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After the development of the Luzerne County Transit Performance Review Report was
completed in August 2011, information regarding reported LCTA ridership in the dotGrants
system was questioned and subjected to rigorous analyses including on-board video review and
statistical testing. The analyses concluded that LCTA reported ridership information was
overstated for several years.

Ridership reporting serves as the basis of two of the five-year Act 44 performance standards
described in the transit system performance review report: passengers per revenue hour and
operating cost per passenger. Due to the change in the reported passenger variable, the five-year
performance standards in the LCTA Performance Review Report of August 2011 are erroneous.
To correct this, updated standards have been established for LCTA, and the report has been
updated to reflect restated ridership data.

Luzerne County Transportation Authority (dba LC1A) Transit Performance Review Page iz



This page left intentionally blank.

Luzerne County Transportation Authority (dba LCIA) Transit Performance Review Page iv



TABLE OF CONTENTS

LIST OF EXHIBITS....ooviuiiitititetiiiiisisie ettt bbb VI
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Lutietteiteteienieniestetentessesiesseetessessessesseessessensessessessssnsessessessessssnsensessenns VII
Updated Five-Year Fixed-Route Performance Standards ... xi
INEXE SEEPS . cuuiuiuititcictct it il
INTRODUCTION . ....cuitiiiteiiiniettisie ittt bbbt 1
PULPOSE..iii s 1
Performance RevIEW ProCess. ..ottt 1
AGENCY DIESCIIPHOMN ..t 2
ACT 44 PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT ....ovuiiiiiiriniinisiiessie s, 5
Peer SYstem SEIECtiON....c.ciuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 5
Act 44 Fixed-Route Comparisons and FINdings.......cccccveieiiiiiiininiiiiiiiiiccecennens 6
Fixed-Route Bus Performance COMPAriSONS .......cccuiuviiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiieisiceessice e sssssssesesssseenes 7
Updated Five-Year Fixed-Route Performance Standards .........ccevveieivininicicinnicevniceenccennes 17
FUNCTIONAL REVIEW ..ottt 21
Opportunities to Increase Fixed-Route Ridership.......cccooiiiviiiiininiiiiiniiiiiciciicciccceaes 22
Opporttunities to Increase Fixed-Route ReVENUES........ccouvvieiiiiriiiciiiiiciiccriceeeeeeecienaes 24
Opportunities to Control Operating COSLS.....ccuiuiuiuiiiiiiririiiririiiiieceeeieeeeteee s 25
Other Findings that Impact Overall Agency Performance ..., 29
APPENDIX A: DOCUMENTATION REQUEST TO EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR......ccooeveervenene. 33

APPENDIX B: SUMMARY OF FUNCTIONAL FINDINGS, TRENDS, AND SUGGESTED
X O 1 1)\ TSRS 37

Luzerne County Transportation Authority (dba LC1A) Transit Performance Review Page v



LIST OF EXHIBITS

Exhibit 1: Fixed-Route Passenger and Revenues FY 2005-06 — FY 2008-09 ........ccccovvvvvviinivinicnnnnns 3
Exhibit 2: Fixed-Route Revenue Hours of Service and Operating Costs FY 2005-06 —........cccevvueunnee 4
FY 200809 1. s 4
Exhibit 3: Act 44 Compliance SUMMALY ......cociiiiimiiiiiiiiniic s 7
Exhibit 4: Fixed-Route Passengers per Revenue Vehicle Hour FY 2008-09.........ccccoviiviiinnininnnnns 8
Exhibit 5: Fixed-Route Operating Cost per Revenue Vehicle Hour FY 2008-09 .........cccccovceviviiininians 9
Exhibit 6: Fixed-Route Operating Revenue per Revenue Vehicle Hour FY 2008-09 ..........ccccovceunneee. 10
Exhibit 7: Fixed-Route Operating Cost per Passenger FY 2008-09 ........cccviiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnnnes 11

Exhibit 8: Fixed-Route Passengers per Revenue Vehicle Hour Trend FY 2005-06 — FY 2008-09....12
Exhibit 9: Fixed-Route Operating Cost per Revenue Vehicle Hour Trend FY 2005-06 —

FY 200809 1. 13
Exhibit 10: Fixed-Route Operating Revenue per Revenue Vehicle Hour Trend FY 2005-06 -

FY 200809 ..ot 14
Exhibit 11: Fixed-Route Operating Costs per Passenger Trend FY 2005-06 — FY 2008-09................ 15
............................................................................................................................................................................ 15
Exhibit 12: Fixed-Route Passengers per Revenue Hour Performance Targets......cccocovveviviviniiiccannes 18
Exhibit 13: Fixed-Route Operating Cost per Revenue Vehicle Hour Performance Targets ............... 18
Exhibit 14: Fixed-Route Operating Revenue per Revenue Vehicle Hour Performance Targets ........ 19
Exhibit 15: Fixed-Route Operating Cost per Passenger Performance Targets .......cocceuvevecuerverienennnnee 19
Exhibit 16: Fixed-Route Maintenance Cost per Bus Mile ... 27
Exhibit 17: Fixed-Route Major Mechanical Failures Resulting in Service Disruptions per 1,000 Bus
MILES oottt 28
Exhibit 18: Fixed-Route Total Mechanical Failures Resulting in Service Disruptions per 1,000 Bus
IMILES ottt bbb 28

Luzerne County Transportation Authority (dba LCIA) Transit Performance Review Page vi



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In July 2007 the Pennsylvania Legislature passed Act 44, establishing a framework for a transit
agency performance review process. The purpose of a review is to assess performance and make
transit agencies aware of improvement opportunities. The transit review process is an intense, short-
duration effort intended to assess a transit system’s efficiency, effectiveness, and best practices.

In March 2011, an Act 44 transit performance review was initiated for Luzerne County
Transportation Authority (doing business as LCTA). The performance review considered fixed-
route service only. This document conveys the results of that performance review and identifies
areas where improvements may be made, as well as best practices that may be shared with similar
agencies throughout the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.

Agency Profile
Agency Name Luzerne County Trailscgli);aﬁon Authority (dba
Year Founded 1972
National Transit Database
Reporting Year 2009
Service Area (square miles) 56
Service Area Population ~202,500
Type of Service Provided Fixed-Route Bus A%;E:E;an
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service 31 12
Annual Revenue Miles of Service ~1.0 million ~0.1 million
Annual Revenue Hours of Service ~70,000 ~8,000
Annual Passenger Trips ~1.1 million ~21,000
Employees (full-time/part-time) 74/6 0/0
Annual Operating Budget ~$6.2 million ~$0.3 million
Annual Fare + Misc. Revenues ~1.0 million ~$62,000
ge;‘:i(t);(n; (1\:/{)185:: Revenues / Total 179, ~219,
é(j:l:lnlstratlve Cost / Total Operating ~12% ~18%
Operating Cost / Revenue Mile ~$6 ~$3
Operating Cost / Revenue Hour* $88.95 ~$40.74
Passengers / Revenue Hour* 15.15 ~2.59
Ea;si):x+Mlsc. Revenues / Revenue $14.86 ~$7.68
Operating Cost / Passenger* $5.82 ~$15.71

*Denotes Act 44 Performance Metric for Fixed-Route Bus Service



Excecutive Summary

ACT 44 PERFORMANCE DETERMINATION

Available documentation and Act 44 metrics were reviewed to quantify LCTA’s fixed-route
performance with respect to itself over the period of FY 2005-6 to FY 2008-09 and to a set of its
peers. Peers were selected through an analytical process with interagency coordination between the
Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) staff and LCTA.

Act 44 stipulates that metrics fall into two categories: “In Compliance” and “At Risk.” The
following criteria are used to make the determination:

e In Compliance if less than one standard deviation above the peer group average in —
0 Single-year and trend for Operating Cost / Revenue Vehicle Hour
0 Single-year and trend for Operating Cost / Passenger

e In Compliance if greater than one standard deviation below the peer group average in —
0 Single-year and trend for Passengers / Revenue Vehicle Hour
0 Single-year and trend for Operating Revenue / Revenue Vehicle Hour

If the agency falls outside of any of the boundaries, it is considered “At Risk” for that criteria and
must create an action plan to bring the criteria into compliance prior to the next performance
review.

An analysis of the eight key criteria mandated by Act 44 was conducted and 7t was determined that
LCTA is “In Compliance” for all eight criteria. The peer comparison process as applied to Act
44 criteria (below, in bold typeface) revealed that:

In Compliance

e FY 2008-0909 passengers per revenue vehicle hour ranks ninth out of the 12 transit
agencies in the peer group and is worse than the peer group average.

e The trend of passengers per revenue vehicle hour ranks eighth out of 12 and is worse
than the peer group average.

e FY 2008-09 operating cost per revenue vehicle hour ranks eighth out of 12 and is worse
than the peer group average.

e The trend for operating cost per revenue vehicle hour ranks fifth of 12 and is better than
the peer group average.

e FY 2008-09 operating revenue per revenue vehicle hour ranks eighth out of 12 and is
worse than the peer group average.

e The trend for operating revenue per revenue vehicle hour ranks fourth out of 12 and is
better than the peer group average.

e FY2008-09 operating cost per passenger ranks tenth of 12 and is worse than the peer
group average.

e The trend for operating cost per passenger ranks sixth of 12 and is considered worse than
the peer group average.

At Risk

e None.
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Excecutive Summary

A summary of the specific Act 44 measures and their values are presented in the following table.

.. Rank .
o Determinatio Comparison Peer
Performance Criteria o Value
to Peer Avg. Average
In
2008-09 . 9 Worse 15.15 18.17
Passengers / Compliance
Revenue Hour | . 4 In 8 Worse A27% | 0.44%
Compliance
In
Operating Cost / 2008-09 Compliance 8 Worse $88.23 $80.40
Revenue Hour | ., 4 In 5 Better 0.66% |  1.88%
Compliance
. In
Operating 2008-09 Compliance 8 Worse $14.83 $17.73
Revenue / In
Revenue Hour Trend ) 4 Better 3.29% 0.99%
Compliance
In
Operating Cost / 2008-09 Compliance 10 Worse $5.82 $4.77
Passenger Trend In 6 Worse 1.96% | 1.52%
Compliance

FUNCTIONAL REVIEW FINDINGS

In addition to the macro-level evaluation of LCTA with regard to the eight Act 44 measures, a
functional evaluation of the system was performed to provide more insight into the system. The
performance evaluation consisted of additional document reviews, on-site review, and interviews
with key staff.

In accordance with Act 44, findings are additionally indicated as “opportunities for improvement”
or “best practices.” Improvement opportunities identify tasks that may be undertaken to increase
the efficiency, effectiveness, and/or quality of service of the agency. Best practices are current
practices that enhance the efficiency, effectiveness, and/or quality of service of LCTA and may be
shared with other agencies as techniques for improvement. Major findings are indicated below;
detailed recommendations on how these and other issues identified should be addressed are found
in the body of the report.

Best Practices

e Interagency Parts Sharing Arrangement — LCTA and County of Lackawanna Transit
System (COLTS) have a parts swapping arrangement whereas parts can be acquired on very
short notice from the other system. This reduces the inventory requirements of both
agencies, reduces the time necessary to get parts that are difficult to find, and enables
vehicles to return to revenue service more rapidly (p 25).

e Standardized Fleet — By standardizing its fleet of revenue vehicles, LCTA reduces training
requirements, creates the opportunity for bulk parts purchases, and reduces parts inventory
requirements (p 25).

Linzerne County Transportation Authority (dba LCTA) Transit Performance Review Page ix



Excecutive Summary

e Aggressively Contain Insurance Costs — LCTA has taken proactive steps to minimize the
cost of liability and workers’ compensation insurance costs and claims, as well as health
insurance. This results in significant savings to the agency (p 25).

e Outreach to Colleges and Universities — By engaging the community and being visible
where people work and go to school, LCTA creates fertile ground to increase patronage and
revenues (p 22).

Opportunities for Improvement

e Acceptance of Appropriate Roles and Responsibilities — The LCTA Board takes a
strong role in what are, in most transit agencies, typically day-to-day management functions
(i.e., personnel, vehicle procurement, etc.). By contrast the Board plays a relatively weak role
in setting and monitoring broad-level performance criteria, agency goals, and objectives. This
limits the ability and flexibility of the management team and results in a lack of strategic
direction (p 29) for the agency.

e DProactively Address Terms of Collective Bargaining Agreement — The terms of
LCTA’s collective bargaining agreement are atypical for an agency of this size. Many similar-
sized agencies have greater flexibility in terms of how overtime pay is calculated (40
hours/week versus 8 hours/day), the use of part-time drivers, which maintenance functions
are performed “in-house,” etc (p 25). The lack of flexibility impedes management’s ability to
implement strategies that would improve productivity and efficiency as well as control costs.

e Assure Appropriate Training at All Levels of the Agency — Given changes in the transit
industry, the regulatory environment, safety concerns, etc., periodic training is a necessary
element of a successful and safe transit operation. The current emphasis on training is
inadequate for most agency functions. From Board members to bus drivers, office staff, and
managers, ongoing training provides the best means to understand roles, missions,
constraints, and the tools available to improve all key agency functions (p 24, p 28).

e Critically Assess Maintenance and Extra Board Staffing Levels to Compare Current
Procedures and Costs to Alternative Approaches — LCTA has a significantly higher
operational cost than agencies of similar size in areas of maintenance and operating staff.
Furthermore, the approach to performing all maintenance functions in-house does not seem
to have the desired outcomes of reducing costs and improving quality (p 24), given LCTA’s
unusually large rate of road calls per 1,000 bus miles (p 27).

e Develop and Employ Performance Metrics, Quality Assurance Procedures, and
Reporting Protocols — Well-established, documented, and implemented performance
metrics and quality assurance procedures would allow LCTA to have a concrete basis for
decision-making geared toward maximizing ridership, productivity, and value of the service
to the community as well as controlling costs, and encourage proactive management
practices including:

0 On-Time Performance — Interviews indicate that while an informal approach to
assessing on-time performance exists, there is no formally-documented method for
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analyzing on-time performance (p 23). On-time performance is critical to passengers’
confidence in the service and attracting/retaining ridership.

O Marketing — LCTA does not have a dedicated marketing budget or any means to
assess how well the zero- and low-cost methods employed meet the agency’s goals (p
22). Even if there is no additional cost for these methods, there is an investment of
staff time. If the current approach does not meet stated goals, staff time should be
redirected.

O Service Planning — Route-level analysis is an important component of future
service planning. While an informal approach appears to exist, formally-documented
standards by which to assess existing or proposed service should be adopted and
used (p 23). Documenting the method, schedule, and responsibilities facilitates
consistent analysis as well as conscious, well-reasoned changes to the process.

0 Reporting — Reporting accurate service statistics and financial information is critical
to both state and federal funding agencies as well as to service planning and route
analysis. There appear to be no formal quality assurance procedures in place to
ensure that reports are correct and consistent (p 30). Incorrect or inconsistent data is
of little value and can lead to poor decisions.

e Develop and Implement Plans for Medium- and Long-Range Agency Functions —
Several key functional areas were found to lack medium- and long-range plans,
implementation programs, and monitoring programs. Medium- and long-range plans and
performance criteria allow for proper budgeting, effective acquisitions, and help ensure the
long-term viability and sustainability of the agency. These functions include:

O Fleet and Service Expansion — There is no long-term plan for service changes and
changes to fleet needs that may result from service changes other than those required
for the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP)and 12-Year Plan (p 29).

O Information Technology — There is no documented master Information
Technology (IT) plan in place for the use or acquisition of I'T programs critical to the
agency (p 29).

UPDATED FIVE-YEAR FIXED-ROUTE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

The transit agency performance report outlines critical areas where improvements may be made to
increase the overall quality, effectiveness, and efficiency of the transit system. As a result of the
performance review, a set of “performance standards” were established in consultation with LCTA.
These performance standards represent the minimum performance level that LCTA should achieve
for each Act 44 criteria during the next performance review cycle, five years from the date of the
initial report.

Updated performance standards, summarized in the following table, were developed using the most
accurate estimates of Act 44 performance variables available at this time and supersede the
performance standards presented in the August 2011 performance review report.

The standards are established for Fiscal Year End (FYE) 2016 and are designed to be aggressive, yet

achievable. Graphical representations of the standards, including interim year progress benchmarks,
are presented in Exhibit 12, Exhibit 13, Exhibit 14, and Exhibit 15.
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2009 2010 2016 Average Annual

Performance Criteria Value Value Standard Increase
Passengers / Revenue Hour 15.15 14.78 16.64 2.0%
Operating Cost / Revenue Hour $88.95 $88.49 $105.66 3.0%
Operating Revenue / Revenue Hour $14.86 $13.99 $16.70 3.0%
Operating Cost / Passenger $5.82 $5.99 $6.36 1.0%

NEXT STEPS

Upon final transmission of the performance review report, Act 44 regulations stipulate that LCTA
“...shall develop and submit to the Department within 90 days...a strategic action plan that focuses
on continually improving the system to achieve the established minimum performance standards.”
The action plan should outline corrective action that will be taken to address:

e “Opportunities for Improvement” — as prioritized by the LCTA Board and management.

Functional area “opportunities for improvement” are areas in which improvement may result in cost
savings, improved service quality, and ridership and/or revenue increases. Improvements in these
areas will assist in the achievement of the performance standards by directly addressing areas that
affect Act 44 performance criteria. It should be noted that many functional areas are interrelated,
and the action plan should establish a comprehensive program that focuses on actions that address
the larger issues within LCTA.

LCTA will submit the action plan to the LCTA governing body for approval, and subsequently
submit the final approved strategic action plan to PennDOT. LCTA must report at least quartetly to
the governing body and PennDOT on the progress of the strategic action plan, actions taken, and
actions soon to be implemented. Reporting may occur on a more frequent basis, to be determined
jointly by PennDOT, LCTA, and the governing body.
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INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

In July 2007 the Pennsylvania Legislature passed Act 44, establishing a framework for a performance
review process for all public transportation agencies receiving state financial assistance. This report
documents the findings and observations of the public transportation agency performance review

for Luzerne County Transportation Authority (LCTA).

Performance reviews are conducted to emphasize the importance of good management, proactive
planning, and efficient service, which maximize the effectiveness of federal, state, and local funding.
In addition, other important goals of the review process and this document are to:

e TFind, document, and publicize best practices that contribute to efficient, high-quality public
transit service delivery, encouraging other Pennsylvania transit agencies to apply them as

appropriate.

e Provide guidance to transit agencies on cost-effective ways to improve efficiency,

effectiveness, and quality of service.

e Identify and document legal, institutional, or other barriers beyond the control of the transit
agency that may impede efficiency in service delivery and management.

PERFORMANCE REVIEW PROCESS

In March 2011, a transit agency performance review was initiated for LCTA. The performance

review proceeded following the steps outlined below:

1. Initial notification of performance review selection and transmission of document request
O Review of available data and requests for what should be “off-the-shelf” information

that may not be publicly available.
2. Peer selection

O A set of peers used for comparative analysis was jointly agreed upon by LCTA and

PennDOT.
3. Act 44 performance criteria analysis

O Performance criteria mandated by Act 44 were analyzed for the peer group.
O Additional performance criteria were calculated for informative purposes to help

guide the on-site review.
4. On-site review

0 On-site review was conducted on March 21 and March 22, 2011.
O An interview guide customized for LCTA’s service characteristics was used for the

review.

O Topics covered during the interview process included:
= Governance .
= Management .
=  Finance =
=  Procurement =
=  Human/Labor Relations
= Safety and Security -

®  Operations and Scheduling .

Maintenance

Information Technology
Customer Service
Marketing ~ and  Public
Relations

Planning

Capital Programming



Introduction

After the development of the LCTA report was completed in August 2011, information regarding
reported ridership in the dotGrants system was questioned and subjected to rigorous statistical
analyses. The analyses concluded that LCTA reported ridership information had been overstated at
the time the report was developed. This report was updated to reflect restated ridership for the
period of the performance review.

AGENCY DESCRIPTION

“The Luzerne County Transportation Authority (ILC1'A) was incorporated in 1972 as an Urban Mass
Transit Administration (UMTA), PennDOT, City Demonstration Agency of Wilkes-Barre, and Federal
Disaster Assistance Administration (FDAA) demonstration project in response to service disruptions
resulting from Hurricane Agnes. '

Since then, 1LCTA has grown to about 80 employees and provides fixed-ronte and ADA paratransit
service. Amalgamated Transit Union (ATU) Local 164 bas represented 1L.CT'A drivers and maintenance
employees since its inception. The agency operates approximately 12 paratransit vebicles and abont 31 fixed-
route vebicles at maximum service levels. Paratransit service is contracted out while all fixed-route service is

directly provided by L.CTA.

LCTA shares a downtown intermodal transfer center with Martz Trailways which is owned by the City of
Wilkes-Barre.  Fixed-route service is provided Monday through Saturday with the exception of designated
holidays (New Year's Day, Memorial Day, [uly 4th, Labor Day, Thanksgiving, and Christmas Day).
Monday through Friday hours are approximately 5:00 a.m. until about 7:00 p.m. Saturday service begins
at approximately 9:00 a.m. and continnes until about 5:30 p.m.”*

LCTA’s fixed-route system consists of 16 bus routes serving Luzerne County and connecting with
the County of Lackawanna Transit System (COLTS). Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2 present fixed-route
bus statistics for LCTA derived from PennDOT Legacy Reports (DotGrants) and the National
Transit Database (NTD).

Important observations evident from the trends in demand, revenues, and operating characteristics
are:

e LCTA’s fixed-route ridership has been increasing in recent years.

e Tarebox revenues grew after a fare increase in 2006 and spiked in 2008.

e Revenue hours of service and operating costs demonstrate a similar pattern of modest
increases.

U Renaissance of a Local Bus System...The Wilkes-Barre Pennsylvania Experience.  Simpson and Curtin Transportation
Consultants. September 1974.
2 The agency description was compiled from various sources including interviews with management.



Exhibit 1: Fixed-Route Passenger and Revenues FY 2005-06 — FY 2008-09
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Introduction

Source: National Transit Database and Legacy Reports, FY 2005-06 — FY 2008-09 as restated in
January 2014 due to incorrect ridership reporting
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Introduction

Exhibit 2: Fixed-Route Revenue Hours of Service and Operating Costs FY 2005-06 —

FY 2008-09
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Source: National Transit Database and Legacy Reports, FY 2005-06 — FY 2008-09
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ACT 44 PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT

Act 44 establishes the framework for a performance review process as follows:

“The Department may conduct performance reviews of an award recipient under this section to determine the
effectiveness of the financial assistance. Reviews shall be conducted at regular intervals as established by the
Department in consultation with the management of the award recipient. After completion of a review, the
Department shall issue a report that:

Highlights excceptional performance and identifies any problems that need to be resolved;

Assesses performance, efficiency, and effectiveness of the use of the financial assistance;

Makes recommendations on follow-up actions required to remedy any problem identified; and,

Provides an action plan documenting who should perform the recommended actions and a time frame
within which they should be performed.”

The law sets forth performance criteria to be used to satisfy its objectives:

e Passengers per revenue vehicle hour,

e Operating cost per revenue vehicle hour,

e Operating revenue per revenue vehicle hour,
e Operating cost per passenger, and

e Other items as the Department may establish.

Performance criteria are to be compared for both the system being reviewed and for a group of five
or more peers by mode, determined by considering:

e Revenue vehicle hours (car hours for rail and fixed guideway)
e Revenue vehicle miles (car miles for rail and fixed guideway)
e Number of peak vehicles

e Service area population

The law further instructs PennDOT to prepare a five-year trend analysis for the local transportation
organization under review and the peer systems by performance criteria and by mode, and make a
determination of “In Compliance” or “At Risk” status based on findings. Due to overstated
ridership data for several years, a revised trend analysis is presented for FY 2005-06 — FY 2008-09
using estimates of true senior ridership.

PEER SYSTEM SELECTION

The following list was submitted to LCTA management for review and comment. All 11 peer
systems, in addition to LCTA, were included in subsequent analyses for peer comparison purposes:

e Northeast Transportation Company, Inc. (Waterbury, CT)
e City of Appleton — Valley Transit (Appleton, WI)

e Green Bay Metro (Green Bay, WI)

e Housatonic Area Regional Transit (Danbury, CT)

e Cedar Rapids Transit (Cedar Rapids, IA)



Act 44 Performance Assessment

City of Rochester Public Transportation (Rochester, MN)
City Utilities of Springfield (Springtfield, MO)

Beaver County Transit Authority (Rochester, PA)

Metra Transit System (Columbus, GA)

Lorain County Transit (Elyria, OH)

Laketran (Grand River, OH)

ACT 44 FIXED-ROUTE COMPARISONS AND FINDINGS

Comparison of LCTA with the selected peer systems was completed using NTD-reported data and
statistics. NTD data was selected as the source of data to use in the calculation of the following Act
44 metrics due to consistency and availability’ for comparable systems for the trend analysis window:

Passengers per revenue vehicle hour
Operating cost per revenue vehicle hour
Operating revenue per revenue vehicle hour
Operating cost per passenger

The definition of the variables used in the calculations is as follows:

Passengers: Annual unlinked passenger boardings by mode for both directly-operated and
purchased transportation.

Operating Costs: Annual operating cost of services provided (excluding capital costs) by
mode for both directly-operated and purchased transportation.

Operating Revenue: Total annual operating revenue generated from farebox and other non-
state, non-federal sources by mode for both directly-operated and purchased transportation.
Revenue Vehicle Hours: The total annual number of “in-service” hours of service provided
by mode for both directly-operated and purchased transportation.

Average: Unweighted linear average of all values being measured across all peer transit
agencies, including LCTA.

Standard Deviation: Standard deviation of all values being measured across all peer transit
agencies, including LCTA.

Act 44 stipulates that metrics fall into two categories: “In Compliance” and “At Risk.” The
following criteria are used to make the determination:

In Compliance if greater than one standard deviation above the peer average in:
0 'The single-year and trend for Operating Cost / Revenue Vehicle Hour
O 'The single-year and trend for Operating Cost / Passenger

In Compliance if below one standard deviation from the peer group average in:
0 'The single-year and trend for Passengers / Revenue Vehicle Hour
O 'The single-year and trend for Operating Revenue / Revenue Vehicle Hour

3 NTD data is available for almost every utbanized atea transit system in the United States. The latest data available at
the time of this review was for 2009.
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

If the agency falls outside of any of the boundaries, it is considered “At Risk” for that criteria and
must create an action plan to bring the criteria into compliance prior to the next performance
review.

Detailed results of the LCTA analysis and the peer analysis are presented in the Fixed-Route Bus
Performance Comparisons section below and can be summarized as follows:

Exhibit 3: Act 44 Compliance Summary

Metric 2009 Single Year Trend

Passengers / Revenue Hour In Compliance In Compliance
Operating Cost / Revenue Hour In Compliance In Compliance
Operating Revenue / Revenue Hour In Compliance In Compliance
Operating Cost / Passenger Boarding In Compliance In Compliance

FIXED-ROUTE BUS PERFORMANCE COMPARISONS

For the 11 peer systems plus LCTA, NTD data were extracted and summarized for each of the
required Act 44 metrics. Measures were put into histograms and tables for visual inspection,
statistical analyses, and ordinal ranking purposes. The single-year results of these analyses are
presented in Exhibit 4, Exhibit 5, Exhibit 6, and Exhibit 67. Trend analyses are presented in
Exhibit 8, Exhibit 9, Exhibit 10, and Exhibit 11.

For measures relating to passengers or operating revenue, ordinal rankings are based on a highest-
g geLs: g > OIC xing g
to-lowest system. For measures relating to operating cost, ordinal rankings are based on a lowest-to-
Yy g p g ) g
highest system. Thus a ranking of “1°”’ consistently indicates that the agency scores best amongst its
g y g y gency g
peers and a ranking of “12"™ indicates that it performs the poorest on any given metric.

The findings presented in the exhibits can be summarized as follows:

e LCTA’s FY 2008-09 passengers per revenue hour figure ranks 9th out of the 12 transit
agencies in the peer group. The number of passengers per revenue hour declined from FY
2005-06 to FY2008-09, while the peer systems’ average experienced modest growth.

e LCTA’s FY 2008-09 operating cost per revenue vehicle hour is worse than the peer group
average, ranking 8" (the 5" most costly of the 12 peers), but is climbing at a slower rate than
the peers (with the 5" lowest rate of cost increase of 12 peers).

e LCTA’s FY 2008-09 operating revenue per revenue vehicle hour ranks eighth out of 12 and
is worse than the peer group average. The trend between FY 2005-06 and FY 2008-09
indicates that revenue per revenue vehicle hour increased at a faster (better) rate than the
peer group. This is largely due to a fare increase that went into effect in 2006.

e LCTA performs the 10™ best of the 12 peers based on FY 2008-09 operating cost per
passenger, and the trend is worse than that of the peer group.

These findings provided a basis for further investigation during the on-site interviews and functional
area reviews. Those findings are presented in the next section of the report.
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

Exhibit 4: Fixed-Route Passengers per Revenue Vehicle Hour FY 2008-09

Northeast Transportation Company, Inc.

City of Rochester Public Transportation

City Utilities of Springfield

Green Bay Metro

I

Metra Transit System

Cedar Rapids Transit

Beaver County Transit Authority

Housatonic Area Regional Transit
Luzerne County Transportation Authority ;
0 10 2

City of Appleton - Valley Transit

Lorain County Transit

Laketran

0 30 40

Passengers / Revenue Vehicle Hour

Passengers / RVH
2008-09 Data

System Value Rank
Northeast Transportation Company, Inc. 33.18 1
City of Appleton - Valley Transit 14.90 10
Green Bay Metro 18.92 4
Housatonic Area Regional Transit 15.28 8
Cedar Rapids Transit 16.70 6
City of Rochester Public Transportation 25.37 2
City Utilities of Springfield 19.04 3
Beaver County Transit Authority 15.69 7
Metra Transit System 18.91 5
Lorain County Transit 12.62 11
Laketran 12.34 12
Luzerne County Transportation Authority 15.15 9
Average 18.17

Standard Deviation 5.88

Average — 1 Standard Deviation 12.30

Average + 1 Standard Deviation 24.05

Act 44 Compliance Determination Yes

Better or Worse Than Peer Group Average Worse
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

Exhibit 5: Fixed-Route Operating Cost per Revenue Vehicle Hour FY 2008-09

I I

. [
Metra Transit System

City of Rochester Public Transportation

City of Appleton - Valley Transit

Housatonic Area Regional Transit

Beaver County Transit Authority

W
w
W

Lorain County Transit W
W
W
W

Green Bay Metro

Luzerne County Transportation Authority

City Utilities of Springfield

Cedar Rapids Transit

Northeast Transportation Company, Inc.

Laketran

$0 $20 $40 $60 $80 $100
Operating Cost / Revenue Vehicle Hour

Operating Cost / RVH

2008-09 Data

System Value Rank
Northeast Transportation Company, Inc. $89.98 1
City of Appleton - Valley Transit $74.03 3
Green Bay Metro $83.01 7
Housatonic Area Regional Transit $74.67 4
Cedar Rapids Transit $89.53 10
City of Rochester Public Transportation $73.08 2
City Utilities of Springfield $88.50 9
Beaver County Transit Authority $74.82 5
Metra Transit System $56.96 1
Lorain County Transit $78.08 6
Laketran $93.93 12
Luzerne County Transportation Authority $88.23 8
Average $80.40

Standard Deviation $10.46

Average — 1 Standard Deviation $69.94

Average + 1 Standard Deviation $90.87

Act 44 Compliance Determination Yes

Better or Worse Than Peer Group Average Worse
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

Exhibit 6: Fixed-Route Operating Revenue per Revenue Vehicle Hour FY 2008-09

I

|

[
City of Rochester Public Transportation W

Laketran W

Beaver County Transit Authority

Metra Transit System

City of Appleton - Valley Transit

Northeast Transportation Company, Inc. *

Green Bay Metro

Luzerne County Transportation Authority

Housatonic Area Regional Transit
City Utilities of Springfield

Lorain County Transit

Cedar Rapids Transit
$0 $10 $20 $30 $40
Operating Revenue / Revenue Vehicle Hour
Operating Revenue / RVH
2008-09 Data
System Value Rank
Northeast Transportation Company, Inc. $22.58 4
City of Appleton - Valley Transit $15.70 6
Green Bay Metro $14.98 7
Housatonic Area Regional Transit $14.77 9
Cedar Rapids Transit $8.51 12
City of Rochester Public Transportation $31.25 1
City Utilities of Springfield $12.88 10
Beaver County Transit Authority $23.57 3
Metra Transit System $16.23 5
Lorain County Transit $11.21 11
Laketran $26.21 2
Luzerne County Transportation Authority $14.83 8
Average $17.73
Standard Deviation $6.70
Average — 1 Standard Deviation $11.02
Average + 1 Standard Deviation $24.43
Act 44 Compliance Determination Yes
Better or Worse Than Peer Group Average Worse
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

Exhibit 7: Fixed-Route Operating Cost per Passenger FY 2008-09

Northeast Transportation Company, Inc.

City of Rochester Public Transportation

Metra Transit System

Green Bay Metro

City Utilities of Springfield

Beaver County Transit Authority

|
Housatonic Area Regional Transit
City of Appleton - Valley Transit m
0 $2 $4 $6

Cedar Rapids Transit

Luzerne County Transportation Authority

Lorain County Transit

Laketran

$

Operating Cost / Passengers

Operating Cost / Passenger

2008-09 Data

System Value Rank
Northeast Transportation Company, Inc. $2.71 1
City of Appleton - Valley Transit $4.97 8
Green Bay Metro $4.39 4
Housatonic Area Regional Transit $4.89 7
Cedar Rapids Transit $5.36 9
City of Rochester Public Transportation $2.88 2
City Utilities of Springfield $4.65 5
Beaver County Transit Authority $4.77 6
Metra Transit System $3.01 3
Lorain County Transit $6.19 11
Laketran $7.61 12
Luzerne County Transportation Authority $5.82 10
Average $4.77

Standard Deviation §1.44

Average — 1 Standard Deviation $3.34

Average + 1 Standard Deviation $6.21

Act 44 Compliance Determination Yes

Better or Worse Than Peer Group Average Worse
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

Exhibit 8: Fixed-Route Passengers per Revenue Vehicle Hour Trend FY 2005-06 — FY 2008-09

$7.00

$6.00 $5.29 $5.82

$5.00 $4.77

u

$4.00

&
O
(=3
(=}

Operating Revenue / Passenger
<+
N
o
S

$1.00

$0.00
2005-06 2008-09

emmwmPeer Systems emm=] CTA

Operating Cost / Passenger

Trend FY 2005-06 to FY 2008-09

System Value Rank
Northeast Transportation Company, Inc. -3.84% 2
City of Appleton - Valley Transit 1.76% 5
Green Bay Metro 6.39% 12
Housatonic Area Regional Transit 2.78%

Cedar Rapids Transit -1.41%

City of Rochester Public Transportation 3.19% 8
City Utilities of Springfield 5.23% 10
Beaver County Transit Authority -4.10% 1
Metra Transit System -3.74% 3
Lorain County Transit 6.36% 11
Laketran 3.67% 9
Luzerne County Transportation Authority 1.96% 6
Average 1.52%

Standard Deviation 3.89%

Average — 1 Standard Deviation -2.37%

Average + 1 Standard Deviation 5.42%

Act 44 Compliance Determination Yes

Better or Worse Than Peer Group Average Worse
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

Exhibit 9: Fixed-Route Operating Cost per Revenue Vehicle Hour Trend FY 2005-06 —
FY 2008-09

90.00

$88.23

$85.36

85.00

$80.40
80.00

$73.59

75.00

70.00

OPerating Cost / Revenue Vehicle Hour

65.00
2005-06 2008-09

emmwPeer Systems e=m=] CTA

Operating Cost / RVH

Trend FY 2005-06 to FY 2008-09

System Value Rank
Northeast Transportation Company, Inc. 1.95% 8
City of Appleton - Valley Transit 0.44% 3
Green Bay Metro 3.84% 10
Housatonic Area Regional Transit 3.40% 9
Cedar Rapids Transit 1.43% 6
City of Rochester Public Transportation 4.52% 1
City Utilities of Springfield 0.56% 4
Beaver County Transit Authority -1.59% 1
Metra Transit System -0.07%

Lorain County Transit 5.62% 12
Laketran 1.78% 7
Luzerne County Transportation Authority 0.66% 5
Average 1.88%

Standard Deviation 2.10%

Average — 1 Standard Deviation -0.22%

Average + 1 Standard Deviation 3.98%

Act 44 Compliance Determination Yes

Better or Worse Than Peer Group Average Better
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

Exhibit 10: Fixed-Route Operating Revenue per Revenue Vehicle Hour Trend FY 2005-06 -

FY 2008-09

20.00

$16.85

$17.73

18.00

16.00

14.00

il
—
'm
[=}
\]

12.00

$14.83

10.00

8.00

Operating Revenue / Revenue Vehicle Hour

0.00

2005-06

esmwPeer Systems

e===] CTA

2008-09

Operating Revenue / RVH

Trend FY 2005-06 to FY 2008-09

System Value Rank
Northeast Transportation Company, Inc. -1.21% 11
City of Appleton - Valley Transit 4.80% 2
Green Bay Metro 3.70% 3
Housatonic Area Regional Transit -0.42% 9
Cedar Rapids Transit -11.54% 12
City of Rochester Public Transportation 2.99% 5
City Utilities of Springfield 6.24% 1
Beaver County Transit Authority 2.37% 7
Metra Transit System 2.80% 6
Lorain County Transit -1.01% 10
Laketran -0.19% 8
Luzerne County Transportation Authority 3.29% 4
Average 0.99%

Standard Deviation 4.60%

Average — 1 Standard Deviation -3.62%

Average + 1 Standard Deviation 5.59%

Act 44 Compliance Determination Yes

Better or Worse Than Peer Group Average Better
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

Exhibit 11: Fixed-Route Operating Costs per Passenger Trend FY 2005-06 — FY 2008-09

$7.00

$6.00

$5.82
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$0.00
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esmwPeer Systems emm=] CTA

2008-09

Operating Cost / Passenger

Trend FY 2005-06 to FY 2008-09

System Value Rank
Northeast Transportation Company, Inc. -3.84% 2
City of Appleton - Valley Transit 1.76% 5
Green Bay Metro 6.39% 12
Housatonic Area Regional Transit 2.78%

Cedar Rapids Transit -1.41% 4
City of Rochester Public Transportation 3.19%

City Utilities of Springfield 5.23% 10
Beaver County Transit Authority -4.10% 1
Metra Transit System -3.74% 3
Lorain County Transit 6.36% 11
Laketran 3.67% 9
Luzerne County Transportation Authority 1.96% 6
Average 1.52%

Standard Deviation 3.89%

Average — 1 Standard Deviation -2.37%

Average + 1 Standard Deviation 5.42%

Act 44 Compliance Determination Yes

Better or Worse Than Peer Group Average Worse
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Act 44 Performance Assessment
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

UPDATED FIVE-YEAR FIXED-ROUTE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

After the development of the Luzerne County Transit Performance Review Report was completed
in August 2011, information regarding reported LCTA ridership in the dotGrants system was
questioned and subjected to rigorous analyses including on-board video review and statistical testing.
The analyses concluded that LCTA reported ridership information was overstated for several years.

Ridership reporting serves as the basis of two of the five-year Act 44 performance standards
described in the transit system performance review report: passengers per revenue hour and
operating cost per passenger. Due to the change in the reported passenger variable, the five-year
performance standards in the LCTA Performance Review Report of August 2011 are erroneous.

The transit agency performance report outlines critical areas where improvements may be made to
increase the overall quality, effectiveness, and efficiency of the transit system. As a result of the
performance review, a set of “performance standards” were established in consultation with LCTA.
These performance standards represent the minimum performance level that LCTA should achieve
for each Act 44 criteria during the next performance review cycle, five years from the date of the
initial report.

Updated performance standards were developed using the most accurate estimates of Act 44
performance variables available at this time and supersede the performance standards presented in
the August 2011 performance review report.

The standards are established for Fiscal Year End (FYE) 2016 and are designed to be aggressive, yet

achievable. Graphical representations of the standards, including interim year progress benchmarks,
are presented in Exhibit 12, Exhibit 13, Exhibit 14, and Exhibit 15.
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Exhibit 12: Fixed-Route Passengers per Revenue Hour Performance Targets
Year 2010 TaLGEL ..o s 16.64
Interim Year Targets ..o Annual increase of at least 2.0%
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Exhibit 13: Fixed-Route Operating Cost per Revenue Vehicle Hour Performance Targets
YEar 2010 TALZEE.uviiiiiiiiiiicicic bbb $105.66
Interim Year Targets ..o Annual increase of no more than 3.0%
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

Exhibit 14: Fixed-Route Operating Revenue per Revenue Vehicle Hour Performance

Targets
Year 20106 TALGEE...ouiuiiiiiiiiiiicci et $16.70
Interim Year Targets ..o Annual increase of at least 3.0%
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Exhibit 15: Fixed-Route Operating Cost per Passenger Performance Targets

Year 2010 TaLGEL....cuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s $6.36
Interim Year Targets ... Annual increase of no more than 1.0%
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Act 44 Performance Assessment

This page left intentionally blank.

Luzerne County Transportation Authority (dba 1.CTA) Transit Performance Review Page 20



FUNCTIONAL REVIEW

Functional reviews are used to determine the reasons behind performance results found in the Act
44 comparisons, to find “best practices” to share with other transit agencies, and to identify
opportunities for improvement. A total of 15 functional areas were reviewed through documents
received from the agency (see Appendix A: Documentation Request to Executive Director) and
interviews conducted on-site. The functional areas are:

¢ Governing Body — Responsibilities include setting vision, mission, goals, and objectives;
management oversight; recruiting and retaining top management personnel; and advocacy
for the agency’s needs and positions.

e Advisory Committees — Typically provide review and input to the Governing Body and
agency staff in specific topic areas ranging from a public perspective to technical reviews.

e General Management — Responsible for the day-to-day operations of the agency. Manage,
monitor, analyze, direct, and plan for the future with regard to all functional areas. Inform
and report to the Governing Body, and implement governing body direction.

¢ Human Resources — Responsible for employee retention, recruitment, training,
performance reviews, grievance procedures, employee benefits, and labor relations.

e Finance — Functional area includes budgeting, accounting, cash flow management, revenue
handling, and insurance.

e DProcurement — Includes acquisition of rolling stock, vehicle parts, non-revenue capital
items (i.e., office equipment) and other operations-related items.

e Operations — Includes management of daily service operations, on-street supervision and
control, dispatching, and general route management.

e Maintenance — Includes vehicle and non-vehicle maintenance management, procedures,
and performance.

e Scheduling — Includes route and driver scheduling and decision-making, pay premium
considerations, general management, procedures, and performance.

e Safety and Security — Functional area includes vehicle and passenger safety, facility security,
and emergency preparedness.

e Customer Service — Includes management, procedures, and performance related to current
and future customers of the fixed-route system and other topics such as service information
and complaint handling processes.

e Information Technology — Functional area includes automated mechanisms for in-house
and customer service communication including future plans for new technology.

e Capital Programming — Includes assessing and programming current and future capital
needs reflecting both funded and unfunded projects. Includes the Transportation
Improvement Plan (TIP), 12-Year Plan, and Long-Range Transit Plan.

e Marketing and Public Relations — Includes maximizing current markets and expanding
into new markets. Includes managing the perception of the agency by the public at-large to
encourage current and future ridership.

e DPlanning — Includes analysis of information to effectively plan for changes to the system in
the short-, medium-, and long-term horizons, to help ensure the continued viability and
success of the agency.



Findings

The functional review findings are organized by a brief description of the Act 44 variables guiding
the performance review: passengers, fare and other non-subsidy revenues, and operating costs. A
complete list of specific items reviewed—organized by functional area, topic reviewed, an
assessment of its current state, observed trends or planned changes, and suggested actions if any—is
summarized in Appendix B: Summary of Functional Findings, Trends, and Suggested
Actions. These 15 areas work together to effectively meet the needs of passengers, to deliver high-
quality service in a cost-effective manner, and to provide the resources that will adapt to changing
needs and values.

The following sections summarize the ways which service can be delivered more efficiently and
effectively in ways that are sensitive and responsive to the community’s needs, maximize
productivity, direct service hours effectively, control operating costs, and achieve optimum revenue
hours. The observations garnered during the review process are categorized as Best Practices or Items to
Address in the Action Plan. Best Practices are those exceptional current practices that are beneficial and
should be continued or expanded. Items to Address in the Action Plan are recommendations which
have the potential to maximize productivity, to direct service hours effectively, to control operating
costs, and to achieve optimum revenue levels which will enhance the system’s future performance
overall for one or more of the Act 44 fixed-route performance factors.

OPPORTUNITIES TO INCREASE FIXED-ROUTE RIDERSHIP

“Passengers,” as defined by Act 44, are unlinked passenger trips or passenger boardings across all
routes in the fixed-route transit system. Increases in ridership directly represent how effectively
management has matched service levels to current demand for service.

BEST PRACTICES

e LCTA coordinates service delivery with adjacent counties, cities, and Martz Trailways.
This expands market potential and gives customers additional travel opportunities,
which should result in higher ridership on LCTA buses.

¢ The Board and management recognizes the need to increase ridership through
outreach and cooperation with universities, Wal-Mart, off-schedule public events, etc.
Advocating for such markets will increase ridership over time. Management is taking the
proactive steps necessary to engage these markets, including the installation of bike racks
on all vehicles.

OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVEMENT (ITEMS TO ADDRESS IN THE ACTION PLAN)

e LCTA recently completed a route performance analysis and plans to advance
recommendations from that effort in Fall 2011. Adapting service to the changing needs and
characteristics of the community helps to increase passenger demand, productivity, and cost
recovery. Regular review and fine-tuning of service delivery such as this improves
schedule adherence, operational efficiency, and cost-effectiveness. The findings of
this study should be advanced and guided by minimum service standards and goals