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Integration of Transit System

Abstract

The objective of this report is to assess the potential for interagency and intermodal integration of transit
systems in u.s. urban areas, drawing on an analysis of the successful experience of European systems. Vol. 1
documents the need for transit integration in U.S. urban areas, presents the conceptual and evaluative frame-
work, and reviews current transit integration efforts by Federal, state, and local governments. Vol. 2 describes
in detail four major European transit systems (London, Hamburg, Paris, and Munich); give brief descriptions
of six others (Newcastle upon Tyne, Edinburgh, Stockholm, Gothenburg, Copenhagen, and Oslo); and
summarizes and appraises the applicability to U.S. transit systems of techniques which have contributed to the
success of these European systems. Vol. 3 deals with the application of these techniques to three major U.S.
cities (Philadelphia, San Francisco, and Seattle) and to an archetypal smaller urban area, "Middletown.” The
report is summarized in the fourth volume. Appendices include contacts in u.s. cities, UMTA study grants,
and questionnaire forms. Approximately 150 references are listed at the ends of individual sections and in a
bibliography in the summary volume.
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DISCLAIMER

The contents of the report reflect the views of INTERPLAN
Corporation, which isiresponsible for the facts and the accuracy
of the data presented ‘herein.. The contents do not necessarily
reflect the official views or any policy of the Department of
Transportation, nor do they constitute a standard, specification,
or regulation.’ o SR : R

f L . o x
NOTE: As originally conceived, this study was a program design -

study conducted for the QOffice of Research, Development and Demon-

stration of the Urban Mass Transportation Administration during

the period between September 1972 and June 1973. .Its intent was

to provide UMTA with a three-year plan for a coordinated research,
development and demonstration program in transit systems integration.
Before the study was completed, however, UMTA program reorientation .-
affected the original intended purpose of the study as a basis for
demonstration program F]anning. o S a

This report, therefore, should not be viewed as describing the
beginning of a Government program. Rather, it represents the

first broad overview and directed research on transit integration
undertaken in the U.S.: It is intended that discussion of the con-
cepts advanced will contribute to the search for better ways of solving
the problems of urban mass transportation. A

i
i
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PREFACE

This is thé third volume of a four volume report whose objective is -
to assess the pocential for intefagency and intermodal integration of
transit system oPerat1ons in U.S. urban areas, drawing on an analysis of
the successful experience of European transit systems. The four volumes
are: o ," A ' '

- Volume 1: Concepts, Status and Criteria
Volume 2: Integrated-Européan Transit Systems
Volume 3:  Transit- Integratlon in U.S. Urban Areas

Summary Volune

-The first volume documents the need for transit integration in U.S.
: urban areas, preseuts the conceptual and evaluative framework, and re-

v1ews current trdnblt 1ntegrat1on efforts on the part of Federal, state,

and local governments.

‘The second volume descr1bes in detail four major European transit
systems (London,. Hamburg, Parls, and Munich); glves brief descriptions of
six others (Newcastle upon Tyne, England; Edlnburgh Scotland; Stockholm
and Gothenburg, Sweden Copenhagen, Denmark; and Oslo Norway); and sum-
marizes and appralses ;the app11cab111ty to U.S. transit systems of specific

techniques which have contrlbuted'to the success of these European systems.

This third volume deals with:the application of these techniques to -
three major metropolitan areas (Philadelphia, San Francisco, and Seattle)
and to an archetypal small urban drea, "Middletown." The report is sum-

.marized in the fcnfth-volume.

*

Througbout the report, 1n&ormat10n sources referred to in the text

.are listed ut the end of 1nd1v1dua1 sections. Acknowledgements are given

as -appropriate in the introductions to each volume.

—
- .
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- " SECTION 1
% . INTRODUCTION

STUDY OBJECTIVFS

~ The 1ntegrat10n cf urban public tran51t operations is more advanced
in European metropolitan areas than 1n major American C1t1es, where for
a variety of reasons, a multitude of 1ndependent operators is more ‘the e
rule than the exception. Integrated European trans1t systems are generallyk

held to prOVIde better serv1ce anddrawnmre ridership than American systems{

The three fold purpose of thlS report, prepared as an UMTA program de—
sign study to a1d in assessing the feasxbility, the local need and the
potentlal benefits of integration demonstratlon pro;ects, 1s to:

1. . Identify the need for transit 1ntegrat10n 1n maJor u.s. metropoli-;’ ) _
tan areas; : S o o

2, Identify European.solutions to transit integration problems;

3. Analyze the applicability of European approaches to U.S. public -
transit systems and suggest specific applications.

‘Each of these topics is the subject for one of the three numbered study

volumes (the fourth volume is a summary).

In order toiaccomplish the third of the above objectives, this volume
describes the selection process followed to arrive at the three cities ...
for which specific integration approaches are proposed (Philadelphia, San
Francisco,'and Seattle); describes and suggests integration approaches .
“for a hypothetical smaller urban area, 'Middletown'; and presents an
" exhaustive checklist or scorecard of specific integration items,. fllled
out according to suggestions made for each of the three cities and Mlddle-‘
town. “The reader is referred to the introduction to Volume 1 for a brief
‘discussion of the major concepts of transit integration, the sequence of
' execution of the study as a. whole, and other background mater131-:~-r*

» At the direction of the UMTA Pro;ect Manager, the report is written
with a trlple readership 1n m1nd

.




1. The staff of UMTA;

2. "The managements and’ planning staffs of the 1 100 tran51t operating com- o
panies in the United States; , !

3. The planning staffs of local and reg1onal agenc1es concerned wrth ur- - §
ban transportatlon. : o ‘ :

Each of these three groups w111 find some parts oF the report to be elemen-

R S

tary and very familiar: It should be borne in mind that such mater1a1 was
included for the benefit of readers whose work constra1ns them from being

. conversant with the broad scope of the subJect but who also wish to ac-"
quire this broad background so as to part1c1pate more fully in UMTA's fu- -
ture tran51t 1ntegration program. - '

Thls report is the first broad overview of transrt 1ntegration ever ‘ - %
undertaken in the United States. Some of the views and suggested solutions '
may . be found to be controvers1al INTERPLAN believes that the report will
largely serve its purpose if it 1nit1ates further work on the subject and .
stimulates a11 profe551onals-—trans1t operators and planners alike-—to con- -
tribute to the search for better ways of solving the many problems of urbanj

N mass transportation.

BACKGROUND FOR THIS VOLUME

Major u.S. Metropolitan Areas Surveyed

‘ Thirty Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas were’ surveyed for their
potential for transit integratlon. These 30 areas account for an estimated
| 80 percent of all public'transit patronage.  They include all metropolitan
:? areas of over one million population and two additional areas where local .

1 ~interest in being included in the study was expressed by UMTA. On the ba51s

: | of information obta1ned through a 11terature search, from written response to
INTERPLAN's inquiries, and from field trips, these. 30 c1t1es were narrowed K : E
:? ‘ 4 down to three for which specific 1ntegrat10n approaches. were suggested. In :
| broad outline, the selection process was carried out by . ‘the following steps:

° Thirty major metropolitan areas initially 1nvest1gated were selected 3 ;
from the 243 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) defined i
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census primarily on the basis of size.-

° Seventeen of these 30 areas were selected for closer examination on -
the basis of apparent need for transit- 1ntegrat10n and interest in

participating in the study. . S ,§




R TR AT e

o Nine of the 17 SMSAs were selected for field inveétigation on the basis
of population size, location and ease of access to necessary information.

. Three of the nine SMSAs were finally selected to serve as examples of
the application of European integration techniques on the basis of
size, location, and their potential for different approaches to achieving
transit integration.

The 17 cities are listed below and shown in Figure 1.

Three selected for integration examples:

‘1. Philadelphia LI
- 2. San Francisco ' :
3. Seattle

: Six more investigated; profiles prepared:

.. Baltimore

. Cleveland
:Los Angeles

. Miami ’
. New Orleans

. San Diego

oo H

Eight others with integration potential and local interest:

10. Chicago

11. Minneapolis-St. Paul

.12, Cincinnati

13. Buffalo

- 14, Indianapolis

15, Tampa-St. Petersburg

16. Hartford : :

17. Honolulu

With the exception of Hartford and Honolulu, the 30 cities examined

all have populations exceeding one million. In order to provide an example
of how transit integration applies to the needs of a smal}er urban area and
how such an area might approach transit integration, a "typical" small
city, "Middletown," is examined in the same way as the three in-depth ci;ies.
Such an '"'average" city is described and suggestions are made for the appli-

cation of relevant integration measures.

Examples of Different European Approaches

, The.U.S. cities selected as examples for the application of European |
methodologies of transit integration offer the potential for three major
approaches. UMTA can draw comparisons between these three different .

o

e
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approaches in considering the type of RDED program it should pursue. The
approacﬁes suggested are: ‘

1. A series of SpeCiflC operat1onal and phys1ca1 1ntegrat10n activities

~ for one city in which a degree of institutional 1ntegrat10n has been
e ach1eved :

2. An 1nst1tut10na1 arrangement patterned after the Hamburg and Munich
Transit Federations where one of the partners operates a statewide
rather than an urban service.

3. A plan along the line of the organ12at1on of the London Transport
Executive (or RATP in Paris) for combining public transit agenc1es
into a single integrated agency.

The f1rst approach applles to both Ph11ade1ph1a where 1nst1tut1onal

1ntegratlon is close to reallzat1on following a series of acqulsltlons

'_ by one pub11c agency (SEPTA), and Mlddletown, where 1nst1tut1ona1 inte- "’

grat1on of transit is of little consequence because there is only one

bus company. In Ph11ade1ph1a, four mini-projects are suggested an honor
fare system, restructuring of fares, network integration, and an 1nte-

’ grated public information system. In Middletown, the proposed emphasis
would be on para-transit, walking, and b1king and transit's interfaces
cw1th these modes. Route and schedule restructuring, an auto- -free zone,
‘a pedestr1an mall, and a special "package" bus to serve shoppers are also
suggested.

N " Both the second and third approaches to institutional integration
are considered in the context of transit operations in the San Francisco
Bay region. It is suggested that both merger and federation would have
a place in the long-range realization of an integrated regional transpor-

' tation system.

The federatlon approach is felt to be most appllcable to transrt
operatlons 1n the Puget Sound region (Seattle), with a specific suggestlon
to integrate bus and ferry service. ' The application of the federation
’approach is also’ reV1ewed in the Philadelphia discussion as an eventual

goal of trans1t 1ntegrat10n activities.

. In a11 cases, d1scuss1on of the most appropriate solution to an

I

area's 1nst1tut1onal 1ntegrat1on problems is ‘followed up by furtner sngges-

¢t1ons on operat1onal and phy51ca1 measures.

. .

e



LR s Gt - w C e ey e e Ty .-

Checklist of‘Integration Activities

In order to facilitate the comparison of the integration act1v1t1es

: suggested for the four representative*cities, INTERPLAN prepared a highly :
detailed, exhaustive, eleven-page checklist of all imaginable activ1ties S ?
which might be part of a city's transit integration program, categorized :
as being 1nst1tutional operational, or physical and according to the or-
ganizations which would be involved (operators only, government agenc1es

and local businesses). A completed checklist is given for each of the four

cities. The checklist.is also designed to be useful as a source of ideas

and as a worksheet for cities interested in designing their own transit in-

- tegration programs.- ' '

e e - : . S e, ¢ o T
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; ORGANIZATION OF THIS VOLUME

Section 2 describes the procedure by which INTERPLAN selected repre-
- sentative areas for investigation from the 243 Standard Metropolitan Sta-
tistical Areas in the United States. It describes the 1n1tial jinvestiga-

tion of 30 major metropolitan areas and the further investigation of l7"-‘ :
of these areas by means of literature search, questionnaires. wish lists,
and field investigations. It then reviews the final selection of three
areas where different European approaches to 1ntegration could be applied. ,
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Section 3 contains profiles, including an assessment of the poten-
tial for transit integration, for six cities: Baltimore, Cleveland, Los

‘Angeles, Miami, New Orleans, and San Diego.

Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7 present suggested programs for transit inte-

gration in the three areas selected: Philadelphia, San Francisco and
Séattle, and in a typical smaller city, "Middletown". The discussion
within each section inclddes a description of area characteristics and
existing public transit services and a review of. local transportation
planning and efforts'at transit integration, ahd outlines a program to
be undertaken to integrate the area's public transit services. ’

Appendix A liéts contacts established by INTERPLAN in U.S. cities
during the course of the study. Appendix B is a list of the 243 SMSAs
and their populations in 1970. Appendix C reproduces the questionnaire
and wish list used. 'Appendix D describes items on the integration check-
list. Appendix E reproduces the State of California Act establishing the

Metropolitan Transit Commission.







SECTION 2

SELECTION OF REPRESENTATIVETMETROPOLITAN AREAS

SUMMARY OF THE SELECTION PROCESS o n B |
In broad outline, the selection proce;s'waé‘carried out by the

following steps: .

e Thirty major metropolitan areas initially investigated were

. selected from the 243 Standard Metropolitan Statistical

Areas (SMSAs) defined by the U.S. Bureau of the Census pri-
marily on the basis of size. - ,

e Seventeen of these 30 areas were selected for closer exami-
nation on the basis of apparent need for transit integration
and interest in participating in the study. ' C

e Nine of the 17 SMSAs were selected for field investigation
_ on the basis of population size, location and ease of access
to necessary information. : o

e. Three of the nine SMSAs were finally selected to serve as
examples of the application of European integration tech-
niques on the basis of size, location, and their potential
‘for different approaches to achieving transit integration.

INITIAL INVESTIGATION OF 30 METROPOLITAN AREAS
Selection of Areas

The U.S. Bureau of the Census has designated 243 Standard Metro-
politan Statistical Areas throughout the United States on the following

‘basis (quoted from:Sou:ce 1):

. MExcept in the New England States, a standard metropolitan
statistical area is a county or group of contiguous counties - \
which contains at least one city of 50,000 inhabitants or
more, or 'twin cities' with a combined population of at
least 50,000. In addition to the county OT counties con-
taining such a city or cities, contiguouS counties are
included in an SMSA if, according to certaln criteria, they

_~are socially and economically integrated with the central
city.... In the New England States, GMSAs consist of towns - .
and cities instead of counties. Each SMSA must include at -
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least one central city, ‘and the complete title of an SMSA .
jdentifies the central city or cities."”

A complete listing of . the’ 243 SMSAs is prov1ded in Appendix B.

In an analysis of the relation of transit patronage to populatien
size (Source 2), it was found that 70 percent of the total transit
‘ r1dersh1p in the United States is concentrated in the 15 largest SMSAs
i (see Figure 2). In cities “within SMSAs of less than 500, 000, ‘no
" substantial transit patronage exists. Therefore, INTERPLAN declded to
limit its 1nvest1gat10n to the 33 metropolitan areas with population
of one million or more, in which an estimated 80 percent of a11 u. S.

public transit patronage;1s concentrated.

"Further 1nvest1gat1on revealed ‘that flve of the 33 SMSAs were
included in the transportation plannlng regions of a larger, neighbor-
ing metropolitan area. These were the SMSAs of Newark and Paterson-

_Clifton-Passaic, New Jersey, which were included 1n the Tri-State
j ~ transportation plans. centered around New York City; ‘the SMSAs of

?' : Anahelm-Santa Ana-Garden Grove and San Bernardino- -Riverside-Ontario,
Callfornla, included in the reglonal plann1ng of the Southern Ca11forn1a
Area Governments centered around Los Angeles; and the SMSA of San Jose,
California, which is a part of the nine-county San Franclsco Bay Reglon

o and included in the planning area of the Metropol1tan Transportation
Commission. ' ” ‘

Two other metropol1tan areas were added to the list of those to B
be investigated: Honolulu and Hartford. Local transportatlon authori-
ties expressed to UMTA thelr special interest in the study, so INTERPLAN :
extended its 1nvest1gat10n to cover these two areas, even though their ?
populatlons, 664,000 and 1629, 000 respectlvely, fell below the one |
million cut-off p01nt. Table 1 1lists the 30 SMSAs, in order of popu-
‘lation size, that were the obJects of INTERPLAN s further 1nvest1gat10n *

The results of the jnvestigation of these 30 SMSAs descrlbed 1n thlS
section are sumuarized in Table 7 on page 39. '
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Boston
8%

- Chicago
1%

Wash. D.C.,
Los Angeles,
Detroit .

Cincinnati,
Pittsburgh, St. Louis,
Cleveland, Baltimore,
Minneapolis

&% SMSA's over
500,000

6%
{12 others)

New York, New Jersey
(standard consolidated area)

9%  central citiesof
SMSA population
250-500,000 *

" 38%

cities under
250,000

15%

1%
100 - 250,000

5%
50-
100,000

NOTE There is no substantlal transit patronage outside of the central cities
of SMSA’s under 500,000

:Figure 2.. Percentage breakdown of revenue transit passen-
: gers by SMSAs. (Includes bus, rapid transit,
and railroad commutation.)

Taken fiom Source 2.

-11

64% = 8 largest SMSA's

70% = 15 fargest

SMSA’s



Table 1. SMSAs investigated by INTERPLAN for
. potential for integration;

-

1. New York 1. Baltimore 21. Buffalo

2. Los Angeles- 12. Cleveland 22. Miami
Long Beach . . .
: 13. Houston - 23. Kansas City
3. Chicago : : . :
, "~ 14. Minneapolis- 24. Denver .
4., Philadelphia St. Paul - . A L
_ - 25. Indianapolis
5. Detroit 15. Dallas ~
' o 26. New Orleans
6. San Francisco- 16. Seattle-- - _
Oakland : : Everett 27. Tampa-

. ' . St. Petersburg
-7.” Washington, D.C. 17. Milwaukee e '
o 28. Portland

8. Boston . 18.. Atlanta
' 29. Hartford
9. Pittsburgh 19. Cincinnati ‘
: . . 30.. Honolulu
10. St. Louis 20. San Diego -

Methodology of the Initial Investigation

To each SMSA listed in Table 1 INTERPLAN sent a letter describ-
ing the purpose of our investigation and the information we hopédvto
obtain. Accompanying the letter were a copy of INTERPLAN's work
statement, a detailed descrintion of INTERPLAN's work plan, and a
summary of the status of public transportation in selected metropoli-

tan areas that had been prepared from data we already had on hand from

. earlier studies. The letters were addressed to agencies in each of

these areas with responsibility for overall transportation planning or -
for public trgnsit planning. In most cases, specific individuals were -
designated, many of whom had worked with INTERPLAN on previous trans-

portation studies.
All but three of the areas responded (Boston, Plttsburgh and

Houston were the .non- -respondents). Some provided only limited informa-

tion, but the maJorlty replied with lengthy descriptions of their
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~ Findings

Eeurrent transit operations, transportation plans, and needs_for inte-
- gration. Many expressed the desire to participate further in the
~ study and hoped that they might be selected as demonstration areas.

: Oﬂ the basis of this information and other material previously

f»obtained by INTERPLAN, an evaluation was made of the potential for
“integration in the 30 SMSAs.

NATIONWIDE POTENTIAL FOR TRANSIT INTEGRATION. The survey revealed

: that of the 30 metropolltan areas studied, only three, Houston, Dallas
f'and Hartford have no current or future needs for transit 1ntegrat10n.
Q'Each is served by a single bus system. Four other areas, St. Louis,

: Atlanta, Kansas C1ty and Honolulu, are also served by single bus

systems, but will need to integrate these with the rail rapid transit .
systems they are planning to construct. Rail rapid transityis also
being planned in eight other metropolitan areas: Pittsburgh, Baltimore,
M1nneapolls -St. Paul, Seattle-Everett, San Diego, Buffalo, New Orleans,
and Tampa-St. Petersburg. Not only will integration of these new
systems be necessary in the future, but each of these SMSAs has imme- .
d1ate need for 1ntegrat1on of their existing systems. ‘

There is a greater need for interagency integration than for .
1ﬁtermoda1 integration. In 23 of ‘the SMSAs transit service is pro-
V1ded by more. than one operator, but in ten of these areas, the only
mode 1nvolved is bus. Immediate needs for 1ntermoda1 integration
exist in only 14 ‘SMSAs, and future needs will be experienced in three.

others only when rail rapid transit is constructed.

‘Table = 2 shows the potential for transit integration in the 30

metropol1tan areas surveyed

\1‘3 .




Table 2. Potential for transit integration in 30 SMSAs. -

. Ty

pe

Timin

Metropolitan Area or

Planning Region

Inter-
Modal

Inter-
Agency

.Future
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New York

Los Angeles
Chicago
Philadelphia
Detroit

San Francisc¢o - OékIand
Washington, D. C. =
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16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
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27.
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30.
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Houston .
Mihneapo]is-St. Paul
Dallas
Seattle-Everett
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Denver -
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New Orleans
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Portland s
Hartford l
Honolulu .
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THE FIVE LARGEST. SMSAs. New York (11.6 million), Los Angeles
(7 m11110n) Chicago (7 million), Ph1lade1ph1a 4.8 m1111on), and
Detr01t (4 2 million) are the five largest SMSAs in America. The
'respectlve numbers of tran51t agenc1es in these five areas are 39, 32,
28,12 and 8. All of these c1t1es recognized that they had problems
of tran51t 1ntegrat10n, they expressed interest in part1c1pat1ng in
this study and sent us pertinent literature. In fact, three of these
cities have been involived in earlier integration-related studies.
According to HUD and UMTA listings (Sources 3 and 4), the 12 studies
shown in:Table 3 have been completed or are in progress.

New ‘York. Integration problems in the Tri-State Reg1on (Connec-
ticut, New Jersey, and New York) are the most complex in the nation.
Figure 3 shows the interrelationships of the 39 existing transit
plannlng ‘and operating agenc1es. As Table 3 shows, some $7 million
has been spent so far on 1ntegrat1on-re1ated studies in the Tri-State

Region.  The net impact of these studies, with respect to integration, -

" appears to be. relatlvely modest so far. In reply to INTERPLAN'S |
nletter, Mr. John E. Mahoney, the Dlrector of the Public Transportation
Division of the Tr1 State P1ann1ng Commission gave the following. des-

cription of 1n1t1a1 ‘attempts at 1ntegrat10n (Source 5):

. "Numerous t1m1d flrst steps come to mind such as 1) 51ng1e :
fare suburban fares [from] New Jersey to Manhattan (RRS-

" buses-PATH), 2) single fares on the NYCTA (subway-surface-
MABSTOA). Single fares between local bus systems and
suburban railroads would appear to be a 'must' 1f bus feeder
service is ever to become a practical reality.' :

In the same letter, Mr. Mahoney ‘communicated his agency s interest in

an 1ntegrat1on demonstrat1on, as follows:

"We are most interested in the integrat1on concept. It has
been, and continues to be, a part of our work program in
regional systems planning. Our interest is pr1mar11y
directed toward the single ticket approach as exempllfled ‘
by the Hamburg operation. That system would seem to minimize
some of the institutional problems. It also has the poten-
tial of rationalizing the system by means of user choices of
minimum paths.. :
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"In my opinion there is a meaningful possibility of
integrating the surface, rapid transit, bus and rail
systems in the New York area. I would qualify this to
emphasize that such integration would have to be at the
fare box level and not the institutional level in the

- short range "

Desplte this positive response, INTERPLAN felt that 1ntegrat10n

of New York's transit agencies would be too complicated to do justice

-to in this study, and New York was eliminated from further examination.

-Los Angeles. " The Director of Plannlng of the City of Los
Angeles responded to INTERPLAN's initial inquiry as follows (Source 6):

"We have not achieved the kind of 1ntegrat10n you are
talking about, but I feel steps are being taken in that
~direction. Through the leadership of the City Council
and its Ad Hoc Rapid Transit Committee, with the support
of a technical committee composed of General Managers
appointed by the Mayor, I feel we are making progress.
Some of the steps being taken are as follows:

B Insistence by the City Council that there be a
' joint application to UMTA by SCRTD and Los
Angeles for a Technical Grant to develop the
specifics for the first phase of a rapid transit.
system to be funded by money that will become
available through a state act as a local share
to which would be added federal grants for
capital development.

2. Citywide planning in Los Angeles on a 15 and 20
o year basis and planning for individual communi--
ties which deal with the integration of rapid
transit with secondary feeder transportation
systems, retention of the bus system to feed
into these two systems, and the development of
" pedestrian overpass systems on an integrated
y - basis. Work with the Parking Commission.in the
s City of Los Angeles on peripheral parking faci-
: lities, particularly in the downtown area fed by
the secondary transportation system (people
“movers) integrated to the overall planning.: The
. proposals for downtown will be available after -
April S 1972. ‘

"We have yet to tackle the integration oflpérking fee struc-
turcs in velation to the other transportation systems, but
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there is a major-effort in the City to relate street
system planning with bus facilities, particularly in
the new San Bernardino Express Bus system in the
median of that freeway going from the Union Station

to El Monte.... I am quite confident that the City
would be pleased to work with you on your information
research and certainly would want to gain from your
studies on how we might do our own transportation more
effectively." R

Pointing out that integration problems in- Los Angeles are inter-
. agency rather than jintermodal in nature, the general manager Qf the
~ Southern California Rapid Transit Bistrict commented (Source 7):

"In reviewing your letter, I note repeated reference to
intermodal integration of transit systems. Strictly
speaking, our area does not have such a problem, for our
public transportation is limited to one mode, the bus.
The problem in the Southern California Rapid Transit
District area is one of interagency integration. Within
our general service area there is one other transit
district, ten municipally owned transit systems and
approximately twenty privately owned transit companies. -
We are studying the problem of interagency cooperation in
‘connection with the development of a Transit Improvement
and Coordination Plan and Program. This project was :
undertaken by Southern California Association of Govern-
ments under the auspices of a technical study grant from
UMTA.

n_..the Southern California Rapid Transit District would
be happy to participate in such a project." '

Under the expanded scope of the project, INTERPLAN studied Los
Angeles in greater depth, as explained later in this section.

Chicago. Transit integration problems in the Chicago SMSA are.
so'politically, financially, organizationally, and technically '
involved that effective solutions could be realized only with special
long-range efforts to secure the cooperation of local authorities.
The magnitude of the task is illustrated in a letter to INTERPLAN
from Mr. Gerald Leonard, Secretary to the Chairman of Chicago's _
Transit Carriers Coordinating Committee (Source 8). The 28 members

»
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of this committee reprééent transit interests ranging from the
Chicago Transit Authofify folrelatively minor privafe companies
serving'sﬁburban‘afeas. Mr. Leonard's letter indicated full support
of INTERPLAN's étudy, and is quoted below: | |

"This letter, like my call to you yesterday afternoon,
is to confirm our intent to participate in your efforts
with the Urban Mass Transportation Administration to
assess the potential for intermodal integration of the
transit system, in this case, in the Chicago region.

""The Transit Carriers Coordinating Committee is a
common effort of the 28 public and private mass trans-
portation operators in the two-state Chicago region
which meets each month to discuss common problems and
seek means to offer a better service to the public

- through coordinated effort. The Chicago Area Transpor-
tation Study will assist the T.C.C.C. in compiling the
information you request as a part of their data bank OT
efforts currently underway.

"We hope to learn of your progress in this effort and

trust that the Committee and CATS can be of assistance

to you." : :
In response to this letter, INTERPLAN initiated further study of the
Chicago area and sent a request for further information to Mr. Leonard.

No reply has yet been received.

Philédelphia. Phiiadelphia, with a population of 4.8 million, is

a large and complex metropolitan area. Interagency integration has
been initiated in the form of cooperation among three transit opera-
tions (SEPTA, the Penn-Central Railroad, and the Port Authority),
invol?ing a number of facets of intermodal integration. In Philadelphia
. there are simultaneously the very worst and the very best elements of
F‘the transit industry that can be found anywhere in the world, and the
‘potential for enlightened integration is among the highest in the
country. In addition, excellent access to information on local transit
operations was available through one of INTERPLAN's consultants. For
these reasons, INTERPLAN decided to study Philadelphia in dépth.
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Detroit. Detroit;fthé'world's automobile capital, has inter-
_agency integration problems but no intermodal problems. Thomas
.Lipscomb; General Managet of the Southeastern Michigan Transportation -

Authority,.has this to Say about transit in Detroit (Source 9): '

"My understanding of your project's needs leads me to
believe that Detroit, with two small rail commuter
services accounting for less than 1/10 of one percent

of all bus trips, would not be as strong a candidate

for your selection as would the other cities on your
list. .The prime problem in this region affecting )
public transportation systems, besides lack of adequate
funds, is the uncoordinated operation of six bus com-
panies (including the municipally owned DSR).

"Our Authority was created out of recognition of the
need for one unified, coordinated transit system serving
the residents of Southeastern Michigan. This goal was -
~ reaffirmed...in [a] report to us prepared under an UMTA

Technical Studies Grant in 1969, MICH-T9-1. Currently,
[consultants] are under contract to us as part of
another UMTA-funded grant, MICH-T9-7, to prepare 2
detailed operating plan and strategy for the immediate
and long-term periods after acquisition of the bus

- carriers, a goal we expect to implement in the near
future.

"There is no doubt in our minds that only through a
coordinated regional transit system, one which will
allow rational policy guidelines for service and capital
improvements to be carried out, can a halt be made in
the declining use of public tramsit in Southeastern
Michigan.... .

"The major changes since [1969] have been predictgble-k
reduced riding volumes (DSR is now under 100 million
annual rides), increased costs, and, in one instance,
the private carrier called it quits. Thus we now Own
and operate the buses and routes of Lake Shore Coach
Lines, Incorporated, purchased in 1971 through an U¥TA

_ Capital Grant. Also, the City of Pontiac is operating

' a reduced bus system (5 new GM-33 Passenger air-
conditioned buses), and Short Way Lines of Toledo,
Ohio, is operating over Northville's routes. Finally,
approximately 150 new air-conditioned buses were placed

" in service, primarily on the DSR, about the first of
this year." .
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"INTERPLAN concluded frdm‘tﬁe above letter and from examination
of‘reports enclosed with it (Source 10) that public transit in
Detroit is of relatively less significance than in many other cities.
The potential for transit improvements through integration %s no
gréater than for most cther cities, and those integration problems
which do exist are being studied in depth locally by recognized
transportation consultants. It was decided to eliminate Detroit

from further investigation.

SMSAs WITH 2 TO 4 MILLION POPULATION. There are sefen SMSAs
whose populations fall between 2 and 4 million. In descendihg order
of population t.ey are San Francisco-Oakland (3.1 million),
Washington,'D.é (2.9 million), Boston (2.8 million), Pittsburgh
(2.4 m11110n), St. Louis (2.4 million), Baltimore (2.1 million), and
Cleveland (2.1 m11110n)

San Francisco. The San Francisco-Bay Region is of special

interest to a study of transit integration. A completely new rail
- rapid transit system began service on the first completed portion of
its lines in September 1972. The remaining portions now under con-
struction and scheduled for initiation within the following year will
- provide rapid transit connections between“the area's two major popu1a~
tion centers, San Francisco and Oakland.* Transit specialists throughout
the world are eager to see the results of this system, which has
combined thu very best American management and planning acumen ($25.4
million was spent on studieé)Awith.American equipment (the total cost
‘of BART is of the order of $1.4 billion). |

Institutionally, San Francisco's essential;problem’is to coordi-
nate the operations of BART with those two local surface transit
operations--AC Transit's buses and Muni's buses, streetcars, cable
caré, and trolley buses. Extensive studies of how integration of
" these 0peratioﬁs should be carried out have been made and others are

still in progress. INTERPLAN believes that developments in San Francisco

*The second and third legs of the network were opened in January 1973 and

May 1973, with the final service leg due to open in September 1973.
o
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are of critical interest to a.study of transit integration in the
United States. Therefore, detailed study has been made of this area.

Washington, D.C. Thosé who know the Nation's Capital realize

that the benefits of coordinating the existing services of D.C. Transit’
System and suburban Virginia lines would be very great indeed. Their
integration,” in turn, with the new METRO rapid transit system currently
undér_constfuction would bring even greater benefits to this important
urban center. In response to INTERPLAN's initial inquiry to the
Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authprity, its planning director,
Mr. William Herman, replied (Source 11): ’

"Our Authority has recently commenced a two-year study to -

investigate this interface problem in detail for the.

~ Washington Metropolitan area. Our transit technical study
is part of a larger transportation improvement program for

the Washington area being carried out in a unified way by
a number of related agencies.... '

"The end product of our transit study will result in

detailed proposals and recommendations for the improvement

and integration of transit facilities. Thus, as your study

is limited to the selection of three cities, we feel that

it would be a duplication of effort and an unnecessary

expenditure of limited resources for your study program to
) include Washington, D.C.""

This area was, therefore, eliminated from further investigation
by INTERPLAN. We will, of course, be very much interested in the
results of the Washington study. We believe that many lessons

learned in the Capital can be applied to other urban areas.*

Boston. Two serious obstacles would confront any transit inte-
gration attempts in Boston. First, since 33 different transit agencies
operate here, the sheer number of operators creates a tremendous
problem in coordination. The second obstacle is a political structure
which is not geared toward efficient centralized planning. These
factors were considered sufficiently prohibitive to exclude Boston
from an.in-dépth study at this time. The magnitude and difficulty of

" e’

*In January and Feoruary 1973, WMATA acquired all four area bus lines to
complete full institutional integration of Washington's transit °Pefai
tions (WMATA is ilso building METRO). The takeovers were made possible

by a 2/3 UMTA grant approved in January.
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. Boston's problems are comparable to those of New York and Chicago.
' The fact that INTERPLAN's preliminary inquiry has not yet been

answered reinforces the decision not to study the Boston area any
further. This does not imply that there is no potential for integra-
tion. Quite to the contrary, the long-run potential is very gfeat,
“largely because the present separate systems could provide signifi-

cantly improved services if effective integration were achieved.

' Pittsburgh. Only one bus agency operates in Pittsburgh, along
with two relatively minor commuter rail operations, and institutional
1ntegrat10n of the urban transit system is close to complete
Pittsburgh failed to answer INTERPLAN's initial inquiry, and it was

* therefore decided to e11m1nate the area from further study.

St. touis. The state of institutional integration in St. Louis
is well summarized in a letter received from the Executive Director
of the Bi-State Agency (Missouri-Illinois Metropolitan Distriét), in
response to INTERPLAN's initial inquiry (Source 12):

"Based on our understanding of [INTERPLAN's] letter, the
status of transit operatlng progress and the present
status of planning in the St. Louis Metropolitan Area, it °
appears that we have progressed beyond the requirements of
your work statement which is evident by the following:

"3) © At the request of local political leadership

the W.C. Gilman Company, in 1957, undertook
a study of all private mass transportation
systems operating in the Missouri portion of
the St. Louis Metropolitan Area, and recommended
a consolidation which would integrate -all of the
private mass transit systems existing at that
time. Subsequently, in 1961, at the request of
the local political leadership, the Bi-State
Development Agency completed a supplement to
the 1957 Gilman study in order to include the
Il1linois portion of the St. Louis Metropolitan

* Area, and a recommended consolidation and a
complete integration of private mass transit
_systems existing at that time in the Bi-State
Development Agency area of responsibility.
After detailed appraisal and further studies,
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- the Agency concluded satisfactory arrangements
for the purchase of existing transit facilities

to form the Bi-State Transit System in the fall
of 1962. . The Bi-State Transit System began
operations on April 1, 1963.

'"b) At the request of local political leadership,

; the Bi-State Development Agency accomplished
the recently completed St. Louis Metropolitan
Area Rapid Transit Feasibility Study--Long-

. Range Program, published in August, 1971, which
established the feasibility of a rail-like rapid
transit system for the St. Louis Metropolitan

.. Area, that is fully integrated with future 1990
highway network planning, available existing
commuter railroad facilities, existing airport
facilities, and the existing mass transit system.

"c) © Although your study list indicates that there is
another Agency operating surface transit systems
in the St. Louis Metropolitan Area, we feel that
it would be beneficial to point out that the Gulf =
 Transport Company ceased operations in 1970. ' S

"In light of the above and our understanding of your scope
of study it appears that the St. Louis Metropolitan Area
" would not be a candidate for your future studies."

; Béltimdre. Although Baltimoré has nine operating bus systems,
90bpercent.of thé transit traffic is carried by the Metropolitan Transit
Authority (MTA). MTA is in the process of acquiring the remaining small
‘independent, privately owned systems so that by 1975 the urban‘t;ans- ‘
portation system will be fully integrated institutionally. By that ,

. time, however, the rail répid transit may be under construction, and
the problem of intermodal integration will have to be faced. Thus
Baltimore will be a prime candidate for the application of experience
in Philadelphia and San Francisco. At present, Baltimore is a most
suitable metropolitan area for eXperimenting with remedial methods for
the deficiencies typical of U.S. transit systems. MTA is @ large,
efficient and well-run organization; it is on the verge of breaking
_even financially. The local authorities and the management of MTA are

open-minded and willing to experiment.



Cleveland. There are in Cleveland two independent rapid rail sys-

tems, one operated by the Cleveland Transit System (CTS) and the other .

'by the Shaker Heights Rapid Transit. They serve two separate traffic

corridors fed by the CTS bus lines. While many passengers must use
both systems to complete a trip (70 percent of airport riders on the
CTS ra11 originate their trip on the Shaker Heights system), and the

" two rall systems share the same terminal bu11d1ng in the center of the

city, there are no. transfer or terminal 1nterchange ‘facilities of any
kind between the two 11nes.' Neither are there transfers among the CTS,
Shaker Heights Rapid, and bus lines of the five local transit companies
serving “the suburban areas of Cleveland. * A1l operators prov1de -
inadequate information on services to the public, "although there are
excellent bus-stop signs for the loop line of the CTS in the CBD, and
they use flat fare systems, which renders any meaningful integration of
fares 1mp0551b1e Forced by local laws to support themselves from fare

box revenues, operators are caught in the vicious c1rc1e of deterloratlng

‘service and decreasing revenues.

INTERPLAN believes that, potentially, the possibilities of transit
integration in Cleveland are among the highest in the country. The same
feeling has been expressed by Mr. David N. Goss, Director, Research &
Planning of the CTS (Source 13):

"I think it is fair to say that Cleveland would - offer a
tremendous challenge to your program since at the present
time there is no institutional arrangement to achieve the
type of transit 1ntegrat10n that you are talklng about.

"The area offers a unique opportunlty for testing out new
transit integration concepts in a very complex environment.
In addition, such a program would be a timely supplemental
activity to the UMTA technical study that would be in
progress simultaneously.

o* .
There is an interchange and transfer at the Campus Station, for the.
benefit of students. ‘ , :
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"UMTA technical study grant will be funded in May--for
approximately an 18-month period--which has as one of its

. objectives to institute a coordinated transit system in
the seven-county area (includes both Cleveland and Akron)."

© SMSAs WITH 1 TO 2 MILLION POPULATION. Sixteen of the 30 metro-
pdlitan’areas initially investigated had populations of less than 2
million. Their appérent'needs for integration ranged from very great .
to little or none. Four areas, Houston (2.0 million), Dallas (1.6
million), Atlanta (1.4 million), and Kansas City (1.3 million), were
each served by single bus systems and presented no 1mmed1ate potential
v_)for 1ntegrat10n Atlanta and Kansas City, however, both have plans to
construct rail rap1d transit systems and will need to 1ntegrate these

with their ex1st1ng systems in the future.

Houston Houston failed to reply to the initial inquiry. However,

5, since INTERPLAN was able to learn that ''the bus system is operated by a
' . private company, National C1ty Lines, which took over the system in 1966

- after the former ownership went into receivership," (Source 14), no

. further follow-up was made.

Dallas. Dallas is an automobile-oriented city where streets occupy
27 percent of the 930-acre central city area, grade -level parking ‘lots
cover 15 percent, and parking garages are built on 3 percent of central
city land. Table 4, reproduced from an Arthur D. Little study of
Dallas (Source 15), lists needed improvements and benefits which would
result from Dallas' proposed Goods Distribution, Term1na1, and Transit-
way projects. Among those listed, improvements and benefits such as
- provision for modal 1nterchange, an improved relatlonshlp with a reglonal
transportation plan, and reduction of confusion and conflicts are closely

related to operational 1ntegrat10n.

; Dallas provides a good example of how transit problems persist even
, after institutional 1ntegrat1on has been accompllShed Representatives
of the Dallas Transit System responded to INTERPLAN's initial inquiry

as follows (Source 16): ’ -
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Table 4. Eva]uat1on of potential for tranSportat1on
1mprovements in Dallas
Goods ‘
Distribution |Terminal [Transitway
Project Project Project
1. Transportation System | |
Improvements
a. Improve downtown '
circulation X X X
b. Provide for separat1on of X i ¥
travel modes _ ‘
c. Provide for modal inter- X o
change '
d. Relate to regional trans- 1% Ty
portation
e. Adaptab111ty to phased X X X
development
f. Adaptability to incremen- X X X
tal funding :
- g. Considered in an existing :
integrated transportation X X X
plan '
2. System User Benefits
a. "Reduction of travel time X X
b. Provide for convenience X X X
and ease of access
c. Reduction of confu51on X X X
and conflicts _
d. Reduction of operat1ng X
costs
3.  Environmental Impact o
a. Contribute to a quality X X
urban environment
b. Promote more efficient use X X
of downtown land » ,
c. Stimulate joint develop- X ‘
ment - i :

Taken from Source‘15.
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"In answer to your questions: (1) There have been no
studies of transit integration completed to our knowledge, |
because of the one transit operation. (2) For the most . j
part, the Arthur B. Little, Central City Transportation : ~« : §
Project report on Dallas, is applicable." " ‘

, Atlanta. The generai manager of the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid
Transit Authority (MARTA) wrote to INTERPLAN as follows (Source 17):

- "On February 17, 1972, the Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid
Transit Authority purchased the Atlanta Transit System
and made it the Operating Division of the Authority.
MARTA was created by the legislature of the State of L
Georgia in 1965 as a public agency to provide public
transportation services in the five-county metropolitan
region.... Under our program, therefore, we have L

 designed a completely integrated system and, also, MARTA
will be the only significant public transportation :
operator in the region. '

"Since we already have an integrated system in the Atlanta
region, it is doubtful that we could contribute to your
‘study effort as a host city."

Kansas City. Kansas City's Area Transportation Authority (ATA) : .
recently integrated all city transportation systems. An ATA represen-
“tative wrote to INTERPLAN that (Sourée 18):

" ..the present transit system operation in the Kansas

City ‘Area Transportation District, a seven county, bi-
state district, is a fully integrated system.

"All independent and private operations in the District
were acquired by the Kansas City Area Transportation i
Authority. There is no other local mass transit operation
here so on that basis I don't believe that Kansas City
would be a prime candidate for the type of study which you
will make." ' : '

Three other areas, Milwaukee (1.4 million), Denver (1.2 million)
and Portland (1.0 million), indicated that they did not wish to parti-

cipate in the study.
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Milwaukee. The Milwaukee County Department of Transportation

replied to INTERPLAN's initial letter as follows (Source 19):

* "Our problem here is not one which concerns a lack of

transit system integration. Rather, it is more a case of
rising fares and decreasing ridership which eventually
results in a curtailment of transit service. :

"Hence, we feel there are many areas with more acute'pfob-
lems as they relate to integrating transit systems."

Denver. The Denver Regional Council of Government indicated that

(Source 20):

"We are presently involved in continuing, comprehensive,
and cooperative transportation planning at the Council of -
Governments in cooperation with the Regional Transportation
District and the Colorado Division of Highways. -

- "] am sorry we cannot be of more assistance to you at the

present time."

Portland. The general manager of the Tri-County Metropolitén

Transportation District stated (Source 21):

"Under the sponsorship of the Columbia Region Association
of Governments, with financial assistance from Tri-Met
and Urban Mass Transportation Administration...[we are
carrying out] a Regional Transit Planning Study in three
interrelated parts as follows: o

Part I - Development of a plan for the immediate
implementation of improved bus service
in the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan
area ‘ S

Part II - Development of a master transit plan
: adequate to serve the 1990 needs of
residents of the Portland-Vancouver
metropolitan area - .

Part III - Performance of a feasibilitf study for
a multi-mode transportation terminal in
- downtown Portland . ‘

"Because this current study will give comprehensive
coverage of transit systems within the Portland-Vancouver
Metropolitan Area, it does not appear that this area

'. .
T
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~would be a logical choice for the demonstration project
you describe." . ' .

~ The }emaining niﬁé areas appeared to have significant potential
for transit integratiéﬁ. ‘Due to pressures of time and to budget limi-
ftatiohs, INTERPLAN was not able to give all of these areas equal atten-
tion. Those that were studied in depth were Seattle (1.4 million), .

" San Diego (1.4 million), Miami (1.3 million), and New Orleans (1.0
million). Detailed reports on the existing transit systems, transpor-
tation”planning, and potential for integration.for the last three men-
tioned, as well as for Baltimore, Cleveland; and Los Angeles, are pre-
sented in Section 3. Section 6 is devoted to an even more detailed |

analysis of Seattle and recommendation for integration actions.

'The SMSAs of Minneapolis-St. Paul (1.8 million), Cincinnati (1.4
million), Buffalo (1.3 million); Indianapolis (1.1 milljion), and Tampa-
St. Petersburg (1.0 million) also present immediate potential for

‘transit integration. Their needs are described briefly below.

Minneapolis-St. Paul. The Twin Cities Area Metropolitan Transit
Commission,describes its area's needs for integration as follows .
(Source 22):* '

"The MTC has encountered certain problems in providing
‘suitable interfaces between MTC.- provided services and
. services provided by private operators. Where inter-
faces between public and private fares, routes, and
schedules have not been satisfactorily resolved, we are
' continuing to try to reach agreed-upon solutions.

"We are also concerned with‘proper interface betw?en
. . . 3 ]
transit modes in our long-range transit planning.

Cincinnati. This area is served by a single bus operatlon. The

planning authority and the local bus operator have considered the pro-

blems of integration and have already carried out some related ;tudies-

' .

*In a letter dated February 20, 1973, Mr. Jamieson %ndicatedTrenevedD:?~
terest in INTERPLAN's study and reported the adoption Of'as t;nSIth
velopment Program which "puts together various tecb“°1°g1:ns.tr°ug high

~staged development and balanced financing from Various transit an B
way funding programs.'
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The city would be interested in further efforts in this direction
and offered to serve as a demonstration site.

Buffalo. Buffalo is currently planning for the construction of
rail rapid transit, but there are serious funding difficulties at the.
city and state levels. Recently, the voters turned down a proposed

bond issue for rapid transit.

The two important aufhorities in Buffalo are the Niagara Fronfipr
Authority, which controls the airport, docks and shipping facilities,
and the Clty Transportation Authorlty, which is now plannlng to acquire
all buses in the city. '

Highways are under the author1ty of the Department of Transportatlon
of the State of New York Relations between the New York Department of
Transportatlon and Buffalo are remarkably strained.

Indianapolis. Mr. M. Carroll, Director of the City of Indianapolis,

. stated the interests andvplans of this area as follows (Source 23):

"With the current progre551ve downtown rebuilding program -
the City of Indianapolis is undertaking and the recently
authorized acquisition of Union Station for transportation
and other purposes, we are looking for a transportat1on
center which will efficiently 'mix' all modes in a well-
. designed environment. Union Station has the potential for
such an experiment. Transportation modes currently under
study include: automobile; rail rapid transit; bus rapid : :
transit; downtown distribution jitney system and a second : ok
level pedestrlan walkway system. '

" Mie do not have any single study on transit mode integration
per se. However, the following studies collectively lead in
that direction. A joint land development project has been
proposed and adopted by the Marion County Transportation
Council for the North Leg of the Inner Loop Freeway. Park
'n'Ride facilities were proposed for the bus rapid transit
system developed by the Indianapolis Regional Trarsportation
and Development Study. A combined jitney and pedestrian
walkway system was developed by a local urban design firm -
for the Central Business District. A demonstration of dual-
mode vehicle has been tested. A rail rapid transit link
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betweeh Union Station and Weir Cook Airport is currently
under investigation. ’ o ! ‘

"We believe that inter-modal transfers at a convenient

point such as Union Station will work. Downtown Indianapolis
will stand to benefit substantially from such a transit
integration demonstration project as described in your work
statement.” ' ' - '

Tampa-St. Petersburg. The Tampa Bay Regional Planning Council
reports (Source 24): ' ' ' ‘
"Tampa Transit, which was pre?iously'a privately operated‘“
franchise system, has now been acquired by the City of -

" Tampa and is a public system. . Clearwater Transit, which "
is currently a privately operated franchise system, is to
be purchased in the near future by the Central Pinellas

‘Transit Authority under an UMTA grant received for this

purpose, ‘as well as to acquire additional bus equipment to -
initiate improved bus service in that area."

‘Three studies have recently been initiated to evaluate‘transit, .
needs in three subregions, and these will be coordinated into a '

nconsolidated region-wide short-range transit improvement program.'

SMSAs WITH LESS’THAN ONE MILLION POPULATION. Becéuse of their
special interest in this study, the areas of Hartford (0.7 million)
and Honolulu (0.6 million) were included even though they fell below
the population cut-off point. The following sections briefly describe

their potential for transit integration.

'Hartford. The Connecticut Department of Transportation, which
indicated its interest to UMTA in having Hartford included in the study,

told INTERPLAN that (Source 25):

"The most critical problem today is the lack of working
Transit Districts. The Districts have the Capability of
integrating transit operations since, due t© recent

legislation, the Transit Districts have many 9f the regu-
latory powers of the Public Utilities Commission. .= .

. Transit. District exists in Hartford, but it is resisting
a financial commitment that Connmecticut DOT feels 1S
necessary for a politically balanced organization.

Bl
s
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"The State is strongly encouraging the formation of more Trans1t
Districts. Through cooperation among the Transit Districts, the
: Regional Planning Agency, the municipalities, and the State De-
> " partment of Transportation, a more 1ntegrated transit system is
1 ' ant1c1pated "

No response was recelved from Hartford itself. INTERPLAN believes
that the problem of the Connecticut DOT deserves UMTA attention, but

this problem falls Outside the pprpose of the present study.

Honolulu. The Department of Traff1c of the C1ty and County of Hono-
lulu reported that it has completed the" acqu151t1on of the c1ty bus com-
pany, Honolulu Rapid Transit Company, and two suburban carriers, thus -
ach1ev1ng 1nstitut10nal integration of tran51t services in this metropoll-
tan area. ' '

The city has plans to construct a rail rapid transit system, making
it a prime candidate for intermodal 1ntegrat10n. UMTA has already"
recogn1zed this potential by award1ng an $87,800 grant "for initial
planning, budgeting, and preparation enabling Honolulu to become a demon-
stration city in the UMTA Intermodal Integration Program." (Passenger
Transport, April 27, 1973). | :

FURTHER INVESTIGATION OF 17 METROPOLITAN:AREAS
Areas Selected for Study

On the basis of the initial investigation of 30 SMSAs, INTERPLAN '
selected for further study 17 SMSAs where there was felt to be 1mmed1ate
potential for transit integration and where the cooperatlon of local
transit agencies and operators essential to the study could be expected
Table 5 lists these areas and shows their d1str1but10n with regard to -

population size and geographical location.

Methodology

Four methods were used to develop further information‘aboﬁt the inte-
gration needs of these 17 SMSAs: ' B
1. Literature search and review of data supp11ed by local agencies

2. Questionnaires
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‘Table 5.- SeYentéen SMsAs selected for further. study.
o | ~Location
Over 4 Million Pppu}ation o A
1. Los Angeles S ’ West Coast
2. Chicago e Midwest
‘3. Philadelphia - - S East Coast
2-4 Million Population | | |
4. San Francisco- Oakland ‘ o West Coast
5. Baltimore. . East Coast
6. Cleveland - © | Midwest
1-2 Miinbn POpulation
7. Minneapolis-St. Paul | Midwest
. 8. -Seattle-Everett : a ‘ Northwest - .
9. Cincinnati : : Midwest
10. San Diego West Coast
11. "Buffalo ; ' S ' Northeast
12. Miami South
13. Indianapolis o Midwest
14. New Orleans , -South
15. Tampa-St. Petersburg South .
Less Than One Million Population
- 16. Hartford Nor?heast /
17. Honolulu' +| Pacific

3. Wish lists
4. Field 1nvest1gat10n in selected SMSAs.'

thTERATURE SEARCH A complete listing of the literature examined
W111 belncluded in the bib11ography, to be presented in the final report,
In addltlon to pr1nted literature, the numerous letters written to
INTERPLAN in response to its preliminary and specific inquiries serve as
‘an important source of information. Where appropriate and applicable,
quotat1ons from these letters are given in the text.  As discussed above,
these letter formed the primary data base for INTERPLAN'S decisions con-
vcernlng which SMSAs should be studied further Most of the important let-
ters and source documents are included in the sources cited in this Teport,

listed at the end of each section.
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v QUESTIONNAIRES}"A questionnaire was designed to supplement INTER-
PLAN's information on 17 SMSAs showing interest in transit integration.
A copy of this quest10nna1re is included in Appendix C.. Rec1p1ents of
‘the questlonnalre generally fell into one of the follow1ng categor1es

1. The head of a city or area plannlng department or an ‘

" individual previously contacted by INTERPLAN who works
within that department. v

2. The head of a city or area transportatior. planning
‘department or an individual previously contacted by
INTERPLAN who works within that department.

3. The field representative of the U.S. DOT as des1gnated
by UMTA's Techn1ca1 Studies Personnel, where appllcable._

4. The head, d1rector of research, or f1e1d representatlve
. of the STate DOT, where appllcable. 4

5. The head of a transit company w1thin an area, and/or
the chief of planning. :

6. The area spec1a115t in the Techn1ca1 Studles Sectlon
of UMTA, :

Four major top1cs were covered in the quest1onnalre.
1. The city and 1ts transportatlon reglon

2. Urban transportatlonv

3. Existing public transit

4. Potential for transit integration

.

Before mailing copies of the questiOnnaire to the various planning - - °

agencies and transit operators, INTERPLAN's staff used data avaxlable

from literature and prev1ous communications to answer as many questions

as possible for each area. The partlally completed quest1onna1res

‘were then duplicated andfsent out to the 17 areas. This prelimlnary

- completion of questions by the study team was meant to re11eve_respong

dents from reviewing data, both statistical and textual, which had

previously been made available to INTERPLAN. This was explained in the -

questionnaire's formal cover letter.
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3 In sp1te of INTERPLAN's 3551stance in answering the questlons most

. respondents were slow in returnxng completed quest10nna1res. "Some never
responded desp1te prlor assurances dur1ng the premlnary inquiry phase
that they would be happy to do so. Others clearly could not flnd time toi
- do Justlce to the quest10nna1re.

The responses to these quest10nna1res have been tabulated and the

f1nd1ngs organ1zed for use in future more detalled studies.

~ WISH LISTS - In add1t10n to the quest1onna1re, a wish list was
mailed to the heads of all transit companies in the 17 SMSAs surveyed.
A copy of the wish list is included in Appendix C. Its purpose was to
e11c1t local op1n1ons on the priority of improvements in local transit
operatlons, as well as suggestions on the specific basic needs of the

transportatlon reglon.g

As in the case of the questlonnalres, wish list respondents were
slow 1n returning the completed forms, and many failed to reply at all.
In analy21ng those responses which were received, it is essential to note
that answers were likely to be carefully expressed s1nce:te5pondents were
aware that their views would be transmitted to UMTA. This phenomenon
manifested itself in the toning down of statements, or 1n the 1gnor1ng of

questions which were pol1t1ca11y controversial at the 1oca1 or federal s

- level.

The re5ponses on the wish lists have also been tabu1ated for use in

future stud1es. o

| FIELD INVESTIGATIONS Nine SMSAs were selected for field investiga-
“tion, since time and cost 11m1tat1ons did not permlt members of the study
‘team to visit all 17 of the areas showing immediate potential for transit
integration. Three criteria were used in the selection: ~ population
-_size,'location, and familiarity with the area on the part of INTERPLAN
staff and consultants. Prior knowledge of transit operations and of plans
derived from other transportation studies was particularly helpful, as.
transit planning
visited for field
on size and geographi-

well as prev1ous contacts with key personnel in local
and operating agenc1es. Table 6 lists the nine SMSAs
1nvest1gat10n and shows the1r d1str1bution in populati

cal locatlon.
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" “Table 6. Nine SMSAs selected for field 1nvé$tig§tibn$.

R o . » o Geographical
o . Location

Popu1ation Over 4 Mi]]iqn

1. Los Angeles o , o - West Coast
2. Philadelphia o , ~ East Coast
Population Between 2-4 Million _ o g
3. San Francisco o West Coast
4, Baltimore . . : East Coast .
5. Cleveland . o Midwest
Population Less Than 2 Million | B
6. Seattle . | | Northwest
7. San Diego ' A 1. West Coast
8. Miami o ~ South
9. New Orleans = : ~ South .

For each of the nine SMSAs visited, a profile was prepared.. These
profiles are concise summaries of data on the central city"and its '
transportation region, transpertation planning in the area, exisfing._
public transit, and the current state of transit integration;l Profiles
' for the metropolitan’areas of Baltimore, Cleveiand,.Los Angeles, Miami,’

New Orleans, and San Diego are included in Section‘3, while pore detailed -
_probiles for Philadelphia, San Francisco, and Seattle are:presented in

Sections 4, 5, and 6 respectively, along with proposed demonstratlon pro-
jects for those three areas. ‘

A sumrary of INTERPLAN's invest1gat1on of the 30 major metropolitan
areas is presented in Table 7.

SELECTION OF THREE REPRESENTATIVE AREAS

Cr1ter1a for Select1on )

)

Phlladelphla, San Franc1sco, and Seattle were selected to serve as

representatlve U.S. urban areas to which European approaches to transit
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iniegration could be applied. Four criteria were used. The‘most‘impor-
tant was that each érea provided an'opbortunity to apply different Euro-
pean methodologies for échieving integration. The‘second criterion was
that each area should present problems in both intermodal and intefagency'
integration. The lasi two criteria were that each should répresent a
different population size groﬁp among the majof SM$As, and that so far as
possible they should be located in different parts of the United States.

Table 8 shows how the three representative areas meet these criteria.

Table 8. Rating of three representative cities by four selection criteria.

Type of
Integration
Type of European Potential R :
o .+ Approach to ° .| Inter-| Inter-| Location and
" Area ~ . Integration .| Modal | Agency| Population
Philadelphia | Specific techniques for X X Eastern Central
operational integration , 4.8 million
San Francisco| Open choice between Lon- X X West Coast
don (Paris) or Hamburg : : 3.1 million
(Munich) examples of in- : ‘ ;
stitutional and opera-
tional integration .
Seattle Hamburg example of in- X - X Pacific North-
stitutional integration west
' : 1.4 million

The emphasis in the remainder of this volume on San Francisco, Phila-
delpﬁia and Seattle does not'imply that valuable demonstrations cénnot be
undertaken in'other urban éreas. Table 7 (page 39) shows that several
other cities have high poteﬁtiai for such demonstrations. Table 23 of
Volume 1 shows that these cities include Baltimore, New Orleans, Cleveland;A
Miami, Tampa, Honolulu, Atlanta, and Washington, D.C. While INTERPLAN
believes that the three citieé analytically selected have, at presént,
the highest potential for success, it must be'recognized that the tfansit _

scene is in a state of flux, changing with every additional UMTA capital
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or RD&D grant (as in Honolulu) completed technical study (as in Cleveland),i
'or change in local transit ‘management personnel. INTERPLAN recommends
that in 1ts centralized planning of transit integration demonstrat1ons,
UMTA bear in mind the potential of cities with high 1ntegrat1on poten-
tial other than the three emphasized in this report.

TYPE OF EUROPEAN APPROACH TO INTEGRATION. A proposed approach to
transit integration is outlined in Sections 4-6 for each of the three
areas, 1ncorporat1ng some of the successful features of current public
transit operations in the ten European cities descrlbed in Volume 2,
particularly London, Hamburg, Parls, and Munich. In Philadelphia, where
a certain degree of 1nst1tut10na1 integration has already been achieved,

a series of specific activities in operational integration is proposed.
For San Francisco it is suggested that three public transit agencies

with overlapping taxing jurisdictions should be combined into a single
transit district, adopting certain organizational and operating character-
istics of London Transport or Paris RATP to the local situation, and/or
that a transit federation based on the Hamburg and Munich models be formed.
For the Puget Sound Region it is suggested that a transit association be
formed among several operators, including a state agency, a metropolitan
government agency, and several private companies, to prOV1de integrated
intermodal servlce "between the City of Seattle and residential acreas
across Puget Sound. Experience of the Hamburg and Munich Transit Federa-
tions in coordinating the transit operations of different levels of govern-
ment as well as private compan1es has been drawn upon to suggest an appro-
priate division of functions between the central body and individual

agency.members.

In addition to outlining the possible 1ntegrat1on approach the sec-

tion devoted to each urban area includes the following background informa-

IR Y

tion:

[ A description of geographical features, populat1on dis-
tribution and growth, regional economy and local pol1t1ca1
setting as they affect the development of transportat1on

° A review of local efforts in transportation planning.
. A descrlptlon of existing ‘public transit services.

) An evaluation of prior and current attempts to achieve
transit irtegratiom.
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" The choice of European approach to integration for the three cities
is based on the applicability of that approach to that city, independent

‘of superficial similarities between the American city and the city or

cities in Europe where that approach has been followed. Nonetheless it
is tempting to note Such similarities. San Francisco, for example, is
_often referred to as the Paris of the U.S. because of a certaln ‘similar-
ity in character, partly explainable by the numerous hills on which
both cities are built and the natural beauty of the1r settings. San
Franc1sco s new BART rail system is comparable to Paris' new regional
express rail network (RER). On the other hand, the relations of BART,
Muni streetcars, and SP commuter trains bear some resemblance to that
among the streetcars and U- and S-Bahn in Hamburg and Munich prior to
the federations' formations. Philadelphia bears some topographical,

architectural, and configurational resemblance to London. While Ham-

‘burg is a larger city than Seattle, and the River Elbe is considerablyA

narrower than Puget Sound, the two cities' industrial bases are not .-
dissimilar (shipping, fishing, precise metal working) and both depend
on regular ferry service. '

TYPE OF INTEGRATION POTENTIAL

Intermodal. All three cities present high potential for intermodal
integration. Both Ph11ade1ph1a and San Francisco are served by commuter
and light rail, subway, streetcar, trolley and bus. Both areas ate also
in good poéition to experiment with solutions to the probléms created by
transit operations‘which cross municipal, county, and, in the case of
Philadelphia, state lines. While Seattle does not presently have a rapid
rail system, a demonstration which involves its ferry system will throw
light on the interface problems between. a bus mode and a h1gh-dens1ty
"corr1dor" mode.

Interagency. With regard to interagency integfation potential, the
greatest progress has been made in Philadelphia. A demonstration'there
which would concentrate on Qperatiohal and physical (technical) problems
could therefore be a good example of what can be achieved when many but

not all institutional problems have been solved.
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-~ In Seattle, unification of two operators under Metro, approved by
voters in Septembef 1972 and opefatibnal since Jaﬁﬁary 1, 1973, goes a
long way toward'meetinéuthe requirements of institutional unity.* Metfo's
willingness to'cooperate with the state-operatéd ferry system also augurs

well for the future of further institutional integration.

;TEIn San Francisco intéraéency integration is least advanced and
therefore thé’pdtential is the greatest. While reaching an agreement
will not be easy, the situation is cohsiderably less complicated than in
New Yorkjlchicago or Boston. Also, the advent of BART has created pres-
sufe to coordinate its services with those of Muni, AC Transit and other
operators in the Bay Area. The able leadership of the Metropolitan Trans-
port Commission is a_valuabla asset in local efforts toward interagency

"~ integration.

Applicability of Experience to Other U.S. Cities

- Phiiadélphia.is a good example of a larger, older East Coast city.
Its experlence should be transferable to such cities as New York, Chicago,
Washlngton, and Boston.' Within the climate of the "Eastern establishment,"
thlS experlence should be more easily digestable in these and other East-

ern and Central c1t1es than lessons coming directly from Europe or the /
West Coast T o S . SRR I . .

San FranC1sco COmblnes the elements of a pre -auto c1ty and a rapldly
growing West Coast metropolis. On the one hand a demonstratlon there
would tend to confirm or disprove lessons from Philadelphia; on the other,
it &odld shed light on problems associated with automcbile-oriented cities
‘such as Los Angeles, Detr01t Houston, and San Diego. Its location on’
the West Coast and its cosmopol1tan nature, and the newness of its rapid
rail system may provide a blend of wisdom, charm, and experience which .
would bé‘pafticularly appreciated by cities within the West Coast sphere
of‘influence.Q%: : '

Seattle, in the still p1oneer1ng Northwest, and with a population of only
1. 5 m11110n, would produce experlence relevant to other not-so-large cities

*In March 1973 UMTA made a $1 million grant available to Seattle to -ac-
qu1re one 91-bus fleet and other assets, and to refurbish 200 buses.
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such as Minneapolis, Buffalo, Denver, Portland and Honolulu. Furthermore,

! because of its readlness to integrate, and the relat1ve simplicity of its
", transit problems, Seattle could well act as a prototype of the Hamburg
- Transit Federation model in the U.S. From UMTA's point of view, Seattle

could well serve as a model laboratory where all three ingredients of .
transit integration — institutional, operational and physicai — could
be tested, separately and jointly, under conditions of relat1ve sim-
plicity and in a climate of local willingness, competence, and relatively

healthy transit operations. If a Seattle federation experiment were

‘successful, then the more difficult cases of New York, Chicago and Boston

could be tackled with more confidence.

TRANSIT INTEGRATION IN A SMALL URBAN AREA: "MIDDLETOWN

There are 243 Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSAs) in
the United States. Of these, INTERPLAN was able to examine, albeit

»superf1c1a11y, the thirty largest; within the scope of this study, only

nine could be studied in some depth. It follows that more than 200 SMSAs

. were overlooked. While the most serious difficulties with public trans-

portation in the U.S. occur in the 30 largest urban areas, UMIA's legal

'responsibility extends to all SMSAs and also to smaller ''urban areas'.

INTERPLAN therefore felt that this study would be incomplete without an

attempt to examine the problems and potential solutions in medium-sized
ond small cities. R

Obviously an individual approach to every SMSA was not fe351b1e.
Therefore INTERPLAN examined in some depth the problems of public and

para-transit in one city and verified its findings on the basis of

more superficial surveys of a few other small cities. The composite

p1cture which emerged was labeled "Mlddletown"

On the basis of the above work an outline of a transport integra-

't1on demonstratlon in Middletown was prepared. The demonstration is de-

scrlbed in Section 7, which also contains a description of M1dd1etown s
transportat1on system. While some readers may recognize certain similar

features in their own cities, two disclaimers are important:

o

46




1. ~Middletown is an unscientifically assembled'composite of an "average"
American medium/small C1ty It may still retain some '"un-average'
characteristics. ‘ 3

2. No trweportrait of any speC1f1c city was 1ntended Any similarities
to actual individuals, city institutions, transportation systems,

or historical events is purely accidental.

While the Middletown example should give UMTA an idea of the type of
demonstration(s) which may be conducted in small urban areas, it should
be clear that the requirements and potential will be different in each
individual city. On the basis of its work on Middletown, however, INTER-
PLAN believes that no significant deviations from the suggested demon-

stration plan should be expected.

CHECKLIST OF TRANSIT INTEGRATION ACTIVITIES

In order tovprovide a single format for recording transit integra—"
tion activities in the three U.S. cities and Middletown, INTERPLAN com-
.piled a listing of integration act1v1t1es. The major headings of this list
are given in Table 9; the complete listing is given in Table 10 at the’ end _
of this section. A lengthy commentary covering individual items 1s prov1-'

ded in Appendix D. SR : S F

The activities in the list are arranged by institutional, operational,
and physical categories.* They are further grouped according to the kinds
of organ1zat1ons which must cooperate to 1mp1ement them (government agenc1es.
operators, local businesses), and the status of the technology requlred (new
. or proven) Individual activities in the list may be mutually exclusive,
such as flat fare or zonal fare systems, or they may be complementary, such

as the various sources of f1nanc1ng indicated.

| "Most of the activities listed are those recommended for application. .
It was necessary, however, to 1nc1ude other items in order to use the 11st
»to fully describe the ex15t1ng range of act1v1t1es. These other items are.
" .starred in the list.  They include undesirable 1tems, such as token or casn
~ fares and traffic control without bus prlorlty, and items 1nd1cat1ng lack
of activity, such as no coordinating organ1zat10n,ﬂno‘auto u;e policy, and

no parking policy.

"Definition and discussion of the concepts of 1nst1tut1ona1 operational, and
physical transit integration can be found in Volume 1, Section 3, pp.27-47.
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Table 9. Summary of cafegories of transit integration activities.

INSTITUTIONAL

Operator and City/County/State Planning Coord1nat1on : - FE i
Set up Regional Planning Coordinating Organlzat1on :
Requirements for Successful Demonstrations
Set up Single Transportation Tran51t Plannlng Authorlty

Oper ator/Operator Coordination
Set up Coordinating Structure for Intra-region Public transit
. Set up Coordinating Structure for Out-of- reg1on/Interc1ty Transportatlon

Trans1t/Para -Transit Operator Coordination
Set up Coordinating Structure

Public Transit Financing Arrangements
Sources for Financing Capital Investment Other Than Rolling- Stock
Sources for Financing Rolling Stock and Buses o
Sources for Financing Operating Costs : o o i

OPERATIONAL

Activities Requiring Coord1nat1on with C1ty/County/State Agencies
Auto Parking Policy in Major Activity Centers =
Auto Use Restriction Policy
Traffic Management in Support of Public Transit

Activities Requiring Coordination with Government Agencies and Local Businesses
Changing Transit Demand Characterlstlcs :

Activities Requiring Operator Coordination .
Basic System-wide Fare Structure
Supplementary Policies on Fare Structure
Fare Collection Procedures
Coordinated Routes
Coordinated Schedules - _ o 1
Public Information System , d ' |

PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL

Activities Requiring New Technology and Coord1nat1on w1th Government Agenc1es
Automated Operations

Activities Requiring New Techno]ogy Which: Can Be Adopted Direct]y By Operator(s)
Automated Opeérations

Activities Reguiring Proven Techno]ogy and Coord1nat1cn with Government Agenc1es
Facility Provision

Activities Requiring Proven Technology Which Can Be Accomp]ished By The Operator(s)
Facility Provision .
Vehicle Acquisition :
Equipment to Aid 0perat1ons
Operators' Pooling Agreements
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Table 10 is set up to be used in evaluat1ng existing and proposed
tran51t 1ntegrat1on activities in the four cities treated in this volume,

and a completed version of the table is given at the end of each of the -

sections on these cities. The four columns across from the activities list
are providedrfor;indicating that/(l) the‘activity is already in effect;

(2) that it is proposed; (3) that it is not applicable; or (4) that it may
‘eventually be applicable. Where both (1) and (3) are marked, present activity
"~ has been evaluated as inadequate or in-need for improvement or revision (e.g.,
area transportation pollcy in Phlladelphla) Different symbols have been used
in these columns in the checkllsts filled out for the four cities to indicate
that the activities are areawide or that they apply only to part of the system.
Other column headihgs or speciai symbols could be devised if the listing

were used for a different purpose.

The exhaustlve nature of the 115t1ng is intended to make it useful
both as a source of ideas and as a stimulus to further suggestions. Fdr
this reason, space is left at the end of the three major sections (insti-

tutional, operatlon, phys1ca1) for add1t10na1 1tems not already 1nc1uded
in the listing. =~

INTERPLAN feels that this checklist can be valuable in a number of
ways beyond its use 1n this report:
° As a source of jdeas for transit planners and operators,

| '® ., As a worksheet to be used durlng the planning and nego-
tiating process, - : :

® As a means of recordlng a flnal transit 1ntegrat10n pro-
gram or program proposal,

° As a means of recording programs of several cities on the
same list for purposes of comparison.
SOURCES

1. Nimber of Inhabltants _ United States Summary, United States
Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, December 1971.

2. Soloman, R1chard J , and Arthur Saltzman H1story of Transit and
- Innovative Systems, Urban Systems Laboratory, Massachusetts
?Inst1tute of Technology, Cambr1dge (Mass.), March 1971

R

3. Directory of Research Development & Demonstration Pro;ects,
Urban Mass Transportation Administration, U.S. Department of
Transportation, Washington, D.C., June 50, 1971.
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portatlon, Washington, D.C., December 31, 1970

Letter of INTERPLAN from John E. Mahoney, D1rectory, Pub11c Trans-
portation Division, Tri- State Regional Planning Comm1551on, Connect1-
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Chairman, Transit Carrlers/Coordlnatlng Committee, Chlcago,
June 14, 1972,

Letter to INTERPLAN from Thomas H. Llpscomb General Manager,

Southeastern Mlchlgan Transportation Authority, Detr01t -April 20,
1972. '

-

1969 Coverdale § Colpitts report to the Southeastern M1ch1gan
Transportation Authority.

Letter to INTERPLAN from William I. ‘Herman, Director, Office of

Planning, Washington Metropolitan Area Trans1t Authority, May 16,
1972.

Letter to INTERPLAN from R.E. Smysen, Jr., Executive Director,
Bi-State Development Agency, Missouri-Illinois Metropolitan -

rDistrict, April 12, 1972.

Letter to INTERPLAN from David N. Goss, Director, Researeh and
Planning, Cleveland Transit System, April 26, 1972.

21 Cities, The National Coalition, Washington, D.C.,
September 1970.

Center City Transportation Pro;ect-—Dallas, Arthur D. L1tt1e, Inc.

Letter to INTERPLAN from Ben E. Tonick, Assistant Manager, Opera-
tions, Dallas Transit System, April 14, 1972.

Letter to INTERPLAN from Alan F. Klepper General Manager, Metro-
politan Atlanta Rapid Tran51t Authority, May 23 1972.

Letter to INTERPLAN from P.S. Jenlson, Director of P1ann1ng and
Research, Kansas City Area Transportatlon Authorlty, February 22, 1972
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- 20,

21,

22.

23.

24.

25.

.Letter to INTERPLAN from E. R. Vogel Traffic and Transit Eng1neer,
, Transportat1on Division, Department of Public Works, Milwaukee County,

May 9, 1972.

Letter.to INTERPLAN from David A. Pampu, Chief Planner, Denver Re-
gional Council of Governments, Apr11 20, 1972

Letter to INTERPLAN from Thomas S. King, General Manager, Tri County
Metropolitan Transportation District of Oregon, March 24, 1972.

Letter to INTERPLAN from John R. Jamieson, Director of Transit Develop-
ment, Twin Cities Area Metropolltan Transit Comm1ss1on, December 21, 1971.

Letter to INTERPLAN from Michael A. Carroll, Director, Department of

Metropolltan Development City of Indlanapol1s, May. 10, 1872.

Letter to INTERPLAN from Scott D. Wilson, Chlef Regional Planner,
Tampa Bay Reglonal Plannlng Council, March 8, 1972.

Letter to INTERPLAN from F.E. Coleman, Ch1ef,,Transportat1on Planning,
Department ‘of Transportatlon, State of Connecticut, August 3, 1972.
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Table 10. Checklist of transit-integratibn activities.

Eventually

Not Appli-
|May Be-

Existing
Proposed
Activity
cable

Already
/App?icableéj R

INSTITUTIONAL

OPERATOR AND CITY/COUNTY/STATE'PLANNING COORDINATION:
Set up Regional Planning Coordinating Organization

|

Legislated county/area comm1551on for all
regional planning

" Formally constituted and app01nted 1ndependent
committee

Ad hoc coordinating reg1ona1 planning committee
with effective financial support and power to
make recommendations

*No coordinating agency for all regional planning

Requirements for Successful Demonstrations

Thorough area trip demand study
| Formulate area transportation policy including
: ) __goals for public transit
Redefine public transportation region (e.g. ex-
. tend transit district boundaries, etc. '

—

~ Set up Single Transportation/Transit Planning Authority

Agency responsible for planning and financing all
- regional transportation activity
‘ Agency responsible for overall planning, licensing ]
and financing of all regional public transpor-
tation ,
Transit district or single publlcly owned operator , ]
handles public transit planning ‘
*No single public transit planning authority (1n— . S
dividual operators or their associations handle ' '
public transit planning under e1ther open compe-
tition or area franchise). .

OPERATOR/OPERATOR COORDINATION

Set up Coordinating Structure for Intra-Region Pub1ic '
Transit s _

.Single regional operator for a11 public transit
(by merger or transit district legislation)
*A11 unstarred items are recommended integration activities. Starred items aryg-
included to complete the coverage of the list for evaluating existing program
status.
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INSTITUTIONAL (continued)

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be
Applicable

One major operator, several smaller ones

Transit federation

, - Transit community (separate agreements for joint
~ tariff on routes, coordinated routes and sched-
ules, some pooling)

Tariff association (joint tariff and revenue dis-
tribution agreements)

Route and schedule coordination agreements

*No regional coordinating organization

Set up Coordinating Structure for Inter-City
‘Transportat1on

Out-of-region operator participation in intra-
regional coordinating organization

Coordinating committeeof operators

Coordinating agreements between individual opera-
tors (e.g. airport or airlines, Greyhound and
transit district)

Responsibility allocated internally within intra-
area operator(s) for planning coordination with
out-of-region/intercity demand :

*No comprehen51ve approach to considering out- of-
region trips

TRANSIT/PARA-TRANSIT OPERATOR COORDINATION
Set up Coordinating Structure

"Para-transit operator participating in intra-re-
gional coordinating organization

Coordinating committee of operators

Coordinating agreements between individual opera-
tor(s) ‘

*No coordinating organlzatlon

PURLIC TRANSIT FINANCING ARRANGEMENTS

Sources for Financing Cap1ta1 Investment Other Than
Rolling Stock

Revenue from fares

Bond issue
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ty
Not Appli-
cable .

0y

ivi
Eventually:

Existing
Progosed’
May Be
Applicable

Already
Act

INSTITUTIONAL (continued)

~ Stock issue
~ National loans
- Other debentures
State grants
National grants
Specially designated local tolls
Specially designated local sales taxes
Specially designated local property taxes
Specially designated state tax other than license
or fuel taxes :
State motor vehicle operator licensing fees
State motor fuel taxes
Parking and park-and-ride fees
Revenue from other services, e.g. leases of land
and air rights, advertising
Leasing arrangements (transfer to operating costs)

Sources for Financing RoT]ing Stock and Buses

Revenue from fares
Bond issue
State loans
Federal loans
Other debentures
State grants
Federal grants
- Specially designated local tolls
- Specially designated local sales taxes
Specially designated local property taxes
' Specially designated local other charges or taxes

 Specially designated state tax other than license
or fuel taxes

State motor vehicle operator licensing fees

State motor fuel taxes :
Equipment trust funds

Revenue from other services

Leasing arrangements (transfer to operating costs)

I

L

Sources for Finéncing Operating Costs

Revenue from fares ,
Specially designated local tolls

54




INSTITUTIONAL (continued)

Already
Existing

Proposed
Activity

Not Appli-
cable

Eventually
May Be

Applicable

- Specially designated local sales taxes

Specially designated local property taxes

Specially des1gnated state tax other than 11cense
or fuel taxes

State motor vehicle operator 11cen51ng fees

State motor fuel taxes

Revenue from other service

OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST
~ (Please describe)

N
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- OPERATIONAL
ACTIVITIES REQUIRING COORDINATICN NITH,CITY/COUNTY/
STATE AGENCIES
~ Auto Parking Policy in Major Activity Centers
Control of parking by higher charges
Control of parking by graduated charges by dis-
tance from CBD or major activity center \ , :
Control of parking by time of day restrictions : :
Control of parking by street space restrictions !
Control of parking by open lot space restrictions
Control of parking by in-building space restric-
, tions
¢ Encourage short-term parking and discourage long-
“ term parking
*No significant parking pollcy
Auto Use Restriction Policy
User charges, taxes, tolls, road pricing, etc. ]
Restriction of auto use by zone (auto-free areas)
' Restriction of auto use by time (auto-free areas);
supplementary licensing, etc.)
Restriction of automobile flow by traffic re-
straint schemes
*No policy on auto use ]
g//' Traffic Management in Support of Public Transit .
i Total centralized traffic control within maJor ] ;
activity centers : : z
Signal synchronization -
Bus priority system at signals R
One-way streets planned for transit flow ' S
Reserved lanes for auto and bus use by time of day IR
. Reserved lanes for car pool and bus use by time R
of day ‘
Reserved lanes on city streets for bus only use : 1
by time of day : ' i
" Reserved.lanes on c1ty streets for bus only use - ]
- all day - '
Reserved streets for bus only use ‘ E—
Reserved streets for minibus use and pedestrians . . .
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OPERATIONAL (continued)

Already
Existing

Proposed -

Activity

Not Appli-
cable

Eventually
May Be

Applicable

Bus stop locations chosen for transit and vehicle
flow improvement ’

Offstreet docks for landing/unloading

Parking restrictions.to aid transit flow

Exclusive freeway lanes

Reserved bus ramps for freeway entry and exit

*No consideration by local authority of impact of

motor vehicle flow on public transit

* ACTIVITIES REQUIRING COORDINATION WITH GOVERNMENT AGEN
CIES AND LOCAL BUSINESSES

Changing Transit Demand Characteristics

Staggered work hours

Sliding work hour system (flexitime)

Encourage extended shopping hours

Encourage multi-use development of major activ-
ity areas (office, shops, entertainment, apart-
" ments) ‘

]

Encourage public transit user shopping trip orien
tation among merchants

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING OPERATOR COORDINATION
'VBasic System-wide Fare Structure

Zonal fare system

Distance-graduated fare system (or time-on-system
related) ‘

*Fare set by number of transfers

*Flat fare system

*Nominal fare system

*Free fare system (no fare)

Unlimited number of free transfers between routes
of single mode only (restricted by time:
’ interoperator

intraoperator

Unlimited number of intermodal free transfers:
" interoperator

intraoperator
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OPERATIONAL (continued)

Already
Existing

Proposed
Activity

Not Appli-
cable

Eventually
May Be

Applicable

Limited number of free Xransfers between routes

of single mode: interoperator
intraoperator

Limited number of intermodal free transfers:
interoperator
intraoperator

- *No free transfers

Supplementary Policies on Fare Structure

Special rates for socio-economic groups

Special rates by time of day (off-peak, night)

Special rates by area of city (e.g. flat rate
in CBD) <

Zpecial rates by part of week (e.g. Sunday)

Special rates by type of trip (e.g. tourist)

Daily system passes

Intermodal single trip combination passes

Seasonal passes

Free return trip in off-peak hours

*No supplementary policy on fares

Fare Collection Procedurest

*Token systcin

Scrip system (tickets)

*Cash system

*Exact fare system

Pass system (incivding commuter rail)

Honor system (including commuter rail)

Tickets sold on vehicles: Buses

Light Rail

Tickets sold off-vehicles: Buses

Light Rail

Automated macnines on or off vehicles (including
commuter rail) '

Driver collects fare

Conductor collects fare

*No fare

FExcludes commuter rail except as noted
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OPERATIONAL (continued)

Already
Existing

Proposed

Activity

Not Appli-
cable

> (1}
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Coordinated Routes SRR T T PRI

Ellmlnate duplicate routes: interoperator -

intraoperator

Extend routes and plan new routes. to 1mprove level
~ of service in region

Extend and plan new bus/llght rail routes for ser-
'“, vicing out-of-region/intercity demand termlnals
(e.g. airport) -

Ra11 rapid transit routes for servicing intercity
demand terminals '

Design bus routes as feeders to commuter rail and
- __rapid transit: - oo ‘ interoperator

1ntraoperator

Design bus express routes to take advantage of
freeway network i

Use paratransit modes for prov1d1ng feeder service
~ to main bus or transit routes, e. g.
‘taxis -

m1n1bus/m1d1bus

dial-a-ride

jitneys

bicycles

“Mini/midi bus routes in CBD

Express rapid transit service

Express bus services

‘Rapid transit routes for certain times of day (1f
- justified)’ S

Bus routes for certain times of day

Park-and-ride commuter routes developed:
Bus/Light rail

Rapid transit

Commuter rail

Coordinated Schedules

Bus route connection schedule coordination:
interoperator

1ntraoperator

Intermodal (bus light rail-rapid transit) connec-
tion schedule coordination: interoperator

intraoperator
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OPERATICNAL (cont1nued)

Intermodal (with commuter ra11) connection sched-
“ule coordination

Eventually

Not Appli-
May Be

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
cable
Applicable

R1der oriented headways (reduced to no more than
- 15-20 minutes)

Rider oriented schedule times (easily memorized)

Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina-
tion with airport

Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina-
tion with mainline railroad service

Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina-
tion with buses (Greyhound) ‘

Extend service times (into night hours)

Public Information System

Produced easily understandable and available sys-
tem-wide schedules with routes, route maps and
fares

|

Schedule information at bus stops

Route maps at most stops

Route maps on vehicles

Labeling of stops and vehicles

Public relations program

System-wide information near fare collection areas

System-wide information on rapid transit train
platform

Clearly labeled information areas in stations

I

‘Multi-lingual information provision

'OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST

(Please Descrlbe)
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f PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL

'-ACTIVITIES REQUIRING NEW TECHNOLOGY AND COORDINATION
WITH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES s

Automated Operations

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appl i-
cable
Eventually
May Be
Applicable

Computerized traffic control with bus locator

Freeway ramp metering

*Computerized traffic control, no transit priority

Bus priority control equipment

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING NEW TECHNOLOGY WHICH CAN BE |
- ADOPTED BY OPERATOR(S)

Automated Operations

: Automat1c train operat1on

Dial-a-ride

‘Bus operation control with bus locator and radio
communication -

© - ACTIVITIES REQUIRING PROVEN TECHNOLOGY AND CQORDINATION

WITH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES
Facility Provision

Grade-separated busways

New and converted park-and-ride lots

- Park, ride, and shop lots near the CBD

Pedestrlan walks (sidewalks) and b1cyc1e4paths

- Extension of pedestrian malls

Off-street loading/unloading docks

Grade-separated pedestrian crossing

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING PROVEN TECHNOLOGY WHICH CAN BE
ACCOMPLISHED BY THE OPERATOR(S)

Facility Provision

Intermodal terminals

Pedestrian facilities (escalators, moving side-
walks) in terminals

Bus shelters

Benches at bus stops

Bike locks at bus stops
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PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL (continued)

Eventually

Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
May Be

L Applic

Already

Package check-in areas: Rapid transit terminals
Park, ride, & shop areas
In major activity centers near bus stops
" Rail line constructlon and exten51on for service
~in area
Rail line constructlon and extension for alrport
‘access : -

Vehicle Acquisition

Fulfillment of new routes and schedules
Standardization of vehicles by single operator
Special service vehicles: mini-bus
R - - midi-bus ~-— - . - oo
high capacity bus
""nackage' bus B -
"Bike-§-ride'" buses

e e R T R s

. Equipment to Aid Operations

Automatic fare collection machines
Radio/TV communications system

- Operators’ Pooling Agreements

Joint use of personnel s - ; : E
Joint use of capital equipment . ‘ B o : ;
Standardized equipment - : ; :
Common spare parts pool ; o i :
Common maintenance facilities - IR » !

OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST -
(Please Describe)
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SECTION 3
PROFILES OF SIX METROPOLITAN AREAS

BALTIMORE '
- The C1ty and Its Transportation Region

Baltlmore. with a city populatlon of 895,000 and an SMSA of 1,580 000,
is the fourteenth largest urbanlzed area in the United States. It is an
important center, located between Philadelphia and Washington, on the north-
east transportation corridor. The city population density is 12,000 per
square mile. The metropolitan area is located on an arm of the Chesapeake
Bay, and has 80 square miles of land and 13 square miles of water. Its
harbor is the third largest in the United States. The area includes Anne
Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, Harford, and Howard Counties, as well as Balti-
more City. The projected population growth is shown in Table 11.

Table 11. Projected population growth in the Baltimore region, 1965- 1985

Increase 1965-1985

1965 - 1985 Number Percent
Baltimore City - 918,000 1,020,200 102,200 | 1
Anne Arundel County 254,600 534,300 . 279,700 110
Baltimore County 550,800 _ 1,078,100 527,300 96
Carroll County 59,800 190,000 30,200 51
Harford County 196,300 168,000 71,700 74
Howard County 53,000 ' 205,400 152,400 | 288
TOTAL 1,932,500 3,096,000 |1,163,500 60

Taken from Source 1.

Whlle the table indicates hopes for slow growth in the city, the de-
cennial census revealed that the city had lost 45,000 residents between
- 1960 and 1970. In the same perlod some 13,000 JObS dlsappeared, mostly
in steel and other manufactur1ng The relatively small net loss of 45,000
persons masked a drastlc change in the social, racial, and economic make-
up of the city's population. There was a net loss of 113,000 whites and a
net gain of 102,000 blacks. The greatest decline occurred in the white,
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off-street parking has 17,200 places. Typical parking rates in the CBD

Transportation Planning

age 25-44 group, that part of the pbpulation which had previously contribxumdi
most in terms of income, productivity, and municipal tax revenue. Offsettin{
this loss has been an increase in the very young, the very old, and the black
those parts of the population which, at this point in time, are least 1j4<ely§

to be contributing to the municipal revenues and most likely to require pmb-g
lic services. In 1970, 16.6 percent of the city was over 64 and 46.4 Percent;f
was black. 2

Fourteen percent of the cify residents of Baltimore are living below
the poverty level, even though the median family income is $8032 in the
city and $9594 in the SMSA. The economic bases for the area center about

its harbor as well as steel and shipbuilding.
*

i

Information on routing is learned from the Center City Transportation

Study (Source 2):

"The one major focus of all trips in the Baltimore area

is the Baltimore CBD, which accounts for about 9 percent
of all trips within the Baltimore study area of the 1962
State Roads Commission study, known as BMATS. Of all
public transit trips in 1962, 26 percent were CBD oriented.
These trips were generally generated from the northeast
~and northwest areas of Baltimore City. Non-CBD oriented
transit trips are also concentrated in the west, northwest
and northeast. Truck routes in general are oriented
around the center city area, with the exception of the
port and inner harbor areas. Other than these areas, and
an area to the south, it appears that truck routes are
provided over streets which insure maximum traffic flow
to all vehicles."

For automobile users, curb parking is limited to 1000 Spaces while

are $.65 for the first hour, and $.30 for each additional hour to a
-daify maximum of $1.85. The monthly rate averages $30.00. Park-and-

ride facilities are in operation for bus users from east and west

Baltimore.

Regionai transportation planning in Baltimore has involved a numbey
of key groups: the Greater Baltimore Committee; the Baltimore Regional

-
o,
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Planning Council; the Baltimore City Department of Planning; and the Gover-
nor's Mass Transit Steering Committee. This last group faded out of exis-
tence because of the State Legislature's creation of the State Depaftment
of Transportation and the .new Metropolitan Trgnsit Authorify (MTA). Cur-
rently all transit planning and operations in the Baltimorevarea are done
by the MTA., ' Source 2 discusses the creation of the first MTA: '

"The first MTA was created by the Maryland State Legislature in
1961, the original concept having evolved in the Greater Baltimore
Committee, and having won the support of the city administration.
* (The Baltimore and Washington metropolitan areas are the most
urbanized and most heavily populated areas in Maryland, and it
should be noted therefore that their representatives have a lot
of weight in the legislature.) The Enabling Act of 1961 gave the
MTA these powers: regulation of fares, routes, schedules and L
other services of private transit companies within its jurisdic-
tion; development of an overall mass transportation plan for the
area; acquisition under certain conditions, and operation of .
. private transit companies; entrance into agreements with trans- °
. portation districts to acquire, build, or operate a transporta- - .
tion system; acquisition of property by eminent domain under o,
certain conditions, and contracting with private companies to L
operate transportation systems. The principal underlying purpose
of the act was to buy the Baltimore Transit Company, which the
' City could not afford to buy, and other transit companies serving
‘the region. The conclusion had already been reached that transit
. as a privately operated service-for-profit was no longer. ;
economically viable. The MTA had powers similar to those of a
_ regulatory agency, but it had no power to tax, and it did not
acquire the Baltimore Transit Company." ' '

 Zini1964,‘£he MTA contracted with Parsons, Brinkerhoff, Quade and
Douglas to conduct a two-phase study for a metropolitan rapid transit
system. - The results of the study were rejected by the MTA, and no
recomménddfions were implemented. In the spring of 1967, the Governor's
Mass Transit Steéring Committee was formed. They commiSSionéd, Daniel,
Mann;_thnsoﬁ and Mendenhall/Kaiser to do a transportation study. This
- study recommended a\six;legged combined rapid’transitband feeder bus
system. The plan was basically aéceptabie. Iﬂ‘May 1972, when a repre-
sentative of INTERPLAN visited the City Department of Plahﬁing.‘the railn
rapid transit system was in the stage of engineering design. Financial
~ problems, including federal participation, did not appear to be resolved.

o
R
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Public Transit

&

ThevMetropqlitan Transif Authority, under the management of ATE, Man-

agement and Service Company, is the major transportation company in the

area. It primafily serves Baltimore City, but also extends into Baltimore

County on several routes and provides 94 percent of all bus ridership ser-
vice in the aiea, the remainder being supplied by four small companies. |
Until 1970, the MTA waS in private hands under the name of the Baltimore
Transit Company (BTC). Pfior to the takeover, 25 percent of its stock

was owned by the National City Lines, a large transit system hbiding com-
pany. Its objective was a short-term return.on investment.‘ Financial
failure led to its sﬁbsequent buy-out by the city.* ;

Transit ridership increased from a total of 99,366,263 in 1960 to
100,452,207 in 1970. Peak peribd requires three times as many vehicles
as are used during base periods. Of the total number 6f riders on the
MTA, 85 percentvcan be considered captive in that they do not drivefor
own ah‘automobilé. o ' | SO

i

According to Source 2:

"Major industrial areas, governmental agencies, the CBD, and
residential communities are linked to one another and adequately
covered by transit routes. Low income, high density residential
centers appear to be well-served with service provided to major:
employment and industrial centers. Fringe areas extending into
Baltimore County are served by the MTA system. Several outlying
communities are served by the MTA as well as the suburban carriers
which penetrate into the communities adjacent to Baltimore County.
Most of the industrial areas now being built are beyond the
Baltimore beltway. - g ' y

~ wAll lines except one, which enters the Baltimore center city.
and the CBD, are through routes. (Only one route entering the
CBD is not a through route.) There are a number of crosstown
routes which never enter the CBD at all but run completely . .
within the center city. There are also crosstown routes which
do not come within the center city. Crosstown routes account
for about 25 percent of all CBD routes. About one-half of the
crosstown routes are not self-supporting, while one or two are
some of the heaviest lines. : =

been financially solvent, although the amount of profit, if any, depends
to some extent on the way the company's present accounting system is
interpreted.. The ridership is increasing. Since the city took over the
operations, the annual growth was said to be between 3 and 5 percent.

v‘*It is INTERPLAN'S understanding that in 1971 and 1972, the MTA has
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"Most of the crosstown routes wrap around two or three sides
of the CBD forming a square. Some of these follow old street-
car routes, or routes dating back even earlier. Narrow streets
funnel out from the CBD in a starflsh 11ke pattern.

"The suburban companles either serve the CBD d1rect1y or feed
into the MTA system at the edges of Baltimore City. For riders
who must change carriers to complete a trip, no inter-line
transfer privilege is permitted, and they are required to pay
a double fare. The lines are not scheduled for such transfers,
and thus mu1t1 -carrier serv1ce is poor. : :

- "The only use of park-and-rlde exists in connection with an
express service provided by the McMahon Transportation Company,
from the Towson suburban community north of Baltimore to the
CBD. This service was initiated as a MD-MTD-1 Federally -funded .
demonstration project._ It has been very successfully increasing
ridership 63 percent in one year. It is now profitably operated
by McMahon without subsidy. ) :

"Demonstration pro;ect MD-MTD-3 was approved in July 1968 for
execution by the MTA. . This grant was to take inner city
residents to outlylng 1ndustr1a1 areas not served by the BTC
and is still in operation. The MTA, which technically went out
of existence on June 1, 1969, gave the administration of the
grant .to the Baltimore C1ty Department of Transit and Traffic.

_Currently this project is not paying for itself, but has
created many new jobs for inner city residents. For this

" reason officials in the Department of Transit and Traffic feel
it has been successful. One problem associated with this
project is communication to potential users. Recently civil .
rights groups have been helping educate the re51dents on the
availability of the service."

Potential for Transit Integratioh

A Unquestionably, when the rail rapid transit becomes operational, inter-
modal ihtegration will be most meaningful and rewarding. At the presént time,
the following'three’tasks occupy the management of the MTA: First, merger
and takeover activities must be compieted. Until 1970, there were nine small
independent operators in addition to the BTC. Since then, most have been
absorbed by the MTA and, according to Mr. Norman D. Hall, MTA Director of
Ope;ations, it is only a matter of time until the MTA has a monopoly of all,
local (bus) operations.* Secqnd; the internal efficienéy of the MTA must be

*By May 1973, MTA had succeeded in acquiring six of the local bus operators
(McMahon Transportation Co., Suburban Lines, Dundalk Bus Co., Ruxton Bus
Lines, Baltimore & Annapolis Bus Co., and Lake Shore Bus Lines).
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improved. Better utilization of equipment is an important goal, as well as
enactment of theroﬁe-way "transit-only" street concept for morning and
evening peak peridds. The third task is the demonstration of express bus
service between Annapolis and Baltimore after the private company now oper-
ating this route is_absorbed by the MTA,

In the words of the writers of Source 2:

"Baltimore has come a long way toward planning and designing

an effective mass transit system that is related to the growth
and future of the region. This will have to include )
coordinated planning with the Washington area transportation
agency, if and when that proves possible, since the two regions
are growing closer together, and some areas, Anne Arundel and =
Howard Counties particularly, will be part of both metropolitan
areas. The new community of Columbia in Howard County, for
example, is mid-way between Baltimore and Washington and related
to both.

"The implementation of the transit system will depend upon both
the adequacy of the financing plan which the MTA evolves, the
willingness of the people in the region to support and pay their
share, and the willingness of the Federal government to share in
the cost of the system. »

"The important and encouraging thing about Baltimore, in addition

to the fact that it has a transportation system planned, is that

its business and political and planning leadership is enthusias-

tic about implementation and willing to back it with the public.

Transit has a high priority in the area even though, as in so

many other cities, Baltimore has many other difficult problems

to cope with." :

The recent consolidation of all transport functions within the State
DOT has been an important first step. The second step was the formation
of a consolidated transportation plan comprising all the activities con-
" nected with the harbor, highways, Baltimore (Friendship) Airport, as welj

as transit functions. 'Transit may be the greatest beneficiary of the plagp  §

CLEVELAND
Thé\01ty‘and Its Transportation Region

,“fhe Northeast Ohio Areawide Cobrdiﬁating Agency is the areawide re<
" view and planning ageﬁcy for the seven-county transportational planning

" area surrounding Cleveland. ' This area includes three Metropolitan Statjg.
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tical Areas: Cleveland (including Lake, Geauga, Cuyahoéa and Medina Coun- -
ties with a total population of 2,064,194), Akron (including Summit and
Portage Countiee with a total population of 679,239); and Lorain-Elyria
(Lorain County.with a population of 256,843). The eighth largest city
in the United States with a population of 750,903, Cleveland is the cen-
ter of the greatest amount of transportat1onal planning and innovation
in the area. ‘

A moderate growth rate characterizes the Cleveland area. While the .
Cleveland SMSA has increased in population from 1,909,483 to 2,064,194 be-
tween 1960 and 1970, the decrease in population from 876,053 in 1960 to
750,903 in 1970 in the City of Cleveland indicates a trend of population
movement away from the center city. Roughly 30 percent of the population is
under 16, and 10 pefcent over 64. Population density within the central
city is 9893 persons per square mile in an area of 759 square miles. _Within
the SMSA, density is 1359 persons per square mile in an area‘of 1519 square
miles,

21 Cities (Source 3) describes Cleveland's economy as steel-oriented,
resulting from its location as an intersection for coal and iron ore ship-
ments. The median income for the city is $9107 and for the SMSA is

$11,407. Many of the industrial plants are in the suburbs, thus creating . -. .

‘an intense tranSportatlon problem for inner city residents, dependent upon

public transportat1on and reliant upon work at these outlying plants.

_ Downtown parking rates are typically $.80 for the first hour, $.50 for
‘each additional hour, with a $2. 50 daily maximum and $20 monthly rate. Un-"
>11ke most cities, transit r1dersh1p has increased in the City of Cleveland
between 1960 and 1970, although in the area as a whole riders have decreased
from 1, 117'56l'to 1,074,825, Fiftyetwo percent of the trips occur between
?the peak hours of 7-9 a.m., and 4-6 p.m. Both park-and-ride and kiss-and-
ride lots exist in Cleveland. Some CBD parklng lots are privately owned

~and regulated, While!others are municipal.

Transportat1on P]anning

The Cleveland Transit System (CTS) is the principal trans1t organiza-
tion. Franchised to a private company operating entirely from the farebox,
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it is currently suffering a decrease in ridership as well as severe service
cutbacks, especially on weekend routes.  Controlled by the Transit Board
(a group appointed by the mayor), the CTS is the focus of an effort to cre-

ate a regional trans1t system.

Transportatlon planning is fac111tated by several commun1tyw1de govern—
ment organizations. The Northeast Ohio Area Coordlnatlng Agency (NOACA),
mentioned in Section 2, is one review and planning agency. However, it is
a relatively ineffective agency, in search of new leadership. Representa-
tives of various transit companies in the area have recently established™
" an Areawide Mass Transit Subcommittee (a part of NOACA) serving as a forum
for problems concerning the coordinated planning and operations of transit
already existing independently. Much of the initiative for the transporta-
tion projects now underway iﬁ the center city is the result of the Cleveland
Transportation Action Program. Its action orientation is directed toward
development of improved processes for the movement of people and goods in
the center city.

~ Public Transit

The CTS operates both bus and rail rapid transit services. The rail
rapid system has recently opened a new, highly successful extension to the -
airport. In addition to the CTS, seven other major transit systems exist
in thé'seven4county area which operate buses only. Five of these are pub-

~lic; two are private, An estimated 52 percent of people entering the CBD
do so by public transit.- |

¥

Potential for Transit Integration

Passengers fear integration. This fear stems from a belief that an in-

tegrated s&étem_Will be followed by service deterioration and fare increases

Loss of local control is construed by them to be a means whereby sururban
revenues are used for offsetting inner-city‘revenue losses, thus unduly tax-

ing the commuter.

The public tends to evaluate transit systems solely on farebos revenue,

Passengers tend to be service-oriented, demanding both a high level of com-
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fort and frequent service, even though patronage is not regular. This
creates either financial burdens if their demands are met, or public dis-
satisfaction if companies operate within reasonable financial.constraints.

Agenciesiséévofher impediments to integratioh. The regional agency‘has'
little power'to raise funds to $ubsidize integration activities. With no
financial incentive for dpéfators"to'initiaté integration, it will be an ex-
tremely slow process to achieve it. : ‘ o ‘

Operators aré/concérned with the issue of control if integration is’
achieved. Furthermore, since émployees of the different transit companies
receive a variety of different wages and benéfits, integration would re-
quire a considerable expenditure by some of the transit companies in order
to raise employeés' rates of pay to uniform level. However, interest in inno-
vations by all transit companies, especially the CTS, is presently on an up-"

swing.
A recent technical studies grant from UMTA is a current advantage. Its
approval should enable the seven-county area to create a coordinated system.
To quote a representative of the CTS in answer to INTERPLAN's questionnaire
(Source 4): o » . H

) "Idealiy, the many transit operations that presently exist in the

-~ region should be combined into one unified system. However, politically
this will not happen for a long time if ever. Therefore, at best, we

must strive for a truly coordinated system, involving several operating
entities, operating under a single umbrella authority.'* o

LOS ANGELES -
The City and Its Transportation Region |
The City of Los Angeles, with a 1970 population of 2,813,000 people,
is the heart of a metropolitan region that is often considered to extep@
over 38,528‘square miles, six counties, and eight SMSA's, and to contain
“over 10 million people. The City of Los Angeles is, however, only one of
77 incorporated cities in the County of Los Angeles and 106 cities in the

*A February 14, 1973 letter from David Goss, Project Manager, 5 County Trans-
it Study, reiterates that 'very little effective transit coordination can be
achieved in the Cleveland area until a subsidized area-wide authority becomes
a reality." He also reports that a task force of the Study has identified

implementation of an area-wide information system as a top priority activity
that is both doable—given present conditions-—and highly visible to the pub-

lic."”
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region, although it comprises 41 percent of Los Angeles County'e total popu-
lation. ' The region's population center is clearly the County of Los Angeles,
with a 1970 population of 7,030,000 or 70 percent of the region's total
Orange County is located directly to the south, Ventura County to the North

and Imperial, Riverside and San Bernardino Count1es to the Southeast.

Los Angeles is an automobile-oriented city with a modal split of less
than 2 percent. The entlre Los Angeles region has developed along radial cor-
ridors, represented now by busy and congested freeways. This radial develop- »
ment, coupled with increasing dependence on the automob1le and dlsperse employm
ment concentratlons, led to the consequent development of many economic nuclei
throughout the reglon. Orange County, for example, once considered only a 'Q;ed,
room'" community for Los Angeles, has sO greatly developed its economic and in- ‘
dustrial potential that today less than 20 percent of all Orange County resi-
dents commute to Los Angeles County for work. Consequently, Orange County
ceased to be a part of the Los Angeles Long Beach SMSA in the 1970 census.

The development of this large number of economic nucle1 throughout the
region has meant that the Los Angeles CBD has little taxlng power and it ;s\'
currently one of the smallest large-city central cores in Amerlca. There haﬁe
been some recent attempts by both government and private 1ndustry to redevelop
both bus1ness and residential areas in the central city, and there are 1nd1ca_
tlons that there has been a slight reversal of the downward economic trend.
However, the kinds of economic activity that generally are found in downtown
areas such as insurance, banking and commercial establishments are lacking in
the Los Angeles region. Los Angeles is’ con51derab1y underrepresented as a
company headquarters" city. Even government agenc1es, often the mainstay of
downtown areas, are being decentral1zed in the Los Angeles reglon to better

serve the increasingly dlspersed populat1on-'

As re51dentlal and work places became dlspersed with respect to the Los
Angeles center city, they became d1spersed with respect. to one another._
Workers found their homes and JObS randomly separated. These scattered‘trlp
generatlon centers have led to a growlng cross-town commuter travel pattern

which is poorly served by the ex15t1ng radial freeways and extremely dlff1Cu1t
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to serve with conventional transit service. In addition, the fragmented nature
of the governmental planning authority, coupled with severely limited transit
franchises, make solving such an area-wide travel problem complicated and diffi-

cult.

Heavy manufactur1ng, 1nc1ud1ng automobiles and a1rp1anes, is a major eco-
nomic activity in the Los Angeles region as a whole. In addition the region
depends heaVily on the construction and building trades, aerospace and defense
‘industries, educat1ona1 services and surprisingly, agricultural industries.
The film and movie industry, once a 51gn1f1cant economic factor in the Los
Angeles reglon, has been declining drastically in the last ten years. An eco-
nomic study undertaken for the Southern California Association of Governments
(SCAG), the reg1ona1 plannlng agency, pred1cted that between 1970 and 2000,
the aerospace and defense industries w111 also dec11ne in economic importance
to the Los Angeles region. In general, economlc activity in the Los Angeles
region appears to be sh1ft1ng toward a more service-oriented base as the region

tends to specialize in labor-intensive rather than land-intensive activities.

Different subregions in the Los Angeles area have different economic
bases, and because these d1fferences may separate each county from Los Angeles
County even more dlStlnCtly in the future .they are important to keep in mind.
Three counties currently have small populatlons and relatively small ‘indus-

- trial bases and studies estlmate they will keep their essential residential
character in the future. Imper1a1 County (to the southeast) is now, and pro-
jections indicate will remain, an essentially agricultural area with only
moderate populatien growth predicted for the next 30 years. San Bernardino
(to the east) is essentially a residential community with some light

“industry and a moderate agricultural base. Predictions are that this county
too will remain a re51dent1a1 area with some industrial growth accompanled
by a correspondlng ‘decline in the relative importance of agriculture to the

. economic structure of the county. Overall growth in San Bernardino County,
in general, is restrlcted by a desert-like climate and severe air pollut1on.
Riverside County (to the southeast) is tied closely ‘to San Bernardino County -

~and reflects essentlally the same residential growth pattern. Projections are

that this county will also maintain its current residential 1ife- style and
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~that industrial development will be marginavly at best, growth being pro-
jected for the service industries only.

Two counties in the Los Angeles region, hoWever, Orange and Ventura;
have experienced significant population and economic growth and projections
indicate contipued gfowtﬁ. Orange County, originally a lower-middle-classg
residential community, has been the major recipient of the urban-economic
dispersion pressures in the Los Angeles region. Orange County (to the
south) is currently dependent on the aerospace industry and light manu-
facturing, but predictions are that these industries will decline \in rela-
tive terms as the county continues to become more self-sustained, developing
sizeable service industries and retail and commercial trade. Predictions .
-are that Ventura County (to the north) willv experience comparable growth, gas
it too benefits from industrial migratioh from’ the Lo‘s Angeles area.

Ventura's economy is largely industrial and service and is expected to

become more diversified as the county becomes economically self-sufficient,

Transportation Planning

Transportation planningb in the Los Angeles region began with the
1950 establishment of the Metropolitan Transportation Engineering Board
(MTEB), which is composed of county road commissioners, city enginéers‘,
- public 'works directors and city managefs. Over the years the MTEB has
been instrumental in bringing about better coordination of freeway plan-
ning and development in Southern Ca11fom1a. In 1960 in an effort to
coordinate highway planning and transit planmng, the Los Angeles Regiona}
Transportation Study (LARTS) was formed. Members of LARTS, in addition ¢o
a technical staff, are appointed by the SCAG president and represent city ;
road departments, city public works and traffic departments, airports, typansit
operators, city and county planning departments, and the state highway depart
ment. .LARTS has been integrated into SCAG as one of the technical transports
tion committees reporting to an overall Comprehensive Transportation Planning.
Committee. LARTS is a continuing effort to gather data and provide proj ecteﬁ
figures for land-use populatlon and trip demand for several future stages m :
the development of the reglon.

The Comprehensive Transportation Planning Committee was formed by SCAG
in 1970 to provide for the integration of highway and transit planning wj¢p |
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operational development necessary for a proper regional comprehensive
plannlng process as well as to meet state and federal program requlrements
SCAG 1tse1f is a voluntary assoc1at10n establlshed by over 100 cities in

all six countles in the region under the California Joint Exercise of Powers

Act. SCAG's activities are funded by membership assessments on per-capita
- basis with federal assistance. SCAG has nine policy committees, one of
which is the Transportation Planning Commlttee dealing with various re-
gional problems.; Several of these policy commlttees are supported by
technical committees. Each policy committee, in cooperation with the rele-
vant pub11c agenc1es and the techn1ca1 committee, is required to prepare

an operations plan which is approved by the SCAG Executive Committee.

One of SCAG's activities in ceordination with the Southern California
Rapid Transit District (SCRTD) is the development of a regional program
* for ‘the coord1nat10n of ex1st1ng public transportation services. This
activity is funded by an UMTA Section 9 grant as part of the regional
comprehensive planning program. . SCAG is also worklng closely with the
SCRTD on the latter's exclusive express busway to.be built on the present
San Bernard1no Freeway between El Monte (to the east) and Los Angeles.
The District is undertaklng this as a five-year demonstration project
in eeoperetion with UMTA, the Bureau of Public Roads, the State of
California Division of Highways, the Southern Pacific RR, and the Cities
of Los Angeles and El Monte; ‘

SCAG is also 1nvolved 1n a major UMTA-funded study of travel corri-
dors in the Los Angeles region, with emphasis on the Los Angeles-Orange
county flow. Thls alternate corridor study is being conducted with
the active cooperation of the SCRTD and the Orange County Transit District,
both of whom‘are conducting complementary studies. This study is also
activeiy coordinated with the San Diego Comprehensive Planning Organization
corridor study, also assisted by a Section 9 Technical Studies Grant.

- Potential for Public Transit

The major means of transportation in the Los Angeles _region is the
car., ' The modal sp11t ranges from 2 percent in Los Angeles County to under
0.1 percent in Ventura County. Highway development, while extensive, has
not been able to keep pace with urban travel demands and many freeways are
heavily congested for most daylight hours.
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The bus is the only public transit mode in the Los Angeles fegioﬁ .

While bus service is provided by 14 municipal carfiers, two special dis‘..~

tricts, and 13 privafe carriers (see Table 12), the'major operation is

Table 12.

Transit operators in the Loé Angeles region;

County

Public Operators

Private Operators

Los Angeles

Orange

Riverside

San Bernardino
Ventura

Imperial

Southern California Rapid
Transit District

City of Commerce Bus Lines

Culver City Municipal Bus
Lines

Gardena Municipal Bus Lines

Long Beach Public Trans.Co.

Montebello Municipal Bus
Lines

Pomona Valley Municipal
Transit System

Santa Monica Municipal Bus
Lines

Torrance Transit System

Laguna Beach Municipal
Transit Line

Santa Ana Transit Cor-
poration

Long Beach Public Trans.
Company (SCRTD)

Orange County Transit
District

(SCRTD)

San Bernardino Municipal
Transit System
(SCRTD)

Oxnard Municipal Transit
Lines
Ventura Transit Lines

No transit operations

Greyhound Bus Lines . .
San Pedro Transit Lines
Antelope Valley Bus Company

South Coast Transit Com a
Pink Bus Line P vny
Town Tours, Inc.

San Clemente Stage Lines

|Golden West Stage Lines

Ca]iforn1a Bus Line

Desert Transit of Palm S
Twentynine Palms State L?,’;;ggi

Hemet Bus Line

(Twentynine Pa]ms Stage
Line)
Western Trail

s

the"'.SCRTD, carrying about 82 percent of all daily transit passengers in

the region,

Most of the municipal operations provide service in welj].

defined communities and the SCRTD acts as the regional carrier prown_d,_ng

service between these commun1t1es.
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The current operations and service area of the SCRTD is the result
of both its history and its legislative mandate. The SCRTD's predecessor,
1 the Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA) was formed in 1958 by the pub11c
‘acquisition of two large prlvate systems, the MIA continued to operate all
the lines of the former operators. In 1961 and agaln in 1962 the MIA
took over private operators in other parts of the county and contlnued to
operate the majority of lines they had run. In 1964 the SCRTD was' formed
with a state legislative mandate to act as the reglonal transportation e
agency in the Los Angeles basin; its mandate strictly prescribed its activi-
ties with regard to existing public and private transit operators. long
as the SCRTD only ran buses it was not to prov1de any competltion to exist-
ing routes or services of any operators; this ban on competltlon d1d not
extend to rail- rapld transit facilities. Since 1ts formation date the
SCRTD has taken over several operators 1n Los Angeles, Rlver51de, Orange
and San Bernardino Counties. Because the SCRTD continued to operate the
maJor1ty of the original operators' lines, it began to prov1de some line ser-
vices into other Countles bes1de Los Angeles; Today the service it prov1des
in R1ver51de, Orange and San Bernardlno Counties is largely the continuation
of past services of operat1ons acqu1red by the SCRTD. The numerous other
operators in these and Los Angeles Count1es have continued operations be-
cause the SCRTD cannot legally prov1de compet1t1ve services. However, from
time to time these operators request the SCRTD to purchase their operations;
in the last 18 months the SCRTD has purchased or taken over three additional
operators. . ‘

- Today the SCRTD runs, 1511 buses over 192 000 miles daily or 59 000 000
vehicle miles annually The SCRTD prov1des 74 percent of the total route
mileage prov1ded by pub11c operators in the five counties with transit
. service, and carrles 74 percent of the revenue passengers, a total of
- 141,983,000 annually. Of the approx1mately 2700 route miles provided by
the SCRTD, approx1mate1y 2400 or 88 percent are in Los Angeles County.

In Los Angeles County several mun1c1pa1 operators are large enough to:
be significant. The City of Santa Mon1ca operates a 113-vehicle bus system
covering 90 route miles, more than two- th1rds of which are outside the city'
boundaries. The SCRTD and the Santa Monica lines share a terminal at Pico
and Rimpaw through an arrangement made more than 40 years ago. The Santa
Monica lines run parallel togthe SCRTD lines on major arteries, sharing bus .

77

R




stops, but other than these short stretches there is little duplication of

" service. "In southern Los Angeles County, bordering Orange County, the Clty

of Long Beach operates a 103- vehicle bus system covering 172 route miles in
Los Angeles County and 3 route miles 'in Orange County. The SCRTD shares ‘
local operating rights with the Long Beach 'Public Transportation Company on

a major arterial in the C1ty of Long Beach, "but because of different head-

_ways, there is little significant competition between the two operations,

Also, in southern Los Angeles County two municipal operators, Gardena Muni-
cipal Bus Lines and the Torrance Transit System, operate express service

from their respective communltles into the Los Angeles CBD over routes SGM:
by SCRTD. Local service in these areas is provided by the SCRTD, but agaln\
there is little real competition. ‘A 1966 study showed that less than 2 per
cent of all transit riders in Los Angeles County transfer from one °Peratox':j

lines to another and most operators do not see interline transfers as a

51 gn1f1cant prob lem.

A significant development in regmnal transportatlon service was the
July 1971 formation of the Orange County Tran51t Dlstrlct (OCTD) which

coincides with the County of Orange. OCTD ‘does not operate transit ser-

- vices at this time; however, sometime 1n the immediate “future it will take

over services now operated by the Santa Ana Mun1c1pa1 Bus Lines and make

contract arrangements with South Coast Transit, a prlvate operator. Since

SCRTD will continue to operate 51gn1f1cant service to and from Orange Com,g

_the OCTD has already begun active cooperation with SCRTD. OCTD Views its

purpose as prOV1d1ng a good local service while the SCRTD provides. intya-

regional service.

In the spring of 1972 the SCRTD began the operatlon of a downtown miﬂ.
bus service, with natural-gas fueled vehicles purchased with the aid of an
UMTA Capital Grant. Operational costs are subsidized by the City of Los

. Angeles, the County of Los Angeles, and the Los Angeles Commumty Redeve}.d
- ment Agency.

éPotent1a1 for Tran51t Integration

In 1971 all pub11c tran51t operators in the 51x-c01mty regional area

formed the Transit Advisory Committee, under the aegls of the regiona}
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planning agency, SCAG. This Transit Advisory Committee was an sutgrowth

of a previous organization limited to Los Angeles County, the Los Angeles
County Section of the California Association of Publicly Owned Transit
Systems (CAPUTS). The Transit Advisory Committee, which meets UMTA require-
ments, acts as a forum for the regular coordination of planning, improvemént
and specific operational problems of'the member transit systems.

Traditional forms of coordination are either unwelcomed by the smaller ,
operators or have already been tried. For example, the Transit Advisory
Committee often serves as a ciearinghouse for technical and maintenance ideas,
as well as for difficult-to-find parts, to aid the smaller transit operators
in the region. On the other hand, the smaller operators are unanimously
against sharing maintenance or garage facilities with the SCRTD for a variety
of reasons ranging from different maintenance schedules and routines to fear
that the lower paid drivers of the smaller operations will become too dis-
satisfied after talking with SCRTD drivers. -An interesting note is that
smaller operators all reported that the buses of their lines were not inter-
changeable with SCRTD buses because seat configurations were differenf.
while the SCRTD reported that all buses were, indééd, interchangéable.

_ Most of this iliustrates the underlying fear and jealousy with which -
local operators in the Los Angeles region view the SCRTD. Much of the fear
is fueled by the nearly annual SCRTD take-overvof one or more municipal bus -
systems in the region, which leads most;operators to visualize the SCRTD
gobbling up all smaller operators on its way to regional control. In many
ways both the SCRTD and the smaller operators view the Federal Capital
Grants Program, now coupled with California Senate Bill 325 money (a sales .
tax on gasoline to help support public sransit), as standing between the
smaller systems and the SCRTD. The SCRTD viéws UMTA monéy as a means to
keep unprofitable and inefficient systems in operatlon. The smaller operatlons
attribute many of their rising labor costs to the SCRTD's 1ess than successful
attempgs at deallng with its own labor troubles. (The SCRTD workers are cur-
rently represented by three separate labor unions. Threat of a str1ke is cur-
rently looming, eased only by a "cooling-off" period invoked by the Governor.)

Transfer problems have become less severe with the SCRTD's take-over and

continued operat1on of the two systems in the Mexican-American and black
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communities. As mentioned previously, interline transfers invollve only 1.5
percent of all daily passengers. Fares are the same on most systems that
jnterface directly with the SCRTD (with the exception of the Santa Monica
line, which is cheaper) and thus do not provide significant problems to

transit users.

The SCRTD currently maintains a 24-hour teiephone information service, '
with 24 operators and three supervisors handling over 7000 daily phone requests
for information. SCAG has estimated that at a cost of roughly one-third morye
than current SCRTD operational costs, a system could be devised which would bpe
able to provide the region with telephone information on all transit opera-
tors. The SCRTD is interested in such’ a regional transit information system
but disagrees on both the cost and the practicability of handling such a sys-
tem manually. The District has separately requested UMIA assistance to test

a computer-aided information system but funding has not been received.

W1th1n the next decade, Los Angeles may become a multimodal city. VOters
have tumned down the SCRTD's bond issue to finance the construction of a rajl
rapid transit system. However, the availability of SB 325 gasoline sales tax
money may mean that voter approval will not be required for construction of
at least part of a rapid rail system in the Los Angeles region. The SCRTD,
which is forbidden to compete with other existing bus operations, may wéll_
become a deadly competitor to small or marginal operations by instituting g
major line-haul rapid transit system. On the other hand, the SCRTD may we]l
need the services of local operators as collectors or feeders to major sta.

tions along the line route.

Any transit ihtegratidn or coordination project will have to deal direct-
ly with the feelings of the smaller transit operators towards the SCRTD ang
will have to actively guarantee the integrity of all systems regardless of
size. Any project which appears to favor the SCRTD will not be well reCeived
So, for example, a relatively stralghtforward proposal for the SCRTD and ¢he
Long Beach Mun1c1pa1 Bus Lines to share maintenance facilities in Long Begach

where both systems have garages 2.5 miles apart was met_w1th the Long Beach

System"s contention that SCRTD buses would always get preferential treatmept

" and that all buses would have to follow the SCRTD's maintenance schedule,
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MIAMI i -
The City and Its Transportation Region.

~ Miami, the metropolis of southeastern Florzda, is the ‘transportation
and business hub of Greater Miami and the adm1n1strat1ve and p011tica1 cen-
ter of Dade County. “The city is the second largest in the South; the
region, the second fastest growing in the South. Dade County c01nc1des
with the SMSA of Miami, and its 1970 census populatlon was 1,267,742, The
City of Miami population was 334, 859. .Den51ty within the SMSA was 621 per-
sons per square mile within its 2042 square mile area; density within the
city was 9763 persons per square mile within a 34.3 square mile area. In

the City of Miami, 25.2 percent of the population is 16 or younger, while
14,5 percent is over 64.

Economlc bases in M1am1 extend beyond the stereotyped tourlst economy
which in actuallty represents less than 10 percent of the SMSA's net income.
A1r11ne related work as well as light and serv1ce industry make up a s1ze-
able portlon of ‘the economy. Medlan fam11y71ncome in the SMSA is $9241 w1th
10.9 percent of the population living below the poverty level,

Source - 3 discusses center city.Miami in some detail:

"Center city Miami had little new construction through the
mid-1960s and declined in importance relative to the metro-. -
politan region. To change this situation, a Downtown

. Development Authority was created and given the power to
levy a .5 mill tax, the revenues from which could be used .

_ for planning purposes. Already under development are a
Government Center complex and a shopping mall with a transit-
way. A plan has been developed for a Transportation Center

~ serving as. a multi-modal terminal point and studies have

"~ been done for high density housing. Just south of the down-

. town core, a new hotel-apartment-office complex is beginning

‘to bring the M1am1 Beach style of 11v1ng to center city Miami.

"AdJacent to center c1ty, the Model Cities agency has developed
plans for a mini-bus system serving community needs. Plans
call for the operation to be run by a nonprofit corporation -

~ based in the Model Cities areas.

"Miami adopted a commission-manager plan of government in 1921,
- but since 1957 some municipal functions have been taken over
' by a county-wide government with broad powers over municipal-
affairs. This metropolitan government could absorb the munici-
palities. Otherwise, since Miami is completely surrounded by
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incorporated areas that show no interest in annexation, any
integration with the central city is difficult. The county

board of commissioners, known as the Metro Commission, is made

up of nine members elected by the county as a whole. One of

the members is elected as mayor and is permanent chairman. = .
The Commission app01nts the county manager and directs pollcy.

"Center city Miami lies on the edge of Biscayne Bay, with the
North-South Expressway to the west linking center city to the
region. Across the Bay and facing the Atlantic beaches is the .
ocean front hotel development of Miami Beach. The two are
separate entities whose planning and development are coordlnated
at the county level. Metropolitan Dade County was the first
area in the country to initiate a metro form of government and,
in part, the step was a response to the decentrallzed nature of
the functional development of Miami."

Transportation Planning

Traffic and transportation planning is done by Metro, wh11e plann1ng
for the CBD is done by the Downtown Development Authorlty and the City I’lan--
n1ng Department (urban design and zoning). The basis for transportatlon 1
p1ann1ng is the Miami Urban Area lransportatlon Study (MUATS), a Jo1nt ef-
fort of Metropolltan Dade County and the state in cooperation w1th HUD and
the Federal nghway Administration. MUATS, begun in 1964, called for the
following basic projects (1) a rapid transit system using elevated rail caxs%
on a loop that would include downtown Miami, the International Airport, gpg i
the hotel and apartment row ‘along the ocean in Miami Beach; (2) 51x new ex-
pressways and three tollways controlled by computers, and a w1den1ng of 25
miles of existing expressways; and (3) eight express streets with flyovers
at major intersections.A The estimated cost of the ground transportation ;
projects was $1.5 billion by 1985. In 1969, the Metro Commission appfoved
a federally supported study designed to improve capacity and increase Sziféty :
of present roads 1n ‘the county. :
. ¥
As a step toward implementing the public transportation faéets of that %
program, the county commissioned a technical analysis to determine the feasi';
bility of specific elements of the improved public transit plan proposed jp
“the MUATS study. The results of the study (Source 5) were released in the
summer of 1971. The report examines the types of transit vehicles and Sys-
tems which will be available in the immediate future, and identifies those

which will be appropriate for Dade County. Based on‘requirements‘developed
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in this and earlier reports, the range of:alternative vehicle systems is

’ narrowed, and defined in sufficient detail to estimate capital and Operating

',costs, these will be presented in a subsequent interim report. In addition,

recommendatlons for fac111t1es to ma1nta1n and store the tran51t vehicles are
' included o )

The pr10r1ty prOJects are as follows
1. Fringe parking study,

2. Transportation and planning studies specific to
. downtown.

3. Determination of how existing transportation system
could better serve the needs of the Model Cities.

4. Implementation of changes in transportation system
recommended by study suggested in number 1

. Through the establishment of the Metropol1tan Transit Authority, the
Metropolitan Dade County Board of County Commissioners has developed the
framework for a unified and officially coordinated public transportation sys-
tem in the metropolitan area. The Transit Authority, by ordinance, has the
poweryto develop "comprehensive over-all plans and programs for securing and
establishlng for all of Metropolitan Dade County, an efficient, economical,
unified, coord1nated and rapid mass transportation system, and make recom-

mendations to the county commission-for effectuatlng such plan and program.”
(Source 6)

Publi c Transi t

Ninety-three percent of the metropolitan tran51t serv1ces in M1am1
is prov1ded by the pub11c1y owned Dade County Metropolitan Transit Author-
ity (MTA) Accord1ng to the Slmpson and Lurtln report (Source S), MTA
has a fleet of 379 buses, of which 197 are air-conditioned.‘ The report
also notes that "there is adequate ‘bus equipment to protectjpresent oper-
“ating schedules which require the assignment of 310 coaches during week-
day mornlng peaks.' All of the buses are diesel units manufactured by
General Motors. This results in a high degree of desirable standard1za-
tion—all act1ve buses of a single manufacturer w1th 85 percent concen-
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trated in two models." The central depot, servicing and administration
facilities are among the best visited by INTERPLAN on either side of the
Atlantic.

_ MI‘A operates' 50 routes on a planned headway of 30 to 60 minutes. Soiné
50 million passengers are carried annually for approrimately: 14,500,000 |
passenger miles. Rideréhip has been falling for several years but was ‘sauid
to have increased by some 5 percent during the last year. The fixed fare
is 30 cents. At thié fare level the gross annual income is $12 million,“ ’
while the total expenditure approximates $14 million. The deficit of

approximately 2 cents over the 30-cent fare is covered by local taxes.

The Coral Gables Municipal System provides both a local service to resji-
dents of Coral Gables and a connection to the Miami CBD. ’l"he system has an
inventory of 60 buses. There is a free transfer arrangement at a few points
between the MTA and the Coral Gables System.

The publicly owned Broward County Transportation Authority‘ ‘was recently
created from a combination of the old Broward County Transportation Authorlty
and the South Broward Transit Authority. The integration resultedan the -

- formation of a unified transit system. Local and some express services Are‘
shpplied by roughly 60 buses. The daily mileage is 70,000 and the deficit

on the operation is approximately 15 percent of the gross revenue. ‘The head-
ways vary between 20 minutes and 2 hours. Day-to-day operations are in the
hands of a private management company, which receives, as a fee, 6 percent of
‘the total revenue. ' ' :

There are four interchange points with free transfers between the BCTA
and the MTA systems for travelers from Fort Lauderdale and its adjoining com-
munities in the Broward County to Dade County. The system is descnbed in
detail in the Simpson and Curtin report (Source 7).

A large local tour Operator, the Gray Line, retams a francluse to Oper,_
ate a route along the ocean front 1n Miami Beach and into Miami's CBD. The .
route is operated with 10 buses, in direct competltlon to MTA 11nes whlch‘;,nm‘ E
along the same, highly lucrative, route. INTERPLAN was informed by MTA that
the Gray Line coordlnates its schedule with those of MTA so that thelr bus
precedes that of MTA. Smce the Gray Line fare is 25 cents (versus 30 cents
on MI‘A) a c1a551ca1 form of traff1c p1rat1ng is taking plaee. v ;
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Potential for Transit integration

There are currently three potential areas for transport integration in
the Miami area: (1) institutional consolidation of several transit opera-
- tors in the area, (2) physical and operational coordination of transit
. operators, (3) broad coordination of private, para and public transporta-
tion syétems, including the traffic to and from the Miami Inte;national
| Airport. When the rail rapid transit, as outlined in the Simpson and Cur-
tin report (Source 5), is constructed, there will be a great need for truly

intermodal integration.

INSTITUTIONAL CONSOLIDATION. It is possible to envision some degree of
institutional consolldatlon among the Miami-based MTA the Broward County
' Transportatlon Authorlty, and the Coral Gables Mun1c1pa1 System. Wh11e no
complete merger is 11ke1y, all three companles realize that they are in a
position to increase patronage and decrease operating costs through appllca~

tion of institutional 1ntegrat10n.

- PHYSICAL AND OPERATIONAL INTEGRATION. None of the existing systems pres-
ently offers an outstanding service, in spite of recent large capital invest-
ments into vehicles and facilities. The MTA is by far the largest local oper-
ator and approaches the position of a monopolist of public transit. It has a
model servicing facility at its depot which could provide maintenance and ser-
vicing functions for other operators, especially since it has a surplus capacity
‘for euch functions; Such an approach could lead to the standardization of the
entire fleet of buses throughout the area with resultant economies of spare

parts 1nventor1es and spec1a112ed repa1r shops.

- There does not seem much doubt that several routes (both MTA and private
lines) could operate with shorter headways, since there appears to be a sur-
plus of MTA buses. Once headways are reasonable and are adhered to, coordin-
ation of,sehedules between operators, especially at transfer points, will

. become possible. Such coordination may, in turn, . have ser1ous impact on the

success of park- -and- ride systems which are now in the plannlng stage. .

BROAD COORDINATION. . The first attempt at the broad coordination of
private and public systems is the proposed demonstratlon along 1-95. '"The
H1gh -occupancy Vehicle Priority System' in the I-95/N.W. 7th Avenue corrldor
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is a park-and-ride system which comprises new parking lots at the north end
of the corridor, and the use of express buses on "bus-only" lanes. These
lanes will be added to those existing on I-95.

An opportunity for intermodal integration will arise when over-the-water
transportation systems along the Biscayne Bay become operational. While at
the northern end many passengers are expected to pérk their cars, appropriate
bus connections will have to be organized at the CBD terminal.

NEW ORLEANS |
‘ The Cilty_anvd‘ Its Transportation Region

F<‘>'1; two and a half centuries, the Mississippi River has been the main-
~stay of New O;'leané. The SMSA surrounding the City is made up of Jefferson,
. Orleans, St. Bernard and St. Tammany parishes whose combined population
equals 1,045,809. The city population has decreased from 627,525 in 1960

to 593,471 in 1970. The SMSA, on the other hand, has grown from 907,123
in 1960 to its preéent populatisn. Growth away from the central city has

been the current trend. In the city, roughly 22 percent of the population
is under 16, and 11 percent over 64. The corresponding figures for the SMsa

are 35 percent and 8 percent. Within the central city, density is 3011

people per square mile in the 197 square miles, while in the SMSA, popula~
tion density is 542 persons per square mile in the 1967 square mile area.

Harbor activities and a hugé service-oriented center form the economic
base in an SMSA whose median income is $8670. Major highways and railroadg
follow the general orientation of the Mississippi River as it runs from wegg

to east through the metropolitan area. The development of traﬁéportation

systems has also been influenced by a keen sense of historical preservation
as well as irregular street patterns following the river., ‘

|
I; " At the present time, a park-paddle and park-ride study is being completed, :
| the results of which may greatly influence parking conditions in New Orleang, 4

Current CBD parking capacity allows for 24,000 off-street parking spaces and

1500 curbside meters. Rates in the CBD are typiéally $.75 for the first hour,
$.25 for each additional hour with a daily $1.75 maximum and a $25.00 month 1y 4

rate. These rates and controls are regulated by parking lot owners.
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Transportation Planning

As late as September, 1970, transportation planning was so poor in
New Orleans that the following summary could be written in Source 3:

"With a center city containing many historic buildings, New
Orleans faces unique problems in creating a center city transpor-
tation system. Preservationists in 1969 were successful in stopping

. a highway that would have run parallel to the waterfront along the
Vieux Carré. Much of the controversy over transportation stems from
the lack of a comprehensive transportation plan realted to develop-
ment goals and social issues. The choice must be made between concen-
tration of functions in the center city, or dispersal to outlying
areas. Originally, public transportation was to have been a major
part of the Regional Planning Commission study. With responsibility
for public transportation not clearly defined, the emphasis of the
Commission has been shifted to housing."

Completion of TRANSIT 90 (Source 8), a Transit Development Program for

the SMSA, in May 1972, marked the beginning of New Orleans' first regional

transportation plan. Some excerpts from this study follow:

"The five-year Program [suggests] an improvement of network
service in higher density areas, introduction of radial
station-to-station express service which will be complemented
by suburban and overnight dial bus service, and introduction
of a circulation system using small buses in the Central
Business District.

"The areawide system, as affected by the programmed improve-
ments, will have a vehicular capital cost of some $22 million
over the five years including the cyclical replacement of the
existing fleet. The annual operating cost in the fifth year
should approach $43 million. The total system ridership is
anticipated to increase by 9 percent by the fifth year. This
increase is predicated on the maintenance of existing rider-
ship in the urban areas as a result of system improvements and
an increase of approximately 250 percent in suburban areas as
a result of the introduction of dial bus and express service..

"The system-wide planning, programming, fund raising, coordi-

nation of Parish Transportation Departments, and other functions

granted at the pleasure of the Parish Governments, would reside

in a Regional Transportation Commission, created under State

Enabling Legislation concerning interparish agreements."

‘Currently, the major agencies -of government involved in transportation
planning include the Regional Planning Commission, City Planning Commission,

Utilities Department, and New Orleans Public Service, Inc. (NOPSI).
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Public Transit

NOPSI is the major fransit company in ihe area, privately owned, and
operating 465 buses. Two small private companies operate about 30 buses
each without subsidy. These are Westside Transit Lines and Louisiana
Transit Co. The fourth, and only other, company in the area is Keener
Loop, a publicly owned two-bus company operating within the City of Kenner.
The latter three bus companles provide services from the out1y1ng parishes
to the CBD.

Thirty percent of the tr1p to New Orleans' strongly centralized CBD are
now made by public transit. Total annual transit rides in the c1ty have de-
creased between 1960 and 1970 from 164.1 million to 124.1 million. The cur-
rent annuai nunber of transit rides in the service area ié 133 million,lor
139 rides per capita. During the peak perlod 17.4 percent of the total
passenger trips are made.

NOPSI is the local operating arm of the Middle South Utilities System,
It loses approximately $7.5 million annually (gross revenue is $18 million;
total expenses $20 million), but maintains a very low basic 'fare of 15 centg,
‘The deficit is covered by the NOPSI revenues on the sale of electricity ang
gas. Since the total annual revenue of NOPSI ispépproximately $100 million,
the local price of electricity and gas is about 10 percent more than it
would be without the cheap and generally efficient transit system.

NOPSI operates 35 loeal and 6 express buses for peak hour services. Farye
on express services is 20 cents. Most of these services operate at reasonabje
headways of 15 to 30 minutes, and the lines run radially to ouflying districes.
Not all parts of the city receive equally good service. As is normal in thjg
type of operation, 10 lines account‘for 70 percent of the total revenue, ang
cross-subsidization between lines is a well-established practice.  The
buses of NOPSI are in good condition; most are air-conditioned and new.

The capltal investment of about $14 million was made without the partici-
pation of UMTA.

Potential for Transit Integration

The City of New Orleans conducted a number of stud1es in response to
some of thelr problems. The following problems were examined:
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1. The utilization of 18 vacant areas of river-adjoining sites
-+ in the CBD for an intermodal transportation center: water,
rail, bus, rapid transit, and automobile.

‘2. Perk-and-ride system.

3. ‘Park-and-paddleksystem for an over-the-water mode,
4, Peopie Mover for the CBD.

k§., Minibus and street-closihg system in the CBD.

6. No-bus ordinance for the Vieux Carré. |

7. Dial-a-bus and/or bus on existing rails.

' Today, New Orleans is too small to support a rail rapid transit system,
but its downtown streets are already overcrowded by automobiles, and
Louisiana's expanding network of freeways brings more and more automobiles
to the”city. The existence of only two bridges across the Mississippi

causes severe congestion during the peak-hour traffic.

SAN DIEGO
| The C1ty and Its Transportat1on Reg1on

The City of San Diego is the urban center of San Diego County, which is
one of the few single-county transportation regions in California. The
county is boUMded by the ocean on the west, a large military reservation,
uOrange‘en& Riverside Counties on the north, Mexico on the south, and the
Mojave Desert and Imperial County on the east.-‘Althoogh the weeternvpart
" of the county is ‘temperate and attrdctive, much of the eastern part of the
¥‘county is arrid desert with extreme topography. Consequently; over'95 per-
cent of the county's population of 1,357,854 live in the western third of
" the | region, ‘and comprehensive planning efforts are 11m1ted to the western
half of the county. '

In addition to the City of San Diego there are 13 incorporated cities
in the county as well as several military 1nsta11at10ns. The City of San -
Diego with a 1970 population of 696 769 constitutes 42 percent of the
county's population while another 23 percent of the county's inhabitants

live 1n‘un1hcorporated areas. Generally development has been scattered
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throughout the western portion of the San Diego region, aided bp the large
network of congestion—free highways. Concentrated urban areas are scat-
tered throughout the western region, usually around each incorporated city.
‘San Diego is a large county (4255 square miles) and even though development
has concentrated in the western third of that area, population densities are
relatively low; the overall county density is only 319 people per square
mile (slightly misleading'given the large amount of uninhabited land) but
population density for the City of San Diego is 2181 people per square mile,
phenomenally low for such a large American city,

San Diego is a major resort and tourist town, as well as a center for
light manufacturing, defense research and other economic activities in the
San Diego region. As a result. of the low population density and scattered
development, the San Diego CBD has traditionally beenbsmall, comprising
only one census tract. Recently CBD growth has increased to about 3 per-
cent annually and the central city has grown tremendously in the last 10 years,
This accelerated growth has been encouraged by several downtown business and
‘community groups who are actively involved in promoting continued growth.
There is increasing conflict between those who wish to continue to encourage
'and promote further economic growth in San Diego and those who wish to nain-

_ tain the communlty at its current level of low-den51ty development.

» The automoblle is supreme in San Diego and the construct1on of freeways

. in the county has kept pace with the overall San Diego growth rate. As a ‘
result, 1970 auto travel times in the San Diego reglon were shorter than those
in 1960. Even in peak hours, trafflc moves well on all freeways, further en-
hancing the inherent attractlveness of the auto. Moreover tran51t travel

times are exceedlngly poor due to extreme congestlon on CBD streets, scattered o
re51dent1a1 developments, and rough topography in res1dent1a1 areas. Trans;t
system speeds average only 12 mph, making a transit trip two to three t1mes

longer than a comparable auto trip. Consequently, the da11y modal sp11t in

the San Dlego region 1s approx1mate1y 1.5 percent.

-+

Current freeways bypass the CBD and downtown area but proposed freeways
. will bisect these growing commercial areas. Increased traffic congestlon Will -
undoubtedly lengthen tran51t tlmes still further, but will also lengthen autc>
travel times. This fact has led some transit proponents to argue that ‘down-
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town transit will become 1nherent1y more attractlve as auto travel t1mes and
congestlon increase.

Transportation Planning

' Transportation planning efforts in the San Diego region began with a
11952 origin and destination study undertaken by the California Division of
Highways with financing by the Bureau of Public Roads. The study's major
purpose was to identify;travel patterns and trip characteristics in the -
region. In 1954 staff members from the city and county. planning and highway
departments coordinated their efforts in a team called the San Diego Metro-
politan Area Transportation Techn1ca1 Coordlnatlng Comm1ttee. This coopera-
tive approach received wide pub11c1ty and in 1956 San D1ego was selected
as one of seven "pllot c1t1es" for spec1a1 transportatlon studies by the
National Commlttee on Urban Transportat1on. Thus by 1958, the San Diego
region had a full set of surveys and forecasts, one of the first areas 1n
the country to do so.

In 1962, T1t1e 23 of the nghway Assxstance Act required that all reglons
‘ seeklng f1nanc1a1 assistance have a continuing, comprehensive transportation
program by July 1, 1965 or they would cease to be eligible for further federal
highway funding. The Ca11forn1a State Leglslature passed enabling legislation
allowing a voluntary assoclatlon of governments in every metropolltan region
to carry out this transportatlon planning program and so, late in 1963, the
County of San D1ego, the 13 c1t1es in the county, the Unified Port District,
and the State Division of H1ghways ‘entered into a voluntary Joint Powers‘
‘Agreement for the purpose of coordinating transportatlon planning and remain-
ing eligible for federal highway fundst The membership of the major commit-
tees formed under this agreement was largely the same as had served under the
old Technlcal Coord1nat1ng Committee formed in 1954,

In 1965 the Planning Commission of the County of San Diego began work on
a reg1onal general plan and app11ed to the U.S. Housing and Home Finance
Agency (HHFA), now part of HUD, for assistance via an Urban Planning "701"
Grant. HHFA ‘informed the county that a regional general plan must be coor-
dinated- with the overall reg1ona1 planning program. Accord1ng1y, the county

requested the Technical Coord1nat1ng Committee of the Joint Powers Agreement
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to serve as the transportation arm of the regional general plan program. In .
addition, the county informed the Technical Coordinating Committee that a de-
tailed study design, coordinating the efforts of the regional general planysoon
to be undertaken by the county and the regional transportation study to be
performed by the Technical Committee itself, was necessary both for sound plan-
ning and to meet HHFA and BRR regulations. Subsequently the firm of Barton-
Ashman Associates was retained in March of 1966 by the county with Technical
Committee approval to prepare that study design. The report was completed in
September of 1966 and the design was formally adopted by the Comprehensive -
Planning Organization (CPO) (discussed below) in April of 1967.

In 1966 a second Joint Powers Agreementrwas signed among the same parties
to provide'an overall planning appfoach,for the region and the Comprehensive
Planning Organization CPO) was‘formed. CPO was staffed largely by county pey.
sonnel but its management, advisory and policy committees consisted of elected
city representatives, city managers, planning directors, and highway department ;
personnel as well as some county officials. CPO is, at this writing, a volunp-
tary association and not a level of government; it cannot tax, hire staff, oy
apply directly for federal grants. CPO is financially supported by direct

contributions and staffed by personnel loans from the member governmental
units. '

At the time CPO was in its formative stages and prior to its adoption of
the Barton-Ashman study design, a group of privafe companies, inclnding Forg
Motor Company and Philco-Ford Corporation began to meet with San Diego City
officials to dlSCUSS the possibility of an 1ndustryw1de competition to deVel,
op a reglonal transportation system for the San Diego area. The private firmg

agreed to finance the bulk of the f1rst phase of this mammoth project which
came to be called Transportatlon Requirements and Implementation Program

(TRIP) and the City and the County both agreed to contribute personnel and
some financing. Finally the CPO's-policy committee agreed to make the TRIP
project part of its transportation planning program.

The first Joint Powers Agreement was formed in 1963 largelv for the pur.
pose of keeping San Diego eligible for federal highway assistance. Whether
or not the Technical Coordinating Committee did any comprehensive transporta.

tion planning is unknown, but the responsibility for overall regional planan‘g




clearly remained with the county. The TRIP program was largelf an effort of

the City of San Diego, initiated while ignoring transportation planning being
done by the county. When the first phase of TRIP was completed in 1967 both

the county and the CPO refused to adopt the report or to apply for the neces-
sary federal funding to continue with the second phase of the project. At

the same time, Barton-Aschman completed its study design of transportation

integration and regional general planning for San Diego County, a plan largely

uncoordinated with the first phase TRIP effort. The TRIP plan lay dormant
until 1959, when, because of increased federal pressure (via the passage of
the 1968 Intergovernmental Cooperation Act and subsequent Office of Manage-
ment and Budget [OMB] procedural requirements), and increased effort at local
cooperation, the CPO became the recipient of both HUD "701" and UMTA Section
9 funding. Then Barton-Aschman was hired to coordinate the first phase of the
_TRIP report with their own earlier study design prepared for the county. The
. outcome was a general planning work program for CPO. Thus, many of the stud-
ies recommended by both the TRIP consultants and Barton-Aschman have been or
are currently being undertaken by CPO staff or consultants as part of their
overall regional planning activities.

One of the CPO's jobs was the development of a 10-year transit improVement
plan. Such an activity was required by UMTA in 1967 as a condition for full
two-third's financing of the city's acquisition of the San Diego Transit Sys-
tem. The transit development plan and program was carried out by Alan M. Voor-
hees and Associates and completed in June of 1970, whereupon the city was cer-
tified as meeting UMTA planning requirements and received the final one-sixth
of the total project grant. The CPO also undertook a comprehensive transit

~ survey of r1dersh1p and trip characterlstlcs for all transit operators in the
San D1ego region. This report, completed in March 1970, was done by the CPO

staff itself.
Public Transit

Transit service in the San Diego region is provided by one major carrier'
and three smaller carriers. The major carrier is the San Diego Transit Cor-

portatlon (SDTC), a public corporation totally owned by the Clty of San Diego
and carrying 85 percent of the region's daily passengers. SDTC became a pub-
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lic entity in July 1967, when San Diego city voters authorized the acquisi-
tion of the privately owned San Diego Transit System through a federal
grant with the one-third local contribution derived from a new property .
tax levy. The acquisition was made possible by the 1967 HUD capital grant
(under the UMT Act of 1964), covering two-thirds of the total acqhisition
cost, or an original grant of $3,506,000, later raised to $5,268,000.

,

~ San Diego Transit currently serves the City of San Diego and six incor-

porated cities in the southern part of the county, with each city paying a
proportionate share of the system's operating deficiency. For the first 3
years of its existence as a public entity, San Diego Transit provided service
to the smaller cities at no charge, with all operating deficits offset by the
San Diego City residents' property tax. San Diego taxpayers were understand-
ably disgruntled, and 2 years ago, after an extensive on-board passenger sur-
vey, the SDTC inaugurated a system of charging the smaller cities for the dif.
ference between revenues originating in each city and operating costs in that
city. This system is believed to be unique in the United States, for,-unliqu
the MBTA in Boston, each city requests a given level of service and each city
can change that request yearly to meet its own budgetafy constraints indepen-
dent of other cities' requests.

A SDTC currently operates 228 buses over 404 miles of mixed traffic Toutes
carrying 56,000 daily riders and averaging 7,587,000 passenger miles annually,
Much of the fleet is new, and its acquisition was made possible by two UMTA
.capital grants. Almost all of the fleet is now equipped with two-way radlos
another improvement made possible through UMTA grants.

Before the 1967 public acquisition of the San Diego bus system, rlders}up

was falling by about 6 percent annually. After public acquisition, the transjt
system bought new air-conditioned buses, increased routes and serv1ces,-de-

creased headways, and began a marketing and information campa1gn. These mea, -
sures apparently stimulated some new ridership while maintaining the exlsta_ng |
ridership and overall system patronage began to grow. In May and June of

1970 there was a six-week strike, which led to an immediate 26 percent drop

in ridership which was never recovered. Probably more damaging than the Strike
alone was the drastic increase in fares which the management chose to instityge
at the end of the strike, raising the basic fare from 30¢ to 40¢, one of the
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highest in the country. - As a result of the declining revenues, SDTC operated
at a def1c1t of $2 7 m11110n in flscal year 1972 w1th $1.14 m11110n met by the
San D1ego property tax.

The Oceanside Transportat1on System is the second largest operation in
the San Diego region, Owned and operated by the north-county City of Ocean-
s1de 1t also serves the C1t1es of Carlsbad and Escond1do, but 1ts real busi-
~ ness comes from transport1ng m111tary personnel to and from the Camp Pendle-
'.ton Marine Base. Recently, 0ceans1de attempted to establlsh a proportional
sub51dy system, 51m11ar to the SDTC arrangement, with the other cities it
serves. Th1s plan however, was reJected by those cities, largely because the
Ocean51de system is st111 show1ng a profit due to its heavy Camp Pendleton
bus1ness. The Oceanside Transportat1on System currently operates 31 buses
(21 of wh1ch are new) over 4 routes (161 route mrles) carry1ng 5000 passen-
v'gers da11y " ‘

Western Greyhound Line, the cross country, intercity company prov1des
,11mited local trans1t service in the San Diego region. First, its Los Angeles-
(San Dlego 11nes make several stops in the county and a small number of San
Diego residents ride from one San Diego stop to another. Second, Greyhound
maintains a fleet of 18 transit buses which carry approximately 3400 daily
passengers betueen San Diego and the U.S./Mexican Border at San Ysidro. This

last activity is the only significant intercity service provided by Greyhound.

The City\of Chula Vista in the southern part of the county inaugurated
local bus seryice\(in addition to the service provided by SDTC) in March of
1970. Four buses are operated on three loop routes by the Aztec Bus Lines,
a privately'ouned company which receives 'a direct subsidy from the City of
Chula Vista'to cover the difference between operating costs and revenues.

The local Chula Vista lines carry approximately 1300 passengers per week.:

A very: -small fam11y owned company, the San Diego Economy L1ne, runs ,
one or two routes from a residential suburb to downtown San Diego and San
Ysidro. Slx trlps are made dally on each route, totalxng approxlmately
300 passengers daxly., “The orlglnal 1967 UMTA grant to the City of San Diego

*As a result of a subsequent fare cut to 25¢ and the introduction of a $10/
month Saverpass, SDTC ridership reached all-time highs in May. 1973: nearly
50,000 passengers in the week of April 28-May 4 a 73 percent 1ncrease over
the same week last year. .



to acquire the San Diego Transit System made'provisions for the total acquisi-
tion of this operation as well, but the SDTC still has been unable to make
satisfactory arrangements with the current owners. ‘ e o

Potential for Transit Integration

Repfesentatives of all of the tramsit operations in the San Diego region
es well as representatives of the 13 city and the county governments have
formed a Transit Coordination Committee as recently requested by UMTA as a
requirement for such systems to be eligibie for UMTA financial assistance.
While this committee has Been meeting regularly, no joint;fefe, transfer
privilegee; or cooperative scheduling has beenyarranged'among systems to
date. ’

The .1969 Transit Survey conducted by CPO found that all of the local op-
erations were providing adequate transit service in their respective serviee
areas but that the lack of joint fares and transfer privileges among San
Diego Transit, the Chula Vista Lines, and San Diego Economy Lines was of some
difficulty to-patrons. However, coordination between the two major Systems,
San Diego Transit and Oceanside Transportation was not considered because

routes of the two systems did not come closer than 18 miles to one another,
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SECTION 4 :
PHILADELPHIA AND THE DELAWARE VALLEY REGION

s

THE CITY AND ITS TRANSPORTATION REGION

Located centrally in the Northeast Corridor, Philadelphia lies on the
Delaware Rlver, some 60 miles west of the Atlantic coast. The city,
"founded in 1682 by William Penn, is in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
but its metropol1tan area includes large portions of New Jersey, centered
around the city of Camden on the east, and bounds the State of Delaware on
the south. The Delaware River constitutes a major physical barrier between

the city and its New Jersey suburbs:  in the central area of the region only

three highways and one railroad bridge span the river: the Benjamin Franklin, .
Walt Whitman, and Tacony-Palmyra Bridges, and the Penn Central Railroad Bridge,

Two additional highway bridges (Chester and Pennsauken) are under construction.

'A major governmental reorganization in the area took place in 1854 when

the city of Philadelphia merged with 28 surrounding cities and townships,

.consol1dat1ng the whole county of Philadelphia. However, similar consolida-
"tions have not’ kept pace with the rapid growth of the area since that time. To-
~ day the metropol1tan area (SMSA) includes elght counties with a total of nine
ﬁ‘c1t1es, 132 boroughs and 199 townshlps. This multiplicity of local governments
clearly presents major problems in coordination of planning in the area that
have been only part1ally overcome by the formation of regional agencies such as
the Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission (DVRPC), the Southeastern
Pennsylvania Transportatlon Authority (SEPTA) because of competition and poor
cooperation and because their jurisdiction and control over 1mplementatlon are

not broad enough

With a populat1on of 1,950,000 in the city and 4,849,000 (1971 esti-
mates) in ‘the metropol1tan area, Phlladelphla ranks fourth among U.S. cities.
The areas of the city of the metropol1tan area are 130 and 3,575 square miles,
average populatlon den51t1es belng 15,000 and 1,355 persons per square mile,

,respect1vely
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As in most other metropolitan areas in the country, the population is
growing in tne'suburban sections (11 percent between 1960 and 1970) while jt
is declining in the city (-2.6 percent for the same period). It is signifj-
cant to note, however, that this population shift was slower during the 19g¢'s

" than in the 1950's. The last decade was also recorded as the first decade

in 100 years during which the population in the central area of the city in-
creased.

Philadelphia is a major center of business, finance and culture, and jits

_history goes back to the birth of the nation. It is also the largest fresh

A

water port in the world with an annual tonnage of 54 million. Of 2,148,000

.civilians employed, the largest number work in manufacturing (513,000), fo1l-

lowed by services, retailing, banking and insurance, wholesaling, and trans-

portation and dtilities.

‘Citizens of Phildelphia take pride in their city, although they are
often criticai'of its politics and bureaucratic sluggishness. This pride
has been demonstrated by the high demand for renovated center city apart-
ments. Efforts to improve public transit have the wholehearted support

of the press and various official and voluntary organizations.i One group,

.the Passenger Service Improvement Corporation, is active in improving com-

‘muter railroads. Another, the Pennsylvania Economy League, has published

a paper called, "Long-Term Financing of Public Transportatlon in South-‘

.eastern Pennsylvan1a " The Chamber of Commerce has prOJects connected wlt},

public transportatlon, and there is also a number of c1tlzen action groups
such as the Transportation Action Group (TAG). However, desplte this sup-.
port, . 1mprovements in tran51t have lagged far behlnd the needs of the Clty
during recent decades.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING )

Although the C1ty of Phlladelphla has always taken an actlve 1nterest

.- in transportation and has made 51gn1f1cant efforts to. 1mprove publlc trans.

. portation, such as constructlon of subways, purchase of vehlcles, and sub-

. sidies of services, its overall transportatlon pol1cy favors the automob11e

over pﬂgllc transit in ways typical of many U. S. cities. For example-

e There has been insufficient allocation of funds for the im-
provement of rapid transit lines in the central area.
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e Surface transit is given no priority on city streets.

o The city requires that new buildings provide parking facili-
ties, but requires no contribution for transit'services.v

e Parking validation exists in some stores, but not transit
" validation. - 1 , 'f

® Parking rates are not controlled to discourage the use of private
automobiles in downtown areas. For example, most private parking
facilities charge a 90¢ minimum, $1.25 for all day, and, in the

CBD there is a $1.50 minimum charge with an all-day rate near $2.25, -

Short-term parkers are discouraged by this rate structure. While
municipal parking garages average a flat charge of 15¢ an hour and
have a greater turnover, there are too few of them, and the rate :
structure still does not sufficiently discourage commuters.

There are numerous other policies and practices which often hurt not
only transit bus also automobile users. For example, the quoted parking
rates discourage short-term parking, thus making business travel (as op-
posed to work, school or recreational travel), which largely depends on

the auto, expensive and inconvenient.

As in most other cities, it is becoming recognized in Philadelphia that

thé'policies which have led to the present transit crisis cannot be followed

any longer and that reappraisal and drastic improvement must be undertaken .
in the near future. Recognition of this need has. begun to bring constructive

action from public bodies at different levels, aimed at careful planning and

. major 1mprovement of the total transit system. The transit situation in the

Ph11ade1ph1a metropol1tan area is a subject of interest not only to the local

- operating agencies, the planning commission and the city, but also to the
governors of the two states. For instance, when a financial crisis led to a
request to raise fares from 35 to 40-45¢, the Governor convinced the Penn-
sylvania Legislature to provide a form of subsidy known as "purchase of ser-

v1ce" in order to malntaln the 35¢ fare.

Recently the board of SEPTA adopted a $1.37 billion, six-year capital
‘improvement_program. Such .a.large expenditure should result in a moderniza-
tion of public transit on a different order of magnitude from efforts under-
taken in the recent past. The funding for this program, however has yet

to be secured from various sources.
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PUBLIC TRANSIT

The bas1c transit system, which was developed during the perlod of con-
struction of hlgh-qualxty transit facilities prior to 1930, consists of two nmm%ﬁ
rapid transit lines. These have recently been complemented by a third, the new- - %

ly constructed L1ndenwold Line, and a very well developed network of commutey ‘
railroad lines leading out of the city to the southwest, northwest, north and

northeast. The Philadelphia urban rapid transit system is better than these
in all but three or four other cities in the United States. Nonetheless, it

is madequate for the city's needs, particularly with respect to area °°Veras¢-
While commuter rail systems serve the suburbs, service in the inner city is in- :
- sufficient. Compoundlng this problem are those arising from use of old equip- :

ment and dilapidated stations.

The main public transit carrier in the area is the Southeastern Penn- :

sylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA), which recently purchased two - 3
private companies, the Philadelphia Transportation Company or PTC, now knounm :
"as the City Division of SEPTA (acquired in 1968), and the Phlladelphla Sub-

urban Transportation Company, now known as the Red Arrow Division (acquired

in 1970). SEPTA now carries over 75 percent of all weekday transit passengers

in the metropolitan area. In addition to SEPTA, however, there are four

other major transit operators and some eleven minor companies operating sﬂMlll
bus fleets, mostly in suburban areas. The major agenc1es are:

Penn Central Railroad. Operates six commuter railroad lines,
all originating at Suburban Station (at City Hall) and radlatlng
into different lines west of the 30th Street Station.

Read1ng Railroad. Operates seven commuter railroad lines from

the Reading Terminal, a short distance east of City Hall.. Plans
~ to connect the two stub end terminals. by a four-track tunnel

may materialize in the near future. The connection would con- - =

51derab1y improve the distribution of passengers in the CBD and

result in increased operational efficiency of both systems.

Port Authority Transit Corporation. Operates the 14.5 mile- long‘
Lindenwold Line from the city center to the southeastern New
Jersey suburbs.

Transport of New Jersey, formerly Public Service Coordinated
Transport., Serves Southern New Jersey, operating a number of
lines from the New Jersey counties into the center city of Phila-
delphia. :
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Other transit dperators include Schuylkill Valley Lines, Auch . Interborough
Transit Company, Ph11boro Company and several others. Basic data on the
five maJor operators are given in Table 13.

Philadelphia's park-and-ride system is reasonably well developed.
There are approximately 22,500 spaces in all facilities in the area; and ©
they are generally well utilized. Nearly all park-and-ride facilities are
at the stations of rail systems (suburban railroads, Lindenwold Line and
SEPTA rail lines)band are provided and maintained by the operators. With
the exception‘of those of the Lindenwold Line, however, the size, capacity
and condition of these facilities could stand considerable improvement.
Mehy are unpaved and unlit. There is scarcely any public information made
available about them. To make matters worse, one cannot even find a train
sehedule once one has managed to find one of the parking lots. It is hoped
~ that the comprehensive study of parking in the city, including park-and-
.r1de facilities, which has recently been undertaken by the DVRPC, will recog-

nize these def1c1enC1es and recommend corrective action.

Durlng the period of transit development and modernization prior to 1930,
the Phlladelphla tran51t system was one of the best in the country. Such
‘ efforts ceased about 40 years ago, however, and the system has not only
failed to keep pace with the development of the city and its surroundings, but
has deteriorated considerably. With the exception of the Lindenwold Line, ‘ -
the rapid transit system has not been significantly expanded during the last
40 years. \Coverage of the city's area by rapid transit is inadequate; the
whole system consists of two lines going through the city center (Market-
Frankfort and Broad Street lines) and a short spur line (Ridge Avenue).. Sur-
face services have suffered greatly from increased traffic congestion, per-
mission of parking along streets utilized by transit vehicles, the fact that
stop lights are out of phase with new speed limits, and the nearly complete
lack of traffic regulatlon and enforcement durlng recent years. Surface

service is very 1rregu1ar and buses average no better than 6-8 mph.

Another significant problem which has intensified particularly over the
last several years is crime and vandalism. SEPTA estimated that the Broad
Street Subway along has lost 20,000 daily passengers in recent years because
of frequent cr1me 1nc1dents and d11ap1dated stations. The cost of Tepairs
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from vandalism has exceeded $800,000 per year. . In contrast, Cologne,
Germany, has recently reported as a "major problem" that the cost of van-
dalism in that city's transit system will reach an equivalent of $20,000
in 1972. i

A number of improvements to the transit system have been undertaken
in recent years. Three hundred replacement buses are currently being de-
livered and an equipment order to completely replace pre-war commuter
Tail equipment is scheduled to arrive between 1974 and 1975. Lines are
being extended, particularly into the suburbs. The Broad Street Subway
has undergoﬁe the most recent extension. Some stations have been renovated,
desbite SEPTA's discouragement when they thoroughly cleaned and painted"all
‘stations immediately after their takeover, only to have a wave of vandalism
and graffiti destroy their efforts. Within a feﬁ months, station condifions
were worse than ever before. These improvements have not been sufficient |
to offset the decline in public transit ridership due to decreased patronage,
1ncrea51ng costs, and other negative external impacts. Consequently, the
system presently offers service which is in many respects not so good as it
was several decades ago, and certainly far less adequate and efficient than

the service offered in European cities with modern transit systems.

Statistics on the travel habits of Philadelphians graphically illustrate
the extent of this decline. With 845,000 passenger cars, the average num-.
ber of persons per car in the City of Philadelphia was 2.3 in 1970; in 1960
it was 4.2 The transit riding habits of city residents are indicated by
~ figures, based on SEPTA passengers only, of approx1mate1y 125 rides a year
per capita, down from 150 rides a year per capita in 1960. Both these figures
are still relatively high for a U. S. city of the size, character and popu-

“ lation density of Philadelphia. However, the corresponding figures for
Haﬁburg, Germany, are approximately half again as high., Transit ridership
statistics for the period 1956-1970 in Philadelphia are shown in Table 14.

Since the population of Philadelphia in 1966 was considerably larger
than that of Hamburg in 1970 (the city by some 10 percent, metropolitan area

by 90 percent) and population density in the city was more than two times

as great (15, 000 .versus 6,400), it would appear that the much higher tran51t v

ridership in Hamburg is due principally to the much higher quality of its
public transit.’
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Table 14. Transit riderslip in Philadelphia.

" Year . Annual Passengers Year - Annual Passengers
(millions) ‘ ‘ : (millions)
- 1956 y 371 1963 . 271*
1957 359 ' ’ 1964 - 289
1958 343 1965 279
1959 334 1966" 282
1960 ; 328 1967 277
1961 - - 316 , : 1968 - 281
1962 309 L 1969 - 266

1970 254
*Sudden drop due to 19-day transit strike.

Taken from Source 2.

PRESENT STATE OF INTEGRATION

- The basic integration of the City Division of SEPTA's system is to
some degree éatisfactory: there are transfers between all lines which

intersect; the base fare is 35¢ and transfers cost another S¢.‘ There are

a number of transferring stations, and transfers at common points are con- o
~ sidered in scheduling as much as physically possible.” The network of

lines, however, is not well integrated and there is some duplication of
services and less than optimal utilization of the rail systems.

The Red Arrow Division of SEPTA is for all practical purposes, particu;.

larly as far as the passengers are concerned, as separate from the other
SEPTA services as it was when the two operations were under different
ownership. Since there are no transfers between the two divisions and flat
fares are used on all lines of the City Division of SEPTA, passengers
traveling some six miles to the west must pay a total faré of 70¢, while
those traveling some 15 miles to the northeast must pay, including one
transfer, only 40¢ (see Figure 4), It is obvious that more in;egration
between these two divisions within SEPTA itself islnéeded. 4 ’

_ The Penn Central and Reading Railroads, althouhh'indepgndent private
companies, have been in close contact with both the City of Philadelphia and

SEPTA for a decade. The arrangement has been that SEPTA purchases commuter
service from the railroads and thus prescribes exact schedules and levels of -
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service on the commuter lines. This integration was completed with the 1972
SEPTA take-over of the commuter passenger serv1ces of these two railroads.

There are a number of feeder bus lines to commuter railroad stations -
-for which transfer arrangements already exist (see Figure 5) These :
lines provide very useful services, but overall integration is not yet
satisfactory. For example, in the city center there are no transfers be-
tween the railroads and SEPTA. This is a particularly serious problem since

~each of the two railroads terminates in the city and thus serves only a few -

Aboints (Penn Central, two stations; Reading, one station).

The Lindenwold Line is operated by the Delaware River Port Authority,

e e

an agency completely independent of SEPTA. Satisfactory transfer arrange- , -/
ments (joint stations with transfer facilities, transfer fares, etc.) do ._‘ L
_exist between the line and several of SEPTA's lines, aithough it cannot be %
said that the two systems are completely integrated. For example nelther

system includes the other in its information program..

Transport of New Jersey, Southern Division, currently operates buses in Nea;‘
Jersey portions of the Philadelphia metropolitan area, including the rad1a1 lines
from those areas into the center city of Philadelphia. This system is com-
pletely independent of all other transit systems in the area; it a11ows no
transfers to SEPTA, and it‘is not coordinated in any way with the Lindenwold
Line.* This has been resulting in a wasteful duplication of seruices which
hurts both Transport of New Jersey and the Lindenwold Line while inconveniené-
ing the passengers who must pay separate fares and get 1nformatlon on routes,
schedules and fares from separate sources.

Among the smaller bus lines, whlch operate pr1mar11y in 1nd1v1dua1
suburban areas, there is virtually no coord1nat1on with either SEPTA or

»

any other system.

R W=

‘In review, while it is clear that there has been considerable effort
to integrate various services , it has been more incidental than systematic.
Transfers and coordination of service are provided between individual routes,

rather than on an area-wide basis. A public transit rider in Ph11ade1ph1a

.

*In November 1972, 972, INJ began restructuring its route network to provide feede:-
serv1ce to the Llndenwold Line. , )
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today does not have a unified service available to him; rather, he is expected

to have or collect on his own information about each ‘agency's services.

Present deficiencies in integration fall into four basic categories: o |

: Intra-agency,intramodal. Examples are the absence of joint
' Fares between the Norristown Light Rail Line and the Market
.‘Street Subway and between buses of the City Division and
Red Arrow Division of SEPTA, all of which meet at the 69th
- Street Terminal. :

" Intra-agency,intermodal. Examples are duplication of rapid
_Transit service by parallel bus lines and the failure to in-

dicate bus routes which provide feeder service to rapid tranmsit
" lines on some transit route maps. '

Interagency, intramodal. Examples are the absence of arrange-
- ments between Transport of New Jersey and SEPTA buses; and be-
‘ tween the lines of Penn Central and Reading Suburban Railroads.

Intéragency, intermodal. Examples are the lack of coordina-

tion between commuter railroads, rapid transit, and many bus
lines. : - A v

These examples indicate that despite considerable efforts and rather Sigrxifi;i

cant results in coordinating services, introducing transfer arrangements, and

merging of companies, Philadelphia still offers textbook examples of inade-

quate integration of transit services.

CURRENT INTEGRATION EFFORTS

Nearly all current transit problems in Philadelphia, as in most other
cities in this country, can be traced to several decades of financial diffi-
cu}ties, resulting in a lack of adequate facilities ahd sufficient, up-toQ‘
date equipment and highly qualified personnel. The whole System has
fallen victim to the vicious circle of decreasingupatronage, decreasing

revenue, and deteriorating service. It can recover only with significant

help‘from outside.

The problems which exist are recognized by many professionals and pubiicﬂf
officials, and thefe is incréased awareness of the importance of modern pub1i4;=
transportation to the economic and social prdgress.of the city. Recent years

Vhavé seen a significant efforts to improve public traﬁsportation through
various meésufes,'includ;ng steps toward integration of the several'Systems

and services. The most significant step has been the acquisition of the pri.
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vate PTC and the Red Arrow systems by SEPTA, a public agency. .In 1972, SEPTA
will probably take over the commuter:services of both Penn Central and Read-
ing railroads. With this acquisition these four major transit systems will be
organizatienally unified and real integration can begin. Interagency inte-
gration must still be affected among SEPTA, Transport of New Jersey and
‘several minor operators.

Integration of SEPTA with PATCO has already been achieved, in the sense
that passengers have limited transfers between the two lines, but further de-
velopments may be complicated by the west extension of the Lindenwold Line.
While this extension'is highly desirable in terms of increased efficiency
of the whole rapid transit network in the city, it will increase the inter-
actlon of the two systems. At this stage, it is premature to discuss what

kinds of arrangements might be proposed.

Coordination of Transport of New Jersey bus services with the Lindenwold
Line is a logical and highly desirable measure that should proride for
greater efficieneies in operation as well as.improve services for passengers.
Over the summer of 1972, the New Jersey Legislature approved the funds needed'
to‘support the operation of TNJ buses as feeders to the Lindenwold Line,
rather than as a competing service. In operation since November 1972, this
new system provides for transfers between the two lines. '

_ Prospects for 1ntegrat1on of services of Transport of New"Jersey with
those of SEPTA in the City of Philadelphia are presently quite remote; there
is no major attempt underway to study this problem. This illustrates how
jurisdictional separations, especially at the state level, operate as barriers
te integration, even where there are no physical‘obstacles to be overcome.

In thiskcase, the Delaware River has adequate bridges and does not represent a
physical barrier to integration, but as a state boundary it represents a
political one;' ' '

{  There are at Present a number of proposals for achieving integration be-

tween SEPTA and TNJ. Among these are: that SEPTA be expanded and take over
" the L1ndenwold L1ne, that an agency be created to operate transit alrport

3
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end bridge facilities in the Region; and that a bi- or tri- state agency be
created to operate a11 transit. None of these proposals has advanced very
far, but the latest steps toward interagency integration (SEPTA's takeover
of commuter rallroads, the coord1nat10n of the Lindenwold Line with TNJ) d1-

minish the importance of this problem.

‘OBSTACLES T0 EFFECTIVE INTEGRATION

Ph11ade1ph1a's transit system will require extens1ve upgrading in qua11ty
and quantity in order to derive full benefits from any further integration

efforts. 'Three examples are given below to illustrate this point:

Example 1. The whole City Division of SEPTA operates on the ba51s of a
flat fare' of 35 cents. This fare dlscourages use of the system for short
tr1ps and consequently results in lower revenues. The flat fate alloﬁs lit-
tle flexibility in intermodal transfer arrangements, introduction of speC1al i
policies with respect to 1nd1v1dual modes, or optimum deployment of different
types of services. . The system has never been changed partly because flat :
fares are easy to collect,partly because they are a tradition, and partly be- |
causé the technical and 0perat10nalnmans of introduction of other types of fare

colléction are not well known to the carriers.

Example 2. Some of the systems, such as SEPTA's Red Arrow D1v151on, do
not have a map whlch shows all lines. Thus even the most determlned passenger !
can never fully use even this single d1v1s1on unless he undertakes on his-own
to f1nd out about each individual line. No integration is needed to e11m1natei'
this deficiency; it is a simple matter of drawing up a complete map, printing

and dlstrlbut1ng it.

Exaggle 3. One existing effort towards 1ntegrat10n is the provision of
shuttle bus lines at a very low (15¢) fare which connect major stations to
specific destinations. An example of such service is bus line D-1, opera-
ting from the 30th Street Station to the Civic Center, Hospital Complex and
University of Pennsylvan1a. ‘Running t1me on this 11ne amounts to only 7-10
minutes each way. Th° d1stance is so short that the 11ne can be useful only
if it offers frequent serv1ce. However, this 11ne operates at headways of
24, 22, 10, 23 25 and 27 minutes without any regularity and with extremely

lonig layover times at the terminal. Information about thls line can be
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- obtained only on the shuttle bus itself. Therefore, despite the fact that
this service could potentially attract a significant number of riders, it
probably does not carry more than 30-50 percent of its potential ridership.

These examples reveal the kind of improvements which are essential
to aohieving full benefits from integration. This doeo not, however, by
any means imply that efforts to integrate all transit services should be
delayed until all systenms operate perfectly. Recognizing that integration
is a lengthy, complex organizational process, work to upgrade present systems
should aooompény preparations for integration. The unifying goal of this
two-pronged effort Should be the creation of a total system of public trans-
" portation throughout the metropolitan area such as has been created in Hamburg

or could be created by improving the quality of service in those U. S. cities
- where institutional 1ntegrat10n of transit systems has been achieved.

Allow1ng some generallzatlon in order to get an overview, one can iden-
-tify four major obstacles to 1ntegrat10n of tran51t¥1n the Philadelphia metro-
politan area.

1.  Lack of Funds. The financial 51tuat1on of nearly all transit agen-

‘cies in the area is such that not only are _major expan51ons and improvements
impossible, but even changes which would require relatlvely moderate invest-

ments and which would yield very good returns cannot bevundertaken.

At the time of SEPTA's takeover of the Philadelphia Transportation
Company the PTC claimed to be operating without a deficit. This claim
was misleading, however, since the PTC had failed to maintain many of its
facilities. Thus when SEPTA began operations, the system was actually
operating in.the red. A costly comprehensive maintenance program and the
financial burden of increasing labor costs forced SEPTA to consider a fare
increase from 35¢ to 45¢, prevented only by a $26 million subsidy approved
by the state legislature.

_ Suburban railroads are running with deficits of $6-9 million a year.
Up until now, two-thirds of this deficit has been absorbed by the city
and state through SEPTA, and the rest has been assﬁmed by the railroad
companies. With the imminence of SEPTA's takeover of these commuter ser- :
vices, the state legislature is now trying to resolve plans for future oA
~ subsidies.
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Some significant steps toward integration could be affected through
relatzvely little investment, such as introducing facilities for graduated
fares and extending information system. The transit operators presently
cannot finance even these improvements.

2. Lack of Management Skills. Many of the existing 1nadequac1es of
public transit operation are the result of failure of management to collect

and maintain 1nventor1es and performance records, to keep up with new tech-
niques, and to evaluate their own services, 1dent1fy weaknesses, and insti- -
tute corrective measures. Even greater management skills are required to

operate a complex multi-agency, multl-modalrtransportation system. It is

e 2 A

essential that the quality of management be improved as a part of a total
effort to achieve trans1t 1ntegrat10n. B

3. Organizational problems. It is only natural to expect that organiza-

tional problems will be a major focus of integration plann1ng Each agency
is interested in maintaining or expanding its own domain of jurisdiction ang

in preserving its financial status. Even local governments have this atti- -

tude: ‘for example, the States of New Jersey and Delaware are not anxious

5

to get involved in financing SEPTA, which is based in the State of Pennsyl-

" vania. Furthermore the labor unions can be expected to have their own
requlrements. In general there is bound to be a certain degree of resis- ' _
~ tance to cooperation due.to the narrow interests of individual parties and .
their disregard for the overall needs of the public and the development of -
the region. Unfortunately, this attitude is often displayed not only by
private companies and labor unions, but also by public agencies.

4. Lack of leadership. Even if there were no obstacles to integrationm,

leadership is required to provide the initiative and the driving force for

the introduction of such changes. At the present time there is no organiza-v:if~‘r*
t1on which is in such.a position. If this role were assumed by one of the

existing agencies, one might expect that its peer organizations would express F S
even more Tesistance to cooperation.

OVERCOMING THE OBSTACLES

One may ask whether it is realistic to select Philadelphia, with all itg
preblenms, as one of the areas for demonstratlon of transit integration. The

answer to this questlon is strongly positive for two reasons.’ F1rst there
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are certainly many cities in which 1ntegrat10n would be simpler and could be
achieved with less effort, but where it would result in much lower, if at a11
tangible, benef1ts. Integratlon of two competing routes belong1ng to two bus
companies 1n a small town, for example, would be relatively easy to achieve,
but such a demonstration project could have only a limited impact. On the
. other hand the complex situation in Ph11adelph1a, if satlsfactor1ly resolved,
“could potentlally be one of the best demonstration projects undertaken in
trans;t integration so far. Secondly, the problems described above appear to
i have .2 reasonably good chance for solution, particularly at this time. Ap-

proaches to overcoming these obstacles are outlined below.

1. Finénces. Both Pennsylvania and New Jersey are already providlng
»both capital and operating financial aid to their transit agencies. Indica-
tions are that both states would be willing to consider increasing their
~ financial commitment if they could expect not simply to maintain existing
service (as is the case with the purchase of service agreements), but to make
a 51gn1f1cant improvement in the regional transit system as a whole. However,
it would be more logical and effective for the main initiative in financial
1mprovements and the organ1zat1ona1 in1t1at1ve to come from UMTA.

2. Profess1ona1 competence., Difficulties in substantially upgrading

professional competence within the agencies could be overcome if financial
means were found for additional professional positions and use were made of
consultants. |

3. ggganizationél problems. Although organizational problems are

still very serious, the.situation has begun to change for the better. In-
dications are that the only ﬁajor private operator, Transport of New Jersey,
méy be willing to coopeiate with public agencies if a financially satisfac-
tory arrangement is found; the public ‘organizations such as SEPTA and PATCO
may be induced to take a more p051t1ve attitude toward integration through
pressure from h1gh public officials and f1nanc1al inducements from UMTA.

Naturally, the success of the organ12at1ona1 solution depends on the
method of integration selected. Although the type of organization which
would be opt1ma1 for this purpose requires considerable deeper study, it
seems clear at this time that a total merger of all transit agencies would

g
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’ be infeasible and unadv1sable in the foreseeable future. There are good‘rea-” -

* ' sons, as mentioned above, for not merging PATCO with SEPTA, and any move to

positions of;1nd1v1dua1 agencies. This could be achieved through the for-

-‘federation.

| w1th the personal 1nterest ‘shown by the two governors and support from UNHH\

viewed. Flnally, steps towards establishing an area-wide transit federa-

presented as a long-range solution which will consolidate and extend these

[

take over Transport of New Jersey would be a 1engthy operation at best. The T

most practical—and probably the only-—way to overcome organ1zat10na1 resis-

tance would be to find a way of protecting the existing rights and financial

v

mation of a transit federation, since the preservation of the independence of
individual operators and their financial status is the basic concept behind

‘4, Leadership. Conversations with various high-level government and
transit agency off1c1als over the course of this project have clearly Te-
vealed that the great maJorlty of these officials are highly interested and
very willing to work toward transit 1ntegration. Their attltudes, combined

could create the necessary impetus for the creation of an 1ntegrated tran51t

system. UMTA's 1n1t1at1ve in organizing a demonstration pro;ect should hcww

ever, remain the major force in organlzlng available leadership.

s

PROPOSED APPROACHES 70 INTEGRATION* | | R

Ph11ade1ph1a appears to offer a number of p0551b111t1es for limited \ %
attempts toward integration, p0551b1y through demonstration projects, whlch i
can be worked out well w1th1n the existing legal and organization structure. §
Four mini-projects, covering an honor fare system, integration and gradua- \
tion of fares, network integration, and an integrated public information
system are suggested below for considerations within the SEPTA system. Lo--

cal att1tudes towards integration and timing considerations are also re-

tion in Philadelphia along the lines of the Hamburg Transit Federation are

partial approaches.

*The checklist of transit 1ntegration activities for Ph11ade1phia is g1v3n o
at the end of the section. , e
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Integration Efforts Feasible Within SEPTA

HONOR FARE SYSTEM. The honor fare system is superior to any other fare
collection system under the present conditions of rising labor costs and need
for sophisticated graduated fare structures. It is the only system which al-
lows adequate fare collection on all types of services, not oﬁly at major
stations, but also in vehicles, and which involves neither extremely sophis-
ticated and expensive equipment nor excessive labor. The effectiveness of
this system is testified to by the fact that most progressive European trans1t
.systems hava adopted it. Gothenburg, Hamburg, Frankfurt, Cologne, Stuttgart,
and Rotterdam'have initiaied honor fare systems, along with most other cities
in The Netherlands, Scandinavia, and Switzerland. These European'systems have
had excellent results; thére have been relatively few problems in accustoming
the public to the system. Public acceptance has been high, a tremendous
amount of manpower has been saved, and no substantial increase in cheating
has occurred. While most cities need to increase the fine for riding without

a ticket, on the whole, the system has been overwhelmingly successful,

Introduction of such a system in U.S. cities would be a substantial
change from the existing fare collection methods, and would require careful
preparation. In Philadelphia, not all lines would be suitable for introdué-'
tion of this system. The Broad Street subway, for example, would be a poor
choice, On'the basis of its history of high vandalism rates, one could ex-
pect all kinds of abuses and extreme difficulties in enforcing the honor fare
system. On the other hand, the commuter railroads are well-suited for such a
system. The current commuter ridership‘is,drawn from a socioeconomic class
which would respond well to the system, and there is no rush or extreme con-
gestion in these trains.

Currently, tickets for commuter rail travel are sold both at the sta-
tions and by conductors. During hours when stations are open, there is a
10¢ surcharge on tickets purchased from a conductor. Tickets are collected
as the conductor walks through the cars, and he has nothing but his memory
to assist him in identifyiﬁg non-paying riders.g In addition to his ticket
collection duiies, the conductor is expected to announce station stops,
open and close doors on both sides of the train, assist entering and ex1t1ng

passengers, and intervene in any emergencies.
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The central problem on commuter railroads is the extremely inefficient~}r

use of the labor force. Commuter railroads in Philadelphia are presently

| operated by a driver, a trainman, and one conductor for about every two

cars. Thus a single car operating on a Sunday requires a crew of three men.
A ten-car train usually requires a crew of seven men. While crew size is
subJect to union contracts, some reduction of crew would be possible within
the existing contract. At present, this large a crew is still considered

"to be requ1red for ticket collection, despite extremely high operating

costs during the morning and evening peaks. Most of the crew's duties
take very little time and some, such as those of the flagman, have become
obsolete. It is no longer necessary for conductors to stand at the door
to assist entering and exiting passengers, for example. These inefficient
labor practices contribute to the deficits which must be covered by public

funds.

Ph11ade1ph1a has already shown interest in the problem of fare collec~ ‘

tion on its commuter rail systems. In 1966, SEPTA contracted with Batelle
Memorial Institute of Columbus, Ohio, to study this problem. The two-
section system of fare collection suggested by the study was complicated

‘and unsatisfactory from the point of view of implementation. It was recom-

mended that on sections of the line closest to the city there would be a-
closed barrier system through which ticket collection could be carried out
before passengers board the train. Then, as the train proceeds away from

the city conductors would board the trains at certain points, remaining on

to collect fares all the way to the outermost terminals. SEPTA authorities -

were quite unhappy with the study and never pursued these recommendations.

The delays prior to the takeover of the Pemn Central and Read1ng L1nes‘

by SEPTA in October 1972 discouraged 1nvest1gat10n of fare collection prac-
tices by the railroads. The takeover, originally scheduled for July 1972,

was delayed because of SEPTA's requests for adequate funds to operate and -
improve the existing commuter services. Now that SEPTA is in control co-:

- operation to 1n1t1ate an honor fare system should be good

The suggested demonstration recommends installation of ticket-issuing
machines in all major stations and on at least one car of each train. In
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addition, there would be small, box-like, easily installable ticket canceling
machiﬁés by every door on train cars. Passengers would buy tickets either
over the counter in stations or from the automatic ticket machines. Cancel-
lation would take only 2 to 3 seconds when the passenger walks into the car.
From time to time, there would be spot checks, and those passengers d1scov-
ered r1d1ng without a valid ticket would have to pay a penalty 10 to 20

times the value of the t1cketkrequ1red.

4

The new cars on order to completely replace existing commuter cars will
have some features necessary for this plan. They will be equipped with a
public address system, which will eliminate the need for the conductor to
announce station stops. A reduced crew would be retained only for opening
and closing the doors and to be on hand for emergencies,

A University of Pennsyivania team has studied the problem of fare col-
lection on commuter railroads and reviewed several alternative systems. The
study, which has not been released yet, found that the introduction of an
honor fare system would be fully feasible and would result in very substan-
tial savings in opefating costs as well as in increased efficiency of opera-
tions. The initial costs of introducing the necessary vending machines,
public information, etc., would not be high, and would be recovered in opera-
ting cost savings in a short period of time. Furthermore, it is expected
that commuter rail patrons will be highly responsive to this system.

The 1ntroduct1on of an honor system on commuter railroads would also
be convenient because of the present separation of rail from other modes of
transit. Thus the difference in fare collection systems would not present
any problems to transferring riders. Since the commuter lines are separately
operated, the system could be tried on one line and later expanded to other
lines. The outcome of such an expériment would permit analysis of the feasi-
bility of applying an honor system to transit lines which are more crowded
and have a more diverse'ridership.

FARE GRADUATION AND INTEGRATION. In a city the size of Philadelphia it
is highly édvantageous to have a graduated fare system. Although flat fares
are simple and convenient for users, they usually'cause heavy loss of short-
distance riders, and éonsequently loss in revenue to the transif agency. Al-
though SEPTA made a study of graduated fares several years ago, it was decided
that time to pospone any major change.
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Philadelphia would be an excellent city for testing various approaehés oy
to graduated fares, such as zonal fares, broadly graduated fares without

. transfer privileges, small steps of graduation with transfers, and dlfferent :
types of transfer arrangements. Several different systems of fare collection
could be explored, including personne'l-supervised and automated types. Due

to the large size of the total system, testing of different fares and collec-
tion methods should be first done on one segment of the system and if Proven ‘
feasible ext;ended to the rest of the system. :

Once fares are graduated, the prob_lem of transfers between lines, Par-

ticularly between the Red Arrow and City Divisions, would become easier to§
solve, and passengers would no longer have to pay double fares. However, '
allowing transfers between the Red Arrow and City Divisions as prov1ded else«
where in the city would result in a substantial reduction of revenues to
SEPTA. This change would therefore have to be supported either by an over-
all fare increase or by external funds. It would therefore be necessary to

arrange for financial support in connection with any revision of SEPTA's
fare structure. '

NETWORK INTEGRATION. A significant step toward integration would be
made if SEPTA's network was analyzed and modified to provide coordinated .
" services. The benefits of network integration would be in the form of re- =

duced requirements for rolling stock and lower operating costs, as well as
better transit service on the city's most important lines.

INTEGRATED INFORMATION SYSTEM, At present, a passenger on SEPTA flnds
_ 1t difficult to locate a map of the total system and schedules for the
several lines although maps of important lines sell for 35¢. If he wants

to continue his trip by a different system, he must obtain this 1nformat1°n
elsewhere There is no central information service and no way for a pas-
senger to get complete information on transit services in the Phlladelplu
" ‘area. While SEPTA has a limited telephone information service, the number‘ ‘
is hard to find, and information on non- SEPTA services is minimal. One
‘can find bus stops only by looking for a "No Parklng Bus Stop'" sign.

A progect to provide 1nteurated information about transit services througﬁ&
out the entire Philadelphia metropolitan area could be carried out in the -
.followmg steps: ‘
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1.'* Acquaint all agencies with the purpose and scope of the ﬁroject»
. and with the potential benefits they would derive from it.

2. - Collect all data necessary for the information system as well as
- the desires of individual agencies with respect to the presenta-
tion of information on their services. '

3. Prepare a map of the area, showing all routes. Schedule informa-
’ tion would take the form of an information booklet, with format
" to be determined by interagency agreement, with individual bro-
chures provided for each route.

4. Select a method of information distribution. This would include
sale of the maps, booklets and brochures to individual agencies
at cost. The printing of maps showing lines of all agencies
should be only slightly more expensive than printing of maps for
a single agency. Discounts for larger quantities might even
balance this out, and individual agencies would have a more use-
ful publication for much the same cost as for producing their
own system maps.

S. Establish a procedure for continuous updating and publishing of
new material. This would include establishment of some syste-
matic exchange of information among agencies and an allocation
of responsibility, probably within the largest agency, to be re-
sponsible for this updating. :
If the project shows that the new, integrated information system requires no
additional expenditure on the part of the cooperating operators, it would

probably be continued on a permanent basis.

Local Attitudes Towards Integration

When interviewed by a member of the study team, both the commissioner and
assistant commissioner of transportation for the State of New Jersey, as well
as the deputy seerefary for area and local transportation and the director of
the Bureau of Mass Transit Systems for the Pennsylvania Department of Transpor-
" tation, showed interest and gave assurances of cooperation in integration at-.
tempts in Philadelphia.* The director of the Delaware Valley Regional Planning
Commission also agreed that integration could be extremely useful, and antici-

pated the cboperation of this agency.

‘In an interview following the agreement to coordinate the Lindenwold
Line with TNJ buses, at a time when SEPTA's takeover of commuter railroads

was close to realization, SEPTA's chairman of the board expressed the

* .
Individuals contacted are listed in Appendix A.
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opinion that 1nst1tut1onal 1ntegrat10n of transit operatlons in the Delaware

 ideas for integration of transit agencies with the Port Authority, Airport -

~integration within SEPTA.

- marketing research for SEPTA. These two men expressed interest in initiat-

" integrating suburban transit services with the existing system. This would
~entail transfer agreements among all operators, opening new lines in sub--
“urban areas, and introduction of coordlnated suburban feeder services and

‘techniques. - C

Timing

- fully coordinated with this study, which is scheduled for completion within

‘introductlon of a new concept, the interest expressed by its officials is

€
£

[ H

Valley Region is no longer a critical problem. He has rejected various

Authcrity, or similar agencies, on the valid argument that these agencies

have entirely different interests and skills than those required in public
transportation. The chairman did, however, express interest in steps toward

Most encouraging was the lively interest of the project leader for
SEPTA's planning study, who is also the assistant general manager for plan-
ning and development, and of his colleague, the manager of planning and

ing the miniprojects discussed earlier, and suggested considering a project

an honor fare system. : : ’ R

All in all, Philadelphia transit authorities were interested in and
responsive to INTERPLAN's suggestions for implementation of integration

. At the present time SEPTA is about to initiate the $1.5 million Master
Plan Program, a major planning study which covers several aspects of the
approaches to integration listed above. The study will include an analysis
of graduated fares, for example. Any proposed demonstration should be care-

22 months. It has been funded and awaits only the Department of Transporta-
tion's approvél of consultants. Since the honor payment concept and other

proposed steps toward integration are not being directly cbﬁsidered within
SEPTA's present pianning study, detailed planning for these projects could
be undertaken immediately. Since SEPTA's cooperation is essential in any

-

encouraglng.

122



LONG-RANGE FEASIBILITY OF AN INTEGRATED TRANSIT AUTHORITY

Each project described above woula affeét one'area of transit operations
and could produce 51gn1f1cant results and major 1mprovements. The complete ‘
“solution to transit integration in Philadelphia can be achieved only through
a more systematic integration of transit services 1n the area, requ1r1ng

- greater effort but promls1ng more significant results.

 The ideal solution for integration of trans1t in the Philadelphia area—
total merger of all agencies—is not possible at this time without mass
recognition and enabling legislation. Therefore, some other cooperative ar-
rangement which would still lead to 1ntegrat10n of services and assure the .
realization of benefits to both passengers and operators is required. The
federation concept developed in Hamburg is flexible enough to be applied to
the complex situation existing in Philadelphia, providing that adequate
preparation is made and the formula for revenue redistribution is qarefully
worked out, | |

A good argument can be made that Lindenwold Line should be included

-in the same operating agency as other transit facilities in the metro-

politan area. However, the Lindenwold Line is currently financed and S -
operated under vastly suferior conditions to SEPTA's system, and it ap-

pears likely that a total merger of this kind would result in a deterior-

ation of the excellent service provided by the Lindenwold Line rather

than in an improvement of SEPTA's services. Thus, such integration does

not appear to be practical at all under present 6rganization and financial

conditions.

Sévefal top-level executives of govérnmental agencies and planning
bodies concerned with public transportation have been asked to comment
on this idea. Since most of the agencies are public and are receiving
financial _support from municipal, state and federal governments, govern-
ment executlves are expected to play an important role in any reorganiza-.
tion of transit. All contacted persons showed an active interest in the
"idea and expressed positive attitudes towards it. Some doubts were expressed
about the readiness of the major organizatibns to cooperate. It was also
commented. that sevgral important events of recent months (65-day-long bus

strike in New-Jersey, negotiations for take-over of commuter railroads by

123



'SEPTA) might affect any major reorganizations, though it is expected that

the takeover of the railroads will be resolved in the immediate futurea

Some specific problems which would have to be solved are:

I. The Philadelphia metropolitan area extends into two states, which
creates legal d1ff1cu1t1es.

2. ' Some agencies are public, others are private; some are exclusively
' in the transit bu51ness, others have transit as only one of their
activities. :

%

3. Financial support to different agencies comes from different sources.

4. Labor union arrangements vary from one organization to another. !

Whilé these and other problems‘are certainly extremely complex, there do not

appear to be any insurmountable obstacles. Hamburg faced similar difficultieg
ten years ago and was able to resolve them after five years of negotiations .

In Philadelphia bi-state compacts have already been used for setting up

similar organizations requiring interstate cooperation. It is difficult
to assess whether the situation is more or less complex than it was in

Hamburg. The most crucial difference is that all operating agéncies, with

the exception of DRPA's Lindenwold Line, are in a much more critical finan-
ciai situation and offer a much lower level of service than any company in
Hamburg prior .to the formation of the Federation. On the.other hand,
Philadelphia might be able to 6btain federal assistance, both professional
and financial, in founding a transit federation.

While the basic form of the federation as devised in Hamburg can be

applied, the distribution of functions between the federation and its
partners might well require reformulation. The concentration of transit
planning in the federation's hands, for example, and its relationship with

the regional planning agency would be issues requiring study. The

v
'scarcity of qualified professional manpower 1n transit plannlng is a factor i

which favors centralized planning. The revenue distribution formula would

also have to be modified because of different cost conditions.

Recommended steps towards founding a federation are:

1. Discuss in detail the concept and preliminary design of the federatxcu;
with each potential partner. Allow the potential partners time to
Teview the proposal and give their reactionms.
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2.- - Check the legal implications of the federation with particular empha-
sis on the roles of the two state governments and municipal authori-
ties, working closely with the respective government officials.

3. Draw up the organizational structure of the federation and the distri-
bution of functions,.and devise the revenue distribution formula. This
step will require the most detailed and time-consuming effort, since
all potential problems will have to be faced and all operational de-
tails worked out.

4. Based on the agreements prepared in (3), formulate legal documents,
obtain passage of necessary leglslatlon and obtain formal signatures
from partners.

Both Pennsylvania and New Jeréey are actively interested in the resolu-
tion of the public transportation problems in the Philadelphia area. The
Governor of the Cnmmonwealth of Pennsylvania and Governor of th¢ State of
New Jersey have directed their Secretaries of Transportation to look into
this problem. Fedefalfassistance in this effort would be well received by
local agencies and would provide a strong incentive for cooperation by po-
tential federation partners.

SOURCES o

1. Urban Public Transportation in Delaware Valley, a repoft of the Public
Transportation Committee, Regional ITransportation Council, Greater Phila-
delphia Chamber of Commerce, 1972.

2. Bulletin Almanac 1972, published by The Evening Bulletin, 1972.

3. 'Statement Describing Region's Compliance with Requirements of U.S. Depart-
" ment of Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of Transportation
for Two-Thirds Federal Funding of Transit Projects'', Delaware Valley
Regional Planning Commission, 1971.
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Table 15. Checklist of Transit Integration Activities:

Philadelphia Region.

gt

INSTITUTIONAL
i

2,

Already
Existing

Proposed
Activity
Not App11f
cable
Eventually

Applicable

May Be.

OPERATOR AND CITY/COUNTY/STATE PLANNING COORDINATION:
 Set up Regional Planning Coordinating Organization

Legislated county/area commission for all
regional planning :

s

- Formally constituted and appointed independent
committee

» Ad hoc coordinating regional planning committee
with effective financial support and power to
make recommendations

*No coordinating agency for all regional planning

Requirements for Successful Demonstrations

Thorough area trip demand study

- Formulate area transportation policy including
' goals for public transit

Redefine public transportation region (e.g. ex-
tend transit district boundaries, etc.

Set up Singié Transportation/Transit Planning Authority

Agency responsible for planning and financing all
regional transportation activity

- Agency responsible for overall planning, licensing

and financing of all regional public transpor-
tation

Transit district or single publicly owned operator
handles public transit planning

*No single public transit planning authority (in-
dividual operators or their associations handle
‘public transit planning under either open compe-
tition or area franchise).

" OPERATOR/OPERATOR COORDINATION

“Set up Coordinaiing Structure for Intra-Region Public
Transit B

Single regional operator for all public transit
(by merger or transit district legislation)

*All unstarred items are recommended integration activities.

 included to complete the coverage of the list for evaluating e

Starred items zye-
xisting program

., Status. ’ . | x: Status for whole region, all opera

Revision needed.

H .

tors.

operators.

s: Status for part of region, some

126

*




INSTITUTIONAL (continued)

Already

Existing

Proposed
Activity

Not Appli-
cable

Eventually

May Be

Applicable

One major operator, several smaller ones

b3

Transit federation

Transit community (separate agreements for joint
tariff on routes, coordinated routes and sched-
ules, some pooling)

Tariff association (joint tariff and revenue dis-
tribution agreements)

Route and schedule coordination agreements

*No regional coordinating organization

Set up Coofdinating Structure for Inter-city
~ Transportation , :

Out-of-region operator participation in intra-
regional coordinating organization

Coordinating committeeof operators

Coordinating agreements between individual opera-
tors (e.g. airport or airlines, Greyhound and

- transit district) :

Responsibility allocated internally within intra-
area operator(s) for planning coordination with
out-of-region/intercity demand

*No comprehensive approach to considering out-of-

region trips -

TRANSIT/PARA-TRANSIT OPERATOR COORDINATION
‘Set up Coordinating Structure

Para-transit operator participating in intra-re-
jonal coordinating organization

Coordinating committee of operators

Coordinating agreements between individual opera-
- tor(s)

¢ - *No coordinating organization

PUBLIC TRANSIT FINANCING ARRANGEMENTS

Sources for Financing Capital Investment Other Than
Rolling Stock ‘

"Revenue from fares

Bond issue
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Stock issue
National loans
Other debentures
State grants ' X
National grants X

Specially designated local tolls
Specially designated local sales taxes
Specially designated local property taxes
_ Specially designated state tax other than license
or fuel taxes
State motor vehicle operator licensing fees
. State motor fuel taxes
Parking and park-and-ride fees
Revenue from other services, e.g. leases of land
and air rights, advertising
Leasing arrangements (transfer to operating costs) X

- Sources for Financing Rolling Stock and'Buses

Revenue from fares .
Bond issue X
State loans
Federal 1loans
Other debentures ‘
State grants ' X
Federal grants , : X
Specially designated local tolls
Specially designated local sales taxes

~ Specially designated local property taxes
Specially designated local other charges or taxes
Specially designated state tax other than license

or fuel taxes

State motor vehicle operator licensing fees
State motor fuel taxes
Equipment trust funds
Revenue from other services S
Leasing arrangements (transfer to operating costs) X

Sources for’Financing Operating Costs

Revenue from fares X
Specially designated local tolls
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INSTITUTIONAL (continued) - =38 leslase
Specially designated local sales taxes
Specially designated local property taxes
Specially designated state tax other than 11cense
or fuel taxes
" State motor vehicle operator licensing fees
- State motor: fuel taxes
Revenue from other service
OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST
(Please describe)
General City and State Subsidies (from general x

fund)

129




I
S P
~2|82|a [ =2
T ) — Q. 33O Q
o 4 O> |l O |
v n [ = N — < —
tx|28 8% 1255
W o | =Z 0 WS <
OPERATIONAL
ACTIVITIES REQUIRING COORDINATION WITH CITY/COUNTY/ {
STATE AGENCIES : ﬁ
Auto Park1ng Policy in Major Activity Centers R
Control of parking by higher charges - X B
Control of parking by graduated charges by dis- X’ :
tance from CBD or major activity center ) :
Control of parking by time of day restrictions X 5
Control of parking by street space restrictions ] X ¢
Control of parking by open lot space restrictions X 5
Control of parking by in-building space restric- T“‘
tions Xy
«  Encourage short-term parking and discourage long- ~ ;
term parking x ;
*No 51gn1f1cant4park1ng pollcy ~ X L
Auto Use Restriction Policy
User charges, taxes, tolls, road pricing, etc. w ]
Restriction of auto use by zone (auto-free areas) X
Restriction of auto use by time (auto-free areas); o
___supplenpentary licensing, etc.) X
Restriction of automobile flow by traffic re- ) |
straint schemes X .
*No policy on auto use X T
R Traffic Management in Support of Public Transit ‘
/ . Total centralized traffic. control within major » T
- '~ activity centers ‘ X
Signal synchronization X I
Bus priority system at signals : S X ™
One-way streets planned for transit flow < R
Reserved lanes for auto and bus use by time of day X “)%“** i
" Reserved lanes for car pool and bus use by time , : T—)
of day : ' 5
Reserved lanes on city streets for bus only, use T
by time of day X ' .
Reserved lanes on city streets for bus only use
all day
Reserved streets for bus only use
Reserved streets for minibus use and pedestrians X
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OPERATIONAL (continued)

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be
Applicable

Bus stop locations chosen for transit and vehicle
flow improvement

Offstreet docks for landing/unloading

Parking restrictions to aid transit flow

Exclusive freeway lanes

Reserved bus ramps for freeway entry and exit

< X X Ixi %

*No consideration by local authority of impact of"
motor vehicle flow on public transit

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING COORDINATION WITH GOVERNMENT AGEN-
CIES AND LOCAL BUSINESSES

Changing Transit Demand Characteristics

Staggered work hours

Sliding work hour system (flexitime)

Encourage extended shopping hours

Encourage multi-use development of major activ-
; ity areas (office, shops, entertainment, apart-
ments)

Encourage public transit user shopping trip orien-
tation among merchants :

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING OPERATOR COORDINATION
Basic System-wide Fare Structure

Zonal fare system

Distance-graduated fare system (or time-on-system
related)

*Fare set by number of transfers

*Flat fare system

*Nominal fare svstem

- *Free fare system (no fare)

- Unlimited number of free transfers between Toutes
of single mode only (restricted by time:

interoperator X
: intraoperator
Unlimited number of intermodal free transfers:
) interoperator X
intraoperator
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OPERATIONAL (continued)

i

Eventually

Not Appli-
May Be

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
cable
Applicable

Limited number of free transfers between routes

of single mode: I : interoperator
intraoperator

Limited number of 1ntermoda1 free transfers:
interoperator
intraoperator

*No free transfers

Supplementary Policies on Fare Structure

Special rates for socio-economic groups

Special rates by time of day (off-peak, night)

' Special rates by area of city (e.g. flat rate
in CBD)

Special rates by part of week (e.g. Sunday)

Special rates by type of trip (e.g. tour1st)

Daily system passes

- Intermodal single trip comblnatlon passes

Seasonal passes

Free return trip in off-peak hours

~*No supplementary policy on fares

Fare Collection Procedures+

*Token system

Scrip system (tickets)

*Cash system

*Exact fare system

Pass system (including commuter rail)

Honor system (including commuter rail)

Tickets sold on vehicles: Buses

Light Rail

"Tickets sold off-vehicles: Buses

Light Rail

Automated machines on or off vehicles (including
commuter rail)

Driver collects fare

Conductor collects fare

*No fare

u

JExcludes commuter rail except as noted
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 OPERATIONAL (continued)

Already
Existing
Proposéd
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be
Applicable

Coordinated Routes\

Eliminate duplicate Toutes: interoperator

bad

1ntraoperator

Extend routes and plan new routes to 1mprove level
- of service in region

Extend and plan new bus/light rail routes for ser-
vicing out-of-region/intercity demand terminals
‘(e.g. airport) -

Rail rapid transit routes for servicing intercity
demand terminals ‘

Design bus routes as feeders to commuter rail and
rapid transit: - interoperator

intraoperator

Design bus express routes to take advantage of
- freeway network -

~ Use paratransit modes for providing feeder service
to main bus or transit routes, e.g.
taxis

minibus/midibus

dial-a-ride

jitneys -

bicycles

- Mini/midi bus routes in CBD

- EXpress rapid transit service

Express bus services

Rapid transit routes for certain times of day (if
justified)

-Bus routes for certain times of dav

Park-and-ride commuter routes developed:
‘ Bus/Light rail

Rapid transit

bod

Commuter rail

Coordinated Schedules

Bus route connection schedule coordination:

interoperator
intraoperator

Intermodal (bus light rail-rapid transit) connec-
tion schedule coordination: - interoperator
intraoperator

133



L > e
>,g' ES’ ‘a ‘o ﬁ
' T o N o Q. S oo
t SRl I N
= ] 9% | 2o o Gl ¢
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Intermodal (with commuter rail) connection sched- '
ule coordination : X
. Rider oriented headways (reduced to no more than
15-20 minutes) ' S
- Rider oriented schedule times (easily memorized) - X
Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina- v P
tion with airport S X ‘
Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina-
__tion with mainline railroad service : X
Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina- ) ,
tion with buses (Greyhound) | X
Extend service times (into night hours) X ]
Public Information System .
Produced easily understandable and available sys- T
tem-wide schedules with routes, route maps and s X '
fares ) o .

- Schedule information at bus stops X R
Route maps at most stops ~ X o
Route maps on vehicles . X .
Labeling of stops and vehicles X ‘
Public relations program : X
System-wide information near fare collection areas X
System-wide information on rapid transit train x

platform ' : : :
Clearly labeled information areas in stations X
Multi-lingual information provision .

OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST
(Please Describe)
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PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL

'*.ACTIVITIES REQUIRING NEW TECHNOLOGY AND COORDINATION
WITH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Automated Opefations‘

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be
Applicable

‘Ebmguterized traffic control with bus locator

Freeway ramp metering -

*Computerized traffic control, no transit priority

Bus priority control equipment

se|xc]> ||

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING NEW TECHNOLOGY WHICH. CAN BE
ADOPTED BY OPERATOR(S)

Automated 0perat1ons

Automatic train operatlon

w

- Dial-a-ride

X [Ix

Bus operation control with bus locator and radio
communication .

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING PROVEN TECHNOLOGY AND COORDINATION
- WITH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES
Facility Provision

Grade-separated busways

- New and converted park-and-ride lots

Park, ride, and shop lots near the CBD

Pedestrlan walks (sidewalks) and bicycle paths

Extension of pedestrian malls

> [ X IXx

Off-street loading/unloading docks

"~ Grade-separated pedestrian crossing

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING PROVEN TECHNOLOGY WHICH CAN BE
ACCOMPLISHED BY THE 0PERATOR(§) :

! Facility Provision

Intermodal terminals

Pedestrian facilities (escalators, moving side- .
walks) in terminals

Bus shelters

Benches at bus stops

xln] v |»n

.Bike locks at bus :stops
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- PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL (continued) <
Package check-in areas: Rapid transit terminals X
: Park, ride, § shop areas 3
_In major activity centers near bus stops X
Rail line construction and extension for service X T
in area L B ' )
Rail line construction and extension for airport X ]
. access ’ i
Vehicle Acquisition | o -
Fulfillment of new routes and schedules ~ ¥ ‘ : g
Standardization of vehicles by single operator X
Special service vehicles: mini-bus X ‘
' midi-bus : X -
high capacity bus X
"package" bus X
"Bike-§-ride'" buses : X
Equipment to Aid Operations -
Automatic fare collection machines - s ‘EE::}
Radio/TV communications system S xA_J
N Operators' Pooling Agreements
'~ Joint use of personnel X
- Joint use of capital equipment X
Standardized equipment X
1' Common spare parts pool ' X
Common maintenance facilities X

OPTIONS NOT .INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST
- (Please Describe)

GO T
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SECTION 5
SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED APPROACH T0 INTEGRATION

v The San Francisco Bay Area presents a unique potential for a long-range,
mult1faceted pilot program in the development of an integrated regional trans-
pgrtétion syétem. Such a brogram would include not only the coordination
of publicltransit services through mechanisms such as federation or merger,
but also the interrelétion of public transit with para-transit and private
tiansportation of people and goods throughout the area.

There is strong public interest throughout the Bay Area in a;tacking
problems of congestion, air pollution and wasteful use of land through the
promotion of mass transit and achieving an optimum balance between public
and private modes of transportafion. A regional agency, the Metropolitan
Transportat1on Commission, has: recently been created to coordinate transpor-
tation p1ann1ng throughout the n1ne -county area and is ‘already engaged, with
the assistance of UMTA grants, 'in specific tasks of planning for the inte-
gration of public transit. The area has'developed a new regional rail rapid
transit system, and some local ‘transit authorities have already taken the |
initiative in experiments with parking taxes, reserved bus lanes and reduced
bridge tolls for Vehlcles carrying more than two passengers Intermodal
transfers between the Bay Area Rapid Transit and feeder bus service have im-

plemented, and interagency use.of an underground rail tunnel in San Francisco
is planned. ‘

At the present time transit service in the region is provided by 20
maJor public agencies and prlvately-owned companies, while traffic regu-
1at1on, parking control, and prQV1s1on of bridges, highways, and other road-
ways involve over 100 separate state and local agencies. Integrating all
these concerns into a single region-wide transportation system can only be
accomplished through a long term, imaginative effort. Similar fragmen-
tation of transportation respons1b111t1es exists in all maJor metropol1tan
areas, and a successful pilot program in the San Francisco Bay Region could
point the way to the solution ‘of the nation's public transit and transpor-

tation problems.
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© Two specific.appfoaches are outlined here that could contribute to |
f{the long-range realization of an intégrated regionalytransportation syS-
"tem. These are focused on the coordination of public transit through
“changes in the institutional make-up of ekisting transit operations. The
first presents a plan for a federation of in&ependent public ééenciés and
coﬁpanies, based on the example of the Hamburg and Munich Verqusverbund”‘
(HVV. and MVV). The second proposes a mergef between three‘of,the major
public transit agencies into a single three-county district, based .on the
example of the London Transport Executive. Each is discussed in the con-
“text of local géographical, economic and political conditions and past and
current efforts toward developing and coordinating public transit in the
Bay Area. | |
1

The proposed approaches are not mutually exclusive. .Not only is it
- possible to accommodate a merger of three separate systems within the

llarger‘frémework of the transit féderation, but it is'also—possible that
“the total membership of the federation may eventually be absorbed into a’

single regionwide‘transit agency.

THE CITY AND ITS TRANSPORTATION REGION

* San Francisco is the major urban center of the nine counties which ‘
sur}opnd San Francisco Bay.* The city is located at the tip of a penin-.
sulé separating the bay from the Pacific Ocean and occupies only 43 square
milés (see Figure 6). The total population of the nine-county area in 1970
wasb4,628,119, of which 15 percent, or 715;674, live in San Francisco it-
self. | | | ' |

Until the completion of the Oakland Banyridge in 1936 and the Golden
Gate Bridge in 1937, San Francisco's only land access was through San Mateo

~ *The U.S. Bureau of the Census defines the San Francisco-Oakland Standard
Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) as covering only five counties. The ‘
county of Santa Clara is a separate SMSA centered around the City of San
Jose, the counties of Napa and Solano make up the Vallejo-Napa SMSA, and ° :
Sonoma County is Santa Rosa SMSA. However, the regional planning body, the .
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), and the Metropolitan Transpor-
tation Commission (MIC) treat the entire nine counties as a single planning
area. The later definition seems to be the more appropriate for ‘this study )
of transit integration. :
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| Figure 6. -San Francisco Bay Area, showing major freeways and BART lines.

Taken from Source 19.
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County to the south. The two bridges opered the city to vehlcular traffic
from the East Bay and the northern counties. The relative inaccessibility
of San Francisco to the East Bay contributed to the development of another
urbén'center to serve that part of the region—the City of Oékland. More
difecgly in reach of transcontinental railway lines than was San Francisco,
Oakland became the major railroad center in the Bay Area. It currently has
a population of 361,561.

The second largest c1ty in the region is San Jose, with a populatlon
of 445 ,779, which lies at the extreme southern tip of the bay about 50 :
miles from both San Francisco and Oakland. ‘ ‘

The Bay Area is a cdmplex of steep mountains, valleys and waterways.
Much of San Francisco itself consists of hills, some so steep that steps
ére‘cpt into the sidewalks. San Francisco's famous cable cars were brought
into use to provide,public transit over these routes where no other form
of public transportation was feasible. In general, commercial development
in the city has been restricted to the‘valleys, leaving”the hills as '

scattered residential areas separated by commercial areas of different
sizes.

‘The Bay Area has grown rapldly since the beginning of World War II.
Slnce 1950, however, populatlon growth has taken place entlrely outside of
the two major c1ties. In fact, in the ten years prior to the 1970 census,
San frgncisco lost 36,000 residents while Oakland lost nearly 10,000. All
receﬁt population projections for the area anticipate a continued increase
out51de of urban centers. | ‘ ‘ '

San Franc1sco is the pr1nc1pa1 headquarters c1ty on the West Coast.

Banking, insurance, commerce, and tourism are of major economic importance.

Manufacturing, on the other hand, has decreased steadily since World War II. §
and has been replaced by office employment.‘ Government is an important source
of new jobs.

]

- The Central Bu51ness District of San Francisco 1s one of the largest
in the Unlted States, with an estimated 22 million square feet of office
space and 12,000 hotel rooms (Source 1). CBD employment was estlmated at
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282,000 in 1965—53 perceﬁt of the city total (Source 2) No decline in CBD
employment is expected, but it is ant1c1pated that the number of high status
white collar ]ObS in the area will grow.

, Median famlly income and educational attainment in the Bay Area are
among the highest in the nation, as might be expected from the large per-
-centage of jobs in management, education and government. In contrast to
most metropolitan areas of the East and Midwest, however, median income’
and years of education are nearly as high in the central city as in the
metropolitan area as a whole. 'San Francisco continues to hold middle- and
high-income re51dents against the flight to the suburbs (Source 3).

The Bay Area is also unusual in that the maJorlty of the black popu-
lation of the metropolitan area is not concentrated in the central city, but
is located in and around manufacturing areas, primarily Oakland and Berkeley.
In addition to the black who make up 9 percent of the Bay Area population,
another 4 percent are Oriental—a large number of whom live in San Francis-

co—and 3 percent are Mexican Americans (Source 4).

San Francisco has a unique form of government due to its dual status
aé both city and county. It has an 11-man board of supervisors, elected
at large on a ﬁanpartisan basis, as well as an elected mayor. A chief
administrative officer is appointed for life by the mayor with the consent
of the supervisors. There are numerous boards and commissions which set

policy for administrative departments and special purpose agencies.

Four of the largest Bay Area countiesF—Alameda, Contra Costa, San
Mateo, and Santa Clara—are '"charter counties" having considerable latitude
to determlne their form of government and the functions that will be performed.
The . State of California '"Lakewood Plan" perm1ts such counties to provide
serV1ces to incorporated cities under contracts, as well as serving the un-
1ncorporated areas. The counties are governed by boards of supervisors, and
the ‘larger have county managers.

The nine countles of the Bay Area contain 91 cities. The city manager
plan operates in most of the larger ones (see Table 16).

Pol1t1cs in California is not strongly orlented toward political par-

ties. Worklng against party.cohesiveness is a strong regionalism. Local
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. -Table 16. Population of Bay Area counties and cities over 50,000 *

“in 1970. -
'SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND SMSA ) . 3,100,519
' Alameda County 1,073,184 L
~ Alameda o ' 70,968
Berkeley ’ 116,716
Fremont ‘ - 99,665*
Hayward 93,004*
Dakland - . 361,561
San Leandro ' : 68,698
' Comtra Costa County : ~ 5§58, 389 . I
Concord - , 85,164
"Richmond o 79,043
Mavin Comnty . * 206,038
San. Francisco City and Cownty ‘ . 715,674 : S 1
San Mateo County - - | 556,234 |
Daly City - | | 166,922 o
‘Redwood City ‘ _ 55,686 ‘ . :
San Mateo . v 78,991
SAN JOSE SMSA - | ; 1,064,714
Santa Clara County 1,064,714 .
: . " S
A ‘Mountain View 51,092
! ":Palo Alto - : : : 55,966 S
~ San Jose 445,779 ‘ V N
Santa Clara o ’ 87,717 §
Sunnyvale : ‘ 95,408
SANTA ROSA SMSA | | - 204,885
Sonoma County _ ' ' 204,885 '
Santa Rosa- ‘ 50,006
VALLEJO-NAPA SMSA - , L 249,081
Napa County 79,140
- Solano County = =~ | ' 169, 941
' Vallejo o 66,733
TOTAL — 9, COUNTIES - | . 4,628,199

‘#Urban part

Taken from Source 4.
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elections in California are nonpartisan, which makes it difficult to maintain
viable party organizations at the local level, and many issues that in other
states would be decided by the legislature are put to a popular vote in these

nonpartisan elections. .

In the Bay Area political issues are given wide coverage in the local
press and other media. The large numbers of affluent and articulate private
citizens, particularly in San Francisco, and the relative weakness of local
political party organization produce a political climate in which citizen
groups are a S1gn1f1cant force. In recent years these citizen groups have .
been devoted pr1mar11y to the protection and enhancement of the area's
natural and historical environment and to promoting growth that supports rather
than detracts from the quality of life in and around San Francisco. '

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING
Bay Area Rap1d Transit Commission

In 1951 the Ca11forn1a Leg1slature created the Bay Area Rapld Transit
CommISSIOn at the request of local leaders to study long-range rapid transit
problems in the nine Bay Area counties. The commission was composed of
representat1ves app01nted by county boards of supervisors, the Governor, and
the State Dlrector of Public Works. In 1957, following the study phase, the
commission was replaced by a 5-county Bay Area Rapid Transit District, which
was given authorlty to plan, construct and operate a rail rapid transit sys-
tem in the region. Two of the five counties withdrew from participation in
the BART District, and in 1961 voters in the three remaining counties —
Alameda, Contra Costa and San Francisco — approved a $792 million bqnd issue

io begin planning and construction of the BART system.

Association of Bay Area Governments

In 1961 the Callfornla Legislature authorized the formation of a reg1onal ‘
plannlng organlzat1on in the Bay Area, which formalized the status of a group
that had been established locally the previous year as a forum in which local
officials could discuss common problems. Msmbership consists of a mayor or
‘councilman from each city and a supervisor from each county. In 1962, however,
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) voted to assume the responsi-

»
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b111ty of comprehens1ve plannlng —_ includlng transportation planning — for
the region. Eight of the nine Bay Area count1es* and 84 of the area's 91
cities are currently members. ABAG has no author1ty over local governments
in the region, but influences local planning and development through its
role as the federally designated clearing house for the Bay Area. It not ' - ‘.E
only reviews and comments on local applications for federal assistance pro- t
o ~ grams, but also evaluates all federal development projects in the Bay Area

| for envxronmental impact (Source S5).

} Bay Area Transportation Study Comm1ssion V
' In 1963 the State legislature created the Bay Area Transportatlon Study
Commission (BATSC) and gave it the responsibility to prepare a comprehen51ve

reg1onal transportation plan for the nine counties, including recommendat1ons
on 1mp1ementat10n. Membership in this commission included representatives
not only from local government but also from ABAG, three. local transit dis-
tricts, both houses of the State legislature, the California State Transpor-
A tation Agency and Department of Finance, and ‘two Federal agenc1es — the
Bureau of Public Roads and the Department of Hou51ng and Urban Development.

7 s e e e 4

1 In addition, seven Bay Area residents were appointed at large by the Governor.

The commission engaged a staff of some 70 people, expended $5.9 nillion
;;\‘ - over a period of six years, and in 1969 published the Bay Area Transportation :

. Report (Source 6). Rather than recommending a single reglonal transportatlon j'
" . plan, the report presented three alternative networks of d1ffer1ng degrees of
’ highway and rapld transit development, with prOJectlons of the probable 1mpaCt
of each opt1on. The comm1551on felt handlcapped by the lack of a comprehen- ‘
IR sive regional plan with clearly stated land use obJectlves that a transporta- ‘
' tion system'should be designed to serve. (It was not until 1970 that ABAG = ' -

completed such a plan—a year after the BATSC study was over and the commlss1 )

subsequently disbanded.)

Among the BATSC recommendatlons however, were the d1ver51on of h1gh~
way funds to general transportat1on uses, maJor expan51on of BART, and
the creatlon of a permanent Metropolltan Transportation Comm1551on.

1

* §51ano County is not a member. ‘
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Regional Transportation P]anning4Committee

When BATSC was phased out in 1969 and the State legislature failed to
act on the commission's recommendation to create the Metropolitan Transpor-

‘tation Commission, the Bay Area was left without a continuing transportation

planning program.' Since Federal law requires a region to maintain such an
activity to be eligible for Federal assistance, ABAG came %o an agreement
with the California State Department of Business and Transportation to create
the Regional Transportatlon Plannlng Commlttee (RTPC). This organization was
insufficiently funded and existed for only a year.- Its only significance

was that it placed ABAG in the poéition of taking a major role in regional
transportation planning. The Regional Plan 1970:1990 (Source 7), published

during the existence of the RTPC, includes strong recommendations to down-
grade highway development and improve public transportation: 'the number
of vehicles in cities needs to be greatly reduced by the provision of other

transportation alternatives."

Metropolitan Transportation Commission

In the fall of 1970 the State legislature finally established the MTC

that had been recommended in the Bay Area Transportation Report (Source 6),

authorizing it to take over from ABAG all functions relative to transporta-
tion* This agency now has the authority to conduct regional transportation
studies, to review and approve local applications for federal assistance for

planning and developing transportation services, and to assist in efforts

- to integrate service among local operators of public transit.

The Metropol1tan Transportation Commission is authorlzed by California g
leglslatlon under Title 7.1 to '"'provide comprehen51ve regional transporta-
tlon planning for the region comprised of the City and County of San Fran-
cisco and the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Mateo,
Sénta Clara, Solano and Sonoma." Its principal task is to prepare a regional
transportatlon plan covering major highways, transbay bridges and mass

transit systems for adoption by June 30, 1973 (Source 14).

After adopt1on of the plan MIC will have the anthority to approve or

disapprove the construction of transbay bridges, construction and operation

‘*The enabling 1eg151at1on is glven in Append1x E, "Metropolitan Transporta-

tion Commission Act "
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of multicounty mass transit on exclusive’iights-of—way,'and construction of
‘State highways within the region.* Prior to adoption the commission can

exerc1se no COHtI‘Ol over these activities.

e

MTC is concerned with the entire spectrum of transportat1on——pub11c and

i
H
H
&
<

private—but its existing authority is limited to the function of planning.
The commission has no authority to operate public transit Systems, nor to
‘acquire facilities and equipment. Nor can the commission exercise any‘con;
trol over the balance of public and private transportation by setting fares,
routes and schedules for transit systems, regulating bridge tolls and park-
ing rates for automoBiles, or designating exclusive lanes for buses. |

. It is regretably common practice in the United States—and not only
with respect to transportation—to isolate the planning functions from the
regulating or operating authority that can translate plans into action.

A combined planning and operations efforts produces better performance from

both elements, since planners are then more acutely aware of operational

e o AR i

problems and share in the responsibility for the results of their recommen-
.dations, and operators must consider the broad,llong-run impacts of their é
day-to-day decisions. |

There is, however, a speéific provision in the existing legislation
that anticipates an extended role for MTC: ’
"66522. The commission shall merge with or otherw1se join
any multifunctional regional government organization, if it has

transportation planning respon51b111t1es, within one year of the
creation of such an organization."

"

. There is also some jindication that among the many opt1ons now being studied

to determine MTC's future function in the development of a regionwide inte-
grated transportation eystem, is one of a public utility, concerned with -

the operation as well as planning for public transit services.

&
¥

MTC is currently engeged in preparing the regional tfehsportatioh plan
requlred by the end of June 1973. Just prior to the beginning of this year
the Commission began to make public its preliminary proposals for the goals

and policies that well serve as.a framework for the transportat1on plan.

0f particular concern to this report are three specific policies to im-

*Exceptlon is made for the complet1on of the Interstate System and where
there is an overriding statew1de interest in the construction of a par-

ticular highway.

.ot
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prove the effectiveness of mass transit through coordination, integration
and merger of existing services (Source 22).
"Policy 40: Encourage efficient, convenient and economical in-
terface among different transportation modes and

strive for safe, comfortable and attractive facili-
ties at principal transfer locations.

“'"policy 41: Strive for the eventual complete 1ntegrat10n of
.. schedules, services, and fares among pr1nc1pal trans-
it systems.

"Policy 42: Encourage the merger of existing transit districts

" ° into larger entities and discourage the prolifera-

tion of new small transit districts, unless demon-

strated to be the only means of achieving a spec1al
transportation need."

Early'in 1972 UMTA authorized a technical studies grant to MTC in the
amount of $2 million in matching funds, on a 2/3 federal - 1/3 local basis,
to cerry out tfanSbortation studies in the Bay Area. Of the eleven studies
now under way, six are directed toward planning'and engineering extensions
of BART into additional parts of the region, three are concerned with
the improvement of local transit systems in San Jose, Santa Rosa and
Vallejo; and two are directed toward coordinating BART services with those
of the Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District in the East Bay and the San
Francisco Municipal‘Railway.

Another 1mportant functlon of the Comm1551on is to dlstr1bute funds made
ava11ab1e by the Ca11forn1a Transportation Act of 1971 (SB 325) from county ‘
sales tax revenues. The state collects these taxes acting for the counties.
Where more than one transit serV1ce operates within the county, MTC has
the task of allocating these funds among the operators, as, for example,

County of San Francisco funds between BART, Muni and the Golden Gate
Authority. |
N

The Metropolltan Transportatlon Commission has become a 51gn1f1cant polltlcal
body in the relatrvely short time since it was created by the State Leglslature.
Its development over the past year in partlcular has been notable when its

profe551ona1 staff grew more than five-fold, and it moved out of a dellberate
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' ‘"low-profile" stance. 1As mentioned atove, increased funds made available
4Jtﬁrough large UMTA study grants and through higher tax revenues have con-

PUBLIC TRANSIT

people entered and left the CBD every weekday, over one-quarter by means of

':1n the Bay Area converges: on San Francisco: the East Bay, the Northern Co ;
' ties, and the Peninsula. The data available on intraregional travel are in?

'TTansportation District, for example, of the 34,000 persons currently travgg.

71ng daily from the Northern Counties to other subregions, 32,000 cross the

‘23 000 (Source 2).

‘Transportation District, and the San Francisco Mun1c1pal Railway. Flfteen

two new transit agencies are preparing to provide service. (See Table 17.)

'gan in January 1973, br1ng1ng into operat1on the entire north-south half«of

,*Service was initiated May 21, 1973,

tributed importantly to MTC's new situation.

g
5

The focal point of'public transit in the Bay Area is the Central Busi-
ness District of San Francisco. It is estimated that in 1965 nearly 900 000

public transit systems (Source 3). Travel from three transportation subreg;gms

complete, but what exists indicated that movement is dominated by commuters
to downtown San Francisco. According to the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway ang

Golden Gate Bridge into San Francisco, while only 2,000 cross the Richmor“g-
San Rafael Bridge into the East Bay. According to the Northern Californla
Trans1t Demonstration Project report, more East Bay publlc transit users 13,‘
1967 traveled to San Francisco than to the Oakland CBD—27,000 compared tg

The responsibility for providing public transit in the Bay Area rests .
prlmarlly on four public agencies: the Bay Area Rapid Transit District, t}u§
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District, the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and

other public agencies and privately-owned companies serve the region;‘and )

Bay Area Rapid Transit District - ’

, In October 1972 the first segment of the BART rail rapid transit sys.
tem was put 1nto operation connecting downtown Oakland to communities in

Alameda County as far south as Freemont. Servxce northwards to Richmond tN@,\:;

the X- shaped system. The east-west half is scheduled to open in two more -
stages: eastward from Oakland to Concord in May 1973,* and westward to domnb,fk
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_town San Francisco and Daly City in September 1973. Figure 7 shows the
alignment of the 75-mile BART system through the three-county area and the
service areas of other transit systems. BART service will eventually be
extended to other points'io.the area. '

Numbers of weekday paééenger trips projected for the system by 1975
are (Source 21): ’

San Francisco local trlps 48,133
Transbay trips , 88,958
East Bay local trips 54,059

. TOTAL 1 191,150

Maximum capacity of each track is 28,800 seated passengers per hour. |
. Trains will run at top speeds of 80 miles per hour, averaging 45 miles per
hour 1nc1ud1ng 20-second stat1on stops. At peak periods headways will be as
short as 90 seconds.

Fares are graduated, ranging from a base of 30¢ up to a maximum one-
way fare of $1.25. Ticket sales and collection are automated. Multiple-ride.
tickets of up to $20.00 are available, as well as a 75 percent discount for

children and senior citizens.

Park-and-ride lots are located at all suburban stations with a total
capacity for 16,000 cars. Kiss-and-ride zones and bus loading zones are pro-
vided, as well as bicycle storage facilities.

The BART cars have been designed on a gaugé of 5'6", and have air con-
ditioning, sound-proofing, tinted glass, carpeting, wide seats and package
storage to provide a qulet; comfortable ride for 72 seated passengers per car.
A total of 350 such cars, at an average cost of $300, 000 apiece, are currently

on order to have been delivered to serve the three-county area (Source 3).

. BART plans to prov1de bus feeder service in Contra Costa County to.com-
' munities outside of AC Transit's district boundaries, although it is expected
_that actualloperation of the service will be carried out under contract ty AC
Transit. o '

The Bay Area Rapid Transit District is a special transit district oper-
ated under the authority of the State of California Public Utilities Commission
Code, Division 10, Part 2. 7 |
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Figure 7.

Transit services in the San Francisco Bay Area.
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BART legislation permits it to serve all counties of the San Francisco
Bay Area upon approval of the voters in the separate counties, but at pre-
sent such approval has been obtained from only three counties — Alameda,
Contra Costa and San Franc1sco.‘ BART is authorized by Section 29010 to
plan, construct and operate an "interurban mass rapid transit system." 1In
carry1ng out these functions it may acquire property through exercise of
eminent domain, if necessary, and may enter into contracts with agencies
of all levels of government and private companies, incur bonded indebtednesa,

and tax property within its district to support its activities.

Contrary to generally held opinion, BART is not restricted from collect-
ing taxes to cover operating costs, although limits on maximum annual revenue
that can be derived from this source were estimated by the NCDP study to be
less than $1 million (Source 2). . Section 29123 states:

"“"The tax rate for taxes levied in any fiscal year for
all district purposes other than taxes levied pursuant
to Section 29121 [i.e., bond interest, principal and
sinking fund], shall not exceed five cents ($0.05) on
each one hundred dollars ($100) of assessed valuation
of taxable property within the district, except the

tax rate for the first year of levy may include an
additional amount sufficient to repay temporary borrow-
ing incurred pursuant to Article 5 of Chapter 8 of this
part. Taxes levied pursuant to this section for main-
tenance and operation of rapid transit facilities shall
be supplementary to the revenues derived from such
facilities and shall be limited to actual requirements'.

BART is enjoined from interfering with existing transit facilities by
Section 29037, as follows:

"The district shall not interfere with or exercise any-
control over any transit facilities now or hereafter
owned and operated wholly or partly within the district
by any city or public agency, unless by consent of such
city or public agency and upon such terms as are mutually
agreed upon between the board and such city or public
agency."

However, the district is permitted by Section 29035 to:
"'operate such feeder bus lines and other feeder services
as necessary."
F1na11y, under Section 28957:

"The district may be merged into or consolldated with any
-other public agency which may be established by law upon
such terms as the board of directors shall specify in a

: ' : ¢
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.to perm1t that agency to participate in a transit integration program based
4 A

:of wh1ch were purchased in 1972.  Service along major routes 1s frequent, and

resolution to be submitted to tie electors of the district
for approval...In the event of merger or consolidation,

the servicing entity or the consolidated entity shall
succeed to all the powers, duties, purposes, responsibili-
‘ties, liabilities, and jurisdiction now or hereafter vested
by law in the d1str1ct " '

No changes in BART's ex15t1ng 1eg1slat10n would appear to be necessary

on federation or merger.

A]ameda-Contra Costa Transit District

Since 1960 public transportation in Alameda and Contra-Costa Counties

has been provided by the Alameda-Contra Costa Tramsit District, known
locally as AC Transit. This agency operates a fleet of 781 buses on 112
routes throughout the service area shown in Figure 7, carrying over 50
million revenue passengers annually (Source 9). Of these, 14.4 million

travel to downtown San Francisco across the Oakland Bay Bridge.

The serv1ce is well thought of by its users. Vehicles are maintained i

in good condition. Approx1mate1y two-thirds are new 'Transit Liners",-60- <

headways seldom exceed thirty mlnutes. Average travel speed is 16.6 miles '
per hour (Source 10). The Transbay Terminal in San Francisco is located at '

First and Mission, close to the financial district.

i
| Public information is better handled than is common for transit services ;

in the United States. Schedules are posted at major transfer shelters and

are available from bus drivers. Bus stops are clearly designated and indicate

the numbers and destinations of buses routed by each stop. At certain lo- '

catlons dlrect telephone communication to a central information switchboard

is available. - Bus drivers are uniformly pleasant and helpful.

‘The basic fare within the East Bay is 25 cents; transbay fare is 55 cent

The transbay route operates at close to break-even, while other routes incur

heav1er losses. AC Transit runs an annual deficit of approximately $9 million,

which is covered by taxes assessed on property within the service area.

AC Transit is also a spec1a1 tran51t dlStrlCt of the State of Callforn1a.§mwl

3 ;

The Dlstrlct leglslatlve authority to expand its service area throughout the :

operates under the provisions of the State P.U.C. Code, Dlv1s1on 10 Part 1.

'i" - B | 154



o e T

s

‘the two counties to the extent that the desire to join the district is ex-
preeéed byqa vote of the residents in the individual communities. At pre-
sent, however, the service area runs only.between Hayward and Richmond through

" the heavily populated’communities on the bay side of Alameda and Contra-Costa
Counties. Several other communities outside the district are served by Grey-
hound. "

The proposed feeder bus service recentiy announced by BART will serve
a:eés outside of AC Transit's current district boundaries, but it will, in
fact, be operated by AC Transit under contract with BART. Since BART is al-
ready authofized to provide feeder service to its rapid transit system, this
arrangement permits AC Transit to serve these_areas‘without obtaining the

vote of local residents that would legally extend its own district.

f ' Like BART, AC Transit is authorized to plan for and operate transit

;‘ facilities, to acquire and dlspose of property, to incur indebtedness, and

- v levy taxes-to pay its debts and cover its operating costs over its fare

', box receipts. It has the power to enter into contracts and cooperate the

)

Mo e T A e e

e

1
*
B.rny

e

-
PR S

* State in the acquisition and construction of transit facilities. AC Tran-
. sit is specifically permitted to "enter into agreements for joint use of
. property, through routes, joint fares, transfer of passengers, or pooling.”
~ Unlike BART, -however, it has no authority to be merged or ‘consolidated with
another public agency. Thus residents of those parts of Alameda and Contra Costa
Counties Withiﬂ the AC Transit District are taxed by both AC Transit and BART.
San Francisco Mun1c1pa1 Railway ‘ :
The San Francisco Municipal Rallway, known locally as "Munl", operates
all intracity transit services (except jitneys) under the direction of San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission. "It carries about 130 million revenpe
passengers per year on 37 bus lines, 11 trolley coach routes and five street-
car and three cable car lines. Muni operates over 1000 vehicles, including
548 buses, 333 trolley buses, 105 streetcars and 39 cable cars (Source 2). The
fare is 25 cents anywhere within the city with transfers permitted between all
modes. ;
In‘1969,’1970 end 1971, Muni's annual deficits have reached $17.4 million,
$18.2 milliop and $22.8 million, respectively. In spite of a program of re-
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're51dents of the city learn that there is a map of the entlre system in the

- supervisors. \Under the Charter of the City and’ County of San Franc1sco,
. the Public Utilities Commission iskcharged with responsibility for con-

4
’
% 1

placement and rehabilitation, much of the 'stock is st111 old and in poor con- -
dition. The system is overloaded during peak perlods. '

- Pecket schedules are not provided, and drivers are not always able to

prov1de accurate information about routes other than their own. Long-tlme

public telephone directory;'strangers to the city seldom discover it, and if
they happen to, can carry it with them only be tear1ng it out of the phone
book. Recently Muni pub11shed an attractive route map for tourists. Dlstrl—
but1on, however, appears to be limited to- the Visitors Bureau, no coples could
be located at downtown hotels or airline offlces.

Coverage of the city by publlc transit is, however, excellent. Thereu
are few places even within residential areas that are not within easy |
walklng distance of one or another of the four modes. Service in the down; ‘
town area is frequent., As in other large cities, average travel speeds are
low, ranging from less than five m11es per hour on the cable cars to only
a 11ttle better than 10 m11es per hour on buses and streetcars.

[T PR Ap——
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Mun1 is adm1n1stered by the San Francisco Publlc Utilities Commlss1on as ap

unit of the city government. MaJor pollcy dec1s1ons regard1ng changes in ITMItgs’

fares, equipment and tax subsidy are subject to approval by the board of

1 AL rtcn

struction, maintenance, operation and control of the San Francisco Munici- i

pal Railway. The charter provides that in the event the commission and
the mayor propose a budget for the system in which expenses will exceed
prOJected revenues, such a budget must be approved by a vote of two- thlrds
of all members of the board of superv1sors. If this is done, the board
of superv1sors ‘nust also approprlate the funds necessary to provide for

the def1c1ency

For a number of years, it has been the pol1cy of the C1ty and County

of San Francisco to meet a portion of the cost of the transit system
from taxes in order to keep fares at a reasonable level and maximize the
use of the system. Whlle def1c1ts 1n meet1ng operat1ng costs can be re-
covered from tax funds, there is a spec1f1c 11m1tat1on in the charter

deallng w1th capital expendxtures. Def1c1ts 1ncurred for new equ1pment,
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lines or other facilities can be treated in the same manner as operating

deficits, provided the amount is not greater than three-quarters of a

_cent on each one hundred dollars valuation of property assessed in and sub-

ject to taxation by the City-County government. This amount is insufficient
for Muni's capital needs. Whenever tax support is required for capital costs

exceeding this, the charter requires that such f1nanc1ng be accomplished by
the sale of bonds, which requires submission of the question to the

velectorate. Th1s means that any substantial purchase of new equlpment
‘for the Muni requ1res approval of a bond 1ssue by a two-thirds vote. -

In the face of the fallure to gain public support for bond issues

~to finance the purchase of new equipment, the city government approved
f the establishment of a non-profit corporation, the San Francisco Railway
. Improvement Corporation. This organization borrows funds from private
~investment houses under guarantee by the city, to be repaid out of gen-

- eral city tax revenues. The corporation purchases new equipment and

leases it to the city; as vehicles are paid for they become the property

~of the city.

Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District

This public agency is also a special district operating under provisions
of the State of California P.U.C. Code, Division 10, Part 3. Its transporta-

~ tion responsibilities involve the entire range of both public and private

s
i

#*

modes. It maintains the Golden Gate Bridge and regulates its use by all public
and private cairiers, automobiles, bicycles and even pedestrians. It operates
public transit services from Marin County'to San Francisco by bus and ferry.

It is also responsible for the planning and development of roads, bicycle paths
‘and public transit services and facilities throughout the entlre district,
which extends from the San Francisco end of the Golden Gate Br1dge through the
counties of Marin, Sonoma, Napa, Mendocino and Del Norte to the California-

Oregon border.*

The Golden Gate bus system now operates 183 new attractive buses providing

local service within Mar1n County and over-the-bridge service to San Francisco.

*The latter two counties are not within the 9-county transportation planning
region.
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~retall stores.

‘bus and ferry are permitted. - ‘ , {

ferry. When bad weather causes cancellation of. ferry service, the feeder

- commuter buses. ‘' Receipts from br1dge tolls subsidize both transit services.

[

-

The latter pick up and deliver passengers at specially-marked stops along a
route that includes the Civic Center, major retail areas and the financial
district, but do not carry passengers between points within San Francisco. :

In addition to the regularly-routed service, three‘commuter club buses carry'-é

" Marin County subscribers to the U.C. Medical Center in San Francisco. “?

~Golden Gate also provides ferry service from Sausalito to San Franc1sco.’
Ten round trlps are made on weekdays by a passenger carrier that arrives and
departs from the Ferry Bu11d1ng in San Franc1sco, located at the foot of '

Market Street within wa1k1ng distance of the f1nanc1a1 d15tr1ct and major

Approximately 21,500 passengers use the bus system on an average week-
ddy, while the use of ferr1es ranges from 1,500 per weekday in winter to .
4,000 in summer. - | | !

. Local bus fares.in Marin County are 25 cents, while over-the-bridge
bus service and the ferry service are both 75 cents for a one- way trip.
Special reduced fares are available to children, students and senior c1tlzens.
A "Convenience Ticket" can be purchased prior to boarding either the bus or

ferry for 50 cents in place of the regular 75-cent fare. Transfers between

< o gt ese

In its efforts to divert commuters from private cars to other means of
transportation,'the district makes it easy for a passenger to switch to bus %
or ferry by honoring the same commuter tickets he uses for crossing the brxdge
in his own car. The program (parts of which are still in the developmental
stage) includes local bus pickup to ferry terminals, free parking lots with
shuttle bus service, and bicycle racks both at terminals and on board the

buses display flags saying "No ferry today,'" and become over-the- -bridge

The Golden Gate District provides an excellent example of integration
of the total transportat1on spectrum—multimodal public transit and private

vehicles—under a single authority.

+
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Other San Francisco Transit Services

San Francisco is served by four other transit services of importance
to commuters. These are the Southern Pacific Railway, Greyhound Lines-West,
Harbor Carriers, Incorporated and the San Francisco Jitney Owners Associa-

tion.

The Southern Pac1f1c Rallway runs a commuter service from San Jose to
San Francisco carrying, for the most part, executives from the affluent
Peninsula communltles of Burllngame, San Mateo, San Carlos, Belmont and
Atherton to offices in the CBD. The SouthemPacific depot is located at
Third and Townsend Streets, nearly a mile from the CBD. The commuter ser-

~ vice is used by some 12,000 passengers on an average workday. The Southern

Pacific claims an annual loss of $1 million in operating the service.

Greyhound Lines-West serves the Peninsula, as well as communities in
the northeast portion of Contra Costa County in the East Bay (see Figure 7).

Until recently the compény provided a similar service in Marin County,

~vwhich ended when the Golden Gate District took over the responsibility

of providing public transit in that area. Greyhound finds that it loses
money on local bus service and needs to subsidize these out of profits from
its longer runs. It would probably welcome any move that would relieve it

of the responsibility to maintain these unprofitable transit services.

The Gfeyhound depot in San Francisco is located on Seventh Street be-
tween Market and Mission Streets within the CBD, although at some distance
from the core of the‘financial and retail center. Greyhound routes from
the East Bay, however, bring commuters to the Transbay Terminaliused by ﬁC

Transit, located adjacent to the financial district.

The Red aﬁd White Fleet; operated by Harbor Carriers, Incorporated,
provides weekday commuter ferry service between Tiburon in Marin County and
San Francisco. Three morning runs from Tiburon arrive in San Francisco at
the Ferry Terminal, located at the foot of Market Street within walking dis-
tance of the financial dietrict'and major retail stores. Three return trips
aré.made in the evening. One reverse-commute run leaves San Francisco for
Tiburon in the mornlng and another return trip is prov1ded in the evening.

Two passenger ferr1es are used for this service.
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‘ The Red and White Fleet also operates off-peak runs, as well as charter
services and sightseeing cruises. Most of these operate from Fisherman's Wharf
in San Francisco. Off-peak and weekend services are also provided to Angle
Island and Berkeley. |

' An important element of public transportation in San Francisco, althougﬁ
not, strictly speaking a mass‘transit operation, is the jitney service
that has existed since 1915. Today there are 117 jitneys, all owned or leased
from owners who belong'to'the Jitney Owner's Association. Jitneys are run
on a 4-minute headway during rush hours and 10-minute headways during off-

peak hours along one of two routes—Mission Street or Third Street. Most o Y

the 10-mile Mission Street route passes through the city's major business i
and commercial area, wh11e the 4-mile Third Street route extends from C1v1c
;Center to Hunter's Point, a black ghetto. Fares range between 20 cents and

. 30 cents dependlng on the distance traveled.

>

San Franc1sco controls the number of jitneys by 11m1t1ng available 11- .
censes to. 117. These licenses are issued by the police department. A new
driver-can obta1n a license only by purch351ng one from another driver who
wants to sell 1t. The,g01ng rate is now between $2,500 and $3,000. Drlvers
work for themselves within operating rules and regulations set by the police
department and the J1tney Owner's Association. Members pay a small fee to |

cover the services of an Assoc1at10n dispatcher (Sources 11 and 12).
'PRIOR AND CURRENT INTEGRATION EFFORTS

~ Bay Area Transportatioh Report

In 1963 ABAG and the three local transit districts-——BART, AC Transit
and Golden Gate—cooperated with local State and Federal governments in
the Bay Area's first attempt at comprehensive regional transportation plan-ﬁ

ning. As described more fully above in the section on Transportation

Planning, the report (Source 6) focused on the broad 1ssue of h1ghway

versus rapid transit development. While no attempt was made to deta11 the .

1ntegrat10n of the several public transit services, the study prOV1ded a

framework w1th1n which subsequent plans were developed for the coordlnatlon

of routes, fares and schedules.
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Northern California Demonstration Project

In 1965 the Department of Housing and Urban Development provided a
demonstration grant (Cal MTD-S5 and Cal MID-6) covering two-thirds of a
$498,000 study for the purpose of planning the coordination of BART, AC
Transit and Muni services. The study, carrled out by Slmpson § Curtain,
was published in October 1965 as Final Report of Northern California Demon-

stration Project: Coordinated Transit for the San Francisco Bay Area —
Now to 1975 (Source 2).

. The report analyzed existing transit systems and patronage and pro-

jected future travel needs, equipment needs, passenger revenues, and opera-
ting results. It proposed a specific new configuration of routes for both
Muni and AC Transit, a fare structure, and three alternative collection '

systems. The only mention of distribution of revenues was that discounts
given passengers for combined fares should be '"shared between BART and the

two surface systems in accordance with a discounting formula to be resolved
among them". A tentative recommendation was made to create a "compact" be-
tween the three agencies to carry out transportatlon studies, prov1de joint
promotional services and generally serve as a forum to solve the remaining

probloms of coordinating transit services. Neither BART nor AC Transit

agreed with the proposed route configuration.

Pre]iminary'Proposals for Rea]ignment of AC Transit Bus Routes

- In 1970 AC Transit prepared a new set of pre11m1nary plans for the re-
al1gnment of its bus routes to serve BART stations. Published as a four-
volume report (Source 15), the plan describes in detail the existing routes
and proposed changes. Public comment was invited, and some modifications

were made in Tesponse.
4

BART was not satisfied with AC Transit's proposed rout1ng plan since
it provided for the continuance of bus routes that duplicated BART service.
In part1cu1ar, AC Transit wished to maintain some of 1ts transbay service

over the bridge in direct competltlon with BART trains ‘under the bay. Nego-

tiations between the two agencies are still going on. BART recently used
the services of a consultant to define ground rules for coordinating routes,
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. . .
and the two agencies have discussed a re'enue-sharing proposal for transfer

passenger fares (Source 16).

A July 31, 1972 communication from BART 1nd1cated that:

"an interim transfer arrangement has been worked out w1th

AC Transit. A BART rider using AC Transit feeder service
will pay a one-way bus fare, a full BART fare, and receive

a transfer good for a return bus fare. Under this agree-
ment, BART and AC Transit have agreed to share the cost of
the discount offered to their combined patrons. Thus

BART will reimburse AC Transit 12.5¢ for each valid transfer
‘used for a trip on AC Transit from a BART station."

Th1s plan was 1mp1emented in September 1972.

B T —

Current Studies

A portion of the $2—m1111on UMTA technlcal studies grant is belng used ;
to fund two current studies concernlng coordlnatlon of BART services with

existi ing trans it systems.

A

Current plans for the ceordination of BART and Muni rail service within
San Francisco include'the use of the BART tunnel under Market Street by both
agencies. Two tracks will be used by BART rapid transit vehicles and two
other tracks will accommodate‘Muni's.new "semi-metro" (light rail) systeu.
The existing Sunset and Twin Peaks tunnels will continue to.be used, but .
other portions of the Muni system will operate on the surface. Figure 8

i e

shows the proposed rail system.

B

The vehlcles selected for Muni's new rail service are of an art1cu1ated

des1gn of the same guage as the agency's ex1st1ng streetcars. Seventy -five of

these new cars are reportedly on order with a U, S. manufacturer.

Details of the BART-Mun1 study have not yet been obtalned by INTERPLAN;
but a proposal for the BART-AC Transit study provides the following inforna- i
tion (Source 17) The total budget for the 15- month study will be $180,000. 4
with BART and AC Transit each contr1but1ng $30, 000 in matching: funds. The"
project director is a member of the MIC staff, but most of the work w111 be

carried out by a consu1t1ng englneer, with 1nputs from the two transit agenc1 s

5

and MTC. The study tasks include: ‘ L | : 8
| o o
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1. specifying goals and evaluation criteria;
2, designing alternative routes and schedules;

3. estimating revenues and recommending alternatives for
revenue sharing;

4, market analysis and evaluation of initial operations;

S. determining the effectiveness of the Plan C transfer pro-
cedure (already agreed upon by the two agencies);

6. selection among the alternatives proposed and adoption of a
single plan by a board of control made up of three represen-
tatives each from BART, AC Transit and MIC; and

7. implementation of the plan by BART and AC Transit.

Proposed Transit Coordination Program

On January 18, 1973, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission invited.
 representatives of BART, AC Transit, Muni, the Golden Gate Authority and
consultants to discuss a proposed program to coordinate public transit ser-
vices on a regionwide basis. In the preliminary document circulated as a

basis for discussion (Source 21) it states:

"There is considerable interest at the MIC in coordination of Bay

Area transit services. The approach suggested is similar to that
successfully employed in Hamburg, West Germany, where existing public

and private carriers retain their individual identities but coordinate
many of their activities, notably scheduling, routing, fares,. infor- .
mation and marketing. - :

"The responsibility for providing public transportation services

in the Bay Area is currently badly fragmented. There are presently
more than a dozen different surface carriers providing scheduled
services, both publicly and privately owned and ranging widely in
size, quality of equipment, managerial expertise and consumer ori-
entation. Some areas are relatively well-served; others have no
service at all. The fragmentation of responsibility by area means
that many trips involve use of two or more carriers, but there is
relatively little provision for interface between carriers, result-
ing in inconvenience, waste of time, confusion, and higher costs
for the consumer. The present situation is also inefficient for
the operators in terms of flexibility, equipment and terminal util-
ization, availability of 'managerial skills, low volume purchases
and wasteful duplication of certain services."

The document indicates the different areas in which coordination might be
implemented and the level of operator involvement that each would require,

ranging from minimal cooperation on a short term basis through significant '
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transfer of responsibilities of a permanent nature. The major areas of coor-

dination are:

1.
2.
3.
4,
5.
6.
7.

- Public information

Advertising and promotion e .
Market research

Operations (i. e., operatlonal 1ntegrat1on)
Pr1c1ng/T1cket1ng

Direct selling {

Identlflcatlon of research and managerial skills.

The document recommends that early prlorlty be g1ven to measures that

- ! require no significant long-term commitments or adm1nlstrat1ve involvement

~on the part of the transit operators, nor any actual transfers of current
responsibilities} Thus the initial action programs are directed primarily

toward improving public information, while studies are proposed for more

controversial measures.

Strong local jnterest in transit integration is revealed by this proé

" posed program to coordinated services with the San Francisco Bay Region.

" TRANSIT INTEGRATION THROUGH FEDERATION

Under this proposed approach, integration of transit in the San Francisco
Bay Region would be achieved through the activities of a federat1on whose mem-
bers were the several public agencies and privately owned companies now pro-

IV1d1ng tran51t services in the nine counties. The major purposes of this

§federatior would be:

1,

2..

3.
4.

5-'

6.

Coordination of routes and schedules.
Establishment of a region-wide fare system and transfer procedures.

Distribution of revenues from fares. '
Provision of convenient and comfortable transfer facilities.
Coordination of public information, promotion and ticket sales.

Coordination of research and plannlng act1v1t1es.

i
The long-range goal in the development of a Bay Area transit federathn

, would be

to encompass .all: publlc agencies and private companies currently
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serving the area within a single, region-idde integrated transit system. How-
ever, as Volume 2 points out, S years elapsed between the initial proposal for
the Hamburg’Transit Federation (HVV) and the signing of the agreement by the -
three original partners. Other members joined in the two subsequent years.

Negotiations to form the Munich federation lasted 3 years.} The deVelopment of
a transit federation in the Bay Area must be expected to be subject to similar
delays. However, significant improvenents in public transit operations can be
realized short of the ultimate goal by a smaller number of participants and by ¢ ‘
efforts directed toward selected functlons. o

A B

The first part of thlS d1scu551on of a federation for the Bay Area will

B,

describe the transit organ1zation to be ultlmately achieved. Factors-: affectlng
the current feasibility of realizing this goal will then be reviewed and f1na11y
suggestions will be made for tasks that could be undertaken in the short- and
intermediate- range that would both improve the quality of ex1st1ng transit opera-

tions and contrlbute to the final achlevement of an 1ntegrated region- w1de public
transit system.

The Proposed: Transit Federation - Long-range Goal

The transit federation proposed here would provide an institutional mechanism
through which part1c1pat1ng operators could reach mutual agreement on their, 1n-;

dividual service obllgat1ons and Tevenue shares and whlch could perform certaln

functions for the membersh1p as a whole.ﬂ

DIVISION OF FUNCTIONS.” The division of functions between member operators
and the federation might well follow the HVV example. Under this organlzatlon,

N

the 1ndependent legal position and corporate form of the participants remains . §
as it was before joining the federation, each member retaining ownership of 1t3;.
fac111ties and vehicles and continuing to conduct its own operatlons and cover i
its own expenditures.  Each partner is also free to pursue other business, such*
as charter service, routes outside the reglonal service area, etc., external tg§
the federat1on.

Spec1f1cally each federatlon partner is respons1b1e for the follow1ng'

" 1. Prov1d1ng transport vehlcles and support fac111t1es.
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.. Conducting day-to-day operations. o '
. Draftlng duty rosters and detailed t1metab1es.‘

2
3
-4, Maintaining safety measures and responsibility for damages and claims.

5. Providing and supervising personnel.

6. Collecting fares. B

7

. Developing improved equipment and operating procedures.

The federation as a whole undertakes the following functions for the mutual
benefit of its total membership: :
.1, Define regional transit goals and policies.

2, Transportation research and planning.

3. Allocating service responsibilities.

4. Preparing system-wide general tlmetables.

S. Developing a joint fare system.

6. Distributing revenues from combined operations.

7. -Preparing applicationé for federal and state assistance.

8. Carrying out public relations and advertising.

MEMBERSHIP. The advantage of the division of functions under a transit
federation is that it permits the coordination of transit services among
a diverse membership. Both privately-owned companies and public agencies
can be accommodated. An agency such as the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and
Transportation District, with a broad range of responsibilities in both public
and private transport, can participate in selected areas of mutual concern to
the federation. Also, large corporatlons, such as the Southern Pacific Railway
and Greyhound Bus Lines can coordlnate their intraregional commuter services with
ogher federation partners without involving their long-distance. passenger or
goods transport operations. Finally, certain paratransit services that sup-
plement public transit systems, such as the San Francisco Jitney Owners Asso-
ciation,,C&C Transit in Pacifica, and the city-owned combined bus and jithey

service of Santa Rosa, can be integrated in the region-wide system.

The fgderation form of transit organization can also accommodate changes

in the status of its members. A merger between two or more operators, such as
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has been suggested for BART, AC Transit and Muni, or the creation of a new sub-
regional transit district, as has recently occurred in Santa Clara County, or '

' the acquis1t1on by municipal government of a prev1ously pr1vate1y-owned serV1ce,

as has taken place in several Bay Area cities in response to the prov151onsr
of the S.B. 325, need not require the dissolution of the federatien, but oniy a
renegotiation of service responsibilities and revenue shares amcag the current
membership. e w S §

INTERPLAN believes that it is particularlytimportant that any new unde&-
taking to integrate public transit in the San Francisco Bay Area be built og

existing local institutidﬁs and programs. The Metropolitan Transportation éom-
mission now serves as a focal point for efforts to coordinate'transit serv1ces

between operators and to make long-range plans for the balanced regional develop-

. ment of public and private modes of transportation. It is essential that the

~ proposed transit federation have the benefit of this agency's regionwide §

multimodal authority and its now-considerable research and plannlng capabllity,
even though MIC does not operate a public tran51t service. ’ ;

i

Slmllarly, the proposed federation should, 1n1t1a11y, incorporate existing

intermodal-interagency arrangements between member operators for coordlnatlgn of
service and revenue sharing, so long as they are not in conflict with the Ovet-
all goals of the federation. As the organization grows, these arrangements’can
be modified for the greater benefit of the total membership as well as the users

of the reg1onw1de integrated transit system.

COORDINATION OF ROUTES AND SCHEDULES. A detailed study should be un-
dertaken to determine existing and projected demands for public transit, an
how these demands are currently being met by individual operators. A rout-

iing’plan should bevdeveloped that makes the best possible use of existing
‘public transit resources. ‘Duplications of service should be eliminated whe

competing lines cannot be supported by the existing ridership.  Care should‘be
taken, however, to preserve parallel routes that;prbvide a different kind of
service, such as express and local, and to consider the inconvenience to the

transit user of repeated transfers from one vehicle to another.

I3

e i 6
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With an optimum routing plan established, schepules for vehicles opera- »
‘ting along these routes can be coordinated. Overall system standards should be
set for makimum waiting timé for different locations (e.g., residential areas;
CBD), time of day (e.g., rush hour, evening), and at transfer points.

Schedules for service should then be drawn up to reflect these standards.

:Both operators and users should benefit from the improved allocation of
routes and service schedules. Vehlcles freed from unprofitable duplicate
service would be available for areas not now being served or for increasing
frequency of service along present routes. Reduction of waiting times at
pick up and transfer po1nts ‘would promote greater r1dersh1p and more efficient
use of vehlcles.

1

The routing and schedule plan éhould be reviewed and modified peribdically
to accommodate changes in transit needs and inventories of available equipment.
The acquisition of a fleet of minibuses, for example might free a number of
larger buses for service where higher seating capacity was needed. A newyln-
dustrial complex or residential development will create new demands for public
transit and perhaps lower service needs in older areas. . Continued review and
updating of routes and schedules would insure that maximum benefits were realized

from the region's public transit resources.

REGIONWIDE FARE SYSTEM. Rationalization of routes and schedules among
cooperating transit operators cannot be accomplished without a fare system
that applies to the total service area and carries no penalties to the rider
transferring from one caitier to another. Probably the major cause of existing:
duplications of service is that the user pays a lower fare if he continues to
ride with the same operator than if he transfers to another system. Even where
a graduated fare is in use, the initial charge is usually high in proportion to
the incremental charges; a rider on one system may pay 30¢ plus an additional
10¢ for the next zone, but would have to pay two 30¢ fares if he made the same
trip.with two different carriers.

‘An analysis should be made of the fare structures of existing public transit s
services in the ninecounties and the costs of providing these services. A
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single, regionwide . fare structure should se designed. Although an important
soc1al goal of integrating public transit is to equalize fares throughout the
reg1on, such factors as populatlon density, average speed of operation, local
wage scales and condition of rolling stock affect actual operating costs. The
federation may find it necessary to vary the rate charged per unit of distance
travelled to accommodate conditions in different localities and make the con-

tinuation of transit services feasible.

Transfer procedures should be developed that are as convenient as possible -
for both system users and transit personnel and minimize delays at transfer

‘points.

REVENUE DISTRIBUTION. Concommitant with a system of joint fores,is a

system for an equitable distribution of revenues to the several ooerators oartici-
patinh in the federation. The Hamburg system &escribed in detail in Section 3, |
Volume 2, offers one approaon to revenue sharing that appears to be satisfactory to |
federation members.. It is based on the principle that each partners profit-and- :
loss situtationshould remain'approximately as it had been prior to the joint
undertaking‘ Profit-making operations should continue to show a profit, while

those subsidized should continue to require financial assistance from vhatever
source provided such subsidles in the past or from any new sources they can

find.' The agreed-upon formula is renegotiated only at the beginning of a new -

tariff period. As a result, any improvement in operating efficiency on the

part of one of the members is reflected in increased profits for him,isincek

his percentage revenue share remains constant. All members benefit from in-

creased revenues, but the more efficient operator benefits most. ‘Thus tho,
federation partners continue to be motivated toward 1mproved management prac- |
tices. ‘

. The formula for revenue distribution is derived from the opérator'é‘past
revenue-to-cost ratio and his estimated contribution to the combined service
in terms of route-miles, passenger capacity, etc. and their unit costs. In
the case of a new operator, such as BART, an appropriate revenue-to-cost .

fratio would have to be estimated, and then adjusted as necessary in the sub-

sequent tarlff perlod . Total revenue collected by the federation is then

1T§I§ procedure was followed during the first effect1ve year of the Muni ch
Transit Federation for all operators due to the complete restructuring of
the transit network in conjunction with major additions to the U- and S-
Bahn rail lines.
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divided between all the member operators. The formula remains in effect
throughout the agreed upon tariff per1od lasting one or more years and
is renegot1ated at the beginning of a new tariff period, at which time
changes can be made in assignment of transit responsibilities to the dif-
ferent members. An example of the application of this formula to a U.S.

urban area is given in the section on the Puget Sound Region.

PROVISION OF TRANSFER FACILITIES The federation should also provide for
the construction, operation and maintenance of intermodal, interagency transfer
fgcilities.. These will range from simple shelters to major terminals, such
as that now underway for BART and Muni operations in downtown San Francisco.
Facilities for transfer between vehicles of the same operator should continue
to be the responsibility of the individual member, but should conform to agreed-
upon standards for the system as a whole.

3

Location of transfer facilities would be determlned by the routing plan.
However, an optimum plan may be modified to make continued use of existing
usable structures

PUBLIC INFORMATION PROMOTION AND TICKET SALES. A coordinated program of
public 1nformat10n, promotion and ticket sales can be more effective and yield
gfeater results for a smaller expenditure than can a number of separate pro-
grams carried on by individual operators. The federation could undertake these

functions for the benefit of its entire membership.

&x

Information on routes, schedules and fares could be prepared and distribu-
ted by a centralized public relations unit. In addition to a complete system-
w1de publication, pocket schedules for individual transit corridors could also
be made ava11ab1e on all vehicles and at all transfer points. Publicity for
the combined transit service could be disseminated by posters in the vehicles
themselves, by radio, telev1s1on newspapers and other advertising media. The
pub11c relations unit could also promote editorial coverage of the system and

ltS new services.

Ticket sales could also be coordinated by this unit. Selection of loca-
tions for sales outlets and vending machines, as well as testing and adopting
successful marketlng procedures would be among their major tasks. Efforts should
be made to promote the use of multiple-ride tickets, commuter passes and devices
that reduce the need for users and vehicle operators to handle money and tlckets.

L B
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RESEARCH AND PLANNING. The federation as a whole could also provide a

superior research and planning service than could be carried out by individual

S
o Lo

operators. An important: function of the organization would be to continually
monitor the effectiveness of current transit services and revise routes, ;
schedules, fares and revenue-sharing formulas to reflect changing conditions.

R O

Technological developments could be evaluated for their potentiai value to the
members at this central point, and demonstrations or experiments could be or-

. ganized to test ones that appear feasible. Technical problems encountered

by operators could also be brought to the federation research and planning

unit, and where desired, a551stance could be given to smaller or new managements.

in planning their day-to-day operat1ons.

Feasibility Considerations

=

ATTITUDES OF LOCAL OPERATORS. It cannot be expected that the region's 21
agenc1es and companies concerned with public transit would all immediately be- |
come members of a transit federation and be prepared to integration their

services, share revenues and support joint activities, such as the construction |
and operations of intermodal terminals. Some of the operators are in direct .
competitlon with each other and would be reluctant to give up advantageous routes,

Almost all of the public agencies will require some mod1f1catlon of their

O

and revenue sharing. Lack of capital now prevents most transit operators — .f

existing legal authority to be able to participate in a program of j01nt fares Ki '
public and private — from making investments in critically needed rolling |
stock and facilities, and they might be reluctant to commit themselves to ex-

penditures for new joint facilities or programs. Federal and state assistance 5§

can help to overcome some of these problems

These considerations suggest that although s1gn1f1cant local 1nterest in
integration exists, the proposed federation would have to be developed in

stages over a period of some years. Subprograms involving a broad membership

in low-cost, low-conf11ct activities could establish a pattern for further
cooperat1ve actlon. Other subprograms could be directed toward coordinating
transxt services within a limited area, involving a smaller number of operators
Each of these subprograms could contribute to the final goal of a regionwide
system by demonstratlng the feas1b111ty of cooperatlve action and the benefits

§
%
!
T
|

that can be derived by both Operators and the public.
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_DEPENDENCE ON DEVELOPMENT OF RAPID TRANSIT. BART is the core of all of
the regional transportation plans developed in the Bay Area over the past ten
years. Other transit services are visualized as providing localized services,
part of which is to feed long-distance riders into the regionwide rail rapid
" transit system. The present technical difficulties and uncertain future de-
velopment of BART will mean that plans for integrating its service with others

must remain flexible, and interim solutions will have to be supplied.

_ FINANCIAL NEEDS With the exception of the Golden Gate Authority whose
br1dge tolls can now be used to offset transit operating deficits, all of the
existing public transit operations in the Bay Area are in need of financial

‘sassigtance.to bring their services up to a standard that can attract the public
out of private automobiles and into mass transit. Several private firms have
‘recently been acquired by local government to take advantage of new allocation
:of gasoline taxes to publicly-owned transit. Major Eapital expenditures for
éupgrading rolling stock and constructing new intermodal facilities will have
to be made. Individual demonstrations in coordinating transit operations
Twili require funding, and extensive expénditures will have to be devoted to

both long-range and detailed pianning of the new integrated system.

, Stage's in the development of the system will have to conform to the limita-
_tions of available fundlng. Caution should be exercised in drawing up detailed
operatlng plans for act1v1t1es not yet assured of implementation funds, as de-
‘lays usually require reworking of such plans to meet external changes. Limited,
1d1screte subprograms canbe undertaken when major pro;ects are not feasible,
:but discipline should be exercised to assure that allocation of financial
grésources to these activifies is in the long-range interest of the total
ieffort. Each proposal for a new undertaking should include a statement
Edescribing its anticipated contribution to achiéving the goal of region-wide
;integration of transportation. b

)

;}Broad-baséd Subprojects for Immediaté“'»lmp'lementation

Two low-cost, low-conf11ct subpro;ects could be implemented in the near
future to 1nvolve the total potential membershlp of the Bay Area transit fed-
;era;;on. These subprojects are:
' X ‘ -
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y! - 1. Development of a centralized pub11c 1nformat1on service,
i includlng publlcatlon of region-wide timetables, tele-
. phone inquiry service and promotion.

2.  Coordination of research on existing and pro;ected de-

~ mands for public transit throughout the region, and
monitoring new technological developments ‘that could
be of use to member operators.

L AT AN R W

Both these functlons are now being carried out individually by many trans:
agencies and companies. Others do not have resources to do so. All partici-
pants would benefit, however, by the superior work that could be accompllshed
| At;‘ in these areas through combined efforts. Both public information and research

e are funct1ons successfully centralized under the Hamburg and London tran51t )
integration programs,

o

mWﬂ. .

e
i i Y

It is recommended that these subprograms be coordinated under the existing
regional transportation agency, MIC, since it already serves as a coord1nat1ng

- body for inter-operator concerns, and its staff is currently engaged in area-
wide research and plannlng.

PR, ARRN I

CENTRALIZED PUBLIC INFORMATION SERVICES. The first task under this subpro-
ject would be to collect and organize information on the current routes and 'i

5} . schedules of all public transit services in the region. Most operators will
-~ have this information available in the form of published timetables. Some - ;

smal;er operators may have .to develop it from their internal working orders. -

These inputs would then be redrawn into a common format and published
- as a region-wide timetable. Special attentlon should be g1ven to prov1d1ng
' the document with an indexing and cross-referenc1ng system that enables the us;r to
E Plan a trip between any two locatlons in the region, transferring where
/ necessary between different services. Pages should be de51gned so that’ seg- i
ments of the reg10n-w1de timetable can be reproduced as pocket schedules.
These conld be dlstrlbuted on individual lines, replecing the operator's c"’3¥
h privately-published schedules. ‘

In many cases different operators w111 be using the same numbers to
identify routes. Rather than attempting to’ de51gn a new, reglonwlde route

numbering system, it is suggested that the numbers currently in use be re-

tained, preflxed by mnemonic abbreviations identifying the operators. Thus,*°

gt e

"AC-7" might be used to ;dentlfy AC Transit's route 7 as distinct from "™MU- 7
indicating Muni's route 7. st
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' The desirability of selling advertising space in the publication should
be considered as a means of covering part of the costs and lowering or elimi-
nating the sales price to make it easily available to a broad range of transit
users. ‘ '

A centralized telephone information service could be developed from the
same data base. Free telephone connection at major transfer points cogld
also be provided, as is now being done by AC Transit. ,;

Finally, promotion and public relations program should be’initia;ed.
Among the several purposes of this program would be: attracting new riders
to public traﬁsit; obtaining public recognition and support of transit as an
essential public service; providing commuters with emergency information and
suggested alternative routings; and influencing ridership patterns to reduce
rush-hour travel and promote off-peak use of idle equipment. A joint program,
with the combined resources of the several members could provide a much more

effective program than could be done by the individual operators.

COORDINATED RESEARCH SERVICES The Metropolitan Transportation Commission
is currently engaged in major program of data collection and analysis as a pre-
requisite to the development of a regional transportation plan for the Bay Area.
This informatinn would provide an excellent base for a coordlnated research ser-

vice of benefit to all potential federatlon members.

Operators participating in thlS ‘program could make contributions of both
funds and staff effort to insure a continuous updating of the data bank and
improvement of analytical techniques. The resulting research capability would
be far superior to that obtainable within the resources of any single operator.

Investlgatlons of beneflt to the broad membership could be selected by the
participants as a group. Individual members' needs for research services could
be met through a system commonly used by subscriber- supported services: research
requ1red under a prescribed number of man- -hours or computer time would be
provided free of charge; more extens1ve investigations would be subject to

payment for time and costs.

Public transit operators are finding it increasingly difficult to keep

up with innovations in equipment design and operating techniques. A centralized
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information service could be of great berefit to all operators in the region,
partlcularly to smaller ones where management is hard pressed to keep up w1th
urgent day-to-day problems.

" .The Bay Area Rapid Transit bistrict has an extensive transportation library,
This library would be even more useful with an improved information retrieval
system and a larger, specialized staff for indepth literature search and syn-
thesis.

If this existing facility could be used as a puéleus for a regional inter-
agency informatjon center, contributions from the several member operators
could support these increased services. In éddition, the information center
could publish‘and distribute to its members abstfacts'of new articles and book$
of special interest and reviews of significant téchnoldgical developments,

Research staffs of individual agencies and companies could be called upon
to contribute their special knowledge and skills to the centralized research and
information programs. Those contributions might be in the form of short-term .
assignments to the_central'facility, review and criticism of research'repo;ts,
or regular review and abstracting of recent publications in specialized fields;"
Whatever the role, research personnel in the separate transit operations wi}lv
be stimulated by contacts with their opposite numbers, and this alone could be
of great benefit to the development of public transit in the Bay Areé, |

L1m1ted~Parf1c1pation Subprojects

Three subprojects are suggested here involving a small number of_transit
operators and only a portion of the nine-county region. Two are recommended
for immediate implementation‘ coordination of transit services in San Fran-
cisco between BART and Munl, and exper1ments in techniques of traffic control
and parking regulatlon to promote a better balance of private and pub11c trans-

'portatlon in congested areas of the downtown San Francisco area. The third

subproject is the development of a core transit federation among the operatorsf
carry1ng commuters into and w1th1n the city. This undertaking would requlre
extensive pre-project discussion ‘among the potent1a1 members as to the level

of cooperatlve act1v1ty they were willing'to attempt and investigation of

each operator £X legal authority to participate in such activities. Some
legislative chgnges may be necessary at the state and local level before the

o
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program can be implemented. These preparatory steps could be undertaken
immediately, but the federation itself could not be designed and organized un-
til these were completed.

COORDINATION OF BART AND MUNI SERVICES. Both agencies have beeniinvolved
with joint planning of public transit services over the past ten years, and
are currently negotiating the coordination of their operations in expectation
of BART's initiating trans-bay service within the coming year. Unfortunately,
much of the detailed planning carried out in the past is no longer valid be-
cause of changes in the overall design of facilities and local needs for public
transit.-iln spite of the considerable investments of time and funds already
made in this area, much remains to be completed. Federal assistance should

continue to te male available.

BART's recent achievements in coordinating transit services in the East
Bay with AC Transit, as well as the long-term association of BART and Muni
mean’that both agencies bring considerable local experience to bear on this
probiem It is possible,however, that some solutions could be provided by
examples of recent European integration efforts. It is suggested therefore,
that contribution of the RD§D transit integration program be focussed on-the
application of European techniques to selected specific local problems. These
~ can then be offered to the negotiating parties as: opt1ons to existing proposals

that have not met with satisfactory agreement.

EXPERIMENTS TO ENCOURAGE BALANCED TRANSPORTATION. Local government in San
Francisco is currently showing an interest in exploring means of discouraging
the use of private automobiles and promoting use of public transit in the city's
congested areas. Under study are such actions as manipulating CBD parking
taxes, traffic tolls for vehicles using congested streets, reserved lanes or
streets for the exclusive use of transit vehicles, and no-fare transit rides.

In connection with the last item, the feasibility is being considered of pri-
vate sponsorship of the Muni system for single days of free ridership by

different business concerns or merchants' associations.

fNTERPLAN believes that with local government support and the strong
public interest in solutions to congestion and pollution problems, San Fran-
cisco offers an excellent potential laboratory for experlments 1n such techniques
through UMTA's demonstratlon program. Moreover, the concentrated configuration

P
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. of the city resembles that of many older cities in East and Midwest states, so
that results of these experiments would be applicable to a number of other urban.

‘areas.

CORE FEDERATION. Eight public agencies and private operators provide transit
services into and within San Francisco. These are: 3
1. San Francisco Municipal Rallway
2. Bay Area Rapid Transit District
3. Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District ,
4. Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transit District.

5. Southern Pacific Railway
]

o . 6., Greyhound Lines - West
7. Harbor Carriers, Inc.

f : 8. San Francisco Jitney Owners Association

~ If the proposed core federation is to serve the area s1gn1f1cant1y, it is
essential that Muni, BART and the Golden Gate Authority become members. _AC
Transit should also participate if its Bay bridge buses will be contlnued after

y the initiation of BART transbay service. . .

Also of interest would be the participation of Southern Pacific and Greyhound
as the first attempt in the United States to integrate public and private transit

services without public acquisition of the privately-owned companies. The .

relatively small number of commuters using Harbor Carrier's Tiburon ferry ser- -
* vice makes the inclusion of this operator less essential, though still de-
sirable. ‘

The opportunity for another significant experiment would be realized by
participation of the Jitney Owners Association. The Bay Area itsélf has
two other jitney operations, one of wh1ch is publicly owned. ' Throughout the '
country there has been renewal interest in the role that jitneys might per-
form in supplementing mass transit. Including San Francisco jitneys in a
demonstration of transit integration would prove of'greaf value to other
‘areas now speculating about the relative benefits and.costs of promoting
similar services. UMTA is now sponsoring a study of para-transit which will
jnvestigate the potential of these forms of transit in more detail. Results

.~

of this work should be available for review in this effort.
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Mémbership in this core federation could be concurrent with participation
in”other regionwide transportation programs, such as the coordinated promotiop
‘and ?eséarch activities proposed above. Working arrangements between member
operators such as BART and Muni can and should be expédited as needed; these'
can later be 1ncorporated with whatever modifications are necessary, 1nto
the 1ntegrated system of the entlre service area.

The maJor tasks of the core federatlon would be to:
‘.1., Coord1nate routes and schedules.

2. Institute an area-wide fare system and revenue-sharing procedures.
3. " Provide interservice transfer facilities.

_ These functions would be the same as those described above as long-range
goals for regionwide federation, but would extend only to the limited service
‘area of the demonstration. The core group would rely on the regional organi-
zation for assistance in the areas of research and promotion, as outlined under

suggested subprojects for immediate implementation.

The experience gained would serve to guide the further development of
transit federation not only throughout the remainder of the nine-county Bay
Area, but also in other urban areas of the United States.

TRANSIT INTEGRATION THROUGH MERGER

INTERPLAN believes that the integration of BART, AC Transit and Muni ser-
vices can best be achieved in the long run through a unified transit district
serving the entire three-county area. This district could have a centralized
planning and management function, a centralized financial operation, including
area-wide taxing authority, and a centralized public information and public Te-
'latiohs'activity; _The different modes of public transit could be operated as
separate'departments within the district with responsibility for detailed plan-
ning of routes and schedules in conformity with ovgr-all agency plans, m;in-
tenance of equipment, personnel management, day-to-day operation of the system.

Ro1e of the Trans1t District

The suggested Bay Area Transit District could functlon as an operatlng
agency of the existing Metropolitan Transportation Commission. Within thg

M
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- framework of the regional development plan adopted ABAG in 1970, MTC would‘de;
- fine goals, policies and priorities for public transit services throughout the
. nine—couhty regions. It is assumed that these would be established by the re-

giohal transportation plan, scheduled for completion by MTC by June 30, 1973.

The Bay Area Transit District could be responsible for detailed plan-
ning and implementation of MTC plans for public transit, initially in the
three-county area with the possibility of gradually expanding over the .
entire ninevcoﬁnty region. Its administration and support staff should be
public transit‘professionals, insulated by the presence of MIC from political
pressures. MTC might wish to follow the example ‘of the Greater London Councml
which has a "standing order" precluding its considering at its meetings any !
items concernlng the day-to-day management of the operatlng agency.

- MIC would probably need to be responsible for f1nanc1ng the program which

it expected the transit district to carry out. This would include not only

its present functions of applying for Federal and State assistance in the form
of grants and loans, but the additional function of determining appropriate
levels of tax assessment for the support of public transit and contracting
with local.taxing agencies for their collectlon.

" The transit distrlct in turn would then work within the program and bud-
get set by MIC and provide technical evaluation of proposed proJects and
budgets to assist MIC in drawing up a feasible public transit program. Con4

stant interaction between the two bodxes would strengthen the functlons of
both, |

t

- The public tran51t program could be further supported by MTC's 1nf1uence

over certain aspects of private transportation. MIC might negotiate w1th |

State and local governments to reserve exclusxve bus lanes along heav11y o
traveled roads and in CBDs, adjust bridge tolls, and regulate the supply
of and charges for automobile parking. Even attempts to stagger worklng ‘ "

hours so that commuting periods are lengthened and peak loads lowered
could be encouraged by MTC negotiations with government agencies and large
private employers. These efforts could be supported by reduced rates for

o

*See description of London Transport in Section 2, Volume 2, page 49.
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parking and bridge tolls for commuters traveling before or after the intense
peak period. It would be hoped that if MIC becomes an agepcy of a metropoli-
tan goVernment, it would be given the»additional authority to :egulate,'not

just influence, these elements of urban transportation.

Functions of the Transit District

The Bay Area Transit District could be so designed as to consist of a
central administration and several divisions responsible for the operation of
different modes of public transit.: The central administration might carry

out the following kinds of functions:

1. Coordination with MTC and other transit services, such as
. the Golden Gate District, Southern Pacific Railway and Grey-
hound Bus Lines. .

2. Establishment of system-wide routes, schedules and fare
structure.

3. Operation and maintenance of major terminals.

4. Financial management.

5. Labor union negotiations and provision of system-wide employee
benefits (health, retirement, etc.) / : ‘

6. Contracting for new construction, and purchase of new vehicles
and major equipment (e.g., computers).

7. Research and development, including correlation of operating
data, systems analysis, performance evaluation, technical studies

and rider opinion surveys. .

8. Public relations, including public information on routes,

' schedules and special services, advertising and publicity,
and, in cooperation with MTC, preparation of material in
support of desired political action. :

Complementary functions of the divisions might then be:
1. Operation and maintenance of vehicles and facilities.
2. Personnel supervision. i

3. Preparation of detailed routes and schedules in conformity
with central administration directives. L

4, Collection of fares.

5. Collection of detailed operating data for input to central
administration records and analyses.
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Inxtaking over the existing public transit system in fhe three counties,
there need initially be only_two major operation divisidns: 1) Rail,'iﬂclud-
ing ;apid transit, streetcar and cable car; and 2) Bus, including CBD minibus
and jitney. Trolleybuses should probably be included in the rail divisioh, since

their operation depends on fixed electric power lines.

At some later date, when the systenm expands with other areas, it may be
necessary to add a third division for water transport which would include both
conventional ferries and oyer-the-water craft, if the latter become operational
in the Bay Area. It is suggested that the expansion of the transit authofity
into other counties correspond to the extension of the rail rapid transit
system into these areas.

STEPS TOWARD IMPLEMENTATION

" Three major tasks would have to be undertaken by local agencies should they
decide to form a single Bay'Area Transit District: | ‘ o

1. Development of an organization plan for the proposed transit
authority. ' . ,

2. Passage of new legislation for State authorization of the new
agency's functions and for the City and County of San Francis-
Co as well as the State to transfer existing responsibility
for public transit to the new district.

3. Development of an implementation plan for opérating thg‘toiél
. System and transferring the operations of the three existing
agencies to the new transit district. i :

Organization Plan

The organization plan should provide a detailed descripfion of fuhctions
and responsibilities of the transit authority's central administration and
operating divisions and define the functional relationship of the‘new agency
-of MIC and ABAG. The allocation of functions between the ceﬁtral administration
and operating divisions described in the previous section would serve as a
framework for the organization plan. o

* L}
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Effort m1ght well be made to preserve those elements of the existing sys-
tems that work well follow1ng the example of London Transit in resisting
change for the sake of change. Initially, an independent evaluation might be
sought by the existing agencies to determine the strengths and wesknesses of
their organizations and practices. Those that prove useful and suited to the
new authorlty could be adopted - T

London Transport has found that decentralization of authority provides
for more efficient day-to-day operation and counteracts some of the less
desirable characteristics common to large organizations. Depots are managed
independently, for example, and coordinated with other units of the system
by the chief executive of the depot. Each of the modes of public transit
involves different equipment and technical procedures. Each should have the
benefit of the most efficient and practical internal operating scheme for
its particular mode. Within the Rail Division, for example, rapid transit
(exclusive_right-of-Way). street cars and cable cars could be operated by
three separate administrations. It is recommended that the transit authority
adopt the general policy that no function be allocated to a higher level of

administration that can be performed adequately and efficiently by a lesser
one.

New Legislation

When the extent and character of functions for the new transit district
have been defined within the organization plan, approprlate leglslatlon can
then be drawn up and submitted to the California State Leg1slature and to the
City and County of San Francisco. The new transit district should be able to
deal with future ‘extensions of the service area, changes in the local politi-
cal structure, soch as the creation of metropolitan government, modifications
in the federal transportat1on ‘assistance program, and technolog1ca1 develop-
ments without hav1ng to go back to the leglslature for additional authority,
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At the same time complementary 1:gislation could be submitted to extend
the role of MIC to function through the transit authority as an operating as
well as planning body and to allow it to levy taxes in the service area.

Aéain, this legislation should allow for possible growth and chaﬁges‘ih‘the

operating environment.

-,Finally, legislation should be provided to dissolvé the existing two
transit districts and the city-owned transit service and transfer thesé func-
tions as well as bonds, debts and other financial obligations to the new
transit district. ' " ”

Ihplementation Plan

The first of the implementation plan's two parts would describe the-éub-
lic transit system that would provide the bestvpossible service to the residents
of the three-county area within available financial resources. Elements of the
many detailed studies that have been and are being carried out for realignﬁent
of routes, provision of additional feeder service, and a system-wide fare struc-
ture could be selectively adopted into this plan. Additional services that

were not previously economically feasible for individual agencies could also be

incorporated. The second part of the plan could then describe the specific
tasks and provide a schedule to carry out the transfer of functions from the
three exiéting transit agencies to the new transit district. 'Speciai attention
s?ould be given to the continuance of services during the changeover period,’ |
It is important to future public support of the transit district that users ef
the existing systems do not find the service less satisfactofy'when thé ﬁew
system goes into operation. ' ‘ ‘

' INTERPLAN's London consultant, Mr, E. R. Ellen, Director of Transportation
Planning, London Transport, makes the following evaluation of one of the fac-
tors contributing to its success:

"In the early years of development of London Transport after its
" ‘formation in 1933, one important factor contributing to its success wags
that the amalgamation of the constituent undertakings into the new uni -
" ‘fied enterprise was by a process of evolution rather than revolution.
Various departments within the new organisation were built up on the
nucleus of a strong existing organisation such as the bus operating or
engineering department of the old London General Omnibus Company or the
tramway department of the London County Council. The object was to pre-
serve the best of what already existed—both in personnel and methods-_
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whilst building up a new undertaking with a new overall image. There
" was no question of denigration of the pre-existing companies and other
organisations, or of change purely for change s sake. Even the London
Transport trademark (the 'bullseye' or 'roundel') was taken over from
the old Underground 'Combine'. Similarly, in subsequent reorganisa-
“tions in 1948, 1963 and 1970 the policy has been to interfere no more
than was essential with the basic fabric of the organisation.

"In the result, there is a feeling of continuity and solidarity.
In such a situation one must, of course, guard against the dangers of
inflexibility and resistance to new ideas and methods, which can be a
fault of a long-established organisation. But the lesson which could,
perhaps, be learnt for the development of transport organisations in
America is that the strengths and experiences of existing undertakings
should not be undervalued. The object should be to preserve what is
good and 1mprove it rather than start again from 'scratch' simply be-
cause it is politically attractive to condemn something which already
exists as useless."
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Table 18. Checklist of transit integration activities: San Francisco
: Bay Region. f '

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable '
Eventually
May Be .
Applicable

INSTITUTIONAL

OPERATOR AND CITY/COUNTY/STATE PLANNING COORDINATION:
Set up Regional Planning Coordinating Organization

' Legislated county/area commission for all X
regional planning
Formally constituted and appointed independent X

) committee
~ Ad hoc coordinating regional planning committee
with effective financial support and power to X
make recommendations ; '
*No coordinating agency for all regional planning X

Requirements for Successful Demonstrations N

Thorough area trip demand study X
, Formulate area transportation policy including
i ~_goals for public transit
Redefine public transportation region (e.g. ex-
tend transit district boundaries, etc.

Set up Single Transportation/Transit Plannfng Authority

Agency responsible for planning and financing all
regional transportation activity
Agency responsible for overall planning, licensing
and financing of all regional public transpor- : 1 X
tation ' :
Transit district or single publicly owned operator 1 x
handles public transit planning ‘

*No single public transit planning authority (in-
dividual operators or their associations handle X
public transit planning under either open compe-
tition or area franchise). ‘

OPERATOR/OPERATOR COORDINATION
Set up Coordinating Structure for Intra-Region Public

Single regional operator for all public transit I . |
(by merger or transit district legislation) . .

*All unstarred items are recommended integration activities. Starred items are

included to complete the coverage of the list for evaluating existing program

status. x: Status for whole region, all opera-
. tors. ‘
, : s: Status for part of region, some
187 operators. .
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Not Appli- | .

cable
Eventdally

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
May Be
Applicable

'INSTITUTIONAL (continued)

One major operator, several smaller ones

Transit federation X ;

Transit community (separate agreements for joint
tariff on routes, coordinated routes and sched- | s
ules, some pooling)

Tariff association (joint tariff and revenue dis-
tribution agreements)

Route and schedule coordination agreements S A

*No regional coordinating organization ' X 2

b

P

Set up Coord1nat1ng Structure for Inter-City
Transportat1on

T e

Out-of-region operator participation in intra-
regional coordinating organization
Coordinating committeeof operators A X
Coordinating agreements between individual opera- :
tors (e.g. airport or airlines, Greyhound and ' . X
transit district) '
Responsibility allocated internally within intra-
area operator(s) for planning coordination with X
g out-of-region/intercity demand ‘ .
*No comprehensive approach to considering out-of-
region trips

TRANSIT/PARA-TRANSIT OPERATOR COORDINATION R
Set up Coordinating Structure | ' by

Para-transit,operator participating in 1ntra -Te-
gional coordinating organization : .- ¢
Coordinating committee of operators §

' Coordinating agreements between individual opera- ‘ i
tor(s) ° ’ 3
*No coordinating organization X

PUBLIC TRANSIT FINANCING ARRANGEMENTS

Sources for Financing Capital Investment Other Than
Rolling Stock

Revenue from fares X
Bond issue s
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INSTITUTIONAL (cont1nued)

Already
Existing

Proposéd

Activity

Not Appli-
cable

Eventually
May Be

Applicable

Stock issue

w

National loans

Other debentures

State grants

National grants

Specially designated local tolls

Specially designated local sales taxes

Specially designated local property taxes

nixXinixin

-Specially de51gnated state tax other than license

or fuel taxes

State motor vehicle operator licensing fees

State motor fuel taxes

Parking and park-and-ride fees

Revenue from other services, e.g. leases of land
and air rights, advertising

Leasing arrangements (transfer to operat1ng costs)

Sources for Financing Rolling Stock and Buses

L4

L

Revenue from fares

Bond issue :

State loans

Federal loans

Other debentures -

State grants '

(7]

Federal .grants!

Specially designated local tolls

Specially designated local sales taxes

(7]

Specially designated local property taxes

* Specially designated local other charges or taxes

Specially designated state tax other than license
or fuel taxes '

State motor vehicle operator licensing fees

State motor fuel taxes

Equipment trust funds .

wn

Revenue from other services

e L e e e

¥

-

A gy,

Sources for Financing Operating Costs

Leasing arrangements (transfer to operating costs)

Y

Revenue from fares

n X

Specially designated local tolls
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INSTITUTIONAL (continued) =5 | £2|eglz2E
Specially designated local sales taxes S

Specially designated local property taxes S

-

Specially designated state tax other than license
or fuel taxes

. State motor vehicle operator licensing fees

State motor fuel taxes t

Revenue from other service < a S

OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST
(Please descrlbe) ‘
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“s  OPERATIONAL

~ ACTIVITIES REQUIRING COORDINATION WITH CITY/COUNTY/
© STATE AGENCIES

" Auto Parking Policy in Major Activity Centers

Existing
Eventually
May Be

Proposed
Activity

Not Appli-
Applicable

Already
cable

Control of parking by higher charges

Control of parking by graduated charges by dis-
tance from CBD or major activity center

- Control of parking by time of day restrictions

Control of parking by street space restrictions

Control of parking by open lot space restrictions

XIXIx] x [x

Control of parking by in-building space restric- .
tions ¢

. Encourage short-term parking and discourage long-
term parking - :

*No significant parking policyA

Auto Use Restriction Policy 3

User charges, taxes, tolls, road pricing, etc,

Restriction of auto use by zone (auto-free areas)

Restriction of auto use by time  (auto-free areas);

Supplementary licensing, etc.)
Restriction of automobile- flow by traffic re-
straint schemes :

*No policy on auto use

Traffic Managehent in Support of Public Transit

Total centralized traffic control within major
activity centers

- Signal synchronization

"~ Bus priority system at signals -

>

- One-way streets planned for transit flow

"Reserved lanes for auto and bus use by time or day

-Reserved lanes for car pool and bus use by time
__of day ’

"Reserved ;lanes on City streets for bus only use
by time of day '

Reserved lanes on ci y streets for bus only use
all day - o S

Reserved streets for bus only use ¢

x

Reserved streets for minibus use and pedestrians

3
PR
13
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OPERATIONAL (continued)

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually |
May-Be
Applicable

“Bus stop locations chosen for transit and vehicle
flow improvement

g

Offstreet docks for landing/unloading

Parking restrictions to aid transit flow

Exclusive freeway lanes

wnjning X

‘Reserved bus ramps for freeway entry and exit

*No consideration by local authority of impact of

motor vehicle flow on public transit

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING COORDINATION WITH GOVERNMENT AGEN-
CIES AND LOCAL BUSINESSES -

: ‘Changing Transit Demand Characteristics

Staggered work hours

Sliding work hour system (flexitime)

Encourage extended shopping hours

: Encourage multi-use development of major activ-
ity areas (office, shops, entertainment, apart-
ments)

o s Ise

Encourage public transit user shopping trip orien-
tation among merchants

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING OPERATOR COORDINATION
Basic System-wide Fare Structure- '

Zonal fare system

Dlstance-graduated fare system (or time-on-system -
related)

*Fare set by number of transfers

*Flat fare system

*Nominal fare svstem

*Free fare system (no fare)

Unlimited number of free transfers between routes

of s1ng1e mode only (restricted by time:
. interoperator

1ntraoperator

Unlimited number of intermodal free transfers:
- ' interoperator

intraoperator

L i 192
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- OPERATIONAL (continued) ... Td |lag |20 G2

Limited number of free transfers between routes
_of single mode: =~ = interoperator X
intraoperator X
Limited number of intermodal free transfers:
‘ interoperator X
intraoperator S
*No free transfers : X
Supplementary Policies on Fare Structure
Special rates for socio-economic groups X
 Special rates by time of day (off-peak, night) X
Special rates by area of city (e.g. flat rate s X
in CBD) : ’
Special rates by part of week (e.g. sSunday) s X
‘Special rates by type of trip (e.g. tourist) X
Daily system passes X
Intermodal single trip combination passes X
Seasonal passes s X
. Free return trip in off-peak hours X
_*No_supplementary policy on fares X
Fare Collection Procedurest
*Token system X
Scrip system (tickets) S X
*Cash system r S
*Exact fare system S
Pass system (including commuter rail) S X
Honor system (including commuter rail) X
Tickets sold on vehicles: Buses S
Light Rail S
Tickets sold off-vehicles: Buses S X
Light Rail S X
Automated machines on or off vehicles (including S X
) comnuter rail)
~ Driver collects fare S
Conductor collects fare S %

*Excludes commuter rail except as noted

193




e A

-9 > @
oloxnl|les = &
ZElgg|2, [3as
. o~ 4> o > < QO (42 00D o
L Qw0 Q.o — | = —
: | S O+ +» 0 LD >N QA
OPERATIONAL (continued) =S | &2 a2&
Coordinated Routes
Eliminate duplicate routes: interoperator X
intraoperator S X
Extend routes and plan new routes to improve level S x
~ of service in region
" "Extend and plan new bus/light rail routes for ser-
* wvicing out-of-region/intercity demand terminals X
- (e.g. airport)
Rail rapid transit routes for servicing intercity X
demand terminals N}
Design bus routes as feeders to commuter rail and -
rap1d transit: interoperator S X
: intraoperator S - X
De51gn bus express routes to take advantage of s
freeway network
Use paratransit modes for providing feeder service '
to main bus or transit routes, e.g.’ R b
taxis X
minibus/midibus S X
dial-a-ride X
jitneys S X
bicycles S X
Mini/midi bus routes in CBD X
Express rapid transit service X
.. Express bus services S -
Rapid transit routes for certain times of day (if ¥
justified) )
Bus routes for certain times of day S
Park-and-ride commuter routes developed:
Bus/Light rail S X
Rapid transit S X !
Commuter rail L
Coordinated Schedules ,
Bus route connection schedule coordination:
interoperator X
intraoperator X
‘Intermodal (bus light rail-rapid transit) connec-
tion schedule coordination: interoperator ] X
intraoperator S X
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Intermodal (with commuter rail) connection sched-
ule coordination X
Rider oriented headways (reduced to no more than
' 15-20 minutes) S X
Rider oriented schedule times (easily memorized) S X
Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina- S X
__tion with airport
_Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina- X
tion with mainline railroad service
Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina- » X
‘ _tion with buses (Greyhound) : : '
Extend service times (into night hours) S X
Public Information System _ _ ,
Produced easily understandable and available sys-
tem-wide schedules with routes, route maps and S X
fares P S
Schedule information at bus stops S X
Route maps at most stops X
Route maps on vehicles X
- Labeling of stops and vehicles S X
* Public relations program S X
System-wide information near fare collection.areas X
- System-wide information on rapid transit .train s X
._platform -
Clearly labeled information areas in stations S X .
Multi-lingual information provision | | | | 1} ' ..

OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST

(Please Describe) 0
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PHYSICAL AND TECJNICAL

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING NEW TECHNOLOGY AND COORDINATION
WITH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES .

Automated Operations

Already

Existing

Proposed .
Activity

Not Appli-
cable

EventuaJIyI

May Be

Computerized traffic control with bus locator

Freeway ramp metering

x| x

*Computerized traffic control, no transit priority

Bus priority control equ1pment

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING NEN TECHNOLOGY WHICH CAN BE
ADOPTED BY OPERATOR(S). -

Automated Operations " o

PRSP DY T

Automatic train operation
Dial-a-ride '

Bus operation control ‘with bus 1ocator and radio
communication

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING PROVEN TECHNOLOGY AND COORDINATION

WITH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES .
Facility Provision

Grade-separated busways

New and converted park-and-ride lots

wnix

Park, ride, and shop lots near the CBD

Pedestrlan walks (sidewalks) and bicycle paths

Extension of pedestrian malls

Off-street loading/unloading docks

(7]

R XX XIX|x

Grade-separated pedestrian crossing

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING PROVEN TECHNOLOGY WHICH CAN BE
ACCOMPLISHED BY THE OPERATOR(S)

Facility Provision

Intermodal terminals

Pedestrian facilities (escalators, moving 51de-
walks) in terminals

Bus shelters

. Benches at bus stops

wnnt X IX

Bike locks at bus stops

196
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PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL (continued)

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be
Applicable

Package check-in areas: Rapid transit terminals

Park, ride, § shop areas

bad

In major activity centers near bus stops

Ra11 line constructlon and extension for service
in area

Rail line construction and extension for airport
access

Vehicle Acquisition

Fulfillment of new routes and schedules

Standardization of vehicles by single operator

Special service vehicles: mini-bus

midi-bus

XXX |x

high capacity bus

"package' bus

>

"Bike-§-ride'" buses

Equipment to Aid Operations

Automatic fare collection machines

_Radio/TV communications system

Operators' Poo]ing Agreements

Joint use of personnel

Joint use of capital equ1pment

Standardized equipment

Common spare parts pool

Common maintenance facilities

XXX x|

OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST
: (Please Describe)
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S SECTION 6
SEATTLE AND THE PUGET‘SOUND!REGION

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED APPROACH TO INTEGRATION

The approach proposed for the Puget Sound Region would involve inter-
modal integration of ferry and bus systems to provide for continuous public
transit from the residential areas on the west side of Puget Sound to the
Seattle Metropolitan Area. Interagency integration would also be treated
through the involvement of state, metropolitan and municipei governments
as well as private operators, using.some of the solutions suggested by the
experience of the Hamburg Federation. This approach wouldkencompass a full
_range of urban environments from low-density residential areas, throﬁgh'a
single- access transportation corridor, to the high-density CBD. The public
d1rect1y affected would number between 5,000 and 10,000, permitting inten-
,s1ve surveys and analysis of the impacts of the demonstration for evalua-
tion purposes.

Specifically, this proposed plan would call for the integration of
public transit of three geographical subareas: the City of Seattle, Puget
‘Sound, and the residential areas of Kitsap County and Vashon Island. Such
integration would cover:

o Formation of an association of participating operators
" Coordination of routes and schedules '

Convenient and comfortable transfer facilities
Single fares for the total three-part journey

Distribution of revenues from fares

'Coordination of public information, promotion, and ticket sales

At the same time, the study plan would include tasks directed toward im-
proving service within each of the subareas so as to bring all elements up to
a level of performance h1gh enough to attract passengers to the ‘total inte-
grated system. ‘

THE CITY AND ITS TRANSPORTATION REGION

Seattle, with its excellent harbor fac111tles in Puget Sound, is the
third largest port on the West Coast. With a population of 530,860, it is

<
&
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the major city of the Puget Sound Region, coﬁprising portiohs of the coun-
ties of King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish in the northwest corner of the
. State of Washington. (See Figure 9.) The total population of the Puget

Sound Region is 1,934,621, of which over 60 percent lives in and adjacent

. to Seattle within the Boundaries of King County. The second largest city

in the region is Tacoma, with a population of 154,689.* - (See Table 19.)

~ Table 19. Population in the Puget Sound Region,: counties and cfties over

50,000 in 1970.

A

SEATTLE-EVERETT SMSA - 1,421,863
King County 1,156,632
Bellevue 61,485
Seattle , 530,860
Snohomigh County 265,231
. Everett 53,869
- TACOMA SMSA o 411,027
Pierce County . .. - 411,027
|  Tacoma 154,689 ; )
" OUTSIDE SMSAS | \ 101,731
. v Kitsap County . 101,731
TOTAL — 4 Counties | 1,934,621

Taken from Source 1.

The Puget Sound Region is a complex of mountains, islands and water-
ways connected by the Strait of San Juan de Fuca to the Pacific Ocean. The

~city itself lies along a steep, narrow hill between Puget Sound and Lake

Washington, and the narrow waterways which join the two bodies of water at
the city's north and south extremities make Seattle virtually an island.
Two floating bridges connect the city to the suburban areas across Lake

Washington, while ferries provide linkage to areas across Pugét Sound.

*The U.S. Buredu of the Census designate King and Snohomish Counties as the
Seattle-Everett Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), and Pierce
County as the Tacoma SMSA. Kitsap County is not included in any SMSA. How-
ever, the Puget Sound Governmental Conference carries out regional transpor-
tation planning for the four-county area, and this definition seems more
appropriate to this analysis.
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: ‘ Figure 9. The Puget Sound Region.
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H1ghway and ra11 systems run along a north-south corridor and develop-

‘ment within the city follows the same axis. The CBD parallels the water-

front, but is separated from it physically by steep grades that discourage
circulation. between ‘the two areas. The separatlon of the harbor fac111t1es
from the CBD has contrlbuted to blight in the waterfront area.

To the north of the CBD is Seattle Center,:the s1teyof»the successful
1962 World's Fair.‘ Many of the buildings constructed for the fair are now

being used for cultural and sports events. However, the area is primarily

a tourist attractlon and amusement park, not' fully 1ntegrated into the main-

stream of urban act1v1t1es. . It is connected to the city by a monorail sys-
tem. _ . . A Ce .

The Puget Sound Region has experienced three-decades of consistent
growth. Between 1960 and 1970 population increased at an average annual

rate of 2.6 percent. During this perlod King County grew by 222,000, while
the populatlon of its central city, Seattle, decreased by 7,000. Forecasts

- of the Puget Sound Governmental Conference anticipate contlnued population

growth for the region, reach1ng better than 3 m1ll1on by 1990 (Source 2).

The early Puget Sound economy was based almost entlrely on forest
products and agrlculture Rapid industrial. development since World War II

led to a more 1ndustrlallzed economy, and the aerospace industry, represen-

‘ted almost exc1u51ve1y by the Boeing Company, became the single largest

source of jobs. Between 1960 and 1969, emp loyment in the metropolitan area
and in Seattle increased by 47 percent and 44 percent respectively. Total

-employment in the Seattle metropolitan area averaged 633,000 in 1969 and the

aerospace industries employed about 14 percent of the total work force
(Source 3). The number of other manufacturing jobs decllned during th1s
during this nine-year period, but the economy was sxmultaneously bolstered
by a substantlal increase in non-manufacturing employment. Most of the net
increase in jobs came from the serv1ce sector.

Metropol1tan Seattle has recently become an econom1ca11y depressed »
area, due in part to the changing national pr10r1t1es and a corresponding

decline in the aerospace industry. Its current economic recession has
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produced an unemployment rate of over 8 percent according to the 1970 Census
of Population. In spite of the high unemployment rate, median income in the
Seattle-Everett SMSA was $11,676 in 1970, with only 5.2 percent having in-
comes below poverty level. ’

The Central Business District of Seattle extends over 200 acres and ~
contains approx1mate1y 30 million square feet of ‘floor space devoted to com-
mercial offices, reta11 stores and government activities. CBD employment is
currently estimated at’ 72 200, and is expected to grow to nearly 85, 000 by
1980 (Source: 3) 4"‘” ’ :

-TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

Four levels of government are actively involved in transportation plan-
ning for the Puget Sound Region: State, regional, metropolitan, and city.

) 'Cooperatlon and coordination of act1v1t1es between these levels is remark-
ably good ' ‘

-The- State H1ghway Commission and its Department of Highways not only
constructs and admlnlsters hlghways and bridges in the region, but also oper-

. ates the extensive ferry system across Puget Sound. This agency is currently

sponsoring a study by a local eng1neer1ng-archltectural firm, VIN- Washington.

of the potential for route consolidation service,

- The Puget Sound Governmental Conference, whose members are the several

" cities and counties of the Puget Sound Region, is the federally designated

regional authority to review local applications for federal assistance in
planning and development. Its Transportation Planning Division ls concerned
with both public and private transportation modes. PSGC is currently in-
volved with a study to develop a public transit program for the metropolitan
Seattle area, being carried out by Daniel Mann, Johnson, § Mendemhall in
association with Simpson § Curtin; Toner, Vandevanter and Associates; and
Victor 0. Grey and Company. The study is being carried out with the assis-
tance of an UMTA Techn1ca1 Stud1es grant.

The Mun1c1pal1ty of Metropolxtan Seattle (Metro) is an association of

_ the cities, un1ncorporated areas, sewer districts and county government of

King Courty.. Metro is an ‘operating as well as a planning agency. It cur-

rently adm1n1sters the area-wide sewer system, and is intended to take on

B
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- more operating functions and become a true netropolitan government.. In: the
primary election in September, the plan for,the comblned City of Seattle-;;
‘King County Public Transit System was approved by the voters, along with a

proposed sales tax of 0.3 percent to permit Metro to operate the comblned’
system at- no 1ncrease over present fares. v L o ";

’ The City of Seattle currently operates, the Seattle Transzt System mth
responsibilities for planning routes .and schedules and setting fares for A
the bus system.. The city also owns the Seattle Monorail, which was construc-
ted in 1961 to take visitors from downtown Seattle to the site of: the World'
Fair. The monorail is operated by Seattle Transit personnel.

PUBLIC TRANSIT

. Because of the geograph1oa1 conflguratlon of the Puget Sound Reglon,
Seattle 's CBD is the point through which nearly all regxonal private and pub-
lic transportation flows. It is estimated that on an average weekday more
than 250,000 person-trips are made to and ‘from the CBD. About one- thlrd of
all CBD trlps are made by pub11c tran51t, while only 18 percent of city-w1de

~ trips are by pub11c transit (Source '3). ‘Seattle's public transit systems'

include the state-operated Puget ‘Sound ferries, ‘the Seattle Center CBD mono-
rail a wide network of diesel and trolley'bus services provided by “the

- municipally owned Seattle Transit System, .and buses ooerafed"by Metropolitan

Transit Company serving areas outside the,city'limits. ,Seme intercity ser-
vice is provided by Greyhound, Trailwaye, and other companies. Seattle 1s ‘
also served by three railroads: the Burlington Northern, the Union Pac1fic,
and the Southern Pacific. On the west side of .Puget Sound a city-owned bus

~'system operates in and around Bremerton, while a private, -one-bus company

operates on Vashon Island.

‘Washington State Ferries'  © ool ot

‘?'r."

At the present tlme, over 6 m11110n one-way passenger trxps are made

by ferry annually between Seattle: and communities’ across Puget Sound.

Nearly 2.1 mlllion are drivers of vehicles being transported with them on
board the ferry. The remaining 3.9 million are predom1nant1y riders ac< ¢
companylng drivers of private automobiles (Source 4). ool T f
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The two:najor ferry routes, carrying more than 70 percent of the annual
passengers, run from the communities of Bremerton and Winslow to the Seattle
Ferry Term1na1 . which is adJacent to the CBD. A éity-owned bus system of
Bremerton, the major urban center of Kitsap County, provides access to the
Bremerton terminal, but no public transit service is available on Bainbridge
Island to bring passengers to the Winslow terminal. Table 20 provides a .
breakdown of passengers and vehicles by the four routes. . |

Table 20. Passengers and vehicles carrled annually on existing ferry rOutes
: between Seattle and the west side of Puget Sound

Passengers ‘
o : - (exclusive of dri- ~© Vehicles and
Route : : vers of vehicles) their drivers*
Winslow - Seattle =~ 1,820,000 944,000
Bremerton - Seattle ‘ : 1,210,000 . 519,000
- Vashon -  Fauntleroy = 636,000 - . 632,000
- Southworth - Fauntleroy - 226,000 - 203,000
‘TOTALk';j B ) | - 3,892,000 i 2,298,000

*Vehicles and the1r drivers pay a combined fare. Additional riders in the
cars purchase passenger tickets, therefore total passengers including dri-
vers is the sum of the two columns. :

Source: Washington State Highway Commission, State Toll Bridge Authority,
“June 1972, based on ticket sales.

Routes from Southworth and Vashon Heights carry the remaining one- -third
of annual passengers to Fauntleroy, a smaller port facility located at the
south edge of the city of Seattle near the Seattle-Tacoma Airport and the
major industrial area. The Boeing plant Seattle's largest employer. is
located in this area. The private one-bus company - on Vashon Island offers
three round trips daily for an average of 75 commuters, and a small parking
1ot is located at the Vashon He1ghts terminal. Southworth is not served
by public transit at all. |

‘The city-owned Seattle Tran51t System provides connections from both

‘Seattle and Fauntleroy terminals to points "throught the city ofVSeattle.‘

Washington State Ferries is operated by the State Highway Department
through its State Toll Bridge Authority. At present, the fleet consists
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{of 19 vessels, of which three are 100 -car, }000 passenger ferrles and four
‘are "superferrles" with capacity for 2500 passengers. ‘The ferr1es are

designed for automobile transport, between 70 and 75 percent of capacity

4being allocated to this purpose.

PR

" Car pools are common among commuters using ferries into Seattle from i

Bremerton and Winslow,.especially for groups all employed at the same lo-

cation, or in the same general area. Students and industrial workers use

_ car pools most often since their mainland points of destination are located
out of the downtown Seattle area. " The maJorlty of pedestrian commuters . .
'(those who do not br1ng thelr car onto the’ ferry) coming into the downtown
' Seattle area are within walklng distance of their employment as the Seattle
A'Ferry Terminal is situated within blocks of most of downtwon Seattle. Others

who work farther out make connectlons with Seattle Transit buses or use:

; taxis’ to reach their jobs. ' E R :?

The maJorlty of pedestrlan commuting is done on the Winslow- Seattle f
and the Bremerton-Seattle cr0551ngs. Inadequate veh1c1e parking near most
other terminals and v1rtua11y no connecting bus service prevents full -
reallzatlon of pedestrlan service. Present da11y movement of foot passengers
is approxlmately 7,000 one-way trips. Thls number 1ncreases in summer and
drops during the winter months. '

' The ferry system, like all other means of commercial transportation,’

. faces the problem of peak traffic periods. Because the ferries are used

for pleasure as well as commerce, peak1ng is perhaps more of a problem for

the ferry system than for other modes of transportatlon There are peak
days and months, as well as peak hours The peak hours are-those typ1cally

faced by transportatlon operataons 1n general. ~There is the early morning

rush (6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. ) caused by commuters going to work, and the

hlgher peak evenlng loads (4:00 p.m. to 7: 00 p.m.) caused by the combina-
tion of workers and shoppers returning at ‘the same time. Pleasure traffic
affects the weekly and seasonal peaks. Traffic Monday through Thursday is
relatlvely stable ‘but on Friday, Saturday and Sunday, normal commuter.

traff1c is augmented by people using the ferries to reach the recreational

‘ fac111t1es of Puget Sound. These people then return home on Sunday evenxng,

creating a heavy traffic load.
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| Washington State Ferries has already had some experience'with'infér-
modal integration in connection with its service between Anacortes and
Sidney, B. C. A four-part excursion ticket can be purchased for $10.50
which covers a round trip by ferry between Anacortes, Washington, and Sidney,

‘B.C, and a round trip by s1ght-see1ng bus between Sidney and V1ctor1a, B.C.

Seatt'le Transit System

This service is currently operated by the Department of Transportat1on
of the C1ty of Seattle within the city. limits. The main operating station,
general offices, vehicle storage and maintenance facilities are located on
the south side at Atlantic Street and Airport Way, convenient both to the

- downtown area and to various points on the south side by way of I-5 and I-90.
" The north side operating station is located at 5th Avenue North and Repub11can
. Street, close to the Seattle Center. This location is also convenient to

the downtown area, as well as to most areas of the north side by way of I-S.
Since Seattle transit operates a number of trolley buses, there is also

a power plant division located at 14th and East Jefferson. In additlon, ‘there

are several other power plant locations to serve the trolley lines.
. . . ..' . . . :

’ Seattle Transit Sy§tem'dbes not recover operating expenses out of the
fare box, but receives household and employment taxes assessed within the
‘city; as well as revenues from general funds. In addition, the State pro-
- vides funds from the State motor vehicle excise tax to match local tax money

on a one-to-one basis.

" Most major residential areas are served bypseveral Toutes which connect
them to the Seattle CBD. In areas north of downtown, there are crosstown
- servioes which spankthe entire width of the city. South of downtown, however,
crosstown services are limited due to severe topographic contraints and are
provided primarily by east-west sections of CBD-oriented routes. There are
no lines which directly link the residential areas of West Seattle with those

of the southwest sections of CBD-oriented routes. :f

o'

In most areas, the proximity of several routes gives many Tresidents
a choice of services to take downtown. In some cases, however, the city's .
topography limits Suéh alternatives, as routes whi;h'appeaf to Tun close :
to each other may be separated by steep grades..
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Vehicles are generally in good condition and nearly all are now.
requipped-with Environmental.Improvement Packages (EIP).

‘Seattle Transit operates on a zone fare system with a base fare of ,
25¢ plus 5¢ for each additional zone traveled. A number of incentive fare
programs_are offered, including reduced cost'passestfor senior citizens"‘
and sutdents. Exact fares are requlred and drivers do not carry change. 5

- Most lines operate about every 10 to 15 mlnutes in the peak perlods and
the nermal serv1ce interval during the rest of the service day is usually
30 minutes at the most. This is a good service, especially in'light of the
choice of routes that many people in the Seattle area are offered. The
service day for most routes extends from 5:00 a.m. until 1: 00 a.m. the

N ,y

‘ follow1ng mornlng " As with most comparable transit systems, the nlght ser-

vice is very lightly patronized, but is, of course, of considerable im-

portance to those who do use it. Sunday service also is reasonably good :
on most lines. | o ' ‘

‘ Seattle Trans1t has 1nst1tuted an express system wh1ch uses I .5 to <
speed movement from North Seattle to the downtown area. Elght 11nes operate

over this "Blue Streak" route, collectlng passengers locally 1n normal

service areas and operating express to the CBD on I-5. Several of. these

'11nes also serve a large park-and-ride lot at Northgate, where transit

patrons may park their cars free of charge and board transit for an express
ride to the CBD. This lot is now over-filled daily, and plans are underway
to construct a new lot in the same general area. No similar express service

'is provided by Seattle Transit to areas on the south side of the city (Source

2).

Both the Seattle and Fauntleroy ferry terminals are acce551b1e by bus.
Serv1ce between the Seattle terminal and downtown Seattle is avallable across
the street from the terminal. Most points in the CBD can be reached by a .
10-minute rlde, and headways during peak periods run‘about 15 minutes. Serviee
at the Fauntleroy terminal is less frequent, and the tr1p to.the CBD takes
20 to 25 mxnutes. ‘ ‘

Seettle'ﬂonoreil

The Seattle Monorail provides a two-minute ride over a one-mile Toute;
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shuttle trains operate on'each of two guideways, .The monorail is currently
owned by the city and operated by the municipal Seattle Transit System.

Its operating houre'ere beéween 10:00 a.m. and 12:30 a.m. The basic fare .
is 25¢ for a one-way trip, except between 11:30 a.m. and 2:00 p.m. when the
fare is reduced to 10¢ to encourage people in the CBD to spend their lunch
hours at the Seattle Center. In 1969, the monorail reported patronage of
1,662,000 (4,000 to 5,000 per day) and gross receipts of $344 000 The
system is financially self-supporting. July, the month of heayiest patron-

. age, shows over twice the average monthly load due to tourist visits

(Source 3).

Metropo]itan Transit Corporatwn :

Public transit service outside of the Seattle c1ty limits is prov1ded
by Metropolltan Transit Corporation, a wholly-owned subs1d1ary of Chromalloy
American Corporation of St. Louis, Missouri. The system serves the suburban

areas of King County and communities in Snohomish and Pierce Counties.

Fare-box revenues are not sufficient to support the system, and the -
company‘has entered into a contract with King County to previdevservices

to suburban areas with financial aid provided by communities served.

Metropolitén Transit Corporation operates basically a suburban service

“and is prohibited from ﬁrdﬁiding local service within Seattle. This means

that 1t operates as an express system through the city, providing suburban
commuters relatively high-speed travel in the "closed door' protion of the
route. Unfortunately, much of this speed advantage is lost as a result of

circuitous routing in .the local service area.

Frequency of service on metropolifan routes can range anywhere from 10-
minutes to about one hour. However, each route has numerous intermediate
turn-around points and variable routings. This results in headways at.
partlcular p01nts along the route being markedly dlfferent- Under present
service levels, buses in and out of Seattle rarely carry CaPSCitY 1°8ds and

: off peak tr1ps are usually less than half full!

. Vehlcles are :in relat1ve1y poor condltlon, many are old, and most are

“usually not clean.
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Base. fare is 45¢ nlus'5¢ for each additional. zone‘(approximately one .
mile). Reduced fares are provided for students and children, as well as X

for commuters using round trip tickets and ticket, books of 10 to 30 r1des--'

. - (Source 2).

Bus Service West of Puget Sound

The. Bremerton Municipal Transit operates seven bus routes which serve
the c1ty of Bremerton and several small private’ companles serve surrounding
communities. Generally, the routes have 30-minute headways durlng the
morning peak, with service cut to 40- minute headways for the rest-of the.
day. Operations on the route begin prior to the morning peak and continue
until around 7:30 in the evening. No Sunday service is provided.t'Marking
of bus stops is 1ncon51stent and poorly done, but passenger comfort, has been
‘enhanced at many stops by bus shelters which were erected by a service -
club. The speed of operation on the Bremerton routes is low, never averaging
more than 12 miles per hour. . All routes in the system showed operating
deficits for 1971. | o -

Serv1ce to the Bremerton Ferry Terminal 1s provided by two routes.
One serves the resldentlal area, west of the Naval Shlpyard with a one-way
loop which means a circuitous trip for passengers boardlng near the start
of the loop. One good-sized residential area Just beyond this route has
no bus service. The other route connects. the terminal W1th the Naval
housing development in west Bremerton. Transfers to these two lines . from

other routes in the Bremerton system can be made at several p01nts (Source S)

Bus service on Vashon Island is provided by Island Transit, a prlvatev.

company.

CURRENT INTEGRATION EFFORTS

Under the sponsorshlp of the Puget Sound Governmental Conference and
the Mun1c1pallty of Metropolitan Seattle (Metro), two bills were. passed in
the 1971 State legislature that would permit the ‘funding and operation of a ‘
King County- w1de transit system, s subject to voter approval in September 1972.*
The administering agency would be Metro, which since 1958 has operated a

sewerage and waste disposal service for most of the county.
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A Study completed in May 1972 outlines the plan whereby the two existing
transit services would be merged into a single operation under Metro. In ‘
upgrading the system with additional rolling stock, shelters, park-and-ride
lots and allocation of exclusive lanes on both freeways and city streets,
assistance is anticipated from both the Federal Highway Administration and
UMTA. o |

Service to the Seattle Ferry Terminal will be enhanced by a new CBD
shuttle system on 1lst, 3rd, and 5th Avenues and a new "Entertainment
Crescent" route along'Ai;skan Way where the terminal building is located
(ség Figuré 10). Both local and arterial express buses will be available
to ferry passengers at fﬁe Fauntleroy Tefminal. These buses will connect
with mainveXpress routes leading north to the city center and south to the

airport and industrial area (see Figure 11). Metro Qill also provide service

on Vashon Island.

The summary of the proposed transit plén provided in the notice of

public hearing is as follows (Source 5):

"The proposed Metropolitan Area Transit Plan is a coordinated
County-wide, all-bus transit system connecting major and secon-
dary activity centers with high-speed express service. The
plan further provides collector and local service on routes
where significant patronage is estimated for such service and
park-and-ride lots for automobile access to the multi-center
express system.. The plan provides for service to colleges,

D junior high and high schools, hospitals, major employment,
- commercial and cultural activity centers already established
in the developed urban and sub-urban area.

"This plan includes the following major elements: .
"Approximately 25 limited or non-stop express routes
serving 650 two-way ruute miles. : - :
“"Approximately 100 local routes serving 850 two-way
route miles. ‘ ‘
"Parking for an estimated 12,000 vehicles at approxi-

 mately 20 park-and-ride lots.
"Approximately 25 sheltered transfer points where local

routes intersect with express service on Interstate and
State highways at so-called 'Metro-Flyer' stops.
"Approximately 1,200 neighborhood bus shelters.

B

*Voters approved the tax measure on September 16, 1972.

211 -

ek 2

P g g

:
it
k)
3

;




" Terminal

€= Express Routes
ssmeme Shuttle Loops
e Local Service

wiwne Entertainment Crescent Lin

Figure 10. Service to Seattle Ferry Terminal pro-
o posed in the Metro Transit plan.

INTERPLAN modi fication of,ffgure taken from Source 2.
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' : Plan.
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"This improvement of services will require the acqui-
‘sition of more than 100 additional buses immediately with
~ growth and replacement requiring more in the future. The
buses will run on existing or already planned arterials
and streets. The proposed routes are essentially exten-
" sions and additions to those présently operated by Seattle
Transit and the Metropolitan Transportation Company. The
additional routes were selected by plotting hospitals, nur-
sing homes and other institutions frequented by the elderly
and handicapped and devising routes to serve those insti-
tutions. By 1980, new features will include exclusive bus . 8
lanes on I-90. Route 522 and the East approach to the Toll . ’
Plaza on the Evergreen Point Bridge and creation of exclu-
sive bus lanes on certain existing streets, including t
. Second and Fourth Avenues in the Seattle Central Business
District. The capital cost of the above system is estimated
at 91 million dollars. A base fare of 25 cents with a 5 .
cent zone charge is recommended.  The selection of routes
and service will generally be based on extension of existing
services and patronage patterns. This 'pay-as-you-go' plan
will financed in part with a proposed three-tenths of one
percent County-wide sales tax as well as fares and joint
- State and Federal grants. Federal participation by the
- Federal Highway Administration and the Urban Mass Transpor-
tation Administration will approximate 60% of the total
capital costs, and the State will contribute approximately

25%."
‘Design standards for the integrated bus system are shown in Table 21,
Comparisons are made between existing standards and those proposed for the

new system. Time contours for the proposed system were not developed.

FURTHER NEEDS FOR‘INTEGRATION

-

At the present time, a large portion of the ferry commuters are drivers

Or passengers in private vehicles which are transported with them on board

the ferry,{ On reaching the Seattle terminals, most drivg their cars into

CBD streets and parking lots. A 1970 survéy’of pedestrian trips in the CBD
showed only 7100 trips to and from the Seattle Ferry Terminal between 7 a.m.

~and 7 p.m. on a7typica11weekday or, presumably, some 3550 round-trip walk-on

commuters. -While traffic congestion in downtown Seattle .is not yet at the
critical point, transportation planners in the area seé the long-range
desifébility of eliminating this segment‘of private éutbmobile tfaffic from
the CBD. | - | |
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Table 21. Design standards for the integrated Seattle bus system.

POLICY

PRESENT STANDARD
SEATTLE TRANSIT SYSTEM

PROPOSED STANDARD
METROPOLITAN SEATTLE
TRANSIT SYSTEM

1.

Route spacing

One-half mile or greater
depending on density

. Population Density
' (Dwelling Units per Acre) -
Auto Ownership

More than 10 6 to 10 1t06
0 to 0.5 cars/HH 1,400 2,000 2,600 -
0.5 to 1.5 cars/HH 2,000 2,600 §,280
1.5 to 2.0 cars/HH 2,600 5,280 . .
More than 2.0 cars/HH 5,280 §,280 .
: * __Special case requiring individual analysis
¢. loading on Base “non-rush”  100% ecommended Maximum Loading Standards
Buses - Transition period 1153-120% : (percent of seats provided)
Peak “rush hour"  135% S Type of Service
. Operating Period txpress Krterial Circulation/
. . Distribution
. Peak « 30 minutes 100%* 1253% 1502
. Peak hour 100 100 -, 128
Base (non-peak) 75 75 100
© - Night 15 75 75
" Saturday/Sunday 75 . 75 75
*Passengers as a percent of seats provided for the designated
P time - standards may be exceeded for individual trips within
i the time period.
3. Frequency of . Basic Standard ~Adequate to accommodate passenger volume
Service eak periods scheduled to within loading standards
. o carry 135% of seated capacity Peak Base Night{if offered)
- Base periods scheduled to Express routes 10 min. 30 min. 60 min,
carry 100% of seated capactty Arterial 30 min. 60 min, 60 min.
Policy Headways > Circulation/Distribution 5 min, 15 min, . *
30 min. on basic routes, 60 min. :
on outer muitiple terminals * Requires special analysis based on spectfic conditions
4, On-Time Peak -+ 70% or better HEADwWAY
Performance Base & Night 90% or better Cess than 0 to 30 Special
- : : Yime Period 10 Miputes  Minutes Services !
Peak Hour 75% 2 85% 952
Off-Peak 80% 95% 953 -
Saturday/Sunday 80% - 954 95% - -
1 Trippers, stc. ' -
‘On-Time' 1s defined as less than one minute early and five
- minutes late
3. Bus Stop Approximately every two blocks Residential areas Tn Tocal routes -
Spacing in residential areas (average . 7060 to 1,360 feet depending on
spacing system wide = 678') density. Destination areas to
o ) sult destination concentration.
- Express on Freeway « 1 mile min,
Express on arterial - 1/4 mile min.
6. SheTters No policy At all stops serving 100 or more
boarding (or transferring)
passengers per day
J._Service Hours 8 a.m. to 1 a.m, Sa.m tol am

i

Taken from Source 2.

Population in the communities across Puget“Sohmd has been growing rapid-

e

ters. As Table 22 shows, populétiontin the area as a whole

~

ly with their increasing popularity as residential areas for Seattle commu-

grew by 22 percent

)T e o

218



-

Table 22. Population of the service area west of Puget Sound by

Census County Supdivisions.

T 1970 -
King County - .
vashon Island Division 6,516
Kitsap County _
pivision 1 o - 2,153
 Division 2 1,662
””“*‘fbivisioﬁm3~« e ;ﬁ,y__8g282_
~ Poulsbo Tam . 1,856
Division 4 = 5,885
Division 5 N 1,168 -
" Division 6 o 6,518
Erlando Point - | 1,017
Navy Yard City 2,827
Division 7 Lo T,
" Rocky Point . - 1,783
Division 8 2 9,106
" Enetai o 2,878
Tracyton 1,418
pivision 9* .- | 2,846
Division 10* 3,042
 Winslow tan . 1,461
pivision 11* = 1,706
Division 12 L 4T
Division 14 1,49
Division 15 - 2,085
- Division 16 . . 3,502
Bremerton division 35,307
Bremerton City 35, 307
" Port Orchard division 3,904
Port Orchard town 3,904
" TOTAL Kitsap County 101,732
TOTAL Service Area - . 108,248
wBainbridge Island.
Source 1.
216

1960

5,182

1,811
1,421 -

6,401

1,505
3,614

788

7,373

3,341
3,385

S Y T
2’ 539 : )

1,948

3,170
919
1,286

4,812

4,488

1,418

2,822
28,961

28,961
2,778

2,778

84,176

89,358

Percent
Change

©25.7

18.9
17.0
29.4

. e 23..2 - —— ,_,_'_ PR

 54.5

482

-11.6
'1504
’48-8 -
.27.0
.13.4

[ e

46,1

24.4
59.0
- 2.7

- 66.0

47,0

’24.1
21.9

21,9 . -

40.5
40.6
20.9
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between 1960 and 1970, while nine individual communities have grown between
40'to 66 percent. “The 1970 census shows a total of 108,000 residents of
K1tsap County and Vashon Island (part of King County) wh1ch make up the . !¢
potent1al service area for a comblned ferry-land transport public transit
system across Puget Sound to Seattle. In addition, 19 percent of the service
area's total populat1on are ‘school children under driving age (6- 15), nearly -
4 percent are persons age 75 and older, and slightly over 7 percent have o
incomes under the poverty level. These three population segments could

be expected to benefit by the 1mprovement of public transit w1th1n the ser-
vice area itself." '

i
wi ko

_In the interests of preserv1ng existing env1ronmenta1 balances in el
Puget Sound, the present pub11c attltude in the State of Washlngton is ;

~against the: constructlon of new brldges, so the burden of transporting in-

sy

-creasing numbers of people across Puget Sound must be borne totally by the
ferry system. Stat15t1cs for the Washington State Ferry system as a whole,
1nclud1ng four smaller routes to dest1nat1ons othern than Seattle, show a
52 percent 1ncrease 1n vehlcles belng handled over the 10-year per1od from
1957 to 1966." The 1ncrease in ‘passengers other than drivers for the
same period was only 18 percent. These statistics strongly suggest, that »
pub11c transit meet1ng the ferry at both ends of its route is 1nadequate to
move ferry passengers between their initial origins and final destlnatlons.
A survey of ferry commuters conducted from Vashon Island in the spring of
11972 supports this pos1t10n.. one-third of those surveyed indicated that they
would be willing to leave the1r cars beh1nd if conven1ent publ1c tran5por-

tation were4made ava1lab1e to them. »

LOCAL ATTITUDES TONARD INTEGRATING FERRY AND BUS SERVICE

e
All three pr1nc1pa1 agenc1es ‘that would be concerned with integration
of the ferry and bus services consider such a move essential to prOViding
adequate transportat1on for the Seattle area. These agencies are the State
Highway Comm1ss1on which operates ‘the Washington State Ferries, the Puget
Sound Governmental Conference, which directs local aPPucathﬂs for federal
assistance, and the Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle, which became the
foperator of Seattle's new county-wide pnblic transit system effective Janu-

ary 1, 1973.
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State Highway Commi ssion

In its report, Presehting Washington State Ferries (Source 4), the

State Highway Commission argues in favor of intermodal integration as .
follows:

"Adequate passenger space exists on all regularly scheduled

- cross-Sound routes, and full passenger capacity is needed only
‘during peak commuter hours, but is vital when required. " The

_ ferry system is in a position to accommodate increased foot pas-
senger traffic on its various routes, provided there are means
developed whereby total dependence on the automobile is not - :*
required once the passenger arrives at the other end of the ., .
crossing. Washington State Ferries, however, is handicapped in
‘its efforts to promote greater foot passenger movement on com-
muter routes by the lack of available parking spaces at many :
terminal points. The system does not directly control existing
parking facilities adjacent to most of the terminals.  Previous .

_enlargement of holding areas and increased size of entrance o

areas have virtually exhausted future property acquisitions for '’

the ferry system in most terminal locations. Dependence on pri- ..
vate or municipal operations of adjoining parking areas, with

- close cooperation and understanding of mutual problems, is
. important." : ‘ :

+

"The full development of the potent1a1 in mass-tran51t e
capabilities of the ferry system is essential to an orderly
development of adequate public transportatlon in this'region.™

y  Any mass-transit plans must provide for the inclusion of ser- ...
vice to and from ferry terminals on the eastern shore. Be- =

cause of the intricate and time-consuming nature. of bus ser- - - it -

vice currently serving these terminals, the automobile has
become a requirement—if not in transit aboard ferries—to
the extent of having an auto parke’ on opposite sides of
Puget Sound, or utilizing taxi service on one side or the .
other. Few commuters use bus or taxi service because of
"the prohibitive costs involved when such fares are.added to ferry
fares. Inflexibility of mobility is an obvious unfavorable . ..

factor at present if a commuter does not have hlS automo-
bile." : :

"At present, ferry transportation in the Puget Sound
region appears to have more mass-transit characteristics than
any other form of public transportation. The ferry system
+is'in a position to increase [the number of foot passengers] .
should complementary shore-side transportatlon systems be '

.

developed, such as east-west; north-south transit. " Many com-:g:ff

« - muters then would no longer be required to depend solely
upon the auto with its costly 1nsurance malntenance and
purchase requlrements. R : : e At

i
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e "Such tran51t developments ashore could conceivably - -~
‘return the nature of water transportation to that of the
 'mosquito fleet' era of two generations past. It is not
difficult to visualize 'a fleet of modern passenger-only - '« -
vessels interconnecting the islands, peninsulas, and ur-

ban centers, especially in view of the rapid development

in concept and design of passenger/veh1c1e vessels."

" "With or without passenger-only vessels, a mainland
- rapid mass-transit operation would reverse the existing
trend of near-total dependence on the automobile for the
- majority of ferry users on both sides of Puget Sound..
- The ferry system would welcome a reversal of this trend;
for with existing vessels it is in a position to provide -
a h1gh degree of eff1c1ency in passenger transportation."
Interv1ews in May 1972 with admlnlstrators of Wash1ngton State Ferries
and the State Toll Bridge Authority, which directs its operat1ons, revealed
a cont1nu1ng strong desire to achieve the 1ntegration of ferry and bus

systems.

Puget Sound Governmehta1 Cdnférence‘

- An address by Mart Kask, the organlzatlon s executive dxrector, to the
Wash1ngton Association of State Highway Officials on July 21, 1971 (Source 7).
indicated the follow1ng de51re to promote tran51t 1ntegration'

~». ",..The Seattle area—right today-ls at a critical
. point in developing an 'approach' to multimodal, or inter-
modal, transportation planning."

"...The three-part planning program that we are about
to embark upon...offers a significant opportunity to bring
the ‘many (pub11c transit) modes...into closer coordination
and integration."

- "To the greatest degree p0551b1e we should outline

the sequence of steps leading to a truly 1ntegrated trans-

portation system for the Seattle area and the region."

An interview with PSGC's Director of Transportation in May 1972 indicated
‘that, although the agency s major concern at present is the antic1pated mer-
ger of Seattle Transit and Metropolltan Transit into a single county‘wxde
tran51t system under Metro, the integration of ferry and bus services was

considered both feasible and deslrable.
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Municipality of'Metropolitan Seattle
As’ a*part of the detailed plans for the new Metro Transit’ System, im-

proved ‘service: to both ferry terminals is expressly de51gnated. Coordlnatlon
of: bus and ferry schedules 1s ant1c1pated ‘and 1s part of the recommended

T

SN ..

perat1ngvpdan

THE PROPOSED: INTEGRATION APPROACH

Thev proposed approach should result in the 1ntegrat10n of publlc trans1t
of the three geographical subareas* the Seattle- Metropolltan Area, Puget 3
- Sound, and the re51dent1a1 areas of Kltsap County anquasheansland Suoh '
integration should cover: L e

e - Formation-of an association offperticipating operators. S s
Coordination of routes and schedules B ‘: - o
Convenient and comfortable transfer fac111t1es ‘f'
Single fares for theAtotal three-part journey- o
Distribution of revenues from fares

Coordination of pub11c informatlon, promotion, and t1cket
sales : !

b:At the ‘same t1me, serv1ce w1th1n each of the subareas must be brought- up
'to a suff1c1ent1y hxgh level of performance’to attract. passengers ‘to the total
integrated system. Th1s sectlon will deal first wrthﬂprocedure& for integra-
; tion and then necessary 1mprovements to the separate parts of the system.

* Formation of an Assoc1ation of Part1c1pat1ng Operators

Essent1a1 to the functlonlng of an 1ntegrated publlc trans1t system is
a formal assoc1at1on of part1c1pat1ng operators through which the service
obligations and revenue shares* of members can be mutually agreed upon, and

which can perform certain functions for’ membersh1p as,a‘whole.

- \’i

*participation in revenue shar1ng by Washington State Perries. and.Metro may .
requ1re modification of exlstlng State leglslatxon.

.("’_‘ . -
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It is suggested that the divi51on of funct1ons between member operators'

4 and the. tran51t assocxation follow the pattern established by the Hamburg
Under thlS arrangement, the legal position and
have’ remained 'unchanged in each -

| Tran51t Federation (HVV)
corporate form of each federation partner
icase. Hence each partner retains its rights ‘and obligations arising from . . :
the laws and permits under public law "and each is still bound by the legal .

provisions appllcable to its activities. Each federation partner retains T
ownership of 1ts installations and transport media. ' Each continues to con-
duct its operations and cover expenditures as it did prior to joining the

association.m A partner is still respon51b1e for the total assets, the. . .

technical ‘and transport facilities. and management of its own operatiOns.‘i*

‘~.

?'v4 Specifically the member operators are responsible for:
fk 1. Prov151on of operating installations and vehicles. ... -

\"‘2. Detailed drafting of the timetables and duty rosters. . .
- }. Maintaining standards of operation. - |
4. Prov151on and management of persomnel,

’ ,5 Super\rismn of operation. SRR Tl il ot e ke vy

M116 Collection of fares.’  CETow hn e aee o
7. Further development of technical and operating equipment.iy .

¥ ’ . .
E R 2 S S A s : T
E T Loty

the following functions for the "membership.

The association undertakes
as a whole" '

1.
2.
3.
4.

{ b

6.

"
i

Transport research and planning.":
Preparation
\Drafting

KA [
: [ AT N SE ey e ey P
PSR AT SN MR STEAL/ A BURTSIP SN | v
¥ * # Lo - &

Y T e .
e L

of timetables and allocation of services. .
and further development of the joint fare system.

Distribution of ‘traffic revenue-taking into account the. capaci-

) 5"

.4 ties and serv1ces _of each partner

~Regular checking of veh1
tage point. - | ST

cle use from an overall ec0ﬂ°mic van-

DRV Sy [ R T s

B B

Public Yelations' and' advertising. -awm;spaings T

It is recommended that in Seattle a Puget sound Transit AsSOCiatiOﬂ be

formed

Its pr1nc1pa1 members would be Washington State Ferries, the Muni-

cipality of . Metropolitan Seattle 'and the Puget Sound G°V°Tnment31 c°“fef'

ence; other members would be

tions in Kitsap County

ciation.

‘the existing and newly created gransit opera-'
PSGC would provide regional planning.
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ff : Coord1nation of Routes and Sche ules
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: kol mrlgr to theilnitra}lon of an integrated;seruice, a survey shodld bé

. ﬂ

I made of ferry passengers to determ1ne their travel requ1rements. " Their -
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or1g1ns and dest1natlons and t1mes of arr1val and departure at these points,

‘Ye"".@fq .":"a"riﬁ- i s {4»0{“ ®
can then be used to determxne optrmum routes and schedules for the System.
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Users must be able to depend on aking the1r connectlons between modesf

;1thout h;y;hgﬁti éaét too ié§§¢b§§§§éﬁ segments of the tglp Disembarklng*
: passengers should,Find the buses waicing for then; Svei 17 the Ierfy 15 do-
, Jayed through some:unusual%cagcumsianfe._ Srnce’these buses would normally )
be fullﬂat least at the beg1nning of the tr1p, their delayed departure From”

—‘"e« F oy ¥ eyl

the termlnal would have l1ttle impact on overall bus servxce throughout the
area. B ' L

p M e v

Schedules for the overall ystem should be des1gned to ‘get passengers

.

to the1r ultlmate dest1nat1ons atiappropr1ate trmes. If ’for ‘exaiple; the .

-./tﬁ*

tr1p to the CBD from the Seattle termlnal takes 7 mlnutes ferr1es ‘should
§‘ arr1ve at the term1nal no later than 7 40 a.m. and 8 40 a m.ﬂto accomodate

i . commuters who must be at uork 1n the CBD at 8 00 a. ‘m. “and ‘9:00 a. m. Siml-_.
larly, ferry departures 1n the even1ng should ‘be no’earlier than 5 30" P- m.

to accomodate workers who w1ll leave the1r offlces at 5 00 or a l1ttle
after. T

E Py

If the travel requirements suryey 1nd1cates a suffic1ent ridership, special

el Y oy

4
A

'"ferry buses" reserved for users of the 1ntegrated system could be run’ on
direct routes to and from the ferry and ‘the "CBD.

ey . .
- » T #

Convenient and Comfortable Transfer Facilities

SR

The Seattle area is subJect to frequent ra1n 1n all but”’ the ‘summer

months and usually exper1ences some sn 'fall durlng the winter. It is’ therefore
essential ‘that shelter ‘from the weather be prov1ded at 1ntermodal transfer

p01nts.

'.. .
¢ ah Ay SR B

' ;‘% Loadxng and unloadrng of buses at the termlnals should be carried out under

%

marquees, passengers should not be requlred to "cross streets” or walk from

i
) _‘»e.'. .J

exposed bus loadlng zones to and from the term1nal bu11d1ngs.’)
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The exlstlng term;nal bu11d1ng 1n downtown Seattle provides excellent .
passenger fac111t1es 1nc1ud1ng t1cket and 1nformatlon windows, comfortable
seat1ng w1th attractlve v1ews of the harbor, restrooms, ‘coin-operated vend- ..
ing mach1nes for food drlnks and c1garettes, and 'a counter-service.restaurant
facallty A covered bus loadlng area is not prov1ded at ‘present. ' Similar-. .
fac1l1t1es should be prov1ded on a smaller scale at the other terminals, with
economlc demand determ1n1ng, for example, whether or ‘not a food-service . -

syt w [ - $

counter could be supported by terminal users.

S1ng]e Fares for the Total: Three Part Journey P e v

. Current one way fares for the four routes that would be involved in the
demonstrat1on are shown 1n Table 23.‘ “To qu1ck1y review other current rates
_the fare system proposed for the new Metro transit operation is 20¢ for the
:,flrst zone plus 10¢ for add1t1onal zones.: Most areas ‘within the city can be
reached for the basic’ 20¢ fare Adult fare on the Bremerton system-is 30¢.
Special reduced rates on both bus systems are ava11ab1e for chlldren, students

and senior cltlzens. I S f‘ SARIEREEAERREEE

V:Table‘23.: Current one-way adult fares for, ferry routes.

Lu wihoute y'h‘ B Passengers - Auto Includlng Driver - Difference
Winslow-Seattle . - ;!QF.SS “;v‘;‘¥ ‘,m,2 20 V<‘ i". " “;1-35

~ Bremerton-Seattle 1.05 2.3 . L3
Vashon-Fauntleroy S0 1,50** © T 1.00

. Southworth-Fauntleroy = - .85 NP 2.20 o 1.35

. * Chlldren under 5 free, ages 5 - ll half fare' commutatlon fares aVailable
at discount, : : AR TR
** Half of round- tr1p toll collection - T T

Taken from Source 8. v, Towt

YT

The difference between passenger and auto fares on the four ferry routes
ranges from $1.00 to’ $1.35. < It is assumed that most Seattle destinations
vfwould be reached within a 20¢ zone ride from the terminals, but serV1¢e t° }
the lov- den51ty -residential areas across Puget Sound “°“1d requiTe a higher“

b
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fare. ‘For lack of past operating data, it is suggested that the fare to these '

areas pe set initially at 50¢. The allowance of 50¢ for the home- to-ferry
portion of the trip increases the probabxllty of cont1nu1ng an economlcally
feasible service through the low-density resxdentlal areas after the demon- v

‘stration is over. . The proposed single fare for the three—part Journey

would then be 70¢ plus the cost of a ferry passenger tlcket, Monthly passes“
and multiple-ride tickets should be made available to reduce time and ’
effort jnvolved in ticket sales.. Speclal inducements to purchase passes
might be added in the form of a free breakfast 1n the mornlng or a free

dr1nk in the evening on the ferry. ’ '

The difference of 60 to 75 cents between the ferry toll for an auto;l,,,;

mobile and the new combined fare would not by 1tse1f constitute a strong

'.1nducement for commuters to leave. their cars behind, "because operating and -

park1ng costs form a large proportion of total cost to the commuter. How-

‘ ever, the cost of travel is not the maJor factor in convertlng drivers to e

" public transit use. Riders will be attracted not by savings but by the
‘availability of convenient, comfortable and efflcient service between home

and work as an alternative to commutlng by car. Nonetheless, efforts should
be made to prevent 1ncreases in fares and reductions in service at the close
of the demonstration; many promxs1ng experiments have failed. to surv1ve

such actions.  More eff1c1ent use of ferr1es by walk-on passengers may per—

; mit Wash1ngton State Ferr1es to insure the continuatxon of resxdentlal bus

serV1cevthrough subsidy, if approprlate modlficatlon could be made to-the
State Constitution.

I

D1str1but1on of Revenues from Fares

~ Revenue distribution in the Hamburg Transit Federation. (HVV) is based
on the principle that each partner s profit-and-loss situation should remain

: approximately as 1t had prior to joining the. federation, so that proflt-

making agencies are assured continuation of their proflt, while subsidized

ones must contlnue to obtain financial assistance from whatever sources had .

1 prQV1ded such subsidies in the past, The formula is renegotiated and changed

infrequently, only when very special reasons exist (such as a change in labor

product1vity, taxes, etc.); Consequently, 1mprovement in operatlng eff1c1ency

« 224




of a partner results in 1ncreased prof1ts for him, since his expenses are
reduced and revenues remain constant recognltlon of efficiency is thus

retalned . : N S

The fbrmula for revenue redistribution prov1des that the share of total
revenues due partner a, as explalned in Section 3 of Volume 2, page 71-73
(ﬁamburg Trans:t Federation), is: '

5
z
4 ¢
_ ar=1"ax &
Ra— (Rt"ch) ; 5 .
: IIT TA ¢

a=l “x=1 ar x

'Rt?'= Total revenue collected by the HVV;
'Chf = ' Operating expenses of the HVV;

I .= '"Historic index" of“partner a, i.e., his revenue-to cost ratio in
. the year prior to joing the HVV;

A= Quant1t1es defining contribution of partner a to the operations of
" the system. The five quantities (X = I,..5) entering computations
~reflect the effort of each partner through the following items: route
‘miles of service, passenger seats in the vehicle fleet, locomotives
v~ (for DB's diesel operatlons only), seat-mlles and tra1n-m11es of ser-
i'V1ce provided;

e = Un1t costs or relatlve weights of respective quant1t1es A

“Number of partners in the HVV. : ) ‘.

" The actual financiél results of each carrier may deviate from the revenue-
to-cost "historie index" contained in the above formula, depending both on
the total actual receipts of the HVV within the tariff perfod and on changes
in the carrier's operating costs. However, at the start of a tariff period,

each carrier presumably performs accordlng to his h1stor1c index.

The application of this method of revenue sharing to the proposed Seattle
integration program can be illustrated by the followxng simplified example, in

this case with reference to Washington State Ferries. Assume that!

éRt = total revenue collected from the new integrated ser-
: vice = 500,000 passengers at an average fare of $1.20 =
$600,000




-

= ‘operatlng expenses for the centralized activities
of the Association = $50,000

I -=  WSF revenue- to cost ratio for the four routes 1n
4 the year prior to joining the Association = 1.1

. A__ = services WSF agrees to perform for the association
' ~as follows:

Ay route miles for four routes = 400,000 ‘ S

'{. - Aaz = passenger capacity = 1,000,000 seats
Az = number of landings (independent of size of
vessel) = 70,000

‘terminal facilities used (independent of
size and number of vessels u51ng facilities)
=6

- = unit costs of prov1d1ng services descr1bed above, based
' on prior WSF experience (includes only those portions
of total costs allocated to the new integrated serv1ce),«

A'Aa4 }

as follows:
, e, = $0.08 per passenger route mile
e, = $0.02 per passenger seat
ez = $3 pef‘landing (cost independent of size of :
" vessel)
= Operation of terminals: Seattle at $14,000;

Fauntleroy at $8,000; four remaining terminals
at $4,000 each (costs independent of number
and size of vessels using the facilities)

. At the beginning of an agreed-upon tariff period when the service obli-
gations for each member are set, cost to Washxngton State Ferrles of prov1d1ng

its, ass1gned services would be estimated as follows

Sp = (Aggs og) + (Agy * op) * (Aa; gt (Aa4 ' o

' = (400,000 0.08) + (1,000,000 ¢ 0.02) + (70,000 * 3)
| + (14,000 + 8,000 + 4+4,000)

= $300,000

e ey £

-
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Applying the revenue-to-cost ratio normally derived from its operations,
' Washington State Ferries' share of revenues can be described by:
Sysp = Igcey

RN i -

"= 1,1+300,000 . o
= $330,000
"Assume that similarléalculations have been carried out for each of the

.remaining partners'in the association and the sum of these (S ), including

Washington State Ferrles equals $550 000 The follow1ng ratio is then de-

r1ved o » :

SwsF . 330,000 ¢ 3

ASt - SSO,OQPK‘f

|

Y _‘
Th1s rat1o rema1ns flxed throughout the agree-upon tarlff perlod and is

app11ed to all revenues actually der1ved from the new 1ntegrated serv1ce.
Washlngton State Ferrles' share of these 1s then calculated as follows.‘

FE

IR R ,ﬂ,swstw R S SO

RWSF - ?(Rt - ch , St oo

=" (600,000 - 50,000) &
= §$330,000 . . IR Do Lo ey

- Since céstS'to Washington State Ferries of providing its share of the .
integrated service were estimated at $300,000, its profit of $30,000 is in
keeping with its normal: revenue-to-cost .ratio of 1.1, However, it. should be
emphasized that actual operating costs jncurred during the tariff period do
not affect the revenue sharing formula. Thus, if Washington State Ferries

can increase its efficiency of operation, it will realize increased profits.
| Slmllarly, it must absorb h1gher operatlng costs 063351°"ed bY such expenses
~ as wage increases and suffer a loss of prOflts» just as it risked function1ng

'_1ndependently of the assoc1at10n AdJustments t° the sharing ratio Swsp/s

o
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are made only at the beginning of a new tariff period when the members re-‘
negot1ate the1r relative positions on the basis of their experience in the
prior tariff per1od T RPN P ‘;;";“f» S EEE e ;_,;s:s;[ﬁ

The revenue sharlng formula established at the beginning of the tar1ff
perlod can be app11ed to any level of income from fares derived from the in-
tegrated service. For example, suppose that the Assoc1at10n believes that
_the new system should be introduced at a lower fare structure, s0 as to at-
tract more riders. - As a result, 610 000 passengers use the system, 1nstead

of 500, 000. and pay an average fare of §$1.00 rather than $1.20.: Washington
State Ferr1esl share of th1s would be: -

| V,S : T
I L R oo (wspi‘,,i;i, U omen e

et ) RWSF_‘ f’ Ry h) S¢ \ -
= (610, 000 - 50 000)

= $366, ooo .

: If Washlngton State Ferrles found that it can handle these addltlonal
passengers at the same operatlng costs, its proflt would be more than

doubled If add1t10na1 personnel and fac111t1es were needed, 1t would have

to absorb these costs. Should a maJor addltlon to the serv1ces WSF contracted

for w1th the Association appear necessary, as for example, supplementary ferry

trips, the State Agency would renegotiate its servlce contr1but1on and revenue

. share przor to the initiation of a new tar1ff perlod

A mod1f1cat1on of thlS system is recommended for Seattle, because
newly created services w111 be 1nvolved It is suggested that past
profit-and- loss experience, item "I in the formula, be applled to
Wash1ngton State Ferries, Bremerton Municipal Transit and Island Transit,
and estlmates “of initial operating costs and ‘revenues calculated for the'
new Metro: system. Supplementary systems developed ifor other communities"

in the re51dent1al service area will be evaluated 1nd1v1dua11y for- thelr
expected profit- -and-loss p051t1on. B R LA

R' Revenues should be shared only for those parts of the systems of each
part1c1pant that are 1nvolved in prov1d1ng 1ntegrated serv1ce ‘ For example,
revenues from ferry routes between or1g1ns and destlnatlons out51de the

demonstratlon area should not be subJect to sharxng,‘nor should bus revenues
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‘ ' lection of routes and allocation of buses for

from transport1ng chlldren to local schools. Soch;fecfors would be subject
to detailed agreements between the part1c1pants at the beg1nn1ng of the .
integration program. o

Coordination of Public Informafion. Promotioh“and Ticket Sales
Information .on routes, schedules and fares for all cooperating transit
operations should be prepared and distributed by a centralized public re1a4:
tions unit. Not only should pocket schedules be available on all vehicles

and at all transfer po1nts, but schedules should be posted at all transfer

p01nts and major stops.

Pub11c1ty for the new comblned service could be disseminated by adver-
tlsements in all vehicles of cooperat1ng serv1ces by radio, TV, newspapers,
and flyers mailed to res1dents of the serv1ce area. Editorial coverage of

the new system through telev151on and newspapers should be promoted by the

_ pub11c relations unit.. .

Thls unit would also be responsible for coordlnatlng the sale of t1ckets
at -convenient locatlons, as well as testing and adopting successful marketing
procedures, such as multiple- -ride tickets and commuter passes. Efforts should
'be made to -reduce the need for passengers to carry and show tickets as
they transfer between different legs of their journeys.. Exper1ments w1th’l
. such techniques as reserved pedestrian corridors for those changing modes,,
~automated fare collection devices, and procedures to permit passengers to
omit one or the other of the bus portions of the trip could be carried out

as part of the program.

Improvement of Bus Service in Seattle

Plans for the new Metro system.appear to offer generally high quality
public transit with regard to access, frequency, reliability, and comfort
and no change to the system are suggested here. As mentioned above, however,~
 the integrated ferry service may require special buses to shuttle ferry
commuters from central places of employment (e.g., the CBD, the major
'1ndU5trlal plants) ‘to and from the two ferry term1na15 under marquees. Se-
nferry specials' could be made
on the basis of the or1g1n destlnatlon surveys conducted prior to the start

of 1ntegrated serv1ce.=
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'jmprovement of Ferry Service

. The travel needs survey m1ght show that existing runs could be rescheduled
to better conform to users' needs. Vessels de51gned for carrying only passen- '
- gers or: a smaller number of veh1c1es mlght be substituted on some of the trips
or used to supplement existing runs. Terminal ‘facilities should be brought~*x
‘up to standards suggested above and provided with appropriate fare collection
equipment_. 7 ¥ DL P S o .

C 'Improvement of Serv1ces in the Residential Areas of Kitsap County

Prov1d1ng pub11c tran51t in low den51ty areas ‘at reasonable overall
fcosts calls for d1fferent solutlons than can be provided by traditional mass
. transit. - The proposed’ integration offers an opportunity to experiment with
1 ' some of these alternative forms of public transportation.

Agaln, the travel needs survey w111 help to deflne the kind of local

f‘f ! serv1ce desired by ferry r1ders in different’ seet1ons of the service area.
; ' Where den51t1es are relatlvely h1gh such as Bremerton, the existing bus

service might be augmented to provide more direct access from residential -

areas to the ferry terminal. Where clusters of commuters were 1dent1f1ed

a cooperatlve bus might be used. Moderate-to-low density markets might

be served by a pre-scheduled demand-responsive system for regular commuters.
Small buses or J1tney-type-passenger cars could be operated during commuting
hours by drivers employed in other activities during the remainder of the :
day. Schedules of school openings might be adjusted to permit school buses
to operate on early morning pick-up service for ferry commuters prior to
transporting the children; these buses could be easily available after school
for the return-from-work run in the evening. In some areas, no form of
public transit may appear to be feasible, and efforts should be directed’
toward providing adequate, convenient parking.

' Each local community will present different travel needs, ex1sting
facil1t1es and personnel available for adaptation into a service that would
br1ng commuters on to the ferries without their cars. It would be essential

" to devise pub11c transportatlon systems compatible WIth the individual |

r ..character;stlcs_of each locality. One of the criteria for adoption of any.

3
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of these'systens should be its long-range economic viability beyond the

time limits of the project'when Federal support will no longer be available.

Expected Results of the Integration Program

Benefits that can be’ expected to result from integratioa are;

1. Increased prof1tab111ty of ferry service through using
avallable space to transport more passengers.

2. Increased frequency of ferry service through the use
-of smaller passenger vehicles.

3. Increased ridership of Seattle buses between the ferry
: terminals.and major downtown locations.

- 4, "Reduction of traffic congestion and demand for parklng
+in downtown Seattle.

‘44‘5;=11mprovement of pub11c transportation throughout the west
L - Puget Sound sérvice area.

6..7Increased eff1c1ency of transfer between modes through 51n-
' ggle -fare tickets and monthly passes.

ﬁ In the Hamburg exper1ence it was found that operational savings of
'up to 20 percent were realized by some members, passenger increases ranged
- from 25 to 110 percent at some stations, and the percentage of passengers
| using weekly and. monthly tickets increased from 42 to 54 percent, thus re-
duc1ng vehicle delays and simplifying ticket sales.

An indirect result of the proposed integration might be to improve

~ the desirability of the west Puget Sound service area as a residential area
for Seattle commuters, which would in turn provide a larger market for the
integrated system. !
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 Tab1e?24;"Check1ist of transit integration activities: Puget Sound Region.

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be
Applicable

INSTITUTIONAL

OPERATOR AND CITY/COUNTY/STATE PLANNING COORDINATION
Set up Reglonal P]ann1ng Coordinating 0rgan1zat1on

" Legislated county/area commission for all
~__regional planning
Formally constituted and appointed 1ndependent
committee
Ad hoc coordinating regional planning committee
with effective financial support and power to X
make recommendations » ‘
~*No coordinating agency for all regional planning X

.Requirements for Successful Demonstrations

Thorough area trip demand study '
Formulate area transportation pollcy 1nc1ud1ng
. __goals for public transit
Redefine public transportation region (e.g. ex-
tend transit district boundaries, etc.

- Set up Single Transportation/Transit Planning Authority ©

Agency responsible for planning and finaneing all
regional transportation activity

~ Agency responsible for overall planning, llcens1ng
and financing of all regional public transpor- ‘ ‘ X

tation

Transit district or 51n01e publicly owned operator|
handles public transit planning

~ *No single public transit planning authorlty (in- ‘

dividual operators or their associations handle - X
public transit planning under either open compe- ‘
. tition or area franchise).

OPERATOR/OPERATOR COORDINATION |
Set up Coordinating Structure for Intra-Region Public
Transit

Slngle reglonal operator for all pub11c transit l . | ~ l X ]
(by merger or transit district leg1slat10n) :

‘#A11 unstarred items are recommended integration activities, Starred items are

included to complete the coverage of the list for evaluating existing program

status. , ~ [x: Status for whole region, all opera-
. : . e k] tOY‘S- .
o s: Status for part of region, some
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INSTITUTIONAL (continued)

Already

Existing

Proposed
Activity

Not Appli-

ceb]e |
“Eventually

May Be .

s

Applicable

One major operator, several smaller ones

t Transit federation

>

-, x .

- Transit community (separate agreements for joint
tariff on routes, coordinated routes and sched-
__ules, some pooling)

Tariff association (joint tariff and revenue d1s-
tribution agreements)

Route and schedule coordination agreements

*No regional coordinating organ12at1on

Set up Coord1nat1ng Structure for Inter-City
Transportat1on

; Out-of-region operator participation in 1ntra-
~ __regional coordinating organization

Coordinating committeeof operators

: Coordinating agreements between individual opera-.

tors (e.g. airport or airlines, Greyhound and
transit district)

Responsibility allocated internally within intra-
- area operator(s) for planning coordination w1th‘

out-of-region/intercity demand

PR ORI &

*No comprehensive approach to con51der1ng out- of- ;

g_g1on trips.

TRANSIT/PARA TRANSIT OPERATOR COORDINATION
: Set up Coordinating Structure

-Para-transit operator participating in 1ntra -Te-.

_gional coordinating organization

Py

Coordinating committee of operators

. Coordinating agreements between individual opera-
tor(s)

*No coordinating organization

PUBLIC TRANSIT FINANCING ARRANGEMENTS e ;
‘Sources for Financing Capital Investment Other Than - 35 f ’
Ro]ling Stocw
‘ Revenue from fares S
Bond issue 8
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" INSTITUTIONAL (continued) -

Already
Existing

Proposéd

Activity.

Not Appli-
cable

Eventually
May Be

Applicable

:Stock issue

w

National loans

Other debentures

State grants

"National grants

Specially designated local tolls

Specially designated local sales taxes

Specially designated.local property taxes

w] | ninln

 Specially designated state tax other than license
or fuel taxes

State motor vehicle operator licensing fees

~State motor fuel taxes

Parking and park-and-ride fees

Revenue from other services, e.g. leases of land
and air rights, advertising

Leasing arrangements (transfer to operating costs)

 Sources for Financing Rolling Stock and Buses.

Revenue from fares

Bond issue : :

State loans

Federal loans

Other debentures

State grants

Federal grants

Specially designated local tolls

Specially designated local sales taxes

‘Specially designated local property taxes

wn] v unlwn

Specially designated local other charges or taxes

Specially designated state:tax other than license
or fuel taxes '

State motor vehicle operator licensing fees

State motor fuel taxes

Equipment trust funds

Revenue from other services

_Leasing arrangements (transfer to operating costs)

Sources for Financing Operating Costs

Revenue from fares

~ Specially designated local tolls

A
L
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‘”ff¢lNST}TUTIQNAL (éoﬁtfnued)'

Eventually

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable

May Be
Applicable

| l:fif,_4_ Specially designated local sales taxes

"~Specially designated local property taxes:

; .+ Specially de51gnated state tax other than license
{ L s 7 or fuel taxes
| J e S

-State motor vehicle operator 11cens1ng fees

w|x

é State motor fuel taxes
§ - Revenue from other service
} o OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST
g . (Please descrlbe) '
i s
|
t
 &1;"5ff‘f  i, - D ER | | 236
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~ OPERATIONAL -

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING COORDINATION NITH CITY/COUNTY/
STATE AGENCIES .

Auto Parking Policy in MaJor Act1v1ty Centers

Eventually
Applicable

Not Appli-
May Be

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
cable

Control of parking by higher charges

~ Control of parking by graduated charges by dls-
tance from CBD or major activity center

Control of parking by time of day restrictions

Control of parking by street space restrictions

Control of parking by open lot space restrictions

xIxfx]| -

Control of parking by in- bu11d1ng space restric-
tions

Encourage short-term parking and dlscourage long-
term parking

*No significant parklng pollcy

"Auto Use Restriction Po]icy N

User charges, taxes, tolls, road pricing, etc.

Restriction of auto use by zone (auto-free areas)

Restriction of auto use by time (auto-free areas);
supplementary licensing, etc.)

Restriction of automobile flow by trafflc re-
straint schemes

*No policy on auto use

§

Traffic'Management in Support of Public Transit

Total centralized traffic control w1th1n maJor
activity centers

Signal synchronization

Bus priority system at signals

One-way streets planned for transit flow

Reserved lanes for auto and bus use by time of day

Reserved lanes for car pool and bus use by t1me
of day

Reserved lanes on city streets for bus only use
by time of day :

Reserved lanes on c1ty streets for bus only use
.} all day

Reserved streets for bus only use

x

- Reserved streets for minibus use and pedestrians
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OPERATIONAL (continued) =d|&R |2 @fe
..~ Bus stop 1ocat1ons chosen for trans1t and vehlcle s x
-~ _flow improvement: - ’ : =
= . Offstreet docks for 1and1ng/unload1ng S B
© Parking restrictions to aid transit flow s
- Exclusive freeway lanes S =
77" Reserved bus ramps for freeway entry and exit ' X
*No consideration by local authority of impact of . ~ g -
motor vehicle flow on public transit o :
: R ; e o ;g iE o
o ACTIVITIES REQUIRING COORDINATION WITH GOVERNMENT AGEN-‘. N
I“CIES AND LOCAL BUSINESSES = : e
' Changmg Trans1t Demand Characteristics
; Staggered work hours X -
Sliding work hour system (flexitime) . X
. Encourage extended shopping hours : X
+ - Encourage multi-use development of major activ- . ;
- ity areas (offlce, shops, entertainment, apart- ’ X
.7 7 ments) T i B
”ffEncourage public transit user shopplng tr1p or1en- s X
tat1on among merchants .
'ACTIVITIES REQUIRING OPERATOR COORDINATION : :
Basic System wide Fare Structure
*  7Zonal fare system s
Dlstance-graduated fare system (or t1me-on—system i
related) o c K-
. *Fare set by number of transfers - X -
_*Flat fare system 8
*Nominal fare system. S -
‘*Free fare system (no fare) X
Un11m1ted number of free transfers between routes :
o of s1ng1e mode only (restricted by time: .
‘ 1nteroperator X
: intraoperator X
Unllmlted number of intermodal free transfers:
- i , ~interoperator - - X
intraoperator d - X




f'OPERATIONALM(éontinued)

Eventually
icable |

Not Appli-
May Be 7

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
cable

Appl

Limited number of free transfers between routes

of single. mode: interoperator

, - intraoperator
Limited number of 1ntermoda1 free transfers:

o interoperator

intraoperator

*No free transfers

',Supp1ementary Policies on Fare Structure

Special rates for socio-economic groups

- Special rates by time of day (off-peak, night)

Spec1a1 rates by area of city (e.g. flat rate
~in CBD)

- Special rates by part of week (e.g. Sunday)

wn

Special rates by type of trip (e.g. tourist)

Daily system passes

B "Intermodal single trip combination passes

x| X

‘Seasonal passes

Free return trip in off -peak hours

*No supplementary policy on fares

Fare Collection Procedurest+

*Token system

Scrip system (tickets)

*Cash system -

*Exact fare system

mﬂmw

Pass system (including commuter rail)

Honor system (including commuter ra11)

" Tickets sold on vehicles: Buses
‘ Light Rail

"Tickets sold off-vehicles: Buses

Light Rail

J x| > )

"Automated machines on or off vehicles (1nc1ud1ng
commuter rail)

Driver collects fare ‘ ' —
" Conductor collects fare e
*No fare : e

¢ i
L J . .

FExcludes commuter rail except as noted
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OPERATIBNAL (continqed)

. Coordinétéd Rodtes

e e T s o o T e

§
¢
Y

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be -
Applicable

Eliminate dupllcate routes: interoperator

x

intraoperator

Exnpnd routes and plan new routes to improve . level
of service in region

Extend and plan new bus/light rail routes for ser-
vicing out- of,reg1on/1nterc1ty demand terminals
(e.g. airport)

- Rail rapid transit routes for serv1c1ng intercity
demand terminals

Design bus routes as feeders to commuter rail and
rapid tran51t'~- : *_interoperator

1ntraoperator

‘Design bus express routes to take advantage of
-freeway network : ‘

Use paratransit modes for providing feeder serxlce
to main bus or transit routes, e.g.
taxis

minibus/midibus = ) - -

dial-a-ride

jitneys

bicycles

Mini/midi bus routes in CBD

Express rapid transit service

Express bus -services

Rapid transit routes for certain times of day (1f
' justified)

-Bus routes. for certain times of dav

~-Park andvrlde commuter routes developed:
: Bus/Light ra11

Rapid transi

Commuter rai]

‘Coordinafed Schedules

Bus route connectlon schedule coordlnatlon.

interoperator

1ntraoperator
Intermodal (bus 11ght ra11 rapld transit) connec-
. tion schedule coordination: -interoperator

intraoperator
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Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be
Applicable

jOPERATibNAL (Continﬁed) ‘fﬁ’

a

Intermodal (w1th commuter rail) connection sched-
ule coordination ‘ X
. Rider oriented headways (reduced to no more than
15-20 minutes)
Rider oriented schedule times (easily memorized)
. Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina-
tion with airport
- Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina-
~.._tion with mainline railroad service '
. Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coord1na-
..._tion with buses (Greyhound) :
~.Extend service times (into night hours) S X

(7] wi w

Public Information System :
Produced easily understandable and available sys-
7. tem-wide schedules with routes, route maps and .S
fares
Schedule 1nformat10n at bus stops
Route maps at most stops
.. Route maps on vehicles
- Labeling of stops and vehicles
- 'Public relations program
System-wide information near fare cOllection areas
System-wide information on rapld transit train
, platform
Clearly labeled information areas in Stations X
Multi-lingual information provision_

%

winjninin
XX x| XxIx]|x

=1

OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST
(Please Describe)

Coordination of.Fer}y-Bus Schedules , - X

-—
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».PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING NEW TECHNOLOGY AND COORDINATION ;b

WITH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

o Automated Operations - e

Already -

Existing

?ropoéed‘
Activity

Not Appli-

Eventually .-

.| cable

e

‘| May Be

1 Applicable --

. Computerized traffic control with bus 1ocator
Freeway ramp metering-

*Computer1zed traffic control, no trans1t pr1or1ty

" Bus priority control equlpment

) ACTIVITIES REQUIRING NEW TECHNOLOGY WHICH CAN BE
ADOPTED BY OPERATOR(S) |

f‘Automated 0perat1ons

x % ]|

. Automatic train operatlon

Dial-a-ride

_Bus operation control w1th bus locator and radio

communication

NLACTIVITIES REQUIRING PROVEN TECHNOLOGY AND COORDINATION o
. WITH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES ST

i‘Faci]ity Provision

. Grade-separated buswavs

-New and converted park-and-ride lots

. Park, ride, and shop lots near the CBD

wlununlwn

2

. Pedestrlan walks (sidewalks) and blcycle paths
. Extension of pedestrian malls .

x| x| X} x| x

. Off-street loading/unloading docks _

w

Grade-separated pedestrian crossing

bad

, ACTIVITIES REQUIRING PROVEN TECHNOLOGY WHICH CAN BE

ACCOMPLISHED BY THE OPERATOR(S)

Facility Provision

Intermodal terminals

Pedestrian facilities (escalators, moving side-
walks) in terminals

" Bus shelters

x

" - Benches at bus stops

Bike locks at‘bus stops
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PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL (continued)

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be.
Applicable

Package check-in areas: Rapid transit terminals

Park, ride, & shop areas

x

In major activity centers near bus stops

x

'Rail line construction and extension for service
" in area

Rall line constructlon and extens1on for a1rport
-access

~ Vehicle Acquisition

"Fulfillment of new routes and schedules

(7,]

~.Standardization of vehicles by single operator -

‘Special service vehicles: mini-bus

midi-bus

high capacity bus
Y'package' bus

"Bike-§-ride" buses

Equipmehf to Aid Operations"

Automatic fare collection machines

Radio/TV communications system

Operators' Pooling Agkéements

Joint use of personnel

Joint use of capital equipment

Standardized equipment

Common spare parts pool

Xlxixixix

S—

Common maintenance facilities

OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST
(Please Describe) :
Park-and-ride lots at ferry term1nals
. Package check-in at ferry terminals
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* SECTIN 7
MIDOLETOMN: A SHALLER URBAN AREA

“INTRODUCTION o

j. Whlle the main thrust of an UMTA transit 1ntegration program would be
' in the largest SMSAs, UMTA is charged to provide assistance to all vurban
areas.'" The enabling legislation deflnes an "urban area" as:

. "™, . . any area that includes a mun1c1pality or other bu11t UP place
-which is appropriate, in the judgment of the Secretary, for a public
- transportation system to serve commuters or others . . M (Section
12(c) (4), UMTA Act of 1964) ‘ T

,lAt the request of the’ UMTA Program Manager, INTERPLAN therefore considers !
‘in thls sectlon how a smaller urban area might apply the techniques of
'tran51t 1ntegrat10n.' ‘Taken together with the more complex examples Of the -
' three larger c1t1es presented in the previous sections of this volume, this:
:sect1on should help to prov1de a balanced picture ‘of the usefulness of inte-

grat1on approaches to U S.‘urban transit systems as a whole. S NS B

Spec1£ica11y, this sect1on is designed to accompllsh three ends.b“'"‘

1. Describe the transit needs and options ¢ of smaller c1ties as they differ
from those of the major SMSAs. ; S ;

- The maJor dlfference is that institutional 1ntegrat10n. Of great importance

-in large areas served by many agencies, is largely irrelevant . in smaller cities,
most of wh1ch are served by a single bus company.. . In these cities, the opera-
tional and physical aspects of integration are of the gréatest interest.

‘2. Suggest to smaller cities now planning transit imprOvements how. the con-
cepts of integration discussed in Volume 1 and the experjence of European
transit systems contained in Volume 2 are relevant to their needs. .

3. Provide UMTA with an example of how 8 smaller city might respond to an
invitation to participate in a Federal transit integration program.

The subject of this section, "Middletown" is'a hYP°‘hetica1 small urban
‘area, designed to be representative of the 50, 000-250,000 population group.
"This group 'is made up of the 120 smallest SMSAs; - about 90 other SMSAS have
APOPulatlons of over 250,000 but fall below the one million P°P“13ti°" c“t°ff
point used in the selection of three major urban areas if Section 2. There-
fore Mlddletown can be taken to be typical of about half the sysAs in the ;
United States (see Appendix B for a listing of the 243 SMSAs andg p+ 9 for a |
definition_of an SMSA). . '

PR
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‘ fWhile'some readers may recognize certain of Middletown's features.in.

£

; :

§ " their own. cities, two disclaimers are important:

§ 1. *Middletown. is an unscientifically. assembled composite of an "average" .

f - American medium-sized to small city. It may 'still retain:some "un-
~average' characteristics.

‘ 2. >No:true portrait of any specific city was. intended. ‘Any similarities

' .~ ito.actual individuals, city institutions, transportatlon systems, or

ﬂhistorlcal events 1s purely accrdental ' .

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED APPROACH

The proposed approach for 1ntegrat10n in M1dd1etown would bu11d on the
?.exlstlng public and para-transxt networks to. ach1eve a fully respon51ve

stransportation system with.a minimum of f1nanc1a1 and organ1zat10na1 effort..

iThe approach has two main. thrusts. operational 1ntegrat10n of the ex1st1ng
,publlcly .owned bus company with the privately owned cab company, and increased
emphasis on the utilization of para-transit modes, wa1k1ng and b1k1ng. A* '

. yseries of other institutional, operational and phy51ca1 measures is also sug-
.gested 1n the description of the proposed 1ntegrat10n program, presented fol-
+lowing a descrlption of the current status of Mlddletown s transportat1onww

,;'.t,'

system.‘

3

1 The suggested approaches to 1ntegratlon are . those wh1ch mlght be uhder-
'€~\\ , taken by a small city which is served by a single bus company, and which has
"”f,no other major mode of public transit. - In cities such as Middletown, the .
".changes requlred to promote integration may be.less sweeping than in-larger.
cities which are served by several modes of public transportation: However,
uthe basic problems of auto congestlon, a1r and n01se pollutlon, and .the need

for a more effectlve public transportatlon system are the same, though on a

smaller scale. - -

GRS S dCiel

THE CITY AND ITS 'TRANSPORTATION REGION

" Because.of its natural attributes of climate and location, Middletown's
P . economy.is tourist and service oriented. ‘During the past S years-the‘eityjs
' . population growth rate has been more than twice that of the state as a whole,
“and in the last decade its population has grown by 65 percent to a lev'el‘_._O‘f

PRI
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140,000. ‘The “fastest grow1ng ‘area is that surrounding the state university.
and the city airport, both ‘located 10 miles from the CBD. The city s rapid -
o growth can be attributed to the influx of research-oriented firms which have .
located in Middletown, attracting thousands of new workers and residents to

. the area. _Retired persons form another large'segment of Middletown's popu-
lation.’ They have the leisure time to enjoy the many attractions of the "
area, but: they require pub11c transportation because few own or operate cars.

In large areas of the city zoning ordinances stipulate large- lot,,
single-family,detached housing, resulting in low density land use and a
correspondingly low population density. These factors, combined with the -
high standard of living which has resulted from Middletown's service economy,
_tourist trade, and univefsityerelated research industries, have fostered a |
highly mobile society in which the private automobile is king. It is this
automobile orientation which presents both the greatest challenge and the .

'_ greatest threat to the public transportation'system in Middletown.

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING -

.The planning of public transit service in Middletown is primarily the
responsibility of the Middletown Metropol1tan Transit District Board. In
addition to this board the various para-tran51t services such as ‘taxis and
airport limousines are governed by Public Utilities Code regulations. ‘The

1dd1etown Traffic Engineering Department is respon51b1e for the planning of
of all bikeways, roads, and parking. It also maintains automobile and pOP“"
lation densxty counts, and studies the £1ow of traffic as 1t changes due t°

new re51dent1a1 and bu51ness developments

*

In 1966 citizens of Middletown voted the Mlddl°t°w“ Metr°p°11ta“
Transit District (MMID) into existence by approving the passage of a Pub
Utilities Code statute, known as the "Middletown Metr°P°11tan Transit Dis= .
trict Act of 1966." This act created a transit district with a governing
board of five members, and allowed the District to levy & Pr°Perty tax.qf o
. up to $.10 per $100.00 of assessed valuation on properties within the
Athransit district. The Metropol1tan DistrICt ‘Act specified that the board
"~ would con51st of two members selected by the 01ty C°““°il two selected by

lic
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the county superv1sors,'and a fifth member selected by the four epp01ntees.-3
This board is charged with the respons1b111ty ‘of making the maJor dec1srons:y
concerning the purchase of new equipment, new routes, and f1nanc1a1 detallsg:
of the bus ‘company's operation., In addition to the board members.,the MMTD;;J

" has a full-time manager who assumes the responsibility of daily‘operations

and serves as public relations liaison between the company'and the public. .

The Public Utilities Comm1551on regulates many aspects of public trans-

: portat1on which affect the bus company, taxi company, airport 11mous1nes,
;and charter bus services.. It sets fare limits, specifies Jur1sd1ct10n of

serv1ce for the dlfferent modes, and serves as a general "watchdog," mak1ng

‘impromptu safety, 1nspect10ns and auditing financial reports.

i These agencies work closely together in order to prov1de Mlddletown with

the most efficient transportation network p0551ble, while at the same time

.'1nsur1ng maximum safety

PUBLIC TRANSIT.

' Bus: Servi ce

The flrst bus company to operate in Mlddletown began serv1ce 1n 1943,

iIt was owned and operated by a local couple and was profltable unt11 1959

when it was sold to a third party, "Mr. Jones." Durlng the first year of

" 'Mr. Jones' management, the company reported substant1al losses and the net -
aworth of the company shrank to less than 5 percent of its or1g1nal value,
-Because the company s outstandlng debts were cons1derable, and Mr. "Jones
-still owed most of the original purchase price, a bankruptcy actlon seemed
-inevitable. Thus, a suit for breach of contract and foreclosure of the -
.pledge wasrbrought aga1ns the company by the former owvners. " In the course
fofﬁlegaljinyestigation, it was discovered that Mr.;Jones had embezzled from’

the bus company money which had been withheld from the employees' wages for
income tax. He had also charged off personal expenses for clothes and food
to the bus company. o

In 1961. the Mlddletown Tran51t Company was placed in recelvershlp
under the dlrectlon of an accountant, who ‘then managed the company for a
period of 10 months. - Th1s was followed by another era of prrvate ownershlp
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whieh'resulted in further losses and eventuai city‘subsidization'at the

rate of 60¢ per operatlng m11e._ “This sdbsrd1zat10n lasted unt11 the Metro-
politan Transit District was voted into exlstence and a publicly owned bus :

company was 1nst1tuted w1th the help of a Federal DOT sub51dy."

i

"The M1dd1etown Metropolltan Transit District presently owns and oper-

. ates 12 buses whlch serve 8 routes covering the entire trans1t district.
‘Headwaysvrange from 30 to 120 minutes; most are one hour long. Night ser-
- vice was offered when the MID first began operation in 1968, but was discon-

tinued duevto lack of ridership. The night service had cost one-fifth of 'f
the total operating costs dur1ng the perlod it was offered, and it was de-‘;
termined that the company would incur an additional $15,000 loss annually,:

H

were night service to be continued. Several of the existing routes are

basieally little-used "token" routes, planned to provide token service to
transit district taxpayers in outlying areas..  They run through wealthy

,.automobile oriented areas on the way to downtown * Seven of the eight routes

are heavily losing money ;- One one—the ten- -mile long corridor route between

Athe downtown area and the unlver51ty campus—-is almost breaklng even. ' |

.*  Many of the routes have stayed essentlally the same since the days of
Mr. Jones, they connect the older residential areas to the old CBD. However,

durlng the last. 10 years, numerous new housing developments have come into ;

‘ belng. and two new shopping and employment centers have been constructed;
'these have created much larger populat1on centers than the old residential

areas or the old CBD. ' With the exceptlon of one meandering route, the bus

» .‘company has not recognlzed the growth of these new areas.

‘The buses carry over one million passengers annually. .This service

- costs each property owner within the district $.05 per $100 of assessed
,valuat1on, or for the owner of a $30,000 home, $15 a year. The flat fare:o

is 30 cents, with 5 cents for transfers. Bus ridership in Middletown is
comprlsed mainly ‘of senior citizens, the poor, and un1V§?§1ty st“dentsf

§

nearly one- half of whom do not own cars.

‘The infrequent serv1ce, poor t1mekeep1ng record, 3nd lack of evenlng, |
services (no’ departures after 7 p.m.) all add up to a poor image and low

.level of Patronage.} The shiny appearance of new buses Provlded with an
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UMTA grant is not enough to attract passengers. Desp1te the new buses. rlder-
‘ship 1ncreased only 3.5 percent durlng the first year ‘that the company was .
publ;cly owned Ridersh1p has 1ncreased ‘about 3 percent a year 51nce then.d
During th;s same perlod of t1me, Mlddletown s populatlon 1ncreased by over :

E% SO percent. Table 25 llsts key statistics for the system. :

i o R )

'% , . Tab]e 25, Middletown. Key bus system statistics. i

E' Number. of employees - = - .- b 30 Lo

i Nurber of buses s - 12 (1968 6M 4521)

ii Vehicles needed for peak service : o100 .

; Averagepage of vehicles : N I 3% years

f; Cost of new vehicles .~ =~ . ; 21 $29,000

i Number of routes -~ . . b8

i Length of routes .. . . . : 190 miles. -

| Percent of routes on exclusive rights of-way s Ok R T
'Typical service frequency 30-60 minutes
Yearly bus miles .- - 40,000 (per bus),f:

Passengers per year (1971) -+ 1,300,000 -
Revenue per year (FY1971) ~ $260,000
}Operating cost per vehicle mi]e Coese
Amount of subsidy (from taxes) "$185.000‘;'£

b BB

The MMTD plans to purchase e1ght new m1n1-buses 1n 1974 whlch w111 be;

used to prov1de cont1nuous loop serv1ce to maJor shopplng areas and d1a1 a-
bus service, and to serve re51dent131 areas where it 1s believed that they

“will be more acceptable than the present large d1ese1 buses because of thelr

smaller s1ze and lower noise and air pollutlon levels.

:Taxi Service "‘ ',‘:' DS EE - 7"v“”v R L %

There is one tax1 company operatlng in M1ddletown. It carrled nearly
as many passengers last year as did the bus company It is ‘a forward-_ i
th1nk1ng, 1nnovat1ve company 1nterested in estab115h1ng new forms of service
such as dlal a-r1de and "transportatlon stamps" wh1ch would be available to .

4
"
i

)
i

the’ poor. The company already prov1des a varlety of 1nnovat1ve services.

B 28 S TR £ 4T ey Gt

It-offers_scheduled charter service at a 10-15 percent dlscount for schools,
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commuters, and the general publlc. Charter service is defined by the taxi
company -as "scheduled p1ck ups and dellverles on a regular basis." Cabs
currently pick up handicapped children at one school and drive them to‘j
"'another for therapy every school day. Similar service is available for com-
‘muters who do not wish to ma1nta1n private automobiles or ride the bus. The
:vftax1 company provides commuter service scheduled at the convenience of the
'chstomer.‘ In many cases, up to five individuals work out a '"car pool" ar-

:'rangement using tax1s.

- The entire cab fleet was converted to the utilization of natural gas in
'}1972 Slnce natural gas is less expens1ve and burns more eff1cient1Y com-
':pared to- gasollne, fewer gallons of less expensive fuel are used. “Since
,\natural gas burns "cleaner," less frequent spark plug changes, oil changeso'

- and eng1ne ‘tune-ups are necessary. The state tax which is levied on 885011“°

vdoes not .apply to natural gas, further reducing the company's expenditures
"for fuel The money the company is saving by using natural gas is being ap-
p11ed to, the acqu151t1on of new taxis in order to upgrade the company's ser-

vice level and the fleet s appearance.

Tax1 r1dersh1p is fa1r1y evenly distributed over the area served with
a large proport1on of the riders being elderly c1tizens who prefer the door-
" to-door convenience of taxis to the less personalized service of the buses.
Many elderly citizens utlllze tax1 service because they feel that the bus
company's schedules .and routes do not provide them with the service they re-
QUIre.' The cab company collected 450,000 fares in 1971, with an average of
two passengers per fare, thus providing transportation for nearly 1 million
passengers last year at a prof1t.

Cab company management considers its fleet to have great. potentia) as a

‘multifaceted transportation service. Among the new ideas which aT¢ being
implemented are dial-a-ride and a program for removing drunk drivers £rom
the road, 'The drunk-driver program begins with advertisements placed in
bars which read, "Relax and enjoy yourself at the (name of bar), 8"d know 8
'lYellow can take you home instead of a Black and White." Upon request, the
cab. company will dispatch one taxi with two drivers. The first driver rakes
‘the person home in the taxi, while the second driver drives the P3SSenger's

car home for him, For this service, the passenger pays a double fare, The
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cab company would like the city to pay the fare for at least one of the drivers
in order to keep drunk drlvers off the road. This system would cost less than-
the Jalling of drunk drivers and could reduce the nunber‘of'alcohol-relatedhj
acc1dents._ ' - Lo S

A dlal a-ride option beglns in June, 1973. This service will enahle an

indiv1dua1 to call for 2 tax1, Wthh will also pick up others in the area re-

questing d1a1 a-ride service. The cabs will then deliver the passengers to

: their respective destinations for a charge of $1.00 per person. This multlple-

passenger, multiple- destlnatlon service will reduce the cost of taxi service,
provide more personallzed service than do the buses, and cut down on the num-
ber of taxi trips requ1red An important aspect of the dial- a-ride program is

that it is being funded by the taxi company without any city subsidization be-

N cause the management believes it will offer the type of service not provided

) by the bus company at a lower fare than the 51ng1e-person ride.

Taxi company management has also proposed three other spec1a1 serv1ces
1deas. |

1. Serv1ng the very elderly, crlppled or poor in order to proV1de them w1th
the transportation they need but cannot afford. The company would like
to see this program handled through "transportatlon stamps" much like the

»food stamp program. ’

2. Adapt1ng taxis to accommodate wheelchairs, so that’ 1nd1v1duals who are
confined to wheel chairs have more mobility. '

3. Integrating the cab company ‘with the bus company in order to proV1de
.- .direct service to the doors of commuters who live long distances from
“the nearest bus stop. This service is similar to that planned by the
MMTD in its new dial-a-bus and mini-bus programs. However, taxis
have the advantage of being less expensive to operate and require no
further capital expenditure since they are already avallable for use. -

Bikeways

B1cyc1es are a very 1mportant part of Mlddletown s transportation system.
Blcycle use has always been hlgh at the university campus located near Middle-
town, where most students do not own cars and must cover considerable’ distances. .
The use of blcycles has recently increased con51derab1y in the city of Middle-
town as a result of a grow1ng awareness of the presence of auto-caused pollu-
tlon, and the m11d climate which makes bicycling enJoyable most of the year.
The exper1ence of M1dd1etown reflects the nationwide reviValvof bicycling,
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~are planned to improve bus serV1ce and to 1ntegrate bus and para-trapsit modes.

- because there has ‘never been more than one bus company. The present public

{by a five-man board chosen by the City Counc11 and County Supervisors._gThis E

wh1ch resulted 1n sales of 10 million bicycles in the u. S. in 1972.‘

The Middletown Traffic Engineering Department has established bikeways "

'”in many areas of the city, particularly along scen1c routes and near: schools.y

Studxes are currently being carried out to determine the most predominant
patterns of bicycle traffic in order to establish more bikeways along streets -

in:the CBD and in surrounding areas.

Airport Limousines

An airport limousine service has been in operat1on in Middletown for

2 years. It is privately owned and operated. The limousine provides three

areas of Middletown with transportatlon to and from the airport, charging
approximately half the cab fee for this trip. The area in which the limou-

"sine is allowed to operate is regulated by the Public Utilities Commission.

Mini Bus Charter Tours

A m1ni bus charter company has been in operation in Santa Barbara for

'A 2% years. The owner and manager also acts as the driver. The company oper-

ates two ll-passenger cars which are available for sightseeing or travel
charters. The charge for this service, set by the Public Utilities Commis-

sion, is based on either time or mileage.

CURRENT INTEGRATION EFFORTS

Because Middletown has only one bus company and no other public transit
such as rail rapid or streetcars, there is no need for integration between

-transit modes or operators. However. 1ntegrat10n act1v1t1es on all three lev-

els, institutional, operational, and physical, are already taking place and ;

Inst1tut10nal Integration | ‘

Institutional integration of transit has always existed in Middletown

transit company, the Middletown Metropolitan Transit District, is managed
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board prov1des 1nst1tut10na1 coordination between the transit district and
the city éuthorltles in Mlddletown. An add1t10na1 example of plannlng co-

T dohers

-ordinatlon 1n the c1ty is the system of blkeways which parallel main

thoroughfares 1n the c1ty and surroundlng areas. These b1keways were es- -

,tabllshed as a result of the efforts of the city plannlng authorities and
va group of b1cyc1e enthusiasts known as B1kecology. Bikecology is an
'Aecology~m1nded group whose goal is to create more bikeways so that pedes-~

trians, bike riders ‘and cars have separate rights-of-way, 1nsur1ng safety

for all three modes of transportation and facilitating bike travel.

{Operat1ona1 Integrat1on - - . .

The city has provided nine city-owned parklng lots in the CBD which

Hallow free parking for the first 90 mlnutes. This policy is intended to o

encourage the short-term park1ng of shoppers and d1scourage long -term com-

'muter parklng

The bus "fare structure encourages use by the elderly who may ride at
a spec1a1 rate of 15¢ per tr1p rather than the usual 30¢ fare, and prov1des'
spec1al rates for school children. The fare is a flat rate anywhere w1th1n

the c1ty w1th a 5¢ transfer charge, and a 5¢ sur charge when traveling to

. or from one zone outside the city. Tokens are available for purchase at

3 for 85¢, and exact cash fares are not requ1red.

~ The MMTD publishes a route schedule which is available on every'bus,
in some banks and supermarkets, and will be mailed upon request. These:

schedules are free to the public, being paid for by the advertlslng they
contain.

Nearly all bus stops have signs.which indicate_they are bus stops, and
many have benches, especially in downtown areas or at those stops which are
heavily patronized. However, no information on routes or schedules.is avail-
able at bus stops in spite of the fact that Middletown is host to thousands
of tourists.daily who do not know the city.

Physica’l Integratmn

Physzcal 1ntegrat10n encompasses two basic features:
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‘ i; inthe new m1n1-buses which w111 be purchased and begin operation in .

- 1974;
2.  the estab11shment of blkeways in many parts of the city.

_Mzddletown has begun preparation for 1ncreas1ng its public transit ser-t
vice by the addition of mini-buses which will serve as dial- a-buses, feeder
lines to maln trunk lines, and continuous loop serv1ce for the CBD. As soon
as suitable land is acquired for the terminal, these buses w111 be purchased.

PROPOSED INTEGRATION PROGRAM

A mu1t1 faceted approach is suggested by INTERPLAN to accomplish com-
plete 1ntermoda1 1ntegrat1on of all existing forms of transportation in
Mlddletown. Taken together, the four suggestions descrlbed below should ;f

_.result in’ a more effective and efficient transit system which will more S
'completely serve the needs of Middletown res1dents and tourists. The ex-‘(t K

pected environmental impact of the four suggest;ons would be that as pub-
lic transit‘uSe increases, the number of priyate automobiles operated in
Middletown should decrease,'lowering levels of air and noise‘pollution and
creatlng a transportatlon environment more in keeping w1th Middletown's "

- relaxed 11fe style.

Flrst, the prlvately owned taxi company would be integrated operationally
with the pub11c1y owned bus company in order to provide transportation to
areas which are inadequately served at present, as well as providing more
hours of service at times when it‘is not financially feasible to operate the
larga'diesel buses driven.by nationally unionized drivers. ‘

Secondly, bus and bicycle travel would be 1ntegrated under a bike- and-
ride program which would include theft-proof bicycle stands at bus stops,
blcycle storage inside buses which will permit individuals to take their bi-

cycles . along with them when they ride the bus, and the construction of an ex-

tensive b1keway system.

' Thirdly, an auto free zone would be created covering seven blocks of

the ma1n CBD thoroughfare, and a "package bus" would be provided to serve :

"this pedestrlan mall.

.
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Fourthly, bus routes and schedules would be rede51gned to increase ser-
vice, and the area included in the MMTID would be extended. Table.26 outlines
the programs which are recommended in order to accomplish a fully integrated
system,*‘ - ’ ' ' ' '

Taxi- Bus Integration

Integratlon of bus and taxi service would permlt tax1s to take over many‘
of the routes with low ridership in off-peak hours and in the suburbs, there-
by cutting down operat10na1 expenses, reducing headways providing better
service and maximizing the usage of both buses and tax1s. ‘A'survey'would be
made to determ1ne which bus routes can be adequately served by the operatlon
of one or more taxis. Since taxi operatlon is less expen51ve in terms of
labor, fuel and initial purchase price, mu1t1p1e taxis could be used at the

"same cost as one large bus. These taxis could then prov1de more . frequent

serv1ce. A Jltney type operatlon is not excluded

Taxls would also be used as a feeder system to ma1n bus 11nes and trans-
fer p01nts. The taxis would pick individuals up at their homes or the near-
est corner, transport them to the main bus line, and return them home from
the bus stops. Such service would promote commuter use of pub11c transpor~
tation, increase service frequency in the suburbs, and free the larger buses
‘to prov1de more comprehen51ve corridor-type serv1ce on the routes whlch have

. the greatest r1dersh1p.

A financial plan would be enacted in whlch the bus company would con-
tract with the taxis at a rate per hour of taxi utlllzatlon. The owner of
the taxi company would be made a member of the Metropolltan Transit Dis-

trict Board and would thus be able to voice an opinion concerning routes

and other transportation issues pertinent to taxi‘operations;

4

The utilization of taxis would serve primarily the suburban. areas of
Middletown as well as prov1d1ng the elderly, the young, and those who are

unable to walk long d1stances with increased mob111ty. Since the suburban‘

*These and related secondary 1ntegretlonbact1vrt1es not fully described 1n.:
the text are indicated in the check11st for M1dd1etown CTable 27) at the
end of the section. . v
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‘Table _‘26“. Summary of proposed 1ntegratlon activitles in Midd]etown.

_Basic ?7“ o Additiona1~
INSTITUTIONAL - - * T |
: Integrate the use of b1cvcles with = Construct a pedestrian mall on the ‘
3 buses ~ - e e seven central blocks of Main Street

Change PUC regulations so that air-
port limousines may serve additional -
areas of the city

Introduce a graduated fare system
with free tran<fers

: Change ex1st1ng Metropolitan Tranclt
i District boundarles to 1nc1ude other
areas

Include taxl corﬂanv owner as nen-
\otlng merber cf VVTD Board

OPERATIONAL
Coordinate and change routes. Integration of taxis with buses:
.= Elininate "token" routes - = Use taxis to provide transporta-
'+ — Reduce all headwavs to no rore tion service to areas which are
than 15 minutes . inadequately served at present

- = Elirinate routes which closely

- : parallel cne another .|

- — Redesign the proposed rminibus
Toutes so they serve areas which
: 8re not auto-saturated

New routes and route extensions

— Design routes which will serve a
larger proportion of the community, °
extend service hours, andflncrease

2 e ~ ridership
H - Coordinate bus service “lth air- — Begin commuter service to outlying
i _ POI‘t fhghts B areas ‘

. .~ Systemwide information’ pr0\151on.

: — Produce a new bilingual s¢ hedule
which is easily understood

) — Dist rxbute new schedules zat prime

‘ lt»atl e b

Provide a "packagé bus" similar tow"
the one used in Hamburg to service
the proposed Main Street mall-

'PH'YSICAL' Ci s S R e
e = g - ~ Provide sheltered bus stops

Provide areas in which bikes mav be
locked at bus stops : :

Provide bike-and-ride facilities,
i.e., storage fac111ties for bicycles
inside buses :

St T i o Construct sidewalks on a11 city-streets

S T MW
~
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5 _ ;areas.: comprise the primary source of commuter traffic, it'is possxble that
.some .commuters will give up their private cars-in favor of public transit

.as sa ;result.of this service.h Such.a reduction in . auto ‘traffic would have : .
i .a beneficial environmental impact. Also, in many residential areas, the !
" :large buses,which are considered a nuisance, will be replaced with smaller, :

‘less ‘obvious taxis, cutting down on both visual and noise pollution, f

e A :
. E

‘Bike-and-Ride

1

i , _ .

i ! e L P
‘ The bike-and-ride program is intended to provide more mob111ty, in--“<
! crease bus ridership, and stabilize, if not reduce, the number of pri- 7

vately operated automobiles.

. Bicycles are an integral part of Middletown s transportation system,“d

and the "bicycle boom" is strongly in evidence. In order to 1ntegrate bi-

cycles with bus service two main physical integrational actions must be
undertaken: ‘ ! ’ o LT

1. The provision of bike stands at bus stops where passengers can leave _
A their bicycles locked while they ride the bus to another destination. .
% "2, The designing 'and installation of bicycle holders inside the buses, -

3 which will enable passengers riding the bus to take their bicycles

- with them in order to have the use of the b1cyc1es at the end of the
. bus ride. . e , o

Certain stipnlations would be made concerning the bicycles carried on
" the bus: . the passengers would have to place them in the holders and remove

them quickly, so that while the passengers entering the bus are paying their
fares and seating themselves, the 1nd1v1duals who have transported their f
-bicycles can install and remove their bikes from the bus, cau51ng no delay LLLLL

- in bus departure. The bicycle holders would be placed directly opposite the
. Tear entrance of the bus in place of two or more bus seats.  These holders

| would consist of wall clips for front and back wheels so'that the bicycle .
} would hang pointed upwards, with the rear wheel restlng on the floor. This
: arrangement would allow room for two bicycles for every seat which 1s removed.

o Installation of these stands and holders must be accompanied by the pro-

vision of more bikeways to ensure the safety of increased bicycle use. These

:"additional b1keways could be created by banning street parking on one 51de of
the street in large areas of the city.
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The b1ke and- r1de program would serve mainly the younger segment of

 the population, although many older individuals could well be attracted by

this service through adequate safety measures. The younger citizens are

those who might not have to purchase a car if a bicycle could satisfy their
mobility needs. o a

Creation of an Auto-Free Zone

Creation of an auto-free pedestrian mall in'the downtown shopping area’

served by a "package bus" would promote walking, leisurely shopping, and a

more attractive city center. Mini-buses would provide shuttlé service from
the mall to parking lots and main bus stops. Such a zone would include the
seven central blocks of the main CBD thoroughfare, along which are located

‘the most popular shops of the CBD. The city has already banned parking on
both sides of the street and has installed benches and fountains along the .

wide sidewalks. However, since cars are still permitted, air and noise pol-

lution detracts from what should be primarily a pedestrian environment.

~ Shoppers would be aided by a '"package bus" as experimented with in
Hamburg, which would be an electrically driven, virtually noiseleSs_vehicle :

‘on which shoppers can check their packages. The vehicle will then take the

packages to two stationms located at either end of the mall where the shop~"
pers can collect all their purchases and catch a mini-bus to the fain CBD
bus stops, or to one of the nine city-owned parking lots. In addition,

.mini4buses will provide mall shoppérs with transportation from ends of the

mall to other shopping centers outside the CBD.

Bus Route and Schedule Coord1nation ‘

In order to fully ut1112e the 45- -passenger diesel buses. the mini-
buses, and taxis, and to increase ridership, it is necessary to have an in-
depth study made of all the existing routes, and ascertain the changes

‘which must be implemented in order to operate the buses more efficiently.
 The "token"'routes which have the lowest ridership. would be analyzed to

determine whether or not taxis could be used to serve these areas rather

“than the larger buses. All headways should be reduced to no more than 15
minutes iq order to provide acceptable service. Routes would be- redesigned

e
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so that most residents are within easy access of a bus stop,. and those areas
‘within the MMTD which currently have little or no bus service would be served

i : by the provision of taxis. dial-a-buses or mini-buses.

- Additionally, areas outside the present boundaries of the MMTD should be
given the chance to be included in this expansion of service, wh1ch could re-

sult in the introduction of express commuter buses serving areas out51de the
present MMTD boundaries. ?

The present fare system would be analyzed as to its effectivenéss in
promoting bus ridership with the possibility of the 1n1t1at10n of a gradu-
ated fare combined with free transfers.

There should also be a re-examination of present Public Utility Commis-
sion reguiationS'so that airport limousines which presently are allowed to.
serve only three areas of the city might be allowed to serve additional
areas. Transportation to the airport should also be provided by bus routes
which will more adequately serve the entire community than those now in ser-
vice, and schedules must be designed to insure that buses will arrive in

adequate time to permit airline passengers to purchase tickets and catch all
flights. . The location of the airport bus stop should be rede51gned to co-
ordinate bus movements with the flow of airport traffic and eliminate the -
present lengthy walk into the terminal from the stop.

These airport policies should increase ridership of buses and alrport
limousines, thereby cutting down on the number of parking spaces required

‘at the airport and providing the entire community with a much needed ser- f
vice.

Route and schedule information should be prov1ded at bus stops, in
vehicles, at supermarkets, and at other public places so that any newcomer
has ready access to easy-to-understand information on bus and taxi service

and bike rentals without having to first become a bus passenger and ask

‘the driver for a booklet. Bus schedules should be redesigned into a bi- ¢
lingual English-Spanish format or printed separately in English and Spanish.
in consideratioq of the Spanish-spéaking minority in Middletown.

.
F
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Table 27. Checklist for transit integration activities: Middletown,

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be
Applicable

. o | - INSTITUTIONAL

IOPERATOR AND CITY/COUNTY/STATE PLANNING COORDINATION:
‘ Set up Regional Planning Ccordinating Organization

Leg1slated county/area commission for all = X
regional planning :
Formally constituted and appo1nted 1ndependent : 1 x
committee ~
Ad hoc coordinating regional planning committee
with effective financial support and power to X s
make recommendations o
*No coordinating agency for all regional planning X

R e G o iR el

Requirements for Successful Demonstrations

Thorough area trip demand study
Formulate area transportation policy 1nc1ud1ng
goals for public transit
i Redefine public transportation region (e.g. ex-
- ‘ tend transit district boundaries, etc.

Set up Single TranSpbrtation/Transit Planning Authorify

Agency responsible for planning and financing all

! regional transportation activity ‘
i Agency Tesponsible for overall planning, licensing
: ~and financing of all regional public transpor- X
tation
Transit district or single publicly owned operator X

: handles public transit planning

*No single public transit planning authority (in-
dividual operators or their associations handle x"
public transit planning under elther open compe-|
t1t1on or area franchise).

OPERATOR/OPERATOR COORDINATION

Set up Coord1nat1ng Structure for Intra- Region Public
Transit

Single reglonal operator for all public transit X | ]
(by mercer or transit district leglslatlon)
*All unstarred items are recommended integration activities. Starre

items are in-

cluded to complete the coverage of the list for evaluating existing program status.
o , x: Status for whole region, all opera-
tors.
s: Status for part of region. some
Operators.
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'INSTITUTIONAL (continued)

]

[
33
H

Already

Existing

Proposed
Activity

Not Appli-
cable

~

Eventually
May Be:

Applicable

One major operator, several smaller ones

x

Transit federation

Transit community (separate agreements for joint
tariff on routes, coordinated routes and sched-
-_ules, some pooling)

: Tariff association (joint tariff and revenue dis-
i ‘tribution agreements)

Route and schedule coordination agreements

ﬂNo regional coordinating organization

Set up Coordinat1ng Structure for Inter-
City Transportation

Out-of-region operator participation in intra-

) ‘ V regional coordinating organization
‘ ~ Coordinating committeeof operators

Coordinating agreements between individual opera-
tors (e.g. airport or airlines, Greyhound and
transit district)

area operator(s) for planning coordlnatlon with
out-of-region/intercity demand

Responsibility allocated internally within intra-

4 ‘ *No comprehen51ve approach to considering out-of-‘

region trips

: TRANSIT/PARA-TRANSIT OPERATOR COORDINATION
: ~ Set up Coordinating Structure

L ' . Para-transit operator part1c1pat1ng in intra-re-
gional coordinating organization

Coordinating committee of operators

Coordinating agreements between individual opera-
tor(s)

No coordinating organization

PUBLIC TRANSIT FINANCING ARRANGEMENTS

- Sources for Financing Capita] Investment Other Than
| Rolling Stock

Revenue from fares

Bond issue
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| INSTITUTIONAL (continued)

Eventually
Applicable

Not<App1i-
May Be

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
cable

Stock issue

National loans

Other debentures

State grants

National grants

o Spec1a11y designated local tolls

Specially designated local sales taxes

Specially designated local-property taxes

Specially designated state tax other than license
or fuel taxes

" State motor vehicle operator 11cens1ng fees

State motor fuel taxes

Parking and park-and-ride fees

Revenue from other services, e.g. leases of land
and air rights, advertising

Leasing arrangements (transfer to operating costs)

Sources for Financing Rolling Stock and Buses

Revenue from fares

Bond issue

State loans

Federal loans -

Other debentures

State grants

Federal grants

Specially designated local tolls .

; : Specially designated local sales taxes

Specially designated local property taxes

Specially designated local other charges or taxes

; | Specially designated state tax other than license
- __or fuel taxes

State motor vehicle operator l1cen:1ngﬁfees
State motor fuel taxes :

Equipment trust funds

Revenue from other services

Leasing arrangements (transfer to operating costs)

j?:
:
]

Sources for Financing Operating Costs

Revenue from fares

Specially designated local tolls
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msmunom (continued) x| 22|28 i328
Specﬁally designated local sales taxes
Specially designated local property taxes X -
Specially designated state tax other than license
__or fuel taxes
State motor vehicle operator 11cen51ng,fees
. State motor fuel taxes
| Revé@ue from other service X
OP]IONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST
(Please describe) .
Change P.U.C. Regulations to extend Airport f*f

limousine coverage
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Already
Existing

Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be,

Applicable

OPERATIONAL

“* ACTIVITIES REQUIRING COORDINATION WITH CITY/COUNTY/
~ STATE AGENCIES "

Auto Parking Policy in Major Activity Centers.

Control of parking by hicgher charges

- Control of parking by graduated charges by dis-
o tance from CBD or major activity center

. Control of parking by time of day restrictions

' Control of parking by street space restrictions X

Control of parking by open lot space restrictions

Control of parking by in-building space restric-
*_tions

A Encourage short-term parking and discourage long-
_term parking - X

. *No significant parking policy

‘Auto Use Restriction Policy

User charges, taxes, tolls, road pricing, etc.

Restriction of auto use by zone (auto-free areas)

. Restriction of auto use by time (auto-free areas);
supplementary licensing, etc.)

. Restriction of automobile flow by traffic re-
straint schemes

*No policy on auto use X

Fraffic Manégement in Support of Public Transit
€ i

Total centralized traffic control within major

i activity centers
= Signal synchronization

x

Bus priority system at signals

F One-way streets planned for transit flow X

Reserved lanes for auto and bus use bv time of dav

Reserved lanes for car pool and bus use by time
of day ;

" Reserved lanes on city streets for bus only use
by time of day °

;
£
i
&
¢
/
:
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- Reserved lanes on city streets for bus only use
all day ’ :

Reserved streets for bus only use

Reserved streets for minibus use and pedestrians
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OPERATIONAL (continued)

o

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be .
Applicable

k]

Bus stop locations chosen for transit and vehicle
flow improvement

Offstreet docks for landing/unloading

Parking restrictions to aid transit flow

Exclusive freeway lanes

Reserved bus ramns for freeway entry and exit

*No consideration by local authority of impact of
motor vehicle flow on public transit

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING COORDINATION WITH GOVERNMENT AGEN-
CIES AND LOCAL BUSINESSES

Chang1ng Transit Demand Characteristics .

Staggered work hours

Sliding work hour system (flexitime)

Encourage extended shopping hours

Encourage multi-use development of major activ-
ity areas (office, shops, entertainmeat, apart-
ments)

Encourage public transit user shopping tr1p orien-
tat1on among merchants

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING OPERATOR COORDINATION
Basic System-wide Fare Structure

Zonal fare system

Distance-graduated fare system (or tlme-on—system
related)

*Fare set by number of transfers

*Flat fare svstem

*Nominal fare svstem

*Free fare system (no fare)

> |>¢ I 1%

Unlimited number of free transfers between routes
of single mode only (restricted by time:
interoperator -

intraoperator

Unlimited number of intermodal free transfers:
interoperator

intraoperator
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. OPERATIONAL (continued) <uw |ax | Z0 ju=<
? Limited number of free transfers between routes
i of single mode: interoperator
: intraoperator
L1m1ted number of 1ntermoda1 free transfers:
interoperator
, intraoperator
*No free transfers ‘ X

‘Subp1ementary Policies on Fare Structure

- Special rates for socio-economic groups X

Special rates by time of day (off-peak, night)?!

Special rates by area of city (e.g. flat rate
in CBD)

- Special rates by part of week (e.g. Sunday)

Special rates by type of trip (e.g. tourist)

Daily system passes

Intermodal single trip combination passes

Seasonal passes

Free return trip in off-peak hours

*No supplementary policy on fares

xix]xix

Fare Collection Procedurest

. *Token system X

: Scrip system (tickets)

: *Cash system - - X

i *Exact fare system

. .Pass system (including commuter rail) X

- ~Honor system (including commuter rail) X
i ‘Tickets sold on vehicles: Buses ‘ 1 X

' Light Rail ' X
: ‘Tickets sold off-vehicles: Buses X
\ Light Rail X
i " Automated machines on or off vehicles (1nc1ud1ng X
: __commuter rail) :

; Driver collects fare - X

: Conductor collects fare ’ X
; *No fare X

¥Excludes commuter rail except as noted
1Present system does not experlence peaking of demand problems.

. 267




|2 .
It ' > ©
3 o|lon]le= = B
ZE122|8 [5a8
$h| 8z |<2|EoE
} b S o o P Lo jloxwna
OPERATIONAL (continued) =S| &2 |23 88
| Coordinated Routes 4 |
i Eliminate duplicate routes: interoperator v X
g ( intraoperator - : , X
i Extend routes and plan new routes to improve level| . x
H -_of service in region ‘
] Extend and plan new bus/light rail routes for ser-
! . vicing out-of-region/intercity demand terminals X
B (e.g. airport) 4 ’ - N
i Rail rapid transit routes for servicing intercity X
3 ‘ " demand terminals o “
s Design bus routes as feeders to commuter rail and - o
i rapid transit: ‘ interoperator X .
intraoperator X
Design bus express routes to take advantage of X
freeway network -
Use paratransit modes for providing feeder service
to main bus or transit routes, e. g.
taxis X
minibus/midibus X n
dial-a-ride X ' -
jitneys X R
; bicycles X N
8 Mini/midi bus routes in CBD X A
‘ Express rapid transit service X,
Express bus services X
Rapid transit routes for certain times of day (if . X
justified) - n
Bus routes for certain times of day X
Park-and-ride commuter routes developed:
. . Bus/Light rail : Co X
- Rapid transit X - ,
Commuter rail X

Coordinatéd Schedules

Bus route connection schedule coordination:

interoperator ‘ ' X
intraoperator X
Intermodal (bus light rail-rapid transit) connec- }
tion schedule coordination: interoperator o ‘ X -
- - intraoperator X N

2An effort is made to minimize transfer times in scheduling. Howevér; flexibilit)

of schedule coordination. is severely constralned by avallablllty of vehicles and
schedule headways.,
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OPERATIONAL (continued)

N R

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be
Applicable

Intermodal (with commuter rail) connection sched-
. . ule coordination

Rider oriented headways (reduced to no more than
15-20 minutes)

Rider oriented schedule times (easily memorized)

. Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina-
tion with airport

Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordlna-
- tion with mainline railroad service

Out-of-region/intercity demand schedule coordina-
‘tion with buses (Greyhound)

Extend service times (into night hours)

et SRR e VP R AN P

Public Information System

Produced easily understandable and available sys-
tem-wide schedules with routes, route maps and
fares

Schedule information at bus stops

x

- Route maps at most stops

Route maps on vehicles

-Labeling of stops and vehicles

Public relations program

System-wide information near fare collection areas

System-wide information on rapid transit train
platform

Clearly labeled information areas in stations

; Multi-lingual information provision

: OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST
(Please Describe)
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PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING NEW TECHNOLOGY AND COORDINATION
WITH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

. Automated Operations

-

Eventuaily

Already
Existing
| Propcsed

Activity
Not Appli-
cable

- { May Be

P Apphcablé .

Computerized traffic control with bus locator

Freeway ramp metering

*Computerized traffic control, nc transit priority

’Bus priority control equipment

' ACTIVITIES REQUIRING NEW TECHNOLOGY WHICH CAN BE
- ADOPTED BY OPERATOR(S)

Automated Operations’

xpx|>x|x] .’

- "Automatic train operation

‘Dial-a-ride

Bus operation control with bus locator and radio
communication :

- ACTIVITIES REQUIRINP PROVEN TECHNOLOGY AND COORDINATION
WITH GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Facility Provision

. Grade-separated busways

New and converted park-and-ride lots

Park, ride, and shop lots near the CBD

Pedestrian walks (sidewalks) and blcycleApaths

Extension of pedestrian malls

Off-street loading/unloading docks

XXX ]X

Grade-separated pedestrian crossing

ACTIVITIES REQUIRING PROVEN TECHNOLOGY WHICH CAN BE
ACCOMPLISHED BY THE OPERATOR(S)

Facility Provision

Intermodal terminals

Pedestrian facilities (escalators, moving side-
walks) in terminals

Bus shelters

Benches at bus stops

Bike locks at bus stops
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* PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL (continued)

s

Already
Existing
Proposed
Activity
Not Appli-
cable
Eventually
May Be
Applicable _

Package check-in areas: Rapid transit terminals

Park, ride, § shop areas

In major activity centers near bus stops

i vt R R g

Rail line construction and extension for service
in area

RN R

Rail line construction and extension for airport
access -

Vehicle Acquisition

S

Fulfillment of new routes and schedules

" Standardization of vehicles by single operator

Special service vehicles: mini-bus

midi-bus

high capacity bus
'package' bus

"Bike-§-ride'" buses

Equipment to Aid Operations

Automatic fare collection machines

Radio/TV communications system

> x

AOperators'~Poo]ing Agreements

Joint use of personnel

; Joint use of capital equipment
oo Standardized equipment

Common spare parts pool

L be B¢ pe P

: Common maintenance facilities

OPTIONS NOT INCLUDED IN ABOVE LIST

(Please Describe) - ‘
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APPENDIX A

“ LIST OF CONTACTS WITH LCCAL TRANSIT OPERATORS

AND PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS

Direct contact with communities and organizations concerned with public

transit is an essential input to this study. Not only do such contacts pro-

vide a means of verifying and supplementing published information, but they

also can provide valuable information on the political, economic and social

environment that is critical to the selection of the best demonstration sites.
Local contacts made by INTERPLAN up to August 15, 1972 have included:

Atlanta

Baltimore

Buffalo

Chicago

P

‘Cincinnati -

Cleveland

Alan F. Kiepper, General Manager, Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid
Transit Authority.

Warren T. -Anderson, Chief, Transportatlon Plannlng, Baltimore
Planning Commission.

Norman D. Hall, Director of Operations, Dept. of Transporta-
tion, State of Maryland.

Edwin M. Kahoe, Vice President, ATE Management and Services,
Inc. '

C. William Ochert, Chief of Transportation Planning, Regional
Planning Council.

" Larry Reich, Director, Baltimore Planning Commlssion, Depart-
ment of Planning, City of Baltimore.

Slegbert Schachnies, Pr1nc1pa1 City Planner, Baltimore Plan-
ning Commission.

Joseph E. Ryan, Executive Director, Citizens' Advisory Com-
mittee on Community Improvement.

Gerald B. Leonard, Senior Transit Planner, Transit Carriers/
Coordinating Committee. ‘

Richard H. ‘Bourque:, Transportatlon Planning, Ohio-Kentucky-
Indiana Regional Planning Authority.

D. W. Gradison, President, Cincinnati Southern Railway.
John Paul Jones, President, Cincinnati Transit, Inc.
"W. A. McClain, Acting City Manager, City of Cincinnati.

ﬁavid N.>Goss, Director, Research and Planning, Cleveland
Transit System. .



I Dallas
Denver -
f _ Detroit

Hartford

S S e

Honolulu

Indianapolis

Kansas City

Los Angeles

Miami

¢

Ben E. Tonick, Assistant Manager, Operations, Dallas Transit
System,

David A. Pampu, Chief Planner, Denver Regional Council of

Governments. ;
Thomas H. Lipscomb, General Manager, Southeastern Michigan
Transportation’ Authority.

F. E. Coleman, Chief, Transportation Planning, Connect1cut
Department of Transportation. : :

George C. Villegas, Traffic Director, City and County of

Honolulu. . ¥

Michael Carroll, Dlrector, Department of Metropolltan Devel-
opment. ‘

L

Edgar A. Claffey, President, Indianapolis Transit System,
Inc.

James H. Cox, Chief Traffic Engineer, City of Indianapolls,
Department of Transportatlon.

~ Ruth Miller, Manager Ind1anapol1s Tran51t Inc.

J. E. Morley, Vice President § General Manager, Fort'Harri-
son Bus Lines, Inc.

Charles L. Whistler, President, Metropolitan Development
Commission.

Delbert F. Karmeier, Director of Transportation, Transporta-
tion, Kansas City. :

P. S. Jenison, Director of Planning and Research ‘Kansas
City Area Transportation Authority.

Peter Broy, Los Angeles Model Cities Program. .
John Curtis, Soutner California Rapid Transit District. !
King Cushman, Southern California Association of Governments.
William F. Farell, Long Beach Public Transportation Co.

Peter J. Fielding, Orange County Transit District.

Jack R. Gilstrap, General Manager, Southern California Repid
Transit District. ‘ s

Calvin S. Hamilton, Director of Planning, City of Los Angeles.
John F. Hutchison, Santa Monica Municipal Bus Lines. .
David Schilling, Orange County Transit District.

Dan Burns, Chalrman, Palm Beach County Transportation Author-
ity.

‘William K. Fowler; Chief, Bureau of Research and Development,

Division of Mass Transit Operations, Department of Transpor-
tation, State of Florida.



R

Milwaukee

Mlnneapolls-
St. Paul

New Orleans

New York

Philadelphia

R. A. Hauer, Vice President Metropolitan Dade County Transit
Authority. :

Houghton Miller, Executive D1rector, Broward County Transpor-
tation Authority.

'Earl W. Morehouse, Assistant Operations Engineer, District v

Mass Transit, Florida Department of Transportation.

- David Reynolds, Executive Secretary, Dade County Metropolitan

Transit Authority.

-~ David C. Rhinard, Transportation Planning Eng1neer, Metropoli-

tan Dade County.

E. R, Vogel, Traffic and Transit Engineer, Department of Pub-
lic Works, Transportation Division, Milwaukee County.

John R. Jamieson, Director of Transit Development Twin Cities
Area Metropolitan Transit Ccimission.

- George Knapp, Owner, Bloomington Bus Co.

Helding Oslund, General Manager, Medicine Lake Bus Co.

W. R. Brooks, Urban Transportation and Planning Associates,
Inc.

Phillp C. Buhler, Manager, Wests1de Transit Lines, Inc.

‘Mlchael J. Cade, Senior Vice Pres1dent New Orleans Public
_Service, Inc.

iLou1s Costa, Chief Planner, Urban Transportation and Planning
‘Assoc1ates, Inc.

Olin K. Dart, Traffic Engineer, Urban Transportation and Plan-
ning Associates, Inc.

‘Charles Y. Deknatel, Associate Planner, City of New Orleans.

. Harold R. Katner, Director-Secretary, City Planning Commis-
~ sion, City of New Orleans.

A. E. Kern, New Orleans Public Serv1ce.
John E. Mahoney, Director, Public Transportation Division,

‘Tri-State Regional Planning Commission.’

Walter K. "Johnson, Executive Director, Delaware Valley Re-
gional Planning Commission.

James McConnon, Chairman of the Board, Southeastern
Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA).

Harold C. Juram, Assistant. General Manager for Plan-
ning and Development, SEPTA.

- Anthony Sloan, Manager of Planning and Market Re-
_ search, SEPTA.

Edson Tennyson, Deputy Secretary for Area and Local
Transportation, Pennsylvania Department of Transpor-
tation. :
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Phoenix

Portland

"St. Louis

San Diego

San Francisco

William Underwood, Director, Bureau of Mass Transit
Systems, Pennsylvania Department. of Transportation. :

Nelson Slater, Assistant Commissioner of Public Trans-
portation, New Jersey Department of Transportation. -

John Kohl, Commissioner of Transportation, State of
New Jersey

-J. M. Gilmore, Systems General Manager for Passenger

Operations, Penn-Central Railroad.

o

Edward M. Hall, Deputy City Manager, Community Develop-
ment and Transportation, City of Phoenix.

" William S. Dirker, Transportation Coordinator, City of "

Portland.

Col. R. E. Smyser, Jr. (ret.), Executive Director, Bi-State

Development Agency, Missouri-Illinois Metropolitan District.
Hurvie Davis, San Diego Transit Corporation. Lo

-Walter H. Hegen,. California Division of Highways, District II.

Everett 1. Polanco, County of San Diego.
Herman R. Rosenthal, County of San Diego.

Andrew Schlaeffie, City of San Diego.
Jim Simmons, City of San Diego. |

Robert L. Small, Administrator, Env1ronmental Development .
Agency, County of San Diego.

. Dr. John M. Christensen, Jr., Assistant General Manager, Fi-

nance, Public Utilities Commission.

Jack Crowley, General Manager, San Franc1sco Public Utilities
Commission.

Larry Dahms, Assistant Manager for Planning and Margaret
Wheaton, Planning Department Bay Area Rapid Transit Dis-
trict. S

Y. Tito Sasaki, Transportation Planner, Golden Gate Bridge,

Highway and Transportation District.

Larry Shields, District Engineer, Golden Gate Bridge Highway
and Transportation District.

George M. Taylor, Assistant General Manager for Administra-

. tion, AC Transit (Oakland).

t

Paul Watt, Executive Secretary, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission. ' :

Jack Wood, Director, San Francisco Municipal Railway.

Stuart Eurman, Regional Representative, Urban Mass

Tran51t Administration, Region IX.
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Joseph Bort, Chairman, Metropolitan Transportation

\

- Commission.' \ :

Seattle

Tampa

Washington, D.C.

Paul Bay, Deputy Director; Metropolitan Transportation
Commission.

Wolfgang S. Homburger, Institute of Transportation
Engineering, University of California at Berkeley.

Larry Coffman, Department of Transportation, Municipality of
Metropolitan Seattle.

Michael L. Darland, Director, Transportation Planning Divi-
sion, Puget Sound Governmental Conference.

Wallace A. Dela Barre, Daniel, Mann, Johnson, § Mendenhall.

C. Carey Donworth, Chairman, Municipality of Metropolitan
Seattle (METRO).

C. C. Nichols, Asssitant Director of Highways for Toll Facili-
ties, Washington State Highway Department. .

Henry J. Sonderland, Research Director, Seattle Transit Sys-
tem, ‘

"Roy P. Sorensen, Manager, Metropolitan Transit Corporation.

Scott D. Wilson, Chief Regional Planner, Tampa Bay Regional
Planning Council.

William I. Herman, Director, Office of Planning, Washington
Metropolitan Area Transit Authority.
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' APPENDIX B |
QUESTIONNAIRE AND WISH LIST SENT TO 17 SELECTED METROPOLITAN AREAS

City

ST SER YRS SRR S

it bty

Agency or QOperator_. : '

QUESTIONNAIRE

TRANSIT SYSTEM OPERATIONS
INTEGRATION PROGRAM DESIGN

Urban Mass Transit Administration
Department of Transportation

Contract No. DOT—UT—10018

* INTERPLAN CORPORATION

.~ 100 North Hope Avenue
| Santa Barbara, California 93110
Datg¢mai1ed: | '
Date received:



;
H
H
i
4
i

1.

1.1
1.1

<+ 1.13

1.22
- many nuclei, no high density concentrations):

1.3

portat1on network

THE CI"Y AND ITS TRANoPORTATION REGION

Locat1on
City:
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area:

Transportation Planning Reg1on
Name:

Definition:(i.e., counties and cities included):

Geographic Characteristics
Topography, water bodies, and weather infliencing city form and trans-

General configuration of urban development (e.g., strongly centralized,

Historical factors influencing transportation (such as many historic
areas, irregular street pattern, attitudes toward central city. parcel-
ized tran51t franchises):




1.4 Démographic characteristics

i 1.41 Popdlation and density:

; : | CBD City SMSA Region
1960 population - / o : L

1970 population

Area (sq.miics)

Population den--
~ sity (persons/
$q. mi]e) 1970

-

{ 1.42"Specia1 population groups: ‘ -
; B ' ' Percent of total population
: City  __SMSA_
4 Under 16 years of age
: ‘Over 64 years of age -
5? Minority'grOUps (identify):
|
k
| 1.5 Economic characteristics e L s
o e CBD _ City SMSA ' Region
1.51 EmpToyment _ ' |
P 1.52 Median income ' : - - ’ -
- 1.53 % below poverty ' . : > "
Tevel : \ )
1.54 Principal economic activities of the city and transportation planning
reéions; R S

e A A e T
»




1.6 Political characteristics.
1.61 Form of city or metropolitan government (mayor, council, city manager,
. etc.):

1.62 Special jurisdictional problems (e.g., transportation planning region
extends over more than one state):

1.63 Special pd]itica1 conditions (e.g., active citizen groups, model cities
program in progress, general plan calls for no growth or limited devel-
opment):

1.64 Political ¢limate for innovations in public transit integration: ___ _




1.65 Other relévant factors (e.g., state capital; position in relation to
other cities, etc.):

2. URBAN TRANSPORTATION

2.1 Auto and Transit* Usage

Transit
City SMSA Service Area

! ~2.11 Passenger car registration
1960 -
1970 )
2.12 Population/car |
1960
1970
2.13 Annual transit* rides |
- 1960 | | .
G 1970 - | , "
i 2.14 Annual transit* rides/capita
1960
1970 |
2.15 Average length of trip: Auto Public transit*
I 2.16 Freeway network: Bypasses city center
ﬁﬁ ‘ . . Runs through city'center
. 2.17 Modal split of trips to CBD |
. 2.171 Daily _ % is by public transit*

ST

g

il ] ‘
@! 2.172 Peak period % is by public transit*

[i - 2,18 Peaking ratio Coat
it Definition '

*Bus, trolley bus, rail rapid transit,'commuter rail, streetcar, and cable car;
excludes minibus, jitney, taxi, and other para-transit modes.

o o -
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2.2
2.21
2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

2.26

2.3
2.31

2.32

‘Each additional hour

Parking = : S L

CBD p:xrking capacity: Curb 3 Off-street
What are typical park1ng rates in CBD::

First hour

Daily m:ximum _
Monthly rate , ot =
Who determines parking rates what reguzdtory controls are there?

‘Does the tity plar, build and operate parking lots?
If so, what department?‘

If yes, how many spaces and at which modes?

Is there park-and-ride or kiss-and-ride system?

Who plans, builds and operates park-and-ride and kiss-and-ride facili-
ties?

VExc]us{ve Righf -of-Way for Public Transit

To what extent are transit vehicies operated on separate rwghts-of-way

(m11es or percent of total)?

Are there any lanes on urban streets reserved for transit?




2.4 Transit Planning
2.41 MWhich agencies of government or transit operators perform urban trans- .
~portation planning? -Does this planning 1nc1ude unified fares, coordinf
ation of services, integration of system? |
| Level Unified Coordination  System |
Organization of government fares of service integration
2,42 Is there a tranéportation plan for the area? -
2.43 Does it include bothApublic‘and private modes of transportation? _
2.44 Does it provide for the coordination of public transit with parking and
operating of private cars on highways? o
3. EXISTING PUBLIC TRANSIT
3.1 Operqfors and service areas
Public {Llevel of
: : or gov't if o ' o
Name of Operator Private |public - [Service area (e.g., city, CBD)
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3.6 Existing coordination of service

For Individual
_ Operator Between Operators
Within Between Within Between
‘each different each different
mode = modes mode modes

3.61 Are routes coordinated?
 3.62 Are schedules coordinated?
3.63 Are fares coordinated?
'3.64 Are transfers available?

'3.65 Are transfer facilities (stations,
shelters) provided?

3.66 Is information on routes, sched-
ules, etc. available from one
central source?

3.67 If transfers between operators are permitted, how are these revenues dis-
tributed among the operators? | '

3.68 Are vehicles in each mode interchangeable between lines of different
operators?
If not, please explain why

3.7 Employees o .
3.71 Do personnel of cooperating services receive the same wages and benefits?

-3.72 'Dolthey'beIOhg to the same labor organization?
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3.9

4.2

~ One operator plans for all (identify)

Who plans transit services for'cooperating operators?
Each plans his own

Non-operating transportation authority plans for all (identify)

* POTENTIAL FOR TRANSIT INTEGRATION

Is integration or coord1nation of transit services considered desirable?
By operators? ' ‘ ‘
By transportation planning agency?
By citizen groups (please identify)?

~ Coordination of public information

'\Inter-operator use of ro111ng stock

By passengers? |
If transit integration is desired, which of the following are invo]ved?
Coordination of routes

" Coordination of schedules

Coordination of fares
Intermodal transfers
Inter-operator transfers
Revenue-sharing ’

Multi-modal transfer facilities (stations shelters)
Park-and-ride lots '

Inter-operator use of maintenance facilities

Tota]]y integrated management and operation under a
single agency

Other (please describe)

M-
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4.3 What appear to be the critical problems that impede transit integration
(e g., new state legislation needed, conflicts between different labor
unions, operator unwi111ng to give up profitable route that duplicates

-

serv1ce)?

4.4 What action, other than the studies and demonstrations listed in 3.8~
above, is now being undertaken to promote transit integration?

4.5 Where in your community's efforts to achieve transit integration do you
see the need for an UMTA-sponsored demonstration or other assistance?

-12-



City
Operator.

WISH LIST FOR TRANSIT COMPANIES

TRANSIT SYSTEM OPERATIONS
INTEGRATION PROGRAM DESIGN

Urban Mass Transit Administration
Department of Transportation

Contract No. DOT—UT—10018

INTERPLAN CORPORATION
: 100 North Hope Avenue
) Santa Barbara, California 93110
Date mailed:
Date received:



The Scientific American recently pooled the opinions of its readers
on their priorities with respect to urban transit. The following
results were obtained: (l—urgent, 2-important, 3-unimportant and
undecided)

1 2 3

~ Better routes/connections 54% 352 1%
: More frequent/convenient schedules 55 27 18
Greater speed .33 35 32
 More comfort ‘ 28 39 33
Better service en route 15 23 62
Better service at terminals. 13 34 53
Better access to terminals o 27 20 53
~ Better équipment o ‘ 65 18 17

Based on your own'experfence do you agree, or disagree, that better
equipment, more frequent/convenient schedules, and better routes/

connections, are the three most important priorities in operating
your system in your city? What, if anything, in your opinion was
overlooked by this opinion poll1?

WL-1



2. If your company were given a "no-gtrings attached" tax-free cash )

o grant'of $1000 for every bus that you operate, how would you spend .
that money? - ) - .

| (1) Liquidate (diminish) your debts? o -

%} (2) Improve (invest in) physical plant? o ' )

7%' . (3) Improve working conditions of employees?

1 V(4) Pay bonus to employees?

; } (5) Improve service? .

) ' -

f « (Please mark ONE choice only.)
]

| 3. If (5) if your choice, in what way (or ways) would you attempt to ™ -
. improve the service? )

4.  If the grant stipu]ated "Research, Development, Planning, Demonstra-
tion," activities only, a11 aimed at "1mprov1ng" the service, how -
would you Spend it?

WL-2



5.

7

If you had a free hand to improve further the public transit ser-
vice in your area, what would you do?

The following are some of the ideas suggested to INTERPLAN:

(1)
(2)

(3)
(4)

Separate bus lines in heavily congested access roads and down-
town streets.

Prohibition of truck movement in heavily congested areas during
morning and evening peak-traffic periods.

Significant increases in downtown parking rates.

Introduction of transit-bus (and car pool?) one-way streets
during morn1ng'and evening peaks of traffic.

Jointly with some, or all, of the above:

(5)

(6)
(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

Significant reduction of your cwn headways (say, 2 to 5 minutes
during peaks, 10 minutes at all other times).

Intensification of express services from suburbs to CBDs.
Introduction of graduated fares.

Introduction of active ridership market research and transit
ridership promotion program.

Intensification of public information system about your transit
operations.

Introduction of "new blood" into your planning, scheduling, ac-
counting, and operations department.

Modification of schedules and routes in response to recommenda-
tions arising from (10).

Which of.the above ideas would you consider practicable?

WL-3



7. Which are applicable (or nonapp]icab1e) in your area? .which are
already implemented or are in the planning stage?

‘8. Please add your own suggestions and supplement the list of INTERPLAN
(quest1on 6) by items from your own wish 1ist.

‘\
¥
} -
i
i
1
]
N
i
i
it
1
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STANDARD METROPOLITAN’STATISTICAL AREAS AND THEIR.POPULATIONS§

APPENDIX

c

1970

SMSA

Popu-
lation

United States (243

Areas)escescncscces
Inside central eities...
Outside central cities..

Abilene, TeXesraanossens
Abilene city.
Outside central city..

Outside central city..

Albany, GResevesccnccnes
Albany cit¥eeces
Outside central city..

Albany-Schenectady~Troy,
NoYeorvesoasavecscosscse
Inside central cities.
ALDANYecssssoosscsse
Schenectady
TroOYeeass
Outside central cities

Albuquerque, N, MeX.....
Albuquerque Cit¥eso: . o
Outside central city..

Allentown-Bethlehom~
Easton, Pa.=N.J..
Inside central cities,
AllentoWnessscescces
Bethlehen..
EaStORssssessecsssce
Outside central cities

see

Altoona, Pheseccresecsse
Altoona Cit¥eeseonsses
_ Outside central city..

Anarillo, TeX.coeevscees
Anarillo cityeceessees
Outside central city..

Anahein-Santa Ana-Garden
Grove, Calif...eveuesre.

Inside central cities.
Anaheim:cssvscacsnes
Garden Grove..
Santa Ana...

Outside central cities

Anderson, Ind.cecccrece.
Anderson city. seocess

Ann Arbor, Mich...
Ann Arbor city.ceesces
Outside central city..

Appleton-Oshkosh, Wis..
Inside central cities.
Appletol.cccscoroese
Oshkoshococseocensne
Outside central cities

Asheville, N.Coveesvansne
Asheville city.ecccone
Outside central city..

Atlanta, Ga.vsoses
Atlanta Cit¥ecscovecnn
Outside central city..

Atlantic City, NoJesesss
Atlantic City city....
Outside central city..

Outside central city..

139,418,811
63,796,943
75,621,868

113,959
89,653
24,306

679,239
275,425
403,814

89,639
72,623
17,016

721,910
256,558
115,781
77,859
62,918

315,774
243,751
72,023

543,551
212,469
109,527
72,686
30,256
331,082

135,356
62,900
72,456

144,396
127,010
17,386

1,420,356
445,828
186,701
122,524
158,601
974,560

138,451
" 70,787
67,664

234,103
99,797
134,306

276,801
110,364
37,143
3,221
166,527

145,038
57,681
87,378

1,390,164
496,973
893,191

173,043
- 47,858
137,184

SMSA

Popu-
lation

465,352

Augusta, G8,+~8.C.ovvecve
Augusta City.ccocooses
Outside central city..

Austin, TeX.vescevecsses
Austin Cityicececocses
Outside central city..

Bakersfield, Calif......
Bakersfield city....se
Outside central city..

Baltimore, Md.cceeessens
Baltimore Cityaiseseees
Outside central city..

Baton Rouge, La..ccovese
Baton Rouge city.eccses
Outside central city..

Bay City, Michecesosanses
Bay City Cityeseeesone
Outside central city..

Besunmont-Port Arthur-
Orange, TeX.eovesvosonss
In:ide centrai cities,
Beaumont..ceceesocss
Orange.....
Port Arthur .o
Outside central cities

Billings, NoNtessssssses
Billings city.cnsescse
Qutside central city..

Biloxi~Gulfport, Misa.,.
Inside central cities.
BiloXleeososcosnvone
GULIPOTtecacserssens
Outside central cities

Binghamton, N.¥.-Ps. ...
Binghamton city..evees
Outside central city..

Birminghas, Alg..ccevens
Birmingham city.eecees
Outside central city..

Blooaington~Normal, Ill.
Inside central cities.
Bloomingtof.e.sesres
NOrmalassocvocsnnces
Outside central cities

Boise City, Idaho.
Bo1se City CilYessssss
Outside central city..

Boston, Mass..cccecessses
Boston Cityecesacesnes
Outside central city..

Bridgeport, Conn,..
Bridgeport €ity.sesves
Outside central city..

Bristol, ConNeeisssscres
Bristol cityieecoesses

Jutside central city..

Brockton, Mass..cseecnee
Brockton cityeeecscone
Outside osntral city..

e

253,460
39,864
193,596

295,514
a5} 48
43,408

320,162
69,518
259,647

2,070,870
905,759
1,164,812

285,167
165,963
119,304

117,339
49,449
67,890

315,043
197,747
113,019
24,457
57,371
118,196

87,367
61,581
25,786

134,382
89,277
48,486
40,791
43,305

302,672
64,123
238,549

739,274
300,910
138,364

104,389
66,338
39,992
26,398
38,001

113,230
74,990
37,340

2,753,700
641,071
2,112,629

389,153
156,543
232,611

65,808
55,487
10,321

| 189,820
89,040
100,780

SMSA

Popu-
lation

Brownsville-Harlingen~
San Benito, Tex....
Inside central citie
Brownsvill@.cecoesss
Harlingen,

San BenitOiesssvasse
Outside contral cities

Bryan-College Station
TCXesecssocovavrves
Inside central cities.
BryAfcscessssrscssees
College Station..sae
Outaide central cities

Buffalo, N.Yeeeesoonrses

Buffalo city.
Outside centrs) city.,

Canton, Ohi0cesssncacsse
CAntOR CAtYeoocoveners
Outside central city..

Codar Rapids, Jowseseess
Cedar Rapids Cityeeoss
Outside central city..

Champatgn-Urbans, Ill...
Inside central cities.
Champaigfescessceesse
Urbans.... esasere
Outside central cities

Charleston, 8.C... .
Charleston Cityiseocsos
Outside central city..

Charleston, W, Vacssoveo
Charleston city.ecosess
Outside central city..

Charlotte M.Cocerernrsnes
Charlotte city.cceicas
Outsido central city..

Chattancoga, Tenn.=Ge...
Chattanoogs CitYescoos
Outside central city..

Chicago, Illeccccvoocnen
ChicagO CitY¥eeooso oo
Qutside central city..

Ciucinnati, Ohio=Ky.~Ind.
Cincinnatl Clty.scveee
Outside ceniral caty..

Cleveland, OhiO.cscasese
Cleveland cityssssvoes
Outside central city..

Colorado Springs, Colo..
Colorado Springs city.
Outside central city..

Columbip, MOciesennssoes
Columbia CiCY.acocnssse
Outside central City..

Columbia, 8.Cieessnernee
Columbia city (urban
PAPL ) ioccctorsrsonnes
Qutside central city..

Columbus, Ga.eAlBiseeens
Colunbus City.esesesss
OQutside central city..

sesense |

140,368
101,201
832,522
33,503
13,176
39,167

87,978
1,388
33,719
17,676
.6,383

1,349,212
462,768
036,443

372,310
110,053
262,157

163,313
110,642
532,371

163,281
n9,332
36,532
32,600
13,849

303,849
@6,943
236,904

229,513
71,503
158,010

409,370
241,178
188,192

304,937
119,062
183,843

6,978,047
3,268,957
3,611,990

1,384,851
452,524
932,337

2,084,194
750,903
1,318,291

233,972
133,060
100,912

80,9°1
38,804
23,107

322,880

113,842
209,333

238,384
134,168
84,418
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IColumbus, Ohio..cecvesss

Colundus Cht¥.veoevses
Outside central city..

Carpus Christi, Tex.....
Corpus Christi city...
Outside central city..

Dallas, TeX..sseecicreae
Dallas CAtYyecovcnoresne
Outside central city..

Danbury, Conn..
Danbury €it¥.eecoacoes
Outside central city..

Davenport=Rock Island-
Moline, Jowa-Ill.......
Inside central cities.
Davenport (urban
Part}eceecasacsncne
¥oline.ceons
Rock Island.........
Outside central cities

Dayton, Ohi0.sveceveeens
Dayton Cityesevevocess
Outside central city..

Decatur, Illecssoesranee
Decatur Cityeacovecess
Outside central city..

Denver, ColOcseeese ..
Denver City.isscesoace
Outside central city..

Des Moines, Io%a.cs0aess
Des Moines city.coeaes
Outside central city,.

Detroit, Mich.iceesonese
DOtroit Clt¥.cavseense
Outside ceatral city..

Dubuque, Jowa...euieeess
Dubuque city...eecaves

Duluth-Superior, Minn.«
wis. @ccssresvessven
Inside central cities.
203 111 4 PPN
SUPeriOT.cceneracnns
Outside central citics..

Durham, N.C.....cccuv.es
DUrhalm €1ty veveveenen
Outside central city.,

El Paso, TeXe.000ccvnnee
El Paso city.covunsene
Outside central city..

Erie@, Pleciveseccccacnes
Erie city

Eugene, Oreg.cecveavvesns
Eugene Cit¥escvenecoee
Outside central city..

Evansville, Ind.-Ky.....
Evansville city.......
Outside central city..

Fall River, Mass.-R.I...
Fall River city (urban
PAPt) eiecsensonnanse

Outside central ctty..

Outside central city..

Outside central city..

916,228
539,677
376,551

284,832
201,525
80,307

1,555,950
844,401
711,549

78,405
50,781
27,624

352,638
193,996

97,593
46,237
50,166
168,642

850,266
243,601
606,665

135,010
90,397
34,613

1,227,529
$14,678
712,851

286,101
200,587
85,514

4,199,931
1,511,482
2,648,449

90,609
62,309
28,300

265,350
132,818
100,378

32,237
132,538

190,388
95,438
94,950

359,291
322,261
37,030

263,654
129,231
134,423

213,338
76,348
137,013

232,775
138,764
94,011
.149,976

98,369
33,407

- SMSA

Popu-
lation

Fargo-Moorhead, N. Dak.~
Miafeesessarsesscsnnsan
Inside central cities.
Fargo.ccievesencnsss
Moorhead...cveeennes
Qutiside central cities

Fayetteville, N.Ces.vsas
Fayetteville city.....
Outside central city..

Fitchburg-leominster,
Mas#..oveecnaccanennnes
Inside central cities.
FitChbUrgessesvenans
leominstor.ceissccess
Outside central cities

Flint, Michececoscancsos
Flint Cit¥cccecnrncans
Outside central city..

Fort Lauderdale-~
Hollywood, Fl@.ecsseoes
Inside central cities,
Fort lauderdal®.oc..
Hollywoodeeesosaonsse
Outside central cities

Port Saith, Ark.-Okla...
Fort Smith city......,
Outside central city..

Fort Wayne, Ind.... ...,
Fort Wayne city.cceoaas
Outside central city..

Port Worth, Tex...
Fort Worth city.......
Outside central city..

Presno, Calif...........
Fresno city..cceavnees
Outside central city..

Gadsden, Ala.....ceveves
Gadsden €ity..ccceennns
Outside central city..

Gainesville, Fla........
Gajnesville city......
Outside central city..

Galveston-Texas City,Tex
Inside central cities,
Galveston....caevvns
Texas City (urban
Part).iiieiianennes
Outside central cities

Gary-Hammond-East
Chicago, Indicoveencnsns
Inside central citics.
East Chicagoeeas s
GaAry...ocaovvs
Ramoond...oeesveasse
Outside central cities

Grand Rapids, Mich......
Grand Rapids city.....
Qutside central city..

Great Falls, Mont......,
Great Falls city......
Outside central city..

Green Bay, Wis..cecavins
Green Bay City..c.occee
Outside central city..

120,238
83,082
33,365
29,687
37,186

212,042
53,510
158,532

97,164
76,282
43,343
32,939
20,882

496,658
193,317
303,341

620,100
246,463
139,59
106,873
373,637

160,421
62,802
97,619

280,455
177,671
102,784

762,086
393,476
368,610

413,053
165,972
247,081

94,144
53,928
40,216

104,764
64,510
40,254

169,812
100,309
61,809

38,3500
© 69,503

633,367
330,187

16,982
178,418
107,790
303,180

539,228
197,649
341,576

81,804
60,091
21,713

© 188,214
87,809
70,433

SMSA

lation

Greenaboro--Winston-
Salem-~High Point, N.C.
Inside central cities.
Greensboro..vcvvvees
High Pointeccsccnnes
Winstou-Salem.......
Outside central cities

Greenvilla, 8.Covvvenane
Greenville city.......
Outside central city..

Hamilton-iiddletown, Ohdio
Inside central cities.
HartltoNeecaoensense
Nidileto™Nicecacnsss
Outside central citiecs

Harrisburg, Pa..ccecevee
Harrisburg cil¥ececess
Outside central city..

Hartford, COnN.sacesones
Hartford citr..
Qutaide central ci

ty..

Honolulu, Ruwaii........
Ronolulu city.iiasn.es
Outside central city,.

Houston, TeX.seiesoscees
Houston eity (urbe:
PRFt) iuercesscrnasce
Outside central eity..

Huntington-Ashland,
V. Va,“Ky.~Ohio..cacuees
Ingide central cities..
Ashlandecesrsvsceness
Runtington.cevaseenas
OQutside central cities.

Huntsville, Ala.... 40000
_Huntsville city........
Outside central city...

Indlanapolis, Ind........
Indisnapolis city
(urban part)e.cececees

« Outside central city...

Jackson, Mich..sevreeocss
Jackson Cit¥.ieceaenna “ee
Outside central city...

Jackson, Mis$..ecioesncen
Jackson city.e.aceiaans
Outside central city...

Jacksonville, Fla........
Jacksonville city

‘urban part)eececeones

Outside central city...

Jersey City, NoJ.veauunss
Jersey City city,.......
Outside central city...

Johnstown, Pa..cciieneces
Johnstown Cit¥.ecceasvns
Outside central city...

Kalamazoo, Mich....seesee
Kalamazoo C1ty.ccevvens
Outside central city...

603,898
340,193
‘144,076
. 163,204
132,913
263,702

293,502
61,208
238,294

226,207
116,632

67,865
. 48,767
109,575

410,626
68,031
342,565

653,891
158,017
563,372

" 829,176
324,871
304,208

1,5¢8,031

1,211,394
752,637

253,743
103,360
29,245
74,318
150,183

; 228,239
137,802
90,437

1,109,483

743,15%
368,727

143,274
45,484
97,790

258,908
153,968
104,938

528,865

518,131
10,734

609,266
260,543
348,72t

262,822
42,476
220,346

201,850
83,553
118,998
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Kansas City, Mo.-Kans....
Kansas City city (urban
[ T
Outside central city...

Kenosha, WisS..ccoevanerae
Kenosha Cit¥eeseocconsns
‘Qutside central city...

Knoxville, Tenn...eecoven
Knoxville city.cececces
Outside central city...

La Crosse, Wis..oeeeoveen
La Crosse cityeerveconee
Outside central city...

Lafayette, Lo.ccecsccrase
Lafayette Cityeccococes
Outside central city...

Lafayette-West lafayette,
INdeescsvsorrocesvencone
insido central cities..
Lafayette...ovoes
west Lafayette.......
outside central cities.

Lake Charles, La.ccccenns
Lake Charles city......
Outside central city...

Lancester, Pli.cceecccacs
Lancaster €it¥esecceces
Outside central city...

Lansing, Kich.ceecoroscns
Lansing Cityecesocecaee
outside centn}l city...

Laredo, Tex...
Laredo €ity i cecncecran
Outside central city...

prescscse

Las Vogas, NeV.iisesuass
Las Vegas city...cevee
Outs'de central city..

'

Lawrence-Haverhill,

Mass . ~N.Hevoernooaosenas
Inside central cities.
Haverhille.ccesvucnee
LAWF@NC@.cocoav s

O tside central citles

Lavton, OKl8...veoeecene

Outside cen'nl city..

leviston-Auburn, Maine..
Inside central citties,
Auburn (urban part).
Lewiston..ccaeannens
Outside central cities

Lexington, Ky...ev evoee
lexington city.seanos
Outside central city..

Limg, Oh20.sccceasnssnes
Lima city..cooceesn

Outside central city..

Lincoln, Nedr.
Lincoln eity.cceveesss
Outside centrsl city..

1,253,916

501,859
752,057

117,017
78,805
39,122

400,337
174,587
225,750

80,468
51,153
29,315

109,716
68,508
40,808

109,378
64,112
‘44,955
19,157
45,266

145,415
77,998
67,417

319,693
57,690
262,003

378,423
131,546
246,877

72,859
69,024
3,838

273,288
128,787
147,501

232,418
113,035
46,120
66,913
119,380

108,144
74,470
33,674

72,474
64,150
22,31
41,779

- 8,324

174,323
108,137
66,186

171,472
53,734
117,738

167,972
149,518
18,454

Little Rock-North Little
ROCK, ATK..:.osessonons
Inside central citie
Little RocK.seuooose
North Little Rock...
Outside central citles

lorain-Elyris, Ohio.....
Inside central cities.
Elyrigccasccinconnss
lorain..icovencccess
Outside central cities

Los Angeles-long Beach,
Calif.scevenvennaascane
Inside central cities.

Los Argeles.........
Outside central cities

louisville, Ky.~Ind,....
. louisville city......0
Outside central city..

Lowell, Mass....cccucnay
Lowell Cityiseevacuans
Outside central city..

Lubbock, TOX.cvcvavnsses
Lubbock Cit¥.ccaneanes
Outs.de central city..

Lynchburg, Va.veeseaioss
Lynchburg cityeceveess
Outside central city..

Macon, GRecvernvennnersse
Macon eity.. .e
Outside central city..

Madison, Wis,..ciovevness
Madis00 Cityeesareanss
Outside central city..

Manchester, N.H...covo s
Manchester city.......
Outside central city..

Mansfisld, Oh10..vestaen
Mansfield city.oacrens
Outside central city..

McAllen-Pharr-Bdindurg,
Te€X.evsosarnsarsansrvane
inside central citi
EdinbUrg.veisacossoes
McAllen. .
Pharfessses .
Outside central cities.

Memphis, Tenn.=Ark...seve
Momphis city (urbsn
PAFt)cecscsnvsconevons

outside central city...

Meriden, Conf.y.cvcanvase
Meriden €1ty ..csees
Outside central eity...

" Miami, Pl&.iceeaneacnsens

Mismi Clt¥esoccanvocnne
Outside central city...

Midland, TeX...icoevveere
Midland city..
Outside central eny...

323,296
192,523
132,483

60,040
130,773

256,843
131,617
83,4,
78,183
125,231

7,032,075
3,174,694

358,633
2,816,061
3,857,381

826,553
361,472
463,081

212,860
84,239
118,621

179,295
149,101
30,183

123,474
54,083
€9,391

206,342
1122,423
83,919

290,272
173,258
117,014

108,461
87,784
20,701

139,997
85,047
74,930

181,538
70,628
17,163
37,638
15,829

110,907

770,120

623,497
146,622

85,959
35,939

1,267,792
334,859
932,933

63,433
89,463
8,970

SMSA

Popu-
lation

Milvaukee, Wis..cevascens
Milwauked CitY.ccovecne
Outside central city...

Minneapol is-8t. Psul,
MinD.veaas
Juside central cities..
Uinnespolise.caese

St. Paul.sersosconsss
Outside central cities,

Mobile, AlB.cicecsccsacas
Mobile Cit¥eescsrsnnrese
Outside central city...

Modesto, Calif..cacsesies
ModeBto Cityecccovencas

Monroe, Lé.cccovssncacrss
Monro® Cit¥ecseesecsass
Outside central city...

Montgomery, Al&...sesasse
Montgamery City..iscoes
Outside central city...

Muncie, Ind.ceccnrcsanane
Munci® Cit¥.eaoveernene
Outside cepntral city...

Muskegon-Muskegon
Heights, Mich....vicanas
Inside central cities..
MusKegOoR.ecaseocacorns
Muskegon Heights
Outside central cities.

v

Nashua, N.H.ccoouionnnsee
Nagshul €4ty cicovaccsen
Outside central city...

Nashville-Davidson, Temn.
Nashville-Davidson city
(urban part)®. .. coees
Outside central Cityseo

New Bedford, Mass...oeece
New Bedford City.cisses
Outside central city...

New Britain, Conn...vevss
New Britain etty...cone
Outside central city...

New Haven, Conn,..ciseses
New Haven City.ciesee
Outside central city...

New London~(roton-
Norwich, Conn. . veaveens
Inside central cities.
New Londot,.ceesssses
NOrwichesoooassncoen
Outside central cities

New Orleans, La..ocosens
New Orleans eyty (ur-
ban PAPt) i iiieninas
Outside central city..

New York, KoY ,  ,ouevee
New York €ity. . ccvsses
Outstide cchtral city..

Nowarks Nedieoiiansnners
Newsrk €AY ., iavvennn

Outside cemtygl €1ty s

Outside central eity....

1,403,688
717,099
€36,589

1,813,847
744,380
434,400
309,980

1,069,267

376,690
190,026
186,664

194,308
61,712
132,794

118,387
56,374
89,013

201,325
133,386
67,939

129,19
€9,080
60,139

187,426
61,935
44,631
17,304
93,491

66,458
85,820
10,638

541,108

436,170
104,938

152,842
101,777
30,865

148,269
81,441
61,428

333,838
137,707
217,851

200,412
73,063
31,630
41,433

135,349

1,043,808

891,502
434,307

11,871,899
7,894,862
3,677,037

1,858,856
381,417
1,474,139
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1)
Newport News-Hampton, Ve.
{ Inside central cities.
: Hampton...
Newport News.ceceons
Outside central cities

esvee

Norfolk-Portsmouth, Va..
i Inside central cities.
NorfolK.esesnorocses’

' Portsamouth..
Outstde central cities

Korwalk, ConNccescesnase
+ NOTrwalk Cit¥eccecossee
. Outside central city..

Odesss, TeX.ccvos
{ Odessa city..

i Outside central city..

Ogden Cityecussosecoes
Outside central city..

'Okllhau City, Okla.....
Oklahams City city

(urban part).seeccese

. Outside central city..

Omaha, Nebr.-Iowa,.ceese
Omaha clty.soeovetnves
Outgide central city..

Orisndo, Pla...
Orlendo €it¥eacecscess
Outside central city..

Owensboro, Ky... )
Owensboro ¢ityssescore
Outside central city..

‘Oxnard-Ventura, Calif...
Inside central cities.
Oxnard.esccscsccsers
Ventura (San
Buenaventurs)......
Outside central cities

Paterson-Cliftog-Passaic
RedJessseesssvesstccnane
Inside central cities.
CliftoNescesneroncree
Passatc.. .
Potersof.ccsceccanes
Outside central cities

Pensacols, Fls...
Pensacola cityeceseees
QOutside central city..

Peoria, I1l.ccs sroennns
Peoria Cityeerococecan
- Outside centrsl ctty..

Petersburg-Colonisl

inside central cittes..

Outside centrsl cities.

Philadelphis, Ps.-N.J....
Philadelphis city......
Outside central city...

Phoenix, AriZ....
Phoenix €Cltyecvcceccrers
Outside central city...

Heights, Ve..cocncercens

Colontal Heights.....
Petersburg.cececscoss

292,159
258,956
120,779
138,177

33,203

650,600
4.8,914
307,951
110,963
261,686

120,099
79,113
40,986

91,805
78,380
13,425

" 126,278
69,478
56,800

640,889

355,661
284,228

540,142
347,328
192,814

428,003
99,008
328,997

79,486
50,329
29,187

376,430
127,022
71,225

55,797
249,408

1,358,794
282,385
82,437
55,124
144,824
1,076,409

243,078
58,507
183,568

341,979
126,963
215,016

128,809
81,200
18,097
36,103
77,609

4,817,914
1,948,609

967,522
581,562
383,960

2,869,305

Pine Bluff, Ark..ccscesces
Pine Biuff city.ccvaene
Outsice central city...

Pittsburgh, Pa.... .
Pittsburgh city.ceocoes
Qutside central city...

Pittsafield, Mass....vee0e
Pittsfield city...co00
Outside central city...

Portland, Maine..cccevvns
Portland City.iococcoee
Outside central city...

Portland, Oreg.-Wash.....
Portland cityeiscsccven
Outside central city...

Providence-Pawtucket~
Warvick, R.I.-Mass.....0
Inside central cities..
Pawtucket...

Warwickeiocenseroonne
Outside central cities.

Provo-Orem, Utah..eveoees
Inside central cities..

Outside central cities.

Pueblo C€ityeseecccsenne
Outside central city...

Racine, WiS.ccesvvscsence
Racine Cityececscenvees
Outside central city...

Raleigh, N.Civoniavovesne
Raleigh €ity.veeveceees
Outside ~entral city...

Reading, Plcccscesscsnsce
Reading CItycevovssecns
Outside centrsl city...

Reno, NevV.eeiesoesnscsons
Reno cit¥eevevanavences
Outside central city...

Richmond, VA.svssencvnaes
Richmond Cit¥.anciscece
Outside central city...

Roanoke, VR .cccvsncussons
Roancke €ity.vessvacces
Outside central city...

Rochester, Minfecescoccns
Rochester CitYeecocanse
Outside central city...

Rochester, N.Y.vocasonens
Rochester Cityeceeseses
Outside central city...

Rockford, Ill.cevecesces
Rockford Cit¥ecceranes
Outside centrml city..

sccramento, Calif,......
Sacrenento Gity.eeccoes
Outside central city..

83,329
57,389
27,940

2,401,248
520,117
1,861,128

79,721
57,020
22,707

141,628
65,116
76,509

1,009,129
382,619
626,510

910,781
339,891
76,984
179,213
83,694
570,890

137,776
78,860
25,729
53,131
58,916

118,238
97,453
20,785

170,838
95,162
75,676

228,453
121,577
106,876

296,382
87,643
208,739

121,068
72,863
48,205

518,319
249,621
268,698

181,436
92,118
89,321

84,104
53,766
30,338

882,667
296,233
586,434

272,063
147,370
124,693

800,592
254,413
546,179

SMSA

Popu-
lation

Saginav, Mich..occaacces
Saginaw €it¥eccncecnnn
Outside central city..

8t. Joseph, Mou.eseraors
8t. Joseph City.escoss
Outside central city..

St. Louis, Mo.=Ill......
8t. Louis Cit¥ecocenes
Outside centrel city..

Salem, OTegecsesccsscone
Salem city.. esevece
QOutside ceatral city..

Sslinas-Monterey, Calif.
Inside central cities.
HoBtOTeYesa-eoccsace
5aling®.ccccovviccen
Outside centrsl cities

Salt Lake City, Utah....
Salt lake City city...
.Outside central city..

San Angelo, TeX.ecesaose
San Angelo City.e.eese
Outside central city..

San Antonio, TeXecseeous
San Antonio Cit¥essvee
Outside central city..

San Bernardino-Riverside-
Ontarto, Calif.ccceccses
1nside centrsl cities,

San BernardinO....c.
Outnide centrsl cities

San Diego, Calif...c....
San Diego city (urban
PArt)eccscencsnsesine

Outside central city..

San Francisco-Osklsnd,
Coalificsosnceccnscccans
Inside central cities.
Oskland...ce.o
San FPranciscO.......
Outstide central cities

San Jose, Calif......cee
San Jose city (urban

part).feceeerccinacte

Outside central city..

Santa Barbara, Calif....
Santa Barbars city....
Outside central city..

Santa Rosa, Calif.......
Ssnts Rosa Cit¥eceaoss
Outside contral city..

Savannah, Gl-....-.....k.
Savannah Cit¥eoovvanee
Outside central city..

Scranton, Pa......
Scranton Cit¥eecrccses
Outside central eity..

219,743
81,849
127,894

85,915
72,801
14,224

2,363,017

622,236

1,740,781
1

186,658
€8,296
118,362

250,071
85,198
26,302
88,896

164,873

557,638

175,888

381,750

71,047
63,884
7,163
864,014
654,153
209,861

1,143,146
308,458
64,118
140,089
104,251
80+ ,688

1,357,854

693,831
663,923

ot

3,109,819
1,077,238
361,561
715,674
2,032,284

1,064,714

443,950
620,764

264,324
10,218
194,109

204,888
30,008
‘154,879

187,767
. 118,349
69,418

234,107
103,364
130,543

i
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Table 2-18.

(cont'd)

-

SMSA

Popu-
lation

SMSA

bopu-
fation

Seattle-Everett, Vash...
Inside central cities.
Eveoretteciccscncnsos

T Se8ttl@.icicicnnosns
Outside central cities

Sherman-Denison, Tex....
Inside central cities.
DenisOR.csecsovaanss

CGutside central cities

Shreveport, La....
Shreveport Cit¥.eeeese
Outside central oity..

Sioux City, lowa-Nebr...
Sioux City City.eoccee
Outside central city..

8ioux Falls, 8, dskae...
Sioux Falls Cit¥eessss
Outside central city..

South Bend, Ind....c.ose
South Bend city..
Outside central eity..

Spokane, Wash...........
Spokane city.
Outside central city .

springfield, Illicewacos
Sprsngﬁold Cityoecnns
Outside central city..

springfield, MOvsvencnas
springtield CitFeosene
Outside central city..

springfield, OhiGeeovsne
sprangtield Cityoesecs
Outside central city..

Springfield-Chicopee-
Holyoks, Mass.-Conn....
Inside central cities.
ChicOpe€ecosvsssnses

Springfield..c..cvns
Outside central cities

Stamford, ConNas.vessess
Stanford cityecescaons
Outside central city..

Steubenville-Weirton,
Ohi =W, Vo, ... 0eevenns
Inside central cities.
Steubenvill@sseacsss
WeATtON coserrosocan
Outside cantral cities

Stockton, Calif...c.vees
Stockton CitY¥eieancess
Outside central city..

Syracuse, N.Y.....
Byracuse® Cityie.svones
Outside central city..

Tacoms, Washes.voverrane
Tacoma Cit¥eacocasanes
Outside central city..

Tallahass. .o
Tallahasses City......
Outside central city..

1,421,869
584,453
53,622
530,831
837,416

83,228
53,984
24,923
29,061
29,241

204,703
182,064
112,639

118,189
85,925
30,264

93,3209
172,485
22,721

280,031
23,580
154,451

287,487
170,816
116,971
161,335
91,753
69,582

152,929
120,006
32,833

187,118
81,926
75,189

529,922
280,693
66,876
50,112
163,908
249,229

206,419
108,798
97,621

163,827
57,202
30,711
27,131

107,728

290,208
107,644
182,564

638,307
197,208
439,299

411,027
154,881
256,446

103,047
71,897
31,180

SMSA

Popu-
lation

Tanpa-St, Petersburg,
FlResoose sessesnsnae
' inside cer.(ral cities.
St. POtursburgessses
TamPReceavrosesssnns
Outside central cities

Terre Haute, Ind.cccoses
Terre Haute Cityesecos
Outside central city..

Texarkana, TeX.=Ark.....
Inside central cities.
Texarkana, Ark..
Texarkana, Tex..
Outsido central cities

Toledo, Ohio-Mich..
Toledo CitYeseaes
Qutside central city..

Topeka, Xans..
Topeka city. .
Outside central city..

Trenton, NoJecosenosoess
Trenton Clty.esseveons
Outside central city.,

Tucson, AriZ.cscesccsces
TUCSON Cit¥essneossnns
Outside central city..

Tulsa, Okla.sceeresvneanse
Tulsa city (urban -
PAFt)scececernsocsnas

Outside central .city..

Tuscaloosa, Alf.ccecsans
Tuscaloosa Cit¥eesseee
Qutside central city..

Tyler, TeX.ecaescesssoss
Tyler City.ceecsosnces
Outside central city..

Uettca-Rame, N.¥.coeinoon
Inside contral cities.
Rome (urban partj...
URACBaceesrnsonns. »so
Outside central citics

vVallejo-Napa, Calif.....
Inside central cities.
NapR.ccssasnsonsnvsss
VallejOeessnssscnnes
Outside central cities

Vincland-Millville-
Bridgeton, Nedescreooes
Inside central cities.
Bridgetone.ceccsceces

Millville (urban
PAFt)iesncacnancers

Vineland (urban
PATE)escrencoreance
Outside central cities

Waco, TeXeiossaoasnsases
WacO Cit¥esvecescavers
Outside central city..

washington, D.C.-Md.-Va.
Washington citYecooess
Outside central city..

Waterbury, Confleccsecsss
TAtOrdury Cityeescsese
tutside central city.,

1,012,594
493,999
216,232
277,767
518,593

175,143
70,286

101,.98
82,179
21,682
30,497
43,018

692,571
383,818
308,753

155,322
125,011
30,311

303,968
104,638
199,330

351,667
262,933
88,734

478,945

330,409
146,536

116,029
65,773
50,256

97,096
87,770
39,326

340,670
139,266
47,658
91,611
. 201,404

249,081
103,711
35,978
3,133
146,370

121,374
88,937
20,433

21,103

47,399
32,437

147,853
95,326
82,237

2,861,123
756,510
2,104,613

208,956
108,033
100,923

104,827"

Vaterloo, Jows...c.ccevaes
Waterloo city (urbena
POrt)ecescescncconses

Outside central city..

West Pala Beach, Fla....
Vest Palm Beach city

(urban part)ecesscsss

Outside central city..

Wheeling, W, Va,=Ohio...
Wheeling Cit¥esvecenee
Outside central city..

Wichita, Kan#..vecocesne
Wichita CitY.csseonase
Outside central city..

wichita Falls, Tex..
wichita Falls city
Qutside central city..

Wilkes-Barre-~Hazleton,
PBesssastassessasssncns
Inside central cities.
Hazleton.seesvseecve
Wilkes-Barre
Outside central cities

wilmington, Del.=N.J.=Nd.
wWilmington €ityeosoasre
Outside central city..

wilmington, N.Cescovacas
wWilmington City.sevens
Outside central city..

Worcoster, MasS.ecesseoes
Worcester City..oescse
Outside central city..

York, Pa.esessscaces
YOrk City¥esecscscocsse
Outside central city..

Youngstown-Warren, Ohio.
Inside central cities.
Warren.ceeess
YOURgStOWR,sosrsvass
Outside central cities

Puerto Rico
(4 sreas)eescerescs
Inside central citief...
Outside central cities..

CaguaBisseosssossncrsecs
Caguas City.ecase .
Outside central city..

Maysgues.cssescascsssace
NAyagUEE C1tY.sesessen
Outside central city..

PONCO.sscene esune
FONCE CLtYiccnrnsne
Outside central city..

San JuRf.socessnse
San Juan Cit¥.isessene
Outside central city..

132,916

74,610
58,308

348,753

87,290
291,463

182, M2
48,188
134,524

389,332
276,554
113,798

127,621
97,564
30,087

342,301
89,283
30,426
38,856

283,019

499,493
80,386
419,107

107,219
6,189
81,050

344,320
176,872
167,748

329,540
30,338
279,308

336,003
203,212

63,494
139,788
333,721

1,101,748
713,069
478,877

93,861
63,213
32,448

85,887
8,872
16,983

138,981
128,233
30,748

881,247
432,748
390,408

LTaken from Sourcg 2.




APPENDIX D
- COMMENTARY ON TRANSIT INTEGRATION ACTIVITIES CHECKLIST

INTRODUCTION

This appendix describes individually most of the items on the checklist
of transit integration activities (see Table 10, p. 52, also :eproduced at
the end of this appendix) in order to answer any c.:stions that may arise as
a result of differences in terminelogy in the rapidly evolving field of ur-
ban'transportation. The checklist is used in this volume to tabulate sugges-
ted appfoaches to integration for three U.S. cities and a hypothetical small
urban area, '""Middletown."

As explained in Section 2 where the table is first introduced, INTERPLAN
feels that this listing can be valuable in a number of ways beyond its use
in the report:

® As a source of ideas for transit.planners and operators;

° Asva worksheet to be used during the planning and negotiating process;

e . As a means of recording a final transit integration program or progra
_proposal. -

The listing is arranged under three major headings: institutional, op-
erational, and physical.* The activities are further grouped accdrding to
the kinds of organizations which must cooperate to implement them (govern-
ment gencies, operators, local businesses), and the sﬁatus of the technol-
ogy required (new or proven). Individual activities may be mutually exclu-
sive, such as fixed versus zonal fare systems, or they may be complementary,

such as the various sources of financing indicated.

While the listing is intended to be exhaustive, it is hoped that it
will also serve as a stimulus to further ideas. For this reason, space is
left at the end of the three major sections for the notation of additional

items..

* . ' ) .
These and other concepts oi transit integration are fully discussed in
Volume 1, Section 3, pp. 27-47.



INSTITUTIONAL
Institutional Coordination with Government Agencies

One of the primary lessons which can be learned from INTERPLAN's study
of successful European transit systems. is.that close coordination of’ reglonal
planning and transit planning on the instituional level is required if transit
1ntegrat1on is tc be effective. Four mutually exclusive elements are glven ‘
in this category. The difference between a regzonal planning commission and -
a formally constituted committee 'is essentially- one of legal power,to.carry
out decisions. A commission is thought of as having absolute authority in -

this area. A constituted committee has some powers but may have to. defer im-

plementation of its decisions to other organizations, such as the transit op-
erators, who are not legally bound to follow them. And an ad hoe committee
would only be allowed to make recommendations to its members or to other or-
ganizations. A checklist item indicating "o coordinating agency" is provided
to aid in describing an already existing system. . ’ L

¢

3' | Several activities are in some sense fundamental to the transit-plan-l

1 vning protess; they would also be necessary to insure a successful demonstra-

tion. One of these is data on the area's trip demand characteristics. Though

some 6rigin-destination and trip purpose studies have been made in most urban

g " areas, not all cities, especially middle-sized ones, have made a thorough

' study. Similarly, not all urban areas have formulated an explicit and sound
tranéportation policy based on a thorough analysis of the areds future needs

and values. Along with a transportation policy formulation there may have . to

- be a redefinition of the region which will be served by a coordlnated publlc

transit system. This redefinition may require legal proceedings to extend.

transit district or other boundaries defining transportation operations. On

the other hand, a reasonable transportation area may already have been legally
defined but appropriate institutions for integrating transit operations may
not have been established. )

.“
i

EAES

The next category on the list is that of a transportation planning author-.
ity, which includes four alternatives for different levels of 1ntegrat1on of
, transit planning. Among the alternatives, authority over all transportatzon
; planning is intended to include highway planning. Also, authority for "over-

all” planning for public transit is intended to include the power to establish_
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“routes to be served, the general level of service, i.e., frequency. and the

general level of fares in an area. Agaln, the category of "mo single public
transportation planning authority” is provided toallow for description of
existing systems. ' '

'Institutional Coordination Among Operators

The strongest alternative for bringing about coordination among operators
is the formation of a single operator for the regiom through the merger of

"various operators, with pgeviously independent firms operating as subsidiaries
~or losing their identities altogether. The creation of a transit district is,

in fact, a legally enforced merger. When merger is out of the question, as
where one or more of the major transit agenc1es operates over an area much

vgreater than the urban region under con51derat1on, or where some operators

are publicly owned and others privately owned, a transit federation is a feas-
ible alternative. Members would delegate certain powers related to system
planning, tariffs, and revenue distribution to the federation.

Some degree of institutional integration exists when one major transit
operator in a region operates most service. But cooperation can never be as
effective as when there is a single operator or a federation for the whole
regibn. as there will be difficulties in reaching agreements with other small-
er operators for coordinating services. This element is provided in the check-

"1list not as a recommended action but to help in describing eiisting systems.,

Some operator coordination can also be achieved through a transit commun-

ity, a tariff association or coordination agreements. The first two are

arewwide in scope. A transit community maintains agreements for common tar-
iffs and coordination of routes and schedules. There may also be some pool-

-ing or exchange of rolling stock.. However, the basic power to plan routes

and schedules would still remain in the hands of the individual operators. A
tariff assoctation is limited to contracts on joint tariffs and the distribu-

tion of jointly collected revenues. It is suitable in situations where there
is no direct‘competition; except in some very small overlapping service areas, '
and where there is a large number of end-to-end connections. The final useful
alternative is route and schedule coordinating agreements between individual

operators covering certain routes. A "no coordinating organization" alterna-

tive is previ&éd'to describe existing systems.
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Cbordznatzon wzth out-oftregzon and znterctty operators and coordinatzon
with para-transit operators can be handled w1th1n some. of the alternatlves v
cited above, or else separate coordinating committees or agreements could be
set up. Two alternatives which require no organizational coordination on the
institutional level but which are included as descriptors of ex1st1ng systems
are the allocation of respon51b111ty within the operator's. organlzat1on for

such coordination, or "no comprehen51ve approach "

Financing Arrangements

¢

Funds to flnance cap1ta1 pro;ects, r0111ng stock or operatlons may come
from more than one source. .The same source of funds mlght be used for several
purposes, although some sources of f1nanc1ng would not usually be app11ed to
certa1n expenses, e. g., bond issues would not be used to cover operatlng costs.
The lists provided are 1ntended to be falrly flexible in prov1d1ng a proflle

j of both existing and proposed transit f1nance measures. , . f
OPERATIONAL

: Operational Coordination w1th Local Government Agencies

There are two basic ways in which surface transit could be improved and

which depend on factors under direct control of local government authorities:

decreasing automobile traffic in major activity centers, and improving the -
flow of the exlst1ng surface traffic. 1

. PARKING POLICY. Parking policy can be expressed by a eystem of charges

or taxes for parking which would discourage regular parking and by the re-

| striction of spaces available for parking. Pricing for parking can also be
¥ 'arranged to discourage the long-term parker through an increasing or constant
additional charge with parking time, as opposed to the presently widely. prac-
ticed decreasing charges. This would encourage the short term parklng and

- high parking turnover typical of the shopping trip.

- t ‘
- - If downtown parking rates were raised to the prehibitive level, automo-

S s e b e e ST DT,

‘bile travel becomes less attractive and the merits of public transit are en-

. : . t
‘hanced without intrinsic changes in either mode. - Because parking rates are

an out-of-pocket cost, they tend to function as a more direct deterrent to

;
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automobile use than do gasoline taxes and registration fees. Care must be
taken, however, to ensure that the public transportation system can adequately
supply transportation needs for those potential riders it expects to convert
from automobile use. If park1ng rates increase, but public transit remains so
. poor that it is not a v1ab1e‘a1ternat1ve to driving, no positive change will

be effected, and the commuter will suffer an undue hardship.

AUTO USE POLICY. While parking controls restrict autos only while they
are parked, it would be more effective to prevent the use of the automobile al-
together, since the moving auto takes up almost 12 times as much road space
as a parked car. This restriction may be accomplished through some means of

road pricing, the setting up of auto-free zones, or traffic restraint schemes,
as has been proposed in London.

It would be convenient if some practical means of\road pricing for cars
could be instituted, similar to that long in practice for interstate trucks,
which pay a mlleage tax on distance traveled. ' Some road user tax is paid by
motorists when they buy gasollne, but it is doubtful that at its present
level this tax has any effect whatsoever on choice of mode. Another nore
drastic means of user charging would be the setting up of tolls at all entran-
ces to a city. This would be easiest to implement where a city is located on
an island or peninsula and much commuter traffic must enter over bridges.

Tolls could be gradually increased to prohibitive levels while 1nstitutingr
good bus serv1ce and allowing toll reductions for cars with three or more pas-
-sengers._ In the long run, properly planned, gradual institution of toll sta-
tions at major entrances to a city might encourage switchovers to public trans-
it, provided again that operators can offer full enough areawide transit cover-

age.

Auto use can also be forbidden in a zone completely, or during the major '
part of the day. thus creatlng an auto-free area. Auto use can also be re-
stricted by supplementary licensing which will permit access to major activity
centers during ‘certain hours. Construction of many existing auto-free zones
has been st1mulated by an economic- decline of the central business district or
by renewal of redevelopment opportunztles. In the future, Environmental Pro-

tection Agency regulatlons may be a 51gn1f1cant stimulant to the creation of

4
!

‘auto-free zones as an aid to control air and noise pollution in urban areas.
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Traffic restraint schemes do not remove auto traffic from major areas but do
restrict. the flow. One approach, implemented permanently in Gothenburg, Sweden”
and temporar11y in Rome, Italy, blocks access to crosstown movement and forces

‘drivers away from the city before they can get to the inner core.

The Instltute of Traffic Englneers has also identified the following pos—?
§ sible design treatments to improve transit conditions through restricting or
eliminating auto traffic on street segments. Such measures are common'in 4,
European cities. :

a. Modified Street: A conventional street, allowing for both pedestrlan
-~ and vehicular movement, but with modifications particularly designed to
1 _ facilitate pedestrian movement.

i ~ b. Transitway: A street dedicated to pedestrians and transit riders, but
* from which all private vehicles are excluded except for emergencies or
temporary construction work, w1th "transit lanes" set apart from pedes-
trian areas.

S - -

c.  Plazas or Interrupted Malls: Blocks which are given over to exclusive
" pedestrian use, with cross streets left open to vehlcular trafflc.n:

-
s

:: TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT. - Traffic management can aid transit flow and reduce
h overall congestlon by restructuring traffic-flow patterns.  Most options are

51 ~ not costly. Some, like a totally centralized and computerized traffic control
in major activity areas, would require major investments and imply a phy51ca1
integration of the surface transit system into the control scheme as well..
3;—«\\ Some are familiar but are not found in many areas, as, for example, signal:
synchronization and more minimal parking restrictions to aid transit flowl}

< ‘ The bus priority system is designed to decrease the delay of buses'et?
traffic s1gnals by providing buses with control over traffic signals so as to
minimize time spent wa1t1ng for llghts. There are two types of signal prefer-
i ence systems:

; ' : 1. The preempt system

«r

2. The priority system.

i The preempt technlque senses the bus approachlng a trafflc s1gna1 and
ﬁ either: (1) holds the green light for the bus, or (2) actuates the green :
‘ light as soon as poss1b1e. The pr1or1ty technlque senses the approaching -

bus and W111 hold the 11ght green for a certain length of time, if the bus :

can go through the 1ntersect10n in that time per1od " But it will not change
a red light, hold the green for buses when traffic is backed up ahead, or
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hold a green light when severe backup exists <n side streets. Current experi-
ence, while limited, suggests that the reduction in running time with these

techniques is not very substantial.

, Other traffic manégement techniques include reserving lanes for auto and
bus use, as opposed to trucks, or for car-pool and bus use during peak hours.
Curbside lanes on city streets cén be reserved for bus use during peak hours
or all day. A newer version of this concept is to mark off the left-hand
tane of a one-way street for use of buses traveling in the opposite direction—
a reverse bus lane. This technique provides an uncongeéted exclusive busway
on streets which, because they carry traffic moving in the opposite direction
from peak period traffic, are likely to have underutilized capacity. It is
true that cross traffic and other interruptions limit the average operating
speed to a lower level than achievable on freeway-type service. Nonetheless,
in some cities bus travel time delay may be most significant on the arterial
portion of a trip; improved bus speeds on arterials may save more time than

using a faster but indirect freeway routing.

A similar approach has been used on freeways to speed bus and carpool
movement during peak hours by permitting these vehicles to use an exclusive
reserved freeway lane. Two versions have been tried:

1. Reservation of a lane on the mest heavily traveled side of the freeway.
‘ In this approach all or part of a lane of traffic is reserved for high
occupancy vehicles, usually at the critical "bottleneck" portion of the
freeway during the peak period. It may be sufficient to reserve lanes
through very short bottleneck areas such as toll-booths or sections of
the freeway where througzh lanes merge.

2. Use of an opposing lane. In this approach a lane in the least heavily
traveled side of the urban freeway is reserved for high occupancy ve-
hicles. For example, in the A.M. peak, a lane on the outbound portion
of the freeway, usually next to the median strip, is reserved for high
occupancy vehicles to travel inbound, against the traffic flow on the
outbound lane. In this way, the exclusive use lane does not subtract
from the total previously existing capacity on the congested portion
of the freeway.

A nunber of experiements and tests of these principles have been performed.
The results indicate the time savings for passengers in high-occupany vehi-

clez to be very substantial.

One of the main bottlenecks on freeways are the ac@ess‘and exit ramps.
F.ow during peak hours is sometimes improved by closing down some of these.
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Ramps can also be reserved for buses. This strategy would be most effectlve
_ g
[
Finally, traffic management would 1mprove transit operations through a
judicious choice of bus stop locations and the creation of offstreet docks

for loading and unloading passengers.

when used 1n conjunction with exclusive freeway lanes.

Operational Coordination with Local Government Agenc1es and Loca] Businesses

CHANGING TRANSIT DEMAND CHARACTERISTICS The requirement for de51gn1ng
transportation facilities to meet peak-hour demand and the disadvantages of
this requirement are well documented. So are some of the possible solutions,
'such as staggered work hours and extended shopp1ng hours, which require co-
operation from the many private companlesllocated in or near major activity
centers. Opposition to such changes usually has two sources:A the costs in-
curred by companies and individual living habits,

Application of the staggered work hours concept to U.S. cities is objec~
tively a cost-free solut1on to peak-hour travel demand. Costs are in fact
important, however, since labor unions may require wage differentials if
hours are substant1ally changed. Should this occur, employers would be re-
luctant to cooperate with a staggered work hour program. Extended hours of
operat1on in bu11d1ngs with staggered staff hours would increase costs and
diminish chances for manager1a1 acceptance of such a plan,

While people tend to resist change in thelr living habits, they also’
tend to be highly susceptlble to the persuas1on of advertisement. Sophis-
tlcated marketlng techniques which promote its advantages, such as reduced'

travel time and greater comfort and safety, might convxnce the publlc that
the change is worthwhile. N '

More recent approaches include sliding work hours and "flexitlme." )
Under 8liding work hours, employees are free to report to work at any time
within a given morning period, say between 7:00 and 10:00 a. m., and to
leave when they have completed eight hours of work. The system is now be- "
ing operated by some employers in Germany, who like the system and say that
the response from employees is very favorable.. The employees have to use
time cards (which were not requlred previously) but do not seem to mind
this too much.



"Flexitime', now in usc¢ by about half oi Switzerland's banks and insur-
ance companies, allows an erployee to report to work any time between 6:30
and 8:00 a.m., take up to a 90-minute lunch hour, and leave between 4:C0 and
6:00 p.m. dufing a five-day, 44-hour week. The system allows employees to
accumulate a surplus or deficit of up to 15 hours a month that have to be re-
couped or idled off in the following months. Overtime is counted extra and ,
has to be ordered by the management. Or an empioyee can determine a personal,
fixed schedule which he must stick to for at least a month. This type of ar-
rangement leaves a daily block of almost six hours during which all employees
are in the office. . Flexitime has been extremely popular in Switzerland, where
it has been adorted by firus employing 20 percent of the country's industrial

workers. It would appear to offer the advantages of staggered work hours with-
out the disadvantages of these hours being fixed.

Other solutions to smoothing out peak-hour demand on public transit would
be the encouragement of multipurpose use of major activity centers and the en-
couragement of the shopping trip by public transit. Different use purposes,
e.g., work commuting, shopping, and entertainment, typically have different
travel demand charactertistics, specifically in terms of time of day. Differ-
ent trip purposes also express themselves in choices of different modes.
Therefore, encruraging the location of many kinds of activities close together,
with major centers for different trip purposes, should also be accompan1ed
by some way of encouraging a shift of modal split towards public transit. To
encourage the use of using public transit for shopping, for example, would in-
clude cooperation from merchants in packaging purchases with the transit trlp
in mlnd, in rapid handling of customers with small purchases, and in keeplng
convenient shopping hours, in addition to other items such as the provision of

park, ride, and shop lots, or the "packageﬁ.buses (see Physical below).

Operational Coordination Among Operators

Operational coordination among operators in a region can cover fares,

routes, scﬁeaules, and public information programs.

‘ BASIC SYSTEM-WIDE FARF STRUCTURE, A unified system-wide fare structure
means that there is an intermodal, interoperator transfer policy. In such a
Lase the passenger paYs his fare énce, regardless of the nuiber of times he
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pust transfer (transfers are free). If the fare is a graduated one, a uni-
fied fare further implies that the fare varies according to the dJdistance
traveled or time speﬁt on the system, regardless of the number of lines rid-
den. A zonal fare would imply that the fare varies not directly with the
distance traveled but with the number of times certain predefined geographi-

cal boundaries are crossed.

A unified fare may not be strictly necessary for some degree of transit
operator coordination, but if fares are collected separately and retained by

‘each operator, then each operator will be maximizing his own fare-box revenue

rather than the total revenue of the system. It is true that fares could be

collected separately and then pooled and redivided according to a predeter?

" mined formula. Nonetheless, a single fare with free transfer privileges need

be collected only once, simplifying the operation for both passenger and .
operator. Particularly when combined with an honor system and time passes,
a unified fare structure can substantially reduce the cost of fare collection,

especially where many operators-are involved. - ty

It may be advisable to avoid two simple and extreme means of "unifying'
fare structures: the flat-rate and the no-fare system. The nominal fare is
similar tovheving no fare at all. Flat rates are common because they are -
easier to collect than graduated fares based on distance or zones. However,
a flat-fare system places the heav1est burden on short distance travelers. -
In most 1nstances, this group constitutes an important part of the operator's
market and one which, at the same time, has the greatest possibility of sub-
stituting another means of travel. Thus, when fares are increased, short-'
distance travelers frequently abandon transit and as a result, the greatest
loss is sustained in the group from which the highest proportion of the re-
covery of costs is expected ' T

The no-fare system alone can fail to produce the'expected substantial *
increases 1n patronage and decreases in auto traffic. In Rome, Italy, for
example, free buses at peak commut1ng hours this past summer carried 10 per-
cent more riders, but automobile traffic showed no decrease. It is supposed .
that many pedestrians simply became bus riders. Transit planners have indi-
cated that the Rome experiment may have failed because of poor overall ser-
Viee,level.w In San Diego, on the other. hand, fares were reduced from 40¢ to

25¢ along with new routes and improved service. The system there has been
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very successful in attracti.g new riders. T.ansit ridership appears most sensi-
- tive to a combination of th: level of transit service, transit fare, and the
. competitive level of wutomobile service rather than to any single factcr alone.

SUPPLEMENTARY POLTCIES ON FARE STRUCITURE. Offering temporary special
rates for socio-economic grbups (senior citizens, students), time of day (off-
peak hours), weekly or seasonal periods (commuter or generzl passes), time of
week (excursion or weekend), or trip purpose (tourist or Christmas shopping

with the family) serves to attract new riders, provide publicity, and test pos-
sitle permanent changes in the fare structure.

FARE COLLECTION PROCEDURES. Whatever fare structure is used, the fare
collection procedures which go with it can have a substantial effect on both
cost 1o the operator and attractiveness of service to the rider. Required
tokens dropped in a fare.qu or turnstile are popular because they require
little operator involvement compared to a cash fare. An honor ticket syetem
commonly in use in Europe for buses and rail;systems alike involves no driver
involvement whatsoever but may necessitate installation of ticket machines
for sirgle rides. The rider purchases a ticket which is cancelled as it is
‘issued and enters the bus. Drivers take cash fares from riders at stops with
no ticket machines. Periodic checks by inspectors aud a high fine for viola-
tors assures general honesty. While the honor system may cost the operator a
few free rides, it cuts cost by eliminating the inspection of tickets or col-
lection of fares in vehicles and speeds rider entry.

An extension of this system is to issue weekly’ or monthly commuter passes.
These passes have resulted in substantial savings in Hamburg, where 75-80 per-
igenc of those traveling during peak workweek hours are commuter pass holders,
‘and issue of these tickets involves only 1-10 percent bf the sales operation
necessary for single tickets. Experience with these passes has been so favor-
able.thét the transit federation will now mail a commuter's ticket to him and
deduct the cost from his bank account. )

ROUTE COORDINATION Coord1nated complete area-wide cuverage, whether
provided by one carrier or many, requlres a log1ca11y designed network whose
Toutes follow area travel corridors. Where routes needlessly duplicate each
other because two operators offer competing sérvicesfor because a single

f.rm lacks the equipment or resources to build up a complet. network, institu-
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sional integratioﬁ should permit multiple operators to agree on a single seil*
vice arrangemént and single operators to work with locai officials to resolve
- financing difficulties. In Hamburg, operators joining the federation essen-
“tially gave up the right to compete with each other. As a result, the federa-
tion was able to eliminate all duplications of eervice. Feeder bus lines to
rail rapid transit stations were rerouted to the closest stations in the net-
work rather than being limited to connections with lines of the same agency.
In one case, rerouting a feeder bus line to a closer rail station operated by
a previous competitor resulted in a 20 percent decrease in bus requirements
and shortened the trip for riders.

Network rationalization and the necessary rescheduling to assure minimum
transfer waiting time may be all that is needed if coverage is already goo:i;
otherwise, new routes should be designed and tested to bring neglected areas
into the network. This particularly applies to feeder routes connecting oht--
lying areas with transfer points on main lines. Such routes extend fhe "pull-
ing‘power" of the main lines, and assure that patrons not within walking dis-
tance of the main line will still be able to use it. Innovative programs us-
ing para-transit modes to provide feeder service can also extend transit
coverage. New and better express services can be developed, as well as mini-
and midi-bus routes in major activity areas, and special routes served only,
during péak demand.

SCHEDULE COORDINATION. Schedule coordination at comnections between '
routes of the same and of different modes in a region-wide transit system'
~ would minimize transfer waiting times and would contribute significantly to
the acceptability of a rationalized route network. Yet schedule coordination
concepts are not limited to the transit system's inter-route connections. '’
Schedule:coordination can and should be extended to servicing out-of-region
and intercity demand. The increase in total. ridership brought about by ser-
vicing out-of-region connections may be small but, for the small amount of
resources prigally required for it, the gain can be certain, effective, and
a definite penetration of the ridership of competitive modes.

Another form of schedule coordination is demand responsiveness to thef‘
rider's trip planning needs. Such rider orientation in scheduling would x
evince itself in short, reliable headways which eliminate the problems the"

rider has in estimating his own waiting times. A maximum headway above which

-
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this orientation probably cecles to apply is chout ls.hinutes. Another rider-
oriented aspect of schedule ccordination is to set up easily memorized sched-
ule times. An example would be a vehlcle or train arrival at major stors
every 20 minutes starting on the hour. Extending service times into the late-
night hours where demand is known to exist is yet ‘another aspect of rider

or1entat10n in scheduling.

~ PUBLIC INFORMATION SYSTEM. A good public information prograr should exist
for a region's public transit system regardless of the degree of coordination
among individual operators. The greater the coordination, however, the more
effective a pub11c information program would be. A public irformation program
comprises a number of varied activities. Among them are easily understood and
availab le system schedules and route maps, easy to use information atds and

signs for the rider entering or in the system, and a public relations program
to inform potential areas of services that exist.

Information functions have been all too often forgotten by U.S. transit
opcrators or limited to a notice in the local newspaper and in the vehicles
themselves. VWith little 1nvestment, an effective 1nformat10n and public re-
lations program can draw new ridership and, equally important, create the
kirnd of positive image and public interest in transit that is essential if
local taxpayers, businessmen, and voters are to support the trans1t companies'

‘needs for financing.

Examples of practical, doable projects can be taken from the Hamburg
Transit Federation and Londo:. Transport. In Hamburg the master timetable, a -
large ﬂaperback published twice a year and costing about 30¢, has perforated
pages so that users can pull out schedules for individual lines. Maps are

*color-coded and easy to understand. When new lines are inaugurated or exten-
ded into new areas, each household in the area receives a pamphlet describing
the new fac111ty and its schedule and how to use it. Particular attention is
given to the education of chlldren. Materlals for schools include large maps
of the system, descriptions of the various vehicle types, decks of cards with
pictures ot transit vehicles (each suit is one of the system's major modes},
and puzzles based on the transit-network.
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London Transport goes even further. Besides prov1d1ng pocket folder maps
covering-all services, leaflets to help visitors find their way about London,
and timetable booklets, it has produced guidebooks describing walks in the
rural areas outside London and directions for getting to the starting point, .
historical pamphlets ebout the famous London Underground (subway), a series’
of color posters publicizing special transit services, and free film loans,
in addition to the usual 24-hour telephone inquiry service.

Both London and Hamburg have graphic desigﬁ and color schemes which
clearly identify vehicles on all sides. Other visual aides often found in
Europe but rare for U.S. bus systems are abbreviated, clearly labeled route
maps’ prlnted on every bus stop, complete route maps inside the buses, and
route and schedule sheets readily available from bus drivers, newsstands, -
and other common outlets. o

In certain areas of the U.S. where there are non-English speaking minor-
ities, similar publications can be printed in a multilingual format. A minor
consideration like this is likely to result in an increased penetration of a
market area very susceptible to using public transit.

PHYSICAL AND TECHNICAL - | 1
Physica] Coordination with Local Government Agencies

Coordination with local government agencies in physical and technlcal
activities may be classified by the state of the art of technology requlred
New technologles would require additional monies for research, development, .
and extensive testlng and evaluatlon, including system demonstrat1ons, of )
engineering aspects before a demonstration of the impact of the technology
- on transit level of service, ridership, and system integration could be de-
signed and 1mp1emented Already proven and well-known technologies, on the
other hand, can be applied directly to transit integration demonstrations.

NEW TECHNOLOGY The new technology seen to have a major impact on trahs-
it integration is automation—the use of computers and remote sensors to con-
trol- and improve operation. One application of this technology is central-
ized surface traffic control. Local government agencies have authority over
surface traffxc flows, hence they can influence surface transit flow through
1mprovements in traffic flow. In the application of such a control scheme,
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public ttansit vehicles could'be jdentified by a locator system and favored
~in the flow pattern. '

. Various forms of non-discriminatory automated traffic control can reduce
congéstion on city streets and freeways. These techniques can also have a.
substantial effect on reducing accident rates, but they are unlikely to have
as marked an effect on transit efficiency as operational actions or as other
transit-oriented technical actions. They also fall into the category of
high-capital investments. Automated traffic control techniques include:

° Computerized traffic control system. Real-time traffic data is fed into
a control center by traffic sensors, which enables the computer to select
an optimum strategy for the operation of the system. '

e Freeway ramp metering. Traffic signals are installed on freeway ramps, -

‘ both inbound and outbound. Detectors collect traffic information on a
real-time basis and the data is transmitted via telephone lines to a ~
centrally located digital control computer. The display panel provides
an overview of the status of the ramp control systems and shows the sig-
nal indicators in effect at each metered ramp. ‘ ‘

PROYEN TECHNOLOGY. = Local government agencies can ﬁore immediately aid
transit operatioﬁs through providing more coﬁventional facilities like bus-
wWays, park-and-ride lots, park, ride and éhop lots near the CBD, pedestrian
malls and grade-separated crossings, bicycle paths and offstreet loading and

unloading bays at bus stops along major streets and arteries.

Busways involve building a grade-separated lane for buses, or permanently
removing such a lane from pther service, and building a separate ramp facility
for bus use only. Bus speed can thereby be increased by about S0 percent,
making bus'travel more attractive to car drivers along the same route. Oppor-
tuaities for converting existing freeway lanes during peak hours without hav-
,ing'to construct new faciiitiés_(listed under Operational Coordination with

Local Government Agencies) should be fully explored before turning to the de-

sign of such expensive facilities.

The first sfep in the provision oflpark-qnd-ridé facilities might be for
“the city and operators toiforh an agreement with developers or‘owne:S of
existing parking lots to lease them for park-and-ride. But in some cases
expensive construction and -land purchasé for new lots may be unavoidable.

Hambufg has used some unusual ideas in building and‘promoting use of
park4and—ride facilities. -Lots have been built fromlrevenues earned by parking
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meters .in the .congested central eity} Thus parking revenues hare,paid.forgy
parking facilities. This is notable because in most countries,,including{thev
u. S.,*parking>meter revenues are invariably swallowed up as geheral funds.
The Hamburg Transit .Federation is also making arrangements to enfranchise, an

* independent operating .company .to provide various personal services at the park-

and-ride locations. A commuter might be able to have his car wahsed, lubr1ca-
ted, or fueled during the day, while he is at work in the city. Eventually,‘
it may be possible for a housewife to leave a grocery list with a store at the

‘park-and-ride location and return from her c1ty shopplng to find her order

f111ed and locked in her car.

Phys1ca1 Integration Act1v1t1es By Operators

Phys1ca1 1ntegrat10n activities by operators can also be classified into
those requ1r1ng new technology as opposed to those us1ng proven and well known
technologies. Agaln the major new technology applicable to transit 1ntegra-
tion today is some form of computerlzed control. Examples are automatic traon
operatzon, dial-a-ride operatton for buses, and bus operations control w1th a
vehzcle Zocator system.

More conventional 1ntegrat10n activities would be made apparent through

the provision of fac111t1es, vehicles, or equipment to aid operatzons or

through the pooling of facilities and resources among operators.

TERMINALS AND BUS STOPS. Construction of an ¢ntermodal termznal f&czlzty

,is generally justified only when a high level of transferrlng act1v1ty occurs

between two or more modes, most likely including one 1nter-c1ty mode such as

-railroad or airplane. Other functions provided by such a termlnal include a

locatlon for ticket-issuing and baggage checking fac111t1es, along with custom-
er convenlence such as restrooms, telephones, postal serv1ce, shops and news-
stands. The need for such a terminal will arise only when successful integra-
tion of a c1ty S transport mode has induced a high volume of traffic which is
sw1tch1ng from one mode to another at the points where such transferring is -
most eff1c1ent. ' ' ) ' v

The best examples of 1ntermoda1 terminals in Europe illustrate this po1nt.
In Zurich Sw1tzerland, for example, the main tra1n station is a transfer po1nt

for buses. tram lines, and the federal rallroad, w1th special stands provided
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for taxis. Airports in most U.S. cities are also intermodal terminals, with
adequate car park space, and provision of waiting space for taxis, limousines,
and airport buses. Stations are common in large U.S. cities with both com-

muter rail service and fixed rail rapid transit service.

Attention in U.S. cities might well be directed to making existing ter-
minals which experience heavy traffic more pleésant and safer, taking advan-
tage of their use as potential information centers for all modes of urban
transport in the c1ty, and assuring that they are served by the appropriate

public transport modes.. .

Providing shelters at bus etops should be thought of as a means of pro-
viding information and good publicityrfor bus travel, and as a logical exten-
sion of provision of route information on bus stopS and a good graphic design

~ program. Bus shelters'provide ample space for further displays of information

on the entire network, and can be sure to improve the system's image by show-
ing consideration for passenger discomfort. They are the ultimate means of

"]abeling' stops and making them clearly visible over a considerable distance.
Benches at bus stops are another way of partially achieving these objectives.

SPECIAL SERVICE VEHICLES. Park, ride and shop areas would be part of an

orientation of the major shopping areas toward the public transit user. Basi-

cally, the idea consists of supplying parklng lots on the periphery of the
CBD or other major area which has restrictive auto parklng and use policy.
The shoppers can then reach destinations by mini-~ or midi-buses. "Package"
buses, similar to those in Hamburg, can tour the area to pick up shoppers'
purchases which can be deposited at check-in areas by the pérking lot for

eventual pickup.

Aﬁophervspecial service bus vehicle that may be interesting is the "Bike-
and—Ridb" bus. Bike-and-ride buses are an idea conceived for areas with an
excellent year-round climate, like southern Calebrn1a, where bicycles are
becoming a ‘popular mode of transportation but where the distances to be
‘cgyered are veryglong. These buses Qould have on-board racks for holding
bféYcles.?T: o ' |

. EQUIPMENT TO SUPPORT OPERATIONS. Aut;matzc fure collection cuts down
pefsonnel requirements, is convenient for the passenger, and eliminates the

possibility of free riders. Application of automatic fare collection in the
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U.S. is questionable at this point in time. First of all, it is not economl-
cally justifiablé for a flat fare system. This limlts its use to those very
few U.S. systems operéting on a graduated fare structure. Secondly, since

the initial investment in équipment is really too great for any one small ,
operation, it does not become economical until there is a sizeable volume of
passengers., - ’ B o

s

Soph1st1cated radzo and television conmunzcatzons make it poss1b1e to res-
pond more quickly to travelers' demands, to increase safety, and reduce delays.
In London, a closed-circuit television system has been 1ns;a11ed on the newest
subwaf line and cut down substantially the number of platform personnei.

Loﬁdon Transport is at present also experimenting with radio communica-

tion between bus drivers and a route controller. The use of the radio has en-

abled adJustments to the service, when disrupted, to be made more effectlvely,
and in particular has increased the bus drivers' morale and led to their
greater coopération in maintaining service regularity. It is envisaged that
radio control w111 be extended to a large number of bus serv1ces in London,
including most of those subject to severe traffic congestion.

POOLING AGREEMENTS. Just as operators can mutually benefit from combining
their routes to arrive at a 51ng1e coordinated network, they may be able to
pool some physical resources to their mutual advantage. Route coordination

may well suggest consolidation or sharing of Joznt terminal and maintenance ;

. fhczlztzes, if more than one company's buses are working out of one facility,

cooperative arrangements for driver or vehicle substitution between them could
prevent sudden breakdowns or driver shortages from halting or delaying service,
The fgasibility of éuch arrangements would, of coﬁrse, depend on the degree
of standardization and interchangeability of personnel and equipment. B

[
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'APPENDIX E S
METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION ACT
ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 363

CHAPTER 891

An Act to repeal Title 7.1 (commencing with Section 66500) of, and to add
Title 7.1 (commencing with Section 66500) to, the GovernmentcCode, re-
Zating‘to.the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.

[Approved by Governor September 14, 1970. Filed with
Secretary of State September 14, 1970.]

The people of the State of California do enact‘as follows:

Section 1. Title 7.1 (commencing with Section 66500) of the Govern-
ment Code is repealed.

Sec. 2. Title 7.1 (commencing with Section 66500) is added to the
Government Code, to read: )

© TITLE 7.1. METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION
: COMMISSION D

66500. This title shall be known as the Metropo]itah Transpdrtation
Commission Act. : S ,

66502.. There is hereby created the Metropolitan Transportation Com-
mission to provide comprehensive regional transportation planning for the
region comprised of the City and County of San Francisco and the Counties
of Alameda, Contra.Costa, Marin, Napa, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Solano, and

As used in this title, "region" means the region described in this

section. s

66503.. The commission shall éonsist 6f 19 members as follows:

(a) Two members each from the City and County of San Francisco and
the Counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, San Mateo, and Santa Clara. With
respect to the members from San Francisco, the mayor shall appoint one mem-
ber and the board of supervisors shall appoint one member. With respect
to the members from Alameda, Contra Costa, San Mateo, and Santa Clara Coun-
ties, the mayor's selection committee of each county shall appoint one mem-
ber and the board of supervisors shall appoint one member.

(b) - One member each from Marin, Napa, Solano, and Sonoma Counties.

The mayor's selection committee of these counties shall furnish to the

board of supervisors the names of three nominees and the board of super-

~ visors shall appoint one of the nominees to represent the county.
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(c) One representative each appointed by the Association of Bay Area
Governments and the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commis-
sion, :

(d) One representative, who shall be a nonvoting member, appointed *
by the Secretary for Business and Transportation. ‘

(e) One representative each appointed by the United States Depart-
ment of Transportation and Department of Housing and Urban Deve]opment.
provided such representatives shall serve only if the agencies they repre-
sent are amenable to such appo1ntments These representatives shall be
nonvoting members.

i Public officers, whether elected or appo1nted may be appointed and
| serve as members of the commission during their terms of public office.

| : 66504. The term of office of the members of the commission is four
_ years. The basis for selection of the members shall be their special
familiarity with the problems and issues in the field of transportation.

66505. The commission shall appoint an executive director who shal]
have charge of administering the affairs of the commission, subject to the
direction and policies of the ccmmission. .

The executive director shall, subject to the approval of the commis-

- sion, appo1nt such employees as may be necessary to carry out the funct1ons

of the commission.
66505. The commission may:

(a) Accept grants, contributions, and appropr1ations from any public
agency, prlvate foundation, or 1nd1v1dua1 ,

(b) Appo1nt committees from its membership and appoint advisory com-
g mittees from other interested public and private groups.

(c) Contract for or employ any professional services requ1red by the
commission or for the performance of work and services which in its opinion
o cannot satisfactorily be performed by its officers and emp]oyees or by other
federal, state, or local governmental agencies.

e - (d) Do any and all other th1ngs necessary to carry out the purposes
- of this title.

66507. The commission shall assume the planning and related respon-
sibilities of the Bay Area Transportation Study Commission and.its interim
successor, the Regional Transportation Planning Committee. The files and
planning data of" the two organizations shall be transferred to the comm1ss1on

66508.  The commission shall adopt, by June 30, 1973, a regional
transportat1on plan for the region. Prior to the adopt1on of such a plan,
the operation, construction, and modification of those transportation sys-
tems under the purv1ew of the commission may be undertaken without the ap-
proval of the commission. : :

66509. In developing the reg1ona1 transportat1on p]an, the commtss1on
shall consider:

(a) The plan recommended by the Bay Area .Transportation Study Commis-
sion, with such modifications recommended by the Regional Transportation
Plann1ng Committee.




(b) " The ecological, economic, and social impact of existing and future
regional transportation systems upon various facets of the region, including,
but not limited to, housing, employment, recreation, environment, land-use
policies, and the economically disadvantaged. :

(c) The regional plan prepared and adopted by organizations concerned
with policies and ~vograms designed to meet .the near- and long-term planning
needs of the region. Such consideration by the commission shall include,
but not be Timited to, plans prepared and adopted by the Association of Bay
Area Governments, the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commis-
sion, and the State Office of Planning. o

66510. The regﬁona] transportﬁtion plan shall include, but not be
limited to, the following segments of the regionai transportation system:

(a) The national system of interstate and defense highways, the
California freeway and expressway system, aad other highways within the
state highway system.

(b) The transbay bridges.

[

(c) Mass transit systems.

‘The commission shall f:y particular attention to the interfacing of the
various modes of transportation. ’

66511:, The regional transportation plan shall also include an estimate
‘of the regional transportation needs during the ensuing 10 years and a '
~ schedule of priorities for the construction, modification, and maintenance

of various segments of the regional transportation system on a project basis
to meet such needs. ' o ‘ _

66512. In addition, the regional transportation plan shall inélude a
financial plan for thé regional transportaticn system. The financial plan
shall include a proposal for each segment of the system, including the amount
and sources of revenues necessary to construct and operate that segment.

In developing the financial plan, the commission shall consider various
sources of revenues, without regard to any constraints imposed by law on ex-
penditures from such sources, necessary to assure adequate financing of the
system and, if necessary, recommend appropriate legislation to the Legislature
to recure such financing.. : oo : :

66513, The reg{gnal fransportation p1an shall be subjected to continuous
review by the commission, with revisions prepared as the need may arise. Re-
visions to the plan shall be adopted annually by the commission.

66514. The construction of any transbay bridge in the region shall not
be comuenced without the approval of the commission. This section shall not
apply to (a) modifications of existing bridges, except modifications which
provide for-the construction of additional lanes of traffic facilities on
existing bridges, or (b) new bridges where, after 1965 but prior to the effec-
tive date of this section, the Legislature has provided funds for preliminary
Work leading to the issuance of revenue bonds under the provisions of the
California Tol1 Bridge Authority Act for the construction thereof.

66515. No public multicounty transit system using an exclusive right-of-
way which is proposed to be constructed within the region on or after the
effective date of this section shall be constructed or operated without the
approval of the commission. '
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66516. Notwithstanding any other provision of this title, the San
Francisco Bay Area Rapid transit District may plan, acquire,-construct, .
and operate any and all works, structures, properties, rolling stocks, or .
- other facilities of any kind which the district is authorized, prior to the

adoption of the regional transportation plan required by Section 66508, to
acquire, construct, or operate. , : »

_ 66517. The commission shall render all available assistance to transit
systems operated within the region by any city or public agency to ensure
adequate feeder service to public multicounty transit systems.

.. 66518. -When allocating funds for construction on the state highway
system within the region, the California Highway Commission shall conform
to the regional transportation plan and the schedule of priorities for

such construction included therein. The California Highway Commission, how-
ever, may deviate from the regional transportation plan and the schedule of
priorities established for construction on the interstate system and the

state highway system within the region because of an overriding statewide -
interest. ' <

66519. The commission shall study the role“of harbors and airports with-
in the region as they relate to surface transportation, and shall determine
by June 30, 1973, their function in the regional transportatior system as
they relate to surface transportation. , ,

The commission shall submit its findings and recommendations in a report
to the Legislature by the fifth calendar day of the 1974 Regular Session of
the Legislature. ' ,

66520. Any application to the federal or state government for any
grant of money, whether an outright or a matching grant, by any county, city
and county, city, or transportation district within the region shall, if it
contains a transportation element, first be submitted to the commission for
review as to its compatibility with the regional transportation plan. The
~commission shall approve and forward only those applications that are com-
patible with the plan. :

"Review by the commission, however, is not required where revenues derived
from the Motor Vehicle Fuel License Tax Law are subvented to local govern-
mental entities in accordance with statutory provisions. -

. 66521. (a) It is the intention of the Legislature that the federal gov-
ernment, the state, and local agencies in the region will participate in.
support of the commission. The Legislature further intends that financial
support of the activities of the commission will be made available from .

- federal, state, and local sources which would normally be available for trans-
portation and general planning purposes in the region. .

(b) The commission and the Business and Transportation Agency shall
negotiate contracts or agreements whereby federal-aid highway funds available
for planning, and the necessary state matching funds from the State Highway
Fund, may be made available for support of the activities of the commission

insofar as they relate to highway, road, and street planning for the region.

- (e) The commission shall also negotiate, either directly or through
the State Office of Planning or other appropriate agency, with the United
States Department of Housing and Urban Development for grants or contributions
"of federal funds which may be available to support. the.study and planning
activities of the commission. C ‘ . ' il

A
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(d)  The commission shall negotiate equitable agreements with the City
and County of San Francisco, and other counties and cities within the region,
the Association of ‘Bay Area’Governments, the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid
Transit District, the Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District, and the Gglden
Gate Bridge and Highway District for the contribution of.funds or services
for the general sur ‘ort of the activities of the commission and for such
required matching of federal funds as may be made available. Any county,
city and county, or city may use its apportionments from the Motor Vehicle
License Fee Fund for these purposes.

66522. The commission shall merge with or otherwise join any multi-
functional regional government organization, if it has transportation plan-
ning responsibilities, within one year of the creation of such an organiza-
tion. ' : C ‘ .
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