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Abstract

The current public bus system in Tulsa, Oklahoma has several key issues that
negatively impact the numbers of citizens using the system. The network is
difficult fo understand, the low -frequency service is often a barrier, and the
public perception of the system leads individuals to choose other modes of
transportation, primarily personal vehicles. In order to shift the paradigm and
attract additional ridership, the city must work to improve current route and
schedule options to better suit the needs of the city. Itis fime for Tulsa to re-
evaluate the current network by considering alternate approaches to route
configurations, schedules, educating the public, and encouraging the use of
public transit over personal vehicles. By increasing the use of public fransit, the
city will see less traffic congestion, better air quality, and overall improvements in
public health and quality of life. Through a comparison of peer cities and a
detailed analysis of existing route conditions, this project develops
recommendations for immediate, low to no cost improvements that could be
implemented to address those issues facing Tulsa Transit. In addition, a list of
long-term items for consideration is provided.




Intfroduction

Public transit is an integral piece of every major city. In order for the city to
receive any benefit from providing a public system, the system must be used
regularly. Ridership is key when designing a citywide system so the city must
work to promote the use of public transit. The system must be designed so that it
is easy to navigate and accessible by key areas of the city. The system must
also remain affordable so that it does not exclude lower income individuals who
rely on public transit daily.

At this time, Tulsa’s bus fransit system
can be described as a hub-and-
spoke network with all routes
converging on two central stations.
The primary “hubs” for Tulsa are the
Denver Avenue Station downtown
and the Memorial Midtown Station
located at 339 & Memorial. The
current configuration consists of
unusual routes that divert off primary
arterial streets and intfo neighborhood
and secondary streets which leads to
problems with schedules, frequency,
and general understanding of the
network. As the city sees growth and
development, it is important to be
proactive regarding transportation
solutions. This includes consideration for alternate routes and networks that can
better service the city in the short-term with additional things to consider moving
forward. In addition to the network design, it is also important to rebrand the
system to the general public in order to encourage new ridership and an overall
change in perception regarding public fransit.

Tulsa Transit System Map

Cities are continuing to make the transition from planning for the automobile to
planning for public fransit and pedestrians. Investment in public fransit has
shown to reduce costs due to road maintenance and public safety by reducing
wear on public infrastructure while also preventing traffic accidents. In addition
to the immediate effects seen by improving public transit, there are a number of
secondary effects such as improvements in public health through increased
physical activity and improved air quality. (J.Walker, Human Transit) As the city
looks to update the transit system, it must also plan for providing access and
connectivity throughout the city by means of additional infrastructure
improvements such as sidewalks, crossings, and station enhancements.



Goals of the Project

This project will provide recommendations for alternative route configurations by
assessing the current conditions and identifying areas in which the routes could
be improved. Allrecommendations will meet the following criteria:

e Improve identified performance measures
o Ridership
o Bus Frequency
e Align Tulsa Transit with peer city data on public fransit
e Provide simplified route configurations
e  Work within existing and planned operating expenses for Tulsa Transit

The major objective of this project is to illustrate where immediate improvements
could be made without the need for additional resources. Additional
recommendations will be made for future improvements that assume additional
funds and revenue could be obtained.




Methodology

In order to better understand what Tulsa needs in terms of a fransit system, it is
important to start by looking at the existing condifions including ridership, buses
available, current routes, population density, and existing plans and studies that
have been put in place including the Tulsa Comprehensive Plan and the Fast
Forward Transit Plan. Once the existing data is collected, key performance
measures are identified and calculated in order to compare the existing system
with identified peer cities. (Transportation Research Board, Guidebook for
Developing a Transit Performance-Measurement System)

Peer cities were identified with a specific set of criteria to ensure those that were
chosen share key characteristics with Tulsa. It was important to identify cities of
similar size both geographically and by population. It was also important to
identify cities with similar transit service areas and systems to guarantee a
relevant performance measure comparison.

Once the existing condition data is collected, it can be used to identify where
improvements can be made and adapt the existing system to fit Tulsa’s needs.
Some basic alternatives could include a smaller coverage areaq, streamlined
routes that follow primary arterial streets, and additional buses to improve
frequency and reliability of the system. A study of existing fixed-routes and their
utilization could produce results that lead to the elimination of certain under-
utilized routes in order to re-allocate resources to routes in key areas. (Diab,
Badami. Bus Transit Improvement Strategies)

Finally, once set of alternate configurations is made, it is necessary to form a
plan for implementing the changes. An implementation plan is crucial and must
include a schedule for transitioning the system while continuing to provide
necessary service to the public. Recommendations for improvement will be
made in two phases:

1. Immediate to near-term
e Little to no-cost improvements that can begin implementation
without any additional resources, but will continue to enhance the
system as new funding becomes available
2. Long-Term
e 20 yearitems for consideration for Tulsa Transit



Tulsa Transit Today

At this time, Tulsa Transit operates 95 vehicles
while at maximum service. Those vehicles
make up a collection of fixed-routes and
demand-responsive paratransit service
called “The Lift". A collection of local, state,
and federal funds comprise the current 20
million dollar budget afforded to the
Metropolitan Transit Authority in Tulsa.
Through two main stations, the system operates as a primarily “*hub-and-spoke”
configuration. In 2013, Tulsa Transit ran 3,155,745 trips and 17,923,512 passenger
miles. Transit service in Tulsa operates 6 days a week with primary hours of 5 A.M.
to 8 P.M. Monday through Friday, 7 A.M. to 7 P.M. on Saturday, and limited
nightline service of 5 routes from the end of normal operating hours until
midnight Monday through Saturday. Currently, Tulsa Transit does not operate
any service on Sundays. There are 18 all-day fixed routes that serve the Tulsa
Metro area (See map on next page). The Lift service provides a point-to-point
trip at a higher cost and is limited to members of the community with disability.
In order to qualify for lift service, individuals must complete an application and
verification process. Once the application is approved, the individual must buy
Lift service passes at a slightly more expensive rate than normal fixed-route
service.

Costs for transit passes vary and depend on length of time, number of trips, age,
and military status. Standards costs for transit service in Tulsa are provided by
Tulsa Transit and listed in the table below:

Reduced Per-Trip
Fixed and Adult Reduced Express WHERE TO BUY PASSES
Route |Fare Option Adult Military Youth Express Express Upcharge On Bus Stations Website | QuikTrip
1 2-Hour U2 Pass $ 175 | 8 085 |3 150 8 2008 1.00 X
2 One-Way / One-Bus Discount Fare* | § 150 | 8 075 | 8 1.00 X
3 1-day pass S 375 | 8 1858 185 | 8 3.75| 8 185 | 8 0.25 X X X X
4 7-day pass $ 1400 § 7.00 |8 700| 8 14008 7.00 |8 0.25 X X X X
S 10-ride pass $ 1400 8 7008 1100 |§ 17.00| % 8.50 X X X
6 31-day pass $§ 4500 |$ 22508 2250|8 4500(8 22508 0.25 X X X
Lift |Fare Option Adult
1 10-Ride Lift Regular Booklet $  35.00 X X
2 10-Ride Lift Short Trip Booklet ** $ 30,00 X X X

* The $1.50 one-way/one-bus discounted fare option will not allow transfers to other buses. This discount fare type
is not available on the Broken Arrow Route 508.

** Discounted Lift Program fare for trips of six or fewer miles in length.

Within the year 2013 Tulsa Transit earned $2,961,860 in fare revenue from transit
service; making up 16.8% of their $17,670,274 in operating expenses.

Tulsa Transit’'s funding comes from several different sources including local and
federal funds.



Tulsa Transit System Map
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Determining Performance Measures

Every year, fransit agencies that receive federal funding are legally required to
report specific statistics regarding the operation of service to the Federal Transit
Administration. The data is then used to apportion over 5 billion dollars of FTA
funds to transit agencies in urbanized areas. These statistics are tracked in the
National Transit Database and available to the public.

Using the data provided by the National Transit Database, it becomes possible
to calculate key performance measures developed by the Federal Transit
Administration that can help identify areas that need improvement. For this
project, service efficiency measures and service quality measures will be as
follows for Tulsa Transit:

e Annual Ridership — 3,155,745
e Service Efficiency
o Fareboxrecovery - 16.8%
o Operating expense per capita - $44.18
» (Operating Expenses/Population)
o Operating expense per passenger trip - $5.60
» (Operating Expenses/Passenger Trips)
o Operating expense per passenger mile - $0.99
» (Operating Expense/Revenue Miles)
o Passenger trips per capita - 7.89
» (Passenger Trips/Population)
e Service Quality
o Average trip length — 5.68 miles
o Revenue miles perrevenue hour —15.72

Using just Tulsa Transit performance measures, it isn’'t easy to understand where
improvement is needed. Therefore, it is important to begin a peer city
comparison in order to relate Tulsa Transit to comparable agencies around the
u.s.



Peer City Selection

Performance measures alone do not provide a clear picture for areas that need
extra improvement or changes. It is necessary to identfify peer cities in order to
establish a standard for performance measures. Peer cities were selected
based on similarities between transit modes and service area statistics.
Specifically, the following:

1. Service area size

2. Service area population
3. Passenger miles

4. Operating expenses

Given that criteria, four peer cities were established for the purposes of this
project:

1. Akron, Ohio

2. Colorado Springs, Colorado
3. Sarasota, Florida

4. Tucson, Arizona

- Akron
- Colorado Springs

, Tulsa
7

W

. Tugson

L. Sarasota



Performance Analysis of Peer Cities

For each of the four peer cities that were determined, performance measures
were calculated by obtaining data from the National Transit Database through
the Federal Transit Authority. Each of the eight performance measures
calculated for Tulsa Transit were calculated for the peer agencies for the
purpose of comparison. Detailed data sheets are included in the appendix.

Akron, Ohio

e Annual Ridership — 5,427,929

e Service Efficiency
o Fareboxrecovery - 12.8%
o Operating expense per capita - $72.19
o Operating expense per passenger trip - $7.22
o Operating expense per passenger mile - $1.78
o Passenger trips per capita - 10

e Service Quality
o Average trip length — 4.06 miles
o Revenue miles perrevenue hour —13.78

Colorado Springs, Colorado

e Annual Ridership — 2,991,715

e Service Efficiency
o Fareboxrecovery —20.3%
o Operating expense per capita - $31.69
o Operating expense per passenger trip - $5.26
o Operating expense per passenger mile - $0.80
o Passenger trips per capita — 6.02

e Service Quality
o Average frip length — 6.60

o Revenue miles perrevenue hour — 15.95



Sarasota, Florida

Annual Ridership — 3,002,258
Service Efficiency

(@]

o

o

©)

©)

Farebox recovery - 11.2%

Operating expense per capita - $55.79
Operating expense per passenger trip - $7.22
Operating expense per passenger mile - $1.28
Passenger trips per capita - 7.73

Service Quality

(@]

(@]

Average trip length — 5.64 miles
Revenue miles per revenue hour — 14.91

Tucson, Arizona
Annual Ridership — 20,873,221
Service Efficiency

(@]

o

o

o

o

Farebox recovery - 19%

Operating expense per capita - $130.37
Operating expense per passenger trip - $3.40
Operating expense per passenger mile - $0.86
Passenger trips per capita — 38.37

Service Quality

o

o

Average trip length — 3.95 miles
Revenue miles per revenue hour — 12.69

Peer City Analysis

Now that the performance measures for all of the peer cities have been

calculated, they can be charted and compared to the performance measures
calculated for Tulsa Transit.

Service Area Size

Service Area Population
Ridership

Farebox Recovery

Revenue Hours/Revenue Miles
Operating Expense per Capita
Local Funds Invested
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Service Area Population
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Annual Ridership

7,090,174

Farebox Recovery

16.7%

AVERAGE mTulsa, OK

As evidenced by the graphics above, Tulsa ranks far below average in overall
ridership; however, they continue to operate efficiently and recover just as
much of their overall expenses as peer cities. This discrepancy can be
explained by the following graphs which illustrate the overall amount of service
being provided by Tulsa Transit compared to the average of peer cities.
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Revenue Hours

421,293

Revenue Miles

5,871,545

m AVERAGE Tulsa, OK

Operating Expense (per capitq)

$44.18

m AVERAGE Tulsa, OK
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Local Funds Invested

$7.892,000

B AVERAGE 1 Tulsa, OK

Tulsa Transit ranks below average amongst peer cities in the amount of service
that is provided and the numbers of riders each year. For cost efficiency, Tulsa

Transit has been able to maintain a fairly average measure of expenditures for
the service they currently provide; however, an expansion of the service would
be required to meet peer city averages for quality and size of service.

Local investment in transit is low and the quality of fransit overall has suffered
because of it. Redesigning an entire transit network is a large project that would
require participation from public and private entities. While the immediate costs
may seem very high, it is the goal of this project to provide evidence that the
initial investment will be earned back in the long-term through the many benefits
public transit provides. One of the largest barriers to improving public fransit is
the availability of funding.

Now that it is understood where Tulsa stands among peer cities, the next step is
to begin analyzing the system on a micro level in order to understand where
improvements can be made that will affect the overall performance measures.

15



Route Analysis

For the purpose of analyzing each individual fixed route, Tulsa Transit data was
collected on certain performance measures in order to understand which routes
had the highest levels of utilization and which routes need improvement. The
measures collected were:

e Peak Frequency
e Weekday Boardings
e Estimated Potential Ridership

In addition to the performance measures, GIS analysis was conducted to better
understand population density of the city and how each route interacted with
areas of high density, shopping centers, employment areas, and other points of
interest. Detailed profile sheets for each route are included within the appendix.

The first performance measure looked at was frequency of each route:
Peak Frequency
120
100
80
60
40

20

251 101 105 215 100 117 318 111 210 221 118 114 306 112 203 222 471

Peak Frequency
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Currently, only 4 routes maintain a peak frequency of less than 40 minutes with 5
routes actually exceeding one hour in frequency. This indicates a severe
problem that would take away most individuals ability to rely on the bus system
as a primary mode of fransportation.

The second performance measure that was looked at was the weekday
boarding count:

Boardings
1600

1400

1200

1000
800
600 =
400 -

200 -

306 118 471 117 318 203 215 114 111 251 210 100 221 112 101 222 105

Boardings

Several highly utilized routes suffer from a very low frequency. The 222, 112, 221,
and the 210 all exceed average ridership numbers and show a very high
demand for service. There are also a number of routes that have very low
demand and low frequency. These routes consume valuable resources that
could be used to improve those routes in higher demand.

The map on the next page takes the current route map for Tulsa Transit and
illustrates which routes are highly utilized. To better understand potential
ridership of each route, census information is show to illustrate population density
throughout the city.
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Bus Route Boardings
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It is clear from the map on the previous page that the routes being ufilized the
least are those that cover the fringe areas of Tulsa. These routes serve areas that
have been developed over the years to be very car-oriented. Wide right-of-
ways and lacking pedestrian infrastructure require personal vehicles to navigate

safely and efficiently.

The final piece of route analysis involved looking at access to a bus route. In
order to understand the current coverage, each route was buffered by 1/4 mile

to indicate walking distance to a route.
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Several observations can be made from the overall route analysis:

Highest utilization occurs on Route 105 — Peoria Corridor
Routes serving fringe areas of the city are underutilized
Only three routes maintain a frequency of 30 minutes or less
o 101
o 105
o 251
9 routes operate at a frequency of more than 60 minutes
Deviation from primary arterial streets significantly add to cycle time and
wait tfimes for passenger
Route deviations do not add significant coverage

Using these observations, recommendations for improvement can begin to
develop.
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Recommendations

The primary object of this project is to provide recommendations that can be
implemented within the existing budget for Tulsa Transit. These improvements
could be implemented immediately without the need to acquire any addifional
funding. If implemented, the new route configurations could set the stage for
planned future projects such as the Peoria Bus Rapid Transit and lead to an
increase in ridership. In addition, there will be recommendations for further
improvements in the future that will assume the acquisition of additional funding
and increased revenue as time goes on. Finally, a list of items for consideration
of further study and improvement will be provided at the end of this section.

Near to Immediate-Term Improvements

The first routes identified for immediate improvement are those routes that show
high demand for service, but are currently very infrequent. By making
adjustments to the route configurations, it becomes possible to address the
frequency of those routes making them more reliable for the existing users and a
better option for potential riders leading to an overall increase in ridership.

Secondly, several routes were identified that showed both very low frequency
and low ridership. These routes required more significant changes including a
merger of two routes and the elimination of another in order to reallocate
resources to higher performing routes.

The primary routes identified for modification/elimination are the 114, 117, 118,
222, 306, and the 471. The following pages illustrate each route as it exists
alongside a newly proposed configuration.
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Proposed
Frequency: 45
Cycle Time: 90
Buses: 2

Existing

Frequency: 55
Cycle Time: 110
Buses: 2

Route 114 " Arkansas River Population PerSquare Mile 71 1001 - 2000
EhedesBanciSandSsihas O Denver Avenue Station 0-500 I 2001 - 4000
501 - 1000 N 4001+

The 114 route currently deviates into single-family neighborhoods adding cycle
time and increasing the time between buses. The newly proposed configuration
shows a streamlined route that moves along arterial streets and reduces the
total cycle time, in turn reducing the time between buses.

Existing Proposed -
118: T e PAMAIR) Frequency: 45 - :

_ g 3 [ -
Frequency: 55 | \ Cycle Time: 90 4
Cycle Time: 110 Buses: ) y
Buses: 2 % S 22
117: !
Frequency: 45 L,if N ".‘,1_'
Cycle Time: 90 : o
Bgses: o [Mests We“-["':giﬁ 41t St

r_ hdusiif:‘ll ﬂ L
Kenv!g%eigmﬁ 5 75 ’V‘ { K'enu!gd_ﬁi_{?zejghi
/f/ g 'l'utkeyfé;_:u g
‘ 71st St 8

= I = ==

O o
’y [ > ‘ —Tulsa Hi 8 §
V7 ¢/ e j ]

I Arkansas River Population PerSquare Mile 7 1001 - 2000
oure
Southwest Boulevard/Tulsa Hills O Denver Avenue station 0- 500 [ 2001 - 4000
501 - 1000 I 4001+

Major changes are proposed to the 117 and 118 route configurations. Both
routes currently share similar coverage areas and low ridership. By eliminating
the 118 and reconfiguring the 117, there will be improvements in frequency and
an opportunity to reallocate buses to routes in higher demand such as the 222.

22



EXiSﬁng Frequency: 70 Cycle Time: 280 Buses: 4 PrOposed

Route 222 I Arkansas River Population PerSquare Mile 1 1001 - 2000
Pine/41st Street Circulator © Denver Avenue Stafion 0-500 I 2001 - 4000
@ Memorial Midtown Station 501 - 1000 B 4001+

The 222 was updated to continue the current circulator pattern; however,
deviations from primary arterial streets were eliminated and an additional 2

buses were added in order to accommodate more passengers and provide
higher frequency service.

A

Memerial

Existing

Frequency: 60
Cycle Time: 60
Buses: 1

Proposed
Frequency: 45
Cycle Time: 45
Buses: 1

Route 306 / @ Memorial Midtown Station  Population Per Square Mile I 1001 - 2000
SoutheastTulsa "N 0- 500 I 2001 - 4000
501 - 1000 [ 4001+

The 306 will be reconfigured to arterial streets and will continue to provide
service to the U.S. Post Office, the Social Security Office, and the Tulsa Cancer

Institute. By eliminating the deviation to the convention center, cycle time can
be reduced by 15 minutes.
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Existing
Frequency: 100
Cycle Time: 100
Buses:

Proposed
Frequency: 45
Cycle Time: 90
Buses: 2

@

s
TU|§G 210INZATransfer.Stop

| B Hils N

=i

heP

75 st. Franci s

la
Hill

30651 ransferiStop™

’ )Y

Arkansas River

Route 471
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[ 4001+

Currently, the 471 route is the poorest performing route in the entire system.
Buses arrive every 100 minutes and the average weekday boardings barely
breaks 200 riders. Data collected by Tulsa Transit indicates that nearly 70 percent
of riders on the 471 route transfer to either the 105 on Peoria or the 318 on
Memorial. In order to streamline the route and better cater to the needs of the
users, route 471 was re-routed to the Memorial Midtown Station via Mingo and
the extension to the east side of Highway 169 was removed.

In addition to these detailed modifications, other routes were updated to
remove minor deviations into single-family residential areas and lower density
areas to remain on arterial streets. The map on the following page illustrates the
new system as well as the 4 mile buffer in order to illustrate coverage. Each
new route proposed is illustrated independently in the appendix.
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Legend
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Long-Term Improvements

In April of 2016, the City of Tulsa voted to approve the Vision tax with an
allocation of 57 million dollars over 20 years to Tulsa Transit. Those additional
funds will be used to implement a Bus Rapid Transit system along the Peoria
Corridor and in the longer term, the 11t Street Corridor. With the implementation
of the near to immediate improvements recommended, the ufilization of transit
can be increased prior to the implementation of the BRT system. These long-term
improvements could be used to increase interest in transit as that project
becomes a reality.

e Rebrand system to create new public perception

e Purchase additional vehicles for fleet to add to route frequency
e Provide standard route service 7 days a week

e Expand nightline service

e Condense and upgrade stops and stations

Conclusion

Tulsa Transit ranks below average amongst peer cities in the amount of service
that is provided and the numbers of riders each year. For cost efficiency, Tulsa

Transit has been able to maintain a fairly average measure of expenditures for
the service they currently provide; however, an expansion of the service would
be required to meet peer city averages for quality and size of service.

The recommendations in this project provided two key improvements:

1. Increased frequency for fixed routes
2. Simplified routes

If implemented, the newly devised route system could lead to increases in
ridership and increased fare revenue for investment in future improvements.

Local investment in transit is low and the quality of transit overall has suffered
because of it. Redesigning an entire transit network is a large project that would
require participation from public and private entities. This project shows that
there are several ways to improve our existing bus system without needing
additional funding. If implemented, the newly devised route system could lead
to increases in ridership and increased fare revenue for investment in future
improvements.

As Tulsa confinues to grow, transit must be prioritized.
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ID Number:

WwWww

6018
.tulsatransit.org

510 South Rockford
Tulsa, OK 74120

Metropolitan Tulsa Transit Authority (MTTA)

General Manager: Mr. William Cartwright

(918) 560-5603

General Information

Financial Information

Summary Operating Expenses

Urbanized Area (UZA) Statistics - 2010 Census Service Consumption Fare Revenues Earned $2,961,860 Salary, Wages, Benefits $9,906,650
Tulsa, OK Annual Passenger Miles 17,923,512 Sources of Operating Funds Expended Materials and Supplies $2,813,615
Square Miles 336 Annual Unlinked Trips 3,155,745 Fare Revenues (17%) $2,961,860 Purchased Transportation $2,889,668
Population 655,479 Average Weekday Unlinked Trips 11,381 Local Funds (45%) $7,892,000 Other Operating Expenses $2,060,344
Population Ranking out of 465 UZAs 62 Average Saturday Unlinked Trips 5,327 State Funds (6%) $1,050,741 Total Operating Expenses $17,670,277
Other UZAs Served Average Sunday Unlinked Trips 0 Federal Assistance (29%) $5,100,868
Other Funds (4%) $664,805
Service Area Statistics Service Supplied Total Operating Funds Expended $17,670,274
Square Miles 196 Annual Vehicle Revenue Miles 3,994,994 Sources of Capital Funds Expended
Population 400,000 Annual Vehicle Revenue Hours 254,141 Local Funds (17%) $635,236
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 95 State Funds (1%) $41,759
Vehicles Available for Maximum Service 122 Federal Assistance (81%) $3,003,903
Base Period Requirement 47 Other Funds (1%) $44,760
Total Capital Funds Expended $3,725,658
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service and Uses of Capital Funds Sources of Operating Funds Expended  Sources of Capital Funds Expended
Directly Purchased Revenue Systems and Facilities and 20%
Mode Operated  Transportation Vehicles Guideways Stations Other Total 4% 1%
Bus 50 7 $2,104,355 $226,027 $1,395,276 $0 $3,725,658 6% 17% 81% 17%
Demand Response 0 38 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 1%
Total 50 45 $2,104,355 $226,027 $1,395,276 $0 $3,725,658 45%
Fixed Vehicles Vehicles
Modal Characteristics Annual Annual Guideway  Available for Average  Operated in Peak to
Operating Fare Uses of Passenger  Annual Vehicle Unlinked  Annual Vehicle Directional Maximum Fleet Age Maximum Base Percent
Mode Expenses1 Revenues1 Capital Funds Miles  Revenue Miles Trips Revenue Hours Route Miles Service in Years Service Ratio Spares
Bus $13,496,699 $2,527,490 $3,725,658 16,824,959 2,683,986 2,995,606 176,549 N/A 75 5.7 57 1.06 32%
Demand Response $4,173,578 $434,370 $0 1,098,553 1,311,008 160,139 77,592 N/A 47 3.8 38 N/A 24%
Performance Measures Service Efficiency Service Effectiveness Service Effectiveness
Operating Expense per Operating Expense per Operating Expense per Operating Expense per Unlinked Passenger Trips per Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Mode Vehicle Revenue Mile Vehicle Revenue Hour Passenger Mile Unlinked Passenger Trip Vehicle Revenue Mile Vehicle Revenue Hour
Bus $5.03 $76.45 $0.80 $4.51 1.12 16.97
Demand Response $3.18 $53.79 $3.80 $26.06 0.12 2.06
Operating Expense per Operating Expenses per Unlinked Passenger Trips per Operating Expense per Operating Expenses per Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile Passenger Mile Vehicle Revenue Mile Vehicle Revenue Mile Passenger Mile Vehicle Revenue Mile
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1 Excludes data for purchased transportation reported separately
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ID Number: 5010 METRO Regional Transit Authority (METRO)

www.akronmetro.org
416 Kenmore Boulevard
Akron, OH 44301

Executive Director/Secretary-Treasurer: Mr. Richard Enty
(330) 762-7267

General Information Financial Information Summary Operating Expenses
Urbanized Area (UZA) Statistics - 2010 Census Service Consumption Fare Revenues Earned $5,034,876 Salary, Wages, Benefits $27,711,074
Akron, OH Annual Passenger Miles 22,038,020 Sources of Operating Funds Expended Materials and Supplies $5,841,779
Square Miles 325 Annual Unlinked Trips 5,427,929 Fare Revenues (13%) $4,998,875 Purchased Transportation $0
Population 569,499 Average Weekday Unlinked Trips 18,650 Local Funds (72%) $28,301,763 Other Operating Expenses $5,136,204
Population Ranking out of 465 UZAs 71 Average Saturday Unlinked Trips 8,589 State Funds (1%) $218,943 Total Operating Expenses $38,689,057
Other UZAs Served 25,135 Average Sunday Unlinked Trips 4,332 Federal Assistance (12%) $4,719,805
Other Funds (2%) $950,162
Service Area Statistics Service Supplied Total Operating Funds Expended $39,189,548
Square Miles 420 Annual Vehicle Revenue Miles 5,683,623 Sources of Capital Funds Expended Reconciling Cash Expenditures $500,491
Population 542,899 Annual Vehicle Revenue Hours 412,305 Local Funds (34%) $4,843,066
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 187 State Funds (0%) $0
Vehicles Available for Maximum Service 231 Federal Assistance (66%) $9,207,557
Base Period Requirement 88 Other Funds (0%) $0
Total Capital Funds Expended $14,050,623
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service and Uses of Capital Funds Sources of Operating Funds Expended  Sources of Capital Funds Expended
Directly Purchased ; Revenue Systems and Facilities and 1% 129
Mode Operated  Transportation Vehicles Guideways Stations Other Total !
Bus 101 0 $9,150,520 $271,141 $1,406,108 $84,234 $10,912,003 2% 60 )
Demand Response 79 0 $3,215,373 $0 $100,220 $0 $3,315,593 . 2% %
Commuter Bus 7 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total 187 0 $12,365,893 $271,141 $1,506,328 $84,234 $14,227,596
Fixed Vehicles Vehicles
Modal Characteristics Annual Annual Guideway  Available for Average  Operated in Peak to
Operating Fare Uses of Passenger  Annual Vehicle Unlinked  Annual Vehicle Directional Maximum Fleet Age Maximum Base Percent
Mode Expenses1 Revenues1 Capital Funds Miles  Revenue Miles Trips Revenue Hours Route Miles Service in Years Service Ratio Spares
Bus $30,658,288 $4,009,495 $10,912,003 17,601,659 3,451,204 5,082,892 292,088 N/A 125 3.9 101 1.14 24%
Demand Response $7,048,963 $778,354 $3,315,593 1,515,778 1,965,950 238,834 109,913 N/A 98 2.0 79 N/A 24%
Commuter Bus $981,806 $211,026 $0 2,920,583 266,469 106,203 10,304 N/A 8 6.0 7 N/A 14%
Performance Measures Service Efficiency Service Effectiveness Service Effectiveness
Operating Expense per Operating Expense per Operating Expense per Operating Expense per Unlinked Passenger Trips per Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Mode Vehicle Revenue Mile Vehicle Revenue Hour Passenger Mile Unlinked Passenger Trip Vehicle Revenue Mile Vehicle Revenue Hour
Bus $8.88 $104.96 $1.74 $6.03 1.47 17.40
Demand Response $3.59 $64.13 $4.65 $29.51 0.12 2.17
Commuter Bus $3.68 $95.28 $0.34 $9.24 0.40 10.31
Operating Expense per Operating Expenses per Unlinked Passenger Trips per Operating Expense per Operating Expenses per Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile Passenger Mile Vehicle Revenue Mile Vehicle Revenue Mile Passenger Mile Vehicle Revenue Mile
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ID Number: 8005
WWW.Springsgov.com

1015 Transit Drive
Colorado Springs, CO 80903

Mountain Metropolitan Transit (MMT)

Mountain Metropolitan Transit Director: Mr. Craig Blewitt
(719) 385-5428

General Information

Urbanized Area (UZA) Statistics - 2010 Census

Service Consumption

Financial Information

Fare Revenues Earned

Colorado Springs, CO Annual Passenger Miles 19,744,703 Sources of Operating Funds Expended
Square Miles 188 Annual Unlinked Trips 2,991,715 Fare Revenues (20%)
Population 559,409 Average Weekday Unlinked Trips 10,863 Local Funds (53%)
Population Ranking out of 465 UZAs 73 Average Saturday Unlinked Trips 3,734 State Funds (0%)

Other UZAs Served 18, 236 Average Sunday Unlinked Trips 329 Federal Assistance (24%)

Other Funds (3%)

Service Area Statistics Service Supplied Total Operating Funds Expended
Square Miles 167 Annual Vehicle Revenue Miles 3,804,902 Sources of Capital Funds Expended
Population 496,755 Annual Vehicle Revenue Hours 238,519 Local Funds (15%)

Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 147 State Funds (4%)
Vehicles Available for Maximum Service 190 Federal Assistance (81%)
Base Period Requirement 30 Other Funds (0%)
Total Capital Funds Expended
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service and Uses of Capital Funds
Directly Purchased Revenue Systems and Facilities and

Mode Operated  Transportation Vehicles Guideways Stations Other Total

Bus 0 30 $97,618 $439,489 $311,521 $734,398 $1,583,026

Demand Response 0 85 $34,087 $223,667 $92,608 $0 $350,362

Vanpool 32 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total 32 115 $131,705 $663,156 $404,129 $734,398 $1,933,388

Modal Characteristics Annual Annual

Operating Fare Uses of Passenger  Annual Vehicle Unlinked  Annual Vehicle

Mode Expenses1 Revenues1 Capital Funds Miles  Revenue Miles Trips  Revenue Hours

Bus $9,737,624 $2,390,730 $1,583,026 14,697,332 1,523,837 2,669,265 108,441

Demand Response $5,264,651 $520,118 $350,362 1,584,524 1,544,956 271,562 117,124

Vanpool $741,750 $282,313 $0 3,462,847 736,109 50,888 12,954

Performance Measures

Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Mode

Bus

Demand Response
Vanpool

Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Operating Expenses per
Passenger Mile

Service Efficiency

Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Hour

$6.39 $89.80
$3.41 $44.95
$1.01 $57.26

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

1.00 200 [r-mmmtmtmomomomomosoooooomooes
0.75 1.50
0.50 1.00
0.25 f=---mmmmmmm oo 0.50
0.00 0.00 0.00
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1 Excludes data for purchased transportation reported separately

04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13

04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13

Operating Expense per

Service Effectiveness

Passenger Mile
$0.66
$3.32
$0.21

Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Summary Operating Expenses

$3,193,161 Salary, Wages, Benefits $2,018,350

Materials and Supplies

$2,848,677

$3,193,161
$8,299,602
$16,932
$3,759,215
$475,116

$15,744,026

$292,474
$74,741
$1,564,895
$1,278

$1,933,388

Sources of Operating Funds Expended

o
24% 3%

o
0% 20%

53%

Purchased Transportation
Other Operating Expenses
Total Operating Expenses

$10,165,920
$711,078
$15,744,025

Sources of Capital Funds Expended

0%
81% 15%
4%

Fixed Vehicles Vehicles
Guideway Available for Average  Operated in Peak to
Directional Maximum Fleet Age Maximum Base Percent
Route Miles Service in Years Service Ratio Spares
N/A 43 6.8 30 1.00 43%
N/A 106 4.2 85 N/A 25%
N/A 41 2.0 32 N/A 28%

Operating Expense per
Unlinked Passenger Trip

Service Effectiveness

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Hour

$3.65 1.75 24.61
$19.39 0.18 2.32
$14.58 0.07 3.93

Operating Expenses per
Passenger Mile

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile
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ID Number: 4046
www.scgov.net/scat

5303 Pinkney Avenue
Sarasota, FL 34233-2421

Sarasota County Area Transit (SCAT)

Transit General Manager:

Ms Glama Carter
(941) 861-1006

General Information

Financial Information

Summary Operating Expenses

Urbanized Area (UZA) Statistics - 2010 Census Service Consumption Fare Revenues Earned $2,422,988 Salary, Wages, Benefits $11,899,918
Sarasota-Bradenton, FL Annual Passenger Miles 16,941,813 Sources of Operating Funds Expended Materials and Supplies $4,052,009
Square Miles 327 Annual Unlinked Trips 3,002,258 Fare Revenues (11%) $2,422,988 Purchased Transportation $2,016,826
Population 643,260 Average Weekday Unlinked Trips 9,862 Local Funds (74%) $15,937,736 Other Operating Expenses $3,236,891
Population Ranking out of 465 UZAs 64 Average Saturday Unlinked Trips 7,198 State Funds (11%) $2,296,436 Total Operating Expenses $21,205,644
Other UZAs Served 199 Average Sunday Unlinked Trips 1,964 Federal Assistance (4%) $945,666
Other Funds (0%) $68,766
Service Area Statistics Service Supplied Total Operating Funds Expended $21,671,592
Square Miles 213 Annual Vehicle Revenue Miles 4,207,992 Sources of Capital Funds Expended Reconciling Cash Expenditures $465,948
Population 388,474 Annual Vehicle Revenue Hours 282,287 Local Funds (36%) $398,119
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 108 State Funds (24%) $266,591
Vehicles Available for Maximum Service 142 Federal Assistance (39%) $430,976
Base Period Requirement 43 Other Funds (0%) $0
Total Capital Funds Expended $1,095,686
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service and Uses of Capital Funds Sources of Operating Funds Expended  Sources of Capital Funds Expended
Directly Purchased Revenue Systems and Facilities and 39%
Mode Operated  Transportation Vehicles Guideways Stations Other Total 1%
Bus 42 0 $0 $86,490 $4,999 $664,882 $756,371 gj )
Demand Response 27 35 $339,316 $0 $0 $0 $339,316 . 1% " 36%
Commuter Bus 4 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total 73 35 $339,316 $86,490 $4,999 $664,882 $1,095,687
Fixed Vehicles Vehicles
Modal Characteristics Annual Annual Guideway  Available for Average  Operated in Peak to
Operating Fare Uses of Passenger  Annual Vehicle Unlinked  Annual Vehicle Directional Maximum Fleet Age Maximum Base Percent
Mode Expenses1 Revenues1 Capital Funds Miles  Revenue Miles Trips Revenue Hours Route Miles Service in Years Service Ratio Spares
Bus $14,220,748 $1,804,146 $756,371 14,353,556 2,737,889 2,803,414 182,438 N/A 56 7.6 42 0.98 33%
Demand Response $6,253,867 $535,403 $339,316 1,775,178 1,295,912 169,799 94,877 N/A 78 2.9 62 N/A 26%
Commuter Bus $731,029 $83,439 $0 813,079 174,191 29,045 4,972 N/A 8 1.8 4 4.00 100%

Performance Measures

Operating Expense per

Mode

Bus

Demand Response
Commuter Bus

Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Service Efficiency

Vehicle Revenue Mile

Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Hour

Operating Expense per

Service Effectiveness

Passenger Mile

$5.19 $77.95 $0.99
$4.83 $65.92 $3.52
$4.20 $147.03 $0.90

Operating Expenses per
Passenger Mile

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

1.25
6.00 e
5.00 1.00

1.00
4.00 075
3.00 050 0.75
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1 Excludes data for purchased transportation reported
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separately

04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13

Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Operating Expense per
Unlinked Passenger Trip

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Service Effectiveness

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Hour

$5.07 1.02 15.37
$36.83 0.13 1.79
$25.17 0.17 5.84

Operating Expenses per
Passenger Mile

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

7.00

4.00
3.00
2.00
1.00

0.00
04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13

0.00
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ID Number: 9033
WWWw.ci.tucson.az.us

149 N Stone Ave - 2nd Floor, P.O. Box 27210
Tucson, AZ 85726-7210

City of Tucson (COT)

Director of Transportation: Mr. Daryl Cole

(520) 837-6694

General Information

Urbanized Area (UZA) Statistics - 2010 Census

Service Consumption

Financial Information

Fare Revenues Earned

Summary Operating Expenses

$13,459,155

$13,459,155
$41,945,490
$6,445,285
$7,500,669
$1,573,068

$70,923,667

$3,680,113
$21,607,009
$65,658,882
$0

$90,946,004

Sources of Operating Funds Expended

9% 11%

2%

Salary, Wages, Benefits
Materials and Supplies
Purchased Transportation
Other Operating Expenses
Total Operating Expenses

$44,897,462
$15,867,169

$0
$10,159,036
$70,923,667

Sources of Capital Funds Expended

4%
72%

19%

24%

Tucson, AZ Annual Passenger Miles 82,521,179 Sources of Operating Funds Expended
Square Miles 353 Annual Unlinked Trips 20,873,221 Fare Revenues (19%)
Population 843,168 Average Weekday Unlinked Trips 70,744 Local Funds (59%)
Population Ranking out of 465 UZAs 52 Average Saturday Unlinked Trips 31,604 State Funds (9%)

Other UZAs Served Average Sunday Unlinked Trips 22,064 Federal Assistance (11%)

Other Funds (2%)

Service Area Statistics Service Supplied Total Operating Funds Expended
Square Miles 230 Annual Vehicle Revenue Miles 11,666,215 Sources of Capital Funds Expended
Population 544,000 Annual Vehicle Revenue Hours 919,215 Local Funds (4%)

Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 325 State Funds (24%)
Vehicles Available for Maximum Service 384 Federal Assistance (72%)
Base Period Requirement 149 Other Funds (0%)
Total Capital Funds Expended
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service and Uses of Capital Funds
Directly Purchased Revenue Systems and Facilities and

Mode Operated  Transportation Vehicles Guideways Stations Other Total

Bus 210 0 $21,362,927 $1,712,534 $1,934,305 $923,933 $25,933,699

Demand Response 115 0 $246,672 $0 $0 $135,277 $381,949

Light Rail 0 0 $4,572,769 $58,570,529 $222,426 $1,264,633 $64,630,357

Total 325 0 $26,182,368 $60,283,063 $2,156,731 $2,323,843 $90,946,005

Modal Characteristics Annual Annual

Operating Fare Uses of Passenger  Annual Vehicle Unlinked  Annual Vehicle

Mode Expenses1 Revenues1 Capital Funds Miles  Revenue Miles Trips  Revenue Hours

Bus $56,208,341 $12,709,343 $25,933,699 77,988,997 8,054,034 20,328,265 645,003

Demand Response $14,715,326 $749,812 $381,949 4,532,182 3,612,181 544,956 274,212

Light Rail $0 $0 $64,630,357 0 0 0 0

Performance Measures

Operating Expense per

Service Efficiency

Operating Expense per

Mode Vehicle Revenue Mile Vehicle Revenue Hour
Bus $6.98 $87.14
Demand Response $4.07 $53.66

2.50

0.00

Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Operating Expenses per
Passenger Mile

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

3.50
3.00
2.50
2.00
1.50
1.00
0.50

04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13

04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13

1 Excludes data for purchased transportation reported separately

0.00

04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13

Operating Expense per

Service Effectiveness

Passenger Mile
$0.72
$3.25

Operating Expense per
Vehicle Revenue Mile

Fixed Vehicles
Guideway Available for Average
Directional Maximum Fleet Age
Route Miles Service in Years
N/A 252 5.5
N/A 132 3.3
N/A 0 N/A

Operating Expense per
Unlinked Passenger Trip

$

59%

Vehicles
Operated in Peak to
Maximum Base Percent
Service Ratio Spares
210 1.36 20%
115 N/A 15%
0 N/A 0%

Service Effectiveness

$2.77
27.00

Operating Expenses per
Passenger Mile

Unlinked Passenger Trips per

Vehicle Revenue Mile
2.52
0.15

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Hour

31.52

1.99

Unlinked Passenger Trips per
Vehicle Revenue Mile
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Tulsa Transit Route Analysis

Route #  Boardings Peak Frequency Cycle Time Layover Time One-Way Trips Revenue Hours Revenue Miles  Peak Bus Count Extend to Night Line  Route Changes Proposed
251 506 25 50 10 51 21 433.3 2
101 836 30 90 19 47 34.2 456.8 3
105 1494 30 150 18 53 63.8 967.3 5 X
215 398 38 76 8 34 21.3 310.2 2
100 586 40 80 8 41 27.1 379.9 2 X
117 322 45 90 13 27 20 321.3 2 X Adjust to accommodate 118 changes
318 323 45 90 6 29 21.5 247.2 2
111 490 45 90 11 36 26.8 382.7 2
210 566 45 135 16 32 35.2 522.8 3 X
221 633 45 135 9 31 34.6 498.9 3 X
Eliminate. Allocate 2 buses to 222. Provide coverage with
118 253 55 110 10 25 22.9 385.7 2 117 realignment
Align with Charles Page and eliminate deviation to
114 436 55 110 7 32 29.3 485.2 2 increase frequency to 45 minutes
Align with arterials maintain connection to Social
306 204 60 60 5 13 12.9 223.3 1 Security Office, Post Office, Cancer Institute
112 734 60 180 14 33 41.5 672.4 3
203 393 65.5 131 5 25 27.3 458.9 2
222 943 70 280 29 24 53.4 798 4 Add two buses from 118 to improve frequency
471 254 100 100 8 26 215 367.7 2 Rerouted via Mingo to MMS




Existing Routes
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