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Mission
Statement

ANTo enhance the quality of |1
by providing the highest level of safe, clean, affordable
responsive and reliable public transportation through

a coordinated and convenient
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INTRODUCTION

NFTAMetro is the Public Transit provider serving Erie and Niagara counties in New York. 2\esrocepesates 6
with over 4,400 bus stops being serviced, along with a 6.2 mile light rail system servicing 14 statiob®. Metro
bus and radberators who have a combined driving experience of over 6,000 years, supported by a comprehet
mechanics, techniciansspatialisteesponsible for maintaining the system.

As a public agency, NFTA Metro is accountable to the peepM/e/gvaat\to make it easy for our customers and
stakeholders to understand and review our perfddemswagng the performance of a transit system is the first stej
toward efficient and proactive management. The use of performance measta&sriqultnanisigoand operations is
critical for transportation agencies who are managing evolving demands with diminiShenghfesoatt®sin this
reports used biletro to identbdgthtrends in our operatiandthe impacts of externalenttesvhich providése
management team witttricso communicate organizational effectiveness.

Measuring, monitoring and reporting performance on a regular basis helps Metro achieve the following objec
1 Continually improve the organizatimoniigring progress.
Maintain accountability for return on investment and effectiveness of accomplishing our mission.
Maintain a comprehensive capital and operations planningnaiotaissaisecureadditiondlnding
Improve operatidhsough theonitoring ofetricgleveloped tesess performance.
Improve management by quantifying the performance of Metro products, services, and the processes.
performance measures are tools that help us:
0 Monitor performance to judge Hbwenare doing,
o Know if we are meeting our goals and if our customers are satisfied,
o Take action to affect performance or improve efficiency if as necessary.

)l
)l
)l
)l

Performance measures provide data and information necessary to make informednd@oectsansaBerésr also
provide trends to determine whether actual performance is getting better, staying the same, or getting worse
best performance measures start conversations about organizational priorities, the allocationtofinegwees, w
performance, and offer an honest assessment of effectiveness.

This annual performance report provides a summary of the performance metrics that Metro monitors to keep
efficient, economical, safe, and reliable while pursuedyicgrorement. Most of the representations compare da
for either foor fivdiscal years (April 1 through March 31 of the following year). Some of the measures compart
route bus service, Paratransit Access Line (PAL) and rail operaipesfofimenece data on service delivery, PAL,
revenue vehicle fleet, customer care, financial, safety and environmental.

It is Metro's intent to use these metrics to provide a look back at where we have been as well as provide a ro:
future. Thireport is updated annually and may introduce new performance measures to expand our ability to ¢
efforts and keep our review relevant.
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AMERICAN BUS BENCHMARKING GROUP

NFTA METRO is a membéeginerican Bus Benchmarking GABBI=) Participation in the Group provides Metro
with benchmarking capabilities within our bus operations to evaluate our performance and identify opportuniti
improvement. The ABB(S established in 2011 with headquarters at Imperial Collegeglaodddhjsscomprised

of 17public transit agencies providing bus teoughout the United States.

The significance of membership in ABBG includes developing-batensegdveeltt comparable performance
measures, identifying underlying &meesh@dbaring best practices, publishingrapartaland tool&.confidentiality
framework is key to successful benchmarking insuring that members can be open and honest which achieve:
benefits of collaboratidBBG compliments rather iapetes with APTA and other organizations as it has differe!
aims and enables members to effectively consult with each other.

Benchmarking is not merely a comparison of data or a creation of rankings. The structured Key Performance
(KPI) congrisons can be used for:
f Stimulating productive Awhyo questions
1 Identifying lines of further inquiry (e.g. via website forum or clearinghouse studies)
1 Identifying high priority problems, strengths and weaknesses
1 Monitoring trends by analyzing perfoowantene, allowing the identification of organizations which have
improved

1 Internal motivatioidentifying and setting achievable targets for improved performance
1 Supportingalibgue with government, authorities, media astdkathelders (coigntiality permitting)
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AMERICAN BUS BENCHMARKING GROUP

Throughout this repyod will findBBG resultaitiined in green. The NFTA data is highlighted in yellow and shows
ranking among the other members of ABBG. Themapaeyaogd\FTA charts that show our own data with the 2C
data highlighted in yellow to draw the comparison between both charts.

2013 data is the latest available from ABBG with 2014 data available in the Fall of 2015.

Metro Fleet Size
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SERVICE DELIVERY
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SERVICE DELIVERY

Ridership

Reported Metro ridership is based on data collected through a Federal Transit Administration (FTA) approved
sampling program and on-vehicle technology. Ridership includes all trips delivered on Metro Bus, Metro Rail
and Paratransit Access Line (PAL).

Ridership

BFYE 2011 BOFYE 2012 OFYE 2013 OFYE 2014 B®FYE 2015
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SERVICE DELIVERY

Performance

Passengers per Vehicle Mile is a measurement of service efficiency. Metro pursues improved operating
efficiency by attracting additional riders and maximizing route design.

Passengers per Vehicle Mile
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SERVICE DELIVERY

On-Time Performance

Metro monitors the efficiency of the service it provides. MetroBusfi Omi me Per f or manceodo i s
difference between the actual time a Metro vehicle encounters a specific stop compared to the time that
vehicle was scheduled to be there.

Metro Bus *Metro Rail PAL Vans

BFYE 2011 OFYE 2012 OFYE 2013 OFYE 2014 ®FYE 2015

*On-Time for the Metro Rail does not include the period when service was
disruptedbyid Trca frfegt ur ni ng to Main St. o Project

On-Time Calculation

Metro Bus

The window for Metro Bus On-Time is six minutes. An arrival is considered on time if it is less than two
minutes early and less than four minutes late. Late arrivals can be affected by weather conditions, street
conditions, boarding/alighting patterns or traffic along the route.

Metro Rail
The window for Metro Rail On-Time is one minute.

PAL

The window for PAL On-Time is 30 minutes. When a PAL eligible rider makes a reservation, a pickup time is
established. The PAL window is 15 minutes before that pickup time to 15 minutes after the pickup time.
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SERVICE DELIVERY
On Time Performance i FIXED ROUTE
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Monthly On Time
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SERVICE DELIVERY

On Time Performance i FIXED ROUTE

Hourly On-Time METRO BUS
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Early arrivals are the portion of non-compliant arrivals that can be improved through management and
technology enhancements and are less related to external factors.

Earlies METRO BUS

BFYE 2011 OFYE2012 OFYE 2013 OFYE 2014 BFYE 2015
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SERVICE DELIVERY

Route Performance Analysis i Weekday Service ONLY

Metro Service Delivery and Evaluation Guidelines have been established to provide an objective basis for
assessing the performance of existing Metro Bus service. Routes are grouped by type or characteristics of
service and evaluated to provide the basis for developing service adjustments.

Farebox Recovery

This represents the percent of operating expenses which are directly covered by the passenger fares. Itis
computed by dividing the total passenger fare revenue by the total operating expenses for each route.

Passengers per Revenue Hour

This represents the productivity of the route by the number of passengers carried for each hour of revenue
service provided. It is computed by dividing the number of average weekday riders by the associated number
of revenue hours of service for each route.

Primary/Core Routes

Farebox Recovery Passengers / Revenue Hour

19 BAILEY

13 KENSINGTON

12 UTICA

6 SYCAMORE

5 NIAGARA-KENMORE

4 BROADWAY

3 GRANT

[l rez012 [ re2013[] Fee 2014f] e 2015
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SERVICE DELIVERY

Route Performance Analysis i Weekday Service ONLY

Secondary Routes

Farebox Recovery Passengers / Revenue Hour
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SERVICE DELIVERY

Route Performance Analysis i Weekday Service ONLY

Collector Express Routes

Farebox Recovery Passengers / Revenue Hour

61 N. TONAWANDA
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40 GRAND ISLAND
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