Minibus operates 40 to 44 (including morning and afternoon runs).  HRT owns all of the vehicles and leases them to Minibus for $1 each annually.  Each carrier is responsible for maintaining its assigned vehicles.  

Each carrier handles the daily operations of its vehicles.  Handi-Ride is based in Norfolk and Minibus is based in Hampton and, as described earlier, each serves its own service areas.  Each carrier assigns runs and vehicles to its drivers.  The dispatchers for each carrier are also responsible for monitoring service and reassigning trips when problems arise.  At Handi-Ride, dispatchers handle “Where’s my ride?” calls and the dispatcher supervisor handles complaint investigations.  At Minibus, call takers handle those calls, and dispatchers do not usually deal directly with customers.  The carrier call takers also field questions about scheduled pickup times.  Dispatching is aided by the use of Trapeze scheduling and dispatching software.  Both operators require drivers to call in actual pickup times to dispatch.  

HRT employs two dispatchers and one assistant dispatcher between 4 a.m. and midnight, weekdays, and from 5 a.m. until midnight on weekends.  

Minibus has two dispatchers on duty during the day:  one covers from 4:30 a.m. until 2 p.m., and the other from 4 p.m. until midnight.  Clerical support staff provides backup assistance from 2 p.m. until 4 p.m., during the afternoon peak.  At the time of the review, the clerical support person was on maternity leave and dispatchers were working from 4:30 a.m. until 3 p.m. and from 3 p.m. until midnight.  On Sundays, the Minibus dispatcher also covers the reservations line.

Supplemental Taxi Service 

Supplemental taxi operators provide service using their own vehicles, which are identified with magnetic Handi-Ride signs on the side doors.  At the time of the review, there were six supplemental taxi operators under contract to HRT (Andy’s, Beach, Brown, Carson, PJs, and Yellow Cab).  Each month about 1,500 rides are assigned by Handi-Ride schedulers and dispatched by the taxi dispatchers.  If a Handi-Ride driver is out and Handi-Ride has no backup, the trips will be dispatched to the taxi operators for backup assistance.  Minibus does not regularly use taxi backup assistance.

The taxi operators are held to the same performance standards as the two main carriers.  Taxi dispatchers assign trips to drivers.  Any driver who provides ADA Complementary Paratransit service must be qualified under the terms of the contract.  The requirements include a driver record check, criminal background check, and drug and alcohol testing in accordance with the contract.  All participating taxi drivers receive sensitivity training from their companies.  In addition, the contracts with HRT require that drivers provide assistance to passengers who need help entering and leaving the taxis.  HRT requires daily and monthly records that document on-time performance, fares, and other operating statistics.  
Beach Taxi

On Thursday, October 10, 2002, review team members visited Beach Taxi, one of the six taxicab companies that provide supplemental service for HRT.  One team member returned to Beach Taxi later in the day to observe the afternoon peak trips.  The team member talked to the manager and dispatcher, and collected information about the vehicles and staff used for paratransit service.  The review team member also observed dispatch activities.  

Beach has about 20 drivers who have been approved to do HRT work.  Drivers work as independent contractors.  Although they do not have set schedules, there is a general understanding of when each driver works, so they can predict capacity for any day or time with relative certainty.  Drivers work 12-hour shifts, five days a week.  The company gets the drop charge for all trips.  Drivers keep the charges based on the additional mileage.  To guard against fraud and drivers taking circuitous routes (to inflate mileage charges), HRT requires the taxi companies to submit data on trips miles and actual pickup times for all trips.  HRT reviews this data on a monthly basis.

About 40 percent of Beach’s business is from HRT.  Overall, about 80 percent of its business is dispatch based, and 20 percent operates out of cab stands.  The HRT contract calls for meter rate reimbursement: a $5.00 minimum charge; $5.00 for no-shows; and an extra $5.00 for going outside of Virginia Beach.

HRT requires that drivers be licensed by the City of Virginia Beach.  When hired, drivers are referred to the City, which does a DMV check and a criminal background check.  Beach does initial, post accident, and random drug testing.  HRT Human Resources staff does periodic desk audits checking driver records.

During the morning of the review team’s visit, nine drivers were available for HRT trips.  The dispatcher said that there would be 10 drivers available for HRT from 4 to 9 p.m. that day.  There is always one dispatcher on duty.  During the afternoon, the dispatcher had a lot to handle (phones, radio, checking drivers in/out), but he appeared to be very efficient and calls were not delayed any significant amount of time.

There are four lines on the dispatch phone for both incoming and outgoing calls.  When busy, the dispatcher answers the calls and puts them on hold.  The review team observed only a few calls on hold for more than a minute or two.

Normally, trips are dispatched 15 minutes before the beginning of the pickup window.  Drivers are given the pickup location and time.  Drivers get the destination address from riders at the pickup.  Dispatchers usually then check with the drivers at the pickup address to make sure they got the right person and were given correct destination address.

Approaching the afternoon peak, the dispatcher “lines up” trips that need to be dispatched.  He then gets them out to drivers 30 minutes ahead to ensure that all trips will be able to be performed on time.  Drivers call in each pickup and drop-off.  These times are noted on the dispatch sheet by the dispatcher.  Dispatchers noted that the run sheets they get from HRT are usually accurate.  In the past, there were a few trips where a rider used a wheelchair, but it was not listed on the run sheet.  That no longer seems to be a problem.

The dispatchers noted that they do get same day add-ons during the day and that sometimes these come in very close to the pickup time.  While on-site, the review team member noted the following add-on trips:

· 11:30 a.m. pickup (11:15 to 11:45 window) called in at 10:30 a.m.

· 1:10 p.m. pickup (12:55 to 1:25 window) called in at 8:42 a.m.

· Call in at 1:00 p.m.  No pickup time was given; they were just told to “Get there ASAP.”

The afternoon dispatcher noted that sometimes HRT assigned Beach Taxi a pickup at the beginning of the 30-minute window and finds out the rider is at work and cannot leave until the pickup time 15 minutes later.  He suggested that, if the call taker knows that the person has an earliest possible departure time, the call taker should make sure to set the pickup at 15 minutes after this time so that the window will never start before the earliest departure time.

The dispatcher said that he would like to see HRT work to be spread out more throughout the day to keep a good workload for drivers.  Most trips are bunched from 4 p.m. to 7 p.m., with a few morning trips and almost no midday trips.  The non-HRT business also peaks during the afternoon, making it difficult to meet demand.

A team member interviewed several taxi drivers during the site visit.  All were knowledgeable about the service and appeared to understand their job requirements.

Findings

1. All operations offices visited by the review team appeared to have capable, knowledgeable dispatchers and adequate dispatch coverage.

2. The passenger vehicle fleets appears to be adequate and well maintained.  

Analysis of On-Time Performance

The review team reviewed the HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service on-time performance policies and procedures, on-time performance reports, and analyzed a sample of driver manifests to assess on-time performance.
Policies and Procedures
HRT has a performance goal of 95 percent for on-time pickups.  “On time” is defined as any time within the window of +/-15 minutes from the negotiated pickup time.  For example, for a negotiated pickup time of 8 a.m., the vehicle is considered on time if it arrives between 7:45 and 8:15 a.m.  This goal applies to service directly operated by HRT, as well as contract service with Minibus and the taxi companies.

The goal for on-time drop-offs is also 95 percent.  This goal also applies to all carriers; however, only Handi-Ride schedules any trips with specified drop-off times.  As a consequence, HRT does not emphasize this measure.  Instead, HRT uses its standard for trip length to evaluate service quality.

Handi-Ride collects pickup and drop-off times for 100 percent of its trips, and inputs the data into the Trapeze software system.  Minibus submits monthly reports that indicate the percent of late pickups of trips provided for HRT.  The taxi companies submit trip tickets that list the negotiated and actual pickup times.  HRT does not regularly review or analyze the taxi companies’ data to determine their on-time performance.

Performance Analysis
As part of Handi-Ride’s reconciliation for its directly provided service, its dispatchers enter actual pickup and drop-off times for all trips, as recorded by drivers, into Trapeze.  This allows HRT to determine the on-time performance for any trip, as well as to derive aggregate statistics for on-time performance.  Table VII.1 presents the on-time performance for HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service for the sample month of August 2002.

Table VII.1 ( Handi-Ride On-Time Performance for August 2002

	Total Trips Provided
	Pickups
	Drop-Offs

	
	% On-Time (in window)
	% Late
	% Early
	Trips with Appointment Times
	% On-Time (in window) or early
	% Late

	14,084
	81.3
	7.3
	11.4
	1,020
	89.0
	11.0


In this sample month, Handi-Ride was far from the HRT’s goal of 95 percent of pickups within the +/–15-minute window.  If is concerned primarily with late pickups, then Handi-Ride was early or on time for 92.7 percent of trips.  For trips scheduled to appointment times, 11 percent of Handi-Ride’s drop-offs were late ( meaning more than 15 minutes beyond the scheduled drop-off time.

Table VII.2 presents the on-time performance reported by Minibus for trips it provided from March to August 2002.

Table VII.2 ( Minibus On-Time Performance, March to August 2002

	Month
	Trips with Data
	% On-Time 

(in window) or Early Pickups
	% Late Pickups

	March
	7,821
	94.4
	5.9

	April
	7,715
	94.9
	5.1

	May
	7,669
	95.0
	5.0

	June
	6,765
	94.7
	5.3

	July
	7,007
	94.6
	5.4

	August
	6,498
	93.5
	6.5

	6-Month Total
	43,475
	94.6
	5.4


Minibus did not report the number of pickups that took place before the beginning of the pickup window; it classifies all pickups as either on time or late.  Based on the data presented for the sample months, 94.6 percent of pickups were early or on time.  For August 2002, 93.5 percent of its pickups were early or on time.

As stated earlier, Minibus does not schedule any trips to appointment times, so it does not have performance statistics regarding on-time drop-offs.

The review team selected a sample of trips from the week of August 12-16, 2002, to verify the on-time performance of Handi-Ride and Minibus service.  The review team also reviewed a sample of trips in August 2002 provided by Beach Taxi and Carson Transportation, two of HRT’s taxi contractors to determine their on-time performance.  The data for pickup and drop-off times come directly from driver manifests for Handi-Ride and Minibus service, and from taxi tickets for Beach and Carson.  Table VII.3 presents a summary of the on-time performance for the three carriers for pickups.

Table VII.3 ( Summary of On-Time Performance for HRT ADA Complementary Paratransit Service Providers

	Provider
	Trips in Sample
	% On-Time (in window)
	% Late
	% Early
	% On-Time (in window) or Early
	% > 15 Minutes Late

	Handi-Ride
	167
	51.5
	  3.6
	44.9
	96.4
	1.8

	Minibus
	139
	84.2
	  6.5
	  9.3
	93.5
	2.2

	Beach
	  65
	80.0
	18.5
	  1.5
	81.5
	3.0

	Carson
	  35
	85.7
	  5.7
	  8.6
	94.3
	2.9


Based on this sample, none of the four carriers met HRT’s goal of 95 percent on-time pickups.  If one is concerned primarily with avoiding late pickups, then the performance of three of the carriers exceeded 90 percent, while Beach Taxi was on time or early for only 81.5 percent of its pickups.

The review team’s analysis for the on-time performance of Minibus is comparable to the statistics that Minibus reports to HRT (93.5 percent vs. 94.6 percent on time or early).  For Handi-Ride, the proportions of on time or early pickups are also comparable (review team analysis of 96.4 percent vs. reported 92.7 percent).  However, the proportions of in-window pickups and early pickups are very different, as shown in Table VII.4.

Table VII.4 ( Comparison of Handi-Ride On-Time and Early Pickups,

Reported vs. Review Team Sample

	
	HRT Reported
	Sample Data

	On-Time or Early
	92.7%
	96.4%

	On-Time Only
	81.3%
	51.5%

	Early Only
	11.4%
	44.9%


The DOT ADA regulations (49 CFR §37.131(f)(3)(i)(A)) require that the entity (HRT) shall not limit service by substantial numbers of significantly untimely pickups.  If one defines “significantly untimely” as more than 15 minutes late, then none of the four carriers appear to be imposing a capacity constraint due to late pickups.  The proportion of pickups more than 15 minutes late ranged by carrier from 1.8 percent to 3.0 percent.

One concern about the performance by Handi-Ride is the high proportion of early pickups.  Nearly 45 percent of the sampled trips had pickups that took place before the beginning of the pickup window.  Nine percent of the sampled trips had pickups more than 15 minutes before the beginning of the pickup window.  If Handi-Ride drivers are frequently arriving at their pickup address very early, HRT should be sure that the drivers are not pressuring riders to board the van earlier than they are required to.

The review team also analyzed the on-time performance for Handi-Ride drop-offs for the portion of the sample trips that had scheduled appointment times.  Table VII.5 presents a summary of on-time performance for drop-offs.

Table VII.5 ( Summary of On-Time Performance for Handi-Ride Drop-Offs

	# Trips in Sample
	% Late (after appt. time)
	% 1 to 15 Minutes Before Appt. Time
	% 16 to 30 Minutes Before Appt. Time
	% More than 30 Minutes Before Appt. Time

	51
	0.0
	29.4
	25.5
	45.1


The review team’s analysis for Handi-Ride’s on-time drop-offs is more favorable than HRT’s own data.  The review team’s sample had no late drop-offs, while the HRT data for August 2002 indicates that 11 percent of drop-offs with scheduled appointment times were late.

The review team’s sample of Handi-Ride drop-offs indicates exceptional performance in terms of delivering riders to their appointments on time.  However, there is some concern with the high proportion of early drop-offs.  As shown in VII.5, for 45 percent of the sample trips with appointment times, Handi-Ride dropped off the rider more than 30 minutes before the appointment time.  This may be a problem if the rider does not have a safe and comfortable place to wait until the scheduled appointment.  For example, a rider with a medical appointment may have access to a doctor’s waiting room; on the other hand, a rider going to a sheltered workshop may have to wait outside the workplace until the building opens.

Findings

1. Handi-Ride collects pickup and drop-off times for 100 percent of its trips.  Minibus submits monthly reports that provide the percent of late pickups of trips.  The cab companies submit trip tickets that list the negotiated and actual pickup times.  HRT does not regularly review or analyze the cab companies’ data to determine their on-time performance.

2. During August 2002, 81 percent of Handi-Ride’s pickups were within its +/–15-minute window ( significantly lower than the HRT’s goal of 95 percent.  If one is concerned primarily with late pickups, then Handi-Ride was early or on time for 93 percent of trips, closer to its 95 percent standard.
3. For the month of August 2002, about 94 percent of Minibus pickups were early or on time.  Minibus did not report the number of pickups that took place before the beginning of the pickup window.

4. Based on a sample of trips from August 2002 analyzed by the review team, none of four carriers (Handi-Ride, Minibus, Beach Taxi, and Carson Transportation) met HRT’s goal of 95 percent on-time pickups.  If one is concerned primarily with avoiding late pickups, then the on-time performance of three of the carriers exceeded 90 percent, while Beach Taxi was on time or early for only about 82 percent of its pickups.

5. The proportion of pickups more than 15 minutes late ranged by carrier from 1.8 percent to 3.0 percent.  Consequently, it does not appear that any of the four carriers are imposing a capacity constraint because of late pickups.

6. Based on the review team’s analysis, Handi-Ride has a high proportion of early pickups. Nearly 45 percent of the sampled trips had pickups that took place before the beginning of the pickup window.  Nine percent of the sampled trips had pickups more than 15 minutes before the beginning of the pickup window.

7. In the review team’s sample of Handi-Ride trips, all drop-offs were on time.  However, there is some concern with the high proportion of early drop-offs: for 45 percent of the sample trips with appointment times, Handi-Ride dropped off the rider more than 30 minutes before the appointment time.

Recommendations

60. HRT should review the on-time performance of its taxi contractors on a regular basis.  For contractors that are performing significantly below the goal of 95 percent on-time pickups, HRT should monitor their performance more closely and consider shifting trips to other contractors.

61. HRT should direct its contractors to report all pickups outside of the +/–15-minute window, both early and late.

62. Handi-Ride should make sure that its drivers are not pressuring riders to board vehicles prior to the beginning of the pickup window.

63. Handi-Ride should make sure that very early drop-offs are not burdensome to its riders.  Handi-Ride should consider adjusting its schedules so that it does not have such a high proportion of early drop-offs for trips with scheduled appointment times.

Analysis of Trip Length
The review team reviewed the HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service trip length (travel time) performance policies and procedures; analyzed a sample of driver manifests to assess average trip length; and performed a comparison of travel times between ADA Complementary Paratransit trips and comparable fixed route trips.
Policies and Procedures
HRT has stated that the “maximum acceptable ride time is set at 80 minutes for all Paratransit trips.  The goal is to keep the average ride time to 40 minutes or less.”

Customer Comments

Although reportedly a problem in the past, none of the recent complaints cited problems with lengthy travel times on ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

Review of Trip Length

For this analysis, a sample of 406 trips was drawn from the trips provided from August 12 to 18, 2002.  Table VII.6 shows that the average trip length time for each of four carriers (Beach Taxi and Carson Transportation are supplemental taxi operators).  The table shows that of the 405 trips, only six (one percent) exceeded 80 minutes.  Additionally, most trips are provided in 40 minutes or less, ranging from 81 percent for Minibus to 100 percent for Carson Transportation.

Table VII.6 – Average Sample Trip Length for August 12-18, 2002 

	Sample Trip Length
	HRT Handi-Ride
	Minibus
	Beach Taxi
	Carson Transportation

	# Trips 
	167
	138
	65
	35

	Average Time
	26 mins.
	29 mins.
	24 mins.
	18 mins.

	< 40 minutes
	141

84%
	113

81%
	56

87%
	35

100%

	41-60 minutes
	19

11%
	17

12%
	9

14%
	0

0%

	61-80 minutes
	6

4%
	3

3%
	0

0%
	0

0%

	> 80 minutes
	1

1%
	5

4%
	0

0%
	0

0%


Additionally, a sample of 28 trips with actual ride times of 40 minutes or longer was selected from trips provided during the same period.  The travel times for these trips were compared to comparable fixed route travel times as a means of assessing whether these trip lengths are significantly long relative to fixed route service.  The review team worked with an HRT customer service representative to estimate the comparable fixed route travel times.  Based on the origin and destination addresses and time of day, the review team determined the bus route(s) that one would use to make the same trip on HRT’s fixed route buses.  Each fixed route travel time is the sum of the following components:

· Travel time on each bus

· Transfers (waiting) time for multi-bus trips

· Walking time at each end of the trip

· 5 minutes for less than 1 block

· 10 minutes for 1 to 3 blocks

· 15 minutes for 4 to 6 blocks

· 20 minutes for more than 6 blocks

Table VII.7 shows the time of day the trips were made, the origin and destination for each trip, the actual travel times on ADA Complementary Paratransit service, and the estimated travel times by fixed route.  The table also indicates the number of transfers required to complete the trip on fixed route, as well as travel time allowance to and from the bus stop.  The two right-hand columns compare the ADA Complementary Paratransit service with HRT’s fixed route travel times.  In the “Travel Time Difference” column, the figures represent the difference in travel times between the two.  A minus sign (-) means that the ADA Complementary Paratransit service travel time would actually be less than the fixed route travel time.  In the “Travel Time Ratio” column, a value less than 1.00 also means a shorter travel time for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

The table shows that 22 of the 28 long trips included in this sample would have the same or shorter travel time on ADA Complementary Paratransit when compared to comparable trips on fixed route bus service.  This observation reflects the nature of the timed transfer system in place for fixed route service, which required all but two of the trips to have at least one transfer.  Four HRT trips had travel times in excess of the comparable fixed route service; however, the times were relatively short, never more than 30 percent longer on paratransit (with a ratio of 1.30).  Similarly, only one of the Minibus trips exceeded the ride time for a comparable trip on fixed route.  That trip was 28 minutes or 31 percent longer (with a ratio of 1.31).

These results indicate that there do not appear to be capacity constraints related to ADA Complementary Paratransit trip length.

Table VII.7 – Comparison of Travel Times on Paratransit vs. Fixed Route for Selected Trips 

August 12 to 18, 2002

	
	ADA Paratransit
	Comparable Fixed Route
	Travel Time

	Origin

~

Destination

(rounded to nearest block)
	Pickup Time 
	Actual Travel Time (mins)
	On-board +Transfer Time (mins)
	Number of Transfers
	Allowance for Walking

(mins)
	Total Travel Time (mins)
	Difference (ADA ( FR)

(mins)
	Ratio (ADA/FR)

	Handi-Ride Service Area

	1500 Colon Ave. N., Norfolk

1100 Ingles Dr. N., Norfolk
	6:35 a
	55
	42
	1
	10
	52
	3
	1.16

	1200 Country Rd., Chesapeake

100Medical Hwy., Chesapeake
	8:55 a
	48
	28
	1
	15
	43
	5
	1.12

	1000 Hunting Hill Lane, Va Bch

1000 1st Colonial Rd., Va Bch
	7:40 a
	65
	79
	1
	25
	104
	-25
	0.63

	1700 Old Donation Pkwy., Va Bch

1800 Rock Lake Loop, Va Bch
	10:11 a
	46
	49
	1
	35
	84
	-38
	0.55

	1700 Willow Wood Dr., Norfolk

1400 Laurel Ave., Chesapeake
	1:05 p
	50
	65
	2
	10
	75
	-25
	0.67

	5000 School Rd., Va Bch

6800 Military Hwy. N., Norfolk
	8:52 a
	58
	85
	2
	10
	95
	-37
	0.61

	2900 Dominion Ave., Norfolk

3300 Virginia Beach Blvd., Va Bch
	10:45 a
	60
	98
	2
	15
	113
	-73
	0.53

	100 Baldwin Ave., Portsmouth

400 Investois Pl., Va Bch
	9:11 a
	42
	155
	3
	10
	165
	-123
	0.25

	100 Winshire St., Norfolk

900 W. 21st St. N., Norfolk
	9:00 a
	54
	29
	0
	15
	44
	10
	1.23

	2900 Summerhaven Rd., Va Bch

900 Independence Blvd., Va Bch
	7:45 a
	56
	33
	1
	10
	43
	13
	1.30

	6300 N. Center Dr., Norfolk

1300 Graylyn Rd., Va Bch
	4:40 p
	70
	83
	2
	25
	108
	-38
	0.68

	700 Gust Lane, Portsmouth

400 Crawford Pkwy., Portsmouth
	10:30 a
	45
	47
	0
	10
	57
	-12
	0.79

	1400 Sangaree Circle, Va Bch

6300 N. Center Dr., Norfolk
	10:30 a
	55
	70
	2
	10
	80
	-27
	0.69

	1200 Greenbriar Pkwy., Chesapeake

600 Quail Ave., Chesapeake
	3:35 p
	40
	93
	1
	10
	103
	-63
	0.39

	Minibus Service Area

	1 Seaboard Av., Hampton

15000 Warwick Blvd., Newp News
	6:43 a
	52
	120
	2
	10
	130
	-78
	0.90

	700 Newmarket Dr., Newp News

500 Blue Point Terr., Newp News
	11:10 a
	40
	50
	1
	15
	65
	-25
	0.62

	000 Battle Rd., Hampton

1300 22nd St., Newp News
	3:40 p
	75
	55
	2
	30
	85
	-10
	0.88

	200 Enterprise Dr., Newp News

500 Toddsbury Ct., Hampton
	3:15 p
	115
	175
	3
	15
	190
	-75
	0.61

	200 Enterprise Dr., Newp News

500 Dafia Dr., Hampton
	3:30 p
	40
	90
	1
	10
	100
	-60
	0.40

	100 Tricia Lane, Newp News

1 Battle Rd., Hampton
	7:25 a
	89
	75
	1
	20
	95
	-6
	0.94

	1 Hondo Ct., Hampton

1 Battle Rd., Hampton
	7:05 a
	118
	65
	2
	25
	90
	28
	1.31

	300 Wrexham Ct., Hampton

13000 Warwick Rd., Hampton
	8:35 a
	50
	100
	2
	25
	125
	-75
	0.40

	800 Denbigh Blvd., Newp News

1100 Micott Dr., Hampton
	3:25 p
	58
	75
	2
	10
	85
	-27
	0.68

	15000 Warwick Blvd., Newp News

1200 Bethel Ave., Hampton
	3:24 p
	50
	100
	1
	10
	110
	-10
	0.91

	1300 Mallory St. N., Hampton

2500 Washington Ave., Newp News
	7:33 a
	52
	70
	1
	10
	80
	-28
	0.65

	800 Daphia Cir., Newp News

1200 Kecoughtan Rd., Hampton
	10:35 a
	40
	120
	2
	10
	130
	-70
	0.31

	2100 Newton Rd., Hampton

1 Battle Rd., Hampton
	7:45 a
	85
	65
	2
	20
	85
	0
	1.00

	300 Marcella Rd., Hampton

1900 Pembroke Ave. E., Hampton
	9:35 a
	60
	85
	1
	25
	110
	-50
	0.55


Findings

1. HRT’s standard for trip length on ADA Complementary Paratransit service is a maximum on-board time of 80 minutes, with a goal for the average trip length to be 40 minutes or less.  An analysis of trips for the sample period in August 2002 indicated an average trip length ranging from 18 minutes for Carson Transportation to 29 minutes for Minibus.  Further analysis showed that between 81 percent (for Minibus) and 100 percent (for Carson) of all trips sampled were 40 minutes or less.  All but six trips of the sample of the 406 trips were less than 80 minutes.

2. An analysis of the sample of 28 ADA Complementary Paratransit trips with ride times of 40 minutes or longer indicated that 22 of the trips from this sample had the same or a shorter travel time than that estimated for a comparable fixed route trip.  Four HRT trips and one Minibus trip had longer travel times than comparable fixed route trips.  No ADA Complementary Paratransit trip had a travel time more than 50 percent longer than the estimated time for a comparable trip on fixed route services.

Recommendations

64. HRT should consider a standard for ADA Complementary Paratransit service travel time that is based on comparable fixed route service travel time rather than a maximum ride time applied to all trips.

65. HRT should conduct a periodic analysis of long trips to identify significantly long trips and assess trends (e.g., relative to common origins/destinations, times of day, types of riders, or individual riders).  This analysis should include both an assessment of scheduled long trips (those the computer estimates will be in excess of the travel time standard), as well as actual travel times taken from driver manifests.

VIII. Resources

The review team reviewed the resources provided by HRT for ADA Complementary Paratransit services in order to identify possible links between service limits and the resources available.  The review team interviewed staff and reviewed HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service budget, staffing, and equipment levels.
Policies & Procedures
HRT develops annual capital and operating budgets for ADA Complementary Paratransit services based on a fiscal year ending on September 30.  The capital budget includes vehicle and lift procurement.  The number of vans included in the budget is based upon ADA management staff recommendations, replacement schedules, and capital funding availability.  The capital budget is financed in part with FTA grant funds.  This approach reduces demands on local funding.  In addition, financing equipment procurement with capital rather than operating contract money reduces operating costs.

Personnel & Equipment

The review team reviewed the adequacy of staff to receive trip reservations in a timely fashion and to effectively schedule service, and the adequacy of drivers and equipment to deliver service.  Based upon visits with three operators, the staffing to receive trip reservations and schedule trips appeared adequate and did not appear to impede customer access to service. 

The review team reviewed availability of drivers and vehicles relative to the number of riders and routes/runs assigned to each operator (see Table VIII.1).

Table VIII.1 – Operating Capacity: August 2002

	
	Total Trips
	Daily Runs
	Vehicles

	Handi-Ride
	12,392
	60
	55

	Minibus
	  6,813
	40-44
	22

	Taxis
	  1,570
	
	

	Total
	20,775
	
	



Handi-Ride has 99 full and part-time drivers.  Handi-Ride reportedly experiences about 10 percent turnover annually.  Minibus employs 50 part-time drivers.  Annual turnover is somewhat high at 30 percent, with 15 new drivers needed annually.  Additionally, Minibus’ manager reports that it has to train 60 drivers to get the 15 needed each year.  The others do not complete training or quit shortly after beginning work.  This high turnover is probably affected by the fact Minibus drivers are part-time with no benefits.

The number of drivers for each of the operators appears to be tight, with a limited number of backup drivers.  Handi-Ride has up to four drivers each day to cover planned absences and callouts; however, they often are all used.  Minibus has only two.  As a result, there are times when a Minibus call taker has to drive to cover a run.

HRT owns the vehicles used by both Handi-Ride and Minibus, leasing the buses that Minibus operates.  Each carrier maintains the vehicles assigned to it.  The fleet assigned to Handi-Ride includes 11 spares (16 percent).  Minibus has six spares (21 percent). The vehicles appear adequate to meet service needs.

Taxi operators own and maintain their own fleet vehicles.

Budget

The review team reviewed ridership and budget information for ADA Complementary Paratransit service for the fiscal years 2000 through 2003.  It should be kept in mind that two transit agencies were consolidated in 2000, creating HRT.  A summary of the recent market and budget history of HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit services is presented in Table VIII.2.  The projected budget for FY 2003 is based on a series of calculations derived from actual FY 2001 data, incorporating projected changes in costs and ridership in both service areas (north and south).  Using the FY 2001 data, an estimated cost per service hour was determined.  That cost per hour was then applied to the projected hours of operation for FY 2003.  

Table VIII.2 – Ridership and Budget Summary

	
	FY 2000
	FY 2001
	FY 2002
	FY 2003 (projected)

	ADA Trips
	312,980
	318,941
	262,080
	Not provided

	% Change
	
	2
	-18
	

	Operations
	Not provided
	$4.7 million
	$5.4 million
	$5.7 million

	% Change
	
	
	14.9
	5.6

	Cost per Trip
	Not provided
	$14.75
	$19.50
	

	% Change
	
	
	32
	

	Capital Program
	Not provided
	$900,000
	$900,000
	$500,000

	% Change
	
	
	0
	-44


From FY 2000 to FY 2002, the number of passenger trips decreased by 16 percent.  This decrease is due in large part to service area changes that occurred during FY 2001 when the service area was reduced to coincide with the 3/4-mile service area minimum required by the DOT ADA regulations.  That trend is expected to stabilize in FY 2003.  From 2001 to 2002, the cost per trip increased by 32 percent, due in large part to wage and contract renegotiations.  That trend is also projected to stabilize in FY 2003.

It appears that HRT is able to adequately meet the demand for ADA Complementary Paratransit trips within the current budget structure.

Findings

1. Financial resources and equipment devoted to HRT’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service appear to be adequate and do not appear to constrain service capacity.

2. It appears that there may be minor driver shortages for both carriers.

3. HRT includes capital expenses in its FTA assisted capital budget program.  This approach to financing vehicles reduces demands on local funding.  Financing equipment procurement with capital rather than operating contract money reduces operating costs.

Recommendations

1. HRT should continue to include vehicle procurement and other capital expenses in its FTA assisted capital budget program as a means of reducing local financial demands and operating costs.

2. Handi-Ride and Minibus should each consider adding one or two extra board or backup drivers to ensure adequate coverage.

Attachment A

Response from HRT

Attachment B

On-Site Assessment Schedule

ADA Complementary Paratransit Service Assessment

Hampton Roads Transit

Hampton/Norfolk, VA

October 8-11, 2002
On-site Schedule

	Time
	Activity
	Who
	Where

	Tuesday, October 8, 2002 – Hampton

	8:00 a.m.
	Meet Pickering & Hubbard @ HRT-HQ
	All
	HQ

	8:30 a.m.
	Tour Minibus, meet with managers

Review trip length, complaints

Review on-time performance

Observe reservations, interview drivers
	All

Mathias

Chia

Thatcher
	Minibus

	1:00 p.m.
	Opening Conference
	All
	HQ

	2:00 p.m.
	Review telephone system, observe reservations

Continue data analysis, observe dispatch

Review Eligibility Process
	Mathias

Chia

Thatcher
	Minibus

Hampton Site

	3:30 p.m.
	Observe dispatch

Observe reservations
	Mathias

Chia
	Minibus

	4:00 p.m.
	Observe scheduling
	Thatcher
	HRT

	Wednesday, October 9, 2002 – Norfolk

	7:30 a.m.
	Tour facility
	All
	HRT

	8:00 a.m.
	Observe dispatch

Observe reservations
	Mathias

Chia & Thatcher
	HRT

	9:30 a.m.
	Review telephone system 
	Mathias
	HRT

	10:00 a.m.
	Review trip length

Review on-time performance

Observe dispatch, interview drivers
	Mathias

Chia

Thatcher
	HRT

	1:00 p.m.
	Review budget, ridership trends

Review on-time performance

Review eligibility process
	Mathias

Chia

Thatcher
	HRT

	3:00 p.m.
	Observe reservations

Observe dispatch

Observe scheduling

*Collect manifests for next day
	Mathias

Chia

Thatcher


	HRT

	Thursday, October 10, 2002 – Norfolk

	7:00 a.m.
	Observe dispatch
	Mathias
	HRT

	7:30 a.m.
	Observe taxi(s)
	Thatcher/Chia
	Taxis (1 or 2)

	9:00 a.m. 
	Meet with customer service – fixed route (trip length analysis)

Review complaints
	Mathias 
	HRT

	1:00 p.m.
	Review other service issues

Continue data analysis & observations
	All
	HRT

	Friday, October 11, 2002 – Hampton

	Morning
	Complete preliminary data analysis & remaining detail work

Prepare materials for debriefing session
	All
	TBD

	11:30 am.
	Meet with Hubbard & Pickering for pre-exit
	Mathias
	TBD

	1:00 p.m.
	Exit Conference
	All
	HRT-HQ


Attachment C

Rider’s Guide
Attachment D

Settlement Agreement
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IN THE UNITED STATED DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
Norfolk Division

L. DOUGLAS BRINN, etal.,
Plaintiffs,
v. CASE NO. 2:99¢v1637
TIDEWATER TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT COMMISSION,
t/a TIDEWATER REGIONAL TRANSIT,

Defendant.

'SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT

The parties by counsel, desiring to put to rest all matters in controversy among
them, have reached agreement upon a resolﬁt;on of this matter, subject to the approval and
direction of the Court. Accordingly, they havé executed this Settlement Agreement for the
purposes of memorializing the .tenm“_of settlement and of advising the Court and the Class. In
consideration of the mutual prbmisés and undertakings set forth below, the parties therefore
agree as follows:

1. Tidewater Transponatioﬁ District Commission t/a Tidewater Regional
Transit (“TRT") agrees to entry of a Court qrder conditionally certifying this action as a class
action pursuant to Rule 23(b)(2) of Lhe Federal Rules of Civil Procedure on behalf of the named
Plaintiffs and a class, deﬁned as “all pérsons documented by TRT as eligible for special
transportation services for the disabled on and after fanuary 26, 1997 to the present,” and

temporarily enjoining and ordering it to provide “next-day” paratransit services to Plaintiffs

-
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and any and all members of the Class (so long as they remain legally entitled to such services
under Title Il of Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 U.S.C. Sec.12131 et seq.) in accordance
with the regulations promulgated by the Secretary of Transportation as follows:

A. TRT shall provide complcrx_;eﬁtary paratransit service to origins and
destinations within coxriciors with a width of three-fourths of a mile on
each side of each fixed route, including an area with a three-fourths of a
mile radius at the ends of such fixed routes.

B. TRT shall schedule and provide paratransit service to any ADA
paratransit eligiblc inerson at any requested time on a particular day in
responso. to a ‘rcqucst-for service made the previous day. TRT shall
make reservation service available during at least all normal business
hours of its administrative offices, as well as during times, comparable
to normel business hours, on a dayv when its offices are not open before
a service day, While TRT may negotiate pickup times with the eligible
individual, it shall not require him or her to schedule a trip to begin
more than one hour before or after the individual’s desired departure
time. |

C. Commencing the first month after the execution of this Agreement, and
for a period of twenty-four (24) consecutive months, TRT shall provide
reports to Counsel for tﬁe Plaintiffs, by the 10th day of eacﬁ month,
stating the number of rﬁucsts for next day service it received in the

prior month, the number of next day rides it provided in the past month
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[image: image3.png]and the nurr.)-bcr of requests for next day service that it denied in the past
month.

2. TRT shall pay all costs and expenses necessary to disseminate notice to
the class of the proposed settlcmeni. - |

3. Upon final approval of this Agreement by the Court, counsel for the
parties will submit to the Court for entry an agreed order permanently enjoining TRT to
provide next-day paratransit service in accordance with Paragraph 1 and dismissing this
action, with prejudice, the Court retaining jurisdiction solely for purposeé of enforcing this
Agreement. |

4, The Agfccﬁmt is bindix;xg upon TRT and its successors in interest or
assigns.

5. It is understood and agreed that TRT expressly denies any violation of
the law or regulations as alleged in the Complaint and that this Settlement Agreement is entered
into solely for the purpose of avoiding the ime Qnd expense of further litigation.

6. This Agreement is cxpressly conditioned upon its approval by the Court
after notice to the Class affording an opportﬁhity to Class members to object and a hearing on
any timely objections.

7. This' Settlement Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the
parties with regard to all matters contained in or related to the charges and allegations of

Plaintiff's Complaint.
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Agreed this __L%y of January, 2000.

Jonathan G. Martinis, Esquire
Counse] for Plaintiff Class

e

A. W. VanderMeer, Jr., Esquir/

Counsel for Defendant
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IN THE UNITED STATED DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRG
Norfolk Division NORFOLK_ VA

LS. DlSTRICT COURT

L. DOUGLAS BRINN, et al.,
Plaintiffs,
V. R CASE NO. 2:99¢cv1637

TIDEWATER TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT COMMISSION,
/a TIDEWATER REGIONAL TRANSIT,

Defendant.

CLASS CERTIFICATION ORDER AND ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT .

Upon motion of Plaintiffs, ana by consent of Tidewater Transportation Distfict
Commission t/a Tidewater Regional Transxt (“TRT"), the Court having been sufﬁcxcnﬂy
advised, and deeming it just and proper to do §0, itis hereby ORDERED as follows: :

1. This action is hereby finally CERTIFIED as a class action pursuant to
Rule 23(b)(2) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure on bebalf of the named Plaintiffs and a
class defined as “all persons documented by TRT as eligible for special transportation

services for the disabled on or after January 26, 1997 to the present.”

2. It appearing to the Court that no timely objections have been filed with
the Clerk in response to the NOTICE OF CONDITIONAL CLASS CERTIFICATION AND
HEARING that TRT sent to the last known addresses of all members of the Class, as‘cextiﬁed

above, the proposed settlement described in said notice, is hereby APPROVED.

3. TRT is hereby permanently ENJOINED and ORDERED, pending
further order of this Court to provide “next-day” paratransxt services to Plaintiffs and any and

all members of the Class (so long as they remain legally entitled to such services under Title

%\‘\
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I of Americans with Disabilities Act, 42 US.C. §12131 ef seq.) in accordance with the

—

regulations promulgated by the Secretary of Transportation as  follows:

A. TRT shall provide complementary paratransit service to origins an;l
destinations within corridors with a width of three-fourths of a mile ox.1
each side 6f each fixed route, including an area with a threc~f01.1rt.l_1§ g_f a
mile radius at the ends of such fixed routes. _" _—_ .

B. TRT shall schedule and provide paratransit service t§ an); A—EA a

paratransit eligible person at any requested time on a particular da_y_in

response to a request for service made the previous day. TRT shall

make reservation service available during at least all normal busmcss R

T

hours of ij:s administrative offices, as well as during times, compér'.:agl_e ‘.
to normal business hours, on a day when its offices are not open befon: -
a service day. While TRT may negotiate pickup times with thc éﬁgiiﬁlc L
individual, it shall not require him or her to schedule a trip to begm

more than one hour before or after the individual’s desired depart{xrc

time.

C. - Commencing the ‘t:xrst month after the entry of this ORDER, and for a
period of twenty-four (24) consecutive months, TRT shall provide
reports to Counsel for the Plaintiffs, by the 10th day of each month,
stating the number of requests for next day service it received in the

prior month, the number of next day rides it provided in the past month

and the number of requests for next day service that it denied in the

past month.
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4. This Order shall be binding on TRT"s successors in Interest or assigns.
5. Counsel for the Plaintiffs shall file their petition for award of a@:ncys
fees and supporting documentation if the elect to file such a petition, within eleven (11) days
after the date of this order. TRT shall have until eleven days following service of Plaintiff’s
petition within which to file its opposing memorandum and any supporting documentation.
Plaintiffs shall have until three days following service of TRT's opposing memo_ragdt_xm
within which to file its rebuttal, if any. Within five days thereafter the petition shaﬂ be
submitted to the Court for decision, unless either party shall arrange for a hearing th_créon
through the Docket Clerk. |
-6. This Action shall be and the same hereby is DISMISSED thh-
prejudice, the Court retaining jurisdiction for the limited purposes of considering Plamnffs
fee petition and enforcement of this ORDER. .

@\Mww

United States District Judge

ENTERED: '\\ "\(\ -00”

Seen and agreed to:

MC//’Z N

Counsel for Plaintiff

90023537 /finalorder
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Attachment E

Application for ADA Complementary Paratransit Service Eligibility

Attachment F

Hampton Roads Transit

Paratransit Eligibility Interview Guide and Assessment of Functional Abilities

To Use Public Transit

Attachment G

Hampton Roads Transit Handi-Ride

Request for Appeal
� Travel time by a non-disabled person using the fixed route system for a relatively short trip (e.g., 1 to 4 miles) might be only 30 to 40 minutes (including walking time, wait time, and time on-board).  On the other hand, “double-feeder” service would involve wait times for the initial paratransit vehicles (up to 30 minutes), travel time on the first paratransit vehicle (which could be a shared ride), waiting time at the first transfer point for the fixed route bus (likely about 20 to 30 minutes given records showing early arrivals on paratransit), time on-board the fixed route bus, waiting time for the second paratransit vehicle at the second transfer point (again up to 30 minutes), and travel time on the second paratransit vehicle (again, potentially a shared ride).  It is likely that a double-feeder trip, even for a relatively short trip, might easily take more than an hour and a half.
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