Alternatives for Improvement

Chapter 4 - Alternatives for Improvement
INTRODUCTION
This fourth chapter prepared for the CSPDC TDP provided a range of organizational and
service alternatives for the stakeholders to consider when planning transit services for the sixyear planning horizon covered by the TDP. These alternatives were developed based on the
data compiled and analyzed in chapters 1-3, combined with initiatives already underway in the
region. For each alternative there is a description of the concept; for those where a decision
regarding implementation has not yet been determined, there is also a discussion concerning
the advantages and disadvantages, and a cost estimate. Organizational alternatives are
presented first, followed by service alternatives. These alternative concepts were considered by
the TDP Committee, with several chosen for the six-year plan (Chapter 5)

ORGANIZATIONAL ALTERNATIVES
Organizational alternatives include proposals for potential changes that affect the way that
transit is guided, administered, and managed in the region. There are several potential changes
that fall under this category that are relevant for the regional stakeholders to consider. The first
organizational alternative has already been determined by DRPT, the ones that follow were
discussed by regional stakeholders during the alternatives analysis phase of the TDP.

Organizational Alternative #1 – Change in Rural Grantee
In February 2015, DRPT sent a letter to the CSPDC indicating that, beginning with FY17, the
CSPDC will become the designated sub-recipient for federal S.5311 rural transit funding in the
region. DRPT staff indicated that the Commonwealth has been shifting its sub-recipient
policies such that local governmental entities, rather than third party transit providers, will be
the designated local grant sub-recipients. For the CSPDC region, this will combine the rural
and urban grant oversight functions so that the CSPDC will manage both programs. For FY16,
VRT will remain the designated 5311 sub-recipient in the region. The CSPDC will need to
conduct a procurement process to choose a contractor for both the urban and rural service,
starting with FY17.
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Fishersville Facility
FTA guidance indicates that as an FTA/DRPT- funded facility, VRT’s Fishersville facility is to
remain in use in support of public transportation in the region for its useful life. Continued
DRPT and FTA guidance will be needed to sort through how to handle the ownership details
with regard to this facility.
There are also several tenants leasing space in the facility. This is permissible under FTA
guidance, which states “income received from the incidental use may be retained by the
grantee if the income is used for eligible transit capital and operating expenses. This income
cannot be used as part of the local share of the grant from which it was derived, but may be
used as part of the local share for a different FTA grant.”1

Organizational Alternative #2- Develop Cohesive Brand and Improve
Community Awareness
One of the issues that the CSPDC identified prior to beginning work on the TDP is that of
brand confusion with regard to the name and identity of the public transportation program in
the region. This brand confusion was confirmed by the rider and public surveys, with riders
and the public identifying with several different names for the program (CATS, VRT, individual
route names, etc.) It is not surprising that there is brand confusion, given that each service has
evolved independently for different constituencies. While there is brand confusion, the services
do operate as a cohesive system, operated by same transit provider (VRT), with timed
connections between services at key locations.
In order to help reduce or eliminate this brand confusion, the CSPDC and DRPT added a
branding task to the TDP to develop a cohesive brand, logo, and strategies to improve
community awareness of transit in the region. Pulsar Advertising, a sub-contractor to KFH
Group, has been working through this task concurrently as the TDP work has progressed.
Documentation of Pulsar’s complete work will be included as a companion to the TDP and is
summarized below.
With input from the study committee, Pulsar has developed a brand personality statement for
the transit program that reads:
“CSPDC Service, our regional public transit service, with helpful friendly staff and safe
reliable buses, provides affordable transportation to get me where I need to go.”2
Pulsar staff then developed a series of potential names based on input provided by the study
committee. The first list of 10 names was presented to the study committee in February. Some
of these names were discarded, and a few were added by CSPDC staff and stakeholders. The
1
2

FTA Circular 5010.1C Grant Management Guidelines, August 27, 2012.
CSPDC Service is a placeholder for the name of the transit program.
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committee narrowed the list to four names: BRITE (Blue Ridge Intercity Transit Express);
Mountain Valley Transit; ShenanGO (ShenanGOah); and Blue Ridge Transit. Two to three
logos for each of these names were also developed for committee review.
Of these names, BRITE was chosen to move forward with full logo development. When the
branding task is completed, Pulsar will deliver Electronic files for logo and type treatment
(*.eps, *.pdf, *.png), as well as a brand standards fact sheet that will include logo and identity
usage guidelines (e.g., font, visual elements, and logo color usage)
Once the branding work is completed, the CSPDC will need to work on a re-branding effort.
The full list of tasks will include the development of:






Maps and schedules
Vehicle exterior paint scheme
Signage
Social media
Website

The re-branding campaign will serve to improve community awareness of transit as well as
provide an opportunity to re-design the system maps and schedules. These are important
improvements, as stakeholder input suggested that the current maps and schedules are
confusing for riders to understand. It may be helpful to include a stakeholder who represents
people with intellectual disabilities in the process when designing the new schedules.
Costs
There are significant costs associated with re-branding the transit program, though some of
them are costs that are already being incurred by the system, such as map and brochure
development and printing. There are also a number of activities associated with the rebranding effort, some of which can be handled internally, while others will likely need to be
performed by outside contractors.
These costs are estimated below:
Map/Schedule Design and Printing
Vehicle Exterior Paint Scheme
Signage
Website and Social Media
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Organizational Alternative #3 - Transit Advisory Group
A transit advisory group is typically comprised of community stakeholders who have an
interest in preserving and enhancing transit in the community, much like the advisory
committee that has been organized to help guide the TDP for the CSPDC. Over the past several
years, the CATS Board has served in this advisory role to VRT, helping to guide the region’s
transit program. It is suggested that a transit advisory group be established to provide input
and feedback to the CSPDC, to assist them in transit-related decision-making.
The following groups (which include several current CATS Board members) should be
considered for inclusion on the transit advisory group:


Local funding partners
o Augusta County
o Augusta Health
o Blue Ridge Community College
o City of Staunton
o City of Waynesboro
o Shenandoah Valley Social Services
o Staunton Downtown Development
o Woodrow Wilson Rehabilitation Center
o A member of the CATS Board



Future Funding Partners



Other interested stakeholders, which could include:
o An at-large community representative designated by the CATS Board
o Advocates for senior citizens and people with disabilities
o Chamber of commerce and/or economic development representatives
o MPO representation
o Other human service agency representatives
o A transit rider representative

The role of a transit advisory group is to help the transit program better meet mobility needs in
the community by serving as a link between the citizens served by the various entities and
public transportation. A transit advisory group is a good community outreach tool for transit
programs, as having an ongoing dialogue with stakeholders allows for a greater understanding
for transit staff of transit needs in the community, as well as greater understanding by the
community of the various constraints faced by the transit program. Transit advisory groups
also typically serve in an advisory capacity for transportation development plans and other
transit initiatives. It is suggested that this board be comprised of no more than 15 members,
and that they meet quarterly, at a minimum.
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Advantages






Provides a forum for dialogue between the community and the transit program
Maintains continuity from the current CATS Board by including all funding partners
Provides a venue for community networking
Can be a good community relations and marketing tool
Provides input to the CSPDC Commission transit decision-making process

Disadvantages
 Takes staff time to organize and document committee meetings and initiatives

Cost
 The expenses associated with forming a transit advisory group are modest and include the
cost associated with the staff time spent planning and organizing the meetings, as well as
any printing and presentation materials needed for the meetings.

Organizational Alternative #4 – Vehicle Ownership- CSPDC or Contractor?
As a relatively new S.5307 grantee, the CSPDC has not historically owned vehicles. Currently,
the vehicles operated in the region are owned by CSPDC’s contractor, VRT, with DRPT
maintaining a financial interest in the vehicles through their useful life. These vehicles were
purchased through DRPT, with funding assistance from the federal S.5311 (80%) program,
DRPT (up to 16%), and the remaining local matching funds provided by VRT and local
partners.
For the current year (FY15), the CSPDC is using FTA’s Capital Cost of Contracting provisions,
which allow the CSPDC to categorize half of the contract with VRT as capital, providing for an
80 percent matching ratio for that portion of the contract. While the CSPDC is using this
provision during the current grant year, the agency is interested in determining the optimal
scenario with regard to vehicle ownership, specifically, is it more advantageous for the agency
to own the transit vehicles or to continue to include the vehicles as part of the “Turnkey”
contract with its contractor?3

3

Currently the CSPDC categorizes the contract with VRT as “Turnkey,” with the contractor providing the vehicles,
maintenance, and transit service. Under this classification, 50 percent of the contract costs are eligible for 80 percent
federal share and 50 percent of the costs are eligible for 50% federal share. This scenario falls under the FTA’s “capital
cost of contracting,” which recognizes the capital consumed by the contractor for the delivery of public transportation
service. The FTA Circular states that “only the costs attributable to the privately owned assets are eligible under this
policy.” Items purchased with federal, state, or local government assistance are not eligible.
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In order to help the CSPDC decide which direction to pursue in the future, an analysis of the
advantages, disadvantages, and financial implications associated with vehicle ownership is
provided below.
Advantages
As documented in the Transportation Research Board’s Special Report 258, “Contracting for
Bus and Demand Response Transit Services: A Survey of U.S. Practice and Experience,”4 there
are several advantages that can be realized by public agency grant recipients that choose to
own the vehicles that are operated by their contractors. These are:


The public agency can take advantage of federal and state capital grant assistance to
purchase the vehicles. This assistance is currently significant, with 2015 DRPT match
rates of 80 percent federal, 16 percent state, and four percent local.



There are likely to be more potential contractors interested in submitting bids to
provide the service if they do not have to furnish the vehicles, particularly for a relatively
small contract.



Without the need for the contractor to amortize the vehicles over several years, the
contract duration can be shorter.



If the contractor is not performing, it is quicker and easier for a public agency to re-bid
the contract if it owns the vehicles used for the service.

In GAO Report 13-783 “Transit Agencies’ Use of Contractors to Provide Service”5, a survey of
transit agencies found that less than half of the agencies that contracted out for service
included vehicles. The interviews conducted for the GAO report found that transit agencies
generally preferred to own vehicles for similar reasons that were documented in the TRB
report. These are:


More flexibility to terminate a contract without service interruption



The ability to attract bidders who would otherwise be hesitant to buy expensive vehicles
without the assurance that they would be used beyond the initial length of the contract



Control in making decisions about vehicle replacement and major repairs, such as
replacing engines and transmissions. Contractors may anticipate and budget for these
expenses in a contract without knowing for certain if they will be needed in order to
minimize financial risk.

4

TRB Special Report 258, “Contracting for Bus and Demand Response Transit Services: A Survey of U.S. Practice and
Experience,” 2001.
5
GAO Report to Congressional Committees, “Transit Agencies’ Use of Contracting to Provide Service,” September 2013.
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These two studies suggest that ownership of the vehicles would give the CSPDC more control
of the fleet, with a greater ability to specify vehicle choices, vehicle condition, and useful life.
Disadvantages
In addition to the advantages described above, there are also some disadvantages for the PDC
to consider when contemplating vehicle ownership. These are:


Purchasing vehicles with federal and state funds requires staff time to submit grants and
ensure compliance with numerous federal and state requirements. Discussions with
other grantees in Virginia indicated that if the PDC were to purchase vehicles through
the DRPT contract, the time and effort involved in the process would be significantly
less than if the PDC were to purchase vehicles on their own.



Purchasing vehicles requires the PDC to provide local matching funds (though the
current investment is just 4 percent local share).



The amount of funding needed each year is variable, depending upon the vehicle
replacement/expansion needs for the year. This variability can be difficult for some
agencies to manage from a cash flow perspective. There would be less year-to-year
variance if the cost of the vehicles were to be included in a blended contract rate.



There may be less flexibility with regard to expanding and/or reducing service if the
PDC owns the vehicles. For example, a private contractor may be able to provide
vehicles more quickly if a new service or expanded service were to be needed. The PDC
would likely have to wait for the grant cycle and DPRT procurement process, which can
take about ten to 14 months from start to finish.



There are a number of different types of vehicles in service in the region, making it more
complicated and time consuming to order vehicles.

Costs
In addition to looking at programmatic advantages and disadvantages to public vehicle
ownership, there are also cost considerations. These are discussed below.
Contractor Pricing and the Capital Cost of Contracting
Typically, when a contractor provides the capital, the transit agency will pay not only for the
actual cost for the capital items, but also usually a mark-up by the contractor that accounts for
the use of the contractor’s funds. Most private companies look at their return on investment
(ROI), and if they are investing their funds to purchase vehicles or some other large cost items
that must be purchased for the contract, they will evaluate the return their money could get
elsewhere. The contractor’s mark-up accounts for this valuation. This has not occurred yet in
Central Shenandoah Transit Development Plan
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this region, as VRT is using vehicles that were purchased with FTA/DRPT funds. When transit
agencies have capital grant funds, it may be more cost effective to use those funds to acquire
needed capital equipment.
The actual cost that is passed along to the transit agency will vary depending upon the type of
the vehicle and the length of the contract. Transit industry research suggests that this cost is in
the range of $6.00 to $10.00 per revenue vehicle service hour. For CSPDC, this would represent
an annual cost of between $105,000 and $175,000, based on the annual urbanized area vehicle
revenue hours of about 17,500. The CSPDC could recoup some of this cost through the capital
cost of contracting provisions that are allowed with a turnkey contract. The FTA allows 50
percent of a turnkey contract to be funded at 80 percent federal match, with fifty percent of the
contract funded at 50 percent federal match. This compares to a service contract where the
transit agency owns the vehicles and the contractor operates and maintains them, which allows
forty percent of the contract to be funded at eighty percent federal match, with sixty percent of
the contract funded at fifty percent match.
The cost implications for the following three scenarios are presented below in Table 4-1. One: A
service contract where the transit agency owns the vehicles and the contractor operates service
and maintains the vehicles at a rate of $59 per hour. Two: A turnkey contract where the
contractor owns, operates and maintains the vehicles at a rate of $65 per hour. Three: A
turnkey contract at a rate of $69 per hour. Under each scenario, an additional eleven percent
should be added to the contractor’s cost, to reflect CSPDC oversight expenses. Additional cost
of vehicle ownership expenses are also included under the first scenario. The CSPDC expenses
would need to be split using the fifty percent federal match formula.
Table 4-1: Capital Cost of Contracting Examples- Urbanized Area Only
Assumptions
Hours of service
Hourly rate not including vehicles
Low end of hourly rate including vehicles
High end of hourly rate including vehicles
Contract cost without vehicles
Contract cost with vehicles- low end rate
Contract cost with vehicles- high end rate
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Table 4-1: Capital Cost of Contracting Examples- Urbanized Area Only (c0ntinued)
Contract CostAdd'l Vehicle
Cost @ $69.00
Per Vehicle
Hour

Contract CostAdd'l Vehicle
Cost @ $10.00
Per Vehicle
Hour

$127,926
$1,160,426
$45,000
$1,115,426
$296,250
$316,000
$63,963

$1,137,500
$122,926
$1,260,426
$45,000
$1,215,426
$273,125
$437,000
$61,463

$1,207,500
$122,926
$1,330,426
$45,000
$1,285,426
$290,625
$465,000
$61,463

$676,213
$760,922
$84,709
$439,213

$771,588
$760,922
($10,666)
$454,504

$817,088
$760,922
($56,166)
$524,504

Budget Line Items

Contract Cost Vehicles
Owned by
CSPDC

Service Contract - 40% of the contract eligible for
80% share

$1,032,500

Service Contract - 50% of the contract eligible for
80% share
CSPDC Expenses
Total
Fares
Net Deficit
Federal- 50 or 60% at a 50% match
Federal- 40% or 50% at an 80% match
Federal - 50% of CSPDC Cost
Total allowable federal for operating with
matching ratios
Federal S. 5307 allocation
Federal allocation left for capital
Left to cover with state and local
Current state and local combined: $512,046

These examples suggest that if vehicles are included in the contract rate, the S.5307 allocation
would not be sufficient to allow for any other capital, and at the highest level would require
additional local and state funds to support the current level of service.
Expenses and Other Financial Issues Associated with Vehicle Ownership
While the actual local cash requirements to purchase vehicles are relatively low with the
current grant programs (4%), there are some other costs to consider with regard vehicle
ownership. These are as follows:


Insurance. Vehicle insurance is a cost associated with vehicle ownership but it is not
likely to be a decisive factor, as the PDC will either pay directly for vehicle insurance or
pay for vehicle insurance through its contract. Currently the vehicles are owned and
insured through VRT and the cost is included as part of the annual operating budget
and resulting contract rate. If the PDC were to own vehicles, they would need to
investigate the most cost effective option. There are examples in the industry where the
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contractor insures the agency’s vehicles as well as examples where the public agency
insures the vehicles.


Staff Time. There is staff time associated with vehicle ownership. Particular staff tasks
include the following:
o Grant completion
o Vehicle ordering
o Vehicle inspection and DMV tagging
o Compliance monitoring – the transit agency is responsible for ensuring that
federally funded vehicles are properly maintained.
o Vehicle disposal
Based on discussions with other transit operators in the Commonwealth, KFH Group
has estimated that the staff time associated with vehicle ownership (when purchasing
vehicles using the state contract) equates to about 10 percent of a staff person’s time,
assuming 2-3 vehicles are replaced each year. If the salary and fringe of the staff member
equates to $50,o00 annually, the associated cost would be about $5,000 annually. This
cost may reduce over time, as staff become more experienced with the process.
The issue for the PDC may be that of staff availability and expertise– Do any current
staff members have the capacity and ability to add this to their workload?
Another option that the PDC is exploring is the use of a third-party to manage the
vehicle-related tasks for the PDC. A third party would conduct the tasks listed above for
the PDC, for a mutually agreed upon price. This arrangement would require the PDC to
follow FTA-approved procurement steps.



Maintenance is also a significant cost associated with vehicle ownership, but these
expenses would be covered by the contractor, as part of the contract fee. Recognition of
maintenance costs is why the FTA allows 40 percent of a service contract to be covered
at the 80 percent match rate (preventive maintenance can be capitalized).

Finally, if the vehicles were to be owned by the CSPDC, there would be some revenue
associated with vehicle disposal. The revenue earned through vehicle disposal must be put
back into the transit program. If the vehicles have been well-maintained, they will typically sell
for between 4 and 10 percent of their original cost through govdeals.com, or local auctions. If
the agency disposes of two vehicles a year, this would likely net between $4,000 and $10,o00
annually for the program. Eventually, the proceeds from vehicle disposal may be enough to
cover the cost of the staff time associated with vehicle ownership – either PDC or third-party.
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Organizational Alternative #5 – Formalization of Local Funding Formula
The initiation and growth of transit services in the region has been incremental in nature, with
each service evolving separately, each with its own financing arrangements, to make the
funding situation work between federal, state, and local partner financing. Although not
formalized, the current arrangement to assign local match among funding partners is as
follows:


The gross operating cost for each service is calculated, based on the fully allocated cost
per revenue hour.



Estimated fare revenue, based on the previous year’s data is applied to arrive at a net
deficit per service. Fare revenue is calculated by individual route, to reflect the
significant differences in fare revenue that is collected on each route.



Federal and state funding is applied to arrive at the local match required per service.



Each partners’ share is estimated based on the number of hours assigned to each
partner. This is relatively simple for the single payer routes (i.e., Waynesboro), but more
difficult to estimate for the routes that have multiple partners.

While this is the general arrangement, the allocation of the amounts provided by each partner
are a little different from this, as is shown in Tables 4-2 and 4-3. These tables show that some of
the Augusta County funds, as well as some of the BRCC funds are being allocated to the
Waynesboro Circulator. In addition, BRCC funds are being allocated to the 340 Connector.
These allocation anomalies make it appear that the BRCC routes are under-funded, and creates
a surplus for the 340 Connector and the Waynesboro Circulator. In addition, the allocation
among the Staunton services shows a surplus for the on-demand service, but deficits for the
Green and Silver Trolleys.
In order to help clarify the true financial condition of each of the routes, it is proposed that the
local amounts be re-allocated among the services. The proposed reallocated local funds are
shown in Table 4-4 and Table 4-5.
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Table 4-2: Current Funding Allocations- Urban Routes

Urban Routes

Partners
Augusta County
Augusta Health
BRCC
City of Staunton
City of Waynesboro
Shenandoah Valley DSS
Staunton DDA
WWRC

Staunton
Staunton Staunton Staunton On250 Connector Green
Silver
Red
Demand

$

69,888

Waynesboro
Circulator
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

77,658
8,774
105,022
46,301
25,400
10,000
30,000

67,677 $
48,198 $
19,479 $

303,155
266,065
37,090

$
$

7,770
8,774

$
$

46,301
4,832

$ 32,311 $ 26,280 $ 4,389 $ 42,042
$
$

Total $
Local Match Needed $
Difference $

8,939 $ 5,968 $ 4,851 $ 810
$ 5,000
$ 5,000
30,000

108,827 $ 43,279 $ 31,131 $ 10,199 $ 42,042 $
99,482 $ 45,188 $ 37,882 $ 5,877 $ 29,438 $
9,345 $ (1,909) $ (6,751) $ 4,322 $ 12,604 $

Source: CSPDC
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Table 4-3: Current Partner Allocations- Rural Routes

Partners

340 Connector

BRCC North

Augusta County
BRCC
Total
Local Match
Needed
Difference

$
$
$

22,628
25,551
48,179

$
$

$
$

32,531
15,648

$ 79,426
$ (17,536)

61,890
61,890
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BRCC South

$
$

57,512
57,512

$ 77,898
$ (20,386)
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Augusta OnDemand

Total

$

5,040

$

5,040

$ 27,668
$ 144,953
$ 172,621

$
$

7,202
(2,162)

$ 197,057
$ (24,436)

Alternatives for Improvement
Table 4- 4: Potential Re-Allocation of Local Funding

Urban Routes
Partners

250
Connector

Augusta County
Augusta Health
$
BRCC
City of Staunton
City of Waynesboro
Shenandoah Valley DSS $
Staunton DDA
WWRC
$
Total $
Local Match Needed $
Difference $

Staunton
Green

Staunton
Silver

Staunton On- Waynesboro
Staunton Red Demand
Circulator

69,888
$

34,220 $

33,031 $

8,939 $
$
30,000

5,968 $
5,000

4,851 $
$

108,827 $
99,482 $
9,345 $

45,188 $
45,188 $
$

37,882 $
37,882 $
$
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4,389 $
810
5,000

10,199 $
5,877 $
4,322 $

33,402
$
$

33,402 $
29,438 $
3,964 $

Total

$
$
$
$
46,301 $
4,832 $
$
$

69,888
105,042
46,301
25,400
10,000
30,000

51,133 $
48,198 $
2,935 $

286,631
266,065
20,566
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Table 4-5: Potential Local Funding Re-Allocation, Rural Routes

Partners

340 Connector

Augusta County
BRCC
Total
Local Match
Needed
Difference

$

Augusta OnDemand

BRCC North

BRCC South

$

5,040

79,426
79,426

$
$

74,302
74,302

$

5,040

$ 35,438
$ 153,728
$ 189,166

79,426
-

$
$

77,898
(3,596)

$
$

7,202
(2,162)

$ 197,057
$ (7,891)

30,398

$

30,398

$
$

$
$

32,531
(2,133)

$
$

Total

As these tables show, there is currently a small surplus on the urban side and a small deficit on
the rural side. If some local adjustments were made between the urban and rural (perhaps with
some of the DSS funds being shifted), the current arrangements are pretty close to being in
balance.
In order to develop a fair methodology to divide the local share required among the routes for
future improvements, as well as shortfalls that may occur if funding partners drop out, the
revenue hours and revenue miles per jurisdiction were calculated. It is proposed the following
methodology be used for future allocations:
1) If an improvement is an entire route or service desired by a new funding partner, then
the entire local portion of the cost of the improvement would be paid by the new
partner on a cost per hour basis. The average current local share per hour is $15.18 on the
urban side and $22.91 on the rural side. Adding a 1ten percentcapital fund contribution
on top of these hourly rates would equate to an urban local cost per hour of $16.70 and a
rural local cost per hour of $25.20. These proposed costs assume that there are federal
and state matching funds available.
2) If an improvement is desired collectively for the public and is split among jurisdictions,
it is proposed that the local cost of the improvement be calculated on a local cost per
hour basis ($16.70 urban; $25.20 rural), and then divided among the jurisdictions based
on the percentage of service in each jurisdiction (either revenue miles or revenue
hours). These proposed costs assume that there are federal and state matching funds
available. Table 4-6 provides the current breakdown of service by jurisdiction.
3) If an improvement is desired by a particular agency or jurisdiction (i.e., such as a
dedicated stop) and requires a modest deviation in an existing route, then the local cost
of the deviation (based on hours of service), should be calculated and used as the cost
basis to charge the agency.
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Table 4-6: Current Revenue Miles and Hours Per Jurisdiction

Service
250 Connector
Staunton Green
Staunton Silver
Staunton Red
Waynesboro
Circulator
Staunton On Demand
Urban Totals
% Total
340 Connector
BRCC North
BRCC South
Augusta On-Demand
Rural Totals
% Total

Service
250 Connector
Staunton Green
Staunton Silver
Staunton Red
Waynesboro
Circulator
Staunton On Demand
Urban Totals
340 Connector
BRCC North
BRCC South
Augusta On-Demand
Rural Totals

Total revenue miles in each jurisdiction
Augusta Harrisonburg Rockingham
50,567
-

Staunton
20,053
17,907
20,476
6,180

Waynesboro
17,437
-

Total
87,185
17,907
20,476
6,180

50,567
25%
31,369
11,927
40,130
6,988
90,414
53%

46,441
24,864
135,921
67%
21,609
6,988
28,597
17%

46,441
63,878
31%
4,012
4,012
2%

46,441
24,864
203,053

Total revenue hours in each jurisdiction
Augusta Harrisonburg Rockingham
3,816
-

Staunton
1,513
3,035
2,467
412

Waynesboro
1,316
-

Total
6,580
3,035
2,467
412

3,816
22%
1,255
636
2,135
325
4,350
51%

2,072
9,499
54%
1,149
1,149
13%

2,958
4,274
24%
160
160
2%

2,958
2,072
17,524

0%
15,903
15,903
9%

0%
848
848
10%
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1,459
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39,229
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0%
58
2,014
2,073
24%
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36,475
66,263
61,739
6,988
171,465

1,459
3,534
3,284
325
8,602
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Organizational Alternative #6 – Seek Additional Local Funding Partners
There are currently eight funding partners that contribute annually to the transit program, in
support of either their constituents (Cities of Staunton and Waynesboro); Augusta County;
Staunton Downtown Development); their students (Blue Ridge Community College and
Woodrow Wilson Rehabilitation Center); or their clients (Augusta Health and Shenandoah
Valley Social Services). The funding provided by these partners provides matching funds so
that the CSPDC and VRT can access a significant level of federal and state funding, which
allows the system to provide needed services to the targeted constituent groups, as well as the
public.
In addition to these eight funding partners, there are other entities in the region whose
constituencies benefit from public transportation services. Some of these are already directly
served by transit services, while others could be served with route adjustments. While this list
is not exhaustive, the following entities currently enjoy transit access for their clients and do
not currently contribute towards its operation:







Bridgewater College
Mary Baldwin College/Murphy-Deming
Valley Program for Aging Services
Vector Industries (call-in stop)
Virginia Department for the Blind and Visually Impaired
Virginia Employment Commission

The Murphy-Deming College of Health Sciences (part of Mary Baldwin) opened a new Health
Sciences building in Fishersville (June 2014), close to the Augusta Health campus. Students can
use the 250 Connector to access the site, but it does not have a direct stop.
These entities could be approached to see if they are willing and able to contribute to the
system to support public transportation services in the region in support of their
constituencies. Additional matching funds could be used to expand services to better support
specific constituent needs, as well as public needs.
Approaching potential funding partners is typically a sensitive topic for transit programs to
handle, as all riders are members of the public, with a right to access services offered through
FTA/DRPT funding. The key differences for the constituencies of the partners are:





Direct access
Participation in system planning and decision-making
Tailored services
Fare-free for the riders (in some instances)
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These are the benefits to partnership that the CSPDC could highlight and formalize when
approaching potential new partners. If additional partners are added, it will be important to
ensure that the financial participation directly offsets the benefits of participation offered by
the CSPDC (be it direct access, tailored service, or fare-free service). The formalization of the
local funding formula should ensure this (Organizational Alternative #5).

SERVICE ALTERNATIVES
The service alternatives were developed through the analysis of specific route performance data
coupled with the gaps in current services identified through input from riders, residents, and
other stakeholders. The proposed alternatives draw on the information gathered in the
previous three chapters and focus on the following:




General System and Infrastructure Improvements
Improving the Efficiency, Effectiveness, or Convenience of Current Services
Geographic System Expansions

Each service alternative is detailed in this section, and includes:





A summary of the service alternative
Potential advantages and disadvantages
An estimate of the operating and capital costs
Ridership estimates (if applicable)

The cost information for these alternatives is expressed as the fully allocated costs, which
means we have considered all of the program’s costs on a per unit basis when contemplating
expansions. This does overstate the incremental cost of minor service expansion, as there are
likely to be some administrative expenses that would not be increased with the addition of a
few service hours. These cost estimates were based on FY15 operating budgets. The potential
funding for each alternative is also presented, based on current federal/state/local splits. It
should be noted that availability of federal and state funds may limit the implementation of
these alternatives. The alternatives are not presented in any particular order.

General System and Infrastructure Improvements
Improve Transit Infrastructure
One of the common themes from survey respondents and stakeholders was the need to
improve transit infrastructure in the region, including additional and improved bus stops,
signage, and shelters. Of the 75 “official” system stops, 67 are signed. The larger issue is the
number of “unofficial” stops and the need to add signage to mark these locations. In addition,
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when improving bus stops, it is required that a transit agency bring the stop into compliance
with the Americans with Disabilities Act. As a companion task to the TDP, KFH Group has
conducted an ADA assessment of all of the bus stops in the service area. This assessment will
be available at the culmination of the TDP process.
Seven of the current “official” stops have passenger waiting shelters. This alternative proposes
the following improvements:






Sign all fixed-route stops, including those that are currently “unofficial” stops
Eliminate flag stops
Reduce call stops, especially on the 250 Connector
Improve signage at transfer locations, particularly the Waynesboro hub
Add shelters at key stops, choosing a ridership threshold for consideration (such as 25
daily boardings)

This alternative is particularly relevant given the re-branding effort that is underway. The rebranding of the system, coupled with improved infrastructure will likely increase the presence
of the system within the community.
Advantages





Eliminates rider confusion about where the bus stops are located
Eliminates the need for the driver to determine if a stop is safe
Raises awareness of the system within the community
Provides more comfortable wait locations for riders

Disadvantages



Will require some effort to determine the locations of the “unofficial” stops and work
through signage regulations among the jurisdictions served.
Once in place, the additional signed stops and shelters will require maintenance to
ensure that they remain in good condition.

Costs and Funding Sources


The costs to add bus stops are variable, depending upon whether just a sign is needed,
or whether a concrete pad, pole, and sign are all needed. If just the sign itself is required,
the cost is estimated to be about $100 per stop. For a concrete pad, pole, and sign, the
cost rises to about $4,000 per stop.
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The installation of passenger wait shelters would need to include the concrete pad, pole,
and sign, as well as the shelter itself. These costs together are about $9,000 ($4,000 for
the pad, sign, and pole; $5,000 for the shelter).



As a capital expense, bus stop infrastructure is currently funded at eighty percent
federal, sixteen percent state, and four percent local.

Standardize Fixed Route Fare Structure
As previously discussed, the transit program in the region has evolved from a combination of
individual services. As such, the fare structures are not standard, even among similar service
types. Different fares for different services do sometimes make sense (i.e., lower fares for
circulators and higher fares for longer distances), but in this region, only the Staunton Trolleys
have a lower fare. It should be noted that generally the fares in the region are lower than in
peer regions.
While the fare structure was not mentioned by survey respondents or stakeholders as an issue,
it came to light when examining the fare for ADA complementary paratransit in Staunton.
Federal guidance indicates that the ADA fare can only be twice the fixed route fare. In this
instance, the ADA fare is $1.00 and the trolley fares are only $.25. This issue will need to be
addressed in order for the program to be in compliance with the ADA. This means that either
the trolley fares need to be raised to $0.50 (similar to the rest of the system), or the ADA fare
needs to be reduced to $0.50. Raising the fare would standardize the fare structures, but would
result in an additional 100 percent fare increase for the trolley routes (note that the trolleys
were free prior to FY14). Alternatively, reducing the ADA fare is not consistent with promoting
the use of fixed route services over on-demand services and would reduce revenue.
Advantages


Standardizing the fixed route fare structure would reduce confusion among riders of the
system and allow system fare information to be consolidated.



A consistent fare structure will result in a definitive allowable ADA fare.



Raising the trolley fare by $0.25 will result in increased fare revenue. Using the standard
fare elasticity that assumes ridership would drop as much as 30 percent, and the
applying the simple cash fares of $0.25 versus $0.50, the resulting fare revenue would
increase from $18,663 to $26,129. Note this overstates the fares, as discounts are not
included in the example.

Disadvantages
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Standardizing the fixed route fare structure will either result in another fare increase for
the trolleys or a fare decrease for ADA paratransit, neither of which is appealing for the
system.



If the fare is increased on the trolleys, ridership will likely decline, but not as
dramatically as when the fare was introduced. The reduction in ridership could be as
much as thirty percent, using standard transit elasticity formulas that suggest for every
one percent increase in fares, there is a corresponding 0.03 percent drop in ridership.
This suggests that a 100 percent increase in fares would result in a thirty percent drop in
ridership. This is likely to be on the high end, given the current low fares. If this
ridership loss were to occur, it would represent about 22,400 passenger trips.



Lowering the current ADA fare would represent a loss of about $964 annually.

Develop Transit Pass Program
Stakeholders have expressed an interest in developing a pass program for frequent users of the
system. There are a number of issues to consider when developing a pass program. The major
ones include:





How much of a discount (if any) should be offered to frequent users?
How much will this affect fare revenue?
How will the CSPDC track and secure passes to reduce fraud or theft?
What outlets will the CSPDC use to sell passes?

There are a several different types of pass programs currently in use in the Commonwealth.
Table 4-7 summarizes the features of five Virginia transit pass programs.
Table 4-7: Examples of Transit Pass Programs in Virginia
Transit Program

Base
Fare

Passes available

Charlottesville Area Transit

$0.75

Unlimited day pass - $1.50; Reduced fare
day pass - $0.75; Monthly passes: $20/$10
reduced fare

Greater Lynchburg Transit Authority

$2.00

Day pass - $4.00; Monthly/31 day pass $50.00; 15-day pass- $25.00

$ 1.00

Coupon book - 25 trips for $20.00; halffare book - 25 trips for $10.00

$ 1.50
$ 1.00

Unlimited monthly pass - $48.00; Weekly $14.00
Coupon book - 20 trips for $17.00

Harrisonburg
Transportation

Department

of

Public

Valley Metro (Roanoke)
Winchester Transit
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While a complete analysis concerning the effects of a pass program is not possible without
developing additional details, the general advantages and disadvantages are offered below.
Advantages






Potentially offers a discount for frequent users.
Could increase ridership if frequent users make more trips/
Reduces the need for riders to have exact change.
Provides a mechanism for the CSPDC to provide partner agencies with fare discounts
(other than the current tokens).
Convenient for riders, as they do not have to carry cash.

Disadvantages




There will be significant staff time involved with pass sales, securing passes, and
tracking passes.
There may be a reduction in fare revenue reflecting the discounts offered.

Costs



The costs involved in implementing a pass program include the cost of the fare media
used; the staff time to sell and track passes; and the fare revenue lost through providing
a discount. This cannot be accurately estimated until more specifics are sorted out
concerning the development of a pass program.

Improving the Efficiency, Effectiveness, or Convenience of Current
Services
The data analysis, rider input, and stakeholder input documented in Chapter 3 provided the
basis for formulating a number of service alternatives with regard to the current routes. These
alternatives are described below and were considered by stakeholders.
250 Connector
Several issues were documented in Chapter 3 concerning the Route 250 Connector. These
issues are:




The route is the strongest in the network in terms of total ridership and productivity, so
care should be taken when making changes.
The schedule if very tight, making it difficult to complete requested deviations and stay
on time.
There are two breaks in the schedule built in for driver breaks. This is not convenient for
riders.

Central Shenandoah Transit Development Plan

4-22

Alternatives for Improvement



There are often standees on the bus during peak times.

The alternatives offered below serve to address these issues.
Alternative #1: Close the Service Breaks
The first alternative associated with the 250 Connector is to eliminate the breaks in service that
currently occur at 12:30 p.m. and at 6:30 p.m. during the week and at 3:30 p.m. on Saturdays.
These breaks in service are very inconvenient for riders, particularly those that are transferring
from other routes and making connections. The service breaks are currently in place so that the
drivers can get a meal break. An alternative solution would be to create a part-time relief shift
position that could cover these breaks in service. With two vehicles operating on the route, the
shift could cover both the eastbound and westbound vehicles at different times. For example,
the relief driver could be positioned at Augusta Health at 12:10 p.m. to relieve driver 1 (heading
eastbound), travel to Waynesboro and back westbound to arrive back at Augusta Health at
12:45 (heading westbound). Driver 1 would then take over after his/her break and head west on
the route and the relief driver would relieve driver 2 at 1:10 (heading eastbound), travel to
Waynesboro and back westbound to arrive back at August Health at 1:45 p.m. Alternatively,
this pattern could start at 11:10 a.m., depending upon the most desirable shift/break times. This
break pattern could be repeated for the evening break and for the Saturday break.
A second, and potentially less costly, way to close the service breaks would be to change the
driver scheduling more significantly, so that the 250 Connector drivers are split into three shifts
during the week and two shifts on Saturdays, such that a meal break is not necessary. While
this method would save the contractor money, the service hours would still be increased by the
same amount per week.
Advantages





Eliminates the breaks in service that are inconvenient for the riders.
Provides a consistent hourly schedule, eliminating one source of schedule confusion.
Adds four revenue hours on weekdays and two revenue hours on Saturdays, which will
help balance the ridership load for the route, especially for the hour of service that
currently follows the break in service.
May result in incremental ridership increases.

Disadvantages



Creates a new shift, along with the associated expenses; or significantly changes the
drivers’ shifts.
Offers the drivers a shorter break than they currently get. Note that the operating staff
may have alternative ideas for the break arrangement than the one offered.
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Cost and Funding Sources


Closing these breaks would add four revenue hours per day (weekday); and two revenue
hours per day (Saturday), for a total of 22 additional revenue hours per week, or 1,144
annually. These hours equate to about $78,959 annually. After applying fare revenue, the
estimated annual net deficit for this improvement would be $76,092. These expenses
could potentially be eligible for $43,068 in federal S.5307 funding; $18,186 in state
funding; and $14,838 in local funding.

Alternative #2 – Adjust the Route to Eliminate Staunton Mall Area
One of the issues with the 250 Connector is that the schedule is very tight. Ridership has
increased on the route each year, which impacts operating speed, and results in the route not
being able to cover the same mileage in the same amount of time as when the schedule was
initially constructed. The call-in stops also add to the schedule problem. In addition to having
difficulty keeping to the schedule, the bus is also crowded at many times throughout the day.
The average number of passenger trips per revenue hour is 16.22, the highest in the network.
In order to help the route stay on schedule and reduce the passenger load, it is proposed that
the route eliminate the Staunton Mall area stops, and travel more directly between the Lewis
Street Hub and the Staunton Walmart, much like how the Red Trolley route currently makes
this linkage. This change would eliminate about 3 miles each round trip, reducing the round
trip route mileage from 25.5 miles to 22.5 miles. This would give the route a cushion for call-ins,
heavy ridership, or traffic delays. The key to making this concept work will be to add the
Staunton Mall area to one of the Staunton routes. This companion alternative is discussed in
connection with the Staunton Trolley alternatives. The proposed route map is provided as
Figure 4- 1.
Advantages





Helps alleviate the scheduling problems with the 250 Connector
Helps provide additional capacity on the 250 Connector
Provides a more direct route for through riders
Reduces the mileage for the route, serving to slightly reduce costs

Disadvantages



Eliminates the Staunton Mall area from the route. This area does have significant
passenger activity. This activity will need to be accommodated by a different route (this
is proposed in conjunction with the Staunton Trolley alternatives).
May force a transfer for people who are traveling from Waynesboro to the Staunton
Mall.
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Figure 4-1: Proposed Routing Alternative for the 250 Connector
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Cost


The cost of the 250 Connector will be slightly reduced with the reduction in mileage;
however, there will be significant additional costs added to one of the Staunton routes
to accommodate the Staunton Mall area.

Ridership



Taking the Staunton Mall cluster from the 250 Connector will likely cause a reduction in
ridership on the route, but this ridership should show up on the re-directed Staunton
route. The re-directed annual ridership is expected to be about 4,000 passenger trips.

Alternative #3 – Add Valley View Apartments as a Regular Stop
The Valley View apartments on Frontier Ridge Court, near the Staunton Wal-Mart, are
currently served with a call-in stop. This stop is used frequently, and it is proposed that it be
formalized to be a regular stop on the schedule.
Advantages




Eliminates the need for Valley View residents to call ahead to schedule their trips
Reduces confusion about whether the apartments are served
Aligns with the operational goal of reducing/eliminating call-in stops

Disadvantages


Adds a stop to the 250 Connector, which is a time-stressed route

Costs


There are minor additional costs associated with adding the stop. These costs are those
associated with minor additional time/mileage that is required to serve the stop.

Alternative #4 – Use a Larger Vehicle
As the most productive route in the network, and also one of the longest, there are times when
there are standees on the bus for significant periods of time. The current vehicles, while
equipped with grab bars, are not designed to have standees for long periods of time. In
addition, when there are wheelchairs on board, seats are lost to accommodate wheelchair
securement. This alternative proposes that larger vehicles be ordered as vehicles are replaced
for the 250 Connector. This may have implications for routing, as larger vehicles need more
space to maneuver.
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Advantages




Adds needed capacity to the route
Provides a more comfortable trip for riders
Allows for ridership growth

Disadvantages


Larger vehicles are more difficult to maneuver, making stop adjustments likely.

Costs



Larger vehicles are more expensive to purchase and slightly more expensive to operate
Depending upon the particular model, a medium duty 30-foot bus is likely to cost about
$140,000, as compared to a 19-passenger body-on-chassis vehicle that costs about
$75,000. Note that currently capital purchases require a 4 percent local match.

Alternative #5 – Improved Frequency
Another option for adding capacity for the Route 250 Connector would be to increase the
frequency of service. This alternative proposes to offer 30 minute frequencies on the route,
Monday through Friday, from 7:30 a.m. until 5:30 p.m. This would represent a significant
increase in service for the route, increasing the annual revenue service hours by 5,200
(assuming two additional vehicles are required, ten hours per day each, five days per week, 52
weeks per year).
Advantages




Adds needed capacity to the route
Improves the convenience for riders, essentially doubling their options during week
Allows for ridership growth

Disadvantages



This alternative is very costly
Offering 30-minute headways along this route would result in every other trip not being
a connecting trip for riders who transfer to the Waynesboro Circulator, the Silver
Trolley, or the BRCC shuttles

Costs and Potential Funding Sources
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Adding 5,200 annual revenue service hours would cost about $358,904,000 annually,
with a net deficit of $346,624. The estimated federal share for this improvement could
be up to $196,189; the state share $85,778; and the local share $64,657. While these
amounts are consistent with the current ratios, there is not likely to be sufficient federal
and state funds to support these matches.



Two additional vehicles would be needed at a cost of between $75,000 and $140,000
each, depending upon the size chosen. The cost for vehicles is currently split 80 percent
federal; 16 percent state; and 4 percent local.

Alternative #6- Additional Saturday Service
The 250 Connector currently operates on Saturdays, but not until 12:30 p.m. This alternative
proposes to add four hours of service (8 vehicle hours) to the schedule so that service starts at
8:30 a.m.
Advantages



Provides regional mobility on Saturday mornings.
Allows for the possibility of work trips on Saturdays.

Disadvantages


Adds service that is likely to be less productive than current services.

Costs and Potential Funding Sources


The cost to add Saturday morning service on the route is estimated to be $28,712
annually, with a net deficit of 27,507. The potential federal share could be $15,569; state
share $6,574; and local share $5,364.

340 Connector
The 340 Connector is currently the least productive fixed route in the system. It is difficult to
determine if this is due to low demand for service between Stuarts Draft, Waynesboro, and
Blue Ridge Community College, or if this is due to the limited services offered. The current
scenario is not sustainable for a fixed route, as the productivity is only 2.42 trips per revenue
hour and the cost per trip is $23.23.
Given that the primary ridership currently is between Waynesboro and Blue Ridge Community
College and there is very little ridership on the Rt. 340 segment between Waynesboro and
Grottoes or the Rt.257 between Grottoes and Weyers Cave, and there have been multiple
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comments expressing the need for additional service for Stuarts Draft, it is proposed that this
route be changed to an express service that either provides service between Stuarts Draft,
Waynesboro, and BRCC, or provides service between Stuarts Draft, Waynesboro, Staunton, and
BRCC.
The concept would be for the route to function as it currently does in Stuarts Draft to the
Waynesboro Hub. From that point, there are two options for the route.
Alternative #1 – Express between Waynesboro and BRCC
This first route proposal would have the 340 Connector operate directly from the Waynesboro
Hub to BRCC using Routes 64 and 81. This would allow the route to be completed in one hour
each direction. A suggested schedule would be 7:00 a.m. start at Highland Hills Apartments;
7:30 from the Waynesboro Hub (meeting the Waynesboro Circulator), arriving at BRCC just
before 8:00 a.m. The route would then travel back to Waynesboro (8:30 a.m.) and back to
Stuarts Draft for a second morning run at 9:00 a.m., serving Waynesboro at 9:30 a.m. and
BRCC just before 10:00 a.m. At this point, the bus would go out of service.
For the afternoon, the route would originate at BRCC at 3:00 p.m., travel to Waynesboro (3:30
p.m.), then onto bring people back to Stuarts Draft (4:00 p.m.). The route would make one
more trip in service, leaving Stuart’s Draft at 4:00 p.m.; Waynesboro at 4:30 p.m., and back to
BRCC for a last run at 5:00 p.m., returning to Waynesboro at 5:30 p.m. and Stuarts Draft at 6:00
p.m.
The vehicle revenue hours for this schedule, assuming Monday-Friday would total 6 hours per
day, which is a little higher than the current 5.1 hours per day. The proposed route is shown in
Figure 4-2.
Advantages






Takes some passenger pressure off of the 250 Connector by offering a direct connection
from Waynesboro to BRCC
Provides a fast, convenient trip for the primary current riders of this route (those
traveling between Waynesboro and BRCC)
Is timed to connect with the Waynesboro Circulator
Provides Stuarts Draft residents two morning trips to Waynesboro and BRCC, rather
than the current one trip
Provides Stuarts Draft residents two afternoon trips from BRCC and Waynesboro, rather
than the current one trip
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Figure 4-2: Proposed Routing Alternatives for the 340 Connector
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Provides one bi-directional option in the morning, and one in the afternoon, allowing
Stuart’s Draft residents more convenient access to the Waynesboro area
Would likely be more convenient for Stuart’s Draft riders

Disadvantages




Eliminates the 340/256 Corridor that includes Crimora and Grottoes. The ridership data
collected in October suggests that there are about 13 passenger trips per week along this
corridor (6 from Crimora and 7 from Grottoes). These riders would no longer have
service.
Adds operating costs, by adding one service hour per day.

Costs and Potential Funding Sources


Adding about one service hour per day, five days a week will total $17,919 annually, with
a net deficit of about $17,700 annually. The estimated potential federal share is $8,865;
the estimated state share is $3,297; and the estimated local share is $5,567.

Ridership


The current major ridership pattern on this route is between Waynesboro and BRCC.
Making this connection more convenient, and adding more convenient service for
Stuarts Draft will likely increase ridership above the current levels, even with the loss of
the Crimora and Grottoes riders. This option also adds two trips to service, which will
serve to increase ridership.

Alternative #2 – Express between Waynesboro and Staunton and then Express to
BRCC
The second way in which this service could operate would be for the route to express from the
Waynesboro Hub to an Eastern Hub in Staunton (perhaps at the Staunton Walmart), and then
travel directly to BRCC using I-81. This would add travel time to the route, as compared to the
first alternative, but would add additional potential riders by offering an express service
between Waynesboro and Staunton.
The proposed timing for the route would begin in the same fashion as the first alternative, with
the route originating in Stuart’s Draft at 7:00 a.m., meeting the Waynesboro Circulator at 7:30
a.m., then traveling directly to an eastern Staunton hub (possibly Walmart) using I-81, arriving
at 7:45 a.m. and leaving at 7:50 a.m. This would allow people using the 250 Connector from
Staunton to connect pretty directly to the express bus. People traveling from Waynesboro to
access other places in Staunton would have a 15 minute wait for the 250 Westbound bus (which
may negate any features of “express”).
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The route would then express to BRCC, arriving at 8:15 a.m. This timing suggests that adding
Staunton may increase ridership, but would reduce the “express” features of the route.
Traveling back to Staunton, Waynesboro, and Stuarts Draft would be as follows: BRCC 8:20;
Staunton 8:50; Waynesboro 9:05; Stuarts Draft 9:35. This timing is not as convenient as the first
alternative, as the bus would miss the Waynesboro Circulator connection. One round trip with
this alternative is just over 2.5 hours, making it much more costly to add a second trip. For one
round trip in the morning and one round trip in the afternoon, the service hours would be
about the same as they are now (5.1 hours). If a second trip were to be added, the service hours
would double to just over ten.
Advantages






Takes some passenger pressure off of the 250 Connector by offering a direct connection
from Waynesboro to Staunton.
Is partially timed to connect with the Waynesboro Circulator.
Is timed to connect with the Eastbound 250 Connector.
Provides one bi-directional option in the morning, and one in the afternoon, allowing
Stuart’s Draft residents more convenient access to the Waynesboro area.
Would likely be more convenient for Stuart’s Draft riders.

Disadvantages




Eliminates the 340/256 Corridor that includes Crimora and Grottoes. The ridership data
collected in October suggests that there are approximately thirteen passenger trips per
week along this corridor (six from Crimora and seven from Grottoes). These riders
would no longer have service.
Adding Staunton to the route increases the travel time to almost the current travel time
(assuming time connections are desirable).

Costs and Potential Funding Sources


Cost neutral with one trip in each direction. Adding a second trip would add about 5
revenue service hours per weekday, or 1300 per year, at a cost of about $89,596 annually,
with a net deficit of $88,676. These expenses could potentially be funded as follows:
$44,338 federal; $16,486 state; and $27,852 local.

Ridership


The current major ridership pattern on this route is between Waynesboro and BRCC.
Making this connection more convenient, and adding more convenient service for
Stuarts Draft will likely increase ridership above the current levels, even with the loss of
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the Crimora and Grottoes riders. There will also likely be additional riders interested in
traveling directly between Waynesboro and Staunton.
BRCC North
The BRCC North’s primary ridership pattern provides service between BRCC and James
Madison University (JMU) in Harrisonburg. In the southbound direction the route also serves
the Walmart on Route 42, Dayton, Bridgewater College, and Mt. Crawford. The route travels
along I-81 in northbound direction, primarily due to time constraints. One possibility that was
explored for the route is to travel bi-directionally along VA Route 42 and US 11 so that bidirectional mobility is offered along this corridor. This would add a significant amount of time
to the route, increasing the travel time from the current northbound time of seventeen minutes
to about 38 minutes, an increase of 21 minutes. This would extend one round trip from 55
minutes currently (allowing for hourly headways) to 76 minutes (likely necessitating ninety
minute headways and severely complicating the connections). Given this negative effect, this
particular alternative has not been further explored.
Even with the use of I-81, this route does sometimes get behind schedule, largely due to traffic
and pedestrian congestion on the JMU campus. If a suitable stop for the BRCC could be found
on the edge of campus, rather than at the main transfer center, this may help the BRCC stay on
schedule. Additional dialogue with HDPT is needed to pursue this option.
While no routing proposals are further explored for the BRCC North, there are two alternatives
proposed that offer service expansions through additional hours of service. Saturday service in
the corridor is also explored, in combination with the BRCC South. These expansions address
issues that were articulated either through the survey efforts or by local stakeholders.
Alternative #1 – Close the 7:00 p.m. Service Gap (Monday-Thursday)
As with the 250 Connector and the BRCC South, the BRCC North also includes an hour gap in
service so that driver can take a meal break. This is not convenient for passengers and adds
confusion to the schedule. Operationally, the contractor can either add a relief shift, or split
the service day into additional shifts so that a full meal break is not required.
Advantages




Eliminates a gap in the schedule, allowing additional travel options for BRCC riders
Adds consistency to the schedule, so that hourly service is offered throughout the
service day
Addresses a concern expressed by stakeholders
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Disadvantages


Creates a new shift, along with the associated expenses; or significantly changes the
drivers’ shifts
 May offer the drivers a shorter break than they currently get, depending upon how the
break is re-scheduled
Costs and Potential Funding Sources


Adding one service hour to the route, four days a week equates to four additional service
hours per week, or 208 additional annual service hours. This improvement is estimated
to cost $14,335 annually, with a net deficit of $14,135. Potential funding sources include
federal ($7,068); state ($2601); and local ($4,467).

Ridership


Minor incremental increases in ridership can be expected through the elimination of
this service gap

Alternative #2 – Add a 6:00 p.m. Trip on Fridays
Currently the BRCC North makes its last round trip at 5:00 p.m. on Fridays, ending service
southbound at 5:55 p.m. This makes it difficult for people to use the service if they work until
5:00 p.m. While the major constituent group for the route is the BRCC student body, there are
other riders on the route as well, including those who use the route for work purposes. This
alternative would add one more round trip to the service day on Fridays (6:00 p.m.), ending
service at 6:55 p.m.
Advantages




May offer additional work opportunities for riders, offering an additional service hour at
the end of the day.
May allow riders to complete after work errands without missing the last bus.
Addresses a concern expressed by stakeholders.

Disadvantages



There may not be strong demand for this last hour of service, given that BRCC classes
are completed for the day.
Adding a service hour with lower demand will reduce the overall productivity of the
route.
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Costs and Potential Funding Sources


Adding one service hour to the route, one day a week equates to 52 annual service
hours, for a total annual operating cost of about $3,584 and a net deficit of $3,534.
Potential funding sources include federal ($1,767), state ($650); and local ($1,117).

Ridership


Minor incremental increases in ridership can be expected through the addition of this
service hour.

BRCC South
The BRCC South route appears to operate well. As such, no routing proposals are explored for
the route. As with the BRCC North, there are two alternatives proposed that offer service
expansions through additional hours of service. Saturday service in the corridor is also
explored, in combination with the BRCC North. These expansions address issues that were
articulated either through the survey efforts or by local stakeholders.
Alternative #1 – Close the 7:00 p.m. Service Gap (Monday-Thursday)
As with the 250 Connector and the BRCC North, the BRCC South includes an hour gap in
service so that driver can take a meal break. This is not convenient for passengers and adds
confusion to the schedule. Operationally, the contractor can either add a relief shift, or split
the service day into additional shifts so that a full meal break is not required.
Advantages




Eliminates a gap in the schedule, allowing additional travel options for BRCC riders.
Adds consistency to the schedule, so that hourly service is offered throughout the
service day.
Addresses a concern expressed by stakeholders.

Disadvantages



Creates a new shift, along with the associated expenses; or significantly changes the
drivers’ shifts.
May offer the drivers a shorter break than they currently get, depending upon how the
break is re-scheduled.
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Costs


Adding one service hour to the route, four days a week equates to four additional service
hours per week, or 208 additional annual service hours. This improvement is estimated
to cost $14,335 annually, with a net deficit of $13,812. Potential funding sources include:
federal ($6,906); state ($2,541); and local ($4,365).

Ridership


Minor incremental increases in ridership can be expected through the elimination of
this service gap.

Alternative #2 – Add a 5:30 p.m. Trip on Fridays
Currently the BRCC South makes its last round trip at 4:30 p.m. on Fridays (serving BRCC at
5:00 p.m.), ending service in Staunton at 5:30 p.m. This makes it difficult for people to use the
service if they work until 5:00 p.m. While the major constituent group for the route is the
BRCC student body, there are other riders on the route as well, including those who use the
route for work purposes. This alternative would add one more round trip to the service day on
Fridays (5:30 p.m., from Staunton), ending service at 6:30 p.m.
Advantages




May offer additional work opportunities for riders, offering an additional service hour at
the end of the day.
May allow riders to complete after work errands without missing the last bus.
Addresses a concern expressed by stakeholders.

Disadvantages



There may not be strong demand for this last hour of service, given that BRCC classes
are completed for the day.
Adding a service hour with lower demand will reduce the overall productivity of the
route.

Costs and Potential Funding Sources


Adding one service hour to the route, one day a week equates to 52 annual service
hours, for a total annual operating cost of about $3,584, with a net deficit of $3,453.
Potential funding sources include: federal ($1,793); state ($635) and local ($1,026).
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Ridership


Minor incremental increases in ridership can be expected through the addition of this
service hour.

Saturday Corridor Service
Stakeholders and survey respondents indicated that service in the corridor between
Harrisonburg and Staunton is needed on Saturdays. The focus of this proposal is to add this
service using a route that combines the BRCC North and South into one route that would offer
two-hour headways through the corridor on Saturdays. It is proposed that the schedule
coordinate with the 250 Connector schedule, which leaves the Staunton Hub on the :30. The
actual hours of service would still need to be determined, as the current Saturday offerings
follow different patterns. For the purposes of analysis, we will assume that the route will
complete four round trips, for a total of eight service hours.
Advantages



Addresses a concern expressed by stakeholders.
Provides mobility in the Staunton-Harrisonburg corridor on Saturdays.

Disadvantages


Adds service that is likely to be less productive that weekday services in the corridor.

Costs and Potential Funding Sources


Adding eight service hours, one day a week equates to 416 annual service hours, for a
total annual operating cost of about $28,671 and a net deficit of $27,935. If this route
were to be considered a new route, potential funding sources could include DRPT’s
demonstration grant program, which starts at a 95% state share the first year, and then
reduces over time to the traditional funding formulas.

Ridership


Saturday ridership is likely to be less than weekday ridership is in this corridor. If the
route can accomplish seven trips per operating hour, the route will provide 56 passenger
trips each Saturday, which equates to about 2,900 annual passenger trips.

Staunton Trolleys
The Staunton Trolleys currently provide a mix of circulator services for Staunton residents and
visitors. The Green Trolley is the shortest of the three routes, operates as a true small city
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circulator, and serves the major downtown attractions. The Silver and Red Trolleys operate
longer, more circuitous routes. There are several proposals to be considered for the Silver and
Red Trolley routes.
Alternative #1 – Transition Vehicle Choice from Trolley to Small Transit Bus
Given that the Silver and Red trolley routes are more oriented to residents rather than visitors,
and the routes are longer, it is proposed that the use of trolley buses for the route be phased
out, in favor of more comfortable, less expensive, and more reliable small transit vehicles. This
will also reduce confusion for visitors who are most likely interested in riding the Green Trolley
route, as it serves the downtown tourist attractions. In addition, small transit vehicles are easier
to maneuver than trolleys. This is a significant concern in the City of Staunton, as there are
many steep grades and tight corners that the vehicles must navigate.
Advantages




Small transit vehicles offer a more comfortable ride for passengers. This is not so much
of an issue with a very short route, but becomes more so with longer routes.
Serves to differentiate the tourist-oriented service (Green) from the more locallyoriented services (Silver and Red).
Small transit vehicles are easier to maneuver than trolleys.

Disadvantages


Part of the identity of transit in the City of Staunton is the use of trolleys. This may
cause some confusion among long-time users, though there are many times when small
buses are used on the routes rather than trolleys (i.e., when the trolleys need a repair).

Costs

 Small transit vehicles are less expensive to purchase than trolleys and are also less
expensive to maintain. Body on chassis vehicles with lifts are about $75,000 each, as
compared with trolleys that are about $190,000 each. There are also some vehicle
choices in between these two price points.
Alternative #2 – Split the Silver Trolley into two 30-minute Routes
One of the issues that was identified in association with the Silver Trolley route was the
circuitous nature of the route and the associated long ride time. One way to address this
without incurring additional costs is to split the route into two shorter routes that are
interlined at the Lewis Street Hub. This will offer more direct service from origin to
destination, though frequency would remain hourly (the same vehicle would be used for both
routes). Through riders could stay on the vehicle without incurring a new fare, so that the
change would not cause riders to incur additional transit expenses. The direction of travel for
Central Shenandoah Transit Development Plan

4-38

Alternatives for Improvement

each of the two proposed loops should be further discussed with stakeholders to maximize
travel convenience.
The proposal is to develop a Staunton East Route and a Staunton West route. These proposed
routes are shown in Figure 4-3.
Advantages




Provides a shorter ride time for short local trips.
Some trips will be more direct.
Provides the same geographic coverage.

Disadvantages



Because the two routes will be interlined, service at any particular stop will still be on
hourly headways.
For longer trips within the City, travelers will still likely have a long ride time, as the two
routes are proposed to be operated with the same vehicle.

Costs


This alternative is cost neutral.
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Figure 4-3: Proposed Silver Trolley Route Split- Option One
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Alternative #3 – Split the Silver Trolley into one 30-minute Route and one 60-minute
Route
This concept is tied together with the 250 Connector alternative that proposes to eliminate the
Staunton Mall. It is also tied with the proposal to absorb the Red Trolley route, as the proposed
Silver East route would travel to Walmart on an hourly basis throughout the day. The concept
is to split the Silver Trolley route into two routes – a Silver West route (similar to Alternative
#2) and a Silver East Route. The Silver West route would operate on 30-minute headways and
the Silver East route would operate on hourly headways. The Silver East route could operate at
the top of the hour from the Lewis Street Hub, to complement the 250 Connector service
between the Lewis Street Hub and Walmart (offering service every 30 minutes between the two
points). This routing arrangement is shown in Figure 4-4.
Advantages





Offers 30 minute frequency for the Silver West portion of the route.
Offers more direct travel options within Staunton.
Offers more service to Staunton Walmart, which is a significant trip generator.
Allows the 250 Connector to be streamlined by accommodating the Staunton Mall stops.

Disadvantages



Adds significant cost to the route.
There may be some jurisdictional sensitivities, as Staunton Mall is not in the City of
Staunton.

Costs and Potential Funding Sources



This proposal would require a vehicle, estimated to be about $75,000. Potential capital
funding sources for vehicles include federal ($60,000); state ($12,000); and local ($3,000).
If a ten-hour span of service is offered five days per week, the total additional service
hours would be 2,600 annually, at an operating cost of about $179,452, with a net deficit
of $173,327. Potential funding sources include federal ($98,103); state ($41,425); and local
($33,799).
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Figure 4-4: Proposed Silver Trolley Route Split – Option 2
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Alternative #4 – Add a Second Vehicle to the Route
Another way to improve service along the Silver Trolley Route would be to add a second
vehicle to the route, traveling in the opposite direction so that bi-directional service is offered
along the route. Alternatively, a second vehicle could be used to implement Alternative #2 that
contemplated splitting the route. Either scenario would decrease travel time for riders as they
would not have to ride the entire circuit to get to their destination.
Advantages



Offers more direct travel options within Staunton.
Offers a shorter travel time.

Disadvantages



Adding a second vehicle is an expensive upgrade.
The current ridership may not support adding capacity to the route, however, more
riders may be attracted to the route if it is more convenient to use.

Costs and Potential Funding Sources



This proposal would require a vehicle, estimated to be about $75,000. Potential capital
funding sources for vehicles include federal ($60,000); state ($12,000); and local ($3,000).
If a ten-hour span of service is offered five days per week, the total additional service
hours would be 2,600 annually, at an operating cost of about $179,452, with a net deficit
of $173,327. Potential funding sources include federal ($98,103); state ($41,425); and local
($33,799).

Alternative #5 – Combine the Red and Silver Trolley Routes
Currently the Red Trolley Route operates only Friday and Saturday evenings, from 6:00 p.m. to
10:00 p.m. The Route covers many of the same segments as the Silver Route, and then travels to
the Staunton Walmart. With some route adjustments, these two routes could be combined into
one streamlined route. The Friday and Saturday evening hours could be maintained, or these
eight service hours could be spread out over the course of the week.
Advantages



Reduces confusion among riders.
Potentially takes advantage of the high ridership stops while eliminating low ridership
stops.
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Disadvantages


Would likely eliminate some segments.

Costs


Cost neutral if the same number of service hours are maintained.

Alternative #6 – Adjust the Fares
While the fare structure was not mentioned by survey respondents or stakeholders as an issue,
it came to light when examining the fare for ADA complementary paratransit in Staunton.
Federal guidance indicates that the ADA fare can only be twice the fixed route fare. In this
instance, the ADA fare is $1.00 and the trolley fares are only $.25. This issue will need to be
addressed in order for the program to be in compliance with the ADA. This means that either
the trolley fares need to be raised to $0.50 (similar to the rest of the system), or the ADA fare
needs to be reduced to $0.50. Raising the fare would standardize the fare structures, but would
result in an additional 100 percent fare increase for the trolley routes (note that the trolleys
were free prior to FY14). Alternatively, reducing the ADA fare is not consistent with promoting
the use of fixed route services over on-demand services.
Advantages




Standardizing the fixed route fare structure would reduce confusion among riders of the
system and allow system fare information to be consolidated.
A consistent fare structure will result in a definitive allowable ADA fare.
Raising the trolley fare by $0.25 will result in increased fare revenue. Using the standard
fare elasticity that assumes ridership would drop as much as 30 percent, and the
applying the simple cash fares of $0.25 versus $0.50, the resulting fare revenue would
increase from $18,663 to $26,129. Note this overstates the fares, as discounts are not
included in the example.

Disadvantages




Standardizing the fixed route fare structure will either result in another fare increase for
the trolleys or a fare decrease for ADA paratransit, neither of which is appealing for the
system.
If the fare is increased on the trolleys, ridership will likely decline, but not as
dramatically as when the fare was introduced. The reduction in ridership could be as
much as 30 percent, using standard transit elasticity formulas that suggest for every 1
percent increase in fares, there is a corresponding .03 percent drop in ridership. This
suggests that a 100 percent increase in fares would result in a 30 percent drop in
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ridership. This is likely to be on the high end, given the current low fares. If this
ridership loss were to occur, it would represent about 22,400 passenger trips.


Lowering the current ADA fare would represent a loss of about $964 annually.

Alternative #7 – Additional Hours of Service
The results of the passenger surveys indicated a desire for later hours of service, as well as
additional Saturday service and Sunday service. The Green Trolley already operates on
Saturdays, as well as until 9:00 p.m. May through October. This alternative focuses on adding
evening and weekend hours for the Silver Trolley. The weekday proposal is to extend service
until 9:00 p.m. (from the current 6:00 p.m.). Saturday service is proposed to operate from 8:00
a.m. until 4:00 p.m. If one vehicle is in operation for the Silver Trolley, then the additional
weekday hours would total about 765 annually and the additional Saturday hours would total
about 416 annually.
Advantages



Provides additional mobility options for Staunton riders during the evenings and on
Saturdays.
Meets a need that was articulated by riders.

Disadvantages



Adds service that is not likely to be as productive as current service.
Adds operating expenses.

Costs and Potential Funding Sources




Weekday service: if three additional service hours were to be provided Monday-Friday
on the Silver Trolley the additional annual operating cost would be about $52,800, with
a net deficit of $51,000. Potential funding sources include federal ($28,866); state
($12,619); and local ($9,515).
Saturday Silver Trolley service is estimated to cost about $28,712 annually, with a net
deficit of $27,736. Potential funding sources include federal ($15,699); state ($6,629); and
local ($5,409).
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Waynesboro Circulator
Alternative #1- Adjust the Route
The Waynesboro Circulator currently provides hourly service throughout the City of
Waynesboro, offering two different service patterns, as well as deviating from the route for
people with disabilities, and allowing some call-in stops. These three issues together can create
problems for the route, including rider confusion and an inability to stay on schedule. Given
the timed connections within the system, it is important for the routes to maintain their
schedules so that the entire network is not negatively impacted. There are also very few riders
who use the alternate route.
The two primary goals for the changes proposed for the Waynesboro Circulator are to trim the
route so that a small time cushion is available and to eliminate the alternate route to reduce
rider confusion. The focus of the segment eliminations was on those areas with little to no
riders, and or those that could be transitioned a block or two away for better travel time.
Another feature of the proposed route revision is a reversal of the direction of travel, from
clockwise to counter- clockwise. This allows some easier turns and takes advantage of some
locations that have sidewalks only on one side of the street. The first draft of the alternatives
proposed to move the stop from the Shenandoah Valley Social Services office in Waynesboro to
a few blocks away, as the ridership data showed little to no usage. DSS staff reported that there
is usage of the stop and requested that it remain on the route. The proposed revised route
(revision #2), along with the current route, is shown in Figure 4-5.
Advantages




Trims the route to offer more time for ADA deviations.
Eliminates the alternate routing that is confusing to riders and not well used.
Eliminates some difficult turning movements.

Disadvantages



Eliminates some segments, which will inconvenience a few passengers.
Initial implementation may be confusing, with the circulation pattern reversed.

Costs


This proposal is cost neutral from an operational perspective, but there will be some
minor costs associated with re-locating bus stop signs.
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Alternative #2 – Add Saturday Service
Survey respondents and stakeholders indicated a desire to have Saturday service for the
Waynesboro Circulator. This is understandable, given that the Circulator serves a number of
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Figure 4-5: Proposed Revised Waynesboro Circulator
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shopping destinations, the 250 Connector offers Saturday service, and there is Saturday service
in Staunton. This alternative proposed a limited Saturday service, operating between 8:30 a.m.
and 4:30 p.m. The annual service hours for this alternative would be 416. No additional vehicles
would be needed to implement Saturday service.
Advantages




Provides mobility for Waynesboro riders on Saturdays.
Allows afternoon connectivity with the 250 Connector.
Meets a need identified through survey and stakeholder outreach.

Disadvantages



Adds service that is not likely to be as productive as the current service.
Adds operating expenses.

Costs and Potential Funding Sources


Adding 416 additional revenue service hours would cost about $28,712, with a net deficit
of $27,248. Potential funding sources could include federal ($15,423); state ($6,512); and
local ($5,313).

Ridership


Assuming a Saturday circulator could average 8 passenger trips per revenue hour, the
total additional ridership would be about 2.900 annual passenger trips.

Staunton On-Demand
While it was reported that the Staunton On-Demand service is sometimes over-capacity, the
VRT manager indicated that they are continuing efforts to direct non-ADA riders from the OnDemand service to the regular route services in Staunton. This effort will continue so that the
existing capacity will be focused on ADA riders and will not need to be expanded in the near
term.
Augusta On-Demand
The Augusta On-Demand was once county-wide, offering service to different parts of the
county on different days of the week. In an effort to manage demand, some of these resources
were directed to implementing the 340 Connector (beginning in FY2012), and the Augusta OnDemand was limited to once a week service in the Craigsville area. Over time fewer and fewer
of the passengers who originally used this service are still riding. The current route statistics
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suggest that keeping this service is not sustainable, as the FY2014 data indicated that there
were only .49 passenger trips per revenue hour and that the cost per trip was $116.50. It is
proposed that this service be eliminated. VRT can investigate other services that may be
available to provide mobility for the few passengers that currently use the August On-Demand
service.
Advantages



Eliminates a service that is not cost effective
Frees up some resources that can be used elsewhere in the system

Disadvantages


Eliminating the service will inconvenience the few riders who currently use it.

Costs


Eliminating the Augusta On-Demand service will reduce expenses by about $22,000
annually.

Geographic System Expansions
Alternative #1 – Provide Service to Charlottesville
The results of the survey and stakeholder input showed a desire for area residents to travel to
Charlottesville. Trip purposes include work, medical, and recreation, with the University of
Virginia and its associated medical facilities located in Charlottesville. This alternative proposes
commuter and intercity bus service between the region and Charlottesville. As a potential
regional service, the details regarding the feasibility and implementation are beyond the scope
of this local TDP. DRPT is planning to support the development of a full feasibility and
implementation study following this TDP, in conjunction with Virginia’s intercity bus program.
The study will outline the feasibility, including the full costs of providing this type of service,
the potential funding sources, potential stops, likely ridership, and implementation issues. It is
anticipated that there will be a regional steering group to oversee the study, with
representation from a number of stakeholders including the CSPDC (including the
Harrisonburg-Rockingham MPO and the SAW MPO); the Thomas Jefferson PDC; DRPT; the
University of Virginia; and the connecting transit programs (HDPT, Charlottesville Area
Transit).
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Alternative #2 – Provide Service for Rural Augusta County
Offering service to rural Augusta County has proven to be difficult for the region’s transit
program. On-demand service has been costly and not particularly productive. It is proposed
that local human service agency programs be approached to see if the public transit program
could purchase trips on existing human service transportation programs to help accommodate
some limited public transportation mobility in a coordinated manner. This alternative can be
further developed if there is interested among the stakeholders to do so.

SUMMARY OF SERVICE ALTERNATIVES
Table 4-5 provides a summary of the service alternatives that have been discussed and have
cost implications.

CHOOSING ALTERNATIVES FOR THE PLAN
The alternatives discussed in this chapter were presented to the TDP Committee in April, 2015,
and further refined in May, 2015. Several individual stakeholder meetings were held in May to
address the specific needs of area stakeholders and refine the alternatives. Once these
alternatives were refined, stakeholders were offered a few weeks to provide input with regard
to which alternatives should move forward to the six-year plan. The chosen alternatives are
discussed in Chapter 5, which is the six-year Operations Plan.

Central Shenandoah Transit Development Plan

4-51

Alternatives for Improvement

Table 4-8: Summary of Specific Route Alternatives

Project

Annual

Estimated
Annual

Estimated

Estimated
Annual

Estimated
Annual

Estimated
Annual

Operating

Operating

Net

Federal

State

Local

Capital

Federal

State

Local

Hours

Cost

Deficit

Share

Share

Share

Cost

Share

Share

Share

$ 18,186

$ 14,838

250 Connector
Alternatives

Alternative #1- Close the
Service Breaks

1,144

Alternative #5 - Use a
Larger Vehicle
Alternative # 6 -Improved
Frequency
Alternative #7- Additional
Saturday a.m.

$

0
5,200

78,959

$

76,092

$

43,068

Minor
Added
Expenses

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$ 280,000

$ 224,000

$ 44,800

$ 11,200

$ 358,904

$ 346,624

$ 196,189

$ 85,778

$ 64,657

$ 150,000

$ 120,000

$ 24,000

$ 6,000

$

28,712

$

27,507

$

15,569

$

6,574

$

5,364

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

260

$

17,919

$

17,729

$

8,865

$

3,297

$

5,567

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

1,300

$

89,596

$

88,676

$

44,338

$ 27,852

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

416

340 Connector Alternatives
Alternative #1 - Express
between Waynesboro and
BRCC
Alternative #2 - Express
between Waynesboro,
Staunton, and BRCC- two
trips
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Project

Alternative #2 - Add a
6:00 p.m. Trip on Fridays

Annual

Estimated
Annual

Estimated

Estimated
Annual

Estimated
Annual

Estimated
Annual

Operating
Hours

Operating
Cost

Net
Deficit

Federal
Share

State
Share

Local
Share

Capital
Cost

Federal
Share

State
Share

Local
Share

52

$

3,584

$

3,534

$

1,767

$

650

$

1,117

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

208

$

14,335

$

13,812

$

6,906

$

2,541

$

4,365

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

52

$

3,584

$

3,453

$

1,726

$

635

$

1,091

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

27,935

$

13,967

$

5,140

$

8,827

$

-

$

-

BRCC South Alternatives
Alternative #1 - Close
7:00 p.m. Service Gap,
Monday- Thursday
Alternative #2 - Add a
5:30 p.m. Trip on Fridays

BRCC North and South Corridor Service on Saturdays
Provide service between
Staunton and
Harrisonburg on
Saturdays
Staunton Trolleys
Alternative #1 - Transition
Vehicle Choice from
Trolley to Small Bus for
Red and Silver Trolleys
Alternative #3 - Split the
Silver Trolley into one 30minute Route and one
60-minute Route
Alternative #4- Add a
second vehicle to the
route

416

$

28,671

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

$(115,000)

$ (92,000)

$ (18,400)

$ (4,600)

2,600

$ 179,452

$ 173,327

$

98,103

$ 41,425

$ 33,799

$ 75,000

$

60,000

$ 12,000

$ 3,000

2,600

$ 179,452

$ 173,327

$

98,103

$ 41,425

$ 33,799

$ 75,000

$

60,000

$ 12,000

$ 3,000
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Project

Annual

Estimated
Annual

Estimated

Estimated
Annual

Estimated
Annual

Estimated
Annual

Operating

Operating

Net

Federal

State

Local

Capital

Federal

State

Local

Hours

Cost

Deficit

Share

Share

Share

Cost

Share

Share

Share

Alternative #7 Additional hours of
service- weekday
evenings

765

$

52,800

$

51,000

$

28,866

$ 12,619

$

9,515

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

Alternative #7 Additional hours of
service- Saturdays

416

$

28,712

$

27,736

$

15,699

$

6,629

$

5,409

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

Waynesboro Circulator
Alternative #2 - Add
Saturday Service

416

$

28,712

$

27,248

$

15,423

$

6,512

$

5,313

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

Augusta On-Demand
Eliminate the service

$ (22,107)

$ (21,896)

$ (10,948)

$

(4,068)

$ (6,880)

$

11,620

$ 802,239

$ 774,103

$ 435,201

$ 185,921

$ 152,981

$ 225,000

$ 180,000

$ 36,000

$ 9,000

Urban

10,957

$ 756,252

$ 729,535

$ 412,917

$ 177,724

$ 138,894

225,000

$ 180,000

$ 36,000

$ 9,000

Rural

663

$

$

$

$

$ 14,087

-

TOTALS (1)

-325

45,986

44,567

(1) Using Alt #1 for the 340 and one additional vehicle for the Silver Trolley.

Central Shenandoah Transit Development Plan

4-54

22,284

8,197

