
 

 

 

NVTC COMMISSION MEETING  

THURSDAY, JULY 7, 2011 
MAIN FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM 

2300 Wilson Blvd. 
Arlington, VA 22201 

8:00 PM 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

AGENDA 
 

1. Minutes of the NVTC Meeting of June 2, 2011. 
 
Recommended Action: Approval.  

 
2. Award Presentations.  

 
Senator Mary Margaret Whipple and WMATA Board Chairman Cathy Hudgins have 
been honored by the Virginia Transit Association.  VTA Executive Director Linda 
McMinimy will be in attendance to present the awards.  
 
Presentation Item.  
 

3. VRE Items. 
 

A. Report from the VRE Operations Board and VRE’s CEO--Information Item.  
B. Extend Amended Operating/Access Agreement with Norfolk Southern--Action 

Item/Resolution #2171. 
C. New Contract with CSXT--Action Item/Resolution #2172. 

 
4. CMAQ Grant Application on Behalf of Alexandria.  

 
Alexandria staff has asked that NVTC apply for $3.78 million of CMAQ funds to 
develop transit projects along the Route 1 Transitway.  
 
Recommended Action: Resolution #2173 authorizes NVTC staff to add this project to 
the NVTC work program, and to apply for the grants on behalf of Alexandria.  

NOTE: Dinner will be available at 7:30 P.M.  Commissioners are reminded that if 
they use paid underground parking for the meeting, their tickets will be validated by 

NVTC staff.  



2 
 

 
 
 

5. Metro Items. 
 

A. WMATA Governance Update. 
B. June Vital Signs Report. 
C. FY 2012 Budget. 
D. General Manager’s Report. 
E. Plans for New Fare Collection System.  
F. Safety Update.  
G. Cinder Bed Road Bus Garage.  

 
Discussion Item.  

  
6. Update on DRPT’s SJ 297 Study.  

 
DRPT’s study is underway and the first meeting of the stakeholders’ advisory 
committee was convened on June 16th.  
 
Discussion Item.  
 

7. Adopted Virginia Six-Year Program for Transit.  
 
The Commonwealth Transit Board acted to approve the final FY 2012-17 Six-Year 
Program.  There were some changes for NVTC compared to the draft plan reviewed 
in May. 
 
Information Item.  
 

8. Virginia Department of Taxation’s Administration of NVTC’s Motor Fuels Tax. 
 
A monthly progress report is provided on clearing up misallocations of tax revenue 
among jurisdictions.  
 
Information Item.  
 

9. Regional Transportation Items 
 

A. BRAC Items.  
B. Update on Public Transit Access to the Pentagon Transit Center Bus Bays 
C. Dulles Rail Project.  
D. Legislative Items. 
E. Bike Counting.  
F. Report on VTA Conference.  
G. Potomac Ferry Service.  
H. “Aging in Place, Stuck Without Options” by Transportation for America. 
I. APTA’s “Savings from Using Transit.” 

 
Information Item.  
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10.  NVTC Financial Items for May, 2011. 
 
Information Item.  
 
 

Reminder: There will be no NVTC meeting in August.  The next scheduled commission   
meeting is September 1, 2011.  Richard Sarles, WMATA’s General Manager, 
will be present at that meeting.  



 
 

 

          AGENDA ITEM #1 
         

MINUTES 
NVTC COMMISSION MEETING – JUNE 2, 2011 

NVTC CONFERENCE ROOM – ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 
 

 The meeting of the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission was called to 
order by Chairman Euille at 8:08 P.M. 
 
 
Members Present 
Sharon Bulova 
John Cook 
Thelma Drake 
Adam Ebbin 
William D. Euille 
Jay Fisette 
Jeffrey Greenfield 
Mark R. Herring 
Catherine Hudgins 
Mary Hynes 
Jeffrey McKay 
Thomas Rust 
Paul Smedberg 
Lawrence Webb (alternate, City of Falls Church) 
Mary Margaret Whipple 
 
 
Members Absent 
Kelly Burk 
Barbara Comstock 
John Foust 
Joe May 
David F. Snyder 
Christopher Zimmerman 
 
 
Staff Present 
Rhonda Gilchrest 
Scott Kalkwarf 
Greg McFarland 
Adam McGavock 
Rick Taube 
Dale Zehner (VRE) 
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Minutes of the April 7, 2011 NVTC Meeting 
 

On a motion by Mrs. Bulova and a second by Mr. Smedberg, the commission 
unanimously approved the minutes.  The vote in favor was cast by commissioners 
Bulova, Cook, Drake, Ebbin, Euille, Fisette, Greenfield, Herring, Hudgins, Hynes, 
McKay, Rust, Smedberg, Webb and Whipple.   

  
 
VRE Items 
 
 Report from the VRE Operations Board and VRE CEO.   Mr. Zehner reported 
that average daily ridership for the month of May was 19,234, which is the fourth month 
with average daily ridership over 19,000.  On-time performance was 92 percent 
systemwide for May (91 percent on the Fredericksburg line and 93 percent on the 
Manassas line).  Twelve new locomotives have been delivered to VRE and by next 
week, all train sets will have a new locomotive.  The new equipment has resulted in 
significant improvements to mechanical delays.   
 
 Mrs. Bulova announced that the VRE Strategic Planning Retreat is scheduled for 
July 29th.  At that retreat the Operations Board will be looking at how to accommodate 
ridership growth, among other issues.   
 
  Approval of Funding for the Second Year of VRE’s Operating and Maintenance 
Contract with Keolis Rail Services.  Mrs. Bulova stated that the Operations Board 
recommends approval of Resolution #2170, which would authorize VRE’s CEO to add 
$17,954,527 to the contract with Keolis Rail Services for the second year of operating 
and maintenance services.  The revised amount of the first year of the contract is $20.5 
million.  Funding is available in VRE’s approved FY 2012 budget.   
 
 Delegate Rust observed that the VRE Operations Board and VRE riders seem 
pleased with the Keolis service.  He asked if VRE realized the anticipated cost savings 
when VRE switched the contract to Keolis Rail Services.  Mr. Zehner replied that VRE 
did realize those savings, which are approximately $1 million for the first year.   
 
 Mrs. Bulova moved, with a second by Mr. Smedberg, to approve Resolution 
#2170 (copy attached).  The vote in favor was cast by commissioners Bulova, Cook, 
Drake, Ebbin, Euille, Fisette, Greenfield, Herring, Hudgins, Hynes, McKay, Rust, 
Smedberg, Webb and Whipple.   
 
 
Metro Items 
 
 WMATA Governance Update.   Mr. Taube stated that NVTC has received the 
draft WMATA By-Laws and comments are being accepted.  Since local staffs have 
provided comments, which have already been incorporated by WMATA, they do not 
have any outstanding issues.  Mrs. Hynes stated that the Code of Ethics has not been 
finalized and probably will not be on the same timeline as the By-Laws.  She also 
reported that WMATA is still waiting for the GAO report, which should be released by 
the end of June or early July.   
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 Mrs. Hynes stated that one issue that would be good for discussion by NVTC 
commissioners is the role of alternates.  Historically, NVTC has been careful to make 
sure that multiple voices are heard from all the Northern Virginia jurisdictions paying into 
the Metro system.  Chairman Euille reported that Virginia’s four WMATA Board 
members strongly defended the role of alternates.  For the most part, it is also 
supported from the other members of the WMATA Board.  Mrs. Hynes reviewed the 
current board structure and the role of principal and alternate members, as well as the 
committee structure.  Mrs. Hudgins stated that it is important for alternates to be active 
participants so that they are knowledgeable about the issues.  In response to a question 
from Delegate Rust, Mrs. Hynes stated that there are no issues of current principal 
members not showing up for meetings.   
 
 Mr. McKay noted that most of the work is done at the committee level and this 
prevents problems from arising at the WMATA Board meetings since the major 
discussions occur during the committee meetings.  Therefore, it is a form of vetting and 
a form of empowerment for alternates.  Mrs. Bulova stated that the current system is an 
inherently good structure for providing a vetting process.  Mrs. Hynes stated that having 
alternates provides a way for jurisdictions to feel that their voice is being heard and she 
used Alexandria as an example.  The city of Alexandria steps up and pays their Metro 
share and yet they have always been an alternate member.  Mr. McKay agreed. 
 
 Mr. Cook stated that it is his understanding that some people believe that the 
WMATA Board structure ends up being parochial, where a member is just representing 
a particular jurisdiction and not acting in the overall best interest of the Metro system.  
From an outside perspective, he stated that WMATA needs people at the table 
committed to getting the system working right.  That’s more important than having more 
jurisdictions represented.  This cultural change is important.  Mr. McKay stated that he 
has not seen this happen from Virginia members who are appointed by NVTC.  
Problems arise when board members are directly appointed by an elected official or 
directly by a jurisdiction where they have to answer to whoever appointed them.  Mrs. 
Hudgins stated that there needs to be a way to measure success by what gets 
accomplished. 
 
 Mr. McKay moved, with a second by Mrs. Hudgins, to authorize Chairman Euille 
to sign and send a letter providing comments on the By-Laws, including points raised 
during this discussion, especially support for the continuation of the role of alternates.  
Chairman Euille requested a friendly amendment to include the understanding that it is 
in compliance with the current Compact agreement.  Mrs. Hynes noted that the current 
Compact defines an alternate but is silent on committee involvement.  Mr. McKay 
accepted the friendly amendment.   
 
 In response to a question from Mr. Fisette, Mrs. Hynes stated that she would be 
happy to submit NVTC’s wording and grammatical changes directly to WMATA staff so 
that they don’t need to be incorporated into the letter.   
 
 The commission then voted on the motion and it passed.  The vote in favor was 
cast by commissioners Bulova, Cook, Ebbin, Euille, Fisette, Greenfield, Herring, 
Hudgins, Hynes, McKay, Rust, Smedberg, Webb and Whipple.  Mrs. Drake abstained. 
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 May Vital Signs Report.  Mr. Fisette asked how Metro ridership compares to 
previous budget ridership projections.  Mrs. Hudgins responded that they are lower than 
projected but they have recently been trending upward.  Delegate Rust asked if the 80 
percent target for bus on-time performance is an industry average.  Mrs. Hudgins stated 
that it is lower than the industry average, but WMATA wants to be realistic with the true 
reflection of bus running times in this heavily congested region.   
 
 In response to a question from Mrs. Drake, Mrs. Hudgins stated that WMATA is 
expected to spend 50 percent of budgeted capital funds and is taking steps to process 
projects faster.  Two significant improvements included increased hiring of project 
managers as well as an expenditure system versus an obligation system.  Mrs. Hynes 
stated that 85 percent is encumbered and it is her understanding that by the end of the 
next fiscal year Metro will have spent all the funds.    
 
 Mr. Smedberg noted that it has been about six months since Mr. Sarles, 
WMATA’s General Manager, has briefed NVTC on Metro issues.  Mr. Smedberg 
encouraged NVTC to invite Mr. Sarles for another briefing in September or October. 
 
 FY 2012 Budget.  Mrs. Hudgins stated that the WMATA Board is scheduled to 
approve the budget on June 23rd.  The budget includes no fare increase and basically 
no service cuts. 
 
 
Proposed Amendment to NVTC’s Subsidy Allocation Process 
 

Mr. Taube explained that NVTC staff has discussed with jurisdictional staff the 
consequences of one or more jurisdiction(s) failing to proceed with a major project for 
which costs have been included in NVTC’s Subsidy Allocation Model (SAM).  Because 
NVTC’s WMATA jurisdictions share state aid using a formula (known as SAM), when 
such a project is discontinued, the result is two-fold: a loss of state revenue and an 
unfair allocation of remaining revenue among the jurisdictions.  This is because such 
costs are used to determine each jurisdiction’s share; the greater the relative budgeted 
costs the larger the share.  Further, if the jurisdiction later reapplies for state aid for the 
same project, it again gets a boosted share for the same spending it previously 
promised but didn’t deliver.  This has rarely been a problem, but the potential 
consequences are large.  For example, if one jurisdiction deobligated a $1 million 
project five years after including it in SAM without incurring costs for the project during 
that period, another jurisdictions could lose up to $186,000 in reduced allocations of 
NVTC state aid.   
 
 Mr. Taube stated that to resolve this issue, staff is proposing an amendment to 
NVTC’s SAM.  The change would clarify that if a jurisdiction discontinues a project for 
which it was credited in SAM so that expected state revenue is not received and that 
jurisdiction’s share was higher than it otherwise would be, the gain it realized will be 
recaptured.  This will occur by reversing the costs of the project included in SAM over 
the same period for which the costs were included.   
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 Mr. Taube explained that Resolution #2171 would add a new whereas clause 
and resolved clause #16 in NVTC’s complex subsidy allocation resolution to accomplish 
the desired changes.  A few other strictly editorial changes have been made to the 
proposed resolution that do not affect the allocation process. 
 
 Mrs. Bulova moved, with a second by Mr. Fisette, to approve Resolution #2171.  
(A copy of the resolution is attached.) The vote in favor was cast by commissioners 
Bulova, Cook, Drake, Ebbin, Euille, Fisette, Greenfield, Herring, Hudgins, Hynes, 
McKay, Rust, Smedberg, Webb and Whipple. 
 
 
Study on the Pentagon Transit Center’s Bus Bays and WMATA’s Negotiations for a 
Memorandum of Understanding Governing Access 
 

Mr. Taube reported that Pentagon officials have commissioned and requested 
comments on a report by Battelle on the use of bus bays at the congested Pentagon 
Transit Center.  This issue is one of many being negotiated by WMATA and the 
Department of Defense regarding ownership of and access to the Pentagon Transit 
Center.  The study concluded that the five bus bays closest to the Transit Center should 
be converted to exclusive use by DOD shuttles.    
 
 Mr. Taube explained that a letter has been prepared for commission discussion.  
The separate transit systems serving NVTC’s jurisdictions are also expected to send 
comments, and staff has been coordinating comments to ensure that they are 
consistent.  NVTC’s letter points out that the hours of study were artificially construed in 
order to compute an average usage on various bus bays.  During peak periods there 
are many transit buses, but the way it was computed it looks as if the bus bays are 
underutilized.   The study consultants also assumed that buses could arrive, unload 
passengers and reload new passengers within three minutes.  This is unrealistic.  NVTC 
staff recalculated these assumptions with more realistic data from an objective industry 
report and found different results.  Some of the bus bays are over capacity during peak 
periods. 
 
 Mr. Taube stated that PRTC’s Executive Director, Al Harf, had a discussion with 
Lisa Passagaluppi from the Department of Defense, and she has agreed to take a 
closer look at the study and gather real data in the next few months.   
 
 Mr. McKay moved, with a second by Mr. Smedberg, to authorize Chairman Euille 
to sign and send the letter.  The vote in favor was cast by commissioners Bulova, Cook, 
Drake, Ebbin, Euille, Fisette, Greenfield, Herring, Hudgins, Hynes, McKay, Rust, 
Smedberg, Webb and Whipple.   
 
 
Overview of Transit Technology Development Trends 
 
 Mr. McGavock stated that there appears to be a trend toward development of 
applications by third-party specialists using open architecture, as opposed to each 
transit system paying to develop its own proprietary system.  Currently, there are 39 
applications for this region showing transit schedules and real-time arrivals that can be 
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downloaded onto hand-held devices, such as smart phones, I-Pads, etc.  Also, data 
produced by such systems are being shared regionally in the Regionally Integrated 
Transportation Information System (RITIS).  Mr. McGavock stated that the key is to get 
as many of the local transit systems as possible to send their data to RITIS.  Once 
enough systems have done that, developers will create even more applications. 
 
 
Virginia Department of Taxation’s Administration of NVTC’s Motor Fuels Tax 
 
 Mr. Taube announced that there have been several favorable developments.  
The Virginia Department of Taxation (TAX) is apparently ready to offer the new audit 
position to a person experienced with the NVTC/PRTC tax so that TAX should be better 
able to maintain its audit schedule.  Currently about 15 audits are underway and more 
adjustments are anticipated by June 30, 2011.  It takes up to nine months to schedule 
audits with large taxpayers located out of state.  There are reportedly over 100 
distributors, although some are affiliated. 
 

Mr. Taube stated that NVTC staff has prepared data demonstrating to TAX that 
misallocations have occurred after the new tax went into effect in January, 2010, when 
the collection of the two percent retail tax shifted to a 2.1 percent tax paid by 
distributors.  After the change, the relationship of the individual jurisdictions to the NVTC 
total changed dramatically for some. For example, Falls Church, Alexandria and the city 
of Fairfax appear to be disproportionately better off, while Fairfax County is worse off 
and Arlington and Loudoun Country are relatively unchanged.   

 
Mr. Fisette stated that it seems like things are turning around and progress is 

being made.  Mr. Taube agreed and noted that changes are happening incrementally.  
In response to a question from Mrs. Hynes, Mr. Taube stated that staff has not noticed 
any fall-off in overall tax revenue since the change went into effect in January, 2010. 

 
 
Regional Transportation Items 
 
 BRAC Items.  Mr. McKay reminded commissioners that NVTC sent a letter to the 
Federal Highway Administration expressing concern about the Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the HOV/transit access ramp connecting to the BRAC-133 
facility/Mark Center at Seminary Road and I-395. An EA would result in an 18-month 
delay in project completion while the roads are impacted by traffic from the 6,400 new 
employees at the facility beginning September, 2011.  Mr. McKay observed that 
according to the letter from USDOT a whole year has been taken off the schedule.  
NVTC should continue to monitor this project.  It is important to hold them to their 
timeline so that people can use HOV to get to this facility.   
 
 Mrs. Bulova stated that after attending some recent meetings, it may not be as 
bleak as projected.  NVTC should still monitor this.  Mr. Smedberg noted that one of the 
key components to an Environmental Assessment (EA) is a public hearing process and 
he expressed his concern that if the schedule has been reduced that it is not at the 
expense of the public process.   
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 Dulles Rail Project.  Senator Herring expressed his concerns over the escalating 
costs of the Dulles Rail project.  NVTC should be a part of the discussions concerning 
this.  Mrs. Bulova stated that the Phase II original estimate was $2.5 billion (without any 
engineering) and now the project is expected to be $1 billion over that.  The 
Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority needs to get costs down.  The current 
conflict is the MWAA mandate to have an underground Metrorail station at the airport. 
U.S. Secretary of Transportation LaHood has stepped in to mediate.  MWAA wants an 
underground station and the local jurisdictions (Fairfax and Loudoun Counties, as well 
the Commonwealth of Virginia) want a less expensive above ground station.  The new 
$3.5 billion project estimate is too high and it needs to be closer to the original estimate.  
NVTC should monitor this issue.  Mrs. Bulova suggested that NVTC be briefed after the 
30-day process to reach an agreement to the overall cost.  Chairman Euille suggested 
NVTC wait before weighing in on the issue.  Mrs. Hudgins stated that the discussion 
needs to return to what is the project that all partners can agree to.  She agreed that 
NVTC should wait to comment.  Mrs. Drake agreed that all the partners need to be at 
the table for the discussion and to make decisions.   
 
 Mr. Fisette stated that it is important to look at the effectiveness of the system.  
Value engineering is still needed in order to accomplish the goals.  He implored those 
involved to not be short sighted but to look at the project from a long-term perspective.  
Mrs. Hudgins noted that MWAA sees no economic value in a transit center and doesn’t 
identify itself as part of transit.  Mr. Cook stated that it is not just cost as a number, but 
there needs to be a way to pay for it.  From Fairfax County’s perspective, the county 
does not have a way to pay its share of a $3.5-$4 billion project.  The county does not 
have the debt capacity to do so.  It is not a lack of desire for the station but it is a cost 
issue if the estimate is not substantially reduced.  The viability of the project is tied to 
getting the costs down.    
 

Brookings Institution Report on Transit and Jobs.    The Brookings Institution 
study is entitled “Missed Opportunity: Transit and Jobs in Metropolitan America” and 
attempts to examine the effectiveness of transit in connecting people with jobs in 
metropolitan areas.  According to the report, the Washington Metropolitan area’s transit 
systems are 17th best in the United States based on linking residents to jobs.   

 
New Transportation Corridor of Statewide Significance.  The Commonwealth 

Transportation Board (CTB) has designated a new Northern Virginia North-South 
“Corridor of Statewide Significance” connecting Route 7 in Loudoun County and I-95 
and Route 1 in Prince William County.   

 
 

NVTC’s Financial Items for April, 2010 
  
 Commissioners were provided with the financial report and there were no 
questions or comments.  
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Adjournment 
  

On a motion by Mr. Greenfield and a second by Mrs. Hynes, the commission 
unanimously agreed to adjourn.  Chairman Euille adjourned the meeting at 9:36 P.M. 
 
Approved this seventh day of July, 2011. 
 
 
       ________________________ 
       William D. Euille    
       Chairman 
 
____________________________ 
Jeffrey McKay 
Secretary-Treasurer   



















 

 

 
 
 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #2 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: June 30, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Award Presentations 
              
 
 Senator Mary Margaret Whipple and WMATA Board Chairman Catherine 
Hudgins have been selected by the Virginia Transit Association to receive awards.  
Chairman Euille will present the Lifetime Achievement award to Senator Whipple and 
the Public Official of the Year award to Supervisor Hudgins.  





2011 VTA AWARD RECIPIENTS 

NVTC Presentations 

 

• Catherine M. Hudgins, Fairfax County Board of Supervisors member and 
chair of the WMATA Board was voted Public Official of the Year. 

• Cathy served as chairman of the Northern Virginia Transportation 
Commission and is a member of the Northern Virginia Regional 
Commission.  She is a member and former chairman of the Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments Transportation Planning Board.  She 
has served on many other regional transportation and land use entities. 

•  Supervisor Hudgins is a champion for transit service in Northern Virginia.  
She is a lifelong rider and a regular on Fairfax Connector and Metrorail.  
She’s successfully worked to improve bus service in her district, and as a 
smart growth and TOD advocate, Cathy has worked for mixed‐use 
development along the Dulles Corridor.  She also helped create the Reston 
Access Management Group, which is working to improve bike and 
pedestrian access to Reston Metrorail stations. 

• Cathy Hudgins is a strong advocate for transit in Northern Virginia and 
throughout the greater Washington region, and we are proud to recognize 
her public service. 

 

• Senator Mary Margaret Whipple is the recipient of the Virginia Transit 
Association Lifetime Achievement Award.  

• Expanding access to high quality public transportation has been one of her 
priorities over the course of her 35‐year career in public life.   

• Senator Whipple has been the strongest possible champion for public 
transportation and her success is evident in the many and significant transit 
improvements at the local, regional, and state level.  Over her career,  she 
has advanced public transportation in her roles as a board member and 
chair of the Arlington County Board, as chair of the Northern Virginia 



Transportation Commission, as chair of the Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transportation Authority’s Board and through service on other regional 
transportation boards. She also served as VTA President for two years.   

• As a state senator for 16 years, she has been a creative and steadfast leader 
in the struggle to maintain and increase statewide funding for public 
transportation.  She has been a role model for women in public office and is 
stepping away from public life with an enduring legacy of thriving public 
transit systems throughout Virginia. 

• Senator Whipple sends her regrets for not being with us today, but she is 
involved in meetings related to Congressional Redistricting. 

Individual leadership at all levels is essential to successful transit service.  Please 
join me in a round of applause for our outstanding 2011 Individual Award 
Winners.   



 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #3 
 
 
 
 
  
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: June 30, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: VRE Items 
              
 

A. Report from the VRE Operations Board and VRE’s CEO--Information Item.  
 
B. Extend Amended Operating/Access Agreement with Norfolk Southern--Action 

Item/Resolution #2171. 
 

C. New Contract with CSXT--Action Item/Resolution #2172. 
 

 
  



 

 

Item #3A 
 
 

Report from the VRE Operations Board and VRE CEO 
 
 Copies are attached of the CEO’s report, including performance information.  
Minutes of the VRE Operations Board’s meeting of June 17, 2011 are also attached.  
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Virginia Railway Express 
 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S 
REPORT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  MONTHLY DELAY SUMMARY 
 February March April May 
System wide     
Total delays 32 76 54 52 
Average length of delay (mins.) 23 18 21 25 
Number over 30 minutes 8 7 10 13 
Days with Heat Restrictions/Total days 0/19 0/23 0/21 6/21 
On-Time Performance 94.4% 89.0% 91.4% 91.7% 
Fredericksburg Line     
Total delays 14 58 36 28 
Average length of delay (mins.) 21 16 20 23 
Number over 30 minutes 2 3 6 6 
On-Time Performance 94.7% 82.0% 87.8% 90.5% 
Manassas Line 14    
Total delays 18 18 18 24 
Average length of delay (mins.) 25 25 21 28 
Number over 30 minutes 6 4 4 7 
On-Time Performance 94.1% 95.1% 94.6% 92.9% 

 

With an average daily ridership of 19,468 for May 2011, ridership increased 8.1% compared to 

May 2010.  Year-to-date ridership is 11.9% higher than last year.  All top ten ridership days have 

occurred since March 1, 2011. The top ten days are below: 

 

1 April 12, 2011 21,496 

2 March 23, 2011 21,136 

3 April 13, 2011 20,803 

4 May 10, 2011 20,803 

5 April 6, 2011 20,791 

6 March 29, 2011 20,694 

7 March 15, 2011 20,573 

8 March 30, 2011 20,545 

9 May 3, 2011 20,423 

10 April 5, 2011 20,371 

 

  

SYSTEM RIDERSHIP 

 June 2011 
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System wide on-time performance (OTP) was 91.75% in May, with 90.48% on the 

Fredericksburg Line and 92.86% on the Manassas Line.  Most of the delays were railroad-related 

such as CSX train interference and weather related slow orders.  On Tuesday evening, May 24th 

nine trains were delayed due to a disabled CSX freight train at the Alexandria interlocking.  

Train 331 was canceled due to the turn train not being able to make it back to DC because of the 

congestion at Alexandria.  

 
 

 

In March, the VRE Operations Board authorized a reduction of the Amtrak Step-Up fare from 

$10 to $5.  By lowering the price of the Step-Up ticket, I hoped to encourage VRE passengers to 

ride under-utilized Amtrak trains.   

 

Amtrak reported that 4,910 VRE riders used the reduced fare Step-Up ticket during May 2011; 

up 117% from last May 2010.  Compared with the numbers from April 2011, this is a one month 

increase of 30%.  The VRE ridership on Amtrak trains for May 2011 (233 riders) is only slightly 

lower than when the Step-Up fare was $2 (272 riders in FY 2007).  I will keep the Board apprised 

of the progress over the next few months.   

 

 

It is our policy to put the largest train consist on Fredericksburg train #303 (departs Union 

Station at 3:35p) on the Friday before a holiday, which we did on Friday, May 27th. This 8 car 

train will now be in place every Friday through the rest of the summer to accommodate 

increased summer ridership.  As a result, Train #307 (departingUnion station at 4:40p) will be 

reduced to 6 cars every Friday through the summer.  On the Manassas side, we are watching 

train #327 to see if we can make a similar change on that line. 

 

SYSTEM ON-TIME PERFORMANCE 

INITIAL RESULTS OF REDUCTION IN STEP-UP TICKET PRICE FROM $10 TO $5 

CONSIST CHANGE 

LOCOMOTIVE CENTRALIZED DIAGNOSTIC SYSTEM 

In June 2011, VRE will be rolling out Phase I of III of the Centralized Diagnostic System (CDS) 

for VRE trains. CDS will provide VRE with real-time health monitoring and defect and 

troubleshooting information. CDS will enable VRE to determine equipment problems as they 

occur and provide the operating and mechanical teams with immediate corrective actions.  The 

system also detects non-critical events to alert the mechanical teams of potential failures to 

promote timely preventive measures. CDS is a web based system with a separate computer on 

each locomotive to monitor events on both the locomotive (Phase I) and passenger cars (Phase 

II). All of the data collected via the CDS system will be used for analysis to enhance preventive 

maintenance and operating practices at VRE.    
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Friday, July 15th is the last day VRE riders will be able to use the 38 spaces in Lot C in 

Fredericksburg. The current lease will expire and we were unable to negotiate favorable 

renewal terms.  We are working to find another lot to replace the lost spaces. 

 

 

Revisions to the Addendum to the Rail Enhancement Fund (REF) agreement for the Gainesville-

Haymarket Extension project are underway to address changes requested by the 

Commonwealth. The award of the consultant contract for environmental review and 

preliminary engineering is pending the execution of this Addendum. 

 

 

 

VDOT, DRPT and FHWA have initiated a study to identify current and future transportation 

needs and their potential environmental impacts on the 25-mile corridor from I-495 to 

Haymarket. The study will build upon previous analyses performed in the I-66 corridor, 

including the I-66 Transit/TDM study completed by DRPT in late 2009. A draft EIS is expected 

by June 2012 for public review and a final EIS is anticipated by June 2013.  

 

VRE has requested to be designated as a Participating Agency in the study, which provides the 

opportunity to participate in the NEPA process at the earliest possible time, especially in regard 

to the development of the purpose and need statement, range of alternatives, methodologies, 

and the level of detail for the analysis of alternatives. Accepting the designation as a 

Participating Agency does not indicate project support and does not provide an agency with 

increased oversight or approval authority.  Involvement as a Participating Agency will ensure 

assumptions regarding future VRE service, such as the Gainesville-Haymarket extension, are 

appropriately considered early in the study process. 

 

VDOT has established a web site for the study at virginiadot.org/projects/northernvirginia/i-

66_eis.asp.  

 

 

We have received 13 new locomotives.  All VRE revenue trains (12 trains) are now equipped 

with a new locomotive.  The remaining seven locomotives will be delivered by the end of July.  

 

 

 

 

FREDERICKSBURG LOT C IS CLOSING 

GAINESVILLE-HAYMARKET EXTENSION 

I-66 CORRIDOR TIER I ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) 

LOCOMOTIVE PROCUREMENT 

http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/northernvirginia/i-66_eis.asp
http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/northernvirginia/i-66_eis.asp
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In May, there were 124 cases of fare evasion that were brought before the court, most of them 

written in previous months.  Details are provided below: 

 

Outcome Occurrences Fine 
Court 

Costs 

Appealed 2   

Prepaid 24 100 81 

Guilty 10 100 81 

Guilty in absentia 28 100 116 

Guilty in absentia 

(fraudulent ticket) 
1 

500 116 

Continued 4   

Dismissed 4 0 0 

Dismissed 22 0 81 

Dismissed per conductor 

request (in court) 
5 0 0 

Held in juvenile court 2 N/A N/A 

Waived By VRE –Showed 

Proof of Monthly Ticket 
22 

  

 

 

 

 

 

VRE Meet the Management continues its early morning meet and greet sessions.  Customers are 

encouraged to come by, ask questions, and grab some early morning snacks.  Below please find 

this years’ remaining Meet the Management schedule:  

 

June 15 Brooke 

June 22 Manassas Park 

June 29 Quantico 

July 6 Burke Centre 

July 13 Rippon 

July 20 Rolling Road 

July 27 Woodbridge 

August 3 Backlick 

August 10 Lorton 
 

 

 

 

 

SUMMONS OVERVIEW 

MEET THE MANAGEMENT 
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In May, VRE awarded a contract for the construction of a 190-ft platform extension at the Broad 

Run station.  The extension will be to the north of the existing platform and will allow the 

platform to accommodate a 7-car train set.  The project consists of a 100-ft long canopy as well 

as new LED lighting along the entire length.  Construction is scheduled to begin in June and last 

approximately four months.   

  

BROAD RUN PLATFORM EXTENSION 
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MONTHLY PERFORMANCE MEASURES – May 2011 

MONTHLY ON-TIME PERFORMANCE ON-TIME 

PERCENTAGE 

May Fredericksburg OTP Average 90.48% 

May Manassas OTP Average 92.86% 

VRE  MAY OVERALL OTP AVERAGE 91.75% 

RIDERSHIP YEAR TO DATE  RIDERSHIP  

VRE FY 2011 Passenger Totals  4,089,514 

VRE FY 2010 Passenger Totals  4,033,230 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE 11.9% 

RIDERSHIP MONTH TO MONTH COMPARISON 

DESCRIPTION MONTHLY RIDERSHIP 

MAY 2011 408,818 

MAY 2010 378,082 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE  8.1%  

SERVICE DAYS (CURRENT/PRIOR) 21/21 
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VRE OPERATIONS BOARD MEETING 
PRTC HEADQUARTERS – PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

JUNE 17, 2011 
 

MEMBERS PRESENT JURISDICTION 
Sharon Bulova (NVTC) Fairfax County 
Maureen Caddigan (PRTC) Prince William County 
John Cook (NVTC) Fairfax County 
Wally Covington (PRTC) Prince William County 
Frederic Howe (PRTC) City of Fredericksburg 
John D. Jenkins (PRTC) Prince William County 
Paul Milde (PRTC) Stafford County 
Gary Skinner (PRTC) Spotsylvania County 
Susan Stimpson (PRTC) Stafford County 
Jonathan Way (PRTC) City of Manassas 
Christopher Zimmerman (NVTC)* Arlington County 

 
 

MEMBERS ABSENT JURISDICTION 
Thelma Drake DRPT 
Suhas Naddoni (PRTC) City of Manassas Park 

 
 

ALTERNATES ABSENT JURISDICTION 
Marc Aveni (PRTC) City of Manassas 
Harry Crisp (PRTC) Stafford County 
Mark Dudenhefer (PRTC) Stafford County 
Brad Ellis (PRTC) City of Fredericksburg 
Jay Fisette (NVTC) Arlington County 
Frank C. Jones (PRTC) City of Manassas Park 
Rob Krupicka (NVTC) City of Alexandria 
Jerry Logan (PRTC) Spotsylvania County 
Michael C. May (PRTC) Prince William County 
Jeff McKay (NVTC) Fairfax County 
Martin E. Nohe (PRTC) Prince William County 
Kevin Page DRPT 
John Stirrup (PRTC) Prince William County 

 
 

STAFF AND GENERAL PUBLIC  
Jeremy Flores – VRE 
Anna Gotthardt – VRE 
Al Harf – PRTC staff 
Christine Hoeffner – VRE 
Mike Lake – Fairfax County DOT 
Bob Leibbrandt – Prince William County  
Steve MacIsaac – VRE counsel  
Betsy Massie – PRTC 
 Greg McFarland – NVTC staff 

Jennifer Mouchantaf – VRE 
Sirel Mouchantaf – VRE 
Dick Peacock – citizen 
Lynn Rivers – Arlington County 
Mark Roeber – VRE 
Brett Shorter – VRE 
Alex Sugatan –VRE 
Bob Wilson – DRPT 
Dale Zehner – VRE 

  
 
* Delineates arrival following the commencement of the Board meeting.  Notation of exact 
arrival time is included in the body of the minutes. 
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Chairman Bulova called the meeting to order at 9:35 A.M.  Following the Pledge of 
Allegiance, roll call was taken.  Chairman Bulova introduced Bob Wilson, a new DRPT 
employee.  
 
 
Approval of the Agenda – 3 
 
Mr. Zehner noted that Agenda Item #9I has been removed from the agenda.  There 
were no objections. 
 
Mr. Covington moved, with a second by Mr. Smedberg, to approve the amended 
agenda.  The vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, 
Covington, Howe, Jenkins, Milde, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson and Way. 
 
 
Approval of the Minutes of the May 20, 2011 Operations Board Meeting – 4 
 
Ms. Caddigan moved, with a second by Mr. Jenkins, to approve the minutes.  The vote 
in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, 
Jenkins, Stimpson and Way.  Board Members Milde, Skinner and Smedberg abstained. 
 
 
Chairman’s Comments – 6 
 
Chairman Bulova announced that average daily ridership for the month of June has 
been 19,365.  This is the fourth month in a row that ridership has been over 19,000.  
On-time performance (OTP) is currently at 93 percent for June, with 90 percent on the 
Fredericksburg line and 95.6 percent on the Manassas line.  There were six days in a 
row that OTP reached 100 percent.  VRE has made some outstanding improvements in 
OTP.   
 
Chairman Bulova also stated that the Step-Up ticket change from $10 to $5 was 
implemented in May.  It was implemented as an effort to encourage riders to take 
underutilized Amtrak trains and relieve some of the crowding on VRE trains; it seems to 
be working.  During the month of May, almost 5,000 riders used the Step-Up fare, which 
is a 117 percent increase from the same time last year.  It also computes as a one-
month increase of 30 percent.  The VRE ridership on Amtrak trains for May 2011 is only 
slightly lower than when the Step-Up fare was $2 in FY 2007.   In response to a 
question from Mr. Way, Mr. Zehner explained that the Step-Up fare is not available on 
all Amtrak trains, just those during peak periods and agreed to by VRE and Amtrak.  
There are two Amtrak trains on the Manassas line and eight Amtrak trains on the 
Fredericksburg line that accept the Step-Up fares.  They are providing relief to VRE 
peak period trains. 
 
[Mr. Zimmerman arrived at 9:41 A.M.] 
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Chairman Bulova reminded Board Members that the Strategic Planning Retreat is 
scheduled for July 29th from 9:00 A.M. to 2:00 P.M. at PRTC headquarters.  She stated 
that it would be helpful for Board Members to read the materials sent to them prior to 
the Retreat. 
 
 
Chief Executive Officer’s Report – 7 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that 13 new locomotives are on VRE property with 12 in service.  
Now every train set has a new locomotive, which has improved on-time performance 
since the mechanical delays have been substantially reduced.  The remaining seven 
new locomotives will be delivered to VRE by the end of August.  Mr. Zehner stated that 
the goal is to maintain at least a 90 percent on-time performance rate.   
 
Mr. Zehner stated that July 15th is the last day VRE riders will be able to use the 38 
parking spaces in Lot C in Fredericksburg.  The current lease will expire and VRE staff 
was not able to negotiate favorable renewal terms.  The owner wanted to double VRE’s 
rate.  Staff found another parking lot at 400 Charles Street which has 30 spaces and 
VRE reached a favorable leasing agreement.   
 
Mr. Zehner stated that he was invited by Congressman Mica to a session on Capitol Hill 
on Wednesday, June 29th.  Congressman Mica and Senator Shuster are proposing that 
the North East Corridor be competitively bid and the infrastructure be competitively bid 
as well as the regional trains.  Virginia has four regional trains with Amtrak.  It would be 
a major change to the railroad industry, especially Amtrak.  VRE staff will monitor this.   
 
 
Operations Board Member’s Time – 8 
 
Mr. Skinner updated the Operations Board that Spotsylvania County is working with a 
landowner for a potential VRE station site.  The County is on track with design and 
working with CSXT on third track issues.  A station opening by early 2013 is anticipated.  
The County is looking at public/private partnership as a possibility.  
 
 
VRE Riders’ and Public Comment – 9 
 
Mr. Peacock stated that it is wonderful news about the Spotsylvania station.  In light of 
the security situation around the Pentagon this morning, Metro and VRE were still able 
to operate, while roadways were shut down.  It is important to remember that public 
transportation plays a positive role in these types of security situations.  This is another 
reason why the region needs more public transit to give people more alternatives to get 
to the Pentagon and other places in the region.  He is also encouraged to see the new 
locomotives working so well.  He toured the Broad Run parking lot and every space is 
filled. 
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FY 2013 Budget Guidelines – 9A 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that the VRE Operations Board is being asked to provide contingent 
approval of budget guidelines for the development of the FY 2013 budget for train 
operations and capital projects.  Guidelines could be added, deleted or modified after 
the Strategic Planning Retreat.  Final guidelines will be presented as part of the 
preliminary budget information provided at the August meeting.  Resolution #9A-06-
2011 would accomplish this. 
 
Mr. Milde asked about Budget Guideline #6 which reads “…In addition, a capital reserve 
will be maintained to provide local match for earmarks…”  He stated that it sounds like 
VRE is saving funds for local match.  Mr. Zimmerman suggested striking the word 
“local.”  There were no objections. 
 
Mr. Smedberg noted that Budget Guideline #1 begins with “VRE staff will take all 
reasonable measures to continue to grow the ridership and improve the overall service 
to the riders.”  He asked in light of the high ridership growth already, does staff assume 
growth in the budget?  Mr. Zehner stated that historically this has been included in the 
budget guidelines, but VRE is basically now at capacity.  The current budget effective 
July 1, 2011 assumes a growth rate of four percent.  The Strategic Planning Retreat will 
discuss what kind of service expansion could be done and how it would affect subsidies 
and fares.   
 
Mr. Skinner asked what impact on-time performance has had on the budget, including 
fewer Free Ride Certificates (FRC’s) having to be handed out.   Mr. Zehner stated that 
fare revenue is higher than anticipated and there will most likely be a variance of $1 
million.  With improved OTP, VRE has not had to hand out many FRC’s, which also has 
a positive impact on the budget.  Mr. Howe stated that without knowing the impact of the 
federal transit subsidy if it is reduced or eliminated, VRE needs to bankroll the variance 
to be able to manage the budget if it is a negative change.  Mr. Zehner stated that this 
will also be discussed at the Retreat.  His opinion is that even without the transit 
subsidy, he believes that it wouldn’t result in a big drop off in ridership as long as VRE 
maintains good reliable service. Mr. Howe also noted that the high cost of fuel is also a 
factor in people not returning to auto commuting, even if the subsidy decreases.   
 
Mr. Milde moved, with a second by Mr. Howe, to approve Resolution #9A-06-2011.  The 
vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, 
Jenkins, Milde, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
 
Authorization to Execute a Force Account Agreement for the L’Enfant Storage Track 
Project  – 9B 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that the Operations Board is being asked to authorize him to 
execute a force account agreement with CSXT for the L’Enfant Storage Track project in 
the amount of $225,000, plus a 10 percent contingency of $25,000, for a total not to 
exceed the amount of $250,000.  Resolution #9B-06-2011 would accomplish this. 
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Mr. Zehner explained that as the need for future service expansion is contemplated, this 
authorization will allow the track to be designed with a second switch to the north.  This 
new switch will be tied into the mainline signal system, allowing for remote control and 
better operational capabilities currently not provided with the existing switch.  In 
addition, this switch would also enable trains traveling all the way to Union Station with 
the ability to return to L’Enfant for mid-day storage.  Once the work is completed, two 
six-car train sets can be stored at this location.  Mr. Zehner explained that CSX will do 
all the work. 
 
Mr. Zimmerman asked what is the total cost of the entire project?  Mr. Milde also 
observed that the resolution does not specify if it is design work or construction.  Mr. 
Zehner stated that the resolution can be changed to specify that it is for design work.  
Mr. Mouchantaf explained that it is mostly design work and some signal work. CSX will 
not commit to an estimate until the design work is completed.  VRE staff estimates that 
it will be in the range of $1.5 - $2 million for the project total.   
 
Mr. Milde moved, with a second by Mr. Howe, to approve the resolution.  The vote in 
favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, 
Milde, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
Mr. Smedberg stated that Mr. Milde and Mr. Zimmerman both make a good point in 
looking at the overall cost of the project.  Chairman Bulova noted that this action is not 
being forwarded to the Commissions, but it is a good point for future agenda items to 
include this information.  Mr. Milde stated that he has always desired to have more 
details about the budget impact included in the Board item in order to put it into context 
of the budget.   
 
   
Authorization to Extend Amended Operating/Access Agreement with Norfolk Southern – 
9C 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that the Operations Board is being asked to recommend that the 
Commissions authorize him to execute an extension of the existing Amended 
Operating/Access Agreement with Norfolk Southern to January 31, 2012.  Resolution 
#9C-06-2011 would accomplish this. 
 
Mr. Zehner explained that a further extension is being requested at this time to provide 
sufficient time to complete negotiations of a new agreement.  Norfolk Southern is now 
prepared to talk about the outstanding issues with VRE.  In response to a question from 
Mr. Zimmerman, Mr. Zehner stated that the Operations Board will discuss in Closed 
Session the Operating/Access Agreement with CSXT. 
 
Mr. Covington moved, with a second by Mr. Jenkins, to approve the resolution.  The 
vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, 
Jenkins, Milde, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
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Authorization to Award a Contract for Wheelset Rehabilitation Work – 9D 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that the VRE Operations Board is being asked to authorize him to 
enter into a contract with UTCRAS of Philadelphia, Pennsylvania for wheelset 
rehabilitation work on VRE rolling stock in an amount not to exceed $849,000 over a 
period of three years.  The contract will be for three years, a base year plus two one-
year options, with the CEO exercising the option years at his discretion.  Resolution 
#9D-06-2011 would accomplish this. 
 
Mr. Milde moved, with a second by Ms. Caddigan, to approve the resolution.  The vote 
in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, 
Jenkins, Milde, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
 
Authorization to Execute a Force Account Agreement with Prince William County for 
Construction of the Kiss and Ride Lot at the Woodbridge VRE Station – 9E 
 
Mr. Zehner explained that approval of Resolution #9E-06-2011 would authorize him to 
enter into a force account agreement with Prince William County for construction of a 
Kiss and Ride lot at the Woodbridge VRE station in the amount of $557,735, plus a 10 
percent contingency of $55,774, for a total amount not to exceed $613,509. 
 
Mr. Zehner explained that the Woodbridge VRE station expansion project originally 
included a Kiss and Ride lot to be completed in conjunction with the Route 1/123 
interchange project being managed by VDOT.  While the construction of the VDOT 
interchange project is not scheduled to begin until 2014, the importance of completing 
the Kiss and Ride element of the project has prompted VRE to initiate the design and 
obtain necessary approvals for construction.  The lot will provide safe access directly 
from Route 1 to the newly constructed western elevator tower.  At the October 2010 
meeting, the Operations Board authorized issuance of a task order to HDR, Inc., for 
design of the Kiss and Ride lot.  The design has been completed and final approvals are 
anticipated by July 2011.  As Prince William County has been a partner in this project 
and is able to perform this work at a cost below the engineer’s estimate, a force account 
agreement is being recommended. Construction will be completed by the end of 2011.  
Funding for this project is included in VRE’s Capital Improvement Program as part of 
the Woodbridge station expansion project.  Funding is from a FY 2003 federal grant and 
local match is provided using state and local funds. 
 
Mr. Milde asked if all the funding is earmarked or if some of it is general allocation funds 
that could be used for other projects.  Ms. Mouchantaf explained that there are six or 
seven grants that make up this project budget going back to 1996.  The earmarks are all 
specific to the project.     
 
Ms. Caddigan stated that this Kiss and Ride project was started many years ago and 
was supported by Hilda Barg, a former Prince William County Supervisor and long-term 
member of VRE Operations Board. 
 
Ms. Caddigan moved, with a second by Mr. Jenkins, to approve the resolution.   
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In response to a question from Mr. Skinner, Mr. Mouchantaf explained that the Kiss and 
Ride lot will have to be modified when VDOT puts in the interchange.  In response to a 
question from Mr. Covington, Mr. Zehner stated that VRE hasn’t been very successful 
with TIGER grants.  Mr. Smedberg observed that VRE has to compete against larger 
systems. 
 
The Board then voted on the motion and it passed.  The vote in favor was cast by Board 
Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, Milde, Skinner, 
Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
 
Authorization to Award a Construction Contract for Rehabilitation Work at the 
Franconia-Springfield VRE Station – 9F 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that due to years of exposure to the elements, the Franconia-
Springfield VRE station is in need of a major rehabilitation.  In March of 2011, 
authorization was given to solicit bids and two bids were received.  Following review of 
bids, VRE staff is recommending award to the lowest responsive and responsible 
bidder, Vista Contracting, Inc., of Washington, D.C.  Resolution #9F-06-2011 would 
authorize VRE’s CEO to award a contract to Vista Contracting, Inc. for this work for a 
total contract value of $414,500, plus a 10 percent contingency of $41,450, for a total 
amount not to exceed $455,950. 
 
Mr. Zehner further explained that repairs will include replacement of the existing stairs 
from the platform up to the overhead pedestrian bridge; replacement of the existing 
tactile warning tiles; rehabilitation of the existing overhead pedestrian bridge; 
replacement of the platform canopy roof, gutter and down spouts; and modifications to 
the existing handicap module.  This work will enhance the overall aesthetics and safety 
of the station.  The project is planned to begin in July 2011 and be completed by 
November 2011. 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that funding for this project is included in VRE’s Capital Improvement 
Program as part of the facilities infrastructure renewal project.  Fairfax County has 
funded $200,000 for the project and FY 2006, FY 2008 and FY 2009 federal grants will 
be used.   
 
Mr. Cook moved, with a second by Ms. Caddigan, to approve Resolution #9F-06-2011.   
 
Mr. Milde observed that this work is very much needed and asked if the railing on the 
stairs will also be done.  Mr. Mouchantaf responded that the railing is included and will 
either be replaced or sandblasted and recoated depending on its condition.  In response 
to a question from Ms. Stimpson, Mr. Mouchantaf stated that the bid price came in 
below the estimate.  In response to a question from Mr. Smedberg, Mr. Mouchantaf 
stated that this project is more straightforward than the work being done at the 
Fredericksburg Station and, therefore, the 10 percent contingency should cover any 
surprises.   
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The Board then voted on the motion and it passed.  The vote in favor was cast by Board 
Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, Milde, Skinner, 
Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
 
Authorization to Execute a Force Account Agreement with CSXT for the Franconia-
Springfield VRE Station Rehabilitation Project – 9G 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that this item goes along with the previous agenda item.  The VRE 
Operations Board is being asked to authorize him to execute a force account agreement 
with CSXT for the Franconia-Springfield VRE station rehabilitation project in the amount 
of $120,000, plus a 10 percent contingency of $12,000, for a total amount not to exceed 
$132,000.  Resolution #9G-06-2011 would accomplish this. 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that during the four-month construction timeframe, a CSXT flagman 
will be required to provide protection from ongoing train movements at the station.  This 
agreement will cover the costs associated with flagmen services.   
 
Mr. Cook moved, with a second by Mr. Howe, to approve the resolution.  The vote in 
favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, 
Milde, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
 
Authorization to Award a Construction Contract for Parking Lot Expansions at the 
Brooke and/or Leeland Road VRE Station – 9H 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that following a solicitation of bids for the construction of both 
projects, two bids were received, which were both over the estimates.  Mr. Milde stated 
that he would recommend that it go back out for bid and to have local staff work closely 
with VRE to see if there are local contractors interested in the work.  Ms. Stimpson 
stated that it is worth it to rebid it since it comes up $800,000 short to fund both lots.  
With the current economic climate most construction bids are coming in under cost 
estimates.  It is important to maximize costs to get both lot expansions constructed.  Mr. 
Zehner cautioned that there are no guarantees that the bid will come in below the 
estimates and the Board has the option of awarding a contract now for at least one of 
the parking lots.  
 
Mr. Cook observed that if the solicitation is rebid, time will be lost in construction.  Mr. 
Mouchantaf stated that there would be a challenge in getting pavement down in the 
winter.  Mr. Milde observed that if it is rebid, construction would occur in the spring and 
Stafford County staff believes that the bids are higher because they are taking into 
consideration winter construction.  Mr. Skinner stated that Spotsylvania County’s local 
bids are coming in 30 percent less than engineer estimates.  Mr. Zehner stated that it is 
more complicated than just a paving job.  There is grading and bringing in fill to level out 
the new expansion lots.  Mr Milde stated that the risk is solely borne by Stafford County 
unless VRE is going to put funding toward this project.   
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Mr. Milde moved, with a second by Mr. Howe, to rebid this work.  The vote in favor was 
cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, Milde, 
Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
Mr. Milde asked what kind of non-maintenance grant funding Stafford County is missing.  
Mr. Zehner explained that VRE at one point had grant money for parking expansion at 
Brooke, but Stafford County did not accept it because they did not want to pay anymore 
subsidy.   
 
Ms. Stimpson stated that the four previous agenda items included grant funding, but not 
this one.  All they are asking for is for VRE to work with Stafford County to be more 
aggressive and creative in identifying grant funds.  Ms. Mouchantaf explained that the 
other agenda items were not related to parking.  In 2004, the VRE Operations Board 
adopted a policy specifying that parking projects are the responsibility of the 
jurisdictions.  This policy can be revisited at the Strategic Planning Retreat.  In response 
to a question from Ms. Stimpson, Ms. Mouchantaf stated that since 2004, no jurisdiction 
has received formula funding for parking.  Mr. Zehner stated that staff can work with 
Stafford County to identify funding sources.  Mr. Skinner suggested that examples be 
discussed at the retreat on how other jurisdictions have leveraged and been creative 
with funding sources. 
 
 
Closed Session – 10 
 
Mr. Zimmerman moved, with a second by Mr. Jenkins, the following motion: 
 

Pursuant to the Virginia Freedom of Information Act (Sections 2.2-
3711A (1) and (7) of the Code of Virginia), the VRE Operations 
Board authorizes a Closed Session for the purpose of discussion of 
one personnel matter and consultation with counsel and staff 
concerning the provisions of an amended and restated operating 
access agreement with CSXT.  
 

The vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, 
Howe, Jenkins, Milde, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman.   
 
The Board entered into Closed Session at 10:43 A.M. and returned to Open Session at 
12:04 P.M. Mr. Zimmerman moved, with a second by Ms. Caddigan, the following 
certification: 
 

The VRE Operations Board certifies that, to the best of each member’s 
knowledge and with no individual member dissenting, at the just 
concluded Closed Session: 

 
1. Only public business matters lawfully exempted from open 

meeting requirements under the Freedom of Information Act 
discussed; and 
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2. Only such public business matters as were identified in the 
motion by which the Closed Session was convened were heard, 
discussed or considered. 
 

The vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, 
Howe, Jenkins, Milde, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
 
Authorization to Execute an Amended Operating/Access Agreement with CSXT – 10A 
 
Mr. Smedberg moved, with a second by Mr. Skinner, to approve Resolution #10A-06-
2011, which would authorize VRE’s Chief Executive Officer to execute the 
Operating/Access Agreement with CSXT, which is effective July 2, 2011, and to 
recommend Commission approval.  The vote in favor was cast by Board Members 
Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, Milde, Skinner, Smedberg, 
Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
Chairman Bulova thanked staff for doing an outstanding job of negotiating this 
agreement. 
 
 
Adjournment  
  
Without objection, Chairman Bulova adjourned the meeting at 12:11 P.M.   
 
Approved this 15th day of July, 2011. 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Sharon Bulova 
Chairman 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Paul Smedberg 
Secretary 
 
CERTIFICATION 
 
This certification hereby acknowledges that the minutes for the June 17, 2011 Virginia 
Railway Express Operations Board Meeting have been recorded to the best of my 
ability.                           

                                                                     
                                                                                              Rhonda Gilchrest 
 



 

 

           Item #3B 
 
Extend Amended Operating/Access Agreement with Norfolk Southern. 
 
 The VRE Operations Board recommends approval of Resolution #2171.  This 
resolution extends for another six months the NS agreement to allow continued 
negotiations.  Details are provided in the attached memorandum.   
  



 

 

 

RESOLUTION #2171 

 

SUBJECT:  Extend Amended Operating/Access Agreement with Norfolk Southern.  
 
WHEREAS:  The commissions currently have an Operating/Access Agreement with 

Norfolk Southern related to VRE operations in the Manassas to 
Washington corridor, with said agreement ending on July 31, 2011;  

 
WHEREAS:  Staff has reached an agreement in principle on many substantive items 

relating to a new agreement following detailed negotiation sessions with 
Norfolk Southern’s representatives;  

 
WHEREAS:  A proposal to extend the existing agreement to January 31, 2012 is 

expected from Norfolk Southern;  
 
WHEREAS:  The purpose of this extension is to allow time to negotiate and resolve the 

outstanding insurance issues relating to a new agreement; and 
 
WHEREAS:  Necessary funding has been incorporated into the FY 2011 and FY 2012 

budgets to allow VRE to continue its operations over Norfolk Southern 
tracks via this contract extension.  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Northern Virginia Transportation 

Commission authorizes the VRE Chief Executive Officer to execute an 
extension of the existing Amended Operating/Access Agreement with 
Norfolk Southern to January 31, 2012.  

 
Approved this 7th day of July, 2011. 

            
William Euille 
Chairman 
 

Jeffrey McKay 
Secretary-Treasurer 



 
 
 
 
 

 
  

AGENDA ITEM 9-C 
ACTION ITEM 

 
 
TO:  CHAIRMAN BULOVA AND THE VRE OPERATIONS BOARD 
 
FROM: DALE ZEHNER 
 
DATE: JUNE 17, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: AUTHORIZATION TO EXTEND AMENDED OPERATING/ACCESS 

AGREEMENT WITH NORFOLK SOUTHERN 
 
 

RECOMMENDATION:  
 
The VRE Operations Board is being asked to recommend that the Commissions 
authorize the Chief Executive Officer to execute an extension of the existing Amended 
Operating/Access Agreement with Norfolk Southern to January 31, 2012. 
 

BACKGROUND:   
 
VRE has an Operating/Access Agreement with Norfolk Southern (NS) relating to VRE 
operations in the Manassas to Washington corridor.  That agreement, entered into in 
1999, has been amended and extended several times, most recently this past January, 
with an agreed upon extension to July 31, 2011.  A further extension is being requested 
at this time to provide sufficient time to complete negotiations of a new agreement.  
 
Following detailed negotiation sessions with Norfolk Southern representatives, an 
agreement in principle was reached on all contract items with the exception of liability 
coverage.  The Operations Board and Commissions approved these terms at their June 
and July 2005 meetings respectively, and authorized execution of a new agreement 
that conformed to each of those items. 
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Progress slowed, however, due to a failure to reach an agreement on the level of 
liability coverage.  Despite this progress, an extension of the current agreement is 
needed while this issue is resolved.  Recent informal discussions with Norfolk Southern 
indicate that they may be ready to restart negotiations.  The major issue in the 
negotiation remains the level of liability coverage.  
 
 

FISCAL IMPACT:    
 
Funding for the Norfolk Southern track access fee has been budgeted in the FY 2011 
and FY 2012 budgets, including an escalation of 4%. 



 

 

Item #3C 
 
New Contract with CSXT. 
 
 
 The VRE Operations Board recommends approval of Resolution #2172.  This 
resolution authorizes execution of a new contract with CSXT for operations and access 
in the Washington D.C.-Fredericksburg corridor.  The attached memorandum provides 
details regarding the proposed new contract.  
 
 The memo points out that the new contract includes $687,000 in additional 
payments each year to CSXT to reflect the fact that CSXT has not been charging 
access fees for portions of its track used by VRE.  No retroactive payments are required 
for this previous omission.  The incremental cost of paying these additional access fees 
is far less than the cost of insurance premiums VRE would have been responsible for if 
CSXT had not agreed to the reasonable cap on insurance of $250 million. 
 
 In addition, the new contract memorializes the trade-off of VRE investments in 
CSXT facilities in exchange for permission to operate new VRE trains.  So far VRE has 
earned the right to operate four additional round trip trains and the new contract 
establishes a process for earning more new VRE trains. 
 
 A copy of the 67-page contract is available for review by commissioners upon 
request.  



 

 

 

RESOLUTION #2172 

 

SUBJECT:  New Contract with CSXT.  
 
WHEREAS:  The commissions currently have an Operating/Access Agreement with 

CSXT relating to VRE operations in the Fredericksburg to Washington 
Corridor, with said agreement extension ending on July 31, 2011;  

 
WHEREAS:  Following detailed negotiation sessions with CSXT representatives on the 

terms of a new agreement, an agreement has been reached on an 
Amended and Restated Operating/Access Agreement;  

 
WHEREAS:  Liability coverage is established at $250 million;  
 
WHEREAS:  A revised method of calculation of the access fee has been agreed to;  
 
WHEREAS: The new agreement has an effective date of July 1, 2011; and  
 
WHEREAS:  Funding has been incorporated into the FY 2011 and FY 2012 budgets to 

permit VRE to continue its operations over CSXT tracks via this new 
Operating/Access Agreement.  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Northern Virginia Transportation 

Commission authorizes the VRE Chief Executive Officer to execute the 
Amended  and Restated Operating/Access Agreement with CSX. 

 
Approved this 7th day of July, 2011. 

            
William Euille 
Chairman 
 

Jeffrey McKay 
Secretary-Treasurer 









 

 

 
 

 
AGENDA ITEM #4 

 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Adam McGavock  
 
DATE: June 30, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: CMAQ Grant Application on Behalf of Alexandria 
             

 
The commission is asked to approve Resolution #2173.  This resolution 

authorizes NVTC’s executive director to apply for CMAQ funds totaling $3.75 
million from the Federal Transit Administration on behalf of Alexandria for the 
Route 1 Transitway project.  In April of 2010, the commission approved similar 
grant applications on behalf of the city of Alexandria for Potomac Yard, King 
Street Access Improvements, and Eisenhower Intermodal Station Improvements 
projects.   This grant will add additional funds to the Potomac Yard Transit 
Improvements project. 

 
The funds consist of $1.7 million of CMAQ funds approved in FY 2007 and 

$2.0 million of CMAQ funds approved in FY 2008.  Thus, NVTC staff will work 
with DRPT to flex these funds from FHWA to FTA and submit the applications to 
FTA for 80% and DRPT for 20% of the total.  

 
This project includes the design and building of seven stations at four 

locations along the Route 1 Transitway.  Two stations will be constructed on both 
sides of the transitway at Potomac Avenue, two stations will be constructed on 
both sides of the transitway at Custis, two stations will be constructed on both 
sides of the transitway at Swann and one station will be constructed at East 
Glebe.  A temporary station will be constructed at this location in the northbound 
direction, and private developers will construct the permanent northbound station 
at a later date.  If any funds remain, additional vehicles will be procured for the 
transitway with these funds.   

 
The resolution also adds this project to NVTC’s work program.  NVTC will 

incur no financial obligation for this project. Alexandria requires NVTC’s 
assistance because Alexandria is not a designated recipient of federal funds.  
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The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requires certification by the 

Department of Labor that NVTC has a labor protection agreement that is 
satisfactory to organized labor (under Section 13(c) of the Urban Mass 
Transportation Act, as amended).  Theoretically NVTC could be responsible for 
claims from employees that their conditions of employment have been worsened 
as a result of the activities funded by the grant, although such claims are 
exceedingly rare.  Accordingly, jurisdiction staff at NVTC’s Management Advisory 
Committee developed the approach that is included in the resolution.  The 
jurisdiction requesting that NVTC apply for the federal funds on its behalf will 
protect NVTC’s other jurisdictions against 13(c) claims by agreeing to provide 
from state aid held by NVTC whatever claims and related costs may be incurred.  
Local jurisdiction attorneys have had the opportunity to review this approach and 
have offered no objections. 



 

 

 

 

 

RESOLUTION #2171 

 

SUBJECT:  Extend Amended Operating/Access Agreement with Norfolk Southern.  
 
WHEREAS:  The commissions currently have an Operating/Access Agreement with 

Norfolk Southern related to VRE operations in the Manassas to 
Washington corridor, with said agreement ending on July 31, 2011;  

 
WHEREAS:  Staff has reached an agreement in principle on many substantive items 

relating to a new agreement following detailed negotiation sessions with 
Norfolk Southern’s representatives;  

 
WHEREAS:  A proposal to extend the existing agreement to January 31, 2012 is 

expected from Norfolk Southern;  
 
WHEREAS:  The purpose of this extension is to allow time to negotiate and resolve the 

outstanding insurance issues relating to a new agreement; and 
 
WHEREAS:  Necessary funding has been incorporated into the FY 2011 and FY 2012 

budgets to allow VRE to continue its operations over Norfolk Southern 
tracks via this contract extension.  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Northern Virginia Transportation 

Commission authorizes the VRE Chief Executive Officer to execute an 
extension of the existing Amended Operating/Access Agreement with 
Norfolk Southern to January 31, 2012.  

 
Approved this 7th day of July, 2011. 

            
William Euille 
Chairman 
 



 

 

 

Jeffrey McKay 
Secretary-Treasurer 



 

 

 
          AGENDA ITEM #5 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Adam McGavock  
 
DATE: May 26, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Metro Items.  
              
 

A. WMATA Governance Update.  
 
A copy of NVTC’s letter to WMATA regarding the proposed By-Laws and 

Procedures is attached for your information.  The Governance Committee met on 
June 23 and a progress report will be provided. The report from the Government 
Accountability Office has not yet been released.  MWCOG completed its research 
report (dated June 8, 2011).  A copy of the Executive Summary is attached for your 
information.  

 
B. June Vital Signs Report. 

 
Copies are attached of WMATA’s monthly performance report and NVTC staff’s 

short summary.  
 

C. FY 2012 Budget Hearings. 
  

Excerpts are attached describing the WMATA Board’s action on the budget 
following public hearings.  The $66 million operating budget shortfall was closed with 
no Metrorail fare increase or service adjustments and modest bus service reductions 
in the District of Columbia.  All three jurisdictions agreed to increase their subsidies.   
The operating and capital budget totals $2.5 billion.  

 
D. General Manager’s Report.  

  
The report presented on June 23, 2011 by Richard Sarles to the WMATA Board 

is attached for your information.  
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E. Plans for New Fare Collection System.  
 

As explained in the attached article, WMATA intends to initiate a fare collection 
system that will utilize cell phones, credit cards and other devices such as federal 
identification cards.  Seven companies have submitted proposals to guide the 
transition.  Almost $50 million annually is budgeted to cover costs of fare collection 
under the current proprietary system.  The new system is expected to save $34 
million per year after starting costs of $60 million.  It will first replace magnetic strip 
cards and eventually SmarTrip cards.  

 
F. Safety Update. 

 
The attached article describes progress in responding to the recommendations of 

the National Transportation Safety Board.  WMATA recently commemorated the 
second anniversary of the Red Line crash.  

 
G. Cinder Bed Road Bus Garage. 

 
The WMATA Board approved a design-build contract for a new bus garage in 

Virginia that will replace the Royal Street garage in Alexandria.  The attachment 
provides details about the $55 million maximum price contract.  The entire project is 
budgeted at $96 million.  
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Preface 
 
 
In March 2011, the National Capital Region Transportation Planning Board (TPB) 
amended the technical assistance program in the FY 2011 Unified Planning Work 
Program in response to requests from the Secretaries of Transportation from Virginia and 
Maryland and the Acting Director of the District of Columbia Department of 
Transportation for research support on five topics related to WMATA board functions 
and WMATA funding needs. Two topics (roles and responsibilities of the Board and 
Chair, and the Board’s focus on high-level policy and capacity to act as a regional body) 
were subsequently combined into one research section. 
 
The research support requested of the TPB was a review of the relevant literature and the 
practices of WMATA’s peer agencies. Thirteen peer agencies were selected by TPB staff 
based on lists of the ten largest transit agencies in North America by ridership and by 
budget. Seven agencies appeared on both lists, resulting in a list of thirteen. Some of the 
information in this report was obtained online, most commonly on the agencies’ websites 
or those of local and state governments. Much of the information was difficult to locate 
online or was unavailable; in these cases, the required information was obtained by 
contacting the agencies in question, and making FOIA requests if necessary.  
 
In May 2011, a draft version of this report was submitted to the TPB and the WMATA 
Governance Work Group (GWG) created by the two Governors and the Mayor. To 
improve the accuracy and the credibility of the information contained therein, a 
spreadsheet containing the key data was sent to the thirteen peer agencies for their 
review. All the feedback obtained and the ongoing investigative efforts of the research 
team have been incorporated into this updated version of the report. It is hoped that it will 
represent a useful resource to the GWG, WMATA’s Governance Committee, and other 
organizations and stakeholders invested in the success of the region’s transport system. 
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1. Roles and Responsibilities of Board and Chair: Board’s Focus on High-Level 
Policy and Capacity to Act as a Regional Body 

 
According to the American Public Transportation Association (APTA), approximately 90 
percent of transit agencies have a Board of Directors, the entity that is primarily 
responsible for policymaking.  In addition to the Board itself, other entities involved in 
the governance of a transit agency include a CEO or GM who oversees day-to-day 
management, as well as the individuals and authorities that appoint Board members.   
 
Much has been written about transit Board roles and responsibilities. The Transportation 
Research Board (TRB) noted “the roles of board governance and management [in transit 
agencies] are often blurred and the distinction between oversight and interference is 
unclear.” The report of the Joint WMATA Governance Review Task Force sponsored by 
the Greater Washington Board of Trade and the Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments concluded that a transit system’s success requires all governance entities to 
have clearly delineated roles and responsibilities and a commitment to adhere to them. 
 
A governance report by WMATA’s Riders’ Advisory Council urged the WMATA Board 
to spend more time discussing and developing policies on issues such as land use, fares, 
budget, and service.  It said “the Board currently spends very little time defining high-
level policy.  Understandably, they are all busy people and often have to focus on the 
most urgent matters.  However, this creates the perception of micromanagement.” The 
RAC also called on the Board to “act as a regional body rather than as individuals.”   
 
In its “Transit Board Member Handbook,” APTA stressed the Board Chair’s key 
responsibilities, which include keeping the Board focused on its mission as well as the 
needs of the region.  APTA stated the Chair should lead the Board’s communications 
with the GM and share with the GM the responsibility for orienting the authority to the 
future. APTA also recommends that he or she should educate other Board members and 
cultivate among them a strong sense of accountability. 
 
Eight of the thirteen peer agencies we examined have formally developed roles or 
responsibilities for their Board, and seven have done so for their Chair. Four of the 
thirteen agencies have developed roles or responsibilities for both their Board and Chair. 
Until recently, WMATA had done so for neither, although the agency has proposed 
bylaws that detail the responsibilities of the Board and Chair. There are some 
commonalities across the peer agencies between the roles and responsibilities of the 
Board and Chair. However, apart from basic functions such as a requirement for the 
Chair to preside at Board meetings, most of the roles and responsibilities vary 
significantly from agency to agency and defy easy categorization. For this reason, Board 
and Chair roles and responsibilities for the vast majority of the agencies that we 
examined are summarized in the ‘practices of peer agencies’ section of this research. 
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2. Public Input Processes in Board Decision-Making 
 
Citizen advisory committees 
 
According to the “Report on Governance of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority” by the Riders’ Advisory Council (RAC), Board decision-making should 
include a clear and accessible public input process.  The report said one option to 
improve this process would be for the RAC to play an increased role in helping share 
information and soliciting public input.  The Transportation Research Board (TRB) has 
also examined public involvement in transit planning and operations, specifically the role 
of advisory committees. Its report, “Effective Use of Citizen Advisory Committees for 
Transit Planning and Operations,” found that advisory committees are most likely to 
provide input on policy issues and issues related to public involvement and outreach. The 
majority of transit agencies surveyed by the TRB reported serious consideration of 
advisory committee input and recommendations by their decision makers.   
 
More than half of the peer agencies we examined have at least one standing citizen 
advisory committee, and most of these committees meet on a monthly basis. WMATA 
has a citizen advisory committee, the RAC, which meets monthly.   
 
Public comment 
 
The RAC recommended that WMATA committee meetings and special Board meetings 
include a public comment period like regular Board meetings. It also urged the WMATA 
Board to repeal a provision limiting the number of times a year an individual can 
participate in public comment.   
 
While all of the peer agencies we reviewed dedicate time in their Board meetings for 
public comment, they vary in their public comment procedures.  We found only five 
agencies that allow public comment during committees meetings.  More than half of the 
peer agencies dedicate an early section of their agenda for public comment, while the rest 
allow multiple opportunities for public comment.  Across the agencies, speaker time 
limits range from one to fifteen minutes.  Most agencies do not specify an overall time 
limit for their public comment periods or limit the number of times a year someone can 
participate.  WMATA has a public comment period early in its agenda.  It allows 
speakers two minutes each and its public comment period has an overall time limit of 
twenty minutes.  People are currently limited to speak only once every three months—or 
four times a year—at WMATA Board meetings.  (WMATA is considering a change in its 
Procedures to remove this limit.)   
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Public input information online, access to Board members, Board information 
 
The RAC recommended a clear mechanism for riders to contact individual members and 
for the members to be equipped to follow up on riders’ requests.   
 
Only one of the peer agencies we examined has links to contact information for each of 
its Board members (TTC - Toronto) on its web site.  Another one includes a partial list 
(LA Metro – Los Angeles) of Board members’ contact information.  It is more common 
for agencies to list contact information for their full Board (five agencies) or not at all 
(six agencies). The majority of peer agencies post their meeting minutes online but less 
than half make live webcasts of their Board meetings available online.  WMATA 
currently posts an email address for its full Board online and its ‘Community Outreach’ 
link on the home page directs people to public hearings and meetings.  The minutes and 
live audiocasts of WMATA Board meetings are available online.   
 
 
3. Appointment of Board Members 
 
Appointment process - selection 
 
The Transportation Research Board (TRB) identifies seven types of transit Board 
selection methods including ‘Elected Official Boards’, ‘Appointment by Non-Elected 
Official Boards’ and ‘Publicly Elected Boards’. Much of the literature favors a Board of 
appointed members, but some contend that transit Boards should be composed of elected 
officials in order to ensure the Board conducts its affairs with transparency. The TRB 
does not strongly advocate a particular Board type. 
  
The agencies we examined have a wide variety of Board selection methods. Only one 
Board is composed entirely of elected officials, and just two prohibit the appointment of 
elected officials. In fact, most agencies have methods that may be considered a blend, 
with elected officials and non-elected appointees sitting on the same Board. In this 
regard, WMATA’s practice is in line with that of its peers. Unlike all of its peers, 
however, WMATA has alternate members who serve in a permanent capacity. At other 
agencies, it is typical for alternate members to serve on an ad-hoc basis in the 
unavoidable absence of primary members, whereas WMATA allows its alternate 
members to participate in Board meetings and vote in Committee meetings. 
  
Other key features of the appointment process 
 
The TRB suggests that a transit Board must be balanced to perform effectively. This 
means that it should include members from a variety of backgrounds such as politics, 
business, finance, marketing, and law. 
 
Five of the thirteen agencies we examined have included an experiential criterion in their 
appointment process. The level of detail ranges from a simple requirement that members 
possess “recognized business ability” (CTA - Chicago) to that outlined in an annually-
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updated ‘skills and experience profile’ (TransLink - Vancouver). Midway between these 
two extremes is the MBTA - Boston, whose five-member Board is composed of two 
persons with a background in transportation finance, two persons with a background in 
transportation planning, and one civil engineer. In line with a slight majority of its peers, 
WMATA does not have a formal experiential component in its appointment process. 
 
Four of the thirteen agencies we examined have a residential criterion and three agencies 
have a ridership criterion. WMATA makes no stipulations regarding Board members’ 
places of residence, and only one of its members, a federal representative, is required to 
be a regular rider of the transit system.  
 
Board size 
 
According to the TRB, the size of transit Boards ranges from 5 to 23 members, with 
medium-sized boards (7 to 10 members) being the most popular.  
 
Our research echoes that of the TRB. Eight of the thirteen agencies that we examined 
have between 7 and 10 members, with the other five having between 12 and 17 members. 
The size of the WMATA Board may be viewed as 8 members (if one considers only 
primary members) or 16 members (if one includes the alternate members). According to 
one’s point of view on this matter, the size of the WMATA Board is at the low end or the 
high end compared to its peers.   
 
Board member term lengths 
 
The TRB states that term limits for Board members are an effective way to ensure Board 
vitality and new ideas.  
 
All thirteen agencies we examined have term lengths, ranging from two years (TTC - 
Toronto) to seven years (CTA). Three of the agencies expressly limit the number of 
repeat terms that may be served, while a further three state that the number of repeat 
terms is unlimited. Unlike all of its peers, WMATA does not have a formal policy 
regarding term lengths and limits. Its members may serve indefinitely according to the 
discretion of the authority that appoints them, and as the appointing authorities have not 
collectively agreed upon how to exercise this discretion, there is presently an 
uncoordinated mix of indefinite term lengths in some jurisdictions and quasi-formal term 
limits in others. 
 
Chair selection process 
 
Like the Board appointment process, the process for selecting Board Chairs varies 
significantly between agencies. Boards are responsible for electing their Chair at nine of 
the thirteen agencies we examined, although at two agencies, the election is conducted in 
accordance with a prescribed jurisdictional rotation. Until recently, a jurisdictional 
rotation has also been in effect at WMATA, although the agency has proposed bylaws 
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that would put an end to this practice and allow members to elect a Chair without regard 
to jurisdiction of residence or representation. 
 
At least three of the agencies we examined establish a Nominating Committee as part of 
their Chair selection process.  
 
Of the four agencies whose Boards do not select their Chairs, the responsibility falls to 
the Governor in three cases, and to the City Council in the other.  
 
Chair term lengths 
 
Chair term lengths are typically between one and three years. This is the case at nine of 
the thirteen agencies we examined, and it is also the case at WMATA. Of the remaining 
four agencies, one has a term length of four years, one has a term length of six years, and 
two allow their Chairs to serve indefinitely.  
 
 
4. Funding Needs 
 
Operating and capital shortfalls 
 
The 2009 “Rail Modernization Study” conducted by the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) quantified the current and future capital funding needs of WMATA and the systems 
in Boston, Chicago, New York, New Jersey, Philadelphia, and San Francisco (BART). The 
study suggests that WMATA has unfunded capital needs in line with these other agencies, 
and has identified its unfunded capital needs in a manner similar to the nation’s largest rail 
transit agencies.  The study assessed the level of capital investment needed to attain and 
maintain a state of good repair (SGR) for the agencies and estimated that over the next 
twenty years an annual investment shortfall of $3 billion must be addressed.   
 
A review of recent budget documents for the agencies in Chicago, Boston, San Francisco, 
and Philadelphia demonstrates that their unfunded capital needs are significant and 
growing. For example, the CTA in Chicago reported $6.8 billion in unfunded needs. The 
MBTA in Boston faced a $2.7 billion maintenance backlog and a debt load of $8 billion.  
BART reported a $7.5 billion capital shortfall over the next 25 years.  SEPTA reported 
$4 billion in unfunded capital needs. In fact, all of the major agencies have recently faced 
significant operating and/or capital funding shortfalls due to the economic downturn. This 
includes those which have dedicated state and local revenue sources such as sales or gas 
taxes, as the income from such sources has dropped significantly.  
 
Actions taken in response to the economic downturn 
 
In March 2010, APTA conducted a survey of its member transit agencies to report on 
actions they have taken since January 2009 in response to the national economic 
downturn. The large agencies reported that 54% cut peak period service, 31% reduced 
geographic coverage, 54% increased fares, 70% transferred capital funds to operations, 
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and 54% used funding reserves.  Since January 2009, WMATA has increased fares and 
reduced some bus and rail services.  The large agencies also reported a number of internal 
actions to reduce their costs including: 54% had a hiring freeze, 69% had a non-union 
salary freeze or reduction, 31% had a union salary freeze or reduction, 80% reduced 
positions, and 57% had layoffs.  WMATA in the past three years has reduced costs by 
$165 million through consolidations, ending non-essential programs, and automating 
certain functions. 
 
The budgeting process 

A review of WMATA and the peer agencies’ recent budget documents indicates that they 
utilize similar annual operating and capital budgeting processes to identify their short-
term and long-term funding needs. For many years, WMATA has identified its capital 
needs for rehabilitation and replacement and has not been able to fully fund them. In 
2001, WMATA anticipated a shortfall of $3.7 billion over the next 25-year period.  
 
MetroAccess 
 
In FY 2012, MetroAccess will serve about 2.5 million passenger trips per year with a 
total operating budget of $120 million and a subsidy cost of $113 million. MetroAccess 
ridership and its funding needs are projected to continue to grow in the future.   
 
A consultant review of WMATA and eleven of the peer agency paratransit services 
highlighted the following:  WMATA’s service is organized and administered like most of 
the peers with direct operations provided by subcontractors.  WMATA’s current fare 
(twice the fixed-route fare) is generally higher than its US peers.  Its service area 
population is similar to that of Philadelphia, Toronto, and Boston.  In 2009, WMATA 
reported 2.1 million trips, similar to the ridership in Boston, Philadelphia and Toronto. In 
2009, its subsidy cost was fourth highest behind New York, Chicago and Los Angeles.  
From 2005 to 2009, WMATA’s cost efficiency (cost per hour and cost per mile of 
service) was better than the peer average, while its productivity in trips delivered per hour 
was among the lowest of the agencies. This resulted in its cost per trip being the third 
highest behind New York and BART, with Chicago fourth.       
  
The Davis bill 
 
In July 2005, Representative Tom Davis introduced a bill to authorize $1.5 billion to 
WMATA over 10 years for financing the capital and preventive maintenance projects 
included in WMATA’s Capital Improvement Program. After considering and amending 
the Davis bill, Congress passed the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 
2008 (PRIIA) that authorizes up to $1.5 billion in federal funds over ten years if matched 
by dedicated revenues from WMATA’s funding partners.  PRIIA funds have been 
appropriated and utilized with local match for the WMATA FY 2011 and FY2012 
Capital Budgets.  While this new dedicated funding is notable progress in addressing 
WMATA’s capital needs, the funds are not guaranteed in that they are subject to annual 
Congressional appropriation.  
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Potential changes to federal policy 
 
The 2009 “Rail Modernization Study” conducted by the FTA recommended that 
Congress and FTA consider modifying the fixed guideway fund formula to reflect the 
needs of larger, older systems. It suggested that a new temporary State of Good Repair 
(SGR) investment fund be created to address backlog.   
 
In his testimony to the U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
in May 2011, FTA Administrator Peter Rogoff called for a 6-year SGR program that 
would provide formula grants to improve the condition of existing capital assets, and to 
help achieve the goal of putting safety first. 



NVTC Monthly Summary of Systemwide Metrorail and Metrobus Performance

Feb‐11 Mar‐11 Apr‐11 Feb‐11 Mar‐11 Apr‐11
FY 2011 Metrorail 15.98 19.7 19.3 FY 2011 Metrobus 9.72 11.5 10.8
FY 2010 Metrorail 13.40 20.3 20.8 FY 2010 Metrobus 7.09 11 10.8

Budget On‐Time

   Month to Month Budget Variance ($ Millions) FY 2010 FY 2011
Apr‐10 Apr‐11 Apr‐11 Nov 74.0% 74.0%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Dec 75.0% 75.7%

Revenue $70.8 $67.6 $72.8 ‐7% Jan 79.4% 78.5%
Expense $110.0 $114.2 $120.6 5% Feb 70.6% 76.9%
Subsidy $39.1 $46.6 $47.8 2% Mar 76.6% 77.5%

Cost Rec. 58% 64% 59% Apr 73.8% 76.3%

   Fiscal Year To Date Budget Variance ($ Millions) FY 2010 FY 2011
Apr‐10 Apr‐11 Apr‐11 Nov N/A 88.5%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Dec N/A 87.9%

Revenue $608.4 $661.5 $686.3 ‐4% Jan N/A 85.1%Target = 95%

June 2011

System‐wide Ridership Data (millions of one‐way passenger trips)

Bus On‐Time Performance

Target = 80%

Rail On‐Time Performance

$ $ $ /
Expense $1,152.1 $1,172.7 $1,217.7 4% Feb N/A 88.7%
Subsidy $543.7 $511.2 $531.4 4% Mar N/A 91.0%

Cost Rec. 52% 56% 56% Apr N/A 91.0%
   Source:  WMATA Monthly Financial Reports   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

Safety Reliability

   Preventable and Non‐Preventable   Bus Fleet Reliability by Fuel Type (target  = 7,400)
   Customer Injury Rate (per million trips)*   Miles Without Service Interruption

Dec Jan Feb Mar CNG Hybrid Clean D. Diesel
FY 2011 1.49 2.08 1.66 2.16 Apr‐11 7,790 9,536 9,442 5,012

Mar‐11 9,802 10,433 7,637 5,340
   * includes Metrorail, rail facilities, Metrobus, and Metroaccess

  Rail Fleet Reliability by Series (target = 60,000)
   Crime Rate (per million trips)   Miles Without Service Interruption

Jan‐11 Feb‐11 Mar‐11 1000 5000 6000 All
Bus 0.86 0.31 0.95 Apr‐11 29,118 46,561 57,550 39,302
Rail 6.63 4.68 3.96 Mar‐11 43,866 41,251 94,443 50,328

Parking 3.06 2.5 1.78
  Escalator Availability    Elevator Availability

   Customer Complaint Rate (per million trips)    (Target = 93%)  (Target = 97.5%)
Jan Feb Mar Apr Apr‐11 86.2% Apr‐11 96.4%

FY 2011 130 148 128 113 Mar‐11 86.9% Mar‐11 96.9%
FY 2010 119 162 140 124

   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

g
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November December January February March April May

Metrorail FY 2011 7,823.9     7,463.6    7,190.9   7,108.7   8,615.1     8,473.5     8,467.7  
Metrorail FY 2010 7,603.7     7,340.3    7,675.1   5,874.8   8,946.4     9,226.4     8,424.9  
Metrorail 5 yr. Avg. (FY 06‐10) 7,578.1     7,157.9    7,693.5   6,797.7   8,426.1     8,594.4     8,454.3  

Metrobus FY 2011 1,650.5     1,464.0    1,491.6   1,516.8   1,843.3     1,746.3     1,774.8  
Metrobus FY 2010 1,591.9     1,486.2    1,599.8   1,225.5   1,846.9     1,832.2     1,764.0  
Metrobus 5 yr. Avg. (FY 06‐10) 1,678.8     1,618.4    1,690.4   1,533.5   1,850.6     1,831.0     1,865.2  

0

2,000,000

Rail Bus Total
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Introduction 
 

The Vital Signs Report presents a monthly analysis of a few key performance indicators (KPI’s) that monitor 
long term progress in the strategic areas of safety, security, service reliability and customer satisfaction. Each 
month the report is presented to our Board of Directors and posted online so the public can monitor Metro’s 
performance.  

As a regional transportation system, Metro’s system-wide performance is captured in the Vital Signs Report. 
The report is not designed to measure the experience of individual customers using Metro’s services.  Instead, 
the Vital Signs Report communicates if the Metro system’s performance is improving, deteriorating, or 
remaining steady.  

Detailed performance analysis is presented in the Vital Signs Report through answers to two prime questions: 
Why did performance change? What actions are being taken to improve performance? Metro is focused on 
these two questions to continually push to improve. 

The Vital Signs Report demonstrates Metro’s commitment to be transparent and accountable to our Board of 
Directors, jurisdictional stakeholders and the public. The monthly report documents performance results, and 
strives to hold WMATA’s management accountable for what is working, what is not working and why. 

 

  



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority   
June 2011                                                                                           4 

Page Left Intentionally Blank   



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority   
June 2011                                                                                           5 

Table of Contents 

 

 

Introduction ............................................................................................... 3 

Executive Summary .................................................................................... 6 

Strategic Framework ................................................................................... 7 

Metro Facts at a Glance ............................................................................... 8 

KPI’s that Score How Metro is Performing ................................................... 10 

Bus On-Time Performance (April) ........................................................ 10 

Bus Fleet Reliability (April) .................................................................. 11 

Rail On-Time Performance (April) ........................................................ 12 

Rail Fleet Reliability (April) .................................................................. 13 

MetroAccess On-Time Performance (April) ........................................... 14 

Escalator System Availability (April) ..................................................... 15 

Elevator System Availability (April) ...................................................... 16 

Customer Injury Rate (March) ............................................................ 17 

Employee Injury Rate (March) ............................................................ 18 

Crime Rate (March) ............................................................................ 19 

Arrests, Citations and Summonses (March) .......................................... 20 

Customer Comment Rate (April).......................................................... 21 

Definitions ............................................................................................... 22 

Performance Data ..................................................................................... 24 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority   
June 2011                                                                                           6 

 
Vital Signs Report – June 2011 
Executive Summary 
 
 
Rail on-time performance stayed steady this month at 91% due to schedule monitoring and train spacing 
management. A corresponding improvement was seen in rail customer complaints, dropping 30% in April. This 
was particularly notable as the rail fleet reliability worsened by 22% in April. 

Metrobus on-time performance was better than April 2010 but declined from March. This was a result of more 
buses arriving late due to interruptions from special events and road construction. Bus fleet reliability dropped 
slightly below the target for the first time in six months, primarily due to engine troubles on newly received 
Hybrid buses. Complaints from Metrobus customers declined slightly in April.  

MetroAccess on-time performance remained steady in April 2011 as there were no further changes in fares or 
major changes to service. Complaints decreased in April as MetroAccess customers became more accustomed 
to recent schedule and fare adjustments. 

Escalator availability reduced slightly in April as Metro focused on modernizing escalators and improving the 
quality of repairs. Elevator availability declined slightly as decreases in scheduled maintenance were offset by 
increases in communications and flooring repairs. 

Metrorail and Metro parking crime rates hit record lows in March. The Metrorail crime rate reached the lowest 
level since May 2009. The parking crime rate continues to trend downward, hitting a six year low. Metrobus 
crime rate however increased in March 2011. 

In March customer injuries were above target as a result of an increase in bus passenger injuries. However, 
customer injuries in rail facilities (stations, escalators and parking facilities) continued to decline. The 
employee injury rate remained steady during March.  

Future Performance Action Highlights: 

 Railcar Maintenance staff will continue to improve its parts ordering process to reduce the time it 
takes to repair railcars. 

 Metro will work with the District Department of Transportation to identify alternatives that stabilize 
road traffic patterns and minimize Metrobus wait times. 

 Metrobus staff will work with the fleet hybrid manufacturer to resolve engine failures. 

 Elevator/Escalator Services will identify additional staffing resources needed to attain 85% 
preventive maintenance compliance. 

 Transit Police will have 14 new officers joining the police force. The recruits recently completed 37 
weeks of training. 
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Strategic Framework Overview  

There are five strategic goals that provide a framework to quantify and measure how well Metro is 
performing.  Each of the goals have underlying objectives intended to guide all employees in the 
execution of their duties.  Although Metro is working on all goals and objectives only a select number of 
performance measures are presented in the Vital Signs Report to provide a high-level view of agency 
progress. 

 
 

 

Goal  Objective 

1 

1.1 

1.2 

Improve customer and employee safety and security (“prevention”)* 

Strengthen Metro’s safety and security response (“reaction”) 

2 

2.1 

2.2   
 
 
2.3  
 

2.4 
 

Improve service reliability 

Increase service and capacity to relieve overcrowding and meet 
future demand 

Maximize rider satisfaction through convenient, comfortable services 
and facilities that are in good condition and easy to navigate 

Enhance mobility by improving access to and linkages between 
transportation options  

3 

3.1 

3.2 

Manage resources efficiently 

Target investments that reduce cost or increase revenue 

4 
4.1 Support diverse workforce development through management, 

training and provision of state of the art facilities, vehicles, systems 
and equipment 

5 

5.1 
 

5.2 

5.3 

Enhance communication with customers, employees, Union 
leadership, Board, media and other stakeholders 

Promote the region’s economy and livable communities 

Use natural resources efficiently and reduce environmental impacts 

Goals 1.  Create a Safer Organization 

 2.  Deliver Quality Service 

 3.  Use Every Resource Wisely 

 4.  Retain, Attract and Reward the Best and Brightest 

 5.  Maintain and Enhance Metro’s Image 

5 Goals 

12 
Objectives 

*WMATA Board of Directors System Safety Policy states: 
1.  To avoid loss of life, injury of persons and damage or loss of property; 
2.  To instill a commitment to safety in all WMATA employees and contractor personnel; and  
3.  To provide for the identification and control of safety hazards, the study of safety requirements, the design, installation and fabrication of safe equipment, facilities, 
systems, and vehicles, and a systematic approach to the analysis and surveillance of operational safety for facilities, systems, vehicles and equipment. 
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Metro Facts at a Glance 
 

Metro Service Area 

Size 1,500 sq. miles  

Population 3.5 million 

 

Ridership    

Mode FY 2010 Average Weekday 

Bus  124 million  433,508 (April 2011) 

Rail  217 million  771,055 (April 2011) 

MetroAccess  2.4 million  7,649 (April 2011) 

Total  343.4 million   
 

Fiscal Year 2011 Budget 

Operating  $1.5 billion 

Capital  $0.7 billion 

Total $2.2 billion 
 

Metrobus General Information 

Size 11,624 bus stops 

Routes* 323 

Fiscal Year 2011 Operating Budget $538 million 

Highest Ridership Route in 2009 30’s – Pennsylvania Ave. (16,330 avg. wkdy ridership) 

Metrobus Fare $1.70 cash, $1.50 SmarTrip®, Bus-to-bus Transfers Free 

Express Bus Fare $3.85 cash, $3.65 SmarTrip®, Airport Fare $6.00 

Bus Fleet* 1,491 

Buses in Peak Service 1,244 

Bus Fleet by Type* Compressed Natural Gas (460), Electric Hybrid (401), 
Clean Diesel (116) and All Other (514) 

Average Fleet Age* 6.4 years 

Bus Garages 9 – 3 in DC, 3 in MD and 3 in VA 
*As of December 2010. 
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Metrorail General Information 

Fiscal Year 2011 Operating Budget $822 million 
Highest Ridership Day Obama Inauguration on Jan. 20, 2009 (1.1 million) 

Busiest Station in 2010 Union Station (34,713 average weekday boardings in April)

Regular Fare (peak) Minimum - $2.20 paper fare card, $1.95 SmarTrip®  
Maximum - $5.25 paper fare card, $5.00 SmarTrip® 

Reduced Fare (non-peak) Minimum - $1.85 paper fare card, $1.60 SmarTrip® 
Maximum - $3.00 paper fare card, $2.75 SmarTrip® 

Peak-of-the-peak Surcharge $.20 - weekdays 7:30 – 9 a.m. and 4:30 – 6 p.m., 
depending on starting time of trip 

1st Segment Opening/Year Farragut North-Rhode Island Avenue (1976) 

Newest Stations/Year Morgan Boulevard, New York Avenue, and Largo Town 
Center (2004) 

Rail Cars in Revenue Service 1,104 

Rail Cars in Peak Service 850 

Rail Cars by Series 1000 Series (288), 2000/3000 (362), 4000 (100), 5000 
(184) and 6000 (184) 

Lines 5 – Blue, Green, Orange, Red and Yellow 

Station Escalators 588 

Station Elevators 237 

Longest Escalator  Wheaton station (230 feet) 

Deepest Station Forest Glen (21 stories / 196 feet) 

Rail Yards 9 – 1 in DC, 6 in MD and 2 in VA 
 

MetroAccess General Information 

Fiscal Year 2011 Operating Budget $104 million 
MetroAccess Fare Within the ADA service area – twice the equivalent 

SmarTrip-based fare up to a $7 maximum 
Paratransit Vehicle Fleet** 600 

Average Fleet Age** 3.12 years 

Paratransit Garages 7 (1 in DC, 4 in MD and 2 in VA) 

Contract Provider MV Transportation 
**As of February 2011.  
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KPI’s that Score How Metro is Performing  
 
 
  

KPI: Bus On-Time Performance (April) Objective 2.1 Improve Service Reliability  

  

Reason to Track: This indicator illustrates how closely Metrobus adheres to published route schedules on a 
system-wide basis.  Factors which affect on-time performance are traffic congestion, inclement weather, 
scheduling, vehicle reliability, and operational behavior.  Bus on-time performance is essential to delivering quality 
service to the customer.  

  

   Why Did Performance Change?    

  

 Bus on-time performance was better than April 2010 but declined from the prior month. The decline was 
primarily a result of more buses arriving late (nearly a 2 percentage point increase in buses running behind 
schedule).   

 Spring marks the start of increased delays caused by a greater number of special events in the region.  There 
were at-least five walks/races during the month of April, in addition to the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 
spring meeting and Cherry Blossom events which always result in road closures and detours. 

 Additional roadway construction also drove the decline of on-time performance, such as the Constitution 
Avenue road construction project (an 8 month project) and the 11th Street bridge project.  Roadway 
construction tends to peak during the spring. 

 

 

  

 

   Actions to Improve Performance    

  

 Dispatch Service Operation Managers to monitor interruptions caused by special events and road construction.  
Service Operation Managers will implement real time solutions and/or recommend service detours. 

 Adapt to special events and construction street closings by implementing route detours that create the least 
amount of inconvenience to the customer while attempting to adhere to the schedule.  

 Bus Planning and Government Relations will work with the District Department of Transportation to review and 
discuss alternatives that stabilize traffic patterns and minimize extended wait times. 

  

  

Conclusion: April’s on-time performance declined as a result of increased roadway construction and special 
events; these activities tend to increase during the spring season causing extended wait times for customers.  
Metro is committed to identifying route alternatives that accommodate the customer and reduce wait times.   
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KPI: Bus Fleet Reliability (April) 
(Mean Distance Between Failures)   Objective 2.1 Improve Service Reliability  

  

Reason to Track: This key performance indicator communicates service reliability and is used to monitor trends in 
vehicle breakdowns that cause buses to go out of service and to plan corrective actions. Factors that influence bus 
fleet reliability are the vehicle age, quality of a maintenance program, original vehicle quality, and road conditions 
affected by inclement weather and road construction.  For this measure higher miles are better, meaning that the 
vehicle goes farther without breaking down. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Bus fleet reliability dropped slightly below the target for the first time in six months. The declining performance 
was primarily due to engine troubles on newly received hybrid buses. 

 Cooling system problems caused many of the engine failures. Bus Maintenance investigated the issue and 
obtained a new warranty from the manufacturer.   

 Weather fluctuations also continued to cause problems with on board air pressure systems fleet wide and drove 
down overall fleet reliability.  Air system failures were among the top two service interruptions, the other being 
engine failures.                

 

 

  

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Bus Maintenance will work with the manufacturer to replace coolant sensors and reprogram affected engine 
control.  

 Continue to monitor month to month random fluctuations and address problems that arise. 
 Bus Maintenance will revise a few standard operating procedures and develop action plans to aid in quickly 

identifying and resolving manufacturing problems as well as air system failures. 

 

  
Conclusion: Bus fleet reliability fell below the target for the first time since the beginning of the calendar year. 
Staff will work with the hybrid fleet manufacturer to resolve engine failures.  
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KPI: Rail On-Time Performance (April) Objective 2.1 Improve Service Reliability  

  

Reason to Track: On-time performance measures the adherence to weekday headways, the time between trains.  
Factors that can affect on-time performance include track conditions resulting in speed restrictions, the number of 
passengers accessing the system at once, dwell time at stations, equipment failures and delays caused by sick 
passengers or offloads.  On-time performance is a component of customer satisfaction. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Overall Metrorail on-time performance was maintained at 91% in April, the same as March. This is slightly 
above April performance last year, and exceeds the target of 90% while operating in manual mode.  

 The Rail Operations Control Center continued to hold trains at stations for “schedule adjustments” in order to 
keep trains running on time. In addition, when controllers identified operators struggling to maintain schedules, 
supervisors conducted ride-alongs and provided coaching/training as needed. This level of monitoring and 
managing train spacing has resulted in improved on-time performance throughout the Metrorail system. 

 Red Line on-time performance increased to 90.7%, the highest since May 2010.  Adjustments to running time 
and supervisor monitoring have resulted in improved train spacing.   

 The Orange Line performance was the highest of all lines for the second straight month, thanks to augmented 
service in the afternoons, and in spite of track work associated with the Dulles Metrorail extension.  

 

 

  

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 All levels of Rail Transportation supervisors and managers are monitoring train headways to improve on-time 
performance. Train operators are being encouraged to closely monitor their train arrival/departure schedule, 
supervisors are on the platforms monitoring on-time performance and superintendents are reviewing trend 
information regularly to identify specific issues and develop targeted responses.  

 In May, Metro will conduct major weekend, weeknight and weekday track maintenance work which could lead 
to declines in on-time performance for the duration of the work.  

 On Memorial Day weekend, Metro will replace four rail switches at the Eastern Market station, a National 
Transportation Safety Board recommendation.  Over the long run these types of major trackwork projects will 
lead to improved performance.  

 

  
Conclusion: April on-time performance stayed steady this month at 91% due to schedule monitoring and train 
spacing management.  
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KPI: 

Rail Fleet Reliability (April) 
(Mean Distance Between Delays) Objective 2.1 Improve Service Reliability  

  

Reason to Track: Mean distance between delays communicates the effectiveness of Metro’s railcar maintenance 
program. This measure reports the number of miles between railcar failures resulting in delays of service greater 
than three minutes.  Factors that influence railcar reliability are the age of the railcars, the amount the railcars are 
used, and the interaction between railcars and the track.  The higher the mileage for the mean distance between 
delays, the more reliable the railcars.   

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Overall fleet reliability worsened significantly from March, with 23% more delay incidents > three minutes. The 
increase in delays was driven by increases in failures due to brakes, doors and ATC systems.   

 Brake problems resulting in delays of > three minutes had the largest increase as maintenance staff continued 
to troubleshoot faults in the electronic brake control units on the 1000 Series railcars.  Maintaining electronic 
brake control units as the parts wear out is dependent on finding replacement parts for the oldest cars in the 
fleet.  Brake failures increased on the 4000 Series and 6000 Series cars during April as well, resulting in 15 
more delays during the month.   

 Even though staff is continuing to work with door system contractors to address door failures on the 2000-3000 
and 6000 Series railcars, the rate of failure for these cars continues to outpace the remainder of the fleet.  
Increased incidents of customers holding doors also resulted in the increased door malfunctions for the 1000, 
4000 and 5000 Series railcars. 

 28 of the 4000 Series cars were out of service due to circuit breakers tripping because of their age, and 40 
5000 Series cars were out of service due to lack of compressor parts.  

 

 

   

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Railcar Maintenance staff will improve its parts ordering process to make sure that sufficient stores of 
component parts are available at each railcar shop to reduce the time it takes to repair railcars.  

 Railcar Maintenance staff will install new circuit breakers in the 4000 Series cars, returning 28 cars to service.  
 Maintenance and engineering personnel will gather repeat work order data to analyze the frequency of 

component failures and whether the repairs are solving the identified subsystem problems effectively. 
 Railcar Maintenance staff will continue to address the maintenance impact of trains made up of mixed car 

types.  The restriction to operate the 1000 Series railcars in a belly-only configuration will continue to impact 
overall railcar reliability as cars operate better with other cars of the same type.  

 

  
Conclusion:  For the 5,855,934 miles operated in April, the mean distance between delays worsened for April, due 
to an increase in brake problems, and lack of component parts to make repairs, keeping cars out of service.  
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KPI: MetroAccess On-Time Performance (April) Objective 2.1 Improve Service Reliability  

  

Reason to Track: On-time performance is a measure of MetroAccess service reliability and how well service meets 
both regulatory and customer expectations.  Adhering to the customer's scheduled pick-up window is comparable 
to Metrobus adhering to scheduled timetables. Factors which affect on-time performance are traffic congestion, 
inclement weather, scheduling, vehicle reliability and operational behavior.  MetroAccess on-time performance is 
essential to delivering quality service to customers, and meeting service criteria established through Federal Transit 
Administration regulatory guidance. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 MetroAccess on-time performance remained steady in April and there were no major impacts to service provision.  
 Staff continued to optimize efficiency and schedule adherence when building the daily schedule, and dispatchers 

were able to control and manage vehicles on the street effectively; resulting in steady on-time performance. 
 

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 MetroAccess on-time performance is within a percentage point of the target of 92% through effective 
management of the service each day.   

 MetroAccess staff will continue to monitor service provision and improve efficiency by continuing to educate 
customers about the impact of customer-driven changes to the schedule like cancelations and no-shows. 

 

  
Conclusion: MetroAccess on-time performance was steady during April.  Staff continues to implement measures 
designed to reduce costs while closely monitoring efficiencies and maintaining reliable service for customers.  
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KPI: Escalator System Availability (April)  Objective 2.1 Improve Service Reliability  

  

Reason to Track: Customers access Metrorail stations via escalators to the train platform. An out-of-service 
escalator requires walking up or down a stopped escalator, which can add to total travel time and may make 
stations inaccessible to some customers. Escalator availability is a key component of customer satisfaction with 
Metrorail service. This measure communicates system-wide escalator performance (at all stations over the course of 
the day) and will vary from an individual customer’s experience. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Metro is modernizing (overhauling) more escalators in 2011 than 2010, reducing escalator availability in the 
short term. April 2011 escalator out-of-service hours for modernization are 40% higher than the same month in 
2010. Modernization work accounted for twenty percent of all escalator out-of-service hours in April 2011 
(including corresponding “walker” units). 

 The time to repair escalators out of service for unscheduled maintenance increased by 12% in April, particularly 
service calls and inspection repairs. This is due in part to new processes put in place to improve maintenance 
quality. Metro inspectors are now checking the quality of inspection repairs before units go back into service. If 
items are identified by the inspector, the unit stays out of service for additional repair until re-inspected. 

 509 out of 588 escalators were operating in April 2011 (based on hours of available service). This represents a 
very small decrease from March, with three less escalators in operation for the month. 

 

 

  

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Decrease the time escalators units are out of service for handrail repair by enhancing Metro’s in-house 
capability to join handrail material. In the past, contractors conducted this work for some escalator models, 
requiring units to stay out of service until contractors were available. Training will be conducted in May for 
escalator maintenance technicians.  

 Elevator/Escalator Services will identify additional staffing resources needed to attain 85% preventive 
maintenance compliance. 

 

  
Conclusion: Escalator availability reduced slightly in April as Metro focuses on modernizing escalators and 
improving the quality of escalator repairs.  

 

 

  

80%

85%

90%

95%

100%

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Escalator System Availability

CY 2010 CY 2011 Target



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority   
June 2011                                                                                           16 

  
KPI: Elevator System Availability (April)  Objective 2.1 Improve Service Reliability  

  
Reason to Track: Metrorail elevators provide an accessible path of travel for persons with disabilities, seniors, 
customers with strollers, travelers carrying luggage and other riders. When an elevator is out of service, Metro is 
required to provide alternative services, which may include a shuttle bus service to another station. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Elevator system-wide availability was 96% in April 2011, a small decrease from March (equivalent to one less 
elevator available). On average, 229 of 237 elevators were available for the month. 

 A decrease in unscheduled elevator out-of-service hours in April (down 7% due to fewer service calls) was 
offset by an increase in scheduled maintenance. This was driven primarily by units taken out of service for 
communication (intercom and networking) and flooring repairs. These types of repairs are conducted by other 
departments in Metro with specialized experience in these areas. 

 

 

  

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Elevator/Escalator Services (ELES) is working cooperatively with different Metro departments responsible for 
communication systems (networking and infrastructure) to establish a more efficient process of reporting 
elevator communication repairs, reducing the time units are out of service. 

 ELES will identify additional staffing resources needed to attain 85% preventive maintenance compliance. 
 

  
Conclusion: Elevator availability decreased slightly in April as decreases in unscheduled maintenance were offset 
by increases in scheduled support for communications and flooring repairs.  
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KPI: Customer Injury Rate (March) Per Million 

Passengers 
Objective 1.1 Improve Customer and 
Employee Safety and Security  

  
Reason to Track: Customer safety is the highest priority for Metro and a key measure of quality service.  
Customers expect a safe and reliable ride each day.  The customer injury rate is an indicator of how well the 
service is meeting this safety objective. 

  

   Why Did Performance Change?    

  

 March customer injuries did not improve and were slightly above target as a result of an increase in Bus 
Passenger injuries which got worse as a result of 1 preventable and 2 non-preventable collisions.  Bus customer 
injuries represent over half (57%) of the overall customer injuries. 

 Rail Transit Facility (stations, escalators and parking) injuries declined with a 21% reduction in March due to 
better weather conditions. Slips/Falls generally account for the largest cause of injury; however, slips/falls 
declined due to less slippery weather conditions. 

 Of the three MetroAccess passenger injuries, two were the result of 2 non-preventable collisions; one other 
injury was due to a passenger assistance incident. 

 

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Bus Services will install safety signs to remind Bus Operators that the use of cell phones is prohibited, and 
continue to identify and reiterate training for Bus Operators who engage in risky driving behaviors through the 
use of DriveCam. 

 The Department of System Safety and Environmental Management (SAFE) will develop the root cause analysis 
feature of its safety measurement system to help identify trends and pinpoint areas for specific solutions. A 
recently hired Safety Analyst will be solely dedicated to performing root cause analysis. 

 SAFE will also develop a hazard management system which will be designed to include risk assessments, hazard 
identification and elimination. 

 Continue Metrorail repairs such as: replace tracks, track fasteners, rail ties, and complete station improvements 
such as replacing broken paver tiles. 

  

  
Conclusion: March customer injuries were slightly above target.  Metro will continue to be vigilant in training 
operators to always exercise safe driving practices as well as focus on preventive tactics. 
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KPI: Employee Injury Rate (March)  Objective 1.1 Improve Customer and 
Employee Safety and Security  

   Reason to Track: Worker's compensation claims are a key indicator of how safe employees are in the workplace.    

   Why Did Performance Change?    

  

 Employee injuries virtually remained steady during the month of March.  Straining and slips/falls continued to 
represent the largest type of employee injuries. 

 Departments focused on the quality of incident investigations and safety conversations which are intended to 
prevent future incidents. 

 All required frontline employees have received bridge training in the new Roadway Worker Protection rules and 
procedures.   

 Bus and Rail Transportation continued to account for the majority of employee injuries; however, Rail 
Transportation injuries notably decreased by 8% due to the reinforcement of safety training. 

  

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance    

  

 The focus on productive safety committee meetings, quality incident investigations, and the reinforcement of 
the “At Risk” program has been the cornerstone for reducing the employee injury rate.  Departments will 
continue to execute these actions and improve upon them. 

 Develop and follow-up on At Risk Action Plans.  Of the At Risk Bus cases, 93% of the action plans have been 
submitted. 

 Assess how to regain DriveCam momentum.  After the implementation of DriveCam, the Bus collision rate 
decreased by 17%; however, recently collisions have returned to post DriveCam percentages.  

 Create coaching options for DriveCam repeat offenders and work to control the effects of non-preventable and 
preventable collisions through the implementation of Smith Defensive Driving training. 

  

  
Conclusion: Employee injuries remained virtually steady when compared to the previous month.  Metro will 
continue to focus on the cornerstones of success in this area: productive safety committees, quality incident 
investigations, and the reinforcement of the “At Risk” program. 
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KPI: Crime Rate (March) Per Million Passengers Objective 1.1 Improve Customer and 

Employee Safety and Security 

  
Reason to Track: This measure provides an indication of the perception of safety and security customers 
experience when traveling the Metro system. Increases or decreases in crime statistics can have a direct effect on 
whether customers feel safe in the system. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

 

 The parking lot crime rate was down 29% to less than 2 crimes per million riders in March 2011, the lowest rate in 
six years. More patrol cars were used to monitor parking lots, along with officers on bicycles and the 3-wheeled T3 
vehicle. 

 While rail ridership grew significantly in March (up 23%), rail crime did not experience a parallel increase. The rail 
crime rate was down 15% in March, reaching the lowest level since May 2009. MTPD patrolled hot spot stations, 
including round-the-clock details at L’Enfant Plaza and Gallery Pl stations. Officers paid particular attention to the 
Smithsonian station as visitors used Metrorail to/from the Cherry Blossom Festival. 

 The bus crime rate continued to be consistently low with only 11 crimes being committed in March while almost 11 
million customers rode Metrobus. 

 

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

 

 MTPD’s Metrobus Enforcement Division officers will ride on buses based on review of crime trends, particularly 
north and northwest of the Capitol. To reduce assaults on bus operators, officers are providing a visible police 
presence on buses and discussing safety tips with operators. 

 On April 13th, MTPD will partner with municipal and County Police Departments in Prince George’s County and 
University of Maryland Police Department in a show of force. The event at 15 Prince George’s County Metrorail 
stations, called Blue Tide, will focus on promoting crime prevention awareness and deterring terrorist activity. 

 As the weather improves, Metro customers increasingly use bicycles to commute to/and from stations and on 
Metrobuses. Bike thefts at stations historically increase during the summer months. MTPD will be reaching out to 
customers on how to reduce bike thefts, and will be tracking where thefts occur to redeploy resources as needed. 

 

   Conclusion: Metrorail and Metro parking crime rates hit record lows in March. The parking crime rate reached the 
lowest level in six years, and the Metrorail crime rate is at an almost two-year low.   
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KPI: Arrests, Citations and Summonses (March) Objective 1.2 Strengthen Metro’s 

Safety and Security Response  

  
Reason to Track: This measure reflects actions by the Metro Transit Police Department to keep the Metro system 
safe. This includes arrests of individuals breaking the law within the Metro system and citations/summonses issued 
by transit police officers. Examples of citations/summonses include fare evasion and public conduct violations. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Arrests were up 23% in March 2011. Three of these arrests were made simultaneously at the New Carrollton 
station Kiss-and-Ride. During an arrest of a subject in possession of a knife and a second arrest for marijuana 
possession, officers observed a third subject committing a parking violation. Upon investigation, the third subject 
was in possession of 57 grams of marijuana hidden in the vehicle dashboard and was subsequently arrested. 

 Round-the-clock details at L’Enfant Plaza have been in place since January to curtail youth disorder and prevent 
assaults and robberies. Of the twenty offenses committed at the station since January, twelve have been closed by 
arrest.  

 Citations/summonses were also up 23% in March, and are above the same month last year. Officers completing 
field training focused their activities on enforcement of public conduct ordinances, including fare evasion and 
consumption of food/drink in the paid areas of Metro stations. In addition, Metrobus Enforcement Division staffing 
is 59% larger than March of last year, resulting in more citations issued for public misconduct on buses and at 
stops. 

 

   

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 MTPD is working in partnership with DC government to reduce youth disorder in the transit system. DC will be 
piloting a student ID card/transit pass that may enable MTPD to suspend passes for young people who misbehave 
in the transit system. 

 MTPD will have 14 new officers join the police force in April. The recruits completed 37 weeks of training on the 
rules, regulations and laws governing DC, Maryland and Virginia. 

 In addition to cameras for station entrances, MTPD is working with Metro’s Office of Long Range Planning to 
identify appropriate locations for camera surveillance monitoring systems at selected bike racks and high-crime 
areas outside of stations. 

 

  
Conclusion: MTPD is using every resource available to keep the Metro system safe for our customers, with 
enforcement actions (arrests, citations and summonses) focused on crimes in parking lots and robberies in stations.  
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KPI: 

Customer Comment Rate (April) Per 
Million Passengers  Objective 2.3 Maximize Rider Satisfaction  

  
Reason to Track: Listening to customer feedback about the quality of service provides a clear roadmap to those 
areas of the operation where actions to improve the service can best help to maximize rider satisfaction.  

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Complaints for rail dropped by 30% from March in all of the top five categories.  Most notable were reduction in 
complaints for timeliness (50%) and for inadequate service (60%).  These correspond with efforts by Rail 
Transportation to improve on-time performance, which is the highest it has been in almost a year (See page 
10). Rail commendations also declined significantly due to processing delays. 

 Bus complaints also declined slightly overall, but increased 5% in each of the timeliness related categories 
(delay/late, failure to service stop, and no shows).  Bus commendations were also down from March’s increase 
due to reduction in visitor ridership.  Visitors and special event patrons make more commendations than Metro’s 
regular riders.    

 MetroAccess experienced a typical level of commendations in April, average for the year so far.  Complaints 
dropped in each of the top five categories as customers became more accustomed to schedule and fare 
adjustments made during February and March.  For information on MetroAccess on-time performance, please 
see page 12. 

 

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Rail Transportation will continue to focus on providing timely service and continue running 8-car trains that were 
added in March.  These efforts reflect in the on-time performance and customer comment measures.  

 Process customer commendations more timely with the help of two interns and a limited duration employee. 
 Bus transportation supervisors will monitor bus time-points in an effort to improve on-time performance and 

maintain vehicle spacing as we move into construction season.  Superintendents will continue to use customer 
comments as part of their management data used to monitor performance.  

 MetroAccess will continue to manage efficiency and customer expectations by providing service within regulatory 
guidelines, which includes responsive customer service. 

 

   Conclusion: Customer feedback declined in April resulting in lower complaint and commendation rates.    
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Vital Signs Report 
Definitions for Key Performance Indicators 
 
Bus On-Time Performance – Metrobus adherence to scheduled service.  
Calculation: For delivered trips, difference between scheduled time and actual time arriving at a time point 
based on a window of no more than 2 minutes early or 7 minutes late. Sample size of observed time points 
varies by route. 
 
Bus Fleet Reliability (Bus Mean Distance between Failures) – The number of revenue miles traveled 
before a mechanical breakdown. A failure is an event that requires the bus to be removed from service or 
deviate from the schedule.   
Calculation:  Number of failures / miles 
 
Rail On-Time Performance by Line – Rail on-time performance is measured by line during weekday peak 
and off-peak periods.  During peak service (AM/PM), station stops made within the scheduled headway plus 
two minutes are considered on-time.  During non-peak (mid-day and late night), station stops made within the 
scheduled headway plus no more than 50% of the scheduled headway are considered on-time.  
Calculation:  Number of Metrorail station stops made up to the scheduled headway plus 2 minutes / total 
Metrorail station stops for peak service.  Number of Metrorail station stops made up to 150% of the scheduled 
headway / total Metrorail station stops for off-peak service.   
 
Rail Fleet Reliability (Railcar Mean Distance between Delays) – The number of revenue miles traveled 
before a railcar failure results in a delay of service of more than three minutes.  Some car failures result in 
inconvenience or discomfort, but do not always result in a delay of service (such as hot cars). 
Calculation:  Number of failures resulting in delays greater than three minutes / total railcar miles 
 
MetroAccess On-Time Performance  – The number of trips provided within the on-time pick-up window as 
a percent of the total trips that were actually dispatched into service (delivered).  This includes trips where the 
vehicle arrived, but the customer was not available to be picked up.  Vehicles arriving at the pick-up location 
after the end of the 30-minute on-time window are considered late.  Vehicles arriving more than 30 minutes 
after the end of the on-time window are regarded as very late. 
Calculation: The number of vehicle arrivals at the pick-up location within the 30-minute on-time window / 
the total number of trips delivered 
 
Elevator and Escalator System Availability – Percentage of time that Metrorail escalators or elevators in 
stations and parking garages are in service during operating hours. 
Calculation: Hours in service / operating hours.  Hours in service = operating hours – hours out of service 
(both scheduled and unscheduled).  Operating hours = revenue hours per unit * number of units. 
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Customer Injury Rate (per million passengers1) – Injury to any customer caused by some aspect of 
Metro’s operation that requires immediate medical attention away from the scene of the injury. 
Calculation: Number of injuries ÷ (number of passengers ÷ 1,000,000) 
 
Employee Injury Rate (per 200,000 hours) – An employee injury is recorded when the injury is (a) work 
related; and, (b) one or more of the following happens to the employee:  1) receives medical treatment above 
first aid, 2) loses consciousness, 3) takes off days away from work, 4) is restricted in their ability to do their 
job, 5) is transferred to another job, 6) death. 
Calculation:  Number of injuries ÷ (total work hours ÷ 200,000) 
 
Crime Rate (per million passengers) – Crimes reported to Metro Transit Police Department on bus, rail, or 
at parking lots, Metro facilities, bus stops and other locations in relation to Metro’s monthly passenger trips. 
Reported by Metrobus, Metrorail, and Metro parking lots.  
Calculation: Number of crimes / (number of passengers / 1,000,000) 
 
Arrests, Citations and Summonses  – The number of arrests and citations/summonses issued by the Metro 
Transit Police Department. Examples of citations/summonses include minor misdemeanors, fare evasion and 
public conduct violations.  
 
Customer Comment Rate (per million passengers) – A complaint is defined as any phone call, e-mail or 
letter resulting in investigation and response to a customer.   This measure includes the subject of fare policy 
but excludes specific Smartrip matters handled through the regional customer service center. A commendation 
is any form of complimentary information received regarding the delivery of Metro service. 
Calculation: Number of complaints or commendations / (number of passengers / 1,000,000) 
 
 
 

 
1 Passengers are defined as follows: 

o Metrobus reports unlinked passenger trips.  An unlinked trip is counted every time a customer boards a Metrobus.  In an example where 
a customer transfers between two Metrobuses to complete their travel two trips are counted.  

o Metrorail reports linked passenger trips.  A linked trip is counted every time a customer enters through a faregate.  In an example where 
a customer transfers between two trains to complete their travel one trip is counted. 

o MetroAccess reports completed passenger trips. A fare paying passenger traveling from an origin to a destination is counted as one 
passenger trip.   
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Vital Signs Report 
Performance Data                           June 2011 

 

 
 

KPI: Bus On-Time Performance / Target = 78%

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.       

Thru Apr.
CY 2010 79.4% 70.6% 76.6% 73.8% 73.8% 73.0% 72.8% 74.7% 71.7% 72.7% 74.0% 75.7% 75.1%
CY 2011 78.5% 76.9% 77.5% 76.3% 77.3%

KPI: Bus Fleet Reliability (Bus Mean Distance Between Failures) / Target = 7,400 Miles

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.       

Thru Apr.
CY 2010 7,223 6,878 6,882 6,270 5,902 6,578 6,670 6,673 7,366 7,842 8,982 8,587 6,813
CY 2011 8,681 8,144 7,794 7,171 7,948

Bus Fleet Reliability (Bus Mean Distance Between Failure by Fleet Type)
Type (~ % of Fleet) May Jun July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr Avg.
CNG (30%) 7,905 9,059 9,093 6,680 9,165 9,939 10,410 9,520 10,242 8,480 9,802 7,790 9,007
Hybrid (27%) 8,844 9,944 10,161 11,378 11,361 13,526 14,198 12,474 11,853 11,158 10,433 9,536 11,239
Clean Diesel (8%) 7,345 7,933 10,547 7,931 10,300 12,118 12,290 12,958 11,473 8,042 7,637 9,442 9,835
All Other (35%) 4,102 4,517 4,332 4,921 4,798 4,698 5,718 5,699 5,751 6,191 5,340 5,012 5,090

KPI: Rail On-Time Performance by Line / Target = 90%
May Jun July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr Avg.

Red Line 91.0% 90.1% 88.5% 88.3% 88.0% 88.3% 87.5% 87.9% 85.1% 87.2% 90.7% 90.7% 88.6%
Blue Line 88.3% 87.5% 86.0% 86.1% 88.3% 87.3% 87.9% 86.3% 88.0% 86.4% 88.9% 88.8% 87.5%
Orange Line 91.4% 90.4% 88.8% 90.5% 92.1% 91.6% 91.0% 90.0% 91.7% 91.4% 93.0% 93.3% 91.3%
Green Line 91.0% 90.8% 90.3% 91.9% 91.9% 91.0% 88.3% 86.5% 90.2% 90.1% 91.3% 91.2% 90.4%
Yellow Line 90.7% 89.8% 89.0% 91.4% 92.0% 90.7% 91.2% 91.0% 91.5% 92.4% 92.3% 92.6% 91.2%
Average (All Lines) 90.6% 89.9% 88.6% 89.2% 89.7% 89.3% 88.5% 87.9% 88.0% 88.7% 91.0% 91.0% 89.4%

KPI: Rail Fleet Reliability (Rail Mean Distance Between Delays by Railcar Series) / Target = 60,000 miles
May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr Avg.

1000 series railcars 41,859   32,241   32,258   46,370   43,908   40,517   45,595   45,557   54,137   46,302   43,866   29,118     41,811     
2000/3000 series railcars 44,354   49,175   65,428   39,911   49,582   31,572   35,820   42,065   28,076   40,431   45,169   41,760     42,779     
4000 series railcars 41,703   18,166   21,553   17,893   18,645   36,587   25,073   25,195   31,393   31,646   58,442   31,054     29,779     
5000 series railcars 55,967   29,265   28,290   29,410   34,094   44,462   54,016   47,509   30,078   47,868   41,251   46,561     40,731     
6000 series railcars 80,046   93,631   57,029   107,198 77,921   88,918   119,427 56,172   74,865   110,928 94,443   57,550     84,844     
Fleet average 49,375   39,573   42,424   40,435   43,420   41,121   45,471   43,712   37,703   48,241   50,328   39,302     43,425     
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Vital Signs Report 
Performance Data (cont.)                         June 2011 

 

 
 

KPI: MetroAccess On-Time Performance / Target = 92%

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.       

Thru Apr.
CY 2010 93.5% 87.4% 91.7% 91.1% 92.1% 93.1% 94.6% 94.3% 91.8% 91.2% 91.8% 92.9% 90.9%
CY 2011 90.1% 89.0% 91.3% 91.2% 90.4%

KPI: Escalator System Availability / Target = 89%

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.       

Thru Apr.
CY 2010 90.0% 89.2% 89.5% 90.5% 89.6% 90.3% 89.5% 88.9% 89.7% 89.5% 86.7% 88.6% 89.8%
CY 2011 88.8% 86.6% 86.9% 86.2% 87.1%

KPI: Elevator System Availability / Target = 97.5%

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.       

Thru Apr.
CY 2010 99.0% 97.9% 97.5% 97.3% 96.4% 97.2% 96.0% 94.8% 94.9% 97.0% 96.4% 96.4% 97.9%
CY 2011 96.3% 96.0% 96.9% 96.4% 96.4%

KPI:  Customer Injury Rate (per million passengers)* / Target = < 2.02 injuries per million passengers

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.   

Thru Mar.
CY 2010 1.67 3.00 1.46 1.54 1.97 2.25 1.69 1.78 3.43 1.65 3.49 1.49 2.05
CY 2011 2.08      1.66 2.16 1.97
*Includes Metrobus, Metrorail, rail transit facilities (stations, escalators and parking facilities) and MetroAccess customer injuries

Bus Customer Injury Rate (per million passengers)

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.   

Thru Mar.
CY 2010 2.08 3.66 1.73 1.77 1.84 3.33 2.40 1.61 6.92 1.98 5.91 1.78 2.49
CY 2011 1.72 0.93 3.38 2.01

Rail Customer Injury Rate (per million passengers)

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.   

Thru Mar.
CY 2010 0.06 0.15 0.10 0.19 0.22 0.20 0.10 0.11 0.17 0.11 0.18 0.00 0.10
CY 2011 0.13 0.19 0.15 0.16
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Vital Signs Report 
Performance Data (cont.)                          June 2011 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Rail Transit Facilities Occupant Injury Rate (per million passengers)*

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.   

Thru Mar.
CY 2010 1.09 2.31 0.99 0.91 1.31 1.03 0.89 1.35 0.95 1.22 1.56 1.09 1.46
CY 2011 2.00 1.81 1.17 1.66
*Includes station, escalator and parking facility customer injuries.

KPI:  MetroAccess Customer Injury Rate (per million passengers)

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.   

Thru Mar.
CY 2010 26.18 22.06 21.57 31.55 48.11 46.48 34.47 38.84 24.61 14.45 25.50 20.53 23.27
CY 2011 16.45 10.55 14.63 13.88

KPI: Employee Injury Rate (per 200,000 hours) / Target = < 5.05 injuries per 200,000 hours

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.   

Thru Mar.
CY 2010 5.18 7.94 4.03 6.38 5.79 6.82 4.39 5.72 7.76 4.59 6.36 6.24 5.72
CY 2011 6.92 5.16 5.20 5.76

KPI: Crime Rate (per million passengers) / Target = < 2,279 Part I Crimes in Calendar Year 2011

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.   

Thru Mar.
CY 2010 Metrobus 0.52      0.23      0.74      1.23      1.46      0.96      0.86      0.66      1.50      1.51      0.90      0.89        0.50        
CY 2011 Metrobus 0.86      0.31      0.95      0.71        
CY 2010 Metrorail 7.59      6.11      4.68      5.06      6.11      5.26      6.19      4.91      6.95      4.97      6.38      6.71        6.13        
CY 2011 Metrorail 6.63      4.68      3.96      5.09        
CY 2010 Parking 2.79      2.53      3.05      2.39      4.53      3.94      4.06      5.40      2.75      2.17      2.89      4.54        2.79        
CY 2011 Parking 3.06      2.50      1.78      2.45        
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Crimes by Type**

Apr-10 May-10 June-10 July-10 Aug-10 Sept-10 Oct-10 Nov-10 Dec-10 Jan-11 Feb-11 Mar-11 Avg.
Robbery 91 89 71 66 58 83 76 91 97 92 60 77 79           
Larceny 66 97 111 131 111 91 50 58 67 44 40 41 76           
Motor Vehicle Theft 9 13 13 10 18 9 17 13 10 15 5 6 12           
Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft 9 9 5 10 6 9 3 3 3 6 5 1 6             
Aggravated Assault 9 15 7 14 15 14 14 11 12 9 11 5 11           
Rape 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0             
Burglary 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0             
Homicide 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -          
Arson 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -          
Total 184      224      207      232      208      207      161      178      189      166      121      130         184         
**Monthly crime statistics can change as a result of reclassification following formal police investigation.

KPI: Metro Transit Police Arrests, Citations and Summonses

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.   

Thru Mar.
CY 2010 Arrests 142 100 201 193 193 146 234 196       178       139       113       126         148         
CY 2011 Arrests 135       142 175 151         
CY 2010 Citations/Summonses 543 295 572 559 639 647 727 644 650 611 440 379 470         
CY 2011 Citations/Summonses 433 471 580 495         

KPI: Customer Commendation Rate (per million passengers) / Target = > 10.6 per million passengers

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec
Avg.       

Thru Apr.
CY 2010 10.3 9.7 10.7 13.4 11.7 11.0 11.3 9.0 8.5 10.2 10.0 11.1 11.0
CY 2011 13.8 12.9 13.2 8.7 12.2

KPI: Customer Complaint Rate (per million passengers) / Target = < 135 complaints per million passengers

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec
Avg.       

Thru Apr.
CY 2010 119 162 140 124 136 147 150 138 129 125 128 125 136
CY 2011 130 148 128 113 130
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Metrobus Ridership (millions of unlinked trips)

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.       

Thru Apr.
CY 2010 9.6 7.1 11.0 10.8 10.3 10.5 10.4 10.6 10.5 10.6 10.1 9.0 9.6
CY 2011 9.3 9.7 11.5 10.8 10.3

Metrorail Ridership (millions of linked trips)

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.       

Thru Apr.
CY 2010 16.5 13.4 20.3 20.8 18.3 20.3 20.2 18.5 17.8 18.9 16.6 15.7 17.7
CY 2011 16.0 16.0 19.7 19.3 17.7

MetroAccess Ridership (100,000s of completed trips)

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Avg.       

Thru Apr.
CY 2010 1.91      1.36      2.32      2.22      2.08      2.15      2.03      2.06      2.03      2.08      1.96      1.95        1.95
CY 2011 1.82      1.90      2.05      1.87      1.91

Note: Targets are re-evaluated annually and based on changing operating conditions and performance.



















































 

 

 
 

AGENDA ITEM #6 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Scott Kalkwarf  
 
DATE: June 30, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Update on DRPT’s SJ 297 Study 
               

 
The first meeting of the stakeholders committee was held in Richmond on 

June 16, 2011 (an agenda and list of committee members is attached.)  
 

 Five broad themes were identified for the study: 
 

1. Stability of allocations and revenue sources (including awareness of 
DRPT’s  rules and funding priorities and criteria before applications 
are due); 

 
2. Education (advocacy); 
 
3. Performance measures (with the caution that different transit 

systems have  different objectives): 
 
4. Equity and fairness; 
 
5. Relationships (cooperation with DRPT and among transit providers). 

 
The group agreed to open meetings with some opportunity for comment by 

non-committee members.  
 
 

The phases of the study are roughly: 
 
1. May-June: Overview; 

 
2. June-July: Issue identification, inventory of needs, examination of other 

states, gathering of performance data; 



 2

 
 
3. July-October: Develop and analyze scenarios 
 

Round 1 -- Develop 12-15 scenarios 
Round 2 -- Narrow to 5 
 

4. October-December: Draft and final reports 
 
 
 

The next meeting is August 3, 2011.  
 







 

 

          AGENDA ITEM #7 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Scott Kalkwarf  
 
DATE:  June 30, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Adopted Virginia Six-Year Program for Transit.   
              
 

With final approval in June of the FY 2012-17 Six-Year Transportation Program, the 
Virginia Commonwealth Transportation Board made some changes to the previous draft.  
The effects of the changes on NVTC’s transit applications are set forth below and on the 
attached tables. 

 
The CTB refused to include local hybrid vehicles (non-transit) that had been approved 

by the Northern Virginia Transportation Authority for CMAQ funding.  The CTB liaison to 
NVTC is apparently seeking to resolve this issue with his colleagues on the CTB.  

  
 On behalf of the city of Alexandria, NVTC applied for state capital assistance for the 
purchase of alternative fuels expansion buses.  Because the local funding share was 
contingent on a new commercial real estate property tax scheduled for a vote in May 2011, 
the buses were not included in the draft program.  With the passage of an increase in the 
real estate tax by the City Council, DRPT added the buses to the final program, but only up 
to the cost of clean diesel hybrid buses.  State funding for these buses equals $1,350,000. 
 
 The final program includes an additional $4.3 million in state funding for WMATA 
capital.  This is due to an adjustment from the draft program to properly account for FY 
2011 carryover funding available for FY 2012. 
 
 An adjustment was made to the draft program to properly reflect the funding sources 
of a VRE capital item, which increases the amount of state assistance by $3 million in the 
final program.   
 

The final program includes a 1.2% increase in operating assistance for those 
systems included in the draft program.  For NVTC, this results in an additional $1.2 million 
in operating assistance. 

 
Overall, the final program includes an additional $6.8 million in funding for NVTC, 

and $3.1 million for VRE, compared to the draft program. 
 







 

 

 
 

AGENDA ITEM #8 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Scott Kalkwarf 
 
DATE: June 30, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Virginia Department of Taxation’s Administration of NVTC’s Motor Fuels 

Tax. 
              
 
 Staff will provide an update on the corrections by the Virginia Department of 
Taxation of misallocation of revenues among NVTC’s jurisdictions.  Progress in hiring a 
new senior auditor will also be reported.   





 

 

 AGENDA ITEM #9 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Adam McGavock 
 
DATE: June 30, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Regional Transportation Items 
              
 

A. BRAC Items.  
 
Staff will review any new developments as the September, 2011 D-Day approaches.  
 

B. Update on Public Transit Access to Pentagon Transit Center Bus Bays. 
 
As explained at NVTC’s June meeting, DOD officials are seeking to alter bus bay 

assignments at the Pentagon Transit Center to favor DOD shuttles based in part on a 
flawed study.  There will be no immediate response to NVTC’s letter pointing out the 
flaws because the DOD contract with Battelle (the author of the study) has lapsed.  
WMATA staff will provide to DOD in the next few days a proposed Memorandum of 
Understanding designed to clarify that WMATA has authority to determine access to the 
bus bays and layover areas.  

 
C. Dulles Rail Project. 

 
Commissioners participating in ongoing negotiations led by DOT Secretary LaHood 

will brief NVTC on progress.  
 

D. Legislative Items. 
 
Descriptions are attached from the American Public Transportation Association 

on progress in Congress regarding multi-year reauthorization of surface 
transportation programs.  

 
E. Bike Counting. 

 
An interesting description is attached of automatic bike counters deployed in 

Arlington on the Custis and Four Mile Run Trails using in-ground loop detectors and 
infrared beams.  The peak use measured on the Custis trail was almost 45,000 bike 
trips in June, 2010 and peak days of close to 2,000 trips.  Spikes occur in morning 
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and afternoon peaks indicating the trail (which parallels I-66) is a significant 
commuter route.  

 
F. Report on the VTA Conference.  

 
On June 9-10, 2011 VTA met in Portsmouth.  There were over 150 attendees.  

Among the highlights:  
 
1. Bill Euille’s term as President concluded.  The new officers are: Blacksburg 

Mayor Ron Riordan, President; Newport News Council member and HRT 
Vice-chair Dr. Patricia Woodbury, Vice-President; PRTC Executive Director Al 
Harf, Secretary; Blacksburg Transit General Manager Mike Carroll, Treasurer. 
 

2. Next year’s annual conference will be in Tysons Corner and will also feature a 
vendor exposition.  The following year the conference will be held in 
Alexandria. 

 
3. Among this area’s awardees, in addition to Senator Whipple and Supervisor 

Hudgins, were Tom Whipple (Public Service), Loudoun County Transit and 
Arlington Transit (Honorable Mentions for Outstanding Programs), Arlington 
Transit (Outstanding Marketing) and VRE (Honorable Mention in Marketing). 

 
G. Potomac Ferry Service. 

 
The attached article describes the status of a new water taxi service and 

provides comments on the possibility of future commuter services via the Potomac 
River.  

 
H. “Aging in Place, Stuck Without Options” by Transportation for America. 

 
The attached memorandum describes this recently released study in detail.  It is 

of special interest given NVTC’s previous research into public transit options for 
seniors. 

 
I. APTA’s “Savings from Using Transit”. 

 
 The American Public Transit Association publishes monthly estimates of savings 
due to using transit rather than driving a single-occupant automobile.  As part of its 
efforts to promote “National Dump the Pump” day in June, APTA emphasized an 
average savings of $10,074 annually based on the June 13th average price of gas 
nationwide ($3.70 per gallon) and the national average rate for unreserved monthly 
parking in downtown business districts ($161.56).  The attachment also shows that 
the Washington, D.C. area ranked 13th in the U.S. in savings ($10,217 annually) 
which is well above the national average.  
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J. Update on e-Buses.  
 

 Years ago NVTC struggled to procure effective electric buses for Falls Church.  
The initial idea for the project was based on the experience of Chattanooga, 
Tennessee and one of the bus manufacturing companies was located there.  The 
attached article reviews the mixed experiences of Chattanooga and others in 
procuring and operating small electric buses in today’s marketplace. 
 
The article demonstrates that NVTC’s past experience is still the norm: 
 

Electrics seem to prove the Catch 22 of technological advancement: Until 
people and entities invest in the technology enough to drive down prices and 
spur more production you don’t get reasonable repair or maintenance costs 
because each tech change faces its own steep learning curve.  
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Moran: Congress Could Support Transit Through Tax Policy
Matt Laslo

June 06, 2011 - Congress isn't likely to spend a lot on local
transportation infrastructure projects in the near term, but Northern
Virginia Congressman Jim Moran (D) says lawmakers could use tax
policy to make communities less congested.

In the D.C region, some people have the option to bypass the pump by
taking the Metro, but many don't. People are crying out for more public
transit friendly living, says Moran -- the kind you can already find in
Arlington County, in Moran's district. He wants communities across the
U.S. to look to Arlington County in his district as an example of how to
save people money.

"At the local level people understand this is a healthier, less expensive,
more rational way in which to conduct their daily lives and put together
communities," says Moran.

Moran says there may be bi-partisan support for offering tax incentives
to get developers to build condos and low income housing near public
transit hubs.

Developers have already taken note that people are flocking to these
hubs, says Moran, and he thinks Congress should help out.

"The real estate community is starting to get involved, we could start, in
response to that, putting together tax policy that gave benefits to
mortgage interests," he says. "We could do it through Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac, for housing units that were at public transit stations; that
were accessible to public transit."

Congress is looking to slash federal spending and communities across
the U.S. are still facing tight budgets, but Moran says if people demand
more livable communities they'll be surprised how local leaders will
respond.

"This is a movement that's going to have to come from the bottom up,"
he says.

Moran also says he wants to see auto insurance companies offer lower
rates to people who bike more than they drive.

Updated: Jun. 6, 2011 at 7:20 am

WAMU 88.5 News

1Share

Arlington County services like the ART Bush could serve as a model
for other parts of the county, says Congressman Jim Moran.
Courtesy of: http://www.flickr.com/photos/arlingtonva/4787390589/
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NEWS HEADLINES

Sen. Menendez, 24 Colleagues Demand Adequate Transit Funding
Sen. Robert Menendez (D-NJ), chair of the Senate Banking Subcommittee on Housing,
Transportation, and Community Development -- which holds jurisdiction over public
transportation -- was the lead signatory (supported by 24 colleagues) on a letter sent to the
Senate Finance Committee June 23 urging that public transit receive adequate resources in a
surface transportation authorization bill.  This letter seeks such funding in the face of a possible
31 percent cut by the House.

FTA Publishes Complete Listing of NOFAs in the Federal Register
FTA announced today its full schedule of Notices of Funding Availability (NOFAs).  This listing will
make transit agencies and communities aware of the entire slate of programs from which they can
choose.  Rogoff, who announced his intent to do this at APTA's recent Rail Conference, took this
step in response to suggestions from APTA members and grantees.

Millar Testifies at House T&I Hearing
APTA President William Millar testified June 22 before the full House Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee on a draft bill -- "Competition for Intercity Passenger Rail in America Act of
2011" -- introduced by Chairman John L. Mica (R-FL) and Railroads, Pipelines, and Hazardous
Waste Subcommittee Chairman Bill Shuster (R-PA).  The bill would direct Amtrak to transfer to the
DOT secretary the Northeast Corridor (NEC) rolling stock and other equipment used to provide
intercity passenger rail service on the NEC and create a competitive bidding process for the
operation and maintenance of passenger rail service, including high-speed passenger rail service
on the NEC.  The bill would also allow states, groups of states, and public agencies to solicit
competitive bids to operate intercity passenger rail service under cost share agreements with
states on routes of up to 750 miles.

Because the draft bill had been introduced only days earlier and the hearing was scheduled on
short notice, Millar explained that APTA was still reviewing the bill's impact on APTA’s diverse
member organizations.  He noted that the NEC is one of the most complex rail corridors in the
world, with an enormous number of passengers and thousands of intercity and commuter trains
using the corridor each day.  Millar expressed appreciation for the committee’s effort to encourage
the development of high-speed passenger rail on the NEC and to attract private sector investment
in the form of public-private partnerships in the provision of intercity and high-speed passenger rail
service.  He emphasized, however, that APTA does not view public-private financing as a substitute
for adequate federal investment in the nation’s transportation infrastructure and asserted that the
bill should be considered as part of a larger, well-funded six-year multimodal surface transportation
bill that provides predictable federal funding for all of the modes. 

The committee is expected to mark up the bill in July.  It could be considered as a stand alone, but
is more likely to be brought to the full House of Representatives as part of a larger, long-term
authorization bill.
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TSA's Pistole, Others Provide Testimony on Capitol Hill
At a hearing of the Senate Committee on Homeland Security & Governmental Affairs on "See
Something, Say Something, Do Something: Next Steps for Securing Rail and Transit," legislators
supported increased rail security after evidence found at Osama bin Laden’s compound showed he
was plotting terrorist attacks against U.S. passenger trains.  Transportation Security Administration
(TSA) officials testified about the steps they are taking to protect public transit passengers in the
U.S.

TSA Administrator John Pistole said: "Due to the large populations and substantial infrastructure
served by mass transit and national railroad systems, these networks remain a target for terrorist
groups.  Moreover, an open architecture connecting millions of passengers in major metropolitan
areas creates inherent potential security vulnerabilities."

DOT Secretary LaHood Announces Availability of Up to $175 Million in
'Livability' Grants
DOT Secretary Ray LaHood has announced the availability of up to $175 million in livability grants
to help urban, suburban, and rural communities develop public transportation options to better
connect people to where they live, work, and play.  With the announcement June 20 in the Federal
Register, FTA has begun accepting applications.

Tick Tock: Nomination Time is Running Out
It's not too late to submit your nominations for positions on APTA's Board of Directors and its
Executive Committee!  But it will be if you delay .........

SAVE THE DATE

Don’t miss out on APTA's next Sustainability and Public Transportation Workshop: The Value of
Sustainability: Increasing Quality, Efficiency and Community Benefits in an Ever-Changing
Environment, July 31- August 3 in Los Angeles.

Participate in L.A. County Metropolitan Transportation Authority's educational tours on Sunday
afternoon!  Hear international perspectives and learn sustainable practices, planning, operations,
and design that will add value to your organization and to your community!

The deadline for early registration has been extended to Monday, June 27.  So register today and
SAVE!  See the online preliminary program for a detailed overview of session descriptions, or
contact Rich Weaver.

IN THE MEDIA

What makes a "convenient" city?  According to Walk Score, it's a city that is both walkable and has
easy access to public transportation, which in turn means easy access to work, schools, doctors,
supermarkets, and anywhere else someone wants to go.  Based on data from Walk Score, the real
estate site Zillow, and APTA, here are America's 10 most convenient cities.

Read in the Economist how an airport light rail link made a UK traveler quite happy.

If thinking of taking the subway in Boston doesn't get your toes tapping, perhaps you should take in
“T: An MBTA Musical,’’ a scripted show opening Thursday at ImprovBoston in Cambridge.
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Behind Bars by Chris Eatough  

Counting Bikes to Plan for Bikes 
There is an old adage that says “you can’t manage 
what you don’t measure”. Arlington County planners 
are taking this to heart as they continue their work to 
make Arlington a great community for biking. 

A robust program using automated counters is being 
rolled out throughout Arlington and the data being 
gathered is already providing some interesting and 
useful information. Technology is being utilized to 
provide around the clock data that will strengthen the 
case for investment and encouragement in bicycle 
transportation, and direct efforts so that they make 
the most impact. 

Traditionally, bike trip data has come from a 
combination of manual counts and survey. Both 
methods provided limited information that was not 
particularly dependable and required a lot of 
manpower. Imagine the task of working for weeks to organize a team of volunteers, bribing them 
to commit to a full day of standing on a street corner observing activity and checking off bikes 
with a clipboard, compiling all the data, only to be frustrated by the fact that some of the 
volunteers did not follow directions and provided inaccurate data, or the whole day gets 
sabotaged by rain, making the numbers small and the counts not very useful. Similarly, survey 
results are often incomplete or skewed and are almost impossible to do in a manner that gives an 
accurate representation of reality. 

The first two automated bike and pedestrian counters in Arlington were installed in the fall of 
2009 on the Custis Trail and the Four Mile Run Trail. They use a combination of in-ground loop 
detectors and infrared beam to collect data on trail usage, both pedestrians and cyclists (ok, the 
occasional deer might get counted as a pedestrian also). There is a huge amount of data being 
collected by these counters, and it will become most useful once several years worth can be 
compared. Some early insights include: 

• People are riding bikes on these trails – lots of them! 
• People are biking on these trails to commute to and from work. 
• Many cyclists are not deterred by the cold temperatures in the winter, but rain, snow and 

ice do have a major impact on ridership. 

 



Figure 1: Bike Trips on Custis Trail 

 

Figure 1 shows the popularity of the Custis Trail, an off-street, paved multi use pathway which 
runs east-west across Arlington paralleling I-66. Over 44,000 bike trips in June of 2010, with 
peak days close to 2,000 bike trips. Imagine if all those trips were added as vehicle trips to I66 
and the other already congested roads. Biking is making a difference! 

Figure 2: A.M. and P.M. Commute Hours 

 

Figure 2 shows that the Custis Trail is being used heavily as a commuter route during the week. 
Notice the am and pm spikes, which are typical commuter travel patterns. I can verify this from 
my own observations on the Custis Trail, where I see most riders with backpacks or panniers 



during commuting hours. This sends an important message that this trail is a valuable commuting 
facility, and much more than a recreational trail where people go for some exercise and fresh air. 
This is important as facilities and projects compete for limited funding that provides 
improvements, expansion and general maintenance. 

Figure 3: Effect of Weather 

 

Figure 3 shows the effect of the weather on bike trips. Cyclists on the Custis Trail are much more 
averse to rain than to cold temperatures. This also strengthens the case for trail maintenance and 
snow clearing through the winter. If the trails are clear of snow, many people will ride despite 
the cold. A relatively small investment in clearing the trails keeps people on their bikes, which 
mean less cars on the road. 

In addition to the initial 2 counters that have been up and running since the fall of 2009, 
Arlington now has 3 more automatic counters installed on trails around the County. Even more 
are coming later this year, including counters in on-street locations that will count cyclists in bike 
lanes. This wealth of data is extremely helpful in legitimizing cycling as a valid form of 
transportation, and also in guiding the efforts of transportation planners. So the next time your 
ride in Arlington, remember – we are “counting” on you! 
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By Lori Aratani, Published: June 9

Hot coffee. Check. Gas. Check.

On a bright and sunny Wednesday morning, Washington’s newest water taxi
commuter service was ready to go.

There was just one thing missing: commuters.

For decades, regional leaders and private entrepreneurs have dreamed of
harnessing the Potomac River to relieve congested highways. But despite
hundreds of thousands of dollars spent on studies, a network of ferries and water
taxis that quickly deliver commuters from their homes to their workplaces has yet
to materialize. But that might be changing.

American River Taxi is the latest company to attempt to lure Washington area
residents out of their cars, off Metro and onto the water. After months of shuttling
baseball fans from Georgetown to Nationals Park, meeting area residents and
researching the market, the company decided to enter the commuting game. In
April, it launched an early morning water taxi service to shuttle workers from the
Southwest waterfront to Georgetown.

For $8 each way, American River Taxi whisked commuters from the waterfront to
Washington Harbour. The 30-minute ride was billed as a pleasant, relaxing
alternative that would take commuters around Hains Point and Reagan National
Airport and past several major roadways where passengers could see lines of cars
idling in traffic. The boat, painted bright taxi yellow, can accommodate 24
commuters.

But the company is struggling to make the service work. Commuters say that while they love the concept,
they’re not quite ready to make the switch.

“It was relaxing, and I was in a fantastic mood when I got to work,” said Jennifer Druliner, one of American
River Taxi’s first customers. But, ultimately, Druliner, who works at the U.S. Green Building Council, said the
water taxi wasn’t practical because it was about four times as expensive as Metro and took too much time.

That, transportation planners say, will be a challenge for companies with hopes of using the river as a
commute route.

“It’s easy for people to say they’d take it, but then they have to figure out the logistics — how they’ll get to

Will D.C. area residents commute by water? - The Washington Post http://www.washingtonpost.com/local/will-dc-area-residents-commute-b...
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the ferry and how they’ll get from the ferry to work,” said Katherine Graham, a transportation engineer with
the Virginia Department of Transportation.

Ron Kirby, director of transportation planning for the Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, said
regional leaders have talked about using the Potomac as a commuter route for decades but have never been
able to make it happen.

“It’s kind of an obvious thing to look at, because [the Potomac’s] there and there are other places that have
ferry services,” Kirby said. “But when people start looking at the details — that’s when reality starts to set
in.”

A 2009 study, funded by the Virginia Department of Transportation, estimated that it would cost nearly
$30 million to make the necessary capital improvements for a Woodbridge-to-D.C. route and about
$20 million for improvements for service that would run between Virginia and Maryland. Then there’s the
question of whether people would use such a system and whether fares could be priced to compete with other
modes of transit, Kirby said.

Officials might soon have those answers. Prince William County Supervisor Frank J. Principi
(D-Woodbridge), an enthusiastic backer of ferry service, is part of a new group of regional leaders working
with the Northern Virginia Regional Commission to study the viability of a ferry system. After a series of test
trips in 2009 to gauge travel times, Principi said, the new group decided to commission a study to determine
whether there is enough demand.

Kirby said the key to building a Potomac-based transportation system, at least initially, might be to focus on
other types of users, as Potomac Riverboat Co. has: tourists and residents looking for weekend fun.

“We have a tendency to focus on commuting because that’s the first thing we want to tackle, but commuting
is only 20 percent of the trips” people take, he said.

Kirby might be on to something.

Willem Polak, president of Potomac Riverboat Co., has built a successful business that offers water taxi
service between National Harbor and Alexandria and on several other routes along the Potomac. The service
is geared toward the leisure, business traveler and tourist market. Lately, though, Polak, who is part of the
Northern Virginia group looking into expanding commuter offerings, said he has noticed that a growing
number of commuters are riding his boats, which is why he thinks there’s a market for the service.

Despite quietly suspending its early morning service at the end of May, American River Taxi is hopeful that
the Potomac can become a viable route, said Shaun Guevarra, the company’s president. He said the company
plans to retool its efforts to make the service work.

“It’s really about changing people’s mind-set, getting them to think about the water,” Guevarra said.

Will D.C. area residents commute by water? - The Washington Post http://www.washingtonpost.com/local/will-dc-area-residents-commute-b...
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TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Adam McGavock  
 
DATE: June 30, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Transportation for America Study on Elderly Mobility 
             
 

This study examines the effects of “aging in place” on the baby boomer 
generation, and their transportation options in the future.  The study finds that the 
number of seniors with “poor access to transit” is increasing each year, and that 
the numbers will likely continue to increase beyond 2015.  The study 
recommends increased funding for transit options in areas where these seniors 
and soon-to-be seniors are currently living.  This funding could come from 
dedicated funding, increased federal investments, increased flex funds from 
highway money, and public-private partnerships.  The study also calls for state 
DOTs and MPOs to make increased efforts to involve seniors in the planning 
process for future transportation services. 
 

The main thrust of the study’s research is a geo-spatial analysis of seniors 
and transit services, to determine the level of transit service available to seniors.  
In metro areas with a population less than 250,000, poor access to transit service 
is defined as having access to less than .8 bus or transit routes (on average).  
For urbanized areas with a population between 250,000 and 1 million, poor 
access is defined as having access to fewer than 1.1 bus or transit routes.  For 
metro areas between 1 and 3 million in population, poor transit access is defined 
as having access to fewer than 1.7 bus or transit routes.  For metro areas over 3 
million in population, poor access to transit is defined as having access to less 
than 1.9 bus or transit routes.  The study made a separate definition for New 
York City, defining poor access to transit as having access to less than 11.7 bus 
or transit routes.  The fact that the study changes the definition of poor access to 
transit according to the size of the metropolitan area is understandable, given 
that a senior in a larger urban area would potentially need to travel to a more 
diverse and widespread selection of destinations, and the authors do a good job 
of explaining how these levels are determined.  However, the huge disparity 
between what the study classifies as poor transit access in New York City versus 
what is classified as poor transit access in a small city is troubling.   
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Why would a senior in New York, with access to nine bus routes and a subway 
station, be considered to have poor access to transit, while a senior in a small 
city with access to two bus routes be considered adequately served?  The 
reason for this is that the study defines poor transit access according to an 
average of availability for a given size range of urbanized areas.  New York City 
is the only city in its size range in this report.  New York City is only a relative 
term, in that areas of New York with poor transit access are only poor in 
comparison with other areas of New York City.  If the authors felt that New York 
City was so different from all other urbanized areas, in terms of the level of 
available service and the number of destinations, perhaps they should have 
excluded it from the study. 
 

In addition, the study states that the number of seniors with poor access to 
transit will likely continue to increase in 2015 and beyond.  This should not be a 
surprise to anyone.  The number (and overall percentage) of seniors in the 
United States is increasing each year.  Census projections estimate that by 2015, 
the number of persons age 65 and older in the United States will increase by 15 
percent.  By 2020, the number will increase by 35%.  Since seniors are less likely 
than other age groups to live in cities or other heavily urbanized areas, which are 
generally well-served by transit, it should not be a surprise to anyone that the 
growth in senior populations would occur in areas with poor transit access. In 
fact, researchers have been saying it for years. 
 

While this study does a good job of explaining the impending mobility 
crisis facing seniors, the report presents very little in the way of new data or new 
information. 
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driving in order to maintain their independence as 

long as possible. 

Many seniors will rely on relatives or friends to 

take them around, and a smaller number will move 

to places where services and activities are close by. 

Pedestrian-friendly streets and recreational trails 

built with seniors in mind will help older Americans 

get around safely and remain active, regardless 

of where they live. But only adequate public 

transportation services can assure that older adults 

are able to travel as often or as far as they would like, 

without worrying about inconveniencing others. 

Absent access to affordable travel options, seniors 

face isolation, a reduced quality of life and possible 

economic hardship. A 2004 study found that 

seniors age 65 and older who no longer drive make 

15 percent fewer trips to the doctor, 59 percent 

fewer trips to shop or eat out, and 65 percent fewer 

trips to visit friends and family, than drivers of the 

same age.2 A 2002 study in the American Journal 

of Public Health found that men in their early 70s 

who stop driving will need access to transportation 

alternatives, such as public transportation, for an 

average of six years; women in the same age group 

will, on average, need transportation alternatives for 

ten years.3 A 2008 survey by AARP found that 85 

percent of older Americans were either extremely 

2 Bailey, Linda (2004), “Aging Americans: Stranded 
without Options” Surface Transportation Policy Project, 
Washington, D.C.

3 Foley, Daniel, Heimovitz, Harley, Guralnik, Jack and Dwight 
Brock “Driving Life Expectancy of Persons Aged 70 Years 
and Older in the United States” American Journal of Public 
Health, August 2002, Vol 92, No. 8

The baby boom generation is the largest in U.S. 

history, with more than 77 million people born 

between 1946 and 1964.1 Baby boomers are 

also unique because they came of age during the 

unprecedented economic expansion that followed 

World War II, which helped fuel the rise of new 

suburban communities and increased reliance on 

the automobile. At the same time, the Federal 

Government initiated the largest infrastructure 

project in U.S. history with the construction 

of the Interstate Highway system. Whereas 

previous generations tended to live in close 

proximity to employment centers, new suburban 

housing developments required frequent, long-

distance trips by automobile. With the support of 

substantial federal funding, metropolitan regions 

developed vast road networks to connect people 

to employment, healthcare, recreation and friends 

and family. Automobiles became an essential 

component of daily life as opposed to a luxury.

Only a small percentage of Americans move after 

they reach retirement age, according to demographic 

researchers, meaning most will “age in place” in 

neighborhoods where daily activities require 

frequent car trips. With rising life expectancies, 

America’s largest generation will also be the oldest 

ever. Inevitably, aging experts note, a large share 

will find that their ability to navigate by vehicle 

diminishes or disappears over time. These millions 

of older adults will need affordable alternatives to 

1  Coughlin, Joseph F. (2009) “Longevity, Lifestyle, and 
Anticipating the New Demands of Aging on the 
Transportation System” Public Works Management & 
Policy Volume 13 Number 4 301-311

I. Executive Summary
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concerned or very concerned about rising fuel 

prices, leading many to look toward other forms of 

transportation or to reduce their travel.4 

Whether seniors have access to transportation 

options depends both on where in the country 

they live, as well as where they reside within 

a metropolitan region. To gauge the emerging 

transportation issues for aging Americans, 

Transportation for America commissioned the 

Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT) to 

analyze the adequacy of public transportation 

service for 241 metropolitan areas with a population 

of 65,000 or more (See the methodological 

appendix for a complete list of those metro areas 

where digitized transit data was not available at 

the time of the study). The analysis considered 

the total number of public transit lines and stops 

– bus routes and rail and ferry stations – in a given 

location, as well as the number of seniors living in 

that area in 2000, and their likely numbers in 2015. 

Within the communities examined in this report 

more than 11.5 million Americans 65 and older 

lived with “poor” transit access in 2000. If most 

seniors get their wish to “age in place,” by 2015, 

our analysis shows that this figure will increase to 

more than 15.5 million older Americans, meaning 

a substantial majority of that population will be 

faced with declining mobility options. We do not 

make specific projections beyond 2015, because 

they are less likely to be accurate. However, the 

aging in place phenomenon will continue until well 

beyond 2030, when the last baby boomer turns 65.5

4 Skufca, Laura. (2008), “Is the Cost of Gas Causing 
Americans to Use Alternative Transportation?” AARP, 
Washington, D.C.

5 United States Census Bureau, “Population under age 18 
and 65 and older: 2000, 2010, and 2030” data available at 
the http://www.census.gov/population/www/projections/
projectionsagesex.html

Defining Poor Transit Access

This report ranks metro areas by the 

percentage of seniors with poor access to 

public transportation in 2015. Poor transit 

access is defined for each metro size 

category to allow for a fair comparison 

and avoid holding small metro areas to 

the same standard for transit service and 

access as large metro areas. For a typical 

senior, poor access to transit is defined as 

the average number of bus, rail, or ferry 

routes within walking distance of their 

home. For each metro size category, poor 

access is defined as follows:  

• For a metro area with fewer than 

250,000 residents, a typical senior 

with poor transit service has 

access, on average, to less than .8 

bus, rail, or ferry routes; 

• For a metro area with between 

250,000-1 million residents, a 

typical senior with poor transit 

service has access, on average, 

to fewer than 1.1 bus, rail, or ferry 

routes; 

• For a metro area with between 

1-3 million residents, a typical 

senior with poor transit service has 

access, on average, to fewer than 

1.7 bus, rail, or ferry routes;

• For a metro area with 3 million or 

more residents, a typical senior with 

poor transit service has access, on 

average, to fewer than 1.9 bus, rail, 

or ferry routes;

• For the New York metropolitan area, 

a typical senior with poor transit 

service has access, on average, to 

fewer than 11.7 bus, rail, or ferry 

routes

http://www.census.gov/population/www/projections/projectionsagesex.html
http://www.census.gov/population/www/projections/projectionsagesex.html
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Table 1 shows the total increase in older Americans 

with poor transit access for each metropolitan size 

category. While the most significant percentage 

increase occurs in communities with fewer than 

250,000, the greatest in absolute numbers is in 

communities of 1 to 3 million. Even the New York 

metropolitan region, which has the most extensive 

transit access of any area, is estimated to add 

101,159 seniors with poor transit access by 2015. 

The demographic shifts taking place in America 

are unprecedented. In a 2003 study, Sandra 

Rosenbloom of the Brookings Institution, found 

that 79 percent of seniors age 65 and older live in 

car-dependent suburban and rural communities.6 

The growth in automobile-reliant suburban areas 

has been supported and encouraged in large measure 

by Federal investments, programs and regulations 

over the last several decades. The sheer scale of the 

transportation challenges presented by the aging of 

our largest demographic cohort requires a national 

response, particularly given the fiscal constraints 

facing local communities. Federal leadership and 

6 Rosenbloom, Sandra (2003) “The Mobility Needs of Older 
Americans: Implications for Transportation Reauthorization” 
Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C.

investment in a variety of transportation projects 

and programs will be essential to help communities 

provide for the mobility needs of an aging America.

The current drafting of the next transportation bill 

provides Congress an historic opportunity to ensure 

that older Americans are not stranded without 

adequate and affordable travel options. As Congress 

rewrites and updates surface transportation 

programs this year, decision-makers should ensure 

the legislation includes the following:

• Increased dedicated funding for a variety 

of forms of public transportation such as 

buses, trains, vanpools, specialized transit and 

ridesharing – including support for operations 

and maintenance for services essential to 

seniors in both urban and rural areas.

• Transit should continue to receive funding 

from federal motor fuel receipts deposited 

into the Highway Trust Fund, and public 

transportation should receive a fair share of any 

new revenues. 

Metropolitan Size  
Category

Number of Seniors  
65 + with Poor Transit  

Access in 2000

Number of Seniors  
65-79 with Poor Transit 

Access in 2015

Increase from 
2000 to 2015

Less than 250,000 1,017,080 1,343,056 325,976

250k to 1 million 3,076,054 3,907,936 831,912

1 to 3 million 4,536,571 6,041,513 1,504,942

3 Million or more 2,450,143 3,685,341 1,235,198

New York, NY 461,305 562,464 101,159

Table 1: 
Number of Seniors with Poor Transit Access by Metro Size Category
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• Provides funding and incentives for transit 

operators, nonprofit organizations, and local 

communities to engage in innovative practices 

such as coordination among existing programs 

and services, public-private partnerships, 

expansion of outreach and education programs 

for seniors, and the wider deployment of 

“intelligent transportation” technology that has 

the ability to help make transport systems more 

efficient and customer-friendly.

• Encourages state departments of transportation, 

metropolitan planning organizations, and 

transit operators to involve seniors and 

community stakeholders in developing plans 

for meeting the mobility needs of older adults. 

• Ensures that state departments of transportation 

retain current authority under federal law 

to “flex” a portion of their highway funds for 

transit projects and programs. This flexibility 

is essential for states to respond to their unique 

transportation needs and avoids locking 

them into “one-size-fits-all” expenditure 

requirements. 

• Includes a “complete streets” policy to ensure 

that streets and intersections around transit 

stops are safe and inviting for persons of all ages 

and abilities.

The federal government must take the lead 

in spurring innovation and coordination and 

providing some of the financial resources necessary 

to meet the mobility needs of older Americans. 

Failure to act quickly will lock in a future that leaves 

millions of seniors isolated and without options. 

Most importantly, 

addressing the needs 

of older adults through 

increased transportation 

options will result in 

greater opportunity and 

access for all Americans. 
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 Despite Dip in Gas Prices, Individuals Continue to Save Big By Taking Public Transportation 
 Savings of more than $10,000 a year on display during National Dump the Pump Day June 16 

Washington, DC- Despite a recent dip in gas prices, individuals continue to rack up big savings by simply riding public transportation. For instance,
riding public  transportation saves  individuals, on average, $10,074 annually and $840 per month according to the American Public  Transportation
Association’s (APTA) Transit Savings Report which bases these savings on the June 13, 2011 average national gas price ($3.70 per gallon-reported by
AAA) and the national unreserved monthly parking rate. Gas prices are a dollar higher per gallon compared to this time last year.

These savings will be on full display as Americans across the country participate in the sixth annual National Dump the Pump Day this Thursday June
16. APTA, in partnership with the Sierra Club and the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), are sponsoring National Dump the Pump Day to
encourage people to save money by parking the car and using public transportation instead. In addition, the groups are reminding individuals that taking
public transit helps the environment and reduces our country’s dependence on oil.

Public transportation systems from across the country – from Alaska to Florida to Chicago – have signed up to participate in National Dump the Pump
Day. Some public transportation systems are offering free rides, holding contest and giveaways, and spreading the word through social media.

“High gas prices are still straining American's daily travel budget,” states APTA President William Millar. “Dump the Pump Day is the perfect time for
individuals to try public transit to beat the high gas prices. You will be joining millions of American who will also be helping out the planet by reducing
our dependence on oil.”

APTA releases  this  monthly  Transit  Savings  Report  to  examine  how an individual  in a  two-person household  can save  money by taking public
transportation and living with one less car.

The national average for a monthly unreserved parking space in a downtown business district is $161.56, according to the 2010 Colliers International
Parking Rate Study. Over the course of a year, parking costs for a vehicle can amount to an average of $1,939.

The top 20 cities with the highest transit ridership are ranked in order of their transit savings based on the purchase of a monthly public transit pass and
factoring in local gas prices for June 13, 2011 and the local monthly unreserved parking rate.*

Top Twenty Cities – Transit Savings Report
City Annual Savings Monthly Savings

1 New York $1,218 $14,619

2 Boston $1,119 $13,431

3 San Francisco $1,097 $13,163

4 Chicago $1,020 $12,238

5 Seattle $991 $11,893

6 Philadelphia $976 $11,709

7 Honolulu $943 $11,312

8 Los Angeles $901 $10,817

9 Minneapolis $883 $10,595

10 San Diego $872 $10,460

11 Denver $867 $10,406

12 Portland $865 $10,378

13 Washington, DC $851 $10,217

Despite Dip in Gas Prices, Individuals Continue to Save Big By Taking Pu... http://www.apta.com/mediacenter/pressreleases/2011/Pages/111306_Tran...
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14 Baltimore $846 $10,150

15 Cleveland $845 $10,135

16 Miami $828 $9,941

17 Pittsburgh $799 $9,583

18 Dallas $788 $9,460

19 Atlanta $786 $9,428

20 Las Vegas $773 $9280

*Based on gasoline prices as reported by AAA on 6/13/11.

Methodology
APTA calculates the average cost of taking public transit by determining the average monthly transit pass of local public transit agencies across the
country.  This  information is  based on the annual APTA fare  collection survey and is  weighted based on ridership (unlinked passenger trips).  The
assumption is  that a person making a switch to public transportation would likely purchase an unlimited pass on the local transit agency, typically
available on a monthly basis.

APTA then compares the average monthly transit fare to the average cost of driving. The cost of driving is calculated using the 2011 AAA average cost
of driving formula. AAA cost of driving formula is based on variable costs and fixed costs. The variable costs include the cost of gas, maintenance and
tires.  The fixed costs  include insurance, license registration, depreciation and finance charges.  The comparison also uses  the average mileage of a
mid-size auto at 23.4 miles per gallon and the price for self-serve regular unleaded gasoline as recorded by AAA on June 13, 2011 at $3.703 per gallon.
The analysis also assumes that a person will drive an average of 15,000 miles per year. The savings assume a person in two-person household lives with
one less car.

In determining the cost of parking, APTA uses the data from the 2010 Colliers International Parking Rate Study for monthly unreserved parking rates for
the United States.

To calculate your individual savings with or without car ownership, go to www.publictransportation.org.

# # #

The American Public Transportation Association (APTA) is a nonprofit international association of 1,500 public and private member organizations,
engaged in the areas of bus, paratransit, light rail, commuter rail, subways, waterborne services, and intercity and high-speed rail. This includes:
transit systems; planning, design, construction, and finance firms; product and service providers; academic institutions; transit associations and state
departments of transportation. More than 90 percent of the people using public transportation in the United States and Canada are served by APTA
member systems.

Despite Dip in Gas Prices, Individuals Continue to Save Big By Taking Pu... http://www.apta.com/mediacenter/pressreleases/2011/Pages/111306_Tran...
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Pardon me boy, 
is that the  
Chattanooga 
e-bus?

RANDY SALZMAN traveled to Tennessee to hitch a ride 
on a fleet of electric buses in a city more famous for 
one of its trains (albeit a fictional one)
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The elderly man in a baseball cap climbs onto the 
free downtown shuttle and hugs the female driver. 
“When did they give you your driver’s license back, 
Johnnie?” he chuckles over her big smile and winks 
at the half dozen passengers.

“Aren’t you going to tell the visitors about Chattanooga, 
Johnnie?” one of them shouts over the whine of the electric 
engine as Johnnie Nance turns onto the Market Street Bridge.  

This time she responds in a soft Southern accent: “Why ya’ll 
trying to make more work for me?”  After another massive 
smile in the rearview mirror, aided by an expressive right hand, 
she continues:  “If ya’ll are new to ‘Nooga, you might try Aretha 
Frankenstein’s restaurant ova’ here on the North Shore. Ya’ll 
gotta walk a ways up Tremont Street after I let you off, but the 
pancakes are this, I mean it, this thick.” 

There are two inches between Johnnie’s bright red fi ngernails 
as she laughs again, a ‘one of the family’ tour guide in the form of 
a driver in the second-oldest electric bus system in the country. 
At any given time there are fi ve or six 22-seat electric shuttles 
plying downtown Chattanooga, Tennessee but Johnnie’s is the 
only trolley which crosses the Tennessee River and invades an 

area that sprang to life after the Walnut Street Bridge (pictured) 
was turned over to pedestrians and bicyclists a decade ago. 

 
Charm offensive
The little non-polluting peoplemovers on the main Broad Street 
line arrive every fi ve minutes at 20 stops between the famous 
Chattanooga Choo Choo (now a hotel) and the Tennessee 
Aquarium.  These electric trolleys indicating both the potential 
and limits of all-electric transportation in America - have become 
tourist attractions themselves. Driver Linda Rodriquez, for 
example, pitches free hot dogs at the nearby Community Center 
on a sunny September Friday.  “What other city in the world let’s 
you ride for free, then feeds you lunch too,” the Hawaiian-born 
driver laughs between telling every single rider to “have a nice 
weekend.”

It’s the best of Southern charm, matched with hard-headed 
realism and the “good-old-boy” love of a bargain, plus the sur-
prising desire to be ahead of the environmental game. This is the 
heart of the American South we’re talking about; an area well-
known for skepticism over global warming and a town presently 
luring a Volkswagen assembly line. Even Al Gore didn’t carry his 



home state in the 2000 election.  But 40 years ago the air nes-
tled under the famous Civil War Battlefields of Lookout Moun-
tain and Missionary Ridge was bad enough to “eat the paint off 
your auto,” as Chattanooga Area Regional Transportation 
Authority electrical foreman Cliff Lowrance puts it, and city 
fathers decided that revitalizing downtown included revitalizing 
transportation. 

Though Chattanooga tip-toed into electric with two “night-
mare” buses in 1992, the city did what most don’t. CARTA sep-
arated electric staffing, routing, maintenance and warehousing 
from its diesel programs and, most importantly, never expected 
the electrics to compete with the 45-mph speeds of suburban 
routes. Instead, the downtown trolleys average less than 13 mph 
as behind Lowrance and Tom Dugan, executive director of 
CARTA, the city began keeping an eye out for the first genera-
tion of electrical refuse.

Sale of the century
Many city political administrations from Savannah to Sacra-
mento had gone “green” in the wake of the early 1990s Earth 
Days and bought electric, or electric hybrid, buses but then 
found untrained and unimpressed maintenance staffs unable to 
keep the one or two electrics on regular routes. A few years 
later, those cities quietly put rarely used units on the market and 
Chattanooga picked them up for “pennies on the hundreds of 
dollars.” 

Today, CARTA has 15 electric vehicles, all with two complete 
sets of lead-acid batteries and some with three. None of Chat-
tanooga’s electrics are less than 13 years old, almost double the 
age that the Federal Transit Authority would have put the eBuses 
out to pasture, yet all but one can handle the 3.5 mile loop for 
six-to-eight hours daily.

The FTA seeks a 20 per cent “spare ratio” to ensure any city 
transit system can handle emergencies but has “pretty much 
looked the other way,” according to Dugan, because Chat-
tanooga was buying US$160,000 vehicles sometimes for less 
than US$1,000. Even today, with cities across 
America seeking stimulus sustainability dol-
lars, used 2004-08 electric trolleys can be 
had for under US$25,000.

“We tell (other transit) people who call 
that you’ve got to have local money, local 
commitment,” Dugan says. “You can buy the 
buses with grant money but you can’t operate them. Sure, our 
council likes the shuttle but transit in Chattanooga is not going 
to be in the top 10 of what a councilman is going to worry about. 
If you’re an elected official with the nation’s extreme financial 
problems today, you’re worried about the basics - police, fire, 
storm run-off.”

Cliff Lowrance (pictured far right) is even more succinct: “If 
you’re in transit and you want to keep your job, don’t put all 
your eggs in the electric basket. An all-electric bus can do what 
we do but if you’re running suburban commuter routes, an all-
electric system would be a gamble. It really would.”

After spending 18 years repairing diesels, Lowrance took 
over the electrics and over another 18 years has all-but built, 
and certainly rebuilt, everything from suspensions and steering 
to recycling batteries and DC-AC inversions. One thing that 
many forget, he says, is that computer engineers over-design 
features which not only cost more but also flummox the guy 
with the wrench.  Simple relay logic, instead of all the bells and 
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“Electrics seem to 
prove the Catch 22 
of technological 
advancement”

whistles that computers can produce but are rarely, if ever, used, 
allows for fast turnaround when anything breaks. 

A certain ratio
Almost to underline the concept, in September Colorado’s  
Proterra unveiled a new, fully electric passenger bus with a 

“first-of-its-kind fast charge system” utilizing 
“nanotechnology-based lithium batteries” 
which can be recharged at bus stops in 10 
minutes.  Remove the batteries before charg-
ing, Lowrance warns however, because that 
forces staff to visually inspect them and pre-
vents fire and potential liability problems if, 

as sometimes happens, a battery explodes.  It takes about 15 
minutes for Chattanooga to change a shuttle’s batteries but 
they rarely do under any time pressure because of the city’s 20 
per cent spare ratio.

“Bus companies can’t afford computer programmers and we 
can’t afford to send guys to college for a degree to work on our 
buses,” Lowrance says. “We’ve had enough of these LEDS flash-
ing everywhere. It’s overwhelming when you’re trying to trou-
ble-shoot. Why complicate something when you don’t even save 
money?”

At US$1.2m, each Proterra “Ecoliner” at Foothill Transit near 
Los Angeles costs almost double the conventional diesel or 
electric-diesel hybrid but, over its lifetime, Proterra estimates as 
much as US$430,000 in fuel savings for the full-size bus. Another 
company, eBus, used to sell 22-seat electrics but now, for about 
US$350,000, primarily refurbishes diesels into electric or fuel-
cell hybrids or provides electric propulsion systems for other 
manufacturers. Both new eBus propulsion and the Proterra 



need fast chargers along routes to keep battery power high.  
But every single regeneration decreases the life of new batter-
ies. That, plus high maintenance costs, lead to the removal of the 
last diesel-electric hybrid from Coral Gables Florida’s trolley 
line in December 2009. In the mid-2000s, the city had five new 
electric-hybrids plying its downtown route but gradually began 
replacing them with diesels as the Nickel Cadmium batteries 
went down and the diesel turbines began running almost  
constantly.

“What happens at the end of the life-cycle?” Steve Riley, Coral 
Gables automotive manager, asks. “What’s the cost of maintain-
ing them once the warranty runs out? You just can’t put a bus in 
a situation [6am to 9pm] where the batteries are in a constant 
state of charge and recharge all day long.  A fast charge degrades 
the batteries that much faster.”

“Everything was very sophisticated in our hybrids,” Riley con-
tinues. “The unique things that go, the programming, the soft-
ware, the diagnostics and then you’re looking at US$50,000 in 
battery replacement, US$40,000 for a turbine and US$13,000 
for the controllers. Ever seen the back of the [hybrid] bus?  
There are racks and racks of computers, boxes and wires.  It’s 
packed with electronics and all those electronics are inside the 
engine compartment, exposed to the heat.”

Building a charge
Andy Eklov, owner of eBus, now uses lithium-titanate batteries 
in eBus products and notes that his supplier promises 20,000 
charges, needed, he says, when day to day the batteries will be 
charged as often as 16 times. 

“This is a breakthrough development which makes the whole 
(electric) concept a lot more viable,” Eklov says. “We’ve been at 
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this a dozen years and everything today has an emphasis on fast 
(inside-the-vehicle) charging.”

Foothill Transit has federal stimulus funding in place for nine 
more of Proterra’s 35-foot buses and hopes to convert Route 
291, from Pomona to Pasadena, into an all-electric commute 
line.  “We’re going to run them like workhorses,” Foothill oper-
ations director George Karbowski told the press.

The Chattanooga experience, however, implies that electrics 
may not stand up to the day-to-day, high-speed and often  
24-hour pounding of a normal commute line.  As Eklov points 
out, nobody knows if any new battery will ever take those 
promised 20,000 charges simply because it takes years for that 
kind of testing.  And, as CARTA’s Dugan notes, unless a city has 
its own operations funding in place, the “wave of the future” may 
disappear soon after the grant dollars are gone.

Electrics seem to prove the Catch 22 of technological 
advancement: until people and entities invest in the technology 
enough to drive down prices and spur mass production you 
don’t get reasonable repair or maintenance costs because each 
tech change faces its own steep learning curve. Meanwhile, 
when you keep investing in research and development without 
proven results you get stuck in the “technological trap” that 
ensures expensive new technology will always sound better. 

Eventually, however, reality hits home and you often fall back 
on the tried and true.  And the tried and true in the bus world is 
diesel. Consequently, with dozens of transit systems seeking 
federal stimulus dollars earmarked for sustainability today, 
good-old-boys like Cliff Lowrance might soon be picking up 
used eBuses and batteries for “pennies on the millions - rather 
than the hundreds - of dollars.” TH

salz@rocketmail.com

Electric Vehicles
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
G&A BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT

May 2011
 

Current Year Annual Balance Balance
Month To Date Budget Available %

Personnel Costs
Salaries 51,522.80$            611,004.17$    737,900.00$    126,895.83$    17.2%
Temporary Employee Services -                        -                   -                   -                   
       Total Personnel Costs 51,522.80              611,004.17      737,900.00      126,895.83      17.2%

Benefits
Employer's Contributions:
FICA 3,523.90                40,367.17        52,400.00        12,032.83        23.0%
Group Health Insurance 6,474.15                64,871.41        80,200.00        15,328.59        19.1%
Retirement 5,240.00                59,940.00        73,700.00        13,760.00        18.7%
Workmans & Unemployment Compensation 93.75                     1,524.04          2,950.00          1,425.96          48.3%
Life Insurance 301.32                   3,291.32          4,300.00          1,008.68          23.5%
Long Term Disability Insurance 252.81                   3,033.72          3,950.00          916.28             23.2%
       Total Benefit Costs 15,885.93              173,027.66      217,500.00      44,472.34        20.4%

Administrative Costs 
Commissioners Per Diem 1,550.00                15,900.00        16,850.00        950.00             5.6%

Rents: 49,838.85             150,947.25      182,180.00      31,232.75        17.1%
     Office Rent (see note) 49,112.85              142,539.45      170,980.00      28,440.55        16.6%
     Parking 726.00                   8,407.80          11,200.00        2,792.20          24.9%

Insurance: 1,194.57               4,339.92          4,100.00          (239.92)           -5.9%
     Public Official Bonds 900.00                   2,300.00          2,300.00          -                   0.0%
     Liability and Property 294.57                   2,039.92          1,800.00          (239.92)            -13.3%

Travel: 821.17                  3,721.04          6,300.00          2,578.96          40.9%
     Conference Registration -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
     Conference Travel -                        367.04             2,000.00          1,632.96          81.6%
     Local Meetings & Related Expenses 821.17                   3,257.00          4,000.00          743.00             18.6%
     Training & Professional Development -                        97.00               300.00             203.00             67.7%

Communication: 456.34                  7,819.33          10,200.00        2,380.67          23.3%
     Postage (9.50)                     2,339.43          4,000.00          1,660.57          41.5%
     Telecommunication 465.84                   5,479.90          6,200.00          720.10             11.6%

Publications & Supplies 466.28                  11,664.68        13,500.00        1,835.32          13.6%
     Office Supplies -                        3,510.79          3,000.00          (510.79)            -17.0%
     Duplication 466.28                   7,753.89          10,000.00        2,246.11          22.5%
     Public Information -                        400.00             500.00             100.00             20.0%

Note - furniture capital outlay and other moving costs funded through rent abatement charged to office rent line.
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
G&A BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT

May 2011
 

Current Year Annual Balance Balance
Month To Date Budget Available %

Operations: 387.00                  3,518.16          8,000.00          4,481.84          56.0%
     Furniture and Equipment -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
     Repairs and Maintenance -                        -                   1,000.00          1,000.00          100.0%
     Computers 387.00                   3,518.16          7,000.00          3,481.84          49.7%

Other General and Administrative 216.11                  3,487.23          5,350.00          2,151.65          40.2%
     Subscriptions -                        288.88             -                   -                   0.0%
     Memberships -                        305.00             1,300.00          995.00             76.5%
     Fees and Miscellaneous 216.11                   2,628.99          2,950.00          321.01             10.9%
     Advertising (Personnel/Procurement) -                        264.36             1,100.00          835.64             76.0%
       Total Administrative Costs 54,930.32              201,397.61      246,480.00      45,371.27        18.4%

Contracting Services
Auditing -                        12,320.00        20,000.00        7,680.00          38.4%
Consultants - Technical -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
Legal -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
       Total Contract Services -                        12,320.00        20,000.00        7,680.00          38.4%

          Total Gross G&A Expenses 122,339.05$          997,749.44$    1,221,880.00$ 224,419.44$    18.4%
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NVTC
RECEIPTS and DISBURSEMENTS
May, 2011

Payer/ Wachovia Wachovia VA LGIP
Date Payee  Purpose (Checking) (Savings) G&A / Project Trusts

RECEIPTS
5 DRPT Capital grants receipts, VRE 16,780.00$          
6 DRPT Capital grants receipts, VRE 111,740.00          

16 DRPT NVTA update grant receipt 4,962.00              
16 DRPT Capital grants receipts, VRE 363,524.00          
17 DRPT Operating assistance grant receipt 4,269,756.00         
17 Dept. of Taxation Motor Vehicle Fuels Sales tax receipt 4,120,085.80         
18 VRE Staff support 6,234.23                
20 DRPT Capital grants receipts 462,186.00            
25 DRPT Vanpool project grant receipt 1,832.00              
26 FTA Vanpool project grant receipt 7,328.00              
27 DRPT NVTA update grant receipt 15,746.00            
31 DRPT Capital grants receipts 144,778.00          
31 DRPT Capital grants receipts, VRE 71,529.00            
31 Banks Interest earnings 7.49                       17.45                   15,698.65              

-                        6,241.72                738,236.45          8,867,726.45         

DISBURSEMENTS
1-31 Various G&A expenses (69,503.23)            

5 VRE Capital grants receipts (16,780.00)           
5 City of Fairfax Other operating (126,058.73)           
6 VRE Capital grants receipts (111,740.00)         

16 VRE Capital grants receipts (363,524.00)         
17 Cambridge Consulting - NVTA update (4,961.61)              
26 VHB Consulting - Vanpool project (9,159.50)              
26 Stantec Consulting - Bus data project (15,760.78)            
26 Cambridge Consulting - NVTA update (15,746.16)            
31 VRE Capital grants receipts (71,529.00)           
31 Wachovia Bank Service fees (51.69)                   (12.00)                    

(115,182.97)          (12.00)                    (563,573.00)         (126,058.73)           

TRANSFERS
20 Transfer From LGIP to checking 100,000.00           (100,000.00)         
26 Transfer From LGIP to LGIP (bus data project) 15,760.78            (15,760.78)             

100,000.00           -                         (84,239.22)           (15,760.78)             

NET INCREASE (DECREASE) FOR MONTH (15,182.97)$          6,229.72$              90,424.23$          8,725,906.94$       
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NVTC
INVESTMENT REPORT

May, 2011

Balance Increase Balance NVTC Jurisdictions Loudoun
Type Rate 4/30/2011 (Decrease) 5/31/2011 G&A/Project Trust Fund Trust Fund

Cash Deposits

Wachovia:  NVTC Checking    N/A 73,188.88$            (15,182.97)$              58,005.91$           58,005.91$             -$                           -$                       

Wachovia:  NVTC Savings 0.050% 168,444.75            6,229.72                   174,674.47           174,674.47             -                             -                         
  

Investments - State Pool

Bank of America - LGIP 0.140% 126,082,311.79     8,816,331.17            134,898,642.96    117,485.56             117,262,802.63         17,518,354.77        

126,323,945.42$  8,897,802.15$         135,131,323.34$ 350,165.94$          117,262,802.63$      17,518,354.77$     
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
ALL JURISDICTIONS

FISCAL YEARS 2008-2011
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
FAIRFAX COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2008-2011
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA

FISCAL YEARS 2008-2011
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
ARLINGTON COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2008-2011
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF FAIRFAX

FISCAL YEARS 2008-2011
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF FALLS CHURCH
FISCAL YEARS 2008-2011
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
LOUDOUN COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2008-2011
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION  
Washington Metro Could Benefit from Clarified Board 
Roles and Responsibilities, Improved Strategic 
Planning 

Why GAO Did This Study 

The Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority’s (WMATA) public 
rail transit and bus systems are vital 
to the national capital region. 
However, the 35-year-old rail system 
has experienced safety and reliability 
problems, including fatal accidents. A 
16-member board of directors 
governs WMATA, setting policies and 
providing oversight. Recent reports 
have noted weaknesses in WMATA’s 
governance structure and 
recommended changing it. GAO 
assessed WMATA’s governance in 
terms of the board’s roles and 
responsibilities, oversight, and 
strategic planning. To do so, GAO 
compiled leading practices from 
previous GAO work on public and 
private sector governance, non-GAO 
transit governance studies, and 
strategic planning standards; then 
compared WMATA’s approach to 
those practices. GAO also spoke with 
six transit agencies selected based on 
board composition and ridership, 
among other things.  

What GAO Recommends 

GAO recommends among other 
things that the WMATA board of 
directors follow through with its 
efforts to clarify the roles and 
responsibilities of the board; conduct 
a regular self-assessment of the 
board’s effectiveness; and improve its 
strategic planning process by actions 
such as increasing the board’s 
involvement in the process and 
updating the agency’s performance 
metrics. WMATA reviewed a draft of 
this report and noted that it has taken 
recent actions that begin to address 
some issues covered in this report. 

What GAO Found 

Although some requirements and guidance for board roles and responsibilities 
are provided in the WMATA compact and board procedures, WMATA board 
members, officials, and other stakeholders have reported that sometimes the 
board focuses on management’s day-to-day responsibilities rather than higher 
level board responsibilities such as oversight and strategic planning.  This 
focus may have resulted from, for example, inadequate delineation and 
documentation of the board’s responsibilities as well as inadequate 
communication among board members. In addition, while leading governance 
practices state that effective transit boards monitor the effectiveness of the 
board’s organization, structure, and functioning through a regular board self-
assessment, WMATA’s board does not do so. As a result, the board lacks a key 
mechanism for regular, ongoing measurement of its performance. In April 
2011, the board released draft bylaws that clarify the roles and responsibilities 
for the board and propose that the board chair coordinate a board self-
evaluation. These draft bylaws represent a good first step toward addressing 
some of the concerns discussed in this report but will need to be adopted and 
then effectively implemented to achieve their desired effect. 
 
The board’s oversight role is supported by the board’s committee structure, 
which provides a communication channel for information to reach the board. 
Past board practices such as infrequent meetings of the Audit and 
Investigations Subcommittee and the lack of routine briefings on outside 
safety recommendations may have impaired the ability of the board to use 
information about areas in need of improvement regarding the operations and 
finances of the agency. However, given the variety in other transit agencies’ 
practices and the lack of clear criteria on how often audit committees should 
meet, there is no clear standard against which to measure WMATA’s practices. 
The board’s draft bylaws propose changes to the organization of the board’s 
committee structure. 
 
WMATA has developed elements of strategic planning over the past 4 years, 
but the agency’s board and management could enhance their strategic focus 
and long-term planning processes to improve performance. WMATA 
acknowledged several failed past efforts at strategic planning. WMATA 
officials said that prior attempts failed due to a lack of management support, 
employee buy-in, and specific actions to execute the plans; and a focus on 
tactical versus strategic decision making. WMATA management has developed 
several elements of strategic planning, such as a mission statement, goals, 
objectives, and strategies. However, the agency’s strategic planning process 
could benefit from more board and stakeholder involvement, internal and 
external environmental assessments, longer time frames, program 
evaluations, and updated performance metrics. In June 2011, the board 
launched an effort to overhaul its strategic planning process. 

View GAO-11-660 or key components. 
For more information, contact David Wise at 
(202) 512-2834 or wised@gao.gov. 
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United States Government Accountability Office

Washington, DC 20548 

June 30, 2011 

The Honorable Patty Murray 
Chair 
Subcommittee on Transportation, Housing and Urban 
    Development, and Related Agencies 
Committee on Appropriations 
United States Senate 

The Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski 
United States Senate 

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority’s (WMATA) public 
rail transit and bus systems are vital to meeting the transportation needs of 
the national capital region, accounting for nearly 1.2 million passenger 
trips per weekday. However, WMATA’s public rail transit system is 35 
years old and has experienced problems related to the safety and 
reliability of its services, including fatal accidents, equipment breakdowns, 
delays in scheduled service, crowding on trains, and tunnel fires.1 In 
addition, the agency faces challenges in maintaining the aging system 
while expanding the system to Dulles International Airport, adding 23 
miles and additional riders to the rail transit system.2 In 2008, WMATA 
estimated that it had about $11 billion worth of capital needs over 10 
years, or $1.1 billion per year; its capital budget for fiscal year 2011 is 
$712.3 million. The agency annually weighs decisions to bridge gaps in its 
operating budget by raising fares, cutting service, or requesting additional 
contributions from its member jurisdictions. 

WMATA is an interstate compact agency,3 governed by a 16-member board 
of directors appointed by its four funding jurisdictions—the federal 

                                                                                                                                    
1The most recent fatal accident occurred on June 22, 2009, when two WMATA trains 
collided resulting in nine deaths and 52 injuries. 

2The Metropolitan Washington Airports Authority is constructing the project. WMATA will 
operate trains on the extension when it is complete. 

3Interstate compacts are legal agreements between two or more states that are designed to 
resolve problems or concerns that transcend state lines. Such compacts enable states to 
act jointly and collectively to devise solutions for matters that are beyond the authority of 
an individual state but which are not within the immediate purview of the federal 
government or easily resolved through a purely federal response. 
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government, Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia.4 The board 
sets policies and oversees all of WMATA’s activities, including capital and 
operating budgeting, system development and expansion, safety, and 
procurement. In 2010, two reports concluded that weaknesses in 
WMATA’s governance contributed to the safety and operational reliability 
challenges facing the transit system and recommended changes to 
WMATA’s governance structure.5 Our objective was to assess WMATA’s 
governance in terms of the board’s roles and responsibilities, oversight, 
strategic planning, and governance structure, and identify changes, if any, 
that should be made. Specifically, we addressed the following question: 
How do roles and responsibilities, oversight, and strategic planning 
elements of WMATA’s practices align with leading governance practices? 
In addition, we provide information on the appointment of federal 
members to WMATA’s board by the General Services Administration 
(GSA). 

In conducting our work, we focused on WMATA’s governance in terms of 
the board’s structure, communication, policies, practices, and 
documentation relating to its oversight of management and 
implementation of its organizational mission. We analyzed management’s 
role in certain areas, such as strategic planning; however, we did not fully 
assess the adequacy of management’s role in effectively operating the 
agency. 

To determine relevant governance practices, we compiled practices from 
several sources, including those practices used in previous GAO work on 
public and private sector governance and non-GAO studies, reports, and 
recommendations concerning the governance of transit agencies, other 
similar organizations, and corporations. Additionally, we incorporated 
strategic planning practices from the Transit Cooperative Research 
Program, previous GAO work, and other sources as appropriate. (For a 

                                                                                                                                    
4As of May 2011, 14 members (8 voting members and 6 alternates) had been appointed to 
the board.  Two alternate positions—one from the federal government and one from the 
District of Columbia—are unfilled. 

5Greater Washington Board of Trade and Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments, Moving Metro Forward: Report of the Joint WMATA Governance Review 

Task Force (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 17, 2010) and Riders’ Advisory Council, Report on 

Governance of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (Washington, D.C.: 
Dec. 1, 2010). The Riders’ Advisory Council is a 21-member council established by 
WMATA’s board in 2005 to advise the board on ridership issues concerning WMATA 
service. 
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full list of sources, see app. I.) We then consolidated and categorized 
leading governance practices and recommendations along similar themes, 
such as structure, oversight, and strategic planning. 

To determine how WMATA’s practices align with these leading governance 
practices, we reviewed and compared elements of the composition and 
structure of the WMATA board and senior management, communication 
between the board and management, policies and other documentation in 
place to guide WMATA’s practices, and WMATA’s internal and external 
oversight practices to the leading governance and strategic planning 
practices that we identified. We conducted semistructured interviews with 
WMATA senior management, current board members, local jurisdictions, 
oversight agencies, and other groups conducting governance reviews. In 
addition, we conducted semistructured interviews with officials from 
transit agencies in Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, New York, Philadelphia, and 
San Francisco. Respectively, we spoke with the Metropolitan Atlanta 
Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA), Massachusetts Bay Transportation 
Authority (MBTA), Chicago Transit Authority (CTA), Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA), Southeastern Pennsylvania 
Transportation Authority (SEPTA), and Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART). 
We chose these transit agencies based on similarities to WMATA along 
many characteristics, including size and makeup of the board, annual 
ridership, services provided, budget issues, and complexity of the service 
area. 

We conducted interviews with GSA concerning the appointment of federal 
members to WMATA’s board. Appendix I contains a more complete 
description of our scope and methodology. 

We conducted this performance audit from September 2010 to June 2011 
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that 
the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

 
WMATA began rail operations in 1976. As of 2011, it operates the nation’s 
second largest rail transit system and sixth largest bus system. WMATA 
provides service in the District of Columbia, suburban Maryland, and 
Northern Virginia. In fiscal year 2011, WMATA based its budget on a 
projected ridership on its rail transit and bus systems of 346 million trips. 

Background 
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The rail transit system consists of 106.3 route miles and 86 passenger 
stations and a fleet of over 1,100 rail cars. A planned expansion of the rail 
transit system will add 11 stations and extend the system 23 miles in 
Northern Virginia, providing service to Dulles International Airport and 
Loudoun County, Virginia. (Figure 1 shows WMATA’s rail transit route 
system and proposed fiscal year 2011 jurisdictional subsidies.) WMATA’s 
Metrobus service operates 320 routes on 135 lines throughout the Metro 
region, utilizing 12,000 bus stops and 2,398 shelters. In addition, WMATA 
offers a shared-ride, door-to-door paratransit service for people whose 
disability prevents them from using bus or rail transit. The paratransit 
system operates a fleet of over 600 vehicles and is expected to provide 2.7 
million passenger trips in fiscal year 2011. WMATA is also the single 
largest escalator/elevator operator in North America operating 589 
escalators and 271 elevators. 

WMATA’s funding comes from rider fares and parking and a variety of 
federal, state, and local sources including grants from the federal 
government and annual contributions by each of the local jurisdictions 
that WMATA serves. (See fig. 1.) WMATA’s fiscal year 2011 budget totals 
about $2.2 billion. Of the total amount, about 33 percent, or $712.3 million, 
is for capital improvements and about 63 percent, or $1.45 billion, is for 
operating expenses. 
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Figure 1: Map of WMATA’s Metrorail System Including Planned Expansion and Total Capital and Operating Subsidy from 
Local Jurisdictions, Fiscal Year 2011 

 

Note: Federal government funding including federal formula grants and dedicated funding is all 
provided for capital expenditures. Subsidies for Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia 
include state and local contributions. 
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WMATA was created in 1967 by an interstate compact—matching 
legislation passed by Virginia, Maryland, the District of Columbia, and the 
U.S. Congress6—that describes its high-level purpose, powers, general 
structure, funding, and authorities. The compact, as amended, creates a 
16-member board of directors (8 voting and 8 alternate members) to 
govern WMATA and designates an appointing authority for each signatory 
to appoint 2 voting members and 2 alternate members to the board. (See 
table 1.) As of June 2011, GSA—which is responsible for selecting the 
board members representing the federal government—had appointed 2 
voting members and 1 alternate, but had not appointed a second alternate.7 
The District of Columbia also has a single vacancy for an alternate 
member, leaving board membership at 14. Nine of the 14 active members, 
including 7 voting members were appointed between January 2010 and 
May 2011. Also, according to the compact, the board must elect a chair at 
the beginning of every year. The chair has historically rotated between the 
three local jurisdictions each year; however, beginning in January 2011, 
board procedures allow for anyone to be elected chair, including the 
previous year’s chair or a federal board member. 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                    
6See Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Compact, Pub. L. No. 89-774, 80 Stat. 
1324 (1966).  The compact, originally created for the planning, financing, building, and 
operation of a rail transit system in the Washington area, was most recently amended so 
that WMATA could become eligible to receive federal grants authorized by the Passenger 
Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008.  Pub. L. No. 110-432, title VI, , 122 Stat. 4848, 
4968-70 (2008).  Among the major changes to the compact were the addition of federal 
representatives to the board and the codification of the Office of the Inspector General.  
See Washington Metropolitan Area Transportation Regulation Compact Amendments, Pub. 
L. No. 111-62, 123 Stat. 1998 (2009).     

7GSA appointed one board member and one alternate board member in January 2010. The 
alternate board member was later changed to be a board member. In April 2011, an 
alternate board member representing the District of Columbia became an alternate board 
member representing the federal government. 

WMATA’s Governance 
Structure 
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Table 1: Information on the Processes Used to Appoint WMATA Board Members 

Appointing authority Selection process 

Virginia: 
Northern Virginia Transportation 
Commission (NVTC) 

• NVTC appoints WMATA board members from among its board members, who are 
elected officials. 

• NVTC appoints the two voting WMATA board members—traditionally one from 
Fairfax County and one from Arlington County. One alternate is appointed from 
Fairfax County and the other from the City of Alexandria.a 

• Board members are elected annually and can be reappointed. 

Maryland: 
Washington Suburban Transit 
Commission (WSTC) 

• Board members are selected from WSTC members, which are chosen by the 
Governor of Maryland, Prince George’s County, and Montgomery County. 
Traditionally, WSTC members appointed by the Governor are appointed as the voting 
board members, and WSTC members appointed by Prince George’s County and 
Montgomery County are appointed as alternates. 

• Board members serve 3-year terms; however, this is not a legal term limit. 

District of Columbia: 

Council of the District of Columbia (DC 
Council) 

• The DC Council traditionally appoints one elected official from among its membership 
and one appointed official from the Mayor’s administration to serve as its voting 
WMATA board members. The same arrangement is used for its alternate members. 

Federal Government: 

GSA 

• GSA asks local stakeholders, including local transportation boards, federal agencies, 
and Members of Congress representing local jurisdictions, for suggestions on 
potential candidates. 

• The compact requires that one of the voting members must be a regular passenger 
and customer of WMATA’s bus or rail service. 

• Board members are appointed to 4-year terms.  

Source: GAO analysis of information provided by appointing authorities and the Governance Task Force Report. 
 
aOn July 1, 2011, a law will take effect that allows the Governor of Virginia to appoint one of the 
Virginia board members. See VA H.B. 1500, May 2, 2011, Act of Assembly, Chapter No. 890. 
 

The compact also provides the board with broad policy-making authority, 
specifically in the areas of planning, budgeting, and financing. To help 
carry out these functions, the board has established committees, such as 
safety and security, customer service and operations, and finance and 
administration. (See fig. 2.) WMATA board procedures allow that alternate 
board members can vote in committee meetings, but can only vote in full 
board meetings in the absence of “their” voting member.8 

                                                                                                                                    
8Either alternate from the District of Columbia can vote if either of the voting District of 
Columbia board members is absent. 
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Figure 2: WMATA Board of Directors Committee Structure (May 2011) 

 

Note: Draft bylaws propose changing the committee structure to include six board committees: safety 
and security; finance and administration; audits and investigations; customer service and operations; 
planning, program development and real estate; and governance. 

 

In addition, the board is responsible for appointing a general 
manager/chief executive officer (GM/CEO) and executive leadership team 
to manage day-to-day operations and to develop policies and procedures, 
draft a budget, and conduct all other tasks related to operating and 
maintaining the transit system. Figure 3 shows the organization of 
WMATA’s executive leadership. 
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Figure 3: WMATA’s Organization Chart as of May 2011 

 

Note: This organizational chart shows the board of directors and positions considered to be executive 
management. 

 

 
Three reports issued in 2010 identified weaknesses in WMATA’s 
management and board oversight and called for change in WMATA’s 
governance structure and procedures.9 The Riders’ Advisory Council 
(RAC) and the Greater Washington Board of Trade and Metropolitan 
Washington Council of Governments sponsored Task Force (Governance 
Task Force) both issued reports critiquing WMATA’s board and 
management.10 Examples of recommendations from both reports include: 

                                                                                                                                    
9Greater Washington Board of Trade and Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments (2010); Riders’ Advisory Council (2010); and NTSB, Collision of Two 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Metrorail Trains Near Fort Totten 

Station (Washington, D.C.: July 27, 2010). 

10According to the board, it has created a work plan that allows the public to track changes 
being made in response to these recommendations. 
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(1) board roles and responsibilities should be more clearly defined and (2) 
the board should redefine the general manager position as WMATA’s chief 
executive officer and that person should oversee WMATA’s daily 
management. (See app. II for additional information on the 
recommendations made by these reports.) In addition, a National 
Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) report on a fatal June 2009 accident 
discussed how shortcomings in WMATA’s internal communications, 
recognition of hazards, assessment of risk from those hazards, and 
implementation of corrective actions are evidence of the absence of a 
safety culture within the organization. The report partially attributes this 
situation to WMATA’s governance due to inadequate or deficient oversight 
by the board. 

 
WMATA board members, officials, and other stakeholders have reported 
that the board sometimes focuses on management’s day-to-day 
responsibilities rather than higher level board responsibilities such as 
policy, oversight, and strategic planning. This lack of strategic focus may 
have resulted from inadequate delineation and documentation of the 
board’s responsibilities, as well as inadequate communication among 
board members. 

Governance practices based on previous GAO work and other relevant 
studies state that an effective transit board: 

• focuses on policy making, principally specific elements such as guidance 
and strategic issues as well as oversight and monitoring of management 
and performance; 
 

• clearly defines and formally documents its roles and responsibilities and 
has a clear view of its role in relationship to that of management. All 
activities, such as meetings and agenda items, should focus members on 
policy making and away from day-to-day management issues; 
 

• delegates day-to-day management of the agency to the GM/CEO and other 
senior management; 
 

• informs and educates its members and provides orientation to new board 
members; and 
 

• acts as a cohesive group, eliminating personal agendas. 
 

Stakeholders Believe 
Inadequate 
Delineation, 
Documentation, 
Communication, and 
Self-Assessment of 
the Board’s 
Responsibilities  
Have Led to 
Occasional Lack of 
Strategic Focus 
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Current and former board members and senior officials with whom we 
spoke believed that the WMATA board and individual board members 
have sometimes focused on the day-to-day operations of the transit agency 
and become involved in areas that should be the responsibilities of 
management. Specific cited examples of board involvement in 
management’s responsibilities include hiring and firing employees beyond 
senior management; approval of a minor personnel policy; and 
involvement and debate of specific detailed decisions such as station tiles, 
bicycle facilities, and transit car seat colors. 

Consistent with leading governance practices, WMATA board procedures 
state, “No Member individually shall direct or supervise the GM/CEO or 
any WMATA employee or contractor managers.”11 However, WMATA 
officials told us that rather than acting as a cohesive group, individual 
board members had directed staff to make changes to presentations prior 
to board meetings. These officials also reported that some individual 
board members had what they believed to be excessive contact with 
midlevel managers requesting specific information rather than working 
through established channels such as the board chairman, GM/CEO, or 
other senior management. 

Several board members and WMATA officials also commented that the 
frequency of board meetings can be inefficient and symptomatic of a lack 
of a strategic focus by the board. Several board members believed that the 
board meets too often, which can be an indication that it is too involved in 
running the agency. Officials and board members also stated that 
preparing for board activities—while important—can reduce the time staff 
have available to conduct day-to-day operations and analysis, or monitor 
and improve the performance of the transit system. Between April 30, 
2010, and May 1, 2011, the WMATA board met 84 times—17 board 
meetings and 67 committee meetings or executive sessions. By 
comparison, the WMATA board met more frequently than five of the six 
transit agencies we visited. Only New York’s MTA—which carries 
approximately 8 times the number of daily riders—met more frequently. 
(See fig. 4.) (Additional information comparing the six transit agencies 
with WMATA is found in app. III.) 

                                                                                                                                    
11Interim Procedures for WMATA Board of Directors, 2011. 
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Figure 4: Number of Board Meetings at Selected Transit Agencies, April 30, 2010, 
through May 1, 2011 

 
Note: The number of meetings for MARTA is an estimate based on its 2011 meeting schedule. 
 

Board members and stakeholders, such as RAC and the Governance Task 
Force, told us that the lack of strategic focus by the board may be in part 
attributed to inadequate delineation and documentation of board roles, 
inadequate communication among board members, and other factors. 
Roles and responsibilities for the board are delineated in two primary 
documents: the compact and board procedures. As mentioned earlier, the 
compact provides the board with specific tasks and authorities such as 
developing a mass transit plan, capital and current expense budgets, and a 
financing plan; selecting a GM/CEO, an independent auditor, and an audit 
committee; and adhering to legal requirements such as the Davis-Bacon 
Act.12 The compact also states that “subject to policy direction by the 

                                                                                                                                    
12The Davis-Bacon Act generally requires employers to pay locally prevailing wages and 
fringe benefits to laborers and mechanics employed on federally-funded construction 
projects in excess of $2,000.  See 40 U.S.C. § 3141 et seq.  In addition, the compact grants 
the board other responsibilities include bonding, execution of leases or property, and 
setting fare and procurement policy. 
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board,” the GM/CEO “shall be responsible for all activities” of WMATA.13 In 
addition, board procedures further delineate that the board “determines 
agency policy and provides oversight for the funding, operation and 
expansion of safe, reliable, and effective transit service within the Transit 
Zone.”14 

Although the compact and board procedures provide some guidance, there 
is a perception among WMATA officials, some board members, and other 
stakeholders that the described roles and responsibilities are too broad 
and not clearly defined. The Governance Task Force found that “the lack 
of delineation of responsibilities has created an environment where there 
is no clear understanding of who is accountable for issues such as day-to-
day management, communication, operations, and safety.”15 In addition, 
some board members we spoke with told us that while the existing 
documentation generally provides clarity, it should be improved. For 
example, throughout the history of WMATA, the board has made specific 
delegations of authority to the GM/CEO covering such issues as 
procurements and personnel policies. However, according to board 
members and WMATA’s general counsel, these delegations—and other 
board resolutions—are not organized or readily accessible to the board. 

Inadequate board communication including failure to orient, inform, and 
educate new and existing board members has also contributed to the lack 
of a strategic focus of the board, according to board members. For 
example, in the past, orientation for new board members has been 
informal, driven primarily through the initiative of the new board members 
themselves. In comparison, officials at four of the six transit agencies we 
visited told us that they provide a formal orientation for new board 
members. For example, as a result of MARTA’s orientation process, a 
MARTA official stated that roles and responsibilities for the board are 
clear and well-defined. Their orientation includes (1) presentations by the 
senior executive team on subjects such as the MARTA Act and its specific 
criteria and allowances as well as the bylaws, (2) discussion of the roles 
and responsibilities of board members, (3) an explanation of meeting 
structure, and (4) a tour of key facilities. In contrast, at WMATA, we 

                                                                                                                                    
13Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Compact, Title III, Article III, § 9(b). 

14Interim Procedures for WMATA Board of Directors, 2011. 

15Greater Washington Board of Trade and Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments (2010). 
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observed that current efforts to inform and educate board members, such 
as discussion during meetings, have not consistently proven to be effective 
in informing board members of their role relative to management’s role in 
day-to-day operations. 

Other factors might have also contributed to the lack of a strategic focus 
for the board. For example, in the past, WMATA’s board procedures were 
subject to change by the annually rotated chairperson. One senior WMATA 
manager told us that each time the procedures change it takes time for the 
board members to adjust. In addition, the Congressional Research Service 
noted that the model of the WMATA board—which is closer to a public 
utility model than a private sector model—requires action in decisions 
such as fare setting, route selection, and frequency of service 
determinations that are normally viewed as day-to-day decisions in the 
private sector.16 The WMATA compact delineates that the board should 
develop and adopt a mass transit plan that includes specific elements such 
as routes, schedules, and fares. In contrast, officials at SEPTA told us that, 
although the SEPTA board also plays a role in approving budgets, service 
plans, and some procurements, SEPTA’s enabling legislation articulates 
that the board’s focus is to be on long-term planning and policy rather than 
the day-to-day administration of the agency’s business.17 

Additionally, WMATA’s board does not conduct a self-assessment. 
According to leading governance practices, effective transit boards 
monitor their progress on an annual basis and conduct a thorough self-
assessment every 3 to 5 years. Such an assessment would not only 
evaluate progress in terms of the transit system’s performance, but also 
evaluate the effectiveness of the board’s organization, structure, and 

                                                                                                                                    
16Congressional Research Service, 7-5700, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 

Authority (WMATA): Issues and Options for Congress (Washington, D.C.: April 2010). 

17See 74 Pa. Cons. Stat. § 1712(b), which provides: “Limit on exercise of powers. The board 
shall not involve itself in the day-to-day administration of the authority's business. It shall 
limit its exercise of powers to such areas of discretion or policy as the functions and 
programs of the authority, the authority’s operating and capital budgets, the authority’s 
standard of services, utilization of technology, the organizational structure and, subject to 
the provisions of this chapter, the selection of and the establishment of salaries for 
personnel.” 
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functioning, and its impact on performance.18 The WMATA board does not 
do this type of an assessment; two board members with whom we spoke 
pointed out that the only form of board assessment is the replacement of 
board members by their appointing authorities. As a result, the board is 
lacking a key mechanism for regular, ongoing measurement of its 
performance. By comparison, New York’s MTA board is required by law to 
complete an annual board self-assessment whereby the board as a whole 
and each of the committees, individually, assesses its effectiveness. In 
addition, MTA’s Office of Inspector General (OIG) has statutory authority 
that makes it permissible for it to audit and investigate the board of 
directors, or its members if the need arises; past oversight efforts have 
included reviewing the board’s oversight of MTA capital mega-projects. 
MTA’s Inspector General told us that the ability to use such a broad, 
general authority in this manner is an important oversight mechanism for 
MTA. By comparison, the WMATA board has not adopted procedures to 
allow the WMATA OIG to investigate claims against the board, including 
alleged wrongdoing by board members or alleged instances of the board 
not following procedures or protocols. 

Some WMATA board members agreed that the board should focus on 
policy making and should have a role in setting goals, strategic planning, 
budgeting, oversight, and monitoring performance. Specifically, these 
board members commented that the board should be more focused on 
setting and evaluating performance metrics based on a strong strategic 
planning process, an area that has been lacking in the past.19 Starting in 
December 2010, the board and management began taking steps to further 
identify and delineate roles and responsibilities including the 
establishment of the Governance Committee.20 Additionally, in April 2011, 

                                                                                                                                    
18A comprehensive self-assessment includes evaluating the board’s composition, 
membership, orientation, meetings, committee structure, and information flow, as well as 
transit system performance criteria. This assessment also includes periodically evaluating 
key management processes, including, at a minimum, processes for risk assessment and 
mitigation, internal control, and financial reporting. See, Transit Cooperative Research 
Program, TCRP Report 85: Public Transit Board Governance Guidebook (Washington, 
D.C.: 2002) and GAO, Legal Services Corporation: Governance and Accountability 

Practices Need to be Modernized and Strengthened, GAO-07-993 (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 
15, 2007). 

19We discuss the board’s roles in strategic planning and oversight in more detail later in this 
report.  

20In January 2011 the Governance Committee developed a work plan that includes tasks 
such as updating board procedures, developing bylaws, and improving focus on board 
policy development. 

http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-07-993
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the board released draft bylaws intended to be permanent and amendable 
only by a majority vote of the board. If adopted and then effectively 
implemented, the draft bylaws would address some of the issues described 
above. For example, the draft bylaws 

• assign roles and responsibilities for the board, board members, and the 
chair and mandate an orientation program, a self-evaluation of the board, 
and standardization of communication procedures and conduits. 
 

• require the board to act as a cohesive group, focusing on policy making, 
strategic planning, and oversight, as well as its specific roles in creating 
and adopting a budget, determining a fare structure and service levels, and 
developing a business plan. 
 

• clarify that the GM/CEO has been delegated the authority and is primarily 
responsible for the overall administration and operation of WMATA 
subject to policy direction and oversight from the board. 
 
In addition, the board has requested that WMATA’s general counsel 
organize and catalog board resolutions that delegate authority to the 
GM/CEO. The board has also organized a new, more formal, orientation 
program for new board members and plans to draft amended board 
procedures and a revised code of ethics. 

 
To help carry out its role as an oversight body, WMATA’s board is 
structured to have access to information that could help facilitate effective 
oversight of management and the agency’s operations. According to 
leading governance practices, a board needs to have an effective oversight 
process, supported by timely and accurate information and clear 
communication channels. The types of oversight information available to 
the board are important because they can provide the board with 
understanding about areas in need of attention and improvement 
regarding the operations and finances of the agency. However, past board 
practices such as infrequent meetings of the Audit and Investigations 
Subcommittee and the lack of routine briefings on the status of 
recommendations from outside parties may have impaired the ability of 
the board to use this information to effectively carry out its oversight role. 

The board receives or has access to several key sources of information 
related to finance, operations, and safety that could facilitate effective 

WMATA’s Board Is 
Structured to Receive 
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Could Facilitate More 
Effective Oversight of 
the System 
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oversight. For example, in 2006, WMATA established the OIG to conduct 
and supervise audits, program evaluations, and investigations.21 The 
inspector general is appointed by the board and reports directly to it. The 
board also receives information that could facilitate effective board 
monitoring and oversight from two important external entities. At the 
federal level, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) conducts a 
triennial review, a procurement systems review, and a financial 
management review.22 In the most recent series of these reviews, in 2007 
and 2008, FTA recommended improvements in several areas, including 
preventative maintenance; internal controls related to real property, 
facilities, and equipment; procurement policies and procedures; and 
WMATA’s cost allocation plan and grant budget accounting.23 FTA officials 
stated that these types of findings and recommendations were typical of 
those found at other transit agencies. 

Additionally, the Tri-state Oversight Committee was created in 1997 by 
state-level agencies in Virginia and Maryland and the District of Columbia 
to jointly oversee rail safety and security at WMATA.24 In 2007, the 
committee made several findings and observations, many of which dealt 
with updating agency documentation or policies, such as the system safety 
program plan.25 More recently, in 2010, the committee reported that 
WMATA has worked to resolve outstanding safety issues and findings from 

                                                                                                                                    
21WMATA Board of Directors Resolution 2006-18. The OIG has since been codified in the 
compact. 

22The triennial review examines how WMATA meets the statutory and administrative 
requirements of the Urbanized Area Formula Grants Program; the Procurement Systems 
Review assesses WMATA’s compliance with federal procurement requirements set out in 
FTA Circular 4220.1F; and the Financial Management Oversight Review examines the 
effectiveness of WMATA’s internal control environment.   

23See, FTA, Final Report: FY2008 Triennial Review of the Washington Metropolitan Area 

Transit Authority Washington, DC (Washington, D.C.: September 2008); FTA Final 

Report:  Procurement System Review for the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 

Authority (WMATA) (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 29, 2007); and FTA, Financial Management 

Oversight Review of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (Washington, 
D.C.: Oct. 21, 2008).   

24The Tri-State Oversight Committee is required by regulation to approve WMATA’s safety 
and security plans; investigate accidents and hazardous conditions that meet certain 
criteria, as prescribed in 49 C.F.R. Part 659; require and approve WMATA’s corrective 
action plans to address safety deficiencies; and conduct independent reviews of the 
implementation of the safety and security plans on at least a triennial basis. 

25Tri-State Oversight Committee, Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 

Triennial On-Site Safety Review (Washington, D.C.: June 2007). 
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previous internal and external safety reviews and investigations.26 
Additionally, there are other mechanisms for the board to obtain relevant 
information from stakeholders, including RAC, the Jurisdictional 
Coordinating Committee (JCC), and a regular public comment period 
during board meetings. 

Internally, the board’s six committees provide procedures and 
communication channels to facilitate the flow of guidance and oversight 
information to the board in areas such as finance, safety, security, and 
customer service. For example, one of the board’s key governance areas is 
its responsibility to annually adopt a capital budget for the agency. The 
Finance and Administration Committee—with its overall responsibility for 
monitoring the financial integrity and viability of WMATA—recommends 
capital and operating budget approval to the board, monitors capital and 
operating budget implementation and management, develops budget 
preparation guidance, and recommends proposed budgetary changes to 
the board. Additionally, the committee recommends policies for fare 
setting and oversees the operation and development of fare collection 
mechanisms, among other things. 

The Audits and Investigations Subcommittee, which is part of the Finance 
and Administration Committee, serves as the main avenue for information 
that can be used to facilitate the board’s oversight of financial reporting 
and audit processes—including the financial reporting and related audits 
and OIG reports—which are reported or otherwise available to the board. 
According to the subcommittee chair, the subcommittee provides input, 
along with management, into an internal audit plan developed by the OIG 
each year prior to the adoption of the annual budget and uses the OIG’s 
quarterly reports to monitor the status of corrective actions taken by 
WMATA on outstanding OIG recommendations. The subcommittee chair 
also noted that the subcommittee uses an independent auditor’s report on 
WMATA’s financial statements and single audit report to facilitate its 
oversight of the quality and integrity of WMATA’s internal controls, 
compliance systems and accounting, auditing, and financial reporting 
processes. Furthermore, the subcommittee chair explained that the board 
also uses this information to monitor the status of corrective actions taken 
on past recommendations made by the external auditor. 

                                                                                                                                    
26Tri-State Oversight Committee, 2010 Triennial Safety and Security Review of the 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 8, 
2010). 
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The board’s Audits and Investigations Subcommittee is the board’s main 
channel for audit information and provides the opportunity for financial 
oversight information to reach the board. However, the subcommittee has 
met relatively infrequently. The subcommittee met once in 2008 and twice 
in both 2009 and 2010—including meeting with the OIG to discuss safety 
and investigative matters and to discuss and accept the external auditor’s 
annually required report on the audit of WMATA’s financial statements.27 
Additionally, the current placement of the subcommittee within a full 
committee differs from other transit agency practices. By comparison, 
some transit agencies we visited had an audit committee that met more 
often and had the audit and financial reporting function elevated to a 
committee. For example, the audit committees at SEPTA and New York’s 
MTA met four and seven times, respectively, over the last year; while 
Boston’s MBTA met less often. However, given the variety in other transit 
agencies’ practices and the lack of clear criteria on how often audit 
committees should meet, there is no clear standard against which to 
measure WMATA’s practices. 

According to the board procedures, the Safety and Security Committee is 
responsible for providing safety and security policy direction; oversight to 
assure that all facilities, equipment, and operations of the transit system 
are safe and secure; and safety and security goals for the GM/CEO and the 
agency. To carry out its duties, the committee reviews WMATA’s system 
safety program plan for consistency with safety goals and receives 
periodic reports from the Tri-State Oversight Committee. It also works 
with FTA and NTSB, as appropriate, to review the status of WMATA safety 
with the goal of assuring that all safety recommendations from any 
internal or external safety review or investigation are handled 
expeditiously and effectively. The committee has met regularly since 
October 2010, according to the agency. 

A 2010 report by NTSB highlighted problems with the flow of safety 
oversight information.28 That report states that the WMATA board 
chairman told NTSB that prior to the June 2009 accident the board did not 
receive routine briefings on safety recommendations or corrective action 
plans; rather the board counted on the GM/CEO to identify relevant issues 

                                                                                                                                    
27A previous version of an audit committee was dissolved in January 2007, as a result of a 
board decision to reduce the total number of committees, and reinstated in February 2008 
as a subcommittee.    

28NTSB (2010). 
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that required the board’s attention. In response, NTSB recommended that 
the board evaluate actions taken in response to recommendations and 
corrective action plans from NTSB, FTA, and the Tri-State Oversight 
Committee. WMATA has several offices, including the OIG, tasked with 
internal and external recommendation tracking. The Safety and Security 
Committee receives regular reports from the agency’s Chief Safety Officer 
and Chief of Police on the status of the responsiveness of the agency to 
internal and external safety findings, including the status of corrective 
action plans, as well as any significant accidents or incidents. WMATA 
officials told us that they are developing an updated safety 
recommendation tracking system, and NTSB has closed this 
recommendation as implemented. Additionally, NTSB concluded that, 
before the June 2009 accident, the board did not exercise oversight 
responsibility for the safety of the WMATA system, leading it to 
recommend that the board elevate its safety oversight role by developing a 
policy statement to explicitly and publicly assume the responsibility for 
continual oversight of system safety. WMATA has implemented this 
recommendation. 

The board’s other committees have additional oversight responsibilities. 
For example, the Customer Service and Operations Committee is 
responsible for overseeing transit system performance and service 
standards; the quality of operations programs and procedures; and 
customer service, communication, and outreach activities, including 
public and media relations. The objective of the committee is to help 
ensure that WMATA operational activities and programs are designed to 
provide reliable, effective and clean transit service, responsive to 
customer needs. The Policy, Program Development and Intergovernmental 
Relations Committee is responsible for coordination of regional planning 
issues and planning for transit service, access, and system expansion, 
among other things. 

As mentioned earlier, in April 2011, the recently created Governance 
Committee released draft bylaws which, if adopted, would elevate the 
Audits and Investigations Subcommittee to a full committee, streamline 
board communications by standardizing communication procedures and 
channels, and formalize the board’s relationship with advisory committees 
such as JCC and RAC. 
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While there is no single approach to best support all transit agency 
oversight, officials at MTA noted that they also used additional ways to 
support their oversight functions that they believed had benefits.29 For 
example, officials told us that, pursuant to state statute, the agency uses 
an independent engineer to evaluate key technical or capital-intensive 
projects, assess risk, and act as a control on those projects. One WMATA 
board member indicated a desire to have access to independent expertise 
for consultation, noting that such resources could improve the board’s 
effectiveness. 

Additionally, the Governance Task Force and RAC have recommended 
that WMATA change elements of its board structure—such as increasing 
the size of the board and changing the role of alternates—to improve its 
governance. Our analysis, however, indicates that most of the 
recommended changes have trade-offs—there are both benefits and 
drawbacks to them. We compared the various recommendations to 
leading governance practices, approaches taken by other transit agencies, 
and the views of board members and stakeholders. Board members and 
stakeholders indicated that proposed changes to the board’s structure and 
processes—such as eliminating alternate board members, changing the 
size of the board, or eliminating the jurisdictional veto—have trade-offs, 
and we did not find consistent support among leading governance 
practices or other transit agencies that these changes would improve 
governance. Some other proposed changes such as uniform compensation 
and coordinated board member appointments will require action by the 
three jurisdictions. To accomplish that task, the Governance Task Force 
recommended that the signatories and the appointing authorities form a 
WMATA Governance Commission30 to make improvements to the 
authority’s governance structure and hold the board accountable for its 
performance. Such an additional oversight body could help facilitate 
coordination among the jurisdictions. However, we did not identify 
governance leading practices, or find other transit agencies with a 
comparable oversight board over a board of directors. Furthermore, such 
a commission was viewed by some stakeholders we spoke with as 
redundant because it would be comprised of most of the same 

                                                                                                                                    
29We did not assess the costs of these additional oversight mechanisms. 

30The Governance Task Force recommended that the commission consist of the Governors 
of Maryland and Virginia, the District of Columbia Mayor and Council Chair, the Chairs of 
the Maryland and Virginia appointing authorities, and the GSA Administrator. 
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membership that is responsible for appointing the board of directors. 
Appendix II discusses selected recommendations in more detail. 

 
 

 

 

 

 
WMATA has developed elements of strategic planning over the past 4 
years, but the agency’s board and management could improve their 
strategic focus and long-term planning processes. Leading organizations 
that we have analyzed use strategic planning to articulate a comprehensive 
mission as well as to identify and achieve long-range goals and objectives 
for all levels of the organization. While strategic planning practices may 
vary among organizations according to agency-specific needs and 
missions, according to leading strategic planning practices we identified, 
effective strategic planning generally includes a mission statement, long-
term goals and objectives, and strategies to achieve the goals; covers the 
major functions and operations of an agency; and establishes a multiyear 
time frame and performance metrics for gauging progress. According to 
the literature, the process for strategic planning should also include 
assessing the organization’s external and internal environments, 
conducting a stakeholder analysis and involving the board and key 
stakeholders in the strategic planning process, identifying key strategic 
issues facing the organization, developing a process for implementing and 
managing these issues, and reassessing the strategic planning process.31 

WMATA has not succeeded in past attempts at strategic planning. WMATA 
officials acknowledged several failed efforts at strategic planning, which 

                                                                                                                                    
31J.M. Bryson, Strategic Planning For Public and Nonprofit Organizations: A Guide to 

Strengthening and Sustaining Organizational Achievement (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 
2004); GAO, Executive Guide: Effectively Implementing the Government Performance 

and Results Act, GAO/GGD-96-118 (Washington, D.C.: June 1996); GAO, Agencies’ Strategic 

Plans Under GPRA: Key Questions to Facilitate Congressional Review, GAO/GGD-10.1.16 
(Washington, D.C.: May 1997); Transit Cooperative Research Program, TCRP Report 85: 

Public Transit Board Governance Guidebook (Washington, D.C.: 2002). 
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they said occurred because of a lack of management support and 
employee buy-in, a lack of specific actions to execute the plans, and a 
focus on tactical versus strategic decision making. 

According to a senior WMATA official, however, the agency is in the 
process of developing a strategic planning and performance management 
system, which consists of a strategic framework, a GM/CEO’s annual 
execution plan, and internal departmental execution plans.32 The strategic 
framework is a one-page document, available on WMATA’s Web site, 
which outlines the agency’s mission statement, along with 5 goals and 12 
objectives. The agency’s departmental execution plans are internal 
documents—not available on the Web site—that identify actions, 
measures, targets, and responsibility for meeting WMATA’s strategic goals 
and objectives. The final component of WMATA’s strategic planning 
system is the GM/CEO’s execution plan, which a senior WMATA official 
told us identifies annual safety, operational, and financial performance 
measures and targets. According to a senior WMATA official, as of May 
2011, this document was being reviewed by the board. It was not made 
available to us. 

WMATA has developed several elements of effective strategic planning 
through its strategic framework and execution plans, such as a mission 
statement, goals, objectives, strategies, and metrics. The agency’s strategic 
framework includes a mission statement for the agency, which was 
approved by the board, along with goals and objectives for the programs 
and operations of the agency. WMATA also has developed some processes 
for implementing and managing its strategic issues through departmental 
execution plans. These plans contain strategies for key actions that are 
linked to the strategic goals and objectives. WMATA has also linked the 
prioritization of its capital needs to its strategic goals and objectives, as 
part of aligning its activities to support the agency’s goals. Furthermore, 
the departmental execution plans also include performance metrics and 
targets for tracking progress on the agency’s key actions for achieving its 
goals and objectives, some of which are publicly available and regularly 
reported to the board. 

 

                                                                                                                                    
32WMATA’s strategic planning and performance management system is in various stages of 
development. Goals and objectives are developed and publicly available; however, some of 
the departmental execution plans are still being revised. 
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WMATA’s strategic planning and performance management system does 
not include some strategic planning elements of leading organizations that 
we have studied, such as stakeholder awareness and involvement, 
environmental assessments, a long-term time frame and regular updating, 
program evaluations, and up-to-date performance metrics. Specifically: 

Board and stakeholder awareness and involvement are lacking. 
According to strategic planning practices we identified, a strategic 
planning process at a transit agency should be driven by the board, as part 
of its role in setting the direction and priorities of the organization. Board 
involvement in the strategic planning process allows the board to help the 
system identify and maintain focus on strategic priorities. Board 
leadership can also help implementation of strategic actions proceed more 
effectively by providing support from an agency’s highest level. 
Furthermore, boards can help an agency identify and assess external 
opportunities and challenges as part of their responsibility for relating an 
organization to its external environment. Several other major transit 
agencies we studied use board-driven strategic planning processes to 
establish the direction of the agency. For example, the strategic goals and 
plan for San Francisco’s BART are formally adopted by the agency’s board 
and serve as the guiding document for the agency’s budget process. 

WMATA’s strategic framework was not developed with board input and 
did not include a process to identify priorities and direction from the 
board. For example, several WMATA board members told us that the 
board has not been involved in strategic planning. Some board members 
also were not aware of the agency’s strategic planning efforts, as several 
members told us they were not clear on the nature of WMATA’s strategic 
planning process or if the agency had a strategic plan at all. As discussed 
earlier, the board’s documented roles and responsibilities also do not 
delineate a role for the board in strategic planning. Board members 
expressed an interest in being more involved in strategic planning and 
setting the direction of the agency. WMATA’s Governance Committee has 
also cited strategic planning as an upcoming task for the board. A senior 
WMATA official also told us the board is in the process of reviewing and 
approving the GM/CEO’s 2011 execution plan. However, without prior 
board involvement, WMATA’s strategic planning process may not 
appropriately reflect the views of parties potentially affected by or 
interested in the agency’s activities. 

WMATA has also not fully communicated its strategic planning process to 
some of its internal stakeholders. Strategic planning processes can be 
important tools for communicating an organization’s intentions internally 
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and ensuring the entire organization is moving in the same direction, 
according to strategic planning practices we identified. Further, a strategic 
planning process that affects an entire organization should involve an 
organization’s key decision makers. WMATA’s strategic plans have not 
been communicated to all key decision makers. For example, a senior 
WMATA official noted that the agency’s strategic planning efforts did not 
account for workforce attrition and he was unaware of the internal 
execution plan for WMATA’s Human Resources department, which 
includes actions to identify retirement forecasts for employees. Without 
good communication, WMATA cannot ensure its strategic planning 
process fully articulates the agency’s mission, goals, and objectives to its 
internal stakeholders. 

A lack of transparency also exists among some external stakeholders, 
such as the jurisdictions and the general public, in terms of understanding 
the agency’s strategic actions, priorities, and vision. According to strategic 
planning practices we identified, stakeholder analysis and involvement are 
important aspects of an effective strategic planning process.33 A 
stakeholder analysis can help an organization identify and incorporate the 
various criteria their external stakeholders use to judge the organization 
and how the organization is performing against those criteria. A senior 
WMATA official told us that JCC, which consists of representatives from 
the three local jurisdictions, was consulted on the agency’s strategic goals, 
performance measures, and reporting, but some officials from the 
jurisdictions told us they were not aware of the agency’s strategic planning 
efforts and did not believe the agency engaged in any strategic planning. 
Such awareness may be hindered because, of the three components of 
WMATA’s strategic planning process, only the one-page strategic 
framework is publicly available. More publicly available information on 
WMATA’s strategic planning process could improve awareness of the 
agency’s efforts and challenges among external stakeholders. In 
commenting on a draft of this report, WMATA noted that in June 2011 it 
launched a new strategic planning initiative that will include input from 
external stakeholders. 

Senior officials at several transit agencies told us or have stated publicly 
that stakeholder involvement and awareness of their strategic planning 
efforts have created greater external understanding and support for the 
agency and helped regional stakeholders understand their decisions and 

                                                                                                                                    
33Bryson (2004); GAO, GAO/GGD-96-118; and GAO, GAO/GGD-10.1.16. 

http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO/GGD-96-118
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO/GGD-10.1.16
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needs. For example, officials with New York’s MTA told us that regional 
stakeholder awareness of the agency’s strategic planning efforts and 
future needs have increased stakeholder buy-in for the agency’s planning. 
Research on transit agency strategic planning has also shown that 
stakeholder awareness of strategic planning can help define the agency’s 
core role and responsibilities to the community. Additionally, if an 
organization does not understand and effectively meet its stakeholders’ 
performance criteria, then the agency may not satisfy its stakeholders and 
could receive less support from them.34 

Internal and external environmental factors that could affect goals are 

not clearly assessed. WMATA’s strategic planning and performance 
management system does not clearly state key internal and external risk 
factors that could significantly affect the achievement of its goals and 
objectives. We have previously reported that for strategic planning to be 
done well, organizations must assess their internal and external 
environments.35 An agency should study its internal environment to 
identify strengths and weaknesses of the organization. Organizations 
should also identify external opportunities and challenges, as many 
external forces that fall beyond an organization’s influence can affect its 
chances for success. Some of the external factors that may be identified in 
these assessments could be economic, demographic, social, or 
environmental and may be stable, predictable, or variable. Other transit 
agencies we studied take into account factors that may affect the 
achievement of their goals. For example, the strategic plan for SEPTA in 
Philadelphia includes an analysis of the internal and external factors, such 
as a potential loss of dedicated funding and unfunded mandates for the 
agency, that could impact the agency’s strategic objectives. SEPTA’s plan 
states that this assessment helps the agency identify the strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunities, and threats to the agency from its 
environment. 

While WMATA has taken into account threats to its capital program by 
assessing the potential risks for the delivery of its capital projects, it has 
not conducted an external environment assessment for the rest of its 
strategic planning and performance management system, though a 
WMATA official told us the agency has plans to do so in the future. 

                                                                                                                                    
34Bryson (2004). 

35GAO, GAO/GGD-10.1.16. 

http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO/GGD-10.1.16
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Without such assessments, WMATA may not be able to respond effectively 
to changes in its environment. 

Time frame and updating of strategic plan are unclear. WMATA’s 
strategic planning efforts do not clearly establish a long-term, multiyear 
outlook and do not include a schedule for updating or revising the 
agency’s strategic goals, objectives, and strategies. While strategic 
planning practices we identified vary on prescribing a specific time frame 
necessary for strategic plans, the ones that did identify a time frame state 
that strategic planning efforts should look at least 4-6 years into the future. 
Several other transit agencies, such as BART and MTA, have multiyear 
plans and regularly update their strategic plans. For example, MTA 
officials told us they plan 4 and 5 years into the future and annually review 
the agency’s priorities. MTA officials said this process helps the agency’s 
board focus on long-term issues and avoid short-sighted decisions. In 
commenting on a draft of this report, WMATA noted that its new strategic 
planning process will develop a multiyear vision and multiyear business 
and operational plans. 

WMATA uses a 10-year plan for its capital program linked to the agency’s 
strategic goals and objectives. But it is not clear from our review of the 
strategic framework or departmental execution plans if WMATA planned 
several years into the future for all of its major operations and 
departments. For example, WMATA does not include any multiyear goals 
or actions in its departmental execution plans that extend beyond fiscal 
year 2012. In addition, WMATA officials told us that, as a result of 
insufficient long-term planning, priorities such as new technology, staff, 
and capital needs are approved—and sometimes underfunded—during the 
annual budget process rather than planned for strategically. In terms of 
regular updating, senior WMATA officials told us that the GM/CEO’s 
execution plan will include performance metrics and targets the board will 
annually review. The agency’s strategic framework and departmental 
execution plans do not include procedures for regular review and update. 
Ensuring a multiyear time frame and regular updating of the agency’s 
strategic planning system can encourage the board and staff to have a 
more long-range view in decision making and priority setting. 

Long-term planning and regular updating could help WMATA address 
some problems with the transit system. According to senior WMATA 
officials, board members, and other stakeholders, WMATA has historically 
concentrated on system expansion and has not sufficiently focused on the 
long-term maintenance of the system. The agency has well-documented 
maintenance issues, such as problems with the system’s escalators 
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breaking down frequently. Additionally, WMATA’s GM/CEO has stated 
publicly that the agency lacks a long-term, systematic plan for its track 
rebuilding program and is unable to plan major track maintenance for 
more than 6 months in advance. One WMATA official told us that certain 
maintenance projects and technological upgrades undergo an inefficient 
and lengthy process from conception to implementation. 

Program evaluations are not systematic. While WMATA does perform 
some evaluations that assess the effectiveness of its programs, these 
evaluations are not conducted on a regular basis or uniformly across the 
agency and the agency’s strategic planning documents do not describe or 
identify any program evaluations used for establishing or revising the 
agency’s goals and objectives. We have previously reported that program 
evaluations can be a potentially critical source of information in assessing 
the appropriateness and reasonableness of goals, the effectiveness of 
strategies, and the implementation of programs.36 A systematic evaluation 
of how a program was implemented can also provide important 
information about the success or failure of a program and suggest ways to 
improve it. A senior WMATA official told us that the agency conducts 
performance spotlights on areas with negative performance indicators, as 
a way of evaluating and identifying the causes and possible solutions to an 
indicator’s performance. However, the agency’s strategic planning 
documents and comments from a senior official do not describe or identify 
any program evaluations used for establishing or revising the agency’s 
goals and objectives or for evaluating the progress towards achieving 
those goals. 

Some performance metrics are outdated and were not developed with 

board involvement. WMATA has made significant progress in performance 
management, but some weaknesses remain. Strategic planning practices 
we identified state that strategic planning processes should be linked to 
performance measurement and include metrics for gauging progress 
toward the attainment of each of the plan’s long-term goals. This is 
necessary for monitoring whether goals are being achieved and if changes 
are necessary. To its credit, WMATA created an Office of Performance in 
2010 to develop a performance management framework for the agency’s 
operations through enhanced performance measurement and reporting. 
The office has created a “vital signs” report, which is a scorecard of 12 key 

                                                                                                                                    
36GAO, Managing For Results: Critical Issues for Improving Federal Agencies’ Strategic 

Plans, GAO/GGD-97-180 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 16, 1997). 

http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO/GGD-97-180
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performance indicators for WMATA. The board also receives regular 
reports from the office on the agency’s performance. Additionally, the 
office has worked to establish consistency throughout the agency by 
standardizing the tracking of information for performance measurement. 
Further, WMATA’s performance metrics and targets are linked to the 
agency’s strategic goals and objectives. 

Although WMATA board members and officials indicated that the office is 
a good start to improving the performance management of the agency, 
some of WMATA’s performance metrics and targets are out of date and the 
board has not been fully involved in assessing the metrics and their 
criteria. As part of its strategic planning efforts, WMATA has established 
performance metrics and targets in its departmental execution plans for 
measuring each key action for achieving the agency’s goals and objectives. 
Performance metrics and targets need to be updated to anticipate changes 
in the agency’s resources and operating environment. Senior WMATA 
officials have acknowledged that some of the agency’s performance 
metrics and targets are based on data and information that is out of date. 

To address this issue, in May 2011, a senior WMATA official told us 
management has proposed revised performance targets to the board’s 
Customer Service and Operations Committee. According to leading 
strategic planning practices, as part of a board’s role in overseeing the 
agency and monitoring progress towards the achievement of strategic 
goals, a board should review an agency’s performance measures on a 
regular basis. For example, BART’s board works with management to 
revisit goals and performance metrics on an annual basis. By comparison, 
the WMATA board has not conducted a comprehensive assessment of the 
criteria used for setting the agency’s performance measures. A senior 
WMATA official has told us that the agency’s performance targets will be 
reevaluated by the board on an annual basis or if operating conditions 
change. Without such review and input from the board, WMATA’s 
performance metrics and targets may not reflect the agency’s current 
challenges or accurately measure WMATA’s progress towards achieving its 
goals and objectives. 
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As a result of compact changes, WMATA’s board expanded in August 2009 
to include two members and two alternates representing the federal 
government; as of June 2011, the agency responsible for making the 
appointments—GSA—had appointed two federal board members and one 
alternate. GSA officials noted the lack of compensation for board 
members deters some possible candidates, particularly for alternates. GSA 
officials told us they based appointments on the following qualifications: 
the appointees must (1) be WMATA riders, (2) be able to serve part-time 
and without additional compensation for their service, and (3) possess 
transportation experience. Such qualifications do not follow leading 
governance practices that call for linking the composition and skill set of a 
board to the entity’s particular challenges and strategic vision. 
Furthermore, GSA has not developed a documented process for fulfilling 
its obligation under the compact to appoint federal board members. 
Without documenting the steps and criteria for identifying and screening 
candidates and selecting board members, GSA cannot be assured that it is 
appointing qualified board members who have knowledge of the federal 
interest in WMATA and federal employees who ride the system. 

Once federal board members are appointed, GSA officials told us that GSA 
does not have a role in providing staff support and providing guidance on 
the federal views. By comparison, other WMATA board members are 
provided staff support from their appointing jurisdictions. One federal 
board member told us that he sometimes coordinates with the U.S. 
Department of Transportation on issues; however, the relationship is not 
formal. 

 
WMATA faces challenges in many areas, including projected shortfalls in 
meeting long-term capital costs, increases in ridership levels, and plans for 
system expansion. In addition, following the fatal June 2009 rail accident, 
WMATA board members and management have been tasked by NTSB and 
other stakeholders with making WMATA a safer system. However, the 
absence of a clear delineation of the board’s roles and responsibilities for 
providing oversight of management as well as the absence of a board-
driven strategic vision raise concerns about WMATA’s ability to 
systematically and effectively confront its many challenges. 

WMATA currently has some elements of effective governance in place. 
However, board members and WMATA senior officials described a culture 
in which there is a lack of clarity about the roles of the board and 
individual board members, which has resulted in their overreach into 
management responsibilities. Such a culture limits the ability of the board 

GSA Lacks a Formal 
Process to Appoint 
Federal Board 
Members 

Conclusions 



 

  

 

 

Page 31 GAO-11-660  Public Transportation 

to provide leadership, direction, and a strategic vision to management. 
Without a long-term strategic vision, board members approve priorities 
such as new technology and capital needs during the annual budget 
process rather than proactively prioritize needs over the long term. 

Recent changes in the board, as well as the development of the 
Governance Committee and draft bylaws, present an opportunity to better 
formalize and document the roles and responsibilities of the board and 
management and to collaboratively create and implement a long-term, 
strategic vision for WMATA. In addition, regular evaluations by the board 
of its own effectiveness relative to WMATA’s performance could help 
facilitate understanding by board members of how well the board is 
functioning and how to improve board activities and interactions. 
Successfully addressing these issues could better position WMATA to 
meet the agency’s future challenges. 

In addition, GSA, which became responsible for appointing federal 
members to WMATA’s board in 2009 as a result of changes to WMATA’s 
compact, has subsequently appointed two members and one of two 
alternates. Qualifications for appointment include riding WMATA and 
possessing transportation experience. Such qualifications, although 
important, do not follow leading governance practices that call for a board 
to have the skill set to deal with the agency’s particular challenges. In 
addition, GSA has not documented a process or specific criteria for 
making the appointments and it, therefore, lacks assurance that it appoints 
qualified board members. 

 
In order to improve the strategic focus of WMATA’s board and improve the 
agency’s performance, the board of directors working with the GM/CEO 
should take the following three actions: 

1. As WMATA takes steps to clarify the roles and responsibilities of the 
board and management in its draft bylaws, it needs to ensure that a 
clear delineation of the roles and responsibilities of each are adopted 
and effectively implemented. 
 

2. Improve the agency’s strategic planning process by (1) defining and 
documenting roles for the board, management, and stakeholders in 
strategic planning; (2) ensuring that the strategic plan is sufficiently 
long term; (3) ensuring that board-approved strategic goals and 
objectives are linked to updated performance measures; (4) including 
internal and external assessments and program evaluations; and (5) 
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reviewing the strategic plan on a regular basis and updating it as 
needed. 
 

3. Conduct a regular assessment of the board’s performance, including 
elements such as an evaluation of the effectiveness of the board’s 
organization, structure, and functioning, and its impact on 
performance. 
 

In addition, we recommend that the Administrator of the General Services 
Administration document specific criteria for identifying and selecting 
candidates to represent the federal government on WMATA’s board. 

 
We provided a draft of this report to WMATA, GSA, the Department of 
Transportation, and NTSB for their review and comment. WMATA and 
GSA provided written comments, which are reproduced in appendix IV 
and appendix V, respectively. WMATA and the Department of 
Transportation also provided technical comments, which we incorporated 
into the report as appropriate. NTSB had no comments. WMATA 
recognized the balance that we have striven for in the report between 
areas of concern in WMATA’s recent past and the progress the agency has 
recently made on those issues. However, WMATA felt the report could be 
strengthened by additional information on WMATA’s recent actions. We 
revised the report to include additional WMATA actions, such as launching 
a new strategic planning process that will take a multi-year perspective.  
GSA agreed, in part, with our recommendation and findings.  GSA 
disagreed with our statement that it cannot assure that it is appointing 
qualified board members. We acknowledge the effort GSA has taken to 
identify and appoint board members; however, past efforts do not assure 
that future replacements for existing board members will be qualified and 
appointed in a timely manner. 
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We are sending copies of this report to interested congressional 
committees, the Secretary of the Department of Transportation, the 
Administrator of the General Services Administration, the Chairman of the 
National Transportation Safety Board, and the Chairman and GM/CEO of 
WMATA. In addition, this report will be available at no charge on GAO’s 
Web site at http://www.gao.gov. 

If you or your staff have any questions or would like to discuss this work, 
please contact me at (202) 512-2834 or wised@gao.gov. Contact points for 
our Offices of Congressional Relations and Public Affairs may be found on 
the last page of this report. Individuals making key contributions to this 
report are listed in appendix VI. 

David J. Wise 
Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues 

http://www.gao.gov/�
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Our objective was to assess the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit 
Authority’s (WMATA) governance in terms of the board’s roles and 
responsibilities, oversight, strategic planning, and governance structure, 
and identify changes, if any, that should be made. Specifically, we 
addressed the following question: How do roles and responsibilities, 
oversight, and strategic planning elements of WMATA’s practices align 
with leading governance practices? In addition, we provide information on 
the appointment of federal members to WMATA’s board. 

For the purpose of this work, we focused on WMATA’s governance in 
terms of the board’s structure, communication, policies, practices, and 
documentation relating to its oversight of management and carrying out of 
its organizational mission. In addition, we analyzed management’s role in 
certain areas, such as strategic planning; however, we did not fully assess 
the adequacy of management’s role in effectively operating the agency. 

We selected leading governance practices relevant to transit agencies from 
several sources, including those practices used in previous GAO work on 
public and private sector governance challenges at several organizations1 
and non-GAO studies, reports, and recommendations concerning the 
governance of transit agencies, other similar organizations, and 
corporations.2 Additionally, we selected strategic planning practices from 

                                                                                                                                    
1GAO, Pension Benefit Guaranty Corporation: Governance Structure Needs 

Improvements to Ensure Policy Direction and Oversight, GAO-07-808 (Washington, D.C.: 
July 6, 2007); GAO, Legal Services Corporation: Governance and Accountability Practices 

Need to Be Modernized and Strengthened, GAO-07-993 (Washington, D.C.: Aug.15, 2007); 
GAO, Smithsonian Institution: Board of Regents Has Implemented Many Governance 

Reforms, but Ensuring Accountability and Oversight Will Require Ongoing Action, 
GAO-08-632 (Washington, D.C.: May 15, 2008); and GAO, Federally Created Entities: An 

Overview of Key Attributes, GAO-10-97 (Washington, D.C.: Oct. 29, 2009). The Pension 
Benefit Guaranty Corporation report, for example, compiled its governance practices from 
several sources, including Carolyn K. Brancato and Christian A. Plath, Corporate 

Governance Handbook 2005: Developments in Best Practices, Compliance, and Legal 

Standards, Special Report SR-05-02, The Conference Board (New York, N.Y.: 2005); 
Richard Steinberg, PriceWaterhouseCoopers, Corporate Governance and the Board: What 

Works Best, The Institute of Internal Auditors Research Foundation (May 1, 2000); and 
Scott Green, Sarbanes-Oxley and the Board of Directors: Techniques and Best Practices 

for Corporate Governance, John Wiley and Sons, Inc. (Hoboken, New Jersey: 2005). The 
Legal Services Corporation report included practices from: Matteo Tomello and Carolyn K. 
Brancato, Corporate Governance Handbook, 2007: Legal Standards and Board Practices 

(New York, N.Y.: 2007); GAO, Results-Oriented Government: Practices That Can Help 

Enhance and Sustain Collaboration among Federal Agencies, GAO-06-15 (Washington, 
D.C.: Oct. 21, 2005). 

2Transit Cooperative Research Program, TCRP Report 85: Public Transit Board 

Governance Guidebook (Washington, D.C.: 2002).   
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the Transit Cooperative Research Program,3 previous GAO work,4 and 
other sources as appropriate.5 We then consolidated and categorized 
governance practices and recommendations along similar themes, such as 
structure, oversight, and strategic planning (see table 2). 

Table 2: Categories of Leading Practices 

Board structure and responsibilities 

• Board composition, structure, and organization  

• Board cohesion  

• Board compensation  

• Board duties and responsibilities  

• Board leadership  

• Board procedures  

• Board access to information or records  

• Communication  

• General manager/CEO  

Strategic planning  

• Funding or revenue considerations  

• Strategic and performance planning  

• Performance evaluation  

Oversight and monitoring 

• Conduct and ethical considerations  

                                                                                                                                    
3Transit Cooperative Research Program, Strategic Planning and Management in Transit 

Agencies: A Synthesis of Transit Practice (Washington, D.C.: 2005). 

4GAO, Depot Maintenance: Improved Strategic Planning Needed to Ensure That Navy 

Depots Can Meet Future Maintenance Requirements, GAO-10-585 (Washington, D.C.: June 
11, 2010); GAO, Performance Measurement and Evaluation: Definitions and 

Relationships, GAO-05-739SP (Washington, D.C.: May 2005); GAO, Agencies’ Strategic 

Plans Under GPRA: Key Questions to Facilitate Congressional Review, GAO/GGD-10.1.16 
(Washington, D.C.: May 1997); GAO, Managing For Results: Critical Issues for Improving 

Federal Agencies’ Strategic Plans, GAO/GGD-97-180 (Washington, D.C.: Sept. 16, 1997); 
GAO, Executive Guide: Effectively Implementing the Government Performance and 

Results Act, GAO/GGD-96-118 (Washington, D.C.: June 1996). 

5Office of Management and Budget, OMB Circular No. A-11, Part 6, Preparation and 

Submission of Strategic Plans, Annual Performance Plans, and Annual Program 

Performance Reports, (Washington, D.C.: June 2005); Government Performance and 
Results Act of 1993; GPRA Modernization Act of 2010; Committee on Governmental Affairs, 
United States Senate, Report 103-58: Report to Accompany S.20 (Washington, D.C.: June 16, 
1993); John M. Bryson, Strategic Planning For Public and Nonprofit Organizations: A 

Guide to Strengthening and Sustaining Organizational Achievement, 3
rd
 ed. (San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2004). 

http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-10-585
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-05-739SP
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO/GGD-10.1.16
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO/GGD-97-180
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO/GGD-96-118
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• Financial and internal controls  

• Independent audit or investigator general  

• Stakeholder involvement and access to information or records  

• Board performance  

Source: GAO analysis of GAO-06-15; GAO-07-808; GAO-07-993; GAO-08-632; GAO-10-97; GAO-10-585; GAO-05-739SP; 
GAO/GGD-10.1.16; GAO/GGD-97-180; GAO/GGD-96-118;Transit Cooperative Research Program(2002 and 2005); OMB Circular No. 
A-11, Part 6; Government Performance and Results Act of 1993; GPRA Modernization Act of 2010; United States Senate Report 103-
58; and Bryson (2004). 
 

To determine how WMATA’s practices align with these leading governance 
practices, we reviewed and compared the composition and structure of 
the WMATA board and senior management, communication between the 
board and management, policies and other documentation in place to 
guide agency practices, and internal and external oversight practices to 
the governance and strategic planning practices. We conducted 
semistructured interviews with WMATA senior management listed in table 
3. We also conducted semistructured interviews with local jurisdictions, 
current board members, oversight agencies, and other groups conducting 
governance reviews.6 In addition, we conducted semistructured interviews 
with officials from transit agencies and other stakeholder groups—such as 
metropolitan planning organizations—in Atlanta, Boston, Chicago, New 
York, Philadelphia, and San Francisco. We chose these agencies based on 
similarities to WMATA along characteristics, such as size and makeup of 
the board, annual ridership, services provided, budget issues, and 
complexity of the service area. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                    
6We spoke with those board members who were active from January 13, 2011, to March 14, 
2011. 

http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-06-15�
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-07-808�
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-07-993�
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-08-632�
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-10-97�
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-10-585�
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-05-739SP�
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO/GGD-10.1.16�
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO/GGD-97-180�
http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO/GGD-96-118�
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Table 3: Entities and Offices Interviewed 

Location Transit agency officials and offices 

External stakeholders (appointing authorities, 
oversight organizations, metropolitan planning 
organizations, and riders’ groups) 

Washington Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
(WMATA ): 
• Board members 

• General Manager/Chief Executive Officer 
• Inspector General 

• General Counsel 

• Chief Financial Officer 
• Chief of Staff 

• Transit Infrastructure and Engineering Services 
Department 

• Office of Management and Budget Services 

• Office of Safety 

• Office of Performance 
• Chief of Police 

• Washington Suburban Transit Commission 

• General Services Administration 
• Northern Virginia Transportation Commission 

• Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 

• National Transportation Safety Board 
• Tri-State Oversight Committee 

• Board of Trade and Washington Metropolitan Council 
of Governments 

• Riders’ Advisory Council 

• American Public Transportation Association 

Atlanta Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority 
(MARTA): 
• Board Chairman 

• General Manager 

• Audit Director 

 

Boston Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA):
• Board Chairman and members 

• General Manager 
• General Counsel 

• Chief Financial Officer 

• Secretary of Transportation, Massachusetts 
Department of Transportation 

• Executive Director, MBTA Advisory Board 

• Riders Oversight Committee 

Chicago Chicago Transit Authority (CTA): 
• Board members 

• President 

• Inspector General 
• General Counsel 

• Chief Financial Officer 

• Chief of Staff 
• Deputy Chief of Staff 

• Acting Chief Operating Officer 

• Chief Infrastructure Officer 
• Chief Technology Officer 

• Chief Safety and Security Officer 

• General Manager – Safety and Risk Compliance 
• Chief Administrative Officer 

• City of Chicago Mayor’s Office of Intergovernmental 
Affairs 

• Regional Transportation Authority 

• Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning 
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Location Transit agency officials and offices 

External stakeholders (appointing authorities, 
oversight organizations, metropolitan planning 
organizations, and riders’ groups) 

Philadelphia Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority 
(SEPTA): 
• General Manager 
• Assistant General Manager – Audit andInvestigative 

Services 

• General Counsel 
• Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer 

Delaware River Port Authority: 
• Chief Executive Officer 
Port Authority Transit Corporation : 
• President 

• General Manager 
• Assistant General Manager 

• FTA 
• Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission 

• Delaware Valley Association of Rail Passengers 

New York Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA): 
• General Counsel 
• Chief Financial Officer 

• Chief of Staff 

• Inspector General 
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey: 
• Inspector General 

• Board Chairman 
Port Authority Trans-Hudson: 
• General Manager 

• New York Metropolitan Transportation Council 

• Permanent Citizens Action Committee 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART): 
Board Chairman 

General Manager 

Deputy General Manager 
Internal Auditor 

General Counsel 

Chief Financial Officer 
Chief of Staff 

Chief Safety Officer 

Assistant General Manager, Operations 
Manager Transit System Compliance 

Manager, Grant Compliance Division 

Office of Planning and Budget 
Procurement Department 

Office of Civil Rights 

Capital Development 

• Metropolitan Transportation Commission 

Source: GAO. 
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We conducted this performance audit from September 2010 to June 2011 
in accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our 
findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that 
the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. 
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This appendix provides additional discussion of selected 
recommendations from the Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments and Greater Washington Board of Trade sponsored Task 
Force (Governance Task Force) and includes the Riders’ Advisory Council 
(RAC) response or related recommendation, when applicable.1 

 
 

 

 
The WMATA compact provides that the authority shall be governed by a 
board with 8 board members, 2 appointed by each signatory, and 2 from 
the federal government. In addition, each signatory and the federal 
government should appoint 2 alternate board members. The total 
membership of the board is 16, including board members and alternate 
board members. The WMATA board procedures allow that alternate board 
members can vote in committee meetings and attend and participate in full 
board meetings, but can only vote in absence of “their” voting member. 

 
The role of alternate members of WMATA’s board is greater than that 
envisaged by the compact, and it is unusual to have alternate members on 
a transit board. Therefore, WMATA should “eliminate the role of alternates 
and increase the number of primary members from two to three for each 
Appointing Authority, resulting in a 12-member Board, with one member 
appointed by the Chief Executive of each Signatory.” 

 
According to some corporate governance guidelines, boards should have 
no fewer than 5 members and no more than 15.2 Other transit agencies we 
visited ranged in size from 5 to 17 voting members (see table 4). 

                                                                                                                                    
1Greater Washington Board of Trade and Metropolitan Washington Council of 
Governments, Moving Metro Forward: Report of the Joint WMATA Governance Review 

Task Force (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 17, 2010) and Riders’ Advisory Council, Report on 

Governance of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (Washington, D.C.: 
Dec. 1, 2010). 

2GAO, GAO-07-808. 

Appendix II: Discussion of Recommendations 
Concerning WMATA Board Structural 
Changes 

Size and Makeup of 
the WMATA Board 

Current Arrangement 

Governance Task Force 
Recommendation 

Leading Governance 
Practice and Other Transit 
Agencies 

http://www.gao.gov/products/GAO-07-808


 

Appendix II: Discussion of Recommendations 

Concerning WMATA Board Structural 

Changes 

 

 

Page 41 GAO-11-660  Public Transportation 

Table 4: Size and Composition of the Selected Transit Agencies 

Transit agency 
Washington, D.C. 
WMATA 

New York 
MTA 

Boston 
MBTA 

San Francisco 
BART 

Philadelphia 
SEPTA 

Atlanta 
MARTA 

Chicago 
CTA 

Number of voting 
board members 

8 17 5 9 15 11 7 

Number of 
alternate or 
nonvoting 
members 

8 
alternates 

2 nonvoting 
members 

4 alternate 
nonvoting 
members 

None None None 1 nonvoting 
member 

None 

Source: GAO analysis of transit agency governance documents. 
 
WMATA’s use of alternate board members is unique among the transit 
agencies we visited. We did not find leading governance practices on the 
use of alternates or nonvoting board members. 

 
WMATA’s 8 voting member board compares with private sector corporate 
governance guidelines; however, including alternates, WMATA’s board is 
among the largest boards that we reviewed, and larger than the size 
recommended by corporate governance guidelines. A 12-member board 
with no alternates, as recommended, would align with corporate 
governance guidelines. In addition, eliminating alternates would create a 
board comparable with four of the six transit agencies we visited. While 
the Governance Task Force report recommended a change in the role of 
alternates and number of primary board members, the report did not find 
the current size of the board a problem. RAC also commented that the 
current size of the board functions well and alternates provide for 
representation for more riders. Eliminating the role of alternates and 
increasing the number of primary members as recommended are changes 
that would require a compact amendment. 

Board members and stakeholders told us that there are trade-offs to 
changing the size of the board. One board member offered that the current 
size of the board is structurally weak and can make consensus-building 
more difficult. However, another board member noted that the extension 
of the rail system to Loudoun County will add another jurisdiction to the 
rail service area. Therefore, reducing the size of the board would make it 
difficult to envelop the additional jurisdiction. 

Board members varied in their views on the role of alternates. Several 
board members commented that if the board has alternates—as currently 
required by the compact—then those board members should be active and 

Discussion 
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informed on board business, and the current role of the alternates 
provides that opportunity and can be a good way to learn about the 
authority. Other board members commented that alternates bring 
knowledge and value to the board and that alternates allow committee 
work to be distributed among more members. However, two board 
members believed that the time and commitment needed to be an 
alternate is too high given that alternates cannot vote in board meetings. 
Two others suggested that the compact be changed to allow alternates to 
become voting members. Staff from each appointing authority told us that 
board positions can be hard to fill. Staff from the General Services 
Administration (GSA) further stated that filling alternate positions, in 
particular, can be difficult. 

 
 

 

 
The WMATA compact provides that board members shall be appointed by 
the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission, for Virginia; by the 
Council of the District of Columbia, for the District of Columbia; and by 
the Washington Suburban Transit Commission, for Maryland. Federal 
board members are appointed by GSA.3 The WMATA compact does not 
have any specific requirements for board members, except that one of the 
federal board members must be a regular rider of the transit system. There 
is no requirement that jurisdictions coordinate on board appointments. 

 
There are no criteria or procedures in the current appointment process to 
ensure the WMATA board collectively has the balance of attributes it 
needs to perform effectively. Therefore, jurisdictions should have a 
“coordinated process for appointing a board with the right balance of 
attributes to serve WMATA and the region.” 

 

                                                                                                                                    
3Public Law 111–62. 
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Leading governance practices state that an effective transit board is 
balanced along several dimensions and that it is important to have board 
members who are political, as well as those with business, financial, legal, 
and marketing backgrounds.4 

Requirements for balance of experience on boards at transit agencies we 
visited or spoke with vary, but some have legislative or procedural 
requirements for expertise on their boards. For example: 

• In Boston, MBTA’s enabling legislation requires that among its board of 
directors, two shall be experts in public or private transportation finance; 
two shall have practical experience in transportation planning and policy; 
and one shall be a registered civil engineer with at least 10 years 
experience. 
 

• In New York, beginning in June 2009, newly appointed MTA board 
members were required to have experience in one or more of the 
following areas: transportation, public administration, business 
management, finance, accounting, law, engineering, land use, urban and 
regional planning, management of large capital projects, labor relations, or 
have experience in some other area of activity central to the mission of the 
authority. Additionally, geographic representation requirements apply. 
 

• In Chicago, CTA board members cannot hold government (local, state, 
federal) office; rather, they must come from the local private sector and 
community. 
 

• In San Francisco, BART board members are directly elected based on 
geographic regions. 
 
 
Despite the lack of requirements, WMATA’s board includes members with 
diverse backgrounds or experience in transit, local and federal 
government, business, and nonprofit organizations. In addition, the 
jurisdictional nature of the appointing process ensures geographically 
diverse representation. 

Several current WMATA board members agreed that having a mix of 
expertise on the board is beneficial; however, the board members 
disagreed about whether expertise requirements were beneficial, or even 

                                                                                                                                    
4Transit Cooperative Research Program (2002).   
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possible. One board member told us that the current board has as much 
transit expertise as it has ever had, while another pointed out that board 
members with transit expertise tend to get too involved in operations. 

 
 

 
Under the WMATA compact, if both voting members from the same 
jurisdiction vote against an action, this would constitute a jurisdictional 
veto.5 

 
The Governance Task Force found that the threat of using the veto has 
sometimes acted as an impediment to making the best regional decisions. 
Therefore, the board should “limit use of the [jurisdictional] veto to 
matters relating to the budget or system expansion.” Additionally, “the 
signatories should determine the appropriate role of the veto in WMATA’s 
decision-making process and give serious consideration to eliminating it 
entirely.” 

 
We were unable to find clear leading governance practices related to a 
jurisdictional veto and none of the other transit agencies we visited use a 
similar veto. 

 
WMATA board members we spoke with had varied views of the current 
and future role of the jurisdictional veto. These views include that the 
jurisdictional veto is: 

                                                                                                                                    
5According to a WMATA official, the term “jurisdictional veto” is a practical description of 
what can occur per the voting rules set forth in the compact if two board members from a 
signatory vote against an action. Specifically, the compact provides that: “Four (board 
members) or alternates consisting of at least one (board member) or alternate appointed 
from each signatory, shall constitute a quorum and no action by the board shall be effective 
unless a majority of the board present and voting, which majority shall include at least one 
(board member) or alternate from each signatory, concur therein; provided, however, that 
a plan of financing may be adopted or a mass transit plan adopted, altered, revised or 
amended by the unanimous vote of the (board members) representing any two signatories.” 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority Compact, Title III, Article III, § 8(a).    
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• helpful, because the threat of a veto can force consensus; 
 

• rarely used; 
 

• necessary to protect jurisdictions; 
 

• redundant, because a jurisdiction could also withhold funding as a “de 
facto” veto; 
 

• should be limited to route planning and budget issues; and 
 

• should be eliminated. 
 
WMATA’s General Counsel pointed out that the compact provides for 
limited exceptions to the use of the veto. One such exception is for the 
mass transit plan, which serves as the plan for system expansion. 
However, in this case, a jurisdiction could later decline to approve 
operational funding for the system expansion, so the region has always 
moved by consensus on system expansion, even though the jurisdictional 
veto does not apply to approving a plan for system expansion or a plan of 
finance for the system expansion. 

RAC, in its report, differed from the Governance Task Force’s 
recommendations, commenting that while “the veto may rankle and 
appear to create the opportunity for ‘gridlock,’ WMATA is above all else a 
cooperative endeavor between three signatories with their own interests. 
It must ensure that no one is put at a disadvantage to ensure ongoing 
support from leaders and residents of all three. Messy as it is, the veto is 
necessary and should stay.” The elimination of the jurisdictional veto 
would require a compact change. 

 
 

 
 
According to the compact, the board must elect a chair at the beginning of 
every year. The board recently changed its procedures to end a policy that 
required the chair to rotate between jurisdictions every year. 

 
A term length of 1 year is too short for the chair to assume true leadership. 
Therefore, “the board should increase the term length of the chair from 
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one to two years.” In addition, responsibilities should be clearly defined to 
ensure “the chair has sufficient authority to assume a true leadership role.” 

Leading governance practices state that a strong chairperson is essential 
for an effective transit board and note that it is the chair’s role to lead and 
motivate the board in achievement of the transit system’s mission, 
strategic goals, and performance.6 Practices at other transit agencies 
vary—for example, MARTA has similar rotations among jurisdictions, 
although they are not required by legislation or procedures. Other transit 
agencies have structures allowing for stronger chairs. For example, 
officials at SEPTA told us that the SEPTA board has a strong chair, who 
helps organize board activities, creates a clear chain of command within 
the board, and helps ensure communication with management and 
dissemination of information to board members. 

 
Board members had differing views on chair rotation and the role of the 
chair including comments that (1) the change to a longer term 
chairmanship will have little impact, (2) the current role of the chair is not 
a strong position, and (3) that it is most important that the chair think 
regionally. However, two board members, respectively, commented that a 
stronger, or longer-term, chair will lead to improvements. Three other 
board members, respectively, told us that the annual rotation did not make 
sense, resulted in a lost sense of responsibilities, and the practice needs to 
be changed. 

The board recently updated procedures to eliminate the need to rotate the 
chairmanship. However, the compact requires that a chair be elected each 
year. The compact does not require that the chair be a different board 
member each year; however, a compact change would be required to 
lengthen the term of the chair. Board procedures or other board-approved 
documentation could be adjusted to strengthen the role of the chair. 

RAC made a similar recommendation, writing that “the Board chair should 
no longer automatically rotate. Instead, Board members should elect the 
best chair each year. Reelection of capable chairs is encouraged for 
continuity.” 

 

                                                                                                                                    
6Transit Cooperative Research Program (2002).   
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The WMATA compact states that “members of the board and alternates 
shall serve without compensation but may be reimbursed for necessary 
expenses incurred as an incident to the performance of their duties.” 
However, some board members receive some remuneration by their 
appointing jurisdiction. 

 
The lack of consistency among the appointing authorities as regards 
compensation arrangements is illogical and runs contrary to the spirit of 
regional cooperation. Therefore, “a uniform compensation policy” should 
be developed “for all members of the WMATA board.” 

 
Leading governance practices state that boards should have uniform 
compensation policies.7 The majority of transit boards are voluntary and 
members either are not compensated or receive a modest per diem. 

 
Board members we spoke with had varying perspectives on the issue of 
compensation. Several board members commented either that financial 
support for service on the board should be uniform, or that board 
members should receive no support, or both. However, some board 
members that receive support told us that the stipend they receive helps 
offset the expenses of participating on the board. 

 
 

 

 
The WMATA board currently has no fixed oversight body, other than the 
jurisdictional appointing authorities that can change board members.  

 

                                                                                                                                    
7Transit Cooperative Research Program (2002). 
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WMATA’s signatories and appointing authorities do not meet, and they 
have never agreed to uniform expectations or role descriptions for their 
board members. This has resulted in a lack of clear delineation of 
responsibilities among WMATA’s governing entities. Therefore, “the 
Signatories and the Appointing Authorities should come together to form a 
WMATA Governance Commission,8 to make improvements to the 
authority’s governance structure and hold the board accountable for its 
performance. The Commission would be responsible for undertaking 
several of the Governance Task Force recommendations.” 

 
We did not identify governance leading practices or find other transit 
agencies with a comparable oversight board over a board of directors. 
Among the transit agencies we visited, Boston MBTA is part of the state 
government. Other transit agencies we visited, such as San Francisco 
BART and Chicago CTA, are independent agencies with varying degrees of 
accountability to other local agencies. 

 
Many of the board members we spoke with were unclear about the 
purpose of the governance commission, concerned about its purpose, or 
generally disapproved of the concept. 

Staff from the Governance Task Force told us that the proposed 
governance commission was not designed to be an additional level of 
bureaucracy, rather a forum for key stakeholders to gather and discuss 
issues. A governance commission could fill an existing gap in 
accountability and oversight over board members. However, such a 
commission could be viewed as redundant because it would be comprised 
of most of the same membership that is responsible for appointing the 
board of directors. 

                                                                                                                                    
8It was recommended that the commission consist of the Governors of Maryland and 
Virginia, the Mayor of the District of Columbia, the Chairs of the Maryland and Virginia 
appointing authorities, the District of Columbia Council Chair, and the GSA Administrator. 
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Tables 5 through 11 include data on the transit agencies we visited or 
spoke with and show how those agencies compare to WMATA across 
several data points, including ridership and budget. 

Table 5: Jurisdictions Represented On Transit Agency Boards 

Transit agency Jurisdiction represented 

WMATA  • Multiple states and districts represented. 

• District of Columbia, Maryland, Virginia, federal government. 

• Jurisdictions represented equally with 2 voting members and 2 alternate 
members each. 

Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) 
(New York) 

• One city and multiple counties represented, though not equally. 

• Members are nominated by the Governor of New York with four seats 
recommended by the Mayor of New York City and one each by the county 
executives of Nassau, Suffolk, and Westchester counties. The executives of 
Dutchess, Orange, Rockland, and Putnam counties also nominate members 
and these members cast a collective single vote on the board. 

• Connecticut, which is served by MTA, is not represented on the board.  

Chicago Transit Authority (CTA) (Chicago) • Multijurisdictional board with city and state members. 

• City of Chicago and State of Illinois appoint board members. 

Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
(MBTA) (Boston) 

• Multiple cities served but only state of Massachusetts appoints board 
members. 

• Advisory board with one member from each community approves mass transit 
plan and budget. 

Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) (San Francisco) • Multiple counties represented. 

• Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Francisco Counties. 
• Board members are directly elected. 

Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation 
Authority (SEPTA) (Philadelphia) 

• Multiple city/counties served with both suburban and urban areas represented.

• Two members each from the five cities/counties in SEPTA’s service area—the 
City of Philadelphia, Bucks County, Chester County, Delaware County, and 
Montgomery County. 

• The Governor of Pennsylvania, Pennsylvania Senate Majority Leader, Senate 
Minority Leader, House Majority Leader, and House Minority Leader all 
appoint one member each to the board. 

Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority 
(MARTA) (Atlanta) 

• Multijurisdictional with one city and two counties represented. 

• City of Atlanta, DeKalb County, Fulton County as well as representatives from 
the Georgia Regional Transportation Authority and Georgia Department of 
Transportation. 

Source: GAO analysis of transit agency documents. 
 

 

 

Appendix III: Comparison of Selected Transit 
Agencies to WMATA 



 

Appendix III: Comparison of Selected Transit 

Agencies to WMATA 

 

 

Page 50 GAO-11-660  Public Transportation 

Table 6: Transit Services Provided 

Transit agency Heavy rail Bus Paratransit Other service 

WMATA Yes Yes Yes  

MTA (New York) Yes Yes Yes Yes (MTA also has commuter rail service and its affiliate, 
Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority, operates bridges and 
tunnels.) 

CTA (Chicago) Yes Yes No No 

MBTA (Boston) Yes Yes Yes Yes (streetcar, trackless trolleys including Bus Rapid Transit 
lines) 

BART (San Francisco) Yes No Yes No 

SEPTA (Philadelphia) Yes Yes Yes Yes (trolley, trackless trolley, and commuter rail) 

MARTA (Atlanta) Yes Yes Yes Yes (will operate a streetcar, which will open in 2013) 

Source: GAO analysis of transit agency documents. 
 

Table 7: Size of Rail Operations 

Transit agency Number of miles of track Number of stations 

MTA (New York) 2,047 miles 735 

CTA (Chicago) 224.1 miles 143 

WMATA  106 miles 86 

BART (San Francisco) 104 miles 44  

MARTA (Atlanta) 47.6 miles 38 

MBTA (Boston) 38 miles 

(885 miles of total track, including 
other forms such as trolley and 
light rail) 

53 (also, 78 stations served 
by streetcars and light rail) 

SEPTA (Philadelphia) 25 subway/elevated 
(176 total miles including 
commuter rail) 

52 subway 
280 total 

Source: GAO analysis of transit agency documents. 
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Table 8: Heavy Rail Ridership as of 4th Quarter 2010 

Transit agency Average weekday passenger trips 

MTA (New York) 8,047,700

WMATA  928,100

CTA (Chicago) 663,900

MBTA (Boston) 495,200

BART (San Francisco) 361,100

SEPTA (Philadelphia) 331,300

MARTA (Atlanta) 240,900

Source: GAO analysis of American Public Transportation Association (APTA) 4th Quarter Transit Ridership data (2010). 
 

Note: Passenger trips are the number of passengers who board public transportation vehicles. 
Passengers are counted each time they board, no matter how many vehicles they use to travel from 
their origin to their destination. 

 

Table 9: Transit Agencies Ranked by Passenger Trips in 2009 

National rank Transit agency Passenger trips

1 MTA (New York) 3,206,871,200

2 CTA (Chicago) 521,241,800

4 WMATA  435,858,900

5 MBTA (Boston) 367,247,600

6 SEPTA (Philadelphia) 348,314,700

9 MARTA (Atlanta) 156,542,400

13 BART (San Francisco) 114,654,600

Source: GAO analysis of APTA Transit Ridership data (2009). 
 

Note: Passenger trips are the number of passengers who board public transportation vehicles. 
Passengers are counted each time they board, no matter how many vehicles they use to travel from 
their origin to their destination. 
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Table 10: Operating and Capital Budgets 

Transit agency Annual operating budget Annual capital budget 

MTA (New York) $13.4 billion  $5.3 billiona 

WMATA  $1.5 billion $712 million

CTA (Chicago) $1.4 billion $638 million

MBTA (Boston) $1.4 billion $525 million

SEPTA (Philadelphia) $1.2 billion $303.6 million

BART (San Francisco) $588.7 million $777.4 million

MARTA (Atlanta) $404.4 million $320.8 million

Source: National Transit Database and agency information. 
 

Note: Data for MBTA and MARTA are for 2009, which were the most recent figures available. Data 
for MTA, WMATA, CTA, BART, and SEPTA are for 2011. 
 
aMTA’s capital budget for 2010 through 2014 is $26.3 billion, which amounts to a $5.26 billion 
average annual budget. 
 

Table 11: Size of Workforce 

Transit agency Number of employees

MTA (New York) 69,756

WMATA  10,974

CTA (Chicago) 10,208

SEPTA (Philadelphia) 9,268

MBTA (Boston) 6,100

MARTA (Atlanta) 4,542

BART (San Francisco) 3,017

Source: GAO analysis of transit agency documents. 
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David J. Wise, (202) 512-2834 or wised@gao.gov 

 
In addition to the contact named above, Teresa Spisak (Assistant Director), 
Matthew LaTour, Jessica Evans, Colin Fallon, William King, Susan Sachs, 
and Mindi Weisenbloom made key contributions to this report. 
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The Government Accountability Office, the audit, evaluation, and 
investigative arm of Congress, exists to support Congress in meeting its 
constitutional responsibilities and to help improve the performance and 
accountability of the federal government for the American people. GAO 
examines the use of public funds; evaluates federal programs and policies; 
and provides analyses, recommendations, and other assistance to help 
Congress make informed oversight, policy, and funding decisions. GAO’s 
commitment to good government is reflected in its core values of 
accountability, integrity, and reliability. 

The fastest and easiest way to obtain copies of GAO documents at no cost 
is through GAO’s Web site (www.gao.gov). Each weekday afternoon, GAO 
posts on its Web site newly released reports, testimony, and 
correspondence. To have GAO e-mail you a list of newly posted products, 
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The price of each GAO publication reflects GAO’s actual cost of 
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white. Pricing and ordering information is posted on GAO’s Web site, 
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Orders may be paid for using American Express, Discover Card, 
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Washington, DC 20548 
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