
 

 

 

NVTC COMMISSION MEETING  

THURSDAY, MAY 5, 2011 
MAIN FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM 

2300 Wilson Blvd. 
Arlington, VA 22201 

8:00 PM 

 

 
 
 

AGENDA 

 
1. Minutes of the NVTC Meeting of April 7, 2011. 

 
Recommended Action: Approval.  

 
2. VRE Items. 

 
A. Report from the VRE Operations Board and VRE’s CEO--Information Item.  

 
B. Financial Plans for the Spotsylvania Third Track Project and Railcar 

Procurement--Action Item/Resolution #2169. 
 

3. Transit Elements of Virginia’s Draft Six Year Improvement Program for FY 
2012-2017. 
 
Staff will describe the proposed allocation of state transit assistance with emphasis 
on Northern Virginia’s awards.  
 
Discussion Item.  

 
4. Metro Items. 

 
A. WMATA Governance Update. 
B. FY 2012 WMATA Budget Status. 
C. April Vital Signs Report. 

 
Discussion Item. 

NOTE: Dinner will be available at 7:30 P.M.   
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5. Alexandria DASH’s Real-Time Bus Arrival Information System.  
 
NVTC staff is managing this project as well as managing the grant funds for it.  Staff 
will showcase the system which is installed and operating on Alexandria DASH’s bus 
fleet.  
 
Information Item.  
 

6. BRAC Developments.  
 
Among the items to be reviewed is a new report by the Defense Department’s (DOD) 
Inspector General questioning the traffic study that minimized the impact of base 
relocation on traffic in the I-395 corridor.  Also, NVTC staff has investigated 
impediments to DOD providing access to transit and funding transit improvements.  
 
Discussion Item.  
 

7. Legislative Items.  
 
Staff will review the status of state and federal legislation affecting public transit 
funding.  
 
Discussion Item.  
 

8. Virginia Department of Taxation’s Administration of NVTC’s Motor Fuels Tax. 
 
A monthly progress report and response to the NVTC letter to Commissioner Burns 
have been requested. 
 
Discussion Item.  

 
9. Regional Transportation Items 

 
A. I-95 Transit Stakeholders Meeting. 
B. Update on Vanpool Project. 
C. Route 7 Multi-Modal Study. 
D. NVTC Rail-Volution Proposals. 
E. Dulles Metrorail Extension Lawsuit.  
F. Regional Bus Priority Projects. 
G. Governor McDonnell’s Transportation Challenge.  

 
Information Item.  
 

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



 
 

 

 
MINUTES 

NVTC COMMISSION MEETING – APRIL 7, 2011 
NVTC CONFERENCE ROOM – ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 

 
 The meeting of the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission was called to 
order by Chairman Euille at 8:09 P.M. 
 
 
Members Present 
Sharon Bulova 
Barbara Comstock 
John Cook 
Adam Ebbin 
William D. Euille 
Jay Fisette 
John Foust 
Jeffrey Greenfield 
Michael Harris (alternate, DRPT) 
Catherine Hudgins 
Mary Hynes 
Jeffrey McKay 
Thomas Rust 
Paul Smedberg 
Lawrence Webb (alternate, City of Falls Church) 
Christopher Zimmerman 
 
Members Absent 
Kelly Burk 
Thelma Drake 
Mark R. Herring 
Joe May 
David F. Snyder 
Mary Margaret Whipple  
 
Staff Present 
Rhonda Gilchrest 
Scott Kalkwarf 
Greg McFarland 
Adam McGavock 
Kala Quintana 
Rick Taube 
Dale Zehner (VRE) 
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Minutes of the March 3, 2011 NVTC Meeting 
 

On a motion by Mr. Fisette and a second by Mr. Webb, the commission 
unanimously approved the minutes.  The vote in favor was cast by commissioners 
Cook, Fisette, Foust, Greenfield, Harris, Hudgins, Hynes, McKay, Smedberg, Webb and 
Zimmerman.  Chairman Euille abstained. 

  
 
VRE Items 
 
 Amendment to RailWorld Purchase Agreement.  Mr. Smedberg stated that VRE 
staff requests that NVTC approve Resolution #2168.  In order to sell the remaining F40 
locomotive, RailWorld wishes to assign ownership to another entity and consequently 
VRE’s purchase agreement with RailWorld must be amended.  Resolution #2168 would 
accomplish this. 
 
 Mr. Smedberg moved, with a second by Mr. Zimmerman, to approve Resolution 
#2168 (copy attached).  The vote in favor was cast by commissioners Cook, Euille, 
Fisette, Foust, Greenfield, Harris, Hudgins, Hynes, McKay, Smedberg, Webb and 
Zimmerman.   
 
 Mrs. Bulova and Delegate Ebbin arrived at 8:12 P.M. 
 
 Report from the VRE Operations Board and VRE CEO.   Mr. Zehner reported 
that March daily ridership has reached over 19,300 trips each day, which is about 3,000 
more trips a day compared to the same time last year.  Ridership continues to climb.  
He stated that the Operations Board has approved the buy down of the Amtrak step-up 
fare, which should help with the capacity issue.  It is estimated that it will open up 150 
more seats daily.  A turn back train will be put into the schedule which will also add 
more capacity.  He reported that nine new locomotives have been delivered, with six in 
service, two being currently tested, and one with bad wheels that need to be replaced 
before it can be put into service.  The annual Meet the Management events have 
started and will continue over a period of months. 
 
  
NVTC Rail-Volution Proposals 
 
 Mr. Taube stated that after polling jurisdiction and regional staffs, a list of topic 
ideas has been prepared to submit for the annual conference to be held in Washington, 
D.C. on October 15-19, 2011.  This conference spotlights livable and workable 
communities and transit oriented development in addition to rail.  It will include 
presentations, as well as 15-20 mobile workshops.  The proposed topics are as follows: 
 

1. BRAC mandates, time pressure and transit solutions. 
2. National Harbor water taxi connections to Alexandria Old Town. 
3. Alexandria’s study of three potential streetcar lines. 
4. WMATA cooperative security arrangements with MARC and VRE at Union 

Station. 
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5. WMATA’s anti-terrorism efforts, including a possible debate on the new bag 
search policy. 

6. VRE’s mobile workshop. 
 

Mrs. Bulova stated that she thinks the BRAC mandates would be an interesting 
topic since it is a real challenge for this region to address these issues.  Mr. Smedberg 
also noted that regional cooperation among the jurisdictions is an important component.  
Mrs. Hynes asked if there should be a policy question raised since there are issues 
working with the military to collaborate on transportation issues.  Mr. McKay stated that 
it comes down to security issues and only Department of Defense shuttle buses can be 
used to get personnel close the military buildings.   

 
Mr. Fisette asked if the BRAC issues would be of national interest to other 

conference attendees.  Ms. Quintana stated that there is some relevance.  In the future, 
other regions may experience the same issues.  There can also be a comparison made 
to big corporations moving into an area which can result in challenges of moving large 
numbers of people.  Chairman Euille stated that the Metropolitan Washington region is 
going through this on a large scale, but there could be other regions that will go through 
it on a smaller scale. 

 
Mr. McKay stated that the Alexandria streetcar study is not completed and asked 

what would be the “take away” goal as a conference topic.  Ms. Quintana replied that 
this very question was discussed at the staff level and it was concluded that there is an 
importance to looking at the process that goes into identifying corridors; what needs to 
be done in order to accomplish this kind of change to a corridor like Route 1; and 
sharing best practices. Jim Maslanka (Alexandria staff) stated that there is also an 
appeal because it is a large project for a small city.   Mr. Smedberg stated that these 
three corridors are ripe for redevelopment.  Chairman Euille noted that one of the three 
corridors is ready for action. 

 
Delegates Comstock and Rust arrived at 8:20 P.M. 

 
 
NVTC Managing Route 7 Multi-Modal Project 
 
 Mr. Taube stated that Falls Church has asked NVTC to take over management of 
this project and obtain the federal grant funds.  The commission is asked to amend 
NVTC’s FY 2011 work program to include this project.  A total of $350,000 in federal 
funds is earmarked for a multi-modal alternatives study of the Route 7 corridor from 
King Street Metrorail to Tysons Corner.  NVTC supported the initial application by Falls 
Church back in April of 2009.  Identifying the availability of local matching funds will be 
the first required activity. 
 
 In response to a question from Mr. Zimmerman, Mr. Taube stated that it is a 
80/20 project match.  Mr. Webb explained that the city of Falls Church has contact 
DRPT to request state funding for the match.  Ms. Wendy Block-Sanford (Falls Church 
staff) explained that the city originally asked for a $100,000 federal grant to study the 
city’s section of Route 7.  Congressman Moran believed that the corridor needed to be 
looked at in a regional context and obtained the additional funding (which increased to 
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$350,000) to make it a regional study.  She stated that the city of Falls Church is not in 
a position to fund the increased match amount.   Mr. Smedberg stated that it would be 
helpful to know if the Falls Church city manager has discussed this project with the 
managers of Arlington and Fairfax counties.  Chairman Euille suggested deferring this 
action to the next meeting to wait for DRPT’s response.  Mr. Zimmerman stated that the 
action could be taken subject to approval of a match by DRPT.  Mrs. Bulova suggested 
that in order to move this forward, NVTC could ask staff to work towards identifying the 
match and then bring it back to the commission for action. 
 
 Mr. Smedberg asked if there is a deadline.  Mr. Webb explained that there is a 
three year window.  Mr. Smedberg also asked what it means for NVTC to manage the 
project.  Mr. Taube explained that NVTC as project manager would assemble the 
technical team, define the scope of work, go through the consultant procurement 
process, and bring jurisdictions and WMATA together to work regionally.  Mr. Fisette 
observed that these are not unusual tasks for NVTC so he does not see a reason to 
bring it back.  He suggested providing the authority contingent upon receiving the 
match.  Mr. Smedberg stated that he does not have a problem with the process or 
NVTC managing the project, but he has concerns since this is a sensitive and important 
project and the city of Alexandria may have a different view of the makeup of the project 
compared to Falls Church and Fairfax County.  He would like to hear more from his 
staff.    
 
 Chairman Euille noted that with no immediate deadline, another month would not 
hurt the project.  Mr. Webb stated that the match must be identified before anything else 
can be done.  Ms. Block-Sanford stated that it is important to apply for this match in the 
next funding cycle.   
 
 After further discussion about the motion, Mrs. Bulova moved to direct staff to 
come back at the next meeting with details of the project and matching funding 
mechanisms that can be identified.  Mr. Greenfield seconded.  Mr. McKay asked if this 
motion authorizes staff to go out and find a match.  Mrs. Bulova responded yes.  Mr. 
McKay stated that it is important that NVTC not send a message that there is some 
problem when the region has been given funds for this project.  The message needs to 
be that we are moving forward.  Mr. Smedberg stated that a key component is to have 
further staff-to-staff discussions. 
 
 The commission then voted on the motion and it passed.  The vote in favor was 
cast by commissioners Bulova, Comstock, Cook, Ebbin, Euille, Fisette, Foust, 
Greenfield, Harris, Hudgins, Hynes, McKay, Rust, Smedberg, Webb and Zimmerman.    
 
 
Metro Items 
 
 WMATA Governance Issues.  Mrs. Hynes gave an update on the work being 
done by the Governance Committee.  The first draft of the WMATA By-Laws should be 
completed in the next few weeks, with the goal to have them in place by May, 2011.  
Strategic workshops are also being planned for the summer. 
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 FY 2012 WMATA Budget.  Mrs. Hudgins stated that no fare increase has been 
proposed and hopefully no service reductions will be introduced for the budget.  
Currently the budget includes a $72 million deficit.  Mrs. Hynes observed that this is 
following the General Manager identifying $75 million in reductions.  Chairman Euille 
stated that he has been impressed with the budget process and the WMATA staff is 
doing an outstanding job.  He stated that for the sake of the system, Compact members 
need to show their commitment to safety and the future of the system by stepping up to 
the plate and increasing subsidy amounts.   
 
 Delegate Rust asked why a fare increase is not being considered.  Chairman 
Euille stated that there was a substantial fare increase last year.  Delegate Rust asked 
how Metro’s fares compare to other transit systems.  Mrs. Hudgins stated that WMATA 
has one of the highest recovery ratios.   
 
 Vital Signs.  Mr. Taube reminded commissioners that staff was asked by the 
NVTC Board to propose an abbreviated version of the Vital Sign’s report that would 
capture the most important measures.  After consultation with local and regional staff, 
NVTC staff drafted a two-sided page summarizing systemwide ridership and other 
measures on one side and Northern Virginia ridership on the other.  He asked for 
commissioner feedback. 
 
 Mr. McKay stated that it would be helpful in the safety section to show whether 
injuries are caused by WMATA or the customer.  WMATA is not responsible for all the 
injuries so it would be helpful to clarify this. 
 
 Regional Benefits of Transit Study.  Mr. McGavock stated that the WMATA study 
is underway that seeks to quantify the benefits of transit.  To help guide the study, 
WMATA is seeking local elected officials’ views on their top ten choices of performance 
measures.  NVTC commissioners were asked to review a list of 39 possible measures 
to indicate which would be most helpful in advocating increased transit funding.  
Commissioner comments should be submitted by April 14th.  In response to a question 
from Mr. McKay, Mr. McGavock explained that the asterisks signify the projects 
selected by WMATA staff as their top 10 priorities. 
 
 
Public Hearing on the Commonwealth Transportation Board’s Six-Year Transportation 
Program 
 
 Mr. Taube stated that the CTB public hearing will be held on May 4, 2011. A 
proposed NVTC statement has been prepared for Chairman Euille or his designee to 
give at the hearing.  It will be reviewed again by jurisdictional staff before the 
presentation. 
 
 Mr. Zimmerman moved, with a second by Mrs. Hynes, to authorize Chairman 
Euille or his designee to give the testimony at the CTB hearing.  The vote in favor was 
cast by commissioners Bulova, Cook, Comstock, Ebbin, Euille, Fisette, Foust, 
Greenfield, Harris, Hudgins, Hynes, McKay, Rust, Smedberg, Webb and Zimmerman.    
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Virginia Department of Taxation’s Administration of NVTC’s Motor Fuels Tax 
 
 Mr. Taube reported that NVTC and PRTC wrote to TAX Commissioner Burns to 
inform him about the commissions’ approval of TAX’s recommended personnel changes 
and to emphasize ongoing concerns with misallocations.   Commissioner Burns and his 
top staff members contacted PRTC’s Executive Director by telephone for further 
discussion; however, NVTC was not part of that discussion.  TAX did not provide the 
first promised report nor have they responded to NVTC’s last letter. Chairman Euille 
directed staff to keep monitoring this situation. 
 
 
Legislative Items 
 

Mr. Taube reported that NVTC received a letter from Senator Warner regarding 
his efforts to urge continuing federal appropriations for Metro.  Mr. Taube also stated 
that the region is waiting to see if the federal government will shut down if agreement 
cannot be reached on the budget.  Mr. McKay noted that for every day the Metro 
system is shut down, WMATA will lose $500,000 in revenue.  Other transit systems in 
the region will also be impacted.  Mrs. Hudgins stated that it is her understanding that 
Metro will not make service adjustments if this happens. 

 
Mr. Zimmerman stated that regarding BRAC issues with the Department of 

Defense and its cooperation with transit, he asked if it would be helpful to formally 
communicate to see if this is a procedural problem that can be resolved.  He suggested 
staff return at the next meeting with information on which organization(s) NVTC should 
contact regarding this issue. 
 
 
Review of Northern Virginia Response to Higher Gas Prices 
 

Ms. Quintana stated that each transit system operating in NVTC’s district was 
asked to explain what approaches are being employed to cope with likely ridership 
increases as the price of gasoline soars toward $4 per gallon and above.  Systems 
providing longer transit trips are already experiencing significant ridership gains, such 
as Loudoun County Transit, OmniRide and VRE.  DASH and Cue also report gains.  
The problem is that the jurisdictions do not have funding to address increased ridership.  
Mr. McKay stated that he does not want it misinterpreted that Fairfax County has a 
ghost fleet of buses waiting to meet capacity needs.  The county has a handful of old 
buses on standby in case of mechanical failures to its revenue buses.  Ms. Quintana 
stated that PRTC and OmniRide have put every one of their buses into service and still 
have capacity issues. 

 
Ms. Quintana stated that in the future it may be difficult to maintain the recent 

market share gains when fuel prices go down because of the reduced quality of the 
current commuting experience (due to overcrowding conditions on these transit 
systems).   
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Regional Transportation Items 
 
 Bike/Pedestrian Access Projects. NVTC’s jurisdictions, in cooperation with 
WMATA, are undertaking new projects to implement the recommendations of WMATA’s 
Bike/Pedestrian Access Study in order to triple the bike access mode share to 3.5 
percent by 2030.  Several initiatives include improving bike storage with key card 
access lockers at the King street Metrorail station; adding more bike lockers at Fairfax 
County stations; continuing Capital Bikeshare in Arlington and elsewhere; adding 
covered bike parking at the new Weihle Avenue Metrorail station; and including bike 
access, storage and repair in Falls Church’s new intermodal facility. 
 
 
NVTC’s Financial Items for February, 2010 
  
 Commissioners were provided with the financial report and there were no 
questions or comments.  
 
 
Adjournment 
  

On a motion by Mr. Fisette and a second by Mr. McKay, the commission 
unanimously agreed to adjourn.  Vice-Chairman Fisette adjourned the meeting at 9:06 
P.M. 
 
Approved this 5th day of May, 2011. 
 
 
       ________________________ 
       William D. Euille    
       Chairman 
 
____________________________ 
Jeffrey McKay 
Secretary-Treasurer   



 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #2 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: April 28, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: VRE Items 
              
 

A. Report from the VRE Operations Board and VRE CEO--Information Item.  
 

B. Financial Plans for the Spotsylvania Third Track and Railcar Project--Action 
Item/Resolution #2169. 

 
  



 

 

Item #2A 
 
 

Report from the VRE Operations Board and VRE CEO 
 
 Minutes are attached from the VRE Operations Board meeting of April 15, 2011.  
Also attached is a report from VRE’s Chief Executive Officer with ridership and other 
performance measures included.   
 
 The VRE Operations Board has scheduled a retreat for July 29, 2011.   
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Virginia Railway Express 
 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S 
REPORT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  MONTHLY DELAY SUMMARY 
 December January February March 
System wide     
Total delays 68 64 32 76 
Average length of delay (mins.) 27 27 23 18 
Number over 30 minutes 16 12 8 7 
Days with Heat Restrictions/Total days 0/21 0/20 0/19 0/23 
On-Time Performance 88.7% 89.1% 94.4% 89.0% 
Fredericksburg Line     
Total delays 22 37 14 58 
Average length of delay (mins.) 25 27 21 16 
Number over 30 minutes 3 7 2 3 
On-Time Performance 92.2% 86.5% 94.7% 82.0% 
Manassas Line   14  
Total delays 46 27 18 18 
Average length of delay (mins.) 28 28 25 25 
Number over 30 minutes 13 5 6 4 
On-Time Performance 85.6% 91.4% 94.1% 95.1% 

 

With an average daily ridership of 19,559 for March 2011, ridership increased 12.4% compared 

to March 2010.  Year-to-date ridership is 11.3% higher than last year.  Nine of the top ten 

ridership days have occurred since March 1, 2011. The top ten days (as of April 13) are below. 

 
1 April 12, 2011 21,496 
2 March 23, 2011 21,136 
3 April 13, 2011 20,803 
4 April 6, 2011 20,791 
5 March 29, 2011 20,694 
6 March 15, 2011 20,573 
7 March 30, 2011 20,545 
8 April 5, 2011 20,371 
9 March 17, 2011 20,215 

10 April 7, 2011 20,176 
 

 

System wide on-time performance (OTP) was 89.0% in March with 82.0% on the Fredericksburg 

Line and 95.1% on the Manassas Line.  The CSX tie replacement work in the Fredericksburg and 

Stafford areas resulted in slow orders and occasional traffic congestion which brought down 

OTP on the Fredericksburg Line.  All CSX tie replacement work will end next week and OTP 

SYSTEM RIDERSHIP 

SYSTEM ON TIME PERFORMANCE 

 April 2011 
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should improve accordingly.  I continue to see improvement in the reduction of mechanical 

delays, especially as older locomotives are replaced with new locomotives.   

 

CSX has approved turning one Manassas Line train at Union Station and returning it to Broad 

Run to be stored during the mid-day.  We plan to implement this service change on May 2nd, the 

same time as the change in the Step-Up fare.  Train 326 will travel to Union Station in the 

morning and return to Broad Run for storage during the mid-day.  The train will then return to 

Union station in the afternoon and operate as the current train 331. 

 

By doing this, we will be able to add railcars to other consists and keep within the 83 vehicle 

mid-day storage limit at WUT, as stipulated in the access agreement with Amtrak.   

 

Specifically, VRE will add railcars to the following trains: 

 

 Train 300/313 will have one railcar added, bringing this train to 5 railcars  

 Train 310/311 will have one railcar added, bringing this train to 6 railcars 

 Train 312/301 will have one railcar added, bringing this train to 4 railcars  

 Train 326/329 will have two railcars added, bringing the train to 8 railcars 
 

These five railcars will add 700 seats to our service and should accommodate 1,400 additional 

trips each day.  In addition, the 8 car Fredericksburg Line train will be moved to train 306 in the 

morning and continue to operate as 307 in the evening. 

 

 

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. 

 

 

VRE plans to bid both projects in the coming months, pending approval from Stafford County 

regarding landscaping requirements. The projects are currently scheduled for public hearings at 

the Stafford County Planning Commission this month.  Depending on bid results and funding 

availability, VRE will be able to start construction on one or both parking lots this summer. 

 

Completion of design is anticipated this spring, with construction beginning in the summer. 
  

SCHEDULE CHANGE 

GAINESVILLE-HAYMARKET EXTENSION 

BROOKE AND LEELAND ROAD PARKING LOT EXPANSION 

WOODBRIDGE STATION EXPANSION/KISS AND RIDE 
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Nine new locomotives have been delivered to VRE with six currently in service.  I anticipate 

that we will have 8 in service by April 15th.  All VRE revenue trains (12 trains) will be equipped 

with a new locomotive by the end of May 2011.  The remaining eight locomotives will be 

delivered by the end of July.  

 

 

Our annual “Meet the Management” program is in full swing. These events are an opportunity 

to show appreciation to our riders.  During this time, VRE management visits a different station 

every week, bringing refreshments for passengers.  The goal is to meet our riders in person and 

to hear any questions, complaints, or comments they may have.  Board Members are welcome 

to attend any or all of the events in their jurisdictions.  Below please find this years’ Meet the 

Management schedule:  

 

April 6 Union Station, all evening trains 

April 13 L’Enfant,  all evening trains 

April 20 Crystal City, all evening trains 

April 27 Alexandria, all evening trains 

May 4 Franconia/Springfield, all evening trains 

May 18 Fredericksburg, all morning trains 

May 25 Broad Run, all morning trains 

June 1 Leeland Road, all morning trains 

June 8 Manassas, all morning trains 

June 15 Brooke, all morning trains 

June 22 Manassas Park, all morning trains 

June 29 Quantico, all morning trains 

July 6 Burke Centre, all morning trains 

July 13 Rippon, all morning trains 

July 20 Rolling Road, all morning trains 

July 27 Woodbridge, all morning trains 

August 3 Backlick, all morning trains 

August 10 Lorton, all morning trains 
  

LOCOMOTIVE PROCUREMENT 

MEET THE MANAGEMENT 
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MONTHLY ON-TIME PERFORMANCE ON-TIME 

PERCENTAGE 

March Fredericksburg OTP Average 81.99% 

March Manassas OTP Average 95.11% 

VRE  MARCH  OVERALL OTP AVERAGE 88.99% 

 

MONTHLY PERFORMANCE MEASURES – March 2011 

RIDERSHIP YEAR TO DATE  RIDERSHIP  

VRE FY 2011 Passenger Totals  3,275,243 

VRE FY 2010 Passenger Totals  2,941,830 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE 11.3% 

RIDERSHIP MONTH TO MONTH COMPARISON 

DESCRIPTION MONTHLY RIDERSHIP 

MARCH 2011 449,867 

MARCH 2010 400,309 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE  12.4%  

SERVICE DAYS (CURRENT/PRIOR) 23/23 
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MM    II    NN    UU    TT    EE    SS  
  

VRE OPERATIONS BOARD MEETING 
PRTC HEADQUARTERS – PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

APRIL 15, 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 
Suhas Naddoni (PRTC) City of Manassas Park 
Gary Skinner (PRTC)* Spotsylvania County 
Paul Smedberg (NVTC) City of Alexandria 
Susan Stimpson (PRTC) Stafford County 
Jonathan Way (PRTC) City of Manassas 
Christopher Zimmerman (NVTC)* Arlington County 

 
MEMBERS ABSENT JURISDICTION 
Thelma Drake DRPT 

 
ALTERNATES PRESENT JURISDICTION 
Kevin Page DRPT 

 
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 
Michael C. May (PRTC) Prince William County 
Jerry Logan (PRTC) Spotsylvania County 
Jeff McKay (NVTC) Fairfax County 
Martin E. Nohe (PRTC) Prince William County 
John Stirrup (PRTC) Prince William County 

 
STAFF AND GENERAL PUBLIC  
Donna Boxer – VRE 
Anna Gotthardt – VRE 
Al Harf – PRTC staff 
Christine Hoeffner – VRE 
Rick Holt – PWTSC 
Eric Johnson – VRE 
Ken Kanownik – FCDOT 
Ann King – VRE 
Bob Leibbrandt – Prince William County  
Steve MacIsaac – VRE counsel 
April Maguigad – VRE 

Betsy Massie – PRTC staff 
Jennifer Mouchantaf – VRE 
Sirel Mouchantaf – VRE 
Dick Peacock – citizen 
Mark Roeber – VRE 
Mike Schaller – citizen 
Scott Shenk – Free Lance Star 
Brett Shorter – VRE 
Alex Sugatan – VRE 
Rick Taube – NVTC staff 
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 9:34 A.M.  Following the Pledge of 
Allegiance, roll call was taken.   
 
[Mr. Covington arrived at 9:35 A.M.] 
 
 
Approval of the Agenda – 3 
 
Chairman Bulova stated that several Board Members from Prince William County need 
to leave early for a funeral, so in order to move quickly through the action items, she 
suggested that Agenda Item #8 “Operations Board Members’ Time” be moved to the 
end of the agenda and Agenda Item #11G “Authorization to Approve Financial Plans for 
the Spotsylvania Third Track and Railcar Capital Projects” be moved to the beginning of 
the action items.  There were no objections.   
 
 
Approval of the Minutes of the March 18, 2011 Operations Board Meeting – 4 
 
Mr. Milde moved, with a second by Mr. Smedberg, to approve the minutes.  The vote in 
favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Covington, Howe, Milde, Naddoni, Page, 
Smedberg and Way.  Board Members Caddigan, Jenkins and Stimpson abstained. 
 
 
Chairman’s Comments – 6 
 
Chairman Bulova announced that VRE ridership reached 21,496 daily trips on April 12, 
2011.  As of April 13th, five of the seven Fredericksburg trains and three of the five 
Manassas trains are operating with new locomotives. VRE is still on target to have new 
locomotives on all trains by the end of May 2011.  She also announced that the 
Strategic Planning Session is scheduled for July 29th, with the location to still be 
determined. 
 
[Mr. Zimmerman arrived at 9:36 A.M.] 
 
 
Chief Executive Officer’s Report – 7 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that on-time performance (OTP) for March was 88 percent 
systemwide, with 82 percent on the Fredericksburg line and 95 percent on the 
Manassas line.  The Fredericksburg line OTP was impacted by the slow orders and 
traffic congestions caused by CSX tie work.  Over 60,000 railroad ties were replaced 
between Fredericksburg and Rippon and around L’Enfant Station.  This work is now 
complete and OTP should improve.  On May 2nd several initiatives will begin that should 
improve capacity issues, including a turn-back train on the Manassas line and adding 
another railcar to five consists.  This will add 700 seats to VRE service and should 
accommodate an additional 1,400 daily trips. The Amtrak Step-Up fare will also be 
reduced from $10 to $5 and the assumption is that it will shift approximately 150 people 
to Amtrak trains.   
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[Mr. Skinner arrived at 9:39 A.M.] 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that Meet the Management events are ongoing.  One will be held at 
the Fredericksburg Station on May 18th and CSXT officials will be there.  The Broad Run 
Station Meet the Management is scheduled for May 25th and Norfolk Southern officials 
will participate. 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that a delegation of 16 French Parliament Members are coming to the 
Unites States and will meet with him and Chairman Bulova on April 28th and ride a VRE 
train.  They are coming to Washington, D.C. to meet with the Deputy Secretary of 
Transportation to talk about rail in the United States and potential partnerships. 
 
  
VRE Riders’ and Public Comment – 9 
 
Mr. Peacock stated that he is pleased to see the Amtrak Step-Up fare reduced, which is 
the cheapest way to add capacity.  He is also glad to see the new locomotives being put 
into service. 
 
Rick Holt, a Prince William County resident and a member of the Prince William Trails 
and Streams Coalition, asked for VRE’s support in getting more bicycle riders to the 
VRE stations.  Ten bikes can be put in the space of one vehicle parking space.  If one 
percent (200) of VRE total ridership were to ride their bicycles to the station, it would 
eliminate the need for 200 parking spaces, assuming 20 spaces were used for bike 
facilities.  VRE needs secure bicycle facilities and safe access to the stations.  He 
encouraged VRE to work with VDOT to put in bicycle lanes or trails to the stations.  
Bicycling in general reduces congestion, reduces driving costs, improves health and 
fitness, lowers CO2 emissions, as well as helps business.  The gross revenue for bicycle 
retail in this region for the last five years was $14.8 million.  There are 38 retail bicycle 
stores, which means more jobs for people.     
 
[Mr. Cook arrived at 9:42 A.M.] 
 
Chairman Bulova observed that many other countries are more bicycle oriented than 
the United States.  Mr. Zimmerman noted that if it was easier for people to bike to the 
stations and have adequate bicycle storage, more people would do it.  At the other end, 
VRE could tie into bike sharing programs, like BikeShare.  A small percentage of people 
switching to bicycle access can have a big impact to VRE’s parking demand, traffic, etc.  
Chairman Bulova suggested adding bicycle access to the Strategic Planning Retreat 
agenda. 
 
 
Consent Agenda – 10 
 
Mr. Milde moved, with a second by Ms. Stimpson, to approve the following Consent 
Agendas item: 
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Resolution #10A-04-2011:   Authorization to Issue an IFB for the Construction of a 
Parking Lot at the Brooke VRE Station 

 
Resolution #10B-04-2011: Authorization to Issue an IFB for the Construction of a 

Parking Lot Expansion at the Leeland Road VRE 
Station 

 
The Board voted on the motion and it unanimously passed.  The vote in favor was cast 
by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, Milde, 
Naddoni, Page, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman.  
 
  
Authorization to Approve Financial Plans for the Spotsylvania Third Track and Railcar 
Capital Projects – 11G 
   
Mr. Zehner stated that the VRE Operations Board is being asked to recommend that the 
Commissions approve financial plans for the Spotsylvania third track and railcar projects 
and authorize the allocation of additional funding for these projects.  Resolution #11G-
04-2011 would accomplish this.     
 
Mr. Zehner explained that the Governor’s transportation plan, passed by the General 
Assembly in February of 2011, included the sale of additional state bonds to fund 
transportation improvements in the Commonwealth.  VRE and DRPT staff have worked 
to identify funding plans to utilize the state bond proceeds and other state funds to 
enable VRE to accelerate the implementation of both priority projects and free up 
federal and matching local funds for other pressing needs in the out years of the six-
year plan.  Under this scenario, all replacement vehicles are fully funded, leaving only a 
need to identify funding for the railcars for expanded service.  The funding plans for the 
two projects include a commitment of $26.8 million of state funding and require 
additional local funds of $2.2 million ($1.9 million for the third track project and $300,000 
for the railcar project). 
 
Mr. Zehner explained that the Spotsylvania third track project will construct 2.5 miles of 
third mainline track and associated infrastructure on the CSX RF&P rail corridor from 
Hamilton, located south of the VRE Fredericksburg station, to the VRE Crossroads Yard 
in Spotsylvania County.  VRE has a contractual commitment to construct this project as 
part of Spotsylvania County’s membership into VRE.  The estimated total cost for this 
project is $20.3 million.  
 
Mr. Zehner stated that VRE and DRPT have developed a funding plan that would permit 
him to purchase 15 replacement railcars during a five year period (as federal formula 
funds become available), with up to nine cars in the initial purchase.  The railcars would 
replace the legacy Pullman railcars currently in VRE service prior to their needing a 
major overhaul and inspection.   
 
Mr. Zehner explained that this plan requires additional VRE funding of $2.2.  VRE staff 
identified $4 million of available funding sources which, in total, exceeds the amount 
needed for these two projects.  The sources are capital reserve funds not currently 
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programmed ($1.4 million); additional fare revenue received through February 2011 
($1.4 million); and the amount set aside in the FY 2011 revised budget for unfunded 
match ($1.2 million).  Mr. Zehner explained that after obtaining approval of these plans, 
VRE staff would return to the Operations Board in May for authorization to issue an RFP 
for the purchase of the railcars.  The allocation of additional funding would be reflected 
in the proposed FY 2013 operating and capital budget and the revised FY 2012 budget 
that will be presented to the Board in December. 
 
In response to a question from Ms. Stimpson, Mr. Zehner stated that in his opinion this 
approach is the best use of funds for the highest priorities.  It is important to construct 
the third track as quickly as possible.  This would allow construction within two years, 
compared to four years.  New railcars are also definitely a high priority.  Ms. Stimpson 
asked about the risks if VRE uses these funds for this purpose.  Mr. Zehner stated that 
funding of the Wi-Fi project may be in jeopardy.  However, these two projects are more 
important than Wi-Fi.  VRE would also lose the state funding if VRE didn’t act.  Mr. 
Howe stated that it was his understanding that the original schedule for the third track 
was two years.  Mr. Skinner stated that this project helps Spotsylvania to move forward.  
CSXT has stated that there will be no revenue traffic until the third track is completed.  
Mr. Howe stated that any delays in the project create more problems with congestion, 
impact other projects, etc. down in Spotsylvania County.  If this will help, he will support 
this action.   
 
In response to a question from Mr. Milde, Mr. Zehner explained that if VRE does not 
commit to this plan, the state funding will not sit and wait for VRE and will likely go to 
another transportation project.  Mr. Page explained that without the passage of this 
legislation to advance the bond payment, DRPT would not have had the opportunity to 
make this offer to VRE.   
 
Mr. Milde stated that he is not comfortable having to trade one project for another (Wi-
Fi).  Mr. Zehner stated that Wi-Fi is estimated to cost $1 million in capital funding and 
VRE does not have that right now.  He can return to the Operations Board in a few 
months to discuss it again.  Wi-Fi does not give VRE the things that it really needs, like 
capacity, additional parking, etc.  Adding Wi-Fi service also may make VRE service 
more attractive, attracting more people than VRE cannot accommodate now.  Mr. Milde 
noted that adding Wi-Fi wasn’t to attract more riders, but to provide more amenities and 
comfort for current passengers. 
 
Mr. Milde also asked if this is the first time VRE has proposed allocating surplus fare 
revenue in the same fiscal year.  Mr. Zehner responded yes.  Mr. Harf noted that staff 
identified three potential funding sources, so if the Board did not want to set a precedent 
of using surplus revenue, the other two funding sources would be sufficient.  Mr. 
Covington observed that this proposal is freeing up $20 million in out year funds that 
can be used for other capital projects, which only delays the Wi-Fi discussion.  Mr. 
Zimmerman noted that VRE’s number one issue is capacity.  Using fare revenue may 
not be what VRE has done in the past and may not always be what it would do in the 
future, but it would be appropriate in this case.  Passengers are crowding on the trains 
which is driving up revenues.  Taking that revenue and putting it towards providing more 
seats, is appropriate.  Wi-Fi is a great amenity but people want a seat first. 
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Mr. Skinner moved, with a second by Mr. Howe, to approve Resolution #11G-04-2011. 
 
Mr. Skinner stated that he hopes someday there will be turn-back trains on the 
Fredericksburg line to provide reverse commute service.  Mr. Covington noted that 
discussions regarding additional service are good, but that Board members should 
remember that it will take additional subsidy to accomplish this.  Ms. Stimpson stated 
that she will vote for this, but is not comfortable with using the fare revenue surplus in 
the middle of the fiscal year.  She also noted that it is good sometimes to use cash for 
capital needs, but it is also good to have a balance.  Mr. Cook asked if there is a reason 
the resolution does not specifically designate which funding source will be used? Ms. 
Boxer responded that staff is showing the options so it is not necessary to indicate it in 
the resolution.  Mr. Milde expressed his opinion that this proposal is too aggressive and 
is being accomplished too quickly.  Ms. Caddigan called the question. 
 
The Board then voted and the motion passed.  The vote in favor was cast by Board 
Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, Nadonni, Page, Skinner, 
Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman.    Mr. Milde voted in opposition of the 
motion. 
 
Ms. Caddigan asked that the Board discuss Agenda Item #11D, which is a Prince 
William County item, before they have to leave.  There were no objections. 
 
 
Authorization to Award a Contract for Engineering and Environmental Services for 
Additional Parking at the Broad Run VRE Station – 11D 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that the VRE Operations Board is being asked to approve 
Resolution #11D-04-2011 which would authorize him to award a contract to Dewberry of 
Fairfax, Virginia for engineering and environmental services for additional parking at the 
Broad Run VRE station in the amount of $1,846,603, plus a 10 percent contingency of 
$184,660, for a total amount not to exceed $2,031,263.  He explained that this is the 
beginning of the process to build a parking garage at this station, which will add another 
700 spaces.  Ms. Caddigan asked if any local match is being used and Mr. Zehner 
replied that no match is needed.  Funding comes from a FY 2011 CMAQ grant.     
 
Mr. Covington 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, Naddoni, Page, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
[Board Members Caddigan, Covington and Jenkins left the meeting at 10:21 A.M.]  
 
 
Authorization to Award a Contract for Diesel Fuel Price Risk Management Consulting 
Services – 11A 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that the VRE Operations Board is being asked to authorize him to 
award a contract for diesel fuel price risk management consulting services to Linwood 
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Capital, LLC of Edina, Minnesota in an amount not to exceed $99,000 over a period of 
five years.  Resolution #11A-04-2011 would accomplish this. 
 
Mr. Zehner explained that the current contract expired in February of 2011.  Following a 
procurement process, a single proposal was received on March 3, 2011 from the 
current consultant.  A selection panel of VRE and PRTC staff evaluated the proposal 
and unanimously recommended acceptance.  VRE and PRTC will have separate 
contracts.  The term of the contract is for one year with four additional one-year options.  
The action being requested is for the total term of the contract, with the VRE CEO 
exercising the option years at his discretion.   
 
Mr. Milde moved, with a second by Ms. Stimpson, to approve Resolution #11A-04-2011.  
The vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Cook, Howe, Milde, Naddoni, 
Page, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
 
Authorization to Amend the Contract for the Fredericksburg Station Infrastructure 
Repairs – 11B 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that Resolution #11B-04-2011 would authorize him to amend the 
contract with Trinity Construction Group for the Fredericksburg Station Infrastructure 
Repairs project by $140,000, for a total amount not to exceed $2,098,442.  He further 
explained that the original project scope of work was limited by the amount of available 
funding, provided via a federal earmark.  However, bid prices to complete the initial 
repairs were lower than anticipated, allowing additional work identified during the course 
of construction activities to be performed within the existing budget.  This additional 
work will address areas requiring concrete repairs outside the original project limits, 
including concrete work over Princess Anne and Caroline streets.   
 
Mr. Howe moved, with a second by Mr. Skinner, to approve the resolution.  The vote in 
favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Cook, Howe, Milde, Naddoni, Page, Skinner, 
Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
 
Authorization to Award a Construction Contract for a Platform Extension at the Broad 
Run VRE Station – 11C 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that the Operations Board is being asked to authorize him to award 
a contract to Hammerhead Construction of Dulles, Virginia for the construction of a 
platform extension at the Broad Run VRE station.  The total contract value is $598,000, 
plus a 10 percent contingency of $59,800, for a total amount not to exceed $657,800.  
Resolution #11C-04-2011 would accomplish this. 
 
In order to accommodate longer train consists, VRE staff has worked to complete the 
design for an approximately 200 foot length platform and a 100 foot length canopy 
extension.  The project would be located to the east end of the existing platform.  It will 
accommodate seven-car train consists compared to the current platform that serves 
five-car consists.   
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Following a public procurement process, six bids were received on March 22, 2011.  
Following review of the bids, VRE staff is recommending award to the lowest responsive 
and responsible bidder, Hammerhead Construction. 
 
Mr. Naddoni asked why the extension is only for seven-car consists when VRE is 
looking to run eight-car consists.  Mr. Zehner explained that VRE is limited by the size of 
the property which will only accommodate the proposed extension size.   
 
Mr. Smedberg moved, with a second by Ms. Stimpson, to approve Resolution #11C-03-
2011.  The vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Cook, Howe, Milde, 
Naddoni, Page, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
 
Authorization to Award of Construction Contract for a Warehouse at the Crossroads 
Yard – 11E 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that the Operations Board is being asked to authorize him to award a 
contract to the lowest responsive and responsible bidder to IFB #011-015.  The total 
contract value shall not exceed the engineer’s estimate of $2.6 million.  Resolution 
#11E-04-2011 would accomplish this. 
 
Mr. Zehner further explained that the IFB was issued in March and four bids were 
received on April 13, 2011.  The lowest bidder notified VRE that an error was made in 
their bid.  Under procurement rules, VRE can review the mistake and allow a correction, 
if warranted.  In response to a question from Mr. Howe, Mr. Mouchantaf explained that 
as a standard practice, VRE checks the references of the selected firm before any 
contract is signed.  Mr. Zehner provided some details about the error, which isn’t a 
substantial increase in price.   The resolution does not list the firm, in the event VRE 
needs to move to the second lowest responsive and responsible bidder. 
 
Mr. Skinner moved, with a second by Mr. Howe, to approve the resolution.  The vote in 
favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Cook, Howe, Milde, Naddoni, Page, Skinner, 
Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
 
Authorization to Award a Contract for Mechanical Engineering Consulting Services –
11F 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that the Operations Board is being asked to authorize him to enter 
into a contract with STV, Inc. of Fairfax, Virginia for the provision of Mechanical 
Engineering Consulting (MEC) services for no more than five years in an amount not to 
exceed $5 million during that term.  Resolution #11F-04-2011 would accomplish this.   
 
Mr. Zehner explained that the current MEC contract expires in May 2011 and a 
solicitation was issued in February.  Two proposals were received and VRE staff has 
subsequently completed evaluations and is recommending the contract award to STV, 
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Inc.  The contract will be a task order agreement and the Operations Board will be 
asked for approval for task orders over $50,000.   
 
Mr. Howe moved, with a second by Mr. Cook, to approve the resolution.  The vote in 
favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Cook, Howe, Milde, Naddoni, Page, Skinner, 
Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman. 
 
 
Operations Board Member’s Time – 8 
 
Mr. Howe asked staff to explain to the Board why the parking capacity reports have 
been changed so that it now shows parking capacity at the Fredericksburg Station at 
119 percent, rather than 91 percent.  Ms. Maguigad stated that overflow lots are now 
being included in the total capacity.  Mr. Zehner explained that the overflow lot in 
Fredericksburg is not lined or paved and VRE was not counting unlined spaces. He 
explained that some Board Members felt capacity was being overstated because such 
lots weren’t being included in the totals.  Mr. Howe asked if this lot is planned to be 
paved and lined in the future.  Mr. Zehner responded that he recommends that Mr. 
Howe meet with him and City Manager Cameron to discuss the various alternatives. 
 
Ms. Stimpson stated that it is not clear how long the Leeland overflow lot will be 
available and she suggested that these spaces not be counted in the total.  Mr. Way 
asked if a parking lot is at 107 percent capacity, where do the additional seven percent 
park their vehicles.  Mr. Mouchantaf stated that many park illegally by squeezing their 
cars into any open space available on the lot, as well as parking on the grass or 
shoulders on the access roads. 
 
Mr. Skinner thanked VRE for its support of the Spotsylvania station.  Service to this 
station will enhance all of VRE.  He is also excited about future reverse commute along 
the Fredericksburg line.   
 
 
Adjournment  
  
Without objection, Chairman Bulova adjourned the meeting at 10:37 A.M.   
 
Approved this 20th day of May, 2011. 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Sharon Bulova 
Chairman 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Paul Smedberg 
Secretary 
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CERTIFICATION 
 
This certification hereby acknowledges that the minutes for the April 15, 2011 Virginia 
Railway Express Operations Board Meeting have been recorded to the best of my 
ability.                           

                                                                     
                                                                                              Rhonda Gilchrest 
 



 

 

           Item #2B 
 
Financial Plans for the Spotsylvania Third Track and Railcar Project 
 
 The VRE Operations Board recommends approval of Resolution #2169.  This 
resolution authorizes the allocation of additional funding for the Spotsylvania  Third 
Track project and the procurement of additional railcars.  As explained in the attached 
memorandum and PowerPoint presentation, DRPT is making available an additional 
$26.8 million from bond funds and VRE will require an additional $2.2 million of 
matching funds ($1.9 million for the Spotsylvania Third Track and $0.3 million for 
railcars). 
 
 VRE staff proposed that $1.2 million of reserved matching funds in the FY 2011 
budget, $1.4 million of unprogrammed capital reserve funds and $1.4 million of 
anticipated above budget  FY 2012 fare revenue are possible sources of the new 
matching requirement. 
 
 As a result of this action, authority to issue a RFP for new railcars could be 
requested in May, 2011 and the third track project could be accelerated by two years.   



 

 

 

RESOLUTION #2169 

SUBJECT:  Financial Plans for the Spotsylvania Third Track and Railcar Projects. 

WHEREAS: In January, 2011 the commissions approved a six-year Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) that included construction of the Spotsylvania 
third track and new railcar procurement as short-term priorities; 

WHEREAS:  VRE’s Capital Improvements Program funding relies on accumulating 
limited annual federal formula funds; 

WHEREAS: Construction of the third track was, therefore, spread over several years 
and the bulk of the railcar purchase was unfunded during the six-year CIP; 

WHEREAS: VRE and DRPT staff subsequently identified funding from state bond 
proceeds and other state sources to enable VRE to accelerate the 
implementation of both priority projects;  

WHEREAS: Funding plans for the two projects include a new commitment of $26.8 
million of state funding and require additional VRE funds of $2.2 million; 

WHEREAS: Several potential VRE funding sources are available that, in total, exceed 
the amount needed for the two projects; and 

WHEREAS: Options include capital reserve funds not currently programmed, 
anticipated above budget FY 2011 fare revenue, and unfunded match set 
aside in FY 2011.  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Northern Virginia Transportation 
Commission approves financial plans for the Spotsylvania third track and 
the railcar procurement and authorizes the allocation of additional funding 
for these projects as recommended by the VRE Operations Board.  

Approved this 5th day of May, 2011. 

            
William Euille 
Chairman 
 

Jeffrey McKay 
Secretary-Treasurer 



 
 
 
 
 
 

AGENDA ITEM 11-G 
ACTION ITEM 

 
 

TO:  CHAIRMAN BULOVA AND THE VRE OPERATIONS BOARD 
 
FROM: DALE ZEHNER 
 
DATE: APRIL 15, 2011 
   
RE: AUTHORIZATION TO APPROVE FINANCIAL PLANS FOR THE 

SPOTSYLVANIA THIRD TRACK AND RAILCAR CAPITAL PROJECTS  
_____________________________________________________________________ 
  
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The VRE Operations Board is being asked to recommend that the Commissions 
approve financial plans for the Spotsylvania third track and railcar capital projects and 
authorize the allocation of additional funding for these projects. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
In December 2010, the VRE Operations Board approved the following six-year Capital 
Improvements Program (CIP) as part of the FY 2012 Operating and Capital Budget.  
The short-term priority projects in the CIP were the construction of the Spotsylvania 
third track and the purchase of railcars for both replacement and expansion purposes.  
Because CIP funding relies primarily on VRE’s limited federal formula funds, the 
construction of the third track was spread over several years and the bulk of the railcar 
purchase was unfunded during the six-year timeframe. 
 

Project FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 Total 
Spotsylvania Third Track  5.9M   4.0M   6.0M   4.1M  

  
 20.0M  

Heavy Maint Repair 
Facility  *   *   *   0.3M   8.7M   7.8M   17.0M  
Mid-Day Storage  1.0M   2.4M   3.2M   6.0M   1.8M  

 
 14.4M  

Rolling Stock   5.7M   1.9M   0.7M   0.8M   2.5M  
 

 11.6M  
Fare Collection System  *   2.0M  

    
 2.1M  

Facilities Infra Renewal  *   0.5M   1.0M   0.1M   0.2M   *   1.9M  
Rolling Stock Mods  *   *   *   *   *   *   0.3M  
* Amounts $50k or less 
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The Governor’s transportation plan, passed by the General Assembly in February 2011, 
included the sale of additional state bonds to fund transportation improvements in the 
Commonwealth. VRE and DRPT staff have worked to identify funding plans to utilize 
the state bond proceeds and other state funds to enable VRE to accelerate the 
implementation of both priority projects and free up federal and matching local funds for 
other pressing needs in the out years of the six-year plan.  Under this scenario, all 
replacement vehicles are fully funded, leaving only a need to identify funding for the 
railcars needed to expand service.  The funding plans for the two projects include a 
commitment of $26.8M of state funding and will require additional local funds of 
$2.2M.    
 
SPOTSYLVANIA THIRD TRACK: 
 
The Spotsylvania third track project will construct 2.5 miles of third mainline track and 
associated infrastructure on the CSX RF&P rail corridor from Hamilton (HA), located 
south of the VRE Fredericksburg station, to the VRE Crossroads Yard in Spotsylvania 
County.  VRE has a contractual commitment to construct this project as part of 
Spotsylvania County’s membership into VRE.  In September 2010, the VRE Operations 
Board approved use of $1M of VRE funds for final design of the track and signals.  The 
estimated total cost of the third track is $20.3 million.    
 
The approved CIP allocated VRE federal formula funds, matched by state capital and 
local funds, to the Spotsylvania third track project over a four year period. Under this 
plan, construction could not occur for several years, until sufficient funds were 
accumulated.  In March 2011, at DRPT’s request, VRE staff submitted a Rail 
Enhancement Fund (REF) grant application for this project.  The following table outlines 
the financial plan for the Spotsylvania third track project assuming REF funding is 
received.  With this revised funding plan, construction of the third track would occur in 
FY 2011 and 2012, accelerating the project by two years. 
 

  FUNDING SOURCES 
TOTAL Federal State VRE VRE 
COST     Current Additional 

      Allocation Requirement 
20.3M 7.9M 8.7M 1.8M 1.9M 

 
   
RAILCAR PROCUREMENT 
 
At the September 2010 Operations Board meeting, an information item regarding the 
initiation of a new passenger railcar procurement was discussed. Given funding 
challenges associated with such a large project, a procurement approach was 
discussed that would procure five railcars as a base contract, with an option for 45 
additional railcars over a five year contract term.  This approach mirrors VRE’s most 
recent railcar and locomotive purchases which successfully resulted in full equipment 
orders. 
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Assuming no additional service, the first 15 railcars would replace the legacy Pullman 
railcars currently in VRE service prior to their needing a major overhaul and inspection. 
As procurement guidelines allow for equipment contracts to span five years, this method 
would allow fleet continuity if additional equipment needs and funding are identified. 
Discussion also took place regarding the Operations Board’s desire to have a funding 
plan developed for the railcar procurement, in consultation with VRE’s financial 
advisors, prior to issuing an RFP for the procurement. In anticipation of this work, the 
Operations Board approved the use of $1.1M of VRE funds to prepare updated 
specifications and initiate the procurement.   
 
VRE and DRPT have developed a funding plan that would permit the purchase of the 
15 replacement cars during a five year period (as federal formula funds became 
available), with up to nine cars in the initial purchase.  The following table outlines the 
total estimated funding for 15 railcars and assumes that federal formula funds initially 
programmed, but no longer needed, for the Spotsylvania third track would now be 
available for the railcar purchase in FY 2014 and FY 2015.  
 

  FUNDING SOURCES 
TOTAL Federal State VRE VRE 
COST     Current Additional 

      Allocation Requirement 
36.0M 15.4M 18.2M 2.2M .3M 

 
 
NEXT STEPS:  
 
The funding plans identified above require VRE funding of an additional $2.2M above 
the amount currently allocated to the Spotsylvania third track and purchase of railcars 
projects.  The following $4.0M of funding sources is available and, in total, exceeds the 
amount needed for these two projects. 

 Capital reserve funds not currently programmed - $1.4M 
 Additional fare revenue received through February 2011 - $1.4M 
 Amount set aside in FY 2011 revised budget for unfunded match - $1.2M 

 
Through this action, VRE staff is seeking specific support of these plans by the 
Operations Board so that work may continue to finalize funding with DRPT.  If these 
plans are approved, VRE staff would return to the Operations Board in May for 
authorization to issue an RFP for the purchase of railcars.  The allocation of additional 
funding will be reflected in the proposed FY 2013 operating and capital budget and the 
revised FY 2012 budget that will be presented to the Board in December.     
 
FISCAL IMPACT: 
 
This is a funding plan with no specific contract action. 
 



























 

 

 
          AGENDA ITEM #3 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Scott Kalkwarf 
 
DATE: April 28, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Transit Elements of Virginia’s Draft Six-Year Improvement Program for FY 

2012-17 
              
 
 Several attachments are provided that summarize the proposed state transit 
assistance program for FY 2012: 
 

1) Excerpts from the Six-Year Improvement Program 
a. FY 12 Overall Rail and Public Transportation Program 
b. FY 12 Public Transit Grants by Construction District 
c. FY 12 Statewide Operating Assistance Grants 
d. FY 12 Statewide Capital Assistance Grants 
e. FY 12 Northern Virginia District Details 

 
2) PowerPoint explanation of DRPT’s FY 12 Program by Steve Pittard 

 
3) Copy of SJR297 referred to in Mr. Pittard’s PowerPoint (calls for a study by 

DRPT of performance, prioritization, stability and allocation, all of which could 
affect NVTC’s state transit assistance). 
 

4) Excerpt from PowerPoint presentation on VDOT’s program, showing that the 
combined transportation program (highways and transit) grew by 33% by FY 
2012-17 compared to FY 2011-16, while highway construction spending grew by 
42% and transit by 9.5%. This presentation excludes highway maintenance, 
however.  
 

5) Worksheets prepared by NVTC staff illustrating the relationship between NVTC’s 
applications for state aid and the amounts provided in the draft FY 2012 program 
with comparisons to the previous year.  
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6) A copy of NVTC’s testimony to the CTB to be delivered on May 4th by NVTC’s 
Secretary-Treasurer Jeff McKay.  
 
 
NVTC staff will review highlights of the attached material.  
 
NVTC staff is working with DRPT staff to clarify several issues that may affect the 

funding to be included in the final version of the six-year improvement program 
presented to CTB for approval. 

 

 Based on the current draft, here are some of the key facts as reflected in the 
attached work papers:  

• Total FY 12 DRPT program including federal funds: $400.4 million 
(compares to $392 million in FY 11 for a 2.1% increase) 

 
• Northern Virginia would receive 73.6% of the statewide operating 

assistance funding in FY 12 and 80.4% of total transit assistance 
(including the $50 million PRIIA funds for WMATA). Including rail grants, 
NOVA would receive 69.2% of the DRPT’s statewide assistance. 

 
• Comparable shares for NVTC (vs. NOVA) for FY 12 are 64.1%, 70.6% 

and 59.2%. 
 

• Northern Virginia’s transit systems carry about 75% of statewide transit 
ridership. 

 
• NVTC’s per capita transit ridership is 10 times greater than the rest of the 

commonwealth and its local level of effort to fund transit is more than 10 
times greater than any other district.  

 
• State statutes establish a target for state transit assistance of 95% of 

eligible costs.  The statewide shortfall for FY 12 is $227.5 million 
compared to $199.4 million of assistance actually provided.  For FY 11 the 
shortfall was $218.0 million.  For NVTC and VRE the shortfall amounts are 
$145 million for FY 12 (versus $140.3 million of assistance), compared to 
a FY 11 shortfall of $137.9 million. This excludes the $50 million of PRIIA 
funding for which there is no shortfall.  

 
• DRPT is applying several different matching ratios to its various programs 

(50/54/80%). 
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Commonwealth Transportation Board

Public Hearing on Six‐Year Transportation Plan

January 13, 2009

Commonwealth Transportation Board

Public Hearing on Six-Year Transportation Program

May 4, 2011

00 P M7:00 P.M.

Fairfax County Government Center

Statement of Christopher Zimmerman, Chairman
Northern Virginia Transportation Commission

1

7:00 P.M.
VDOT Northern Virginia Office

4975 Alliance Drive, Suite IN230I
Fairfax, VA 22030

Statement of Jeffrey McKay, Secretary-Treasurer
Northern Virginia Transportation Commission

Summary

• With the help of state funding administered by DRPT, transit has continued to 
perform exceptionally well in Northern Virginia despite severe financial 
constraints For example a stunning half million transit trips are currently takenconstraints. For example, a stunning half million transit trips are currently taken 
each work day here in Northern Virginia. 

• The Commonwealth Transportation Board should give top priority to this 
region’s transportation needs, including flexing federal stimulus and other funds 
to transit projects, because transit is an effective means to create jobs and 
sustain economic recovery.  Northern Virginia’s transit needs , performance and 
level of local effort far exceed the rest of the commonwealth.

• The level of transit assistance for FY 2012 for NVTC’s jurisdictions and VRE, is 
significant and appreciated. A good example is CTB’s provision of $50 million to 
match new federal funding for WMATA. This funding should continue even if 
Congress fails to appropriate its portion. 

2
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Transit Creates Jobs 
and Sustains Economic Recovery

• The American Public Transit Association reports $6 in economic returns for each 
$1 invested in transit.

• Cambridge Systematics found 570 jobs created in the short run for each $10 
million in transit capital investment and in the long run over $30 million in 
increased sales for businesses. 

• NVTC’s studies showed that since Metrorail’s inception it has been a major 
generator of jobs (90,000 additional) and state tax revenues ($1.2 billion above 
state contributions).state contributions).

• Transit saves jobs by providing access to job sites and educational opportunities.  
Transit provides the “to” in welfare to work.

• On September 11, 2001, transit proved its importance by carrying people out of 
harm’s way during that disaster. 

3

Northern Virginia’s 
Interconnected Transit Systems

4In Northern Virginia: 144 million passenger trips in FY 2010 averaging almost 500,000 per weekday
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Ridership Data Show Continued 
Positive Regional Transit Performance

Strong transit performance in Northern Virginia in FY 2010: 
• 144 million annual passenger trips, 56 million transit vehicle miles and 931 million144 million annual passenger trips, 56 million transit vehicle miles and 931 million 

transit passenger miles.

• While ridership dipped slightly (2%) compared to FY 2009, it is up 21% in the last 
decade. 

• 76% of Virginia’s transit ridership occurs in Northern Virginia (74% in NVTC’s 
district).

• Northern Virginia’s 2.2 million residents took 67 transit trips per capita in FY 2010, 
while in NVTC’s district residents took 81.   The statewide average outside of 
Northern Virginia was only approximately 8 Thus NVTC jurisdiction residentsNorthern Virginia was only approximately 8.  Thus, NVTC jurisdiction residents 
took 10 times as many transit trips per capita.

5

Transit Success Follows State Investments

• Transit and ridesharing carry two‐thirds of commuters in our major corridors 
inside the Beltway in peak periods and up to half outside the Beltway. 

• Despite the economic downturn, transit ridership on many transit systems in 
Northern Virginia is strong so far in FY 2011. VRE has broken the 21,000 passenger 
barrier and continues to experience its highest ridership days ever. Loudoun 
County Transit and PRTC’s Omniride also have solid long‐haul ridership while 
Alexandria’s DASH and the city of Fairfax’s CUE are also experiencing solid growth 
for shorter trips.

• There is a direct relationship between investments in quality transit by DRPT and 
its partners and subsequent ridership success. For example, 
the draft FY 12 DRPT program will fund new buses for 
Loudoun County Transit, WMATA, Arlington’s ART, Fairfax 
Connector and PRTC plus new railcars for VRE.

• The Texas Transportation Institute reported in 2010 that the 
Washington D.C. region’s past investments in transit saved 
$766 million annually in reduced fuel use and delay in traffic. 6
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WMATA Faces a Funding Crisis

• WMATA faces a shortfall of $72 million in its proposed FY 2012 budget that must 
be covered with a combination of local contributions, fare increases and/or service 
reductions.

• If Congress fails to appropriate its authorized 
$150 million annually for FY 2012 and beyond,
virtually all efforts to maintain and refurbish 
WMATA would cease. 

• Train delays would be more frequent, fewer  Rich Lipski

new buses would be ordered, Metrorail stations would deteriorate and worn out 
ticket machines couldn’t be replaced.  Customer confidence would erode and 
ridership would suffer. 

• It is thus imperative that CTB continue to provide its $50 million annually for 
WMATA, regardless of the action of Congress. 

7

Northern Virginia’s Other Current and Future 
Transit Needs are Well Documented

• Various vital transit expansion projects are underway but require more 
funding to be expedited: g p
– Rail to Dulles

– TPB Regional Priority Bus Project received a $59 million TIGER grant ($30.4 
million for Virginia) although a much larger network has been planned.

– Route 1 BRT (Potomac Yard/Crystal City)

– VRE extension to Gainesville/Haymarket

– Northern Virginia transit systems are working with DRPT and VDOT to identify 
new transit service to take full advantage of Beltway and I‐95 HOT lanes and 
mitigate the traffic congestion resulting from their construction (as well as 
construction of Dulles Rail, especially in the Tysons Corner area). 

– Northern Virginia faces the looming challenges of coping with major traffic 
generating federal facilities resulting from the BRAC decision.  Relocation of 
employees is due by fall of 2011 and will require completed transit access to 
be successful. 

8
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Northern Virginia’s Intense
Local Level of Effort

• For FY 2011 it is costing about $756 million dollars 
annually to operate, maintain and invest in public transit annually to operate, maintain and invest in public transit 
in NVTC’s jurisdictions.

• Local sources (fares, 2.1% gas tax, local subsidies) provide 
almost three‐fifths of that amount, but economic 
challenges are threatening transit revenues.  Despite 
rising motor fuel prices, NVTC’s gas tax revenues for FY 
2011 are forecast to be 10 percent lower than the peak of 
FY 2008.

• Local property tax revenues are also sharply lower,Local property tax revenues are also sharply lower, 
necessitating tax rate hikes in most jurisdictions and 
difficult decisions about cuts to government‐supported 
services, including transit. 

• Transit fares have also been increased on most transit 
systems in Northern Virginia and unfortunately 
devastating service reductions are being considered.  

9

Northern Virginia’s Intense
Local Level of Effort

• Despite the ongoing challenges of the recession, based on the draft FY 
2012 state transit assistance program, the Northern Virginia Transportation 
District has a forecast local level of effort funding transit of $237 per 
person.   NVTC’s five WMATA jurisdictions have a combined local effort of 
$293 per person.  The next largest effort is in the Hampton Roads District 
at $36 per person.

• The statewide average excluding the NorthernThe statewide average excluding the Northern
Virginia District is only $21 per capita, so Northern
Virginia’s per capita level of local effort is more than ten times greater than 
the rest of the commonwealth. 

10
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State Transit Aid for Northern Virginia
in FY 2012

• In the draft FY 2012 DRPT program, statewide assistance for transit and rail  
is $400 4 million up 2 1% from $392 0 million in FY 2011is $400.4 million, up 2.1% from $392.0 million in FY 2011. 

• For the state to meet the statutory target of 95% of eligible capital and 
operating transit expenses for its statewide transit programs another 
$227.5 million is needed ($ 169.4 million of that is for operating assistance).

• To fully fund NVTC’s state applications, $145 million more would be 
required (compared to $140 million actually programmed in FY 2012 for 
NVTC by DRPT) This shortfall is greater than in FY 11 ($137 9 million)NVTC by DRPT).  This shortfall is greater than in FY 11 ($137.9 million). 

• Including the new $50 million for WMATA, NVTC would receive about 59.2% 
of statewide allocations of DRPT’s rail and transit funds and Northern 
Virginia would  receive 69.2%. With about 75% of statewide transit ridership 
in Northern Virginia, correcting the commonwealth’s transit funding 
shortfalls is of paramount importance to this region. 
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What can CTB do to Help Transit in Northern Virginia?

1. Give top priority for transit projects in Northern 
Virginia to support job creation and sustain economic 

h h h frecovery.  This region has the greatest use of transit, 
the best performing transit system, the greatest 
funding needs and the greatest per capita local effort 
to invest in transit. 

2. Encourage the General Assembly to increase statewide 
transit funding and restore regional funding.

3. Provide funding to Northern Virginia to the greatest 
extent possible from discretionary federal and stateextent possible from discretionary federal and state 
sources.

4. Honor Virginia’s commitment to provide $50 million 
annually for essential WMATA capital programs, 
regardless of whether Congress appropriates its share.

12
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In Closing

• NVTC appreciates the support of Secretary Connaughton and DRPT 
Director Drake and their staffs, as well as each member of the CTB.

• For more transit performance facts and links to each public transit 
system, visit NVTC’s website at: www.thinkoutsidethecar.org

• Questions?   

13

APPENDIX
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NVTC is…

• A regional agency with the mission of 
managing traffic congestion, restoring 
clean air, boosting the economy and 
improving the quality of life for all of 
Northern Virginia’s citizens through 
effective public transit and ridesharing 
networks.   

• NVTC includes the counties of Arlington, Fairfax and 
Loudoun and the cities of Alexandria, Fairfax and Falls 
Church covering over 1,000 square miles with a 
population of 1.7 million.  

15

p p

• The agency manages up to $200 million of state and federal grant funds 
and regional gas tax revenues each year for public transit and serves as a 
forum for its board of 20 state and local elected officials to resolve issues 
involving public transit and ridesharing.  

• For information about NVTC, please visit www.thinkoutsidethecar.org.

Total Transit Ridership Growth 
NoVA FY 2003‐2010

FY 2003 FY 2004 FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009 FY 2010

Transit Provider                               
Passenger 

Trips
Passenger 

Trips
Passenger 

Trips 
Passenger 

Trips
Passenger 

Trips
Passenger 

Trips
Passenger 

Trips
Passenger 

Trips

Metrorail 
(Northern Virginia) 83,529,741 87,817,948 89,624,272 94,642,466 94,161,091 97,964,390 101,183,949 98,463,817

Metrobus 
(Northern Virginia) 20,855,658 19,190,908 19,314,871 20,899,080 21,011,434 20,870,898* 22,125,429 20,556,084

Fairfax Connector 7,595,138 7,990,825 8,474,143 9,529,056 9,717,392 9,810,228 9,576,635 9,643,793

Alexandria  DASH Bus 2,986,631 3,131,284 3,323,021 3,556,486 3,743,449 3,978,773 4,006,825 3,805,551

Virginia Railway 
Express 3,179,957 3,645,434 3,745,382 3,640,000 3,453,561 3,628,563 3,868,035 4,106,589

PRTC OMNI Ride Bus 1,182,996 1,251,316 1,398,026 1,608,583 1,738,556 1,840,722 2,146,441 2,176,322

16

Arlington Transit 397,001 674,806 788,854 926,574 1,060,441 1,225,427 1,428,827 1,990,402

City of Fairfax CUE 
Bus 925,000 985,500 1,068,492 1,093,926 1,135,758 1,047,346 1,031,659 932,055

PRTC OMNI Link Bus 649,405 604,586 694,367 843,407 870,206 1,008,626 1,025,633 1,000,027

Loudoun County 
Transit 281,829 392,901 513,766 602,333 652,347 777,273 890,011 967957

Total 121,583,356 125,685,507 128,945,194 137,341,911 137,544,235 142,152,246 147,283,444 143,642,597

*Preliminary
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Average Weekday Passenger Trips on Northern Virginia Transit Systems (thousands), 

FY 1984-2010

VRE over 10,000 
weekday passenger

Over 90,000 daily 
passenger trips on local 

transit systems in Northern 
Virginia!

ART receives APTA 
Outstanding Transit 

System award
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small bus systems in U.S 

by Metro Magazine

Loudoun County Transit 
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17

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Trips 0.8 3.3 9.6 12.2 18.7 17.4 17.6 17.6 25.7 29.5 32.9 38.7 40.1 39.7 39.4 42.1 48.2 52.5 58.6 63.8 69.3 73.1 79.4 81.7 83.6 84.6 91.3

0.0

10.0

20.0
Fairfax Connector 

begins service
DASH named 
APTA "Best 

Small Transit 

Tyson s Shuttle, Crystal 
City Trolley begin 

service

*  Northern Virginia Transit Systems for 2004 include DASH, Fairfax Connector, CUE, VRE, PRTC OmniRide and OmniLink, Loudoun County Transit, and Arlington Transit (ART).  
Previous years may include data from RIBS, Tyson's Shuttle, Crystal City Shuttle, and Loudoun County Commuter Service.  WMATA MetroRail and MetroBus data not included. CUE 
began service in FY 81.  Data does not include WMATA reimbursable services such as the REX, Pike Ride, or TAGS

DASH 
begins 
service



 

 

 
          AGENDA ITEM #4 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Adam McGavock 
 
DATE:  April 28, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Metro Items 
              
 
The following items are provided for discussion:  
 

A. WMATA Governance Update. 
 

A copy of the General Manager’s April Board report will be provided.  The 
WMATA Governance Committee met again to continue to review WMATA’s 
proposed By-Laws.  Additional articles are attached. 

 
The Transportation Planning Board (TPB) has agreed to provide research 

assistance to the WMATA Governance Work Group created by the Governors of 
Virginia and Maryland and the Mayor of D.C.  Relevant literature on the practices of 
WMATA’s peer transit agencies will be reviewed with a budget of $60,000.  The 
following topics will be examined:  

 
1) Roles and responsibilities of the boards and chairs; 

 
2) Public input process in board decision-making; 

 
3) Board focus on high-level policy and capacity to act as a regional 

body; 
 

4) Appointment of board members (mix of attributes and 
qualifications, staggered terms and uniform compensation); and 

 
5) Funding needs of WMATA. 

 
B. FY 2012 WMATA Budget. 
 

An update will be provided.   
 
C. April Vital Signs Report. 
 

A copy of this detailed performance scorecard is attached for your information.  













  
 
 

Finance & Administration Committee 
 

Action Item III-A 
 

April 14, 2011 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Approval to Hold Compact Public Hearings  
on Proposed Service Reductions  

and Budget for FY2012 



TITLE:  

Approval to Hold Public Hearings on FY2012 Budget  

PURPOSE:  

Board approval of Public Hearings to receive public input on possible service 
level changes and a proposed change to the Anacostia Reduced Fare. 
Additionally, Metro will host Town Hall Meetings prior to the public hearings 
to discuss and receive public input on the FY2012 Proposed Operating and 
Capital Budget. 

DESCRIPTION:  

The Town Hall Meetings and Public Hearings will provide an opportunity for 
riders and the public to comment on the Proposed FY2012 Budget, and specific 
service changes that are proposed. 
 
Metro moves people around the region, and the budget provides funding for all of 
Metro`s services.  The budget will help Metro to create a safety culture; retain 
and attract the best and the brightest; deliver quality service; use every resource 
wisely; and maintain and enhance Metro`s image. 

FUNDING IMPACT:  

RECOMMENDATION:  

That the Board approve Public Hearings on the FY2012 Budget.  

 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

Board Action/Information Summary 

Action Information
MEAD Number:

101140 

Resolution: 
Yes No 

The adopted FY2012 Budget will provide funds for the operation of Metrorail, 
Metrobus, and MetroAccess as well as Metro infrastructure renewal and the 
implementation of safety recommendations.

 Project Manager: Matt Brown 
 Project 

Department/Office: Office of Management and Budget Services. 



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

Approval to Hold Compact Public 
H i P d S iHearings on Proposed Service 
Reductions and Budget for FY2012

Finance and Administration Committee

April 14, 2011



Purpose

• Board approval of Public Hearings to receive public input pp g p p
on possible service level changes and the Anacostia 
Reduced Fare

• Metro will also host Town Hall meetings prior to the 
public hearings to discuss and receive public input on the 
FY2012 Proposed Operating and Capital BudgetFY2012 Proposed Operating and Capital Budget



The Proposed FY2012 Budget

• The proposed FY2012 Operating Budget is $1.466 billion, an increase of 
$2 1 million over the FY2011 Operating Budget$2.1 million over the FY2011 Operating Budget

– The General Manager’s proposed budget includes $74.2 million in 
operating budget reductions

– The required additional contribution is $72.5 million; resulting from:

• Cost increases of $2.2 millionCost increases of $2.2 million

• Reduction of $30 million in preventive maintenance borrowing

• $16 6 million in FY2010 carryforward• $16.6 million in FY2010 carryforward

• Slower revenue growth of $23.8 million

h d 20 2 C l d $8 ll f b d l• The Proposed FY2012 Capital Budget is $851.1 million for bus and rail 
rehabilitation



Other Funding Options

Other funding options include:Other funding options include:

• Monetization of ground leases; negotiate a lump sum 
payment rather than receive lease revenue annuallypayment rather than receive lease revenue annually 
($30-$50M)

• Preventive maintenance at FY2011 levels ($30M)Preventive maintenance at FY2011 levels ($30M)

• Reserve for wages ($35M)



Items in the Proposed Hearing 
DocketDocket

• Bus: 

• Elimination of K1 (Takoma-Walter Reed), N8 (Tenley-Glover Park Loop) and E6 
(Chevy Chase) lines and extension of M4 (Nebraska Avenue) line

• Rail:

• Widen Saturday headways from 12 to 18 minutes during the day and to 25 
minutes after 9:30PM to closing

• Widen Sunday headways from 15 to 20 minutes during the day and to 25 minutes 
ft 9 30PM t l iafter 9:30PM to closing

• Anacostia Fare Buy-Down

• Eliminate the $0.50 fare buy downs on bus only travel on the 94, A2, A4, A5, A6,  
A7, A8, M8, M9, W2, W3, W6 and W8, and southbound 90, B2, P1, P2, P6, and 
U2 stops at or south of  Good Hope Road; and

• Increase the discount for passengers that transfer from bus to rail or from rail to 
bus on the 94 A2 A4 A5 A6 A7 A8 M8 M9 W2 W3 W6 and W8bus on the 94, A2, A4, A5, A6,  A7, A8, M8, M9, W2, W3, W6 and W8.

• This maintains the discount for riders using local buses and transferring to rail



Public Involvement

• Town Hall Meetings held prior to formal public hearing week of 
May 16-20

• Two in each signatory (DC, Maryland and Virginia)

• Open House with information tables prior to meeting

• Board members preside at Town Hall and Hearings; ELT and p g ;
Metro staff available for questions, conversation

• Facilitator presents Rebuilding of Metro budget story

• Invites overall input on all topics

• Formal hearing specific to docket held after Town HallFormal hearing specific to docket held after Town Hall



Public Involvement

• Conduct online survey to gather input consistent withConduct online survey to gather input consistent with 
Rebuilding of Metro Town Hall 



Public Hearing and Implementation

Days

Discussion with jurisdictional staff February 25

Board review of bus and rail criteria March 10

Board discuss and approval of public input process March 31

Board approves docket options and authorizes public hearings  April 14 – Special Board 
Meeting

Start of Title VI analysis

Newspaper notice posted April 30

Public Hearings and Town Halls May 16 – 20

Public Comment period 5 days after the Public Hearings

Completion of Title VI analysis

Finance & Admin Committee approval of Public Hearing Staff Report June 9

Board approval of service changes June 23

Scheduling and Union picks, concurrent with Rider communications, including 
signage, advertising, and station and shelter materials 

90 days

Changes Implemented September



Recommendations

• Approve Public Hearings and the content of the publicApprove Public Hearings and the content of the public 
docket 

• Metro will also host Town Hall MeetingsMetro will also host Town Hall Meetings
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Vital Signs Report – April 2011 
Executive Summary 
 
 
February’s Metrobus on-time performance declined slightly following four consecutive months of improvement.  
A mixture of snow and detours caused by road construction were the root cause of this February result. Bus 
fleet reliability in February also declined slightly but still exceeded its target. From a customer standpoint bus 
breakdowns had a limited impact with only two trips per 1,000 missed due to mechanical failures. 

System-wide rail on-time performance improved in February up to 89%. The Red Line experienced the largest 
gain in performance, improving 2% due to completion of work that slowed train access to the Shady Grove 
station while platform edges were reconstructed. Yellow Line on-time performance improved to better than 
92%, its highest level in the last twelve months. Overall rail fleet reliability improved 28% from January, 
largely due to an improvement in door function on two railcar types that make up nearly half the fleet.  

MetroAccess on-time performance decreased in February to 89% due to a significant increase in the number 
of weekday passengers, requiring adjustment of the schedule.  Complaints from bus and rail customers 
decreased in February but were offset by an increase in MetroAccess complaints about early and late trips 
which ties back to the lower on-time performance result this month. Conversely, while complaints about 
MetroAccess were up, so were commendations indicating that staff is communicating effectively.  

Escalator availability decreased in February by 2% (which equals 13 units) as maintenance staff spent more 
time troubleshooting and resolving the root cause of unscheduled service calls. Elevator availability stayed 
consistent with January with decreases in unscheduled service calls being offset by an increase in preventive 
maintenance work.   

Metro crime was down 12% in January, with a particularly notable reduction in larcenies (down 34%), 
including thefts from autos and auto parts/accessories. Customer injuries increased in January due to slippery 
winter weather conditions despite efforts by Metro to clear snow and ice and warn of the hazard. The 
employee injury rate was slightly higher than the previous month due to an increase in head, upper and lower 
body extremity injuries caused by straining and slips/falls. 

Future Performance Action Highlights: 

 Better manage the departure of trains from terminals and buses from garages to ensure service 
begins on time. 

 Maintain and enhance escalator/elevator preventive maintenance compliance by focusing on units 
that exceed the 30-day compliance timeline and prioritize by locations with the highest customer 
traffic.  

 Bus Transportation will focus on maintaining quality incident investigation, safety conversations, 
local safety committees and return to work programs. Many of these are used to share information 
to preempt employee injuries and coach staff on better ways to be safe. 

 Following the posting of video recordings on social media depicting youth misbehavior in the transit 
system, MTPD is partnering with local governments to improve safe travel to and from school. 
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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. 



 
 

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority   
April 2011                                                                                            6 

 

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  427,567 (February 2011) 

Rail  217 million  717,888 (February 2011) 

MetroAccess  2.4 million  8,187 (February 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 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 (February) 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 notably above Feb 2010 “snowmagaddeon” but decreased slightly (2%) when 
compared to the prior month of Jan.  

 Last month reported challenges in Maryland due to detours along the A11, A12, V14, and V15 routes. As 
construction projects on these routes were completed, the average on-time performance of these routes rose to 
84%.  However, traffic congestion and detours elsewhere continued to challenge Metro’s delivery of service, 
especially along the Pennsylvania Avenue, Georgia Avenue, North Capitol and U Street. Also routes along East 
Capital, Cardozo, and the Hospital Center struggled due to detours caused by heavy crane lifting operations at 
construction sites in those areas.  

 Although limited service/express route service is implemented to provide customers with a faster ride this 
service generally operates during the peak periods of congestion encountering the same perils of a regular bus 
route’s rush hour commute. 

  

   

   Actions to Improve Performance    

  

 Continue to fill positions of Service Operation Managers who identify improvements on the street through direct 
observations of bus service, helping to mitigate problems quickly. 

 At bus garages, prioritizing attention to making sure buses start their runs on time has a big impact on 
maintaining on-time performance.  If a bus starts late there is little chance it will catch up to be on-schedule. 

 Test a new pilot application which will allow Supervisors to have real-time overview of schedule adherence; this 
tool would identify buses that are running early and late. 

 Begin a service evaluation study in cooperation with Metro’s jurisdictional partners to review the overall 
performance of eight bus lines with the aim of reducing crowding and improving service reliability, frequency, 
travel time, bus stop amenities and customer communications. 

  

  
Conclusion:  February’s on-time performance was notably above last year as Metro faced fewer snow storms 
and was able to minimize the effects of traffic congestion and detours caused by roadway construction.     
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KPI: Bus Fleet Reliability (February) 
(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?   

  

 Despite inclement weather, bus fleet reliability performance continued to outperform the target in Feb and 
exceeded Feb of the previous fiscal year by 18%. However, when compared to the previous month of Jan, fleet 
reliability decreased by six percent. From a customer standpoint this reliability rate represents only two out of 
every 1,000 trips missed due to mechanical failures. 

 CNG buses (~30% of the fleet) had the lowest mean distance between failure since Aug 2010, bringing down 
Metro’s overall fleet reliability. 

 Although Hybrid buses reliability also decreased in Feb, these buses remain the highest performing type of 
vehicle in Metro’s fleet. 

 The top six service interruptions in order of frequency for the month were: engines, HVAC systems, warning 
lights, body defects, brakes, and doors. Engine issues represented the largest portion of service interruptions, 
33%.   

 

 

  

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Continue a quality assurance program which monitors purchased bus parts, reviews all samples for specification 
compliance, recommends life cycle analysis and makes suggestions to improve the quality of materials. 

 Continue to adhere to a 100% preventative maintenance target to minimize preventable service interruptions. 
 Receive 152 new hybrid electric buses between Apr and Dec 2011 to replace older less reliable buses.  

 

  
Conclusion: Fiscal year to date bus fleet reliability is 7,868 miles or 6% better than the 7,400 mile target.  
Mechanical failures continue to have a limited impact on customers as this rate represents only two trips per 1,000 
being missed due to mechanical failures.  
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KPI: Rail On-Time Performance (February) 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?   

  

 The Red Line experienced the largest increase in on-time performance improving 3% due to completion of work 
in January that slowed train access to the Shady Grove station while the platform edges were being 
reconstructed.   Improvements were experienced despite mid-day track work between Friendship Heights and 
Medical Center stations in early Feb that impacted on-time performance by spreading out trains.   

 Green Line on-time performance of 90% in Feb was consistent with Jan, and Yellow Line performance improved 
to 92%, which was that line’s highest level in the past 12 months.  For both of these lines, the level of 
performance reflects a reduction in the number of delays.  

 The Orange Line performed well at 91% as the President’s Day Weekend track work was completed on schedule 
in time for the Feb 22 morning commute.  

 

 

  

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Continue the 2011 track overhaul project to restore the rail system to a state of good repair through mid-day 
track work on the Orange Line and weekend shut-down on the Orange and Blue Lines. 

 Track the departure time of trains from the terminals to ensure they begin their runs on time. 
 Locate supervisors on the platforms to check schedule adherence. 
 Add 10 more railcars to the peak period fleet beginning March 21, prior to the start of spring tourism season.  

These cars will add 640 seats for rush-hour riders on the Red and Orange lines, where passenger demand is 
highest.  

 

  
Conclusion: Even with mid-day track work slowing trains in Feb, system-wide on-time performance improved for 
the second month in a row reversing a downward trend in place since Sep.   
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KPI: 

Rail Fleet Reliability (February) 
(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 railcar reliability improved 28% from Jan with fewer incidents and 20% less average train delay. This 
improvement was the result of significantly fewer delays due to door failures. 

 Both the 2000-3000 Series and the 5000 Series railcars had fewer door failures.  The 2000-3000 Series railcar 
door performance returned to more typical performance following an unusual Jan, with 19 fewer delay-causing 
door failures in Feb.  Railcar Maintenance teams have been performing work on the door subsystems of the 
2000-3000 Series railcars to reduce the number of door malfunctions.   

 Brake and automatic train control system problems are consistently numbers two and three in causes for train 
delays ≥ four minutes. Both of these types of delays decreased slightly during Feb as compared to Jan, adding 
to the improved performance for the fleet.   

 These improvements result in better railcar availability, which means that more 8-car trains can be dispatched 
for peak period service on the Red, Orange and Green Lines.   

 

   

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Continue to inform customers to stand away from the doors, both inside and outside of the trains when 
boarding.  Communications from operators and within stations, as well as comments through DC Rider and 
other media outlets about how customers impact door functions raise awareness for all, and will reduce the 
number of failures and offloads experienced. 

 Perform maintenance campaigns – targeting a particular type of problem on similar cars at one time, such as 
the propulsion system, communication system or door control system – is resulting in fewer repeat failures of 
the subsystems repaired.   The 2000-3000 Series railcars are being targeted to reduce the number of repeat 
failures related to door systems.  This approach will be continued. 

 Launch an initiative “Operation Cool Breeze,” a program to inspect and service the air conditioning units on all 
rail cars in the fleet ahead of the coming warmer weather.  Performance of the air conditioning units will be 
tracked and monitored during the railcar’s regular 90-day preventive maintenance inspections.    

 

  
Conclusion:  For the 5,354,774 miles operated in Feb, the mean distance between delays improved by 28% from 
Jan, largely due to an improvement in door function on two railcar types that make up nearly 50% of the fleet.   
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KPI: MetroAccess On-Time Performance 

(February) 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 decreased to 89% in Feb, as compared with Jan.  An inclement weather event 
and an extremely cold Jan followed by unseasonably warm temperatures in Feb contributed to a temporary spike 
in ridership.  That brief ridership increase had subsided by the end of Feb.   

 The decrease in on-time performance was also related to actions being taken to improve the efficiency of this 
service by reducing cost.  Metro staff worked with the service provider to strike a balance between improving 
productivity and reaching the on-time performance target. 

 On Feb 17 the Trapeze database server was out of service throughout the morning.  Routes and schedules were 
not able to be adjusted until full operation of the database was restored around mid-day.    

 Changes in on-time performance are directly correlated with the MetroAccess customer comments that 
experienced a noticeable increase in Feb (see customer comment rate on page 19). 

 

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 MetroAccess staff will continue to focus on maintaining a standard of service that continues to meet federal 
guidelines for ADA paratransit service delivery, while maximizing the cost effectiveness of the service.  Federal 
guidelines provide for maintaining on-time service delivery at a level of reliability that avoids a substantial number 
of significantly untimely pick-ups or drop-offs; trip denials; missed trips; or trips with excessive lengths. 

 MetroAccess staff will continue to provide information to assist customers with trip planning and fare questions 
related to the new fare structure implemented Feb 27.  The fare change was part of an overall fare adjustment 
approved last Jun for FY2011. 

 The ADA Programs staff will continue to provide a wealth of information about accessible transportation options 
throughout the region and make travel orientation and training services available for interested customers.  

 

  
Conclusion: MetroAccess experienced a temporary ridership increase in Feb which stressed the system and 
efficiency pressures further constrained the system’s ability to maintain on-time performance.    
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KPI: Escalator System Availability (February)  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?   

  

 509 out of 588 Metrorail escalators were operating in Feb (based on hours of available service). This represents a 
decrease of 2% (which “equals” 13 units) mainly due to an increase in unscheduled maintenance work being 
conducted. 

 Although the number of unscheduled service calls remained the same between Jan and Feb, maintenance staff 
spent more time troubleshooting and resolving root causes of problems.  Examples of this work include: replacing 
handrail drives/chains, motors, electrical circuits and belts. As a result, the average time necessary to repair and 
return a unit to service was higher for unscheduled calls. In Jan, there were only 12 unscheduled service calls 
that took 100+ hours to complete while in Feb the number of repairs requiring 100+ hours of work tripled. 

 Modernization/overhaul work continued at a significantly higher pace than 2010. In Feb 2011, a total of 
seventeen escalators (including “walker units”) at nine stations were out of service due to overhaul work, 
compared with only 10 units in Feb 2010 which translates into a 74% increase in out-of-service hours. Overhaul 
work is essential to improving the reliability of escalators in the future, but it reduces availability in the short run 
(22% of escalator out-of-service hours in Feb 2011 were due to overhaul work).  

 Escalator preventive maintenance inspection compliance increased significantly, from 41% of scheduled 
inspections completed on-time in Jan to 66% in Feb.  The majority of this work occurs when the system is closed 
to customers, not significantly impacting availability. In the long term this maintenance work is critical to 
improving escalator reliability.  

 

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Maintain and enhance preventive maintenance compliance by focusing on units that exceed the 30-day 
compliance timeline and prioritize by locations with the highest customer traffic. 

 Identify resources needed to achieve escalator availability target. 
 Reduce out of service hours due to unavailable parts by increasing supply. 
 Hold monthly all-hands meetings to review performance and adjust maintenance strategies as needed. 

 

  
Conclusion: Unscheduled escalator service calls took longer to complete in Feb as maintenance staff spent more 
time troubleshooting and resolving the root cause of problems. This drove down Metrorail escalator availability in 
Feb.  
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KPI: Elevator System Availability (February)  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?   

  

 System-wide elevator availability in Feb 2011 was 96% (or 122,916 hours), consistent with Jan. On average, 
228 of 237 elevators were available during the month. 

 An improvement to note was that unscheduled elevator service calls went down in Feb (Feb: 240 calls; Jan: 
268 calls). These availability gains were offset by increases in out-of-service hours for preventive maintenance 
repairs (up 300%) to address repairs identified in preventive maintenance inspections.  

 Elevator preventive maintenance inspection compliance improved slightly, from 69.8% in Jan to 70.4% in Feb. 
These inspections are scheduled on a monthly, quarterly and annual basis to maintain the reliability of 
escalators and proactively identify maintenance issues. 

 

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Maintain and enhance preventive maintenance compliance by focusing on units that exceed the 30-day 
compliance timeline and prioritize by locations with the highest customer traffic. 

 Hold all-hands meetings to review performance and adjust maintenance strategies as needed. 
 

  
Conclusion: Elevator availability remained constant at 96% in Feb with decreases in unscheduled service calls 
being offset by an increase in preventive maintenance work.   
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KPI: Customer Injury Rate (January) 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?    

  

 In Jan 2011 bus passenger injuries decreased from the prior month. Metro has observed a significant reduction 
in risky bus operator driving behavior since the implementation of DriveCam in Nov 2010 including a 31% 
decrease in traffic violations, 33% decrease in “not looking far ahead” and a 17% decrease in “following too 
closely.” Managing the risk of poor driving behaviors have decreased near miss events by 36% and collisions by 
7%.  

 Metrorail facility injuries increased significantly, driven by slips/falls due to snowy and icy conditions. These 
injuries are 56% of Jan passenger injuries; 22 occurred on station platforms or in parking lots and 10 occurred 
on the escalator. 

 Metrorail on-board injuries increased by 2; the injuries were related to 1 door incident and 1 slip/fall incident.  

 

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance    

  

 Although sanding the platform with pellets to melt the snow and ice is safer than doing nothing, the melting 
process can become hazardous as well. As Metro rehabilitates outdoor stations, platform surfaces will be 
replaced with non-slip material. 

 New buses will be fitted with additional yellow hand straps, non-slip flooring and wheel chair barriers for the first 
forward facing seats. 

 Metro will continue to utilize DriveCam, a technology which helps improve driving habits by providing real time 
feedback, to coach Bus Operators and avoid near miss incidents as well as collisions. 

 Safety Awareness campaigns are ongoing, including campaigns stressing to operators proper defensive driving 
techniques and service preparedness and readiness. 

  

  
Conclusion: Although Metro earnestly works to clear snow and ice and warn of the hazard, many customers 
succumb to the slippery conditions of the winter months causing an increase of slip/fall injuries.   
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KPI: Employee Injury Rate (January)  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?    

  

 The Jan 2011 injury rate is slightly higher than the previous month and an increase over the same period last 
year.  The increase in employee injury rate is primarily due to a higher number of head, upper and lower body 
extremity injuries caused by straining and slips/falls, respectively.  Many Metro employees work outdoors in 
cold, snowy and icy conditions which accounts for a portion of the Jan increase in the injury rate.     

 Taking a departmental view, bus and rail transportation departments accounted for 60% of the increase in 
employee injuries. Bus maintenance, Plant maintenance, and MTPD also experienced a higher number of 
employee injuries compared to prior months. 

  

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance    

  

 Bus Transportation will focus on maintaining quality incident investigation, safety conversations, local safety 
committees, and return to work programs. Many of these platforms are used to share information to preempt 
injuries and coach staff on better ways to be safe. 

 Safety Officers from the Department of Safety and Environmental Management will continue to be assigned 
throughout the organization to monitor occupational health and safety matters and, ensure a systematic 
approach in the implementation of safety programs, safety initiatives and the System Safety Program Plan. 

 Metro will strictly enforce a “zero tolerance” policy regarding unauthorized use of electronic devices while 
operating vehicles. 

 The Department of Safety will regularly release “Lessons Learned” that will describe safety issues that have 
arisen on our system or other transit providers and point out how to prevent recurrences. 

 Rail Transportation employees will be encouraged to use caution on platforms and other areas that may be 
slippery due to weather conditions. 

  

  
Conclusion: Metro will continue to emphasize hazard management practices to reduce the overall employee injury 
rate.   
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KPI: 
Crime Rate (January) 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 Metrorail crime rate is down in Jan. Robberies are 5% below Dec, driven primarily by a reduction in 
pickpocket crimes. Robberies are down 25% compared with Jan of last year. Aggravated assaults were also 
down for the month, from 12 in Dec to 9 in Jan. In Jan, MTPD increased details of specialized units during 
evening rush hour and established round-the-clock details at L’Enfant Plaza to target robberies and assaults.  

 Throughout the entire Metrobus system (all buses on all routes) for the entire month of Jan, there were only 
eight Part I crimes, the same as last month. Metrobus Enforcement Division participated in a High Intensity 
Targeted Enforcement at core downtown stations in Jan. On one day, 10 arrests were made. 

 The parking lot crime rate is down significantly in Jan. Larceny thefts from autos and thefts of parts/accessories 
were down 45% from Dec. This improvement was offset slightly by a minor increase in auto thefts and 
attempted thefts. In Jan, MTPD’s Auto Theft Unit adjusted deployment hours to match auto crime trend analysis. 

 

   

   Actions to Improve Performance   

 

 MTPD will encourage riders to report crime when and where it happens to facilitate likelihood of suspect 
apprehension. 

 Metrobus enforcement will increase its deployments with two new officers, offsetting recent retirements. 
 

  
Conclusion: Metro crime was down 12% in Jan, with a particularly notable reduction in larcenies (down 34%), 
including thefts from auto and parts/accessories. Robberies were also reduced by 25% in Jan when compared to Jan 
of 2010. 
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KPI: Arrests, Citations and Summonses 

(January) 
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 by MTPD officers continued a three month upward trend. In Jan, arrests increased by 7% as officers 
engaged in pro-active crime suppression activity. Robbery suspects accounted for 10% of arrests. A significant 
arrest occurred at the Naylor Road Station in the bus bay where several suspects robbed a victim at gunpoint.  
During subsequent on-scene investigation by MTPD, suspects were arrested and property was recovered at the 
time of the arrest. 

 MTPD officers focused on fare evasion in Jan, resulting in an increase in citations/summonses (up 14% from 
Dec). MTPD also worked in cooperation with the Metropolitan Police Department to reduce students skipping 
school and causing disorder in the Metro system. Truancy enforcement increased in the downtown area, 
particularly at Gallery Pl-Chinatown. These actions are part of MTPD’s initiative to reduce youth disorder in the 
Metro system. 

  

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance    

  

 Following the posting of video recordings on social media depicting youth misbehavior in the transit system, 
MTPD is partnering with local governments to improve safe travel to and from school.  

 MTPD is developing an intelligence network of street officers to utilize more up-to-date information on known 
offenders. 

 MTPD’s Anti-Terrorism team will be encouraged to be observant of criminal activity while in an active terrorism 
watch posture, and respond to service calls when no routine patrol units are available. 

  

  
Conclusion: MTPD recognizes that youth disorder is a growing area of concern and is taking aggressive steps to 
improve safety as young people travel in the transit system.   
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KPI: Customer Comment Rate (February) 

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?   

  

 In Feb, Metro’s overall complaint rate increased by 13 percent from Jan.  This increase was driven by 
MetroAccess complaints which jumped by 47% due to early and late service arrival complaints. As has been 
discussed previously, service adjustments within the MetroAccess system greatly impact the customer 
complaint rate.  See the MetroAccess on-time performance measure on page 12. 

 The bus complaint rate decreased slightly to 128 from 136 complaints per million passenger trips overall in Jan, 
however, the number of complaints was up in two of the top five categories: unsafe operation and failure to 
service a bus stop.  

 Rail complaints declined 11% and commendations increased 31% from Jan. Taken together, customer 
satisfaction with rail services improved in Feb. Notable changes include a drop-off in complaints about security 
bag checks in Feb.  Complaints about upcoming track work also declined as customer information was made 
available in a simpler format providing information about free shuttle buses to get riders around disruptions. 

 Overall, the commendation rate declined in Feb, however the commendation rate for MetroAccess improved 
15% from Jan indicating that staff is communicating effectively with its customers. 

 

 

  

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 MetroAccess maintains a high level of communications with customers, which helps customers make informed 
transportation decisions.  This heavily impacts the measure of customer comments, but results in better 
relations with customers overall. 

 Customer service will continue to report all unsafe operations complaints to the division superintendent to 
address with the employee as appropriate.   

 Metrobus planning staff will use information from customers about bus stops being serviced when adjusting 
routes and schedules to improve bus route schedule running times.   

 Metrorail staff will continue to improve communication with customers, providing clear information about 
service disruptions and concise directions for navigating the system.  As the summer months bring increased 
visitors to the system, better information will make the Washington region more accessible. 

 

  
Conclusion: Customer commendations and complaints provide valuable information for understanding how 
customers use information to complete their transit trips, and for managing expectations when service changes and 
disruptions occur.  
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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 person (customers or non-customer, but 
not employees) 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                           April 2011 

 

KPI: Bus On-Time Performance / Target = 80%

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

Thru Feb.
FY 2010 77.0% 78.0% 75.0% 72.0% 74.0% 75.0% 79.4% 70.6% 76.6% 73.8% 73.8% 73.0% 75.1%
FY 2011 72.8% 74.7% 71.7% 72.7% 74.0% 75.7% 78.5% 76.9% 74.6%

KPI: Bus Fleet Reliability (Bus Mean Distance Between Failures) / Target = 7,400 Miles (Revised in January 2011)

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

Thru Feb.
FY 2010 4,898 5,437 5,325 5,732 6,054 6,700 7,223 6,878 6,882 6,270 5,902 6,578 6,031
FY 2011 6,670 6,673 7,366 7,842 8,982 8,587 8,681 8,144 7,868

Bus Fleet Reliability (Bus Mean Distance Between Failure by Fleet Type)
Type (~ % of Fleet) Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Avg.
CNG (30%) 8,853 7,842 7,905 9,059 9,093 6,680 9,165 9,939 10,410 9,520 10,242 8,480 8,932
Hybrid (27%) 10,546 9,499 8,844 9,944 10,161 11,378 11,361 13,526 14,198 12,474 11,853 11,158 11,245
Clean Diesel (8%) 11,109 7,990 7,345 7,933 10,547 7,931 10,300 12,118 12,290 12,958 11,473 8,042 10,003
All Other (35%) 4,804 4,562 4,102 4,517 4,332 4,921 4,798 4,698 5,718 5,699 5,751 6,191 5,008

KPI: Rail On-Time Performance by Line / Target = 95%
Mar Apr May Jun July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Avg.

Red Line 88.9% 90.0% 91.0% 90.1% 88.5% 88.3% 88.0% 88.3% 87.5% 87.9% 85.1% 87.2% 88.4%
Blue Line 88.2% 88.9% 88.3% 87.5% 86.0% 86.1% 88.3% 87.3% 87.9% 86.3% 88.0% 86.4% 87.4%
Orange Line 92.2% 92.1% 91.4% 90.4% 88.8% 90.5% 92.1% 91.6% 91.0% 90.0% 91.7% 91.4% 91.1%
Green Line 91.1% 90.7% 91.0% 90.8% 90.3% 91.9% 91.9% 91.0% 88.3% 86.5% 90.2% 90.1% 90.3%
Yellow Line 91.4% 90.4% 90.7% 89.8% 89.0% 91.4% 92.0% 90.7% 91.2% 91.0% 91.5% 92.4% 91.0%
Average (All Lines) 90.0% 90.3% 90.6% 89.9% 88.6% 89.2% 89.7% 89.3% 88.5% 87.9% 88.0% 88.7% 89.3%

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

1000 series railcars 37,742   33,487   41,859   32,241   32,258   46,370   43,908   40,517   45,595   45,557   54,137   46,302     41,664     
2000/3000 series railcars 56,513   52,011   44,354   49,175   65,428   39,911   49,582   31,572   35,820   42,065   28,076   40,431     44,578     
4000 series railcars 41,982   27,659   41,703   18,166   21,553   17,893   18,645   36,587   25,073   25,195   31,393   31,646     28,124     
5000 series railcars 39,500   47,952   55,967   29,265   28,290   29,410   34,094   44,462   54,016   47,509   30,078   47,868     40,701     
6000 series railcars 78,393   110,522 80,046   93,631   57,029   107,198 77,921   88,918   119,427 56,172   74,865   110,928   87,921     
Fleet average 49,088   46,943   49,375   39,573   42,424   40,435   43,420   41,121   45,471   43,712   37,703   48,241     43,570     
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Vital Signs Report 
Performance Data (cont.)                         April 2011 

 

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

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

Thru Feb.
FY 2010 92.1% 91.6% 91.4% 91.7% 91.6% 92.8% 93.5% 87.4% 91.7% 91.1% 92.1% 93.1% 91.5%
FY 2011 94.6% 94.3% 91.8% 91.2% 91.8% 92.9% 90.1% 89.0% 91.9%

KPI: Escalator System Availability / Target = 93%

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

Thru Feb.
FY 2010 89.6% 89.7% 90.6% 91.1% 91.6% 90.6% 90.0% 89.2% 89.5% 90.5% 89.6% 90.3% 90.3%
FY 2011 89.5% 88.9% 89.7% 89.5% 86.7% 88.6% 88.8% 86.6% 88.5%

KPI: Elevator System Availability / Target = 97.5%

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

Thru Feb.
FY 2010 96.1% 96.3% 96.3% 96.3% 96.0% 97.7% 99.0% 97.9% 97.5% 97.3% 96.4% 97.2% 97.0%
FY 2011 96.0% 94.8% 94.9% 97.0% 96.4% 96.4% 96.3% 96.0% 96.0%

KPI:  Customer Injury Rate (per million passenger trips)*

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

Jan.
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 1.67
CY 2011 2.08      2.08
*Includes Metro Access and  escalator injuries 

Bus Customer Injury Rate (per million passenger trips)

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

Jan.
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 2.08
CY 2011 1.72 1.72

Rail Customer Injury Rate (per million passenger trips)

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

Jan.
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 0.06
CY 2011 0.13 0.13
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Vital Signs Report 
Performance Data (cont.)                       April 2011 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Rail Transit Facilities Occupant Injury Rate (per million passenger trips)*

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

Jan.
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 1.09
CY 2011 2.00 2.00
*Includes escalator injuries.

KPI:  Metro Access Customer Injury Rate (per million passengers trips)

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

Jan.
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 26.18
CY 2011 16.45 16.45

KPI: Employee Injury Rate (per 200,000 hours)

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

Thru Jan.

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 5.18

CY 2011 6.92 6.92

KPI: Crime Rate (per million passenger trips)

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

Jan.
FY 2010 Metrobus 0.43      0.80      1.24      0.88      1.37      0.89      0.52      0.23      0.74      1.23      1.46      0.96        0.88        
FY 2011 Metrobus 0.86      0.66      1.50      1.51      0.90      0.89      0.86      1.03        
FY 2010 Metrorail 5.40      5.03      5.38      5.43      6.78      5.76      7.59      6.11      4.68      5.06      6.11      5.26        5.91        
FY 2011 Metrorail 6.19      4.91      6.95      4.97      6.38      6.71      6.63      6.11        
FY 2010 Metro Parking Lots 2.14      2.23      4.32      3.85      6.41      3.63      2.79      2.53      3.05      2.39      4.53      3.94        3.62        
FY 2011 Metro Parking Lots 4.06      5.40      2.75      2.17      2.89      4.54      3.06      3.55        
*December 2010 Metrobus crime rate revised. 
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Vital Signs Report 
Performance Data (cont.)                        April 2011 

 
 
 
 

Crimes by Type**

Feb-10 Mar-10 Apr-10 May-10 June-10 July-10 Aug-10 Sept-10 Oct-10 Nov-10 Dec-10 Jan-11 Avg.
Robbery 81 86 91 89 71 66 58 83 76 91 97 92 82           
Larceny 27 69 66 97 111 131 111 91 50 58 67 44 77           
Motor Vehicle Theft 5 6 9 13 13 10 18 9 17 13 10 15 12           
Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft 1 6 9 9 5 10 6 9 3 3 3 6 6             
Aggravated Assault 7 7 9 15 7 14 15 14 14 11 12 9 11           
Rape 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0             
Burglary 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 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 123      174      184      224      207      232      208      207      161      178      189      166         188         
**Monthly crime statistics can change as a result of reclassification following formal police investigation.

KPI: Metro Transit Police Arrests, Citations and Summonses

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

Jan.
FY 2010 Arrests 168 164 169 187       160 156 142 100 201 193 193 146 164         
FY 2011 Arrests 234 194 178 139       113 126 135 160         
FY 2010 Citations/Summonses 770 517 545 575       468 492 543 295 572 559 639 647 559         
FY 2011 Citations/Summonses 727 644 650 611       440 379 433 555         

KPI: Customer Commendation Rate (per million passenger trips)

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

Thru Feb.
FY 2010 12.9 10.6 10.2 10.3 9.1 9.2 10.3 9.7 10.7 13.4 11.7 11.0 10.3
FY 2011 11.3 9.0 8.5 10.2 10.0 11.1 13.8 12.9 10.9

KPI: Customer Complaint Rate (per million passenger trips)

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

Thru Feb.
FY 2010 147 143 145 130 124 121 119 162 140 124 136 147 136
FY 2011 150 138 129 125 128 125 130 148 134
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Vital Signs Report 
Performance Data (cont.)                        April 2011 

 
 
 
 
 

Metrobus Ridership (millions)

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

Thru Feb.
FY 2009 12.1 11.7 11.9 12.3 10.2 10.5 10.2 10.2 11.3 11.2 10.9 11.3 11.1
FY 2010 11.8 11.2 11.4 11.3 9.8 9.3 9.6 7.1 11.0 10.8 10.3 10.5 10.2
FY 2011 10.4 10.6 10.5 10.6 10.1 9.0 9.3 9.7 10.0

Metrorail Ridership (millions)

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

Thru Feb.
FY 2009 21.0 18.5 18.2 19.7 16.1 16.4 18.5 16.6 19.1 20.3 18.4 20.1 18.1
FY 2010 20.5 17.9 17.8 19.0 16.4 16.0 16.5 13.4 20.3 20.8 18.3 20.3 17.2
FY 2011 20.2 18.5 17.8 18.9 16.6 15.7 16.0 16.0 17.5

MetroAccess Ridership (100,000s)

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

Thru Feb.
FY 2009 1.63      1.62      1.69      1.82      1.57      1.73      1.58      1.72      1.91      1.97      1.90      1.93        1.67
FY 2010 1.98      1.95      1.99      2.08      1.90      1.82      1.91      1.36      2.32      2.22      2.08      2.15        1.88
FY 2011 2.03      2.06      2.03      2.08      1.96      1.95      1.82      1.90      1.98



 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #5 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Adam McGavock 
 
DATE: April 28, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Alexandria DASH’s Real-Time Bus Arrival Information System 
              
 
 NVTC staff is managing the consulting project that has developed the real-time 
bus arrival/passenger information system currently installed and operating on 
Alexandria DASH.  NVTC staff also is managing the grants providing the funding for the 
project. 
 
 NVTC staff will showcase this technology and discuss the implications for the 
region.  



 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #6 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Kala Quintana 
 
DATE: April 28, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: BRAC Developments 
              
 
 Congress has included $300 million in its FY 2011 budget deal for road 
improvements at military facilities in Fairfax and Montgomery counties.  Also, Pentagon 
officials announced that they will provide $20 million for highway improvements around 
the Mark Center at Seminary Road in Alexandria.  But a decision by FHWA to require 
an environmental assessment of the proposed HOV ramp there will delay its 
construction for 18 months. 
 
 A report from the Defense Department’s Inspector General faults the 2008 
Pentagon study that identified a minimal impact on traffic in the Seminary Road/I-395 
area.  Based on this finding, Representative Moran called on the impacted local 
governments to sue to stop relocation of 6,400 workers to that location by September 
15, 2011.  Excerpts are attached and the full IG report is available at 
http://www.dodig.mil/Inspections/PDFs/BRAC133_FinalReportPackage.pdf  
 
 At its April 7th meeting, NVTC’s board asked staff to investigate impediments that 
DOD may have to cooperating with public transit agencies.  The results of staff’s 
investigation are described in an attachment.  

















 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Additional Information  
The Department of Defense Office of the Deputy Inspector General for Policy and 
Oversight, prepared this report.  If you have questions, contact the signer of the report. 

Suggestions for Assessments 
To suggest ideas for or to request future reviews, contact the Office of the Deputy 
Inspector General for Policy and Oversight at (703) 602-1017 (DSN 664-1017) or fax 
(703) 604-9808. Ideas and requests can also be mailed to: 

Office of the Deputy Inspector General 

for Policy and Oversight 


Department of Defense Inspector General 

400 Army Navy Drive (Room 1011)
 

Arlington, VA 22202-4704 




 
 

  
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   
 

   
  

 
  

   
  

       
  

 
  

    
   

   
     
  

   
 

 
  

  
  

   
   

 
  

 
  

  
    

   
 

     
  

    

INSPECTOR GENERAL
 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
 

400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE
 
ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22202-4704
 

April 20, 2011 

MEMORANDUM FOR AUDITOR GENERAL, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

SUBJECT: Assessment of BRAC 133 Final Environmental Assessment of July 2008 and 
Transportation Management Plan of July 2010 (Report No. D-2011-TAD-001) 

On October 13, 2010, the DoD IG Technical Assessment Directorate initiated a detailed 
independent engineering assessment of the sufficiency of the Army's Final Environmental 
Assessment Implementation of 2005 Base Realignment and Closure Recommendation 133, dated 
July 2008 (BRAC 133 EA), and the Transportation Management Plan for BRAC 133 at the Mark 
Center, dated July 2010 (BRAC 133 TMP).  The assessment was undertaken in response to a 
requirement of the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2011, Section 
2704, "Transportation Plan for BRAC 133 Project under Fort Belvoir, Virginia, BRAC 
Initiative," (Public Law 111-383).  The Act directed that the DoD IG “submit to the 
congressional defense committees a report evaluating the sufficiency and coordination conducted 
in completing the requisite environmental studies associated with the site selection of the BRAC 
133 project.” The assessment was contracted to the engineering firm Acelsior, Inc. and its 
subcontractor, Wight & Company, utilizing their specialized experience in environmental and 
traffic engineering.  We issued a draft report, considered your comments, and are releasing our 
final findings, recommendations, and report. 

As reported in the February 24, 2011 draft, we determined that the proposed traffic 
mitigations in the BRAC 133 EA may not be sufficient to support the Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FNSI) and recommended that the Army perform a reassessment of the transportation 
effects, including a traffic impact analysis and monitoring program.  The Army responded to our 
draft stating that they do not intend to perform any new traffic analyses because recent studies 
sufficiently support the suggested improvements.  However, we found that the recent studies 
were inadequate to support the FNSI and are standing by our recommendation. 

We also found that the 2010 BRAC 133 TMP did not include or sufficiently address 
several critical travel demand management strategies and recommended that that the Army revise 
and update the BRAC 133 TMP and conduct a more technically robust, standalone traffic impact 
analysis. The Army agreed to revise the TMP; but did not agree to conduct a more technically 
robust traffic impact analysis, stating that more recent traffic studies were sufficient.  However, 
the recent traffic studies did not adequately address existing and projected peak hour traffic 
volumes; appropriate site variables; and effects of BRAC 133 traffic on additional intersections 
and interchanges beyond the narrowly defined BRAC 133 EA and/or TMP study limits.  
Therefore, we are standing by our recommendations. 
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Office of Inspector General Findings, Recommendations, Summaries of Army
 
Responses, and Responses to the Department of the Army’s Comments
 

Finding 1 
The existing traffic conditions and projections reported in the July 2010 BRAC 133 TMP show 
greater congestion than predicted in the July 2008 BRAC 133 EA.  The BRAC 133 EA used 
historical traffic data and traffic counts in 2007 and 2008 to describe the existing conditions as 
well as those anticipated in 2011.  Based upon the data, the BRAC 133 EA assumed no change in 
existing or baseline traffic conditions and volume (without BRAC 133) from 2008 to 2011.  
When a change in project conditions occurs, such as the traffic congestion increase reported in 
the 2010 BRAC 133 TMP, then 32 Code of Federal Regulations 651.5(g) requires the Army to 
reassess the project conditions and their associated environmental effects. The BRAC 133 EA 
has not been supplemented or reassessed to reflect the documented changes in the projected 
traffic conditions.  Therefore, the proposed traffic mitigations in the BRAC 133 EA may not be 
sufficient to support the BRAC 133 EA Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) conclusion of 
"long-term negligible to minor, but not significant adverse effects" on transportation. 

Army Response to Finding 1 
The Army non-concurred with Finding 1.  The Army stated, “We acknowledge that the TMP and 
other studies have shown some increase in traffic volumes and more traffic congestion than the 
EA analysis at some locations.”  However, the Army further stated that “the increased current 
traffic is not reflective of an overall trend, but rather, reflective of local conditions related to the 
construction workforce.” 

Additionally, the Army stated that the TMP traffic analysis is “an integral part of the open and 
interactive process that has been ongoing throughout the project to reassess traffic conditions and 
mitigations proposed for the project.” The Army referred to the four previous BRAC 133-related 
traffic studies:  1) the April 2009 study prepared by Parsons Brinkerhoff for the Virginia 
Department of Transportation (VDOT), 2) the November 2009 study by VHB, 3) the December 
2009 study prepared by GEC, and 4) the January 2011 study prepared by GEC. 

Our Response 
The Acelsior report indicated that the existing traffic conditions and projections reported in the 
July 2010 BRAC 133 TMP show greater congestion than predicted in the July 2008 BRAC 133 
EA.  The four reports referred to by the Army revealed no substantiation of the Army’s claim 
that traffic increase is caused by the construction workforce.  However, the reports did present 
significantly greater traffic congestions than predicted in the July 2008 BRAC 133 EA.  
Accordingly, we request that the Army reconsider its position and provide comments on our final 
finding. 
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Recommendation 1 
We recommend that the Army perform a reassessment of the transportation effects to confirm the 
FNSI or determine whether additional traffic mitigations are required to maintain the FNSI. The 
reassessment should be appropriately documented in either a Record of Environmental 
Consideration or in a Supplemental Environment Assessment.  According to Acelsior report, the 
reassessment should contain a traffic impact analysis and monitoring program, to include a 
cumulative effects analysis of transportation for past, present, and future traffic conditions; and 
to confirm the sufficiency of the transportation mitigation measures outlined in the BRAC 133 
EA. 

This reassessment should also be coordinated with all concerned parties to include VDOT, 
nearby tenants, and local residents. 

Army Response to Recommendation 1 
The Army partially concurred with Recommendation 1.  The Army agreed to “perform an 
assessment to ascertain the adequacy of the 2008 EA in light of this new traffic information to 
determine whether supplementation is required.” The Army also agreed to “document its 
findings in a Record of Environmental Consideration (REC) or in a Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment if the conclusions reached during the REC indicate that supplementation is 
required.” 

Our Response 
Although the Army partially concurred with our recommendation and stated that they would 
perform an assessment to ascertain the adequacy of the 2008 EA and potentially file a REC or 
Supplemental Environmental Assessment, their response is nonresponsive to the 
recommendation.  The Army’s response is nonresponsive because they stated in recommendation 
2B that they would not conduct any new traffic analyses.  According to the Acelsior report, the 
FNSI cannot be revalidated without a new Traffic Impact Analysis.  Further, the four traffic 
studies mentioned by the Army do not address our concerns because they reference data from 
prior reports dating as far back as 2008.  Furthermore, the Virginia Department of 
Transportation, Guidelines for Traffic Impact Analysis, Regulations 24VAC30-155 (p. 61, 62 
required elements of a traffic impact analysis), set a standard for the affected area radius to be up 
to 2 miles.  The reports did not contain any data for other intersections within a one to two mile 
area other then the seven intersections identified in the report.  Accordingly, we request that the 
Army reconsider its position and provide comments on our final recommendation. 

In addition, the Army was not responsive to our recommendation for the reassessment to be 
coordinated with all concerned parties to include VDOT, nearby tenants, and local residents.  
Accordingly, we request that the Army reconsider its position and provide comments on the final 
recommendation. 
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Finding 2 
The 2010 BRAC 133 TMP does not include, or sufficiently address, several critical travel 
demand management strategies.  The BRAC 133 TMP does not delineate a program of strategies 
to encourage the use of planned shuttle services to five Metrorail stations.  The travel demand 
management strategies presented in the BRAC 133 TMP do not effectively address midday 
travel needs for commuters that will not have a car available and overflow parking.  Anticipated 
Transportation Coordinator staffing appears to be insufficient for the range of services and 
programs described in the BRAC 133 TMP.  Finally, the travel demand management program 
and its strategies may be misaligned with the employees' needs and preferences. As a result, the 
goal of achieving a 40-percent reduction in single-occupancy-vehicle trips may not be feasible 
and may consequently impose further adverse impacts on the roadway network. 

Army Response to Finding 2 
The Army partially concurred with Finding 2, generally accepting the points made in Finding 2. 
However, the Army did not agree that “the proposed Transportation Coordinator staffing will be 
insufficient for the range of services and programs described in the TMP,” because the “TMP 
reflects that there will be a team assigned to the task of transportation coordination” and “the 
Transportation coordinator will have access to and the support of the Transportation Services 
office of the Washington Headquarters Services which serves the Pentagon and other DoD 
facilities in the National Capital Region.”  The Army also stated that they addressed the midday 
travel issue in the TMP.  The revised TMP will include the midday travel information within the 
Travel Demand Management section. 

Our Response 
The Acelsior report stated,  

The NCPC [National Capital Planning Commission] guidebook implementing a successful 
TMP recommends hiring a Transportation Coordinator as the first step in developing a 
TMP. In the case of the BRAC 133 TMP, however, the Transportation Coordinator was 
not a part of the plan development process. The BRAC 133 Travel Demand Management 
Plan indicates that the Transportation Coordinator will be hired “within 9 months of 
building operations to manage, operate and maintain the Washington Headquarters 
Services Transportation Program for BRAC.” An interview with USACE and Washington 
Headquarters Services confirmed that the Transportation Coordinator will be on board by 
January 2011, and further clarified that the Transportation Coordinator role will be 
provided by one manager and potentially 1–2 support staff (Page 3-61, the Acelsior report). 

The Acelsior report also indicated that the three people assigned to fill these roles with the many 
anticipated responsibilities may be insufficient particularly given the tight time frame between 
the hiring of the Transportation Coordinators and the BRAC relocation.  Accordingly, we request 
that the Army reconsider its position and provide comments on our final finding. 
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Recommendation 2-A 
We recommend that the Army revise and update the BRAC 133 TMP to include, or to 
effectively address, the critical travel demand management strategies discussed in Finding 2. 

Army Response to Recommendation 2-A 
The Army concurred with Recommendation 2-A.  The Army and DoD agreed to revise the 
BRAC 133 TMP to address the travel demand management strategies. 

Our Response 
The Army concurred with Recommendation 2-A agreeing to revise the BRAC 133 TMP to 
address the travel demand management strategies.  However, in view of the Army’s comments 
on Finding B, we request that the Army reaffirm in its response to our final recommendation that 
the revised BRAC 133 TMP will include the following areas of concerns identified by Acelsior 
report: encouragement of the use of the planned shuttle services to five Metrorail stations, 
addressing mid-day travel needs, addressing overflow parking, Transportation Coordinator 
staffing, and aligning the travel management program with employees' needs and preferences. 

Recommendation 2-B 
We recommend that the Army conduct a more technically robust, standalone traffic impact 
analysis (see Recommendation 1) to confirm the accuracy of the BRAC 133 TMP's findings; 
specifically, existing and projected peak hour traffic volumes; appropriate site variables; 
potential queues caused by the access control facility to the south parking garage; and effects of 
the BRAC 133 traffic on additional intersections and interchanges beyond the narrowly defined 
BRAC 133 EA and/or TMP study limits. 

Army Response to Recommendation 2-B 
The Army non-concurred with Recommendation 2-B stating that the Army “does not agree and 
does not intend to perform any new traffic analysis” because “additional traffic studies have been 
completed since the July 2008 EA” and “these subsequent traffic studies were independently 
scoped and completed to address the area of focus as determined by the city and VDOT.”  Thus, 
the Army concluded that the traffic studies “provide sufficient analysis to support the suggested 
improvements the Army is pursuing.” 

Our Response 
We reviewed the four reports that the Army purported to satisfy our recommendation.  The 
studies did not adequately address the concerns identified in Acelsior report: existing and 
projected peak hour traffic volumes, appropriate site variables, potential queues caused by the 
access control facility to the south parking garage, and effects of BRAC 133 traffic on additional 
intersections and interchanges beyond the narrowly defined BRAC 133 EA and/or TMP study 
limits.  While these items are addressed in the four referenced reports, the data used as the basis 
of the assessments were referenced to reports as far back as 2008.  In addition, downstream and 
upstream traffic effects on I-395 (i.e. one exit before and after the BRAC 133 area) were not 
reported.  Even though the 2011 report stated that it included freeway exits, no data was found 
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within the report or appendices.  Furthermore, the VDOT Guidelines for Traffic Impact Analysis, 
Regulations 24VAC30-155 (p. 61, 62 required elements of a traffic impact analysis), set a 
standard for the affected area radius to be up to 2 miles.  No data was found within the report for 
any other intersections within a one to two mile area other than the seven intersections identified 
in the report.  As stated in our response to Recommendation 1, the four reports do not constitute 
a validation of the FNSI. Accordingly, we request that the Army reconsider its position and 
provide comments on the final recommendation. 

Additional Army Comments on the Acelsior Draft Report 

Army Comment #1 on DoD IG Memorandum Page 2 and Page 3-58 
The Army stated that the planned DoD Shuttle System routes, schedules, level of service, 
number of buses, and hours of operation were covered in section 3.5.2. of the TMP, and stated  
“we did not believe it was necessary to repeat the information in section 5.0.”  However, in order 
to ensure clarity, the Army agreed to update the TMP to include this information in section 5.0. 
as well as information on how the DoD shuttle system and other public transit services are being 
integrated to optimize service. 

Our Response 
The shuttle program should have been mentioned in the TDM section 5.0. of the TMP to show 
the Army’s intent and to present a complete transportation picture.  We agree with the Army’s 
decision to include the shuttle program data in section 5.0. of the updated TMP. 

Army Comment #2 on DoD IG Memorandum Page 2, Finding 2 and Page 3-69 
The Army stated that since “the TMP was viewed by WHS as a strategy plan and not an 
implementation/operations plan, the Planning Team felt that the information (discussion of 
strategies for encouraging individuals to use the shuttles) would be better suited for the latter.” 
The Army stated that as the TMP is updated, the implemented strategies will be incorporated. 
The Army also stated the following: 

Over the next several months, the WHS Transportation Planning Team will conduct focus 
group meetings with the relocating agencies stationed at the BRAC 133 facility for the 
purpose of informing them about commuter resources, the DoD/BRAC 133 Shuttle 
Programs, existing transportation providers, and alternative modes of transportation. In 
addition, our team has developed a Transportation Reference Guide (a TMP suggested 
element) to provide relocating employees with reference information that will assist them 
in determining transportation to and from the facility. These efforts will be ongoing before, 
during and after the tenant relocations to the new BRAC 133 facility and will be a major 
function or the transportation coordinator and support staff. 
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Our Response 
The discussion of strategies for encouraging individuals to use shuttle services should provide a 
more detailed plan in TDM and the revised TMP. A detailed plan will provide a better 
understanding on how the Army plans to meet their transportation goals. 

Army Comment #3 on DoD IG Memorandum Page 2, Finding 2 and Page 3-69 
The Army stated that the TMP section 3.5.2. adequately discusses the DoD Shuttle Plan designed 
to provide adequate transportation service for midday trips. 

Our Response 
We agree that section 3.5.2. discusses the DoD shuttle plan.  However, the TDM is inadequate in 
dealing with midday travel options.  The Acelsior report states that the only programmatic 
elements presented as part of this strategy are “long-term enhancements,” which include two 
action items.  First, the Transportation Coordinators will “consider conducting a demand analysis 
for obtaining additional car-sharing vehicles on-site or within walking distance of BRAC 133,” 
as there currently is one ZipCar®.  Second, the Transportation Coordinator will consider 
conducting a demand analysis for developing a bike-sharing program. The Acelsior report 
stated, “The description of the strategy belies an otherwise passive approach to midday travel 
options.” 

Army Comment #4 on DoD IG Memorandum Page 2, Finding 2 
The Army stated that the WHS Transportation Planning Team conducted two online 
transportation/commuter surveys in 2009 and 2010, which focused on the current and post-
relocation employee transportation requirements, in order to gather supporting information on 
several BRAC 133-related transportation planning exercises.  The Army also stated that “as the 
Travel Demand Management (TMD) Strategies highlighted in the TMP are being implemented, 
our team is consistently referring to the comprehensive data received from the above surveys.” 

Our Response 
The Acelsior report indicated, “The strategies of the BRAC 133 Travel Demand Management 
Plan have not yet been aligned with market needs and preferences.” Also, on page 4 of the TMP, 
it states “As BRAC 133 employees have not made final decisions in viable transportation mode 
choice, specific objectives for target mode shares have not been determined.”  However, within 6 
months of operations, WHS will establish baseline mode splits for BRAC 133 employees 
through an employee commute survey.  This indicates that the TDM may need further 
refinement to meet the employees’ needs. 
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Army Comment #5 on DoD IG Memorandum Page 2, Finding 2 
The Army stated the following: “The TMP states that there will be a team assigned to the task of 
transportation coordination.  WHS is currently developing a Transportation Program Office that 
will have several members assisting in the transportation efforts of the BRAC-133 TMP 
implementation.  WHS never envisioned that one individual would handle the work load.” 

Our Response 
The Acelsior report and our finding do not state that there is only one Transportation Coordinator 
employee planned.  We found that a Transportation Coordinator and a potential 1-2 man support 
staff may not be sufficient to support the BRAC 133 transportation needs.  The Acelsior report 
stated: 

The NCPC guidebook implementing a successful TMP recommends hiring a 
Transportation Coordinator as the first step in developing a TMP. In the case of the 
BRAC 133 TMP, however, the Transportation Coordinator was not a part of the 
plan development process. The BRAC 133 Travel Demand Management Plan 
indicates that the Transportation Coordinator will be hired “within 9 months of 
building operations to manage, operate and maintain the Washington Headquarters 
Services Transportation Program for BRAC.” An interview with USACE and 
Washington Headquarters Services confirmed that the Transportation Coordinator 
will be on board by January 2011, and further clarified that the Transportation 
Coordinator role will be provided by one manager and potentially 1–2 support 
staff” (Page 3-61, Acelsior report). 

The Acelsior report also indicated that the three individuals assumed to fill this role with the 
many anticipated responsibilities may be insufficient, particularly given the tight time frame 
between the hiring of the Transportation Coordinators and BRAC relocation (Page 3-64 of the 
Acelsior report). 

Accordingly, we request that the Army reconsider its position and provide comments on our final 
finding. 
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NVTC MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:  CHAIRMAN EUILLE AND NVTC COMMISSIONERS  

FROM:  KALA QUINTANA 

SUBJECT: ISSUES RELATED TO PUBLIC TRANSIT SERVICE TO BRAC FACILITIES  

DATE:  4/28/2011 
 
 
At the March, 2011 NVTC meeting there was some discussion among members regarding 
various issues surrounding transit service to BRAC facilities.  Specifically, concern was 
expressed regarding laws and/or regulations that prevent BRAC facilities administrators from 
contracting with local transit systems.  
 
After discussions with Congressman Connolly’s office, BRAC coordinators and experts as well 
as regional transit staff, NVTC staff has been unable to identify any such law or regulation.  
 
However, NVTC staff did discover several issues that have proved to be impediments to 
providing transit services to these facilities.  They include: 
 

1) Base security/ ID policy 
 

2) Funding  
 

3) A fundamental disconnect regarding objectives of the base facility and the practical the 
needs of employees who are using transit to get to and from these facilities.   

 
Base Security/ID policy 
 
Each base in the region has basic security measures in place. These measures can be fluid 
depending on the existing terrorist threat level and enforcement is, by design, unpredictable.   
 
This can present two practical problems for transit systems serving the BRAC facilities.  First, 
all patrons riding a bus headed to a BRAC facility would be required to have photo ID that 
must be presented on demand.  This is a practical reality for those riders who are federal 
employees headed to the facility, but for riders who are simply on their way to another final 
destination, this may present problems. 
 
According to BRAC representatives, local transit systems have balked at the notion of 
requiring passengers on these buses to carry ID and to present that ID on demand.  
Second, the fluid nature of security measures can have anywhere from a minor to a significant 
impact on the bus schedule.  On days when a more thorough search of a bus is required this 
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can result in a delay of 15 minutes or more.  This can be problematic from a scheduling 
standpoint and result in passenger frustration.     
 
Two practical solutions to these issues are: 
 

1) Advertise and inform passengers utilizing the route that they are required to have 
photo ID; and  

 
2) Notify passengers that they can expect unpredictable delays of 5-15 minutes when 
using this particular bus route.  
 

Funding 
 
As with most things the real bottom line appears to be funding: How much? Who pays? Who 
gets what in return?  
 
Many localities feel that BRAC was thrust upon the region, warnings of the problematic nature 
of the transportation issues were ignored and therefore the Department of Defense (DOD) 
should pay to address the problem.   
 
DOD on the other hand, believes that it is doing what is in the best interest of their mission 
and their sole focus is to move people to where they need them and fundamentally believe 
that they have done their best to do this in a timely and efficient fashion. They believe that 
their efforts have been overly criticized.  They are facing future defense budget cuts.  They 
believe that they should only have to pay to move their people to and from their facilities 
during regular business hours and are only willing to pay for that and nothing else. 
 
Localities have existing infrastructure, technical expertise and have demonstrated a 
willingness to serve the BRAC facilities.  However they too have been dealing with budget 
challenges and are in desperate need of additional funding in order to maintain service to their 
own residents and serve any new BRAC needs coming on-line in the near future.  
 
Local transit systems are not necessarily interested in providing exclusive shuttle service; 
rather they wish to integrate any new services into the existing transit network so as to expand 
service for residents and to provide accessibility to and from businesses near the expanded 
BRAC facilities. 
 
Given the financial constraints, it seems that both the localities and the BRAC facilities could 
agree to share in the cost burden of providing new and expanded services based on the 
relative benefits of the new service.     
 
A reasonable cost sharing arrangement could identify the level of service required for the 
BRAC employees at a price that is not any more costly to the BRAC facilities than would be 
required if private shuttles were hired by the BRAC administrators.  The locals could 
supplement those BRAC payments with the justification that it expands the service footprint 
for residents and access to businesses adjacent to these facilities.  
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The Disconnect Between the BRAC Site Mission and the Reality of Employee Needs  
 
This is by far one of the more complex aspects of the practical implementation and expansion 
of transit service and use by employees moving to the new BRAC facilities.  
 
The primary mission of DOD is to get people to the BRAC facilities so that they can perform 
their work. Employee comfort or their access to off-site facilities and amenities seems to be of 
little interest to DOD, but is of vital interest to the communities bearing the practical burdens of 
expansion.  
 
The reality is that DOD employees are human beings and have practical needs that exist 
beyond the workplace.  There will be times when they need to conduct business or personal 
activities off-site during the work day. If they utilize transit to get to and from the facility, but 
have no means to execute their off-site activities during the day, then they will be reluctant to 
give up the flexibility of having their own transportation and will continue to drive alone to work 
in order to conduct this kind of business during the workday.  
 
Understandably, DOD does not necessarily see it as a requirement on its part to make life 
easier for its employees to do other things during the work day. However, from the transit and 
TDM side of the equation there is a fundamental understanding of human nature and what is 
required in order for people to surrender the control offered by driving alone.  No one wants to 
feel stranded during the day and they want options. Even if employees do not avail 
themselves of those options on regular basis, they want to know that they are there. Hence, 
successful programs and amenities like Free Ride Home, Zip Car and Bike Sharing.  Little, if 
any, success has been achieved in integrating or promoting these specific options for 
employees at these BRAC facilities.     The goal at Ft. Belvoir in particular is to reduce driving 
by 10% annually over the next three years; however few, if any, TDM programs are currently 
on line and functioning to any effect.   
 
In addition, the BRAC facilities do not have an interest in charging any kind of fee for parking 
on site, which could essentially level the playing field and encourage employees to take 
transit.  
 
It is also clear that few employees are changing their commuting behavior as they are slowly 
transitioning over to the BRAC facilities.  This is a lost opportunity to get people to change 
their commuting behavior at a key transition point in their lives.  Transition points like career 
change, moving etc. are traditionally viewed as key opportunities to get people to change 
ingrained habits and behaviors.   
 
Instead, employees are transitioning over in small numbers and continue to drive alone with 
little challenge or difficulty in finding parking.    However, once the entire transition is complete 
there will be roughly 30% fewer parking spaces than people.  This is particularly problematic 
when you consider the fluid nature of visitors to the DeWitt Army hospital and the Army 
museum on Ft. Belvoir.  Instead of using the opportunity to get people into new commuting 
patterns, they are allowed to continue with the status quo, likely resulting in some serious 
parking problems in the very near future. 
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Local transit systems, governments and the BRAC facilities administrators must find a way to 
share best practices and encourage the facilities to at least allow proven TDM tools to be 
implemented and be prepared to share the costs. Costs for the localities may be reduced if 
public-private partnerships, including but not limited to Zip Car or NuRide, are leveraged to 
deliver these services. The benefit, of course, is to the local businesses surrounding the 
facilities and increased spending which will in turn lead to higher sales tax receipts for 
impacted localities. 
 
Summary 
 
There are no known current federal laws or regulations that prohibit local transit systems from 
providing transit service to the BRAC facilities.  
 
Local transit systems are eager to provide service to the BRAC facilities.  However, local 
governments need to continue negotiating and working with BRAC personnel on identifying 
the level of service and shared funding required to meet the needs of all involved.   
Local transit systems may also have to educate passengers on security requirements and 
potential delays on certain routes serving these facilities and allow riders to make their own 
choices. 
 
TDM experts need to continue educating BRAC personnel on best practices and highlight the 
benefits of providing these services to their employees.  
 
BRAC personnel should consider charging for on-site parking (exempting registered carpools 
and vanpools) in order to off-set the costs of additional transit services and amenities and to 
level the playing field when it comes to making transit a more attractive and viable option for 
employees. 
 
It is imperative that discussions continue even after these facilities come fully on-line. Setting 
aside the complex issues surrounding site selection and missed opportunities during the early 
transition period, it is not too late to accomplish improvements.   
    
 
   



 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #7 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: April 28, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Legislative Items 
              
 
 The attachments describe several state and federal legislative developments of 
interest.  Congress has honored its commitment to provide $150 million in FY 2011 for 
WMATA’s safety and other vital capital improvements.  An April 20th Legislative Alert 
from APTA shows more details of the FY 2011 federal budget deal as it affects public 
transit.  High speed rail funding was eliminated ($2.5 billion).  The House-passed 
Budget  Resolution for FY 2012 (and framework for funding through 2021) would also 
impose substantial cuts in transit funding. 
 
 Governor McDonnell has signed HB 2527/SB 1446 that creates a framework to 
invest almost $4 billion for Virginia’s roads, rails and transit over the next three years.  

































 

 

 
 

AGENDA ITEM #8 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Scott Kalkwarf 
 
DATE: April 28, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Virginia Department of Taxation’s Administration of NVTC’s Motor Fuels 

Tax. 
              
 
 Staff of the Virginia Department of Taxation (TAX) intend to provide monthly 
descriptions of the progress in ensuring that tax collections are complete and accurately 
allocated among jurisdictions.  NVTC wrote to TAX Commissioner Burns on March 3 
approving recommended personnel changes and reiterating concerns with 
misallocations of revenue. If a written response is provided by Commissioner Burns, it 
will also be shared with NVTC’s commissioners.  
 
 As shown in the attached table, several adjustments have been made by TAX 
resulting in shifts in revenues among jurisdictions. Three additional audits were 
scheduled in April with results expected by the end of June.  Meetings and conference 
calls are continuing between TAX officials and NVTC and PRTC staff to share 
information.  Interviews with candidates for the new senior auditor position are expected 
soon.  



















 

 

 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #9 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: April 28, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: Regional Transportation Items 
              
 

A. I-95 Transit Stakeholders Meeting.  
 

On April 12, 2011 DRPT convened a meeting of transit system representatives to 
discuss a consulting project underway to revisit transit improvements in light of the revised 
HOT Lanes project.  The objective of the study is to determine cost effective transit and 
Transit Demand Management (TDM) improvements for the I-95 corridor for 2015, 2035 
and beyond.  The final report is due by mid-August, 2011.  The initial stakeholder meeting 
focused on examining existing transit, TDM and park-and-ride capacity.  

 
Stakeholders questioned the source of funding for any needed improvements (since 

the HOT Lanes project sponsors are apparently no longer responsible for $195 million for 
such improvements); what park-and-ride responsibilities remain for the HOT Lanes 
sponsors; and how much of the modeling and recommendations from DRPT’s previous 
elaborate transit study for the corridor can be salvaged. 

 
B. Update on Vanpool Project.  

 
An attachment describes progress to date and examines strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities and threats as more difficult parts of the project get underway.  
 

C. Route 7 Multi-Modal Study. 
 

NVTC staff is working to verify sources of required matching funds for the study:  
 
  Total Project Cost:   $437,500 
  Federal Share:  $350,000 
  Non-Federal Share:   $87,500 
   Falls Church:   ($20,000) 
   Requested of DRPT: ($33,750) 
   Remaining:   ($33,750) 
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NVTC staff is also completing a draft scope of work for discussion with the 
stakeholders group. When more information is available, NVTC staff will return to the 
commission for approval to add this project to NVTC’s 2011 work program. 

 
D. NVTC Rail-Volution Proposal. 

 
NVTC staff submitted to the Rail-Volution program committee the several proposed 

session topics discussed at NVTC’s April 7th meeting.  A decision is expected very soon 
and if any are selected, NVTC staff will work with the appropriate jurisdictions/agencies to 
develop the sessions.  

 
E. Dulles Metrorail Extension Lawsuit. 

 
In the midst of extensive media coverage on the merits of an underground versus 

above ground Metrorail station at Dulles Airport, the attached announcement of a lawsuit 
may have escaped widespread notice.  The grounds for the class action suit on behalf of 
users of the Dulles Toll Road appear to mirror the challenge to regional transportation 
taxes that were struck down by the Virginia Supreme Court a few years ago.  Namely, 
those bringing the suit argue that the toll increases are a tax that is levied by an unelected 
body (MWAA) and are therefore unconstitutional.  A refund to motorists of $130 million is 
requested. 

 
F. Regional Bus Priority Projects. 

 
The attached briefing paper from TPB describes several ongoing bus priority projects.  

NVTC and jurisdiction staff spoke on April 19th with representatives of the D.C. 
Department of Transportation about the status and implications of one such important 
project in the 14th Street and Theodore Roosevelt entrances to the city.  Using federal 
TIGER grant money, 82 intersections are scheduled to be part of a Traffic Signal Priority 
(TSP) system in which transit buses will be able to influence the signal timing to facilitate 
faster transit trips.  As many as 200 additional intersections will receive signal 
optimization. 

 
The initial design of TSP will benefit Metrobuses but open architecture in the design 

will allow other transit systems to purchase compatible equipment for example, VDOT will 
be installing TSP in the Route 7 corridor.  

 
G. Governor McDonnell’s Transportation Challenge.  

 
The attached media release describes Governor McDonnell’s challenge to use 

alternative transportation once every two weeks, rather than drive alone.   







































































 

 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #10 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Scott Kalkwarf and Colethia Quarles  
 
DATE: April 28, 2011 
 
SUBJECT: NVTC Financial Items for February, 2011.  
              
 
 The financial reports for March, 2011 are attached for your information.   
 
  

 



Northern Virginia Transportation 
Commission

Financial Reports
March, 2011March, 2011



P t f FY 2011 NVTC Ad i i t ti B d t U dPercentage of FY 2011 NVTC Administrative Budget Used
March 2011

(Target 75% or less)

Personnel Costs

Administrative and Allocated 
Costs

Contract Services

TOTAL EXPENSES

0% 8% 17% 25% 33% 42% 50% 58% 67% 75% 83% 92% 100%

Note:  Refer to pages 2 and 3 for details
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
G&A BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT

March 2011
 

Current Year Annual Balance Balance
Month To Date Budget Available %

Personnel Costs
Salaries 56,586.66$            508,593.82$    737,900.00$    229,306.18$    31.1%
Temporary Employee Services -                        -                   -                   -                   
       Total Personnel Costs 56,586.66              508,593.82      737,900.00      229,306.18      31.1%

Benefits
Employer's Contributions:
FICA 3,496.82                33,325.32        52,400.00        19,074.68        36.4%
Group Health Insurance 5,938.81                52,458.45        80,200.00        27,741.55        34.6%
Retirement 5,240.00                49,460.00        73,700.00        24,240.00        32.9%
Workmans & Unemployment Compensation 144.37                   1,336.54          2,950.00          1,613.46          54.7%
Life Insurance 301.32                   2,688.68          4,300.00          1,611.32          37.5%
Long Term Disability Insurance 252.81                   2,528.10          3,950.00          1,421.90          36.0%
       Total Benefit Costs 15,374.13              141,797.09      217,500.00      75,702.91        34.8%

Administrative Costs 
Commissioners Per Diem 1,900.00                13,250.00        16,850.00        3,600.00          21.4%

Rents: 812.30                  100,329.10      182,180.00      81,850.90        44.9%
     Office Rent 92.30                     93,367.30        170,980.00      77,612.70        45.4%
     Parking 720.00                   6,961.80          11,200.00        4,238.20          37.8%

Insurance: 424.57                  2,750.78          4,100.00          1,349.22          32.9%
     Public Official Bonds 400.00                   1,300.00          2,300.00          1,000.00          43.5%
     Liability and Property 24.57                     1,450.78          1,800.00          349.22             19.4%

Travel: -                        2,899.87          6,300.00          3,400.13          54.0%
     Conference Registration -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
     Conference Travel -                        367.04             2,000.00          1,632.96          81.6%
     Local Meetings & Related Expenses -                        2,435.83          4,000.00          1,564.17          39.1%
     Training & Professional Development -                        97.00               300.00             203.00             67.7%

Communication: 633.80                  6,897.01          10,200.00        3,302.99          32.4%
     Postage 167.43                   2,348.93          4,000.00          1,651.07          41.3%
     Telecommunication 466.37                   4,548.08          6,200.00          1,651.92          26.6%

Publications & Supplies 727.80                  10,723.36        13,500.00        2,776.64          20.6%
     Office Supplies 261.52                   3,502.03          3,000.00          (502.03)            -16.7%
     Duplication 466.28                   6,821.33          10,000.00        3,178.67          31.8%
     Public Information -                        400.00             500.00             100.00             20.0%
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
G&A BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT

March 2011
 

Current Year Annual Balance Balance
Month To Date Budget Available %

Operations: 1,070.97               2,931.57          8,000.00          5,068.43          63.4%
     Furniture and Equipment -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
     Repairs and Maintenance -                        -                   1,000.00          1,000.00          100.0%
     Computers 1,070.97                2,931.57          7,000.00          4,068.43          58.1%

Other General and Administrative 465.35                  3,081.82          5,350.00          2,557.06          47.8%
     Subscriptions 288.88                   288.88             -                   -                   0.0%
     Memberships -                        305.00             1,300.00          995.00             76.5%
     Fees and Miscellaneous 176.47                   2,223.58          2,950.00          726.42             24.6%
     Advertising (Personnel/Procurement) -                        264.36             1,100.00          835.64             76.0%
       Total Administrative Costs 6,034.79                142,863.51      246,480.00      103,905.37      42.2%

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 77,995.58$            805,574.42$    1,221,880.00$ 416,594.46$    34.1%
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NVTC
RECEIPTS and DISBURSEMENTS
March, 2011

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

RECEIPTS
1 DRPT NVTA update grant receipt 17,496.00$           
1 DRPT Capital grant receipts 1,464,824.00          
4 PRTC Expense reimbursement 200.00                    
4 Staff Expense reimbursement 2.88                        

10 The Hartford Premium refund 270.00                    
10 VRE Staff support 6,185.92                 
10 City of Fairfax G&A contribution 2,911.00                 
10 DRPT Capital grant receipts, VRE 625,668.00           
11 DRPT Capital grant receipts 1,073,846.00          
11 DRPT Capital grant receipts, VRE 841,097.00           
14 Dept. of Taxation Motor Vehicle Fuels Sales tax receipt 3,424,189.90          
14 DRPT Capital grant receipts 104,988.00             
17 DRPT Operating grant receipt 4,269,756.00          
21 DRPT NVTA update grant receipt 13,309.00             
24 DRPT Capital grant receipts VRE 164 643 0024 DRPT Capital grant receipts, VRE 164,643.00         
31 DRPT Capital grant receipt 494,120.00             
31 Banks Interest earnings 7.00                        37.20                    21,674.78               

-                         9,576.80                 1,662,250.20        10,853,398.68        

DISBURSEMENTS
1-31 Various G&A expenses (90,167.93)             

1 City of Fairfax Other operating (650,000.00)            
1 WMATA Other operating (18,377.00)              

10 VRE Capital grant receipts (625,668.00)         
11 VRE Capital grant receipts (841,097.00)         
24 Cambridge Consulting - NVTA update project (13,309.06)             
24 VRE Capital grant receipts (164,643.00)         
31 Wachovia Bank Service fees (24.05)                    

(103,501.04)          -                          (1,631,408.00)      (668,377.00)            

TRANSFERS
4 Transfer From LGIP to LGIP 150,000.00            (150,000.00)            

150,000.00            (150,000.00)            -                        -                          

NET INCREASE (DECREASE) FOR MONTH 46,498.96$            (140,423.20)$          30,842.20$           10,185,021.68$      
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NVTC
INVESTMENT REPORT

March, 2011

Balance Increase Balance NVTC Jurisdictions Loudoun
Type Rate 2/28/2011 (Decrease) 3/31/2011 G&A/Project Trust Fund Trust Fund

Cash Deposits

Wachovia:  NVTC Checking    N/A 34,458.73$            46,498.96$               80,957.69$           80,957.69$             -$                           -$                       

Wachovia:  NVTC Savings 0.050% 293,899.24            (140,423.20)              153,476.04           153,476.04             -                             -                         
  

Investments - State Pool

Bank of America - LGIP 0.191% 128,414,462.92     10,215,863.88          138,630,326.80    239,595.12             122,550,826.04         15,839,905.64        

128,742,820.89$  10,152,781.84$       138,864,760.53$ 474,028.85$          122,550,826.04$      15,839,905.64$     
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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

$2,600,000
$2,800,000 
$3,000,000 
$3,200,000 
$3,400,000 

$1,600,000 
$1,800,000 
$2,000,000 
$2,200,000 
$2,400,000 
$2,600,000 

$400 000
$600,000 
$800,000 

$1,000,000 
$1,200,000 
$1,400,000 

$-
$200,000 
$400,000 

M
ar-08

Jun

Sept

D
ec

M
ar-09

Jun

Sept

D
ec

M
ar-10

Jun

Sept

D
ec

M
ar-11

Note: Taxes shown as received by NVTC in a 
particular month are generated from sales two months

7

Monthly Revenue 12-Month Average
particular month are generated from sales two months 
earlier.



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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