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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 (USDOT) 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 these reviews is to assist the transit agency and the FTA in determining whether capacity constraints exist in ADA Complementary Paratransit services.  The reviews examine policies and standards related to service capacity constraints such as those measured by on-time performance, on-board travel time, telephone hold times, trip denials, and any other trip-limiting factors.  The reviews consider whether there are patterns or practices of a substantial number of trip limits, trip denials, early or late pick-ups 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 to assist the transit operator in monitoring service for capacity constraints.

An on-site compliance review of ADA Complementary Paratransit service provided by the Transit Services Division of the City of Tucson, Arizona was conducted March 24-27, 2003.  Planners Collaborative, Inc., located in Boston, Massachusetts, and Multisystems, Inc., located in Cambridge, Massachusetts, conducted the review for the FTA Office of Civil Rights.  The review focused on compliance of the City of Tucson’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service with one specific regulatory service criterion: the “capacity constraints” criterion. 

 Section 37.131(f) of the DOT ADA regulations requires that ADA Complementary Paratransit services be operated without capacity constraints. 

This report summarizes the observations and findings of the on-site review of the City of Tucson’s ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  First, a description of the approach and methodology used to conduct the review is provided.  Then, a description of key features of transit services provided by the City of Tucson - fixed route, demand responsive, and ADA Complementary Paratransit service - is provided.  All of the findings of the review are summarized in Section IV.  Observations and findings related to each element of the capacity constraint criteria are then presented in Sections V through IX.  Recommendations for addressing some of the findings are also provided.

The City of Tucson was provided with a draft copy of the report for review and response.  A copy of the correspondence received from the City on October 7, 2003, documenting their 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.  Several possible types of capacity constraints are identified by the regulations.  These include “wait listing” trips, having caps on the number of trips provided, or recurring patterns or practices that result in a substantial number of trip denials or missed trips, untimely pick-ups, or significantly 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,

· Trip caps,

· On-time performance, and

· Travel times.

Observations and findings related to two other policies and practices that can affect ADA Complementary Paratransit use also are provided, including:

· Determinations of ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility, and

· Telephone capacity.

ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility determinations were assessed to ensure that access to service was not adversely 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 the effective use of any ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

Pre-Review

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

· A description of how the ADA Complementary Paratransit service is structured;

· Public information describing the ADA Complementary Paratransit service; and

· A description of the City of Tucson’s standards for on-time performance, trip denials, travel times, and telephone service.

The City of Tucson was requested to make additional information available during the on-site visit.  This information included:

· Copies of completed driver manifests for recent months;

· Six months of service data, including the number of trips requested, scheduled, denied, canceled, no-shows, missed trips, and trips provided by the City of Tucson;

· A breakdown of trips requested, scheduled, and provided;

· Detailed information about trips denied in the last six months including origin and destination information, day and time information, and customer information;

· Detailed information about trips identified in the last six months with excessively long travel times;

· Telephone call management records; and

· Records of recent customer comments and complaints related to capacity issues (trip denials, on-time performance, travel time, and telephone access).

In addition to reviewing the above service data and information, the review team also reviewed documents related to a class action suit filed by five individuals with the United States District Court, District of Arizona, on May 10, 2002 (Sean Preston, et al v. City of Tucson).  The review team also reviewed findings related to ADA compliance issued on March 1, 2002 following a FTA Triennial Review.

On-Site Review

An on-site review of the ADA Complementary Paratransit service was conducted from March 24-27, 2003.  The on-site review began with an opening conference, held at 9:00 AM on Monday, March 24, 2003.  City of Tucson representatives attending the meeting included: Mike Holder, Transit Services Administrator; Ivey Schmitz, Deputy Director; and Dan Longanecker, Transportation Eligibility Specialist.  Representing Van Tran of Tucson (the contract provider of ADA Complementary Paratransit service) were: Barry Cavanaugh, General Manager; Joe Stanley, Operations Manager; Candy Parkhurst, Administrative Services Manager; and Gary Clark, IT Manager.  David Chia of Planners Collaborative, and Russell Thatcher and Rosemary Mathias of Multisystems, Inc. represented the FTA review team.  Roberta Wolgast of FTA’s Office of Civil Rights in Washington, D.C. also participated in the opening conference via telephone.
Roberta Wolgast opened the meeting by thanking the City of Tucson for their cooperation in the review.  She described the purpose of the review and emphasized that it was intended to assist the City in providing effective ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  Ms. Wolgast explained that:

· Preliminary findings and an opportunity to respond would be provided at a closing meeting on Thursday, March 27;

· A report would be drafted and provided to the City for review and comment; and

· The City of Tucson’s comments would be incorporated into a final report, which would then become a public document.

Russell Thatcher then presented the schedule for the on-site review, including the parts of the operation that would be observed by day.  A copy of the review schedule is provided in Attachment B.

Following the opening conference, the review team met with senior City of Tucson and Van Tran of Tucson staff to discuss the service structure and standards and the information available on-site.  Available paratransit service reports were also reviewed and procedures used by Van Tran to estimate on-time performance (sampling of driver manifests) was discussed.  In the late morning, the review team toured the Van Tran offices and operations center.  They then began observing the trip reservations and scheduling process in the afternoon.  The team also reviewed telephone service performance reports and began examining customer comments and complaints related to the paratransit service.

In the morning on Tuesday, March 25, the team continued its observations of the trip reservations and scheduling process.  Team members sat with selected reservationists, listened in on calls from riders, and recorded the handling of trip requests.  Throughout the day, the process used to finalize schedules for the next day of service was tracked.

The process used to determine ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility was also explored on Tuesday, March 25.  One member of the review team met with the City’s Transportation Eligibility Specialist to discuss eligibility materials, files and records.  Randomly selected files were examined and outcomes discussed with staff.  A meeting with representatives of the Transit Services Division and the City’s Budget Office was also held on March 25th to review the process used to estimate required ADA Complementary Paratransit service capacity and establish annual budgets.

On Wednesday, March 26, the review team continued its observations at the ADA Complementary Paratransit operations center.  Service performance was monitored from the dispatch center.  Nine Van Tran drivers also were interviewed.  The review team collected information on service capacity, run coverage, driver and vehicle availability, and operating procedures.  Long trips were also examined and compared to equivalent trips made on the fixed route system.

On Thursday morning, March 27, the team compiled information collected in preparation for the exit conference.  An exit conference was then held at 1:00 PM on Thursday, March 27, 2003.  Attending the exit conference for the City of Tucson were: Mike Holder, Transit Services Administrator; Ivey Schmitz, Deputy Director; Dan Longanecker, Transportation Eligibility Specialist; and Pat Jimenez, manager of the Finance Department.  Representing Van Tran of Tucson were: Barry Cavanaugh, General Manager; Joe Stanley, Operations Manager; Candy Parkhurst, Administrative Services Manager; and Gary Clark, IT Manager.  Attending for the review team were David Chia of Planners Collaborative, and Russell Thatcher and 

Rosemary Mathias of Multisystems.  Cheryl Hershey of FTA’s Office of Civil Rights in Washington, D.C., and Derrin Jourdan, Civil Rights Officer in FTA Region 9, participated via telephone.

Ms. Hershey opened the exit conference by thanking the City and Van Tran staff for their cooperation in the review.  She then reviewed the process and timing for developing a draft and final report.  The review team members then presented initial findings in each of the following areas:

· Eligibility determinations,

· Telephone access,

· Handling of trip requests and trip denials,
· On-time performance,
· Trip duration, and
· Resources (vehicles, manpower, and financial resources).

Following the presentation of preliminary findings, Mike Holder and Barry Cavanaugh thanked FTA and the review team for their input.  It was also indicated that the City would be acting on a request for significantly increased funding for the Van Tran program in April.  Mr. Holder and Mr. Cavanaugh expressed hope that positive action by the City would allow them to quickly respond  to the issues raised during the review.

III. Background

The Transit Services Division of the City of Tucson oversees the provision of public transportation services in the Greater Tucson area.  This includes overseeing and administering the provision of fixed route bus service and ADA Complementary Paratransit service.

Two private, non-profit corporations have been created by the City of Tucson through which fixed route and paratransit service is provided.  Fixed route service is provided under Sun Tran of Tucson, Inc.  ADA Complementary Paratransit service is provided under the name of 

Van Tran of Tucson, Inc.  Private management firms are selected by the City through a competitive bidding process to manage fixed route and paratransit services through these non-profit organizations.  The rights to the Sun Tran and Van Tran names are leased to each selected management company.  At the time of the review, fixed route service and the Sun Tran Corporation was being managed by Professional Transit Management, Inc.  Laidlaw was managing ADA Complementary Paratransit service and the Van Tran Corporation.

The City makes determinations of ADA paratransit eligibility.  Staff in the ADA Office, which is part of the Transit Services Division, distributes service information and ADA paratransit eligibility application forms and is responsible for making final determinations of eligibility.

Description of Fixed Route Service (Sun Tran)

Fixed route bus service in the Greater Tucson area (Sun Tran) is provided with a fleet of about 160 buses.  These buses are used to provide service on 37 routes.  Twenty-seven of these routes operate throughout the day.  Ten routes (numbered 81 or higher) operate as express, or commuter, routes with a limited number of trips during the morning and afternoon peak travel hours.

All but one of the 27 non-commuter fixed routes operate seven days a week.  Route 37 operates only on weekdays.  Based on the schedule booklet effective February 9 – August 17, 2003, the first pick-up scheduled on weekdays on non-commuter routes is at 4:30 AM (Route 24).  Three other routes (#3, 6, and 8) also have first pick-ups scheduled between 4:30 and 5:00 AM. The last scheduled weekday drop-off is at 11:49 on Route 8.  Route 10 operates until 11:01 PM and three other routes (#3, 4, and 16) have last drop-offs scheduled between 10:30 and 11:00 PM.

On Saturdays, the first pick-up on non-commuter routes is scheduled at 5:01 AM (Route 3) and the last drop-off is scheduled at 9:30 PM (Route 16).  On Sundays, the first pick-up is scheduled at 6:08 AM and the last drop-off is scheduled at 8:40 PM.

The full one-way fare for non-commuter fixed route service is $1.00.  Transfers on the system are free.  A discounted “Economy Fare” is offered to seniors, persons with disabilities and low-income riders.

The Sun Tran fixed route service is 100% accessible.  All buses are wheelchair-lift equipped and all routes are advertised as fully accessible.  All Sun Tran buses are also equipped with kneeling features that allow the driver to lower the front of the bus to reduce the height of the first step.  The City of Tucson has prepared and distributes a brochure titled “Sun Tran’s Accessible Bus Service” which is a “step-by-step guide to features and services for passengers with disabilities.”

The City also has an active program to add accessible bus shelters throughout the system.  About 300 accessible shelters were being purchased as of February 2003, and additional shelters are being added each year.

The City also offers a “Bus Hailing Guide” that assists persons with vision disabilities and others to hail buses they want to use.

Information in the 2000 National Transit Database indicates that about 18 million unlinked rides were provided in 2000 by Sun Tran.  About 65 million service miles were run, and the total operating expenses for Sun Tran were reported to be $35,282,489.

Description of the ADA Complementary Paratransit Service

 (Van Tran)

The ADA Complementary Paratransit service provided by the City of Tucson is known as the Van Tran service.  Van Tran service is advertised as curb-to-curb service.  The public brochure describing the service is provided in Attachment C.

Van Tran service is provided to all areas within ¾ of a mile of Sun Tran fixed routes.  Service is also provided to some areas more than ¾ of a mile from fixed routes.  This includes a residential community in the southern part of the City (Rita Ranch).  A few areas in the far northern part of the City that are more than ¾ of a mile from bus routes also are served.  The Van Tran service area is reduced after 6:00 PM to match the area where fixed route buses operate past this hour.  The public brochure describing the Van Tran service advises riders to call and speak to a Ride Request Representative if they have questions about whether or not specific origins and destinations are in the defined service area.

Van Tran service is operated Monday through Friday from 4:30 AM until 11:50 PM.  On Saturdays, service is provided from 5:00 AM until 9:45 PM.  And on Sundays, service is provided from 5:30 AM until 9:45 PM.  These advertised operating hours match the hours of fixed route service.

Reservations for Van Tran service can be placed seven days a week, 365 days a year, from 

7:00 AM until 4:00 PM.  Trips can be requested up to seven days in advance and are accepted up to 4:00 PM on the day before the day of service.

The Van Tran fare is $2.00 per ride (twice the full fixed route fare).  An 80-cent “Economy Fare” is also offered to riders who are low-income (again consistent with the fixed route fare policy).  Van Tran riders purchase trip vouchers worth either $2.00 each or 80 cents each depending on their income status.  Vouchers are then given to drivers.  Drivers do not accept cash fares.  Vouchers can be requested from the City’s ADA Office by mail or can be picked-up in person at the ADA Office.

Van Tran Performance Standards

The City of Tucson has established the following service performance standards for the 

Van Tran service:

· A pick-up is considered on time if made from 10 minutes before to 15 minutes after the scheduled time.  The current contract with Laidlaw (RFP Amendment No. 1 dated March 1998 incorporated into the contract) states that 80% of all pick-ups are to be within the on-time window.

· The contract with Laidlaw (Amendment dated June 5, 2002) notes that, “It is the stated goal of the City of Tucson and Van Tran as the service provider, to have a zero Trip Denial Rate for Van Tran Service.”

· The current contract with Laidlaw (RFP Amendment No. 1 dated March 1998 incorporated into the contract) states that 80% of all trips are to have a travel time of no more than 90 minutes and that no trips shall have a scheduled ride time of more than two hours.

No telephone service performance standard was found in contracts or other City performance standards documents.

Recent Litigation

The Arizona Center for Disability Law Center for Disability Rights (DLC) filed a class action suit against the Department of Transportation of the City of Tucson on May 30, 2002.  The plaintiffs claimed in the filing with the U. S. District Court, Arizona District, that the City was:

1. Denying approximately 14,000 paratransit rides each year;

2. Denying requests for next day service;

3. Picking-up paratransit riders significantly early or late on a substantial number of occasions;

4. Providing a substantial number of paratransit rides with excessive trip lengths; and

5. Refusing to schedule paratransit rides at the time of the request.

At the time of the on-site review, the plaintiffs had entered into settlement discussions with the City of Tucson.  No final decision on the suit had yet been reached by the court.

Formal ADA Complaints Received by FTA

At the time of the review, there were no formal ADA complaints concerning the City of Tucson’s Van Tran service on file at the FTA. 

Consumer Comments
Prior to the review, in order to identify current areas of concern, the team interviewed five

 Van Tran riders and service agency staff, who assist individuals with use of the service.

There was significant concern expressed with the reliability of the service.  All of the five persons contacted indicated problems with on-time performance.  Two people noted that they had experienced problems mainly with long waits on return rides.  Two people noted that they are sometimes late arriving at appointments (one person cited a trip within the last week where she did not arrive to a concert until the intermission).  Two people also indicated that pick-ups are sometimes made very early (well before the pick-up window) and one person said that she has been charged with a no-show because she was not ready early.  Three people noted that the times given on the phone are sometimes different from the pick-up times reported by drivers on the schedules they are given.  One person said differences of 5-10 minutes are typical but that once in a while the difference can be as much as 20-30 minutes.

There also was concern expressed regarding the handling of trip requests.  Four of the five persons contacted indicated that ride requests are sometimes denied.  Three people also noted that Van Tran reservationists sometimes offer one-way rides.  They noted that without other options for making the other portion of the trip, this often does not meet their needs.  One rider a noted that the trip times offered by Van Tran during callbacks sometimes don’t meet travel needs.  The one person who did not indicate concerns with trip denials or one-way trips used the system almost exclusively for subscription trips and indicated little experience with demand (one-time) trip requests.

Some concern was expressed regarding on-board travel time.  Three of the people contacted noted long ride times, but two of the people said it was not a major issue.  One person noted that long ride times had been more of a problem in past years but had recently improved and that the longest rides mentioned were 60-90 minutes.  Two people contacted did not feel travel time was an issue.

There also were some comments regarding the eligibility determination process.  While three of the people contacted felt the system for determining eligibility was largely accurate and fair, one person said that it seemed to be inconsistent at times.  This person cited the case of one rider who was denied eligibility when she first applied, but was granted eligibility when she applied at a later date.  One person indicated that the approach for determining eligibility for riders with psychiatric disabilities could be improved.  This person indicated that the assessment tool used was geared more toward cognition rather than mental health issues.  Finally, it was noted that persons who use powered wheelchairs are often denied eligibility even if getting to and from bus stops might involve travel in the street – which the person thought was unsafe in some cases.

None of the persons contacted had issues with the timeliness of eligibility determinations.  All thought that decisions were made within a reasonable period of time.

Similarly, none of the persons contacted had any major issues with the telephone service.  One person noted that sometimes riders are on hold for 2-5 minutes, but noted that in general hold times were not excessive.

Very positive comments were received about driver training, assistance and overall performance.  Similarly, very positive comments were obtained regarding the condition and design of vehicles.

Finally, mixed comments were received regarding the handling of rider comments and concerns.  One person indicated that she felt that formal complaints were recorded and thoroughly investigated.  A second rider, though, indicated that she often was referred to a supervisor if she had issues and that the supervisor would explain the issue away without offering a real solution.

Rider Comments on File at Van Tran and the City of Tucson

In addition, during the field review, the team reviewed the process used to accept and review customer comments, and actual customer comments on file with the City of Tucson and

 Van Tran.

The procedure for handling complaints is described in detail in the Customer Comment Policy document, which is included in Attachment D.  Regardless of their sources, all comments are recorded on a Van Tran Customer Service form.  Within two days, the form is forwarded to either Van Tran’s Director of Operations or his designee.  (If the incident in question is of an urgent nature, it is given to the Director of Operations immediately.)  A supervisor is assigned to review the incident and will attempt to verify the information on the form.  The supervisor will contact the customer and ask for additional information, if needed.  The supervisor will investigate and catalog whether the complaint is a (1) commendation, (2) no violation of Van Tran Policy, (3) substantiated, (4) unsubstantiated, (5) unfounded, or (6) requires passenger education.  

· Commendations – are made in writing to the employee and posted.

· No violation of Van Tran Policy or Procedures – if it has been determined that there was no violation, the form is filed or may be shared with the employee, depending on the circumstances.

· Substantiated – means that the complaint was determined to be valid. 

· Unsubstantiated – means that the complaint could not be proved or disproved.

· Unfounded – means that the incident did not or could not have occurred as alleged.

· Passenger Education – means that advising and educating passengers about Van Tran’s policies and procedures can resolve the situation. 

Supervisors have three days to complete an investigation and provide the results to the Director of Operations.

Between November 1, 2002 and March 12, 2003, Van Tran received 16 commendations for drivers and other operations personnel.  There were four safety-related complaints recorded between August 1, 2002 and March 17, 2003.  These complaints were referred immediately to the Director of Operations.  One was related to a late trip, and three were related to bad driving.  Additionally, there were 48 customer service comments filed between June 1, 2002 and 

March 12, 2003.  Six of those were documented as unfounded.  One driver who completed a comment form had concerns about a passenger’s behavior.  The remainder included issues such as:

Table 1.  Customer Complaints June 1, 2002 – March 12, 2003

	Missed Trips
	4

	Late Trips
	5

	Long Rides
	1

	Early Pick-Ups
	1

	Driver Using Cell Phone
	1

	Driver Attitude
	2

	Poor Driving
	5

	Rude Reservationist
	3

	Only One-Way Ride Available
	1

	Trip Denials
	1

	No Reservationist Call-Back
	2

	Disagreement With Service Policies
	8

	Miscellaneous In-Service Incidents
	5

	Other
	2

	TOTAL
	41


The list shows 11 complaints (26%) are related to trips being early, late, missed, late or long.  Another 8 (20%) related to driver issues, 7 (17%) related to reservations issues, 8 (20%) were policy-related, and 7 (17%) were incidents or other types of complaints.

Another source of customer comments is the Mayor’s Office.  From September 1, 2002 to

 March 1, 2003, the Mayor’s Office received only one complaint about the Van Tran service.  The complaint was from a person who lived outside the ADA service area and had not applied for ADA eligibility.  Apparently, when Van Tran told her they could not provide service unless she was ADA eligible and traveling within the service area, there was some confusion on the part of the passenger as to what it meant to be eligible.  The outcome was to refer the customer to the ADA eligibility office.

IV.  Summary of Findings

The following summarizes the findings made as a result of the review.  Please note that findings do not necessarily denote deficiencies, but are statements of observations made at the time of the compliance review.  The bases for these findings are addressed in other sections of this report.  The findings should be used as the basis for any corrective actions proposed by the City of Tucson.  Recommendations are also included in the report for the City’s consideration in developing corrective actions.

A.
Findings Regarding ADA Complementary Paratransit 

Eligibility Determinations 

1. The City of Tucson has established what appears to be a very thorough process for determining ADA paratransit eligibility.  In addition to a paper application, information is collected from professionals familiar with applicants on an as-needed basis.  In-person functional assessments, conducted by professionals with experience in assessing functional abilities, are also used on an as needed basis.  The use of an Orientation and Mobility Specialist to assist in determining the functional ability of applicants with vision disabilities is particular innovative and noteworthy.

2. Determinations of ADA paratransit eligibility appear to be completed in a very timely way.  About 99% of determinations are completed in 21 days or less and the vast majority of determinations (93%) are completed in seven days or less.  Procedures are also in place to grant temporary eligibility should a determination take longer than 21 days to complete.

3. The vast majority of applicants (98%) are found to be eligible for some level of paratransit service.  Unconditional eligibility is granted to about 96% of applicants and conditional eligibility is granted to about 2% of all applicants.

4. A review of a sample of the relatively small number of denials of eligibility found that in some cases it may have been helpful to contact the applicant or the named professional to clarify information contained in the application form before denying eligibility.  Information in the application forms in these cases appeared to indicate some issues with independent travel.

5. Most determinations of conditional eligibility appear to be too restrictive.  Applicants who indicate that they use powered wheelchairs are typically granted conditional eligibility only when the fixed routes they need to use are not accessible.  These determinations appear to assume that if a powered wheelchair is used there are no impediments to getting to and from bus stops.  This might not be the case, however, if individuals were required to travel in busy streets because of a lack of a sidewalk or other safe and accessible path of travel.  Similarly, individuals who indicate issues with fatigue due to renal disease are typically granted conditional eligibility only for travel to and from dialysis centers.  These determinations assume that the fatigue associated with the disability is only an issue when traveling to or from dialysis treatment centers.  This might not be the case, though, if individuals needed to travel to other places on the day of treatment or if fatigue also was a problem on non-treatment days.

6. A policy of considering only six missed trips in a calendar year to constitute a pattern or practice of abuse 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.’”  It is further noted, “a pattern or practice involves intentional, repeated or regular actions, not isolated, accidental or singular incidents.”   For a person traveling regularly (e.g., 10 trips a week), this level of missed trips would constitute only about 1% of all scheduled rides.  Missing only one 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.

B. Findings Regarding Telephone Access

1. Van Tran’s phone system capacity appears to be adequate to handle calls in a timely and efficient manner.  Hourly average hold times and call times for calls to reservations and dispatch do not appear to be excessive and are unlikely discourage riders to request trips.

2. No long hold times were observed in the reservations area during the on-site visit.  Only one long hold time (of about 8 minutes) was observed in the dispatch area.

3. Neither the City of Tucson nor Van Tran has any quantitative standards regarding the handling of telephone calls.  There are no performance goals for hold times, call times, or queue lengths.

4. Van Tran’s call management system generates data by hour and by day for average telephone call times and hold times, but does not provide data for maximum hold times and call times.

C. Findings Regarding the Handling and Scheduling of Trip Requests

1. The Van Tran service appears to be capacity constrained.  Based on Van Tran trip records, between 1,472 and 1,981 trip requests per month were denied in the first seven months of FY 2003 (July through January 2003).  This represents 4.3-5.2% of all trips requested and about 8.6-10.4% of demand trip requests.

2. The rates of trip denials during certain times of the day are significant.  Using Van Tran trip records, an analysis of the handling of trip requests on March 12, 2003 indicated that 24 of the 156 demand trip requests (15%) made for travel before 9:00 AM were denied.

3. The rate of trip denials for next day service is also significant.  Van Tran trip records for March 12, 2003 indicated that 14.3% of trip requests placed one day in advance were denied.

4. First hand observations of 152 trip requests made on March 24-25, 2003 indicated that about 6% of all requests and about 13% of requests made one to two days in advance were denied.  These observations appear to be consistent with Van Tran’s trip records.

5. It appears that Van Tran service has been capacity constrained for several years.  Trip records for FY 2001 indicate that at least 14,164 trips were denied that year and records for FY2002 indicate that at least 12,963 trip requests were denied that year. 

6. Prior to July of 2002, it appears that Van Tran undercounted trip denials by not counting one-way trip offers not accepted by riders as denials.  Since July of 2002, Van Tran has implemented trip record checks that appear to be appropriately recording refused one-way offers as denials.

7. Trip denials may still be slightly undercounted.  A review of trip records for March 27, 2003 showed that five trips were scheduled more than an hour from the requested time but not recorded as denials.

8. Van Tran’s policy of keeping trip requests that cannot be scheduled in an “unscheduled” file and suggesting to riders that they call-back to see if trips can be fit in at a later time is a form of waiting list that also is a capacity constraint.  A review of records for trips requested for March 27 and March 28 indicated that between 60-92 trip requests remain “unscheduled” two days prior to the day of service at the time that trip confirmation call-backs were made.

9. Van Tran’s policy of not confirming many trips until two days prior to the day of travel, combined with the level of trip denials in the system, is probably constraining demand for service.  Many eligible individuals may not feel that they can rely of the service and therefore may not make trip requests.  And, the current mix of batch and real-time scheduling appears to be somewhat confusing to staff.  Some inconsistencies in the implementation of recent scheduling policies were noted.  It was noted, however, that Van Tran plans to implement a new scheduling system that would provide riders with confirmation of service at the time they call to request a ride.

10. Van Tran provides about 300 one-way rides per month for trips not required by the ADA while denying trips that are ADA paratransit eligible. 

11. Van Tran typically uses pick-up times for scheduling trips.  Use of drop-off times for scheduling trips for customer appointments can improve on-time performance in serving customer appointments. 

12. Van Tran does not have prepared scripts for call-takers and call-takers sometimes are not consistent in handling and scheduling of trips or in confirming trip details at the end of a call. 

D.  Findings Regarding Service Provision

1. Based on the review team’s sample, it does not appear that Van Tran has a substantial number of significantly late pickups: only 0.9% of trips had pickups that were more than 30 minutes late; another 1.3% were between 16 and 30 minutes late.
2. Based on the review team’s sample, it does not appear that Van Tran has a substantial number of significantly late drop-offs.  No drop-offs were more than 30 minutes late.  For early drop-offs, Van Tran should be aware of the drop-offs that are between 31 and 60 minutes before the appointment times.  Depending on the destination and circumstances of the appointment, a drop-off more than 30 minutes early may cause problems for a rider.
3. The review team’s analysis of on-time pickup performance differs significantly from the performance reported on the Van Tran Performance Reports.  The review team’s sample of 233 trips from the two days yielded 64.4% of pickups made within the on-time window 
(-10/+15 minutes).
4. The City of Tucson has a performance goal of 80% for on-time Van Tran pickups.  In addition, the City has a goal that 98% of all pickups be no later than 30 minutes after the end of the pickup window. A standard of 80% means that one of every five trips can be late.  For a rider traveling five days per week, that means two late trips per week.
5. Van Tran records pickup and drop-off times for 100% of its trips.  For two sample months of data reported by Van Tran and examined by the review team, Van Tran exceeded the goal of 80% for on-time pickups (81.0% and 81.1%)
6. The goal for on-time drop-offs is 91%.  This goal would result in people being late for appointments for almost one in ten trips.  Someone who uses Van Tran to commute to work could be late once every two weeks while still achieving this performance goal.

7. In the two months of Van Tran reports that the review team examined Van Tran did not meet its performance standard of 91% for on-time drop-offs (90.3% and 87.4%).
8. An analysis of trips provided each day during February 2003, revealed that on average 95.3 percent of all trips and 94.7 percent of weekday trips were provided in 90 minutes or less.  However, 0.9 percent of the weekday trips – about 10 per day – had travel times longer than 120 minutes, longer than the travel time standard set by Van Tran.
9. The City of Tucson’s travel time standard stipulates that 80% of all ADA Van Tran trips are to be 90 minutes or less and 100% of trips are to be no more than 120 minutes.  For some trips, these standards could allow rides to be excessively long.
10. An analysis of sample trips in December 2002 and February 2003 indicated an average trip length ranging from 40 to 43 minutes, with an average of 41 minutes.  Further analysis showed that 64% of the sample trips were 45 minutes or less.  About 6 percent were more than 90 minutes; of those, less than 1 percent was more than 120 minutes.
11. A second analysis of a sample of 34 ADA Complementary Paratransit trips with ride times of 45 minutes or longer indicated that the average travel time for ADA Complementary Paratransit trips was 89 minutes.  The average travel time for the comparable fixed route trips was 74 minutes, with an average of 1 transfer, which is 15 minutes shorter on average, than the same trip made on paratransit.  Thirty-one percent of the long trips included in the main sample would have the same or shorter travel time on ADA Complementary Paratransit when compared to comparable trips on fixed route bus service.  At the same time, 53% of the trips in the main sample had travel times in excess of 90 minutes; of those, 2 (6%) had travel times in excess of 120 minutes.
E.  Findings Regarding Resources

1. Van Tran appears to have a well, designed and maintained fleet of paratransit vehicles.  There also appear to be an adequate number of vehicles to meet service needs.  Vehicle availability was tight (but still adequate) in the summer and fall of 2002 due to new vehicle warranty issues.  Vehicle availability and spare ratios have improved in recent months.


2. Driver availability to cover scheduled runs appears to sometimes be insufficient.  On many days, the two available “cover drivers” are needed to cover for drivers who call-out on the day of service.  Often, there are no spare or floater drivers for use as needed during the day.  On some days, there are more same-day call-outs than “cover drivers” and a few runs (typically one or two) must be closed-out.  The trips on these runs are then reassigned or same-day dispatched which can have an impact on on-time performance.  Driver shortages appear to be due, in part, to relatively high turnover among part-time drivers.  

3. Van Tran appears to have a comprehensive initial training program for paratransit operators.  Generally positive comments were received from drivers about the training and from customers about driver performance.  Van Tran is planning but does not currently have a program for refresher training for drivers.


4. The planning and budgeting process used in the past few years by the City of Tucson and Van Tran has considered unmet need for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  A good faith effort has been made to estimate potential demand for the service and to request adequate funding for ADA Complementary Paratransit services.  At the time of the review, the City of Tucson was in the process of considering the funding needed to meet all expected demand for service.  However, a request for additional funding to meet anticipated demand was not approved in the spring of 2002 for the FY2003 operating year.  The lack of adequate funding appears to be the primary cause of trip denials and capacity constraints within the system. 

V. Observations Regarding ADA Complementary Paratransit Eligibility Determinations

The process used to determine ADA Complementary Paratransit eligibility was reviewed to ensure that determinations are being made in accordance with the regulatory criteria and in a way that accurately reflects the functional ability of applicants.  The timeliness of the processing of requests for eligibility was also assessed.  The review was completed as follows:

· Input about the eligibility determination process was obtained through interviews with riders and advocates and a review of rider comments on file at Van Tran.

· An understanding of the handling and review of applications was developed through assessment of current eligibility materials, the City’s “Regional ADA Paratransit Eligibility Policy” dated January 23, 1995, and interviews of eligibility determinations staff.

· Eligibility decisions were reviewed for 591 determinations made in December 2002 through February 2003.

· The application files of 26 recent applicants who had been granted conditional eligibility or who had been denied ADA paratransit eligibility were reviewed.

· The processing times for 1,292 applications processed between July 1, 2002 and February 28, 2003, were reviewed.

Consumer Comments

As noted in Section III of this report, riders and service agency staff contacted in advance of the on-site review indicated general satisfaction with the current eligibility determination process.  All indicated that applications seemed to be processed in a timely fashion.  Most also felt that the determination process was accurate and fair.  Three specific comments about the process were received.  First, one person indicated that applicants who use powered wheelchairs are often denied eligibility and that the determinations may not adequately consider safe paths of travel to and from bus stops.  This person felt that paratransit service should be provided if individuals had to travel in busy streets because of the lack of sidewalks or other safe paths-of-travel.  It was also suggested that the eligibility determination process thoroughly considered cognitive skills needed to use transit but that the tool for assessing cognition may not be appropriate for applicants with psychiatric disabilities.  Finally, one person contacted noted some inconsistencies in the process.  Specifically, they cited the case of a rider who was denied eligibility initially but then was granted eligibility when she reapplied.

Overview of the Eligibility Determination Process and Materials

All aspects of the City of Tucson’s process for determining ADA paratransit eligibility – initial determination process, appeal process, recertification process, suspensions of service, and visitor policy - are described in its “Regional ADA Paratransit Eligibility Policy” adopted by the Mayor and City Council on January 23, 1995 (see Attachment E).  The policies set forth in this document were reviewed and staff was interviewed to confirm that current practice is in keeping with the written policies.

Staff in the Eligibility Office of the City of Tucson’s Transit Services Division, make determinations of ADA paratransit eligibility.  Two Transportation Eligibility Specialists and an Office Assistant handle this function.  The process involves a paper application, verification of disability and functional ability by a professional familiar with the applicant, and in-person functional assessments by outside contractors on an as-needed basis.

Individuals interested in applying for ADA paratransit eligibility are referred to the Eligibility Office of the Transit Services Division.  Application forms, along with informational materials about the service and the eligibility process are sent to interested parties by this office.  The typical application packet includes a one-page cover letter that explains who is eligible for the service, two pages of instructions for completing the forms and the eligibility process, a two-page flyer titled “Some Common Questions About ADA Paratransit Eligibility,” and a seven-page application form.  The seven-page application requests general information (name, address, phone, emergency contact, etc.), information about mobility aids used and specific functional abilities related to the use of fixed route bus service.  The last page of the application form also requests the names of one or two professionals who are familiar with the applicant’s disability and functional ability and who can be contacted by the City if additional information is needed.  The applicant must also sign a “Release of Information” form, which authorizes the named professional(s) to provide the City with information about the applicant.

One of the two Transportation Eligibility Specialists reviews the application form when it is received at the Eligibility Office.  The form is first reviewed for completeness.  If there are major omissions (no names of professionals, not signed, etc.) the form is returned to the applicant with a letter requesting that it be completed.  If minor omissions are noted (e.g., incomplete subparts to questions), the process continues and this information is obtained through telephone follow-up if it is deemed to be critical to the determination.  Applications are time-stamped when it is determined that they are sufficiently complete to begin being processed.

After reviewing the application forms, the Transportation Eligibility Specialists may contact applicants or named professionals for more information.  It was estimated that telephone follow-up with applicants is done about 5% of the time.  Follow-up with professionals is done about 20% of the time.  Additional information from named professionals is usually obtained via fax.  The Eligibility Specialist sends a cover page, explaining the purpose of the request along with a copy of the “Release of Information” statement signed by the applicant and a brief (1-2 page) form requesting specific disability and functional ability information.  The City has prepared several different information forms for applicants with different types of disabilities.  There is a general form, a form for persons who indicate psychiatric or cognitive disabilities, a form for applicants who indicate seizure disorders, and a form for persons who indicate renal failure and a need for dialysis transportation.

If information in the application form or from professionals is not sufficient for making a determination of eligibility, applicants are asked to participate in an in-person functional assessment.  Based on determinations completed from July 2002 through February 2003, about 15% of all applicants participate in these functional assessments.  The Transit Services Division has contracts with a local rehabilitation center and an Orientation and Mobility Specialist who perform these assessments.  The Orientation and Mobility Specialist assesses persons with vision disabilities.  An Occupational Therapist at the rehabilitation center assesses persons with physical or cognitive disabilities.  Both assessments involve applicants going out on the street with the assessor and traveling along a set course that includes street crossings and paths-of-travel with various types of barriers.  The Occupational Therapist for applicants with cognitive disabilities performs assessments using the FACTS test (Functional Assessment of Cognitive Transit Skills) developed by Project ACTION.  These professionals record their observations and then provide the information from the assessments to the Eligibility Office staff. 

The City’s Transportation Eligibility Specialists then make a determination of eligibility based on information obtained from applicants, named professionals and the assessment contractors.  A letter of determination is then sent to applicants.  If it is determined that applicants are unable to use fixed route service under any reasonable circumstances, they are granted unconditional eligibility, which allows them to use the Van Tran service for all trips.  If it is determined that applicants are able to use the fixed route service some of the time, they are granted conditional eligibility for Van Trans service, and the conditions under which it has been determined that they can or cannot use the fixed route service are identified.  If it is determined that applicants are not prevented from using fixed route service under any conditions, Van Tran eligibility is denied.

Sample “Conditional” and “Not Eligible” letters were reviewed.  Both types of letters are used to notify applicants that they are not eligible or conditionally eligible and indicated how applicants could request an appeal of the decision.  A copy of the City’s “Administrative Appeal Process” materials is included with these letters. 

To request an appeal, applicants can either submit a dated and signed written request or can call the ADA Section office if the disability prevents them from preparing a written letter.  An Appeals Board, that includes a general medical professional, a practicing occupational or physical therapist, and a person with a disability or representative of the disability community, hears appeals of eligibility determinations.  The City’s Commission on Disability Issues must approve Appeals Board appointments proposed by the City.  The Appeals Board meets once a month (every first Thursday) to hear any appeals requested during the past month.  Copies of the written record (application form, professional verification information, assessment reports, etc.) are provided to Appeals Board members at least 10 days prior to the hearing date.

ADA paratransit eligibility is typically granted for a period of three years.  A shorter period of eligibility is granted to applicants with temporary disabilities or if an applicant’s functional abilities are expected to change in a shorter period of time.  The Eligibility Office reviews the eligibility records of riders whose eligibility is about to expire.  If the current record indicates that the person’s functional ability was not likely to change over time, the person’s eligibility is extended and a letter stating such is sent.  If the current record indicates that the person’s functional ability might change, a notice and copy of a new application form is sent.  These notices are sent out 60 days prior to the expiration date of the person’s eligibility.  About 70% of riders automatically receive an extension of their eligibility without filing a new application.

Determination Outcomes

As of the end of February 2003, approximately 6,300 persons were on file with the City of Tucson as ADA paratransit eligible.  During the first eight months of FY2003, the Eligibility Office received a total of 1,884 applications, had returned 189 for being incomplete (10%), and had completed determinations for 1,722 individuals.  About half of the determinations (881) were for new applicants and about half (841) were recertifications of existing riders.  A total of 265 applicants (15%) participated in an in-person functional assessment during this period.

An analysis of determinations made in December 2002, January 2003, and February 2003 found that the vast majority of determinations find applicants to be unconditionally eligible.  Of the 591 determinations completed during this time period, 566 (96%) were given unrestricted Van Tran eligibility.  A total of 14 determinations made during this period (2%) found applicants to be conditionally eligible.  And the remaining 11 determinations (2%) found applicants to be not eligible.

Between August 1, 2002 and February 28, 2003, a total of five appeals were heard.  In four cases, the Appeals Board upheld the initial decision made by the Eligibility Office.  In one case, the initial decision was overturned.

Review of Recent Determination Decisions

All five determinations that involved appeals were examined as part of the on-site review.  The full file, including the initial application material and the appeal information, was reviewed in each case.  This review indicated that the four decisions that were upheld appeared to be appropriate.  Similarly, while the fifth decision was overturned, the process seemed to work well.  This one case involved an applicant who indicated a psychiatric disability.  A review of the file indicated that the original application did not identify impediments to using fixed route bus service but only indicated that the applicant didn’t like waiting for the bus.  Information requested by fax and provided by the named professional (the person’s psychiatrist) also did not identify conditions that prevented use of the fixed route system.  As part of the appeal process, though, members of the Appeal Board followed-up by phone with the person’s psychiatrist.  Based on these further discussions, it was determined that the individual’s disability did affect use of the fixed route system and eligibility was granted.  The review of the file found that the initial process appeared to be thorough and that the appeal process, as intended by the regulations to consider additional information, worked to ultimately allow this additional information to be obtained and the applicant’s rights to be protected.

Five additional “Not Eligible” determinations (which had not been appealed) and 16 “Conditional” determinations made in FY2003 were also reviewed.  Again, the full files were examined and the determinations were then discussed with Eligibility Office staff.  Based on the information in the files, three of the five “Not Eligible” determinations appeared to be appropriate.  In two cases, though, determinations appeared to be made based solely on information provided in the application form and information in the forms suggested that additional follow-up might have been appropriate.  In one case, the applicant was mentally retarded and the person completing the form for him indicated that the applicant could use the fixed route bus “for some trips.”  The application also characterized the applicant as “trainable mentally handicapped” and noted that the applicant did use the bus five times a week going to and from a local program.  In this case, it is possible that the applicant may not have been able to use the bus for trips he had not received travel training to make, and an in-person assessment using the FACTS test might have been helpful in the determination.  In the second case, the applicant indicated an ability to do many of the things required to travel by fixed route bus.  The application form indicated, however, an ability to travel only up to four blocks and noted that the applicant always traveled with a personal attendant.  A “Not Eligible” determination was made without follow-up to clarify these two claimed travel limitations.  Telephone follow-up with the applicant and/or professional verification might have been helpful.

The review of 16 “Conditional” determinations raised several issues.  In five cases, the conditions of eligibility appeared to be appropriate.  This included four individuals with ambulatory disabilities who indicated difficulty getting to and from bus stops when path-of-travel barriers existed.  All were given conditional eligibility when an accessible route to and from bus stops was not available.  The fifth person indicated night-blindness and was given Van Tran eligibility after 5:00 PM and before 7:00 AM.

However, the remaining 11 determinations of “Conditional” eligibility may be too restrictive.  This included:

· Seven applicants who used powered wheelchairs were given ADA paratransit eligibility only when the bus route they needed to use was not accessible.  Although the Sun Tran fixed route fleet is now fully accessible, the Eligibility Office was still making these determinations during 2003.  These determinations do not conflict with the existing fleet accessibility and can be applied if eligible travelers are visitors to other areas where the fixed route fleet is not fully accessible.  ADA While these determinations properly recognized that all applicants required accessible fixed route buses, the determinations failed to recognize that path-of-travel could also present a barrier to fixed route use for these individuals.  Having a powered wheelchair might make it possible for individuals to travel the distances needed to get to and from buses, but this type of mobility aid does not overcome the same path-of-travel barriers that would affect persons who use manual wheelchairs. Safe and accessible path-of-travel would still need to exist to make it possible for these persons to get to and from bus stops.

· Four applicants who indicated renal failure and who were receiving dialysis treatment were given eligibility only for travel to and from dialysis centers.  These determinations failed to consider whether these applicants might be unable to use fixed route service for other purposes due to severe fatigue.  For example, they might not be able to travel for other trip purposes just before or after treatment.  And, many persons who receive dialysis treatment experience severe fatigue that can prevent use of fixed route service even on non-treatment days.

Review of Application Processing Times

The USDOT regulations implementing the ADA state that applicants must be treated as eligible if a determination of eligibility cannot be made within 21 days of the receipt of a completed application (49 CFR Part 37, Section 37.125(c)).

The Eligibility Office maintains a computer database, that identifies the status of all applications received.  This database includes the date of receipt of each completed application and the date that a final determination was made.

A printout listing all determinations made in the month of February 2003 was requested while on-site and processing times were reviewed.  Table 2 below shows the results of this review.  As indicated, 119 of the 204 determinations (58%) were completed within two days of the receipt of a completed application form.  Another 81 determinations were completed within two weeks of the receipt of a completed application form.  Only four determinations took longer than 14 days and only one determination took more than 21 days to complete.  This one determination took 29 days.

Eligibility Office staff indicated that if it takes longer than 21 days to process an application and if the applicant calls for service after 21 days, temporary eligibility is granted.  This policy also is stated on page 3 of the City of Tucson’s “Regional ADA Paratransit Eligibility Policy” adopted on January 23, 1995.  The cover letter and materials sent to applicants with an application form also note that applications will be processed in 21 days.

Table 2.  Processing Time for 204 Eligibility Determinations

Made During the Month of February 2003

	Number of Days to Make Determination Following Receipt of Complete Application
	Number of Determinations

	0-2 days
	119 (58%)

	3-7 days
	71 (35%)

	8-14 days
	10 (5%

	15-21 days
	3 (1.5%)

	22+ days
	1 (0.5%)

	  TOTAL
	204 (100%)


No-Show Suspension Policy

Section 37.125(h) of the USDOT’s ADA regulations states that transit agencies “…may establish an administrative process to suspend, for a reasonable period of time, the provision of complementary paratransit service to ADA eligible individuals who establish a pattern or practice of missing scheduled trips.”  Related language in Appendix D of the regulations states that “It is very important to note that sanctions could be imposed only for a ‘pattern or practice’ of missed trips.  A pattern or practice involves intentional, repeated or regular actions, not isolated, accidental, or singular incidents.” (Federal Register, Vol. 56, No. 173, page 45747)

The City of Tucson’s policy related to no-show suspensions is described in Section IV.B.2 of the City’s “Regional ADA Paratransit Eligibility Policy.”  The policy states that an ADA paratransit eligible individual can be suspended for a period of 30 days for a pattern or practice of missing scheduled trips.  A scheduled trip is considered “missed” if the rider does not call to cancel at least two hours before the scheduled pick-up time.  The policy states that a “pattern or practice” is established when an eligible rider misses a scheduled trip six times in one calendar year.  In keeping with the regulations, the policy notes that no-shows are not charged if caused by actions beyond the person’s control.  It also allows for an appeal of any proposed suspension and allows individuals to pay the full cost of one paratransit ride in lieu of a 30-day suspension.

Staff indicated that the policy is currently not enforced.  Staff could recall no suspensions of service due to no-shows in recent memory and no records of no-show suspensions are maintained.

Findings 

1. The City of Tucson has established what appears to be a very thorough process for determining ADA paratransit eligibility.  In addition to a paper application, information is collected from professionals familiar with applicants on an as-needed basis.  In-person functional assessments, conducted by professionals with experience in assessing functional abilities, are also used on an as-needed basis.  The use of an Orientation and Mobility Specialist to assist in determining the functional ability of applicants with vision disabilities is particularly innovative and noteworthy.

2. Determinations of ADA paratransit eligibility appear to be completed in a very timely way.  About 99% of determinations are completed in 21 days or less and the vast majority of determinations (93%) are completed in seven days or less.  Procedures are in place to grant temporary eligibility should a determination take longer than 21 days to complete.

3. The vast majority of applicants (98%) are found to be eligible for some level of ADA paratransit service.  Unconditional eligibility is granted to about 96% of applicants and conditional eligibility is granted to about 2% of all applicants.

4. A review of a sample of the relatively small number of denials of eligibility found that in some cases it may have been helpful to contact the applicant or the named professional to clarify information contained in the application form before denying eligibility.  Information in the application forms in these cases appeared to indicate some issues with independent travel.

5. Many of the determinations of conditional eligibility may be too restrictive.  Applicants who indicate that they use powered wheelchairs are typically granted conditional eligibility only when the fixed routes they need to use are not accessible.  These determinations appear to assume that if a powered wheelchair is used, there are no impediments to getting to and from bus stops.  This might not be the case, however, if individuals were required to travel in busy streets because of a lack of a sidewalk or other safe and accessible path of travel.  Similarly, individuals who indicate issues with fatigue due to renal disease are typically granted conditional eligibility only for travel to and from dialysis centers.  These determinations assume that the fatigue associated with the disability is only an issue when traveling to or from dialysis treatment centers.  This might not be the case, though, if individuals needed to travel to other places on the day of treatment or if fatigue also was a problem on non-treatment days.

6. A policy of considering only six missed trips in a calendar year to constitute a pattern or practice of abuse 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.’”  It is further noted, “a pattern or practice involves intentional, repeated or regular actions, not isolated, accidental or singular incidents.”   For a person traveling regularly (e.g., 10 trips a week), this level of missed trips would constitute only about 1% of all scheduled rides.  Missing only one 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.

Recommendations

1. It is recommended that before determinations are made to deny eligibility to applicants, efforts be made to follow-up on any inconsistencies or issues noted in paper applications.  This might include follow-up with the individual, follow-up with a named professional, or an in-person interview or functional assessment.

2. When determining the eligibility of persons who use powered wheelchairs, it is recommended that path of travel barriers in getting to and from bus stops be considered.  While powered wheelchairs may permit users to travel greater distances, safe accessible paths of travel are still required.

3. When determining the eligibility of applicants who indicate renal failure, it is recommended that the determination not be trip specific (“only to and from dialysis centers”) but rather be related to functional ability (“eligible when severe fatigue prevents you from using fixed route bus service”).

4. It is recommended that the standard used to define a “pattern or practice” of missed trips that could result in a suspension of service, be reviewed with public input.  A standard that would be appropriate for regular and frequent riders as well as occasional riders should be considered.

VI. Observations Regarding Telephone Access

The review team collected information about telephone access to the service for this part of the review.  Telephone access for placing or changing trip reservations or checking on the status of a ride is an important part of ADA Complementary Paratransit operations.  The inability to get through on the phone without significant delays to place trip requests or to check on rides could discourage people from using the service and could therefore be considered a form of capacity constraint.

The following information was collected:

· Consumer input on this issue was obtained through telephone interviews with riders, advocates and agencies,

· Standards for performance in this area were reviewed,

· Design of the phone system and the staffing of phones was reviewed,

· Handling of calls in both reservations and dispatch was observed,

· Phone system monitoring reports (Automatic Call Distribution (ACD) reports) were reviewed, and

· Calls were made to the reservations office to hear first-hand how the system directs callers and to test access and hold times.

Consumer Comments

Only minor issues were raised by two of the five riders and agency representatives contacted in advance of the on-site visit.  Three of the persons contacted indicated no problems with phone access.  One person indicated that he had heard anecdotally about moderate hold times.  One person indicated that hold times of two to five minutes are sometimes experienced.  None felt, however, that it was a major service issue or that it discouraged riders from using the service.

Three of the 41 rider comments on file at Van Tran and examined as part of the review (comments received between June 1, 2002 and March 12, 2003) complained about rude reservationists.  None, however, noted telephone access or hold times as an issue.

Telephone access was not cited as an issue in the recent class action suit brought against the City of Tucson by the Arizona Center for Disability Law.

Phone Service Standards and Performance Monitoring
Neither the City of Tucson nor Van Tran has any quantitative standards regarding the handling of telephone calls.  There are no performance goals for hold times, call times, or queue lengths.  The contract between the City and Van Tran discusses hardware requirements for telephone equipment (pages 9 to 10):

“The Contractor shall provide adequate telephone equipment for providing telephone information and receiving reservations, faxes, TTY, etc.  A minimum of forty-three (43) incoming lines will be provided by the Contractor.  The Contractor shall offer telephone information in English and Spanish whenever vehicles are in service.”

Van Tran is able to generate detailed phone service performance reports.  Staff regularly reviews these reports.  A LED display of current phone performance information is also located in the main call-taking area.  This display shows the number of people in the queue and the longest hold time.  Information is displayed separately for the reservations lines and the dispatch lines.  The reservations manager and the operations manager use the display to track performance and to assign additional staff to the phone lines as needed.

Phone Service Design

Van Tran has one telephone number for all voice communications with the general public 

(520-798-1000).  The Van Tran office has 38 digital lines to serve the one general public number and two numbers for drivers to call dispatch.  These digital lines also serve Van Tran’s administrative phones.

There are also separate analog phone lines for Van Tran’s fax and TTD.  The fax is used primarily by agencies to send in trip requests.

Of the 38 digital lines, 33 are allocated to dispatch and reservations.  At the time of the team’s on-site review, 10 lines were directed to dispatch and 23 lines were directed to reservations.  As its phone traffic changes, Van Tran can adjust this allocation as needed.  When a caller dials the general public number, the first choice to make is between an English and Spanish language menu.  The next menu consists of the following choices:

· “1” ( make a trip request, make an early cancellation, or confirm a trip

· “2” ( speak to dispatch to make a late cancellation, request a will-call trip, or make a “Where’s my ride” inquiry

· “3” – dial a specific extension

· “4” ( get a directory of extensions

· “0” ( talk to an operator

· “8” ( repeat the menu choices

If a caller dials “1” between 7 AM and 4 PM, the call goes to one of the Van Tran reservationists.  If there are more calls than reservationists on duty, a call goes to the reservations queue.  The current allocation of 23 lines means that a total of 23 calls can be either talking to a reservationist or be on the reservations queue.  If a caller dials “1” before 7 AM or after 4 PM, when Van Tran does not take trip requests, the caller hears a recording asking him/her to call between 7 and 4.  The two clerks who make calls to confirm trip times, from early afternoon and into early evening, also use the dispatch lines.

If a caller dials “2,” the call is directed to the Van Tran’s dispatch office.  The dispatch clerks take calls directly from riders.  The clerks may put them on hold to check on “Where’s my Ride?” inquiries and will-call (unscheduled trip) requests while they radio a driver.  The dispatchers also use the dispatch lines to try to locate riders who are not at their pickup points.

Reservations and Dispatch Staffing

Call-takers in the main reservations area have several responsibilities.  These include:

· Booking trip requests.

· Scheduling trips

· Confirming and/or modifying scheduled pickup times.

· Canceling trip requests.

· Reconciling driver manifests.

Each call-taker also serves as a scheduler, with rotating assignments for scheduling.  Daily work assignments include primary responsibility either for call taking or scheduling future trips.  

Table 3 below shows the work assignments that were in effect for call-takers/schedulers during the review.  The reference to a day of the week after a call-takers name means they were assigned to work on the schedule for those days in the future.  For example, on Sunday,  Nancy is working on trips for Friday, Susan is working on trips scheduled for Thursday, June is answering phones and working on the schedule for Wednesday, and Trish (the supervisor) is finalizing the schedule for Monday and working on the schedules for Tuesday and Wednesday.  

As indicated in Table 3, seven staff members are available to perform reservations and scheduling Mondays, Tuesdays and Wednesdays.  Six staff are scheduled on Thursdays, five on Fridays, and four on weekend days.

Two part-time employees call customers to inform them of pick-up times scheduled in response to earlier trip requests.  Callbacks are made between 3:00 PM and 8:00 PM on weekdays and between 1:00 PM and 8:00 PM on weekends.  One person works Monday through Friday and the other person works Saturday through Wednesday.  This means that there are two callback staff Mondays through Wednesdays and one person available to make callbacks on the other days. 

Van Tran also employs five dispatchers and two dispatch clerks to cover dispatch responsibilities during all hours of operation.  Dispatchers regularly review the status of runs, adjust schedules as needed to ensure proper performance, respond to driver and rider needs, and oversee and manage the daily operation.  Dispatch clerks handle “Where’s my ride?” inquiries and check drivers in and out.  No dispatch clerks are scheduled on the weekends, so dispatchers handle their duties.

Table 3. - Daily Call-Taker/Scheduler Work Assignments

(Temporary Revision 03/07/03)

	Sunday

Nancy – Friday 

Susan – Thursday

June – Phones/Wednesday

Trish – Monday-Wednesday
	Monday

Maria-Phones/Thursday

Irene – Phones/Friday

Nancy – Phones/Wednesday

Juanita – Phones/Wednesday

June – Sat/Sun

Susan – Phones/Thursday

Trish – Tuesday/Wednesday


	Tuesday

Maria – Phones/Friday

Irene – Phones/Friday

Nancy – Phones/Thursday

Rick – Phones/Sunday

Juanita – Phones/Saturday

Evelyn – Monday

Trish – Wednes./Thursday



	Wednesday
Maria – Monday

Irene – Tuesday

Nancy – Phones/Friday

Rick – Phones/Friday

Juanita – Floater 

Evelyn – Phone/Sat/Sun

Trish – Thursday


	Thursday

Maria – Phones/Saturday

Irene – Phones/Monday

Rick – Wednesday

Juanita – Tuesday

Evelyn – Phones/Friday

Susan – Phones/Sunday
	Friday

Rick – Thursday

June – Phones/Tuesday

Evelyn – Wednesday 

Susan – Phones

X-Tra – Mon/Sat/Sun

	Saturday

June – Wednesday

Susan – Thursday

Floater – Phones/Tuesday


	
	

	Saturday Rotation: Irene, Maria, Juanita, Rick, Evelyn.

When you are the floater for Saturday, you will not work the preceding Wednesday.


On weekends, one dispatcher works from 5:00 AM until 3:30 PM.  A second dispatcher reports at 1:00 PM and works until 11:00 PM.  There is always one dispatcher on duty with some overlap from 1:00 to 3:30 PM.  On weekdays, three dispatchers are used to cover the full operating day.  One dispatcher reports at 4:00 AM and works until 2:00 PM.  The second dispatcher works a 7:30 AM to 6:00 PM shift.  The third dispatcher works from 1:30 PM to midnight.  This scheduling provides for one dispatcher from 4:00 AM until 7:30 AM, two from 7:30 AM to 6:00 PM and one from 6:00 PM to midnight.

The dispatch clerks work weekday shifts.  One person works a 4:00 AM to 1:00 PM shift and the second person works 8:00 AM to 5:00 PM.  This allows for one dispatch assistant at pull out, two between the hours of 8:00 AM to 1:00 PM and one from 1:00 to 5:00 PM.

Observations of the Call Handling Process

Review team members observed the reservations and scheduling process for several hours on Monday through Wednesday, March 24-26, 2003.  The callback process was observed on March 25 and 26th.  The dispatch process was observed on Wednesday, March 26, 2003.  Observations were made throughout these days and included peak call times and peak service hours.

During all hours of observation of the reservation function, calls appeared to be handled promptly.  Review team members monitored the LED display throughout the on-site visit to determine if there were long queues.  There did not appear to be a significant queue of calls at any time for calls to the reservations area.

The callback process also appeared to be handled in a timely way.  A first set of calls were completed by about 6:00 PM and call-back staff then focused on making additional calls in an attempt to reach riders who were not reached on the first attempt.

In general, calls to the dispatch lines also appeared to be handled in a timely way.  The LED display in the reservations area showed short hold-times for dispatch lines through most of the time on-site.  There was one observation of a long dispatch hold time (about 8 minutes) on Monday afternoon, March 24.

Telephone Service Performance Reports

The review team collected data from Van Tran’s call management system for January 2003.  Data collected by the system includes: the number of incoming calls, the average hold time, and the average call time.  Data is available by the hour and by the day.  The system generates data separately for reservation lines and dispatch lines.  The system does not collect data on individual maximum hold times or call times.  Table 4 presents summary data by time of day for the Van Tran’s reservations lines.  The times and call volumes in bold indicate the peak numbers.

Table 4 ( Van Tran Telephone Performance for Reservations Lines: January 2003
	Time
	Average

Hold Time
	Average

Call Time
	Average

Total Time
	Avg. Weekday Call Volume

	7 AM
	1:16
	1:41
	2:57
	36

	8
	1:42
	1:56
	3:38
	42

	9
	1:37
	2:01
	3:38
	39

	10
	1:33
	1:57
	3:30
	38

	11
	1:39
	2:08
	3:47
	35

	12 Noon
	1:22
	1:58
	3:20
	30

	1 PM
	1:17
	2:15
	3:32
	33

	2
	2:00
	2:12
	4:12
	37

	3
	1:48
	2:19
	4:07
	45

	4 PM
	1:54
	3:17
	5:11
	4

	Average
	1:36
	2:04
	3:40
	


The data indicates that hold times were generally greatest after 2 PM (the “4 PM” row includes calls that may have been in queue before 4 PM but were not answered until after 4 PM).  This is typical for paratransit operations, as riders are calling at the last possible time for next-day trips.  The peak hour for calls is between 3 and 4 PM.  Overall, the average hold times do not seem excessive, i.e., great enough to discourage people to call to request trips.  However, one should note that an average hold time of two minutes means that some callers may be on hold for four minutes or more.

Table 5 presents summary data by time of day for the Van Tran dispatch lines.  The times and call volumes in bold indicate the peak numbers.

Table 5 ( Van Tran Telephone Performance for Dispatch Lines: January 2003
	Time
	Average

Hold Time
	Average

Call Time
	Average

Total Time
	Avg. Weekday Call Volume

	4 AM
	0:09
	0:43
	0:52
	1

	5
	0:34
	0:36
	1:10
	6

	6
	0:35
	0:30
	1:05
	14

	7
	1:07
	0:36
	1:43
	29

	8
	1:17
	0:41
	1:58
	29

	9
	1:08
	0:44
	1:52
	27

	10
	0:58
	0:46
	1:44
	26

	11
	1:22
	0:43
	2:05
	22

	12 Noon
	1:08
	0:45
	1:53
	21

	1 PM
	1:14
	0:46
	2:00
	22

	2
	1:04
	0:48
	1:52
	22

	3
	0:56
	0:45
	1:41
	24

	4
	1:13
	0:48
	2:01
	22

	5
	0:40
	0:46
	1:26
	16

	6
	0:41
	0:49
	1:30
	10

	7
	0:37
	0:41
	1:18
	5

	8
	0:36
	0:43
	1:19
	5

	9
	0:34
	0:49
	1:23
	3

	10
	0:26
	0:43
	1:09
	1

	11 PM
	0:00
	0:00
	0:00
	0

	Average
	1:06
	0:47
	1:53
	


The data indicates that hourly average hold times were fairly constant from 7 AM to past 4 PM, with slight peaks during the 8 AM, 11 AM, 1 PM, and 4 PM hours.  Overall, the hold times and total call times do not seem excessive.  However, as with the data for reservations calls, one should note that average times do not fully present potential extreme hold times and call times.

The call volume peaked during the 7 and 8 AM hours.  This could represent riders trying to make either same day cancellations or same-day trip requests.

Findings

1. Van Tran’s phone system capacity appears to be adequate to handle calls in a timely and efficient manner.  Hourly average hold times and call times for calls to reservations and dispatch do not appear to be excessive and are unlikely discourage riders to request trips.

2. No long hold times were observed in the reservations area during the on-site visit.  Only one long hold time (of about 8 minutes) was observed in the dispatch area.

3. Neither the City of Tucson nor Van Tran has any quantitative standards regarding the handling of telephone calls.  There are no performance goals for hold times, call times, or queue lengths.

4. Van Tran’s call management system generates data by hour and by day for average telephone call times and hold times, but does not provide data for maximum hold times and call times.

Recommendations

1. It is recommended that the City of Tucson establish quantitative performance standards for Van Tran telephone call handling.  These performance standards should include thresholds for both maximum and average hold times and call times.  This would enable City and Van Tran management to determine when telephone performance might warrant additional staffing or other resources.  This would also enable management to inform the riders of expectations for performance.

2. It is recommended that Van Tran explore the possibility of obtaining data from its call management system on maximum hold times and call times.  The current available data that presents only averages does not enable management to identify instances of long individual hold times.

VII. Observations Regarding the Handling and 
Scheduling of Trip Requests

In this portion of the compliance review, the team examined how trip requests from riders were handled.  Particular attention was given to whether Van Tran uses any form of trip caps or waiting lists and whether there was a pattern or practice of denying a significant number of trip requests.  The following information was gathered and analyzed:

· Input from customers and advocates was obtained through telephone interviews, a review of recent court documents, and through a review of comments and complaints on file at Van Tran;

· Reservations and scheduling policies, practices, and performance standards were reviewed;

· Service reports prepared by Van Tran showing the number of trips requested, scheduled and denied were examined; and

· First-hand observations of the handling of trips were made, and staff was interviewed about the ability to accommodate trip requests.

Consumer Comments

As noted in the “Background” section of this report, issues with the handling of trip requests were raised in the class action suit filed by the Arizona Center for Disability Law on May 30, 2002.  That suit claimed that Van Tran denied approximately 14,000 trip requests each year and that requests for next day service were denied.  It also cited as an issue the fact that the system did not “schedule paratransit rides at the time of request.”

The most recent FTA Triennial Review Report on Van Tran service, dated March 1, 2002, also noted a “consistent practice of trip denials.”  It also noted problems with the procedures used to record trip denials.  At the time of the review, trips scheduled more than 60 minutes from the requested time were reportedly not counted as trip denials.  One-way ride offers refused by riders who requested round trips also were reportedly not being properly counted as denials.

Four of the five riders and agency staff contacted prior to the on-site review also noted trip denials and one-way trip offers as a significant problem.  The one rider who did not indicate this as a problem stated that he only rode as a subscription rider and therefore had no experience with placing individual ride requests.  The other four riders noted that the process for placing trip requests and scheduling rides was a concern.  They noted that there was no guarantee of service at the time that they placed their trip requests.  For example, if they called to request rides several days in advance, the request would be recorded and they would then receive a callback two days prior to the day of the trip either offering a ride time or told that the ride could not be scheduled.  All indicated that sometimes one leg of the trip would be scheduled but the other portion of the trip could not be scheduled.  Two people also noted that the ride times offered at the time of the callbacks sometimes are not convenient or don’t meet their travel needs.  The uncertainty of not knowing if a trip could be scheduled until two days ahead was a significant concern expressed by all of these individuals.

Four of the 41 customer comments filed with Van Tran between June 1, 2002 and March 12, 2003, cited problems with the handling of trip requests.  One complained of trip denials, one complained of one-way trip offers, and two complained that callbacks had not been received to let them know if the trips they had requested were in fact scheduled.

Service Standards and Public Information

Section V, titled “Performance Standards,” of the “Scope of Services” for the most recent Request for Proposals for Van Tran service management indicated that “The denial rate shall be no greater than 10%.” (City RFP #981262, page 9).  This RFP was then incorporated into the management services contract for Van Tran operations.  On June 5, 2002, the City amended the contract by including the statement that “It is the stated goal of the City of Tucson and Van Tran as the service provider, to have a zero Trip Denial Rate for Van Tran Service.” (Contract 981262, Amendment No. 5).

Public information describing the Van Tran service indicates in several places that it is not always possible for the system to accommodate all trip requests and that one-way rides might be offered.  The “How to Schedule a Trip” section of the “Pocket Guide to Van Tran” brochure includes the following statements:

Please note that your call is a request for a trip, not a guaranteed reservation.

While every effort is made to fill your request, the number of requests may occasionally make it impossible to meet your requested pick-up time.  You should have an alternative plan in mind if that should happen.  If you can be flexible with your pick-up times, you will be able to ride more often.  If you decide to accept a one-way trip on Van Tran, then you will need to arrange the other leg of your trip on your own.”

The “Rules of the Road” section of this brochure also states that:

Van Tran has limited resources and cannot help everyone every time.

Van Tran service information provided on-line at www.vantran.org/reservations, includes the following statement:

Van Tran reservations or requests are simply that.  They are a request for a ride.  Van Tran is NOT guaranteed service.  While every attempt will be made to provide you with the service you require, when you require it, Van Tran is unable to meet the requirements of all requests at all times.

Reservations and Scheduling Policies and Procedures

Reservations for Van Tran service are accepted from one to seven days in advance of the trip.  No same-day service is provided.  Reservations may be made from 7:00 AM to 4:00 PM daily.  Trip requests are taken seven days a week, 365 days a year.

Van Tran uses Trapeze paratransit software for call intake, trip scheduling, and dispatching.  Automatic vehicle location (AVL) and mobile data terminals (MDTs) were added in 2001 and are used to assist in vehicle dispatch.  Paper manifests are still used, however, and drivers record changes sent to them via the MDTs as well as actual times on the paper manifests (in addition to recording actions electronically via the MDTs).
At the time of the review, Van Tran staff reported that they were in the process of transitioning from a “batch schedule/call-back” system to a “real-time” scheduling system.  In the past, trip requests were recorded by reservationists, a batch scheduling routine was run two days before each day of service, and call-backs were made after the batch was run to let riders know if and when their trip requests were scheduled.  Starting on or about July 1, 2003, Van Tran staff reported that they would transition to a “real-time” reservations and scheduling process that will provide callers with an immediate response to their requests.  Trip requests will be scheduled directly onto runs and scheduled pick-up times will be given to callers at the time they call and place trip requests.  At the time of the review, a “hybrid” system was in effect, with some real-time scheduling being performed as part of the transition.  The following procedures were in place for booking and scheduling trips and for callbacks to notify riders of the final scheduling of their requests.

Seven to Five Days in Advance

· Seven days in advance, subscription trips are reviewed and set or “matched” by the supervisor.  Trips are put on routes per the existing subscription trip template.  Subscription trips are reviewed on an ongoing basis.

· From seven to five days in advance of the trip, call-takers record the requested pick-up times but do not schedule trips on runs while the caller is on the phone.  There is no negotiation of pick-up times during this period.

· From seven to six days in advance, the call-takers/schedulers scan for “casual” (non-subscription) trip requests that fit well with the subscription trip that are already scheduled.  The schedulers assign these trips to a route in order to “direct” the automated scheduling system in its ultimate assignment of trips to runs and to minimize deadhead (e.g., anchoring a trip at the end of the day on a run headed back toward base).

· After the close of reservations five days in advance, trips in the system are then batch scheduled.  The automated scheduling system (Trapeze) is used to generate the rest of the schedule based on trips received from seven to five days in advance.  The call-taker/schedulers continue to work to “clean-up” the schedules that Trapeze has created.

Four to Three Days in Advance

· Trip requests are booked and usually scheduled “real time” or “point of call” (while the customer is on the telephone).  This practice was initiated in March of 2003 to begin moving the scheduling system away from relying fully on batch scheduling.

· If options for both legs of a trip can be found, the trips are entered onto runs and pick-up times for both the going and return trips are given to the rider.

· If an option is found for a going trip, but no options are apparent for the return trip, the reservationists are instructed to enter information for both legs of the trip, to schedule the going trip, and to leave the return trip in the system as “Unscheduled-Standby.”  In this case, the caller is not told they have a trip for sure and that they will be called back to confirm the trip one or two days in advance.

· If the trip requested is a medical trip or a trip to jury duty, and no return trip option can be identified, the reservationist also can suggest to the caller that the return trip can be served as a “will-call.”  Will-calls are only offered for these two trip purposes.  If the rider opts to have the return trip handled as a will-call, the trip is coded as such and the caller is instructed to call dispatch on the day of service when they are ready to be picked-up for the return ride.

· Similarly, if there is no going trip available, the return trip is still booked.  The going trip is kept in the system as an “Unscheduled-Standby” (coded as SBY) and the caller is told they will receive a callback.

Two to One Day in Advance

· Trip requests are booked and usually scheduled while the customer is on the phone.  If options are found in the system for both legs of a trip, the trip is booked and the rider is given the scheduled/negotiated pick-up times.

· If options are not found for requested trips, the requests are recorded as denials.  Trip requests are not supposed to be kept “open” or entered as “unscheduled” during this time frame.

· If there are no options for the going trip, reservationists are instructed to record that portion of the trip request as a denial and to not proceed to look for return trip options unless specifically requested by the caller.

· If an option is identified for the going trip, but no options are found for the return trip, reservationists are instructed to ask callers if they would like to book the going trip only.

Callbacks

· Part-time employees of Van Tran then make callbacks between 3:00 PM and 8:00 PM two days before the day of trips.  Callbacks are made to all riders whose trips were “batch scheduled” by the automated system and therefore were not given a negotiated/scheduled pick-up time by a reservationist.  These callbacks are intended to communicate the final scheduled pick-up times of trips to riders.

· If the callback staff reaches the rider, another person at that number, or an answering machine, the scheduled trip times are communicated and a “confirmed” code is entered into the system to indicate that the callback was successful.  Repeat callback attempts will be made throughout the afternoon and evening to reach as many riders as possible.

· Callbacks are also made to all riders whose trips remain unscheduled.  This includes riders for whom neither leg of a trip could be scheduled as well as riders for whom one leg of the trip could be scheduled and the second leg is still open.  Riders are told the status of their trips and can either decide not to keep the trip request open (in which case the trips are recorded as denials) or can opt to still keep the trips in the system on the hope that schedulers might still be able to find an option on the day before the trip.

· As noted above, if the callback staff is able to determine that the trip is for medical purposes or jury duty, the option for a “will-call” return might be offered.

· Riders are also encouraged to call Van Tran if they do not get a callback.  The “Trip Confirmation” section of the on-line service information indicates that “In the event you have not heard back from Van Tran two days prior to the day of your trip request…then please feel free to contact us.  Typically if you have not heard from us we were either unable to talk to you personally or were unable to leave a message for you regarding your trip status.”

If in the “scheduling clean-up” process, a reservationist or scheduler adjusts the scheduled/negotiated pick-up time outside the pick-up window (10 minutes before to 15 minutes after the negotiated time) and the coding of the trip indicates that the rider has already been informed of the scheduled pick-up time, the coding of the trip is changed.  This change in coding will then ensure that the trip shows up on the callback list and that the rider will be informed of the change in the scheduled time.

Observations of the Reservations and Scheduling Process

Review team members sat with several different reservationists/schedulers, listened-in on conversations with callers, and recorded the handling of trip requests.  The handling of a total of 152 trip requests was documented on Monday and Tuesday, March 24-25.  Table 6 below shows the results of these observations.  Trip requests are shown by the number of days in advance that they were requested and by the observed disposition.

As shown, there was a fairly even distribution of trip requests by the number of days in advance.  An equal number of requests (31) were made for trips seven days in advance and one day in advance.  The lower number of requests made four and five days in advance is due to the fact that these were weekend days.

All 58 trip requests placed from five to seven days in advance were simply entered into the automated scheduling system for later batch scheduling.  This was in keeping with the established procedures described above.

Table 6.  Handling of Trip Requests Observed on March 24 and 25, 2003

	# of Days In Advance
	Requests Scheduled
	Requested Denied
	Requests Left Unscheduled
	Requests Simply Entered
	Total Trip Requests Observed

	1 day
	27
	4
	0
	0
	31

	2 days
	24
	4
	1
	0
	29

	3 days
	7
	  1*
	4
	7
	19

	4 days
	10
	0
	3
	2
	15

	5 days
	0
	0
	0
	7
	7

	6 days
	0
	0
	0
	20
	20

	7 days
	0
	0
	0
	31
	31

	TOTALS
	68
	9
	8
	74
	152


*  Trip scheduled more than an hour from the requested time

Of the 34 trip requests placed three to four days in advance, 25 were handled in a “real time” mode (again in keeping with established procedures).  Nine requests placed three to four days in advance were, however, simply entered into the system for later scheduling.  While this was different from established procedures, staff did note that requests made during this time frame are sometimes simply recorded and acted on later if the phones are busy or if a scheduling option cannot be quickly identified.

Seventeen of the trip requests made three to four days in advance were scheduled within an hour of the requested time.  One of the trip requests was scheduled more than one hour from the time requested.  The caller had initially asked for an 8:30 AM pick-up on the going trip.  The call taker informed the caller that no scheduling options were coming up and asked if the person could travel later in the morning.  She then looked for and found a 10:00 AM pick-up option and scheduled the going trip at this time.  The original request was not recorded as a denial, however.  The original requested time was simply changed and new options examined.

Options for the remaining seven requests placed three to four days in advance were examined but left unscheduled.  Callers were told that they would get a callback with the final disposition and travel time for their trips.

Of the 60 person trip requests placed one to two days in advance, 51 were scheduled within an hour of the requested time.  Eight were denied (no options were found) and one was left unscheduled and the caller was told they would be called-back.  Of the eight denials, two were for a round-trip for which neither end of the trip could be scheduled.  The remaining six were one-way denials for which options for the other leg of the trip could not be found. The available leg of the trip for these six trips was scheduled in hopes that a trip would become available for the denied leg of the round trip at a future time.   Van Tran’s method for recording denials for such trips is further addressed in the report section entitled Review of Trip Disposition and Coding.
In addition to recording the final disposition of trip requests, the review team made general observations about call-taking and scheduling practices.  The following general observations were made:

· The 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 and did not routinely confirm the caller’s home address or mobility aids required.

· As noted above, call-takers followed established procedures most of the time but varied from the procedures on some occasions.  Specifically, some trip requests placed three to four days in advance were not “real-time” scheduled.  And, one request placed two days in advance was left unscheduled.  These variations from established policy could be due to the fact that the “hybrid” system of scheduling was only implemented in early March 2003 and some call-takers appeared to be operating under prior policies.

· Typically, pickup times were used for booking rides; however, some appointment times were recorded.

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

· The team observed long periods of silence while call-takers were working to schedule trips without apprising customers of their efforts.  Periodic updates would have been helpful.

It was also observed that some call-takers also assist with reconciliation (entering of information from driver manifest into the Trapeze system).  During this process, they might be interrupted by calls.  A detailed analysis of trip data for February 13, 2003 noted that four of 30 trips randomly reviewed (17%) had reconciliation errors (e.g., the actual trip times were not transcribed from the manifest or the data entry was skipped altogether).  From observing the various tasks performed by call-takers (reservations, scheduling, reconciliation, etc.), it appears these errors could be oversights caused by interruptions in work.

Callbacks and the Handling of Unscheduled Trip Requests

Review team members also observed the callback process on Monday, March 24 and Tuesday, March 25.  The two part-time staff that performed callbacks each worked from a master list of trips that required callbacks.  As riders were contacted, they would indicate that contact had been made and the trip information passed-on.  Staff would do this by replacing one trip status code (either a “DEM,” “APT,” or “SBY”) with the code “CFM,” which indicated that the trip time had been “Confirmed” with the rider.

As noted above, calls were considered “Confirmed” if the rider was reached in person, if a message could be left on an answering machine, or if another person answered and took a message for the rider.  Callbacks were handled fairly efficiently.  If a person or answering machine was reached, the staff typically would say something like “This is Van Tran calling about your ride for Wednesday March 25th.  You have a trip at 8:15 AM with a return at 11:20.  This trip is confirmed.”  Callback staff typically did not describe the 25-minute pick-up window (“ready time”) or confirm address or other details of the trip.

It was observed that successive efforts are made to reach riders.  If the first attempt to contact the rider was unsuccessful, the staff would leave the coding of the trip unchanged and move on.  After all calls were attempted once, staff then returned to the calls that were still not confirmed.  Callbacks appear to be successful in most cases, but some riders could not be reached.  A special listing of scheduled trips that had not yet been coded as “Confirmed” was run at 6:00 PM on March 26 for trips scheduled the following day.  This list indicated that there were 28 trips that remained unconfirmed at that time.  A copy of that list is provided in Attachment F. 
In cases where ride options were not available, callback staff would typically give riders an option to leave the trip request in the system.  They explained that schedulers might be able to fit the trip in if cancellations were received.  Also, if a return trip was not available and they noted that the trip was for a medical appointment, the callback staff might suggest that the rider make the return trip on a will-call basis if that had not already been arranged and entered into the system.

To get an idea of how many trips are typically unscheduled at the time when call-backs are made, a printout of all unscheduled trip requests for Thursday, March 27 was run at 3:00 PM on Tuesday, March 25 (at the start of the call-back process).  A second print out was obtained at 3:00 PM on March 26 for unscheduled trips for Friday March 28.  These two printouts showed that on Tuesday, March 25th, a total of 60 trips remained unscheduled for that Thursday.  On Wednesday, March 26, a total of 92 one-way trips were unscheduled for that Friday when callbacks began.

Based on observations, it appeared that a significant percentage of riders would in fact opt to leave trips unscheduled in the system in the hope that an option might be found at a later time.  They might then call back the following day to check on the status of their ride.

As part of subsequent observations of the dispatch process, it was also noted that some trip requests even stay in the system as “unscheduled denials” right up to the day of service.  The Van Tran dispatchers estimated that about 40 unscheduled trips typically remain on the schedule on the morning of service.  Most of these were one-way denials.  They guessed that perhaps 5-10 people call-in first thing in the morning to check on the status of their rides.  It was noted that if these were return rides, the dispatchers would make sure that people got home (on a will-call basis) even if the trip was not for a medical purpose.  It was also noted that if the going trip is unscheduled, but there is a return trip scheduled, a vehicle would be sent to the pick-up address just in case it was not clear to the rider that the going trip was never scheduled.  If the person did not take the trip, the dispatcher interviewed stated that the trip would be marked as a no-show.

For the most part, it was observed that callback staff followed established procedures when making callbacks and re-coding trips.  It was observed, however, that some misunderstandings might exist in how to code one-way trip offers that are not accepted by riders at the time of callback.  One callback staff person was observed coding a one-way ride not taken by the rider as a “refusal” rather than a denial.  When asked about the action, that staff person indicated that this was the way he handled one-way offers not accepted by riders.

Review of Trip Disposition and Coding

As noted at the beginning of this section, two trip coding issues were raised in the March 2002 FTA Triennial Review.  It was indicated that one-way trip offers not accepted by riders, were not being coded as denials and that trips scheduled more than an hour from the requested time were not being coded as denials.  Evidence of the former practice (one-way trip coding) was observed in the callback process as noted above.

The issue of proper coding of one-way trip offers was raised with Van Tran’s Operations Manager.  He acknowledged that reservations or callback staff might sometimes not follow established procedure to code one-way ride offers not accepted by riders as denials.  He also noted, though, that beginning in November 2002, he began running a daily report to review the coding of all trip pairings that might result in a miscoding of one-way denials.  These reports look at particular codings of trip pairs that might indicate that a request was incorrectly coded as a cancelled trip rather than a denial.  For example, the list includes pairing where one-leg was denied and the other leg was recorded as a cancelled trip.  The trip details for each of these pairings are then reviewed and corrections are made to the coding of trips.
The Operations Manager also noted that once this report was created in November 2002, it was used to make corrections in trip coding back to July 2002.

The process used to create and analyze this special listing was observed.  A sample print out of this report also was obtained as part of the review and is provided in Attachment G.

To check on the coding of trips scheduled more than an hour from the requested time, a printout of all trips scheduled for March 27 was obtained.  This printout showed the requested time, negotiated time and final scheduled time for each trip.  It also showed the coding of each trip.  The list was then scanned to see if there were any trips scheduled more than one hour from the requested time.  If so, the coding was checked to see if the trip was coded as a denial.  This analysis showed five trips on this day that were scheduled more than an hour from the requested time.  None of the five trips was coded as a denial.  Copies of the pages from this list showing the five trips identified are provided in Attachment H.

Reported Trip Denials

Van Tran records the number of trip requests, scheduled and denied for each day of service and reports these as part of its regular monthly operations report.  Copies of monthly reports for 

July 2000 through January 2003 were obtained as part of the review.  Table 7 below shows the number of reported trip requests and denials, as well as the percent of requests denied for FY2001, FY2002, and for the first six months of FY2003.  As shown, 14, 164 trip requests (3.8%) were reported as denied in FY2001.  Another 12,963 trip requests (3.5%) were reported as denied in FY2002.  In the first six months of FY2003, 11,457 trip requests (4.8%) were reported as denied.

Table 7.  Reported Handling of Van Tran Trip Requests, FY2001, FY2002

and FY2003 Through January 2003
	
	Total Trips Requested
	Total Trips Scheduled
	Total Trips Denied
	% Trips Denied

	FY2001
	367,236
	353,072
	14,164
	3.8%

	FY2002
	368,725
	355,762
	12,963
	3.5%

	July 2002 – January 2003
	236,264
	224,807
	11,457
	4.8%


It is important to note that the rates of trip denials shown in Table 7 are a percentage of all trips requests.  Many Van Tran trips, however, are standing order (subscription) trips.  Standing order trips are automatically scheduled and are never denied.  Therefore, to estimate the rate of trip denials for “demand” (non-subscription) trip requests, the number of subscription and demand trips for March 12, 2003 was counted.  This analysis showed that 881 were demand trips.  This analysis suggests that 46% (or about half) of all Van Tran trips are subscription rides.  Applying the trip denial numbers in Table 7 to only half of the total trips requested suggests that trip denial rates for demand trips were 7-7.6% in FY2001-2002 and 9.6% in the first half of FY2003

Table 8 below shows monthly trip request and denial information for the most recent reported year (February 2002 through January 2003).  As shown, trip denials were fairly consistent throughout the year.  It can also be seen that the number and rate of trip denials increased significantly after March 2002.  This is probably partly due to changes in the way that one-way denials were recorded as a result of the FTA Triennial Review findings.  The rate of trip denials peaked in November 2002, when it was reported that 5.4% of all trip requests were denied.  Assuming that half of all trips this month were subscription trips (as noted above), this would suggest that about 10.8% of all demand trips requested in November 2002 were denied.

Table 8.  Reported Handling of Van Tran Trip Requests, February 2002 – January 2003
	
	Total Trips Requested
	Total Trips Scheduled
	Total Trips Denied
	% Trips Denied

	February, 2002 
	28,339
	27,555
	784
	2.8%

	March
	31,370
	30,370
	1,000
	3.2%

	April
	32,624
	31,362
	1,262
	3.9%

	May
	32,913
	31,519
	1,394
	4.2%

	June
	30,246
	28,964
	1,282
	4.2%

	July
	34,285
	32,757
	1,528
	4.4%

	August
	33,990
	32,465
	1,525
	4.5%

	September
	32,492
	30,980
	1,512
	4.6%

	October
	38,380
	34,399
	1,981
	5.2%

	November
	32,442
	30,688
	1,754
	5.4%

	December
	34,522
	32,837
	1,685
	4.9%

	January, 2003
	33,931
	32,459
	1,472
	4.3%


Daily trip records were also examined for the month of November 2002 to see to what degree rates of trip denials varied by day.  While the monthly trip denial average was 5.4% as noted above, there were several days in the month when the rate of trip denials were much higher.  In general, denials on Saturdays for the month of November were lower than average (2.6%).  Van Tran appears to have more Saturday capacity relative to the expressed demand.  Weekday trip denials, however, were higher than average.  Denials on Wednesdays averaged 7.3% of total trip requests for that month.  Denials on Fridays (excluding the day after Thanksgiving) averaged 6.6%.  On one Wednesday (November 13), 8.9% of all requests (or an estimated 17.8% of all demand requests) were denied.  On one Friday (November 1) 9.4% of all requests (or 18.8% of all demand requests were denied.

Detailed Analysis of Denials Recorded on March 12, 2003

To estimate the degree of capacity constraints in the Van Tran system by time of day and amount of advance notice provided by riders, trip denials for March 12, 2003 were analyzed.  Working with Van Tran IT staff, a special computer report showing details of all denials of demand trips was prepared.

Table 9 below shows the number of trips requested, scheduled and denied for this randomly selected day by the number of days in advance that trip requests were placed.  As shown, over 14% of trip requests made only one day in advance were denied.  This finding is consistent with the first hand observations of the reservations process (described above), which found that 13% of trip requests placed one day in advance were denied. 

Table 9.  Trip Denials for March 12, 2003

by Days In Advance That Trips Were Requested
	# Of Days In Advance That Trips Were Requested
	Total Trips Requested
	Total Trips Scheduled
	Total Trips Denied
	% Trips Denied

	7 Days
	205
	198
	7
	3.4%

	6 Days
	140
	131
	9
	6.4%

	5 Days
	169
	162
	7
	4.1%

	4 Days
	79
	73
	6
	7.6%

	3 Days
	45
	41
	4
	8.9%

	2 days
	129
	120
	9
	7.0%

	1 Day
	98
	84
	14
	      14.3%

	0 (Same Day)
	16
	12
	4
	       25.0%

	TOTALS
	881
	783
	60
	 7.1%


Finally, trip denials for March 12, 2003, were analyzed by time of day.  Table 10 below shows the result of this analysis.  Note that 16 trips did not have trip times identified; so only 865 of the 881 demand trips for this day could be analyzed.  Also, two of the denials for trips on this day did not have travel times attached, so the analysis was based on 58 denials.  As shown, rates of trip denials for pick-ups requested before 9:00 AM were much higher than for other times of the day.  Nineteen percent of trips requested between 6:00 and 6:59 AM were denied and 21.5% of trips requested between 8:00 and 8:59 AM were denied.  The denial rate for the 2:00 PM hour was also above average (8.6%).  No trip denials were reported after 5:59 PM.  Based on this analysis, it appears that more vehicle capacity is needed up to 6:00 PM and that there is a particular need for added capacity between 5:00 and 9:00 AM.

Table 10.  Trip Denials for March 12, 2003 by Time of Day
	Hour of the Day
	Total Trips Requested
	Total Trips Scheduled
	Total Trips Denied
	% Trips Denied

	5-5:59 AM
	10
	9
	1
	10.0%

	6-6:59 AM
	21
	17
	4
	19.0%

	7-7:59 AM
	60
	55
	5
	 8.3%

	8-8:59 AM
	65
	51
	14
	21.5%

	9-9:59 AM
	61
	58
	3
	 5.0%

	10-10:59 AM
	99
	95
	4
	 4.0%

	11-11:59 AM
	98
	94
	4
	 4.1%

	12-12:59 AM
	81
	80
	1
	 1.2%

	1-1:59 PM
	80
	75
	5
	 6.2%

	2-2:59 PM
	105
	96
	9
	 8.6%

	3-3:59 PM
	66
	63
	3
	 4.5%

	4-4:59 PM
	34
	33
	1
	 2.9%

	5-5:59 PM
	31
	27
	4
	 1.3%

	6-6:59 PM
	25
	25
	0
	0%

	7-7:59 PM
	6
	6
	0
	0%

	8-8:59 PM
	11
	11
	0
	0%

	9-9:59 PM
	6
	6
	0
	0%

	10-10:59 PM
	5
	5
	0
	0%

	11-11:59 PM
	1
	1
	0
	0%

	TOTALS
	865
	807
	58
	6.7%


Non-ADA Trips Provided

It was also noted during the review that Van Tran provides service to some areas of the City of Tucson that are not within ¾ of a mile of fixed bus routes.  In particular, service is provided to a residential community in the south of the City called Rita Ranch which is several miles from the nearest fixed bus route.  It was noted that some service is also provided outside the required ¾ mile corridors in the far northwestern part of the City, but that this is an occasional practice.

To estimate the amount of non-ADA service provided, a search of the eligibility files was conducted for riders who lived in the Rita Ranch area.  A total of 37 riders were identified.  Trip histories were then run for these 37 riders for the month of February 2003.  This analysis showed that a total of 269 one-way trips were provided in February to residents of Rita Ranch.

Including a few trips to areas in the northwest part of the City that are outside the required
 ¾ mile ADA paratransit service corridors, it is likely that about 300 non-ADA required trips per month are served by Van Tran.

Findings

1. The Van Tran service appears to be capacity constrained.  Based on Van Tran trip records, between 1,472 and 1,981 trip requests per month were denied in the first seven months of 
FY 2003 (July through January 2003).  This represents 4.3-5.2% of all trips requested and about 8.6-10.4% of demand trip requests.

2. The rates of trip denials during certain times of the day are significant.  Using Van Tran trip records, an analysis of the handling of trip requests on March 12, 2003, indicated that 24 of the 156 demand trip requests (15%) made for travel before 9:00 AM were denied.

3. The rate of trip denials for next day service is also significant.  Van Tran trip records for March 12, 2003 indicated that 14.3% of trip requests placed one day in advance were denied.

4. First hand observations of 152 trip requests made on March 24-25, 2003, indicated that about 6% of all requests and about 13% of requests made one to two days in advance were denied.  These observations appear to be consistent with Van Tran’s trip records.

5. It appears that Van Tran service has been capacity constrained for several years.  Trip records for FY 2001 indicate that at least 14,164 trips were denied that year and records for FY2002 indicate that at least 12,963 trip requests were denied that year. 

6. Prior to July 2002, it appears that Van Tran undercounted trip denials by not counting one-way trip offers not accepted by riders as denials.  Since July 2002, Van Tran has implemented trip record checks that appear to appropriately record refused one-way offers as denials. 

7. Trip denials may still be slightly undercounted.  A review of trip records for March 27, 2003 showed that five trips were scheduled more than an hour from the requested time but not recorded as denials.

8. Van Tran’s policy of keeping trip requests that cannot be scheduled in an “unscheduled” file and suggesting to riders that they call-back to see if trips can be fit in at a later time is a form of waiting list that also is a capacity constraint.  A review of records for trips requested for March 27 and March 28 indicated that between 60-92 trip requests remain “unscheduled” two days prior to the day of service at the time that trip confirmation call-backs were made.

9. Van Tran’s policy of not confirming many trips until two days prior to the day of travel, combined with the level of trip denials in the system, is probably constraining demand for service.  Many eligible individuals may not feel that they can rely on the service and therefore may not make trip requests.  And, the current mix of batch and real-time scheduling appears to be somewhat confusing to staff.  Some inconsistencies in the implementation of recent scheduling policies were noted.  It was noted, however, that Van Tran plans to implement a new scheduling system that would provide riders with confirmation of service at the time they call to request a ride.

10. Van Tran provides about 300 one-way rides per month for trips not required by the ADA while denying trips that are ADA paratransit eligible. 

11. Van Tran typically uses pick-up times for scheduling trips.  Use of drop-off times for scheduling trips for customer appointments can improve on-time performance in serving customer appointments. 

12. Van Tran does not have prepared scripts for call-takers and call-takers sometimes are not consistent in handling and scheduling of trips or in confirming trip details at the end of a call. 

Recommendations

13. It is recommended that additional vehicle-hours be added for Van Tran service.  While additional hours are needed throughout most of the day, significant expansion of service capacity is needed during the early morning and mid-afternoon periods.

14. Adequate capacity should be added to not only address all expected demand, but to avoid the use of the “unscheduled” waiting list.  If riders are kept on an unscheduled list in the future it should be with the understanding that service will be provided and that a call-back will be made only to inform them of the scheduled pick-up time (not whether or not service will be provided).

15. It is recommended that Van Tran pursue its plans to implement a real-time scheduling system and eliminating or minimizing callbacks to avoid potential miscommunication and customer uncertainty of service.  

16. To avoid inappropriate coding of one-way trip refusals (that must then be identified through the special cross-check process), it is recommended that trip-coding procedures be reviewed with staff.

17. It is also recommended that a method of trip coding be developed so that trips scheduled more than an hour from the requested time can be identified and factored into needed expansions of capacity.  For example, these trips might be coded “scheduled” but also “denied.”

18. The City of Tucson should ensure that ADA paratransit eligible riders making eligible trips are served before providing service not required by DOT ADA Regulations.

19. It is also recommended that call-takers work with customers who have appointments to ensure that trips are scheduled to provide adequate travel time for customers to reach their appointments on time.

20. It is recommended that call-takers be provided scripts and be trained to confirm key trip information at the end of each call.  They should confirm the pickup/drop-off locations, day and date of service, pickup window (if available), 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.

VIII. Observations Regarding Service Provision

The DOT ADA regulations for ADA Complementary Paratransit service indicate that capacity constraints can be created if poor quality service is provided.  Specifically, they note that missed trips or the provision of a substantial number of untimely trips or excessively long rides can constitute capacity constraints.  On-time performance and on-board ride times were therefore examined as part of the review.  These aspects of service provision were assessed as follows:

· Consumer input was obtained on each issue through telephone interviews and through a review of complaints filed with FTA and with Van Tran;

· The City of Tucson’s service policies, procedures, and standards in these areas were reviewed; 

· The scheduling and dispatch functions were observed, and schedulers and dispatchers were interviewed;

· Drivers were interviewed about schedules provided and dispatch support received;

· Van Tran’s on-time performance and travel time reports were reviewed;

· Actual pick-up and drop-off times reported on completed manifests for two randomly selected days were used to tabulate on-time performance to compare to reported performance;

· A sample of driver manifests were reviewed to assess average trip length; and

· A comparison of travel times between ADA Complementary Paratransit trips and comparable fixed route trips was conducted.
Consumer Comments

As noted in the “Background” section of this report, riders and local disability agency staff contacted prior to the review expressed concern about the reliability of the service.  All five persons contacted indicated problems with on-time performance.  Two people noted that they had experienced problems mainly with long waits on return rides.  Two people noted that they are sometimes late arriving at appointments (one person cited a trip within the last week where she did not arrive to a concert until the intermission).  Two people also indicated that pick-ups are sometimes made very early (well before the pick-up window) and one person said that she has been charged with a no-show when she was not ready early.  Three people noted that the times given on the phone are sometimes different from the pick-up times reported by drivers on the schedules they are given.  One person said differences of 5-10 minutes are typical, but that once in a while the difference can be as much as 20-30 minutes.

Some concern also was expressed regarding on-board travel time.  Three of the people contacted noted long ride times, but two said it was not a major issue.  One person noted that long ride times had been more of a problem in past years but had recently improved and that the longest rides mentioned were 60-90 minutes.  Two people contacted did not feel travel time was an issue.

On-time performance and travel times were also two of the central issues in the recent class action suit brought by the Arizona Center for Disability Law.  Among other things, that court action claimed that: (1) pick-ups were significantly too early or too late on a substantial number of occasions; and (2) a substantial number of paratransit trips had excessive trip lengths.

Six of the 41 rider comments on file at Van Tran that were examined as part of the review (comments made between June 1, 2002 and March 12, 2003) also related to on-time performance.  This included pick-ups that were either made too early, too late or that were missed.  One of the 41 comments on file related to ride time – claiming that the ride was too long.

Van Tran Service Standards and Policies

On-Time Performance Policies and Standards

The City of Tucson has a performance goal of 80% for on-time Van Tran pickups.  “On time” is defined as any time within the window of –10/+15 minutes from the negotiated pickup time (April 1996 “Service Standards”).  For example, for a negotiated pickup time of 8 AM, the vehicle is considered on time if it arrives between 7:50 and 8:15 AM.  In addition, the City has a goal that 98% of all pickups be no later than 30 minutes after the end of the pickup window, i.e., 45 minutes after the negotiated pickup time (page 9, contractor Scope of Work).

The goal for on-time drop-offs is 91% (page 9, contractor Scope of Work).

Travel Time Policies and Standards

Van Tran’s service standard stipulates that 80% of all ADA Complementary Paratransit trips are to be 90 minutes or less and 100% of trips are to be no more than 120 minutes.  

Observations of Scheduling and Dispatching

Observations of Scheduling Practices

As noted in Section VII of this report, “Observations Regarding the Handling and Scheduling of Trip Requests,” Van Tran uses Trapeze, a state-of-the art GIS-based software system, to schedule trips.  A hybrid scheduling process – with some “real-time scheduling” and some “batch” scheduling - was in-place at the time of the review.  Van Tran was moving to a full real-time scheduling process, which was to be implemented in the summer of 2003.

Review team members observed the initial scheduling of trips by call-takers/schedulers on March 24-26.  The reservations supervisor, who also serves as the lead scheduler, was also interviewed.

Overall, observations showed that, even with the reservations and scheduling process in flux, staff did a good job of creating tight but workable schedules.  Reservationists scanned runs on an ongoing basis to improve the assignment of trips made by the automated system.  The lead scheduler then did a final scan of all runs on the afternoon before the day of service to make sure that runs were both efficient and workable.

It was also noted that Van Tran’s call taking, callback, and scheduling procedures are designed to ensure that riders and drivers/dispatchers have a consistent understanding of trip times.  The requested pickup time is retained in the passenger’s record.  The requested pick-up time is only changed if a customer calls during the day of travel and asks for a different pick-up time (e.g., if they are ready to go early or will be late).  The scheduled pick-up time is printed on the manifest and is the time given to customers during the callback process.  The scheduler may move trips and change scheduled times to improve schedule efficiency before call backs, but may not change the requested time.  The pick-up window is calculated using the scheduled pick-up time and not the ETA (a perform time generated by the system).  The manifest includes the scheduled time, but does not show the pick-up window or the ETA.

Observations of Dispatch Practices

Van Tran vehicles are equipped with mobile data terminals (MDTs) and automatic vehicle location (AVL) technology.  The MDTs and AVL systems are integrated into the scheduling and dispatch system.  Dispatchers are therefore easily able to track actual pick-ups and drop-offs and to locate vehicles at any time.

Drivers appeared to be proficient in using the MDTs.  Pick-ups and drop-offs appeared to be recorded in a timely and accurate way.  The dispatchers also appeared proficient in using the technology to monitor and manage the operation.

Dispatchers were observed regularly scanning runs and scheduled pick-ups and drop-offs, and appeared to have complete command of the operation.  Efforts were made to identify pick-ups that might not be made as scheduled and to proactively look for possible reassignments to other vehicles.  In most cases, adjustments were made when dispatchers identified trips that might be performed late.  Dispatchers noted, however, that occasionally there are no good options for reassigning trips.  Dispatchers also noted that on some days a shortage of drivers and the need to reassign trips from uncovered runs to other runs causes schedules to be tight and options for reassignments during the day of service to be limited.  This is discussed further in Section IX of this report.

Dispatchers and drivers also appeared to handle no-shows properly.  Drivers use the MDTs to indicate when they arrive at a pick-up location.  This recorded time can be used by dispatch to verify that drivers have waited at least two minutes within the scheduled pick-up window.  When riders do not appear at pick-up locations, drivers radio dispatch to report the situation.  It was noted that drivers sometimes also go to the door to attempt to locate riders.  Dispatchers would verify that drivers were at the correct location (sometimes using the AVL system) and would attempt to reach riders by phone to let them know the vehicle was waiting.  If dispatchers were unable to contact the rider, the driver would be authorized to proceed and to mark the rider as a no-show.

Dispatchers noted that if riders were no-shows but then called to inquire about the ride, vehicles would be sent back to get them as the schedules permitted.  It was indicated that Van Tran has a “no strand” policy and that riders will always be given a return ride even if they were no-shows for the scheduled pick-up.

It was also noted that drivers radioed-in every boarding of a rider who used the wheelchair-lift.  This was done to ensure that drivers had remembered to stow the lift before pulling away.  This practice apparently had been established following an incident where a driver had driven away from a drop-off with the lift platform still outside of the vehicle.

Overall, dispatchers appeared to have full control of the operation.  They appeared to be knowledgeable of the service area, proficient in the use of the state-of-the-art technology that had been purchased, and diligent in managing the overall operation.

Driver Interviews

While on-site, the review team interviewed nine Van Tran drivers.  Drivers were randomly selected as they finished their runs.  A mix of new and long-term drivers, were interviewed, with the shortest tenure being one-and-a-half years and the longest tenure being 11 years.  Several questions were asked about schedules and dispatch support including:

· Whether the schedules they were expected to perform were workable;

· Whether times on the manifests were consistent with times reported by riders;

· The level of dispatch support provided; and 

· Their understanding of operating procedures (particularly the on-time performance window and no-show procedures).

All nine drivers were fairly consistent in their comments about the workability of the schedules.  They reported that schedules could sometimes be tight, but that if the pick-up window is fully used, most schedules can be run on time.  Two drivers noted, though, that schedules involving large grouped runs could often be very tight and difficult to run on time.

Several drivers noted that it helps to arrive early for pick-ups if possible.  They noted that riders are sometimes ready early and this helps with subsequent pick-ups.  One driver noted that he would radio dispatch to see if riders can go early if he is running ahead of schedule.  All drivers noted that if they arrive early and riders are not ready, they would wait until at least two minutes after the start of the pick-up window.

Eight of the drivers noted that riders sometimes reported that times on the manifest were different from times they were given on the phone.  Drivers indicated that usually the differences were only 5-10 minutes and occasionally up to 15 minutes. 

All nine drivers indicated that they received good dispatch support.  They noted that dispatchers usually reassign trips if they begin to run behind schedule.  Drivers noted, though, that sometimes dispatchers ask them to do the best they can because no reassignment options are available.  Two drivers noted that assistance during evening hours and on weekends was sometimes harder to get due to the fact that fewer vehicles were in operation at those times.

All nine drivers appeared to be well versed on key operating procedures.  All correctly described how no-shows were to be handled.  All had a correct understanding of the on-time performance window.

Reported On-Time Performance

Van Tran records pickup and drop-off times for 100% of its trips, inputting the data into the Trapeze software.  It generates a monthly “On Time Performance Report” that presents on-time pickup and drop-off performance for each service day.

Table 11 presents on-time performance data from Van Tran’s monthly reports.  Pickup performance is based on all trips.  Only a small number of trips have appointment times, so 

drop-off performance is based on a subset of all trips.

Table 11. Van Tran On-Time Performance for December 2002 and February 2003

	
	Total Trips
	On-Time Pickups
	On-Time or Up to 30 Minutes Late
	On-Time Appointments

	December 2002
	24,937
	81.0%
	97.7%
	90.3%

	Best (weekday)
	
	
	
	

	
	Dec. 26
	629
	89.0%
	
	

	
	Dec. 10
	1,087
	
	99.4%
	

	
	Dec. 23
	
	
	
	92.9%

	Worst (weekday)
	
	
	
	

	
	Dec. 6
	1,203
	75.0%
	
	

	
	Dec. 13
	1,147
	
	96.1%
	

	
	Dec. 5
	
	
	
	84.4%

	February 2003
	25,196
	81.1%
	98.0%
	87.4%

	Best (weekday)
	
	
	
	

	
	Feb. 17
	768
	92.2%
	
	

	
	Feb. 25
	1,126
	
	99.8%
	

	
	Feb. 27
	
	
	
	96.8%

	Worst (weekday)
	
	
	
	

	
	Feb. 5
	1,233
	74.0%
	
	

	
	Feb. 19
	1,149
	
	96.0%
	

	
	Feb. 13
	
	
	
	82.4%


For both of these sample months, Van Tran exceeded the goal of 80% for on-time pickups.  It is not clear, however, whether the on-time trips also include trips for which the pickups were made before the negotiated pickup time but also earlier than the beginning of the pickup window,

 i.e., earlier than 10 minutes before the negotiated pickup time.  For individual weekdays, the on-time performance for pickups ranged from 75% to 89% in December and from 74.0% to 92.2% in February.

In both December 2002 and February 2003, Van Tran reached or came close to its performance standard of 98% for pickups no more than 30 minutes late: 97.7% and 98.0%, respectively.  For individual weekdays, the performance over these two months ranged from 96.0% to 99.8%.

In neither December 2002 nor February 2003, did Van Tran meet its performance standard of 91% for on-time drop-offs.  For individual weekdays, the performance over these two months ranged from 82.4% to 96.8%.

Calculated On-Time Performance for Sample Day

In order to develop an independent estimate of on-time performance, the review team assessed a sample of Van Tran trips completed on two days: December 14, 2002 (Wednesday) and February 13, 2003 (Thursday).  The review team selected a total of 233 trips from the two days: 1 out of 8 trips from the manifests of December 14 (152 trips) and 1 out of every 12 trips from the manifests of February 13 (81 trips).  For each trip in the sample, the team recorded the scheduled pickup time and scheduled appointment time (if any) printed on the manifest.  The team also recorded the actual pickup and drop-off times written on the manifests by the drivers.  Using the City of Tucson’s stated on-time standards and pickup window, the team analyzed the on-time performance of these sample trips.  Table 12 presents a summary of this analysis for pickups.

Table 12 ( On-Time Performance for Van Tran Pickups

	
	Dec. 4, 2002
	Feb. 13, 2003
	Two-day Total

	Sample Size
	152
	81
	233

	% in Window
	67.1
	59.3
	64.4

	% in Window or Early
	91.4
	88.9
	90.5

	All Early Trips
	24.4
	29.6
	26.2

	
	% 1-15 mins
	23.0
	25.9
	24.0

	
	% 16-30 mins
	0.7
	2.5
	1.3

	
	% > 30 mins
	0.7
	1.2
	0.9

	All Late Trips
	8.6
	11.1
	9.5

	
	% 1-15 mins
	7.2
	7.4
	7.3

	
	% 16-30 mins
	0.7
	2.5
	1.3

	
	% > 30 mins
	0.7
	1.2
	0.9


The review team’s analysis of on-time pickup performance differs significantly from the performance reported on the Van Tran Performance Reports.  Looking at pickups that took place within the –10/+15 minute window, the review team’s sample from the two days yielded only 64.4%.  If one looks at pickups either on time or before the window, the sample yields 90.5%.

Based on the review team’s sample, it does not appear that Van Tran has a substantial number of significantly late pickups: only 0.9% of trips had pickups that were more than 30 minutes late; another 1.3% were between 16 and 30 minutes late.  Van Tran pickups more than 30 minutes early comprised 0.9% of the total trips.

Table 13 presents the review team’s analysis of Van Tran performance for on-time drop-offs.  The analysis includes only those trips from the sample that had an appointment time listed on the driver manifest.

Table 13.  On-Time Performance for Van Tran Drop-Offs

	
	Two-day Total

	Sample Size
	26

	All Late Trips
	7.7

	
	% 1-15 mins
	0.0

	
	% 16-30 mins
	7.7

	
	% > 30 mins
	0.0

	All On-Time Trips
	92.3

	
	% 1-30 mins
	53.8

	
	% 31-60 mins
	38.5

	
	% > 60 mins
	0.0


In this sample, 7.7% (2 of 26) trips had a late drop-off.  No drop-off was late by more than 
30 minutes.  Based on this sample, it does not appear that Van Tran has a substantial number of significantly late drop-offs.  Of the on-time drop-offs (prior to appointment time), none was early by 60 or more minutes.  However, Van Tran should be aware of the drop-offs that are between 31 and 60 minutes before the appointment times.  Depending on the destination and circumstances of the appointment, a drop-off more than 30 minutes early may cause problems for a rider, e.g., a morning drop-off at a social service center or government office not yet open.

Analysis of Lift Line On-Board Ride Times

Three approaches were used to assess trip length.  First, a sample of 233 trips was drawn from the trips provided on December 4, 2002 and February 13, 2003.  Table 14 shows that the average travel time for the total sample of trips was 41 minutes (ranging from 40 minutes on December 4, 2002 to 43 minutes on February 13, 2003
.  About 94 percent of the trips were less than 90 minutes.  About 5 percent (11) of the trips were from 91 to 120 minutes and less than 1 percent (2) were longer than 120 minutes.  Approximately 64 percent (149) of the trips were provided in 45 minutes or less.  

Table 14 – Average Sample Trip Length for December 4, 2002 & February 13, 2003

	
	December 4, 2002
	February 13, 2003
	Total

	# Trips 
	152
	81
	233

	Average Time
	40 minutes
	43 minutes
	 41 minutes

	< 45 minutes
	98

65%
	51

63%
	149

64%

	46-60 minutes
	30

13%
	11

14%
	41

18%

	61-90 minutes
	24

16%
	16

20%
	40

17%

	91-120 minutes
	8

5%
	3

4%
	11

5%

	> 120 minutes
	2

1%
	0

0%
	2

<1%


Second, the actual travel times for a sample of long ADA Complementary Paratransit trips were compared to fixed route travel times as a means of assessing whether these paratransit trip lengths are significantly longer than comparable fixed route trips from the same origin to the same destination at the same time of day.  For this analysis, a sample of 34 ADA Complementary Paratransit trips with actual ride times longer than 45 minutes was selected from trips provided on February 13, 2003
.  The sample included two trips from an area known as Rita Ranch, located about 7 miles southeast of Tucson outside the ADA service area.  The City has agreed to serve these trips as part of the ADA Complementary Paratransit program.  The average travel time for the main sample was 89 minutes (the 2 Rita Ranch trips averaged just over 120 minutes). 

The review team worked with Sun Tran’s (fixed route) customer service staff to develop trip itineraries and estimate the comparable fixed route travel times as well as estimated walking times to/from the bus stops.  Based on the paratransit origin and destination addresses and time of day, the review team determined the bus route(s) that one would use to make a similar trip on Sun Tran’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 (included in FR travel time)

· Walking time at each end of the trip

· 5 minutes allowance for less than 1 block

· 10 minutes allowance for 1 to 3 blocks

· 15 minutes allowance for 4 to 6 blocks

· 20 minutes allowance for more than 6 blocks

Table 15 shows the time of day that 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 a travel time allowance to and from the bus stops.  The two right-hand columns compare the ADA Complementary Paratransit service with Sun Tran’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 travel time was actually less than the estimated fixed route travel time.  In the “Travel Time Ratio” column, a value less than 1.0 also means a shorter travel time for ADA Complementary Paratransit service, value of 1.0 means the trips were the same length, and a value greater than 1.0 means the ADA Complementary Paratransit trip was longer than fixed route.

Table 15- Comparison of Travel Times on Paratransit vs. Fixed Route for Selected Trips: February 13, 2003
	ADA Complementary Paratransit (Para) Trips
	Comparable Fixed Route (FR) Trips
	Comparison

	Trip

#
	Origin – Destination
	PU/DO

Time

(pu = pick up /

do = drop-off)
	Estimated 

Computer 

Mileage
	Actual 

Mileage
	Total 

Travel Time

(mins)
	Travel 

Time

(mins)
	Travel 

to/from Stops 

(mins)
	# 

Transfers
	Total Travel Time (mins)
	Difference 

Para – FR

(mins)
	Ratio 

Para/FR

	1
	3500 E 5th St ( 4500 E Speedway Blvd
	09:30 do 
	2
	3
	48
	38
	10
	2
	48
	0
	1.0

	2
	3900 N Campbell Ave ( 3300 N Tyndall Ave
	17:30 pu 
	2
	7
	52
	39
	25
	1
	64
	-12
	0.8

	3
	1100 N 2nd Ave ( 1300 W Speedway Blvd
	09:30 do
	2
	9
	65
	8
	10
	0
	18
	47
	3.6

	4
	4900 S Cherry Ave ( 1500 E 36th St 
	09:00 do
	2
	14
	67
	17
	20
	0
	37
	30
	1.8

	5
	00 E Drachman St ( 3900 N 4th Ave
	15:00 pu
	3
	12
	72
	34
	25
	1
	59
	13
	1.2

	9
	1900 E Pine St ( 1900 E Silverlake Rd
	09:00 do
	3
	22
	103
	28
	30
	0
	58
	45
	1.8

	7
	5100 E Grant St ( 3600 E 3rd St
	15:00 pu
	3
	10
	90
	24
	30
	1
	54
	36
	1.7

	8
	800 E 19th St ( 2600 N Gill Ave
	14:30 pu
	4
	8
	70
	46
	25
	2
	71
	-1
	1.0

	9
	2000 N Columbus Blvd ( 00 E Drachman St
	09:30 do
	4
	12
	59
	35
	15
	1
	50
	9
	1.2

	10
	00 E Drachman St ( 2000 N Columbus Blvd
	15:00 pu
	4
	7
	48
	50
	15
	1
	65
	-17
	0.7

	11
	2200 W Anklam Rd ( 3700 N Romero Rd
	14:30 pu
	4
	12
	81
	69
	20
	2
	89
	-8
	0.9

	12
	1700 W Anklam Rd ( 00 E Pastime Rd
	14:45 pu
	5
	14
	88
	56
	25
	1
	81
	7
	1.1

	13
	1500 E 36th St ( 4500 S Mission Rd 
	12:30 pu
	6
	14
	92
	71
	15
	1
	86
	6
	1.1

	14
	5600 E 12th St ( 600 E 19th St
	08:00 do
	6
	16
	76
	48
	25
	1
	73
	3
	1.0

	15
	300 W Glenn St ( 2100 S Plumber Ave
	08:30 do
	7
	24
	93
	33
	15
	1
	48
	45
	1.9

	16
	8000 E Nicaragua Dr ( 4400 E Elmwood St
	08:30 do
	8
	18
	76
	43
	25
	1
	68
	8
	1.1

	17
	1300 W Placita Dr ( 5100 E Grant Rd
	15:00 pu
	8
	19
	106
	63
	15
	1
	78
	28
	1.4

	18
	3700 E Nebraska Strav Ave ( 500 W Simpson St
	08:15 do
	8
	19
	75
	56
	30
	1
	86
	-11
	0.9

	19
	700 E Dakota St ( 140 E Mohave Rd
	09:00 do
	8
	19
	100
	78
	25
	1
	103
	-3
	1.0

	20
	 5100 E Grant Rd ( 100 S Cuesta Ave
	15:15 pu
	9
	19
	80
	61
	20
	1
	81
	-1
	1.0

	21
	1300 E Drexel Rd ( 2500 N Oracle Rd
	09:00 do
	9
	20
	98
	62
	30
	1
	92
	6
	1.1

	22
	8400 E 5th St ( 00 E Drachman St 
	09:00 do 
	 9
	14
	96
	31
	35
	0
	66
	30
	1.5

	23
	200 S Camino Seco ( 200 S Stone Ave
	09:00 do 
	10
	18
	103
	41
	20
	0
	61
	42
	1.7

	24
	5400 Oakridge Dr ( 100 E Mohave Rd 
	09:00 do
	10
	17
	91
	112
	25
	2
	137
	-46
	0.7

	25
	8800 E 27th St ( 2500 N Edith Blvd
	09:00 do
	11
	16
	103
	62
	25
	1
	87
	16
	1.2

	26
	00 E Drachman St ( 7300 E 34th St 
	15:00 pu
	11
	21
	96
	54
	25
	1
	79
	17
	1.2

	27
	400 W Calle Garcia ( 4500 E Speedway Blvd
	09:00 do
	11
	19
	104
	68
	20
	2
	88
	16
	1.2

	28
	4700 E 29th St ( 4300 N El Tovar Ave 
	16:30 pu
	12
	30
	115
	54
	15
	1
	69
	46
	1.7

	29
	1900 W Calle Cielo de Oro ( 3800 N Oracle Rd 
	09:00 do
	13
	20
	107
	74
	20
	1
	94
	13
	1.1

	30
	10700 E Limberbush Pl ( 500 W Simpson St
	09:00 do
	13
	26
	136
	42
	25
	0
	67
	69
	2.0

	31
	7300 E Tamara Dr ( 100 E Mohave Rd 
	09:00 do
	13
	21
	114
	80
	20
	1
	100
	14
	1.1

	32
	3800 N Oracle Rd ( 10700 E MICA Meadow Dr 
	15:00 pu
	18
	27
	143
	88
	35
	1
	123
	20
	1.2

	Totals
	7
	17
	89
	52
	22
	1
	74
	15
	1.3

	Notes:

Addresses are rounded to nearest 100 block.  

Computer mileage is rounded to nearest tenth mile.

Actual mileage is based on odometer readings from driver manifests.

Fixed route travel time includes transfer time, if applicable

Additional travel time for each end of the fixed route trip calculated as follows: 

. +5 minutes if <1 block                                                . +15 minutes if 4-6 blocks 

                      . +10 minutes if 1-3 blocks                                           . + 20 minutes if > 6 blocks



	ADA Complementary Paratransit (Para) Trips
	Comparable Fixed Route (FR) Trips
	Comparison

	
	Origin – Destination*
	PU/DO

Time

(pu = pick up /

do = drop-off)
	Estimated 

Computer 

Mileage
	Actual 

Mileage
	Total 

Travel Time

(mins)
	Travel 

Time

(mins)
	Travel to/from Stops 

(mins)**
	# 

Transfers
	Total Travel Time (mins)
	Difference 

Para – FR

(mins)
	Ratio Para/FR

	33
	8800 S Desert Rainbow Dr ( 2500 N Edith Blvd
	09:00 do
	19
	28
	128
	67
	24 
	1
	91
	37
	1.4

	34
	3800 N Oracle Rd ( 10700 E MICA Meadow Dr 
	15:00 pu
	20
	27
	113
	83
	24
	2
	107
	6
	1.1

	(a) Totals
	19.5
	27.5
	120.5
	75
	24
	1.5
	99
	22
	1.2

	Notes: 

  *These two trips were provided to an area outside of what is considered the fixed route service area (7 miles southeast of Tucson).  They were not included in the overall trip duration analysis but are included here.  

**In addition to the travel time adjustments for fixed route noted above, 14 minutes of travel were added to these two trips to account for drive time to get to the service area (7 miles @ 30 mph = 14 minutes) + 5 minutes at each end of the trip as is normally added (see above).  




The average travel time for the comparable fixed route trips was 74 minutes, with an average of 1 transfer, which is 15 minutes shorter on average, than the same trip made on the ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  The table shows that 10 (31%) of the trips included in the main sample (trips #1, #2, #8, #10, #11, #14, #18, #19, #20, #24) would have the same or shorter travel times on ADA Complementary Paratransit when compared to comparable trips on fixed route bus service.  However, 17 (53%) of the trips in the main sample had travel times in excess of 90 minutes (trips #6, #13, #15, #17, #19, #21-#32) and, of those, 2 (6%) had travel times in excess of 120 minutes (trips #30 and #32).  Of particular concern are those trips that are considerably longer than comparable fixed route trips.  For example, trip #30 with a ratio of 2.0 (meaning it was estimated to take twice as long on paratransit than fixed route) took 136 minutes to compete on ADA Complementary Paratransit.  The comparable fixed route travel time was calculated at 67 minutes, including a 42-minute on-board ride time, a 25-minute walk time allowance, and no transfers.  The travel time difference was calculated to be 69 minutes.  The computer-calculated direct drive mileage for this trip was estimated at 13 miles; the actual Van Tran odometer reading was 26 miles.  

Most of the trips that had excessive ride times appear to involve customers who are part of large group trips.  From a review of driver manifests, it is common to see 9 to 10 customers on a single run being transported to or from one of the many center programs, particularly sheltered workshops.  It appears that few demand or casual trip customers (which are not part of the group trips) are experiencing long travel times.

Finally, Van Tran provided a printout of trips with travel times longer than 90 minutes for each day during the month of February 2003.  The results of this analysis are shown in Table 16.  The average travel time for these trips was 106 minutes with an average map mileage of 11 miles.
  The average weekday travel time for these trips was also 106 minutes; the average weekend travel time for these trips was 102 minutes.  The table shows that on average 95.3 percent of the trips were 90 minutes or less; for weekdays 94.7 percent of the trips were 90 minutes or less and for weekends 99.8 percent of the trips were 90 minutes or less.  However, the table also shows that on average 0.9 percent of the weekday trips were longer than 120 minutes, an average of 10 per weekday.  Again, these trips appear to be associated with larger group trips to or from agency programs.

Table 16- February 2003 Daily Trip Length Analysis 

	Date
	Day of Week
	Avg. Travel Time for Trips

> 90 Mins.
	Total # Trips Provided
	# Trips 91-120 Mins.
	# Trips > 120 Mins.
	% Trips < 90 Mins.
	% Trips 

91-120 Mins
	% Trips 

> 120 Mins.

	Feb. 1
	Sat.
	94
	392
	2
	0
	99.5%
	0.5%
	0%

	Feb 2
	Sun.
	N/A
	313
	0
	0
	100%
	0%
	0%

	Feb.3
	Mon.
	108
	1,208
	61
	12
	94.0%
	5.0%
	1.0%

	Feb 4
	Tues.
	106
	1,130
	39
	6
	96.0%
	3.5%
	0.5%

	Feb. 5
	Wed.
	111
	1,233
	38
	16
	95.6%
	3.1%
	1.3%

	Feb. 6
	Thurs.
	103
	1,159
	49
	3
	95.5%
	4.2%
	0.3%

	Feb. 7
	Fri. 
	107
	1,123
	49
	13
	95.4%
	4.4%
	1.2%

	Feb. 8
	Sat.
	106
	364
	2
	0
	99.5%
	0.5%
	0%

	Feb. 9
	Sun.
	N/A
	371
	0
	0
	100%
	0%
	0%

	Feb. 10
	Mon.
	105
	1,159
	62
	11
	93.7%
	5.3%
	0.9%

	Feb. 11
	Tues.
	105
	1,159
	44
	8
	95.5%
	3.8%
	0.7%

	Feb. 12
	Wed.
	107
	1,199
	43
	8
	95.7%
	3.6%
	0.7%

	Feb. 13
	Thurs.
	102
	1,031
	50
	3
	94.9%
	4.8%
	0.3%

	Feb. 14
	Fri. 
	111
	1,165
	37
	18
	95.3%
	3.2%
	1.5%

	Feb. 15
	Sat.
	100
	354
	1
	0
	99.7%
	0.3%
	0%

	Feb. 16
	Sun.
	105
	339
	2
	0
	99.4%
	0.6%
	0%

	Feb. 17
	Mon.
	99
	768
	12
	0
	98.4%
	1.6%
	0%

	Feb. 18
	Tues.
	106
	1,110
	48
	9
	94.9%
	4.3%
	0.8%

	Feb. 19
	Wed.
	109
	1,149
	75
	24
	91.4%
	6.5%
	2.1%

	Feb. 20
	Thurs.
	101
	1,010
	32
	2
	96.6%
	3.2%
	0.2%

	Feb. 21
	Fri. 
	107
	1,061
	41
	8
	95.4%
	3.9%
	0.8%

	Feb. 22
	Sat.
	N/A
	343
	0
	0
	100%
	0%
	0%

	Feb. 23
	Sun.
	N/A
	325
	0
	0
	100%
	0%
	0%

	Feb. 24
	Mon.
	106
	1,127
	66
	13
	93.0%
	5.9%
	1.2%

	Feb. 25
	Tues.
	102
	1,126
	51
	6
	94.9%
	4.5%
	0.5%

	Feb. 26
	Wed.
	106
	1,194
	62
	11
	93.9%
	5.2%
	0.9%

	Feb. 27
	Thurs.
	107
	1,118
	65
	12
	93.1%
	5.8%
	1.1%

	Feb. 28
	Fri. 
	108
	1,166
	62
	14
	93.5%
	5.3%
	1.2%

	Total
	N/A
	25,196
	993
	197
	95.3%
	3.9%
	0.8%

	Average Weekday
	106
	1,120
	49
	10
	94.7%
	4.4%
	0.9%

	Average Weekend
	102
	350
	1
	0
	99.8%
	0%
	0%


Findings: 

1. Based on the review team’s sample, it does not appear that Van Tran has a substantial number of significantly late pickups: only 0.9% of trips had pickups that were more than 30 minutes late; another 1.3% were between 16 and 30 minutes late.
2. Based on the review team’s sample, it does not appear that Van Tran has a substantial number of significantly late drop-offs.  No drop-offs were more than 30 minutes late.  For early drop-offs, Van Tran should be aware of the drop-offs that are between 31 and 60 minutes before the appointment times.  Depending on the destination and circumstances of the appointment, a drop-off more than 30 minutes early may cause problems for a rider.
3. The review team’s analysis of on-time pickup performance differs significantly from the performance reported on the Van Tran Performance Reports.  The review team’s sample of 233 trips from the two days yielded 64.4% of pickups made within the on-time window 
(-10/+15 minutes).  For two sample months of data reported by Van Tran and examined by the review team, Van Tran reported on-time pickups of 81.0% and 81.1%.  
4. The City of Tucson has a performance goal of 80% for on-time Van Tran pickups.  In addition, the City has a goal that 98% of all pickups be no later than 30 minutes after the end of the pickup window.  A standard of 80% means that one of every five trips can be late.  For a rider traveling five days per week, that means two late trips per week. 
5. Van Tran records pickup and drop-off times for 100% of its trips.  For two sample months of data reported by Van Tran and examined by the review team, Van Tran exceeded the goal of 80% for on-time pickups (81.0% and 81.1%).
6. The goal for on-time drop-offs is 91%.  This goal would result in people being late for appointments for almost one in ten trips.  Someone who uses Van Tran to commute to work could be late once every two weeks while still achieving this performance goal.

7. In the two months of Van Tran reports that the review team examined Van Tran did not meet its performance standard of 91% for on-time drop-offs (90.3% and 87.4%).
8. An analysis of trips provided each day during February 2003, revealed that on average 95.3 percent of all trips and 94.7 percent of weekday trips were provided in 90 minutes or less.  However, 0.9 percent of the weekday trips – about 10 per day – had travel times longer than 120 minutes, longer than the travel time standard set by Van Tran.
9. The City of Tucson’s travel time standard stipulates that 80% of all ADA Van Tran trips are to be 90 minutes or less and 100% of trips are to be no more than 120 minutes.  For some trips, these standards could allow rides to be excessively long.
10. An analysis of sample trips in December 2002 and February 2003 indicated an average trip length ranging from 40 to 43 minutes, with an average of 41 minutes.  Further analysis showed that 64% of the sample trips were 45 minutes or less.  About 6 percent were more than 90 minutes; of those, less than 1 percent was more than 120 minutes.
11. A second analysis of a sample of 34 ADA Complementary Paratransit trips with ride times of 45 minutes or longer indicated that the average travel time for ADA Complementary Paratransit trips was 89 minutes.  The average travel time for the comparable fixed route trips was 74 minutes, with an average of 1 transfer, which is 15 minutes shorter on average, than the same trip made on paratransit.  Thirty-one percent of the long trips included in the main sample would have the same or shorter travel time on ADA Complementary Paratransit when compared to comparable trips on fixed route bus service.  At the same time, 53% of the trips in the main sample had travel times in excess of 90 minutes; of those, 2 (6%) had travel times in excess of 120 minutes.
Recommendations

1. Given the large difference between the on-time performance for pickups on the Van Tran performance reports and the sample analyzed by the review team, Van Tran should review its methodology for calculating on-time performance.  It is possible that Van Tran is including all early pickups (i.e., prior to the beginning of the window) in its “on-time” count.

2. It is recommended that the City of Tucson consider revising its performance standard for on time pickups.  

3. It is recommended that the City of Tucson set a goal of meeting 100% of appointment times.  An “on-time arrival” standard might also consider when drop-offs are considered too early as well as too late.

4. It is also recommended that the City of Tucson reconsider its current standards for on-board travel times. 

5. Van Tran should continue to periodically analyze long trips to identify significantly long trips and to 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.  Particular attention should be given to group trips and to determining whether group trips should be split onto additional runs.
IX. Resources

Information about resources available to provide the ADA Complementary Paratransit service was collected and examined as part of the review.  This included:

· Information about the vehicle fleet and the availability of vehicles to cover scheduled runs;

· The number of drivers and the availability of drivers to cover scheduled runs;

· Driver training; and

· The operating budget for the service and the process used to estimate funding needs.

Following is a summary of observations in each of these areas.

Vehicle Fleet and Vehicle Availability

The Van Tran service is provided using a fleet of 73 body-on-chassis minibuses.  Fifty-seven of these vehicles are typically needed during peak operating periods.  All vehicles are wheelchair-lift equipped.  All vehicles are equipped to accommodate up to three riders who use wheelchairs and up to 10-12 ambulatory riders.

A regular vehicle replacement plan has been established for the Van Tran service.  Vehicle replacement is typically scheduled after about three years of service.  Staff noted that this aggressive replacement schedule is needed given the number of miles traveled each year per vehicle and the extreme heat and regular wear and tear on vehicles.

The Ryder Corporation is under contract to provide regular preventive maintenance as well as most repairs.  Ryder performs all but major repairs (i.e., transmission work and major engine work).  The contract with Ryder calls for performance of maintenance at night in order to minimize impact on the availability of vehicles for daily service.

All five riders and disability organization staff contacted prior to the review had positive comments about the vehicles.  Consumers indicated that the vehicles were kept in good repair and were designed appropriately to meet rider needs.

Drivers also had very positive comments about vehicle design, maintenance and condition.  All nine drivers interviewed as part of the review indicated that the vehicles are kept in very good condition.  All indicated that repairs are made promptly if problems are reported.  Several drivers noted that they typically drive the same vehicle, which allows them to get to know the vehicle and to stay on top of any needed service or repairs.  None of the drivers interviewed reported problems with vehicle design or the accessibility features of the vehicles.

Dispatch staff noted that in recent months, there have been sufficient vehicles available each day to cover all scheduled runs and to have an adequate number of spares available.  They noted, however, that in the summer and early fall of 2002 vehicle availability was an issue.  It was noted that a new order of vans was delivered at that time and that there were warranty repair issues with the new vehicles that kept them out of service for extended periods.

Van Tran dispatch maintains a daily list of vehicles available for service.  This list identifies vehicles that are available for use and those that are in the shop for repair or maintenance.  It also identifies vehicles that become available throughout the day (once maintenance is completed).  To document the availability of vehicles for service, these daily lists were reviewed for ten selected weekdays in August and September and ten weekdays in March of 2003.  Table 17 below provides information about vehicle availability for those days.  The table shows the number of vehicles in the shop at the beginning of the day.  The table also shows the number received back from the shop throughout the day.  Given a total fleet of 73 vehicles and a peak daily requirement of 57 vehicles, an estimate of the number of available spares is then calculated and shown.

Table 17.  Vehicle Availability for Selected Days in August and September 2002

and March 2003

	Date
	Vehicles Available at Start of Day
	Vehicles Out for Maintenance and Repairs
	Spares Available

	Aug. 12, 2002
	57
	16 out (3 back @ 630 AM)
	0 to start; 3 by 630 AM

	Aug. 13, 2002
	61
	12 out (7 back @ 6-9 AM)
	4 to start; 11 by 9 AM

	Aug. 15, 2002
	59
	14 out (2 back @ 4-430 PM)
	2 to start; 4 by 430 PM

	Aug. 19, 2002
	58
	15 out (5 back 6-8 AM)
	1 to start; 6 by 8 AM

	Aug. 27, 2002
	57
	16 out (7 back 530-630 AM
	0 to start; 7 by 630 AM

	Sept. 3, 2002
	58
	15 out (1 back @ 1045 AM)
	1 to start; 2 by 1045 AM

	Sept. 4, 2002
	57
	16 out (4 back @ 700 AM)
	0 to start; 4 by 7 AM

	Sept. 5, 2002
	59
	14 out (4 back 7-730 AM)
	2 to start; 6 by 730 AM

	Sept. 6, 2002
	58
	15 out (2 back 630/1 430 PM)
	1 to start; 3 by 630 AM

	Sept. 9, 2002
	55
	18 out (7 back 630-715 AM)
	Down 2; 5 by 630 AM

	March 10, 2003
	55
	18 out (10 back 530-630 AM)
	Down 2; 8 by 630 AM

	March 11, 2003
	62
	11 out (1 back in AM)
	5 to start; 6 eventually

	March 14, 2003
	60
	13 out (3 back 6-10 AM)
	3 to start; 6 by 10 AM

	March 17, 2003
	55
	18 out (6 back 630 AM)
	Down 2; 4 by 630 AM

	March 18, 2003
	61
	12 out (7 back during day)
	4 to start; 11 eventually

	March 19, 2003
	58
	15 out 5 back 530-630 AM)
	1 to start; 6 by 630 AM

	March 20, 2003
	59
	14 out (7 back 630 AM)
	2 to start; 9 by 630 AM

	March 21, 2003
	59
	14 out (7 back 630-8 AM)
	2 to start; 9 by 8 AM

	March 24, 2003
	58
	15 out (4 back 630 AM)
	1 to start; 5 by 630 AM

	March 25, 2003
	59
	14 out (1 back 445 PM)
	2 to start; 3 by 445 PM


As shown, on three of the 10 days selected in the summer and fall of 2002, the operating day started with just enough vehicles to cover the AM peak.  On one day, only 55 vehicles were available.  On many days, several additional vehicles would become available by 6-9 AM, but on several days the service operated with only 2-3 available spares.  In March, there were two days when only 55 vehicles were available at the start of the day.  By 6:30 AM, more vehicles had been made available and enough vehicles were available to cover peak service.  A more comfortable number of spares were available during this period.

Driver, Driver Training and Driver Availability

At the time of the review, Van Tran employed a total of 110 drivers to cover the 82 runs typically assigned each weekday, as well as weekend service.  Sixty-five of these drivers worked full-time and 45 were employed on a part-time basis.

The current union contract for Van Tran drivers calls for a wage of $5.30 per hour to be paid during training.  At the completion of training, drivers earn a starting salary of $9.01 per hour.  This hourly rate can increase to a maximum of $13.05 for drivers with 10 years of experience.  No benefits are provided to Van Tran drivers.

All new drivers must complete a relatively rigorous training program.  The program includes eight days of classroom training and then on-the-road training.  Classroom training includes hands-on instruction in the operation of accessibility equipment as well as instruction in assisting riders with disabilities and disability awareness training.  The actual length of on-the-road training will vary – as driver-trainers will not “sign-off” on a new employee until they are comfortable that the trainees is prepared to operate service independently.  Typically, at least one week of on-the-road training is provided and sometimes this can be extended to two weeks or more.

A unique feature of the Van Tran driver-training program is “city tours” – riding with experienced drivers to observe how service is provided.  These tours are mixed with classroom training and trainees go out on several tours during their eight days of classroom training.  Van Tran training staff indicated that these tours help give trainees a first-hand understanding of the service early in the training process and help “bring to life” the classroom training.

Drivers were asked during on-site interviews whether they felt they received adequate training to do the job.  All nine drivers interviewed expressed satisfaction with the training program.  Several noted that they felt it was very good.  One driver indicated that additional training in map reading would have been helpful.  All felt adequately trained, though, in the use of accessibility equipment and in assisting riders with disabilities.

It was noted that at present there is no formal refresher training related to disability awareness or use of accessibility equipment.  There is a monthly safety meeting at which safe driving issues are stressed.  The Van Tran training manager did note, though, that he was working on a more complete refresher-training program and that this would be implemented in the near future.

All riders and disability advocates contacted as part of the review had generally positive comments about driver performance.  Four of the five individuals contacted indicated that drivers are professional, well trained and provide appropriate assistance.  One person indicated that most drivers are very good but noted that new drivers can occasionally be less efficient and helpful.

Eight of the 41 recent customer comments on file at Van Tran and examined as part of the review related to driver performance.  Five comments, mainly from other drivers encountering Van Tran vehicles, expressed concern over poor driving.  Two comments were on file concerning driver attitude, and one comment expressed concern that a driver was using a cell phone while driving.

Employment records were examined as part of the review to get a sense of driver turnover and the stability of the workforce.  The total number of drivers who resigned or were terminated was noted for a one-year period from March 1, 2002 through February 28, 2003.  Resignations and terminations for full-time and part-time drivers were noted separately.  Table 18 below shows the results of this analysis.

Table 18.  Van Tran Driver Turnover, March 1, 2002 Through February 28, 2003

	
	Full-Time Drivers
	Part-Time Drivers
	TOTALS

	Number of Positions
	65
	45
	110

	Resignations 3/02-2/03
	4
	29
	33

	Terminations 3/02-2/03
	2
	13
	15

	Total vacancies
	6
	42
	48

	Annual Turnover Rate
	9%
	93%
	44%


As shown, there were a total of 48 driver vacancies during this one-year period.  This included 29 part-time driver resignations, four full-time driver resignations, 13 part-time driver terminations and two full-time driver terminations.  The annual turnover rate for full-time drivers was relatively low – 9% (six vacancies for 65 positions).  Turnover among part-time drivers was significant, however.  There were 42 vacancies during the year reviewed for the 45 part-time driver positions (or a 93% annual turnover rate).

Van Tran dispatchers noted that driver availability sometimes is an issue in covering all scheduled runs.  It was noted that there are two “cover drivers” on weekdays to fill-in for drivers who unexpectedly call-out sick or who otherwise do not report to work.  Both drivers are usually needed and occasionally there may be runs that have to be closed due to a lack of available drivers.  When a run is closed, the trips on that run then have to be assigned to other runs or same-day dispatched.

To get a sense of driver availability and the number of runs that are closed due to driver availability, the final “Van Operator Schedules” for the 18 days from March 9, 2003 through March 26, 2003 were reviewed.  These schedules show which drivers were originally scheduled to cover runs, what changes had to be made to cover for “scheduled outs” and unscheduled “call-outs,” how many cover drivers (coded as CVR) were scheduled, and how they were used.  These schedules also indicate if any runs had to be closed.  Copies of the schedules for March 24-26 are provided in Attachment I.  Table 19 below shows the key information gathered from the review of final operator schedules.

As shown, it was not uncommon during the month of March 2003 for runs to be closed due to a lack of driver availability.  On four of the days examined, one run was closed.  On five days, two runs were closed.  And on one day (March 24) three runs had to be closed.  On all nine of the days when runs were closed it was also noted that the service ran without spare drivers who might be able to help-out should breakdowns occur or drivers get behind on schedules.

Table 19.  Run Coverage and Runs Closed, March 9-26, 2003

	Date
	Total Runs Scheduled
	Number of Runs Closed Due to Lack of Drivers

	March 9, 2003
	24
	0

	March 10, 2003
	82
	0

	March 11, 2003
	82
	0

	March 12, 2003
	82
	0

	March 13, 2003
	82
	1 (2:00 PM run)

	March 14, 2003
	82
	1 (2:00 PM run)

	March 15, 2003
	24
	0

	March 16, 2003
	24
	0

	March 17, 2003
	82
	2 (2:00 PM and 2:30 PM runs)

	March 18, 2003
	82
	2 (12:30 PM and 2:30 PM runs)

	March 19, 2003
	82
	2 (11:00 AM and 2:00 PM runs)

	March 20, 2003
	82
	2 (11:00 AM and 2:00 PM runs)

	March 21, 2003
	82
	2 (two PM runs)

	March 22, 2003
	24
	0

	March 23, 2003
	24
	0

	March 24, 2003
	82
	3 (Runs 59,61, and 70 – early PM) 

	March 25, 2003
	82
	1 (Run #19 – 5:30 AM)

	March 26, 2003
	82
	1 (Run #55 – 11:00 AM)


Given that runs had to sometimes be closed and that the service often ran without any “floater” or spare drivers, the dispatch staff appeared to do a very good job of managing the delivery of service.  Afternoon drivers were sometimes switched to morning shifts.  Morning shifts were also extended to cover afternoon runs.  Trips from closed runs were reassigned skillfully and other trips were same-day dispatched effectively.  It was even noted that dispatch assistant staff would sometimes be used to provide occasional temporary coverage.

While the skill of the dispatch staff often made-up for a lack of drivers, the practice of not having all scheduled runs covered and of not having some same-day spare driver capacity did appear to contribute to occasional problems with on-time performance.  In some cases when drivers began running behind, there would be no options for reassigning trips and no “floater” capacity.  In these cases, drivers would be instructed to simply do the best they could and trips would be served as soon as possible.  All nine of the drivers interviewed as part of the review noted that here were sometimes issues getting assistance if they began to run late.  Four drivers indicated that dispatchers can provide assistance and will reassign trips “most of the time.”  Three drivers, however, said that getting assistance really depends on the time of day and on the run coverage situation each day.  One driver noted that add-ons received from dispatch sometimes cause on-time performance problems, and two drivers noted that getting assistance during the evening hours was a problem.

Planning, Budgeting, and Funding

Table 20 below shows budget and actual expenditure information for the Van Tran service for FY2001 through FY2004.

Table 20.  Van Tran Operating Budget, Expenditures and Service-Hours

FY2001 – FY2004

	
	Final Operating Budget After Adjustments
	Actual Expenditures
	Annual

Service-Hours 

	FY2001
	$6,267,430
	$6,176,890
	171,347

	FY2002
	$6,537,100

(4.3% increase)
	$6,382,665

(3.3% increase)
	177,947

(3.8% increase)

	FY2003
	$6,848,480

(4.8% increase
	$6,852,042*

(7.3% increase)
	179,237*

(0.7% increase)

	FY2004
	$6,944,470

(1.4% increase)
	NA
	NA


* Projected based on actuals through January 2003

Also shown are the service hours operated each year.  As shown, the Van Tran budget has grown only slightly over this period.  The budget increased 4.3% and 4.8% in FY2002 and FY2003.  The budget for FY2004, however, is only 1.4% higher than for FY2003.  Actual expenditures in FY2001 and FY2002 were just below budget.  In FY2003, actual expenditures were projected to be at or just above the budget.  The funding provided allowed for some growth in the total number of service hours between FY2001 and FY2002 (a 3.8% increase).  Between FY2002 and FY2003, however, the number of service-hours remained essentially constant.  Budget and expenditure increases between FY2002 and FY2003 have basically covered increased labor and other costs and have not allowed for a growth in service capacity.

To get a sense of the process used to estimate demand for Van Tran service and to obtain funding needed to meet projected demand, members of the review team met with Van Tran and City staff involved in the service planning and budgeting process.  The planning and budgeting process was explained as follows:

· Initially, Van Tran management staff is asked to develop budget requests in October or November;

· The Van Tran request is then reviewed by the Administrator of the City’s Department of Transportation (DOT) and incorporated into the DOT Divisional budget in November;

· The City’s Budget Department reviews Divisional budgets in December and January of each year;

· Budgets are reviewed by the City Manager between January and April of each year;

· Budgets are presented to the Mayor and City Council in April and May;

· Budgets are adopted by the City Council typically in late May of each year.

In developing budget requests, departments are typically asked to first estimate the amount needed to maintain services at current levels (the “Pro Forma” portion of the budget) for the next five years.  Each Department can then also request funding for proposed service expansion.

In the fall of 2001, Van Tran and City DOT staff developed a service expansion request for the Van Tran program for FY2003 and FY2004.  The request was developed in response to a study by two independent transportation-consulting firms (KPMG and Nelson Nygaard Consulting) that indicated that the Van Tran service had a significant number of trip denials, was capacity constrained, and which concluded that the service was not in compliance with ADA regulations.  The budget request used information from peer systems to estimate unconstrained ridership for Tucson and to then estimate the number of vehicle-hours and operating funding needed to meet this ridership demand.  The request (see Attachment J) asked for an increase of $2,531,800 in City General Funds in FY2003 and an additional $1,064,470 for FY2004.  These requests were brought before the Mayor and City Council and a special sales tax referendum was developed and put before the voters in the Spring of 2002 in order to fund these and other requested increases in transportation services.  The referendum failed, however, and the DOT’s request for an increase in Van Tran operating funding was not approved.  The Pro Forma budget (for continuation of current service levels) was ultimately approved for FY2003.

In August of 2002, the City Budget Department again solicited requests for Pro Forma and Service Expansion requests.  Van Tran management staff reviewed and revised the prior year’s demand estimation methodology and submitted a request for a $1,445,716 increase in operating funding to meet projected ridership demands for FY2004.  A copy of this “Proposed Service Expansion” request dated October 18, 2002 is provided in Attachment J.

According to City staff, the requested increase in Van Tran operating support for FY2004 was included in the DOT Departmental budget and was approved by the Budget Department.  At the time of the review, it was included in the City Manager’s budget for FY2004 and was to be acted on by the City Council in April 2003.

Findings

1. Van Tran appears to have a well-designed and maintained fleet of paratransit vehicles.  There also appear to be an adequate number of vehicles to meet service needs.  Vehicle availability was tight (but still adequate) in the summer and fall of 2002 due to new vehicle warranty issues.  Vehicle availability and spare ratios have improved in recent months.


2. Driver availability to cover scheduled runs appears to sometimes be insufficient.  On many days, the two available “cover drivers” are needed to cover for drivers who call-out on the day of service.  Often, there are no spare or floater drivers for use as needed during the day.  On some days, there are more same-day call-outs than “cover drivers” and a few runs (typically one or two) must be closed out.  The trips on these runs are then reassigned or same-day dispatched which can have an impact on on-time performance.  Driver shortages appear to be due, in part, to relatively high turnover among part-time drivers.  

3. Van Tran appears to have a comprehensive initial training program for paratransit operators.  Generally positive comments were received from drivers about the training and from customers about driver performance.  Van Tran is planning, but does not currently have, a program for refresher training for drivers.


4. The planning and budgeting process used in the past few years by the City of Tucson and Van Tran has considered unmet need for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  A good faith effort has been made to estimate potential demand for the service and to request adequate funding for ADA Complementary Paratransit services.  At the time of the review, the City of Tucson was in the process of considering the funding needed to meet all expected demand for service.  However, a request for additional funding to meet anticipated demand was not approved in the spring of 2002 for the FY2003 operating year.  The lack of adequate funding appears to be the primary cause of trip denials and capacity constraints within the system. 

Recommendations

1. It is recommended that the City and Van Tran consider scheduling enough “cover drivers” to not only cover for same-day call-outs but to provide some spare driver capacity for use as needed during the service day.

2. It is also recommended that Van Tran and the City of Tucson consider ways to lower part-time driver turnover.  This would allow for a more stable driver workforce and for improved coverage of all scheduled runs.

3. While current driver training appears to be good, it is recommended that Van Tran continue with its plans to develop and implement a refresher training program that includes additional, ongoing training in disability awareness and accessibility equipment operation.

4. It is recommended that the City of Tucson and Van Tran continue efforts to annually evaluate the expected demand for ADA Complementary Paratransit service.  This should include current ridership, actual unmet demand for service (trip denials), and latent demand.  These estimates of demand should then be used to estimate needed service hours, operating funding, and capital needs.  Operating funding should include needed increases in service hours, improvements in operations, as well as inflationary increases.

5. The City of Tucson should ensure that adequate funding is made available each year to meet the estimated demand for service.
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� It should be noted that our sample results for these two dates are nearly the same as an analysis of all trips, which was conducted by Van Tran.  That analysis showed an average trip length of 39 minutes for December 4, 2002 and 41 minutes for February 13, 2003.


� The sample is not intended to be a statistically representative sample.  


� In addition to the travel time adjustments for fixed route noted here, 14 minutes of travel were added to the two Rita Ranch trips to account for drive time to get to the service area (7 miles @ 30 mph = 14 minutes) + 5 minutes at each end of the trip as is normally added.  


� The map mileage is the computer calculated direct drive mileage for the trip, not actual Van Tran odometer readings, which are not reconciled into the computer.
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