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THE CITY OF NEW YORK
OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER
1 CENTRE STREET
NEW YORK, NY 10007

ScoTT M. STRINGER
COMPTROLLER

May 17, 2016

To the Residents of the City of New York:

My office has audited the Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s (MTA) oversight of the
Access-A-Ride Program (AAR). We audit entities such as the MTA to determine whether they
adequately monitor contractors to ensure that mandated services are provided, that they meet
minimum performance standards, and that vendor payments were properly made.

The audit found that the MTA failed to effectively monitor AAR contractors’ compliance
with contract requirements for reliable and timely customer service and accurate reporting of pick-
up and drop-off times. As a result, customers suffered from unreliable and unsatisfactory service.
Further, the MTA overpaid and made additional questionable payments to contractors.

Additionally, the MTA missed significant cost savings opportunities by failing to direct
certain contractors to implement service efficiencies that were available as of 2009. These
efficiencies would have enabled the MTA to negotiate lower pricing for contracts currently valued
at $4.2 billion. The MTA also did not ensure that customers were offered the most cost-effective
travel options.

The audit recommends that the MTA ensure that vehicles in AAR service are equipped
with properly functioning global positioning system (GPS) devices and that GPS data be used to
improve performance monitoring. The audit also recommends that the MTA take substantive
measures against contractors that inaccurately report performance data, including but not limited
to assessing higher penalties, reducing trip volumes, not renewing contracts and terminating
contracts. Finally, the audit recommends that the MTA implement service efficiencies and
negotiate corresponding contract price reductions.

The results of the audit were discussed with MTA officials during the course of the audit.
Additionally, we requested that the MTA formally respond to the audit's findings and
recommendations. However, the MTA did not provide written comments.

If you have any questions concerning this report, please e-mail my Audit Bureau at
audit@comptroller.nyc.gov.

Sincerely,

Scott M. Stringer

WWW.COMPTROLLER.NYC.GOV



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ERECUTIVE SHNMARY oot meiieiss i s i si s s s 1
Audit Findings and ConCIUSIONS ........ocoiiiiiiiii e 2
AUCHE PRSI S BRI ONS 5 cusmumnusinunissiassmsssosssasssssiasis oo Smas e SR R S 2
AGENCY: RO P OIS s i oo s i S S S T R AT e 8 e i s 3

AUBDIT REPORYT .cciiisii s sammiaisnms s i i 4
BaCKArOUNG iesossinssssmmmmmmirsasios i sssmesie vt o st s s s 4
O = e ) 6
Scope and Methodology Statement.............oooooiiiiiiiiiiii e 6
Discussion of AUit RESUIS ......oeiiiiiiii e 6

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. ... e s s e e 8
Paratransit Did Not Effectively Monitor DSCs to Ensure that They Met Minimum
Timeiness SaNU BN s msusssssmmen e wss 530033 T PR SRS SRS 9

Paratransit Did Not Use Available AVLM Data to Monitor No Shows and On Time
Performance and Calculate Liquidated Damages, Credits, or Incentive Payments 10

Paratransit Did Not Ensure that AVLM Was Always Installed, Working, or Activated

............................................................................................................................... 1S
AVLM System Controls Could Be Enhanced ............cccocooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie, 15
Paratransit Did Not Ensure that DSCs Were Paid the Correct Amounts ................... 16
Vehicle Service Hours Are Not Appropriately Monitored...........cccoooeeiiiiiieeieeiiennnnn. 16
Maintenance and Per Vehicle Fixed Costs Are Not Appropriately Monitored ........ 19
ReCOMMENAALIONS ..ot 21
Paratransit Failed to Ensure that BCSCs Met Minimum Timeliness Standards......... 22
Paratransit Did Not Effectively Enforce Contract Requirements That the BCSCs Meet
Minimum Customer Service Standards ..........coooveiii 24
Paratransit Failed to Ensure that BCSCs Were Paid Only for Trips Performed......... 26
R ORI RIS im0 3 i YR NN e SR Sy S 27
Other Matters — Paratransit Did Not Implement Cost Saving Measures.................... 28
Paratransit Did Not Negotiate Dedicated Service Contract Price Reductions......... 28
ReCOMMENAALIONS ... 28
Paratransit Did Not Ensure that Reservations Staff Offered the Most Cost Effective
T U N AT it 05 A G S R 5 A R O A A 29

[S=Toto] nalaa L= ale =1 (o] 1TSS 29



DETAILED SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY
APPENDIX |



THE CITY OF NEW YORK
OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER
FINANCIAL AUDIT

Audit Report of the Metropolitan Transportation
Authority’s Oversight of the Access-A-Ride Program

FK15-098A

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990 requires public transportation authorities to
provide a paratransit system for passengers with disabilities who are unable to use public bus or
subway service. The agreement between New York City and the Metropolitan Transportation
Authority (MTA) New York City Transit authorizes the MTA's Paratransit Division (Paratransit) to
administer and operate the City's paratransit service, known as Access-A-Ride (AAR). AAR offers
shared ride, door-to-door paratransit service in the City and limited parts of Nassau and
Westchester County 24 hours a day, seven days a week, including holidays.

AAR primarily delivers service through a network of Dedicated Service Contractors (DSCs) and
Broker Car Service Contractors (BCSCs). During Calendar Year 2015, Paratransit paid $321.4
million to DSCs and BCSCs for a total of 6 million combined trips.

DSCs use Paratransit-owned vehicles (specially equipped buses and cars) to perform AAR trips
and are solely dedicated to the provision of paratransit service. Although they do not own the
vehicles, DSCs are responsible for maintaining these vehicles and for providing drivers,
dispatchers, and all other personnel necessary to manage and perform AAR trips. DSCs receive
payments for the number of hours that vehicles are in AAR service, overhead costs, and vehicle
maintenance costs, and are reimbursed for items such as tolls and vehicle insurance and
registration.

BCSCs provide transportation services to ambulatory passengers through a network of
subcontracted livery and black car service providers. BCSCs' payments are dependent on zone-
based rates for each trip performed.

The contracts for Dedicated Service and Broker Car Service both specify minimum contractor-
performance standards for reliable and timely service and provide remedies to the Paratransit in
the event a contractor fails to meet these performance standards. As a means of monitoring
contract performance, both Dedicated Service and Broker Car Service contracts require the
installation and use of Global Positioning System (GPS) devices in all vehicles used in the AAR
system. The GPS devices should enable Paratransit to determine whether contractors meet
minimum performance standards related to reliable and timely service and to ensure that payment
amounts are correct. For DSCs, Paratransit used a GPS System known as Automatic Vehicle
Location Monitoring (AVLM).

Office of New York City Comptroller Scott M. Stringer FK15-098A 1



Audit Findings and Conclusions

Paratransit failed to effectively monitor AAR contractors’ compliance with contract requirements
for reliable and timely customer service and accurate reporting of pick-up and drop-off times. As
a result, customers suffered from unreliable and unsatisfactory service. Further, Paratransit
overpaid its contracted vendors, made additional questionable payments and failed to effectively
manage the contracts to ensure better service and to obtain cost savings.

We specifically found that Paratransit did not ensure that contractually-mandated GPS devices
were installed, operating properly, and activated when required in all contractor-operated vehicles.
Moreover, even when GPS data was available, in most cases Paratransit did not use it to evaluate
contractor performance or to determine whether the contractors’ invoiced payment amounts were
correct. Instead, Paratransit relied primarily on contractors’ self-reported trip and vehicle data,
which was often inaccurate and inconsistent with or unsupported by GPS data. Consequently,
Paratransit did not accurately assess whether DSCs and BCSCs met minimum performance
standards for reliable and timely service and made overpayments and questionable payments to
contractors. In addition, Paratransit failed to decrease the number of trips assigned to a BCSC
that consistently failed to meet required customer service standards.

Paratransit also missed significant cost savings opportunities by failing to direct DSCs to
implement service efficiencies that were available as of 2009. These efficiencies would have
enabled Paratransit to negotiate lower pricing for Dedicated Service contracts currently valued at
$4.2 billion. Finally, Paratransit also did not ensure that Reservation Agents offered customers
the most cost-effective travel options.

Audit Recommendations

To address these issues, we make 21 recommendations including that Paratransit should:

o Ensure that all DSCs’ vehicles are equipped with AVLM and that AVLM is properly
functioning and activated when in AAR service.

e Direct DSCs to stop recording “reconciled” times in ADEPT except upon system failure.

e Use AVLM data to evaluate DSC performance; determine whether they met minimum no
show and on time performance standards; calculate liquidated damages, credits for
performance deficiencies, and incentive payments; and calculate contract component
payments including Vehicle Service Hours.

e Take substantive measures against DSCs that inaccurately report trip and vehicle data,
including but not limited to assessing higher penalties, reducing trip volumes, not renewing
contracts and terminating contracts.

e Consider all remedies available for breach of material Broker Car Service Contract
provisions up to and including termination.

¢ Consider seeking new BCSCs and/or alternatives to the existing Broker Car Service
model.

» Negotiate corresponding reductions in Dedicated Service Contract prices based on
service and management efficiencies including but not limited to reduced personnel costs
and recordkeeping requirements.

FK 15-098A‘ 2
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e |Immediately issue written notifications to all Reservation Agents to remind them of the Trip
Offering Policy.

Agency Response

On April 29, 2016, we requested that Paratransit formally respond to the audit's findings and
recommendations by May 13, 2016. However, Paratransit did not provide comments on this
report.

Office of New York City Comptroller Scott M. Stringer FK15-098A 3



AUDIT REPORT

Background

The ADA requires public transportation authorities to provide a paratransit system for passengers
with disabilities who are unable to use public bus or subway service. The agreement between
New York City and the MTA authorizes Paratransit to administer and operate AAR. AAR offers
shared ride, door-to-door paratransit service in the City and limited parts of Nassau and
Westchester County 24 hours a day, seven days a week, including holidays. To schedule an AAR
trip, customers must contact Paratransit's Reservation Unit at least 24 hours in advance of the
requested trip. Paratransit utilizes the Automated Decision Engine for Passenger Transportation
software system (ADEPT) to provide centralized AAR trip reservation, scheduling, and dispatch
functions.

Paratransit primarily uses DSCs and BCSCs to fulfill its paratransit mandate. DSCs use
Paratransit-owned vehicles (specially equipped buses and cars) to perform AAR trips and are
solely dedicated to the provision of paratransit service. Although they do not own the vehicles,
DSCs are responsible for maintaining these vehicles and for providing drivers, dispatchers, and
all other personnel necessary to manage and perform AAR trips. DSCs receive a payment based
on the number of hours that vehicles are in AAR service (Vehicle Service Hours); payments for
overhead costs (Fixed Costs) and vehicle maintenance costs (Maintenance Costs); and are
reimbursed for items such as tolls and vehicle insurance and registration. Between August 2008
and November 2009, Paratransit awarded 14 Dedicated Service contracts for 10-year periods
with options to extend the terms an additional 10 years. During Calendar Year 2015, the 14 DSCs
received payments totaling $294.3 million.’

Started in 2011 as a pilot program, Broker Car Service was intended to provide cost-savings to
Paratransit. BCSCs are responsible for scheduling and dispatching car service rides for
ambulatory passengers through a network of subcontracted livery and black car service providers.
In exchange for providing these services, BCSCs receive payments based on zone-based rates
for each trip performed. Based on the success of the pilot initiative, Paratransit awarded two
Broker Car Service contracts in August 2013 for three-year periods with options to extend the
terms for up to two additional years. During Calendar Year 2015, the two BCSCs received
payments totaling $27.1 million.?

Since Paratransit is not directly responsible for Broker Car Service vehicle maintenance and other
operating costs, this program is more cost effective than Dedicated Service, although it can serve
only a limited segment of Paratransit's ridership. For September 2015, Paratransit reported that
the average cost per trip for Dedicated Service and Broker Car Service was approximately $67
and $31, respectively. DSCs accounted for 78.5 percent of the trips and 91.6 percent of the costs
while BCSCs accounted for 21.5 percent of the trips and 8.4 percent of the costs. Calendar Year
2015 trips and payments for each of the 14 DSCs and 2 BCSCs are detailed in Table 1 below.

' In making payments to the DSCs, Paratransit deducts from the amount remitted to the DSCs the amount of the fares that the DSCs
collected from AAR customers and their guests.

2 As with payments made to DSCs, Paratransit deducts the amount of the fares collected by the BCSCs from customers and guests
from the amount remitted to the BCSCs.
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Table 1

Calendar Year 2015 Trips and
Payments for DSCs and BCSCs

Contractor Name Contractor Trips Performed Payments
Type

Corporate Transportation
Group, Ltd. (CTG) Broker Car 948,935 $20,655,688
Medical Transportation
Management Inc. (MTM) Broker Car 335,210 ‘$6,438,307
Advance Transnt Company, .
Inc.(Advance or ADV) Dedicated 282,416 $12,861,827
Al }f)"s't' LLC (Al Transit | e jicated 224,793 $14,422,286
CareRide Paratransit .
(CareRide or CRP) Dedicated 308,596 $13,803,231
%BTT')’a'a Transit, Inc. Dedicated 217,386 $15,536,080
Columbus Transit, LLC .
(Columbus or COT) Dedicated 159,995 $7,626,933
Empire Paratransit .
Corp.(Empire or EPC) Dedicated 370,786 $23,510,891
gxg)" Ltd. (GVC llor Dedicated 230,970 $13,559,499
Maggies Paratransit Corp .
(Maggies or MAG) Dedicated 529,624 $47,271,560
MV Public Transportation, | e yicateq 496,804 $35,574,427
Inc. (MVP)
xﬁ‘(,'{;a"sm“atw"' Inc. Dedicated 634,410 $34,330,471
Premier Paratransit, LLC .
(Premier or PRE) Dedicated 189,789 $13,712,465
PTM Management Corp. .
(PTM or PTC) Dedicated 312,954 $20,325,435
Star Cruiser Transportation, .
Inc.(StarCruiser or STC) Dedicated 212,305 $14,434,411
TransCare New York, .
nc (TransCare or TCP) Dedicated 512,139 $27,307,521

Office of New York City Comptroller Scott M. Stringer
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Dedicated Service and Broker Car Service contracts both specify minimum contractor-
performance standards for reliable and timely service, including standards for no-shows and on-
time performance. For each month, both the Dedicated Service and Broker Car Service contracts
mandate that the contractors’ no-shows must not exceed 0.3 percent of all trips assigned.®
Further, for each month, the contractors must pick up customers within specified timeframes in a
minimum of 92 percent of scheduled trips. DSCs must pick up customers within 30 minutes of
scheduled times, and BCSCs must pick up customers within 5 minutes of scheduled times.

In order to facilitate Paratransit’s monitoring of the contractors’ performance, both Dedicated
Service and Broker Car Service contracts require the installation and use of GPS devices in all
vehicles used in the AAR system. The GPS devices should enable Paratransit to determine
whether contractors meet minimum performance standards related to reliable and timely service
and to ensure that payment amounts are correct. For DSCs, Paratransit used a GPS System
known as AVLM.

Dedicated Service contracts provide for a system of liquidated damages, or credits, for
performance deficiencies, such as failing to pick-up customers on time, and incentives for
exceeding specified minimum standards. Broker Car Service contracts state that Paratransit will
reduce the number of trips assigned to BCSCs who fail to meet performance standards.

Objectives

The objectives of this audit were: (1) to assess Paratransit’s controls over AAR contractor billing
and payments; and (2) to determine whether Paratransit adequately monitors AAR contractors to
ensure that they are providing paratransit services in a timely manner.

Scope and Methodology Statement

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient,
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. This audit was conducted in accordance
with the audit responsibilities of the City Comptroller as set forth in Chapter 5, §93, of the New
York City Charter.

The scope of this audit covers January 1, 2015, to December 31, 2015. Please refer to the
Detailed Scope and Methodology at the end of this report for the specific procedures and tests
that were conducted.

Discussion of Audit Results

The matters covered in this report were discussed with Paratransit officials during and at the
conclusion of this audit. A preliminary draft report was sent to Paratransit on March 23, 2016, and
discussed at an exit conference held on April 6, 2016. On April 29, 2016, we submitted a draft

* Paratransit considers a contractor no-show to be any instance where a driver does not show up to the scheduled pick-up location or
when the driver arrives at the scheduled pick-up location more than 45 minutes after the scheduled pick-up time and the customer is
not provided service.
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report to Paratransit officials with a request for comments by May 13, 2016. However, Paratransit
did not provide a formal, response to this report.
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Paratransit failed to effectively monitor AAR contractors’ compliance with contract requirements
for reliable and timely pick up and that they reported accurate pick-up and drop-off times and as
a result, customers have suffered from unreliable and unsatisfactory service. In particular,
Paratransit failed to ensure that contractually-mandated GPS devices were installed, operating
properly, and activated when required in all contractor-operated vehicles to enable the real-time
monitoring and recording of the location of AAR vehicles. Moreover, even when GPS data was
available, in most cases, Paratransit did not use it to track arrival and departure times, evaluate
performance, calculate liquidated damages, or determine whether the contractors’ invoiced
payment amounts were correct. Instead, Paratransit relied primarily on contractors’ self-reported
trip and vehicle data, which was often inaccurate and inconsistent with or unsupported by GPS
data. As a result, Paratransit made in overpayments and questionable payments to contractors.

Although DSC vehicles have been equipped since 2009 with GPS systems that allow Paratransit
to precisely track performance and evaluate whether DSCs met or exceeded minimum standards
for no-show and on-time performance, Paratransit has mostly relied on DSCs’ self-reported
manually generated data, which we found to be substantially inconsistent with or unsupported by
GPS data and which is subject to human error and intentional manipulation. Additionally,
Paratransit failed to enforce its contract requirement that Broker Car Service vehicles must be
equipped with GPS devices, or to enforce its requirement that the BCSCs submit electronically-
reconciled trip data including scheduled and actual pick-up times and pick-up geo codes, and
scheduled and actual drop-off times and drop-off geo codes As a result of these deficiencies,
Paratransit was not able to accurately assess whether DSCs and BCSCs met minimum
performance standards for reliable and timely service, take appropriate corrective action to
improve contractors’ performance, or properly document and hold contractors accountable for
poor performance. In addition, Paratransit failed to decrease the number of trips assigned to a
BCSC that consistently failed to meet required customer service standards.

Paratransit may have also missed significant cost savings opportunities by failing to direct DSCs
to implement service efficiencies that were available as of 2009. These efficiencies would have
enabled Paratransit to negotiate lower pricing for Dedicated Service contracts currently valued at
$4.2 billion. Finally, Paratransit also did not ensure that Reservation Agents offered customers
the most cost-effective travel options.

These matters are discussed in detail in the following sections of this report.

Office of New York City Comptroller Scott M. Stringer FK15-098A 8



Paratransit Did Not Effectively Monitor DSCs to Ensure that
They Met Minimum Timeliness Standards

Paratransit did not effectively monitor DSCs to ensure they met material performance standards
related to reliable and timely service.* As a result, customers have been inconvenienced by
unreliable and unsatisfactory Dedicated Service. Although DSC vehicles have been equipped
since 2009 with GPS systems that allow Paratransit to precisely track arrival, departure and trip
times, Paratransit has largely opted not to use them to determine whether DSCs met or exceeded
minimum standards for no-show and on-time performance, or to calculate liquidated damages,
credits for performance deficiencies, and incentive payments.

Instead, Paratransit has mostly relied on DSCs' self-reported data, which we found to be
substantially inconsistent with the data recorded by the GPS systems and which is subject to
human error and intentional manipulation. Paratransit performed only limited reviews of no-
shows, primarily of disputed customer no-shows, using GPS data. Moreover, Paratransit did not
perform any reviews of DSC self-reported pick-up and drop-off times. In addition, Paratransit did
not ensure that GPS devices were always installed, working, or activated in DSC vehicles in AAR
service, and that existing GPS system controls were working properly and used and that
prospective GPS system controls were implemented.

Dedicated Service contracts provide that GPS devices must be installed in vehicles. In 2009,
Paratransit fully installed AVLM and integrated it with Paratransit's ADEPT software system.
AVLM is a proprietary system that uses on-board vehicle equipment and land-based software and
hardware to remotely monitor vehicles in real-time and record vehicle activity. Each AVLM-
equipped vehicle has a Mobile Data Terminal (MDT) which uses GPS and other technologies to
track vehicle location. Additionally, the MDTs enable Dedicated Service drivers to electronically
record and transmit trip and vehicle data to Paratransit's ADEPT system, including: the driver’s
arrival and departure times; passenger events i.e., whether passengers were picked up, dropped
off, canceled, or did not show up for scheduled trips; vehicle locations; and odometer readings.

Paratransit officials informed us that it employs and is working to further develop AVLM system
controls to prevent DSC personnel from recording earlier than actual customer pick-up and drop-
off times. As a control measure, drivers must have arrived at a location before they can record a
trip event such as a customer pick-up or drop-off. Driver arrival times may be recorded one of
two ways: (1) AVLM can automatically record a driver’s arrival time once the vehicle is within 150
feet of the scheduled pick-up location (“auto arrive”); or (2) drivers can push a button on their
MDTs to record their arrival time (“manual arrive”). According to Paratransit, manual recording of
arrival times is necessary when location entrances are more than 150 feet from the street.

During the audit period, AVLM was not capable of differentiating an auto arrive time from a manual
arrive time in its reports. In February 2015, Paratransit awarded and executed a contract
modification that included a provision to develop and add this functionality to AVLM. AVLM does,
however, have the ability to check all input data and parameters, whether collected automatically
or entered by an AVLM user, for reasonability and to reject data and results if they are
unreasonable. When unreasonable input data or results are detected, diagnostic messages,
clearly describing the problem, can be generated.

* Article 104 (“Standards of Performance”) states that “[t]he requirements set forth in this Article are material provisions of the Contract
and a breach thereof may result in the assessment of liquidated damages or deduction of performance credits as set forth in Article
108 or in the Authority availing itself of any other remedy existing herein, including termination, or any such remedy as may exist in
law or equity.”
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Article 104 of each of the 14 Dedicated Service contract sets forth minimum standards for
Contractor No-Shows and on-time performance for which “a breach thereof may result in the
assessment of liquidated damages or deduction of performance credits” or other remedies,
including termination of the contract. Conversely, contractors who exceed contract performance
standards may receive incentive payments. Article 106(B)(1) and Article108(A) of Dedicated
Service Contracts both state that Paratransit will closely monitor contract performance. Further,
Article 108(A) states “strict adherence to the Contract terms and conditions in providing clean,
safe, reliable, Customer friendly effective service to the elderly and disabled community is of
paramount importance to the Authority and is the basis upon which the Authority has agreed to
the Contract price for the Work.” Nevertheless, in part as a consequence of program weaknesses
referred to above and described in detail below, we found that Paratransit did not effectively
monitor contractor performance and enforce contract terms.

Paratransit Did Not Use Available AVLM Data to Monitor No Shows
and On Time Performance and Calculate Liquidated Damages,
Credits, or Incentive Payments

Contractor No-Shows, Inaccurate Reporting and Weak Enforcement

DSCs did not meet their contractual mandate of limiting their Contractor No-Shows to no more
than 0.3 percent of their assigned trips in a given month. Instead, during Calendar Year 2015,
the 14 DSCs were assigned 5,530,589 trips for which they reported a total of 233,811 no-shows,
of which they classified 134,750 trips as Customer No-Shows,® 67,569 trips as No Fault No-
Shows,® and 31,492 trips as Contractor No-Shows.” Based on the DSC self-reported data alone,
the overall performance of the 14 DSCs collectively did not comply with the contract requirements
because, on average, for Calendar Year 2015 they reported 0.57 percent of their assigned trips
as Contractor No-Shows, nearly twice the contract limit of 0.3 percent. Individually, according to
ADEPT reports, DSC's average annual Contractor No-Shows rates ranged from 0.08 percent to
0.98 percent. Moreover, these Contractor No-Show rates may have been understated since the
ADEPT reports are based on the DSCs’ self-reported and self-classified data rather than on the
available AVLM data.

Paratransit did not use available AVLM data to monitor contractor performance and the accuracy
of their reporting and to enforce the terms of the contracts. Among other things, Paratransit could
use auto or DSC-recorded arrival times, DSC-recorded no-show times, and GPS coordinates to
review DSC no-show reporting, calculate credits for deficient performance and incentive
payments for no-shows, and methodically assess the overall performance of AAR Dedicated
Service Contractors. Instead, Paratransit performed only limited reviews of no-shows, primarily
of disputed customer no-shows, using the AVLM flashback feature (Route Reconciliation
Reviews). For 12 of the 14 DSCs, Paratransit selected only 4,393 (2.4 percent) of the reported

¢ Customer No-Show: is any instance where a driver arrives within 30 minutes after the scheduled pick-up time, attempts to contact
the customer, waits for the customer for 5 minutes, and the customer does not board the vehicle. Customers incurring excessive
missed trips are subject to suspension. Paratransit considers missed trips to be excessive when a customer reserves seven or more
trips within any month and no-shows and/or late cancels 30 percent or more of those scheduled trips. According to Paratransit, a late
cancellation accurs when a customer cancels a trip less than two hours before the scheduled trip.

® No Fault No-Show: is any instance where a driver arrives at the scheduled pick-up location between 31 to 45 minutes after the
scheduled pick-up time and the customer is not provided service.

" Contractor No-Show: is any instance where a driver does not show up to the scheduled pick-up location or when the driver arrives
at the scheduled pick-up location more than 45 minutes after the scheduled pick-up time and the customer is not provided service.
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182,662 Customer and No Fault No-Shows for review during Calendar Year 2015. Of those
selected, 323 (7.4 percent) could not be reviewed because AVLM was not installed, properly
functioning, or activated in the DSC vehicle. (This issue is discussed in detail below.) For the
remaining two DSCs, Paratransit Contract Managers did not identify how many no-shows were
selected for review. A previous Comptroller's audit issued in July 2009 also cited Paratransit for
failing to identify how many no-shows were selected for review and thus, the extent to which no-
shows were misclassified.® Consequently, the audit recommended that Paratransit include the
total number of no-shows that are reviewed in its no-show reconciliation review reports so that
error rates for DSC no-show classifications can be determined. However, Paratransit did not
follow this recommendation.

Further, Paratransit did not review 13 of the 14 DSCs' no-show reporting and classification each
month. Paratransit's Route Reconciliation Review Process Guidelines state that Contract
Managers should review DSC data for accuracy weekly and compile and report results monthly.
However, during Calendar Year 2015, Paratransit reviewed 11 DSCs’ no-show reporting and
classification for 11 months, one DSC's reporting for 10 months, and the remaining DSC'’s
reporting for only 6 months. A previous Comptroller's audit issued in July 2009 also cited
Paratransit for failing to perform Route Reconciliation Reviews consistently and recommended
that Paratransit enhance its monitoring of no-shows to ensure that each contractor is reviewed
continually. Paratransit did not follow this recommendation. Consequently, contractors are still
not being evaluated consistently and held accountable for their performance.

Paratransit's failure to consistently monitor contractor performance in accordance with its
guidelines and effectively enforce contract terms has continued notwithstanding its own Route
Reconciliation Reviews that found that many DSCs had consistently high rates of inaccurate no-
show classification. For Calendar Year 2015, 12 of the 14 DSCs’ average annual inaccurate no-
show classification rates ranged from 2.7 percent to 40 percent. Primarily, Paratransit has
identified DSCs that improperly reported Contractor No-Shows as Customer No-Shows.®
Notwithstanding Paratransit's own findings, it failed to take meaningful action against DSCs who
may have intentionally misclassified no-shows. Paratransit merely assessed a $10 charge for
each instance of inaccurate reporting. For Calendar Year 2015, Paratransit assessed charges
totaling only $11,970 for all 14 of the DSCs and did not assess charges consistently. These
nominal charges represent only 0.004 percent of payments made to the 14 DSCs and therefore,
do not serve as a deterrent for future inaccurate reporting.

Further, Paratransit did not take corrective action to improve the accuracy of reporting or quality
of service. Consequently, customers continue to be inconvenienced by unreliable service and
may be inappropriately suspended from receiving AAR services because they are incorrectly
identified as having caused Customer No-Shows, when in fact the driver may have failed to pick
up the customer within 45 minutes of the scheduled time—an event that should be recorded as a
Contractor No-Show.

Paratransit's potential contractual remedies include liquidated damages or credits against a
contractor's charges for the contractor's failure to meet specified minimum standards and

8 On July 28, 2009, the New York City Comptroller issued the Audit Report on Vendor Contracts with New York City Transit to Provide
Access-A-Ride Services issued on July 28, 2009 (ME0S-078A).

9 This inaccurate data reporting constitutes a contract violation. Dedicated Service Contracts’ Scope of Work Sections XVII(A) and
(B) require Contractors to “accurately keep, complete, and/or submit trip reconciliation data” and “[o]ther information as deemed
appropriate by the Authority summarizing the monthly activities and overall system performance.” Further, Article 208 of each of the
Dedicated Service Contract states that Contractors will be in default if “at any time the Project Manager shall be of the opinion...that
the Contractor is willfully violating any of the provisions or covenants of this Contract or is not executing the same In goed faith or in
accordance with its terms.”
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