
 

 

 

NVTC COMMISSION MEETING 

THURSDAY, MARCH 1, 2012 
MAIN FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM 

2300 Wilson Blvd. 
Arlington, VA 22201 

8:00 PM 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

AGENDA 
 

1. Minutes of the NVTC Meeting of February 9, 2012. 
 
Recommended Action: Approval.  

 
 

2. VRE Items. 
 

A. Report from the VRE Operations Board and Chief Executive Officer--
Information Item. 
 

B. Letter to FRA/FTA Regarding a $75 Million Grant--Action Item.  
 

 
3. Support for Loudoun County for Phase 2 of the Dulles Rail Project. 

 
Loudoun County staff developed with staff of NVTC and its other jurisdictions a set 
of provisions to assist Loudoun County as it considers participating in Phase 2 of the 
Dulles Rail Project and begins to receive and pay for Metro service.  NVTC’s 
WMATA board members will be requested to assist in negotiations with the full 
WMATA Board to obtain WMATA’s agreement.  
 
Recommended Action: Approve Resolution #2187. 
 

NOTE: NVTC’s Executive Committee meets at 7:00 P.M. and dinner will be available for all 
commissioners at 7:30 P.M.  New automated parking validation procedures will be 
in effect and are explained in Agenda Item #12 below. 
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4. Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Policy, Program and Goal. 
 
Federal regulations require NVTC to adopt a policy, program and goal for the next 
three years and to provide regular reports to the Federal Transit Administration on 
progress in meeting the goal. 
 
Recommended Action: Approve the recommended policy, program and goal by 
adopting Resolution #2188.  
 

 
5. NVTC By-Laws Amendments.  

 
Procedures for amending NVTC’s By-Laws require consideration of any changes at 
one meeting with action at a subsequent meeting.  The proposed changes would 
clarify membership and procedures for NVTC’s Executive Committee among other 
changes. An additional change is being proposed beyond those considered at 
NVTC’s January 5, 2012 meeting.  Accordingly, the entire package should be 
discussed at this meeting with action to occur at NVTC’s April 5th meeting.  
 
Discussion Item. 

 
 

6.  Legislative Items. 
 
Staff and commissioners will review the status of state and federal items of interest.  
 
Recommended Action: Advise staff of any new recommended actions to advocate 
NVTC’s Legislative Agenda.  
 
 

7. WMATA Items. 
 

A. NVTC’s WMATA Board Members’ Report. 
B. Making the Case for Transit.  
C. Silver Line Phase I Preparation.  
D. Vital Signs Summary Through December, 2011.  

 
Discussion Item.  

 
 

8. NVTC Communications Plan. 
 
A draft plan will be presented for review and comment.  The plan requires the active 
participation of NVTC’s board members throughout the remainder of the year.   
 
Discussion Item.  
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9. Regional Transportation Items. 
 

A. Super Nova Study.  
B. Virginia Evacuation Transportation Plan.  
C. VTrans 2035 Update.  
D. I-95/395 Integrated Corridor Management.  
E. Value Capture Opportunities in Northern Virginia.  

 
Information Item.  
 

 
10. NVTC’s Public Outreach.  

 
Each month NVTC staff will provide examples of the commission’s public outreach 
activities.  
 
Information Item.  
 
 

11. NVTC’s 2012 Handbook. 
 
Each year NVTC staff updates the handbook.  It is posted in its entirety on NVTC’s 
website.  The handbook contains a complete description of NVTC’s history, 
accomplishments, current work program, legislative agenda, board member 
biographical sketches and other pertinent information.  Excerpts are attached. 
 
Information Item.  

 
 

12. NVTC Financial Items for December, 2011 and January, 2012. 
 
Information Item.  
 
 

13.  NVTC Parking Procedures and Other Administrative Items. 
 
The parking garage under NVTC’s building no longer has an attendant.  
Commissioners parking there should ask NVTC staff for a card to insert at the exit 
gate along with the entrance ticket.  Other nearby parking locations are described.  
NVTC’s conference room in #620 will soon have a wireless internet connection.  
 

Information Item.  
 



 
 

 

 
 

     AGENDA ITEM #1 
 
 

MINUTES 
NVTC/NVTA JOINT MEETING – FEBRUARY 9, 2012 

GENERAL ASSEMBLY BUILDING – RICHMOND, VIRGINIA 
 
  

NVTC Members Present 
Sharon Bulova 
Barbara Comstock 
John Cook 
James Dyke 
William D. Euille 
Jay Fisette 
Mark R. Herring 
Catherine Hudgins 
Mary Hynes 
Joe May 
Jeffrey McKay 
Ken Reid 
Paul Smedberg 
Lawrence Webb (alternate, Falls Church) 
Christopher Zimmerman 
 
 
NVTC Members Absent 
John Foust 
Jeffrey Greenfield 
Thomas D. Rust 
David F. Snyder 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NVTA Voting Members Present 
Sharon Bulova 
Kerry Donley 
William D. Euille 
 Joe May 
Martin Nohe 
Jonathan Way  (alternate, city of Manassas) 
Lawrence Webb (alternate, Falls Church) 
Christopher Zimmerman 
 
  
Non-Voting Members Present 
Garrett Moore 
Kevin Page (alternate, DRPT) 
Mayor Robert Lazaro  
 
 
 
NVTA Members Absent 
Thelma Drake 
Robert F. Lederer 
Harry J. "Hal" Parrish, II 
Bryan Polk 
Thomas D. Rust 
David Snyder 
Suzanne Volpe 
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NVTA Business  
 
The meeting of the Northern Virginia Transportation Authority (NVTA) was called to 

order by NVTA Chairman Nohe at 5:30 P.M. 
 
 NVTA conducted its business, including a detailed presentation of pending 
legislation in the Virginia General Assembly by Noelle Dominguez, and concluded at 5:39 
P.M. 
 
 
NVTC Business 
 

The meeting of the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission was called to 
order by NVTC Chairman Fisette at 5:39 P.M.  
 
Minutes of the January 20, 2012 NVTC Meeting 
 
 Mr. Euille moved, with a second by Mrs. Bulova, to approve the minutes of the 
January 5, 2012 NVTC meeting.  The vote in favor was cast by commissioners Bulova, 
Comstock, Cook, Dyke, Euille, Fisette, Herring, Hudgins, Hynes, McKay, Reid, Smedberg, 
Webb and Zimmerman. 
 
 
VRE Items 
 
 Report from the VRE Operations Board and Chief Executive Officer.  Mr. Zehner 
reported that VRE on-time performance (OTP) for the month of January was 98.3 percent, 
which is the best on-time performance VRE has had in its entire history.  VRE ran 600 
trains during the month and only 10 were late by over five minutes at their destination 
stations.  Ridership for January was 19,545 average daily trips and for 10 out of 20 days 
ridership reached over 20,000. Chairman Fisette observed that these are impressive 
statistics. 
 
 VRE Railcar Procurement.  Mrs. Bulova reported that the VRE Operations Board 
recommends approval of Resolution #2185, which would authorize VRE’s CEO to award a 
contract to Sumitomo Corporation of America for $21.2 million plus a $1.9 million 
contingency for the purchase of eight new railcars. VRE has a plan to purchase 15 new 
railcars to replace 20 old railcars but at present has only enough funding to buy eight. The 
proposed contract has options to eventually purchase an additional 42 railcars.   
 
 On a motion by Mrs. Bulova and a second by Mr. Smedberg, the commission 
approved Resolution #2185 (copy attached).  The vote in favor was cast by 
commissioners Bulova, Comstock, Cook, Dyke, Euille, Fisette, Herring, Hudgins, Hynes, 
McKay, Reid, Smedberg, Webb and Zimmerman. 
   
 Other VRE Business.  Mrs. Bulova reported that Mr. Zehner has announced his 
retirement as of June 30, 2012.  The VRE Operations Board will determine at its next 
meeting the process for searching for and selecting a new CEO. 
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NVTC’s FY 2013 State Transit Assistance Application 
 
 Mr. Taube explained that Resolution #2186 would ratify the state transit assistance 
applications submitted by NVTC staff on February 1, 2012 to DRPT on behalf of NVTC’s 
five WMATA jurisdictions for regional and local bus and Metrorail service and on behalf of 
VRE.  For WMATA and local buses, capital funding requests for FY 2013 are down by $17 
million from FY 2012, but operating assistance requests are up $20.7 million.  For VRE, 
capital requests are down $50.6 million and operating assistance requests are up $0.2 
million.  Mr. Taube noted that there were some slight changes compared to what was 
mailed to commissioners. 
 

Mr. Taube stated that NVTC has also applied for up to $87,500 in matching funding 
from DRPT for the high-capacity transit study in the Route 7 corridor (Alexandria to Tysons 
Corner).  PRTC is applying for significant start up funding for the Vanpool Incentive 
Program co-sponsored by NVTC, PRTC and the George Washington Regional 
Commission.   

 
Mr. Smedberg moved, with a second by Mrs. Bulova, to approve Resolution #2186 

(copy attached).  The vote in favor was cast by commissioners Bulova, Comstock, Cook, 
Dyke, Euille, Fisette, Herring, Hudgins, Hynes, McKay, Reid, Smedberg, Webb and 
Zimmerman. 

 
  
WMATA Items 
 
 NVTC’s WMATA Board members gave a presentation on WMATA’s updated vision, 
mission and strategic goals.  Mrs. Hudgins reported that on-time performance is just below 
target on Metrorail and above target for Metrobus.  Over the past year, WMATA has 
changed its governance structure, with 11 new board members; implemented an 
operational plan and a strategic planning process; developed a mission statement and 
vision statement; and adopted operational and governance goals.  WMATA’s mission is 
that Metro leads the region forward by providing for safe, equitable, reliable, cost-effective 
public transit.  The vision is “Our Future Rides on Metro.”   
 
 Mrs. Hynes reviewed the governance changes, which have focused on modernizing 
the WMATA Board of Directors; strengthening the governance framework (created By-
Laws, revised Code of Ethics, Roles and Responsibilities, streamlined meetings, 
eliminated chair rotation, etc.); enhancing the oversight role; and strengthening 
communications to make WMATA more transparent.  Mrs. Hynes reviewed the three 
WMATA Board strategic goals:  1) Improve mobility in the region; 2) Support development 
of complete communities; and 3) Ensure financial sustainability. 
 
 Mr. Euille reported that the WMATA Board determined that immediate priorities are 
safety, the overall capital infrastructure and customer service.  WMATA is committed to 
changing the culture from top to bottom regarding safety, including such things as 
rebuilding the Safety Department; fulfilling NTSB recommendations; and implementing 
fatigue management.  As a result, customer and employee injury rates are down.  Capital 
accomplishments include $1 billion in capital improvements since July 2010, including 
accelerated track work, 116 new hybrid electric buses, rehabilitation or replacement of 37 
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escalators and three elevators, and over 10 station platform rehabilitations.  The Vital 
Signs Report has improved accountability and transparency and is a good way to measure 
and monitor the progress of strategic goals.  It is showing that performance is improving. 
 
 Mr. Dyke stated that the Metro system carries over one million bus and rail trips 
each day, which is 40 percent of peak period trips to the core.  Without Metro, the region 
would need 1,000 new lane-miles to maintain current speeds, which is equivalent to two 
Beltways.  In the core, Metro’s capacity is already strained and there is no new funding for 
expansion beyond the Silver Line.  Mr. Dyke stated that WMATA endorses and will play a 
key role in helping to achieve Region Forward’s goals and targets. 
 
 Mrs. Hudgins stated that WMATA does not have a dedicated funding source for 
operations.  That means the jurisdictions need to come up with these funds and often 
needs have gone unmet.  Annual operating costs are projected to rise at a faster rate than 
ridership.  For the FY 2013 budget, WMATA is looking at an operating budget of $1.6 
billion, which represents a net increase of $116 million over the FY 2012 budget.  $55 
million of the increase provides for improvements in safety, security, reliability and the 
preparation of the Silver Line.  Mrs. Hudgins recommended that NVTC request that the 
Commonwealth help with one-time funding for the Virginia portion of the needed $20 
million for the Silver Line.  Mrs. Bulova asked if this additional funding has been requested 
during this General Assembly Session.  Mrs. Hudgins responded that no legislation has 
been introduced.   

 
Mr. Zimmerman observed that in the Vital Signs Report the reliability of service 

dropped during November, 2011, especially on the bus side.  Mrs. Hynes stated that it 
could be partly due to increased construction on D.C. streets.  Mrs. Hudgins offered to 
come back with the answer.  Mr. Zimmerman noted that the numbers for the series 2,000, 
3,000 and 4,000 Metrorail cars are not included in the report, which is a large portion of 
the fleet. 

 
Senator Herring left the meeting at 6:00 P.M. and did not return. 
 
Mr. Smedberg asked if all the major repair projects will be completed before the 

start of the budget.  Mrs. Hudgins replied no since there are constant repairs to an older 
system that did not have the needed maintenance for so many years.  However, the 
repairs are continuing at a rapid pace.  Mr. Smedberg also asked about the morale of the 
WMATA employees.  Mrs. Hudgins replied that the morale seems to be positive.  The 
General Manager is very engaged with the employees.   
 

Delegate May arrived at 6:05 P.M. at the same time Delegate Comstock was 
leaving. 

 
In response to a question from Mr. Reid, Mrs. Hudgins explained that when the 

Silver Line is extended into Loudoun County, then the county will be part of the funding 
allocation unless there is a change.  Every Virginia jurisdiction’s share will go up because 
there will be a 25 percent increase in the system miles.     
 
 Delegate May asked about track maintenance and if there is any sort of automated 
track geometry or measurements being done on a recurring basis.  Mr. Euille replied that 
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WMATA has a new $14 million piece of equipment that will measure or sense damage or 
fatigue to the rails.  Mrs. Hudgins offered to send Delegate May a video clip with all the 
data concerning this equipment. 
 
 Mr. Reid asked if there will be any change to the WMATA Compact regarding the 
costs of arbitration.  Mrs. Hudgins stated that the WMATA Board will be working with the 
General Manager to look for improvements to the contract, which expires in June, 2012.  
Mr. Euille also noted that pension issues are being reviewed.  Mrs. Hynes explained that 
the Compact requires binding arbitration.  To make any changes to the Compact would 
require all four jurisdictions (Virginia, Maryland, the District of Columbia and the federal 
government) to pass identical legislation.  It is unlikely that the Compact will be opened for 
arbitration issues.   
 
 Mrs. Hudgins stated that she will forward planning data on investment return to 
NVTC.  Mrs. Hynes also stated that she will provide a report titled “Making the Case for 
Transit: WMATA Regional Benefits of Transit.”  Chairman Fisette directed staff to post this 
information on NVTC’s website. 
 
  
Legislative Items 
 
 Chairman Fisette recognized five members of the General Assembly who attended 
this meeting:  Delegate Eileen Filler-Corn, Delegate Barbara Comstock, Delegate Joe 
May, Senator Mark Herring and Senator David Marsden.   
 

Mr. Taube stated that federal legislation has been passed in the House committee 
that would result in transit no longer having a dedicated funding source.  NVTC should 
monitor this closely. 
 
 Mrs. Bulova updated the commission on the proposed NVTC/NVTA consolidation 
legislation.  NVTC opposes it, as well as Fairfax County.  There are legal and financial 
implications to a consolidation.  She reported that Delegate Albo introduced an alternate 
amendment tonight in the General Laws Committee that would direct NVTA to conduct a 
study of possible consolidation among different agencies, including the Northern Virginia 
Regional Commission, NVTA and NVTC.   NVTA would report back to the General 
Assembly by December 1, 2012.   
 
 
Adjournment 
 
 On a motion by Mr. Dyke and a second by Mrs. Bulova, the commission 
unanimously agreed to adjourn.  Chairman Fisette adjourned the meeting at 6:30 P.M. 
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Approved this 1st day of March, 2012. 
 
       ________________________ 
       Jay Fisette    
        Chairman 
___________________________ 
Paul C. Smedberg 
Secretary-Treasurer   







 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #2 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Fisette and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: VRE Items 
              
 
A. Report from the VRE Operations Board and VRE Chief Executive Officer.  

 
Copies of the minutes of the VRE Operations Board meeting of February 17, 

2012 are attached for your information.   Also attached is the report of VRE’s Chief 
Executive Officer, monthly performance data and a schedule of public hearings to 
receive comments on VRE’s proposed 3% fare increase for FY 2013.  

 
B. Letter to FRA/FTA Regarding a $75 Million Grant. 

 
At the request of the Virginia Department of Rail and Public Transportation, the 

commission is asked to authorize NVTC Chairman Fisette to sign and send the 
attached letter to the administrators of the Federal Railroad Administration and Federal 
Transit Administration.  The letter asks FRA to promptly obligate the $75 million ARRA 
grant for construction of 11 miles of third track in the Quantico area.  If FRA cannot 
obligate the grant funds within 60 days, the letter requests that the funds be transferred 
to FTA so the work can be completed as a transit project benefitting VRE.  
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Virginia Railway Express 
 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S 
REPORT 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  MONTHLY DELAY SUMMARY 
 October November December January 
System wide      
Total delays 11 27 21 10  
Average length of delay (mins.) 15 28 15 15  
Number over 30 minutes 1 5 1 1  
Days with Heat Restrictions/Total days 0/20 0/20 0/21 0/20  
On-Time Performance 98.2% 95.4% 96.5% 98.3%  
Fredericksburg Line      
Total delays 6 12 10 7  
Average length of delay (mins.) 19 14 17 15  
Number over 30 minutes 1 1 1 1  
On-Time Performance 97.9% 95.6% 96.5% 97.5%  
Manassas Line      
Total delays 5 15 11 3  
Average length of delay (mins.) 11 41 12 16  
Number over 30 minutes 0 4 0 0  
On-Time Performance 98.4% 95.2% 96.6% 99.1%  
      

 

The average daily ridership (ADR) for January was 19,545. We had almost 1,100 more trips per 

day than January 2011, putting this year’s ADR 8.1% higher than last January.  The year-to-date 

ridership seven months into the year is 10.0% higher than last year.  There were also ten out of 

twenty days with ridership over 20,000 in January. The top ten days are below: 

 

1 April 12, 2011 21,496 

2 March 23, 2011 21,136 

3 December 6, 2011 20,953 

4 December 14, 2011 20,853 

5 December 1, 2011 20,824 

6 April 13, 2011 20,803 

7 May 10, 2011 20,803 

8 April 6, 2011 20,791 

9 October 25, 2011 20,789 

10 January 11, 2012 20,777 

 

  

SYSTEM RIDERSHIP 

 February 2012 
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During the month of January, 600 trains were operated with only 10 delays.  In addition, we 

achieved 15 days with 100% on-time performance (OTP).  System wide OTP was 98.33% in 

January, which is a new system-wide record.  The Fredericksburg line saw 97.50% OTP and the 

Manassas line saw 99.06% OTP (the previous Manassas line record was 98.2% in October).   

 

CBS OUTDOOR NON-FARE REVENUE 

 

VRE is not only increasing in ridership, but also in the generation of non-fare revenue.  During 

calendar year 2011, platform and on-board advertising was $84,312.  The previous year only 

saw revenue of $47,547.  We are hopeful that this trend is an indicator of an improving 

economy.   

 

KATO MODEL TRAIN SETS 

 

VRE has partnered with Kato model trains to create an “N” scale model train of our new 

locomotive and railcars.  The sets will be available for sale through local model train stores in 

March.  VRE will also be offering one set, complete with a power pack and track, as a prize 

during the VRE 20-year anniversary celebration this summer. 

 

 

 

 

Ridership trends continue to show very positive numbers.  We remain optimistic that federal 

cuts in the transit benefit, as well as reductions in federal and state funding, won’t have a 

significant impact on VRE ridership.   

 

ON-TIME PERFORMANCE  
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VRE counsel is reviewing the revised agreement for Gainesville-Haymarket. The award of the 

consultant contract for environmental review and preliminary engineering is pending the 

execution of this Addendum. VRE staff met with Prince William County staff to discuss the 

funding of the project last month. 

 

In January, there were 93 cases of fare evasion that were brought before the court. Details are 

provided below: 
 

Outcome Occurrences Fine 
Court 

Costs 

Continued 15   

Guilty with reduced fine 0 $50 $81 

Appealed 0   

Prepaid 16 $100 $81 

Guilty 9 $100 $81 

Guilty in absentia 17 $100 $116 

Guilty 1 $500 $81 

Dismissed 11 0 0 

Dismissed 9 0 $81 

Dismissed due to passenger 

Is under 18 years of age 

0 0 0 

Waived due to TVM issue 2 0 0 

Waived with Proof of Monthly Ticket 13 
  

 

 

After much anticipation, the Woodbridge VRE kiss and ride opened to the public on Monday, 

January 30, 2012.  The project provides separated car and bus access from the northbound lanes 

of Route 1, as well as improved pedestrian access.  Construction consisted of surface grading 

and pavement, adding a turning lane on northbound Route 1, curb and gutters, sidewalks, 

crosswalks, a bus shelter, lighting, and signage.  Work has been ongoing for some time due to 

coordination with the proposed future development of the Route 123/Route 1 interchange.   

GAINESVILLE-HAYMARKET 

SUMMONS OVERVIEW 

WOODBRIDGE KISS AND RIDE 
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MONTHLY PERFORMANCE MEASURES – JANUARY 2012 

MONTHLY ON-TIME PERFORMANCE ON-TIME 

PERCENTAGE 

January Fredericksburg OTP Average 97.50% 

January Manassas OTP Average 99.06% 

VRE  JANUARY  OVERALL  OTP  AVE. 98.33% 

RIDERSHIP YEAR TO DATE  RIDERSHIP  

VRE FY 2012 Passenger Totals  2,715,779 

VRE FY 2011 Passenger Totals  2,468,728 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE 10.0% 

RIDERSHIP MONTH TO MONTH COMPARISON 

DESCRIPTION MONTHLY RIDERSHIP 

JANUARY 2012 385,786 

JANUARY 2011 356,961 

PERCENTAGE CHANGE     8.1% 

SERVICE DAYS (CURRENT/PRIOR) 20/20 

















 
 
VIRGINIA RAILWAY 

EXPRESS 
 

 
 

BOARD MEMBERS 
 

WALLY COVINGTON 
CHAIRMAN 

 
PAUL SMEDBERG 
VICE-CHAIRMAN 

 
JOHN COOK 
TREASURER 

 
SUSAN STIMPSON 

SECRETARY 
 

SHARON BULOVA 
MAUREEN CADDIGAN 

THELMA DRAKE 
FREDERIC HOWE 
JOHN JENKINS 

PAUL MILDE 
SUHAS NADDONI 
GARY SKINNER 
JONATHAN WAY 

CHRIS ZIMMERMAN 
 

ALTERNATES 
 

MARC AVENI 
HARRY CRISP 
BRAD ELLIS 
JAY FISETTE 

FRANK JONES 
MICHAEL MAY 
JEFF McKAY 

MARTIN NOHE 
KEVIN PAGE 

BENJAMIN PITTS 
BOB THOMAS  

 
 

DALE ZEHNER 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE 

OFFICER 
 

1500 King Street, Suite 202 
Alexandria, VA 22314-2730 

 
 

M  I  N  U  T  E  S 
 

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

FEBRUARY 17, 2012 
 

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 
Brad Ellis (PRTC) City of Fredericksburg 
Jay Fisette (NVTC) Arlington County 
Frank C. Jones (PRTC) City of Manassas Park 
Michael C. May (PRTC) Prince William County 
Jeff McKay (NVTC) Fairfax County 
Martin E. Nohe (PRTC) Prince William County 
Benjamin T. Pitts (PRTC) Spotsylvania County 
Bob Thomas (PRTC) Stafford County 

 
STAFF AND GENERAL PUBLIC  
Gregg Baxter – Keolis  
Donna Boxer – VRE 
Rich Dalton – VRE 
Patrick Durany – Prince William County 
Anna Gotthardt – VRE 
Al Harf – PRTC staff 
Chris Henry – VRE 
Christine Hoeffner – VRE 
Bob Kehoe – eBrains 
Ann King – VRE 
Mike Lake – Fairfax County DOT 
Mary Lewis – eBrains  
Betsy Massie – PRTC staff 
Bob Leibbrandt – Prince William County  

Steve MacIsaac – VRE counsel  
Jennifer Mouchantaf – VRE 
Sirel Mouchantaf – VRE 
Dick Peacock – citizen 
Lynn Rivers – Arlington County 
Bill Replogle – Sparky’s Garage 
Mark Roeber – VRE 
Mike Schaller – citizen  
Scott Shenk – Free Lance-Star 
Alex Sugatan – VRE 
Rick Taube – NVTC staff  
Amanda Vitko – VRE 
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 Covington called the meeting to order at 9:30 A.M.  Following the Pledge of 
Allegiance, roll call was taken.    
 
 
Approval of the Agenda – 3 
 
Chairman Covington explained that a Closed Session is needed to discuss a personnel 
matter and to consult with legal counsel concerning an Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission (EEOC) charge. 
 
Ms. Bulova moved, with a second by Mr. Jenkins, to approve the amended agenda.  
The vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, 
Howe, Jenkins, Milde, Page, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson and Way.  
 
 
Approval of the Minutes of the January 20, 2012 Operations Board Meeting – 4 
 
Ms. Bulova moved approval of the minutes. Mr. Milde seconded the motion.  The vote in 
favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, 
Milde, Page, Skinner, Smedberg and Way.  Ms. Stimpson abstained. 
 
 
Chairman’s Comments – 5 
 
Chairman Covington reported that VRE had another great month for on-time 
performance and ridership.  For the month of January, Fredericksburg had an average 
daily ridership of 10,070 trips, with the Manassas line at 9,475, for a total of 19,545.  
Ten out of 20 days in January exceeded 20,000 daily trips.  VRE also reached a new 
system and Manassas line record with system on-time performance of 98.3 percent and 
Manassas line performance of 99.1 percent (the Fredericksburg line was at 97.5 
percent).  Chairman Covington observed that these are incredible statistics.   
 
On behalf of VRE, Chairman Covington thanked those Board Members who went to 
Richmond for the General Assembly Day to advocate funding for VRE.  Currently, 
legislation has been sponsored by Delegate May and Senator Colgan to include an 
earmark of $20 million for VRE railcars.  VRE will continue to monitor this legislation. 
 
  
Chief Executive Officer’s Report – 6 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that on-time performance for the month of February (through the 
15th) is at 96 percent (97 percent on the Fredericksburg line and 94 percent on the 
Manassas line).  The delays have been mostly due to signal problems on the Norfolk 
Southern line and service delays, including interruptions caused by a presidential 
motorcade.  However, there were no delays due to mechanical issues. Mr. Zehner also 
announced that Chris Henry has been promoted to Director of Rail Operations to 
replace April Maguigad, who left VRE last month to accept a position at CalTrains.   
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[Mr. Naddoni arrived at 9:35 A.M.] 
 

Mr. Zehner stated that VRE will submit a TIGER IV grant application due on March 19, 
2012, for the purchase of seven additional railcars.  VRE staff believes the project 
meets the grant requirements and is soliciting support from Senator Warner and 
Congressmen Connolly and Moran, as well as Secretary of Transportation 
Connaughton.  In response to a question from Mr. Milde, Mr. Zehner explained that 
TIGER stands for Transportation Infrastructure Generating Economic Recovery. 

 
In response to a question from Mr. Skinner, Mr. Zehner explained that VRE has 
partnered with Kato model trains to create an “N” scale model train of VRE’s new 
locomotive and railcars.  The sets will be available for sale through local model train 
stores in March.  VRE will also be offering one set, complete with a power pack and 
track, as a prize during the VRE 20-year anniversary celebration this summer. 

 
 
Operations Board Member’s Time – 7 
 
Mr. Page stated that the Arkendale Powell’s Creek project is slated for development as 
a rail enhancement grant.  DRPT wrote to FRA Administrator Zabo encouraging the 
advancement of the project within 60 days and asked that funds be flexed over to the 
FTA for the third track project at Cherry Hill.  DRPT is asking the VRE Operations Board 
to send a letter to both the FRA and FTA administrations in support of this project.  
There were no objections. 
 
Mr Page explained that DRPT is also trying to move forward on the third track for 
Fredericksburg/Spotsylvania so that the Spotsylvania station can be built.  There have 
been discussions with CSXT and they have agreed to develop a Letter of Commitment 
that will provide matching funds from CSXT to help fully fund additional switches and 
crossovers in the 2.6 miles of the third track.  Once completed it would raise the speed 
limit from 45 to 70 m.p.h. 
 
In response to a question from Ms. Stimpson, Mr. Page stated that the third rail project 
is moving ahead with locating funds and getting CSXT as a partner to develop the 
project.  However, it is not yet developed as a rail enhancement project.  Ms. Stimpson 
asked what is the hold up?  Mr. Page responded that the chevron crossovers plus some 
other switches need to be completed.  Mr. Page stated that he has had discussions with 
VRE staff and they are agreeable to adding this project into the six-year program cycle.  
Ms. Stimpson asked if DRPT would approve the project if concrete ties are not used.  
Mr. Page explained that CSX standards require concrete ties at switches and 
crossovers.  CSXT has agreed that the rest can be built with timber ties.  Although 
DRPT would prefer it to be done entirely in concrete ties, there is a funding issue and an 
additional revenue source is unlikely.  It would be a 5-10 percent increase in cost to do 
this.  Mr. Mouchantaf stated that it could be as high as 15 percent depending on costs.  
Fifteen percent of a $20 million project would be $3 million.   
 
[Mr. Zimmerman arrived at 9:45 A.M.] 
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In response to a question from Mr. Milde, Mr. Page explained that concrete ties are 
needed for high speed rail (up to 90 m.p.h.).  Mr. Zehner stated that it would be unlikely 
for VRE to operate trains at 90 m.p.h. since it is a commuter rail system that makes 
frequent stops and its equipment is not designed to go that fast.  Therefore, concrete 
ties do not benefit VRE.  However, they are needed for high-speed rail. 
 
Mr. Skinner stated that August 2013 is the goal to have the Spotsylvania County station 
completed.  He is confident that the county will meet this deadline.  Spotsylvania County 
has all of its funding in place.  He would like to see an update on this station project in 
future CEO reports each month. 
 
Mr. Howe stated that while a substantial amount has been spent to rehabilitate the 
Fredericksburg station, there is still a lot of work that needs to be done.  Within 10 years 
the station will need to be updated so it is important to keep this project funded.  VRE 
should include it as a tab in the budget. 
 
Mr. MacIsaac stated that VRE is trying to craft an agreement, which is unprecedented, 
in which VRE will serve as the grantee and will funnel its federal funds to the railroads, 
which in turn the railroads will be required to meet all the federal grant requirements.  
He explained that VRE would be responsible for all federal funds, while CSXT would be 
responsible for the contracting and could subcontract out some of the work such as 
environmental and engineering work.  VRE will have to serve a greater oversight role.  
Mr. Harf asked if the Quantico Bridge project set the precedent for railroads to abide by 
federal regulations and conditions.  Mr. MacIsaac stated that it was a force account, 
which is different. 
 
 
VRE Riders’ and Public Comment – 8 
 
Mr. Peacock stated that he is hopeful that CSXT will treat VRE right.  VRE has put 
additional signage about validation on TVM machines, which is being proactive and 
hopefully will result in fewer summons.  At Union Station, it can be confusing for new 
riders to locate the TVM machines and he suggested putting up additional location 
signs. 
 
  
Authorization to Issue a Request for Proposals for Disaster Management Services and 
Facility Needs – 9A 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that the VRE Operations Board is being asked to authorize him to 
issue a RFP for disaster management services.  Resolution #9A-02-2012 would 
accomplish this.  He explained that VRE currently contracts these services with a 
disaster management services contractor to provide victim support in the event of a 
train related disaster.  NTSB, along with the railroad industry, recommends that each 
rail system have plans to mobilize victim support services following a rail disaster.  For 
many years, this service was provided through VRE’s contract with Amtrak for train 
operations.  When the procurement for a new service provider was developed, VRE 
opted to remove this element of the contract so that the management of passenger 
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support in the event of an emergency would be overseen by VRE.  The current contract 
will expire in June 2012. 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that the RFP is structured as a one-year contract with two one-year 
options.  Payment terms will include a fixed retainer fee to ensure availability of 
resources, plus a variable cost option that will be incurred based on the magnitude of 
the disaster.  VRE staff will return to the Operations Board following the procurement 
process with a recommendation for award. 
 
Mr. Jenkins moved, with a second by Ms. Bulova, to approve Resolution #9A-02-2012.   
 
Mr. Way asked if this kind of service is transferable between successive enterprises or 
is there a natural economic bias toward the previous firm.  Mr. Zehner replied that there 
is no transfer because VRE has not needed to use the services of the previous firm.  
The firm has only been on retainer. 
 
The Board then voted on 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.  
 
 
Authorization to Conduct Public Hearings Related to a Proposed Fare Increase – 9B 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that the VRE Operations Board is being asked to approve Resolution 
#9B-02-2012, which would authorize him to solicit comment through public hearings 
during March and April in Washington, DC, Crystal City, Burke, Woodbridge, Manassas, 
Stafford and Fredericksburg related to a proposed three percent fare increase and 
subsequent amendments to VRE’s Tariff.   He stated that staff will report back to the 
Board in May with a summary of comments and a recommendation for action.   
 
Ms. Bulova moved, with a second by Mr. Smedberg, to approve Resolution #9B-02-
2012. 
 
Ms. Bulova stated that she assumes VRE will reach out electronically to riders.  Mr. 
Zehner stated that VRE tends to get more comments electronically compared to the 
public hearings.  Mr. Howe asked staff to provide the dates and places of the hearings 
so that Board Members can attend.   
 
Mr. Way asked how VRE can reconcile a three percent fare increase while PRTC is not 
instituting any fare increase.  Mr. Zehner responded that there is no connection to 
PRTC or any other transit system in regards to fare increases.  In response to a 
question from Mr. Naddoni, Mr. Zehner stated that it is a proposed three percent 
increase for all ticket types.  Ms. Stimpson also observed that the proposed budget 
includes a three percent jurisdictional subsidy increase as well. 
 
The Board then voted on the motion and it passed.  The vote in favor was cast by Board 
Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, Milde, Naddoni, Page, 
Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman.  
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Authorization to Award a Contract for Exterior Cleaning of VRE Rolling Stock Equipment 
– 9C 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that the VRE Operations Board is being asked to authorize him to 
execute a contract with East Coast Power Washing, LLC for exterior cleaning of VRE 
rolling stock equipment in the amount of $531,750, plus a 10 percent contingency of 
$53,175, for a total amount not to exceed $584,925 over a three year period.  The 
contract will be for a base year, with two one-year options with the CEO exercising 
those option years at his discretion.   
 
Mr. Skinner moved, with a second by Mr. Howe, to approve Resolution #9C-02-2012.  
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 Amend the Contract with Scheidt & Bachmann for Fare Collection 
System Enhancement – 9D 
 
Mr. Zehner explained that Resolution #9D-02-2012 would authorize him to amend the 
Scheidt & Bachmann fare collection contract to add split payment functionality at a cost 
of $137,960, plus a ten percent contingency of $13,796, for a total amount not to 
exceed $151,756. 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that on January 1, 2012 the federal transit benefit decreased from 
$235/month to $125/month.  As a result, the cost of a VRE monthly ticket now exceeds 
the amount of the benefit provided to many VRE riders, resulting in a need to 
supplement monthly benefits with personal funds to cover the full cost of a ticket.  
Additionally, many agencies are also now converting to prepaid debit/credit cards as a 
means of providing the transit benefit to their employees.  The current fare collection 
system does not allow for multiple forms of payment per ticket.  This amendment will 
authorize Scheidt & Bachmann to develop the software changes necessary to modify 
the VRE fare collection system so that passengers can pay for a portion of their ticket 
with a transit benefit and then pay the remaining amount with a personal debit/credit 
card.  Work is expected to take six months from the notice to proceed.  Mr. Zehner also 
noted that if there is a ten percent increase in the usage of the machines it will pay for 
itself. 
 
Mr. Milde moved, with a second by Mr Howe, to approve the resolution.  The vote in 
favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, 
Milde, Naddoni, Page, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman.  
 
 
Authorization to Issue a Task Order for Engineering Oversight of New VRE Passenger 
Railcars – 9E 
 
Mr. Zehner stated that the VRE Operations Board is being asked to authorize him to 
issue a task order to STV, Incorporated for engineering oversight for the purchase of 
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eight new passenger railcars.  The task order will be in the amount of $1,250,000, plus 
a $224,000 contingency, for a total amount not to exceed $1,474,000.  Resolution #9E-
02-2012 would accomplish this. 
 
Mr. Zehner reminded the Board that in February 2012, the Commissions authorized him 
to award a contract to Sumitomo Corporation of America for the purchase of eight new 
passenger railcars.  Funding for the contract includes a mix of federal, state and local 
funds, which requires VRE to provide varied, yet specific, oversight functions.    VRE 
needs consultant support for this work.  This task order includes design reviews, first 
article inspections, in-plant inspections, on-site inspections, warranty administration, 
and acceptance of each car prior to them being put into service.  The cost of this task 
order is based on a 48 month contract period, which includes the manufacturing 
process and warranty period.  Funding for this task order is included in the total project 
cost for the purchase of the eight new railcars. 
 
Mr. Milde moved, with a second by Ms. Bulova, to approve Resolution #9E-02-2012.  
The vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Caddigan, Cook, Covington, 
Howe, Jenkins, Milde, Naddoni, Page, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and 
Zimmerman.  
 
 
CEO Recruitment Process – 10A 
 
Chairman Covington stated that Mr. Zehner has announced that he will retire June 30, 
2012.  As a result, VRE needs to put together a recruitment process to find a 
replacement.  Mr. Zehner stated that Arlington County’s Human Resources Department 
has offered to help manage the search.  VRE could conduct its own search with a 
screening committee (three county executives, Mr. Taube and Mr. Harf) and make a 
recommendation to the Board.  Another alternative would be to use a professional 
search firm.  Arlington County has six firms under contract that VRE could choose from. 
The Board could also choose a hybrid approach.  
 
Mr. Skinner stated that it is important to have at least a 30 day transition period so the 
new CEO and Mr. Zehner can overlap.  Mr. Zimmerman agreed that it is a great 
advantage to having the new CEO in place before Mr. Zehner leaves.  That can’t always 
be controlled but he hopes that a candidate can be selected before the end of June.  He 
also said that the parameters are important (time frame for recruitment, job description, 
method of evaluation, interview dates, decision date, etc.).  He stated that if VRE hires a 
professional firm, he hopes they are knowledgeable about a rail hire because it is such 
a specialized field. 
 
Mr. Smedberg stated that the firm of Ralph Anderson and Associates has expertise in 
hiring senior executive positions in specialized, non-traditional fields. He stated that it is 
important for the Operations Board to have a discussion of what the Board is looking for 
in a new CEO (qualifications and characteristics).  He suspects that the pool of 
candidates will be fairly finite.  The Operations Board also needs to consider how to 
deal with internal candidates.  
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Mr. Cook expressed his opinion that the most important thing is that VRE gets to the 
right person even if the process takes longer.  He strongly believes that VRE should use 
a search firm and it should be a national search.  He also stated that the search 
committee should be Operations Board Members and not outside people.  He 
suggested that the Executive Committee could serve in this capacity.  Mr. Milde agreed 
that it is important to conduct as broad a search as possible.  Mr. Way agreed that using 
a search firm has value and benefit.  It would cost approximately $20,000 - $30,000 but 
it will be well worth it.   
 
Ms. Bulova stated that she could support doing it in-house or hiring a professional 
search firm.  The rail industry is relatively small and a professional search team could 
broaden the search to reach more potential candidates.  She suggested taking a hybrid 
approach to make sure VRE is including Mr. Taube and Mr Half and some jurisdictional 
staff in the process.  Mr. Howe stated that he would like to see the Operations Board 
provide input into the development of a job description and search criteria. Mr. 
Zimmerman expressed his view that is important to throw the net as wide as possible, 
nationally or beyond, to attract as many candidates as possible.  He stated that in his 
opinion it is important to hire someone with rail experience.  He suggested empowering 
the Executive Committee or another committee of Board Members to make decisions, 
set up the process, and to move forward as quickly as possible.  He agrees with Mr. 
Cook that it is important to make sure that VRE hires the right person.  Mr. Naddoni 
stated that since the potential pool of candidates is small, he asked if there is interest in 
looking at candidates outside of the United States.  He noted that Europe and Asia have 
sophisticated rail systems.  Mr. Page expressed his opinion that the Operations Board 
will know more of what qualities and characteristics are needed for the next CEO to run 
this organization than anyone else.  The new CEO will need to be a generalist in many 
fields, as well as an expert in rail.  DRPT is willing to assist in any way.     
 
[Ms. Caddigan left the meeting at 10:45 A.M.] 
 
Mr. Cook suggested empowering the Executive Committee to hire the professional 
search firm so that the firm can be present at the next Board meeting to have a 
discussion about what kind of candidate the Board is seeking.  In the interim, staff could 
put together a survey to gather input from the jurisdictions and riders of what type of 
person and skills VRE should be looking for in a new CEO.  He agreed that it is a good 
idea to have Mr. Taube, Mr. Harf and DRPT staff involved as resources to work with the 
search firm to whittle down the resumes.   
 
Mr. Jenkins stated that he prefers a professional search firm.  Ms. Caddigan privately 
expressed the same opinion to Mr. Jenkins before she left the meeting.  A search firm 
will be able to do things that the Operations Board cannot do, such as background 
searches.   
 
Chairman Covington stated that it seems clear that the Board favors hiring a 
professional search firm.  He suggested empowering the Executive Committee to (with 
the help of Mr. Zehner and Mr. Page) narrow it down to three firms with experience in 
the rail industry for the Board to choose from.  The bigger issue is deciding priorities and 
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he asked if these decisions can wait until the March 16th meeting or should a special 
meeting be convened.    
 
In response to a question from Mr. Smedberg, Mr. MacIsaac stated that the Operations 
Board could empower the Executive Committee (as well as any other member wishing 
to participate) to begin to develop the process and profile.   
 
Mr. Milde moved, with a second by Mr. Howe, to empower the Executive Committee, as 
well as any other Board Member who wishes to participate, to begin to develop the 
process and profile for a new CEO search. 
 
Mr. Smedberg stated that the Board needs to begin to discuss salary and benefits for 
the new CEO.  He also suggested the Board have a discussion with Mr. Zehner about 
putting him on retainer as an option to allow for a transition period if it is needed.   
 
Mr. Milde stated that he strongly prefers that a U.S. citizen be chosen to run the VRE 
organization.  There is a complex grant writing process and funding complexities that 
need to be understood.  Foreign rail systems operate differently.  Mr. Way agreed that 
rail operations outside of the U.S. or Canada have an entirely different concept of 
financing and a different operational model.   Mr. Way stated that time is important and 
whatever committee is put in place, they need to meet on a weekly basis. Mr. Skinner 
suggested asking Mr. Zehner to convey his opinion of what qualifications VRE needs in 
a new CEO to continue and succeed.  Ms. Bulova suggested tasking the Executive 
Committee to develop a profile, narrow the search firms, produce a time line and bring 
all this information back to the Operations Board in March for further discussion.  She 
also agreed that it is a good idea to have a discussion with Mr. Zehner about keeping 
him on retainer to allow for a transition period if needed.  Mr. Milde amended his original 
motion to include Ms. Bulova’s suggestion. 
 
Mr. Zimmerman agreed with Mr. Way that it is important to expedite the process.  He 
suggested updating existing documents from the last VRE CEO search or review CEO 
searches done by other rail systems.  He suggested authorizing the Executive 
Committee to choose a professional search firm and the Operations Board could ratify 
the choice at the next meeting.  Mr. Milde agreed to incorporate this into his motion.  
Chairman Covington stated that all Board Members are invited to any of these 
meetings.  He suggested allocating at least an hour to next month’s agenda to meet 
with the chosen search firm and have a detailed discussion instead of convening a 
special meeting. 
 
Mr. Taube stated that if the Operations Board wishes to hire a new CEO by June, he 
suggested sending out a notice to the public transit industry to get the word out, such as 
“VRE has initiated a search for its next CEO and hopes to hire by June 1, 2012.  If 
interested, full details will be available next month on VRE’s website.”  There were no 
objections to doing this. 
 
Mr. Cook suggested amending the motion to give the Executive Committee the authority 
to hire a search firm.  Ms. Stimpson observed that most of the jurisdictions are 
represented by the members of the Executive Committee so the committee could go 
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ahead and select a firm. Mr. Skinner agreed.  Ms. Bulova stated that if they are going to 
do this, then they could just inform Board Members beforehand so they have an 
opportunity to comment before action is taken. 
 
Mr. Way stated that if the Board goes public as Mr. Taube suggested, then details such 
as salary and benefits would need to be identified. Chairman Covington stated that Mr. 
Taube was suggesting a “teaser” and specifics do not need to be included.   
 
Mr. Zehner noted that Arlington County has six firms already under contract so VRE 
could move quickly if a firm is chosen from that group.  Ms. Bulova mentioned the firm 
of Krauthamer & Associates was the firm WMATA used.  Mr. Zehner explained that if 
the search firm is not already under contract with one of the jurisdictions, then VRE 
would be required to issue an RFP.  In response to a question from Mr. Zimmerman, 
Mr. MacIsaac stated that as CEO, Mr. Zehner already has contract authority to select a 
firm in this price range and it would not require subsequent Board approval. 
 
The Board then voted on the amended motion.  The vote in favor was cast by Board 
Members Bulova, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, Milde, Naddoni, Page, Skinner, 
Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman.  
 
 
Club VRE – 10B 
 
Mr. Zehner reported that VRE staff has developed a new marketing campaign entitled 
Club VRE, which is a rider reward program that would provide customer service 
incentives.  It could potentially be a future source of non-fare revenue.  Tiered 
sponsorships would be sold to local vendors and they would provide club members 
exclusive discounts to area restaurants, shops and other amenities.     
 
[Mr. Milde left the meeting at 11:05 A.M.] 
 
Mr. Way asked what would make this program unique and special compared to other 
discounts.  Mr. Zehner stated that sponsors would pay to participate and then receive 
access to the riders through the website and email.  It would give them advertising 
access and name recognition to VRE’s passengers resulting in increased business.  
Riders would sign up to become members and there would be no cost to them.  They 
would just need to show their VRE ticket to gain the reward. 
 
Ms. Stimpson expressed her opinion that this initiative is creative and VRE should 
proceed with it.  Chairman Covington stated that it seems to enhance VRE’s brand.  
There were no objections.  Chairman Covington asked staff to keep the Board informed 
on the program’s progress. 
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VRE Fare Evasion Policy – 10C 
 
Ms. Stimpson moved, with a second by Mr. Zimmerman, to defer this item to next 
month’s meeting.  The vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Cook, 
Covington, Howe, Jenkins, Naddoni, Page, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and 
Zimmerman.  
 
 
Closed Session – 11 
 
Chairman Covington moved, with a second by Ms. Bulova, the following motion: 
 

Pursuant to the Virginia Freedom of Information Act (Sections 2.2-
3711A (1) and (7) of the Code of Virginia), the VRE Operations 
Board authorizes a Closed Session for the purpose of discussion of 
one personnel matter and one matter requiring consultation with 
legal counsel concerning EEOC Charge No. 570-2012-00045.  
 

The vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, 
Naddoni, Page, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman.  
 
The Board entered into Closed Session at 11:11 A.M. and when they returned to Open 
Session at 11:58 A.M., Ms. Bulova moved, with a second by Mr. Smedberg, the 
following certification: 
 

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

 
1. Only public business matters lawfully exempted from open 

meeting requirements under the Freedom of Information Act 
discussed; and 
 

2. Only such public business matters as were identified in the 
motion by which the Closed Session was convened were heard, 
discussed or considered. 
 

The vote in favor was cast by Board Members Bulova, Cook, Covington, Howe, Jenkins, 
Naddoni, Page, Skinner, Smedberg, Stimpson, Way and Zimmerman.  
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Adjournment  
  
Mr. Cook moved, with a second by Mr. Skinner to adjourn.  The vote in favor was 
unanimous.  Chairman Covington adjourned the meeting at 11:59 A.M.   
 
Approved this 17th day of February, 2012. 
 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Wally Covington 
Chairman 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Susan Stimpson 
Secretary 
 
 
CERTIFICATION 
 
This certification hereby acknowledges that the minutes for the February 17, 2012 
Virginia Railway Express Operations Board Meeting have been recorded to the best of 
my ability.                           

                                                                     
                                                                                              Rhonda Gilchrest 
 









 

 

 
 

Agenda Item #3 
           
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Fisette and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: Support for Loudoun County for Phase 2 of the Dulles Rail Project  
              
 

Loudoun County staff and staff from NVTC and its other jurisdictions have 
worked over several months to craft an agreement stating the terms that Loudoun 
County will receive from NVTC when Metrorail service reaches the County.  Also, 
consistent with the terms of the Memorandum of Understanding between Loudoun 
County and NVTC when the County joined NVTC in 1990, NVTC will be asked to assist 
the County as it goes to the WMATA Board to define the terms by which the County will 
begin to pay for WMATA service if the County decides to proceed with the project. 
 
 A copy of the resolution reflecting the staff recommendations that was passed by 
the Loudoun County Board of Supervisors is attached for discussion.  The Loudoun 
County Board has formally forwarded a request to NVTC to approve the resolution.  
That resolution is attached as #2187. 
 
 If NVTC approves the resolution, NVTC’s WMATA Board members would be 
asked to work with Loudoun County and regional staff to accomplish the terms of the 
resolution through agreement with the WMATA Board.  The terms of this resolution 
have been discussed with WMATA staff but it will be a decision of the WMATA Board 
whether to accept the proposed terms. 
 
 Several items providing more background are attached, including the 1990 MOU.  

 



 

 

 
 

NVTC RESOLUTION #2187 
 

SUBJECT:  NVTC Agreement on Loudoun County’s Participation in the Washington  
  Metropolitan Area Transit Authority with the Extension of Metrorail into  
  Loudoun County.  
 
WHEREAS:  The WMATA Compact requires recipients of Metro transit service to be  
  included in the Transit Zone which requires membership in NVTC;   
 
WHEREAS:  When Loudoun County joined NVTC in 1990 both parties signed an   
  agreement regarding the terms and conditions of its entry into   
  NVTC and the WMATA Transit Zone;  
 
WHEREAS: As part of that 1990 agreement, Loudoun County agreed to inform NVTC  
  prior to its application to use or contract with WMATA for transit service or  
  facilities so that NVTC may consider a unified proposal to the WMATA  
  Board regarding the appropriate terms and conditions under which   
  Loudoun County would use or contract WMATA transit service or facilities;  
 
WHEREAS:  The 1990 agreement between NVTC and Loudoun County recognizes that 
  in accordance with WMATA’s July 6, 1989 Resolution enlarging the NVTC 
  geographical area that Loudoun County will not owe any duty or   
  responsibility to WMATA at that time or until it applies for permission to  
  use or contract with WMATA for transit services or facilities; 
 
WHEREAS:  NVTC staff has facilitated discussion among staff of its jurisdictions in  
  which  Loudoun County staff has proposed several conditions for which it  
  seeks the support of other NVTC jurisdictions;  
 
WHEREAS: Discussions have also occurred with WMATA staff regarding the terms by 

which Loudoun County would begin to receive Metrorail and possibly other 
WMATA transit services;  

 
WHEREAS:  By resolution Loudoun County has not participated in the NVTC subsidy  
  allocation model (SAM) through which  jurisdictions contracting with  
  WMATA for  transit services or facilities share state transit aid and gas tax  
  revenues;  
 
WHEREAS:  Staff examined together projections of future transit expenditures and  
  subsidies and the resulting allocations of state aid through NVTC’s SAM to 
  Loudoun County and NVTC’s other jurisdictions, compared to the scenario 
  in which Loudoun County would receive state aid directly;   



RESOLUTION #2187  2 
 
WHEREAS:  Under the most current transit projections, Loudoun County will receive 

less state aid initially through SAM than if the County applied directly for 
state aid;   

 
WHEREAS:  Staff of NVTC and its jurisdictions believe that the loss of state aid would 

be mitigated if Loudoun County were allowed to continue to apply directly 
for state aid for Loudoun County Transit, as it does currently, and for any 
other non-WMATA local transit services (e.g., feeder bus routes and ADA 
Paratransit services), with only Loudoun County’s WMATA-related 
expenses included in NVTC’s SAM;  

 
WHEREAS:  Staff recognizes that the most recent ridership survey results (2007) show  
  that about 0.65 percent of Metrorail riders reside in Loudoun County  
  and that in accordance with the 1990 Agreement, the County has not  
  previously shared in the subsidies of those riders;   
 
WHEREAS:  Accordingly, staff is recommending that when Loudoun County begins  
  contracting with WMATA for transit use or facilities, the County should  
  participate in NVTC’s SAM on the same terms as NVTC’s other members, 
  with the exception that only Loudoun’s WMATA-related expenditures and  
  subsidies will be included in SAM;  
 
WHEREAS: With respect to the desired terms by which Loudoun County would 

contract with WMATA for the operating costs of Metrorail and  other 
WMATA transit services, staff of NVTC and its jurisdictions agree that 
Loudoun County should be a full participant in WMATA’s Metrorail 
operating formula when rail service to the county begins; should not be a 
participant  in the bus operating subsidy allocation formula until/unless 
Loudoun County contracts with WMATA for Metrobus service and such 
service becomes operational; and should not be a participant in WMATA’s 
paratransit operating funding allocations until/unless WMATA provides 
federally required paratransit services directly or under contract to 
Loudoun County;   

 
WHEREAS:  With respect to the desired terms by which Loudoun County would 

contract with WMATA for the future capital costs of Metrorail and other 
WMATA transit services operational in Loudoun County, staff of NVTC 
and its jurisdictions agree that Loudoun County should be a full participant 
with all privileges and rights accorded to other NVTC jurisdictions  in 
negotiations for WMATA’s next multi-year capital funding agreement 
covering FY 2016 and beyond; should begin to pay an equitable share of 
the future Metrorail projects included in that capital funding agreement 
beginning in the year in which Metrorail becomes operational in the 
County (now expected in FY 2018), and should not participate in the 
Metrobus-only components of the capital funding agreement unless/until 
Loudoun County contracts with WMATA for Metrobus service; and 



RESOLUTION #2187  3 
 
WHEREAS:  WMATA staff recognizes that no precedent exists for including a Metrorail- 

only jurisdiction in the Capital Funding Agreement formulas designed to 
allocate costs for future mixed Metrorail-Metrobus-Paratransit capital 
projects, or other future capital projects with system-wide benefits; further 
discussion is needed of various methods through which Loudoun would 
contribute an equitable share to these future projects based on its receipt 
of Metrorail-only services.    

 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Northern Virginia Transportation  
  Commission confirms the following:   
 

1) Loudoun County is eligible immediately to appoint an alternate member to 
NVTC from the elected members of its County Board of Supervisors;  
 

2) When Loudoun County “opts” into the Dulles Metrorail Project the County 
will be eligible to vote at NVTC on Metro-related items;   

 
3) NVTC supports representation on the WMATA Board for Loudoun County, 

but not at the expense of the other NVTC jurisdictions;  
 

4)  When Loudoun County contracts with WMATA for Metrorail service and 
such services become operational in Loudoun County, the County will use 
the services of NVTC to submit the County’s WMATA-related operating 
and capital reimbursal requests to DRPT (as do all other NVTC 
jurisdictions);  

 
5) NVTC agrees to exclude from its Subsidy Allocation Model (SAM) the 

expenses and subsidies for Loudoun County Transit and any other non-
WMATA local transit service in the County (e.g. feeder buses and ADA 
Paratransit service). Loudoun County has previously been a direct 
applicant for and recipient of Virginia Department of Rail and Public 
Transportation state assistance for transit services;  
 

6) With the exception of #5 above, Loudoun County will be a full participant 
in NVTC’s SAM when the County begins contracting with WMATA for 
transit use or facilities.  

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the objective of this action is to perpetuate an 
effective regional transit partnership within NVTC’s district.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RESOLUTION #2187  4 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the members of NVTC agree to exercise their best 
efforts to seek WMATA Board approval of the following terms by which Loudoun County 
would begin to contract with WMATA and pay WMATA for transit services: 
 

1) Loudoun County should be a full participant in WMATA’s Metrorail operating 
subsidy allocation formula, when service becomes operational to Route 772 in 
the County; 

 
2)  Loudoun County should not be a participant in WMATA’s bus operating subsidy 

allocation formula until/unless the County contracts with WMATA for Metrobus 
service, and such service becomes operational; 

 
3) Loudoun County should not be a participant in WMATA’s paratransit operating 

funding allocations until/unless WMATA provides such federally required ADA 
paratransit services directly or under contract to Loudoun County; 
 

4)  Loudoun County should be a full participant with all privileges and rights 
accorded to other NVTC jurisdictions in negotiations for WMATA’s next multi-
year capital funding agreement covering FY 2016 and beyond.    Subsequent to 
the time that Loudoun County contracts with WMATA for services and such 
services become operational in the County, Loudoun County should be a full 
funding participant in the Metrorail-only components of that capital funding 
agreement. Loudoun County would not pay for the Metrobus-only components of 
WMATA’s capital funding agreement.  Loudoun County would not pay for the 
ADA Paratransit components of WMATA’s capital funding agreement until/unless 
WMATA provides such federally required services directly or under contract to 
the County; 
 

5) NVTC members will continue to encourage WMATA to discuss equitable 
methods to integrate a jurisdiction contracting for Metrorail-only services into 
WMATA’s current funding formulas and practices (since those formulas and 
practices currently assume all jurisdictions contract for and receive the full-range 
of WMATA transit services).   

 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the terms and conditions of the resolution apply 
unless the Loudoun County Board of Supervisors opts out of the Dulles Rail Project.  
 
Approved this 1st day of March, 2012.   

 ___________________________ 
        Jay Fisette 
        Chairman  
 
____________________________ 
Paul C. Smedberg 
Secretary-Treasurer 





































 

 

 
 

Agenda Item #4 
           
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Fisette and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Mariela Garcia-Colberg 
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Policy, Program and Goal  
              
 

Federal regulations require NVTC to adopt a DBE policy, program and goal for 
the next three years and to provide regular reports to the Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) on progress in meeting the goal.  The commission is asked to approve the 
attached Resolution #2188. 
 
 Commissioners will recall that the draft policy, program and goal were discussed 
at NVTC’s January 5, 2012 meeting.  Since then, public comments have been 
requested via notices published in newspapers and posted on NVTC’s website.  No 
comments have been received to date. 
 
   

 
 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 

RESOLUTION #2188 
 
SUBJECT: NVTC’s Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Policy, Program and Goal.   
 
WHEREAS: The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) requires recipients of federal 

transit assistance to adopt a three-year program, policy and goal for 
procurements from Disadvantaged Business Enterprises (DBE’s) and to 
report regularly to FTA on progress in meeting the goal; 

 
WHEREAS: Previously the Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission 

adopted DBE goals and reported to FTA on behalf of itself, the Virginia 
Railway Express and the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission;   

 
WHEREAS: FTA now is requiring NVTC to separately adopt a three-year policy, 

program and goal by March 1, 2012 and to regularly report to FTA on 
progress in meeting the goal; and 

 
WHEREAS:  NVTC considered its draft DBE policy, program and goal at its January 5, 

2012 meeting and directed staff to seek public comments through 
published newspaper notices and posting on NVTC’s website.  

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

Commission, with due regard for the comments of the public, hereby 
adopts the DBE policy, program and goal for a three-year period as 
described in the NVTC document dated March 1, 2012, and directs its 
staff to regularly report to FTA on progress in meeting the goal.   

 
 
Approved this 1st day of March, 2012.     
 
                                          

      Jay Fisette 
Chairman 

                                                         
Paul C. Smedberg 
Secretary-Treasurer  
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

DISADVANTAGED BUSINESS ENTERPRISE POLICY, PROGRAM AND GOAL 
 
 

March 1, 2012 
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Policy Statement 
The Northern Virginia Transportation Commission (NVTC) (hereinafter called the commission) has 
established a Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) program in accordance with regulations 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT), 49 CFR Part 26. The commission has received 
federal financial assistance from the Department of Transportation, and as a condition of receiving 
this assistance, the commission has signed assurances that they will comply with 49 CFR Part 26.  
It is the policy of the commission to ensure that DBE's, as defined in §26.5, have an equal 
opportunity to receive and participate in DOT-assisted contracts. It is also NVTC’s policy: 
 
♦ To ensure nondiscrimination in the award and administration of DOT-assisted contracts; 
♦ To create a level playing field on which DBE's can compete fairly for DOT-assisted 

contracts; 
♦ To ensure that the DBE Program is narrowly tailored in accordance with applicable law;  
♦ To ensure that only firms that fully meet 49 CFR Part 26 eligibility standards are permitted to 

participate as DBE's;  
♦ To help remove barriers to the participation of DBE's in DOT assisted contracts; and  
♦ To assist the development of firms that can compete successfully in the market place 

outside the DBE Program.  
Mariela Garcia-Colberg, NVTC’s Transportation Projects and Grants Specialist, has been 
delegated as the DBE Liaison Officer. In that capacity, she is responsible for implementing all 
aspects of the DBE program. Implementation of the DBE program is accorded the same priority as 
compliance with all other legal obligations incurred by the commission in its financial assistance 
agreements with the Department of Transportation.    
NVTC’s staff has disseminated this policy statement to their Commissioners and all the 
components of their organization. Staff has distributed and will continue to distribute this statement 
to DBE and non-DBE business communities that perform work for NVTC on DOT-assisted 
contracts.   
Objectives 

1. Appoint a DBE liaison officer, who shall have direct, independent access to NVTC’s 
Executive Director concerning DBE program matters. The liaison officer shall be 
responsible for implementing all aspects of NVTC’s DBE program. NVTC’s DBE liaison 
officer is Mariela Garcia-Colberg. 

2. Thoroughly investigate the full extent of services offered by financial institutions owned and 
controlled by socially and economically disadvantaged individuals in NVTC’s community 
and make reasonable efforts to use these institutions. NVTC will also encourage its prime 
contractors to use such institutions. 

3. The DBE liaison officer, together with NVTC’s director of finance, will create and establish 
prompt payment mechanisms for all contractors and subcontractors and provide 
appropriate means to enforce the requirements of these mechanisms.  These shall be 
included in all of NVTC’s Requests for Proposals, Invitations for Bid and resulting project 
contracts.  

4. NVTC’s DBE program will include a monitoring and enforcement mechanism to ensure that 
work committed to DBEs at contract award or subsequently ( e.g., as the result of 
modification to the contract) is actually performed by the DBEs to which the work was 
committed. This mechanism will include a written certification that NVTC has reviewed 
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contracting records and monitored work sites in its district for this purpose. This monitoring 
will be conducted as part of the close-out reviews for a contract. 

5. The monitoring and enforcement mechanism will provide for a running tally of actual DBE 
attainments (i.e., payments actually made to DBE firms), including a means of comparing 
these attainments to commitments.  

6. In order to foster small business participation, NVTC will include an element to structure 
contracting requirements to facilitate competition by small business concerns, taking all 
reasonable steps to eliminate obstacles to their participation, including unnecessary and 
unjustified bundling of contract requirements that may preclude small business participation 
in procurements as prime contractors or subcontractors. 

7. NVTC will incorporate all of the DBE program objectives in its agreements with 
subrecipients. NVTC will monitor the performance of these subrecipients and will implement 
appropriate mechanisms to ensure compliance with the DBE program requirements.   

8. In the event that a subrecipient fails to comply with DBE program requirements,  NVTC may 
terminate the subrecipient’s agreement for default.  Termination shall be effective by 
serving a notice of termination on the subrecipient setting forth the manner in which the 
subrecipient is in default.   

 
 
Definitions of Terms 
The terms used in this program have the meanings defined in 49 CFR §26.5. 
 
 
Goal 
 
As calculated below in Section 12, NVTC’s goal is 5.6 percent of the value of the commission’s 
federally funded contracts, or $280,000 of an anticipated $5 million in contract value during 2012 
through 2014. 
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Executive Director’s Commitment to the Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Policy, 
Program and Goal 
 
I, Richard K. Taube, Executive Director of the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission, will 
take Affirmative Action to ensure that Disadvantaged Business Enterprises shall have maximum 
practical opportunity to participate in the performance of the contracts financed in whole or in part 
with funds derived from the Federal Transit Administration. 
 
I will direct the NVTC staff to provide for the maximum utilization of Disadvantaged Business 
Enterprises including financial institutions, and to use all practical means to ensure that 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprises have the maximum practical opportunity to compete for 
contract and subcontract work let by the commission. 
 
In keeping with this commitment it is my pledge to work toward achieving the following DBE goals 
for the award of FTA-assisted contracts, excluding vehicle procurements.  The goal for utilization of 
the DBE’s shall be 5.6% of the construction, supply and consultant contract dollar amounts. 
 
    Date _________________ 
Richard K. Taube, Executive Director 
Northern Virginia Transportation Commission 
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Program 
 
1. Nondiscrimination  
The commission will never exclude any person from participation in, deny any person the benefits 
of, or otherwise discriminate against anyone in connection with the award and performance of any 
contract covered by 49 CFR Part 26 on the basis of race, color, sex, gender, national origin or 
ethnicity.  
In administering its DBE program, the commission will not, directly or through contractual or other 
arrangements, use criteria or methods of administration that have the effect of defeating or 
substantially impairing accomplishment of the objectives of the DBE program with respect to 
individuals of a particular race, color, sex, gender, national origin or ethnicity. 
 
2. DBE Program Updates   
The commission will continue to carry out this program until all funds from DOT financial assistance 
have been expended.  The commission will provide to DOT updates representing significant 
changes in the program. 
3. Quotas  
The commission does not and shall not use quotas in any way in the administration of this DBE 
program.  
 
4. DBE Liaison Officer (DBELO) and Reconsideration Official 
The commission has designated the following individual as its DBE Liaison Officer:  

Mariela Garcia-Colberg 
   NVTC 

2300 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 620 
Arlington, VA 22201 
(703) 524-3322 
mariela@nvtdc.org 

 
In that capacity, Ms. Garcia-Colberg is responsible for implementing all aspects of the DBE 
program and ensuring that the commission will comply with all provisions of 49 CFR Part 26.  Ms. 
Garcia-Colberg has direct, independent access to the Executive Director concerning DBE program 
matters.  
Ms. Garcia-Colberg is responsible for developing, implementing and monitoring the DBE program, 
in coordination with other appropriate officials. Duties and responsibilities include the following:   

♦ Gathers and reports statistical data and other information as required by DOT.  
♦ Reviews third party contracts and purchase requisitions for compliance with this program.  
♦ Ensures that bid notices and requests for proposals are available to DBE's in a timely 

manner.  
♦ Identifies contracts and procurements so that DBE goals are included in solicitations (both 

race-neutral methods and contract specific goals) and monitors results.  
♦ Analyzes the commission’s progress toward goal attainment and identifies ways to improve 

progress.  
♦ Participates in pre-bid meetings as needed.  
♦ Advises the Executive Director on DBE matters and achievement.  
♦ Participates with the legal counsel and project managers to determine contractor 

compliance with good faith efforts.  
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♦ Provides DBE's with information and assistance in preparing bids, obtaining bonding and 
insurance.  

♦ Plans and participates in DBE training seminars. 
♦ Provides outreach to DBE's and community organizations to advise them of opportunities.  

Reconsideration Official 
The commission’s reconsideration official will be Mr. Rick Taube, Executive Director of the 
Northern Virginia Transportation Commission (NVTC).  Mr. Taube will abide by the 
requirements for reconsideration as stated in §26.53(d). 
 

5. Federal Financial Assistance Agreement Assurance   
The commission has signed the following assurance, applicable to all DOT-assisted contracts and 
their administration:  

The commission shall not discriminate on the basis of race, color, sex, 
gender, national origin or ethnicity in the award and performance of any DOT-
assisted contract or in the administration of its DBE Program or the 
requirements of 49 CFR Part 26. The commission shall take all necessary 
and reasonable steps under 49 CFR Part 26 to ensure nondiscrimination in 
the award and administration of DOT-assisted contracts. The commission's 
DBE Program, as required by 49 CFR Part 26 and as approved by DOT, is 
incorporated by reference in this agreement. Implementation of this program 
is a legal obligation and failure to carry out its terms shall be treated as a 
violation of this agreement. Upon notification to the commission of its failure 
to carry out its approved program, the Department may impose sanctions as 
provided for under §26.101 and may, in appropriate cases, refer the matter 
for enforcement under 18 U.S.C. 1001 and/or the Program Fraud Civil 
Remedies Act of 1986 (31 U.S.C. 3801 et seq.).    
 

6. DBE Financial Institutions -Investigation of Opportunities for the Use of Banks owned and 
controlled by minorities or women. 

The commission has a practice of reviewing its banking needs periodically and making specific 
inquiries every two or three years.  Because of the nature of its business, and extent of its banking 
needs, there are a limited number of financial institutions that can fulfill all of the commission’s 
service requirements.  It has also been determined that by using one institution at a time for such 
service, the commission has greater control, and productivity and economic gain are enhanced.  At 
the present time, there is no minority or female owned and controlled financial institutions with 
which the commission does business.   
 
7. Directory  
The commission does not certify firms as DBE's but utilizes the Department of Transportation of 
the Commonwealth Virginia (VDOT) and the Virginia Department of Minority Business Enterprises 
(VDMBE) Certified DBE Vendor lists to determine which firms may be counted as DBE's. The 
directories list the firm's name, address, and phone number and the type of work the firm has been 
certified to perform as a DBE.   
These directories are revised periodically.  Because of the size of VDOT’s directory, copies are not 
appended; however, these directories are available online at VDOT's website 
(www.virginiadot.org).  Likewise, VDMBE’s list can be found online (www.dmbe.state.va.us). 
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8. Contract Assurance  
The commission will ensure that the following clause is placed in every DOT-assisted contract and 
subcontract:  

The contractor or subcontractor shall not discriminate on the basis of race, color, sex, 
gender, national origin or ethnicity in the performance of this contract. The contractor 
shall carry out applicable requirements of 49 CFR Part 26 in the award and 
administration of DOT assisted contracts. Failure by the contractor to carry out these 
requirements is a material breach of this contract, which may result in the termination 
of this contract or such other remedy as the Commission deems appropriate.  

 
9. Prompt Payment  
The commission will include the following clause in each DOT-assisted prime contract:  

The prime contractor agrees to pay each subcontractor under this prime contract for 
satisfactory performance of its contract no later than 30 days from the receipt of each 
payment the prime contractor receives from the commission. The prime contractor 
agrees further to return retainage payments to each subcontractor within 30 days 
after the subcontractor's work is satisfactorily completed. Any delay or postponement 
of payment from the above referenced time period may occur only for good cause 
following written approval of the commission. This clause applies to both DBE and 
non-DBE subcontractors.  Work may be credited toward goals only when payments 
are actually made to DBE’s.  

 
 

10. Monitoring and Enforcement Mechanisms   
The commission will bring to the attention of the Department of Transportation any fraudulent or 
dishonest conduct in connection with the program, so that DOT can take the steps provided in 
§26.107. NVTC also will consider similar action under its legal authorities, including responsibility 
determinations in future contracts.  
The commission has implemented appropriate mechanisms to ensure compliance with this 
requirement by all program participants (e.g., applying legal and contract remedies available under 
federal, state and local law).   
 
11. Fostering Small Business Participation 
 
In order to promote small business participation, and eliminate any obstacles that these firms may 
encounter in the solicitation process, the commission will do the following:  

• For design-build or large contracts, require bidders to specify elements of the contract or 
specific subcontracts that a small business, including DBE, can perform.  

• For contracts that do not have DBE goals, require the subcontractor to provide 
subcontracting opportunities. 

• Identify other ways for small businesses, including DBEs, to compete for and to perform 
prime contracts. 

• In order to meet the portion of the overall race neutral goals, ensure that small businesses, 
including DBE’s, can perform on a reasonable number of prime contracts.  
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12. Overall Goals   
 
The commission’s overall goal for 2012-2014 is the following:  
5.6% of the federal financial assistance the commission will expend in DOT-assisted contracts 
(exclusive of FTA funds to be used for the purchase of transit vehicles).  
Given the amount of DOT-assisted contracts the commission expects to get during FY 12-14 
period which is estimated to be $5,000,000, a goal of $280,000 in contract awards to DBE's has 
been established. 
Method  

NVTC’s overall goal must be based on demonstrable evidence of the availability of ready, willing 
and able DBEs relative to all businesses ready, willing and able to participate in NVTC’s USDOT-
assisted contracts.  

There are several steps that need to be completed in order to establish DBE goals. The first step in 
establishing an overall goal for DBE participation is to establish a base figure for the relative 
availability of DBE vendors within NVTC’s service area (Northern Virginia and Washington, DC).  In 
order to determine NVTC’s base figure, NVTC will use the goal already set by PRTC, which is 
another USDOT recipient in the same market, and has  already set its overall goal in compliance 
with federal regulations.  PRTC has set its FY10-12 goal at 5.6% which also applies to the Virginia 
Railway Express (VRE).  PRTC and NVTC co-own VRE, so that it is sensible to retain continuity 
among NVTC, PRTC and VRE.  

After calculating NVTC’s base figure, the second step is to adjust for differences between PRTC 
and NVTC’s contracting program, if any.  After studying PRTC’s contracting program and 
comparing it to that of NVTC, NVTC believes the two are comparable and utilize the same types of 
firms.  NVTC’s USDOT assisted projects expected to be initiated during the federal fiscal periods 
2012-2014 include construction of a Falls Church intermodal transit facility; preliminary design of 
Alexandria Potomac Yard transit improvements including final design and construction of 
entrances; design of an intermodal station on Eisenhower Avenue; design, construction and project 
management of King Street Metrorail access improvements; and design and construction of 
improvements for Alexandria Transit. Firms that will be utilized include general management, 
planning services, engineering services, and construction.  

Then, the federal DBE regulations require that the base goal should be adjusted using past 
participation rates of DBEs on USDOT-funded projects.  Past participation percentages are derived 
from actual commitments to DBE certified firms by the prime contractor for the past three 
completed federal fiscal year reporting periods.  In NVTC’s case, that would be FY, ’09, ’10 and 
’11. The adjusted goal is then calculated by adding the base goal percentage to the median 
percentage, from the previous three years, and then diving by two.   
 
 
 Past Participation of NVTC for Completed Federally Funded Projects: 
 

Year FFY 2011 FFY 2010 FFY 2009 
Percent of total 
dollars to DBE 0 0 0 

 
Median = 0% 
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Using 0% as the median percentage for past participation resulted in the following formula used to 
calculate the adjusted base goal: 
 

Adjusted 
Goal Formula 

% =([base]5.6%+[median] 0%) / 2 
 
 
Calculated Goal 2.8%   
 
However, NVTC wishes to maintain the same goal as PRTC and VRE, which is 5.6% 
 
13. Transit Vehicle Manufacturers   
If the commission ever procured transit vehicles, it will require each transit vehicle manufacturer 
(TVM), as a condition of being authorized to bid or propose on FTA-assisted transit vehicle 
procurements, to certify that it has complied with the requirements of this section. Alternatively, the 
commission may, at its discretion and with FTA approval, establish project-specific goals for DBE 
participation in the procurement of transit vehicles in lieu of the TVM complying with this element of 
the program.  
 
14. Process  
 
An important part of setting the DBE goal is public participation.  NVTC must consult with minority, 
women’s and general contractor groups, community organizations and others which could be 
expected to have information about DBEs. 
 
Once staff set the proposed NVTC DBE goals and gained commissioners’ provisional approval in 
January, 2012,  the commission published a notice in a Northern Virginia newspaper and available 
minority –focused media informing the public that the proposed goal and its rationale are available 
for inspection during normal business hours at the commission's principal office for 30 days 
following the date of the notice, and informing the public that the commission will accept comments 
on the goals for 45 days from the date of the notice. If public comments are received, the goal must 
be reconsidered and reviewed by the commissioners; if not, the commissioners can adopt the goal.  
The commission’s overall goal submission to DOT will include a summary of information and 
comments received during this public participation process and NVTC’s responses.  
 
The commission will submit its overall goal to DOT no later than March 2, 2012. 
 
The commission will begin using its overall goal right away, unless it receives other instructions 
from DOT.  
 
15. Breakout of Estimated Race-Neutral and Race-Conscious Participation  
The commission will meet the maximum feasible portion of its overall goal by using race-neutral 
means of facilitating DBE participation. The commission uses the following race-neutral means to 
increase DBE participation, including but not limited to: 

♦ Give priority to race-neutral means (including gender neutrality). 
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♦ Use outreach, technical assistance and procurement process modifications to increase 
opportunities for all small businesses, not just DBE’s, and do not set specific goals for the 
use of DBE’s on individual contracts. 

♦ The commission estimates that, in meeting its overall goal of 5.6%, it will obtain 5.6% from 
race-neutral participation. 
 

16. Contract Goals   
The commission will use contract goals to meet any portion of the overall goal that the commission 
does not project being able to meet using race-neutral means. Contract goals are established so 
that, over the period to which the overall goal applies, they will cumulatively result in meeting any 
portion of the overall goal that is not projected to be met through the use of race-neutral means.  
The commission will establish contract goals only on those DOT-assisted contracts that have 
subcontracting possibilities. The commission needs not establish a contract goal on every such 
contract, and the size of contract goals will be adapted to the circumstances of each such contract 
(e.g., type and location of work, availability of DBEs to perform the particular type of work)  
The commission will express its contract goals as a percentage of the federal share of a DOT-
assisted contract.  

 
17. Good Faith Efforts  
The commission treats bidder/offerors' compliance with good faith effort requirements as a matter 
of responsiveness. Each solicitation for which a contract goal has been established will require the 
bidders/offerors to submit the following information under sealed bid procedures, as a matter of 
responsiveness, or with initial proposals, under contract negotiation procedures:  

♦ The names and addresses of DBE firms that will participate in the contract;  
♦ A description of the work that each DBE will perform.  
♦ The dollar amount of the participation of each DBE firm’s participation. 
♦ Written and signed documentation of commitment to use a DBE subcontractor whose 

participation it submits to meet a contract goal.  
♦ Written and signed confirmation from the DBE that it is participating in the contract as 

provided in the prime contractor's commitment; and  
♦ If the contract goal is not met, evidence of good faith efforts.  
 
 
18. Demonstration of Good Faith Efforts 
The obligation of the bidder/offeror is to make good faith efforts. The bidder/offeror can 
demonstrate that it has done so either by meeting the contract goal or documenting good faith 
efforts. 
The Contract Officer is responsible for determining whether a bidder/offeror who has not met the 
contract goal has documented sufficient good faith efforts to be regarded as responsive pertaining 
to the contract.  
The commission will ensure that all information is complete and accurate and adequately 
documents the bidder/offeror's good faith efforts before NVTC commits to the performance of the 
contract by the bidder/offeror.  
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19. Administrative Reconsideration  
Within 30 days of being informed by the commission that a bidder/offeror is not responsive 
because it has not documented sufficient good faith efforts, a bidder/offeror may request 
administrative reconsideration. Bidder/offerors should make this request in writing to the 
appropriate reconsideration official at the address provided below.  
 

Executive Director 
NVTC 
2300 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 620 
Arlington, VA 22201 
703-524-3322 
nvtc@nvtdc.org   

The reconsideration official will not have played any role in the original determination that the 
bidder/offeror did not document sufficient good faith efforts.  
As part of this reconsideration, the bidder/offeror will have the opportunity to provide written 
documentation or argument concerning the issue of whether it met the goal or made adequate 
good faith efforts to do so. The bidder/offeror will have the opportunity to meet in person with 
NVTC’s reconsideration official to discuss the issue of whether it met the goal or made adequate 
good faith efforts to do.  The commission will send the bidder/offeror a written decision on 
reconsideration, explaining the basis for finding that the bidder did or did not meet the goal or make 
adequate good faith efforts to do so. The result of the reconsideration process may not be 
appealed to the Department of Transportation.  
 
20. Good Faith Efforts when a DBE is Replaced on a Contract  
The commission will require a contractor to make good faith efforts to replace a DBE that is 
terminated or has otherwise failed to complete its work on a contract with another certified DBE, to 
the extent needed to meet the contract goal. The commission will require the prime contractor to 
notify the DBE Liaison Officer immediately of the DBE's inability or unwillingness to perform and 
provide reasonable documentation.  
In this situation, the commission will require the prime contractor to obtain NVTC’s prior approval of 
the substitute DBE and to provide copies of new or amended subcontracts, or documentation of 
good faith efforts.  If the contractor fails or refuses to comply in the time specified, NVTC’s 
contracting officer will issue an order stopping all or part of payment/work until satisfactory action 
has been taken. If the contractor still fails to comply, the contracting officer may issue a termination 
for default proceeding.  
 
21. Counting DBE Participation   
The commission will count DBE participation toward overall and contract goals as provided in 49 
CFR §26.55.  
 
22. Certification  
The commission does not certify DBE's; however, the commission does recognize certification by 
the Virginia or Maryland Department of Transportation, WMATA, Amtrak or any other 
transportation or transit agency receiving federal DOT funds. 
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23. Information Gathering and Reporting  

• Bidders List 
The commission will create a bidders list, consisting of information about all DBE 
and non-DBE firms that bid or quote on DOT-assisted contracts.  The purpose of 
this requirement is to allow use of the bidders list approach to calculating overall 
goals.  The bidders list will include the name, address, DBE/non-DBE status, age 
and annual gross receipts of firms.  The Transportation Project Manager will 
maintain this information on site. 

• Monitoring Payments to DBE’s 
NVTC will require prime contractors to maintain records and documents of 
payments to DBE’s for three years following the performance of the contract.  Any 
authorized representative of the commission or DOT will make these records 
available for inspection upon request.  This reporting requirement also extends to 
any certified DBE subcontractor. 
NVTC will keep a running tally of actual payments to DBE firms for work committed 
to them at the time of contract award. 
NVTC will perform interim audits of contract payments to DBE’s.  The audit will 
review payments to DBE subcontractors to ensure that the actual amount paid to 
DBE subcontractors equals or exceeds the dollar amounts stated in the schedule of 
DBE participation. 

 
24. Reporting to DOT  
The commission will report DBE participation on a semi-annual basis, using the form entitled 
“Uniform DBE Awards or Commitments and Payments.”  
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            AGENDA ITEM #5 

 
 

 
 
TO:  Chairman Fisette and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube  
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: NVTC By-Laws Amendments 
                
 
 During its consideration of 2012 performance goals, NVTC’s board members 
expressed an interest in clarifying certain procedures set forth in NVTC’s By-Laws.  The 
attached proposed changes are meant to accomplish such clarification.  For example, in 
order to strengthen the capability of the Executive Committee to recommend policy 
actions to the full board of NVTC, it is recommended that the Chairman of the Fairfax 
County Board be a permanent member of the Executive Committee (if that person 
serves on NVTC) as well as all of NVTC’s WMATA Board members. 
 
 The current By-Laws require action at two meetings of NVTC before any 
changes are adopted.  The commission considered the proposed By-Law changes at its 
meeting of January 5, 2012.  However, since then one change has been added and on 
the advice of legal counsel, the commission is being asked to consider this new 
language at its March 1st meeting and to approve the entire package of changes at its 
April 5th meeting.  
 
 The change is proposed because HB 480 in the current General Assembly 
session would amend Virginia’s Freedom of Information Act to clarify that a member of 
a public body is eligible to attend and observe a closed session of a committee or 
subcommittee of that body, so NVTC’s By-Laws would be made consistent with that 
legislation.  The previous language considered by NVTC in January would have given 
NVTC’s Chairman the discretion to decide who is permitted to attend such closed 
meetings.  
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
BY-LAWS 

 
 Adopted 3 Mar. 66 
 Revised 4 Aug. 66 
 Revised 9 Jan. 69 
 Revised 5 Jun. 75 
 Revised 6 May. 81 
 Revised 11 Jul. 85 
 Revised 3 Oct. 85 
 Revised 3 Jan. 90 
 Revised 1 Mar. 90 
 Revised 1 Jul. 04 
 Revised 1 Mar. 12 
 

1. PURPOSE  

The Northern Virginia Transportation Commission (NVTC) was created by 

the Virginia General Assembly in 1964.  NVTC’s mission is to serve the 

public by providing a forum for elected officials, focusing primarily on public 

transit, to develop strategies, identify funding sources, advocate for 

additional funding, prioritize funding allocations, oversee transit systems 

such as VRE and WMATA, and pursue new transit programs and 

innovations.  NVTC works to improve mobility, safety, and transit customer 

service; reduce traffic congestion; protect the environment; and stimulate the 

regional economy; all by increasing the use of transit and ridesharing.  The 

duties and powers of the commission are set forth in Sections 15.2-4500 

through 15.2-4534 of the Virginia Code. 
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2.  PARTICIPATING GOVERNMENTS 

A. The following local governments, comprising the Northern Virginia 

Transportation District (Section 15.2-4503.1 of the Virginia Code) are eligible 

to participate in the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission, with 

representatives as noted: 

 
 (1)  Fairfax County --Five members 
 (2) Arlington County --Three members 
 (3) City of Alexandria --Two members 
 (4)  City of Fairfax  --One member 
 (5) City of Falls Church --One member 
 (6) Loudoun County* --One member 
 
B. In addition, the chairman of the Commonwealth Transportation Board 

designates one ex officio member of the commission. 

C. The General Assembly of Virginia is represented by two senators and four 

delegates. 

D. Additional counties and cities may be added to the transportation district and 

shall appoint one representative. 

E. Local governments may appoint alternates to vote in the absence of their 

principal members.  

 

____________                         

* Loudoun County's membership is governed by the terms of an agreement 

dated December 14, 1989 between NVTC and the county. 
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3. MEETINGS 

A. Regular Public Meetings 

 Regular public meetings will be held on the first Thursday night of each 

month unless two thirds of the members shall consent to an alternate date.  

If the meeting night occurs on a holiday, the commission shall designate a 

substitute night as a matter of business during a prior meeting. 

B. Quorum and Action by Commission 

 Section 15.2-4512 of the Virginia Code stipulates the requirements of a 

quorum and action by the commission.  A quorum requires eleven members 

including individuals representing four jurisdictions.  However, while the 

General Assembly is in session, NVTC’s General Assembly members shall 

not be counted in determining a quorum.  General Assembly members on 

the commission represent the Commonwealth of Virginia and not the 

jurisdictions from which they are elected.  The presence of a quorum and a 

vote of the majority of the members necessary to constitute a quorum of all 

the members appointed to the commission, including an affirmative vote 

from at least one commissioner from a majority of the jurisdictions 

represented at the meeting, shall be necessary to take any action. 

 

 Notwithstanding the provisions of Section 2.2-3708, members of the General 

Assembly may participate in the meetings of the commission through 

electronic communications while the General Assembly is in session. 
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4. RULES OF PROCEDURE 

 Robert's Rules, as amended shall apply. 

 

5. OFFICERS 

A. The officers of the commission shall be elected from the membership of the 

commission and shall serve terms of one year, or until their successors are 

elected, and may succeed themselves. 

B. The officers and their duties shall be as follows:   

(1)  Chairman:  The chairman presides at meetings of the commission, 

represents the commission before the United States Congress, the 

Virginia Assembly, and other commissions, and is the commission's 

spokesman in matters of policy. 

(2) Vice Chairman:  The vice chairman shall, in the absence or disability 

of the chairman, perform the duties and exercise the powers of the 

chairman. 

(3) Secretary-Treasurer:  The secretary-treasurer shall monitor the 

financial administration of the commission including the investment of 

funds and securities of the commission and monitor financial records 

and the issuance of such reports as required by law, i.e., annual audit 

and other financial statements as determined by the commission.  He 

or she shall direct staff to present monthly reports of the financial 

condition of the commission, giving the status and basis for all 
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investments and of all money and other valuable effects in the name 

or in the credit of the commission. 

C. Election of the officers shall take place annually at the January meeting of 

the commission, and the officers shall serve until their successors are duly 

elected.  Notice of meeting must state that election of officers will be a 

matter of business at the meeting. 

 

6. EMPLOYEES 

A. The commission shall employ an executive director who shall hire and direct 

such other employees as may be necessary to perform the functions of the 

commission. 

B. The duties, qualifications, terms, compensation and related benefits of 

employees shall be prescribed in NVTC’s Administrative Regulations as 

adopted and amended from time to time by the commission and/or 

executive director. 

 

7. ACCOUNTS AND RECORDS 

A. The Virginia Code stipulates the types of records to be maintained by the 

commission. 

B. The annual report of the commission shall be for the fiscal year period. 

C. The official minutes of the commission shall be in the custody of the 

executive director of the commission who shall certify copies and abstracts 

of the minutes when required. 
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8. BONDING OF COMMISSIONERS AND EMPLOYEES 

A. The commission shall secure a public official bond for the faithful 

performance of duties in the amount of: 

(1) $5,000 for each member of the commission except the secretary-

treasurer: 

(2) $25,000 for the secretary treasurer. 

The bonds shall be filed with and preserved by the Comptroller of the 

Commonwealth. 

B. The commission shall secure a fidelity bond for the faithful performance of 

duties in the amount of: 

(1)  $1,000,000 for the executive director; and 

(2)   As directed for other members of the commission staff and officers as 

appropriate.  The executive director's and staff bonds will be held by 

the commission. 

 

9. FINANCES 

A. Fiscal Year 

 The fiscal year shall begin the first day of July in each year. 

 

B. Budget 

(1) The executive director shall submit a proposed budget for the 

succeeding fiscal year prior to the month of January. 
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(2) The budget approved by the executive committee shall be submitted 

to the commission at its January meeting.  The notice of this meeting 

must state that the budget for the coming fiscal year is to be a matter 

of business at the meeting. 

(3) The administrative expenses of the commission, to the extent funds 

for such expenses are not provided from other sources, shall be 

allocated among the component governments on the basis of the 

relative shares of state and federal transit aids allocated by the 

commission among its component governments, as stated in the 

Virginia Code (Section 15.2-4515D). 

C. Audit 

 The books of the commission shall be audited by a certified public 

accountant or accountants, and the audit report shall be included in the 

annual report. 

 

 

10. COMMITTEES 

A. Executive Committee 

(1)  Membership:  There shall be an executive committee consisting of 

the chairman, the immediate past chairman if still a member of the 

commission, the vice chairman, the secretary-treasurer, the 

commission’s members of the WMATA Board, the chairman of the 

Fairfax County Board of Supervisors (if serving on NVTC) and one 
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member of the General Assembly.  The legislative commissioner on 

the executive committee shall be appointed by the senior member of 

the legislative commissioners in length of service in the General 

Assembly. 

(2) Duties:  The executive committee shall: 

(a) Review the work program of the commission and advise the 

executive director on activities within policies set by the 

commission. 

(b) Identify and present to the commission policy issues related to 

transportation improvements and the administration of NVTC. 

(c) Review the current administration of the commission including 

the expenditure and investment of commission funds.   

(d) Consider and make recommendations to the commission on 

the substantive program areas for commission activity and for 

the establishment and disestablishment of subcommittees 

required for each activity. 

(e) Regularly report its deliberations to the commission. 

(f) Regularly review the performance of the executive director at 

least annually, including establishing performance goals and 

recommending any changes in compensation to the full 

commission. 
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(g) Function as an audit committee by reviewing periodic financial 

reports, responding to recommendations from NVTC’s 

auditors and meeting with those auditors as needed. 

(3)  Meetings:  

(a) Each January the commission shall establish a meeting 

schedule for the executive committee.  

(b) Quorums, notices, minutes and other open meeting 

requirements contained in the Virginia Code shall be adhered 

to.  

  

B. Other Committees 

 The commission shall, at its January annual organizational meeting, or 

thereafter, establish such committees as it deems appropriate.  Such 

committees shall continue throughout the calendar year unless dissolved.  

The chairman of the commission shall designate the chairman and 

membership of each such committee.  These committees shall adhere to all 

open meeting requirements contained in the Virginia Code. All members of 

NVTC are eligible to attend meetings of all NVTC’s committees and 

subcommittees and in the case of closed meetings to attend and observe.   
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11. AMENDMENT TO BY-LAWS 

A. The By-Laws may be altered or amended by the presentation of such 

proposed alterations or amendments at one meeting with explanations of the 

proposed changes.  Action on the proposed changes shall be taken at the 

following or subsequent meetings.  Notice of proposed action to amend the 

By-Laws shall be included in the meeting notice. 

B.  The enactment of a change of the By-Laws requires a majority vote of the 

full commission. 
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            AGENDA ITEM #6 

 
 

 
 
TO:  Chairman Fisette and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Kala Quintana 
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: Legislative Items 
                
 
 The attachments show progress in the Virginia General Assembly relevant to 
NVTC’s legislative agenda for 2012.  Additional materials address the status of surface 
transportation program reauthorization and FY 2013 transit appropriations in the U.S. 
Congress.  
 





































 

 

 
          AGENDA ITEM #7 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Fisette and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Claire Gron 
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: WMATA Items.  
              
 

A. WMATA Board Members’ Report. 
  

NVTC’s WMATA Board members will have the opportunity to bring relevant 
matters to the attention of the commission. 
 
At the request of NVTC’s WMATA Board members, NVTC and DRPT staff are 
working together to determine how additional state funding could be obtained in 
FY 2013 and beyond for start up costs associated with the extension of Metrorail 
service in the Dulles Corridor.  

 
B. Making the Case for Transit. 

 
Attached for your information is a highlighted copy of a report documenting 
Metro’s value to the region.  A copy of the full technical report is also attached for 
your information.  
 

C. Silver Line Phase I Preparation. 
 
The attachments show estimates of required activities and budgeted costs and 
revenues to begin operations of Metrorail in the Dulles Corridor by the middle of 
FY 2014.  
 

D. Vital Signs Summary through December, 2011.  
 

The summary is provided for your information.  Also attached is an explanation of 
why the rail and bus reliability dropped significantly in November as was noted at 
NVTC’s meeting of February 9th.  



Executive Summary 
 
With Metro, the region works. Without Metro, the region would be less wealthy, harder to get around, and 
have less economic activity. Families would spend more getting around. 
 
Without Metro, the Capital Region could not easily serve constituents from across the country, and would 
not function as the world-class capital that the United States needs and deserves. Metro provides local, 
regional, and national benefits that extend beyond traditional measures of mobility. 
 
This report details Metro’s critical role in the Capital Region: the benefits Metro brings to the region’s 
economy and to its ability to function smoothly as the capital of the United States. This report details the 
benefits that Metro delivers to the Capital Region. This Executive Summary summarizes the findings. The 
body of the report details the methodologies used and discusses the results in more detail. 
 
I. Metro is an outstanding investment of public funds and is vital to 
the Capital region's economy 
 
1. Metro boosts property values—adding 6.8% more value to residential, 9.4% to multi-family, and 8.9% 
to commercial office properties within a half-mile of a rail station. 1 Property becomes significantly more 
valuable as a property gets closer to Metrorail stations. 
 
2. The demand for locations near Metrorail stations produces approximately $133M (¼ mile) to $224M (½ 
mile) in additional revenues from property taxes due to the premium associated with properties located 
near rail stations. 2                       
 

The real estate located within ½ mile and ¼ mile of Metrorail stations generated approximately $3.1B and 
$1.8B in property tax revenues for the Compact area3 in 2010, respectively.4 
 
Within a ½ mile of Metrorail stations: D.C. collected $2.26B, Virginia collected $470M, and Maryland 
collected $355M. While within a ¼ mile of Metrorail stations, D.C. collected $1.37B, Virginia collected 
$290M, and Maryland collected $124M. 
 

1 Based on a series of hedonic regressions of data compiled from GIS shapefiles obtained from either the real estate assessor’s 
office or department of tax administration. 
2 Estimate based on premium analysis of parcel assessment data from Compact area jurisdictions, property tax rates for the 
local jurisdictions, Business Improvement Districts, and federal government payments to the District for courts, defender 
services, and offender supervision. Additionally, the ½ mile revenues include the ¼ mile revenues. 
3 The WMATA Compact area includes the District of Columbia, the cities of Alexandria, Falls Church, and Fairfax and the 
counties of Arlington, Fairfax, and Loudoun and political subdivisions of the Commonwealth of Virginia located within those 
counties, and the counties of Montgomery and Prince George's in the State of Maryland and political subdivisions of the State 
of Maryland located in these counties. 
4 Estimate based on GIS analysis of parcel assessment data from Compact area jurisdictions, property tax rates for the local 
jurisdictions, Business Improvement Districts, and federal government payments to the District for courts, defender services, 
and offender supervision. The ½ mile revenues include the ¼ mile revenues. 
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The value of real estate located within a ½ mile of Metrorail stations represents 27.9% of the Compact 
area’s tax base on 4% of its land, including 68.1% for D.C., 15.3% for Virginia, and 9.9% for Maryland. 5 
 
New Metro(rail) station produces new jobs and private investment 
“Prior to the addition of the New York Avenue Metro(rail) Station, the Washington, D.C., Metro system bypassed an urban, 
economically underdeveloped neighborhood known as NoMa, for its location north of Massachusetts Avenue. NoMa enjoyed 
good regional location and road access, but lacked good rail access. The opening of the Metro(rail) station dramatically changed 
the area. 



Assessed valuation of the 35-block area increased from $535 million in 2001 to $2.3 billion in 2007. Over 15,000 jobs have been 
created since 1998 with $1.1 billion in private investment. This increase in property values (300 percent between 2001 and 2007) 
has attracted further real estate development and residents.” 
– National Council on Public Private Partnerships (NCPPP), Case Study: New York Avenue Metro(rail) Station, Washington, 
D.C.6 

 
3. Metro supports businesses, so businesses locate near Metro. 
 
Economic activity tied to Metro's presence is critical to the economic success of the region. Businesses 
locate near Metrorail stations because it expands their pool of employees and their pool of customers. 
Metro knits the region into a whole, enabling employment, shopping, and entertainment across 
communities, which would be impossible with roads alone. 
“We have come a long, long way from the bad old days of a deserted, dilapidated and dangerous downtown during the evening 
hours and few destination retail and entertainment neighborhoods. The establishment and growth of vibrant areas such as Penn 
Quarter, Ballston, U/14th Street Corridors are directly attributable to transportation access for patrons, visitors and employees.” 
– Claude Andersen, Metropolitan Washington Restaurant Association7 

 
4. Metro saves families $342 million per year in car operating expenses. 
 
Even as property values increase near Metro, Metro reduces total household expenses by reducing 
transportation costs. Annual savings from lower car operation costs to families living near Metrorail 
stations and/or bus corridors is $342 million ($2010) annually. 8 
5 GIS analysis of parcel assessment data and total jurisdiction assessment values 
6 NCPPP, “New York Avenue Metro Station, Washington, D.C.”, www.ncppp.org/cases/nystation.shtml. 
7 Letter to WMATA Board, April 2, 2010 
8 Based on estimated VMT avoided from the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round 8.0 Land Use 
and variable per mile costs of auto use from AAA’s Your Driving Costs, 2010. These savings do not include vehicles that would 
have to be purchased by zero‐car households. 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
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II. Metro serves people from across the country and is vital to a 
Capital Region that works 
 
Metro carries millions visiting their representatives, their government, and their history. Thanks to Metro, 
Americans from around the country can easily visit Congressional offices, visit the Monumental Core, and 
move in and out of town without a car. 
 
Metro benefits the nation by supporting a Capital Region that works. The region’s remarkable density of 
public and private offices, close to Congress and the White House, is made possible by Metro. In the 
absence of Metro, the parking necessary to accommodate federal workers alone would cover downtown. 
Similarly, the roads necessary to accommodate those who use Metro would have fundamentally changed 
the character and look of the region. 
Without additional roads, congestion in the region would be significantly higher, discouraging investment, 
sapping budgets, and interfering with the efficient functioning of all parts of the government. 
One in 10 Metrorail trips begins or ends at a station adjacent to the U.S. Capitol or the Pentagon.9 

 
5. Metro serves people from across the country 
 
Every year, Metro transports more than 8 million Americans visiting the nation's capital.10 
 

Metro's highest ridership days are days on which special events occur on the National Mall. Rail ridership 
on the day of President Reagan's memorial service in 2004 was over 850,000.11 On Inauguration Day 
2009, Metro provided 1,120,000 rail trips, 423,000 bus trips, and 1,721 MetroAccess trips for a total of 



1,544,721 trips.12 
 

Special events in the area relied on Metrorail alone for over 3.5 million passenger trips during 2010. A few 
of the major events relying on Metrorail in 2010:13 
� Annual Cherry Blossom Festival, drawing visitors from around the world: 300,000 to 500,000 trips 
� July 4th celebration: over 580,000 trips 
� October Marine Corps Marathon: over 60,000 trips 
� Sporting events all year for the Nationals, Redskins, Capitals, Wizards, Mystics, and D.C. United: 
almost 1.5 million trips. 
9 WMATA, 2004 WMATA Strategic Alliances and Risk Assessment Program 
10 Calculation based on the 2007 WMATA Rail Survey 
11 2004 WMATA Strategic Alliances and Risk Assessment Program 
12Metro, “Metrorail sets new record for highest ridership day of all time”, press release, January 20, 2009. 
http://www.wmata.com/about_metro/news/PressReleaseDetail.cfm?ReleaseID=2439 
13WMATA estimation of ridership from special events. 
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2010 was typical; however, Metro also enables a wide variety of events that would otherwise be difficult 
or impossible to serve. Further, Metro enables the region to host more than one large event at a time, as 
befits its role as a world-class city. For example, on July 11, 2008, Metrorail carried 854,638 people, the 
day of the Women of Faith Conference and a Nationals baseball game. 
 
6. Metro moves federal workers 
 
35% of the weekday trips on Metrorail are made by federal employees: 249,087 trips.14 Building parking 
to accommodate those employees would cost the taxpayers approximately $2.4 billion for below ground 
parking ($2010).15 
 
The federal government is the largest employer in the region. Almost one half of peak period riders are 
commuting to or from federal jobs, and, at other times of the day, federal employees use Metro to take 
care of government business.16 
 

Metro is a critical recruitment and retention tool for federal employers. Approximately 170,000 federal 
employees use the SmartBenefits federal transit benefit program17; this is 45% of the region's 375,000 
federal workers. 
 
7. Metro makes room for the historic and productive parts of the region 
 
Without regional transit (not just Metro), the region would need to add over 1,000 lane-miles of arterials 
and highways to maintain current travel speeds, assuming people kept choosing the same destinations— 
this length is equivalent to adding more than 15 lanes to the entire circumference of the Capital Beltway. 
18 Many bridges would require 2 or 3 additional lanes in each direction. 
 
710 of those miles would be necessary to directly replace Metro service. Estimated capital cost of those 
new lanes: $4.7 billion ($2010).19 The other 300 miles of new highway would be needed to replace other 
regional transit—transit whose ridership would almost certainly drop significantly without Metro. For 
example, MARC service to Union Station would lose substantial ridership without Metro, so that even if 
MARC existed without Metro, many current MARC riders would be on the road. 
 
Those new cars would require parking spaces: roughly double the number of current spaces in the D.C. 
and Arlington cores. 20 Capital cost of additional parking is $2.9 billion for below-ground parking ($2010).21 
 
 

14 2007 Metrorail Passenger Survey 
15 Assumes 327 SF per parking space (the average for all WMATA parking facilities, including parking, curves, ramps, etc. and 
uses average SF construction costs for underground parking garages from RS Means (2007). In addition, it is important to note 



that not all spaces would have to be built because some portion could be accommodated by excess capacity at existing garages 
or lots. However, the occupancy rates of current parking facilities in the D.C. and Arlington Cores is unknown. 
16 WMATA, “2004 WMATA Strategic Alliances and Risk Assessment Program” 
17 WMATA, “2004 WMATA Strategic Alliances and Risk Assessment Program” 
18 Estimated by the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with 8.0 Land Use 
19 Uses average road and bridge construction costs per mile for the region. These costs do not include right‐of‐way purchases or 
the purchase of vehicles that would be required for some zero‐car households. 
20 Estimated by the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with 8.0 Land Use 
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
Making the Case for Transit: WMATA Regional Benefits of Transit 
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Since the core is essentially built out, new parking would require razing buildings—removing tax base and 
employment. 
The region's economic and population growth potential is constrained by its ability to move people and 
goods. As the area has limited space available in which to expand roads, future growth will depend on 
continued capacity growth in the Metro system. 
21 
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Introduction

Purpose
This purpose of this Technical Report is to assess the benefits associated with the transit services
currently provided by the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA/Metro) and all transit
agencies within the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area.  These benefits include avoidance of additional
road capacity and parking costs, travel time savings, travel cost savings, accident reduction savings,
emissions reduction savings, and land value premium impacts.  The study was designed to answer
Metro’s question, “What are all the types of benefits generated by WMATA’s operation in the region, and
how can we measure them?”

In response, this report was developed to identify, and where possible estimate, the value of Metro and all
transit services in the region in a number of different ways—from avoided auto parking, to property value
impacts—to appeal to a range of stakeholders.  The report is not a cost-benefit analysis on the existence
of Metro, nor should its results be construed as such.  Instead, it is designed to give multiple audiences a
sense of transit’s role in the region using a variety of metrics by simply describing the variety of ways
Metro and all transit services have impacted the metropolitan region.

One primary way this report measures the value of public transportation is by predicting the effects of
removing all transit services for the region.  One of the best ways to understand the value of something is
to take it away.  This is, of course, a hypothetical situation. Without transit, the Washington region
probably would look very different than it does today, and land use patterns would be substantially
altered.  However, that is exactly the effect that this report tries to measure. By imagining the region
without transit, it is possible to understand the role and value in the economy of the Washington
metropolitan area.

Background
Public transportation in the Washington D.C. metropolitan region has grown successfully in recent
decades.  The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) Compact was established in
1967.  The heavy rail network now stretches 106 miles, and the bus and paratransit systems have been
expanded to cover over 1,500 square miles.  Around 1.2 million riders board the WMATA system each
day, and many more board other regional transit services.

The success of public transit in Washington has required substantial monetary resources from local,
regional, and federal funding partners, and the transit system continues to need capital and operating
investment. The 2010 Capital Needs Inventory (CNI) identified $11 billion of capital investment needs
over the next ten years (year-of-expenditure dollars) to maintain existing infrastructure and meet customer
demand.  In addition, the region is actively planning to expand transit services, including surface transit
and heavy rail extensions.

Given the magnitude of the Washington region’s usage and investment in transit, it is worth contemplating
transit’s broader impacts on the regional economy and transportation network.  The funding needs to
maintain and expand the transit system are substantial, and should be viewed in the context of the
benefits they provide.  Against a backdrop of funding needs, a crucial unanswered question is, “how is the
region impacted from continued funding of Metro and the public transit system?”
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Metro wished to take a comprehensive measurement of the economic, mobility, and other impacts of its
transit services, and create a “business case” for transit funding.  In doing so, Metro wanted to quantify its
benefits using metrics and measures consistent with a variety of internal, regional, and federal initiatives.

 Internally, Metro is analyzing different scenarios of expansion in its Regional Transit System
Plan.  Additionally, the Authority’s CNI identifies over $11 billion in investment need by 2020 to
replace rail cars, rebuild infrastructure, and reinvest to maintain a state of good repair and meet
customer demand.  The benefits of transit will help put results and recommendations from both of
these efforts into context, so decision makers can make informed choices.

 Regionally, the Region Forward plan prepared by the Greater Washington 2050 Coalition,
outlines desires to create a more sustainable community through transit investment.  It forms a
planning guide to help measure regional progress toward a more livable future and outlines
specific goals, targets and indicators that should be directly correlated to the efforts of this study.

 On the federal side, the partnership on livability between HUD, DOT and EPA has created a
guiding set of livability principles that identify specific goals for strengthening federal efforts to
ensure that infrastructure investments will protect the environment and develop livable
communities.  Many federal grant programs use livability and economic impacts in their grant
award criteria, and Metro sought enhanced understanding of the different ways to measure the
benefits of current and future transit services.

Steering Committee
Metro convened a group of outside experts and stakeholders to oversee and guide the study.  The
Committee held three meetings over the course of the study to suggest benefits metrics and
methodologies, define and select benefits metrics, review and provide feedback to the study, and
disseminate the results.  The Steering Committee reviewed the work of the study but did not formally
approve it.  The Committee was comprised of regional stakeholders, federal liaisons, and outside experts,
including the following organizations:

 Federal Transit Administration (U.S. Department of Transportation)
 Greater Washington Board of Trade
 Maryland Department of Transportation
 Northern Virginia Transportation Commission
 District of Columbia Office of Planning
 Center for Clean Air Policy
 Brookings Institution
 Urban Land Institute
 Downtown D.C. Business Improvement District
 D.C. Business Improvement District Council
 Restaurant Association of Metropolitan Washington

Literature Review and Background Research
To help establish a wide range of different indicators of benefits, Metro reviewed existing nationwide
literature on economic and other metrics.  The review focused both on traditional economic benefits
analyses, as well as newer literature and methodologies.  Metro reviewed a number of Authority, regional
and federal initiatives for a policy-level understanding of how national and regional policy is viewing transit
investments.  The review highlighted the following sources as a summary of current thinking on the
economic and other benefits of transit:
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 Federal HUD-DOT-EPA Partnership for Sustainable Communities, and FTA Livable and
Sustainable Communities program

 Inventory of Commercial Space Proximate to Metro Stations, WMATA, 2005
 30 Years of Smart Growth: Arlington County’s Experience with Transit Oriented Development in

the Rosslyn-Ballston Metro Corridor, Arlington County, 2008
 Fiscal Impact of Metrorail On The Commonwealth of Virginia, NVTC 1994
 The Economic Impact of Transit Investment: A National Survey, Canadian Urban Transportation,

2010
 Traffic Impact Analysis: Effects Of The Absence Of Bart Service On Major East Bay Corridors,

Jorge Laval, Michael Cassidy and Juan-Carlos Herrera, Institute of Transportation Studies, UC
Berkeley, 2004

These sources helped establish a range of benefit metrics, from which Metro and the Steering Committee
narrowed down to a smaller subset of metrics to quantify.  The full literature review can be found in the
Appendix of this report.

Initial Economic Benefits Metrics
At the midpoint of the study, the initial list of economic benefits metrics included the following:

Lane miles of additional road infrastructure averted due to current Metro bus and rail
service, and corresponding capital and maintenance costs saved
Number of parking spaces avoided and corresponding acres of land available for other
uses in the Washington region due to the Metro bus and rail system
Commercial and residential property value differentials with proximity to Metrorail stations.
Total value of development near stations, and the differential near/not-near stations.
Average per-acre property tax revenues generated within ½ mile of Metrorail station and
 ¼ mile of Metrobus compared to jurisdictional per-acre average, and compared to within X
proximity to highways
Direct and indirect jobs created by Metro (number, wages, job types: opportunities for low-
income workers, manufacturing, construction, and construction suppliers, etc.)
Overall number and variety of businesses (or sf of retail) within 1/2 mile of Metrorail
stations and ¼ mile of bus corridors.
Average per-acre sales tax revenues generated within a 1/2 mile of a Metrorail stations
compared to jurisdictional per-acre average
Job Accessibility. Effect of transit on employer access to labor or employee access to jobs.
Amount of land where employers can locate and reach XX employees by transit.
Annual passenger miles/trips taken on Metro and avoided annual VMT.
Additional annual hours that would be lost to higher levels of traffic congestion if Metro
service were discontinued and corresponding dollar value
Same as (12), for truck congestion cost, based on delay and commodity value (combine
with # 12)
Number of transit-dependent riders in the region relying on Metro – elderly, disabled,
lower-income (includes Metro rail and bus riders and paratransit riders)
Number of annual work and non-work trips taken on Metro bus and rail, and break down of
what those trips are for (e.g., work commute, shopping, errands, school, entertainment, etc.)
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Gallons of gasoline/barrels of oil saved from X% of mode shift from SOV to Metro, and
corresponding dollar value (oil per $GDP)
Tons of greenhouse gases saved by X% mode shift to Metro and/or by X% reduction in
traffic congestion, and corresponding dollar value (if possible)
Net tons of air pollutants saved (PM, CO, NOx, SO2), and dollar value of the savings
Water runoff measured as the net acreage of impermeable surfaces from parking lots and
roads that would be needed to accommodate uptick without Metro service
Death, injury, and accident risk for a driver versus a Metro rider in the Washington region.
Number of deaths, injuries, and accidents averted due to Metro (from reduced cars traffic)
and corresponding dollar value.
Public Safety and emergency preparedness, transit’s role in evacuation
Annual household savings from lower car ownership and operation costs to families living
near Metro service (housing + transport HH costs; tax reduction for infrastructure)
Annual Metro bus and rail trips taken by the following groups: senior citizens, low-income
households, non-drivers, and persons with disabilities. Projected number of transit-
dependent seniors in the Washington region by 20XX. Number/percent of seniors and
non-drivers confined to the home due to lack of transportation options.
Number of music/cultural venues, restaurants, cafes, bars, parks, etc. near Metro (hipness
factor; also as a percentage of X% of venues, Y% of land near Metro)
Numbers of people served by Metro bus and rail service (living within ½ mile of rail
stations and bus corridors
Number of people moved annually for special regional events (e.g., sporting events,
marathons, festivals, major concerts, national rallies, etc.)
Number and percentage of federal employees who use Metro (enrolled in SmarTrip)
Annual number of tourists using Metro rail and bus to visit the region

Report Organization
The Technical Report is organized as follows.  The Executive Summary provides an overview of the
Regional Benefits of Transit Study.  Section 1 summarizes the travel scenarios used to develop the study.
It is followed by a discussion in Section 2 of the technical approach developed and travel demand
modeling tool employed to estimate and quantify the mobility benefits of transit in the region.  The results
of this modeling approach are summarized in Section 3 with operating statistics, such as travel time
saved, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reduced, and construction of additional roadway capacity avoided.
Section 4 describes the methodology used to monetize the transportation mobility benefits offered by
Washington, D.C.’s transit services, and Section 5 summarizes the capital expenditures that would be
required to provide the additional roadway lane miles needed to keep the level of service the same in the
absence of transit.  Section 6 addresses the land value premium analysis data, estimation, and results.
Section 7 provides a summary table of the monetized transportation and mobility benefits offered by
transit in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area. Lastly, Section 8 provides a list of benefit outcomes by
type that were identified during the Regional Benefits of Transit Study.  A literature review is provided in
the Appendix.
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Executive Summary

With Metro, the region works. Without Metro, the region would be less wealthy, harder to get around, and
have less economic activity. Families would spend more getting around.

Without Metro, the Capital Region could not easily serve constituents from across the country, and would
not function as the world-class capital that the United States needs and deserves.  Metro provides local,
regional, and national benefits that extend beyond traditional measures of mobility.

This report details Metro’s critical role in the Capital Region: the benefits Metro brings to the region’s
economy and to its ability to function smoothly as the capital of the United States. This report details the
benefits that Metro delivers to the Capital Region. This Executive Summary summarizes the findings. The
body of the report details the methodologies used and discusses the results in more detail.

I. Metro is an outstanding investment of public funds and is vital to
the Capital region's economy

1. Metro boosts property values—adding 6.8% more value to residential, 9.4% to multi-family, and 8.9%
to commercial office properties within a half-mile of a rail station. 1 Property becomes significantly more
valuable as a property gets closer to Metrorail stations.

2. The demand for locations near Metrorail stations produces approximately $133M (¼ mile) to $224M (½
mile) in additional revenues from property taxes due to the premium associated with properties located
near rail stations. 2

The real estate located within ½ mile and ¼ mile of Metrorail stations generated approximately $3.1B and
$1.8B in property tax revenues for the Compact area3 in 2010, respectively.4

Within a ½ mile of Metrorail stations: D.C. collected $2.26B, Virginia collected $470M, and Maryland
collected $355M.  While within a ¼ mile of Metrorail stations, D.C. collected $1.37B, Virginia collected
$290M, and Maryland collected $124M.

1 Based on a series of hedonic regressions of data compiled from GIS shapefiles obtained from either the real estate assessor’s
office or department of tax administration.
2 Estimate based on premium analysis of parcel assessment data from Compact area jurisdictions, property tax rates for the
local jurisdictions, Business Improvement Districts, and federal government payments to the District for courts, defender
services, and offender supervision. Additionally, the ½ mile revenues include the ¼ mile revenues.
3 The WMATA Compact area includes the District of Columbia, the cities of Alexandria, Falls Church, and Fairfax and the
counties of Arlington, Fairfax, and Loudoun and political subdivisions of the Commonwealth of Virginia located within those
counties, and the counties of Montgomery and Prince George's in the State of Maryland and political subdivisions of the State
of Maryland located in these counties.
4 Estimate based on GIS analysis of parcel assessment data from Compact area jurisdictions, property tax rates for the local
jurisdictions, Business Improvement Districts, and federal government payments to the District for courts, defender services,
and offender supervision.  The ½ mile revenues include the ¼ mile revenues.
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The value of real estate located within a ½ mile of Metrorail stations represents 27.9% of the Compact
area’s tax base on 4% of its land, including 68.1% for D.C., 15.3% for Virginia, and 9.9% for Maryland. 5

New Metro(rail) station produces new jobs and private investment

“Prior to the addition of the New York Avenue Metro(rail) Station, the Washington, D.C., Metro system bypassed an urban,
economically underdeveloped neighborhood known as NoMa, for its location north of Massachusetts Avenue. NoMa enjoyed
good regional location and road access, but lacked good rail access. The opening of the Metro(rail) station dramatically changed
the area.

Assessed valuation of the 35-block area increased from $535 million in 2001 to $2.3 billion in 2007. Over 15,000 jobs have been
created since 1998 with $1.1 billion in private investment. This increase in property values (300 percent between 2001 and 2007)
has attracted further real estate development and residents.”

– National Council on Public Private Partnerships (NCPPP), Case Study: New York Avenue Metro(rail) Station, Washington,
D.C.6

3. Metro supports businesses, so businesses locate near Metro.

Economic activity tied to Metro's presence is critical to the economic success of the region. Businesses
locate near Metrorail stations because it expands their pool of employees and their pool of customers.

Metro knits the region into a whole, enabling employment, shopping, and entertainment across
communities, which would be impossible with roads alone.

“We have come a long, long way from the bad old days of a deserted, dilapidated and dangerous downtown during the evening
hours and few destination retail and entertainment neighborhoods. The establishment and growth of vibrant areas such as Penn
Quarter, Ballston, U/14th Street Corridors are directly attributable to transportation access for patrons, visitors and employees.”

– Claude Andersen, Metropolitan Washington Restaurant Association7

4. Metro saves families $342 million per year in car operating expenses.

Even as property values increase near Metro, Metro reduces total household expenses by reducing
transportation costs. Annual savings from lower car operation costs to families living near Metrorail
stations and/or bus corridors is $342 million ($2010) annually. 8

5 GIS analysis of parcel assessment data and total jurisdiction assessment values
6 NCPPP, “New York Avenue Metro Station, Washington, D.C.”, www.ncppp.org/cases/nystation.shtml.
7 Letter to WMATA Board, April 2, 2010
8 Based on estimated VMT avoided from the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round 8.0 Land Use
and variable per mile costs of auto use from AAA’s Your Driving Costs, 2010.  These savings do not include vehicles that would
have to be purchased by zero-car households.
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II. Metro serves people from across the country and is vital to a
Capital Region that works
	
Metro carries millions visiting their representatives, their government, and their history. Thanks to Metro,
Americans from around the country can easily visit Congressional offices, visit the Monumental Core, and
move in and out of town without a car.

Metro benefits the nation by supporting a Capital Region that works. The region’s remarkable density of
public and private offices, close to Congress and the White House, is made possible by Metro. In the
absence of Metro, the parking necessary to accommodate federal workers alone would cover downtown.

Similarly, the roads necessary to accommodate those who use Metro would have fundamentally changed
the character and look of the region.

Without additional roads, congestion in the region would be significantly higher, discouraging investment,
sapping budgets, and interfering with the efficient functioning of all parts of the government.

One in 10 Metrorail trips begins or ends at a station adjacent to the U.S. Capitol or the Pentagon.9

5. Metro serves people from across the country

Every year, Metro transports more than 8 million Americans visiting the nation's capital.10

Metro's highest ridership days are days on which special events occur on the National Mall. Rail ridership
on the day of President Reagan's memorial service in 2004 was over 850,000.11 On Inauguration Day
2009, Metro provided 1,120,000 rail trips, 423,000 bus trips, and 1,721 MetroAccess trips for a total of
1,544,721 trips.12

Special events in the area relied on Metrorail alone for over 3.5 million passenger trips during 2010. A few
of the major events relying on Metrorail in 2010:13

 Annual Cherry Blossom Festival, drawing visitors from around the world: 300,000 to 500,000 trips

 July 4th celebration: over 580,000 trips

 October Marine Corps Marathon: over 60,000 trips

 Sporting events all year for the Nationals, Redskins, Capitals, Wizards, Mystics, and D.C. United:
almost 1.5 million trips.

9 WMATA, 2004 WMATA Strategic Alliances and Risk Assessment Program
10 Calculation based on the 2007 WMATA Rail Survey
11 2004 WMATA Strategic Alliances and Risk Assessment Program
12 Metro, “Metrorail sets new record for highest ridership day of all time”, press release, January 20, 2009.
http://www.wmata.com/about_metro/news/PressReleaseDetail.cfm?ReleaseID=2439
13 WMATA estimation of ridership from special events.
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2010 was typical; however, Metro also enables a wide variety of events that would otherwise be difficult
or impossible to serve. Further, Metro enables the region to host more than one large event at a time, as
befits its role as a world-class city. For example, on July 11, 2008, Metrorail carried 854,638 people, the
day of the Women of Faith Conference and a Nationals baseball game.

6. Metro moves federal workers

35% of the weekday trips on Metrorail are made by federal employees: 249,087 trips.14 Building parking
to accommodate those employees would cost the taxpayers approximately $2.4 billion for below ground
parking ($2010).15

The federal government is the largest employer in the region. Almost one half of peak period riders are
commuting to or from federal jobs, and, at other times of the day, federal employees use Metro to take
care of government business.16

Metro is a critical recruitment and retention tool for federal employers.  Approximately 170,000 federal
employees use the SmartBenefits federal transit benefit program17; this is 45% of the region's 375,000
federal workers.

7. Metro makes room for the historic and productive parts of the region

Without regional transit (not just Metro), the region would need to add over 1,000 lane-miles of arterials
and highways to maintain current travel speeds, assuming people kept choosing the same destinations—
this length is equivalent to adding more than 15 lanes to the entire circumference of the Capital Beltway.
18 Many bridges would require 2 or 3 additional lanes in each direction.

710 of those miles would be necessary to directly replace Metro service. Estimated capital cost of those
new lanes: $4.7 billion ($2010).19 The other 300 miles of new highway would be needed to replace other
regional transit—transit whose ridership would almost certainly drop significantly without Metro. For
example, MARC service to Union Station would lose substantial ridership without Metro, so that even if
MARC existed without Metro, many current MARC riders would be on the road.

Those new cars would require parking spaces: roughly double the number of current spaces in the D.C.
and Arlington cores. 20 Capital cost of additional parking is $2.9 billion for below-ground parking ($2010).21

14 2007 Metrorail Passenger Survey
15 Assumes 327 SF per parking space (the average for all WMATA parking facilities, including parking, curves, ramps, etc. and
uses average SF construction costs for underground parking garages from RS Means (2007). In addition, it is important to note
that not all spaces would have to be built because some portion could be accommodated by excess capacity at existing garages
or lots.  However, the occupancy rates of current parking facilities in the D.C. and Arlington Cores is unknown.
16 WMATA, “2004 WMATA Strategic Alliances and Risk Assessment Program”
17 WMATA, “2004 WMATA Strategic Alliances and Risk Assessment Program”
18 Estimated by the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with 8.0 Land Use
19 Uses average road and bridge construction costs per mile for the region. These costs do not include right-of-way purchases or
the purchase of vehicles that would be required for some zero-car households.
20 Estimated by the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with 8.0 Land Use
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Since the core is essentially built out, new parking would require razing buildings—removing tax base and
employment.

The region's economic and population growth potential is constrained by its ability to move people and
goods. As the area has limited space available in which to expand roads, future growth will depend on
continued capacity growth in the Metro system.

21 Assumes 327 SF per parking space (the average for all WMATA parking facilities, including parking, curves, ramps, etc. and
uses average SF construction costs for underground parking garages from RS Means (2007). This cost of additional parking
includes the parking costs associated with federal employees reported earlier.  It is not in addition to the federal parking costs.
In addition, it is important to note that not all spaces would have to be built because some portion could be accommodated by
excess capacity at existing garages or lots.  However, the occupancy rates of current parking facilities in the D.C. and Arlington
Cores is unknown.
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Building  Metro  allowed  and  produced  economic  development

Plans in the 1970s to improve access to the core included building interstates directly through the city. The region chose to use
Metro to provide that access rather than take land for highways. Where there would have been highways, thriving neighborhoods
now exist.

Without Metro: access with highways
puts an interchange in Mount Vernon
Square.

With Metro: Live, work, play.

In particular, much of the Mount Vernon Square neighborhood would have been lost to a large interchange. At the time, the
interchange would have displaced 845 dwelling units and 97 commercial and industrial firms employing 980 people.

As the area has developed, north of New York Avenue, we now have a neighborhood of row houses, small apartment buildings,
and churches. The sidewalks are brick and shadowed by tall trees. On New York Avenue, we have several restaurants, bars,
and a car mechanic.
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The City Vista block (east of 5th, between L and M) would have been parking above the freeway. Thanks to Metro, we instead
have a vibrant development: apartments, condominiums, a large Safeway, a mobile phone store, a bank, a hardware store, a
variety of restaurants (some with outdoor seating), a gym, and a Starbucks. A farmer's market has opened up a block away. It is
a half to three-quarters of a mile to three subway stations, and only a mile to a fourth: Union Station where you can also connect
to the Amtrak lines going all up the east coast.

In short, this is a great neighborhood with lots of variety and everything its residents need. Had the region chosen the freeway
instead of Metro, we would have lost this neighborhood and its contributions to employment, taxes, and quality of life.

Sources: Map and description of displacement adapted from “District of Columbia Interstate System 1971,” November 1971, De Leuw, Cather
Associates and Harry Weese & Associates, Ltd. City Vista photo: Sean Robertson.

8. Transit saves the Capital region almost 148,000 hours/day from being lost to traffic congestion. 22

If the more than 1 million daily regional transit trips switched to driving, and roadways were not expanded,
the region would initially experience at least a 25% increase in congestion during rush hours.

Over time, people would respond to the congestion by shifting to destinations closer to home. Individuals
would make fewer trips from town to town as households selected different locations in which to work,
live, and play.

The regional economy would fragment, losing some of the benefits of its size. Opportunities for each
resident, and each employer, would shrink, damaging residents’ opportunities and employers’ labor pools.
The region overall would become far less competitive with other regions; in effect, rather than the entire
region competing with, say, Boston, Fairfax would compete with Boston.

III. Metro provides numerous other benefits

Public safety and emergency preparedness

Metro provides an indispensable part of the Capital Region’s emergency preparedness. On
September 11, 2001, Metro facilitated the safe evacuation of hundreds of thousands of people;
moving such numbers of people would not be possible without Metro.

22 Estimated by the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with 8.0 Land Use
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Jobs and access to jobs

o 14,900 direct and indirect jobs supported by Metro operations. 23

“All of my 30 staff members depend on the Metro system to get to and from work.” “During snow storms, when Metro was closed,
both guests and especially staff had a problem getting to the restaurants.  My staff counts on Metro to get to work and to get
home at the end of the night.” – Restaurant Association Metropolitan Washington (RAMW) Member survey

o 2.0 million jobs (or 54% of all regional jobs) are accessible within a ½ mile of Metrorail
stations.  300,000 more jobs are accessible within 1 mile of Metrorail stations.24

Mobility

o Metrorail carried 217 million trips in 2010, and Metrobus, 123 million trips.25

o About 20% of Metrorail riders and 53% of Metrobus riders are from zero-car
households.26

o Metrobus serves a diverse population

4% of riders are Asian; 59%, Black/African American; 10%, Hispanic; 1%, Native
American; 19%, White; and 2%, multi-racial.27

Household incomes vary widely: 19% of riders have an annual household income under
$10,000; 11%, $10-20,000; 23%, $20-40,000; 14%, $40-60,000; 12%, $60-100,000, and
9% over $100,000.28

o Metro carries people for many purposes.

For Metrorail passengers, 83% of trips are to work/home, 4% are job-related, 5% are
personal, 2% are school, 3% are shopping/meals, and 2% are sightseeing or recreational
trips.29

For Metrobus, 73% of trips are to work/home, 3% are job-related, 12% are personal, 5%
are school, 4% are shopping/meals, and 3% are sightseeing or recreational trips.30

23 Direct jobs reported in WMATA’s Proposed Fiscal 2012 Annual Budget, total jobs (direct+indirect+induced) estimated using
RIMS II direct effect multipliers for the Transit and ground passenger transportation industry in the Washington, D.C. MSA
(2002/2007)
24 Employment data is based on Round 8.0 co-operative forecasts for 2007 and WMATA service based on MWCOG version 2.3
model for 2007.
25 WMATA 2010 Metro Facts, http://www.wmata.com/about_metro/docs/metrofacts.pdf
26 2007 Metrorail Passenger Survey
27 2008 Regional Bus Survey.
28 2008 Regional Bus Survey.
29 Trip purpose from 2007 Metrorail Passenger Survey
30 Trip purpose from 2008 Regional Bus Survey, for WMATA Routes only
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Fuel Savings

Travel by Metro instead of auto saves 40.5 million gallons of fuel annually.

Cleaner air

About 260 tons VOC, 22 tons PM, and 0.5 million tons of CO2 are avoided in the region due to
reduced auto use associated with all transit services in the region.31 Taking into account the
emissions associated with WMATA’s services, the estimated monetary value of environmental
savings is $9.5 million ($2010) annually.32

31 Estimate based on estimated VMT avoided from the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round 8.0
Land Use and emissions rates from WMCOG Air Quality Conformity Determination of the 2010 Constrained Long Range Plan
and the FY 2011-2016 Transportation Improvement Program and the Sightline Institute.
32 Calculation based on the 2007 WMATA Metrorail Passenger Survey
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1.0 Study Scenarios

The following scenarios were developed in order to measure WMATA’s contribution to the Washington
regional economy. Two scenarios were developed. The first scenario estimates the volume of roadway
capacity that would be required to maintain current levels of service if WMATA and other regional transit
services were unavailable. The second scenario is constructed to examine how mobility in the region
would change if WMATA and other regional transit services were not available to the region’s travelers. A
key difference between Scenarios 1 and 2 is the treatment of travel patterns. They are fixed in Scenario 1
in order to generate an estimate of road costs. By contrast, travel patterns are allowed to adjust in
Scenario 2 as travelers adapt to rising congestion. The outcomes of Scenarios 1 and 2 are not additive.

Base Case:
o Basis for comparing conditions in the absence of transit
o Represents current travel patterns and level of service on highway and transit

Scenario 1: Lane miles of additional road infrastructure averted due to transit
o Removes all transit service from the Base Case
o Maintains the Base Case travel patterns
o Adds highway capacity to return to the Base Case level of service

Scenario 2: No additional investment in infrastructure
o Removes all transit service from the Base Case
o Regional travel patterns allowed to change

The three scenarios described above are modeled for current conditions (year 2007) using the latest
release of the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 travel demand model. The Version 2.3 model is calibrated to the
most recent household travel survey and transit on-board surveys (2007/2008). This version of the model
also utilizes the most current (Round 8.0) land use information and features a detailed mode choice
model which permitted the stratification of transit trips by WMATA and non-WMATA riders.

2.0 Travel Demand Technical Approach and Methodology

2.1 Base Case
The Base Case scenario serves as the basis for comparing Scenarios 1 and 2. The Base Case scenario
model run is done with off-the-shelf transit and highway inputs, for year 2007, provided by MWCOG and
is run with a full speed feedback loop. The person trip tables, mode choice results, highway and transit
assignment results obtained at the end of fourth and final iteration speed feedback loop are considered
the final outputs. representing the current travel patterns and level of service on highway and transit. The
loaded highway networks output at the end of the fourth iteration speed feedback loop prior to the speed-
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volume averaging step are used as the basis for comparing the highway performance of Scenarios 1 and
2 (described below).

For Scenarios 1 and 2 specified above, the transit network input files are modified to remove all existing
transit service from the region. The initial attempt at removing just the WMATA operated rail and bus
service resulted in over-utilization of remaining transit service as the model is not transit capacity
constrained, e.g. over 200,000 trips were assigned to Commuter rail. In order to keep the modeling part
relatively simple, it was decided to remove all transit service from the region. To apportion the benefits
related to WMATA service, factors were developed based on the WMATA share of the total transit
passenger miles traveled on an average weekday.

2.2 Scenario 1
The objective of this scenario is to quantify the total lane miles of additional roadway infrastructure
avoided throughout the region due to the use of transit. In order to determine this, it is assumed that the
total person trips and their distribution remain unchanged——the same as the Base Case. The mode
choice model is run with no transit paths to develop a set of auto person trip tables. Additional capacity is
added to the highway segments to absorb the additional vehicles (relative to the Base Case) such that
the level of service (volume over capacity – v/c ratio and loaded speeds) are returned to the Base Case
conditions. This is achieved by using the final trip distribution output of the Base Case and iteratively
running the model steps from mode choice to highway assignment (iteration 4’s Mode_Choice.bat,
Auto_Driver.bat, Time-of-Day.bat, and Highway_Assignment.bat).

Additional lanes (1, 2, or 3) are added to the segments of the base highway system (Freeways,
Expressway and Major Arterials) that are already above v/c ratio of 1.0 in the Base Case. It is assumed
that minor arterials and collectors have sufficient reserve capacity to handle the additional traffic volumes
added to the system due to absence of transit. For freeways, the decision to add a lane for a segment is
made if the additional volume requires at least half (0.5) a lane; two lanes are added if additional volume
requires at least 1.5 lanes and three lanes are added if additional volume requires at least 2.5 lanes. For
arterials, the decision to add additional 1, 2, or 3 lanes is triggered if additional volumes require at least
0.75, or 1.75, or 2.75 lanes respectively.

The analysis is done for both AM and PM peak period assignments. The total number of lanes added to
each direction is computed by taking the maximum of AM and PM peak period assignment results. At the
end of each iteration of converged highway assignment (AM and PM peak ), the volume to capacity ratio
is computed and compared to the Base Case to determine if the level of service is similar to the Base
Case or not. The v/c ratio is compared before the speed volume averaging step is applied. This is
necessary as the scenario assumes a fixed trip table between the Base Case and the scenario.

Finally, manual adjustments are applied to the additional lanes (plus or minus) requirement to avoid
abrupt increase or decrease in number of lanes along the facility so that each segment/corridor is treated
like a project.

Figures 1a and 1b show the segments of highway that require additional lanes to absorb the increase in
auto traffic demand in the absence of transit. The width of the color line represents the number of lanes
and the color of line distinguishes between freeway and arterials.
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Figure 1a: Additional lanes required to handle traffic volumes diverted by transit

Figure 1b: Additional lanes required to handle traffic volumes diverted by transit
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2.3 Scenario 2
The objective of this scenario is to measure the increase in travel time experienced by travelers if no
additional improvements are made to the highway system and all transit service is removed from the
region. Without any additional investment in infrastructure, it is expected that the travel patterns in the
region will change. In order to model this scenario, the input transit networks are modified to remove all
transit service from the region and a full run of the MWCOG model with four speed feedback loops is
done. Since the trip distribution model uses composite impedance (includes transit and highway time), the
gravity model is informed with a new set of impedances which affects the regional trip distribution. The
output person trip tables are different from the Base Case.

The total motorized person trips at the end of final speed feedback loop are slightly higher than the Base
Case even though the land use and trip-rates are kept un-changed. This difference is most likely due to
the difference in non-motorized person trips between the two scenarios. It is our understanding that the
non-motorized trip making uses transit accessibility as a measure of walking/biking and in the absence of
transit, this measure makes it harder to walk/bike. Although this result is counter-intuitive, the difference in
total peak trips is small enough to not affect the current analysis.

3.0 Travel Demand Results

Table 1 summarizes the key model statistics for the Base Case and two transit free scenarios described
above. These results are for base year 2007 conditions. The preliminary key initial findings are
summarized below for each scenario.

Please note that the two scenarios modeled are not complementary scenarios. The outcomes of these
scenarios cannot be mixed and matched; instead the two scenarios help with measuring benefits of
transit using different metrics. Also note that the land use assumptions are identical for all scenarios.

3.1 Scenario 1
Initial analysis shows that in order to maintain existing conditions in the absence of transit, that is existing
travel patterns and travel speeds, significant improvements will be required to the freeways, expressway
and arterials throughout the WMATA Compact region.

 Over 925,000 additional weekday one-way auto trips
 Over 1,000 lane miles of additional highway required to accommodate additional auto trips
 Various river crossings require 2 to 3 additional lanes per direction

3.2 Scenario 2
Initial analysis shows that average travel time increases by one quarter during the peak travel. It is also
observed that increased congestion forces households to change travel patterns and choose different
work and activity locations resulting in a more fragmented region. The travel patterns show that fewer
inter-jurisdiction trips are made and an increase in intra-jurisdictional travel activity is observed (refer to
Table 2).
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Table 1: Year 2007 Average Weekday Statistics-Benefits of Transit Service in Washington Metro
% Different w.r.t. Base Case

2007 Base
Case

Scenario 1
(Additional

highway
infrastructure

added to
sustain

current level
of service) -

2007

Scenario 2 (No
additional

investment in
infrastructure)

- 2007

Scenario 1
(Additional

highway
infrastructure

added to
sustain

current level
of service) -

2007

Scenario 2 (No
additional

investment in
infrastructure)

- 2007

Mode Choice

Total Person Trips 17,296,062 17,296,062 17,480,869 0% 1%
Total Transit Trips 1,085,060 0 0 -100% -100%
Total Auto Trips 16,211,003 17,296,062 17,480,869 7% 8%
Total Vehicle Trips 15,318,021 16,244,215 16,380,181 6% 7%

Peak Vehicle
Miles

Traveled

D.C. 4,151,871 5,566,808 5,097,270 34% 23%
MD Compact 20,244,453 22,024,936 21,660,599 9% 7%
VA Compact 15,367,585 16,912,336 16,334,957 10% 6%
Compact Total 39,763,909 44,504,081 43,092,826 12% 8%

Total Vehicle
Miles

Traveled

D.C. 8,785,253 11,339,887 10,542,166 29% 20%
MD Compact 43,092,942 46,066,603 45,473,936 7% 6%
VA Compact 32,564,111 35,231,537 34,217,286 8% 5%
Compact Total 84,442,307 92,638,028 90,233,387 10% 7%

Peak Vehicle
Hours

Traveled

D.C. 231,159 272,842 524,643 18% 127%
MD Compact 778,625 858,711 993,917 10% 28%
VA Compact 645,307 699,731 856,461 8% 33%
Compact Total 1,655,092 1,831,283 2,375,021 11% 43%

Total Vehicle
Hours

Traveled

D.C. 391,156 454,829 760,591 16% 94%
MD Compact 1,387,164 1,492,221 1,661,086 8% 20%
VA Compact 1,107,836 1,178,224 1,362,724 6% 23%
Compact Total 2,886,156 3,125,274 3,784,401 8% 31%

Avg. Trip
Length (Mi)

Peak 11.3 11.2 11.0 -1% -3%
Off-Peak 9.5 9.5 9.3 0% -2%
Daily 10.3 10.3 10.1 -1% -2%

Avg. Speed
(MPH) -

Compact
Jur.

Peak 24 24 18 1% -24%
Off-Peak 36 37 33 2% -8%

Daily 29 30 24 1% -19%

Added Lane
Miles

(Freeway)

D.C. 51
MD Compact 71
VA Compact 107
Region wide 230

Added Lane
Miles

(Arterial)

D.C. 390
MD Compact 202
VA Compact 189
Region wide 781

Added Lane
Miles (Total)

D.C. 441
MD Compact 274
VA Compact 296
Region wide 1,011

Source: Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round 8.0 Land Use
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Table 2: District to District Person trip flows (Base Case vs. No Additional Infrastructure Scenario)
2007 Base Case: Total Motorized Person Trips

D.C. MD Compact VA Compact Rest of MD Rest of VA Total
D.C. 874,463 256,857 165,071 16,893 6,284 1,319,568
MD Compact 657,606 3,733,611 213,594 190,729 11,647 4,807,187
VA Compact 391,472 127,166 3,404,949 11,495 172,720 4,107,802
Rest of MD 132,978 296,811 90,233 3,663,626 25,760 4,209,408
Rest of VA 68,698 42,491 415,119 22,675 2,303,114 2,852,097
Total 2,125,217 4,456,936 4,288,966 3,905,418 2,519,525 17,296,062

2007 Scenario 2 (No additional investment in infrastructure): Total Motorized Person Trips*
D.C. MD Compact VA Compact Rest of MD Rest of VA Total

D.C. 926,696 254,033 161,374 17,433 6,559 1,366,095
MD Compact 624,463 3,791,541 187,821 208,831 11,116 4,823,772
VA Compact 347,466 103,058 3,460,675 10,437 178,699 4,100,336
Rest of MD 151,596 276,614 75,893 3,651,274 24,537 4,179,915
Rest of VA 74,035 33,654 400,622 20,548 2,297,084 2,825,944
Total 2,124,256 4,458,900 4,286,386 3,908,524 2,517,995 17,296,062

Difference: Total Motorized Person Trips (Scenario 2 minus Base Case)
D.C. MD Compact VA Compact Rest of MD Rest of VA Total

D.C. 52,233 -2,824 -3,697 540 275 46,527
MD Compact -33,143 57,930 -25,773 18,102 -531 16,585
VA Compact -44,006 -24,108 55,726 -1,058 5,979 -7,466
Rest of MD 18,618 -20,197 -14,340 -12,352 -1,223 -29,493
Rest of VA 5,337 -8,837 -14,497 -2,127 -6,030 -26,153
Total -961 1,964 -2,580 3,106 -1,530 0

% Difference: Total Motorized Person Trips (Scenario 2 vs. Base Case)
D.C. MD Compact VA Compact Rest of MD Rest of VA Total

D.C. 6% -1% -2% 3% 4% 4%
MD Compact -5% 2% -12% 9% -5% 0%
VA Compact -11% -19% 2% -9% 3% 0%
Rest of MD 14% -7% -16% 0% -5% -1%
Rest of VA 8% -21% -3% -9% 0% -1%
Total 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
* Scenario 2 Person Trip Tables Normalized to Match Base Case Total
Source: Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round 8.0 Land Use

4.0 Monetization of Operational Benefits

Transit in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area provides transportation benefits to users in terms of
travel time, travel cost, accident reduction, and emissions reduction savings that result from increases in
mobility and reduced congestion and VMT in the region.  These benefits are monetized using outputs
from the MWCOG travel demand model, values of time, operating costs associated with auto and transit
travel, and economic values of accidents and emissions.
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The benefits in this section are estimated for Scenario 2 because this scenario represents a more
accurate picture of transit’s impacts today.  If transit were not available, travelers would have to switch to
auto travel, and the additional infrastructure needed to support this increase in demand would take
decades to arrive.  As a result, people would face severe congestion and gridlock that would force many
to alter their trip origins or destinations in order to reduce their trips lengths and travel times.

4.1 Travel Time Savings
With Scenario 2 current transit users would be forced to switch to auto trips.  As a result there would be a
significant  increase in travel time for all travelers because there is no additional highway infrastructure
available to meet this increase in demand.  This translates into a degradation in the network’s level of
service that affects where people choose to work and make trips.  As a result, in Scenario 2 people
choose work and activity locations closer to their homes, resulting in fewer inter-jurisdiction trips.  While
travel times are likely to increase in this scenario, the amount of the increase is tempered by the reduction
in inter-jurisdiction trips.

The travel demand model estimates the changes in auto (vehicle travel time multiplied by average auto
occupancy to get auto person hours) and transit travel time (transit person hours) separately, and
therefore, the auto and transit travel time savings must be monetized separately.  For example, the
changes in auto travel time for Scenario 2 do not account for any previous time spent traveling on transit
under the Base Case.  However, for an estimate of total travel time saved with transit, the analysis should
only consider the additional time spent traveling by auto (i.e. the time over and above the previous transit
trips).  Therefore, the previous time spent in transit travel must be netted out from the auto travel time
analysis.  Additionally, transit travel times from the travel demand model include out-of-vehicle time (i.e.
wait times, transfer times, etc.), while the auto travel time only accounts for in-vehicle time.  As a result,
an out of vehicle auto time of 5 minutes per person-trip was added to the auto person hour estimates
provided by the travel demand model results.

The travel demand model results indicate that the average weekday travel time savings associated with
all regional transit service in 2007 is 56,587 hours for home-based work trips and 91,259 hours for non-
work trips for Scenario 2.  Of the total regional savings, 70 percent is associated with WMATA transit
services, based on the percentage of regional transit passenger miles on WMATA.  These time savings
estimates represent a sum of auto and transit time savings.  Auto time savings are based on the
conversion of vehicle hours traveled to person hours using average auto occupancy for each scenario.
Transit time savings are reported in person hours.

Both auto and transit time savings are further allocated to work and non-work trips based on the
percentage of peak and off-peak trips that are home-based work.  The travel demand model indicates
that 35 percent of peak trips are home-based work and 16 percent of off-peak trips are home-based
work.33  The average weekday travel time savings are then annualized using a factor of 30034 and

33 The percentages come from the travel demand model for auto trips.  The transit portion of the model is a 24-hour period
model that assumes all work related trips occur in the peak and all non-work trips occur in the off-peak.  This assumption is a
simplification of the model that over states the amount of work trips that occur in the peak.  As a result, the analysis applies the
auto work trips percentages that occur in the peak and non-peak to the transit trips to better reflect the number of work trips
occurring in the peak and off-peak.
34 Annualization factor is from NTD.



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
Making the Case for Transit: WMATA Regional Benefits of Transit

Technical Report 21

monetized using the average hourly wage for the Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA).35

Using US DOT guidance, work based trips are valued at the full average hourly wage, while leisure (non-
work based) trips are valued at 50 percent of the average hourly wage.36

Table 3 summarizes the annual travel time savings associated with Baseline in comparison to Scenario 2
for all regional transit services as well as for WMATA transit services in 2007.  Scenario 2 yields a decline
in roadway level of service—indicating there is an additional travel time cost or penalty (as opposed to
savings) for the region that is associated with Scenario 2 compared to the Baseline.

Table 3: Travel Time Savings Associated with Regional Transit Service in 2007 (millions of 2010$)

Notes:
(1) Travel Time Saved for peak and off-peak travel is from Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with

Round 8.0 Land Use.
(2) Additional out of vehicle travel time of 5 minutes per person trip was added to auto travel to better reflect total auto travel time.

Transit times already include out of vehicle travel time.
(3) 35 percent of peak trips are work trips and 16 percent of off-peak trips are work trips.  All other trips in the peak and off-peak are

classified as non-work trips.
(4) Average annual wage is escalated to 2010 dollars based on the CPI increase for Washington, D.C. MSA between 2009 and

2010.
(5) Average annual wage per hour assumes that the wage reflects 2,000 hours worked.
(6) Value of time is base on US DOT, OST guidance.

Source: AECOM

4.2 Travel Cost Savings
Under Scenario 2 current transit users would have to switch to auto trips, which would increase the VMT
traveled in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area and vehicle operating costs for travelers. In 2007,
there were just over 1.08 million average weekday transit trips in the region.  Scenario 2 would increase
average weekday VMT by 5.79 million, which translates into a significant decline in the level of service
because it assumes that no additional highway capacity is added.  With this decline in the highway
network’s level of service, travelers choose work and activity locations closer to their homes, resulting in
fewer inter-jurisdictional trips and a lower average trip length than is experienced today; however, these

35 The average hourly wage for the Washington, D.C. MSA was estimated by dividing the average annual wage for the MSA
(provided by the Bureau of Economic Analysis, Summary Table CA34) by 2000 hours (typical hours worked in one year).
36 US DOT guidance, Revised Departmental Guidance: Valuation of Travel Time in Economic Analysis, Table 1, 2011. Accessed at:
http://ostpxweb.dot.gov/policy/reports/vot_guidance_092811.pdf
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Annual
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Time
Saved

(millions)

Annual
Time
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Per
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(millions
of hours)
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Annual
Wage
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Value
of

Time

Annual
Value of

Time
Saved

(millions)
Scenario 2

98.771 32.86$ 100% 3,245.2$ (81.795) 32.86$ 100% (2,687)$ 557.8$ 390.4$
Peak 87.008 32.86$ 100% 2,858.7$ (68.809) 32.86$ 100% (2,261)$
Off Peak 11.764 32.86$ 100% 386.5$ (12.987) 32.86$ 100% (427)$

223.346 32.86$ 50% 3,669.1$ (195.968) 32.86$ 50% (3,219)$ 449.8$ 314.8$
Peak 161.585 32.86$ 50% 2,654.5$ (127.787) 32.86$ 50% (2,099)$
Off Peak 61.761 32.86$ 50% 1,014.6$ (68.181) 32.86$ 50% (1,120)$

Total for the Compact Area 6,914.3$ (5,906.8)$ 1,007.5$ 705.3$

Non-Work Compact Area

Annual
Value of

Total
Travel
Time

Savings
Assoc. with

WMATA
(millions)

Auto Transit Annual
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Total
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travel pattern changes are not significant enough to offset the increase in VMT due to the absence of
transit.  Consequently, the VMT for Scenario 2 increases as there would be more users of the highway
network.

Similar to the travel time savings analysis, the travel demand model estimates the changes in auto VMT
and transit trips separately, and therefore, the auto and transit travel cost savings are monetized
separately.  For example, the changes in auto costs for Scenario 2 do not account for any previous
money spent on transit trips under the Base Case.  However, for an estimate of total travel cost saved for
the scenarios, the analysis should only consider the additional money spent traveling by auto (i.e. the cost
over and above the previous transit trips).  Therefore, the previous transit costs must be netted out from
the auto travel cost analysis.

The increase in daily VMT associated with each scenario is annualized using a factor of 300.37  The
increase in personal vehicle trips in the region adds 1.74 billion VMT annually for Scenario 2.38  Of the
total regional increase in VMT, 70 percent is associated with the loss of WMATA transit services, based
on the percentage of regional transit passenger miles on WMATA.  For these new drivers, this translates
into a reduced transit trip cost (both parking and fare)39, but an increase in parking costs, tolls, and
personal variable vehicle operating costs in terms of fuel, maintenance, tires, and a portion of the
depreciation. 40  These vehicle operating costs vary by the size of the vehicle; however, the average auto
operating cost per mile for these components is 28.5 cents (for all sedans), according to AAA’s 2010
Edition of “Your Driving Costs.”41  This vehicle operating cost assumption is conservative because at least
some portion of these miles will be made in cars that would have to be purchased due to the removal of
transit from the transportation network.  However, the travel demand model does not provide an estimate
of the number of additional cars required in the region to accommodate the Scenario 2 travel needs.

In addition to vehicle operating costs, new drivers will also have an increase in auto parking and toll
expenses, which were estimated by the travel demand model.  Scenario 2 parking expenses would
increase by $2.8 million daily42, and toll expenses43 would increase by $13,364 daily in comparison to the
Base Case Scenario.  The increases in parking expenses associated with these scenarios are for the
entire region (not just the WMATA Compact area).  However, since parking generally is free or
significantly less expensive in the counties not located within the WMATA Compact area, it is assumed
that most of these parking expenses do in fact occur within the Compact area.  Additionally, it is also
important to note that the average parking cost assumptions do not change in the model for Scenario 2.
This assumption likely understates the additional parking costs associated with Scenario 2 in comparison
to the Base Case because the sharp increase in demand and limited change in supply would likely drive
up the average daily peak parking costs in the region.

37 Annualization factor is from NTD.
38 Annual change in VMT and transit riders is from Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with
Round 8.0 Land Use.
39 Reduced transit trips costs are estimated by the Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional travel Demand Model with
Round 8.0 Land Use.
40 This analysis assumes that half of the depreciation impacts are due to mileage or wear and tear on the vehicle.
41The AAA per mile operating cost is the composite average for small, medium, and large sedans.  This average is conservative
because it excludes higher cost vehicles (e.g. SUVs and minivans); however, it also does not include other lower cost vehicles
(e.g. motorcycles).   http://www.aaaexchange.com/Assets/Files/201048935480.Driving%20Costs%202010.pdf
42 This translates into an average peak parking cost per day of $9.04 for D.C. and $6.11 for Arlington (in 2007$).
43 The toll revenues are for all toll roads in the region.
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The increase in daily auto parking and toll expenses associated with Scenario 2 is annualized using a
factor of 300.44  The increase in parking and toll expenses in the region adds $836.2 million annually for
Scenario 2.45  Of the total regional increase in auto parking and toll expenses, 70 percent is associated
with the loss of WMATA transit services, based on the percentage of regional transit passenger miles on
WMATA.

The travel cost savings is monetized by multiplying the annual change in VMT by the average auto
operating cost per mile, adding the additional toll and parking expenses, and subtracting the average cost
(including parking and fare expenses) of the transit trips multiplied by the annual reduction in transit
trips.46  Table 4 below summarizes the annual travel cost savings associated with all regional transit
services as well as for WMATA transit services in comparison to Scenario 2.

Table 4: Travel Cost Savings Associated with Regional Transit Service in 2007 (millions of 2010$)

Notes:
(1) Annual change in VMT and transit riders from Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round

8.0 Land Use.
(2) Average fare and parking costs for transit trips provided by 2007 MWCOG travel demand model in 2007$.  Escalated to 2010

using Washington, D.C. MSA CPI for all items.
(3) Average auto operating cost is from AAA's "Your Driving Costs" 2010 for variable operating costs only.
(4) Auto parking cost and toll savings includes parking and toll costs for the entire region, not just the WMATA Compact area

Source: AECOM

4.3 Auto Accidents Avoided Savings
Scenario 2 would increase the VMT traveled in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area by diverting
annual transit trips to the highway network.  This increase in personal vehicle trips in the region adds 1.74
billion VMT annually for Scenario 2—as described in Section 4.2: Travel Cost Savings.47  This increase in
VMT escalates the likelihood of vehicle crash occurrences involving fatalities, injuries, and property
damage as the crash rate for autos is higher than the crash rate for transit vehicles.  From 2003 to 2008
transit bus travel resulted in 0.05 deaths per 100 million passenger miles, compared to 1.42 deaths for
motor vehicles. The fatality rate for rail transit was even lower, 0.02, over the same period according to
data from APTA’s 2011 Public Transportation Fact Book.48 Data are not available for accidents of lesser

44 Annualization factor is from NTD.
45 Annual change in parking and toll expenses are modeled using the Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel
Demand Model with Round 8.0 Land Use.
46 The transit average fare and parking assumptions were provided by the Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel
Demand Model.  The costs were provided in 2007 dollars and escalated to 2010 dollars: $2.33.
47 Annual change in VMT and transit riders is from Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with
Round 8.0 Land Use.
48 APTA’s 2011 Public Transportation Fact Book, p.20,
http://www.apta.com/resources/statistics/Documents/FactBook/APTA_2011_Fact_Book.pdf
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Scenario 2 1,737.324 0.285$ 495.8$ 831.3$ 4.9$ (325.5) (2.6)$ (843.5)$ 488.5$ 342.0$
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severity; the working assumption here is that the same trend prevails. Because data for transit accidents
is not available for all types of accidents, and recognizing that the propensity for transit accidents is very
low—nearly zero in the case of fatalities, the value of accidents avoided through the use of transit is
estimated on the VMT avoided and auto accident rates only. The value of transit accidents is not netted
against the auto value. While this overstates the safety benefit, the data are not available to remedy this.
Moreover, the APTA data cited above suggest that the overstatement is slight.

To estimate the increase in these accidents by severity, the VMT saved with transit services is multiplied
by fatal, injury, and property damage only crash rates developed by the US DOT Bureau of
Transportation Statistics (BTS).49  These accident types are further disaggregated into Maximum
Abbreviated Injury Scale (MAIS) using the NHTSA KABCO-AIS Conversion Table for Injury – Severity
Unknown and No Injury accidents.50  The auto accidents avoided savings is estimated by applying the
value of a statistical life as published by the US DOT Office of the Secretary. 51   This methodology is
consistent with the benefit-cost analysis guidance provided by the US DOT in the TIGER III Final Notice
of Funding Availability.52  Table 5 summarizes the annual accidents avoided savings associated with the
each scenario for all regional transit services as well as for WMATA transit services in 2007.

Table 5: Auto Accidents Avoided Savings Associated with Regional Transit Service in 2007
(millions of 2010$)

Notes:
(1) Annual change in VMT and transit riders from Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round

8.0 Land Use.
(2) Accident rates from 2011 BTS Motor Vehicle Safety Data Table 2-17, Preliminary data for 2009

http://www.bts.gov/publications/national_transportation_statistics/#chapter_2
(3) Value of accidents from USDOT Value of a Statistical Life (http://ostpxweb.dot.gov/policy/reports/vsl_guidance_072911.pdf)

Values updated to 2010 using GDP Deflator.

Source: AECOM

49 2011 BTS Motor Vehicle Safety Data Table 2-17, Preliminary data for 2009,
http://www.bts.gov/publications/national_transportation_statistics/#chapter_2
50 USDOT, TIGER III Final Notice of Funding Availability, Federal Register, Vol 76, No 156, p. 50308,
http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2011/pdf/2011-20577.pdf
51 USDOT Office of the Secretary, “Treatment of the Economic Value of a Statistical Life in Departmental Analyses – 2011
Interim Adjustment,” July 29, 2011 Memorandum: http://ostpxweb.dot.gov/policy/reports/vsl_guidance_072911.pdf
52 USDOT, TIGER III Final Notice of Funding Availability, Federal Register, Vol 76, No 156, p. 50308,
http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2011/pdf/2011-20577.pdf
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4.4 Emissions Savings
Scenario 2 would increase the VMT traveled in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area by diverting
annual transit trips to the highway network.  This increase in personal vehicle trips in the region adds 1.74
billion VMT annually for Scenario 2—as described in Section 4.2: Travel Time Savings.53  This additional
VMT in turn increases the amount of Nitrogen Oxide (NOx), Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), and
Particulate Matter (PM) emissions from autos in the region.  The emissions rates for the Washington, D.C.
metropolitan area were taken from Appendix G of MWCOG’s Air Quality Conformity Determination of the
2010 Constrained Long Range Plan and the FY 2011-2016 Transportation Improvement Program.54  The
rates used are for running vehicles only and conservatively exclude the impacts from cold starts and hot
soaks.  It also is important to note that this report did not include emissions rates for Carbon Monoxide
(CO); therefore, these emissions potentially represent an additional impact that could not be quantified at
this time.

For transit’s existing VOC and NOx emissions, Appendix H of the MWCOG Air Quality Conformity
Determination of the 2010 Constrained Long Range Plan and the FY 2011-2016 Transportation
Improvement Program was used.  This report modeled the annual tons of VOC and NOx associated with
bus transit in the entire Washington, D.C. metro area based on fleet composition and the MOBILE v6.2
model.

To estimate Greenhouse Gases (GHG or Carbon Dioxide) from auto, bus, and rail travel, passenger miles
are used based on the emissions factors from the Sightline Institute.  Therefore, for auto travel, the VMT
avoided must be multiplied by the average auto occupancy for each scenario.  For transit (both bus and
rail), passenger miles for 2007 were collected from the National Transit Database profiles for the transit
providers in the region, including:

 WMATA
 Maryland Transit Administration (including 10 percent of bus passenger miles and 70 percent of

commuter rail passenger miles since the data reflects all services throughout Maryland)
 Howard Transit
 Ride-On Montgomery County Transit
 City of Fairfax CUE Bus
 Fairfax Connector Bus System
 Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation Commission
 City of Alexandria - Alexandria Transit Company
 Transit Services of Frederick County
 Loudoun County Commuter Bus Service
 Prince George's County Transit
 Arlington Transit - Arlington County (NTD data only available for 2009)
 Martz Group, National Coach Works of Virginia (NTD data only available for 2009)
 VRE

53 Annual change in VMT and transit riders is from Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with
Round 8.0 Land Use.
54 http://www.mwcog.org/store/item.asp?PUBLICATION_ID=395 The rate used were for Running-Arterials as these emissions
rates tended to be the lowest.  As a result, they provide a conservative estimate of the potential emissions associated with each
scenario.
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All transit services in the region (not just the Compact area) were used to estimate GHG impacts because
the service providers that reside outside the Compact area primarily are destined for the Compact area.
The passenger miles for each mode are then multiplied by the appropriate CO2 emissions factors from
the Sightline Institute, including 0.5 pounds per passenger mile for bus (between ½ and ¾ full), 0.225 for
rail with 50 passengers per car, and 0.9 for auto (between Prius/carpool and single rider).55

The emissions savings is estimated by applying the economic cost of air emissions, specified by the
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), to the changes in NOx, VOC, PM, and CO2
associated with auto, bus, and rail travel in each scenario.56   Table 6 summarizes the annual emissions
savings associated with Scenario 2 for all regional transit services as well as for WMATA transit services
in 2007.  While, Table 7 summarizes the Greenhouse Gas annual emissions savings for all regional
transit services as well as for WMATA transit services in 2007.

Table 6: Emissions Savings Associated with Regional Transit Service in 2007 (millions of 2010$)

Notes:
(1) Annual change in VMT from Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round 8.0 Land Use.
(2) Emissions rates (grams per mile) from MWCOG, Air Quality Conformity Determination of the 2010 Constrained Long Range Plan

and the FY 2011-2016 Transportation Improvement Program for the Washington Metropolitan Region, Appendix G (Nov 2010)
(3) Emissions for bus come from MWCOG, Air Quality Conformity Determination of the 2010 Constrained Long Range Plan and the

FY 2011-2016 Transportation Improvement Program for the Washington Metropolitan Region, Appendix H (Nov 2010).
(4) Value of emissions per ton from, "Final Regulatory Impact Analysis, Corporate Average Fuel Economy for MY 2012-MY 2016

Passenger Cars and Light Trucks
 http://www.nhtsa.gov/staticfiles/rulemaking/pdf/cafe/CAFE_2012-2016_FRIA_04012010.pdf

Source: AECOM

Table 7: GHG Savings Associated with Regional Transit Service in 2007 (millions of 2010$)

Notes:
(1) Annual change in auto passenger miles from Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round

8.0 Land Use.  Auto VMT is multiplied by Average Auto Occupancy to get Auto Passenger Miles.
(2) Annual transit passenger miles from NTD 2007 transit profile for regional transit agencies.

55 http://www.sightline.org/maps/charts/climate-CO2byMode
56 The economic costs of air emissions are taken from the Final Regulatory Impact Analysis of the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration’s rulemaking on Corporate Average Fuel Economy for MY 2012-MY 2016 Passenger Cars and Light Trucks.
http://www.nhtsa.gov/staticfiles/rulemaking/pdf/cafe/CAFE_2012-2016_FRIA_04012010.pdf
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(3) Emissions rates per passenger mile from Sightline Institute.
(4) Value of emissions per ton from, "Final Regulatory Impact Analysis, Corporate Average Fuel Economy for MY 2012-MY 2016

Passenger Cars and Light Trucks
 http://www.nhtsa.gov/staticfiles/rulemaking/pdf/cafe/CAFE_2012-2016_FRIA_04012010.pdf

Source: AECOM

5.0 Monetization of Capital Benefits

If transit service were not available in the Washington, D.C. region, (as assumed in Scenario 1 and 2),
additional infrastructure costs would be required in order to support the additional cars on the roadways
and the resulting increase in demand for parking in the D.C. and Arlington Cores—the central business
districts of the Washington, D.C. region.  For Scenario 1, these additional costs would include the
additional road and bridge infrastructure required to maintain the 2007 roadway network’s level of service
as well as additional parking garages/spaces.  For Scenario 2, which assumes no additional roadway and
bridge infrastructure is built, these additional costs would only include the additional parking infrastructure
to accommodate the increased number of cars parking in the D.C. and Arlington Cores.

Similarly, for both Scenarios 1 and 2, the costs associated with the transit system in the Base Case would
not be present.  As a result, the capital investment required to support the transit system would not be
necessary, resulting in a savings for the region in comparison to the Base Case.

5.1 Highway Investment
Scenario 1 assumes that additional road infrastructure would be built in order to accommodate the 2007
transit users and keep the same level of service on the highway network as in the Base Case.  This
additional infrastructure would include roadway lanes miles as well as bridge lane miles for both freeways
and arterials.  The additional lane miles by roadway types required (road/bridge and freeway/arterial) for
Scenario 1 were estimated by the travel demand model.  The capital costs associated with this new
roadway investment represent a benefit of transit in the Washington, D.C. MSA because these
investments would be required only if the transit system did not exist.  In other words, with transit these
roadway and bridge investments would not be needed and represent a savings for the region.  This
section summarizes the methodology used to estimate the capital cost savings associated with the
additional lane miles.

5.1.1 Methodology
Using engineering cost standards and professional experience estimating highway and bridge project
costs in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area, an AECOM highway cost engineer developed average
per lane mile costs for highway and bridge projects in the region (excluding right-of-way expenses).
These average costs represent industry starting points for capital projects in the region, and would go up
or down depending on the nature of the project, including factors such as number of interchanges,
wetlands, drainage, mitigation costs, and other similar factors.   The estimates for highway/road and
bridge per lane mile costs were developed as described below:
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 Highway/Road costs (excluding ROW):
o General cost per SF: $70
o Incidental cost per SF (35%): $25
o Total per SF: $95
o Cost per lane mile: $6.1 million (2011 dollars)

$6.02 million (2010 dollars, deflated using GDP deflator for Direct
Capital Non-Defense outlays from the US 2012 Budget57)

 Bridge costs (excluding ROW):
o General cost per SF: $250
o Incidental cost per SF (30%): $75
o Total per SF: $325
o Cost per lane mile: $20.5 million

$20.23 million (2010 dollars, deflated using GDP deflators for Direct
Capital Non-Defense outlays from the US 2012 Budget58)

These per lane mile costs are similar to those provided by the Maryland State Highway Administration’s
(SHA) 2009 Capital Cost Manual for Maryland’s roadway construction ($6 million per lane mile) and
bridges over water ($280 per SF, or approximately $18 million per lane mile).

5.1.2 Reasonableness of Methodology
In order to further verify the reasonableness of the construction costs per lane mile for both bridge and
road capacity projects in the Washington, D.C. MSA, websites for the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and Departments of Transportation (DOTs) of the District, Virginia, and Maryland were searched
to identify recent construction projects involving entire bridge replacements or increasing lane capacity.
These projects provide a range of costs for the new construction of roadway and bridge lane miles in the
region.  The VDOT, DDOT, and MDOT websites include details on completed and current projects,
including their budgeted or final costs, locations, and project scope.  Because the travel demand model
results include additional lane miles required for freeways or arterials (including road or bridge), the
projects from the DOT websites were also organized by roadway type.  Interstate projects fell under
freeway, while arterials accounted for all other roads and bridges.

If a project qualified as a complete bridge reconstruction or a road-widening/replacement, it was entered
into a table as the total project cost.  The project costs were reported in terms of dollars for the year listed
—either the start of construction or the year of the most recent estimate.  The base year chosen for this
analysis is 2010, so all projects not listed as 2010 were converted into 2010 dollars using the highway
construction cost factors from the FHWA website.  The indices used were reported quarterly starting in
2003, so an average over each year was used.  Because some projects were constructed or estimated
outside of the 2003-2010 window, the GDP direct capital deflator from the US Office of Management and
Budget’s FY 2012 Budget of the United States was used for these projects.

For project descriptions that did not define the number of lanes and length of roadway explicitly (yellow
rows in Table 8 below), Google Maps was used to find the project location and map the approximate
alignment.  Multiplying the number of miles from Google Maps by the number of total lanes in the cross-
section yields the number of lane miles.  Dividing the total 2010 project cost by the number of lane miles
produces the cost per lane mile for the project.

57 http://www.gpoaccess.gov/usbudget/fy12/xls/BUDGET-2012-TAB-10-1.xls
58 Ibid.
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In Table 8 below, the projects are labeled by the state or district in which they were constructed, and also
are classified further by arterial-road, arterial-bridge, freeway-road, and freeway-bridge for ease of
comparison.  The costs per lane mile for each category were averaged in order to estimate the lane mile
costs for each region and project type.  Two major projects were not included in the analysis: the 9th

Street Bridge and 11th Street Bridge in Washington, D.C.  These bridge and the associated roadway and
intersection projects were not included because there was no way to isolate how much of their costs were
used for bridge or road lane miles.  Consequently, these projects were not included in the analysis to
avoid skewing the per lane mile costs for road and/or bridge capacity projects in the region.

Table 8: Sample Per Lane-Mile Construction Costs for Road and Bridge Capacity Projects in the
Washington, D.C. MSA (2010$)

Notes:
(1) Green highlighted projects represent projects were all data (cost and lane  miles) were provided from project sites.  Projects

highlighted in yellow indicate that the lane miles were estimated using Google Maps.
(2) The Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project is shown in Maryland to avoid double counting, but it was a joint project for Maryland and

Virginia.

Source: AECOM assembled data from VDOT, DDOT, MDOT, and FHWA websites as well as Google Maps

Road Bridge Road Bridge

MD 5, Branch Ave. 2009 2.1400 4,192,275$
I-70 (includes a bridge) 2010 3.1400 15,635,350$
Woodrow Wilson Bridge 2009 90.0000 17,447,482$ 55,765,580$
MDSHA McMullen Highway 2010 1.0000 13,171,000$
MD 0404 Queen Anne's Highway 2005 22.6000 334,623$
MD 287, Sandtown Road 2005 0.2000 33,201,433$
I-97 Bridge Replacement 2000 1.2000 12,014,167$
I-695 at Jones Fall Expy Bridges 2000 4.0000 5,126,929$
I-495 at MD 187 2000 0.4545 16,116,827$
I-83 over RR and Little Falls 2006 0.3409 26,258,494$

O and P Streets rehab 2009 2.2591 4,764,500$
Benning Road 2011 1.2000 2,590,166$
New York Ave. Bridge 2011 2.4000 16,036,717$
Adams Morgan Streetscape 2011 2.0000 3,217,212$
Sherman Avenue 2010 3.2000 4,062,500$

Pacific Blvd widening 2010 0.8000 6,250,000$
Rt 28 and Wellington Rd overpass 2010 1.6000 27,500,000$
Centreville Road Widening 2008 1.6000 2,234,402$
I-66 widening in Gainesville 2010 10.0000 9,000,000$
I-95 widening 2008 12.0000 8,426,015$
I-495 HOT lanes 2010 56.0000 25,000,000$
MD-DC-VA Average 11,430,020$ 25,816,958$ 3,901,579$ 20,384,663$
MD-DC-VA Average (excluding high value) 10,168,694$ 15,834,083$ 3,510,176$ 17,180,471$
MD-DC-VA Average without distinction for freeway/arterial 7,665,799$ 22,799,016$
MD-DC-VA Average without distinction for freeway/arterial (excluding high value) 6,512,877$ 18,678,196$

Maryland

District of Columbia

Virginia

Project Year
Length

(lane miles)

$/Lane Mile
Freeway Arterial
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Table 8 demonstrates that the per lane mile costs of road and bridge project can vary significantly from
project to project based on the various circumstances and needs of each project.  Road projects ranged
from less than $500,000 per lane mile to $25 million per lane mile.  Similarly, bridge projects ranged from
$5 million per lane mile to more than $55 million per lane mile.  However, the average per lane mile costs
of the sample road ($6.5-7.7 million) and bridge projects ($18.7-$22.8 million) in the region are
remarkably similar to those provided by the cost engineer to estimate the cost of the infrastructure needs
associated with Scenario 1.

5.1.3 Results
The total capital costs (excluding ROW or land) required to construct the additional roadway and bridge
lane miles necessary to accommodate Scenario 1 were estimated by multiplying the standard cost per
lane mile developed using standard cost estimating procedures for the region by the number of lane miles
estimated by the travel demand model.  These results are shown in Table 9 below by road type.

Table 9: Total Highway/Bridge Capital Costs Avoided (excluding ROW or land) in the WMATA
Compact Region for Scenario 1 (millions of 2010$)

Source: AECOM calculation using Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round
8.0 Land Use (Lane Miles) and standard per mile costs used by cost engineers for road and bridge projects in the
region.

The total capital costs shown in Table 9 are one-time capital costs for the construction of additional road
and bridge capacity required for Scenario 1 to maintain the same highway level of service as the 2007
Base Case.  It is important to note that the costs shown in Table 9 exclude the cost of ROW or land
purchases that could be required.  These costs are not annual costs; however, they likely would be spent
over a multi-year construction period.

5.2 Parking Investment
Scenarios 1 and 2 result in an increase in the number of automobiles used during the peak period,
primarily in the form of home-based work trips.  In order to accommodate these vehicles at their work
destinations, additional parking infrastructure would be required for these scenarios, particularly in the
D.C. and Arlington Cores59 where available parking is more constrained than the rest of the region.  The
capital costs associated with this new parking investment represents a benefit of transit in the
Washington, D.C. MSA because these investments would be required only if the transit system did not

59 The D.C. and Arlington Cores include the District CBD and the CBDs of Rosslyn, Courthouse, Pentagon, and Pentagon
City/Crystal City.
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207 6.0$ 1,248.8$ 874.2$
763 6.0$ 4,591.8$ 3,214.3$

23 20.2$ 461.3$ 322.9$
20 20.2$ 413.1$ 289.2$

1,013 6,715.0$ 4,700.5$

Road Type and Location

Arterial - Road
Freeway - Road

Freeway - Bridge
Arterial - Bridge
Total
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exist.  This section summarizes the methodology used to estimate the capital costs associated with the
additional parking infrastructure required in the Core due to the removal of transit from the region.

5.2.1 Methodology
The estimate of parking infrastructure needs for Scenarios 1 and 2 begins with the number of new
vehicles traveling in the D.C. and Arlington Cores that will require parking spaces.  Off-peak trips are not
included in this analysis, as it is assumed that the greatest demand for parking will occur during the peak
periods and will be sufficient to accommodate any off-peak parking demand.

The travel demand model estimated the additional vehicles destined for the D.C. and Arlington Cores for
both Scenarios 1 and 2; however, it is important to note that these estimates are vehicle counts and
represent an increase in demand for parking spaces, not actual new parking spaces required60.  As a
result, the travel demand model forecasts are also discussed in terms of percentage increases in parking
spaces over the 2007 Base Case:

 Scenario 1 would increase parking demand by just under 200,000 cars/spaces, or  a 127 percent
increase over the Base Case for the D.C. and Arlington Cores.

 Scenario 2 would increase parking demand by just over 201,000 cars/spaces, or a 129 percent
increase over the Base Case for the D.C. and Arlington Cores.

Once the parking demand was established, the demand was turned into an estimated square feet (SF) of
parking garage space need in the D.C. and Arlington Cores.  The analysis assumes that all parking
infrastructure is composed of underground parking garages due to the density of development in these
areas of the region.  The average square footage required per parking space for WMATA’s parking
garages is 327.  This square footage includes space for the actual parking space, as well as ramps,
corners, and other necessary common areas.  The costs per SF for underground garages in the
Washington, D.C. MSA were taken from RS Means Square Foot Costs (2007).  The costs were escalated
to 2010 dollars using the GDP direct capital deflator from the US Office of Management and Budget’s FY
2012 Budget of the United States.

5.2.2 Results
The total capital costs required to construct the additional parking necessary to accommodate Scenarios
1 and 2 were estimated by multiplying the RS Means costs per SF for an underground garage by the total
SF of parking need to accommodate weekday peak vehicles in the D.C. and Arlington Cores as estimated
by the travel demand model.  These results are shown in Table 10 below for each scenario. Please note
that the costs shown in Table 10 exclude the cost of ROW or land purchases that could be required.  It is
also important to note that the capital costs shown in Table 10 reflect the costs associated with the entire
increase in demand for parking (not just the spaces in excess of current parking capacity).

60 Unless all parking in the D.C. and Arlington Core is fully occupied, at least some of these vehicles will park in existing spaces.
As a result, some of the increase in parking demand is likely to be met with existing parking inventory.
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Table 10: Total Parking Capital Costs Avoided in the D.C. and Arlington Cores for Scenarios 1 and
2 (in millions of 2010$)

Note: Assumes 327 SF per parking space (WMATA’s average SF per space for its existing facilities).

Sources:
(1) Year 2007 MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round 8.0 Land Use (parking spaces)
(2)  RS Means Square Foot Costs, 2007 (parking SF costs), escalated to 2010 dollars using GDP deflator for Non-

Capital Defense outlays

The majority of the increase in parking demand would come from federal employees.  The federal
government is the largest employer in the region.  Almost one half of peak period riders are commuting to
or from federal jobs, and, at other times of the day, federal employees use Metro to take care of
government business.  As a result, 35 percent of the weekday trips on Metrorail are made by federal
employees, or 249,087 trips.  Using the methodology described above, building parking to accommodate
these employees would cost $2.4 billion for below ground parking ($2010).

6.0 Property Impacts

The presence of rail transit, particularly Metrorail, has had a significant impact on development, its
location, and property values in the Washington, D.C. region.  This section examines the share of
property values within a ½ and ¼ mile buffer of Metrorail stations, the rail transit premium percentage
associated with commercial and residential properties, and the tax revenues generated by these
properties.

6.1 Share of Property Values Located Near Metrorail Stations
A GIS analysis of total assessed property values within the WMATA Compact area was performed to
determine the percentage of this value that is located within a ½ mile and ¼ mile buffer of Metrorail
station.  The parcel-level assessed value for all the jurisdictions were compiled from GIS shapefiles
obtained from either the real estate assessor’s office or the department of tax administration.  To avoid
double counting, properties that fell within the buffers for multiple stations were assigned to the closest
Metrorail station and were not included in the analysis of any other station.  Similarly, the values located
within a ¼ mile of stations are also included in the ½ mile buffer analysis.  As a result, the values of the
two buffers are not additive.

Of the more than $800 billion in assessed property values located within the WMATA Compact area,
almost 15 percent is located within a ¼ mile buffer of Metrorail stations, and 28 percent is located within a

Additional
Parking SF

Average
Cost per SF

Total Capital
Cost Assoc.

with All
Transit

(millions)

Total Capital
Cost Assoc.

with WMATA
(millions)

Scenario 1 65,177,640
Below ground garage 62.57$ 4,077.9$ 2,854.53$

Scenario 2 65,881,344
Below ground garage 62.57$ 4,121.9$ 2,885.3$
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½ mile buffer.  Table 11 below summarizes the property values within a ¼ mile and ½ mile of Metrorail
stations for the Compact area jurisdictions.

Table 11: Percentage of Property Values within a ¼ and ½ mile of Metrorail Stations

Sources: Parcel data from individual counties for 2010.   Values adjusted to 2011 dollars.

Of this total, residential properties (single family) make up $44.4 billion of the real estate within ½ mile of
Metrorail stations and $13.4 billion within a ¼ mile.  Similarly, commercial properties (multi-family, office,
retail, and other) make up $188.6 billion of the real estate within a ½ mile of Metrorail stations, of which
$115.9 billion is located within a ¼ mile.   Government-owned and other non-taxable properties, on the
other hand, represent $2.4 billion of real estate within a ½ mile and $0.5 billion within a ¼ mile of Metrorail
stations.

6.2 Premium Value Associated with Proximity to Rail Transit
A series of hedonic regressions were estimated in order to determine whether the market places a value
on proximity to rail transit, and if so, to estimate the value of proximity to rail transit in the Washington,
D.C. metro area. Hedonic regression is a method used to determine the value of a good (a property in
this instance) by breaking it down into its component parts. The value of each component is then
estimated through regression analysis. For example, the value of an office building can be determined by
separating the different aspects of the parcel – proximity to transit, class of the office building, amount of
space in the building - and using regression analysis to determine the value of each variable.

6.2.1 Data
Obtaining and understanding data on the assessed property values in the Washington, D.C. metro region
was very critical for the regression analysis. The parcel-level assessed value for all the jurisdictions were
compiled from GIS shapefiles obtained from either the real estate assessor’s office or the department of
tax administration. In order to understand the relationship between assessed property values and
actualized market values, data on “assessment ratio” was studied. The “assessment ratio” is a measure
reported by the jurisdictions in the Washington, D.C. metro area and is a ratio of Property Assessed
Value to the Property Sale Price.  It was observed that the assessment ratios were in general close to
one, indicating that the assessed value could be used as a proxy for the property market value in the D.C.
metro area. Furthermore, the assessed values were observed to be generally lower than the market
values. Hence, as a conservative approach, the assessed property value was set as the dependent
variable for the regression analysis. Table 12 shows the 2009 assessment ratios reported by jurisdiction.

1/4 Mile Buffer 1/2 Mile Buffer
Virginia 292,196,731,524$ 9.3% 15.3%
City of Alexandria 29,146,727,430$ 12.3% 27.5%
Arlington County 64,613,483,800$ 35.0% 52.1%
Fairfax County 195,090,350,694$ 0.5% 1.3%
City of Falls Church 3,346,169,600$ 0.0% 8.6%
District of Columbia 234,273,194,260$ 39.3% 68.1%
Maryland 316,612,225,903$ 3.3% 9.9%
Montgomery County 204,115,714,935$ 4.4% 12.1%
Prince George's County 112,496,510,968$ 1.3% 5.8%
Total Compact Area 843,082,151,686$ 15.4% 27.9%

2011 Share Within
Total Value
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Table 12: Assessment Ratio by Jurisdiction for 2009

Jurisdiction
Median Assessment Ratio (2009)

Residential Properties Commercial Properties
District of Columbia 97.2% 88.9%
Montgomery County 94.6% 99.1%
Prince George’s County 96.0% 97.9%
Fairfax County 96.1% 95.8%
Arlington County 97.6% 87.8%
City of Alexandria 99.0% 100.2%
City of Falls Church 96.9% -
City of Fairfax 100.5% -

The hedonic analysis started with 1.2M parcels/properties across all property types and all jurisdictions.
The actual number of parcels used in a particular analysis was a subset of this universe, one that varied
with: type of property examined, match with CoStar records, the quality of the actual coding (some
records did not make sense), and outliers that were not representative of the building stock and would
skew the property premium analysis—extremely expensive residences and historic buildings for example.
The following sub-sections describe the details on the data compilation efforts relevant to major property
classes – office, multi-family and single-family/residential.

6.2.1.1 Office and Multi-family
For the office and multi-family class, the property level attributes of the buildings within a parcel were
compiled from the CoStar database on commercial properties. The data to support the analysis was
constructed by combining the assessor’s records from each of the Compact area jurisdictions having rail
transit service, and matching these records to data from the CoStar database. In the process of
combining the two datasets, about 6 percent of the records were lost as the parcel IDs between the two
databases could not be matched. Thus, the combined database yielded a large dataset with the assessed
value of each parcel; the type of use (office, multifamily, residential, other); attributes about the building
such as size/area, location, available parking, number of stories, condition/class of the building. The
information about a property’s location permitted the computation of its proximity to a rail station – a
critical variable in the analysis.

The aggregation of data from so many different sources posed some challenges in reconciling differences
in data fields, coding, as well as individual attributes of parcels. A number of assumptions were made in
cleaning up the data. Chief among these are the following:

 If a parcel contained multiple properties that had more than one type of use indicated, for
example - ground floor retail in a large office building, the parcel was coded to the dominant use
based on the property’s size/area.

 If a parcel contained multiple buildings with different classes of office space, the parcel was
coded to the class that represented the majority of the space.

 If a parcel contained multiple buildings, the rentable area was summed to a single value.
 If a parcel contained multiple buildings with different parking ratios, a single parking ratio was

constructed from the weighted average (weighted by rentable area) of the parking ratios.
 If a parcel contained multiple buildings with different percent leased values, a single value was

constructed from the weighted average (weighted by rentable area) of the percent leased.
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 A distance to transit variable was constructed as a class variable based on incremental changes
in distance. Similar class variables were constructed for condition and building class.

 The data for assessed property values were available for different years across the jurisdictions.
While assessment data for properties in D.C., Falls Church and Fairfax were available for 2011,
data for Prince George’s, Montgomery and Arlington counties corresponded to 2009. Assessment
data for Alexandria was available for 2010. In an effort to minimize inconsistencies within the
data, the assessment values were adjusted to a common 2011 value for all jurisdictions. Thus, for
counties with assessment years 2009 and 2010, factors were applied to estimate the 2011
property value. MOODYs/REAL Commercial Property Price Index (CPPI) was used to derive the
relevant factors. Table 13 shows the factors used during this conversion process.

The selection of a base year for the property analysis represents a compromise solution. The
year-to-year change in records reflects both physical changes to parcels as well as the assessed
values.  Thus, using a 2011 base was the best solution for the property analysis component of
the work because 1) three of the jurisdictions are already in 2011 and 2) it is the most recent year
and represents the best match with the CoStar data to which it is being matched.  Where
necessary the values were adjusted using real estate price indices—the peak values for the
region were in 2007.  Prices fell sharply through the end of 2009, with modest rebounds
beginning in 2010 and extending into 2011 as the D.C. region weathered the recession much
better than other parts of the country, anchored by the federal government. Thus, although it is
surprising, the valuation adjustments show increases—these are increases from the trough and
still represent a decline from 2007 peak values.

The remaining question was whether to further adjust the values to 2010 to match exactly the
other benefits (mobility, capital costs, etc.) reported in the study. The appropriate deflators to
adjust these other non-property benefits to a comparable 2011 value are not published on the
same schedule as the real estate deflators—they lag—and thus they were not available; 2010
was the most recent value available.  The margin of error is small, recognizing that the deflators
are themselves estimates, and that the assessment ratios reported in Table 12 indicate that the
assessed values were underreporting market value; deflating to an estimated 2010 value would
compound this bias.  As the estimated values are not being summed, the 2011 estimates are
reported as the best estimate available.

Table 13: Factors used to estimate 2011 Assessed Value for Commercial Properties

Jurisdiction Assessment
Year

Office: Factor for
Assessment Year - 2011

Multi-Family: Factor for
Assessment Year - 2011

Prince George’s County 2009 1.051 1.129
Montgomery County 2009 1.051 1.129
Arlington County 2009 1.051 1.129
City of Alexandria 2010 0.993 1.061

 Data points with a property value less than $10/sq-ft were eliminated from the database for both
office and multi-family. Similarly data points with a property value greater than $5,000/sq-ft for
office and data points with a property value greater than $2,000/sq-ft for multi-family were
eliminated. This was done as the properties were either misreported or not representative of the
majority of building stock in the metro area.
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To investigate any prevalent pattern between percent leased and transit proximity, the hypothesis that the
share of leased space would be higher for building locations near a rail transit station and lower for those
building locations that are more distance, further aggregation of data was performed to calculate a single
percent leased value for all office spaces within a certain distance from the rail station. This aggregation
was based on the weighted average of percent leased, weighted by the rentable building area. Table 14
shows the percent leased for each of the six transit proximity classes defined. The data do not support a
correlation between the share of leased space and distance to transit.

Table 14: Percent Leased by Property’s proximity to Rail Station

Transit
Proximity

Percent Leased
(Weighted by Rentable Area)

0 ~ 0.25 mi 81.64
0.251 ~ 0.5 mi 72.36
0.51 ~ 1 mi 86.86
1.01 ~ 2 mi 84.11
2.01 ~ 3 mi 85.00
> 3 mi 84.35

6.2.1.2 Single-Family/Residential
For the single-family/residential, the relevant property level attributes were compiled from the GIS
shapefiles obtained from the real-estate assessor’s office. This data was  available only for D.C.,
Arlington, Prince George’s and Montgomery counties. Hence, the aforementioned jurisdictions alone were
included in the analysis for residential property out of necessity. While this omits some jurisdictions, the
vast majority of the rail system’s stations are located in those jurisdictions for which data could be
obtained. Thus, the results from the hedonic equations are representative of the region.

Residential property data for the region was compiled from multiple jurisdictions; on reviewing the
aggregated data, it was observed that the types of attributes reported were not consistent across the
jurisdictions. For example, while D.C. and Arlington reported information on number of bedrooms in a
residential building, this attribute was not reported for jurisdictions of Prince George’s and Montgomery
counties. Thus, only attributes that were commonly available across the four jurisdictions were included in
the analysis. These attributes include proximity to transit, number of bathrooms, building condition and
building size/area.

Similar to the exercise carried out for the office and multi-family, when a parcel consisted of multiple
properties/buildings, data was aggregated to represent building attributes at the parcel level. Some of the
assumptions made during the aggregation and cleanup process are:

 A class variable was constructed for the building condition. If a parcel contained multiple buildings
with different classes for building condition, the parcel was coded to the class that represented
the majority of the residential space.

 If a parcel contained multiple buildings, the building area was summed to a single value.
 If a parcel contained multiple buildings, the number of full-baths was summed to a single value

and the number of half-baths was summed to a single value. Based on these two quantities,
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number of bathrooms for each parcel was calculated as the sum of full-baths and half-baths.
During this calculation two half-baths were assumed to translate as one full-bath.

 A distance to transit variable was constructed as a class variable based on incremental changes
in distance.

 The data for assessed property values were available for different years across the jurisdictions.
While 2011 assessment data was available for D.C., data for Prince George’s, Montgomery and
Arlington counties corresponded to 2009. To be consistent, the data were adjusted to a common
2011 year for all jurisdictions. Thus, for counties with assessment year 2009 factors were applied
to estimate the 2011 property value. S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Indices were used to derive
the relevant conversion factors. Table 15 shows the factors used during this conversion process.

Table 15: Factors used to estimate 2011 Assessed Value for Residential Property

Jurisdiction Assessment
Year

Residential: Factor for
Assessment Year - 2011

Prince George’s County 2009 1.074
Montgomery County 2009 1.074
Arlington County 2009 1.074

 Data points with a property value less than $20/sq-ft were eliminated from the database. Similarly
data points with a property value greater than $1,300/sq-ft were eliminated. This was done as the
properties were either misreported or not representative of the majority of building stock in the
metro area.

 Residential structures older than 200 years were excluded from the estimation as their historic
quality seemed to make them outliers relative to the overall stock of houses in the metro area.

6.2.2 Estimation
A series of regression equations were estimated for each major class of property: office, residential, multi-
family.  An equation for retail could not be fitted because in some cases it was combined with office (a
small share of the overall property). Furthermore, as a grouping, retail was too heterogeneous to provide
a good model—there are too many varieties of retail establishments to capture a general trend with a
regression model. Equations were estimated in log-log form.

A large variety of variables and specifications were examined as part of the estimation process. This was
done to determine both the best way of using the available data and to ensure that the reported results
were robust. Some of the variables that were examined but excluded included distance to White House
and other focal or central points in the District, age, number of floors, and number of parking spaces.

In all regressions, the dependent variable was the property value (in dollars).  A series of binary (0-1)
variables were constructed as a proxy for the larger county attributes. For example, the Arlington County
variable is coded 1 if the property was in Arlington County, 0 otherwise.

Similarly, a series of class variables were constructed to capture building attributes. The coding is
summarized as follows.

 Proximity to Rail Station - Class: Six classes (1~6) were defined based on the location of transit
station from the Property

Class 1 -- < 0.25 mi
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Class 2 -- 0.251 ~ 0.5 mi
Class 3 -- 0.51 ~ 1.0 mi
Class 4 -- 1.01 ~ 2.0 mi
Class 5 -- 2.01 ~ 3.0 mi
Class 6 -- > 3.0 mi

 Building Class: Four Classes were defined

Class 1 -- Class A
Class 2 -- Class B
Class 3 -- Class C
Class 4 -- Other

 Building Condition: Eight Classes were defined

Class1 -- Excellent
Class 2 -- Very Good
Class 3 -- Good
Class 4 -- Average
Class 5 -- Fair
Class 6 -- Poor
Class 7 -- Very Poor
Class 8 -- Default, Null

6.2.3 Results
This section summarizes the estimation results for office, residential, and multi-family. The models predict
about 60 percent of the variation for residential and office and about 50 percent for multi-family. This is a
good fit based on other hedonic results in the literature61.

While the inclusion of additional variables would likely improve the R-squared statistic, the transit variable
is significant in all regressions and the results were stable across a variety of specifications tested.
Moreover, the sign is negative, indicating that property value falls as distance to rail transit increases.
Thus, the conclusions based on the beta estimate for this variable are considered representative of the
larger market. The county variables are proxy variables that capture a variety of market characteristics.
The negative sign on the Prince Georges, Montgomery, Fairfax, Alexandria, and Falls Church variables in
Table 16 for example, is simply an indication that the office market in these suburban counties is less
attractive on average than the office market in the D.C. core and nearby Arlington. The coefficients
capture broad trends—selected locations such as Tysons Corner can still be very favorable submarkets,
but their size is not sufficient to change the sign on the suburban markets.

Table 16 summarizes the regression results for the office property. The analysis shows that Metrorail
boosts property values, adding 8.9 percent more value (on an average) to office properties within the
Metro Compact area.

61 Bilal Farooq, Eric J. Miller, and Murtaza Haider obtain Adjusted R-squares that range from 0.43 to 0.45 (multiple
specifications) for their analysis of the office market as reported in “Hedonic Analysis of Office Space Rent,”
Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, No. 2174, Transportation Research
Board of the National Academies, Washington, D.C., 2010, pp. 118–127.
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Table 16: Office Equation Results
Office

Independent Variable Beta t-statistic
Proximity to Rail Station - Class -1623869.8 -5.56
Building Class-Category -6582682.1 -12.34
Parking Ratio -100184.3 -0.39
Rentable Building Area (SF) 195.8 79.84

Percent Leased 63133.9 4.37

Prince George's County 1 -3797471.0 -2.59

Montgomery County 1 -6895884.2 -5.94

Arlington County 1 4390832.8 2.43

Fairfax County 1 -7532580.1 -5.07

Falls Church County 1 -7397721.9 -2.38

Alexandria County 1 -7089888.5 -5.46

District of Columbia 1 - -
Constant 23150000.0 11.21

R-Square 0.603
N 6,313

Premium Percentage 8.9%
1 County included as a Binary Variable
Source: AECOM Analysis

Table 17 and Table 18 summarize the regression results for multi-family and residential respectively.
Metrorail boosts property values, adding 9.4 percent more value to multi-family and 6.8 percent to
residential properties.

These percentages are consistent with the findings from other studies in other cities62.

62 Jeffery J. Smith and Thomas A. Gihring with Todd Litman. 2011. Financing Transit Systems Through Value
Capture: An Annotated Bibliography. American Journal of Economics and Sociology, Volume 65, Issue 3, July 2006,
p. 751. A longer version was also developed as a white paper.
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Table 17: Multi-Family Equation Results
Multi Family

Independent Variable Beta t-statistic
Proximity to Rail Station - Class -867305.8 -3.223

Number of Stories 2029532.0 15.965

Rentable Building Area (SF) 59.8 22.215

Number of Parking Spaces 21922.5 7.329

Prince George's County 1 -2213004.5 -1.559

Montgomery County 1 -1091486.5 -1.186

Arlington County 1 8698892.9 8.091

Fairfax County 1 6846877.3 3.959

Falls Church County 1 1396159.1 0.426

Alexandria County 1 3915840.9 2.818

District of Columbia 1 - -
Constant -2375403.0 -2.50

R-Square 0.506

N 3,089

Premium Percentage 9.4%
 1 County included as a Binary Variable
Source: AECOM Analysis
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Table 18: Residential Equation Results
Residential

Independent Variable Beta t-statistic
Proximity to Rail Station - Class -33343.9 -116.52
Number of Bathrooms 31590.1 65.59
Building Condition - Class -112125.5 -184.32
Building Area (SF) 200.4 462.32

Montgomery County 1 3997.7 3.86

District of Columbia 1 -265826.5 -198.62

Arlington County 1 17298.9 10.86

Prince George's County 1 - -

Constant 631922.4 177.64

R-Square 0.591
N 524,147

Premium Percentage 6.8%
1 County included as a Binary Variable
Source: AECOM Analysis

6.3 Property Tax Revenue Impacts
To estimate the value of property tax revenues generated within ½ mile and ¼ mile of Metrorail stations,
the base county and city property tax rates in 2011 were applied to the property values identified during
the GIS analysis as being within the ½ and ¼ mile buffers (see Section 6.1).  The base county and city
property tax rates were collected from the city and county websites of the Compact area jurisdictions and
are presented in Table 19 below.  It is important to note that these base tax rates include special taxes
assessed at the sub-county or sub-municipal level (i.e. those taxes that are not levied on all properties
within the county or city).  For example, Montgomery and Prince Georges County levies a variety of
special taxes in the station areas. The tax rate shown for Montgomery is the average of rates for station
locations: Silver Spring, Bethesda, and Rockville. The tax rate shown for Prince Georges County is the
average of rates for station locations: Largo, Capitol Heights, College Park, Greenbelt, Hyattsville,
Landover, New Carrollton. Fairfax County’s reported rate includes the base rate plus leaf, stormwater,
pest, and other additional rates for commercial and other sub county programs.
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Table 19: Base 2011 Property Tax Rates for Compact Area Jurisdictions

Sources: City and County websites for each jurisdiction

The real estate located within ½ mile and ¼ mile of Metrorail stations generated approximately $3.1B and
$1.8B in property tax revenues for the Compact area in 2010, respectively.63

Within a ½ mile of Metrorail stations: D.C. collected $2.26B, Virginia collected $470M, and Maryland
collected $355M.  While within a ¼ mile of Metrorail stations, D.C. collected $1.37B, Virginia collected
$290M, and Maryland collected $124M.

Additional explanation is required for the District of Columbia estimates provided below. The District’s
status as the nation’s capital imposes a fiscal hardship in that the city’s largest employer and landowner,
the federal government, uses city services but does not pay property taxes. For many years the District
received a payment from the federal government in lieu of taxes—the payment was based on the
assessed value of government property as well as estimates of sales tax foregone. In 1997, however, the
federal government phased out the payments in lieu of taxes and instead assumed the cost for the
District’s courts and the incarceration of the District’s convicted felons to help offset the lost revenue
associated with the federal government’s exempt status for property and other taxes.

Because federal land ownership in the District is so large, to exclude this property type would understate
Metro’s impact on property values and collections by a significant margin—particularly as the District
receives payments in other ways to compensate for this revenue loss. Moreover, the value of the
government’s property assets is more valuable because of Metro service. In order to estimate this portion
of the District’s revenue stream, the study team collected information on current federal government
payments to the District and included a share of these as a placeholder for the District’s tax revenues

63 Estimate based on GIS analysis of parcel assessment data from Compact area jurisdictions, property tax rates for the local
jurisdictions, Business Improvement Districts, and federal government payments to the District for courts, defender services,
and offender supervision.  The ½ mile revenues include the ¼ mile revenues.

2011 Tax Rates
(per $1 of

Assessed Value) Commercial
Virginia
City of Alexandria 0.00998
Arlington County 0.00958 0.010996
Fairfax County 0.01101 0.01211
City of Falls Church 0.0127
District of Columbia
Residential 0.0085
Commercial (1st $3M) 0.0165
Commercial (>$3M) 0.0185
Maryland
Montgomery County 0.0116
Prince George's County 0.0131
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associated with federal government properties. The share includes $258.4M for courts, $55M for
defender services, $217.8M for court services and offender supervision.64

Additionally, the District tax revenue share includes Business Improvement District (BID) revenues).  The
estimate of BID revenues is based on the District Budget. 65

Table 20: Estimated 2011 Total Property Tax Revenues Collected by Compact Area Jurisdictions
for Properties Located Near Metrorail Stations

Source: AECOM calculation

An additional analysis was conducted to estimate the additional property tax revenues generated for the
Compact area jurisdictions due to the premium associated with properties located near rail stations.  The
premium percentages for residential (6.8 percent), office (8.9 percent), and multi-family (9.4 percent) were
estimated in the previous section were applied to the properties by type located within a ½ and ¼ mile of
Metrorail stations to estimate the assessed values associated with this premium.  The base county and
city property tax rates then applied to these assessed values to determine the additional property tax
revenues generated in 2011.66

The demand for locations near Metrorail stations produces $133 million (¼ mile) to $224 million (½ mile)
in additional revenues from property taxes due to the premium associated with properties located near
Metrorail stations.  The results are presented in Table 21 below.

64 Senate Bill 3677, 2011
65 Budget is available at http://budget.dc.gov/
66 The base property tax rates applied are shown in Table 19.  It is important to note that these base tax rates do not include
special taxes assessed at the sub-county or sub-municipal level (i.e. those taxes that are not levied on all properties within the
county or city).

1/4 Mile Buffer 1/2 Mile Buffer
City of Alexandria 31,461,396$ 72,368,015$
Arlington County 247,187,782$ 364,180,287$
Fairfax County 11,273,366$ 29,843,041$
City of Falls Church 1,807$ 3,672,140$
District of Columbia 1,365,893,642$ 2,262,695,708$

Residential 67,168,558$ 204,240,494$
Commercial 949,109,644$ 1,504,321,214$
BID 14,511,211$ 23,000,000$
Federal Gov't Payment 335,104,230$ 531,134,000$

Montgomery County 105,352,891$ 269,762,879$
Prince George's County 18,866,569$ 85,568,835$
Total for Compact Area 1,780,037,454$ 3,088,090,907$

2011 Tax Revenues
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Table 21: Estimated 2011 Additional Property Tax Revenues Collected Associated with the
Premium Identified for Properties Located Near Metrorail Stations

Notes:
(1) Assumes 6.8 percent premium for residential, 9.4 percent for multi-family, and 8.9 percent for office.
(2) Excludes retail and other property impacts because premiums could not be established for these properties.

Source: AECOM Calculation

7.0 Summary

This purpose of this Technical Report is to assess the regional transportation and mobility benefits
associated with the transit services currently provided by WMATA and all transit agencies within the
Washington, D.C. metropolitan area.  To do this, an analysis was undertaken to see what happens to the
travel patterns, VMT, parking costs, toll costs, and lane miles required when transit is removed from the
region.  The analysis considered the following scenarios:

Base Case (2007):
o Basis for comparing conditions in the absence of transit
o Represents current travel patterns and level of service on highway and transit

Scenario 1: Lane miles of additional road infrastructure averted due to transit
o Removes all transit service from the Base Case
o Maintains the Base Case travel patterns
o Adds highway capacity to return to the Base Case level of service

Scenario 2: No additional investment in infrastructure
o Removes all transit service from the Base Case
o Regional travel patterns allowed to change

1/4 Mile Buffer 1/2 Mile Buffer
City of Alexandria 645,613$ 1,973,333$
Arlington County 12,179,189$ 19,092,091$
Fairfax County 887,563$ 1,876,331$
City of Falls Church 123$ 251,331$
District of Columbia 111,475,103$ 178,056,279$

Residential 4,567,462 13,888,354$
Commercial 75,791,867$ 118,449,999$
BID 1,291,498$ 2,047,000$
Federal Gov't Payment 29,824,276$ 43,670,926$

Montgomery County 7,966,865$ 18,913,471$
Prince George's County 621,354$ 4,329,705$
Total for Compact Area 133,775,810$ 224,492,542$

2011 Tax Revenues Associated with
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The benefits in this section are estimated for Scenario 2 because this scenario represents a more realistic
picture of transit’s impacts today.  If transit were not available, travelers would have to switch to auto
travel and the additional infrastructure needed to support this increase in demand would take decades to
arrive.  As a result, people would face severe congestion and gridlock that would force many to alter their
trip origins or destinations in order to reduce their trips lengths and travel times.

The results of the analysis indicate that Base Case offers reduced travel times and VMT in comparison to
Scenario 2—generating savings for the region.  These reduced travel times and VMT associated with
transit service provide the region with significant annual travel time, travel cost, accident reduction, and
emissions savings as shown in Table 22.  In other words, if transit service did not exist in the D.C. region
(as assumed in Scenario 2), residents and employees would have to travel more miles in their cars, have
longer commutes, and spend more money on transportation.

Table 22: Annual Transportation Savings Associated with the Scenarios (in millions of 2010$)

Note: Of the total regional savings, 70 percent is associated with WMATA transit services, based on the percentage of regional
transit passenger miles on WMATA.

Source: AECOM Calculation

Transit service in the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area also provides an infrastructure benefit for
Scenarios 1 and 2, because additional infrastructure would be required to support the additional cars on
the roadways and the resulting increase in demand for parking in the D.C. and Arlington Cores, the
central business districts of the region.  Scenario 1 assumes that lane miles are added to the highway
network in order to keep the highway level of service for the scenario the same as the 2007 Base Case
level and additional parking structures are added to meet the resulting increase in demand for parking in
the region’s core.  Scenario 2, on other hand, assumes no additional lane miles are added, but additional
parking structures are needed to accommodate the new vehicles destined for the D.C. and Arlington
Cores.  The additional lane miles required for Scenario 1 and the additional parking structures needed for
both scenarios have a capital cost impact on the region.  These one-time capital costs were estimated
using an average cost per lane mile for freeway and arterial roads and bridges based on road and bridge
capacity projects in Maryland, D.C., and Virginia as well as SF capital costs for garages.  These additional
costs are summarized in Table 23 and since they are not a savings for the scenarios these numbers are
negative.

Scenario 2 Scenario 2
1,007.5$ 705.3$

488.5$ 342.0$
321.0$ 224.7$
13.6$ 9.5$

1,830.6$ 1,281.4$

All Transit WMATA Only

Travel Time Savings
Travel Cost Savings
Accident Cost Savings
Emissions Cost Savings
Total Annual Transporation Savings
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Table 23: Total One-time Capital Costs Associated with the Scenarios (millions of 2010$)67

Notes:
(1) Scenario 2 assumes that no additional highway infrastructure is added to the current network.
(2) Of the total regional savings, 70 percent is associated with WMATA transit services, based on the percentage of regional

transit passenger miles on WMATA.

Source: AECOM Calculation

 8.0 List of Benefit Outcomes

Infrastructure Costs Avoided

 Over 1,000 lane miles of additional road infrastructure averted due to the availability of the current
regional transit network (all providers, not just WMATA).68 Several river crossings require 2-3
additional lanes in each direction.

o The share of road infrastructure investment avoided specifically due to WMATA services
is about 710 lane miles with an estimated capital cost of $4.7B ($2010)69, which is the
equivalent of adding 11 lanes to the entire circumference of the Capital Beltway.

 Over 125% more parking spaces would be needed in the D.C. and Arlington Cores if all current
transit riders shifted back onto the roads.70 This translates into an increase in demand for more
than 200,000 parking spaces in the D.C. and Arlington Cores, and the square footage associated
with these spaces is the equivalent of 10 Pentagons.71  The estimated capital cost to
accommodate this parking demand ranges associated with WMATA services is $2.9B for below
ground parking ($2010).72

67 Except for the Transit Investments, which are shown in year of expenditure dollars.
68 Estimated by the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with 8.0 Land Use
69 Uses average road and bridge construction costs per mile for the region.  These costs do not include right-of-way purchases
or the purchase of vehicles that would be required for some zero-car households.
70 Estimated by the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with 8.0 Land Use
71 Total parking square footage for all transit (not just WMATA) is more than 65 million square feet.  The Pentagon contains 6.5
million square feet.
72 Assumes 327 SF per parking space (the average for all WMATA parking facilities, including parking, curves, ramps, etc. and
uses average SF construction costs from RS Means (2007) for underground garages. This cost of additional parking includes the
parking costs associated with federal employees reported.  It is not in addition to the federal parking costs.  In addition, it is
important to note that not all spaces would have to be built because some portion could be accommodated by excess capacity
at existing garages or lots.  However, the occupancy rates of current parking facilities in the D.C. and Arlington Cores is
unknown.

Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 1 Scenario 2
(6,715.0)$ -$ (4,700.5)$ -$
(1,278.9)$ (2,042.1)$ (895.2)$ (1,429.4)$Parking Capital Cost Savings

Highway Capital Cost Savings

All Transit WMATA Only
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Commercial Development and Employment

 More than $235.4B ($2010) of real estate is located within a ½ mile of Metrorail stations, and of
this, $129.8B ($2010) is located within a ¼ mile of Metrorail stations. 73  Approximately 80% of the
value within a ½ mile is associated with commercial properties, and more than 89% of the value
within a ¼ mile is commercial.

o Residential properties (single family) make up $44.4B of the real estate within ½ mile and
$13.4B within a ¼ mile of Metrorail stations.

o Commercial properties (multi-family, office, retail, government, and other) make up
$191.0B of the real estate within a ½ mile and $116.4B within a ¼ mile of Metrorail
stations.

o Washington, D.C. and Arlington County make up $193.2B (or 82%) of the total real estate
located within a ½ mile of Metrorail stations and $114.7B (or 88%) of the real estate
located within a ¼ mile of the stations.

 Additionally, the value of real estate located within a ½ mile of Metrorail stations represents
27.9% of the Compact area’s tax base, including 68.1% for D.C., 15.3% for Virginia, and 9.9% for
Maryland. 74

 The real estate located within ½ mile and ¼ mile of Metrorail stations generated approximately
$3.1B and $1.8B in property tax revenues for the Compact area in 2010, respectively.75

o Within a ½ mile of Metrorail stations: D.C. collected $2.26B, Virginia collected $470M,
and Maryland collected $355M.

o Within a ¼ mile of Metrorail stations, D.C. collected $1.37B, Virginia collected $290M,
and Maryland collected $124M.

 Metrorail boosts property values, adding 6.8% more value to residential, 9.4% to multi-family, and
8.9% to commercial office properties within a half-mile of a Metrorail station.76

o The demand for locations near Metrorail stations produces approximately $133M (¼ mile)
to $224M (½ mile) in additional revenues from property taxes due to the premium
associated with properties located near rail stations. 77

 Metro supports over 10,970 jobs directly. 78  Adding in induced and indirect employment
associated with WMATA operations, this total rises to over 14,900 jobs associated with Metro
operations.79

73 Based on GIS analysis of parcel assessment data from Compact area jurisdictions
74 GIS analysis of parcel assessment data and total jurisdiction assessment values
75 Estimate based on GIS analysis of parcel assessment data from Compact area jurisdictions, property tax rates for the local
jurisdictions, Business Improvement Districts, and federal government payments to the District for court, defender services,
and offender supervision.  The ½ mile revenues include the ¼ mile revenues.
76 Based on a series of hedonic regressions of data compiled from GIS shapefiles obtained from either the real estate assessor’s
office or department of tax administration.
77 Estimate based on GIS analysis of parcel assessment data from Compact area jurisdictions, property tax rates for the local
jurisdictions, Business Improvement Districts, and federal government payments to the District for court, defender services,
and offender supervision.  The ½ mile revenues include the ¼ mile revenues.
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 Similarly, for every $1 million of in capital expenditures in $2007, Metro supports 14.3762 total
jobs in the Washington, D.C. MSA, including 8.3983 direct jobs.80

 2.0 million jobs (or 54% of all regional jobs) are accessible within a ½ mile of Metrorail stations.
300,000 more jobs are accessible within 1 mile of Metrorail stations.

Mobility

 Metrorail carried 217.2 million trips in 2010. Metrobus carried 123.7 million trips in 2010.81

 If all transit services were not available to the region’s travelers, average travel times would
increase by 25% during the peak travel period. Congestion would lead households to change
their travel patterns and choose different work and activity locations. The travel patterns would
shift so that fewer inter-jurisdictional trips are made, with an increase in intra-jurisdictional
travel activity. The metropolitan economy becomes more fragmented and loses some of the
benefits of its size. As a result, Washington, D.C. functions less like a large integrated
metropolitan area and more like a grouping of several smaller physically proximate urban
economies.

o WMATA generated $705 million ($2010) in travel time savings in 2007.82  This is an
annually recurring benefit to the region.

 Transit-dependent populations (low income, senior, zero-car, disabled) make up a significant
portion of Metrobus and Metrorail passengers.  An estimated 61 million trips (rail and bus) are
taken by low-income travelers annually.83  Another 37 million rail trips are made by residents of
zero-car households. Just under 8 million trips annually are taken by senior using the system (rail
only, no data for bus) and about 500,000 bus trips are made by disabled passengers.
MetroAccess also provides an additional 2.4 million trips for disabled passengers.

Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness

 Metro provides an indispensible part of the Capital Region’s emergency preparedness. Regional
evacuation plans rely heavily on Metro. On September 11, 2001, Metro facilitated the safe
evacuation of hundreds of thousands of people; moving such numbers of people would not be
possible without Metro.

 Additionally, on Inauguration Day 2009, Metro provided 1,120,000 rail trips, 423,000 bus trips,
and 1,721 MetroAccess trips for a total of 1,544,721 trips.84

78 2011 figure reported in WMATA’s Proposed Fiscal 2012 Annual Budget
79 Using RIMS II Direct Effect Multipliers for the Transit and Ground Passenger Transportation industry in the Washington, D.C.
MSA (2002/2007).
80 RIMS II Final Demand Multipliers for the Construction industry in the Washington, D.C. MSA (2002/2007)
81 WMATA Facts
82 Travel time saved is estimated by the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round 8.0 Land Use.  This
time is valued using the average wage for the Washington, D.C. region and US DOT guidance on values of travel time for work
and non-work trips.
83 Data in this bullet are from the Metrorail and Metrobus survey summary data.  The numbers reported cannot be summed
because the population groups may over lap.  For example, a person can be part of a zero-car household and low-income or
senior and low-income.
84 Metro, “Metrorail sets new record for highest ridership day of all time”, press release, January 20, 2009.
http://www.wmata.com/about_metro/news/PressReleaseDetail.cfm?ReleaseID=2439
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Environment

 About 260 tons VOC, 22 tons PM, and 0.5 million tons of CO2 avoided in the region due to the
reduced auto use associate with all transit services in the region.85 Taking into account the
emissions associated with WMATA’s services, the estimated monetary value of environmental
savings is $9.5 million ($2010) annually.86

 The diversion of auto travel to Metro services saves about 40.5 million gallons of fuel annually at
a value of about $142 million (at $3.50/gallon).

Livability

 The annual household savings from lower car operation costs to families living near Metrorail
stations and/or Metrobus corridors is $342M annually.87

 Metrorail and Metrobus provide more than 365,000 weekday trips to zero-car households.88

 Qualitative statement that cultural venues, restaurants, cafes, bars and parks are numerous near
Metro rail stations and Metrobus corridors.

Regional Identify and Federal Workforce

Special events in the area relied on Metrorail alone for over 3.5 million passenger trips during
2010. A few of the major events relying on Metrorail in 2010:89

o Annual Cherry Blossom Festival, drawing visitors from around the world: 300,000 to
500,000 trips

o July 4th celebration: over 580,000 trips

o October Marine Corps Marathon: over 60,000 trips

o Sporting events all year for the Nationals, Redskins, Capitals, Wizards, Mystics, and D.C.
United: almost 1.5 million trips.

85 Based on estimated VMT avoided from the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round 8.0 Land Use
and emissions rates from WMCOG Air Quality Conformity Determination of the 2010 Constrained Long Range Plan and the FY
2011-2016 Transportation Improvement Program and the Sightline Institute
86 Emissions rates for autos and buses were estimated from WMCOG Air Quality Conformity Determination of the 2010
Constrained Long Range Plan and the FY 2011-2016 Transportation Improvement Program, while emissions rates for rail are
based on data from the Transportation Energy Data Book.  The GHG emissions rates are based on data by mode from
Sightline.org. Social costs of emissions are from the Final Regulatory Impact Analysis, Corporate Average Fuel Economy for MY
2012-MY2016 Passenger Cars and Light Trucks.
87 Based on estimated VMT avoided from the MWCOG Version 2.3.17 Regional Travel Demand Model with Round 8.0 Land Use
and variable per mile costs of auto use from AAA’s Your Driving Costs, 2010.  These savings do not include vehicle that would
have to be purchased by zero-car households.
88 From the Metrorail and Metrobus survey summary data.
89 WMATA estimation of ridership from special events.
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 About 35% of the weekday trips on Metrorail are made by federal employees: 249,087 trips.90

o This translates into an estimated need for 117,500 parking spaces.

 Every year, Metro provides more than 8 million trips for visitors to the nation’s capital.91

90 WMATA, 2007 Metrorail Passenger Survey adjusted to average weekday May 2011.
91 Calculation based on the 2007 WMATA Metrorail Passenger Survey
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To: Justin Antos & Metro team

From: Will Schroeer & SGA/AECOM team

Re:  “Benefits of Public Transit in the Washington Metropolitan Region,”
Task 1.1, Literature Review

Task 1.1 calls for the Consultant Team to “collect and review existing nationwide literature on quantifying
the benefits of public transportation investment and service for both bus and rail modes.” The Scope of
Work does not call for a formal deliverable from Task 1.1. Nonetheless, we summarize here our review of
the literature, with two goals:

1. Describe to Metro what the literature shows is (a) possible, and (b) common in assessing the
benefits of public transportation.

2. Describe to Metro which direction those findings suggest that we take in Task 1.2, and get Metro’s
input on defining the categories, measures, and metrics required by Task 1.2.

We look forward to discussing this review with you and getting your feedback.

Goals of review

Many previous studies have calculated costs and benefits of public transportation. Litman, 2010, cites
well over 200 such studies. Our goals in this literature review were:

1. To take advantage of previous work in order to help choose the right categories of benefits,
measures, and metrics for the rest of this project; and

2. To locate sources of existing methodologies as a foundation for Task 1.2.

Methodology of review

Rather than review all 200+ studies, we reviewed samples of the research in three types of work: 1)

guidebooks to benefits analysis, 2) project reports, and 3) academic articles/research papers that focused
explicitly on the benefits of public transportation or compared public transportation to auto transportation.

We also reviewed the D.C.-region-specific studies named in the Scope. These will be very helpful in
future Tasks, particularly when assembling data. We do not summarize them here as we determined it to
be more important to provide Metro with a summary of the relevant research on metrics. The research
summarized here will be critical to determining which metrics Metro would like to pursue.

We have included a brief summary of the TIGER II regulations, as those regulations provide information
as to some of the information required for federal applications, and we will rely on them heavily in
preparing our final methodologies and report.
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Results

The following table summarizes the metrics and methodologies covered in the literature reviewed, and
shows how that literature categorizes the metrics. We discuss the implications of this summary following
the table. The memo concludes with individual reviews/summaries of the literature in the table.

Table A-1:. Metrics: categorization and frequency
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1. Economic Benefits*
Vehicle Ownership
and Operations
Transit Costs (Subsidies, Capital
Costs, Fares, Operating Costs)
Parking Costs
(Internal and External)
Transportation Service Costs:
policing, emergency services, etc.
Transportation infrastructure costs
Land Consumption Avoided
Public Infrastructure savings:
sewers, power lines, etc

2. Economic Development Benefits*
Direct Employment by transit
Agency/s and contractors
Jobs and Businesses due to metro
Increase in Property Value
Land Uses around Metro - libraries,
hospitals, etc

3. Mobility Benefits*
Travel Time Savings
Congestion
Parking Search time savings
Mobility for non drivers
Mobility for non-car owners
Service Availability
Service Quality
Service Reliability
Avoided Chauffeuring
Barrier Effect
Levels of Use
Intermodal connectivity
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4. Environmental Benefits*
Fuel Savings
GHG Savings
Air Pollution
Water Pollution
Waste Disposal
Noise
Natural resources conserved

5. Safety & Health Benefits
Crash Cost (Internal & External)*
Reduced Lung diseases - medical
expense
Increased Physical activity

* Items marked with asterisks have specific criteria that must be followed in applying for federal grants, as outlined in
the guidelines in TIGER II.  The criteria used for various programs may vary somewhat.

Relationship to TIGER II

The regulations for TIGER II require quantified, monetized valuation of the costs and benefits of
transportation projects seeking grant funding from the federal government. The Primary Selection Criteria
are divided into Long-Term Outcomes and Job Creation and Economic Stimulus. The Long-Term
Outcomes that must be addressed in an application are: (i) State of Good Repair; (ii) Economic
Competitiveness; (iii) Livability; (iv) Environmental Sustainability; and (v) Safety. Secondary Selection
Criteria require demonstrations of Innovation and of Partnership.

The regulations explain what types of benefits will cause a project to receive priority in receiving funding.
Our analysis will address each of these benefits. The regulations also describe preferred methods and
methods which will disqualify a project from consideration. Each methodology our analysis uses will
comply with these requirements.

The appendix to the regulation will be especially helpful in framing the baselines and alternatives, the
affected population, the appropriate discount rates, and the appropriate forecasts of usage levels. It will
also provide guidance on calculating benefits to livability, economic competitiveness, safety, and
environmental sustainability. It highlights particular areas where double-counting risks arise and where we
will need to net out apparent benefits against related costs.

Implications for this project

Literature supports desired direction

Metro gave two pieces of guidance for metrics developed for this project:

1. Have no more than five general categories, and

2. Develop three metrics in particular:

 Value of development around rail stations,
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 Greenhouse gases reduced, and

 Size and cost of avoided roadway and parking infrastructure.

The literature review supports both pieces of guidance: the metrics fall easily into five categories, and two
of the three metrics of particular interest are commonly calculated. The value of development around rail
stations is less frequently calculated. As originally anticipated, we may need to put more time into
developing that metric. As you can see from Table 1, many of the other metrics have several sources that
can guide us in forming a methodology. To remain within what is feasible given the project’s scope of time
and budget, we would recommend selecting only one or two of the rarely quantified metrics for inclusion
in the final report.

A possible model for one of the project’s products

We also found and reviewed a project report from Montreal that (while not included in the table above
because it takes such a different approach) we believe offers a useful model for one of the final reports
from this project: “Public transit: a powerful economic-development engine for the metropolitan Montreal
region”, Secor Consulting for the Board of Trade of Metropolitan Montreal.
(www.ccmm.qc.ca/documents/memoires/2004_2005/BTMM_PublicTransit_study.pdf)

The Scope is clear that Metro desires a comprehensive list of metrics from which to choose, and not only
economic metrics. On the other hand, the Scope also highlights the need for a “business case” for
investment in Metro. A key early decision for Metro will be selecting the format of the report and the target
audience.  Two examples are provided below to illustrate alternative approaches.

1. A comprehensive benefits report, technical in nature, that covers all selected indicators, including
environmental, etc., attempting to monetize as we are able; and

2. An economic development-focused report, more glossy and polished--much like the one from
Montreal, which highlights only the economic and fiscal impacts of Metro.

We will be looking for your feedback on this issue in particular.

Summaries of selected reviewed materials

1. Measuring and Valuing Transit Benefits and Disbenefits. Cambridge Systematics.

This guidebook lists metrics related to cost benefit analysis, and briefly describes how these can be
measured or quantified. The following metrics are tabulated from their report.

Category Basis for Analysis
Mobility and Accessibility Impacts
Levels of Use Transit Ridership, modal split, ratios of use to seats capacity
Travel Time Savings Transit travel times and speeds, transit service frequency, auto

travel times and speeds
Service Availability Transit system configuration and frequency
Service Quality Comfort and convenience
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Service Reliability Transit system performance, auto use characteristics
Highway System Impacts Congestion reduction
Economic Impacts
Demand on Public Resources Year-to-year revenue base
Cost-Effectiveness of Service Return on investment
Cost Avoidance User cost savings and government cost savings
Affordability for Users Absolute and comparative trip costs
Jobs and Income Generation Direct, indirect, and induced employment; disposable income

to individuals; and revenue to business
Economic Growth Business sales and income, company growth rates
Development and Land Use Enhanced property values
Energy and Environmental Impacts
Reduced Fuel Consumption Auto consumption and transit consumption rates
Emissions Auto emission rates and transit emission rates
Noise Decibel levels of auto and transit modes
Ecology Sites and acreage affected (NEPA studies)
Land Consumption Acreage requirements
Personal Safety and Security Impacts
Rider Safety and Health Accident rates, severity costs, psychological effects
Transit Employee Safety Accident rates, severity costs
Non-rider safety Accident rates, severity costs
Rider Security Incident frequency and severity
Neighborhood Integrity Resident attitudes, perceptions, activity levels
Barrier Effects Operational characteristics of facilities
Equity Impacts
Level of Service Transit service with respect to target population
Utilization Ridership characteristics by population groups
Cost Incidence Costs with respect to incomes
Service Availability System configuration with respect to target population
Access to Opportunities and
Destinations

Existence and extent of transit service by type

2. Transportation Cost and Benefit Analysis -Techniques, Estimates and Implications
[Second Edition] Litman (2009)

This guidebook lists many metrics (which served as the basis for Table 1), explains how each metric is
measured and quantified in monetary terms, and gives standard rates for the USA and Canada. Chapters
elaborate on different data sources, methodologies, and illustrations for measuring and quantifying costs
and benefits. The following metrics have entire chapters devoted to their quantification: vehicle costs,
travel time, safety and health, parking, congestion, roadway facilities, roadway land value, traffic services,
transportation diversity, air pollution, noise, resource consumption, barrier effect, land use impacts, water
pollution and hydrologic impacts, and waste disposal. Each chapter includes sections quantifying sub-
metrics (for example: vehicle costs include capital costs, operation and maintenance costs, insurance,
registration costs, etc).

Later chapters summarize net value calculation, results, criticisms of this kind of analysis, some case
studies, and conclusions.
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3. Raise My Taxes Please! – Evaluating Household Savings from High Quality Public
Transit Service; Todd Litman (2010a)

The research compares the fifty largest U.S. cities for transit fares, subsidies, capital costs, and operating
costs; and auto transportation infrastructure costs, capital costs, and operational costs for the years 1998,
2003, and 2008. It evaluates incremental costs and benefits to users from high quality transit service. The
study quantifies the costs and benefits from a comparison of vehicle costs and transit fares, and it also
measures other benefits such as congestion reduction, increased traffic safety, pollution reductions,
improved mobility for non-drivers, and improved fitness and health. The study further shows that ridership
and household savings are higher in cities with high quality transit service.

4. Evaluating Public Transit Benefits and Costs – Best Practices Guidebook. Todd Litman
(2010)

This guidebook describes how to create a comprehensive framework for evaluating the full impacts
(benefits and costs) of a particular transit system or a system improvement. It draws from national and
international trends, the statistics about travel trends, transportation problems such as congestion,
parking, accidents, etc. in different countries. The paper points to different models for transit cost benefit
analyses used, types of data used, breaks down analyses by types of buses, types of rail, other modes
such as walking and biking. It then enumerates best practices applied in different places for each of the
transportation problems such as congestion, pollution. And quantifies how it is beneficial to apply these
best practices.

In subsequent chapters it provides guidelines for cost benefit analysis for a comprehensive list of
categories, and for comparison between auto and transit transportation systems.

5. The Full costs of Transport Part III: Automobile Costs and Final Intermodal Cost
Comparisons. Keeler and Small (1975)

This report developed cost estimates for the major urban transportation modes for intermodal cost
comparisons: rail, bus, and automobile. The costs are analyzed for four scenarios: the system with (i) bus
transit and auto travel, (ii) rail and auto travel, (iii) auto transport alone, and (iv) bus, rail, and auto travel
modes.

The project includes operating and maintenance costs, time costs, and pollution costs. It further
elaborates the sensitivities of measuring travel time costs and interest rates assumed since they depend
on a number factors not included in the study.
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6. Traffic Impact Analysis: Effect of the absence of BART service on the Major East Bay
Corridors.  Laval, Cassidy, Herrera (2004)

This research evaluates delays in travel times that could be caused on major corridors, if BART services
were to be closed. The study suggests that traffic would come to a halt at the junctions and on these
corridors for a couple hours due to a bottleneck effect. The study does not however consider downstream
congestion due to absence of BART.

7. Relative costs and benefits of modal transport solutions. Smith, Veryard, Kilvington
NZTA (2009)

The first half of this report analyzes costs and benefits of transportation modes: walk, bicycle, car, taxi,
bus, light rail, and heavy rail as costs for the user, the community, and the government. The metrics
included were (i) for the users: vehicle costs, parking costs, travel time costs, health costs, accident and
crime risk costs; (ii) for the community: accident costs, air pollution, noise pollution, greenhouse gas
emissions, severance, health impacts, congestion impacts, and place-making costs and benefits; and (iii)
for the government: whole of life construction cost, land cost, maintenance costs, and parking
requirement costs.

The second half of the research elaborated four case studies: three from the New Zealand and one from
the United Kingdom. The case studies are success stories where best practices were applied for solving
transportation problems such as congestion, safety, etc. The major best practices included provision of
bike path network in Hawke’s Bay, New Zealand; improving quality of bus transit service in Christchurch,
New Zealand; cost-effective provision of bus rapid transit to solve congestion problems in Auckland, New
Zealand; and subsidies rendered unnecessary by 97% of transit agencies due to profits as a result of
improved transit service in Nottingham, United Kingdom.

8. Peter Nelson, Andrew Baglino, Winston Harrington, Elena Safirova and Abram Lipman,
Transit in Washington, D.C.: Current Benefits and Optimal Level of Provision, Resources
for the Future (2006)

This report attempted to measure the benefits of congestion relief and transportation choices resulting
from public transportation in the D.C. region, by assuming that transit was reduced to zero. The report
determined that the benefit of the system was equal to the resulting decrease in travelers’ welfare minus
the savings in operating costs. The report found “rail transit generates congestion-reduction benefits that
exceed rail subsidies,” and “the combined benefits of rail and bus transit easily exceed local transit
subsidies generally.” Additionally, time savings (congestion and parking search costs) to motorists alone
exceeded operating subsidies. “[A]nnual net benefits of the system [were] more than $1.7 billion for the
year 2000, or $6 per transit trip.”

The report used “START,” a Strategic and Regional Transport modeling suite developed by MVA
Consultancy, which has been used to evaluate different urban areas in the United Kingdom. Although this
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program does not appear to be readily available online, it may be worth looking into contacting MVA
Consultancy to see if we could use their model.

This report included an unexpected amount and variety of metrics in calculating its “Transit Trip Cost
Calculation.” Their calculation included the transit fare; the value of the time of transit riders; wait time,
including the probability of missing a bus and having to wait longer; psychological perceptions in time
increases due to overcrowding; travel time, including time involved in transferring; and the costs
associated with using the park-and-ride facilities. The above list shows that Metro can go into great depth
when calculating its benefits, and a feasible list of factors will need to be developed to ensure that the
report remains within its scope, allotted time, and budget.

The report discusses that its results differ great from the results from a 2005 report by Winston and
Maheshri who found negative net benefits in 2000. The authors explain that the difference occurs
because of their more realistic figures for transit agency deficit, their calculation of benefits to drivers, and
the addition of commuter rail (such as MARC). They found that “[d]rivers save about 45.9 million hours
per year in travel time thanks to the existence of a transit system.” We may want to find the Winston and
Maheshri report to evaluate their methodology.

9. Scott Goldsmith, Mary Killorin and Eric Larson, The Economic Benefits of Public
Transportation in Anchorage, Institute of Social and Economic Research, University of
Alaska Anchorage, for the Public Transportation Department, Municipality of Anchorage
(2006)

This study of the Anchorage community found annual benefits of $14.155 million, with a benefit-cost ratio
of 1.71. This study broke the benefits down into three categories: (1) users’ benefits from using transit
instead of driving their own car or taking a cab; (2) access/social benefits for residents for whom transit is
the only alternative; and (3) community benefits measuring how the whole community shares in savings
achieved from reducing the number of cars on the roads.

Under user benefits, the study calculated: reduced vehicle-operating and ownership costs; reduced taxi
fares; reduced costs of providing rides to others; parking costs, including land costs, construction,
operations, and maintenance; reduced likelihood of a traffic accident; and cost of time.

For access/social benefits, the study looked at access to jobs, benefits to employers, and benefits to tax
payers. The value of job access was calculated to be a $1.454 million value, according to a willingness-to-
pay calculation. Employers’ benefits were described using anecdotal evidence from several employers
employing large numbers of transit riders. Taxpayer benefits were calculated by looking at savings in
unemployment insurance payments, reductions in food stamps, and reductions in public assistance.
Other benefits were described by trip quantity without assigning a price per trip cost to them: access to
health care, education, shopping, and tourist areas by visitors.

Community benefits included quantified items and items which were not quantified. The report quantified
cost savings resulting from reductions in parking costs, traffic services, congestion, barriers to movement,



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
Making the Case for Transit: WMATA Regional Benefits of Transit

Technical Report A-9
Appendix: Literature Review

traffic accidents, air pollution, and noise pollution. The report described benefits to public health,
reductions in energy consumptions, more efficient land use patterns, quality of life improvements, and
water pollution.

The report also was able to calculate the benefits of jobs and income created by operating the public
transportation system.  They looked at local spending by transit system employees for goods and
services; and spending by the system for fuel, vehicle parts, bus stop materials, and services. The report
calculated that the economic effect of the Anchorage system was 354 jobs and $15.6 million of payroll in
2004.

10. CUTA, The Economic Impact of Transit Investment: A National Survey, Canadian
Urban Transportation (2010)

This report of the national Canadian transit systems calculated the total economic benefit to be over $10
billion annually. They also calculated the value of:

(i) reduced vehicle operating costs for households;

(ii) reduced costs related to accidents;

(iii) savings to the health care system from reductions in hospital admissions;

(iv) direct and indirect employment of the transit industry; and

(v) capital investment in transit and the related jobs and economic output.

In organizing the inputs for their calculations, the study authors created “accounts” to which costs and
benefits could be added or deducted. The Direct Project and Transportation Account included capital
costs, operating and maintenance costs, operating revenues, net operating costs (operating revenues
netted out against operating costs per passenger), employment generated, output generated, and taxes
generated. The Direct Transportation User Benefits Account included travel time (time saved, value of
time); travel speed in congestion conditions; vehicle operating costs per VMT, including fixed ownership
costs; and accident costs. Then there was an environmental account, a land use/economic development
account, and a social and community benefit account.  They also had a set of ridership and traffic metrics
that would be used in calculating the values in each account: mode distribution, passenger volumes,
VMT, percentage dependent on transit, average occupancy, and peak period traffic.

The report referenced several studies quantifying the congestion costs to cities, and we should determine
whether a similar study has been done for the D.C. area. The report also contains a literature review
subdivided into different categories of benefits with a review of common methodologies and sources. This
will be a good reference when selecting our methodologies.  Specifically, they reference a 2009 study by
Li and Newcomb showing that asthma-related hospital visits by children in Dallas were strongly correlated
to auto-traffic density.

The report highlights pitfalls of conducting these economic analyses, including: the difficulty of attaching
accurate values to non-monetary concepts; the risk of double counting (e.g., calculation of time travel
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savings overlaps with the increase land value because the land is more valuable due to reduced travel
times); and the difficulty of isolating the relevant variables.

11. Cambridge Systematics, Inc., Measuring the Economic Development Benefits of
Transit Projects: Proceedings of an Expert Panel Workshop, U.S. Department of
Transportation Federal Transit Administration (2008)

The purpose of this report was to make recommendations to FTA regarding methods for forecasting the
economic development of new transit projects, but the panel’s discussions and recommendations would
also be applicable to existing projects. Economic development was defined to be the impact transit has
on land use patterns and the benefits associated with those impacts. It includes land use changes that
generate economic value.

To be exact under economic theory, economic development valuation would need to add the changes in
consumer surplus to the changes in producer surplus and tax revenue, but calculating all these changes
is not really feasible. Therefore, they recommend other methods for simplifying the equation. Most of the
panelists believed that changes in land values would be the closest approximation. Land values must be
distinguished from improvement values – the value of the buildings on the land. Property values usually
include the value of both the land and the improvements upon it.

 The report gives arguments for and against the following methods: (1) integrated transportation/land use
modeling approach; (2) historical analysis of transit investment, development and land values using
econometric methods; (3) regional economic simulation modeling; (4) project-specific market
assessments; and (5) a qualitative approach.

The second approach, a historical analysis of transit investment, development and land values using
econometric methods appears to be the most appropriate method for our purposes. The model should
look at measuring property values with hedonic price models, which look at the sales price or rent of
properties while controlling for variables such as size, characteristics of the available buildings, zoning,
and any other non-transit variables affecting the valuation. Hedonic modeling would take its data from
actual sales of real estate and/or appraisals based on full market data. Residential information is
maintained by the Multiple Listing Service, and their “excellent” datasets should be available to public
agency or for research purposes. Commercial transaction data will be more difficult to find.

Development at station areas might not reflect a net addition of development region-wide because the
development might be leaving another area to come to the station area. Therefore, to provide a more
accurate measurement, we would need to look at changes in land values in other areas also. The
panelists did not think it would be feasible to do this on a regional scale and concluded that any
decreases in land value away from stations were likely to be too small to affect the outcome of the
valuation.
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12. TCRP J-11 (7) – Economic Impact of Public Transportation, APTA. Glen Weisbrod,
Arlee Reno (2009)

This report comprehensively analyzes economic impacts of public transit in the US. It quantifies costs and
benefits in monetary terms for some of its components, but it quantifies in respective units for most of the
categories. The report does not quantify the impacts of environmental and societal benefits because it
specifically focuses on economic benefits. It presents a methodology, which is derived from a study of the
existing research in this area. The report is organized in two main parts, which could be called direct and
indirect impacts or immediate and long-term impacts.

First, the immediate impacts include the impact of public transit on direct employment creation such as
construction-related jobs and operation and maintenance jobs. The analysis indicates that capital
investment on public transportation produces nearly 24,000 jobs per year, per billion dollars of spending
on public transportation capital; and about 41,000 jobs for each billion dollars of annual spending on
public transportation operations in the US, or a combined 36,000 jobs per billion dollars invested in public
transportation. The report further quantifies how this employment spurs more benefits in sales and
businesses, increases federal and state revenues through taxes, and creates savings to the government
from paying unemployment costs, and finally how much it add the national GDP. The following is a
summary table from the report:

The second part of the report analyzes mobility and economic development benefits of public transit,
which are seen as long-term benefits (2010 -2030). Travel and vehicle ownership cost savings for public
transportation passengers and those switching from automobiles, lead to shifts in consumer spending;
reduced traffic congestion for those traveling by automobile and truck, leads to further direct travel cost
savings for businesses and households; businesses save on operating costs associated with worker
wage and reliability resulting congestion reductions; business productivity gains from access to broader
labor markets with more diverse skills, enabled by reduced traffic congestion and expanded transit
service areas; and additional regional business growth is enabled by indirect impacts of business growth
on supplies and induced impacts on spending of worker wages. At a national level, cost savings and
other productivity impacts can affect competitiveness in international markets.

The results show that, per $1 billion of annual investment, public transportation investment can lead to
more than $1.7 billion of net annual additional GDP due to cost savings. This is in addition to the $1.8
billion of GDP supported by the pattern of public transportation spending. Thus, the total impact can be
$3.5 billion of GDP generated per year per $1 billion of investment in public transportation.



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
Making the Case for Transit: WMATA Regional Benefits of Transit

Technical Report A-12
Appendix: Literature Review

References

Cambridge Systematics with Economic Development Research Group (1999), Public Transportation and
the Nation’s Economy: A Quantitative Analysis of Public Transportation’s Economic Impact, American
Public Transit Association (www.apta.com).

Cambridge Systematics, Inc., Measuring the Economic Development Benefits of Transit Projects:
Proceedings of an Expert Panel Workshop, U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Transit
Administration, March 2008,
(www.fta.dot.gov/documents/EconomicDevelopmentFromLandUseTransportModels.pdf).

Peter Nelson, Andrew Baglino, Winston Harrington, Elena Safirova and Abram Lipman (2006), Transit in
Washington, D.C.: Current Benefits and Optimal Level of Provision, Resources for the Future
(www.rff.org/rff/Documents/RFF-DP-06-21.pdf).

Jorge Laval, Michael Cassidy and Juan-Carlos Herrera (2004), Traffic Impact Analysis: Effects Of The
Absence Of Bart Service On Major East Bay Corridors, Institute of Transportation Studies, UC Berkeley
(www.berkeley.edu).

CUTA (2010), The Economic Impact of Transit Investment: A National Survey, Canadian Urban
Transportation (www.cutaactu.ca); at
www.cutaactu.ca/en/publicationsandresearch/resources/Final_CUTA%20-
%20Economic%20Benefits%20of%20Transit%20-%20Final%20Report%20E%20Sept2010.pdf.

Todd Litman (2010a), Raise My Taxes, Please! Evaluating Household Savings From High Quality Public
Transit Service, VTPI (www.vtpi.org); at www.vtpi.org/raisetaxes.pdf.

Todd Litman (2010), Evaluating Public Transit Benefits and Costs: Best Practices Guidebook, Victoria
Transport Policy Institute (www.vtpi.org/tca).

Theodore Keeler, Kenneth A. Small (1975),The Full Costs of Urban Transport Part III: Automobile Costs
and Final Intermodal Cost Comparisons.
http://iurd.berkeley.edu/catalog/Monograph_Titles/Full_Costs_Urban_Transport_Part_III_Automobile_Cos
ts_and_Final_Intermodal

James MacKenzie, Roger Dower, and Donald Chen (1992), The Going Rate, World Resources
Institute (Washington, D.C.; www.wri.org); at http://pdf.wri.org/goingrate_bw.pdf

Scott Goldsmith, Mary Killorin and Eric Larson (2006), The Economic Benefits of Public Transportation in
Anchorage, Institute of Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska Anchorage, for the Public
Transportation Department, Municipality of Anchorage; at
www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu/Publications/final_beneoftransit.pdf



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
Making the Case for Transit: WMATA Regional Benefits of Transit

Technical Report A-13
Appendix: Literature Review

75 FR 30460 (June 1, 2010), Notice of Funding Availability for the Department of Transportation’s
National Infrastructure Investments Under the Transportation, Housing and Urban Development, and
Related Agencies Appropriations Act for 2010, at http://edocket.access.gpo.gov/2010/pdf/2010-13078.pdf.

TCRP J-11 (7) – Economic Impact of Public Transportation , APTA. Glen Weisbrod, Arlee Reno (2009), at
http://www.apta.com/resources/reportsandpublications/Documents/economic_impact_of_public_transport
ation_investment.pdf.



Silver Line Phase I - Preparation 

 

FY2013 
• Hiring / Training 

FY2014 
• Q1 /Q2 Operations 

training 
• Q3 Begin Revenue 

Service 

FY2015 
• Full Operation 

• FY13 and FY14 expenses include recruitment and training for daily 
operations 
− Rail Operators, Station Managers, Car Maintenance, Escalators, 

System Maintenance, Track and Structure, MTPD Police, Human 
Resources, Information Technology and Communications 



 

 
• 6 Months of revenue service in FY2014 
  
 
 
 
 

Silver Line Phase I - Preparation 

 ($ in Millions) FY2013 FY2014 FY2015
Operating Expenses $20 $43 $44 
Propulsion               2               3 
Estimated Revenue             -   (16)                    (31)

Gross Total $20 $29 $16 

Silver Line Cost Recovery 35% 66%
Rail - Farebox Recovery 
(System-wide) 

70% 70% 71%



 
 

• Estimated number of passenger trips * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* Passenger trips and revenue based on prior census, 2010 urbanized area 
population census data available 2013 

Silver Line Phase I –  
Revenue Estimates 

(Trips in Millions) FY2014 Average
 Estimate Fare Annual

New Passengers Trips 4.5 $3.00 9
Current passengers who 
adjust their travel route

2.7 $0.75 5.4

Total Trips 7.2 14.4



NVTC Monthly Summary of Systemwide Metrorail and Metrobus Performance

Oct Nov Dec Oct Nov Dec
CY 2011 Metrorail 18.50 17.20 16.40 CY 2011 Metrobus 10.90 10.60 10.40
CY 2010 Metrorail 18.90 16.60 15.70 CY 2010 Metrobus 10.60 10.10 9.00
  Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

Operating Budget On‐Time

CY 2010 CY 2011
Q2 FY11 Q2 FY12 Q2 FY12 Dec 75.7% 75.2%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Nov 74.0% 73.7%

Revenue $191.0 $191.0 $193.0 ‐1% Oct 72.7% 72.6%
Expense $356.0 $346.0 $365.0 ‐5% Sep 71.7% 72.2%
Subsidy $165.0 $155.0 $172.0 ‐10% Aug 74.7% 76.4%

Cost Rec. 54% 55% 53% Jul 72.8% 75.5%

   Fiscal Year‐To‐Date Budget Variance ($ Millions) CY 2010 CY 2011
Dec‐10 Dec‐11 Dec‐11 Dec 87.9% 90.3%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Nov 88.5% 89.3%

Revenue $395.0 $397.0 $401.0 ‐1% Oct 89.3% 90.0%
Expense $714.0 $711.0 $731.0 ‐3% Sep 89.7% 90.8%
S b id $319 0 $314 0 $330 0 5% A 89 2% 91 4%

Target = 90%

Through December, 2011

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

Bus On‐Time Performance

Target = 78%

Rail On‐Time Performance

   Quarterly Budget Variance ($ Millions)

Subsidy $319.0 $314.0 $330.0 ‐5% Aug 89.2% 91.4%
Cost Rec. 55% 56% 55% 1% Jul 88.6% 88.6%

   Source:  WMATA Monthly Financial Reports   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

Safety Reliability

   Preventable and Non‐Preventable   Bus Fleet Reliability by Fuel Type 
   Passenger Injury Rate (per million passengers)*   Miles Without Service Interruption

Sep Oct Nov CNG Hybrid Clean D. Other
CY 2011 1.67 1.46 2.08 Dec‐11 8,246 12,249 6,852 5,066
CY 2010 3.43 1.65 3.49 Dec‐10 9,520 12,474 12,958 5,699

   * Includes Metrorail, rail facilities, Metrobus, and Metroaccess

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

Sep‐11 Oct‐11 Nov‐11 Fleet Avg.
Bus 0.80 0.37 0.57 Dec‐11 39,356
Rail 4.16 5.41 9.03 Dec‐10 43,712

Parking 2.66 1.57 1.57
  Escalator Availability    Elevator Availability

   Customer Complaint Rate (per million passengers)   (Target = 89%)  (Target = 97.5%)
Oct Nov Dec Dec‐11 88.6% Dec‐11 96.4%

CY 2011 133 121 126 Dec‐10 88.6% Dec‐10 96.4%
CY 2010 125 128 125

   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports
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6,000,000 

8,000,000 

10,000,000 

12,000,000 

Northern Virginia Metrobus, Metrorail, and Combined Monthly 
Ridership, June 2001 ‐ December 2011

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Metrorail CY 2011 8,883.5     8,325.0  8,188.3   8,499.1   8,015.3     7,529.7  
Metrorail CY 2010 8,773.0     8,388.2  8,181.8   8,707.7   7,823.9     7,463.6  
Metrorail 5 yr. Avg.  9,021.3     8,263.6  8,021.3   8,700.2   7,637.3     7,246.2  

Metrobus CY 2011 1,615.8     1,893.7  1,848.7   1,861.3   1,747.9     1,718.0  
Metrobus CY 2010 1,769.6     1,796.7  1,763.3   1,763.8   1,670.2     1,466.6  
Metrobus 5 yr. Avg. 1,828.2     1,902.6  1,797.4   1,889.1   1,661.9     1,618.4  

Northern Virginia Ridership Data (thousands of one‐way passenger trips)

‐

2,000,000 

Rail Bus Total
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KPI’s that Score How Metro is Performing  

 
 
  

KPI: Bus On-Time Performance (October - 
December) 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. For this measure higher is better. 

  

   Why Did Performance Change?    

  

 Bus on-time performance improved for three months in a row during the fourth quarter; however, Q4 on-time 
performance was challenged with continued street construction, overall general congestion, extensive 
challenges in areas of shopping during the holiday season, and some buses arriving early.   

 Over the fourth quarter, performance continually improved due to fewer buses running late; however, this 
improvement was offset by more buses running early in each month of the quarter. Initiatives implemented to 
improve performance included: changing select routes to run every 15 minutes during peak periods to deliver 
more predictable service to customers; releasing 14 manager trainees into the field to provide increased street 
oversight; Bus Operators are beginning to use phones installed at facilities to provide direct input to the 
Scheduling department regarding service and run time issues.  

 October’s on-time performance began to recover from the seasonal decline due to increased traffic congestion 
during the month of September as summer vacations end and schools and congressional sessions begin.  

 November on-time performance was impacted by the reduction of late performance from Montgomery, 
Northern, and Western garages (routes which have had lower on-time performance) as a result of increased 
supervision.   

 Looking across the quarter, buses departing from Landover, Four Mile Run, Royal Street, Southern Avenue, 
and West Ox had a 77% on-time performance result nearly meeting the target of 78%. 

 

 

  

 

   Actions to Improve Performance    

  

 Metro will continually assess the changing operating environment and realign Service Operation Managers to 
better address areas of poor on-time performance. 

 Continue to encourage increased decision making on the street  allowing Service Operation Managers to 
address real time challenges (e.g. bus bunching) when appropriate. 

 Continue to evaluate service recommendations and seek input from the community, such as routes which 
travel along U Street and Pennsylvania Avenue. 

 Encourage Bus Operators to recommend service improvements to management team.  Bus Operators know 
firsthand what is realistically required to provide reliable service. 

 Continue to emphasize the importance of not running early to Bus Operators. 
 Staff has proposed funding in the FY 2013 budget to address running time and schedule adjustments that 

would assist in increasing on-time performance. 

  

   Conclusion:   Bus on-time performance improved for three straight months in the fourth quarter due to reduction 
in late buses, but fell slightly below last year’s fourth quarter results.    
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75%

80%

85%
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Bus On-Time Performance

CY 2010 CY 2011 Target
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KPI: Bus Fleet Reliability (October - December) 
(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 is better. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Putting bus fleet reliability results into context, full year over year bus fleet reliability was 7% better in CY2011 
than in CY 2010 and has averaged a 3% improvement each year since 2007. 

 Bus fleet reliability in the most recent quarter improved by 16% or 991 miles when compared to the prior 
quarter, but is not up to the level of performance achieved in the final quarter of last year. 

 A series of “campaigns” have been undertaken and are progressing satisfactorily to resolve problems with 
remanufactured engines (75% of the engine campaign has been completed), electrical issues and smaller 
efforts that have impacted bus fleet reliability. 

 Additionally, by November 2010 a number of older less reliable diesel buses were retired and replaced with 
newer Hybrid buses. 

 During the month of December the reliability of the Hybrid fleet improved by 47% or 3,903 miles as result of 
the engine campaign. 

 

 

   

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Continue to resolve engine cooling and emission troubles. 
 Initiate the procurement of new buses that will enable Metro to decrease the share of older diesel buses from 

30% to 20% by June 2012. 
 Reducing cooling system breakdowns on the clean diesel fleet is the leading corrective action.  Bus 

maintenance staff is also looking at electrical systems and probing cable maintenance.  Metro will continue to 
send hoses out for evaluation. 

 Continue to audit preventative maintenance procedures to ensure that the latest best practices are being 
utilized.  

 Convert all batteries to absorbed glass mat gel type battery to provide a longer life. 

 

   Conclusion: Bus fleet reliability in the fourth quarter of 2011 improved by 16% or 991 miles when compared to 
the third quarter of 2011 as engine problems were addressed.   
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KPI: 
Rail Fleet Reliability (October - December) 
(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.  For this measure higher is better.   

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Railcar reliability decreased 3% during the 4th quarter of 2011, as compared to the 3rd quarter.   
 The decrease was largely due to the persistent door problems that have been experienced on the 2-3K and 6K 

series railcars, which has resulted in increasing numbers of delays.  On a positive note, maintenance staff has 
gained the expertise needed to troubleshoot door delays and keep the average length of these types of delays 
steady at 5 minutes.  The railcar maintenance work performed in the fall to clean and flash the contacts in the 
door relays did not yield the expected results.   

 Door failures were highly correlated with the number of customers in the rail system.  Customers holding railcar 
doors resulted in delays and offloads on every line in the Metrorail system this quarter.  The operator has 
limited attempts to cycle and clear the doors before they fail, resulting in a mechanic having to respond by 
cutting out the failed door and removing the train from service.  This has been the most frequent type of delay 
in the Metrorail system this year.  

 Marked improvement in the 1K series railcars, which improved 46% from the prior quarter, was the result of 
ongoing improvement in brake system performance.  Delays due to brakes declined 29% from the 3rd quarter’s 
performance.  This improvement contributed to offsetting the drop in performance due to doors. 

 The 5K series railcars also exhibited strong performance throughout the 4th quarter with only 11% of all delays 
in the system while delivering 15% of the overall quantity of rail service resulting in above average 
performance for the quarter. 

 

 

    

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 The first shipment of hermetically sealed door relays is expected in the 1st Quarter of 2012 and will be installed 
on 2-3K and 6K railcars by summer, which should contribute to an overall reduction in door failures.  Testing of 
a long-term solution to reduce failures of the door control mechanism is expected to be completed in late 2012. 

 Continue to assign railcar mechanics to be ready to respond in areas and at times where the most customers 
are traveling.  This speeds response when delays occur and minimizes the amount of time customers must wait 
for problems to be resolved. 

 Continue to prioritize maintenance work on the 1K railcars to address brake failures.  While improvement has 
been shown over the last few months, vigilance is needed to maintain that progress and reduce the average 
time of delay that results from these failures.   

 Communicate with customers and employees about the impact of blocking railcar doors.  This is the most 
important thing that can be done to reduce the number of delays and time of delays in the Metrorail system, 
and can have a positive impact on customers’ experience.  

 

   Conclusion:   Railcar reliability declined slightly in the 4th quarter of 2011 compared to the 3rd quarter due to 
increased door failures on the 2-3K railcars which was offset by improved performance of the 1K and 5K railcars.     
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NVTC Monthly Summary of Systemwide Metrorail and Metrobus Performance

Sep Oct Nov Sep Oct Nov
CY 2011 Metrorail 18.00 18.50 17.20 CY 2011 Metrobus 11.20 10.90 10.60
CY 2010 Metrorail 17.80 18.90 16.60 CY 2010 Metrobus 10.50 10.60 10.10
  Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

Operating Budget On‐Time

   Month‐to‐Month Budget Variance ($ Millions) CY 2010 CY 2011
Nov‐10 Nov‐11 Nov‐11 Nov 74.0% 73.7%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Oct 72.7% 72.6%

Revenue $61.8 $63.0 $63.9 ‐1% Sep 71.7% 72.2%
Expense $116.2 $107.6 $120.6 ‐11% Aug 74.7% 76.4%
Subsidy $54.4 $44.6 $56.6 ‐21% Jul 72.8% 75.5%

Cost Rec. 53% 59% 53% Jun 73.0% 74.1%

   Fiscal Year‐To‐Date Budget Variance ($ Millions) CY 2010 CY 2011
Nov‐10 Nov‐11 Nov‐11 Nov 88.5% 89.3%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Oct 89.3% 90.0%

Revenue $335.4 $336.1 $341.1 ‐1% Sep 89.7% 90.8%
Expense $592.2 $592.0 $607.1 ‐2% Aug 89.2% 91.4%
S b id $256 8 $255 9 $266 0 4% J l 88 6% 88 6%

Target = 90%

Through November, 2011

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

Bus On‐Time Performance

Target = 78%

Rail On‐Time Performance

Subsidy $256.8 $255.9 $266.0 ‐4% Jul 88.6% 88.6%
Cost Rec. 57% 57% 56% 1% Jun 89.9% 90.4%

   Source:  WMATA Monthly Financial Reports   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

Safety Reliability

   Preventable and Non‐Preventable   Bus Fleet Reliability by Fuel Type 
   Passenger Injury Rate (per million passengers)*   Miles Without Service Interruption

Aug Sep Oct CNG Hybrid Clean D. Other
CY 2011 1.43 1.67 1.46 Nov‐11 7,625 8,346 5,872 4,834
CY 2010 1.78 3.43 1.65 Nov‐10 10,410 14,198 12,290 5,718

   * Includes Metrorail, rail facilities, Metrobus, and Metroaccess

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

Aug‐11 Sep‐11 Oct‐11 Fleet Avg.
Bus 0.79 0.80 0.37 Nov‐11 35,135
Rail 4.02 4.16 5.41 Nov‐10 45,471

Parking 3.15 2.66 1.57
  Escalator Availability    Elevator Availability

   Customer Complaint Rate (per million passengers)   (Target = 89%)  (Target = 97.5%)
Sep Oct Nov Nov‐11 90.1% Nov‐11 96.7%

CY 2011 136 133 121 Nov‐10 86.7% Nov‐10 96.4%
CY 2010 129 125 128

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



4,000,000 
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10,000,000 

12,000,000 

Northern Virginia Metrobus, Metrorail, and Combined Monthly 
Ridership, June 2001 ‐ November 2011

Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov

Metrorail CY 2011 8,847.3      8,883.5 8,325.0   8,188.3   8,499.1     8,015.3   
Metrorail CY 2010 8,922.3      8,773.0 8,388.2   8,181.8   8,707.7     7,823.9   
Metrorail 5 yr. Avg.  8,731.2      9,021.3 8,263.6   8,021.3   8,700.2     7,637.3   

Metrobus CY 2011 1,802.5      1,615.8 1,893.7   1,848.7   1,861.3     1,747.9   
Metrobus CY 2010 1,799.8      1,776.7 1,790.7   1,792.0   1,757.9     1,650.5   
Metrobus 5 yr. Avg. 1,831.9      1,829.6 1,901.4   1,803.1   1,887.9     1,658.0   

Northern Virginia Ridership Data (thousands of one‐way passenger trips)

‐

2,000,000 

Rail Bus Total



NVTC Monthly Summary of Systemwide Metrorail and Metrobus Performance

Oct Nov Dec Oct Nov Dec
CY 2011 Metrorail 18.50 17.20 16.40 CY 2011 Metrobus 10.90 10.60 10.40
CY 2010 Metrorail 18.90 16.60 15.70 CY 2010 Metrobus 10.60 10.10 9.00
  Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

Operating Budget On‐Time

CY 2010 CY 2011
Q2 FY11 Q2 FY12 Q2 FY12 Dec 75.7% 75.2%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Nov 74.0% 73.7%

Revenue $191.0 $191.0 $193.0 ‐1% Oct 72.7% 72.6%
Expense $356.0 $346.0 $365.0 ‐5% Sep 71.7% 72.2%
Subsidy $165.0 $155.0 $172.0 ‐10% Aug 74.7% 76.4%

Cost Rec. 54% 55% 53% Jul 72.8% 75.5%

   Fiscal Year‐To‐Date Budget Variance ($ Millions) CY 2010 CY 2011
Dec‐10 Dec‐11 Dec‐11 Dec 87.9% 90.3%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Nov 88.5% 89.3%

Revenue $395.0 $397.0 $401.0 ‐1% Oct 89.3% 90.0%
Expense $714.0 $711.0 $731.0 ‐3% Sep 89.7% 90.8%
S b id $319 0 $314 0 $330 0 5% A 89 2% 91 4%

Target = 90%

Through December, 2011

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

Bus On‐Time Performance

Target = 78%

Rail On‐Time Performance

   Quarterly Budget Variance ($ Millions)

Subsidy $319.0 $314.0 $330.0 ‐5% Aug 89.2% 91.4%
Cost Rec. 55% 56% 55% 1% Jul 88.6% 88.6%

   Source:  WMATA Monthly Financial Reports   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

Safety Reliability

   Preventable and Non‐Preventable   Bus Fleet Reliability by Fuel Type 
   Passenger Injury Rate (per million passengers)*   Miles Without Service Interruption

Sep Oct Nov CNG Hybrid Clean D. Other
CY 2011 1.67 1.46 2.08 Dec‐11 8,246 12,249 6,852 5,066
CY 2010 3.43 1.65 3.49 Dec‐10 9,520 12,474 12,958 5,699

   * Includes Metrorail, rail facilities, Metrobus, and Metroaccess

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

Sep‐11 Oct‐11 Nov‐11 Fleet Avg.
Bus 0.80 0.37 0.57 Dec‐11 39,356
Rail 4.16 5.41 9.03 Dec‐10 43,712

Parking 2.66 1.57 1.57
  Escalator Availability    Elevator Availability

   Customer Complaint Rate (per million passengers)   (Target = 89%)  (Target = 97.5%)
Oct Nov Dec Dec‐11 88.6% Dec‐11 96.4%

CY 2011 133 121 126 Dec‐10 88.6% Dec‐10 96.4%
CY 2010 125 128 125

   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports
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Northern Virginia Metrobus, Metrorail, and Combined Monthly 
Ridership, June 2001 ‐ December 2011

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Metrorail CY 2011 8,883.5     8,325.0  8,188.3   8,499.1   8,015.3     7,529.7  
Metrorail CY 2010 8,773.0     8,388.2  8,181.8   8,707.7   7,823.9     7,463.6  
Metrorail 5 yr. Avg.  9,021.3     8,263.6  8,021.3   8,700.2   7,637.3     7,246.2  

Metrobus CY 2011 1,615.8     1,893.7  1,848.7   1,861.3   1,747.9     1,718.0  
Metrobus CY 2010 1,769.6     1,796.7  1,763.3   1,763.8   1,670.2     1,466.6  
Metrobus 5 yr. Avg. 1,828.2     1,902.6  1,797.4   1,889.1   1,661.9     1,618.4  

Northern Virginia Ridership Data (thousands of one‐way passenger trips)

‐

2,000,000 

Rail Bus Total
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Introduction to this report 
 

As a regional transportation system, Metro’s system-wide performance is captured in the Vital 
Signs Report. The Vital Signs Report provides analysis of a small number of key performance 
indicators (KPI’s) that monitor long term progress in the strategic areas of safety, security, 
service reliability and customer satisfaction.  

The report is not designed to measure the experience of individual customers using Metro’s 
services.  Instead, the Vital Signs Report communicates if the Metro system’s performance is 
improving, worsening or remaining steady.  

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

The Vital Signs Report demonstrates Metro’s commitment to be transparent and accountable to 
our Board of Directors, jurisdictional stakeholders and the public. This report documents 
performance results and strives to hold WMATA’s management accountable for what is working, 
what is not working, and why. 
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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 has underlying objectives intended to guide all employees in the 
execution of their duties.  Although Metro is working on all goals and objectives only a select number of 
performance measures are presented in the Vital Signs Report to provide a high-level view of agency 
progress. 

 
 

 

 

  

Goal  Objective 

1 

1.1 

1.2 

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

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

2 

2.1 

2.2   
 
 
2.3  
 

2.4 
 

Improve service reliability 

Increase service and capacity to relieve overcrowding and meet 
future demand 

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

Enhance mobility by improving access to and linkages between 
transportation options  

3 

3.1 

3.2 

Manage resources efficiently 

Target investments that reduce cost or increase revenue 

4 
4.1 Support diverse workforce development through management, 

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

5 

5.1 
 

5.2 

5.3 

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

Promote the region’s economy and livable communities 

Use natural resources efficiently and reduce environmental impacts 

Goals 1.  Create a Safer Organization 

 2.  Deliver Quality Service 

 3.  Use Every Resource Wisely 

 4.  Retain, Attract and Reward the Best and Brightest 

 5.  Maintain and Enhance Metro’s Image 

5 Goals 

12 
Objectives 

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

 
 
  

KPI: Bus On-Time Performance (October - 
December) 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. For this measure higher is better. 

  

   Why Did Performance Change?    

  

 Bus on-time performance improved for three months in a row during the fourth quarter; however, Q4 on-time 
performance was challenged with continued street construction, overall general congestion, extensive 
challenges in areas of shopping during the holiday season, and some buses arriving early.   

 Over the fourth quarter, performance continually improved due to fewer buses running late; however, this 
improvement was offset by more buses running early in each month of the quarter. Initiatives implemented to 
improve performance included: changing select routes to run every 15 minutes during peak periods to deliver 
more predictable service to customers; releasing 14 manager trainees into the field to provide increased street 
oversight; Bus Operators are beginning to use phones installed at facilities to provide direct input to the 
Scheduling department regarding service and run time issues.  

 October’s on-time performance began to recover from the seasonal decline due to increased traffic congestion 
during the month of September as summer vacations end and schools and congressional sessions begin.  

 November on-time performance was impacted by the reduction of late performance from Montgomery, 
Northern, and Western garages (routes which have had lower on-time performance) as a result of increased 
supervision.   

 Looking across the quarter, buses departing from Landover, Four Mile Run, Royal Street, Southern Avenue, 
and West Ox had a 77% on-time performance result nearly meeting the target of 78%. 

 

 

  

 

   Actions to Improve Performance    

  

 Metro will continually assess the changing operating environment and realign Service Operation Managers to 
better address areas of poor on-time performance. 

 Continue to encourage increased decision making on the street  allowing Service Operation Managers to 
address real time challenges (e.g. bus bunching) when appropriate. 

 Continue to evaluate service recommendations and seek input from the community, such as routes which 
travel along U Street and Pennsylvania Avenue. 

 Encourage Bus Operators to recommend service improvements to management team.  Bus Operators know 
firsthand what is realistically required to provide reliable service. 

 Continue to emphasize the importance of not running early to Bus Operators. 
 Staff has proposed funding in the FY 2013 budget to address running time and schedule adjustments that 

would assist in increasing on-time performance. 

  

   Conclusion:   Bus on-time performance improved for three straight months in the fourth quarter due to reduction 
in late buses, but fell slightly below last year’s fourth quarter results.    
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KPI: Bus Fleet Reliability (October - December) 
(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 is better. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Putting bus fleet reliability results into context, full year over year bus fleet reliability was 7% better in CY2011 
than in CY 2010 and has averaged a 3% improvement each year since 2007. 

 Bus fleet reliability in the most recent quarter improved by 16% or 991 miles when compared to the prior 
quarter, but is not up to the level of performance achieved in the final quarter of last year. 

 A series of “campaigns” have been undertaken and are progressing satisfactorily to resolve problems with 
remanufactured engines (75% of the engine campaign has been completed), electrical issues and smaller 
efforts that have impacted bus fleet reliability. 

 Additionally, by November 2010 a number of older less reliable diesel buses were retired and replaced with 
newer Hybrid buses. 

 During the month of December the reliability of the Hybrid fleet improved by 47% or 3,903 miles as result of 
the engine campaign. 

 

 

   

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Continue to resolve engine cooling and emission troubles. 
 Initiate the procurement of new buses that will enable Metro to decrease the share of older diesel buses from 

30% to 20% by June 2012. 
 Reducing cooling system breakdowns on the clean diesel fleet is the leading corrective action.  Bus 

maintenance staff is also looking at electrical systems and probing cable maintenance.  Metro will continue to 
send hoses out for evaluation. 

 Continue to audit preventative maintenance procedures to ensure that the latest best practices are being 
utilized.  

 Convert all batteries to absorbed glass mat gel type battery to provide a longer life. 

 

   Conclusion: Bus fleet reliability in the fourth quarter of 2011 improved by 16% or 991 miles when compared to 
the third quarter of 2011 as engine problems were addressed.   
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KPI: Rail On-Time Performance (October - 
December) 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.  For this measure higher is better. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Rail on-time performance for the last three months of 2011 was down slightly from the previous three months. 
Reductions were due to track work, new operators learning to maintain schedules and expected seasonal 
delays that require slower operations of trains. Despite these challenges, OTP improved more than 1% 
compared with the same time period of 2010.  

 Track work caused delays for passengers as trains single tracked around work zones. In November, mid-day 
single tracking for track work on the Blue and Yellow lines contributed to notable reductions in OTP (Blue down 
2.7% and Yellow down 2.1% compared to October).  

 OTP improved 1% in December 2011 compared to November for all lines except the Red Line. Red Line OTP 
reduced most significantly in the evenings during December (down 10% from November) as early evening 
track work impacted service from Van Ness to Medical Center. Track work was suspended in late December to 
keep the system as available as possible to accommodate holiday travel by our customers.  

 A new class of operators began service in November. New operators are more likely than experienced 
operators to have trouble maintaining schedules while they build up their skill with experience. As a result, the 
number of delays for schedule adjustments (e.g., holding at a platform, expressing trains) increased in order to 
keep the system running on-time.  

 Seasonal delays (e.g. wet leaves on rails and deer that occasionally get onto the track bed) peaked in 
November, negatively impacting OTP.   

 

 

   

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Continue to conduct track work on all lines in January. Long-term, this will improve safety and reliability for our 
customers. In the short-term, on-time performance will be reduced due to single tracking around the work 
zones. OTP is reduced more when track work occurs in segments with frequent service (e.g., downtown core) 
and where trains are interlined (e.g., Blue/Orange, Yellow/Green lines).   

 In response to the increase of mid-day track work that requires special single tracking schedules, rail 
operations, the scheduling staff and OCC are working collaboratively to ensure that operators and cars are 
positioned appropriately to begin peak service.  

 Review headway adherence following every rush hour to determine when trains operating with the widest 
headways occurred.  Determine the cause and identify solutions to improve headway adherence (e.g., improve 
terminal dispatch, provide training to operators, monitor service en route).  

 

  

Conclusion:    On-time performance for the last three months of 2011 was down slightly from the previous three 
months. Despite reductions due to track work, new operators learning to maintain schedules and expected 
seasonal delays that require slower operations of trains, overall OTP during 2011 improved more than 1% 
compared with 2010.  
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KPI: 
Rail Fleet Reliability (October - December) 
(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.  For this measure higher is better.   

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Railcar reliability decreased 3% during the 4th quarter of 2011, as compared to the 3rd quarter.   
 The decrease was largely due to the persistent door problems that have been experienced on the 2-3K and 6K 

series railcars, which has resulted in increasing numbers of delays.  On a positive note, maintenance staff has 
gained the expertise needed to troubleshoot door delays and keep the average length of these types of delays 
steady at 5 minutes.  The railcar maintenance work performed in the fall to clean and flash the contacts in the 
door relays did not yield the expected results.   

 Door failures were highly correlated with the number of customers in the rail system.  Customers holding railcar 
doors resulted in delays and offloads on every line in the Metrorail system this quarter.  The operator has 
limited attempts to cycle and clear the doors before they fail, resulting in a mechanic having to respond by 
cutting out the failed door and removing the train from service.  This has been the most frequent type of delay 
in the Metrorail system this year.  

 Marked improvement in the 1K series railcars, which improved 46% from the prior quarter, was the result of 
ongoing improvement in brake system performance.  Delays due to brakes declined 29% from the 3rd quarter’s 
performance.  This improvement contributed to offsetting the drop in performance due to doors. 

 The 5K series railcars also exhibited strong performance throughout the 4th quarter with only 11% of all delays 
in the system while delivering 15% of the overall quantity of rail service resulting in above average 
performance for the quarter. 

 

 

    

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 The first shipment of hermetically sealed door relays is expected in the 1st Quarter of 2012 and will be installed 
on 2-3K and 6K railcars by summer, which should contribute to an overall reduction in door failures.  Testing of 
a long-term solution to reduce failures of the door control mechanism is expected to be completed in late 2012. 

 Continue to assign railcar mechanics to be ready to respond in areas and at times where the most customers 
are traveling.  This speeds response when delays occur and minimizes the amount of time customers must wait 
for problems to be resolved. 

 Continue to prioritize maintenance work on the 1K railcars to address brake failures.  While improvement has 
been shown over the last few months, vigilance is needed to maintain that progress and reduce the average 
time of delay that results from these failures.   

 Communicate with customers and employees about the impact of blocking railcar doors.  This is the most 
important thing that can be done to reduce the number of delays and time of delays in the Metrorail system, 
and can have a positive impact on customers’ experience.  

 

   Conclusion:   Railcar reliability declined slightly in the 4th quarter of 2011 compared to the 3rd quarter due to 
increased door failures on the 2-3K railcars which was offset by improved performance of the 1K and 5K railcars.     
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KPI: MetroAccess On-Time Performance 

(October - December) 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. For this measure higher is better. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 MetroAccess on-time performance remained steady at 93% throughout the fourth quarter of 2011, due to 
continued vigilance in managing MetroAccess call center activities.   

 Ridership continued to trend downward throughout the fourth quarter of 2011 due to seasonal patterns and the 
continued effects of the implementation of the in-person eligibility process.  The average monthly ridership for 
the quarter was down 14% from the same period in 2010, compared to a 15% decrease in the third quarter 
2011 as compared with 2010.   

 The continued decrease in demand has enabled MetroAccess staff to smooth allocation of staff to improve 
management of on-street operations and improve call center responsiveness to avoid potential late trips.    

 

 

   

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Continue efforts to manage ridership by working with Metrobus and Metrorail to ensure that customers with 
disabilities are given maximum access to the bus and rail facilities.  This includes clearing areas around stations 
and stops including sidewalks, bus shelters, elevators and escalators, as well as the pathways leading to our 
system.  This effort enables more customers to be able to reliably use the fixed-route system, relying less on 
MetroAccess.   

 Continue to communicate through the Accessibility Advisory Committee (AAC) as a means of reporting actions 
to customers and stakeholders, improving accessibility in the region through raising awareness of accessible 
transportation needs and impacts throughout the region.  The AAC is the formal means of communication 
between MetroAccess stakeholders and the Metro Board of Directors.     

 

   Conclusion:    MetroAccess maintained steady on-time performance throughout the 4th quarter, up slightly from 
the 3rd quarter and prior year levels as ridership demand stabilized and service monitoring continued to be vigilant.  

 

   

85%

90%

95%

100%

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

MetroAccess On-Time Performance

CY 2010 CY 2011 Target



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
2011 4th Quarter Results                                                                                          12 

  
KPI: Escalator System Availability (October - 

December)  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. For this measure higher is better. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Improving the quality of escalator maintenance began to demonstrate results in the last three months of 2011. 
Some of the more complex repairs have been addressed, so repairs are becoming less time-intensive. Escalator 
system-wide availability improved significantly, up 6% compared with the previous three months and slightly 
higher than last year.  

 Unscheduled service call out-of-service hours improved 28% and inspection repair out-out-service hours 
improved 58% compared to July – September 2011. This indicates that better preventive maintenance practices 
are improving reliability as technicians proactively identify and address repairs.  

 Mean Time to Repair improved 38% compared with July – September 2011 due to less time-intensive repairs 
and more efficient organization of maintenance teams.  

 Escalator availability reached its highest level in November 2011 (exceeding 90%), the best performance since 
June 2010. This improvement was assisted by a larger force of mechanics available to address outages from 
overtime work (Metro returned to regular staffing levels in December).  

 Metro continued to modernize (aka overhaul) more escalators than the previous year. In October – December 
2011, 25% of out-of-service hours were due to modernization. This critical work took an average of 20 units 
out of service at 9 stations. New and modernized escalators were completed at Foggy Bottom and Union 
Station, (two of Metro’s busiest stations). 

 

 

   

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 To improve the reliability of escalators, place greater emphasis on escalator replacement in the Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP). Upcoming replacements include the Dupont Circle Station (South Entrance) and 
Pentagon Station. The proposed FY13-18 CIP includes replacement of 94 escalators, rehabilitation of 98 
escalators and rehabilitation of 18 elevators. 

 In January 2012, begin escalator rehabilitations at three additional stations on the Orange/Blue Line: Rosslyn, 
Eastern Market and Potomac Avenue. This will take these units out of service for many months, significantly 
reducing system-wide availability. However, long-term, escalator reliability will improve as a direct result of 
these rehabilitations.  

 Review Requests for Proposals for contracted maintenance of elevators and escalators at Orange Line stations 
(Rosslyn to Vienna). Contractors will supplement Metro’s in house-team as maintenance technicians working at 
these stations will be redeployed in other areas of the system. 

 

  
Conclusion:  Escalator system-wide availability improved notably in the last three months of 2011 (up 6% from 
previous three months), as the focus on quality escalator maintenance began to demonstrate results. Some of the 
more complex repairs have been addressed, so repairs are becoming less time-intensive. 
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KPI: Elevator System Availability (October - 

December)  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. For this 
measure higher is better. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Elevator system-wide availability improved in October and November 2011. Overall, performance in the last 
three months of 2011 was consistent with last year.  

 The number of unscheduled elevator service calls improved (down 12% compared to July – September 2011) 
reducing the out-of-service hours for these calls by 26%. In November, this improvement was assisted by a 
larger force of mechanics available to address outages by doing extra work on overtime (Metro returned to 
regular staffing levels in December). 

 Inspection repair out-out-service hours improved 45% from July – September 2011. The repairs identified by 
inspectors were less time intensive than repairs identified in previous months, allowing units to return to service 
more quickly. This indicates that better preventive maintenance is improving reliability as technicians 
proactively identify and address repairs.  

 These improvements were off-set by two elevators that went out of service for an extended period of time: an 
elevator cab replacement at Congress Heights (damaged by a customer) and a modernization at Metro Center 
(the first elevator modernization initiated in 2011). In December, this reduced elevator availability by 1%).  

 In November 2011, two new elevators began operations with the opening of the new Rhode Island Avenue 
parking garage, bringing the total number of elevators to 239 (in stations and parking garages).   

 

 

      

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 To increase accountability, Metro will deploy elevator maintenance teams into geographic regions. This 
corresponds with successful changes that created east and west escalator preventive maintenance and service 
call teams. This change is not expected to improve availability as overall staffing levels will remain the same. At 
any one time there is a maximum of only 5 mechanics to maintain Metro’s 277 elevators (239 in stations and 
parking garages and 38 in maintenance facilities), compared to a maximum of 43 mechanics for Metro’s 588 
escalators.  That is a ratio of 1 mechanic assigned to cover 55 elevators versus 1 per 14 for escalator 
maintenance.  

 Begin modernization of elevators at Cleveland Park, Capitol South (2 units) and Bethesda. This will take these 
units out of service for many months. This will significantly reduce system-wide elevator availability compared 
to 2011 when only one modernization (aka overhaul) was initiated, and no elevator modernizations were 
completed. Long-term, elevator reliability will improve due to these modernization projects.  

 Continue elevator cab replacement at Congress Heights (unit significantly damaged by a customer in late 
September) and modernization at Metro Center. 

 

  
Conclusion:   Elevator system-wide availability improved in October and November. Improvements from fewer 
unscheduled service calls and less time-intensive repairs were largely offset by two units out of service for an 
extended period (a modernization and repairs to an elevator damaged by a customer).  
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KPI: Customer Injury Rate (September - 
November) 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. For this measure lower is better. 

  

   Why Did Performance Change?    

  

 Although the total number of customer injuries declined in the past quarter, a decline in ridership resulted in a 
higher customer injury rate. The decline in customer injuries was most notable in rail transit facilities and 
MetroAccess. Bus injuries increased over the past quarter but remained well below 2010 levels. 

 The Q4 customer injury rate is 39% better than the same quarter of the prior calendar year primarily due to 
the reduction in bus customer injuries; however, every category (e.g. bus, rail and MetroAccess) of customer 
injuries improved this quarter compared to the same quarter of the prior year. In 2010, there were six bus 
accidents in which a total of 75 customers were injured (49 in September, 26 in November). Injuries of that 
magnitude have been avoided since then. 

 The customer injury rate maintained the pattern of performing at or better than the target during the months 
of September through November due to the reduction of slips/trips/falls in rail transit facilities.   

 There was an average of four MetroAccess customer injuries, a 20% improvement from the prior quarter 
(June–August). 

  

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Continue to focus on bus and train operator behavior improvements during Local Safety Committee meetings 
by underscoring situational awareness. Operator behavior improvements promote the frontline employee’s 
ability to better identify potential or existing hazards that contribute to customer injuries.  

 Continue to perform new operator 90 day probationary performance skill audits. 
 Continue rail station safety inspections to ensure safety concerns are addressed.  
 Conduct safety community outreach initiatives in an effort to educate customers about safe practices when 

using public transportation as well as promote safe public transportation. 

  

   Conclusion:   The decline in customer injuries was most notable in rail transit facilities and MetroAccess this past 
quarter. Bus injuries increased but remained well below 2010. 
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KPI: Employee Injury Rate (September 
- November)  

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.  
For this measure lower is better.    

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 The employee injury rate outperformed the target this quarter, last quarter results and 2010 results. There 
were an average of five employee injuries for every 200,000 hours worked compared to the prior quarter’s six 
employee injuries, a 21% improvement. The employee injuries are the result of four major factors: straining, 
slip/trip/fall, struck by object, and collisions. 

 Safety staff conducted various initiatives this quarter to sustain the decline in employee injuries: aggressively 
resolved hotline calls, conducted safety training and provided guidance on how to better report information to 
support root cause analysis. 

 Unlike September of the prior year, large occurrences of straining injuries were avoided this September.  The 
Safety Department conducted various formal and impromptu campaigns emphasizing and demonstrating 
proper techniques to lift. Employee injuries caused by straining are the leading cause of injury.   

 Although employee injuries were still better than the target during the month of October, there was an uptick 
in employee injuries that month caused by straining; followed by injuries caused by collisions and slips/falls.    

 The November employee injury rate improved by 9% compared to the prior month of October; fewer hours 
were worked and fewer injuries occurred during the month of November. 

 

 

   

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 One hundred and one bus operator shields will be installed on buses/routes with the largest occurrence of 
physical assaults (51). The pilot program will assess the effectiveness of the safety shields to reduce criminal 
assaults on operators thereby increasing safe bus operations. 

 Purchase Class 2 Safety Vests which are designed for greater visibility where traffic exceeds 25mph. 
 Institute a 14 hour work limit for the rail mode of transportation by the end of 2012, and partner with the 

American Public Transportation Association and National Safety Council to establish standards and regulations. 
 Continue to refine training modules to better address injury trends, such as slips/falls, back safety, materials 

handling, and housekeeping. 

 

   Conclusion:   The employee injury rate outperformed the target during this quarter, last quarter results, and 2010 
results as safety initiatives were implemented and the number of straining injuries declined.  
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KPI: 

Crime Rate (September - November) 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. For this measure lower is better. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

 

 Overall, the number of serious crimes was down 8% for the three-month period (September – November 2011) 
compared to the previous three months and down 10% from the same period in 2010.  

 The parking crime rate experienced the largest decline (26%) in September – November from the previous three 
months, due to an 86% reduction in theft of motor vehicles accessories (e.g., radios, hubcaps) and a 24% 
reduction in motor vehicle thefts/attempts. These declines followed the seasonal trend after peaking during the 
summer months.  

 The bus crime rate in September – November continued to be less than 1 crime per million riders, a level 
consistent with the previous three months and down 56% from the same period of 2010. To address bus crime, 
MTPD conducted 38 targeted enforcement events during Sep–Nov on routes south and southeast of the Capitol. 

 The rail crime rate was up to 6.20 per million riders, 2% above the same period last year. The increase followed 
previous trends as robberies peaked as the holidays approach. To address this, MTPD instituted high visibility 
patrols (uniform and casual clothes) near shopping districts close to transit. Proactive policing by MTPD resulted 
in a larger number of robberies observed, with offenders subsequently arrested (47 robbery arrests were made 
in November, up from 13 in October). 

 

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

 

 Institute a program to deter crime in Metro parking facilities (Parking Watch). Employees from throughout Metro 
will be joined by MTPD officers to identify suspicious behavior while riding in enclosed golf carts (Gators). 

 Promote adoption of the FY13 Proposed Operating Budget that includes additional officers to patrol Metrobus 
routes who are needed to increase the safety of Metrobus operators and passengers.  

 Construct Metro’s first Bike and Ride Facility at College Park Station to provide secure storage for 120 bikes. 
Construction is expected to be completed by early 2012.   

 

  
Conclusion:   The number of serious crimes was down 8% for the most recent three-month period when compared 
to the previous three months, down 10% from the same period in 2010. Bus crime stayed consistent, and parking 
crime was down significantly. Metrorail crime increased, with robberies peaking as the holidays approached. 

 

 

-
2 
4 
6 
8 

10 

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

CY 2010 
Metrobus
CY 2011 
Metrobus

-
2 
4 
6 
8 

10 

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

CY 2010 
Metrorail
CY 2011 
Metrorail

-
2 
4 
6 
8 

10 

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

CY 2010 
Parking 
CY 2011 
Parking

C
ri

m
es

 p
er

 M
ill

io
n

 
P

as
se

n
ge

rs
 

Target: Less than 2,279 Part I Crimes in CY 2011

Crime Rate



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
2011 4th Quarter Results                                                                                          17 

  
KPI: 

Customer Comment Rate (October - 
December) 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. For the 
Customer Complaint Rate lower is better. For the Customer Commendation Rate higher is better. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 The commendation rate for the 4th quarter of 2011 was higher than the prior quarter and 2010 results as the 
number of commendations increased across all modes. Although the total number of complaints were down 4% 
compared to last quarter, the overall complaint rate increased by 1% because of declining total ridership.  

 MetroAccess complaint rate continued to improve throughout the 4th quarter of 2011.  As MetroAccess staff 
increased vigilant monitoring of the call center activity, complaints shifted from no-shows to concerns about 
operating policies and how no-shows and late cancelations were recorded during the 4th quarter.   

 The Metrobus commendation rate trended upward during the 4th quarter following a slight downward trend in 
the prior quarter. Commendations for the most recent period reflect improved operator performance and 
customer assistance as well as better on-time performance.  

 Complaints about bus delay/late and no-show remained 7% higher than in the 3rd quarter.  The highest 
complaint rates occurred during September and October which also had the lowest on-time performance for the 
year.  The most significant difference from the same quarter a year ago is the increase in “failure to service 
stop” complaints which are up 78% from the 4th quarter 2010.   

 The Metrorail complaint rate declined 4% in the 4th quarter as compared to the 3rd quarter, and was 13% 
lower than the same quarter in 2010, in spite of additional track work impacting service during non-peak hours.  

 Metrorail commendations increased 12% during the 4th quarter, resulting in a 20% increase in the 
commendation rate for the quarter and 10% increase from last year.  Commendations reflect employees going 
above and beyond to assist customers with wayfinding, fare machines and having positive attitudes. 

 

 

 

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Inform customers about track work and station maintenance work through the Metro Forward campaign.  
Customers benefit and can make better transportation plans when they have better information about when 
delays will be occurring, and where equipment will be out of service.   

 Gather information about customer experiences through the Mystery Rider program, to ensure that Metro 
remains abreast of what customers are experiencing on Metrorail and Metrobus systems.  Communicate the 
results of this research to help learn from best practices and address concerns where problems are noted.   

 Use Metrobus complaint data to communicate with supervisors who can implement actions to improve 
performance.  The types of complaints received reflect the experience of customers directly, and can be used to 
shape future actions to improve that experience. 

 

  
Conclusion: For the most recent three month period the commendation rate increased for all modes and the 
complaint rate was consistently better than target and by the end of 2011 the commendation rate was better than 
target.   
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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:  Total Bus Revenue Miles / Number of failures. 
 
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:  Total railcar revenue miles / number of failures resulting in delays greater than three minutes. 
 
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: 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. 
Operating hours = operating hours per unit * number of units. 
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Customer Injury Rate (per million passengers1) – Injury to any customer caused by some aspect of 
Metro’s operation that requires immediate medical attention away from the scene of the injury. 
Calculation:  Number of injuries / (number of passengers / 1,000,000). 
 
Employee Injury Rate (per 200,000 hours) – An employee injury is recorded when the injury is (a) work 
related; and, (b) one or more of the following happens to the employee:  1) receives medical treatment above 
first aid, 2) loses consciousness, 3) takes off days away from work, 4) is restricted in their ability to do their 
job, 5) is transferred to another job, 6) death. 
Calculation:  Number of injuries / (total work hours / 200,000). 
 
Crime Rate (per million passengers1) – Part I crimes reported to Metro Transit Police Department for 
Metrobus (on buses), Metrorail (on trains and in rail stations), or at Metro parking lots 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). 
 
Customer Comment Rate (per million passengers1) – 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                    February 2012 

 

 
 
 

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

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

Thru Dec.
CY 2010 79.4% 70.6% 76.6% 73.8% 73.8% 73.0% 72.8% 74.7% 71.7% 72.7% 74.0% 75.7% 74.1%
CY 2011 78.5% 76.9% 77.5% 76.3% 74.5% 74.1% 75.5% 76.4% 72.2% 72.6% 73.7% 75.2% 75.3%

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

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

Thru Dec.
CY 2010 7,223 6,878 6,882 6,270 5,902 6,578 6,670 6,673 7,366 7,842 8,982 8,587 7,154
CY 2011 8,681 8,144 7,794 7,171 7,277 6,916 6,312 6,651 6,206 7,727 6,649 7,766 7,275

Bus Fleet Reliability (Bus Mean Distance Between Failure by Fleet Type)
Type (~ % of Fleet) Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Avg.
CNG (30%) 10,242 8,480 9,802 7,790 8,657 7,835 7,875 7,392 6,946 8,066 7,625 8,246 8,246
Hybrid (27%) 11,853 11,158 10,433 9,536 11,235 8,058 7,321 8,731 8,900 8,792 8,346 12,249 9,718
Clean Diesel (8%) 11,473 8,042 7,637 9,442 7,081 9,866 9,151 6,380 6,021 10,168 5,872 6,852 8,165
All Other (35%) 5,751 6,191 5,340 5,012 4,839 5,102 4,423 4,899 4,300 6,066 4,834 5,066 5,152

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

Red Line 85.1% 87.2% 90.7% 90.7% 90.6% 89.8% 87.8% 91.0% 90.5% 89.6% 89.9% 89.2% 89.3%
Blue Line 88.0% 86.4% 88.9% 88.8% 87.7% 88.2% 85.9% 89.1% 89.2% 87.8% 85.1% 89.8% 87.9%
Orange Line 91.7% 91.4% 93.0% 93.3% 92.5% 92.4% 91.3% 93.2% 93.4% 92.1% 91.7% 93.3% 92.4%
Green Line 90.2% 90.1% 91.3% 91.2% 92.4% 91.1% 90.1% 92.3% 90.5% 90.9% 89.6% 90.4% 90.8%
Yellow Line 91.5% 92.4% 92.3% 92.6% 92.4% 92.4% 87.9% 91.9% 91.3% 90.1% 88.0% 91.6% 91.2%
Average (All Lines) 88.0% 88.7% 91.0% 91.0% 90.9% 90.4% 88.6% 91.4% 90.8% 90.0% 89.3% 90.3% 90.0%

KPI: Rail Fleet Reliability (Rail Mean Distance Between Delays by Railcar Series) -- Target = 60,000 miles
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Avg.

1000 series railcars 54,137   46,302   43,866   29,118   28,997   29,206   26,680   35,194   37,775   56,142   32,581   62,224     40,185      
2000/3000 series railcars 28,076   40,431   45,169   41,760   31,047   38,769   36,041   44,908   44,777   37,194   27,023   26,800     36,833      
4000 series railcars 31,393   31,646   58,442   31,054   52,372   21,733   17,248   22,381   68,341   30,147   26,240   21,426     34,369      
5000 series railcars 30,078   47,868   41,251   46,561   45,038   35,451   37,320   38,170   47,304   75,724   58,799   56,294     46,655      
6000 series railcars 74,865   110,928 94,443   57,550   61,979   81,549   56,000   110,735 112,619 68,429   60,631   74,084     80,318      
Fleet average 37,703   48,241   50,328   39,302   37,355   36,963   33,112   42,475   50,829   47,654   35,135   39,356     41,538      
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Vital Signs Report 
Performance Data (cont.)                 February 2012 

 

 
 
 

KPI: MetroAccess On-time Performance -- Target = 92%

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

Thru Dec.
CY 2010 93.5% 87.4% 91.7% 91.1% 92.1% 93.1% 94.6% 94.3% 91.8% 91.2% 91.8% 92.9% 92.1%
CY 2011 90.1% 89.0% 91.3% 91.2% 92.2% 93.2% 93.1% 92.7% 91.8% 93.0% 93.0% 93.1% 92.0%

KPI: Escalator System Availability -- Target = 89%

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

Thru Dec.
CY 2010 90.0% 89.2% 89.5% 90.5% 89.6% 90.3% 89.5% 88.9% 89.7% 89.5% 86.7% 88.6% 89.3%
CY 2011 88.8% 86.6% 86.9% 86.2% 82.5% 82.0% 81.9% 80.7% 84.4% 87.4% 90.1% 88.6% 85.5%

KPI: Elevator System Availability -- Target = 97.5%

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

Thru Dec.
CY 2010 99.0% 97.9% 97.5% 97.3% 96.4% 97.2% 96.0% 94.8% 94.9% 97.0% 96.4% 96.4% 96.7%
CY 2011 96.3% 96.0% 96.9% 96.4% 97.4% 98.0% 97.3% 95.2% 94.5% 94.9% 96.7% 96.4% 96.3%

KPI:  Customer Injury Rate (per million passengers)* -- Target = ≤ 2.02 injuries per million passengers

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

Nov.
CY 2010 1.67 3.00 1.46 1.54 1.97 2.25 1.69 1.78 3.43 1.65 3.49 1.49 2.18
CY 2011 2.08 1.66 2.16 2.21 1.69 1.99 1.65 1.43 1.67 1.46 2.08 1.83
*Includes Metrobus, Metrorail, rail transit facilities (stations, escalators and parking facilities) and MetroAccess customer injuries

Bus Customer Injury Rate (per million passengers)

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

Nov.
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 3.02
CY 2011 1.72 0.93 3.38 2.59 2.01 3.34 1.88 1.32 2.69 1.75 3.02 2.24

Rail Customer Injury Rate (per million passengers)

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

Nov.
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 0.14
CY 2011 0.13 0.19 0.15 0.10 0.16 0.20 0.05 0.05 0.00 0.11 0.23 0.13
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Performance Data (cont.)                  February 2012 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

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

Nov.
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 1.24
CY 2011 2.00 1.81 1.17 1.61 1.08 0.90 1.03 1.25 0.94 0.87 1% 1.15
*Includes station, escalator and parking facility customer injuries.

KPI:  MetroAccess Customer Injury Rate (per million passengers)

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

Nov.
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 30.35
CY 2011 16.45 10.55 14.63 32.12 27.41 16.72 53.96 22.53 11.65 34.54 17.60 23.47

KPI: Employee Injury Rate (per 200,000 hours) -- Target = ≤ 5.55 injuries per 200,000 hours

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

Nov.
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 5.91
CY 2011 7.01 3.81 5.93 3.74 5.80 6.53 5.65 6.18 4.06 5.46 4.98 5.38

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

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

Nov.
CY 2010 Metrobus 0.52      0.23      0.74      1.23      1.46      0.96      0.86      0.66      1.50      1.51      0.90      0.89        0.96         
CY 2011 Metrobus 0.86      0.31      0.95      0.65      0.18      0.45      0.47      0.79      0.80      0.37      0.57      0.58         
CY 2010 Metrorail 7.59      6.11      4.68      5.06      6.11      5.26      6.19      4.91      6.95      4.97      6.38      6.71        5.84         
CY 2011 Metrorail 6.63      4.68      3.96      4.72      7.32      5.16      6.06      4.02      4.16      5.41      9.03      5.56         
CY 2010 Parking 2.79      2.53      3.05      2.39      4.53      3.94      4.06      5.40      2.75      2.17      2.89      4.54        3.32         
CY 2011 Parking 3.06      2.50      1.78      1.24      1.19      3.50      3.39      3.15      2.66      1.57      1.57      2.33         
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Performance Data (cont.)                  February 2012 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Crimes by Type

Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Avg.
Robbery 97 92 60 77 74 75 71 73 39 53 68 115 75           
Larceny 67 44 40 41 47 70 87 105 92 69 69 66 66           
Motor Vehicle Theft 10 15 5 6 4 5 10 11 4 10 4 5 7             
Attempted Motor Vehicle Theft 3 6 5 1 2 0 8 2 3 8 2 0 3             
Aggravated Assault 12 9 11 5 10 16 8 10 9 6 3 10 9             
Rape 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -          
Burglary 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 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 189      166      121      130      137      166      184      202      147      146      147      196         161          
*In October 2011, a homicide occurred on a Metrobus. Per DC law, the crime will be reported to the FBI by the DC Police Department. As such, the crime is not included in Metro's crime report. 

KPI: Customer Commendation Rate (per million passengers) -- Target = ≥ 10.6 per million passengers

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

Thru Dec.
CY 2010 10.3 9.7 10.7 13.4 11.7 11.0 11.3 9.0 8.5 10.2 10.0 11.1 10.6
CY 2011 13.8 12.9 13.2 10.6 6.9 12.3 8.4 10.2 8.7 8.8 10.1 12.7 10.7

KPI: Customer Complaint Rate (per million passengers) -- Target = ≤ 135 complaints per million passengers

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

Thru Dec.
CY 2010 119 162 140 124 136 147 150 138 129 125 128 125 135
CY 2011 130 148 128 113 114 118 121 117 136 133 121 126 125
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Metrobus Ridership (millions of unlinked trips)

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

Thru Dec.
CY 2010 9.6 7.1 11.0 10.8 10.3 10.5 10.4 10.6 10.5 10.6 10.1 9.0 10.0
CY 2011 9.3 9.7 11.5 10.8 10.9 11.1 10.6 11.4 11.2 10.9 10.6 10.4 10.7

Metrorail Ridership (millions of linked trips)

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

Thru Dec.
CY 2010 16.5 13.4 20.3 20.8 18.3 20.3 20.2 18.5 17.8 18.9 16.6 15.7 18.1
CY 2011 16.0 16.0 19.7 19.3 18.4 20.0 19.5 18.4 18.0 18.5 17.2 16.4 18.1

MetroAccess Ridership (100,000s of completed trips)

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

Thru Dec.
CY 2010 1.91 1.36 2.32 2.22 2.08 2.15 2.03 2.06 2.03 2.08 1.96 1.95 2.01
CY 2011 1.82 1.90 2.05 1.87 1.82 1.79 1.67 1.78 1.72 1.74 1.70 1.69 1.80

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



   

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

Metro Facts at a Glance 
 
 
Metro Service Area 

Size 1,500 sq. miles  

Population 5 million 

 

Ridership    

Mode FY 2011 Average Weekday 

Bus  125 million  411,784 (December 2011) 

Rail  217 million  674,729 (December 2011) 

MetroAccess      2 million  6,599 (December 2011) 

Total  344 million   
 

Fiscal Year 2012 Budget 

Operating  $1.5 billion 

Capital  $1.1 billion 

Total $2.6 billion 
 

Metrobus General Information 

Size 11,490 bus stops and 2,398 shelters 

Routes* 323 

Fiscal Year 2012 Operating Budget $535 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* 1,492 

Buses in Peak Service 1,244 

Bus Fleet by Type* Compressed Natural Gas (460), Electric Hybrid (485), 
Clean Diesel (117) and All Other (430) 

Average Fleet Age* 7.5 years 

Bus Garages 9 – 3 in DC, 3 in MD and 3 in VA 
*As of August 2011. 
 

 

 



   

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority

Metrorail General Information 

Fiscal Year 2012 Operating Budget $813 million 
Highest Ridership Day Obama Inauguration on Jan. 20, 2009 (1.1 million) 

Busiest Station in 2011 Union Station (760,000 entries in November 2011) 

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 860 

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

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

Station Escalators 588 

Station Elevators 239 

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 2012 Operating Budget $116 million 
MetroAccess Fare Within the ADA service area – twice the equivalent 

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

Average Fleet Age** 2.8 years 

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

Contract Provider MV Transportation 
**As of December 2011. 



Silver Line Phase I - Preparation 

 

FY2013 
• Hiring / Training 

FY2014 
• Q1 /Q2 Operations 

training 
• Q3 Begin Revenue 

Service 

FY2015 
• Full Operation 

• FY13 and FY14 expenses include recruitment and training for daily 
operations 
− Rail Operators, Station Managers, Car Maintenance, Escalators, 

System Maintenance, Track and Structure, MTPD Police, Human 
Resources, Information Technology and Communications 



 

 
• 6 Months of revenue service in FY2014 
  
 
 
 
 

Silver Line Phase I - Preparation 

 ($ in Millions) FY2013 FY2014 FY2015
Operating Expenses $20 $43 $44 
Propulsion               2               3 
Estimated Revenue             -   (16)                    (31)

Gross Total $20 $29 $16 

Silver Line Cost Recovery 35% 66%
Rail - Farebox Recovery 
(System-wide) 

70% 70% 71%



 
 

• Estimated number of passenger trips * 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

* Passenger trips and revenue based on prior census, 2010 urbanized area 
population census data available 2013 

Silver Line Phase I –  
Revenue Estimates 

(Trips in Millions) FY2014 Average
 Estimate Fare Annual

New Passengers Trips 4.5 $3.00 9
Current passengers who 
adjust their travel route

2.7 $0.75 5.4

Total Trips 7.2 14.4



NVTC Monthly Summary of Systemwide Metrorail and Metrobus Performance

Oct Nov Dec Oct Nov Dec
CY 2011 Metrorail 18.50 17.20 16.40 CY 2011 Metrobus 10.90 10.60 10.40
CY 2010 Metrorail 18.90 16.60 15.70 CY 2010 Metrobus 10.60 10.10 9.00
  Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

Operating Budget On‐Time

CY 2010 CY 2011
Q2 FY11 Q2 FY12 Q2 FY12 Dec 75.7% 75.2%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Nov 74.0% 73.7%

Revenue $191.0 $191.0 $193.0 ‐1% Oct 72.7% 72.6%
Expense $356.0 $346.0 $365.0 ‐5% Sep 71.7% 72.2%
Subsidy $165.0 $155.0 $172.0 ‐10% Aug 74.7% 76.4%

Cost Rec. 54% 55% 53% Jul 72.8% 75.5%

   Fiscal Year‐To‐Date Budget Variance ($ Millions) CY 2010 CY 2011
Dec‐10 Dec‐11 Dec‐11 Dec 87.9% 90.3%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Nov 88.5% 89.3%

Revenue $395.0 $397.0 $401.0 ‐1% Oct 89.3% 90.0%
Expense $714.0 $711.0 $731.0 ‐3% Sep 89.7% 90.8%
S b id $319 0 $314 0 $330 0 5% A 89 2% 91 4%

Target = 90%

Through December, 2011

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

Bus On‐Time Performance

Target = 78%

Rail On‐Time Performance

   Quarterly Budget Variance ($ Millions)

Subsidy $319.0 $314.0 $330.0 ‐5% Aug 89.2% 91.4%
Cost Rec. 55% 56% 55% 1% Jul 88.6% 88.6%

   Source:  WMATA Monthly Financial Reports   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

Safety Reliability

   Preventable and Non‐Preventable   Bus Fleet Reliability by Fuel Type 
   Passenger Injury Rate (per million passengers)*   Miles Without Service Interruption

Sep Oct Nov CNG Hybrid Clean D. Other
CY 2011 1.67 1.46 2.08 Dec‐11 8,246 12,249 6,852 5,066
CY 2010 3.43 1.65 3.49 Dec‐10 9,520 12,474 12,958 5,699

   * Includes Metrorail, rail facilities, Metrobus, and Metroaccess

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

Sep‐11 Oct‐11 Nov‐11 Fleet Avg.
Bus 0.80 0.37 0.57 Dec‐11 39,356
Rail 4.16 5.41 9.03 Dec‐10 43,712

Parking 2.66 1.57 1.57
  Escalator Availability    Elevator Availability

   Customer Complaint Rate (per million passengers)   (Target = 89%)  (Target = 97.5%)
Oct Nov Dec Dec‐11 88.6% Dec‐11 96.4%

CY 2011 133 121 126 Dec‐10 88.6% Dec‐10 96.4%
CY 2010 125 128 125

   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports
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10,000,000 

12,000,000 

Northern Virginia Metrobus, Metrorail, and Combined Monthly 
Ridership, June 2001 ‐ December 2011

Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

Metrorail CY 2011 8,883.5     8,325.0  8,188.3   8,499.1   8,015.3     7,529.7  
Metrorail CY 2010 8,773.0     8,388.2  8,181.8   8,707.7   7,823.9     7,463.6  
Metrorail 5 yr. Avg.  9,021.3     8,263.6  8,021.3   8,700.2   7,637.3     7,246.2  

Metrobus CY 2011 1,615.8     1,893.7  1,848.7   1,861.3   1,747.9     1,718.0  
Metrobus CY 2010 1,769.6     1,796.7  1,763.3   1,763.8   1,670.2     1,466.6  
Metrobus 5 yr. Avg. 1,828.2     1,902.6  1,797.4   1,889.1   1,661.9     1,618.4  

Northern Virginia Ridership Data (thousands of one‐way passenger trips)

‐

2,000,000 

Rail Bus Total



  

 

Vital Signs Report 
A Scorecard of Metro’s 

Key Performance Indicators (KPI) 

2011 4th Quarter Results 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

             Chief Performance Officer 

                 Published: February 2012 



Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
2011 4th Quarter Results                                                                                          8 

 
 
  

KPI: Bus Fleet Reliability (October - December) 
(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 is better. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Putting bus fleet reliability results into context, full year over year bus fleet reliability was 7% better in CY2011 
than in CY 2010 and has averaged a 3% improvement each year since 2007. 

 Bus fleet reliability in the most recent quarter improved by 16% or 991 miles when compared to the prior 
quarter, but is not up to the level of performance achieved in the final quarter of last year. 

 A series of “campaigns” have been undertaken and are progressing satisfactorily to resolve problems with 
remanufactured engines (75% of the engine campaign has been completed), electrical issues and smaller 
efforts that have impacted bus fleet reliability. 

 Additionally, by November 2010 a number of older less reliable diesel buses were retired and replaced with 
newer Hybrid buses. 

 During the month of December the reliability of the Hybrid fleet improved by 47% or 3,903 miles as result of 
the engine campaign. 

 

 

   

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Continue to resolve engine cooling and emission troubles. 
 Initiate the procurement of new buses that will enable Metro to decrease the share of older diesel buses from 

30% to 20% by June 2012. 
 Reducing cooling system breakdowns on the clean diesel fleet is the leading corrective action.  Bus 

maintenance staff is also looking at electrical systems and probing cable maintenance.  Metro will continue to 
send hoses out for evaluation. 

 Continue to audit preventative maintenance procedures to ensure that the latest best practices are being 
utilized.  

 Convert all batteries to absorbed glass mat gel type battery to provide a longer life. 

 

   Conclusion: Bus fleet reliability in the fourth quarter of 2011 improved by 16% or 991 miles when compared to 
the third quarter of 2011 as engine problems were addressed.   
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KPI: 
Rail Fleet Reliability (October - December) 
(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.  For this measure higher is better.   

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 Railcar reliability decreased 3% during the 4th quarter of 2011, as compared to the 3rd quarter.   
 The decrease was largely due to the persistent door problems that have been experienced on the 2-3K and 6K 

series railcars, which has resulted in increasing numbers of delays.  On a positive note, maintenance staff has 
gained the expertise needed to troubleshoot door delays and keep the average length of these types of delays 
steady at 5 minutes.  The railcar maintenance work performed in the fall to clean and flash the contacts in the 
door relays did not yield the expected results.   

 Door failures were highly correlated with the number of customers in the rail system.  Customers holding railcar 
doors resulted in delays and offloads on every line in the Metrorail system this quarter.  The operator has 
limited attempts to cycle and clear the doors before they fail, resulting in a mechanic having to respond by 
cutting out the failed door and removing the train from service.  This has been the most frequent type of delay 
in the Metrorail system this year.  

 Marked improvement in the 1K series railcars, which improved 46% from the prior quarter, was the result of 
ongoing improvement in brake system performance.  Delays due to brakes declined 29% from the 3rd quarter’s 
performance.  This improvement contributed to offsetting the drop in performance due to doors. 

 The 5K series railcars also exhibited strong performance throughout the 4th quarter with only 11% of all delays 
in the system while delivering 15% of the overall quantity of rail service resulting in above average 
performance for the quarter. 

 

 

    

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 The first shipment of hermetically sealed door relays is expected in the 1st Quarter of 2012 and will be installed 
on 2-3K and 6K railcars by summer, which should contribute to an overall reduction in door failures.  Testing of 
a long-term solution to reduce failures of the door control mechanism is expected to be completed in late 2012. 

 Continue to assign railcar mechanics to be ready to respond in areas and at times where the most customers 
are traveling.  This speeds response when delays occur and minimizes the amount of time customers must wait 
for problems to be resolved. 

 Continue to prioritize maintenance work on the 1K railcars to address brake failures.  While improvement has 
been shown over the last few months, vigilance is needed to maintain that progress and reduce the average 
time of delay that results from these failures.   

 Communicate with customers and employees about the impact of blocking railcar doors.  This is the most 
important thing that can be done to reduce the number of delays and time of delays in the Metrorail system, 
and can have a positive impact on customers’ experience.  

 

   Conclusion:   Railcar reliability declined slightly in the 4th quarter of 2011 compared to the 3rd quarter due to 
increased door failures on the 2-3K railcars which was offset by improved performance of the 1K and 5K railcars.     
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NVTC Monthly Summary of Systemwide Metrorail and Metrobus Performance

Sep Oct Nov Sep Oct Nov
CY 2011 Metrorail 18.00 18.50 17.20 CY 2011 Metrobus 11.20 10.90 10.60
CY 2010 Metrorail 17.80 18.90 16.60 CY 2010 Metrobus 10.50 10.60 10.10
  Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

Operating Budget On‐Time

   Month‐to‐Month Budget Variance ($ Millions) CY 2010 CY 2011
Nov‐10 Nov‐11 Nov‐11 Nov 74.0% 73.7%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Oct 72.7% 72.6%

Revenue $61.8 $63.0 $63.9 ‐1% Sep 71.7% 72.2%
Expense $116.2 $107.6 $120.6 ‐11% Aug 74.7% 76.4%
Subsidy $54.4 $44.6 $56.6 ‐21% Jul 72.8% 75.5%

Cost Rec. 53% 59% 53% Jun 73.0% 74.1%

   Fiscal Year‐To‐Date Budget Variance ($ Millions) CY 2010 CY 2011
Nov‐10 Nov‐11 Nov‐11 Nov 88.5% 89.3%
Actual Actual Budget Variance Oct 89.3% 90.0%

Revenue $335.4 $336.1 $341.1 ‐1% Sep 89.7% 90.8%
Expense $592.2 $592.0 $607.1 ‐2% Aug 89.2% 91.4%
S b id $256 8 $255 9 $266 0 4% J l 88 6% 88 6%

Target = 90%

Through November, 2011

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

Bus On‐Time Performance

Target = 78%

Rail On‐Time Performance

Subsidy $256.8 $255.9 $266.0 ‐4% Jul 88.6% 88.6%
Cost Rec. 57% 57% 56% 1% Jun 89.9% 90.4%

   Source:  WMATA Monthly Financial Reports   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports

Safety Reliability

   Preventable and Non‐Preventable   Bus Fleet Reliability by Fuel Type 
   Passenger Injury Rate (per million passengers)*   Miles Without Service Interruption

Aug Sep Oct CNG Hybrid Clean D. Other
CY 2011 1.43 1.67 1.46 Nov‐11 7,625 8,346 5,872 4,834
CY 2010 1.78 3.43 1.65 Nov‐10 10,410 14,198 12,290 5,718

   * Includes Metrorail, rail facilities, Metrobus, and Metroaccess

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

Aug‐11 Sep‐11 Oct‐11 Fleet Avg.
Bus 0.79 0.80 0.37 Nov‐11 35,135
Rail 4.02 4.16 5.41 Nov‐10 45,471

Parking 3.15 2.66 1.57
  Escalator Availability    Elevator Availability

   Customer Complaint Rate (per million passengers)   (Target = 89%)  (Target = 97.5%)
Sep Oct Nov Nov‐11 90.1% Nov‐11 96.7%

CY 2011 136 133 121 Nov‐10 86.7% Nov‐10 96.4%
CY 2010 129 125 128

   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports   Source:  WMATA Vital Signs Reports
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6,000,000 
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10,000,000 

12,000,000 

Northern Virginia Metrobus, Metrorail, and Combined Monthly 
Ridership, June 2001 ‐ November 2011

Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov

Metrorail CY 2011 8,847.3      8,883.5 8,325.0   8,188.3   8,499.1     8,015.3   
Metrorail CY 2010 8,922.3      8,773.0 8,388.2   8,181.8   8,707.7     7,823.9   
Metrorail 5 yr. Avg.  8,731.2      9,021.3 8,263.6   8,021.3   8,700.2     7,637.3   

Metrobus CY 2011 1,802.5      1,615.8 1,893.7   1,848.7   1,861.3     1,747.9   
Metrobus CY 2010 1,799.8      1,776.7 1,790.7   1,792.0   1,757.9     1,650.5   
Metrobus 5 yr. Avg. 1,831.9      1,829.6 1,901.4   1,803.1   1,887.9     1,658.0   

Northern Virginia Ridership Data (thousands of one‐way passenger trips)

‐

2,000,000 

Rail Bus Total
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KPI: Bus Fleet Reliability (November) 
(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 is better. 

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 November’s bus fleet reliability declined by 14% when compared to the prior month of October; the average 
miles driven before a bus encountered a mechanical breakdown was down to 6,649 miles.  Putting these 
results in context, calendar year to date reliability is 15% above the five calendar year to date average. 

 The top six causes of breakdown in order of frequency for the month: engine shutoffs, warning lights, 
electrical defects, brakes, air systems, and transmissions. 

 On a fleet by fleet basis the largest decline in reliability occurred in the Clean Diesel fleet which experienced a 
42% reduction in reliability.  This fleet experienced a high number of engine shutoffs because of cooling 
system leaks. 

 The second largest quantity of breakdowns occurred in the older diesel fleet (20% reliability decline) due to 
engine shutoffs caused by cooling system, wiring problems, and wear and tear of suspension components. 
Because the older diesel fleet delivers about 30% of bus service, the declining performance of this fleet had a 
notable impact on Metro’s fleet-wide reliability results. 

 The Hybrid fleet reliability declined 5% when compared to the prior month of October.  As a result of efforts 
to improve the performance of cooling system and emissions components, three quarters of the campaign to 
replace cooling and emission components are complete (262 out of 351 buses). 

 

 

   

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Reducing cooling system Clean Diesel breakdowns is the leading corrective action.  Bus maintenance staff is 
looking at electrical systems and probing cable maintenance.  Metro will continue to send hoses out for 
evaluation. 

 Continue to work with Hybrid engine manufacturer to resolve cooling and emission challenges. 
 Continue ongoing midlife overhaul of CNG fleet. Twenty three of the engines slated for replacement during 

the overhaul process are complete and 14 are in progress. 
 Initiate the procurement of new buses that will enable Metro to decrease the share of older diesel buses from 

30% to 20% by June 2012. 

 

   Conclusion: November’s bus fleet reliability declined by 14% when compared to the prior month of October, due 
to poor performance by clean diesel and older diesel buses. 
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KPI: 

Rail Fleet Reliability (November) 
(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.  For this measure higher is better.   

 

   Why Did Performance Change?   

  

 In November, railcar reliability decreased across all railcar series resulting in a fleet-wide decline of 26% to 
levels experienced in July 2011. 

 The decrease in Mean Distance Between Delay was driven by a 64% increase in the number of door delays on 
the 2-3K railcars to the highest amount of delay minutes of any month this year. However, the average time 
of delay remains consistent at 5 minutes per delay incident, indicating that troubleshooting and recovery 
processes are handled consistently.  These problems are persisting following the cleaning and testing of the 
contacts in the door relays that were completed this fall. 

 The 1K railcars also saw a dramatic (67%) increase in total delays, with the largest increases due to brakes 
and power system troubles.  The minutes of delays increased due to the type of brake repairs needed.  This 
type of maintenance problem nearly always results in an offload of customers, but there was never a situation 
where safety was compromised.   

 Interaction with customers was a cause of door systems problems on all types of railcars.  The longest door 
delay of the month occurred when a customer broke the door mechanism by trying to hold open the closing 
door.  This resulted in the entire train being taken out of service and all customers were delayed. 

 

 

   

 

   Actions to Improve Performance   

  

 Prioritize maintenance work on the 1K railcars which pose a significant maintenance challenge due to their 
hydraulic brake system.  When these brake systems sense a problem there is a higher likelihood that the train 
will have to be offloaded and removed from service  even if there is no problem because the railcars cannot 
be quickly restarted.  Since these railcars are in use in the bellies of many trains, they impact more trains than 
their 26% of the fleet would imply.     

 Continue to pursue long-term solutions to improve the functionality of the door closing systems on the 2-3K 
and 6K railcars through work with engineering and machine shops.  Maintenance teams continue to be 
frustrated by the inability to come up with a short-term solution to the prevent door problems, but continue to 
improve in their ability to quickly repair problems once they occur.  

 Emphasize communication with customers and employees to avoid closing doors with customers in the 
doorway.  Encourage operators to be vigilant in their announcements and doing their best to make sure the 
doors are clear when closing them.   

 

   Conclusion:     Railcar reliability declined in November mainly due to lower mean distance between delays on the 
2-3K railcars and 1K railcars. 
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          AGENDA ITEM #8 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Fisette and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Kala Quintana 
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: NVTC Communications Plan   
              
 
 NVTC added an ambitious communications plan to its work program for 2013.  
The purpose is to involve NVTC’s board members and staff in an active effort to 
improve NVTC’s internal and external communications.  In order to accomplish this 
important new activity, staff has prepared the attached outline which functions as a 
scope of work.  As can be seen, NVTC’s board members will play an important role in 
shaping its content as the plan is developed and implemented over the next several 
months.  
 
 Specifically, the plan will guide the commission as it takes the initiative and 
exerts leadership to assure that NVTC is viewed across the Commonwealth as a “go-to” 
organization for transit strategy and innovation related to relieving congestion and 
accomplishing transit’s many other benefits.  
 
 Commissioners are asked to review and comment on the attached outline and 
schedule, with particular attention to ensuring that time spent by board members on the 
plan yields the best possible outcomes.  

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NVTC Strategic Communication Plan  
Outline 

 
DRAFT: January 30, 2012 
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NVTC Strategic Communication Plan Outline 
 
I. Background/Situation Overview 

 
The Northern Virginia Transportation Commission has adopted a set of performance 
objectives for 2012 and included specific actions in its approved work program to 
accomplish those objectives.  In order to strengthen NVTC as an organization, NVTC 
intends to improve internal and external communications.  Specifically, the commission 
intends to take the initiative and exert leadership to assure that NVTC is viewed across 
the commonwealth as a “go-to organization” for transit strategy and innovation related 
to relieving congestion, including producing a communications plan and budget to 
improve internal and external communications.  This outline describes the process and 
timetable for creating and implementing such a plan with immediate and long term 
elements.  
 

II. Process: The steps necessary to develop and implement the new NVTC communications 
plan are as follows: 

 
Task Due Date 

a. Complete detailed outline of communication plan 
 

February 1, 2012 

b. Discuss outline with MAC, including Sections I-IV below 
 

February 21 

c. Discuss outline and Sections I-IV below with NVTC Executive 
Committee and NVTC Board 
 

March 1 

d. Revise outline based on feedback 
 

March 8 

e. Present detailed data/research(Section V) and draft messages 
(Section VI) to MAC 
 

March 20 

f. NVTC Executive Committee and NVTC Board approve outline 
including Sections I-IV and discuss draft data/research 
(Section V) and draft messages (Section VI)  
 

April 5 

g. Further consideration of data, research and messages by MAC 
 

April 17 

h. Approval of prioritized messages by NVTC’s Executive 
Committee and NVTC’s Board 
 

May 3 

i. Consideration by MAC of tactics (Section VII) to convey 
messages, including staffing (Section VIII) and budget (Section 
IX) 
 

May 15 

j. Discussion with NVTC’s Executive Committee and NVTC’s 
Board of tactics, including staffing and budgets 
 

June 7 

k. Discussion of performance measures (Section X) with MAC 
 

June 19 

l. Discussion of performance measures with NVTC’s Executive July 5 
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Committee and NVTC’s Board 
 

m. Consideration of draft final communication plan with MAC 
 

August 21 

n. Discussion with NVTC’s Executive Committee and approval by 
NVTC’s Board of final communications plan, including tactics, 
staffing, budget and performance 
 

September 6 

o. Monthly progress reports to MAC and NVTC Board 
 

ongoing 

 
 

III. Goals 
 
a. Improve NVTC’s internal and external communication to strengthen NVTC as an 

organization 
 
i. Increase profile of NVTC by educating the public about NVTC’s leadership role in 

regional transit planning, funding, coordination and advocacy.  
ii. Increase awareness of NVTC as a leader in transit-oriented technological 

innovations. 
iii. Promote NVTC as a regional forum for determining effective policies for transit and 

transportation demand management 
 

b. Deliver cost effective public information, marketing and customer service 
 
i. Keep transit customers, taxpayers, elected officials and media informed about transit 

related issues, policies and programs 
ii. Provide timely promotion of transit events and services 

 
c. Increase public awareness of NVTC’s role as the primary “data agency” for transit in 

Northern Virginia 
 

d. Increase awareness of the benefits of transit investments and expansion of 
transportation options throughout the region  

 
e. Advocate effectively with the public, legislators and members of Congress for adequate, 

long-term, dedicated and sustainable funding for transit in Northern Virginia 
 

f. Keep NVTC Board members and jurisdiction staffs informed and actively involved in 
crafting and implementing NVTC’s entire work program 
 

g. Involve persons and organizations that may not fully understand and/or agree with 
NVTC’s mission in implementing the communications plan to enhance mutual 
understanding and reduce the likelihood of unexpected distractions that detract from 
achieving NVTC’s mission 
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IV. Target Audiences 

 
a. Internal: NVTC Commissioners and staff 

 
b. External: 

 
i. Stakeholders 

(1) NVTC member jurisdictions’ elected officials and staff 
(2) WMATA Board, CEO/GM and staff 
(3) PRTC elected officials and staff 
(4) VRE elected officials and staff 
(5) NVTC jurisdictional transit and TDM agencies: ART, Connector, DASH, CUE, 

LCT, ATP, TAGS, etc.  
(6) DRPT staff 
(7) VDOT Northern Virginia District staff 
(8) Federal Transit Administration staff 

 
ii. Other Regional Agencies 

(1) NVTA (Authority) elected officials 
(2) MWCOG/TPB elected officials and staff 
(3) NVRC elected officials and staff 

 
iii. Other federal state and local elected officials and staff, including Virginia, Maryland 

and D.C. governors and mayor and secretaries of transportation.  
  

iv. Interest Groups 
(1) Sierra Club 
(2) Coalition for Smarter Growth 
(3) NVTA (Alliance) 
(4) VTA and its individual members 
(5) Slugs 
(6) WABA (Bicycling community) 
(7) Virginia Municipal League and Virginia Association of Counties 
(8) Local and regional chambers of commerce 
(9) APTA 
(10)General Public in Virginia and Washington Metropolitan Area 
 

V. Data on Transit Benefits and Costs: Assemble detailed current data and research to 
support transit so that it can be used to craft effective messages. 

 
a. How transit/TDM is organized in Northern Virginia 

 
b. Transit/TDM coordination 

 
c. Transit/TDM performance 
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d. Transit/TDM benefits 

 
i. Demographics of transit customers 
ii. Jobs 
iii. Economic development 
iv. Congestion 
v. Mobility and accessibility 
vi. Service for seniors/persons with disabilities 
vii. Safety, security and emergency response 
viii. Quality of life 
ix. Energy savings 
x. Environmental protection 

 
e. Costs of providing effective transit/TDM versus other alternatives 

 
i. Operating 
ii. Capital 

 
f. How transit/TDM is funded in Northern Virginia 

 
i. Local/state/federal shares 
ii. Northern Virginia’s significant local level of effort 

 
VI.  Messages: Engage NVTC Board members and jurisdiction staff in a process to identify 

and prioritize key messages such as:  
 

a. Importance, urgency and magnitude of the transit/TDM funding and congestion crisis 
 

b. Relevance of transit/TDM to economics, health, safety and quality of life 
 

c. The “face” of transit (e.g. businesses, commuters, families, transit employees) 
 

d. Values,  beliefs and interests in expanding transit service regionally 
 

e. Understanding of what motivates stakeholders, public interest groups, etc. to think, feel 
and act on issues related to transit 

 
f. Cultural relevance and sensitivities to transit related initiatives 
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VII. Tactics: Based on the messages chosen, evaluate the role of each of the following with 

consideration for benefits versus costs and utilizing NVTC’s relative strengths (e.g. 
regional forum, repository of data). 

 
a. NVTC website and links to others 

 
b. E-alert/E-mail notification subscription service (e.g. GovDeliver, Convio or Constant 

Contact) to deliver timely messages 
 

c. Paid and unpaid media (TV, radio, blogs and other print coverage of issues and events 
related to NVTC and transit) 

 
d. Electronic fact sheets, brochures and interactive maps and smart phone apps 

developed in cooperation with the private sector 
 

e. Coordination/active membership in local and statewide transit, business and 
communications organizations 

 
i. VML/VACo 
ii. NVTA (Alliance) 
iii. Chambers of commerce, etc. 
iv. APTA 
v. VTA 
vi. Public Relations Society of America  

 
f. Leverage stakeholder initiatives (e.g. insert NVTC messages in media campaigns 

purchased by others) 
 

g. Events 
 

i. Media events with partners and stakeholders (issue specific and timely) 
ii. Transit Tours for legislators and decision makers (periodic/as needed) 

 
h. Social media 

 
i. Facebook 
ii. Twitter 
iii. You-Tube 

 
i. Conduct regular surveys (online or telephone) of the general public on transit related 

issues 
 
i. Gather “hard” data on opinions of transit/TDM 
ii. Determine how much the public is willing to support expanded transit initiatives 
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j. Enhance data collection to support key messages (e.g. resume periodic mode share 
screenline counts in major commuting corridors) 
 

k. Involve critics of NVTC in the communications efforts to enhance mutual understanding, 
including public debates and point/counterpoint op-ed pieces 

 
VIII. Staffing  

 
a. Existing full-time NVTC Director of Communications with support from NVTC’s entire 

eight-person staff and 20 board members 
 

b. Option of additional NVTC staff versus cooperative arrangements with jurisdictions/other 
regional agencies 
 

IX.  Budget: Depending on the messages, tactics and overall level of effort, budget options will 
be prepared that may incorporate elements such as: 
 
a. Email alerts: $150-$1,200 (annually, pre-pay, non-profit rate- depends on the number of 

subscribers) 
 

b. Communications Specialist with web, design and tech skills: $50-65K starting 
 

c. Web site hosting: $1,500 annually 
 

d. Surveys  up to $100,000 annually 
 

e. Events 
 
i. Tours: $15,000-$20,000 (depending on number of people and scope-can be 

sponsored by private sector) 
ii. Media events: $500 each (minimum) 

 
f. Memberships: $2,500 annually  

 
g. Ongoing education and training for staff: $2,500 annually 

 
X.  Performance Evaluation: Techniques for measuring success in achieving the goals listed in 

section I. above will be developed.  
 

XI. Final Communications Plan: Commissioners and staff will evaluate options developed in 
the sections above and agree on: 

 
a. 2012-2013 Communications Action Plan 
 
b. 2014 Ongoing Communications Plan  

 



 

 

 
     

AGENDA ITEM #9 
           

 
TO: Chairman Fisette and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube 
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: Regional Transportation Items. 
              

    
A. Super Nova Transit/Transit Demand Management Vision Plan. 

 
On January 18, 2012, the Virginia Department of Rail and Public 

Transportation conducted a very well attended stakeholders’ meeting at VDOT’s 
MegaProjects office (and another the next day in Front Royal).  DRPT’s 
contractors for the $1 million study are Atkins, Kimley-Horn, Connetics 
Transportation Group and Cordell & Crumley (for public outreach).  A website for 
the project is available at www.supernovatransitvision.com. 

 
At the meeting, Amy Inman of DRPT and Mike Harris of Kimley-Horn 

explained the study area (see map), project approach, schedule (conclusion by 
November, 2012), vision, mission (“visioning mobility beyond borders”), and 
public involvement plan (including four rounds of stakeholder meetings). 

 
To date the consultants have compiled an extensive list of existing and 

ongoing plans and studies in the region; population growth forecasts; primary 
origins and destinations; travel patterns; existing transit, commuter rail and 
Amtrak services; park and ride lots; proposed new regional transit projects; 
regional and local TDM services; and transportation management plans for the 
Beltway Express Lanes, Dulles Corridor and BRAC. 

 
During discussion, the stakeholders group examined what works and what 

doesn’t in today’s system.  In response to the statements of stakeholders that the 
costs of proposed alternatives are relevant, DRPT staff responded that sources 
of funding are not included in the study.  The exclusion of sources of funding 
gives rise to a fear that, like the results of DRPT’s recent I-95 HOT Lanes 
Transit/TDM Study, DRPT will choose to place recommended Super Nova 
improvements into the six-year program without additional sources of funding, 
thereby diluting the funds available for operating existing transit/TDM services.  
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As one stakeholder stated, if local governments must pay for the improvements, 
it is impossible to ignore boundaries as is the stated mission of the study. 

 
Public meetings were held at several locations in February, including 

February 13th in Leesburg and February 14th in Crystal City.  
 
Please refer to several attachments for further information.  

 
B. Virginia Evacuation Transportation Plan.  

 
 
On January 19, 2012, VDOT and the Virginia Department of Emergency 

Management conducted a meeting with transit agencies at Alexandria DASH’s 
headquarters to review the part of the plan addressing traffic management 
support functions.  The goal of this project is primarily to help commuters return 
home in a “no-notice evacuation of the District of Columbia and surrounding 
areas.”  The emphasis is on identifying traffic control devices and necessary 
personnel to serve the evacuation routes and highest priority traffic control 
points.  

 
A concept of operations for walk-out and transit support features transfer 

points at which evacuees would stage for a period of time up to 24 hours as they 
are served by rail, transit buses and school buses.  Fourteen potential local 
transfer points have been designated at Metrorail and VRE stations.  

 
During discussion, several issues were brought to the attention of the 

consultants, including the availability of NVTC‘s earlier key station emergency 
response plans for several Metrorail stations and the existence of regional bus 
subcommittees at MWCOG and MATOC which provide venues for meeting with 
transit representatives to work out details.  Also, in an emergency, transit and 
school bus drivers have their own safety and family considerations so carefully 
devised plans to stage buses in an emergency may fail in practice.  Also, 
Metrorail and VRE riders may be unwilling to disembark only at selected stations 
if to do so takes them initially further from their homes.  Existing bus routes were 
not considered in devising the evacuation routes or traffic control points.  There is 
no budget for implementing the plan (e.g. purchase of signs, electronic devices 
such as counters, cameras, sensors, signals and message signs, training). 

 
One immediate benefit of the work is that VDOT is trying to reduce the 

current two-hour period required to reverse the I-95/395 HOV lanes. 
 
Given the complexity of the undertaking, it was suggested that more effort 

should be devoted to more practical planning for less catastrophic episodes such 
as hazardous materials spills.  
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This part of the evacuation plan is to be concluded by May, with exercises 
planned for July 24 and 26, 2012, followed by a September 12, 2012 workshop.  

 
C. VTRANS 2035 Update.  

 
This is Virginia’s multi-modal transportation plan.  Consultants to Virginia’s 

Office of Intermodal Planning and Investment are conducting meetings for 
stakeholders and requesting comments on the update.  Legislation passed last 
year requires a simplified interim update, prior to the next full update in 2015 and 
every four years thereafter. 
 
 Materials describing the update are available at www.vtrans.org. A forum 
broadcast via WebEx from Richmond connected several VDOT district offices on 
December 14, 2011.  NVTC staff participated along with representatives of 
several other Northern Virginia agencies (WMATA, PRTC, NVRC, Alexandria, 
etc.). A summary of comments at this regional forum indicates that participants 
stressed the need to clarify the role of VTrans 2035 within the complex array of 
other regional and local transportation plans, especially regarding the investment 
priorities for the VTrans “Corridors of Statewide Significance.”  The need for more 
certainty in long-term funding was also emphasized. 
 
 An interesting outcome of the exercise among the participants in the 
December 14th forum was the strong association of transit, commuter and high-
speed rail investments with many of the stated goals of the plan.  An exception 
was the Dulles Rail project which participants in other parts of the 
Commonwealth did not perceive as of much value to the entire state. Highway 
investments were viewed as being less strongly linked to the goals.   
 
 Other comments included the need for dedicated funding for transit and 
the need to specify which “smart systems” the commonwealth should purchase 
and with what funding sources.  BRAC congestion and devolution were 
particularly hot topics among the Northern Virginia participants.  
 
 The plan update will attempt to create a “performance based plan,” with 
evaluation measures for investment priorities.  A second set of regional forums 
will be held later this winter and the final report is anticipated by fall of 2012.  
 

D. I-95/395 Integrated Corridor Management. 
 

On February 3, 2012 NVTC hosted a table top exercise for transit 
operators conducted by VDOT and its consulting team, with participation from 
representatives of USDOT and DRPT, among others. Project leader Chris 
Francis of VDOT explained the status of the project, which is to create a concept 
of operations by later in the year that will integrate traffic management tools and 
agencies using the latest technology and facilitate interoperability.  The ICM plan 
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should take into account the physical infrastructure as well as management and 
operating agencies. 

 
Such techniques as real-time multi-modal traveler information, incident 

management, parking availability, adaptive ramp metering and travel times by 
alternative modes are all included.  The information would be provided via web 
links, mobile phones and IVR (phone) access as well as variable electronic 
message signs.  Several attachments provide more details. 

 
In addition to briefing the transit system representatives on goals and 

progress, each transit system had the opportunity to describe their own 
technological innovations so that the VDOT project could include them in the 
concept of operations. 

 
VDOT and its partners went on to conduct a similar session for Transit 

Demand Management staff on February 7, 2012.  
 

E. Value Capture Opportunities in Northern Virginia.  
 

On February 10, 2012 Stewart Schwartz of the Coalition for Smarter 
Growth convened a forum at the Arlington Economic Development office on 
value capture opportunities for funding transit, primarily in Northern Virginia.  
Chris Zimmerman and Rob Krupicka addressed several projects in Arlington and 
Alexandria and guided the contributions of experts and practitioners such as 
Mark Jinks (Alexandria), Chris Leinberger (developer) and Shyan Kannan 
(consultant).  Staff from Arlington, Alexandria, WMATA, NVTC and Fairfax 
County also participated. 

 
Value capture, as explained in the attached article, encompasses several 

techniques to utilize rising real estate values that accompany certain transit 
investments as a means to pay for those transit projects and, with excess 
revenues, additional transit projects or even affordable housing.  Four main 
approaches to value capture include: 1) special assessment districts; 2) joint 
development; 3) tax-increment financing districts; and 4) development fees.  

 
At the forum there was particular interest in identifying how to involve the 

Commonwealth and to encourage the General Assembly to provide incentives to 
local governments to use value capture techniques to fund transit.  

 
It was noted that NVTC’s study of the value of Metrorail to the 

Commonwealth done in 1985 helped win increased state transit assistance in the 
1986 special session of the Virginia General Assembly and NVTC’s follow up 
study in 1994 forecast an annual internal rate of return for the Commonwealth on 
its Metrorail investments of 20%. Participants suggested that NVTC should 
consider updating its earlier studies, perhaps in cooperation with Hampton 
Roads.  To that end, WMATA’s recent work on the business case for Metrorail 
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identified $235 billion of real estate value within half a mile of Metrorail stations 
(half of that within a quarter mile) and compiled data on the assessed value of 
the parcelable real estate in those areas. 

 
Among the techniques used to initiate plans for a new $240 million 

Metrorail station in Alexandria’s Potomac Yard are developer fees ($10 per 
square foot), assessment districts (20-cents per $1000 commercial and 10-cents 
for residential) and anticipated property tax revenues from future development. 
The station is currently scheduled to open at the end of 2016.  Including debt 
service and capitalized interest costs, almost $500 million in financing is needed. 
In the Beauregard Corridor of Alexandria the developer charge is $1 to $2 per 
square foot for affordable housing. 

 
Chris Leinberger stated that developers prefer to share their returns from 

the mid-to-long-term portion of project earnings, rather than make up front 
contributions at greater risk.  They don’t want to share more than a third of 
earnings and want their obligation to end when the initial investment is paid off. 
Governments should consider taking equity positions in such projects (e.g. 10 
percent), perhaps as a limited partner via a non-profit organization. 

 
Shyan Kannan reported on his research that shows a strong correlation 

between urban rail transit investments and high-wage jobs.  He did not find a 
similar result for Bus Rapid Transit investments, but BRT may help aggregate 
service sector jobs.  Uses valued at $70 per square foot or higher are generally 
necessary in order to serve as a magnet for high-paying jobs.  

 















































































 

 

 
 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #10 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Fisette and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube and Kala Quintana 
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: NVTC Public Outreach  
              
 

Each month NVTC staff will provide examples of communications with the media, 
the public, transit allies and others that comprise NVTC’s public outreach work program.  

 
December, 2012 

 
NVTC staff arranged on very short notice a staging area near the 

Franconia/Springfield Metrorail station for PRTC buses. 
 

As shown in the attached photo, staff assisted VRE in its very popular annual Santa 
Trains activity on December 10th, serving as “Mrs. Claus.” 

 
A media response was prepared on short notice regarding the Governor’s 

transportation plan. 
 

Several media representatives were briefed on the unintended consequences of the 
Governor’s proposal to consolidate NVTC and NVTA. A concise discussion paper on 
the subject was prepared and circulated. 

 
Finally, staff updated its PowerPoint “How Public Transportation is Organized in 

Northern Virginia.”  This document is being used in NVTC’s ongoing efforts to educate 
the public about the effectiveness of transit in this region and its need for more funding.   
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January, 2012  
 

Staff visited Arlington’s Mobility Lab to view their current projects and discuss 
partnering on a DRPT grant application to expand open source data and transit 
schedule displays throughout the region.  Staff viewed the Mobility Lab’s new transit 
information demonstration project and provided support for a media interview.  

 
Staff continued to coordinate with legislators, elected officials, stakeholders and 

regional partners on legislative initiatives and legislation pertaining to the proposed 
merger of NVTC with NVTA.    

 
Staff attended Chairman Bulova’s New Year’s reception at the Fairfax County 

government center.   
 
Staff represented NVTC at a meeting with Senator Warner’s office to discuss federal 

transit legislation and the impacts of pending legislation on the region’s proposed 
Vanpool Initiative. 

 
Staff coordinated with the Arlington PIO on a media response to Arlington’s loss of a 

principal WMATA board seat (article attached). 
 
Following up on the visit to the Mobility Lab, staff conducted survey of local transit 

systems to determine their plans for utilizing the General Transit Feed System (GTFS) 
formats for their transit schedules and their timeline for making this information available 
to the public. The goal is to create an open source data environment for developers to 
create transit applications which can provide more tools for transit systems and 
commuters.   

 
Staff attended the VTA reception in Richmond. The reception was well attended by 

legislators, elected officials, the McDonnell administration and representatives from 
DRPT.   

 
Staff continues to attend NVTA’s JACC meeting as well as various planning and 

coordination meetings for TransAction 2040.  Staff continues to work with Cambridge 
Systematics to coordinate public information materials and develop an outreach plan for 
the study and the upcoming “Open House” event scheduled for April 18, 2012.  

 
Staff participated in VDOT's Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) TDM exercise 

and advocated to ensure that transit was well represented in the initiative.  
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Staff drafted a proposed outline of NVTC’s strategic communications plan. This 
included researching e-mail marketing and outreach tools that could be integrated into a 
communications plan.  
 
 
 
February, 2012 
 

On very short notice, staff arranged a tabletop exercise for NVTC’s transit partners 
on the Governor’s proposed Integrated Corridor Management (ICM) Initiative.  Almost 
every transit system in Northern Virginia’s planning district 8 was represented.    

 
Staff continues to attend TAGS meeting and to serve as Vice President of 

Legislative Affairs.  Staff provided an update to the TAGS board regarding legislative 
matters that could have an impact on the Greater Springfield area, the TAGS circulator 
system, as well as Northern Virginia transportation funding as a whole. 

 
Staff attended the joint FTA/FHWA conference on Advanced TDM (ATDM) in 

Washington, D.C. along with federal and state transportation representatives from 
across the United States. The workshop focused on the full integration of transportation 
technologies and how the information gathered can be used to predict and respond to 
disruptions in the transportation network.  Attendees participated in tabletop exercises 
and discussed challenges for their existing networks. Staff was a strong advocate for 
transit as an integral part of relieving congestion in existing networks without increase 
lane miles.  

 
Staff coordinated the joint NVTA/NVTC meeting in Richmond along with a legislative 

meeting on behalf of Delegate May. With local legislative liaisons an amendment was 
drafted that resulted in the consolidation of NVTC into NVTA in HB 1291 being 
transformed into a more favorable approach.  

 
Staff continues to coordinate with elected officials, stakeholders and strategic 

partners on legislative developments and initiatives.  
 
Staff attended the TransAction 2040 subcommittee meeting and continues to plan 

and coordinate with stakeholders on the upcoming April 18, 2012 “Open House.” Staff 
continues to work with the contractor to create information products for the elected 
officials and the public to view.  

 
Staff attended the monthly NVTA JACC meeting and coordinated a presentation of 

the Regional Vanpool Initiative with Al Harf (PRTC) and Lloyd Robinson (GWRC). This 
presentation served to keep local partners and stakeholders informed of the project’s 
progress and to address concerns previously raised by the NVTA member jurisdictions. 
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Staff attended a FEMA Office of National Capital Region Coordination (NCRC) and 
Office of Personnel Management (OPM) workshop for a discussion of “Transportation 
Coordination for the National Capital Region.”  
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Statement of Bill Euille on the Governors proposal for transportation funding plan:  
 
 
“On behalf of my colleagues and all Northern Virginians, we are pleased that Governor 
McDonnell recognizes the transportation funding crisis.   
 
While Governor McDonnell is seeking to earmark a portion of future General Fund tax revenues 
that may become available to the Commonwealth through economic recovery, NVTC is on 
record as favoring immediate new revenues for transit that are stable, reliable, proven and 
permanent.  Accordingly, we would like to see the Governor proposing new, dedicated revenue 
sources that do not reduce the state's General Fund or local government's property tax base. 
 
We also note the absence of any mention of funds for public transit. We trust the Governor will 
provide further details soon spelling out how public transit will benefit.  
 
Finally, the Governor’s mention of tax increment financing for state‐funded projects deserves 
further elaboration, since local governments now derive benefits from transit‐induced economic 
development. We trust that the Governor does not intend to shift existing property tax revenues 
used by local governments for essential local services such as transit, police, fire and schools to 
go instead to the state. 
 
Our local governments, business leaders and transportation advocacy groups all agree that 
simply shuffling monies from one pot to another is not adequate to maintaining Virginia’s status 
as the best place to do business in the United States.  We have $700 million in unmet 
transportation needs in Northern Virginia alone.    
 
The DC Metro area is #1 for congestion in the country and that’s not going to change until NEW, 
LONG‐TERM, SUSTAINABLE funding is identified, approved and implemented.” 
 















3 

 

Statement of Bill Euille on the Governors proposal for transportation funding plan:  
 
 
“On behalf of my colleagues and all Northern Virginians, we are pleased that Governor 
McDonnell recognizes the transportation funding crisis.   
 
While Governor McDonnell is seeking to earmark a portion of future General Fund tax revenues 
that may become available to the Commonwealth through economic recovery, NVTC is on 
record as favoring immediate new revenues for transit that are stable, reliable, proven and 
permanent.  Accordingly, we would like to see the Governor proposing new, dedicated revenue 
sources that do not reduce the state's General Fund or local government's property tax base. 
 
We also note the absence of any mention of funds for public transit. We trust the Governor will 
provide further details soon spelling out how public transit will benefit.  
 
Finally, the Governor’s mention of tax increment financing for state‐funded projects deserves 
further elaboration, since local governments now derive benefits from transit‐induced economic 
development. We trust that the Governor does not intend to shift existing property tax revenues 
used by local governments for essential local services such as transit, police, fire and schools to 
go instead to the state. 
 
Our local governments, business leaders and transportation advocacy groups all agree that 
simply shuffling monies from one pot to another is not adequate to maintaining Virginia’s status 
as the best place to do business in the United States.  We have $700 million in unmet 
transportation needs in Northern Virginia alone.    
 
The DC Metro area is #1 for congestion in the country and that’s not going to change until NEW, 
LONG‐TERM, SUSTAINABLE funding is identified, approved and implemented.” 
 



Discussion of Governor McDonnell’s Proposal to Consolidate NVTC and NVTA 
 

Proposal 
 

Governor McDonnell has proposed consolidating the Northern Virginia Transportation Commission (NVTC) and 
the Northern Virginia Transportation Authority (NVTA): 
 

“The Northern Virginia Transportation Commission (NVTC) would be consolidated with the Northern 
Virginia Transportation Authority (NVTA) so that the NVTA would assume all powers and responsibilities of 
the NVTC. The merger would create a singular, unified group to represent Northern Virginia’s localities on 
transportation issues.” 
 
“Under the consolidation, the powers and duties of the NVTC would be assumed by the NVTA, except that 
the NVTC would remain as a subsidiary solely for the purposes of appointing Virginia’s representation to 
the WMATA Board of Directors.” 

 
The consolidation proposal purports to “provide for more direct funding of transit, consolidate duplicative 
organizations, and create one unified organization for improving transportation in Northern Virginia.” 
  
The Governor has not provided an explanation of how his proposal achieves any of these goals. As explained 
below, instead it appears to create further complications for transportation planning, coordination and 
implementation for the region.  
 
The proposed consolidation does not recognize significant complications of NVTC’s co-ownership of the 
Virginia Railway Express (VRE).  It also overlooks the fact that there is no overlap in operations and expertise 
between NVTC and NVTA.  NVTA has no staff or budget and therefore no financial savings will occur from 
consolidation.   
 
 

Overview of Organizations 
 

Each organization was created at a different time in order to address unique transportation issues that were 
locality specific.   
 

• NVTC was established in 1964.  It includes six jurisdictions. Its responsibilities include appointing 
Virginia’s members of the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority (WMATA) Board, managing 
Northern Virginia gas tax revenues, managing transit projects and grants for its jurisdictions, 
coordinating transit services, conducting transportation research and initiating innovations for local 
transit systems. 

• VRE, Northern Virginia’s commuter rail service, began service in 1992 and is jointly owned by NVTC 
and the Potomac Rappahannock Transportation Commission (PRTC), so that the effects on PRTC and 
its member jurisdictions must be considered in the proposed consolidation, including NVTC- issued 
bonds for VRE and a complex multi-jurisdiction Master Agreement executed by NVTC.   

• NVTA, created in 2002, includes nine jurisdictions plus a representative of several towns.  It was tasked 
with long-range transportation planning, programming highway and other transportation funds, and 
advocating for Northern Virginia’s transportation needs. NVTA has no staff, no official offices (only a 
mailbox and phone number), and minimal funding of $50,000 annually provided by VDOT to cover 
incidental mailbox, telephone and meeting expenses (which NVTA is not spending given volunteer 
efforts of staff of its member jurisdictions). 

 
While a combined transportation agency could be developed, consolidation would require significant effort, 
detract from each agency’s current mission, and almost certainly function no more effectively than the separate 
agencies, given their unique missions.  Many unanticipated consequences would result. 



 

Agency Funding and Governance 
 

 NVTA NVTC 
Total Staff 0 6 FT; 2 PT 
Total Budget in FY2012 $0 $1.2 Million 
Financial Assets $116,000 $148 Million held for 

member jurisdictions. 
Co-ownership of 
$378 million of VRE 
assets 

Support from State General Fund $0 $0 
Lease Agreements $0 $2 Million for 10-year 

Office Lease 
Bonds $0 $25 Million in 

outstanding bonds for 
VRE 

Board Meetings in FY2011 3 9 
Total Board Members 
(Excluding Alternates) 

17 20 

 
Conclusion:  NVTC is an active organization with a small staff and significant financial resources 

and commitments.  NVTA has not received anticipated funding and has no staff.  
 

Agency Responsibilities 
 

 NVTA NVTC 
Coordinates Local and Regional Transit Services  X 
Co-owns VRE (Commuter Rail)  X 
Appoints Virginia’s Members of the WMATA Board  X 
Receives 2.1% Motor Vehicle Tax Which Funds Member 
Jurisdictions’ WMATA and other Transportation Expenses  X 

Issued Bonds and Manages Trust Funds For Member Jurisdictions  X 
Allocates CMAQ/RSTP Federal Funds and Other Funds That May 
Be Made Available By the General Assembly or Federal Government X  

Prioritizes Transportation Projects and Agrees on Project Funding X  
Agrees on Unified Virginia Positions On Issues to be Acted On By 
the Regional Metropolitan Planning Organization  X  

Prepares Unconstrained Long-Range Regional Surface 
Transportation Plan X  

Demonstrates New Transit Technology   X 
Advocates for Public Transit in General  X 
Compiles Transit Performance Data and Educates the Public  X 
Serves as Trustee for State Transit Assistance  X 

 
Conclusion:   No overlapping responsibilities.  
 



 

Rationale for Consolidation, Per the Governor’s Recommendation 
 
Rationale 1: “Provide more direct funding of transit” 
 

• The member jurisdictions of NVTC, NVTA and VRE have adopted different and complex approaches to 
allocating revenue and shares of their administrative budgets, either statutorily or through other 
agreements, that best meet the region’s objectives. None of these jurisdictions is seeking a change in 
funding allocations.  

• In Northern Virginia, transportation spending priorities are developed in a collaborative manner, transit 
services are effectively and closely coordinated, and no territorial conflicts exist between the agencies.    

• No state general funds are used for the agencies’ administrative budgets. 
 
Rationale 2: “Consolidate duplicative organizations”  
 

• Currently the two agencies serve different territories.  Consolidating these agencies could result in 
jurisdictions voting on issues outside their boundaries/interests. 

• To ensure that all issues are properly addressed, the consolidated agency would likely have to include 
subcommittees to address specific areas, thereby creating further bureaucratic layers.   
 

Rationale 3: “Create one unified organization for improving transportation in Northern Virginia.” 
  

• In 2008, the Transportation Planning Board (TPB) reconfirmed a cooperative planning approach that 
avoids overlapping and competing planning responsibilities in an agreement executed by TPB, VDOT, 
DRPT, WMATA, NVTC, NVRC and others.  If the region were failing to meet these federally mandated 
requirements, federal transportation funds would be withheld. 
 

Conclusion:  The Governor has not provided evidence that his proposal achieves any of his 
stated objectives.  

 
 
 

Additional Adverse Consequences from the Proposal 
 
Governance 
 

• Currently NVTA and NVTC have 37 combined board members, primarily local elected officials, General 
Assembly members and the Governor’s appointees.  Methods for appointments for the new 
consolidated agency would have to be resolved.   Additionally, decisions would have to be made 
regarding whether representation would be allocated based on population, financial contribution, or 
other criteria. Such criteria may upset the current balance of decision-making authority in the two 
organizations that is currently producing effective outcomes.  
 

• Given NVTC’s current role in selecting Virginia’s WMATA board members, it is likely that reshuffling the 
organization will affect the way those selections are made, creating winners and losers.  For example, 
NVTA’s board includes DRPT’s Director, the Administrator of the Northern Virginia District of VDOT , 
two citizen members appointed by the Governor, the mayor of a town and three General Assembly 
members that may not all be from NVTC’s WMATA jurisdictions. 

 
Legal Issues 

 
• Issues related to bonds, leases, and other legal documents must be reviewed and resolved.  For 

example, in contrast to NVTA, NVTC has liability protection tailored to its ownership of VRE and also 
has negotiated labor agreements supporting millions of dollars in federal transit grants that would have 
to be unwound if NVTC ceases to be an active and free-standing organization.  
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• NVTC is cited specifically in the WMATA Compact, which can only be amended with identical actions 

by the Virginia, Maryland and D.C. legislative bodies and the U.S. Congress.  Creating NVTC as a 
subsidiary of NVTA solely for the purposes of appointing the WMATA representatives would be 
problematic if conflicts with the Compact resulted.  

 
• Unforeseen consequences may occur due to widespread technical amendments to the Virginia Code 

that would be required for this undertaking.  For example, would Northern Virginia’s local governments 
need to be excluded from the opportunities available to the rest of the state in the Transportation 
District Act? As competing interests become involved, amendments may become even more complex 
and create still further unintended consequences. 

 
Funding 
 

• NVTC is a transit organization and receives 75% of its administrative budget from state transit funds.  
Subsuming NVTC within NVTA (a non-transit organization) would result in loss of that state funding 
source and require local General Funds to be used.  Some NVTA members would also have to begin to 
pay the costs of two transportation agencies (PRTC and NVTA) where today they only pay for one 
(PRTC).  Accordingly, the proposal is another unfunded state mandate.  

 
 
 

Conclusions 
 

1. No evidence exists that the consolidation proposal achieves the stated goals.  
 

2. NVTC is already results oriented, is a good steward of taxpayer dollars, has been recognized nationally as 
an outstanding public agency, consistently ensures sound investments in transit and has done so since 
1964.   

 
3. There is significant local opposition to the proposal because there is deep skepticism that consolidation 

would serve any constructive purpose.  Consolidation has been previously proposed, evaluated, and 
rejected by the local governments and regional agencies that are directly affected because the 
disadvantages far outweighed any perceived advantages.    

 
4. In considering previous proposals to do away with NVTC, some have expressed serious concerns that 

NVTC’s carefully negotiated sharing agreement for transit funds will be overturned and the new 
organization will tilt the balance of funding toward more roads and less transit.  

 
5. It took at least two years for the General Assembly to create NVTA alone.  Consolidation of NVTC and 

NVTA, with repercussions for VRE and PRTC, would require even more evaluation and planning to 
accomplish.  This, tied with the negotiation of acceptable terms for all parties needed to overcome complex 
funding, governance, and legal issues, would be costly and time consuming.  It is a distraction when time, 
funding and other limited resources could be better spent addressing the individual agencies’ missions and 
the region’s critical transportation needs.   

 
6. If, despite an absence of any factual basis for supporting consolidation of NVTA and NVTC, the General 

Assembly wishes to proceed, it would be less disruptive to absorb NVTA into NVTC than to attempt the 
opposite as the Governor has proposed.  NVTC has staff, offices and funding and meets monthly. Given 
the legislative complexity of such a merger, the 2012 General Assembly could call for the requested 
consolidation to be completed in at least two stages, with a detailed study of alternatives and suggested 
legislation slated for completion in 2012 with enactment of the preferred alternative occurring in the 2013 
General Assembly.  
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Summary

• Public transit in Northern Virginia is coordinated and performs 
exceptionally well.

• Routes do not overlap, services are not duplicated, and systems do not 
compete. 

• The institutions providing, planning and funding transit in Northern 
Virginia are many and their interrelationships are complex, but they 
have evolved for good reasons, function effectively and have well-
defined individual responsibilities. 

• In general those entities providing the most funding exercise the most 
control.

3

• While all participants continue to strive for improvements, there is no 
compelling need to alter the current institutional structure.

Northern Virginia’s 
Interconnected Transit Systems

In Northern Virginia: 145 million trips in FY 2011

4
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Ridership Data for FY 2011 Show Continued Positive 
Regional Transit Performance

Strong transit performance in Northern Virginia: 

FY 2011 lt  h  145 illi  t i   5 t d t  FY • FY 2011 results show 145 million trips, up 5 percent compared to FY 
2007.

• 22% ridership growth here since 2001.
• For example, the Virginia Railway Express (VRE) is experiencing all-time 

high ridership now exceeding 20,000 daily riders. All of its top 10 ridership 
days have occurred in 2011. 

• 76% of Virginia’s transit ridership is in Northern Virginia.
• Northern Virginia’s 2.2 million residents took 65 transit trips per capita in 

FY 2011, while in NVTC’s WMATA jurisdictions residents took 96 (transit 0 , ju d o d oo 6 ( a
trips per capita, statewide, excluding Northern Virginia, was 8).

5

• Transit and ridesharing carry as much as two-
thirds of commuters in our major corridors in 
peak periods. 

Total Transit Ridership Growth 
NoVA FY 2007-2011

Transit Provider
FY 2007 Passenger 

Trips
FY 2008 Passenger 

Trips
FY 2009 Passenger 

Trips
FY 2010 Passenger 

Trips
FY 2011 Passenger 

Trips

Metrorail (Northern Virginia) 94,161,091  97,985,696  101,183,949  98,463,817  98,053,085 

Metrobus (Northern Virginia) 21,011,434  21,574,431  22,125,429  20,556,094  20,401,587 

Fairfax Connector 9,717,392  9,810,228  9,576,635  9,643,793  10,283,313 

Alexandria DASH Bus 3,743,449  3,978,773  4,006,825  3,805,551  3,750,737 

Virginia Railway Express 
(VRE) 3,453,561  3,583,534  3,868,035  4,106,589  4,645,591 

PRTC OMNI Ride Bus 1,738,556  1,840,616  2,146,441  2,176,322  2,297,425 

City of Fairfax CUE Bus 1,135,758  1,047,346  1,031,659  932,055  910,549 

6

*Preliminary.

Arlington Transit 1,060,441  1,225,427  1,428,827  1,990,402  2,261,129 

PRTC OMNI Link Bus 944,917  1,008,568  1,025,633  1,000,027  1,029,274 

Loudoun County Transit 652,347  777,273  890,011  967,957  1,210,542 

Total 137,618,946  142,831,892  147,283,444  143,642,607  144,843,232 

Annual Transit Ridership in NoVA has Increased 5% since 2007.
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120.0

Average Weekday Passenger Trips on Northern Virginia Transit Systems
(thousands), FY 1984-2011

Over 90,000 daily 
passenger trips on local 

transit systems in Northern 
Virginia!

ART receives APTA 

40.0

60.0

Tyson's Shuttle Crystal

PRTC OMNILink 
begins service

Arlington
ART begins service

VRE over 10,000 
weekday passenger 

tripsConnector over 20,000  
weekday passenger trips

Outstanding Transit 
System award

CUE named one of 10 best 
small bus systems in U.S by 

Metro Magazine

Loudoun County Transit 
begins service
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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 2011
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 96.0

0.0

20.0

Fairfax Connector 
begins service

DASH named APTA
"Best Small Transit 

System" 

Tyson s Shuttle, Crystal 
City Trolley begin service

VRE, PRTC 
CommuteRide 
begin service

*  Northern Virginia Transit Systems for 2011 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.  D
do not include WMATA reimbursable services such as the REX, Pike Ride, or TAGS

DASH 
begins 
service

Average Weekday Passenger Trips

FY DASH Connector CUE VRE PRTC ART LCT

1991 5,100  8,550  2,780 

Northern Virginia Local Transit Systems

1992 5,456  8,550  3,400 

1993 6,900  9,610  3,100  5,597  2,730 

1994 7,604  10,605  3,305  7,170  2,864 

1995 7,604  16,465  3,552  7,361  2,964 

1996 7,815  16,700  3,380  7,670  3,174 

1997 7,751  17,000  3,191  7,150  3,671 

1998 7,963  17,499  3,131  6,081  3,695 

1999 8,354  17,636  3,100  7,078  3,857  420  648 

2000 8,689  20,494  3,435  8,414  5,350  714  710 

2001 9,172  22,537  3,423  9,877  5,083  588  730 

2002 9,330  24,765  3,250  11,467  6,153  837  838 
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2002 , , , , ,

2003 10,235  27,765  3,282  13,291  7,186  976  1,152 

2004 10,864  28,590  3,438  14,540  7,635  2,640  1,642 

2005 11,288  29,775  3,739  15,115  8,076  2,992  2,189 

2006 12,178  33,154  3,831  14,785  9,611  3,528  2,449 

2007 12,785  33,877  3,988  13,982  10,610  3,812  2,606 

2008 13,657  33,901  3,713  14,662  11,218  4,243  3,156 

2009 14,033  30,278  3,651  15,754  12,638  4,926  3,614 

2010 13,544  34,356  3,331  16,673  12,303  7,109  3,997 

2011 12,933  35,883  3,180  18,377  12,685  8,056  4,897 
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Costs of Operation

• All of Northern Virginia’s transit systems have held their 
inflation-adjusted operating costs relatively steady over inflation-adjusted operating costs relatively steady over 
the past few years. 

• Bus systems serving short passenger trips have lower 
costs per trip than bus and rail systems serving primarily 
long distance trips.

• Conversely, bus and rail systems with long distance 
customers have lower costs per passenger mile.

• Similarly  operating costs recovered from passenger fares • Similarly, operating costs recovered from passenger fares 
vary with type of service offered.  Short-haul feeder 
routes to rail stations recover much lower percentages 
than express bus routes and rail services. For example, 
VRE recovers over 50% and Metrorail over 70% while 
Metrobus recovers 33%.

9

Local Level of Effort

• It now costs over $882 million dollars $
annually to operate, maintain and 
invest in public transit in Northern 
Virginia.

• Local sources (fares, 2.1% gas tax, 
local subsidies) provide about 60%.

10

• The latest available data show that, 
NVTC’s jurisdictions had a local level of 
effort of $269 per person.  The next 
largest effort was in the Richmond 
District at $26.17 per person.



6

Many Separate Institutions, Each with 
Well-Defined Responsibilities

• As shown on the following chart and in the 
appendix  there are nine distinct agencies providing appendix, there are nine distinct agencies providing 
public transit regionally and locally in Northern 
Virginia.

• There are seven additional regional and state 
agencies with some role in planning transit in 
Northern Virginia.

11

• Most of these local, regional, and state agencies, as 
well as federal agencies such as Federal Transit 
Administration, Federal Highway Administration and 
Federal Railroad Administration have a role in 
funding transit. 

Summary of Agencies Planning, 
Operating and Funding Public Transit

Organization Primary Responsibilities

Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA)

Federal formula and discretionary funding 
and safety regulation. 

Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA)

Flexible federal funding available for transit.

Federal Railroad
Administration (FRA)

Federal loans and grants for passenger rail 
systems and safety regulation.

Department of Rail and 
Public Transportation 
(DRPT)

State transit formula and discretionary 
grants, statewide planning, technical 
assistance.

Virginia Department of 
Transportation (VDOT)

State funding and in Northern Virginia-
planning, technical assistance and ITS 
architecture.

12
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Summary of Agencies Planning, 
Operating and Funding Public Transit

Funding and Planning:

Organization Primary Responsibilities
Metropolitan Washington 
Airports Authority (MWAA)

Manage Dulles Rail Extension and Dulles Toll Road as 
well as Dulles and Reagan airports.

Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments 
(MWCOG)

Modeling, transportation and air quality data collection, 
vision and constrained planning.

Transportation Planning Board 
(TPB)

Metropolitan Planning Organization, Transportation 
Improvement Program, regionwide priorities. Federal 
statutory responsibility for constrained long-range plan 

d i d l l ti  f il bl  f di   and period calculation of available funding resources. 

Northern Virginia Transportation 
Authority (NVTA)

Northern Virginia multi-modal unconstrained
transportation plan, funding priorities, legislative 
advocacy, project implementing.

Northern Virginia Transportation 
Commission (NVTC)

Collect and manage 2.1% gas tax for Metro, coordinate 
state grant applications, co-own VRE, demonstrations of 
innovative technologies, appoint Metro Board members, 
legislative advocacy 13

Summary of Agencies Planning, 
Operating and Funding Public Transit

Organization Primary Responsibilities

Transit Operators:
g y p

Washington Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority (WMATA)

Major regional transit provider of rail, bus and 
paratransit service.

Potomac & Rappahannock 
Transportation Commission (PRTC)

Co-own VRE, 2.1% gas tax for members’ 
transportation, coordinate VRE’s federal grants, operate 
Omni Ride (commuter bus) and Omni Link (demand-
responsive local bus).

Virginia Railway Express (VRE) Transit Provider of regional commuter rail service.

Virginia Regional Transit Transit Provider of regional rural and local bus service.

f d f l l l dFairfax Connector Transit Provider of local, BRT, commuter, circulator, and 
feeder bus service. 

Loudoun County Transit (LCT) Transit Provider of long distance commuter bus service.

Arlington Transit (ART) Transit Provider of local and circulator bus service. 

Alexandria DASH Transit Provider of local bus service. 

City of Fairfax CUE Transit Provider of circulator bus service. 
14
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What Factors Contribute to Effective 
Coordination of Public Transit in 

Northern Virginia?

• While there are many individual agencies, each has a well-
established historic role.  Agency staffs interact regularly and 
f tl  i    d h  i f tifrequently in many venues and share information.

• Many of the same local and state elected officials serve on agency 
and transit system boards, providing the opportunity for learning 
and coordination at the same time they can focus on areas of 
special interest.

• In general, the region has organized its transit systems according 
to the principle that those sponsors providing the most funding 
should exercise the most control   Local sources of funding 
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should exercise the most control.  Local sources of funding 
(property tax, passenger fares, regional 2.1% gas tax) cover about 
two-thirds of total transit costs, with state and federal aid covering 
the remainder.

What Factors Contribute to Effective 
Coordination of Public Transit in 

Northern Virginia?

• Because local government funds and customer fares cover 
over 60% of Northern Virginia’s transit capital and operating 
costs, not only are locally controlled transit systems 
responsive to the needs of customers, but they also 
maintain tight controls on spending.

• In fact, Northern Virginia has by far the greatest per capita 
transit ridership, per capita local funding effort and overall 
transit efficiency of any district in Virginia.  Northern Virginia 

16

recognizes transit’s importance and therefore focuses on 
effective coordination.

• In general, regional agencies (TPB, WMATA, NVTA, NVTC, 
PRTC) help coordinate these local services to be certain 
their combined operations offer an integrated system. 
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Why Do Most Northern Virginia 
Localities Operate Separate Transit 

Systems?

L l t   t d t  id  i  t l t  • Local systems were created to provide service at least as 
effective as WMATA at lower cost.

• WMATA had more costly labor agreements than those 
available to new local systems.  Also, new transit systems 
hired new drivers who started at the low end of longevity-
based pay scales.

• WMATA was less flexible (requiring consensus among three 

17

( q g g
“states” and extensive public hearings). Also, most local bus 
systems did not use federal funding and thereby avoided 
costly rules and regulations. 

Why Do Most Northern Virginia 
Localities Operate Separate Transit 

Systems?

• Local bus systems generally took over low density feeder 
routes from Metrobus, thereby improving service quality 
and overall efficiency.  Metrobus concentrated on long-
distance, multi-jurisdictional routes. 

• Local bus systems can better reflect local conditions, values 
and goals and are an aid to local development and a source 
of civic pride. 

18



10

Why Do Most Northern Virginia 
Localities Operate Separate Transit 

Systems?

• When NVTC wished to initiate new commuter rail service, 
local governments within and outside NVTC considered the local governments within and outside NVTC considered the 
relative benefits of expanding NVTC and chose instead to 
create a contiguous district (known as the Potomac and 
Rappahannock Transportation Commission).  This allowed 
the new 2% motor fuels tax (now 2.1%) to be used for VRE 
and other transportation in the new district while retaining 
NVTC’s focus on WMATA. NVTC and PRTC have never voted 
differently on significant VRE issues and VRE is achieving 

19

unprecedented ridership gains. 

Examples of Effective Regional 
Transit Coordination

Route Planning and Service Integration:

• NVTC conducted a region wide analysis of transit services to identify gaps • NVTC conducted a region-wide analysis of transit services to identify gaps 
and overlapping services.  The study led to new services operated by 
Fairfax Connector and other local systems to fill the gaps.

• NVTC managed a study of transit opportunities in the Route 1 corridor of 
Fairfax and Prince William counties.  WMATA, the Fairfax Connector and 
PRTC now have added (and continue to add) new services there, including 
the unique REX service which is functionally equivalent to Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT).

• DRPT conducted a consulting study of how to expand transit services in the 

20

g y p
I-95/395 corridor as HOT lanes are added, stretching from Spotsylvania 
County to the Pentagon. All of the affected jurisdictions and transit systems 
participated. 

• NVTA introduced a unique method of describing corridor specific transit 
improvements in its 2030 transportation plan, as well as generating 
unprecedented levels of public involvement using innovative techniques.
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Examples of Effective Regional 
Transit Coordination

Route Planning and Service Integration:

• WMATA operates a core network of regional bus routes in which Maryland, 
d h b d l d hVirginia, and D.C. share subsidies. Its non-regional routes are operated at the 

request of individual jurisdictions with subsidies paid by the requesting 
jurisdictions. WMATA has recently completed its Metrobus Priority Corridor 
Network Plan which reflects a strategy for improving its travel times, 
reliability, capacity, productivity and system access. It is consistent with 
WMATA’s Regional Transportation Vision, Regional Bus Study, Core Capacity 
Study and APTA Peer Review.

• Service provided by local bus systems is integrated with that of Metrobus
wherever possible. For example, REX on Route 1 in Fairfax County operates 
at 15 minute intervals at limited stops while Fairfax Connector service is 
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at 15 minute intervals at limited stops while Fairfax Connector service is 
provided every 30 minutes to more stops. In combination they provide 10 
minute headways. 

• MWCOG/TPB’s Regional Bus Subcommittee meets regularly to identify top 
priority bus system integration projects for the entire metropolitan area.

Examples of Effective Regional 
Transit Coordination

Performance Measurement:

• For the past several years, MWCOG staff 
(using VDOT funds) performed traffic 
studies in major commuting corridors for 
NVTC. The studies measure the 
performance of various commuting modes 
(transit and ridesharing provide up to 
three-quarters of peak period trips in 
major corridors)

22

major corridors).

• NVTC provides consulting assistance to its local bus systems to 
complete annual National Transit Database reports, thereby 
earning an additional $6 million annually in federal funds for 
WMATA.
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Examples of Effective Regional Transit 
Coordination

Agency Cooperation:

• MWAA has taken over management of the vital rail MWAA has taken over management of the vital rail 
extension to Dulles Airport and into Loudoun County. Fairfax 
Connector operates BRT service in the corridor as a 
precursor to rail and Loudoun County Transit connects 
points further west with core destinations.

• NVTA has operated very successfully for several years in 
planning and setting priorities despite a lack of funding and 
no staff.  Only extensive cooperation among jurisdictions 
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and agencies volunteering their staffs make that possible. 

• Northern Virginia’s transit systems also actively participate 
in the Virginia Transit Association, which provides a forum 
for statewide advocacy and coordination. Most also are 
members of the American Public Transportation Association 
for coordination with U.S. and Canadian transit systems. 

Examples of Effective Regional    
Transit Coordination

Fare Integration:

• With DRPT’s funding and NVTC’s leadership, each of Northern 
Virginia’s regional and local bus systems uses the same 
SmarTrip fareboxes and regional clearinghouse. Also these 
systems offer SmartBenefits (access to monthly tax-free 
employer-provided transit passes up to $230). Pass products 
and the ability to have funds automatically transferred to 
SmarTrip cards are now available.

• Fare systems are very similar. For example, the Fairfax 
Connector has acted to mirror the structure of Metrobus.

24
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Examples of Effective Regional    
Transit Coordination

Emergency Response:

• After September 11, 2001, NVTC assembled all of the region’s 
transit operators together with first responders (police, fire, 
EMT), and developed emergency response plans for WMATA’s 
key Metrorail stations in Northern Virginia, including designated 
alternative routes and staging areas.  A region-wide transit 
operators group is now extending this work to the entire 
metropolitan area under the auspices of WMATA. 

25

More Examples of Effective Regional              
Transit Coordination

Cooperative Customer Service:

• Customers using WMATA’s trip 
planning tools (on-line or by 
telephone), VRE’s real-time 
train monitoring system and 
NVTC’s e-schedules receive up-
to-date information on local bus 
systems as well as Metrorail and 

b

• Most jurisdictions operate transit stores at which fare 
media of Northern Virginia’s transit systems are available 
together with schedules and other information.

26

Metrobus.
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More Examples of Effective Regional              
Transit Coordination

Technologies:
• NVTC initiated a demonstration of hybrid and other clean-fuel 

alte nati es that led to the c eation of the Falls Ch ch GEORGE alternatives that led to the creation of the Falls Church GEORGE 
bus system.

• NVTC developed two new real-time bus arrival information 
systems. One, successfully tested on Falls Church’s GEORGE, is a 
low-cost, non-proprietary system. Customers call a telephone 
number with their bus stop location and are told the arrival time of 
the next bus. In an open source format, it is available for 
improvements being developed by university classes and others. 
The second system is more sophisticated and was developed for The second system is more sophisticated and was developed for 
Alexandria’s DASH. 

• WMATA is testing a single log-in by drivers using Smartcards that 
will integrate access on each Metrobus to SmartTrip fareboxes; 
Clever Devices maintenance monitoring, voice annunciators and 
automatic passenger counters; GE digital video cameras; Motorola 
radios; Orbital GPS devices; and Luminator destination signs.  

27

Conclusions

• Public transit performs exceptionally well in Northern Virginia 
overall and especially compared to other districts of Virginia.

• The institutions governing the provision of transit service and its 
planning and funding are many and seemingly complex, but they 
have evolved for good reasons, have well-defined individual 
responsibilities, and support the principle of providing the greatest 
control to those providing the most funding.

• From the transit customer’s perspective, services are seamless. 
They share common customer information, e-schedules, SmarTrip 
fare collection and trip planning  Customers care about reliability 

28

fare collection and trip planning. Customers care about reliability 
of service, not the logo on the side of bus. 

• All participants continue to strive for more efficiency, 
interconnections and coordination, and there is always room for 
improvement. That is why there are several forums with regular 
meetings to identify and resolve any problems, including those of 
TPB, WMATA,NVTA, and NVTC among others. 
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Appendix: Individual Agencies Providing Transit 
Planning, Operations and/or Funding in Northern 

Virginia

29

Federal Transit Administration

Role: 

• Administers federal formula and discretionary
grants for transit through a regional office in 
Philadelphia and headquarters in Washington D.C.

• For FY 2011, NVTC identified about $161 million in federal 
funds, or 19% of the total $840 million spent on transit 
operations and capital in Northern Virginia.

• Enforces and audits extensive rules on planning, labor 
protection, procurement, U.S. manufacturing of transit 
vehicles, charters, safety and grant requirements. 

30
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Federal Highway Administration

Role:

• Provides flexible funding for such transit sources
as Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality. Northern 
Virginia’s process for such funding calls for initial 
requests from transit operators with their board’s 
approval, prioritization by the Jurisdictional and Agency 
Coordinating Committee (JACC) of NVTA, approval by 
NVTA, approval by TPB and approval by CTB, provision of 
funds by FHWA to VDOT  and contracting with DRPTfunds by FHWA to VDOT, and contracting with DRPT.

• While the above process is lengthy, it ensures regional 
priorities are met and is accomplished routinely within a 
set schedule each  year. 

31

Federal Railroad Administration

Role:

• Administers limited grant programs and more 
extensive loans for passenger rail service 
(utilized by VRE to purchase railcars).

• Requires adherence to safety programs and regulations by 
freight and passenger rail operators.

32
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Virginia Department of 
Rail and Public Transportation

Role:
• Created July 1, 1992 (formerly a division of VDOT).y , ( y )
• Provides formula and discretionary funding for transit 

through Richmond and Northern Virginia offices.
• For FY 2011, expected funding for NVTC, VRE and WMATA totaled $166 

million or about 21% of the $798 million total.
• Audits compliance and performance of transit systems, developing an on-

line asset management system, requires six-year capital improvement 
programs from each transit system. 

• Conducts corridor transit studies such as Route 29, BRT (SJR 122) and I-

33

, ( )
95/495 HOT lanes.

• Member of TPB, NVTA, NVTC, PRTC and VRE boards. 
• Member of Commonwealth Transportation Board (which allocates funds 

available from the state).

Northern Virginia District of Virginia 
Department of Transportation

Role:
Provides funding for regional planning • Provides funding for regional planning 
efforts through MWCOG and has its own 
modeling staff emphasizing multi-modal 
involvement.

• Funded annual mode share corridor studies including 
transit.

• Maintains regional ITS architecture.
With h d t  ffi  i t i  N th  Vi i i ’  TIP • With headquarters office maintains Northern Virginia’s TIP 
and statewide STIP (necessary to qualify for federal 
funding).

• Manages HOV lanes used by transit systems and compiles 
performance data.

• Serves as a member of CTB, TPB and NVTA. 34
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Metropolitan Washington
Airports Authority

Role:
G d b   B d f i t  • Governed by a Board of appointees 
from Maryland, D.C., Virginia, Congress 
and the U.S. President, it manages 
Virginia’s Reagan National and Dulles airports 
under a long-term lease with congressional 
review. 
Now responsible for managing the extension of • Now responsible for managing the extension of 
rail in the Dulles Corridor and using Dulles Toll 
Road revenues to help fund the project. 

35

Metropolitan Washington 
Council of Governments

Role:
Serves as policy forum for suburban Maryland• Serves as policy forum for suburban Maryland,
Virginia and D.C. on issues such as 
transportation and air quality.

• Provides modeling and databases for population, 
employment and transportation forecasts.

• Operates Commuter Connections Network 
(carpooling/vanpooling).
I  1966 i d b  th  f d l t  th  • In 1966 recognized by the federal government as the 
agency responsible for comprehensive regional planning 
and agreed with TPB to use that agency as its 
Transportation Policy committee. 

36
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Transportation Planning Board of the 
National Capital Region

Role:
• Serves as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for

the region as defined in federal transportation planning the region as defined in federal transportation planning 
regulations.

• Now includes representatives of 17 cities and counties, plus
several state and regional transportation agencies. 

• MWCOG’s Director of Transportation is lead staff of TPB.
• Produces long-range plans (constrained, vision) with statutory 

responsibility for the constrained long range plan and for periodic 
assessments of available funding resources. 

• Approves and updates 6-year Transportation Improvement Program 
(TIP)

37

(TIP).
• Provides air quality analyses.
• Maintains technical and other committees (including regional bus 

operators).
• Providing transportation input to the Metropolitan Washington Air 

Quality Committee which produces the region’s clean air plans and 
conformance strategies. Violations would jeopardize federal 
transportation funds.  

Northern Virginia 
Regional Commission

Role:Role:
• One of Virginia’s planning district 

commissions, it is responsible for state 
planning reviews (A-95) with coordinated comments on 
federally funded projects.

• Provides a forum for resolution of land use and 
environmental issues.

• A 1971 contract with MWCOG recognizes TPB’s official A 1971 contract with MWCOG recognizes TPB s official 
transportation responsibilities and avoids duplication of 
effort with other regional bodies. 

• Lead agency in responding to traffic congestion issues 
resulting from the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
(BRAC) Commission‘s recommendations. 

38
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Northern Virginia 
Transportation Authority

Role:
• Created by Virginia General Assembly  in 2001 y g y

and consists of 16 members, including one local 
government official from each of its nine localities.

• Completes and updates Northern Virginia’s unconstrained 
multi-modal transportation plan, the most recent through 
2030, with the 2040 update due for completion in 2012.

• Sets priorities for Northern Virginia’s desired transportation 
projects and regional funding (e.g. CMAQ). Forwards 
Virginia’s portion of each year’s TIP to TPB for approvalVirginia s portion of each year s TIP to TPB for approval.

• Legislative advocacy.
• Implementation of projects. 
• Currently no external funding and staff. It relies entirely on 

volunteer work by its member jurisdictions.

39

Northern Virginia 
Transportation Commission

Role:
• Created in 1964 by Virginia’s General Assembly. y g y
• 20-member board of state and local elected officials. 
• Allocates up to $200 million annually of transit assistance to its six 

to member jurisdictions (covering 1,000 square miles with a 
population of 1.8 million).

• Collects and manages regional 2.1% gas tax dedicated to WMATA.
• Serves as a forum for resolving transit issues and coordinating 

services. 
• Co-owner of VRE and issues bonds for VRE• Co owner of VRE and issues bonds for VRE.
• Appoints two voting and two alternate members of WMATA’s Board 

of Directors and four voting members plus four alternates to VRE’s 
Board.

• Conducts transit demonstration projects.
• Manages state and federal grant-funded projects.
• Coordinates transit services. 40
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Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority

Governance: 

• Created in 1968 by interstate compact  Amendments to • Created in 1968 by interstate compact. Amendments to 
the compact require identical language by Maryland’s 
Legislature, District of Columbia’s Council, Virginia’s General 
Assembly and the U.S. Congress. Metro’s board has eight
voting members, two from each of Maryland, D.C., 
Virginia and the federal government. 

• No action passes the board without at least one affirmative vote 
from each of the three “state” jurisdictions.

• In Virginia, NVTC’s original five members are compact signatories g , g p g
(Arlington and Fairfax counties and the cities of Alexandria, Fairfax 
and Falls Church). Loudoun County, as a member of NVTC in 1990, 
is also part of the transit zone but isn’t required to fund Metro as it 
currently is not served. 

• Metro operates subway and regional bus service with 10,000 
employees and an operating budget of about $1.5 billion annually. 

41

Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority

Performance: 

MetrorailMetrorail
-286.5 million trips as of FY 2011, of which 98
million were in Virginia.
-Second largest rail transit system in the U.S. 
-Cost recovery of about 70%.

Metrobus
-124.9 million trips as of FY 2011, of which 21 million
were in Virginia.
-Sixth largest bus transit system in the U.S.
-Cost recovery of over 24% (since many routes feed 

Metrorail)

Metro Access
-2.2 million trips as of 2011 system-wide, up 292% from 
_0.5 in 2001. 42
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Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority

Funding:

In FY 2011, system-wide budget of $1.471
billion for operations and $712 million for 
capital. Within Virginia, NVTC’s WMATA 
jurisdictions used $82.6 million of local funds to meet a 
total bill of $530.1 million. Other sources were ----
($227.9 million), NVTC’s 2.1% gas tax ($30 million), 
f d l id ($86 illi ) d NVTC ll t d t t  id federal aid ($86 million) and NVTC allocated state aid 
($103.6 million). Thus, combined local sources (local, 
2.1% gas tax and fares) met 64% of the total Virginia bill.  
The funding information for WMATA, VRE and the local bus 
systems to follow is projected by NVTC using budgeted 
DRPT and regional gas tax data. 
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Potomac and Rappahannock Transportation 
Commission’s Omni Ride and Omni Link

Governance:

• Created in 1986. Governed by a board of appointees from its
six member jurisdictions (Prince William, Spotsylvania and Stafford counties 
and the cities of Fredericksburg, Manassas and Manassas Park).

• Co-owns VRE and allocates regional 2.1% motor fuels tax available to
its members for any transportation purpose.

• Operates Omni Ride long-distance commuter bus service and Omni Link 
which is local, demand responsive service. 

Performance:

f d d kd h l

44

• As of FY 1993, provided 2,730 average weekday trips. By FY 2011, the total 
is __.

• Annual totals for FY 2011: Omni Ride= 2,297,425; Omni Link= 1,029,274.
Funding:
• In FY 2011, PRTC budgeted about $31.8 million for operations and capital, 

consisting of $19.7 million of local contributions and fares (__%), $5.2 
million of state aid (__%), $6.8 million of federal aid (__%), and $__ 
million from other sources including carryover funding (__%).
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Virginia Railway Express 

Governance:
• Created in 1988 by Master Agreement and co-owned by NVTC 

and PRTC.
• Recently expanded its board structure to offer a greater role for

all of its members based on relative ridership and Spotsylvania County 
joined. .

• The commissions employ a Chief Executive Officer to oversee 
the VRE staff and delegate most spending decisions within approved
budgets to the VRE Board.

• Major budget decisions remain the responsibility of NVTC and PRTC.
• Employees of Keolis Rail Services, Inc. operate the trains.
• Rights-of-way leased by VRE from CSXT, NS and Amtrak.

Performance:Performance:
• As of FY 1993, provided 5,597 average weekday trips and 1.404,961 

annually. By FY 2011, the weekday average was 18,377, and the annual 
total was 4,465,591. 

Funding:
• In FY 2011, VRE had available new funds of about $97.6 million for 

operations and capital, consisting of $43 million of local contributions and 
fares (44%), $14.1 million of state aid (14%) and $40.5 million of federal 
aid (42%).

45

Virginia Regional Transit

Governance:
• A 501(c)(3) non-profit organization headquartered in A 501(c)(3) non profit organization headquartered in 

Purcellville (Loudoun County). Began service in August,
1990. Serves 17 jurisdictions in 10 Virginia counties. 
Each jurisdiction names the services (e.g. Front Royal 
Area Transit, Town of Orange Transit). Operates several routes in the 
Town of Leesburg and within Loudoun County. 

Performance (Northern Virginia):
• FY 2005= 54,690 trips.FY 2005  54,690 trips.
• FY 2011= 735,843 trips.

Funding:
• FY 2011 operating budget of $4.0 million, of which $1.9 million is 

federal, $0.6 million state, $1.5 million local and the remainder from 
private sources. 

46
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Alexandria DASH

Governance:
• Alexandria Transit Company (ATC) created by 

it  d hi   i t  t city and hires a private management company.
Drivers work for ATC.

• Buses owned by city.
• Created in 1984.

Performance:
• FY 1984 ridership= 753 average weekday.
• FY 2011 ridership= 12,933 average weekday.

FY 2011 l id hi  3 750 737• FY 2011 annual ridership= 3,750,737.

Funding:
• In FY 2011, Alexandria provided $15.7 million from local funds 

and another $2.8 million in gas tax funds for WMATA (out of 
$33.8 million, including an allocated portion of federal funding 
going directly to WMATA). For DASH, $6.1 million of local 
funds were used out of a total bill of $10.3 million. 

47

Arlington Transit (ART)

Governance:
• Owned by Arlington County. All buses are natural 

gas powered  Operated under contract to a private gas powered. Operated under contract to a private 
management company employing drivers. Created 
in 1999.

Performance:
• As of FY 1999, ART provided 420 passenger trips on an 

average weekday.
• By FY 2011, ART carried 8,056 on an average weekday.
• FY 2011 annual ridership= 2 261 129• FY 2011 annual ridership= 2,261,129.

Funding:
• In FY 2011, Arlington provided $26.5 million from local funds     

and another $3.3 million from regional gas tax for WMATA 
(out of a total of $60 million including an allocated portion of 
federal funding going directly to WMATA.)  For ART, Arlington 
used $9.8 million of local funds to help meet a $15.9 million 
bill.

48
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City of Fairfax CUE

Governance:
• Owned and operated by the city of Fairfax using Owned and operated by the city of Fairfax using 

their own employees. George Mason University 
makes a substantial contribution so their students
ride free. Began service in FY 1981.

Performance:
• As of FY 1986 carried 1,450 average weekday trips. By FY 

2011, that measure increased to 3,180.
• FY 2011 annual ridership= 910,549.p ,

Funding:
• In FY 2011, the city used $1.7 million of regional gas tax 

proceeds for WMATA (out of a total of $2.0 million including an 
allocated portion of federal funding going directly to WMATA.)  
For CUE, the city spent $1.3 million of local funds to help meet 
a $2.0 million total bill. 49

Fairfax Connector

Governance:
• Owned by the county. Organized into two divisions. 

O t d d  t t b  i t  t Operated under contract by private management 
companies. Drivers work for the private companies. 
Began in 1985.

Performance:
• FY 1986 average weekday ridership= 3,550.
• FY 2011 average weekday ridership= 35,883.
• FY 2011 annual ridership= 10,283,313.

Funding:
• In FY 2011, the county used $40.8 million of local funds and 

another $21 million of regional gas tax for WMATA (out of a 
total of $115.2 million including an allocated portion of 
federal funding going directly to WMATA.)  For the 
Connector, $46.6 million of local funds were used for bills of 
$69.6 million. 

50
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Loudoun County Transit

Governance:
• Owned by the county. Operated under contract to Owned by the county. Operated under contract to 

a private management company. Drivers work for 
the private company. Began in its present form in 
FY 1994. The county purchased buses beginning in 2003.

Performance:
• FY 1999 average weekday ridership=648.
• FY 2011 average weekday ridership= 4,897.
• FY 2011 annual ridership= 1,210,542.FY 2011 annual ridership  1,210,542.

Funding:
• Net transit payments for FY 2011 were $12.8 million. 

51

Other Branded Services

REX:
BRT-like service with distinctive  purple livery and yellow lion 
logo. Operated in Route 1 corridor by WMATA under contract to 
Fairfax County. Limited stops. 

TAGS:
Transportation Association of Greater Springfield owns the buses 
and contracts with WMATA to operate neighborhood feeder 
services to businesses and the Franconia-Springfield 
Transportation Center (Metrorail).p ( )

PikeRide:
Enhanced regional Metrobus service along Columbia Pike 
partially funded by Arlington County. Very frequent service. 
Distinctive logo, bus stops and passenger information displays.

52
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For More Information

Go to: www.thinkoutsidethecar.org

Northern Virginia Transportation Commission
2300 Wilson Boulevard, #620
Arlington, VA 22201

703-524-3322

53



 

 

 
 

Agenda Item #11 
           
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Fisette and NVTC Executive Committee 
 
FROM: Rick Taube, Rhonda Gilchrest, Scott Kalkwarf and Claire Gron 
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: NVTC’s 2012 Handbook   
              
 
 Excerpts are attached from the updated handbook.  A complete version is 
available on NVTC’s website: www.thinkoutsidethecar.org 
 
 The handbook provides a detailed description of NVTC’s history, statutory 
responsibilities, accomplishments, work program, legislative agenda, subsidy allocation 
model, by-laws, and board member biographical sketches, among other pertinent 
topics.  
 
 

 
 

 
 

























 

 

 

 

 
 
 
          AGENDA ITEM #12 
 
 
TO:  Chairman Euille and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Scott Kalkwarf and Colethia Quarles  
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: NVTC Financial Items for December, 2011 and January, 2012 
             
 
 

The financial reports for December, 2011 and January, 2012 are attached for 
your information. 

 



Northern Virginia Transportation 
Commission

Financial Reports
December, 2011December, 2011



P t f FY 2012 NVTC Ad i i t ti B d t U dPercentage of FY 2012 NVTC Administrative Budget Used
December, 2011

(Target 50% 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

December 2011
 

Current Year Annual Balance Balance
Month To Date Budget Available %

Personnel Costs
Salaries 63,315.39$            328,423.16$    693,150.00$    364,726.84$    52.6%
Temporary Employee Services -                        -                   -                   -                   
       Total Personnel Costs 63,315.39              328,423.16      693,150.00      364,726.84      52.6%

Benefits
Employer's Contributions:
FICA 4,665.25                23,135.01        48,250.00        25,114.99        52.1%
Group Health Insurance 5,217.92                31,256.92        92,900.00        61,643.08        66.4%
Retirement 4,475.00                26,850.00        68,800.00        41,950.00        61.0%
Workmans & Unemployment Compensation 163.43                   223.30             3,100.00          2,876.70          92.8%
Life Insurance 270.58                   1,644.70          4,000.00          2,355.30          58.9%
Long Term Disability Insurance 196.30                   1,354.75          3,650.00          2,295.25          62.9%
       Total Benefit Costs 14,988.48              84,464.68        220,700.00      136,235.32      61.7%

Administrative Costs 
Commissioners Per Diem 850.00                   4,750.00          16,850.00        12,100.00        71.8%

Rents: 15,925.55             89,933.30        185,100.00      95,166.70        51.4%
     Office Rent 14,095.55              84,621.80        172,900.00      88,278.20        51.1%
     Parking 1,830.00                5,311.50          12,200.00        6,888.50          56.5%

Insurance: 822.80                  2,603.45          5,600.00          2,996.55          53.5%
     Public Official Bonds 600.00                   800.00             2,300.00          1,500.00          65.2%
     Liability and Property 222.80                   1,803.45          3,300.00          1,496.55          45.4%

Travel: 1,282.80               2,117.90          5,800.00          3,682.10          63.5%
     Conference Registration -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
     Conference Travel 15.00                     111.33             1,500.00          1,388.67          92.6%
     Local Meetings & Related Expenses 1,267.80                2,006.57          4,000.00          1,993.43          49.8%
     Training & Professional Development -                        -                   300.00             300.00             100.0%

Communication: 1,502.58               4,557.51          9,900.00          5,342.49          54.0%
     Postage 1,086.00                1,959.26          3,800.00          1,840.74          48.4%
     Telecommunication 416.58                   2,598.25          6,100.00          3,501.75          57.4%

Publications & Supplies 679.63                  4,531.62          15,100.00        10,568.38        70.0%
     Office Supplies 213.35                   850.00             3,100.00          2,250.00          72.6%
     Duplication 466.28                   3,281.62          11,500.00        8,218.38          71.5%
     Public Information -                        400.00             500.00             100.00             20.0%
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
G&A BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT

December 2011
 

Current Year Annual Balance Balance
Month To Date Budget Available %

Operations: 1,620.38               2,499.38          10,500.00        8,000.62          76.2%
     Furniture and Equipment 620.55                   620.55             3,000.00          2,379.45          0.0%
     Repairs and Maintenance 344.30                   344.30             1,000.00          655.70             65.6%
     Computers 655.53                   1,534.53          6,500.00          4,965.47          76.4%

Other General and Administrative 354.66                  2,716.00          5,350.00          2,634.00          49.2%
     Subscriptions -                        -                   -                  -                   0.0%
     Memberships 72.43                     649.58             1,400.00          750.42             53.6%
     Fees and Miscellaneous 282.23                   1,451.42          2,950.00          1,498.58          50.8%
     Advertising (Personnel/Procurement) -                        615.00             1,000.00          385.00             38.5%
       Total Administrative Costs 23,038.40              113,709.16      254,200.00      140,490.84      55.3%

Contracting Services
Auditing -                        10,000.00        27,360.00        17,360.00        63.5%
Consultants - Technical -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
Legal -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
       Total Contract Services -                        10,000.00        27,360.00        17,360.00        63.5%

          Total Gross G&A Expenses 101,342.27$          536,597.00$    1,195,410.00$ 658,813.00$    55.1%

3                   



NVTC
RECEIPTS and DISBURSEMENTS
December, 2011

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

RECEIPTS
1 DRPT Capital grant receipts 5,972.00$               
1 DRPT Capital grant receipts - VRE 626,699.00$        
1 VRE Proceeds from sale of railcars 250,000.00$           
2 DRPT Capital grant receipts 1,675,781.00          
2 FTA Vanpool grant receipt 8,968.00              
5 DRPT Capital grant receipts 140,696.00             
7 DRPT Capital grant receipts - VRE 320,059.00          
7 DRPT NVTA update grant receipt 32,640.00            
8 DRPT Capital grant receipts - VRE 83,486.00            
8 VRE Staff support 6,052.26                 

14 DRPT Vanpool grant receipt 870.00                 
16 Dept. of Taxation Motor vehicle fuels sales tax receipt 3,752,469.89          
16 FTA Vanpool grant receipt 3,481.00              
19 DRPT Operating assistance grants receipts 5,180,994.00          
19 DRPT Capital grant receipts 293,933.00             
27 DRPT Capital grant receipts 887,700.00             
27 DRPT Capital grant receipts - VRE 570,154.00          
31 Banks Interest income 5.58                        67.83                   15,304.04               

-                        256,057.84             1,646,424.83       11,952,849.93        

DISBURSEMENTS
1-31 Various G&A expenses (141,511.64)          

1 VRE Capital grants (626,699.00)         
2 VHB Consulting - Vanpool (11,209.64)            
7 VRE Capital grants (320,059.00)         
8 Cambridge Consulting - NVTA update (32,640.56)            
8 VRE Capital grants (83,486.00)           

16 VHB Consulting - Vanpool (4,350.71)              
20 City of Fairfax Other capital (39,289.00)           
20 VRE Transfer of sales proceeds (250,000.00)         
27 VRE Capital grants (570,154.00)         
31 Banks Service fees (59.34)                   (20.07)                    

(189,771.89)          (20.07)                    (1,889,687.00)      -                          

TRANSFERS
9 Transfer LGIP to checking 180,000.00           (180,000.00)         

180,000.00           -                         (180,000.00)         -                          

NET INCREASE (DECREASE) FOR MONTH (9,771.89)$            256,037.77$           (423,262.17)$       11,952,849.93$      
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NVTC
INVESTMENT REPORT

December, 2011

Balance Increase Balance NVTC Jurisdictions Loudoun
Type Rate 11/30/2011 (Decrease) 12/31/2011 G&A/Project Trust Fund Trust Fund

Cash Deposits

Wells Fargo:  NVTC Checking    N/A 79,267.52$            (9,771.89)$                69,495.63$           69,495.63$             -$                           -$                       

Wells Fargo:  NVTC Savings 0.020% 73,947.55              256,037.77               329,985.32           329,985.32             -                             -                         

Investments - State Pool

Bank of America - LGIP 0.165% 123,243,331.31     11,529,587.76          134,772,919.07    366,046.99             114,868,763.93         19,538,108.15        

123,396,546.38$  11,866,277.87$       135,172,400.02$ 765,527.94$          114,868,763.93$      19,538,108.15$     
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
ALL JURISDICTIONS

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
FAIRFAX COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
ARLINGTON COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF FAIRFAX

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF FALLS CHURCH
FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
LOUDOUN COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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P t f FY 2012 NVTC Ad i i t ti B d t U dPercentage of FY 2012 NVTC Administrative Budget Used
January, 2012

(Target 58.34% 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

January 2012
 

Current Year Annual Balance Balance
Month To Date Budget Available %

Personnel Costs
Salaries 53,342.39$            381,765.55$    693,150.00$    311,384.45$    44.9%
Temporary Employee Services -                        -                   -                   -                   
       Total Personnel Costs 53,342.39              381,765.55      693,150.00      311,384.45      44.9%

Benefits
Employer's Contributions:
FICA 3,685.25                26,820.26        48,250.00        21,429.74        44.4%
Group Health Insurance 4,829.05                36,085.97        92,900.00        56,814.03        61.2%
Retirement 5,775.00                32,625.00        68,800.00        36,175.00        52.6%
Workmans & Unemployment Compensation 329.65                   552.95             3,100.00          2,547.05          82.2%
Life Insurance 240.59                   1,885.29          4,000.00          2,114.71          52.9%
Long Term Disability Insurance 243.98                   1,598.73          3,650.00          2,051.27          56.2%
       Total Benefit Costs 15,103.52              99,568.20        220,700.00      121,131.80      54.9%

Administrative Costs 
Commissioners Per Diem 1,500.00                6,250.00          16,850.00        10,600.00        62.9%

Rents: 15,438.13             105,371.43      185,100.00      79,728.57        43.1%
     Office Rent 14,820.98              99,442.78        172,900.00      73,457.22        42.5%
     Parking 617.15                   5,928.65          12,200.00        6,271.35          51.4%

Insurance: 300.58                  2,904.03          5,600.00          2,695.97          48.1%
     Public Official Bonds -                        800.00             2,300.00          1,500.00          65.2%
     Liability and Property 300.58                   2,104.03          3,300.00          1,195.97          36.2%

Travel: 54.54                    2,172.44          5,800.00          3,627.56          62.5%
     Conference Registration -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
     Conference Travel -                        111.33             1,500.00          1,388.67          92.6%
     Local Meetings & Related Expenses 54.54                     2,061.11          4,000.00          1,938.89          48.5%
     Training & Professional Development -                        -                   300.00             300.00             100.0%

Communication: 393.82                  4,951.33          9,900.00          4,948.67          50.0%
     Postage (22.76)                   1,936.50          3,800.00          1,863.50          49.0%
     Telecommunication 416.58                   3,014.83          6,100.00          3,085.17          50.6%

Publications & Supplies 823.25                  5,354.87          15,100.00        9,745.13          64.5%
     Office Supplies 144.24                   994.24             3,100.00          2,105.76          67.9%
     Duplication 679.01                   3,960.63          11,500.00        7,539.37          65.6%
     Public Information -                        400.00             500.00             100.00             20.0%
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION
G&A BUDGET VARIANCE REPORT

January 2012
 

Current Year Annual Balance Balance
Month To Date Budget Available %

Operations: -                        2,499.38          10,500.00        8,000.62          76.2%
     Furniture and Equipment -                        620.55             3,000.00          2,379.45          0.0%
     Repairs and Maintenance -                        344.30             1,000.00          655.70             65.6%
     Computers -                        1,534.53          6,500.00          4,965.47          76.4%

Other General and Administrative 500.26                  3,216.26          5,350.00          2,133.74          39.9%
     Subscriptions -                        -                   -                  -                   0.0%
     Memberships 72.43                     722.01             1,400.00          677.99             48.4%
     Fees and Miscellaneous 427.83                   1,879.25          2,950.00          1,070.75          36.3%
     Advertising (Personnel/Procurement) -                        615.00             1,000.00          385.00             38.5%
       Total Administrative Costs 19,010.58              132,719.74      254,200.00      121,480.26      47.8%

Contracting Services
Auditing 6,500.00                16,500.00        27,360.00        10,860.00        39.7%
Consultants - Technical -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
Legal -                        -                   -                   -                   0.0%
       Total Contract Services 6,500.00                16,500.00        27,360.00        10,860.00        39.7%

          Total Gross G&A Expenses 93,956.49$            630,553.49$    1,195,410.00$ 564,856.51$    47.3%
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NVTC
RECEIPTS and DISBURSEMENTS
January, 2012

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

RECEIPTS
6 City of Alexandria G&A contribution 9,628.25$              
6 DRPT Capital grant receipts 21,155.00              

9 DRPT Capital grant receipts 463.00                   
9 DRPT Falls Church intermodal grant receipt 6,284.00              

11 FTA Falls Church intermodal grant receipt 25,137.00            
12 Arlington County G&A contribution 14,864.50              
12 Staff Expense reimbursement 23.16                     
13 Dept. of Taxation Motor Vehicle Fuels Sales Tax receipt 3,897,206.06         
17 DRPT Operating grant receipts 8,320,821.00         
17 DRPT Capital grant receipts - VRE 1,559,255.00       
20 VRE Staff support 6,261.53                
20 DRPT Capital grant receipts - VRE 8,882.00              
20 City of Fairfax G&A contribution 3,071.00                
23 DRPT NVTA updated grant receipt 24,222.00            
30 DRPT Vanpool grant receipt 3,584.00              
30 Loudoun County G&A contribution 3,314.25              
31 Banks Interest income 41.92                     40.29                   14,625.39              

-                        33,890.36              1,630,718.54       12,254,270.45       

DISBURSEMENTS
1-31 Various G&A expenses (79,997.31)            

3 WMATA Bus operating (14,977,201.00)      
3 WMATA Rail operating (7,863,012.00)        
3 WMATA Paratransit operating (3,110,188.00)        
3 WMATA Debt (1,852,615.00)        
3 WMATA CIP FY12 (1,214,662.00)        
3 WMATA Project development (173,000.00)           

12 City of Falls Church Falls Church intermodal (31,421.86)           
13 Loudoun County Other operating and capital (5,927,142.80)        
17 VRE Capital grants (1,559,255.00)      
20 Stantec Bus data consulting (13,311.13)            
20 Cambridge NVTA update consulting (24,222.13)            
20 VRE Capital grants (8,882.00)             
30 Loudoun County Other operating (3,314.25)               
31 Banks Service fee (48.53)                   (42.05)                    

(117,579.10)          (42.05)                    (1,599,558.86)      (35,121,135.05)      

TRANSFERS
13 Transfer LGIP to checking 150,000.00           (150,000.00)         
23 Transfer LGIP to LGIP (bus data project) 13,311.13            (13,311.13)             

150,000.00           -                         (136,688.87)         (13,311.13)             

NET INCREASE (DECREASE) FOR MONTH 32,420.90$           33,848.31$            (105,529.19)$       (22,880,175.73)$    
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NVTC
INVESTMENT REPORT

January, 2012

Balance Increase Balance NVTC Jurisdictions Loudoun
Type Rate 12/31/2011 (Decrease) 1/31/2012 G&A/Project Trust Fund Trust Fund

Cash Deposits

Wells Fargo:  NVTC Checking    N/A 69,495.63$            32,420.90$               101,916.53$         101,916.53$           -$                           -$                       

Wells Fargo:  NVTC Savings 0.020% 329,985.32            33,848.31                 363,833.63           363,833.63             -                             -                         

Investments - State Pool

Bank of America - LGIP 0.157% 134,772,919.07     (22,985,704.92)         111,787,214.15    260,517.80             96,940,753.17           14,585,943.18        

135,172,400.02$  (22,829,011.48)$      112,252,964.31$ 726,267.96$          96,940,753.17$        14,585,943.18$     
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
ALL JURISDICTIONS

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
FAIRFAX COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF ALEXANDRIA

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
ARLINGTON COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF FAIRFAX

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
CITY OF FALLS CHURCH
FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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Due to allocation adjustments 
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month are generated from sales two months earlier . $365,584.90.



NVTC MONTHLY GAS TAX REVENUE
LOUDOUN COUNTY

FISCAL YEARS 2009-2012
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AGENDA ITEM #13 
 
 
 

 
TO: Chairman Fisette and NVTC Commissioners 
 
FROM: Rick Taube 
 
DATE: February 23, 2012 
 
SUBJECT: NVTC Parking Procedures and Other Administrative Items 
              

    
 Parking beneath NVTC’s office (entrance on N. Adams Street) no longer has an 
attendant to collect fees or stamped tickets.  Instead, machines are located on the first 
floor of the basement and at the exit to the parking garage for paying parking charges.  
For NVTC commissioners attending meetings here, staff will provide a card that should 
be deposited at the exit gate along with the ticket you received on entry. 
 
 If you have any questions about these procedures please contact NVTC staff.  
 
 Parking beneath NVTC’s building is sometimes filled during mid-day.  If you 
should experience this inconvenience, please be aware that paid street parking is often 
available nearby.  A large public garage under Court House Plaza can be accessed at 
2200 Clarendon Boulevard. A map of nearby locations is attached.  
 
 NVTC staff has asked building management to alert us when the garage is filled 
so that we can contact persons who plan on driving to NVTC and direct them to 
alternate parking locations.  

 
 NVTC’s conference room in #620 will soon have a wireless internet connection 
for the convenience of guests.  



 

 



PARKING 
 

Daytime meeting parking options: 

• Garage parking is available directly under NVTC’s  office building.  The entrance to the garage is 
off of N. Adams Street. Please take a ticket and NVTC staff will validate it. 

• Two hour metered parking is available on the streets surrounding the building. 

• Garage metered parking is available in the Arlington County building parking garage at 2100 
Clarendon Boulevard. 

• Metered parking is also available in the Arlington County Administration Center/Court House 
Plaza lot, located off of 15th Street and N. Courthouse Road.  

 

Evening meeting parking options:  

• Garage parking is available under NVTC’s office building.  The entrance to the garage is off of N. 
Adams Street. Please take a ticket and NVTC staff will validate it. 

• Free metered parking (after 6:00 PM) is available on the streets surrounding the building. 

• Garage free parking (after 5:00 PM) is available in the Arlington County building parking garage 
at 2100 Clarendon Boulevard. 

• FREE parking is also available (after 5:00 PM)  in the Arlington County Administration 
Center/Court House Plaza parking lot, located off of 15th Street and N. Courthouse Road.   
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