














SECTION . o | o page

3 Potent1a1 for Transit Integrat1on . .j R | | ?
" Cleveland . T :
- The City and Its Transportat1on Reg1on S 68 L
Transportation P]ann1ng o o R
Public Transit o L 10
_Potential for Transit Integration o 70
Los Angeles . N
The City and Its Transportat1on Reg1on-"" on.
Transportat1on Planning . . 14
Potential for Public Transit R
. Potent1a1 for Transit Integration o 18
Cami o T -1
The City and Its Transportat1on Region}v_ v 81
. Transportation Planning = = - 82
Public Transit S 83
| Potential for Transit Integration - o 85
; New Orleans o | o - 86
| The City and Its Transportat1on Region S 86
? -~ Transportation Planning - - 87
| _Public Transit S . - 88
- - Potential for Transit‘Integration L 88
San Diego . - 8
The City and Its Transportat1on Region‘ 89
Transportat1on Plann1ng o P ' 91
| Public Transit. , | . o | 93 - _
- | | Potentlal for Transit Integratlonﬂ;‘g' 96
| | ~ Sources . .. %
| 4 PHILADELPHIA AND THE DELAARE VALLEY REGION 99
| ~ The City and Its Transportation Reg1on 9
| Transportation Planping . ..~ ; o 100
Public Transit 102 :
Present State of Integration - 08 i
Curreﬁtflntegration Efforts o 110
Obstacles tb_Effective Integration . 112
oovi . v S .




" SECTION
e

]

5

: Overeoming‘the Obstacles

Proposed Approaches to.Integration .
-Integration Efforts Feasible Within SEPTA
- Local Attitudes Towards . Integrat1on ‘
Timing - ‘

Long-Range Feasibility of an Integrated Transit -
Authority ’

Sources

SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA

Summany of Proposed Approach to Integrat1on

 The City and Its Transportation Region .

RegionalfTransportatipn Planning °
Bay Area'Rapid Transit Commission =
Association of Bay Area Governments ‘
Bay Area Transportation Study Commission ,
Regional Transportat1on Plann1ng Comm1ttee
Metrop011tan Transportat1on Comm1ss1on

Public Transit

Bay Area Rapld Trans1t Distr1ct
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit D1str1ct
San Francisco Mun1c1pa1 Railway

- Golden Gate Br1dge Highway and Transportation
District

Other San Francisco Transit Services ’
Prior and Current Integration Efforts

Bay Area Transportat1on Report .

Northern California Demonstrat1on Project

' Pre11m1nary Proposals for Realignment of AC
Transit Bus Routes

Current Studies
“Proposed_Transit Coordination Program

- 'Trans1t Integration Through Federation
_ The Proposed Trensit Federation -Long range

Goal
Feasibility Considérations

; hage:"

114
116
17
121
122

. 123

125
137
137
138
143
143
143
144
145
145
148
148
154

155

157
159
160

160

161
161
162
164
165

166

B ¥ 2



SECTION -

5

6

igBroad based Subproaects for Immed1ate
5 ImpTenentat1on '

' Lim1ted Part1c1pat1on Subprojects
Trans1t Integrat1on Through Merger
Ro]e of the Transit District
" Functions of the Transit D1str1ct

: Steps Toward ImpTementat1on ;

*.

0rgan1zat1on Plan

New Leg1sTat1on )

ImpTementat1on PTan o
Sources s

SEATTLE AND THE PUGET SOUND REGION :
- Summary of Proposed Approach to Integration o
"* The-City and Its Transportat1on Reg1on v
| 'Transportat1on Plann1ng | A
© . public Transit

Washington State Ferries
"Seattle Transit System
_ Seattle Monora11 |
B MetropoT1tan Transit Corporat1on
Bus ‘Service West of Puget Sound
Current Integration Efforts
Further Needs for Integration

- Local Attltudes Toward Integrat1ng Ferry and Bus
vServ1ce o

State H1ghway Comm1ss1on '

Puget Sound Governmental Conference ‘

Mun1c1pa11ty of Metropo]itan Seattle '
The Proposed Integration Approach

Formation of an Assoc1at1on of’Partic1pat1ng
Operators :

Coord1nat1on of Routes and Schedu]es
Convenient and Comfortab]e Transfer Facilit1es
single Fares for the Total Three-Part Journey
Distribution of Revenues from Fares

viii

: Page

173
176

179
179
BRI I
182
182 |
o
188

185

1990

199
199

203

204
204
. 207
208

209 ..
210

210

21

217

Las
29
220 |
220
- 220
222
222
223
224



* SECTION
i

7

APPENDIX
.

B

Loord1nat1on of Public Informat1on. Promot1on‘

and Ticket Sales
Improvement of Bus Service in Seatt1e
Improvement of Ferry Service:

Improvement of Services in the Residentia]
Areas of Kitsap County

Expected Results of the Integratlon Program
Sources

'MIDDLETOWN: A SMALLER URBAN AREA

Introduction
Summary of Proposed Approach
‘The City and Its Transportation Reg1on
'Transportat1on Planning
Pub11c Transit
Bus Service
Taxi Service
B1keways
Airport Limous1nes
Mini-Bus Charter Tours
_Current Integration Efforts
. Institutional Integration
Operational Integration
, Physical Integration
Proposed Integration Program
Taxi-Bus Integration:
Bike-and-Ride
Creation of an Auto-Frée-Zone ot
Bus Route and Schedule Coordination

LIST OF - CONTACTS WITH. LOCAL TRANSIT OPERATORS AND
PLANNING ORGANIZATIONS

QUESTIONNAIRE AND WISH LIST SENT TO 17 SELECTED METRO-_
'POLITAN AREAS

STANDARD METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREAS AND THEIR
POPULATIONS 1970 .

ix

Page a

229
229
230

230
231

231
245

245
246
246
247
248

248

250
252

253
253
253
253
254

254

255
256
258
259
259



 APPENDIX

D
E,

COMMENTARY ON TRANSIT INTEGRATION ACTIVITIES CHECKLIST

* METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION ACT
ASSEMBLY BILL NO 363

o s st e S e R TS g 48 LS S e S B a2 et L o RO R o s g ey




2

10
n

12
13
14

15

16

17

18

- .‘q

19

20

21
22

23
24

~ Table No.
1

TABLES
Title

. SMSAs 1nvest1gated by INTERPLAN for potentia] for 1nte-

- gration.

‘Potential for transit integration in 30 SMSAs.

Completed and ongoing studies in 3 of the 5 largest SMSAs.

Evaluation of potential for transportation 1mprovements
in Dalles.

- Seventeen SMSAs selected for further study.

-

Nine SMSAs selected for field investigations.

Summary of INTERPLAN's 1nvest1gat1on of 30 major metro-
politan areas.

Rating of three representat1ve cities by four selection
criteria. ‘

Summary of categories of transit integration activities.
Checklist of transit integration activities.

Projected population growth in the Ba1t1more region,
1965-1985. .

Transit operators in the Los Angeles region.
Transit agencies in the Philadelphia Metropolitan Area
Transit ridership in Philadelphia.

Checklist of Trans1t Integration Act1v1t1es Philadelphia
Region.

- Population of Bay Area counties and cities over 50,000 in

1970.

Major Public transit services in the San Francisco Bay
Area.

Checklist of transit integration activities: San Francisco
Bay Region.

Population in the Pugest Sound Region, counties and cities
over 50,000 in 1970.

- Passengers and vehicles carried annually on existing ferny

routes between Seattle and the west side of Puget Sound
Design standards for the integrated Seattle bus system

Population of the service area west of Puget Sound by
Census County Subdivisions.,

_Qur(ent one-way adult fares for ferry routes.

Checklist of transit integration activities:. Puget Sound
Region, . :

xi

Page

12
14
16

28
35
38

39
42
48
52

63
76
104
106

126
»142
149
187

200

205

215

216
223

233



T

Table No.

25
26
27

T1t1e

M1ddletown Key bus system statistics. -
Summary of proposed integration activities in Middletown.

Check1lst for transit 1ntegrat1on activ1t1es. Midd]etown. ,

wd &
K1,

Page -
- 250

+. 257
261




g o S

Figure No. - Title
1 - Map of the United States, showing 17 cities investigated.
2 Pe%centage breakdown of revenue transit passengers by
SMSAs. (Includes bus, rapid transit, and railroad com-
3 mutation.) -
3 Transit agencies in the Tri-State Region.
4 Transit fare contours, Delaware Va11ey Reglon (Pennsy1-
vania Sector).
-5 Ex1st1ng coordination of fares in Ph11ade1ph1a
6 San Francisco Bay Area, showing major freeways and BART
lines. .
7 : Transit services in the San Francisco Bay Area.
8 . Proposed MUNI light rail services coordinated with BART.
-9 The Puget Sound Region.
10 " Service to Seattle Ferry Terminal proposed in the Metro
| Transit plan.
N

FIGURES

. "Service to Fauntleroy Ferry Terminal proposed in the Metro
: Transit Plan. .

xiii

n

107
109

139 -

152
163

201

212

213

7






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 ,§
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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
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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 -

9




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.
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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

12




~ 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. -
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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.

35




:

-

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
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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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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
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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}
e —
e L
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

66




"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 .
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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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