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PART I: Introduction
The General Assembly amended the fiscal year 2007 Budget Bill to require that

the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) submit Òa report to the budget committees
by October 1, 2006 that outlines the impact and achieved efficiencies from the bus
reorganization associated with Phase I of the Greater Baltimore Bus InitiativeÓ (Joint
ChairmenÕs Report, 72).  In November 2006, over one month late, the MTA submitted to
the legislature A Report to the Maryland General Assembly State Budget & Taxation
Committee and House Appropriations Committee regarding The Greater Baltimore Bus
Initiative: Impact & Achieved Efficiencies Ð Phase I , hereinafter referred to as the
Report.

This report was an insultingly inaccurate review of the Greater Baltimore Bus
Initiative (GBBI) Phase IÕs effects.  That undertaking has resulted in less access to
service and less reliable service where access remains.  The elimination, proposed and
implemented, of some routes created massive controversies so large that the MTA was
forced to reinstate the route.  Yet the Report ignores all of these facts, and instead reports
to the General Assembly a blissful, patently inaccurate review of GBBI Phase IÕs effects.
The inaccuracies are on an offensive scale, both to the legislature, which required the
MTA to report honestly on GBBI Phase I, and to the transit riders who have every right
to expect the MTA to be acting in their best interest.

TRAC supports bus restructuring in principle, but GBBI Phase I was an
unqualified failure.  The ReportÕs repeated proclamations that GBBI was an untarnished
success are just plain false; its only suggestion that MTA has ever failed is with regard to
on-time performance, which is certainly and most undeniably lacking.

Morgan State University conducted a study for the MTA regarding GBBI Phase
IÕs impacts prior to its implementation, but this report has not been released by the MTA
or cited in the Report.  The Transit Riders Action Council of Metropolitan Baltimore
(TRAC) urges the MTA to release that report forthwith.

The quality of the Report is a snub to the legislature, and TRAC calls upon the
General Assembly to pass legislation creating an independent Baltimore Metropolitan
Transit District Advisory Council to produce more accurate reports in the future.

PART II: Background
The MTA began the GBBI restructuring process with an on-board survey

discussed further in Part IV, followed by a series of public meetings in late February and
early March 2005.  At those meetings, the following five goals/guiding principles were
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.
*Identify markets in which to start, or stop, commuter service, senior citizen
service or neighborhood shuttles. [É]
*Consolidate bus service along various corridors.
*Review bus stop spacing and how frequently buses run.  (Perl)

On 13 May 2006, the MTA announced the Greater Baltimore Bus Initiative
proposals and scheduled public hearings as required by Section 7-506 of the Maryland
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CodeÕs Transportation Article.  The plan Òproposed changes to more than 55 routesÓ
(Terhune, ÒBus cutback foesÓ) and Òwould have cut the systemÕs total route miles by 14
percent and taken 90 buses a day off the streets during the peak evening hoursÓ (Dresser,
ÒMetro area bus route overhaul is delayedÓ).  The proposals were expected to save $5
million per year (Terhune, ÒBus cutback foes,Ó and Dresser, ÒState unveils bus route
changes less sweeping than prior proposalÓ). The Baltimore Messenger reported,
ÒExperts said it would reduce ridership and revenuesÓ (Panos).

Public hearings for the proposals occurred between 13 June and 22 June 2005 and
brought out strong public disapproval of the plan.  The Baltimore Sun reported on 14
June that:

Baltimore-area residents turned out by the hundreds yesterday to vent
their anger at state officials who are proposing a radical restructuring of
Maryland Transit Administration bus routes.

Emotions in the hearing room at War Memorial Plaza were nearly as hot
as the sidewalks outside as speaker after speaker excoriated a proposed plan that
would reroute, consolidate, truncate or eliminate many long-familiar routes
through the city and its suburbs as of Oct. 16.  [É]

The aggrieved are more likely to turn out at public hearings than the
satisfied, but those who attended yesterday's hearing were virtually unanimous in
their disdain for the plan - a top priority of Gov. Robert L. Ehrlich Jr. and
Transportation Secretary Robert L. Flanagan.

The blind, the physically handicapped, the developmentally disabled, the
elderly, transit enthusiasts, political militants and the merely ticked-off showed
up in force to criticize what many characterized as a plan drawn up by people
who don't ride the bus.

Richard Scher, an MTA spokesman, said that as of 5:30 p.m., about 675
people had shown up and 107 had spoken at the hearing, which was scheduled
from noon until 8 p.m.

Many were angered by changes that would cut off access to their jobs,
force a longer walk to a bus stop or disrupt familiar patterns of their lives.
(Dresser, ÒHundreds gather to decry bus route changesÓ)

The Catonsville Times reported on a hearing the next day:

The MarylandTransit [sic] AdministrationÕs public hearing on changes to
bus service drew fiery protests from homeowners and heartfelt pleas from
disabled, elderly and low-income bus riders who depend on buses to get to work
and doctorsÕ appointments.  [É]

The changes would take effect Oct. 16 and, the MTA says, save it $5
million a year.

More than 200 people attended a June 14 public meeting in Catonsville
[É].

Patricia Gibson, who depends on the No. 20 bus line to get to doctorsÕ
appointments [É], said that changes to the line would cause her problems.

ÒIÕm retired, and I live on a fixed income,Ó Gibson said at the meeting at
the Catonsville Baptist Church. ÒI can't afford cab service for every trip I need to
make, and I can't walk far because I use an inhaler.Ó (Manigault)
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The Baltimore Messenger observed the next hearing on 15 June:

Institutions and businesses from Towson to Hunt Valley say they are
concerned about how some of their employees will to get to work.

It was apparent at a hearing in a packed room in the Sheraton North hotel
June 15 that these employees are now equally concerned about getting to work -
and losing their jobs if they canÕt. [É]

ÒIt would be bad for us,Õ said Stella Maris employee Christopher Jerry,
who lives on Northpoint Road on the east side of the county and has to get up at
5:30 a.m. to catch three buses to get to the complex off Dulaney Valley Road.

ÒUnder the new proposal, it would be four buses,Ó he said. ÒIf I'm tired
just getting to work, I'm nothing to the patients.Ó  [É]

Baltimore resident Aloma Bouma exhorted the MTA to keep in mind the
financial impact that additional bus transfers will have on people with a fixed
income.

ÒWe as blind persons must rely on public transportation,Ó she said. ÒWe
can't drive. If an individual has to change routes, it can double the amount we
have to pay.Ó

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

One thousand nine hundred people attended the public hearings and 3,000 comments
were received (MTA, MTA Announces New Bus Routes).

Subsequent to the hearings and a public comment period extended at the request
of the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board, the MTA announced on 21 July 2005
that the GBBI proposals would be dramatically changed (Dresser, ÒMetro area bus route
overhaul is delayedÓ) and released its revised plans on 29 July 2005.  These revised
changes were termed GBBI Phase I.

Prior to implementation, the GBBI Phase I proposal was met with a lukewarm
reaction after Secretary of Transportation Robert Flanagan claimed that it was a
compilation of the less controversial proposals from GBBI.  The Baltimore Messenger
noted that the proposal would Òresult in reductions in service to some business parks and
employment centers, including those in Sparks, while protecting service to several
nonprofits in spite of low ridership. [É]  For-profit employers will be expected to find
other ways of getting employees to their jobs, Flanagan said.  Companies that start
shuttle-bus services can apply for tax credits and tax deductions that can significantly
offset the cost of running the operation, transit officials saidÓ (Terhune and Perl).

TRAC warned that the plan Òsucceeds in increasing the farebox recovery rate and
decreasing overcrowding, but fails to improve or maintain access, connectivity, average
door-to-door trip time, and system ridershipÓ (TRAC, Minutes)

GBBI Phase I, implemented on 23 October 2006, was expected to save $1 million
while affecting 25 routes (Dresser Dresser, ÒState unveils bus route changes less
sweeping than prior proposal,Ó and Terhune, ÒBus cutback foesÓ).

PART III: Methodology
The ReportÕs methodology was rather straightforward: it is organized by the goals

established prior to GBBIÕs announcement, but it is designed to prove that each was
achieved, not analyze and measure progress or regress.
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The impact of GBBI Phase I as described by the Report is impossibly rosy: not
only was GBBI a catastrophe in reality, but any bus system restructuring intrinsically
comes with some negative impacts.  A restructuring was overdue, and should not have
been tabled simply because such negative effects were inevitable, but they must be
acknowledged.

While the report states that GBBI Phase I was a massive success, it fails to
provide any measures by which to determine the claimed success: the only measures used
are ones of financial efficiency; the change in the quality of service is not reported.  The
MTA was created because it ceased to be profitable to operate public transit, and it is
therefore a reality accepted by the State of Maryland that the MTA will not likely ever
make a profit.  Yet the MTA has been tasked with providing useful services, and the
usefulness of service post-GBBI could have been measured by: a rider satisfaction
survey, which would show whether service improved for the riders Ð this was not
conducted; or the average change of trip travel time, which could have been calculated
for the most popular trips (using data from the 2004 origin-destination study) quite easily
Ð this was not provided.

One glaring example of biased reporting is found in the routes for which farebox
recovery and ridership are reported.  Only routes with very high and greatly improved
farebox recovery and ridership are noted.  The route with the lowest farebox recovery in
the report, the Route 24, is operating at approximately the systemÕs average farebox
recovery.  So where are the routes with below average farebox recovery rates?  The
system-wide farebox recovery rate is left unreported, as are various other measures for
even those routes selected: on-time performance, revenues, etc.

System-wide daily ridership in terms of individual users (rather than unlinked
trips, which will increase as transfers increase) was left unmeasured, while potentially
misleading unlinked trips data was provided.  (We acknowledge that the MTA does not
have data on linked trips, but this data can be collected, or deduced by doing a statistical
survey of ridersÕ average daily transfers.)

GBBI Phase IÕs effect upon business parks is completely ignored by the Report.
A large number of business parks lost service completely; however, MDOT did suggest
other ways of providing service: ÒFor-profit employers will be expected to find other
ways of getting employees to their jobs, Flanagan saidÓ (Terhune, ÒBus cutback foesÓ).
The Report makes no mention of these replacement services Ð which were implemented
in only one case (Terhune and Dudley).  This service, only available to employees of the
business parks and not to the general public, is now threatened with elimination.  The
Report provides no review of this serviceÕs effectiveness.  Other business parks balked at
implementing such services over liability questions.

The general nature of the Report is one of finding the exceptional case of a
success.  This is no more clear than in its comment: ÒThe Baltimore City Council held a
hearing at the Waxter Senior Center in February, 2006 to find out if any of the CityÕs
senior citizens had been negatively impacted by the changes to the bus system. At this
meeting, no testimony was provided indicating that negative impacts had been
experiencedÓ (11).  This hearing was not a formal MTA public hearing, and was therefore
not announced on transit vehicles; the Report fails to mention how many people actually
attended the hearing.  Moreover, nearly 2,000 people attended the GBBI hearings, with
almost all criticizing those proposals; many of the original GBBI proposals were
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ultimately built into the GBBI Phase I proposals.  In June 2006, two public hearings were
held regarding GBBI Phase II; these hearings received testimony from over 50 people
regarding both the proposed changes and the effects of GBBI Phase I.  Most of the
testimony was critical of GBBI Phase I (Fuller).

PART IV: Route Simplification
As a fatal flaw of the MTAÕs strategy in approaching GBBI, route simplification

is perhaps second only to clock-faced scheduling.  First, it is worth noting that route
simplification is a strategy not a goal, as the MTA claims it to be: provision of more
service in high-density corridors or a decrease in service to business and industrial parks
are goals.

Because it is more cost efficient to operate lines that demand justifies operating
on a regular basis all day long than to operate lines where demand justifies service only at
certain times, many routes and branches were eliminated during the route simplification
process.  However, these cuts Ð in the name of cost effectiveness Ð led to service
deficiency.  Route simplification and attempts to increase cost effectiveness were the
justification for eliminating much of the service to the industrial parks at shift-change
times.

Route simplification resulted in a paring down of the overall system and in the
elimination of branches which provided service at rush hour or shift-change times, but
not during the rest of the day.  The elimination of those branches resulted in people living
far from the nearest bus, with no alternative means of transport.  This effect of route
simplification (and service concentration in high-ridership corridors) necessitates a
different measure than bus wait and travel time for gauging improvement in the system.
While service became more frequent during midday in some high-ridership corridors,
patrons were forced to walk farther to the nearest bus; therefore, door-to-door travel time
must be measured.  Neither bus wait and travel time change nor door-to-door travel time
change was provided, leaving one major effect of route simplification unmeasured.

Route simplification has also led to overcrowding on lines that had to carry
ridership from routes that were abolished or truncated.  Yet the Report does not at any
point discuss overcrowding or measure its prevalence.

The Report claims that ÒWith fewer branches and deviations, routes are easier to
learn, and the more casual user is able to attempt a bus ride with more confidence and
understanding of where the bus is going and how it is going to get thereÓ (1).  This
effectively states that a system which serves fewer destinations is easier to navigate Ð
indeed, this is true; however, a system which serves nowhere would therefore be the
easiest to navigate, yet it would be utterly useless.  There are cases where route
simplification was logical Ð for example, the Route 11Õs numerous branches through
Homeland; yet in many cases route simplification resulted in loss of service.

The ReportÕs argument that service should be tailored for casual riders is highly
objectionable.  It is the duty of the system planners to create a navigable system which
serves the most destinations possible at the right times, without running too great a
financial loss.  It is the duty of public information to ensure that the public understands
how to utilize the system.  The Report additionally suggests that route simplification has
made the use of the Trapeze scheduling program possible (2).  However, this program is
used to schedule the MTAÕs paratransit services, which do not have fixed routes; if the
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program can handle paratransitÕs collection of origins and destinations, why can it not
handle a fixed route system with branches?

PART V: Frequency and Connectivity
Connectivity improved in the downtown area on lines that were linked by GBBI

Phase I, but not all lines in the downtown area connected even after GBBI, and
connections got slightly worse in suburban areas.  Travel from suburb to suburb around
the city became more difficult, while travel from suburb to suburb through the city
became slightly easier.  The Report provides no data on the average number of forced
transfers by origin-destination pair or by line, which would be a true measure of
connectivity.

The Report claims that Òthe level of service offered during the peak periods was
twice as great as that offered during the middayÓ1 and that the ratio of ridership was 1.4
during rush hour to 1 during the midday period (3).  Service was therefore decreased
during the rush hour and increased during the midday, but to such a great extent that
serious overcrowding ensued during rush hour and excess capacity was available midday.

PART VI: Needs Assessment and Efficiency
The Needs Assessment and Efficiency section of the Report provides the

following measures of efficiency: system-wide weekday service hours, system-wide
weekday service miles, ridership on selected segments of three lines, system-wide
boardings, and farebox recovery of four lines.

While the word Òefficiencies,Ó used in the budget language, does imply successful
improvements, provision of more informative measures in the Report would have been
welcome.  Ridership statistics for seven lines are provided, yet for three of those lines the
data is in an unreadable chart (with no title and no column headings).  Moreover, seven
lines is simply insufficient: ridership data for every line should be available.

System-wide boardings show 2,817,046 additional unlinked trips over a six-
month period after GBBI relative to pre-GBBI ridership (MTA, Report 7); this number,
however, does not take into account the additional transfers forced by GBBI, which may
well have precipitated this increase in unlinked trips without any additional people riding
Ðeven a loss of patrons could be hidden by the increase in forced transfers. Farebox
recovery rates, while reported for individual lines,2 are not reported on a system-wide

                                                  
1 This is not completely true.  The ratio was approximately 1.9 during rush hour to 1
during midday, which eliminates a full one sixth of the difference between 2:1 and 1.4:1.
2 This is furthermore an inappropriate use of the farebox recovery rate, which in
comparisons of routes will often measure the relative length of an average trip on the
routes: Bus A is filled with riders paying $1.60 for a ten mile trip on a radial route, and
Bus B is filled with riders paying $1.60 for a five mile circumferential trip.  Bus A and
Bus B are at capacity for the duration of their ten and five mile runs, respectively; their
operating costs per mile are identical.  The farebox recovery for Bus A will be half that
for Bus B, because the revenue will be identical (bus capacity * $1.60), while Bus AÕs
operating costs will be double Bus BÕs (per mile operating cost * 10 miles versus per mile
operating cost * 5 miles).  The Secretary, MTA, and legislative committees have already
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basis and on-time performance rates are not reported.  Especially troubling is that data
was provided only for four lines: what of the other lines?

Weekday service hours and weekday service miles are informative measures;
however, other measures, such as revenue, are left unmentioned. The Report claims that
ÒMTA is providing its services more efficiently, covering more service miles each day in
fewer hours, with steady, possibly increasing ridershipÓ (11). A system operating entirely
on Interstate highways with no stops would rank the best in terms of service hours over
service miles Ð it would have minimum travel time with maximum mileage.  However,
the service provided would be utterly useless.  Moreover, as discussed above, the MTA
does not have any clue what its true linked trip ridership is, and without that knowledge,
it is impossible to accurately claim Òsteady, possibly increasing ridership.Ó

From the way that this data is provided, it might be deduced that the MTAÕs
purpose is to cut costs Ð but its real duty is to transport people, and as discussed in Part
III, a different set of measures is more appropriate for measuring the quality of service
provided.  GBBI was originally supposed to cut $5 million, but later only $1 million was
cut by GBBI Phase I; the Report does not discuss this fact at all.

PART VII: Improved Schedules
The MTA has touted its clock-faced scheduling, which was implemented as part

of GBBI Phase I.  TRAC earlier addressed this issue:

The biggest flaw in the MTAÕs whole approach was their determination to
organize the system based upon clock-faced timetables.  Such a scheme for
system organization is essential for the proper functioning of small, suburban
transit systems, such as Annapolis Transit or Howard Transit, but it is
unworkable in a major metropolitan system, and the reasons for this are very
clear.  In a small system, route lengths are determined by running times, so that
all round trips can return to a common central layover point at the top of each
hour.  This permits passengers a guaranteed transfer between any pair of lines in
a system while keeping system operational costs at an affordable level.  A major
transit system like BaltimoreÕs, however, has various kinds of service, including
circumferentials, connectors, and directional circular shuttle routes, as well as
downtown radials and diametricals.  Transfer points are spread all over the area,
and bus routes cross each other where lines are in continuing motion, rather than
at a single, common, terminal point.  Real-time running times for different lines
between various points change with levels of congestion, which in turn vary with
the time of day and day of the week, and service demand levels also vary not
only with time of day and day of week, but also line by line.  To try to squeeze a
system of this size, complexity, and variability into a uniform spacing system
involving clock-faced headways will inevitably lead to the kind of dysfunction
and breakdown that we experienced with GBBI Phase I.  Clock-faced headways
also make it virtually impossible to operate a system that serves places that only
require service at certain times of day, rather than at consistent regular intervals,
such as Industrial and Business Parks. The result of the implementation of this in
Phase I meant that thousands of people lost access to service and many routes

                                                                                                                                                      
been told of the failings of line-by-line farebox recovery rates, yet the MTA continues to
utilize them in arguments.
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and branches were eliminated because they couldnÕt fit into the system.  What
major cities like Baltimore really need is a scheduling and routing system that is
a real-time, demand driven, reality-based plan.  [É]  If the MTA were to
abandon clock-faced scheduling and use the new and incoming buses with
automatic passenger counters and Global Positioning System bus location
instantaneously radioed to a central database, then the MTA would be able to put
together a truly quality bus system for Baltimore. [É]  When and if the MTA
does make this shift, the chances for success will greatly improve.  (Analysis 3-4)

In addition to the flaws of clock-faced scheduling, the GBBI Phase I timetables
also were unrealistic.  Running times were impossibly short Ð on the Route 40, the
running time between downtown and Security Mall was faster than a car could drive the
route without stops or traffic at 10 p.m.  As a result of this outlandish scheduling, the
MTA was making claims about the number of runs per day on a given line that were not
achievable in real-world traffic; they were thus claiming more service than they actually
were able to deliver.  And by publishing schedules with running times that were
unrealistically fast, the schedule broke down completely and didnÕt exist 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-Barclay answered with Òa solid noÓ when asked whether service had
improved. Seeing Flanagan there, Anderson said it would be Ònice to grab him by
his lapels and shake him.Ó

But he did nothing of the sort, instead giving the secretary a
dispassionate but critical assessment of on-time performance on the No. 8 line.
He described the bus as routinely late [É].

But the next rider he talked with was Sierra Cooper, who told him that
she arrived at a No. 8 stop at 4:45 p.m. Wednesday and couldnÕt catch a bus until
5:30 on a route where rides are supposed to come along every 10 to 15 minutes.

ÒThat is a surprise,Ó Flanagan said after hearing her out.
As a No. 13 pulled up for the ride to the light rail station on North

Avenue, Flanagan got a firsthand look at one of the system's most vexing
problems since the October changes, the ÒbunchingÓ of buses after long periods
without a bus. Right behind that No. 13 bus was another, virtually empty and
headed for the same destination.  (Dresser, ÒBus shifts are dayÕs fareÓ)

In addition to the No. 40, the proposed revisions also involve major
changes to previously existing routes serving the North Avenue corridor (No. 13)
and Dundalk (No. 2/10), where operators have reportedly had difficulty adhering
to the new schedule. [É]

The 11-year bus operator acknowledged that the No. 40 has been
troubled by busesÕ tendency to clump together -- with two or three arriving at a
stop at about the same time, followed by long intervals without a bus.  (Dresser,
ÒMTA could revise bus planÓ)

ÒThe 13 was a mess. The 2/10 was a mess. The 40 was a mess,Ó said
community activist Chuck Venick. ÒYou would wait and wait and wait, and all of
a sudden would come four buses.Ó
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Michael J. Deets, MTA deputy director of operations, planning and
scheduling, conceded that service on the No. 40 has been Òsporadic.Ó

ÒWe had very high hopes that making limited stops would result in
significant time savings, and that has not been the case,Ó he said. (Dresser, ÒMTA
changes some revised bus routesÓ)

Riders of the No. 8 and new No. 9 bus lines between Baltimore and Hunt
Valley were less than happy this week with changes to bus schedules and routes
that went into effect Oct. 23 as part of a systemwide overhaul of bus routes in the
Baltimore area.

Before, riders could take the No. 8 bus from Baltimore to Hunt Valley,
but now the No. 8 bus ends at the Lutherville light- rail station, where riders must
transfer to a new No. 9 bus to reach areas farther north. [É]

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

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

Julie Groff, a cashier manager at Wegmans grocery store in Hunt Valley,
said two of her 10 employees called in late Monday morning because of the bus
service.

Some Wegmans employees said they also were late getting to work
Sunday. [É]

Harris was one of about 40 people who waited up to an hour on Sunday
for a No. 9 bus to pick them up, as three No. 8 buses dropped people heading
north at the Lutherville light-rail station.

Finally, a No. 8 bus driver called in to her dispatcher and got permission
to convert her bus to a No. 9 bus to take them to Hunt Valley.

ÒYesterday I didn't get home till 1:15 (p.m.),Ó said Richard Winn of
Essex, who works at Hill Management Services in Hunt Valley. ÒI left work at
7:30 (a.m.). The buses werenÕt on schedule. They're not running on schedule. I
ainÕt never seen this many people here. I hope it (gets better), because this is
messed up.Ó (Terhune and Dudley)

Much of this section of the Report was expended upon berating the General
Assembly and Baltimore Sun for their opposition to the NEXT Bus System in 2004.
(TRAC had endorsed the proposal.)  While the criticism of the opposition was warranted,
it does not relate to GBBI Phase IÕs effects.  GBBI might have been more successful had
it been delayed until after the NEXT Bus System was put in place (which is occurring
currently), as the data provided by the NEXT Bus System could have been used by the
MTA to fashion a better system.  However, the matter does not presently relate to GBBI
Phase I.

PART VIII: A Review of Select Routes
The most appropriate way to review the effects of GBBI Phase I is on a system-

wide basis, as it was a restructuring of the entire system.  However, the Report makes
claims with regard to certain routes, which are worthy of rebuttal, and there are other
routes the problems of which are in need of note.
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Part 8.1: Route 4
The Route 4 experienced serious overcrowding as a result of GBBI changes,

meaning that buses were full Ð and passing riders by Ð and therefore had the highest
possible farebox recovery rate for the given route length.  On a line with hourly service,
this meant stranding passengers at bus stops for up to three hours.  The route was also
shortened significantly, reducing service to low-income communities and making it
harder to reach Harford County.  While this may have increased the farebox recovery rate
from 19.2% to 56.9%, the changes were certainly not without negative impact.  This is
not a desirable way to increase farebox recovery.

Transfers to the Route 15, Route 120, and Route 420 were lost, while one to the
Route 33 was created after that route was extended.

The Route 4 is currently consistently running late because the Wise Avenue
Bridge is closed, necessitating a long detour.  This problem has been slightly decreased
by changes to the route; however, its on-time performance is still very low.

Part 8.2: Route 23
The Route 23 was affected by the creation of the Route 40; discussion of those

impacts can be found in Part 8.4.  A number of the Route 23Õs branches were eliminated
or replaced by the Route 24 Ð a route which does not serve downtown Baltimore, forcing
extra transfers.  Those whose service was completely eliminated were sometimes miles
from the nearest service still available.

The Route 23 was also moved from Saratoga Street to Fayette and Baltimore
Streets:

The change threatens to bring blight to one of the city's most diverse
shopping corridors, a place where native-born entrepreneurs and immigrants
from around the globe run an eclectic mix of businesses catering to low-income
bus riders. Some businesses have closed since October; others are planning to
shut down.

ÒWithout the 23 back here, I guarantee that 50 percent of the business
owners here will close their doors in the next six months,Ó said Elhanmy ÒHanyÓ
Ibrahim, who is rallying his fellow merchants to demand the restoration of the
bus to Saratoga Street and to stave off other possible changes to downtown
service.

The MTA says it certainly didn't intend to harm business.
Beth Kreider, the MTA's deputy administrator for planning and policy,

said the No. 23 was moved to Fayette and Baltimore in an effort to consolidate
service and provide more frequent service in a busy corridor. [É]

The aftermath of the No. 23's move is an illustration of the pitfalls of
tinkering with an established bus system, no matter how quirky or seemingly
outdated. Even what seems to be a minor adjustment can have consequences to
people's livelihoods. (Dresser, ÒMerchants miss the busÓ)

Fayette and Baltimore Streets were already clogged with buses, yet the Route 23
was added, depriving Saratoga Street of its most important bus line.  Service was
subsequently restored to Saratoga Street on 26 February 2006 (Dresser, ÒNo. 23 bus
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returned to Saratoga St.Ó). The MTA refused to move the Route 23 back to East Saratoga
Street, however, although that was also necessary.

Part 8.3: Route 24
The Route 24 is operated using buses that operate on the Route 4 Ð when a bus

reaches the end of one route, it switches to the other route, completes a round trip, and
switches back to the first route.  This requires accurate scheduling, or else the route
becomes unreliable.  As discussed under Part 8.1, the Route 4 has been affected by the
closing of the Wise Avenue bridge, and therefore is presently wreaking havoc with the
Route 24 timetable.

Part 8.4: Route 40
The Route 40 was the star creation of GBBI Phase I.  It is a limited bus service

which travels from eastern Baltimore County to Western Baltimore County through
downtown.  The express service is welcome, and the Route 40 is well utilized at rush
hour; unfortunately, the MTA simultaneously decreased the service available on the
Route 23, which is full at midday Ð when the Route 40 is not. The Baltimore Sun
reported on comments regarding the Route 40Õs original failings (some of which have
since been rectified); none of these reservations and criticisms are alluded to in the
Report.

ÒWe don't see a bus as often as we did before,Ó [Mildred] Terry said as
she rode the No. 40 toward downtown. She told Flanagan the bus has too few
stops and that changes to the No. 23 force her to make an extra transfer on the
way to Gay Street. (Dresser, ÒBus shifts are dayÕs fareÓ)

Riders have complained that the No. 40 schedule is unrealistic, that buses
run irregularly at peak times and are virtually empty during non-peak hours.

ÒIt was flawed with problems from the outset,Ó said community activist
and transit advocate Chuck Venick, who added that the MTA had failed to
effectively market the new line.

Rider Janice Huglett said she now has to walk extra blocks to get to her
stop for the No. 40 bus, and sometimes ends up waiting 40 minutes for a bus
that's supposed to run every 10 minutes.

Huglett, who commutes to downtown from Hunting Ridge in West
Baltimore, said some riders who tried the No. 40 have given up on it because
buses didn't show up for long intervals.

ÒYou don't see those people any more at the stop,Ó she said. The MTA
Òjust turned away people in droves with their terrible service. ItÕs too bad,
because they had a chance to make a difference.Ó  [É]

The 11-year bus operator acknowledged that the No. 40 has been
troubled by busesÕ tendency to clump together -- with two or three arriving at a
stop at about the same time, followed by long intervals without a bus.

ÒThe scheduler also acknowledged problems with the marketing of the
route, which according to transit advocates frequently carries few passengers at
midday or after the evening rush hourÓ (Dresser, ÒMTA could revise bus planÓ).
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ÒThe 13 was a mess. The 2/10 was a mess. The 40 was a mess,Ó said
community activist Chuck Venick. ÒYou would wait and wait and wait, and all of
a sudden would come four buses.Ó

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

ÒWe had very high hopes that making limited stops would result in
significant time savings, and that has not been the case,Ó he said. (Dresser, ÒMTA
changes some revised bus routesÓ)

Part 8.5: Route 104
The Route 104 was retained while the Route 103 was eliminated.  The increase in

ridership on the Route 104 can likely be attributed to riders switching from the Route
103.  The Report fails to provide ridership numbers for the Route 103 prior to the
changes, so this likelihood cannot be considered as thoroughly as would be desired.  It
appears that total ridership of the Route 104 is now significantly less than the combined
pre-GBBI Phase I ridership of the Route 103 and Route 104 together; so the MTAÕs
claim of increased ridership on the line in isolation is meaningless.

Part 8.6: Route M6
The Route M6Õs elimination was perhaps the most controversial and catastrophic

impact of GBBI Phase I.  The Report refers to the Route M6 only twice: once to discuss
connectivity with the Route 44 and once to say:

*Route M6ÑSubsequently reintroduced with two of four destinations retained
and the three deviations eliminated.

The route, which had daily ridership of 2,500 (Dresser, ÒRiders decry M6 bus
dealÓ), was eliminated on 23 October 2005, leaving patrons either unable to reach a bus
or dependent upon the Route 44 (if they lived near that route).  However, the Route 44
quickly collapsed under the pressure, and its schedule was not revised to represent the
increased time spent collecting the additional riders.  The riders who were lucky enough
to have access to the Route 44 quickly found themselves waiting at bus stops for hours
for a bus that was not overcrowded.

The Baltimore Sun chronicled the plight of the M6 passengers:

The proposed changes would not reverse one particularly unpopular cut
made in October -- elimination of the M6 line in Northwest Baltimore.

About 20 residents demonstrated yesterday at MTA headquarters to
protest the elimination -- saying it has created a hardship for their elderly and
handicapped neighbors. Community association chairman Joshua Salaam said
demonstrators handed MTA officials a petition with 800 signatures of people
seeking restoration of the route. (Dresser, ÒMTA could revise bus planÓ)

Tiaria Gary of Woodlawn says it takes her an extra hour each way to get
to and from her job because of bus route changes approved by Maryland
Transportation Secretary Robert L. Flanagan.

Yesterday, seated next to Flanagan on her way to work, she told him all
about it.
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The young Transportation Security Administration worker unfolded her
bus schedule and showed Flanagan how the elimination of the M6 bus service
along Gwynn Oak Avenue has prolonged her commute to Baltimore-Washington
International Thurgood Marshall Airport. She showed little patience for
Flanagan's assertion that ÒeveryoneÓ knew the region's bus routes were in need of
an overhaul after 35 years. [É]

Flanagan heard a lot about the M6 yesterday, and not just from Gary. As
the tour started in Woodlawn, three night-shift workers told the secretary that the
No. 44 bus they were waiting for was no substitute for the M6. [É]

Annette Garner of East Baltimore said she now has to walk up a hill from
Security Boulevard to get to her building. ÒItÕs dangerous if you don't have no
male companionship,Ó she said. (Dresser, ÒBus shifts are dayÕs fareÓ)

State Transportation Secretary Robert L. Flanagan [sent a letter]
proposing to trade bus service for the scuttling of public hearings on future transit
changes.

At Concord, Quinton Hill, who collected hundreds of signatures
protesting the M6 elimination, called the proposed deal Òblackmail.Ó [É]

Flanagan defended his position on an M6 deal as Òa political response to
a political bill.Ó He described the M6 as Ôvery marginal lineÕ and said only about
250 of its 2,500 riders had been affected by the elimination of service along
Gwynn Oak Avenue.

But [Mercedes] Eugenia, president of the Howard Park Civic
Association, said the M6 was a Òcrown jewelÓ of the MTA. ÒThe M6 ran every
15 minutes like clockwork. It never, ever ran empty,Ó she said.

Eugenia and others said the community see[s] the issue as being tinged
with racial and class considerations. Flanagan rejected the criticism, saying the
initiative will improve bus service for transit-dependent riders - primarily
African-AmericansÓ (Dresser, ÒRiders decry M6 bus dealÓ).

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

The M6, formerly an everyday bus that ran every 15 minutes at rush hour
before it was eliminated in October in the first phase of a comprehensive route
restructuring, now runs at hourly intervals at peak times on weekdays only.

Flanagan ordered limited restoration of service a little more than a week
ago after vocal protests from affected communities and under pressure from local
legislators. Flanagan had said it would take about two weeks to return the M6 to
its route along Gwynn Oak Avenue.

Transit advocates estimate that the restored service amounts to about
one-eighth of the bus runs that existed before the Greater Baltimore Bus
Initiative. (Dresser, ÒPartial service on M6 bus line is restoredÓ)

Service was supplemented on 8 October 2006, with half-hour frequencies during the
midday and one-hour frequencies at rush hour; weekend service was restored.  This left a
very awkward situation in which rush hour service was half that during the midday, and
one fourth as frequent as service was prior to GBBI Phase I (Dresser, ÒRiders decry M6
bus dealÓ).
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PART IX: Miscellaneous Comments
While this report is organized in order to rebut the Report on a point-by-point

basis, there is nevertheless a need to make some comments regarding GBBI Phase IÕs
effects that do not fall into the subsections offered by the MTAÕs report.  Those issues are
addressed in this part.

GBBI was an attempt to streamline the bus system; however, streamlining became
a euphemism for cutting.  Streamlining should have meant a reorganization of services,
not an elimination of service; but even too much of that could have caused a negative
impact.

In the Report, the MTA claims that ÒThe 101,860 daily customers of the 29 first-
round transit lines have adapted quickly to the new servicesÓ (11).  This did not occur.
The original implementation of GBBI Phase I was so disastrous that the MTA was forced
to make serious revisions to some lines in February 2006.  The Baltimore Sun wrote,
ÒThe plan brought a litany of complaints during its early weeks, as many riders struggled
to adjust to the changes. Two months later, many bugs remain to be worked outÓ
(Dresser, ÒMTA could revises bus planÓ).  Some patrons lost their jobs; others had to
spend twice as much time on their commute to work; others waited for long times in
inclement weather.  Anecdotal reports suggest that still others were forced to buy cars, at
an average annual expense of $8,000, while some did not adapt at all, lost their jobs,
became homeless, or even died.

The MTA has consistently described GBBI as an improvement, and does so again
in the Report Ð ÒThe impact of the first phase of improvements embodied by the Greater
Baltimore Bus Initiative has been a positive initial effort to fulfill Governor EhrlichÕs
vision for a more mobile MarylandÓ (11). These ÒimprovementsÓ produced anything but
an improved system, as riders have consistently told the MTA: ÒOverall, riders saying the
system was worse outnumbered those calling it better, but the margin was far less
lopsided than in other recent bus stop interviews conducted without Flanagan present.
During those interviews - at stops in downtown, Northwest Baltimore and Lutherville -
riders frequently described the changes in profane termsÓ (Dresser, ÒBus shifts are dayÕs
fareÓ).  Quinton Hill of the Howard Park community put it simply: ÒThey call them
improvements. They're not improvements to the working classÓ (qtd. In Dresser,
ÒFlanagan tries to discourage bus hearingsÓ).  It is by no means an improvement to
eliminate a personÕs means of transport.

The MTA has proudly touted that it conducted an on-board origin-destination
survey, which guided the development of GBBI.  However, it was described as follows
by the travel demand modeler contracted by the MTA:

In 2004, MTA conducted another on-board survey.  That survey was performed
only for the limited purpose of analyzing certain bus route changes and thus
covered only the bus routes.  Also, the survey file was not weighted to daily trips,
did not contain usable purpose codes or income data, and the geocoding was
highly suspect.  Therefore, the consultant decided not to make further use of this
data. (Allen 24)

The survey furthermore only sampled times between 3 a.m. and 2 p.m., but ignored the
afternoon rush hour and evening travel times.  TRAC has commented upon this practice
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elsewhere: Ò[É] many people commute directly to work in the morning, but engage in
life activities in the evening.  Also, off-peak service on transit varies greatly, particularly
between the midday and night timesÓ (Comments on the Travel Forecasting Model 5).

Additionally, the abolition of bus routes (Òfixed routeÓ service) decreases the
paratransit service area, which in turn deprives those who can least adapt.  Moreover,
when fixed route services are altered to the point of being inconvenient or become
unreliable, paratransit-eligible users will resort to using the MTAÕs paratransit services Ð
which are far more expensive to operate on a per trip basis.  Some patrons cannot afford
the additional cost of riding paratransit more frequently:

[É Valerie Smith] has cerebral palsy, uses a motorized wheelchair, lives
on disability assistance and rides the Nos. 8, 36 and 44 bus lines for free [É].

Smith said it would pose a financial hardship for her to ride the special
MTA Mobility Transport, because that service costs $1.85 per ride. (Yesko)
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