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DECEMBER 8, 2014 
 
 
 
FROM: ANDRE COLAIACE, DEPUTY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND 

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS  
 JACK GARATE, OPERATIONS ADMINISTRATOR 
 
RE: TRIENNIAL REVIEW DISCUSSION: NO-SHOW CANCELLATION POLICY 

REVISIONS 
  

 
During the 2014 Federal Transit Administration (FTA) review process, seven Los 
Angeles County transit agencies (Torrance Transit, Santa Monica Big Blue Bus, 
Antelope Valley Transit Authority, Santa Clarita, Culver City Bus, Foothill Transit and 
Los Angeles Metro) 
cancellation policies.   
 
The full text of the FTA finding is as follows: 
 
Insufficient no-show policy (316) 

-show policy does not take into account frequency of travel 
prior to suspension. Further, the written policy, which calls for suspending passengers 
for 10 days after the first occurrence, 30 days for a second occurrence, 60 days for a 
third occurrence and 90 days for a fourth occurrence of no-shows, does not meet the 
reasonableness requirement of 49 CFR 37.125(h). Additionally, Access Services treats 
subscription trips canceled after 10:00 p.m. the night before as no-shows; FTA permits 
cancellations to be regarded as no-shows only if they are made within one to two 
hours of the pickup time provided to the passenger. 
 
The corrective actions and schedule is as follows: 
 
For the deficiency, insufficient no-show policy (316), by March 3, 2015, submit to the 
FTA Region IX Civil Rights Officer revised policies and public information materials for 
no-shows and suspensions, including templates for no-show notification, suspension 
and appeal letters relating to no-shows, late cancellations, and suspensions. 
 
Current no show policy 
 
A customer who has six (6) or more no shows in a 60-day period may be suspended 
from using Access. 
 
The current policy of notifying a customer after each no show and encouraging them 
to call staff to discuss will still be in place.  The intent of this policy is still to educate 
customers in order to reduce no shows and conserve scarce regional transit dollars. 
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Proposed no show policy 
 
Customers who have five (5) or more no-shows or late cancellations during any single 
month may be subject to suspension if those no shows exceed 10% of their overall 
scheduled monthly trips.   For example, a customer who has 5 no-shows and has 
scheduled 10 trips during a month (which equates to a 50 percent no show rate) may 
be suspended from using Access.   A customer who has 5 no shows and has 
scheduled 100 trips in a month (which equates to a 5% no show rate) will not be 
suspended from Access. 
 
Current suspension policy 
 

occurrence, 30 days for a second occurrence, 60 days for a third occurrence and 90 
days for a fourth occurrence of no-shows. 
 
Proposed suspension policy 
 
A 15-day suspension will be given for first offenders followed by a 30-day suspension 
for every occurrence thereafter. 
 
Current subscription trip cancellation policy 
 
Access Services treats subscription trips canceled after 10:00pm the night before as 
no-shows. 
 
Proposed subscription trip cancellation policy 
 
Cancellations for subscription trips will be regarded as no-shows when a customer 
cancels less than two (2) hours from the scheduled pick-up time. 
 

 policy can be met.  Based on the 
feedback from the QSS, CAC, TPAC and the Member Agencies, staff will present a 
proposed policy to the Access Services Board of Directors for approval at the 
February 2015 Board meeting.   From there the No Show policy would be submitted 
to the FTA and implemented after receiving their approval. 
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DECEMBER 8, 2014 
 
 
 
FROM: SHELLY VERRINDER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

ANDRE COLAIACE, DEPUTY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

 
RE: TRIENNIAL REVIEW DISCUSSION: ACCESS FARES 
  

 
Every year, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) conducts Triennial Reviews of 
certain transit agencies who receive federal funds to ensure they are complying with 
various federal laws and regulations.  During the 2014 Triennial Review cycle, some 
Access member agencies received an FTA finding that Access Services charges more 
than twice the fixed route fare for comparable trips on their system. 
 
The options presented to the Access Services Board of Directors in November were as 
follows: 
 

 Move to a dynamic fare system in which fares for each trip will be calculated 
using the trip planner on www.metro.net or www.go511.com.  The Access fare 
may be double the lowest fare quoted. Trips that cannot be provided by fixed 
route services may be denied.  

 

 Given that the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) regulations encourage a 
coordinated paratransit plan but do not address a coordinated paratransit fare, 
direct staff to seek legislative or regulatory changes to allow for a coordinated 
fare when operating under a coordinated plan. 

 

 Require all member agencies to have a minimum base fare or adopt a unified 
fare structure in order to set a compliant regional fare for ADA paratransit 
service. 

 
On December 2nd, 2014, staff and several Boardmembers, including the Chair, had a 
meeting with Acting FTA Administrator Therese McMillan and her Executive Staff in 
Washington, D.C. to discuss this issue.   Ms. McMillan indicated that the region must 
comply with FTA requirements and said it was possible, given advances in technology, 
for Access to implement a dynamic fare system.  In addition, FTA staff did indicate 
that Access could petition the Department of Transportation for a rulemaking.  (The 
current regulations, while encouraging the development of a coordinated paratransit 
system, are silent on how a coordinated paratransit fare should be calculated.)   FTA 
leadership also understood that such a system could not be implemented by the 
original deadline of March 2015 and asked that Access give the FTA an 
implementation timeline. 
 
 

http://www.metro.net/
http://www.go511.com/
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There is a direct correlation between transit fares and ridership (and the Access 
onsulting 

firm, HDR Engineering, the fare elasticity for the overall Access system is -.26 which 
means a 1 percent increase in real fare (i.e. fare excluding inflation) is expected to 
result in a 0.26% decrease in ridership.   Conversely, it could be expected that a 
decrease in the real fare would lead to an increase in ridership.  HDR has also found 
that other variables, such as unemployment and gasoline prices, also affect ridership. 
 

0 years, is 
widely supported by both our customers and those who operate our system because 
it is simple to understand and easy to implement.  On August 1, 2006, Access staff 
sent a letter to the FTA in response to a similar 2005 Triennial Review finding.   Since 

fixed-route fares, has been reviewed numerous times and no deficiencies have been 
found.   
 

(which was 
implemented on July 1, 2014) that Access has some of the lowest paratransit fares in 
the country, particularly for trips less than 20 miles.  The fares result in a cost recovery 
of approximately 6.2%. 
 

 
 
Despite these facts, in a follow-up to the respective Triennial Review Final Reports in 

Metro) that the Federal Transit Administration
that the fare structure for Access Services did not meet regulatory requirements.  The 

route base fare and therefore resulted in a deficiency finding for the ADA review area.  
The finding for Metro related to fares charged by sub-recipients and was due to their 
role as the transportation-funding agency for Los Angeles County.  As the funding 
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agency, Metro has responsibilities to ensure that programs funded by Metro are 
compliant with ADA requirements.  
 
Since 2005, in order to determine what the regional base fare is for Los Angeles 
County, Access staff has conducted a periodic statistical analysis of fares paid on fixed 
route service for comparable ADA complementary trips.  
 
For example, in August, 2005, Access conducted a statistically-valid study of 675 

database. The sample data represents trips originating from the Eastern, Northern, 
Southern, and West-Central portions of the county. The sampled trips contained date, 
pick-up time, pick-up and drop-off address. Each sample Access trip was compared to 

etermine the following: 
 

 The number of transfers required on a fixed route trip 

 Total fare amount paid on fixed route  
 Total travel time 
 Total distance (miles) 

 
The results were as follows: 
 

 Sample 
Size 

(Total 
Trips) 

% of 
Sample 

Size 

Reg. Total 
Fare 

(Fixed 
Route) 

2x Reg. 
Trip Cost 

Avg. 
Travel 
Time 
(min) 

Avg. 
Total 

Distance 
(miles) 

0  19.9 miles 557 82.5% $1.80 $3.60 42.62 8.0 
Over 20 miles 118 17.5% $2.84 $5.68 116.93 28.39 

 
Using this methodology, with an average fixed route fare of $1.80, the maximum 
potential Access fare could be $3.60 for trips up to 19.9 miles. For trips over 20 miles 
the average fixed route fare was $2.84 making the maximum potential Access fare no 
greater than $5.68.   
 
Since then, before staff considered any fare adjustment, a similar study was conducted 
to determine the regional fare.  In November 2012, the following fare structure was 
approved and implemented:   
 

LA Basin   January 1, 2013 July 1, 2014 
0  19.9 miles $2.25 $2.50 $2.75 
Over 20 miles $3.00 $3.25 $3.50 

 

Staff i  
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Proposed options 
 
Dynamic Fare System 
 

 Move to a dynamic fare system in which fares for each trip will be calculated 
using the trip planner on www.metro.net or www.go511.com.  The Access fare 
may be double the lowest fare quoted. Trips that cannot be provided by fixed 
route services may be denied.  

 
During the demonstration phase of Access in the mid-1990s, the Agency attempted to 
charge the exact fare for a comparable trip.  This procedure was discarded because 
our customers disliked being charged different fares for different trips.  In addition, it 
proved almost impossible to maintain in practice.  A simple one-way trip required an 
additional three to five minutes to schedule, and over half the time the trip planning 
computer could not find the address, which required manually making a 
determination that required ten to fifteen additional minutes.   
 
St

talking to various software vendors to see what their current capabilities are.  
Preliminary 
providers is that a dynamic fare process could be implemented but it would take at 
least nine months. 
 
Other issues include: 
 

 If Access decided to charge twice the fixed-route fare for each route booked 
based on the Metro trip planner, most customers, particularly those that 
booked longer, regional trips, could pay substantially more than the current 
fares.   

 

 Access customers would be charged different fares even for an identical trip 
that occurs at a different time.    

 

 Some regional trips cannot even be done on the fixed-route system.   Would 
Access continue to perform these trips?   How would the fare be determined? 

 

 If there are no set fares, would Access customers still be able to use coupons or 
any other alternative means of payment? 

 
Legislative/Regulatory Change 
 

 Given that the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) regulations encourage a 
coordinated paratransit plan but do not address a coordinated paratransit fare, 
direct staff to seek legislative or regulatory changes to allow for a coordinated 
fare when operating under a coordinated plan. 

 

http://www.metro.net/
http://www.go511.com/
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The current regulations regarding a coordinated paratransit plan read as follows: 
 
49 CFR 37.139 [Plan Contents] (for all plans the applicant must show:) 
                
complementary paratransit requirements of this part which have overlapping or 

) 
 
49 CFR 37.141 Requirements for Joint paratransit plan 
                -lapping or contiguous service areas or 
jurisdictions may develop a joint plan providing for coordinated paratransit service. 
Joint plans shall identify participating entities and indicate their commitment to 

 
 
49 CFR 37.147 Considerations during FTA review 
                 
                                 
                (f) the extent to which efforts were made to coordinate with other public 

 
 
49 CFR Part 37, Appendix D Section 37.141 
               ularly in large, multi-provider 
regions, a coordinated regional paratransit plan and system are extremely 
important. Such coordination can do much to ensure that the most comprehensive 
transportation can be provided with the most efficient use of available resources. 
We recognize that the effort of putting together such a coordinated system can be 
a lengthy one. This section is intended to facilitate the process of forming such a 

 
 
It is apparent, particularly in Appendix D, that the Department wanted to 
encourage a coordinated system like Access.  However, while the regulations are 
very specific about the maximum fare that can be charged in an ADA paratransit 
system, they are silent on how such a fare should be determined in a coordinated 
system.    
 
A process exists whereby the DOT could be petitioned to make a rule change. 
Access Services and/or its member agencies could utilize this process. In addition, 

 
delegation. 
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DECEMBER 8, 2014 
 
 
 
FROM: SHELLY VERRINDER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 

ANDRE COLAIACE, DEPUTY EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, PLANNING AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

 
RE: TRIENNIAL REVIEW DISCUSSION: ORIGIN TO DESTINATION 
  

 
Every year, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) conducts Triennial Reviews of 
certain transit agencies who receive federal funds to ensure they are complying with 
various federal laws and regulations.  During the 2013 and 2014 Triennial Review 
cycles and, in the case of Access, the 2013 State Management Review cycle, the FTA 

While Access has always operated a curb-to-curb paratransit system and has an FTA 
approved paratransit plan that incorporates the curb-to-curb service model, the FTA 
maintains that in some instances service must be provided beyond the curb for 
passengers whose disabilities may require such assistance in order to reach their 
destination or leave their point of origin.   
 
Currently, Access Services and 10 Access Services member agencies (Gardena Bus 

Blue Bus, Antelope Valley Transit Authority, Santa Clarita Transit, Culver City Bus, 
Foothill Transit, and Metro) have received an FTA finding that Access is not providing 
Origin to Destination service.   
 
At its November Board Meeting, the Access Services Board of Directors moved that 
the following implementation plan be presented to the Access members for review 
and comment.  
 
The Origin to Destination implementation plan is as follows: 
 

 Create an Ad Hoc Regional Paratransit Working Group comprised of riders, 
transportation service providers, member agencies, interested stakeholders, 
and Access staff. The Access Chairperson will make the final determination 
on the appointment of members to the ad hoc group. 

 Direct the ad hoc group to develop policies and procedures on how origin 
to destination will be implemented throughout Los Angeles County. The 
results shall be presented to the Access Services Board of Direction for 
concurrence.  

 Once the policies and procedures have been approved, Access will retain 
HDR Engineering, Inc. to develop cost projections. The cost estimates will 
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be developed by using the proposed policy and by studying the 
experiences of other agencies who have implemented origin to destination 
service. The cost projections will be presented to the Access Board of 
Directors for approval. 

 Submit a request for funding to the Los Angeles County Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (Metro) in their role as the regional planning and 
funding authority for full funding of the implementation of origin to 
destination service. 

 Conduct a thorough public participation process as required by the ADA 
regulations on the proposed change of adding origin-to-destination service 
to the existing service model. 

 Present an amendment to the Los Angeles County Coordinated Paratransit 
Plan to the membership of Access Services.  If approved, submit to the 
Federal Transit Administration and begin the process of implementing 
origin to destination service. 

 
After consulting with other transit agencies around the country, staff believes that 
previous cost projections as developed by HDR are too speculative and the region 
would benefit from a more in-depth study of the costs of this service.  Given that other 
transit agencies have made the transition from a pure curb-to-curb system to an 

 system, there is now enough data to come to a reasonably 
accurate cost estimate. 
 
The Federal Department of Transportation (DOT) in promulgating paratransit 
regulations pursuant to the requirements of 42 USC § 12143 intentionally and 
specifically elected not to define whether a compliant service could be door-to-door 
or curb-to-curb. (49 CFR Part 37, Appendix D §37.129.)  That choice was intentionally 
left to be determined by the local transit property with the input of the local disability 
community when their paratransit plans were adopted and submitted to FTA.  Some 
transit properties adopted door-to-door systems and some, like Access Services, 
adopted a curb-to-curb system as the most comparable to the fixed route. 
 
The fact that a compliant paratransit system did not have to go door-to-door was 
confirmed by the 2004 5th Circuit in the case of Melton v DART. The DOT sought to 
non acquiesce in Melton by, September, 2005, issuing it s "Origin to Destination 

and later in an NPRM for which a final rule was never adopted seeking to 

origin to destination guidance, the DOT opined that those terms had been used in the 
ers to ensure that eligible 

passengers are actually able to use the paratransit service to get from their point of 

their policies (such as curb-to-curb) in order to do so.   Staff believes that the problem 
with that interpretation is that it is diametrically contrary to the DOT interpretation of 
the regulations issued concurrently with them and embodied in Appendix D is 
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intended to be used as definitive guidance concerning the meaning and 
 Further the premise of the origin-to-destination 

guidance appears to be diametrically opposite to the intent of the regulation in 
general as expressed in their preamble. 
 

 
local planning process should decide whether or in what circumstances, this service is 
to be provided as door-to-door or curb-to-curb" (Appendix D §37.129, emphasis 
added).  The Preamble to the DOT ADA regulations with regard to origin-to-

local planning process which included community meetings and public hearings, 
many paratransit plans adopting curb-to-curb service were submitted to and 

  
 
Since 2005, Metro staff has been in general agreement with Access staff that Origin to 
Destination Service and other so-
under the ADA and its regulations.  (See April 28, 2006 letter to the docket on 
reasonable modification signed by former Metro CEO Roger Snoble.)  This agreement 

this issue had changed and that staff was recommending that Access provide Origin 
to Destination service.    
 
Given this, it is necessary for the region to once again have a dialogue regarding curb-
to-curb versus origin-to-destination (or door-to-door) and then follow the public 
participation process if any changes are to be made.   The last time the region 

was decided to move from a same day service model to a next day service model.   At 
that time, an ad hoc group, similar to the one proposed above, was created and staff 
believes it was a constructive way for all the stakeholders to come to an agreement on 
how to make major changes to the Los Angeles County paratransit system. 
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