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UTA FAQs

Service, Costs, Efficiency and Effectiveness 



• 6 counties

• 77 municipalities

• 1,400 sq miles

• Serves 80% of the state’s 

population

• 2,500+ employees

• 44.2 million trips in 2018

• 152,826 average boardings per day in 2018

• 398 vanpool vehicles

• 126 shared park and ride lots

• Fleet 100% accessible to riders with disabilities

UTA Fast Facts



UTA Fast Facts

• 713 buses

• 96 regular bus routes

• 14 FLEX routes

• 6,346 bus stops

• 117 TRAX/streetcar vehicles

• 47.2 light rail/streetcar miles

• 52 light rail/streetcar stations

• 18 FrontRunner locomotives

• 52 passenger cars

• 83 commuter rail miles

• 15 stations



UTA FAQs:
How much do taxpayers spend on transit, and 

where does it go? 



• Data reporting on public 
transit systems was required by 
Congress in 1974.

• Established to be the 
repository of data about the 
financial, operating and asset 
conditions of American transit 
systems. 

• Designed to support local, 
state and regional planning 
efforts and help governments 
and other decision-makers make 
multi-year comparisons and 
perform trend analyses. 

National Transit Database

www.transit.dot.gov/ntd
1. NTD Data
2. Transit Agency Profiles
3. Utah Transit Authority

http://www.transit.dot.gov/ntd


UTA – Transit Agency Profile 2018



Local taxes comprise 66% of UTA’s annual operating funds expended, 
and 54% of UTA’s capital funds expended.



• Average useful life of bus is approximately 12-15 years.

• UTA has FrontRunner cars in operation that are nearly 50 years old.

• Major capital expenses such a new track or rail cars can be annualized 
across the life of the system.

• Any major transit capital project will have larger State of Good Repair or 
capital maintenance costs than bus.

UTA – 2018 Use of Capital Funds (NTD reporting)



UTA FAQs:

What transit mode is cheaper?



It depends on what you are measuring: 
Revenue Mile or Passenger Mile?  

Light Rail:   Higher $ per revenue mile  Lower $ per passenger mile

Bus:   Lower $ per revenue mile  Higher $ per passenger mile



Bus  $8.31 per revenue mile $112.63 per revenue hour

Light Rail  $10.73 per revenue mile $197.14 per revenue hour

Commuter Rail $8.00 per revenue mile $263.28 per revenue hour

It depends on what you are measuring: 
Efficiency or Effectiveness?

Service Cost Efficiency – The actual costs of providing service miles and hours







Because of lower overall capital expenses and operating expenses, bus 
service is considered more efficient than light rail.



UTA is among the most efficient transit agencies in its peer group.

Bus  Light Rail  

https://www.rideuta.com/-/media/Files/About-UTA/Reports/2019CAFRx.ashx?la=en

https://www.rideuta.com/-/media/Files/About-UTA/Reports/2019CAFRx.ashx?la=en


It depends on what you are measuring: 
Efficiency or Effectiveness?







Service Effectiveness – The net costs of providing service per transit trip

Because light rail carries more passengers than bus, light rail is considered a 
more effective service.  More riders overall would increase UTA’s service 
effectiveness.

Bus  $1.76 per passenger mile, $7.34 per passenger trip

Light Rail  $0.80 per passenger mile, $3.99 per passenger trip

Commuter Rail $0.33 per passenger mile, $8.54 per passenger trip



UTA’s light rail service is among the most effective transit agencies

Bus  Light Rail  

https://www.rideuta.com/-/media/Files/About-UTA/Reports/2019CAFRx.ashx?la=en

https://www.rideuta.com/-/media/Files/About-UTA/Reports/2019CAFRx.ashx?la=en


UTA FAQs:
How does the cost of transit compare to the cost 

of roads?



The Wasatch Front’s four regional transportation 
planning agencies are partnering on a “Roads and 

Transit Costs” analysis to provide an objective 
comparison of the costs and effectiveness of 

different modes of transportation.



Roads and Transit Cost Analysis

Literature Review
Identify and quantify previous research on the topic of transit subsidies and 
comparison between roadway and transit transportation system modes.

Data Collection
Gather Utah-specific data for local roads, state roads, and transit including the 
perceived and real breakdowns of funding sources, personal investment, and benefits 
of roads and transit.

Analysis
Determine what portion of costs are covered by various funding sources, such as user 
fees, tax dollars, and direct personal investments, and how this compares between 
roads and transit, and per user.

Final Product
Summarize and compile key findings into a report to be used in informing elected, 
appointed, and community leaders in decision-making,      policy development, and 
interest balancing.



UTA FAQs:

How does UTA determine which mode to use? 



Commuter Rail (FrontRunner) – Serves long-distance, inter-region trips. Works best 
with infrequent stops and long stretches of high speed.

Light Rail (TRAX) – Serves medium distance, inter-community trips. Works best when 
lots of people are going the same place at the same time.

Streetcar (S-Line) – Serves short distance, intra-community trips. Works best for quick 
trips like errands.

Bus Rapid Transit (e.g. UVX) – Serves medium distance, intra-community trips. Works 
best with smaller markets.

Commuter bus (e.g. PC Connect) – Serves long-distance, intra-region trips.  Works best 
with small groups of people going the same place at the same time. 

Local bus – Serves short distance, intra-community trips. Works best for        
accommodating individuals with a range of trip types and destinations.

Different Modes for Different Needs

The mode selected is based on both need and ridership potential.



Foundations of Transit Projects

• Comprehensive Planning
oUTA long-range plans

oRegional Transportation Plan development

o Local service planning

o Transit feasibility studies

oBus stop improvement prioritization and implementation process

• Transit Corridor Planning Process

o Alternatives Analysis:  exploration of multiple feasible options, including 
type of transit and ridership, with public and stakeholder input 

o Environmental Assessment:  study and consideration of potential effects on 
the natural and built environments, which improves project design and 
guides decision-making



Planning Example: 
Point of the Mountain Transit Study

• Study area with multiple existing and future major trip generators

• Connection considerations to FrontRunner and TRAX

• Congested highway corridor

• Travel Patterns from north and south

• Other planned transit corridor/project improvements interrelated 

What transit mode(s) best serve this area? 

What should the alignment be?



Point of the Mountain Study Process

Describe 
Setting and 

Problem

Aug-Oct 
2019

Set Project 
Goals

Sep-Nov 
2019

Develop Draft 
Alternatives

Oct-Dec 2019

Evaluate 
Alternatives

Jan-Aug 2020

Refine the 
Best 

Performing 
Alternatives

Aug-Nov 2020

Select a 
Locally 

Preferred 
Alternative

Dec 2020



Factors to Consider

24



POM Evaluation Process Summary



POM Evaluative Criteria

Level 1 Alternative 
Evaluation

Feb-April 2020

Purpose: 

High level screening to 
determine best 

performing alternatives

Alternatives 
Evaluated: 

LRT West

LRT East

BRT West

BRT East

EW Connections

Level 1b Alternative 
Evaluation

April-Jul 2020

Purpose: 

Testing to see if hybrid 
modes or design 
refinements can 

improve performance 

Options Evaluated: 

LRT West - 2 options 

LRT East - 2 options

BRT East - one option

EW Connections - one 
option

Level 2 Alternative 
Evaluation

Jul-Nov 2020

Purpose: 

Refine and enhance 
best performing 

alternatives evaluating 
land use sensitivity, 

performing additional 
modeling, and other 

detailed analysis 

Recommended 
Alternative for 

Evaluation:

Common Ground 
Segment

BRT & LRT 

Preferred Alternative

Dec 2020

Purpose: 

Further refinement of 
Preferred Alternative (if 
needed) Development 
of phasing, operations, 

and funding plans



Bus Rapid Transit 
or

Rail Transit

Point of the Mountain Corridor



Bus Rapid Transit
(proposed)

Utah County’s US 89/ State 
Street Corridor



Bus Rapid Transit 
or

Enhanced Bus

US 89 Corridor
Davis County – Salt Lake City



Bus Rapid Transit

Ogden – Weber State



Bus Rapid 
Transit

East-West 
Midvalley Link



TRAX Light Rail 
Connectivity and 
Operations Study
Downtown Salt Lake City



South Valley 
Transit Study
Southern Utah County



New FrontRunner 
Station
Northern Utah County



Growing FrontRunner 
Capacity and 
Efficiency

FrontRunner Business 
Plan



Growing 
FrontRunner 

Capacity



Background

• Vital transportation backbone for the 
Wasatch Front and alternative to the 
Interstate 15 freeway

• Additional investment contemplated in plans 
by the MPOs and previously studied

• Supports economic development and access 
to opportunity

• UTA’s service area is forecast to double in 
population by 2065



Service Objectives for FrontRunner

Faster trains

Allow skip-

stop 

operations

Adding 

trains during 

peak periods

Frequent 

service

Increase 

capacity



Regional Objectives for FrontRunner Service

Enhance safety at grade crossings

Reduce congestion on the I-15 corridor

Improve air quality

Increase ridership of Frontrunner and overall transit system

Provide additional options to connect jobs and employees

Support real estate and economic development

Consider as backbone to future passenger rail



FrontRunner Business Plan

• A Service Vision
What is the vision for FrontRunner service over the 
next 5, 10, 20, 30 years and beyond?  

• The Business Case for Investment
How can we maximize the value of our current and 
future investments in the corridor, both to the 
FrontRunner system and the region’s and state’s 
economy as a whole? 

• A Framework for Community Interface
How can we work together to develop a plan that 
balances corridor communities’ priorities and goals 
with the service demand?  

• Technical Analysis
Underlying will be a robust technical analysis of 
operational feasibility, conceptual engineering of 
infrastructure needs, benefit-cost analyses, travel 
times and ridership modeling, etc.



Frontrunner Business Plan Objectives

• Describes service to be provided and implemented in phases

• Outlines financial scenarios based on service type and delivery 
timing

• Forecasts ridership; capital costs; operations and maintenance costs; 
and expected revenues by sources

• Transparently discloses and assesses potential risks and uncertainties

• Informs the business case and investment decisions

• Calculates potential economic and fiscal impacts/benefits

• Evaluation of strategies to finance, deliver and operate an improved, 
regional and statewide passenger rail service (i.e., P3)





Best Practices and Lessons Learned

• Expertise:  Highly qualified and innovative professional services, coupled with 

UTA’s operations know-how

• Case Studies:  Examine similar systems to understand successes and challenges

• Creativity:  Identify approaches and methods to rapidly and effectively 

implement the business plan in harmony with communities

• Partnerships:  Work to advance business plan, along with land use integration 

and mindfulness to promote access to opportunity

• Communication:  Listen to stakeholders and be transparent about how to 

deliver the business plan



Discussion & Questions


