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1 Needs Investigation and Existing Conditions 
  
1.1 Introduction 
 
Transportation demand now stretches beyond traditional county boundaries, which is often the 
same boundary for its associated transit service. The purpose of the Regional Transit 
Coordination Study (RTCS) is to increase mobility options for the region’s residents, employers, 
visitors and commuters through coordinated service between separate transit agencies and 
Commuter Services of Pennsylvania (Commuter Services).  The study looks at how to better 
coordinate transit services provided by the different transit agencies in the nine-county region 
covered by Commuter Services.  
The results of the study will chart a course for coordinated regional transit service for  
the immediate future, and also address how the transit providers can work together to  
provide greater opportunities for inter-county mobility for residents, commuters, visitors  
and businesses in South Central Pennsylvania. 
The study is sponsored by the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation (PennDOT) through 
the Berks Area Regional Transportation Authority (BARTA) and the nine participating counties 
as shown in Figure 1-1 below: Adams, Berks, Cumberland, Dauphin, Franklin, Lancaster, 
Lebanon, Perry, and York.   
Figure 1-1. Study Area 

 
This project is intended to facilitate the planning and implementation of regional transit service 
and other “Smart Transportation” options.  The benefits include congestion mitigation, air 
quality  improvement, greater transit access for area residents, increased ridership, and ultimately 
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an increase in mobility options which will provide quality-of-life benefits for all who live and 
work in the region. 
 
The first task of the study was a needs investigation of the current transit systems in the nine 
county study area.  In order to evaluate the current transit conditions and potential solutions, 
public and stakeholder participation was an integral part of the process.   
 
1.2 Study Leadership 
Members of the  Susquehanna Regional Transportation Partnership (SRTP), the Board of 
Directors for Commuter Services, served as the Joint Study Committee (JSC), directing the 
study’s progress.  This Board included the stakeholders whose input was required,  including 
representatives of the transit agencies:  Adams County Transit Authority (ACTA), Berks Area 
Regional Transportation Authority (BARTA), County of Lebanon Transit Authority (Lebanon 
Transit), Red Rose Transit Authority (Lancaster),  York County Transportation Authority 
(rabbittransit), Capital Area Transit (CAT, Cumberland-Dauphin-Harrisburg);  the Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations (MPOs):  Lancaster, Lebanon, Reading Area and York MPOs, the 
Harrisburg Area MPO (Cumberland, Dauphin and Perry counties); and the Adams and Franklin 
Counties’ Rural Planning Organizations (RPOs).  One board seat is also set aside for a corporate 
executive. Figure 1-2 lists the specific agencies that are involved. 
 
Figure 1-2. RTCS Joint Study Committee  
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1.3 Study Purpose 
With input from the JSC as well as the first Transit Roundtable (see Section 1.7 for more details 
on this outreach method), the following was developed to describe the need for and importance 
of this study: 
 
As the current regional trends in jobs and housing continue, the need for innovative 
transportation solutions increases all the while Pennsylvania’s transportation needs exceed the 
funding that is available. The resulting situation has transportation demand stretching beyond 
traditional county boundaries and their associated transit services and presents a challenge to 
fund transportation solutions to meet these mobility needs.  This study seeks to identify a range 
of opportunities for choices and efficiency through better transit service coordination including 
extensions of existing service, and through greater availability of passenger amenities to support 
transit service such as park and rides.   
 
SRTP member agencies and their respective counties are ready and willing to work together to 
implement improvements that support regional transit service to provide additional mobility 
options for the region’s residents, employers, visitors and commuters.   Through coordinated 
service between separate transit agencies as well as Commuter Services, a series of short-, mid-, 
and longer-term opportunities for regional transit service coordination will serve as a model for 
other coordinated transit services in Pennsylvania.   
 
Potential benefits to be provided through regional transit coordination include: 
¶ Increased mobility choices for residents, commuters and visitors 
¶ Employers’ ability to draw from a larger recruiting area 
¶ Reduced congestion 
¶ Improved air quality 
¶ Cost savings from eliminating redundancies in service 
¶ Enhanced quality of life 

 
Building on local partnerships, and embodying PennDOT’s Smart Transportation principles 
which can be found in Appendix A - Exhibit A-3, SRTP is eager to shape regional perspectives 
on transit coordination through a variety of modes and solutions ranging from express bus to 
carpools and vanpools.  The implementation of corridor solutions requires a process that looks 
beyond an individual county’s needs and identifies a plan to address possible barriers such as 
organizational framework, legislation and funding, and community support.  
 
 
1.4 Study Goals 
The Joint Study Committee also provided input on the following goals, which were developed as 
statements to support the study’s purpose:  
 

1. Define and address the regional mobility needs of residents, employers, visitors and 
commuters throughout the nine-county study area. 
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2. Document gaps in existing transportation services with the aim of maximizing 
opportunities for seamless regional connectivity between systems efficiently and cost-
effectively. 

3. Facilitate the development of a regional growth rate that reflects transit supportive land 
uses for application in comprehensive plans.  

4. Describe unmet needs, both presently and anticipated in the future, based upon expected 
population and employment growth. 

5. Identify opportunities for route restructuring, multimodal travel and other service 
planning modifications to encourage regional transit trip-making and reduce barriers to 
cross-system connections. 

6. Establish a process for coordinated and multi-agency approach for route-evaluation that 
includes methods for coordinating short-term operating decisions with long-term goals 
and objectives. 

7. Produce cost estimates for operating scenarios in ways that create a more consistent 
approach for estimating capital and operating costs across properties.  

8. Apply, where possible, Smart Transportation principles to key selected corridors. 

 
1.5 Study Stakeholders 
Four stakeholder groups were identified for this project and targeted to receive information and 
education early in the planning process in order to involve them at critical stages for public input.   
These stakeholders were identified with the assistance of the JSC.  General categories of 
additional stakeholders include the following: 

¶ Large employers including entities supporting economic development and tourism 
 

¶ Additional staff representatives of transit agencies participating in this regional 
coordination study  
 

¶ County Commissioners in the nine-county area  
 

¶ Citizens-at-Large 
 
The project team built on the existing Commuter Services database to include representatives 
from the additional stakeholders identified above.  Before any outreach was begun, a review of 
all recent available data collected by the transit agencies, MPOs and Commuter Services was 
conducted, including the market research conducted by Commuter Services in both 2007 and 
2010. This information was the baseline against which results of public outreach was compared. 
 

1.6 Stakeholder Interviews 
At the outset of the project, with the assistance of the Joint Study Committee, a formal list of 
project stakeholders was identified representing all nine counties of the study area.  A total of 30 
interviews were conducted in late summer-fall 2010.  The interviewees represented a variety of 
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interests including major employers, chambers of commerce, visitors bureaus, and economic 
development agencies.  The purpose of these interviews was to gather critical information on the 
potential concerns, opinions, and issues they have about existing transit service, facilities, and 
the study.  Information gleaned from these interviews forms the basis of the preliminary Purpose 
Statement and Study Goals.  The specific corridors identified also provided input to the transit 
corridors that were proposed and examined at the first Transit Roundtable. 

The questions used in these discussions included: 

1. What regional transit connections do you think are needed across major corridors in the 
study area (be specific)? 

2. What are the 3-5 most important issues or opportunities that the regional transit coordination 
plan should address (e.g., overcoming legal impediments to expand service outside of the 
transit agency’s existing service area)? 

3. In your opinion, what would be the most important results or major impacts from the 
regional transit coordination plan, for both the short-term and the long-term? 

4. How can we make sure that the recommendations from the regional transit coordination 
plan will receive the support of your County Commissioners or Board of Directors (if a 
transit agency)? 

5. How can local transit and MPO officials best work with you to ensure that the 
recommendations of the regional transit coordination plan are implemented? 

6. In your opinion, what is the best way to get the people you serve to ride the bus or use 
carpools/vanpools (and get them out of single occupant vehicles)? 

Reaching out to these key stakeholders helped the project team better understand the current 
transportation issues and needs of the counties and transit agencies in South Central 
Pennsylvania. The results of these interviews were summarized and used to identify potential 
inter-county transit corridors in the region. 

The stakeholder interviews provided over 27 regional corridors of interest, however, not all of 
them were contained in the study area.  Express services, multimodal linkages and additional 
park and rides were some of the regional desires.  A key point that was emphasized was the need 
to make coordination of transit schedules and fares seamless across the various systems.  Some 
of the main challenges identified included funding, widely available subsidized or free parking, 
and the efficiencies of single occupant vehicles (SOVs) versus transit.  There was a general 
understanding from the stakeholders of the land use and transportation linkage and perceived 
“turf issues” between transit agencies. 

1.7 Transit Roundtables 
After the stakeholder interviews, the first Transit Roundtable discussion was held on December 
14, 2010.  The purpose of this event was to involve a greater number of stakeholders in the 
process of providing more regional transit options.  The participants of the dialogue were from 
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the Joint Study Committee, stakeholders who were interviewed and the large employers from 
various counties.  The format consisted of presentations followed by small group discussions. 
 
First Transit Roundtable Summary 
 
Over 60 stakeholders participated in the RTCS Transit Roundtable, a half-day workshop held at 
the Harrisburg Area Community College (HACC).    The purpose of the Transit Roundtable was 
to review the work done to-date on the RTCS and present initial findings to a large group of 
transportation stakeholders in the region.   A list of attendees can be found in Appendix A – 
Exhibit A-6. 
 
The meeting began with a presentation about transportation and demographic trends for the nine 
county study area (maps depicting these trends can be found in Chapter 2 of this document).  
Participants were also briefed on the results of stakeholder interviews conducted with major 
employers, chambers of commerce, visitors’ bureaus, economic development agencies, and 
others.  The presentation concluded with an overview of ten corridors identified by the 
consultant team as being potentially suitable for regional transit service coordination.  All of 
these corridors cross county boundaries and involve multiple transit agencies.  A detailed 
description of the methodology used to develop these maps as well as the maps themselves can 
be found in Chapter 3. 
 
Participants then broke into five small groups to further refine the ten preliminary corridors.  
They were asked to comment on the route, existing and potential park and rides, origins and 
destinations, developing areas, and how to encourage drivers to get out of their cars and onto the 
transit system.  A complete list of comments generated in the small group discussions can be 
found in Appendix A – Exhibit A-7.  Several structural or systemic issues were raised by all the 
small groups.  These challenges include schedule and fare coordination, marketing and 
education, and the need for funding to support these services.   
 
At the end of the roundtable, the consultant team was charged with refining the corridors based 
on the comments, and developing a methodology for prioritizing which corridors should move 
forward.  In addition, a webinar was recorded summarizing the event and available on the 
project’s website for public viewing.  A second transit roundtable was scheduled for April 2011. 
 
Second Transit Roundtable Summary 
 
The RTCS Roundtable #2 also had over 60 stakeholders that participated in a half-day workshop 
held at HACC on April 11, 2011. The purpose of the Transit Roundtable #2 was to involve more 
stakeholders in a discussion focused on the opportunities and barriers associated with the 
implementation of regional transit service.  
 
The meeting began with an overview to familiarize the participants of the issues to be addressed 
and the overall purpose of the study.  After a brief recap of the ten corridors identified for 
potential new or enhanced transit service, discussion turned to the criteria used to categorize the 
corridors in terms of their readiness for implementation: short-, mid- or longer-term.  Among the 
many factors used to evaluate the corridors, the potential for future population growth in the 
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area, the availability of incentives to promote transit, and ease of implementation were deemed 
most important.   
 
Several barriers to implementation identified in the first transit roundtable were presented.  These 
barriers were generally categorized into three types:  1. Organizational Framework, 2. 
Legislative and Funding, and 3. Community Partnerships.   Discussion then turned to several 
strategies other regions had used to overcome these barriers.  Through discussions and review of 
public materials, the consultant team examined over one dozen regions and shared with attendees 
a series of relative “best practices” from other regions of the US.   
 
Participants were then split into three small groups to further explore how or if the identified best 
practices could be adapted to suit the needs of the transit agencies and their partners in South 
Central Pennsylvania.  Some highlights: 
¶ The need for clear communication was identified by every group.  A public education 

campaign highlighting the benefits of transit to individuals, the environment and the 
region needs to be undertaken.    

¶ Several groups discussed how the younger generation was much more willing to use 
transit as part of a green lifestyle, but it needed to make sense, particularly as it relates to 
automobile travel.   

¶ Transit agencies need to identify real and lasting benefits for the business community 
before approaching them.   

¶ Political will is needed to help county or city-based systems look beyond their geographic 
constraints.  Separate funding for facilitating regional transit coordination is needed in 
legislation, with local political support.   

¶ All of the groups identified the Susquehanna Regional Transportation Partnership as a 
key player and the logical facilitator of activities moving forward.    

A more detailed summary of the breakout groups’ discussions can be found in Appendix A -
Exhibit A-9.   
 
At the end of the roundtable, the consultant team was charged with recommending which 
strategies were deemed the most appropriate for the region and to develop a replicable template 
for implementation of regional transit service coordination.  
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2 Existing and Future Conditions 
 
Simultaneously with the stakeholder identification and interviews, data was gathered from 
participating transit agencies, counties, MPOs and Commuter Services.  This included any 
relative land use and transportation reports as well as GIS files.  This data was used to inventory 
the existing trends and conditions and travel patterns.  Demographic data was obtained from the 
2000 Census results. 
 
The GIS data included land use data (both current and future), demographics, transit routes and 
other commuting data.  Several maps were generated to further analyze the current system by 
overlaying several features and are included in this chapter: 
 
¶ Population Density by Census Tract, 2000 
¶ Population change by County for 2010-2030 and 2020-2030 
¶ Percentage of Workers Driving Alone by Census Tract 
¶ Job Density by Census Tract 
¶ Growth Areas and Existing Development 
¶ Worker Travel Volumes Around the Study Area 

 
 
2.1 Demographics 
 
Population 
In terms of population, it is readily apparent that the greatest population densities are in the 
established boroughs and cities.  As expected, the suburban areas surrounding these more 
densely-populated areas are less densely-populated, and they can quickly change to a density of 
less than one person per acre. Figure 2-1 shows the existing population densities in the study 
region.  This map shows the population density for the nine county region overlaid with the 
current transit routes. Notably, Perry, Franklin, and to a lesser extent, Adams County’s major 
employers are not served by transit.  Population density is one factor that is often used when 
evaluating the types of transit that can serve an area.



2-9  
 

 
Figure 2-1. Population Density by Census Tract, 2000 
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The overall regional projected population growth is expected to be 21.4% between 2000 and 
2030. The projected population growth in individual counties ranges between 4.7% and 32.4%.  
As shown in Figure 2-2 and Figure 2-3 below, the projected population growth percentage 
increase between 2000 and 2030 is expected to be the greatest in Cumberland, Berks, York and 
Adams Counties.  
  
Figure 2-2.  Projected Population Growth Between 2000 and 2030 by County 

Source: Counties’ Comprehensive Plans 
 
Figure 2-3.  Percent Change in Projected Population between 2000 and 2030 by County 
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The projected population growth is much slower than the growth in developed land as shown in 
Figure 2-4.    
 
Figure 2-4.  Percent of Population Increase vs. Development Percent Increase, 2010-2020 

 
Source: Counties’ Comprehensive Plans 

 
 
 
 
Employment 
In terms of employment, the concentration of jobs is typically found along the major regional 
corridors.  Some of the region’s larger employers are located along these corridors and currently 
served by transit, but there are others that could be served by transit service.  Figure 2-5 shows 
job densities by census tracts overlaid with the current transit routes.  Concentrations of jobs are 
typically found along major regional corridors.  Job density is another factor used to determine 
where transit would be most viable. 
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Figure 2-5.  Job Density by Census Tract, 2000 
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2.2 Regional Growth 
 
Developing a regional growth rate was challenging due to the different ways land use data is 
collected and projected by each planning agency.  In order to develop a more unified regional 
growth pattern, the various land uses were generalized into a unified code.  There is a wide range 
in the regional development rates as illustrated by Figure 2-6 and Figure 2-7 below.  Nearly half 
of the study area counties are predicted to grow faster than 25% between 2000 – 2030.   
 
Figure 2-6.  Existing and Future Development (in Acres) by County, 2000 - 2030 

Source: Counties’ Comprehensive Plans 
 
Figure 2-7.  Existing and Future Development (in Acres) by County (Percent), 2000 - 2030 
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Figure 2-8.   Existing Development and Future Growth Areas 
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Figure 2-8 on the preceding page displays the existing development in the region as well as 
proposed future growth areas.  In the nine-county region, Cumberland, Berks, York and Adams 
are expected to grow the most in the coming years.  
 
2.3 Inter-County Travel 
 
Travel between the counties was evaluated using census origin-destination data.  The travel 
between all nine counties was collected using census data and the results for each can be seen in 
Figure 2-9 and Figure 2-10 below.  This exercise helped to illustrate which counties have the 
greatest inter-county travel and where possible connections may be more plausible.   
 
In Figure 2-10, the straight arrows show inter-county travel for counties in the study area as well 
as the counties adjacent to the study area; intra-county travel is shown by the green circular 
arrows for each of the nine counties.  Based on this analysis, an overwhelming majority of trips 
are within each county.  A key to determining the best regional transit routes to consider is to 
gather further information on key destinations between counties.   
 
The overwhelming majority of trips made in the study area are by single-occupancy vehicle 
(SOV).   This trend was less apparent in Perry and eastern Lancaster Counties, as well as in more 
densely developed areas.  Figure 2-11 shows the percentage of workers driving alone.    It also 
shows there is more non-SOV use in Perry and eastern Lancaster Counties, as well as in more 
densely developed areas. 
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Figure 2-9. Inter-County Travel, Trips per Day by Origin County 
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Figure 2-10. Worker Travel Volumes Around the Study Area 
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Figure 2-11.  Percentage of Workers Driving Alone by Census Tract 
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The MPO in the region, 
Southwest Planning 
Commission (SPC), has a 
Transit Operators 
Committee (TOC) which 
consists of representatives 
from each of the ten 
regional transit providers in 
Pittsburgh Region.  The 
largest of the agencies is 
Port Authority of Allegheny 
County (PAAC). 

The Transit Operators Committee's primary 
purpose is to recommend the annual 
allocation of federal and state funding for 
transit operations and capital assistance in 
the region; draft the transit portion the TIP; 
track the use of federal transit funds on the 
TIP and address other common transit issues 
of regional interest. 1   As for operations, 
governance and fare structures, each of the 
smaller systems is fairly independent and 
there is typically not a lot of interference with 
the individual agencies’ operations. 

Through these Committee 
meetings, the agencies also 
coordinate information and 
resource sharing, including 
some purchasing activities. 
With PAAC operating 
approximately 90% of the 
service in the region, the other 
agencies work collaboratively to 
essentially follow their lead.   
An example in the region is 
Beaver County and 
Westmoreland County who use 
PAAC’s West and East Busways, 
respectively, via an agreement 
where these agencies credit 
PAAC for the use of these 
facilities.  

In 2009, the staff of SPC coordinated 
efforts of the ten sponsors of fixedπroute 
transit services in the region to begin to 
establish a regional automated fare 
collection (Smart Card) system.  In the last 
two years, progress that has been made so 
far in accomplishing the goal of a single 
smart card fare payment includes: 
• Interagency agreements with seven of 
the transit providers for the provision of 
the 80% federal share of funding for the 
project by Port Authority of Allegheny 
County. 
• $44 million contract agreement with 
project contractor Scheidt & Bachmann. 
• Final betaπtesting acceptance of regional 
fare collection equipment. 
• Initiation of $2 million 
branding/marketing contract for the 
region's Smart Card. 
• Initiation branding/marketing project for 
the region’s Smart Card (March 2012).2 

One of the regional initiatives the 
TOC is working on is a Regional 
Transit Trip Planner.  In 2010 a 
work group was established to 
implement regional transit trip 
planning hosted by PAAC by 
March 2012.3 
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METROLINK Commuter Rail 
consists of seven commuter 
rail lines with an orientation 
primarily towards 
downtown Los Angeles.    
METROLINK was established 
in 1992 as a united effort, 
made possible by the Los 
Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (Metro), the 
Orange County 
Transportation Authority, 
the Riverside County 
Transportation Commission, 
the San Bernardino 
Associated 
Governments and the 
Ventura County 
Transportation 
Commission.4 

A Joint Powers Authority (JPA), the Southern 
California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA), 
consisting of the five county transportation 
planning agencies, was formed in 1991.  It 
was formed to develop a regional transit 
service to reduce the congestion on highways 
and improve mobility throughout the region.5  

The agencies provide operating 
dollars based on a train mile 
basis.6 

  

There is an EASY TRANSIT PASS agreement 
which allows for transfers among the 20 
different transit agencies in the region7.  
The JPA also sets rail fares with the tickets 
valid for travel on connecting bus, subway 
and light rail services within the 
METROLINK counties.    

In June of 2000 the Metro Rapid 
Demonstration Program was 
implemented along two key 
corridors with features such as 
bus signal priority, lowπfloor 
buses and fewer stops.  As a 
result ridership increased 40%.  
The program has been expanding 
since then with over 20 
additional corridors identified.  A 
key element is the bus signal 
priority which was done 
collaboratively with the Los 
Angeles Department of 
Transportation and Metro.  The 
system also provides real time 
passenger information at each 
station.8 

  

 

       

                                                            
1 http://www.spcregion.org/about_comm_toc.shtml 
2 http://www.spcregion.org/about_comm_toc.shtml 
3 http://www.spcregion.org/trans_transop.shtml 
4 http://www.metrolinktrains.com/about/ 
5 http://www.metrolinktrains.com/about/ 
6 http://tti.tamu.edu/documents/0π5345πP1.pdf 
7 http://tti.tamu.edu/documents/0π5345πP1.pdf 
8 http://www.metro.net/projects/rapid/ 
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The Regional Transit 
Coordinating Council (RTCC) 
was created in 1988 to direct 
public transportation policy 
within the Detroit metro area.  
The council has four voting 
members, the Chief Executive 
Officer of the City of Detroit, 
Wayne and Oakland counties 
and the Chairman of the 
Macomb County Board of 
Commissioners.9  The three 
main transit providers in the 
region are SMART, DDOT and 
DTC. 

The Regional Transit Coordinating Council 
(RTCC) is responsible for allocation of 
federal transit funds and planning for 
transit in Southeast Michigan (Macomb, 
Oakland, and Wayne Counties).  
Preparation of a Comprehensive Regional 
Transit Service Plan began in January 2008. 
The intent was to provide a more detailed 
analysis of the existing transit services in 
the region, recommend enhancements and 
to develop a recommended transit network 
for Southeast Michigan10.  These 
recommendations include ways to better 
coordinate the three current transit 
providers including an option to have an 
overarching transit authority. 

Phased implementation of the 
regional transit organization is 
essential from both practical and 
pragmatic perspectives.  DDOT, 
DTC and SMART are all limited by 
practical concerns of funding 
adequacy as well as geographical 
constraints.  The services 
provided by these organizations 
cannot be replaced overnight.  In 
some regions, organizations 
function well by combining 
regional services with local 
services.  The recommended 
powers for a future regional 
transit organization varied from a 
new entity being the sole 
operator and funder of transit in 
the region to blending the skills 
and resources of the new 
organization with those of the 
existing providers.    

When both SMART and DDOT 
upgraded their scheduling 
systems in 1999, both agencies 
purchased the same software for 
the purpose of coordinating 
schedules.  However, the 
customization that was needed 
for the coordination to be 
effective was never completed. 
Both agencies informally 
coordinate schedules, but it 
would be more efficient for the 
process to be done directly by 
the scheduling software.  By 
using the scheduling software, 
scheduling efficiencies could be 
better tuned to customers, 
especially in non peak hours to 
minimize wait times.  An 
additional benefit of shared 
schedule information is that it 
could provide an opportunity to 
easily produce shared bus 
schedules. 
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There are several organizations 
that have transit 
responsibilities in the Twin 
Cities region and often their 
roles overlap.  These 
organizations include the 
Transportation Advisory Board 
(TAB) the Metropolitan 
Council, the Counties Transit 
Improvement Board (CTIB) to 
name a few.  Metro Transit, 
the largest transit provider in 
the region is a division of the 
Metropolitan Council.  The 
Metropolitan Council MPO is 
the regional planning agency 
serving the Twin Cities sevenπ
county metropolitan area and 
provides essential services to 
the region.  There are also 
suburban transit providers that 
serve 12 communities in the 
area. 

Currently, the Metropolitan Council is 
leading an effort to develop a general set of 
guidelines for the development of corridors 
where intensive transit investments are 
planned as identified in the 2030 RTP. The 
Council is working with partners in local 
government, Metro Transit and other 
transit providers, the Transportation 
Advisory Board (TAB), the Counties Transit 
Improvement Board (CTIB), the Minnesota 
Department of Transportation (Mn/DOT) 
and the University of Minnesota to develop 
the guidelines.11  There has been some 
difficulty getting all partners to agree on 
the location of the transitways.  A review of 
the governance of transit in the region by 
the State's Office of the Legislative Auditor 
found dissatisfaction because the members 
of the Metro Council are appointed and not 
elected.  It was recommended that the 
legislature restructure the governance of 
the MC before other aspects of transit 
governance can be corrected.12 

 Like transit agencies in most 
metropolitan areas, Metro 
Transit relies heavily on state and 
federal money to finance its 
operations and capital programs. 
Regional guidelines suggest that a 
third of Metro Transit's operating 
budget be generated from 
customers. In 2010, Metro 
Transit expects to collect roughly 
31.1 percent of its budget from 
fares, 47.7 percent from state 
appropriations and motor vehicle 
sales, and the remainder is from 
federal, county and selfπ
generating sources.  As real 
estate values decline, tax 
revenues from this source are not 
growing.13 The smaller cities in 
the region rely on the Met 
Council for local match and this 
creates some animosity among 
those areas that contribute.  

There is consistent 
branding which is visible to 
customers.  For example, 
the Hiawatha LRT and 
Northstar Commuter Rail 
are different modes but 
customers know they are 
part of the same transit 
network because of their 
branding. These are the 
types of issues the 
guidelines are intended to 
address as the region’s 
transitway network 
continues to grow14.  This 
applies only to Metro 
Transit.  Suburban routes 
retain own branding. 

There is a common fare structure by which 
all regional providers adhere. For example, 
regardless of the service they use, seniors, 
youth and Medicare card holders, qualify 
for reduced fares during nonπrush hours.  
People with disabilities qualify for a 
reduced rate at all times on all regularπ
route service in the region. Express fares 
are the same anywhere within the Council’s 
jurisdiction. A fare increase, which would 
apply to all providers, must be approved by 
the Metropolitan Council. Transfers are 
accepted by all providers. Fare collection 
systems are the same systemπwide15.   

Routes are coordinated among 
providers. 

Best Buy’s Minnesota 
Commuter Program Best 
Buy campus incorporates 
transitπfriendly design 
features, including:  a bus 
shelter and transportation 
kiosk, building exits near 
bus stops, flex hours, and 
schedules to alleviate 
peakπperiod travel.  The 
company offers interested 
new employees bus passes 
for their first week of 
employment. For 
employees who continue 
to ride the bus to work for 
a minimum of three days a 
week, the bus passes are 
subsidized at 100 percent 
of transportation cost. 16 

                                                            
9 http://house.michigan.gov/hfa/PDFs/transportation%20DARTA%20update.pdf 
10 http://www.semcog.org/uploadedFiles/Programs_and_Projects/Transportation/CRTSP%20Regional%20Transit%20Plan%20FINAL%20REPORT%20Nov%2021%2008.pdf 
11 http://www.metrocouncil.org/planning/transportation/transitways/index.htm 
12 http://www.auditor.leg.state.mn.us/PED/pedrep/transsum.pdf 
13 http://www.metrotransit.org/aboutπmetroπtransit.aspx 
14 http://www.metrocouncil.org/planning/transportation/transitways/TransitwayFAQ.htm 
15 http://www.metrocouncil.org/planning/transportation/transitways/TransitwayFAQ.htm 
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There are six different bus 
route operators in the region 
as well as regional rail service.   
The largest of these is MARTA, 
who along with the Atlanta 
Regional Commission and the 
Georgia Regional 
Transportation Authority, 
began a regional partnership 
to create the Transit Planning 
Board (TPB). 

  In 2004, the Regional Transit Institutional 
Analysis, which was a partnership of local 
governments, state agencies and current 
transit providers, came together to address 
regional transit issues.  The result of this 
established first a Transit Planning Board 
followed by a Transit Implementation 
Board which began to establish a longπ
range transit vision for the Atlanta region 
called Concept 3. Building upon work 
started by the TPB, in January 2010, a 
Regional Transit Committee was 
established to focus on issues of the 
regional transit system's planning, funding 
and governance.17  

    

MARTA became the first transit system in 
North America to convert entirely to a 
“smart card” fare collection system in 2007. 
The Breeze card uses smart card 
technology, which enables customers to 
store a variety of fare products on one card, 
offers easy tapπandπgo entry and exiting 
and allows for the creation of a regional 
fare collection system with other transit 
providers.  Cobb Community Transit (CCT), 
Gwinnett County Transit (GCT) and the 
Georgia Regional Transportation Authority 
regional express bus system (Xpress) will all 
utilize the same Breeze system.   The 
MARTA Breeze Team is working closely 
with the Transit Planning Board and 
partners Cobb and Gwinnett Counties as 
well as the Georgia Regional Transportation 
Authority to plan and eventually implement 
improved fare policies for the region.18 

  

The SmartRide program 
has been in operation 
since 1994.  Daily shuttle 
service between two 
downtown company 
locations and the closest 
transit stop is available 
free of charge. New 
company hires are 
routinely directed to the 
SmartRide office to obtain 
information on the various 
commute options available 
to them. Prior to May 1 of 
each year, employees 
receive a notice regarding 
smog alerts in the region, 
again encouraging the use 
of alternative 
transportation to work.19 
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Valley Metro (VM) is overseen 
by the Regional Public 
Transportation Authority 
(RPTA) board with members 
appointed from Avondale, 
Buckeye, Chandler, El Mirage, 
Gilbert, Glendale, Goodyear, 
Maricopa County, Mesa, 
Peoria, Phoenix, Scottsdale, 
Surprise, Tempe, Tolleson and 
Wickenburg.  The governing 
board is comprised of elected 
officials from local 
governments including 
mayors, council members and 
a Maricopa county 
supervisor.20 

By adopting the Strategic Plan Resolution 
2007π04 in 2007, the board provided the 
executive director, staff, member agency 
representatives, business, media and the 
public with knowledge of the Board’s intent 
to create a single regional transit agency 
for all modes of transit. The Regional 
Phoenix Transit Authority, (Valley Metro) 
partners with Pima County and the Arizona 
Department of Transportation to provide 
service between Ajo and Phoenix.  Valley 
Metro, Valley Rail and Tempe Transit also 
are a part of the coordination initiative.21 
Despite the unified approach to the 
passenger, the system remains fragmented 
with the Maricopa Area Governments 
(MAG) MPO working to bring the transit 
operators together informally for decision 
making, but each city continues to offer its 
own local and/or regional service.  They are 
a powerful MPO.  

Sales taxes in the region help to 
support transit service, with 
critical corridors identified in 
each region to receive this 
funding.  RTPA reports to MAG 
and is an umbrella agency for 
Valley Metro.  RPTA funds 
regionally significant routes and 
assigns different carriers to an 
operator.  They also serve to 
connect the routes via the TIP at 
the regional level. Proposition 
400, a halfπcent sales tax that 
helps fund projects in the 
Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) was passed by voters in 
November 2004.  Approximately 
1/3 of the tax is devoted to mass 
transit.22 

The Valley Metro brand is 
comprised of local arterial 
services, certain express 
bus routes and dialπaπride 
services.  However, 
different branding is in 
place for different services.  
For example, light rail is 
branded with the METRO 
brand and logo and local 
circulators in Tempe, 
Glendale, Phoenix and 
Mesa have their own 
branded services.  In a 
recent BRT study, VM has 
responded to branding 
considerations to brand 
that service with the name 
LINK which would evoke a 
railπlike transit system 
service for buses. 23 

There is a unified fare structure and the 
service appears seamless to the users.  The 
Valley Metro participating agencies offer a 
fully integrated fare program. Tokens, 
tickets, or monthly flash passes can be 
purchased by patrons for presentation on 
any transit vehicle in the region.24 

There is a regional trip planner on 
the VM website that allows 
customers to search by origin and 
destination as well as time and 
date of travel.  The results list 
intercity options with fare cost. 

  

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      
16 http://www.ctaa.org/webmodules/webarticles/articlefiles/Profiles_Employer_Supported_Transportation_Programs.pdf 
17 http://www.atlantaregional.com/transportation/studies/regionalπtransitπinstitutionalπanalysis 
18 http://www.breezecard.com/htm/regional_partners.html 
19 http://www.ctaa.org/webmodules/webarticles/articlefiles/Profiles_Employer_Supported_Transportation_Programs.pdf 
20 http://www.valleymetro.org/valleymetro/regional_transportation_plan/ 
21 http://tti.tamu.edu/documents/0π5345πP1.pdf 
22 http://www.valleymetro.org/valleymetro/regional_transportation_plan/ 
23 http://www.valleymetro.org/images/uploads/projects/Final_Comprehensive_BRT_Report.pdf 
24 http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rrd_57.pdf 
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The RTA oversees local 
transportation operators in the 
sixπcounty Chicago 
metropolitan area.   These 
agencies include CTA, Metra 
(the suburban rail system), and 
Pace (the suburban bus 
system).  

Recently the Regional Transportation 
Authority laid out plans to better 
coordinate service between its three transit 
agencies (Metra, Pace and CTA).  This 
system is still in its infancy, and has toπdate 
not made much substantial progress in 
terms of coordination.  The proposal 
includes concepts that could improve 
customer’s experience such as 
implementing a universal fare card, adding 
amenities such as WiπFi as well as a tripπ
planning system.  By integrating the 
systems RTA could prioritize capital 
projects across all services on a costπbenefit 
analysis.25 

Fare sharing is based on the 
number of riders or trips divided 
by the percentage of population 
residing in a particular 
community; the number of actual 
riders or trips is calculated based 
on headcount by driver or 
farebox counts.  Illinois state law 
requires the three RTA service 
boards π CTA, Metra and Pace  to 
recover collectively at least 50 
percent of operating costs from 
farebox and other systems.  The 
RTA provides public funding for 
the agencies' remaining 
operating expenses. 

    

Recently, interagency signage has 
been put in place in four 
locations with maps, route 
diagrams and schedules.  There 
are plans to adopt design 
standards for informational 
products at more interagency 
locations throughout the RTA 
transit system. 

Sears Headquarters, 
located in suburban 
Chicago, has nine fixedπ
route buses and 30 
vanpools traveling to the 
property daily. Pace, the 
suburban bus division of 
the Regional 
Transportation Authority 
in Chicago, in partnership 
with the Prairie Stone 
Transportation 
Management Association 
(TMA), provides the bus 
and vanpool services from 
various locations 
throughout the Chicago 
Metropolitan Area to the 
business park where 
headquarters is located.26  
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The Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission 
(MTC) is the MPO for the nineπ
county San Francisco Bay Area, 
leading transportation 
planning, coordinating and 
financing efforts. The MTC 
oversees eight primary transit 
providers and 20 other local 
systems.  15 

MTC is strong MPO that receives a large 
amount of federal funding.  MTC works to 
set performance targets for each of the 
transit agencies and also establishes work 
rules to coordinate service via timed 
transfers and other operational details.  
MTC also serves as a forum for institutional 
arrangements and provides economy of 
scale benefits such as unified marketing 
and human resources services. 

Per the requirements of SB 602, 
each transit agency in the region 
has a revenue sharing agreement 
with every connecting agency.  In 
some cases, this takes the form 
of a reciprocal agreement to 
accept each other’s passenger 
fare.  The BART/Muni Fast Pass is 
an example of a joint fare 
instrument that can now be 
loaded onto a Clipper fare card 
and addresses SB 602 
requirements.  Each transit 
agency in the region is required 
to maintain these reciprocal 
agreements as a condition of 
receiving State Transit Assistance 
(STA) funds.27 

The Clipper card, formerly the TransitLink, 
is the new transit card which allows for a 
convenient way for riders to manage their 
fares and transfers in the Bay Area.   This 
system is seen as a pioneer for fare 
collection in the US.  A 25πcent discount is 
available when transferring from BART to 
Muni when the Clipper Card is used to 
purchase BART fare.  There are several 
Muni fare products available to load to a 
Clipper or TransLink card as well as fare 
products of other Bay Area agencies 
including BART, AC Transit, SamTrans, 
Golden Gate Transit and Ferry, Caltrain and, 
soon, VTA.28 

In order to improve the transit
customer experience when 
transferring between operators, 
the Transit Coordination 
Implementation Plan (Res. 3866) 
was adopted in 2010. This 
documents coordination 
requirements for Bay Area 
transit.  It requires efforts such as 
improvements to designated 
regional transit hubs, including 
wayπfinding signage and transit 
information, real time transit 
information, schedule 
coordination, lastπmile services 
and hub amenities, and system 
wide connectivity improvements, 
including 511 information and 
TransLink.  It is expected that 
transit operators and MTC would  
be able post and disseminate 
connecting transit information 
for free within their facilities.29   

Apple connects to regional 
transit providers Caltrain, 
ACE train and VTA light rail 
with 16 passenger 
shuttles, further extending 
the region's transit 
network. In 2007, the 
company implemented a 
shuttle service for its 
employees to  transport 
workers between strategic 
points in the Bay Area and 
the Cupertino, CA campus. 
The shuttle service 
includes 12 stops in the 
city of San Francisco and 
14 additional stops at 
points around the Bay 
Area including: Santa Cruz, 
Berkeley, Oakland, 
Pleasanton, Fremont and 
Gilroy30.  

 

  
 
 

  

                                                            
25 http://www.masstransitmag.com/news/10243991/rtaπaimsπtoπputπmetraπpaceπctaπonπsameπtrack 
26 http://www.ctaa.org/webmodules/webarticles/articlefiles/Profiles_Employer_Supported_Transportation_Programs.pdf 
27 http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/tcip/RESπ3866_approved.pdf 
28 http://www.mtc.ca.gov/services/clipper/ 
29 http://www.mtc.ca.gov/planning/tcip/RESπ3866_approved.pdf 
30 http://www.ctaa.org/webmodules/webarticles/articlefiles/Profiles_Employer_Supported_Transportation_Programs.pdf 
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Operates as a single agency, 
Sound Transit π the Central 
Puget Sound Regional Transit 
Authority.   When it was 
created Sound Transit was 
comprised of four separate 
local bus systems in the 
Central Puget Sound area, 
which include Everett Transit, 
Community Transit, King 
County Metro Transit, and 
Pierce Transit.  

The State of Washington established a Joint 
Transportation Committee as a legislative 
body responsible to evaluate the role of 
transportation in the state.  A stakeholder 
group consisting of legislators, businesses 
and transit agency leadership works to 
establish laws and other governanceπtype 
activities.    

One of the unique aspects of the 
Sound Transit plan is that it 
delivers a fair share of 
investments to each of Sound 
Transit's five geographic areas: 
• East King County  
• Snohomish County  
• South King County  
• North King County  
• Pierce County31  
The region has been successful in 
passing ballot measures for 
regional transit to support the 
region’s express bus, commuter 
rail and light rail services.  The 
law that created Sound Transit 
also authorized the agency to 
levy and collect voterπapproved 
local option taxes to pay for 
building and operating a high 
capacity transit system.  

The ORCA smart card is a regional fare 
system involving seven transportation 
agencies. ORCA stands for One Regional 
Card for All.   ORCA has replaced many of 
the region’s transit passes.  Benefits and 
features include: 
• Riders who purchase their own monthly 
transit pass online or by mail likely have 
already been converted to an ORCA card.  
• Riders who purchase passes in person 
now receive their pass loaded on an ORCA 
card.  
• Riders who get their transit pass from 
their employers are being converted to 
ORCA as their employers’ annual contracts 
come up for renewal.32  
• A rider can either preload fare value onto 
the OCRA card or can purchase a pass 
product.   The ORCA card is a plastic smart 
card containing a microprocessor. ORCA 
cards come equipped with an "eπpurse" 
function that allows a rider to load the fare 
option on the card.  

  

  

                                                            
31 http://developer.soundtransit.org/AboutπUs/SoundπTransitπDistrict.xml 
32 http://projects.soundtransit.org/x1854.xml?t3xt 
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