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2) Make use of technology installed in 2006 to accurately record system activity
and measure system performance. New technology such as schedule
building/run cutting software will provide additional opportunities to 1mprove
work for employees and reduce cost.

3) Examine the performance and productivity of EZ Rider service. A review of
performance and policies is necessary to ensure efficient use of resources.

4) Introduce service on the Chatham Park and Ride.

Improve public information and marketing.

Recent demographic surveys indicated that 39% of the riders on Chapel Hill Transit each
year are new. In order to sustain ridership growth, it is important to have adequate and
accessible public information. Presenting awareness of the transit system and its benefits
to the community is also a key to local understanding and support. An active and ongoing
campaign to educate and motivate the public to use tran51t is an important staff activity.
This year’s for us will be:
1) Develop individual route schedules to replace the transit guide. This will be
cost effective in the long run and make materials more user friendly.
2) Work with the partners to create opportunities to provide transit information
to new employees, students and residents.
3) Work collaboratively with regional providers (TTA) to insure system
coordination, connectivity and access to information.

Study expanded use of alternative fuels and other green technology.

Chapel Hill Transit will introduce 3 hybrid diesel/electric buses in 2007. Staff will
- continue to investigate ways to contribute to preserving our environment.

1) Provide training on maintenance and repair of hybrid vehicles.

2) Analyze the feasibility of alternative fuels for the current diesel fleet including
biodiesel, ethanol and other forms of renewable energy.

3) Investigate other green technologies such as synthetic lubricants that could
make transit operations more environmentally friendly.

_ Demonstrate possibilities for new service delivery technologies.

Future developments such as Carolina North will challenge transit to respond by
developing systems and services to move large numbers of riders quickly and efficiently.
The acquisition of 3 articulated buses provides an opportunity to implement new creative -
services in corridors such as Martin Luther King and 15/501 to demonstrate the capability
of Chapel Hill Transit and this technology to meet those challenges.
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Peer Comparison

Peer comparison is an effective way to measure the performance of a transit operation. In
order to examine the performance of Chapel Hill Transit (CHT), a group of peer systems
was selected from within North Carolina and throughout the United States.

North Carolina peers were selected from a group of 19 systems throughout the state.
Chapel Hill Transit is the second largest transit system in the state compared with the
largest systems (excluding Charlotte) in the state by number of vehicles and passengers.
Chapel Hill operates the largest number of buses and carries more riders than other larger
urban systems (excluding Charlotte).

Comparing Chapel Hill Transit to systems on a national level allows for better with other
systems.

On a national level a peer group was selected based on similar operating characteristics.
~ Peer selection in included the following characteristics:

town population

presence of a large university
peak hour buses

operating expenses

Emphasizing similar operating, financial and physical characteristics provides the
opportunity to compare key financial and performance indicators.

Transit system performance is evaluated in terms of efficiency and productivity. The
following indicators have been measured:

- rdership

- ridership per capita
"~ - passengers/mile

- passengers’/hour

- cost/passenger

- cost/mile

- cost/hour
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Chapel Hill Transit Peer System Comparison Operating Characteristics
Fixed Route Service (FY04 ending June 30, 2004)

Rev. Total
] . Peak Midday Miles Rev. Expen. Passeng
Transit Agency ‘ Vehicles Vehicles (mil) Hours (mil) ers (mil)
[Chapel Hill Transit [ 62| 27| 1.82|148,367] 8.70| 5.39
Durham Area Transit Authority 35 35| 2.25|159,900] 8.28 3.91
Greensboro Transit Authority ' 25 20| 1.31]104,462] 6.97| -2.34
Capital Area Transit 46 27] 1.95[149,163] 9.53] 3.40
Winston-Salem Transit Authority 33 27| 1.48)120,425| 7.15 2.75
, ‘
Ames Transit Agency (lA) 44 40] 1.06] 99,587 4.93 1.10
Ann Arbor Transportation Authority, University Transit 87 54| 3.45|283,373] 18.50 8.84.
Athens Transit System, UGA Campus Transit 68 49| 1.37[149,244] 7.25] 9.44
Charlottesville Transit Service (VA) 39 37] 1.60]139,675] 4.25| 4.23
UNITRANS University of California, Davis 35 24| 0.79] 73,346] 2.82 3.45
Gainesville Regional Transit System (FL) 88| - 76| 2.80]242,692| 8.45 8.06
Madison Metro Transit (WI) ' 167 59| 5.56]405,078| 31.73] 10.96
Centre Area Transportation Authority (State College, PA) 48 32| 1.37]126,592| 6.28 6.20
‘|City of Tallahassee-TALTRAN 49 - 46| 1.80|138,940| 9.47| 4.45
Champaign-Urbana Mass Transit District 73 50| 2.66|224,550] 15.82] 10.29
Mean Value for Peer Systems (excludes CHT) : - 60 41 210 172,645 10.10 5.67

Median Value for Sampled Systems (excludes CHT) 47 39 1.70 144419 7.77 434

’FY04 ends 12-31-04
*Combined statistics for separate city and university systems.
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Chapel Hill Transit Peer System Comparison Performance Indicators
Fixed Route Service (FY04 ending June 30, 2004)

Pas/Rev Pas/Rev

Transit Agency Mile  Hr  Cost/Pas Cost/Rev Mi Cost/RevHr Pas per capita
[Chapel Hill Transit ] 296 36.35[$ 161]$ 478 |$ 5867 | 77.97
Durham Area Transit Authority 1.74 2451]$ 211 | $ 368|% 51.82 21.90
Greensboro Transit Authority 1.78] 2241|$ 298| $ 529|%$ 66.73 9.95
Capital Area Transit 1.75] 2286)%$ 280 $ 488|$% 63.95 - 10.96
Winston-Salem Transit Authority 1.85] 2287|$ 260|$ 4821% 5943 13.35
Ames Transit Agency (IA) 1.05 11.14] $ 444 |$ 464 |% 49.51 21.87
Ann Arbor Transportation Authority, University Transit - 256] 31.23|$209]|% 536|% 65.31 32.95
Athens Transit System, UGA Campus Transit 6.78] 63.26|/%$ 077 | $ 528 |$ 4859 66.95
Charlottesville Transit Service (VA) 2.63 30.30{ $ 1.00]$ 265]|% 3045] - 41.84
UNITRANS University of California, Davis 432 4704/$ 082]% 353|% 3848 51.73
Gainesville Regional Transit System (FL) 2.87 33.24]$ 10518 301]$ 3485 55.95
Madison Metro Transit (WI) 1.97 27.06|$ 289 ¢ 570|1% 7834 47.86
Centre Area Transportation Authority (State College, PA) 451 40.01[$ 101|$  457[$ 4961 74.35
City of Tallahassee-TALTRAN 247 3210/ % 212 | $ 525|$% 68.19 27.47
Champaign-Urbana Mass Transit District 3.86] 4587|% 15419 593|% 7047 83.10
. Mean Value for Peer Systems (excludes CHT) 2.87 3306 $ 202 % 461 $ 5541 40.02
Median Value for Sampled Systems (excludes CHT) 2.51 3076 $ 210 $ 485 55.62 37.40

'FY04 ends 9-30-04
’FY04 ends 12-31-04
3Combined statistics for separate city and university systems.



Transportation Equipment Maintenance

E : Bus to i Bus to Demand Response and Support Vehicles
Transit Agency Peak |Full nicy 1 Mech Ratio Véhicleggtal Fleet siz{ _ Vehicles Per 1 Mechani¢
| ) Vehicle| Time 2007 ]
Chape! Hill Transit 62 10 86 10 86 35 121 12.1
Durham Area Transit 38 14 49 14.00 35 na na na
Greensboro Transit Authority 39 9 52 9.00 58 29 101 11.2
Capital Area Transil 58 10 70 _| 10.00 7 0 70 7 ]
Winston-Salem Transit Authority A 12 52 12.00 43 26 90 15
| ___ Al system averages, excluding Chapel Hill Transit 42251 11.25] 386 | 11.00 584 225 95.5 9.45
Ann Arbor Trannsportation Authority - University Transit, U of M - 6.3
Gainsville Regional Transit System, U of F

il len

Aftiens Clark County Transit System{GA)..-

oy

..~ Athens-Transit System; UGA Campus Transit -

Centre Area Transportation Authority, (State Cotiege, PA) 48 7.00 10
Champaign -Urbana Mass Transit System, U of | 73 176:] 95 17.50 54 26 121 69
___"™UNITRANS University of California, Davis 35 5 58 =21 =276 17 75 =357

*Denver RTD Group 16/ 17 108 25 125 25.00 5 20 |- 145 ] $8
Al system averages, excluding Chapel Hill Transit 523311448 | 92 12.46 5.%2 20.38 | 92.791667 869
“ Group # 16 and 17 service at Veolia Transportation in Englewood Co.

** All mechanics are advanced technicians. But have assistance from student mechanics, approx. 16 at this tim
* Ann Arbor Transit Authority has 12 full time mechanics and 3 advanced vehicle electronics technician equaling the 15 mechanic number reprsented.
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Peer Comparison Charts
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Peer Comparison Charts
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Passengers Per Revenue Hour

Comparison of North Carolina Transit Systems
(Source: National Transit Database)
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‘eer Comparison Charts

Cost Per Mile

Cost Per Mile

Comparison of North Carolina Transit Systems
(Source: National Tramsit Database)

e

Transit Transit Transit Transit

Chape! Hill Durham Area Greensboro Capital Area Winston-Salem

Transit

Authority Authority Authority

Cost per Hour

Cost Per Houré _
Comparison of North Carolina Transit Systems
(Source: National Transit Database)

$80.00
$70.00 -
$60.00 {777z TTT I
$50.00 -
$40.00 -
$30.00 -
$20.00 -

$10.00 -

Chapel Hill Durham Area Greensbo}o

=

Capital Area  Winston-Salem

Transit Transit Authority Transit Authority Transit Transit Authority

E-2]



Peer Comparison Charts
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Passengers Per Capita
Comparison of North Carolina Transit Systems
(Source: National Transit Database)
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Passenger Per Mile

National Peer Group Comparison
(Source: National Transit Database)
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Cost Per Passenger
National Peer Group Comparison
(Source: National Transit Database)
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Cost per Hour
L
H
e
8

Cost Per Hour

National Peer Group Comparison
(Source: National Transit Database)
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ATTACHMENT C

CARRBORO TRANSPORTATION ADVISORY BOARD
RECOMMENDATION

March 15, 2007

SUBJECT: Transit Priorities Discussion

MOTION: The Transportation Advisory Board (TAB) supports and endorses the
recommendations made by Mr. Steve Spade related to transit priorities.

Moved: High Seconded: O’Leary

VOTE: Passed: 7 —0: Ayes (Deming, High, de Nazelle, Amoni, Hileman,
O’Leary, Perry); Noes (None).
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