Comparing King County Metro Transit with Peer Agencies

1.
Introduction

The report is prepared in response to Strategy M-3 of the “2002-2007 Six-Year Transit Development Plan.”  This reads in part:  “[D]evelop and recommend to the RTC a new process for reviewing and reporting performance against a peer group, using the National Transit Database’s standard measures of performance in effectiveness, efficiency, cost-effectiveness and the four-part structure recommended by the 1999 Transit Management Audit.  Develop progress targets for these measures.”

This report compares King County Metro Transit with both national and state peer agencies using data published in the Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) annual National Transit Database (NTD) reports.  This comparison is provided for 2001, the most recent year for which data are available.  In addition, this report compares changes in selected measures for the period 1998 through 2001.

Summary and Recommended Process for Review of Performance

The comparisons provided in this report demonstrate a wide variation in measures of performance across peer agencies and over time.  This is because: (1) each agency faces a unique set of external factors and locally established policies that shape its service, ridership and other outcome measures, and (2) there is considerable variability in how data are defined and reported by different agencies, and by the same agencies over time.  While this variability makes these comparisons difficult to interpret, particularly for a single year, they do provide a general sense of how Metro is changing relative to changes in the peer agencies.

The adopted Six-Year Plan established targets and provides for monitoring and reporting on Metro’s performance in the policy areas of cost and efficiency, growth management, market share and mobility (Strategy M-1).  The Plan also provides for monitoring customer satisfaction (Strategy M-2) and systemwide and route-level service performance (Strategy M‑3).  This framework, focusing on Metro’s own performance, was developed to correspond to the objectives of the Six-Year Plan and provides the most direct way to monitor progress toward these objectives.  However, three of the performance measures identified in Strategy M-1 can be compared with peer agency measures developed from NTD data:  (1) Cost per Hour (Cost and Efficiency); (2) Boardings per Hour (Cost and Efficiency); and (3) Boardings per Capita (Mobility).  As a supplement to the review of Metro’s progress towards Six-Year Plan targets, the Transit Division proposes to provide a comparison of changes in these three measures for Metro and peer agencies with each biennial Plan update.  Given the variability in the data, the Transit Division proposes that the progress targets for changes in these measures be within one standard deviation from the peer group average change, or better.  Should the change in any of these measures for Metro fall below one standard deviation from the mean change for the peer agencies, the Transit Division will flag this measure for further analysis and discussion.

Overview

This report is organized into seven sections.  Following this introduction, Section 2 provides an overview of the factors that influence a transit agency’s service and, ultimately, its measures of effectiveness, efficiency and cost-effectiveness.  Section 3 compares characteristics of King County Transit’s external environment available from the NTD with those of other agencies.  The fourth section provides a comparison of service characteristics.  Section 5 compares King County Transit’s measures of effectiveness, efficiency and cost-effectiveness with those of peer agencies, while Section 6 compares changes in these measures between 1998 and 2001.  Finally, Section 7 provides an example of the Transit Division’s recommended peer comparison process for the period 1998 to 2001.

Data Issues

The data upon which these comparisons are based are taken from the FTA’s annual NTD reports from 1998 and 2001.  NTD reports are submitted annually by local transit agencies pursuant to FTA guidelines and reporting requirements, and this represents the most comprehensive source of operating and financial data for such comparisons.  However, there remains considerable variability across agencies in the way in which data are defined and reported.  For instance, there are no common definitions for service area and service area population—how these are defined is left up to each agency.  More importantly for these comparisons, there is also variation across agencies in the way in which overhead costs are defined, and in accounting methods which govern allocation of costs across service types or modes.  For these and other reasons discussed elsewhere in this report, care must be taken in drawing conclusions from comparisons with peer agencies.

This report compares King County Metro Transit with two sets of peer agencies.  The “national” peer agencies are those used in the 1999 report “Transit Management Audit of the King County Department of Transportation” conducted by the Doolittle & Associates team.  This report also focuses on a second set of “state” peer agencies, consisting of the “large urban” transit agencies as defined by the Washington State Transit Association, including Community Transit (Snohomish), Everett Transit, Pierce Transit, Spokane Transit and C‑Tran (Vancouver, WA).  It should be noted that the NTD statistics for King County Metro Transit, Community Transit and Pierce Transit include Sound Transit service provided by these agencies under contract with Sound Transit.

2.
Factors Affecting Transit Performance Measures

A variety of factors influence an agency’s transit performance measures as reported in the NTD, and depicted in Figure 1.  The dark-shaded ovals in this figure indicate areas for which some NTD data are available and which will be reviewed in greater detail in subsequent sections.  The ovals without dark shading represent important factors which are not measurable by NTD data.

Economic Factors

The local economy can influence performance measures in a number of ways.  Growth in jobs will generally lead to growth in ridership, while weakness in the local economy will lead to ridership declines.  However, rapid economic growth over a period of time can lead to a pattern of development which is difficult for transit to serve and can lead to service that is less productive, and even actual declines in ridership.  The local economy can also exert a strong influence on service costs.  Transit agencies in areas with a high cost of living will face higher wage rates, leading to higher service delivery costs than agencies in areas with a lower cost of living.  NTD reports provide no data that allow for direct comparison of local economic conditions, cost of living or even wage rates across agencies.

Service Area Characteristics

The type of service an agency provides is strongly influenced by the characteristics of that agency’s service area, such as: size of the service area; the area’s topography, including constraints imposed by bodies of water and mountains; population density and development patterns, including number of urban centers. While the NTD reports provide data on the gross size, population and population density of agency service areas, they provide no information on area topography or development patterns.  Thus, while topography has led to significantly different development patterns in, for instance, Seattle and Dallas, the NTD provides no data beyond size and population to compare how these differ and how they might influence service characteristics. Even the service area size and population data in the NTD must be taken as indicative rather than definitive given the variations across agencies in defining and reporting these data.  For example, King County Metro reports the entire area of King County as its service area, even though large areas of the County are taken up by National Forest land.  The NTD reports provide no information useful for interpreting service area size.  Further, some agencies’ NTD reports appear to include population figures for the entire Metropolitan area in which they are located, while some use population figures for the city or county in which they operate.  Some agencies update their population estimates on an annual basis, as does King County Metro, others do not, and some only update population estimates every ten years with updated census data.

Local Policies

Transit agency boards also shape the characteristics of their agency’s service through local policies, balancing such policy goals as: providing mobility vs. relieving traffic congestion; increasing ridership vs. providing service to all communities; minimizing costs vs. providing high quality service and customer services to assist riders.  NTD data provide, for the most part, only indirect measures of how well an agency is doing in achieving such goals.  As discussed below, NTD data can provide a number of ways of measuring “mobility,” but none of these may capture what policy makers have in mind when establishing a goal to “increase mobility.”

Outcomes

The influences of the local economy, service area characteristics, local policies and characteristics of local service result in the outcomes depicted in Figure 1—system ridership, service delivery costs and other operating costs.
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As discussed throughout this report, the key limitation in peer comparisons is that NTD data do not provide a basis for comparing differences in how local policies and service area characteristics influence the characteristics of service provided by local agencies.

3.
Service Area Characteristics: NTD Data and Differences Among Peer


Agencies

Service Area Size—The larger a transit’s agency service area, the greater the amount of service hours and miles are required to provide any given level of service.

· King County Metro’s service area is the third largest among the national group of peer agencies (Figure 2) and the largest among the group of state peer agencies (Figure 3).
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Figure 2

Service Area Square Miles - KC Metro and National Peers

Source:  2001 NTD reports
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Figure 3

Service Area Square Miles - KC Metro and State Peers

Source:  2001 NTD reports
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Figure 4

Population Density - KC Metro and National Peers

Source:  2001 NTD reports


Population Density (population per square mile of service area)—The population density of an agency’s service area has a strong influence on that agency’s service, and on cost and ridership.  More service hours and miles are required to provide a given level of service in less densely populated areas than in densely populated areas.

· King County Metro has the second lowest population density compared to both the national and state peer agencies (Figures 4 and 5).
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Population Density - KC Metro and State Peers

Source:  2001 NTD reports
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Revenue Miles per Capita - KC Metro and National Peers

Source: 2001 NTD reports, all modes
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Figure 7

Revenue Miles per Capita - KC Metro and State Peers

Source: 2001 NTD reports, all modes

 
4.
Comparison of Service Characteristics

The characteristics of an agency’s service reflect both that agency’s external environment and local policies concerning the nature of public transportation service to be provided.  One way in which agencies differ is in the modes used to provide service.  Metro and its twelve national peers provide service using nine different modes:  (1) Cable Car (one agency); (2) Commuter Rail (two agencies); (3) Demand Response (twelve agencies); (4) Heavy Rail (two agencies); (5) Inclined Plane Rail (one agency); (6) Light Rail (nine agencies); (7) Motor Bus (thirteen agencies); (8) Trolley Bus (two agencies) and (9) Vanpool (three agencies) (see Table 1).  Agencies also vary on whether they provide service directly (DO) or whether they purchase transportation from another provider (PT).  These agencies provide between one and seven of the possible combinations of service.  While agencies generally provide paratransit service required by Federal ADA requirements by means of Demand Response Purchased Transportation, this category also includes regular full-fare service service as well.

	Table 1

Mode and Service Type (Direct Operation and Purchased

Transportation) Operated by National Peers, 2001



	Property
	Cable Car
	Commuter Rail
	Demand Response
	Heavy Rail
	Inclined Plane
	Light Rail
	Motor Bus
	Trolley Bus
	Vanpool
	Total
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DO:  Directly Operated

PT:  Purchased Transportation

If “Level of Service” is measured by miles of revenue service provided per capita, King County Metro ranks fourth among its national peers, and first among its state peers (Figures 6 and 7).  However, if “Level of Service” is measured as revenue miles per square mile of service area, King County Metro’s ranking drops to twelfth among its national peers and fourth among its state peers (Figures 8 and 9).
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Revenue Miles per Square Mile - KC Metro and State Peers

Source: 2001 NTD reports, all modes
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Boardings per Capita - KC Metro and National Peers

Source: 2001 NTD reports, all modes
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Boardings per Capita - KC Metro and State Peers

Source: 2001 NTD reports, all modes
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Passenger Miles per Capita - KC Metro and National Peers

Source: 2001 NTD reports, all modes
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Passenger Miles per Capita - KC Metro and State Peers

Source: 2001 NTD reports, all modes


Similarly, if “Mobility” is measured as boardings per capita, King County Metro ranks eighth among its national peers and first among its state peers (Figures 10 and 11).  However, if it is measured as passenger miles per capita, King County Metro’s ranking moves to second among its national peers, while remaining first among its state peers (Figures 12 and 13).  This is due to the fact that the average passenger trip on King County Metro is fairly long—5.4 miles—placing it second among its national peers and fourth among its state peers (Figures 14 and 15).  King County Metro serves a very large service area with passenger trips that are on average among the longest of its national peers.  Clearly then, King County Metro will rank higher on performance measures that are based on passenger miles than those that are based on boardings.
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Average Trip Length - KC Metro and National Peers

Source: 2001 NTD reports, all modes
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5.
Comparison of Performance Measures

The various modes used to provide service (Table 1, see page 8) can have an important influence on an agency’s overall performance measures.  King County Metro’s topography has played a large role in the continued use of trolley buses to provide a significant amount of service.  Other agencies in the national peer group operate heavy rail or large light rail systems, while King County Metro provides very limited service on the Waterfront Streetcar.  On the other hand, King County Metro operates the largest vanpool program in the country.  Each of these modes has a different cost structure.  To examine these cost differences, this section compares King County Metro with peers for both Motor Bus and Trolley Bus combined, and for Trolley Bus alone.  Trolley Bus comparisons are made with the same group of Trolley Bus peers used in the 1999 Doolittle report.

Effectiveness and efficiency measures can be calculated on the basis of Revenue Hours, Revenue Miles, Platform Hours and Platform Miles.  Platform Hours and Platform Miles include layovers and deadhead, and are greater than Revenue Hours and Miles.  Generally, agencies with service highly oriented to long commuter trips will score higher on measures calculated on the basis of Revenue Hours or Miles than on measures using Platform Hours or Miles.  To capture this range, both Revenue Hours and Platform Miles are used in calculating effectiveness and efficiency measures for the peer comparisons in this report.

Motor Bus/Trolley Bus Combined

Effectiveness—For the two boardings-based effectiveness measures, King County Metro ranked seventh of its national peers, slightly below the average for the group, while it ranked fourth in the effectiveness measures based on passenger miles. (Table 2).  Among its state peers, King County Metro ranked first on the boardings-based measures, second on Passenger Miles per Revenue Hour and first on Passenger Miles per Platform Miles (Table 3).  (Because of the small number of state agencies, the standard deviation is not calculated for this group.)

	Table 2

Motor Bus/Trolley Bus Combined—2001 Comparison with National Peer Agencies


	
	Effectiveness
	Efficiency
	Cost Effectiveness

	Property
	Boardings

per

Rev Hr
	Boardings

per

Plat Mile
	Pass Miles

per

Rev Hr
	Pass Miles

per

Platform Mile
	Op Cost

per

Rev Hour
	Op Cost

per

Platform Mile
	Rev Hrs

per

Work Hr
	Oper Cost

per

Boarding
	Op Cost

per

Pass Mile

	King County Metro
	32.61
	2.20
	164.26
	11.07
	$100.01
	  $6.74
	0.44
	$3.07
	$0.61

	Baltimore
	46.95
	3.28
	178.14
	12.44
	$100.83
	  $7.04
	0.22
	$2.15
	$0.57

	Cleveland
	25.72
	1.76
	  98.27
	  6.72
	  $93.05
	  $6.36
	0.41
	$3.62
	$0.95

	Dallas
	29.25
	1.71
	150.62
	  8.81
	$103.94
	  $3.70
	0.42
	$3.55
	$0.69

	Denver
	28.48
	1.56
	129.90
	  7.13
	  $83.31
	  $4.57
	0.27
	$2.93
	$0.64

	Houston
	32.50
	1.94
	187.47
	11.21
	  $70.06
	  $4.19
	0.19
	$2.16
	$0.37

	Milwaukee
	45.81
	3.21
	129.62
	  9.09
	  $74.66
	  $5.23
	0.53
	$1.63
	$0.58

	Minneapolis
	39.87
	2.28
	169.88
	  9.70
	$100.78
	  $5.76
	0.37
	$2.53
	$0.59

	Oakland
	36.26
	2.68
	111.97
	  8.28
	$101.00
	  $7.47
	0.23
	$2.79
	$0.90

	Pittsburgh
	29.21
	1.73
	143.36
	  8.48
	  $87.83
	  $5.20
	0.38
	$3.01
	$0.61

	Portland
	35.25
	2.46
	116.40
	  8.12
	  $82.89
	  $5.78
	0.47
	$2.35
	$0.71

	San Francisco
	73.06
	8.16
	130.16
	14.53
	$108.18
	$12.08
	0.44
	$1.48
	$0.83

	St. Louis
	28.98
	1.51
	106.39
	  5.53
	  $91.31
	  $4.75
	0.40
	$3.15
	$0.86

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rank (1 is best)
	7
	7
	4
	4
	8
	10
	3
	10
	5

	Average
	37.23
	2.65
	139.72
	9.32
	$92.14
	$6.07
	0.37
	$2.65
	$0.69

	Std. Deviation
	12.62
	1.75
	  28.63
	2.47
	$11.78
	$2.13
	0.11
	$0.67
	$0.16

	(KC Metro) - (Avg)
	-4.62
	-0.45
	  24.53
	1.75
	$7.87
	$0.67
	0.07
	$0.42
	$-0.08


	Table 3

Motor Bus/Trolley Bus Combined—2001 Comparison with State Peer Agencies


	
	Effectiveness
	Efficiency
	Cost Effectiveness

	Property
	Boardings

per

Rev Hr
	Boardings

per

Plat Mile
	Pass Miles

per

Rev Hr
	Pass Miles

per

Platform Mile
	Op Cost

per

Rev Hour
	Op Cost

per

Platform Mile
	Rev Hrs

per

Work Hr
	Oper Cost

per

Boarding
	Op Cost

per

Pass Mile

	King County Metro
	32.61
	2.20
	164.26
	11.07
	$100.01
	$6.74
	0.44
	$3.07
	$0.61

	Everett Transit
	18.63
	1.30
	  68.72
	  4.79
	  $82.17
	$5.73
	0.61
	$4.41
	$1.20

	Community Transit
	20.81
	0.76
	262.14
	  9.62
	$118.14
	$4.33
	0.24
	$5.68
	$0.45

	Spokane Transit
	24.88
	1.66
	  96.19
	  6.42
	  $76.10
	$5.08
	0.53
	$3.06
	$0.79

	Pierce Transit
	24.40
	1.28
	161.66
	  8.50
	  $79.53
	$4.18
	0.49
	$3.26
	$0.49

	C-TRAN (Vancouver)
	24.15
	1.45
	130.06
	  7.82
	  $73.34
	$4.41
	0.49
	$3.04
	$0.56

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rank (1 is best)
	1
	1
	2
	1
	5
	6
	5
	3
	4

	Average
	24.25
	1.44
	147.17
	  8.04
	$88.22
	$5.08
	0.47
	$3.75
	$0.68

	(KC Metro) - (Avg)
	  8.36
	0.76
	  17.09
	  3.03
	$11.79
	$1.66
	-0.03
	-$0.68
	-$0.07


Table 3 illustrates the importance of an agency’s service characteristics in shaping outcome measures.  The importance of Community Transit long distance commuter service into King County is reflected by their first place ranking on Passenger Miles per Revenue Hour, and last place ranking on Boardings per Platform Mile (including deadhead service).

Efficiency—King County Metro’s Operating Cost per Revenue Hour was ranked eighth and Operating Cost per Platform Mile was ranked tenth among its national peers in 2001 (Table 2).  To control for differences in cost of living and wage rates across agencies, we have added an additional efficiency measure—Revenue Hours per Work Hour.  This measures the efficiency with which revenue hours are produced by the hours of direct and overhead labor used to provide service.  By this measure, King County Metro ranked third in efficiency among its national peers.  Compared to its state peers, King County Metro ranked fifth on Operating Cost per Revenue Hour, sixth on Operating Cost per Platform Mile, and fifth on Revenue Hours per Work Hour.

Cost Effectiveness—King County Metro’s Operating Cost per Boarding was ranked tenth  among its national peers, while it ranked fifth on Operating Cost per Passenger Mile, reflecting the relative length of trips on Metro compared to agencies in this group (Table 2).  Metro ranked third and fourth on these measures among its state peers (Table 3).

Trolley Bus

King County Metro’s effectiveness, efficiency and cost-effectiveness measures for trolley bus service rank in the middle of its peers for effectiveness, towards the top for efficiency, and in the middle for cost effectiveness.  Among its peers, San Francisco’s high cost of providing service (efficiency) is more than compensated by its high ridership (effectiveness), so that it ranks second on the cost effectiveness measures.  Conversely, while Dayton has the highest efficiency measures, it also has the lowest effectiveness measures, so that it is ranked at the bottom on cost effectiveness measures (Table 4).  (Because of the small number of trolley bus agencies, standard deviations are not calculated for this group.)

	Table 4

Trolley Bus—2001 Comparison with National Peer Agencies


	
	Effectiveness
	Efficiency
	Cost Effectiveness

	Property
	Boardings

per

Rev Hr
	Boardings

per

Plat Mile
	Pass Miles

per

Rev Hr
	Pass Miles

per

Platform Mile
	Op Cost

per

Rev Hour
	Op Cost

per

Platform Mile
	Rev Hrs

per

Work Hr
	Oper Cost

per

Boarding
	Op Cost

per

Pass Mile

	King County Metro
	49.03
	  6.77
	  83.00
	11.46
	  $87.11
	$12.02
	0.50
	$1.78
	$1.05

	San Francisco
	79.62
	11.05
	116.55
	16.18
	$104.75
	$14.54
	0.43
	$1.32
	$0.90

	Boston
	47.87
	  4.99
	108.72
	11.32
	$118.73
	$12.36
	0.38
	$2.48
	$1.09

	Dayton
	28.74
	  2.62
	  67.34
	6.15
	  $85.92
	  $7.85
	0.68
	$2.99
	$1.28

	Philadelphia
	77.05
	  9.07
	144.26
	16.97
	  $98.52
	$11.59
	0.42
	$1.28
	$0.68

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Rank (1 is best)
	3
	3
	4
	3
	2
	3
	2
	3
	3

	Average
	56.46
	  6.90
	103.97
	12.42
	$99.01
	$11.67
	0.48
	$1.97
	$1.00

	(KC Metro) - (Avg)
	  -7.42
	  -0.13
	-20.97
	-0.96
	-$11.90
	  $0.35
	0.02
	-$0.19
	$0.05


6.
Relative Changes in Performance Rankings, 1998-2001

This section examines changes for King County Metro and the national peer agencies over the period 1998-2001 for each performance measure using a four-part—or quadrant—structure.  Measures shown are for Motor Bus and Trolley Bus combined.  The quadrant structure for these comparisons is shown in Figure 16.  The vertical axis in this quadrant structure shows the percentage difference from the average score on a particular performance measure for the national peer agencies in 2001.  The horizontal axis shows the percentage difference from the average percentage change in scores on a particular performance measure for the peer agencies over the period 1998 to 2001.  For any particular performance measure, the four quadrants are described as follows:

•
Quadrant I—Shows agencies that had a higher score than the peer average in 2001, and a higher than average percentage change in their score on that measure relative to their peers between 1998 and 2001.

•
Quadrant II—Shows agencies that had a lower score than the peer average in 2001, and a higher than average percentage change in their score on that measure relative to their peers between 1998 and 2001.

•
Quadrant III—Shows agencies that had a higher score than the peer average in 2001, and a lower than average percentage change in their score on that measure relative to their peers between 1998 and 2001.

•
Quadrant IV—Shows agencies that had a lower score than the peer average in 2001, and a lower than average percentage change in their score on that measure relative to their peers between 1998 and 2001.

To highlight the variability in the data and assist with its interpretation, the quadrant structure used for these comparisons shows the standard deviation around both the 2001 mean score and the mean percentage change in the score between 1998 and 2001.  This is depicted through the shaded areas in Figure 16.  The horizontal shaded area in Figure 16 (and the dashed horizontal lines in Figures 17 through 25) show the area within one standard deviation of the peer average score on a measure for 2001.  Similarly, the vertical shaded area in Figure 16 (and the dashed vertical lines in Figures 17 through 25) show the area within one standard deviation of the peer group average percentage change in scores on a measure from 1998 to 2001.  Given the variability in the data, only scores that lie beyond one standard deviation from the peer average can be said to be meaningfully different from that average.

To maintain a consistent quadrant structure for all performance measures, these figures compare agencies’ scores on these measures.  Agencies’ scores on efficiency and cost effectiveness measures involving cost are the opposite of the measure itself: higher cost per unit means a lower score, and lower cost per unit means a higher score.

Finally, It should be noted the relatively large changes shown for Denver and Houston on some of these measures result from apparent changes in reporting conventions between 1998 and 2001.

Effectiveness Measures

King County Metro’s scores on Boardings per Revenue Hour (Figure 17) and Boardings per Platform Mile (Figure 18) both lie in Quadrant II—below average but improving relative to the average change in the peer agencies.  Although Metro’s 2001 scores on these measures lie well within one standard deviation of the peer group average, the increase in these scores over this period was high enough to be greater than the standard deviation for the peer group.

For Passenger Miles per Revenue Hour (Figure 19) and Passenger Miles per Platform Mile (Figure 20), King County Metro’s scores fall in Quadrant I—above the peer average and improving relative to the peer agencies.  Metro’s scores on each of these measures lie within one standard deviation of the peer group averages.

Efficiency Measures

King County Metro’s scores on Operating Cost per Revenue Hour (Figure 21) and Operating Cost per Platform Mile (Figure 22) both lie in Quadrant IV—below average and declining relative to the peer agencies.  Metro’s scores on Revenue Hours per Work Hour (Figure 23) lie in Quadrant III—above the peer average but declining relative to the peer agencies.  Metro’s scores on each of these measures lie within one standard deviation of the peer group averages.

Cost Effectiveness Measures

King County Metro’s score on Operating Cost per Boarding (Figure 24) lies within Quadrant II—below the peer average but improving relative to peer agencies.  Metro’s score on Operating Cost per Passenger Mile (Figure 25) lies within Quadrant I—above the peer average and improving relative to peer agencies.  Both of these measures lie within one standard deviation from the peer averages.

7. Example of Recommended Peer Comparison Process

The Transit Division proposes to provide an updated comparison of changes in three performance measures for Metro and peer agencies with each biennial Plan update, as a supplement to the review of Metro’s progress towards Plan targets.  These measures are those identified in Strategy M-1 of the adopted Plan, for which data for peer agencies are available from NTD reports:  (1) Cost per Platform Hour (Cost and Efficiency Policy Area); (2) Boardings per Platform Hour (Cost and Efficiency Policy Area); and (3) Boardings per Capita (Mobility Policy Area).
Figure 26 provides an example of how these would be reported, based on changes over the period 1998 to 2001.  Measures are shown for Motor Bus and Trolley Bus combined.  Subsequent updates would use 2001 as the base year for Six-Year Plan comparisons.  (Note that this example uses cost and boardings per Revenue Hour instead of Platform Hour, for consistency with the data developed for this report.  Subsequent reporting will use Platform Hours as the basis for calculating these measures for consistency with their definition in the Plan.)

This figure shows how changes in these three measures for Metro compare with those of the national peer group as a whole.  The average percent change for the peer group is shown as zero on the scale.  The shaded part of each bar shows plus and minus one standard deviation around the average percentage change on each measure for the peer group, while the end of each bar shows the minimum and maximum difference from the average change.  This figure also shows the difference between Metro’s percentage change and the peer group average.

Information shown for the measures Boardings per Revenue Hour and Cost per Revenue Hour summarizes the 1998-2001 changes shown in Figures 16 and 20, which were discussed previously.

Figure 16 shows that KC Metro’s Boardings per Capita grew at a rate that was one percent greater than the average rate of growth for the peer group, within one standard deviation from that average.
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