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Executive Summary

The Virginia Transit Performance Report is a new annual report developed by the
Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) to improve the level of
information available regarding transit system performance and to increase the
accountability of both the DRPT and transit operators for the investment of public
funds. The report provides an analysis of key transit performance indicators in the
Commonwealth against the national average, neighboring states, and the leading
state for each indicator using FY2002-FY2006 data. The source of data for the
report is the National Transit Database. The National Transit Database is the Federal
Transit Administration's primary national database for statistics on the transit
industry. Recipients of funding from the Federal Transit Administration’s Urbanized
Area Formula Program and Nonurbanized Area Formula Program are required by
statute to submit data to the National Transit Database (note: prior to FY2006,
nonurbanized (rural) transit providers were not required to submit information to the
National Transit Database). Overall results reflected in this report indicate that the
Commonwealth is experiencing continued growth in transit ridership and service
effectiveness, with transit operators outperforming the national averages on key
performance indicators.

In addition to the comparison of Virginia to other states and the national average,
this report also includes a customized profile for each Virginia operator that provides
an overview of its key features and performance indicators. This report does not
provide information to support the comparison of transit operators to each other
within Virginia.

The Role of Federal, State, and Local Governments in Virginia Transit

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is the lead federal agency responsible for
supporting locally planned and operated public transit systems throughout the United
States. This includes support to 556 local public transit operators that provide
services in 408 urbanized areas with populations over 50,000, 1,215 operators
providing services in honurbanized (rural) areas and 3,673 organizations providing
specialized services to the elderly and disabled. The FTA provides technical and
financial support through 19 major grant programs authorized by the Safe,
Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users.

DRPT is the lead state agency for supporting the Commonwealth’s transit systems.
The agency provides financial assistance to transit systems in the Commonwealth by
serving as the designated recipient and administrator of federal funds for FTA grant
programs and state grant programs. DRPT also provides technical assistance to
transit systems in the areas of: key corridor and system specific capital and
operations planning, financial planning, vehicle purchases and inspections, federal
and state program compliance, marketing, training, program management, project
management and project development.
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Local governments in the Commonwealth are typically the direct owners and
operators of the transit systems and they also provide significant financial support.
The federal government and DRPT frequently provide a greater share of capital
funding, while local governments support more of the operating costs. However,
transit funding in Virginia is changing as the Commonwealth, regions and localities
recognize the need for increased funding support for transportation. A key example
is the enactment of House Bill 3202 in the 2007 General Assembly Session, whereby
Governor Kaine and the General Assembly dramatically increased funding to support
capital and operating expenses for transit through a number of mechanisms at the
state and regional level.

Why is Transit Performance Important?

In many areas of the Commonwealth, transit services are an essential part of the
transportation infrastructure. Transit increases access and mobility for Virginia
residents by enabling more efficient use of the transportation network, saving time,
conserving energy, and providing economic benefits to the customers and
communities served. Transit performance information is an important factor for DRPT
and local decision makers to consider in determining the relative success of transit
systems, where improvements may be needed and how funding should be allocated.

How Does Virginia Compare to Other States and the Nation?

This section illustrates trends for a variety of key transit performance indicators,
including discussion of each indicator in detail as well as comparisons to national
trends, leading states and the neighboring states of Maryland, North Carolina and
Tennessee.l The neighboring states selected are the same as those used for
comparison purposes on the Commonwealth’s “Virginia Performs” website. The
purpose of Virginia Performs is to inform citizens on how the Commonwealth
measures its current performance, plans for the future and monitors its progress.

As indicated in Table 1, trends in Virginia show improvement across all performance
indicators from FY2002-FY2006 with the exception of farebox recovery, which
remained flat. The remainder of this report discusses the performance indicators in
detail.

! Virginia’'s data includes routes operated in Northern Virginia by the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit
Authority (WMATA). It should be noted, however, that Maryland’s data does not include routes in Maryland
operated by WMATA.
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Table 1: Trends for Transit Performance Indicators in Virginia

Performance Indicator Trend

Ridership ?

Total Transit Miles Operated

System Efficiency

System Effectiveness

State Government Funding

Local Government Funding

Farebox Recovery

“«|>>+>>

Average Age of Vehicles

Ridership

Transit ridership in Virginia has been growing at a fast pace over the past five years.
Between FY2002 and FY2006, ridership grew by 20 percent, or 30 million trips. This
compares to a national growth trend of only 4 percent during the same period.

Of the neighboring states, ridership growth in North Carolina came closest, at 28
percent. However, it should be noted that North Carolina started with a smaller base
than Virginia, so its net increase in riders (10.9 million) represents slightly more than
one-third of Virginia’s increase in riders. Passenger trips also grew in Tennessee by
six percent and in Maryland by one percent.

In the United States, the most significant percentage increase in ridership was in
Wyoming where passenger trips grew by 90 percent. However, Wyoming started from
a low base and its growth totaled only 164,000 trips, whereas New York, the highest
total ridership growth state saw ridership increase by 139 million trips between
FY2002 and FY2006. Given New York’s large base, this amounted to only a 4
percent growth in ridership. Figure 1 shows the percentage growth in ridership
between FY2002 and FY2006 for the nation, Virginia, neighboring states, and
Wyoming.
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Figure 1: Percentage Change in Ridership (FY2002-FY2006)
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Some transit agencies in Virginia saw extremely high ridership growth between
FY2002 and FY2006. Among Virginia transit agencies reporting to the National
Transit Database, Williamsburg Area Transport had the highest ridership growth
during this period, at 2,875 percent with ridership growing from 94,100 annual
passenger trips in FY2002 to 2.8 million annual passenger trips in FY2006. Much of
this growth is attributable to the fact that in FY2002, James City County Transit
became Williamsburg Area Transport and added the College of William and Mary
transit service. Williamsburg Area Transport has also increased its service area, the
number of routes operated and the number of services available during this period.

Loudoun County Transit had the next highest ridership growth, at 184 percent. The
Virginia system with the most annual passenger trips in FY2006 was the Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA). WMATA’s Northern Virginia operations
alone carried 115.7 million passenger trips. The next highest ridership among
Virginia transit operators was Hampton Roads Transit with 21.2 million passenger
trips in FY2006.

Total Statewide Transit Miles Operated
The total transit miles operated in Virginia, as measured in vehicle revenue miles,

grew by 13.1 million, or 20 percent, between FY2002 and FY2006. This growth was
greater than the seven percent increase in vehicle revenue miles nationally. Total
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transit miles operated also grew faster in Virginia than in Tennessee, which saw six
percent growth between FY2002 and FY2006. However, total transit miles operated
in Virginia grew more slowly than in Maryland (23 percent) and North Carolina (22
percent). Wyoming had the highest growth in vehicle revenue miles between FY2002
and FY2006, at 114 percent.

Figure 2: Percentage Change in Transit Miles Operated (FY2002 - FY2006)
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System Efficiency

A key measure of system efficiency is the operating cost per passenger trip. Systems
which serve passengers at a lower operating cost are considered more efficient. The
operating cost per passenger trip is lower in Virginia than in the three neighboring
states. In Virginia, the operating cost per passenger trip in FY2006 was $2.73
compared to $3.42 in North Carolina, $3.95 in Maryland and $4.15 in Tennessee.
The operating cost per passenger trip nationally was also 15 percent higher than in
Virginia at $3.14 per trip. The state with the lowest operating cost per passenger trip
in FY2006 was Hawaii, at $2.26 per trip.

Among Virginia agencies reporting to the National Transit Database, Williamsburg
Area Transport had the lowest operating cost per passenger trip, at $1.13. Figure 3
compares the operating cost per passenger trip in Virginia, Hawaii, neighboring
states and nationally.
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Figure 3: Operating Cost Per Passenger Trip (FY2006)
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The trend for service efficiency from FY2002-FY2006 indicates that Virginia’'s
operating cost per passenger trip grew steadily. The cost per trip in FY2006 ($2.73)
was 17 percent higher than in FY2002 ($2.34). This was a slower increase than seen
nationally, however, where the operating cost per passenger trip increased by 24
percent from FY2002 to FY2006. For the same period, Maryland experienced a 38
percent increase, and North Carolina saw a 24 percent increase. Of the neighboring
states, only Tennessee saw a slightly slower increase, at 16 percent. Utah saw the
most improvement in operating cost per trip nationally between FY2002 and FY2006
with a 16.8 percent decrease.

Among Virginia transit operators reporting to the National Transit Database,
Williamsburg Area Transport achieved an 89 percent decrease in the operating cost
per passenger trip between FY2002 and FY2006 with the cost per trip falling from
$10.63 per trip to $1.13 per trip. Loudoun County Transit also saw a significant
decrease in the operating cost per passenger trip at 39 percent.
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Figure 4: Percentage Change in Operating Cost Per Passenger Trip (FY2002-FY2006)
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System Effectiveness

System effectiveness is measured in terms of the number of passenger trips served
per vehicle revenue hour - the more trips served per hour, the more effective the
transit system. In FY2006, Virginia transit operators served an average of 37
passenger trips per vehicle revenue hour. Virginia operators served roughly the same
number of trips per hour as the national average (38 trips per vehicle revenue hour),
but served fewer trips per hour than the leading state (New York at 68 trips per hour).
Virginia operators also served more trips per hour than transit operators in Maryland
(30 trips per hour), North Carolina (21 trips per hour) and Tennessee (17 trips per
hour).

Among Virginia transit agencies reporting to the National Transit Database, Virginia
Railway Express (VRE) had the highest number of trips served per hour at 63
passenger trips per vehicle hour. Among Virginia bus operators, Williamsburg Area
Transport had the greatest system effectiveness with 44 trips served per hour.
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Figure 5: Passenger Trips Served Per Vehicle Revenue Hour (FY2006)
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Between FY2002 and FY2006, passenger trips per vehicle revenue hour in Virginia
remained steady, with an increase of one percent. As shown in Figure 6, this
compares favorably with the national trend and trends in neighboring states, where
service effectiveness decreased or remained steady. Nationally, passenger trips per
vehicle revenue hour dropped from FY2002-FY2006 by three percent, from 39 to 38
trips. In Maryland, service effectiveness decreased 18 percent, from 36 trips per
vehicle revenue hour in FY2002 to 30 trips in FY2006. Service effectiveness between
FY2002 and FY2006 grew by three percent in North Carolina (20 trips per vehicle
revenue hour in FY2002 as compared to 21 trips in FY2006), while it remained
steady in Tennessee (17 trips per vehicle revenue hour). While transit operators in
New York had the highest level of service effectiveness nationally (68 trips per hour
in FY2006), this represented little change from FY2002 (a slight decrease of 0.3
percent). The greatest increase in service effectiveness nationally was in Utah, where
trips per hour grew 26 percent from 19 in FY2002 to 24 in FY2006.

Among Virginia transit operators reporting to the National Transit Database in
FY2002 and FY2006, Williamsburg Area Transport and Loudoun County Transit saw
the greatest increase in passenger trips per vehicle hour, at 529 percent and 127
percent, respectively. Passenger trips per hour served by Williamsburg Area Transport
grew from seven to 44. Passenger trips per hour served by Loudoun County Transit
grew from 11 to 25.
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Figure 6: Percent Change in Passenger Trips Per Vehicle Revenue Hour (FY2002-
FY2006)
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State Government Funding

Overall, the level of state government funding available to transit operators in Virginia
was 42 percent higher in FY2006 than in FY2002. However, as shown in Figure 7,
state operating and capital funding levels have fluctuated from year to year. For
example, state capital funding was higher in FY2003 ($39.6 million) than in FY2005
($28 million), before rising again in FY2006 to $50.2 million. Nationally, state
funding available to transit operators grew 13 percent between FY2002 and FY2006.
Growth in state funding varied among the states neighboring Virginia. State funds for
transit operators in Maryland grew much faster than national trends, with 61 percent
growth. In North Carolina, growth was even higher at 260 percent; growth was also
higher than the national average in Tennessee, where state transit funding grew 69
percent between FY2002 and FY2006.

Future editions of this report will reflect the significant increase in funding
anticipated as a result of actions taken by Governor Kaine and the General Assembly
during the 2007 Session. House Bill 3202 has provided record increases for
statewide and regional transit to begin in FY20089. It is anticipated that there will be
approximately $103 million in new statewide transit funds available, representing a
42% increase in transit operating funds. House Bill 3202 also dedicates a minimum
of 20% of bond proceeds to major transit capital projects statewide. The
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Appropriations Act calls for an additional $70 million in one-time transit funding for
FY2008, including $19 million for new statewide transit capital, $20 million for
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority railcars, $15 million for Virginia
Railway Express railcars, $10 million for Norfolk Light Rail Transit and $6 million for
hybrid electric NET buses in Norfolk.

Figure 7: State Funds Available to Virginia Transit Operators (FY2002-FY2006)
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Local Government Funding

When combined, local government capital and operating funds available for transit
operators in Virginia grew by 38 percent between FY2002 and FY2006. It should be
noted that by combining local capital and operating funds, this measure obscures the
differences between the two types of funding as follows: available local operating
funds grew fairly steadily, with a slight dip in FY2003, for a total growth of 28 percent
between FY2002 and FY2006, while available capital funds from local governments
grew by 98 percent. The level of available local capital funds can vary widely
depending on whether or not transit operators anticipate large capital investments in
any given year. This is evident in Figure 8, which shows the relative growth in local
capital and operating funds available by year.

Nationally, local government funding for transit operators grew by 20 percent, with an
18 percent decline in capital funds and a 40 percent increase in operating funds. In
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Maryland, local government funding for transit operators varied widely from year to
year between FY2002 and FY2006. Although local government funding grew by 883
percent in that time frame, this was due to a jump in both the available capital and
operating funds between FY2005 and FY2006.2 Local government funding rose by
66 percent in North Carolina and 44 percent in Tennessee between FY2002 and
FY2006.

Figure 8: Local Government Funding for Virginia Transit Operators (FY2002-FY2006)
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Farebox Recovery

In FY2006, transit operators in Virginia paid for approximately 41 percent of their
operating costs through fares collected. This was equal to the percentage of costs
paid out of fares nationally (41 percent), and was higher than the farebox recovery of
transit operators in Maryland (24 percent), North Carolina (19 percent) and
Tennessee (20 percent). The highest farebox recovery was in New York State, where
transit operators covered 54 percent of operating costs with fare revenues.

Among Virginia transit agencies reporting to the National Transit Database, Loudoun
County Transit had the highest rate of farebox recovery at 77 percent. Figure 9 shows

% Due to a similar jump in operating assistance in FY2003, the change in local government
assistance in Maryland between FY2003 and FY2006 was only 3 percent.
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the percentage of operating costs covered by fares for Virginia, neighboring states,
New York, and nationally.

It is important to note that farebox recovery is significantly impacted by fare policies
adopted by local elected officials and transit operator boards. For example, not every
operator in Virginia charges a fare for their service, while others may have a policy to
keep the fares as low as possible rather than charging a market rate.

Figure 9: Percentage of Farebox Recovery (FY2006)
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The portion of operating expenses in Virginia covered by transit fares grew by 11
percent between FY2002 and FY2006, with most of the growth occurring between
FY2002 and FY2003 when the percentage of operating expenses covered by fare
revenues rose from 36.7 to 40.6. Farebox recovery fluctuated in Maryland, where
fares collected covered 24.2 percent of operating expenses in FY2006, as compared
to 33.3 percent of operating expenses in FY2002 (farebox recovery reached a high of
41.2 percent in 2004). Farebox recovery rose from 16.5 percent to 18.2 percent in
North Carolina between FY2002 and FY2006, also with fluctuations, and dropped
from 25.6 percent to 20 percent in Tennessee over the same time period. Nationally,
the portion of operating expenses covered by fares rose from 35.5 percent to 40.5
percent between FY2002 and FY2006.
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Among Virginia transit operators reporting to the National Transit Database from
FY2002 to FY2006, the City of Fairfax CUE bus system showed the greatest increase
in the percentage of operating expenses covered by fares collected at 98 percent,
going from 10.3 percent to 20.5 percent of operating expenses covered by fares.
Williamsburg Area Transport also saw a significant increase of 93 percent to 14.6
percent of operating expenses covered by fare revenues in FY2006 compared to 7.6
percent covered in FY2002.3

Figure 10: Farebox Recovery Trends (FY2002 - FY2006)
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Statewide Average Age of Vehicles

Overall, the average age of vehicles in Virginia rose by 22 percent between FY2002
and FY2006 from 6.1 to 7.4 years.4 The average age of vehicles in Virginia in
FY2006 was lower than the national average of 9.4 years. In Maryland, the average
age of vehicles was closer to the national average at 8.3 years, while the average age

% Loudoun County Transit, Potomac Rappahannock Transit Commission, and Virginia Railway
Express all showed extremely high growth in farebox recovery between FY2002 and FY2006.
However, this is because all three agencies reported abnormally low fare revenue in FY2002.
Loudoun County Transit reported no fare revenue at all, while PRTC and VRE reported no fare
revenue from directly operated service.

* The average age of vehicles in Virginia does not include vehicles operated in Northern Virginia
by WMATA. WMATA does not assign vehicles to a specific jurisdiction.
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of vehicles in Tennessee was roughly the same as in Virginia, at 7.8 years. North
Carolina had the lowest average age of vehicles among neighboring states, at 6.4
years. In FY2006, Wyoming had the lowest average vehicle age in the United States,
at 4.5 years.

Figure 11: Average Age of Transit Vehicles (FY2006)
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Conclusion

Results of the 2007 Virginia Transit Performance Report confirm that that Virginia’s
transit operators are performing well against the national average and neighboring
states. Recent actions taken by Governor Kaine, the General Assembly and local
governments will further improve Virginia’s transit performance against other states
and the national average in the years to come. The Virginia Department of Rail and
Public Transportation is very proud to support Virginia’s transit operators, and the
agency looks forward to continuing to identify new ways to maximize performance
and deliver high quality transit service to the citizens of the Commonwealth.
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Glossary

Term
Active Vehicles

Americans with
Disabilities Act
of 1990 (ADA)
Accessible
Vehicles with
Lifts
Americans with
Disabilities Act
of 1990 (ADA)
Accessible
Vehicles with
Ramps / Low
Floor

Average Trip
Length

Bus (MB)

Capital
Assistance

Capital Costs

Glossary

Definition
The vehicles available to operate in revenue service, including;:
. Spares
. Vehicles temporarily out of service for routine maintenance and minor
repairs.

Public transportation revenue vehicles, which do not restrict access, are usable,
and provide allocated space and / or priority seating for individuals who use
wheelchairs, and which are accessible using lifts.

Public transportation revenue vehicles, which do not restrict access, are usable,
and provide allocated space and / or priority seating for individuals who use
wheelchairs, and which are accessible using ramps.

The average distance ridden for an unlinked passenger trip (UPT) by time period
(weekday, Saturday, Sunday) computed as passenger miles (PM) divided by
unlinked passenger trips (UPT).

A transit mode comprised of rubber-tired passenger vehicles operating on fixed
routes and schedules over roadways. Vehicles are powered by:

e Diesel

e Gasoline

e Battery, or

e Alternative fuel engines contained within the vehicle.
Financial funding to help cover the costs of equipment necessary to support
transit services. Equipment is tangible property having a useful life of more than

one year, e.g., vehicles, buildings, passenger stations and fixed guideway (FG)
facilities.

The expenses incurred within the year related to the purchase of facilities,
vehicles and equipment.
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Term

Commuter Rail
(CR)

Cost per
Revenue Vehicle
Hour

Cost per
Revenue Vehicle
Mile

Cost per
Unlinked
Passenger Trip

Glossary

Definition
A transit mode that is an electric or diesel propelled railway for urban passenger
train service consisting of local short distance travel operating between a central
city and adjacent suburbs. Service must be operated on a regular basis by or
under contract with a transit operator for the purpose of transporting passengers
within urbanized areas (UZAs), or between urbanized areas and outlying areas.
Such rail service, using either locomotive hauled or self-propelled railroad
passenger cars, is generally characterized by:
Multi-trip tickets
Specific station to station fares
Railroad employment practices, and
Usually only one or two stations in the central business district.
It does not include:

e Heavy rail (HR) rapid transit, or

e Light rail (LR) / streetcar transit service.
Intercity rail service is excluded, except for that portion of such service that is
operated by or under contract with a public transit agency for predominantly
commuter services. Predominantly commuter a service means that for any given
trip segment (i.e., distance between any two stations), more than 50 percent of
the average daily ridership travels on the train at least three times a week. Only
the predominantly commuter service portion of an intercity route is eligible for
inclusion when determining commuter rail (CR) route miles.

A measure of cost efficiency.

Cost efficiency is the relationship of service inputs such as labor, operating
and/or capital investment to service outputs such as miles and hours of service.
Cost per Revenue Vehicle Hour is calculated by dividing total operating cost by
Vehicle Revenue Hours.

A measure of cost efficiency. (See Cost per Revenue Vehicle Hour). Cost per
Vehicle Revenue Mile is calculated by dividing total operating cost by Vehicle
Revenue Miles.

A measure of cost effectiveness.

Cost effectiveness is the relationship of service inputs such as labor, operating
and/or capital investment to service consumption such as linked or unlinked
trips, and passenger miles. Cost per Unlinked Passenger Trip is calculated by
dividing total operating cost by Unlinked Passenger trips.
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Term

Demand
Response (DR)

Fare Revenues

Farebox
Recovery

Federal
Operating
Assistance

Ferryboat (FB)

Full-Time
Employee
Equivalents
(FTE)
Institutional
Structure

Labor Efficiency

Glossary

Definition

A transit mode comprised of passenger cars, vans or small buses operating in
response to calls from passengers or their agents to the transit operator, who
then dispatches a vehicle to pick up the passengers and transport them to their
destinations. A demand response (DR) operation is characterized by the
following:

a. The vehicles do not operate over a fixed route or on a fixed schedule except,
perhaps, on a temporary basis to satisfy a special need, and

b. Typically, the vehicle may be dispatched to pick up several passengers at
different pick-up points before taking them to their respective destinations and
may even be interrupted en route to these destinations to pick up other
passengers.

The following types of operations fall under the above definitions provided they
are not on a scheduled fixed route basis:

e Many origins — many destinations

e Many origins — one destination

e One origin — many destinations, and
e One origin — one destination.

All income received directly from passengers, either paid in cash or through pre-
paid tickets, passes, etc. It includes donations from those passengers who
donate money on the vehicle. It includes the reduced fares paid by passengers in
a user-side subsidy arrangement.

The ratio of fare revenues per operating expense. Farebox Recovery is calculated
by dividing Farebox Revenue by operating expense.

Financial assistance from the Federal Transit Administration to assist in paying
the operating and administrative costs of providing transit service.

A transit mode comprised of vessels carrying passengers and / or vehicles over a
body of water that are generally steam or diesel powered.

Intercity ferryboat (FB) service is excluded, except for that portion of such service
that is operated by or under contract with a public transit agency for
predominantly commuter services. Predominantly commuter a service means
that for any given trip segment (i.e., distance between any two piers), more than
50 percent of the average daily ridership travels on the ferryboat on the same
day. Only the predominantly commuter service portion of an intercity route is
eligible for inclusion when determining ferryboat (FB) route miles.

The sum of full-time and part-time employee hours divided by an assumed full-
time employee-year conversion factor. For Virginia, the factor is assumed to be
2,080 hours per full-time employee-year.

The type of governance of a transit agency.

A measure of service efficiency. Revenue Hours per employee equivalents
(assuming 2080 hours per employee-year).

XiX



Term

Local Operating

Assistance

Non-Fare
Revenues

Operating
Assistance

Operating
Expenses (OE)
(Operating
Costs)

Organization
Type
Other Funds

Glossary

Definition
Financial assistance from local entities that support the operation of the transit
system. They include, but are not limited to:
e Tax levies - A specified amount from local levies that is dedicated to
supporting public transit system operating costs.
e General funds - Transfers from the general fund of local governments to
cover the Local Share portion of the transit system budget.

e Specified contributions - Contributions from city, county or other
municipal government towards the Local Share portion of the transit
system budget.

e Donations - Donations from individuals or organizations to help cover
the costs of providing transit service but which are not related to specific
passengers or trips.

e Other - Other revenues such as advertising.

Directly generated funds other than fare revenues such as concessions,
advertising revenues, non-transportation funds, auxiliary transportation funds,
and other funds.

Financial funding to help cover the operating costs of providing transit services.
Operating costs are classified by function or activity and the goods and services
purchased. The basic functions and object classes are detailed in the Operating
Expenses form (F-30) and are defined in Section 5.2 and 6.2 of the Uniform
System of Accounts (USOA).

The expenses associated with the operation of the transit agency, and classified
by function or activity, and the goods and services purchased. The basic
functions and object classes are defined in Section 5.2 and 6.2 of the Uniform
System of Accounts (USOA).

These are consumable items with a useful life of less than one year or an
acquisition cost which equals the lesser of:

e The capitalization level established by the government unit for financial
statement purposes

or
e $5,000.

Identification of a transit agency as public or private, and if public, whether all

the service is directly operated (produced by the agency itself) or purchased.

Any state government or any local government funding sources that are not
dedicated to transit at their source or are not included in the budgeting process
of general revenue funds.

These funds include:
e Vehicle licensing and registration fees
e Communications access fees, surcharges, taxes
e Lottery and casino proceeds
e Sale of property and assets
e Other.

XX



Term
Passenger
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Glossary

Definition
A person who is:
e On-board
e Boarding, or
e Alighting from a transit vehicle for the purpose of:
e Travel, without participating in its operation.

The cumulative sum of the distances ridden by each passenger.

Vehicles that are used by the transit provider to transport passengers in revenue
service but are owned by private individuals, typically an employee of the agency
or a volunteer driver.

The ratio of annual unlinked trips per service area population.

A measure of access to transit service in terms of population served and area
coverage (square miles). The reporting transit agency determines the service
area boundaries and population for most transit services using the definitions
contained in the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA). Transit agency
reporters are required to submit service area information on the Identification
form (B-10).

The revenues earned for rides given in regular transit revenue service, but paid
for by some organization rather than by the rider, and for rides given along
special routes for which revenue may be guaranteed by a beneficiary of the
service. Special transit fares include:

e Providing rides for letter carriers with payments being made directly from
the U.S. Postal Service

e Providing rides for police with payments being made directly from the
police authority

e Industrial firms, shopping centers, public and private universities, etc., to
guarantee a minimum revenue on a line operated especially for the
benefit of the payer

e Contractual arrangements with state or local governments

e Contractual arrangements from non-government entities for special
transit fares and from providing special service rides for sporting events,
sightseeing, etc., where fares are not guaranteed on a contractual basis.

Financial assistance from any state agency that supports the operation of the
transit system. It includes, but is not limited to:

e Tax levies - A specified amount from state levies that is dedicated to
supporting public transit system operating costs.

e General funds - Transfers from the general fund of state governments to
cover the Local Share portion of the transit system budget.

e Specified contributions - Contributed from the state towards the Local
Share portion of the transit system budget.

The number of passengers who board public transportation vehicles. Passengers
are counted each time they board vehicles no matter how many vehicles they
use to travel from their origin to their destination.
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Term

Unlinked
Passenger Trips
per Vehicle
Revenue Hour

Vanpool (VP)

Vehicle Revenue
Hours (VRH)

Vehicle Revenue
Miles (VRM)

Vehicles
Operated in
Annual
Maximum
Service (VOMS)

Glossary

Definition

A measure of service effectiveness. Service effectiveness is the relationship of
service outputs such as miles and hours of service to service consumption, such
as linked or unlinked trips, and passenger miles. Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Revenue Vehicle Hour is calculated by dividing unlinked passenger trips by
Vehicle Revenue Hours.

A transit mode comprised of vans, small buses and other vehicles operating as a
ride sharing arrangement, providing transportation to a group of individuals
traveling directly between their homes and a regular destination within the same
geographical area. The vehicles shall have a minimum seating capacity of seven
persons, including the driver. For inclusion in the NTD, it is considered mass
transit service if it:

e s operated by a public entity, or
e Is one in which a public entity owns, purchases, or leases the vehicle(s).

Vanpool(s) must also be in compliance with mass transit rules including
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) provisions, and be open to the public and
that availability must be made known. Other forms of public participation to
encourage ridesharing arrangements, such as:

e The provision of parking spaces

e Use of high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes

e Coordination or clearing house service, do not qualify as public vanpools.
The hours that vehicles are scheduled to or actually travel while in revenue
service. Vehicle revenue hours include:

e Layover / recovery time
But exclude:

e Deadhead

e Operator training, and

e Vehicle maintenance testing, as well as

e School bus and charter services.
The miles that vehicles are scheduled to or actually travel while in revenue
service. Vehicle revenue miles excludes:

e Deadhead

e Operator training, and

e Vehicle maintenance testing, as well as

e School bus and charter services.
The number of revenue vehicles operated to meet the annual maximum service
requirement. This is the revenue vehicle count during the peak season of the

year, on the week and day that maximum service is provided. Vehicles operated
in maximum service (VOMS) exclude:

e Atypical days, or
e One-time special events.
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