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1.0 STAR TRANSIT SYSTEM OVERVIEW

This chapter presents general information regarding the STAR (Shore Transit and Rideshare)
Transit System.

1.1 History

STAR Transit, the public transportation program of the Accomack-Northampton Transportation
District Commission (A-NTDC), exists to provide “safe, reliable, and cost-efficient general public
transportation services to the residents of the Eastern Shore."

In 1995, the A-NTDC applied for a $150,000 grant for the establishment of a public
transportation system for the Eastern Shore counties (Accomack and Northampton) of Virginia.
In 1996, the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) approved the grant.
A transit manager was hired, busses were ordered, an office (a storefront in Onancock) was
rented, and STAR Transit began operations in October 1996.

Transit service officially began on October 7, 1996 with the Red Route's first run north from its
southern terminus at Cape Charles in Northampton County and the Blue Route’s first run south
from its northern terminus in the Town of Chincoteague in Accomack County, with the two
routes meeting at the Four Corners Shopping Plaza in Onley (Accomack County). Both of these
routes have been extended and continue to run today with the same basic service frequency
and alignment as when they were first operated.

The Yellow Route was added on March 17, 1997 with the intention that it would travel north
from Cape Charles to link with all major employers on the Eastern Shore along the US Route 13
corridor. The Yellow Route is still running today, although its route is now only within
Northampton County between the communities of Capeville and Exmore. The Yellow Route
was followed by the Green Route that travels back and forth between the seaside and bayside
portions of the Eastern Shore in Accomack County from the community of Painter to the
community of Onancock. The Green Route service was subsequently converted from a fixed-
route operation to what is now a demand-response route servicing the area between the
communities of Gargatha and Painter.

The Chesapeake Bay Connector route also began service in 1997. It was proposed to transport
workers from the Cape Charles community across the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel to the
Hampton Roads area. This route was terminated because it was not being utilized in the
manner anticipated and was viewed as only a shopping route.

The next expansion came in 1998 with the establishment of the Orange Route to provide
deviated fixed-route public transportation service between the communities of Saxis and
Sanford in the northern portion of Accomack County. This route eventually failed from lack of
ridership.

STAR Transit 1-1 November 2009
Transit Development Plan: FY 10-15



The Purple Route was added in April of 2000. This route is the opposite of the Red Route in
that the Purple Route bus during any given time period operates in the opposite direction of
the Red Route bus. The alignment of the Purple Route is the same as that of the Red Route.

The Silver Express, an experimental route connecting with Worcester County Ride at the
Maryland line to give Virginia residents the opportunity to go to Pocomoke, was initiated in
2002. The route was discontinued due to lack of use. Comments from STAR Transit riders
suggest that they were concerned about not being assured of regular connection between the
two separate connecting local bus routes operating just in Virginia and Maryland.

The latest service expansion, the Ruby Express, was initiated in 2007. The Ruby Express was a
demand-response route running between the community of Machipongo in Northampton
County and the community of Painter in Accomack County to serve those residents located
more than % of a mile on either side of the Route 13 corridor served by the Red and Purple
routes. The Ruby Express service was suspended in 2008 due to the high fuel costs being
experienced at that time. Comments by STAR Transit staff indicate that average monthly
ridership of this service was on the order of 250-300 passengers per month or about 10-15
passengers per day.

The Blue, Red, Green, Yellow, and Purple Routes are still in service. In 1998, STAR moved from
its Onancock storefront to a rented office in Parksley. This location served as the base of transit
operations until February 2009 when STAR moved into their own newly constructed
administrative and operational building in Tasley.

1.2 Governance

STAR Transit is overseen by a six member Board of Directors who are appointed by the Board of
Supervisors for Accomack and Northampton Counties (3 appointees each). Each board member
serves at the discretion of the appointing County, with no set term-length. The transit manager
typically reports to the Board on a bi-monthly basis (every other month), with the meeting
typically held the first Tuesday of every second month at 5:30PM. These meetings are held
either at the Chamber of Commerce in Melfa or at the STAR Transit office in Tasley.

The current board members are presented in Table 1-1.
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Table 1-1: STAR Transit Board of Directors

Board Member Appointing County
Steve Malette Accomack County
E. Phillip McCaleb Accomack County
Ron Wolffe Accomack County
Richard Tankard Northampton County
Laurence Trala Northampton County
Jeffrey Walker Northampton County

1.3 Organizational Structure

The day-to-day operation of the system is administered by Ms. Mary Ardolino - CCTM (Certified
Community Transit Manager), the transit manager. Ms. Ardolino was hired as transit manager
in 2000 following her earlier service as a driver and supervisor with the system since its
initiation. In addition to Ms. Ardolino, STAR Transit has 11 employees (6 full-time, 5 part-time).
An organization chart for the STAR Transit System is presented in Figure 1-1.

Figure 1-1: STAR Transit Organization Chart

Transit Manager

Administrative Maintenance

Assistant (Position Supervisor (Position Driver Supervisor
currently vacant) currently vacant)

Vehicle Mechanics
(Position currently
vacant)

Full-Time and Part-
Time Drivers

Dispatcher /
Receptionist

The current number of staff are planned to be expanded to add mechanics to perform
maintenance and upkeep of the transit fleet in coming years.

The STAR Transit System has no contracted services or union contracts. Numerous partnership
agreements are in place to provide service.
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1.4 Transit Services Provided and Areas Served

The STAR Transit System provides bus service via a combination of deviated fixed-route and
demand-response routes. The system runs four deviated fixed routes (Red, Blue, Yellow, and
Purple) and one demand-response route (Green). A summary of each route’s basic operation is
provided below and in Table 1-2. Maps of the routes are also presented in Figures 1-2 through
1-5.

Each route requires the use of one (1) bus per day.

Red Line: This is a deviated fixed route running round trip from the Town of Cape Charles to the
Four Corners Plaza in Olney along the US Route 13 corridor. The route has stops in the
communities of Cape Charles, Bayview, Cheriton, Eastville, Marchipongo, Nassawadox, Exmore,
Belle Haven, Painter, Keller, Melfa, and Olney. (See Figure 1-2)

Blue Line: This is a deviated fixed route running round trip service from Olney to the Town of
Chincoteague along the US Route 13, Virginia Route 176/316/187, and Virginia Route 175
corridors. The route has stops in the communities of Olney, Onancock, Tasley, Accomac,
Parksley, Bloxom, Nelsonia, Mappsville, Temperanceville, Saxis, Withams, Oak Hall, Wattsville,
and Chincoteague. (See Figure 1-3)

Yellow Line: This is a deviated fixed route running round trip from Cape Charles to Exmore along
the US Route 13 corridor. The route has stops in the communities of Cape Charles, Cheapside,
Townsend, Capeville, Seaview, Cheriton, Eastville, Birdsnest, Weirwood, Nassawadox, Hare
Valley, New Road, and Exmore. (See Figure 1-4)

Purple Line: This is a deviated fixed route running round trip from Cape Charles to Onancock
along the US Route 13 corridor. With the exception of the stops in Onancock, the route is the
same as the Red Route. (See Figure 1-5)

Green Line: This is a demand-response route servicing the area between Gargatha and Painter.

Applications are available to those who require deviated fixed-route services. With an
approved ADA application, STAR Transit will deviate up to 1.5 miles from the closest fixed-route
stop. There are eighty stops within the system. Some of these stops are “call-in” only, meaning
that the bus only goes there if STAR Transit receives a call requesting a pick-up at those
particular stops.
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Table 1-2: Summary of STAR Transit Operation

Days of Hours of
Route Name | Operations | Operation Service Frequency
Northbound
1st run starts at 6:30 and returns at 9:30
q 2nd run starts at 10:50 and returns at 1:35
Red Route m(r)gu;:l 6:30 AM to 3rd run starts at 3:00 and returns at 5:50
Friday 5:52 PM Southbound
1st run starts at 8:15 and returns at 12:00
2nd run starts at 12:20 and returns at 4:10
3rd run starts at 4:40 and has no return
Northbound
1st run starts at 8:10 and returns at 11:30
Monday 2nd run starts at 12:25 and returns at 4:15
Blue Route through 6:05 AM to 3rd run starts at 4:40 and has no return
Friday 6:00 PM Southbound
1st run starts at 6:05 and returns at 9:30
2nd run starts at 10:00 and returns at 1:45
3rd run starts at 2:45 and returns at 6:00
Northbound
1st run starts at 5:55 and returns at 10:00
Monday 2nd run starts at 10:10 and returns at 2:00
Vellow Route through 5:55 AM to 3rd run starts at 2:25 and returns at 6:10
Friday 6:11 PM Southbound
1st run starts at 8:30 and returns at 11:40
2nd run starts at 12:35 and returns at 3:50
3rd run starts at 4:55 and has no return
Northbound
1st run starts at 8:10 and returns at 11:40
Monday 2nd run starts at 12:15 and returns at 3:45
Purple Route through 6:45 AM to 3rd run starts at 4:10 and has no return
Friday 5:20 PM Southbound
1st run starts at 6:45 and returns at 9:20
2nd run starts at 10:35 and returns at 1:25
3rd run starts at 2:40 and returns at 5:20
Monday
Green Route through 7:30 AM to Demand Response - Call in Service
. 4:30 PM
Friday
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Figure 1-2: STAR Transit Red Route
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Figure 1-3: STAR Transit Blue Route
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Figure 1-4: STAR Transit Yellow Route

A Biue Roue Siep

Yelow Roule Siop
A Purpls Raute Stap
A Red Route Stop

— L
Yeliow

A Fed

November 2009

1-8

STAR Transit
Transit Development Plan: FY 10-15



Legend
&  Blue Rovie Stop

Yellow Route Sioo
A& Purpke Raute Stop

A rod Route Stap
Routes
o e
Yallow
— rpis
e

1.5 Fare Structure

Fixed-route (Red, Blue, Yellow and Purple Routes) bus fares are $1.50 (regular rate) and $1.00
(reduced rate). Demand-response (Green Route) bus fares are $3.00 (regular rate) and $2.00
(reduced rate). Fares are paid in cash upon entering the bus. No free riders are allowed.
Reduced fares are offered for persons age 62 and over and any qualified person with a
disability, with an approved application. These fare levels have been in place for at least the
last five years.
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1.6 Fleet

The STAR Transit vehicle fleet is composed of seven (7) transport vehicles and two (2)
administrative/service vehicles. The five (5) newest passenger vehicles are used for daily
transportation, with the two (2) older vehicles being used as spare transports. There have been
a few occasions when STAR Transit had to borrow several vehicles from Virginia Regional
Transit. A summary of the current vehicle fleet is presented in Table 1-3 and details are
provided in Appendix C. With the exception of the system minivan and the pick-up truck, all
vehicles are ADA accessible/wheelchair lift equipped.

Table 1-3: STAR Transit Existing Vehicle Inventory

Number of Vehicle Type Seating Year of
Vehicles Capacity Manufacture
1 Minivan 7 2004
1 Pickup truck 2 2007
1 Cutaway Bus 23 2005
1 Cutaway Bus 18 2005
1 Cutaway Bus 14 2006
2 Cutaway Bus 15 2006
2 Cutaway Bus 15 2008

The useful effective life of the fleet vehicles is estimated at either four years of service or
100,000 miles of revenue operations, whichever comes first. Currently, the entire STAR Transit
vehicle fleet operates a total of 345,000 vehicle-miles per year with each typical vehicle
traveling on average between 36,000 and 50,000 miles per year. At this level of use, all of the
current vehicles in the fleet would need to be replaced on a 2 - 3 year cycle.

The buses have external bicycle racks, riders need to request permission from the bus driver
before mounting their bike onto the racks. All of STAR Transit's regular buses are equipped
with wheelchair lifts.

1.7 Existing Facilities

STAR Transit has recently completed construction on a new headquarters, operations, and
maintenance building. The construction of this approximately 4,000 square foot facility was
completed in January 2009 and the transfer from the old administration building was
completed in February 2009. The new building provides all administrative, maintenance,
storage, staging, and parking needs for the transit system. The building has been designed to
meet all Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements.

Vehicle fueling is completed off site from the headquarters building. Fueling is completed in
partnership with Accomack County at their fueling station in Melfa.
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STAR Transit does not own any bus stations, transit centers, passenger waiting shelters, or
right-of-way. The system does own and has installed a number of bus stop signs at the majority
of the time points noted on the route schedules. In addition, there are no railroad or bike
facilities under the control of STAR Transit.

1.8 Transit Security Program

STAR Transit has implemented several plans and programs to facilitate safety for the transit
operators and passengers as well as the public at large. A System Security and Emergency
Preparedness Plan has not been implemented for the system. Each transit vehicle is equipped
with a two-way radio for general and emergency communication with the dispatch operator.
Currently, there are no GPS-equipped busses or any busses with video cameras, although these
features are planned to be added to the transit fleet as it is updated/expanded in future years.

Car seats for use by small children are provided in each bus and seat belts are required for all
passengers. All wheelchairs are required to be secured in each vehicle at the designated
location.

A fare inspection program has been developed and implemented. At the present time, none of
the STAR Transit vehicles have secure fare boxes. Cash fares, tickets, and passes are placed in a
zippered pouch issued to each driver. Each pouch is returned to the system manager at the end
of each operating day for accounting and depositing of funds in the local bank that services the
system’s financial needs.

1.9 Public Outreach

The transit manager (Ms. Mary Ardolino) makes numerous presentations about the STAR
Transit System throughout the year to local service and community groups and public agencies.
STAR publishes information and recognizes its partners in local newspapers. Finally, numerous
newspaper and television stories about the transit system have been published/broadcast
within the service area.
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2.0 GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND STANDARDS

STAR Transit is the principal public transportation provider for the Eastern Shore of Virginia.
STAR Transit is operated under the auspices of the Accomack-Northampton Transportation
District Commission (ANTDC).

2.1 STAR Vision and Mission

The STAR Transit web site describes the agency’s fundamental mission as follows:

“STAR Transit, the public transportation program of the
Accomack-Northampton Transportation District Commission,
exists to provide safe, reliable, and cost-efficient general
public transportation services to the residents of the Eastern Shore.”*

In support of this basis mission statement, STAR Transit has developed a series of generalized
operating policies and procedures that are reviewed and acknowledged by each of the system’s
employees. These general operating policies and procedures are maintained at the
administrative office for STAR Transit.

The two Virginia Eastern Shore counties within which STAR Transit operates encompass the
geographic area of the Accomack-Northampton Planning District Commission. Established in
1970, the Accomack-Northampton Planning District Commission (A-NPDC) is the regional
planning agency for the Eastern Shore of Virginia. The agency provides planning and housing
services for Accomack and Northampton Counties, the Town of Chincoteague, and the other
incorporated towns in the region.

As is the case in most of the Commonwealth of Virginia, each of the local jurisdictions develops
its own comprehensive plan. Most recently, the Accomack County Board of Supervisors
adopted an updated Comprehensive Plan in May 2008 to replace the previous 1997 version of
the plan. Among the various elements of the updated Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 5 — Goals,
Objectives, Policies, and Recommended Actions — presents some general guidance on the role
of public transportation in the region. One of the new plan’s three basic goals is the following:

“Have safe, clean, convenient, and efficient community services and facilities for

transportation, recreational opportunities, government services, and disposal of
2

wastes.”

! http://www.mystartransit.com/about.shtml
2 Chapter Five: Goals, Objectives and Policies; The Accomack County Comprehensive Plan; Adopted May 14,
2008; Page 5-2.
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In addition, Objective 10 — Transportation Plan within Chapter 5 of the Comprehensive Plan
calls for “Achieve a safe and efficient transportation system,” while Policy 10-3 states “Support
the development of an effective public transportation network.” ®

An updated Comprehensive Plan is presently being developed for Northampton County. The
final version of this document is expected to contain similar general goals, objectives, and
policies related to transportation in general, and public transportation in particular.

The Town of Chincoteague in northern Accomack County has also recently (March 2008)
adopted a new community Comprehensive Plan. Chapter 2 — Goals & Objectives of the
Chincoteague Comprehensive Plan describes the community’s “Transportation Goal” as follows:

“Provide for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods.”*

The associated “Transportation Objectives” are:

1. Provide a safe and comfortable system of pedestrian and bicycle pathways.
2. Minimize elements which clutter the roadway and look unattractive.

While neither the “Transportation Goal” nor the associated “Transportation Objectives” speak
directly to the STAR Transit System, they appear to be generally supportive of the concept of
moving people and goods in a modal neutral context.

2.2 TDP Goals and Objectives

As part of this TDP work effort, more specific goals, objectives, and standards have been
defined to guide STAR Transit operations and activities over the TDP time period. Goals center
on specific themes. Objectives have been defined within each goal. Future updates of the
Accomack and Northampton Counties Comprehensive Plans and those of the other
municipalities in the STAR Transit service area should take into consideration these goals and
objectives.

GOAL 1: Provide Reliable Fixed-Route and Demand-Responsive Service that Meets the
Transportation Needs for STAR Transit Service Area Residents.

Objective 1.1: Provide transit service connections between residential areas and
commercial areas with jobs, education, shopping, and medical services.

This objective is to be accomplished through the following minimum activities:
e Documenting and recording customer service requests;

® Ibid, Page 5-21.
* Chincoteague, Virginia Comprehensive Plan; Chapter 2 Goals and Objectives; March 2008; Page 2-1.
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e Working on a regular basis with the County Economic Development Coordinators to
identify planned new developments that might warrant transit service; and
e Surveying riders at least once every five years to determine rider service needs.

Objective 1.2: Provide easily identifiable stop locations along routes and passenger
shelters if warranted.

This objective is to be accomplished through the following minimum activities:

e Establish safe bus stop locations when modifying an existing alignment or
implementing new service.

e Work with Town and County Public Works Department and Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT) staff in providing new or expanding existing sidewalks at
stops with high ridership demands.

e Monitor ridership activity at high demand stops to determine if/when passenger
shelters are needed.

GOAL 2: Market Existing Transit Services.

Objective 2.1: Actively market transit services as a travel option within Accomack and
Northampton Counties.

This objective is to be accomplished through the minimum following minimum activities:
e Maintain “STAR Transit System, Route and Schedule Guide” for users of the transit

system;

e Maintain transit information on the STAR Transit web site and those of other town
and county governments in the service area;

e Participate in community events to promote public transportation;

e Maintain a mailing list of organizations and social service agencies that represent
markets that are likely to ride transit, and provide service information to those
organizations and agencies.

Objective 2.2: Explore potential demand to expand cost-effective transit service to areas
outside of those presently being serviced.

This objective is to be accomplished through the following minimum activities:
e Initiate exploration meetings with Town and County staff and officials to determine

potential transit service needs, likely transit demand, service options, fare structure
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requirements that will provide farebox recovery ratios comparable to current STAR
Transit services, and potential supplemental funding sources.

GOAL 3: Deliver Fixed-Route and Demand-Responsive Services in a Cost-Effective Manner.

Objective 3.1: Maintain a system-wide farebox recovery ratio (farebox revenues/total
operating expenses) that meets or exceeds standards identified in Section 2.3 of this
TDP.

This objective is to be accomplished through the following minimum activities:
e Record and monitor trends in passenger trips by route.

e Record and monitor monthly transit operations expenses and farebox revenues.

Objective 3.2: Hold administrative costs to approximately 20 percent of total operating
budget.

This objective is to be accomplished through the following minimum activities:
e Record and monitor monthly transit operations expenses and farebox revenues.

Objective 3.3: Achieve system-wide fixed-route ridership levels that meet or exceed
standards identified in Section 2.3 of this TDP.

This objective is to be accomplished through the following minimum activities:

e Maintain and monitor monthly ridership reports for fixed route and demand-
responsive service, with ridership reported on a route segment basis for fixed
routes.

e Implement corrective measures if ridership falls below established standards for
specific routes for more than two (2) months in a row. Such corrective measures
may include: route alignment, service frequency and span of service adjustments,
and/or fare adjustments.

GOAL 4: Deliver Fixed-Route and Demand-Responsive Services in a Safe Manner.

Objective 4.1: Ensure that transit service operators maintain an accident rate of less
than the standard identified in Section 2.3 of this TDP.

This objective is to be accomplished through the following minimum activities:
e Maintain a training program for new employees.
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e Review established Operating Policies and Procedures at least once a year and
update as necessary. Review those policies and procedures as part of all training
efforts with new staff. Also review with existing staff at least once every two years.

Objective 4.2: Ensure that an adequate fleet of vehicles is maintained for the fixed-
route and demand-responsive services.

This objective is to be accomplished through the following minimum activities:
e I|dentify the need for replacement vehicles based on industry standards for defined

useful life of vehicles. For most buses operated by STAR Transit, the defined useful
life is a time period of 4-years or 100,000 revenue miles of operations, whichever
comes first.

e Maintain a spare ratio of at least one (1) bus for fixed-route transit services.

GOAL 5: Provide Transit Services That Are Accessible to Citizens.

Objective 5.1: Provide transit services that are accessible to all population groups within
the two-county service area.

This objective is to be accomplished through the following minimum activities:

e Comply with the applicable requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA);

e Provide the ADA-eligible population with paratransit service that is comparable to
service provided by the fixed-route system.

2.3 Service Performance Standards

This TDP work effort has also identified the following service standards that are to be
monitored on a monthly basis by STAR Transit administrative staff.

1. Ridership Service Productivity Measures

The following system-wide service standards are proposed based on a review of
ridership characteristics over the past several months:

Fixed-Route Standard — Monthly system-wide fixed-route ridership should maintain
levels equivalent to 0.12 passenger trips per revenue mile.

Demand-Responsive Standard — Monthly base demand-responsive service should
maintain ridership levels equivalent to 1.5 passenger trips per revenue-hour with
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average ride times not exceeding 50-minutes. Monthly demand-responsive service
should maintain ridership levels equivalent to 1.0 passenger trips per revenue-hour with
average ride times exceeding 50-minutes.

Corrective measures should be investigated if ridership on STAR Transit’s fixed-route
system and/or demand-responsive system fall below the levels identified above for
three (3) months in a row.

2. Cost Effectiveness Measures

Fixed-Route Standard - STAR Transit’s farebox recovery ratio (farebox revenues as a
percentage of operating expenses) for fixed-route services shall remain at
approximately 10 percent. Corrective measures should be investigated if the farebox
recovery ratio falls below this standard for a period of three (3) months in a row.

Demand-Responsive Standard — STAR Transit’s farebox revenues for demand-
responsive service should remain at a farebox recovery ratio of approximately 10
percent. Corrective measures should be investigated if the farebox recovery ratio falls
below this standard for a period of three (3) months in a row.

3. Vehicle Maintenance Performance Measures

The following two standards shall be monitored with regards to vehicle maintenance
performance:

Bus Preventive Maintenance Inspections — Preventive maintenance shall be conducted
on all vehicles in the transit fleet per vehicle manufacturer recommendations.

Revenue Vehicle Failures — STAR Transit should maintain a standard of no more than
0.15 revenue vehicle failures per 1,000 revenue bus-miles of service.
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3.0 SERVICE AND SYSTEM EVALUATION

The primary purpose of Chapter 3 of the TDP is to describe the recent performance of the STAR
Transit System relative to generally accepted performance standards for the fixed-route/fixed-
schedule and demand-response types of transit operations associated with this system. This
assessment describes the manner in which STAR Transit is providing public transportation
services to the residents of the two-county region (Accomack and Northampton Counties) on
the Eastern Shore of Virginia. Each of the following sections discusses one facet of this
evaluation process.

3.1 Historical and Existing Service Perspective

STAR Transit initiated their operations in October 1996 and has gradually expanded to serve the
needs of Accomack and Northampton Counties. As the system has continued to grow and
expand, changes have been regularly observed in virtually all relevant comparative factors,
from the number of revenue-miles and revenue-hours operated each year to the total system
operating costs and the number of passengers transported. With many of the service changes
having been observed over just the past several years, it is difficult to apply a traditional five
year service history to the system.

The most comprehensive assembly of statewide system performance data for public transit
systems in Virginia was published in 2007.> Although the title of this statewide transit
performance report indicates that it presents data for the period FY2002 — FY2006, this
information is typically only provided for the larger and better established urban bus and rail
systems in the Commonwealth. In the case of STAR Transit and virtually all of the other small
municipal and rural public transit systems in the state, only data for FY2006 is provided in this
report. As a result, the historical evaluation of STAR Transit operations associated with this TDP
has only been able to consider the three year period from FY2006 through FY2008. Table 3-1
illustrates several operating statistics in each of these three years.

® Virginia Transit Performance Report (FY2002-FY2006); Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation;
Richmond, Virginia; 2007.
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Table 3-1: Historical Operating Statistics for STAR Transit, FY2006-2008

Operating Statistics 2006 2007 2008
Annual Passengers 37,025 38,354 40,999
Annual Farebox Revenue $48,690 $52,986 $53,925
Annual Operating Costs $391,620 $448,431 $492,546
Annual Revenue Miles 315,959 342,765 341,564
Annual Revenue Hours 14,125 15,245 14,250
Farebox Recovery Ratio 12.4% 11.8% 10.9%
Passengers per Revenue Mile 0.12 0.11 0.12
Passengers per Revenue Hour 2.62 2.52 2.88
Cost per Passenger $10.58 $11.69 $12.01
Cost per Revenue Mile $1.24 $1.31 $1.44
Cost per Revenue Hour $27.73 $29.41 $34.56

Source: Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation

As shown in Table 3-1 and Figure 3-1, the number of annual passengers increased from 37,025
persons in FY2006 to 40,999 in FY2008 with the annual ridership in FY2007 being between
these two values at 38,354 persons. This net increase in reported system ridership of 3,974
persons over a period of two years represents a 10.7 percent increase over this time period.
Much of this reported ridership increase appears to be attributable to the modest continuing
expansion in the amount of transit service being provided by STAR Transit, from about 315,959
revenue miles in FY2006 to about 341,564 revenue miles in FY2008 (an increase of about 8.1
percent in revenue miles) and from 14,125 revenue hours in FY2006 to 14,250 revenue hours in
FY2008 (about a 0.9 percent increase in annual revenue hours).

- 40,999

FY2008

FY2007

l 37,025

I I I I

0 10,000 20,000 30,000 40,000

FY2006

Figure 3-1: Annual Passengers for STAR Transit, FY2006-2008

It should be noted that the system revenue miles and revenue hours of operation in FY2007
were somewhat higher (0.4 percent higher revenue miles and 7.0 percent higher revenue
hours) than those provided in FY2008. The modest reduction in service provided in FY2008 as
compared to that provided in FY2007 has been attributed by the transit system manager as a
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direct result of the significant increase in fuel costs observed during FY2008 as opposed to that
seen during FY2007 (which resulted in the elimination of the Ruby Express). With the STAR
Transit vehicles all being gasoline powered, the nearly doubling of fuel costs during FY2008
imposed a major financial burden on the agency. With fixed values for local and state operating
assistance in FY2008, a modest reduction in the amount of service being provided had to be
imposed in order to maintain a balance between system operating costs and operating
assistance.

As shown in Figure 3-2, the annual system operating costs experienced a significant increase
during this period of time, from $391,620 in FY2006 to $448,431 in FY2007 and to $492,546 in
FY2008. The rate of increase from year to year was about 14.5 percent between FY2006 and
FY2007 and about 9.8 percent between FY2007 and FY2008. The total increase in system
operating costs over the period from FY2006 to FY2008 was about 25.8 percent.

FY2008 7492,546
FY2007 - 2448431
FY2006 l et

| , | ] | w

$0 $100,000 $200,000 $300,000 $400,000 $500,000

Figure 3-2: Annual Operating Costs for STAR Transit, FY2006-2008

When these total annual values are expressed in terms of unit factors, somewhat different
conclusions can be drawn. For example, the average passengers per revenue mile value of 0.12
observed in FY2006 declined slightly to a value of 0.11 in FY2007 but rebounded to a value of
0.12 passengers per revenue mile in FY2008. Similarly, the average passengers per revenue
hour value of 2.62 observed in FY2006 declined to a value of 2.52 in FY2007 but then
rebounded to a value of 2.88 in FY2008. The ability of the STAR Transit management team to
maintain the passengers per revenue mile and to increase the passengers per revenue hour
statistics while holding the amount of service relatively constant is a commendable action.

As shown in Table 3-1 and Figure 3-3, the average cost per passenger increased from $10.58
per passenger in FY2006 to $11.69 per passenger in FY2007 and to $12.01 per passenger in
FY2008, for a change over this period of time of about 13.6 percent. Much of this increase
appears to be attributable to the observed increase in system operating costs, with much of the
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increase due to significantly higher fuel costs experienced during FY2008 for the gasoline
powered vehicle fleet operated by STAR Transit.

FY2008 >12.01

FY2007 11.69

FY2006

$0.00 $2.00 $4.00 $6.00 $8.00 $10.00 $12.00 $14.00

Figure 3-3: Cost Per Passenger for STAR Transit, FY2006-2008

All of these cost and ridership response factors will need to be regularly monitored and
reported by the system’s management in order to identify trends of both a positive and a
negative nature.

As of today, STAR Transit has four (4) deviated fixed routes and one (1) demand-response
service in operation. For each route, STAR Transit has recorded the annual ridership from the

year the route started operation. The following is the summary table of the annual ridership
for each route.
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Table 3-2: Annual Ridership of STAR Transit System

ROUTES

YEAR

1996 1,340 359 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1,699
1997 11,282 3,483 4,097 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 18,862
1998 13,327 5,633 6,123 1,895 1,529 N/A N/A N/A N/A 28,507
1999 14,167 | 6,971 7,073 2,690 6,560 1,428 N/A N/A N/A 38,889
2000 12,082 5,684 5,504 3,150 2,027 794 4,446 N/A N/A 33,687
2001 12,007 7,215 7,916 6,581 N/A N/A 8,937 N/A N/A 42,656
2002 13,249 7,557 8,673 8,165 N/A N/A 8,841 1,205 N/A 47,690
2003 10,783 | 4,988 7,935 7,932 N/A N/A 9,060 N/A N/A 40,698
2004 9,478 4,798 7,589 8,649 N/A N/A 7,829 N/A N/A 38,343
2005 9,383 5,561 6,830 8,116 N/A N/A 8,714 N/A N/A 38,604
2006 9,468 4,539 7,359 6,078 N/A N/A 8,714 N/A N/A 36,158
2007 8,982 5,088 7,894 6,927 N/A N/A 8,911 N/A 2,586 | 40,388
2008 8,752 5,653 7,893 5,976 N/A N/A 10,336 N/A 1,028 39,638
2009 2,366 1,274 1,740 1,418 N/A N/A 2,128 N/A N/A 8,926

Source: Ridership reports provided by STAR Transit. Passenger volumes for the years 1997 — 2008 are
12-month duration Federal fiscal year’s data; data for 2009 is for the period of October 2008 through
January 2009 (4 months inclusive).

Peak ridership for the system occurred in 2002 with almost 47,700 passengers. Much of the
subsequent observed decline in ridership can be attributed to the closing of a K-Mart store, a
major stop on the bus lines. Since that time, ridership has remained relatively steady between
38,000 and 40,000 per year. This annual ridership stability is also indicative of the relatively flat
population growth rates observed in the two counties over this time period.

The greatest ridership increase is found on the Purple Route, which has increased 15.7% since it
was initiated in 2000. The greatest decrease has been in the Red Route, which has lost 38.3%
of its ridership since its high point in 1999. A large portion of these route specific ridership
variations are attributed to passengers using different routes that serve the same general
destination areas.
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3.2 Peer System Review

The preparation of a transit development plan includes the comparison of the performance
characteristics of the subject system with those systems of a similar size. At the national level,
all public transit agencies are required to report such information to the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) for inclusion in the National Transit Database (NTD) unless they are
granted a reporting exemption. Since its original establishment, the NTD has developed
uniform standards and procedures for the reporting of this information on an annual basis.
With all transit agencies having to report the same information to NTD in the same manner, this
database provides a consistent set of data that can be used for a peer group type of analysis.

While the NTD was originally developed to allow for the consistent compilation of comparable
statistics for transit systems operating in metropolitan areas of 50,000 population or greater, it
was subsequently expanded to include all urban and rural public transportation operations
across the country. Particularly in the case of smaller urban and rural transit systems, the state
departments of transportation compile the individually submitted annual operating statistics
and provide this information to NTD. In the Commonwealth of Virginia, this data compilation
and submittal function is provided by the Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT).

It is important to note that while all public transit systems report the same information in the
same manner, each system has a unique set of administrative, governmental, operating, and
financial characteristics. Thus, while several systems may appear to be similar to one another
through a comparison of basic operating statistics, they are not identical in all respects to their
designated “peers”. The peer group comparison for STAR Transit was limited to the use of
available information on other similar rural fixed-route public transit systems currently
operating in the Commonwealth of Virginia.

While this geographically-oriented process of peer group selection may have resulted in a wider
than desired range of values for some system characteristics such as service area population or
number of vehicles operated during peak periods, it did ensure that all of the peer systems
were known quantities to DRPT staff and had been in operation for a reasonable period of time.
Using this process, the following group of six candidate peer transit systems was identified:

e Four County Transit

e RADAR Covington FR/FS Operations
e District 3 Transit System

e FRED - Caroline County

e FRED —King George County

e VRT —Shenandoah Blue Ridge

Most of these systems are providing traditional fixed-route or deviated fixed-route transit
service to single or multi-county areas in generally rural locations. They generally have large

STAR Transit 3-6 November 2009
Transit Development Plan: FY 10-15



service areas and high numbers of annual revenue hours and operating mileage in comparison
to ridership.

Table 3-3 summarizes the performance indicators for each of these six selected peer transit
agencies and STAR Transit.

Table 3-3: STAR Transit — Peer Group Comparison Summary

Peer Group Transit Systems (Rural Fixed Route / Fixed Schedule Service) Pct. Diff.
RADAR _— FRED
Performance Four Covington D'St"c? 3 FREP (King VRT - STAR f;::
Indicators County (FR/ES Transit (Caroline George Shenandoah | Average )
Transit System County) & Blue Ridge Transit Group
Opns) County) System | Average
Population 118,200 19,300 165,800 22,100 16,800 220,000 93,700 51,400 -45.1%

Total System

1,62 134,62 1,514,42 179,31 292,614 278,82 71,572 492,54 -26.79
Operating Cost $1,629,633 $134,628 | $1,514,423 | $179,313 | $292,6 $278,820 $671,5 $492,546 6.7%

Total Vehicle

. 1,154,672 | 43,896 598,932 | 128,232 | 166,358 137,367 371,576 | 341,564 | -8.1%
Revenue Miles
Total Vehicle
56,874 2,484 47,543 3,794 5,796 6,434 20,488 | 14,250 | -30.4%
Revenue Hours
Total Unlinked 184,140 13,249 210,507 6,189 15,867 30,851 76,801 | 40,999 | -46.6%
Passenger Trips
Passengers per 0.16 0.30 0.35 0.05 0.10 0.22 0.21 0.12 -41.9%
Revenue Mile
Passengers per 3.24 5.33 4.43 1.63 2.74 4.79 3.75 2.88 23.2%

Revenue Hour

Cost per Trip $8.85 $10.16 $7.19 $28.97 $18.44 $9.04 $8.74 $12.01 37.4%

Cost per Vehicle

_ 0
Revenue Mile $1.41 $3.07 $2.53 $1.40 $1.76 $2.03 $1.81 $1.44 20.2%

Cost per Vehicle

$28.65 $54.20 $31.85 $47.26 $50.49 $43.34 $32.78 $34.56 5.4%
Revenue Hour

Note: All data for Fiscal Year 2008 ending September 30, 2008 unless otherwise noted
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Figure 3-4: STAR Transit — Peer Group Comparison Summary

As shown in Table 3-3 and Figure 3-4, the total system operating cost of STAR Transit System
(5492,546) is about 27% less than the average value for this factor of $671,572 experienced by
the six peer systems. The STAR system’s annual operating costs tend to fall in the middle of the
upper and lower values reported by the peer systems. The much larger Four County Transit
and District 3 Transit systems reported annual operating costs about three times those of STAR
Transit, while the reported annual operating costs for the smaller, more limited rural fixed-
route operations provided by RADAR Covington, FRED Caroline County, Fred King George
County, and VRT — Shenandoah Blue Ridge were all about half those experienced by STAR
Transit.

The STAR system has slightly lower numbers in total vehicle revenue miles (about 8% less than
the average of the peer systems); and much lower total vehicle revenue hours (about 30% less
than the peer average). These statistics indicate that the STAR system provides a somewhat
more limited amount of service than its peer systems.

The number of total unlinked passenger trips transported on the STAR Transit System during
FY2008 of 40,999 is much lower (about 47% less) than the average number of passengers
transported by the six peer systems of 76,801. Once again, the annual ridership on the STAR
Transit system falls in the middle of the range of annual ridership and is about 20% of that
experienced on the larger Four County Transit and District 3 Transit operations and about
double the average ridership for the other small peer systems.

The lower numbers in passengers per revenue mile for STAR Transit of 0.12 (about 42% lower
than the average for the six peer systems) and passengers per revenue hour of 2.88 (about 23%
lower than the average of the six peer systems) similarly fall in the middle of the range of values
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associated with the other peer systems. The average costs per trip of $12.01 reported by STAR
as well as the average cost per vehicle revenue hour of $34.56 are higher than the comparable
average numbers for these performance measures reported by the six peer systems. However,
the average cost per vehicle revenue mile of $1.44 reported by STAR is about 20% lower than
the average number of the six peer systems.

3.3 On-Board Passenger Survey

A comprehensive on-board passenger survey to collect the information on the demographic
and travel characteristics of the current riders was conducted for STAR Transit in February of
2009. The survey included four basic groups of questions dealing with: rider’s demographic
information, specific trip information, a rating by the passengers of the current day service
being provided, and passenger suggestions as to the importance of future service improvement
needs. The summary results used for service evaluation.

Appendix E at the end of this report presents a technical memorandum with detailed findings
from the on-board transit rider survey.

3.4 Level of Support for Transit

STAR Transit serves an important function for the residents of Accomack and Northampton
Counties. STAR Transit has received a positive reaction from the people of the region and
residents regularly express the opinion that it is a good service for the community. A
stakeholder at the December 18™ meeting (Appendix F) expressed the opinion that STAR
Transit benefits the community, especially in its demonstrated ability to provide the poorest
residents of the two counties with an opportunity to travel to and from medical appointments,
shopping, work locations, and other important destinations.

The Counties of Accomack and Northampton are the primary source of local financial support
for the STAR Transit system. STAR Transit’s manager stated that the level of support from the
counties also extends to allowing fueling of the busses at the county fueling location. However,
neither of the counties appears to be prepared to make larger financial contributions to the
operations of the system at this time.

3.5 Focus Groups and General Community Input

STAR Transit has not conducted any formal focus group meetings with existing riders to discuss
transit services and potential changes to the route structure and/or the current level of service.
Feedback to STAR Transit management on these topics has come most recently from comments
provided on the ridership surveys conducted in early 2009 and historically from direct one-on-
one communication with the system’s bus drivers by the local riders.
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3.6 Recent Changes in Patronage, Operating Costs, and Operating Revenue

As stated previously, the STAR Transit system’s annual ridership has generally increased since
the inception of service. This growth has occurred through a combination of route expansion,
greater public awareness of the system, and economic factors. Recently, ridership has
continued to hold steady even with a reduction in the number of routes being operated.

Annual system operating costs have recently increased due to increased fuel/oil costs. The
recently imposed FY2009 DRPT budget cuts and an inability for sponsoring
organizations/counties to make up the resulting deficit have combined to result in reduced
operating revenue and the potential for a shortfall exists.

3.7 Deviations from Service Standards and Potential Remedies

As a deviated fixed-route and demand-responsive public transportation program whose service
area encompasses a large and generally low density rural portion of the Commonwealth, there
are a number of different services standards and operating guidelines that can be applied to the
operations of the STAR Transit System. Some of these service standards and operating
guidelines have been developed at a national level through research sponsored by the Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) or by the Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP) of the
Transportation Research Board. Others have been developed with a focus on rural public
transit services being operated in an individual state. At the present time, DRPT has not
developed a set of general transit service standards for application to rural systems such as
STAR Transit.

In May 2002, the Maryland Transit Administration of the Maryland Department of
Transportation published a report titled “Maryland Transit Guidelines.”  Prepared in
conjunction with the Maryland Comprehensive Transit Plan (MCTP), the Maryland Transit
Guidelines were defined as having four primary objectives or purposes®:

1. Provide technical guidance to transit agencies and transit providers throughout
Maryland.

2. Create consistency in transit service and infrastructure throughout Maryland.

3. Establish measurable guidelines for transit.

4. Provide a basis for securing funding for transit improvements.

The Maryland Transit Guidelines encompassed all of the transit modes operating in the state,
from large urban fixed guideway systems to small urban area bus and rural demand-responsive
services. For the purposes of the STAR Transit TDP, the following Maryland service guidelines
developed for application to rural, general public, demand-responsive transit services will be
applied:

® Maryland Transit Guidelines, Maryland Transit Administration, Baltimore, Maryland; May 2002, Page 2.
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e Reservations

e Span of Service

e System Access and Availability

e Directness

e Dependability

e Rider Compliance and No Show Policy
e Financial

A separate group of service guidelines have been developed by MTA for application to small
urban and rural fixed-route transit operations. The application of each of these guidelines to

the current operations of STAR Transit is discussed below.

Demand-Responsive Service Factor Evaluation:

Reservations: This criterion delineates both the minimum and maximum amount of time in
advance of requested service that a rider is required to place a reservation with the transit
system operator. The MTA minimum reservation period for non-ADA service such as operated
by STAR Transit is “noon on the prior day” and the maximum reservation period is two weeks.
STAR Transit requires a 24-hour advance notice for individual trips and allows for regular trips
to be prescheduled several weeks in advance. The current service thus satisfies the
Reservations service guideline.

Span of Service: The MTA guidelines define “span of service” as the duration of time when
service is “made available” and is measured from the earliest to the latest pick-up times. For
rural, non-ADA services, the MTA guidelines define span of service as from 7:00 AM to 6:00 PM
on weekdays. STAR Transit currently operates demand-response service from Monday through
Friday between the hours of 7:30 AM and 4:30 PM. The current demand-response service thus
appears not to satisfy the Span of Service guideline.

Loading Guideline: The MTA service guidelines indicate that no standees are permitted at any
time on demand-responsive vehicles throughout the State of Maryland. STAR Transit satisfies
this guideline by requiring all passengers to wear seatbelts at all times on the vehicles and
never allowing standees on any trip.

System Access and Availability. The MTA guidelines define the minimum “access” for demand-
responsive service to be the provision of “curb-to-curb” transportation. This guideline is being
satisfied by STAR Transit. The MTA guideline for “availability” defined compliance as service
being provided for any trip purpose on a space/time available basis within the agency’s
operating service area. STAR Transit is in full compliance with the System Access and
Availability guideline across the two county areas that it serves.
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Directness. The MTA guidelines recommend that a demand-responsive trip should take no
more than an hour (60 minutes) for a driving distance of up to 20 miles, and discourage
transfers on demand-response systems. STAR Transit does not schedule passenger transfers
and based on data associated with the limited service area, the maximum trip time guideline
is also being satisfied.

Dependability. The MTA guideline for dependability measures whether the service is operated
as scheduled and whether the service picks up all passengers who have made reservations. The
MTA service guidelines involve two criteria: schedule adherence and trip fulfillment. The MTA
schedule adherence criteria define “on-time” as being 15 minutes early to 15 minutes late for
pick-ups and up to 15 minutes late for drop-offs. The associated “on-time” percentage for pick-
ups and drop-offs is 90 percent.

STAR Transit currently operates a manual dispatching system. Driver assighment sheets define
the time of all scheduled pick-ups over the course of the service day and drivers record the
actual times that pick-ups and drop-offs take place for each trip. Based on data available and a
review of a small random sample of driver logs and reservation sheets, the schedule
adherence guidelines generally appear to be satisfied. Similarly, the trip fulfillment criterion
is being satisfied as all scheduled trips are being served.

Rider Compliance and No Show Policy. All demand-responsive transit system operators should
strive to provide all eligible patrons with no turn downs. To accomplish this goal, riders who
are consistent “no shows” must be denied service so that other riders can use the available
system capacity. Since its earliest days of operation, STAR Transit has implemented and
maintained a consistent set of policies related to rider compliance and “no shows”. Records are
maintained of those persons who make a reservation but are not available to be picked up
within the designated time period or who cancel a reservation on short notice. Written
notification is provided to these individuals of the potential for suspension of service if the
situation continues. Suspension of service has been applied where necessary and appropriate.
It appears that the Rider Compliance and No Show Policy service criterion is being satisfied.

Financial. The cost of operating a demand-response transit system can be measured by several
basic financial factors. The most commonly used factors are the average system-wide cost per
passenger and the average system-wide cost per vehicle hour of service provided. As described
earlier in this chapter, STAR Transit appears to be operating a very efficient and cost-effective
service. The current average cost per passenger during Fiscal Year 2008 was $12.01, a value
approximately 12.8% lower than the average cost per passenger of six other peer transit
systems in the Commonwealth. Similarly, STAR Transit’s average cost per vehicle hour of
service provided was $34.96 during Fiscal Year 2008, a value approximately 18% lower than the
average experienced by the other six peer transit systems. It would thus appear that STAR
Transit is providing service in a cost-effective manner.
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Fixed-Route and Deviated Fixed-Route Service Standards Evaluation:

For the purposes of the STAR Transit TDP, the following Maryland service guidelines developed
for application to fixed-route bus transit services will be applied:

e Consideration of Service

e Frequency of Service

e Span of Service

e Loading Guidelines

e Service Availability and Bus Stop Spacing
e Directness

e Dependability

e Financial

e Productivity

The application of each of these guidelines to the current operations of STAR Transit is
discussed below.

Consideration of Service. Among the most difficult decisions that a transit agency must make is
the determination of which residents and activity centers will receive service. The transit
agency receives many requests for service from citizens and businesses who are not within
walking distance of any route or who would like transit routes in their neighborhoods to serve
different destinations. Because transit resources are limited, it is difficult to accommodate
everyone. Therefore, it is necessary to determine how to allocate the available resources to
provide the best possible service. This guideline defines the minimum thresholds for
employment concentrations, shopping center size, hospital size, college enrollment, and
residential dwelling units that warrant consideration of service. In addition, the guidelines
include qualitative factors that should be considered in indicating specific areas that a transit
agency should consider for providing fixed-route transit service.

Transit service should be provided to activity centers that produce a relatively high number of
trips. To assist in determining what constitutes a “major” activity center, minimum threshold
levels have been suggested for different categories of activity centers. The threshold levels are
designed to serve as guidelines in determining which activity centers in each category should be
given primary consideration for the provision of public transportation service.
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Table 3-4: Minimum Levels for Consideration of Transit Service

Activity Center Urban Suburban Rural
Business concentrations (number of employees) 500 300 100
Shopping centers (size in square feet) 350,000 200,000 | 50,000
Hospitals (number of beds) 200 100 All
Colleges (number of students) 2,000 1,000 All
Housing developments (number of dwelling units) 400 200 100

Source: Maryland Transit Guidelines, Maryland Transit Administration, May 2002, Page 9.

In addition, there are several qualitative factors that can also be used to determine which areas
should be considered for transit service. These include the following:

e A sufficiently high population density in terms of persons per square mile in the service
area. A high population density generally indicates that an area contains the
concentration of population necessary to support reasonable levels of use. However, it
should be recognized that there are differences in population density and development
patterns among urban, suburban, and rural service areas.

e Service should be provided to transit-dependent populations. The transit-dependent
require transit service to meet their basic transportation needs. Transit-dependent
segments of the population include those who do not have use of an automobile. The
percentage of senior citizens and the location of low income housing are also measures
frequently used to determine transit dependency.

e Transit service should be provided to support economic development. Transit service can
support existing and attract potential economic activity, and consideration of service
should take this factor into account.

In the case of a rural, small urban area bus system such as STAR Transit, the rural service
guidelines developed by the MTA are most applicable. All of the STAR Transit routes operate
along the major travel corridors in each of the two counties that define its primary service
area. Since these major travel corridors are also the locations of all of the major businesses,
shopping centers, hospitals and other medical facilities, and colleges in Accomack and
Northampton Counties, this service factor is being satisfied. Most of the larger residential
developments in the two counties are also located immediately adjacent to, or within a
reasonable walking distance of, the current STAR Transit deviated fixed-routes services.

Freguency of Service. Frequency is expressed as the interval of time between successive transit
vehicles at a particular location on a route. This length of time is defined as a route’s
“headway.” Typically, more frequent service is regarded as more attractive service. Frequency
of service is important in determining system operating cost and must match the financial
capability and policy of the system.
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Service frequency can be based on demand or policy considerations as to what the public
considers attractive service. Demand considerations require the operator to provide a
sufficient number of trips on a transit route to accommodate the passenger volume within the
loading guidelines discussed below. In those instances where passenger loads are so light as to
require excessive time periods between vehicles in order to conform to loading guidelines, a
policy-based headway should be used. The headways shown in the table below are an attempt
to balance the transit rider’s desire for frequent service with the operator’s need to provide
service in a cost-effective manner.

Transit services in Virginia’s urban areas typically operate more frequently than in the state’s
suburban and rural areas. In rural areas, the interval between buses can be established at the
cycle time, i.e., the time it takes for one bus to make a complete round trip on the route.
Finally, the headways on routes with low frequency (wide headways) should be designed,
whenever possible, to conform to regularly recurring “clock face” intervals (e.g., 9:10 AM, 10:10
AM, 11:10 AM, etc.). This pattern provides increased convenience.

Table 3-5: Maximum Policy Headway

Monday-Friday Urban Suburban Rural
Peak (6 to 9 AM and 3 to 7 PM) 20 30 60
Midday (9 AM to 3 PM) 30 60 60 or cycle time
Early Morning / Evening

(Start of service to 6 AM and 7 PM to 60 60 60 or cycle time
end of service)

Saturday and Sunday Urban Suburban Rural
Midday (8 AM to 7 PM) 30 60 60 or cycle time
Early Morning/Evening

(Start of service to 8 AM and 7 PM to 60 60 60 or cycle time
end of service)

Data is number of minutes between buses
Source: Maryland Transit Guidelines, Maryland Transit Administration, May 2002, Page 11.

In the case of a rural, small urban area bus system such as STAR Transit, the rural service
guidelines developed by the MTA are most applicable. All of the current STAR Transit routes
operate on a round trip cycle time basis. In some situations, these cycle times for a specific
round trip by each bus assigned to a route are in excess of two or three hours due to the length
of the route. However, the observed duplication of certain groups of routes whose
operations are effectively paired, the Red Route and the Purple Route for example, results in
an effective cycle length for those passengers who are familiar with the operating schedules
of between 60 and 90 minutes. These route-specific service frequencies are operated over the
entire course of the day on those weekdays Monday through Friday when each route is in
service. No Saturday or Sunday service is currently operated by STAR Transit.

Span of Service: The Maryland MTA guidelines define “span of service” as the duration of time
when service is “made available” and is measured from the earliest to the latest pick-up times
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during the day, as well as the days of the week the service is offered. Considerations noted
earlier for the frequency of service, such as the desires of transit riders and the financial
capability of the transit service provider, apply to the span of service guidelines as well.

Table 3-6: Span of Service (Start and End Times)

Day of Week Urban Suburban Rural
Weekday 5AMto 1AM 5AMto 10 PM 5AMto 10 PM
Saturday 5AMto 1AM 5AMto 10 PM 5AMto 10 PM
Sunday 5AMto 1AM 5 AM to 10 PM As needed

Source: Maryland Transit Guidelines, Maryland Transit Administration, May 2002, Page 12.

In the case of a rural, small urban area bus system such as STAR Transit, the rural service
guidelines developed by the MTA are most applicable.

The STAR Transit system presently operates only Monday through Friday, with typical hours of
operation between 6:00 AM and 6:00 PM. This 12-hour duration average service day is
somewhat less than the MTA suggestion of a 17-hour span of service. Given the low density,
rural nature of the two counties served by STAR Transit and the limited employment and
commercial opportunities generally available after about 6:00 PM, the current STAR Transit
span of service appears to be reasonable and appropriate.

Loading Guideline: This guideline refers to the number of people on board a transit vehicle at a
single point of time. It is measured as the ratio of passengers on board to the seated vehicle
capacity, and it is expressed as a percentage. To ensure that passengers will be able to obtain
seats on transit vehicles for at least a major portion of their trips, loading guidelines must be
established and schedules devised so that passenger volumes conform to the guidelines.
Values at, or less than, 100 percent indicate that all riders have a seat. Values greater than 100
percent indicate that some passengers are standing for at least a portion of the trip. Loading
standards indicate the acceptable number of standees with consideration given to both the
operating period and the service area type.

Table 3-7: Maximum Load Factors

Time Period Urban Suburban Rural
Peak (6 to 9 AM and 3 to 7 PM) 120% 110% 100%
Off-peak 100% 100% 100%

Source: Maryland Transit Guidelines, Maryland Transit Administration, May 2002, Page 13.

The guidelines shown in the table above allow for some standees only during the peak periods
on urban or suburban transit operations. In the case of rural and small urban area transit
operations, particularly those using smaller size vehicles, route planning and design principles
should not anticipate any standees. In addition, due to safety concerns, it is recommended that
standees not be permitted on roadways with a posted speed limit of 55 mph or higher.
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In the case of a rural, small urban area bus system such as STAR Transit, the rural service
guidelines developed by the MTA are most applicable. STAR Transit fully satisfies this service
guideline by requiring all passengers to wear seatbelts at all times on the vehicles and never
allowing standees on any trip.

Service Availability and Bus Stop Spacing. These transit service guidelines relate to both the
availability of the transit system to potential customers as well as the spacing of bus stops along
a transit route.

e Service Availability — In the course of evaluating both existing services and proposals for
new transit services, the transit system operator must determine whether or not a
specific location is “served” by the transit system, thus determining whether or not the
transit service is available at that location. The standard guideline in this regard is that a
location should be considered to have service only if it is within a % mile walking
distance to a bus stop.

e Bus Stop Spacing — While route alignments are the primary determinants of transit
availability, a second influence on the proximity of transit is the bus stop spacing along
those routes. As stated above, the key measure of the ability to access the transit
system is the walking distance to the nearest bus stop. Obviously, stops at every
intersection provide the shortest walking distance to the bus. However, this would
adversely affect vehicle speed and trip times for patrons already riding the bus. For this
reason, the placement of bus stops along transit routes requires balancing passenger
convenience and speed of operation.

Bus stop spacing should also reflect the characteristics of the area being served. In some cases,
the bus stop spacing guidelines should be disregarded in favor of simply considering the
locations of patron concentration. This is especially true at certain commercial and high-density
residential areas.

Table 3-8: Bus Stop Spacing

Measure Downtown Core Urban Suburban Rural
Bus stops per mile 10to 12 5to 10 4t06 As needed
Typical spacing (feet) 450 750 1,000 As needed

Source: Maryland Transit Guidelines, Maryland Transit Administration, May 2002, Page 14.

In the case of a rural, small urban area bus system such as STAR Transit, the rural service
guidelines developed by the MTA are most applicable.

The bus stop locations along the STAR Transit routes appear to be located on the basis of the
identified major transit demands of the service areas. Most of the stops are located near the
entrances of business concentrations, shopping centers, and transit-dependent locations such
as public schools and hospitals. Those stops located in the more developed residential areas of
the various towns appear to be spaced appropriately near street corners. All of the regular
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stops in the towns that are designated as time points on the public route schedules appear to
be designated by bus stop signs. Some, but not all, of those stops in the surrounding counties
and smaller communities that are designated time points on the route maps and schedules are
also designated by bus stop signs. Other passenger pick-up and drop-off locations outside of
the larger towns, particularly those along the rural routes, appear to be operated on a “flag
stop” basis, where a passenger will wait at the side of the street for a vehicle and wave to the
bus driver indicating a desire to board the vehicle.

Overall, it appears that the bus stop spacing guideline is being satisfied at this time.
However, consideration should be given in the future to the installation of additional bus
stop signs at all of the designated time points on the individual route schedules.

Directness. In order for any public transportation system to attract a substantial number of
riders, transit services must be able to provide a reasonably direct trip. If a trip by public
transportation is long and circuitous, riders may find an alternative mode of transportation and
potential riders may be discouraged. In contrast, a more direct transit route will be considered
more convenient, thereby attracting riders. As shown on the table below, the guidelines
indicate that a transit trip should take no more than an hour and should not take more than
twice as much time as the identical trip by automobile. The maximum scheduled time for any
transfer is 15 minutes.

Table 3-9: Transit Travel Time

Measure Urban Suburban Rural
Maximum trip length with transfers (minutes) 60 60 60
Maximum transit/automobile time ratio 2:1 2:1 2:1
Maximum schedule time for any transfer (minutes) 15 15 15

Source: Maryland Transit Guidelines, Maryland Transit Administration, May 2002, Page 15.

In the case of a rural, small urban area bus system such as STAR Transit, the rural service
guidelines developed by the MTA are most applicable.

Most of the current STAR Transit riders do not appear to need to transfer from one route to
another in order to get to their desired destinations. For them, the transit service is the most
direct service. The scheduled times from end-to-end of each of the routes operated by the
system are typically no more than 60 to 90 minutes. Based on the distances and service areas
of the routes operated by STAR Transit, the travel times by transit appear to be somewhat
similar to the travel time by automobile, particularly for moderate length trips along the US
Route 13 corridor or for a local trip within one of the towns. The transit/automobile time
ratio thus appears to be reasonable and appropriate for this system. It appears that this service
guideline is being satisfied.

Dependability. Transit agencies must provide the transit patron with a reasonable guarantee
that the scheduled service will run and will operate according to the published timetable. This
guideline gauges whether transit service is operated as scheduled and whether or not the
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transit trip is operated at all. The dependability of the transit service is important to people
who typically plan trips around the availability of the service. Moreover, riders associate a time
penalty with unreliable transit service, which reduces the attractiveness of public
transportation.

Dependability of transit service is typically measured in two ways: schedule adherence and trip
availability. The first is a measure of how closely the service conforms to the established and
published schedule. The second is the percentage of scheduled service that fails to operate
(i.e., missed trips). These two criteria are each summarized in the accompanying tables.

e Schedule Adherence — Schedule adherence measures the difference between scheduled
times and the time the vehicle actually passes a particular location. The schedule
adherence service guideline consists of two parts: (1) the definition of “on-time” and (2)
the proportion of buses that operate within the “on-time” range. “On-time” is defined
here as zero minutes early to five minutes late. This allows the bus reasonable latitude
for encountering general delays without unduly inconveniencing the waiting patron.
Vehicles should never be early, since this would cause patrons to miss the bus entirely,
and often subjects riders to an excessive wait for the next scheduled bus. The “on-time”
percentage for this service guideline is 85 percent. The on-time performance can be
measured from the route terminals, time points along the route, or at points where the
route intersects with other transit routes.

Table 3-10: Schedule Adherence

Measure Urban Suburban Rural
Definition of “on-time” (minutes) 0 early/5 late | Oearly/5late | 0 early/5 late
Percent on-time 851 85% 85%

Source: Maryland Transit Guidelines, Maryland Transit Administration, May 2002, Page 16.

e Trip Availability — 1t is inevitable that difficulties will occur occasionally that will disrupt
operations and require trips to be cancelled. While at times delays cannot be avoided,
the transit operator should take steps to ensure that they are not compounded by
preventable disruptions in bus service. In terms of the allowable disparity between the
service scheduled and operated, this guideline has been established at 0.5 percent,
which permits only one trip in 200 to be missed. In view of the frequency of service
operated in many rural and small urban areas, as well as the possible need to transfer
between buses to complete many trips, a rigorous guideline is appropriate.

Table 3-11: Trip Availability

Measure Urban Suburban Rural
Missed trips 0.5% 0.5% 0.5%
Source: Maryland Transit Guidelines, Maryland Transit Administration, May 2002,
Page 16.
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In the case of a rural, small urban area bus system such as STAR Transit, the rural service
guidelines developed by the MTA are most applicable.

The “on-time” performance rate of STAR Transit appears to be generally acceptable. The
feedback of bus “on-time” performance by passengers as part of the on-board ridership survey
described in a previous section of this chapter indicated that passengers gave STAR Transit a
good rating for this performance. About 84% of the passengers on the fixed route services
were satisfied with the system’s “on-time” performance. Although the system does not
regularly monitor on-time performance along each route, the results of the on-board survey,
combined with the limited data available, would appear to indicate that the general “on-
time” performance rate of STAR Transit is better than 85%. A more regular process of
monitoring on-time performance on all of the routes operated by the system should be
implemented in the future, with field data collected at least once or twice a year.

The transit services provided by STAR Transit also appear to be very consistent. The transit
system always follows the published bus schedules to provide the services, weather
permitting. Based on information provided by the transit system manager, it would appear
that the “trip availability” service guideline is being satisfied at this time. A more formal
process of monitoring this factor should be implemented in the future.

Financial. This criterion specifies acceptable values for system farebox recovery, which is the
ratio of revenue to operating cost expressed as a percentage. To assure consistency with other
related DRPT legislation and operating guidelines, revenue includes fares paid by patrons along
with ancillary revenue such as advertising.

Farebox recovery is a measure that provides transit agencies with a broad gauge of the financial
condition of the transit system. The suggested guidelines for public transit systems in Virginia
vary by the service area type. The range of 10%-40% for total revenue and 5-20% for passenger
revenues reflect the increased intensity of transit system use in larger and more densely
populated urban areas.

Table 3-12: Financial Guidelines

Measure Urban | Suburban | Rural
System farebox recovery (total) 40% 20% 10%
Passenger fares 20% 10% 5%

Source: Adapted from Maryland Transit Guidelines, Maryland Transit
Administration, May 2002, Page 17.

In the case of a rural, small urban area bus system such as STAR Transit, the rural service
guidelines developed by the MTA are most applicable.

The revenue for STAR Transit includes passenger fares only. Based on the latest available
system operating statistics of STAR Transit for FY2008, the annual passenger fare revenue was
$53,925 for the whole system. This value represents about 10.9% of the total reported system
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annual operating cost of $492,546. This value generated solely by STAR Transit passenger
fares is slightly above the 10% figure cited in the table above for the full system farebox
recovery value inclusive of both passenger fares and other operational revenues. This
achievement is one of particular note.

It is also acknowledged that the local governments who support STAR Transit appear to view it
as a valuable local public service. The local governments have been willing to provide the
necessary operating assistance funding to maintain and modestly expand the service since its
initiation. The community leaders also appear to recognize that a large portion of the transit
system’s ridership have relatively low personal incomes, such that a base boarding fare of $1.50
per trip ($3.00 for a single round trip) on the fixed-route service and $3.00 per trip ($6.00 for a
round trip) on the demand-responsive service represents a noticeable portion of their personal
disposable income.

Productivity. The most useful measure of a public transportation system’s productivity is
passengers per revenue hour. It measures the number of passengers who, on average, board a
transit vehicle for every service hour the vehicle is operated. This is a useful measure because
it provides the operating agency with a method to measure service without focusing on
operating costs. Similar to the farebox recovery ratio, this service guideline for transit systems
in Virginia will vary by the service area type. This reflects the increased intensity of transit
system use in larger and more densely populated urban areas.

Table 3-13: Productivity

Measure Urban Suburban Rural
Passengers per revenue
gersp 20 10 5
hour
Source: Maryland Transit Guidelines, Maryland Transit Administration, May 2002,
Page 17.

In the case of a rural, small urban area bus system such as STAR Transit, the rural service
guidelines developed by the MTA are most applicable.

Based on the latest available system operating statistics for STAR Transit for FY2008, the
number of annual passenger is 40,999 and the annual revenue hours are 14,250 for the whole
system. The associated value of passengers per revenue hour for the entire system is
approximately 2.88.

While this value is lower than the value of 5 shown in the table above, it must be recognized
that Virginia DRPT has not yet formally adopted a set of transit operating guidelines for
statewide application as has the Maryland Transit Administration. Thus, while this factor
should be regularly monitored, it cannot be considered to be a major consideration at this time.
Moreover, STAR Transit is a relatively new transit system, having existed only since 1996. Since
that time, the system has expanded beyond its original route to provide more comprehensive
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service to both Accomack and Northampton Counties. As system ridership continues to grow
over time, the productivity service factor will need to be regularly monitored.

3.8 Potential Solutions to Gaps or Service Deficiencies

The demand for transit services continues to grow in the region as a result of modest
population growth and more rapid growth in the number of elderly residents. At the same
time, constraints exist on the ability of the system to respond to these demands.

Although ridership was exceeding the original expectations, STAR Transit was unable to keep
the Ruby Express operational due to budget concerns brought about by rapid increases in the
price of gasoline. Likewise, limited service is oftentimes mentioned as a deficiency. If STAR
Transit is able to obtain enough funding from local, state, and federal governments, the
reinstitution of discontinued service, as well as the evaluation of other routes, would be
considered.

Hispanic populations are a growing segment of the total service area population, yet this group
currently make up only about 5-10% of the total system ridership based upon input from the
Transit Manager. This market is an underutilized potential source of ridership. Language
barriers may be a deterrent to greater ridership.

3.9 Potential Remedies for Equipment and Facility

The STAR Transit maintenance facility in Tasley was constructed in 2008 and occupied in
February 2009. The new transit headquarters has many improvements over the old rented
facility; however, there are many deficiencies that still need to be addressed. Because of the
limited number of staff present on-site and the early and late operating hours, the facility needs
a security system. In addition, the site needs office furniture and equipment. Equipment is also
needed to improve the functionality of the maintenance bay.

The current fleet has a very limited number of spare busses available to replace those that may
be out of service due to breakdowns. A lack of bus stop passenger waiting structures along
some of the routes could also be considered a deficiency. Funding issues and agreements with
property owners are the biggest impediment to addressing this deficiency.

3.10 Title VI Report and FTA Triennial Review

As a designated sub-recipient of FTA capital and operating assistance funding through the
Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) whose services are provided in a
rural portion of the Commonwealth, STAR Transit is not required to prepare and submit its own
separate Title VI report or the associated FTA Triennial Review. The statewide Title VI report
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and Triennial Review prepared by DRPT satisfies this FTA requirement. However, STAR Transit
is still required to follow the Title VI and Title VI-dependent guidelines for Federal Transit
Administration recipients as described in FTA Circular C 4702.1A. Thus, for example, the
appropriate provisions of the NEPA process were followed in connection with the planning,
design, and construction of the new Tasley transit operations and maintenance center.
Similarly, all official publications issued by STAR Transit include appropriate language
concerning non-discrimination.
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4.0 SERVICE EXPANSION PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS

This chapter presents a description of potential service and facility improvement needs over the
multi-year duration of the transit plan. The proposed service improvements in this chapter
reflect the agency’s desire for improved services in this region of the State over the next five to
seven years. The contents of this chapter include the following elements:

e Demographic analysis that identifies anticipated changes in population and employment
within the service area.

e A description of potential needs based on the work undertaken to date in connection
with the TDP development. This work reflects inputs from the transit agency staff, and
the technical analysis undertaken by the members of the consultant team.

e Preliminary capital and operating cost estimates associated with each of the various
identified potential needs and a discussion of potential policy, funding, or operating
issues associated with the defined needs. This data will include estimates of potential
ridership response to the various service improvements.

Each of these topics is discussed in more detail below.

4.1 Demographics Analysis of Anticipated Population and Employment
Changes

The STAR Transit service area covers the counties of Accomack and Northampton on the
Delmarva Peninsula. With the exception of a number of small urban centers that house
concentrations of population and employment, most of the land area is primarily agricultural,
forest, or wetlands.

As shown in Table 4-1, the estimated present day population of the STAR Transit service area
(based on 2008 data) is approximately 51,600 persons, spread across a total land area for the
12 counties of approximately 663 square miles. The current population represents an increase
of only 200 persons over the population in 2000, which represents a nominal growth. The
resulting average population density is approximately 78 persons per square mile. Employment
for this area was estimated to be approximately 23,400 workers.

STAR Transit 4-1 November 2009
Transit Development Plan: FY 10-15



Table 4-1: Existing Study Area Population and Employment

2000 2008
County | Population | Population
2008 Area Density Density
2000 Population (Sq. (Persons/ | (Persons/ 2009
Counties Population | Estimate Miles) Sq.Mi.) Sq.Mi.) Employment

Accomack 38,305 38,180 | 455.24 | 84.14 83.87 17,759

County
Northampton

13,093 13,415 207.37 63.14 64.69 5,638
County

Total 51,398 51,595 662.61 77.57 77.87 23,397

Sources:

2000 Population and County Area — 2000 Census
2008 Population Estimates — http.//quickfacts.census.qov/qfd/states/
2009 Employment Data (Average: January —June 2009) - Virginia Employment Commission

Future year forecasts of population for the two counties for the years 2010, 2020, and 2030
were obtained from the Virginia Employment Commission. Employment projections for these
rural counties were not available from the Virginia Employment Commission.

For the purposes of the STAR Transit TDP, a future plan horizon year of 2015 has been
identified, six years from the current base transit operations year of 2009. Table 4-2 presents
estimates of future population for the years 2010, 2015, 2020, and 2030 for each of the STAR
Transit service area counties. The 2015 estimates were interpolated from the 2010 and 2020
estimates.

Table 4-2: Study Area Population Forecasts

2010-2015 Change

Counties 2000 2010 2015 2020 2030 | Number | Percent
Accomack County 38,305 | 40,245 | 41,215 | 42,185 | 44,249 970 2.41%
Northampton County | 13,093 | 13,990 | 14,461 | 14,932 | 15,931 471 3.37%
Total Study Area 51,398 | 54,235 55,676 | 57,117 | 60,180 1,441 2.66%

Source: 2000 Census and Virginia Employment Commission Community Profiles for each county.

Information suggests a population growth rate for the region of 2.66 percent from 2010 to
2015, or an annual growth of just over 0.53 percent per year. Table 4-3 presents the elderly
population forecast for the study area. Note that the elderly population rate of growth (for the
next 5 years) is slightly more than four (4) times the rate of general population growth. This
trend suggests that the demand for transit services may increase in the future. Figure 4-1
shows the projected total population and elderly population for all STAR service jurisdictions.

STAR Transit
Transit Development Plan: FY 10-15

4-2 November 2009




Table 4-3: Future Year Study Area Elderly Population Forecasts
2010-2015 Change
Counties 2000 2010 2015 2020 2030 | Number | Percent
Accomack County 6,389 | 6,757 7,436 8,115 9,741 679 10.05%
Northampton County | 2,771 2,777 3,143 3,509 3,306 366 13.18%
Total Study Area 9,160 | 9,534 | 10,579 | 11,624 | 13,047 1,045 10.96%

Source: 2000 Census and Virginia Employment Commission Community Profiles for each county.
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Figure 4-1: Projected Population (All STAR Service Jurisdictions)

4.2 Potential Service Expansion and Facility Needs

Currently, STAR Transit operates four (4) deviated fixed routes and one (1) demand-response
route with an operating budget of $492,546 per year (2008 fiscal year). The system
accommodated a total of 40,999 passenger trips in FY2008 that generated approximately
$54,000 in fare revenue. Current unit operating rates for the system average $1.44 per
revenue mile and $34.56 per revenue hour. Assuming a two percent cost increase per year
over the duration of the TDP period from FY2010 to FY2015 applied to both capital and
operating costs and a 0.53 percent ridership growth rate per year reflective of expected general
service area population growth over this time period, the following projections can be made:

No Change in STAR Transit Service through FY2015:

This future service scenario assumes no change in the level of service provided by STAR Transit
in comparison to that which is being operated at the present time though FY2015. To assess
the operating conditions for the outlying years, the following assumptions were made:
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e FY2009 Operating Budget and Fare Revenue inflated at two (2) percent over FY2008.

FY2010 values are from the approved FY2010 Budget.

e No change in annual revenue hours or revenue miles of service compared to FY2008.

e No new sources of passenger growth other than nominal growth associated with

general population growth of the study area.

e No new source of fare revenue, including raising fares, other than nominal increases

due to ridership growth.

e Assumes two (2) vehicles will be replaced in most years to maintain average transit
vehicle fleet 4-year / 100,000 mile vehicle life cycle.

e Assumes present year (FY2009) average replacement vehicle cost of $56,500. (This
value is based on Bay Transit’s vehicle replacement cost as part of the Federal
Stimulus package.) Future year replacement vehicle cost inflated at two (2) percent

per year.

These estimated future trends in annual operating cost, passengers transported, and vehicle
replacement are similar to what has been actually observed in recent years by this system.

Table 4-4 presents the No Action Scenario Operating statistics through FY2015.

Table 4-4: Projected No Action Scenario Operating Statistics

FY2009 | FY2010 | FY2011 | FY2012 | FY2013 | FY2014 | FY2015

Operating Budget | $502,400 | $579,400 | $591,000 | $602,800 | $614,900 | $627,200 | $639,700
Passenger Trips 41,200 41,400 41,700 41,900 42,100 42,300 42,500
Fare Revenue $54200 | $53,900 | $54,200 | $54,500 | $54,800 | $55,100 | $55,400
EAOIT; per Revenue $1.47 $1.70 $1.73 $1.76 $1.80 $1.84 $1.87
ﬁz‘ztrper Revenue $35.26 | $40.66 | $41.47 | $42.30 | $43.15 | $44.01 | $44.89
Est. .No. of New 5 5 5 1 5 5 5
Vehicles
Estimated Capital

) $113,000 | $115,300 | $117,600 | $60,000 | $122,300 | $124,800 | $127,300
Cost (vehicles)

Note:

FY2009 Operating Budget and Fare Revenue inflated at 2% over FY2008. FY2010 values are from

approved FY2010 Budget, which explains the large difference in values between the two years.

Potential Future Service Growth Scenarios:

In June 2008, DRPT completed a report Accomack-Northampton (PDC22) Coordinated Human
Service Mobility Plan, a study that reviewed the transportation mobility, or lack of, for seniors,

persons with disabilities, and individuals with low income.

workshops and developed the following strategies:

This study included a series of
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1. Expand availability of demand-response and specialized transportation services to provide
additional trips for older adults, persons with disabilities, and persons with lower incomes.

2. Establish outreach and provide simplified access to information regarding existing
transportation options in the region, including establishment of a centralized point of access.

3. Continue to support and maintain capital needs of coordinated human service/public
transportation providers.

4. Implement new public transportation services or operate existing public transit fixed-route
services on a more frequent basis.

5. Provide targeted shuttle services to access employment opportunities, particularly those in
newly developing industrial areas.

6. Bring new funding partners to public transit/human service transportation.

7. Build coordination among existing public transportation and human service transportation
providers.

8. Establish a ride-sharing program for long distance medical transportation.

9. Establish or expand programs that train customers, human service agency staff, medical facility
personnel, and others in the use and availability of transportation services.

Some of the strategies discussed within the report as possible general transit and mobility
services improvements include:

e Around-the-clock transportation services to the poultry plants.

e Weekend services for all groups.

e After-hours transportation services for after-school activities for lower income youth.
e Increased demand-response services.

e Increased fixed-route services.

e Improved transportation services to link persons with lower income to shopping areas.

Considering the strategies developed as part of the above mentioned study, three potential
services have been identified that STAR Transit could implement to address regional needs.
These scenarios have been identified for potential implementation in the mid-term to longer-
range future of the TDP time period; any growth within the next one to two years given the
current economic climate is unlikely as strong financial support is not available from the
localities.

These potential service expansion scenarios have been identified in coordination with STAR
Transit management:

e Resumption of the Ruby Route (demand-response route previously operated and
terminated in 2008 as a cost saving measure),

e Expansion of regular STAR Transit service to Saturdays

e Development of a new fixed-route service to connect with Hampton Roads Transit (HRT)
on the south side of Hampton Roads crossing the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel.
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All three of these potential service expansion scenarios would require an increase in the current
allocation of local government operating assistance and capital acquisition funding match as
well as the provision of sufficient State and Federal financing for required vehicle acquisitions
and operating assistance.

Resumption of the Ruby Demand-Response Route. The Ruby Route was the second demand-
response route that STAR Transit provided until its discontinuation as part of cost saving
measures. This service does not have a fixed route of travel as it provides services based on the
origin and destination of each rider. The primary assumptions associated with the potential
resumption of the Ruby Express Demand-Response Route are as follows:

e Demand-response route would provide service 8 hours per day Monday to Friday,
requires 2 hours dead time before and after to position for services.

e Assumes hourly cost and mileage per hour of service are the same as system average.

e Assumes 1 bus, 1 driver. 2008 salary is $9.00/hr.

e Ridership: Year 1 at 50% Green Bus, Year 4 at 100% Green Bus, ridership increase
assumed at regional growth rate thereafter. FY 2008 Green Bus ridership approx. 6,000.

e Assume other routes not affected with introduction of new service (i.e. maintain
ridership levels).

e Assume 50% of demand response eligible for reduced fare ($2), remaining pays full fare
(S3), for an average fare of $2.50/rider.

e Service runs approx 62,000 miles every year, replacement schedule would be 2 buses
every 3 years (buy a bus in beginning of year 1, buy a bus mid-year in year 2, no bus in
year 3). Bus replacement costs are consistent with the No Action Scenario.

Table 4-5 presents the operating statistics for the reinstitution of the Ruby Route.
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Table 4-5: Scenario 1 — Return of Ruby Route Operating Statistics

FY2009 | FY2010 | FY2011 | FY2012 | FY2013 | FY2014 | FY2015
Annual Hours of 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600 2,600
Operations
Annual Mileage 62,300 | 62,300 | 62,300 | 62,300 | 62,300
Operating Budget $107,800 | $110,000 | $112,200 | $114,400 | $116,700
Passenger Trips 3,050 4,090 5,130 6,190 6,230
Fare Revenue $7,620 | $10,210 | $12,840 | $15,480 | S15,570
CMC:T; per Revenue $1.73 $1.76 $1.80 $1.84 $1.87
E";Ztrper Revenue $41.47 | $42.30 | $43.15 | $44.01 | $44.89
Est. No. of New
Vehicles 1 1 0 1 1
Estimated Capital
Cout $58 800 | $60,000 $62,400 | $63,600
Estimated New
personnel Wages $24.800 | $25,300 | $25,800 | $26,400 | $26,900

Note: Estimated cost beyond the No Action Scenario. Most values in table have been rounded.

As illustrated in the above table, the reinstitution of the Ruby Route service is estimated to
increase the annual STAR Transit operating cost by approximately $107,800 in its first full year
of operation. It is estimated to attract approximately 3,050 passengers, and it could generate
passenger fare revenues of about $7,600. As the reinstituted Ruby Route service continues to
grow and develop, it is estimated that the annual incremental operating cost would increase to
about $116,700 per year, that annual ridership would increase to about 6,230 passengers, and
that annual passenger fare revenues would grow to about $15,600 in FY2015.

Initiation of Regular Service on Saturdays. The desire exists to expand the transit services to
Saturdays. Only several routes would initially provide service. The primary assumptions
associated with the potential initiation of STAR Transit Service on Saturdays are as follows:

e Saturday service would be initially provided on only three routes (two fixed routes and
one demand-responsive route) from 8:00 AM until 4:00 PM. Busses would need dead
time before and after hours of service for positioning and returning to the garage.

e Ridership forecast assumes a conservative estimate; average daily ridership would be
equal to approximately 75% of the currently observed (and projected future year) daily
average weekday ridership.

e This new service would not be anticipated to be provided until at least FY2012 due to
current and projected near term local economic conditions.

e Assumes that 50% of the ridership on each of the fixed routes and demand-response
route would qualify for fare discount.

e Assumes hourly cost and mileage per hour of service are the same as system average.
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e Service would run nearly 40,000 miles per year, which would require vehicle
replacement at a faster rate as net mileage is increased. This equates to two new buses
every 5 years. Bus replacement costs are consistent with the No Action Scenario.

Table 4-6 presents the operational statistics for the Saturday Services.

Table 4-6: Scenario 2 — Saturday Service Operating Statistics

2009 | 2010 | 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Annual Hours of Operations 1,560 1,560 1,560 1,560
Annual Mileage 37,400 | 37,400 | 37,400 | 37,400
Operating Budget $66,000 | $67,300 | $68,700 | $70,000
Passenger Trips 3,430 3,450 3,470 3,490
Fare Revenue $5,490 | $5,520 | $5,550 | S5,580
Cost per Revenue Mile $1.76 $1.80 $1.84 $1.87
Cost per Revenue Hour S$42.30 | $43.15 | S44.01 | $44.89
Est. No. of New Vehicles 1 0 0 1
Estimated Capital Cost $60,000 $63,600
Estimated New Personnel Wages $15,200 | $15,500 | $15,800 | $16,100

Note: Estimated cost beyond the No Action Scenario. Most values in table have been rounded.

As shown in the Scenario 2 table, it is estimated that the initiation of Saturday service in FY2012
by STAR Transit would result in an incremental increase in the system’s annual operating cost
by about $66,000. It would attract an additional 3,430 passengers per year and would generate
additional farebox revenues of about $5,500. Assuming that a constant amount of service (as
measured in terms of vehicle miles and vehicle hours) would be provided on Saturdays over the
TDP period through FY2015, it would be expected that only modest increases in annual
passengers would be experienced. By FY2015, the incremental operating cost of this service
scenario is estimated to be approximately $70,000 annually, with annual revenues of about
$5,600 per year generated by nearly 3,500 annual passengers.

Hampton Roads Connector Service. The initiation of the suggested new route to connect the
STAR Transit service area with the Hampton Roads Transit (HRT) system on the south side of
Chesapeake Bay Bridge-Tunnel would be unlikely within the proposed five-year window of the
TDP. However, it may be a possibility for implementation beyond this period. For the purposes
of illustration, it has been assumed that this new service linking the Cape Charles community in
Northampton County with HRT operations in the City of Virginia Beach just beyond the
southern terminus of the Chesapeake Bay Bridge-Tunnel would be initiated in FY2016. Under
this assumption, the estimated costs of this system enhancement scenario starting in FY2016
are presented below.

The primary assumptions associated with this proposed new service are as follows:
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e Route runs from the community of Cape Charles in Northampton County to the Bayview
area of the City of Virginia Beach; Cape Charles was chosen as the origin for the route as
it serves as the southern terminus of the Red and Purple Routes, ideal for any potential
transfers from those routes.

e Travel distance is approximately 33 miles per direction, and the route is assumed to
make 4 round trips per day. Route would provide service 8 hours per day Monday to
Friday, and it requires 2 hours dead time before and after to position for services.

e Assume fares at $S3 per passengers, no discounts, ridership of 8,000 first year of
operations.

e The route would require the use of one (1) new bus and one (1) full time driver over the
normal Monday-Friday period of its operation.

e Annual incremental service changes would be approximately 68,600 revenue miles per
year and approximately 2,600 hours of per year.

e Requires purchase of a new bus. With average service of 68,600 miles per year, bus
replacement schedule would require 2 buses every 3 years.

e The estimated unit costs in terms of the cost per revenue mile and cost per revenue
hour are not anticipated to change from those shown for the No Action Scenario.

Table 4-7 presents the operational statistics for the Hampton Roads Connector.

Table 4-7: Scenario 3 — Hampton Roads Connector Operating Statistics

FY2011 | FY2012 | FY2013 | FY2014 | FY2015 | FY2016
Annual Hours of Operations 2,600
Annual Mileage 68,600
Operating Budget $125,900
Passenger Trips 8,000
Fare Revenue $24,000
Cost per Revenue Mile $1.83
Cost per Revenue Hour $48.44
Est. No. of New Vehicles 1
Estimated Capital Cost $64,900
Estimated New Personnel Wages $27,400

Note: estimated cost beyond the No Action Scenario. Most values in table have been rounded

As shown in the Scenario 3 table, the initiation of such a new route to connect the Virginia
Eastern Shore counties with the south side area of the Hampton Roads region is estimated to
result in increased annual system operating costs of nearly $126,000 in FY2016 and transport
approximately 8,000 passengers per year. The initiation of such a new service would have to be
closely coordinated by both STAR Transit and HRT management and operations staff in order to
ensure its success. This service would require optimal arrival into a transfer center with HRT, as
well as an optimal departure time from this transfer point, to make the trip attractive to
potential riders.
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5.0 SERVICE AND FACILITY RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter identifies service and facility needs that are recommended for inclusion over the
multi-year duration of the transit plan. A more comprehensive listing of potential services and
facility needs were identified in the prior chapter of this TDP. Recommended service and
facility improvements presented in this chapter are based on the previously described scenarios
that are desired by STAR Transit management.

Where sufficient federal, state, and local funding has been identified for either the estimated
capital or operating costs associated with a specific recommendation, the activity has been
categorized as achievable under the fiscally “constrained” transit development plan. Where a
substantial portion or the total required amount of estimated capital or operating costs for a
specific action cannot be easily identified, the activity has been identified as being in need of
additional funding and has been considered to be achievable only under the fiscally
“unconstrained” transit development plan. This designation does not mean that the action
cannot be accomplished during the six-year TDP cycle ending in FY 2015, but rather that
additional sources of federal, state, or local funding beyond those currently anticipated to be
available to the STAR Transit System will need to be identified and committed to the specific
project.

5.1 Service Recommendations

Chapter 4 of this TDP identified the following potential service expansions for consideration
over the TDP’s six-year time period of FY 2010 to FY 2015, in addition to the continuation of the
current STAR Transit level of operations:

1. Reinstitution of the Ruby Demand-Response Route
2. Initiation of Saturday Services —two (2) fixed routes and one (1) demand-response route

3. Initiation of the Hampton Roads Connector Service (FY2016)

As was noted in Chapter 4, these three potential service expansion projects are unlikely to be
initiated in the short term due to the current fiscal situation. But these services can be
considered for the later years of the TDP, based on available funds for operating and capital
costs. The Ruby Route would resume in FY2011 and have an operating budget of
approximately $107,800 in its first year of operation. The Saturday Services would be initiated
in FY2012 and would require approximately $66,000 for the operating budget in its first year of
operation. The Hampton Roads Connector would not likely be funded under the planning
horizon of this TDP, but it could be initiated in FY2016. It would have an operating cost of
approximately $125,900 in its first year of operation.
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As was described in Chapter 3, the total annual revenues (passenger fares and contract
revenues) generated by STAR Transit’s operations in FY 2008 represented approximately 10.9
percent of the total annual operating costs. The remaining net operating costs were funded
during that year through a combination of local government (33 percent), state government (17
percent), and federal government (50 percent) funds (Appendix D).

Because of the recent economic downturn, it is expected that the local government tax base
will not be growing at a significant rate. In addition, future federal and state funding levels are
somewhat uncertain at this point, with the level of state operating assistance support having
recently experienced a reduction in funding.

Therefore, it is recommended that STAR Transit’s top priority be to continue its current level
of operations, then expand to provide the three proposed service routes as funding
commitments are made available to support these services. The proposed initiation of the
three new services should only be considered an element of the “unconstrained” TDP program
of projects. Should additional operating assistance funds become available from federal, state,
or local sources, one or more of these three routes could be designated as an element of the
“constrained” TDP program of projects.

5.2 Facility Recommendations

The STAR Transit maintenance facility in Tasley was constructed in 2008 and occupied in
February 2009. The new transit headquarters has many improvements over the old rented
facility; however, there are many deficiencies that still need to be addressed, as identified in
Section3.9. As funding becomes available, a security system should be considered for the
facility, new office furniture and equipment should be purchased. Shop equipment should be
purchased to improve the functionality of the maintenance bay.

5.3 Vehicle Fleet Recommendations

Existing operating vehicle replacement

The desire is to maintain the fleet’s average age/life cycle at 4 years or 100,000 miles, which
would necessitate replacement of about 2 vehicles every year. Thus, the fleet replacement
schedule would be:

e FY2009: Two (2) replacement vehicles
e FY2010: Two (2) replacement vehicles
e FY2011: Two (2) replacement vehicles
e FY2012: One (1) replacement vehicles
e FY2013: Two (2) replacement vehicles
e FY2014: Two (2) replacement vehicles
e FY2015: Two (2) replacement vehicles
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Fleet expansion

Chapter 4 presented three operating scenarios for service expansions. Given the current fiscal
situation, it is unlikely that these additional services would be funded without strong local
support. If the fiscal situation changes and more funding becomes available or strong local
support allows it, the expansion of services would require additional buses to be purchased
(Ruby Route and Hampton Roads). In the case of the Saturday Services, the buses would need
to be replaced at a faster rate, as this service would be using the buses that are assigned on the
weekday routes (the increased weekly mileage would mean that the buses would reach the end
of their useful life slightly faster, so it would accelerate the replacement of the existing buses if
this service was initiated). The following is the purchasing schedule for the expansion scenarios
identified in Chapter 4:

e Ruby Demand-Response Route (FY2011): 1 bus in FY 2011, FY 2012, FY 2014, and FY 2015

e Saturday Services (FY2012): 1 bus in FY 2012 and FY 2015 (accelerates the replacement schedule
of the existing fleet)

e Hampton Roads Connector (FY2016): 1 bus in FY 2016 (service would not begin under current
horizon plan of this TDP)

STAR Transit 5-3 November 2009
Transit Development Plan: FY 10-15



6.0 CAPTIAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

This chapter describes those capital programs (vehicles, facilities, and equipment) required to
carry out the operations and services set forth in the previous chapters.

6.1 Vehicle Replacement Program

As was noted in prior chapters of this TDP, STAR Transit presently has a total vehicle inventory
of seven (7) buses and two support vehicles located in the facilities of the different counties.
These buses are gasoline engines and model year 2005 or newer. The fleet was presented in
Chapter 1.

In recent years, STAR Transit has typically acquired one or two buses in any given year. This
represents replacements for existing vehicles that have reached the end of their useful life.
Assuming that this typical vehicle replacement cycle is continued over the next several years
through available funding from Federal, State, and Local governments, Table 4-4 in Chapter 4
presented the number of vehicles required to be purchased each year, as well as the capital
costs, to maintain the vehicle fleet at the desired useful life cycle.

6.2 Vehicle Expansion Program

Three service expansion projects were identified in Chapter 4. If strong local support exists to
implement these services, additional buses would be needed for the Ruby Demand-Response
Route and the Hampton Roads Connector Services. In the case of the Saturday Services, the
same buses that are used for the weekday services can also be used for this service. However,
it would simply increase annual mileage of the buses, thereby requiring faster vehicle
replacements. Table 4-5 (Ruby Service), Table 4-6 (Saturday Service), and Table 4-7 (Hampton
Roads Connector) presented the vehicle purchase requirements for each of these three
services.

6.3 Facility Improvement Program

As funding becomes available, a security system, office furniture and equipment, and shop
equipment should be purchased for the new facility, as described in Section 5.2.
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7.0 FINACIAL PLAN

The financial plan is a principal product of the TDP. It is in this chapter that an agency
demonstrates its ability to provide a sustainable level of transit service over the TDP time
period, including the rehabilitation and replacement of capital assets. This chapter identifies
potential funding sources for annual operating and maintenance costs and funding
requirements and sources for bus purchases and other facility improvements.

7.1 Operation & Maintenance Costs and Funding Sources

Based on the latest budget information available from STAR Transit for the last completed fiscal
year, the system’s operating budget was approximately $495,000 in FY 2008. In FY 2009, the
operating costs up to August 31 were approximately $330,000, which would extrapolate to
approximately $360,000 for the full fiscal year. There are a variety of reasons for the decrease
in operating costs:

e Declining price of gasoline
e Elimination of the Ruby Route in FY 2008 (so FY 2008 includes cost for partial service operations)

Funding sources for the adopted FY 2008 operating budget were as follows:

e Federal Funds - $219,311 (44%)

e State Funds - 573,899 (15%)

e Local Government and Other Match Funds - $145,411 (30%)
e Passenger Fares and Contract Revenues - $53,295 (11%)

This TDP’s financial plan begins with these costs and funding sources and those in the currently
proposed FY 2010 system budget as the “base year” values for the estimation of future year
operating costs and revenue streams. Annual operation and maintenance (0O&M) costs during
the TDP time period are projected to be $579,400 and grow to $639,700 in FY 2015. It is
assumed that a two percent annual inflation rate is applied to these “base year” costs to
estimate the annual O&M costs over the TDP time period.

Federal operating assistance funds are assumed to remain at essentially a constant amount
during the TDP time period. In FY 2010, the presently budgeted federal operating assistance
fund level of $262,700 is projected to cover approximately 44 percent of STAR Transit’s total
annual O&M costs. This percentage is projected to decrease each year during the TDP time
period since the total O&M costs are assumed to increase at a rate of two percent each year
due to inflationary factors, and the amount of annual Federal operating assistance funds are
assumed to remain at the FY 2010 levels.

The Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation (DRPT) has identified $93,400 in state
operating assistance for STAR Transit in FY 2010 in its Transportation Improvement Program.
The DRPT’s TIP reflects a 19 percent growth in state operating allocations from its Mass Transit
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Trust Fund on a statewide basis between FY 2010 and FY 2015. Based on the information from
DRPT, little growth in the allocation of state operating assistance funding to STAR Transit has
been assumed beyond the FY 2010 budgeted amount over the duration of this TDP cycle. The
percentage increases in the anticipated annual state operating assistance (over the previous
year) are 1.77% in FY 2011, 2.90% in FY 2012, 3.50% in FY 2013, 3.16% in FY 2014, and 3.16% in
FY 2015. The annual state operating funding level will be increased by these percentage
increases from the FY 2010 funding level (approximately $93,400) through the TDP time period.

State formula assistance grants for public transportation operating expenses are awarded on
the basis of the total annual amount of state funds available expressed as a percentage of the
total annual amount of transit operating expenses, subject to a cap of 95% of eligible
expenditures. Eligible expenditures are defined as costs of administration, fuel, tires, and
maintenance parts and supplies (payroll costs of mechanics and drivers are excluded).
Projections for state operating assistance, as identified in the TDP financial plan, have been
provided for planning purposes and may fluctuate up or down based on the aforementioned
parameters.

State capital program grants from the Mass Transit Trust Funds (MTTF) are awarded to all
public transportation capital projects deemed to be eligible, reasonable, and appropriate at a
uniform level of state participation. The goal is to reach the maximum state share of capital
expenses of 95%, but there have not been sufficient funds to support transit capital projects at
this level since the Mass Transit Trust Fund was created in 1986. This level of participation or
“state share” of capital project expenses is calculated by dividing the amount of state funds
available for capital projects each year by the amount needed to support the non-federal share
of all eligible transit capital projects for the year. Beginning in FY 2008, additional capital funds
from the Transportation Capital Projects bond proceeds authorized under Chapter 896 of the
2007 Acts of Assembly have been available annually at a maximum state matching share of 80%
in the Transit Capital Fund.

The estimated annual farebox for STAR Transit is assumed only to increase nominally with the
growth associated with the general population growth of the area, an expected annual increase
of 0.53 percent per year, as well as no anticipated change in the annual revenue vehicle-hours
of operation to be provided across the STAR Transit service area.

Table 7-1 presents the TDP financial plan for the funding of the annual O&M costs through the
TDP six-year time period. Using the assumptions identified above of the level of Federal and
State operating assistance funding, the required local government funding requirements are
anticipated to steadily increase through the TDP time period, from approximately $169,300 in
FY 2010 to approximately $213,900 in FY 2015. As a percentage of the total estimated system
operating costs, the local government share is anticipated to increase from approximately 29
percent of the total annual cost in FY 2010 to just over 33 percent of the total annual cost in FY
2015.
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Table 7-1: Projected Annual Operating Cost and Funding Sources

| 2010 | 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Operating Statistics
Annual Revenue Hours 14,300 14,300 14,300 14,300 14,300 14,300
Annual Operating Costs $579,400 $591,000 $602,800 | $614,900 | $627,200 | $639,700
Anticipated Funding Sources
Federal $262,700 | $262,700 | $262,700 | $262,700 | $262,700 | $262,700
State $93,400 | $95,100 | $97,800 | $101,200 | $104,400 | $107,700
Farebox $53,900 | $54,200 | $54,500 | $54,800 | $55,100 | $55,400
Farebox Recovery Ratio 9.3% 9.2% 9.0% 8.9% 8.8% 8.7%
Local Gov't Funding $169,300 | $179,000 | $187,800 | $196,100 | $204,900 | $213,900
Required
Local Gov't Funding 29.2% 30.3% 31.2% 31.9% 32.7% 33.4%
Percentage
Notes:

1. Annual Revenue Hours for FY2009 provided by STAR Transit and assumed to be constant through the life of
the TDP period.

2. FY2010 Operating Cost obtained from DRPT FY2010 district budget data. Beginning in FY2011, the Annual
Operating Cost calculated assuming a 2.0%/year inflation rate.

3. Federal Operating Assistance reflects estimated FTA Section 5311 and FTA 5316 funds; assumed to remain flat
at FY2010 levels.

4. FY2010 State Operating Assistance obtained from DRPT FY2010 district budget data. Per DRPT, the increases
in State Operating Assistance (over the previous year) are 1.77% in FY 2011, 2.90% in FY 2012, 3.50% in FY 2013,
3.16% in FY 2014, and 3.16% in FY 2015.

5. FY2010 Contract Revenue Total obtained from DRPT FY2010 district budget data and assumed to be constant
through the life of the TDP period.

7.2 Bus Purchase Cost and Funding Sources

As noted in previous chapters, given the current fiscal situation, service expansion is not likely
and the STAR Transit operations would maintain its current system’s operation. In this case,
the bus purchases during the TDP time period would be for bus replacements.

Assuming that the historically observed cycle of one to two vehicle replacements per year for
START Transit is continued, the remaining bus purchases have been assumed to be funded
through FTA’s Section 5311 Program. This assumption anticipates a continuation of the
traditional shared allocation of costs with 80 percent funding provided by the Federal
Government, 10 percent funding by the State Government, and 10 percent funding by the Local
Governments. For the bus purchase prices, a two percent annual inflation rate is applied.
Table 7-2 presents the suggested TDP financial plan for funding bus purchases through the TDP
six-year time period.
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Table 7-2: TDP Financial Plan for Funding Bus Purchases

FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015
Bus Replacements 2 2 2 1 2 2 2
Bus Replacement Costs $113,000 $115,300 | $117,600 | $60,000 | $122,300 $124,800 $127,300
Anticipated Funding Sources
Efggerr; s $90,400 | $92,240 | $94,080 | $48,000 | $97,840 | $99,840 | $101,840
State $11,300 $11,530 $11,760 $6,000 $12,230 $12,480 $12,730
Local Government $11,300 | $11,530 | $11,760 | $6,000 | $12,230 | $12,480 $12,730
Funding Required

Notes:

1. Bus replacements by year identified in Table 4.4 of TDP.

2. Bus replacement costs assumed to be $56,500 in current year (FY2009) dollars.

3. Table reflects 2.0 percent per year inflation in bus acquisition costs.

4. Funding sources assumes 80 percent funding through FTA Section 5311 program, 10 percent funding from State, and
remaining 10 percent from local governments.

5. All cost in year of expenditure dollars.

STAR Transit management desires to expand transit services in the area. If strong local support
is developed, then this may become a reality. Previous chapters presented three expansion
services. In the case of the Ruby Demand-Response Route and Hampton Roads Services, new
buses would need to be purchased as these services would run during the same hours as the
existing services. The Saturday Services could utilize the buses used during the week; however,
this service expansion would increase the annual miles and therefore increase the rate of

vehicle replacements. Table 7-3 presents the capital cost of the Expansion Buses. Funding
sources are not yet identified.
Table 7-3: Capital Cost of Expansion Buses
Proposed Service FY2009 FY2010 FY2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY2014 FY2015
Ruby Route $58,800 $60,000 $62,400 $63,600
Saturday Services $60,000 $63,600
Hampton Roads
Connector
Notes:

1. Each Service would purchase one bus in the year that capital costs are shown.

2. Bus replacement costs assumed to be $56,500 in current year (FY2009) dollars.

3. Table reflects 2.0 percent per year inflation in bus acquisition costs.

4. Hampton Roads Service would not begin until FY2016; capital cost would be $64,900.

7.3  Facility Improvement Costs and Funding Sources

At this time, no funding mechanism has been identified for facility improvement projects
identified in Section 5.2. As funding becomes available, a security system, office furniture and
equipment, and shop equipment should be purchased for the new facility.
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8.0 TDP MONITORING AND EVALUATION

Similar to any other multi-year duration planning document, the transit development plan
(TDP) for a specific public transit system must be regularly monitored and evaluated in order to
maintain its usefulness over time. The previous chapters of this TDP have presented a
comprehensive evaluation of the STAR Transit System’s service and cost characteristics. The
key elements that have been addressed in this TDP effort include:

e The development of suggested goals, objectives, and general performance standards
that can be used to help guide the further development of STAR Transit’s services;

e A detailed evaluation of existing service characteristics, with a discussion of the system’s
current strengths and weaknesses;

e A peer agency review that compares the recent service and financial characteristics of
STAR Transit to those of other similar rural public transportation systems operating in
the Commonwealth of Virginia;

e An on-board ridership survey that identified the primary socioeconomic characteristics
of the current riders, their satisfaction with the existing services, and potential service
improvements that are desired by the riders;

e A description of potential service and facility improvements for consideration in the
TDP;

e A series of recommended service and facility improvements for inclusion in the TDP,
with the year of the improvements identified as appropriate; and

e A discussion of the funding requirements and potential funding sources for the capital
and operating costs associated with the recommended service and facility
improvements.

This TDP represents an initial step in the future service and facility improvements for the STAR
Transit System. In order to ensure the relevance of the TDP over time, it will be important for
STAR Transit to regularly coordinate with other transportation and land use planning efforts
across its multijurisdictional service area, to continue to monitor service performance, and to
provide DRPT with annual updates regarding implementation of the ultimately adopted TDP
service and facility improvements program.

8.1 Coordination with Other Plans and Programs

The completion of this TDP requires that it be coordinated with a variety of other ongoing land
use and transportation planning efforts at the county, regional, and statewide levels. For
example, the public transit-oriented goals and objectives suggested by this TDP should be
reviewed and incorporated as appropriate into the transportation-related goals and objectives
sections of the county comprehensive plans for Accomack and Northampton Counties that are
currently being served by STAR Transit. The multijurisdictional long-range regional
transportation plans developed by the Accomack-Northampton Planning District Commission in
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cooperation with the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) and the Department of Rail
and Public Transportation (DRPT) should also include appropriate references to the STAR
Transit TDP.

At the statewide level, the TDP recommendations for STAR Transit should be incorporated into
the public transportation elements of the DRPT developed six-year state transportation
improvement program (SYTIP) and the statewide multimodal long-range transportation plan
VTrans2035.

8.2 Service Performance Monitoring

In prior chapters of this TDP, a group of specific system-wide performance measures and
operating guidelines have been identified for application to a rural public transit system such as
STAR Transit. The adoption of these operating guidelines will allow for the system’s
management to regularly monitor the performance of STAR Transit to help ensure that existing
performance characteristics do not degrade over time.

Where changes in performance are identified, appropriate corrective measures should be
investigated. These corrective actions might involve route realignment adjustments for local
fixed route services, modifications to service frequency (headway), and/or span of service
adjustments. STAR Transit presently has a basic performance monitoring program in place,
with an emphasis on tracking ridership, service-hours, service-miles, and operating costs and
revenues on a monthly basis at the route specific and system-wide levels. These reports are
presented monthly by the system manager to the members of the STAR Transit Board of
Directors. As the system continues to grow and develop, this process should be expanded as
necessary.

An important element of this performance monitoring process should be a regularly scheduled
update of the on-board ridership survey conducted as part of this TDP process. In order to
comply with current DRPT guidelines, a new on-board survey should be undertaken at least
once during each 6-year TDP cycle. With the initial system-wide survey being conducted in the
spring of 2009, the next such survey should be conducted no later than during the spring of
2015.

8.3 Annual TDP Monitoring

The current TDP guidelines issued by DRPT require the submittal of an annual update letter that
describes the progress being taken towards implementing the TDP’s recommendations and any
significant changes to the currently adopted TDP. These changes should include, but not be
limited to, system expansions or reductions, new services or facilities being planned or
implemented, organizational/governance changes, changes to the current fare structure or
other actions. The recommended contents of this “TDP Update” letter include the following:
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e A summary of ridership trends at the system and service area/local route level for each
of the previous 12 months.

e A description of those TDP goals and objectives that have been advanced over the
previous 12 months.

e A description of any service and facility improvements that have been implemented in
the previous 12 months, including the identification of those that were identified in this
TDP.

e An update to the TDP’s list of recommended service and facility improvements. This
should specifically identify those service or facility improvements that are being shifted
to a new year, being eliminated, and/or are being added. This update of recommended
improvements should be extended one more fiscal year into the future in order to
maintain a six-year TDP planning period.

e A summary description of current fiscal year capital and operating costs and the
associated federal, state, and local funding sources.

e Updates to the capital and operating financial plan tables presented in Chapter 7 of this
TDP. These tables should be extended one more fiscal year into the future in order to
maintain a six-year TDP planning period.
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APPENDIX C.
FLEET INVENTORY
From DRPT’s On-Line Grant Application (OLGA) System
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APPENDIX D.
OPERATING AND CAPITAL EXPENSES AND REVENUES
A 3-Year Retrospective




HISTORICAL OPERATING STATISTICS. FY2006-FY2008
STAR Transit

Operating Statistics FY2006 FY2007 FY2008
Annual Passengers 37,025 38,354 40,999
Annual Operating Costs $ 391,620 $ 448,431 $ 492,546
Annual Revenue Miles 315,959 342,765 341,564
Annual Revenue Hours 14,125 15,245 14,250
Passengers per Revenue Mile 0.12 0.11 0.12
Passengers per Revenue Hour 2.62 2.52 2.88
Cost per Passenger $10.58 $11.69 $12.01
Cost per Revenue Mile $1.24 $1.31 $1.44
Cost per Revenue Hour $27.73 $29.41 $34.56

System Revenues and 2006 2007 2008

Operating Assistance

Passenger Fares $ 48,690 $ 52,986 $ 53,925
Contract Revenues $ - $ - 3 -
Local Operating Assistance $ 90,889 $ 98,918 $ 145411
State Operating Assistance $ 75,190 $ 77,128 $ 73,899
Federal Operating Assistance $ 167,771 $ 187,360 $ 219,311
Totals $ 382,540 $ 416,392 $ 492,546
Fares as Pct. Of Opns Cost 12.4% 11.8% 10.9%
Net Operating Cost $ 333850 $ 363,406 $ 438,621
Pct. Oper Assist by Source
Local 27.2% 27.2% 33.2%
State 22.5% 21.2% 16.8%
Federal 50.3% 51.6% 50.0%

Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



APPENDIX E.
TRANSIT RIDER ON-BOARD SURVEY RESULTS

E.1 On-Board Survey Process

A comprehensive on-board passenger survey to collect the information on the demographic
and travel characteristics of current riders was conducted for STAR Transit in February of 2009.
The total number of on-board surveys returned by passengers on the STAR Transit demand-
response and fixed-route services was 33 and 50, respectively. The total number of surveys
distributed was not reported by the system so a return rate could not be calculated.

The survey included four basic groups of questions dealing with: rider’s demographic
information, specific trip information, a rating by the passengers of the current day service
being provided, and passenger suggestions as to the importance of future service improvement
needs. The summary results were used for service evaluation.

A copy of the survey questionnaire is presented in Figure E-1. The results of the on-board
ridership survey are presented in the tables and figures below.
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Figure E-1: On-Board Survey Questionnaire of STAR Transit System

sppwox. Boaedng Hme

Dear Rider: STAR Transit is presertly evahatmg existing and fivhare transit service needs. Please take a mirnae
and fill ot this survey regarding your opouons of STAR Transt. When fimished please retum the suverto the
bus driver cr mail to: STAR Transit, P.O Box 136, Padsley; Vizginia 3342] Thank pou for pour help.

About You

1. Iam: O Mak 0O Fenale
¥, NIy ageis:

O 19crmder O 30-3% 0O 50-59

o 2029 O 4042 0O 60 orolder
3. MYy raceis pomanly:

O Caacacisn 0 Hisparic

0 Affica- dveTica O Crher

4. Thave complebed.:
0 Didneot gredoate fom High School
0 High School graduates FED
O  Somme College
0 College degres or highsr

5. By hwane's total anmmal Incoane is:
0 Thuder $10,000 O  $30,000-$40 000
O $10,000-F20 000 O F40,000-F50 Q00
0 $20,000-$30 000 O Creer $50,000

6. How diten do youride STAR Transit?
O Less than once a mordh
O  Crwce oo barice a mordh
O 1 dayavmee
O 2-3 daye o wmeek
O  4ormore days a el

7. How ofien do you ride the STAR Transit
Door-te-Dodr sexvice?

Hemrer bamre vzed the sertrice

Less thar once 3 mordh

Orwce or tarice a morth

Moz than terice 2 meonth

Orwce 2w el o moTe

ooooo

10.

11.

11

13.

| Abowut Your Trp Today |
Tihere did your ourrent tip hegin?

0 %o Home 0 MedicalTental

0 ook 0 SocialFece atiomal
0 SchooliCollege O Service Agencye

0 Shopping

O Other

Tihere was fhat Located * {Towne'County)
Dddress, Blajor Btersection or Hearteer Larudark
[(SPARRNNE cerer raane, Rosptal school remne, o)

Hiowr did ywou get to dhebus stop ?
O ‘Walk 0 Eigule
O Crowecar O Other

u]
0 “Wod u]
0 SchoolCollege O
0 Shopping

0 Other

TVihere is that Locabed ? { Town Coundy)
Bddress, Biajor Bdercection or Heartryr Laudmar
(SRARRNNE certer e, Fosprtal school name )

Hawe a DisabilityyThable to Drive

u]
u]
O To sawe Moty
u]
O Other

Raie STAR Transit's Sexvice

14. Flease rade the following characberistics Wery Wemy Mot
of STAR Transl's semvice: Good Good Oksyr  Poor Poor Same
4. Frequengy oftas service a o o o a a
b, Aresc that are served tre boas rones o o o o a a
¢, Bus ontime pedfomtatice a o o u] a a
d. Homs of bus service u] u] u] o u] u]
w. furilahiliny of schednles & ooute frdonnation a u] u] u] a a
1. Cost of the s fire u] u] u] o n] n]
. Sence of seouriby on tnses &t stops a o o o a a
L. Clesnliness of buses & s shop aress u] u] u] o u] u]
i Comtesrfriendliness of bis drivers a u] u] u] a a
j. OVERALL SERVICE n] u] u] o n] n]

Identify Futume Semdce Improve ment Mee de

14. Vhat senvice improven enas would wou Tike do ey Sanewhat Mot Mot
see over the nesct several years ? Brportard Bnportard Brportat Sure
4. More frequent b cemce o o a u]
b, Ddore direct bos roating to destivatice o o a o
©.  Late evening fized rongte service o o a o
d. Expand service eyord oiment rontes o o a o
w,  Bnprowe seommiby o bnses & ot s stops o o a u]
f.  Better bikie racks on tses u] u] u] o
g, DOther: o o a u]

Thank ¥ou for Your Time!
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E.2 Responses to Survey Questions

E.2.1 DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY INFORMATION — DEMAND-RESPONSE SERVICE

Table E-1 summarizes the passenger characteristics of the current STAR Transit demand-
response ridership based upon the information contained in the returned surveys.

Table E-1: STAR Transit Passenger Characteristics (Demand-Response Service)

Gender Number | Percent Household Annual Income Number | Percent
Male 8 24.2% Under $10,000 16 51.6%
Female 25 75.8% $10,000 - $20,000 10 32.3%
Total Responding 33 100.0% $20,000 - $30,000 4 12.9%
No Response 0 $30,000 - $40,000 1 3.2%
$40,000 - $50,000 0 0.0%

Age Number | Percent Over $50,000 0 0.0%
19 or under 9 27.3% Total Responding 31 100.0%
20-29 12 36.4% No Response 2

30-39 1 3.0%

40-49 7 21.2% Frequency of Ridership Number | Percent
50-59 4 12.1% Less than once a month 4 12.1%
60 or older 0 0.0% Once or twice a month 5 15.2%
Total Responding 33 100.0% 1 day a week 5 15.2%
No Response 0 2-3 days a week 8 24.2%

4 or more days a week 11 33.3%

Race Number | Percent Total Responding 33 100.0%
Caucasian 8 24.2% No Response 0
African-American 22 66.7%

Hispanic 0 0.0%

Other 3 9.1%

Total Responding 33 100.0%

No Response 0

Educational Level Number | Percent

Not High School Graduate 7 21.9%

High School Graduate / GED 22 68.8%

Some College 2 6.3%

College Degree or Higher 1 3.1%

Total Responding 32 100.0%

No Response 1
STAR Transit E-3 November 2009
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Gender (Demand-Response Service)

Figure E-2. Survey Results: Gender

As Figure E-2 shows, female passengers responded at a rate of 76 percent, with male responses
reported at approximately 24 percent.
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Age (Demand-Response Service)

Figure E-3. Survey Results: Age

The passengers’ ages are relatively well-distributed across each of the different ranges that
were defined. Based on the ridership survey results, there is a slightly higher percentage in the
age group of 20-29, about 37 percent on the demand-responsive service, followed by 19 or
under at 27 percent.

These findings suggest that STAR Transit is providing basic mobility services to a broad cross-
section of the service area population.
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Race (Demand-Response Service)

Figure E-4. Survey Results: Race

Per survey respondents, African-American and Caucasian are the top two races using STAR
Transit service. The combined percentage of these two races is 91 percent. Other races
represented the remaining 9 percent of the reported ridership.
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Education Level (Demand-Response Service)

Figure E-5. Survey Results: Education Level

College Degree or
Higher

Coll
Some College 39%

6%

With respect to the reported education level, approximately 69 percent of the passengers
indicated that they possessed a high school degree and 22 percent reported that they had not
graduated from high school. Approximately 6 percent of the riders reported having attended
some college, while 3 percent reported having earned at least a collegiate level bachelor’s
degree.
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Annual Household Income (Demand-Response Service)

Figure E-6. Survey Results: Annual Household Income

$30,000 - $40,000
3%

Persons with low income are the major users of STAR Transit. A total of 84 percent of the
total STAR Transit respondents reported less than $20,000 for their household annual income,
with 52 percent of the passengers reporting a household income level of less than $10,000 per
year. Approximately 13 percent of riders reported an annual income of between $20,000 and
$30,000, while an additional 3 percent reported annual incomes between $30,000 and $40,000
per year.
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Frequency of Ridership (Demand-Response Service)

Figure E-7. Survey Results: Frequency of Ridership

4 or more days a
week
34%

More than half of the riders that participated in this survey reported using STAR Transit services
on a regular basis. A total of 34 percent of the riders reported a ridership frequency of 4 or
more days a week, with an additional 24 percent reporting use of the system 2-3 days a week.
Combining these two values indicates that approximately 58 percent of the total passengers
that responded use STAR Transit services more than two days per week and can thus be
classified as “regular” rather than occasional riders.
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E.2.2 DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY INFORMATION — FIXED-ROUTE SERVICES

Table E-2 summarizes the passenger characteristics of the current STAR Transit fixed-route
ridership based upon the information contained in the returned surveys.

Table E-2: STAR Transit Passenger Characteristics (Fixed-Route Responses)

Gender Number | Percent Household Annual Income Number | Percent
Male 26 52.0% Under $10,000 24 52.2%
Female 24 48.0% $10,000 - $20,000 13 28.3%
Total Responding 50 100.0% $20,000 - $30,000 3 6.5%
No Response 0 $30,000 - $S40,000 2 4.3%
$40,000 - $50,000 0 0.0%
Age Number | Percent Over $50,000 4 8.7%
19 or under 4 8.5% Total Responding 46 100.0%
20-29 12 25.5% No Response 4
30-39 6 12.8%
40-49 8 17.0% Frequency of Ridership Number | Percent
50-59 11 23.4% Less than once a month 24 54.5%
60 or older 6 12.8% Once or twice a month 6 13.6%
Total Responding 47 100.0% 1 day a week 6 13.6%
No Response 3 2-3 days a week 1 2.3%
4 or more days a week 7 15.9%
Race Number | Percent Total Responding 44 100.0%
Caucasian 11 22.9% No Response 6
African-American 34 70.8%
Hispanic 0 0.0%
Other 3 6.3%
Total Responding 48 100.0%
No Response 2
Educational Level Number | Percent
Not High School Graduate 7 15.2%
High School Graduate / GED 24 52.2%
Some College 12 26.1%
College Degree or Higher 3 6.5%
Total Responding 46 100.0%
No Response 4
STAR Transit E-10 November 2009
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Gender (Fixed-Route Service)

Figure E-8. Survey Results: Gender

As Figure E-8 shows, female passengers responded at a rate of 48 percent, with male responses
reported at approximately 52 percent.
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Age (Fixed-Route Service)

Figure E-9. Survey Results: Age

60 or older
13%

The passengers’ ages are relatively well-distributed across each of the different ranges that
were defined. Based on the ridership survey results, the highest group was 20-29 at 26
percent, with the lowest being 19 or under at 8 percent.

These findings suggest that STAR Transit is providing basic mobility services to a broad cross-
section of the service area population.

STAR Transit E-12 November 2009
Transit Development Plan: FY 10-15



Race (Fixed-Route Service)

Figure E-10. Survey Results: Race

African-American and Caucasian are the top two races using STAR Transit service. The
combined percentage of these two races is 94 percent. Other races represented the remaining
6 percent of the reported ridership.
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Education Level (Fixed-Route Service)

Figure E-11. Survey Results: Education Level

College Degree or
Higher
7%

With respect to the reported education level, approximately 52 percent of the passengers
indicated that they possessed a high school degree and 15 percent reported that they had not
graduated from high school. Approximately 26 percent of the riders reported having attended
some college, while 7 percent reported having earned at least a collegiate level bachelor’s
degree.
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Annual Household Income (Fixed-Route Service)

Figure E-12. Survey Results: Annual Household Income

$30,000 - $40,000
4%

552306000000' Over $50,000

7%

Persons with low income are the major users of STAR Transit. A total of 80 percent of the
total STAR Transit respondents reported less than $20,000 for their household annual income,
with 52 percent of the passengers reporting a household income level of less than $10,000 per
year. Approximately 7 percent of riders reported an annual income of between $20,000 and
$30,000, while an additional 4 percent reported annual incomes between $30,000 and $40,000
per year. Approximately 9 percent reported an income over $50,000.
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Frequency of Ridership (Fixed-Route Service)

Figure E-13. Survey Results: Frequency of Ridership

4 or more days a
week
16%

2-3 days a week
2%

More than half of the riders that participated in this survey reported using STAR Transit services
less than once a month. A total of 16 percent of the riders reported a ridership frequency of 4
or more days a week, with an additional 2 percent reporting use of the system 2-3 days a week.
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E.2.3 TRIP-SPECIFIC SURVEY RESULTS — DEMAND-RESPONSE SERVICE

Table E-3 summarizes responses to the on-board survey questions related to the trip being
made at the time of the administration of the demand-response survey.

Table E-3: STAR Transit “About Your Trip Today” (Demand-Service Responses)

Trip Origin Type Number | Percent Trip Destination Type Number | Percent
Home 24 72.7% Home 9 27.3%
Work 5 15.2% Work 7 21.2%
School/College 1 3.0% School/College 5 15.2%
Shopping 2 6.1% Shopping 5 15.2%
Medical/Dental 0 0.0% Medical/Dental 2 6.1%
Social/Recreational 0 0.0% Social/Recreational 0 0.0%
Service Agency 0 0.0% Service Agency 1 3.0%
Other 1 3.0% Other 4 12.1%
Total Responding 33 100.0% Total Responding 33 100.0%
No Response 0 No Response 0
Reason for Riding Number | Percent
Don't have a car 16 48.5%
Car not available 8 24.2%
Prefer to ride bus 1 3.0%
To save time 0 0.0%
To save money 3 9.1%
Disability/unable to drive 2 6.1%
Other 3 9.1%
Total Responding 33 100.0%
No Response 0
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Trip Origin (Demand-Response Service)

Figure E-14. Survey Results: Trip Origin
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The vast majority (73 percent) of the passengers started their trips from their home. The
remaining trip origins were distributed across a wide range of trip purposes.
Approximately 15 percent of the passengers reported starting their trips from their work

location. The three next most frequent trip origins were cited as being “Shopping”, “Other”,
and “School/College”.
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Trip Destination (Demand-Response Service)

Figure E-15. Survey Results: Trip Destination
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The top four trip destinations were noted as being “Home” at 28 percent, "Work” at 21,
“School/College” at 15 percent, and “Shopping” at 15 percent. These four destinations account
for 79 percent of the total trips. These results demonstrate that the current ridership is using
the STAR Transit system for basic mobility purposes between their homes and their
workplace or other important destinations.
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Reason for Riding Transit (Demand-Response Service)

Figure E-16. Survey Results: Reason for Riding Transit

M Don't have a car M Car not available m Prefer to ride bus
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When asked to identify the principal reason why they were riding the bus, survey respondents
most frequently indicated that they “Did Not Have a Car” (49 percent) or that a “Car Was Not
Available” (24 percent). Combined, these two responses accounted for 73 percent of the
reasons for using STAR Transit service. The factors of “Save Money” and “Other” were the next
highest at 9 percent each.

These responses indicate that the current ridership can be classified as “transit captives”; that
is, they have few if any other travel options available and if the current transit service was
not provided, the subject trip would probably not be made. With a large percentage of the
trips being made for work, shopping, or school/college purposes, the lack of basic mobility
could result in significant negative effects on the ability of the study area population to obtain
meaningful employment or educational services.
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E.2.4 TRIP-SPECIFIC SURVEY RESULTS — FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE

Table E-4 summarizes responses to the on-board survey questions related to the trip being
made at the time of the administration of the fixed-route service survey.

Table E-4: STAR Transit “About Your Trip Today” (Fixed Route Responses)

Trip Origin Type Number Percent Trip Destination Type Number Percent
Home 30 62.5% Home 13 27.1%
Work 5 10.4% Work 15 31.3%
School/College 2 4.2% School/College 6 12.5%
Shopping 3 6.3% Shopping 5 10.4%
Medical/Dental 0 0.0% Medical/Dental 0 0.0%
Social/Recreational 1 2.1% Social/Recreational 1 2.1%
Service Agency 0 0.0% Service Agency 0 0.0%
Other 7 14.6% Other 8 16.7%
Total Responding 48 100.0% Total Responding 48 100.0%
No Response 2 No Response 2
Bus Stop Access Number | Percent Reason for Riding Number | Percent
Walk 36 75.0% Don't have a car 31 66.0%
Drove car 2 4.2% Car not available 5 10.6%
Bicycle 1 2.1% Prefer to ride bus 4 8.5%
Other 9 18.8% To save time 0 0.0%
Total Responding 48 100.0% To save money 4 8.5%
No Response 2 Disability/unable to drive 0 0.0%
Other 3 6.4%
Total Responding 47 100.0%
No Response 3
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Trip Origin (Fixed-Route Service)

Figure E-17. Survey Results: Trip Origin
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The vast majority (63 percent) of the passengers started their trips from their home. The
remaining trip origins were distributed across a wide range of trip purposes.

“Other” had the next highest percentage at 15 percent. Approximately 10 percent of the

passengers reported starting their trips from their work location. The three next most frequent

trip origins were cited as being “Shopping”, “School/College”, and “Social/Recreational”.
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Trip Destination (Fixed-Route Service)

Figure E-18. Survey Results: Trip Destination
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The top four trip destinations were noted as being "Work” at 31 percent, “Home” at 27
percent, “Other” at 17 percent, and ”School/College” at 13 percent. These four destinations
account for 88 percent of the total trips. These results demonstrate that the current ridership
is using the STAR Transit system for basic mobility purposes between their homes and their
workplace or other important destinations.
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Bus Stop Access (Fixed-Route Service)

Figure E-19. Survey Results: Bus Stop Access
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As shown in the figure above, most riders walk to the bus stop to access STAR Transit services,
followed by “Other” at 19 percent. Very few riders drove or rode their bicycle to the bus stop.
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Reason for Riding Transit (Fixed-Route Service)

Figure E-20. Survey Results: Reason for Riding Transit

M Don't have a car M Car not available m Prefer to ride bus
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When asked to identify the principal reason why they were riding the bus, survey respondents
most frequently indicated that they “Did Not Have a Car” (66 percent) or that a “Car Was Not
Available” (11 percent). Combined, these two responses accounted for 77 percent of the
reasons for using Bay Transit service.

These responses indicate that the current ridership can be classified as “transit captives”; that
is, they have few if any other travel options available and if the current transit service was
not provided, the subject trip would probably not be made. With a large percentage of the
trips being made for work, shopping, or school/college, the lack of basic mobility could result in
significant negative effects on the ability of the study area population to obtain meaningful
employment or educational services.
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E.2.5 SERVICE RATINGS SURVEY RESULTS — DEMAND-RESPONSE SERVICE

Figure E-21 and Table E-5 summarize the responses to the survey questions that were
developed to obtain the view of the current riders as to quality of service currently being
offered by STAR Transit. The service factors presented for rating were as follows:

e Reservation procedures e Sense of security on the buses

e Bus on-time performance e Cleanliness of buses

e Hours of bus service e Courtesy/friendliness of bus drivers
e Cost of bus fare e Overall service rating

For each of these eight evaluation measurements, those that responded to the survey
provided combined ratings of “Very Good” or “Good” in the range of approximately 80-95
percent for almost every measurement. The two service factors with the lowest ratings were
those for “Bus On-time Performance” and “Hours of Bus Service”.

Figure E-21. Survey Results: Service Ratings (Demand-Response Service)

OVERALL SERVICE

Cleanliness of buses & bus stop areas
Sense of security on buses & at stops
Cost of bus fare
Courtesy/friendliness of bus drivers

Hours of bus service

Bus on-time performance

e
0.0% 20.0% 40.0% 60.0% 80.0% 100.0%
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Table E-5: STAR Transit Service Rating (Demand-Service Responses)

Bus on-time Cost of
performance Number Percent bus fare Number Percent
Very Good 21 63.6% Very Good 21 63.6%
Good 7 21.2% Good 8 24.2%
Okay 5 15.2% Okay 3 9.1%
Poor 0 0.0% Poor 0 0.0%
Very Poor 0 0.0% Very Poor 0 0.0%
Not Sure 0 0.0% Not Sure 1 3.0%
Total Responding 33 100.0% Total Responding 33 100.0%
No Response 0 No Response 0
Hours of Sense of security on
bus service Number Percent buses & at stops Number Percent
Very Good 17 53.1% Very Good 18 56.3%
Good 10 31.3% Good 11 34.4%
Okay 5 15.6% Okay 3 9.4%
Poor 0 0.0% Poor 0 0.0%
Very Poor 0 0.0% Very Poor 0 0.0%
Not Sure 0 0.0% Not Sure 0 0.0%
Total Responding 32 100.0% Total Responding 32 100.0%
No Response 1 No Response 1
Courtesy/friendliness Cleanliness of buses &
of bus drivers Number Percent bus stop areas Number Percent
Very Good 25 75.8% Very Good 22 66.7%
Good 6 18.2% Good 10 30.3%
Okay 2 6.1% Okay 1 3.0%
Poor 0 0.0% Poor 0 0.0%
Very Poor 0 0.0% Very Poor 0 0.0%
Not Sure 0 0.0% Not Sure 0 0.0%
Total Responding 33 100.0% Total Responding 33 100.0%
No Response 0 No Response 0
OVERALL SERVICE Number Percent
Very Good 19 57.6%
Good 12 36.4%
Okay 2 6.1%
Poor 0 0.0%
Very Poor 0 0.0%
Not Sure 0 0.0%
Total Responding 33 100.0%
No Response 0
STAR Transit E-27 November 2009

Transit Development Plan: FY 10-15




E.2.6 SERVICE RATINGS SURVEY RESULTS — FIXED-ROUTE SERVICE

Figure E-22 and Table E-6 summarize the responses to the survey questions that were
developed to obtain the view of the current riders as to quality of service currently being
offered by STAR Transit. The service factors presented for rating were as follows:

e Cleanliness of buses and bus stop areas e Availability of Schedules and Route
e Bus on-time performance Information

e Hours of bus service e Courtesy/friendliness of bus drivers

e Cost of bus fare e Overall service rating

e Sense of security on the buses and at stops e Areas that are served by bus routes
e Frequency of bus service

For most of the ten evaluation measurements, those that responded to the survey provided
combined ratings of “Very Good” or “Good” in the range of approximately 80 percent or
higher for almost every measurement. However, the service factors of “Hours of Bus Service”
and “Bus On-Time Performance” received only 66 and 76 percent, respectively, of the
respondents rating the measure as “Very Good” or “Good”.

These results represent a positive opinion of the system by the passengers of STAR Transit. It
also indicates that the users are satisfied with the overall services STAR Transit provides.

Note that no information regarding potential improvements to the STAR Transit system were
gathered via the on-board survey. The transit system staff inadvertently deleted this last group
of questions from the survey questionnaire form in order to allow for the form to be copied on
standard letter size paper. However, the information obtained from the passenger rating of the
existing services combined with input from the transit system manager and examination of the
current operations by consultant team members have been able to identify several potential
service improvements.
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Figure E-22. Survey Results: Service Ratings (Fixed-Route Service)
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Table E-6: STAR Transit Service Rating (Fixed-Route Responses)

Frequency of Cost of

bus service Number Percent bus fare Number Percent
Very Good 24 52.2% Very Good 31 66.0%
Good 18 39.1% Good 13 27.7%
Okay 4 8.7% Okay 3 6.4%
Poor 0 0.0% Poor 0 0.0%
Very Poor 0 0.0% Very Poor 0 0.0%
Not Sure 0 0.0% Not Sure 0 0.0%
Total Responding 46 100.0% Total Responding 47 100.0%
No Response 4 No Response 3

Areas that are served Sense of security on

by bus routes Number Percent buses & at stops Number Percent
Very Good 21 45.7% Very Good 28 62.2%
Good 19 41.3% Good 10 22.2%
Okay 5 10.9% Okay 7 15.6%
Poor 0 0.0% Poor 0 0.0%
Very Poor 0 0.0% Very Poor 0 0.0%
Not Sure 1 2.2% Not Sure 0 0.0%
Total Responding 46 100.0% Total Responding 45 100.0%
No Response 4 No Response 5

Bus on-time Cleanliness of buses &

performance Number Percent bus stop areas Number Percent
Very Good 22 47.8% Very Good 37 80.4%
Good 13 28.3% Good 7 15.2%
Okay 9 19.6% Okay 2 4.3%
Poor 2 4.3% Poor 0 0.0%
Very Poor 0 0.0% Very Poor 0 0.0%
Not Sure 0 0.0% Not Sure 0 0.0%
Total Responding 46 100.0% Total Responding 46 100.0%
No Response 4 No Response 4

Hours of Courtesy/friendliness

bus service Number Percent of bus drivers Number Percent
Very Good 15 34.1% Very Good 32 69.6%
Good 14 31.8% Good 13 28.3%
Okay 10 22.7% Okay 1 2.2%
Poor 5 11.4% Poor 0 0.0%
Very Poor 0 0.0% Very Poor 0 0.0%
Not Sure 0 0.0% Not Sure 0 0.0%
Total Responding 44 100.0% Total Responding 46 100.0%
No Response 6 No Response 4

STAR Transit E-30 November 2009

Transit Development Plan: FY 10-15




Table E-6 Continued

Availability of schedules OVERALL

& route information Number Percent SERVICE Number Percent
Very Good 25 56.8% Very Good 28 58.3%
Good 12 27.3% Good 14 29.2%
Okay 6 13.6% Okay 6 12.5%
Poor 0 0.0% Poor 0 0.0%
Very Poor 0 0.0% Very Poor 0 0.0%
Not Sure 1 2.3% Not Sure 0 0.0%
Total Responding 44 100.0% Total Responding 48 100.0%
No Response 6 No Response 2
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APPENDIXF.
STAR TRANSIT PROJECT STAKEHOLDER MEETING

STAR Transit Interview
Meeting Notes
December 18, 2008

An interview with STAR Transit was held on December 18, 2008 at the STAR Transit office in
Parksley, VA. The meeting began at approximately 9:00 AM.

Attendees
Mary Ardolino STAR Transit
Elaine Meil A-NPDC
Lewis Grimm PBS&J
Kevin Chiang PBS&J
Jim Boyer PBS&J

Meeting Notes
Below are the notes for the meeting.

Following self introductions, Lewis Grimm began the meeting with a brief overview of the TDP
project purpose and a review of the general project scope of work that will be followed in
preparing the TDP for STAR Transit and the other nine transit systems around the state. He
then asked Ms. Mary Ardolino to provide the group with an overview of the system and its
operations.

Mary Ardolino (STAR Transit Manager) gave an introduction of the background of STAR Transit

noting the following:

e The system started their operations in October 1996. She was the first employee hired as a
Driver for the STAR Transit system. Over the subsequent years, she has advanced to the
positions of Senior Driver, Interim Manager, and eight years ago, was appointed the system
manager.

e Currently, STAR Transit operatess five routes: Four fixed route services and one demand —
response service. The system recently operated two demand-responsive routes, but one
(“Ruby Express”) had to be dropped due to the very high fuel costs encountered earlier this
year.
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e They have a total of 13 employees now, 7 full-time and 6 part-time. These include 5 full-
time drivers; 2 full-time administrative staff; 3 substitute drivers and 3 other part-time staff.
Among them, 6 are females and 7 are males. The staff is responsible for administrative and
operational functions with vehicle maintenance being contracted out to Shore Tire. Ms.
Ardolino expressed a desire to hire a good mechanic but indicated that funding constraints
would likely limit this to a part-time position.

e The variability of the general regional economy, high levels of poverty, low reading levels
and high school dropout rates have all contributed to a higher than desired turnover rate
among the system’s staff. The average wage rate for the STAR Transit employees with a
commercial driver’s license required of all bus drivers is only $9.00 per hour. The full time
employees work 32 hours per week.

e The view was expressed that the system board of directors did not tend to be very involved
with the operations of the system; very few were thought to have ever ridden one of the
buses in service. There are six board members, three appointed by the Board of Supervisors
from each of the two counties which comprise the defined service area of the system. The
designated DRPT staff representative was noted as seldom attending the board meetings.
The formerly monthly board meetings have been reduced to every other month as a cost
and time savings measure.

e |t was noted that Darrell Feasel of DRPT had been very supportive of the system since it was
originally established and that Mark Rickards, formerly with DRPT and now the General
Manager of the WAT system, had also been very helpful to the system.

e The diesel fuel costs for the buses have accounted for a big partial of the system operating
costs and have changed dramatically over the past year. For example, the average fuel cost
(per month) increased from $2,000 to $4,000 within one year (from 2007 to 2008). This
made it very difficult for the system manager to prepare a reasonable annual budget.

e STAR Transit fare:
> Fixed route: $1.50 for regular rate; $1.00 for reduced rate (Disabled
persons and Seniors)
» Demand-response service: $3.00 for regular rate; $2.00 for reduced rate
(Disabled persons and Seniors)
» Drivers record the type of fare paid by each passenger as they board the
vehicle on daily fare sheets.

e Average ridership is estimated to be approximately 150 riders for all routes per day.
Occasionally, daily ridership will exceed 200 passengers per day. Typical average annual
ridership is approximately 35,000. It is estimated that approximately 1% of the total
resident population of the two counties in the service area are regular riders of the system.
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e The average farebox revenues are approximately $50,000 per year for STAR Transit.

e The ridership for STAR Transit has been relatively stable at approximately 3,500 to 4,000
passengers per month.

e |[tis estimated that approximately 30% to 35% of the total riders were disabled or elders. It
is estimated that it takes an average of approximately 10 minutes for each wheelchair
service passenger to enter or exit the vehicle and have the driver properly attach and adjust
the chair restraint straps.

e They had 5 vehicles running the services, 2 spare vehicles and 2 administrative vehicles
(One van and one pick-up truck). Each of the buses in the current fleet is a 15-passenger,
two-axle, body on chassis type vehicle. All buses are wheelchair lift equipped, have front
mounted bike racks, and carry one child car seat on each vehicle.

e There was a $500 safety bonus each year for the drivers who have a “clear” record (No
accidents, no mistakes)

e The 2010 budget estimate for STAR Transit is due on January 5th, 2009.

e The annual budget for STAR Transit was $564,000. $33,000 was from Accomack County and
$26,000 was from Northampton County. Total system operating mileage (fixed-route and
demand-responsive) is approximately 3456,000 miles per year.

e There was a high demand for transit services for disabled people and seniors in the transit
service area Reflective of the high poverty levels (many households earning less than
$10,000 per year) and the resulting high percentage of the population on public assistance.

e There were roughly 100 calls per day for STAR Transit. Most of them are asking the
information of the transit. Mary Ardolino insisted that every call should be answered by the
transit system staff.

During a discussion of how best to conduct an on-board ridership survey, Mary Ardolino
mentioned that their shuttle bus drivers probably can do the survey in the vehicles to record
the number of the passengers get in and get out the shuttles at each stops. This could also
indicate the time of arrival at each stop and the type of fare paid by each boarding passenger.

They recently traded one vehicle for a new one because their driver accidently put gas in the
diesel engine.

Based on FTA regulations, STAR Transit should not be providing route deviation services for
people living more than % miles away from the regular route. However, most of their
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residences and some of the destinations are more than % miles from the routes but within 1 %
mile of the route. STAR Transit had asked DRPT to allow them to change the allowable route
deviation service area to 1.5 miles beyond the fixed route.

Based on the FTA 5311 regulations, the maximum number of days that STAR Transit can provide
their services without wheelchair services was three days.

Mary Ardolino mentioned they have had some bad experiences when they provided the transit
services. For example a driver was attacked with a cane by a passenger. While rare, such
incidents happen about once a year.

A high percentage of the people in the area where STAR Transit is providing services were poor
and have little income (less than $10,000 annually). A lot of people have dropped out of the
local public schools. The population was not growing in the study area.

Mary Ardolino mentioned she has insisted that STAR Transit not allow the riders on the buses if
they do not pay the fare. Where this situation has arisen, drivers are directed to contact the
office by radio to seek management approval of a waiver for the passenger on a case by case
situation.

Users of the demand-response service typically need to call ahead and wait for one to two
hours to get the service. No advance reservations are accepted at this time. If a potential
passenger calls for either demand responsive or route-deviation service once the vehicle has
departed the area the passenger must wait until the next scheduled trip is being made.

STAR Transit has established partnerships with a number of other public and private
organizations in the area (approximately 13 agencies). These agencies included the local
community college, public service organizations and private companies. The agencies
purchased the passes for their clients or staff. Their clients or staff then can show these passes
to the shuttle drivers to get the transit services.

No formal ridership surveys have been done in the past for STAR Transit. As a result no on/off
or on-board origin-destination data current exists. However, fare sheets are maintained each
day on each route so that daily ridership and fare paid by type information is available and can
be supplied to the consultant team.

The new 4,000 square foot transit operations and minor maintenance facility under
construction at Onley in Accomack County has a total estimated construction cost of $1.0
million. Of this total, a 10% local government match was required for the federal and state
funds. Each of the two counties (Accomack and Northampton) provided $50,000 for the
matching funds. STAR Transit will be moving to this new facility at the beginning of 2009.
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At this time there are not any officially adopted system goals, objectives or service standards.
However, there are three basic operating policies that Mary Ardolino has implemented in STAR
Transit.

» Vehicle operating manual for drivers

» Cellular phone policy — Drivers can’t use cellular telephones when they are on
duty

» An over the counter (OTC) prescription drug policy — Does the driver take any
medicines? If yes, why kind of medicine he or she is taking? This requires that
an annual update of the information be provided.

There were no GPS devices in STAR Transit shuttles now. It was their goal to get these devices
in the future. All buses currently have on-board two-way radios and are in regular contact with
the office, particularly with respect to the transmittal to the drivers of demand-responsive or
route deviation pick-up requests.

Mary Ardolino mentioned she told their drivers that the vehicle speed can’t exceed 55 mph in
operation for the service. The drivers are also directed to stop at each published stop and wait
for 30 seconds.

Following this system overview, Ms. Ardolino related the history of the system over the past
several years:

e Orange Route started operating in the Chincoteague area in February 1999 and stopped
operating in July 2000. It failed because of the lack of ridership.

e Bay Route — Chesapeake Bay Connector: This link between the Eastern Shore counties
and the Norfolk/Virginia Beach area ran for about two years in the 1998-2000 period
but was terminated due to high cost and limited ridership. Most of the riders were
traveling to and from shopping opportunities rather the route’s stated purpose of
providing a link to employment sites on the south side of Hampton Roads.

e Silver Express Route was the door-to-door service operating from MD line to north
Accomack County. It operated for only 6 months and was shut down roughly 5 years ago
because the ridership was too low (less than 10 people per day). This route connected
with service in Pocomoke, MD that allowed transit connections to Salisbury, Ocean City,
and (via intercity bus) to Annapolis.

e Ruby Express Route was the door-to-door service and operated less than one year.
When it started operating it brought more than 200 riders in one month. It was a
successful route before it was shut down because of the dramatic increases in fuel
prices that took place earlier in 2008.
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An average of $20,000 to $30,000 in Section 5311 operating assistance grant funds has been
returned back to DRPT per year since Mary Ardolino became the manager of STAR Transit.
However, it was the money in the budget not the real cash.

Ms. Ardolino noted that the new annual budget request is due on February 1, 2009 and that the
budget request cannot be adjusted upwards during the year to reflect changes in actual
operating costs such as fuel costs. She also noted a high degree of uncertainty at this time over
the county budgets in each of the two counties given the state of the local economy. Local
funding to match federal and state grants come from a variety of sources, primarily local
governments, the sale of on-vehicle advertising, and agency contributions.

The revenue from the local college was $10,000 to $12,000 per year. Except the Green Route,
the students can show their ID to get on the shuttle and later STAR Transit will charge the
school for the fares. The local college used to contribute extra $6,000 to have the partnership
with STAR Transit but it stopped now.

The closing of the local K-Mart store had a big impact in ridership. The ridership dropped a very
large amount when this took place. Long term ridership data is available to document the
effect.

When the gas price increased, it didn’t increase the ridership.

Mary Ardolino asked: How much economical benefit did STAR Transit bring to the service area?
She noted that the $50,000 annual fare box revenue was about 10% of the annual system
operating cost of about $550,000 per year and asked how this compared to other similar
systems.

Mary Ardolino would like to know how other transit agencies handled monthly pavements and
bills. She mentioned that STAR Transit needed a reserve account for cash management. She
needed $20,000 credit line for the $500k annual budget and had recently obtained approval
from the board to set up such an account.

In response to a question Mary Ardolino mentioned that currently STAR Transit didn’t have a
ridesharing plan despite the formal name of the agency being the Shore Transit and Rideshare
Agency.

STAR Transit expected that the new Wal-Mart soon to be opened in the transit service area
near Onley will have a positive impact in ridership of the STAR Transit. The passengers of
grocery shoppers often affected the shuttle schedule because they carried too much bags and
can’t get in the shuttle in time.

Taxi service was not available in the study area of STAR Transit system. The taxi service was
available from Hampton Road and not poplar in the study area. There are some informal,
unlicensed taxis in the area.
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Mary Ardolino mentioned that the bus stop signs installed at each of the designated stops/time
points on the published schedules were constantly being stolen. The cost for a bus shelter was
approximately $5,000. Mary Ardolino suggested that the local stores and companies can
contribute the cost to build the shelters and put advertisements for their business at the
shelters. She has obtained a grant for two new passenger shelters and plans to install one of
these at the Exmore Town office complex. She noted that the “Pony Express” town trolley
service on Chincoteague Island has also installed a few passenger shelters at a similar cost. This
is another 5311 grant program even though the service only operates during the peak summer
tourist season with its three trolley style vehicles.

Perdue Chicken employees had some transit service demands. The company has a strict policy
for their working schedule. If any employees arrive late for their job, they will be let go.
Therefore, the transit schedule time and accuracy will be very critical for them to use the transit
services. Given the trip time variation associated with the routes this management constraint is
seen as a real impediment to increased ridership by persons without regular access to a car.

Language was one of the problems for STAR Transit operation. Some of the riders (primarily
Hispanics) can’t speak English and drivers didn’t know their destinations. There is also the
perception of some Hispanics being hesitant to use public transportation services to travel to
and from government office sites. This growing percentage of the population is viewed as a
potential untapped market.

STAR Transit didn’t have the record of passengers’ race. They roughly estimated that Spanish-
speaking people using the transit system was about 5-10% of total passengers. It was also
estimated that about 90% of the total ridership was African-American.

Traffic, weather and passenger loading and unloading times, especially by the disabled riders,
were the three major factors cited as affecting the transit operation and their schedule.

Elaine Meil (A-NPDC staff) mentioned that a GPS study of STAR Transit was conducted in 2006
to collect the ridership and passenger information. The primary purpose of this study was to
locate the bus stops and verify the routes. A hard copy of this study was provided to the
consultant team

Elaine Meil (A-NPDC staff) mentioned that providing weekend service on Saturdays and/or
Sundays by STAR Transit was not viewed as being practical at this time. They would rather have
the earlier and later services during the weekdays.

Elaine Meil (A-NPDC staff) mentioned that the Hampton Roads transit system has indicated an
interest to have their service to connect with the STAR Transit service at some point close to
the Chesapeake Bay Bridge Tunnel. This was viewed as a viable potential service expansion if
sufficient operating support can be identified.
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Advertisements on the shuttles were pulled out by the local companies because of the bad
economics.

The annual review of STAR Transit by DRPT staff was done in June 2008.
In closing, both Ms. Ardolino and Ms. Meil indicated that they would provide paper and
electronic copies of the various reports discussed during the meeting to the members of the

consultant team shortly after the beginning of 2009.

On that note, the meeting was concluded at approximately 3:30 PM.
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