
 

TO: Policy Advisory Council DATE: March 6, 2019 

FR: Anne Richman, Director, Programming & 
Allocations 

  

RE: Transit Sustainability Project (TSP) Performance Report Update 

Background 
In May 2012, in the wake of the Great Recession, the Commission adopted final 
recommendations for the TSP (MTC Resolution No. 4060) to achieve continued service and cost 
control improvements by Bay Area transit agencies. These adopted policies establish performance 
measures and targets for the largest seven Bay Area transit operators. Each operator is to achieve 
a five percent reduction by FY 2016-17 in one of three performance measures, with no growth 
beyond the Consumer Price Index (CPI) thereafter. These measures are: 

a) Cost Per Vehicle Service Hour; 
b) Cost Per Passenger; and 
c) Cost per Passenger Mile. 

In 2013, each transit operator adopted a strategic plan that describes how the agency intends to 
meet one or more of the performance targets. Since then, MTC has been annually monitoring each 
operator’s progress towards meeting the TSP targets using National Transit Database (NTD) data. 
After the end of a fiscal year, it takes approximately one year to finalize the NTD data, which 
results in a time lag for the TSP analysis.  
 
This year’s TSP performance analysis is based on FY 2016-17 data and is also the deadline for 
operators to achieve the TSP target. In FY 2016-17, four of the seven operators achieved a five 
percent reduction against the baseline in at least one of the metrics; Golden Gate Bridge Highway 
and Transportation District, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and Santa Clara 
Valley Transportation Authority did not. Nonetheless, all operators have met the metric at some 
point over the five-year analysis period. Most operators are achieving the five percent 
performance target due to strong ridership gains in past years and by keeping costs steady. 
Achieving both higher ridership and better cost control is the key to a more sustainable future for 
Bay Area public transit.  
 
Per the adopted TSP policy (see Attachment A), MTC staff may make recommendations on 
conditioning existing and new operating and capital funding administered by MTC for operators 
that do not achieve the TSP target. Staff finds that most agencies have been responsive and have 
aligned costs with productivity, but that agencies are beginning to see ridership declines – in some 
cases of significant magnitude.   
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Through another element of the TSP, the Transit Performance Initiative, MTC has invested 
approximately $150 million in projects and programs geared to increasing ridership and 
improving service. The program has had mixed results but as more projects are completed, more 
data will be available to refine the program approach.  
 
Despite past efforts, however, it is apparent the operating climate of the transit industry is 
changing and may affect transit operators’ ability to continue their current service models. Rather 
than link operators’ performance to funding, staff proposes to launch a cooperative effort with the 
transit operators to address issues affecting the industry as a whole and Bay Area operations in 
particular. The transit ridership study underway by University of California, Los Angeles 
researchers is one example; other areas could include service design and coordination, first/last 
mile coordination, and improving transit speeds.  
 
The attached presentation includes findings and results of the TSP and proposed next steps.  
 
 
Attachments: 

• Attachment A: MTC Resolution No. 4060 Excerpt 
• Attachment B: PowerPoint Presentation 
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Update.docx 
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Attachment A- Excerpt from MTC Resolution No. 4060 (May 23, 2012)  
 

MTC Resolution No. 4060 (Excerpt) 
 
 

Performance and Investment Policies 
 

Performance Measures and Targets 
To monitor the performance of the seven largest transit agencies in the Bay Area, the Commission 
establishes the following TSP performance target, measures, and monitoring process: 
 

Performance Target 
5% real reduction in at least one of the following performance measures by FY2016-17 and no 
growth beyond CPI thereafter. To account for the results of recent cost control strategies at agencies, 
the baseline year will be set at the highest cost year between FY2007-08 and FY2010-11. 
 

 Performance Measures  
• Cost Per Service Hour* 
• Cost Per Passenger* 
• Cost Per Passenger Mile* 
*As defined by the Transportation Development Act 

 
Monitoring Process 
In FY2012-13, agencies are to adopt a strategic plan to meet one or more of the targets and submit to 
MTC. 
On an annual basis, starting in FY2013-14, the transit agencies submit performance measure data on 
all three targets to MTC. 
In FY2017-18, MTC will analyze agency progress in meeting target 
In FY2018-19, MTC will link existing and new operating and capital funds administered by MTC to 
progress towards achieving the performance target. 

 
The following agencies, the largest seven transit agencies in the Bay Area, are subject to the performance 
measures and targets:  AC Transit; BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SFMTA, SamTrans, and Santa 
Clara VTA. 
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TSP Origin Story: Financial Challenges of 
Great Recession

$17.2 b

$8 b

$0

$10

$20

Total 25-Year
Operating Deficit

Total 25-Year
Capital Deficit

Projected Deficits 
Transportation 2035



TSP Context: Percent Change in Cost and 
Performance Indicators for Large Ops (1997 – 2008)
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		Large Operators										Large Operators (% Change)		Large and Small Composite

				1997		2008		2008 un adjusted				Indicators		1997-2008		1997-2008 (undadjusted)		Inflation

		Operating Costs		$   970,285		$   1,296,545		$   1,779,029				Operating Costs		33.6%		83.35%		49.7%

		Revenue Vehicle Hours		8,398		9,624		- 0				Revenue Vehicle Hours		14.6%		- 0		- 0

		Unlinked Passenger Trips		442,894		473,831		- 0				Unlinked Passenger Trips		7.0%		- 0		- 0

		Small Operators										Small Operators (% Change)		Large and Small Composite

				1997		2008		2008 un adjusted				Indicators		1997-2008		1997-2008 (undadjusted)		Inflation

		Operating Costs		$   41,798		$   72,960		$   101,340				Operating Costs		74.6%		142.45%		67.9%

		Revenue Vehicle Hours		711		1,032		- 0				Revenue Vehicle Hours		45.2%		- 0		- 0

		Unlinked Passenger Trips		14,736		17,560		- 0				Unlinked Passenger Trips		19.2%		- 0		- 0

		Small and Large Operators Composite		Large and Small Composite								Small and Large Operators Composite (% Change)		Large and Small Composite

		Indicators		1997		2008		2008 un adjusted				Indicators		1997-2008		1997-2008 (undadjusted)		Inflation

		Operating Costs		$   1,012,084		$   1,369,504		$   1,880,368				Operating Costs		35.3%		85.79%		50.5%

		Revenue Vehicle Hours		9,109		10,657		- 0				Revenue Vehicle Hours		17.0%		- 0		- 0

		Unlinked Passenger Trips		457,630		491,390		- 0				Unlinked Passenger Trips		7.4%		- 0		- 0

		Not including ferry for GGBHTD or Vallejo or cable care for SFMTA

		Figures do not inclde Paratransit service

		Agency		Operating Costs		Revenue Vehicle Hours		Unlinked Passenger Trips

		AC Transit		43.0%		15.4%		3.4%

		BART		34.0%		37.9%		43.2%

		CalTrain		40.0%		62.8%		55.0%

		GGBHTD		-0.1%		-0.9%		-19.2%

		SamTrans		39.1%		13.9%		-17.6%

		SFMTA		45.2%		11.6%		2.5%

		VTA		16.8%		5.0%		-17.1%

		WestCat		298.3%		201.4%		234.7%

		Santa Rosa		71.2%		44.3%		51.4%

		Sonoma		50.7%		13.9%		6.5%

		GGBHTD w/ ferry		6.5%		25.8%		-14.9%





		(Table A) Large Operator Ratio Tables										(Table B) Small Operator Ratio Tables

				Performance Ratios (FY 1997)										Performance Ratios (FY 1997)

		Large Operators		Passengers
 Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Passenger				Small Operators		Passengers Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Passenger

		Motor Bus		48.6		$   90.6		$   1.9				Motor Bus		20.7		$   58.8		$   2.8

		Heavy Rail		57.2		$   182.9		$   3.2				Ferry (Vallejo)		71.1		$   664.4		$   9.4

		Light Rail		89.2		$   163.0		$   1.8				Santa Rosa		31.9		$   67.6		$   2.1

		Commuter Rail		59.4		$   364.2		$   6.1				Vallejo		26.0		$   45.1		$   1.7

		All Modes		22.8		$   49.9		$   2.2				CCCTA		21.5		$   64.4		$   3.0

		AC		38.9		$   88.2		$   2.3				Sonoma		16.4		$   62.3		$   3.8

		BART		54.9		$   175.4		$   3.2				Fairfield		18.4		$   48.5		$   2.6

		CalTrain		59.4		$   364.2		$   6.1				LAVTA		15.0		$   66.3		$   4.4

		GGBHTD		21.4		$   100.4		$   4.7				WestCat		13.0		$   40.0		$   3.1

		SamTrans		32.2		$   87.7		$   2.7				ECCTA		16.7		$   56.0		$   3.3

		SFMTA		76.7		$   94.2		$   1.2

		VTA		37.1		$   110.6		$   3.0

		Note:  BART includes some motor bus												Performance Ratios (FY 2008)

				Performance Ratios (FY 2008)								Small Operators		Passengers Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Passenger

		Large Operators		Passengers
 Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Passenger				Motor Bus		17.0		$   70.7		$   4.2

		Motor Bus		42.9		$   110.4		$   2.6				Ferry (Vallejo)		92.4		$   1,032.7		$   11.2

		Heavy Rail		59.4		$   177.7		$   3.0				Santa Rosa		33.5		$   80.2		$   2.4

		Light Rail		71.4		$   167.7		$   2.3				Vallejo		18.4		$   85.5		$   4.7

		Commuter Rail		56.6		$   313.4		$   5.5				CCCTA		15.7		$   71.6		$   4.6

		All Modes		20.0		$   54.7		$   2.7				Sonoma		15.3		$   82.4		$   5.4

		AC		34.9		$   109.2		$   3.1				Fairfield		12.5		$   60.6		$   4.8

		BART		59.4		$   177.7		$   3.0				LAVTA		16.3		$   64.6		$   4.0

		CalTrain		40.8		$   209.5		$   5.1				WestCat		14.4		$   52.9		$   3.7

		GGBHTD		21.5		$   129.4		$   6.0				ECCTA		15.4		$   69.6		$   4.5

		SamTrans		23.3		$   107.1		$   4.6

		SFMTA		70.5		$   122.5		$   1.7

		VTA		29.3		$   123.0		$   4.2						% Change in Performance Ratios (1997-2008)

		Note:  CalTrain includes some motor bus										Small Operators		Passengers Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Passenger

				% Change in Performance Ratios (1997-2008)								Motor Bus		-18%		20%		46%

		Large Operators		Passengers
 Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Rev Hour		Cost 
Per
Passenger				Ferry (Vallejo)		30%		55%		20%

		Motor Bus		-11.7%		21.9%		38.1%				Santa Rosa		5%		19%		13%

		Heavy Rail		3.8%		-2.9%		-6.4%				Vallejo		-29%		90%		168%

		Light Rail		-19.9%		2.9%		28.4%				CCCTA		-27%		11%		53%

		Commuter Rail		-4.7%		-14.0%		-9.7%				Sonoma		-6%		32%		41%

		All Modes		-12.3%		9.5%		24.9%				Fairfield		-32%		25%		83%

		AC		-10.4%		23.9%		38.3%				LAVTA		8%		-2%		-10%

		BART		8.1%		1.3%		-6.2%				WestCat		11%		32%		19%

		CalTrain		-31.3%		-42.5%		-16.3%				ECCTA		-8%		24%		35%

		GGBHTD		0.4%		28.9%		28.3%				*2008 Cost Ratios are adjusted for inflation

		SamTrans		-27.7%		22.0%		68.8%				*Data Source: National Transit Database

		SFMTA		-8.1%		30.1%		41.6%

		VTA		-21.1%		11.3%		41.0%				Color - Coding Key:

		*2008 Cost Ratios are adjusted for inflation												Orange = Worsening Trend

		*Data Source: National Transit Database												Yellow = Mixed Trend

		*Agency Ratios include all modes except paratransit and GGBHTD's ferry service												Green = Trend in Positive Direction

		*Trolley bus data is included in SFMTA's motorbus data

		Color - Coding Key:

				Orange = Worsening Trend

				Yellow = Mixed Trend

				Green = Trend in Positive Direction







TSP Requirements and Actions

 Annual monitoring of performance metrics, operators to meet targets 
by FY2016-2017

 Strategic plans and annual updates

 Follow-on studies:
 Inner East Bay Fares
 Tri-City/Tri-Valley Service Planning
 SMART/North Bay Bus Coordination

 TPI Incentive and Investment programs: $150M to fund operating 
and capital improvements
 $86 million over 5 grant cycles, ongoing
 $60 million over 4 years ($15 annually), suspended
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TSP Performance Measures - Summary of Results 
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FY 2016-17 Assessment Five Year Performance Summary

Transit Operator

Percent Change from Highest Baseline Year
in FY 2016-17 (a) Historical Performance in 1 or more of metrics

Cost per Vehicle 
Service Hour

Cost Per 
Passenger

Cost Per 
Passenger Mile FY 12-13 FY 13-14 FY 14-15 FY 15-16 FY 16-17

AC Transit -1.0% 20.2% -10.2%     

BART -7.1% -8.8% -16.4%     

Caltrain 5.7% -27.7% -16.8%     

GGBHTD* -3.9% 8.4% 0.5%     *
SFMTA -4.3% 2.8% 3.4%  

SamTrans -26.2% 14.6% 30.4%    

VTA -0.2% 20.9% 8.8%    

Key Findings
 Generally, performance goals are being met
 All operators met metric at some point over five year period

* Results represent a consistent methodology for all operators. However, if an adjustment is made to remove the newly acquired Tiburon Commute service from 
GGBHTD’s FY 2016-17 data, the agency meets the cost per hour metric (at -5.2%).



Overall Trends from 2011 to 2017
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Good News…

2010 – Region was 
concerned about 
spiraling costs 
outpacing service 
improvements. 

2018 – Most agencies 
have been responsive 
and have aligned costs 
with productivity. 



Overall Trends from 2011 to 2017
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Bad News…
 Overall ridership 

levels are declining, 
generally affecting  
bus systems more 
than rail.  

 MTC invested nearly 
$150 million to 
improve service and 
productivity but 
challenges remain.

 Challenges have 
changed over time: 
ridership is now main 
concern



Current external factors impacting transit industry
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 Housing affordability and cost of living

 Urban/ HOV Traffic congestion; transit travel time 
increases

 Changes in modes of commuting



Housing Affordability and Jobs/ Housing Balance
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Questions:

- What is the impact of housing costs on transit 
ridership?
- Have transit riders moved out of the region altogether and 

non-transit riders in the region increased?
- Are riders moving to less expensive, more remote locations 

with poor transit access (and shifted to drive or other 
modes)?

- How have land use decisions at the cities and 
counties impacted transit ridership or the ability to 
provide efficient transit?



Labor Force - Affected by Cost of Living

 Industry-wide labor shortage, may impact ridership by straining 
service

 Locally, operators are experiencing labor shortages 
 SFMTA –1,894 operators hired, but requires 2,305 operators (SF BLA Office).
 WCCTA provided additional funds to contractors to increase the driver and staff 

wage scales to address severe driver shortages 
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 Paratransit (various 
operators) –
 Contractors having difficulty 

hiring and retaining           
drivers
 Operators are being asked to 

increase contracts to help 
fund higher wages to attract 
enough drivers



Congestion Increases in Region are Affecting Transit
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HOV Degradation Increasing in Rate and Severity
2013 Degradation 2016 Degradation

Federal Standard: maintain an average speed of 45 mph at least 90 percent of the time during the peak hour over a consecutive 180-day period.

12



Transit Speed – VTA Example
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Transit Speed – AC Transit Example

http://www.actransit.org/wp-content/uploads/board_memos/18-
137%20Line%2051%20Corridor.pdf

Line 51 – Round 1 
TPI Project  (activated 
2016/2017)

Line 51 – Round 1 
TPI Project  (activated 
2016/2017)
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SFMTA: Rapid Ridership Growing
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Since 2015, 
ridership on the 
Rapid Network 
has increased 
22%.

Added capacity 
and increased 
frequencies on 
rapid routes has 
not only brought 
new riders but 
also shifted 
demand from 
Local to Rapid 
service.



Ridership Trends and Observations
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Bay Area Transit Use 
Study (UCLA 
Partnership):

 How and where is transit 
use changing? 

 How is transit service 
changing, or not 
changing?

 How are transit riders 
changing?

Mode Share Observations:
- In SF, TNC use increased 

from 0% in 2012 to 4% in 
2017

- Regionwide, telecommuting 
is on the rise: 4% in 2000 to 
6.3% in 2016



Performance Measures Proposal
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In place of financial consequences related to 
performance targets, launch a cooperative effort 
that brings together focused efforts: 

1) Improve financial position
• Maintain progress on aligning costs with 

productivity; stay vigilant
• Proactively address labor challenges

2) Improve service for the customer and attract 
new riders 

• Continue operator-led service planning assessments
• Transit Use Study (UCLA led, underway)
• First/ Last Mile and integration of Mobility as a Service
• Coordination of fares, schedules, mapping
• Implement steps to speed up bus trips:

• Support local projects to improve speed
• HOV lanes
• Pricing

Next Steps

Spring/Summer 2019: 
Collaborate with Transit 
agencies to evaluate issue 
areas

Summer/Fall 2019: 
Continue annual TSP 
performance monitoring

Late 2019: 
• Hold a Transit 

Sustainability 
Workshop

• Evaluate Implications 
for Plan Bay Area
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