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PART I: Introduction

The GeneralAssemblyamendedhe fiscal year2007 BudgetBill to requirethat
the Maryland TransitAdministration(MTA) submitOareportto the budgetcommittees
by October1, 2006 that outlinesthe impact and achievedefficienciesfrom the bus
reorganizatiorassociatedvith Phasel of the GreaterBaltimore Bus InitiativeO(Joint
ChairmenOReport,72). In November2006,overonemonthlate,the MTA submittedto
the legislatureA Reportto the Maryland GeneralAssemblyStateBudget& Taxation
Committeeand HouseAppropriationsCommitteeregardingThe GreaterBaltimore Bus
Initiative: Impact & Achieved Efficiencies b Phasd, hereinafterreferredto as the
Report.

This reportwas an insultingly inaccuratereview of the GreaterBaltimore Bus
Initiative (GBBI) PhaselOseffects. That undertakinghas resultedin lessaccessto
serviceand lessreliable servicewhereaccesgemains. The elimination, proposedand
implementedpf someroutescreatedmassivecontroversieso largethatthe MTA was
forcedto reinstatetheroute. Yet the Reportignoresall of thesefacts,andinsteadreports
to the GeneralAssemblya blissful, patentlyinaccurataeview of GBBI Phasd Osffects.
The inaccuraciesare on an offensivescale,both to the legislature which requiredthe
MTA to reporthonestlyon GBBI Phasd, andto the transitriderswho haveeveryright
to expect the MTA to be acting in their best interest.

TRAC supportsbus restructuringin principle, but GBBI Phasel was an
unqualifiedfailure. The ReportOsepeatedroclamationghat GBBI wasan untarnished
succesarejust plain false;its only suggestiorthatMTA haseverfailed is with regardto
on-time performance, which is certainly and most undeniably lacking.

Morgan StateUniversity conducteda studyfor the MTA regardingGBBI Phase
|IGdmpactsprior to its implementationbut this reporthasnot beenreleasedy the MTA
or cited in the Report. The TransitRidersAction Council of MetropolitanBaltimore
(TRAC) urges the MTA to release that report forthwith.

The quality of the Reportis a snubto the legislature,and TRAC calls uponthe
GeneralAssemblyto passlegislationcreatinganindependenBaltimore Metropolitan
Transit District Advisory Council to produce more accurate reports in the future.

PART II: Background

The MTA beganthe GBBI restructuringprocesswith an on-boardsurvey
discussedurtherin PartlV, followed by a seriesof public meetinggn late Februaryand
early March 2005. At thosemeetingsthe following five goals/guidingprincipleswere
announced by the MTA, without any public input:

*Simplify route structures by eliminating branches or serving them differently.
*Develop a minimum ridership threshold for operating branches.

*|dentify marketsin which to start, or stop, commuterservice,senior citizen
service or neighborhood shuttles. [E]

*Consolidate bus service along various corridors.

*Review bus stop spacing and how frequently buses run. (Perl)

On 13 May 2006, the MTA announcedhe GreaterBaltimore Bus Initiative
proposalsand scheduledoublic hearingsasrequiredby Section7-506 of the Maryland



CodeO3ransportatiorArticle. The plan Oproposedhangeso more than 55 routesO
(Terhune OBuscutbackfoesOpnd Owoulchavecut the systemOmtal route miles by 14
percentandtaken90 busesa day off the streetsduring the peakeveninghours@Dresser,
OMetroareabusroute overhaulis delayedO).The proposalswvere expectedo save$5
million per year (Terhune,OBuscutbackfoes,Oand Dresser,OStataunveils bus route
changesless sweepingthan prior proposalO)The Baltimore Messengemreported,
OExperts said it would reduce ridership and revenuesO (Panos).

Publichearingdor the proposalccurredbetweenl 3 Juneand22 June2005and
broughtout strongpublic disapprovalof the plan. The Baltimore Sunreportedon 14
June that:

Baltimore-arearesidentsturned out by the hundredsyesterdayto vent
their anger at state officials who are proposinga radical restructuring of
Maryland Transit Administration bus routes.

Emotionsin the hearingroom at War Memorial Plazawere nearlyashot
asthe sidewalksoutsideas speakerafter speakerexcoriateda proposedolan that
would reroute, consolidate truncateor eliminate many long-familiar routes
through the city and its suburbs as of Oct. 16. [E]

The aggrievedare more likely to turn out at public hearingsthan the
satisfied,but thosewho attendedyesterday'hearingwerevirtually unanimousn
their disdainfor the plan - a top priority of Gov. RobertL. Ehrlich Jr. and
Transportation Secretary Robert L. Flanagan.

The blind, the physically handicappedthe developmentallydisabled the
elderly, transit enthusiastspolitical militants and the merely ticked-off showed
up in force to criticize what many characterizeds a plan drawn up by people
who don't ride the bus.

RichardScher,an MTA spokesmansaidthatasof 5:30 p.m., about675
peoplehad shownup and 107 had spokenat the hearing,which was scheduled
from noon until 8 p.m.

Many were angeredby changeshat would cut off accesgo their jobs,
force a longer walk to a bus stop or disrupt familiar patternsof their lives.
(Dresser, OHundreds gather to decry bus route changesO)

The Catonsville Times reported on a hearing the next day:

The MarylandTransifsic] AdministrationOpublic hearingon changego
bus service drew fiery protestsfrom homeownersand heartfelt pleas from
disabled elderly andlow-incomebusriderswho dependon busesto getto work
and doctorsO appointments. [E]

The changeswould take effect Oct. 16 and, the MTA says,saveit $5
million a year.

) More than 200 peopleattendeda Junel4 public meetingin Catonsville
[E].

PatriciaGibson,who dependson the No. 20 busline to getto doctors®
appointments [E], said that changes to the line would cause her problems.

O1Ometired,and| live on a fixed income,@ibsonsaidat the meetingat
the CatonsvilleBaptistChurch.Olcan'tafford cabservicefor everytrip | needto
make, and | can't walk far because | use an inhaler.O (Manigault)



The Baltimore Messenger observed the next hearing on 15 June:

Institutions and businessegrom Towsonto Hunt Valley say they are
concerned about how some of their employees will to get to work.

It wasapparentt a hearingin a packedroomin the SheratorNorth hotel
Junel5 thattheseemployeesare now equally concernedaboutgettingto work -
and losing their jobs if they canOt. [E]

Oltwould be bad for us,Gsaid StellaMaris employeeChristopherJerry,
who lives on NorthpointRoadon the eastside of the countyandhasto getup at
5:30 a.m. to catch three buses to get to the complex off Dulaney Valley Road.

OUndethe new proposal,it would be four buses,®e said. OIfI'm tired
just getting to work, I'm nothing to the patients.O [E]

BaltimoreresidentAloma Boumaexhortedthe MTA to keepin mind the
financial impact that additional bus transferswill have on peoplewith a fixed
income.

OWeasblind personsmustrely on public transportation,Shesaid. OWe
can'tdrive. If anindividual hasto changeroutes,it can doublethe amountwe
have to pay.O

Some people have to count every penny, she said. (Ingraham)

Onethousandnine hundredpeopleattendedthe public hearingsand 3,000 comments
were received (MTA, MTA Announces New Bus Routes).

Subsequento the hearingsanda public commentperiodextendedat the request
of the Baltimore RegionalTransportatiorBoard,the MTA announcecdn 21 July 2005
thatthe GBBI proposalsvould be dramaticallychanged Dresser OMetrcareabusroute
overhaulis delayedOand releasedits revisedplanson 29 July 2005. Theserevised
changes were termed GBBI Phase I.

Prior to implementationthe GBBI Phase proposalwas metwith a lukewarm
reaction after Secretaryof TransportationRobert Flanaganclaimed that it was a
compilationof the lesscontroversialproposaldsrom GBBI. The Baltimore Messenger
notedthatthe proposalwould Oresulin reductionsin serviceto somebusinesparksand
employmentcenters,including thosein Sparks,while protectingserviceto several
nonprofitsin spiteof low ridership.[E] For-profit employerswill be expectedo find
other ways of getting employeesto their jobs, Flanagansaid. Companiesthat start
shuttle-busservicescan apply for tax creditsandtax deductionghat cansignificantly
offset the cost of running the operation, transit officials saidO (Terhune and Perl).

TRAC warnedthatthe plan Osucceeds increasinghe fareboxrecoveryrateand
decreasingvercrowding but fails to improve or maintainaccessgonnectivity,average
door-to-door trip time, and system ridershipO (TRAC, Minutes)

GBBI Phasd, implementedn 23 October2006,wasexpectedo save$l million
while affecting 25 routes (DresserDresser,(State unveils bus route changesless
sweeping than prior proposal,O and Terhune, OBus cutback foesO).

PART IllI: Methodology

The ReportOmethodologywasratherstraightforwardit is organizedoy the goals
establishedprior to GBBIOsannouncementhut it is designedto prove that eachwas
achieved, not analyze and measure progress or regress.



Theimpactof GBBI Phasd asdescribedoy the Reportis impossiblyrosy: not
only was GBBI a catastrophen reality, but any bus systemrestructuringintrinsically
comeswith somenegativeimpacts. A restructuringwasoverdue,and shouldnot have
beentabled simply becausesuch negativeeffects were inevitable, but they must be
acknowledged.

While the report statesthat GBBI Phasel was a massivesuccessijt fails to
provideany measure®y which to determinethe claimedsuccessthe only measuresised
areonesof financial efficiency; the changen the quality of serviceis not reported. The
MTA wascreatedbecausat ceasedo be profitableto operatepublic transit,andit is
thereforea reality accepteddy the Stateof Marylandthatthe MTA will not likely ever
makea profit. Yet the MTA hasbeentaskedwith providing useful services,andthe
usefulnessof servicepost-GBBI could have beenmeasuredoy: a rider satisfaction
survey, which would show whetherserviceimproved for the riders b this was not
conductedpr the averagechangeof trip traveltime, which could havebeencalculated
for the mostpopulartrips (usingdatafrom the 2004 origin-destinatiorstudy)quite easily
b this was not provided.

Oneglaring exampleof biasedreportingis foundin the routesfor which farebox
recoveryandridershiparereported. Only routeswith very high and greatlyimproved
fareboxrecoveryandridershiparenoted. Theroutewith the lowestfareboxrecoveryin
the report, the Route 24, is operatingat approximatelythe systemOaveragefarebox
recovery. So whereare the routeswith below averagefareboxrecoveryrates? The
system-widdareboxrecoveryrateis left unreportedasare variousothermeasuregor
even those routes selected: on-time performance, revenues, etc.

System-widedaily ridershipin termsof individual users(ratherthan unlinked
trips, which will increaseastransfersincrease)wasleft unmeasuredywhile potentially
misleadingunlinkedtrips datawasprovided. (We acknowledgeghatthe MTA doesnot
havedataon linked trips, but this datacanbe collected,or deducedy doing a statistical
survey of ridersO average daily transfers.)

GBBI PhasdOsffect uponbusinesgarksis completelyignoredby the Report.
A largenumberof businesgarkslost servicecompletely;however MDOT did suggest
otherways of providing service:OFor-profittmployerswill be expectedto find other
waysof gettingemployeedo their jobs, FlanagarsaidQ Terhune OBuscutbackfoesO).
The Reportmakesno mentionof thesereplacemenservicesbwhich wereimplemented
in only onecase(TerhuneandDudley). This service,only availableto employeef the
businesgarksand not to the generalpublic, is now threatenedvith elimination. The
Reportprovidesno review of this serviceOsffectiveness.Otherbusinesparksbalkedat
implementing such services over liability questions.

The generalnatureof the Reportis one of finding the exceptionalcaseof a
success.This is no moreclearthanin its comment:OTheBaltimore City Councilhelda
hearingat the Waxter SeniorCenterin February,2006to find out if any of the CityOs
seniorcitizenshad beennegativelyimpactedby the changedo the bussystem.At this
meeting, no testimony was provided indicating that negative impacts had been
experienced@1). Thishearingwasnotaformal MTA public hearing,andwastherefore
not announcedn transitvehicles;the Reportfails to mentionhow manypeopleactually
attendedhe hearing. Moreover,nearly 2,000 peopleattendedhe GBBI hearingswith
almostall criticizing those proposals;many of the original GBBI proposalswere
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ultimatelybuilt into the GBBI Phasd proposals.In June2006,two public hearingsvere
held regardingGBBI Phasdl; thesehearingsreceivedtestimonyfrom over 50 people
regardingboth the proposedchangesand the effectsof GBBI Phasel. Most of the
testimony was critical of GBBI Phase | (Fuller).

PART IV: Route Simplification

As afatal flaw of the MTAOsstrategyin approachingsBBI, routesimplification
is perhapssecondonly to clock-facedscheduling. First, it is worth noting that route
simplification is a strategynot a goal, asthe MTA claimsit to be: provision of more
servicein high-densitycorridorsor a decreasén serviceto businessandindustrialparks
are goals.

Becausadt is more costefficient to operatelines that demandustifies operating
onaregularbasisall daylongthanto operatdineswheredemandustifies serviceonly at
certaintimes, manyroutesandbranchesvereeliminatedduring the route simplification
process. However,thesecuts b in the nameof cost effectiveness led to service
deficiency. Routesimplification and attemptsto increasecost effectivenessvere the
justification for eliminatingmuch of the serviceto the industrial parksat shift-change
times.

Routesimplification resultedin a paringdown of the overall systemandin the
elimination of branchesvhich providedserviceat rushhour or shift-changetimes, but
notduringtherestof theday. Theeliminationof thosebranchesesultedn peopleliving
far from the nearestbus, with no alternativemeansof transport. This effect of route
simplification (and service concentrationin high-ridershipcorridors) necessitates
differentmeasurghanbuswait andtraveltime for gaugingimprovementn the system.
While servicebecamemore frequentduring midday in somehigh-ridershipcorridors,
patronswereforcedto walk fartherto the nearesbus;therefore door-to-doortraveltime
mustbe measured.Neitherbuswait andtraveltime changenor door-to-doortraveltime
change was provided, leaving one major effect of route simplification unmeasured.

Route simplification hasalso led to overcrowdingon lines that had to carry
ridershipfrom routesthat were abolishedor truncated. Yet the Reportdoesnot at any
point discuss overcrowding or measure its prevalence.

The Reportclaimsthat OWithfewer branchesand deviations routesare easierto
learn,andthe more casualuseris ableto attempta busride with more confidenceand
understandingf wherethe busis going and how it is going to getthereQ(1). This
effectively statesthat a systemwhich servesfewer destinationds easierto navigateb
indeed,this is true; however,a systemwhich servesnowherewould thereforebe the
easiestto navigate,yet it would be utterly useless. There are caseswhere route
simplification was logical B for example,the Route 110sumerousbrancheshrough
Homeland; yet in many cases route simplification resulted in loss of service.

The ReportOargumenthat serviceshouldbe tailoredfor casualridersis highly
objectionable. It is the duty of the systemplannersto createa navigablesystemwhich
servesthe most destinationgpossibleat the right times, without running too greata
financialloss. It is the duty of public informationto ensurethatthe public understands
how to utilize the system. The Reportadditionallysuggestshatroutesimplificationhas
madethe useof the Trapezeschedulingorogrampossible(2). However,this programis
usedto schedulehe MTAOsparatransiserviceswhich do not havefixed routes:if the



programcan handleparatransitOsllection of origins and destinationswhy canit not
handle a fixed route system with branches?

PART V: Frequency and Connectivity

Connectivityimprovedin the downtownareaon linesthatwerelinked by GBBI
Phasel, but not all lines in the downtown area connectedeven after GBBI, and
connectiongyot slightly worsein suburbarareas. Travel from suburbto suburbaround
the city becamemore difficult, while travel from suburbto suburbthroughthe city
becameslightly easier. The Reportprovidesno dataon the averagenumberof forced
transfersby origin-destinationpair or by line, which would be a true measureof
connectivity.

The Reportclaimsthat Othdevel of serviceofferedduring the peakperiodswas
twice asgreatasthat offeredduring the midday®andthatthe ratio of ridershipwas1.4
during rushhourto 1 during the midday period (3). Servicewasthereforedecreased
during the rush hour and increasedduring the midday, but to sucha greatextentthat
serious overcrowding ensued during rush hour and excess capacity was available midday.

PART VI. Needs Assessment and Efficiency

The NeedsAssessmentnd Efficiency section of the Report providesthe
following measuresf efficiency: system-wideweekdayservicehours, system-wide
weekdayservice miles, ridership on selectedsegmentsof three lines, system-wide
boardings, and farebox recovery of four lines.

While theword Oefficiencies,@sedin the budgetanguagedoesimply successful
improvementsprovisionof moreinformative measuresn the Reportwould havebeen
welcome. Ridershipstatisticsfor seveninesareprovided,yetfor threeof thoselinesthe
datais in anunreadablehart(with no title andno columnheadings).Moreover,seven
lines is simply insufficient: ridership data for every line should be available.

System-wideboardingsshow 2,817,046additional unlinked trips over a six-
month periodafter GBBI relativeto pre-GBBIridership(MTA, Report7); this number,
however,doesnot takeinto accountthe additionaltransfersorcedby GBBI, which may
well haveprecipitatedhis increasan unlinkedtrips without any additionalpeopleriding
Pevena loss of patronscould be hiddenby the increasein forced transfers.Farebox
recoveryrates,while reportedfor individual lines? are not reportedon a system-wide

! This is not completelytrue. The ratio was approximatelyl.9 during rushhourto 1
during midday, which eliminates a full one sixth of the difference between 2:1 and 1.4:1.
2 This is furthermorean inappropriateuse of the farebox recoveryrate, which in
comparison®f routeswill often measurehe relative length of an averagetrip on the
routes:BusA is filled with riderspaying$1.60for atenmile trip on aradialroute,and
BusB is filled with riderspaying$1.60for a five mile circumferentialtrip. BusA and
Bus B areat capacityfor the durationof their ten andfive mile runs,respectivelytheir
operatingcostsper mile areidentical. The fareboxrecoveryfor Bus A will be half that
for Bus B, becausehe revenuewill beidentical (buscapacity* $1.60),while Bus AOs
operatingcostswill bedoubleBus BOgpermile operatingcost* 10 milesversuspermile
operatingcost* 5 miles). The SecretaryMTA, andlegislativecommitteeshavealready

-8-



basisandon-time performanceaatesare not reported. Especiallytroubling is that data
was provided only for four lines: what of the other lines?

Weekdayservicehours and weekdayservicemiles are informative measures;
however,othermeasuressuchasrevenue areleft unmentionedThe Reportclaimsthat
OMTA.is providingits servicesmoreefficiently, coveringmoreservicemiles eachdayin
fewerhours,with steady possiblyincreasingidership(11). A systemoperatingentirely
on Interstatehighwayswith no stopswould rank the bestin termsof servicehoursover
servicemiles Bit would haveminimum traveltime with maximummileage. However,
the serviceprovidedwould be utterly useless.Moreover,asdiscussedbove,the MTA
doesnot haveany clue whatits truelinked trip ridershipis, andwithout thatknowledge,
it is impossible to accurately claim Osteady, possibly increasing ridership.O

From the way that this datais provided,it might be deducedthat the MTAOs
purposeis to cut costsb but its real duty is to transportpeople,andasdiscussedn Part
lll, adifferentsetof measuress moreappropriatefor measuringhe quality of service
provided. GBBI wasoriginally supposedo cut $5 million, butlateronly $1 million was
cut by GBBI Phase I; the Report does not discuss this fact at all.

PART VII: Improved Schedules
The MTA hastoutedits clock-facedschedulingwhich wasimplementedaspart
of GBBI Phase I. TRAC earlier addressed this issue:

The biggestflaw in the MTAOswhole approachwas their determinationto
organizethe systembasedupon clock-facedtimetables. Such a schemefor
systemorganizationis essentialfor the properfunctioning of small, suburban
transit systems,such as Annapolis Transit or Howard Transit, but it is
unworkablein a major metropolitansystem,and the reasondor this are very
clear. In a small system routelengthsare determinedby runningtimes, so that
all roundtrips canreturnto a commoncentrallayover point at the top of each
hour. This permitspassengera guaranteedransferbetweenany pair of linesin
a systemwhile keepingsystemoperationalcostsat an affordablelevel. A major
transitsystemlike BaltimoreOshowever,hasvariouskinds of service,including
circumferentials,connectorsand directional circular shuttle routes,as well as
downtownradialsand diametricals. Transferpointsare spreadall overthe area,
andbusroutescrosseachotherwherelines arein continuingmotion, ratherthan
at a single,common,terminalpoint. Real-timerunningtimesfor differentlines
betweenvariouspointschangewith levelsof congestionwhich in turn vary with
the time of day and day of the week, and servicedemandlevels also vary not
only with time of day andday of week,but alsoline by line. To try to squeeze
systemof this size, complexity, and variability into a uniform spacingsystem
involving clock-facedheadwayswill inevitably leadto the kind of dysfunction
andbreakdownthat we experiencedvith GBBI Phasd. Clock-facedheadways
alsomakeit virtually impossibleto operatea systemthat servesplacesthat only
requireserviceat certaintimesof day, ratherthanat consistenregularintervals,
suchasIndustrialand BusinessParks.The resultof the implementatiorof thisin
Phasel meantthat thousandf peoplelost accesso serviceand many routes

beentold of thefailings of line-by-linefareboxrecoveryrates,yetthe MTA continuego
utilize them in arguments.



and brancheswere eliminatedbecausehey couldnOfit into the system. What
major cities like Baltimorereally needis a schedulingandrouting systemthatis
a real-time, demanddriven, reality-basedplan. [E] If the MTA were to
abandonclock-facedschedulingand use the new and incoming buseswith
automatic passengeicountersand Global Positioning System bus location
instantaneouslyadioedto a centraldatabasethenthe MTA would be ableto put
togethera truly quality bus systemfor Baltimore.[E] Whenandif the MTA
does make this shift, the chances for success will greatly improve. (Analysis 3-4)

In additionto the flaws of clock-facedschedulingthe GBBI Phasd timetables
alsowere unrealistic. Runningtimes were impossibly short b on the Route 40, the
runningtime betweendowntownand SecurityMall wasfasterthana carcoulddrive the
route without stopsor traffic at 10 p.m. As aresultof this outlandishschedulingthe
MTA wasmakingclaimsaboutthe numberof runsperday on a givenline thatwerenot
achievabldan real-worldtraffic; they werethusclaiming moreservicethanthey actually
were able to deliver. And by publishing scheduleswith running times that were
unrealisticallyfast, the schedulebroke down completely and didnOtexist at all for
practical purposes.

Riders certainly experienced the schedule problems described above:

At a bus stop at North and Greenmount,Jerome Anderson of
Greenmount-Barclagnsweredvith Oasolid noOwhenaskedwhetherservicehad
improved.SeeingFlanagarthere, Andersonsaidit would be Oniceto grabhim by
his lapels and shake him.O

But he did nothing of the sort, instead giving the secretarya
dispassionatdut critical assessmertf on-time performanceon the No. 8 line.
He described the bus as routinely late [E].

But the nextrider he talked with was SierraCooper,who told him that
shearrivedat a No. 8 stopat 4:45 p.m. WednesdayndcouldnOtatcha busuntil
5:30 on a route where rides are supposed to come along every 10 to 15 minutes.

OThat is a surprise,O Flanagan said after hearing her out.

As a No. 13 pulled up for the ride to the light rail stationon North
Avenue, Flanagangot a firsthand look at one of the system'smost vexing
problemssincethe Octoberchangesthe Obunching®f busesafter long periods
without a bus. Right behindthat No. 13 bus was another,virtually empty and
headed for the same destination. (Dresser, OBus shifts are dayOs fareO)

In addition to the No. 40, the proposedrevisionsalso involve major
changedo previouslyexistingroutesservingthe North Avenuecorridor (No. 13)
and Dundalk (No. 2/10), whereoperatorshavereportedlyhaddifficulty adhering
to the new schedule. [E]

The 11-year bus operatoracknowledgedthat the No. 40 has been
troubledby buses@ndencyto clump together-- with two or threearriving at a
stopat aboutthe sametime, followed by long intervalswithout a bus. (Dresser,
OMTA could revise bus planO)

OThel3 was a mess.The 2/10 was a mess.The 40 was a mess,3aid

communityactivist Chuck Venick. OYouwould wait andwait andwait, andall of
a sudden would come four buses.O
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Michael J. Deets,MTA deputy director of operations,planning and
scheduling, conceded that service on the No. 40 has been Osporadic.O

OWehad very high hopesthat making limited stopswould result in
significanttime savings andthathasnot beenthe case,de said.(DresserOMTA
changes some revised bus routesO)

Ridersof the No. 8 andnew No. 9 buslines betweerBaltimoreand Hunt
Valley werelessthan happythis weekwith changedo busschedulesandroutes
thatwentinto effect Oct. 23 aspartof a systemwideoverhaulof busroutesin the
Baltimore area.

Before, riders could take the No. 8 busfrom Baltimoreto Hunt Valley,
but now the No. 8 busendsat the Lutherville light- rail station,whereridersmust
transfer to a new No. 9 bus to reach areas farther north. [E]

On Monday, riders also said they hadto wait for the No. 9, which runs
about every 20 minutes during rush hours. [E]

[Damon] Braxton, who works at BMW of Towson, said his commute
doubled from 45 minutes to 1 1/2 hours.

Julie Groff, a cashietmanageat Wegmanggrocerystorein Hunt Valley,
saidtwo of her 10 employeesalledin late Monday morningbecauseof the bus
service.

Some Wegmansemployeessaid they also were late getting to work
Sunday. [E]

Harris was one of about40 peoplewho waitedup to an hour on Sunday
for a No. 9 busto pick themup, asthreeNo. 8 busesdroppedpeopleheading
north at the Lutherville light-rail station.

Finally, a No. 8 busdriver calledin to herdispatchelandgot permission
to convert her bus to a No. 9 bus to take them to Hunt Valley.

OYesterday didn't get hometill 1:15 (p.m.),0said Richard Winn of
Essex,who works at Hill ManagemenServicesin Hunt Valley. Olleft work at
7:30 (a.m.). The buseswerenObn schedule They'renot running on schedulel
ainOneverseenthis many peoplehere.| hopeit (getsbetter),becausethis is
messed up.O (Terhune and Dudley)

Much of this sectionof the Reportwas expendedupon beratingthe General
Assemblyand Baltimore Sunfor their oppositionto the NEXT Bus Systemin 2004.
(TRAC hadendorsedhe proposal.) While the criticism of the oppositionwaswarranted,
it doesnot relateto GBBI PhasdOffects. GBBI might havebeenmoresuccessfuhad
it beendelayeduntil afterthe NEXT Bus Systemwas put in place(which is occurring
currently),asthe dataprovidedby the NEXT Bus Systemcould havebeenusedby the
MTA to fashiona bettersystem. However,the matterdoesnot presentlyrelateto GBBI
Phase I.

PART VIII: A Review of Select Routes

The mostappropriatewvay to review the effectsof GBBI Phasd is on a system-
wide basis,asit wasa restructuringof the entire system. However,the Reportmakes
claimswith regardto certainroutes,which are worthy of rebuttal,and thereare other
routes the problems of which are in need of note.
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Part 8.1: Route 4

The Route 4 experiencedseriousovercrowdingas a result of GBBI changes,
meaningthat buseswere full B and passingriders by b andthereforehad the highest
possiblefareboxrecoveryratefor the givenroutelength. On aline with hourly service,
this meantstrandingpassengerat bus stopsfor up to threehours. The routewasalso
shortenedsignificantly, reducingserviceto low-income communitiesand making it
harderto reachHarford County. While this may haveincreasedhefareboxrecoveryrate
from 19.2%to 56.9%,the changesvere certainly not without negativeimpact. Thisis
not a desirable way to increase farebox recovery.

Transfersto the Route15, Route120,and Route420 werelost, while oneto the
Route 33 was created after that route was extended.

The Route 4 is currently consistentlyrunning late becausethe Wise Avenue
Bridgeis closed,necessitating long detour. This problemhasbeenslightly decreased
by changes to the route; however, its on-time performance is still very low.

Part 8.2: Route 23

The Route23 was affectedby the creationof the Route40; discussiornof those
impactscanbe foundin Part8.4. A numberof the Route230&ranchesvereeliminated
or replacedby the Route24 ba routewhich doesnot servedowntownBaltimore,forcing
extratransfers. Thosewhoseservicewas completelyeliminatedwere sometimesniles
from the nearest service still available.

The Route 23 was also movedfrom SaratogaStreetto Fayetteand Baltimore
Streets:

The changethreatensto bring blight to one of the city's mostdiverse
shoppingcorridors, a place where native-bornentrepreneurand immigrants
from aroundthe globe run an eclecticmix of businessesateringto low-income
busriders. Somebusinessefave closedsince October;othersare planningto
shut down.

OWithoutthe 23 back here,| guaranteehat 50 percentof the business
ownersherewill closetheir doorsin the nextsix months,&aid ElhanmyOHanyO
Ibrahim, who is rallying his fellow merchant¢o demandthe restorationof the
bus to SaratogaStreetand to stave off other possiblechangesto downtown
service.

The MTA says it certainly didn't intend to harm business.

Beth Kreider, the MTA's deputyadministratorfor planningand policy,
saidthe No. 23 was movedto Fayetteand Baltimore in an effort to consolidate
service and provide more frequent service in a busy corridor. [E]

The aftermathof the No. 23's move s an illustration of the pitfalls of
tinkering with an establishedous system,no matterhow quirky or seemingly
outdated Evenwhat seemsto be a minor adjustmentcan have consequencet®
people's livelihoods. (Dresser, OMerchants miss the busO)

FayetteandBaltimore Streetswerealreadycloggedwith busesyet the Route23
was added,depriving SaratogaStreetof its mostimportantbus line. Servicewas
subsequentlyestoredto SaratogaStreeton 26 February2006 (Dresser,ON0.23 bus
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returnecto Saratogebt.0)The MTA refusedto movethe Route23 backto EastSaratoga
Street, however, although that was also necessary.

Part 8.3: Route 24

The Route24 is operatedusing busesthat operateon the Route4 Bbwhena bus
reacheghe endof oneroute,it switchesto the otherroute,completesa roundtrip, and
switchesbackto the first route. This requiresaccuratescheduling,or elsethe route
becomeaunreliable. As discussedinderPart8.1, the Route4 hasbeenaffectedby the
closingof the Wise Avenuebridge,andthereforeis presentlywreakinghavocwith the
Route 24 timetable.

Part 8.4: Route 40

The Route40 wasthe starcreationof GBBI Phasd. It is a limited busservice
which travelsfrom easternBaltimore County to WesternBaltimore County through
downtown. The expressserviceis welcome,andthe Route40 is well utilized at rush
hour; unfortunately,the MTA simultaneouslydecreasedhe serviceavailableon the
Route 23, which is full at midday b when the Route 40 is not. The Baltimore Sun
reportedon commentsregardingthe Route400®riginal failings (someof which have
since beenrectified); none of thesereservationsand criticisms are alludedto in the

Report.

OWedon't seea bus as often aswe did before,gMildred] Terry saidas
sherode the No. 40 toward downtown. Shetold Flanaganthe bus hastoo few
stopsandthat changedo the No. 23 force her to makean extratransferon the
way to Gay Street. (Dresser, OBus shifts are dayOs fareO)

Ridershavecomplainedhatthe No. 40 schedulds unrealistic thatbuses
run irregularly at peak times and are virtually empty during non-peak hours.

Oltwas flawed with problemsfrom the outset,&aid communityactivist
and transit advocateChuck Venick, who addedthat the MTA had failed to
effectively market the new line.

Rider JaniceHuglett said shenow hasto walk extrablocksto getto her
stop for the No. 40 bus, and sometimesendsup waiting 40 minutesfor a bus
that's supposed to run every 10 minutes.

Huglett, who commutesto downtown from Hunting Ridge in West
Baltimore, said someriders who tried the No. 40 havegiven up on it because
buses didn't show up for long intervals.

OYoudon't seethosepeopleany more at the stop,shesaid. The MTA
Ojustturned away peoplein droveswith their terrible service.tOstoo bad,
because they had a chance to make a difference.O [E]

The 11-year bus operatoracknowledgedthat the No. 40 has been
troubledby buses@ndencyto clump together-- with two or threearriving at a
stop at about the same time, followed by long intervals without a bus.

OThescheduleralso acknowledgedproblemswith the marketingof the
route,which accordingto transitadvocatedrequentlycarriesfew passengerat
midday or after the evening rush hourO (Dresser, OMTA could revise bus planO).
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OThel3 was a mess.The 2/10 was a mess.The 40 was a mess,3aid
communityactivist Chuck Venick. OYouwould wait andwait andwait, andall of
a sudden would come four buses.O

Michael J. Deets,MTA deputy director of operations,planning and
scheduling, conceded that service on the No. 40 has been Osporadic.O

OWehad very high hopesthat making limited stopswould result in
significanttime savings andthathasnot beenthe case, e said.(DresserOMTA
changes some revised bus routesO)

Part 8.5: Route 104

The Routel04 wasretainedwhile the Routel03waseliminated. Theincreasan
ridershipon the Route 104 canlikely be attributedto riders switching from the Route
103. The Reportfails to provide ridership numbersfor the Route 103 prior to the
changesso this likelihood cannotbe consideredasthoroughlyaswould be desired. It
appearghattotal ridershipof the Route104 is now significantly lessthanthe combined
pre-GBBI Phasel ridershipof the Route 103 and Route 104 together;so the MTAOs
claim of increased ridership on the line in isolation is meaningless.

Part 8.6: Route M6

The RouteM60=liminationwas perhapghe mostcontroversiabnd catastrophic
impactof GBBI Phasd. The Reportrefersto the RouteM6 only twice: onceto discuss
connectivity with the Route 44 and once to say:

*Route M6NSubsequentlyreintroducedwith two of four destinationsretained
and the three deviations eliminated.

The route, which had daily ridershipof 2,500 (Dresser,ORiderslecry M6 bus
dealO)waseliminatedon 23 October2005, leaving patronseitherunableto reacha bus
or dependenuponthe Route44 (if theylived nearthatroute). However,the Route44
quickly collapsedunderthe pressureandits schedulewvas not revisedto representhe
increasedime spentcollectingthe additionalriders. The riderswho werelucky enough
to haveaccesdo the Route44 quickly found themselvesvaiting at bus stopsfor hours
for a bus that was not overcrowded.

The Baltimore Sun chronicled the plight of the M6 passengers:

The proposedchangesvould not reverseone particularly unpopularcut
made in October -- elimination of the M6 line in Northwest Baltimore.

About 20 residentsdemonstrated/esterdayat MTA headquartergo
protestthe elimination -- sayingit hascreateda hardshipfor their elderly and
handicappeceighbors.Community associationchairmanJoshuaSalaamsaid
demonstratorhandedMTA officials a petition with 800 signaturesof people
seeking restoration of the route. (Dresser, OMTA could revise bus planO)

Tiaria Gary of Woodlawnsaysit takesher an extrahour eachway to get
to and from her job becauseof bus route changesapprovedby Maryland
Transportation Secretary Robert L. Flanagan.

Yesterday seatechextto Flanaganon her way to work, shetold him all
about it.
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The young TransportatiorSecurity Administrationworker unfoldedher
bus scheduleand showedFlanaganhow the elimination of the M6 bus service
along Gwynn Oak Avenuehasprolongedher commuteto Baltimore-Washington
International Thurgood Marshall Airport. She showed little patience for
Flanagan'sissertiorthat Oeveryoneknewthe region'sbusrouteswerein needof
an overhaul after 35 years. [E]

Flanagarhearda lot aboutthe M6 yesterdayandnot just from Gary. As
thetour startedin Woodlawn,threenight-shiftworkerstold the secretarythatthe
No. 44 bus they were waiting for was no substitute for the M6. [E]

AnnetteGarnerof EastBaltimoresaidshenow hasto walk up a hill from
SecurityBoulevardto getto her building. OltOdangerousf you don'thaveno
male companionship,0 she said. (Dresser, OBus shifts are dayOs fareO)

State TransportationSecretaryRobert L. Flanagan[sent a letter]
proposingto tradebusservicefor the scuttlingof public hearingson future transit
changes.

At Concord, Quinton Hill, who collected hundredsof signatures
protesting the M6 elimination, called the proposed deal Oblackmail.O [E]

Flanagardefendechis positionon an M6 dealas Oapolitical responseo
apolitical bill. OHe describedhe M6 as OverymarginallineCandsaidonly about
250 of its 2,500riders had beenaffectedby the elimination of servicealong
Gwynn Oak Avenue.

But [Mercedes] Eugenia, president of the Howard Park Civic
Association,saidthe M6 was a OcrowrjewelOof the MTA. OTheM6 ran every
15 minutes like clockwork. It never, ever ran empty,O she said.

Eugeniaand otherssaid the community see[s]the issueas being tinged
with racial and classconsiderationsFlanagarnrejectedthe criticism, sayingthe
initiative will improve bus service for transit-dependentiders - primarily
African-AmericansO (Dresser, ORiders decry M6 bus dealO).

After a lawsuit was threatened, minimal service was restored on 20 March 2006:

The M6, formerly an everydaybusthatranevery15 minutesat rushhour
beforeit waseliminatedin Octoberin the first phaseof a comprehensiveoute
restructuring, now runs at hourly intervals at peak times on weekdays only.

Flanagarorderedlimited restorationof servicea little morethana week
agoaftervocal protestsfrom affectedcommunitiesandunderpressurdrom local
legislators.Flanagarhadsaidit would take abouttwo weeksto returnthe M6 to
its route along Gwynn Oak Avenue.

Transit advocatesestimatethat the restoredserviceamountsto about
one-eighthof the bus runs that existed before the Greater Baltimore Bus
Initiative. (Dresser, OPartial service on M6 bus line is restoredO)

Servicewas supplementeadn 8 October2006, with half-hour frequenciesduring the
middayandone-hourfrequenciest rushhour; weekendservicewasrestored. This left a
very awkwardsituationin which rushhour servicewashalf that during the midday,and
onefourth asfrequentasservicewasprior to GBBI Phasd (DresserORiderslecryM6
bus dealO).
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PART IX: Miscellaneous Comments

While this reportis organizedin orderto rebutthe Reporton a point-by-point
basis,thereis neverthelesa needto makesomecommentsegardingGBBI PhaselOs
effectsthatdo notfall into the subsectionsfferedby the MTAOseport. Thoseissuesare
addressed in this part.

GBBI wasanattemptto streamlinghe bussystemhowever streamliningoecame
a euphemisnfor cutting. Streamliningshouldhavemeanta reorganizatiorof services,
not an elimination of service;but eventoo much of that could havecauseda negative
impact.

In the Report,the MTA claimsthatOThel01,860daily customerf the 29 first-
roundtransitlines haveadaptedquickly to the new services@11). This did not occur.
Theoriginal implementatiorof GBBI Phasd wassodisastroushatthe MTA wasforced
to makeseriousrevisionsto somelinesin February2006. The Baltimore Sunwrote,
OTheplan broughta litany of complaintsduringits earlyweeks,asmanyridersstruggled
to adjustto the changes.Two monthslater, many bugs remainto be worked outO
(Dresser OMTA could revisesbus planO). Somepatronslost their jobs; othershad to
spendtwice as muchtime on their commuteto work; otherswaited for long timesin
inclementweather. Anecdotalreportssuggesthatstill otherswereforcedto buy cars,at
an averageannualexpenseof $8,000,while somedid not adaptat all, lost their jobs,
became homeless, or even died.

The MTA hasconsistentlydescribedGBBI asanimprovementanddoessoagain
in the ReportD Orheimpactof the first phaseof improvementembodiedoy the Greater
Baltimore Bus Initiative hasbeena positiveinitial effort to fulfill GovernorEhrlichOs
vision for amoremobile MarylandQ11). TheseOimprovements®oducedanythingbut
animprovedsystem asridershaveconsistentlytold the MTA: OOverallriderssayingthe
systemwas worse outnumberedhosecalling it better, but the margin was far less
lopsidedthanin otherrecentbus stop interviewsconductedwithout Flanaganpresent.
During thoseinterviews- at stopsin downtown,NorthwestBaltimore and Lutherville -
ridersfrequentlydescribedhe changesn profaneterms@Dresser OBusshifts aredayOs
fareQ). Quinton Hill of the Howard Park community put it simply: OTheycall them
improvements.They're not improvementsto the working classQ(qtd. In Dresser,
OFlanagatries to discouragebus hearingsO).It is by no meansan improvementto
eliminate a personOs means of transport.

The MTA hasproudly toutedthat it conductedan on-boardorigin-destination
survey,which guidedthe developmenbf GBBI. However,it wasdescribedasfollows
by the travel demand modeler contracted by the MTA:

In 2004, MTA conductedanotheron-boardsurvey. That surveywas performed
only for the limited purposeof analyzingcertain bus route changesand thus
coveredonly the busroutes. Also, the surveyfile wasnot weightedto daily trips,
did not containusablepurposecodesor income data, and the geocodingwas
highly suspect. Therefore the consultantdecidednot to makefurther useof this
data. (Allen 24)

The surveyfurthermoreonly sampledimesbetween3 a.m.and2 p.m., butignoredthe
afternoonrushhourandeveningtraveltimes. TRAC hascommenteduponthis practice
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elsewhere(E] manypeoplecommutedirectly to work in the morning, but engagen
life activitiesin theevening. Also, off-peakserviceon transitvariesgreatly,particularly
between the midday and night timesO (Comments on the Travel ForecastinggModel

Additionally, the abolition of bus routes(OfixedrouteGservice)decreaseshe
paratransitservicearea,which in turn deprivesthosewho canleastadapt. Moreover,
when fixed route servicesare alteredto the point of being inconvenientor become
unreliable paratransit-eligibleiserswill resortto usingthe MTAOsparatransiservicesD
which arefar moreexpensiveo operateon a pertrip basis. Somepatronscannotafford
the additional cost of riding paratransit more frequently:

[E Valerie Smith] hascerebralpalsy,usesa motorizedwheelchair Jives
on disability assistance and rides the Nos. 8, 36 and 44 bus lines for free [E].

Smith saidit would posea financial hardshipfor her to ride the special
MTA Mobility Transport, because that service costs $1.85 per ride. (Yesko)
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