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e Develop estimates of the funding levels required to operate the “ideal” bus
system for Fayetteville.

Mission Statement and Goals

The mission statement for FAST is “To provide safe, effective, reliable, courteous,
and innovative public transportation to the citizens of Fayetteville.” FAST has had
various goals over the years, but does not have an adopted set of goals for the program.
It is important that FAST have specific goals, objectives, and service standards to help
guide the system and objectively measure if the system is accomplishing its mission.

Draft Goals

Goals are broad and general, providing policy guidance as to how the mission of
FAST should be accomplished. The following goals have been drafted for FAST and
were discussed with the Transportation Advisory Committee. They are not presented in
priority order.

1. Provide access to employment opportunities for City residents.

2. Help ensure that the City’s senior citizens can continue to participate fully in
the community without driving a car.

3. Provide transportation options for city residents with disabilities.

4. Offer convenient transit access to City medical facilities, employment areas,
shopping centers, schools, and community agencies.

5. Develop, maintain, and encourage the use of viable alternatives to the single
occupant vehicle.

6. Strengthen coordination and explore partnerships between the City, the
County, Fort Bragg, major employers, educational facilities, and other private
entities to ensure effective service delivery in the community.

7. Manage, maintain, and enhance the existing public transit system.
These goals will be considered throughout the development of this plan to

ensure that alternatives considered for implementation reflect these goals. Specific
objectives to help meet these goals will also be developed over the course of the

City of Fayetteville K F H
Transit Development Plan E-3 y



Technical Memoranda #1, #2, and #3: Executive Summary

planning process, as direction is provided by the City Council, public input is
considered and data are fully analyzed.

Service Standards

Service standards are benchmarks by which service performance is evaluated.
Service standards are typically developed in several categories of service, such as
service coverage, passenger convenience, fiscal condition, and passenger comfort. The
most effective service standards are straightforward, and relatively easy to calculate
and understand.

Draft service standards were prepared for FAST and are fully documented in
Technical Memorandum #1. Some of the standards are policy-oriented and will need to
be discussed with the City Council. Other measures are more data-driven and were
calculated for Technical Memorandum #2 as part of the detailed analyses of the routes
and services.

Peer Analysis

While it is most relevant for a transit agency to examine its own performance
over time, it is valuable to know the operating statistics for transit programs that could
be considered “peers,” either by virtue of location, service area characteristics, or size.
Operating statistics from five North Carolina urban systems and Metra in Columbus,
Georgia were presented.

The peer data show that FAST is a smaller program than the mean with a third
fewer annual revenue miles and four fewer vehicles in peak service. The productivity
data for FAST, in terms of passenger trips per revenue hour is very close to the mean
(17.26- FAST; 17.69- mean). The passenger trips per revenue mile for FAST are also
close to the mean (1.22- FAST; 1.25- mean). The total budget for FAST is lower than the
mean, while the cost per revenue hour and the cost per passenger trip are higher. The
tarebox recovery for FAST was 13 percent and the mean among the peers was 18
percent. The actual farebox revenue for FAST is the lowest among the peer systems. The
local funds expended per capita for the 2007 NTD reporting year were $8.90, with the
mean among the peers at $17.09 (again excluding the very large programs). These data
are from the 2007 NTD report and do not reflect current values, which have changed for
FAST and likely for the other systems as well. Current FAST data are fully analyzed in
Technical Memorandum #2.

FAST is the only program among the peers that does not have evening transit
service (defined as operating after 7:30 p.m.), while only three of the peer systems offer
Sunday service.
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External Issues for the Study

There are a number of issues external to the transit program that will need to be
acknowledged and considered during the course of developing recommendations for
the transit program. These issues include transit regionalization; City annexations;
other growth and development in the City; and Fort Bragg growth and development.
Technical Memorandum #1 discusses how these issues may affect public transit in the
City.

Technical Memorandum #2: Existing Transportation Services

The purpose of Technical Memorandum #2 was to document and analyze the
public transportation services that are currently provided in the City of Fayetteville. The
major focus of the report is on the characteristics and performance of the Fayetteville
Area System of Transit’s (FAST) fixed routes.

Vehicle Fleet

FAST operates a fleet of 41 vehicles, including 18 heavy duty transit buses, 13
conversion vans, three non-conversion vans, two cutaways and five support vehicles.
The mean age for the 18 buses is eight years old (national average is 6.9). Each
weekday, FAST needs 13 of these vehicles to operate. The spare ratio for the buses is
38%, higher than the national average of 25%. This higher spare ratio is currently
necessary, as the fleet has four buses that are 12 years old and nine buses that are ten
years old. FAST is in the process of replacing these older vehicles.

Several of the converted vans were replaced in 2008. As such, the mean age of
this portion of the fleet is two years old. Of the 13 vehicles in this fleet, ten are needed
on weekdays and three are spares, resulting in spare ratio of 23%, close to the national
average of 25%.

There are three fixed routes that use either cutaways or vans (Route 16, 17, and
40). These three routes share two cutaways, three vans, and occasionally use a
conversion van. The cutaways are in need of replacement, each with over 300,000 miles
and these vehicles are due to arrive in the Spring of 2009.

Expenses and Revenues

The FY2009 operating budget for FAST is $ 5,277,753. The transit program is
funded by local, state, and federal funds.
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Detailed Route and Schedule Analysis

A large section of the Technical Memorandum #2 provides detailed analyses of
the routes and schedules. For each route the study team compiled historical information
from December 2008, January 2009, and February 2009 (the three most recent months of
service), coupled with the results of the boarding and alighting counts, the passenger
surveys, and driver input. Data from the three most recent months were used, rather
than from a full year, because route changes were made in early December, 2008.

Fixed-Route Service Statistics

Table ES-1 shows the basic statistics for each route, sorted by Route order. Table
ES-2 shows the costs, projected ridership, and performance data for each route. It is
ranked according to productivity in terms of passenger trips per revenue hour. As
shown in the Table, the Route 6 is the most productive route, followed by the Route 5
and the Route 14. When considering passenger trips per revenue hour, the routes 16,
17, and 40 are the least productive routes in the network.

The Route 14 is the highest ridership route, followed by the Route 12 and the
Route 6. The lowest ridership routes are the 16, the 40 and the 17. When looking at total
costs, the Route 12 is the most expensive route, followed by Route 14 and 15. The least
expensive routes are the Routes 16, 40, and 17.

Cost per trip is a good gauge of resource allocation, taking into account
expenditures and ridership. The Routes 6, 14, and 5 have the lowest cost per trip
statistics in the network. The Routes 16, 17, and 40 have the highest cost per trip
statistics.

Route Analysis

From these individual route analyses and data summaries, it was apparent that
the focus of route improvements should be:

e Improving the performance of the Routes 16, 17, and 40. These three routes
are currently performing at less than half of the system’s mean productivity
of 15.1 passengers per hour, with the 16 and 17 performing at less than a third
of the mean productivity. Improvements could include route re-structuring
and/or realignment or elimination.
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¢ Considering adjustments to the Routes 15 and 3 to improve performance.
These routes perform at less than 80 percent of the mean productivity.
Improvements could include route re-structuring and/ or realignment.

e Considering schedule adjustments for routes that are too long (Route 40) or
too short (Route 17) to adhere to the printed schedule.

e Considering the comments made by passengers and staff
o Evening Hours
o Improved Frequencies, particularly for high ridership routes
o Sunday Services
o Improved amenities and access to information
o Specific suggestions regarding stops and routes; connectivity between
activity centers
Corridor-based services
o Neighborhood services

O

¢ Streamlining routes that have strong linkages to reduce transfers.

¢ Examining route segments with little or no ridership to determine if an
alternate routing would be more effective.

¢ Reviewing areas that are currently unserved that may warrant service
(Specific analysis presented in Technical Memorandum #3).

On-Board Survey

The study team collected 729 completed surveys from passengers during the
boarding and alighting counts. This number of surveys received statistically indicates a
95% confidence interval plus or minus four percent for the data collected. The purposes
of the survey were to better understand the trip patterns of the riders, particularly the
transfer activity, to learn about trip purposes, and to learn about rider demographics.
Rider satisfaction was not the focus of this survey, as that information was collected
within the year and is presented in Technical Memorandum #3. There was a comment
section provided for riders who wished to express an opinion.

The most number of surveys were received from the Routes 14, 12 and 15. The
highest percentage of riders indicating they needed to transfer was found among the
riders of the Routes 16, 40, 6, and 17.
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Number of Transfers

Sixty-seven percent of the respondents indicated that they needed to transfer in
order to complete their trips, while 33% did not need a transfer. Of the total
respondents, 46% indicated one transfer, 17% indicated two transfers, and 5% indicated
three or more transfers.

Travel Time

The most commonly reported travel time was “30 minutes or less,” with 38% of
the respondents indicating this response. Seventy-one percent indicated that their trip
was expected to take less than one hour, with 29% indicating the trip would take more
than one hour. Thirteen percent indicated that their trips would take over 75 minutes.

Trip Purposes

“Work” was the most commonly reported trip purpose (36%), followed by
shopping (22%), other (15%), medical (13%), and school (12%). Respondents could
indicate more than one trip purpose, which is why there were more trip purposes than
surveys.

Rider Demographics

The rider demographics indicate that the majority of FAST riders do not have
access to personal transportation, with 88% indicating that they do not have cars. The
survey respondents were 53% female and 47% male. Seventy-seven percent of the
riders are African American. The majority of the riders are between the ages of 26 and
55 (63%) and 32% are employed full-time. Eighty-one percent of the riders reported
annual household incomes of $25,000 or less.

Other Transportation Providers
The last section of Technical Memorandum #2 discussed the primary County-

based transportation programs and documented that the City does have taxicab service,
Amtrak service and Greyhound service.

Technical Memorandum # 3: Transit Needs Analysis

The purpose of the third technical memorandum was to identify demographic
and land use trends, review the current transportation services, and forecast where
future public transportation is most needed within the City of Fayetteville, North
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Carolina. The analysis and review of demographics comprised the first section, with
the second section being an examination and review of the destinations in the
urbanized area. The subsequent analyses investigated travel patterns in the Fayetteville
area, reviewed prior transportation studies pertaining to the area, and presented
thoughts and concerns articulated by local residents via a public opinion survey.

The detailed technical memorandum documented and analyzed public transit
needs in the City of Fayetteville using a number of different methods and sources, both
objective and subjective. The purpose of this review and analysis was to determine if
there is a need for additional/alternative transit services in the City, and if so what
these needs are. From these data, the following themes have occurred:

1.

There is a need for additional services to areas in Cumberland County,
particularly Hope Mills. While this is outside of the City’s direct control, it
has shown up as a need in every transit study in recent years as well as in the
surveys conducted for this TDP.

There are several areas of the City of Fayetteville that exhibit demographic
characteristics that are supportive of fixed route transit services, but are not
currently served. These are:

a. An area south of Cliffdale Road in the central portion of the City,
including the Windtree Garden Homes, Buckhead Apartments, and
Montclair.

b. An area in the northeast quadrant of the City in the Rosehill Road
Corridor including Hillendale West, Tiffany Pines, and Pleasant Acres.

¢. An area in the southwest quadrant of the City including Bingham Drive,
Arran Hills, Arran Lakes, Winter Park, Beaver Creek, and Shenandoah

d. The Hope Mills Road Corridor, south of where the Route 15 currently
serves.

There are specific origins and destinations that should be considered for

service:

a. North Ramsey Street to the City line, including several apartment
complexes and the Cape Fear Valley Health Pavilion, North

b. Seventy First High School

Entire corridor services should be considered along the major corridors in the

City.

More convenient connections between major origins and destinations are
needed so that travel time is reduced. The route specific issues are addressed
in Technical Memorandum #2.
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6. Later hours of service in the evening are needed.
7. Sunday service is needed.
8. More frequent service is needed.

9. Quality improvements are needed, including additional shelters and benches
and improved access to transit information.

10. Additional service hubs should be considered.

These themes will be used in conjunction with the in-depth route analysis
(Technical Memorandum #2) to guide the development of service alternatives.
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