
 
           Agenda Item 4.c. 

To: Board of Directors      Date: July 9, 2013 

From: Anne Muzzini, Director of Planning       Reviewed by:
 

Subject:  Minor Service Change Policy 
 

Summary of Issues:   

In light of recent Board discussions and actions that defined Major Service Changes, 
staff wanted to review the policies affecting Minor Service Changes.  Major service 
changes require public hearings and a Title VI analysis and are triggered when more 
than 25% of the route miles, daily revenue miles, or route passengers are affected.  A 
Minor service change is one that is below the 25% threshold.   
 
Minor service changes haven’t traditionally gone to the Board for approval.  There is 
however a Board adopted the Productivity Standards Policy which set thresholds for 
route-level performance and establishes a methodology for considering service 
changes.  At the time of the 1995 productivity policy adoption, the budget was 
expanding and service was being added.  The policy was designed to corral expansion 
into non-productive corridors and ensure that new service was achieving certain 
productivity levels.  
 
When the major service cuts were made in 2009 the Productivity Standards Policy was 
not used as the thresholds established were no longer relevant given the depth of cuts 
necessary.  Ridership patterns, passenger per hour, TDA/STA subsidy per passenger, 
and service area equity were the methods used to evaluate where service should be 
cut.   
 
Staff recommends that the 1995 productivity policy be replaced with a new Minor 
Service Change policy that is more flexible and useful in both times of growth and 
times of restriction.   The recommended policy is attached and establishes that minor 
service changes are authorized by the General Manager.  It further specifies that minor 
service changes will be done to improve productivity as measured in terms of the 
TDA/STA/Special fund subsidy per passenger.  Routes and route trips with high fare 
revenue and/or private funding will have a low subsidy per passenger.  Routes and 
trips with low ridership and high public subsidy will be considered unproductive.  No 
thresholds are set for performance and will change depending upon budget 
constraints.   
 
The recommended policy also states that minor service changes deemed impactful by 
the General Manager due to public perception or Board interest will be brought to the 



Operations and Scheduling committee for review.  The Committee will determine 
whether Board action is desired.   

Recommendation:  

The O&S Committee recommends that the Board approve the Minor Service Change 
policy through adoption of Resolution #2014-002. 

 
 

Attachments: 
1. Existing Productivity Standards Policy 
2. Minor Service Change Policy 
3. List of policies adopted by the Board related to service changes  
 

 



 
 
SUBJECT:   Minor Service Change Policy 
 
 
POLICY: This policy provides Authority staff and the Board of Directors with the criteria 

guiding minor service changes and replaces the productivity standards policy 
adopted in 1995.  Minor service changes are defined as those that fall below 
the 25% miles, hours and passengers thresholds set for major service 
changes.  This definition of a minor service change will supersede and replace 
any prior definitions that may exist in Board policies.    

 
Major service changes have been defined by the Board in their public hearing 
and Title VI policies as route changes where there is more than a 25% change 
in route miles, daily revenue miles, or will impact more than 25% of the 
passengers.   
 
The General Manager has the authority to implement minor service 
changes without a public hearing, Title VI analysis, or Board approval.  
 
Minor service changes may be made in response to budget 
constraints, passenger needs and travel patterns.  Ongoing 
adjustments may be made to improve productivity while retaining 
service area equity.  The primary indicator for determining productivity 
will be the TDA/STA/Regional fund subsidy per passenger.   
 
This subsidy per passenger measures the amount of public funding that is 
required for each passenger trip.  If passenger fares, private funds, or other 
special funds for the route are high, then the subsidy per passenger is low.  
Routes with low ridership and high subsidy will be considered unproductive.     
 
Minor service changes deemed by the General Manager to be impactful due to 
public perception or Board interest will be brought to the Operations and 
Scheduling committee for review.  The Committee will determine whether 
Board action is desired.   
 
 



Board Adopted Policies on Service Changes 

 

Joint Powers Authority (JPA) Appendix C – Basic Level of Service (BLS) 

In the original JPA (1980) the basic level of service was defined in terms of routes, 
headways and operating hours.  The basic level of service for each jurisdiction was 
defined and based on a share of 409 total revenue hours a day.  Currently we operate 
787 revenue hours a day on a route system that has changed significantly.  In 1994 a 
detailed analysis was done that showed that no jurisdiction had fallen below their 
original BLS.  In the 2009 major service cuts an analysis was done to show that there 
was not a negative effect on the share of service in any jurisdiction.   

Public Hearing Policy 

The public hearing policy requires public input and Board action on Major Service 
Changes which are defined as route changes where there is more than a 25% change 
in route miles, daily revenue miles, or will impact more than 25% of the passengers.   

Title VI 

The Board has adopted policies related to Title VI whereby an analysis is done on Major 
Service Changes to determine if there is a disproportionate burden on minorities or low 
income individuals.  Title VI requires Board review, action, on Major Service Changes 
as well as Fare Changes.     



 
SUBJECT: Productivity Standards Policy 
 
POLICY: In the past, the standard of passengers per revenue hour (pax/rvhr) was used exclusively to 

evaluate route and system productivity. The Productivity Standards Policy adopts more than 
one standard in order to more fully analyze true productive at the route level.  The Policy 
provides Authority staff and the Board of Directors with a viable tool with which to analyze 
each route’s performance. 
 
This tool utilizes six quantitative indicators, four of which will be applied to an overall, or 
composite, system ranking.  These indicators are weighted evenly and measure cost efficiency 
and service effectiveness.  Two indicators will not be factored into the composite ranking.  
They will be displayed in the report for informational purposes, and will also have some 
bearing on the evaluation process.  These two indicators are shaded gray in the attached 
Exhibits A and B. 
 
The Policy includes a monitoring program for the new standards, encompasses new transit 
services as well as existing ones, discusses what special attention will be given to routes or 
service that fail to meet set standards, and defines under which conditions exceptions to the 
standards will be considered. 
 
Data collection for this effort will begin in January 1996.  The Productivity Report will be 
presented to the O&S Committee and the full Board on a quarterly basis beginning in May 
1996. 
 
The following six standards provide a balance between cost efficiency and service 
effectiveness indicators, as well as a quantifiable number for measuring the number of transit-
dependent persons per route. 
 
Performance Standards 
  
Passengers per Revenue Vehicle Hour (PAX/RVHR) 
 
This measure was identified by transit operators as the most used and most critical standard by 
which to judge productivity at the route level.  Its universal appeal is based on the fact that 
wages, typically 80 percent of an operating budget, are paid on an hourly basis.  Therefore, this 
measure provides a common basis when examining costs.  In addition, it measures how well 
transit services are able to attract riders to the system, thereby measuring route effectiveness. 
 
Passengers per Revenue Vehicle Mile (PAX/RVMI) 
 
This indicator is useful on routes where there is high potential for frequent turnover (i.e., on a 
route that makes frequent stops where passengers have the opportunity to board and alight at 
each stop made).  It also measures route effectiveness. 
 
Subsidy per Passenger Trip (SUB/PAX TRIP) 
 
This indicator measures the public funding portion that is required to make up the difference 
between cost per passenger and revenue per passenger.  Most operators who use this indicator 
state that two to three times their system average was the acceptable subsidy per passenger.  In 
systems such as ours that charge different fares (i.e., express bus premiums), the cost per 
passenger can be constant across services but the premium collected makes the subsidy less for 
the express route.  This indicator measures route efficiency. 



Productivity Standards Policy 
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Farebox Recovery per Route (FAREBOX/ROUTE) 
 
This indicator is the inverse of Subsidy per Passenger Trip and, likewise, takes into account 
the fixed costs associated with operating each route.  Most properties that utilize this indicator 
at the route level have established minimum standards.  These standards range from 10 percent 
to 100 percent, with most utilizing a rate of below 25 percent.  The next most frequently used 
range was 25 to 40 percent.  A higher minimum ratio should be expected on those routes that 
are premium routes (i.e., express/commuter routes and employer-subsidized routes).  This 
indicator measures route efficiency. 
 
Load Factor per Route per Revenue Hour (LOAD FACTOR/HR) 
 
This indicator is another quantitative factor and measures service effectiveness.  It is quite 
useful in accurately comparing the different types of fixed-route services we are likely to 
provide in the future: route deviations, service substitutions, and van or shuttle services, as 
well as conventional fixed-route services.  Its utility lies in the fact that it is considered a 
“normalizing” evaluation tool because it is a measure of how much seat capacity is being used 
per trip or per hour.  Therefore, the size of the vehicle is irrelevant because this factor 
measures only what percentage of seats is being utilized. 
 
Transit Dependent per Route (TRANSIT DEP/ROUTE) 
 
There are a variety of factors that could determine transit dependency, such as car ownership, 
number of cars per household, number of working persons per household, and age of 
household occupants.  This indicator has no figures in the attached charts because the indicator 
requires a tremendous level of data compilation that will take time to complete.  Staff has 
begun this process, and this data will be available in future reports. 
 
The exhibits show how this system of indicators can be used.  Exhibit A is sorted by route.  
Each route has a rank in each of the four indicators, as well as a composite ranking based on 
the average of these four indicators.  Exhibit B lists the routes according to their composite 
ranking, from number 1 (the most productive) to number 29 (the least productive).  It also 
shows those routes that fall in the bottom 30 percent of the system productivity as a whole.  
Assessing the routes and listing them in this manner gives one the ability, at a glance, to 
determine a route’s overall productivity as compared to other routes in the system, as well as 
to see how a particular route is doing in any one particular indicator. 
 
Application of Performance Standards 
 
Utilizing the four indicators allows us to regard a route’s composite ranking as the measure of 
its overall performance when compared to other routes in the system, regardless of the type of 
service (local, express, or alternative).  This is because the four indicators were chosen based 
on their ability to balance the different operating characteristics of the different types of 
services provided. 
 
Some express routes have longer routes with fewer opportunities for passenger turnover; 
whereas, alternative routes may utilize vans versus standard 40’ coaches.  Further, the mix of 
indicators favors some operating characteristics over others.  For example, the Passengers per 
Revenue Vehicle Mile indicator favors those local routes that make frequent stops and have 
high turnover, while the Load Factor per Route per Revenue Hour indicator normalizes the 
capacity differences between routes that use different size vehicles. 



Productivity Standards Policy 
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Express, Local and Alternative Routes 
 
The goals and standards for the four indicators utilized in the composite ranking are shown 
below.  They were derived using financial and ridership projections generated in the most 
recent SRTP.  The standards are to be applied to all routes except new or demonstration routes, 
where another set of standards will be applied. 
 
 Indicator Goal Standard 
 
 Passengers per Revenue Vehicle Hour 16.7 14.2 
 Passengers per Revenue Vehicle Mile 1.26 1.07 
 Subsidy per Passenger Trip $2.32 $2.67 
 Load Factor per Route per Revenue Hour 0.38 0.32 
 
These standards represent 8.5 percent of each indicator’s goal.  Routes will be expected to 
achieve these standards in three of the four indicators.  In addition, a route’s composite ranking 
will need to fall within the top 70 percent of the system as a whole.  Those routes where their 
composite ranking falls in the bottom 30 percent, or do not achieve the standard in three 
out of four indicators for longer than two bid periods (six months), will be examined for 
possible remedial action.  Those routes will be highlighted on the data tables (see attached). 
 
If a route is achieving the standard in three out of four indicators, but performs in the bottom 
30 percent in its composite ranking for two successive bid periods, it would not necessarily be 
subject to remedial action.  This is because the composite ranking system will always have a 
bottom 30 percent in the tables.  The composite ranking could be a factor utilized under a more 
financially constrained scenario when, for example, we may in the future be forced to consider 
route cuts in order to balance the budget or shifts in service due to continued implementation 
of the Resource Reallocation Plan.  The purpose of this evaluation tool is to be able to monitor 
the ongoing performance of each route and have quantitative data to support all future service 
allocation decisions. 
 
For the following indicators, no goals are established because they will not be factored into the 
composite ranking.  They will, however, be listed in the reports as shaded columns. 
 

Farebox Recovery per Route 
Transit Dependent per Route 

 
New and Demonstration Routes 
 
New and demonstration routes will be listed separately (see attached charts).  The following 
will be the standards and timeframes for evaluation of new routes: 
 

New Service: 60% of system goal for 3 out of 4 indicators within 6 months. 
 80% of system goal for 3 out of 4 indicators within 12 months. 
 85% of system goal for 3 out of 4 indicators within 18 months. 
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Corrective Actions 
 
Routes that fail to meet the standards will be listed in the report as probationary (see attached 
charts).  The route will be evaluated to determine causes of poor performance and special 
attention will be given to these routes in an attempt to improve performance.  Corrective 
actions will be taken, including some or all of the following: adjustments to route length, 
running time, route alignment, route interlining, trip cuts, headway adjustments, or marketing 
of the route to an identified population segment.  If these efforts are not successful, staff will 
make a recommendation to the Board to terminate the route at the earliest possible time. 
 
Each route will be evaluated in view of its particular operating characteristics, and any 
remedial actions will be given an appropriate amount of time to produce results.  The amount 
of time given for a route to succeed will vary according to the route and will be determined on 
a case-by-case basis. 
 
Guidelines for Exceptions to the Standards 
 
For some routes, a strict comparison to system productivity as a whole is unfair for a variety of 
reasons.  There are sometimes other factors that affect route performance, as well as make the 
route a candidate for continuance in spite of performance below standards.  They are: 
 
♦ Routes that provide service for a large transit-dependent population. 

 
♦ Routes that provide service to social services, such as public health clinics, day treatment, 

work sites for the developmentally disabled, food banks, homeless shelters, and city and 
county services. 
 

♦ Routes that serve to close an identified “gap” in regional service (i.e., Route 950). 
 

♦ Routes that are partially or wholly subsidized through regional or local funding sources 
(i.e., Air District, Measure C, or the private sector). 
 

♦ Routes that are operated in cooperation with other transit operations (i.e., Route 930). 
 

Any evaluation of services that have any of the above conditions must take these conditions 
into account, in addition to the quantitative performance factors.  Based on the above 
conditions, they may be considered exempt from being held to the same standards as other 
fixed route services.  That determination would be made on a case-by-case basis, with the final 
decision made by the Board of Directors. 

 
DATE OF ADOPTION: December 21, 1995 
 



RESOLUTION NO. 2014-002 
 

CENTRAL CONTRA COSTA TRANSIT AUTHORITY 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

 
Adoption of Minor Service Change Policy 

 
WHEREAS, the County of Contra Costa and the Cities of Clayton, Concord, the Town of 

Danville, Lafayette, Martinez, the Town of Moraga, Orinda, Pleasant Hill, San Ramon and Walnut 
Creek (hereinafter "Member Jurisdictions") have formed the Central Contra Costa Transit Authority 
(“County Connection"), a joint exercise of powers agency created under California Government 
Code Section 6500 et seq., for the joint exercise of certain powers to provide coordinated and 
integrated public transportation services within the area of its Member Jurisdictions; 

WHEREAS, County Connection has adopted a definition for major service changes and 
policies for conducting public hearings and Title VI analysis for major service changes;    

WHEREAS, the Operations and Scheduling Committee (Committee) has reviewed past 
practice and policies related to minor service changes; 

WHEREAS, a new policy was desired to clarify the definition of a minor service change and  
confirm the authority of the General Manager to implement minor service changes without a public 
hearing, Title VI analysis, or Board approval; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Directors hereby adopts the 
Minor Service Change Policy, effective July 18, 2013 attached hereto , which  defines minor service 
changes, confirms the delegation of authority to  of the General Manager to make minor service 
changes, and establishes that the primary indicator for evaluating performance shall be the subsidy 
per passenger; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the definition of minor service change as contained in 
the Minor Service Change Policy shall supercede and replace any prior definitions of minor service 
change that may be contained in Board policies or procedures. 

Regularly passed and adopted this ____ day of ____________, 2013, by the following vote: 

 AYES: 
 NOES: 

ABSTAIN: 
ABSENT: 

      
 _________________________________ 

       Erling Horn, Chair, Board of Directors 
ATTEST: 
 
      
Lathina Hill, Clerk to the Board 
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