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A REGIONAL TRANSIT FRAMEWORK STUDY

1.0 INTROD UCTION

As an initial step in the analysis of public transportation in the Houston-Galveston region,
information was collected from six peer regions to provide a comparative perspective of the
regiondéds transit oper at i olesr,regidns weeesselentechltaszed anmnd p ol
population and size, development patterns, transit system performance (ridership), and transit
system size (revenue miles and capital investments). The following peer regions were reviewed
for the Regional Transit Framework Study:

e Atlanta, Georgia

o Dallas-Ft Worth, Texas

e Denver, Colorado

¢ Miami-Ft Lauderdale Florida

e San Diego, California

e Seattle, Washington

This review compares the Houston-Galveston region to the peer regions identified above based
on the following categories:

¢ Population and population density;

Transit services operated;

¢ Regional dedicated transit funding and related planning initiatives;
e Fare and fare related policies;

¢ Performance of existing transit operations;

e Existing transit capital infrastructure; and

¢ Plamed major transit investments.
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2.0 POPULATION AND POPULATION DENSITY

Population and land area data were collected for each region by urbanized area (UZA) from the
American FactFinder: Community Survey Population 3year Estimate (2005-2007). Urbanized
areas were used to calculate the densities of each region instead of Metropolitan Statistical
Areas (MSAs), because the majority of transit service is provided within the urbanized area,
whereas MSAs include population from both urban and rural areas. Table 1 provides a
comparison of UZA population and population densities for the Houston-Galveston region and
each peer region. The Miami-Ft Lauderdale region and the Denver region have the highest
density per square mile, with more than 4, 100 persons per square mile each. The Atlanta
region has the lowest population density with approximately 2,000 persons per square mile.
The remaining regions have between 3,000 and 3,500 persons per square mile. Total
population by UZA ranges from approximately 2.1 million people (Denver) to 5.2 million people
(Miami-Ft Lauderdale).

Table 1: Comparison of Urbanized Area (UZA) Densities for Peer Regions

2007 UZA 2000 UZA Land Density per Square
Region Population Area (sq mi) Mile of UZA

Atlanta, GA 4,030,000 1,963 2,053
Dallas -Ft Worth, TX 4,848,000 1,529 3,171
Denver, CO 2,065,000 499 4,138
Miami -Ft Lauderdale, FL 5,244,000 1,116 4,699

San Diego, CA 2,742,000 782 3,506
Seattle, WA 2,864,000 954 3,002
Houston -Galveston, TX 4,588,000 1,415 3 242
Average (not including 3,632,167 1,141 3.428
Houston -Galveston)

Source: U.S. Census Bureaui i Amer i can FactFinder: C oyaan Estimatey2005-ur vey Popul ati o

2 0 0 7 http:/Factfind er.census.gov
'Commuter rail under construction
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3.0 TRANSIT SERVICES OPERATED

Cataloging the transit services operated in the peer regions provides a basic summary of the
compl exi ty o ftransitasgstem.r Talge 20 idedtifies the transit modes of fered in the
Houston-Galveston region and each of the peer regions as of November 2009. Consistent with
most major urban areas in the United States, the three basic transit services are provided in
each region: fixed route bus, demand response/paratransit and vanpool. In addition, a high
capacity urban rail system is operated in each region. High capacity urban rail modes includes
both heavy rail (generally powered by an electrified third rail and accommodates higher/heavier
capacity) and light rail (gen erally powered by overhead electrification and lower/lighter capacity
than heavy rail).

The primary difference in transit services operated in the peer regions is commuter rail. Only
the Atlanta, Denver, and Houston-Galveston regions lack existing commuter rail. With
completion of the Environmental Impact Statement process and a Record of Decision (ROD)
issued by the FTA for two commuter rail corridors in the Denver region, commuter rail services
are expected to be operational by 2016. Once operational, only the Atlanta and Houston-
Galveston regions will lack commuter rail.

Other modes operated in the peer regions include ferry boat, automated guideway transit
(AGT), monorail, and trolley bus. Each of these modes provide specialized services in specift
operating environments. The Seattle monorail and Miami AGT serve short trips in high density
urban districts, while the Seattle trolley bus operates in electric mode while in tunnels,
neighborhoods and in areas with steep grades.

Sections 3.1 through 3.7 provide a narrative description of the primary transit operator and
major transit services operated in each region.
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Table 2: Peer Regions Existing Transit Services

kel é) 2 ; § © E ? T § ® z = T é
o = et IS
g |c8s| > | 8 g | 3| & [58F] 2 | g
Houston -
Galveston, TX V V V V V
Atlanta, GA V V V V
Dallas -Ft
Worth, TX V V V V V
Denver, CO V V V V* V
Miami -Ft
Lauderdale, FL V V V V V V
San Diego, CA V V V V V
Seattle, WA V V V V V V V V

Source: National Transit Databasei 2007 Transit Profiles
*FTA has issued a ROD for two @mmuter rail corridors in Denver. Construction is eminent pending further approval by FTA.

3.1 HOUSTON-GALVESTON, TEXAS

The Metropolitan Transit Authority of Harris County (METRQ is the largest transit operator in
the Houston-Galveston region. METROoperates a 7.5-mile light rail line (known as the Red
Line) between the University of Houston-Downtown and the Reliant Park area. Service is
provided seven days a week with weekday service operating between 4:30AM and 11:40PM
(2:20AM on Fridays) offering 6-minute peak/midday, 12-minute evening, and 20-minute night
service. METRO operates more than 70 local bus routes with weekday service operating
between approximately 5:00AM and 1:00AM. More than 30 express bus routes operate in the
region providing peak inbound/outbound service and select midday and late night service
between suburban communities and downtown Houston. Additionally, METROoperates shuttle
service within downtown Houston and the Texas Medical Center areas, an airport shuttle
between the Downtown Transit Center and George Bush Intercontinental Airport, demand
response service and vanpook. Other transit agencies within the Houston-Galveston region
provide light rail, local bus, demand response, and ferryboat services outside of the METRO
service area.

3.2 ATLANTA, GEORGIA

The Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) is the primary transit operator in the
Atlanta region, providing mass transit in Dekalb and Fulton counties, including the City of
Atlanta. MARTA operates four heavy rail lines that intersect in downtown Atlanta at Five Points
Station. Service is provided seven days a week with weekday service operating between
5:00AM and 1:00AM offering 10-minute peak and 20-minute off-peak service. Two rail lines
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(Red and Yellow Lines) provide service to HartsfieldJackson Atlanta International Airport.

MARTA operates more than 1% local bus routes with weekday service operating between
5:00AM and 1:30AM and three seasonal shuttle routes that connect heavy rail stations to Six
Flags Over Georgia, the Lakewood Amphitheater, and Turner Field (Atlanta Braves). Express
bus service in the Atlanta region is operated in partnership between Georgia Regional
Transportation Authority and the 12 -county region under the name Xpress which provides more
than 25 express routes from suburban communities to downtown Atlanta. All of the express

routes operate peak inbound/outbound service, with a few routes operating reverse commute.

Additional transit agencies in the Atlanta region provide local bus, demand response, and
vanpool services.

3.3 DALLAS-FT WORTH, TEXAS

The Dallas Area Rapid Transit (DART)and Fort Worth Transportation Authority (The T) are the

two primary transit agencie s in the Dallas-Ft Worth region. DART operates three light rail lines
(Red, Blue, and Green) with all routes intersecting at four downtown Dallas light rail stations.

Selvice is provided seven days a week operating between approximately 4:30AM and 1:00AM
offering 10-minute peak and 20-minute off-peak service. In addition to light rail service, DART
operates more than 100 local bus routes with weekday service operating between 4:30AM and
1:00AM. Express bus service is provided with routes operating inbound/outbound peak,
midday, and reverse commute service. In addition, shuttle service, demand response, and
vanpool are also provided by this agency.

The T operates approximately 30 local bus routes with weekday service between 5:00AM and
11:00PM. The T operates six express bus routes providing only peak inbound/outbound
service. Commuter rail service is also provided jointly by DART and The T, known as the Trinity
Railway Express (TRE) providing service between downtown Dallas and downtown Ft Worth
with a stop at the Dallas-Ft Worth International Airport. The TREoperates six days a week (no
Sunday service) with weekday service between 5:00AM and 12:00AM providing approximately
50 daily trips (both directions). Other transit agencies in the Dallas-Ft Worth region provide
local bus, demand response, and vanpool services.

3.4 DENVER, COLORADO

The Regional Transportation District (RTD) is the sole provider of transit services in the Denver
region. RTD operates five light rail lines providing service seven days a week to downtown
Denver. Light rail operates weekday service between approximately 4:00AM and 2:00AM
offering 15- to 30-minute peak, midday and evening service (depending on line), and 30-minute
late night service. More than 100 local bus routes operate seven days a week with weekday
service operating approximately between 4:30AM and 2:00AM. In addition to local bus service,
RTD operates more than 25 express bus routes, 25 regional routes, five skyRide (airport)
routes, demand response service andvanpool service.
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3.5 MIAMI -FT LAUDERDALE, FLORIDA

The Miami-Ft Lauderdale region has four transit agencies operating in the three-county region.
Each county operates its own transit service and a fourth agency provides commuter rail service
linking the three counties. Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) provides fixed route bus and demand
response transit service to Miami-Dade County, the Middle and Upper Florida Keys, and
southern Broward County. MDT operates Metrorail, which is a 22.6-mile heavy rail line with 22

stations providing service seven days a week, with weekday service operating between 5:00AM
and 1:00AM offering 7-minute peak, 15-minute midday, and 30-minute evening/night service.
Metromover is an automated guideway that provides service within and around downtown

Miami from 4.4 miles of elevated track. Service is provided seven days a week with weekday
service operating between 5:00AM and 1:00AM. Additionally, MDT operates more than 90 bus
routes providing service seven days a week with the majority of service operating between
5:00AM and 2:00AM, with five routes currently operating 24-hours per day.

Two additional transit agencies, Broward County Transit and Palm Beach County Transit,

provide local/express bus and demand response service in Broward County and Palm Beach
County, respectively. The Southeast Florida Regional Transportation Authority (Tri-Rail)

operates a single line commuter rail service in the three-county region linking Miami-Dade,

Broward, and Palm Beach counties. This service operates seven days a week with weekday
service operating between 4:00AM and 11:30PM providing approximately 50 daily trips ( both

directions). Vanpool service is provided by another regional agency.

3.6 SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNI A

The San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (SDMTS) is the primary service provider inthe San
Diego region operating in more than 70 percent of the San Diego urbanized area. SDMTS is
responsible for determining the routing, stop locations, frequency of service, and hours of

operation for light rail and bus service. San Diego Trolley, Inc. operates the 52-mile light rail

system consisting of three lines (Blue, Orange, Green). Service is provided seven days a week
with weekday operation between approximately 5:00AM and 2:00AM offering between 7- and

15-minute peak, 15-minute midday and evening, and 30-minute night service. SDMTS operates
more than 90 bus routes offering local, shuttle, express, premium, and rural s ervice, as well as
regional demand response service.

The North County Transportation District (NCTD) is the transit operator in Northern San Diego
County. The NCTD operatesdemand response, bus, light rail, and commuter rail service. The

bus system, known as the BREEZE includes express, local bus, and circulator service. NCTD®6 s

regional SPRINTER is a 22mile light rail line that operates seven days a week, providing
weekday service between 4:00AM and 9:00PM with 30-minute all day headways. The
COASTRR is a commuter rail lines that operates six days a week, providing weekday service
between approximately 5:00AM and 8:00PM, offering 22 daily trips (both directions). Additional
agencies provide bus and vanpool services.
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3.7 SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

The Seattle region operates a variety of transit services through multiple agencies. King County
Metro, the primary local service provider in the Seattle region operates express, local, circulator,
demand response and vanpool services. Sound Transit (ST) is the regional provider of express
bus, light rail, and commuter rail service. ST operates more than 25 express bus routes, with

10 express routes providing service seven days a week. During the weekday, the majority of

express routes operate two-way, all day service, while a handful of routes operate peak only
inbound/outbound and/or reverse commute service. Sound Transit currently operates two light

rail lines: Tacoma Link and Central Link. The Tacoma Link is a 1.6-mile light rail line that

connects the Tacoma Dome Sounder station with downtown Tacoma. This route operates
seven days a week with weekday service between 5:30AM and 10:00PM, offering a frequency
ranging between 10 and 20 minutes. The Central Link is a 15.6-mile light rail line that provides

service between Seattle International Airport and downtown Seattle. Service is operated seven
days a week with weekday service provided between approximately 5:00AM and 12:30AM
offering a frequency ranging between 7 and 15 minutes. Sounder is an 81-mile commuter ralil
line in the Seattle region, divided into two sections: Everett to Seattle and Tacoma to Seattle.
The Everett to Seattle section operates Monday through Friday providing peak only
inbound/outbound service with 12 daily trips (includes 4 daily Amt rak trips). The Tacoma to

Seattle section operates Monday through Friday with 14 peak only inbound/outbound trips and

4 reverse commute trips. Additional agencies provide bus, demand response, vanpool,
monorail, and ferryboat services.
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4.0 REGIONAL DEDICATED TRANSIT FUNDING AND RELATED PLANNING
AND FUN DI NG INITIATIVES

4.1 REGIONAL DEDICATED T RANSIT FUNDING

All transit agencies included in the peer regions review use a combination of funding sources to
deliver and maintain local and regional transit services. State and federal funding is utilized by
each region through multiple transportation programs including the transit capital investment
program (5309), large urban cities formula program (5307) and the rural and small transit
program (5311); however, each region relies on local or regional dedicated transit funding as
their primary revenue source.

Each region, including the Houston-Galveston region, has some form of local or regional sales
tax dedicated for transit service and transit capital development. The Atlanta, Dallas-Ft Worth,
and Denver regions have a one-percent sales tax. The other three regions have sales tax rates
that are lower, but two of the three have multiple sales taxes. Table 3 provides a summary of
the major regional dedicated funding sources in each region, as well as current information
regarding the standardized Cost of Living Index (COLI). It is important to note that similar to
the Houston-Galveston region, the major source of regional dedicated transit funding identified
for each region in Table 3 is generated and obligated within a portion of the region and may
not apply to an entire region .

Table 3: Regional Dedicated Funding Sourcesand Cost of Living Comparison

2007 Annual Cost of Living Index

Major Source of Regional Composite Housing Transportation
Region Dedi cated Transit Funding Value Value Value
Houston -Galveston, TX Regional Sales Tax 87.7 73.5 96.2
(1.00 percent)
Atlanta , GA Local Sales Tax 96.1 91.8 103.5
(1.00 percent)
Dallas -Ft Wo rth, TX Regional Sales Tax 91.2 71.5 103.4
(1.00 percent)
Denver , CO Regional Sales Tax 103.4 109.3 95.4
(1.00 percent)
Miami -Ft Lauderdale , FL | Regional Sales Tax 115.4 138.2 109.6

(0.50 percent)

Local Allocation of State Gas
Tax

Vehicle Registration Tax
San Diego , CA State Sales Tax 139.5 218.1 111.2
(0.25 percent)

Local Sales Tax
(0.167 percent)
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W\
2007 Annual Cost of Living Index
Major Source of Regional Composite Housing Transportation
Region Dedi cated Transit Funding Value Value Value
Seattle , WA Local Sales TaxKing County 121 153.2 106.1

(0.80 percent)

Regional Sales Tax
(0.90 percent)

Motor Vehicle Tax
(0.30 percent)

4.2 HISTORY O F MAJOR REGIONAL TRA NSIT PLANNING AND FU NDING
INITIATIVES

Each of the peer regions have undertaken significant planning and funding initiatives in the last
ten years to maintain and improve public transit services within their respective regions. Many
of the planning and funding initiatives focus on major capital and operations investments
including the development of new bus rapid transit and rail corridors . The details of current
planned major transit investments are outlined in Chapter 7; however, a li st of major regional
transit planning and funding initiatives for each peer region are identified in Table 4 .

Table 4: Major Regional Transit Planning and Funding Initiatives

Region Major Regional TransitPIanning and Funding Initi atives

Houston - Texas State Legislature enabled the formation of transit districts in 1973.
Galveston, TX

e In 1978, the Brazos Transit District (The District) was created.

e In 1978, METRO was created through a voter approved one-cent sales tax. METRO
authority is primarily within Harris County.

e In 1995, the Texas State Legislature authorized the formation of the Colorado Valley
Transit District.

e In 2003, voters approved the METRO Solutions Plan which allocates onefourth of a one -
cent sales tax to the plan.

¢ In 2005, METRO Solutions Phase 2 was authorized to accelerate the completion of projects
in the METRO Solutions Plan.

e In 2005, the Fort Bend County Public Transportation Department was created.
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Region Major Regional Transit Planning and  Funding Initi atives

Atlanta , GA e In 1971, the Governor signed three transit bills passed by the General Assembly; HB 219
amended the Georgia Sales Tax Law to permit a local sales and use tax in metropolitan
Atlanta for rapid transit purposes; and HB 223 modified and clarified certain provisions in
the original MARTA Act of 1965.

e In 1972, the local 1 percent Rapid Transit Tax became effective.

e In 1965, the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority Act (S.E. 102) became a law
having passed the Georgia General Assembly 205 to 12. It set up the agency to bring rapid
transit to reality but required a local referendum in the five counties and the City of Atlanta
before the agency could begin operation. The local referendum failed in one metropolitan
county getting 43 percent of the vote and succeeded in the other four counties and th e
City of Atlanta getting 70 percent of the vote.

e In 1983, the sales tax was extended by 15 years to 2012.

e In 2005, SB 114 extended the time MARTA can use 55% ofthe sales tax it collects for
operating expenses (instead of previous 50%) for 5 more years to 2011.

e In 2005, SB 115 extended the time MARTA is allowed to use interest in its bank accounts
for its operating expenses from 2006 to 2016.

Dallas -Ft The Regional Transit Initiative was conceived in 2004 to identify a feasible regional

Worth, TX institutional structure for seamless public transportation in North Central Texas. It includes

the counties of Tarrant, Ellis, Johnson and parts of Collin and Dallas, which are not included

in DART. The plan calls for localoption elections to allow cities to decide if they want to add
the sales tax and connect with the new system.

¢ In 2000, a $2.9 billion bond election allowed the transit system to expand light rail to 94
miles.

e In 2006, the Federal Transit Administration approved a $700-million Full Funding Grant
Agreement (FFGA) to kick start a $2.5 billion expansion that will lead to the doubling of the
DART Rail System to 90miles by 2013.

e In 2001, Prop 15 created the Texas Mobility Fund to support state highway, public
transportation and light rail projects.

Denver , CO The FasTracks Ballot Initiative, created in 2004, is $4.7 billion proposed transit improvement

package to expand light rail/lcommuter rail lines to reach additional inner city and suburban

communities and the Denver International Airport. It w ill also fund a new rapid bus service
and increase parking capacity by 80 percent at park-and-ride facilities. The initiative was
funded with a local sales tax increase from 0.6 percent to 1 percent (4 cents/per $10).

¢ In 1999, Question 1B redirected the state tax surplus of $5.9 million to mass transit and
affordable housing.

e In 1999, the Transit Referendum-RTD plan was approved to borrow $457 million of $779
million, to exclusively finance a Southeast corridor light rail project.

e Ina 2002 Legislative Adion, SB167was approved which allowed RTD to go directly to
voters regarding transit issues/funding, as long as plan was compatible with state and local
transportation plans and does not attempt to obligate existing state funds.

Miami , FL In 2002, Miami-Dade County residents approved the

associated funding source consisting of a one-half percent sales tax.

In 2003, legislation was enacted creating the South Florida Regional Transportation Authority
(SFRTA) from the Tri-County Commuter Rail Authority (Tri-Rail). The enabling legislation
provided for the following: issuance and payment of revenue bonds; requirement for
counties served by the authority to dedicate a specified amount of funding; and authorization
of a tax on motor vehicle registration based on approval of a referendum.
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Region Major Regional Transit Planning and  Funding Initi atives
San Diego , CA | San Diegovoters approved a 20-year local sales tax increase called TransNet. The bill
authorized a 1/2 cent addition to the local sales tax that would be split as follows: 1/ 3 for
highways, 1/3 for local roads, and 1/3 for public transit projects.

e In 2002, voters passed a measure (prop 42) to dedicate gas tax funds to transportation.
Proposition 91 was designed to close the loop holes that the state was using to apply the
funds to other purposes.

e In 2006, voters passed Propositions 1A and 1B, which closed the loop hole that allowed
State legislators to divert gasoline sales tax revenue from transportation to other state uses
and created new transportation infrastructure fundi ng. Prop 1B: $37.3 billion infrastructure
bond package. Almost $20 billion for transportation project s including public transport.

e In 2006, Prop 1C a $2.8 billion bond, was created to fund development near transit and
affordable housing projects.

¢ In 2004, San Diegovoters approved TransNet, a $14 billion initiative, to extend an existing
one-half-cent sales tax to 2048 to fund regional transportation improvements. The funding
would be split equally between highway, transit and local road projects with $1 million
annually earmarked for bike paths and facilities.

Seattle , WA In 1999, after passage of initiative 695, the State eliminated a dedicated source of funding

for transit. King County voters responde.d@

percent to 0.8 percent.

In 2006, voters approved Transit Now, a four point initiative that increase dKi ng Co un
Metro transit service. The initiative is funded by a one-tenth of a 1 percent increase in sales
tax.

In 1996, King, Snohomish, and Pierce County voters approved Sound Move, a $3.9 billion
initiative which authorized a 0.4% regional sales tax and 0.3% MVET tax to finance the
construction and operation of a regional transit system. This plan funds the expansion of
HOV lanes, the creation of an 81-mile commuter rail system, and the creation of a 25 -mile
light rail starter system.

In November 2008, a $17.9 billion (in YOE) initiative was approved by King, Snohomish, and
Pierce county voters, which authorized an additional 0.5% regional sales tax to finance the
construction, operations, and maintenance of the regional transit system. The Plan, known
as Sound Transit 2, builds on the current Sound Move Plan by expediting current transit
projects (under Sound Move) and adding additional light rail, commuter rail, and regional bus
service.
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5.0 FARES AND FARE RELATED POLICIES

This section provides detailed information regarding revenue and transit fares by mode. Table
5 identifies annual ridership, fare box recovery, and typical one-way regional fare for each
region. Annual ridership and the fare box recovery ratio w ere calculated by using information
from the National Transit Database: 2007 Transit Profiles Annual ridership was summed by
mode for all transit agencies operating in their res pective region. Fare box recovery was
calculated by dividing the regional operating expenses by the regional fare revenues by mode.
The typical regional fare was acquired from multiple transit agencies in each region. For most
public transit systems, passenger fares help offset operating costs. There are no major transit
systems in the United States that fully recover their system-wide operating costs through
passenger fares.

Asindicated in Table 5, the fare box recovery ratio for bus ranges between 13 percent (Dallas-
Ft Worth) and 30 percent (San Diego), with a peer region average around 22 percent. At 18
percent, the fare box recovery ratio for the Houston -Galveston region is lower than the peer
average. The fare box recovery ratio for demand response services ranges between 2 percent
(Seattle) and 16 percent (San Diego), with an average around 6 percent. The demand
response fare box recovery ratio for the Houston-Galveston region is around 4 percent.

Table 5: 2007 Peer Redgon Ridership and Fare Structure/Policies

1

Annual Ridership Typical 2009 Regional Fare
(NTD 2007
Reporting 1
Annual Unlinked Fare Box
Regmn Mode Trips Recovery Type One-Way
Houston - Bus 87,634,000 18% Regular Reduced
Local $1.25 $0.60
Galveston, TX PNR (Zone 1) $2.00 $1.00
PnR (Zone 2) $3.25 $1.60
PnR (Zone 3) $3.75 $1.85
PnR (Zone 4) $4.50 $2.25
TREKEXPRES{ $1.00-$2.25 N/A
CO Transit $1.00-$5.00 N/A
Light Rail 11,740,000 24% Local $1.25-$1.50 | $0.60-$0.75
Demand Response 1,557,000 4% $1.00 to $6.00
Vanpool 1,972,000 71% $4.00 to $6.00 per day
Atlanta , GA Bus 79,275,000 27% Regular Reduced
Local $1.50-$2.00 | $0.75-$1.00
Express $3.00-$4.00 N/A
Heavy Rail 77,686,000 29% Local $2.00 $0.90
Demand Response 475,000 4% $3.00-$3.60
Vanpool 1,043,000 55% Unknown
Dallas -Ft Bus 61,246,000 13% | $R69U|af $Redu§ed
; 5 Loca 1.25-1.75 0.60-$0.85
Worth, TX Commuter Rail 2,475,000 8% System $2.50 $0.85
Light Rail 17,893,000 12% Regional $3.75 $0.85
Demand Response 1,377,000 6% $1.00-$3.00
Vanpool 978,000 47% $290/van/month
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W

Annual Ridership Typical 2009 Regional Fare !
(NTD 2007
Reporting 1
Annual Unlinked Fare Box
Region Mode Trips Recovery Type One-Way
Denver , CO Bus 73,967,000 22% Regular Reduced
Local $2.00 $1.00
Express $3.50 $1.75
Regional $4.50 $2.25
Light Rail 18,655,000 44% 1 Zone $2.00 $1.00
2 Zones $2.00 $1.00
3 Zones $3.50 $1.75
4 Zones $4.50 $2.25
Demand Respase 1,273,000 5% Local $4.00
Express $7.00
Regional $9.00
Vanpool 301,000 43% $55-$140/month/person
Miami -Ft Bus 135,501,000 21% Regular Reduced
Local $1.50-$2.00 | $0.75-$1.00
Lauderdale, FL Express $2.35-$5.00 N/A
Heavy Rail 17,505,000 17% Local $2.00 $1.00
Commuter Rail 3,408,000 17% 1 Zone $2.50 $1.25
2 Zones $3.75 $1.90
3 Zones $5.00 $2.50
4 Zones $5.65 $2.80
5 Zones $6.25 $3.15
6 Zones $6.90 $3.45
Automated 8,623,000 0% Free
Guideway
Demand Response 3,425,000 7% $3.00
Vanpool 480,000 26% Unknown
San Diego , CA | Bus 60,115,000 30% Regular Reduced
Shuttle $2.25 $1.25
Local $2.25 $1.10
Urban $2.25 $1.10
Express $2.50 $1.10
Premium $5.00 $2.50
Rural $5-$10 $2.25-$5.00
BREEZE/FAST $2.00 $1.00
Light Rail 35,114,000 49% Trolley $2.50 $1.25
Commuter Rail 1,561,000 36% Coaster
1 Zone $5.00 $2.50
2 Zones $5.50 $2.75
3 Zones $6.00 $3.00
4 Zones $6.50 $3.25
Sprinter $2.00 $1.00
Demand Response 816,000 16% $4.00-$4.50
Vanpool 1,738,000 71% Approximately $100
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Annual Ridership

Typical 2009 Regional Fare

1

(NTD 2007
Reporting 1
Annual Unlinked Fare Box
Region Mode Trips Recovery Type One-Way
Seattle , WA Bus 145,091,000 22% Peak Off - Peak

1 Zone $2.00 $1.75
2 Zones $2.50 $1.75
Youth $0.75 $0.75
Reduced $0.50 $0.50

Demand Response 1,775,000 2% $1.00

Vanpool 3,851,000 70% $72-90/month/person

Monorail 1,589,000 108% Adult $4.00
Youth $1.50
Reduced $2.00

Ferryboat 24,071,000 17% Adult $2.65-$22.55
Youth $2.15-$18.10
Reduced $1.30-$11.25

Commuter Rail 2,157,000 27% Adult $2.75-$4.75
Youth $2.00-$3.50
Reduced $1.25-$2.25

Light Rail 860,000 0% Central Link
Adult $1.75-$2.50
Youth $1.25-$2.00
Reduced $0.75-$1.25
Tacoma Link Free

Sources: Federal Transit Administrationi i Nat i onal Transit Database: 2007 Transit

Transit; Brazos Transit District; Island Transit; The Gulf Coast Center; Colorado Valley Transit; Harris County Transit; Metropolitan
Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority; Cobb County Transit; Georgia Regional Transportation Authority; Gwinnett County Transit; Clayton
County Transit; Fort Worth Transportation Authority; Handitran; Dallas Area Rapid Transit; Grand Connection; Denton County
Transportation Authority; Regional Transportation District-Denver; Broward County Transit; Miami-Dade Transit; PalmTran; TRI-
Rail; San Diego Metropolitan Transit System; North County Transit District; San Diego Council of Governors; Chula Vista Trasit;
King County Metro; Washington State Department of Transportation; and Sound Transit
!Notes: Fare varies depending on operator.
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6.0 PERFORMANCE OF EXISTING TRANSIT OPERATIO NS

Annual ridership and operating expenses by mode were acquired from the ANational Transit
Database: 2007 Transit Profilesfor all transit agencies in each peer region. As shown in Table

6, annual ridership is organized into two categories. Bus and Rail/Other. The Bus category
includes the sum of all bus and trolleybus operations. The Rail/Other category includes the sum
of commuter rail, light rail, heavy rail, monorail, automated guideway, demand response,

vanpool, and ferryboat operations. Performance data reviewed were measured as totals and on
a per capita basis. Annual ridership per capita was calculated by dividing the reported ridership
(total and by transit mode) by the total UZA population. Annual revenue miles per capita was
calculated by dividing the reported revenue miles (total and by transit mode) by the total UZA
population.

The annual ridership per capita for the Bus category ranges from 12.63 (Dallas-Ft Worth) to
50.66 (Seattle). The Dallas-Ft Worth, Houston-Galveston and Atlanta regions have the lowest
ridership per capita among the peer regions, while the remaining regions are above 20.00. The
annual ridership per capita for the Rail/Other category ranges from 3.33 (Houston-Galveston) to
19.65 (Atlanta). Atlanta ranks the highest for this service, mainly due to the high rail ridership
that occurs in the region.

Figure 1 shows the ridership per capita by Bus and Rail/Other. As described earlier in this
section, Bus ridership per capita includes all bus and trolley bus operations, while Rail/Other
ridership includes all commuter rail, light rail, heavy rail, monorail, automated guideway,
demand response, vanpool, and ferryboat operations. As shown in this figure, the Seattle and
Denver regions have the highest bus ridership per capita while, the Dallas-Ft Worth region has
the lowest. As for Rai/Other category, the Atlanta and San Diego regions have the highest
ridership per capita, while the Houston-Galveston region has the lowest. An important point to
note in this figure is that the Atlanta region has an equal amount of ridership per capita in both
categories, where in the other regions, bus ridership per capita dominates.

Table 6 also includes operating expenses per capita, which ranges between $73.80 (Houston
Galveston) to $328.12 (Seattle). Based on this statistic, the Houston-Galveston region expends
fewer dollars per person for transit service than any of the peers. Statistically, the closest peer

region is Dallas-Ft Worth, with per capita operating expenses exceeding $84 per person, or
more than $10 per person than what is expended in the Houston -Galveston region.
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Figure 1: 2007 Ridership per UZA Populationby Mode
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Table 6: 2007 Ridership and Opeating Expenses by UZA Population

Operating
Expenses * &
Ridership Operating
UZA Transit Agencies Annual per UZA Expenses per
Region Population * in UZA 2 Mode 3 Ridership 2 | Population Capita
Houston - 4,588,000 Metro Bus 87,634,000 19.10 $338,578,297
Galveston, TX Connect Transit Rail/Other 15,270,000 3.33 $73.80/capita
The District Total 102,904,000 22.43
Fort Bend Transit
Harris Cty. Transit®
Island Transit
Atlanta , GA 4,030,000 MARTA Bus 79,275,000 19.67 $418,690,802
CCT Rail/Other 79,203,000 19.65 | $103.89/capita
Rideshare Total 158,478,000 39.32
GRTA
GCT
City of Canton
Transit

Marietta - VPSI Inc.

CTRAN
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W\
Operating
Expenses * &
Ridership Operating
UZA Transit Agencies Annual per UZA Expenses per
Region Population * in UZA? Mode 2 Ridership 2 Population Capita
Dallas -Ft 4,848,000 DART Bus 61,246,000 12.63 $409,418,338
Worth, TX The T Rail/Other 22,723,000 4.69 $84.45/capita
Handitran Total 83,969,000 17.32
Grand Connection
MTED
Dallas - VPSI, Inc.
DCTA
Denver , CO 2,065,000 RTD Bus 73,967,000 35.82 $345,241,035
Rail/Other 20,229,000 9.80 | $167.19/capita
Total 94,196,000 45.62
Miami -Ft 5,244,000 BCT Bus 135,501,000 25.84 $700,944,227
Lauderdale, FL MDT Rail/Other 33,442,000 6.38 | $133.67/capita
PalmTran Total 168,943,000 32.22
Tri-Rail
Miami Lakes- VPSI,
Inc.
San Diego , CA 2,742,000 MTS Bus 60,115,000 21.92 $270,224,490
NCTD Rail/Other 39,229,000 14.31 $98.55/capita
SANDAG Total 99,344,000 36.23
CVT
Seattle , WA 2,864,000 King County Metro | Bus 145,091,000 50.66 $939,734,180
Pierce Transit Rail/Other 34,304,000 11.98 | $328.12/capita
City of Seattle - Total 179,395,000 62.64
Seattle Center
Monorail Transit
Pierce County Ferry
Community Transit
WSF
Sound Transit
'Source: U.S. Census Bureausi i Amer i can FactFinder: C oyean BEstimatey2005-2 00 &y . Bog0OD&ti on 3

http://factfinder.census.gov

2Source: Federal Transit Administrationi i Nat i onal Transit Database: 2007 Transit Profiles
5’Note: Under Mode, nOther o equ,dérygboataneVaspoairideship Demand Response

“Note: Operating Expenses reported as atotal of all majortransi t agencies in the UZA and based on AN
2006 Transit Profiles. 0o 2006. Operating expenses include the follow

Supplies; Purchased Transportation; and Other Operating Expenses.
Note: Harris County Transit National Transit Database: rsRig07
and operating cost data are not included in the Table 6.

Table 7 identifies the annual revenue miles and annual ridership for 2007 utilizing the National
Transit Database: 2007 Transit Profiles The annual revenue miles and ridership is normalized
by UZA population for each region to provide a comparison. The Dallas-Ft Worth, Houston-
Galveston, and Atlanta regions have the lowest revenue miles per capita, while the Seattle and
Denver regions have the highest.
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Table 7: 2007 Revenue Miles/Capita and Ridership/Capita per Peer Region

2007 Annual Revenue Ridership
2007 UZA Revenue Mile s per 2007 Annual per

Region Population * Miles 2 Capita Ridership 2 Capita
Houston -Galveston, TX 4,588,000 65,471,000 14.27 102,904,000 22.43
Atlanta , GA 4,030,000 64,354,000 15.97 158,477,000 39.32
Dallas -Ft Worth, TX 4,848,000 56,232,000 11.60 83,969,000 17.32
Denver , CO 2,065,000 59,475,000 28.80 94,196,000 45.62
Miami , FL 5,244,000 105,907,000 20.20 168,943,000 32.22
San Diego , CA 2,742,000 57,151,000 20.84 99,344,000 36.23
Seattle , WA 2,864,000 94,782,000 33.09 179,395,000 62.64
Average 3,768,714 71,910,286 19.08 126,746,857 33.63
'Source: U.S.Census Bureali i Ameri can FactFinder: C oyean BEstimatey2005-2 0 0 &y . BopOD&ti on
2Source: Federal Transit Administrationi iNat i onal Transit Database: 2007 Transit Profil

Comparing the amount of transit service supplied (revenue miles per capita) and transit
service consumed (ridership per capita) reveals an interesting pattern. As illustrated in
Figure 2 , generally peer regions that provide more service per capita also have higher
ridership per capita. Compared to the peer regions, the Houston-Galveston region has the
second lowest ridership per capita and provides the second lowest number of revenue miles
per capita.

Figure 2: Comparison of Transit Supdy and Demand by UZA

70.00

Seattle
//

50.00
/‘ Denver

40.00 ’ Atlanta /S/D
an Diego

30.00 //’ Miami-Ft Lauderdale

20,00 A Houston

0 DallasFt Worth

60.00

Ridership per Capita (Demand

10.00
0.00
0.00 5.00 10.00 15.00 20.00 25.00 30.00 35.00
Revenue Miles per Capita (Suppl
Source: Federal Transit Administrationi A Nat i onal Transit Database: 2007 Transit Profile

oo0000000000000000000000000000O00000O0O00000OOO00D0OOO0OC0

20




































