
Paratransit

The idea may be nifty

but . . .

Luther J. Pickrel

William C. Rogers

SPECIAL REPORT 68-1978

AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION SERVICE

UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA



con onAs
PAGE

INTRODUCTION — Luther Pickrel, professor,
Agricultural Extension Service,
University of Minnesota   6

Purpose of the Conference — Richard Braun,
deputy commissioner, Minnesota Department
of Transportation   7

Definitions and Critical Issues as Seen by UMTA —
Robert McManus, associate administrator for
transportation management and demonstra-
tions, UMTA  10

Definitions and Critical Issues as Seen by the
American Public Transit Association —
Douglas Kelm, chairman, Metropolitan
Transit Commission  15

Definitions and Critical Issues as Seen by Vendors
— Richard Gallagher, executive vice president,
International Association of Taxi Operators   20

Response — Ronald Kirby, director of
transportation studies, The Urban Institute  24

Paratransit Overview — Daniel Roos, professor
of Civil Engineering, Massachusetts Institute
of Technology  26

TAXIS
Introduction — George J. Scheuernstuhl, senior

associate, Barton-Aschman Associates  
Role of Taxis in Urban Transportation — Richard

Gallagher  40

Taxis in Minnesota — George J. Scheuernstuhl  44
Operator's Perspective — Steve Harvey,

president, Town Taxi Company   46
Insurance Perspective — Robert Provost,

president, Minnesota Insurance Information Center . . 52
Governmental Perspective — Wayne Burggraaff,

city manager, Richfield, Minnesota   54
Governmental Perspective — Richard Taube,

chief, policy and goals analysis section,
division of planning, Department of
Transportation of Wisconsin  

Department of Labor Perspective — James L.
Perlmutter, industrial relations specialist,
U.S. Department of Labor, Washington, D.0

Labor Perspective — Nat Forbes, president,
Guild Local 3025, Minneapolis  

General Public Perspective — Barbara
Flanagan, columnist, Minneapolis Star  

Taxi Service — Problems and Potentials —
Ronald Kirby 

Taxis for the Handicapped — Steve Wrbanich,
president, Twin Cities Chapter, National
Paralysis Foundation 

Taxis for the Elderly — LaRhae Knatterud,
planner, Metropolitan Council, Twin Cities  

Taxi Driver — Pat Nelson, owner-
operator, Southwest Suburban Cab Company 

Taxi Operator — Raymond Olson, manager,
Blue and White Cabs 

SPECIAL NEEDS — NOTES AND SUMMARIES
LaRhae Knatterud 
Richard Van Wagner, Minnesota State Council

for the Handicapped, and president,
Handicapped Economic Action Task Force  

Dick Graham, director, The DARTS Program,
39 St Paul, Minnesota 

Bob Walther, planner, The United Way 
Dennis Vierra, public transportation planner,

State of Wisconsin 
Arturo Perez, Urban Coalition, Minneapolis, Minn. . . •

VANPOOLINTG AND CARPOOLING
3M's Continuing Transportation Program —

R.D. Owens, 3M Company 
A Successful Carpool Program: The Phoenix
Experience — Richard Toolan, Project Pool It,
Phoenix, Arizona 

The Minnesota State Employee Vanpool
Program — Jeremiah L. Brunnette, Minnesota

56 Department of Administration  

PAGE

  59

62

64

68

72

74

75

76

78

78

78
79

79
79

80

82

84

Rides]
—
Ten

Public
Cla.
Mir

PARA
AN
Fra
Eco

MET!

Wc
Off p,

eve]
Doi

Rtly

r, (an
"ver

asE
No

Towc

Se]
Br
na.
Bil

44d]
so

The
A Tr

Ph
th
Ec

Pop
hi

III
ALA

S'



Ridesharing the Tennessee Valley Authority Way
— Kay Deshler, commuter transportation,
Tennessee Valley Authority, Knoxville 

Public Service Options, Vanpool Workshop —
Clarence Shallbetter, Public Service Options,
Minneapolis 

PARATRANSIT AROUND THE WORLD: IDEAS
AND LEADS FOR U.S. TRANSPORTATION —
Francis Britton, managing director,
Ecoplan International, Paris, France 

METROPOLITAN AND URBAN TRANSPORTATION
Public Service Options, Metropolitan
r, Workshop — Clarence Shallbetter
uff Peak Trips (summary) — Ronald Kirby 
t/evelopment of Special Services (summary) —
Douglas Kelm

R1JR, AL AND SMALL URBAN TRANSPORTATION
r, land Statement by Secretary Bergland) 
uverview — Douglas McKelvey, research
associate, The Transportation Institute,
North Carolina A&T State University 

t°ward Consolidated Rural Public Paratransit
Service 
Brent 0. Bair, transportation planning coordi-
9tor for the Oakland County Road Commission,

Michigan
Pam Hunt, transportation coordinator,

X6outhern Iowa Economic DevelopmentAssociation, Ottumwa, Iowa
tAtip; Morris Area Transit System

linericans — Steve Levy, research assistant;arald Jensen and William Easter,
Professors; and Jerry Fruin, research associate,
tEhe Department of Agricultural and Applied
emornies, University of Minnesota 120

"Nation  Trends and Transportation in Non-metropolitan Areas of the North Centraleion — David L. Brown, sociologist,
'-;onomic Research Service, USDA 

TINNING CONSIDERATIONS AND PROBLEMS
Z11-1E DELIVERY OF PARATRANSIT
L'ICVICES — PANEL DISCUSSION 

PAGE

86

88

90

  98
103

 103

104

105

110

 118
ransportation Program for Older Rural

PAGE
Francis Britton   135
Earle Putnam, general counsel, Amalgamated

Transit Union, Washington, D.C.137
Panel Presentation A — Daniel Roos  138
Comment — Francis Britton 144
Comment — Larry Dallam, Metropolitan

Council, St. Paul, Minnesota 145
Panel Presentation B — Earle Putnam 146
Paratransit and Employee Protection —
James L. Perlmutter 150

A Synopsis of the Study of Alternative Insti-
tutional Arrangements — D. Alschuler,
Kenneth L. Sobel, and Richard D. Juster,
Multisystems, Inc., Cambridge, Massachusetts  152

PROGRAM, POLICY, FUNDING INFORMATION
AND OPERATING REGULATIONS — Sherri
Alston, assistant commissioner, public
transportation division, Minnesota
Department of Transportation   163

Federal Funding — Kay Regan, program
specialist, UMTA, Washington, D.C.   164

State Funding — James Knobel, financial
management director, Minnesota
Governor's Council on Aging 168

Regulations — Ronald Anderson, director,
rates and regulation office, division of
public transportation, Minnesota
Department of Transportation  171

APPENDIX 176
Source of Federal Funds for Rural

Transportation Projects   176
Summary of UMTA Activities to Improve

Transportation for Elderly and Handi-
capped Persons 182

Suggested Periodicals and Other Sources
of Current Information 187

Outline of Suggested Steps for Implementing
a Rural Transportation System 188

129 Glossary 189
Paratransit Conference Attendee List 192
UMTA Field Offices  198

135 Exhibitor Lists  200



ackranie[IedgemerMs
This report and the conference on which it was based were
made possible by financial assistance from the:
Minnesota Department of Transportation
Metropolitan Transit Commission
North Central Regional Center for Rural Development
Agricultural Extension Service, University of Minnesota

The conference chairmen and sponsors feel a strong debt of
4 gratitude to the above agencies and to those who helped in

so many ways to make the conference possible. Ronald
Kirby, of the Urban Institute, gave generously of his time
and talent in planning the conference as well as in the con-
ference itself, as did Douglas McKelvey, of the National
Transportation Institute. Representative Peter Petrafeso
served on the conference planning committee and assisted
in other ways. Mary Poppleton and her colleagues in the
Minnesota League of Women Voters prepared the section
and workshop summaries. Lori Graven and Gordon Amund-
son of the University Department of Conferences assisted in
many phases of the conference planning and provided
administrative support.

The Metropolitan Transit Commission merits special men-
tion. Through Douglas Kelm, chairman, John Jamieson,
director of Transit Policy, and other members of the Com-
mission's staff, we benefited from their unusual expertise
and generous assistance. This was provided with a degree
of competence and a level of professional standards which
were refreshing to observe. Don Hubert, also of MTC, ar-
ranged and supervised the equipment exhibit.

Joseph Finley, law student at the University of Minnesota,
gave generously of his time and counsel and critically re-
viewed the entire manuscript.

Diane Grayden provided invaluable assistance in preparing
final copy for the report, and we are indebted to her and
many others.

prreace
This report is based on a 21/2-day conference on Paratransit'
held May 18-20, 1977, in Minneapolis, Minnesota. The con-
ference was sponsored by the University of Minnesota

through its Agricultural Extension Service and Continuing
Education and Extension, in cooperation with the:

Minnesota Department of Transportation
Metropolitan Transit Commission
Metropolitan Council
Minnesota Department of Public Welfare
Minnesota League of Cities
Association of Minnesota Counties
Minnesota League of Women Voters
Citizens League
Minnesota Energy Agency

Although the report is based on the papers and discussions
of the conference, additional materials were selected t°

augment the conference materials where it seemed aP
propriate and useful. In some instances, unfortunately,
recording equipment failed to function and some verbatTlo
records were lost. This is regrettable and we apologize
those speakers and discussants and to the reader.
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MERroducUorn
The title chosen for this report was inspired by the last line
of Robert McManus' opening address (p. 14). Those lines
conclude with the words " . . . but the legal and institutional
issues are dillies."

The above bit of insight was supported by a number of other
6 conference speakers. For example Dan Roos (p. 26) points

out that many of the issues (in paratransit) are not technical
in nature but rather are legal, regulatory, and institutional
issues. Clarence Shallbetter suggests that there is a great
and unmet need to address and involve a wider community
of elected public officials and concerned citizens in the
spectrum of paratransit activity and planning and that the
work of the experts should be designed to do this. He
suggests further that "mutual education" is needed.
Richard Braun and Douglas Kelm emphasize the need for
education in their remarks. These and others at the
forefront of paratransit activity obviously recognize the
need for broader participation by interested citizens, user
groups, and various public agency groups in addition to
traditional transit units, public and private. The old
bromide about the economy being too important to be left to
the economist could well be adapted to transit.

Many examples of the importance of better transit to the
successful implementation of public agency programs can
be cited. The United States Department of Agriculture, for
example, is involved in many service programs which
require those receiving the service to assemble at some cen-
tral point, e.g., a health care center. As discussed during the
conference, these programs are experiencing difficulty in
meeting their objectives, because people needing the ser-
vices do not have access to conventional public transit or a
private automobile.

As a result of the conference experience a letter was sent to
Secretary of Agriculture, Robert Bergland. His response
(p. 104) should encourage those needing better transit, but

in our judgment also provides an example for others to fol;
low. We hope it establishes a posture to be observed an°
emulated by other federal agencies, the various agencies
and divisions of the United States Department of Agricul.
ture, and other public groups at the federal, state, or local
levels.

Many speakers and discussants commented about
definition of paratransit. Ronald Kirby's definition is citeo!
in several places in the report beginning with Richarc,
Braun. Joseph Finley says paratransit is every form
street and highway mass transportation other than priva.te
autos and regularly scheduled buses. Paratransit imPlles
ride sharing and in some cases the assessment of fares'
Some examples of paratransit are rental autos, taxicabs'
jitneys, carpools, subscription buses, mini-buses, Dial-a:
Ride systems, and vanpools. This broad base of differl
vehicles and service functions is the source of paratransi
flexibility and some of its controversy.

We failed to find a single person who was happy with the
coined word "paratransit" nor did we find anyone with 3
better suggestion.
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RICHARD BRAUN

The paratransit program in Minnesota has yet to
be proven, but once strongly underway, it will be
of great benefit to elderly and handicapped
people.

It is growing more and more obvious that we can
no longer look to the automobile as the only way
to get to work. Transit uses 25 percent of the
country's total energy, and in Minnesota the per-

centage is as high as 27 percent. Passenger cars
use 53 percent of this energy, and 32 percent of

that is used in going to and from work. The 17
percent of our population living in the inner city
uses only .8 of 1 percent of our total transporta-
tion energy.

One of the major problems facing the develop-

ment of paratransit is the small amount of interest
in transit alternatives by commuters. Public edu-

cation is, therefore, a necessary first step in the

development of paratransit.

Another problem with the present paratransit

system is that paratransit often is used as a sub-

stitute rather than a part of the present transit

system. Federal funding should be used for other

than conventional transit. The Minnesota De-

partment of Transportation 18-month plan should

produce something people can use.

On behalf of our governor and the State Commissioner of
Transportation, I would like to welcome you to the first Min-
nesota Paratransit Conference. Please note how many
agencies are involved in sponsoring this conference. They
include the University of Minnesota, the State Department
of Transportation, the Metropolitan Transit Commission,
the Metropolitan Council, the State Department of Public
Welfare, the Minnesota Energy Agency, the League of Min-
nesota Cities, the Association of Minnesota Counties, and
the Citizen's League. That is a very impressive group and a
fine example of the cooperative effort that has occurred in
putting the conference together and also in pursuing transit
in general. As you look at the list of speakers, I am sure you
realize that it includes some of the best people in their
respective fields. Please view the exhibits. Considering the
exhibits, program, people in the workshops, and sponsors,
I feel that they guarantee a tremendously successful para-
transit conference. This enthusiasm for paratransit is most
welcome to transportation planners.

The time for paratransit is now. Forms of paratransit will
really be the wave of the future. Even in areas of heavy
capital commitments for transit, such as heavy rail, light
rail, or an extensive bus system, there usually is still a
place for paratransit in the overall picture.

Paratransit service is a relatively young field but it has a
great deal of potential for resolving both long- and short-
range transportation needs. It lends itself to those most in
need, such as the elderly, handicapped, and low-income
as well as those who are discovering paratransit as an
excellent means of commuting.

In recent years considerable attention has been concen-
trated on such pressing issues as pollution and energy con-
sumption. Only very recently have people in positions to do
something about the problem come to grips with the simple
fact that we as a nation can no longer afford to rely solely
on the single occupancy automobile for transportation to
and from work.

Those of you who concern yourselves with maintaining
present levels of mobility on one hand, while limiting energy



consumption, highway construction, and -air pollution on
the other, have stuck your necks out long before it was
fashionable to do so. For that you are to be commended.

Transportation consumes about 25 percent of the total
energy used in the country. (This is about 50 percent of
the energy from petroleum.) The passenger car uses about
53 percent of total transportation energy, and about 35
percent of passenger car trips are to and from work. In
our Twin Cities area, about 17 percent of the population
works in the two central business districts. Therefore, if
we were to eliminate all the work trips to and from the
central business districts in Minneapolis and St. Paul we
would save only 8/10ths of one percent of the energy in-
volved. Naturally the picture is not that dismal but it does
point out that there is no way we can solve the whole trans-
portation/transit problem by working with just one mode.
Too many forces are at work. Too many options and alter-
natives are available, and too many life styles must be
considered. We need help from all the modes. We need help
also in rearranging our land use patterns that are part of
the overall transportation picture.

A lot of people neither know nor care about transportation
alternatives. This convinces me that one of our first prior-
ities must be to educate the public. We must convince the
public to look at alternative modes.

Obviously, this is not the only answer, We should assist
the federal government in recognizing that more funds
should be available for other than the conventional bus
and rail systems. Paratransit should get more attention
from our state legislature. We will meet with some state
legislators tomorrow morning as part of this conference.
Senator Humphrey, way back in 1974, started to advocate
that we develop a broad-based conservation constituency
to save energy. Very recently he wrote a letter to President
Carter asking that strong emphasis be placed on carpooling
as part of our national energy policy, pointing out that car-
pools and vanpools are easily implemented, are cost effec-
tive for commuting, and require little or no large long-
range capital financing. Humphrey also has urged the
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P •resident to set up specific funding for carpooling and
v,allPooling, make federal efforts to promote ride sharing,
V1,.c1 create a new agency in the federal Department of
'ansportation to coordinate this program.
?fore this conference is over, you will hear many defini-

,!Ils of paratransit. The definition that I like the best is
1 0vided by one of your future speakers, Ronald Kirby, in
61. book, Paratransit: Neglected Options for Urban Mo-
ilrLitY• He defines paratransit as "those forms of intra-
puli',a,n passenger transportation which are available to the
scOic, are distinct from conventional transit such as

duled bus and rail, and can operate over the highway
wila street system." I think that it is important though that
oteb not try to make paratransit services substitutes for
shiler modes and other established types of transit. We
po°111d view paratransit in the context of the total trans-
rtation system.

11.1 need to convince the motoring public that carpooling
other means of paratransit can be successful. Remem-

4, u that educating the public on the merits is a major task
Ire of itself. We Americans have become so used to our

euoin and independence as it relates to instant mobility
e6Provided by the privately-owned automobile that we
e,7g stubbornly to it. To satisfy that instant mobility
ti;Pectation we must provide the public with an alternativel
ens that is efficient, convenient, and less expensive
p Present methods of transportation.

tie41:,11,aPs more than anything else the present and con-
g energy crisis will force paratransit to a large scale

Nbet°Pment. Americans are more and more, although
da:ctantly, beginning to get the message. The good old
1Ves of readily available natural energy are gone forever.
4gai °IllY direction the price of gasoline can go is up, and
the the public will be hit where it hurts the most, in
Pocketbook.vir

live-,,,e„Can provide efficient, convenient, low-cost transit,
liev "Ill have more converts to our cause than we can be-

ee. That, my friends, is where we all come in. There is
sY answer; the task is formidable. But when the urban

planners, the land use planners, and the transportation
planners work together toward a common goal, then every-
one is moving in the right direction.
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Transit alternatives would reduce air pollution
only a minimal amount. Other sources of pollu-
tion are much greater. Another basis must be
found to get people out of cars and into alternate
forms of transit.

There is less public transit now than there was
30 years ago. About 90 percent of the elderly
still are transported by private auto. Of the 46
percent of all people who do not own automo-
biles, one-half are black. These facts point to the
real basis of paratransit: It is a social welfare
function. UMTA funding should be used for
operating as well as developing transit in non-
urban areas. •

It is important that private enterprise, such as
taxis, be protected. Private transit carriers
should be consulted in the development of para-
transit. Private carriers should get money to
compete with alternative modes of transporta-
tion.

Public transit is a public sector function. It was
thought that federal aid could make all transit
self-sustaining by the fare box. Public forms of
collective passenger transit providing shared-
ride, Dial-a-Ride, public vans, and suburban bus
should be UMTA supported, but those forms of
transportation for exclusive use of the individual
should not be supported.

I am pleased to have the opportunity to address this 01:0
ference, but I must begin by saying that I find it difficult 't
consider paratransit issues in isolation from issues thy%
press upon the entire mass transportation program. I 11,3./1
to think about why the federal government is interesto
paratransit to begin with before taking up the narrol,

issues associated with making our interest effective in 111
ning our programs.

Paratransit has a place in the whole scene because ofitilisbe
extent to which it may be a superior way to acconiPab,
desired objectives. So let me discuss some of these 00
jectives, some of the perceived problems which the progract
is expected to address, and the extent to which it can in fa
do so.

does
First, I would point out that often a program manager
not have all the authority or resources needed to a a
desired results. This does not mean that the progranirlsthe
waste or is doomed to ineffectiveness. A recognition 01 ,os
complexity of the situation and a sensitivity to the resourl'ain

needed to get something done are needed. The Pr°grrd,
manager must be willing to exercise his claim to be herrabi5
and his leverage, to bring about the necessary actions. I
is what public administration is all about, in my opinion'

The dramatic growth in financial support for transit cluVlags

the last decade may be traced to the fact that transit bo
turned out to be a policy for all perspectives on the it5

problem. Although its direct constituency is smo' nor
ideological appeal is extremely broad. A person can °for
brace transit for the economic vitality of our cities; for
protecting the environment; for energy conservation; 'for

assisting the poor, elderly, and handicapped; or sineter,
getting the other guy off the road to be able to drive
In trying to do all these good things, at least with Ulv tlie

money, I might add that we must also bring about
maximum feasible participation of private enterprise.

arid
When I dwell on energy conservation, environmental, 0 to
even urban development objectives, I find myself want,ill'for
be increasingly careful about the promises we malcieoros
transit. There is a growing perception that shifting patwoot
of public investment in favor of conventional transit IllaY
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duce significant shifts in urban travel behavior unless
uuler forces are brought into play. No single answer seemsapt to win the day.
Or example, only 2.5 percent of auto home-to-work trips
a3r,e more  an 20.5 miles in length, but they account for the
1" Percent of the work trip vehicle miles of travel. These
eung commuter trips are difficult to serve conveniently and
te°nomically by fixed-route transit. And it is the long dis-

ce commuters who have responded most favorably to
i)(bisting subscription commuter bus and van service.
v'esrefore, the potential exists to significantly reduce total

le miles of travel with only a relatively small shift in
e enumber of automobile commuters into a shared-ride

°vehicle, whether it be a carpool, van, or bus. Furthermore,
r°11ventional transit systems simply cannot be expanded
aaPidlY• In the event of another oil embargo, the existence of
tbparatransit infra-structure to promote ride sharing and

Iliore efficient use of public and private transportation
,tesources will be crucial to the maintenance of necessary
tevels of mobility.
The ventinost important limiting factor about the impact of con-

transit on energy and air quality goals is the
j:atively small share of urban trips, 6 or 7 percent, it
ellurrently serves. The contribution of transit services to
theergY and air pollution totals is not large, either now or in
be  near future. For example, we estimate that transit has
riliall saving only about 1 or 2 billion gallons of 

gasoline an-

alis—Y, roughly 1 to 3 percent of the gasoline consumed by
sg°,s, taxis, and motorcycles. It is impossible to make aaz4w.tar calculation for transit's potential ability to reduceir Pollution in urban areas, but it too is relatively small.
The
Q,„ transportation Systems Management (TSM) Element
c'titried for in our planning regulations is a basic part of our
shorent response to sorting out these objectives. TSM in fact
Qoxiws Promise of having many lives and many faces. When
tha.rived in 1975, TSM reflected the growing consensus
of tb c,°111munities must make better and more efficient use
410:en' existing transportation facilities. The idea was that
eou'reY alone would not do the job. We hoped that by en-

aging a wide range of actions embracing various modes

of transportation, plus pricing and traffic control actions,
we would encourage the development of transportation
systems to serve local communities efficiently and ef-
fectively. Energy conservation and air quality objectives are
equally well served by such a strategy.

The other objectives well served by paratransit are the
social objectives of the program. When we are asked in
hearings on our program how we are ever going to get
people out of their cars and into transit, I have to bite my
tongue to keep from saying vehemently that getting people
out of their cars is not the be-all and end-all of the program.
We are also committed, though I believe not as clearly and
forcefully as we should be, to the proposition that a social
need exists to provide for the reasonable travel require-
ments of those without access to private transportation. In
fact, this is the abiding objective of the program in my
opinion. An urban transportation system that provides un-
paralleled mobility for those with ready access to a motor
vehicle in good repair but provides poorer service to those
without cars than it did 30 to 50 years ago, presents the
United States with a very serious social problem. Equity re-
sists easy definition or measurement, but this criterion of
system performance calls for more attention than it has had
to date. Although no comprehensive data support the 

assertion, UMTA program funds most likely have helped to main-
tain services to the aged and handicapped and probably in-
creased ridership where fares have been reduced
drastically. About 90 percent of all trips by the elderly,
however, are still made by private auto despite available
transit options. Thus, the elderly market still has not been
substantially tapped by transit. That also may be true for
other sectors of the transit dependent market.

Various transit feasibility studies show a high degree of
dependence on public transit by low-income persons. In
households with incomes less than $3,000, 46 percent do not
own cars, nor do more than half of all black families. As a
result, 50 to 80 percent of total transit ridership in the
metropolitan areas studied is composed of poor persons.
This suggests that the strong potential if not real role of
transit is the social welfare function. In fact, the mass
transportation program derives from the welfare clause of



the constitution, not the commerce clause, from which the
other major programs of the Department of Transportation,
highways, aviation, and railroads, are derived.

The social objectives of the program have been expressed
with different emphases at different times since 1961. In
1966 and 1967, during civil disorders in the cities, the em-
phasis was on inner city problems and employment
facilitation projects to try to relieve tensions in urban areas.
Since 1970, after the addition of Section 16 to our law calling
for special efforts to assist the problems of the aged and

12 handicapped, these groups have come to the fore as the ones
to which the social objectives of the program are directed.
In April 1976, regulations calling for a specific level of effort
to program for the needs of the aged and handicapped show
this interest. The current review by Secretary Adams of
trans-bus policy, where accessibility to transit vehicles is an
issue, was responsive to the mandate in our law to assist the
development of improved facilities and equipment under the
R&D authority and to social policies of the program. Social
objectives are also at the heart of the current Congressional
interest in expanding our authority to allow the use of
UMTA program funds for operating expenses as well as
capital expenses in nonurbanized areas. With respect to
doing something about these objectives, the most promising
service models involve paratransit. This finding tems from
our demonstration program, our planning program, and
various policy studies associated with these objectives.

The third policy theme that I want to refer to, which will
lead into the specific program management issues related to
paratransit, is the role of private enterprise. The Urban
Mass Transportation Act is replete with references to the
participation of private mass transportation companies in
the benefits of the program. The very purposes of the Act
call for this participation. Both capital and operating
assistance grants are conditioned on the participation of
private mass transportation companies "to the maximum
extent feasible." In administering this policy, we find it in-
creasingly important to be clear about what constitutes a
mass transportation company. Is a taxicab company in cer-
tain circumstances, for example, a mass transportation
company?

Our administrative initiatives to focus on the role of pal
transit service in total transportation system managernE,
efforts tend to bring this issue to the fore. The legislati'
intent of private enterprise participation also has been I);
under tension by the addition to the law of Section 16(b),('.
permitting grants and loans to private nonprofit orgailli,
tions to meet the special needs of elderly and handicap?:
persons. UMTA's proposed policy on paratransit
published in the Federal Register on October 20, 1976,
now in final review, attempts to come to grips with the.
crosscurrents.

The policy strengthens a number of existing planning
quirements dealing with paratransit. It requires that urll
ized areas consider paratransit service as an option in
development of the transportation systems managenle
element and in the elderly and handicapped element of
transportation plans. It also requires the consideratioiv

'paratransit service in the development of transit progra,°,, 
in nonurbanized areas. The policy requires consultaP,
with private transportation carriers in the development
operation of public paratransit services. It also
that private operators be given an effective chance to c°,/:
pete for the opportunity to provide paratransit services 1„'
cluded in a local transportation program. Lastly, the stas1::,
ment emphasizes the need for consolidating transportati,
services provided by social service agencies, most of Will
are paratransit services.

In our policy statements we have been expressing,,of
sweeping perception of what the urban mass transporta l̀;
program is all about, how the money may be spent,
what actions we hope to foster. I believe that we are saYtlii't,
that to be effective in dealing with the problems to whici!.v
program is directed, we need such a broadened perspecL,114
That broadened perspective includes recognizing Pec,
public transportation is a public sector function, not 013)01,
to performance evaluation only by relatively narro
economic criteria. However, we have no apparent .cri
sensus on the appropriate shares of the cost to be pal
federal, state, and local levels of government, nor on a P
ciple for determining the appropriate share of the cost 
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paid by users instead of the public at large. Althov
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deficits are accepted (and at one time federal aid was
seriously expected to make transit systems self-sufficient
from the fare-box), local, state, and federal authorities are
increasingly concerned about what they buy, be it social
justice, environmental enhancement, or what not, and how
best to buy it. Are there indirect consequences that make
matters worse by pursuing one option instead of another?
Are deficits, though accepted, made worse by going one way
instead of another? Paratransit is on the scene in answer to
these concerns. UMTA encourages urban areas to consider
public paratransit services whenever they offer the promise
of a more efficient, economical way of providing needed
public transportation.

In defining paratransit, we distinguish between public and
private paratransit services. We define public paratransit
services as those forms of collective passenger trans-
portation which provide shared-ride service to the general
public or special categories of users on a regular and
predictable basis. These services include Dial-a-Ride,
shared-ride taxi, publicly sponsored vanpools, subscription
bus service, and special services to aged and handicapped
people. Services which can be reserved for the exclusive
use of one or more individuals, such as conventional taxi
service, are not eligible for UMTA support.

From the standpoint of the federal program manager, at
least three principal issues are presented by the willingness
to finance paratransit projects: 1) how to insure maximum
feasible participation of private enterprise, 2) how to ac-
commodate the labor protective provisions of Section 13-C
and still maintain the economic attractiveness of para-
transit as an option in the transportation system, and 3) how

to make the public transportation system responsive to pub-
lic policy (for example, fare stabilization, special user group
services, service expansion) without public acquisition of
the taxicab systems, such as that experienced by private
bus systems.

Although I already have commented on ensuring the
maximum feasible participation of private enterprise, I
would make one further observation. It seems to me that
private enterprise could be encouraged to participate more



by more extensive employment of user subsidies. This
leaves it to the user to opt for a preferred mode of public
transportation rather than forcing elaborate and difficult to
administer regulations attempting to ensure participation
by private enterprise.

The key to more extensive use of this mechanism may well
be the channel through which our Section 5 funds are
delivered. These funds are for the support of operatin 
costs as well as capital costs and are distributed by for-
mula. When transit authorities are the designated recipi-

14 ents, for example, they have an ex parte interest in keeping
the funds and are not apt to magnanimously opt for a
chance to lose some of the sorely needed subsidy funds.
Public transit operators comprise about a third of all desig-
nated recipients. Cities are common recipients in smaller
urbanized areas, particularly places with less than 200,000
population. Counties account for fewer than 5 percent of the
recipients, but are well represented in some states, such as
Florida and New York. MPO's are designated infrequently
but they do act in a number of key urban areas, such as San
Francisco, Los Angeles, and to some extent Cleveland and
Chicago. State agencies are often the designated recipients
for areas with less than 200,000 population. In Connecticut
and New Jersey the state is the designated recipient for
areas with more than 200,000 population. My point is simply
that employing the promising user subsidy mechanism is
more likely to occur where the designated recipient has a
broader role than that of managing one element of the trans-
portation system.

With respect to 13-C issues, I frankly do not know how ex-
cited to get about labor protective issues pertaining to
public funding of paratransit modes. I am inclined to view
this simply as an area that needs a lot of care and custom
fitting. In the comments received on the proposed para-
transit policy (half of the 200 comments received in the
docket were from labor), the basic point was made that em-
ployees of existing transit providers (conventional systems 
are entitled to 13-C protection against the effects of para-
transit grants to other providers. Labor took strong excep-
tion to what appeared to them to be an attempt to finesse
this issue by our declaring that 16-B-2 providers were not

mass transportation companies, nor were taxi companies
providing shared-ride service as an incidental part of their
operations. Such a declaration, if legitimate, would meall
that 13-C did not apply to grants made to them or fro
which they benefited, and it would have the added effect°
foreclosing a claim to protection by employees of al-
ventional transit systems against the effects of competitioicil
from such non-1 3-C providers. Because of this objection, 01
the questioning of the authority of the Department of Trails;
portation to make such determinations, this section of
paratransit policy is to be omitted.
The other side of the coin is that the extent of 13-C coveragies
now may be somewhat more ambiguous. In part this id
unavoidable, because there are so many part-time alic
casual employees in paratransit service. In any case, 13-
arrangements are being made case by case, and labor al?:
pears to be sensitive to the economic issues related lur
paratransit's viability as an option, as well as to lab90
protective issues. It is important to try to identifY ,le
agreements, as discretely as possible, the parts of t'ld
systems that may be affected by competition. Generaliznie
provisions and blanket protections appropriate for ;
porary demonstration projects should not become tPil
models for permanent service conditions. In my
program area we manage demonstration projects for 'uWilledd
13-C arrangements have been worked out but they nee,
review before becoming the models for follow-°'
arrangements.

ticAbout public buy-out of the private taxi industry, a dialec.,be
can be developed paralleling our experience with 
privately owned transit industry. However, there apPea,10
to be an important basic difference. Taxicab companies to
not want to be bought out; local authorities do not want

1!
,,e

buy them out; and the federal government is cool to 1. _,
prospect. We would give such proposals a very low prior to
and in all likelihood we would seek guidance as
congressional intent of the Act.
I'll conclude with a comment about paratransit made .1
colleague, Jim Bautz, who heads the paratransit activitielPr
my office and whose suggestions I invited in putting togetirti,
these remarks: "The idea is nifty but the legal and 1'
stitutional issues are dillies."
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Transportation costs are 31 percent greater for

transit without urban containment. Suburban

transit uses three times more energy than urban

transit demands. Although paratransit should be
used where bus use is too costly, the question
is whether this would perpetuate urban sprawl

or encourage cluster development.
Transit agencies can and should encourage

paratransit as part of a family of transportation

services and think seriously about its impact on

the rest of the system. Will, for example, the
use of vans reduce use of public transit or will

it be an alternative to expensive transit in low-

density areas? Other considerations include

operation and capital needs exceeding amounts

available in most areas. Operation should be

shared with the transit agency if paratransit

complements another system. The transit agency

could control services, carpooling, and com-

puting, thereby splitting the operation between

transit and paratransit systems.

Metro planners should not have operating duties.

They are involved with the review of federal

funds, and therefore should not be involved in

paratransit or other modes.
To insure coordination and efficiency, a single

agency should be responsible for all transit.

The proponents of various modes of transit, whether rail or
bus transit or paratransit, tend to heap scorn upon each
other. The academics and the operators often ignore each
other in their narrow pursuits in the field of transit. Vari-
ous legislative and regulatory bodies at all levels issue
solemn pronouncements sometimes with little understand-
ing of the real world problems. However, this is probably
descriptive of any public service industry.

This conference becomes an important way of bringing
some order to this confusion. I cannot help but think of the
climate in which we are gathering. We have been told now
for many, many decades that we have an energy problem
and we have ignored it. We continued our pursuits, devel-
opment patterns, and transportation answers as though
nobody had told us that things would be different. Well
more than 50 percent of the petroleum consumed in this
country today is for transportation. Since the oil embargo,
we have had various warning reports such as one from the
University of California that appeared in the newspapers
just ahead of the obituaries so that it did not get much
attention. The CIA has given its warnings of doom but we
wrote them off remembering how bad their estimates were
in the Bay of Pigs operation. President Carter called for
an energy conservation crusade. The main focus of the
attack against his program is the proposed tax on the gas
guzzler cars and the higher gasoline taxes. MIT sponsored
a report by experts from around the world reporting that by
1981 we would begin to see real petroleum shortages no
matter what happened in the meantime.

Eric Sevareid voiced what it all boils down to with an
analogy to the "big lie technique" of World War II saying
that the energy crisis was "the big truth." It is a truth so
big that we just cannot accept it. It is a truth so big in its
consequences to our lifestyles and economy that we refuse
to accept it. Perhaps we will not accept it until it camps
on our doorstep in a manner that we can no longer ignore.

Today I will present the American Public Transit Associa-
tion's policy statement rather than simply my own views.

Paratransit, rail transit, and bus transit are all necessary
to service the diverse travel needs in most American cities.



Our cities require a mixture of conventional transit and
paratransit providing a family of services. These services
can be designed or shaped to fit the market needs of a
particular portion of the community.

Paratransit is being investigated more today probably
because of the kind of urban development patterns that
occurred during the past few decades. Ex-urban extension
of our metropolitan areas is now regarded widely as one of
the worst causes of pollution of all kinds. Today the urban
ecologists use the term land pollution to refer to the impact

16 of sprawling development on the air, land surface, and
water and the accompanying noise and negative visual and
psychological effects.

Moreover, sprawling development is costly. A recent re-
port states that urban containment results in substantial
savings in capital costs for transportation and other public
works, as well as transportation operating costs and en-
ergy use. Energy consumption for transportation is 31
percent greater with suburban extension than with urban
containment, and ex-urban dispersal would use 34 percent
more energy than urban containment. A Twin Cities study
shows that residents of the outer suburban areas require
almost three times as much petroleum for their mobility as
do residents of the two center cities. We need to focus
future development on our central cities and other major
activity centers.

Nonetheless, we need to respond to existing development
patterns. We probably cannot reverse what has already
occurred. We think that paratransit services are needed,
especially in the outlying areas where it is too costly to
provide service by traditional bus or rail methods. How-
ever, before deciding to use paratransit in outlying subur-
ban areas, we must face the questions of whether it per-
petuates urban sprawl or, through design efforts, helps to
foster cluster development and reduce petroleum usage.
We believe that paratransit can be incorporated into the
family of transit services in a way that will encourage
clustered development in outlying areas. An UMTA official
suggested the following scenario: "In the morning a fleet
of vans or small buses delivers the residents of the low

density suburban community to the local commuter rail
station or express bus stop. During the day some of the
same vehicles provide scheduled service from the commlk
nity to the regional shopping, medical, and other activitY
centers. Other vehicles provide demand-responsive, shared
ride local transit service for children and adults without
cars who wish to visit friends, go to the neighborhood
swimming pool, the local library, or other communitY
centers. In the late afternoon the vehicles meet the corn-
muter trains and buses and bring the returning commuters
back to their homes. In the evenings and on weekends part
of the fleet serves as a local taxi system responding t°
telephone requests for individual door-to-door transporta-
tion service. By adjusting the form of service to the chani:
ing demand pattern, the paratransit fleet achieves a hig
rate of use and superior productivity while providing a 11lgu
level of service."

Now, this is a very ambitious scenario and quite properlY,
envisions paratransit use, especially in the suburbs. Bui
some forms of paratransit designed to feed the line hag
transit demand are also well suited to low density resideui
tial areas in central cities. In rural America and areas °
ex-urban development paratransit may be the only feasible
form of transit. On the other hand, in low density develoP'
ing areas, paratransit may serve as the initial phase ill
future transit development. Finally, an important factor
in evaluating paratransit services is capability for serViG-
ing special travel needs.

The effectiveness of the total transportation system maY be
increased by integrating various paratransit service on:
cepts with each other and with conventional transit. F%
example, paratransit can serve part of a traveler's neeulo
so that he can abandon his car and use transit for the ba'e
ance of his needs. Patronage of transit and paratransit arit
mutually reinforcing. All of this suggests that the transa•
agency can and should play a major role introducing Par,e
transit into the family of transit services available to to
public.

Coordination is critical to achieving maximum benefilds
from the transportation system in the region. In a w°r
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of scarce resources, inefficient duplication or insufficient
integration of services is obviously counterproductive. Al-
though a variety of service types with different levels of
service at different prices is desirable, these services must
be carefully designed to produce maximum benefit. In an
lirban area, paratransit can be beneficial only to the extent
that it is integrated into the family of transit services. This
I:equires comprehensive coordination of service character-
istics, area coverage, hours of service, and marketing
strategy. This coordination can be accomplished most
elfectively where a single agency is responsible for coor
ulnating all service types. Because of its existing involve-
rent in the many operational functions of public transporta-
°n, a transit agency is the logical organization to carry

olit this coordination.

Till° agency's role should also include several aspects of

It).lanning. Under federal regulations for urban transporta-

(l,°,n planning, the Metropolitan Planning Organization
,T130) is the overview agency for the transportation plan-
ng process in an urbanized area. Although the MPO is

tesPonsible for long-range and broad policy planning for
fransportation, the transit agency should be responsible
,I3r Planning (which is more directly related to transit
uPerations) including plan refinement and short-range
Planning.
The

evaluation of the impact of a given paratransit opera-
:in on the rest of the transportation system must be a vital
litisart of the planning. To what extent, for example, will

orers be diverted from private autos, conventional transit,

waYerY importantly, even from walking? How significantly

Paratransit reduce congestion levels on the highway
re'c\work? Will carpooling and vanpooling be harmful by

eo ucing peak hour loading on conventional transit in
beriridors where revenue makes service feasible or will it
of, °eneficial by reducing the disparity between peak and
oi:Peak service? Will paratransit allow discontinuance of

trailventional transit service in low density areas where
parnsit could never be effective? Because many forms of
ttioratransit are predicated upon door-to-door service, a

localized examination of trip origins and destinations
ilecessary.

17



The financing of paratransit may take a number of forms. It
may utilize private capital and revenues from charges to
users. Where paratransit services are designed to service
markets of people who would demand high quality service
and are capable of paying for it, this financing mechanism is
appropriate and successful. Where paratransit services
produce sufficient public benefit, the use of public funds to
supplement user charges is justified. Public funds may come
from various sources, but in respect to the Urban Mass
Transportation Act current operating needs and capital

18 needs for these funds exceed the amounts available in most
urban areas. Therefore, the Congress should include
separate, additional funding for paratransit in any request
through the U.S. Department of Transportation.

As with many new products, markets for paratransit may
exist but the consumer remains unaware of the product's
benefits until a serious marketing program is mounted.
Certain people, for example, are adaptable to carpools or
vanpools, others are not. Market research is needed to
assess high potential markets for the pool program. Other
types of paratransit require a market analysis similar to
bus systems. For Dial-a-Ride and subscription bus, the tran-
sit agency should develop basic marketing tools including
market data, telephone information service, visual aids,
and other media materials.

Operation of paratransit services should be shared among
appropriate transportation service providers. Paratransit
includes many different service types, each with its own
characteristics. Those characteristics, along with local.
conditions, must dictate who shall have operating responsi-
bility for each service. The diversity of operating agencies
highlights the need for a single agency to act as a coordina-
tor. In some cases, operation can be carried out most effec-
tively by the transit agency. This would be particularly true
where paratransit is directly complementary to conven-
tional transit service. An example would be a Dial-a-Ride
system acting as a feeder to a line haul bus or rail system.
Where the transit agency provides both feeder and line
haul services, various public benefits can be maximized,
such as allowing full transfer privileges. In other cases
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better service might be provided by some other operator,
such as a taxi operator. Other types of service might be
iMpacted so strongly by nontransit factors that some other
agency might be more appropriate as an operator. In this
case the transit agency, acting as service coordinator,
Could contract for the service. Another example of partici-
pation by other agencies is in carpooling, where an effec-
tive program requires a capability to computer match
Prospective poolers. The transit agency could in this case
tmivolve an organization with this expertise, such as the
Ilighway department.

The MPO should not have operating responsibilities for

Paratransit. In most instances the MPO, in addition to its
Planning overview role, is the agency designated by the
Neral government to review grant applications. Because
tile review agency must deal in an even handed manner
With all components of the transportation system, it should
1,10t be involved in the operation of paratransit or any other
transportation mode.

Ihere are certain constraints to the implementation of

1)aratransit. These will be discussed in greater detail, but
,et me quickly review a few of them. A potential problem
''Y be created by Section 13-C of the Urban Mass Trans-

?,ortation Act which provides protection to transit ern-

°Yees. However, because paratransit in most areas
r,"111d be considered new service, it should not hamper
4"isting operations. Because employment conditions would

be worsened, Section 13-C should not prevent the estab-
asnment of certain paratransit services. Insurance liability

elld workman's compensation are major issues for single

e01410yers. With multiemployer vanpools these issues be-

even more complex. Regulation of taxi service his-
incally has been a municipal function. Many municipali-
s':s have ordinances or legislation limiting shared-ride taxi

earvice. Regulations governing vanpools may have to be
p„s,ed also. In some areas restrictions designed to control
w'eul,lic carriers have been applied to individual vanpools as

the', One of the greatest constraints to implementation is

nr, fragmentation of the funding process. In addition to the

tCartment of Transportation, financing is available from

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare; the

Housing and Urban Development Department; the Federal
Energy Administration; and various state and local
agencies. The problem becomes severe because the pro-
gram criteria for these agencies are different. The combi-
nation of funds inhibits the coordination of the services.

The American Public Transit Association finds the per-
formance of paratransit rather spotty to date. For several
decades automobile occupancy has been declining and
most carpool matching projects have not been particularly
successful. Perhaps carpooling cannot be expected to
produce notable success except in a national crisis. On
the other hand, vanpools have had some notable successes.
When implemented in a strictly suburban employment
center, demand responses such as Dial-a-Ride have been
demonstrated with varying degrees of success, as have
circulation services in small cities or in major subcenters
of large urban areas. The success of Dial-a-Ride, however,
frequently depends on a labor arrangement that permits
the employment of part-time drivers at wages lower than
those paid to regular transit operators. Generally, even
with a relatively high fare, a substantial subsidy still is
needed to make up the difference between cost per ride and
revenue. Shared-ride taxi service, multiemployer vanpools,
and subscription bus service all deserve greater attention.

In summary, the board of directors of the American Public
Transit Association has adopted the following policy state-
ments.

One, paratransit is an important part of the family of tran-
sit services. Its various forms, when properly designed and
implemented, can assist in meeting our total mobility needs.

Two, paratransit services must be planned in the context of
the total transportation system. They must not be mistak-
enly identified as substitutes for other established and
developing transit modes, but rather should be considered
as services complementary and supplementary to them.

People planning for paratransit, like all transportation
planning, must consciously strive for effectiveness and
efficiency. Paratransit services can be an appropriate
response to special mobility problems caused by urban


