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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The Spartanburg Area Transit Agency (SPARTA) and Transportation Services Bureau
(TSB) have each been in existence for more than 20 years. Over that time, very little
has changed for either system. SPARTA continues to provide service primarily within
the City of Spartanburg city limits and operates within the same neighborhoods that
were served by the Duke Power transit system. TSB has grown in fleet size over the
last two decades, but their primary focus has been the contract services for the health
and human service agencies that they consolidated in the late 1980’s. TSB does not
provide much in the way of general public transit service.
Another factor that has not changed over the last 20 years is the financial agreement
between the City of Spartanburg and Spartanburg County. As the direct recipient of
federal funds, Spartanburg County entered into a “gentlemen’s agreement” with the City
of Spartanburg to split the federal funding for urban transit (Section 5307) 50/50.
SPARTA utilizes their portion of the funding to pay for preventive maintenance,
operations and administration costs for the fixed route system. The federal funding
accounts for about half of the overall budget. The remaining costs are covered by a
combination of state and local funding. The City of Spartanburg has consistently
provided nearly 25% of the system’s funding year-to-year.
TSB’s portion of the Section 5307 funds are used for similar transit purposes, however,
their funds are primarily used to support the contract services that they provide to
several health and human service agencies. In addition to the Section 5307 funding,
TSB also is eligible for Sections 5310 (Elderly and Disabled) and 5311 (Rural Transit)
federal funding. Similar to SPARTA, approximately one-half of TSB’s funding comes
from federal sources. The remaining funds are mostly paid for through the contracts
with the agencies that TSB provides service. Spartanburg County’s funding for the
demand response service represents a very small portion of the overall funding (3 to 5
percent annually).
While each system provides a decent amount of service for the Spartanburg
community, a detailed peer review provided details about how each system could
improve their efficiency and productivity. SPARTA’s strength is in the amount of service
provided per revenue mile and revenue hour. SPARTA compared favorably against
other systems of similar size and even scored higher than several larger systems in
South Carolina, including Charleston, Columbia and Greenville. TSB scored very well
in several of the identified measures, but their best performance is in the category that
measures how much of the service is utilized by the customers. TSB ranked second in
the peer group in this measure, well above several larger systems throughout the
country.
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The most common themes discussed throughout the study involve both systems. First,
convenience is a major factor for most residents that responded to us. This is not
uncommon for any transit agency to hear from residents, but in Spartanburg, neither
system seems to be able to respond to this need. The majority of SPARTA’s routes run
on a one-hour schedule and the hours of service barely cover the average person’s
working hours. In order to be more convenient, SPARTA needs to provide more
frequent service with more late night hours and more weekend service. TSB’s service
hours are very similar to SPARTA’s. However, as a demand response service,
customers are not restricted by a schedule. The convenience factor is limited by TSB’s
current service model. All of TSB’s service is operated out of the operations center in
the City of Spartanburg. For residents that live in the outlying municipalities, service is
expensive and not very responsive. In order for either system to improve on the factors
that lead to lead to their inconvenience to the general public, local funding must be
generated.
Another common theme repeated throughout the study is the lack of advertising and
marketing for either system. SPARTA’s information was described as “out of date” and
“inaccurate” by residents. Route maps have not been updated to reflect changes to the
fixed route system and the website provides little details for residents that want to utilize
the system for the first time. Another lack of “advertising” for the fixed route system is
the lack of bus stop signage and bus shelters along the routes. For new residents to
the area, these are major issues.
The problem of advertising is not just for the fixed route system. To the common
resident, TSB is a mystery. The green and white vans are seen throughout the county,
yet most residents do not realize the services provided by the system. TSB provides
very little general public transit, but that does not mean that people do not need the
services. Several residents expressed interest in utilizing the demand response
services.
In formulating recommendations for both systems, the limited local funding was a major
factor. Many times, transit studies recommend extensive additions and expansions of
services to communities. Unfortunately, most communities do not have the means nor
do they possess the political support to implement those changes. The
recommendations set forth in this plan are intended to address some of the basic issues
that could plague both systems for the foreseeable future, if they are not addressed.
The lines of communication between the city and county need to be open and honest
with regards to the future of transit service for the Spartanburg community. The
community leaders need to agree on the future of transit before real change can occur.
Without some type of concurrence among the leadership, both transit agencies will
continue to struggle to meet the basic transportation needs of the community.
Page| vi
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SECTION 1 – INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background
Passenger Rail Service
Transit service was established in Spartanburg
around the turn of the 20th century. The introduction
of electric service to the city in January 19001,
combined with the expansion of textile mills in the
suburbs, brought about the start of passenger rail
service in Spartanburg. Prior to World War I,
Spartanburg, the third largest city in South Carolina
at the time, was bustling with nearly 20 miles of
electric streetcar and suburban rail service, provided
by South Carolina Light Power & Railway Company
(a subsidiary of the Southern Power Company)2.

Source: Spartanburg Public Library Collection

From 1900 to 1936, Spartanburg residents experienced rail transit service, in varying
degrees of success. Politics, company acquisitions and financial problems eventually
brought about the end of streetcar service in the city in 1935, with all passenger rail
service coming to an end in 19363. Throughout this period, the transit service in
Spartanburg was converted to bus service, which continues today.
Early in the 20th century, James B. Duke began to develop his place in the transit history
in the Upstate of South Carolina. Mr. Duke’s first involvement in transit was with the
Anderson-Belton line and the Anderson streetcar system in 1909.4 Over the next few
years, the company names changed, but Mr. Duke was the central figure behind the
development of rail lines from Anderson to Greenville and Spartanburg. This line would
eventually become the Piedmont and Northern (P&N) line. The P&N operated under
that name until the late 1960’s when it became what is now the CSX Transportation line.
The passenger rail service of the P&N line included stops in Startex, Lyman, Duncan
and Greer, before headed further south into Greenville and Anderson Counties.
Several of the passenger depots remain today in varying degrees of condition, as well
as some of the rail lines.
Spartanburg Area Regional Transit Agency (SPARTA)
Duke Power Company was also involved in the integration of public bus service into the
system in the 1920’s. During the tumultuous street car politics in Spartanburg, buses
were temporarily seen as an alternative and became a mainstay following the end of the
streetcar service. Duke Power Company continued to provide bus service in
Spartanburg until 1991. As one of the last privately held public transit operations in the
United States, the Spartanburg system was converted to the public system that is
currently running in the City of Spartanburg. The main reason for the conversion to

Section 1 – Introduction
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public ownership was the lack of profitability in
the system and the need for public funding to
make up for the short falls in the farebox. A
study by Post, Buckley, Schuh and Jernigan in
1991 set the stage for the organizational
structure that currently operates as SPARTA.

Source: Spartanburg Public Library Collection

Transportation Service Bureau (TSB)

In addition to the public fixed route system in Spartanburg, there is another transit
service operating in Spartanburg County. Just prior to the reorganization of the fixed
route service to SPARTA, a study in 1989 by Carter Goble Associates, Inc. was
commissioned to examine the current health and human service transportation network
in Spartanburg County. The Transportation Service Bureau (TSB) was established in
the late 1980’s to “improve coordination of transportation activities of the various health
and human service agencies in Spartanburg County.”5 Prior to the consolidation in
1989, 14 health and human service agencies operated their individual transportation
fleets to meet the needs of their clients. This situation was seen as an inefficient use of
limited funds, resulting in a system that operated less service than its peers.
After evaluating several options, 8 of the 14 agency transportation systems were
combined to form the TSB organization. TSB operates out of the Spartanburg Regional
Health Care System’s transportation department and provides service across
Spartanburg County and beyond, if needed. In addition to providing service for 8 health
and human service agencies, TSB provides the FTA mandated ADA Paratransit service
for the SPARTA system.
1.2 Purpose
The Spartanburg Transit Vision and Master Plan is the first formal study of the
Spartanburg public transportation system in the last 20 years. Since the inception of
both SPARTA and TSB, both systems have continued to operate as originally
developed. This study will evaluate both systems and identify how to improve the
service provided for Spartanburg residents.
The purpose of the Spartanburg Transit Vision and Master Plan is to assist SPATS and
its stakeholders and partners identify and establish the necessary policies and funding
to sustain a viable transit system to meet the community’s current and future economic
and community development needs. This report provides guidance in a number of key
categories for proceeding to expand, improve and sustain transit services in the
Spartanburg area. Through a review of prior plans and studies and input obtained from
a wide variety of sources, it was noted that the community is generally supportive of
improving the mobility options in Spartanburg County and developing a viable transit
Section 1 – Introduction
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system. In order to achieve and sustain any
transit related expansion and/or improvements,
a dedicated funding source must be identified
and accepted by the affected agencies and
citizens. Implementation of the plan’s
recommendations is dependent on the
community taking active steps to move forward.
A glimpse at the history of transit in
Spartanburg reveals a continual downward
Source: Spartanburg Public Library Collection
spiral caused by static funding, combined with
increasing operating costs, which has resulted
in service reductions and a relatively stagnant ridership. The inherent characteristics of
transit centered on social, economic and lifestyle benefits must be fully recognized and
accepted by the leadership and the residents of Spartanburg County.
Spartanburg has an opportunity to take advantage of some significant developments
that can assist in promoting transportation alternatives in the area. The continued
development of the Proterra line of electric buses in Greenville County has raised the
awareness and interest in showcasing this unique product. The growth of Clemson
University’s International Center for Automotive Research (CU-ICAR), recognized as a
major center for automotive research, continues to promote interest in alternative
means of transportation. The Upstate of South Carolina continues to be at risk of being
classified as “non-attainment” to meet federal air quality standards. This status for the
region could jeopardize economic development potential in the Spartanburg area. The
greater utilization of public transit options could mitigate the issue by reducing the
number of single-occupant vehicle trips.
It is recognized that Spartanburg is fully utilizing the available resources, though the
resulting service is minimal, at best. If the community’s leadership determines that
additional local resources cannot be provided, it is likely that the current service will be
further reduced or eliminated over time. Even the current minimal service levels are at
risk for reductions and possibly total elimination because there is not a dedicated
funding source. The current service is totally dependent on the local funding match
being allocated on a year-to-year basis through the city and county general funds.
1.3 Transit Master Plan Vision
The purpose of developing the Transit Vision and Master Plan is to assist the
Spartanburg community in identifying and establishing the necessary policies and
funding to sustain a viable transit system to meet both the immediate needs and those
inherent with future economic and community development. A comprehensive transit
plan developed through a collaborative process involving a broad range of stakeholders
will result in defining the steps and process required to improve and expand service;
raise awareness for the needs and role of transit; identify dedicated local funding
sources; and integrate transit, community, and economic planning. The ultimate

Section 1 – Introduction
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objective for developing a Transit Master Plan Vision for Spartanburg is to reach
consensus on a very important policy decision about the role of transit in the
transportation system. The transit vision and supporting goals were developed to guide
the system through the implementation of the plan. The vision and goals considered
those identified through prior planning initiatives and input received through the plan
development.
Goals identified to support the transit vision include:
Provide reliable and convenient service.
Identify and establish long-term funding plan.
Expand transit service options and connectivity.
Increase community and public support through successful, phased service
implementation.
 Tailor service to appropriately support and influence travel patterns, land use and
development.
 Expand regionally.





Plan recommendations included within the Transit Vision and Master Plan support
implementation of the Plan’s Vision and Goals.

Section 1 – Introduction
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SECTION 2 – TRANSIT SYSTEM OPERATION REVIEW
One of the initial tasks in the scope of work for the Spartanburg Transit Vision and
Master Plan was a review of prior studies and the operations and facilities of the
existing SPARTA and TSB services. This section provides an overview of the prior
studies, existing operations, capital stock and facilities.
2.1 Prior Studies Review
In order to understand the current and future needs for transit in Spartanburg County,
one of the first steps is to take a look at prior studies and see how we arrived at the
current situation. Some of the studies reviewed as part of the Spartanburg Transit
Vision and Master Plan include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

A Transit Development Study for Spartanburg, South Carolina (1977, W.C.
Gilman & Co., a division of Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc.)
Consolidation of Specialized Transportation in Spartanburg County (1989, Carter
Goble Associates, Inc.)
Transit Needs Assessment and Financing Plan for Spartanburg County, South
Carolina (1991, Post, Buckley, Schuh & Jernigan, Inc.)
Marketing Transit Services to Local Employers (1999, Day Wilburn Associates,
Inc. and SR Concepts)
Spartanburg Transit Initiative (2006, USC Upstate Metropolitan Studies Institute)
Spartanburg Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (2009, Greenways Incorporated
and BP Barber Associates, Inc.)

One of the first points that should be addressed is the lack of transit development plans
since the City of Spartanburg and Joint Transportation Committee (JTC) took over the
systems’ operations in the early 1990’s. Due to changes in the demographics of an
area, as well as the changing needs of a community, transit development plans should
be conducted more often than once every 20 years. At a minimum, the SPARTA and
TSB should be conducting detailed studies each decade. This timing could be
coincided with the updated Census information.
A Transit Development Study for Spartanburg, South Carolina (1977)
W. C. Gilman & Co.
This study was completed for the Spartanburg County Planning and Development
Commission in cooperation with the City of Spartanburg and Duke Power Company.
The rising costs of operating the transit system and increased deficits for Duke Power
that resulted in a reduction of service in the early 1970’s were the reasons for this study.
At the time of the study, the transit system consisted of fourteen (14) fixed routes
operating from 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. Monday through Saturday. Figure 1 illustrates the fixed
route system in 1977. The majority of the fixed routes included two-way service and
limited the number of “loops” in the system. This provided patrons the opportunity to
catch a bus going in the direction that they wished to travel. In contrast, today’s system
Section 2 – Transit System Operation Review

Page | 5

Spartanburg Transit Vision and Master Plan

includes more “loops” that require patrons to rider longer distances prior to arriving at
their destination(s).
The system’s capital, in 1977, included 16 total revenue vehicles with 12 of those used
in maximum service. The buses were maintained by Duke Power Company. At this
time, there were a limited number of bus shelters on the system and the downtown
transfer center did not exist. Transfers were made on the street in the downtown area.
One of the activities conducted during the study included surveying 47 of the major
industrial employers in the county to gain their input into any improvements to the
existing transit system. Thirty of the employers responded to the information request.
The responding employers noted that parking was not an issue at their current locations
and that they would be willing to promote transit service to their employees, as well as
build shelters and provide the necessary right-of-way for the shelters. The one major
issue they identified through the survey was the lack of the current transit service
aligning with the varying shift times at the plants. The service hours, in 1977, were
generally 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. Monday through Friday, not significantly different than they
are today.
The public responses to surveys and at public meetings resulted in the following list of
most popular suggested improvements:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Benches/shelters at bus stops
Sunday service
More evening service
More frequent midday service
Routes closer to home/destination
New buses w/ AC
More frequent rush hour service
Lower steps on buses
Easier transfers downtown

Several of the capital equipment issues have been addressed since the study was
completed. However, the operational issues identified more than 30 years ago continue
to be issues today.
Three alternatives to the current system were developed by the consultant team to
address the increasing costs being incurred by Duke Power Company and the rising
fuel costs. The alternatives included holding the deficit level at the 1975 level and
decreasing the service to maintain that deficit level, keeping the current service level
constant and raising fares to increase revenue and expansion of the current system
based on community input. The steering committee and the city and county
representatives voted to accept the expansion alternative. Based on the changes to the
transit system between the 1977 and 1991 studies, it appears that Duke Power
Company did not agree with the steering committee recommendations for expansion.

Section 2 – Transit System Operation Review
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Placeholder for Figure 1
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The system was not expanded and did not flourish. Eventually, Duke Power Company
negotiated with the City of Spartanburg to take over the transit service.
Other recommendations from the Gilman Study include the following:
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Route adjustments
Schedule adjustments
Special Services
o USC Spartanburg – Spartanburg General Hospital route to meet needs of
nursing students travelling between sites
o Hoechst Fibers route for the 2,500 workers on site
New bus purchases
Downtown transfer center
Operations and maintenance facility
Increased marketing of service
Organizational arrangements

The Spartanburg transit system has had some success in meeting a few of the
recommendations from this study. The construction of the downtown transfer center
and the operations and maintenance facility occurred nearly 25 years after the
completion of this study. A special route from USC Upstate (formerly USCS) was
established in 2010 and had moderate success in meeting the needs of the travelling
students between the main campus and the downtown campus. This route has since
been discontinued. USC Upstate currently provides service for its students in-house.
Consolidation of Specialized Transportation in Spartanburg County (1989)
Carter Goble Associates, Inc.
The primary goal of this study was to “make recommendations for consolidating the
health and human service transportation network in the County.”6 As discussed earlier,
the Transportation Service Bureau (TSB) had been established in 1987 as a first step in
achieving coordination with the various health and human service agencies in
Spartanburg County. TSB was established to function as a transportation management
center, obtaining transportation (through the various agencies) for interested residents
in Spartanburg County. Prior to the establishment of TSB, the actual usage of the
demand response services in Spartanburg County was one-third of the estimated
demand. Today, we refer to the service envisioned for TSB as a mobility manager.
Although the original intent for the establishment of TSB as a mobility manager was
never fully realized, they became a central figure in the consolidation plans that came
out of the 1989 study.
At the time of the Carter Goble study, there were 14 health and human service agencies
providing transportation for various groups in Spartanburg County. The agencies
operating in Spartanburg County include:
•
•

Spartanburg County Health Department
Bethlehem Center

Section 2 – Transit System Operation Review
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Mountainview Nursing Home
Charles Lea Center
Piedmont Community Actions
Salvation Army
Spartanburg Area Mental Health Center
Spartanburg Council on Aging
School for the Deaf and Blind
Spartanburg Regional Medical Center
Spartanburg 70001 Agency
Spartanburg Area Vocational Rehab
Spartanburg Child Development Center
Spartanburg YMCA Family Center

Combined, the agencies operated 78 revenue vehicles and at a cost of approximately
$1.5 million per year.7 Due to the diverse group of providers and the lack of
coordination between the systems, Spartanburg health and human service agency’s
operating statistics were well below the average of a group of their peers identified in
the study. For instance, the agencies’ passengers per mile average was more than 30
percent below the peer group’s average.8
There were several organizational and consolidation options presented in the study.
The options that were eventually agreed upon involved having the service funded by the
County and administered by the Spartanburg Regional Health Care System through
their Transportation Services Department. The selected option for consolidation
identified eight of the health and human service agencies that would be consolidated.
The radial zone fare structure resulted from a study of 34 systems in rural and urban
communities in Pennsylvania and other areas.9
Transit Needs Assessment and Financing Plan for Spartanburg County, South
Carolina (1991)
Post, Buckley, Schuh & Jernigan, Inc.
At the time of this study, Duke Power Company came to the realization that providing
transit service was not a profitable venture. Generally, the purpose of this study was to
find a way to continue transit service in Spartanburg and for Duke Power Company to
divest itself from the process. The study outlines the capital and operational needs for
current ridership, options for organizational structure (post-Duke Power), the cost to the
community for transit service and the most appropriate funding sources to continue the
service.
In 1991, the transit service in Spartanburg was very similar to today’s service. The eight
fixed routes primarily served the city of Spartanburg and provided service Monday
through Saturday. Figure 2 shows the transit routes as they existed in 1990. The two
lowest performing routes were the 3-Glendale and 4-Fernwood routes located on the
east side of Spartanburg. The system’s best performing routes, at the time of the study,
were the 2-Arcadia and 13-South Liberty routes. The 2-Arcadia route served the west
Section 2 – Transit System Operation Review
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Placeholder for Figure 2
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side of Spartanburg, while the 13-South Liberty route served the southern section of the
city, similar to the South Liberty route running today.
Overall, the system operated within reasonably acceptable financial parameters. The
operating ratio (farebox revenues versus operating costs) for the system was 35.5% in
1990.10 In other words, the revenues received through the farebox covered about 1/3 of
the operating costs for the system. Duke Power Company also maintained a low
overhead cost for the system. The administration/operating ratio was 20% in 1990.11
The system’s capital included 12 transit vehicles, ranging in age from 4 to 24 years, with
an average mileage of over 450,000 per vehicle. The majority of the vehicles (10 of 12)
were more than 18 years old and none of the vehicles included equipment for
wheelchairs or assistance for elderly or handicapped patrons.
As a private transit service provider, Duke Power Company was not eligible for any
government assistance. Over the years, Duke Power Company managed the
increasing deficit for the system by reducing service. As you may recall, service in 1977
included 14 routes that were bi-directional and provided more service. Over the next 14
years, Duke Power Company was forced to reduce the system by more than 40% in
overall service. Additionally, the routes in 1990 covered larger areas and offered less
desirable service for the patrons. Officials at Duke Power Company indicated that plans
were discussed to completely cease operation of the system due to continual and
mounting losses.12
One of the ways to continue to reduce the cost of transit service for Duke Power was to
consider a city-only transit service. With the limited amount of coverage outside of the
city boundaries, this idea seemed to have some merit. The three affected routes
included 3-Glendale, 8-Taylor/Piedmont and 2-Arcadia. The consultant indicated that
the total elimination of routes 3 and 8 was preferred over the modification of those
routes. The 2-Arcadia route, due to its performance, would be modified to meet the cityonly model. However, this idea did not come to fruition.
Other ideas that were discussed in the study included a county-wide transit system and
route extensions to various pockets of concentrated population throughout the county.
Due to the continuing financial problems, the county-wide transit system idea was
quickly vanquished. The recently established TSB service, along with family and
friends, was seen as a better source of transportation for the more rural areas of
Spartanburg County. Areas considered for route extensions included Cowpens, Inman,
Woodruff, Pacolet and Lyman/Wellford. Eventually all of these ideas were scuttled due
to a lack of funding and uncertainty of the future of the system.
With the realization that Duke Power Company was no longer going to provide transit
service in Spartanburg, two main approaches to managing the system came about.
The first approach was for a quasi-public non-profit agency to manage the system. To
accomplish this idea, the City and County would need to create a non-profit agency that
would manage the day-to-day operations of the system with the guidance of a board of
directors appointed from both government bodies. The non-profit agency would have
Section 2 – Transit System Operation Review
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quasi-public ownership of the system and may elect to operate the system itself or hire
a management company to fulfill that role. Discussion included the use of the recently
established Joint Transportation Committee (JTC) to serve in the role of the quasi-public
non-profit agency. However, the JTC was not seen “as an accountable entity capable
of management of day-to-day operations of specialized transportation services or a
transit system.”13
The second approach to the management issue was for public ownership of the system
with public and private operation. In this approach, the City of Spartanburg would claim
the capital assets of the transit system and would decide how to manage the system,
through public or private management. The one major glitch to this approach is the fact
that the bus drivers were union members during the Duke Power Company ownership
of the system. South Carolina state law prohibits local governments from entering into
collective bargaining agreements with unions. This fact would interfere with the new
system’s ability to receive federal funding. However, this problem could be resolved if
the drivers were contracted through a third-party service provider.
The study concludes with a five year capital and operating budget and an action plan to
finalize the details of transferring the system from Duke Power Company to the City
and/or County, depending on the preferred approach. Eventually, the City and County
agreed that the second approach was preferred and proceeded to move in that
direction. Since the final decisions on ownership and management were not concluded
prior to the completion of the study, no discussion of potential dedicated funding
sources was included.
Conclusions
A review of the prior transit studies in Spartanburg revealed certain trends or tendencies
that have continued since the early 1990’s. Since taking over the transit system from
Duke Power Company, the City has made a concerted effort to provide as much service
as possible, while maintaining a manageable level of expense. The problem with this
scenario is that as the costs of operating the transit service have increased, the amount
of service (and arguably the quality of service) has declined due to the lack of additional
funding. Duke Power recognized this trend and politely exited. The City of Spartanburg
has remained committed to the service, but needs some help.
On the other hand, the TSB has continued to maintain a very efficient system of
demand response service. Unfortunately, the service model has not been updated
since its inception more than 20 years ago. Later in this report, recommendations
outline ways to potentially improve the service and make it more affordable for the
growing number of rural residents.
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2.2 SPARTA Operations, Vehicles and Facilities
The current SPARTA fixed route system includes the following nine fixed routes:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

1-Westgate
2-Hillcrest
3-North Church
4-South Church
5-Spartanburg Tech
6-South Liberty
7-Crestview
8-Dorman Center
9-USC Upstate (2010 – 2011)

The majority of these routes have been in existence for several years, some since the
City of Spartanburg took over the service 20 years ago. The newest addition to the
fixed route system was the USC Upstate route. As noted earlier, this route has been
discontinued during the development of this study. The existing system is shown in
Figure 3.
The SPARTA service operates Monday through Saturday. Weekday service operates
approximately 6 a.m. to 6 p.m., while Saturday service operates from 10 a.m. to 6 p.m.
Single-ride fare for the fixed route service is $1.25 and transfers are $0.30. Discounted
fares are available for seniors, students and disabled patrons. Multiple ride passes are
available for purchase at the transfer center.
The Transportation Service Bureau (TSB) provides the required Americans with
Disabilities Act (ADA) complementary paratransit service. This service is provided for
patrons of the transit system that are unable to utilize the standard transit service due to
a physical, mental or environmental impairment. The service is provided through a
demand response system. Patrons contact TSB prior to their appointments and are
scheduled for a pickup and drop-off by a dispatcher. The fare for the ADA paratransit
service is double the fixed route fare. The service is operated during the same service
days and hours as the fixed route service.
The Spartanburg City Council currently provides oversight to SPARTA. The City also
provides financial planning and management assistance to the agency. Most transit
agencies are governed by an appointed board of non-elected officials. SPARTA does
not have a board such as this. SPARTA, since its existence, has contracted with First
Transit for on-site management of the day-to-day activities of the system.
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Placeholder for Figure 3
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Vehicles
During the peak daily service, SPARTA utilizes a total of eight transit vehicles on its
fixed routes. The SPARTA transit vehicle fleet consists of 11 total ve
vehicles,
hicles, which
provides for three spare vehicles. The oldest vehicles in the fleet were purchased in
1993, while the newest vehicles were
purchased in 2008. The average age for
the vehicles is approximately nine years.
According to the 2010 vehicle utilization
plan, the
he average mileage for the vehicles
is 230,000 miles.
Spartanburg is in the process of adding
three new vehicles to the fleet. The new
buses should be in service by the end of
the year. At least one of the buses will be
an alternative fuel vehicle.
Operations and Maintenance Facility
The Operations and Maintenance facility is located at 150 Airflow Drive, southwest of
downtown Spartanburg, near the
downtown airport. The facility
lity was
constructed at the cost of $1.6 million and
opened in 2004. The facility houses the
administrative offices for the General
Manager and staff, as well as training
spaces, driver areas and the maintenance
bays. The facility is approximately three
miles from the downtown transfer center
and is located just off the Dorman Center
(8) route.
Transfer Center
Prior to the construction and dedication of the
transfer center in downtown Spartanburg in
June 2003, transfers for SPARTA passengers
were conducted along Church Street in the
downtown area. The downtown transfer center
is utilized by both SPARTA, Greyhound
Greyhou and the
City of Spartanburg’s Parks and Special Events
Department.
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The facility is located about one block east
of Church Street, in the block bounded by
Commerce Street, North Liberty Street and
East Dunbar Street. There are eight
uncovered parking
g stalls for buses. The
station has indoor seating for approximately
65 patrons, as well as restroom facilities and
ticket counters for both transit services.
Bus Stops and Shelters
The entire SPARTA system uses marked
bus stops for its passengers. This is a
preferred method for boardings and alightings, as opposed to a “flag stop” system.
However, not all of the bus stops have shelters or are compliant with current ADA
standards.14 Of the 462 identified bus stops, only 15 have shelters or all--weather
surfaces for the passengers.
2.3 TSB Operations, Vehicles and Facilities
As discussed in previous sections, the Transportation Service Bureau (TSB) was
established to more efficiently util
utilize
ize limited funding and to coordinate several
independent transportation services “under one roof.” Since their inception, the TSB
organization has successfully
ssfully accomplished that intended goal. With the exception of
schools and school-related
related functions, any group can contract through TSB for
transportation services.
TSB operates on a contract basis with several agencies in the Spartanburg community.
The list of clients includes veterans, Charles Lea Center, senior center, mental health
and SPARTA. For veterans, TSB provides transportation for doctor appointments and
to VA Clinics in Greenville, Anderson, Columbia, Charleston and Ash
Asheville,
ville, North
Carolina. The Charles Lea Center is TSB’s biggest client. Trips for local disabled and
special needs clientss account for 35 to 40 percent of TSB’s total service. TSB provides
service for residents to workability programs and their group home residences. Senior
groups utilize the TSB services for trips to congregate dining sites and for social
activities. TSB transports mental health patients to evaluations and doctor
appointments. Based on conversations with TSB staff, contract ridership accounts for
approximately 97% of TSB’s total ridership. General public and ADA account for the
remaining usage.
SPARTA also utilizess the TSB service to meet the federal requirement for
complimentary ADA service in conjunction with the fixed route bus service. The
ridership for the complimentary ADA service is lower than most of the other systems
that were looked at in a peer
er review exercise during this study. The lower ridership is
thought to be a product of the limited service area of the SPARTA fixed route system
and the stringent qualifying process for the service.
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Vehicles
TSB currently has 55 ADA accessible vehicles
in its fleet. TSB utilizes the smaller “cutaway”
vehicles to perform their services. These
vehicles can maneuver better on narrower
residential roads and rarely is seating capacity
an issue. The oldest vehicles in the fleet were
purchased in 2002, while the newest are 2009
models. The average age of the fleet is five
years old. Due to the size of the vehicle,
federal and state regulations allow for the
replacement of these vehicles every seven
years. In spite of that typical useful lifespan,
TSB continues
nues to be able to utilize some of
their vehicles beyond that time period. The
average number of miles for the vehicles, at the time of the last utilization study by
SCDOT in 2010,, is more than 130,000 miles.
Operations and Maintenance Facility
TSB currently operates its service out of the operations and maintenance center located
near downtown Spartanburg. The facility is located just off North Church Street on
Dewey Avenue, near the intersection
with Asheville Highway,, in the vicinity of
the Spartanburg
anburg Regional Medical
Center. On-site
site mechanics perform
preventive maintenance and general
service on the system’s vehicles. This
location also serves as the storage lot
for vehicles not currently in service. The
facility is provided by the hospital at
a no
cost to the system, helping to reduce
their overhead costs. The fare
structure for the TSB services is shown
in Figure 4.
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Placeholder for Figure 4
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SECTION 3 - RIDERSHIP AND SYSTEM PERFORMANCE
ASSESSMENTS
Since the SPARTA and TSB systems operate differently, the evaluation approaches in
this section are separate for the two systems. For the SPARTA system, the evaluation
will include a peer review of comparable-sized communities across the country and a
route-by-route analysis of the existing system. The route-by-route analysis provides a
means to compare each route with service performance criteria for ridership, cost and
effectiveness. Due to the demand response nature of TSB’s service, the evaluation for
that service will only include a peer review of other demand response systems across
the country.
3.1 SPARTA Peer Review
Benchmarking
The Transit Cooperative Research Program (TCRP)15 Report 141 – A Methodology for
Performance Measurement and Peer Comparison in the Public Transportation Industry,
outlines the process for benchmarking within the transit industry. Benchmarking,
according to the report, is “the process of systematically seeking out best practices to
emulate.”16 Level 1 benchmarking is the process of evaluating the trends within your
own data. In transit systems, the evaluation of year-to-year ridership is an example of a
Level 1 benchmark. Peer comparison is the second level for benchmarking. In this
activity, you seek to compare your system’s performance against other systems with
similar demographic profiles. The National Transit Database (NTD) is a typical source
for information to complete this activity.
Once you’ve completed the Level 2 benchmarking, the next step is to make direct
contact with a peer agency that you hope to emulate. The purpose of contacting the top
performing peer agencies is to get a greater understanding, beyond the NTD data. This
type of contact is typically short term and does not occur on a regular basis beyond the
first contact. The final level of benchmarking, Level 4, is a formal program between
multiple agencies that cultivates a sharing of data and experiences for an extended
period.
For the purpose of this report, a Level 2 benchmarking exercise was performed. In the
future a more intense level of benchmarking could occur if the City of Spartanburg,
Spartanburg County or one of the transit providers decides to make contact with one or
more of the agencies in the peer comparison.
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Level 1 – SPARTA Trend Analysis
The statistics shown in Table 1 outline the major categories of operating statistics for
the ten year period from 2000 to 2009. This data was taken from the self-reported
information in the SPARTA NTD reports.
Table 1 – SPARTA Operating Statistics 2000 to 2009
Performance
Measure
VOMS
Revenue Hours
(000’s)
Revenue Miles
(000’s)
Operating Budget*
(millions)
Ridership (000’s)
Passenger Miles
(millions)

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

7

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

8

17.3

18.8

19.6

20.5

20.8

20.8

21.4

22.4

21.3

21.3

219.5

236.9

247.1

246.5

246.0

276.4

271.3

271.6

273.1

272.8

$0.73

$0.78

$0.84

$0.92

$1.06

$1.10

$1.19

$1.14

$1.34

$1.41

589.3

658.3

517.7

519.4

529.8

500.9

542.0

547.4

534.7

534.6

2.33

2.45

2.10

2.55

2.55

2.30

2.51

2.54

2.46

2.45

Source: 2000 – 2009 NTD Reports
*Operating budget total includes operating costs and administration costs only (vehicle and non-vehicle
maintenance not included)

Definitions
VOMS, Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service, is used to describe the maximum
number of vehicles that are required to meet the scheduled service. VOMS is not the
number of vehicles in the agency’s fleet. An agency’s fleet consists of VOMS, spare
vehicles and contingency vehicles. Spare vehicles are used to supplement the VOMS
in case of a mechanical failure or scheduled maintenance. Contingency vehicles are
kept and maintained by agencies in the event that the spare vehicles cannot meet the
demand. Smaller transit agencies typically have an additional 20 to 50 percent of spare
vehicles. Not every agency will have a contingency fleet. However, for those that do
the size of the contingency fleets vary greatly in size.
Revenue Hours are the number of hours vehicles are operated for the purpose of
providing public transportation service. The time that vehicles are operated for other
activities (i.e., training, travel to the transfer center to start service, maintenance checks,
etc.) are not included in this category. Total revenue hours are calculated on a routeby-route basis and then added together for the entire service plan.
Revenue Miles are the number of miles that vehicles are operated for the purpose of
providing public transportation service. Similar to Revenue Hours, the miles that are
driven for other activities are not included in this category. Total revenue miles are
calculated by multiplying the length of each route times the number of trips per day
times the number of service days per year.
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Operating Budget is the total cost of providing public transportation service, including
vehicle operations, vehicle maintenance, non-vehicle maintenance and administration.
For the purpose of this discussion, the vehicle maintenance and non-vehicle
maintenance costs were removed from the totals in Table 1.
Ridership is the total number of unlinked passenger trips conducted utilizing the
revenue vehicles in the fleet. An unlinked passenger trip is the movement of one
person to their destination. If a passenger’s trip includes a transfer to another vehicle or
route, each segment of the trip is considered an unlinked passenger trip. For example,
if a passenger takes a bus from the transfer center to Spartanburg Community College,
that is one unlinked passenger trip. If a passenger takes a bus from their home to the
transfer center and, then, transfers to another route to complete their trip, that would be
recorded as two unlinked passenger trips.
Passenger Miles is the product of the total ridership and the average passenger trip
length. The total ridership is the total number of unlinked passenger trips. The average
passenger trip length is determined every three years, at a minimum. Transit agencies
are required to perform a random survey of all routes for an entire year to determine the
average trip length per passenger.
Analysis
While SPARTA has maintained a consistent number of buses on the road, they have
been able to increase the amount of service on the road. The Revenue Hours and
Revenue Miles have both increased over the last ten years. Revenue Hours have
increased by more than 23% over the period, while Revenue Miles have seen an
increase of more than 24%. A comparison of the Passenger Miles to the Ridership
figures also shows that passengers are riding longer distances on the buses (4.6 miles
in 2009, 4.0 miles in 2000).
Predictably, the increase in hours and miles has had a dramatic effect on the Operating
Budget as well. From 2000 to 2009, the Operating Budget, excluding maintenance
costs, has gone from under $750,000.00 to more than $1.4 million. This increase of
more than 93% in the operating costs for the service far outgains the increases in
service produced. Another issue shown in the data is the stagnant or decreasing
Ridership for the system. Although short term gains were made during the ten year
period, the overall results indicate a decrease in passengers. The loss of nearly 55,000
passenger trips over the ten year period results in a Ridership decrease of nearly ten
percent. The decrease in passenger trips combined with a dramatic increase in the
Operating Budget presents a very inefficient picture for the fixed route transit system.
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Level 2 – SPARTA Peer Comparison
In order to review SPARTA’s transit service in relation to other similar-sized areas, 22
transit systems were identified and selected based on their similarity to Spartanburg in
the areas of service area size, service area population and/or population density.
Additionally, three other transit systems (Rome, GA; Charleston, SC and Columbia, SC)
were added to the table for regional comparison and/or reference. Data was gathered
from the latest National Transit Database (NTD) for each of the identified systems and
summarized. The table on the following page shows the basic characteristics of the
communities and their local transit systems.
By comparison to the other systems in the table, Spartanburg has the following rankings
(out of 26 total systems):
•
•
•
•
•
•

Service Area Size – 12th
Service Area Population – 17th
Service Area Population Density – 17th
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service (VOMS) – 23rd
Ridership – 19th
Total Operating Budget – 23rd

Based on the demographic data for the peer group, Spartanburg is just above or below
the median of the group. However, when it comes to the amount of service operated,
Spartanburg falls well behind most of the other systems. Only two transit systems
(Mansfield, OH and Brunswick, OH) operate fewer vehicles and one system (Holland,
MI) operated the same number of vehicles as Spartanburg in 2009. The transit system
in Danville, IL operates more vehicles (10) than Spartanburg (8), but they operate on a
smaller budget. In addition to Mansfield and Brunswick, only Danville has a smaller
operating budget than Spartanburg. Holland’s budget is slightly higher than
Spartanburg’s. In spite of the low number of vehicles and the lower operating budget,
Spartanburg does outrank seven other systems in the total number of passenger trips
for the year. In addition to the smaller systems discussed earlier, the transit systems in
St. Joseph, MO; Lawton, OK and Odessa, TX all had lower passenger counts than
Spartanburg in 2009. The disparity between the operating budget rank and the number
of passengers exhibits that Spartanburg is serving more patrons with less funding than
some of the other systems in the peer group.
Unless otherwise noted, the agencies in the peer group will be ranked on an overall
ranking for each of the categories evaluated. For this analysis, all categories are
equally weighted in the ranking system. The data that ranks the best in each individual
measure will be highlighted in green, while the lowest-performing will be highlighted in
red.
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Table 2 – Transit Agency Characteristics
The list of peer agencies was selected based on service area size (square miles),
service area population or the service area population density (population per square
mile). For this table, the agencies are ranked based on the total ridership.
Rank

Agency/Location

1
2

Chapel Hill Transit/Chapel Hill, NC
Charleston Area Regional Transportation
Authority/ Charleston, SC
Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation/
Bloomington, IN
Central Midlands Regional Transit
Authority/Columbia, SC
Charlottesville Transit Service/ Charlottesville, VA
Athens Transit System/Athens, GA
Metropolitan Evansville Transit System/Evansville,
IN
Asheville Transit System/Asheville, NC
City of Monroe Transit System/Monroe, LA
LaCrosse Municipal Transit Utility/ LaCrosse, WI
Eau Claire Transit/Eau Claire,WI
Oshkosh Transit System/Oshkosh, WI
Pueblo Transit System/Pueblo, CO
Santa Fe Trails/Sante Fe, NM
Gary Public Transportation Corporation/Gary, IN
Greenville Transit Authority/Greenville, SC
City of Rome Transit Department/Rome, GA
Beaumont Municipal Transit System/ Beaumont,
TX
Spartanburg Transit System/Spartanburg, SC
City of Danville/Danville Mass Transit/Danville, IL
The Lawton Area Transit System/Lawton, OK
Midland-Odessa Urban Transit District/ Odessa,
TX
St. Joseph Transit/St. Joseph, MO
Richland County Transit/Mansfield, OH
Macatawa Area Express Transportation Authority/
Holland, MI
Brunswick Transit Alternative/Brunswick, OH

3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Service
Area
(sq mi)
25

Service
Area
Population
71,069

Population
Density
(pop/sq mi)
2,843

VOMS

Ridership

79

7,929,427

Total
Operating
Budget
$12,488,309

73

505,879

6,930

66

3,990,364

$13,841,930

21

69,291

3,300

30

3,027,877

$5,100,214

129

250,000

1,938

38

2,019,912

$8,757,587

38
44

81,449
101,000

2,143
2,295

25
25

2,012,462
1,839,022

$6,047,565
$3,792,205

45

122,961

2,732

23

1,831,479

$5,144,951

45
31
36
28
25
39
41
38
148
24

72,789
55,000
78,000
69,300
65,810
105,000
75,500
102,746
248,173
37,000

1,618
1,774
2,167
2,475
2,632
2,692
1,841
2,704
1,677
1,542

16
15
14
16
13
12
26
17
16
26

1,622,510
1,193,421
1,189,841
951,405
913,226
904,693
790,373
765,520
742,100
690,511

$4,739,629
$3,397,115
$4,038,060
$3,273,179
$2,897,511
$3,430,469
$5,197,820
$7,318,596
$2,504,775
$2,150,127

41

82,731

2,018

12

629,836

$3,516,028

40
40
42

70,000
49,192
70,177

1,750
1,230
1,671

8
10
10

534,599
522,062
407,988

$1,739,230
$1,639,110
$1,993,835

37

96,000

2,595

12

399,482

$2,295,517

49
39

73,990
68,011

1,510
1,744

17
7

387,287
263,376

$4,220,370
$1,091,943

42

69,764

1,661

8

218,535

$1,748,921

37

46,638

1,260

2

28,844

$936,351

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Definitions
Service Area is either the Census-defined urban area for each community or a portion
of that defined urban area that each agency actually serves. Urban areas are defined
by meeting a minimum population density at the census tract, block group or block level.
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Service Area Population is the actual population residing within the Census-defined
urban area or that portion that is served by the transit agency. Population figures are
available down to the census block level.
Population Density is calculated by dividing the Service Area Population by the Service
Area.
The remaining measures have been discussed previously.
Analysis
The systems that rank at the top of the table are either major metropolitan areas or
major college towns. Although added for in-state comparisons, Charleston and
Columbia are the two largest metropolitan areas in the state and should have much
larger transit systems than Spartanburg. Charleston’s transit system is supported by
the sales tax referendum that was successfully passed. The stability of a dedicated
funding source has allowed that system to grow dramatically over the last several years.
Columbia’s stability has been short-lived. A dedicated funding source was approved for
the CMRTA’s service, but it was only designed to last two years. Unless another
funding source is identified, that system will be dramatically reduced over the next year.
The college towns at the top of the list serve a very transit dependent population.
College students have the choice of fighting traffic and parking issues every morning or
they can use the local transit service, which is either directly or indirectly supported
through the local college. The transit systems in Chapel Hill (UNC – 28,916 students),
Bloomington (IU – 42,347), Charlottesville (UVA – 20,895) and Athens (UGA – 34,885)
make the most of their proximity to major Division 1 schools. Evansville (USI – 10,702),
Ashville (UNCA – 3,700), Monroe (ULM – 8,405), LaCrosse (UWL – 9,890), Eau Claire
(UWEC – 10,549), Oshkosh (UWO – 13,002) and Pueblo (CSU-P – 5,225) also provide
a lot of service while serving smaller college towns. The combined college populations
in Spartanburg could be a catalyst for more service and ridership in the coming years.
In comparison to other transit systems in South Carolina in the peer group, Spartanburg
ranks last in all categories. The Spartanburg urban area is much smaller than the
Greenville, Columbia and Charleston areas; therefore, it is not surprising for the transit
system to be much smaller. In the next set of tables, the service area’s size and the
fleet sizes for the various agencies are normalized and the focus is more on efficiency,
effectiveness, productivity, utilization and quality.
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Table 3 – Cost Efficiency Measures
The first category of measures to compare the various agencies is the Cost Efficiency
Measures. These are some of the more common measures used by virtually all transit
agencies to evaluate how efficiently the service is being provided. However, these
measures do not evaluate the effectiveness of the service being provided, nor do they
measure the system’s ability to meet the needs of its patrons.
Rank

Agency/Location

1
1
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
19
21
22
22
24
25
26

Athens Transit System/Athens, GA
Midland-Odessa Urban Transit District/Odessa, TX
The Lawton Area Transit System/Lawton, OK
City of Rome Transit Department/Rome, GA
City of Danville/Danville Mass Transit/Danville, IL
Richland County Transit/Mansfield, OH
Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority/Charleston, SC
Macatawa Area Express Transportation Authority/Holland, MI
Metropolitan Evansville Transit System/Evansville, IN
Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation/Bloomington, IN
Eau Claire Transit/Eau Claire,WI
City of Monroe Transit System/Monroe, LA
Greenville Transit Authority/Greenville, SC
Santa Fe Trails/Sante Fe, NM
St. Joseph Transit/St. Joseph, MO
Chapel Hill Transit/Chapel Hill, NC
Beaumont Municipal Transit System/ Beaumont, TX
LaCrosse Municipal Transit Utility/ LaCrosse, WI
Asheville Transit System/Asheville, NC
Oshkosh Transit System/Oshkosh, WI
Spartanburg Transit System/Spartanburg, SC
Central Midlands Regional Transit Authority/ Columbia, SC
Charlottesville Transit Service/ Charlottesville, VA
Pueblo Transit System/Pueblo, CO
Gary Public Transportation Corporation/Gary, IN
Brunswick Transit Alternative/Brunswick, OH

Operating Cost
per Revenue
Hour
$51.32
$48.74
$50.73
$53.62
$62.09
$60.33
$59.74
$56.42
$54.27
$56.73
$66.26
$67.14
$78.77
$66.47
$60.81
$76.10
$67.23
$73.42
$73.94
$79.82
$81.65
$81.31
$67.87
$102.71
$96.17
$133.76

Operating Cost
per Revenue
Mile
$4.43
$3.18
$3.43
$4.77
$3.27
$4.73
$4.47
$4.50
$4.51
$5.29
$4.80
$4.28
$5.07
$5.52
$5.08
$6.40
$4.87
$5.22
$5.14
$6.23
$6.38
$5.68
$6.58
$6.14
$7.38
$7.82

Operating Cost
per Peak Vehicle
in Service
$151,688.20
$191,293.08
$199,383.50
$82,697.19
$163,911.00
$155,991.86
$209,726.21
$218,615.13
$223,693.52
$170,007.13
$204,573.69
$226,474.33
$156,548.44
$199,916.15
$248,257.06
$158,079.86
$293,002.33
$288,432.86
$296,226.81
$222,885.46
$217,403.75
$230,462.82
$241,902.60
$285,872.42
$430,505.65
$468,175.50

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Definitions
Operating Cost per Revenue Hour is derived by dividing the total operating budget by
the total number of revenue hours for an agency. The operating budget includes
vehicle operations, vehicle maintenance, non-vehicle maintenance and administration
costs. This cost is often times referred to as a fully-allocated cost, since it includes all of
the costs associated with operating a transit system.
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Operating Cost per Revenue Mile is derived by dividing the total operating budget by
the total number of revenue miles for an agency. This cost also is considered a fullyallocated expense.
Operating Cost per Peak Vehicle in Service is calculated by dividing the total operating
budget by the total number of vehicles required to meet the scheduled service. The
number of vehicles in peak service is synonymous with VOMS.
Analysis
The adage “the bigger, the better” does not necessarily apply to the agencies that
perform the best in this category. The agencies that rank in the middle third of the peer
group in both Revenue Miles and Revenue Hours performed better than the largest
agencies in those measures. The demographic characteristics in the Athens (10th in
Revenue Miles, 9th in Revenue Hours), Odessa (15th, 16th), Lawton (17th, 18th), Rome
(22nd, 17th), Danville (19th, 23rd) and Mansfield (25th, 25th) areas are much closer to
Spartanburg than some of the larger systems. Each of these agencies outperformed
the larger systems by doing more with smaller budgets.
The SPARTA system ranks near the bottom in both the Operating Cost per Revenue
Hour and the Operating Cost per Revenue Mile categories. The only systems with
higher Operating Cost per Revenue Hour category were Brunswick, OH; Pueblo, CO;
and Gary, IN. In the Operating Cost per Revenue Mile category, Chapel Hill, NC and
Charlottesville, VA are also higher than the SPARTA system. SPARTA is in the middle
of the pack in the Operating Cost per Peak Vehicle in Service category with 13 of the
peer systems reporting higher costs.

Section 3 – Ridership and System Performance Assessments

Page | 26

Spartanburg Transit Vision and Master Plan

Table 4 – Cost Effectiveness Measures
The Cost Effectiveness Measures shown below are used to compare the cost of
providing service to the actual use of the service. As with the Cost Efficiency Measures,
these measures are common among most transit providers. The Subsidy per Boarding
category is a calculation that is not used by all agencies, but it definitely addresses the
concerns of decision makers.
Rank

Agency/Location

1
2
3

Chapel Hill Transit/Chapel Hill, NC
Athens Transit System/Athens, GA
City of Rome Transit Department/Rome, GA
Bloomington Public Transportation
Corporation/Bloomington, IN
City of Danville/Danville Mass Transit/Danville, IL
Asheville Transit System/Asheville, NC
Greenville Transit Authority/Greenville, SC
Central Midlands Regional Transit Authority/Columbia, SC
Eau Claire Transit/Eau Claire,WI
Metropolitan Evansville Transit System/Evansville, IN
Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority/
Charleston, SC
City of Monroe Transit System/Monroe, LA
Oshkosh Transit System/Oshkosh, WI
Spartanburg Transit System/Spartanburg, SC
Beaumont Municipal Transit System/Beaumont, TX
LaCrosse Municipal Transit Utility/LaCrosse, WI
Pueblo Transit System/Pueblo, CO
Richland County Transit/Mansfield, OH
Charlottesville Transit Service/Charlottesville, VA
The Lawton Area Transit System/Lawton, OK
Gary Public Transportation Corporation/Gary, IN
Santa Fe Trails/Sante Fe, NM
Midland-Odessa Urban Transit District/Odessa, TX
St. Joseph Transit/St. Joseph, MO
Macatawa Area Express Transportation Authority/
Holland, MI
Brunswick Transit Alternative/Brunswick, OH

4
5
5
7
8
8
10
10
12
13
14
15
16
17
17
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

$0.96
$0.88
$0.72

Operating
Cost per
Boarding
$1.57
$2.06
$3.11

Operating Cost
per Passenger
Mile
$0.77
$0.65
$0.48

Farebox
Recovery
Ratio
60.73%
42.77%
23.18%

Subsidy
per
Boarding
$0.62
$1.18
$2.39

$0.51

$1.68

$0.76

30.11%

$1.18

$0.51
$0.46
$0.65
$0.90
$0.72
$0.52

$3.14
$2.92
$3.38
$4.34
$3.44
$2.81

$0.63
$0.64
$0.78
$0.83
$1.24
$1.87

16.10%
15.86%
19.27%
20.65%
20.91%
18.55%

$2.63
$2.46
$2.72
$3.44
$2.72
$2.29

$0.71

$3.47

$0.92

20.52%

$2.76

$0.43
$0.52
$0.42
$0.79
$0.46
$0.54
$0.65
$0.30
$0.57
$1.13
$0.66
$0.62
$0.70

$2.85
$3.17
$3.25
$5.58
$3.39
$3.79
$4.15
$3.01
$4.89
$9.56
$6.58
$5.75
$10.90

$0.89
$1.19
$0.71
$1.21
$1.18
$1.26
$1.41
$1.32
$1.13
$8.00
$1.93
$3.52
$2.17

15.02%
16.43%
12.77%
14.15%
13.68%
14.23%
15.66%
10.11%
11.58%
11.83%
10.02%
10.76%
6.39%

$2.42
$2.65
$2.84
$4.79
$2.93
$3.25
$3.50
$2.70
$4.32
$8.43
$5.92
$5.13
$10.20

$0.43

$8.00

$5.46

5.38%

$7.57

$0.33

$32.46

$5.15

1.01%

$32.14

Average
Fare

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Definitions
Average Fare is calculated by dividing the total amount of fares collected by the total
number of unlinked passenger trips. This category is affected by several factors,
including the standard fare, number of transfers, cost per transfer and other programs
(i.e., free for students) that may be utilized.
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Operating Cost per Boarding is the average cost to operate the system, normalized by
the number of unlinked passenger trips. The measure is calculated by dividing the total
operating cost by the total number of unlinked passenger trips.
Operating Cost per Passenger Mile is similar to the Operating Cost per Boarding. The
measure is calculated by dividing the total operating cost by the annual total passenger
miles.
Farebox Recovery Ratio is a comparison between the amount of fares collected and the
fully allocated cost of operating the transit service. The measure is calculated by
dividing the total fares collected by the total operating cost. Some agencies prefer to
use an operating ratio that compares fares and all other directly generated non-tax
revenue (i.e., service contracts with universities, advertising, etc.) to the total operating
costs. However, Farebox Recovery Ratio is more common and the data is readily
available via NTD reports.
Subsidy per Boarding measures the difference in the cost of providing a single trip and
the average fare paid by the consumer. The resulting amount must be paid for through
other revenue sources (i.e., advertising, rentals, local or federal subsidy, etc.).
Analysis
Most of the agencies that fared well in this category were the agencies that ranked at or
near the top of the list in Ridership. Chapel Hill, Athens, Bloomington, Asheville,
Columbia, Evansville and Charleston all rank in the top ten in the peer group for
Ridership. Rome, Danville and Greenville are the exceptions in this category, but each
of them compensates for low ridership by maintaining a much smaller budget. That
balance of budget and effectiveness allows some smaller agencies to rise to the top.
SPARTA has one of the lowest three average fares ($0.42/unlinked trip) in the peer
group. One reason for such a low fare could be an inordinate number of transfers, as
compared to full ride tickets. The SPARTA system is designed to almost force every
rider to transfer to another bus to reach their destination. When that low Average Fare
is compared to the system’s Operating Cost per Boarding ($3.25), the Subsidy per
Boarding for SPARTA is in the middle of the peer group ($2.84).
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Table 5 – Productivity Measures
Productivity Measures assess the number of passengers that are served per unit of
service (i.e., hours, miles, vehicles). These measures can be affected by several
factors, including ridership, hours of service, etc.
Rank

Agency/Location

1
2
3
4
5
6
6
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
14
16
17
18
19
20
20
22
23
24
25
26

Chapel Hill Transit/Chapel Hill, NC
Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation/ Bloomington, IN
Asheville Transit System/Asheville, NC
Charlottesville Transit Service/Charlottesville, VA
Pueblo Transit System/Pueblo, CO
Athens Transit System/Athens, GA
Oshkosh Transit System/Oshkosh, WI
Spartanburg Transit System/Spartanburg, SC
LaCrosse Municipal Transit Utility/LaCrosse, WI
City of Monroe Transit System/Monroe, LA
Metropolitan Evansville Transit System/ Evansville, IN
Greenville Transit Authority/Greenville, SC
Eau Claire Transit/Eau Claire,WI
Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority/Charleston, SC
Central Midlands Regional Transit Authority/Columbia, SC
City of Danville/Danville Mass Transit/Danville, IL
City of Rome Transit Department/Rome, GA
Beaumont Municipal Transit System/Beaumont, TX
Richland County Transit/Mansfield, OH
Gary Public Transportation Corporation/Gary, IN
The Lawton Area Transit System/Lawton, OK
Santa Fe Trails/Sante Fe, NM
Midland-Odessa Urban Transit District/Odessa, TX
Macatawa Area Express Transportation Authority/Holland, MI
St. Joseph Transit/St. Joseph, MO
Brunswick Transit Alternative/Brunswick, OH

Boardings
per Revenue
Hour
48.32
33.68
25.31
22.59
27.09
24.89
25.16
25.1
21.63
23.59
19.32
23.34
19.26
17.22
18.75
19.78
17.22
12.04
14.55
10.06
10.38
10.11
8.48
7.05
5.58
4.12

Boardings
per Revenue
Mile
4.07
3.14
1.76
2.19
1.62
2.15
1.96
1.96
1.54
1.5
1.6
1.5
1.4
1.29
1.31
1.04
1.53
0.87
1.14
0.77
0.7
0.84
0.55
0.56
0.47
0.24

Boardings per
Vehicle Operated in
Maximum Service
100,372
100,929
101,406
80,498
75,391
73,560
70,248
66,824
84,988
79,561
79,629
46,381
59,462
60,460
53,155
52,206
26,558
52,486
37,625
45,030
40,798
30,398
33,290
27,316
22,781
14,422

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Definitions
Boardings per Revenue Hour measures the average number of riders for every hour of
service provided by the transit agency. The number is derived by dividing the total
unlinked passengers trips by the total revenue hours operated.
Boardings per Revenue Mile measures the average number of riders for every mile of
service provided by the transit agency. The number is derived by dividing the total
unlinked passenger trips by the total revenue miles operated.
Section 3 – Ridership and System Performance Assessments

Page | 29

Spartanburg Transit Vision and Master Plan

Boardings per Vehicle Operated in Maximum Service is calculated by dividing the total
unlinked passenger trips by the VOMS.
Analysis
Systems that are located near major universities (e.g., Athens, GA; Chapel Hill, NC;
Bloomington, IN) tend to have higher than average boardings per revenue hour and
mile. Many times, these types of “university systems” carry a lot of students a very
short distance, like from outer parking lots to the main campus buildings. Since a bulk
of their ridership occurs over a short period of time and travels a short distance, this
greatly increases the “density” of trips.
Other systems that tend to perform above the average are smaller systems that serve a
very dependent population with limited hours and miles. Similar to the cost efficiency
measures, carrying more people with the same or fewer hours and miles will result in
greater productivity numbers. Pueblo (18th in Revenue Miles, 20th in Revenue Hours),
Oshkosh (21st, 19th), LaCrosse (13th, 12th) and Monroe (12th, 14th) fall into this category.
Spartanburg (24th, 24th) also falls into the second category. Although there are several
universities in the area, none of them add considerably to the overall system statistics.
However, having the third lowest Revenue Hours, Revenue Miles and Vehicles
Operated in Maximum Service in the peer group (tied for third in smallest number of
Vehicles Operated in Maximum Service with Holland, MI) results in above average
performance measure statistics for the SPARTA system.
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Table 6 – Service Utilization Measures
Reviewing how the provided service is used by passengers is the goal of Service
Utilization Measures. One of the most common measures, Annual Boardings, can also
be one of the most misleading measures in this group. Annual Boardings or unlinked
passenger trips count every segment of a passenger’s trip as a separate boarding.
Therefore, if a person boards one bus and then transfers to another bus on the same
trip, the service receives credit for two boardings. A more accurate measure is Linked
Trips. However, most systems do not utilize a fare collection system that is
sophisticated enough to calculate the number of linked trips and it is not a category that
is recognized by NTD in the annual reporting.
Rank

Agency/Location

1
2
3
4
5
5
7
8
9
10
10
12
13
14
14
16
17
17
19
20
21
22
23
23
25
26

Central Midlands Regional Transit Authority/Columbia, SC
Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority/Charleston, SC
Asheville Transit System/Asheville, NC
Chapel Hill Transit/Chapel Hill, NC
Athens Transit System/Athens, GA
City of Rome Transit Department/Rome, GA
Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation/Bloomington, IN
City of Monroe Transit System/Monroe, LA
Charlottesville Transit Service/Charlottesville, VA
Greenville Transit Authority/Greenville, SC
Beaumont Municipal Transit System/Beaumont, TX
LaCrosse Municipal Transit Utility/LaCrosse, WI
Santa Fe Trails/Sante Fe, NM
Pueblo Transit System/Pueblo, CO
City of Danville/Danville Mass Transit/Danville, IL
Metropolitan Evansville Transit System/Evansville, IN
Spartanburg Transit System/Spartanburg, SC
Eau Claire Transit/Eau Claire,WI
St. Joseph Transit/St. Joseph, MO
Oshkosh Transit System/Oshkosh, WI
The Lawton Area Transit System/Lawton, OK
Brunswick Transit Alternative/Brunswick, OH
Gary Public Transportation Corporation/Gary, IN
Richland County Transit/Mansfield, OH
Midland-Odessa Urban Transit District/Odessa, TX
Macatawa Area Express Transportation Authority/Holland, MI

Annual
Boardings
2,019,912
3,990,364
1,622,510
7,929,427
1,839,022
690,511
3,027,877
1,193,421
2,012,462
742,100
629,836
1,189,841
790,373
904,693
522,062
1,831,479
534,599
951,405
387,287
913,226
407,988
28,844
765,520
263,376
399,482
218,535

Annual
Passenger
Miles
10,587,300
15,083,100
7,430,100
16,208,400
5,789,900
4,483,200
6,744,300
3,813,600
4,588,400
3,227,600
2,897,000
3,432,800
2,693,600
2,723,100
2,606,400
2,747,200
2,446,700
2,646,300
1,944,600
2,438,200
1,761,700
181,700
915,200
774,800
652,600
320,600

Average Trip
Length
(miles)
5.24
3.78
4.58
2.04
3.15
6.49
2.23
3.2
2.28
4.35
4.6
2.89
3.41
3.01
4.99
1.5
4.58
2.78
5.02
2.67
4.32
6.3
1.2
2.94
1.63
1.47

Source: 2009 NTD Reports
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Definitions
Annual Boardings are synonymous with Ridership (as shown in Tables 1 and 2) and are
the unlinked passenger trips for a transit service for the entire year.
Annual Passenger Miles are calculated by multiplying the Annual Boardings by the
Average Trip Length. As described above (under Table 1), the Average Trip Length is
determined every three years through a prescribed survey process for each transit
agency.
Analysis
For the purpose of this analysis, the Average Trip Length is ranked from longest to
shortest. There are several factors that affect the trip length for passengers, including
the length of the route, type of route and land use development patterns. The length of
the route affects the trip length due to the method for recording. When performing the
triennial survey to determine the Average Trip Length, the process involves the
anonymous recording of boardings and alightings along an inbound or outbound trip. If
the routes being surveyed are very short, then the Average Trip Length would be short.
If the routes are very long with very few boardings and alightings taking place, the
Average Trip Length will be considerably longer.
The type of route affects the Average Trip Length by limiting the options for passengers
to reach their destinations and by affecting the length of the route. In linear routes, the
bus travels the same route for both outbound and inbound trips. Therefore, passengers
have the option of catching the bus in the primary direction that they want to go. In loop
routes, the bus travels in one direction and does not go past the same point until the
next trip starts. In loop routes, there is not an outbound/inbound distinction in the
surveying method. The entire route is one trip which typically makes the Average Trip
Length longer than on linear routes.
Finally, land use development patterns affect the Average Trip Length by creating
physical separations between origination points and passengers’ destinations. If routes
are developed with major origination/destination points on either end, then riders tend to
ride for a longer distance. Routes that are developed with more amenities and
origination points throughout the route, trips tend to be shorter. If a community’s
development pattern creates that separation between major boarding and alighting
stops, the end result is a longer ride for passengers. An example of this type of
development is in the Berkeley, Charleston, Dorchester region. The rural transit
provider, TriCounty Link, carries passengers from Williamsburg County to factory jobs in
Charleston every day. This separation is created by the land cost and development

Section 3 – Ridership and System Performance Assessments

Page | 32

Spartanburg Transit Vision and Master Plan

pattern in the region. Therefore, the transit agency is meeting the needs of the
residents by developing routes that span the separation of jobs and people.
In urban systems, a high Average Trip Length does not equate to a high quality system,
however, it is not indicative of a quality issue either. Systems meeting the needs of its
passengers must work within the area that they serve, no matter how certain statistics
are analyzed.
As expected, SPARTA’s Annual Boardings pale in comparison to some of the larger
systems in the peer group. However, SPARTA does remarkably well among the
smaller systems. SPARTA has a higher number of Annual Boardings than any of the
systems of smaller or equal size, based on the number of vehicles operated. They also
have a higher number of boardings than four systems that operate more vehicles. With
the exception of Odessa, TX, each of these systems has a lower population density
compared to Spartanburg.
The high Average Trip Length for SPARTA is indicative of the current looping fixed
route system. Passengers are forced to ridge further due to the lack of options when
riding in the current system. With more two-way service, the Average Trip Length per
passenger would be much lower, which would equate to a better quality of service for
the passengers in the Spartanburg area. One of the downsides to more linear, two-way
service is the cost of converting to that type of service. Loop routes cover a much larger
area than linear service. In order to convert the routes from loop to linear service, more
buses would be required to cover the same area. More buses equates to more
expense to operate the service.
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Table 7 – Resource Utilization Measures
Vehicle fuel efficiency and vehicle utilization characterize the pertinent Resource
Utilization Measures. With improvements in fuel efficiency, a system’s vehicle fuel
efficiency, or lack thereof, is more than likely a product of the age of the fleet.
Rank

Agency/Location

1
2
3
4
5
5
5
8
9
10
11
11
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
22
24
25
26

The Lawton Area Transit System/Lawton, OK
Gary Public Transportation Corporation/Gary, IN
Midland-Odessa Urban Transit District/Odessa, TX
Brunswick Transit Alternative/Brunswick, OH
Macatawa Area Express Transportation Authority/ Holland, MI
St. Joseph Transit/St. Joseph, MO
LaCrosse Municipal Transit Utility/LaCrosse, WI
Metropolitan Evansville Transit System/ Evansville, IN
Beaumont Municipal Transit System/Beaumont, TX
City of Monroe Transit System/Monroe, LA
Asheville Transit System/Asheville, NC
Eau Claire Transit/Eau Claire,WI
City of Danville/Danville Mass Transit/Danville, IL
Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority/Charleston, SC
Santa Fe Trails/Sante Fe, NM
Charlottesville Transit Service/Charlottesville, VA
Central Midlands Regional Transit Authority/ Columbia, SC
Pueblo Transit System/Pueblo, CO
Richland County Transit/Mansfield, OH
Oshkosh Transit System/Oshkosh, WI
Athens Transit System/Athens, GA
Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation/ Bloomington, IN
Spartanburg Transit System/Spartanburg, SC
City of Rome Transit Department/Rome, GA
Greenville Transit Authority/Greenville, SC
Chapel Hill Transit/Chapel Hill, NC

Vehicle Miles
per Gallon of
Fuel Consumed
6.25
5.03
5.36
5.43
9.12
5.29
5.09
4.88
3.45
5.09
3.91
7.04
5.57
4.94
5.00
4.21
4.54
4.23
4.63
3.67
3.54
3.61
3.69
4.62
4.18
3.69

Revenue Hours per
Vehicle Operated in
Peak Service
3,930
4,476
3,925
3,500
3,875
4,082
3,928
4,121
4,358
3,373
4,006
3,087
2,640
3,510
3,007
3,564
2,834
2,783
2,585
2,792
2,956
2,996
2,662
1,542
1,987
2,077

Revenue Miles per
Vehicle Operated in
Peak Service
58,100
58,358
60,083
59,850
48,587
48,852
55,292
49,630
60,125
52,933
57,631
42,618
50,100
46,869
36,219
36,788
40,547
46,591
33,000
35,776
34,232
32,110
34,100
17,350
30,893
24,687

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Definitions
Vehicle Miles per Gallon of Fuel Consumed describes the fuel efficiency of the vehicles
used for transit service. There are several factors that affect the fuel efficiency including
size of vehicles, age of vehicles, topography of service area, traffic, etc.
Revenue Hours per Vehicle Operated in Peak Service is calculated by dividing the total
number of revenue hours by the VOMS.
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Revenue Miles per Vehicle Operated in Peak Service is calculated by dividing the total
number of revenue miles by the VOMS.
Analysis
There are several factors that go into a system’s fuel efficiency. As stated earlier, one
of the major factors is the age of the vehicles operated. SPARTA’s fleet ranges in age
from more than 18 years to as little as three years (average age of nine years and
230,000 miles as of 2010 VUP report). SPARTA is in the process of acquiring three
new vehicles, which should improve their fuel efficiency. Typically, transit vehicles
reach their expected useful life between seven and ten years, depending on the size
and design of the vehicle. SPARTA’s older vehicles have far exceeded their federallymandated useful life and probably should have been replaced several years ago.
Another factor that affects the fuel efficiency for a transit agency is the size of the
vehicle. Smaller vehicles get better gas mileage than larger over-the-road vehicles.
SPARTA uses a mix of vehicle sizes. The addition of smaller vehicles along routes with
lower capacity needs would improve the system’s fuel efficiency as well.
Although SPARTA has seen a reduction of revenue hours and miles over the last
decade, they are utilizing their limited resources as much as possible. SPARTA ranks
24th in both revenue hours and miles in the peer group. However, they rank 21st in the
Revenue Hours per Vehicle Operated in Peak Service and Revenue Miles per Vehicle
Operated in Peak Service. While still ranking in the bottom quartile, they are efficiently
providing those limited hours and mile with the fewest vehicles possible. Some of the
efficiency is realized by interlining routes through the middle of the day, but SPARTA’s
willingness to seek efficiencies where possible should be applauded.
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Table 8 – Labor Administration Measures
Labor Administration Measures are somewhat limited due to inconsistencies in reporting
and the limited amount of data available for most systems. In general, these measures
compare the proportions between system functions (i.e., Operations, Administration,
Vehicle Maintenance and Non-Vehicle Maintenance).
Rank

Agency/Location

1
2
2
4
4
6
7
8
9
10
10
12
13
14
15
16
16
18
19
19
21
22
22
24
25
26

Athens Transit System/Athens, GA
Metropolitan Evansville Transit System/Evansville, IN
Midland-Odessa Urban Transit District/ Odessa, TX
Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation/ Bloomington, IN
Beaumont Municipal Transit System/ Beaumont, TX
St. Joseph Transit/St. Joseph, MO
Asheville Transit System/Asheville, NC
City of Monroe Transit System/Monroe, LA
LaCrosse Municipal Transit Utility/ LaCrosse, WI
Greenville Transit Authority/Greenville, SC
Charlottesville Transit Service/ Charlottesville, VA
Chapel Hill Transit/Chapel Hill, NC
The Lawton Area Transit System/Lawton, OK
Macatawa Area Express Transportation Authority/ Holland, MI
Eau Claire Transit/Eau Claire,WI
City of Danville/Danville Mass Transit/Danville, IL
Brunswick Transit Alternative/Brunswick, OH
City of Rome Transit Department/Rome, GA
Pueblo Transit System/Pueblo, CO
Oshkosh Transit System/Oshkosh, WI
Santa Fe Trails/Sante Fe, NM
Gary Public Transportation Corporation/Gary, IN
Charleston Area Regional Transportation Authority/ Charleston, SC
Richland County Transit/Mansfield, OH
Central Midlands Regional Transit Authority/ Columbia, SC
Spartanburg Transit System/Spartanburg, SC

Cost of Administration
Staff versus Operating
Costs
9.86%
13.66%
16.80%
19.04%
18.07%
22.85%
21.32%
23.67%
22.13%
27.07%
24.95%
22.66%
34.38%
31.76%
33.67%
35.39%
49.38%
39.12%
31.90%
34.07%
37.92%
37.97%
59.02%
50.44%
44.79%
120.85%

Admin Cost per
Revenue Hour of
Service
$3.87
$5.32
$5.11
$6.69
$8.14
$9.25
$10.68
$9.88
$10.98
$10.14
$10.59
$11.46
$9.42
$11.32
$13.65
$13.42
$10.83
$11.49
$19.77
$16.98
$15.51
$18.43
$13.42
$16.18
$20.54
$36.11

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Definitions
Cost of Administration Staff versus Operating Costs is calculated by dividing the
administration costs by the vehicle operations costs. The vehicle maintenance and nonvehicle maintenance costs are not included in the calculation.
Administration Cost per Revenue Hour of Service is calculated by dividing the
administration costs by the total number of revenue hours. This amount has a direct
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effect on the fully-allocated Operating Cost per Revenue Hour discussed earlier in this
section under Table 3.
Analysis
There are several extenuating factors that go into SPARTA’s very high administration
costs (ranked last for both measures). One of those factors is the inconsistency in
reporting of drivers’ salaries. The annual reporting requirements through the National
Transit Database (NTD) include a differentiation between four classes of expenses.
Those four classes are Vehicle Operations, Vehicle Maintenance, Non-Vehicle
Maintenance and Administration. Costs covered under Vehicle Operations include
driver salaries, driver benefits and fuel for the vehicles. Vehicle Maintenance costs
involve the expense of repairing and maintaining all of the revenue producing
equipment. These costs include the parts and labor involved with maintenance. NonVehicle Maintenance includes the cost to repair and maintain non-revenue producing
equipment and facilities. Administration costs include administration staff salaries, staff
benefits and any services that are contracted through the agency.
Since SPARTA contracts for their labor force, they report a portion of their Vehicle
Operations costs under Administration as opposed to Operations. This shifting of costs
from one class to another has a compounding effect on SPARTA’s finances. The
reduction of expenses from the Vehicle Operations class and the additional expense
shown under Administration creates a major shift in the ratio of Administration to
Operations. Other systems in South Carolina that contract for their labor force,
including drivers and maintenance staff, are Charleston and Columbia. While these two
systems also report very high Administration to Vehicle Operations ratios, SPARTA’s
ratio is considerably higher and should be carefully scrutinized in the future. The City of
Spartanburg and SPARTA have continued to analyze these costs. SPARTA’s
Administration costs have trended downward since the 2009 NTD report.
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Table 9 – Delivered Service Quality Measures
In transit service, it is not only important to provide a certain quantity of service, but it is
also important to provide that service within a standard of quality. The Delivered
Service Quality Measures describe the amount of service delivered as compared to a
definable quality standard. The standards include time, density and per capita.
Rank

Agency/Location

1

Chapel Hill Transit/Chapel Hill, NC
Bloomington Public Transportation Corporation/
Bloomington, IN
Charlottesville Transit Service/Charlottesville, VA
Santa Fe Trails/Sante Fe, NM
City of Rome Transit Department/Rome, GA
Metropolitan Evansville Transit System/
Evansville, IN
City of Monroe Transit System/Monroe, LA
Athens Transit System/Athens, GA
Gary Public Transportation Corporation/Gary, IN
Charleston Area Regional Transportation
Authority/Charleston, SC
St. Joseph Transit/St. Joseph, MO
Eau Claire Transit/Eau Claire,WI
Asheville Transit System/Asheville, NC
LaCrosse Municipal Transit Utility/
LaCrosse, WI
Beaumont Municipal Transit System/
Beaumont, TX
Oshkosh Transit System/Oshkosh, WI
Central Midlands Regional Transit Authority/
Columbia, SC
Midland-Odessa Urban Transit District/
Odessa, TX
City of Danville/Danville Mass Transit/Danville, IL
The Lawton Area Transit System/Lawton, OK
Macatawa Area Express Transportation
Authority/Holland, MI
Pueblo Transit System/Pueblo, CO
Spartanburg Transit System/Spartanburg, SC
Richland County Transit/Mansfield, OH
Greenville Transit Authority/Greenville, SC
Brunswick Transit Alternative/Brunswick, OH

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
9
11
12
13
14
15
15
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
24
26

Directional
Route
Miles
132.5

Average
System
Speed
11.88

Average
System Peak
Headway
(hours)
0.14

Revenue
Miles per
Service Area
Square Mile
78,012

Revenue
Miles
per
Capita
27.44

Revenue
Hours
per
Capita
2.31

98.9

10.72

0.31

45,871

13.90

1.30

84.2
124.0
328.0

10.32
12.04
11.25

0.33
0.40
1.12

24,203
22,968
18,796

11.29
12.47
12.19

1.09
1.04
1.08

198.5

12.04

0.72

25,367

9.28

0.77

192.0
163.0
116.5

15.69
11.58
13.04

0.82
0.56
0.53

25,613
19,450
26,108

14.44
8.47
9.66

0.92
0.73
0.74

454.6

13.35

0.52

42,375

6.11

0.46

226.0
102.1
262.1

11.97
13.80
14.39

1.11
0.46
1.14

16,949
24,354
20,491

11.22
9.84
12.67

0.94
0.71
0.88

121.0

14.07

0.61

21,503

9.92

0.71

94.3

13.80

0.57

17,598

8.72

0.63

55.0

12.81

0.33

18,604

7.07

0.55

380.0

14.31

0.70

11,944

6.16

0.43

203.1

15.31

1.11

19,486

7.51

0.49

170.5
145.0

18.98
14.78

0.90
0.98

12,525
13,833

10.18
8.28

0.54
0.56

98.5

12.54

0.98

9,255

5.57

0.44

181.0
88.6
80.0
156.0
34.5

16.74
12.81
12.76
15.54
17.10

0.90
0.86
0.90
0.63
1.01

14,336
6,820
5,923
3,340
3,235

5.32
3.90
3.40
1.99
2.57

0.32
0.30
0.27
0.13
0.15

Source: 2009 NTD Reports
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Definitions
Directional Route Miles is the distance traveled (one-way) on a transit route. For linear
routes, the miles are only calculated for either the outbound or inbound distance. For
loop routes, the entire trip is calculated.
Average System Speed is calculated by dividing the total revenue miles by the total
revenue hours. In the development of bus routes, planners aim for an average speed in
the 10mph to 12mph range. This speed is considered “passenger friendly” and does
not require bus drivers to drive too fast between stops. Agencies with slower speeds
were ranked higher.
Average System Peak Headway is calculated by dividing the Directional Route Miles by
the Average System Speed and then dividing that number by the number of Vehicles
Operated in Maximum Service. The end result is the average amount of time
passengers have to wait for the next bus to come by any particular stop.
Revenue Miles per Service Area Square Mile describes the density of service over the
entire service area. In high density urban areas, this ratio will be very high. In less
dense urban areas with a lot of undeveloped land, the ratio will be low.
Revenue Miles per Capita measures the density of service in miles for the entire service
area population. This ratio is affected by the density of population in the identified
service area.
Revenue Hours per Capita measure the density of service in hours for the entire service
area population. This ratio is also affected by the density of population in the identified
service area.
Analysis
Several of the systems that rank very high in this set of categories have at least one
thing in common; each of them serves a major college or university. Although the
systems’ services stretch beyond the college campuses, the ability to serve a large
population in a somewhat confined area creates very attractive statistical profile. Six of
the top ten systems in this table serve an area with at least one college or university that
boasts an enrollment of at least 10,000 students. However, systems in Sante Fe, NM;
Rome, GA; Gary, IN; and Monroe, LA all fair well serving areas with smaller colleges
and universities.
The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill ranks number one in four of the six
categories. The low number of Directional Route Miles is indicative of a compact
service area and route structure. The high rankings are the result of serving a
population comparable to Spartanburg’s size with nearly ten times the number of
vehicles and more than eleven times the service density (measured in Revenue Miles
per Service Area Square Mile).
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SPARTA ranks in the bottom four systems in all but two of the above measures,
Average System Speed and Average System Peak Headway. The lower rankings in
the remaining four measures are the result of a relatively stagnant system and a
growing urban population. Although the Spartanburg area has continued to grow in
population and the urban core has expanded, the transit system has failed to grow with
the area. By comparison, the transit systems in Beaumont, TX and Asheville, NC serve
a comparable size community with more service than Spartanburg. If the system
continues to remain stagnant, or suffers any type of reduction of service, their ranks
across these categories will continue to decline.
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Table 10 – Outcome Measure Rankings
The following table shows each system’s rank by category and the overall rank for the
peer group systems. For this comparison, each category was weighted evenly.
Rank

Agency/Location

1

Athens Transit System/Athens, GA
Bloomington Public Transportation
Corporation/Bloomington, IN
Asheville Transit System/ Asheville, NC
Chapel Hill Transit/Chapel Hill, NC
Metropolitan Evansville Transit System/
Evansville, IN
City of Monroe Transit System/
Monroe, LA
City of Rome Transit Department/
Rome, GA
Charleston Area Regional
Transportation Authority/Charleston, SC
Charlottesville Transit Service/
Charlottesville, VA
LaCrosse Municipal Transit Utility/
LaCrosse, WI
Eau Claire Transit/Eau Claire,WI
City of Danville/Danville Mass Transit/
Danville, IL
Beaumont Municipal Transit System/
Beaumont, TX
Midland-Odessa Urban Transit
District/Odessa, TX
The Lawton Area Transit System/
Lawton, OK
Greenville Transit Authority/
Greenville, SC
Central Midlands Regional Transit
Authority/Columbia, SC
St. Joseph Transit/St. Joseph, MO
Santa Fe Trails/Sante Fe, NM
Oshkosh Transit System/Oshkosh, WI
Pueblo Transit System/Pueblo, CO
Gary Public Transportation Corporation/
Gary, IN
Macatawa Area Express Transportation
Authority/Holland, MI
Spartanburg Transit System/
Spartanburg, SC
Richland County Transit/Mansfield, OH
Brunswick Transit Alternative/
Brunswick, OH

2
3
3
5
6
7
8
9
9
11
12
12
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Cost
Efficiency

Cost
Effectiveness

Productivity

Service
Utilization

Resource
Utilization

Labor
Administration

1

2

6

5

21

1

Delivered
Service
Quality
8

10

4

2

7

22

4

2

19
16

5
1

3
1

3
4

11
26

7
12

13
1

9

10

11

16

8

2

6

12

12

10

8

10

8

7

4

3

17

5

24

18

5

7

10

14

2

14

22

9

22

19

4

9

16

10

3

18

16

9

12

5

9

14

11

8

13

17

11

15

12

5

5

16

14

13

16

19

17

15

18

10

9

4

15

1

23

23

25

3

2

18

3

20

20

21

1

13

20

13

7

12

10

25

10

24

22

8

14

1

17

25

17

15
14
19
24

24
22
13
17

25
22
6
5

19
13
20
14

5
15
20
18

6
21
19
19

11
4
15
22

25

21

20

23

2

22

9

8

25

24

26

5

14

21

21

14

8

17

22

26

23

6

17

19

23

19

24

24

26

26

26

22

4

16

26

SPARTA’s overall rank of 24th in the peer group illustrates the need for improvement in
several categories. They fared well in the Productivity category and were near the
middle of the group in the Cost Effectiveness and Service Utilization categories.
However, the system was at or near the bottom of the peer group in the remaining four
categories. The only systems with an overall lower ranking were from Mansfield, OH
and Brunswick, OH.
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3.2 SPARTA Fixed Route Evaluation
As shown in Figure 3 in the previous section, SPARTA’s current fixed route system is
primarily contained within the city limits of Spartanburg. In this section, the operating
statistics for each route are shown for easy comparison to the other routes. The
information included in these route profiles was supplied by SPARTA for FY10, July
2009 to June 2010. Data on service characteristics, ridership and productivity are
shown for each of the routes. The data is further characterized based on weekday and
Saturday service.
The productivity statistics consider the following transit industry standard categories:
Service Productivity
•
•
•

Passengers per trip
Passengers per revenue mile
Passengers per revenue hour

Economic Productivity
•
•
•

Cost per revenue mile
Cost per passenger
Cost per revenue hour

SPARTA Service Profile (Weekday only)
The SPARTA fixed route system runs from 6 a.m. to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday.
While four of the routes provide 30-minute service most of the day, the remaining four
routes have hourly service. The four 30-minute routes switch to hourly service in the
middle of the day. North Church (3) and South Church (4) loop from 10 a.m. to 2 p.m.
during the week. South Liberty (6) and Crestview (7) loop from 9 a.m. to 2 p.m. during
the week.
One observation of this preliminary route information is that several of the routes have
speeds in excess of 15 miles per hour. Average urban transit system speeds are
typically in the range of 10 to 12 miles per hour. The average speeds for several of the
routes indicate routes that may be too long for the prescribed time allotted, causing
drivers to drive faster in order to keep on schedule. This situation also leads to a higher
probability for accidents and getting the system off schedule. On the other hand,
speeds below the average range may indicate that additional stops or route mileage
could be added.
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Table 11 – SPARTA Service Profile (Weekday only)
Route 1

Route 2

Route 3

Route 4

Route 5

Route 6

Route 7

Service Characteristic

Service Hours
Frequency (min.)
Round Trips
Max. Buses Required

Route 8

Westgate

Hillcrest

N Church

S Church

SCC

S Liberty

Crestview

6:35 am5:30 pm
60
10
1

7:35 am5:25 pm
60
10
1

6:30 am5:55 pm
30
19
1

6:05 am5:55 pm
30
20
1

6:35 am5:25 pm
60
10
1

7:05 am5:55 pm
30
17
1

6:05 am5:55 pm
30
19
1

Dorman
Center
7:00 am6:00 pm
60
10
1

99
9.5
10.47

118
10
11.76

152
10
15.21

74
8.5
8.73

95
9.5
12.68

154
10
15.39

Daily Miles and Hours
Revenue Miles
145
153
Revenue Hours
10
10
Average Speed (mph)
14.49
15.33
Source: FY2010 SPARTA Monthly Reports

Note: The USC Upstate route was not running the entire year being analyzed in this report; therefore, it
was not included in this route profile analysis. The contract for this service was not renewed for FY12.

SPARTA Monthly Statistics (Weekday only)
The SPARTA fixed route system averaged just over 230 passengers per route per
weekday. The South Church (5) route has the highest average monthly ridership and is
one of the most productive routes in the system. Due to the agency’s reporting system,
some of the ridership numbers for North Church (3) and South Church (4) routes are
intermingled.
The accounting problem occurs during the midday change in routing. Some of the
ridership shown for South Church (4) is actually ridership that should be credited to
North Church (3). In reality, the ridership for South Church (4) should be slightly less
than is shown in the table and the ridership for North Church (3) should be slightly
higher. The only productivity number that is affected by the system’s reporting is the
Cost per Passenger. The Cost per Passenger for South Church (4) would be slightly
higher and the North Church (3) cost would be lower. The revenue miles and hours
have been adjusted to account for the actual service along each of the routes. The
same accounting issue applies to South Liberty (6) and Crestview (7), with South
Liberty (6) exhibiting artificially higher ridership figures than in reality.
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Table 12 – SPARTA Monthly Statistics (Weekday only)
Route 1

Route 2

Route 3

Route 4

Route 5

Route 6

Route 7

Service Characteristic
Ridership
Operating Cost
Service Productivity
Pass. per Trip
Pass. per Rev. Mile
Pass. per Rev. Hour

Route 8

Westgate

Hillcrest

N Church

S Church

SCC

S Liberty

Crestview

5057
$13,352

4686
$13,381

5081
$13,049

6030
$13,745

4361
$13,402

5169
$11,307

4293
$12,637

Dorman
Center
4428
$13,376

24.08

27.89

12.73

14.36

20.77

14.48

10.76

21.08

1.66
23.99

1.46
22.18

2.43
24.66

2.44
27.79

1.37
20.61

3.32
28.96

1.70
21.52

1.37
20.97

$6.25
$2.57

$5.57
$2.28

$4.20
$3.07

$7.26
$2.19

$4.99
$2.94

$4.14
$3.02

Economic Productivity
$4.39
$4.16
Cost per Rev. Mile
$2.64
$2.86
Cost per Pass.
Source: FY2010 SPARTA Monthly Reports

SPARTA Service Profile (Saturday only)
On Saturdays, the seven of the eight SPARTA fixed routes run from approximately 10
a.m. to 6 p.m. The Dorman Center (8) route does not run on Saturday. For the first two
hours on Saturday, the Westgate (1) route diverges from its normal routine to serve
some of the area that is normally covered by the Dorman Center (8) route. Other
changes in the Saturday service include the route combinations. As shown in the table
below, routes 2 through 7 are paired for the Saturday service, doubling the weekday
headway on these routes.
Table 13 – SPARTA Service Profile (Saturday only)
Route 1
Service Characteristic
Westgate
Service Hours
Frequency (min.)
Round Trips
Max. Buses Required

10:35 am5:30 pm
60
7
1

Daily Miles and Hours
Revenue Miles
100
Revenue Hours
7
Average Speed (mph)
14.29
Source: FY2010 SPARTA Monthly Reports

Routes 2/5

Routes 3/4

Routes 6/7

Hillcrest/
SCC
10:30 am5:30 pm
120
3.5
1

N Church/
S Church
10:05 am5:55 pm
60
8
1

S Liberty/
Crestview
10:05 am5:55 pm
60
7
1

114
7
16.29

83
8
11.86

82
8
11.71

The routes that had particularly high average speeds during the week continue to have
the same issues on Saturday. The 30-minute service routes seem to balance each
other out for a better average speed.
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SPARTA Monthly Statistics (Saturday only)
Demand for transit service on Saturday is proportional to the weekday demand, based
on the service hours. The ridership on Saturday averages nearly 175 passengers per
route. The Westgate (1) route, even with the varying routing in the morning runs, has
the highest ridership for Saturday service. The combined routes of Hillcrest (2) and
Spartanburg Community College (5) have very low ridership numbers for Saturday
service. One potential reason for such low ridership on these combined routes is the
lack of activity at Spartanburg Community College on the weekend.
Table 14 – SPARTA Monthly Statistics (Saturday only)
Route 1

Routes 2/5

Routes 3/4

Routes 6/7

917
$1,947

Hillcrest/
SCC
465
$2,064

N Church/
S Church
736
$2,090

S Liberty/
Crestview
881
$2,090

29.60

14.10

11.15

13.35

2.16
29.60

0.96
14.10

2.10
22.30

2.54
26.71

$4.27
$4.44

$5.96
$2.84

$6.02
$2.37

Service Characteristic
Westgate
Ridership
Operating Cost (2)
Service Productivity
Pass. per Trip
Pass. per Rev. Mile
Pass. per Rev. Hour

Economic Productivity
$4.56
Cost per Rev. Mile
$2.11
Cost per Pass.
Source: FY2010 SPARTA Monthly Reports

The lower ridership numbers for the combined Hillcrest (2) and Spartanburg Community
College (5) routes result in a cost per passenger that is nearly double all of the other
Saturday routes. The other three routes have comparable cost per passenger numbers
to the weekday service.
Conclusion
The current SPARTA fixed route system is limited to basic public transportation service.
The one-hour service on half the routes is only attractive to truly transit-dependent
residents. Typically, once they can find an alternative means of transportation, the
public transit system becomes less attractive. Although the system is limited in size and
hours of service, the service provided is run efficiently and produces a respectable
quantity of service for the compact service area.
The charts on the next page show the performance of each of the routes based on
passengers per revenue hour and revenue mile for FY2010. Three of the routes fall
below the system average for both categories. The Hillcrest (2), Spartanburg
Community College (5) and Dorman Center (8) routes perform below the other routes in
the system. Based on the major attractions along each of these routes, the
underperforming results are surprising. Each of these routes seems to have a decent
mix of residential and commercial development to attract riders. The Hillcrest (2) and
Dorman Center (8) routes both have Walmart as a major attraction along their routes.
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In smaller systems, that one attraction is typically a major factor in the success of a
route.
The Spartanburg Community College (5) route serves two colleges along its current
path. One reason for lower numbers along this route could be the seasonal nature of its
major attractions. When colleges are on hia
hiatus
tus or the number of classes is reduced, the
ridership for this route is greatly affected.
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One final point to discuss on the current SPARTA system is the on
on-time
time performance of
the system. Each hour, the routes come together at the downtown transfer center to
allow passengers to change buses, if necessary. The schedules for each route are
designed
gned so that all of the buses arrive at the transfer center at approximately the same
time to cut down on the amount of time that passengers have to wait to transfer to
another bus. The transfers should occur in the matter of just a few minutes when all the
t
buses are at the transfer center. With all of the routes dependent on one another for
their on-time
time performance, it only takes one problem throughout the system to affect all
of the other routes.
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3.3 TSB Peer Review
Since demand response service is different than fixed route service, the same process
for peer comparison for the SPARTA fixed route system could not be used in this
comparison of the TSB service. There are fewer purely demand response systems in
the country than fixed route providers. Therefore, the variances in population, service
area and population density are much greater than in the previous comparison.
Twenty-two other demand response systems were selected for this comparison.
Level 1 – TSB Trend Analysis
The statistics shown in Table 15 outline the major categories of operating statistics for
the ten year period from 2000 to 2009. This data was taken from the self-reported
information in the TSB NTD reports. The definitions outlined in the preceding section
should be referenced for the terminology used in this section.
Table 15 – TSB Operating Statistics 2000 to 2009
Performance
Measure
VOMS
Revenue Hours
(000’s)
Revenue Miles
(millions)
Operating Budget*
(millions)
Ridership (000’s)
Passenger Miles
(millions)

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

28

26

26

27

27

36

37

35

41

41

45.2

48.4

50.0

48.5

50.9

56.3

119.4

102.8

107.4

79.6

0.65

0.69

0.71

0.69

0.74

1.01

1.72

1.49

1.57

1.16

$1.06

$1.27

$1.36

$1.49

$1.59

$1.76

$1.98

$1.99

$2.33

$2.39

139.6

140.1

160.2

154.7

158.7

169.5

243.7

214.8

219.7

157.7

1.86

2.16

2.38

2.31

2.46

2.51

3.62

3.14

3.24

2.06

Source: 2000 – 2009 NTD Reports
*Operating budget total includes operating costs and administration costs only (vehicle and non-vehicle
maintenance are not included)

In contrast to the SPARTA fixed route system, the TSB demand response system has
seen increases across all of the performance measures and, in some cases, dramatic
increases. The number of vehicles in peak service increased nearly 50% over the ten
year review period, showing a steady increase in service during the period. The
increase in the number of vehicles utilized is consistent with the more than 75%
increases in both revenue hours and miles for the system. In 2006, each of these
measures peaked with nearly triple the amount of hours and miles performed in 2000.
That same year, the ridership numbers peaked as well. Overall, the ridership has
shown modest changes year-to-year, with the exception of the nearly 50% increase
from 2005 to 2006.
While increases in the service provided and the number of patrons utilizing the service
are positive trends, the effect on the system’s budget should not go unnoticed. During
the ten year review period, TSB’s operating budget (excluding maintenance) has more
than doubled. Nearly 90% of the operating budget increase was for the service’s “on
the road” operations. The administration costs over the same period was slightly more
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than double than ten years earlier and represented just over 11% of the total budget in
2009.
Level 2 – Peer Comparison
Due to the slightly more limited pool of peer agencies that are strictly demand response
transit agencies, the parameters for identifying peer agencies were loosened in order to
find a larger pool of agencies to compare to TSB. Table 16 outlines the agencies used
in this peer comparison.
Table 16 – Transit Agency Characteristics

Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Agency/Location
Northwest Alabama Council of Local Governments,
Muscle Shoals, AL
JAUNT, Inc., Charlottesville, VA
Tri-County Community Council, Inc., Bonifay, FL
Knoxville-Knox County Community Action
Committee, Knoxville, TN
Spartanburg County Transportation Services,
Spartanburg, SC
Morgan County Area Transportation System,
Decatur, AL
City of Riverside Special Transportation,
Riverside, CA
City of Grand Haven Harbor Transit,
Grand Haven, MI
Wiregrass Transit Authority, Dothan, AL
Livingston Essential Transportation Service,
Howell, MI
Transportation Resources Intra-County for
Physically Handicapped and Senior Citizens,
Pomona, NY
Opportunity Enterprises, Inc., Valparaiso, IN
Clinton Area Transit System, St. Johns, MI
Lee-Russell Council of Governments, Opelika, AL
City of Grand Prairie Transportation Services
Department, Grand Prairie, TX
City of Mesquite, Mesquite, TX
Peoria Transit, Peoria, AZ
Town of Monroe Dial-A-Bus, Monroe, NY
Surprise Dial-A-Ride Transit System, Surprise, AZ
North Township of Lake County Dial-A-Ride,
Hammond, IN
Town of Highlands Dial-A-Bus, Highland Falls, NY
Northwest Indiana Community Action Corporation,
Crown Point, IN

Service
Area
(sq mi)

Service
Area
Population

Population
Density
(pop/sq mi)

VOMS

Unlinked
Passenger
Trips

Total
Operating
Budget

186

81,360

437

54

355,680

$1,186,037

37
79

81,449
132,400

2,201
1,676

59
35

294,157
184,574

$4,997,569
$1,427,460

239

331,989

1,389

45

178,189

$2,679,867

811

264,230

326

41

157,734

$3,045,025

574

111,064

194

28

155,541

$887,023

80

316,154

3,952

24

151,015

$2,906,839

11

16,722

1,520

11

129,982

$1,430,811

600

90,000

150

15

115,749

$1,464,324

586

187,000

319

20

107,867

$2,162,691

176

286,753

1,629

23

78,200

$2,912,564

590
576
609

160,105
74,753
115,092

271
130
189

15
18
14

69,266
61,441
55,056

$554,398
$1,259,374
$1,075,266

80

166,000

2,075

8

40,915

$564,985

41
175
24
94

131,000
150,000
31,407
125,000

3,195
857
1,309
1,330

12
10
5
7

40,239
38,978
28,955
19,336

$717,433
$1,166,371
$426,034
$644,740

55

165,656

3,012

4

10,613

$240,190

36

13,000

361

1

3,294

$76,433

919

848,604

923

19

2,485

$125,526

Source: 2000 – 2009 NTD Reports
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The TSB service area of Spartanburg County has the fifth largest total population and
the second largest land area of the peer group. However, its density is ranked 16th in
the peer group. The continued suburban sprawl in Spartanburg County creates a very
inefficient model for county-wide demand response transportation. Vehicles have to
travel longer distances in order to meet the population’s demands.
Unlike fixed route systems, the number of vehicles utilized in the maximum service does
not necessarily correspond with the service area or total population. For example, the
agency with the largest population and service area, Northwest Indiana Community
Action, is ranked 10th in the number of vehicles utilized in maximum service. The
number of vehicles in a demand response service is based on the identified and
quantified demand for public transportation services. A couple of the agencies with a
large fleet are located near major universities (City of Riverside Special Transportation,
Jaunt, Inc. and Knoxville-Knox County Community Action Committee), increasing the
likelihood of a high demand for public transportation.
The same measures analyzed in the SPARTA peer review will be used to compare
TSB’s service and performance to other demand response systems across the country.
Some of the specific factors discussed in the earlier fixed route peer review do not apply
to demand response systems and have been eliminated in the following discussion.

Section 3 – Ridership and System Performance Assessments

Page | 50

Spartanburg Transit Vision and Master Plan

Table 17 – Cost Efficiency Measures
Cost efficiency measures are some of the more common measures used by virtually all
transit agencies to evaluate how efficiently the service is being provided. However, they
do not evaluate the effectiveness of the service being provided nor do they measure the
system’s ability to meet the needs of its patrons.

Rank

Agency/Location

1
2
3
4
4
6
7
8
9

Morgan County Area Transportation System, Decatur, AL
Opportunity Enterprises, Inc., Valparaiso, IN
Northwest Alabama Council of Local Governments, Muscle Shoals, AL
Tri-County Community Council, Inc., Bonifay, FL
Knoxville-Knox County Community Action Committee, Knoxville, TN
City of Mesquite, Mesquite, TX
Clinton Area Transit System, St. Johns, MI
Spartanburg County Transportation Services, Spartanburg, SC
Wiregrass Transit Authority, Dothan, AL
City of Grand Prairie Transportation Services Department, Grand
Prairie, TX
JAUNT, Inc., Charlottesville, VA
Lee-Russell Council of Governments, Opelika, AL
North Township of Lake County Dial-A-Ride, Hammond, IN
Town of Monroe Dial-A-Bus, Monroe, NY
Northwest Indiana Community Action Corporation, Crown Point, IN
Livingston Essential Transportation Service, Howell, MI
Town of Highlands Dial-A-Bus, Highland Falls, NY
City of Riverside Special Transportation, Riverside, CA
Peoria Transit, Peoria, AZ
City of Grand Haven Harbor Transit, Grand Haven, MI
Transportation Resources Intra-County for Physically Handicapped and
Senior Citizens, Pomona, NY
Surprise Dial-A-Ride Transit System, Surprise, AZ

10
11
12
13
13
15
16
17
18
19
19
21
22

Operating Cost
per Revenue
Hour

Operating Cost
per Revenue
Mile

$23.26
$26.72
$25.68
$43.89
$40.99
$32.61
$43.43
$38.27
$31.66

$1.86
$1.78
$2.21
$2.17
$2.21
$2.58
$2.55
$2.62
$2.98

Operating Cost
per Peak
Vehicle in
Service
$31,679.39
$36,959.87
$21,963.65
$40,784.57
$59,552.60
$59,786.08
$69,965.22
$74,268.90
$97,621.60

$45.40

$4.25

$70,623.13

$47.38
$52.82
$51.48
$49.36
$83.57
$67.76
$73.92
$71.20
$74.25
$57.04

$3.22
$3.70
$6.61
$4.31
$5.64
$3.42
$8.75
$5.07
$5.37
$5.43

$84,704.56
$76,804.71
$60,047.50
$85,206.80
$6,606.63
$108,134.55
$76,433.00
$121,118.29
$116,637.10
$130,073.73

$81.27

$4.46

$126,633.22

$81.43

$8.06

$92,105.71

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Each of the top agencies in this measure has at least one thing in common. Each of
these agencies rank higher in the amount of service provided (in Revenue Miles and
Hours) than in their total operating budget. For example, the budget for MCATS in
Decatur, AL ranks 14th in the peer group, but the amount of service they provide ranks
11th (Revenue Miles) and 7th (Revenue Hours) in the peer group.
TSB ranks in the top third of the peer group for overall cost efficiency measures. TSB’s
best ranking is in the Operating Cost per Revenue Hour measure. They rank 6th in that
category. TSB’s budget ranks as number two in the peer group, while the amount of
service they provide ranks 3rd (Revenue Miles) and 2nd (Revenue Hours). TSB’s budget
is affected by the highest Vehicle Maintenance costs in the peer group and the 3rd
highest Vehicle Operations (drivers’ salaries, benefits, fuel, etc.) costs.
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Table 18 – Cost Effectiveness Measures
The Cost Effectiveness Measures shown are used to compare the cost of providing
service to the actual use of the service. As with the Cost Efficiency Measures, these
measures are common among most transit providers. The Subsidy per Boarding
category is a category that is not used by all agencies. This category measures the
difference in the cost of providing a single trip and the average fare paid by the
consumer. The resulting amount must be paid for through other revenue sources (i.e.,
advertising, rentals, local subsidy, etc.).
Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
6
8
9
9
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
20
22

Agency/Location
Northwest Alabama Council of Local Governments, Muscle
Shoals, AL
Opportunity Enterprises, Inc., Valparaiso, IN
Morgan County Area Transportation System, Decatur, AL
Tri-County Community Council, Inc., Bonifay, FL
Wiregrass Transit Authority, Dothan, AL
Knoxville-Knox County Community Action Committee, Knoxville,
TN
City of Grand Prairie Transportation Services Department,
Grand Prairie, TX
Spartanburg County Transportation Services, Spartanburg, SC
City of Grand Haven Harbor Transit, Grand Haven, MI
JAUNT, Inc., Charlottesville, VA
City of Mesquite, Mesquite, TX
Town of Monroe Dial-A-Bus, Monroe, NY
Livingston Essential Transportation Service, Howell, MI
Lee-Russell Council of Governments, Opelika, AL
Clinton Area Transit System, St. Johns, MI
City of Riverside Special Transportation, Riverside, CA
North Township of Lake County Dial-A-Ride, Hammond, IN
Town of Highlands Dial-A-Bus, Highland Falls, NY
Peoria Transit, Peoria, AZ
Northwest Indiana Community Action Corporation,
Crown Point, IN
Transportation Resources Intra-County for Physically
Handicapped and Senior Citizens, Pomona, NY
Surprise Dial-A-Ride Transit System, Surprise, AZ

Average
Fare

Operating
Cost per
Boarding

Operating Cost
per Passenger
Mile

Farebox
Recovery
Ratio

Subsidy
per
Boarding

$0.15

$3.33

$1.09

4.40%

$3.19

$0.97
$0.80
$5.74
$0.66

$8.00
$5.70
$7.73
$12.65

$0.59
$1.95
$2.25
$3.15

12.20%
14.00%
74.20%
5.20%

$7.03
$4.90
$1.99
$11.99

$0.07

$15.04

$1.32

0.50%

$14.97

$0.06

$13.81

$1.74

0.50%

$13.75

$6.65
$0.82
$3.01
$0.69
$0.68
$2.13
$5.95
$2.50
$2.22
$0.00
$0.60
$0.98

$19.30
$11.01
$16.99
$17.83
$14.71
$20.05
$19.53
$20.50
$19.25
$22.63
$23.20
$29.92

$1.47
$5.24
$1.64
$1.62
$4.61
$1.43
$3.70
$2.55
$5.13
$3.49
$4.88
$5.95

34.40%
7.50%
17.70%
3.90%
4.60%
10.60%
30.40%
12.20%
11.60%
0.00%
2.60%
3.30%

$12.66
$10.18
$13.98
$17.14
$14.04
$17.92
$13.58
$17.99
$17.02
$22.63
$22.60
$28.94

$1.31

$50.51

$2.68

2.60%

$49.20

$1.07

$37.25

$4.23

2.90%

$36.17

$1.01

$33.34

$6.10

3.00%

$32.33

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Due to the impact of the operating costs in this category, similar to Cost Efficiency, the
same four agencies from the previous table top this chart as well. TSB continues to
rank in the top third of the peer group for a second straight measure. However, TSB
has the highest Average Fare of the 22 agencies and ranks in the middle of the group
for the Operating Cost per Boarding measure. There are only four agencies with an
Average Fare of more than $3.00. The JAUNT, Inc. is just over that threshold at $3.01.
The other three agencies, including TSB, range from $5.74 to $6.65. Due to their high
fares, these three agencies also rank in the top of the group for farebox recovery. TSB
ranks 2nd in that category.
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Table 19 – Productivity Measures
Productivity Measures assess the number of passengers that are served per unit of
service (i.e., hours, miles, vehicles). Just like in fixed route systems, these measures
can be affected by several factors.
Rank
1
2
3
4
4
4
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Agency/Location

Boardings
per Revenue
Hour

Boardings
per Revenue
Mile

Boardings per
Vehicle Operated in
Maximum Service

7.70

0.66

6,587

5.18
4.08
3.70
5.68
3.35

0.49
0.33
0.26
0.28
0.29

11,817
5,555
6,292
5,274
5,791

3.29

0.31

5,114

2.50
3.38
3.34
3.19
2.79
2.70

0.24
0.17
0.22
0.38
0.19
0.19

7,717
5,393
4,618
3,294
4,986
3,933

2.73

0.15

3,960

2.48
2.27
2.44
1.98
2.12

0.18
0.29
0.24
0.14
0.12

3,898
2,653
2,762
3,847
3,413

2.18

0.12

3,400

1.83

0.14

3,353

1.65

0.11

131

Northwest Alabama Council of Local Governments,
Muscle Shoals, AL
City of Grand Haven Harbor Transit, Grand Haven, MI
Morgan County Area Transportation System, Decatur, AL
City of Riverside Special Transportation, Riverside, CA
Tri-County Community Council, Inc., Bonifay, FL
Town of Monroe Dial-A-Bus, Monroe, NY
City of Grand Prairie Transportation Services Department,
Grand Prairie, TX
Wiregrass Transit Authority, Dothan, AL
Livingston Essential Transportation Service, Howell, MI
Opportunity Enterprises, Inc., Valparaiso, IN
Town of Highlands Dial-A-Bus, Highland Falls, NY
JAUNT, Inc., Charlottesville, VA
Lee-Russell Council of Governments, Opelika, AL
Knoxville-Knox County Community Action Committee,
Knoxville, TN
Peoria Transit, Peoria, AZ
North Township of Lake County Dial-A-Ride, Hammond, IN
Surprise Dial-A-Ride Transit System, Surprise, AZ
Spartanburg County Transportation Services, Spartanburg, SC
Clinton Area Transit System, St. Johns, MI
Transportation Resources Intra-County for Physically
Handicapped and Senior Citizens, Pomona, NY
City of Mesquite, Mesquite, TX
Northwest Indiana Community Action Corporation,
Crown Point, IN
Source: 2009 NTD Reports

One of the factors that seem to have the biggest effect on the Productivity of these
demand response systems is the Average Trip Length. Although this factor is
discussed under the Service Utilization measures, it has a dramatic effect on a system’s
Productivity. The systems at the top of this chart all have relatively short trip lengths, as
shown in the next table.
TSB ranks near the bottom in all three of the Productivity Measures, which is consistent
with a system with a very high Average Trip Length. The average Boardings per
Revenue Hour for the peer group is 3.21, while TSB is averaging just less than two
boardings per revenue hour. The group’s average Boardings per Revenue Mile also
are nearly double TSB’s productivity. The size of the service area and the current
service model add to TSB’s lower Productivity.
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Table 20 – Service Utilization Measures
Reviewing how the provided service is used by passengers is the goal of Service
Utilization Measures. The Average Trip Length is derived by dividing the total Annual
Passenger Miles by the total Annual Boardings.
Rank

Agency/Location

1
2

JAUNT, Inc., Charlottesville, VA
Spartanburg County Transportation Services, Spartanburg, SC
Knoxville-Knox County Community Action Committee, Knoxville,
TN
Livingston Essential Transportation Service, Howell, MI
Opportunity Enterprises, Inc., Valparaiso, IN
Northwest Alabama Council of Local Governments, Muscle
Shoals, AL
Transportation Resources Intra-County for Physically
Handicapped and Senior Citizens, Pomona, NY
Tri-County Community Council, Inc., Bonifay, FL
Clinton Area Transit System, St. Johns, MI
City of Riverside Special Transportation, Riverside, CA
City of Mesquite, Mesquite, TX
Wiregrass Transit Authority, Dothan, AL
Morgan County Area Transportation System, Decatur, AL
City of Grand Prairie Transportation Services Department, Grand
Prairie, TX
Lee-Russell Council of Governments, Opelika, AL
Northwest Indiana Community Action Corporation, Crown Point,
IN
City of Grand Haven Harbor Transit, Grand Haven, MI
Peoria Transit, Peoria, AZ
Surprise Dial-A-Ride Transit System, Surprise, AZ
North Township of Lake County Dial-A-Ride, Hammond, IN
Town of Monroe Dial-A-Bus, Monroe, NY
Town of Highlands Dial-A-Bus, Highland Falls, NY

3
4
5
6
6
8
9
10
11
12
13
13
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Annual
Boardings

Average Trip Length
(miles)

294,157
157,734

Annual
Passenger
Miles
3,041,567
2,066,438

178,189

2,035,049

11.42

107,867
69,266

1,510,122
935,091

14.00
13.50

355,680

1,091,740

3.07

78,200

688,160

8.80

184,574
61,441
151,015
40,239
115,749
155,541

634,764
493,371
567,178
441,839
465,323
455,086

3.44
8.03
3.76
10.98
4.02
2.93

40,915

324,500

7.93

55,056

290,821

5.28

2,485

46,797

18.83

129,982
38,978
19,336
10,613
28,955
3,294

272,962
195,910
105,614
68,781
92,494
15,662

2.10
5.03
5.46
6.48
3.19
4.75

10.34
13.10

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Most of the systems at the top of this list rank very high in the number of Vehicles
Operated in Maximum Service (VOMS). However, two of the systems (Howell, MI and
Valparaiso, IN) rank in the middle of the peer group based on VOMS. Valparaiso
seems to get the most out of their service, especially considering that they have the fifth
lowest Total Operating Budget in the group.
TSB ranks very high in all three of these measures. For the overall category of Service
Utilization Measures, TSB ranks second only trailing Jaunt, Inc. out of Charlottesville,
VA. One of the factors that benefits TSB on this table is the Average Trip Length.
Combined with one of the highest Annual Boardings in the group, TSB has the second
highest Annual Passenger Miles. One of the facts that came to light during discussions
with TSB officials was the lack of general public ridership. More than 95% of TSB’s
ridership is the result of contracts with health and human service agencies.
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Table 21 – Resource Utilization Measures
Vehicle fuel efficiency and vehicle utilization characterize the pertinent Resource
Utilization Measures. The first measure, Vehicle Miles per Gallon of Fuel Consumed,
depends on a lot of factors, including service area terrain, age of vehicles, length of trip,
etc. The Revenue Hours and Revenue Miles per Vehicle Operated in Peak Service
identify the day-to-day utilization of the equipment.
Rank

1
2
3
3
5
5
7
7
9
10
11
12
12
14
15
16
17
17
19
20
21
22

Agency/Location

Livingston Essential Transportation Service, Howell, MI
City of Mesquite, Mesquite, TX
Clinton Area Transit System, St. Johns, MI
Transportation Resources Intra-County for Physically
Handicapped and Senior Citizens, Pomona, NY
Wiregrass Transit Authority, Dothan, AL
City of Grand Haven Harbor Transit, Grand Haven, MI
Town of Monroe Dial-A-Bus, Monroe, NY
Spartanburg County Transportation Services, Spartanburg, SC
JAUNT, Inc., Charlottesville, VA
Peoria Transit, Peoria, AZ
Knoxville-Knox County Community Action Committee,
Knoxville, TN
Morgan County Area Transportation System, Decatur, AL
City of Riverside Special Transportation, Riverside, CA
Opportunity Enterprises, Inc., Valparaiso, IN
Lee-Russell Council of Governments, Opelika, AL
City of Grand Prairie Transportation Services Department,
Grand Prairie, TX
Surprise Dial-A-Ride Transit System, Surprise, AZ
Town of Highlands Dial-A-Bus, Highland Falls, NY
Northwest Alabama Council of Local Governments,
Muscle Shoals, AL
Tri-County Community Council, Inc., Bonifay, FL
North Township of Lake County Dial-A-Ride, Hammond, IN
Northwest Indiana Community Action Corporation,
Crown Point, IN

Vehicle Miles
per Gallon of
Fuel
Consumed
10.74
15.95
9.77

Revenue
Hours per
Vehicle
Operated in
Peak Service
1,596
1,833
1,611

Revenue Miles per
Vehicle Operated in
Peak Service
31,577
23,142
27,470

9.94

1,558

28,362

6.56
8.42
9.24
6.55
7.43
8.18

3,083
2,280
1,726
1,941
1,788
1,571

32,706
23,933
19,778
28,356
26,294
21,720

7.87

1,453

26,958

8.91
4.79
7.55
6.55

1,362
1,701
1,383
1,454

17,035
23,885
20,764
20,773

7.39

1,556

16,625

8.01
8.66

1,131
1,034

11,427
8,738

8.17

855

9,935

6.47
5.96

929
1,167

18,813
9,088

4.94

79

1,171

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Of the systems that rank high in this measure, only Pomona, NY has more than 20
vehicles utilized in their peak service. Smaller fleets, combined with more transit
vehicle-friendly terrain, proved to be a winning mixture in Resource Utilization
Measures. The only system in the peer group to utilize an alternative fuel (Riverside,
CA - CNG) fared the worst in the group in fuel efficiency.
Overall, TSB ranks in the top third of the group. However, the one measure that TSB
does not excel in is the fuel efficiency. TSB ranks 18th in the peer group for fuel
efficiency. Several of the factors identified above seem to contribute to the lack of fuel
efficiency for TSB.
Section 3 – Ridership and System Performance Assessments

Page | 55

Spartanburg Transit Vision and Master Plan

Table 22 – Labor Administration Measures
Labor Administration Measures are somewhat limited due to inconsistencies in reporting
and the limited amount of data available for most systems. In general, these measures
compare the proportions between system functions (i.e., Operations, Administration,
Vehicle Maintenance and Non-Vehicle Maintenance).

ID

1
2
3
4
5
6
6
8
9
9
11
11
11
11
15
16
17
18
19
19
21
22

Agency/Location

Knoxville-Knox County Community Action Committee, Knoxville, TN
Wiregrass Transit Authority, Dothan, AL
Morgan County Area Transportation System, Decatur, AL
City of Mesquite, Mesquite, TX
City of Grand Prairie Transportation Services Department, Grand Prairie, TX
Opportunity Enterprises, Inc., Valparaiso, IN
Spartanburg County Transportation Services, Spartanburg, SC
Lee-Russell Council of Governments, Opelika, AL
Tri-County Community Council, Inc., Bonifay, FL
City of Grand Haven Harbor Transit, Grand Haven, MI
Northwest Alabama Council of Local Governments, Muscle Shoals, AL
Surprise Dial-A-Ride Transit System, Surprise, AZ
Town of Highlands Dial-A-Bus, Highland Falls, NY
Town of Monroe Dial-A-Bus, Monroe, NY
Livingston Essential Transportation Service, Howell, MI
JAUNT, Inc., Charlottesville, VA
Clinton Area Transit System, St. Johns, MI
Transportation Resources Intra-County for Physically Handicapped and Senior
Citizens, Pomona, NY
City of Riverside Special Transportation, Riverside, CA
North Township of Lake County Dial-A-Ride, Hammond, IN
Northwest Indiana Community Action Corporation, Crown Point, IN
Peoria Transit, Peoria, AZ

Cost of
Administration
Staff versus
Operating
Costs
5.70%
13.48%
16.88%
14.81%
15.76%
18.91%
16.99%
18.61%
27.21%
24.04%
42.72%
20.99%
22.89%
28.97%
28.32%
35.06%
43.09%

Admin Cost
per Revenue
Hour of
Service

42.58%

$23.13

45.08%
45.55%
66.84%
89.46%

$20.05
$14.71
$30.50
$31.88

$2.12
$3.12
$3.10
$3.63
$5.78
$3.58
$4.36
$6.21
$8.07
$9.82
$7.12
$13.60
$13.12
$10.09
$12.48
$11.51
$10.63

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Performing well in this category is not based on any of the service area characteristics
or the size of an agency’s fleet, but it is based on a desire to deliver as much service as
financially capable. Although some overhead and administrative costs must exist in the
performance of transit operations, minimizing those costs directly affects the amount of
service an agency can provide.
TSB performance in this area is commendable. They rank near the top in this category
for the peer group. This type of efficiency was the basis for the establishment of the
coordinated health and human service transportation system more than 20 years ago.
Another factor that enables TSB to continue to maintain a low overhead is the use of the
hospital-owned property that serves as their operations and maintenance center.
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Table 23 – Delivered Service Quality Measures
The Delivered Service Quality Measures describe the service delivered, which are
normalized by the service area size or population. This category can be somewhat
deceiving based on the data. For example, the data is normalized based on the service
area size and population. A basic assumption would be that all of the service provided
occurs within that service area. On the contrary, some of the service is provided
outside of the defined service area. TSB’s service area is Spartanburg County.
However, a sizable portion of their revenue miles and hours are accrued outside of the
Spartanburg County boundary. While serving Spartanburg residents, TSB takes them
as far as Charleston and other locations that increase the revenue miles and hours
served.
Rank
1
2
3
4
5
6
6
8
8
10
11
12
12
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

Agency/Location
JAUNT, Inc., Charlottesville, VA
City of Grand Haven Harbor Transit, Grand Haven, MI
Northwest Alabama Council of Local Governments,
Muscle Shoals, AL
Tri-County Community Council, Inc., Bonifay, FL
Clinton Area Transit System, St. Johns, MI
Knoxville-Knox County Community Action Committee,
Knoxville, TN
Spartanburg County Transportation Services, Spartanburg, SC
Wiregrass Transit Authority, Dothan, AL
Town of Monroe Dial-A-Bus, Monroe, NY
Morgan County Area Transportation System, Decatur, AL
City of Mesquite, Mesquite, TX
City of Riverside Special Transportation, Riverside, CA
Livingston Essential Transportation Service, Howell, MI
Transportation Resources Intra-County for Physically
Handicapped and Senior Citizens, Pomona, NY
Lee-Russell Council of Governments, Opelika, AL
Peoria Transit, Peoria, AZ
City of Grand Prairie Transportation Services Department,
Grand Prairie, TX
Opportunity Enterprises, Inc., Valparaiso, IN
Surprise Dial-A-Ride Transit System, Surprise, AZ
Town of Highlands Dial-A-Bus, Highland Falls, NY
North Township of Lake County Dial-A-Ride, Hammond, IN
Northwest Indiana Community Action Corporation,
Crown Point, IN

Revenue Miles
per Service Area
Square Mile
41,929
23,933

Revenue Miles
per Capita

Revenue Hours
per Capita

19.05
15.74

1.295
1.500

2,884

6.59

0.568

8,335
858

4.97
6.61

0.246
0.388

5,076

3.65

0.197

1,434
818
4,120
831
6,773
7,166
1,078

4.40
5.45
3.15
4.29
2.12
1.81
3.38

0.301
0.514
0.275
0.343
0.168
0.129
0.171

3,706

2.27

0.125

478
1,241

2.53
1.45

0.177
0.105

1,663

0.80

0.075

528
851
243
661

1.95
0.64
0.67
0.22

0.130
0.063
0.080
0.028

24

0.03

0.002

Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Without performing an in-depth study of each of the other demand response systems in
the peer group in this study, it will be difficult to determine whether the amount of
service provided outside of Spartanburg County is excessive or routine for this type of
service. Overall, TSB was ranked 6th in this category.
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Table 24 – Outcome Measure Rankings
The following table shows each system’s rank by category and the overall rank for the
peer group systems.
Rank
1
2
2
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
12
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
20
22

Agency/Location
Northwest Alabama Council of Local
Governments, Muscle Shoals, AL
Morgan County Area Transportation System,
Decatur, AL
Knoxville-Knox County Community Action
Committee, Knoxville, TN
Wiregrass Transit Authority, Dothan, AL
Tri-County Community Council, Inc.,
Bonifay, FL
Spartanburg County Transportation Services,
Spartanburg, SC
Opportunity Enterprises, Inc., Valparaiso, IN
City of Grand Haven Harbor Transit,
Grand Haven, MI
JAUNT, Inc., Charlottesville, VA
City of Mesquite, Mesquite, TX
Livingston Essential Transportation Service,
Howell, MI
Clinton Area Transit System, St. Johns, MI
City of Grand Prairie Transportation Services
Department, Grand Prairie, TX
Town of Monroe Dial-A-Bus, Monroe, NY
City of Riverside Special Transportation,
Riverside, CA
Lee-Russell Council of Governments,
Opelika, AL
Transportation Resources Intra-County for
Physically Handicapped and Senior Citizens,
Pomona, NY
Town of Highlands Dial-A-Bus,
Highland Falls, NY
Peoria Transit, Peoria, AZ
Surprise Dial-A-Ride Transit System,
Surprise, AZ
North Township of Lake County Dial-A-Ride,
Hammond, IN
Northwest Indiana Community Action
Corporation, Crown Point, IN

Cost
Efficiency

Cost
Effectiveness

Productivity

Service
Utilization

Resource
Utilization

Labor
Admin.

Delivered
Service
Quality

3

1

1

6

19

11

3

1

3

3

13

12

3

10

4

6

14

3

11

1

6

9

5

8

12

5

2

8

4

4

4

8

20

9

4

8

8

18

2

7

6

6

2

2

10

5

14

6

18

19

9

2

17

5

9

2

11
6

9
11

12
21

1
11

9
2

16
4

1
11

16

13

9

4

1

15

12

7

15

19

9

3

17

5

10

6

7

13

16

5

17

13

12

4

21

7

11

8

18

16

4

10

12

19

12

12

14

13

15

15

8

15

21

20

20

6

3

18

14

17

18

11

22

17

11

20

19

19

15

18

10

22

16

22

22

17

19

17

11

19

13

17

16

20

21

19

21

15

20

22

16

22

21

22

TSB’s overall ranking of 6th out of the 22 demand response systems in the peer group is
outstanding. However, there is always room for improvement, especially when dealing
with public funding. The one category that stands out is the Productivity. The
recommendations outline later in this report will focus on TSB getting more ridership for
their service, while maintaining low overhead and customer-friendly service. The
systems that finished ahead of TSB in the overall rankings should be considered
candidates for more in-depth benchmarking activities.
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SECTION 4 – COMMUNITY INPUT
Understanding the public perception about public transportation and their needs is
essential in the development of future plans for a transit system. Elements of the plan’s
public involvement effort have included an extensive review of existing plans and
studies, formation and inclusion of a Steering Committee, one-on-one stakeholder
interviews, online and hardcopy surveys and study information booth at a community
event. The study team worked with the Spartanburg Chamber of Commerce to identify
additional outreach opportunities.
4.1 Community Outreach
The primary goal of the public outreach process was to reach a broad, representative
audience within the study area in a cost effective, strategic manner. Table 25
summarizes major public outreach activities conducted and their purpose.
Table 25 – Public Outreach Activities
Activity
Steering Committee Kick-off
Meeting

Date

Purpose

November 2, 2010

Introduce the study, solicit guidance and input, Transit 101

December 2, 2010

Introduce the study, understand Greer’s transit needs and
issues

February 21, 2011

Introduce the study, solicit guidance and input, Transit 101

March 2, 2011

Introduce the study, solicit guidance and input

March 9, 2011

Introduce the study, solicit guidance and input

March 15, 2011

Introduce the study, solicit guidance and input

March 17, 2011

Discuss Peer Analysis, TDM, I-85 Corridor Study, public
outreach updates

April 4, 2011

Introduce the study, solicit guidance and input

April 11, 2011

Introduce the study, solicit guidance and input

April 14, 2011

Introduce the study, solicit guidance and input

Spartanburg Spring Fling

May 6-8, 2011

Solicit public input

Greater Pacolet Area Council
Meeting

May 24, 2011

Introduce the study, solicit guidance and input

Meeting with SPARTA Drivers

August 2, 2011

Steering Committee Meeting

September 28, 2011

Greer Transit Meeting
College Representative Focus
Group
Middle Tyger Area Council
Meeting (Lyman)
Greater Woodruff Area
Council Meeting
Northeast Area Council
Meeting (Chesnee)
Steering Committee Meeting
East Spartanburg Area
Council Meeting (Cowpens)
Foothills Area Council
Meeting (Inman)
Boiling Springs Area Council
Meeting
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Solicit input pertaining to existing routes and customer
satisfaction
Discuss funding sources and options, preliminary survey
results and study recommendations
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4.2 Community Input Summary
In addition to the various meetings described above, surveys were utilized to solicit
additional information from the general public. The survey focused on public perception
of the existing transit systems (SPARTA and TSB) and needed improvements. A copy
of the survey and the tabulated results are shown in Appendix A of this report.
Major themes regarding the SPARTA service that were expressed throughout the study
from various sources include the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

The current system’s hours of operation and frequency are not convenient;
The current routes do not serve college students;
More service is needed;
More advertising and signage needed throughout the service area;
Advertising on buses should reflect community values;
The service area needs to expand beyond the city limits;
Pedestrians put in danger trying to cross roads to catch bus;
Lack of bus shelters;
Inadequate, confusing and inaccurate information on website and in pamphlets;
More service could alleviate parking issues on college campuses; and
Utilize more technology to get younger riders.

Major themes regarding the TSB service that were expressed throughout the study from
various sources include the following:
•
•
•
•

Lack of understanding of system;
Need to advertise service available to general public;
Fares are expensive for residents in more rural areas; and
System should coordinate closer with SPARTA.
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SECTION 5 – SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS
Throughout the year-long study, we have talked to Spartanburg County residents,
business owners, politicians and anyone that wanted to discuss the current transit
system. The summary of those comments are outlined in Section 4 of this report.
In addition to the comments received on the transit service in Spartanburg County, we
have identified as issues that could affect the transit systems in the future. Some of the
major issues identified by the URS Team include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Traffic along major corridors
Air quality
Low farebox recovery
“Empty bus” syndrome
Agglomeration of Greenville and Spartanburg urban areas
Inefficiency of two transit systems

Obviously, no one approached us and wanted to discuss some of these issues directly.
However, during the course of conversation with stakeholders and residents, some of
these issues became apparent.
Traffic along major corridors
The first issue is directly tied to the predominant development pattern for many
communities in South Carolina – sprawl. While this issue is not unique to Spartanburg
County, it does have a direct effect on the existing fixed route system. For individuals
living outside the urban core of a community, there are relatively few options to get to
work. In Spartanburg County, the fixed route system does not extend very far beyond
the city limits of Spartanburg. Therefore, the majority of drivers are forced to drive their
personal vehicle to work and home each day. A lack of formal carpool and vanpool lots
also limits the options for drivers.
One factor that affects a transit system’s success is the density of the population of the
service area. A decrease in the population of the fixed route service area is not solely
responsible for the problems that plague urban transit systems, but it can have a
dramatic effect on the system. Between the last two decennial Census surveys, the
City of Spartanburg has lost nearly 7% of its population. In fact, the City has continually
declined in population over the last four decades. Between 2000 and 2010,
Spartanburg County grew by 12%. The growth is in the suburbs and the more rural
areas. Fixed route transit is not the solution in these low-density areas, so other options
must be considered.
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Air quality
Spartanburg County is on the cusp of having major air quality issues. If the current air
quality standards are lowered in the near future, Spartanburg County, along with most
of the Upstate, will be in non-attainment. A non-attainment status will affect the
community’s ability to improve existing roads and could have a major economic impact
on the County and the State of South Carolina. New industries and existing industries
that want to expand will face stiffer regulations and may decide to locate in other states.
Low farebox recovery
One of the issues that came from lengthy discussions with stakeholders is the issue of
farebox recovery. Farebox recovery is a service standard that was discussed during the
peer analysis in Section 3 of this report. The national average for fixed route transit
systems is typically around 30% to 31%. Based on the data provided by SPARTA
during the 2009 report year, their farebox recovery was 12.8%. At some point, the cost
of collecting fares exceeds the total fares being collected. SPARTA isn’t quite at that
point, but if the downward trend continues, the system could be facing that situation.
“Empty bus” syndrome
The “empty bus” syndrome is the term that we use to refer to the question “Why do I
always see empty buses riding up and down the road?” This misperception of the
transit system is common; however, it can also damage the system’s image when it
comes to getting more local support. The truth of the matter is that at times the buses
may be empty, but they typically do not stay empty. If they did, the General Manager
should be considering major route changes.
There is another part to this issue as well. Many times non-transit residents question
the need for large buses in smaller metropolitan areas. A mixture of vehicle sizes is
necessary for the successful implementation of the day-to-day transit service. A bus
that can seat 35 to 40 passengers may not always be full. That same bus, during peak
times of the day or along very popular sections of a route, may be at standing-room
only. Therefore, the public must be educated to the issues that face the transit system
and be aware that what they see is not the full picture.
Agglomeration of Greenville and Spartanburg urban areas
Another issue, that may not be familiar to many folks outside of the transportation
planning realm, is the potential agglomeration of the Greenville, Mauldin/Simpsonville
and Spartanburg urban areas. Following the 2000 Census, new urban area boundaries
were determined for metropolitan areas across the country. For the last decade, those
boundaries have determined highway and transit funding for communities. In August
Section 5 – System Recommendations
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2010, a Federal Register was published for the purpose of receiving comments on the
potential agglomeration of urban areas that are “contiguous” or “in close proximity” to
other urban areas.17
The effect of this process would be the creation of one urban area with a total urban
area population of 568,737. Due to its current status as a large urban area (over
200,000 in population), the funding for the Greenville urban area will not be directly
impacted by this change. Transit systems in urban areas with a population in excess of
200,000 can only use federal funds for capital and capitalized programs. Operating
expenses are not allowable uses for transit systems in large urban areas. However, the
Spartanburg and Mauldin/Simpsonville urban areas are classified as small and would
be affected by the change. Small urban areas have more flexibility in the use of federal
funds for transit. Federal funds can be used to cover up to 50% of the operating costs
for transit systems in small urban areas. The loss of operating funds could have a
dramatic impact on the Spartanburg transit system. The 50% currently covered with
federal funding would have to be generated locally or the service would have to be
reduced.
Inefficiency of two transit systems
More than 20 years ago, when the two transit systems were either developed or
changing from public to private management, it probably made sense to maintain the
separate services. Today, with costs increasing faster than funding, the issue should be
re-evaluated. Throughout the study, we have discussed the administration costs of
providing two separate systems. While each agency is doing their best to utilize the
public funds in the most efficient manner possible, the fact remains that there is a
duplication of administration services.
The potential decision to combine the systems will not come easy. There are labor,
capital, political and other issues that must be discussed, negotiated and/or
compromised in order for a consolidation to work. In the end, the stakeholders and the
decision makers must believe that the community will benefit, in the long run, from a
coordinated and consolidated system.
5.1 Immediate Improvements
When completing a study such as this one, there is a fine balance between what can be
accomplished in the short-term and those issues that may take a little longer to
complete. This section of recommendations is intended to begin making changes to the
current system at little or no cost to the agencies, but will improve the current service for
the customers and the operations.
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Eliminate “Alternative” Routing
One of the basic tenets of public transit service is that the riders do not want a lot of
change to the daily routine. Patrons want the bus to show up when it’s supposed to and
follow the same route each time. Over the years, SPARTA has created some
alternative routing options that only occur at certain times of the day or on special
occasions.
One such example is the route alternative along the Dorman Center (8) route. Patrons
are able to call into the dispatcher and request a ride along Ammons Road or
Kensington Drive. Neither of these roads is along the regular Dorman Center (8) route.
According to conversations with drivers and other stakeholders, there are many times
that the requestor is not present when the bus goes along the alternative route.
Therefore, the driver has abandoned a section of the scheduled route and deviated for a
rider that may or may not always be there. It is not hard to see why that would frustrate
regular passengers of the system.
Another route that has an alternative is the Hillcrest (2) route. Each weekday at 8:30am
and 3:30pm, the bus follows a different route. Based on anecdotal information collected
throughout the study, the alternate route does not have a high demand. Additionally,
due to the limited schedule for the regular route, some passengers are forced to use the
alternate route then get off the bus at the points closest to the regular route and walk to
their destinations.
We recommend eliminating all alternative routing that is currently being used
throughout the system. The fixed route system, unless it is prepared to officially
perform flex-routing throughout the service area, should maintain its regularly scheduled
fixed routes. Individuals that are not currently served with fixed routed service within a
reasonable walking distance should utilize the county-wide demand response service.
Since this would be considered more than a minor change to the current system, the
SPARTA management would need to advertise the potential change and offer the
public an opportunity for input.
Develop and Implement Marketing Plan for TSB and SPARTA Services
Most residents that we spoke to knew a little about each of the public transportation
services in the County. The majority envision the fixed route system as a “City system”
and the demand response system for handicapped or residents needing medical care.
The moniker given to the fixed route system is mostly accurate. The bulk of the system
is located within the city limits of Spartanburg. The idea that TSB is only for individuals
with special needs is highly misleading. Very few people that we talked to throughout
the study knew that the demand response system was open to the general public.
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We recommend that both systems improve or increase their marketing efforts
throughout the community. Marketing for each of these systems will be key in the
future. SPARTA’s marketing should include, but not be limited to: route signage,
website updates and real-time information available through the website or via smart
phones and devices. Some of the current fixed routes do not have accurate signage.
This makes it difficult for residents new to the area to determine where the bus runs. An
accurate signage plan also assists part-time and new drivers in the operation of the
routes.
If transit information (maps, schedules, etc.) is going to be available on the website, it
must be the most up-to-date and accurate information. Having out dated information on
the website is worse than have no information at all. As changes occur in the system,
the website must be updated. Additional information or services on the website will
increase the potential for more ridership as well. Real-time information on the website
will enable riders to plan their trips more accurately and reduce the amount of wait time
at the bus stop, most of which do not currently have shelters.
TSB’s marketing should include the aging population in the County. Throughout the
study process, residents expressed the need for more options as they age. Many
times, elderly individuals that do not qualify for any of the programs that have
transportation want another option to travel to the store or to visit relatives. TSB’s open
door service would allow them that option. The Chamber of Commerce’s Area Councils
could be a potential starting point for that type of information to reach many of the rural
communities.
Multi-Zone Structure for TSB Services
Another option for increasing ridership of the TSB services would be to consider a multizone approach to replace the current fare structure. The current fare structure is based
on concentric rings that start at the headquarters building and extend to the edges of
the County. Depending on where the trip starts, determines the amount of fare paid by
the rider(s). Since not all trips either start or finish in the downtown area, perhaps the
TSB services should consider having “satellite” locations throughout the County.
The location of vehicles and drivers in locations other than the downtown headquarters
would eliminate deadhead mileage for trips that do not start or end in the downtown
area. One example is a trip that starts in Landrum and ends in Campobello. Under the
current scenario, the TSB vehicle leaves the downtown area, drives approximately 25
miles to Landrum to pick up the resident and then drops them off in Campobello. That
vehicle then drives 22 miles back to the downtown headquarters unless it has another
pickup to make. The mileage from the headquarters to Landrum and Campobello to the
headquarters is considered deadhead. If a vehicle was located in either Landrum or
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Campobello, the deadhead miles would be reduced significantly. Instead of nearly 50
deadhead miles in one trip, the vehicle would have less than 5 miles of deadhead.
While this may be an extreme example, it illustrates one of the negative impacts on the
system and its vehicles.
Although the current fare system accounts for some of the deadhead costs, the extra
time, fuel and mileage on the vehicles has an effect on the system. If a vehicle is
stationed in either Landrum or Campobello to serve that area of the County, most of the
deadhead miles would be eliminated. The reduction of deadhead miles leads to longer
life expectancy of the vehicles and a reduced cost to the agency. Also, the reduced
costs from utilizing a multi-zone system could result in reduced fare costs for the
residents that want to use the general public service. We recommend that TSB
evaluate and implement, if feasible, a multi-zone system similar to the example in
Figure 5. Initially, we envision a vehicle serving each of the potential new zones one or
two days a week. As interest increases, additional service days should be considered.
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Placeholder for Figure 5 – Multi-zone Demand Response System
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Form City/County Board to Explore Potential System Consolidation
As discussed earlier in this section, the development of the two current transit systems
was an improvement 20 years ago. However, with transit agencies facing budget
shortfalls, every effort to reduce the cost of providing at least the same amount of
service should be considered.
Not to minimalize the issues that would need to be addressed during a consolidation of
the two systems, but the City and County should not continue without at least exploring
the possibility of consolidation. Based on discussions that occurred throughout the
study, there will be hurdles to overcome during this process. Not the least of which are
labor, funding and organizational structure.
We recommend that the City and County appoint an equal number of participants
to form a board or commission for the sole purpose of exploring the
consolidation option. This board should consist of decision-makers that have some
understanding of the current transit situation and the ramifications of approving or
denying consolidation of the two systems. The members of this board will need to
identify programmatic, administrative, operational and legislative actions to facilitate the
coordination and consolidation of transit services for Spartanburg County. The
members will identify barriers to integration of the transit systems and develop
recommendations to facilitate the implementation of a consolidated transit system.
At a minimum, the board should consider the following actions:
•
•
•
•

Evaluation of current operations, including a detailed financial analysis, physical
asset analysis, staff resource analysis and a summary of governance options;
Evaluate proposed consolidation options, representing various levels of
consolidation;
Identify non-technical and technical “fatal flaws” of consolidation options and
determining if other alternatives can be developed; and
Prepare an implementation strategy, including short, medium and long-term
steps to guide implementation and system integration or alternatives to
consolidation.
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5.2 Mid-Term Improvements
Similar to the immediate improvements discussed above, the mid-term improvements
should include some lower cost improvements. The difference is that toward the end of
the mid-term improvements cycle more expensive improvements may be considered
once the transit agencies have garnered more public and private support based on the
earlier successes.
Identify Dedicated Funding Source(s)
The amount of public transportation delivered by the City or County comes down to the
amount of funding made available for the service. Based on the self-reported numbers
in the 2009 National Transit Database (NTD) report, Spartanburg County provided
$78,009 (3 percent of total funding) in financial support to TSB, while the City of
Spartanburg contributed $387,851 (22 percent of total funding) for SPARTA’s fixed
route transit services.
The following table outlines the funding sources for each of the services:
Table 26 – Current Transit Agency Funding

SPARTA

Percent of Total
Funding

TSB

Federal

$910,865

53%

$1,575,309

52%

State

$164,098

9%

$343,169

11%

Local

$387,851

22%

$78,009

3%

Fares/Other

$276,416

16%

$1,048,537

34%

100%

$3,045,024

100%

Source of Funding

Totals
$1,739,230
Source: 2009 NTD Reports

Percent of Total
Funding

Both systems are heavily funded by the federal government, but that is not uncommon
for smaller transit agencies. The majority of the federal funding is used to pay for
operations and maintenance of the systems’ vehicles. While still classified as a small
urban area, Spartanburg is eligible to continue to use federal funding for these
purposes. However, with the potential agglomeration of the Spartanburg, Greenville
and Mauldin/Simpsonville urban areas, the financial impact to each of the systems is
significant.
Transit systems in small urban areas, those under 200,000 people, are eligible to be
reimbursed for up to 50% of their operations expenses, including driver salaries and
fuel. Based on current regulations, urban areas in excess of 200,000 people are not
eligible to use federal funding for operations, with the exception of complimentary
paratransit service. In the event of the potential agglomeration, Spartanburg would lose
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the ability to fund their operations with the federal funds that they receive. Those
operating expenses would need to be recovered at the state or local level.
The state funding, State Mass Transit Funds (SMTF), are supplied by one-fourth of one
cent of the state gas tax. These funds are distributed amongst the 31 current transit
systems and several special projects, such as transit pilot programs and Smart Ride
express services in the Columbia area. Due to unemployment and more fuel efficient
vehicles on the road, the state gas tax has seen significant declines over the last few
years. There is no current legislation to change the amount of state gas tax that
supports the SMTF program. Therefore, there is little or no expectation that a potential
funding shortfall, due to the agglomeration scenario, would be covered with additional
SMTF funding.
Based on the federal and state funding scenarios that Spartanburg faces, the one
realistic option for Spartanburg County to consider is additional local funding. As stated
earlier, the City and County provide varying levels of financial support to the two transit
services. The current funding is provided as part of the annual budget. Unless the City
and/or County have additional funding that could be allocated to the transit services, the
transit agencies, with the assistance of the City and County, will need to look at new
funding sources.
Possible funding options that were discussed throughout the study include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Local option sales tax
Vehicle mileage tax (wheel tax)
Motor fuel tax
Vehicle registration fee
College student fee
Public private partnerships

While some of these options are more palatable than others, each option will take time,
resources and considerable influence to accomplish.
In recent years, the local option sales tax has been the most popular and successful
program for transit agencies across the country. An article published on the American
Public Transportation Association (APTA) dated November 17, 2008 illuminates this
point. In the 2008 general election, 33 public transit-related ballot measure initiatives
were placed on ballots in 16 states. Voters approved 24 of the 33 ballot measures (73
percent). Of the 24 approved measures, 14 of them were for increased sales taxes.
Typically, ballot measures for transit funding are “bundled” with other improvements,
such as parks, roads and other infrastructure. One example is in Charleston, South
Carolina. After several delays, Charleston approved a successful half-cent sales tax
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initiative in 2004. Of the total revenues generated, the urban and rural transit agencies
receive 18 percent, approximately $9 million. The remainder of the funds is used for
other community projects. Each year, the program generates a total of approximately
$45 million. The local funds generated by a sales tax program can be used for
operations, maintenance or capital costs and can also be used to leverage more federal
grant funds, as they become available. In fact, the transit systems in Clemson and
Charleston have recently been given the opportunity to draw down additional federal
funding that other systems within South Carolina have not been able to utilize. Each of
these systems has the local matching funds that are required to do this.
The vehicle mileage tax is an option that allows for drivers to be charged a fee based
on the number of miles that they drive. Since there is a correlation between the amount
of driving and the need to improve roads, this type of funding is more intended for road
improvements. However, a portion of the funds could be set aside for transit services
that take some of the cars off the road, whereby requiring less road improvements and
improving congestion. Another advantage would be a reduction in the vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) by the community. There is a correlation between the VMT by the
community and the air quality issues that Spartanburg face. If residents are more
inclined to use transit to lower their own personal VMT due to the tax, the environmental
impacts could be positive.
The motor fuel tax option is an excise tax imposed on the sale of fuel. Currently,
South Carolina has one of the lowest taxes for motor fuel in the country. As discussed
above, only one-quarter of one penny supports transit services in South Carolina
through the administration of the State Mass Transit Funds (SMTF). Throughout the
state, this funding is in excess of $6 million. The biggest problem is that funding is split
among 31 current transit services and special transit projects. This option would require
approval by the state legislature.
The vehicle registration fee option would add an additional flat fee to the annual
vehicle registration bill. This option was very successful in Columbia in preventing the
Central Midlands RTA from shutting down. The per-vehicle fees were determined
based on the primary use of the vehicle, commercial or private. Unfortunately, the
Columbia program was limited to two years and no additional dedicated funding source
has been identified. With a nominal $5 or $10 fee attached to each vehicle registration,
the community could support the transit services in Spartanburg County for little more
than the cost of an average lunch.
Student fees for transit service have been used at many colleges and universities
across the country. Clemson University is a local example of how successful a program
can become with the support of dedicated funding from student fees. Spartanburg
County has an opportunity to have similar success with the high number of colleges in
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the area. However, any transit services supported by college student fees should be
implemented with the primary intent to support college students. Based on discussions
with college representatives during this study, the biggest issue that college students
have with the current transit services is the lack of convenience. The hours and routing
do not meet the college students’ needs. These issues would need to be addressed in
order to garner support from the various colleges through any type of student fee.
The last type of local funding option that will be discussed is Public Private
Partnerships (PPP). This type of funding is intended to add additional transit services
that focus on one area or that meets the needs of specific destination. The recently
disbanded USC Upstate route could be an example of a PPP. The route was designed
to take students from the main campus to the new satellite location in downtown
Spartanburg. The service was partially supported by funding from USC Upstate. In
Greenville, the St. Francis Hospital System and Clemson University International Center
for Automotive Research (CU ICAR) worked out a PPP with Greenlink to connect the
developing CU ICAR campus to the existing Greenlink routes. The connector service
runs between the CU ICAR campus, St. Francis Hospital and Haywood Mall. Transit
services added through a PPP benefit everyone in the area with the additional services.
We recommend that the City of Spartanburg and Spartanburg County leaders
identify one or more feasible dedicated funding sources for the transit services.
There are many options when it comes to identifying dedicated funding for a transit
agency. However, the local leaders and decision makers must identify the most
palatable of the options and come together to support that option. Spartanburg County
has had success with adding road fees in the past and should learn from that
experience when attempting to secure dedicated funding for the transit services.
Develop a University Route
Directly related to the previous discussion of funding, this recommendation would
require the approval of at least one new type of funding – student fees for transit
service. One of the issues discussed with the planning team was the lack of
convenience in the current transit system for college students. Between the lack of
operation hours after classes ended and the limited weekend service, most college
students find some other way to go to stores or entertainment venues.
In order to develop a route that would meet the needs of the college students, several
issues must be considered. First, the hours of the current transit system, 6am to 6pm,
do not work for many college students. By the time classes end each day, the students
would not have time to take a bus to the store and get back to campus or their home
before the system shuts down for the evening. The transit agency would need to
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consider a schedule that met the needs of the college students. A more appropriate
schedule for college students would run from the early morning into the late evening.
The second issue is the need for more weekend service. College students living on
campus without transportation options are trapped. This is the case for many of the
international students that live in Spartanburg. Extending the weekend service for the
university route, at a minimum, would be necessary to allow students access to
downtown and other venues around the Spartanburg area. Extending the weekend
service on the other existing transit routes would allow students to transfer to other
locations as well.
The final issue, in regard to the actual service, is the frequency of the route. The
existing transit service runs on 30- and 60-minute headways. At a minimum, the
university route should be run on 30-minute headways. That level of service will require
multiple vehicles running on the route, but that is the minimum for reliable and
convenient service that will be expected by the students, especially for getting to class
on time.
In discussions with university officials regarding funding for the new service, each of
these issues will need to be addressed in order to meet the students’ needs. We
recommend City and County officials meet with college representatives to
discuss and finalize student fees to fund the new service. Since the service will
more than likely be supported with federal funding for the capital and maintenance
expenses, the service will be required to be open door to the general public as well as
the students and college faculty and staff. In this scenario, students should ride for free,
while the general public would continue to pay the normal fare for a ride. Passengers
can be easily distinguished with the use of college identification cards.
The final route alignment can be determined based on the college representatives’
identification of the students’ needs. The route should include shopping, entertainment
and other stops that would also entice students that have other options to ride the
service.
Identify Park-and-Ride Opportunities
The sprawling growth pattern that has manifested in Spartanburg County has led to
congestion on major arterial roads that radiate out of the City of Spartanburg. The
geographic separation of workers and jobs places more traffic on the already congested
roads that are reaching and, in some cases, exceeding their capacity. Park-and-ride
service is often marketed as a way to avoid the difficulties and cost of parking within the
downtown area. It also allows commuters to avoid the stress of driving on a congested
part of their journey and allows people leisure or work time during their commute. Parkand-ride service can reduce congestion on some roads by encouraging people to use
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the public transportation option as opposed to their own personal vehicle. With limited
stops along the route, the amount of time to travel into work is nearly the same as
driving in a single-occupancy vehicle.
We recommend the identification of one or two park-and-ride locations to further
study and gauge public interest. One of the more likely areas for a successful parkand-ride opportunity would be the Boiling Springs area. SC Highway 9 is in the process
of being widened due to the growth in that suburban community. Additional growth to
the northeast along the shores of Lake Bowen has increased the traffic along SC 9 as
well. There are several large vacant tracts of land along the section of SC 9 near the
intersection with SC 292. Locating a park-and-ride facility in this vicinity would also
provide interstate access for carpool and vanpool participants that may not be traveling
into downtown Spartanburg.
5.3 Long-Term Improvements
As discussed earlier, the following long-term improvements to the transit system should
be considered once a dedicated funding source has been identified and implemented.
These improvements will require substantial amounts of federal and local funding in
order to be realized, so the improvements recommended in the immediate and mid-term
periods will serve as “building blocks” for these improvements.
Develop BRT/Express Bus Route Along US 29
In December 2010, Greer Mayor Rick Danner brought together a group to discuss the
coordination of planning between the GPATS MPO and the SPATS MPO. Additionally,
the coordination of the transit systems serving each of the metropolitan areas, Greenlink
and SPARTA, was discussed. Recently, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was
signed by each of the MPO’s to formalize the on-going discussions of planning
coordination. Another potential outcome from the discussions of this group was a
proposed joint Greenville/Spartanburg Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) or Express Bus line that
joined the two areas.
US 29 was constructed in the early 20th century, nearly 30 years before the signing of
the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1956 that eventually resulted in the construction of
Interstate 85. Higher speeds and limited access drew a lot of traffic off US 29 and onto
I-85. However, the nearly 30 miles stretch between Spartanburg and Greenville
provides a direct link between the two largest cities in the Upstate and a reasonable
route for some type of advanced transit service. The corridor’s proximity to the
Greenville-Spartanburg International Airport (GSP) makes the idea more compelling.
Significant growth is expected at GSP in the coming years and some type of advanced
transit service to the airport could further aid that growth.
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The MPO and transit staffs from both communities should continue to discuss the
potential project. However, until more dedicated funding can be obtained for both
transit agencies, adding advanced transit services will remain a long-term goal. Local
funding would be required to pursue any level of federal grants that could be used in the
analysis and potential construction of new transit facilities along the corridor.
Construct Park-and-Ride Facilities
Based on the research and the support garnered from the previous park-and-ride
recommendation, Spartanburg County should develop and construct park-and-ride
facilities in the location(s) deemed most likely for success and participation. The
location(s) should consider the use of other services, such as carpool, vanpool and
bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This diversity of uses of the facilities will increase the
likelihood of success of the program. The end goal is to reduce the number of vehicles
on the road to improve traffic, safety and environmental conditions for Spartanburg
County.
5.4 Transit Action Plan
The following actions are outlined for implementing the recommended Transit Vision
and Master Plan elements. The table delineates the time period and the responsible
parties for each of the action items. The major action items in this table have been
discussed previously. However, additional action items have been included to clarify or
support the major initiatives.
Action

Immediate

Eliminate alternative routing
Develop and implement marketing plan for TSB
and SPARTA services
Perform signage survey for fixed routes
Conduct full system on-board ride check to record
stop level time and passenger activity
Perform bus shelter survey, including ADA
compatibility check
Develop plan to upgrade non-ADA compliant
shelters and construct new shelters
Update current website information, including realtime bus check service for smart phones/
computers
Evaluate and implement, if feasible, a multi-zone
fare system
Form City/County board to explore potential
system consolidation
Implement findings from consolidation committee





Mid-Term

Responsible Party
SPARTA





SPARTA, TSB
SPARTA



SPARTA



SPARTA




SPARTA
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Long-Term



SPARTA
TSB
City of Spartanburg,
Spartanburg County
City of Spartanburg,
Spartanburg County
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Action
Continue to participate in the Ten at the Top
regional meetings to identify regional transportation
needs and develop relationships
Identify the most feasible dedicated funding source

Immediate



Mid-Term

Long-Term





SPATS
City of Spartanburg,
Spartanburg County,
SPARTA, TSB, SPATS
City of Spartanburg,
Spartanburg County,
SPARTA, TSB, SPATS





SPARTA, TSB






Form a committee to pursue the most feasible
dedicated funding source for transit and other
transportation improvements
Develop public-private partnerships with
businesses, schools and other institutions to
expand transit service in the urban area
Develop and implement a university route to serve
the colleges in the Spartanburg area
Identify park-and-ride opportunities in the suburban
area of Spartanburg County
Work with Greenlink and GPATS to develop and
implement, if feasible, the US 29 BRT/Express bus
service
Implement findings from park-and-ride research
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Responsible Party



SPARTA, Colleges



SPARTA, SPATS, TSB




SPARTA, SPATS
SPARTA, SPATS
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