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The Honorable Ernest Y. Martin, Chair
and Members

Honolulu City Council

530 South King Street, Room 202

Honolulu, Hawai'i 96813

Dear Chair Martin and Councilmembers:

A copy of our final report, Audit of the City’s Paratransit Service, is attached. This audit was
conducted pursuant to City Council Resolution City Council Resolution 14-69, FD1, Requesting the
City Auditor to Perform a Comprehensive Management and Performance Audit of the City’s Paratransit
Service. The resolution, which was adopted by the City Council on May 7, 2014, requested that the city
auditor examine many issues, including those raised in the August 2010 Short Range Transit Plan
Existing Conditions Report. In the resolution, Councilmembers expressed concerns over the varying
paratransit issues that have arisen and continued over the years, and for the audit to assess the city’s
ability to meet future paratransit challenges and demands in compliance with federal American’s with
Disabilities Act (ADA) regulations.

Background

Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990: Under the ADA, each public entity operating a fixed-
route system must also provide paratransit or other special service to individuals with disabilities that is
comparable to the level of service provided to individuals without disabilities who use the fixed route
system. Because the City & County of Honolulu operates a fixed-route system (TheBus), it is required
to provide a complementary paratransit service.

Roles and Responsibilities: Currently, there are three primary entities that comprise the city’s
paratransit system of service.

e The Department of Transportation Services (Public Transit Division) (DTS) is responsible for
providing public transit (TheBus) and paratransit services (Handi-Van) on the island of O’ ahu.
For Handi-Van services, DTS provides equipment; procures paratransit vans, and reviews and
oversees OTS. The Handi-Van program was transferred to the Department of Transportation
Services in 1996, when ridership was close to 700,000 trips per year.
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¢ The Oahu Transit Services, Inc. (OTS) provides both the public transit fixed route bus,
and the paratransit services on behalf of the city. In 1997, the city council directed that
the Handi-Van management and operations contract be given to the OTS. OTS
provides the employees to operate and manage the both systems, and the city
reimburses OTS for the operating expenses.

» DTS uses a contractor, Innovative Paradigms, to determine if users are eligible for
paratransit services in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. DTS
implemented the in-person eligibility determination program in 2009.

Audit Results

OTS implemented several improvements. It increased its fleet size, improved the availability of Handi-
Van vehicles; increased the use of supplemental taxis; and implemented 14 of 18 recommendations
iisted in the Short Range Transit Operations Plan of May 2012. Despite implementing these initiatives,
OTS Handi-Van on-time performance has declined 5% over the past three years; customers
experience excessive lrip times; and paratransit operations do not fully comply with ADA requirements.

Requests for demand services are difficult to meet and the operational deficiencies exist because OTS
has not made full use of scheduling and dispatching technologies; needs to fully implement real-time
scheduling; and needed to solve MDT failures that adversely impacted paratransit operations. OTS
needs to operationally comply with ADA requirements related to subscription trip volume (ADA limit is
50% of capacity); minimize trying to provide services not required by ADA; and improve internal
controls over subscriptions so demand services can be filled. Absent these improvements, OTS
operations will continue to be inadequate to support current customer demand; operating costs will
continue to increase; and potential revenues will not be collected.

Paratransit revenues are insufficient to sustain the program services. The last fare increase occurred in
2001. Program costs total $40 per trip and users are charged $2 per trip. This amounts to $40 million
per year in operating costs versus revenues of about $1.7 million per year (less than 5% fare box
recovery rate). In our opinion, paratransit revenues can be increased. Subscription and demand user
fares can be increased, and agencies, in particular, can be charged the full costs or higher fares for the
service.

Recommendations

Our recommendations include DTS directing OTS to comply with ADA requirements in areas such as
capacity constraints and trip purpose restrictions. They include subscription management, on-time
performance, trips with excessive trip times, volume of agency customers, and prioritizing agency trips.
OTS needs to reduce the number of No Solution Found and Unscheduled trips by improving its use of
the trip scheduling (Trapeze) computer system, putting more of its operations on real-time scheduiing,
and eliminating the reliance on manually amending trip runs.
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DTS and OTS need to establish formal policies, procedures, and application process for its subscription
program; implement a monitoring program to ensure that subscription levels do not exceed 50% of
capacity as required by ADA; adhere to the ADA minimum ¥%-mile service area for Handi-Vans or
charge extra for the service; and enforce conditional eligibility restrictions.

OTS needs to track, report, and establish performance benchmarks; develop an action plan to mitigate
excessive trip times; and establish a formal Customer Satisfaction/Service Quality Program that obtains
direct customer feedback. OTS should also continue to manage and expand taxi-based resources to
supplement operations, monitor Mobile Data Terminal (MDT) performance, and recover applicable
costs related to MDT deficiency corrections.

DTS needs to improve oversight of OTS and develop a comprehensive five-year plan for managing the
paratransit fleet; establish a tiered fare structure that charges more for agency trips, out-of-service area
trips, and other premium services not required by the ADA. DTS should conduct annual audits as
required by ROH. Additionally, DTS should assess the need, frequency and scope of the annual audit
requirement and, if applicable, seek amendments to the ordinance.

The City Council should amend Revised Ordinances of Honolulu to increase the paratransit system
fares; improve the cost recovery ratio; and separate the fixed-route and paratransit operations.

We express our appreciation for the cooperation and assistance provided us by the managers and
staffs of DTS, OTS, Innovative Paradigms, Citizens for a Fair ADA Ride (CFADAR), and the many
others who assisted us during the audit. We are available to meet with you and your staff to discuss
the review results and to provide more information. If you have any questions regarding the audit
report, please call the auditor-in-charge, Troy Shimasaki, or me at 768-3134.

Sincerely,

Edwin S.W. Young
City Auditor

c: Kirk Caldwell, Mayor
Roy Amemiya, Jr., Managing Director
Michael Formby, Director, Department of Transportation Services
Nelson Koyanagi, Jr., Director, Department of Budget and Fiscal Services
Troy Shimasaki, Senior Auditor
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Chapter 1

Introduction and Background

This audit was conducted pursuant to City Council Resolution
14-69, FD1, Requesting the City Auditor to Perform a Comprehensive
Management and Performance Audit of the City’s Paratransit Service.
The resolution, which was adopted by the City Council on May
7, 2014, requested that the city auditor examine several issues,
including those raised in the August 2010 Short Range Transit Plan
Existing Conditions Report. In the resolution, councilmembers
expressed concerns over the varying paratransit issues that have
arisen and continued over the years, and for the audit to assess the
city’s ability to meet future paratransit challenges and demands
in compliance with the federal American’s with Disabilities Act
(ADA) regulations.

Background

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990: Under the

ADA, each public entity operating a fixed-route system must

also provide paratransit or other special services to individuals
with disabilities. The services must be comparable to the level of
service provided to individuals without disabilities and who use
the fixed route system. Because the City and County of Honolulu
operates a fixed-route system (TheBus), it is required to provide

a complementary paratransit service. This complementary
paratransit service must meet ADA requirements which are
detailed in Exhibit 1.1.
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Exhibit 1.1
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 Requirements

ADA Requirement Description

Hours and days of service Service should be available throughout the same hours and days as
the entity’s fixed-route service.

Service area Service area should include origins and destinations within corridors
within a %-mile radius of the fixed-route service.

Trip reservations and response | City should schedule and provide paratransit service to any ADA
time paratransit eligible person at any requested time on a particular day
in response to a request for service made the previous day.
Reservation service should be available during normal business
hours. Pick-up times may be negotiated with individuals to within +/-
one hour of the requested pick-up time. Real-time scheduling may be
used to provide complementary paratransit service (not required).
Advanced reservations may be made up to 14 days in advance.

Fares Fares for complementary paratransit service shall not exceed twice
the fare that would be charged to an individual taking a comparable
trip on the fixed-route system.

Operating without regard to trip | This means an entity cannot impose restrictions or priorities based
purpose on trip purpose (e.g. prioritizing a work trip over a shopping trip).

Avoiding capacity constraints Service capacity ensures that entities do not limit the availability of
complementary paratransit service to eligible riders (e.g. no
restrictions on the number of trips and individual may be provided, no
wait lists for access to service, or no operational pattern or practice
that significantly limits the availability of service).

Source: U.S. Department of Transportation Circular FTA C 4710.1

History of Honolulu Paratransit Service: The Handi-Van
service began in 1977 as an advance-reservation, curb-to-curb
paratransit service for persons with disabilities who were unable
to ride city buses. The city initially retained a contractor (Dial-
A-Ride, Inc.) to manage and operate the Handi-Van service and
paid the contractor on a per-trip basis. During that first year, the
service was operated only in urban Honolulu, with six vehicles
providing about 100,000 trips, most of which were agency-based
subscription trips.

In 1992, the responsibility for the Handi-Van was transferred from
the Department of Transportation Services (DTS) to the newly
created Honolulu Public Transit Authority (HPTA). Other changes
included the payment structure, which changed from per-trip to
per-hour rates. The first contractor, Mayflower, operated city-
owned vehicles and used taxi companies to augment its fleet. In
1996, the HPTA was dissolved and the Handi-Van program was
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Current Roles and
Responsibilities

returned to DTS. Ridership in 1996 was close to 700,000 trips per
year.

In 1997, the city council directed that the management and
operations contract be given to the Oahu Transit Services, Inc.
(OTS), which also operated the public transit, fixed route service
(TheBus). OTS has operated the Handi-Van ever since.

Prior to 2009, Handi-Van eligibility was processed by DTS staff.
In 2009, DTS implemented an in-person eligibility determination
program and contracted with Innovative Paradigms to conduct
eligibility reviews.

Currently, there are three primary entities that comprise the city’s
paratransit system of service. The Department of Transportation
Services is tasked with management and oversight of paratransit
services. The Oahu Transportation Services, Inc., by ordinance,
operates the paratransit service on behalf of the city. Innovative
Paradigms was contracted by DTS to conduct Handi-Van
eligibility determinations.

Department of Transportation Services: The Department of
Transportation Services” Public Transit Division is responsible
for providing public transit fixed route (TheBus) and paratransit
services (Handi-Van) on the island of O'ahu. DTS plans and
directs the city’s public transit system, establishes policies for
the operation of the fixed routes, reviews established routes,
and determines if any adjustments are required. DTS provides
equipment and buses for the system, and oversees Oahu Transit
Services, Inc. (OTS).

For Handi-Van services, DTS provides equipment; procures
paratransit vans; and reviews and oversees OTS. DTS uses a
contractor, Innovative Paradigms, to determine if users are eligible
for paratransit services in accordance with the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990. DTS oversees both OTS and Innovative
Paradigms, and responds to recommendations, complaints and
questions received from the community and public officials.



Chapter 1: Introduction and Background

Innovative Paradigms: Innovative Paradigms' was contracted
by DTS to conduct in-person assessments to determine if users
are eligible for ADA paratransit Handi-Van service. Since 2009,
DTS has paid $1.2 million annually for Innovations Paradigms to
conduct eligibility determinations ($6.1 million over the last five
years). Specifically, Innovative Paradigms is tasked to:

¢ Conduct in-person assessments;
e Provide written determinations;

¢ Identify and train qualified applicants to use fixed route
transit (TheBus);

* Provide documentation of eligibility determinations; and

¢ Utilize the city’s scheduling and dispatch computer system
to monitor trends and volumes

Oahu Transit Services, Inc.: The city uses OTS to operate the
city’s bus and paratransit systems. OTS provides the employees
who operate and manage the paratransit, as well as the bus,
systems. The city reimburses OTS for the operating expenses. The
operating agreement includes a provision that the city furnishes,
but retains title to the transit buses, paratransit buses, properties,
facilities and equipment used in the systems. Revenues collected
by OTS, excluding management fees, are the property of the city
and remitted to a deposit account controlled by the city.

In FY 2015, the Handi-
Van transported
1,044,872 passengers
on 1,068,634 trips.

Source: Office of the City
Auditor

! Innovative Paradigms also has a contract with DTS to oversee the Mobility
Management Center. The program was the result of the Human Services
Transportation Coordination Plan 2009. The program seeks to improve
transportation options for older adults, individuals with disabilities, and
persons with low incomes. This is a separate program from the Handi-Van
service.
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OTS operations are governed by a seven-member Oahu Transit
Services Board of Directors. Exhibit 1.2 indicates that, as of
September 2015, OTS had 356 staff to support paratransit
operations, with plans to expand by the end of 2015.

Exhibit 1.2
OTS Paratransit Staff (FY 2015)

September | Pending Total
2015 Positions | Anticipated
Handi-Van Drivers 298.0 9.0 307.0
Reservations 28.0 5.0 33.0
Dispatch 13.5 0.0 13.5
Scheduling 6.0 1.0 7.0
Operations Clerks 8.0 0.0 8.0
Customer Service 2.5 0.0 25
Total Operations Staff 356.0 15.0 371.0

Source: Oahu Transit Services

Ridership: In FY 2015, OTS carried 1,044,872 Handi-Van
passengers on 1,068,634 paratransit trips. OTS operated 181
Handi-Vans by the end of FY 2015 and serviced 480,993 calls.
Exhibit 1.3 shows OTS operating performance for the period
FY 2013 to FY 2015.

Exhibit 1.3
OTS Paratransit Operating Performance (FY 2013 to FY 2015)
Total Eligibile | Total Personal
Paratransit Care Total Total Total Passengers/
Passengers Attendants Passengers | Scheduled Total Revenue Revenue | Number of
Carried (PCA) Carried Carried’ Trips Calls Hours Hour? Vehicles®
FY 2013 888,865 142,725 1,031,590 1,114,307 393,658 367,098 242 157
FY 2014 923,867 151,765 1,075,632 1,124,467 500,634 374,307 2.47 169
FY 2015 897,417 147,455 1,044,872 1,068,634 480,993 379,516 2.36 181

' Total Passengers Carried includes Personal Care Assistants (PCAs)

2 Passengers/Revenue Hour excludes PCAs

3 Number of vehicles as of the end of the fiscal year

Source: Oahu Transit Services
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Paratransit pick-up
times, fares, terms and
process

Paratransit Terms

Honolulu has two primary types of riders: subscription and
demand riders.

Subscription rider: customer has an established trip
pattern and has a standing reservation. This customer
does not have to call OTS to schedule these frequently
traveled trips.

Demand rider: customer calls OTS to schedule a one-way/
roundtrip paratransit ride between one to two days prior
to the desired trip date. Trips provided to agency day
programs are often subscription trips.

Honolulu charges a flat rate of $2* per trip regardless of the rider,
distance, or services provided.

Subscription Customer — customer has an established
trip pattern and has a standing reservation. This customer
does not have to call OTS to schedule such trips.

Fare Types — by city ordinance, a one-way paratransit
fare is $2.00. There are two ways customers can pay for
paratransit rides:

o Cash —the customer can pay the Handi-Van driver or
taxi driver cash.

o Coupon — Individuals purchase coupons from OTS at $2
each and redeem them for paratransit transportation.
Agencies (e.g. Goodwill, Lanakila, and Easter Seals)
may also purchase coupons and distribute them to
their clients for transportation to/from program sites.

2 We compared select ADA requirements and operational policies from six
jurisdictions around the country: Honolulu, HI; King County, WA; Portland,

OR; Denver, CO; Minneapolis, MN; and Sacramento, CA. We found that:
One-way paratransit fares ranged from $1.75 (King County, WA) to $5.00
(Sacramento, CA); Honolulu charges $2.00. The window for making an

advance paratransit reservation ranged from 2 days to 7 days; Honolulu allows
customers to make a reservation up to 2 days prior. Penalties for excessive
no-shows ranged from 3 per month or 10% of total trips taken (whichever is
greater) to 3 per month or 4% of total trips taken. Honolulu’s no-show penalty
triggers at 20% of total trips in a two-month period. See Appendix D for a
complete city-by-city comparison.
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Demand Customer — customer that calls OTS to schedule a
one-way/roundtrip paratransit ride at least two-days prior
to the desired trip date.

Real-Time Scheduling — assigning a paratransit vehicle to
a requested trip while the caller is on the phone utilizing a
computerized scheduling software program.

No Solution Found - status given to customers whose
paratransit trip request cannot be accommodated by real-
time scheduling. The customer is offered a pick-up time
from a pre-established matrix of time slots (most are on-
the-hour.) Schedulers will attempt to find appropriate
rides up to the day prior to the scheduled trip via trip
cancellations, assigning taxis, or rearranging trip runs.

Unscheduled - status given to no solution found
customers who could not be accommodated by OTS
scheduling prior to the trip date. Dispatchers will attempt
to accommodate unscheduled customers on the day of
their assigned trip.

Negotiated Time — customer and OTS reservations
will negotiate pick-up times based on trip availability
generated by the scheduling system and within ADA
guidelines (+/- one hour from requested pick-up time).
Prior to real-time scheduling, customers were generally
offered pre-determined, on-the-hour pick-up times.

Trapeze — demand response scheduling and dispatch
software used by OTS to manage paratransit operations.

Estimated Vehicle Arrival (EVA) — Web-based program
that allows customers to track and obtain status
information on their Handi-Van ride. For OTS and DTS
management, EVA tracks operating data and generates
performance reports. EVA was introduced to paratransit
customers in August 2015.

Mobile Data Terminal (MDT) — a computerized device
used in public transit vehicles to communicate with a
central dispatch function. They are also used to display
mapping and transmitting other important operational
data and documents.
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Customer Reservation Subscription, as well as agency, riders are pre-booked for trips.
Flowchart Demand riders may call in between one to two days before the
date of their desired trip°.

Demand Customer Reservation Process: For demand customers,
there are three possible outcomes when calling in to OTS
reservations to schedule a Handi-Van ride:

* Customer is confirmed for the exact pick-up time
requested;

¢ If the exact pick-up time is not available, the customer and
reservationist will negotiate on an available pick-up time
within ADA guidelines (+/- 1 hour from requested time); or

¢ If there are no available pick-up times available within
ADA guidelines, the customer is offered an available time
from a matrix, outside of the scheduling system, and a
place holder is established until an appropriate ride can be
found (No Solution Found status).

The flowchart depicting the demand customer reservation process
is shown in Exhibit 1.4.

* As of February 1, 2016, DTS permits riders to schedule a trip between one and
three days in advance.



Chapter 1: Introduction and Background

Exhibit 1.4

Demand Rider Reservation Process

Customer Calls Handi-van Reservations up to two days prior to scheduled trip date

|
Yy

A 4

Subscription Processing
and Scheduling:
Customer requests
Subscription Service and
goes through a 30 day
evaluation period before

being permanently added :;

On Demand Scheduling:
Customer requests a
pick-up time
(e.g.8:15a.m.)’

If 8:15 a.m. is

to the subscription service. |

available,
Reservationist
will confirm in
Trapeze
scheduling:
system

If 8:15'a.m. is
unavailable,
Reservationists
negotiates an
available pick up
- times within +/- -
60 minutes from
the requested
time.

If 8:15+a.m. is
unavailable, and
no availability +/-
60 minutes from
time requested,
Reservationists:

will refer to a

matix.

The matrix is on-the hour and %2 hour slots

designated for the trip’s geographical area and
offer a slot within +/- 60 minutes from 8:15 a.m.
In this example, the customer is offered 8:00
a.m. and the caller accepts.

—

The customer is placed
on the No Solution
Found (Holding) List.

v
OTS Scheduler will attempt
to accommodate Customer
(up to the evening before
the scheduled departure
date)
\ 4 A 4
OTS Scheduler is |. OTS Scheduler is
successful at unsuccessful at
finding a trip to finding a trip to
accommodate the | accommodate the
Customer. Customer.

| ]
Day of scheduled trip date ‘
Customer becomes
Unscheduled

T

Unscheduled Customer is unaware that they have
not yet been assigned a trip. OTS Dispatch (day of
departure) attempts to accommodate Unscheduled
Customer by: assigning the trip to an appropriate run
with a cancellation, manually insert the trip on existing
run, rearrange an existing run(s) and manually inserting
the trip or finding a taxi.

< One to two days prior to scheduled trip date

A

A y
I I Customer is confirmed and trip is assigned to Handi-van run. I I

Notes:
1. Customers having site restrictions, modified reasonable accommodation due to medical reasons, etc. that require

taxi service do not need to negotiate. So, if the customer calls and asks for a 8:15 a.m. pick-up, we will schedule the

customer at 8:15 a.m.
2.If a customer refuses the negotiated time +/- 60 minutes from the requested time the customer will be marked refused

and will be subject to the OTS refusal process see Appendix E.

Source: Office of the City Auditor and Oahu Transit Services
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Audit Objectives,
Scope and
Methodology

This audit was conducted pursuant to City Council Resolution
14-69, FD1*, Requesting the City Auditor to Perform a Comprehensive
Management and Performance Audit of the City’s Paratransit Service.

The audit objectives were to (1) assess and update the status

of issues identified in Resolution 14-69, FD1; (2) compare and
contrast Honolulu’s paratransit service with the American with
Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) minimum requirements and with
other jurisdictions that provide paratransit services; and (3) assess
the sustainability of the paratransit program.

The audit team performed a variety of tasks to address the audit
objectives. We assessed internal controls related to applicable
federal and city laws, rules and guidelines related to paratransit
services. We examined OTS and DTS policies, procedures, rules,
and guidelines as part of the internal control assessment. The
audit team also interviewed administrators and staff at DTS

and OTS, and analyzed performance and operating data and
statistics for FY 2013 to FY 2015. The team toured OTS” Middle
Street facility, including its vehicle maintenance operations,
reservations, scheduling, and dispatch. We examined a variety
of OTS software technology and report management programs
including Trapeze and Estimated Van Arrival (EVA) System. We
also conducted a ride-along on a Handi-Van vehicle to observe
operations and review customer handling. Audit staff observed
Handji-Van pick-ups and drop-offs at various locations on Oahu
to collect applicable operational data. We observed and evaluated
participants in the Handi-Van eligibility determination processes.
The audit team also attended two Citizens for a Fair ADA Ride
(CFADAR) public meetings, and held several private meetings
with members of that organization.

To compare and contrast Honolulu’s paratransit program

with ADA requirements and other jurisdictions, we examined
requirements under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
and assessed paratransit services provided by the City and
County of Honolulu. We also reviewed comparable paratransit
services provided by King County, WA; Portland, OR; Denver,
CO; Minneapolis, MN; and; Sacramento, CA.

* We found that three operational areas requested for review by Resolution 14-69,
FD1, were generally sufficient and are not included in the body of this report.
Our assessment on eligibility determinations, handling of customer complaints,
and procurement can be found in Appendix F.
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Audit Results

For assessing the sustainability of the paratransit program, we
reviewed past consultant reports, federal reviews, and audit
reports. We also assessed DTS and OTS paratransit plans,
including operating and capital expenditures to support the
paratransit operation. The audit team also examined cost savings
or service demand initiatives implemented over the last three
years. We interviewed applicable OTS and DTS staff, as well as a
private consultant in the paratransit field.

This review covered the three-year period FY 2013 to FY 2015. In
some instances we referenced performance activity that occurred
outside this time period for comparison or clarification purposes.

This audit was performed in accordance with generally accepted
government auditing standards from April 2015 to January
2016. Those standards require that we plan and perform the
audit to obtain sufficient and appropriate evidence to provide a
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained provides
a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our
audit objectives.

Despite OTS and DTS initiatives to improve paratransit

services, improvements are still needed. DTS increased its

fleet size, improved the availability of Handi-Van vehicles,
implemented 14 of 18 recommendations listed in the Short Range
Transit Operations Plan of May 2012; and increased the use of
supplemental taxis. Despite implementing these initiatives,

OTS operations remain inadequate to support current customer
demand, and system performance improvements are limited. The
operational deficiencies exist because OTS has not made full use
of scheduling and dispatching technologies; OTS is providing
services not required by ADA; and controls over subscription
volumes are inadequate. As a result, Handi-Van on-time
performance has declined 5% over the past three years; customers
experienced excessive trip times; requests for demand services are
difficult to meet; and paratransit operations do not fully comply
with ADA requirements.

Paratransit revenues are insufficient to sustain the program
services. The last fare increase was 2001. Paratransit fares have
remained the same for 14 years and cost recovery is less than 5%.
Program costs total about $40 million per year and revenues total
about $1.7 million per year. Paratransit revenues can be increased
by increasing subscription and demand user fares and charging
agencies the full costs or higher fares for the service.
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Chapter 2

Despite Many Improvements, Handi-Van
Deficiencies Still Exist

Oahu Transit Services (OTS) implemented several initiatives

to improve paratransit operations. It increased its fleet size,
improved the availability of Handi-Van vehicles, and are
making better use of taxis to supplement the paratransit service.
Despite implementing these initiatives, OTS Handi-Van on-time
performance declined 5% over the past three years; customers
experienced excessive trip times; and requests for demand
services are difficult to meet due to capacity constraints. The
Department of Transportation Services (DTS) did not fully
implement four recommendations from the 2012 Short Range
Transit Operations Plan, which could have improved operations.
The city’s paratransit service also did not comply with key
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) service requirements.

Backg round The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Circular (FTA C 4710.1,
November 4, 2015) provides guidance on ADA requirements.
The guidance states a transit agency shall schedule and provide
paratransit service to any ADA eligible person at any time
requested in response to a service request. While the transit
agency may negotiate pick-up times, it may not schedule a trip
to begin more than 1 hour before or after the individual’s desired
departure time.

The ADA requirements apply to the city and most other providers
of paratransit service. Like many other public transit agencies,
Honolulu uses contractors to operate and provide the paratransit,
as well as fixed route bus, services.

On behalf of the city, OTS manages the city’s bus and paratransit
systems and provides the employees who operate and manage
the systems. The city reimburses OTS for the operating expenses.
Under the city contract, OTS is paid a management fee to operate
both services. Revenues collected by OTS are deposited in an
account controlled by the city.

OTS Initiatives OTS Increased Its Fleet Size and Improved Fleet Availability:
Since FY 2013, OTS increased its Handi-Van fleet 15.3% from
157 vehicles to the current 181 vehicles. OTS also recorded an
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85.3% vehicle availability ratio in FY 2015, which surpassed its
performance benchmark of 83.3%. Despite these achievements,
managers report OTS capacity is insufficient to support the
demand increases and to properly schedule customers when
they call to make reservations. As a result, the number of late
passenger pick-ups, unscheduled trips, and trips with excessive
trip times remain high.

Handi-Van fleet increased 15.3% over three years: As of July 1,
2013, OTS had 157 Handi-Van vehicles in its fleet. On July 1, 2015
the number of vehicles increased to 181, a 15.3% increase over

two years. DTS purchased 99 new vehicles in 2014, which were
introduced into the fleet between 2014 and 2015. The new vehicles
replaced older models that were phased out of the fleet and
increased the fleet a net of 24 vehicles.

Exhibit 2.1 depicts the Handi-Van fleet composition over the last
three years'. Maximum wheelchair capacity increased from 727
in July 2013, to 869 in July 2015 (19.5% increase over two years).

Maximum non-wheelchair capacity increased from 1,834 in July
2013 to 1,894 in July 2015 (3.3% increase over two years).

The numbers below the Vehicle Type (in bold) represent the
maximum number of wheelchair passengers (First Number)
followed by the maximum number of non wheelchair passengers
(Second Number). For example, 6/0 means the maximum capacity
of that vehicle is 6 wheelchair passengers and 0 non-wheelchair
passengers. 0/10 means that if the vehicle has 0 wheelchair
passengers, it can accommodate 10 non-wheelchair passengers. In
other words, vehicle capacity will vary by trip, depending on the
number of wheelchair passengers scheduled.

! Fleet Characteristics. In July 2013, the average age of the Handi-Van vehicles
was 6.1 years. The average age of Handi-Van vehicles declined to 3.2 years in
July 2015 (47.5% decrease over two years). In July 2013 44% of the Handi-Van
fleet was 7 years or older; in July 2015, only 23% of the fleet was 7 years or
older.
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Exhibit 2.1
Handi-Van Fleet Composition (July 2013 to July 2015)

Maximum Capacity Vehicle Type

Avg. 1200 | 1200 | X400 | X400 | 1400 | 2600 | 2700 | 2800 | 2800 | 2902 | 3100

#of | Age Non- @0 | @0 | @®0 | @0 | 0 | 50 | 0 | GO | (10 | G0 | G0
Vehicles | (Years) | Wheelchair | Wheelchair [| 0/18) | o/6) | o18) | o) | 0/10) | 0/10) | 012) | 0112) | 4/0) | 0/14) | 0/12) | Total
7112013 157 6.1 727 1834 24 4 8 2 0 32 20 10 18 1 38 | 157
7112014 158 65 727 1804 21 4 6 2 11 27 | 20 10 18 1 38 | 158
71172015 181 32 869 1894 0 0 0 0 99 5 19 10 9 1 38 | 181

- -

/"ghy"’;r;%:'" 15.3% | -47.5% | 19.5% 3.3% | -100% | -100% | -100% | -100% -84.4%| -5.0% | 0% |-50.0%| 0% | 0% |15.3%

Source: Oahu Transit Services

Availability of Handi-Van vehicles has improved: In FY 2013
and FY 2014, OTS fell short of its performance benchmark (83.3%)
for vehicle availability although OTS reported average vehicle
availability rates of 80.1% and 77.4%, respectively. In FY 2015,
the availability rate improved. For FY 2015, OTS surpassed its
performance benchmark (83.3%) and 85.3% of its Handi-Van

fleet was available to service customers. Exhibit 2.2 shows the
performance results for FY 2013 to FY 2015.

Exhibit 2.2
Vehicle Availability Performance (FY 2013 to FY 2015)
Avg. # of Total % of vehicles
Average # of vehicles Average % of vehicles AVAILABLE UNAVAILABLE
vehicles available unavailable Vehicles (Target 83.3%) (Target 16.7%)
FY 2013 127 31 158 80.1% 19.9%
FY 2014 123 36 159 77.4% 22.6%
FY 2015 148 25 173 85.3% 14.7%

Source: Oahu Transit Services

According to an OTS maintenance administrator, currently there
are about 20-25 Handi-Van vehicles unavailable for service on an
average day due to scheduled and unscheduled maintenance.
Prior to DTS purchase of 99 vehicles in 2014, the number of
vehicles out of service each day was as high as 45. According to
OTS, newer vehicles have fewer breakdowns and experience more
time between scheduled maintenance. As a result, more vehicles
are available each day to service customers.
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New vehicles added to fleet: The purchase and delivery of 99
new paratransit vehicles contributed to the improved availability
and allowed OTS to shed older, less-reliable vehicles from its

fleet. Although more Handi-Van vehicles were available to service
customers and operational reliability improved, OTS continued to
experience late passenger pick-ups and capacity constraints. OTS
managers stated unscheduled trips (trips that cannot be scheduled
when customers call in) remain high and adversely impacts the
operations.

OTS increased use of taxi services: ADA requires that OTS
provide a trip within one hour before or after a customer’s
requested pick-up time. If the Handi-Van operation does not have
sufficient capacity to meet customer demand, taxis are used to
accommodate the overflow and ensure ADA compliance. That is,
OTS supplements the Handi-Van service with taxi service.

The taxis are on-call and used as needed to provide trips that the
Handi-Van fleet cannot accommodate; to fill-in; to make runs for
late trips; and to provide service to locations that are not accessible
by the larger Handi-Van. Between FY 2013 and FY 2015, OTS
carried a total of 459,869 customers by taxis at a cumulative cost

of $9.9 million. The average cost per taxi ride was $21.53 for the
period FY 2013 to FY 2015.

Comparatively, the average cost for a Handi-Van trip was $40.01
during the same time period, or 46% more than the cost of a taxi
trip. Exhibit 2.3 shows the taxi data and average costs for FY 2013
through FY 2015.

Exhibit 2.3
Supplemental Taxi Use - FY 2013 to FY 2015
FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 Total

Total Passengers 158,749 144,627 156,493 459,869
Total Expenditures $3,388,390 | $3,155,187 | $3,374,704 | $9,918,280
Avg. Cost per Passenger (Taxi) $21.31 $21.79 $21.50 $21.53
Avg. Cost per Passenger (Handi-Van) $40.59 $38.79 $40.65 $40.01
Taxi Cost as a % of Handi-Van Passenger Cost 47% 44% 47% 46%

Source: Oahu Transit Services
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Qualified paratransit taxi drivers have increased: OTS has
increased the number of qualified taxi drivers to transport
paratransit customers and could realize cost savings. Although
taxis are an integral part of the paratransit operation, there are
limitations.

In FY 2013 and FY 2014, OTS used two taxi vendors (TheCab and
ProCare). In FY 2014, OTS certified 132 taxi drivers between those
two companies. In an effort to expand its taxi pool, OTS entered
into an agreement with EcoCab in FY 2015. In FY 2013, there
were 133 taxi drivers qualified to transport paratransit customers;
the number of qualified drivers increased to 174 in FY 2015 (an
increase of 31%). Exhibit 2.4 illustrates the growth in the number
of qualified taxi drivers over the last three years.

Exhibit 2.4
Number of Qualified Taxi Drivers (FY 2013 to FY 2015)

FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
TheCab 125 123 123
ProCare 8 9 7
EcoCab - - 44
Total 133 132 174

Source: Oahu Transit Services

Potential savings by using taxis: In the 2007 Compliance Action
Plan for the Handi-Van, consultants explained the per-unit cost of
the Handi-Van can be reduced by expanding the use of taxis and
other non-dedicated service providers. By shifting shorter trips
during the peak hours from the Handi-Van to other providers, the
report estimated that weekday operating costs would be reduced
by as much as $557,800.

The report also noted that if 5% of Handi-Van trips were diverted
to a taxi subsidy program with a cost per trip less than the Handi-
Van’s average cost per trip, the total net savings would be about
$80,000.

Other taxi use benefits include not having to hire more drivers,
and not purchasing more Handi-Van vehicles. To provide more
taxi service, OTS is discussing formal contract services with other
taxi vendors. Through the contracts, taxis vendors would receive

17
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a fixed fee and would be required to commit resources to OTS for
paratransit trips.

In our opinion, although taxis are not consistent with the
paratransit philosophy of providing a transportation alternative
that parallel’s the city’s fixed-route system, OTS should continue
to expand its taxi-based resources and supplement its operations
with taxi service to lower operating costs.

Taxi limitations: While taxis are important to paratransit
operations, there are limitations. For instance, generally, taxis can
only accommodate ambulatory, or non-wheel chair, passengers.
Taxi drivers can decline paratransit trips, and taxi vendors are
not obligated to accept a paratransit trip from OTS. If a taxi
driver has a potentially more lucrative trip to schedule, the
driver may decline the paratransit ride. Furthermore, paratransit
riders are not obligated to pay taxi drivers a gratuity, making

the run potentially less lucrative for the taxi driver. Finally, taxi
drivers must be trained and certified by OTS to carry paratransit
customers. Not all taxi drivers opt to be OTS-certified.

This private taxi is waiting to transport a paratransit rider on behalf of the
Handi-Van. In FY 2015, 156,493 Handi-Van customers were transported via
taxi at a cost of nearly $3.4 million.

Source: Office of the City Auditor
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Despite
Improvements,
Paratransit
Deficiencies Still
Exist

Declining on-time
performance and high
number of excessive trip
times occur despite the
improvements

The Federal Transit Administration Circular (FTA C 4710.1,
November 4, 2015) states the city may establish a reasonable
window around the negotiated pickup time during which

the vehicle may arrive and be regarded as on-time. The FTA
considers pick-up windows longer than 30 minutes in total to be
unacceptable because riders have to wait an unreasonable long
time for service.

The ADA guidance further states the transit agency has an implicit
obligation to get riders to appointments on time (not late). If trip
reservation procedures and subsequent poor service cause riders
to arrive late at appointments and riders are discouraged from
using the service, this would constitute a capacity constraint.

The length of a paratransit trip (including travel time, trip
duration, on-board time, or in-vehicle time) is an important
measure of service and is considered excessive if the time required
exceeds a similar trip via a fixed route system like the bus.

According to the ADA, untimely service is a prohibited practice.
Substantial numbers of significantly untimely pick-ups or return
trips are considered a capacity constraint and not permitted. We
found that the city’s paratransit service had consistently poor on-
time performance. That is, OTS was providing unreliable service
to paratransit customers and violating ADA requirements.

OTS managers stated that despite implementing the initiatives

to improve service, including the increase in the overall fleet
capacity, lower fleet age, and assigning more trips to taxis, the
paratransit system continued to have operational problems caused
by a lack of capacity. More specifically:

* OTS performance standard of 90% on-time paratransit
trips was not met. In FY 2013, on-time performance was
86.3%. In FY 2014, on-time performance was 83.1%. In
FY 2015, on-time performance was 81.3%. Overall, Handi-
Van on-time performance declined 5%.

¢ Customers experienced excessive trip times; late customer
pick-ups continued, and requests for demand services
were difficult to meet.

As a result, OTS reliance on taxi service will continue to increase
because hundreds of trips per day cannot be scheduled due to
lack of capacity. Taxis were used to supplement OTS operations
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because OTS did not have enough capacity to carry customers
with its existing fleet. For example, in FY 2015, taxis carried
156,493 paratransit customers, an 8.2% increase from the 144,627
taxi customers transported in FY 2014.

In our opinion, the operational deficiencies existed for several
reasons. More specifically, OTS had not made full use of
scheduling and dispatching technologies; OTS was trying

to provide services not required by ADA; and controls over
subscription volumes were inadequate. Specifically, OTS had
not made full use of its computerized Trapeze scheduling system;
had not fully implemented real-time scheduling; and problems
with the Mobile Data Terminals (MDT) compromised important
communication and data collection on board Handi-Vans.

On-Time performance has declined 5% despite improved fleet
availability. OTS defines a Handi-Van trip as on-time if the
customer was picked up within a 40 minute window of -10/+30
(up to 10 minutes early or 30 minutes after the negotiated pick-up
time).? As discussed earlier, OTS increased the number of Handi-
Vans by 15.3%, improved the availability of vehicles, and made
increasing use of taxis to supplement operations. Nevertheless,
Handi-Van on-time performance declined 5% between FY 2013 and
FY 2015 and failed to meet its performance standard of 90% on-
time during the same time period. Exhibit 2.5 shows the Handi-
Van decline in on-time performance and comparison against its
performance goal of 90%.

2 This definition differs from the ADA pick-up window guideline that states
customers should be picked-up within a 30-minute window around the
negotiated pick-up time (e.g. -10/+20 minutes, 0/+30 minutes, etc.) The FTA
allows paratransit operators some latitude in defining on-time trips, including
pick-up times that occur earlier than the 30-minute pick-up window.
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Exhibit 2.5

Handi-Van On-time Performance (FY 2013 — FY 2015)

95.0%
90.0%
85.0%
86.3%
80.0%
75.0%
70.0%
65.0%
60.0%
55.0%

50.0%

FY 2013

Source: Oahu Transit Services

83.1%
81.3%

On-time performance

On-time Performance Standard: 90%

FY 2014 FY 2015

OTS attributes much of the decline in on-time performance to the
number of older vehicles that existed through half of FY 2015.
We attribute the declining on-time performance to insufficient
capacity, inefficient use of the Trapeze technology, excessive

no solution found results, and unscheduled trips that adversely
impacted the paratransit system.?

OTS recorded 23,811 trips with excessive trip times in a nine-
month period despite improved fleet availability. In addition
to late customer pick-ups, another customer service indicator

is excessive trip time. An excessive trip is defined as exceeding
the acceptable trip time standard of bus route +30 minutes. Since
paratransit is meant to complement the city’s fixed-route system
(TheBus), calculating a reasonable paratransit trip consists of two
parts: the comparable amount of time a paratransit trip would
take using TheBus; and 30 minutes added to take into account

* Starting in July 2015, OTS implemented protection runs to resolve the late pick-
ups. Under this initiative, OTS dispatched Handi-Vans to float in a particular
area of the island to pick up customers whose scheduled vans were running
late. The OTS dispatcher used the floater vans to pick up the slack and keep
scheduled runs operating on-time. Protection runs were often positioned in
Waipahu and Wai'anae. Since this initiative was relatively new, OTS could not
determine its impact on the Handi-Van on-time performance.
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travel time to/from the bus stop from a person’s home, transfer
time, and travel time to/from a bus stop to the rider’s final
destination.*

According to ADA requirements, a pattern or practice of a
substantial number of trips with excessive trip lengths is also a
form of capacity constraint. We found that OTS recorded 23,811
trips with excessively long trip times in a 9-month period in FY
2015, which we deemed significant. That is, the city’s paratransit
services was unreliable and violated ADA requirements for
capacity constraint limits.

To illustrate excessive trip time, on October 16, 2015, a customer
recorded a van time of 2 hours and 33 minutes for a trip travelling
from Waipahu to Kapolei, a total of 8.7 miles. OTS estimated that
the Bus +30 calculation for this trip was 1 hour and 14 minutes.
This customer was on the Handi-Van for 1 hour 19 minutes longer
than a comparable fixed route trip and the trip was considered
excessive.

In another example of excessive trip time, on that same day, a
customer was on the Handi-Van for 2 hours and 8 minutes for a
trip travelling from Aiea to Helemano, a total of 15.6 miles. This
customer was on the van for 46 minutes longer than the 1 hour
and 22 minutes it should have taken (Bus +30). Excessive trips like
these happen many times per month.

OTS began formally tracking excessive trip times in February 2015.
For the 9-month period of February — October 2015, OTS identified
23,811 excessive trip times experienced by its customers. These
trips represented 4.2% of all paratransit trips offered during the
same time period. Exhibit 2.6 shows the number of excessive trips
recorded during 2015.

* Riders may incorrectly perceive they are taking an excessive trip if, for
example, they can travel by car from their house to the drugstore three miles
away in 10 minutes. However, if this same trip to the drug store was made
on TheBus, it may take much longer, perhaps up to 20 minutes, if the user
includes the stops along the way. Adding the 30 minute travel time to/from the
bus stop, the comparable paratransit trip could take as much as 50 minutes and
would be considered reasonable.
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Deficiencies
Existed For Several
Reasons

Exhibit 2.6
Excessive Trips — February to October (2015)
Total # of Excessive Percent of
2015 Trips Trips Excessive Trips
Feb 41,004 2,307 5.6%
Mar 58,742 3,710 6.3%
Apr 64,638 3,639 5.6%
May 64,398 2,819 4.4%
Jun 66,216 1,894 2.9%
Jul 67,918 1,999 2.9%
Aug 65,597 2,360 3.6%
Sep 65,719 2,539 3.9%
Oct 67,541 2,544 3.8%
Total 23,811 4.2%

Source: Oahu Transit Services

Although the city developed a Short Range Transit Operating Plan
(SRTOP) that contained a recommendation for monitoring vehicle
times, OTS did not begin formally monitoring and tracking
vehicle times until February 2015. The above results indicated
OTS needed to establish performance goals or benchmarks (e.g. no
more than 2% of total trips should be excessive) for excessive trips
and action plans for mitigating excessive trip times.

In May 2012, the city developed a Short Range Transit Operations
Plan (SRTOP) (see Appendix A) for the TheBus and Handi-

Van services. The plan provided a set of policies, principles
and recommendations to improve the efficiency, effectiveness,
capacity, and quality of Honolulu’s existing bus and paratransit
services. The SRTOP identified and recommended near term
service improvements that addressed important issues for
improving operational efficiency. It also created guidelines

for future planning and to identify and prioritize capital
improvements and service changes. The plan was based on the
findings of the Short Range Transit Plan Existing Conditions Report,
August 2010.
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Four recommendations
from the 2012 Short
Range Transit
Operations Plan have
not been implemented

DTS and OTS staff implemented only 14 of the 18
recommendations in the SRTOP. Of the four outstanding
recommendations, one recommendation was not implemented
and three recommendations were partially implemented. In our
opinion, these recommendations, if implemented, could address
some of the problems reported by OTS. (See Appendix A for the
18 recommendations.)

The one recommendation that was not implemented was:

* Manage the Handi-Van Fleet. DTS and OTS do not
have a comprehensive fleet management plan; do not
have a formula or long-range plan for fleet replacement
or growth; do not estimate future demand; and allow
budgetary constraints to dictate when to purchase new
vehicles (see page 59).

The three recommendations partially implemented were:

* Establish Customer Service Satisfaction/Service Quality
Program. OTS tracks and reports to DTS the number of
complaints, type of complaints, and commendations. The
agency also established a performance benchmark ratio
of 2.15 complaints per 1,000 riders. Although the agency
tracks the number and types of complaints, OTS does not
periodically survey its customers to obtain feedback on
paratransit operations, policies, or procedures. OTS and
DTS has increased its outreach by meeting more regularly
with advocacy groups, including Citizens for a Fair
ADA Ride (CFADAR). While CFADAR is a noteworthy
resource, it does not represent the broader customer base.
OTS should develop appropriate surveys or convene focus
groups to obtain direct customer feedback. This will allow
OTS to be more proactive in addressing concerns rather
than reacting to customer complaints.

* Establish Demand Management Program. OTS
established real-time scheduling for its Handi-Van
operation in October 2014. Real-time scheduling allows
a paratransit agency to schedule more accurate pick-up
times, and offers better service to customers. Through
real-time scheduling, computer software plans the trip
routes and estimates the pick-up times using computerized
algorithms and related processes. We found that OTS
continues to override computer generated schedules and
schedules a significant portion of its customers manually.
In addition, schedulers have reverted to using a paper-
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Paratransit operations
did not comply with
ADA minimum service
requirements

based matrix system to manage customers who cannot be
accommodated through the Trapeze scheduling system.

* Excessive Length of Time on Vehicle Compared to Fixed
Route. Prior to 2014, OTS reported a monthly Excessive
Trip Time Rate in its Monthly Performance Report to
DTS. The rate was based on a formula of fixed route +20
minutes. In November 2014, OTS stopped reporting the
excessive trip time rate and amended its definition to fixed
route +30 minutes. Although OTS continues to collect
excessive trip time data which is accessible to DTS, the
agency does not formally report data on this performance
indicator in its monthly report to DTS. Furthermore, OTS
has not established a standard or benchmark to determine
whether the number of trips with excessive trip times are
acceptable or problematic.

The ADA requirements establish eight service criteria
requirements for paratransit operations. (See Appendix B).
Honolulu did not comply with two of the eight criteria. The two
were trip purpose restrictions and trip denials/capacity constraints/
service availability. The city’s paratransit operations were unable
to meet the two criteria because of the volume of OTS agency
subscriptions and its operational practices.

OTS does not comply with trip purpose restrictions. ADA
§37.131(d), Trip purpose restrictions, states that OTS shall not
impose restrictions or priorities based on trip purpose. In

other words, OTS cannot prioritize medical trips (i.e. doctor
appointments, dialysis treatment, etc.) over a shopping trip to buy
groceries. According to ADA, all trips are considered equal for
complementary paratransit service.

We found that OTS placed a priority on agency-related trips
(see Chapter 4). In practice, OTS scheduled non-profit agency
trips before demand trips. According to an OTS administrator,
schedulers ensured that customers travelling to a non-profit
agency such as Easter Seals, Goodwill, and Lanakila were given
a high priority for rides and pick-ups. Many of these agency
trips were on subscriptions. The trip prioritizations resulted in
unintended restrictions for demand riders and violated ADA
requirements for equal paratransit service.

OTS does not comply with trip denials/capacity constraints/
service availability requirements. ADA §37.131(f), Capacity
Constraints, states that, in applicable part, an entity shall not limit
the availability of paratransit service to ADA paratransit eligible
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individuals. We found that OTS” mishandling of subscription

volumes exceeded ADA guidelines and was the primary cause for
this violation. (See Chapter 4). As a result, the city was at risk for
civil lawsuits, reduction in federal funds, and federal intervention.
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The City’s Paratransit Service Model is
Unsustainable

Paratransit fares have remained the same for 14 years and cost
recovery is less than 5%. For FY 2013 and FY 2014, paratransit
costs totaled about $40 million and revenues collected totaled
about $1.7 million. Paratransit revenues were insufficient to
sustain the program services and could be increased. The city
currently charges all Handi-Van customers $2 per one-way trip’.
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) allows the city to
charge up to $5 per one-way trip, and more for non-required
services such as agency trips, out of service area trips, and other
premium services. In addition, Oahu Transit Services” (OTS’)
current facilities are near capacity, and continuously adding more
Handi-Van vehicles and hiring more staff will require significant
capital costs.

Backg round According to ADA regulations (49 CFR, Subtitle A, Section 37.131),
paratransit customers can be charged up to twice the amount of a
one way-trip on the fixed route system (TheBus). The current one-
way bus fare in Honolulu is $2.50; thus, paratransit riders can be
charged up to $5 per one-way trip.

Agency and subscription services. The ADA rules also allow

the city to charge higher fares for social service agencies or other
organizations for agency trips (i.e. subscription trips guaranteed to
the organization). However, subscription services may not absorb
more than 50% of the number of trips available at a given time of
the day (unless there is non-subscription capacity). The ADA rules
also allow OTS to establish waiting lists, capacity constraints, trip
purpose restrictions, and priorities for only subscription services.

Premium Services. The ADA rules also allow OTS to charge
higher fares for premium services that exceed the minimum
ADA requirements. The premium service includes trips beyond
the defined % mile service area, trips before or after established
service hours, and trips requested on the same day of service.
Under these rules, OTS may also limit premium services to
certain types of trips. For example, OTS could limit premium

1 Paratransit fares are established in Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Section
13-4.5
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Current OTS
Paratransit Services
Are Not Sustainable

service, out-of-area service trips, to those associated with medical
appointments.

Based on the ADA regulations, there is no limit that the city can
charge for agency-purchased coupons or other non-required
premium services.

In our opinion, the Handi-Van’s operations are not sustainable.
Fare revenues for FY 2015 totaled approximately $1.7 million. In
FY 2013 and FY2014, paratransit services cost the city about $40
million each year. The $1.7 million in fare box and other revenues
covered less than 5% of the program costs. The operating losses
averaged about $38 million per year. The paratransit program
operating revenues, expenses, deficits, and recovery rates are
shown in the exhibit below.

Exhibit 3.1
Recovery Ratios (FY 2013 to FY 2015)

FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015
Total Operating Expenses $ 40,106,037 | $§ 39,465,520 | $ 34,283,289
Total Fare Revenues $ 168289 | $ 1,764,168 | $ 1,686,828
Operating Deficit $ (38,423,143)| $ (37,701,352)| $ (32,596,461)
Handi-Van Fare Per Rider $2.00 $2.00 $2.00
Passenger Trips 841,447 882,084 843,414
Cost Recovery Ratio* 4.20% 4.50% 4.90%

*Cost Recovery Ratio: Total Fare Revenues + Total Operating Expenses

Source: Oahu Transit Services

Paratransit
Revenues Could
Rise With an
Across-the-Board
Fare Increase

We compared paratransit fares with Honolulu and five other
paratransit jurisdictions from around the country (King

County, WA; Portland, OR; Denver, CO; Minneapolis, MN; and
Sacramento, CA. (See Appendix D for the city comparisons.) We
found that Honolulu’s paratransit fare was on the lower end.
Trip fares ranged from $1.75 to $5 for a one-way ride (Honolulu
charges $2 per one-way trip). Two jurisdictions (Denver and
Minneapolis) had a tiered fare structure based on the trip location
or time-of-day.

Currently, the city charges all customers $2 per one-way trip and
paratransit fares have not increased since 2001. That is, agency,
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Agencies Should
Be Charged Full
Costs or Higher
Fares

subscription, and demand users pay $2 per trip. According to the
Code of Federal Regulations for ADA rules (49 CFR Subtitle A,
Section 37.131), the city is allowed to charge fares for paratransit
services that do not exceed twice the fixed bus route system fares,
or $5 per trip.

If paratransit fares were increased to the maximum allowed under
the ADA regulations and paratransit riders charged the maximum
$5 per trip, we estimate paratransit revenues could increase from
$1.7 million to $4.2 million, based on the FY 2015 ridership data.
The $5 per one-way trip rate would also improve the cost recovery
ratio from 4.9% to 12.3%.

Exhibit 3.2 shows the impact of raising paratransit fares from $2 to
$3, $4, and $5.

Exhibit 3.2
Projected Fare Revenues versus Estimated Expenses
FY 2015

$2 Fare $3 Fare $4 Fare $5 Fare
Operating Expense $34,283,289 $34,283,289 $34,283,289 $34,283,289
Revenue (estimated) $1,686,828 $2,530,242 $3,373,656 $4,217,070
Revised Operating
Expenses
(estimated) -$32,596,461 | -$31,753,047 | -$30,909,633 | -$30,066,219
Cost Recovery Ratio 4.9% 7.4% 9.8% 12.3%

‘Based on 843,414 estimated passenger trips provided in FY 2015.

Source: Oahu Transit Services

Agency users are Handi-Van customers who are traveling to social
service agencies. OTS allows individual riders and organizations
to purchase ride coupons for agency riders in advance. These
agency coupons are purchased at the same rate of $2 per one

way trip. The bulk of the coupons are purchased by social service
agencies, nonprofits, and other organizations. Most of these
agency customers are on subscriptions and are a priority for OTS.

Other paratransit operators charge higher fares for agency and
other premium services. The City of Madison, Wisconsin, for
example, charges riders a one-way paratransit fare of $3.25 and
prohibits service agencies from purchasing paratransit booklets at
the $3.25 regular rate. Instead, agencies are charged $33.75 for a
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Exhibit 3.3

one-way trip. Similarly, the City of Green Bay, Wisconsin charges
riders a one-way paratransit fare of $3.00, and charges services
agencies $15.00 per one-way trip.

ADA rules do not require paratransit agencies to sell coupons

or offer subscription services and specifically allow paratransit
operators to charge higher fares®. In our view, agency customers
receive a premium service and could be charged a higher fare.

Top five service agencies using paratransit services. We
identified the top five agencies that used paratransit services.
These agencies purchased 153,173 coupons for $6.2 million. The
recovery rate for these agencies covered 4.9% of the cost of the
city’s paratransit service. Exhibit 3.3 below compares the city costs
and the revenues generated in FY 2015.

Agency Coupons and Cost Recovery Ratio for FY 2015

Number of Total Cost R S
Agency Name ) (%2 Recovery

Coupons for Rides ,

Coupon) Ratio

Easter Seals Hawaii 26,698 $1,085,273.70 | $53,396.00 4.92%

Goodwill Industries of Hawaii, Inc. 25,910 $1,053,241.50 || $51,820.00 4.92%

Lanakila Pacific 43,292 $1,759,819.80 | $86,584.00 4.92%
Special Education Center of o

Hawaii, Inc. (SECOH) 24,200 $983,730.00 $48,400.00 4.92%

Logisticare 33,073 $1,344,417.45 | $66,146.00 4.92%

Total 153,173 $6,226,482.45 | $306,346.00 4.92%

Source: Oahu Transit Services

The average one-way cost to provide a paratransit trip in FY 2015
was $40.65. ADA regulations do not place limits on the amount
the city can charge for agency-purchased coupons. The city can
therefore increase the per-ride rate for agency coupons to cover

a larger portion of the paratransit service costs and charges fares
that are comparable to the premium service agencies receive. The
potential impact of increasing the agency rates is illustrated in
Exhibit 3.4.

2 ADA §37.131 (c)(4) states, the paratransit operator... may charge a fare higher
than otherwise permitted by this paragraph to a social service agency or other
organization for agency trips (i.e. trips guaranteed to the organization.)
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Exhibit 3.4

Potential Agency Coupon Sales and Revenue Projections for Select Agencies (FY 2015)

Operating
Expense Actual and Proposed Revenues
T Total Cost 52 CO.UP on | 10 Coupon | $25 Coupon 340,69
v Per Trip s Price Price Ceroes
Agency Name Coupons (Current) Price’
Egj&g; Seals 26,698 | $1,085,273.70 | $53,396.00 | $266,980.00 | $667,450.00 | $1,085,273.70
Goodwill Industries | o5 45 | $1 05324150 | $51,820.00 | $259.100.00 | $647,750.00 | $1,053.241.50
of Hawaii, Inc.
Lanakila Pacific 43292 | $1,759,819.80 | $86,584.00 | $432,920.00 | $1,082,300.00 | $1,759,819.80
Special Education
Center of Hawaii, 24,200 $983,730.00 | $48,400.00 | $242,000.00 | $605,000.00 | $983,730.00
Inc. (SECOH)
Logisticare 33,073 | $1,344,417.45 | $66,146.00 | $330,730.00 | $826,825.00 | $1,344,417.45
Total 153,173 | $6,226,482.45 | $306,346.00 | $1,531,730.00 | $3,829,325.00 | $6,226,482.45

"Coupon price equivalent to actual cost

Source: Oahu Transit Services

Unchecked Demand

for Services Will
Impact OTS Growth
and Will Require
Nearly $143 Million
in Expansion Costs

In 2015, actual revenues from the select agencies coupon sales
totaled $306,346. Projected revenues if agency coupon prices
were equivalent to the actual cost per trip ($40.65) totaled

approximately $6.2 million, an increase of more than $5.9 million
in potential revenues.

OTS currently maintains 181 paratransit, Handi-Van vehicles at its
Middle Street facility, with some vehicles parked at its Pearl City
bus yard. The current fleet is close to the estimated capacity of 195
vehicles that can be serviced and maintained within OTS’ current
resources. Future growth would require significant capital
expenditures.

The Department of Transportation Services (DTS) commissioned
a study from Architects Hawaii and Gannett Flemming titled,
Public Transit Facility Master Plan, issued in July 2009. The study
was funded in part through grants from the Federal Highway
Administration, Federal Transit Administration, and U.S.
Department of Transportation. The report assessed capacity needs
for both fixed route (TheBus) and paratransit (Handi-Van). The
study included several findings related to fleet capacity, physical
growth limitations, and facilities.
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* The 2009 report stated that capacity is estimated at 160
vehicles, including the eight OTS maintenance bays.
Maintenance capacity was calculated by using an industry
standard of 20 paratransit vehicles per bay with a two-shift
operation providing preventative maintenance, repair, and
inspection service. With the addition of a third shift, the
maximum capacity was between 185-195 vehicles.

* The study projected that the Handi-Van facility at Kalihi-
Palama will reach capacity and not have any expansion
capability. The study team estimated a 50% growth in
capacity from 185 to 195 vehicles to around 300 vehicles,
or over 100 vehicles. The study recommended a second
facility with a 140 vehicles capacity based on its growth
projections.

¢ The 2009 study recommended that the second Handi-
Van facility be located in West Oahu. The location would
result in reduced mileage operating costs for vehicles that
primarily serve the West Oahu area; would significantly
reduce travel to the existing facility; and provide a more
efficient system with quicker responses to West Oahu’s
service requests.

If DTS decides to increase the fleet, parking and maintaining the
vehicles would be a challenge. In the past, DTS and OTS solved
increased demand requirements by hiring more drivers and
buying more vans. The existing facilities lack the capacity to
handle many more vehicles. The cost of a West Oahu facility for
both TheBus and Handi-Van fleet would cost $144 million and
take at least five years to construct.

capacity to handle between 185-195 paratransit vehicles. The facility is nearing
capacity with the current fleet of 181 Handi-Vans, with no room to expand.

Source: Office of the City Auditor



Chapter 3: The City’s Paratransit Service Model is Unsustainable

To resolve the capacity problem, best practices recommend that
operating agencies have at least a five-year plan to properly plan
and forecast demand and the resources needed to satisfy the
demand. As demand for service increases, DTS and OTS will be
challenged to satisfy the additional services needed. Neither OTS
nor DTS have a forecast model for predicting future Handi-Van
vehicle needs. DTS lacks a comprehensive paratransit plan; and
DTS administrators have no formula to calculate the number of
vehicles needed to meet paratransit demands. Without the plan,
DTS and OTS cannot determine how many vehicles or types

of vehicles the city needs to efficiently operate the Handi-Van
system.
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Chapter 4

Governance and Service Policy Issues Should Be
Revisited

The Department of Transportation Services (DTS) oversight of
Oahu Transit Services (OTS) and paratransit operations needs
improvement. DTS has not consistently performed annual
audits of OTS as required by city ordinance and is not always
aware of operational changes or initiatives implemented by OTS.
Additionally, the city’s governance structure for paratransit lacks
accountability. City ordinance mandates that OTS operate both
fixed route (TheBus) and paratransit (Handi-Van) in perpetuity,
unless the ordinance is amended. The city’s paratransit service
exceeds minimum ADA requirements because of policy and past
practice. We question the city’s ability to continue providing
premium services when it violates ADA paratransit guidelines.

Backg round The DTS is responsible for providing public transit (TheBus) and
paratransit services (Handi-Van) on the island of O'ahu. DTS
plans and directs the city’s public transit system, establishes
policies for the operation of the fixed routes, reviews established
routes, and determines if any adjustments are required.

For Handi-Van services, DTS provides equipment; procures
paratransit vans, and reviews and oversees OTS. DTS uses a
contractor, Innovative Paradigms, to determine if users are eligible
for paratransit services. DTS oversees both OTS and Innovative
Paradigms, and responds to recommendations, complaints and
questions received from the community and public officials.

DTS Ove rsig ht of Revised Ordinances of Honolulu (ROH) Section 13-8.7 requires
OTS and Paratransit DTS to conduct an annual audit of the performance of the city bus

Opera tions Can Be system and special transit service to:

Improved ¢ Evaluate the actual performance of the city bus system and
special transit service in comparison to budgetary levels of
service, and effectiveness and efficiency measures;
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The last annual
paratransit audit was
completed in 2011

DTS notified after
managerial decisions
made by OTS

¢ Identify problems in the management, operation, and
maintenance of the city bus and special transit services;
and

¢ Recommend solutions to the problems identified.

DTS has not conducted this audit since 2011. According to

DTS, the most recent audits took approximate 10 to 12 months
for the request for proposal and an additional 8 to 12 months

to produce the final report. Administrators explained that the
management performance review (audit) was funded in FY 2011,
but not completed until August 2013. The current performance
review contract started in September 2015 and is expected to be
completed by June 2016. As a result, DTS is not in compliance
with the revised ordinances and is unable to meet the objectives of
the audit that include evaluating actual performance, identifying
problems, and recommending solutions to the problems
identified.

DTS faces logistical challenges in meeting this annual audit
requirement. The department may want to propose an ordinance
amendment to align the audit need, frequency, or scope with its
existing resources.

In our opinion, DTS needs to improve oversight and OTS
accountability for paratransit operations. Although DTS routinely
reviews OTS performance through monthly reports and the

OTS weekly Estimated Vehicle Arrival (EVA)' website, DTS was
unaware of OTS management decisions that were made without
DTS consent.

In three separate instances, DTS was notified by OTS after
managerial decisions were made.

¢ In 2010, OTS conducted a test run of real-time scheduling
during a weekend. When DTS asked OTS for an update
of how the testing was going, OTS responded that they
had terminated the program without advising DTS of its
decision.

! In August 2015, the EVA system was introduced to paratransit customers. The
system allows customers to track and obtain status information on their Handi-
Van ride via the internet. For OTS and DTS management, EVA tracks operating
data and generates performance reports.
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City ordinance created
OoTS

Studies indicate benefits
of separating fixed route
and paratransit services

* On a separate instance, OTS leased a van without DTS
approval.

* Most recently, OTS contracted with a local vendor to
provide supplemental service during non-peak hours
without notifying DTS. DTS became aware of the new
vendor service only after a customer called to complain
about the service.

As a result, DTS cannot ensure OTS is held accountable for its
decisions and cannot provide the oversight needed to minimizes
risks to the program.

Revised Ordinances of Honolulu (ROH), Section 13, Article 8,
Transit Management Services Contractor, requires that the fixed
route and paratransit services must be operated by the same
transit management services contractor. The ordinance states
that the city has the power to form and contract with a private,
nonprofit corporation to serve as the transit management services
contractor, and that the entity shall have no purpose, except to
manage, operate, and maintain the city bus system and special
transit service. The ordinance further allowed the city to enter
into a management agreement with the designated entity for a
period of at least five years.

The ordinance consolidated the fixed-route (The Bus) and
paratransit (Handi-Van) services under a single operator. OTS
was created for the sole purpose of providing fixed-route and
paratransit services for the city. It does not offer services to other
entities, and does not seek additional business from other entities.
OTS assumed the operation and management of both TheBus and
special transit services (paratransit) on April 1, 1997.

The DTS Management and Operations Agreement with OTS
expired on June 30, 2002, and an amendment was executed on
July 22, 2010. The amended management agreement extended the
agreement indefinitely until such time as the city and OTS execute
anew agreement.

In other jurisdictions, fixed route operations are operated
separately from paratransit operations. While there are benefits

of consolidating fixed-route and paratransit services, there are
also benefits if both services are separated. Since 2007, studies
conducted by consultants on TheBus and Handi-Van have
identified fixed route and paratransit operations issues such as the
lack of incentives for OTS to improve paratransit operations.
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For instance, fixed route and paratransit services are two different
operations. Fixed route operations provide services to the general
population, while paratransit operations provide special services
to a specific segment of the public. The studies indicate the city
may want to separate the fixed-route and paratransit operations.

OTS Provides
Services That

Exceed or Violate
ADA Minimums

OTS does not enforce
%4=-mile radius limit which
adds additional cost

OTS provides services that exceed Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) minimum requirements. These include offering service
outside the %-mile radius minimum; not enforcing conditional
eligibility; and offering subscription and premium services (See
Appendix C) not required by ADA minimum service rules. While
DTS is not prohibited from offering these services, the paratransit
system presently cannot meet minimum service requirements
such as sufficient on-time performance, reduced number of trips
with excessive trip times, and capacity constraints. DTS should
consider changing long-standing policies to ensure OTS can
adequately meet ADA service requirements before offering these
services. Long-standing DTS policy in these areas allow these
excessive services, but should simultaneously reduce overall
demand for paratransit services.

The ADA service criteria requires OTS to provide service within
% of a mile on each side of a fixed route. The Handi-Van service
currently exceeds the minimally-required service area. Services
provided outside of the three-fourths of a mile on each side of a
fixed route is a premium service and could be charged a higher
fare.

The OTS paratransit program provides services that exceed the
%-mile radius required by ADA. The agency accommodates all
passengers regardless if the passenger’s pick-up or drop-off is
located in the required service area. Although the city has the
option of not providing paratransit service outside the service area
or charging a premium for Handi-Van service beyond the ¥-mile
radius, OTS does not charge for the extra service.

OTS provides services to riders whose locations are beyond the %
of a mile service area at its standard fare of $2 per one way trip.
For example,

¢ At the time of booking a trip, the Trapeze system has a
mapping tool that is capable of notifying reservationists if
trips are outside of the required service area. According to
OTS, this tool is turned off and is not utilized. As a result,
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Exhibit 4.1
Sample of Riders with Trips Outside of Service Area (FY 2014 to FY 2015)

the Trapeze mapping tool is not used to enforce the ¥%-mile
radius rule.

OTS has opted to incur the additional costs of providing

service outside the ¥-mile radius and to forgo the

additional revenue that could be generated from providing
the services outside of the required area. More specifically,
OTS charges the standard rate of $2 per one way trip,
although the city could charge a higher fare for service
outside the ¥-mile radius.

We reviewed ridership patterns from a sample of five customers
whose pickup and/or drop-off locations were beyond the required
service area and determined that OTS had forgone $4,105 in
revenues. The total cost of providing the trips was approximately
$32,462.

Exhibit 4.1 below quantifies our breakdown of the five riders
sampled. For the 821 trips OTS provided, up to $4,105 of potential
fare revenues went uncollected.

Trips
Provided Current | Potential | Potential | Potential
Distance Outisde Cost of Fare Fare Fare Fare
From Fixed | Service Trips Revenue | Revenue | Revenue | Revenue
Street Zip Code Route Area Provided (%2) ($3) ($4) ($5)
Rider A | Kuliouou Rd 96821 1.2 miles 401 $15,772 $802 $1,203 $1,604 $2,005
Rider B | Kuliouou Rd 96821 1.0 miles 274 $10,842 $548 $822 $1,096 $1,370
Rider C | Pupukea Rd 96712 2.8 miles 78 $3,171 $156 $234 $312 $390
Rider D Punono St 96789 1.4 miles 42 $1,668 $84 $126 $168 $210
Rider E | Kuliouou Rd 96821 1.2 miles 26 $1,009 $52 $78 $104 $130
Total 821 $32,462 $1,642 $2,463 $3,284 $4,105

Source: Oahu Transit Services and Google Maps

Paratransit operators in other jurisdictions charge a premium

for out-of-area service. The Santa Clara Valley Transportation
Authority in San Jose, California charges a one-way base fare of
$4 for ADA required trips. The operator charges $16 per one-
way fare for premium services, including extended service area
trips. Similarly, the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority
charges a standard $3 one-way paratransit fare, but charges $5
each way for service outside the %-mile service area.
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OTS does not enforce
conditional eligibility
requirements which
adds unnecessary cost

DTS should consider policy changes to have OTS adhere to

the minimally-required %-mile service area. This change

could reduce cost, align paratransit operations with the fixed-
route service area as intended by ADA, and improve on-time
performance. If the practice of providing service beyond the
¥%-mile service area continues, fare increases are justified for this
premium service.

According to ADA regulations, a rider is conditionally eligible

if an individual meets the eligibility criteria for some trips

but not others. ADA rules state the individual shall be ADA
paratransit eligible only for those trips for which he or she meets
the criteria. Conditional eligibility applies to individuals who

are able to independently use fixed route transit services under
some circumstances. OTS does not enforce conditional eligibility
limitations. As a result, some riders are provided paratransit trips
for which they are not eligible. This adds to operations cost and
reduces the capacity for rides for eligible customers.

The Handi-Van’s Eligibility Center is managed by a contractor,
Innovative Paradigms. The company is paid about $1 million per
year for its services. At the center, applicants are deemed eligible,
conditionally eligible, temporary eligible, or ineligible to ride The
Handi-Van.

* Eligible — Customer may ride the Handi-Van for all
transportation needs, without restriction

* Conditionally eligible — Customer may ride the Handi-Van
under certain conditions only

* Temporary eligible — Customer may ride the Handi-Van
with or without conditions for a specific time period

* Ineligible — Customer may not ride the Handi-Van

From FY 2013 to FY 2015, 1,368 applicants were deemed
conditionally eligible. The approximate cost of assessing
conditionally eligible riders was $347,472. The Eligibility Center
also conducted optional Travel Training for conditionally eligible
riders. From FY 2013 to FY 2015, 30 riders were travel trained. The
approximate cost of travel training the riders was approximately
$63,750.

We reviewed five paratransit services from other jurisdictions for
best practices of enforcing conditional eligibility. Four of the five
jurisdictions we reviewed enforced conditional eligibility.
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Although the Innovative Paradigms eligibility process deemed
some applicants as conditionally eligible and were provided
conditional eligibility and travel training services, OTS did
not distinguish between conditionally eligible riders and
unconditionally eligible riders when providing paratransit
services. That is, conditionally eligible riders were treated as
unconditionally eligible riders.

From a list of 1,368 conditionally eligible riders between

FY 2013 to FY 2015, we selected a sample of seven riders who had
conditions that were specific, measurable, and could be enforced
with minimal effort and cost. Exhibit 4.2 describes the number of
ineligible trips for each rider and the cost of providing the trips.

Exhibit 4.2
Sample of Ineligible Trips Provided to Conditionally Eligible Riders
Estimated
Cost of
No. of Ineligible Providing
Trips Ineligible
Condition Description (FY 2013-FY 2015) Trip*
Rider A You may use TheHandi-Van for trips to unfamiliar destinations 191 $7,764
Rider B You may use TheHandi-Van for trips to unfamiliar destinations 145 $5,894
Rider C You may use TheHandi-Van for trips to unfamiliar destinations 31 $1,260
This trip is during hours of darkness (dusk to dawn)
Rider D You may not use thehandi-van for trips to XXXX 7 $285
Rider E This trip is during hours of darkness (dusk to dawn) 82 $3,333
Rider F This trip is during hours of darkness (dusk to dawn) 251 $10,203
Rider G This trip is during hours of darkness (dusk to dawn) 109 $4,431
TOTAL 816 $33,170

*Based on FY 2015 costs

Source: Innovative Paradigms and Oahu Transit Services

From our sample, we calculated that OTS provided 816 ineligible
trips at a cost of $33,170. As a result of not enforcing the
conditional eligibility rules, OTS incurred unnecessary costs and
requests for service that could have been made available to others.

2 Only 2% of the conditional riders opted to participate in travel training.
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Subscription service
levels violate ADA
service requirements

According to DTS administrators, enforcing conditional eligibility
may not be worth the time and expense. DTS states there is a
relatively small number of realistically enforceable conditions
and enforcement would target only a handful of individuals. Our
review of seven conditionally eligible customers over a three-year
period was not an analysis of all conditionally-eligible customer
trips. A complete analysis of all conditionally-eligible trips may
reveal a more substantial impact on paratransit operations.

If the conditional eligibility enforcement is extraneous, DTS may
need to re-evaluate its eligibility process. The city currently pays
Innovative Paradigms $1 million a year to conduct comprehensive,
in-person eligibility determinations. Although considered an
industry best practice, in-person determinations are not required
by ADA or FTA. If OTS is not going to enforce conditional
eligibility, DTS should consider saving taxpayer dollars by
streamlining the eligibility determination process and reducing
the contract amount.

DTS should consider a policy change to ensure that OTS enforces
the ADA conditional eligibility rules. This could save the city
money and free-up capacity for eligible riders. Higher fares for
this premium service are also warranted.

According to ADA requirements, subscription service may

not absorb more than 50% of the number of trips available at a
given time of day. We found that OTS routinely violates ADA
requirements by exceeding 50% capacity for subscription services
during peak hours.

OTS exceeds ADA capacity restrictions for subscription riders.
More specifically, OTS has five peak hours in a day. Three peak
hours in the morning (hourly from 5:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m.) and two
peak hours in the afternoon (2:00 p.m. and 3:00 p.m.). Honolulu’s
paratransit operations routinely exceed the subscription 50%
capacity guidelines during peak-hours of operation. For example,
we sampled 9 operating days between FY 2013 and FY 2015 and
identified subscription capacity during peak operating hours. We
found:

¢ InFY 2013, subscription capacity exceeded 50% in 9 of 15
peak hours

* InFY 2014, subscription capacity exceeded 50% in 7 of 15
peak hours

* InFY 2015, subscription capacity exceeded 50% in 13 of 15
peak hours
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Exhibit 4.3

Sample of Subscription Capacity Violations

FY 2013 to FY 2015

Exceed 50%

FY 13 Sample of Subscription Levels That

6/3/2013 6/12/2013 6/21/2013
Interval Period] Percentage Percentage Percentage
From: Subscriptions | Subscriptions | Subscriptions
05:00-05:59 55% 45% 68%
06:00-06:59 62% 65% 50%
07:00-07:59 60% 49% 62%
14:00-14:59 60% 58% 12%
15:00-15:59 50% 46% 54%

Exceed 50%

FY 14 Sample of Subscription Levels That

6/2/2014 6/11/2014 6/20/2014
Interval Period] Percentage Percentage Percentage
From: Subscriptions | Subscriptions | Subscriptions

05:00-05:59 44% 45% 52%
06:00-06:59 52% 57% 45%
07:00-07:59 52% 54% 37%
14:00-14:59 54% 54% 38%
15:00-15:59 43% 41% 43%

Exceed 50%

FY 15 Sample of Subscription Levels That

6/1/2015 6/10/2015 6/19/2015
Interval Period] Percentage Percentage Percentage
From: Subscriptions | Subscriptions | Subscriptions

05:00-05:59 66% 59% 50%
06:00-06:59 60% 59% 52%
07:00-07:59 68% 62% 58%
14:00-14:59 67% 63% 61%
15:00-15:59 49% 53% 53%

Note: Data in tables show the percentage of subscriptions from total trips taken

during the hour.

Source: Oahu Transit Services
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Subscription riders are increasing. Subscription ridership has
increased from FY 2013 to FY 2015. In FY 2015, OTS recorded
1,436 subscription riders, a 46% increase from 981 subscription
riders in FY 2013. Exhibit 4.4 shows the steady increase in the
total number of subscription riders over the last three years. As
subscription ridership increases, we anticipate the opportunities
to meet demand ridership will decrease.

Exhibit 4.4
Number of Subscription Riders (FY 2013 to FY 2015)
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Source: Oahu Transit Services

Hourly violations for subscription ridership. Exhibit 4.5 shows
the average subscription levels throughout the operating day in
FY 2015. We found that ADA capacity violations occurred in five
peak hours when subscription levels exceeded 50%.
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Exhibit 4.5

FY 2015 Hourly Subscription Percentages
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Controls over
subscription service
volumes are inadequate

HOURS OF DAY

Honolulu’s subscription service violates ADA regulations and
limits the paratransit service available to non-subscription
customers that call in for a trip reservation. More specifically, the
OTS practice of giving priority to subscription riders, scheduling
subscription trips first, and assuring subscription riders of their
pick-up times reduces the capacity in the Trapeze scheduling
system and reduces the chances for accommodating non-
subscription customer requests for pick-up at the requested time.
As a result, non-subscription riders may not get their preferred
trip times, are offered less convenient trip times, and may be
placed on a no solution found or unscheduled list. The violations

of ADA requirements related to subscription rider capacity

and capacity constraints put the city at risk for civil lawsuits, a
reduction in federal funds, or federal oversight.

ADA regulations prohibit subscription services from absorbing
more than 50% of the number of available trips at any given time
of day. ADA regulations also state that the paratransit service
shall not have any operational pattern or practice that significantly
limits the availability of service.
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OTS does not adequately manage subscription services. The
agency does not have any formal policies or practices in place for
Handi-Van related waitlists, trip purpose restrictions or any form
of trip prioritization that can be used to help manage the large
subscription base. We believe OTS needs to improve internal
controls over subscriptions so demand services can be filled.

Formal policy for subscription service does not exist. OTS does
not have a formal policy, application process, or procedure for
subscription service. To obtain subscription status, an eligible
paratransit customer can verbally request to be placed on a
subscription for routine trips (e.g. travel from home to work
Monday through Friday; trips to an adult day care center
Mondays, Wednesday, and Fridays; or dialysis treatment every
Tuesday and Thursday, etc.) In practice, OTS would examine the
customer’s trip history to determine if the customer established
a pattern of ridership within a 30-day period. If a pattern is
established, OTS places the customer on the subscription list.

Cap on subscription riders does not exist. We found that OTS does
not place a cap on the number of subscription riders, even when
subscription capacity reaches 50%. There are no internal controls
in place to prevent subscriptions from exceeding 50% capacity

in any given hour of operation. The Trapeze scheduling system
has the capability to manage subscription levels and can report
violations and warnings if subscription capacity exceeds the 50%
threshold. However, OTS does not use this feature to manage
subscriptions. Rather, subscriptions are maintained manually,
outside of the Trapeze scheduling system.

For scheduling subscriptions, OTS is operating a hybrid system of
real-time scheduling and manual scheduling. It consists of half on-
the-hour subscription services that absorbs overall seat capacity
during peak hours and on-the-hour pre-booked subscription rides
that occupies the overall seat capacity.

Subscription riders receive better pick-up service. Subscription
trips are manually placed on runs before other trip requests

and form the base level of service around which other trips

are scheduled. Conversely, non-subscription riders are not
guaranteed their requested pick-up times and are subject to trip
availability and negotiation. Pick-up times for non-subscription
riders are generated by the scheduling system.

When subscriptions are not well managed, subscription service
can contribute to service problems including trip denials and
capacity constraints for non-subscription ride requests. Exhibit
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4.6 compares two van runs during peak hours that included both,
subscription clients and non-subscription clients.

Exhibit 4.6
Subscription Riders vs. Non-Subscription Riders Sample
(Trend Analysis)

Van Run: 17620
Actual

Client Requested | Scheduled | Arrival Within Pick-

Date Type Time Time Time up Window*
6/19/2015 A (SUB) 2:00 PM 2:00 PM 2:14 PM Yes
6/19/2015 B (SUB) 2:00 PM 2:00 PM 2:14 PM Yes
6/19/2015 C (SUB) 2:00 PM 2:00 PM 2:14 PM Yes
6/19/2015 D (SUB) 2:00 PM 2:00 PM 2:14 PM Yes
6/19/2015 E (NSUB) 2:32 PM 2:32 PM 3:52 PM No
6/19/2015 F (NSUB) 2:30 PM 2:44 PM 3:47 PM No
6/19/2015 G (NSUB) 3:30 PM 3:30 PM 4:04 PM No

Van Run: 11400
Actual

Client Requested | Scheduled | Arrival Within Pick-

Date Type Time Time Time up Window*
6/19/2015 A (SUB) 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 7:59 AM Yes
6/19/2015 B (SUB) 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 8:28 PM Yes
6/19/2015 C (SuB) 8:00 AM 8:00 AM 8:15 PM Yes
9/24/2015 D (NSUB) 8:00 AM 8:54 AM 9:30 AM No
9/24/2015 E (NSUB) 7:30 PM 8:01 AM 9:36 AM No

*Pick-up window is the 0-30 minute time period during which the Handi-Van
should arrive

(SUB) — Subscription

(NSUB) — Non-subscription

Source: Oahu Transit Services

Sample Run 17620 shows riders received inequitable service. Our
data confirmed that subscription riders were generally scheduled
at the top of the hour, were not subjected to real time scheduling
or negotiated times, and were picked up close to the scheduled
pick-up times. In our sample, subscription clients A thru D
requested top of the hour pick-up times; were scheduled for their
requested time; and picked up within the pick-up window.

Conversely, non-subscription clients requesting pick-up times
were subjected to negotiated pick-up times, competed for pick-up
times not taken by the subscription riders, and were more likely
to be picked up late. Service to non-subscription riders resulted
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in pick-up times that ran late and were outside of the 30-minute
pick-up window allowed by ADA.

The data shows that non-subscription riders were inequitably
treated and subscription riders received better service. Exhibit

4.7 shows a two day sample of subscription clients who requested
pick-up times and the actual scheduled times as provided by OTS.

Exhibit 4.7
Subscription Trips Scheduled at Top of the Hour

Van Run: 11800

Date Subscription Client City Requested |Scheduled
6/3/2015 A Pearl City 7:00 AM 7:00 AM
6/3/2015 B Pearl City 7:00 AM 7:00 AM
6/3/2015 C Waipahu 7:00 AM 7:00 AM
6/3/2015 D Waipahu 2:00 PM 2:00 PM
6/3/2015 E Waipahu 2:00 PM 2:00 PM
6/3/2015 F Ewa Beach 3:00 PM 3:00 PM
6/3/2015 G Ewa Beach 3:00 PM 3:00 PM
6/3/2015 H Ewa Beach 3:00 PM 3:00 PM
6/3/2015 I Ewa Beach 3:00 PM 3:00 PM

Van Run: 22200

Date Subscription Client City Requested |Scheduled

8/25/2016 A Kapolei 2:00 PM 2:00 PM
8/25/2016 B Kalaeloa 2:00 PM 2:00 PM
8/25/2016 C Kapolei 2:00 PM 2:00 PM
8/25/2016 D Kalaeloa 2:00 PM 2:00 PM
8/25/2016 E Makakilo 2:00 PM 2:00 PM
8/25/2016 F Makakilo 2:00 PM 2:00 PM

Note: Van Run is the vehicle assigned to various customers

Source: Oahu Transportation Services

In the example in Exhibit 4.7, on 6/03/15, Van Run 11800 was
scheduled to pick up three people, at three different locations, and
all were scheduled for pick-up at the top of the 7: 00 AM hour. On
8/25/15, Van run 22200 was scheduled to pick up six people, at
three different locations all scheduled for pick-up at the top of the
2:00 PM hour. The data sample confirmed that subscription riders
were scheduled for pick-up at the top of the hour, and were not
subjected to real-time scheduling.
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Agency subscriptions
receive a higher priority

A large proportion of the subscription program consists of
customers travelling to non-profit or social service agencies.

These trips, in particular, receive a higher priority than other trips.
According to OTS, all customers booking a ride under a non-profit
agency program will be picked up at their requested time. This
ensures the riders meet the program hours and time constraints.
Comparatively, non-subscription riders are not guaranteed

their requested pick-up times and are subject to real time pick-

up times generated by the scheduling system. The inequity in
service between agency and non-agency riders, and the lack of
controls over subscriptions in general, are problematic and need
management attention.

Three Handi-Vans line up to pick-up passengers from Manawa Lea, an
adult day health agency in Waipahu. Many agency clients are on Handi-
van subscriptions. The city’s paratransit service routinely violate ADA
requirements that limit subscription capacity to 50% in any given hour of
operation.

Source: Office of the City Auditor
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Chapter 5

Operational Improvements in Scheduling,
Communication Technology, and Future Planning
Should Be Prioritized

Oahu Transit Services (OTS) is unable to meet operational
demands, in part, because it has not made full use of scheduling
and dispatching technologies; needs to fully implement real-time
scheduling; and needs to solve Mobile Data Terminals (MDT)
failures that adversely impact paratransit operations. OTS also
needs to establish a formal, comprehensive paratransit plan that
establishes future operational goals and plans for achieving the
goals over a five-year time period. Absent improvements in these
areas, OTS operations will continue to be inadequate to support
customer demand.

Background

When paratransit users call for a ride, OTS staff will use a real-
time scheduling system (Trapeze) to arrange a pick-up time. If
the system cannot generate a pick-up time, the reservationist
will assign an appropriate pick-up time from a matrix and the
customer will have the status of No Solution Found.

No Solution Found is the status given to a customer trip that
cannot be scheduled through the Trapeze real-time scheduling
system. For example, a customer calls OTS to schedule a

trip within the two-day window prior to the trip date. The
reservationist discovers that there are no available trips to offer
the customer. Because ADA guidelines specify that paratransit
agencies cannot deny a customer trip, OTS offers a pick-up time
based on a matrix of on-the-hour time slots. This customer is
confirmed for the date and time of the requested pick-up even
though there is no trip run available. This customer is placed on
the No Solution Found list.

When the OTS scheduler is unable to find a workable solution
for the No Solution Found customer, an unscheduled trip
designation is assigned to the customer. The OTS scheduler
passes the unscheduled trip to OTS dispatchers who will exercise
several options. The dispatcher may monitor cancellations, add
unscheduled trips, rearrange existing Handi-Van runs, reassign a
confirmed customer to another run, or divert drivers on the road
to pick-up an unscheduled passenger. Unscheduled trips are
problematic because many of those trips are added during the
operations and can cause significant trip delays.
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Scheduling and
Dispatching
Technologies

for Real-Time
Scheduling Are Not
Fully Used

Real-time scheduling.! Real-time scheduling is an industry

best practice and was recommended for implementation in the
2010 Short Range Transit Plan conducted by the Department of
Transportation Services (DTS). Although DTS entered into a
contract with Trapeze Software Group back in 1998 to purchase
a paratransit computer reservations, dispatch, and real-time
scheduling system with on-board mobile data terminals and
global positioning system, the city did not use its real-time
scheduling capability.

Prior to introducing real-time scheduling, OTS operated a manual
scheduling system based on a matrix of pick-up times. In this
system, customer pick-up times were generally scheduled at the
top-of-the hour. These top-of-the-hour times were offered to
several customers on the same van although it was impossible for
the van to be at three locations, for example, at the same time (e.g.
7:00 am). Thus, customers did not expect to be picked up exactly
at 7:00 am, but around 7:00 a.m.

OTS needs to fully implement real-time scheduling and make

full use of its Trapeze scheduling system. Despite introducing
real-time scheduling in October 2014, OTS staff continues to
manually manipulate Handi-Van schedules. As a result, duplicate
scheduling efforts and inefficient operations continue.

Manual override of real-time scheduling system. Despite having
the capability, OTS did not introduce real-time scheduling until
October 2014. Real-time scheduling was implemented to make
more efficient use of vans and offer more timely service. Real-time
scheduling allowed OTS to schedule and offer customers more
accurate pick-up times.

The computer software planned the trip routes and estimated

the pick-up times using computerized algorithms and related
processes. For example, three customers who asked for a 7:00 a.m.
pick-up could be scheduled more accurately for 7:00 a.m., 7:12
a.m., and 7:23 a.m.

However, during certain hours of the day, less than half of the
OTS customers were scheduled by the real-time scheduling
system due to pre-established subscription customers. OTS
subsequently reverted back to manually scheduling and
dispatching hundreds of unscheduled trips per day. As a result,

! Real-time scheduling means assigning a vehicle to the requested trip while the
caller is on the phone.
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No Solution Found
And Unscheduled
Trips Adversely
Impact Operations

real-time trips automatically scheduled by the Trapeze software
program were routinely dissected and actual trip schedules were
manually assembled. The manual rescheduling of trip runs
resulted in double work for OTS staff and inefficient operations.

Reason why real-time scheduling was not used. OTS staff did

not use real-time scheduling to schedule hundreds of customers
because the customer demand exceeded the number of available
trips available in the scheduling system. For instance, in
December 2014, the Trapeze real-time scheduling system was
unable to schedule 4,134 trips that month. In May 2015, 4,891
trips could not be scheduled by the system. These trips were
categorized as No Solution Found and accommodated by assigning
taxicabs; assigned to existing runs when other customers called to
cancel rides; or OTS staff manually rearranged scheduled runs to
fit more trips.

OTS position descriptions specifically direct schedulers and
dispatchers to manually override computer-generated schedules
and to adjust trip runs as needed. The manual override of the
computer generated schedules and trips created problems,
including late pick-ups, longer user time spent on vans, and poor
customer service. More importantly, OTS resources were wasted
due to duplicative efforts related to scheduling.

If the system cannot generate a pick-up time, the reservationist
will assign an appropriate pick-up time from a matrix and the
customer will have the status of No Solution Found. A customer
given a No Solution Found status cannot be scheduled through the
Trapeze real-time scheduling system.

This customer is confirmed for the date and time of the requested
pick-up even though there is no trip run available and placed on
the No Solution Found list. Up until the day prior to the trip date,
OTS schedulers will attempt to find a trip for these customers by
assigning taxis, cancellations on appropriate runs, or manually
rearranging runs to find a solution for these customers.

An Unscheduled trip is assigned when the scheduler is unable to
find a workable solution for the No Solution Found customer and
the customer’s trip remains unassigned from the evening prior

or the day of the trip. OTS dispatchers will manage the trip by
monitoring cancellations, adding unscheduled trips, rearranging
existing Handi-Van runs (including reassigning a confirmed
customer to another run), or diverting drivers on the road to pick-
up an unscheduled passenger.
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Exhibit 5.1

No Solution Found and Unscheduled Trips. Exhibit 5.1 shows the
number of no solution found and unscheduled trip customers for
FY 2015. In FY 2015, OTS reports indicated that, on an average
day, 116 customer trips had no van assigned on the day of their
scheduled trip due to lack of capacity. For these no solution
found trips, OTS dispatchers worked throughout the day to
accommodate them through cancellations, re-arranging existing
runs, or squeezing trips in wherever possible. Many of the
scheduled trips would end up being late or caused other trips to
become late.

No Solution Found and Unscheduled Trips (FY 2015)

Trips

NO SOLUTION FOUND

% of NSF

N/A

14-Jul | 14-Aug | 14-Sep | 14-Oct | 14-Nov | 14-Dec | 15-Jan | 15-Feb | 15-Mar | 15-Apr | 15-May | 15-Jun | Avg.
Number of No Solution | | ___ 389 3,368 | 4,134 | 3,133 | 3,021 | 4,539 | 4,165 | 4,891 | 3,892 | 3,504
Found (NSF)
Number of Unscheduled | 5745 | 5491 | 5973 | 3,982 | 2061 | 2693 | 2468 | 1,608 | 2430 | 3410 | 4458 | 2,280 | 3,551

N/A

N/A 0.4% 4.1% 4.6% 3.6% 3.7% 5.0% 4.6% 5.4% 4.3% 3.9%

Average Number of NSF
Per Day

N/A

N/A

N/A 13 112 133 108 108 146 139 158 130 116

Unscheduled Per Day

% Unscheduled 62% | 63% | 66% | 43% | 25% | 3.0% | 28% | 20% | 27% | 37% | 49% | 25% | 4.0%
Average Number of 185 177 199 128 69 87 85 57 78 114 144 76 17

Source: Oahu Transit Services

Exhibit 5.2 shows the number of unscheduled trips per month

in FY 2014. According to OTS data, in FY 2014, there were an
average of 7,478 unscheduled trips per month (8% of all scheduled
trips). On an average day, 252 trips were unscheduled the day of
travel and OTS dispatchers had to manually accommodate the
unscheduled trips.
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Exhibit 5.2

Monthly Unscheduled Paratransit Trips (FY 2014)

FY 2014 13-Jul | 13-Aug | 13-Sep | 13-Oct| 13-Nov | 13-Dec | 14-Jan| 14-Feb| 14-Mar| 14-Apr| 14-May | 14-Jun|Annual Avg.
Numberof 4748 | 6711 7915 | 8321 | 8360 | 6,681 | 8213 | 8647 | 8442 | 8659 | 5935 | 7,478
Unscheduled Trips

# Days of

Unscheduled Trips 26 31 31 30 31 30 26 31 30 31 29 30

Data Available®

0,

T/iig;U”SChed”'ed 49% | 6.9% 8.0% | 89% | 86% | 71% | 95% | 9.4% | 9.0% | 9.2% | 6.6% 8.0%
Average Unscheduled | 1a5 | 54g 255 | 277 | 270 | 223 | 316 | 279 | 281 | 279 | 205 253

Trips Per Day

* Number of unscheduled trip data are missing for some days

Source: Oahu Transit Services

Impact of No Solution Found and Unscheduled trips. In October
2014, OTS created the category of no solution found to identify
trips that the Trapeze scheduling system could not accommodate
at the time the customer called. If the schedulers could not find
a solution for these customers (either through taxis, rearranging
Handji-Van runs to fit customers in, or cancellations) prior to the
scheduled day of the trip, the customer received the designation
of unscheduled.

OTS estimates that on any given day, there were approximately
500 no solution found trips that needed to be accommodated. We
reviewed a single-day report for September 17, 2015 and found
that there were 509 no solution found trips. That is, the Trapeze
software was unable to assign a pick-up time when the reservation
was made. We also found 196 unscheduled trips for that date. If
the data was typical for an average day, we believe OTS does

not have sufficient capacity to meet the demand for paratransit
services.

The No Solution Found and Unscheduled trips caused problems and
extra work for the OTS staff. For example, when the rider called
for a reservation, OTS would confirm a ride for the customer
although a Handi-Van was not available for the actual run. To
accommodate the no solution found trips, schedulers had to
monitor and manually rearrange the Handi-Van runs. If the ride
could not be manually scheduled, OTS dispatchers had to resolve
the problem by assigning taxis, re-arranging existing driver runs,
or monitoring rider cancellations.

Customer unaware of scheduling problems. Customers, unaware
that the confirmed ride was not scheduled, were not advised of
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their pick-up status. For example, we observed over 27 calls for
OTS reservations. Some of those calls were customers wanting to
know the status of their late Handi-Van pick-up. In all the cases,
we found that reservationists did not disclose to the customer
that OTS did not have an assigned van. OTS staff advised the
customer that their van was running late, apologized, and that they
would look into the status. Reservationists would then put the
caller on hold, physically get up and walk to another room where
dispatchers were located and work with dispatchers to find a ride
for the customer. Examples of what we observed follow:

Example 1. A customer called OTS reservations to obtain the
status of a late-running van. The transcript showed that the
customer called into OTS reservations at 12:30 p.m. to obtain the
status of her Handi-Van pick-up which was scheduled for 12:00
noon (already 30 minutes late).

® The reservationist pulled up this customer’s reservation
which showed the trip was still unscheduled and no driver
had been assigned to this trip.

® The reservationist apologized to the customer and
explained that her van was running late and would get an
update shortly. The reservationist put the caller on hold,
stood up, and went to discuss the matter with the OTS
dispatcher located in an adjacent room.

¢ The reservationist returned a few minutes later and told
the caller that OTS is working to find an alternate van for
her since her van was running late. The caller complained
that she had been waiting over 30 minutes.

* At 12:43 p.m. an OTS dispatcher advised a driver in the
area to divert and pick-up the customer.

e At 12:52 p.m., the driver arrived to pick up the customer.
The pick-up was 52 minutes late. ADA guidelines state
that a late pick-up violation occurs when a pick-up is later
than 30 minutes.

* The driver dropped off the rider at her destination at 1:03
p-m. The distance between the rider’s pick-up point and
destination was just under one mile.

In this example, the customer’s trip was never assigned a driver
until the customer called about her reservation. The customer was
never advised that she was unscheduled and was not notified that
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her pick-up would be late. The wait and travel time for this trip,
which was less than one mile, took one hour and three minutes.

Example 2. In this example, Customer A called OTS reservations
to schedule a trip for the next day. The customer requested a 9:00
a.m. pick-up in Makaha for a trip to a Kapolei destination. No
trips were available for the 9:00 a.m. pick-up, so the customer
request was designated as no solution found and placed on a
matrix for 9:00 a.m. At 4:34 a.m. on the day of the trip, the OTS
dispatcher assigned the trip to a phantom run. At 8:38 a.m. that
same morning, dispatch reassigned the trip to a different run. The
customer was eventually picked up at 9:29 a.m. (29 minutes after
the scheduled time, but within the 30-minute window allowed by
FTA) and dropped off in Kapolei at 10:33 a.m.

Although Customer A was not significantly impacted, adding

this customer to an existing run caused other customers to be

late. More specifically, Customer A was traveling from Makaha to
Kapolei.

¢ The trip prior to this added customer ended in Ewa Beach
and the driver’s next pick-up destination was in Waianae.
By diverting the driver to Makaha, instead of going
directly to Waianae for the next pick-up, resulted in back-
tracking since Makaha is past Waianae.

* Asaresult of the added trip, this van had three pick-ups at
9:00 a.m.—two in Waianae (Customers B and C) and one in
Makaha. Customer A in Makaha was picked up first, then
Customers B and C in Waianae. Customer B, scheduled
for a 9:00 a.m. pick-up in Waianae, was picked up at 9:38
a.m. (an ADA violation since the pick-up was more than 30
minutes late). Customer C, also scheduled for a 9:00 a.m.
pick-up in Waianae, was picked up at 9:53 a.m. (a second
ADA violation since the pick-up was 53 minutes late and
exceeded the 30-minute standard). The two 9:00 a.m. pick-
ups scheduled in Waianae probably would have been on-
time if the driver had not been diverted to Makaha.

According to OTS administrators, an acceptable level of
unscheduled trips is about 50 unscheduled trips per day.
Generally, 50 unscheduled trips can be accommodated through
ride cancellations and manual adjustments to the real-time system
Trapeze generated runs.

In our opinion, OTS” attempt to accommodate all customers and
not deny any ride requests have contributed to the significant
number of no solution found and unscheduled trips. As a result
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Mobile Data
Terminals (MDT)
Failures Impact
Paratransit
Operations

of trying to accommodate everyone, OTS is contributing to late
pick-ups and is compromising the credibility of the paratransit
program when dispatchers cite traffic delays and late-running
vans as causes for late pick-ups.

OTS uses Mobile Data Terminals (MDT) to provide real-time
interaction between the Handi-Van vehicle fleet and the dispatch
center. These devices cost about $24,000 each and are supposed to
provide real-time updates and messaging to and from the vehicle;
provide available route performance data to the driver; and allow
drivers to adjust their wait times. The devices are supposed to
allow drivers to know exactly when to leave in order to meet
customer pick-ups times, and help drivers navigate their routes.
The MDT is supposed to facilitate safe and efficient operations;
help OTS to manage passenger manifests and pick-ups;
communicate with drivers; and help control the flow of accurate
and reliable information and communications.

MDTs failed to work. According to OTS, the MDTs failed to
operate properly on numerous occasions. For the 14-month
period from September 2014 to October 2015, the MDTs operated
an average 83% of the time. During the same period, an average
of 17 MDT units did not operate at all and 62 units worked less
than 90% of the time. In total, an average of 79 MDT units per
month operated less than 90% of the time or not at all. Exhibit 5.3
below shows the MDT performance.
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Exhibit 5.3

Overall Monthly Performance of Handi-Van Mobile Data Terminals (MDT)
(September 2014 to October 2015)

Did Not Work at Overall Performance
MDT's That Did All During the (Message
Work for at Month or Attempts/Message
MDTs Did Not | Least One Day Performed at Acknowledgements)
Work for Any | but Less Than Less Than 90% Does Not Include Hard
Day in Month 90% Overall of the Time Down Units
September 2014 60 44 104 84%
October 2014 40 80 120 82%
November 2014 44 96 140 78%
December 2014 13 120 133 78%
January 2015 7 66 73 80%
February 2015 7 71 78 82%
March 2015 5 45 50 87%
April 2015 5 86 91 7%
May 2015 4 63 67 80%
June 2015 9 61 70 7%
July 2015 10 72 82 82%
August 2015 10 30 40 92%
September 2015 10 21 31 93%
October 2015 11 15 26 95%
Average 17 62 79 83%

Source: Oahu Transportation Services

The system has not worked properly and operated below 80% in
some months because a defective power source in the Handi-Van
wiring caused the devices to malfunction. As a result, drivers and
administrative staff relied on paper documents, which reduced
the effectiveness of OTS Handi-Van operations.

For instance, the non-operating MDTs resulted in drivers
not getting up-to-date information about changes to the
passenger manifests, cancellations, and additions. In one
example, we found that a customer had a scheduled pick-
up for 1:00 p.m., but did not get picked-up until 4:30 p.m.
According to OTS records, the driver indicated that the
customer pick-up did not show up on the malfunctioning
MDT. As a result, the late pick-up caused the customer to

wait 3.5 hours.
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Exhibit 5.4
MDT Performance Timeline, September 2014 to November 2015

100%

95%

90%

85%

80%

* Drivers had to rely on cell phones to communicate with the
OTS dispatchers. Besides distracting drivers, drivers had
to manually record pick-up and drop-off times and did not
receive operational information that the MDT would have
automatically provided.

* Drivers submitted manual forms to clerks who then
manually input the data into the Trapeze system.
The duplicate entries and redundancy reduced the
effectiveness and efficiency of the paratransit operations.

According to OTS administrators, the agency found a fault with
the MDT factory wiring in May 2015. The faulty wiring resulted
in lowered power output and caused the devices to malfunction.
The wiring issue affected all 99 Handi-Vans purchased in FY 2014.
The OTS technicians devised a solution to the problem and the
manufacturer agreed to cover the repair costs which cost a few
hundred dollars per van. OTS began re-wiring the Handi-Vans
starting in June 2015, and all the affected vehicles were re-wired
by August 2015. Since 2015, MDT performance has improved to
an average of over 90%. Exhibit 5.4 shows the improvement in the
MDT performance.

OTS Radio Shop Technicians
begin rewiring campaign

Source: Oahu Transportation Services
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DTS Lacks a Formal
Paratransit Plan

DTS does not have a formal paratransit plan to guide operations.
Best practices suggest that paratransit programs have a formal
plan with at least a five-year planning horizon. Absent a formal
plan, DTS is unable to adequately map out operational needs and
benchmark whether the paratransit system is meeting important
goals and objectives.

One of the more critical aspects of a paratransit plan is a fleet

plan. Currently, DTS does not have a formal fleet plan. DTS relies
informally on demand estimates and budget availability to plan

its fleet needs. Without a formal plan, DTS cannot sufficiently
determine how many older vehicles it needs to replace, the
number of additional vehicles it needs to meet demand, or

the types of vehicles that are needed to meet the needs of its
customers.

In follow-up discussions, DTS notes that it has engaged a
consultant to prepare a forecast that predicts future paratransit
demand. The resulting demand forecast will be used to develop

a Paratransit Growth Management Plan. The plan’s five-year
projections will include a fleet management plan that recommends
a mix of vehicle types to meet operational needs and the
corresponding impact to facilities and equipment, staffing, and the
operating and capital budgets.

A Handi-Van driver assists a customer onto one of 181
Handi-Vans in the paratransit fleet. DTS lacks a formal
transit plan, including a fleet plan, to adequately manage
the Handi-Van fleet. DTS is in the process of developing
a Paratransit Growth Management Plan to determine
operational needs over a five-year period.

Source: Office of the City Auditor
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According to DTS, work on this plan commenced in March 2015
and is expected to be completed by June 2016. The new plan will
need to address problems related to:

¢ The number of no solution found and unscheduled customers
which are a significant cause for late pick-up and drop-
offs, and trips with extensive trip times.

* OTS operations that continue to be inadequate to support
customer demand because OTS does not operationally
comply with ADA requirements related to subscription
trip volume (ADA limit is 50% of capacity); and

¢ Improved internal controls over subscriptions that are
needed so demand services can be filled.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Despite both the Department of Transportation Services (DTS)
and Oahu Transit Services (OTS) initiatives to improve paratransit
services, further improvements are needed. OTS increased

its fleet size, improved the availability of Handi-Van vehicles;
implemented 14 of 18 recommendations listed in the Short Range
Transit Operations Plan of May 2012; and increased the use of
supplemental taxis. Despite implementing these initiatives,

OTS operations remain inadequate to support current customer
demand, and system performance improvements are limited.

The operational deficiencies exist because OTS has not made full
use of scheduling and dispatching technologies; OTS is trying to
provide services not required by Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA); and controls over subscription volumes are inadequate.
As a result, Handi-Van on-time performance has declined 5% over
the past three years; customers experience excessive trip times;
requests for on-demand services are difficult to meet; and ADA
violations occur related to capacity constraints and trip purpose
restrictions.

More specifically, for operations, OTS needs to address the
significant number of no solution found and unscheduled
customers, and its impact on the paratransit operations. The
agency must improve internal controls over subscriptions so
demand services can be filled and ensure ADA compliance related
to subscription volume limitations. A comprehensive paratransit
plan is also needed to guide DTS operations into the future. In
addition, OTS should fully implement real-time scheduling and
solve Mobile Data Terminal (MDT) failures that adversely impact
paratransit operations. OTS should ensure compliance with ADA
minimum service requirements related to capacity constraints and
trip purpose restrictions.

From a policy perspective, DTS should evaluate the city’s overall
service and consider ADA minimum requirements. Enforcement
of the ¥-mile operating area and conditional eligibility are
possible ways to manage demand and right-size the operation.
DTS should also exercise better oversight of the city’s paratransit
operations by conducting annual audits as required by ordinance
and improve monitoring of service providers. The outstanding
recommendations from the 2012 Short Range Transit Operations
Plan (reporting and benchmarking trips with excessive trip times,
managing the Handi-Van fleet, establishing a customer service
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Recommendations

satisfaction/service quality program, and full implementation of
real-time scheduling) should be implemented.

The city’s governance structure and sustainability should also

be assessed. The city’s ordinance structure limits accountability
by consolidating fixed-route and paratransit under a single
operator. Separating the two distinct operations may improve
accountability. Additionally, paratransit revenues are insufficient
to sustain program services. Paratransit fare has remained the
same for 14 years and cost recovery is less than 5%. Program costs
total $40 million per year and revenues total $2 million per year
(5%). Paratransit revenues can be increased. Fares for premium
services not required by ADA could also be increased. Agencies
should be charged the full costs or higher fares for the service.

Paratransit is an important component of the city’s transportation
network. It provides a vital service to our community and

many rely on this service to get to work, medical appointments,
and other essential daily living activities. Over the past several
decades the city has provided a very generous paratransit service,
which exceeds minimum ADA requirements. Unfortunately, the
city does not have adequate resources to sustain the paratransit
system as it currently operates. In order to ensure a safe, reliable,
and cost effective paratransit system going forward, operational,
policy, and governance changes are needed.

We recommend that:
DTS should ensure that OTS:

1. Complies with ADA §37.131(f), Capacity Constraints, by
improving subscription management, on-time performance,
trips with excessive trip times, and volume of customers
travelling to agencies;

2. Complies with ADA §37.131(d), Trip Purpose Restrictions, by
lowering the volume of agency customers or amending the
practice that prioritizes agency trips over other trips;

3. Develops a plan to reduce the number of no solution found and
unscheduled trips;

4. Improves management of subscriptions by establishing formal
policies, procedures, application process, and a monitoring
program to ensure that subscription levels do not exceed
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10.

11.

50% in any operating hour (unless there is excess capacity) as
required by ADA;

Improves use of the Trapeze computer system by putting more
of its paratransit operations on real-time and eliminating the
reliance on manually amending trip runs;

Enforces the ADA minimum ¥%-mile service area for Handi-
Van operations;

Enforces conditional eligibility restrictions. If enforcement
is deemed extraneous, DTS should re-evaluate or streamline
the eligibility determination process and reduce the contract
amount;

Track, report, establish a performance benchmark, and
develop an action plan to mitigate trips with excessive trip
times;

Establish a formal Customer Satisfaction/Service Quality
Program to include surveying customers or convening focus
groups, as appropriate, to obtain direct customer feedback;

Continues to expand its taxi-based resources, as appropriate,
so that it has a reliable resource to supplement its Handi-Van
operation;

Monitors and reports to DTS Mobile Data Terminals (MDT)
performance until reliability issues are satisfactorily resolved,
and seek reimbursements for correcting the manufacturer
defects;

DTS should:

12.

13.

14.

Establish a comprehensive paratransit plan, inclusive of a fleet
management plan, with a five-year time horizon;

Reassess the need, scope, or frequency for annual audits of
the fixed-route and paratransit system as required by §13-8.7,
Revised Ordinances of Honolulu; and, as necessary, request
appropriate amendments to the ordinance;

Consider establishing a tiered fare structure, through the rule-
making process, that charges more for agency trips, out-of-
service area trips, and other premium services not required by
the ADA;
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Management
Response

15. Improve monitoring and oversight of paratransit operations
by ensuring that OTS notifies the department prior to the
implementation of any significant program or operational
change;

The Honolulu City Council should:

16. Consider amending Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Section
13-4.5 to increase complementary paratransit system fares and
improve the cost recovery ratio; and

17. Consider amending Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Section
13, Article 8, Transit Management Services Contractor, to
separate fixed-route and paratransit operations from the
mandate that the services be provided by a single operator.

The Managing Director’s Office and the Department of
Transportation Services generally agreed with the audit
recommendations and indicated that the department has
implemented, is in the process of implementing, or gathering
information to address those recommendations.

Management also offered suggested corrections and

clarifications to the audit draft. We generally agreed with

those suggestions and amended the report accordingly. In its
response, management clarified that not all subscription riders
are agency clients and suggested that a distinction be made
between agency and non-agency riders, rather than subscription
and non-subscription riders. Accordingly, management

offered amendments to pages 45 and 49 of the draft report. We
understand and acknowledge management’s clarifying comments
and took the following actions:

Regarding the suggested changes to page 45, the discussion was
about subscriptions in general and the impact of non-compliance
with ADA guidelines on non-subscription riders. The discussion
was not intended to isolate agency trips, which is a subset of the
subscription base. We amended the text to distinguish between
subscription and non-subscription riders.

Management also offered clarifying amendments for page 49.
In this instance we amended the report to distinguish between
agency and non-agency riders.

In addition, we made other technical, non-substantive changes to
the draft report for purposes of accuracy, clarity, and style.
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We thank the Managing Director, the Department of
Transportation Services, and O ahu Transit Services for their
assistance during the audit. A copy of management’s full
response can be found page 68.
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

530 SOUTH KING STHEET, ROOM 300 - HONOLULU, HAWAS 56813
PHOME: (B0 TG04141 « FAX: (808] TBO-4242 + INTERNWET: wyw honchiu ooy

ROY K. AMEMIYA, JR
MANAGING DIRECTOR

GEOAGETTE T. DEEMER
DEPUTY MANAGIMNG DIRECTOR

KIRK CALDWELL
MAY DR

February 25, 2016

Mr. Edwin 3.W. Young

Office of the City Auditor

City and County of Honalulu

1001 Kamokila Boulevard, Suite 216
Kapolei, Hawaii 96807

Dear Mr. Young:
SUBJECT: Audit of the City's Paratransit System

We are in receipt of your letter dated February 12, 2016 and appreciate the
opportunity to review the final draft audit report in advance of the final report. |
understand the Department of Transportation Services (DTS) previously provided
written comments to your proposed findings and many of their comments were
accepted and incorporated into the final draft. Since then, DTS has identified a few
additional suggested comections and clarifications, the contents of which are
attached hereta as Exhibit A,

DTS advises there are no unexpected findings or disagreements with the final
draft audit and they look forward to receiving the final report which will help them
resolve the remaining significant challenges with the City's paratransit system,
especially the long-term fiscal sustainability of the paratransit operation.

For consistency, the following responses in italics are provided with respect to
discrete recommendations contained on pages 64-65 of the final draft audit report;

DTS should ensure that OTS;

1. Complies with ADA §37.131(f), Capacity Constraints, by improving
subscription management, on-time parformance, trips with excessive trip times, and
vaolume of customers travelling (sic) to agencies;

Response: Agree. DTS shares the Auditor's concems and will confinue its work
with OTS to address this ADA fssue. Via lefier dated June 26, 2013, OTS provided
OTS the following writfen policy guidance:
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kr. Edwin 5.V, Young
February 25, 2015
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This latter shalf reconfirm tha Departmant of Transporiation Services' policy
that TheHand-Van senvice shall be operated af aff times in general
complignca with the Fedsral Transit Administratfon’s ADA parairansit service
slandards for public transit, In parficwiar, subscriplion service (Hdes which
are repealed pre-arranged rides thaf onfy need to be schedulsd once for the
same days and limes each week, and which travel between the same origins
and desfinations) shall be operaled such that this service shalf not absorb
mare than fifty percent of the number of trips available af a given fime of day,
unless there is non-subacrpiion capacity.

A copy of DTS June 28, 2013 feiter is attachad herefo ag Expibit 8.

With respect lo agency trips, DTS operates a Human Services Transportation
Coordination Frogram (HETCF), af which one component is designed speciiically fo
wean agencies off TheHandi-Van by providing financial incentives and guidance fo
egencles that agree, in wiole or parl, to fake their irensportation needs off TheHandi-
Van and intermalize the funclion in heir agencies. Since 2014, DTS has taken
increasingly proaciive steps fo grow this program and DTS hopes Council will continue
to fund the HSTCP program as the program casts are 2 fraction of direc! operafing
eosts incurred by ThaHandi-Van. In addiion, removing sgency frips from TheHandi-
Van sarvice frees up much-needed resources for demand rders.

Mast recently, in Octaber 2015, folfowing Director Formby's sttendance at an
Ameriean Fubfic Transportstion Associalion (APTA) ADA saminar in San Francisco,
DTS catendared Paratransit Growih Management Plan meslings to explore additionat
cosf-culling andfor revenue generating measures. Afler the first meeting between DTS
and OT3 in November 2015, DTS and UT3 mef with the State of Hawaii Deparimernts
of Heaith (DOH) and Human Servicas (DHS) fo explore the possibitity of increased
federal funding to the State in suppart of TheHandi-Yan service, Soth DOH and DHS,
as well as the Governors ADA coordinafor, expressed an interasf in pursuing a funding
scheme which could be revenue neutral to the Stafe while bringing in more revenue for
TheHendi-Van. Further meefings are scheduled. Ses Exhibit C herefo,

25 Complies with ADA §37.131(d), Trip Purpose Rastrictions, by lowesring the
volume of agency customers or amending the praciice that prieritizes agency trips
ovar other trips;

Response: Agree. DTS shares the Auditor's concems and will continue its work
withr OTS fo address ihese ADA fssuwes. See preceding response.
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3 Davelops a plan to reduce the number of Mo Solufion Found and
Linschedulad trips;

Response: Agree. DTS shares the Auditor's concems and will work with OTS fa
address Na Solulion Found end Unschedulfed frip scenanios.

4, Improves managemant of subscripfions by establishing formal policies,
procedures, application process, and a monitoring program to ensure that
suhscription levels do not excesd 50% in any operating hour (unless there |z excess
capacity) as required by ADA;

Response: Agres. As noled above, subscription trips exceeding ADA senvice
standards was a compliance issue highlighted in the June 26, 2013 DTS letler to
OTS. Neverthelass, DTS shares the Auditor’s concems and will continue fo work
with OTS o address these issues, adopling forma! policies, procedures and »
monitorng program (o ensure compliance with FTA ADA guidelines.

5. Improves use of the Trapeze computer system by putting more of its
paratransit operations on real-ime and sliminating the relianee on manually
amending trip runs;

Response; Agree. 0TS shares the Auditor's concems and will continue s work
with OTS to improve effective uliization of the Trapeze real-time scheduling
soffware,

G Enforces the ADA minirmam 34-mile service area for Handi-Van operations;

Response: DTS understands the Auditor's concems and will work with OTS to fully
axplore different allematives fo address this issue, including & discussion with
Councif regarding the expected impact of 3/4 mile service limitations to paratransit
riders in their Districts andfor other viable options fo service limitstions, including but
not fimited fo premium service charges for service beyond 34-mile of fixed route
aperations.

7. Enforees conditional sligibifity restrictions. If enforcement is deemed
extrangous, 0TS should re-evaluate or streamline the eligibility determination
process and reduece the contract amount;

Response. DTS understands the Auditor’s concems and will work with innovative
Paradigms (1F] and OTS to fully explore different allermatives fo address this issus.

8. Track, report, establish a performance benchmark, and develop an action
plan to mitigate trips with excessive trip times;
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Response: Agree. Although excessive fnp imes are currently reported in
Estimated Van Armval ime (EVA), DTS shares fhe Auditor's concems and will work
with UTS to develop reporfable melrics i the consolidated manthly repor,
performance benchmarks and a plan o mitigale excessive irip limes.

8, Establish a formal Customer Satisfaction/Sarvice Quality Program to include
surveying customers or convening focus groups, as eppropriate, to obtain direct
customer feedback;

Response: Agree. [OTS supports a proactive cusfomer feedback program and wilf
work with 0TS and the parafransit riders fo develop sueh 5 prograrm.

10.  Continues to expand its taxi-based resources, as approprlate, so that it has a
reliable resource to supplement its Handi-Van operation;

Response: Agras. DTS supports a siralegic expansion of the use of supplemental
faxi services and will explore growing fhis lower-cost oplfon with OTS and
stipplemental service providers through our Paratransit Growth Mansgemarnt Plan
meslings.

11.  Monitors and reports to DTS Maobile Data Terminals (MDOTh performance until
reliability issues are satisfactorily resolved, and seek reimbursements for corracting
the manufacturer defects;

Response: Agree. DTS wilf work with OTS fo address MDT performance,
momiloring via monthly performance melnc repors and seeldng reimbursament from
ihe manufaciurer for seff-felp solutions found.

DTS should:

12.  Establish a comprehensive paratransit plan, inclusive of a fleet management
plan, with a five-year time horizon;

Rasponse. Agree. DTS commenced work on 8 comprehansive paratransi plan in
20185, wiich will include & Reel management plan, with a8 minimum fveyear fime
forzon. Estirmeted complelion date; 4th guarter 2076,

13. Reassess the need, scops, or frequency for annual audits of the fixed-route
and paratransit system asz required by §13-87, ROH; and, as necessary, request
appropriate amendrments to the ordinance;
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Response: Agree, DTS appreciates the Auditor's concemn regarding ihe
approprgteneass or need for annual aqdits. DTS will 2s5es5 and make aporopriale
recommendafions fo Courncil.

14.  Consider establishing a tiered fare structure, through the rule-rmakitg
process, that charges more for agency trips, out-of-service area trips, and other
premium senfices not required by the ADA;

Response; Agree. DTS shares the Audifors concems regarding the flscaf
ensustainabiity of the parafransit system given the exisfimg fare struclure. In
addifion to jiis work with DOH and DHS on fares for services through stale funded
agencies, in concert With 0TS, DTS will model diferent fare scenarios, including
premium senvice charges, and discuss with Couneil

15, Improve monitering and oversight of paratransit operations by £nsuring that
OTS netifies the depariment prior te the implementation of any significant program
o operational change;

Response; Agree. DTS has already addressed this issue with OTS But will
formalize the policy in whling.

Tha Honolulu City Council should:

i8. Conzider amending Revized Ordinances of Honolulu, Section 13-4.5 to
Increase complementary paratranzi system fares and improve the cost recovary
ratic; and

Responsa: DTS will facilitate Council considenng revisions o the existing
paratransit system fare structure by providing the necessary fare models, scenanos
and cosf recovery versus expenses dafa to Council,

17.  Conaider amending Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, Section 13, Aricle 8,
Transit Management Services Contractor, to separate fixed-route and paratransit
operations from the mandate that the services be provided by a single operator.

Responze: OTE will facilitate Councll exploring this option by providing the
necessary Nformation vpon request,

In closing, we would like to summarize soma of the significant changes
implementsd by DTS and OTS since 20713, changes designed to improve TheHandi-
an service, reduce operational costs to taxpayers and ensure the sustainability of
the system:
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Mew administrative policies and management changes;

L3

Mandated OT3S operational use of Industry best practlee reaktime scheduling
software, in 2014;

Procured upgrade to real-time acheduling software necessary to implement
regl-time scheduling;

Reduced the advanced reservation window from seven days to two days o
dlscourage advance reservations with frequent cancellation and rebogking in
the seven day window. DTS most recently increased the reservation window
to thres days;

Adopted 8 new "no-show” policy designed to curb repefitive no-shows;
Adopted 2 mandatory zeat belt polley designed to increase passenger safely,
Encouraged and supported OTS hiring of a new Paratransit Vice President,
Senior Service Director and Servics Delivery Manager,;

Doubled the number of phone reservationists to reduce reservation call wait
times:;

Proposed use of FTA Section 5310 funds for additional vehicle
procuremeants;

Commenced work on a paratransit management plan in 2015, acheduled for
complation in 20MG;

Mew cperaticnal initiatives:

*

s & & & &

Increased agency-operated trips through expansion of our Human Services
Transportation Coordination Program,

Increased flest size and reliability with the purchase of 9% new Handi-Wans;
Hired additional paratransit operators to suppart increased service hours;
Initiated on-going procurement of 29 standard vans and 16 mini-vans;
Implementad mandatary use of real-time scheduling software;

Increased Maobile Data Teminal peformance rate through OTS in-house
resources;

Implemented Android tablet pilct fest program to replace MDT's with [ower
cost Trapeze-compatible product;

Implemanted EVA web-based application to improve communication with
transit Aders regarding van assignmants and estimated arrival times;
Simplified trip cancellation procedures for transit riders;

Increased use of supplemental Laxi service at cost savings to the taxpayers;
Merged safety and training with TheBus for improved consistency;

Initiated planning for upcoming Interactive Voice Recognition (VR system for
automated ride reminder and van amival time calls to riders;

Initiated coordination with HART on TheHandi-Van intermodal connections
with rail stations;
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The administration and DTS appreciate the fine work of the Office of the City
Auditor with respect to the paratransit system and we look forward to receiving and
using the final audit report to further our efforts to reach full ADA compliance and
operate a systern that is financially sustainable in the long term.

Warm regards,

Roy K. Amemiya, Jr.
Managing Director

Attachments
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Exhibit A

Additianal Suggestad DTS Corractions and Clarifications

Corrections

Draft Audit Report. Page §, "Demand rider: customer calls OTS to schadule & one-
weayfroundtrip paratransi ride at least two-days priar to the dasired trip date” and Paga 7,
“Demand Customer — custerer that calls OTS 1o schedule a one-way/roundtrip paratransit

ride at least two-days prior to the desired trip date.” {bold original, underlining added for
emphasis)

Cormecfion: OTE suggesis the undenined portions should read, ‘betwesrn one fo wo days.”
corenily one (o three days,

Draft Audit Repart, Page 6, "Agency Customer and Fare Types.”

Cormection: There is oy one fare type for al paratransit Aders. As such, DTS suggasts
changing to Fare Typas."

Draft Audit Report, Page 16, "OTS increased use of taxi service: ADA reguires that OTS
provide & trip within ore hour of & customer's requested plek-up time.”

Comection: 0TS advises that “within one four of” be revised o ‘wilflin e howr before or
after”

Draft Audit Report, Paga 17, "Potenfial savings by using taxis: In the 2007 Compliance dction
Flar for ihe Hamgi-Van, consultants explained the per-unit cost of the Handi-Wan can be reduced
by expanding the use of taxis and other non-dedicated service pravidars, By shifting shorter trips
during the peak hours from the Handi-Wan to cther providers, the report esimaled that weekday
aperating costs would be reduced by as much as 357,800, The repert also noled that if 5% of
Handi'an trips weare diverted to 3 taxi senvice, and a similar numbear of rips ware generated, the
lotal net savings would be about $80,000." (bold onginal, undedining added for emphasis)

Comrection: DTS advises that, per the Nelsor\Wygeerd 2007 Repord, the Handi-Van consullanis
exmatned Hie par-unll cost of ihe Hand-Van can be reduced by espanding e wse of taxis and
ather non-dedicaled senvice providers. By shifing shorter trps duimg the peak Aours from the
Handi-Van fo other providers, the report estimaled that weekday operating costs wouid be
redircad by as much as §557 800 The report also nolad that if 5% aof HandiVan tips verne
diverted 1o & taxf subsidy program with 8 cost per top l2ss $hen TheHandi-Van's averege cost
Der i, feeivics, and a simiar humber of thbs wens genaratad, ] the tolal nel savings wolild be
about §&0.000.

Eraft Audit Report, Page 20. Or-Time performance has declined 5% despite improved
flest availability. 0TS defines a Handi-Wan trip as cn-fime if tha customar was picked up
within @ 40 minute window of +10530 (up to 10 minutes sady or 30 minules afterthe
nagotiated pick-up tima).® (beld arginal, undadining added for emphasis)

Correction: OTE advizes thel the undenined portion showld read, 104307 ard that in the
cormesponding Fooinate Z, fe.g, +10420 mimulas, O30 minutes, ate)” should read, “fa.g. -
TQR+20 minutes, 0430 minutes, elc.).”
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Clarifications
Diraft Audit Report, Page 42, “Inperson detarminations are not required by ADA or FTA"

Clarification: 0TS would fite to clarify thal whils h-person S5S055Manls ane ol neguirad;
ihey are consienad an indusiry basl pracfice for achieving accurale efigibility assessmernis,

Draft Audit Report. Agengy v Subscription Sarvica

Pagea 45, "Honelulu's subscription service violates ADA regulations amd limits the paratransit
service available to demand customears that call in for a trip reservation. More specifically, the
OTS practice of giving pricrity to subscription riders, scheduling subscription tripes first, and
aasuring subscription riders of helr pick-up times reducas tha capacity in tha Trapeze
scheaduling system and reduces the chances for accommodating demand customer requests
for pick-up at the requested time.*

Paga 48, “According to OTS, all subscription ridars booking a ride under & nen-prefil agency
program will be picked-up at their requested time, This ensures the riders meat the program
haurs and tme constrainls. Comparatively, demand riders ara not guarantead their
requesked pick up times and are subject to real time and negotisted pick-up times generated
by the scheduling system, The mequity in service between subscription and demand riders
and tha fack of contrals over subscriptions are problamatic and nesd management
attention.”

Clanfication: DTS would fike to cfarify ihat nof sl subscription nders are agency clients.
MNor-agency subscriolion riders (e, o sefool o work) do nat recefve s figher fevel of
aevvice. Tharefons, the distinction should be made bebween agency &imd ROM-AgeERc)y Nders,
rather than subscrption and non-subscnpbion nders. DTS suggests the following rewisions fo
the above paramraphs (suggestsd changes ame underiined).:

Fege 45, "Honolulu's service i agancles viclales ADA reguiations and lints the paratransit
service available o non-agancy cuslomers that call in for a frip reservation. More specifically,
ihe OTS pracfice of giving prionty {o agency riders, scheduling agency tips frsl, and
assunng agengy riders of their pick-up times reduces the capacily in the Trapezs schediling
system and reduces the chances for accommodating non-agercy customer requests for
pick-up & the requesied time.”

Page 48 "According to OTS, af [subscription] nders booking a ride under a8 non-profit
agency program will be pioked-up at their regquesied tme. This ensives the riders meal ihe
progran hours and fime constrainis. Comparalively, non-agancy ridars are nof goarantesd
their rmquested pick ug Himes and are sulyect to real ime fand negoliated] pick-up imes
genergled hy the scheduling aystem. The inequity in senice batween aogency and pon-
Joency fdars and ffve fack of conimis over subsorpiions ane probiematic and need
management attenfion.”
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EXHIEIT B
DEFARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
55C SOUTH KNG STREET, 3R0 FLCOR
HOMGCLLULL, Fmwan 5213
Frazna; (B0} YAR-A305 + Fox: (A08) TE8-9730 « Inlerrst v “oroh v gov
KW, CALOWIELL MEZHAEL £ FORMEBY
L= ] ORECTOR

MARK B, GARRAITY, S0P
CEPUTY DiRECTER

June 26, 2013

hr. J. Roger Morion

President and General Manager
Clahu Transit Services, Inc.

E11 Middle Street

Honoluby, Hawaii 96819

Dear hr. Mo :

This is a follow-up to our conversation this aftemoon, As you recali, | expressed
my concemn regarding the contants of proposed Resolution 13-120 (2013) which made
cenain assumptions about TheHandi-Van service being potentially non-compliant with
the Americans with Disabllitfes Act (ADA),

This letter shall reconfiim the Department of Transportation Services' policy that
TheHandi-\an service shall ba operated at all times in general compliance with the
Federal Transit Administration's ADA paratransit service standards for public transit, |n
particular, subscription service {rides which are repeated pre-arranged rides that only
need to be scheduled ance for the same days and times each weak, and which trave
hetween the same origins and destinations) shall be operated sush that this service
shall not absorb more than fity percent of the number of trips available at a given time
of day, unless there is non-subscription capacity.

Thank you far your immediate atteation to this matter.

Wery truly yours,

Michael D. Formyy
Direclor
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EXHIBIT C

Kuwaye, Deborah

From: Farmby, Michael

Sant: Friday, Qctober 5, 2015 10:20 AW

To: Garrity, Mark N; ROGER MORTON; ROBERT YL
Cer tazk, Elleen ¥ ; 1shiyvama, Scott; Kuweye, Deborah
Subject Paratransit

Attachments: Final_FTA_ADA_Circular C_5710.1_pdf

On Wednazday, October 7, 2015, | attended an APTA ADA conference program, the subject of which was largely haw to
manage the unsustainable growth of paratransit operations. In additan, he FTA (Lisa Ford) was present o introduce and
give an overview of the FTA Cireular © 4710.1 dated November 4, 2015, ADA Guidance. (it is largely hailed az & graat
resourge tool for ADA staff_with no additiongl regulations). For OTS, | saved the Circukar i the G drive, For OTE, if you
did not get your thumb drive at the canfarence, | have sttempted to attach, althaugh the file may be too krge t© send. The
thumb drive i available with Debbie.

Durlng the presentations. Crange Country Transportstian Authority talked about thalr *Paratransit Grawth Management
Flen,” which incorparaies many of the inftiatives we have undertaken to date, such s 100% in-parsan eligibiity screening,
traniai frairing for feed route, 3 day reservation window, resource service agency trip program, [pwer cost alternatives
(tacel's — almast 100% sccessible, ete.).

Crange County also went further and rastisted their full senvice program. callsd ACGESS perstransit, to 6 a.m. ta § p.m.
M-F and B am. ta2 pm. an weekends, Thay cut ASCESS service beyond %4 miles of the fived route, improved their
redio gommunications and Ihlraduced additonal senior mobillty options, all at costs Iower then ACCESS. As a reeuit thay
have significantly reduced their paralranzit pragram costs, Orange County operates roughiy 550 xed route buses and
2:30 pargiransit vans, similar to our system.

Since we are alraady undedaking meny of these cost-culting measures buk nal under 3 process that allews us to get
togather, explore best praclices elsewhare and facus en fulure cost containment measures, | am propoging hat we
arganize wheal we have under 3 similar program here in DTS/OTS and meaet ie ook &t other cost cutting measures. Rager
and | have already talked about meating with DOH on their medicars pregram. In additlan, Orange County agread o
make thermselves svailable by telephone to discuss thelr prograrm, which was designed to be prudent but nat punitive.

| like the name Pamtansit Growth Management Plan and would like fo stand up = similar mesting here. 1l have Debbie
shoot for a firzt meating in November,

Let ma knaw If yoeu have oughts or comments.

Mike



Appendix A
Short Range Transit Operations Plan, May 2012,
Recommendations

Recommendation/Standard

OoTS
Standard

Status

Auditor Notes

Cost Per Service Hour: $90

Cost Per
Revenue Hour:
$90

Implemented

OTS reports cost-per-revenue
hour. In June 2015, the cost
per revenue hour was $85.79;
in FY 2015 the average was
$88.13; in FY 2014 the
average was $89.53.

Cost per van passenger: $39

Cost per
passenger trip:
$40

Implemented

OTS reports cost per trip. In
FY 2015 the average cost per
trip was $40.65; $38.79 in

FY 2014; and $40.59 in

FY 2013.

Cost per service mile: $6.20

None

Implemented

OTS reports cost per revenue
mile. In June 2015 the cost
per revenue mile was $5.54; in
FY 2015 the average cost per
revenue mile was $5.86 and in
FY 2014 the average was
$6.24

Trips per hour: 2.4

Trips per
revenue hour:
2.45

Implemented

OTS reports trips per revenue
hour. In June 2015 the trips
per revenue hour was 2.23;
the average trips per revenue
hour in FY 2015 was 2.35 and
2.46 in FY 2014.

Service miles per van
passenger: 5.8

None

Implemented

OTS reports Average Trip
Length as an alternative. In
June 2015, the average trip
length was 9.71 miles. In
FY 2015, the average trip
length was 9.10 miles; in
FY 2014 it was 8.35 miles.

Percent of trips on-time: 90%

Percent of trips
on time: 90%

Implemented

OTS reports % trips on time.
In June 2015, trips on-time
was 90%; the average for
FY 2015 82% and FY 2014
83%.
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Appendix A: Short Range Transit Operations Plan, May 2012, Recommendations

Recommendation/Standard

OTS
Standard

Status

Auditor Notes

No-show/late cancellation rate
> No shows <1.5%
» Late cancellations
<2.5%
» Cancelled at the door,
<3.0%

No show/late
cancellation
rate: 8%

Implemented

OTS reports no shows and
late cancellations combined.
In June 2015 no-show rate
was 7%. In FY 2015 the
average no-show rate was 7%
and it was 8% in FY 2014

Missed trips: <0.5%

Missed trip
rate: .55%

Implemented

OTS reports the missed-trip
rate. In June 2015, the
average missed-trip rate was
45%; in FY 2015 the average
was .69%; and in FY 2014 it
was .54%.

Maximum hold time (calls
answered within 3 minutes):
91%

Calls
answered
within 3
minutes: 95%

Implemented

OTS reports calls answered
within 3 minutes. In June
2015, calls were answered
within 3 minutes 34% of the
time. In FY 2015, the average
was 63% in FY 2015 and 79%
in FY 2014.

10

Complaint rate (per 100,000
trips): 156

Complaint rate
per 1,000 trips:
2.15

Implemented

OTS reports complaint rates
per 1,000 trips. In June 2015,
there were 2.15 complaints
per 1,000 trips. In FY 2015,
the average was 2.10
complaints per 1,000 trips and
in FY 2014 it was 1.32.

11

Vehicle availability: 80%

Vehicle
availability
rate: 80%

Implemented

OTS reports vehicle
availability. In June 2015,
average availability was 86%.
In FY 2015, the average was
85% and in FY 2014 it was
78%.

12

Trip denials: None

Trip denials: 0

Implemented

OTS reports trip denials. In
June 2015, trip denials were 0.
In FY 2015, there were O trips
denials; in FY 2014, there
were 18 trip denials.

13

Revise scheduling procedures

N/A

Implemented

Trips scheduled went from 7
days out to 2 days out.




Appendix A: Short Range Transit Operations Plan, May 2012, Recommendations

Recommendation/Standard

oTSs
Standard

Status

Auditor Notes

14

Establish demand management
program

Not Fully
Implemented

Although OTS implemented
real-time scheduling through
its Trapeze management
system, in practice, OTS still
relies on a manual system to
accommodate customers that
could not be scheduled
through real-time scheduling.

15

Monitor use of taxis or other
subcontractors

Implemented

OTS monitors use of taxis by
receiving reports. OTS is
considering expanding taxi
service by entering into formal
contracts.

16

Monitor time on vehicle

Not
Implemented

OTS does not report average
time on vehicle or number of
trips that are considered
“excessive.” Excessive means
fixed route (TheBus) +30
minutes.

17

Manage the Handi-Van fleet

Not
implemented

DTS/OTS does not have a
formal paratransit or fleet
management plan.

18

Establish customer
satisfaction/service quality
program

Not fully
implemented

OTS tracks and reports
number of complaints, type of
complaints, and
commendations. However, it
does not routinely survey
customers.

Source: OCA and Oahu Transit Services
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Appendix B

ADA Service Requirement Compliance

The city’s paratransit services has eight ADA Service Criteria Requirements that are used to
monitor and measure the city’s performance. The table below describes how/if the city’s current
service level aligns with the city’s requirement to meet ADA minimum guidelines.
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Appendix C

Additional ADA Guidelines

City and
County of .
L Honolulu City and
Additional ADA Minimal Current County of
Services ADA Reference Requirement/Policy | Service Level Honolulu
Subscription 37.133 (a)(b)(c); No more than 50% of Subscriptions Does Not
service (a) This part does not prohibit the use of subscription total service if demand exceed 50% of Meet ADA
service by public entities as part of a complementary is not met; no restriction | total service Requirements
paratransit system, subject to the limitations in this section. | if demand is met. during peak
(b) Subscription service may not absorb more than fifty hours limiting on
percent of the number of trips available at a given time of dgmaﬂ@
day, unless there is non- subscription capacity. ridership.
(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of this part, the
entity may establish waiting lists or other capacity
constraints and trip purpose restrictions or priorities for
participation in the subscription service only.
Trip by 37.129 (b) Encouraged Unconditional *Meets ADA
trip/conditional | (b) Complementary paratransit service for ADA paratransit eligibility Requirements
eligibility eligible persons described in Sec. 37.123(e)(2) of this part

may also be provided by on-call bus service or paratransit
feeder service to an accessible fixed route, where such
service enables the individual to use the fixed route bus
system for his or her trip.

(c) Complementary paratransit service for ADA eligible
persons described in Sec. 37.123(e)(3) of this part also
may be provided by paratransit feeder service to and/or
from an accessible fixed route.

37.123(e)(3)(i)(ii)

(3) Any individual with a disability who has a specific
impairment-related condition which prevents such
individual from traveling to a boarding location or from a
disembarking location on such system.

(i) Only a specific impairment-related condition which
prevents the individual from traveling to a boarding location
or from a disembarking location is a basis for eligibility
under this paragraph. A condition which makes traveling to
boarding location or from a disembarking location more
difficult for a person with a specific impairment-related
condition than for an individual who does not have the
condition, but does not prevent the travel, is not a basis for
eligibility under this paragraph.

(ii) Architectural barriers not under the control of the public
entity providing fixed route service and environmental
barriers (e.g., distance, terrain, weather) do not, standing
alone, form a basis for eligibility under this paragraph. The
interaction of such barriers with an individual's specific
impairment-related condition may form a basis for eligibility
under this paragraph, if the effect is to prevent the
individual from traveling to a boarding location or from a
disembarking location.

*Conditional Eligibility is determined, but not enforced.
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Appendixn C: Additional ADA Guidelines

City and
Additional ADA Minimal City and County of Honolulu Current Service | County of
Services ADA Reference Requirement/Policy Level Honolulu
No shows 37.125 (h) Allows penalties, Riders who have repeated “no-shows” may be **Meets ADA
(h) The entity may including suspension of | suspended from Handi-Van service. Requirements
establish an service for repeated no-

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.

shows.

All unexcused No-Shows and Late Cancellations will
be calculated as a percentage of the total number of
one-way ride reservations made by a rider during a
calendar-month period.

Rider will be deemed to have a record of Excessive
No-Shows/Late Cancellations if the sum of their
unexcused No-Shows and Late Cancellations
constitutes >20% of the total number of one-way ride
reservations made by the Rider during a given
calendar month.

A Rider will be deemed to exhibit a pattern and
practice of Excessive No-Shows/Late Cancelations
when for two (2) consecutive calendar months, the
sun of their unexcused No-Shows and Late
Cancelations constitutes >20% of the total number of
one-way ride reservations made by the rider during a
given calendar month.

Penalties of progressive severity will be imposed on
Riders exhibiting a continuing pattern and practice of
Excessive No-Shows/Late Cancelations.

Riders will receive information on their accumulated
No-Shows/Late Cancelations records and penalties in
writing.

**OTS temporarily halted enforcement of the no-show policy in January 2015 during the start-up phase of real-time
scheduling. Enforcement resumed in June 2015.

Source: 49 CFR Subtitle A, Part 37 — Transportation Services for Individuals With Disabilities (ADA), Oahu Transit
Services, and Office of the City Auditor



Appendix D

Paratransit Operations — City Comparison

To compare and contrast Honolulu’s paratransit program with Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) requirements and other jurisdictions, we examined requirements under the ADA and
assessed paratransit services provided by the City and County of Honolulu. We also reviewed
comparable paratransit services provided by King County, WA; Portland, OR; Denver, CO;
Minneapolis, MN; and; Sacramento, CA.

89



Appendix D: Paratransit Operations — City Comparison

"(¥Dd) Juepusyy ale) [BUOSIad B JO 8|0J 8U) BWNSSe
Kay) op Jou sBuiping Jayus Jouued siojesadQ ‘1oramoy ‘Jepl 8y} Aq papasu i Juswysiiqelss sy} Jo
Joop 8y} puB S[dIYSA B} WO} pue 0} souesisse apiroid [[im siojesad( suesl 80IAI8S J00P-0}-100] "GIND

sjuswalinbay au) puoAaq aouejsisse paau ‘(uoneasasal duy Jo awil 8y} Je 801jou padueApe uodn) pue saljigesip Jisy} (®) 62T'LE
Vvay Slesiy 0} anp ‘Oym SIapl 0} JOOP-0}-100p S8JUEBJSISSE |eUOIIPPE SB |[9M SE 82|AI8S Jnd-0}-0JNd pJepue)s SapInold| Joop-0}-100(] JO GInd 0}-qin) 90IAIBS JO |99
(P)TET LS

syuswalinbay

"sinoy

asodind dun uo paseq

VY 198w Jou s80(] pue puewsp weiboid Aousbe 19aw 0y pazuoud ale sduy Aousbe pue sl panpayds ale suoiduosqns pamojje 10N sanuoud 10 SuonaLNISaYy
sjuswainbay i} dnoJ-paxy ME@(TO)TET L€
vay siespy duy JoBuassed Aem-suo Jad uosiad Jad 00°Z$ JO Suej-UBA-IpUBH 80IM} POBIXd 0} JON Saleq
()a) (WE)@)T))TeT L€
Jsenbal Ajoedes Aljigejrene
sjuswalinbay 198W 0} A}I|IGE|IBAB UBA PUB WAJSAS Jua.1INd 3y} JO Sjulelsal Ajioeded ay) sesodxa Jsi| puno4 Uolnjos oN 90IAIBS/SIUIRIISUOD
vay 98w jou s80( "diyssepu puewsp uo Buniw sinoy yead Buunp 821AI8S [B10} JO %06 Pasoxs suonduasqng pamoje JON Kuoedeoysieiusp duy

sjuswalinbay
vavV Sies|y

“awy dnyoid pajsanbai
InoA Jaye Jo aJojaq seynuiw (09) Axis 0} dn sijey swiy dnyoid e sjenobisu Aew JsiuoleAIasSaY 8y

apIs Jayyle Uuo Jnoy |

@ reTLe
mopuim isenba. duy

sjuswalinbay
YAy sies|y

'SISeq a|ge|ieAe adeds e U0 AJUO 3]geMO||e aJe SUOITeAIasal
Aep-awes -aoueApe ui skep (z) om} 0} dn pue aoueApe ui Aep (|) 8uo wouj pajdadde aie SUCHeAISaY

a0ueApE
ui shep 7 0y aiojaq Aeq

ENEe)TNa)TeT L8
oW} UOIleAlIaSal aduenpy

sjuswialinbay
vay sisen

"0 PUB Z S8IN0Yy sngay o ajiw B JO (74) SYLN0J-881y) UIIIM Pa)edo| seale Ul a|qe|iene
si (Aep Jad sinoy ) 8a1nas Jybiu-jle-Aep-|ly ‘nyeQ inoybno.y; ajqejiene Ajjessush si ad1ales uep-IpueH

PaXI} O )i 7 UIYNM

=

(€) pue (n1 (e)1eT L€
92IAJ8S JO eaJe [ealydesboas

sjuswalinbay

‘O Pue g ssjnoy sngsy] jo
3JlW B JO (74) SYMNOJ-881y} UIyJIM Pajedo| seale ul a|qelieAe si (Aep Jad sinoy 4z) 821nes 1ybiu-jje-Aep-|iy

"we 0o:| ybnoayy ‘we

(e)1€T LE

Vvay slesiy 00:t Inoge wou} ‘shkepung ybnouyy skepuojy ‘nyeQ inoybnouy; ajqejieAe Ajjesausb si 8o1A18S Ue-IpueH 8)noJ paxlj se swes 991AJ3S JO SAep pue SINoH
n|njoucH [8A37 92IAIBS 1UBLIND NINJOUOH Jo Auno) pue A1) Ao1j0dausawaiinbay juswalinbay vay
J0 Auno) pue Auo [fEWIUIN VAV

IH ‘ninjouoH

90



Appendix D: Paratransit Operations — City Comparison

sjuswialinbay
vav siven

‘Bunum ul
sefjeuad pue spJ0oaJ SUOE[EoUER) B1BT]/SMOYS-ON Pale|nlinade Jisy) Uo UONBWIOjUI SAIS08] [[IM SIaply

" SUONR[@IUR) 8L T/SMOYS-ON 9AISSAIXT
10 8on0e.d pue uised Buinuiuod e Bunigiyxa siepry uo pasoduil aq |Im Aanss aaissalbold Jo saljjeusad

"yjuow Jepusied

uaIb e Bulnp Japll 8y} Aq 8pew SUOEAIBSS) 8pL ABM-8UO JO JaquINU )0} 8} JO %0Z< SeINISU0D
SUONESOUBY 8} PUB SMOUS-ON Pasnoxaun Jiay) jo UNs sy} ‘SYJUOW JepUS[ED SANISSUOD (Z) OM] 10}
Usym suone|aIuR) 81e7/SMOUS-ON 8AISSaaxT Jo sonoeld pue uisled e JiqIyxe 0) pawasp aq [|IM Japly v

"yjuow Jepua|ea usAlb e Bulnp Japry ay) Aq epew suoljeAlassl
apll ABM-8U0 JO Jagquinu [e}0} 8} JO %0Z< SINNISUOD SUONE||8oue) 8)eT pue SMOYS-ON pasnoxaun

I8} JO NS 8} JI SUONE||B0URY 81E7/SMOUS-ON BAISS3IXT JO PI00a) B 8ARY O} PaLUSap aq [[IM Japry

"90IAJBS UBA-IPUBHBY L WoJ) papuadsns aq Aew smoys-ou pajeadal aAey Oum siapry

$$9001d ANjIqiBI|3 JIsue.eled
vav Gzl L¢ uonoes grddy' /¢
‘1d-"SMoys-ou pajesdal
10} 80IAIBS JO UoISUadsns
Buipnjour‘sanjeuad smojy

(u)gere
SMOYS ON

Aniaibi3
du]-Ag-du] :spiepues

Anqiby3 ysuenesed )Gzt L€ (a) 62T°L€
sjuswialinbay vav €¢l’Lg uonoss Aupaibye
vay siospy paoJojua Jou Aiqiblg [euonipuod|  @ddy' /¢ Jd-pebeinoous [euonipuod/din Ag du |
JaW S| puewap JI uoldLISal ou
sjuswialinbay ‘Jow Jou S| puewsap I 891AI8S (9)(@)(e) eeT' L8

VAV 199\ JON S80(Q

‘diysJepu puewiap uo Buniwi| sinoy yead Buunp oIAI8S [B]0) JO %05 Paaaxa suonduasgns

€10} 4O %09 UEY} 3JOW ON

92IA1as uondiosgng

n|NjouoH
10 Aluno) pue A1

[8A87] 821AIBS 1UBLINYD NNJOUOH Jo Auno) pue A1)

Aoljodnuawalninbay
[EWIUIN YAV

1uswalinbay YAy

91



Appendix D: Paratransit Operations — City Comparison

"90Ue.US BuIp|INg 8y} WO} UBA BU} 988
ued Aayy 0s ybnoua asojo yied Ajajes ued JoALp ay) UsyYM d|qe|ieA. Ajuo S| 89IAI8S JOOP-0}-100Q "qInd

sjuswalinbay ay) puoAaq aouejsisse pasau ‘(uolieAiasal duj Jo awi sy} Je 8210u PROUBARE uodn) pue sanijIgesip Jiay} () 62T°LE
vav siesp 0} 8NP ‘OYM SIapL 0} JOOP-0}-100P SIUE]SISSE |eUOIPPE SE [[9M SE 8IAI8S GINd-0)-qNd pJepue)s SapiAcld| Joop-0}-100Q JO qINd 0}-ging 90IAJ3S JO [9Ad]
(P)1eT L8

asodind duy uo paseq

pamojje JoN sanuoud Jo suonolsay

sjuswauinbey alg} BIN0I-paxY WE)@ME)TET L8

vay s1espy ‘duy sebusssed Aem-auo Jad uostad Jad G ¢ JO 814 $S800Y 20IM ] saled

)@ WIE)@)(TeTeT L€
Auniqejrene

sjuswalinbay 90IAJIBS/SIURIISUOD

vay s1espy pamojje 10N Kuoedeoysjeiusp duy
syuswainbay @(a)1eT L8

vay sliesp\ "awl) pajsenbai Jisy Jaye 10 810j8q Jnoy ue uiyim dn-yoid s|gejieAe isiiy ay) UsAIB sile siswoisny pIs Jayyie uo Jnoy | mopuim 1saenbai du

syuawalinbay
vay sies

‘Aep awes sy} 10} pax00q 84 Jouued
sdu] -eoueape ul sAep (g) 821y} 0} dn pue soueApe ul Aep () U0 wolj pa)dasde aie SUOlBAISSSY

aoueApe
ur shep |, 0y alojaq Aeq

)E)TNa)TeT L8
9w} UOIeAIaSal adUeAPRY

sjuswalinbay
vay siesp

"9|qe|leAe
Buipuny ou sI 818y} S11nd 8q OS|e ABw S8IIAIBS [BUORIPPY YAV 8Y) puokaq ob jey) $80InI8s $S820y
[euoyppE 8y} spuny Ajunwiwod [eoo 'sasnq Aq paales jou Ajuno Bury einl jo syexood ui pue Ajunod
Bury Jsyses ul sainbas Yy ayi 1BYM Jey} JayuN} SPUB)Xa 8OIAIS SS82JY -80IAI8S [einy papuedx]
sajelado ao1Alas Jisuesjeled Jiay sawiy pue sep ay) uo sepunod Bujuiolpe o) [aAel |

:0S|e ued sjenpiaipul 8|qib13

‘BuneJado aie ssnol
250U} sAep ayj Uo pue sawi 8y} BuLINp 891AI8S SNQ 8)N0. PaXI} JSJNWWOI-UOU JO SpIS JOY}IS UO Bjil
€ JO §/S UIyym uonelodsuel ] sse00y U0 sapll pateys ‘Aep-jxau sapiroid welbold yisueleled YAy 8yl

Paxy) JO 31 ¥ UL

() pue (NI (e)TeT L€
92IAISS JO eaJe [ealydelfoas

syuswalinbay
vay sjesy

Yoam & shep J ‘sinoy z :Snieis apiy
‘wd G- we g ‘yesm e skep / :sinoy ssauisng [BWION
:80IAJ9G JALIOISNY) pUB SUONEAISSSY

8JnoJ paxy se aweg

(®)1eT L8
39IAIBS JO SAep pue SINOH

Auno) bury

[9A87 80IAIBS JuaLIND Auno) Bury

Ao1j0dpuswailinbay
[WIUIA VAV

Juswalinbay YAy

VM ‘AQyuno) Bury

92



Appendix D: Paratransit Operations — City Comparison

syuawalinbay
yay sissi

‘mopuim dn
-y01d 8jnuIW-0g 8y} Buunp SeALLIE UBA SS820Y BU} USYM WO} SSINUILU SAI} UIUYIM pJeoq },usaop Japl au} j|

Jo mopuim dn-»a1d synuiw-og 8y Buninp jods dn-yo1d uodn paaibie ay; Je Jou SI Jspl 8y} J|
"uibaq 0} pa|NPayos SI 1 810j8q SINOY g UBY) SSB| Pa||9oUed SI apl 8y} 4|
:papI0dal 8ie UONE||8OUB) 8)e| J0 MOUS-ON

*A|SN0LIBS USYE} 818 SMOUS-0U ‘pajsem sem Asuow
s Jofedxe} Jey) sueaw moys-ou A1sng “smoys-ou Auew 00} aney Asy} Ji papuadsns ale SIsWOo}SNd $$890y

$$900.1d AN|Iqi61|3 Isueseled
vav Gzl /¢ uonoes q'ddy’ /¢
"1d-'SMOys-ou pajeadal
10} B2IAIBS JO uoIsuadsns
Buipnjoui‘sanjeuad smoj|y

(y) serLe
SMOUS ON

*8J8Y) JOU 8Je SIaliIeq 8soy) uaym |iel Jybi| pue
SN 8Y) 8pu 0) Al SJUIY “Ja)s| UONBIIILSD S JUSID U} Ul pajsl| aJe siallieq 9say | ‘Juasaid aq skemje
Jou yBiw Asyy Ing [1ea JyBI Jo snq ay) Bulpl JusIo & 0) sJallieq ale aiay) suesl 8|qiBije Ajleuonipuo)

"$$800Y U0 du} B ¥00q pue Jisuel} axe} o) awi Aue e s|qibije pewiesp ale Aay] “Ajigesip
SJU8I[2 Y} JO SHWI| 8y} Jo asneoaq |ied 1ybi| 4o sng ay) Buipl o) sislLeq aJe alay) suesw a|qibije Ajin4

‘s1eaf saly) 0} dn Joj

du]-Ag-du] :spiepueis
Anqibi3 ysuenesed

() e)ezT L8 (a) 62T LE

sjuswalinbay PI[eA SI UoeUILLIBIBp UoneILIeY) "8]qibie Ajleuonipuod Jo 8qibie Ajin} Se pauied Jayys aie SIawoisny vav €¢1° /¢ uonoss Aunqgibis
vay siespy paotojua AyNiqiByI3 [euopipuod|  @-ddy’/¢ 1d-pabeinoou [euonipuodydii Ag du |
"suoneasasal Buljiea Aq dn 18s 8q ued|1BW SI puBWSP JI UOKILISBI OU
sjuawalinbay suoiduosgng "api e pasu ||3s Ay Ji |82 1SN siapl ‘sAepijoy uo pajjeoued ale sapi uolduISgNS “yeam| ‘aw jou S| puBwap JI 8OIAISS (9)()(e) eeT°28

Vav siean

Kians ‘Aep Aians ‘Aep swes sy} uo ‘awi) swes sy} Je ‘soejd swes sy} 0) usye} pue dn payold ale siapiy

|e}0} JO %0G uey} aiow ON

90IA1as uonduosgns

Auno) Bury

[8A8T 82IAIBS JUBLIND Aluno) Bury

Kaijodnauswaiinbay
[BWIUIN YAV

JusWwalinbay yay

93



ison

City Compari

ons —

Paratransit Operati

Appendix D

pamoje JoN

(PreT L
asodind

du uo paseq sanuoud 1o suonoLlssy

"S8)el pue sale} uo saioljod 985 "pasn Juswihed jo adAy pue sainias jo adAy Aq Asen suondo juswAed pue
se)ey "S80IAIBS }I| JIsueljeled pue |iel ‘8)nos paxi) apl 0} pasn aq ued sassed pue spaed yound ‘sjexol|

sjuswalnbay a.e} 8)N0J-paxyy MENR)T)O)TET £
vay slespy 1oyl Aem auo Jad 0G-z$ -WwajsAs 1oxo11 Y1 80IM | Saled
)@
"Jonpuoo (el 10 sAndnIsIp A|snouss ‘JUBIOIA Ul W)@ MW)TeT L8
sjuswalinbay abebus oym senpiaipul 0} 8aIAI8S | 417 puadsns Jo asnjal Aew 18|\1] ‘1aremoy ‘suoneinbal yay Japun A)|ige|IeAR B21AIBS/SIUTRIISUOD
vay siesn "sJawoysna a[qibijd 0} saoiAIas S) Buipiaoid ur siseq Aue uo sjeulwdsIp Jou saop welboid 14178yl pamojle JoN Auoedeoysjeiusp duy

sjuswalinbay
vav siesn

"pansas Buiaq sduy Jayjo 8)ePOWLIOIIE
0} JapI0 Ul pajsanbal uey) Jeje| 10 Jaljies seynuiw (9 0} dn aq Aew swiy dn-yoid pajnpayas 8y «

"uoneunsap JIsy) 18 aAlLe 0} Ysim Asy) swi sy Jo ‘dn payoid
9 0} ysim Aay} swiy sy} Jayyie Uo paseq panpayds duy Jisy} 9AeY 0} 8S00UD AW SISWo)snd 1 4[7 «

apIS Jayle Uo Jnoy |

@(@1erLe
mopuim 1sanbai du

sjuswalinbay
vav siesn

*2J0j0q Aep 8y} ‘Wd G Uey} Jaje| ou paAIssal 8q Jsnw Aep Jxau 8y} 10} Saply

*duy 8y} Jo soueApe ul sAep (/) usnas 0} dn paAIasSal 8 UBD SUOIBAISSSY «

90ueApe
ur shep |, 0} ai038q Aeq

(T)E)NT)(@)TET LS BWII UOIBAISSAI SUBADY

sjuswalinbay
vav siesn

"80IAI9S 9pIA0Id 0) SGBIIXE) PUB SUBA-IUIW ‘SBSNG |[ELS JO J98]} B S8SN [ 4|7 »

J9LL Joj Atepunoq [eBa] ay} ‘Jousiq 18|11 U} SPISINO SUONEOO| BAISS JOU S0P [ 4|7 »

"paAIas

ale Alepunog eale 901AIBS B} SpISUl SUOIEIO] (I "JOLISIP JBINHL BY} UIY)IM OS[e pue [iey 1yBiT XN

pue SNq S J8\LL 1O SJi B JO SYLIN0}-831y} UIYNIM BJE ey} SUOIEOO] [|B SISA0D BJe 80IAISS | 4|78y «

‘SpuUSHeaM
pue sBujuans ‘sAepyaem U0 89IAJBS 8JN0J Paxi) UM Spuodse.i0d Alepunoq eale 92iAIas [ 478U «

PaXI} JO )i % UIYHIM

(€) pue (A )E)TET LE
901AJBS JO Bale [eolydeifioas

sjuswalinbay
vav siesn

"alojoq Aep 8y} ‘w'd G Uey) Joje| ou apew aq snw sdi) Aep-1xau 1o} SUONEAISSSY
“Ajrep "wrd 9 0} "W'e / WY} UBYE) BIE SUOIBAISSDY

*Ajlep "W'e Gy} 0} "W'e G WOy ‘uoijesado Ul S| 80IAISS Jey) sinoy [e Buunp uado st 1 47

8Jnol paxlj se swes

(@)1eT L8
89IMJ3S JO SAep pue SINOH

puepIOd

[9A87 92IAIBS puUB1Iod

Aa1j0dauswalinbay
[EWIUIN VAV

Juswalinbay vav

¥O ‘Pueiod

94



ison

City Compari

ons —

Paratransit Operati

Appendix D

"panuiuod a4 jou
IM SMOUS-OU JO/pUE SUOIE||80UBD BAISSBOXa UM SuoieAlasal uonduosgng “(Jusalad Gz pesoxe jou Aew
SMOYS-0U JO/pUE SUOIJe[[90UBD) s} 8y} JO Jusdlad G/ ISes| Je Uaye) 8q 1snw suoieAlssal uonduosgng

"MOUS-0U PaJapISuoD |8 aJe Joop
U} 0} SBWIOD Jojelado S[oIYaA BY} Jalje SAINUILL Al UIYNM 9ABS| 0} Apeal Jo juasaid Buiag jou 1o ‘Joop
8y} Je uonje|@ouRd e ‘awn dn-¥oid 8y} Jo 8OUBAPE Ul S8INUIL (19) BUO-AIXIS UBY) SS8| 8pEU SUOHE|[8oueR)

*Roijod sy} pJemo) pajunoo aq [[IMm [0JJU0D S JBWOISNO SU) UIYYM 818 YoIym
SUOIJE||80UBD 8]E| PUB SMOYS-0U AJUQ “UoIsuadsns 801AI8S 10} SpuUNo.B aq |Im ‘(1a1ealb s Jarayolym)
sduy payejdwod Jo Jusoed O] I YoIYM SMOYS-0U YO ‘SMOYS-0U 810w J0 88y} ‘poliad Aep-Qg & UM

$$920.d A)|IqiB1|3 yIsueljeled

Vay §zi°L¢ uonoss qddy' /g
‘1d-"SMoys-ou pajeadal

sjuslualinbay "90IAI8S | 417 0} aAidnusIp A|Snolias si (SeAle S[oIyaA | 4|7 Usym pJeoq 0} Apead| 1o} 821AI8S Jo uoisuadsns (y) gzT'L€
vav s1esp 10 juasaid jou ‘sapll papaauun JO SUOIJE||oUED 8e|) SMOYS-0U Jo uisled pajelsuowap ¥ moys-oN|  Buipnjour‘senjeusd smojy SMOYS ON
“duy oy1oads Aue Joj 821AI8S ] 4|7 SN 0} padu Aay) usym apiosp 0} [enpIAlpul Aaqibig
8y} uo saljal | 4|7 ‘Apuaiing ~8a1nIas | 417 8y} ash o} Ayjenb pjnom pue saoiAles ajnol-paxy asn o} sjqeun|  du-Ag-du] :spiepuels
s uosJad ayj uaym ,SUOIIPUOD, JO SBOUBISWNILID UIBaD Jo uonduosap e sapnjoul Ayjigibije [euonipuo) Aunaibi3 ysuesjeled
sjuawalnbay vav €¢1'.g uonoss (mm(e)(e)ezT L€ (a) 62T°LE

vav s1esn

"paoIojus Jou Aiqibig [euonipuo)

q-ddy‘z¢ 14-pebeinooug

Aupaibie reuonipuodduy Ag di

sjuswalinbay
vav siesn

SU)UOW XIS }SB3) Je 10} anujjuod o} pajoadxe s dij

pouad Aep-gg snoinaid ayy Jano Apuassisuod uaye) usaq sey diy «
W) SWeS 8y} Je pue ‘Suoledo| Sles ay) ussmiaq si di «

Aep awes 8y} Uo Yoam Yyoes a0uo Jses| e Uaye} S| dij «

‘Bl9YI0 Buimoy|oy sy} syesw Jey) duy Bulundal e oy uoieasasal uondosgns, e 3sanbal Aew siawiojsng
:du] uonduosgng

Jol S| pUBWISP §I UOIOLISBI OU
JoW 10U S| pUBWAP §| BOIAISS
(10} JO %0G U} 9J0W ON

()(a)(e) geT'Le
891A8s uonduosgns

sjuswalinbay
vav siesn

(140 pue uo 186 0y wioge|d i Snq 8y} uo
puejs Aew siawolsno ‘sdals snq 8y} asn 0} 8/qeuN S| JBLWOISND Y} i) S|OIYSA BU} 4O INO pue Ul Bumes) «

"9[0IyaA 1 4|7 8Y) 0} Uoeao| dojs pajeuBisap Jo Joop woyy Buipes) «

:ynm s1awoysno day siojesado | 4|7

100p-0}-100(] 10 GND 0}-gINQ

(e) 62118
90IAISS JO [9ADT]

puepIOd

[9A87 92IAIBS puUB|1Iod

Aa1j0dauswalinbay
[EWIUIN VAV

JusWalInbay YAy

95



ison

City Compari

ons —

Paratransit Operati

Appendix D

(m()a)

WERMG)TET LE
Alige|rene 821AI8S/SIUTRIISUOD
pamoj|e JoN Auoedeoysjeiuap dij
"STNIL AN MOId ANV 440 d0HA HNOA NIIMLIF INIL AISdYT13 ¥NOH (1) INO 1SV LV 38 LSNIN F¥THL.
sjuswialinbay "0661 40 (YQV) 10V Sall|Igesiq Ylm SUBDLIBLIY U} Jopun eSO 80IAISS Se Paysi|qe)se se aWl) [aA.l) pajsanbal 2(@1ET L€
vav s1esn oy} Jaye Jnoy-1 / saynuiw (09) Axis 0} dn 4o 81048 Jnoy-| / sanuiw (09) Aixis 0} dn Jo saWI) (9L} 130 ABW SpIYy-B-SS800Y 8IS Jay}d uo Inoy |, mopuim isanbai duy
"geD-e-s$800Yy U0 poliad Inoy-yg Jad sduy Aem-auo (1) Jnoj Jo Jwi e si aiay] “Ayjiqe|ieAe qes uo
Buipuadap ‘Inoy Ue o} senuiw USBYY IXaU S} UIYM [9AeI) 0} Apeal aq Jsnw JaBuassed ay) 0s ‘apew S| UO[JeAIaSal ) Se U0oS
se Auedwod qed ey 0} Juss si uoiewlojul duy 8y "wrd 006 0} 'W'e 00:9 LLOJ Yoam e shep (/) UsASS Uaye) ale SUoieAIasay
qe-e-ssa00y
sjuawalnboy 0UBApE mE)TNa)TET LE
vav siesp "90UBAPE Ul SABP £-| PAAISSAI 8¢ JSNW 80IAISS apIy-E-ss800y| Ul sAep p|, 0} a10jaq Aeq alI} UOIIBAISSSI IUBAPY
“dnyord quno-0}-qund Joj 9|qiBIjd Jou 81 JOPLUD BliW B JO (4/¢) Siajenb-aa1y) SIY} UIYHIM JOU UORBUlSSP pue
u1BLIo Jo sjuI0d "S2IAIBS [1ed JyBI| pue snq ajnod paxiy Buisixa s,q1Y J0 sinoy pue shep swes ay) Buunp ajiw e Jo (4/g) siepenb
-99.U} UIY}IM 8JE UDIYM SUOHEIO| WOl pue o} siabuassed Jodsuel) o} paiinbal A|uo si 801AI8s Jisueljesed Yy ‘Uosess iy
104 "80IAI8S |18l JyBi| pue Snq aJnol paxiy Jeynlwod-uou s,q 1Y (0} Jejiwis o) ,0} ajqesedwod, aq o) paubisep si aply-e-ss800y
sjuswalinbay '80IAI9S (€) pue (A 1)(e)TET LE
vav siesp SNQ JAJNWWIOI-UOU SJN0J Paxl 8U} Se sInoy pue sAep awes ay) Buunp pue seale awes sy} Ul sajesado a0IAIaS apIy-B-SS800y PaxI JO B[IW % UIUNA 90IAI3S JO eaJe [ealydesfoas
wdoo:6 — WeQQ:9
yoam e shep /
qeD-e-ss800y
yoom e shep / /sinoy 7
yojeds|(q opIy-e-ss800y
Yoom e shep / /sinoy 47
yojeds|q apIy-e-ss800y
(syoam e shep 7)
sjuswalnbay ‘wd 00'g - "We 008 (e)ET L8
vav siesp SUONBAIBSY OPIY-B-SS800Y 9)n0J paxIj se sWes 901AIBS JO SAep pue SINOH
Janauaq |9A87 92IAIBS JBAUB(Q Aa1j0dauswalinbay juswaiinbay yay

[EWIUIN VAV

09 “49Audq

96



ison

City Compari

ons —

Paratransit Operati

Appendix D

"PaIapISU0D 8q [|IM (9.1} Jo Aouanbayy s Jebusssed sy ‘uoisuadsns
e Buinss 0} Jolld "80IAJ8S JO Uoisuadsns 3eam om} e Ul s)nsal pouiad Aep-1epus|ea-og Buijol e uj ,smoys ON, () ino4

"suoljenBal Yy Yim aouepiogde ui Ajuspuadepul passesse S| pamoys-ou s Jey; du yoes
*8|Npayos

uo Aejs 0} 9ABS| JSNW JOALP By} pue ‘0B 0} Apeal Jou S| JSWO)SND BY} Ing ‘SSINUIL (9) XIS 40} SHEM PUB ‘SLU) UO SBAILIE BOIUBA BY |
10 ‘uoneoo| dn-yoid pajsanbal sy Je Jawojsno sy}

$s8901d A)1[1q16113 Jisuelesed
VaVy Gz L€ uoRoss qddy'Le
‘Id-"SMoys-ou pajeadal

sjuswalinbay 9)E00] JOUUEBD JBALIP 8U) INq ‘BLUI) UO SBALLIE B[OIYSA U] 10 ‘apU By} sjuem JoBuoj ou JaWojsNd 8U} Ing ‘alul) U0 SBALLIE BOIYaA UL  Joj 80IA8s Jo uoisuadsns (u) sz1°28
vav siesp :UBYM SINo00 Moyg ON |  Buipnjour'sapnjeusd smojly SMOUS ON
“JoBuassed ay} Jo spesu ay) uo Bujpuadap siseq [enpIAIpUI Ue U 0S uop S| 821AI8S 0} paljdde suonipuod Auy — [euolipuo)
's1eaf () 1noy 0} dn 1o} 90IAIBS |4 — pajorysalun|  dui-Ag-du] :spiepuelg
Aungibie Jo sadAy Buimoyioy ayy jo Aue oy Ajijenb Aew sjueoidde ‘spasu [enpiapul uo paseg Aunqibi3 ysueseled
sjuawalnboy VQV €2} L€ UOROOS O)(e)e)eeT Le (a) 62T'LE
vay s1esn "paosojusa Ayiqibi3 jeuonipuo)| @ddy‘zg 1d-pabeinoous Aunaibys reuonipuodydiy Aq di g
181 Buiem e uo Jabuassed
8y} 9e|d |IM Yolym ‘)senbal 8y} 8)epOWLLOIE 0} B|qe 8] Jou Ael apiy-B-s$800Y ‘eolAles Londuosgns ay) 0} abueyo sjnpayos e
J0})sanbal e s| a1ay) Uoseal Jansjeym Joj ‘J| "uonduosgns e jo Jed Aue jo suone|[aoued Jo uialed Jusisisuod e i a1au) i Jo ‘porad
Kep Jepusajes (0g) AUy Aue Buunp sy 8} JO BIOW 0 %0G PBJeOUED ale Jey) sealaeg uonduosgng Aue ajeuiuus) 1M 4Ly
‘papasu se aoiAes azyiond Aew pue siseq s|gejieAe 80eds e UO 80IAI8S UOJALOSANS B SIa0|}el S| pUBWSP JI UOKOLISaI OU
sjuswalinbay aLy Meem e sawi (g) 821y} 1ses] Je swn swes ay} je aoe|d awes ay} o0} Buijaael) siebuassed o} pajiwl| 1 818G uonduosqng | 18w Jou S| pUBWSP JI BOIAIBS (2)(a)(e) ££T°2€
vav siespy 1] uonduosqng| B0} JO %0G UBY} BJow ON 901n8s uonduosgng
sjuswalnbay (e) 62128
vav siesp ‘uofiepodsuel a1ignd qino-0}-qind sapIACId ‘BpIy-e-SS800Y ‘SBOINISS JISUBljeled (1Y | Joop-0}-100Q 10 GNd 0}-GinD 9OIAJSS JO [9A9]
(p)1eT L€ 8sodind
pamojle JoN diy uo paseq sanuiold 1o sUONILISAY
"00'%1$ 4o aiey Aem-3uo [E}0} B JAAO Junowe Aue pue aiej au} Jo 00°Z$ 1s)y oy shed Jabuassed
qeD-e-ss900y
“Jojesado snq ey} 0} pJed | opIy-e-ssa800y Jiay) Aejdsip Ay se Buoj se abieyo ou je pieoq Aew siebusssed suoiseaoo
asou} Jo4 "0s op 0} yBnousa [jom Buljasy ale Aay) uaym sasng Jejnbal asn ‘sawi) e ‘UBd BDIAISS BPIY-B-SS800Y AU} UO s1abuassed
sale4 ajnoy pexid4 Jejnbey
05 $ (8907 Juowbuo]
0S'v § 16207 Japjnog
05y § [B007 JaAusQ
sjuswalinbay 'SNQ LY Ue uo duy sWes ay} 10} a1} aY} 80IM} SIe SBOIAISS dPIY-B-SS89Y 10} SaIe W)(E©)E@M0O)TET LE
vav siespy ale} B)N0J-pax|} 0IM | saleq
Jaauaq |9A87 82IAIBS JBAUB(Q Aa1j0dauswalinbay juswaiinbay yay

[EWIUIN VAV

97



ison

City Compari

ons —

Paratransit Operati

Appendix D

pamoj[e JoN

(P)rer e
asodind
diy uo paseq sanuoLd 10 SUONILISAY

“auwpy dnyoid pajnNpayos ay) Jale SeINUIW (g UBY) BI0W SBALIE B01YaA 8U) i a1e} 8y} Aed o) pauinbal jou aJe siawojsny
00°1$ 8UOZ 8le4 UMOJUMOQ

00°€$ Aep |le skepijoH

oo.mw SINOH Yead-Jo
(wrd pgi9-wrd ¢ pue ‘we g-we 9 ‘Aepu -Aepuoj) PE)RAT))TET L8
00'v$ awi] yead ..} 8)N0J-PaXI) 80IM | Sale
(m()(@)

pamojle JoN

WEE@MTET L€
>~ Ige[leAe 3dIAI9S/Siulelisuod
Ayoedeoysjeluap dup

sjuswalinbay
vav sies

“aL} pejsenbal JoWOISNd JBYE INOY BUO pue 810jeq
© 9)EPOWWO0. 0] "BSIE BU) Ul SBSN B} UO Paseq ‘salu} B|Ge|IBAR }S8Q SU} SISWOISND JoYO JSIUOKBAISSDY

IN0Y 8UO 00| S}SIUOHBAIBSD) ‘SBp}

8pIS Jay}e o Jnoy |,

(@a)teTLe
mopuim 1sanbal duy

sjuawalnbay
vav siesiy

‘wd

00:8 0} "W'B 00:G JO Sawiy [9Ael) yead no Buunp pajdedoe jou ale sjsanbai dij Aep-swes ‘Aol 08| Uo pajnpayds sduy o Jaquinu ay} 0} anq
sopu Aep-awes

"|IBWS JO XEy BIA PAJILIGNS USYM PaIapIsUuod aq jou [[im sjsanbai apu Aep-awes

‘wre 00:G je Aep Buimoy|o} oy}
[JUn PaJAPISUOD ¢ Jou [IM “wid OQ: |, Ja}je Ul SW0 Jey) [lews Jo ey Aq papiugns Sapu Joj sjsanbay ‘[lews Jo Xej Aq panpayds aq Os[e Ued Saply

*apl 8INjn} B [99UED JO S|NPBYDS O} Pasn aq Ued Wiajshs
UOI)BAIBSSI BUIIUO By “WIB)SAS UOIBAIaSa) paseq Jaulsjul auljuo ay) Buisn Aq Jo Japiroid Jiayy Bulies Aq Jayye apu e aalasal Aew siswoisny

*80UBApE Ul ABp BUO SE Bjj}i| SB 10 ‘BoUBApE Ul SAp o} 0} dn Bpu B BAIBS8) ABw SIpy payiueD

aoueApe Ul shep |, 0} a10jeq Aeq

MEe)T)a)TeTLe
W UoleAlasal adueApy

sjuswalnbay
vav siesi

“4IN0S JiSUel] JSii4 pue e JISuel] JSil4 ‘Wes ] JISUBl] 8le SIOJOBJUOD BBIE SOIAISS 881U} By

‘uoljeao| jo-doup Jo dnyoid jo ssajpiebal
sduy s Jawojsno 8y} Jo ||e Buieulpiooo pue Bulnpayos 1o} 8]qisuodsa si J0JOBJUOD SOIAIBS BY "SSSIPPE SWOY JIdy} U0 Paseq JOJorAUO0D
Q01n8s e 0} paubisse ale siawoisn) *(G0g aunp Buiuuifiag) s10j0esU0d 82IAIBS Sjeledas aaiy) Buowe papiAlp s eale 82IA18S ANIGO|\ 018} BYL

"8|NPaYIS JIsuel) 8In0l-paxyy seinbes sy 0} apew ale sabueyo se Ayunwwiood Aq pajsnipe ale sinoy 8a1A8S |, 1ouisiq Buixe] Jisuel], sy} se
umouy ainjejsiba ejels sy Aq pajeubisap eale ay) pue aojAISS JiSUEl} BjnoI-paxy (20| Aep |e Aq pansas seale Ul 8oiAIas sapiroid AlIGoj 0Be N

PaXY JO Il 7 UIUIM

(€) pue (n'mrn(e)TeT L€
991MIBS JO Bale [edlydesfoas

sjuawalnbay
vav sies

‘wd 00:| pue ‘wrd 0:z) usamdg — |Nd | ‘W' 00:9 PUE "W'E 00:G UsdMiag — WY
‘Aep yoea a9im) panpayos aq ||im [lews o Xeq

‘wd G pue “W'e 9 JO SIN0Y BY) UsaMjaq yoam Jad SABp UBASS USHE) SIe SUONBAISSY

"9|qB|IBAE S| 80IAISS JISUBJ) SJN0J-PaXl) UBYM SaLUI} Je pue Saijlunwiwod ul Bunelado ‘eoinas ysuel) spnol-paxy olgnd ayy o} Azejuswajdwo)

)01 pax|y se sWes

()T Le
821AJ8S JO SAep pue SInoH

sijodeauuly

|A97 991AI3S JUa1INY Sljodeauulpy

Aatjodpuswalinbay
[eWIUIN YAy

JusWalnbay vavy

NIN ‘sijodeauuly

98



ison

City Compari

ons —

Paratransit Operati

Appendix D

syuswalinbay
vav siesn

"MOYS ON B SE pajunod si sassiw Japu ayy duj yoes Aep jey
10} sdU} Pa|NPaYS J8YJ0 JIaY) [92UBD Jou S0P pue duy Jiy) o Ba| BuIoBino sy ,SMoyg ON, Jopu e j “Ajjesedes paiapisuod aq jsnw duy yoeg

"ponad yjuow-z| e ulyym suoisuadsns snoiraid Jo Jequinu sy} uo paseq pasessoul aq Aew pousd

uoisuadsns ay} jo ws) 8y "Moys ON Yunoj ay) Jaye shep g Alerewixoidde uibaq (im uoisuadsns ay| “papuadsns aq Aew Aay) moys ON isJi
sduy pajsanbail JIay} JO % Uey) 810w 0} BUUNOWE ‘MOYS OU JSlj BY} J0 SAEP Og UIUJIM MOYS ON YHNO} B SOAI9081 JapH 8y} § “JopiAoid Jiay} Loy
Jaya] Bujusem e anieoal [im pouad Aep-Qg e uyym sduy pajsanbai Jiay} Jo %1 Uey) Jow 0} Buunowe SMOYS ON 881U} 8}e[NLUNIIE OYM SISpIY
$$9001d ,SMOYS ON,

‘mopuim dnyaid synuiw-gg oy Buunp pue awiy Apeas ayj je juiod dnyoid pajeubisap ayj je Buiaq JoN .

‘mopuim dnyoid S)NUIL-OE BY} UIYIIM SSALLIE BOIYSA B} UsyM apu 0} Buisnjal Jo Bulgoue? «

"awi} Apeas pajnpayds ay} 810aq JN0Y U0 UBY) $Sa| apu e Buljgoue) «

:Buimojo} sy} jo Aue Aq pazusjoeleyd si Moyg ON, V

$59001d
Aynqibi3 ysuenesred vay szl L€
uoosg q-ddy‘ /¢ 1d-'smoys-ou
pajeadal Joj 821A8S JO Uoisuadsns
Buipnjour‘sanjeuad smojly

(y) szr i€
SMOUYS ON

syuswalinbay
vav siesn

*818U) J0U 1B SIBIIBQ 8S0U) UBUM |11 Jybi| pue Snq 8y} 8pu O} 81e SjuBI|) “Ja}8| UOHBILILSD Suslio 8y} ul
paysi| aue sJalueq 88y ‘Juasaid aq skemie Jou JyBiw Aayy Inq [1es Jybi 1o snq sy Buipl Jusio e 0} sialIeq aie aiay) suesw a|qiBie Ajleuopipuo)

'$§920Y UO dL} B %00 pue Jisues} axe) 0} swi
9 pawosp a1e Ay “AYlIGesIp SJUsIID BU) JO SHWI BY) JO SsNEe9a( [1ed Jybi| Jo snq 8y} Buipu 0} sislleq a1 a1ay) suesw |qibis A4

‘s1eak saiy)
0} dn Joj pifeA S| uoeuILLB}ep uonealya) “a|qibia Ajleuonipuod Jo a|qibija Ajinj Se payied Jauye ale siawoisny "padiojud A3 [euonipuo)

Aynqiby3 dup-Ag-duy :spsepueis
Aynaibi3 ysueneled vay €24 L€
uoipag q-ddy‘z¢ 1d-pabeinooul

()(e)e)eeT Le (a) 62T L€
AunaiBije reuonipuodydin Ag du

syuswalinbay
vav siesn

"syjuow g}
10 pouad e Jo} JapJo Buipue)s Jayjoue pajuelB aq jou |jim siawoyno suaddey siy) §| “18jua) 8oIMBS ANIGON 08|\ BY3 Aq pajjsoued aq Aew Japio
Buipueys Jiay) ‘sduy Japio Bulpuess 1By} O %0p SMOYS-0U JO S|80UBd Jawojsno e J| “Apenba anel) oym a|doad Joy panasal aie siapio Buipuelg

*8SN JO .| 0} anp Jeak jsed 8y Ul PajeaUEd JapIo BUIPUE)S Jiay) ey Jou SABY OYM SIBWOISN)

"SUJUOW XIS JSB8) J& 10} Jus)

U0D 94 [[IM Jey)} Sapiy

“§80M 8U} o Aep awes sy} uo sl awes ay) Je se|d awes ayj o} 8e|d awes ayj wou Bujob sapry

10§ PRIBPISUOD BIE SOPH Japlo Bulpuelg

00M 0} ¥99M WO} BBUEBYD Jey) Spasu di} ABY OUM SISWIO}SND JOj WidysAs

U} UO WOO S| 18U} ey} BINSUS 0} SIOPIO BuIpUE)S JO J8quInu By} SHWI| JaYuSD 018G AJIGO|y 03O By “pajueIB e sjsanbal Jopio Buipuels
II2 JON "Yoom e Aep auo Jses) je pue ‘Aep Jo auwi} SWes ay} Je Yaam auj Jo Aep swes sy} je Ssaippe UOReuUNsap SWEes ay) 0} ssaippe uibuo
awes ay) woyy BuioB sdiy aunnol 1oy s1epio Bulpue)s jsenba Ued SIBLIOJSNY "JaWO0ISND dY} Jo} sdl} SaINPaYas Allealjewuojne Japio Buipuels v

Jow si puewsp
J1 UOIOL}SBI OU ‘}oW JOU S| puewap
11 SOIAISS []0} JO %0G UBY} BI0W ON

(0)(@)(e) eeT L€
92IA18s uonduosgns

syuswalinbay
vav sieen

"aB1e40 ou e Way} yym apu 0} (YDd) Juepusiie aled [euosiad e Bulig Aew souelsisse [euonippe
pasu oym siapry ‘Buipjing Aue jo soueius isiy 8y} puokag ob o) papiwiad jou ale sieauq “ileydjeaym e Buiysnd Jo Bupyiem usym poddns
apnjoul ues soue)sisse siy] “Jo-dop pue dnyoid sy} o J0op ALjus JSily BY) PUE BJOIYSA BY} USBMIS] JopH AI9AS JSISSE 1SNL SIBALIP AYIGOJ 0B8N

100p-0}-100(] 4O QN 0}-GINY

(e) 62TL€E
92IAJISS JO [9ADT

sijodeauulpy

[9A87 32IAIBS BN sijodeauuly

Koljodpuswalinbay
[BWIUIN VAV

JuBWalInbay vay

99



ison

City Compari

ons —

Paratransit Operati

Appendix D

"qIno
-0}-gJno Wolj papiroid 8q 0} pasu [jIm 801AI8S Yisuesjeled YAy Y} ‘9]qISS329. 10U S| UOIEIO] 1O
-doup Jojpue dn-¥oid S18WO}SOD B} J| “PAIOUOY 8] JOUUED SJojeado B|o1ysA puUB SBDISA JIoads
1o} sysanbai [e10ads “Way) Joj JUSS S| 1By} SIYBA S} Ul 8pU 1SNW SIBLoISN) *(SIxe) ‘ojdwexs 1oj)
SaIJjUs J8y}0 JO SajoIyeA pue siojesado Buisn Jo ‘sejoiyen pue siojesado umo sy Buisn paiaalep
aq |IIM S80IAI8S JIsueleled YAy Jayieym aulwislep o) 1Bl ay) sealesal Japirold yisueljeled
Vay s.LY "sixe} Buipnjoul ‘sepiyaa Jo Ajelie e Buisn papiroid si 801A18s Jisueljesed Yy

Ssjuswalnbay (e) 62128
vay S1oon ‘uojepodsue.) apu-paIeys Joop-0)-i00p SI 82IAI8S Jisueieled Yy Ly | J0op-01-100q o Gind 0}-qind 99IAISS JO [9A9T]

(p)1eT L8

asodind

pamojje JoN

dun uo paseq sanuond 1o SUoNoLISaY

‘8B paonpal e Je wajsAs urel) jiel yybi pue snq sy Aq papiaoid si jeyy Anjqixal
pue souspuadapul ay} jo abejueape aye) 0} SaljIqesIp YIM S[enpiAIpul pue sioluas sabeinoous
1Y "uoiBai ojuswieloes Joyealb ay) Ul 891AI8S JISUBI} 8IN0.-PaxI) 8]qissaode Ajn} sepiroid 1Y

(oJe} @n0.-paxy 8aIM]) "00°G$ SI diy Aem-auo yoe3

le} 8)N0J-paxl} 8OIM |

ME)@M0O)TET LE
saJed

pamoj|e 10N

)@
WERNTB)TET L8
AlljIqe|eAR 301AISS/SIUMRIISUOD
Auoedesysjeiusp duy

sjuswalinbay
vav s1esn

"Jsenbau s Jawo}sno ayy Jo swi dn-yoid 8y} Jo apIs Jaye
uo Jnoy auo o0} dn sdeds sjqejiee Joj Buiyasess Aq ,duy ay) sjeijobsu, [Im JSIUONBAISSSI BY L

apIS Jayye Uo Jnoy |

@(@terLe
mopuim 1sanbai du

sjuswalinbay
vav s1esn

"papinoad Jou si 8oInIas Aouasbiawa Aep-swes

"80oueApE Ul sAep omj (g) 0} auo (},) apew aq Aew sjsanbai apry

aoueApe
ur shep ¢ 03 a1ojaq Aeq

m)E)M@ret L8
9w} UoIleAIasal adURAPY

sjuswalinbay
vav siesn

"sInoy 901AJ8S JejnBas Burinp suoness |ied Jybi| Jo senol sng s, 1Y
1O SNIPEJ B|IW ¥4 B UIYJIM SUOHBUNSap pue sulblio 0} 80IAIes Isueljesed yqy Buipiroid ‘so1ales 1el
b1 pue snq synos-paxiy s, 1Y 0} B|qeledwod, aq o} paubisep si eale soiaies Jisuedeled yay ..M

P3XY JO Il 7 UIYNM

(€) pue (i (e)TeT L€
901AJBS JO Bale [eolydeifioas

sjuswalinbay
vav siesn

shepijoy Buipnjour ‘Ajtep "wd 00:G 0} “W'e (Q:g 8.1e SINoY suolleAIssal ysueneled yQy

‘shepijoy pue skepung ‘sAepinjes uo Japoys S| Aep a0IAI8S ay |
‘sAepyeam uo "w-d 0o:} | pue ‘we 0o:g Ajerewixoidde
Usamjaq eale 821AI8s 8y} Jo Aiofew sy} inoyBnoly) papirold st 8oaIes Jisuedeled yay

91N0J paxl} Se sWeg

TT:7¢T:76:7TTO0T:¥6:7TTO8:7(8)TET LE
891AJ3S JO SAep pue SINoH

OjUBWEIIES

[9A97 82IAISS OJUBWIRIIES

Ka1jodauawalinbay
[WIUIN YAV

Juswalinbay vavy

V9O ‘ojusweledeg

100



Appendix D: Paratransit Operations — City Comparison

salisqam Jisuelsieled A0 snolea pue

“JoppNY AND 8y} JO 90O ‘SBIAISS Jisuel] NYeO (VAY) SSIIIGesIA YIAA SIENPIAIPU] JO} S80IAISS uolenodsuel] — /€ Hed ‘Y 9ianS Y40 6 :$991n0S

"aLl} yoes spouad uojsuadsns JaBuoj ul )nsal [jim A21j0d MOYS-ON S. 1Y JO SUONB|OIA pajeadey

‘pouad 8|qeuoses & 1o} papuadsns aq Aew sdi pessiw 8AISS80x8 BulLINoUl SI8WO0ISNY
“duy pajnpayos
U} 8J0J8q SIN0Y (Z) OM} UBY} SS8] dLi} B S[90UED JBWOJSND B UBYM SIND00 UONE|[80UED 8)e| Y

*90IyA B} PIeoq JoU S80p JSLOISNO B} pUe SanuUIW (G) 8Al panbal sy} siem ‘mopuim dn-yoid
SINUILL-OE BY} UIYYM uoneao| dn-yoid sy} 18 seALe J0jesado S[oIysA BY} UM SINOD0 MOYS-0U f

*fojod uone|@ouR) B1E7/MOYS

-ON N0 40 Uone|oiA & pue sdi passiw Jo sonoeid Jo uisped e paiapIsuod aq (M siyL “sduy
Pa|NPaYOs 8S0U) 4O 8J0W J0 Jusdiad () S|9OUB B)e| JojpUB SMOYS-OU pue yjuow Aue uiyym sduy
I0W 10 (/) UBASS S8AISS8. [BNPIAIPUI UB UBUM BAISS30X8 PBIapISU0D aie sdl) passilu 8AISS80xT

$$820.d ANjqibi3 ysueljeled

vav Gzi'L¢ uonoss qddy' /¢
‘Jd-'SMoys-ou pajeada.

sjuslualinbay 10} 82IAIBS JO UoISUadsns (W) szTLe
vav s1esp SsaUs)e] pue smoyg-oN ‘sdiu| passijy eAIssa0x3 Joj uoisuadsng|  Buipnjour‘senjeuad smojy SMOYS ON
'siseq du-Ag-duy e uo suosiad 9)qibija Ajleuonipuod 0} SA9IAISS JWI| SO0P | Y
*Ajuo sewiy say} 18 NoA 0} a|gelieA. S| OIAISS "OU| ‘JIsueljeled
1613
"JSIX SJaLLIE( [BINJOSJIYIIE JO [BJUBLLLOIIAUS swalxe Jo Buigesip|  du-Ag-du] :spiepuelg
Ule}90 Usym sawiy 1e [led JyBi| Jo snq spnol-paxiy 8y Buisn woly psjusAsid JawioisnD— [UOKIPUOD Aniqiby3 nsueneled
sjuswiainbay vayV €z1'L€ Uoljoss mn(e)e)eet Le (@) 6228
vav siesiy :paoJojud Ayjiqiby3 jeuonipuo)| @-ddy‘zg 1d-pabeinooug Aupnqibijs reuonipuosyduy Aq duy

sjuswalinbay
vav s1esn

‘pouiad uoisuadsns ayy
JO pUd By} Jajje SyuOW (f) Inoj [un paIspIsUO aq jou |jim uoneoljdde aoia1as uonduosgns ay |
"uondioSgNs Mau B 10} paIapIsuod aq 0} Addesa Jsnw s1awoisnd 8a1AI8s uondiosgns papuadsng

“Aaijod
MOYS-ON S.1Y Jepun papuadsns s oym JaWo}snd AU Joj pa|jaoued aq [Im 89InIas uondiuosgng

"papasu se solAles azjyoud

Rew pue ‘siseq o|qe|ieAesoeds e uo 821AIes uoidLosgns yisuedjesed yQy Sioyo 1Y awi} swes
ay) 12 soe|d swes ay) 0} Ajpeam Inoal Jey) sduj Joj siebuassed o) pajiwi| si 8dIAI8s UoldLosgng
90IAJ8g uonduosgng

oW S| PUBLIBP JI UOIJOLISA OU
‘ol 10U SI PUBWISP JI 80IAIES
[E10} JO 90 UEU) dIow ON

(0)(@)(e) ecT°28
291M3s uonduosgns

Ojusweldes

|9A37 3JIAISS OjusWeldes

Karjodpuswainbay
[EWIUIN YAV

wswaiinbay vay

101



Appendix D: Paratransit Operations — City Comparison

This page intentionally left blank.

102



Appendix E

Handi-Van Reservations Refusal Process

TheHandi-Van

City and County of Honolulu

Refusal Process

— Before every Reservation, check to see if this customer already has an existing ‘REF’, or
Scheduled Trip. An example is below.

* At the First Call, customer requested an 1130 pickup. The search window looked for a time
available +/- 60 minutes. They were offered an 1100. Customer decides to Refuse (REF) the

1100.
Req: 1130
First Call: (Searched from 1030-1230)
Refused: 1100
l
Second Call: 093 7771'/' 120 minuteﬁsiii 1330

(Searched from 0830-1030) (Searched from 1230-1430)

* At the Second Call, Reservations would need to search 2 hours up or down of the original
requested time. For this example, the time they would search is either a 0930, or a 1330.

Source: Oahu Transit Services
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Appendix F

Eligibility Determinations, Customer Complaints,
and Procurement

Resolution 14-69, FD1 requested a review of three operational areas that we found were operating
sufficiently. These areas included: eligibility determinations, customer complaint handling, and
procurement of Handi-Van vehicles. We had no findings in these three areas.

Eligibility Determinations

We found the Handi-Van eligibility process is generally consistent with ADA requirements and
industry best practices. Eligibility determinations generally comply with the 21-day notification
requirement.

Innovative Paradigms. The city’s Department of Transportation Services has a contract with
Innovative Paradigms to provide eligibility determinations. This contract was in effect from July
2009 to July 2015 at a cost of a little over $1 million per year, or $6.1 million over the last six years.
The Innovative Paradigms eligibility determinations for the last three fiscal years are shown in
Exhibit F.1.
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Exhibit F.1
Innovative Paradigms Eligibility Determinations (FY2013 to FY 2015)

Operating Year

Aug 12 Aug 13 Aug 14
toJul 13 | to Jul 14 | to Jul 15

Total Interviews (New and
Recertifications) Conducted 4,461 4,505 3,946

Total Functional Assessments
Conducted 4,253 4,131 2,970

Total In-Person Determinations

Conducted 4,437 4,478 3,866

Total Other Determinations* 1,169 1,494 1,696
TOTAL ALL

DETERMINATIONS 5,606 5,972 5,562

In-Person Determination

Outcomes
Conditional 554 426 295
Unconditional 3,362 3,496 2,992
Temporary Conditional 32 43 0
Temporary Unconditional 287 388 486
Not Eligible 202 125 93
TOTAL 4,437 4,478 3,866
Ratio determined not eligible 4.6% 2.8% 2.4%

* Other determinations include applications from out-of-state visitors, temporary eligibility (medical reason), and
updating client list based on clients who have passed away.

Source: Department of Transportation Services

In our opinion, the city’s paratransit eligibility determination process generally met applicable
ADA, city, and industry best practice requirements. For example, the eligibility process meets 24
best practices as identified by the Disability Rights Education and Defense Fund. We concluded the
eligibility process is effective and generally ensures that only qualified applicants are approved for
paratransit service.

Eligibility process. Exhibit F.2 shows that Innovative Paradigms complied with all six contract

deliverables and the deliverables satisfied ADA requirements and/or city ordinances, rules, policies
and procedures.
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Exhibit F.2

Eligibility Determination Compliance with ADA and City Requirements

in-person assessments with
face-to-face interaction
between a skilled eligibility

the special transit service must
first be determined eligible by the
city’s authorized paratransit

Does the
Innovative Paradigms Applicable City Ordinance, Applicable ADA Contract Term
Contract Requirements Rule, Policy, or Procedure Requirement Align?
Conduct In-Person Administrative Rule §23-5-11: Yes, IP
Assessments. IP will begin | Persons desiring eligibility to use conducts in-

person eligibility
determinations.

1 specialist and the client. certification entity after None
Applicants and applicable completing the city’s establishes
caregivers will travel to the ADA paratransit in-person
office and complete the assessment eligibility process.
intake documentation.
Provide Written Administrative Rule §23-5-11: Yes, IP sends a
Determinations. Most The authorized paratransit written
determinations will be certification entity staff will make verification
2 completed during the initial a determination of the eligibility of None notice.
visit. A written verification each applicant and notify them of
will follow for internal this determination in writing.
notification purposes within
one to two business days.
Identify and Train Qualified | None. Yes, IP provides
Applicants to Use Fixed Travel Training.
Route Transit. Eligibility
3 specialists will be able to N
) . one
observe applicants with an
eye to identifying their ability
to use various modes of
transportation.
Provide Documentation of DTS Policy 7-4.7 (Paratransit Yes, IP
Eligibility Determinations. Operations): Minimally required maintains
The firm will offer a range of information is included in the applicant
recommended formats and client registration database to information as
reporting details from which allow applicant to travel to and needed.
4 | customized formats can be from the in-person assessor None
developed. offices; After receiving the
completed in-person assessment,
the Eligibility Determination Form
is completed using the
assessment results.
Utilize Trapeze to Monitor None Yes, IP
Trends and Volumes. IP transmits and
5 expects to use the city- N monitors data in
” . one
licensed version of the Trapeze
Trapeze Cert Module to
manage client records.
Provide written DTS Policy 7-4.7 (Paratransit Applicants are to be Yes, IP
determinations (21 day) — Operations): Applications granted presumptive | generally
The firm expects to make requiring in-person assessment eligibility if a processes
most determinations at the shall be completely processed, determination of applications
time of the initial contact, including final determination eligibility has not within 21 days
which will bring the letters, etc., within 21 working been made within 21 from FY13 to
determination early in the 21- | days. calendar days of the FY15, with
day window provided for in submission of a exceptions
the ADA regulations. completed noted
6 application. Service

must be provided,
and the applicant
presumed to be
eligible, until and
unless the
determination is
complete and the
person is found to be
ineligible.

Source: Department of Transportation Services, Revised Ordinances of Honolulu, and Office of the City Auditor
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Best practices. We reviewed 24 eligibility determination best practices as identified by the Disability
Rights & Education Defense Fund. Our assessment found that Innovative Paradigms” eligibility
process generally complied with all 24 best practices. Those practices included: develop and

use a comprehensive task/skills list; identify specific abilities and/or limitations; and do not limit
eligibility based on trip purpose. Other practices included do not steer applicants away from ADA
paratransit, and no fee imposed for eligibility determinations.

Sample results. We observed three eligibility determinations conducted by Innovative Paradigms
staff and compared the process with applicable policies and procedures. We found that all three
determinations were thorough and aligned with applicable policies and procedures. The staff was
professional and considerate.

Notifications. According to the city’s contract with Innovative Paradigms, the agency must send

a determination notification to the applicant within 20 days of the assessment (total of 21 days
including the interview). If a determination is not rendered, the applicant is presumed eligible. We
reviewed eligibility determination notifications data for FY 2014 and FY 2015 to assess compliance
with the 21-day notification requirement.

We found that Innovative Paradigms exceeded the 21-day eligibility determination notification
requirements 10 times in FY 2014 (out of 5,972 total determinations) and 14 times in FY 2015 (out of
5,562 total determinations). In both years, the number of determination notifications that exceeded
21 days was less than one percent.

We concluded that the city’s paratransit eligibility determination process is generally effective in
determining Handi-Van eligibility. The process complies with applicable policies, procedures,
rules, and guidelines.

Customer Complaints

Customer complaints increased 51% from FY 2014 to FY 2015, but are within performance
benchmarks.

Complaint performance standard. The Short Range Transit Operations Plan of May 2012,
recommended that OTS track and report customer complaint data and establish a performance
benchmark. The plan suggested a benchmark of 15 complaints per 100,000 trips as satisfactory.
OTS established a performance benchmark of 2.15 complaints per 1,000 trips'.

Over the last three fiscal years, OTS averaged 1.34 complaints per 1,000 monthly trips, which is well
below the 2.15 benchmark. Exhibit F.3 shows the ratio of paratransit customer complaints from
FY 2013 to FY 2015.

Prior to July 2014, OTS reported the number of complaints per 100,000 trips, but did not establish a benchmark. Starting
July 2014, OTS amended its reporting data to complaints per 1,000 trips and a benchmark of 2.15 complaints per 1,000
trips.
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Exhibit F.3
Complaint Ratio per 1,000 Trips (FY 2013 to FY 2015)

FY 2013 FY 2014 | FY 2015 TOTAL
Total Complaints 1,518 1,164 1,759 4,441
Total Trips 1,114,307 1,124,467| 1,068,634| 3,307,408
Total trips (by 1K) 1,114 1,124 1,069 1,102
Complaints per 1K 1.36 1.04 1.65 1.34
Max # complaints (.15
per 1,000 trips) 1.67 1.69 1.60 1.65

Source: OCA calculation based on OTS data

When converted, OTS met the suggested benchmark in FY 2013 and FY 2014, and exceeded the
benchmark in FY 2015.

OTS adequately handles customer complaints. OTS is generally responsive to customer
complaints. Customer complaints jumped 50% from FY 2014 (1,164) to FY 2015 (1,759), but are
within the performance standards. We found that the complaints are generally addressed within
the 30-day close-out guideline established by OTS. More specifically,

¢ We reviewed a sample of 25 paratransit customer complaints between FY 2013 and FY 2015
to determine whether OTS closed-out customer complaints within 30 days, which is OTS’
operating policy. We found that 24 of 25 complaints were closed-out within 30 days. The
average in our sample was 13 days. The lone complaint that exceeded the 30-day standard
took 35 days.

¢ Although formal responses to customer complaints is not required, OTS responded to 19
complainants (76%) either through a phone call, letter, email, or otherwise documented the
complaint. According to an OTS customer service administrator, the agency will respond to
complainants if a formal response is requested or OTS deems it necessary.

Based on our review, OTS addresses and responds to customer complaints in a timely manner.
OTS, however, does not have formal, written policies and procedures for handling customer
complaints, including the 30-day complaint close-out requirements. OTS may need to formalize
its paratransit customer complaint procedures to ensure consistency and continuity in handling
customer complaints. Exhibit F.4 details the number and category of customer complaints.
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Exhibit F.4
Paratransit Customer Complaints (FY 2013 to FY 2015)

Number of Complaints
FY 2013 | FY 2014 | FY 2015 | TOTAL
Schedule Problems (route is always late, scheduling problems not
. 4 16 2 22
attributed to bus operators)
Poor.Drlver Attltudg (general rude behavior, failed to answer 236 181 155 572
questions, fail to assist customers)
Harrassment of Passengers/Others by OTS Employee
. 8 7 9 24
(Assault/physical contact, verbal/sexual harrassment)
Unsafe Yehlcle Operatlons (speeding, abrups starts/stops, unsafe 114 94 9% 208
merging, inappropriate cell use)
Route and Schedule Issues (driver is always early/late, driver went
L . 58 79 61 198
off-route/didn't know route, service delay)
Policy Violations (Radio too loud, harrassment by other
. . 44 27 16 87
passengers, unnecessary talking with customers, fares)
Individuals with Disabilities Requirements (security of mobility 6 6 6 18
devices, passing up person with disability, ADA)
Bus Stops (bus stop hazards/repairs needed) 0 0 1 1
Equipment Maintenance (Inoperable lifts, dirty vehicles,
A e . : 22 13 11 46
airconditioning too warm/cold, missing equipment)
Non-Opgrator Staff (Dlqutch/ReseNatlons staff, busy phones, 308 163 486 957
reservation error, phone ettiquette)
General Transit Policy Complaints (routes and schedules and 3 3 1 7
assignment of buses)
Unique .to Paratransit Ser\{lces (.L.atg. pick u_ps, driver no show, 715 575 921 2211
wrong pick-up/drop-off location, eligibility, taxis)
Total Complaints 1,518 1,164 1,759 4,441
% change from prior year — -23% 51% —

Categories With Signficant Year-Over-Year Change

Number of Commendations/Complaints

FY 2013 | FY 2014 | FY 2015 | TOTAL
Non-Opgrator Staff (Dlspa.tch/Reservatlons staff, busy phones, 308 163 486 957
reservation error, phone ettiquette)
% change from prior year — -47% 198% —

Number of Commendations/Complaints

FY 2013 | FY 2014 | FY 2015 | TOTAL
Unique .to Paratransit Ser\{lces (.Lgtfa. pick u'ps, driver no show, 715 575 921 2211
wrong pick-up/drop-off location, eligibility, taxis)
% change from prior year — -20% 60% —

Source: Oahu Transit Services
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In FY 2015, the most common complaints were late pick-up, busy phones, and taxi service. Route
infraction and dispatch/reservation staff were also common. Exhibit F.5 shows the five most
common Handi-Van complaints for FY 2013 to FY 2015.

Exhibit F.5
Top Five Complaints (FY 2015)

FY 2013 - Top 5§ Complaints

Late pick-up 314
Taxi - general complaint 138
Reservation error 130
Failure to properly assist customer 94
Paratransit Dispatch/Reservations staff 76

FY 2014 - Top 5 Complaints

Late pick-up 282
Taxi - general complaint 119
Reservation error 75
Failure to properly assist customer 71

No show 49

FY 2015 - Top 5 Complaints

Late pick-up 519
Busy phones 232
Taxi - general complaint 133
Route infraction 93
Paratransit Dispatch/Reservations staff 90

Source: Oahu Transit Services

Handi-Van Procurement Process

We found the city used a procurement process to purchase Handi-Vans that withstood a legal
challenge and was found to be consistent with state law and federal guidelines.

Legal challenge. DTS procurement of Handi-Van vehicles in 2012 was challenged by a local vendor
who claimed that the agency violated state procurement laws. The department’s procurement
procedures were upheld by state regulators and the First Circuit Court. However, the court
challenges resulted in delayed delivery of Handi-Van vehicles.

On September 19, 2012, DTS issued a Request for Bid (RFB-DTS-547510) for 99 paratransit vehicles.
This RFB contained two important conditions: (1) the city shall comply with all applicable FTA
requirements for FTA-funded procurement; and (2) should there be any conflict between the
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requirements of city policies and procedures, Hawaii Administrative Rule, and Hawaii Revised
Statutes, the FTA requirements shall govern.

On September 24, 2012, one of the local bidders filed a formal protest to the RFB requirements
related to bidder eligibility. According to DTS, this bidder sought to have the city apply state

law, which requires that qualified equipment bidders must have a show room or other physical
presence in the state. The state law was designed to protect local vendors whenever possible.
Since the Handi-Vans were to be purchased using federal FTA funds, the federal competitive bid
requirements superseded the state law. The RFB therefore allowed out-of-state bidders to compete
for the contract as allowed under the FTA guidelines.

The local bidder objected to the bid procedure and claimed that the RFB violated state procurement
laws. A series of legal challenges ensued. The Intermediate Court of Appeals ultimately affirmed
the city’s procurement process for Handi-Van vehicles:

¢ On November 30, 2012, the city prevailed at the Department of Commerce and Consumer
Affairs’ (DCCA) Office of Administrative Hearing where a Hearings Officer’s Findings of
Fact, Conclusions of Law and Decision ruled in favor of the city.

* On January 4, 2013, the First Circuit Court heard the local bidder’s appeal of the DCCA
findings and issued an order affirming the DCCA hearings officer’s finding of fact.

¢ On November 18, 2013, the Intermediate Court of Appeals affirmed both the DCCA’s
findings and the First Circuit Court’s ruling.

Despite the court decision, the contract for the 99 vehicles was awarded to the local bidder that
protested the initial RFB results. The contract amount was $10,700,019 and was awarded to the
same bidder that supplied the city with Handi-Van vehicles in the past.

Delayed Handi-Van deliveries. As a result of the RFB’s legal challenges, delivery of the 99 Handi-
Vans was delayed by over a year. As a result, OTS was unable to remove older vehicles from the
fleet that had reached its useful life and continued to operate vehicles with significant maintenance
and safety issues.
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Appendix G

Resolution 14-69, FD1

CITY COUNCIL

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
HONOLULU, HAWAII No. 14-69, FD1

RESOLUTION

REQUESTING THE CITY AUDITOR TC PERFORM A COMPREHENSIVE
MANAGEMENT AND PERFORMANCE AUDIT OF THE CITY'S PARATRANSIT
SERVICE. '

WHEREAS, TheHandi-Van is a public transit service for persons with disabilities
who are unable to use TheBus: and

WHEREAS, under the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 ("ADA"),
TheHandi-Van cannot have any capacity constraints, meaning that trip requests for
eligible persons cannot be prioritized, limited or denied; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Transportation Services ("DTS") oversees the
management and operation of TheHandi-Van through a contract with Oahu Transit
Serviges, Inc. ("CTS"), a private management company that also operates TheBus; and

WHEREAS, the August 2010 Shert Range Transit Plan Existing Conditions
Report {("2010 Report"} identified several problems and concerns affecting TheHandi-
Van's operations and performance, including:

* The size, age and composition of TheHandi-Van fleat;
. The number of vehicles unavailable for service due to maintenance needs;
. Use and effectiveness of scheduling and dispatch technologies ({including

the Trapeze scheduling software);

. The supplemental use of taxicabs to meet the ADA's zero denial
requirement;

* Late pick-up and drop-off of clients, especially thase who have scheduled
essential medical appointments, such as chemotherapy ar dialysis;

. The volume of pre-arranged subscription rides, which reduce capacity to
handle demand trip requests;

» Client eligibility assessment center operations and policies;

. Client information request and complaint follow-up procedures;

. DTS oversight of OTS paratransit operations and the establishment and

monitoring of performance standards;
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CITY COUNCIL

CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
HONOLULU, HAWAI No. 14-89, FD1

RESOLUTION

and

WHEREAS, while both DTS and QTS have initiated actions to address many of
the concerns identified in the 2010 Report, the client-based organization known as
Citizens for a Fair ADA Ride ("CFADAR"), which held quarterly meetings for the past
several years to discuss first-hand cbservations and issues relating to TheHandi-Van,
continues to have concerns and complaints regarding the cverall performance and
operations of TheHandi-Van; and

WHEREAS, the May 2012 DTS Short Range Transit Operations Plan ("2012
Plan"}, while acknowledging that some of TheHandi-Van's service policies and
pracedures exceed minimum standards set forth by the ADA, and that several identified
problem areas have been addressed in recent years, still found that operating costs and
service productivities are emerging operational issues, and that TheHandi-Van service
still faces several other challenges that demand management attention; and

WHEREAS, the 2012 Plan identified the following strategies intended to improve
the operating efficiency and quality of TheHandi-Van:

. Revise scheduling procedures;

. Establish a demand management program;
. Manitar use of taxis or other subcontractors;
* Monitor time on vehicle;

. Manage TheHandi-Van fleet;
. Establish a customer satisfaction/service quality program;
and

WHEREAS, in light of continuing concerns and recent findings, the Council
deems it appropriate and timely that an audit of TheHandi-Van be conducted to address
the many issues that have arisen and continued over the years, and to assess the City's
ability to meet future paratransit challenges and demands in compliance with Federal
ADA regulations; and
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CITY COUNCIL

CITY AND GOUNTY OF HONGOLULU
HONOLULU, HAWAI) No. 14-69, FD1

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the City Auditor's current annual work plan includes a self-initiated
audit of TheHandi-Van, however such an audit has not yet commenced; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City and County of Honolulu that the City
Auditor is requested to perform a comprehensive management and performance audit
of TheHandi-Van; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Council requests the City Auditor to report
its findings and recommendations on concerns and issues identified in the 2010 Report
and 2012 Plan, as well as those raised and discussed by CFADAR; and

BEIT FURTHER RESOLVED that, in addition fo these concerns and issues, the
Council also requests that the City Auditor investigate and report on TheHandi-Van
system's procurement process in light of the problems and concerns regarding the size,
age and composition of TheHandi-Van fleet, as well as the number of vehicles
unavailable for service due to maintenance needs raised in the 2010 Report; and
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, CITY COUNCIL

{ CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU

HONOLULU, HAWAII No. _14-69, FD1

RESOLUTION

BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED that copies of this Reseclution be sent to the Mayor,
‘the Managing Director, the Director of Transportation Services, the President and
General Manager of Oahu Transit Services, Inc., and the City Auditor.
INTRODUCED BY:

Breene Harimoto

DATE OF INTRODUCTION:

April 8, 2014
Heoneolulu, Hawaii Councilmembers
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CITY COUNCIL
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU
HONOLULY, HAWAII

CERTIFICATE
RESOLUTION 14-69, FD1

Introduced: 04/08M14 By: BREENE HARIMOTO Commitiee: TRANSPORTATION

Tite: RESOLUTION REQUESTING THE CITY AUDITOR TO PERFORM A COMPREHENSIVE MANAGEMENT AND
PERFORMANCE AUDIT OF THE CITY'S PARATRANSIT SERVICE.

Vating Legend: * = Aye w/Reservations

04/24/14 TRANSPORTATION CR-134 - RESOLUTION REPORTED OUT OF COMMITTEE FOR ADOPTION.

05/07/14 COUNCIL RESOLUTION AMENDED TC FD1.

9 AYES: ANDERSON, CHANG, FUKUNAGA, HARIMOTO, KOBAYASH!,
MANAHAN, MARTIN, MENOR, PINE.

CR-134 AND RESOLUTICN 14-89, FD1 WERE ADORTED.

9 AYES: ANDERSON, CHANG, FUKUNAGA, HARIMOTO, KOBAYASH!,
MANAHAN, MARTIN, MENCR, PINE.

I hereby certity that the above is a true recerd of action by the Council of thg Cj

A ol addhd

M
BE§IC3 K. E.LMU, CiITY CLERK ERNEST Y. MARTIN, CHAIR AND PRESIDIN
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Appendix G: Resolution 14-69, FD1
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