
 
 
 
 
 

TO: Board of Directors 
 

DATE: November 6, 2012 

FROM: Rick Ramacier 
General Manager 

SUBJECT: Paratransit Service Delivery 
Options 

 
 
Background 
 
Earlier this year, the Board of Directors asked staff to present ideas and opportunities to 
approach paratransit service delivery in ways that could create less costly service, or better 
service to the community, or possibility both. Staff committed to bring to the board, a 
presentation on this subject. 
 
In addition, the CCCTA contract with Frist Transit expires on June 30, 2013 requiring a need to 
go back out to bid for the provision of paratransit operations and maintenance. This creates an 
opportunity to look at some different approaches to paratransit service delivery.  
 
Finally, the Contra Costa Mobility Management Study that we are overseeing on behalf of the 
Contra Costa Transportation Authority (CCTA) will be completed by the end of the year. In the 
work done to date, the consultant has found some potential opportunities for us to improve 
paratransit service delivery through greater coordination and the use of other providers of 
service.  
 
Two reports were presented at the November O&S Committee. They are attached for your 
reading. The first report presents a unique model for paratransit service delivery through a non-
traditional approach to contracting for service. This approach is most often provided by 
American Logistics Company (ALC). The attached report discusses some of the experience other 
public transit systems have had with ALC. 
 
The second report is from the Contra Costa Mobility Management consultant, Phil McGuire. It 
lays out a number of possible opportunities to increase coordination of services with other 
providers of paratransit service. The report discusses how better coordination and service 
delivery design can lead to better service and often less costly service.  
 
These two reports, while lengthy, only begin to explore what our real possibilities might be in 
the area of paratransit service improvements. Thus, staff intends to boil down a few specific 
items to pursue as we begin to prepare a Request for Proposal (RFP) to solicit bids for the 
provision of our partransit services next July. 
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Furthermore, staff intends to work on longer term opportunities such as the ones discussed in 
the report from the Contra Costa Mobility Management consultant as they get developed and 
may make sense for County Connection. 
 
O&S Committee Discussion 
 
The O&S Committee had a thorough discussion of the two attachments at their November 
meeting. In this discussion, a number of things were noted. While not all inclusive, this includes: 
 

• That ALC approach seems to reduce cost per passenger yet also reduces on-time 
performance and takes on increases in customer complaints. 

• That it is not known if we have enough qualified independent sub-contractors (owner-
operators) in our service area for ALC to successfully take on the entire County 
Connection paratransit program. 

• That we don’t yet know what the potential cost savings might be for County Connection 
to use ALC. 

• That we should further explore the conclusions on page six of the report from Phil 
McGuire. 

• That we need to determine if the potential costs savings of moving to the ALC model are 
worth the likely decrease in on time performance and related customer satisfaction.  

 
The over-arching question from the O&S Committee was regarding the would be policy 
questions from moving away from an approach that has served us reasonably well up to this 
point. That said, the O&S Committee believes that further examination of the potential service 
improvement ideas suggested in  both attachments are merited.  
 
To that end, the O&S Committee believes staff should take the opportunity to further examine 
what role different paratransit service delivery options might be appropriate to include in a 
final RFP.  
 
As staff develops the new RFP for service, staff can bring forward individual opportunities for 
consideration by both the O&S Committee and the Board for inclusion in the RFP where it can 
be demonstrated will bring desired improvements.  
 
Action Requested 
 
Staff wishes to review the two attachments and have the Board discuss them at your meeting 
on November 15, 2012. Staff intends for this discussion to be thorough. The intended outcome 
is to receive clear direction from the Board to move forward and further develop one or more 
of the identified opportunities presented in either attachment for future consideration both 
within and out of the new RFP for service. 
 



 
 
 
 
 

TO: Board of Directors 
 

DATE: October 29, 2012 

FROM: Rick Ramacier 
General Manager 

SUBJECT: The American Logistics 
Company (ALC): Four 
Experiences 

 
 
 
Background 
 
Most public transit operators provide their paratransit services in common traditional manner where 
they determine the service policies, provide the capital, and oversee a contractor for maintenance and 
operation of the services. A typical level of service productivity is about 2.0 passengers per service hour, 
and average trip costs often exceed $30.00 per trip.  
 
Over the past few years, some public transit operators have tried an alternative service delivery scheme 
in an effort to significantly lower their respective cost per trip on paratransit. This model involves a 
public system determining all service policies and who the users will be of the system. Everything else is 
turned over to a contractor. This means the contract is providing all of the capital equipment, usually 
through a series of independent agreements with owner/operators of various vehicles. These 
owner/operators are responsible for their own vehicles, including maintenance.  
 
The owner/operators charge the private contractor by the trip at rate that covers their costs and allows 
for profit. The private contractor in turn is compensated by the public transit system via contract with 
said system. The private contractor is responsible to ensure that all of the owner/operators it sub-
contracts with meet all of the legal and contractual requirements that are placed upon the 
owner/operators through the contract between the private contractor and the public system. 
 
This includes requirements for vehicle type, condition, and safety, for driver drug testing, for on time 
performance, and other service parameters and standards.  
 
In short, under this newer model of paratransit service delivery, the public system provides the service 
and contract policies, the list of customers or users, and details operating procedures. The contractor 
provides dispatch services, scheduling services, and all other operating and maintenance services. 
Capital needs are accounted for by the private contractor (dispatch and scheduling programs, etc.) or 
their sub-contractor owner/operators (vehicles, drivers, vehicle maintenance, etc.) 
 
The CCCTA Board expressed an interest in taking a look at this newer service model. The company that is 
doing the most with this is ALC. Thus, this is becoming known as the ALC model. Four systems in 
California are currently using ALC for a part or all of their paratransit service delivery. Below is a brief 
report on these four examples. 
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Livermore-Amador Valley Transit Authority (LAVTA) 
 
LAVTA moved all their paratransit service to ALC just over a year ago. The results have been mixed, but 
LAVTA remains committed to the service model. LAVTA staff reports suggest that they have realized a 
24% reduction in cost per passenger trip since moving to ALC which equates to a 5% reduction in their 
total operating expenses. However, ALC has had issues with on time performance (still trying to get data 
on this) and there have been the occasional stranded passenger that ALC deliver service to. These 
unfortunate episodes made the news as well. Customer complaints have spiked and remained relatively 
high (again, data is needed to verify). And, regular long time customers miss their regular drivers. Some 
customers report being nervous and confused because the vehicle they were provided was not easily 
recognized as a LAVTA service. 
 
Before LAVTA moved to ALC, they had a fleet of 18 paratransit vehicles.  As ALC sub-contractors own 
their own vehicles, LAVTA will essentially shrink their fleet by 18 vehicles. This will pose a difficult 
financial challenge should LAVTA choose to leave ALC and go back to a traditional model where they 
would provide the vehicles to the contractor.  
 
One unexpected benefit that LAVTA gained from going with ALC is an ability to serve rather large 
disabled individuals with large oversized and overweight mobility devices. With the previous contractor 
using the LAVTA paratransit, the Chair of the LAVTA Advisory Committee would regular break lifts or 
ramps in attempts to board LAVTA paratransit vehicles. ALC has found a sub-contractor with unique van 
that can safely and successfully accommodate this individual and others like her on behalf of LAVTA, 
thereby bring service to a few individuals that were previously unserved. 
 
San Joaquin Regional Transit District (RTD) 
 
San Joaquin RTD has been using ALC for paratransit to various levels since August, 2009. At the time, 
paratransit service was consuming over 11% of their annual operating budget. By comparison, 
paratransit costs are consuming roughly 14% of the CCCTA annual operating budget. RTD is a larger 
agency and service than CCCTA. Smaller transit systems tend to have a larger percentage of their overall 
costs going to paratransit. Staff is working on getting additional data on this point. 
 
RTD started out giving ALC a small piece of the paratransit service on the rural fringes of their service 
area. This was not ADA based service. It was actually general public dial-a-ride service. We need to 
probe further with RTD to find out who was eligible for this service.  
 
After that proved to be acceptable, RTD gave ALC a portion of their ADA paratransit service. It was the 
services that clearly were trips that had one person per vehicle on them. They did an analysis to 
determine which ones to give ALC. The rest of their ADA service paratransit service is done in house and 
is blended with their “Hopper” service. It is done in-house via agreement with the Amalgamated Transit 
Union (ATU). 
 
The Hopper service evolves from developed ADA trip patterns that can be observed frequently and 
regularly. These trips are brought together to create flexible hybrid service (same vehicle doing ADA 
paratransit and fixed route) routes. 
 
RTD maintains that with the pieces of paratransit service that ALC does for them, the cost per passenger 
trip has gone from a high of $47 per trip to the current rate of $29.50 per trip. However, ALC has had on 



time performance issues throughout their tenure. Also, they are limited to what they can do in the 
Stockton area due to lack of qualified and quality sub-contractor owner/operators. 
 
If nothing else, the RTD Hopper concept may have potential within the CCCTA service area. 
 
Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) 
OCTA has used ALC for a portion of their paratransit for seven years. OCTA is much larger than CCCTA as 
is their paratransit program. OCTA uses ALC as a sub-contractor to its main paratransit contractor, 
Veolia. Veolia provides paratransit operations and maintenance services for OCTA out of OCTA facilities 
and using OCTA vehicles, much like CCCTA does. 
 
Veolia is charged with brokering certain trips to ALC as directed by OCTA in the contract between OCTA 
and Veolia. OCTA staff is vigilant in making sure Veolia does not keep any trips that they should broker 
to ALC. OCTA has worked out a productivity method for determining which trips should go to ALC. This 
method is being update in their new Request for Proposals (RFP) that is out for bid. I should have a copy 
of that RFP by the time the O&S Committee and later the full Board meet in November.  
 
In the new RFP, OCTA is moving from a cost per trip rule to determine which trips go to ALC to one that 
is based on passengers per hour. While Veolia has been good about brokering trips to ALC, the cost per 
trip model can be vulnerable to undue manipulation is the concern.  
 
Through this process, ALC ends up getting trips that are largely in the off peaks, and are solo trips, and 
more ambulatory than paratransit trips as a whole. As with others, ALC had on time performance issues 
at first with OCTA. But, they have worked hard this according to OCTA management such that ALC’s 
performance is similar to Veolia’s performance.  
 
OCTA does not envision ever giving all the work to ALC. This is because there are not enough 
owner/operator sub-contractors for OCTA to call upon in Orange County. OCTA regulates the taxi 
industry for all the cities in Orange County. Before they took over this function, qualified taxi providers 
(relative to federal and state requirements for public transportation) were few in Orange County. We 
may have a similar challenge in Contra Costa County as the taxis here are poorly regulated relative to 
federal drug testing, background checks and the like. 
 
The most interesting thing that OCTA does is successfully requiring their main paratransit contractor to 
sub-contract trips out to a would-be competitor.  They do this without the extra layer of a broker. 
Almost all public transit systems that use multiple paratransit contractors rely on an independent broker 
to allocate trips among providers. OCTA has found a way to avoid that layer and cost. 
 
North San Diego County Transit Development Board (NCTD) 
 
This system – like LAVTA – turned their entire paratransit system over to ALC a few years ago. This was a 
part of an aggressive privatization effort undertaken by NCTD. NCTD had suffocating labor costs that 
they chose to attack by contracting out as much as possible.  They have contracted out their fixed route 
service as well.  They have had constant service issues with ALC. However, we are still trying to learn 
what is going with this situation. I hope to speak at length with the Executive Director of NCTD this week 
prior to the O&S Committee meeting.  
 



The data on the paratransit users that the previous NCTD paratransit provider turned over to ALC when 
ALC took over may have been poor (this is a matter of debate). This would have made the transition for 
ALC a lot tougher. It also could have led NCTD to misunderstand the nature of their paratransit program 
and their customers. This is turn would have further made thing challenging for ALC.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 














	Paratransit Service Delivery
	The

	American Logistics Company
	The

	ParaTransit Service Options

