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Audit Highlights

Objective
To determine whether New York City Transit’s (Transit) new metrics provide customers 
with better information about their trips and provide a more accurate picture of Transit’s 
performance. The audit covers the period between July 1, 2017 and November 30, 2018.

About the Program
The Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) is a public benefit corporation chartered by 
the New York State Legislature in 1965. Transit is an agency of the MTA that operates New 
York City’s subways and the majority of its bus service.  

Under the Public Authorities Law, the MTA is required to issue an annual report on its mission 
statement, measurements, and performance indicators. One of the goals the MTA cites in its 
annual report is to provide on-time and reliable service to customers.  

In July 2017, the MTA prepared a Subway Action Plan (Plan) to improve service. One of 
the major changes in the plan was an agreement to implement new customer-focused 
performance measures with a goal of making these metrics more relevant and easier to 
understand by subway customers. In September 2017, Transit introduced the new metrics1: 
Additional Platform Time (APT), the average time that customers wait at a station beyond 
their scheduled wait time; Additional Train Time (ATT), the average time customers spend on 
board a train beyond their scheduled travel time; and the sum of these, Additional Journey 
Time (AJT). AJT is the key component of Customer Journey Time Performance (CJTP), the 
percentage of customer trips completed within five minutes of the scheduled time. It was not 
reported as a performance measure on the MTA’s Subway Performance Dashboard until 
November 2019. Section 1276-f of the Public Authorities Law, enacted as part of the fiscal year 
2019-20 State Budget, requires the MTA to publicly report APT, ATT, AJT, and CJTP. 

Key Findings
 � Transit’s new customer-focused measures do not appear to meet the Plan’s goals. For a 

metric to be relevant, it should be closely connected to the goals, easily understood, and 
straightforward.  

 � Transit does not disclose the significant assumptions made during its calculation of 
subway APT, ATT, and AJT or the limitations of the data used.  

 � APT and ATT depend on knowing where and when a customer entered and exited the 
system. However, Transit’s automated fare collection system does not require customers 
to swipe out of the system, so Transit does not know where and when each customer’s 
trip ends. Without this information, the new measures rely heavily on a series of 
assumptions, each of which introduces uncertainty and complexity to the model.  

1 It is the MTA’s practice to refer to performance measures interchangeably in its documentation as measures, 
indicators, or metrics.
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 � APT, ATT, and AJT represent the average additional time for each leg of a trip. A customer 
who transfers multiple times would have to add the times for each leg of their trip together 
to obtain the total APT, ATT, or AJT of their trip. However, based on the published 
definition, this is not clear.  

Key Recommendation
 � Evaluate whether APT, ATT, and CJTP meet the goals of the Plan and disclose the 

assumptions and margin of error for each assumption.
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Office of the New York State Comptroller
Division of State Government Accountability

January 17, 2020

Mr. Patrick J. Foye
Chairman and Chief Executive Officer
Metropolitan Transportation Authority
2 Broadway
New York, NY 10004

Dear Mr. Foye:

The Office of the State Comptroller is committed to helping State agencies, public authorities, 
and local government agencies manage their resources efficiently and effectively.  By 
doing so, it provides accountability for tax dollars spent to support government operations. 
The Comptroller oversees the fiscal affairs of State agencies, public authorities, and local 
government agencies, as well as their compliance with relevant statutes and their observance 
of good business practices. This fiscal oversight is accomplished, in part, through our audits, 
which identify opportunities for improving operations. Audits can also identify strategies for 
reducing costs and strengthening controls that are intended to safeguard assets. 

Following is a report of our audit of Metropolitan Transportation Authority – New York City 
Transit entitled New Customer-Focused Subway Metrics. The audit was performed pursuant 
to the State Comptroller’s authority as set forth in Article X, Section 5 of the State Constitution 
and Section 2803 of the Public Authorities Law. 

This audit’s results and recommendations are resources for you to use in effectively managing 
your operations and in meeting the expectations of taxpayers. If you have any questions about 
this report, please feel free to contact us.

Respectfully submitted,

Division of State Government Accountability
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Glossary of Terms

Term Description Identifier
AFC Automated fare collection Key Term
AJT Additional Journey Time Key Term
APT Additional Platform Time Key Term
ATT Additional Train Time Key Term
Board MTA Board of Directors Key Term
CJTP Customer Journey Time Performance Key Term
Committee MTA Board’s Transit and Bus Committee Key Term 
Division System Data and Research Division (within 

Transit’s Division of Operations Planning)
Division

MTA Metropolitan Transportation Authority Auditee 
OP Transit’s Division of Operations Planning Division
Plan Subway Action Plan Key Term
Transit New York City Transit Agency
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Background 

The Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) is a public benefit 
corporation chartered by the New York State Legislature in 1965. New York 
City Transit (Transit), an agency of the MTA, operates New York City subways 
and the majority of bus service. Transit reported carrying about 1.7 billion 
subway riders in 2018, with an average weekday total of about 5.4 million and 
an average weekend (Saturday and Sunday) total also of about 5.4 million. As 
of September 2018, the MTA had a 17-member Board of Directors (Board), 
and most issues regarding bus and subway service were addressed at 
meetings of the Board’s Transit and Bus Committee (Committee).

Transit’s Division of Operations Planning (OP) is responsible for designing 
effective and efficient subway service. OP’s System Data and Research 
Division (Division) calculates key performance measures related to Transit’s 
goal to provide on-time and reliable service. Performance measure results 
are often reviewed by the Board, which provides feedback, guidance, and 
recommendations to Transit on the success of its operations. On July 25, 
2017, in response to the Board’s demand for performance improvements, the 
MTA Chair released the Subway Action Plan (Plan). Subsequently, a set of 
new performance measures were implemented, including: Additional Platform 
Time (APT) and Additional Train Time (ATT), the sum of which is referred 
to as Additional Journey Time (AJT). AJT, the key component of Customer 
Journey Time Performance (CJTP), was not reported as a performance 
measure on the MTA’s Subway Performance Dashboard until November 
2019. Public Authorities Law Section 1276-f, enacted as part of the fiscal year 
2019-20 State Budget, requires the MTA to publicly report APT, ATT, AJT, and 
CJTP. The MTA defines the new performance measures as follows: 

APT – “The average added time that customers spend waiting on the platform 
for a train, compared with their scheduled wait time. APT is measured using 
a combination of customers’ MetroCard entry data into stations and train 
departure times from those stations, using information from the real-time train 
tracking technologies that provide train arrival information.”  

ATT – “The average additional unanticipated time customers spend onboard 
the train due to various service issues. Additional Train Time is measured 
using a combination of customers’ MetroCard entry data into their starting 
stations and customers’ arrival times at their destination stations, using 
information from the real-time train tracking technologies that provide train 
arrival information.” 

CJTP – “The percentage of customers whose journeys (waiting and travel 
time) are completed within five minutes of their scheduled journey time.” This 
can also be understood as the percentage of trips where AJT is less than five 
minutes. 
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Audit Findings and Recommendations

We concluded that the MTA’s new customer-focused statistics as reported 
to its Board and Committee do not meet their intended goal as public 
performance measures. We found that these measures rely on significant 
assumptions that cannot be verified and thus may not reflect the actual 
customer experience. 

APT and ATT depend on knowing where and when a customer entered and 
exited the system. However, Transit’s automated fare collection (AFC) system 
does not require customers to swipe out of the system, so Transit does not 
know where and when each customer’s trip ends. Without this information, 
the new measures rely heavily on a series of assumptions, each of which 
introduces uncertainty and complexity to the model.  

In response to our preliminary findings, Transit officials disagreed with 
criticism of the new metrics for reporting customer travel time. They cited 
several globally recognized transit organizations that claim the MTA’s new 
metrics are a significant step forward, improving the way it measures and 
monitors service from the customer point of view. However, some of the 
systems cited (e.g., London) record both passenger entry and exit data and, 
unlike the MTA, do not rely on significant assumptions.  

New Performance Metrics
The MTA’s model for determining performance metrics is based on MetroCard 
swipe data, which is maintained by an AFC database, and consists of: 

 � MetroCard number

 � Date

 � Time (in six-minute intervals) – 240 daily intervals

 � Booth number (station swiped) –  768 subway booths

The limitations of this data are: 

 � It is incomplete. The MTA estimates that 4 percent of riders do not use 
MetroCards but, nonetheless, includes these trips in its model despite 
having no data for these riders.  

 � The swipe data does not record actual time of entry but rather the six-
minute interval someone entered the system.  

 � Neither passenger destinations nor arrival times are recorded.  

Additionally, OP’s practice is to select one day per month (model date) to 
assume the travel time at every station and time intervals for the following 
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month. The model assumes that the date selected is representative of rider 
experience for the entire month. (The limitations of this practice are explored 
later in this report.)

Calculation of the new performance measures is based on three other primary 
assumptions: 

 � Destination Assumption: Transit has no data on trip destinations and, 
therefore, Transit officials assume the destination station based on the 
next swipe of the same MetroCard. (The next swipe must occur within 
48 hours.) Once an origin and a destination have been assigned, Transit 
classifies them as linked trips. Trips for which there is no second swipe 
are considered “irrational” and are handled as exceptions.

 � Route Assumption: Transit assumes that riders select the most efficient 
route to their destination.

 � Interval Assumption:  According to Transit officials, MetroCard swipe 
data is received in blocks of six-minute intervals. Swipe times are 
allocated randomly by the model into 30-second intervals within the 
six-minute period. For example, a swipe that appears at 12:00:00 p.m. 
(noon) in the AFC data may have swiped in at any point from 12:00:00–
12:05:59, so each swipe is randomly assigned to a 30-second interval 
within this period.  

Tables 1 and 2 illustrate how the APT, ATT, and AJT performance measures 
are calculated, as well as the limited data available for calculating the metric.

Table 1 – APT Calculation

Known: MetroCard Swipe Time Range Between 7:24 and 7:30 a.m.
Interval Assumption:                
Customer Starting Wait Time 7:25:30 a.m.

Destination and Route Assumptions: 
Scheduled Board Time 7:26:30 a.m.

Scheduled Waiting Time 1 minute
Destination and Route Assumptions: 
Actual Train Departure 7:27:44 a.m.

Actual Waiting Time 2 minutes and 14 seconds
APT = 1:14
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AJT is calculated based on combining both APT and ATT, which, in this 
example, equals negative 55 seconds (1:14 + -2:09). This trip passed CJTP 
because AJT did not exceed five minutes. 

Destination Assumption and Scaling
The Destination Assumption was based, in part, on studies of the Transport 
for London and Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority; the latter system 
does not require riders to swipe out. According to a Transit official, this 
assumption was tested over 17 years ago (in 2002) using survey data and 
was accurate 90 percent of the time. Transit has not revisited it since, which 
raises questions regarding its relevancy due to changes in travel patterns, 
demographics, and the way that work is performed (e.g., telecommuting).  

Transit also uses a “scaling up” process to account for customers whose 
destination and path cannot be predicted, referred to as “irrational trips.” The 
process involves counting MetroCard swipes during one-hour testing intervals 
and dividing the MetroCard swipe data into two groups of “paired” swipes 
(MetroCard swipes where the destination can be predicted) and “unpaired” 
swipes (irrational trips). Each paired swipe is increased or “scaled up” to 
account for irrational trips. For example, on the model date, there were 5,756 
MetroCard swipes at booth R138 (agent booth at Penn Station in Manhattan) 
from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m., of which 612 swipes were deemed irrational. The 
remaining 5,144 swipes with predicted destinations were each given a value 
of 1.119 (612/5,144) riders per trip in order to maintain the original volume of 
passengers (5,144 * 1.119 = 5,756). 

For the model date, there were 5,928,982 subway MetroCard swipes, of 
which Transit officials could predict the destination for 5,086,755 based on the 

Table 2 – ATT Calculation

Destination and Route Assumptions: 
Scheduled Board Time

7:26:30 a.m.

Destination and Route Assumptions: 
Scheduled Arrival at Destination Time

7:30:45 a.m.

Scheduled Train Travel Time 4 minutes and 15 seconds
Destination and Route Assumptions: 
Actual Board Time

7:27:44 a.m.

Destination and Route Assumptions: 
Actual Arrival at Destination

7:29:50 a.m.

Actual Train Travel Time 2 minutes and 6 seconds
ATT = -2:09
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location of subsequent swipes. The remaining 842,227 swipes (14 percent) 
were deemed irrational because a destination could not be predicted. A 
destination cannot be predicted if there is only one MetroCard swipe on the 
model date and: there is no subsequent swipe on the following day to be used 
as the destination; the subsequent MetroCard swipe is made at the same 
station or deemed too close to the origin station to be a rational destination; 
or one-trip MetroCards are used. All 842,227 irrational trips are thus still 
included in the APT and ATT calculations using the scaling-up process, under 
the assumption that these riders’ behavior is similar to that of riders (whose 
destination can be predicted) who board at approximately the same time and 
station. 

Furthermore, Transit increases the volume of trips by approximately 4 percent 
every month to account for estimated fare evaders, including legal non-AFC 
passengers, such as children under 44 inches tall and employees who enter 
through the gates. There is no information for these subway riders’ trip origin, 
destination, or train line.

Route Assumption
For customers who enter a station with multiple subway lines available to 
reach their destination, Transit cannot tell which line they actually used. 
In these cases, it assigns a train line based on the assumption that they 
each took the most efficient route. The route is determined using Dijkstra’s 
algorithm, which is a sequence of steps designed to determine the shortest 
travel path to a specified destination based on the line the rider is assigned to 
for the destination. 

Use of the algorithm notwithstanding, there is no guarantee that Transit 
predicted the correct train line for each passenger. On many routes, riders 
could take multiple train lines to get from origin to destination or could need to 
transfer. 

For example, using Transit’s trip destination assumptions for the October 17, 
2018 model date, just 2.1 million of the 5.9 million subway riders had a trip 
with only one train line to their destination. As shown in Table 3, the remaining 
3.8 million subway riders (64 percent) could choose from multiple train lines to 
their destination or could need to transfer at another station.  
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If the model determines a trip will require a transfer, the trip is broken into 
legs, where each different train taken is considered a separate step for 
calculation of APT and ATT. Trips broken into legs are not re-assembled for 
calculation, so the cumulative time for a complex trip is not considered in the 
metrics; therefore, the metrics are artificially lower. Consequently, a customer 
using the Subway Performance Dashboard would have to add the time for 
each leg of their trip to arrive at a total APT and ATT. However, this is not clear 
from the definition published on the MTA’s website. 

Interval Assumption 
Additionally, the start wait time assigned to each customer can have a 
significant impact on APT, ATT, AJT, and CJTP because it is a key component 
for determining the scheduled train to board. As shown in Table 4, although 
there were 12 different possibilities, Transit assigned the individual to a start 
wait time of 3:37:00 p.m. (highlighted row). Based on the assigned time, the 
calculated APT was -1:54. However, had this individual been assigned to 
another of the 12 start wait times, APT would have ranged from -1:54 to 3:06.  

Table 3 – Percent of Model Date Trips With 
Multiple Train Line Options or Transfer Required

Travel Options From Origin to 
Destination

Model Date Passenger Volume

Only one direct line available 2.1 million
Multiple lines available 1.2 million
No direct line available (rider must 
transfer)

2.6 million

Total 5.9 million
Percent with multiple line options or no 
direct line

64.4%
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Furthermore, to combine all assumptions, we reviewed the travel options 
customers had after swiping at a specific station during a six-minute window. 
Figure 1 shows the 413 customers who swiped at a specific booth at 34th 
Street – Herald Square between 7:36 a.m. and 7:42 a.m. on the October 
17, 2018 model date. On November 2, 2018, there were seven different 
trains that ran on three lines (B, D, and F trains). Transit allocated the 413 
customers to different scheduled and actual train combinations, which 
resulted in 22 different APT results. Due to the multiple assumptions, these 
results cannot be verified. 

Table 4 – Sample of APT Depending on Start Wait Time 
Assigned by Transit

Start Wait 
Time

Rider’s 
Scheduled 
Boarding 

Time

Scheduled 
Wait Time

Actual Train 
Departure 

Time

Actual 
Wait 
Time

APT

3:34:00 p.m. 3:35:30 p.m. 01:30 3:38:36 p.m. 04:36 03:06
3:34:30 p.m. 3:35:30 p.m. 01:00 3:38:36 p.m. 04:06 03:06
3:35:00 p.m. 3:35:30 p.m. 00:30 3:38:36 p.m. 03:36 03:06
3:35:30 p.m. 3:35:30 p.m. 00:00 3:38:36 p.m. 03:06 03:06
3:36:00 p.m. 3:40:30 p.m. 04:30 3:38:36 p.m. 02:36 -01:54
3:36:30 p.m. 3:40:30 p.m. 04:00 3:38:36 p.m. 02:06 -01:54
3:37:00 p.m. 3:40:30 p.m. 03:30 3:38:36 p.m. 01:36 -01:54
3:37:30 p.m. 3:40:30 p.m. 03:00 3:38:36 p.m. 01:06 -01:54
3:38:00 p.m. 3:40:30 p.m. 02:30 3:38:36 p.m. 00:36 -01:54
3:38:30 p.m. 3:40:30 p.m. 02:00 3:38:36 p.m. 00:06 -01:54
3:39:00 p.m. 3:40:30 p.m. 01:30 3:41:36 p.m. 02:36 01:06
3:39:30 p.m. 3:40:30 p.m. 01:00 3:41:36 p.m. 02:06 01:06
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Other Factors Affecting Performance Metric 
Calculations 
OP’s practice is to select a model date to assume the travel patterns at every 
station and time interval for the month. The model assumes that the date 
selected is representative of riders’ experience for the entire following month. 

According to OP officials, the model date is chosen by looking back at the 
nine most recent (available) weekdays and taking the day with the median 
number of subway swipes. They added that this decision is also affected 
by other factors including holidays, storms, and cordon count day (i.e., an 
annual compilation of Subway and Bus Ridership within the Manhattan 
Central Business District). These other factors introduce subjectivity and 
inconsistency within the model, making the data less comparable (e.g., one 
month selected based on median, the next month selected based on different 
criteria).  

Figure 1 – Interval Assumptions Calculated by the MTA
November 2, 2018, 7:36 to 7:42 a.m., 34th Street – Herald Square*

*Assumed percentage volume labeled next to each point.
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Because date selection is judgmental, it may not be representative of the 
majority of days. For instance, Transit selected October 17, 2018 as its model 
date for November 2018. We calculated the number of possible station and 
time intervals for each November weekday and assessed the relationship 
between the model date count and November’s daily count. We found that 
only about 7.5 percent of November’s booth and time intervals matched 
exactly with the model date. This implies that the model date did not reflect 
the swipe patterns of 92.5 percent of booth and time intervals. In response 
to our preliminary findings, Transit officials provided a table with the number 
and percent of stop-weekdays in November to show that there is minimal 
variability between overall daily ridership at each station as well as the 
overall ridership at each time interval systemwide. However, some day-to-day 
variability still exists. For example, the model date had 5.9 million swipes, 
while only 6 of the 21 weekdays in November had a volume that met or 
exceeded that amount. Some days had significantly fewer swipes as shown in 
Figure 2.  

Figure 2 – Subway MetroCard Swipes on October 17, 2018 
(Model Date) Compared to November 2018*

 

*Includes all weekdays except Thanksgiving. 
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In addition to the main assumptions cited, APT and ATT calculations exclude 
or do not use all available data, including information pertaining to: 

 � Weekend and Overnight Subway Riders: The new subway metrics 
provide no information to customers about travel during late nights and 
on weekends. 

 � Non-Subway Options: We noted that 816,432 subway swipes in the 
data indicated that part of the customer’s trip involved the use of a 
bus or a non-subway option (e.g., Port Authority Trans-Hudson trains). 
However, this information is not used in determining the customer’s 
subway destination when the model is applied. As a result, Transit 
is making an assumption when it would otherwise know where the 
customer is getting off the subway and onto a bus. Transit officials stated 
they do not use bus swipes because the data comes from the AFC 
system and is also in six-minute intervals. Thus, using the data would 
not improve the reliability and accuracy of the APT and ATT calculation. 
However, Transit has not formally assessed whether there is a benefit to 
using this additional data; we note that excluding information about large 
groups of riders could skew results.

 � Station or Booth Closures: Trips beginning or ending at a station or 
booth that was closed at the time and trips beginning or ending at a stop 
experiencing data issues on the model date are excluded because they 
are considered irrational. Transit explained that it only checks for data 
for 450 total stations instead of 472 because certain stations are often 
closed for repairs.

Additionally, as a result of its methodology for calculating new performance 
measures, Transit assigns negative additional (platform and train) time 
to customers who board a train or arrive at their destination earlier than 
they were scheduled. The following example shows the results of this 
methodology: 

Transit assigns two customers to a start wait time for a train on a platform 
at 7:00 a.m. and 7:05 a.m., respectively. A train is scheduled to arrive every 
10 minutes (6:50 a.m., 7:00 a.m., and 7:10 a.m.). Transit determines that 
these two customers’ scheduled wait times are 0 and 5 minutes, respectively. 
However, if the 7:00 a.m. train arrived 6 minutes late, then one customer 
would have waited 6 minutes and the other would have only waited 1 minute 
rather than the expected 5 minutes. The APT for these two customers would 
be 6 minutes (7:00 a.m.–7:06 a.m.) and -4 minutes (7:10 a.m.–7:06 a.m.), 
respectively.  However, in the averaging of APT, the -4 minutes will offset 
customers with +6 minutes.
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Figure 3 shows Transit’s calculation of APT for the northbound 1 train at one 
point of entry at Penn Station from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m. The net APT for this 
hour is only 37 seconds. This low number may have been attributed to only 
184 of the 2,647 riders being assigned an APT greater than 5 minutes. While 
it is possible that more than 184 riders waited more than 5 minutes, the actual 
volume of passengers cannot be confirmed. However, the overall averages 
are dependent on these estimates. Thus, due to the multiple assumptions that 
went into this calculation, it is possible that the actual customer experience 
differed from what was reflected by the calculation for this performance 
metric.  

Figure 3 – APT for
IRT 1 Train Northbound at Penn Station

November 2, 2018 7 a.m. to 8 a.m.  
 

Note: The trends of APT for each train from 7 a.m. to 8 a.m. compared to the actual weighted average 
APT for the same time period. The marks are labeled by Volume Sum.
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Although Transit claims that its practices for determining these performance 
metrics are common practice industrywide, we reviewed other cities that 
use similar methodologies and found that origin–destination was not heavily 
based on assumptions. In Boston, Chicago, Washington, DC, and London, 
additional factors are used to more accurately portray customers’ experience. 
For example, continuous surveys are conducted and used to validate the 
assumptions and results of their predictions. In addition, some of these 
systems require swiping in and out, which eliminates the need to make 
assumptions about origin–destination and how long the trip took. 

Transit could not provide any evidence of how the metrics were used by 
customers. The customer-focused metrics were originally developed as 
part of the Plan, but we found that, due to the assumptions and predictions 
used, the metrics do not offer any useful information to customers. Transit 
officials explained that the new metrics are regular topics of discussion at 
Board meetings as well as internal leadership meetings; however, apart from 
the metrics being included as part of the statistics reported, they did not 
provide evidence of such. They provided several charts and graphs that are 
prepared and added that the measures are reviewed by subway leadership 
and managers; however, no decisions directly result from these reviews. They 
added that the measures are available to the public. 

Transit has no specific or established goals for APT and ATT. According to 
Transit officials, these metrics are used in concert with other measures to 
provide information but do not individually drive any decision making. Transit 
officials could not provide us with any specific documentation or benchmark 
that would indicate a particular percentage is unacceptable or too low, thus 
requiring investigation and corrective action.   

Recommendation 
1. Evaluate whether the APT, ATT, and CJTP meet the goals of the Plan 

and disclose the assumptions and margin of error for each assumption.
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Audit Scope, Objective, and Methodology

Our audit objective was to determine whether Transit’s new metrics provide 
customers with better information about their trips and provide a more 
accurate picture of Transit’s performance. The audit covers the period 
between July 1, 2017 and November 30, 2018.

To accomplish our objective and evaluate the relevant internal controls, 
we reviewed MTA-Transit’s related policies and procedures, as well as 
regulations and laws. We interviewed officials and employees of Transit’s OP 
and Department of Subways to obtain an understanding of the processes 
followed to calculate the new customer-focused metrics.  
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Statutory Requirements

Authority
This audit was performed pursuant to the State Comptroller’s authority as set 
forth in Article X, Section 5 of the State Constitution and Section 2803 of the 
Public Authorities Law. 

We conducted our performance audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan 
and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide 
a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit 
objective. We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis 
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objective. 

In addition to being the State Auditor, the Comptroller performs certain other 
constitutionally and statutorily mandated duties as the chief fiscal officer of 
New York State. These include operating the State’s accounting system; 
preparing the State’s financial statements; and approving State contracts, 
refunds, and other payments. In addition, the Comptroller appoints members 
to certain boards, commissions, and public authorities, some of whom 
have minority voting rights. These duties may be considered management 
functions for purposes of evaluating organizational independence under 
generally accepted government auditing standards. In our opinion, these 
functions do not affect our ability to conduct independent audits of program 
performance.

Reporting Requirements 
We provided a draft copy of this report to MTA-Transit officials for their review 
and formal comments. Those comments were considered in preparing this 
final report and are attached in their entirety at the end of the report. 

In response to our draft report, MTA officials did not agree with our finding 
that the new customer-focused metrics do not meet the Plan’s goal of 
implementing performance measures that are more relevant to subway 
customers and easier to understand. They added that the new metrics 
were well received by an international transit benchmarking community, the 
MTA Board, numerous press outlets, and external advocates. However, the 
response does not reflect whether the everyday rider of the subway has 
actually used these metrics or whether they have access to the information 
required to evaluate if service has improved. Transit officials stated they have 
already acted on OSC findings by revising and expanding the information on 
the dashboard and additional changes are planned. Our responses to certain 
MTA comments are included in the report’s State Comptroller’s Comments. 
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Within 180 days after the final release of this report, as required by Section 
170 of the Executive Law, the Chairman of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority shall report to the Governor, the State Comptroller, and the leaders 
of the Legislature and fiscal committees advising what steps were taken to 
implement the recommendation contained herein, and if the recommendation 
was not implemented, the reasons why.
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Agency Comments
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Comment 1
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Comment 2

Comment 3
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Comment 5

Comment 4
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Comment 6
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Comment 7

Comment 8

Comment 9
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Comment 10
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State Comptroller’s Comments

1. The new customer-focused metrics are not easy to understand. They require that 
customers understand what is being measured and how, so that they can correctly 
evaluate them against their experience. For instance, in the report we point out that 
the definitions of the new metrics during the audit period did not make it clear that 
they were not for entire trips, but instead for each leg of a trip. Customers view their 
experience from a trip perspective and, therefore, likely misunderstood what the 
metrics represented.  

2. MTA indicates the new OMNY system will address the MetroCard six-minute interval 
because the MetroCard would be phased out and replaced by a contactless fare 
payment system using Apple Pay, Google Wallet, Samsung Pay, debit cards, or 
credit cards with near-field communication enabled. However, this does not take into 
account that many customers who use the subway system do not have access to this 
technology or use credit or debit cards to pay their fares.  

3. In response to our draft report, the MTA implies that, because it subjected its 
methodology to peer review at the Transportation Research Board conference, its 
methodology is transparent to the riding public. However, this is apples and oranges 
logic. Whether the MTA peer reviewed its methodology is unrelated to whether the 
methodology and what the metrics represent was transparent to the riding public.   

4. For the record, we did not recommend that the MTA implement a system where 
customers swipe or tap in when they enter and leave the subway. We disclose this 
information because Transit used the London system as an example in its response to 
our preliminary findings.  

5. Although Transit revised its explanations on the dashboard to state that estimates are 
for each individual train in the customer’s journey, it is only a partial disclosure because 
there is no information as to how the total journey time can be determined. Moreover, 
the dashboard does not provide information on the number of trips that involve more 
than one train and the total time.

6. It is unclear how Transit validates its assumptions if it has no methodology to evaluate 
their accuracy. For example, the Destination Assumption was validated by the 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 17 years ago using survey data and was 
found to be accurate 90 percent of the time. Similar to Transit, this authority does not 
require riders to swipe out. Without a similar analysis, Transit may not know its model is 
valid.   

7. As stated in the report, AJT, a key component of CJTP, was not on the dashboard, 
along with the other metrics, until November 2019. While information was publicly 
available, it does not mean that it was transparent to the riding public.  

8. The chart includes all the weekdays in November 2018, excluding Thanksgiving. 
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9. Transit’s reply indicates that the report ignores that, while the uncertainty of one ride 
may be high, the uncertainty of the aggregate is far smaller, making it a meaningful 
measure.  However, the MTA Dashboard Help indicates that the assumptions are not 
strictly correct and a person’s next swipe doesn’t always predict their destination. It 
also states that the metrics are not calculated for late nights and weekends because 
the assumptions do not hold as well, but an average total of about 5.4 million weekend 
riders do not have metrics that are relevant and easier to understand. 

10. As stated in the report, Transit could not provide any evidence regarding how the 
metrics were used by customers. In addition, there is no goal for APT and ATT and 
there was no documentation indicating if any percentage would prompt review or 
corrective action. Prior to the new metrics, Transit had goals for On-Time Performance 
and Wait Assessment that were straightforward, monitored, and more transparent.   
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