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Scope of Services 



Scope of Services 
For Work Order# 18 GPC Contract No. C-6803 

Expansion of Public Transit: A Jitney Approach 
prepared by 

Miami-Dade County 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

I.OBJECTIVE: 

To develop operations scenarios to promote increased participation of the private sector in the 
provision of public transportation services within Miami-Dade County. These services would be 
aimed to supplement existing services provided by Miami-Dade Transit (MDT). Demonstration 
projects may be identified for implementation. 

II.PREVIOUS WORK: 

Several policy-oriented studies have been conducted in the past. However, this study is directed 
towards evaluating the feasibility of implementing an operational plan and promoting the 
implementation of additional services. 

III.HIGHLIGHTS OF PROJECT ELEMENTS: 

It is understood that this scope of services is also defined by the person-hours that are budgeted to 
execute the services, herein. In no case is this scope of services intended to be interpreted in a 
manner that would exceed the allocated person hours for the tasks herein. Highlights of the study 
shall include: 

•Participation of the private sector 
•Cost feasibility of proposals 
•Focus on poorly served areas with potential for cost effective service 
•Maximization of resources to serve a given area 
•Compliance with federal requirements, such as ADA and Environmental Justice 
•Provision of additional non-subsidized transportation services 
•Improving accessibility to Metrorail and to major activity centers 

IV.TIME SCHEDULE: 

This study should be tentatively completed by within 90 days of notice to proceed. The consultant 
shall not be held responsible for schedule delays beyond his control. The Consultant shall prepare 
and submit a tentative milestone schedule for the project within 10 days of notice-to-proceed. 
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V.METHODOLOGY: 

It is understood that the focus of this phase of the study will be to identify up to 4 candidate MDT A 
routes or corridors, which could be operated profitably by Jitneys, and to recommend possible 
reallocation of displaced MDTA buses to more congested MDTA routes. This analysis will rely 
primarily on MDTA ridership data, and on private jitney operator breakdown cost information, as 
well as socioeconomic and environmental justice consideration. 

A.Study Coordination 

A Study Advisory Committee (SAC) will be composed of representatives from: 

•Metropolitan Planning Organization (The MPO will provide the Project Manager) 
•Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) 
•Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 
•Miami-Dade County Consumer Services Department (CSD) 
•Citizens' Transportation Advisory Committee (CT AC) 
•Representatives of transit labor unions 
•Private transportation industry representatives will be also invited to participate as well 

It is understood that the MPO staff will, as requested by the Consultant, take the leadership role in 
arranging all meetings required for the project, subject to the availability of all key participants, and 
the Consultant. 

B.Develop Conceptual Plan 

The purpose of this task is to define a conceptual plan for expanding transit services using jitneys or 
minibuses in areas that require improving existing public transportation services. These 
improvements will be considered in terms of transit level of service improvements: increasing 
frequencies by decreasing headways, and increasing service spans will be the primary factors 
evaluated. 

Specific factors including but not limited to accessibility to Metrorail stations and major activity 
centers, productivity (probable costs incurred vs. prospective patronage), feasibility of 
implementation, integration with other transportation providers (Metrobus, Tri-Rail, jitneys, 
shuttles/circulators, etc ... ) and implementation costs will be considered. 

For the purpose of facilitating the implementation of a demonstration/pilot project at the end of the 
study, several scenarios will be evaluated, among them: 

a. Contracting services 
b. Providing temporary passenger motor catTiers permits to individuals interested 

During the study, other strategies may also be proposed and evaluated. 
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To obtain input, planning sessions will be conducted at different levels of pa1iicipation: 

TECHNICAL LEVEL 

• CSD 
•MDT 

• FDOT 
• Planning Department 

SERVICE LEVEL 

• CTAC 
• Jitney Representatives and 
Operators 
• Other Authorized Providers 
• Labor Unions Representatives 

Other groups and departments will be contacted as appropriate. 
It is understood that the MPO staff will, as requested by the Consultant, take the leadership role in 
arranging all meetings required for the project, subject to the availability of all key participants, and 
the Consultant. 

Additionally, public hearings could be conducted, as necessary, to obtain comments from the 
general public. If public hearings are conducted, the MPO staff will make all provisions for such 
hearings . The Consultant shall be responsible for attendance and presentations. With the input of 
these groups, the consultant will develop a transit service integration proposal that includes 
consideration of concerns and recommendations obtained during this process. The total number of 
meetings shall not exceed 6 meetings. If more meetings are needed, they will be considered 
additional services. 

C. Develop Criteria 

Based on the conceptual plan, the consultant will utilize criteria provided in this scope to 
identify potential areas and/or routes suitable for expanding public transit services using 
jitneys or minibuses. This task shall take into consideration the data required and 
analytical tools needed to implement the proposed plan. 

D. Data Development 

It is understood that the MPO staff will assume a leadership role m collecting all 
available data for this study. 

l. Institutional Information 

There are some areas that need to be researched to provide an additional element in the 
development of an eventual service plan. Compliance with federal, state and county 
regulations provided by the MPO will be evaluated. Based on the findings in this task, 
some scenarios may be discarded for fast-track implementationi as appropriate. This 
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research will include, but not be limited to: Federal requirements regarding ADA, 
Section 15 and Section 13(c); County procedures for permitting and licensing 
transportation services, including ordinances and resolutions; and State statutes that may 
apply for transportation carriers. 

2. Operations and Performance Data 

The consultant will compile and the MPO will collect the necessary data to proceed with the 
required analyses. The MPO, MDT and CSD will play a major role in this task by providing 
available data to the MPO to conduct the technical analyses. 

This data should include, but not be limited to: 

a.Jitneys: authorized providers, description of routes, number of vehicles/route, fare, ridership, trip 
length, hours of operation, number of trips, etc . ., whenever available 

b.MDT: description of routes, number of vehicles/route, fare, ridership, trip 
length, hours of operation, number of trips, headways, etc ... 

3. Other Area Experiences 

Finally, the consultant will also obtain brief readily-available information from two or three other 
cities where jitneys currently operate or have been operated in the past to compare and implement 
similar measures in Miami-Dade County. Special attention will be considered in how those areas 
comply with federal requirements (ADA, Section 15 and Section 13(c)), to the extent such 
infonnation is readily-available. 

E. Analysis 

1. Institutional 

In this subtask, the consultant will analyze and evaluate existing procedures for authorizing 
transportation services and will prepare a summary matrix/table of the benefits and limitations, 
including but not limited to: technical process, legal considerations, compliance with county, state 
and federal requirements, contracting labor, third party contracting, etc ... Additionally, the 
consultant will take into consideration any requirement included in the transportation element of the 
and any issue or implications that may be included in the Comprehensive Development Master Plan 
(CDMP). The consultant shall not be required to render any legal opm10ns. However, the 
Consultant shall offer an opinion for review by the County's attorney. 

The consultant will prepare a set of recommendations to improve and/or facilitate the expeditious 
processing of pem1its for providing these services and/or develop another set of recommendations to 
enter into a contract with an authorized provider. This approach does not prohibit the consultant to 
recommend other options that may arise during analysis. The Consultant may offer suggestions on 
additional research or more in-depth studies of this and/or other subjects in this study that cannot be 

Page #4 



studied in-depth within the resources of this study. 

2. Operations and Performance Analysis 

Using the criteria previously established in this scope of services, the consultant will analyze 
socioeconomic, travel, and transit data to determine and identify the potential areas and/or routes for 
introducing supplementary jitney services. Consideration will also be given to compliance with 
ADA requirements, as well as Environmental Justice. 

3. Other Area Experience Analysis 

While information and data will have been collected from other areas that may provide appropriate 
guidance and useful lessons learned, they will only be summarized here. The most applicable 
information will be incorporated into analyses conducted in the two preceding tasks. 

F. Develop Implementation Plan 

Based on the previous tasks, the consultant will develop three scenarios to test different 
possibilities. These scenarios may include enhancing established routes, implementing new routes 
and/or services within a specific area, or various combinations of both, using jitneys. For each 
scenario, the plan shall include: 

1. Operational requirements 
2. Advantages and Disadvantages (Opportunities and Constraints) 
3. Implementation Costs 

G. Develop an Evaluation Program 

To measure the effectiveness of any proposed demonstration program, the consultant will prepare 
brief, suggested guidelines and principles for an evaluation program to be conducted before and 
after implementing the proposed plan for each scenario. These evaluation guidelines will focus on 
service characteristics and public acceptance. 

VI.END PRODUCTS 

1. Executive Summary Report (50 copies) 
2. Project Notebook (1 copy) 

Copies of the Executive Summary, shall be made available in electronic format on CDs. The 
Executive Summary will be provided in a popularly used word processing fomiat. Graphics used in 
the report shall be made separately available on disk as well. One separate "Project Notebook" will 
be provided in a 4-inch, 3-ring binder containing all relevant backup and file material necessary to 
justify the conclusions in the executive summary. 
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VII.FUNDING: 

Limited to up to $90,000 by Florida DOT, District VI 

VIII.PROJECT MANAGEMENT: 

The MPO will take the lead, and will keep a close coordination with representatives of the FDOT, 
MDT, CSD and CTAC, as well as with private sector providers and labor unions representatives. 
The Consultant shall provide monthly status reports and weekly telephone briefings to the MPO 
project manager. 

IX.ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

It is anticipated that the Consultant may make several recommendations that may require further 
research and studies, that could be executed by the Consultant or by other contractors. Such services 
may be executed by the Consultant through additional work orders at the discretion of the Florida 
Department of Transportation. 
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Miller- Consulting, Inc. 3610 Park Central Boulevard North 
Pompano Beach, Florida 33064 

Telephone: (954) 979-4799 
Facsimile: (954) 979-4818 

E-Mail.· mteam l@bellsoufh.net 
hftp.//www.m1ller-consulting.com 

pro;.:cr d~1'elop111e111. engineering. trq[(ic. eco110111ics. a11dfi11a11cc 

J\tlemorandum 

To: Jose-Luis Mesa, Jesus Guen-a Date: April 15, 2002 
& Raphael De 

From: Craig Miller Re: Paratransit Pilot Program 

I tried calling Jose ar esus las week, but I failed to reach you. I spoke briefly with Ron K.rongold to get 
his input on an approach to the subject project. The following is a set of policies, that I heard him articulate: 

1. He liked the fast-track quick-start idea to get an early start on data collection and consensus
building with the principals. 

2. He does not want an intensive study effort on finding pilot projects; he would rather focus 
analysis effo1is on evaluating pilot projects post-implementation, and then study ways to 
expand them. 

3. He wants us to find 2, 3 or 4 possible pilot projects in collaboration with MDTA and the 
Jitney people and others, in a very fast participative manner, with minimum, but sufficient 
analysis to make sure we have selected some good candidates. He wants his committee and 
the MPO to make the final selection of one or more pilot projects. 

4. He wants the pilot project operating in 90 days. 

I believe the way to achieve these objectives is 1) to try to reach a fast-track consensus on 3 or 4 pilot 
projects, 2) then identify the analytical requirements necessary to pre-evaluate the pilot projects and 3) then 
present the project options to Mr. Krongold's committee, along with the advantages/disadvantages of each. 

\Ve ·would then, after the pilot projects are operating, and when we have more time, propose to execute a 2-
part study, simultaneously: 

0 Evaluate the success and shortcomings of the pilot projects; make recommendations to 
improve them, as appropriate. 

Cl Study additional pilot project possibilities and evaluate them; identify institutional problems 
and solutions. Develop countywide expansion plan alternatives and/or program options, as 
appropriate. (Basically, execute the remainder of Jesus' scope.) 

"creating value.for our clients ·with ingenuity, creativity and excellence" 

\ \ \\·,,,d Pcrli:tl'Mll l.ER' ~tlSC1:0.ks.i.G11cm1.De . .\razo7.il ·P.m1\rJl15it Pilol Progr.1111.wpd 
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Florida Department of Transportation 
JEB BUSH 

GOVEHNOR 

May 21,'2002 

Mr. Craig Miller, P.E. 
Project Manager 
Miller Consulting, Inc. 
3610 Park Central Boulevard North 
Pompano Beach, FL 33064 

OFFICE OF PLA:\:\l:'iG ·DISTRICT SIX 
602 SOl'Tll :\IIA;\fl AVE:'iCE, ;\IlA:\II, FLORID,\ 33130 

PIIO:'\E: (305) 377-5910 (SC) .\52-5910 
FAX: (305) 377-5684 (SC) 452-5684 

SUBJECT: Letter of Authorization for Task Work Order No. 18 
Contract#: C-6803 
FM No. 25207411201 
WPI No. 6590025 
Description of assignment: Expansion of Public Transit: A Jitney Approach 

Dear Mr. Miller: 

THOMAS F. BARRY, JR. 
SECRETARY 

Reference is made to the Standard Professional Services Agreement of May 14, 1998 and Supplemental Agreements 
No. I of November 13, 1998, No. 2 of April 3, 2000 and Administrative Amendment of September 13, 200 I between 
your finn and Department, for professional consultant services pertaining to Corridor Access/General Planning. As 
required in the agreement, this letter authorizes your firm to perfonn services outlined in the attached scope of work for 
the following assignment. 

For the required services, compensation shall be a lump sum amount of $89,861.98 based on the negotiated labor and 
direct expenses included in the task work order estimate enclosed. Payment for approved services shall be made in 
accordance with Exhibit "B," Method of Compensation to the Standard Professional Services Agreement, and invoices 
will be charged to Financial Management No. 2520741120 I. Services are to be completed on or before August 21, 
2002. The contract ending date remains December 31, 2002. 

Please acknowledge receipt and agreement to this authorization letter by signature below. Retain a signed copy for 
your file and forward this original letter to the retum address above. lfyou have any questions, please contact our 
office at (305) 377-5683. 

Attachments: 

Cc: Gary Donn, District Director of Planning and Programs 
Rafael De Arazoza, District Planning Manager 
Ron Fountain, Professional Services 
Anammi Martinez, Financial Services 

www.dot.state.fl.us @ RECYCLED PAPER 





11 8 2,876.8 258.9 12,371 51.3 2 ,555.2 241 .3 $13,774 $9,152 66.4% $0.37 $3.18 

s 12 4,177.1 302.3 13,080 45.9 3,721 285.0 $17,179 $11 ,251 65.5% $0.45 $2.69 

L 10 3,033.7 251 .4 10,662 44.4 2,791 .6 240.0 $13,986 $8,801 62.9% $0.49 $2.90 

77 10 2,560.5 202.5 9 ,437 47.8 2,461 .8 197.4 $11,899 $7,306 61.4% $0.49 $2.85 

9 10 1,639.0 130.7 5,074 41 .0 1,499.6 123.7 $7,444 $4,070 54.7% $0.66 $2.48 

8 10 2, 158.6 185.7 7,419 41 .4 2,037.8 179.0 $10,458 $5,081 48.6% $0.72 $2.35 

36 10 1,283.1 106.2 3,436 34.0 1,156.8 101 .0 $5,976 $2,681 44.9% $0.96 $2.09 

24 15 1,769.3 162.5 3,991 25.1 1,698.5 159.1 $9,010 $2,906 32.2% $1.53 $1 .64 

B 12 1,132.9 64.0 1,472 25.7 985.6 57.3 $3,940 $1 ,160 29.5% $1 .89 $1 .02 

34,012 2,748 107,995 41.3 31,124 2,614 $154,381 $84,622 54.8% $0.65 $2.49 

3/16 20 3,901 .9 309.8 12,915 43.1 3,683.6 299.8 $17,740 $10,959 61 .8% $0.53 $2.81 

2 60 1,155.2 112.3 °4,008 38.8 987.1 103.4 $5,704 $3,095 54.3% $0.65 $2.68 

27 17 2,442.1 205.1 8,523 43.1 2,259.5 197.6 $11,408 $6,466 56.7% $0.58 $2.65 

62 20 1,439.9 131 .0 5,183 41 .3 1,330.0 125.5 $7,189 $4,065 56.5% $0.60 $2.82 

A 20 361 .7 31 .1 839 30.5 251 .1 27.5 $890 $649 73.0% $0.29 $1 .80 

75 30 1,501.0 113.7 4,208 38.8 1,377.3 108.6 $6,526 $3,524 54.0% $0.71 $2.35 

21 30 851 .9 77.1 2,676 35.8 793.5 74.7 $4,217 $2,210 52.4% $0.75 $2.59 

G 21 1,460.9 104.3 3,379 35.8 1,226.5 94.5 $5,769 $2,948 51.1% $0.83 $2.02 

88 30 1,011.5 73.9 2,660 39.7 848.1 67.0 $4,111 $2,042 49.7% $0.78 $2.02 

c 19 1,190.3 113.6 4,017 37.0 1,086.0 108.7 $6,013 $2,968 49.4% $0.76 $2.49 

J 24 1,982.2 149.0 4,940 35.6 1,757.5 138.8 $8,370 $4,045 48.3% $0.88 $2.04 

12 29 928.4 91.0 3,232 36.7 873.6 88.2 $4,880 $2,327 47.7"/o $0.79 $2.51 

33 30 969.1 71 .0 2,181 35.1 710.4 62.1 $3,666 $1 ,741 47.5% $0.88 $1 .BJ 

7 1,552.5 126.0 3,769 33.1 1,288.7 1°13.7 $6,568 $2,885 43.9% $0.98 $1 .86 

54 20 1,194.8 107.9 3,305 33.1 1,035.8 99.9 $5,698 $2,466 43.3% $0.98 $2.06 

K 20 2,256.8 159.1 4 ,762 32.1 1,955.4 148.4 $9,084 $3,910 43.0% $1 .09 $1 .73 

22 19 1,738.7 132.4 4,201 33.0 1,617.5 127.2 $7,720 $3,291 42.6% $1 .05 $1 .89 

H 20 2,224.7 166.9 4 ,692 28.9 2, 123.7 162.4 $9,825 $3,917 39.9% $1.26 $1.76 

T 21 1,271.4 90.4 2 ,367 28.1 1,119.9 84.4 $5,185 $1,991 38.4% $1 .35 $1.57 

32 25 2,081 .6 145.3 3,832 28.2 1,811.7 136.0 $8,357 $3,080 36.9% $1 .38 $1 .48 

37 30 1,609.0 132.0 3,857 30.5 1,478.3 126.5 $7,341 $2,618 35.7% $1.22 $1 .63 

40 30 1,469.0 104.7 2,091 21 .2 1,335.1 98.4 $6, 131 $1 ,425 23.2% $2.25 $0.97 

73 30 1,160.0 90.1 2,031 24.4 990.9 83.2 $4,933 $1 ,499 30.4% $1 .69 $1 .29 

17 30 1,961 .7 146.6 5,672 40.9 1,771 .8 138.7 $8,431 $4,160 49.3% $0.75 $2.12 

87 30 825.9 62.6 1,387 24.5 696.9 56.7 $3,447 $1 ,011 29.3% $1 .76 $1 .22 

M 24 1,025.0 93.2 1,802 20.1 965.7 89.6 $5,083 $1 ,460 28.7% $2.01 $1 .42 

w 24 227.3 26.4 434 18.6 152.9 23.4 $1 ,182 $163 13.8% $2.35 $0.71 

30,597 2,402 72,036 32.0 27,033 2,253 $132,787 $56,310 42.4% $1.06 $1.84 

83 40 1,526.5 115.3 4,550 41.4 1,397.6 110.0 $6,654 $3,394 51 .0% $0.72 $2.22 

60 551.4 35.3 1,506 47.0 471 .2 32.1 $2,017 $1 ,326 65.8% $0.46 $2.41 

28 45 432.2 28.6 726 27.2 386.4 26.7 $1,683 $590 35.1% $1 .51 $1.36 

91 45 776.0 49.4 1,208 25.6 721 .9 47.2 $3,060 $1 ,003 32.8% $1.70 $1 .29 

E 60 854.7 59.2 1,118 19.8 784.4 56.6 $3,502 $884 25.2% $2.34 $1 .03 

48 60 517.8 47.3 400 9.1 429.8 44.1 $1,423 $331 23.2% $2.73 $0.64 

6 60 349.4 28.6 375 14.2 306.0 26.5 $1 ,027 $318 23.2% $1.89 $0.91 

42 60 851 .3 61 .1 1,009 17.3 774.8 58.2 $3,545 $820 23.1% $2.70 $0.96 

29 70 415.8 30.8 435 16.3 303.2 26.7 $914 $419 21 .5% $1 .14 $1 .01 

R 58 474.8 27.8 405 15.5 431 .9 26.1 $1 ,736 $284 16.4% $3.58 $0.60 

v 60 379.5 27.7 204 7.8 348.3 26.3 $1,649 $168 10.2% $7.26 $0.44 

43 1,030.8 70.6 1,858 28.5 905.5 65.2 $4,097 $1 ,362 33.2% $1.47 $1.32 

40 802.9 64.3 1,262 21 .8 639.1 57.9 $3,355 $991 29.5% $1.87 $1.23 

40 823.4 68.5 2,457 37.1 777.8 66.2 $3,926 $1 ,859 47.3% $0.84 $2.26 

5,603 396 7,385 19.9 4,958 370 $21,934 $6, 143 28.0% $2.14 $1.10 



SU.PPORTING DATA APPENDIX 

This appendix provides the source of background data and technical support for each 
of the issues addressed in the executive summary. 

1.1 Do Jitneys really make a difference? 

The short answer is "yes." Significantly, the Miami jitneys carry about 43,000 to 49,000 riders per 
weekday, or about 23% to 27% of Metrobus ridership. This represents about 18 to 20% of total 
transit system ridership. The cost to the taxpayer for carrying this significant portion of the transit 
market is zero. On Route 29 in Hialeah, jitneys carry over 100,000 trips per month while MDT 
carries less than 20,000 trips. 

Supporting data: Please refer to Miami Jitney Study in tab B of Project Notebook. 

2. 1 What Is the purpose of this study? 

This study was produced in order to analyze a number of possible ways to expand jitney services, 
within a short timetable, and on a "demonstration project" basis. The desired objective of the study 
was to identify one or more "pilot" projects that could be implemented quickly, and then evaluated 
during actual operations of the expanded jitney service. Since jitneys are profitable and require no 
government subsidy, the basic concept was to "test" different ways of implementing expanded jitney 
operations. 

Supporting Data: Please refer to scope of services in tab A of Project Notebook. 

2.2 Why should we try to increase jitney services? 

Jitneys require, at present, no government subsidy. Jitneys operate at a profit. All Metrobus routes 
require government subsidies. There are no profitable Metrobus routes. 

Support: Please refer to tab Y of the Project Notebook which contains the MDT financial data. 

2.3 What are the benefits of introducing Jitneys where Metrobuses currently operate? 

More frequent headways and reduction of government subsidies in the area served. Jitneys also 
deviate from their fixed routes to get closer to possible patrons' origins and destinations. 

Support: Miami Jitney study. See tabs B and X of Project Notebook. 



2.4 What are the downsides of Jitneys? 

Jitneys are not as roomy and comfortable as Metrobuses. The vehicles are generally older and are 
often not air-conditioned. Jitneys are not typically wheelchair-accessible. 

Support: Miami Jitney Study ( tab B) and field observations. 

2.5 Where do the Jitneys currently operate in Miami-Dade County? 

Detailed jitney route data was provided by Consumer Services and is contained, in detail, in the 
"Project Notebook." 

Support: Please refer to tab X of the Project Notebook. 

2.6 Where else are Jitneys currently operating successfully in the U.S.? Are they 
subsidized? 

The most successful jitney operation is in Atlantic City where no subsidy is required, and there is no 
publicly-owned bus service. 

Support: Telephone interviews with ACJA and NTIS search. 

2. 7 How does the Atlantic City Jitney system work? 

The Atlantic City Jitney Association (ACJA) is an individually-owned and operated service, running 
24 hours a day, 365 days a year with a fleet of 190 minibuses. They received Federal capital funds 
once, when they purchased new vehicles. All vehicles comply with ADA requirements. The system 
requires no operating subsidy. 

The Association owns their own vehicles. The Association puts all the paperwork together required 
for licensing and takes it to the City for approval. The City's fees are routinely $300. They have a 
uniform fare of $1.50. Whatever the drivers make they keep. They have a down payment of $20,000 
paid by each driver to pay for brochures, bus stop system and license. The Association owns their 
own bus stops. The Association also has fleet policy for insurance of vehicles. They pay 
$150/month and also have their own shop for repair to save on parts and labor costs. 

Support: See previous. 

3.1 How were the Pilot Projects be evaluated? What guidelines were used? 

The evaluation process included 3 critical steps: 

1 . Identification of reasonable alternatives. 

2. "Threshold screening" of options that do not meet the schedule and institutional 
constraints required of a quick implementation pilot program. 



3. Evaluation of the surviving alternatives based on their financial feasibility, private sector 
preferences, MDT preferences, institutional/legal acceptability and ease of 
implementation. 

Support: "Reasonable" alternatives were determined by employing several criteria, including: 

- private sector preferences/interests 
- MDT preferences 
- Headway data 
- Operating recovery ratio 
- Geographic location of route 
- Number of overlapping/branching routes 

Detailed information used to select, screen and evaluate the alternatives is contained in tabs A, C, F, 
G, H, K, N, T, W, X and Y of the Project Notebook. 

3.2 What options were considered for this study? 

The matrix shown below 
describes a variety of 
concepts that were studied. 
Fixed routes, flexible routes, 
and area-wide dial-a-ride 
services were considered. 
Different degrees and forms 
of regulation were considered, 
ranging from rigid fixed route 
options, to no regulation at all. 
Different ways to inject more 
jitneys into the public 
transportation fa bric of 
Miami-Dade County were 
considered, as well as 
variable forms of public or 
private financing. Fleet mix 
options and different ways to 
address ADA concerns were 
also studied. 

Support: Data for the matrix 
was extrapolated from several 
studies which are included in 
tabs B, C, E, F, G, J, K, Q, R, 
T and Y of the Project 
Notebook. 

JITNEY SERVICE, REGULATORY & IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS 

CATEGORIES OPTIONS PROSPECTS 
IMPLEMENTATION 

RECOMMENDATION PROBLEMS/OPPORTUNmES 

fixed Route Excellent 
Current practice. No major implementation 
problems. Pilot Candidate 

Forms of Presents regulatory Issues and legal 
Jitney Demand Responsive Poor issues relative to taxicabs. future Study 

Service • Route Deviation Service Excellent Current Practice. Piiot Candidate 

Hybrid • Point Deviation Service Poor User comprehension; possible 
infringement on MDTand taxicab 

Future Study 

• Checkpoint Service Poor services; regulatory issues. 

• AllJitneys Fair 
Economically best but fleet quality 

Pilot Candidate 
Fleet Mix 

lacking .Frequency good. 

Options • Jitneys and Buses (Mini·buses) Good Mini· buses can be wheelchair accessible. Pilot Candidate 

• All Buses, or Mini-buses Fair/Good May not be as economical as mixed fleet 
Pilot Candidate quality. Best fleet quality; frequency may suffer. 

Fixed Route Good Current practice. Pilot Candidate 

Forms of 
Hybrid Fixed Route/Subarea Good Current practice. Pilot Candidate 

Regulation Subarea/Right of Entry Poor 
Presents regulatory and legal issues Future Study 
relative to taxicabs. 

Unregulated Open Market 
Presents regulatory and legal issues Future Study 

Poor relative to taxicabs; Infringement on MDT 
Service Areas. 

Remove MDT Route & Good Simple Implementation. Possible ADA Pilot Candidate 
Substitute Jitneys issues. Minimum public-private competition. 

forms of Reduce MDT Route & Easy to implement·· gives users options. 
Introduction Augment Fair 

Pos~ble ADA ~sue~ Competition problems. 
Pilot Candidate 

and Application 
Easy to implement·· gives users options. Augment MDT Route Fair Hurts MDT revenue Profile. Pilot Candidate 

Insertion into unserved area: Unknown probability of profitable future Study' 
• feedernnterconnector Service Poor service areas. No interest by 
• Armervice Poor providers. 

Forms of 
Reverse-bid or Negotiated Fair 

funding source problems; regulatory, future Study 
Subsidized Contracts ADA and labor issues. 

Financing 
Privately Financed Excellent Current practice. Minimum problems. Pilot Candidate 

• Retrofit all Jitneys Poor Not economically possible. Discarded 

ADA Options • ADA same-day Dial-a-ride ~rvke Good Will require subsidy from public and/or Future Study/Pilot candidate private source~ 

• Independent Dial·a·ride Service Good May not be economically feasible for Pilot Candidate small private operators. 

Notes:• Another option would be to use pilot project paratranslt to displace current MDT buses and put MDT buses into an unserved area to test 
and/or establish the market before introducing paratransh or subsidized paratransit. 



3.3 What was the bottom-line conclusion regarding all these alternatives? 

Because of the requirement to develop some pilot projects fairly quickly, many alternatives were 
screened out of consideration fairly readily. The following points represent the best options for 
possible pilot program candidates: 

The best form of jitney service was the current practice: "route deviation" service, where 
jitneys operate on a fixed route, but they are allowed to deviate from this route within certain 
constraints and/or rules. 

The best form of regulation would be the licensing arrangement that is currently in place, with 
some possible modifications to provide more flexibility and more expeditious licensing of 
qualified operators. 

The best form of introduction or "insertion" was judged to be 100% privatization of one or 
more existing MDT routes. Hybrid public-private routes produce some negative competition 
between jitneys and Metrobuses, to the financial detriment of both sectors. However, 
"blended" public-private service arrangements were not ruled out, either. 

Private financing was judged to be the best financing option. 

Mixed-fleet options using jitneys and privatized minibuses were determined to be good pilot 
candidates along with fleets composed of all buses and/or minibuses. "All jitney" fleets were 
also deemed to be acceptable. 

ADA 24-hour reservation dial-a-ride service, currently provided by Miami-Dade's special 
transportation services, was deemed to be a possible solution to ADA issues. 

Support: The conclusions represent the professional analytic efforts of Miller Consulting, Inc. using 
all of the supporting data contained in the Project Notebooks. 

3.4 How can jitney services best be expanded into areas that are currently served by 
MDT routes? 

Several "insertion options" were studied. Options that required major institutional reorganization 
were eliminated because of the time-factor, for now. The "insertion" options were as follows: 

1. Add or expand jitney services along an existing MDT route, without reducing MDT 
services. 

2. Reduce MDT service on a route and expand private jitney and/or minibus services. 

3. Eliminate MDT service on a route and replace it with privatized jitney and/or minibus 
services. 

Support: The "insertion options" were developed by Miller Consulting in cooperation with MPO 
staff, MDT staff and the Jitney providers. Previous studies, contained in tabs B, C, F, G, I, N, Wand 
Y were also relied upon. 



3.5 Can Jitney operators operate minibuses and/or buses? 

No. This can not be done under the current code. 

Support: CSD provided the current code, in tab E of the Notebook 

3.6 Do the jitney operators have any specific MDT routes they would like to operate? 

Yes. Routes 2, 9, 1 O, 17, 27, 36, 77 and 79 were mentioned by the jitney operators. 

Support: Jitney meeting of July 26, 2002. See minutes in tab K. 

3.7 Are all of these routes currently losing money? 

Yes. A table of financial data is presented in Table 1 below. 

Support: Source data from MDT is contained in tab Y of the Project Notebook . 
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54.3% 38.8 $2.68 

9 $7,444 $4,070 54.7% 5,074 41.0 $2.48 

10 Downtown Miami/Little 777.8 66.2 $3,926 $1,859 47.3% 2,457 37.1 $2.26 Haiti/N. Miami Beach 

36 Miami Springs to 1,156.8 101.0 $5,976 $2,681 44.9% 3,436 34.0 $2.09 Omni Bus Terminal 

3.8 Which routes make the most sense for Jitneys to take over? 

From MOT's perspective, the "best" routes for Jitneys are the poorest-performing, financially. From 
the jitney's perspective, the exact opposite is true. This study recommends that a range of 
moderate financial possibilities should be tested. 

Support: Interviews and conferences with MDT and Jitney operators. Please refer to tabs K, T, and 
Y of the Project Notebook. 



3.9 Did MDT suggest any routes? 

Yes. Miami Dade Transit suggested that routes with minimum overlap with other MDT routes be given 
consideration. Suggested routes are listed in table 2, below. Route "A" in the table is a minibus route 
with only two minibuses in operation at present. From the jitney operators list, MDT staff suggested that 
the best route might be route 17, or possibly, route 91. 

Support: Conference and telephone interview with MDT. See tabs, T and Z of Notebook for support. 

3.1 O Why not consider demand-responsive jitneys or hybrid route deviation systems? 

The existing jitney system does, in fact, operate on a hybrid basis: route deviation service is 
provided. Totally flexible jitney service would run afoul of the taxicab industry and its regulations. 

Support: Please refer to CSD- supplied material in tabs E and X regarding existing jitney 
regulations and routes. 

3.11 What is the "Smart Jitney" proposal? 

This is a proposal submitted by Rene A. Gil of Miami Transit Systems, Inc. (dba Conchita's Transit 
Express) which suggests that Route29 be privatized. This proposal includes the leasing of five MDT 
mini-buses for $1.00, coupled with expanded jitney service to provide better headways and more 
frequent service on Route 29 with no government subsidy. The privatization proposal calls for an 
improvement in bus headways from 70 minutes to 30 minutes, and an overall headway using buses 
and jitneys of 1 O minutes, which is extremely frequent service. Hours of operation would increase by 
2.5 hours per day. This proposal should be given consideration for one of the pilot projects. 

Support: Interview with Rene Gil on August 12, 2002. Meeting with Jitney Providers. Proposal 
contained in tab G of Notebook. 

3.12 Can a private company lease federally-subsidized buses without strings attached? 

No. Several "strings" are attached: county asset liquidation procedures and rules must be followed. 
If the vehicles have not reached the end of their useful life, federal rules would also apply. This 
means that the private company would have to bid for the vehicles, and there would be no 
guarantee of a successful bid. 

Support: MDT interviews and Miami Dade procurement/liquidation regulations. FTA liquidation regs. 

3.13 What is a "pilot" program? Is it permanent? 

A pilot program is a "test" of a new concept. It is not permanent. This test would have a duration of 
6 to 12 months, depending on the results achieved. After the pilot "test" is concluded, the pilot 
project could be terminated, modified, and/or expanded. 

Support: Miller ConsultinQ and tab A of Proiect Notebook support this. 



3.14 Why can't the jitneys serve the areas of the county MDT does not serve? 

The unserved areas of the county are currently not served by MDT because they are not productive 
areas in terms of potential transit riders. The jitney providers have expressed no interest in these 
areas because they are believed to be unprofitable. An analysis was performed to map-out the 
unserved areas. Analysis of these areas showed that they were either 1) high income areas unlikely 
to use jitneys, and/or 2) low density areas with very little ridership potential. 

Support: Please refer to tabs K and U of Project Notebook for support. 

3.15 Should subsidized Metrobus service be extended into the unserved areas? 

Possibly, but not necessarily. It should be less expensive to subsidize jitneys or privatized 
minibuses. 

Support: MDT financial data in tab Y supports this. 

3.16 Were jitney service providers contacted to get their suggestions on this study? 

Yes. Jitney providers offered their valuable input to the study. 

Support: Please refer to tab K for support. 

3.17 Why do we have to constrain the expansion of jitney services to whatever can be 
accomplished in a short time frame? 

The time constraint only applies to the pilot project study. If one or more pilot projects are 
implemented, a two-part future study should be undertaken as follows: 

Part 1 - Evaluate the pilot program and make recommendations to collapse or expand the 
program, and how that should be accomplished. 

Part 2 - Study other short-term or long-range jitney/privatization options, including: 
1) total integration of privatized transit services, 
2) subsidized jitney services, 3) contract services, and 
4) other options that could not be studied and 
implemented in a 90 day period. 

Support: Please refer to tab A to support this. 

3.18 Why aren't jitneys helping to provide better accessibility to Metrorail and major activity 
centers? 

Several of the suggested jitney pilot program routes do connect to Metrorail stations. 

Support: Please refer to MDT route map to support this. 



4.1 What are some of the institutional issues for jitneys? 

Institutional issues can arise in four areas: 

Federal labor law (13c) 

Federal operating subsidies and attendant ADA 
requirements (sect. 15) 

ADA requirements, Title II and Title Ill. 

Miami-Dade Consumer Services Department Licensing and Regulation. 

Support: Tabs A, E, J, K, Q, R, and T support this. 

5.1 How many Transit Workers Union (TWU) jobs will be lost? 

None, as a result of this study, and none, as a result of any pilot projects conducted as a result of 
this study. If MDT bus routes are displaced, the displaced buses will be reassigned to other routes, 
so that no jobs will be lost and MOT's overall service stays at current levels. 

Support: Tabs A, K, T, and Z support this. 

6.1 What are "Section 15" funds? 

These are federal operating funds used to subsidize transit operating costs. 

Support: Federal Transit Administration regulations support this. 

6.2 Can't the county benefit from using Jitneys for Section 15 funding? 

Jitney operations are currently counted in order to maximize the County's receipt of Section 15 
federal operating subsidies. 

Support: MDT and Federal regulations support this. 

6.3 What about Section 15 funding? How does this impact the jitney plan? 

No Section 15 funding of jitneys is proposed at this time 

Support: Please refer to section 10.0 of the report for support. 



7.1 What is ADA? 

It is the body of federal regulations designed to insure that disabled persons receive equivalent 
access to transportation and businesses. 

Support: The U.S. Americans with Disabilities Act supports this. 

7.2 Shouldn't all jitneys be forced to install wheelchair lifts? 

In the process of understanding ADA issues, the consultant team interviewed several knowledgeable 
sources in order to understand the advocates' point of view, the regulatory issues and the legal 
issues. Persons interviewed included the following: 

Akira Santo, Division Chief, Federal Transit Administration, ADA Compliance Specialist 
Robert Herman, Senior Advocacy Attorney, Paralyzed Veterans of America 

Will Morales, Management Training, ADA Resource Center 

Richard L. Wong, Attorney-Advisor, Office of the Chief Counsel, Federal Transit 
Administration, O.S. DOT 

Hal Morgan, Director of Education, Taxicab, Limousine and Paratransit Association 

The jitney services, whether federally funded, or not, should have "equivalent" transportation 
available for Americans with disabilities. Forcing every jitney to install a wheelchair lift would not be 
practical for economic reasons. According to local installers, the cost of an installed wheelchair lift on 
a large van is between $10,000 and $12,000. This is about equal to the cost of the van in some 
cases. 

A better solution would be to provide separate vehicles on a reasonably demand-responsive (dial-a
ride) basis for disabled patrons. This service is currently provided and funded by the county. The 
service area for the county's STS service covers the service area of all existing jitney routes. 

Support: Teleconferences with cited sources support this. 

7.3 Does the Atlantic City operation comply with ADA requirements? How? 

All Atlantic City minibuses are wheelchair-accessible and comply with ADA requirements. 

Support: A teleconference with the ACJA president supports this. 

7.4 What happens, relative to ADA issues, if Jitneys receive federal funding, or they 
operate under contract to the county? 

ADA "fleet requirements" come into effect. The jitney provider must provide a percentage of vehicles 
in his/her fleet with ADA access, that is equal to the percentage provided by the county. The 
county's fleet contains about 95% wheelchair-accessible vehicles. 

Support: A meetinq with MDT and ADA personnel on 7/26/02 (Please see tab K) supports this. 



7.5 Can the "fleet requirement" be met by jitneys? 

Only if a jitney service owner converted his fleet to wheelchair - accessible minibuses. 

Support: The meeting on 7/26/02: tab K supports this. 

7.6 Wouldn't minibuses be too expensive for privatized operations? 

Not necessarily. Used minibuses can be purchased for about $25,000 to $50,000 - this is still, far 
less than a Metrobus. 

Support: An Internet search and telephone interview with Transit Plus supports this. A brand new 20 
passenger minibus can be purchased for $50,000 through a pre-bid state contract with Transit Plus. 

8.1 Are jitneys unsafe? Who regulates them? 

The Miami-Dade Consumer Services Department regulates jitneys. Vehicles must be inspected 
regularly and drivers must carry a Florida chauffeurs license. There have been little or no complaints 
about the safety record of the existing jitney providers. It is in their best interest to operate their 
fleets safely. If they don't, their insurance costs can skyrocket and their profits could evaporate. 
Many jitneys are inspected quarterly to make sure their brakes are in good working order and the 
vehicle is roadworthy. Jitney driver's licenses are checked quarterly for suspended licenses, and all 
jitney operators/drivers must undergo police and FDLE background checks. 

Support: Teleconference with CSD and meeting on 8/20/02 (tab T) supports this. 

8.2 Are regulatory changes needed in the Miami-Dade Consumer Service Code? Can 
jitney licensing be expedited? 

The CSD is currently in the process of revising the jitney licensing code to more closely resemble 
the limousine licensing process, which is an all-administrative process. It is believed that the licens
ing 
requirement can be streamlined down to two weeks. 

Support: The meeting on 8/20/02 supports this. 

8.3 Why don't we just do away with all jitney regulations and let the open market dictate? 

This option was evaluated and judged to be too aggressive for a short-term, quick implementation 
pilot project. It is fraught with too many institutional and legal problems. The financial impact on 
existing taxicab franchises and the MDT would be severe. There are numerous legal issues, too. 

Support: Tabs C, E, F, K and T support this. 



8.4 What is the fare charged for jitney service? Is this regulated? 

Jitneys charge $1.25 per passenger per ride. Fares must be communicated to Consumer Services, 
but they are not regulated. 

Support: Tabs D and E support this. 

8.5 Are transfers accepted between Jitneys and Metro-buses? 

Some jitneys do accept transfers. 

Support: Meeting on 7 /26/02 and Tab K support this. 

8.6 What does the Miami-Dade Comprehensive Development Master Plan say about 
jitneys? Does it need to change? 

The Mass Transit Element of Miami-Dade's "Comprehensive Plan" does not contain any 
language that either encourages or discourages privatized jitney services. "Objective 3" talks 
about "utilizing public and private sources of funding for mass transit," but elaborates by 
suggesting a policy supporting a dedicated source of public funding. The appropriate "mix" of 
publicly and privately-funded transit is not explicitly addressed, nor is the long-range role of 
privatization. For example, is it the county's long-range policy to expand privatized jitney and 
minibus service and decrease MDT bus subsidies? Should MOT's bus subsidies increase, stay 
the same, or decrease in relation to expanded privatized transit operations? These issues have 
not yet been addressed by the policies and objectives in the Transit Element. 

Support: The Comp plan/ transit element, Tab L supports this. 

8. 7 What about Puerto Rico's "Publico" jitney system, and other private jitney/minibus 
providers in the Caribbean and South American cities? Can't they be used as models 
for Miami-Dade? 

Yes and no. Foreign private transit services, particularly 2nd world and 3rd world operations, do not 
have to contend with American minimum wage laws and income levels. Their economic fundamentals 
are skewed away from U.S. economic realities. In addition, they do not have to contend with the U.S. 
regulatory framework. Miami-Dade's existing, successful jitney operation is a reasonably good "model" 
to use in the U.S., along with the Atlantic City model. A literature search was conducted which 
included a review of studies that evaluated the transferability of foreign jitney operations to the U.S. 
There is not a lot to learn from foreign applications that is not currently being applied in the U.S. where 
applicable. 

Support: Please see Tabs C, F, M, and W for support. 



9.1 If Jitneys are so profitable, why not replace all MDT routes with jitneys? 

No policy decisions have been made to effectuate or evaluate such a scenario, at this time. This 
study is limited to studying small-scale pilot projects. The actual, observed benefits and disbenefits 
of the pilot projects need to be carefully studied before such a sweeping change could be seriously 
considered. 

Support: Tabs A and L support this. 

9.2 Why are Jitneys profitable and Metrobuses are not? 

The cost of a new Metrobus is approximately $285,000. A jitney can be purchased for as little as 
$10,000 to $15,000, which is a savings of up to $275,000. Furthermore, Miami-Dade Transit bus 
drivers' salaries range from approximately $26,500 to $38,000 per year. Some jitney drivers are 
only paid about $50 per day, which is equivalent to about $13,000 per year. With vehicle costs 
about 20 times greater, and operator costs 100% greater, it is easy to see why Metrobuses require a 
subsidy. This is predominantly the case, nationwide. It is not unique to MDT 

Support: MDT data and Tab B support this. 

9.3 Should jitneys be subsidized? How? 

Time does not permit consideration of this option in the context of a 90 day pilot program study. 
However, this is an option that should be given consideration in a future phase of this study. 

Support: Tabs B, C, F, V, and Y support this. 

9.4 Couldn't jitneys do more if they were subsidized? 

Yes, but the core goal of this phase of the jitney study is to foster privatized profitable jitney 
expansions in selected places where it makes sense to do so. Some jitney subsidy programs might 
be evaluated in future phases of this study. 

Support: Please see support for 9.3. 

9.5 If Metrobus service is reallocated to other routes and it does not decrease, then there are 
no savings in subsidies, right? 

This is true. It is likely that total Metrobus subsidies may increase. Total transit services will also 
increase, however. 

Support: Conservative assumptions by Miller Consulting and historical transit ridership trends 
provided by MDT and Urban Mobility Corporation. 



9.6 What is the bottom line cost to MDT if the Jitney Pilot Program is approved and 
implemented? 

The safest assumption would be to assume that the displaced MDT operating hours are reassigned 
to new routes and that they produce no net increase in revenue on those new routes. At the same 
time the revenue from the preceding existing route would be "captured" by the private sector, 
thereby producing a net loss of MDT revenue equal to the displaced routes revenue, with no 
attendant reduction in total MDT fleetwide operating costs. 

Support: Please see support for 9.5. 

9.7 Shouldn't we be increasing, not decreasing, funding for transit, and expanding 
conventional MDT services? Isn't transit funding falling behind when we should be 
spending more? Aren't we wasting too much money on highways? 

Not necessarily. Increased transit spending is always an option. Miami-Dade Transit is capturing 
about 3.9% of all work trips, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. Work trips are the primary 
contributor to the peak hour urban traffic congestion problem. At the same time, projected spending 
for transit in Miami-Dade County is proposed to represent 66% of all transportation funding over the 
next 25 years, according to a March 2002 report by FHWA/FTA entitled Compilation of Spending 
Data From Adopted Long-Range Plans. There is no question that the County is heavily committed to 
transit spending in the foreseeable future. An argument could be made that transit operating 
subsidies could be reduced a little. This study is intended to suggest some pilot program tests of 
unsubsidized jitney concepts. There is no proposal, within the context of this limited study, to 
significantly reduce or increase long-term transit spending beyond current planned levels. 

Support: Urban Mobility Corporation, U.S. Census, FHWA/FTA. 

9.8 Isn't transit ridership and farebox revenue on the rise nationwide? Shouldn't we be 
increasing MDT operations to respond to increasing transit ridership trends? 

From 1990 to 2000 the number of nationwide work trips on transit declined by 2,000,000 trips. 
Transit market share of work trips declined from 5.27% to 4.73%, a 10.3% drop, nationwide. The 
worsening trends for transit are produced by several continuing trends according to the Urban 
Mobility Corporation: 

More people being able to afford cars. 

Households without cars dropped from 11.5% to 9.3% between 1990 and 2000. 

More households in suburbs 

More jobs in suburbs 

Suburbs poorly served by transit 

Increasing costs of transit 



Irregular work hours and intervening errands on the 
worktrip are not conducive to transit 

Outer suburb growth 

Inner suburb growth 

Central city declines 

No powerful forces at work to counter these trends 

Trends expected to continue absent a cataclysmic 
energy shortage or economic catastrophe. 

These national trends suggest that transit ridership and revenue should continue to decline at the 
national level. This will create more and more pressure to find more economical ways to deliver 
transit services which tend to grow in cost every year. In contrast, and to MOT's credit, MDT 
ridership over the last nine years has increased about 0.2% per year as shown in the graph. The 
question is "how long will MDT be able to "fight off" the national trend? And, "at what expense?" 
Jitneys are one possible answer to expanding transit service at minimum cost to the taxpayer. 
Jitneys should not, necessarily, be viewed as a panacea either. 

Support: Please see above support. 

9.9 What about the half-cent sales tax? Suppose it passes? 

The half-cent sales tax, if passed, will be used to improve Metrobus service on every route. Jitneys 
will still be a cost effective option that should continue to play a significant role in providing a 
powerful mix of public and private transportation services. The sales tax issue will not change the 
fact that jitneys require no taxpayer subsidy. Therefore, jitneys can help extend the purchasing 
power of each tax dollar, whether the sales tax passes, or not. 

Support: MDT information. 

10.1 What are the recommendations of the study? 

The recommendations of the study are as follows: 

1. Two or three pilot projects should be tested, as outlined herein. 

2. The pilot program should involve a comprehensive "before-and-after" evaluation study. 

3. A more comprehensive long-range study of jitney expansion options should be undertaken 
with a view toward possible privatization and contract carries options that may require 
more than 90 days to implement. 

4. The county's licensing process should be streamlined, as is currently planned. 

5. The concept of creating a private "jitney association" similar to some degree, to Atlantic 
City's association should be explored further. 



6. Incentives should be given consideration to encourage/ assist jitney operators to provide 
more and more ADA accessible vehicles. The best way to do this is to provide economic 
incentives for them to install lifts, or convert their vans to minibuses with wheelchair lifts. 
These incentives could take the form of: 

Increasing the 15-passenger limit to 30 passengers for jitneys. This is 
considered a priority action. 

County purchase of jitneys at above-market value if "traded in" for wheelchair 
accessible minibuses. 

Government guaranteed loans for minibuses with lifts. 

Low or no-interest government loans for minibuses. The Florida State 
Infrastructure Bank is one possible source, except that it is overcommitted at 
this time. 

County bonus payment to accessible jitneys who pickup STS riders. (STS service 
costs about $50 per round trip.) 

The county could consider providing grants to jitneys that want to install lifts, or 
convert to wheelchair-accessible minibuses. 

Legislation could be proposed that eliminates the sales tax on private vehicles with 
lifts. 

All of the above. 

7. Consideration should be given to requiring all jitneys to have working 
air conditioning at each inspection. 

Support: Miller Consulting recommendations are based on all of the data in the executive summary 
and the Project Notebooks. 

10.2 What criteria were used to make the pilot program recommendations? 

Feasibility, in a nutshell. Recommendations in this phase of the study must be able to be implemented 
quickly, and with minimum regulatory activity. Cost feasibility, patronage, ease of implementation, agency 
preferences, private sector appetites, and interconnection to rail stations were considered. 

Support: Criteria were gleaned from numerous sources, including, but not limited to Tabs F, G, H, K, O, 
P, Q, A, and Y. 

10.3 What kinds of things would be evaluated in the event that a 
jitney pilot project were implemented as a "test" project? 

If the pilot project recommendations are implemented, "before-and-after" studies should be 
conducted. These studies should analyze consumer satisfaction, comfort, convenience, cost, 
service, schedule adherence, frequency of service, and so on. All traditional measures of transit 
performance and consumer satisfaction should be studied. More detailed evaluation measures are 
contained in the Project Notebook. 

Support: Please refer to Tab Pin the Notebooks. 



10.4 What pilot projects are recommended? 

The following pilot projects have been recommended by the consultant, after consultation with 
Miami-Dade Transit: 

1. Route 29 should be privatized and the "Smart Jitney" proposal should be given 
consideration, subject to obtaining satisfactory service guarantees, and provided an 
economically feasible way can be found for the provider to lease or purchase 
minibuses. 

2. In addition to Route 29, two or more of the following routes should be "tested:" Routes 
"A", 17, 33, and 73 should be given consideration for privatization using a combination 
of jitneys and minibuses, on a "pilot program" basis. All four routes do not necessarily 
have to be tested. 

Support: Please see support for 10.1. 
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Facsimile: (954) 979-4818 

E-Mail: mteam 1@bellsouth.net 
http:/ Jwww.mi/ler-consulting,com 

Re: Paratransit Pilot Program 
MCI Project No.: 1105.WOl 8 

Please find enclosed, a preliminary, subject-to-change, for-discussion-only, handout for our upcoming 
meetings. 

We respectfully request your comments and ideas on this handout (No. 1) 

At his point we are about 60% through reviewing data provided by you and our NTIS search. We believe 
we have uncovered the most relevant parts of the data provided, and we have xeroxed these and included 
them in the handout as an appendix. 

We also feel that we have uncovered a fairly comprehensive array of tactical paratransit options, along with 
corresponding arrays ofregulatory, insertion, and financing options. Our intention is to present these 
alternatives, on a very preliminary/no-final-decisions basis, and obtain everyone else's input and the ideas 
relative to: 

1. What we've left out, 

2. What makes the most sense for a 90-day pilot program, and 

3. What should we relegate to a future in-depth study, based on the short time frame available? 

Before we take this to the meetings, however, we \Vould like the MPO's input as well as the DOT. If you 
could turn this around in a couple of days, it would be appreciated. 

Thanks. 

cc: Ken Jeffries 

"creating value for our clients 1-vith ingenuity, creativity and excellence" 
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Paratransit Provider Meeting 

1. J:2escribe current practice 

DRAFT 
POSSIBLE AGENDAS 

2. Recommended changes to regulations 

-Fixed route, flex-route, subarea, open market 

3. Minimum ridership levels for profitability 

-Is $120 to $125/day the correct gross revenue requirement for a Jitney 

4. Recommendations for Pilot Program 

5. Long-term recommendations 

Consumer Services Meeting 

1. List possible regulatory changes 

2. Discuss feasibility/timetable of possible changes 

3. Recommendations for Pilot Program 

4. Long-term recommendations 

MDT Meeting 

1. Review route displacement options 
-100% displacement 
-partial 
-actual routes 
-cost coverage ratios 

2. Review possible use of displaced equipment 
-new unserved areas 
-congested routes 

3. MDT recommendations for Pilot Program 
-specific routes/areas 
-regulatory changes 

"creating value for our clients '1-vith ingenuity. creativity and excellence" 
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EXCERPTS FROM AVAILABLE DATA 

Appendix A: CUTR Report, 1999 



JITNEY SERVICES PILOT PROGRAM 

JITNEY SERVICE, REGULATORY & IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS 

CATEGORIES OPTIONS PROSPECTS IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATlON 
PROBLEMS/OPPORTUNITlES 

Fixed Route Excellent Current practice. No major implementation problems. Pilot Candidate 

Demand Responsive Poor Presents regulatory issues and legal issues relative to taxicabs. Future Study 

Forms of Jitney Service • Route Deviation Service Excellent Current Practice. Pilot Candidate 

Hybrid • Point Deviation Service Poor User comprehension; possible infringement on MDT and taxicab services; Future Study 

• Checkpoint Service Poor 
regulatory issues. 

All Jitneys Fair Economically best, but fleet quality lacking. Frequency good. Pilot Candidate 

Fleet Mix Options Jitneys and Buses (Mini-buses) Good Mini-buses can be wheelchair accessible Pilot Candidate 

All Buses or Mini-Buses Fair/Good May not be as economical as mixed fleet quality. Best fleet quality; Pilot Candidate 
frequency may suffer 

Fixed Route Good Current practice. Pilot Candidate 

Forms of Regulation Hybrid Fixed Route/Subarea Good Current practice. Pilot Candidate 

Subarea/Right of Entry Poor Presents regulatory and legal issues relative to taxicabs. Future Study 

Unregulated Open Market Poor Presents regulatory and legal issues relative to taxicabs; Infringement on Future Study 
MDT Service areas. 

Remove MDT Route & Substitute Jitneys Good Simple implementation. Possible ADA issues. Minimum public-private Pilot Candidate 
competition 

Forms of Introduction and Application Reduce MDT Route & Augment Fair Easy to implement - - gives users options. Possible ADA issues. Competition Pilot Candidate 
problems. 

Augment MDT Route Fair Easy to implement - - gives users options. Hurts MDT revenue profile. Pilot Candidate 

Insertion into unserved area Poor future Study . Feeder/Interconnector Service Unknown probability of profitable service areas. No interest by providers. 

. Area service Poor 

Forms of Financing Reverse-bid or Negotiated Subsidized Contracts Fair Funding source problems; regulatory, ADA and labor issues. Future Study 

Privately Financed Excellent Current practice. Minimum problems. Pilot Candidate 

ADA Options Retrofit all Jitneys Poor Not economically possible Discarded 

Public-Private same-day Dial-a-ride service Good Will require subsidy from public and/or private sources. Pilot Candidate 

Private collective same-day ADA dial-a-ride service Fair Could cut into economic viability of jitneys. Pilot Candidate 

Independent Private Dial-a-ride Service Good May not be economically feasible for small private operators. Pilot Candidate 

T:\1105· GPC 06\1 IOS.\\'18 - Paratransit\1'.btrix on Paratr;msil & Regul:J.tory Implementation Options wpd 
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Executive Summary 

This report presents the findings 8.11d conclusions of a study of the Miami 

jitneys, undertaken 8f the request of the Federal Transit Administmdon (FTA). 

The study was commissioned by FTA Mministro.tor Brian Clymer, who tMrlier had 

offere<i to work with the Metropolitan Dade Transit Agency (MOTA) o.nd the 

private jitney operators to determine •how private minibus se~s tnlght be most 

productively integrated into Dade Coumys public transportation system. 

Private jitneys have been a part of Mls.mrs transportation scene tor mm;y ,Y84ra. 

Their origins CM be traced to the pre-World War II days, when minority entr& 

preneurs begM to serve residents of low income neighborhoods located beyond 

the reach of the strootcars. Over the yt:Ul!S, a number of jitney servlc6s=li!&r.e».· 

censed by the County to provide service along deslgmited routes:Wf11Chrwetv 

not served by public transit 

In 1989 the Florida State legislature enacted a sm.tute prohibiting .~ 

ments from regulating private passenger motor ca!rlers engaged in ·~ 

transportation service. Since Dade County includes l! numoor of fncO<pomted 

mun ic ip8.f iti es, private operators took a.dve.ntage of the st4tutoly loophalfJ to 

launch unlicensed 'intercity" jltmly services within mooopolltsn MtamJ, ccnt"l6Cting 

various municipalities, such as the City ofMiami, Mi8.mi Beech, H/:8.kMh ttnd 

eoraJ--&bles.- A--mass-ofunlicens&d-jitooysffooded -tlw -Miamf-~ ~--In 

the Spring of 1990. 

In order to put an end to this rapid prollfemtlon of~-·~ tf1fl 

Florida state /&gis/atura passed a corrective s.mendment Jim/ting ttw~ 

exemption to •intercounty" ~ and Dade County ~~down 

on the unlie&nsed )ltM-f-~ by.Jrnpcx#1dlng~veb{cJes tor._.,,....,. 



of ti7e Motor C8mer·Code, notably ta1/ure to obtain a Certrfics.ta of Trrm 

The restJ/ts. of-the County's enforcement campaign, hcw.10ver, 1vBre largely 

unsuccessful. While the .CDurtty's crackdown forced some marginal operators out. 

of business, on the whole the jitney operatiqns continued to thri'M. Impounded 

vehicles would be quickly roc/a.im&d and placed back in servic-e. 

At Issue are conflicting views as to the role and impdct of 100 jitney opera

tions. The private operators claim tfw.t jitneys ttnd Matrobuses serve two distinct 

msrkats, and thus there is no major conflict ~~n the two systems. Thtl jitney 

cl/enta/e, they contend, is attracted ta tf16 /ltrnJys OOclwsfJ ~ f:l.ffitt ~ 

qualities that ore lacking in the public transit system. These ~ ~ 

wW?ng times, faster trip times, patrons~ nbfTlty to flag vehlc/fJs ttr«ny woorcome~ 

and to get off at will; and the drivers' lI.bllity to communicate with and assist non

English speaking patrons - a not unimportant asset In a cJty ~ contaJns,;e 

/8.1TJ6 immigrant population. All thes& fui.ctors, claim private~ 

generated new customers for the Jftrn1i1s - a mtUket· th4t only ~J&

sponds to Metrobus service. But ~a If a OfNtaln overf8p did~ 

Jitney operators, paro.Jlel and competftNa jitney and public transJtr~ 

enhance personal mobility and l!f9 in · tf10 public interest. 

County authorities, on the other fuu td, contend thm jitney ~ 

choose to operate on/}' in the profittibfe corridors 8.I1d would lnevtfif'tJt/~ 

passengers from public transit. Th9'f also fear that the jitneys~ to 

operate on/yooring periods of peak d&rmmd, but not during ~-..ad 

on ~nds. Thus, MDTA would be r&qulre-d to op«ate "Joslng t&it..·ana 
~ without offsetting raven~ from JJ6-lLk f)Miod $M'/ce ~~ 

corridors. 

To shed some light on this ·debate, the study IHJt.·out to~"b 

folJcwlng questlons: 



• Have-· the j itt7eys created a malket of 'their own, or ht.we they merely 

"skimmoo otr riders from tho Metrobuses? 

• What-Impact have the jitneys had on Affltrobus ridership, revenue Md 

subsidy requirements? 

• How can the jitneys be integrated into Dade County's public tro.ns

portation system without adversely affecting tfffl Metrobus operations? 

The Jitney Market 

The study has found that the jitneys cs.ny ttn ttVf1flfgfJ of 110-125 ~ 

g9f'S per vehicle per !Jay, and the jitney fhtet as a whole, consJstlng-Of rHt4rly 400 

vehicles, carries 1!11 estimated 43,000 - 49,000 riders per weekd«y or.·trppfOXi-

mately 946,000 - 1,078,000 .riders per month. This represents 11pproxJrlutt8!y 23-

27 percent of the current weekday Metrobus ridership of 183,0008!1d18-20 

percent of the current weekday public transit system ridership (Metrobus. 

Metrorail, Metromover 8!1d P81'81ronsit) of 244,000. 

This empirically. derived ridership esti~ ~ /ndependentJy:Wlldated by 

811 analysis of the jitney operttting costs. These were1.-found~to~the~ of 

$ 70-7 5 per day. This f1l6lJl1S thtlt a jitney must geneea111 :70·:to:fRiJ1dfra·:Pf11-'day 

just to break even. At the 8SSUfT1ed aw:mge productivity of -1:1();4~$..~ 

f)fJr vehicle per day, the jitney driver woold &Mn a net protit· ·of ·onft~ per 

d8.y, or roughly the equivBJerrt of a minimum wage. The op6rllting.·cost.analys}s 

supports the conclusion that the empirically d&rived estirrntf8 of4a000 - 49,000 

passenger trips per weekday represents a COllSelW!tlve estimate .of.systemwide 

jitMy ridership. 

An independent SUfWY, conducttKf lot th6 Study~~ 

Science Research Inc. of Miami, strongly ~,~JitfiYs.:JJave-dtveJ. 

oped a market of their own, rather than merely sJphoiJtld olf'ddersJtom.the 

public bus system. For example, motW1han Mr-
-11.1-



While the jitneys have undeniably deprived the Metrobus system of some 

o[XJrating revenue, no adjustments in bus service app<JM to have bfffln ma.do in 

response to tfJe loss of.ridership. Docroasing the level of service in the affected 

corridors to · meet .the lower demand could have attenuarod. the fina.nciel impac( 

of the ndership diversion, and provided MOTA with .1 possibility of realigning 

service to other parts of the County. 

Jltnoy lntagratlon 

Can the jitneys be integrated into Dade County's pub/Jc transportation 

system without adve(Se/y affecting the Metrobus systam?·roo 8.f1SW"6r to this 

question will be sought in the last phase of the Study. Recent events, . however, 

suggest that the answer hinges on political as well 4S technlcaJ considerations. 

In March 1992, the County Manager proposed th8t private jitneys be a.flowed to 

provide Joce.J service in three heavily traveled corridors., while Metrobuses .would 

provide limited-stop service. According to the County:ManaQer, .sttbsldy.re;qwre

merrts in the three corridors would decroase by more th41'1T$2tmJ/fJOn, Bl/owing 

MOTA to realign service to other pans of.the system. The-County:·Bosrd of 

Commissioners was not convinced: it voted the propossI·dowrrll:ta:vote of six 

to one. 

Since then, County enforcemeltt efforts have continued ~die 

"sweeps• which impound unlicensed jitneys. These efforts appe4f.to have been 

largely unsuccessful, however, in deterring jftney operations. frn:fee<i, the number 

of unlictJnsadjitneys is reported to be·increasing steadily, suggesting-that the 
·:< 

jitney me.rkf.Ji'iS still growing. Strong public OOmtmd for Jitney seMces virtually 

guarantees their continued existen~, and increases the 1Jke1Jhood.pt.an eventual 

negotktted compromise. 



indicated-that· they always nde the jitney"" and only 31" percent said they use 

"whichover vehicle wriv.as first.• EquaJty significe.nt was the response of oVtJr 30 

percent of the.~p/ed riders, that they would use some other mode of trove/ 

rather than the- Metmbus if the jitney was not available 

The survey also throws some light on the makeup of the jitney market 

Jitney riders are predominantly /ow-income workers (a.bout 78% of the sample 

eam .below $20,000/yoor), with a large proportion of recent immigrants (63% of 

the S8.ITJp/e are non-English speaking). Many of thtJse riders undoobt&dly find the 

jitneys a more tam/liar- and perhaps a more ~nJal- form of,~ 

than the Metrobuses._ Other riders WTJ.dro.wn to the jitneys OOcru.rse ·thfty:~ 

to their destination faster (65% of respondents) orb~ tilft}' tuYJ.~ 

sive (21%). The survey provides strong evidence tmtttlw jJtiieys ~~bfMD 

successful in cwving out an independent market niche, and that they have tfeyef 

oped a loyal clientale tf18t considers the jitneys their travel mode of choJ.ce 

The Impact of the Jitneys on tM M6trob<Js Systt!m 

The study has found that the recent influx of unlioonsea. ptr:Hwr hafbad 

soroo negative impact on. Mettobus ··rid6fsh/p 8.lld teWnLH!. w~ ~ 

the Metrobus system decl/Md by 2SJ,500 ridM from Its {16ak ridership Irr FebrUttry 

1990. HO¥t&Ver, this declioo ~ with a faro increase .Jn ~-1990. 

which could be expected to have had some adverse effect on~ rider, 

ship. During 1990-the Metrobus system suffered a net Joss o/ 6,.fOO dallyrtaeJS. 

and dunng .iJllU~ the time of the most rapid prolifen!tion of ti1fJ ~~ 

net loss of 6,aoo tiders. Allowing tor the effects of tha fare ~ IJ {j etfim.tl:t:' 

oo that tmt total of Metrobus riders diYert«i to the JJtneys ~ pjdQd 

represents not more than 45-50 percent of~ cummt dll1ly" ~~ 

43,000-49,000. The Jhtrobus ridership~ provides an~ 

confirmation of the conclusJon th4t the jitneys h4W t1'.pped a new matketAt><rthat 

th6ir impact on .the M«robus system has not~ 
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JU emorandum 

To: Jesus Guerr 

From: Craig Mille 

36 l 0 Park Centro/ Boulevard North 
Pompano Beach. Florido 33064 

Telephone: (954) 979-4799 
Facsimile: (954 ) 979-4818 

E-Mail: mteom l@bellsouth.net 
http: //www.mifler-consulting.com 

Date: June 10, 2002 

Re: Paratransit Pilot Program 
MCI Project No.: 1105.W018 

Please find enclosed, a preliminary, subject-to-change, for-discussion-only, handout for our upcoming 
meetings. 

We respectfully request your comments and ideas on this handout (No. 1) 

At his point we are about 60% through reviewing data provided by you and our NTIS search. We believe 
we have uncovered the most relevant pmis of the data provided, and we have xeroxed these and included 
them in the handout as an appendix. 

We also feel that we have uncovered a fairly comprehensive array of tactical paratransit options, along with 
corresponding arrays ofregulatory, insertion, and financing options. Our intention is to present these 
alternatives, on a very preliminary/no-final-decisions basis, and obtain everyone else's input and the ideas 
relative to: 

1. What we've left out, 

2. What makes the most sense for a 90-day pilot program, and 

3. What should we relegate to a future in-depth study, based on the short time frame available? 

Before we take this to the meetings, however, we vvould like the MPO's input as well as the DOT. If you 
could turn this around in a couple of days, it would be appreciated. 

Thanks. 

cc: Ken Jeffries 

"creating value for our clients with ingenuity, creativity and excellence" 

T 1105· GPC' D6 110:' WIS · P;u.ilrJnsit•Jcsus Guc:rra memo re pir;l\rJmil uud) Slalus.wpd 



Paratransit Provider Meeting 

1. Describe cunent practice 

DRAFT 
POSSIBLE AGENDAS 

2. Recommended changes to regulations 

-Fixed route, flex-route, subarea, open market 

3. Minimum ridership levels for profitability 

-Is $120 to $125/day the cotTect gross revenue requirement for a Jitney 

4. Recommendations for Pilot Program 

5. Long-term recommendations 

Consumer Services Meeting 

1. List possible regulato1y changes 

2. Discuss feasibility/timetable of possible changes 

3. Recommendations for Pilot Program 

4. Long-term recommendations 

MDT Meeting 

1. Review route displacement options 
-100% displacement 
-partial 
-actual routes 
-cost coverage ratios 

2. Review possible use of displaced equipment 
-new unserved areas 
-congested routes 

3. MDT recommendations for Pilot Program 
-specific routes/areas 
-regulatory changes 

"creating value for our clients v.:ith ingenuity, creativity and excellence" 
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EXCERPTS FROM AVAILABLE DATA 

Appendix A: CUTR Report, 1999 
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A study of the Feasibility of Using Expressway Authority Funding to Underwrite 
Transit Vehicle Purchases to Increase Transit Availability in Miami-Dade County 

Prepared for the Miami Urbanized Area Metropolitan Planning Ol'ganization 

By 

The Center for Urban Transportation Research 

University of South Florida 

January 1999 
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FEASIBILITY STUDY: A PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP FOR 
TRANSIT VEHICLE PURCHASING AND LEASING 

A Study-of the Feasibility of Using Expressway Authority Funding to Underwrite 
Transit Vehicle Purchases to Increase Transit Availability in Miami-Dade County 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

This report has been written in response to a scope of services prepared by the Miami Urbanized 
Area Metropolitan Planning Organization in August 1998. The scope calls for detem1ining the 
feasibility of using Miami-Dade Expressway Authority funds to serve as the local match for federal 
grants to purchase small transit vehicles. These vehicles would then be leased to private or public 
sector operators to provide additional public transit services that would complement existing transit 
services. Those entities leasing the vehicles would be required to pay back the local match to the 
Expressway Authority over time to satisfy bondholders of the Authority. A primary interest of the 
scope is to explore the feasibility of employing this financing scheme with private jitneys. In short. 
this project examines how minimal public funds from the Miami-Dade Expressway Authority can 
be leveraged to help generate additional, alternative transit services to help reduce traffic congestion 
in Miami-Dade County. 

SUMMARY 

The Expressway Authority's recently adopted five yem plan does not anticipate this type of project. 
While the concept for such a project might be considered in the intermediate future, the emphasis 
and priority of the Authority during the next five years is to address traffic congestion on the 
highways for which they are responsible. Any project the Authority funds would have to result in 
improved traffic flow on their expressways. In addition_, it should be noted that the Expressway 
Authority would be subject to the same federal restrictions and regulations as Miami-Dade County 
if federal funds were used to purchase the vehicles. However, this does not mean the concept 
couldn't be pursued with Miami-Dade County as the sponsor. There are numerous potential 
applications for "partnering" between the County and public or private entities that could resul t in 
increased mobility for :tv1iami-Dade residents. 



EXAMPLES OF JITNEY SERVICES IN THE UNITED STA TES 

This report attempted to detennine if there were any public-private funding partnerships bct\veen 
public transportation agencies and jitney operators in the United States that might provide "lessons" 
for Miami-Dade County. \Vhile this research was not exhaustive. it became clear that jitney service. 
in all but a handful of cities, is an extremely small component of transportation services in this 
country. In fact, in most cities where they operate, jitneys are technically illegal. However. this 
research found three examples of partnerships ben.veen public transportation authorities and private 
jitney operators. The following text summarizes the findings from reviewing jitney operations in 
eight different urban areas. 

San Diego, California 

Jitneys are legal in San Diego. Jitney operators may propose routes which are then reviewed by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Development Board (MTDB), the regional transit planning and 
operating authority. Their review helps ensure the jitneys would not be going the wrong direction 
on one way streets, or travel on streets that will be closed for construction. While they are 
discouraged from operating on the exact same routes as the transit system. they are not prohibited 
from doing so. There are separate stops for jitneys and buses in the downtown area to avoid 
potential congestion and confusion. Jitney operators are allowed to set their own fares, and must 
display the fares on the inside and outside of the vehicle. Fares are usually a little lower than those 
charged by the public transit system in the San Diego area. There is no fare reciprocity between the 
jitneys and the public transit system (no transfers are accepted between services). While the MTDB 
does nothing to prohibit jitney service, they do not promote or market its availability, nor do they 
subsidize the service in any way. 

In the 1980's, there were as many as 100 jitneys operating in San Diego. The primary routes linked 
military installations and the Mexican border with downtown, the airport, and major tourist 
attractions. This market flourished for a few years before the closure and/or downsizing of military 
bases, and the opening of the San Diego Trolley from downtown to the l\!lexican border. There are 
now approximately 20 jitneys operating in the San Diego area, virtually all serving the international 
border area at San Ysidro (the busiest port of entry in the world with approximately 30,000 
pedestrians a day crossing the border). Passengers are using the jitneys (usually 15-passenger vans) 
to get to and from the border and communities other than the downtown. 

The jitneys in San Diego clearly serve a niche market of Hispanic passengers who need mobility to 
access communities within just a few miles of the border. Collectively. these jitneys tend to do quite 
well, carrying approximately 1,000 passengers a day. Although jitneys are allowed to establish 
service that duplicate transit routes, none do. There is a good level of transit service in the San 
Diego area, and given the lack of fare reciprocity between jitneys and transit. there is little interest 
in utilizing jitney services in any areas other than ethnic pockets . 
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Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

Jitneys are completely illegal in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, but hundreds are reported to be in the area. 
There might be approximately 30 that operate at any one time in the course of a normal day. Jitney 
operation is informal and unofficial. They serve as a transportation supplement. primarily in 
minority neighborhoods that taxis allegedly avoid (while focusing on the airport and hotels). Jitneys 
are unregulated and have been operating for over 50 years. The city apparently turns a blind eye to 
the practice. It seems to be common kno'""ledgc that a crackdovrn would cause an uproar. Howe\'er. 
the local cab companies '"'ould protest any jitney's request for an official license. Hence. the current 
informal practices simply continue as a practical compromise that all parties seem to be able to live 
with. There is no thought of pursuing public/private partnerships with jitneys. and there is no fare 
reciprocity between jitneys and the public transit system. 

In Pittsburgh, jitney operators usually use station wagons instead of vans. While some of the service 
involves shared rides, most trips involve station wagons carrying one passenger for the purpose of 
shopping. The station wagons are typically about ten years old. Fares are negotiated for each trip 
and usually range from $2 to $4. Jitney operators almost always own their vehicles and are retired 
or work on a part time basis. According to city staff, jitney operators can make up to $40 an hour 
if they have regular customers. While some jitneys operate in the downtown area and pick up non
scheduled hails, the majority of service seems· more personalized, akin to offering their neighbors 
rides to the grocery store. 

As in San Diego, transit service in the Pittsburgh area is quite good, with transit eqjoying as much 
as a 50% mode split in the downtown area (according to Richard Fedder of the Transit Planning 
Division of the Port Authority of Allegheny County). However, there are certain niche markets 
within minority communities that find the jitney services to be convenient and practical for limited 
trip purposes that are either not served by taxis. or would require very inconvenient transfers on the 
local transit system. 

Atlantic City, New Jersey 

The most successful application of jitney services in the nation occurs in Atlantic City. Service on 
this 48 block long barrier island has been in place since 1915. Since 1917. the number of licenses 
has been limited to 190. Although the city provides oversight in matters dealing with fares, routing. 
and licensing, these jitneys operate in a self-regulated manner through the Atlantic City Jitney 
Association. The jitneys are completely unsubsidized, but provide high quality service at a profit. 
with virtually no other public transit services in the area. There are tlu·ee fixed routes serving the city 
with no fixed schedule. However, service in the peak is provided once every three minutes, and off
peak service is provided approximately every six minutes . 

.., 
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Every jitney operator is also the owner of the vehicle. No subcontracting is allowed. Fares are $1.50 
per trip . The 190 jitneys, which are converted bread trucks that carry 15 passengers . enjoy a 
ridership of 11 million trips per year. One of the major distinctions of this service is that it carries 
middle class residents, most of whom ovm cars. Most passengers work at the casinos. hotels. and 
restaurants along the m~jor corridors of the island, and utilize the jitneys even though they 0\\11 cars. 
and despite cheap parking. Drivers earn enough profit to live middle class life styles. while usualh· 
working only 30 hours a week. 

The Atlantic City Jitne)' Association provides member services including a jitney station and garage 
(where all routes begin, multiride tickets can be purchased, route maps are available, etc.), vehicle 
maintenance, on-site fuel, group liability insurance, and a drivers' cafeteria. The Association elects 
its own Board of Directors that sets internal policies and provides street supervision. The 
Association has adopted strictly enforced operating practices and rules of conduct. for instance, a 
driver cannot pass another driver on a route unless the jitney vehicle in front is stopped while picking 
up or ~rapping off passengers. They also have their own traffic court to deal with complaints. and 
are not reluctant to hand out stiff fines and suspensions to members if warranted. 

In short, in Atlantic City there is high quality jitney service that is privatized and requires minimal 
government oversight and no govenunent subsidies. The Association adopts policies that promote 
efficiency and fairness, and avoid the practices of cuttlu·oat competition, skimming. and overly 
aggressive driving. There is no publicly subsidized transit services to compete with or to 
complement. As Robert Cervera notes in his book Paratransit in America; 

"Atlantic City demonstrates that successful fixed-route (para)trnnsit is possible if 
high-quality services are delivered. Part of the success is attributable to Atlantic 
City's unique history, physical layout and character. However. a large part is also 
due to the entrepreneurial drive of jitney owner-operators and the evolution of an 
internal organizational structure that promotes self-regulation and self-enforcement". 

New York City, New York 

Atlantic City might provide the most successful example of jitney operations in the United States, 
but the most prominent utilization of jitneys occurs in New York City. Estimates of the number of 
jitneys operating in Nevv York City range from 2AOO to 5.000. Of course. New York City has the 
highest concentration of public and private transit services in the country (if not the world). 
Typically refen-ed to as "vans",jitneys in Ne\V York City do not have a long history of operations. 
Jitneys first came to prominence during a transit strike in 1980 when vans in Queens began 
providing feeder service to the Long Island Railroad station in Jamaica. These vehicles continued 
in operation after the strike. with service provided along some of Queens' busiest bus routes. The 
service appeals most to immigrants from the Carribean. All jitneys in Ne\V York City operate 
without public subsidy. and there is no fare reciprocity \Vith the public transit system. 
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Jitneys in New York City nonnally provide one of two types of service. The" feeder vans" normally 
operate within neighborhoods, providing relatiYcly short trips for people. to sub\vay stations and 
neighborhood activity centers. The "commuter vans" provide longer trips for people who are trying 
to access Manhattan from the outer boroughs of the city. The feeder vans normally charge a dollar 
per ride, while the commuter vans charge as much as $4 per ride. In the area of Jamaica, Queens 
alone, it is estimated that up to 350 vans can-y as many as 25,000 passengers a day. The commuter 
vans are estimated to number approximately 1.000 and carry up to 17,000 passengers a day. 

Until 1994, the New York State Department of Transportation had jurisdiction over vehicles larger 
than taxis but smaller than buses. NYSDOT evaluated requests on a case-by-case basis and granted 
legal authority through a Certificate of Convenience and Necessity to jitney operators able to show 
a demand for their services. However, numerous jitneys without authorization also operated, often 
without observing laws and regulations governing vehicles and drivers who carry passengers for 
hire. It has been estimated that no more than one out of ten j ltneys that operate in the city have a 
Certificate of Convenience and Necessity. In 1994. the city enacted local legislation that transferred 
responsibility for jitney regulation and enforcement from the state to New York City. The city 
adopted several strong regulations that are intended to control the operation of jitneys. such as: 

• Jiti~eys must provide service on a prearranged basis only; street hails are not permitted. 

• Jitneys are not permitted to solicit, pick up, or discharge passengers at any points along a 
NYCTA or private fixed-bus route. 

• Seizure of a vehicle by a police officer or deputized agent of the Taxi and Limousine 
commission is permitted if there is reasonable cause to believe that it is being operated as a 
jitney without a license. 

There have been virtually no certificates issued to jitneys since the city took O\'cr regulation of these 
vehicles in 1994. In spite of this, the illegal jitneys continue to operate because there are not enough 
regulatory resources to discourage the overwhelming number of operators from continuing their 
service. The subject of jitney regulation is hotly contested in New York City. Integration of jitneys 
into the public transportation system is the long-term goal, although there are various opinions 
concerning how this will be accomplished. \Vhile issues of safety are paramount. there is a 
recognition that the jitneys are part of the landscape. and an extremely harsh approach of regulation 
may not be the best strategy. The need for consistent enforcement is acknowledged along with the 
need for a path for jitney operators with good safety records to become legal. The jitneys are 
perceived as convenient, fast, inexpensive, and desirable for many riders. The employment 
opportunities offered to the communities in \vhich vans operate are recognized by politicians. If 
nothing else. New '{ork City transit has modified its fores and services to be more competitive with 
the services that jitneys provide. However, they have not yet identified how the two types of public 
and private sen·ices can be made to better complement each other. 
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Puerto Rico 

Puerto Rico's paratransit services represent a model somewhere between Atlantic City and lvfiami. 
In Atlantic City, jitneys are essentially self-regulated through an association of owner-operators. 
They are the only form of public transit available, they are completely unsubsidized. and they 
operate at a reasonable profit. In Miami, jitneys are a relatively small component of the pubic transit 
services available to the public. They are more heavily regulated by a public body. and no public 
assistance of any kind is provided. 

In Puerto Rico, jitneys, known as "publicos", are a substantial component of the transportation 
system. The 12.000 publicos can-y twice as many passengers (120,000 per day) as the Metropolitan 
Bus Authority. Passengers are generally lower income and a large percentage do not own autos. 
However, jitney's market share of all passenger trips has declined from 9 .2 percent in 1 964 to 3. 7 
percent in 1990 as automobile ownership on the island increases. 

Publicos are heavily regulated by a Public Service Commission that controls fares, routes, and issues 
medallions based on needs and public convenience. The Public Service Commission imposes 
penalties for unsafe vehicles and unacceptable behavior. In addition to public regulation, there are 
also private publico associations that purchase common commodities, coordinate tem1inal usage, and 
pool resources for common objectives. 

Puerto Rico differs from other American experiences by virtue of its public investments in facilities 
used by publicos, and the economic incentives it offers to owners of publicos. Puerto Rico 
recognizes the substantial passenger benefits offered by publicos, as well as the substantial 
govenm1ental savings publicos provide through their service. Consequently, the government 
provides terminal facilities that allow the publicos to offer more organized, safe, and attractive 
service. The government provides supervision at these terminals as wclL to help assure more 
consistent service. In addition, the government provides low interest loans, excise tax exemptions 
on vehicle purchases, and discounts on vehicle registration fees. 

It is anticipated that service patterns of some of the publicos will be altered when the new light rail 
system referred to as the "Tren Urbano" is opened. More publicos are likely to serve as feeders to 
the light rail line. 

Houston, Texas 

Jitneys \Vere banned in Houston for almost 70 years until 1994 when U.S. District Judge John D. 
Rainey permanently enjoined the city from enforcing an ordinance banning "shared-ride taxi 
services" from city streets, saying it 1,.vas arbitrary, outdated, and served no purpose. The judge found 
in favor of the Landmark Legal Foundation Center for Civil Rights \vho filed the lawsuit on behalf 

~ ~ 

of a jitney operator who had been shut down by the city. The 1v1etropolitan Transit Authority of 
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Han·is County (l'vietro) worked with cab operators. the city. and potential jitney operators to design 
services tha!_ would be complementary to the transit agency, while feasible for the jitney operators. 
Metro defined six transit corridors in which they felt there would be good demand for jitney types 
of service which ·would be allowed to go off- route to provide passengers with a customized service 
that was relatively fast and efficient. 

The jitney service, known as "Fastrak", is separate from other Metro services. and there is no fare 
reciprocity. In addition to identifying corridors that Metro thought would be productive for jitneys. 
the agency also agreed to provide a subsidy of $25 per day for each vehicle in operation. The jitney 
operator was to keep all the fares t~ey collected, as well as the $25 provided by Metro, if they 
provided service at least six hours a day, Monday through Friday. Metro required that the vehicles 
used by the contractor be no more than five years old. The vehicles used are seven-passenger 
minivans. Metro has also equipped the vehicles with Automated Vehicle Locating devices. which 
allows the agency to confirm that the vehicles are in service where and when they are supposed to 
be. 

Only one jitney operator submitted proposals to provide service. That operator has been in service 
since 1997, and carried about 125 passengers a day at its peak on each of two vehicles that operate 
from 8 a.m. to 6 p.m. in a coITidor with substantial transit service (five minute headways provided 
by articulated buses). After the jitneys had been in service for a year, the owner requested an 
increase in subsidy from $25 to $50 per day, which Metro agreed to provide. The contract for this 
service expired at the end of calendar year 1998. It does not appear the contractor will seek renewal. 
Ridership on the jitney services has decreased over the past year. The service has appealed primarily 
to Hispanic passengers who have immigrated to the country and are fan1iliar with jitneys. The jitney 
operators speak Spanish, and play Spanish-speaking radio stations for the passengers while the 
vehicle is in service. While passengers tend to prefer the service for cultural reasons. they also 
appreciate the faster rides they can get from these minivans that, . once fulL travel to their fina l 
destinations more quickly than local buses. However, the service is not integrated in terms of fares 
with Metro bus service, and this lack of integration has made it less attractive, given the need to 
transfer in an urban area characterized by severe sprawl. 

The operator of Fastrak has indicated he will be submitting an unsolicited proposal to Metro that 
would allov,; him to provide service in corridors that run parallel to Metro routes that currently have 
no service. He has suggested that he \vill need some sort of assistance in purchasing 15 passenger 
vans to provide this new service. However, l'v1etro has not officially received his proposal. 

Chicago, Illinois 

The subject ofji tney services has gained more attention in Chicago in the past year. The City has 
re-established licensed jitney service in order to respond to public demand for safe. available, and 
affordable transportation options, particularly for minority neighborhoods that are underserved by 
existing forms of transportation. The program is intended to create a transportation option for 
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individuals with children, those who cannot drive or those who work late. and others who find the 
current transportation options inadequate. In addition. the city hopes the program will create and 
enhance economic opportunities in local communities. Jitney operators may be eligible for a 50 
percent credit on the Ground Transportation Tax and other Empowerment Zone tax incentives. 

No jitney vehicle may transport more than five adult passengers al any one time. There is a flat fare 
of $3 for each passenger, per zone, per trip. The fare is $1.50 per zone, per trip for children betv.:een 
the ages of 8 and 12. Children under seven years old ride free if accompanied by an adult. Every 
licensed public chauffeur in the city is allowed to participate in the jitney program. \Vhen operating 
as a jitney. the public chauffeur must display the designated jitney service sign in the front 
windshield. There are currently 42 taxicabs that have been registered to participate as jitneys. One 
of the goals of the progran1 is to abolish unlicenced, uninsured, and potentially unsafe vehicles that 
currently provide services that are technically illegal. However. it is alleged that some jitney 
operators remain unlicenced and uninsured to keep fares low and ridership high . 

. While jitney zones can be established anywhere within the City, there are currently only two 
narrowly defined zones on the south and west sides of Chicago. Jitney vehicles are not authorized 
to travel outside the designated zones, therefore, tum-offs outside the zone are not permitted. While 
there are designated jitney stops at various hospitals, stores, community centers and churches, 
passengers may also flag a jitney anywhere within the zones. 

The Chicago Housing Authority has established an entrepreneurial program encouraging private 
companies to compete for Community Development Block Grants for both operating and capital 
expenses to start-up companies that would provide shared ride services. Their primary intent is not 
to supplement the Chicago Transit Authority's services. The Housing Al.1thority researched the 
inadequacy of taxi services in different neighborhoods and issued an RFP for proposers to submit 
business plans explaining how they would meet the needs of the areas in question with shared ride 
services. The proposals outline how the providers would ensure that they would be licensed and 
insured, and operate with vehicles that are no more than five years old. The Housing Authority 
received two proposals from two companies that outlined the hours and miles they would operate 
with a subsidy of $25,000 if four vehicles were used. or $35,000 if six vehicles were used. The 
transportation services secured though this RFP have been in place for almost a year. 

Costs incurred by the providers are reimbursed based on invo ices submitted for insurance, fuel. 
salaries, etc. Sedans have been the vehicle of choice by the providers (four sedans are currently in 
service, with no vans in use yet). There have been problems vvith drivers of the vehicles being 
unlicenced. The program is clearly in its infancy, and provides little information of use to Miami
Dade' s circumstances. However< it does demonstrate that there is another city \Villing to invest 
public seed money to leverage private interest in providing alternative mobility services in a major 
urban area. In this case, Community Development Block Grant funds. rather than federal transit 
funds, are used. 
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Los Angeles, California 

Perhaps the most interesting paratransit experiment in ru1y American urban area is happening in Los 
Angeles. Reports produced by the Reason Foundation in 1994 stressed the need for more flexible 
and customized forms of transit to serve severely sprawled urban areas. The Southern California 
Association of Governments (SCAG). v .. "hich also serves as the MPO. decided to see just ho\\. 
practical a "Smart Shuttle" concept could be. SCAG was primarily interested in mobility services 
that could help southern California meet its air quality goals. 

The Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority (LAMTA), SCAG. and the Los Angeles 
Mayor's office selected four areas (West San Fernando Valley. East San Fernando Valley. West 
Lake/MacArthur Park, and South Central Los Angeles) with different characteristics to serve as 
demonstration sites for Smart Shuttle projects. LAMT A ru1d the City of Los Angeles set aside a total 
of $10 million to fund the demonstration project. The project was initially intended to act as seed 
money to encourage the creation of a jitney model of paratransit. with entrepreneurial owner
operators establishing market-driven services. The agencies had hoped to sec the formation or 
voluntary associations (similar to Atlantic City and Puerto Rico) that would help coordinate and 
sustain their members' services. 

LAMTA wanted to eliminate some of its less· efficient services, such as low productivity bus routes. 
evening service, or the tail ends of routes that were generating low ridership. LAMTA had indicated 
it would eliminate some of this service, providing an opportunity for Smrut Shuttles to operate where 
at least minimal transit markets already existed. 

Private agencies were invited to respond to Requests for Proposals. Each proposer was required to 
submit a business plru1 documenting how they would use their demonstration grants, and how they 
intended to become self-sufficient within tv,·o yea.rs. They were encouraged to use information from 
reports prepared by the firms of Boaz-Allen and Transportation Management and Design that had 
suggested ways transit services could be modified to be more efficient. 

The project was not started until October 1997. A number of professionals familiar with the project 
have offered the following insights. The project has not taken the fonn that was initially envisioned . 
LAMT A did not restructure it routes, nor did it discontinue any of its service. This was partially due 
to LAMTA union resistance, and partly due to a consent decree LAMTA agreed to (based on a 
lawsuit filed by the local Bus Riders Union) to increase bus service in the region. 

According to progrrun evaluators, the initial concept of encouraging owner-operators was somehovv 
"lost in translation". None of the proposals utilized an owner-operator model of jitney service. All 
of the proposals \Vere based on services being provided through companies or community-based 
organizations with ov.:ner-employee models similar to contracted transit service. 

The demonstration grru1t funds paid for 59 jitney-type vehicles (all being wheelchair accessible and 
having between J 8 and 22 seats). It also paid for the expense of establishing dispatch and 
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communication systems in all four areas. and some minimal marketing support. The remaining 
funds subsidize the operating expenses inctmed by the companies. with the goal of phasing out all 
operating subsidies at the end of 24 months. 

The services pro\·ided by the four different providers ranges from fixed route service in underserved 
areas, route deviation services (v,:ith different surcharges depending on the length of the deviation) 
in areas with good transit service, curb-to-curb demand-responsive service, ru1d special feeder service 
based on contracts with universities and private employers. The providers ·were granted wide 
latitude on what services they could provide. They were discouraged, but not prohibited, from 
duplicating LAMTA's service. Some jitney routes run on portions of established LAMT A routes . 

Some of the most successful service is provided in the West Lake-MacArthur Park area. This area 
has large concentrations of Korean and Hispanic immigrants. Jitneys operate in portions of key 
transit corridors and deviate during off-peak hours. These jitneys take advantage of reputed poor 
petformance ofLAMTA buses that often run far behind schedule. The drivers of the jitneys speak 
the languages of their passengers and tend to know most of them by name. These jitneys are 
recovering 50 percent of their expenses from the fare box with operating costs of $33 .17 an hour 
while carrying over 20 passengers per hour. This compares quite favorably to LAMT A costs of 
approximately $100 per hour. The providers also reached agreements with food markets to 
transport passengers from ethnic communities to the markets, with the markets paying for the 
service. A detailed partnering arrangement with a local hotel to provide ground transportation for 
the flight crews of Korea Airways has also been successful. In addition, the provider reached an 
agreement with the California State University at Northridge. The university pays the provider $32 
an hour to transport students (who pay no fare) between the university and a major transit terminal 
nearby. 

The four different providers have had varied success with their services. The target for the program 
is to keep subsidies to no more than $.40 per passenger mile. One demonstration site (West Valley) 
is operating better than the goal, at $.33 per passenger mile, while the South Central service is 
nowhere near the goal at subsidies of $4.34 per passenger mile. 

According to program evaluator Mary Sue O'Melia, a major factor in the success of any of the 
services is the marketing effort. The more thorough the outreach efforts to identify potential 
markets, the more ridership has tended to grovv. Some of the providers offer incentives to their 
drivers if ridership goes up, and this generates entrepreneurial energy resulting in more passengers . 
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Meeting with Operators of Jitneys in lVIiami-Dadc County 

As part of this project, jitney operators within Miami-Dade County \Vere invited to a meeting held 
in October 1998 at the offices of the Miami-Dade County Consumer Services Department to discuss 
the concept of public-private partnerships to increase the level of jitney service in a manner that 
would complement MDTA service. The purpose of the meeting was to detennine ifjitney operators 
would be interested in a public-private partnership, and to detem1ine \Vhat level of public support 
would be required. 

Unfortunately, only one of the twelve jitney operators in the County attended the meeting. Hmvever, 
this owner provided valuable insights into the operating characteristics of jitneys. He noted that 
jitney owner-operators need to make a minimum of $125 per eight hour day to make a bare living. 
In most instances, owners lease vehicles they own to independent drivers \vho pay a fee of $75 per 
day to use the vehicle. The driver then keeps all the revenue made for the day, and returns the 
vehicle to the owner at day's end. The owner does not YJ10W or necessarily care how much the driver 
has made that day, as long as the owner receives the lease payment. The owner clears approximately 
$50 per day after his costs are covered, while the driver clears approximately $50 (more if ridership 
is good, less if ridership is low). The owner insures the vehicle. The drivers must possess an 
appropriate Commercial Drivers License. As someone simply leasing the van, the driver is not an 
employee of the owner. 

The cost and revenue figures noted above are consistent with data collected for the report prepared 
by the Urban Mobility Corporation entitled The Jv!iami Jitneys. That report, produced in 1992. 
reported that jitneys incurred an average operating expense of$73 per day per vehicle, withjitney 
drivers averaging 117 passengers a day, providing a profit of approximately $45 per day for the 
driver (based on a $1 base fare). 

The vehicles used are 15 passenger vans. They are not wheelchair accessible. The owner typically 
purchases used vans for $10,000 to $12,000 dollars. The vehicles usually have approximately 
30,000 miles on them when purchased, and they are kept in service until they have approximately 
150,000 miles. 

This jitney owner's routes were typically 10 miles long one-way. He tries to provide 15 minute 
frequency on his routes which take people from minority communities \Vithin Miami to the 
downtown area and back. Since he does not have permanent employees, the service is not as regular 
as fixed route public transit. He noted that drivers are there to provide the frequencies noted above 
about 80 percent of the time. Ho\vever, jitneys operate on a fixed route, not on a fixed schedule. 

The jitney owner \Vho attended the meeting believed there would be interest in a public-private 
partnership. He noted that if the service was to be pro,·ided in areas other than major conidors, there 
would be a need for some sort of subsidy. He noted that insurance is one of the major expenses an 
owner must address, and some help from the County in this area could help attract private providers. 
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THE ISSUE OF DESIGNATED RECIPIENT OF FEDERAL FUNDS 

FTA Circular 9030.lB gives guidance on the matter of "Applicant Eligibility" (i.e .. those who can 
be designated recipients of federal transit grants), and the eligibility of particular projects (such as 
vehicle purchases). The circular clearly states in Chapter II, section l .a.( 1 ): 

"To the extent possible, a single recipient should be designated for each 
Transportation Management Area or for contiguous areas." 

All urbanized areas with at least 200.000 in population have been designated as transportation 
management areas in accordance with 49 U.S.C. Section 5305(a). A recipient or recipients must be 
designated to dispense the Urbanized Area Fonnula Program funds attributable to TMAs. The 
Miami-Dade County Board of County Commissioners is cun-ently the designated recipient of federal 
transit funds for the County. 

Section 3 of Chapter II of the circular addresses "Applicants Other Than Designated Recipients": 

"A designated recipient may authorize another public agency to be the direct applicant for 
the Urbanized Area Formula Program funds. This authorization may be made on a one-time 
basis or at the time of each application submission, at the option of the designated recipient. 
FTA must be informed of the arrangement at the time the grant application is submitted. A 
public agency, other than the designated recipient, may apply for some or all of the urbanized 
area's Urbanized Area Formula Program apportionment if: 

a. The designated recipient authorizes the public agency to do so; 

b. The public agency submits it O\Vll grant application; and 

c. Upon award of the grant, the designated recipient and the public agency execute 
a supplemental agreement, which releases the designated recipient from any 
liability under the grant agreement." 

Section 4 of Chapter II of the circular further addresses "Pass Through Agreements": 

"The recipient of Urbanized Area Formula Program funds, whether a designated 
recipient or not. may choose to pass the funds through to <mother agency to cruTy out 
the purposes of the grant agreement. The recipient must enter into a \vritten 
agreement with the subrecipient and must include in that agreement with the 
subrecipient the requirements imposed upon the recipient by the grant agreement. 
modified as appropriate. A recipient choosing_to pass through funds must infom1 the 
FT A Regional Office of the arrangement, in the grant application or through other 
documentation. The recipient must also inform the FT A of any changes in that 

12 



arrangement during the life of the grant. A pass-through anangement does not 
relie~e the recipient from its responsibilities to carry out the terms and conditions of 
the grant agreement." 

The last sentence of the above paragraph is particularly important. In general. all federal regulations 
follow federal money, regardless of who is spending it. Wliether the Miami-Dade Expressway 
Authority (MDEA) received FT A funds as a direct recipient, or via a pass-through agreement. it 
would be required to comply with all federal regulations and requirements. If the TvfDEA is 
intending to become a designated recipient of other federal funds, they are aware of the tremendous 
amount of work associated 'Ni th complying with all federal requirements (please see attached list of 
the various requirements). The MDEA would need to demonstrate "Legal. Financial. and Teclmical 
Capacity" to serve as a designated recipient. If they have not already done so. it is unlikely they 
would want to become a designated recipient, with all the appurtenant responsibilities. for the sake 
of a pilot project. 

It is important to realize that even if the MDEA were the designated recipient offederal transit funds. 
13c regulations would still apply, even though the Expressway Authority is not a party to any 
collective bargaining agreement. Even if CMAQ funds are used (or some other highway source of 
funds are "flexed" to be used for a transit project), 13c and all other federal requirements would still 
apply because the funds have been converted to be transit funds through the flexibility provisions 
to transit funds. 

The MDEA can be a "designated recipient" if there is concurrence by the Miami-Dade Board of 
County Commissioners. However, Elizabeth Martin of FTA has indicated that the MDEA's source 
ofrevenue (bonds and toll revenues) brings an element of complexity to this issue _that requires their 
general counsel's revievv. Their concern may stem from language in Section V of Chapter V that 
speaks to "Financial Capacity": 

"A recipient of FT A funds must be able to match and manage those funds. to cover 
cost overruns, to cover operating deficits through long-term stable and reliable 
sources of revenue, and to maintain and operate federally funded facilities and 
equipment." 

If the MDEA gained status as an eligible recipient, there is little advantage in doing so for this pilot 
project. They would be subject to all the federal regulations that Miami-Dade County is currently 
subject to. The federal regulations "follow the money". This doesn't mean the MDEA couldn't 
serve as a funding partner in the concept being proposed. It just means that MDTA would remain 
the grant recipient. For that matter, it is doubtful that !v1DTA would want to relinquish the status as 
sole recipient. They currently serve in that capacity for the Miami-Beach Electro-Wave Shuttle 
project. This status as sole recipient is a double-ec\ge.d sword. MDTA retains financial control of 
federal transit grant money, but they remain responsible for projects managed by other parties (such 
as Miami Beach). 

13 



THE ISSUE OF PROJECT ELIGIBILITY 

FTA Circular 9030.1 B also addresses Eligible Grant Activities. Section l of Chapter III notes that: 

"Any capital and operating project for which assistance is requested from FTA must 
first be included in a metropolitan transportation improvement program (TIP) 
approved by the MPO and in a statewide transportation improvement program (STIP) 
approved by the Governor and approved jointly by the FTA and the FI-TWA." 

Clearly, the purchase of vehicles for the expnnsion of bus fleets is an eligible activity. The circular 
· does not specifically address the concept of leasing vehicles purchased with grants to private 

interests. Hovv·ever, section Sf of Chapter III of the circular does note that innovative financing 
initiatives are encouraged: 

"Capital funds may be used to pay for costs incurred to secure or 1111tiate an 
innovative financing technique. Alternative financing can involve combining 
multiple, nontraditional sources of funding--Federal, state, local, and private--in 
support of transit capital and operating needs. Some approaches that grant applicants 
might investigate include leasing arrangements, joint development, state economic 
development or revolving loan funds, exchanges of real property, and in-kind 
contributions." 

It is not unusual for transit systems around the country to allow use of vehicles purchased through 
federal grants to be used by private providers. This is practiced in Reno, Nevada and in Houston, 
Texas to name but a few. As long as all federal regulations are followed in the procurement of the 
vehicles, and in the competitive process of seeking private providers to participate, there should be 
no problems with the eligibility of the proj ect. As the FTA language above implies, they are 
increasingly supportive of creative approaches that leverage public dollars to result in more transit 
service at the local level. This project's concept is in keeping with the concept of leveraging scarce 
local dollars. 

It should be noted that federal dollars can be obtained for more than 80% of the cost if the vehicles 
obtained are in compliance with ADA and Clean Air standards. Section 6c(2) of Chapter I of the 
Circular states: 

"The Federal share is 90 percent for the cost of vehicle-related equipment attributable 
to compliance with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. Grantees may choose 
from two options in calculating the Federal. and local shares for vehicle-related 
equipment purchased to be in compliance -vvith the ADA and CAA. In one option-
applicable to the purchase of buses, vans, and rail vehicles and the purchase of 
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equipment for such vehicles--the grant applicant may itemize the cost of specific. 
disc~ete. vehicle-related equipment being purchased to be in compliance \Vith the 
ADA and CAA. The Federal share is 90 percent of the cost for these itemized 
elements. 

In the other option, applicable for the pmchase of buses and vans, the grant applicant 
may apply for an 83 percent Federal share of the total vehicle cost. The 83 percent 
is a blended figure representing 80 percent of the vehicle and 90 percent of the 
vehicle-related equipment to be acquired in compliance with the ADA and CAA." 

OTHER RULES AND REGULATIONS 

The following documents relating to labor-protection regulations have been reviewed to determine 
whether labor protection legislation would prevent this pilot project from happening: 

+ "Transit Labor Protection - Guide to Section 13(c) Federal Transit Act", Legal Research 
Digest, June 1995 (prepared through the Transit Cooperative Research Program sponsored 
by the Federal Transit Administration) 

+ "Arrangements Pursuant to Section 13(c) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as 
Amended Between Metropolitan Dade County and Local 291, Transport Workers Union of 
America, AFL-CIO" 

+ Pertinent sections of the Collective Bargaining Agreement between Miami-Dade County and 
Local 291 of the TWU dealing with "Outside Contracts" 

+ Pertinent sections of Article III, Section 31 of the Code of Metropolitan Dade County dealing 
with the issuance of Certificates of Transportation dealing with jitneys. 

It is highly unlikely that representatives of TWU would be enthusiastic of a project supporting 
jitneys, and they could withhold their approval of the County's grant application that contains a 
capital project they believe is against their best interest. However, based on the material listed 
above, and discussions with MDTA Employee Relations representatives familiar with the labor 
agreement, it appears that 13(c) should not be a factor that would prevent this conceptual project 
from moving fonrnrd. 

The following quoted language is taken from the "Transit Labor Protection" report cited above to 
provide some background to the subject: 

"Section 13 ( c) generally requires, as a precondition to a grant of federal assistance by the FT A. that 
fair and equitable protective arrangements must be made by the grantee to protect employees 
affected by such assistance. The statute requires that provisions addressing five specific matters be 
included in such protective arrangements: 



1. The preservation of rights, privileges, and benefits under existing collective bargaining 
agreements; 

2. The continuation of collective bargaining rights; 

3. The protection of employees against a worsening of their positions with respect to their 
employment: 

4. Assurances of employment to employees of acquired mass transportation systems and 
priority of reemployment for employees terminated or laid off: and 

5. Paid training or retraining .11 

Section 13( c) requires the preservation of rights, privileges, and benefits under existing collective 
bargaining agreements. The legislative history indicates that transit labor unions and supporters of 
the labor protection provisions were particularly concerned that, in cases where a public entity 
acquired a private transit system with assistance under the Urban Mass Transportation Act. rights 
acquired by workers through collective bargaining (such as wages, hours, working conditions, and 
benefits) would be lost through the unilateral action of the new public employer. To address this 
concern, Section 13( c) assures that if a state or local public body desires federal grant funds, it must 
agree that existing collective bargaining rights will be preserved and continued. Under this 
provision, rights achieved through bargaining cannot be taken away unilaterally; if they are to be 
changed, that change must occur through collective bargaining and agreement of the parties. 

In reaction to labor's concern that technology and automation would be particularly harmful to 
transit employees, Section 13(c) requires that an employee whose position is worsened as a result 
of federal assistance should receive benefits not "less than those established pursuant to section 
5(2)(£) of the Interstate Commerce Act." This language, which was borrowed from railroad labor 
protections, reflects the basic policy determination that employees should be compensated in the 
event of a "worsening" (i.e., economic ham1, such as loss of a job or reduction in compensation) 
resulting from their employer's receipt of federal assistance. While the concept of "worsening" is 
clearly reflected in the statute. the scope of that protection (that is. what types of employee impacts 
are covered under a "worsening") remains a subject of debate. 

The definition of "project" normally used in Section 13(c) agreements is not limited to the pmticular 
activity being funded, but includes any change, whether organizational. operational. or otherwise. 
that occurs as a result of the federal assistance provided . The standard definition of "as a result of 
the Project" is also broad. and indudes events occurring "in anticipation of during. and subsequent 
to the Project and any program of efficiencies or economies related thereto". 
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While there is some concern about how the concept of worsening could be interpreted. it appears 
clear that the conceptual proposal does not aim to displace any existing tvfDTA worker or cause them 
to receive Jess wages or benefits. Under the 13( c) process. which allows unions the opportunities 
to object to a federally funded transit project, it is hard to see hO\v a legitimate claim of worsening 
could be made by TWU. As vievvcd conceptually. this project calls for the establishment of new 
service that would have no impact on existing service. It could be argued that such service \viii 
increase ridership on MOTA routes. resulting in the need for more union personnel. 

In short, it doesn't appear that federal 13(c) legislation will prove to be a major stumbling block to 
the proposed concept. MDTA's local 13(c) agreement does not include any "New Jobs Clause" 
which gives TWU employees the first opportunity for any new jobs created as a result of the project. 
In addition, there is no "Sole Provider" clause that prevents MDTA from contracting out work. The 
Department of Labor has determined that Section 13(c) is not an impediment to the contracting out 
of transit services, nor does it dictate whether service can be contracted out. That is to be negotiated 
during collective bargaining at the local level. 

In that regard, the collective bargaining agreement between TWU and Miami-Dade County 
addresses the subject of outside contracting in Article 1.10: 

"The County shall have the right to contract for outside work or services which in its 
sole judgment cannot be accomplished economically or effectively with its regular 
work force. 

Except in emergencies or other situations of immediat.e need, whenever MDT A is 
considering contracting out work of any kind it shall first discuss the intended 
contract with the Union in a regular or special labor Management Committee meeting 
in \Vhich the MDT A shall discuss its reasons for the intended subcontracting. The 
Union may, within twenty days or less if possible, propose an alternative plan by 
which the work may be done economically and efficiently by appropriate members 
of the Bargaining Unit. If the County agrees, it may accept the Union proposal on 
a trial basis, the length of which the County shall have the sole discretion to 
dete1mine. Thereafter, if not satisfied with the results of the trial period. MDT A shall 
have the sole discretion to modify or carry out its original intended contracting out. 
The intent of this provision is to enable the parties to discuss and attempt to agree 
upon a substitute plan for subcontracting without altering the County' s discretion. 
The County agrees that the time set for a trial basis of an agreed proposal shall be 
adhered to except under emergency circumstances." 

The phrase "!/' the County agrees, it may accept the Union proposal" strongly suggests the County 
is under no obligation to try the proposal. However. a unilateral rejection could be subject to a 
challenge, and that leverage alone might be sufficient to cause the County to at least try the proposal. 
While the politics of the moment might influence exactly ho\\' the County acts on this issue. this 
language does not appear to fatally threaten the conceptual proposal. 
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POTENTIAL APPLICATIONS OF SERVICE 

In areas with existing transit service, jitneys are generally thought of as providing one of four 
different types of services: 

1. Capacity enhancers - Jitneys could be used to add service to transit corridors where demand 
is great and capacity is limited. While market entry is usually restricted for a variety of 
reasons. utilizing jitneys is an inexpensive way of providing extra capacity. particularly 
during peak hours. Houston has experimented with this to a limited degree. 

2. Service extenders - Jitneys could be used in currently unserved or underserved corridors 
when there are limited funds available for extending regular transit services. Los Angeles 
is in the midst of funding demonstration projects of this nature. 

3. Circulators or.feeders - Jitneys could be used to take residents to activity centers within their 
communities and/or to major destinations such as transit stations, hospitals. employment 
centers, etc. The best examples of this type ofjitney service is in New York City . 

4. Service Replacers - Jitneys might be utilized to replace regular transit routes with noticeably 
low riders_hip. As with the first type of service noted above, this service is politically 
controversial. Los Angeles wanted to do this initially, but failed to follow through . Puerto 
Rico is more open to this option than any area in the United States. 

Representatives of MDTA's Division of Service and Mobility Planning report that there are 
considerable portions of Miami-Dade County that are underserved (or unserved) by existing county 
transit service. They have identified portions of the northwest, central-west, and southern parts of 
the county as being in particular need of new service. One specific idea was to have this type of 
service in place when the Palmetto extension of the northern leg of Metrorail opens in June of 2001. 
This type of service could feed people to and from residential and employment areas near that new 
station. Other areas in need of more service are the Airport West section of the county, and the areas 
near the Busway in the southern portion of the county. 

There are currently 140 legal jitneys operating in the county, and in at least two cases (Conchita and 
South Dixie Jitneys), companies are operating in non-downtown environments and staying in 
business. This provides hope that other jitneys could operate in similar environments in heavily 
developed new areas. In the case of Conchita, the County has reached an agreement to honor each 
others' transfers, making travel more convenient for passengers through the ability to make 
economical connections bet\veen the public and private services. 

It is possible that matching funds for operating service under this concept could come from Access 
to Jobs funds if the services will help people get to and from employment opportunities. MDTA 

18 



representatives believe there are jitney companies with enough whcre,vithal to participate in such 
a program, but they warned that when presented vvith similar opportunities in the past. jitney 
companies-declined unless operating subsidies were offered. 

In the early l 990's, jitney operators demonstrated a clear preference to operate on the major 
corridors. They argued from a position of strength based on the emphasis the federal government 
was putting on the concept of privatization of public transit serv'ice. That emphasis has diminished. 
but the federal government remains interested in public-private partnerships and leveraging of funds. 

PARTICIPATION BY THE MIAMI-DADE EXPRESSWAY AUTHORITY 

The Miami-Dade Expressway Authority was created in December I 994. In spite of its name. it is 
not an agency controlled by Miami-Dade County. It is an independent special district of the State. 
In December 1996, the Florida Department of Transportation transferred operational and financial 
control of the following assets to MDEA: 

+ State Road 112 from Miami International Airport to I-95 
+ State Road 836 from Florida's Turnpike to I-95 
+ State Road 874 from Florida's Turnpike to State Road 826 
+ State Road 878 from SR 874 to US 1 
+ State Road 924 (Gratigny Parkway) from SR 826 to just west of Notthwest 271

h Avenue 

The mission of the MDEA is to be "an innovative transportation agency dedicated to the 
enhancement of mobility in Miami-Dade County." The enabling legislation creating the MDEA 
gives it the right to finance or refinance. from surplus revenues. the planning. design. acquisition. 
construction, maintenance or improvement of a public transportation facility or transportation 
facilities owned by Miami-Dade County or :my programs or projects that will improve the levels of 
service on the expressway system. The enabling legislation further gives the MDEA the ability to 
enter into both private/public and public/public partnerships. 

This project's scope was premised on the idea of utilizing MDEA funds to he lp pay for the capital 
expenses of providing matching funds for federal grants to purchase vehicles which would then be 
leased to private jitney operators. This premise was discussed with one member of the MDEA Board 
of Directors who asked why the Authority vvould want to do this. The Board member did not 
dismiss the concept, but suggested that such an idea vvould have to go before the full board. and 
would have to show how it would help the Authority achieve its goals. 

The Executi\'e Director of the wIDEA (Servando Para par) was contacted to gain his insights on this 
concept. and to see if it was an idea he wonld agree to forward to the Board of Directors. He was 
most gracious in discussing the concept. and suggested. that it might be something that could be more 
strongly considered in the mid-term (five year) future. However. he inclic::ited that the concept was 
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not consistent with the recently-adopted Five Year Work Plan of the Authority. That plan clearly 
emphasizes improvements to the highways that have come under the jurisdiction of the AuthoritY . . 
in the past two years. In 1998, the CEA dedicated all its funds toward higln:vay improvements 
including expressway expansion. road widening, interchange improvements. and electronic toll 
collection improvements. As most county officials know, the Miami urbanized area is no\\ 
recognized as having the third worst traffic congestion of all urban areas in the nation. The first 
priority of the MDEA is to create an integrated transportation system that provides a seamless and 
balanced movement of traffic on the highways for which they are responsible. The MDEA Board 
has adopted certain principles and guidelines for MDEA projects that are as follows: 

+ Projects must contribute to the 'connectivity' of the MDEA system 

+ Projects must produce a positive impact on traffic congestion 

+ Priority must be given to projects included in the Miami-Dade Metropolitan Planning 
Organization's Long-Range Transportation Plan 

+ Priority must be given to road enhancements that have been overlooked for a significant 
amount of time 

+ Processes must encourage ambitious partnering programs 

+ Projects must provide measurable results for MDEA customers as well as benefit the Miami
Dade community overall 

Mr. Para par believed that by the year 2004, the Authority will set aside a percentage of toll revenues 
to help fund projects of other modes, including transit, with a caveat - those funds will be provided 
for services that will enhance the level of service on roads their patrons are paying for (the toll roads 
under the jurisdiction of the Authority). For instance, funds could be provided for major transit 
improvements along State Road 836, since such a project would help relieve traffic congestion on 
that road and provide a benefit to those who pay the tolls on that highway. Similarly, if a jitney 
project could demonstrate that it would somehow benefit users of the MDEA Expressway System, 
it too could be funded. Mr. Parapar also noted that CEA funds could be used for both operating and 
capital expenses associated v,:ith such projects, with no repayment required . However. there must 
be a clear connection between the transit project and benefits to users of the roads administered by 
the MDEA. J\·fr. Parapar consistently emphasized the importance of the Authority serving its 
"customers". defined as the bondholders and toll-paying users of the MDEA Expressvvay system. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The Miami-Dade Expressv.:ay Authority does not appear to be a likely funding partner for the transi t 
vehicle and Jeasing program described in the scope of services for this research report for the 
following three reasons: 

1. The MDEA's mission is focused on funding projects that would directlv improve conditions 
on the hi glnvays under its jurisdiction. A pilot program designed to supplement existing 
transit services with new jitney services would be difficult to justify within the Expressway 
Authority's relatively narro\v project criteria. The MDEA has recently adopted a five year 
plan that dedicates all its funds to expansion of highway capacity through expressway 
widening. extensions, interchange improvements. and electronic toll collection systems. 
Since the Expressway Authority is likely to increase tolls to pay for these improvements. its 
initial budget priorities will be directed toward projects that will directly benefit the highway 
users who will pay the tolls. 

2. The MDEA would become subject to all feden1) transit regulations if it became the recipient 
of Federal Transit Administration funding. f cclcral regulations apply to any agency utilizing 
such funds. Hence, the County gains no ~;1 . .tJeamlining" advantage of avoiding federal 
regulations if the MDEA is the recipient. 

3. MDEA dollars are not needed to procure vehicles that might be leased to private providers. 
Virtually all transit agencies in Florida now utilize toll revenue credits, made available by 
the Florida Department of Transportation, as "soft match" toward the purchase of new 
vehicles. While the use of toll revenue crediLs reduces the size· of a local agency's total 
capital program, it relieves the local agency of the I).eed to provide actual cash match to 
procure vehicles with federal grants. 

Although the initial concept of using the MDEA as a funding partner for a vehicle leasing program 
might not be feasible at this time, the concept of the County partnering with private or other public 
providers to supplement existing transit services should be further explored. Of course, a myriad 
of questions would still need to be answered regarding how jitneys should be integrated into the 
existing transit system's services. None of the areas studied in this report. except Puerto Rico, have 
found the right method and mix. Any concepts of implementation will be subject to the interests of 
political stakeholders, including the local transit union, taxi medallion holders. and existing jitney 
operators . 

Jitneys work best in high density corridors with significant demand for transit service. further a ided 
by either high parking costs and/or cultural acceptance of the service. Clearly. jitney operators 
would like to work in corridors such as Flagler Street or tvliami Beach. with no public subsidies. 
Indeed, it would be interesting to see how well such services could operate in those conidors. It is 
not a stretch to think that jitneys, whether regulated by the County or through a sophisticated private 
association, could operate on Mian1i Beach as they do in Atlantic City. If well regulated. safe jitneys 
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(perhaps leased by the County) could operate on the Beach, or on Flagler Street with no subsidy 
(hardly a far-fetched notion), all the existing transit buses and corresponding miles of bus service 
could be reaeployed to other areas of the County in need of better service. The details of fare 
reciprocity and service integration could be easily worked out. Such an action would result in 
minimal cost to the taxpayers (the reduced farebox revenues from less productive routes). and no 
Joss of jobs within the transit union. \Vhile this is a concept not likely to gain acceptance by all 
stakeholders, it is a model that works in other places and could work in Miami-Dade if there is a 
shared goal of expanding quality transit service at the lowest cost to the public . 

Other Options 

Other options include partnering with public or private providers for services that complement 
existing transit services. This could take the form of service enhancers (such as additional frequency 
on routes that provide only hourly service), service extenders (that effectively serve rapidly growing 
areas not currently served by transit), or feeder services that enable people to get back and forth from 
major destinations such as malls, hospitals, employment centers, or transit stations. 

Broward County Transit currently partners with nine local municipalities to provide circulator 
services within their cities. The County leases minibuses to the cities, provides $20,000 per year to 
help pay the costs of operations, and provides extensive technical assistance in terms of scheduling, 
bus stops, etc. As noted earlier in the report, Metro in Houston pays private jitney operators $50 
per day in operating subsidies that the providers are allowed to keep regardless of how much revenue 
they make that day. In Puerto Rico, the government provides no cash subsidy to jitney owners, but 
it does provide tax breaks and other economic incentives to jitney operators, as well as transfer 
facilities and supervisors to help ensure safe and coordinated service. In Chicago, jitney operators 
are eligible for a 50 percent credit on the Ground Transportation Tax and other Empowerment Zone 
tax incentives. · In Los Angeles and Chicago, pub! ic authorities have provided private companies 
with seed money to help them establish market-driven services that are intended to become self
sufficient. 

In short, there are numerous ways the County could partner with other entities to expand transit 
services at relatively low cost. The chances are good that Florida Depaitment of Transportation 
Service Development grants could be obtained to help fund pilot projects that make good sense. The 
challenge is finding projects that stakeholders will endorse, that also help reduce traffic congestion 
in Miami-Dade County. 

It is tempting to say that the classic jitney O\.Vncr-operator model would not work in the more 
suburban areas of the Colll1ty that are currently underserved by the transit system. These areas are 
generally not low income, and might not have the same cultural characteristics as areas currently 
served by jitneys. However, it is encouraging that a few jitney routes have been established in 
Hialeah and the South Dixie Highway area that are viable. There might be more such services that 
could be viable if the County offered some minimal form of capital and/or operating assi stance. 
Such partnerships would most likely be less expensive than the County's paratransit division. 
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For most areas of the County without trnnsi t service. applying the classic jitney model \\'Ould be 
similar to trying to put the square peg in the round hole. Jitneys operate fixed routes. but not on 
fixed schedules. This is perfectly acceptable in major corridors where the frequency of sen· ice is 
high enough to make passenger schedules virtually unnecessary. Ho\vever, in more suburban areas 
where higher frequency is not warranted, unscheduled service would simply be unacceptable. The 
County \vould better serve such areas with reliable, scheduled service. Fixed route service. pro\'ided 
through contracts with strict service standards, would at least provide the assurance of reliability . 
The County v.:ould be better off contracting for such service at first to test the market before 
committing its O\Vn personnel resources to serve such areas. The County could provide any number 
of incentives to encourage proposals, including low-cost leasing of vehicles, daily operating 
subsidies, marketing assistance, and any other provision that might lower the operators· costs. 

A final option for the County to consider is developing a pilot project that tests technology that 
allows more flexible and responsive service to be provided in the suburbs. Fixed route transit may 
be reliable, but it is very inflexible and not accessible enough to attract many people in spread-out 
suburbs. Given the low density of much of the ncvv development in western and southern Miami
Dade County, fixed route transit service will not be that attractive or efficient. even if it is designed 
with route deviation possibilities. There are concepts being explored to test the feasibility of 
utilizing shared-ride vehicles such as vans with on-board computers that would take requests for trips 
while the vehicles are in service. People interested in using this service would become eligible by 
entering their names, phone numbers, and addresses into a databank that would allow passengers to 
request trips by pressing buttons on their telephones. The vans' computers would receive the 
requests, communicate with each other, and optimize the trip requests to determine which vehicle 
is best suited to respond. These vans would operate in a many-to-few mode (unlike taxis, providing 
the many-to-many model of service). Passengers could be transported to certain mqjor destinations 
such as malls, transit stations, or major employment centers. Such a service would be faster. more 
flexible, and more expensive than a bus, while being less direct, slightly slower, but less expensive 
than a taxi. This service model would provide the flexibility and convenience that might be able to 
attract those in the suburban developments that would like to avoid buying a second or third car. 

In short, there are nw11erous opportunities for Miami-Dade County to pursue if they wish to increase 
transit service at lower costs . M<my areas of the country are recognizing that mobility management 
is best served through the development of an array of services that try to provide the proper levels 
of supply to the different levels of demand. Non-traditional partnerships are the key to developing 
a continuum of services. 
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Executive Summary 

This report presents the findings and conclusions of a study of the Miami 

jitneys, und.ertaken at the roquest of the Federal Transit Administmtion {FTA). 

The st11dy was commissioned by FTA Mministrator Brian Clymer, who tMrfier had 

offered to work with the Metropolitan Dade Transit A(Jflncy (MOTA) Md the 

private jitney operators to detennlne •how private minibus servi~s mlght be most 

productively integrated into Dade Count'/s public transportation system.• 

Private jitneys have been a part of Mlamrs transportation scene for rmmr.Yf:WS. 
Their origins can be traced to the pre-World War II days, when minority entre

preneurs began to serve residents of low income neighborhoods /ocated"l1eyond 

the res.ch of the strootcars. Over the ,VON'S, a number of jltnBy selV/c8s:~ 

censed by the County to provide sefVice along designated routf:J$~~wes. 

not served by public transit 

In 1989 the Florida State legislature enacted a sttrtute prohibiting.~ 

ments from regu/8.fing privt!te passenger motor carrl6rs ~{16d Jn·~ 

transportation service. Since Dade County includes l! numtMr of lnco<pomted 

municipalities, private Of)6rators took ~dvt!.ntage of the st4futoly loopfiole to 

18.ilnch unlicensfKf 'intercity" jltMy services within metropolft1ln M!ami, conn&cting 

valious municip8f ities, such as the City of'Miami, Miami &Jech, HlakMh tmd 

Coral Gables. A mass of unlicensed jitneys flooded tiM Mk!mf ~ 'OOglnnJng Jn 

the Spring of 1990. 

In order to put 8.17 end to this mpkJ prollfero±Jon of ~ .. jitneys, thfJ 

Florida state legislature passed tr corrective amendment /Jmlting ~~ 

exemption to 'interoounty" transpo<l1dion, and Dad6 C-0Unty ~~down 

on the un/ie&muKJ }/tnf1'/·~ by.Jmpoundlng;veltfC1t1s ~ 



of the Motor Carrier Code, notably fBJfure to obtwn a C8rtificate of Trem. 

The resttlts of-the County's enforcement campaign, /7cw.t"fJ\l'er, v.rero largely 

unsuccessful. While the County's crackdown forced some mt1ff}inal operators out 

of business, on the whole the jitney O[J6ratiQns continued to thrive. lmpounde<:f 

vehicles would be quickly reclaimed and placed back in service. 

At issue are conflicting vie\AIS as to the role and lmpe.ct of tfHJ jitrnJy O(Hml

tions. The private operators claim that jitneys t!l1d MtJtrobuses setw two distinct 

mllfkets, 8!7d thus there is no major conflict m,tweoo the two sysftm'tS. T/tfj:-j/tney 

cl/enta/e, they contend, is attract9d to the fit:Mys boomJsfJ !My offet ~ 

qualities that e:re lacking in the public trRnslt system. 71wse ~1~ 

waiting times, faster trip times, patronse nbFllty to flag VfJh/cles ttrany $frfHJtc<>mer 

and to get off at will; and the drivers' e.bl!ity to communicate with and assist non

English speaking patrons - a not unimportant asset ln·B ctty4hat.~a 

Je.rge immigrant population. All thes& motors, ck!lm pr{vate:pto'l/&:fl.~blNtt 

generated new customers tor the fitrwys - a ITWket· tf14t only~t&

sponds to Metrobus ser0ce. But ~a If a CtHtaln ovetfap did~~ 

jitney operators, parallel and compqtftfw--u jitney and public ·tn:tr1S/tiO(JfJ!($:JQ(1S 

enhance personal mobility end iff0 In tfro public interest. 

Caunty authorities, on the ot!M.t fuu!d, contend th4tfitney ~ 

choose to operate on/;' in the profitsb!e corridors and would ~~n· 

passengers from public transit 711ey also fear that thfJ jitneys WO<mt chootte iv 

opemte only wring periods of peak d(){n.and, but not during ~;;llQd 

on ~nds. Thus, MOTA would be required to operate t1Joslng i&Jtn «rxJ 

services, without offsetting reven~ from pe.tJ.k {Mriod twr.;lce ttt'ldil'&«i/Y'~ 

corridors. 

To sh6<1 some light on thLs ck!ibata, the study.s«·:out to~ 

foJJowlng questions: 



• Have the jitneys created a market of their own, or have they merety·· 

"skimmed otr riders from tho Metrobuses? 

• What.Impact have the jitneys had on Metrobus ridership, revenue and 

subsidy requirements.? 

• How ca.n the jitneys be integrated into Dade C-Ounty's public trans

portation system without adversely affecting the Metrobus operations? 

The Jitney Market 

7he study has found that the jitneys csny ttn ttV&f8.fJtJ of 11lJ..125 ~ 

gers per vehicle per day, 8l1d the jitney tlMlt as a whokJ, COllSJstlng -d r1Mrly .400 

vehicles, carries lJ!1 estimated 43,000 - 49,000 riders per weekday or. approxJ

mate/y 945,000 - 1,078,000 .riders per month. This mpresents ttpproxJmmeiy 23-

27 percent of the current weekday Metrobus ridership of 183,000and18-20 

percent of the current weekday public trsnsit system ·fidetship ·: ~ 

Metrorail, Metromover and Pwatransit) of 244,000. 

This empirically derived ridership estimme was lndependBntJywlidated by 

an analysis of the jitney opermJng ccst.s. These wem found to~ tM tantJ6 o1· 

$ 70-7 5 per day. This ITl6l!U1S that a jitney must genecatg 70 to 16~ I*' day 

just to break even. At the 8SSUt71ed average productivity of 110..126 ~ 

PfJr vehicle per day, the jitney driver woold ~ a net profit of only~ per 

ooy, or roughly the equivs.lent of a minimum w-age. The operating. cost analysJ.s 

supports the conclusion that the emplrice.Jly derived estimttte of 43,()()() - 49,000 

passenger trips per weekday represents a conselW1lve estimate -Of~ 

jitnfJy ridership. 

An independent sutWy, conduc't&d for th6 Study TeMP.by ~ 

Science Res9llrch Inc. of Miami, strongly ~that-rm fltnll'Js l*'9 devel

oped a market of their own, rath« than m6re1y siphotJtJd oll cldenl@m the 

public bus system. For example, morw th«r1 66 p«alOC~Abfl ~ 

-1.ii.-



While the jitneys have undeniably deprived the Metro bus system of some 

opBroilng revenue, no Bdjustments in bus service app<JM to have been made in 

response to the loss of.ridership. Decreasing the level of seNice in the ftffooted 

comdor.s to meet the lower dem8./ld could have attenuated the fintlflciaf impac( 

of the ndership dNersion, 8./ld provided MOTA with~ possibility of roaligning 

service to other parts of the County. 

Jitney Integration 

Can the jitneys be integrated into Dade County's public transportation 

system without adversely affecting the Metrobus system? TM answer to this 

question will be sought in the last phase of the Stucy. Recent ewnts, however, 

suggest that the answer hinges on political as well as technical considerations. 

Jn March 1992, the County Manager proposed thB.t private jitneys be allowed to 

provide local service in three heavily traveled conidors. while Metrobuses would 

provide limited-stop service. According to the County'Manager~·· StJbsldy .reqwre

ments in the three corridors would decmase by more than~$2~mllfion, allowing 

MDTA to realign service to other parts at.the system. The·Caunty,f308!d of 

Commissioners was not convinced: it voted the proposstdowrrll'j,a:vote of six 

to one. 

Since then, County enforcement efforts have continued with.sporadic 

•sweeps• which impound unlicensed jitneys. These efforts apf>6<¥ to. have been 

largely unsuccessful, however, in detening jftney operations. lndoo<:!, the number 

of unlicensad jitneys is reported to bfJ ·increasing steadily, suggesting· that the 
· :< 

jitney me.rkeliS still growing. Strong public OOmand for jitney seMces virtually 

guarantees their continued existen~. tJ.nd increases the llka!Hiooddan eventual 

negotiated compromise. 



indicated th8.f·tiwy "always nde the jitney" ·and only 31-percen( said they use 

"whichever vehicle arriv.es first• Equally significB.111 was the response of OV6r 30 

percent of th&<Sampled riders, that they wouf d use some other mode of travel 

rather than the· Metrobus if the jitney was not available. 

The survey also throws some light on the makeup of the jitney market 

Jitney riders aro predominantly low-income workers (about 78% of the sample 

earn below $20,000/year), with a large proportion of recent immigrants (53% of 

the SB.!TJp/e are non-English speaking). Many of tMse ride-rs undoubtedly find the 

jitneys · a more familiar- Md perhaps a more COOQenJal - form of-trans;:>odtJtio 

than the Metrobuses. Other riders are. drawn to th6 jitneys b6cause ·tt'HJy:~ 

to their destination f8.star (65% of respondents) or~ they are.-~ 

sive (21%). The survey provides strong evid6nce tfuttthe jitneys ~.b&fm 

successful in cwving out an independent market niche, BI7d that they have cl8Yaf

oped a loyal clientele that considers the jitneys their travel mod-0 of chotoo 

TM Impact of the Jitneys on the AMtrobus Syst8m 

The study has found that the recoot lriflux of unlioonsed jitney;$.~ 

soroo negative impact on Metrobus ridership 81ld reven~. W~~ 

the Metrobus system dec/J~ bi' 2g,500 rid~r from its peak ridership kt Febtua1y 

1990. However, this decline coincided with a fare increase .in ~ 1990. 

which could be expoot9d to have had some adverse effect on MetJt'Jbus ridtfr· 

ship. During 1990 the Metrobus system suffered a net Joss al 5,400 d4Jly-~ 

a.nd during ~Ft the time of the most rapid prolifemtion of the jitr~/:.tifJU11ne1· 

net loss of 6';lfOO tiders.. Allowing for the effects of the fare ~ 

ed that the total of Metrobus riders divert&d to the jitrHJys durtng g,. 8UldY llfltfJid 

represents net more than 45-50 percent of JfHj cummt dlt1lf ~~ 
43,000-49,000. The MMrobus ridership tlM1ysJs pf"OV1d6s an~ 

confinmttion of the conclusion that the jitneys have t!Jpf'OO 4 oowtnattftM>(f'th4t 

their impttet on the Mettobus system h«s not bHtt .,,,. 



EXCERPTS FROM AVAILABLE DATA 

Appendix C: Publico Report, 1986 
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EXEa..ITIVE SUMMARY 

I . Introduction 

The principal purpose of this stuay was to 1nvest1gate the potential of 
using the "Pub\ 1co 11 system of Puerto Rico as a basis to proviae transportation 
service in certain marKets in urban and rural areas 1n the United States. The 
approach fo 1 lowed cons 1 sted of gathering extensive i nfonnat ion on the 
"publico" system ' including general and specific characteristics of the level 
of service, and of users and operators. This information was analysed to 
determine significant differences between the characteristics in four study 
areas (Arecibo, Aguadi I la, Bayari>n, and MayagJez) and to compare to 
paratransit system in the United States. In more detai I, the study was 
divided into the fol lowing tasks: 

I. Performing literature reviews of public transportation funding policies 
by the United States government, of previous "ptib I i co" studies, and of 
paratransit systems. 

2. Gathering of data frcrn previous studies, government agencies in Puerto 
Rico, and the Bureau of Census to obtain infonnation about the level of 
service of the systems and the cnaracter i st i cs of the "pub I i co" users 
and operators. 

3. Developing "publ ico" and general carmunity paratransit ccmputerized 
databases integrating system and users' characteristics. 

4. Analyzing the "publ ico" information by comparing the characteristics 
between study areas, between route types, and within each route type. 

5. Comparing the "pub\ i co" system to genera I ccmnun it)' para transit systems 
to detennine sirni larities and differences, and to assess positive and 
negat 1 ve aspects of the "pub I i co" system which cou Id affect its 
potential tranferabi 11ty to other areas. 

The objectives of this executive surrrnary are to provide a st.mnary of 
the Key findings of this research, discuss conclusions regarding the "plibl ic9" 
and paratrans it systems, and to present r~eccmnendat ions regarding i mproverrents 
to the "publ ico" system in Puerto Rico and its posssible implementation in 

·other areas. 

1 I. Sumna;y of Findings 

This section sumna;izes the main . findings of this research including 
those from the literature review, from the analyses of the characteristics of 
the "publ ico" system of the four study areas, and from the ccmparisons to 
paratransit systems. 

A. L1ter-atu:-e Review 

The I 1terature review of previous studies consisted of three parts 
studies related to problems and issues in urban and rural transportat.ion, 
"pub 1 i co" studies to obtain genera 1 bacKground i nformat 1 on and specific 
1nfonnation about trie system, and paratrans1t studies to .provide scrne basis 
for the ccmpar i sons to the "pub I 1 co" system. 

i (;,... 



Ti:le review of st·Jd1es dealing with transportation issues and p:--obl&.ns 
Prov: ded :ne mot 1 vat ion for th 1 s :-esea:--ch effort. Numerous stud 1 es have 
1nc1cated that government haj ~een unable to solve transportation problems 
wi th pub\ 1c subsidies tc conventional mass trans~ortat1cn systems, and tnat 
there is a need for some private sector par~ic1pat1on and to experiment w1tn 
1nnovat1ve forms of transportation investments. 

The review of previous "pub\ ico" system studies mainly 1nd1cated that 
even w1tnout many improvements in the last two decades and without any direct 
governmental subsidies, the "pub\ ico" system is considered an effective anc 
dcm 1 nant pub 1 1 c transportation serv 1 ce 1 n Puerto R 1 co. This 1 s in part due to 
the lack of alternative pub! ic transportation 1n most areas of Puerto Rico. 

Since there is a lack of understanding of the "pub\ icou system which is 
often described only as a jitney system, considerable effort was devoted to 
obtaining and presenting its characteristics. Based on information frC(l'l 
previous "pub\ ico" studies and other information obtained frcm different 
government agencies, a general description of ~he system was presented 
1 nc I ud·i ng i nfonnat 1 on on the operating character· i st i cs, regulatory contro 1 s, 
statistics on route and vehicle types, government support and incentives, 
information of other transportation systems 1 and information on users and 
operators . 

The I iterature review of the United States experience with paratrans1t 
was I im1ted to general carmunity paratransit since their markets, I iKe that of 
"pub I 1 cos" 1nc1 ude a broad cross section of trips undertaken by users with a 
broad range of characteristics. The review ccinsisted of three parts: a revi~w 
of the principal reports on paratrans1t 1 a di~cussion of issues regarding 
p2ratrans1t nx>des 1 and a description of the different services that are part 
of general corrmunity paratrans1t (share ride taxis, d1a\-a-r1de and hybrid 
services, and jitneys). 

9. Data Gathering and Preparation 

Data were col \ected for the evaluation and ccmparison of the "pub\ ico" 
and U.S. para.transit systems . Data collected frcm previous "publ ico" studies 
cons i ste.d of cordon counts of veh i c I es and passengers by time of day and route 
for the Aguadi 1 la, Arecibo, 8aytn6n, and Mayag0ez systems. Data from tne 
Pub\ ic Service Corrrnission were mostly related to the cost of ven:c\e 
operation. The "Pub\ 1co" cordon count data were modified to cons1aer these 
trip~ wn1cn occur outside the cordon count station and to compute cost rela:ed 
1 nforrnat ion per day per dr 1 ver. Soc i oeconcm1 c i r.format 1 on aoout the st;,;dy 
areas was ootained frcm tne Bureau of tne Census 1980 reports on t~e 

cna~acter1st1cs of the popc\at1on a: the 1s landwide, municipal, and census 
tract levels. The "publ ico" and socioeconooiic information was combined into a 
dataoase 1n wn1ch tne census tract level socioeconom1c information was 
aggrega:ec to the route level. Cnce the data were aggregated. surrrna:y 
sta-:1s+..1cs a:-id corr.posite va:--1ables were corr.putec with the aid of t:-ie S?SS-:::C 
progr ar.s. 

Tne data on general ccmnunity Paratransit se"'v1ces 1n the United Sta:es 
were oota1ned from several paratrans1t reports. These data 1nciude cc:~ 

1~forr..a"..1on aoout the system and the socioeconO'Tl1c ct1aracterist1cs of the 
use:--s. The information was organized into a data~ase and gene:ai stat:st1cs 
f:ir d ; a \ -a-r1de, shared ride taxis, and jitney systems were ccmputed. 
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C. Analyses anc Comparisons 

A deta1 led desc;-1pt1on of the four "publ 1co" s:udv areas was presen":.ed. 
Th 1 s was based on the 1 eve I of serv 1 ce prov 1 ded DY the "Pub I 1 co" system and on 
the soc1oeconom1c characteristics of the popuia:ion served . The aato gathered 
and prepared were used to ccmpare the routes w1tn1n each study area, tc study 
the cnaracteristics of the four sys:ems, and to ce<npar-e the "PUDi 1co" syste;;i 
to paratrans1t systems in the U.S .. The descr1pt1on included the population 
d1str1but1on and cnaracteristics of Puerto Rico and e~cn study area, 
systemw1de and route level characteristics of the "publ ice" system, a:1d 
characteristics of the population served by ·the systems. 

The 1 nformat ion on the "pub 1 i co" system was ut 1 I 1 zed to compare its 
characteristics to general comnunity paratransit systems in the U.S. 
considering the characteristics deemed more appropriate for evaluating the 
transferability of a transportation system to other areas. A s1mpl 1fied 
evaluation franeworl<. was developed which considered the level of service 
provided to the users, other impacts affecting the rest of the socie:y, 
passenger demand rates, supply provided by the systems, impacts to the 
operators, and the socioeconcmic characteristics of the users and the service 
area. The ccmparisons were made using quantifiable variables whenever data 
were available, but 1n some cases they were made only in a qual itat1ve manner. 
These comparisons clearly demonstrated that the "pub! ico" system can not be 
considered a jitney system since they provide a wide range of services over 
large service areas and under different institutional and regulatory 
arrangements. 

i I I. Conclusions 

This section w1I1 present the major conclusions of th:s study 
emphasizing the advantages and disadvantages of the "pub! ico" system and the 
c.~aracter i s.t 1 cs Of the system which w i I l affect its potent i a 1 transferab i 1 ~ t y 
to other areas. 

This research ·has verified that the "publ ico" system is the principal 
rrode of pub! ic transportation in PuertQ Rico with an average rrode sp\ it to 
worl<. of 12Z, and with 12,000 vehicles distributed over 900 routes serv;n9 
uroan, sucurcan and rural areas. The princioal reasons for this are: 

1. Uni 1Ke in most. cities 1n the United States, J 1 tneys and s1m1iar pr•va-=:.e 
transportat 1 on modes were never banned in P~erto R 1 co. Th 1 s was . t. 
pa;-t due to the central 1 zat 1 on of this matter at the 1 nsu l ar I eve 1 . : : 
was not um. i I 1962 that entry was regCJ I atec and not unt 1 I 1974 that 
fare and route al ignrnent controls were established . At this point, the 
system was already dcminan.... and "pO:>l ico" drivers· projected 
sign:.: 1 cant po 1 i ti ca; pressure at the mun i c 1oa1 l eve I . 

c. Cett~1n socioeconor.11c cnaracte~1stics of P'1erto Rico nelo create ar 
er:\.:"1ror1nre::1 .. , botn 1n -:.errn.s of suool y anc aemand~ under wr,~cn "~O~:~~cs'• · 

re:,_ it 1:-i ar. adequate traiisportat:on mode. Tl1ese ?nclude;- .tne tt:s;.""l 
I eve l of ur:err.p 1 oymer.t, the r-E: I at" 1 ve: y low _i nc~e of '!:'.'"le po;:-u lat: -:in, .::-.c 
the h ? g~ percentage of housenolds w1t~out Phones and ven1ci~s . These 
results · 1n both '2 iarge caot·ive "pub! 1c::>" .rnarl--\et and a :arge 0001. o7 
~ctertial ooerators w11 I ing to 0ffer se~vice at relat:~eiv low ·~e~e~1:s 

3 . :n "?L:erto R_1cc, un! 1'<-e the United S:ai:.es, :,0"7.i' or1vate on.:; p·Jb ' 1c 
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1nves-tments in puD'. 1c t7"anspon.at1on have Deen l im1ted . The San ..:ua1 
Metropo l i tan Area, w 1th a I 980 popu 1a:1 on of I, 085, 375 has a governrne;;-: 
owned bus sys~ern with only 200 peaK period buses. Outside of :n;s 
area, the "publ 1cos" "face nearly nc compet1t1on 1n tne ::iu~l 1c 
transportation marKet. In tne case of tne San Juan area, "puD 1 1 cos" 
compete with some success with certain bus routes alcng the rnost 
important corridors, but mostly serve trips not served DY Duses or as 
feeders to the bus trunK service. 

4 . "Publ icos 0 are used extensively for . scnool and shopping trips beca~se 
of the lacK of adequate school transcortat1on and the smal I percentage 
of hbuseholds with rrore that one vehicle. 

A preliminary analysis of these condition would indicate that they are 
not present in most U.S. transportation markets and ~nus the potential for 
transferring the "publ icos" is l 1mited. However, the "publ icos'' do have 
s1gn1f1cant advantages that would perhaps justify efforts to faci I itate its 
transferab i I i ty. The roost important advantages of "pub I 1 cos" are : 

L Low start-up cost and overhead due to its extremely simple organization 
based on I oose l y associated owners of sma I l veh i c I es united unaer 
different arrangements to of-fer route service. Under Puerto R 1 can 
cond it 1 ens, the "pub l i cos" have not required government subs 1 di es and 
have only received minor incentives of exemptions 1n import and vehicle 
registration fees and the construction of terminal fac1l it1es and 
passenger: coYered areas a I ong the r·outes. 

2. Great flexibr 1 ity in providing a fam1 ly of transportation se•v1ces w1~h 
reasonable levels of service, rang 1 ng frcm tne door to door~ scnedu I ec 
1nterc1ty ~1ne service to tnat s1mi lar to the jitneys• offered by local 
routes along dense corridor$. This flexibility suggests that the 
"::iubl rcos" are adaptable to very .:J:.fferent marKets. 

3. Employment to a largely uneducated, unsKi .I led middle age labor force. 
4. Generation of econcm1c activity in local marKets due to the required 

repairs and maintenance of tne vehicles. 

Some of these advantages resuit in limitations of .the "pGbl 1co" system. 
For example, tne low start-up cost and overhead are a direct result of the use 
o~ s~a! l vehicles from indeoendent owners, and the absence of planning, 
marketing, and otner rnandgernent activities . The use of small vehicles a:so 
resu I ts 1 n tnat "pub I i cos" app I ·, cat> 1 l 1 t y 1 s I 1mr tee to marKets wnere tne 
vo I ume ;::ierr.i1 :s eff 1 c i ent ope...-at 1 on w 1th them. The l acK of manageme'lt 
coord 1 natej act 1v1 ti es, sue~ as p I ann 1 ng and marKet i ng, re SL' l ts in t::e 
fol lowing defic1enc1es with their related costs or reduced revenues to tne 
system: 

' I • 

2. 
3 . 
, ..... 
5. 
5 . 

" ...,, 

a~sence of vehicle maintenance and repair records 
oversu8oly of ven1cles in so~e routes 
:a...-ge var , at1ons 1n vehicle types even at tne route levei 
d1ff1culty in t;-ansfers resulting 1n inadequate crosstown service 
3iow response to cnanges 1n ~asse~ger preferences or travel pa:terns 
: 1m1ted service during ~er1ods of i~w demand 
absence of p I ann 1 ng and schedu I .. ng 1 nforrnat 1 on. 
absence of proper .nsurance ~oth for drive~s and oassengers 



In aod1t1on lo these l1m1tat1ons of the "pub\1cos", seve..--al ::;arr1ers, 
11 ch hamper tne Potent 1 a I of t:-ansferr 1 ng th 1 s s ys"tern to -.ne u. s. , we;·e 
dent1f1ed 1n the literature review. The most 1m;::iortant o7 tnese barr1e:-.s 

ar~ e: 

1 . existence of we l 1 developed , subs 1 di zed pub l 1 c trans:;on.at 1 on systems 
w1tn strong constituencies, 

~ regulations banning the Px1stence of Jttney type se;v1ce. 
3 . labor regulations preventing the use of federal fu.'lds for systems 

affecting transit employees (13-C), 
A. stricter insurance requirements in the U.S. markets , 
5. socioeconomic differences of the potential users and drivers between 

the U. S. and Puerto Rico, 
6. lacK of experience with sirni lar systems, and 
7. general negative attitude towards sirni lar systems. 

At the scme t 1 me, there are sever a 1 changes occur i ng 1 n the U.S. pub l i c 
transportation environment, which, regardless of their negative or pos1t1ve 
impacts in other aspects, may result in the elimination of some of the 
barriers to implementation previously discussed. These changes incluce 
reductions in operating subsidies to transit and a tenaency towarcs 
deregulation in urban transportation. In addi -tion, some of the limitations of 
the "pGbl ico" system, such as the absence of planning and marketing 
activities , could be reduced during the system's implementation stage in U.S. 
rnarKets. Another factor that may increase the opportunities for 
transferab1 l ity is the fact that althougn on the average, the U.S. and Puertc 
Rico are very different environments, there a ,~e man>' areas s1mi lar to Puerto 
Rico with severe unemployment, low income, and low vehicle ownership. These 
areas, many located in the innercities of the east coast metropol 1tan areas, 
have great potential for the introduction of "pQbl 1cos". 

The comparison between the general ccmnunity paratransit systef1"5 and the 
"publ icos" have brought additional insights about the "publ icos" and their 
potential transferabi 1 ity to U.S . marKets. The rrost important of these is 
the conf i rmat 1 on and further documentation of the fact· that "publ 1 cos" are not 
Jitneys. They are regional syst~ns comprised of a wide range of services frcm 
services s1mi lar to jitneys, SRT, and to fixed route scheduled 1ntercr:y 
serv 1 ces. This 1 s conf 1 rmed by differences between jitneys and "pub I 1 cos" 1 n 
terms of the1.r service coverage, product1v1t1es, demand rates, and :r-.:: 
cnaracteristics of the service areas. 

Our aGalys 1s has also indicated that there are s1gnif1cart d1~~~re~ c 2s 

::ietween the average "publ ice" route .and SRT and DAR svstems, bu~. as 1n ::--.e 
case of jitneys, some 11 publ1co" routes r1ave also chciracter1st1cs similar· to 
tnese systems. Another aspect revealed by our analys is is that tne fam1 ly of. 
serv ices provided by the "publ ices" have cost structures s1m1 tar to that of 
J' :neys. The pr inc 1 pa I reason fo:-- ti'lese rs tr.at these sys terns operate b2s::-:~ 

on s1r.1ilar types of ven1c !es ar.c organ izat1ona: ai'range.":"lents. 
The f ac: tr12 t SE:r,v : ce s I rn'1 1 ar to SRT and otne:-- .oaratrar.s _1 t rfX.'o',>:?S '::: 

offered b~· "pCit::: I I -.: e:s" at costs s irn1 I ar to those o-7 JI tneys suggest tn.ai. ~- ::.;; 

costs of these mod~s !n the U.S. could ~e reduced bv 1ntrodwc1n9 to tnem sc~~ 
of the character1st1cs cf the ";::Qbl1cos". $C(1')2 of these cnzracter- 15:··cs are 
tne government 1ncer.tives. and 'reg'Jlat1or. .. the h1gn oercentage of cwner 
ooerators with s1gn1ficanl flex1b1 l ity 1n the way tnev· c;::>era:e the1·r · t:·us,n-?s::. 
3,; .:: .~OL':e assoc .- 3: :. ons for:".'.c-:::!. '.:':· :;r:)u:::=: ~- 1' 

~ur concius1ons inoicate tna1 tnere 

v 
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D:EOJi I VE SUMMARY 

I . Introduction 

The principal purpose of this stucy was to investigate the potential of 
us 1 ng the "pub I 1 co" system of Puerto Rico as a bas 1 s to prov i Cle transportation 
service in certain markets in urban and rural areas in the United States. The 
approach fol lowed consisted of gathering extensive information on the 
"publ ico" system including general and specific characteristics cf the level 
of service, and of users and operators. This information was analysed to 
determine significant differences between the characteristics in four study 
areas (Arecibo, Aguadi I la, Bayi:llbn, and MayagJez) and to compare to 
paratransit system in the United States. In rrore detai I, the study was 
divided into the fol lowing tasks: 

I. Perfonning I iterature reviews of pub! ic transportation funding policies 
by the United States government 1 of previous "pijb I i co" studies, and of 
paratransit systems. 

2. Gathering of data from previous studies, government agencies in Puerto 
Rico, and the Bureau of Census to obtain infonnation about the level of 
service of the systems and the cnaracteristics of the "pub! ico" users 
and operators. 

3 . Developing "pObl ico" and general carrnunity paratransit ccmputerized 
databases integrating system and users' characteristics. 

4. Analyzing the "publico 11 information by ccmparing the characteristics 
between study areas, between route~ t.ypes, and within each route type. 

5. Comparing the "publ ico" system to general ccmnunity paratransit systems 
to detennine similarities and differences, and to assess positive and 
negat 1 ve aspects of the "pub I i co" system which cou Id affect its 
potential tranferabi 11ty to other areas. 

The objectives of this executive surmary are to provide a sU'T'mary of 
the Key findings of this research, discuss conclusions regarding the "p0bl icQ" 
and paratransit systems, and to present r'eccrrmendations regarding improverrents 
to the "pub! ico" system in Puerto Rico and its posssible implementation in 
other areas. 

1 I . Sumnary of Findings 

This section sumnarizes the main findings of this research including 
those frcm the literature review, from the analyses of the characteristics of 
the "Pub! ico" system of the four study areas, and frcm the comparisons to 
paratransit systems. 

A. L 1 teratu:-e Review 

The l 1terature review of previous studies consisted of three parts: 
studies related to problems and issues in urban and rural transportat.ion, 
"Publ ico" studies to. obtain general bacKground information and specific 
information about tne system, and paratrans1t studies to .provide scme basis 
for the ccrnpar i sons to the "pub I 1 co" syst€7ffi. 



1-t<e r-ev:ew of st~d1es dea l ing with tr-ansportat1on issues and p:--oblerns 
orov; oed :ne root 1 vat ion for th 1 s :--esea:--ch effor-t. Nurne:-ous stud 1 es have 
1nc1cated that government had ~een unable to solve transportation problems 
wrtn p~bl 1c subsidies tc convent1ona1 mass transportat1cn systems, and that 
there 1 s a need for some pr' 1 vate sector par"'; i c 1pat1 on and to exper 1 ment w 1 tn 
1nnovat1ve -forms of transportation investments . 

The review of previous "publ ico" ~ystem studies main ly 1nd1cated that 
even w1tnout many improvements in the last two decades and without any d i rect 
governmental subsidies, tne "publ ico" system is considered an effect ive anc 
d<X:'lrnant pub\ 1c transportation service 1n Puerto Rico . This is in part due to 
the lack of alternative public transportation 1n most areas of Puerto Rico. 

Since there is a lack of understanding of the "pCibl ico" system which is 
often described only as a jitney system, considerable effort was devoted to 
obtaining and presenting its characteristics. Based on information frcrn 
previous "publ ico" studies and other information obta ined from different 
government agencies, a general description of the system was presented 
1 nc I ud i ng i nformat 1 on on the operating character· i st i cs, regu 1 atory contro \ s, 
statistics on route and vehicle types, government support and incentives, 
infonnation of other transportation systems, and information on users and 
operators. 

The I iterature review of the United States experience with paratrans1t 
was l im1ted to general ccmnunity paratransit since their mari<.ets, l iKe that of 
"pub I 1cos 11 1 nc I ude a broad cross section of trips undertaKen by users with a 
broad range of character istics . The review ccinsisted of three parts: a revi~w 
of the principal reports on paratrans1t, a di~cussion of issues regarding 
paratrans1t modes, and a description of the different services that are part 
of general comnunity paratrans1t (share ride taxis, d1al-a-r1de and hybrid 
services, and jitneys). 

8 . Data Gathering and Preparation 

Data were collected for the evaluation and cc:rnparison of the "publ ico" 
and U.S. paratransit systems. Data collected frcrn previous "publ ico" studies 
cons i ste.d of cordon counts of veh i c I es and passengers by time of day and route 
for the Aguadi I la, Arecibo, BayflTOn, and Mayag0ez systems . Data f rcm tne 
Public Service Ccxrrnission were mostly related to the cost of ven:cle 
operat 1 on. The "Dub I 1 co" cordon . count data were modified to cons 1 aer these 
trip$ wn1cn occu~ outside the cordon count station and to compute cost rela:e8 
rnfonr~tion per day per driver . Socioeconom1c information aoout the st~dy 
areas was oDtained frcm tne Bureau of tne Census 1980 reports on t~e 

cna~ac:er1st1cs of the popG l at1on a: the 1slandwide, mun ic ipal, and census 
tract levels. The "pub! ico" and socioeconcmic information was combined into a 
dataoase 1n whi ch the census tract level soci oeconomic information was 
aggrega:ec t o the route leve l. Cnce the data wer e aggregated . su.TITl&i>' 
s ta-:1s·. 1cs a:1d cocr.::ios 1te va:-1ables were cornputec with the aid of t:-ie S?SS-::>C 
pro gr a-r.s . 

The data on general ccrrrnunit y Paratransit se~v1ces 1n tne United Sta:es 
were cotained from · several par atrans1t reoorts . These data rnc iude oc~n 

1.-;f°ortT'.al 1 on aoout the s ystem and the soc i oeconcm1 c ct1aracter i st 1 cs of che 
user-s. The information was organized into a dataoase and gene:-a1 s't.at :s t1cs 
f or dral- a- r- 1de, shared ride tax rs , and jitney systems were ccrnput ed. 
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C. Analyses and Comparisons 

A deta1 led descr1p~1on of the four "pCibl ice" s-;.udy areas was presen:ed. 
Th 1 s was based on tne 1 eve I of serv 1 ce prov 1 ded ::iy the "pub I 1 co" system and on 
the soc1oeconom1c characteristics of the popu ia:ion served. The data gai.hered 
and prepared wer'e used to compare the routes w1tn1n each study area, tc St'..Jdy 
tne cnaracteristics of the four sys:ems, and to compa:--e the "PUDi 1co" syster.l 
to paratrans1t systems in the U.S . . The descr1pt1on included the population 
d1strtbui1on and cnaracteristics of Puerto Rico and e~cn study area: 
systernw1de and route level characteristics of the "publ ice" system, and 
characteristics of the population served by ·the systems. 

The 1 nformat ion on the "pub I i co" system was ut 1 1 1 zed to compare its 
characteristics to general comnunity paratransit systems in the U.S. 
considering the characteristics deemed more appropriate for evaluating t~e 
transferability of a transportation system to other areas. A s1mpl 1fied 
evaluation frcmewori< was developed which considered the level of service 
provided to the users, other impacts affecting the rest of the socie:y, 
passenger demand rates, supply provided by the systems, impacts to the 
operators, and the soc1oeconanic characteristics of the users and the service 
area. The canparisons were made using quantifiable variables whenever data 
were avai I able, but 1n some cases they were made only in a qual itat1ve manner. 
These comparisons clearly demonstrated that the "pubt ico" system can not be 
considered a jitney system since they provide a wide range of services over 
large service areas and under different institutional and regulatory 
arrangements. 

i I l. Conclusions 

This section w1 l I present the major conclusions of th !S study 
emphasizing the advantages and disadvantages of the "pCibl ico" system and the 
characteris.t1cs of the system which wi 11 affect its potential transferabi 1 !ty 
to other areas. 

This. research has verified that the "publ ico" system is the principal 
rrode of pub l i c transportation i.n Puerto Rico wi th an average rrode sp I i t to 
work of 12/., and with 12,000 vehicles distributed over 900 routes serv1n9 
uroan, suburban and rural areas. The principal reasons for this are: 

1. Unlike in most c iti es 1n the United Sta tes, J'tneys and s1m1lar .pr 1 va:= 
transportat 1 on modes were never. banned in Puerto R 1 co. Tr.1 s was . i. 
part due to the central 1 zat 1 on of this matter at the 1 nsu I a r~ I eve 1 . : : 
was not unt i 1 1962 that entry was reg\J I atec and not unt 1 1 1974 that 
fare and route alignment controls were established. At this point, the 
system was a I re adv dan i nan":., and "pu::i 1 i co" dr ivers · projected 
sign : .: 1 cant po 1 i t i ca; pressure at the mun i c 1 oa I . I eve l . 

c . Cert~1n socioeconor."l1c cnar acter1 s tics of P\Jerto R1co .nelo create ar 
er:v·1ronme:-i-i:., both 1·n :errns of supcly ane! aernand,· unde r wh!cn ":;)C:~ : :".:CS.,. 

re~_ i t 1n ar. adequate tra;-isportat:on rrode. Tl:ese !nc lude: .tne h::;:·1 
le vel of ur:err.ploymer.t. the re:lat1veiy low .incorr:e of ~:ie poi:)u\a~. : 0n , .::;-.c· 
the h!Q~ percentage of housenolds w1t~out phones and v~n1~ies. These 
results 1n beth "' iarge caot·ive "pub ! 1c~ " .ma~et and a large ::iool_ o7 
::ic1.ert:ial o:::>e:--ators w111 ing .. "t0 0ffe:- se;-v;c-:: 2t rel.a°t. : '1-?lv l ow · t:·~:ie~1:s 
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1nves-trnents in puD'. 1c t:--anspor~tat1on have Deen I im1ted. T~e Sar. -.Jua1 
Metropol 1tan Area, with a 1980 popula:1on of 1,085,375 has a gover~~e~~ 
owned bus sysi.em with only 200 peak period buses. Outside of :n1s 
area, the "publ 1cos" face nearly no cornpet1t1on rn tne out>l 1c 
transportation marKet. In tne case of tne San Juan area, "pCJol 1cos" 
compete w 1th some success with cert a 1 n bus routes al cng tne most 
important corrrdors, but mostly serve trips not served DY Duses or as 
feeders to the bus trunK service. 

4. "Pub l i cos" are used extensive I y for scnoo l and snopp 1 ng tr 1 PS beca~se 

of the lacK of adequate school transportation and the smal I percen~age 
of hbuseholds with more that one vehicle. 

A pre! iminary analysis of these condition would indicate that they are 
not present in most U.S. transportation markets and ~nus the potential for 
transferring the "publ icos" is l 1rnited. However, the "pCibl icos" do have 
s1gn1f1cant advantages that would perhaps justify efforts to facilitate its 
transferability. Tne most important advantages of "publ 1cos 11 are: 

l. Low start-up cost and overhead due to its extremely simple organization 
based on loosely associated owners of snall vehicles united unaer 
different arrangements to of·Per route service. Under Puerto R r can 
cond i t 1 ens, the 11 pub l i cos" have not required government subs 1 di es and 
have on I y received mi nor i ncen t i ves · of exempt 1 ons 1 n import and veh i c I e 
registration fees and the construction of terminal fac1 I i.t1es and 
passenger: coyered areas along the r·outes. 

2. Great flexib1 I ity in provid1n9 a fam1 ly of transportation services w1".:.h 
reasonable l eve 1 s of service, rang r ng fran tne door to doo1~ schedu I ec 
1nterc1ty line service to that s1mi lar to the jitneys' ofiered by local 
routes along dense corridors. This flexibi i ity suggests that the 
11 ::iubl 1cos'' are adaptable to very d:.fferent marKets .. 

3. Employment to a largely uneducated, unsKi.I led middle age labor force. 
4. Generation of econcm1 c act iv 1 ty in I oca I marKets due to the requ 1 red 

repairs and maintenance of tne vehicles. 

Some of these advantages result in I imitations of .the "pub! 1co" systen;. 
For example, tne low start-up cost and overhead are a direct result of the use 
OT s~a! l vehicles from indeoendent owners, and the absence of planning, 
marketing, and otner mandgetnent activities. The use of small vehicles a:so 
results 1n tnat "pub! icos" appl.1cat>1l1ty is I 1m1tec to marKets wnere tne 
volume ~emits efficient operation with them. The lacK of manageme~: 

coord 1 nate::1 act 1v1 ti es, sue~ as p I ann 1 ng and marketing, rest.: I ts in tile 
fol lowing defic1enc1es with their related costs or reduced revenues to tne 
system: 

1 . aJsence of veh 1c1 e ma 1 nteilance and repa 1 r records 
2. 
3. 
, -. 
5. 

c ...,, 

oversuooly of ven1cles in s~~e routes 
:arge var,at1ons 1n venicle types even at tne route levei 
d1ff1culty in transfers resulting 1n inadequate crosstown service 
s:ow response to cnanges 1n ~asse~ger preferences or travel patterns 
: 1m1tec service during periocs of i~w demand 
absence of p I ann 1 ng and schedu I • ng 1 nforrnat 1 on 
absence of prcper .nsurance ~oth for drive~s and oassengers 



In aad1t1on to these l1m1tat1ons of the "pC:bi1cos", seve:-al ::;arr1ers, 
11Ch hamper tne Potential of t:-ansferr1ng this sys1.em to tne U . S., wer·e 
oent1f1ed 1n the literature review. The most 1m;:iortant o7 tnese carr1e:-s 

ar~e: 

1. existence of well developed, subsidized pub! 1c trans::Jo1~t;;t1on systems 
w1tn strong constituencies, 

~ regulations banning the ~x1stence of Jitney t ype se;v1ce. 
3. labor regulations preveilt1ng the use of federal fu:1ds for systems 

affecting transit employees (13-C) 1 

4. stricter insurance requirements in the U.S. rnarKets 1 

5. socioeconomic differences of the potential users and drivers between 
the U.S. and Puerto Rico, 

6. lacK of experience with similar systems, and 
7. general negative attitude towards similar systems. 

At the scme t 1 me, there are sever a 1 changes occur i ng 1 n the U.S. pub I i c 
transportation environment, wh1ch 1 regardless of their negative or pos1t1ve 
impacts in other aspects, may result in the elimination of some of the 
barriers to implementation previously discussed. These changes incluce 
reductions in operating subsidies to transit and a tenaency towarcs 
deregulation in urban transportation. In addi-tion 1 some of the l imitat1cms o7 
the "publ ico" system, such as the absence of planning and rriarKeting 
activities, could be reduced during the system's implementation stage in U.S. 
marKets. Another factor that may increase the opportunities for 
transferab11 ity is the fact that altnougn on the average, the U. S. and Puertc 
Rico are very different environments, there are man>' areas similar to Puerto 
Rico with severe unemployment, low income, and low vehicle ownership. These 
areas, many located in the innercities of the east coast metropol rtan areas , 
nave great potential for the introduction of "publrcos" . 

The comparison between the general comnunity paratransit systeIT'3 and the 
"Publ icos" have brought additional rnsights about the "publ icos" and therr 
potential transferabi 1 ity to U.S. man<.ets. The rrost important of these is 
the confirmation and further documentation of the fact that "publ 1cos" are not 
Jitneys. They are regional syst~ns comprised of a wide range of services frcm 
services s1mi lar to jitneys, SRT, and to fixed route sched~led 1ntercr:y 
services . T!lis is conf1nned by differences between jitneys and "publ1cos" 1n 
terms of ther.r service coverage 1 product1v1t1es 1 demand rates, and :r.:: 
charac t er istics of the service areas . 

Our analysis has also ind i cated that there are s1g~if1cant G1~~~renc~s 
:ietween the average "pub l rec" route and SRT and DAR svstems, but, as 1n -::.~.e 

case of jitneys, some "publ rco'' routes r.ave also characterist ics srm1 Jar· to 
tnese s ystems. Another aspect revealed by our anal ysis is that tne fam1 l y of 
services pr ovided by the "publ i cos" have cost st ruc tures s 1m1 1 ar t o that of 
J i tneys . The pr inc 1pa1 reason for- these rs U'1at tnese systei11S opera:e t.as ~:~ 

on s 1mi lar t ypes of venr c!es anc organ i:at 1ona: a~rang~~en ts . 

The fac: trl2t sc:r.v! ce s1m.1lar to SRT and otner- oara"trar.s ": rrx.~ c1es ·::: 
Offered b:· "pu c l ,,;:)5" at COStS Similar to those 0-7 Jitneys suggest t_r,at ~-~-;; 

costs of these rrod~s :n the U. S. could ~e reduced bv 1nt~OdLl c1ng t o t~=rn SC.:.'.~ 

of the characterrst1cs of the ";:::;Oblrccs" . SO"l"le o'f these cn2racter1s:·0 cs :::re 
tne government 1 n cer. t i ves. ar.d "reg'J I at r or. . :he h 1 gn oerce~t age of cwne~~ 

ocerators with sign ificant fle x 1b 11 ity 1n tne way tnev opera:e t he 1·r · bUS!n~s~ . 

,:;;.: ...... ou:e asso~ i· .?:::ons foi.':"e~ . ~; 31:;w::2 -:.T =-··""'·1 e:-~ . 
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investments 1n pub: 1c tr-anspcrtat1cn have Deen l im1ted . T~e Sar J ua.-. 
Metropolitan Area, w1tn a 1980 pcpula:1on of 1,085,375 has a governrne~: 
owned bus system wi th on ly 2CO peak period ouses . Outside of th;s 
area, the "publ1cos" -face nearly nc cornpet1t1on 1n tne oubi1c 
transportation marKet. In the case of tne San Juan area, "puol 1cos 11 

compete with some success with certain bus routes along the mos: 
important corridors, but mostly serve trips not served DY ouses or as 
feeders to the bus trunk service . 

4. "Publ icosn are used extensively for scnool and shopping trips because 
of the lacK of adequate school transportation and the smal I percentage 
of hbuseholds with rnore that one vehicle. 

A preliminary analysis of these condition would indicate that they are 
not present in rnost U.S. transportation mar-Kets and ~hus the potential for 
transferring the "pObl icos" is l 1mited. However, the "pub! icos•• do have 
significant advantages that would perhaps justify efforts to faci I 1tate its 
transferabi I ity. The most important advantages of "pub I 1cos" are: 

1. Low start-up cost and overhead due to its extremely simple organization 
based on loosely associated owners of smal I vehicles united unoer 
different arrangements to offer route service. Under Puerto Rican 
cond it 1 ons, the "pub l i cos" have not required government subs 1 di es and 
have only received minor incentives · of exemptions in import and vehicle 
registration fees and the construction of tenninal fac1l it1es and 
passenger: coYered areas a I ong the r·outes. 

2. Great flexib1 I ity 1n providing a fam1 ly of transportation services w1"'.:h 
reasonable levels of service, ranging frcm the door to door schedulec 
1nterc1ty ~1ne service to that s1mi Jar to the jitneys' offered by local 
routes along dense corridors . This flexioi l ity suggests that the 
";:,Obi 1cos" are adaptable to very d:fferent marKets . 

3. Employment to a largely uneducated, unski.l led middle age labor force. 
4. Generation of econcm1c activity in local mar-Kets due to the required 

repairs and maintenance of tne vehicles. 

Some of these advantages result in 1 imitations of .the "pQbl 1co" system. 
For e xample, tne low start-up cost and overhead are a direct result of t~1e use 
of srna: I vehicles frcm indeoendent owners, and the absence of Plann ing, 
marketing, and other management activities. Tile use of smal I vehicles a:so 
resul:s 1n tnat "publicos" appl1cab1l1ty is l1m1tec to marKets w'lere tne 
volume permits efficient operation with them . . The lacK of rnar,ageme'I: 
coordinated act1v1t1es, such as planning and marKe:ing, res~lts :n t~e 

fol lowing deficiencies with their related costs or reduced revenues to the 
system: 

'. 
A 
~. 

5. 
7. 
c _, . 

aosence of vehicle maintenance and reparr records 
oversuoply of vehicles in scme routes 
:arge var;a:1ons 1n venicle types even a: tne route levei 
d1ff1culty in t:--ansfers resulting 1n 1nadeQuate crosstown service 
s ; ow response to cnanges 10 ~assenger preferences or travel pa:terns 
I 1rn1tec service during periods of i~w oemanc 
absence of planning anc schedu l •ng 1nformat1on. 
absence of proper insurance both for drivers and ~assengers 



In aod1t1on to these l1m1tat1ons of the "puoi1COS", Se'1e.-al t.arr 1er;, 
which hamper tne Potential of t:-ar~ sferr1ng this sysi.em to C.;Je U . 3 ., we:-e 
i dent 1 f i ed 111 the 1 1 terature rev 1 ew. The most 1m;:iortan t o-7' tnese Darr 1 e:-5 
are : 

1. 

3. 

4. 
5. 

6 . 
7. 

existence of we\ I developed, subsidized publ 1c transcortat 1on systems 
w1tn strong constituencies , 
regulations banning the Px1stence of Jitney type se~v.ce . 

labor regulations preve;-it1 ng the 1Jse of federal f~.1ds for systems 
affecting transit employees (13-C), 
stricter insurance requirements in the U. S. markets, 
socioeconomic differences of the potential users and drivers between 
the U.S. and Puerto Rico, 
lacK of experience with similar systems, and 
genera 1 negative attitude towards s i mi I ar systems. 

At the scme ti me, there are sc~vera 1 changes occur i ng 1 n the U . S. pub 1 i c 
transportation env 1 ronment, wh 1 ch, r·egard 1 ess of their negat i ve or pos 1t1 ve 
impacts in other aspects, may resu lt in the elimination of some of the 
barriers to implementation previously discussed. These changes inclu~e 

reductions in operating subsidies to transit and a tenaency towarcs 
deregulation in uroan transportation . In addi.t 1on, some of the 1 imitations of 
the "publico" system, suctJ as t:1e absence of plann i ng and niarKet ; ng 
activities, could be reduced during the system's implementat i on stage in U.S. 
marf<ets. Another factor that may increase the opportunities for 
transferab11 ity is the fact that al\.i)OUgh on the average, the U.S. and Puert.c 
Rico are very different environments, there a~e many areas s1mi lar to Puerto 
R 1 co w i th severe un&np 1 oyment, 1 ow i ncome , and low veh 1c1 e ownersh 1 p. These 
areas, man)' located in the 1nnercit1es of the east coast metropolitan areas, 
have great potential for the i ntroduction of " pub licos ··. 

The comparison between the genera l comnunity paratransit systerT'3 and t~e 
"publ icos" have brought additional insights aoout tne "PObl icos " and tne 1r 
potential transferabi 1 ity to U.S. rnari<.e-t.s. The rrost important of tnese i s 
the confirmation and further documentation of the fact· that "pub\ 1 cos" are not 
Jitneys . They are regional systems c~pr1sed of a wide range of servi ces frcm 
services s1rni Jar to j itneys, SRT, and to fixed route scheduled 1ntercr:y 
servi ces. This is cor.f 1rrned by dif·Ferences between jitney s and "Publ !cos" 1n 
terms of tt1e 1.r service coverage, product1v 1t1es, demand rates, and ::.-:: 
cnaracteristics of the service areas . 

Our anal ys is has also ind i cated that there are s1gn1f1caGt d•~~ere~c~s 

between the average "pub 1 1 Cc" rout e and SRT and DAR svsterns, but, as 1 n ::--.:: 
case of Jitneys, SC(l)e "publ 1co" ro•Jtes have also charac t eristics s1m1 lar· to 
these systems. Another aspect reveE:led by our analysis is that the farn1 l y of 
servi ces prov 1 ded b>' the "pub I i cos" have cost structures s 1m1 l ar to that o7 
jitneys. The pr inc 1 pal re ason f or tnese 1 s tr-,at tnese syst~ms oPerat::- cas:::~ 

en s 1~i lar t ypes of ven 1c les anc · org anizat 1ona1 arrangements . 
The fact tn2t ser;v!ce s 1m.1l2w to SRT and otner oaratrans1t rrx.-.c:::s · : 

Offe~ej b; "put:! ,.;os" at costs Simi iar to those O"f Jii.neys suggest i.i1·2:li. ~·~~ 

costs Qf tnese rrod~s !n the U.S. c::iuld ~e reduced by 1ntroauc1n9 to tri~ scr.:-:: 
of t he character 1st 1 cs of the "Pub\ 1 cos". Scm:: of these cn2rac:er 1 5t •c s a:e 
tne government incentives and reg'-JJ.at1 on . :ne h1 gn oercen t age of cwner
ocerators with s 1gn!ficant f;e x 1b1l ity 1n the way t nev opera~ e their ~us ·n~53. 

E:i ·: .--ou: e as so: :·3: :.·ons 7o~e~ :.; · :;1:)u;:-5 ·:.T c··o"Je ~s . 
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transfe:-r1ng the "publ 1cos", o:- some of their cna:-acter1st1cs, to ma:-Ke:s 1n 
:he Uni tee States. Our evaluation, however, was I 1m1ted ::>>· tne -::o : 1ow1ng 
fac:ors: 

\. the lack of avai 1ao1I1ty of tne data required for evaluation, ano w~1er 
avai I able, tne qua! 1ty of the data was not always satisfactory, 

2. tne d1ff1culty to predict user's response, system performance, costs, 
and other para1)c~t:?rs L'""'der d 1 fferent environments, 

3. and the deper,dence of the peifonnance of the system on i oca · 
objectives. 

These I imitations have suggested several areas for future research and 
for the improvement of the "publ ico" system that wi 11 be discussed 1n the 
fol lowing section. 

IV. Recomnendations 

As mentioned above, the most significant I imitation of this research has 
been the lack of adequate data and m:idels for the evaluation of the 
transferab11 ity of the "PCibl icos". This leads to the fol lowing gene~ai 

rec<Y1Tnendat1ons for future resear~h; 

\. A paratransit system database, including the level of service, system 
perfonnance, and soc i oeconomi'c character 1st i cs with current 1nfonnat1 on 
should be developed. 

2. The data for "pCibl icos'', which deoended on cordon counts and cost 
information from the Publ 1c Service Corrmision, requires tne deveio;::ment 
of better u.n it costs consider 1 ng the route's character i st 1 cs, and 
passenger and revenue information cons1der1ng the ooarding ano 
al 1gnt1ng patterns of the route. 

3 . Cost ana demand models for paratransit and "pCibl 1cos" a•e reou1red to 
be ab!e to predict the performance of tnese systems under differen: 
cond1t1ons. This is. required for the irnplerrentat1on of t:1e m:::ire 
complete evaluat·1on franework developed as part of this research. 

4. Tne recent tendency in the u. S. has been that pub 1 1 c transport.at ion 
spends a portion of their funds in management and planning act1v1t1es. 
In the other extreme, the "publ icos" do not spend virtually a:-iy fLJnCs 
in such activities. The management and planning act1v1t1es a;e 
Jl..'St 1f1 ed based on the savings wn 1 ch they prov, de; howe·1er, : t s:->:::iuc De 

clear tnat different systems, serving different markets w1tn d1ffe~en: 
tecnnolog1es, should spend different percentages of their resources in 
these activities. To our Knowledge, no research has been done reiated 
to this meta-management or meta-planning topic so vital in determ1n1,'lg 
the most adequate organ i zat 1 ona I structure for d ifferent t>'PeS cf 
oubi1::: t;ansportat1on ser·v1ces. The transferability of the "puol1c:::is" 
to tt'1e Uri1ted States car. oe considered a subtoo1c 1.'J th s roo,....e 
CCin~:--e~1ens 1 ve researcn area. 

5 . Due to the uncertainty 1n tne evaluation of tne transferao1!1tY of 3ry 
technology, and 1.he ootent1al of "Publ 1cos" to se~ve se>.""le u.:;. 
marKets, aem:>nstration experiments aimed at shedding more ; 1gn: . n::::i 
th!S important question snould be develoPed. Tney shouid consice- t~e 

advantages and I 1m1 ta: 1 ons of tne "pub I 1 co" system d 1 scussec 1 :\ i:.:\ • s 



The extensive analysis of the "pCibl ic~" syster.. conducted 1n this 
research suggests seve~al areas for its 1rn:::irovement. Most of these are 
related to thg ce<n:::ilete lac:I< cf ciann1ng and management ac:1v1t1es 1n the 
"pub! i co" system. The reccmnenda:1ons for "Pub! 1cos" are: 

. . . 

2. 

3. 

4 . 

The Depa~tment of Transportation and Public worKs should develop 
demonstiat1ons oroJects to determine the poss1b1i1:v of offering 
technical assistance to associations of 11 pub\1.co" a ... :ve:--s. This 
assistance could be aimed at developing mor.ereff1c 1en: maintenance 
procedures, fleet planning, scheduling, and otner planning activities . 
The Public Service Corrrnision should develop theoretically val id 
procedures for the detennination of fares, route entry, route 
al i gnrnent, and ott1er dee is ions under its jur i sd i ct ion. For this, the 
develoi::ment of costs and demand models for "pub\ icos" is required. The 
procedures and models should consider the effects of tne corrmission's 
decisions on the system level. 
To attempt to increase the oual ity of service during low demand 
periods, the Public Service Ccmnission should. study the feasibi I ity of 
variable fares, and/or subsidies for service during these periods. 
In routes with very high volumes, investment in minibuses, and perhaps 
larger vehicles could be JUSt1fied. Since these investments are 
outside the capabilities of individual operators, alternative financing 
mechanisms and/or institutional arrangements (sucn as cooperatives) for 
the vehicle acquisition should be studied . 
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the i-nccme gained. However, tne ope:--ato:--s 1nd1cate that the system 

has many advantages including that 1t prov1oes a needed service to 

persons wno do not have autos, it provides employment, 1 t 1 s an 

unexpens i ve transportat 1 on mode, and persons who use it can avo 1 d 

parKing proDlems . 

b. The operators are not as w1 I I ing to provide disa(vantages about the 

system but one of the studies requested that they identify in priority 

order a series of factors which had the greatest impact on "pQbl ico" 

serv i ce [ 24 J • The cost of gasoline was rated as the rrost important 

factor, followed by ccmpetition frcm other "pClbl ico" drivers, and the 

general economic s i tuat.i on. 

c. f\m::lng the rrcst important operator's suggestions to improve service are 

el irninating fixed routes, obtaining subsidies for gasoline, increasing 

demand by eliminating unregistered and illegal vehicles, increasing 

fares, providing night and Sunday service, reducing wait 1 ng times, .and 

1mprov1ng or constructing tenn1nal facilities . 

This part of the I iterature review has provided general information about 

the "pOb I 1 co" system. It wi I I ccxr~lement the information on paratransit 

systems in the united States which w1 I I be presented in the next section and 

the more specific infonnation on the "pQbl ico" system which wi 11 be presented 

1n Chapter 4 . 

Iv. united States Experiences with Paratrans it S)1 sterns 

The main objective of tnis se~tion is tc provide the general bacKground 

1nformat1on about paratrans1t experiences 1n the United States to serve as a 

Das is fo:-- the evaluation of the transferabi I ity of the "publ 1co" system of 

Puerto Rico to otner env1rorments. 

The paratrans1t \ 1tera:ure is quite expensive, and comprehensive reviews 

have been presented elsewnere [25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31). For this reason 

we w111 l im1t tn:s review to t.'le descr1otion of the principal tyo-es of 

Pa"'atr-ans1t wh1cn ar-e ccmpara:::ile to "publ 1cos" and nave the potential of 

'These systerr.s 1 nc I uoe J 1 tneys, shared r 1 ue tax 1 

(S~T), d1ai-a-bus or d1al-a-r1ae (DAB, DAR), and ·other less flexible h)1 br1d 

systefi\S (HS), such as route and point deviations, chec1<.po1nt and cycled 

serv, ces . Mu It 1 systerr.s [29} rc:?fe"S to .... i-11 s ;rou::i of oar a trans 1 •. serv : ces as 

general ccmnuni:y oaratransr:, since, their marKets, I ike tnat of the 



"puol 1cos", include a broad cross section of trips unaer-taken by users with a 

broad range of characteristics. 

This l 1terature review on general ccmnunit)' paratransit will consist of 

three parts. First, the reviews of the pr1nc1pal reports on paratrans1t w1 ! ; 

be presented. This w1 1 l be fol lowed by a discussion of issues such as 

regulation of the transit industry, labor, insurance, performance evaluation, 

and implementation problems. These issues are very relevant to the comparison 

between "publ icos" and othe paratransit modes that wil 1 be presented in this 

research. The third part will contain a description of the different services 

that are part of general comnunity paratransit, including their general 

character-i st i cs. This w 1 l I al so be useful for ccxrpar i ng these services with 

the "pQbl icos" of Puerto Rico. 

A. Review of Principal .Reports 

Paratransit is usually defined as the fcrnily of transportation services 

which fal 1 between the single occupant autcmobile and fixed route transit in 

tenns of attributes such as [29): 

1. flexib1 I i·ty in time and space, 

2. privacy, 

3. annen i ti es, 

4. type of ownership, and 

5. driver type. 

The developnent of these m:>des of public transportation can be traced to 

research on dial-a-ride conducted at MIT and General Motors in the mid 1960's. 

It :s no coincidence.that this research was undertaken shortly after the time 

when the 1 ower- dens 1 t y deve l opnen t pcit terns which fo I lowed tne Seconc! wor Id 

War were having a s1gnif1cant impact on the growth of the autcmob1 le and tne 

start of the de<n 1 se of fixed route pub I 1 c transit. The systems proposed 'n 

the MIT research, which were never implemented at the scale conceived, 

provided door to aoor service in response to telechone cal Is ut1I1z1ng a 

c~~puter con:rol led system, and operated at or near break even levels. 

This basic resea:--ch of pa:--atrans1t was fol 1vwed by the 1m;)lementat1on of 

seve:-a I sys terns. These 1 nc I uded tne i 0 1 rst rnaJor 1rno I ementat, on soonsored bY 

":.~1e fede:--.al gove:"nrnent, Haddonf1ed Dial-a-Ride, wr11ch started in 1972 [28). 

This or'OJe-:::, wri1c~ !asi.ej unt1 I· 1976, successfu I 1. y derronstrated the 

operational feasib1ti:y of the dial-a-ride c::ince;:it and of ccmouter1ze::! 
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dispatching. Tne cost per passenger for this system, however, was 

s1gn1ficantly higher than previous estimates and the ccmnun1ty decided not to 

continue the service after the demonstration pe~1oc enaed. 

:::ven after the 1mpl ernentat 1 on of these systems, 1 t was appa~ent that the 

potential of paratrans1t had not been achieved, as evidenced by the title of 

the 1974 Urban Institute study wh1ct1 popularized the nane paratrans1t, 

Para transit: Neglected Options for Urban Mob i I i ty (25). This study, was 

designed to review the experience to date with paratransit systems, to assess 

their potential for serving transportation demand, and to design a research, 

developrent, and del'TX)nstration progran to identify and deID:)nstrate innovations 

of the paratransit services which could be beneficial to U.S. cities. This 

study identified four rnaJor applications of paratransit services: 

The 

1. Supplement conventional transit for the r.igh densi-ty heme to worK 

travel with the increased use of high occupancy paratransit rrodes such 

as car and vanpool ing. 

2. Serve low density travel demanti, particularly that which is 

uneconomical for conventional transit, such as intra-subur~an-shopping 

trips, trips within smal I urban areas, trips late at night or early 1n 

the morning, and the travel needs of groups with 1 imited mob: I ity. 

3. Increase the effectiveness of conventional transit services with 

paratransit feeder services designed to collect and distribute transit 

passengers in areas of low demand density. 

4. Improve the rrobi l ity within business and coomercial districts. 

Urban Institute study aiso presented the fol I owing general 

recarmendat1ons, principally aimed at UMTA: 

\ . Deve I op a demons tr at 1 on progrcrn to evaluate tt'1e potent 1 a I of rrore 

flexible taxi caD operations. 

2. Test the operation of Jitneys under typical urban conditions. 

3. Continue the research progra-n directed at the complex financing, 

regulatory, l aoor, and 1 nsurance issues related to paratransit 

service. 

4. Conduct research aimed at cetermining the· nee::J for paratransit. 

harctware a~c software. 

It may oe noted that even at the early time, the p0tent1al of private sector 

~rov1ders, as a response to the h1gner cost of pubi 1c operators, was 

recognizec. Aiso, evident were the constraints which tne institutional issues 



1 rnoosed-on paratrans 1 t, thus mak 1 ng 1 ts deve I opnent di ff 1 cu It. 

The importance of the reconrnendations of tne stuay is evident by trie 

presentations and issues raised, during tt1e second W1 l I i a-nsburg Para trans 1 t 

Conference held in 1979. By this date, the following facts were indicated Dy 

Rosenbloom (27): 

1 . Ongo 1 ng paratrans 1 t r·rOjects that enccrnpass a numoe;- of serv 1 ce 

approaches were ccxrrnon. 

2. Paratransit options were considered as part of regional alternative 

ana 1 yses. 

3. Paratransit options often were an important element in the 

transportation systems management ccmponent of regional transportation 

plans. 

4. Federa I funding for parat1~ans it projects had been subtant i a I . 

5. State funding had been significant as de"OC>nstrated by the Michigan and 

Ca I 1 forn i a progrcrns. 

Thus, less than five years after the publ icption of the Ur.ban Institute' Study, 

many of 'its recorrmendations had been implemented. However, the fol lowing 

issues, addressed at t.he worKshop, were sti I I important: 

1. Labor protection and standards. 

2. 1nst1tut1onai franework for paratransit develoi:rnent. 

3. Evaluation and measuremen~ of service effectiveness. 

4. Ccmpetitive opportunities in paratransit. 

5. Coard i nation of soc i a I ser·v ice agency transpertat 1 on. 

6. Technology requirements. 

The W1II1ansburg Conference achieve consens~s on the following issues: 

1. The I ocal level should be responsible for initiation and control of 

paratransit projects, Doth because of their ab1 I ity to see the best 

so I ut ions to their prob lens and because of the inherent crnb i gu it y oi' 

fed er a l po I 1 c y . 

2. The federal goverrment is in tne best position to gather information 

on Daratransit 1mplemen~ation effor:s, to assess tne-val101ty of data 

repo•te::! by d1ffer-ent projects, anc: to actively disseminate rne 

:--esuits. 

3. There is a need to develop and disseminate standard ways to measure or 

pred1::t the performance o-f parat:-ans1t alternatives. 

4. There is a Jack of clarity 1n the pol 1c1es of fede•al agencies. 
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However, SO(l")e very important issues were kept unresolved . The first was 

the impact of the section 13-C I abo1- protections on the deve I o;:rrent of 

paratrans1t systems that use a variety of operators. This 1s a direct result 

of tne pol icy established by the Department of Labor of sett I ing 13-C disputes 

on a case by case basis. The second issue on which consensus was not reached 

.vas th-; type of coordina·t:on required in the developnent of a range of 

paratransit services at the ccmTlunity level. 

After the Second Wi 1 I iansburg COnfer-ence, numerous successful paratransit 

systems continued to be implemented in various parts of the United States; 

however, as indicated in the m:::ist recent general review of these systems (29), 

there was a significant shift in the nature of the newer systems which 

included: 

1. The focus of ITDSt of the systems was on the conmunity, rather than 

regional level. 

2. The scale of the systems has been smal !er, usually limited to 

intra-ccmnunity travel. 

3. There has been a shift towards the use of private ccntractors, 

typ 1 ca I l y taxi ccmpan i es, to or,e:rate the ser-v ice. 

4. The number of genera I ccmnun i t:i' paratrans it systems has been reduced 

because sane of them are now targeted only at specific markets, I ike 

the e Ider l y and hand i caped. However, many gener·a I coomun i ty 

paratrans it sys.tern are st i I I oper~at i ng. 

Item three is of par~icul.ar relevance to this research since it is an 

indication of tne important role private providers can play in paratransit 

systerns . The use of private provide1·s for paratransit service, is highly 

related to regulatory and labor issues, sane of which have not been resolved 

1n many urban areas. However, many jurisdictions are revising regulation in 

oder to prCTrete competition and provide better service to the publ 1c. Some of 

these cases together with lacor issues and insurance requirements , w1l1 be 

d1s~ussea in ~he fol lowing section. 

8. Regulation, La~or issues, and Insurance Requirements 

As indicated in the previous section, important factors which affect 

1mplernentat1on and operation of transit sys":.e:ilS a:-e :-egulation, la!)o:-- issues, 

and insurance requirements. In terms o·i" regu I at ion the I a test tendency 1 n the 

United States is for the deregulation of the transit industry For exa-nple, 
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San Diego has revised taxi and pa~atransit regulations [32, 33, 34). The city 

of San Diego had regulations I 1mit1ng taxi entry and fares dat ing bacK to tne 

1970's. In Januar )' 1979 it began a p0 I 1 cy of i ssu 1 ng new perm1 ts and 1 n May 

1980 ccmpletely el 1minatec the cei I ing on fare control. The city however 

retained the safety and insurance requirements. It requires certain m1n1mum 

i 1ab1 I ity and the pol icy must by f1 led with the city . The rev . ~ed reg~lat1ons 

also make 1t easier to change shared ride rates . The revised regulations 

resulted 1n some increase on fares, but the supply of vehicles increased. The 

fare ceiling was reimposed in 1983 at a level 20Z above the city average fare. 

Deregulation of entry control has improved service in scme areas because of 

the introduction of jitneys. By 1983 twelve ccmpanies operated 36 vehicles as 

jitneys serving shopping areas, hotels, airport and military bases. 

Arizona deregulated rrotor carriers in July 1982 pennitting freedcm of 

entry, pricing, and service levels [35). The only requirements for obtaining 

an operator's license was the applicant's fitness, his ability to rreet 

f1nanc1a1 responsibi I ities for insurance, and that tne service would not 

endanger tr.e public. Although, the number of tax is providing service 

increased substantially, the fares did not ccme down but increased sl 1gntly. 

Any innovations 1 ike shared-ride services also did not develop due to low 

demand densities. The important lesson learned frcm the Arizona exper ience is 

that favorable impacts may not necessarily fol low deregulation. 

An econO"Tlic analysis of Taxi Cab regulation in the U.S . by the Federal 

Trade Comn1 ss ion [32) 1 nd i cated that ooen entry and fare com;:iet it ion in the 

radio-dispatch market was generally favorable with increases in service hours 

and reductions in fares and response time . The study concludes that there is 

no persuasive economic rat ionable for sane of the rrost important regulations 

contro I l i ng entry and m1n1murn fares .and there is no economic JUSt i f i cat 1 on for 

regulat ions that restrict shared-ride, dial-a-ride, and jitney type services. 

/I.not he:- irnxrtant set of issues re I ated to the use of pr ivate operators 

-: o provide paratrans i t ser-v ices a:e lahor regulati ons, liKe tne pr-ev1ously 

rne~t1onej \ aoor protector clause (13-C) of the UMTA Act of 1964 . This clause 

hes led to many legal problerrs in the implementation of para t rans1t servi ces 

w. th UMTA grants . lhis section requires that any assistance under this act 

has to prov 1 de protection to ernp I oyees of ex 1st i ng serv 1 ces who may be 

affected Dy such assistance. Davis Jr . [36], Sm1 th (37), .A.lsc11uler [38 ) 

c1scuss the 1mpl 1cat1on of this law 1n great detail. Sever· a I taxi c001Pan i es 
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brought suits _ cla1m1ng unfair corrpet1tion from dial-a-ride paratrans1t 

services. In rrost cases the tax 1 ccmpan 1 es were unsuccessfu I but sc:.<ne 

services were forced to .terminate t!le dernanc respons 1 ve component of the 

service. The 1mpl 1cation here is tnat paratransi~ services can expect 

oppos1t1on frcm local taxi ccrnoanies 1f they are not provided an opportunity 

to part1c1pate in the service and that careful cons1deraiion shoul·d be giv~11 

to labor issues planning a new paratransit service. 

Another important regulation for transportation providers in the United 

States is that requiring insurance. Since these requirements for the 

"publ ico" system are significantly different, we wi I 1 discuss some United 

States excmples here. Typical 1 iabl i l ity coverage for personal injury for 

taxi cab companies is $50,000/person and $100,000 per accident [39). 

Insurance costs depend on the past insurance record and safety perfonnance of 

the system, level of driving experience of the drivers and economics of the 

area. Insurers frequently include deductible provisions to el im1nate small 

claims. 

Minnesota has no fault insurance law and requires of each taxi cab an 

insurance for $30,000 I iabi 1 ity, $20,000 medical, and $10,000 nonmedical 

insurance per person which means a taxi carrying 4 passengers must have a 

$120,000 11abi I 1ty insurance [40). Taxi companies must also nave worKman's 

ccmpensation [40). 

Transit agencies carry different levels of insurance. Northerm I I l inois 

Regional Transit Agency required for each prOJect a $3,000,000 ccmbined 

single-limit personal injury and property dcrnage coverage [41). For.demand 

responsive shared-ride services, ChalKer (42) ,reccxrmends $1 ,000,000 minimum 

coverage for public I iab1 I ity and additional insurance for wori<men's 

CCX'i".Pensat1on. 

The cost of insurance are escalating due to inflation and increasing 

medical costs . A University of California study (43) indicated that insurance 

costs for vanpool operations may vary frcm $0-25/month for large corrpanies, 

s35;mor.th for U'i1ra party vans and uP to $75/month for insurance obtained fran 

regular insurance carriers. Buri<hardt [44) states that social service 

agencies prov1d1ng paratransit services find it diffic~lt to get insurance and, 

when they get coverage, the costs are usually high ranging frcxn $200 to $5,434 

·oer vehicle with an average of $1 ,238/vehicle. A recent paper presented at 

TRB [44) indicates that small transit ccxnpanies can reduce insurance costs by 
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$55Z by J01ot group purchases. 

Anotne: important topic tr.at needs to oe reviewed to meet the ma i n 

ob,1ect i ve of th 1 s research is that of eva l uat 1 on of systems performance . In 1 s 

wi l 1 be discussed in the fol lowing section. 

C. Performance Evaluation of Paratransit System 

The evaluation of performance of paratransit is related to various 

factors such as costs, productivity, effectiveness and quality of service. 

Given the significant reductions in pub\ ic funds for transit, paratransit wi l I 

have an important role to play in public transportation if it leads to a 

reduction in its level of subsidies. Thus, proper evaluation is very 

important if paratrans1t is to compete successful Jy with other rrcdes of 

transit or at least ccmplement the other services. An attempt is made here to 

review the recent I iterature related to this therre. 

Miller [46) lists 24 performance measures related to efficiency (costs, 

labor productivity, vehicle uti I ization) and effectiveness (accessibi l 1ty, 

service util 1zation, ~ual ity, and other factors) suggested in various studies. 

Kunkel and Demetsky [47) suggest various measures to evaluate cost efficiency, 

serv 1 ce effectiveness and ut i I i zat ;·on of demand responsive transit. Burkhardt 

(48) I ists five measures of efficiency [cost/trip, cost/veh.Km, cost/veh . hr., 

I oad factor, operating ratio) and three measures of effectiveness 

[pass / ven.km. , passengers/veh.hr., annual passengers per service-area 

popu I at 1 on). He t1as a I so I i sted 17 major cost elements to be considered in 

the evaluation . 

K1ran Shatt (49) identified several factors ~nat affect cost and 

productivities. Cost are affected by ownership and organization of providers, 

the level and type of serv ice, local regulatory enviror~nent , ex isting labor 

agreements, and vehicle characteristics. Productivities are infl~enced by the 

ab i l it y of the service to at tract ridership, the nafure of the mari<.et served, 

demand dens 1 t y, i eve 1 of service, and fare structure. He cons iders that 

J : tne y type serv 1 ces could read i l y serve many marKets being served 0y more 

ccmnon para trans 1 t opera-:. 1 ons today if the cost. structures of -such serv: ces 1 n 

San Francisco, Atlantic City, and other places can be sus'-a1ned. 

Finally, implementation issues a:-e of outm6st importance for tr-ie suc~ess 

or I acK cf a paratrans it systerri. These 1 ssues w i I l ·be d 1 scussed 1 n tile 

foi-J-ow 1 ng section. 
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D. Implementation 

Initiation of paratransit service 1n any ccmnun1ty should focus on 

1 nst i tut i ona I factors and franewori<.s tt'1at 1 ead to successfu 1 1 mp I ementa ion 

rather than formal organized planning or service coordination. After 

ana I yz i ng the inst i tut i ona-1 dynan i cs of para tr .:.:is it, J()nes [50) cone l uded that 

successful implementation is I inked to local ccmnun1ty and business factors, 

individual labor management agreernents and involvement of existing service 

providers, and I oca l inst i tut i ona 1 franew.orks. He a 1 so cone l uded that 

increased federal involvement resulted in higher costs of paratransit services 

and reduces the chance of successful implementation. Several DRT services 

resulted from conmunity level planning rather than regional transit 

organizations (RTY's). Dedicated funding, demands frcxn pub! ic for a fair 

share of transportation services, and demands of transportations disadvantaged 

helped in diffusing the paratransit concept. 

A technology sharing report (51) of (X)T gives excel lent flow charts for 

planning and implementation of demand responsive (ORT) services. The steps 

include defining the objectives of the service, obtaining political approval 

and comnun 1 ty support, patronage surve)'S, planning mari<.et i ng strategies and 

implementation by stages (initiation,, bui !ding up to full operation and 

modifying based on experience). Due consideration for labor (organized labor, 

taxi unions, etc.) is a I so considered important. Negot i at i.ons prior to the 

initiation of service at l oca 1 level have been found to be hi" gh 1 y 

satisfactory. It is also important to recognize that DRT requires a different 

t ype of organizational structure and management s"tyle "tt1an i·s characteristic 

of tne conservative transit industry. 

GI azer [52) 

transferabi I ity of 

paratransit forms: 

suggests the fol lowing g~1del 1nes for 

ride sharing experience which mzy be applicable 

evaluating 

to other 

1. Budget, 

2. MaN<.2't.S 

service, 

lengths, 

staff ·size, organizational fonn and services offered. 

ser"ee! incl ud 1 ng number of- corrmuters, existing I eve l of 

rural or urban setting, number of large employers, trip 

income, avai·labi l ity of autOl'T'l:>bi les, etc .. 

3 . Macr-oenv i ronment including price and ava i I a::i i I : t y o-f fue I , 1 oca l. 

econcmy, traffic congestion, air poilution, parK1ng proolems, transit. 

ava1iab1!1ty·, etc .. 
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4. Persona I 1 ti es and 1nst1 tut ions, inc I ud i ng pe:--sona I it 1 es of key staff 

and supporters, local 

etc .. 

i~stitutiona! setting, regulatory contra1n:s, 

MarKet1ng is considered an impor·tant element of paratrans1t planning anc 

impiementat1on. Alschuler and Sober [53) suggest that planning be oriented tc 

the mark.et fegnents cons1der1ng the fol lowing four d1mens1ons: 

1. soc1economic characteristics (income, age, employment, auto 

ownerships, etc.), 

2. trip purpose (horne-based, non-home-based, wori<, shopping, social, 

recreation, etc. ) , 

3. spatial pattern (activity centers such as CSD, University, suburb, 

etc.), and 

4. time pattern (day of the w~eK, time of da)', etc.) to determine peak 

and non peak demands. 

Saltzman [54) suggests the fol lowing marketing tasKs and considerations 

for hunan service agency transportation: 

1. soc1oeconom1c characteristics (income, age, employment, auto 

ownership, etc.), 

2. trip purpose (hcme-tiased, non-home-based, wori<, Shopping, soc 1 a I , 

recreation, etc.), 

3 . designing, evaluating, and improving service, 

4. pricing service, and 

5. promJting the system. 

The broKerage concept where a specific group of persons devote their time 

to coord 1 nate d 1 fferent serv i·ces and even in 1 ti ate and promote new services 

depending on tne needs of the corrmun1ty, may be also helpful 1n the 1n1t1al 

stages of implementation of a new sel'Vice (4\, 55, 56, 57). 

Mult1systems (25) identified the fol lowing factors which influence 

paratransit implementation: 

1. Problem with organized labor and competition with taxi companies. 

2 . LacK of funding . 

3. Neec for a strongly motivated lead agency er comn1tted 1nc1v1duals. 

4. Perception of the service need by tne ccmTlunity . 

5. Effective marketing canpaign. 

5. Need for a reliable service to gain cor.mun1~y sup~ort. 

In tne fol lowing section, a description of the different services w1th1n 
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the group of general ccmnun1ty paratrans1t w1 11 be ::ir esentec . 

E. Description of General Corrrnunity Paratransit Services 

The fa-ni ly of general ccomun1ty paratrans1t services wi I 1 be class1f1ed 

for the purpose of analyzing them, conducting ccxnparisons between them, and 

::;anparing them ~o the "pub\ 1co" system. Tiley w111 be classified as jitneys, 

shared ride tax is , dial-a-ride services, and hybrid services; the latter 

including route deviation, point deviation, checKpoint, and cycled services. 

This sect ion wil I describe the service characteristics of each of the options 

and wi I I provide exc:rnples of their implementation . 

1. Jitneys 

Jitneys are a privately owned unscheduled fixed route or route deviation 

service. Jitneys are one of the oldest forms of tra_nsportation in the United 

States and have scme characteristics sim i lar to the "pObl ico" system of Puerto 

Rico. For excmple, Jitneys are normally smal \ capacity vehicles wich operate 

on short but variable headways along .corridors of high passenger demand . The 

ven1c\es can be ha i led anywhere along its route or at designated stops and 

passengers can dismount at any point along the route. 

Legal Jitneys operate in Atlantic City, San Francisco, San Diego. Dade 

Count y , and lndianapol i s and several operate i 1 legaly 1n Chicago, Pittsburgh, 

and other cities. 

The San Franc i sco Mission Street j itneys have been operating along a 10 

m1 le route through the Central Business District since 1900 but the number of 

Jitney operators has decreased over the years. They ccxnpete with other 

t:--ansit rr.odes such as buses, trolleys, and rapid transit. The 

frequent with headways usual \y less than four minutes. The route 

densel y populated area covering tour 1st, reta1 I, and resident1ai 

service is 

ser.ves a 
zones wi·th 

stops at every 0 .5 to 2 miles. Along the corr idor there is a high percentage 

of houser.olds (65 1. ) with no autcr.ob 1l es . The servic::e is characterized by low 

f a~e s . r; 1 gh oemanc, re I 1 ab i l 1 t y of ser-v i ce and conven ience, and the stops 

be ing close :o bus iness and residential areas. 

The Atlantic C; t y Jitneys operate along a na~row 4.2 mi le long corridor 

to serve note ls, res taur2n:s, ·and smal I shoos and rTDstly cater to the tourist 

t~aff 1 c. Average headways are 

evening peaKs ana tne operation 

less :r.an :.we minutes :::ur1.ng morning .and 

is 2A nours. Very h 1gn product1vit1es·are 



reported wi th 20 to 37 passengers per vehicle hour dePend1ng or. :he hour cf 

the day. Along the Jitney corridor tnere is a nigh percentage of houseno ias 

(52.3/.) without auto'l'IObi !es. The success of tn:s service ca~ be attribute tc 

heavy tourist traffic, high intensity of land use, and evenly dispersed trave l 

demands 1n time ano space. 

The K 1 ng drive j 1 tne)1 S operate in ..,,, i cago a I ong a 4 . 5 mi I e ro0te 

terminating close to tt1e Central Business D1str1ct. Although the operation is 

considered i I legal, it successfully competes with other transportation modes 

such as buses, rapid transit, and taxis. The route covers moderately dense 

residential areas and ccmnercial developnent. Average headways are 1. 1 

minutes durrng peak periods and 5 minutes during off pea!<. periods. Within the 

jitney corridor the med ran fani ly income is low with a high percentage of 

househo Ids (63. 7'1.) with no autcroob i 1 es. The service is characterized b)l I ow 

fares, short trip length, and high passenger demand. 

Hercrnb (58) conducted an appraisal of Jitney operations based on the 

experience of the San Francisco, Atl~ntic City, and Chicago jitney systems. 

It was indicated that jitneys have the potential for increasing vehicle 

occupancy rn corridors, increasing the rnobi I ity of service-area residents, 

reducing trave I t -ime and do l I ar costs for the user, and supp I ement i ng reg'11 ar~ 

transit in peaK hours. In add1tron, it was considered that jitneys are 

su 1 table for corridors w 1th hi gn tr ave I demand dens it res, U1at is eve~ l '/ 

dispersed spatially and temporally, have a mix of intense land use that 

generates a consistent demand for intracorridor travel, and nave low rates of 

autorrob1 le ownership. Other studies have indicated that the main barriers io• 

the aeve l ocment of j 1 tney systems ar-e r nst i tut i ona I in -terms of transit 

management, private operators, and labor ObJect1ves, but economic real 1t1es 

may overcome 1nst1tut1onal problw.s [28). 

2. Shared-ride taxis 

Shared-tax 1 s are l ega i l y permitted to carry two or rrore passengers hav 1 .'lg 

ai~ferent origins and cest1nat1ons. ?~sse'lgers share the tax i with ot~er 

r 1 oers, sacr if 1 c; ng the conven r ence of a d 1 rect tr r p and the ;:ir-1 · .;c y anc 

secur,ty of d:1v:ng alone, but receive a fare recuction by spreading tne c~st 

=m:ing the riders. 

Shared.,~ 1 de taxi systems are genera I I y subs 1 c i ze~ Dy i oca 1 governme:;:s 

'-ha: contract ioca: taxi firms for tne service. In Cal 1forn1a, subsidized 
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snared ride tax is are cons1derec the predcm1nant form of demand responsive 

transportation . Accord ing to Teal e: al. [59) t ne subs id i zej shared ride 

:ax is have flour1sned in Cal 1forn1a because, for local governments , they are 

the I east expens 1 ve rreH1od of providing coomun 1 ty l eve I trans 1 t and are a much 

needed source of revenue for taxi firms. 

An exanple of a subsidized system 1n Cal 1fornia is the El Cajon system. 

El CaJon, a suburb of San Diego, establ 1shed a shared ride taxi service in 

1974 with federal revenue sharing. The city with 65,000 persons had poor 

fixed route transit service and started the shared ride service to provide 

better overal I transportation and to provide service to the poor and elderly. 

The service was provided by a local tax i ccmpany with an integrated fleet 

system in which the tax is were uti I ized for either a shared ride or for an 

exclusive ride trip. The cab ccrnpany was paid by the local government on a 

mi leage _ basis whenever a shared ride passenger was in the vehicle. The 

service was provided 24 hours a day, seven days a weeK, and shared ride 

patrons had to uti I ize pre-purchased ticKets as payment for service. The 

system was con~idered one of the best operated shared-ride taxi services in 

California with high number of passengers per aay and per vehicle hour . 

There are a few tax i ccmpanies which have provided an unsubsidized shared 

ride tax i service, but in general, local governments have been responsible for 

1n 1 t 1 at 1 ng tne service. Severa I reasons have beer. given in the l i terature to 

explain th is trend 1nc~uding the presence of restrictive local regulat!ons, 

the general reluctance on the part of private operators to change their 

service structure, and the entrance of private operators into the pub! 1C 

sector through service contracts [28). 

Exanples of unsuDsid1Zed snarec ride tax i service include the Badger Cab 

Ccmpan)' 1 n Mad 1 son , w 1 scons in , and the Davenport, Iowa systerrc>. The Badger 

Ca~ ccm~an y has been successful ly operat ing a private unsuDsid1Zed snared ride 

operat ion since 1946 [28). It cons ists of a 30 vehicle fleet, with zonal fare 

structure , anc w1:h fare s lower than exclusive ride fares. The ridership 

r epo~ted 1n 1980 was 2, 000 passengers per da y . The city of Madison has a 

popu ~ at1 ~n of 170,000 and the system serves ar. ;:wea of approximately 52 square 

m1 l es . 

The Da venport, Iowa (pc ;:iulat.1on 100,COO , and service area 20 square 

:::1 : esl shared ride tax . system ·.vas establ shed 1n 1967 l60 ). The system 

cons ists of 20 ven 1cles and a~prox1matelv 45 drivers. The drivers lease their 
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vehicles frcrn a cab cornpany wh 1 ch provides vehicle ma 1 nter.ance, 

l 1cens1ng,dispatch1ng, and insurance. The ccmpa~y's rate structure is also 

based on a zona I system. 

3. D1al-a-r1de 

Dial-a-ride services are a form of demand respons•ve transportatio~ in 

which a vehicle shared by several passengers, provides door step pick up with 

drop off either at a requested location or at destinated checkpoint. The 

patrons telephone to request service and a dispatching center through manual 

or computerized methods wi 1 l assign the appropriate vehicle. There are three 

basic types of dial-a-ride services: a "many to one", which involves travel 

from many origins to one destination (this could be a feeder service to a 

I i ne-hau l route); "many to a few", which i nvo Ives tr ave I frcm many orig ins to 

a few high activity centers; and"many to many", which involves travel between 

any two points in the service area. The majority of general corrrnunity 

paratrensit systems implemented in the last decade have been may to many 

dial-a-ride systems [28). 

Dial-a-ride was the source of much of the research on paratrans1t systems 

in the 1960' s, It was envisioned as a computer contro 1 led system in w11 i ch 

many v~hicles responded to demands for door to door services. Many of the 

services implemented have been much simpler 1n terms of the service provided 

and the technical soph1sticat1on of the dispatching activities. 

The first rnaJor dial-a-ride derronstration project was irnolemented in the 

ear I y 1970' s in Haddonfield, New Jersey. The service consisted of 24 hour, 

many-to-may d1a'-a-ride which served as a feeder to the PATO) H·1gh Speed line 

3Gd afso provided transoortat1on to h1gn 

dem:instratec the operat i ona I feas 1b1 I 1 ty 

act, vi ty centers. The service 

of d;al-a-r1de serv i ce and the 

ut1I1zation of computerized dispatching. However, after 

the c:::mnunity did not continue the service beyond the 

pr1marely due to its relatively high per passenger cost. 

lasting four years, 

derronstration period 

Anothe:- system implemented d'.Jr;ng the early 1970's was the Sa:ita Clara 

cou.r1t y serv 1 ce. The system was cons! dered 1 ntegrate::f s 1 nee it had bet,.., der..anc 

res~ons1ve and fixed route elements. !twas the largest ir.tegrated system 

ever at:ernpted 1n the Un1tec States covering a population of 1.15 m• Ii ion with 

± ser·1' ~e a~..," ')f 2')0 square mi le w 1 th over 200 vet11c1 es . The Cefnanc 

resoons1ve . com~onent was instituted to 1m~rove a fixed-route arterial system . 
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However, :twas discontinued w1th1n si x rrontns of the 1n1t ; ation of the 

service . Car-Ison [61) attributed tne fa1 lure of the system mainly to 

inadequate custorrer ccmnun1cat1on, starting the entire s ystem at once, 

1 nadequate numt>er of ven 1 cl es, and to legal problems w 1th the tax 1 i ndus :ry 

due to lack of prior comnun 1cat1 on. 1 n addition, the operating costs of 

demand responsive feature was very high compared to its revenues 

There have been exanples of system which riave been continued be)'ond the 

demonstration period . Th~ Michigan Bureau of Urban and Public Transportation 

started a dial-a-ride transportation system (DART) in 40smal1 cities and 

municipalities which was continued in most of the conmunities with special 

property taxes [62). Although these were general ccmnunity services, on the 

average about one third of the riders were elderty who gave support to the 

system. The costs were kept low because low cost taxis were operated by the 

agencies personnel . 

There have been numerous other dial-a-ride system implemented in the 

United States. Based on the experience and the evaluation of 

dial-a-ride systems, reports in the oaratransit I iterature 

fol lowing conclusions [26). 

many of these 

(nd i cate the 

\.The main problem associated w1U1 dial-a-ride service is its h igh cost 

relative to its possible revenues due to its ·11m1ted achievable 

productiv i ty levels . 

2 . Since demand is based on request for · service, it is constantly 

changing and thus affecting the rel 1aDi I ity of operations . 

3. Many persons do not I 1Ke to depend on a telephone cal I to reouest 

transportation service. 

4 . Services continue to be implemented 1n smaller c~un1t1es wnere lower 

pub! 1c sector wages or the use of the private sector Keep cost down, 

wh ich nave low population dens1t1es, and where I ittle or no fixed 

route transit serv1~e exists. 

5. Many ccmnun i ties cons ider dial-a-ride rrore aporopriate f or the 

transpo~tat1 on of ~lderl y ana handica~ped rather than a general 

CCT!iT\Lln1ty paratrans i t vehic le. 

J. Hycr 1d Paratrans1t 

Hvbr: c ;:iaratrans•t co:ions i::cxnbi~e fe2-.:ures of ·conve:1t1onai fixee rcute 

~us service and demana rescons1ve s ervice . It includes route anc point 



dev:ation, checKpo1nt, anc cycled services. Deviation services fol low a f1xec 

route, but passengers may request being picKed up or dropped off at any 

1ocat1on within a certain distance from the general route. The actual route 

is detenn1ned on a run by run basis depending dn tne locat1ons of the requests 

7~r deviations. ChecKpo1nt service is a variation on dial-a-ride, 1n which 

passengers are required to use a predeterrn1ned set of dispersed checkpoint for 

pickup and dropoff locations. Cycled service involves vehicles scheduled to 

arrive or depart major activity centers (I ine-naul terminals, shopping 

centers, employment centers) at a regular basis. 

A study by Sobel (63) reported that hybrid paratrans1t systems, with 

their ccmprcmised characteristics of both demand responsive and conventional 

transit, have the potential of operating at higher productivities than demand 

responsive systems, but offering, a higher degree of responsiveness than 

conventional transit. In addition, the study concludes that hybrid 

paratransit options may be the rrcst appropriate options for service areas of 

moderate population density where population is too sparse for conventional 

bus service, but too dense for demar1d responsive service. 

A study b)' Mu It i system (28) i rid i cates that a I though the experience with 

hybrid system has been relatively good, very few hybrid services have been 

implemented. Tiiey indicated several reasons for this sitLlat1on, 1nclud1ng the 

need for dissemination of information on hybrid services and the complexity 1n 

understanding and implementing these services in canpar1son to pure demand 

responsive or fixed route alternatives. 

Some excmples of hybrid services i~clude the Ann Arbor · Teltran system and 

the He,.r1 I, 

operated a 

W1scons1n 

c 1 ty w 1 ae 

service. The Ann Arb0r Transportation Authority 

integra· .. ed paratrans1t system wh1cn included a 

coordinated set of fixed routes and demand responsive services [64, 55} . Ir 

u:1I1zed a cycled many-to-one service · in fourteen demand resoons1ve zones w:tn 

tne fixed route transfer po 1 nts serv 1 ng as the term i na I in each zone. The 

service began as a state fundec dem~nstration proJect 1n 1971 and was expanded 

1n 1973 using special prooerty tax. Since 1973, the authority ex~anded tne 

management teo.i, i r.creased the numoer of veh 1 c I es and ridership had grown. 

The operation has been considered as successful I aue to the graaual 

1m;;'l ~ ementa:ion of the service, econom:cal operation using srnal !er vans for 

c1al-3-r1de ope,.at1ons , ccm~uterized d!SPatcning basej on :one structure, a~z 

pub I 'c support. 
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The city-of Merril I, W1scons1n of population equal to 9,500 inhabitants 

successfully operated a three vehicle point deviation system. The service was 
started 1n 1975 under the Wisconsin transit demonstration progrc;rn. The system 

has had low costs per passenger due to its h1gn productivity (as high as 13 

passenger per vehicle hour) and tne low preva1I1ng wage rates in Merril I [28). 
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EXCERPTS FROM AVAILABLE DATA 

Appendix D: Jitney Route Maps 
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JITNEY SERVICES PILOT PROGRAM 

JITNEY SERVICE, REGULATORY & IMPLEMENTATION OPTIONS 

\TEGORIES OPTIONS PROSPECTS IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATION 
PROBLEMS/OPPORTUNITIES 

Fixed Route Excellent Current practice. No major implementation problems. Pilot Candidate 

Demand Responsive Poor Presents regulatory issues and legal issues relative to taxicabs. Future Study 

Forms of Jitney Service 
• Route Deviation Service Excellent Current Practice. Pilot Candidate 

Hybrid . Point Deviation Service Poor User comprehension; possible infringement on MDT and taxicab services; Future Study 

• Checkpoint Service Poor 
regulatory issues. 

All Jitneys Fair Economically best, but fleet quality lacking. Frequency good. Pilot Candidate 

Fleet Mix Options Jitneys and Buses (Mini-buses) Good Mini-buses can be wheelchair accessible Pilot Candidate 

All Buses or Mini-Buses Fair/Good May not be as economical as mixed fleet quality. Best fleet quality; Pilot Candidate 
frequency may suffer 

Fixed Route Good Current practice. Pilot Candidate 

Forms of Regulation Hybrid Fixed Route/Subarea Good Current practice. Pilot Candidate 

Subarea/Right of Entry Poor Presents regulatory and legal issues relative to taxicabs. Future Study 

Unregulated Open Market Poor Presents regulatory and legal issues relative to taxicabs; Infringement on Future Study 
MDT Service areas. 

Remove MDT Route & Substitute Jitneys Good Simple implementation. Possible ADA issues. Minimum public-private Pilot Candidate 
competition 

Forms of Introduction and Application Reduce MDT Route & Augment Fair Easy to implement - - gives users options. Possible ADA issues. Competition Pilot Candidate 
problems. 

Augment MDT Route Fair Easy to implement - - gives users options. Hurts MDT revenue profile. Pilot Candidate 

Insertion into unserved area Poor Future Study 
• Feeder/Interconnector Service Unknown probability of profitable service areas. No interest by providers. 

• Area service Poor 

Forms of Financing Reverse-bid or Negotiated Subsidized Contracts Fair Funding source problems; regulatory, ADA and labor issues. Future Study 

Privately Financed Excellent Current practice. Minimum problems. Pilot Candidate 

ADA Options Retrofit all Jitneys Poor Not economically possible Discarded 

Public-Private same-day Dial-a-ride service Good Will require subsidy from public and/or private sources. Pilot Candidate 

Private collective same-day ADA dial-a-ride service Fair Could cut into economic viability of jitneys. Pilot Candidate 

Independent Private Dial-a-ride Service Good May not be economically feasible for small private operators. Pilot Candidate 

T:\ l 105· GPC Dfi\1105.W IS • Paratransil\Matrix on P:iratr:msit & Rcgut:;nory fmplcment::itionOp1ions.wpd 





Integration of Jitney Services 



Miami-Dade County 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

INTEGRATION OF JITNEY SERVICE WITH MDT 

I. Miami-Dade County 

A. Process for Authorizing Jitney Service: 

1. The person shall submit an application for a Certificate of Transportation. 
2. The application is submitted to the Consumer Services Department (CSD) and should 

contain the following information: 
a. Applicant identification and personal information. 
b. Description of the route, terminals, schedules, type of vehicles, seating capacity, etc. 
c. Trade name and vehicle colors. 
d. Management plan including: maintenance facilities, complaints and accidents processes, 

and insurance coverage, among others. 
e. Days and hours of operation. 
f Fare and rate structure. 
g. Statement supporting the economic feasibility of the services including: 

1. estimated ridership, 
11. estimated fare revenue, 
m. estimated operating expenses, 
iv. operational plan, 
v. statement indicating the effect on other providers servicing the same transit 

corridor, 
vi. and other financial and legal requirements. 

1. The Director of CSD will review the application. 
2. The application is submitted to Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) for compliance with county 

code. No service can be provided along corridors with current frequencies of 30 minutes or 
less. This include a single route or a combination of routes 

3. If MDT has no opposition to the proposed route, then CSD proceed with a public hearing 
at the Board of County Commissioners (BCC). As part of this step, notifications are sent 
to all parties involved (government offices, municipalities, other motor carriers and any 
particular person or entity requesting notice). They have 20 days to protest. 

4. If no written protest is properly filed, the Director of CSD will submit a report and 
recommendation to the County Manager. Once the request is positively recommended by 
the County Manager, it is submitted to BCC for final approval. 

5. Once the permit is approved, the service may start immediately. 
6. Permits should be renewed every year. 



CTAC Special Subco11minee Meeting: 

Integration of Jitnev service with MDT 

Main Issues: 

111IW1st Street, 1an F111r C111ere1ce •••• 111-101 

3:00 •• 

Thursday, 111110, 2001 

1. Norman Wartman: "Problem providing adequate transit transportation in 
Miami-Dade County. There are not enough buses to go around, a lot of areas that are 
not sen1ed and a lot of areas that are under served The idea is to find a way to bring 
the existing Jitneys and additional new companies and allow them to expand and fill 
the gaps." 

This comment has to be documented based on a study or measurable facts. According to 
MDT, they are providing a good service. This is an area that the MPO can not enter into 
discussion, but can help by coordinating with MDT which areas they con.sider need 
complimentary service or which areas are not served by lVIDT that could be served by 
jitneys. 

2. Norman Wartman: "Allow them to feed to and from the existing main-haul transit 
routes, Metrorail, Metromover." 

The main issue regarding this alternative is to create a transfer system that can be used by 
both (MDT and jitneys) without increasing the fare for the passengers. This is not an easy 
task. A potential alternative to solve this issue is allowing jitneys to get a larger part of the 
fare and for MDT, get the jitney' s mileage and passengers for incorporating them into the 
Section 15 Report 

3. Norman Wartman: "Currently, there are currently 500 buses on the road (wl 20% in 
resen•e) which is the same number si11ce the 70s." 

FTA standard requires 80% of the fleet in service, 10% spare and 10% in maintenance. 



4. Norman Wartman: "Assign a senior MPO Staff person to coordinate this review and 
the options and to help start up the program. " 

Mr. Jose-Luis Mesa, :MPO Director will consider this option if needed. 

5. Mac Glasgow: "Vehicles used in public transportation must be fully accessible, if they 
are going to provide governmental services. Suggest that the first thing to do is to get a 
legal opinion on this issue. " 

A legal opinion is in process. However, as I understand, jitney is a transportation mode 
that is regulated by a governmental entity, but is not part of the government. Therefore, 
they are not required to comply with ADA They operate like the taxi industry. Jitneys do 
not provide service as STS and are not regulated by FT A Additionally, regarding the 
equipment, FTA's regulation requires full accessibility when vehicles used for public 
transportation has a capacity over 22 passengers. This is the reason why jitneys are usually 
no more than 15-18 passengers van. In Puerto Rico, due to the popularity of this service 
there are minibuses specially built under FTA' s requirement to provide jitney's services. 

6. Gayle Krause, ADA Office: "it does not matter whether a company is federally funded, 
the ADA requirement still applies. " 

If that is the case why taxis and jitneys are not handicap accessible? FT A's regulation 
provides for special cases. 

7. Danny Alvarez: "the regulations to<f.ay allow for Jitneys to exist and they are exempt 
from ADA requirements and could run a route in an unsen1ed or under sen1ed area of 
the county (e.g. Krome Avenue). The minute that the county allows the Jitneys to 
provide the service that MDT is currently providing, whether it is an investment or a 
compliment, they must comply with rule 1490 of the State Statutes. Also must comply 
with respect to training, system safety, etc. " 

I have tried to get a copy of the above referred Rule 1490, unsuccessfully. Therefore, I 
don't have any grounds to respond to this issue. The Consumer Services Department 
regulates the operation of the jitneys in Miami-Dade and actually there are jitney' s routes 
that share MDT routes. 

8. Danny Alvarez: "It goes beyond the local regulatory issues. In fact, under certain 
circumstances MDT can contract with the private sector at no cost to the county 
(limited certificate of transportation) Jitneys are exempt from the ADA only in a 
certain environment, however, the minute that you allow them to basically provide the 



service that MDT is currently providing, they have to comply with ·all of the 
requirements that MDT has to comply with regardless if they are subsidized" 

Jitneys are ADA's exempt without restrictions, unless there is a loc_al or state regulation 
that establish a requirement in this regard. Definitely, it's important to obtain a copy of 
Rule 1490. If that is the case, jitneys would not operate in any place. In Puerto Rico, 
jitneys are not requiresd to comply with ADA unless go over a certain seating capacity, as 
indicated before. Additionally, they provide service along transit routes without comply 
with the federal requirements that applies to transit. 

9. Sheiia Rushton: "A Jitney applicant will seek a route that they think they are 
interested in operating. They will work with the MDT in terms of reviewing the route to 
asses whether it conflicts with the code provisions. If there is no conflict with this 
provision then the applicant has to complete all of the documentation. Issue notices to 
municipalities and there are opportunities for protest When the application is 
completed it goes to the County Commission. Process takes usually six months. 
Consumer Services Department is cu"ently in the process of amending the entire 
section of the Code: Passenger Motor Carriers, which includes Jitneys. Part of the 
process is to streamline and enhance standards. Make it more of an administrative 
process rather than all of the noticing that is cu"ently required There are 12 
certificates (Jitneys) currently." 

If the CSD is in the process of amending the entire code, they should consider to provide 
certificates only to potential jitney owners that will work the vehicle. Actually, there are 
only 12 certificates and individuals are making a business out of this. Regarding 
permitting, jitneys should be operated like taxis. There are other recommendations that 
should be later provided. 

10. Danny Alvarez: "The Jitney Service should compliment transit and should not be 
competing with one another. It needs to be done in an orderly fashion so that the 
number one priority (customers) do not get injured economically, courtesy, safety or in 
the point of reliability. Bus drivers also do not want to have their livelihood threatened 
by the private sector. " 

Bus driver should not be affected. Jitneys will not replace transit services. If a transit route 
is not productive for a bus operation, it could be suitable for jitneys. In this case, the buses 
and drivers servicing that route will be relocated to another route improving the service. 
With the limited transit resources, transit should concentrate in those routes that require 
better service and integrate jitneys in those routes with low ridership. 

11 . Danny Alvarez: "If an agreement is established to integrate the Jitney service, where 
ever they provide service now becomes a part of where they must provide 
complimentary Paratransit Service (STS). This is a Federal requirement" 
STS is a federal requirement for transit providers not for jitneys. STS is an additional 



service provided or contracted by transit companies to comply with ADA requirements, 
specially in those areas that transit services are not adequate. ·Additionally, many transit 
companies implemented such services to comply with ADA because their fleet was not 
fully ADA accessible. In some other cases, transit companies provided that services to 
cover the service area. 

12. Gayle Krause: Quote from 37.23 (under contract) "A private entity which purchases 
or leases new, used or re-manufactured vehicles or re-manufacture vehicles for use or 
contemplation of use in fi.xed routes, or demand responsive service under contract or 
other arrangement or any relationship with a public entity, shall acquire accessible 
vehicles in all situations in which the public entity itself would be required to do so" 

Jitneys are self-employers and providers. T~ey don't have any contract or agreement with 
transit companies, they don't receive any payment from any governmental agency, nor 
even federal funds. They are a separate transportation mode, like taxis or water services. 
The main function of the government in jitney services is as a regulatory entity to control 
the permitting, operation, safety and enforcement of the service. 

13. Alphe Willingham, Tri-Rail Mini Bus: "Definitely would need government 
compensation to share routes or take over routes of MDT so that the private sector 
would be able to expand their operation. 30% headway percentage should be 
changed." 

Jitneys should not receive government compensation (local, state or federal), if so, they 
have to comply with all federal, state and local requirements. Actually, rvIDT is responsible 
for this service. If jitneys are allowed to operate in some areas that they are not actually 
serving should be on their own risk. This is the beauty about jitneys. They provide service 
without affecting ex.isting budgetary sources. MDT should keep the control regarding. the 
areas to be served to avoid duplicity. 

14. Danny Alvarez: "Whatever analysis that is done on any recommendation needs to 
include, on the private side, what would be the cost of their investment and on MD T's 
side, the fiscal impact While there may not be a direct subsidy, when the duplication 
level is increased from 30 to 50 percent, and a Jitney shows up picks up customers, 
that's a $1.25 that's being taken from MDT." 

Duplication of service is not an option. Integration of services is the key word. Transit 
should consider to re-evaluate their service area by concentrating in those routes that have 
the potential of growth to maximize resources (drivers and vehicles), improve frequencies 
and increase ridership, allowing jitneys to operate in other areas that can be profitable for 
their type of operation. This is not a given, a lot of work should be done before taking the 
next step. 





Application for Passenger Motor 
Carrier 



INSTRUCTION GUIDE TO COMPLETING THE APPLICATION FOR 

PASSENGER MOTOR CARRIER CERTIFICATE OF TRANSPORTATION 

IDENTIFICATION OF APPLICANT 

In this section, specify how the certificate is to be entitled. It can be in the name of an 
individual, a legal partnership, a non-corporation association, or a corporation. You 
must complete section A, or 8, or C. If you are applying in the name of a partnership or 
corporation, you must provide the requested information for each partner or corporate 
officer. In addition, you must submit a copy of the partnership papers or Articles of 
Incorporation with your application . 

. 
OPERA TING AUTHORITY 

In this section, specify which class of service you are applying for and the specific 
description of the operating authority by which you will operate. 

A Class/type of transportation to be provided. Indicate which class of service, as 
specified in the Passenger Motor Carrier Code, you are applying for. You may 
choose: Contract Carrier, Special Operations, Fixed Route, Jitney, Charter or 
Circulator. Please refer to the Frequently Asked Questions About Passenger 
Motor Carrier Certificates of Transportation, provided with the application 
package, for further explanation of these classes of service. 

B State operating authority applied for. State the operating authority for the class 
of service listed in response to the question above. The operating authority for 
each class of service is contained in the definition for that particular class of 
service as set forth in the Passenger Motor Carrier Code. The operating 
authority will define the type of transportation service you can provide. 

Example: The operating authority for the Contract Carrier class of service would 
be the following : A passenger motor carrier who is not a common carrier and 
who repeatedly or continuously transports persons for compensation pursuant to 
written contract with one or more persons. 

NOTE: If you cannot fit all of the information into the space provided, you may 
submit this information on a separate piece of paper as an ati achment to the 
app lication . 

C SERVICE AREAS: In this section, provide information regarding where you will 
be providing your transportation services 

C.1 Geoaraphic boundary of areas to be served: Specify what parts of Dade County 
will you be serving . The certi ficate will allow you to provide transportation 
anywhere in Dade County. You may, ho1,vever, res trict your transportation 
se rvices to any particular area or city If you wish to be able to provide service 



anywhere in Dade County you should answer this question "All Dad~ County"; 
otnerwise, state the specific location you wish to serve. Once the application is 
approved you will be restricted to that area. 

C.2 Routes or corridors to be served: Unless you are applying for Jitney or Fixed 
Route authority, this section is not applicable (NIA). If you are applying for Jitney 
or Fixed Route authority, a map of the proposed route and a written description 
of the same route must be submitted with the application. The [esponse to this 
question should be "See attached route map." 

C.3 Passenger pick up and drop off points: With the exception of Jitney, Circulator 
Service or Fixed Route service, Passenger Motor Carrier (PMC) service is all 
i:>re-arranged service, generally 24 hours in ?dvance. If. you ·are applying for 
Special Operations, Contract Carrier or Charter service, the response· to this 
question should be '~Based on pre-arrangements." If you are applying for Jitney 
or Fixed Route authority, the response to this question should be "See attached 
route map." 

C.4 Termini: This section applies to Jitney, Circulator Service or Fixed Route 
authority only. Specify the beginning and ending point of the proposed route. If 
you are applying for Special Operations, Contract Carrier or Charter service your 
response to this question should be (N/A) not applicable. 

D SERVICE CHARACTERISTICS: In this section, provide information about 
. specific elements of your transportation service. 

D.1 Schedule(s): As was previously mentioned, PMC service is all pre-arranged 
service at least 24 hours in advance and therefore the schedules are based on 
pre-arrangements. If you are applying for Special Operations, Contract Carrier 
or Charter service your response to this question should be "Based on 
pre-arrangements." 

If you are applying for Jitney or Fixed Route authority, the term "schedule" refers 
to how frequently a bus will pass any one stop along the route. This information 
is expressed in terms of "every 10 minutes, 15 minutes, 30 minutes", etc. This 
information is used in calculating how many vehicles will be required in order to 
operate the route for the hours specified . 

0.2 Response Time: PMC service is all pre-arrang,ed service generally 24 hours in 
advance and therefore the response time is based on pre-arrangements. If you 
are applying for Special Operations, Contract Carrier or Charter seNice your 
response to this question should be "Based on pre-arrangements." This section 
is not applicable to Jitney or Fixed Route authority. 

0.3 Trip arranging procedures (including how far in advance): With the exception of 
Jitney or Fixed Route seNice. PMC service is all pre-arranged service generally 
24 hours in advance. Indicate how requests for transportation service will be 



received and how far in advance requests for service are made. This includes 
telephones, facsimile machines and mail.' etc. 

E Days and hours of operations {office and vehicle}: Specify the hours of 
operation for your transportation service. Indicate both the office hours and the 
transportation service hours. Include days and hours. There is no set 
requirement for your hours of operatior;. You may make them as broad or as 
narrow as you wish. REMEMBER, once the application has been approved you 
will be restricted to operate within those hours and operating outside of those 
hours would be a violation of the Code. 

F Date service will commence: You are not authorized to provide transportation 
s-ervice until your application has. been approved by the Board of County 
Commissioners. Your response to this question should be "upon approval." 

DESCRIPTION OF VEHICLES 

In this section, provide information regarding the vehicles you will be using to provide 
transportation service. 

A.1 Trade Name: Indicate the name of the transportation company. Any fictitious 
name or trade name must be registered with the Florida Department of 
State and a copy of the certificate of trade name registration must be 
submitted with the application. 

A.2 Telephone Number: List the phone number that will be displayed on the vehicle. 

A.3 Classff ype of Service: Indicate the class of service you are applying for. This 
should be the same as the answer for question A in the Operating Authority 
Section 

A.4 Other Markings: Specify any other markings which you intend to display on 1he 
vehicle, including logos. 

A.5 Size of Markings: Indicate the size (in inches) of lettering, stripes, logos, etc. 

B Vehicle exterior color scheme: Each transportation operator must have a unique 
color scheme for their transportation service. Your answer to this question 
should be "see attached photographs or drawing." A line drawing of a passenger 
van has been provided with the application. Use this drawing to indicate the 
color of the vehicle, location, size, and color of any lettering including phone 
numbers and any logos. You may submit a photograph which depicts the 
required information. if available . Note: A portion of the rear lower quarter panel 
ff\USt be set aside for the display of the certificate and vehicle number. The 
cert ifi ca te number will be issued upon approval. 



Communications system. The Code requires that each operator have a 
communications system in place for the office to communicate with the driver in 
the field and vice-versa. Describe the communication system for your 
transportation service. 

RATE AND FARE STRUCTURE 

As part of the application you are required to specify the rates that you will be charging 
for your transportation service. You must specify whether the rates are per person, per 
vehicle, one way or round trip. Where transportation is combined with other services, 
only the transportation rate should be listed and a statement should be included 
indicating that transportation rates do not include admission to attractions. 

PUBLIC INTEREST 

One of the most important aspects of the application for a · Passenger Motor Carrier 
Certificate of Transportation is the justification; the benefit to the County in granting a 
certificate of transportation to your company. 

A Improve transportation available to the public. Describe how your transportation 
company will improve the transportation available to the public. Explain how 
your transportation service will be better than other transportation companies in 
the industry. 

B Maintain or support the public interest. Describe how your transportation service 
will maintain or support the public interest. Section 31-102 (1) - (8) of the 
Passenger Motor Carrier Code lists what the Board of County Commissioners 
considers to be its' transportation policy or public interest Explain how your 
transportation service will help the County achieve its transportation goals. 

SERVICE FEASIBILITY 

In this section you are asked to provide information which will support the feasibility of 
your transportation service. You must provide answers to each question in this section. 

A Market segment to be served. Specify the target market for your transportation 
serv ice. This target market is considered in terms of residents , tourists, medical 
patients. etc. 

B Anticipated annual ridershjQ. Indicate an estimate of the number of passengers 
you expect to transport per year. Remember, this is an estimate. 

C Es timated fare revenue. Indicate an estimate of the amount of money you 
expect to make in your first year Remember, this is an estimate 



o Estimated operating expenses. Please indicate an estimate of the amount of 
money you expect to pay' in expenses during your first year. Remember, this is 
an estimate. 

E If service results in an operating deficit, give funding source. If your expenses 
are more than you take in, indicate the funding source. This may include 
personal funds, loans etc. 

F Operational plan to implement service. Specify what steps you will take to start 
your transportation service once you have been approved by the Board. 

That's it! Now complete the certification on the last page and you will have completed 
the Pas3enger Motor Carri~r Certificate application form. There are two certificates but 
only one needs to be executed. If you are applying in your own name and not" in the 
name of a corporation or partnership, the top certificate would be completed. Place your 
name in the first blank and sign on the line marked "signature of applicant". The 
signature on the application must be notarized for the application to be accepted. 

If you are applying in the name of a corporation, partnership, or non-corporqtion 
association, the bottom certificate would be executed. Only a corporate officer may 
sign the application on behalf of the corporation. Place the name of the officer in the 
first blank, the title of the officer in the second blank and sign on the line marked 
"signature of appli~ant". Place the corporate seal in the lower right corner. The 
signature on the application must be notarized for the application to be accepted. 

By your signature, you acknowledge that the information contained in the application is 
true. You authorize the Consumer Services Department to verify the information you 
have provided, agree that the County may deny the application based on 
misrepresentation, alteration, omission or incompletion of material fact. and, finally, 
agree to comply with all provisions of the Dade County Passenger Motor Carrier 
Ordinance, Chapter 31, Article Ill of the Code of Metropolitan Dade County and the 
laws of the State of Florida should the application be approved. 



A Name and experience of proposed ge:ieral manager. Provide the name and 
'experience of the person who will be managing your transportation business. 
Lack of prior management experience will not, by itself, result in the application 
not being approved. 

B Proposed central place of business. Provide the business address, phone 
number and the size (in square footage) of the transportation business office. 
Note: If you plan to operate your business from your residence, be sure to check 
with your local zoning office to ensure compliance with the Code. 

C Driver training plan. You must provide, as an attachment to the application, an 
outline of the plan your transportation company has to train any prospective 
·drivers. This plan includes what skills and abilities you want a driver to have 
when you hire them and what you will train them to know about your 
transportation service. 

D Complaint handling system. Provide an outline of the plan your company has to 
receive, investigate and resolve service complaints received in your office from 
passengers. This information may be submitted as an attachment ~o the 
application. 

E Accident handlinq system. Provide an outline of the plan your company has to 
handle accidents or injuries which occur in the field. This information may be 
submitted as an attachment to the applic::i.tion. 

F Business records. Provide information indicating who will maintain the business 
records, how and where they will be maintained. 

G Vehicle maintenance system. Provide information indicating who will maintain 
the vehicles and where they will be maintained. 

H Insurance coverage. The Florida Statutes require that each operation maintain 
minimum levels of liability insurance of $100,000 - $300,000 - $50,000 
(property) . To answer this question you may submit one of the following : 

( 1) A certificate of insurance, from an insurance company authorized to write 
policies in Florida, in the name of the applicant with minimum levels of liability 
insurance of $100,000 - $300,000 - $50,000 (property) or; 
(2) A letter from an insurance company authorized to write policies in Florida 
which indicates the willingness of the insurance company to insure the applicant 
for the limits of liability required by the Florida Statutes and the Code of 
Metropolitan Dade County. 

NOTE: IT IS NOT NECESSARY FOR YOU TO PURCHASE LIABILITY 
INSURANCE AT THIS TIME. YOU ARE NOT AUTHORIZED TO PROVIDE 
TRANSPORTATION SERVICE UNTIL THIS APPLICATION HAS BEEN 
APPROVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS . 



c Requested vehicle exterior number: Your certificate w,ill allo~ you to operate 
more than one vehicle, so you must indicate the series of vehicle numbers you 
will utilize. Example 01, 02, 03 or 401, 402, etc. 

D Vehicle safety features: Specify what safety features your vehicles will have. 
This includes seat belts, fire extinguishers, etc. 

E Passenger comfort features: Sp.ecify what passenger comfort features your 
vehicles will have. This includes air conditioning, radio, etc. 

F Description of the vehicles: Indicate the year, make, model, weight. and seating 
capacity of the vehicle(s) you intend to use in your transportation service. If you 
have not purchased the vehicle you intend to .use, indi~te on the space 
provided, that the vehicle has not yet been acquired. 

NOTE: You are not required to have a transportation vehicle afthis time, 
however, you must be able to aC'{ftlire the vehicle, have it painted to match 
the requested color scheme and inspected at the PTRD inspection station 
no later than 90 days after being notified of the approval of vour 
application. In addition, all vehicles to be used under the Passenger Motor 
Certificate must have a seating capacity of between nine (9) and 
twenty-eight (28) passengers, excluding the driver. 

CRIMINAL RECORD 

In this section, disclose information regarding any criminal conviction(s) within five (5) 
years of the date of this application. If the applicant is a corporation or legal 
partnership, this information is required of all officers, directors or partners. 

PREVIOUS BUSINESS EXPERIENCE 

These three (3) questions pertain to your prior transportation business experieAce (if 
any). 
NOTE: Not having prior transportation business experience will NOT disqualify 
you. If you have prior transportation experience, indicate the type of services that you 
provided, where you provided this service and for whom. Indicate if your authority to 
provide these services had ever been revoked or suspended and provide details. In 
addition, indicate if the transportation business had ever been in bankruptcy and 
provide details . 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 

In th is section. provide information about the office operations of your transportation 
bu siness 



APPLICATION FOR 
PASSENGER MOTOR CARRIER 

--CERTIFICATE OF TRANSPORTATION 
CHAPTER 31, ARTICLE Ill 

CONSUMER SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY DIVISION 

140 West Flagler Street, Room 904 
Miami, Florida 33130 

INSTRUCTIONS TO COMPLETE APPLICATIONS: 

• Type or print neatly. 

• Answer all questions. 

• Submit all documents in duplicates. 

• Use blank sheet in the back or other blank sheets if items cannot be completed in the space 
provided on the application. 

• Enclose the appropriate non-refundable application filing fee. 

• Make check or money order payable to Metro-Dade County. 

• Direct questions concerning completion of the application to PTRD office, 140 West Flagler St., 
Room 904, Phone (305) 375-2460. 

• NOTE: Your application will not be processed unless all required attachments are submitted. 

• Submit as attachment #1 a proposed public note, including, but not limited to the· name of 
applicant, proposed business address, business trade name, a brief summary of the requested 
operating authority (type/class of service, geographic area to be served, route to be served, 
service standards, etc.), number and description of vehicle(s), and other information determined 
to be pertinent to this application. 

• Submit as attachment #2 an outline of your present or proposed driver training program. 

• Submit as attachment #3 two (2) letters of credit reference, including one bank where an active 
account is maintained, covering but not limited to length of association, credit experience, and 
current credit status. The letters are to be addressed to the Consumer Services Department and 
dated within 30 days of the date of this application. 

• Submit as attachment #4 a detailed statement (balance sheet) of the financial condition of the 
applicant showing all assets at original cost and all liabilities including secured debts and 
revenues from all sources. The most recent certified financial statement is preferred. if 
unavailable, submit a financial statement dated and signed by the preparer. 
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APPLICATION FOR 
PASSENGER MOTOR CARRIER 

--CERTIFICATE OF TRANSPORTATION 
CHAPTER 31, ARTICLE 111 

1 . IDENTIFICATION OF APPLICANT 
(A) To be completed if applicant is an individual: 

CONSUMER SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY DIVISION 

140 West Flagler Street, Room 904 
Miami, Florida 33130 

Full Name --------------------- Date of Birth ------
Social Security Number Phone Number ---------
Home Address City State __ Zip ___ _ 

( B) To be completed if applicant is a partnership or non-corporation association: 
Name of Organization 
Date and Location Organization Formed: _ _ ___________________ _ 
Name of Each Partner % Interest DOB Home Address Social Security Number 

( C) To be completed if applicant is a corporation: 
Name of Corporation _ _ _______________ Business Phone ___ __ _ 
Corporate Business Address ____ _____ City _____ State _ _ Zip ___ _ 
Name of Corporate Officer Title DOB Home Address Social Security Number 

2 . REQUESTED TRANSPORTATION OPERATING AUTHORITY 
(A) Classffype of transportation to be provided. 

( B) State operating authority applied for. Note: Use the exact wording that you request to appear on the 
Certificate of Transportation (including # and type of vehicle to be used). 

( C) SERVICE AREA(S) 
1. Geographic Boundary of area(s) to be served: 

2. Routes or corridors to be served, if any: 

3. Passenger pick up and drop off points (attach map): 

4. Termini: 

( D) SERVICE CHARACTERISTICS: 
1. Schedule(s): 

2. Response Time: 

3. Trip arranging procedure(s) (including how far in advance): 

( E ) Days and Hours of operations (office and vehicle): 

( F) Date service(s) will commence: 
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DESCRIPTION OF VEHICLE(S) 
(A) Vehicle exterior markings 

1. Trade Name: ---------- 2. Telephone Number: 
3. Class/Type of service: ______ _ 4. Other markings ------------
5. Size of Markings (In Inches) _________________________ _ 

( B) Vehicle exterior color scheme {If available, submit picture): 

{ C) Requested -vehicle exterior numbe~s: 

{ D) Vehicle safety equipme'nt: 

( E) Vehicle passenger comfort features: 

( F) For each vehicle listed below that will be used, complete the following and attach a copy of the 
manufacturer's seating specifications (Capacity and arrangement): 
Year Make Model Gross Vehicle Weight Tonnage Seating Capacity 

CRIMINAL RECORD 
Have you ever been convicted of any criminal charge(s) within 5 years of the date of this application? In the 
case of Corporation or Partnership applicants, this information is to be provided for all corporate officers and 
partners. NOTE: Fingerprints and photograph are required of each applicant, corporate officer and partner: 
NO [ J YES [ J If yes, complete the following for each conviction: 
Name Convicted of Date Court & Location 

PREVIOUS BUSINESS EXPERIENCF 
Are you now or have you within the preceding 5 years been engaged in transportation business activities? 
NO [ J YES [ J If yes, complete the following: 
Services Provided Location Served Agency By 

Has you operating authority for these services ever been revoked or suspended? 
NO [ I YES [ J If yes, give full details: 

Has this business ever been in bankruptcy? NO [ ] YES [ ] If yes, give details: 

MANAGEMENT PLAN 
Provide information on how the following business functions will be conducted and managed: 
(A) Name and experience of proposed General Manager: 

( B) Proposed central place of business: 
Address 
Size of facility in square feet _ ____ _ 

( C) Do you have a driver training program? 
( D) Complaint Handling System: 

Telephone Number 
Business Trade Name: __________ _ 

YES [ I NO [ 

( E) System for Handling Accident{s) and/or lnjury(s): 
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( F) How will Business Records be maintained: 

( G) Vehicle Maintenance System: 

( H) Insurance Coverage(s): 

[I] Communications System: 

FARE & RATE STRUCTURE 
List your proposed initial public fare and rate structure. If your application is approved, this rate structure will 
become official. 

PUBLIC INTEREST 
Describe how the service(s) proposed in this application will: 

(a) Improve transportation available to public: 

( b) Maintain or support the public interest [Ordinance Section 3(V)]: 

SERVICE FEASIBILITY 
Provide the following informaiton to support the feasibility of the proposed transportation- service(s): 

(a) Market segment to be served: 

( b) Anticipated annual ridership: 

( c) Estimated fare revenue (1st year): 

( d) Estimated operating expenses (1st year): 

( e) If service results in operating deficit, give funding source: 

( f) Operational plan to implement service: 
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CE::.lfflFICATIUN 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF DADE 

Before me, the undersigned authority, this day personally appeared 

SS (Verification by Individual) 

who, being by me first duly sworn, deposes and says that he/she is the applicant in the foregoing application, statements 
made herein and attached hereto are true and correct, grants authority to the Consumer Services Department to 
verify the information contained herein, understands that Dade County reserves the right to deny this application 
based upon the misrepresentation, alteration, omission, or incompletion of material fact, and agrees to comply with 
all provisions and requirements of the Dade County Passenger Motor Carrier Ordinance, Chapter 31, Article Ill and 
the laws of the State of Florida should this application be approved. 

Signature of Applicant 

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME THIS ___ DAY OF _________ , 19 __ . 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF DADE 

Before me, the undersigned authority, this day personally appeared 

SS 

SEAL 

(Verification by Corporation, 
Partnership, or non-Corporation 
association) 

who is , who, being by me first duly sworn, deposes and says that he/she is the 
Title 

applicant in the foregoing application, statements made herein and attached hereto are true and correct, grants authority 
to the Consumer Services Department to verify the information contained herein, understands that Dade County 
reserves the right to deny this application based upon the misrepresentation, alteration, omission, or incompletion 
of material fact, and agrees to comply with all provisions and requirements of the Dade County Passenger Motor 
Carrier Oridnance, Chapter 31, Article Ill and the laws of the State of Florida should this application be approved. 

Signature of Applicant 

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME THIS ____ DAY OF ________ , 19 __ . 

NOTARY PUBLIC 

CORPORATE SEAL 

SEAL 
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MIAMI-DADE COUNTY 
CONSUMER SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY DIVISION 
FOR-HIRE LICENSE/CERTIFICATE OF TRANSPORTATION DISCLOSURE FORM 

(TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLE) 

I, -------------------- , being first duly sworn, state: 

l . The full legal name and· residence address, (P.O. Box not acceptable) of the person, or the full legal 
name and business address of the corporation or partnership holding or seeking to obtain new/ 
renew/transfer, sell or update a Miami-Dade County for-hire license/certificate. 

Name/Corporation Residence/Business Address 

2a. If the applicant is a person, state the name and include the residence address, date of birth and telephone 
number. 

Address D.0.B. Phone# 

2b. If the applicant is a corporation, state the name and include the residence address, date of birth and 
telephone number for each officer, director, resident agent and stockholder of the corporation. Disclose the 
percentage held by each stockholder. 

Address D.O.B. Phone# 

discloser form 



2c. If the applicant is a partnership, state the name and include the residence address, date of birth and 
telephone number for each partner. State the percentage of partnership held. 

Address D.O.B. 

3. State and include the full legal name(s), residence address( es), date ofbirth(s) and telephone number(s) for 
any person who has an interest (legal, equitable, financial, beneficial or otherwise) in the for-hire 
license/certificate. Please refer to the definitions below to determine the type of interest to disclose. 

1. Financial interest - An interest equated with money or its equivalent. Any person having a monetary interest 
in your license must be disclosed. For example, any person who owns shares in the license, or any part of 
the license, or is in the process of buying a license has a financial interest. 

Beneficial Interest - Any person who derives a profit, benefit or advantage resulting from a contract with a 
license holder. This would include any person who benefits in some way through the license holder. 

3. Legal Interest - This includes, among other things, an interest arising out of a contract. Any person who has 
entered into a contract relating to the license (conditional sale) has a legal interest in the license. 

4. Equitable Interest - This includes, among other things, a beneficiary in case of a license holders death or 
divorce. Spouses or other designated beneficiaries have an equitable interest in the license. 

Type of Interest Address D.O.B . Phone# 

. ~.~~er fonn 



I UNDERSTAND THAT BY FAILING TO DISCLOSE ALL INTERESTED PARTIES IN THIS 
FOR-HIRE LICENSE/CERTIFICAtE, THE LICENSE/CERTIFICATE \VILL BE SUBJECT TO 
REVOCATION AND I MAY BE SUBJECT TO CRThHNAL SANCTIONS. 

State of Florida 
County of Miami-Dade 

License/Certificate Holder Signature 

On the_ day of 20 __, sworn and subscribed before me the undersigned authority, 
personally appeared personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis 
of satisfactory evidence) to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscriber to the within instrument and 
acknowledged to me that he/she /they executed the same in his/hers/their authorized capacity(ies), and that 
by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) 
acted, executed the instrument. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature----------- Affiant known Produced ID --- ---
Type of ID---------

(Seal) 

u1scloser form 



PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION COLOR SCHEME 

Each transportation company must have a unique color 
scheme for ALL of its transportation vehicles. 

On this diagram, please indicate the color of the vehicle, 
the color of the lettering, the location of the name and 
phone number of the transportation company, and the 
location of any company logos. 



PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION 
REGULATORY DIVISION 

140 WEST FLAGLER STREET 

:mer Services Department 
SUITE 904 

MIAMI, FLORIDA 33130-1561 

Tel: (305) 375-2460 ~ Fax: (305) 372-6321 · 'A: TDD: (305) 375-4177 'A: E-mail: consumer@co.miami-dade.fl.us 

TO: 

FROM: 

CODE MODIFICATION AFFIDAVIT 

Passenger Transportation Regulatory Division 

Applicants for Passenger Motor Carrier Certificates of Transportation; 
Non-emergency Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity and 
For-Hire Licenses 

This is to certify that I am applying for one of the above referenced certificates of transportation 
or licenses regulated under Chapters 31and/or4 of the Code of Miami-Dade County, and I 
understand that any certificate and/or license that may be issued will be subject to any and all 
future modifications of the Code. 

Name of Applicant (Print) Date 

Signature of Applicant/Officer 

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED BEFORE ME THIS ___ day of ____ , 20 __ . 

Notary Public 

M IAMIOAD€ . 
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA -

C :IMy Documentslwor1<\wordpro\Affidavitslcodemodifaffidavil 



mer Services Department 

PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION 
REGULATORY DIVISION 

140 WEST FLAGLER STREET 
SUITE 904 

MIAMI, FLORlDA 33130-1561 

Tel: (305) 375-2460 2' Fax: (305) 372-632i 'iii' TDD: (305) 375-4177 'iii' E-mail: consumcr@co.miami-dade.f1.us 

Passenger Transportation Regulatory Division 

CRIMINAL BACKGROUND CHECK 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS: 

Pursuant to County Code: 

II. PROCEDURES: 

Initial applicants for a Certificate of Transportation or For-Hire License, shall provide 
a record of all crimes, excluding traffic, to which the applicant has pled nolo contendere, 
pled guilty, or of which the applicant has been found guilty or convicted, whether or not 
adjudication has been withheld, within five (5) years preceding the date of the application. 

The applicant shall have his or her fingerprints and photograph taken by the Miami-Dade 
Police Department. This information shall be obtained from all corporate officers, 
directors and partners. In the case of corporations, the above information shall be obtained 
from stockholders who own, hold or control five (5) percent or more of the corporation's 
issued and outstanding stock. 

A. The applicant shall bring a fingerprint card and two (2) fonns (memorandums) issued by the Miami-Dade 
Consumer Services Department to a Miami-Dade Police District Station indicating that a criminal records 
investigation (FCIC, NCIC and local fingerprint search) must be completed. (See two (2) memorandums 
attached) 

B. The applicant shall be photographed and fingerprinted and told that the results of the criminal background 
investigation (FCIC, NCIC and local fingerprint search) will be forwarded directly to the Miami-Dade 
Consumer Services Department by the Miami-Dade Police Department. 

C. A criminal background investigation shall be initiated at the District Station (FCIC and NCIC) and 
fingerprint search at the Identification Section with the results noted on the appropriate memorandum form 
(attached) issued by the Miami-Dade Consumer Services Department. 

D. Upon completion of the criminal background investigation and local fingerprint search, the entire package 
(including photographs and fingerprint card) shall be returned via regular or interoffice mail to the address 
below: 

Miami-Dade Consumer Services Department 
PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION REGULATORY DIVISION 

140 West Flagler Street, Suite 904 
Miami, Florida 33130 

Note: At no time is the applicant given the completed criminal background check form to personally 
return to the Consumer Services Department. 

For additional information, contact the Miami-Dade Consumer Services Department at (305) 375-2460 . 

MIAMlg 
MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA -

C:l.\ly Docurnents\v.'Ofl<lwordpro\Flil·COTCrirninalCheck 



TO: 

9 MEMORANDUM 

Raul A. Gonzalez 
Administrative Officer 
Consumer Sei-Vices Department 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: Ctiminal Background Investigation 
Applicant's Name: 

FROM: Miami-Dade Police Department 
District Station 

DOB: 
SS#: 

The following investigative procedures have been completed on the above named applicant in accordance with 
Miami-Dade County Code (Check One): 

__ Taxicab or limousine for-hire (Section 
31-82 and/or 31-602); 
__ Passenger Service Company Registration 
(Section 31-100); 
__ Special Transpo11ation Service (Section 
31-203); 
__ Non-Emergency Transportation Service 
(Section 4-44); · 
__ Passenger Motor Carrier (Section 31-103); 

Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity to provide emergency ambulance 
transportation services and Certificate applicants 
to increase vehicles (Section 4-4(a)(8)); or 

DATE 

Fingerprints and photograph(s) taken 

FCIC 

NCIC 

Criminal History (local fingerprint check 

__ Towing Company Non-Consent 
Registration (Section 30-463(b)(9)); 

Vehicle Immobilization Business 
Registration (Section 30-463(b)(9)); 

Vehicle Immobilization Individual 
Registration; (Section 30-463(b)(9)); 
__ Locksmith Business Registration 
(Section 8A-36l(b)(13)(14)); 
__ Locksmith Individual Registration 
(Section 8A-365(b)(7)(8)); 

Motor Vehicle Title Loan Business 
(Section SA-124.17(3)(4)(5)). 

RESULTS AUTHORIZED SIGNATURE 

NIA 

Upon completion, the Police Department shall return the complete package including fingerprint card, photos and 
results of the background checks indicated on this memorandum (via regular or interoffice mail) directly to: 

C:\My Documenlslworklwordpro/CrimBkgmdlnvestgtnMemo 

Miami-Dade Consumer Services Department 
Passenger Transportation Regulatory Division 

140 \V. Flagler Street, Suite 904 
Miami, Florida 33130 

CONFIDENTIAL 



9 MEMORANDUM 

TO: Miami-Dade Police Department (MDPD} DATE: 

SUBJECT: Criminal Background Check 

FROM: Raul A. Gonzalez 
Passenger Transportation Regulatory Division 
Consumer Services Department 

This is to introduce-------------------' who is applying for: 

__ Taxicab or limousine for-hire (Section 
31-82 and/or 31-602); 
__ Passenger Service Company Registration 
(Section 31-100); 
__ Special Transportation Service (Section 
31-203); 
__ Non-Emergency Transportation Service 
(Section 4-44); 
__ Passenger Motor Carrier (Section 31-103); 

Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity to provide emergency ambulance 
transportation services and Certificate applicants 
to increase vehicles (Section 4-4(a)(8)); or 

__ Towing Company Non-Consent 
Registration (Section 30-463(b)(9)); 

Vehicle Immobilization Business 
Registration (Section 30-463(b)(9)); 

Vehicle Immobilization Individual 
Registration; (Section 30-463(b)(9)); 
__ Locksmith Business Registration 
(Section 8A-361(b)(l3)(14)); 
__ Locksmith Individual Registration 
(Section 8A-365(b)(7)(8)); 

Motor Vehicle Title Loan Business 
(Section SA-124.17(3)(4)(5)). 

Please photograph (two photos), fingerprint and run FCIC and NCIC background checks on this 
individual. Submit the photos, fingerprint card, results of the background ckecks and the 
attached investigative procedures response memorandum to the MDPD Identification Section for 
a local fingerprint search. 

We would appreciate your assistance in expediting this process. We will contact you in the event 
that questions arise or further clarification is needed. At no time is the applicant to be given 
the completed criminal background check form to personally return to the Consumer 
Services Department. 

Should you have any questions or reqmre additional infonnation, please call me at (305) 
375-2470. 

C:\My Oocumentslworl<lwordpro/CrimBkgmdChklistMemo 



mer Services Department 

PASSENGER TRANSPORTATION 
REGULATORY DIVISION 

140 WEST FLAGLER STREET 
SUITE 904 

MIAMI, FLORIDA 33130-1561 

Tel: (305) 375-2460 ~ Fax: (305) 372.-6321 ~ TDD: (305) 375-4177 ~ E-mail: consumcr@co.miami-dade.fl .us 

Dear Valued Customer: 

The Code of Miami-Dade County requires all applicants for Passenger Motor Carrier Certificates 
of Transportation; Non-emergency Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity; For-Hire 
Licenses; and Passenger Service Companies to submit to a fingerprint background check. You 
may have your fingerprints and photograph taken at any of the Miami-Dade Police Department 
district stations listed below. Many of these stations have specific service hours and require you 
to schedule an appointment. Please call the station for their requirements. 

Miami Lakes Station 
5975 Miami Lakes Dr., East 
Miami, Florida 33014 
(305) 698-1500 

Northside Station 
2950 NW 83 Street 
Miami, Florida 33147 
(305) 836-8601 

Doral Station 
9101NW25 Street 
Miami, Florida 33172 
(305) 471-2800 

C:IMy DocumentslwOO<lwordpro\Mia·DadePolOeptU sts 

Cutler Ridge Station 
10800 SW 211 Street 
Miami, Florida 33189 
(305) 378-4300 

Kendall Station 
7707 SW 117 Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33183 
(305) 279-6929 

lntercoastal Station 
15665 Biscayne Blvd. 
Miami, Florida 33160 
(305) 940-9980 

MIAMIOAOE. 

MIAMI-DADE COUNTY, FLORIDA -

Hammocks Station 
10000 SW 142 Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33186 
(305) 383-6800 

Carol City Station 
18373-B NW 27 Avenue 
Miami, Florida 33056 
(305) 626-7950 

Airport District Station 
Flamingo Garage 
Ground Level 
Miami Int'! Airport 
Miami, Florida 33159 
(305) 876-73 73 





PASSENGER TRANSI'ORl'Al'tON 
REGULATORY DtvtstON 

I 40 WEST fLA.GLERSTR.Ecr 

SVlTG 904 
MIAMI. FLOIUDA 33 l30-tSGt 1cr <' •1iccs Dcp<irtmcnl 

T<.. ()05) ) 7 5-24GO 'a' F:ix: ()05) )75-4120 'ill' TOD: ()05) )75-4177 '@' E - m~il · coos11mcr(iilmctro-dadc .com 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS A30.UT 
PASSENG£R MOTOR CARIUER 

CERTIFICATES OF TRANSPORTATION 

I liavc a· van, and I want to open a business transporting people to and from various 
locations in Miami-Dade County. What do I have to do? 

In order to use your van to transport people ~pon the streets and roads of Miami-Dade County for 
compensation, you must obtain a Passenger Motor Carrier Certificate of Transportation, issued 
by the Board of County Commissioners. 

What kind of transportation service can I provide? 

Passenger motor carrier service is prearranged transportation where the reservations are made 
generally 24 hours in advance. Under the Passenger Motor Carrier Code, there are four classes 
of certi~cates which can be applied for. Listed below are the classes of service available and 
their operating authNit.y: 

20NTRACT CARRIER 

CHARTER SERVICE 

JITNEY 

SPECIAL OPERATfONS 

Any passenger motor carrier who is not a common carrier (any 
motor carrier who holds his service out to·the public) and who 
repeatedly or continuously transports persons for 
compensation under a written contract with one or more 
persons. 

Transportation of a group of persons pursuant to a common 
purpose and traveling under a single contract involving· the 
exclusive use of a motor vehicle. 

Any motor vehicle transporting passengers for compensation 
on a semi-fixed route between fixed terminals not on a fixed 
schedule basis. 

Transportation of persons in a motor vehicle to a common 
destination or series of common destinations where the person 
may be charged as an individual or as ran or a group. 
11tcluding but not limited lo charter. sightseeing. or 

subscription service. not between fi>:ec! t;::!·111i11a!·' ()( n11 a 
:_,: ".11 l:ir route 

. ~f\ 
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C( .. (CULATOH. SERVICE [s defined as the provision of fixed or semi-fixed route 
trahsportation service where at least seventy (70) percent of 

the route is within one municipality. 

~ach is different from lhc olher wilh regards lo the operating authority (what you nrc allowed to 
do with the ccrti Cicale). X ou need 1.0 review these definitions and compare them lo the type of 
transportation you wish to provide in your business. In your application, you will need to state 
which class of transportation service you arc applying [or. 

Arc there any requirements pertaining to the size of my van? 

Yes. Tu be eligible for use as iJ. passenger motor carrier vehicle, your van must have a rated 
seating capacity betWeen 9 and 28 passengers, NOT fNCLUDING THE DRIVER. There are a 
few exceptions: 
a) Vehicles which are going to be used to. provide jitney service are required to have a maximum 
seating capacity of l5 passengers; 
b) Vehicles which are going to be used to provide fixed route service can have a seating capacity 
in excess of 28 passengers; 
c) Vehicles which have a seating capacity in excess of 28 passengers or are larger that 30 feet in 
length are exempt from the provisions of the Passenger Motor Carrier Code unless they are 
providing jitney or fixed route service. 

The service I plan to provide is seasonal. Do l have to operate my service all year or can I 
stop after the tourist season is over. 

Once vou have been approved for a certificate of transportation, you will be required to provide 
transportation service for at least eight (8) months out of the year. If you do not operate for the 
required time period, the certificate will not be eligible for renewal. In addition, if your vehicle 
is late for its required inspection, it is considered to be "out of service", and the certificate not 
being operated. If the vehicle is more than ( 4) months late for inspection, it will be considered 
out of service for that period of time and your certificate will not be renewed 

What if I have a mini-van which seats seven (7) passengers, could I use it with this 
certificate? 

No. Passenger Motor Carrier vehicles must seat a minimum of 9 passengers not including the 
driver . 

(s there a certificate available that would allow me to use the seven (7) passenger mini-van? 

Yes . A seven (7) passenger mini-van could be (1sed as a limousine. To operate as a limousine, 

you ' '· 0uld h:.we to obtain a For-Hire Limousrnc L\Gc11sc NOTE: Miami-Dade County is not 
1ssu1tli, any new limousine pcnnits at this lime . You would have to first find someone who is 
will:::g to sell their liccllsc. purchase that license atlcl have it transrerrecl to you Tile license ma)' 

~\)Sl ~q.1 lo S>1..l.ll()() 00, or mori: .. al\d with it vn11 will only he ;illowccl to pl:icc ow:. ,·chicle 011 the 



Can ( use this ccrtific~tc to pick up
1 

people in Broward County? 

No. The certificate only authorizes you to provide transportation in Miami-Dade County. You 
\'::>uld have to contact the transportation regulators in Broward County regarding their 

.:: gulalions and requirements . 

l l1avc two vans; do (need two certificates'! 

No. With one Passenger Motor Carrier Certificates of Transportation, you can place as many 
vehicles into service as you want, however, each vehicle can only provide the type of 
transportation service authorized by your certificate. If you had a certificate that allowed you to 
do CHARTER SERVICE and .you wanted to do JITNEY service, you would have to obtain a 
second certificate to provide the flTNEY service. This would require you to obtain additional 
vehicles. A vehicle can only be registered to and operate under one certificate. 

What are the costs involved in obtaining the certificate? 

There is an application fee of $500.00 for each application submitted. Once the applicatior. is 
approved by the Board, there is a certificate fee of up to $500.00. Each vehicle that you place 
into service under the certificate will have to have its own operation decal. This decal will cost 
up to $500.00. It is "up to" because the certificate and operating decal fees are pro-rated based 
upon the month of approval in relation to the license year. The certificate renews in March of 
each year. The closer the approval date is to March, the lower the certificate fee, however the 
certificate and each vehic'!e will have to be renewed sooner at a cost of $500.00 for the certificate 
and each vehicle. 

The maximum start-up cost for obtaining a Passenger Motor Carrier Certificate and one (1) van 
would be $1375.00 - $375.00 application fee at time of submission; $500.00 certificate fee upon 
Board approval; and $500.00 for the van's operating decal upon final inspection 

What do I have to do to obtain one of these certificates? 

Complete and submit an application with all of the required attachments. It will be submitted. to 
the Board of County Commissioners for approval. 

What information. will I be required to provide in the application? 

The applicatiort asks you to provide general information about the operation of your new 
transportation business and some specific details with regards to the hours of operation, 
scheduling of transportation, vehicles you will be using and the rates that you will be charging 
for transportation service. 

\Vital e lse do l ltave to submit? 

. In ;tdd1l1011 w (tll111g ou1 tile application. you will he required 10 provide two credit references."?. 
,-111 .:ih·1;li :; 1< 1t (·11 1c 111 . ;1 pli 1.1to~rapll or colorc:ci rir;l'.'/ l! H! wh ich s li n w •; 11 ~: wh :!l vn111 vc:h1cl r (s) will 

. . . . . . ... ~ . 



look iike,. a written outline of a driver lraining plan for your drivers and information con finning 
that you can provide tlle required insurance coverage. Each applicanl will also have to undergo a 
fingerprint background check. 

"mt if [wanted to provide FlXED ROUTE or JITNEY service, would anything else l>c 
.1uircct? 

Y cs . A map detailing your proposed route would have lo be included with your application. This 
would be evaluated by the Miami-Dade Transit Agency as part of the overall evaluation of the. 

application . 

It is strongly recommended th~t you meet with the transit planners and allow them to review 
your proposed route prior to submi . .tting your application. If there is a problem with the route, 
they will let you know up front and perhaps work with you to make it acceptable. With an 
application for JITNEY or FIXED ROUTE, if your proposed route is not approved by the 
Miami-Dade Transit Agency, your application for the certificate will be denied. 

\Vhy does all this information have to be provided? 

This in.formation will allow us to completely evaluate your application and determine whether 
your proposed transportation service will help achieve the intent of the County transportation 
policies as set forth in the Code. 

How long will the approval process take? 

)nee your application is accepted by this office, it will take approximately 3 to 3 1/2 months to 
. each the Board. 

\Vtiy so long? 

There is a three-step approval process for your application. Once it is accepted by this office, a 
notice of the submission of your application is sent to all of the existing Passenger Motor Carrier 
certificate holders, all of the municipalities (cities) in Miami-Dade County and interested parties 
in the ground transportation industry. This notice contains a 20-day protest period for anyone to 
come in, review your application and file a protest against it. 

After the protest period passes and no challenge has been made to your application, it will then 
be submitted of the Board of County Commissioners for final approval. This will be a public 
hearing. :\t the conclusion of the hearing, the Board will vote to approve the application . You 
"'ill be notified of the date and time of this meeting. 



Whal happens if a protest is filed? 

Should a protest be filed against your application., an independent hearing officer, not associated 
with transportation, will be appointed to hear the protest. A hearing date is scheduled, all the 
"Jarties appear and the protest is heard. At the conclusion of the hearing, the Hearing Officer 
1nakes a recommendation to the Director of the Consumer Services Department who makes the 
[mat decision to uphold or dismiss the protest. If the protest is dismissed, the aP,plication mov.es 
forward in the approval process. (f the protest is upheld, the application will be denied and the 
application ft le closed. 

What happens after the Board approves my application? 

.The Board will conditionally approve your application. You will be notified. of the approval and 
advised of the conditions or steps which must be followed in order for the certificate to be issued~ 
This will include, among other things, the payment of the certificate fee, submission of a list of 
the names and Florida driver license numbers of your drivers. Once the fees have been paid and 
the required infcmnation provided, your certificate numberwitl be issued. You then bring your 
vehicle to our inspection station, obtain your operating decal and you're on your way to your first 
p·assenger pick-up. 

This information is provided to help you understand what a Passenger Motor Carrier (PMC) 
certificate is and what you have to do in order to obtain one for yourself. If you have any 
questions or need further information, please call Mr. Raul A. Gonzalez of the Passenger 
Transportation Regulatory Division at (305) 375-2460. 

!.~i . '. t.·.1 I J/ dli t ;. 1 . .. ,• , 
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Miami-Dade County Code 



VEHICLES FOR HIRE t 31·101 

mination of violation was mailed to 
the owner pursuant to Section 31 · 
94(EX5) herein; or 

(c) Has not paid the fines, if any, and 
towing and storage fees within ten 
(10) days of denial of a motion to 
vacate a default determination pur· 
suant to Section 3l-94(E)(5}; or 

(d) Has not paid the fines, if any, and 
towing and storage fees within ten 
(10} days after a notice was mailed 
by the CSD to the owner that the 
County will not pursue the remedy 
of forfeiture pursuant to Section 31-94 
herein. 

(3) In the event that a vehicle has been 
deemed abandoned pursuant to para
graphs (1) and (2) of this subsection (H), 
the CSD shall mail to the owner a notice 
that the vehicle has been recovered by 
CSD as an ab~doned vehicle and that, if 
unclaimed, its ownership shall vest in 
Miami-Dade County and it will be sold at 
public auction or by bid after ten (10) days 
from the date such notice was mailed. 
Such notice i.hall atso ~ mailed to anv 
lienholder or mortgagee shown in th~ 
records of the jurildiction which issued 
the number of license plates on the vehi
cle. 

(4) An owner, lienholder or mortgagee may 
claim the vehicle within ten ·(10) days 
from the date that the notice described in 
paragraph (3) of this subsection (H) was 
mailed, by paying the towing and storage 
fee. due and any fine(1). 

(5) In the event that an abandoned vehicle is 
not claimed within ten (10} days after the 
notice described in paragraph (3) of this 
subsection (H) wu mailed, ownership of 
the abandoned vehicle lhall vest in CSD 
after a duly noticed hearing and declara
tion of abandonment by a circuit court 
judge. The CSD may sell an abandoned 
vehicle at public auction or by bid. Pro
ceeds shall be paid into the Enforcement 
Trust Fund. 

(Ord. No. 98-3, § l, 1-13-98) 

Secs. 31-95--31·100. Ruerved. 

ARTICLE ID. PASSENGER MOTOR 
CARRIERS• 

Sec. Sl-101. Tran1portation policy. 

1b usure the development and maintenance of 
a safe, healthy and efficient passenger transpor· 
tation system for Miami-Dade County, the Com
mission, County Manager and County staff, in 
carrying out the duties and responsibilities pre
scribed in this article, shall consider the following 
as being in the public interest: 

( 1) Reliance on market forces and on actual 
and potential competition among all trans
portation modes, so as to provide trans
portation services at competitive prices. 

(2) Coordination of regulatory decision-mak
ing with the transportation improvement 
plan, and the orderly development of an 
integrated transportation/transit system 
for Miami-Dade County so as to ensure 
the development and maintenance of a 
transportationltransit system respon3ive 
to the needs of the public, in which regu
latory decisions are reached fairly and 
expeditiously, and with consideration of 
their costs. and benefits. 

(3) Improvement of motor vehicle safety. 

( 4) Achievement of County, national and State 
energy conservation goals. 

(5) Reduced concentration of market power, 
and prevention of unfair, deceptive, pred
atory or anticompetitive practices. 

(6) Reduction of restrictive regulatory ba.ni
ers to entry into the indu.try and promo
tion of equal opportunities. 

(7) Promotion of the ufety and welfare of the 
reaidenta and vi1iton of Miami-Dade 
County who use the terviCeB of pauenger 
motor carriers to meet their transport&· 
tion needs. 

•Ecli&or'1 noi.--Ord. No. 81-17, lldopWd Feb. 17, 1981, 
did not 1pecify manner of codiiation; therefore, iocluaion or 
H 2-16 u Art. III, H 31-101-31-115, bu been at the editor'• 
diacretion. 

Supp. No. 23 4754 .f> 



§ 31-101 MIAMI-DADE COUNTY CODE 

(8) Recognition that a strong, viable, private penaation on a semi-fixed route between 
sector passenger motor carrier industry fixed terminals not on a fixed iChedule 
has a role in efforts to improve transpor· buis. 
tation mobility. (k) Operau means providing tranaportation 

(Ord. No. 81-17, f 2, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 85-20, f 1, services for compenaatlon utilizing a pu-
4-16-85) aenger motor vehicle. 

(l) Operator.means any person who has been 
Sec. 31·102. Definitions. iaaued a certificate in accordance with the 

For the purpose of this article, the following proviaiona of this article. 

definitions shall apply: Cm) CSD means the Miami-Dade County Con-

(a) Certificate of transportation means the 
sumer Services Department. 

holder thereof may engage in providing 
(n) Pcuaenger motor carrier or motor carmr 

the transportation services described means any penon owning, controlling, 

thereon. operating or managing any motor vehicle 
used in the business of transportation of 

(b) Chauffeur means a duly licensed driver persons for compensation. 
registered with and authorized by the (o) Pauenger motor vehicle or motor vehicle 
Consumer Services Department to oper- meam any chauffeur-driven motor vehi-
ate a passenger motor vehicle. cle engaged in the transportation of per-

(c) Commi.&sion means the Board of County sons and their accompanying baggage, if 
Commissioners of Miami-Dade County, any, for compensation over the public 
Florida. streets, but excludes motor vehicles en-

(d) Common carrier means any motor carrier · gaged solely in providing special transpor-

who holds his services out .to the public. tation services for the Miami-Dade Tran-
sit Agency pursuant to a contract with 

(e) Contract carrier means any passenger mo- Miami-Dade County. Motor vehicles used 
tor carrier who is not a common carrier to provide special transportation service 
and who repeatedly or continuously trans- pursuant to a contract With Miami-Dade 
ports persons for compensation under writ- County are subject to regulations con-
ten contract with one (1) or more persons. tained in Article IV of this chapter. 

(f) County Manager means the chief execu- (p) Pttrmit means an operating permit autho-
tive officer and head of the administrative rizing the holder thereof to utilize the 
branch of the County Government as pro- motor vehicle described in said permit for 
vided in Article 3 of the Home Rule Char- the transportation of pusengers as autho-
ter of Miami-Dade County, Florida. rind by a certificate iasued pursuant to 

(g) Director me&n1 the Miami-Dade County this article. 

Consumer Services Department Director. (q) Penon means any individual, corpora-

(h) Fi:ud rouu or f'C8Ular rouu Hrvice means 
tion, firm, partnership, limited partner-
ahip, auociation or joint 1tock usocia-

the transportation of persona by a com· tion. 
mon carrier for compensation on a regular 

(r) Rau1 or fare• means the charges est.ab-route with a regular schedule between 
fixed terminals. lilhed pW'luant to thia article for the 

transportation services provided by an 
( i) For compenaation means for money, prop- operator. 

erty, service or anything else of value. (s) /Ugi.&tration means a chauffeur's registra-
(j) Jitney means any motor vehicle having a tion authorizing the holder thereof to op-

maximum seating capacity of fifteen (15) erate passenger motor vehicles subject to 
or less, transporting passengers for com- the provisions of this article. 

Supp. No. 23 4754.6 
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(t) Special operations means the transporta
tion of penons in a motor vehicle to a 
common destination or series of destina
tions where the penon may be charged as 
an individual or aa part of a group, includ
ing but not limited to charter, sightseeing, 
or subscription service, not between fixed 
terminal or on a regular route. 

(u) Street means any public street, avenue, 
road, boulevard, alley, lane, highway, side
walk, public park, viaduct or other public 
place located in the County and estab
lished for the use of vehicles. 

(v) Public inurest means a determination 
bued on the following criteria, that trans
portation benefits will accrue to the 
community, 

Supp. No. 23 4754 .7 
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transportation services, the public who pres
ently or in the future utilize the puaenger 
motor carrier industry to meet transporta
tion needs, ~d adopted community devel
opment policy and that determination ia 
conaiatent with the transportation policy 
statement contained in thil article. 

(w) Cliarur •rt1ice means the·tramportation 
of a group of persons punuant to a common 
purpose and traveling under a lingle con
tract involving the exclusive use of a motor 
vehicle. 

(x) Core trcJ1uit or tramit corridor means the 
area one-quarter of a mile on each aide of 
the street on which high service level of 
fixed route or jitney aervice ia being legally 
provided. 

(y) Limiud certificcU oftraruportation means 
the bolder thereof may engage in providing 
transportation services u described in a 
contract with the Metro-Dade Tran.lit Agency 
for the provision of tranaportation 1ervices 
for so long u such contract ia in effect. 

(z) Rucrwd. 

(aa) ParatrtUUit wrvice1 mean any tramporta
tion aervica provided for compemation to 
Puaenrert with diaabilitiea by motor car
riers between specific on,inl and destina
tions Mlected by an individual uaer at a 
certain time that i1 agreed upon by the 
user and the aervice provider. 

(bb) Tiu AIMricana with Diaabilim• Act of 1990 
or tM ADA meam the civil n,htl act 1iped 
into law on July 26, 1990 u Public Law 
101-836, 104 Stat. 827, u the ume may be 
amended from time to time. 

(cc:) The ADA-clefiMd area of Daik County means 
the complemcmtary paratranlit lervice area 
u required by the ADA or any federal 
reculatiom MtaNilMd pursuant to~ ADA 
The aervice area includes an area with a 
width of three-fourths of a mile on each 
tide of each of Dade County'• fixed bus 
rout.ea and an area collliati.ng o( a circle 
with a radius of tbree-fourtlu of a mile 
around each Metrorail station. 
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(dd) Poratran.it poue11tf~r mean.a an individual 
receivini paratranait ae?yicea who hu a 
phYsieal or mental impairment u defined 
by the ADA that lubltantially limita one or 
more of the ·major life activities of such 
individual, hu a ·record of such impair
ment or bu been regarded u havin&' such 
impairment. 

(Ord. No. 81-17, t 3, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 85-20, f 1, 
4-16-85; Ord. No. 87-11, t 1, S-17-87; Ord. No. 
90-67, t 1, 7-10-90; Ord. No. 91-130, t 1, 1-5-91; 
Ord. No. 95-t2, § 1, 3-7-95; Ord. No. 95-221, § 3, 
12-5-95) 

Sec. 31·10S. Certificate of tramportation. 

(a) &quired. From and after the effective date 
of thil article, it lhall be unlawful for any person 
to use, drive or operate or to cause or permit any 
other person to uae, drive or operate any pauen
pr motor carrier vehicle for compensation upon 
the streets of Dade County without first obtaining 
a Dade County certificate and maintaining it 
current and valid, punuant to the provisions of 
this article, unless specifically excluded from this 
article. 

(b) OW-of-ccunty orilin ~pted. Nothing in 
thia article lhall be con.trued to prohibit: 

(1) Discharge within Dade County of any pu
aenpr lawfully picked up in another County 
and lawfully tramported into Dade County 
including preticketed round tri1>9 originat
ini outside Dade County which are com
pleted within a linJle twelve-hour period. 

(2) Pick up of a paratrwit pauenpr by a 
provider of paratramit Ml'Vicel that ii duly 
licenNd and 1ep1ly authorised to provide 
paratranait Ml'vices in a county acijacent to 
Dade County, provided that ncb county 
bu dMermined that the puMDpr ii eligi
ble for paratnnsit MrVicet and IUCh pu
MDIW ii picbd up within the ADA-defined 
area ol Dade County. A paratranmt Nrvice 
provider ahall not be required to obtain a 
Dade County Certificate ol public conve
nience and neceuity for such purpoN, nor 
thall a chauffeur of such paratranait vehi
cle be required to obtain a Dade County 
for-hire chauffeur's regimation. 
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(c) Application e.onunts. Every application for (10) An investigative and processing fee which 
a certificate ahall be in writing, signed and sworn ahall be nonrefundable. 
to by the applicant, and 1hall be fil8d with CSD. (11) An aereement on the part of the applicant 
The statements contained in the ~pplication 1hall 
become a part of the certificate and may be 

to conform to and abide by the provisions of 

modified only in accordance with tllil article. The 
tllil article and the law1 of the ·State of 

application shall be on a form provided by CSD 
Florida. 

and shall cont:&iri all information required thereon, (12) The applicant's current financi•l atate-

including but not limited to: ment. If the applicant has an existing cer-

(1) Sufficient information to identify the appli-
tified financial statement, the m01t current 

cant. 
certified financial statement is required. 

(2) The class of traru1portation service to be 
(13) A factual ltatement indicating the antici-

authorued under this article, routes, ter-
pated market to be 1erved and 1uch other 

mini, achedules, etc., and a brief descrip-
pertinent information u the applicant may 

tion of the kinds of and types of vehicles, 
desire to preaent to aupport his application. 

aeating capacity of the vehicles, seating (14) A factual statement supporting the eco-

arrangementa, and aize and gross weight nomic feuibility of the services proposed to 

thereof. be provided, including estimated ridership, 

(3) The trade name under which the applicant 
fare revenue, and operating expenses for 

intendl to operate and a description of the 
the fint year of operation. 

propoaed vehicle colors, numbers and mark- (15) An operational plan for implementing the 

inp. proposed services. 

(4) The applicant's management plan includ- (16) A factual statement, if applying for jitney 

ing but not limited to maintenance facili- or fixed route authority, indicating the eco-
ties, a system for handling complaints and nomic and ridership effect on any existing 
accidenta, a driver training program, insur- 1ixed route or jitney transportation aervice 
ance coverage, and a communication sys- providers on the aame transit corridor, route 

tem. or portion thereof. 

(5) The applicant's propoaed 1ervice atan- (17) A factual ltatement, if applying for jitney 

dardl, including but not limited to days or med route authority, that the applica-

and houn of operation, and puaenger aer- tion is conaistent with the criteria and 

vices to be provided. factors contained in subsection (g) of this 

(6) The applicant'• proposed initial public fare 
1ection. 

and rate structure. (18) A public notice which lhall contain a brief 

(7) A record of all pl"tlMJlt and prior tranlpor-
IWDDW')' of the IUbject matter of the ap-

tation bulineu activitiee of the applicant 
plication indudinr a brief deec:ription of 

durinJ the put five (5) years. 
the type of HrYice propoeed and the po-
rraphical area or route(1) to be aerved. 

(8) A record of all crimea (excluding traffic) of (19) For tramfer applicatiOD.1 only, a atatement 
which the applicant bu been convicted 
within five (5) years precedinc the date of 

dilcloeinc the tenna and conditiom of the 

the application. 'l'he applicant ahall have 
propoeed transfer, including amount of com~ 

biliher finprprinta and photocr&ph taken 
penaation which bu been paid or ii pay-

by the Metro-Dade Police Department. 
able to the transferor and any other consid-
eration liven or to be pen to the tranlferor 

(9) Two (2) credit references inclucfinc at leut in connection with the tranafer of the cer-
one bank where the applicant maintains an tificate of tranaportation; in lieu of the 
active account. requirement. of thia parairaph, the appli-
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cant for transfer of the certificate of trans
portation may submit a notarised copy of 
the purchue contract which contains all 
information requested by this paraaraph. 

(d) AppUcatU:m nview. The Director ahall re
view and investigate each application and ahall 
reject any application that ia not properly filed, 
incomplete or, where applicable, in conflict with 
criteria set forth in aubeec:tion (g) of thil aection. 
Such inve1tigation ahall include a Metro-Dade 
Police Department background check including, 
but not limited to, put buaineaa credit or finan
cial standing and law enforcement records. Appli
cation rejection by the Director may be appealed 
in accordance with Section 31-112(0 of the Code. 

(e) Hearing and not~s. Upon the proper filing 
of an application under this article for a certifi
cate, or for the transfer or modification thereof, 
and payment of the required fee, the Director 
1ball give notice to the following: (a) The govem
inr bodies of all affected municipalities within 
Dade County; (b) all pauenger motor carriers; (c) 
any other person, office or entity requesting no
tice. 

Any intereated person affected by the proposed 
operation who wiahea to intervene in the proceed· 
in( ahal1 file with the Director, and HrYe upon the 
applicant a formal protest within twenty {20) 
daya after tervice of laid notice. A penco who has 
not filed a formal protelt u provided in . this 
HCtion may not appear u a party in the proceed
ing. If no written proteat ia properly filed and 
1erved u herein provided, the Commiuion 1hall 
dilpoee of the application after a public hearing. 
If one or more proteltl are properly filed and 
aerved u herein provided, the County Manager 
aball appoint a hearin( ofticer and fix a time for 
an adminiatrative bearinr no later than twenty 
(20) d.aya after the conclusioo of the termination 
date for filinr a proteat, and lhall aerve notice of 
hearinr upon the applicant and all penona who 
have ftled a written proteat. The County Manager, 
by reculatioru, ahall establiah the procedures for 
auch hearinp. 

The Director aball 1ubmit a report and recom
mendation on each application to the County 
Manager. The Director ahall bue the recommen
dation on the thoroughness of the application, the 
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competence of the applicant, the criteria con
tained in subeection (f) where applicable and 
conaideration of the findinp of the hearini exam
iner. 'l'be County Manager may require any fur. 
ther investiption or additional information that 
he deema neceuary and~ IUbmit a written 
report and recommendation to the Commillion. 

(f) Public Maring1. The Commiuion ahall hold 
at least two (2) public hearinp each year if 
required, to comider and take action upon pend
ing certificate applications and transfer applica
tions. CSD aball provide at leut twenty (20) days' 
advance notice of auch public hearings to all 
applicanta and all certificate holden by certified 
mail. In reaching ita determination, the Commis-
1ion ahall conaider the application, the County 
Manapr'a report and recomm~tion, and mat
ten preHDted at the public bearing. 

(g) CertificatUm criuria and proceu. The Com
miuion, at the concluaion of the public bearing 
ahall determine if the requested certificate of 
tranaportatiDD. is consistent with the following 
public interest criteria. 

(1) That the applicant is fit, willing and able, 
in aceordance with the requirements of this 
section, to provide the tranaportation to be 
authorised by the certificate and ia able to 
comply with ihia article and regulation of 
the Comminion. 
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(2) That the tranaportation to be provided un
der the requested certificate ii consistent 
with the public interest. 

(3) That the propoeecl tramportation NJ'Vice 
will improve the quality of tramportation 
available to the public. 

(') That, if applyin&' for jitney or fixed route 
authority, the propoMd tramportatiac will 
not advenely affect the uiating transpor
tation l)'Stem u a whole ar future planned 
tramit aervice &I d19ipated in the most 
current Metro-Dade Trauport.ation Plan. 
In particular, it lhal1 be deemed not in the 
public inter.It to authorize certificates of 
transportation. for Hrvice OD actual tramit 
or puMDpr motor carrier corridors 1'.'bere 
aerrice preADtly exist.a at trequeno• of 
thirty (30) minutea or leN and/or where 
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auch aerviee will impair special transporta
tion provided by the puaenger motor car
rier induatry. 

The Commission, after auch public hearing, by 
reaolution, may authorize or refuae to authorize 
the certificate u applied for, or may authorize a 
certificate with auch modifications or upon auch 
terms and condition1 as in ita judgment the public 
interest may require. 

The County Manager may prescribe rules and 
regulations consiatent with the criteria set forth 
in aubeection (gXl), (2), (3) and (') above, for the 
approval and iuuance of emergency temporary 
certificate. No temporary certificate shall be is
aued unless the applicant has paid a temporary 
certificate fee. 

(h) Bun:Un of proof. In any proceeding under 
this section, the applicant ahall have the burden 
of providing all of the prere9uisites of the issu
ance of the certificate except that if a protestant 
objects on the ground that iuuance will adversely 
affect the existing transportation system or im· 
pair euential transportation services being pro
vided by the motor carrier industry. then, on that 
issue, the protestant shall have the burden of 
proof. 

(i) lU•olution of approval. CSD shall issue the 
certificate as authorized by the resolution. 

(j) Further ~quin~nts. No certificate shall be 
iaaued unless the applicant has: 

(1) Paid an annual certificate fee for the right 
to operate paaaenger motor vehicles; 

(2) Hu presented proof of inlurance as re
quired by Section 31-106; and 

(3) PWed all required vehicle inspections. 

Failure on the part of the applicant to complete 
this process within ninety (90) days after notifi· 
cation of approval ahall cause the certificate not 
to be issued and the County's approval to be 
automatically revoked. 

(k) Form of certificate. Each certificate shall be 
on a form developed by CSD and shall be signed 
by the Director. Each certificate ahall contain, at 
a minimum, the name and addreta of the appli· 
cant, a statement of the tranaportation service 
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authorized., the pa.uenger capacity of the vehicles 
to which it applies, and such additional terms, 
condition1, proviaiona, and limitationa u were 
authorized in the approval process. All Operators 
holding certificttel which are valid .u of the 
eft'ective date of this amendment ahall be iuued 
amended certificates which contain no limit on 
the number of vehicles authortzed thereunder. 

(1) &newal. All certificates shall be renewed 
before April 1 of each year by payment of an 
annual certificate fee. All fees provided for in this 
section lball be in addition to any other licenae 
fees or charge1 and ahall not be prorated for 
fractional parts of a year. All cerlificates which 
are not renewed 1hall automatically expire and 
all certificate transportation services rendered 
thereunder ahall immediately cease as of April l . 

On or before March 31 of each year, each 
operator ahall, on application for renewal, certify, 
on a form provided by CSD, the number of month.a 
during the preceding year that he operated and 
provided the service authorized by his certificate. 
Failure to certify or to operate for at least eieht (8) 
months during the year period shall result in 
automatic expiration of the certificate. 

(m) 1ramfer of ccrtifica.tt. 

(1' No certificate iuued pursuant to this arti
cle may be aold, usigned, transferred or ita 
ownership structure changed or altered IO 
aa to result in a change or the possibility of 
a change in the control of aaid certificate to 
another until the propoeed ule, auicn· 
ment, transfer or chanp in control lha1l 
have been approved by the commi•lion. 
Azly tramfer of aharel or ltock or interMt 
of any penon or certificate bolder ao u to 
cause a change in the directors, otlicer, 
ahareholdera or manacen of aucb penon or 
certificate holder ahall be deemed a tram
fer or uaignment as contemplated in tm. 
section and subject to the same rules and 
reculatiou u any other transfer or Ullip
ment. 

(2) The Commission, in coMiderinJ the pro
poHd tranafer of ownership or control of 
the certificate, by either direct or indirect 
means, shall determine, upon evidence aub
mitted by the parties or any other party or 
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person affected by the propoeed transfer, 
whether or not 1aid tranafer ia contrary to 
the public interest or if 1aid certificate, in 
whole or in part, ia dormant within the 
meanine' of this article. 

(3) The Commission may approve 1aid trans
fer ·or refuse to approve nid tranlfer upon 
1uch terms and conditions or may reason
ably alter, restrict or modify the terma and 
ptoviaiona of such transfer where the aame 
may beat serve the public interest. 

(4) All such applications for approval of trans
fers shall be filed on forms provided by the 
Director and ahall be accompanied by pay
ment of a nonrefundable tran1fer invuti
gative and proceuing fee. Applications for 
transfers ahall be noticed for public hear
ing before the Commiuion in the manner 
provided by this article for new applicants 
for certificates and the formal approval of 
the Commiasion shall be a condition prece
dent to any such tramfer. 

(n) Modification of certificQ.U. Every applica
tion for modification of a certificate ahall be in 
writing, signed and sworn to by the operator and 
lhall be filed together with a modification procea
ing fee. The application ahall be on a form pro
vided by CSD, and lhall be noticed for hearing 
before the Commiuion in the manner u provided 
for in this article for applications for a certificate 
and the formal approval of the Colri.miuion ahall 
be a precedent to any modification. Modifications 
of a certificate ahall include cbanpe in service 
ltandarda, route chanps in service standards, 
route utenaicma, and limilar itema which enlarp 
operatinf authority. 

(o) Surrwrukr or ~nt of c.rtificatc. An 
operator may relinquish or abandon all or part of 
Ule operating authority provided in auch certifi
cate upon written notice to the Directortbirty(SO) 
daya prior to the effective date of IUCb action, and 
aubmiaion of hia certificate. The Director 1hall, 
upon hia authority, n-iaaue ·a certificate contain
ing the reaidual operat.inr authority unlea, in bia 
opinion, the requeated chanres or the ruidual 
authority are not in the public interest, in which 
cue be may inatitute revocation or 1utpenaion 
procedurea. 
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(p) Limited certificaU of trcuuportation. A pu
Mnpl' motor carrier proposing to ·provide trans
portation aervices punu-.nt to a contract with 
Metropolitan Dade County for· the provilion of 
Metro-Dade Tramit Aiezicy aervicea, may aatiafy 
the puaenpr motor carrier· certificate require
ments by obtaininc a limited certificate of trans
portation. A holder of a limited certificate of 
transportation must comply with all require
ments of the Dade County Code pertaining to 
holden of a Certificate of 'Iranaportation. Pro
vided, however, that the requirements of Section 
81-lOS(e) pertaining to hearinp, notices, and 
administrative protest procedures and Section 
Sl-103(f) pertaining to advance notice to certifi
cate holders and applicants of the public bearing 
at which ti.me the limited certificate of transpor
tation is to be conaidered ahall not apply. The 
limited certificate of tran.lportation 1hall only 
authorize provision of transportation services pur
auant to auch contract for 10 long u such contract 
ii in effect. A person who ia iuued a limited 
certificate of tran.portation ahall not lease or 
otherwise usign the right to operate under 1uch 
certificate to any other penon. 
{Ord. No. 81-17, f 4, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 85-20, § 1, 
4-16-85; Ord. No. 87-11, f 2, S-17-87; Ord. No. 
88-118, f 2, 12-6-88; Ord. No. 90-67, § 2, '7-10-90; 
Ord. No. 90-126, t s:n-27-90; Ord. No. 95--&2, f 2, 
S-7-95; Ord. No. 95-221, f 3, 12-5-95) 

Sec. 31·104. OperatinJ permit.. 
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(a) After a peraon hu NCUred a certificate 
hereunder and before any motor vehicle llha11 be 
operated under authority oC IUCb certificate, such 
penon lhall make 1eparate application to CSD 
for a permit for each motor vehicle to be operated 
punuant to laid certificate. Each permit applica
tion ahall be in writiq, verified by the certificate 
holder and ahall ccotain the name and ~ of 
the applicant, the certificate number and the 
make, type, year oC manufacture, aerial number, 
State licenae plate number, and· Hatinr capacity 
of each motor vehicle for which a permit ii de
li.red. Upon payment of a permit fee, the CSD 
ahall iuue to the applicant a permit; provided 
that any vehicle ao permitted complies with the 
minimum safety requirements aet forth in this 
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article, is the type of vehicle authorized by such 
certificate, and is in1ured according to Section 
31-106. 

(b) Each permit iuued hereunder shall expire 
April lit of each year, and may be renewed upon 
payment of the fee prescribed in subsection (a) 
above. It ahall be unlawful to operate any vehicle 
required to have an operating permit without 
1uch a current valid permit displayed within the 
vehicle. 

(c) No permit shall be issued for the operation 
of any vehicle, the condition of which would 
interfere with or detract from the comfort, conve
nience or safety of the passengers transported 
therein. In the event any motor vehicle for which 
a permit has been iuued shall become unsafe to 
operate or ita body or seating facilities become so 
damaged, deteriorated or unclean as to render 
said vehicle unfit for public use, CSD may 1ua
pend the permit therefor until such time as the 
condition is remedied; provided, however, that no 
such 1uspension shall be effective until the permit 
holder or vehicle driver has received actual notice 
of the particular conditions to be remedied. 

(d) Each permit issued hereunder 1hall be sep
arately numbered. The operating permit 1hall, at 
all times, be displayed within the vehicle and 
shall be available for inspection by any autho
rized personnel or police officer. 

(e) Permits iBBued hereunder shall not be trans
ferable or assignable. 

(f) No certificate holder shall reconstnlct, alter, 
modify, add to or otherwiae change the body, 
seating capacity or seating arranpment after a 
permit hu been issued pursuant to this section, 
unleu and until the con.aent of the CSD ahall first 
have been obtained. 

(e) In the event a vehicle permitted pursuant 
to this aection becomes inoperable and is removed 
from 1ervice due to mechanical breakdown or 
traffic accident, the certificate holder may MCUre 
a substitute operatmi permit for a aubstitute 
vehicle, provided 1uch aubatitute vehicle meets 
the requirements of this leCtion. Said substitute 
permit shall expire and the substitute vehicle 
aha1l be removed from service when the inopera
ble vehicle is repaired and returned. to service or 
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on the last day of the month in which the substi
tute permit is i11ued, whichever is earlier; pro
vided that another 1Ubatitute operating permit 
may be obtained for the next ~endar month if 
the inoperable vehicle is not repaired upon the 
expiration of such substitute operating permit. A 
fee aha1l be chareed for issuance of such substi
tute operating permits. 
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(Ord. No. 81-17, § 5, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 87-11, § 2, 
3-17-87; Ord. No. 88-ll8, § 2, 12-6-88) 

Sec. 31-105. Chauffeur'• rep.tration. 

It shall be unlawful for any person to drive a 
passenger motor carrier vehicle over any street in 
Dade County without first having obtained a 
chauffeur's registration from the CSD pursuant 
to Chapter 31, Article\' of this Code. 
(Ord. No. 81-17, f 6, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 87-11, § 2, 
3-17-87; Ord. No. 88-118, § 2, 12-6-88; Ord. No. 
90-134, § 1, 12-4-90; Ord. No. 91-47, § 1, 4-16-91; 
Ord. No. 91-125, f 1, 10-15-91; Ord. No. 92-26, § 2, 
4-21-92; Ord. No. 94-15, § 3, 1-20-94) 

Sec. 31-106. Financial reaponaibility ar in
surance requirements. 

(a) No pauenger motor carrier vehicle ahall be 
permitted to operate without the operator having 
fim obtained and filed with CSD a certificate of 
insurance on forms provided by CSD for each 
vehicle ahowing automobile liability insurance 
coverage with limits of liability no less than fifty 
thousand dollan ($50,000.00) for one pauenger 
and one hundred thouaand dollan ($100,000.00) 
for all pauengera for U:tjuriea or death aNing out 
of any one (1) occurrence, and fifty thousand 
dollan ($50,000.00) for damage to property aria
inr out of any one (1) occurrence. Any vehicle with 
a seating capacity in exceu of fifteen (15) lhall 
provide additional minimum limit for uuury or 
death of ten thouaand dollars ($10,000.00) per 
paaaenger 1eat of each vehicle. 

(b) The insurance required in thia section aball 
be written by an inlurance company authoriud 
to do buaineaa in the State of Florida. 

(c) The certificate of in~urance ahall be en
doned to provide for thirty (30) daya' notice by 
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registered mail to CSD of any material change, 
cancellation or expiration. No policy will be ac
cepted for a shorter period than 1ix (6) montha. 

(d) Unless an operator has furnished CSD with 
satisfactory evidence of the required inlurance 
coverage prior to the expiration of the thirty (30) 
days' notice 1pecified in paragraph (c) of this 
section, or upon a third notice of cancellation 
within twelve (12) months, the certificate 1hall be 
&UBpended forthwith by the Director and surren
dered to CSD pending a hearing to determine 
whether the said certificate should be revoked. 

(e) Operators may comply with these insur
ance requirements if found to be a qualified 
self-insurer with minimum limit required by para
graph (a) of this section by the State of Florida. An 
operator's failure to maintain the requirements of 
a qualified self-insurer 1hall be grouncla for CSD 
to take the actions described in paragraph (d) 
above. 
(Ord. No. 81-17, § 7, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 87-11, § 2, 
3-17-87) 

Sec. 31-1'7. Safety reculation. 

(a) Adoption; enforttmtnt. The Consumer Ser
vices Department <CSD) shall adopt and enforce 
all safety regulations of the United Sta tea Depart
ment of Transportation that are applicable to 
passenger motor carriers and passenger motor 
carrier vehicles, as required for operation in an 
urban area. Any operator applying for a certifi
cate or permit requiring or authorizing the use of 
a specialized or unique vehicle, not contemplated 
in United States Department of Transportation 
regulations, shall 1ubmit, aubject to approval by 
CSD, ufety reculationa for each IJ*ific type of 
vehicle u to equipment, operation, maintenance, 
aeating capacity and inspection of 1uch vehicles, 
consistent with the vehicle manufacturer specifi
cationa, which must be 1ubmitted by the operator. 
The CSD ahall develop apecial 1tandarcla to be 
applied to motor vehicles older than five (5) model 
years which are operated u pusenger motor 
vehicles in order to auure that such vehicles are 
1afe. 

(b) Vthiclt CJ8t. No vehicle older than fifteen 
( 15) model years old shall be operated as a paa
aenger motor carrier. 

(c) /118pection for compliance. CSD lhall pro
vide for aemi-annual inspection of.each vehicle for 
compliance with the foregoing standarda. The 
CSD ahall pl"Ovide for annual ·inapection of each 
vehicle between and including one (1) and two (2) 
model years old; CSD ahall provide for aemi
annual inapection of each vehicle between and 
including 
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three (3) and four (4) model years old; CSD shall 
provide for quarterly inspection of each vehicle 
between and including five (5) and fifteen (15) 
model years old for compliance with the foregoing 
standards. CSD shall charge a fee for such inspec· 
tions. In addition to regular inspections, the CSD 
may also inspect any passenger motor vehicle at 
any time. The results of each inspection shall be 
recorded and a copy provided the operator. Any 
vehicle failing to meet required safety standards 
shall not be operated as a passenger motor vehicle 
until such time as the vehicle satisfactorily passes 
inspection. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the 
quarterly inspection of each vehicle between and 
including five (5) and fifteen (15) model years old 
to determine compliance with the foregoing vehi
cle condition standards shall commence on May 1, 
1995 and the quarterly inspection of each such 
vehicle to determine compliance with the forego
ing vehicle safety and mechanical standards shall 
be reduced to semi-annual inspection until July 1, 
1998. 
(Ord. No. 81-17, § 8, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 87-11, § 2, 
3-17-87; Ord. No. 88-118, ·§ 2, 12-6-88; Ord. No. 
90-134, § 1, 12-4-90; Ord. No. 9~·66, § 3, 7-7-92; 
Ord. No. 93-85, § 2, 9-7-93; Ord. No. 94-190, § 2, 
10-7-94; Ord. No. 95-99, § 2, 6-6-95; Ord. No. 
96-186, § 2, 12-17-96) 

Sec. 31°108. Rule• for operation. 

(a) Color schtrn~. Each operator shall adopt 
and use, after approval by the CSD, a distinctive, 
uniform, and decorative color acheme for all pas
senger motor carrier vehicles certified purauant 
to this article. The CSD lhall refuse to approve 
any proposed color scheme which will infringe 
upon any color scheme already in uae by another 
operator. No other color scheme shall be employed 
until approved by the CSD. 

(b) Diaposal of personal property. Personal prop
erty left by a passenger in any pusenger motor 
vehicle shall, upon its discovery by or delivery to 
the chauffeur of said vehicle, be reported imme
diately to and deposited at the operator's office, 
where a record of the same shall be maintained 
and the property held for the owner for a period of 
six (6) months, at the end of which it shall become 
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the property of the finder. The operator ahall be 
responsible for chauffeur compliance with this 
section. 

(c) Compliance with other ·lqi..lation. Every 
operator shall fully comply with all ordinances, 
rules and regulations of the County and all atat
uteS of the State of Florida applicable to the 
operation of paaaenger motor vehicles. 

(d) Acce11ibility of aervice to the public; acces-
1ibility of records for rqula.tory purpous. Each 
operator shall maintain and list with CSD a 
central place of business, where a listed telephone 
number is operative and where business records 
and daily manifests set forth herein are kept. 

(e) &cords requirtd. Each operatOr shall main
tain accurate records of all financial and operat
ing information as may be required by CSD. CSD 
shall be granted access to these records for the 
purpose of inspection and/or copying same,. upon 
five (5) days' prior notice. All such records and 
information shall be confidential except that they 
will become public records for the purpose of 
revocation or suspension hearings, or, if required 
by the Board of County Commissioners, for.the 
purpose of approving or disapproving applications 
for new certificates or tran1fen of certificates. 
Each operator mall annually furnish financial 
and operating information to CSD on form• and 
in the manner prescribed by CSD. 

(f) Antidi&crimination. No operator or chauf
feur shall refuse or neglect to transport to and 
from any place in the County any orderly penon 
requesting service regardless of race, sex, reli
fion, national origin. age, marital statu.a or hand
icap, who is~ and able to pay the pntllCribed 
fare. 

(r) \ihick ruunberi1J6 symm. Each operator 
shall adopt a vehicle numbering system approved 
by CSD, which does not conflict with thOBe in UM 

by other operators. 

(h) Mani{eat or trip •Met nquired. Every oper· 
ator lhall maintain a manifest or trip sheet on a 
form approved by CSD, which aball include, but 
not be limited to, the following information on 
each trip: Name of chauffeur, vehicle number, 
date, time, origin, destination, number of puten· 
gers, and rate of fare. Operators shall not destroy, 
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mutilate, alter or otherwise deface any daily man
ifests without CSD approval. All manifests shall 
be available for inspection and/or copying by CSD 
or any police agency during regular business 
hours and shall be retained for three (S) years. 

(i) J;Prohibitions for optrator1.J No operator 
shall: 

(1) Knowingly allow or permit any person to 
operate a passenger motor vehicle while 
bis ability or alertness is ao impaired, or 
is likely to become impaired, through fa
tigue, illness, or any other cause, as to 
make it unsafe for him to begin or con
tinue to operate the motor vehicle; or 

(2) Permit or authorize any chauft'eur or other 
person to operate any passenger motor 
vehicle without that vehicle's current valid 
certificate displayed therein; or 

(3) Operate or permit or authorize anyone 
else to operate any passenger motor vehi
cle unless and until that person is issued 
a chauft'eur's registration in accordance 
with Section 31-105. 

(j) (~hick prohibitions.] No operator shall al
low vehicles permitted under this article to: 

(1) Stop, stand, park or await employment at 
a marked taxicab stand. 

(2) Display the word(a) "taxicab," "taxi" or 
"cab" on the vehicle exterior. 

(3) Be equipped with a taximeter. 

(4) Operate as a taxicab, as defined in the 
County Code. 

(k) [Sepa.ruU phoru numbers for fitMY and 
ta.:ci aerviee.] No operator shall use for-the purpoee 
of advertiaing or requesting Hl'Vicee to be pro
vided under this article telephone number(1) that 
is Wied to request or furnish tu:icab services. 
{Ord. No. 81-17, § 9, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 87-11, § 2, 
3-17-87', 

Sec. 81·109. Ratu and fares. 

(a) L4pplicability.J The provisions of this aec
tion ahall be the exclusive method for the estab
lishment of pusenger motor carrier raw through 
Dade County. 
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(b) Rau1 and faru to be charged. It shall be 
unlawful for any operator to charge, demand, 
request or accept any fare other th.an the rates 
and fares establiahed pursuant to this article. 

(c). Method. of utablilhing rate•. Each opera
tor may e.stabliah rates and fares under one (1) or 
both of the following categories: 
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(1) Rates and fares: 

a. The operator's initial rate will be 
that rate or fare proposed in the 
application for certificate and will 
become effective upon issuance of 
the certificate. 

b. An operator may change the rate or 
fare by filing a proposed rate or fare, 
thirty (30) days prior to its effective 
date, with CSD. The proposed rate 
or fare for jitney and fixed route 
service ahall be posted within the 
passenger compartment section of 
each vehicle at least fifteen (15) days 
before it becomes effective. 

c. The rate(s) or fare structure for jit
ney or fixed route aervice shall be 
clearly aet forth as a schedule of 
charges hued on aervice elements 
understandable by the public, posted 
within the pauenpr compartment 
and on the uterior located adjacent 
to the entrance of each vehicle. 

d. Each operator ahal1 polt, in the buli
DUI officea terving the public, 8 

schedule of rat.ea and fares and ahall 
provide information of IUCh rates 
and fares on request for aervice. 

(2) Contract rates. Each operator may estab
lish through written contract, rates and 
fares other than the public rates and 
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fares. Such rates and fares &hall become 
effective when the contract is filed with 
CSD. 

(Ord. No. 81-17, t 10, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 87-11, t 2, 
3-17-87) 

Sec. 31·110. Enforcement. 

(a) Thia article 1hall be enforced by authorized 
personnel ofCSD, and by the Metro-Dade ·Police 
Department, and may be enforced by another 
police agency within Dade County. CSD shall 
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prepare and distribute to all authorized enforce
ment agencies an enforcement manual outlining 
procedures for the detection, reporting and issu
ance of citationa or deficiency reports for viola
tions of this article. 

(b) CSD shall develop a deficiency or warning 
system through which operators are given writ
ten notice of minor violations and ·a specified 
period of time to correct same. For more serious or 
repeated violations, CSD shall develop a citation 
form. Authorized personnel will issue citations as 
official notice of violations. Civil violations by 
chauffeurs shall be processed under Chapter SCC 
of the Code. 

(c) Deficiency reports and/or citations shall be 
issued to the party responsible for the violation as 
aet forth in this article. Any person iaaued a 
deficiency report or a citation mall sign and 
accept it. Notice ia given to a chauffeur for a 
violation involving the vehicle under his control 
shall be deemed notice to the operator. 

(d) Whether a corporation,. partnership or as
sociation violates any of the provisions of this 
article, such violation ahall be deemed also to be 
that of the individual officer•, directors, partners 
or agent& of such corporation who have personally 
authorized, personally ordered, or pel"IOnally done 
any of the actiona conatitutini in whole or in part 
auch violation, and any such officer, director, 
partner, or agent may be fined in the same man
ner and to the same extent u herein provided for 
the individual. 

(e) Notwithstanding the provisions of thia 1ee

tion, the Director may secure enforcement of the 
pro\riaiona of this article by any legal action nec
euary, 1uch u application to any court for injunc
tive relief or other appropriate relief. 
(Ord. No. 81-17, f 17, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 87-11, f 2, 
3-17-87; Ord. No. 94-15, f 3, 1-20-S.) 

Sec. 31·111. Penalties. 

(a) In addition to any other penalties provided 
by law, a fine not to exceed one hundred dollars 
($100.00) may be imposed for each and every 
violation of the provisions of thi1 article, provided 
that violations which result in fines pursuant to 
this section shall not be the basia for revocation or 
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suspension proceedings except that five (5) or 
more violations resulting in fines within any 
twelve-month period ahall conatitute rrounds for 
revocation or suspension proceed.mp. 

(b) Failure to correct item recorded on a defi
ciency report by the time of deadline ah.all cau.ae a 
citation to be iasued for each auch item. In the 
case of chauffeurs, for civil violations a citation 
shall be issued under Chapter 8CC of the Code. 

(c) Except for chauffeurs receiving civil viola
tions, each person issued a citation shall within 
ten (10) days either aatilfy the citation by pay
ment to CSD of the fine stated in subsection (a) 
hereof or by filing a written request for a bearing 
on the charges. Failure to do one (1) of the 
foregoing may result in revocation or auapenaion 
proceedings or penalties in accordance with sub
section (f) hereof. 

(d) Except for chauffeurs receiving civil viola
tiona, the bearings specified in aubsection (c) 
hereof shall be within the jurisdiction of the 
Co•mty Court and the Clerk of the Court ia hereby· 
empowered to d.i8pose of the cue and fines as-
1et1i.ed through normal procedure. 

(e) Anyone who engages a pauenger motor 
vehicle with intent to defraud the chauffeur or 
operator ahall be in violation of thia article and 
subject to the penalty provided for in subeection 
(f) hereof. 

(f) Violations of Section 31-103 8ball be punish
able by fin11 and/or impriaomnent u follows: (1) 
the fint such violation ahall be punishable by 
fines of not lea than two hundred fifty dollara 
($250.00) or more than one thousand dollara 
($1,000.00) and/or impri.tonment not to exceed 
ten (10) days; (2) the aecond 1uch violation ahall 
be punishable by fin11 of not lea than one thou· 
und dollan ($1,000.00) or more than five thou
aand dollan ($5,000.00) and/or imprilomnent not 
to exceed ten (10) dayai and (3) the third and 
subsequent violation aball be pnniabable by fines 
of not leas than five thousand dollan ($5,000.00) 
or more than ten thousand dollars ($10,000.00) 
and/or impri.aonment not to exceed ten (10) days. 
Violations of revocation or 1uapen1ion ordered 
under Section 31-112 shall be punishable by fines 
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of not less than one hundred dollars ($100.00) or 
more than five hundred dollars ($500.00) and/or 
imprisonment not to exceed ten (10) days. 
(Ord. No. 81-17, t 12, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 87-11, § 2, 
3-17-87; Ord. No. 92-52, § 1, 6-2-92; Ord. No. 
93-TI, t 2, 7-29-93; Ord. No. 94-15, § 3, 1-20-94) 

Sec. ~U-112. Su.pe!Uion or revocation pro
ceedings. 

(a) (Criteria for consideration of proceedings.) 
Except as otherwiae specified, certificates, per· 
mita, and regiltrations (ialued punuant to this 
article) shall be subject to suspension or revoca
tion by the Director as follows: 

(1) CArtificates. Upon notice and hearing as 
hereinafter specified when it shall appear 
that: 

a. The holder thereof has failed or ne
glected to render the full service autho
rii;ed by the certificate for a total pe
riod of eight (8) months during any 
calendar year; or 

b. The holder thereof has been convicted 
of a felony or any criminal off enae 
involving· moral turpitude; or 

c. The certificate was obtained by an ap
plication in which any material fact 
was omitted or falaely st;ated; or 

d. The holder thereof has permitted his 
paasenger motor carrier vehicle to be 
operated in violation of any law; or 

e. The holder thereof bu failed to comply 
with or bu willfully violated any of the 
proviaiona of thia article; or 

f. The public iniere.t will best be aerved 
by revocation or auapension; provided, 
however, that good cauae be shown. 

(2) Permit.a. Upon notice and bearing u here
inafter specified when it shall appear that: 

a. The permit wu obtained by an appli
cation in which any material fact was 
omitted or falsely 1tated; or 

b. The holder thereof has failed to comply 
with any provisions of this article or 
any lawful order of the Director; or 
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c. The public interest will beat be served 
by revocation or auapenaion; provided, 
however, that iood cause be '1iown. 

(3) Rqiltratioru. Upon not;ice and hearing as 
hereinafter 1pecified when it · shall appear 
that: 

a. The chauffeur has failed to comply 
with or bu willfully violated any of the 
proviaion.a of this article; or 

b. The chauffeur baa pled guilty or nolo 
contendere to driving under the influ
ence of alcoholic beverages, model glue 
or any IUbstance controlled under Chap
ter 893, Florida Statutes, or has been 
convicted of same; or 

c. The registration was obtained by an 
application in which any material fact 
wu omitted or falsely stated; or 

d. The public interest will beat be served 
by revocation or BUSpenaion; provided, 
however, that good cause be shown. 

(b) Notice of Maring. All hearings required by 
this section ahall be preceded by a minimum of 
ten (10) days' notice. Said notice shall specify the 
Director's propoeed action and the grounds upon 
which the action is predicated. The operator or 
chauffeur (as the case may be) may be repre
aented by leral counsel and 1hall be entitled to 
preaent bis defenae to the proposed action. Fail
ure to appear at a duly noticed hearing shall be 
deemed a waiver of the right to bearing and an 
admi.uion of the act.a specified in the notice. All 
1uch bearinp shall be conducted before a hearing 
euminer who ahall not have relpoll8ibility for 
the enforcement of tbia article and who· shall be 
designated by the Director, and in.IOfar u is 
practicable in accordance with the nalea of civil 
procedure governing the procedure in Circuit Court, 
except u may be provided in thia Code or by rules 
adopted by the Board of County Commi11ioners. 
All 1uch hearinp ahall be reported and, at the 
requeat of any party, transcribed. 

(c) FindUJ6, concluaion and l"flCOm1'Wndation. 
Within a reasonable time after the conclusion of 
the hearing, the hearinc examiner shall 1ubmit to 
the Director a 1tatement of findinp, concluaiona 
and recommendations. If the hearinc examiner 
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affirms the Direct.or'• proposed action, the appel· 
lant ahall pay the ac:lminiatrative costs of the 
hearing, unleu aucb deciaion is reverted· on aub
aequent appeal. The Director ahall promptly no
tify all parties of hia or her decision. 

(d) Powers. The hearing examiner shall have 
the power to administer oaths, aubpoena wit· 
neues upon the written request of any interested 
party .and may compel the production of records, 
books and papers. Should the hearing examiner, 
without good cause, refuse to subpoena witnesses 
or compel the production of books, records or 
papers, then any interested party may, without 
cost to the petitioner, petition the County Court to 
order the appearance of any witness or witnesses 
or order the production of any books, records or 
papers necessary to a fair and proper hearing. 
Failure of any witness ordered to appear or fail
ure of any person ordered to produce books, 
records or papers may constitute a contempt of 
court and may be punishable as may any other 
contempt of court. 

(e) Penalties. Suspensions pursuant to this sec· 
tion shall not exceed aix (6) months. Three (3) or 
more 1uspensions within any twelve-month pe· 
riod may collltitute grounds for revocation of the 
certificate, permit, or regiltration. 

(f) Appeals. The Director's decision may be 
appealed to the County Manager within ten (10) 
day1 of the date of said decision. Such appeal 
shall not stay the Director's decision. Upon auch 
an appeal, the County Manager shall conaider the 
tranacript of the hearing and all evidence pro
duced at the hearm,. No further tatimony or 
exhibit.a ahall be permitted. The County Manager 
shall, within twenty (20) days, on the buis of the 
record established before the Director, either af. 
firm, reverse or modify the Director'• decision. 

Appeals from the County Manager'• decilions 
pursuant to this Met.ion ahall be to the Circuit 
Court of the Eleventh Judicial Circuit in and for 
Dade County, in accordance with the Florida 
Rules of Appellate Procedure. 
(Ord. No. 81-17, f 13, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 88-118, § 
2, 12-6-88) 
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Sec. 81·113. Ezchwon1. 

The following passenger motor carriers and/or 
pauenger motor vehiclea are exempt from the 
requirements of this article: 

(a) Ambulances and ·other vehicles required 
to be licensed under the provisions of 
Chapter 401, Florida Statutes. 

(b) Motor vehicles uted exclusively in trans
porting children to and from schools when 
regulated by a Florida Statute and/or a 
Dade County ordinance. 

(c) For-hire vehicles with a seating not to 
exceed eight (8) passengers subject to the 
provisions of a Dade County or municipal 
ordinance. 

(d) Motor vehicles used for the transporta
tion of puaengers between the vicinity of 
their respective residences and the vicin
ity of their respective places of work, 
when driven by a penion traveling be
tween his residence and his place of work 
in an aJTangement commonly known ~ a 
"car pool" or a "van pool." 

{e) A passenger motor carrier operating pur
suant to a valid Interstate Commerce 
Commiasion certificate which is providing 
intentate · transportation service within 
the jurisdiction of the Interstate Com
merce Commission. As used in this sub
section (e), "interstate transportation ser
vice" means the provision of transportation 
over a route through more than one ( 1 > 
It.ate. Said interstate transportation ser· 
vice mult be au1*antial, actual and bona 
fide. 

<O Motor vehicles owned and operated by a 
rovemmental unit in a local public trans
portation 1yatem, commonly referred to 
u a "mua tranlit" when controlled by a 
Dade County ordinance. 

(g) Federal, State, County and municipal ve
hicles when operated by a pemment 
employee providing transportation ser
vices without compenution. 

(h) Motor vehicles used exclusively to provide 
transportation without compensation and 
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purely incidental to a person's primary 
business and requiring the performance 
of substantial services in addition to trans· 
portation. 

(i) Social service tranaportation of persons 
without compensation by private, non· 
profit organization subject to State of Flor· 
ida and/or federal government regulatory 
and safety standards. 

(j) MotOr vehicle providing special opera· 
tions service, contract carrier service or 
charter service having an overall length 
in excess of thirty (30) feet or a rated 
seating capacity in excess of twenty-eight 
(28) persons. 

(k) A passenger motor carrier under contract 
to Dade County pursuant to a State stat· 
ute or County ordinance who has the 
exclusive right to provide demand ground 
transportation services at Miami Interna· 
tional Airport, and is subject to the safety 
and insurance requirements of a County 
ordinance. 

(}) Pas.senger motor carriers operating under 
authority of a municipal regulatory ordi
nance adopted prior to July 1, 1974, are 
exempt from the provisions of this article 
for thoee aervices provided in accordance 
with their municipal certificate(s). 

(m) Motor vehicles owned, operated by or op· 
erated under contract with a municipality 
in a local public transportation system 
providing circulator service when autho
rUed by an interlocal agreement with 
Dade County which haa been approved by 
the Board. AB used herein, "circulator 
1ervice" mean1 the provilion of fixed route 
or Hmi-fiJ:ed route tranaportation 1ervice 
where at leut seventy (70) percent of the 
route ia within one (1) municipality. The 
interlocal agreement and any certificate 
of transportation, chauffeur's registration 
and permit iaaued to provide circulator 
le!"Vice punuant to an interlocal agree
ment ahall require, among other things, 
that the municipality, operator, vehicles 
and chauffeurs comply with aafety, me
chanical and vehicular standards man-
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dated by the Metro-Dade Transit Agency 
and the CSD, and any applicable State or 
Federal requirementa. Notwithstanding 
any other proviaion of UU. artiele, the 
CSD may administratively ~u.e certifi
cates of. tranaportation to municipalities 
providing circulator service . or to opera
ton under contract with· a municipality 
providing circulator service pursuant to 
an interlocal agreement with Dade County. 
The proviliona of Section 21·103(e), (f) 
and (gX4) shall not apply when the CSD 
adminiatratively iasues a certificate of 
transportation pursuant to this para· 
graph. Where a municipality intends to 
provide circulator service pursuant to a 
contract with a third party, said munici
pality ahall give Dade County the oppor· 
tunity to submit a bid or proposal to 
provide that tranaportation service. 

(Ord. No. 81-17, t 14, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 95-139, § 
l, 7-25-95; Ord. No. 97-127, t 1, 7-22-97) 

Sec. 31·114. Dutie• of the Con1UD1er Ser· 
vicu Department. 

(a) In addition to the duties and responsibili
ties specified in this article, CSD shall be charged 
with the following duties and responsibilities. 
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( l) Process, inveatip~ and prepare all re
ports required by thia article. 

(2) Investigate and prepare reports on al
leged violations of this article. 

(3) Enforce the provisions of this article. 

(4) Attempt to ret0lve complaints received 
from any aourc:e concerning the industry. 

(5) Develop and implement, in cooperation 
with the industry, service expan.aion and 
improvements. 

(6) Provide technical aasistanee to the indus
try. 

(7) Create and nmder technical uai.stance to 
a puaenpr motor camer advisory IJ'OUP 
compn.ed of repreHntativel from comum· 
en, the induatry, t:ranaportation-related 
interesta and public intereat organiza
tions. The role of the advilory group ahall 
be to monitor the effectiveness of the 
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article, improve communication between 
the County and parties interested in pu
aenger motor carrier transportation, and 
help develop improved transportation aer
vices. 

(8) Perform any other functions assigned by 
the County Manager. 

(b) The Director may propose and the County 
Manager may promulgate further rules and reg
ulations to cany out the provisions of this article, 
which rules and regulations, when approved by 
the Board of County Commiasioners, shall have 
the force and effect of law. 

(c) Whenever in this article a fee is charged or 
is required to be paid, the amount of such fee shall 
be established by administrative order of the 
County Manager approved by the Commission. 
Such fees ahall be depo8ited in a separate Dade 
County fund and ahall be uaed exclusively to 
accomplish the regulatory purposes of this article. 
The amount of each fee established hereunder 
shall be reasonably related to the cost of the 
services and regulation provides therefor. 
(Ord. No. 81-17, § 15, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 87wll, § 2, 
3-17-87; Ord. No. 88-118, § 2, 12-6-88) 

Sec. 31·115. Special proviaiom. 

(a) Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, 
the provisions of this article shall not be applica
ble within those municipalities which regulated 
pauenger motor carrier transportation u of July 
1, 1974, and such municipalities ahall be exempt 
from this article. 

Cb) The provisions of this article ahall be the 
uc:luaive rerulationa applicable to the provision 
of and operation of puaenrer motor carrier trans
portation aervices in Dade County. Notwithstand
ing the provisions of any municipal ordinance, 
resolution or agreement to the contrary, from and 
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after the effective date of this article, no munici
pality ahall authorize, eatabliah, change, alter, 
amend, or otherwise regulate puaenpr motor 
carrier transportation in Dade County. Regula
tions established by this article shall be uniform 
throughout Dade County both in the incorporated 
and unincorporated areas without regard to mu
nicipal boundaries. All municipal ordinances or 
resolutions to the contrary are hereby superseded 
and rescinded. 

(c) Any person operating a passenger motor 
vehicle within Dade County on February 2, 1981, 
upon the authority of a valid certificate of public 
convenience and necessity or other valid permit 
issu~d by the Florida Public Service Commission 
or a valid certificate of public convenience and 
necessity issued by a municipality within Dade 
County regulating passenger motor vehicles, ahall, 
upon proper proof of possession of such authority, 
be entitled to a Dade County certificate upon the 
payment of the fee required in this article, with 
all existing authority, limitation or restriction of 
the Public Service Commiaai.on or municipal cer
tificate as of February 2, 1981, providing the 
County certificate shall be limited to the maxi
mum number of vehicles operated in any one ( 1) 
month of the previous twelve (12) months prior to 
February 2, 1981. Holders of municipal certifi
cates ahall only be issued a certificate for each 
vehicle that is not also operating under authority 
of a Florida [Public) Service Commission certifi
cate. No Dade County certificate shall be issued 
in accordance with this section unless same has 
been applied for no later than fifty (50) days after 
the effective date of the article, provided. that on 
each certificate applied for, a aeparate and dis
tinct vehicle meeting the requirements of this 
article ia liated and a proper and timely applica
tion and fee is submitted in accordance with this 
section. A separate and identifiable motor vehicle 
cannot be used to apply for more than one ( 1) 
certificate under this section. 

(d) An.y penon operating a passenger motor 
vehicle upon the effective date of Ordinance No. 
81·17 must make application for a certificate 
within ten (10) days. Those persons who applied 
within the time period apecified in the first sen
tence of this subsection (d) shall be issued a Dade 
County certificate for those operations specified 
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in the application which have been continuously 
performed in accordance with the. terma and con
ditions of Sections Sl-~06 and 31-108 of this 
article. The County certificate· iuued hereunder 
ahall not limit the number of vehiclea authorized. 

(e) On the effective date of this article, the 
existing rate(s) of operators entitled to the iuu
ance of certificate pursuant to aubaection (b) of 
this section ahall be that rate in effect on Febru
ary 2, 1981, and said rate may only be changed in 
accordance with the provisions of this article. 

(f) Each chauffeur authorized on the effective 
date of this article by a certificate holder to drive 
a passenger motor vehicle shall be issued by CSD, 
at no cost, a temporary ninety-day chauffeur 
registration upon proof of posaeaaion of a valid 
Florida chauffeur license. Upon expiration of the 
temporary regiatration, said chauffeur must fully 
comply with Section 31-105. 
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(g) Any person operating a passenger motor 
vehicle designed for carrying ten (10) to twenty
eight (28) passengers, including driver, with an 
overall length of thirty (30) feet or leu engaged 
solely in intercounty transportation or engaged in 
intracity transportation routes which intracity 
routes have been operated continuoualy from Jan
uary 1, 1990 throul}l July 1, 1990 in compliance 
with applicable safety rules and regulations pro
mulgated under Section 316.70 Florida Statutes 
must make application for a certificate of trans
portation and pay a two hundred and twenty-five 
dollar ($225.00) application fee therefor to CSO 
by Auiuat 17. 1990. Thoae penona who apply and 
pay the required application fee by AuJuat 17, 
1990 ahall be iaaued a certificate oft:rantportation 
for th.OH operatiom which meet the requirements 
of the pneedin1 aentence. Appeal of the CSD 
Director'• deciaion on any application hereunder 
must be filed with the County Manapr within 
ten (10) da)'I of the ialuance of the Di.rector's 
decision. Such certificate shall be subject to the 
requirement. of Section 31-101; 31-102; 31-
103(a), (b), (c)(l)-(3), (8) and (10), and (j) through 
(o); 31-104; 31-105; 31-106; 31-107; 31-108; 31-
110; 31-111; 31-112 and 31-115. A certificate of 
transportation iaaued. hereunder ahall expire July 
1, 2010, or ten (10) years after any change in 
ownership of any such passenger motor vehicle. 
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(h) Any private passenger motor carrier provid· 
ing transportation pursuant to a contract with 
Metropolitan Dade County, acting on behalf of the 
Metro-Dade Tranait Agency, ahall not be allowed 
to provide transportation on any route on which 
Dade County Metrobus is providing service, when 
the upreued purpose of such contract is to incor· 
porate private passenger motor carriers into Dade 
County's public transportation network. 

(i) No person or business entity shall be awarded 
a contract by Dade County to provide transporta· 
tion on more than twenty-five (25) percent of 
Jitney Transportation Network Service. No busi
ness entity shall be awarded a contract by Dade 
County to provide transportation on a Jitney 
Transportation Network Route, if a person with a 
controlling financial interest in that business 
entity bas a controlling financial interest in an
other busineu entity or entities, which provide or 
have agreed to provide tranaportation on more 
than twenty-five (25) percent of the Jitney Trans
portation Network Service. In the event that an 
award of a Jitney Transportation Network Route 
to the lowest bidder would be in violation of this 
ordinance, such aw.ro shall be made to the next 
lowest bidder, if any award is made. 

These terms used in the preceding paragraph 
shall have the meanings provided below: 

Coordinaud jitney •ervice contract means a 
contract between the County and the operator 
of a pauenger motor carrier to provide trans· 
portation on a Jitney Tranaportation Route, 
when the expressed aim of such contract is to 
incorporate private jitneys or other passenger 
motor carriers into the public transportation 
l)'Stem of Dade County. 

Jit'My 'I'rcuuportation N.tworlc Route means 
such tranaportation route designated by the 
Metro-Dade Tranait Agency on which pauen· 
pr motor carriers will provide transportation 
pursuant to a coordinated jitney service con
tract. 

Jitney 1himportation Network Service means 
the total number of revenue miles on which 
private paasenger motor carriers provide trans· 
portation, pursuant to a coordinated jitney ser· 
vice contract. 
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Controlling financi.al interest means the owner
ahip, directly or inclirectly, often (10) percent or 
more of the outstanding capital stock in any 
corporation or a direct or indirect interest of ten 
(10) percent or more in a firm, partnenhip, or 
other bUlineaa entity. 

The foregoing requirements may be waived by 
reaolution of the County Commission (1) upon a 
finding that a waiver is in the best interest of 
Dade County, and (2) that there are not enough 
responsive bidders or proposers with whom the 
County can contract to provide the necessary 
transportation on Jitney Transportation Network 
Routes, unless the provisions of this ordinance 
are waived. 
(Ord. No. 81-17, § 16, 2-17-81; Ord. No. 81--46, § 1, 
4-19-81; Ord. No. 85·20, § 2, 4-16..S5; Ord. No. 
87-11, I 2, 3-17-87; Ord. No. 90-78, § 1, 7-24-90; 
Ord. No. 93-116, § 1, 11-3-93; Ord. No. 93-117, § l, 
11-3-93) 

Sec. 31·116. Seizure, impoundment and for
feiture. 

(A) Seizure. Police officers or such other em
ployees as may be designated by the County 
Manarer are authorized to seize and impound 
any paaaengsr motor vehicle which such officer or 
employee has probable cause to believe is being 
operated in violation of Section 31-103(a), 31-104, 
31-105(a), 31-106, 31-107, 31-108, 31-109, 31· 
lll(b), or 31-lll(c) of Article Ill of Chapter 31 of 
the Dade County Code. A vehicle aeized in accor· 
dance with thia aubsection ahall be removed to a 
deeipated MCUred facility. 
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CB) Notice of wuure. 

(l) Within twenty~four (24) houn of a seizure, 
as described in Section 31-116(A), a police 
officer or other designated county employee 
shall make a diligent aearch and inquiry u 
to the owner'a name and addreu and make 
a ioocl faith effort to give a notice of seizure 
in writing to aaid vehicle owner of the fact 
of such aeizure, the grounds for seizure, 
identification of the seized vehicle and in
formation concerning these regulations and 
the designated secured facility to which the 
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vehicle wu or will be taken. A copy o( said 
notice of aeizure lha1l alao be Jiven to the 
proprietor Of IUcb secured facility. 

(2) Whenever an officer or duieD&ted em· 
plOJM leiw a vehicle under this Hetion, 
and does not bow and ii not able to 
Ucenain the name or the owner, or ror any 
other reason ii unable to Jive the notice to 
the owner u herein.above provided, then 
and in that event the officer or desipated 
emplo)'ee lhall immediately .MDC! or came 
to be aent a written report or wch nmcwal 
bJ mail to the Motor Vehicle C«>mmtuloner 
or the Metro-Dade Police Department. 

CC) \ihick impoundment Maring. Whenever 
the owner of record or. vehicle aeized pursuant to 
tbll section m1k• a request of the CSD in penon 
and in wrff:iDi for a 'ftblcle impoundment hearini 
within ten c10> daya or Hizure ucluaive or Sabir· 
daym, Sundays and lepl holidays, a mqist:rate, 
u provided. in Section 318.32, Florida Statutes, a 
county court judge or a heariDc ex1mtner, who 
lball not have ruponaibility for the enforcement 
at tbit article and . who ahall be dei.ipat-.d by the 
CSD Director, lhall conduct the hearing within 
twenty.four (24) hours or as aoon u practicable, 
ad1MlinJ Saturdays, Sundaya and lepl holidays. 
All lntel"Mted. peraona ahall be pen nuan•hle 
opportun.lty to be heard at the vehicle impound· 
men.t hearlni. The formal rulea or evidence will 
not apply at the hUrinr, and hearsay evidence 
&ball be admipible. If, after the h&wi.nc, the 
mqiat:rate, county court juc!p or ·hearinc exam· 
imz' detcmin81 that there ia DO probable C&\188 to 
belina that the 'ftblcle ii subject to Nizure and 
imP,Oandment under wbMctioa (A), the macia· 
trate, CIOWlty court Judie or bearinc a· 
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&miner shall order the immediate return of the 
.vehicle. If, after the hearing, the magistrate, 
County Court Judge or Hearing Examiner deter
mines that there is probable caUJe to believe that 
the vehicle is subject to seizure and impoundment 
under aubaection (A), the Magistrate, County 
Court Judge or Hearing Examiner ahall order the 
continued impoundment of the vehicle as pro
vided in this aection unless the owner of the 
vehicle (1) posts with the court or CSD a cash 
bond in the amount of the maximum fine(s), plus 
any applicable towing and storage fees, or (2) 
pleadA guilty or nolo contendere and pays in full 
any towing and storage fees plus the fine(s). 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, if, after the hear
ing, it is determined that there is probable cause 
to believe that the vehicle is aubject to forfeiture 
proceedinp pursuant to section 31-116(0), said 
vehicle lhall not be released. 

CD> Heari"8 regarding Code violation charged 
in {Uld enforununt nport and I or complaint I 
arre1t affidavit. Within ten (10) days after a 
vehicle ia seized and impounded purauant to this 
section or aa soon as practfoable, the CSD and/or 
the Clerk's Office ahall notify by certified mail, 
return receipt requested, the owner of r~ord of 
the date, time and location of a hearing that will 
be conducted regarding the Code violations charged 
in the field enforcement report, the complaint/ 
arrest affidavit or other charging instrument. The 
hearing shall be conducted within thirty (30) days 
after the vehicle wu seized or as aoon as practi
cable. The bearing shall be conducted by a mag
iatrate, county court judie or hearing examiner. 
All interested persona aball be siven a reuonable 
opponunity to be heard at the hearing. 

CE> Decuion.s at Maring. 

(1) If the magiatrate, county court judge or 
hearing examiner d.iamiuel the Code vi
olation(•) charged in the field . enforce
ment report, complaint/arrest affidavit or 
other charring document and/or finds the 
person charpd not guilty, the magistrate, 
county court judge or hearing examiner 
ahall issue an order for release of the 
seized vehicle without removal and stor
age fees . 
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(2) If the magistrate, county court judre or 
bearini euminer finds a violation of the 
Code, the mqiatrate, county court judge 
or hearing ex•miner 8ha1l uaeu a fine 
and/or jail 1mtence u ·provided in Section 
31-111(0 of the Code, and removal and 
1torage fees. 'lbe 'fine(a), if any, and re
moval and atoi-are fees muat be paid in 
order to obtain an order for releaae of the 
aeiud vehicle. A magiatrate, county court 
judge or hearing examiner shall not issue 
an order releuing the vehicle where aaid 
vehicle ia subject to forfeiture proceedings 
pursuant to Section 31-116(G). 

(3) If the owner does not obtain the vehicle by 
the date apecified in the order of release, 
the owner ahall be ruponaible for any
furtber atorage fees, and payment of such 
fees lhall be made before the release of 
the vehicle. 

(4) A vehicle shall not be releued from stor
age prior to the scheduled hearing speci
fied in this subsection if the vehicle is 
1ubject to forfeiture pursuant . to Section 
31-116(0) of the Code. 

(5) Default hearing. If the owner of the seiz~ 
vehicle fails to appear for the hearing 
apecified. in Section 31-116(!>), a default 
hearinf will be held. A mqiatrate, county 
court judge or hearing euminer shall 
make a determination pursuant to para
graph (1) or (2) of this subdiviaion (E). The 
CSD will inform the respondent of the 
default determination by certified mail, 
return receipt requested. The information 
mailed to the owner lhall include the 
provision.I of Section 31-ll6 herein con
cernini abandoned vehiclea. The respoo
dent may comply with the default deter
mination within MVen calendar daya of 
IUCh m•iling or move to vacate auch de
fault determination. In the event that 
IUch default determination ia vacated, 
the respondent aha11 be entitled to a bear
inc de novo on the oriiina1 complaint/ 
arrest aftidavit. field en!orcement report 
or other char,ulJ document. Such bear
ing lhall be scheduled within ten (10) 
working days of the order vacating th.e 
default determination or U IOOll a practi
cable. 
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(F) Appeah. If ,found in violation of one or 
more of the provisions referenced in Section 3 l-
116(A), the assessed fine(a) together with removal 
and 1torage fees must be paid in order to appeal. 
However, if the vehicle is the subject of a forfei
ture proceeding pursuant to Section 31-116(0) of 
the Code, only the fine, if any, must ~ paid in 
order to appeal. If upon appeal the decision is 
reversed in whole or part, the appellant shall 
receive a refund of the relevant fine(s) and fees. 

(G) Forfeiture. 

(1) Forfeiture. In addition to the penalties set 
forth in Sections 31-111and31-112 of the 
Code, any paaaenger motor vehicle used 
to commit three (3) or more violations of 
Section 31-103(a) of the Code on at least 
three (3) separate occuiom within a thirty
aix (36) month period, where all of such 
violations were committed on or after 
August 6, 1993, shall be aubject to forfei
ture upon notice and judicial determina
tion. 

(2) Determination by tM CSD Director. The 
Director of the CSD shall determine 
whether to pursue the remedy of forfei
ture. Dade County lhall not me the aeized 
vehicle for any purpose until the rights to, 
interest in, and title to the teized property 
are perfected in acco?dance with this sec
tion. Thia section does not prohibit use or 
operation necessary for reasonable main
tenance of seized vehicles. Reasonable ef
forts shall be made to maintain seized 
vehicles in such a manner u to minimize 
loea of value. 

(3) Vehicles subject to forfeiture may be aeized 
provided that the owner ii notified at the 
time of the leizure or by certified mail, 
return receipt requested, that there is a 
right to an adversarial preliminary hear
ing after the aeizure to determine whether 
probable cause exist.a to believe that such 
vehicle has been used to commit three (3) 
or more violationa of Section 31-103(a) of 
the Code on at leut three (3) aeparate 
occasions within a thirty-aix (36) month 
period, where all of such violations were 
committed on or after August 6, 1993. 'The 
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CSD or other authorized law enforcement 
agenciea ab.all make a diligent effort to 
notify the owner of the seizure. Notice 
provided by certified mail must be mailed 
within five (5) workinJ days of the Hizure 
and ab.all state that the owner may re
quest an adversarial prelinµnary hearing 
within fifteen (15) days of receiving nch 
notice. When a poet.-aeizure adversarial 
preliminary bearing u provided herein is 
requested, it ahal1 be held within ten (10) 
days after the request or u aoon as prac
ticable. If the court determines that the 
required probable cauae exiats, the court 
ab.all order the property restrained by the · 
leut restrictive means to protect against 
dispoul, waste, or continued illegal uae 
pending ditpoaition of the forfeiture .Pro
ceeding. If the court orders the releue of 
the vehicle, all fines, if any, and towing 
and storage fees shall be paid prior to 
release. 

(4) Neither replevin nor any other action to 
recover any interest in such property aball 
be maintained in ·any court, except as 
provided in this section; however, auch 
action ·may be maintained if forfeiture 
proceedinp are not initiated within forty. 
five ('5) days after the date of Hizure. 
However, if good cause is shown, the cow:t 
may utend the aforementioned prohibi
tion to sixty (60) days. 

(5) The court ahall order the forfeiture of any 
other property of a claimant of a vehicle, 
ucludini lienholden, up to the value of 
the vehicle aubject to forfeiture under this 
HCtian if the nhicle: 
(a) Can.oat be located; 
(b) Hu been tnnaferred to, 10ld to, or 

depoeited with, • third party; 
(c) Hu been placed beyond the jurisdic

tion of the court; 
(d) Hu been substantially diminished 

in value by any act or omiuion of the 
person in po1ae11ion of the property; 
or 

(e) Hu been commingled with any prop
erty which cannot be divided with
out difficulty. 
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(6) Exceptions: 

(a) No vehicle lhall be forfeited under 
the proviaiona of thil HCtion if the 
owner of 1Uch vehicle establWiet by 
a preponderance of the evidence that 
ahe or he neither knew. nor should 
have known after a reuonable in
quiey, that such vehicle wu being 
uaed or wu likely .to be uaed in 
violation of Section 31-lOS(a) of the 
Code. 
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(b) No bona fide lienholder1
1 interest ahall 

be forfeited under the proviaion1 of thia 
leetion it such lienbolder utabliahea 
by a preponderance or the evidence that 
ahe or he neither knew, nor thould have 
known after a reuonable inquiry. that 
such property waa being used or was 
likely to be used in violation of Section 
31·103(a) of the Code, that auch uae was 
without his or her expreued or implied 
coment, and that the lien had been per· 
fected in the manner prescribed by law 
prior to auch seizure. 

(c) No vehicle which is rented or leued 
from a company engaged in the busi· 
nea of renting or leasing vehicles shall 
be forfeited under the provisions of this 
MCt.ion it the company eltabliahes by a 
preponderance of the evidence that it 
neither knew, nor abould have known, 
~t the vehicle wu being uaed or was 
likely to be Ul8d in violation of Section 
31·103(a) of the Code. When a vehicle 
which is rented · or leued from a com· 
pany enppd in the buaine11 of renting 
or leuing vehicles is seized u.nder this 
teetion, upon learning the address or 
phone number of aaid company, the 
CSD aball, u aoon u practicable, in· 
form aaid company that the vehicle has 
been aeiied. 

(d) Any interest in, title to, or right to a 
vehicle titled or registered jointly by 
the uae of the cor\junctives "and," "and/ 
or," or "or" held by a co-owner ahall 
not be forfeited if the co-owner e1tab
liahe1 by a preponderance of the evi
dence that such ~r neither knew, 
nor bad reuon to know, after reason
able inquiry, that auch property was 
uMd or wu likely to be uaed in viola· 
tion of Section S1·103(a) of the Code. 
When the intel"elta of each culpable co
owner are forfeited, any remainine co
ownert shall be afJ'orded the opportu· 
nity to purchue the forfeited interest 
in, title to, or npt to the property from 
Dade County. If any remaininr co· 
owner doea not purchase such interest, 
Dade County may hold the property in 
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co-ownerabip, aell ita intereat in the 
property, liquidate i~ intereet in the 
property, or diapoae or ita interest in 
the property in any other reasonable 
manner. 

(7) Forfeiture proceedinp. 

(a) It ii the policy of Dade County that the 
proviaiona of thia aection are adopted 
to deter and prevent the continued use 
of puaenpr motor vehicles to violate 
Section 31·103(a) of the Code while pro· 
tecting proprietary interests of inner 
cent owners and lienholdera and to au· 
thome the uae of the proceeds collected 
under this section aa supplemental 
funding for enforcement purpoaea. 

(b) The Florida Rulea of Civil Procedure 
1hall ,overn forfeiture proceedings 
under thia aection unleas otherwise 
apedfied herein. 

(c) Any trial on the ultimate issue of for· 
feiture ahall be decided by a jury, un
le11 auch right is waived by the 
claimant of the vehicle through a 
written waiver or on the record before 
the court conducting the forfeiture pro
ceeding. 

(d) Dade County shall promptly proceed 
apin1t the vehicle by filing a com· 
plaint in the circuit court. 

(e) (i) The complaint ahall be styled, "in 
RE: FORFEITURE OF 
-------" (followed by 
the name or d81Cription of the ve· 
hicle). The complaint ahall contain 
a brief jurisdictional statement, a 
delcription of the subject matter or 
the proceedin&, and a statement of 
the fact.a sufficient to atate a cause 
of action that would support a rmal 
judsment of forfeiture. The com· 
plaint muat be accompanied by a 
verified supporting affidavit. 

(ii) If no person entitled to notice re
queata an advenarial preliminary 
he&rini, u provided in Section ~l· 
118<GX3l, the court, upon receipt 
of the complaint, shall review the 
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complaint and the verified sup· 
porting affidavit to determine 
whether there wu probable cause 
for the aeiiure. Upon a finding of 
probable cause, the court ahall 
enter an order ahowing the prob· 
able cause f mding. 

(iii) The court shall require any 
claimant of a vehicle who desires 
to contest the forfeiture to file and 
serve upon the attorney repre· 
tenting Dade County any reapon· 
sive pleadinp and affirmative de· 
fenses within twenty (20) days 
aft.er receipt of the complaint and 
probable cause fmding. 

CO m Dade County shall serve notice of 
the forfeiture complaint by certi· 
fied mail, return receipt requested, 
to each person having a security 
interest in the vehicle. Dade 
County shall alao publish notice of 
the forfeiture complaint twice each 
week for two (2) conaecutive weeks 
in a newapaper of general circula· 
tion in Dade County. 

(ii) The notice shall, in addition to 
stating that which is required by 
Section 31-116(G)(3) describe the 
property; state the county, place, 
and date of aeiiure; state the gov· 
ernmental entity holding the 
aeized property; and state the name 
of the court in which the complaint 
will be filed. 

(iii) Dade County shall be obligated to 
make a dilipnt aearch and inquiry 
u to the owner of the vehicle, and 
if, after such diligent tearch and 
inquiry, Dade County is unable to 
ucertain any penon entiUed to no
tice, the actual notice requirement.a 
by mail ahall not be applicable. 

(g) When the claimant of the vehicle and 
Dade County agree to aettle the forfei· 
ture action prior to the concluaion of 
the forfeiture proceeding, the aettle
ment agreement shall be reviewed, un· 
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leas auch review is waived by the 
claimant of the vehicle in writina, by 
the court or a mediator or arbitrator 
8ll'9eci upon by the claimant and Dade 
County. 

(h) Upon clear and convincing evidence 
that the seized vehicle was used to 
commit a third or subsequent violation 
of Section Sl·lOS(a) of the Code on at 
least three CS) aeparate occasions within 
a thirty-six (36) month period, where 
all of such violations were committed 
on or after Auguat 6, 1993, the court 
ahall order the aeUed property forfeited 
to Dade County. A. used in this sub· 
eection, a "violation" occurs when a 
person or entity pleada guilty or nolo 
contendere or is convicted or found 
euilty of violating Section 31-103(a) of 
the Code uaing the vehicle subject to 
forfeiture. The fmal order of forfeiture 
by the court 1hall perfect in Dade 
County right, title, and interest in and 
to such property, subject only to the 
righta and interests of bona fide lien· 
holders, and shall relate back to the 
date of seizure. 

(i) (i) The seized property shall be re· 
leased immediately to the person 
entiUed to poue11ion of the prop
erty u determined by the court 
when the claimant prevails at the 
conclusion of the forfeiture pro· 
ceeding, and Dade County decides 
not to appeal. 

(ii) When the claimant of the vehicle 
prevaila at the conclusion or the 
forfeiture proceeding, any deciaion 
to appeal muat be made by the CSD 
Director. If the claimant prevaila 
on appeal, Dade County shall im· 
mediately releue the 1eized prop
erty to the person entitled to poe· 
aeuion or the property •• 
determined by the court. 

(j) Dilpoaition or forfeited property where 
no lien. When Dade County obtaina a 
final judpient iranting forfeiture of a 
vehicle, it may elect to: 

(i) Retain the property for the Coun· 
ty'• Ulej 
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(ii) Sell the property at public auction 
or by tea.led bid to the highest 
bidder; or 

(iii) Salvqe, trade, or transfer the ve
hicle to any public or nonprofit 
orpnization. 

(k) Diapoaition of forfeited property where 
lien. If the forfeited vehicle is 1ubject 
to a lien preserved by the court as 
provided in Section 31-116{G)(6)(b), 
Dade County shall: 
(i) Sell the property with the pro

ceedl beini med towardl aatlllfac
tion of any liens; or 

(ii) Have the lien utiafied prior to 
taking any action authorized by 
Section 31-U6(GX7)(j). 

(1) Priority of cliabunement. 'lbe proceeds 
from the aale of a forfeited vehicle 1ball 
be dilbuned in the following priority: 
(i) Payinent of the balance due on 

any lien preserved by the court in 
the forfeiture proceedings. 

(iiJ Payment of the COit incurred by 
Dade County in connection with 
the storage, maintenance, secu
rity, and forfeiture of 1Uch P.,rop
erty. 

(iii} Payment of court costa inCUJTed in 
the forfeiture proceeding. 

(iv) The remaining proceedl shall be 
deposited in an Enforcement Trust 
Fund hereby ettablilhed by the 
Board of County Commillionera. 
Such proceeda and intel"llt earned 
therefrom ahalJ be uaed for enforce
ment of the proviaiom of Chapter 
31 of the Code. 

CH> A.bandomd 11ehick1. 

( 1) If an owner daet not auert an interest in a 
aeiud vehicle by removini it from storage 
within the time periods specified in para
craph (2) of this Section CH), the vehicle 
shall be deemed abandoned. A declaration 
of such abandonment may be made by a 
circuit court judre aft.er a duly noticed 
hearing, without further hearing. 
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(2) A vehicle ahall be deemed abandoned, pur-
1uant to parairaph (1) herein, if an owner: 

(a) Hu not removed the vehicle from 1tor
ap within ten (10). da)'I of obt-aininr 
an order-of releue pursuant to Section 
31-116(C), CE). or (GX7)(i) herein; or 

(b) Hu not paid the finea, if any, and 
towing and atonp fees within ten (10) 

daya of a hearing determination of 
violation pur1uant to Section 31-
116CEX2) herein, or within ten (10) 
days after notice of a default determi
nation of violation wu mailed to the 
owner punuant to Section 31-llscE)(5) 
herein; or 

(c) Hu not paid the fines, if any, and 
towing and ltorqe fees within ten (10) 
days of denial of a motion to vacate a 
default determination pursuant to Sec
tion 31-116(EX5); or 

(d) Has not paid the fines, if any, and 
towing and storage feee within ten (10) 
days after a notice wu mailed by the 
CSD to the owner that the County will 
not punue the remedy of forfeiture 
pursuant to Section 31-116 herein. 

(3) In the event that a vehicle hu been deemed 
abandoned pursuant to paragraphs (1) and 
(2) of thia aubaection (H), the CSD aball 
mail to the owner a notice that the vehicle 
hu been recovered by CSD u an aban
doned vehicle and that, if unclaimed, its 
ownenhip lhall ve8t in Dade County and it 
will be 1ald at public auction or by bid after 
ten (10) daya from the date auch notice wu 
mailed. Such notice lhall also be mailed to 
any lienholder or mortppe abown in the 
recorda of the juriadiction which iuued the 
number of licenae plates on the vehicle. 

(4) An owner, lienholder or mortppe may 
claim the vehicle within ten (10) days from 
the date that the notice ducrit>ed in para
rraph (3) of thia aublection CH> wu mailed, 
by payine the towing and .torage fees due 
and any fine(a). 

(5) In the event that an abandoned vehicle is 
not claimed within ten (10) days after the 
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notice deacribed in paragraph (3) of this 
1ub1eetion (H) was mailed, ownership of 
the abandoned vehicle ahall vest in CSD 
after a duly noticed hearing and declara
tion of abandonment by ·a circuit court 
judge. The CSD may aell an abandoned 
vehicle at public auction or by bid. Proceeds 
ahall be paid into the Enforcement Trust 
Fund. 

(Ord. No. 93-77, § 1, 7-29-93) 

Sec.. 31-117-31·200. Reserved. 

ARTICLE rv. SPECIAL TRANSPORTATION 
SERVICE CARRIERS 

Sec. 81·201. Tranaportation policy. 

To usu.re the development and maintenance of 
a safe, healthy and efficient passenger transpor
tation system for Dade County, the Commiasion 
hereby enacts the following regulations pertain
ing to the operation of special transportation 
1erf"ke carriers operating in Dade County purnu
ant to contracts with Metropolit.m Dade County 
to provide Metro-Dade Transit Agency services. 
(Ord. No. 91-130, § 2, 11-5-91} 

Sec. 81-202. Definitions. 

For the purposes of this article, the following 
definitions shall apply: 

(a) Speci4l troruportati.on .erviccs ~rtificaU of 
tramportati.on means the holder thereof 
may engage in providing the lpeCial trana
~tion aervicea described thereon and 
comiltent with the terms and restrictions 
contained in the applicable Metropolitan 
Dade County contract relating thereto. 

(b) Cluwfftur means a duly licensed driver 
reriatered with and authorized by the Con
aumer Services Department to operate a 
1pecial tranlportatioo aervicea vehicle. 

(c) Commiui.on means the Board of County 
Commiuionen of Dade County, Florida. 

(d) Common caf'TUr means any motor carrier 
who holds his services out to the public. 
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(e) Special tromportation aervices means any 
transportation aervices provided by a mo
tor carrier, for compensation, to pa&aengers 
with diu.bilitiea, including non·tmbula
tory individuals who uae w~~ns, or 
individ~ who are eligible for Medicaid as 
determined by the Florida Department of 
Health and Rehabilitative Services, pursu
ant to a written contract with Metropolitan 
Dade County for the provision of Metro
Dade Transit Agency services or pursuant 
to a written contract with a broker which 
has a written contract with Metropolitan 
Dade County for the provision of Metro
Dade Transit A,ency aervices. 

CO Counly Managtr means the chief executive 
officer and head of the administrative branch 
of the County government as provided in 
Article DI of the· Home Rule Charter of 
Metropolitan Dade County, Florida. 

(g) Dinctor means the Dade County Con-
1umer Services Department director. 

(h) For compeMati.on means for money, prop
erty, service or anything else of value. 

(i) OpeT'UU means providing transportation aer
vieea for compensation utilizing a special 
transportation services motor vehicle pur
suant to a contract with Metropolitan Dade 
County for the proViaion of MetrQ-Dade 
Transit Agency services. 

(j) Operator meana any person who has been 
iuued a 1pecial transportation services cer
tificate of transportation in accordance with 
the prcM.iona of thia article. 

(k) CSD means the Dade County Conaumer 
Services Department. 

(l) Speci4l trcJJUportati.on •MJic:u motor car-
1Wr or motor carrier means any person 
owning, controlling, operating or managing 
any motor vehicle used in the bulineu of 
providini 1pecial tranlportation aervicel 
for compenaation punuant to. a contract 
with Metropolitan Dade County for the 
provision of Metro-Dade Tranait Agency· 
Hrvicea. 

(m) Permit means an operating permit autho
rizing the holder thereof to utilize the mo-
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Miami-Dade County 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

Comments regarding the draft prepared by MDT on a 
"Concept for Public/Private Partnership 

to Expand Transit Services" 
June 2001 

I. GENERAL COMMENTS: 

1. The proposed concept is different to the one discussed at the MPO Subcommittee meetings and 
supported by CT AC. 
2. The proposed concept is based on a subcontract with MDT. 
3. It is not clear that in the public/private partnership, MDT provides the vehicles at no charge to the 
operators and the private sector provides the operation and maintenance of the vehicles, or if the 
private company will provide the vehicles and the operation. 
4. Although the proposed plan is at "no direct cost to the county". the federal and state funds used 
for the purchasing of vehicles, if this is the case, may jeopardize transit operations. 
5. Basically, the proposed plan is an extension of MDT services. 
6. This approach will allow jitneys and bus service providers to participate in the demonstration 
project. Jitney companies have to compete with bigger companies. 
7. If the vehicles are provided by MDT, private sector has to comply with federal and state 
requirements. 
8. There is no incentive for private operators to succeed in this demonstration project. 
9. The proposed service is basically controlled by government. The govennnent's approach is to 
provide service and cost is not a main factor. For private operators, service is an important factor, but 
profit is their ultimate goal. This implies that they have to maximize profit and minimize capital and 
operating costs. 

II. DETAILED COMMENTS: 

1. "Whatever the outcome, the details of the demonstration must maintain 1. A zero direct cost to 
the County; and 2. Must abide by all provisiOns of County Code, and MDT's Collective Bargaining 
Agreement with the Transport Workers' Union while providing new and/or expanded transit service 
to our customers. " 

a. Zero direct cost to the county is relative, because federal or state funds usually require matching 
funds , unless state funds are using as matching funds or state provides 100% funding for the purchase 
of equipment. 



b. Are there ipdirect costs that could be paid by the county? 
c. Does the Transport Worker's Union get involved in all this process? 
d. What would be the participation of the union? In the past, the union has been against this type of 
project. 

2. "Eligible private sector providers: Any transportation provider currently holding a Passenger 
Motor Carrier certificate or any provider who can obtain such a certificate as part this 
demonstration. " 

a. For a demonstration project, is better to have only one provider with a current Passenger Motor 
Carrier Certificate. 
b. For a long term project, the door should be open to any individual that may apply for a certificate 
of transportation. 

3. "Routes: There should be at least two routes, preferably more, in different parts of the County. 
At least one should demonstrate how private sector transportation can alleviate over-crowding on 
existing Metrobus routes without impinging on ridership/revenue; and at least one route should 
demonstrate how private sector transportation can provide service where there is little or no MDT 
bus service. Provisions shall be made for route adjustments. " 

a. Providing contracting services in well-served routes will reduce MDT farebox revenues. To alleviate 
over-crowding routes, MDT should provide more service with articulated or regular buses within the 
overcrowded routes. 
b. MDT should reduce service in areas that are not suitable for regular buses. These are the areas that should 
be given to private sector. 

4. "Service: All scheduled service must be provided. Schedules may be provided for service as 
demand warrants. If no schedule is provided for all or part of a day, then the contractor shall provide 
service at least every 10 minutes. The span of service shall be negotiated. Provisions shall be made 
schedule adjustments. The provider must have enough equipment and operators to provide the 
service and back-up equipment and drivers to account for breakdwons, sick calls, etc. In peak 
periods, there must be enough service to prevent overcrowded buses and pass-ups. Where 
appropriate, contracted service will use assigned bus bays at MDT terminals and Metrorail 
stations." 

a. If MDT does not provide 10 minutes headway in the areas to be served by private sector, How they can 
request and impose that service (10 minutes headway)? 
b . Clarification is required in this aspect, because if the private company provides the vehicles, then it is a 
totally different scenario that if MDT provides the vehicles. 
c. MDT should make schedule adjustments to let the private company to provide full service in areas and 
routes that are not appropriate for MDT service. 

5. "Vehicles: The vehicles must be of a size to be consistent with the service standards outlined in 
the previous paragraph. Options for procuring vehicles include purchase, lease, or having lv!DT 
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provide the vehicles. All vehicles must meet ADA requirements for handicapped access. " 

a. The size of the vehicle must be determined by the provider, according to the ridership and physical 
characteristics of the routes to be served. 
b. Regular buses should be maximized by using them in routes with enough patronage. 
c. Based on a pilot or demonstration project no imposition should be made regarding compliance with ADA, 
unless the vehicles to be used by the provider are already accessible. 

6. "Maintenance: The vehicles must be maintained at the contractor's expense to avoid missing 
service. If and as negotiated, contractor vehicles may obtain fuel at the same price at which MDT 
obtains fuel and perhaps at MDT facilities. If the vehicles are to be MDT-provided, they must he 
maintained to the manufacturer's standards. Vehicles must be permitted and drivers must be licensed 
as detailed in the County Code. " 

a. No comments. 

7. "Insurance: Vehicles must be insured to the standards stated in the County Code. If the vehicles 
are to be MDT-provided, the cost of insurance can be negotiated. " 

a. No comments. 

8. "Fares: To be collected by the private sector operator and retained to cover expenses and 
profits. What media are accepted is negotiable. " 

a. No comments. 

9. "Administration: The cost to process certificates and have vehicles inspected for safety by the 
Consumer Service Department shall be borne provider. The cost to administer the County's contract 
with the private provider, including maintenance inspections, will be borne by MDT. Contractor 
shall provide NTDB (Section 15) data as required by federal regulations at the expense of the 
contractor. Other costs, as suggested in the preceding paragraphs, are to be negotiated. " 

a. Provider should pay for safety inspections. As an incentive, CSD should do it at no charge. 
b. Additionally, provider has to collect Section 15 Data at his ovm cost for the benefit of MDT. Some 
incentive should be established for the provider or MDT should obtain the data. The data is based on a sample 
that has to be statistically correct using a method approved by FTA. 

10. "lvfarketinz: Marketing of new contracted routes shall be the sole responsibility of the 
contractor. MDT will, however, include such contracted routes on its published transit map and will 
provide route and schedule information on those routes when customers call MDT Transit 
Information. " 

a. No comments. 
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III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Coordination: 

a. Based on a demonstration project, current companies holding transportation certificates may 
participate in this project. However, CSD should consider individual applications for the expansion of 
transit services into other areas. 
b. CSD should contact all private transportation providers to get their input in the process. 
c. MPO should lead this eff01t. 

2. Routes: 

a. MDT should evaluate those routes that are not productive for their operation and establish 
standards to determine which routes they will be considering for this demonstration project. As an 
example, MDT could define the minimum number of passengers per trip. Any route under this 
standard could be placed in a pool of routes for further evaluation. 
b. Allowing private operators in overcrowding routes will create problems with the union and an 
unfair situation with MDT at this moment. The idea of the concept is to integrate private operators to 
the existing service not to compete with them. Therefore, recommendation is made to concentrate in 
those routes selected in the step "a" before. 
c. At least three routes should be selected for implementation. 
d. Areas not served by MDT should also be detem1ined. 
e. Private operators should provide input at this phase to include any proposed route that may 
supplement existing transit services. 

3. Service: 

a. Minimum standards for service should be mutually agreed. Private operators are for profit not for 
service. 
b. Minimum standards may include service from 5:00 am to 7:00 pm on weekdays, and weekend 
from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm. 
c. Connection to main activity centers and metrorail stations should be coordinated. 
d. Service provided on MDT routes should use existing bus stops. In those areas that service is not 
provided by MDT, operator may stop at any place, taking into consideration all safety aspects for the 
appropriate stop. 

4. Vehicles: 

MDT should decide which way to go regarding the vehicles. There are three options: 

a. Vehicles will be provided by the operator: 

I. The operator will use existing vehicles in his fleet. 
ii. Based on the fact, that this is a demonstration project, vehicles do not need to comply with ADA, 
unless the operator has vehicles fully equipped. STS will continue providing supplemental service in 
the selected routes or areas for handicapped customers. 
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iii. Regular buses are not recommended because maneuverability of vehicles in residential areas to be 
serviced, appearance, passenger volumes, fuel consumption, etc ... 
1v. Size of the vehicles should be determined by the operator, based on his/her experiences. 

b. Vehicles will be provided by MDT: 

i. If this is the case, it's strongly recommended to use mini-buses or maxi-vans. This will allmv 
MDT to add regular buses in other routes that require additional services. 
ii. In other cities, collective bargaining agreements do not allow anybody to drive the equipment 
(buses) unless supervisory personnel and workers of the appropriate unit (drivers and mechanics). 
This aspect has to be considered. 
iii. A situation like this should be evaluated in detail for further consequences, regarding contract 
negotiations. 
iv. Drivers provided by private operator will require full training regarding the use of the equipment 
(wheelchair lift). 

c. Combination of "a" and "b": 

i. If a combination of options "a" and "b" is decided, recommendation is made that one route use 
option "a" and other route use option "b". 
11. Both options should not be combined in the same route. 

5. Maintenance: 

a. Private operator should be responsible for the maintenance of the equipment. 
b. If the equipment is provided by the operator, maintenance should be conducted according to 
his/her standards. However, minimum standards should be required regarding the appearance and 
cleanness of the buses. 
c. If equipment is provided by MDT, then maintenance should be conducted according to MDT 
standards. 
d. Additionally to the standards, MDT should have a method to verify that the maintenance of their 
equipment has been conducted as appropriate. For example, there are companies (labs) that can 
determine the mechanical condition of the equipment by oil samples. 
e. MDT should take other actions to guarantee the conditions of the buses once the demonstration 
project be finished. For example, additional insurance or cash deposited in a separate account for 
contingencies. 

6. Insurance: 

a. In this regard, Risk Management should be contacted. 
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7. Fares: 

a. Fare should be determined by the operator, but never can be higher than the actual fare. 

8. Administration: 

a. Safety inspection should be conducted by CSD as indicated in the current regulations. 
b. The costs involved in these inspections should be covered by CSD. 
c. MDT should verify that the service is provided as contracted by using checkers along the routes. 
d. Section 15 Data should be negotiated with the operator, drivers should be trained in collecting the 
data. 

9. Marketing: 

a. MDT should provide some marketing materials, specially in those routes to be operated by the 
private sector. Usually, private operators do not have those capabilities. 
b. A marketing plan should be developed to promote the new approach or concept delineated in this 
document. 

10. Other Considerations: 

a. An objective process should be developed to determine the selection of routes/areas for servicing 
and the companies that will provide the proposed service. 
b. MDT should consider for this demonstration project the implementation of a transfer fare system 
to facilitate the movement of passengers from different modes. 
c. If this demonstration project is a success, How it may affect future contract negotiations. In this 
aspect, considerations should be given to: 
i. Vehicles own by MDT to be operated by private sector. 
ii. A legal opinion should be requested regarding the possible displacement or reduction of drivers 
under Rule 13(c) (Dept. of Labor). 
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PUBLIC/PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS FOR PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 
Hosted by 

METROPOLITAN PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
In conjunction with 

MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT (MDT) AND CONSUMER SERVICES DEPARTMENT (CSD) 

MEETING OF FRIDAY, OCTOBER 19, 2001 
2:00 P.M. 

CONFERENCE ROOM 

SUMMARY MINUTES 

The meeting was called to order at 2:00 p.m. by, Ms. Sheila Rushton. 
The following staff members were present: 

1. Jose-Luis Mesa, Director, MPO Secretariat, 
2. Danny Alvarez, Director, Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) 
3 Sheila Rushton, Director Consumer Services Department (CSD) 
4. Raul Gonzalez, CSD 
5. Carmen Quinn, CSD 
6. Clinton Forbes, MPO 
7. Jesus Guerra, MPO 
8. Dalphane Brown, CSD 
9. Zainab Salim, MPO 

The sign-in sheet is on file at the MPO Secretariat Office listing staff and other visitors present at 
the meeting. A recorded tape of the meeting is also available at the MPO Secretariat Office. 

I. OVERVIEW OF PANEL 

Ms. Rushton introduced the panelist; Mr. Jose-Luis Mesa MPO, and Mr. Danny 
Alvarez, Miami-Dade Transit. 

Mr. Mesa explained that the Governing Board was interested to see if the private 
operated services offered in Miami-Dade County could be expanded. 

Mr. Alvarez distributed a handout titled; Miami-Dade Transit Concept for Public/Private 
Parl11ership To Expand Transit Services. 

Mr. Alvarez briefly notified the group that the concept proposed is for a demonstration 
project to contract with private sector transportation providers at no direct cost to the 
County. He mentioned that this concept is in an early stage of development, all aspects of 
the concept are open for discussion. Mr. Alvarez advised the group to refrain from 
submitting proposals that require Miami-Dade County to bear a direct cost. 
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Mr. Alvarez explained that the Department needs the imput of the industry so that 
something can be tailored that the industry can buy into which will allow the County to 
offer better public transportation to the citizens of Miami-Dade County. 

Ms. Rushton asked Mr. Alvarez to elaborate more on what type of services they are 
looking to acquire from the private sector. 

Mr. Alvarez briefly went over the routes section of the handout from which he explained 
that they are looking for at least two types of pilot services to be offered. The first service 
would demonstrate how private sector transportation can alleviate overcrowding on 
existing Metrobus routes without impinging on ridership/revenue. The second service 
should demonstrate how private sector transportation can provide service where there is 
little or no MDT bus service. 

IT. OPEN DISCUSSION 

Ms. Rushton opened the floor up for comments. 

Mr. Mark Levitt of Super Shuttle South Florida suggested that a program like Broward 
County be implemented. Mr. Levitt stated that Broward County pays the cities and help 
theµi develop bus routes. In addition, the cities have the option of contracting the services 
out to the private sector or providing the service themselves. The contracts are renewed 
annually with a minimal passenger per hour stipulation. 

Mr. Alvarez responded that Miami-Dade County has similar programs in place without 
offering subsidies. In addition, Mr. Alvarez stated that some cities are offering the same 
services on their own such as the Miami Beach Electrowave proj.ect. 

Mr. Alphe Willingham, Tri-Rail Bus Connection, expressed his concerns about the 
concept. He stated that companies will be interested in running routes only if the ridership 
is there. If there is no ridership then there is no interest. 

Mr. Benedique Hyppolite, Sunshine Jitney, stated his drivers complain of the Metrobus 
service overlapping with their service schedule. He expressed concerns that the Metrobus 
schedule of service on certain routes has appeared to increase. 

Mr. Alvarez stated that the amount of buses have not changed in ten (10) years . 

Mr. Levitt reiterated his point on the need to get subsidized in order to operate off peak 
hours. He explained that this is necessary primarily because the cost of living has 
increased dramatically. 

Mr. Frank Kreutzer, Attorney, believes the Miami-Dade County should adopt the concept 
of having one public vehicle alongside a private vehicle which will allow citizens to have a 
choice on whether to ride a large or small vehicle. 
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Mr. Alvarez asked the entire group, if they would agree to a contractual agreement where 
there is a controlled amount of private sector vehicles. 

Mr. Kreutzer agreed generally with the concept as long as no more permits are issued. 

Mr. Rene Gil, Conchita's Transit Express proposed that if Miami-Dade County provided 
him with vehicles he will offer the service at no additional cost. Mr. Gil also noted that he 
will offer the service every thirty (30) minutes instead of every 70 minutes as currently 
being offered by the exisiting MDT ·service. In addition, Mr. Gil request control of the 
entire route. 

Ms. Rushton asked Mr. Gil if he would provide the maintenance service on the bus and he 
said yes. 

Mr. Mesa inquired if the buses would be some type of loan or permanent transfer of 
ownership. 

Mr. Gil responded that if the transfer of vehicles were long term arrangement then it 
would recommend ot to be a permanent transfer. He further stated that if the transfer is 
short term, that they could possibly work out some type of lease program. He also 
suggested trying this as a pilot program. 

Mr. Alvarez addressed Ms. Rocio Castro, IDEAL Transport, concerns about a 
transportation system needed at Miami International Airport. Mr. Alvarez informed the 
group that a kiosk system is being installed at MIA which will inform passengers on 
companies available to offer service of transportation. 

Mr. Alvarez stated that another meeting is not necessary, however, they will take the 
comments received and reflect them against the concept and put it in a report format with 
recommendations to give to the :MPO Governing Board Transportation Subcommittee. 

Ms. Rushton concluded the meeting by informing the audience to send any questions or 
comments related to this proposal to the Consumer Services office. 

ID. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting adjourned at 3:30 p.m. 
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DRAFT 

Miami-Dade County 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

Expansion of Public Transit: A Jitney Approach 

I. OBJECTIVE: 

To develop detailed scenarios to promote increased participation of the private sector in the 
provision of public transportation services within Miami-Dade County. These services would be 
aimed to supplement existing services provided by Miami-Dade Transit (MDT). Demonstration 
projects may be identified for implementation. 

II. PREVIOUS WORK: 

Several policy-oriented studies have been conducted in the past. However, this study is directed 
towards evaluating the feasibility of implementing an operational plan and promoting the 
implementation of additional services. 

III. HIGHLIGHTS OF PROJECT ELEMENTS: 

•Participation of the private sector 
•Cost feasibility of proposals 
•Focus on poorly served areas with potential for cost effective service 
•Maximization ofresources to serve a given area 
•Compliance with federal requirements, such as ADA and Environmental Justice 
•Provision of additional non-subsidized transportation services 
•Improving accessibility to Metrorail and to major activity centers 

IV. TIME SCHEDULE: 

This study should be tentatively completed by June 2002. 

V. METHODOLOGY: 

A. Study Coordination 

A Study Advisory Committee (SAC) will be composed of representatives from: 
•Metropolitan Planning Organization (The MPO will provide the Project Manager) 
•Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) 
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•Florida D_epartment of Transportation (FDOT) 
•Miami-Dade County Consumer Services Department (CSD) 
•Citizens' Transportation Advisory Committee (CTAC) 
•Representatives of transit labor unions 
•Private transportation industry representatives will be also invited to participate as well 

B. Develop Conceptual Plan 

The purpose of this task is to define a conceptual plan for expanding transit services using jitneys or 
minibuses in areas that require improving existing public transportation services. These 
improvements will be considered in terms of transit level of service improvements: providing 
service where none exists and a need exists/has been demonstrated, increasing frequencies by 
decreasing headways, and increasing service spans will be the primary factors evaluated. 

Specific factors including but not limited to accessibility to Metrorail stations and major activity 
centers, productivity (probable costs incurred vs. prospective patronage), feasibility of 
implementation, integration with other transportation providers (Metrobus, Tri-Rail, jitneys, 
shuttles/circulators, etc ... ) and implementation costs will be considered. 

For the purpose of facilitating the implementation of a demonstration/pilot project at the end of the 
study, several scenarios will be evaluated, among them: 

a. Contracting services 
b. Providing tempora1y passenger motor carriers permits to individuals interested 

During the study, other strategies may also be proposed and evaluated. 

To obtain input, planning sessions will be conducted at different levels of participation: 

TECHNICAL LEVEL 

• CSD 
•MDT 
• FDOT 
• Plam1ing Department 

SERVICE LEVEL 

• CTAC 
• Jitney Representatives and 
Operators 
• Other Authorized Providers 
" Labor Unions Representatives 

Other groups and departments will be contacted as appropriate. 

Additionally, public hearings could be conducted, as necessary, to obtain comments from the 
general public. With the input of these groups, the consultant will develop a transit service 
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integration proposal that includes consideration of concerns and recommendations obtained during 
this process. 

C. Develop Criteria 

Based on the conceptual plan, the consultant will recommend criteria to identify potential 
areas and/or routes suitable for expanding public transit services using jitneys or minibuses. 
This task shall take into consideration the data required and analytical tools needed to 
implement the proposed plan. 

D. Data Development 

1. Institutional Information 

There are some areas that need to be researched to provide an additional element in the development 
of an eventual service plan. Compliance with federal, state and county regulations will be evaluated. 
Based on the findings in this task, different scenarios may be developed, as appropriate. This 
research will include, but not be limited to: Federal requirements regarding ADA, Section 15 and 
Section 13(c); County procedures for permitting and licensing transportation services, including 
ordinances and resolutions; and State statutes that may apply for transportation carriers. 

2. Operations and Pe1formance Data 

The consultant will compile and collect the necessaiy data to proceed with the required analyses. 
The MPO, MDT and CSD will play a major role in this task by providing available data to the 
consultant to conduct the technical analyses. 

This data should include, but not be limited to: 
a. Jitneys: authorized providers, description of routes, number of vehicles/route, 
fare, ridership, trip length, hours of operation, number of trips, etc ... , 

whenever available 
b. MDT: description ofroutes, number of vehicles/route, fare, ridership, trip 

length, hours of operation, number of trips, headways, etc ... 

3. Other Area Experiences 

Finally, the consultant will also obtain brief infon11ation from other cities where jitneys currently 
operate or have been operated in the past to compare and implement similar measures in Miami
Dade County. Special attention will be considered in how those areas comply with federal 
requirements (ADA, Section 15 and Section 13(c)). 

E. Analysis 

1. Institutional 
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In this subtask, the consultant will analyze and evaluate existing procedures for authorizing 
transportation services and will prepare a matrix table of the benefits and limitations, including but 
not limited to : technical process, legal considerations, compliance with county, state and federal 
requirements, contracting labor, third party contracting, etc ... Additionally, the consultant will take 
into consideration any requirement included in the transportation element of the and any issue or 
implications that may be included in the Comprehensive Development Master Plan (CDMP). 

The consultant will prepare a set of recommendations to improve and/or facilitate the expedition of 
permits for providing these services and/or develop another set of recommendations to enter into a 
contract with an authorized provider. This approach does not prohibit the consultant to recommend 
other options that may arise during analysis. 

2. Operations and Pe1formance Analysis 

Using the criteria previously developed and established, the consultant will analyze socioeconomic, 
travel, and transit data to determine and identify the potential areas and/or routes for introducing 
supplementary jitney services. Consideration will also be given to compliance with ADA 
requirements, as well as Environmental Justice. 

3. Other Area Experience Analysis 

While information and data will have been collected from other areas that may provide appropriate 
guidance and useful lessons learned, they will only be summarized here. The most applicable 
info1mation will be incorporated into analyses conducted in the two preceding tasks. 

F. Develop Implementation Plan 

Based on the previous tasks, the consultant will develop three scenarios to test different 
possibilities. These scenarios may include enhancing established routes, implementing new routes 
and/or services within a specific area, or various combinations of both, using jitneys. For each 
scenario, the plan shall include: 

1. Operational requirements 
2. Advantages and Disadvantages (Opportunities and Constraints) 
3. Implementation Costs 

G. Develop an Evaluation Program 

To measure the effectiveness of any proposed demonstration program, the consultant will prepare an 
evaluation program to be conducted before and after implementing the proposed plan for each 
scenario. This evaluation will be based on service characteristics and public acceptance. 
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VI. END PRODUCTS 

1. Executive Summary Report (100 copies) 
2. Final Report (50 copies) 
3. Power Point Presentation 

Copies of the Executive Summary, the Final Report, and the Power Point presentation shall be made 
available in electronic fonnat on CDs. The Executive Summary and Final Report will be provided 
in a popularly used word processing format. Graphics used in the report shall be made separately 
available on disk as well. An unbound copy of the Final Report will also be provided for further 
reproduction. 

VII.FUNDING: 

To be determined. 

VIII.PROJECT MANAGEMENT: 

The MPO will take the lead, and will keep a close coordination with representatives of the FDOT, 
MDT, CSD and CT AC, as well as with private sector providers and labor unions representatives. 



. The authority citation for Title 49, Part 27 Code of Federal Regulations, is revised to read as 
follows: 

AUTHORITY: Sec, 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (29 U.S.C. 794); secs. 
16(a) and 16(d) of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended (49 U.S.C. 16(a) and 
16(d); sec. 165(b) of the Federal-aid Highway Act of 1973 (49 U.S.C. 142 nt.); the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990, 42 U.S.C. 12101 - 12213 and 47 U.S.C. 225 and 611, and 49 
u.s.c. 322. 

2. Section 27.19 of 49 CFR Part 27 is amended by revising paragraph (a) to read as follows: 

§27.19 Compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act Requirements and UMTA Policy. 

(a) Recipients subject to this Part (whether public or private entities as defined in 49 CFR Part 
37) shall comply with all applicable requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
of 1990 including the Department's ADA regulations (49 CFR Parts 37 and 38), the regulations 
of the Department of Justice implementing Titles II and III of the ADA (28 CFR Parts 35 and 
36), and the regulations of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) 
implementing Title I of the ADA (29 CFR Part 1630). Compliance with the EEOC Title I 
regulations is required as a condition of compliance with section 504 for DOT recipients even for 
organizations which, because they have fewer than 25 or 15 employees, would not be subject to 
the EEOC regulation in its own right. Compliance with all these regulations is a condition of 
receiving Federal financial assistance from the Department of Transportation. Any recipient not 
in compliance with this requirement shall be subject to enforcement action under Subpart C of 
this Part. 

********************* 

3 Subparts B (ee27.3 l - 27.37), C (ee27.61 - 27.67), E (ee27.81 - 27.103) and the Appendix to 
Subpart E of 49 CFR Part 27 are removed, and e27.73 and Appendix A to Subpart D thereof are 
removed. 

4. Subpart F (ee27.121 - 27.129) thereof is redesignated as Subpart C and Subpart D (ee27.71 
and 2 7. 7 5) is redesignated as Subpart B. 

5. Removed from e27.5 thereof are the definitions of"accessible," "closed station," "commuter 
rail," "fixed route bus system," "flag stop," "light rail," "mass transportation," "open station," 
"passenger," "public paratransit system," "rapid rail," "transportation improvement program," 
and "urbanized area." 

6. Section 27. 67 is amended by adding a new paragraph ( d) to read as follows: 

e 27.67 New facilities and alterations. 
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(d) AccessibUity Modifications. Design, construction, or alteration of buildings or other fixed 
facilities by public entities subject to part 37 of this title shall be in confom1ance with Appendix 
A to Part 37.of this title. All other entities subject to section 504 shall design, construct or alter a 
building.or other fixed facilities shall be in conformance with either Appendix A to Part 37 of 
this title or the Unifonn Federal Accessibility Standards, 41 CFR 101-196, Appendix A. 

7 Title 49, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 37, is revised to read as follows: 

49 CFRPART 37 -TRANSPORTATION SERVICES FOR INDIVIDUALS WITH 
DISABILITIES (ADA) 

Subpart A 

Sec. 

3 7 .1 Purpose. 

37.3 Definitions 

37.5 Nondiscrimination. 

37.7 Standards for accessible vehicles. 

37.9 Standards for accessible transportation 

facilities. 

37.1 1 Administrative enforcement. 

3 7 .13 Effective date for certain vehicle lift specifications. 

37.15 - 37.19 [Reserved] 

Subpart B - Applicability 

37.21 Applicability - general. 

3 7 .23 Service under contract. 

37.25 University transportation systems. 

37.27 Transportation for elementary and secondary education systems. 

3 7 .29 Private providers of taxi service. 

37.31 Vanpools. 

37.33 Airport transportation systems. 



37.35 Supplemental service for other transportation modes. 

37.37 Other applications. 

37.39 [Reserved] 

37.41 Construction of transportation facilities by public entities. 

37.43 Alteration of transportation facilities by public entities. 

37.45 Construction and alteration of transportation facilities by private entities. 

37.47 Key stations in light and rapid rail systems. 

37.49 Designation ofresponsible person(s) for intercity 

and commuter rail stations. 

37.51 Key stations in commuter rail systems. 

37.53 Exception for New York and Philadelphia. 

37.55 Intercity rail station accessibility. 

37.57 Required cooperation. 

37.59 Differences in accessibility completion dates. 

37.61 Public transportation programs and activities in existing facilities. 

37.63 - 37.69 [Reserved] 

Subpart D - Acquisition of accessible vehicles by 

public entities. 

37.71 Purchase or lease of new non-rail vehicles by public entities operating fixed route systems. 

37.73 Purchase or lease of used non-rail vehicles by public entities operating fixed route systems. 

37.75 Remanufacture of non-rail vehicles and purchase or lease of remanufactured non-rail 
vehicles by public entities operating fixed route systems. 

3 7. 77 Purchase or lease of new non-rail vehicles by public 

entities operating demand responsive systems for the 

general public. 

37.79 Purchase or lease of new rail vehicles by public 

entities operating rapid or light rail systems. 



37.81 Purchase or lease of used rail vehicles by public 

entities operating rapid or light rail systems. 

37.83 Remanufacture of rail vehicles and purchase or lease of remanufactured rail vehicles by 
public entities operating rapid or light rail systems. 

37.85 Purchase or lease of new intercity and commuter rail cars. 

37.87 Purchase or lease of used intercity and commuter rail cars. 

37.89 Remanufacture of intercity and commuter rail cars and 

purchase or lease of remanufactured intercity and 

commuter rail cars. 

37.91 Wheelchair locations and food service on intercity rail trains. 

37.93 One car per train rule. 

37.95 Ferries and other passenger vessels operated by public entities. [Reserved] 

37.97 - 37.99 [Reserved] 

Subpart E - Acquisition of accessible vehicles by 

private entities. 

37.101 Purchase or lease of vehicles by private entities not primarily engaged in the business of 
transporting people. 

3 7 .103 Purchase or lease of non-rail vehicles by private entities primarily engaged in the 
business of transporting people. 

37.1054 Equivalent service standard. 

3 7 .107 Acquisition of passenger rail cars by private entities primarily engaged in the business of 
transporting people. 

37.109 Ferries and other passenger vessels operated by private entities.[Reserved] 

37.111 - 37.119 [Reserved] 

Subpart F -Paratransit as a complement to fixed route 

service 

3 7.121 Requirement for comparable complementary paratransit service 

37.123 ADA paratransit eligibility - Standards 



37 .125 ADA paratransit eligibility - Process 

37.127 Complementary paratransit for Visitors 

37.129 Types of service 

3 7 .131 Service criteria for complementary paratransit 

37.133 Subscription service 

37.135 Submission ofparatransit plan. 

37,137 Paratransit paln development 

3 7 .141 Requirements for a joint paratransit plan. 

37.143 Paratransit plan implementation. 

37.145 State comment on plans. 

37.147 Considerations during UMTA review. 

37.149 Disapproved plans. 

3 7 .151 Waiver for undue financial burden. 

37.153 UMTA waiver determination. 

3 7 .155 Factors in decision to grant undue financial burden waiver. 

37.157-37.159 [Reserved] 

Subpart G - Provision of service. 

3 7 .161 Maintenance of accessible features - general 

3 7 .163 Keeping vehicle I lifts in operative condition - public entities 

37.165 lift and securement use 

3 7 .167 Other service requirements 

3 7 .169 Interim requirements for over-the-road bus service 

operated by private entities. 

3 7 .171 Equivalency requirement for demand responsive service by 

private entities not primarily engaged in the business of transporting people. 

3 7 .1 73 Training requirements. 



Appendix A - Standards for Accessible Transportation Facilities. 

Appendix B - UMT A Regional Offices. 

Appendix C - Certifications. 

Appendix D - Explanations and Interpretations of of Provisions. of 49 CFR Part 37 

AUTHORITY: Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, 42 U.S.C. 12101 - 12213 and 47 U.S.C. 
225 and 611; 49 U.S.C. 322. 

SUBPART A 

e3 7 .1 Purpose. 

The purpose of this Part is to implement the transportation and related provisions of Titles II and 
III of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990. 

e3 7 .3 Definitions 

As used in this Part: 

"Accessible" means, with respect to vehicles and facilities, complying with the accessibility 
requirements of Parts 37 and 38 of this title. 

"Administrator" means Administrator of the Urban Mass Transportation Administration, or his 
or her designee. 

"Alteration" means a change to an existing facility, including, but not limited to, remodeling, 
renovation, rehabilitation, reconstruction, historic restoration, changes or reairnngement in 
structural parts or elements, and changes or rearrangement in the plan configuration of walls and 
full-height partitions. Normal maintenance, reroofing, painting or wallpapering, asbestos 
removal, or changes to mechanical or electrical systems are not alterations unless they affect the 
usability of the building or facility. 

"The Act" or "ADA" means the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (Pub. L. 101-336, 104 
Stat. 327, 42 U.S.C. 12101-12213 and 47 U.S.C. 225 and 611), as it may be amended from time 
to time. 

"Automated guideway transit system" or "A.GT" means a fixed-guideway transit system which 
operates with automated (driverless) individual vehicles or multi-car trains. Service may be on a 
fixed schedule or in response to a passenger-activated call button. 

"Auxiliary aids and services" includes: 

(1) Qualified interpreters, notetakers, transcription services, written materials, telephone headset 
amplifiers, assistive listening devices, assistive listening systems, telephones compatible with 
hearing aids, closed caption decoders, closed and open captioning, text telephones (also known 



as telephone devices for the deaf, or TDDs), videotext displays, or other effective methods of 
making aurally delivered materials available to individuals with hearing impairments; 

(2) Qualified readers, taped texts, audio recordings, Brailled materials, large print materials. or 
other effective methods of making visually delivered materials available to individuals with 
visual impairments; 

(3) Acquisition or modification of equipment or devices; or 

( 4) Other similar services or actions. 

"Bus" means any of several types of self-propelled vehicles, generally rubber-tired, intended for 
use on city streets, highways, and busways, including but not limited to minibuses, forty- and 
thirty- foot buses, articulated buses. double-deck buses, and electrically powered trolley buses, 
used by public entities to provide designated public transportation service and by private entities 
to provide transportation service including, but not limited to, specified public transportation 
services. Self-propelled, mbber-tired vehicles designed to look like antique or vintage trolleys are 
considered buses. 

"Commerce" means travel, trade, transportation, or 

communication among the several states, between any foreign country or any territory or 
possession and any state, or between points in the same state but through another state or foreign 
country. 

"Commuter authority" means any state, local, regional 

authority, corporation, or other entity established for purposes of providing commuter rail 
transportation (including, but not necessarily limited to, the New York Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority, the Connecticut Department of Transportation, the Maryland 
Department of Transportation, the Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority, the New 
Jersey Transit Corporation, the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, the Port Authority 
Trans-Hudson Corporation, and any successor agencies) and any entity created by one or more 
such agencies for the purposes of operating, or contracting for the operation of, commuter rail 
transportation. 

"Commuter bus service" means fixed route bus service, characterized by service predominantly 
in one direction during peak periods, limited stops, use of multi-ride tickets, and routes of 
extended length, usually between the central business district and outlying suburbs. Commuter 
bus service may also include other service, characterized by a limited route structure, limited 
stops, and a coordinated relationship to another mode of transportation. 

"Commuter rail transportation" means sho1i-haul rail passenger service operating in metropolitan 
and suburban areas, whether within or across the geographical boundaries of a state, usually 
characterized by reduced fare, multiple ride, and commutation tickets and by morning and 
evening peak period operations. This tem1 does not include light or rapid rail transportation. 



"Commuter rail car" means a rail passenger car obtained by a commuter authority for use in 
commuter rail transportation. 

"Demand responsive system" means any system of transporting individuals, including the 
provision of designated public transportation service by public entities and the provision of 
transportation service by private entities, including but not limited to specified public 
transportation service, which is not a fixed route system. 

"Designated public transportation" means transportation provided by a public entity (other than 
public school transportation) by bus, rail, or other conveyance (other than transportation by 
aircraft or intercity or commuter rail transportation) that provides the general public with general 
or special service, including charter service, on a regular and continuing basis. 

"Disability" means, with respect to an individual, a physical or mental impairment that 
substantially limits one or more of the major life activities of such individual; a record of such an 
impainnent; or being regarded as having such an impairment. 

(l)(i). The phrase "physical or mental impairment" means -

(A) Any physiological disorder or condition, cosmetic disfigurement, or anatomical loss 
affecting one or more of the following body systems: neurological, musculoskeletal, special 
sense organs, respiratory including speech organs, cardiovascular, reproductive, digestive, 
genito-urinary, hemic and lymphatic, skin, and endocrine; 

(B) Any mental or psychological disorder, such as mental retardation, organic brain syndrome, 
emotional or mental illness, and specific learning disabilities. 

(ii) The term "physical or mental impairment" includes, but is not limited to, such contagious or 
noncontagious diseases and conditions as orthopedic, visual, speech, and hearing impairments; 
cerebral palsy, epilepsy, muscular dystrophy, multiple sclerosis, cancer, heart disease, diabetes, 
mental retardation, emotional illness, specific learning disabilities, HIV disease, tuberculosis, 
drug addiction and alcoholism. 

(iii) The phrase "physical or mental impairment" does not include homosexuality or bisexuality. 

(2) The phrase "mq_jor life activities" means functions such as caring for one's self, performing 
manual tasks, walking, seeing, hearing, speaking, breathing, learning, and working; or 

(3) The phrase "has a record of such an impairment" means has a history of, or has been 
misclassified as having, a mental or physical impainnent that substantially limits one or more 
major life activities; or 

(4) The phrase "is regarded as having such an impairment" means --

(i) Has a physical or mental impairment that does not substantially limit major life activities, but 
which is treated by a public or private entity as constituting such a limitation; 



(ii) Has a physical or mental impairment that substantially limits a major life activity only as a 
result of the attitudes of others toward such an impairment; or 

(iii) Has none of the impainnents defined in paragraph (1) of this definition but is treated by a 
public or private entity as having such an impairment. 

(5) The te1m "disability" does not include-·· 

(i) Transvestism, transsexualism, pedophilia, exhibitionism, voyeurism, gender identity disorders 
not resulting from physical impairments, or other sexual behavior disorders; 

(ii) Compulsive gambling, kleptomania, or pyromania; 

(iii) Psychoactive substance abuse disorders resulting from the current illegal use of drugs. 

"Facility" means all or any portion of buildings, structures, sites, complexes, equipment, roads, 
walks, passageways, parking lots, or other real or personal property, including the site where the 
building, property, structure, or equipment is located. 

"Fixed route system" means a system of transporting individuals (other than by aircraft), 
including the provision of designated public transportation service by public entities and the 
provision of transportation service by private entities, including, but not limited to, specified 
public transportation service, on which a vehicle is operated along a prescribed route according 
to a fixed schedule. 

"High speed rail" means a rail service having the characteristics of intercity rail service which 
operates primarily on a dedicated guideway or track not used, for the most part, by freight, 
including, but not limited to, trains on welded rail, magnetically levitated (maglev) vehicles on a 
special guideway, or other advanced technology vehicles, designed to travel at speeds in excess 
of those possible on other types of railroads. 

"Individual with a disability" means a person who has a disability, but does not include an 
individual who is currently engaging in the illegal use of drugs, when a public or private entity 
acts on the basis of such use. 

"Intercity rail passenger car" means a rail car, intended for use by revenue passengers, obtained 
by Amtrak for use in intercity rail transportation. 

"Intercity rail transportation" means transportation provided by the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation (Amtrak). 

"Light rail" means a streetcar-type vehicle operated on city streets, semi-exclusive rights of way, 
or exclusive rights of way. Service may be provided by step-entry vehicles or by level boarding. 

"New vehicle" means a vehicle which is offered for sale or lease after manufacture without any 
pnor use. 



"Operates" includes, with respect to a fixed route or demand responsive system, the provision of 
transportation service by a public or private entity itself or by a person under a contractual or 
other arrangement or relationship with the entity. 

"Over-the-road bus" means a bus characterized by an elevated passenger deck located over a 
baggage compartment. 

"Paratransit" means comparable transportation service required by the ADA for individuals with 
disabilities who are unable to use fixed route transportation systems. 

"Private entity" means any entity other than a public entity. 

"Public entity" means: 

(a) Any state or local government; 

(b) Any department, agency, special purpose district, 

or other instrumentality of one or more state or local governments; and 

( c) The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) 

and any commuter authority. 

"Purchase or lease," with respect to vehicles, means the time at which an entity is legally 
obligated to obtain the vehicles, such as the time of contract execution. 

"Public school transportation" means transportation by schoolbus vehicles of schoolchildren, 
personnel, and equipment to and from a public elementary or secondary school and school
related activities. 

"Rapid rail" means a subway-type transit vehicle railway operated on exclusive private rights of 
way with high level platform stations. Rapid rail also may operate on elevated or at grade level 
track separated from other traffic. 

"Remanufactured vehicle" means a vehicle which has been structurally restored and has had new 
or rebuilt major components installed to extend its service life. 

"Secretary" means the Secretaiy of Transportation or his/her designee. 

"Section 504" means section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Pub. L. 93-112, 87 Stat. 394, 
29 U.S.C. 794), as amended. 

"Service animal" means any guide dog, signal dog, or other animal individually trained to work 
or perfom1 tasks for an individual with a disability, including, but not limited to, guiding 
individuals with impaired vision, alerting individuals with impaired hearing to intruders or 
sounds, providing minimal protection or rescue work, pulling a wheelchair, or fetching dropped 
items. 

"Solicitation" means the closing date for the submission of bids or offers in a procurement. 



"Specified public transportation" means transportation by bus, rail, or any other conveyance 
(other than aircraft) provided by a private entity to the general public, with general or special 
service (including charter service) on a regular and continuing basis. 

"Station" means, with respect to intercity and commuter rail transportation, the po1iion of a 
property located appurtenant to a right of way on which intercity or commuter rail transportation 
is operated, where such portion is used by the general public and is related to the provision of 
such transportation, including passenger platforms, designated waiting areas, restrooms, and, 
where a public entity providing rail transportation owns the property, concession areas, to the 
extent that such public entity exercises control over the selection, design, construction, or 
alteration of the property, but this term does not include flag stops (i.e., stations which are not 
regularly scheduled stops but at which trains will stop board or detrain passengers only on signal 
or advance notice). 

"Transit facility" means, for purposes of deterrhining the number of text telephones needed 
consistent with el0.3.1(12) of Appendix A to this Part, a physical structure the primary function 
of which is to facilitate access to and from a transportation system which has scheduled stops at 
the structure. The term does not include an open structure or a physical structure the primary 
purpose of which is other than providing transportation services. 

"UMT Act" means the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended (49 U.S.C. App. 
e1601 et seq.). 

"Used vehicle" means a vehicle with prior use. 

"Vanpool" means a voluntary commuter ridesharing arrangement, using vans with a seating 
capacity greater than 7 persons (including the driver) or buses, which provides transportation to a 
group of individuals traveling directly from their homes to their regular places of work within the 
same geographical area, and in which the commuter/driver does not receive compensation 
beyond reimbursement for his or her costs of providing the service. 

"Vehicle", as the te1m is applied to private entities, does not include a rail passenger car, railroad 
locomotive, railroad freight car, or railroad caboose, or other rail rolling stock described in 
section 242 or Title III of the Act. 

"Wheelchair" means a mobility aid belonging to any class of three or four-wheeled devices, 
usable indoors, designed for and used by individuals with mobility impaim1ents, whether 
operated manually or powered. A "common wheelchair" is such a device which does not exceed 
30 inches in width and 48 inches in length measured two inches above the ground, and does not 
weigh more than 600 pounds when occupied. 

§ 3 7. 5 Non discrimination. 

(a) No entity shall discriminate against an individual with a disability in connection with the 
provision of transportation service. 

(b) Notwithstanding the provision of any special transportation service to individuals with 
disabilities, an entity shall not, on the basis of disability, deny to any individual with a disability 



the opportunity to use the entity's transportation service for the general public, if the individual is 
capable of using that service. 

( c) An entity shall not require an individual with a disability to use designated priority seats, if 
the individual does not choose to use these seats. 

( d) An entity shall not impose special charges, not authorized by this Part, on individuals with 
disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, for providing services required by this 
Part or otherwise necessary to accommodate them. 

(e) An entity shall not require that an individual with disabilities be accompanied by an 
attendant. 

(f) Private enti~ies that are primarily engaged in the business of transporting people and whose 
operations affect commerce shall not discriminate against any individual on the basis of 
disability in the full and equal enjoyment of specified transportation services. This obligation 
includes, with respect to the provision of transportation services, compliance with the 
requirements of the rules of the Department of Justice concerning eligibility criteria, making 
reasonable modifications, providing auxiliary aids and services, and removing barriers (28 CFR 
e36.301 -- 36.306). 

(g) An entity shall not refuse to serve an individual with a disability or require anything contrary 
to this Part because its insurance company conditions coverage or rates on the absence of 
individuals with disabilities or requirements contrary to this Part. 

(h) It is not discrimination under this Part for an entity to refuse to provide service to an 
individual with disabilities because that individual engages in violent, seriously disruptive, or 
illegal conduct. However, an entity shall not refuse to provide service to an individual with 
disabilities solely because the individual's disability results in appearance or involuntary behavior 
that may offend, annoy, or inconvenience employees of the entity or other persons. 

§37.7. Standards for accessible vehicles 

(a) For purposes of this Part, a vehicle shall be considered to be readily accessible to and usable 
by individuals with disabilities if it meets the requirements of this Part and the standards set forth 
in Part 38 of this title. 

(b)(l) For purposes of implementing the equivalent facilitation provision in e38.2 of this title, the 
following parties may submit to the Administrator of the applicable operating administration a 
request for a determination of equivalent facilitation: 

(i) A public or private entity that provides transportaiton services and is subject to the provisions 
of subpart D or subpart E of this part; or 

(ii) The manufacturer of a vehicle or a vehicle component or subsystem to be used by such entity 
to comply with this part. 

(2) The requesting party shall provide the following infonnation with its request: 



(i) Entity name, address, contact person and telephone; 

(ii) Specific provision of Part 38 with which the entity is unable to comply; 

(iii) Reasons for inability to comply; 

(iv) Alternative method of compliance, with demonstration of how the alternative meets or 
exceeds the level of accessibility or usability of the vehicle provided in Part 38; and 

(v) Documentation of the public participation used in developing an alternative method of 
compliance. 

(3) In the case of a request by a public entity that provides transportation services subject to the 
provisions of subpart D of this part, the required public participation shall include the following: 

(i) The entity shall contact individuals with disabilities and groups representing them in the 
community. Consultation with these individuals and groups shall take place at all stages of the 
development of the request for equivalent facilitation. All documents and other inforn1ation 
concerning the request shall be available, upon request to memebers of the public. 

(ii) The entity shall make its proposed request available for public comment before the request is 
made final or transmitted to DOT. In making the request available for public review, the entity 
shall ensure that it is available, upon request, in accessible formats. 

(iii) The entity shall sponsor at least one public hearing on the request and shall provide 
qdequate notice of the hearing, including advertisement in appropriate medial, such as 
newspapers of general and special interest circulation and radio announcements. 

( 4) In the case of a request by a private entity that provides transportation services subject to the 
provisions of subpart E of this part or a manufacturer, the private entity or manufacturer shall 
consult, in person, in writing, or by other appropriate menas, with representatives of national and 
local organizations representing people with those disabilities who would be affected by the 
request. 

(5) A detern1ination of compliance will be made by the Administrator of the concerned operating 
administration on a case-by-case basis, with the concurrence of the Assistant Secretary for Policy 
and International Affairs. 

(6) Determinations of eequivalent facilitation are made only with respect to vehicles or vehicle 
components used in the provision of transportaiton services covered by subpart Dor subpart E of 
this part, and pertain only to the specific situation concerning which the determination is made. 
Entities shall not cite these determinations as indicating that a product or method constitute 
equivalent facilitations in situations other than those to which the determination is made. Entities 
shall not claim that a determination of equivalent facilitation indicates approval or endorsement 
of any product or method by the Federal government, the Depa1iment ofTransp01iation, or any 
of tis operating administrations. 



( c) Over-the-road buses acquired by public entities (or by a contractor to a public entity as 
provided in §37.23 of this part) shall comply with e38.23 and subpart G of part 38 of this title. 

§37.9 Standards for accessible transportation facilities. 

(a) For purposes of this Part, a transportation facility shall be considered to be readily accessible 
to and usable by individuals with disabilities if it meets the requirements of this Part and the 
standards set forth in Appendix A to this Part. 

(b) Facility alterations begun before January 26, 1992, in a good faith effort to make a facility 
accessible to individuals with disabilities may be used to meet the key station requirements set 
forth in §§37.47 and 37.51 of this Part, even if these alterations are not consistent with the 
standards set forth in Appendix A to this Part, ifthe modifications complied with the Uniform 
Federal Accessibility Standard (UF AS) or ANSI Al 17.1(1980) (American National Standards 
Specification for Making Buildings and Facilities Accessible to and Usable by, the Physically 
Handicapped). This paragraph applies only to alterations of individual elements and spaces and 
only to the extent that provisions covering those elements or spaces are contained in UF AS or 
ANSI Al 17 .1, as applicable. 

(c) Public entities shall ensure the construction of new bus stop pads are in compliance with 
section 10.2.1(1) of appendix A to this part, to the extent construction specifications are within 
their control. 

(d)(l) For purposes of implementing the equivalent facilitation provision in section 2.2 of 
appendix A to this pmi, the following parties may submit to the Administrator of the applicable 
operating administration a request for a determination of equivalent facilitation: 

(i)(A) A public or private entity that provides transportation services subject to the provisions of 
subpart C of this part, or any other appropriate party with the concurrence of the Administrator; 

(ii) With respect to airp01i facilities, an entity that is an airport operator subject to the 
requirements of 49 CFR part 27 or regulations implementing the Americans with Disabilities 
Act, an air carrier subject to the requirements of 14 CFR part 382, or other appropriate party with 
the concurrence of the Administrator. 

(B) The manufacturer of a product or accessibility feature to be used in the facility of such entity 
to comply with this part. 

(2) The requesting party shall provide the following information with its request: 

(i) Entity name, address, contact person and telephone; 

(ii) Specific provision of appendix A to this part with which the entity is unable to comply; 

(iii) Reasons for inability to comply; 



(iv) Alternative method of compliance, with demonstration of how the alternative meets or 
exceeds the level of accessibility or usability of the vehicle provided in appendix A to this part; 
and 

(v) Documentation of the public participation used in developing an alternative method of 
compliance. 

(3) In the case of a request by a public entity that provides transportation facilities (including an 
airport operator), or a request by an air carrier with respect to airport facilities, the required 
public participation shall include the following: 

(i) The entity shall contact individuals with disabilities and groups representing them in the 
community. Consultation with these individuals and groups shall take place at all stages of the 
development of the request for equivalent facilitation. All documents and other information 
concerning the request shall be available, upon request to memebers of the public. 

(ii) The entity shall make its proposed request available for public comment before the request is 
made final or transmitted to DOT. In making the request available for public review, the entity 
shall ensure that it is available, upon request, in accessible formats. 

(iii) The entity shall sponsor at least one public hearing on the request and shall provide 
qdequate notice of the hearing, including advertisement in appropriate medial, such as 
newspapers of general and special interest circulation and radio announcements. 

( 4) In the case of a request by a manufacturer or a private entity other than an air cani.er, the 
private entity or manufacturer shall consult, in person, in writing, or by other appropriate menas, 
with representatives of national and local organizations representing people with those 
disabilities who would be affected by the request. 

(5) A detem1ination of compliance will be made by the Administrator of the concerned operating 
administration on a case-by-case basis, with the concurrence of the Assistant Secretary for Policy 
and International Affairs. 

(6) Detenninations of eequivalent facilitation are made only with respect to vehicles or vehicle 
components used in the provision of transportaiton services covered by subpart D or subpart E of 
this part, and pertain only to the specific situation concerning which the determination is made. 
Entities shall not cite these determinations as indicating that a product or method constitute 
equivalent facilitations in situations other than those to which the dete1mination is made. Entities 
shall not claim that a determination of equivalent facilitation indicates approval or endorsement 
of any product or method by the Federal government, the Department of Transportation, or any 
of tis operating administrations. 

§37.11 Administrative Enforcement. 

(a) Recipients of Federal financial assistance from the Department of Transportation are subject 
to administrative enforcement of the requirements of this Part under the provisions of 49 CFR 
Part 27, Subpart B. 



(b) Public entities, whether or not they receive Federal financial assistance, also are subject to 
enforcement action as provided by the Department of Justice. 

( c) Private entities, whether or not they receive Federal financial assistance, are also subject to 
enforcement action as provided in the regulations of the Department of Justice implementing 
Title III of the ADA (28 CFR Part 36). 

§3 7 .13 Effective date for certain vehicle lift specifications. 

The vehicle lift specifications identified in ee38.23(b)(6) 38.83(b)(6), 38.95(b)(6), and 38.125(b) 
apply to solicitations for vehicles under this Part after January 25, 1992. 

§§37.15 Tempora1y suspension of certain detectable warning requirements. 

The requirements contained in sections 4.7.7, 4.29.5, and 3.29.6 of Appendix A to this part are 
suspended temporarily until July 26, 1996. 

§§37.17 - 37.19 [Reserved] 

SUBPART B - APPLICABILITY 

§37.21 Applicability - General 

(a) This Part applies to the following entities, whether or not they receive Federal financial 
assistance from the Department of Transportation: 

(1) Any public entity that provides designated public transportation or intercity or commuter rail 
transportation; 

(2) Any private entity that provides specified public transportation; and 

(3) Any private entity that is not primarily engaged in the business of transporting people but 
operates a demand responsive or fixed route system. 

(b) For entities receiving Federal financial assistance from the Department of Transportation, 
compliance with applicable requirements of this Part is a condition of compliance with section 
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and ofreceiving financial assistance. 

( c) Entities to which this Part applies also may be subj ect to ADA regulations of the Department 
of Justice (28 CFR Parts 35 or 36, as applicable). The provisions of this Part shall be interpreted 
in a manner that will make them consistent with applicable Department of Justice regulations. In 
any case of apparent inconsistency, the provisions of this Part shall prevail. 

§37.23 Service under contract 

(a) When a public entity enters into a contractual or other arrangement or relationship with a 
private entity to operate fixed route or demand responsive service, the public entity shall ensure 
that the private entity meets the requirements of this Part that would apply to the public entity if 
the public entity itself provided the service. 



(b) A private entity which purchases or leases new, used, or remanufactured vehicles, or 
remanufactures vehicles, for use, or in contemplation of use, in fixed route or demand responsive 
service under contract or other arrangement or relationship with a public entity, shall acquire 
accessible vehicles in all situations in which the public entity itself would be required to do so by 
this Part. 

(c) A public entity which enters into a contractual or other arrangement or relationship with a 
private entity to provide fixed route service shall ensure that the percentage of accessible vehicles 
operated by the public entity in its overall fixed route or demand responsive fleet is not 
diminished as a result. 

( d) A private entity that provides fixed route or demand responsive transportation service under 
contract or other arrangement with another private entity shall be governed, for purposes of the 
transportation service involved, by the provisions of this Part applicable to the other entity. 

§37.25 University transportation systems 

(a) Transportation services operated by private institutions of higher education are subject to the 
provisions of this Part governing private entities not primarily engaged in the business of 
transporting people. 

(b) Transportation systems operated by public institutions of higher education are subject to the 
provisions of this Part.governing public entities. If a public institution of higher education 
operates a fixed route system, the requirements of this Part governing commuter bus service 
apply to that system. 

§37.27 Transportation for elementary and secondary education systems 

(a) The requirements of this Part do not apply to public school transportation. 

(b) The requirements of this Part do not apply to the transportation of school children to and from 
a private elementary or secondary school, and its school-related activities, if the school is a 
recipient of Federal financial assistance, subject to the provisions of section 504 of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, and is providing transportation service to students with disabilities 
equivalent to that provided to students without disabilities. The test of equivalence is the same as 
that provided in §37.105. If the school does not meet the criteria of this paragraph for exemption 
from the requirements of this Part, it is subject to the requirements of this Part for private entities 
not primarily engaged in transporting people. 

§3 7 .29 Private entities providing taxi service 

(a) Providers of taxi service are subject to the requirements of this Part for private entities 
primarily engaged in the business of transporting people which provide demand responsive 
service. 

(b) Providers of taxi service are not required to purchase or lease accessible automobiles. When a 
provider of taxi service purchases or leases a vehicle other than an automobile, the vehicle is 
required to be accessible unless the provider demonstrates equivalency as provided in §37.105 of 



this Part. A provider of taxi service is not required to purchase vehicles other than automobiles in 
order to have a number of accessible vehicles in its fleet. 

( c) Private eritities providing taxi service shall not discriminate against individuals with 
disabilities by actions including, but not limited to, refusing to provide service to individuals 
with disabilities who can use taxi vehicles, refusing to assist with the stowing of mobility 
devices, and charging higher fares or fees for carrying individuals with disabilities and their 
equipment than are charged to other persons. 

§37.31 Vanpools. 

Vanpool systems which are operated by public entities, or in which public entities own or 
purchase or lease the vehicles, are subject to the requirements of this Part for demand responsive 
service for the general public operated by public entities. A vanpool system in this category is 
deemed to be providing equivalent service to individuals with disabilities if a vehicle that an 
individual with disabilities can use is made available to and used by a vanpool in which such an 
individual chooses to participate. 

§37.33 Airport transportation systems 

(a) Transportation systems operated by public airport operators, which provide designated public 
transportation and connect parking lots and terminals or provide transportation among terminals, 
are subject to the requirements of this Part for fixed route or demand responsive systems, as 
applicable, operated by public entities. Public airports which operate fixed route transportation 
systems are subject to the requirements of this Part for commuter bus service operated by public 
entities. The provision by an airport of additional accommodations (e.g., parking spaces in a 
close-in lot) is not a substitute for meeting the requirements of this Part. 

(b) Fixed-route transportation systems operated by public airport operators between the airport 
and a limited number of destinations in the area it serves are subject to the provisions of this Part 
for commuter bus systems operated by public entities. 

( c) Private jitney or shuttle services that provide transportation between an airport and 
destinations in the area it serves in a route-deviation or other variable mode are subject to the 
requirements of this Part for private entities primarily engaged in the business of transpo1ting 
people which provide demand responsive service. They may meet equivalency requirements by 
such means as sharing or pooling accessible vehicles among operators, in a way that ensures the 
provision of equivalent service. 

§37.35 Supplemental service for other transportation modes. 

(a) Transp01tation service provided by bus or other vehicle by an intercity commuter or rail 
operator, as an extension of or supplement to its rail service, and which connects an intercity rail 
station and limited other points, is subject to the requirements of this Part for fixed route 
commuter bus service operated by a public entity. 



(b) Dedicated bus service to commuter rail systems, with through ticketing arrangements and 
which is available only to users of the commuter rail system, is subject to the requirements of 
this Part for fixed route commuter bus service operated by a public entity. 

§37.37 Other applications. 

(a) A private entity does not become subject to the requirements of this Pa1i for public entities, 
because it receives an operating subsidy from, is regulated by, or is granted a franchise or pennit 
to operate by a public entity. 

(b) Shuttle systems and other transportation services operated by privately-owned hotels, car 
rental agencies, historical or theme parks, and other public accommodations are subject to the 
requirements of this Part for private entities not primarily engaged in the business of transpo1ting 
people. Either the requirements for demand responsive or fixed route service may apply, 
depending upon the characteristics of each individual system of transportation. 

(c) Conveyances used by members of the public primarily for recreational purposes rather than 
for transportation (e.g., amusement park rides, ski lifts, or historic rail cars or trolleys operated in 
museum settings) are not subject to the requirements of this Part. Such conveyances are subject 
to Department of Justice regulations implementing Title II or Title III of the ADA, as applicable. 

(d) Transportation services provided by an employer solely for its own employees are not subject 
to the requirements of this Part. Such services are subject to the regulations of the Equal 
Employment Opportunity Commission under Title I of the ADA and, with respect to public 
entities, the regulations of the Department of Justice under Title II of the ADA. 

( e) Transportation systems operated by private clubs or establishments exempted from coverage 
under Title II of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C. 2000-a(e)) or religious organizations or 
entities controlled by religious organizations are not subject to the requirements of this Part. 

(f) If a parent private company is not primarily engaged in the business of transporting people, or 
is not a place of public accommodation, but a subsidiary company or an operationally distinct 
segment of the company is primarily engaged in the business of transporting people, the 
transportation service provided by the subsidiary or segment is subject to the requirements of this 
Part for private entities primarily engaged in the business of transporting people. 

(g) High-speed rail systems operated by public entities are subject to the requirements of this Part 
governing intercity rail systems. 

(h) Private rail systems providing fixed route or specified public transportation service are 
subject to the requirements of §3 7.107 with respect to the acquisition ofrail passenger cars. Such 
systems are subject to the requirements of the regulations of the Department of Justice 
implementing Title III of the ADA (28 CFR Part 36) with respect to stations and other facilities. 

§37.39 [Reserved] 

SUBPART C -TRANSPORTATIONFACILITIES 



§3 7.41 Construction of transportation facilities by public entities. 

A public entity shall construct any new facility to be used in providing designated public 
transportation services so that the facility is readily accessible to and usable by individuals with 
disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs. This requirement also applies to the 
construction of a new station for use in intercity or commuter rail transportation. For purposes of 
this section, a facility or station is "new" if its construction begins (i.e., issuance of notice to 
proceed) after January 25, 1992, or, in the case of intercity or commuter rail stations, after [Insert 
effective date of this Part] 

§37.43 Alteration of transportation facilities by public entity. 

(a) (1) When a public entity alters an existing facility or a 

part of an existing facility used in providing designated public transportation services in a way 
that affects or could affect the usability of the facility or part of the facility, the entity shall make 
the alterations (or ensure that the alterations are made) in such a manner, to the maximum extent 
feasible, that the altered portions of the facility are readily accessible to and usable by individuals 
with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, upon the completion of such 
alterations. 

(2) When a public entity undertakes an alteration that affects or could affect the usability of or 
access to an area of a facility containing a primary function, the entity shall make the alteration in 
such a manner that, to the maximum extent feasible, the path of travel to the altered area and the 
bathrooms, telephones, and drinking fountains serving the altered area are readily accessible to 
and usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, upon 
completion of the alterations. Provided, that alterations to the path of travel, drinking fountains, 
telephones and bathrooms are not required to be made readily accessible to and usable by 
individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, if the cost and scope of 
doing so would be disproportionate. 

(3) The requirements of this paragraph also apply to the alteration of existing intercity or 
commuter rail stations by the responsible person for, owner of, or person in control of the station. 

(4) The requirements of this section apply to any alteration which begins (i.e., issuance of notice 
to proceed or work order, as applicable) after January 25, 1992, or, in the case of intercity and 
commuter rail stations, after [INSERT effective date of this section.] 

(b) As used in this section, the phrase "to the maximum extent feasible" applies to the occasional 
case where the nature of an existing facility makes it impossible to comply fully with applicable 
accessibility standards through a planned alteration. In these circumstances, the entity shall 
provide the maximum physical accessibility feasible. Any altered features of the facility or 
portion of the facility that can be made accessible shall be made accessible. If providing 
accessibility to certain individuals with disabilities (e.g., those who use wheelchairs) would not 
be feasible, the facility shall be made accessible to individuals with other types of disabilities 
(e.g., those who use crutches, those who have impaired vision or hearing, or those who have 
other impairments). 



(c) As used in this section, a "primary function" is a major activity for which the facility is 
intended. Areas of transportation facilities that involve primary functions include, but are not 
necessarily limited to, ticket purchase and collection areas, passenger waiting areas, train or bus 
platforms, baggage checking and return areas and employment areas (except those involving 
non-occupiable spaces accessed only by ladders, catwalks, crawl spaces, vary narrow 
passageways, or freight [non-passenger] elevators which are frequented only by repair 
personnel). 

(d) As used in this section, a "path of travel" includes a continuous, unobstructed way of 
pedestrian passage by means of which the altered area may be approached, entered, and exited, 
and which connects the altered area with an exterior approach (including sidewalks, parking 
areas, and streets), an entrance to the facility, and other parts of the facility. The term also 
includes the restrooms, telephones, and drinking fountains serving the altered area. An accessible 
path of travel may include walks and sidewalks, curb ramps and other interior or exterior 
pedestrian ramps, clear floor paths through corridors, waiting areas, concourses, and other 
improved areas, parking access aisles, elevators and lifts, bridges, tunnels, or other passageways 
between platfonns, or a combination of these and other elements. 

(e) (1) Alterations made to provide an accessible path of travel to the altered area will be deemed 
disproportionate to the overall alteration when the cost exceeds 20 percent of the cost of the 
alteration to the primary function area (without regard to the costs of accessibility modifications). 

(2) Costs that may be counted as expenditures required to provide an accessible path of travel 
include: 

(i) Costs associated with providing an accessible entrance and an accessible route to the altered 
area (e.g., widening doorways and installing ramps); 

(ii) Costs associated with making restrooms accessible (e.g., grab bars, enlarged toilet stalls, 
accessible faucet controls); 

(iii) Costs associated with providing accessible telephones (e.g., relocation of phones to an 
accessible height, installation of amplification devices or TDDs); 

(iv) Costs associated with relocating an inaccessible drinking fountain. 

(f) (1) When the cost of alterations necessary to make a path 

of travel to the altered area fully accessible is disproportionate to the cost of the overall 
alteration, then such areas shall be made accessible to the maximum extent without resulting in 
disproportionate costs; 

(2) In this situation, the public entity should give priority to accessible elements that will provide 
the greatest access, in the following order: 

(i) An accessible entrance; 

(ii) An accessible route to the altered area; 



(iii) At least one accessible restroom for each sex or a single unisex restroom (where there are 
one or more restrooms); 

(iv) Accessible telephones; 

(v) Accessible drinking fountains; 

(vi) When possible, other accessible elements (e.g., parking, storage, alam1s). 

(g) If a public entity performs a series of small alterations to the area served by a single path of 
travel rather than making the alterations as part of a single unde1iaking, it shall nonetheless be 
responsible for providing an accessible path of travel. 

(h)(l) If an area containing a primary function has been altered without providing an accessible 
path of travel to that area, and subsequent alterations of that area, or a different area on the same 
path of travel, are undertaken within three years of the original alteration, the total cost of 
alteration to the primary function areas on that path of travel during the preceding three year 
period shall be considered in dete1mining whether the cost of making that path of travel is 
disproportionate; 

(2) For the first three years after January 26, 1992, only alterations undertaken between that date 
and the date of the alteration at issue shall be considered in determining if the cost of providing 
accessible features is disproportionate to the overall cost of the alteration. 

(3) Only alterations undertaken after January 26, 1992, shall be considered in determining if the 
cost of providing an accessible path of travel is disproportionate to the overall cost of the 
alteration. 

§3 7.45 Construction and alteration of transportation facilities by private entities. 

In constructing and altering transit facilities, private entities shall comply with the regulations of 
the Department of Justice implementing Title III of the ADA (28 CFR Part 36). 

§37.47 Key stations in light and rapid rail systems. 

(a) Each public entity that provides designated public transportation by means of a light or rapid 
rail system shall make key stations on its system readily accessible to and usable by individuals 
with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs. This requirement is separate from 
and in addition to requirements set forth in §37.43 of this Part. 

(b) Each public entity shall determine which stations on its system are key stations. The entity 
shall identify key stations, using the planning and public participation process set forth in 
paragraph (d) of this section, and taking into consideration the following criteria: 

(1) Stations where passenger boardings exceed average station passenger boardings on the rail 
system by at least fifteen percent, unless such a station is close to another accessible station; 

(2) Transfer stations on a rail line or between rail lines; 



(3) Major interchange points with other transportation modes, including stations connecting with 
major parking facilities, bus terminals, intercity or commuter rail stations, passenger vessel 
tem1inals, or airports; 

( 4) End stations, unless an end station is close to another accessible station; and 

(5) Stations serving major activity centers, such as employment or government centers, 
institutions of higher education, hospitals or other major health care facilities, or other facilities 
that are major trip generators for individuals with disabilities. 

(c) (1) Unless an entity receives an extension under paragraph (c)(2) of this section, the public 
entity shall achieve accessibility of key stations as soon as practicable, but in no case later than 
July 26, 1993, except that an entity is not required to complete installation of detectable warnings 
required by section 10.3 .2(2) of appendix A to this part until July 26, 1994. 

(2) The UMTA Administrator may grant an extension 

of this completion date for key station accessibility for a period up to July 26, 2020, provided 
that two-thirds of key stations are made accessible by July 26, 2010. Extensions may be granted 
as provided in paragraph ( e) of this section. 

( d) The public entity shall develop a plan for compliance for this section. The plan shall be 
submitted to the appropriate UMTA regional office by July 26, 1992. (See Appendix B to this 
part for list.) 

(1) The public entity shall consult with individuals with disabilities affected by the plan. The 
public entity also shall hold at least one public hearing on the plan and solicit comments on it. 
The plan submitted to UMT A shall document this public participation, including summaries of 
the consultation with individuals with disabilities and the comments received at the hearing and 
during the comment period. The plan also shall summarize the public entity's responses to the 
comments and consultation. 

(2) The plan shall establish milestones for the achievement of required accessibility of key 
stations, consistent with the requirements of this section. 

(e) A public entity wishing to apply for an extension of the July 26, 1993, deadline for key 
station accessibility shall include a request for an extension with its plan submitted to UMT A 
under paragraph (d) of this section. Extensions may be granted only with respect to key stations 
which need extraordinarily expensive structural changes to, or replacement of, existing facilities 
(e.g., installations of elevators, raising the entire passenger platform, or alterations of similar 
magnitude and cost). Requests for extensions shall provide for completion of key station 
accessibility within the time limits set forth in paragraph (c) of this section. The UMTA 
Administrator may approve, approve with conditions, modify, or disapprove any request for an 
extension. 

§37.49 Designation of responsible person(s) for intercity and commuter rail stations. 



(a) The responsible person(s) designated in accordance with this section shall bear the legal and 
financial responsibility for making a key station accessible in the same proportion as determined 
under this section. 

(b) In the case of a station more than fifty percent of which is owned by a public entity, the 
public entity is the responsible party. 

( c) In the case of a station more than fifty percent of which is owned by a private entity the 
persons providing commuter or intercity rail service to the station are the responsible parties, in a 
proportion equal to the percentage of all passenger boardings at the station attributable to the 
service of each, over the entire period during which the station is made accessible. 

(d) In the case of a station of which no entity owns more than fifty percent, the owners of the 
station (other than private entity owners) and persons providing intercity or commuter rail 
service to the station are the responsible persons. 

(1) Half the responsibility for the station shall be assumed by the owner(s) of the station. The 
owners shall share this responsibility in proportion to their ownership interest in the station, over 
the period during which the station is made accessible. 

(2) The person(s) providing commuter or intercity rail service to the station shall assume the 
other half of the responsibility. These persons shall share this responsibility for the station in a 
proportion equal to the percentage of all passenger boardings at the station attributable to the 
service of each, over the period during which the station is made accessible. 

(e) Persons who must share responsibility for station accessibility under paragraph (c) and (d) of 
this section may, by agreement, allocate their responsibility in a manner different from that 
provided in this section. 

§37.51 Key stations for commuter rail systems. 

(a) The responsible person(s) shall make key stations on its system readily accessible to and 
usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs . This 
requirement is separate from and in addition to requirements set forth in §37.43 of this Part. 

(b) Each commuter authority shall detem1ine which stations on its system are key stations. The 
commuter authority shall identify key stations, using the planning and public participation 
process set forth in paragraph (d) of this section, and taking into consideration the following 
criteria: 

(1) Stations where passenger boardings exceed average station passenger boardings on the rail 
system by at least fifteen percent, unless such a station is close to another accessible station; 

(2) Transfer stations on a rail line or between rail lines; 

(3) Major interchange points with other transportation modes, including stations connecting with 
major parking facilities, bus te1minals, intercity or commuter rail stations, passenger vessel 
te1minals, or airports; 



( 4) End stations, unless an end station is close to another accessible station; and 

(5) Stations serving major activity centers, such as employment or government centers, 
institutions of higher education, hospitals or other major health care facilities, or other facilities 
that are major trip generators for individuals with disabilities. 

(c) (1) Except as provided in this paragraph, the responsible person(s) shall achieve accessibility 
of key stations as soon as practicable, but in no case later than July 26, 1993, except that an entity 
is not required to complete installation of detectable warnings required by section 10.3.2(2) of 
appendix A to this part until July 26, 1994. 

(2) The UMTA Administrator may grant an extension of this deadline for key station 
accessibility for a period up to July 26, 2010. Extensions may be granted as provided in 
paragraph (e) of this section. 

(d) The commuter authority and responsible person(s) for stations involved shall develop a plan 
for compliance for this section. This plan shall be completed and submitted to UMTA by July 26, 
1992. 

(1) The commuter authority and responsible person(s) shall consult with individuals with 
disabilities affected by the plan. The commuter authority and responsible person(s) also shall 
hold at least one public hearing on the plan and solicit comments on it. The plan shall document 
this public participation, including summaries of the consultation with individuals with 
disabilities and the comments received at the hearing and during the comment period. The plan 
also shall summarize the responsible person(s) 

responses to the comments and consultation. 

(2) The plan shall establish milestones for the achievement ofrequired accessibility of key 
stations, consistent with the requirements of this section. 

(3) The commuter authority and responsible person(s) of each key station identified in the plan 
shall, by mutual agreement, designate a project manager for the purpose of undertaking the work 
of making the key station accessible. 

(e) Any commuter authority and/or responsible person(s) wishing to apply for an extension of the 
July 26, 1993, deadline for key station accessibility shall include a requet for extension with its 
plan submitted to under paragraph (d) of this section. Extensions may be granted only in a case 
where raising the entire passenger platform is the only means available of attaining accessibility 
or where other extraordinarily expensive structural changes (e.g., installations of elevators, or 
alterations of magnitude and cost similar to installing an elevator or raising the entire passenger 
platfo1m) are necessary to attain accessibility. 

Requests for extensions shall provide for completion of key station accessibility within the time 
limits set forth in paragraph (c) of this section. The UMTA Administrator may approve, approve 
with conditions, modify, or disapprove any request for an extension. 

§37.53 Exception for New York and Philadelphia. 



(a) The following agreements entered into in New York, New, York, and Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, contain lists of key stations for the public entities that are a party to those 
agreements for those service lines identified in the agreements. The identification of key stations 
under these agreements is deemed to be in compliance with the requirements of this Subpart. 

( 1) Settlement Agreement by and among Eastern Paralyzed Veterans Association, Inc., James J. 
Peters, Terrance Moakley, and Denise Figueroa, individually and as representatives of the class 
of all persons similarly situated (collectively, "the EPVA class representatives"); and 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority, New York City Transit Authority, and Manhattan and 
Bronx Surface Transit Operating Authority (October 4, 1984). 

(2) Settlement Agreement by and between Eastern Paralyzed Veterans Association of 
Pennsylvania, Inc., and James J. Peters, individually; and Dudley R. Sykes, as Commissioner of 
the Philadelphia Department of Public Property, and his successors in office and the City of 
Philadelphia (collectively "the City") and Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority 
(June 28, 1989). 

(b) To comply with §§37.47 (b) and (d) or 37.51 (b) and (d) of this part, the entities named in the 
agreements are required to use their public participation and planning processes only to develop 
and submit to the UMTA Administrator plans for timely completion of key station accessibility, 
as provided in this Subpart. 

( c) In making accessible the key stations identified under the agreements cited in this section, the 
entities named in the agreements are subject to the requirements of §37.9 of this Part. 

§37.55 Intercity rail station accessibility. 

All intercity rail stations shall be made readily accessible to and usable by individuals with 
disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, as soon as practicable, but in no event 
later than July 26, 2010. This requirement is separate from and in addition to requirements set 
forth in §37.43 of this Part. 

§37.57 Required cooperation. 

An owner or person in control of an intercity or commuter rail station shall provide reasonable 
cooperation to the responsible person(s) for that station with respect to the efforts of the 
responsible person to comply with the requirements of this subpart. 

§37.59 Differences in accessibility completion date requirements. 

Where different completion dates for accessible stations are established under this Part for a 
station or portions of a station (e.g., extensions of different periods of time for a station which 
serves both rapid and commuter rail systems), accessibility to the following elements of the 
station shall be achieved by the earlier of the completion dates involved: 

(a) Common elements of the station; 

(b) Portions of the facility directly serving the rail system with the earlier completion date; and 



(c) An accessible path from common elements of the station to portions of the facility directly 
serving the rail system with the earlier completion date. 

§3 7 .61 Public transportation programs and activities in existing facilities. 

(a) A public entity shall operate a designated public transportation program or activity conducted 
in an existing facility so that, when viewed in its entirety, the program or activity is readily 
accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities. 

(b) This section does not require a public entity to make structural changes to existing facilities 
in order to make the facilities accessible by individuals who use wheelchairs, unless and to the 
extent required by §37.43 (with respect to alterations) or §§37.47 or 37.51 of this part (with 
respect to key stations). Entities shall comply with other applicable accessibility requirements for 
such facilities. 

(c) Public entities, with respect to facilities that, as provided in paragraph (b) of this section, are 
not required to be made accessible to individuals who use wheelchairs, are not required to 
provide to such individuals services made available to the general public at such facilities when 
the individuals could not utilize or benefit from the services. 

§§37.63 - 37.69 [Reserved] 

SUBPART D - ACQUISITION OF ACCESSIBLE VEHICLES BY PUBLIC ENTITIES. 

§37.71 Purchase or lease of new non-rail vehicles by public entities operating fixed route 
systems. 

(a) Except as provided elsewhere in this section, each public entity operating a fixed route system 
making a solicitation after August 25, 1990, to purchase or lease a new bus or other new vehicle 
for use on the system, shall ensure that the vehicle is readily accessible to and usable by 
individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs. 

(b) A public entity may purchase or lease a new bus that is not readily accessible to and usable 
by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, if it applies for, and 
the UMT A Administrator grants, a waiver as provided for in this section. 

(c) Before submitting a request for such a waiver, the public entity shall hold at least one public 
hearing concerning the proposed request. 

( d) The UMTA Administrator may grant a request for such a waiver if the public entity 
demonstrates to the UMT A Administrator's satisfaction that --

(1) The initial solicitation for new buses made by the public entity specified that all new buses 
were to be lift-equipped and were to be otherwise accessible to and usable by individuals with 
disabilities; 



(2) Hydraulic, electromechanical. or other lifts for such new buses could not be provided by any 
qualified lift manufacturer to the manufacturer of such new buses in sufficient time to comply 
with the solicitation; and 

(3) Any further delay in purchasing new buses equipped with such necessary lifts would 
significantly impair transportation services in the community served by the public entity . 

(e) The public entity shall include with its waiver request a copy of the initial solicitation and 
written documentation from the bus manufacturer of its good faith efforts to obtain lifts in time 
to comply with the solicitation, and a full justification for the assertion that the delay in bus 
procurement needed to obtain a lift-equipped bus would significantly impair transportation 
services in the community. This documentation shall include a specific date at which the lifts 
could be supplied, copies of advertisements in trade publications and inquiries to trade 
associations seeking lifts, and documentation of the public hearing. 

(f) Any waiver granted by the UMTA Administrator under this section shall be subject to the 
following conditions: 

(1) The waiver shall apply only to the particular bus delivery to which the waiver request 
pertains; 

(2) The waiver shall include a termination date, which will be based on information concerning 
when lifts will become available for installation on the new buses the public entity is purchasing. 
Buses delivered after this date, even though procured under a solicitation to which a waiver 
applied, shall be equipped with lifts; 

(3) Any bus obtained subject to the waiver shall be capable of accepting a lift, and the public 
entity shall install a lift as soon as soon as one becomes available; 

(4) Such other terms and conditions as the UMTA Administrator may impose. 

(g) (1) When the UMTA Administrator grants a waiver under 

this section, he/she shall promptly notify the appropriate 

committees of Congress. 

(2) If the UMT A Administrator has reasonable cause to believe that a public entity fraudulently 
applied for a waiver under this section, the UMTA Administrator shall: 

(i) Cancel the waiver if it is still in effect; and 

(ii) Take other appropriate action. 

§37.73 Purchase or lease of used non-rail vehicles by public entities operating a fixed route 
system. 

(a) Except as provided elsewhere in this section, each public entity operating a fixed route system 
purchasing or leasing, after August 25, 1990, a used bus or other used vehicle for use on the 



system, shall ensure that the vehicle is readily accessible to and usable by individuals with 
disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs. 

(b) A public entity may purchase or lease a used vehicle for use on its fixed route system that is 
not readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities if, after making demonstrated 
good faith efforts to obtain an accessible vehicle, it is unable to do so. 

(c) Good faith efforts shall include at least the following steps: 

(1) An initial solicitation for used vehicles specifying that all used vehicles are to be lift
equipped and otherwise accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, or, if an initial 

solicitation is not used, a documented communication so stating; 

(2) A nationwide search for accessible vehicles, involving specific inquiries to used vehicle 
dealers and other transit providers; and 

(3) Adve1iising in trade publications and contacting trade associations. 

( d) Each public entity purchasing or leasing used vehicles that are not readily accessible to and 
usable by individuals with disabilities shall retain documentation of the specific good faith 
efforts it made for three years from the date the vehicles were purchased. These records shall be 
made available, on request, to the UMTA Administrator and the public. 

§37.75 Remanufacture of non-rail vehicles and purchase or lease ofremanufactured non-rail 
vehicles by public entities operating fixed route systems. 

(a) This section applies to any public entity operating a fixed route system which takes one of the 
following actions: 

(1) After August 25, 1990, remanufactures a bus or other vehicle so as to extend its useful life for 
five years or more or makes a solicitation for such remanufacturing; or 

(2) Purchases or leases a bus or other vehicle which has been remanufactured so as to extend its 
useful life for five years or more, where the purchase or lease occurs after August 25, 1990, and 
during the period in which the useful life of the vehicle is extended. 

(b) Vehicles acquired through the actions listed in paragraph (a) of this section shall, to the 
maximum extent feasible, be readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, 
including individuals who use wheelchairs. 

(c) For purposes of this section, it shall be considered feasible to remanufacture a bus or other 
motor vehicle so as to be readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, 
including individuals who use wheelchairs, unless an engineering analysis demonstrates that 
including accessibility features required by this part would have a significant adverse effect on 
the structural integrity of the vehicle. 

(d) If a public entity operates a fixed route system, any segment of which is included on the 
National Register of Hist01ic Places, and if making a vehicle of historic character used solely on 



such segment readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities would significantly 
alter the historic character of such vehicle, the pub lie entity has only to make (or purchase or 
lease a remanufactured vehicle with) those modifications to make the vehicle accessible which 
do not alter the historic character of such vehicle, in consultation with the National Register of 
Historic Places. 

(e) A public entity operating a fixed route system as described in paragraph (d) of this section 
may apply in writing to the UMTA Administrator for a determination of the historic character of 
the vehicle. The UMTA Administrator shall refer such requests to the National Register of 
Historic Places, and shall rely on its advice in making determinations of the historic character of 
the vehicle. 

§37.77 Purchase or lease of new non-rail vehicles by public entities operating a demand 
responsive system for the general public. 

(a) Except as provided in this section, a public entity operating a demand responsive system for 
the general public making a solicitation after August 25, 1990, to purchase or lease a new bus or 
other new vehicle for use on the system, shall ensure that the vehicle is readily accessible to and 
usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs. 

(b) If the system, when viewed in its entirety, provides a level of service to individuals with 
disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, equivalent to the level of service it 
provides to individuals without disabilities, it may purchase new vehicles that are not readily 
accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities. 

(c) For purposes of this section, a demand responsive system, when viewed in its entirety, shall 
be deemed to provide equivalent service if the service available to individuals with disabilities, 
including individuals who use wheelchairs, is provided in the most integrated setting appropriate 
to the needs of the individual and is equivalent to the service provided other individuals with 
respect to the following service characteristics: 

(1) Response time; 

(2) Fares; 

(3) Geographic area of service; 

(4) Hours and days of service; 

(5) Restrictions or priorities based on trip purpose; 

(6) Availability of infomrntion and reservations 

capability; and 

(7) Any constraints on capacity or service availability. 

(d) A public entity receiving UMTA funds under section 18 or a public entity in a small 
urbanized area which receives UMTA funds under Section 9 from a state administering agency 



rather than directly from UMTA, which detennines that its service to individuals with disabilities 
is equivalent to that provided other persons shall, before any procurement of an inaccessible 
vehicle, file with the appropriate state program office a certificate that it provides equivalent 
service meeting the standards of paragraph (c) of this section. Public entities operating demand 
responsive service receiving funds under any other section of the UMT Act shall file the 
certificate with the appropriate UMTA regional office. A public entity which does not receive 
UMTA funds shall make such a certificate and retain it in its files, subject to inspection on 
request ofUMTA. All certificates under this paragraph may be made and filed in connection 
with a particular procurement or in advance of a procurement; however, no certificate shall be 
valid for more than one year. A copy of the required certificate is found in Appendix C to this 
Part. 

(e) The waiver mechanism set forth in §37.71(b )-(g) (unavailability oflifts) of this Subpart shall 
also be available to public entities operating a demand responsive system for the general public. 

§37.79 Purchase or lease of new rail vehicles by public entities operating rapid or light rail 
systems. 

Each public entity operating a rapid or light rail system making a solicitation after August 25, 
1990, to purchase or lease a new rapid or light rail vehicle for use on the system shall ensure that 
the vehicle is readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, including 
individuals who use wheelchairs. 

§37.81 Purchase or lease of used rail vehicles by public entities operating rapid or light rail 
systems. 

(a) Except as provided elsewhere in this section, each public entity operating a rapid or light rail 
system which, after August 25, 1990, purchases or leases a used rapid or light rail vehicle for use 
on the system shall ensure that the vehicle is readily accessible to and usable by individuals with 
disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs. 

(b) A public entity may purchase or lease a used rapid or light rail vehicle for use on its rapid or 
light rail system that is not readily accessible to and usable by individuals if, after making 
demonstrated good faith efforts to obtain an accessible vehicle, it is unable to do so. 

( c) Good faith efforts shall include at least the following steps: 

( 1) The initial solicitation for used vehicles made by the public entity specifying that all used 
vehicles were to be accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, or, if a solicitation is 
not used, a documented communication so stating; 

(2) A nationwide search for accessible vehicles, involving specific inquiries to manufacturers and 
other transit providers; and 

(3) Advertising in trade publications and contacting trade associations. 

( d) Each public entity purchasing or leasing used rapid or light rail vehicles that are not readily 
accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities shall retain documentation of the specific 



good faith efforts it made for three years from the date the vehicles were purchased. These 
records shall be made available, on request, to the UMTA Administrator and the public. 

§37.83 Remanufacture ofrail vehicles and purchase or lease ofremanufactured rail vehicles by 
public entities operating rapid or light rail systems. 

(a) This section applies to any public entity operating a rapid or light rail system which takes one 
of the following actions: 

(1) After August 25, 1990, remanufactures a light or rapid rail vehicle so as to extend its useful 
life for five years or more or makes a solicitation for such remanufacturing; 

(2) Purchases or leases a light or rapid rail vehicle which has been remanufactured so as to 
extend its useful life for five years or more, where the purchase or lease occurs after August 25, 
1990, and during the period in which the useful life of the vehicle is extended. 

(b) Vehicles acquired through the actions listed in paragraph (a) of this section shall, to the 
maximum extent feasible, be readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, 
including individuals who use wheelchairs. 

(c) For purposes of this section, it shall be considered feasible to remanufacture a rapid or light 
rail vehicle so as to be readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities. including 
individuals who use wheelchairs, unless an engineering analysis demonstrates that doing so 
would have a significant adverse effect on the structural integrity of the vehicle. 

(d) If a public entity operates a rapid or light rail system any segment of which is included on the 
National Register of Historic Places and if making a rapid or light rail vehicle of historic 
character used solely on such segment readily accessible to and usable by individuals with 
disabilities would significantly alter the historic character of such vehicle, the public entity need 
only make (or purchase or lease a remanufactured vehicle with) those modifications that do not 
alter the historic character of such vehicle. 

(e) A public entity operating a fixed route system as described in paragraph (d) of this section 
may apply in writing to the UMTA Administrator for a determination of the historic character of 
the vehicle. The UMTA Administrator shall refer such requests to the National Register of 
Historic Places and shall rely on its advice in making a determination of the historic character of 
the vehicle. 

§37.85 Purchase or lease of new intercity and commuter rail cars. 

Amtrak or a commuter authority making a solicitation after August 25, 1990, to purchase or lease 
a new intercity or commuter rail car for use on the system shall ensure that the vehicle is readily 
accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use 
wheelchairs. 

§3 7.87 Purchase or lease of used intercity and commuter rail cars. 



(a) Except as provided elsewhere in this section, Amtrak or a commuter authority purchasing or 
leasing a used intercity or commuter rail car after August 25, 1990, shall ensure that the car is 
readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use 
wheelchairs. 

(b) Amtrak or a commuter authority may purchase or lease a used intercity or commuter rail car 
that is not readily accessible to and usable by individuals if, after making demonstrated good 
faith efforts to obtain an accessible vehicle, it is unable to do so. 

( c) Good faith efforts shall include at least the following steps: 

(1) An initial solicitation for used vehicles specifying that all used vehicles accessible to and 
usable by individuals with disabilities; 

(2) A nationwide search for accessible vehicles, involving specific inquiries to used vehicle 
dealers and other transit providers; and 

(3) Advertising in trade publications and contacting trade associations. 

( d) When Amtrak or a commuter authority leases a used intercity or commuter rail car for a 
period of seven days or less, Amtrak or the commuter authority may make and document good 
faith efforts as provided in this paragraph instead of in ways provided in paragraph (c) of this 
section: 

(1) By having and implementing, in its agreement with any intercity railroad or commuter 
authority that serves as a source of used intercity or commuter rail cars for a lease of seven days 
or less, a provision requiring that the lessor provide all available accessible rail cars before 
providing any inaccessible rail cars. 

(2) By documenting that, when there is more than one source of intercity or commuter rail cars 
for a lease of seven days or less, the lessee has obtained all avialable accessible intercity or 
commuter rail cars from all sources before obtaining inaccessible intercity or commuter rail cars 
from any source. 

(e) Amtrak and commuter authorities purchasing or leasing used intercity or commuter rail cars 
that are not readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities shall retain 
documentation of the 

specific good faith efforts that were made for three years from the date the cars were purchased. 
These records shall be made available, on request, to the Federal Railroad Administration or 
UMTA Administrator, as applicable. These records shall be made available to the public, on 
request. 

§37.89 Remanufacture of intercity and commuter rail cars and purchase or lease of 
remanufactured intercity and commuter rail cars. 

(a) This section applies to An1trak or a commuter authority which takes one of the following 
actions: 



(1) Remanufactures an intercity or commuter rail car so as to extend its useful life for ten years 
or more; 

(2) Purchases or leases an intercity or commuter rail car which has been remanufactured so as to 
extend its useful life for ten years or more. 

(b) Intercity and commuter rail cars listed in paragraph (a) of this section shall, to the maximum 
extent feasible, be readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, including 
individuals who use wheelchairs. 

(c) For purposes of this section, it shall be considered feasible to remanufacture an intercity or 
commuter rail car so as to be readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, 
including individuals who use wheelchairs, unless an engineering analysis demonstrates that 
remanufacturing the car to be accessible would have a significant adverse effect on the structural 
integrity of the car. 

§37.91 Wheelchair locations and food service on intercity rail trains. 

(a) As soon as practicable, but in no event later than July 26, 1995, each person providing 
intercity rail service shall provide on each train a number of spaces --

(1) To park wheelchairs (to accommodate individuals who wish to remain in their wheelchairs) 
equal to not less than one half of the number of single level rail passenger coaches in the train; 
and 

(2) To fold and store wheelchairs (to accommodate individuals who wish to transfer to coach 
seats) equal to not less than one half the number of single level rail passenger coaches in the 
train. 

(b) As soon as practicable, but in no event later than July 26, 2000, each person providing 
intercity rail service shall provide on each train a number of spaces -

(1) To park wheelchairs (to accommodate individuals who wish to remain in their wheelchairs) 
equal to not less than the total number of single level rail passenger coaches in the train; and 

(2) To fold and store wheelchairs (to accommodate individuals who wish to transfer to coach 
seats) equal to not less than the total number of single level rail passenger coaches in the train. 

(c) In complying with paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section, a person providing intercity rail 
service may not provide more than two spaces to park wheelchairs nor more than two spaces to 
fold and store wheelchairs in any one coach or food service car. 

( d) Unless not practicable, a person providing intercity rail transportation shall place an 
accessible car adjacent to the end of a single level dining car through which an individual who 
uses a wheelchair may enter. 

(e) On any train in which either a single level or bi-level dining car is used to provide food 
service, a person providing intercity rail service shall provide appropriate aids and services to 



ensure that equivalent food service is available to individuals with disabilities, including 
individuals who use wheelchairs, and to passengers traveling with such individuals. Appropriate 
auxiliary aids and services include providing a hard surface on which to eat. 

(f) This section does not require the provision of securement devices on intercity rail cars. 

§37.93 One car per train rule. 

(a) The definition of accessible for purposes of meeting the one car per train rule is spelled out in 
the applicable subpart for each transportation system type in part 38 of this title. 

(b) Each person providing intercity rail service and each commuter rail authority shall ensure 
that, as soon as practicable, but in no event later than July 26, 1995, that each train has one car 
that is readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who 
use wheelchairs. 

( c) Each public entity providing light or rapid rail service shall ensure that each train, consisting 
of two or more vehicles, includes atleast one car that is readily accessible to and usable by 
individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, as soon as practicable 
but in no case later than July 25, 1995. 

§37.95 Ferries and other passenger vessels operated by public entities. [Reserved] 

§§37.97 - 37.99 [Reserved] 

SUBPART E-ACQUISITION OF ACCESSIBLE VEHICLES BY PRIVATE ENTITIES. 

§37.101 Purchase or lease of vehicles by private entities not primarily engaged in the business of 
transporting people. 

(a) Application. This section applies to all purchases or leases of vehicles by private entities 
which are not primarily engaged in the business of transporting people, in which a solicitation for 
the vehicle is made after August 25, 1990. 

(b) Fixed Route System, Vehicle Capacity Over 16. If the entity operates a fixed route system 
and purchases or leases a vehicle with a seating capacity of over 16 passengers (including the 
driver) for use on the system, it shall ensure that the vehicle is readily accessible to and usable by 
individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs. 

( c) Fixed Route System, Vehicle Capacity of 16 or Fewer. If the entity operates a fixed route 
system and purchases or leases a vehicle with a seating capacity of 16 or fewer passengers 
(including the driver) for use on the system, it shall ensure that the vehicle is readily accessible to 
and usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, unless the 
system, when viewed in its entirety, meets the standard for equivalent service of §37.105 of this 
Paii. 

( d) Demand Responsive System, Vehicle Capacity Over 16. If the entity operates a demand 
responsive system, and purchases or leases a vehicle with a seating capacity of over 16 



passengers (including the driver) for use on the system, it shall ensure that the vehicle is readily 
accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use 
wheelchairs,_unless the system, when viewed in its entirety, meets the standard for equivalent 
service of §37.105 of this Part. 

§3 7 .103 Purchase or lease of new non-rail vehicles by private entities primarily engaged in the 
business of transporting people. 

(a) Application. This section applies to all acquisitions of new vehicles by private entities which 
are primarily engaged in the business of transporting people and whose operations affect 
commerce, in which a solicitation for the vehicle is made (except as provided in paragraph (d) of 
this section) after August 25, 1990. 

(b) Fixed Route Systems. If the entity operates a fixed route system, and purchases or leases a 
new vehicle other than an automobile, a van with a seating capacity of less than eight persons 
(including the driver), or an over-the-road bus, it shall ensure that the vehicle is readily accessible 
to and usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs. 

(c) Demand Responsive Systems. If the entity operates a demand responsive system, and 
purchases or leases a new vehicle other than an automobile, a van with a seating capacity of less 
than eight persons (including the driver), or an over-the-road bus, it shall ensure that the vehicle 
is readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use 
wheelchairs, unless the system, when viewed in its entirety, meets the standard for equivalent 
service of §37.105 of this Part. 

(d) Vans with a Capacity of Fewer than 8 Persons: If the entity operates either a fixed route or 
demand responsive system, and purchases or leases a new van with a seating capacity of fewer 
than eight persons including the driver (the solicitation for the vehicle being made after February 
25, 1992), the entity shall ensure that the vehicle is readily accessible to and usable by 
individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, unless the system, when 
viewed in its entirety, meets the standard for equivalent service of §37. l 05 of this Part. 

§37.105 Equivalent service standard. 

For purposes of §§37.101 and 37.103 of this Part, a fixed route system or demand responsive 
system, when viewed in its entirety, shall be deemed to provide equivalent service if the service 
available to individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, is provided 
in the most integrated setting appropriate to the needs of the individual and is equivalent to the 
service provided other individuals with respect to the following service characteristics: 

(a) (1) Schedules/headways (if the system is fixed route); 

(2) Response time (if the system is demand responsive); 

(b) Fares; 

( c) Geographic area of service; 



( d) Hours and days of service; 

( e) Availability of information; 

(f) Reservations capability (if the system is 

demand responsive) 

(g) Any constraints on capacity or service availability; 

(h) Restrictions priorities based on trip purpose (if the system is demand responsive). 

§3 7 .107 Acquisition of passenger rail cars by private entities primarily engaged in the business 
of transporting people. 

(a) A private entity which is primarily engaged in the business of transporting people and whose 
operations affect commerce, which makes a solicitation after February 25, 1992, to purchase or 
lease a new rail passenger car to be used in providing specified public transportation, shall ensure 
that the car is readily accessible to, and usable by, individuals with disabilities, including 
individuals who use wheelchairs. The accessibility standards in Part 38 which apply depend upon 
the type of service in which the car will be used. 

(b) Except as provided in paragraph ( c) of this section, a private entity which is primarily 
engaged in transporting people and whose operations affect commerce, which remanufactures a 
rail passenger car to be used in providing specified public transportation to extend its useful life 
for ten years or more, or purchases or leases such a remanufactured rail car, shall ensure that the 
rail car, to the maximum extent feasible, is made readily accessible to and usable by individuals 
with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs. For purposes of this paragraph, it 
shall be considered feasible to remanufacture a rail passenger car to be readily accessible to and 
usable by individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, unless an 
engineering analysis demonstrates that doing so would have a significant adverse effect on the 
structural integrity of the car. 

(c) Compliance with paragraph (b) of this section is not required to the extent that it would 
significantly alter the historic or antiquated character of a historic or antiquated rail passenger 
car, or a rail station served exclusively by such cars, or would result in the violation of any rule, 
regulation, standard or order issued by the Secretary under the Federal Railroad Safety Act of 
1970. For purposes of this section, a historic or antiquated rail passenger car means a rail 
passenger car --

(1) which is not less than 30 years old at the time of its use for transporting individuals; 

(2) the manufacturer of which is no longer in the business of manufacturing rail passenger cars; 
and 

(3) which --

(i) has a consequential association with events or 



persons significant to the past; or 

(ii) embodies, or is being restored to embody, 

the distinctive characteristics of a type of rail passenger car used in the past, or to represent a 
time pe1iod which has passed. 

§37. l 09 Ferries and other Passenger vessels.operated by private entities. [Reserved] 

§37.111 - 37.119 [Reserved] 

SUBPART F PARA TRANSIT AS A COMPLEMENT TO FIXED 

ROUTE SERVICE 

§37.121 Requirement for comparable complementary paratransit service. 

(a) Except as provided in paragraph (c) of this section, each public entity operating a fixed route 
system shall provide paratransit or other special service to individuals with disabilities that is 
comparable to the level of service provided to individuals without disabilities who use the fixed 
route system. 

(b) To be deemed comparable to fixed route service, a complementary paratransit system shall 
meet the requirements of §§37.123 - 37.133 of this Subpart. The requirement to comply with 
§37.131 may be modified in accordance with the provisions of this Subpart relating to undue 
financial burden. 

( c) Requirements for complementary paratransit do not apply to commuter bus, commuter rail, or 
intercity rail systems. 

§37.123 ADA paratransit eligibility - standards. 

(a) Public entities required by §37.121 of this subpart to provide complementary paratransit 
service shall provide the service to the ADA paratransit eligible individuals described in 
paragraph ( e) of this section. 

(b) If an individual meets the eligibility criteria of this section with respect to some trips but not 
others, the individual shall be ADA paratransit eligible only for those trips for which he or she 
meets the criteria. 

( c) Individuals may be ADA paratransit eligible on the basis of a pennanent or temporary 
disability. 

(d) Public entities may provide complementary paratransit service to persons other than ADA 
paratransit eligible individuals. However, only the cost of service to ADA paratransit eligible 
individuals may be considered in a public entity's request for an undue financial burden waiver 
under §§37.151 - 37.155 of this part. 

(e) The following individuals are ADA paratransit eligible: 



(1) Any individual with a disability who is unable, as the result of a physical or mental 
impairment (including a vision impaim1ent), and without the assistance of another individual 
(except the operator of a wheelchair lift or other boarding assistance device), to board, ride, or 
disembark from any vehicle on the system which is readily accessible to and usable by 
individuals with disabilities. 

(2) Any individual with a disability who needs the assistance of a wheelchair lift or other 
boarding assistance device and is able, with such assistance, to board, ride and disembark from 
any vehicle which is readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities if the 
individual wants to travel on a route on the system during the hours of operation of the system at 
a time, or within a reasonable period of such time, when such a vehicle is not being used to 
provide designated public transportation on the route. 

(i) An individual is eligible under this paragraph with respect to travel on an otherwise 

accessible route on which the boarding or disembarking location which the individual would use 
is one at which boarding or disembarking from the vehicle is precluded as provided in 
§37.167(g) of this Part. 

(ii) An individual using a common wheelchair is eligible under this paragraph if the individual's 
wheelchair cannot be accommodated on an existing vehicle (e.g., because the vehicle's lift does 
not meet the standards of Part 38 of this title), even if that vehicle is accessible to other 
individuals with disabilities and their mobility wheelchairs. 

(iii) With respect to rail systems, an individual is eligible under this paragraph if the individual 
could use an accessible rail system, but 

(A) there is not yet one accessible car per train on the system; or 

(B) key stations have not yet been made accessible. 

(3) Any individual with a disability who has a specific impainnent-related condition which 
prevents such individual from traveling to a boarding location or from a disembarking location 
on such system. 

(i) Only a specific impairment-related condition which prevents the individual from traveling to a 
boarding location or from a disembarking location is a basis for eligibility under this paragraph. 
A condition which makes traveling to boarding location or from a disembarking location more 
difficult for a person with a specific impairment-related condition than for an individual who 
does not have the condition, but does not prevent the travel, is not a basis for eligibility under 
this paragraph. 

(ii) Architectural barriers not under the control of the public entity providing fixed route service 
and environmental barriers (e.g., distance, terrain, 

weather) do not, standing alone, form a basis for eligibility under this paragraph. The interaction 
of such barriers with an individual's specific impairment-related condition may form a basis for 



eligibility under this paragraph, if the effect is to prevent the individual from traveling to a 
boarding location or from a disembarking location. 

(f) Individuals accompanying an ADA paratransit eligible individual shall be provided service as 
follows: 

(1) One other individual accompanying the ADA paratransit eligible individual shall be provided 
service. 

(i) If the ADA paratransit eligible 

individual is traveling with a personal care attendant, the entity shall provide service to one other 
individual in addition to the attendant who is accompanying the eligible individual. 

(ii) A family member or friend is regarded as a person accompanying the eligible individual, and 
not as a personal care attendant, unless the family member or friend registered is acting in the 
capacity of a personal care attendant; 

(2) Additional individuals accompanying the ADA paratransit eligible individual shall be 
provided service, provided that space is available for them on the paratransit vehicle carrying the 
ADA paratransit eligible individual and that transportation of the additional individuals will not 
result in a denial of service to ADA paratransit eligible individuals. 

(3) In order to be considered as "accompanying" the eligible individual for purposes of this 
paragraph, the other individual(s) shall have the same origin and destination as the eligible 
individual. 

§37.125 ADA paratransit eligibility- process. 

Each public entity required to provide complementary paratransit service by §37.121 of this Part 
shall establish a process for determining ADA paratransit eligibility. 

(a) The process shall strictly limit ADA paratransit eligibility to individuals specified in §3 7 .123 
of this Part. 

(b) All information about the process, materials necessary to apply for eligibility, and notices and 
detenninations concerning eligibility shall be made available in accessible fonnats, upon request. 

( c) If, by a date 21 days following the submission of a complete application, the entity has not 
made a determination of eligibility, the applicant shall be treated as eligible and provided service 
until and unless the entity denies the application. 

(d) The entity's determination concerning eligibility shall be in writing. If the detern1ination is 
that the individual is ineligible, the determination shall state the reasons for the finding. 

(e) The public entity shall provide documentation to each eligible individual stating that he or she 
is "ADA Paratransit Eligible." The documentation shall include the name of the eligible 
individual, the name of the transit provider, the telephone number of the entity's paratransit 



coordinator, an expiration date for eligibility, and any conditions or limitations on the 
individual's eligibility including the use of a personal care attendant. 

(f) The entity may require recertification of the eligibility of ADA paratransit eligible individuals 
at reasonable intervals. 

(g) The entity shall establish an administrative appeal process through which individuals who are 
denied eligibility can obtain review of the denial. 

( 1) The entity may require that an appeal be filed within 60 days of the denial of an individual's 
application. 

(2) The process shall include an opportunity to be heard and to present information and 
arguments, separation of functions (i.e., a decision by a person not involved with the 

initial decision to deny eligibility), and written notification of the decision, and the reasons for it; 

(3) The entity is not required to provide paratransit service to the individual pending the 
determination on appeal. However, if the entity has not made a decision within 30 days of the 
completion of the appeal process, the entity shall provide paratransit service from that time until 
and unless a decision to deny the appeal is issued. 

(h) The entity may establish an administrative process to suspend, for a reasonable period of 
time, the provision of complementary paratransit service to ADA eligible individuals who 
establish a pattern or practice of missing scheduled trips. 

(1) Trips missed by the individual for reasons beyond his or her control (including, but not 
limited to, trips which are missed due to operator error) shall not be a basis for determining that 
such a pattern or practice exists. 

(2) Before suspending service, the entity shall take the following steps: 

(i) Notify the individual in writing that the entity proposes to suspend service, citing with 
specificity the basis of the proposed suspension and setting forth the proposed sanction. 

(ii) Provide the individual an opportunity to be heard and to present information and arguments; 

(iii) Provide the individual with written notification of the decision and the reasons for it. 

(3) The appeals process of paragraph (g) of this section is available to an individual on whom 
sanctions have been imposed under this paragraph. The sanction is stayed pending the outcome 
of the appeal. 

(i) In applications for ADA paratransit eligibility, the entity may require the applicant to indicate 
whether or not he or she travels with a personal care attendant. 

§37.127 Complementary paratransit service for visitors. 



(a) Each public entity required to provide complementary paratransit service under §37 .121 of 
this paii shall make the service available to visitors as provided in this section. 

(b) For purposes of this section, a visitor is an individual with disabilities who does not reside in 
the jurisdiction(s) served by the public entity or other entities with which the public entity 
provides coordinated complementary paratransit service within a region. 

( c) Each public entity shall treat as eligible for its complementary paratransit service all visitors 
who present documentation that they are ADA paratransit eligible, under the criteria of §37.125 
of this Part, in the jurisdiction in which they reside. 

( d) With respect to visitors with disabilities who do not present such documentation, the public 
entity may require the documentation of the individual's place ofresidence and, if the individual's 
disability is not apparent, of his or her disability. The entity shall provide paratransit service to 
individuals with disabilities who qualify as visitors under paragraph (b) of this section. The entity 
shall accept a certification by such individuals that they are unable to use fixed route transit. 

(e) A public entity is not required to provide service to a visitor for more than 21 days from the 
date of the first paratransit trip used by the visitor. The entity may require that such an individual, 
in order to receive service beyond this period, apply for eligibility under the process provided for 
in §37.125 of this part. 

§37.129 Types of service 

(a) Except as provided in this section, complementary paratransit service for ADA paratransit 
eligible persons shall be origin-to-destination service. 

(b) Complementary paratransit service for ADA paratransit eligible persons described in 
§37.123(e)(2) of this part may also be provided by on-call bus service or paratransit feeder 
service to an accessible fixed route, where such service enables the individual to use the fixed 
route bus system for his or her trip. 

(c) Complementary paratransit service for ADA eligible persons described in §37.123 (e)(3) of 
this part also may be provided by paratransit feeder service to and/or from an accessible fixed 
route. 

§37.131 Service criteria for complementary paratransit. 

The following service criteria apply to complementary paratransit required by §3 7 .121 of this 
part. 

(a) Service Area. 

(1) Bus. 

(i) The entity shall provide complementary paratransit service to origins and destinations within 
corridors with a width of three-fourths of a mile on each side of each fixed route. The corridor 
shall include an area with a three-fourths of a mile radius at the ends of each fixed route. 



(ii) Within the core service area, the entity also shall provide service to small areas not inside any 
of the corridors but which are surrounded by corridors. 

(iii) Outside-the core service area, the entity may designate corridors with widths from three 
fourths of a mile up to one and one half miles on each side of a fixed route, based on local 
circumstances. 

(iv) For purposes of this paragraph, the core service area is that area in which corridors with a 
width of three-fourths of a mile on each side of each fixed route merge together such that, with 
few and small exceptions, all origins and destinations within the area would be served. 

(2) Rail 

(i) For rail systems, the service area shall consist of a circle with a radius of 3/4 of a mile around 
each station. 

(ii) At end stations and other stations in outlying areas, the entity may designate circles with radii 
of up to 1 112 miles as part of its service area, based on local circumstances. 

(3) Jurisdictional Boundaries. Notwithstanding any other provision of this paragraph, an entity is 
not required to provide paratransit service in an area outside the boundaries of the jurisdiction(s) 
in which it operates, if the entity does not have legal authority to operate in that area. The entity 
shall take all practicable steps to provide paratransit service to any part of its service area. 

( c) Response Time. The entity shall schedule and provide paratransit service to any ADA 
paratransit eligible person at any requested time on a particular day in response to a request for 
service made the previous day. Reservations may be taken by reservation agents or by 
mechanical means. 

(1) The entity shall make reservation service available during at least all normal business hours 
of the entity's administrative offices, as well as during times, comparable to nonnal business 
hours, on a day when the entity's offices are not open.before a service day. 

(2) The entity may negotiate pickup times with the individual, but the entity shall not require an 
ADA paratransit eligible individual to schedule a trip to begin more than one hour before or after 
the individual's desired departure time. 

(3) The entity may use real-time scheduling in providing complementary paratransit service. 

( 4) The entity shall permit advance reservations to be made up to 14 days in advance of an ADA 
paratransit eligible individual's desired trip. 

(d) Fares. The fare for a trip charged to an ADA paratransit eligible user of the complementary 
paratransit service shall not exceed twice the fare that would be charged to an individual paying 
full fare (i.e., without regard to discounts) for a trip of similar length, at a similar time of day, on 
the entity's fixed route system. 



( 1) In calculating the full fare that would be paid by an individual using the fixed route system, 
the entity may include transfer and premium charges applicable to a trip of similar length, at a 
similar time of day, on the fixed route system. 

(2) The fares for individuals accompanying ADA paratransit eligible individuals, who are 
provided service under §37.123 (f) of this pa1i, shall be the same as for the ADA paratransit 
eligible individuals they are accompanying. 

(3) A personal care attendant shall not be charged for complementary paratransit service. 

( 4) The entity may charge a fare higher than otherwise permitted by this paragraph to a social 
service agency or other organization for agency trips (i.e., trips guaranteed to the organization). 

(f) Trip Purpose Restrictions. The entity shall not impose restrictions or priorities based on trip 
purpose. 

(g) Hours and Days of Service. The complementary paratransit service shall be available 
throughout the same hours and days as the entity's fixed route service. 

(h) Capacity Constraints. The entity shall not limit the availability of complementary paratransit 
service to ADA paratransit eligible individuals by any of the following: 

(1) Restrictions on the number of trips an individual will be provided; 

(2) Waiting lists for access to the service; or 

(3) Any operational pattern or practice that significantly limits the availability of service to ADA 
paratransit eligible persons. 

(i) Such patterns or practices include, but are not 

limited to, the following: 

(A) Substantial numbers of significantly untimely pickups for initial or return trips; 

(B) Substantial numbers of trip denials or missed trips; 

(C) Substantial numbers of trips with excessive trip lengths. 

(ii) Operational problems attributable to causes beyond the control of the entity (including, but 
not limited to, weather or traffic conditions affecting all vehicular traffic that were not anticipated 
at the time a trip was scheduled) shall not be a basis for detem1ining that such a pattern or 
practice exists. 

(i) Additional Service. Public entities may provide complementary paratransit service to ADA 
paratransit eligible individuals exceeding that provided for in this section. However, only the cost 
of service provided for in this section may be considered in a public entity's request for an undue 
financial burden waiver under §§37.151 - 37.155 ofthis Part. 

§37. 133 Subscription Service. 



(a) This part does not prohibit the use of subscription service by public entities as part of a 
complementary paratransit system, subject to the limitations in this section. 

(b) Subscription service may not absorb more than fifty percent of the number of trips available 
at a given time of clay, unless there is excess non-subsc1iption capacity. 

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Part, the entity may establish waiting lists or 
other capacity constraints and trip purpose restrictions or priorities for pa1iicipation in the 
subscription service only. 

§37.135 Submission of paratransit plan. 

(a) General. Each public entity operating fixed route transportation service, which is required by 
§3 7 .121 to provide complementary paratransit service, shall develop a para transit plan. 

(b) Initial Submission. Except as provided in §3 7 .141 of this part, each entity shall submit its 
initial plan for compliance with the complementary paratransit service provision by January 26, 
1992, to the appropriate location identified in paragraph (f) of this section. 

( c) Annual Updates. Each entity shall submit an annual update to the plan on January 26 of each 
succeeding year. 

(d) Phase-in ofimplemcntation. Each plan shall provide for full compliance by no later than 
January 26, 1997, unless the entity has received a waiver based on undue financial burden. If the 
date for full compliance specified in the plan is after January 26, 1993, the plan shall include 
milestones, providing for measured, proportional progress toward full compliance. 

( e) Plan Implementation. Each entity shall begin implementation of its plan on January 26, 1992. 

(f) Submission Locations. An entity shall submit its plan to one of the following offices, as 
appropriate: 

(1) The individual state administering agency, if it is --

(i) A section 18 recipient; 

(ii) A small urbanized area recipient of section 9 funds administered by the State. 

(iii) A paiiicipant in a coordinated plan, in which all of the participating entities are eligible to 
submit their plans to the State; or 

(2) The illv1TA Regional Office (as listed in Appendix B to this paii) for all other entities 
required to submit a para transit plan. This includes an UivfT A recipient under section 9 of the 
UMT Act; 

entities submitting a joint plan (unless they meet the requirements of paragraph (f)(l)(iii) of this 
section), and a public entity not an UMT Act recipient. 

§3 7 .13 7 Paratransit plan development. 



(a) Survey of existing services. Each submitting entity shall survey the area to be covered by the 
plan to identify any person or entity (public or private) which provides a paratransit or other 
special transpo1tation service for ADA paratransit eligible individuals in the service area to 
which the plan applies. 

(b) Public paiiicipation. 

Each submitting entity shall ensure public participation in the development of its paratransit plan, 
including at least the following: 

( 1) Outreach. Each submitting entity shall solicit participation in the development of its plan by 
the widest range of persons anticipated to use its paratransit service. Each entity shall develop 
contacts, mailing lists and other appropriate means for notification of opportunities to participate 
in the development of the paratransit plan. 

(2) Consultation with individuals with disabilities. Each entity shall contact individuals with 
disabilities and groups representing them in the community. Consultation shall begin at an early 
stage in the plan development and should involve persons with disabilities in all phases of plan 
development. All documents and other information concerning the planning procedure and the 
provision of service shall be available, upon request, to members of the pubic, except where 
disclosure would be an unwarranted invasion of personal privacy. 

(3) Opportunity for public comment. The submitting entity shall make its plan available for 
review before the plan is finalized. In making the plan available for public review, the entity shall 
ensure that the plan is available upon request in accessible fom1ats. 

( 4) Public hearing. The entity shall sponsor at a minimum one public hearing and shall provide 
adequate notice of the hearing, including advertisement in appropriate media, such as newspapers 
of general and special interest circulation and radio announcements; and 

( 5) Special requirements. If the entity intends to phase-in its paratransit service over a multi-year 
period, or request a waiver based on undue financial burden, the public hearing shall afford the 
opportunity for interested citizens to express their views concerning the phase-in, the request, 
and which service criteria may be delayed in implementation. 

(c) Ongoing requirement. The entity shall create an ongoing mechanism for the participation of 
individuals with disabilities in the continued development and assessment of services to persons 
with disabilities. This includes, but is not limited to, the development of the initial plan, any 
request for an undue financial burden waiver, and each annual submission. 

§37.139 Plan contents. 

Each plan shall contain the following info1111ation: 

(1) Name and address; and 

(2) Contact person for the plan, \.Vi th telephone number and facsimile telephone number (FAX), 
if applicable. 



(b) A description of the fixed route system as of January 26, 1992 (or subsequent year for annual 
updates), including -

( 1) A description of the service area, route structure, days and hours of service, fare structure, and 
population served. This includes maps and tables, if appropriate; 

(2) The total number of vehicles (bus, van, or rail) operated in fixed route service (including 
contracted service), and percentage of accessible vehicles and percentage of routes accessible to 
and usable by persons with disabilities, including persons who use wheelchairs. 

(3) Any other information about the fixed route service that is relevant to establishing the basis 
for comparability of fixed route and paratransit service. 

( c) A description of existing paratransit services, including: 

(1) An inventory of service provided by the public entity submitting the plan; 

(2) An inventory of service provided by other agencies or organizations, which may in whole or 
in part be used to meet the requirement for complementary paratransit service; and 

(3) A description of the available paratransit services in paragraphs (c)(2) and (c)(3) of this 
section as they relate to the service criteria described in §37.131 of this part of service area, 
response time, fares, restrictions on trip purpose, hours and days of service, and capacity 
constraints; and to the requirements of ADA paratransit eligibility. 

(d) A description of the plan to provide comparable paratransit, including: 

(1) An estimate of demand for comparable paratransit service by ADA eligible individuals and a 
brief description of the demand estimation methodology used: 

(2) An analysis of differences between the paratransit service currently provided and what is 
required under this part by the entity(ies) submitting the plan and other entities, as described in 
paragraph (c) of this section; 

(3) A brief description of planned modifications to existing paratransit and fixed route service 
and the new paratransit service planned to comply with the ADA paratransit service ciiteria; 

( 4) A description of the planned comparable paratransit service as it relates to each of the service 
criteria described in §3 7 .131 of this part - service area, absence of restrictions or priorities based 
on trip purpose, response time, fares, hours and days of service, and lack of capacity constraints. 
If the paratransit plan is to be phased in, this paragraph shall be coordinated with the information 
being provided in paragraphs ( d)( 5) and ( d)( 6) of this paragraph. 

(5) A timetable for implementing comparable paratransit service, with a specific date indicating 
when the planned service will be completely operational. In no case may full implementation be 
completed later than January 26, 1997. The plan shall include milestones for implementing 
phases of the plan, with progress that can be objectively measured yearly. 



(6) A budget for comparable paratransit service, including capital and operating expenditures 
over five years. 

(e) A description of the process used to certify individuals with disabilities as ADA paratransit 
eligible. At a minimum, this must include -

( 1) A description of the application and certification process, including -

(i) The availability of information about the process and application materials in accessible 
formats; 

(ii) The process for detennining eligibility according to the provisions of §§37.123 - 37.125 of 
this part and notifying individuals of the detennination made; 

(iii) The entity's system and timetable for processing applications and allowing presumptive 
eligibility; and 

(iv) The documentation given to eligible individuals .. 

(2) A description of the administrative appeals process for individuals denied eligibility. 

(3) A policy for visitors, consistent with §37.127 of this part. 

(f) Description of the public participation process including -

(1) Notice given of opportunity for public comment, the date(s) of completed public hearing(s), 
availability of the plan in accessible formats, outreach efforts, and consultation with persons with 
disabilities. 

(2) A summary of significant issues raised during the public comment period, along with a a 
response to 

significant comments and discussion of how the issues were resolved. 

(g) Efforts to coordinate service with other entities subject to the complementary paratransit 
requirements of this part which have overlapping or contiguous service areas or jurisdictions. 

(h) The following endorsements or certifications: 

(1) A resolution adopted by the board of the entity authorizing the plan, as submitted. If more 
than one entity is submitting the plan there must be an authorizing resolution from each board. If 
the entity does not function with a board, a statement shall be submitted by the entity's chief 
executive; 

(2) In urbanized areas, certification by the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) that it has 
reviewed the plan and that the plan is in conformance with the transportation plan developed 
under the Urban Mass Transportation/Federal Highway Administration joint planning regulation 
(49 CFR pa1i 613 and 23 CFR part 450). In a service area which is covered by more than one 



MPO, each applicable MPO shall certify conformity of the entity's plan. The provisions of this 
paragraph do not apply to non-lJMTA recipients; 

(3) A certification that the survey of existing paratransit service was conducted as required in 
§37.137(a) of this part; 

(4) To the extent service provided by other entities is included in the entity's plan for comparable 
paratransit service, the entity must certify that: 

(i) ADA paratransit eligible individuals have access to the service; 

(ii) The service is provided in the manner represented; and 

(iii) Efforts will be made to coordinate the provision of paratransit service by other providers. 

(i) A request for a waiver based on undue financial burden, if applicable. The waiver request 
should include infonnation sufficient for UMTA to consider the factors in §37.155 of this part. If 
a request for an undue financial burden waiver is made, the plan must include a description of 
additional paratransit services that would be provided to achieve full compliance with the 
requirement for comparable paratransit in the event the waiver is not granted, and the timetable 
for the implementation of these additional services. 

(j) Annual plan updates. 

(2) If the paratransit service is being phased in over more than one year, the entity must 
demonstrate that the milestones identified in the cmTent paratransit plans have been achieved. If 
the milestones have not been achieved, the plan must explain any slippage and what actions are 
being taken to compensate for the slippage. 

(3) The annual plan must describe specifically the means used to comply with the public 
participation requirements, as described in §37.137 of this Part. 

§3 7 .141 Requirements for a joint paratransit plan. 

(a) Two or more entities with overlapping or contiguous service areas or jurisdictions may 
develop and submit a joint plan providing for coordinated paratransit service. Joint plans shall 
identify the participating entities and indicate their commitment to participate in the plan. 

(b) To the maximum extent feasible, all elements of the coordinated plan shall be submitted on 
January 26, 1992. If a coordinated plan is not completed by Januaiy 26, 1992, those entities 
intending to coordinate paratransit service must submit a general statement declaring their 
intention to provide coordinated service and each element of the plan specified in §37.139 to the 
extent practicable. In addition, the plan must include the following certifications from each entity 
involved in the coordination effort: 

( 1) A ce1iification that the entity is committed to providing ADA paratransit service as part of a 
coordinated plan. 



(2) A certification from each public entity participating in the plan that it will maintain current 
levels of paratransit service until the coordinated plan goes into effect. 

( c) Entities submitting the above certifications and plan elements in lieu of a completed plan on 
January 26. 1992, must submit a complete plan by July 26, 1992. 

( d) Filing of an individual plan does not preclude an entity from cooperating with other entities 
in the development or implementation of a joint plan. An entity wishing to join with other 
entities after its initial submission may do so by meeting the filing requirements of this section. 

§37. 143 Paratransit plan implementation. 

(a) Each entity shall begin implementation of its complementary paratransit plan, pending notice 
from UMTA. The implementation of the plan shall be consistent with the terms of the plan, 
including any specified phase-in period. 

(b) If the plan contains a request for a waiver based on undue financial burden, the entity shall 
begin implementation of its plan, pending a detennination on its waiver request. 

§37.145 State comment on plans. 

Each state required to receive plans under §37.135 of this part shall: 

(a) Ensure that all applicable section 18 and section 9 recipients have submitted plans. 

(b) Certify to UMTA that all plans have been received. 

(c) Forward the required certification with comments on 

each plan to UMTA. The plans, with comments, shall be submitted to UMTA no later than April 
1, 1992, for the first year and April 1 aimually thereafter. 

( d) The State shall develop comments on each plan, responding to the following points: 

(1) Was the plan filed on time? 

(2) Does the plan appear reasonable? 

(3) Are there circumstances that bear on the ability of the grantee to carry out the plan as 
represented? If yes, please elaborate. 

( 4) Is the plan consistent with statewide pla1ming activities? 

(5) Are the necessary anticipated financial and capital resources identified in the plan accurately 
estimated? 

§37.147 Considerations during UMTA review. 

In reviewing each plan, at a minimum UMT A will consider the following : 

(a) \Vhether the plan was filed on time; 



(b) Comments submitted by the state, if applicable; 

(c) Whether the plan contains responsive elements for each component required under §37.139 of 
this pai1; 

(d) Whether the plan, when viewed in its entirety, provides for paratransit service comparable to 
the entity's fixed route service; and 

(e) Whether the entity complied with the public participation efforts required by this part. 

(f) The extent to which efforts were made to coordinate with other public entities with 
overlapping or contiguous service areas or jurisdictions. 

§37.149 Disapproved plans. 

(a) If a plan is disapproved in whole or in part, UMTA will specify which provisions are 
disapproved. Each entity shall amend its plan consistent with this information and resubmit the 
plan to the appropriate UMTA Regional Office within 90 days of receipt of the disapproval 
letter. 

(b) Each entity revising its plan shall continue to comply with the public participation 
requirements applicable to the initial development of the plan (set out in §37.137 of this part). 

§37.151 Waiver for undue financial burden. 

If compliance with the service criteria of §37.131 of this part creates an undue financial burden, 
an entity may request a waiver from all or some of the provisions if the entity has complied with 
the public participation requirements in §37.137 of this Part and ifthe following conditions 
apply; 

(a) At the time of submission of the initial plan on January 26, 1992, 

(1) The entity detem1ines that it cannot meet all of the service criteria by January 26, 1997; or 

(2) The entity determines that it cannot make measured progress toward compliance in any year 
before full compliance is required. For purposes of this part, measured progress means 
implementing milestones as scheduled, such as incorporating an additional paratransit service 
criterion or improving an aspect of a specific service criterion. 

(b) At the time of its annual plan update submission, if the entity believes that circumstances 
have changed since its last submission, and it is no longer able to comply by January 26, 1997, or 
make measured progress in any year before 1997, as described in paragraph (a)(2) of this section. 

§37.153 illv1T A waiver detennination. 

(a) The Administrator will detennine whether to grant a waiver for undue financial burden on a 
case-by-case basis, after considering the factors identified in §3 7 .155 of this part and the 
information accompanying the request. If necessary, the Administrator will return the application 
with a request for additional infonnation. 



(b) Any waiver granted will be for a limited and specified period of time. 

(c) If the Administrator grants the applicant a waiver, the Administrator will do one of the 
following: 

(1) Require the public entity to provide complementary paratransit to the extent it can do so 
without incurring an undue financial burden. The entity shall make changes in its plan that the 
Administrator detennines are appropriate to maximize the complementaiy paratransit service that 
is provided to ADA paratransit eligible individuals. When making changes to its plan, the entity 
shall use the public participation process specified for plan development and shall consider first a 
reduction in number of trips provided to each ADA paratransit eligible person per month, while 
attempting to meet all other service criteria. 

(2) Require the pubic entity to provide basic complementary paratransit services to all ADA 
paratransit eligible individuals, even if doing so would cause the public entity to incur an undue 
financial burden. Basic complementary paratransit service shall include at least complementary 
paratransit service in corridors defined as provided in §37.131(a) along the public entity's key 
routes during core service hours. 

(i) For purposes of this section, key routes are defined as routes along which there is service at 
least hourly throughout the day. 

(ii) For purposes of this section, core service hours encompass at least peak periods, as these 
periods are defined locally for fixed route service, consistent with industry practice. 

(3) If the Administrator determines that the public entity will incur an undue financial burden as 
the result of providing basic complementary paratransit service, such that it is infeasible for the 
entity to provide basic complementmy paratransit service, the Administrator shall require the 
public entity to coordinate with other available providers of demand responsive service in the 
area served by the public entity to maximize the service to ADA paratransit eligible individuals 
to the maximum extent feasible . 

§37.155 Factors in decision to grant an undue financial burden waiver. 

(a) In making an undue financial burden deten11ination, the UMTA Administrator will consider 
the following factors : 

(1) Effects on cun-ent fixed route service, including reallocation of accessible fixed route vehicles 
and potential reduction in service, measured by service miles; 

(2) Average number of trips made by the entity's general population, on a per capita basis, 
compared with the average number of trips to be made by registered ADA paratransit eligible 
persons, on a per capita basis. 

(3) Reductions in other services, including other special services; 

( 4) Increases in fares; 



(5) Resources available to implement complementary paratransit service over the period covered 
by the plan. 

(6) Percentage of budget needed to implement the plan, both as a percentage of operating budget 
and a percentage of entire budget. 

(7) The current level of accessible service, both fixed route and paratransit; 

(8) Cooperation/coordination among area transportation providers; 

(9) Evidence of increased efficiencies, that have been or could be effectuated, that would benefit 
the level and quality of available resources for complementary paratransit service; and 

(10) Unique circumstances in the submitting entity's area that affect the ability of the entity to 
provide paratransit, that militate against the need to provide paratransit, or in some other respect 
create a circumstance considered exceptional by the submitting entity. 

(b )(1) Costs attributable to complementary paratransit shall be limited to costs of providing 
service specifically required by this part to ADA paratransit eligible individuals, by entities 
responsible under this part for providing such service. (2) If the entity determines that it is 
impracticable to distinguish between trips mandated by the ADA and other trips on a trip-by-trip 
basis, the entity shall attribute to ADA complementary paratransit requirements a percentage of 
its overall paratransit costs. This percentage shall be detennined by a statistically valid 
methodology that determines the percentage of trips that are required by this Part. The entity 
shall submit information concerning its methodology and the data on which its percentage is 
based with its request for a waiver. Only costs attributable to ADA-mandated trips may be 
considered with respect to a request for an undue financial burden waiver. 

(3) Funds to which the entity would be legally entitled, but which, as a matter of state or local 
funding arrangements, are provided to another entity and used by that entity to provide 
paratransit senrice which is part of a coordinated system of paratransit meeting the requirements 
of this Part, may be counted in detern1ining the burden associated with the waiver request. 

SUBPART G - PROVISION OF SERVICE 

§37.161 Maintenance of accessible features - general. 

(a) Public and private entities providing transportation services shall maintain in operative 
condition those features of facilities and vehicles that are required to make the vehicles and 
facilities readily accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities. These features include, 
but are not limited to, lifts and other means of access to vehicles, securement devices, elevators, 
signage and systems to facilitate communications with persons with impaired vision or hearing. ' 

(b) Accessibility features shall be repaired promptly if they are damaged or out of order. When 
an accessibility feature is out of order, the entity shall take reasonable steps to accommodate 
individuals with disabilities who would otherwise use the feature. 



( c) This section does not prohibit isolated or temporary inten-uptions in service or access due to 
maintenance or repairs. 

§3 7.163 Keeping vehicle lifts in operative condition - public entities. 

(a) This section applies only to public entities with respect to lifts in non-rail vehicles. 

(b) The entity shall establish a system of regular and frequent maintenance checks of lifts 
sufficient to dete1111ine if they are operative. 

(c) The entity shall ensure that vehicle operators report to the entity, by the most immediate 
means available, any failure of a lift to operate in service. 

( d) Except as provided in paragraph ( e) of this section, when a lift is discovered to be inoperative, 
the entity shall take the vehicle out of service before the beginning of the vehicle's next service 
day and ensure that the lift is repaired before the vehicle returns to service. 

(e) If there is no spare vehicle available to take the place of a vehicle with an inoperable lift, such 
that taking the vehicle out of service will reduce the transportation service the entity is able to 
provide, the public entity may keep the vehicle in service with an inoperable lift for no more than 
five days (if the entity serves an area of 50,000 or less population) or three days (if the entity 
serves an area of over 50,000 population) from the day on which the lift is discovered to be 
inoperative. 

(f) In any case in which a vehicle is operating on a fixed route with an inoperative lift, and the 
headway to the next accessible vehicle on the route exceeds 30 minutes, the entity shall promptly 
provide alternative transportation to individuals with disabilities who are unable to use the 
vehicle because its lift does not work. 

§ 3 7 .165 Lift and securement use. 

(a) This section applies to public and private entities. 

(b) All common wheelchairs and their users shall be transported in the entity's vehicles or other 
conveyances. The entity is not required to permit wheelchairs to ride in places other than 
designated securement locations in the vehicle, where such locations exist. 

(c) (1) For vehicles complying with Part 38 of this title, the entity shall use the securement 
system to secure wheelchairs as provided in that Part. 

(2) For other vehicles transporting individuals who use wheelchairs, the entity shall provide and 
use a securement system to ensure that the wheelchair remains within the securement area. 

(3) The entity may require that an individual pennit his or her wheelchair to be secured. 

( d) The entity may not deny transportation to a wheelchair or its user on the ground that the 
device cannot be secured or restrained satisfactorily by the vehicle's securement system. 



(e) The entity may recommend to a user of a wheelchair that the individual transfer to a vehicle 
seat. The entity may not require the individual to transfer. 

(f) Where necessary or upon request, the entity's personnel shall assist individuals with 
disabilities with the use of securement systems, ramps and lifts. If it is necessary for the 
persom1el to leave their seats to provide this assistance, they shall do so. 

(g) The entity shall permit individuals with disabilities who do not use wheelchairs, including 
standees, to use a vehicle's lift or ramp to enter the vehicle. Provided that an entity is not required 
to pennit such individuals to use a lift Model 141 manufactured by EEC, Inc. If the entity 
chooses not to allow such individuals to use such a lift, it shall clearly notify consumers of this 
fact by signage on the exterior of the vehicle (adjacent to and of equivalent size with the 
accessibility symbol). 

§3 7 .167 Other service requirements 

(a) This section applies to public and private entities. 

(b) On fixed route systems, the entity shall announce stops as follows: 

(1) The entity shall announce at least at transfer points with other fixed routes, other major 
intersections and destination points, and intervals along a route sufficient to permit individuals 
with visual impainnents or other disabilities to be oriented to their location. 

(2) The entity shall announce any stop on request of an individual with a disability. 

(c) Where vehicles or other conveyances for more than one route serve the same stop, the entity 
shall provide a means by which an individual with a visual impairment or other disability can 
identify the proper vehicle to enter or be identified to the vehicle operator as a person seeking a 
ride on a particular route. 

( d) The entity shall pennit service animals to accompany individuals with disabilities in vehicles 
and facilities. 

(e) The entity shall ensure that vehicle operators and other personnel make use of accessibility
related equipment or features required by Part 38 of this title. 

(f) The entity shall make available to individuals with disabilities adequate information 
concerning transportation services. This obligation includes making adequate communications 
capacity available, through accessible formats and technology, to enable users to obtain 
infonnation and schedule service. 

(g) The entity shall not refuse to pem1it a passenger who uses a lift to disembark from a vehicle 
at any designated stop, unless the lift cmmot be deployed, the lift will be damaged if it is 
deployed, or temporary conditions at the stop, not under the control of the entity, preclude the 
safe use of the stop by all passengers. 



(h) The entity shall not prohibit an individual with a disability from traveling with a respirator or 
portable oxygen supply, consistent with applicable Depmiment of Transpo1iation rules on the 
transportation of hazardous materials. 

(i) The entity shall ensure that adequate time is provided to allow individuals with disabilities to 
complete boarding or disembarking from the vehicle. 

U)(l) When an individual with a disability enters a 

vehicle, and because of a disability, the individual needs to sit in a seat or occupy a wheelchair 
securement location, the entity shall ask the following persion to move in order to allow the 
individual with a disability to occupy the seat or securement location: 

(i) Individuals, except other individuals with a disability or elderly persons, sitting in a location 
designated as priority seating for elderly and handicapped persons (or other seat as necessary); 

(ii) Individuals sitting in or a fold-down or other movable seat in a wheelchair securement 
location. 

(2) This requirement applies to light rail, rapid rail, and commuter rail systems only to the extent 
practicable. 

(3) The entity is not required to enforce the request that other passengers move from priority 
seating areas or wheelchair securement locations. 

( 4) In all signage designating priority seating areas for elderly persons or persons with 
disabilities, or designating wheelchair securement areas, the entity shall include language 
info1ming persons siting in these locations that they should comply with requests by transit 
provider personnel to vacate their seats to make room for an individual with a disability. This 
requirement applies to all fixed route vehicles when they are acquired by the entity or to new or 
replacement signage in the entity's existing fixed route vehicles. 

§37.169 Interim requirements for over-the-road bus service operated by private entities. 

(a) Private entities operating over-the-road buses, in addition to compliance with other applicable 
provisions of this Pa1i, shall provide accessible service as provided in this section. 

(b) The private entity shall provide assistance, as needed, to individuals with disabilities in 
boarding and disembarking, including moving to and from the bus seat for the purpose of 
boarding and disembarking. The private entity shall ensure that personnel are trained to provide 
this assistance safely and appropriately. 

( c) To the extent that they can be accommodated in the areas of the passenger compartment 
provided for passengers' personal effects, wheelchairs or other mobility aids and assistive devices 
used by individuals with disabilities, or components of such devices, shall be permitted in the 
passenger compmiment. When the bus is at rest at a stop, the driver or other personnel shall 
assist individuals with disabilities with the stowage and retrieval of mobility aids, assistive 
devices, or other items that can be accommodated in the passenger compartment of the bus. 



(d) Wheelchairs and other mobility aids or assistive devices that cannot be accommodated in the 
passenger compartment (including electric wheelchairs ) shall be accommodated in the baggage 
compa1iment of the bus, unless the size of the baggage compartment prevents such 
accommodation. 

(e) At any given stop, individuals with disabilities shall have the opportunity to have their 
wheelchairs or other mobility aids or assistive devices stowed in the baggage compaiiment 
before other baggage or cargo is loaded, but baggage or cargo already on the bus does not have to 
be off-loaded in order to make room for such devices. 

(f) The entity may require up to 48 hours' advance notice only for providing boarding assistance. 
If the individual does not provide such notice, the entity shall nonetheless provide the service if it 
can do so by making a reasonable effort, without delaying the bus service. 

§37.171 Equivalency requirement for demand responsive service operated by private entities not 
Primarily engaged in the business of transporting people. 

A private entity not primarily engaged in the business of transporting people which operates a 
demand responsive system shall ensure that its system, when viewed in its entirety, provides 
equivalent service to individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, as 
it does to individuals without disabilities. The standards of §37.105 shall be used to determine if 
the entity is providing equivalent service. 

§37.173 Training 

Each public or private entity which operates a fixed route or demand responsive system shall 
ensure that personnel are trained to proficiency, as appropriate to their duties, so that they operate 
vehicles and equipment safely and properly assist and treat individuals with disabilities who use 
the service in a respectful and comieous way, with appropriate attention to the differences among 
individuals with disabilities. 

APPENDIX A TO PART 37 - Standards for Accessible Transportation Facilities 

APPENDIX B TO PART 37 - UMTA REGIONAL OFFICES 

Region I 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

206 Federal Plaza 

Suite 2940 

New York, NY 10278 

Region II 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 



Transportation Systems Center 

Kendall Square 

55 Broadway 

Suite 921 

Cambridge, MA 02142 

Region III 

841 Chestnut Street 

Suite 714 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 

Region IV 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

Suite 400 

Atlanta, GA 30309 

Region V 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

55 East Monroe Street 

Room 1415 

Chicago, IL 60603 

Region VI 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

819 Taylor Street 

Suite 9A32 

Ft. Wo1ih, TX 76102 

Region VII 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

6301 Rockville Road 



Suite 303 

Kansas City, MS 64131 

Region VIII 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

Federal Office Building 

1961 Stout Street, 5th Floor 

Denver, CO 80294 

Region IX 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

211 Main Street, Room 1160 

San Francisco, CA 94105 

RegionX 

Urban Mass Transportation Administration 

3142 Federal Building 

915 Second Avenue 

Seattle, WA 9817 4 

APPENDIX C TO PART 37- CERTIFICATIONS 

Certification of Equivalent Service 

The certifies that its 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

(name of agency) 

demand responsive service offered to individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use 
wheelchairs, is equivalent to the level and quality of service offered to individuals without 
disabilities. Such service, when viewed in its entirety, is provided in the most integrated setting 
feasible and is equivalent with respect to: 

(1) Response time; 

(2) Fares; 

(3) Geographic service area; 

( 4) Hours and days of service; 



(5) Restrictions on trip purpose; 

( 6) Availability of infonnation and reservation 

capability; and 

(7) Constraints on capacity or service availability. 

In accordance with 49 CFR 37.27, public entities operating demand responsive systems for the 
general public which receive financial assistance under sections 16(b)(2) or 18 of the Urban 
Mass Transportation Act) must file this certification with the appropriate state program office 
before procuring any inaccessible vehicle. Such public entities not receiving UMTA funds shall 
also file the certification with the appropriate state program office. Such public entities receiving 
UMTA funds under any other section of the UMT Act must file the certification with the 
appropriate UMTA regional office. This cetiification is valid for no longer than one yearfrom its 
date of filing. 

(name of authorized official) (signature) 

(title) (date) 

MPO Certification of Paratransit Plan 

The (name of Metropolitan Planning Organization) hereby certifies that it has reviewed the ADA 
paratransit plan prepared by (name of submitting entity (ies)) as required under 49 CFR 37. 
139(h) and finds it to be in conformance with the transportation plan developed under 49 CFR 
part 613 and 23 CFR part 450 (the UMTNFHWA joint planning regulation). This ce1iification is 
valid for one year. 

signature 

name of authorized official 

title 

date 

Existing Paratransit Service Survey 



This is to certify that (name of public entity (ies)) has conducted a survey of existing para transit 
services as required by 49 CFR 37.137 (a). 

signature 

name of authorized official 

title 

date 

Included Service Certification 

This is to certify that service provided by other entities but included in the ADA paratransit plan 
submitted by (name of submitting entity (ies)) meets the requirements of 49 CFR pari 3 7 subpart 
F providing that ADA eligible individuals have access to the service; the service is provided in 
the manner represented; and, that efforts will be made to coordinate the provision of paratransit 
service offered by other providers. 

signature 

name of authorized official 

title 

date 

Joint Plan Certification I 

This is to ce1iify that (name of entity covered by joint plan) is committed to providing ADA 
paratransit service as part of this coordinated plan and in confonnance with the requirements of 
49 CFR part 37 subpaii F. 



signature 

name of authorized official 

title 

date 

Joint Plan Certification II 

This is to certify that (name of entity covered by joint plan) will, in accordance with 49 CFR 
37.141, maintain current levels ofparatransit service until the coordinated plan goes into effect. 

signature 

name of authorized official 

title 

date 

State Certification that Plans have been Received 

This is to certify that all ADA paratransit plans required under 49 CFR 37.139 have been 
received by (state DOT) _____ _ 

signature 

name of authorized official 



CTAC Special Subcommittee Meeting: 

Integration ol Jitnev service with MDT 

Main Issues: 

111 NW 1st Street 18th Floor Conference Room l18~ 101 

3:00 PM 

Thursday, Mav 10, 2001 

1. Normau Wartman: "Problem providing adequate transit transportation i11 Miami-Dade 
County. There are not euough buses to go around, a lot of areas that are not served and a lot 
of areas that are under served. The idea is to find a way to bring the existing Jitneys and 
additional new companies and allow them to expand and fill tlte gaps. 9

' 

This comment has to be documented based on a study or measurable facts. According to MDT, 
they are providing a good service. This is an area that the MPO can not enter into discussion, but 
can help by coordinating with MDT which areas they consider need complimentary service or 
which areas are not served by MDT that could be served by jitneys. 

2. Norman Wartman: ''Allow them to feed to a11d from the existing main-haul transit routes, 
1Wetrorail, M etromover. 11 

The main issue regarding this alternative is to create a transfer system that can be used by both 
(MDT and jitneys) without increasing the fare for the passengers. This is not an easy task. A 
potential alternative to solve this issue is allowing jitneys to get a larger part of the fare and for 
MDT, get the jitney's mileage and passengers for incorporating them into the Section 15 Report. 

3. Norman Wartman: "C11rre11tly, there are currently 500 buses 011 the road (wl 20% in 
reserve) which is the same 11umber since the 70s." 

FT A standard requires 80% of the fleet in service, 10% spare and 10%, in maintenance. 

4. Norman 1f'artman: "Assign a senior MPO Staff person to coordinate tit is review and tlte 
options and to help start up the program." 



Mr. Jose-Luis Mesa, MPO Director will consider this option if needed. 

5. ,"11ac Glasgow: ''Vehicles used in public tra1tsportatio11 must be fully accessible, if they are 
going to provide governmental services. Suggest that the first thing to do is to get a legal 
opinion on this issue." 

A legal opinion is in process. However, as I understand, jitney is a transportation mode that is 
regulated by a governmental entity, but is not part of the government. Therefore, they are not 
required to comply with ADA. They operate like the taxi industry. Jitneys do not provide service 
as STS and are not regulated by FTA. Additionally, regarding the equipment, FTA's regulation 
requires full accessibility when vehicles used for public transportation has a capacity over 22 
passengers. This is the reason why jitneys are usually no more than 15-18 passengers van. In 
Puerto Rico, due to the popularity of this service there are minibuses specially built under FTA's 
requirement to provide jitney's services. 

6. Gayle Krause, ADA Office: "it does not matter whether a company is federally funded, the 
ADA requirement still applies." 

If that is the case why taxis and jitneys are not handicap accessible? FTA's regulation provides 
for special cases. 

7. Danny Alvarez: "the regulations today allow for Jit11eys to exist and they are exempt from 
ADA requirements and could run a route in an unserved or under served area of the county ( 
e.g. Krome Avenue). The minute that the county allows the Jitneys to provide the service tltat 
MDT is currently providing, whether it is an i11vestme11t or a compliment, they must comply 
with rule 1490 of the State Statutes. Also must comply with respect to training, system safety, 
etc.'' 

I have tried to get a copy of the above refen-ed Rule 1490, unsuccessfully. Therefore, I don't have 
any grounds to respond to this issue. The Consumer Services Department regulates the operation 
of the jitneys in Miami-Dade and actually there are jitney's routes that share MDT routes. 

8. Danny Alvarez: "It goes beyond the local regulatory issues. In fact, under certain 
circumstances MDT can contract witlt the private sector at no cost to the county (limited 
certificate of transportation) Jitneys are exempt from the ADA only in a certain environment, 
however, the minute that you allow them to basically provide the service that MDT is currently 
providing, they have to comply with all of the requirements that MDT has to comply with 
regardless if they are subsidized." 

Jitneys are ADA's exempt without restrictions, unless there is a local or state regulation that 
establish a requirement in this regard. Definitely, it's important to obtain a copy of Rule 1490. If 



that is the case, jitneys would not operate in any place. In Puerto Rico, jitneys are not requiresd 
to comply with ADA unless go over a ce1tain seating capacity, as indicated before. Additionally, 
they provide service along transit routes without comply with the federal requirements that 
applies to transit. 

9. Sheila Rushton: "A Jitney applicant will seek a route that they thiuk they are interested in 
operating. They will work with the MDT in terms of reviewing the route to asses whether it 
conflicts with the code provisions. If there is no conflict with this provision then the applicant 
has to complete all of the documentation. Issue notices to municipalities and there are 
opportunities for protest. When the application is completed it goes to the County Commission. 
Process takes usually sl\: months. Consumer Services Department is currently in the process 
of amending the entire section of the Code: Passenger Motor Carriers, which includes Jitneys. 
Part of the process is to streamline and enhance standards. Make it more of an administrative 
process rather titan all of the noticing that is currently required. There are 12 certificates 
(Jitneys) currently.'' 

If the CSD is in the process of amending the entire code, they should consider to provide 
certificates only to potential jitney owners that will work the vehicle. Actually, there are only 12 
ce1iificates and individuals are making a business out of this. Regarding permitting, jitneys 
should be operated like taxis. There are other recommendations that should be later provided. 

10. Danny Alvarez: "The Jitney Service should compliment transit and should not be 
competing with one another. It needs to be done in an orderly fashion so that the number one 
priority (customer!J) do not get injured economically, courtesy, safety or in the point of 
reliability. Bus drivers also do not want to have their livelihood threatened by the private 
sector." 

Bus driver should not be affected. Jitneys will not replace transit services. If a transit route is not 
productive for a bus operation, it could be suitable for jitneys. In this case, the buses and drivers 
servicing that route will be relocated to another route improving the service. With the limited 
transit resources, transit should concentrate in those routes that require better service and 
integrate jitneys in those routes with low ridership. 

11. Da1111y Alvarez: "If an agreement is established to integrate the Jitney service, where ever 
they provide service now becomes a part of where they must provide complimentm)' 
Paratransit Service (STS). This is a Federal requirement." 
STS is a federal requirement for transit providers not for jitneys. STS is an additional service 
provided or contracted by transit companies to comply with ADA requirements, specially in 
those areas that transit services are not adequate. Additionally, many transit companies 
implemented such services to comply ·with ADA because their fleet was not fully ADA 
accessible. In some other cases, transit companies provided that services to cover the service 
area. 



12. Gayle Krause: Quote from 37.23 (under contract) "A private enti(y which purchases or 
leases new, used or re-ma11ufactured vehicles or re-ma11ufacture vehicles for use or 
co11templation of use bt fixed routes, or demand responsive service under contract or ot!ter 
arrangement or any relatio11sh ip with a public entity, sit all acquire accessible vehicles in all 
situations in which the public entity itself would be required to do so" 

Jitneys are self-employers and providers. They don't have any contract or agreement with transit 
companies, they don't receive any payment from any governmental agency, nor even federal 
funds. They are a separate transportation mode, like taxis or water services. The main function of 
the government in jitney services is as a regulatory entity to control the pennitting, operation, 
safety and enforcement of the service. 

13. Alphe Willingham, Tri-Rail Mini Bus: "Definitely would need government compensation 
to share routes or take over routes of MDT so that the private sector would be able to expand 
their operation. 30% headway percentage should be changed." 

Jitneys should not receive goverrunent compensation (local, state or federal), if so, they have to 
comply with all federal, state and local requirements. Actually, MDT is responsible for this 
service. If jitneys are allowed to operate in some areas that they are not actually serving should 
be on their own risk. This is the beauty about jitneys. They provide service without affecting 
existing budgetary sources. MDT should keep the control regarding the areas to be served to 
avoid duplicity. 

14. Danny Alvarez: "Whatever analysis that is done on any recommendation needs to include, 
on the private side, what would be the cost of their investment and on MD T's side, the fiscal 
impact. While there may not be a direct subsidy, when the duplication level is increased from 
30 to 50 percent, and a Jitney shows up picks up customers, that's a $1.25 that's being taken 
from MDT." 

Duplication of service is not an option. Integration of services is the key word. Transit should 
consider to re-evaluate their service area by concentrating in those routes that have the potential 
of growth to maximize resources (drivers and vehicles), improve frequencies and increase 
ridership, allowing jitneys to operate in other areas that can be profitable for their type of 
operation. This is not a given, a lot of work should be done before taking the next step. 



DRAFT 
June 2001 

MiamiMDade Transit 

Concept for Public/Private Partnership 
To Expand Transit Services 

The ability to finance an expansion of the Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) system, including 
its bus component, has not kept up with the growth of the County's population and the 
expansion of urban and suburban development. The demand for service to areas 
without service and for increased service on existing over-crowded routes has not been 
able to be met because of the lack transit funding. 

Although there is limited private sector transit service available in niche markets in the 
County, the mechanisms to expand such service is limited. Therefore, a new approach 
is being sought which will provide additional transit service to the public, which would be 
attractive to the private sector, and which would not impinge upon the limited resources 
of MDT. 

The concept proposed is for a demonstration project to contract with private sector 
transportation providers at no direct cost to the County. Because this concept is in an 
early stage of development, all aspects of the concept are open for discussion. MDT is 
seeking input from all interested parties with respect to the form and details of this 
demonstration. Whatever the outcome, the details of the demonstration must maintain 
1. A zero direct cost to the County; and 2. Must abide by all provisions of County Code, 
and MOT's Collective Bargaining Agreement with the Transport Workers' Union while 
providing new and/or expanded transit service to our customers. 

Elements of the demonstration and possible alternatives are set forth below: 

• Eligible private sector providers: Any transportation provider currently holding a 
Passenger Motor Carrier certificate or any provider who can obtain such a certificate 
as part this demonstration. 

• Routes: There should be at least two routes, preferably more, in different parts of 
the County. At least one should demonstrate how private sector transportation can 
alleviate over-crowding on existing Metrobus routes without impinging on 
ridership/revenue; and at least one route should demonstrate how private sector 
transportation can provide service where there is little or no MDT bus service. 
Provisions shall be made for route adjustments. 



• Seryice: All scheduled service must be provided. Schedules may be provided for 
service as demand warrants. If no schedule is provided for all or part of a day, then 
the contractor shall provide service at least every 1 O minutes. The span of service 
shall be negotiated. Provisions shall be made schedule adjustments. The provider 
must have enough equipment and operators to provide the service and back-up 
equipment and drivers to account for breakdwons, sick calls, etc. In peak periods, 
there must be enough service to prevent over-crowded buses and pass-ups. Where 
appropriate, contracted service will use assigned bus bays at MDT terminals and 
Metrorail stations. 

• Vehicles: The vehicles must be of a size to be consisent with the service standards ----
outlined in the previous paragraph. Options for procuring vehicles include purchase, 
lease, or having MDT provide the vehicles. All vehicles must meet ADA 
requirements for handcapped access. 

• Maintenance: The vehicles must be maintained at the contractor's expense to avoid 
missing service. If and as negotiated, contractor vehicles may obtain fuel at the 
same price at which MDT obtains fuel and perhaps at MDT facilities. If the vehicles 
are to be MDT-provided, they must be maintained to the manufacturer's standards. 
Vehicles must be permitted and drivers must be licensed as detailed in the County 
Code. 

• Insurance: Vehicles must be insured to the standards stated in the County Code. If 
the vehicles are to be MDT-provided, the cost of insurance can be negoatiate. 

• Fares: To be collected by the private sector operator and retained to cover 
expenses and profits. What media are accepted is negotiable. 

• Administration: The cost to process certificates and have vehicles inspected for 
safety by the Consumer Service Department shall be borne provider. The cost to 
administer the County's contract with the private provider, including maintenance 
inspections, will be borne my MDT. Contractor shall provide NTDB (Section 15) data 
as required by federal regulations at the expense of the contractor. Other costs, as 
suggested in the preceding paragraphs, are to be negotiated. 

• Marketing: Marketing of new contracted routes shall be the sole responsibility of the 
contractor. MDT will. however, include such contracted routes on its published 
transit map and will provide route and schedule information on those routes when 
customers call MDT Transit Information. 

The next steps in developing this concept are to meet with all interested parties to 
receive input and to refine elements of this concept. When agreement is reached on the 
concept elements, MDT will issue a Request for Proposal. Proposals will be evaluated 
based on what is best for the County, and, a contract will be awarded to implement 
service. 



DRAFT 

Miami-Dade Transit 

Concept for Public/Private Partnership 
To Expand Transit Services 

The ability to finance an expansion of the Miami-Dade Transit (MDn system, including 
its bus component, has not kept up with the growth of the County's population and the 
expansion of urban and suburban development. The demand for service to areas 
without service and for increased service on existing over-crowded routes has not been 
able to be met because of the lack transit funding. 

Although there is limited private sector transit service available in niche markets in the 
County, the mechanisms to expand such service is limited. Therefore, a new approach 
is being sought which will provide additional transit service to the public, which would be 
attractive to the private sector, and which would not impinge upon the limited resources 
of MDT. 

The concept proposed is for a demonstration project to contract with private sector 
transportation providers at no direct cost to the County. Because this concept is in an 
early stage of development, all aspects of the concept are open for discussion. MDT is 
seeking input from all interested parties with respect to the fonn and details of this 
demonstration. Whatever the outcome, the details of the demonstration must maintain 
1. A zero direct cost to the County; and 2. Must abide by all provisions of County Code, 
and MOT's Collective Bargaining Agreement with the Transport Workers' Union while 
providing new and/or expanded transit service to our customers. 

Elements of the demonstration and possible alternatives are set forth below: 

• Eligible private sector providers: Any transportation provider currently holding a 
Passenger Motor Carrier certificate or any provider who can obtain such a certificate 
as part this demonstration. 

• Routes: There should be at least two routes, preferably more, in different parts of 
the County. At least one should demonstrate how private sector transportation can 
alleviate over-crowding on existing Metrobus routes without impinging on 
ridership/revenue; and at least one route should demonstrate how private sector 
transportation can provide service where there is little or no MDT bus service. 
Provisions shall be made for route adjustments. 



• Service: All scheduled service must be provided. Schedules may be provided for 
service as demand warrants. If no schedule is provided for all or part of a day, then 
the contractor shall provide service at least every 10 minutes. The span of service 
shall be negotiated. Provisions shall be made schedule adjustments. The provider 
must have enough equipment and operators to provide the service and back-up 
equipment and drivers to acoount for breakdwons, sick calls, etc. In peak periods, 
there must be enough service to prevent over-crowded buses and pass-ups. Where 
appropriate, contracted service will use assigned bus bays at MDT terminals and 
Metrorail stations. 

• Vehicles: The vehicles must be of a size to be consisent with the service standards 
outlined in the previous paragraph. Options for procuring vehicles include purchase, 
lease, or having MDT provide. the vehicles. All vehicles must meet ADA 
requirements for handcapped access. 

• Maintenance: The vehicles must be maintained at the contractor's expense to avoid 
missing service. If and as negotiated, contractor vehicles may obtain fuel at the 
same price at which MDT obtains fuel and perhaps at MDT facilities. If the vehicles 
are to be MDT-provided, they must be maintained to the manufacturer's standards. 
Vehicles must be permitted and drivers must be licensed as detailed in the County 
Code. 

• Insurance: Vehicles must be insured to the standards stated in the County Code. If 
the vehides are to be MDT:provided, the cost of insurance can be negoatiate. 

• Fares: To be collected by the private sector operator and retained to cover 
expenses and profits. What media are accepted is negotiable. 

• Administration: The cost to process certificates and have vehicles inspected for 
safety by the Consumer Service Department shall be borne provider. The cost to 
administer the County's contract with the private provider, including maintenance 
inspections, will be borne my MDT. Contractor shall provide NTDB (Section 15) data 
as required by federal regulations at the expense of the contractor. Other costs, as 
suggested in the preceding paragraphs, are to be negotiated. 

• Marketing: Marketing of new contracted routes shall be the sole responsibility of the 
contractor. MDT will, however, include such contracted routes on its published 
transit map and will provide route and schedule information on those routes when 
customers call MDT Transit Information. 

The next steps in developing this concept are to meet with all interested parties to 
receive input and to refine elements of this concept. When agreement is reached on the 
concept elements, MDT will issue a Request.for Proposal. Proposals will be evaluated 
based on what is best for the County, and, a contract will be awarded to implement 
service. 



DRAFT 

Miami-Dade Transit 

Concept for Public/Private Partnership 
To Expand Transit Services 

The ability to finance an expansion of the Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) system, including 
its bus component, has not kept up with the growth of the County's population and the 
expansion of urban and suburban development. The demand for service to areas 
without service and for increased service on existing over-crowded routes has not been 
able to be met because of the lack transit funding. 

Although there is limited private sector transit service available in niche markets in the 
County, the mechanisms to expand such service is limited. Therefore, a new approach 
is being sought which will provide additional transit service to the public, which would be 
attractive to the private sector, and which would not impinge upon the limited resources 
of MDT. 

The concept proposed is for a demonstration project to contract with private sector 
transportation providers at no direct cost to the County. Because this concept is in an 
early stage of development, all aspects of the concept are open for discussion. MDT is 
seeking input from all interested parties with respect to the form and details of this 
demonstration. Whatever the outcome, the details of the demonstration must maintain 
1. A zero direct cost to the County; and 2. Must abide by all provisions of County Code, 
and MOT's Collective Bargaining Agreement with the Transport Workers' Union while 
providing new and/or expanded transit service to our customers. 

Elements of the demonstration and possible alternatives are set forth below: 

• Eligible private sector providers: Any transportation provider currently holding a 
Passenger Motor Carrier certificate or any provider who can obtain such a certificate 
as part this demonstration. 

• Routes: There should be at least two routes, preferably more, in different parts of 
the County. At least one should demonstrate how private sector transportation can 
alleviate over-crowding on existing Metrobus routes without impinging on 
ridership/revenue; and at least one route should demonstrate how private sector 
transportation can provide service where there is little or no MDT bus service. 
Provisions shall be made for route adjustments. 



• Service: All scheduled service must be provided. Schedules may be provided for 
service as demand warrants. If no schedule is provided for all or part of a day, then 
the contractor shall provide service at least every 10 minutes. The span of service 
shall be negotiated. Provisions shall be made schedule adjustments. The provider 
must have enough equipment and operators to provide the service and back-up 
equipment and drivers to acoount for breakdwons, sick calls, etc. In peak periods, 
there must be enough service to prevent over-crowded buses and pass-ups. Where 
appropriate, contracted service will use assigned bus bays at MDT terminals and 
Metrorail stations. 

• Vehicles: The vehicles must be of a size to be consisent with the service standards 
outlined in the previous paragraph. Options for procuring vehicles include purchase, 
lease, or having MDT provide the vehicles. All vehicles must meet ADA 
requirements for handcapped access. 

• Maintenance: The vehicles must be maintained at the contractor's expense to avoid 
missing service. If and as negotiated, contractor vehicles may obtain fuel at the 
same price at which MDT obtains fuel and perhaps at MDT facilities. If the vehicles 
are to be MDT-provided, they must be maintained to the manufacturer's standards. 
Vehicles must be permitted and drivers must be licensed as detailed in the County 
Code. 

• Insurance: Vehicles must be insured to the standards stated in the County Code. If 
the vehides are to be MDT-provided, the cost of insurance can be negoatiate. 

• Fares: To be collected by the private sector operator and retained to cover 
expenses and profits. What media are accepted is negotiable. 

• Administration: The cost to process certificates and have vehicles inspected for 
safety by the Consumer Service Department shall be borne provider. The cost to 
administer the County's contract with the private provider, including maintenance 
inspections, will be borne my MDT. Contractor shall provide NTDB (Section 15) data 
as required by federal regulations at the expense of the contractor. Other costs, as 
suggested in the preceding paragraphs, are to be negotiated. 

• Marketing: Marketing of new contracted routes shall be the sole responsibility of the 
contractor. MDT will, however, include such contracted routes on its published 
transit map and will provide route and schedule information on those routes when 
customers call MDT Transit Information. 

The next steps in developing this concept are to meet with all interested parties to 
receive input and to refine elements of this concept. When agreement is reached on the 
concept elements, MDT will issue a Request.for Proposal. Proposals will be evaluated 
based on what is best for the County, and, a contract will be awarded to implement 
service. 



Miami-Dade County 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

Comments regarding the draft prepared by MDT on a 
"Concept for Public/Private Partnership 

to Expand Transit Services" 
June 2001 

I. GENERAL COMMENTS: 

1. The proposed concept is different to the one discussed at: the MPO Subcommittee meetings 
and supported by CTAC. 

2. The proposed concept is based on a subcontraCt: with MDT. 
3. It is not clear that in the public/private partnership, MDT provides the vehicles at no c~arge to 

the operators and the private sector providesth¢pperation and maintenance of the vehicles, · or 
if the private company Will provide the vehicles .and ·the operation. 

4. Although the proposed plan is at "no direct cost to 'the county'', the federal and state funds 
used for the purchasing of vehicles, if this is the .cas'e, may jeopardize transit operations. 

5. Basically, the proposed pla.n:is an extensionofMDT·seryices. 
6. This approach will allowjitneys .·and bus service providers to participate in the demonstration 

project.Jitney companies have to-compete with bigger companies. 
7. If the vehicles are orovided by MDT, private sector has to comply with federal and state 

requirements. 
8. There is no incentive for private operators to succeed in this demonstration project. 
9. The proposed service is basically controlled by government. The government's approach is to 

provide service and cost is not a main factor. For private operators, service is an important 
factor, but profit is their ultimate goal. This implies that they have to maximize profit and 
minimize capital and operating costs. 

II . DETAILED COMMENTS: 

1. "Whatever the outcome, the details of the demonstration must maintain I. A zero direct cost 
to the County; and 2. Must abide by all provisfons of County Code, and MD T's Collective 
Bargaining Agreement with the Transport Workers' Union while providing new and/or 
expanded transit service to our customers. " 

a. Zero direct cost to the county is relative, because federal or state funds usually require 
matching funds, unless state funds are using as matching funds or state provides 100% 
funding for the purchase of equipment. 



b. Are there indirect costs that could be paid by the county? 
c. Does the Transport Worker's Union get involved in all this process? 
d. What would be the participation of the union? In the past, the union has been against this 

type of project. 

2. "Eligible private sector providers: Any transportation provider currently holding a 
Passenger Motor Carrier certificate or any provider who can obtain such a certificate as part 
this demonstration. " 

a. For a demonstration project, is better to have only one provider with a current Passenger 
Motor Carrier Certificate. 

b. For a long term project, the door should be open to any individual that may apply for a 
certificate of transportation. 

3 . "Routes: There should be at least two routes, preferably more1 in different parts of the 
County. At least one should demonstrate how private sector transportation can alleviate 
over-crowding on existing Metrobus routes without impinging on ridership/revenue; and at 
least one route should demonstrate how private sector transportation can provide service 
where there is little or no MDT bus service. Provisions shall be made for route adjustments. " 

a . Providing contracting services in well-served routes will reduce MDT farebox revenues. To 
alleviate over--crowding routes, MDT should provide' more service with articulated or regular buses 
within the overcrowded routes. 

b . MDT should reduce service in areas that are not suitable for regrilar buses. These are the areas that 
should be given to private sector. 

4. "Service: All scheduled service must beprovided Schedules may be provided for service as 
demand warrants. If no schedule is provided for all or part of a day, then the contractor shall 
provide service at least every 10 minutes. The span of service shall be negotiated Provisions 
shall be made schedule adjustments. The provider must have enough equipment and operators 
to provide the service and back-up equipment and drivers to account for breakdwons, sick 
calls, etc. In peak periods, there must be enough service to prevent overcrowded buses and 
pass-ups. Where appropriate, contracted service will use assigned bus bays at MDT terminals 
and Metrorail stations. " 

a. If MDT does not provide I 0 minutes headway in the areas to be served by private sector, How they 
can request and impose that service (10 minutes headway)? 

b . Clarification is required in this aspect, because if the private company provides the vehicles, then it 
is a totally different scenario that if MDT provides the vehicles. 

c . MDT should make schedule adjustments to let the private company to provide full service in areas 
and routes that are not appropriate for MDT service. 

5. "Vehicles: The vehicles must be of a size to be consistent with the service standards outlined 
in the previous paragraph. Options for procuring vehicles include purchase, lease, or having 
MDT provide the vehicles. All vehicles must meet ADA requirements for handicapped 
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access." 

a. The size of the vehicle must be detennined by the provider, according to the ridership and physical 
characteristics of the routes to be served. 

b. Regular buses should be maximized by using them in routes with enough patronage. 
c. Based on a pilot or demonstration project no imposition should be made regarding compliance wit11 

ADA, unless the vehicles to be used by the provider are already accessible. 

6. "Maintenance: The vehicles must be maintained at the contractor's expense to avoid missing 
service. If and as negotiated, contractor vehicles may obtain fuel at the same price at which 
MDT obtains fuel and perhaps at MDT facilities. If the vehicles are to be MDT-provided, 
they must be maintained to the manufacturer's standards. Vehicles must be permitted and 
drivers must be licensed as detailed in the County Code. " 

a. No comments. 

7. "Insurance: Vehicles must be insured to the standards stated in the County Code. If the 
vehicles are to be MDT-provided, the cost of insurance can be negotiated." 

a. No comments. 

8. "Fares: To be collected by the private sector operator and retained to cover expenses and 
profits. What media are,accepted is negotiable. '1 

a. No comments. 

9. "Administration: The cost to process certificates and have vehicles inspected for safety by 
the Consumer Service Department shall be borne provider. The cost to administer the 
County's comract with the private provider, including maintenance inspections, will be borne 
by MDT Contractor .shallprovide N1DB (Section 15) data as required by federal regulations 
at . the expense of the contractor. Other costs, as suggested in the preceding paragraphs, are 
to be negotiated " 

a. Provider should pay for safety inspections. As an incentive, CSD should do it at no charge. 
b. Additionally, provider has to collect Section 15 Data at his own cost for the benefit of MDT. Some 

incentive should be established for the provider or MDT should obtain the data. Tue data is based 
on a sample that has to be statistically correct using a method approved by Fr A. 

10. "Marketing: Marketing «f new contracted routes shall be the sole responsibility of the 
contractor. MDT will, however, include such contracted routes on its published transit map 
and will provide route and schedule information on those routes when customers call MDT 
Transit Information. " 

a. No comments. 
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III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Coordination: 

a. Based on a demonstration project, current companies holding transportation certificates 
may participate in this project. However, CSD should consider individual applications for 
the expansion of transit services into other areas. 

b. CSD should contact all private transportation providers to get their input in the process. 
c. .MPO should lead this effort. 

2. Routes: 

a. MDT should evaluate those routes that are not productive for their operation and establish 
standards to detennine which routes they will be considering for this demonstration 
project. As an example, MDT could define the minimum number of passengers ;per trip. 
Any route under this standard could be placed in a poolof routes for further evaluation. 

b. Allowing private operators in overcrowding routes will create problems with theuni.on:and 
an unfair situation with .MDT at this moment. The idea of the concept is to inte.grate 
private operators to the existing sei:v.ice not to com.pete with them. Therefore, 
recommendation is made to concentrateiirthose routes selectedin the step "a)' before. 

c. At least three routes _should be selected for implementation. 
d. Areas not served by MDTshould also be deteimi.ne<l. 
e. Private operators should provide input at this phase.to include any proposed route that may 

supplement existing transit services. 

3. Service: 

a. Minimum standards for service should be mutually agreed. Private operators are for profit 
· not for. service. 

b. Minimum standards may include service from 5:00 am to 7:00 pm on weekdays, and 
weekend from 6:00 am to 6:00 pm. 

c. Connection to main activity centers and metrorail stations should be coordinated. 
d. Service provided on MDT routes should use existing bus stops. In those areas that service 

is not provided by MDT, operator may stop at any place, taking into consideration all 
safety aspects for the appropriate stop. 

4. Vehicles: 

ivIDT should decide which way to go regarding the vehicles. There are three options: 

a. Vehicles will be provided by the operator: 

l . The operator will use existing vehicles in his fleet. 
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it. Based on the fact, that this is a demonstration project, vehicles do not need to comply 
with ADA, unless the operator has vehicles fully equipped. STS will continue providing 
supplemental service in the selected routes or areas for handicapped customers. 

ni. Regular buses are not recommended because maneuverability of vehicles in residential 
areas to be serviced, appearance, passenger volumes, fuel consumption, etc ... 

iv . Size of the vehicles should be determined by the operator, based on his/her experiences. 

b. Vehicles will be provided by MDT: 

t. If this is the case, it's strongly recommended to use mini-buses or maxi-vans. This will 
allow MDT to add regular buses in other routes that require additional services. 

u. In other cities, collective bargaining agreements do not allow anybody to drive the 
equipment (buses) unless supervisory personnel and workers of the appropriate unit 
(drivers and mechanics). This aspect has to be considered. 

ut. A situation like this should be evaluated in detail for further consequences, regarding 
contract negotiations. 

iv. Drivers provided by private operator will require full training regarding the use of the 
equipment (wheelchair lift). 

c. Combination of"a" and ''b": 

t. If a combination of .options "a" and."b" is decided, recommendation is made that .one 
route use option ·~a,, and other route use option "b". 

u. Both options should not be combined in the same route. 

5. Maintenance: 

a. Private operator should be responsible for the maintenance of the equipment. 
b. If the equipment is provided· by the operator, maintenance should be conducted according 

to his/her standards. However, minimum standards should be required regarding the 
appearance and cleanness of the buses. 

c. If equipment is provided by l\IDT, then maintenance should be conducted according to 
MDT standards. 

d. Additionally to the standards, l\IDT should have a method to verify that the maintenance of 
their equipment has been conducted as appropriate. For example, there are companies 
(labs) that can determine the mechanical condition of the equipment by oil samples. 

e. MDT should take other actions to guarantee the conditions of the buses once the 
demonstration project be finished. For example, additional insurance or cash deposited in a 
separate account for contingencies. 

6. Insurance: 

a. In this regard, Risk Management should be contacted. 
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7. Fares: 

a. Fare should be determined by the operator, but never can be higher than the actual fare . 

8. Administration: 

a. Safety inspection should be conducted by CSD as indicated in the current regulations. 
b. The costs involved in these inspections should be covered by CSD. 
c . MDT should verify that the service is provided as contracted by using checkers along the 

routes. 
d. Section 15 Data should be negotiated with the operator, drivers should be trained in 

collecting the data. 

9. Marketing: 

a. MDT should provide some marketing materials, specially-in those routes to be operated by 
the private sector. Usually, private operators do not have those capabilities. 

b. A marketing plan should be developed to ;promote the new·approach or concept delineated 
in this document. 

10. Other Considerations: 

a. An objective process should be developed to determine the selection of routes/areas for 
servicing and.the companies that will provide the proposed service. 

b . MDT should consider for this demonstration project the implementation of a transfer fare 
system to facilitate the movement of passengers from different modes. 

c. If this demonstration project is a success, How it may affect future contract negotiations. 
In this aspect, considerations should be given to: 
1. Vehicles own by MDT to be operated by private sector. 
ii. A legal opinion should be requested regarding the possible displacement or reduction of 

drivers under Rule 13(c) (Dept. of Labor) . 
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''Smart Jitney Pilot Program'' 
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Smart Jitney Pilot Program Service Proposal 
The Right Direction for Miami-Dade Transit 

Monday, October 22, 2001 

TO: Mr. Jose Luis Mesa, Director 
Metropoliran Planning Organization for the Miami Urbanized Area 
111 N.W. First Street 
Suite 910 
Miami, Florida33128-1999 

:HAWl DEL!£ERED 

We opine that the ultimate goal of our local government is to develop systems that 
stimulate economic development and improve the quality of life in rural, urban and 
suburban areas at a low cost, or no cost, to taxpayers. In order to assist the County in 
satisfying increasing demands in an area with relatively meager and scant service, we are 
willing to offer jitney service at no additional expense to the taxpayer. 

We are proposing the utilization of a. zero subsidy "smart ji1ney" service in on Route 29 
that would cater to Hialeah's transportation needs spurred by an exponential growth rate. 

We will now address each of the elements set forth in your draft in re Concept for 
Public/Private Partnership to Expand Transit Seivices. Please consider our thoughts as we 
attempt to provide you with the information that you have requested. 

1. Eligible private sector providers: Miami Transit Systems, Inc., hereafter referred 
to as the "Company,'' is a Miami-Dade Col.Ulty transportation provider in 
possession of a current Passenger Motor Carrier certificate and has perfected 
proven processes and techniques in its 13-years of service to the area to achieve 
results. 

2. Routes: The Company can provide service on Route 29, an area notoriously 
improfitable for the County. The Company's smart jitneys are designed not to 
compete and rival conventional transit vehicles, but rather to complement and 
supplement the system while providing the County with more cost-effective 
solution to a unique problem. 

3. Service: The Company's transportation infrastructure is equipped and ready to 
meet any and all exigent demands for scheduled service. Further, the Company is 
prepared to double the scheduled service immediately. 

4. Vehicles; The Company's vehicles conform to the County's specifications and 
will meet the required ADA requirements for handicapped access. 

5. Maintenance: All vehicles will be maintained at the Company's expense. 
6. Insurance: All vehicles will be insured in accordance with the 1~ ~~M 

theCountyCode. ;~~,!_SU. f" \~\; 
~~ ~[) 
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7. Fares: The Company will collect an established fare, and will retain the earnings 
to offset operating expenses. 

8. Administration: The costs associated with processing the certificates, as well as 
any and all inspections for safety by the Consl.llller Service Depar1ment, will be 
paid by paid by the Company, The Company is willing to negotiate other costs 
·suggested in the original draft with Miami-Dade Transit. 

9. Risks: The Company accepts all risks inherent in this proposal, and understands 
that the Company may even operate at a deficit eql.Jal to the entire duration of this 
project. Our risks are offset by the Company's ability and preparedness to give 
back to the community that has welcomed us with open arms since our inception. 
Kudos for thls idea goes to County Commissioner Natasha Milian. 

10. Marketing: Marketing of any new contracted routes shall be the responsibility of 
the Company. We are closely associated with JitneyAds.com, a separate Florida 
corporation, whose focus and expertise lies specifically in conceptualizing and 
producing exceptional marketing ideas for mass transit. 

11. Discussion: Let us define "smart jitney." A smart jitney is versatile, adaptable to 
new situations, and adept in solving problems associated with mass transit. The 
advantages to the County are as follows: 

a. The safety and quality of service will be retained. 
b. Public agencies will closely monitor our compliance with the contract. A 

private contractor has every incentive to strive for safety, and improve it 
wherever possible. Safety will remain the number one concem. 

c. By contracting the Company's service, the County will be able to avoid 
costly capital outlays for new buses, equipment, maintenance, radios, and 
dispatchers. This frees the County from having to make large capital 
expenditures in the future, particularly as the state's aging bus fleet needs 
to be replaced. 

d. Private contractors can achieve economy of scale in purchasing, and can 
spread the cost of specialized personnel over an entire area. Government 
has an obligation to provide its services for the lowest possible cost. 
Whenever contracting saves money without compromising safety or 
quality, the County should privatize. 

e. The County obtains a fixed cost for bus service by contracting. In this 
particular case, there is na co~t whatsoC'Ver. Any cost fluctuations or 
unexpected expenses are borne by the contractor. This allows the County 
to remain within the budget1 and provides a realistic estimate for future 
budget costs. 

f. Liability insurance is extremely costly. The Company shall be required to 
provide this insurance, which reduces the County's potential liability for 
lawsuits and settlements. By requiring adequate levels of insurance by the 
Company, the County has greater insurance protection. 

g. Privatization allows the County to maintain directiou and control of the 
route without having to spend precious time on the day to day functions. 
By saving money and reducing administrative burdens, the st.ate can 
devote more precious resources to more pending matters. 
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h. The County risks nothing with privatization of Route 29. If the County 
can provide better services at a lower cost through privatization, this is the 
route to follow. 

i. Transit vouchers or passes for senior citizens will be honored by the 
Company. 

j. Proximity to rail transit enhances the value of residential property and 
increases the opportunity for fostering community and development 
partnerships. 

Conclusion: The Company's goal is to be awarded a contract to implement service on 
Route 29 based on our merits. The Company understands that this pilot project is in its 
infancy, and welcomes any opinion or suggestion that the County may wish to offer to 
reach an accord that is in the best interest of the commuruty. 

Respectfully, 

;2 A~ H p-"-
Rene Gil, President / 
Miami Transit, Inc. 
Rasnick Building 
383 East 1st Avenue 
Hialeah, FL 33010~4807 



Smart Jitney Pilot Program Service Proposal 
The Right Direction for Miami-Dade Transit 

Monday, October 22, 2001 

TO: Mr. Jose Luis Mesa, Director 
Metropolitan Planning Organization for the Miami Urbanized Area 
111 N.W. First Street 
Suite 910 
Miami, Florida 33128-1999 

HAND DELIVERED 

We opine that the ultimate goal of our local government is to develop systems that 
stimulate economic development and improve the quality of life in rural, urban and 
suburban areas at a low cost, or no cost, to taxpayers. In order to assist the County in 
satisfying increasing demands in an area with relatively meager and scant service, we are 
willing to offer jitney service at no additional expense to the taxpayer. 

We are proposing the utilization of a zero subsidy "smart jitney" service in on Route 29 
that would cater to Hialeah's transportation needs spurred by an exponential growth rate. 

We will now address each of the elements set forth in your draft in re Concept for 
Public/Private Partnership to Expand Transit Services. Please consider our thoughts as we 
attempt to provide you with the information that you have requested. 

1. Eligible private sector providers: Miami Transit Systems, Inc., hereafter referred 
to as the "Company," is a Miami-Dade County transportation provider in 
possession of a current Passenger Motor Carrier certificate and has perfected 
proven processes and techniques in its 13-years of service to the area to achieve 
results. 

2. Routes: The Company can provide service on Route 29, an area notoriously 
unprofitable for the County. The Company's smart jitneys are designed not to 
compete and rival conventional transit vehicles, but rather to complement and 
supplement the system while providing the County with more cost-effective 
solution to a unique problem. 

3. Service: The Company's transportation infrastructure is equipped and ready to 
meet any and all exigent demands for scheduled service. Further, the Company is 
prepared to double the scheduled service immediately. 

4. Vehicles: The Company's vehicles conform to the County's specifications and 
will meet the required ADA requirements for handicapped access. 

5. Maintenance: All vehicles will be maintained at the Company's expense. 
6. Insurance: All vehicles will be insured in accordance with the l~ ~ff~~~n 

the County Code. If\'\) ~ ~\ 1 e, \ \ ". ,'' .. 
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7. Fares: The Company will collect an established fare, and will retain the earnings 
to offset operating expenses. 

8. Administration: The costs associated with processing the certificates, as well as 
any and all inspections for safety by the Consumer Service Department, will be 
paid by paid by the Company. The Company is willing to negotiate other costs 
suggested in the original draft with Miami-Dade Transit. 

9. Risks: The Company accepts all risks inherent in this proposal, and understands 
that the Company may even operate at a deficit equal to the entire duration of this 
project. Our risks are offset by the Company's ability and preparedness to give 
back to the community that has welcomed us with open arms since our inception. 
Kudos for this idea goes to County Commissioner Natasha Milian. 

10. Marketing: Marketing of any new contracted routes shall be the responsibility of 
the Company. We are closely associated with Jitney Ads.com, a separate Florida 
corporation, whose focus and expertise lies specifically in conceptualizing and 
producing exceptional marketing ideas for mass transit. 

11. Discussion: Let us define "smart jitney." A smart jitney is versatile, adaptable to 
new situations, and adept in solving problems associated with mass transit. The 
advantages to the County are as follows: 

a. The safety and quality of service will be retained. 
b. Public agencies will closely monitor our compliance with the contract. A 

private contractor has every incentive to strive for safety, and improve it 
wherever possible. Safety will remain the number one concern. 

c. By contracting the Company's service, the County will be able to avoid 
costly capital outlays for new buses, equipment, maintenance, radios, and 
dispatchers. This frees the County from having to make large capital 
expenditures in the future, particularly as the state's aging bus fleet needs 
to be replaced. 

d. Private contractors can achieve economy of scale in purchasing, and can 
spread the cost of specialized personnel over an entire area. Government 
has an obligation to provide its services for the lowest possible cost. 
Whenever contracting saves money without compromising safety or 
quality, the County should privatize. 

e. The County obtains a fixed cost for bus service by contracting. In this 
particular case, there is no cost whatsoever. Any cost fluctuations or 
unexpected expenses are borne by the contractor. This allows the County 
to remain within the budget, and provides a realistic estimate for future 
budget costs . 

f. Liability insurance is extremely costly. The Company shall be required to 
provide this insurance, which reduces the County's potential liability for 
lawsuits and settlements. By requiring adequate levels of insurance by the 
Company, the County has greater insurance protection. 

g. Privatization allows the County to maintain direction and control of the 
route without having to spend precious time on the day to day functions. 
By saving money and reducing administrative burdens, the state can 
devote more precious resources to more pending matters. 



h. The County risks nothing with privatization of Route 29. If the County 
can provide better services at a lower cost through privatization, this is the 
route to follow. 

i. Transit vouchers or passes for senior citizens will be honored by the 
Company. 

J. Proximity to rail transit enhances the value ofresidential property and 
increases the opportunity for fostering community and development 
partnerships. 

Conclusion: The Company's goal is to be awarded a contract to implement service on 
Route 29 based on our merits. The Company understands that this pilot project is in its 
infancy, and welcomes any opinion or suggestion that the County may wish to offer to 
reach an accord that is in the best interest of the community. 

Respectfully, 

' ,- j 1:.( ·'- . ·~ 
;<_.:... . A .. ../ l ... _/ I 

Rene Gil, President ,.. 
Miami Transit, Inc. 
Rosnick Building 
3 83 East 1st A venue 
Hialeah, FL 33010-4807 
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Jitney Route/Bus Productivity 
Analysis 
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Jitney Routes 

Certificate 
Company Name Numbers Number of Vehicles 

1 Dade Jitney 30002 
2 King Jitney, Inc. 30004 

3 Liberty City Jitney 30005* 

4 Liberty City Jitney 30006* 

5 Liberty City Jitney 30007* 

6 Liberty City Jitney 30008* 

7 Liberty City Jitney 30009* 

8 Liberty City Jitney 30010* 

9 Liberty City Jitney 30011* 

10 Liberty City Jitney 30012* 

11 Sun Jitney 30033 

12 Miami Mini Service 30044 

13 Conchita's Transit Express 30108 

14 Excel Transportation, Inc. 30123 

15 American Jitney, Inc. 30152 

16 Metro Miami Bus 30155 

17 Tri-Rail Bus Connection 30305 

18 Miami Mini Bus 30306 

TOTAL= 136 

* One route - grandfathered 

** May only operate 40 vehicles at one time per resolution 
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Daniel Fils-Aime President 
Miami Mini Bus transportation Service, Inc. 
(N.T.S. 9198) 
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SUN JITNEY - CONTINIJATION Of' ROUTE DESCRIPTION 

nonh on NW 27 Avenue to NW 132 Street, west on NW 132 Street to NW 30 Avenue, north on NW 30 Avenue to NW 135 Street, west on NW 135 Street to 
Food Stamp Center, east on NW 135 Street to Sesame Street to Ali-Baba Avenue, northeast on Ali-Baba Avenue to NW 27 Avenue, north on NW 27 Avenue 
to NW 207 Street, (NON-STOP between NW 132 Street and NW 161 Street), east on NW 207 street to NW 17 Avenue (turnaround), west on NW 207 Street 
to NW 27 Avenue, North on NW 27 Avenue to Calder Race Track and end of route. Return via same route. FROM 7:00 P.M. TO 10 :00 P.M. Beginning at 
Miaini Dade Conununity College on NW 119 Street, north on NW 27 Avenue to NW 207 Street (NON-STOP between NW 132 Street and NW 16 l Sircct), 
east on NW 207 street to NW 17 Avenue (turnaround), west on NW 207 Street to NW 27 Avenue, and return via same route. FROM 10:00 P.M. TO 6:00 
A.M. Beginning al Miaini Dade Community College on NW 119 Street, PROVIDING FULL SERVICE NORTI-l ON NW 27 A VENUE to NW ~o~ Street. cast 
on NW 207 street to NW 20 Avenue (turnaround), west on NW 207 Street to NW 27 Avenue, and return \ 'ia same route. 
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To: File 

From: Craig Miller 

Notes from Telecon with Bob Pearsall, MDT: 

1. Non-overlapping routes best. 

2. Of jitney provides suggestions, he liked 29, 17 and possibly 91, the best. 

3. Even better routes: "A", 33, 73, 75. 

4. 33 (on 103rd Street) was run by Greyhound as part of Private Enterprise Participation 
experiment. Greyhound "gave up" on it. 33 has a 38% farebox recovery. May not want 
2 privatization deals in Hialeah (29&33). 

5. 73 runs from Miami Lakes to Dadeland on Ludlam Rd. 27% recovery. 

6. 75 has 35 bdgs/rev. hr. - lot of schools/student ridership. Might overwhelm minibuses 
with shock loads - unless extras are dispatched. 

7. "A" is beach shuttle. May not get as much TWU backlash on this minibus route. 2 minis. 

T:\ 1105- GPC D6\1105.W18 - Paratransit\notesfrom conversation with Bob Pearsall.wpd 



MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT 
BUS PRODUCTIVITY ANALYSIS 

FEBRUARY 2002 

WEEKDAY SERVICE, AM PEAK HEADWAY 0 - 15 MINUTES 
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MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT 

BUS PRODUCTIVITY ANALYSIS 

FEBRUARY 2002 

WEEKDAY SERVICE, AM PEAK HEADWAY 16 - 30 MINUTES 
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--··- ·· J ... _ ---·- 1,955.4 21256.8 __ .. _____ ,,_148.4 ___ 159-.1 .. __ j~,98.4 . .... ___ .. _$~12_1.9 --~3~0_0f.o --~1_!.6? -----~1:_°-9 __ }?·1 _____ $.1_:?.3_ 

----·-- -··-- 22 ._ . . ... . 1,617.5 ____ 1.1?38.7'_ __ _ __ 1.2.7..:2 ___ 1_~?-~ ____ E,?20 _ _____ $_3-,_?_~1.. ____ _ '!?.:.?~~~ _, __ 51.~91. ___ .. __ J1-_·9_5 __ --~3.o -·-~1'.89 
______ _ ,,_H 2,123.7 ..... .. 2,224.7 ______ }6.2.4 166:9. __ ,_J~'.8?_5. ·-·-·- - ·$3,917 _]~:~0~o. ----~'-6.9.~ ---.. ____ _ $_1.26 28.9. -· ._ Jl.7.6_ 
·--·----.. -! ______ - ··- 11119.9 .. ___ 1 1~7_1.4 __ _____ _ 8~_.~ ______ ?~::4. __ ,_J?,185. __ ___ j_l.1~~.1. --~~~~f.o _____ ?!.~~?. .............. $!}5 ___ __ 28.1 $1.57 
__ ____ _3?_____ _ _____ 1,811.:7 __ __ ?108!:~ __ _______ 1.36:Q --·-~-5.-~ ·-·-~8,_~S?. -·- ---.. -~}!982. _ 36.9% 3,~~~- ___ }.1.:3.~ ____ _ 2f!:2. ______ $1.48 
... ..... ___ 3~--· .... .. . ..... . 1!4783 1,609.0 126.5. ____ ,q2_.9 _____ $?~3'!,1 ______ }.?~~-1.~ _!5-.:.?!o _3!~_57. _____ }1.:?~ ___ 3~.5 $1.63 

. . . _ 5!/72 905.5 1,030.8 _____ 6.5.·2 ·- --- _?9.:6. ___ $~199.?. ______ _i_l1_3{)~ _ _ 3_3:~~/~ __ J,~?8 -- ·-- -- -~1-:'!7. ·-- __ . 285 $1.32 
-·- ___ _ J3 ___ .. .. . 990.9 1,160.0 .. ,_ , ____ ,, ___ 83.? ---·- _9.0-~ ____ $~,9:33 $1,499 __ __ __ _ 30.~0/~ - · - --~~q~.1. ·-- $1.69 24.4 . ____ $1.29 

. ... .. ___ 71...:_ ____ ... 639.1 _ _ ..... . 802.9 _____ _ _ 57.9 __ _ -~-=~ ___ $3,_35!) - -·- __ ,, __ $99.~ ----·-~~-'.~~o ___ 1_,_2.6.2_ ____ J!.87. ...... ·- ~l.~ $1.23 

~-=--~ ~--=:= ::-:= :::ttc ~,.ri~~:,1==~i:~11=Ji;,1---;~:~]1=::3t~~1 ------i::~~: i:~~I---·!t6_~ ___ . _i6:_~J---~~--~:-~~i 
1:====\/'! 152~ 22?.:~J 23.4 26.:.1.J !Ll .. ?± $1_'?}.. I 13.:.~!? 434 '--~-~).~ 1_?.§ __ _ $0:?1 
I TQ!:~l_ __ JL ____ 27~00~;!]i ~~!,~!!]_ ~,;~~fll 3;~§2J[j},~2;z~?-:JL,~5-~~ii,~I '!~~~~~J_QJ.;§.~~J _ $.~,~A~_ll-3.~.~]l ____ ~~~]i~ 
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WEEKDAY SERVICE, AM PEAK HEADWAY 31+ MINUTES 

MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT 

BUS PRODUCTIVITY ANALYSIS 

FEBRUARY 2002 

[_~•:-~ __ :_:~.:~~---_ ::•~][~:~=~.:~_Jr_-~-~~~!~][~:~:~ir:~~~~ ·i1. ::~E!.1[:~!:~:][!~~~~:;][~~~Jl __ ·N~B~~~J[::::~r·.T~:;:[E __ ] 
-~~:-~-=_~_1_0:4~~~-~- : -.. ~·=_ :· :.~: __ _____ 4?~-2 :=__ __ 551:j - - -~- --· 32~i ~ :~- -~5:3 _ _ j2"9~t. -~ ______ $1!}26 ---- ---~-_ 6.5:8°1~ ··· i;·s06 ~-~=_jri:46_ -_ _47.:~. =~~J2~:4I 
__________ ___ ?8___ __ 386.4 432.2 26.7 28.6 ______ $1,683 __ ____ $~90 ··--- --~5 - ~/o _____ ?_~6 ________ $LS1 .. _2?:. ~ --~1:..~~ 

_____ 91 _____ ________ ___ ___ 7~1.9 ______ ??6.0 ____ ___ ____ 47_:~ __ 49:~ ____ $3,~60 ---~~19<?_3 _}~.:8<lf_ci _ _ 1.!?~~ ________ J~:!O ____ J~:~ ____ J!.:~? 
___________ E _____ - ---· ·· ·- _ __ _?~.4 85~_:? . _ __ __ ___ 56.'..6 __ 59.:2 $3,502 -----~8_8~ ----~5_.~~ --~1 !_1_8 $2.34 19.8_ ·---~~--~3 

48 429.8 517.8 44.1 47.3 $1,423 $331 23.2% 400 $2.73 9.1 $0.64 

··==----=-·6 ·~ --~~- --- ·· --·· - - --306.0 -==)49.4 ·=-=~:=. __ 36::i ____ -__ ?8.f5 ;~~- -- ···_ ·:· :.~ ---~~=-F~s ~-==?~;?_0(? -:::=--~?~ J:~_ . .-. _ -=~~--2.- ·- --~~.:~~ 
____ _____ __ 42 _ . .. · - 774.8 85_1._3 ___ ... . ?~-2 ___ _ 6.1 : ~ _____ $3,545 $82~ _____ 2~:.1°~0 _____ ! !_og9 __ __ $2.10 ______ }7..-3 ·-----~o.:96. 

______ 29 .. ... . .. _____ }03.2 _____ _ 415.8 . .. _??:?_ ______ 30.8 )'L _$4~~ ___ __ J!-_-~0(o ·- · ---~~5 j.J_l{__~3:?.! _____ 16.3 __ J~:Ol 
R 431.9 474.8 26.1 27.8 $1,736 $284 16.4% 405 $3.58 15.S $0.60 

---- ···-·-···· ·v -··- ·•H • -· - ~· ~-=j~~-:.:ill -- ·-··--3z~jJ[=---?~.JJI -·- 2ijj[ -t1:~9JI ti§~lL--2§:2~ ~c@[-$]~2-~ --~:-- · z~S. ·--j_9~~ 

[ - :o!A~ . ·_-· 1c~~-~~~~958J- ~;6o3:J[~·-=--~~!~][ - ~~[)"~~;934JL -~-~J~_3JC28;.C>:{iJ~~~Jc=~,~}~, lC-.,~-~;?]I $j~ 
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MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT 

BUS PRODUCTIVITY ANALYSIS 

FEBRUARY 2002 

WEEKDAY SERVICE, EXPRESS/LIMITED SERVICE 

c==,=-Roim -,,c,-c-~~=,11~,R-:~:~-E~][~~~!~~::~~l :~~~~[ ;~R:~T r ::::~:]~~~~~~J[e~s ] N7e~~5JI =~G~~=r==TR:~E ] 

~-~~!~!~~~~--:~ ~--~~H ~;~~n ~- :j~-i ~::in-~j~~a! ~~~~~~i~ • -1~1~1 -~ -~.~~ =~_ JH% ~---~!H ~~ ~itH 
KAT - KILLIAN 1,020.0 1,311.6 49.4 61.1 $2,411 $934 38.8% 1,151 $1.28 23.3 $0.71 

- ··· ······ ··- . -··--- ---------· ----- ------ . ··-· --·- ------··- - ---- . ·-· ···- -- ·-··--·--·- .... -· · ·-- ---·-·- ... - --- ---- ···-- · ····· --·-- ·----- ·- ··-·--· .. ·-·-
95EX 

·----·-- ·--- - - -·-· 
FLAG MAX 

27 MAX 
236-AIRPORT OWL 

. -·· - - .. ---· --. 
240-BIRD ROAD MAX 

·-· ·- - - . -

267-LUDLUM MAX 
.. ····- - .. ~-

246-NIGHT OWL M-TH 
. - - .. -- . ·-· 

246-NIGHT OWL FRI 

237-DOUGLAS BRIDGE 

1,069.6 ____ l,?77.8 ··--·-·· . __ ?6.7 89.2 $4,647 ______ $_1!6~ _____ _}5.4% ___ _!!5_?0 ····- --- ~~:9_~ ____ 2~} ---~0.:_~3 
1,059.3 1,588.7 __ _____ _?~:9 __ _ 9-~} __ --~4~?29 ____ $1!~29 --~~:g_~o ___ 1_/~ --~-lJ._3 -------~~.5 _____ _ $.g:9_6 

443.8 559.~ ------- -~?.~~ ______ }~ :6 _ _ $1,920 ----~?3?._ --~8-·0~~ --~!._8 __ ____ _E:O_~ __ 2?..0 __ $~:.~6 
381.5 448.7 26.0 27.7 $845 $200 23.7% 190 $3.40 7.3 $0.45 
664.6 

255.6 

550.3 
708.2 

-- -··- ··-···· -- - ------- .. ... . ----··-- --· ··-·---- -- ·--·- --·-·---- ··--·-·----·-- · -- ·------ · - ---- ·- ------ -- -·------ .. . 

809.2 __ _ .. . ~3 .2 50.6 $1~8_1~ ____ $42_2 _ ___ __ J3}_'.1!.o .?~?. ___ $~:~-~ _____ 1~:.? ----~g.:.?._? 
447.6 23.5 -· ___ 32:4 $1,053 --- ____ $234 --~2'.~~0- ______ 22? _____ p._63 ·------~·6 ____ _ $~·?_2_ 
675.9 28.2 32.3 $1,008 $211 21.0% 242 $3.29 8.6 $0.31 

.. -- ·-----· ·- .. .. - · ···-- - ---·· --- · ---- . · - - ----- ··-· ·- · -·-·- -- -·-· - -·-· ----·-----· 
918.2 40.3 47.1 $1,335 $224 16.8% 257 $4.32 6.4 $0.24 

... ··-·- ·- · ·- . ·-- ---- - ·--- ··-·-··· ·-----·- --- -- -· ----·--· - -- ·---- .. -----·-·- - - -··· - ·-- ------- -- - . ··--··- · ·-·· - ···· -- ····---· ·-- -
100.8 110.0 8.1 8.6 $329 $25 7.7% 68 $4.48 8.4 $0.23 

···· ·---------- .. ... ------· --·-·. -- ··- ---· - . ·-- ---- ·- ---··-·· . ·- -- --------- -----·-·-··· -· ---------· ·-·-· . . . -----· - - -- ·-··· ... .. . 
300 91.6 192.8 7.2 3.9 $307 $11 3.7% 14 $20.97 2.0 $0.06 

··-·-- · ··- · ------ -- ·-----·· - ·- --·-·--· - ·-·-- ·-·-·· -·--·- ·-·-- - - - -------- --- -----· ------··- ----·-·-··- ---·-·------ -- ·-· - -· .. ·-- - ·------ ·····-· · ·- --·- ·-· 
________ !.~I-_f1:11A 55.5 ______ ?.~:1 15.4 16.5 ____ $?21 __________ $? __ ___ --~}~o -----~?._1 ___ E·8~ _____ ~~-.1 _ ___ ___ $0.03 

TR-36 ST 65.2 84.6 5.5 6.8 $349 $0 0.1% 94 $3.71 17.0 $0.00 
-·- ·-··--···-·--- ...... -·---·--· ·---- --- ·· --------- ---- -··--·-··----· -- -- · ---·-·. -·-··--· ·- ·- -- - ·------·- . --------·· ·- · -- . -----·--·- --·--------- - - ----·· 

302-AHEPA APT 17.6 55.2 4.0 5.2 $197 $0 0.0% 46 $4.34 11.3 $0.00 

- ---- 303~SIERA LAKE ......... _· :·· _- ___ 24.9ll_~--~~~-2 J[-___ ~=---~i_9][-=~ =-_5:~ 1[~=~_:_)_1~~[ - -=-=_$.()][_~~---·a·:_q0(o _- -····- - 6~1[==~¥j_:9.~ =~-_i~.o ··: __ --~ $0.()0_ 
r. ~7.-=~~=-~)o~AL_"':: ___ :~:~ 11 ;:~., :~:S;43ij[~i,757JC:.~=~7.:fa26 J[ ~~ ~~56 J[$ii;927JC_-=·$9,46"3 J[··-}3~9~i~ J[711,2:4_7JL:=-_Ji~64 1_[~7. -:zi.4 ff,: -,~~$-~.'.~-~J 

N '"-HT Owt.. 1})73 

( CoMl>tl-lCV) 
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WEEKDAY SERVICE, SHUTTLE/CONNECTOR SERVICE 

MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT 

BUS PRODUCTIVITY ANALYSIS 

FEBRUARY 2002 

[~==RO~E·=~~j[~~:~~]=--~~~:~J[~~:E][;~~~~JC:~~!~J[:::~_:]~~~~~~~[B~~s--··1[:~B:ST ·1c:~:~JCR:[E_J 
-l37_~WEST.DADE CONN .. -·-- 1,049~2 ---- i;323:? =~ ----~3_} -~--=-~~?:~ -- ----$~~-4_3_3 .. __ $~~ _-_~}~:~;;;.; =-~~--l~0.2~ ~~~---j_~~?~ ~--:: __ ~6~?. ~:~_:_---f~_?-~ 

242-DORAL CONN 393.9 532.5 3.~:3 ------~5:0 __ $1_,4~ ____ $~~ -~:~0/o ____ ?_~ ___ _J~~80. --- _1~:3 _____ }~--~9 
248-BRICKELL KEY 245 308.2 _____ 23.5 _____ _?_!):_? _________ $81_? _______ E?2 _??.·2°!o ______ ?~?. ______ E:43. __ ______ _10..4 ______ }9_22 

238-EAST/WEST CONN 585.0 805.5 _____ 50.1 _______ 60.7 $1,~7_0 _______ $3~? ----~9_.9"(~ __ --~~~ ______ J3_:?~ _ -------~.4 _______ $0:~ 
NORTH DADE CONN 702.8 978.0 ______ 4?.5 _________ 55.4 $1_,_764 $332 -----~8..:~~/o -·--------- 47_7 _______ P:O.O __________ 10.5 _. ___ $9:3.~ 

____ 24_3~S_Ef\PORT C<?NN 220.8 _______ }!7_:6 22.6 _____ -~5:? __ _ __ $_7~2 __ ------~_13~ ____ 1!:3.~lo _____ -~! -------~'!:_39_ ·-----· __ (j.5 ________ JQ:43. 
245-0KEE CONN 312.8 440.2 29.5 36.3 $1,085 $126 11.6% 157 $6.13 5.3 $0.29 

n4-_-~i'-s~s_1pE:_stt~ ---- ii_ciJ[ _____ ... 6~:~j[--- -~~,~J[ ____ 5:9Jc=j2~.J[ _____ i91L ___ o.oo/; ---~QJC- }652 --- _6_.9 -~_io~~ 

c=-.--==r.o-rA'~- -~~~-ll_ __315.~~_J[ __ 1rZi'~J_c=-~1jJf ~is](0=$1or_37~lC_ tJ1~?:~-H ~=3;~:(~Jf ~_Lo~~_]C $i;~~Jr-=:~1=~~JC- "'$J>~-~J 
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WEEKDAY SERVICE, SOUTH DADE CORRIDOR 

MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT 

BUS PRODUCTIVITY ANALYSIS 

FEBRUARY 2002 

[ ·- Rou~~ ~~JrR:~:~E:][:~~~!~][~::~~[ :~~~~][!~~~~][ ::;:~:][ ~~~~~:][s~~~~-~lt:~a~~~ -Jl .. ::~~J[~RZ~] 
231-BUSWAflOcAL --·- 33:3":6 ~ .. :. -- ~-4~-0 =·-·---· 2f:~ :~---·-- -~4:_~ .-. -~-$955 ~~-- --·-- $348 ~---:.~-3·$.~0[o - _____ 1?.6 -~:.-~ ___ $(2-8. . ___ J2} -=~§-~8 
__ _____ }1 _ _ 414_0 599_8 _____ _ __ 2?:.2 33.8 $1~8~~ ____ _ __ _ $674 _ _______ 36:_o~~- --- ~~! _____ E:2~ _____ }5-'.~ _$..!:!~ 

65EX _. ... _ 107.1 145_9 __ ·- ______ 6.8 8.8 -·- ___ $~6_3 -··· . ____ $166 _________ }5.~0/o_ .. _____ 208 $1.~2 - ---- ~0._7. _ ______ $~}~ 

.... 38 2,393.5 3,241.2 137.5 163.3 $9,402 -·-· __ _$3!~25 ·-- ·- -- }~·~Ofo 3,760 $1.62 --- · .. 2~ .3 $1.~3 
252-CORAL REEF M 797_1 951.2 _ _ __ ___ 46.7 __ 52.2 $1,968 $590 ________ }_():~0/o 741 $1.86 15.9 ____ $0.6~ 

35/70 1,912.5 2,391.5 103.0 117.9 _____ _$7!1?3 -·-- - __ $1,923 ________ }6:9% _ ____ 2-,980 - - ___ _ $2.5~ 20_2 _____ $~:8.0 

______ _____ 1 ·-·· - ·--·-· 927.4 1,116_8 -·· ___ __ 6~.~ ____ _ ?4.9 $4,233 $1,130 ________ 26.:..~~/o 1,610 . .. _____ J~-~3 23.7 ____ }. ~-9-1 __ 
287-SAGA BAY MAX 268.5 377.9 ·---··· .... . l~:g .. _____ --~ -1:_9 __ _ __ $853 __ $~Hi ··- · ____ __ ??}~lo _____ 2_~3 -·· ·· ____ $2.~3 . ··- _ 1?-2 __ __ JO~?_?_ 

. ··- _______ ?2/56 ____ .. ·-· _1£.842._7 _ ... ~1 130} ______ 137.8 _____ _1:48:4 __ $81 51_4 ___ $_11-918 _____ 2J~.S._0(o_ .?:.i4_91 ________ $2.6? _ ___ _ _18..1 __ __ $_0._90 

l_=-~~:·50-T.Ai~_ :.• ... 11 .~ -~-- -·_ s,996 11 ~ __ )i;399 JI_ ~~~~~-~ 566 [ ~- __ 646 Jr:~$35,4i7 J[~--~io~29i JI =~-~~~--"29~~0!~· 1[_~2,59s-11 ··.-~ ____ $1.99 1[~. )2.3"1[-$o.9o] 

L~~~~-~;::~ ~-~--~~ II _ ~- ~4,069 J[ _9a,140 J[_~~-~~ ~:60~ ][ ____ 7,174.j[ $3B2,a20 [~$·1~9~3oo_ll~-~~-44:2~~Jl::_14(303 ll _= ~-:, $~.oo l[~. 32~4 JI =~-$~:?3j 

Note: Route 57 is not included in corridor analysis because it is interlined with the Route 72 (which is not part of the South Dade Corridor) and unable to extract data 
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SATURDAY SERVICE 

MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT 
BUS PRODUCTIVITY ANALYSIS 

FEBRUARY 2002 

r:=:0~=~r==~~[~~~~I_R:~:~~L !~~! ][::~~[:~~~~- ll~~~~~;Ia~S:sJ Ne;a~~J[!:VG!~Gr:Z:J 
:=~~-!'-=-~~~- ~~-~~ - -- -"124:0 -~~-_)82._o =~~----~)3.?. ~~-~15~~ -==~~~~l :=_ ___ · __ "_$136 ~--~~~~~~0/o" -~~- _ _ 3~ -=-~--$. ~}~. -___ ___ _27·_._I ==J.~~~~ 
_ ___ ?7 ______ . . ______ 1,3s5.9 ___ _ 1,420.s _____ 10~ _. 3 --~°-3·~ ___ $6.,~~~ ___ _J~_'2?7 --~-3~ 8.-~o ---~~!()_4 _ _ __ $0_·'!~ __ _ _s.1_:.~ _E:.8.°-
. -- _ __ __ 1_1_ - ·--- -- ___ 2,159_.8 __ ____ 2!~7-1.4 __ ______ _1-89.4 -- _ _]~9..:...0 --~1-°-'~~1 __ $_6-,~22 §3_:_0_% --~J.i4 ____ $0 :~? ___ __ :51 ·_? _ __ 12.92 
___ ----~ - - ___ _ __ 3,714.? __ 4,186.2 __ --- ·-- 27~·? _ ___ ___ ?9-3·? ____ $16,8~2 ·-- -·- $~0,?6~ _____ __ ?~·_0_01~ 11,909 _______ $0. .. ~5 -- · _ ~3.~ _ _ $_?_:.~? . 
- -- ___ 88 - ---··· {)13.6 _______ ()83_~6 ·- · -- ---~8 : ~ _____ _ .5.~: 7- __ _$~,~01. __ ___ J _l,?51-. __ ______ ()0_:.3% ··---~,?~:5 ______ $0. :.~?. --- - ·---~5 ._?. __ $?_-26-
· - -----~- --------- .. ___ 2!0_12:~ ____ 2_,!?~:4 _____ 1_7~:0 __ 1?..!:.2_ _$_1_0!_1.gB __ --~52_6~ ------~! ·_~0~o- ____ ?_,g~5 ___ _$0:_6.2. ·- ---~9-.? ___ $~_6._~ 
___ _______ _ 2_7· --· · ·· ·-·· 1,647.3 1,883.0 --· -··-···-120.5 130.0 $7,401 $4,036 ______ __ ?.~·_?.01o _____ _5.,~?9 _____ J°-:6-~ 44:? ____ E: 1-~. 
___ __3 __ _ ·-- -.. 3,000.1 3,526.5 .. __ ___ 220.8 ___ ___ 2~~-3 _____ $13,586 ____ E,Q~~ _--.?.:l_-8.~(? ____ s!~95 ___ JO.:?J ·------ 3!:~ ____ g :go 
_______ 16 937.2 991.2. ___ - · ___ ?1.2 ___ 7-~-? _____ }4,32~. ______ g!~~?. __ ?}~8.-~~o _____ 2,~24 -·- ____ $0.80 36.6 _}2_. ~() 
___ _ __ _ _ E _______ _ _ ___ __ _ 397. 2. __ ___ _ 5~?·.9- _____ ___ __ 27_. 1 - - · -·- -- ~~ : 1. __ ___ $1-,10~. _____ ___ $?61- -----~0.:.8% _ ___ _ ?.?.'.1 ___ ______ $9.81. __ _ 24.9 _ _ ____ E :02 

8 1,322.2 1,361.7 119.6 121.9 $6,878 $3,347 48.7% 4,715 $0.75 39.4 $2.46 

______ J_ _ __ ~ --~ ---52~.6 ___ -~3~:6 :·~~~-~~~:_ s~ : 1 · -=~ §0. ~2 -~=)~,9~~ =- - --- $1,~-~~ --=~!j~_ -~~=~.fQ~. ~=~$§:8_~_ ::~-=~)~ ~~ ==$~:3~ 
___ ____ _ 6?_ ___ -·· ____ 8?.~· 9- ______ ?51.1 _____ ____ 7_{)-7- -·----- ~9-_q _____ }4,4?~ __ __ ___ $_~_!2~~ __ 5~'.q0~o- --- ~,~~8 '----~9..:9.8 ·-·- ____ 33.0 ____ J2_:._0~ 

_____ -· ---- 8.3 ___ . 1,078.7 1,143.4 _ - --· ··- 83.0 8.5.·? ____ ~5,9~? ____ _J;?J:.?~ ----~.?J0(°- ___ ?,~~?. ---~~.:09- ___ . 31.6 __ ___ E·8.9.. 
__________ 36 658.9 _. ___ 67.~_.3 ____ ___ s~ . 1 _____ ?3..- 6 ____ $3!1!0 _____ g,~?? --~~·~_°!o _ ___!_,_?~~ ___ $~96 _______ }~-~ _____ F·2? 

______ __ 5~ ----· .... ~67.2 545.8 __ ____ --~3_.6 ____ __ ~!:~ ____ $2,471 __ _ __ J_~,~?1 - ---·- --~?·~~o- __ !,~9_? _ __ $~_. °-2 __ 32.1 ___ $L93 
..... .. _ 9/10 1,580.2 1,766.6 120.4 128.5. .... .. _F 1?86 --· ___ __ p,O~() ---- --~~:_8°(°- --~'~!9 ___ _____ $~.09 . 32.2 $1.72 
__ . ·--- _c; _ ____ 1,os9.8 1,309.8 10s} __ ___ _ _i~s_. 9 ____ __ $6,oo.s _ _____ $?,_~9-?. __ 4~ : ?.~o --~'-~Q?. ____ F :o9 29.6 . ___ }1.91_ 

- ...... ... J __ ____ _ _ ____ 1,048.5 ___ __ l,2_!2.5 ·· · - ·· - -85.0 ____ ___ ?.:'.l'.2 -----~?,0~_3 _______ J2!083_ ·-·---~0_:9°1~. ··-· ·---2,?_~3. _______ _ $1.11 32.0 ____ Jl._6~ 
71 525.5 ______ ?51_:9. - -- - ~2._4_ ·-- - ---- ~~ . 0 $1,578 _ ___ __ $6~0 _______ 40.~~/o ____ 6~~ _________ $1.3? ·-- __ 16.2 _ __ $0_.98 

_ ~:· .-.. : ~-~~B - ~~ -- 512.6 563.8 _ _ ____ __ 28.1 . _ ···- 3.0 ·~ _______ $~,940 ___ _____ EB? _____ __ __ 49}0/o __ 959- -------$1.21 34.1 $1.39 

12121____ ___ -··-- - ~-08 :..~ ----··-- 85.i.2 .. __ __ ___ so.9- ·---.,. -- 8..3..:.1 _____ }~,~?.~ ____ E~?8.~ ____ 3.~'.9-010 -~!.~8.?.. _ _ _ $1.1? ·-· ___ 2s.3_ _ __ J2.1_9 

--~---·- --~'~?.~:~ _____ 1_,_11?:0 ----- -- -~2:7- _____ ~?..:~ ~~.2~0 ____ $_1_,_.?.?o ---~9-:?0(~ 2,191 ---~f}8.. _ __ 2? - ~ ___ _ $L6? 
246-NIGHT OWL 708.2 918.2 40.3 47.1 $1,335 $521 39.1% 557 $1.46 13.8 $0.57 c ·-- -. i .. ____ :]L - -~~~-~[i!C ~3"J]jJ.C -~-s-~If ___ 2~~DL ~~&2_~J[ . _F,i~i3JC:~~~.lC-~~~iJl __ i~~381_[ ~~~([~1Cii3_~ 
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SATURDAY SERVICE 

MIAMI-DADE TRANSIT 
BUS PRODUCTIVITY ANALYSIS 

FEBRUARY 2002 

c:uTE"~'cc - ·-=irR:~=~E--r ~~~:~J~:~~~E ][ :~~~~J[!~~~[ :~!~~:J[~~~~~~1~][s~S:J[ N~B~~ST r::3~~ rc~R:X[J 
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Highlights of Jitney System in 
Puerto Rico 



Miami-Dade County 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 

Highlights of Jitney System in Puerto Rico 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Puerto Rico has an area of 3 ,515 square miles and with a population of 3. 7 million and over 
3.2 million registered motor vehicles. San Juan is the capital of Puerto Rico with a population 
of 1.5 million. Like Miami-Dade County, the San Juan Metropolitan Region is composed of 
12 municipalities. Contrary to Miami-Dade County, the government structure in Puerto Rico 
does not include a county definition. State and municipalities are the base for the 
governmental jurisdiction. 

II . TRANSPORTATION IN SAN JUAN 

In 1990, the modal split for person trips was: 
Auto: 90.7% 
Public Transit: 
Jitneys: 
Other modes: 

2.5% 
4.8% 
2.0% 

The current public transportation services in San Juan are provided by: 

1. Ferry System 
a. Three routes, six high speed catamaran ferries with a capacity of 167 passengers. 
b. Headways: 15 minutes during peak hour and 30 minutes during midday. 

2. Bus System 
a. Metropolitan Bus Authority (MBA) 

1. The agency serves eight municipalities with most of the routes concentrated in the 
central urbanized areas of San Juan. 

11 . By 1990, the agency operates 42 routes with 175 buses during the peak period. 
Ridership was over 26 million passengers (1990). 

111. Fleet includes conventional buses and 60 articulated buses. 
b. Metromovil Service 

1. This service is provided by a private contractor along the contraflow bus lane 
(north-south corridor) on a previous MBA route. Other MBA routes continue 
sharing the exclusive contraflow lane with metromovil. 



ii. · Fleet of 30 standard buses with a daily 5 minutes headway Ridership averaged 
over 25,000 passengers per day. 

iii. Mini-intermodal facilities (4) were built along the route to integrate jitneys and 
other MBA routes. 

c. Private Bus Service 
i. IO intercity and suburban lines with over 30 buses in service. 

3. Jitney System 
See section III below. 

4. Taxi System 

III. .IlTNEY SYSTEM 

In Puerto Rico, jitneys are regulated by the Public Service Commission (PSC). This 
Commission also regulates taxis, private buses, gas companies, cable companies and other 
related services. Jitneys serve the whole island, providing intercity and suburban services. Only 
in San Juan Metropolitan Area, there were over 3,000 vehicles serving 124 routes (1990). 

A. Operation 

1. Route: Jitneys operates on a semi-scheduled fixed route. 
2. Vehicle: Regular vans with a maximum capacity of 18 passengers including the driver. 
3. Pennitting: The PSC has regulatory authority over the franchising of jitney routes, 

operators, inspection of vehicles, establishing vehicle capacity and fares, enforcement, 
and expansion of existing routes. Operator licensing and vehicle registration are 
regulated by the Department of Public Works (Motor Vehicle Division). As part of 
this process, the PSC requires a study for considering the need and public convenience 
for approving and authorizing the service. 

4. Licensing: Jitneys are .divided in two groups according to the license plate issued. 
Vehicles with "PD" plates indicate that the operator is the owner and he is the only 
person authorized to operate the vehicle. Vehicles with "P" plates indicate that the 
owner can lease the vehicle to other PSC authorized operator. 

5. Organization: Almost all jitney operators are organized into collective units such as 
associations, unions, federations, cooperatives, etc ... 

6. Service: Jitney routes are made upon the initiative of the operators based on market 
demand, without entering in extensive analysis and planning. They operate for profit, 
which make them a real transportation option. In San Juan, the MBA has exclusive 
authority for providing public transportation, but the PSC has the authority to 
authorize jitney service in those areas that are not served or not appropriately served 
by the MBA. This has been a big issue since many years ago, due to the lack of 
definition regarding service. Therefore, this process is very subjective depending of the 
arbitrator which revise the case. 
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Jitneys usually do not provide service at night, exemption made in some specific 
routes. The level of service provided by the jitneys during weekends depends on 
service demand. In Puerto Rico, jitneys provide an excellent public transportation 
service. 

7. Ridership: Over 176,665 passengers and 15,330 trips were carried on a daily basis by 
the jitneys in the San Juan Metropolitan Area (1990). An average of 11.5 passenger 
per vehicle per trip. 

8. Subsidies: No operational subsides are provided for jitneys in Puerto Rico. However, 
there are other indirect subsidies for the operators. 
a. Owners that operate the vehicle ("PD" plates) are fully exempted from vehicle tax 

(approximately 6% of the vehicle cost). 
b. Owners with a "P" plate have up to 20 % tax exemption of the vehicle tax. 
c. Local governments provide tenninal facilities for jitneys using federal funds. 
d. As indicated before, jitneys in Puerto Rico are grouped in different organizations. 

Some of them, provide other benefits for jitneys such as discount prices for gas, 
tires, maintenance and other related items. 

9. Federal Requirements: 
a. Jitneys in Puerto Rico are not required to comply with any federal regulations 

based on the fact that they do not receive federal operating subsidy. Jitneys are 
self-employers and they work as a totally private entity. 

b. Jitneys qualify for FT A Section 15 Reporting System, which increase the amount 
of federal funds for the region (not to the jitney owners). 

c. Jitneys are not required to comply with ADA. 

B. Integration of Services 

Other than some demonstration and pilot projects, every transportation mode operates 
independently from each other. Facilities have been build, like the mini-intermodal 
terminals along the exclusive contraflow bus lane to integrate such services. Actually, with 
the construction of the "Tren Urbano" and· the reduced service provided by the MBA, 
jitneys are in the process to be integrated to the transportation system. 
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Miller Consulting, Inc. 

From: Guerra, Jesus (MPO) [GUERRAJ@miamidade.gov] 

Sent: Wednesday, May 01, 200212:13 PM 

To: 'millerco@gate.net' 

Subject: Jitney Study 

Craig: 

Thank you for coming!!! 

Attached please find the following files with information regarding jitneys. Some of these files were generated by me and others are information that I copied from the 
internet: 

• FTAReg.doc - FTA regulations regarding ADA 
s Jitney01.doc - Jitney information that I copied from several sites from the web, including Atlantic City 
• Jitney02.doc - Report from the internet (info regarding jitneys) 

• Jitney05.doc - Actual Miami-Dade process for autorizing jitneys (this document needs to be updated) 

• Jitney06.doc - Outline re: jitneys 
<I) Jitney07.doc - Comments re: MDT Proposal for contracting services 
• Jitney16.doc - Scope of Work 
• Jitney17.doc - Highlights of Puerto Rico Uitneys) 
• JitneyCTAC01 - Comments regarding some concerns about jitneys 
• PublicPrivateConcept - MDT Proposal for contracting services 

later, I will e-mail you the report that I prepared from the trip to PR. This is a huge file (13.5 MB) because there are several pictures. 
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Highlights of Jitney System in Puerto Rico 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Puerto Rico has an area of 3,515 square miles and with a population of 3.7 million and over 3.2 
million registered motor vehicles. San Juan is the capital of Puerto Rico ·with a population of 1.5 
million. Like Miami-Dade County, the San Juan Metropolitan Region is composed of 12 
municipalities. Contrary to Miami-Dade County, the government structure in Pue1io Rico does 
not include a county definition. State and municipalities are the basis for governmental 
jurisdiction. 

II. TRANSPORTATION IN SAN JUAN 

The modal split for person trips was: 
Auto: 90.7 % 
Public Transit: 2.5 % 
Jitneys: 4.8% 
Other modes: 2.0% 

The cmTent public transportation services in San Juan are provided by: 

1. Ferry System 
a. Three routes, six high speed catamaran fe1Ties with a capacity of 167 passengers. 
b. Headways: 15 minutes during peak hour and 30 minutes during midday. 

2. Bus System 
a. Metropolitan Bus Authority (MBA) 

1. The agency serves eight municipalities with most of the routes concentrated in the 
central urbanized areas of San Juan. 

11. The agency operated 42 routes with 175 buses during the peak period. Ridership was 
over 26 million passengers. 

iii. Fleet includes conventional buses and 60 articulated buses. 
b. Metromovil Service 

L This service is provided by a private contractor along a contraflow bus lane (no1ih
south conidor) on a previous MBA route. Other MBA routes continue sharing the 
exclusive contraflow lane with Metromovil. 

11. Fleet of 30 standard buses with a daily 5 minutes headway. Ridership averaged over 
25,000 passengers per day. 

iii. Mini-intennodal facilities ( 4) \Vere built along the route to integrate jitneys and other 
MBA routes. 



c. Private Bus Service 
i. 10 intercity and suburban lines with over 30 buses in service. 

3. Jitney System 
See section III below. 

4. Taxi System 

III. JITNEY SYSTEM 

In Puerto Rico, jitneys are regulated by the Public Service Commission (PSC). This Commission 
also regulates taxis, private buses, gas companies, cable companies and other related services. 
Jitneys serve the whole island, providing intercity and suburban services. Only ·in San Juan 
Metropolitan Area, there were over 3,000 vehicles serving 124 routes. 

A. Operation 

1. Route: Jitneys operate on a semi-scheduled fixed route. 
2. Vehicle: Regular vans with a maximum capacity of 18 passengers including the driver. 
3. Pe1mitting: The PSC has regulatory authority over the franchising of jitney routes, 

operators, inspection of vehicles, establishing vehicle capacity and fares, enforcement, and 
expansion of existing routes. Operator licensing and vehicle registration are regulated by 
the Department of Public Works (Motor Vehicle Division). As part of this process, the 
PSC requires a study for considering the need and public convenience for approving and 
authorizing the service. 

4. Licensing: Jitneys are divided in two groups according to the license plate issued. 
Vehicles with "PD" plates indicate that the operator is the owner and he is the only person 
authorized to operate the vehicle. Vehicles with "P" plates indicate that the owner can 
lease the vehicle to other PSC authorized operator. 

5. Organization: Almost all jitney operators are organized into collective units such as 
associations, unions, federations, cooperatives, etc ... 

6. Service: Jitney routes are designed upon the initiative of the operators based on market 
demand, without entering in extensive analysis and planning. They operate for profit. In 
San Juan, the MBA has exclusive authority for providing public transportation, but the 
PSC has the authority to authorize jitney service in those areas that are not served or not 
appropriately served by the MBA. This has been a big issue for many years, due to the 
lack of strict definitions regarding services. Therefore, the process is very subjective 
depending of the arbitrator who considers the case. 
Jitneys do not provide service at night, exeption made in some specific routes. The level 
of service provided by the jitneys during weekends depends on service demand. 

7. Ridership: Over 176,665 passengers and 15,330 trips were carried on a daily basis by the 
jitneys in the San Juan Metropolitan Area. An average of 11.5 passenger per vehicle per 
trip. 
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8. Subsidies: No operational subsides are provided for jitneys in Puerto Rico . However, there 
are other indirect subsidies for the operators. 
a. Owners that operate the vehicle ("PD" plates) are fully exempted from vehicle sales 

taxes (approximately 6% of the vehicle cost). 
b. Owners with a "P" plate have up to 20 % tax exemption of the vehicle sales tax. 
c. Local governments provide terminal facilities for jitneys using federal funds. 
d. As indicated before, jitneys in Puerto Rico are grouped in different organizations. 

Some of them provide other benefits for jitneys such as discount prices for gas, tires, 
maintenance and other related items. 

9. Federal Requirements: 
a. Jitneys in Puerto Rico are not required to comply with any federal regulations based 

on the fact that they do not receive federal operating subsidy. Jitneys are self
employers and they work as a totally private entity. 

b. Jitneys qualify for FTA Section 15 Repo1iing System, which increase the amount of 
federal funds for the region on account of the service they provide (funds do not go to 
the jitney owners). 

c. Jitneys are not required to comply with ADA. 

B. Integration of Services 

Other than some demonstration and pilot projects, transportation modes operate independently 
from each other. Facilities have been build, like mini-intemiodal terminals along the exclusive 
contraflow bus lane to integrate such services. Currently, with the construction of the "Tren 
Urbano" and the reduced service provided by the MBA, jitneys are being integrated with the 
transpo1iation system on a more substantial basis. 

IV. BIBLIOGRAPHY 

A. Integration of San Juan Metropolitan Region Publico and Private Bus Routes into the 
Metrobus Transportation System - 1992 
Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. 

B. The miarni Jitneys - 1992 
Urban Mobility Corporation 

C. Transit ColTidors Transitional Study - Jitney Report - 1992 
Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc. 

D. San Juan Metropolitan Area Transportation Alternative Study - 1983 
Consultores Tccnicos Asociados, Inc. 
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Jitneys, Jitneys. Jitneys! 

"Feds discover joys of the jitney" proclaimed the Star Ledger Wednesday, after Congressman 
Bill Pascrell announced $3.5 million of federal transportation dollars for rail station jitneys in 
communities along the Bergen/Main, Boonton and Morris/Essex Lines. Pascrell delivered the 
news at a Tuesday Tri-State Campaign press conference, where he was joined by NJ Transit 
Director Shirley DeLibero, NJTP A Director Joel Weiner and officials from Montclair and 
Maplewood. 

The money is intended to fund regional expansion of NJ Transit's "Community Rail Shuttle 
Challenge Grant" program along the commuter lines, with special consideration given to towns 
within the Congressman's district. Six towns along the Morris & Essex lines were awarded jitney 
"Challenge Grants" by NJ Transit in May to develop rail feeder transit programs. The jitneys can 
also be used for other purposes, such as senior citizen transport, between peak periods. 

In Pascrell's words, "Now, communities throughout our region will be in a position to provide 
shuttle service to their residents. This is a creative, cost-effective solution that will ease traffic 
congestion, alleviate the need for new parking facilities, and help cut air pollution." 

In July, Congressman Donald Payne announced $2.5 million of federal funding for jitney 
programs and bike and pedestrian access improvements at urban stations along the Monis/Essex 
Line. 

The jitney program has blossomed in a short time from a home-grown program that Maplewood, 
NJ was able to put together. Now, the spread of local feeder transit promises to revolutionize an 
area of suburban travel and save thousands of car trips and a considerable amount of auto 
em1ss10ns. 

Where it began: Maplewood's borrowed senior citizen mini-bus 

Atlantic City Jitneys run 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. For a convenient way to travel around 
town, everyone rides the Jitney. It's the Atlantic City Way! Jitneys travel the entire length of the 
city, from the inlet to Jackson Ave., from the Marina to the Casinos, servicing practically all 
major Atlantic City attractions. Jitney stops are located on the corner of every route and originate 
one block from the Boardwalk on Pacific Avenue. For your convenience, eve1y sign located by 
each Casino Stop, \Nill have color-coded numbers. Decide your route, then just look for the 
co1Tesponding color coded number on each Jitney, hop on and enjoy the ride! \Vhads a Jitney? A 



Jitney is a 13 passenger mini bus. Cost is $1.50 per person. For more information call 609-344-
8642. 

History of the Jitney 

The Atlantic City Jitney Association 
Since 1915, An Atlantic City Tradition 

Officers 

President - William J. Penman, Jr. 
Vice President - Emmanuel Mathioudakis 

Secretary - John Hull 
Treasurer - Bruce O'Malley 

The term jitney is an old English term which means nickel. Around the turn of the century, 
many Jitney services sprang up throughout the country. The Atlantic City Jitney 
Association was started in 1915. It quickly became very successful and today ranks as the 
longest running non-subsidized transit company in America. In fact, there is an Atlantic 
City Jitney in the Smithsonian Institute. 

The first Jitney Buses arrived on the streets in 1947 and were large, black touring cars that 
used a rope and pulley system to open the back doors. Today's version is a thirteen seat 
mini-bus. 

At one time, there was no standard Jitney color. Today, the Association has uniform colors 
of white and blue. 

The Atlantic City Jitneys are individually owned and operated. They run 24 hours a day, 
365 days per year. We have a total of 190 Jitneys. 

The Atlantic City Jitney Association is committed to Atlantic City and is actively involved 
within the community. They also sponsor the Atlantic City Hall of Fame, honoring Atlantic 
City's finest citizens. 

The Jitney, a signature element for the City of Atlantic City, is about to make a quantum 
leap into the 21st Century. Gone will be the white bread truck and in its place will be the 
sleek, powder blue, much improved version. Sporting high resolution graphics on its sides 
depicting the Absecon Lighthouse, a sunset, and seagulls. 

Cash fare is $1.50 each way. If you purchase tickets in advance, the price for Frequent 
Riders tickets is $1.25. If you are a senior citizen, you can purchase tickets for $.50. for 
more information about purchasing tickets. 



We currently have 190 jitneys . They are all owner operated. We operate 24 
hrs a day, 365 days a year. 

Cost per customer is $1 . 50. We also sell tickets : frequent riders which are 
10 tickets for $12.50, Seniors and disabled t i ckets sell ten tickets for 
$5.00 . 
Tickets are savings per week. 

We are gov erned by our Board of Trustees and also City Hall, we work together 
on the routes, ordiances. 

We have a vice president who is in charge of the street. He works with the 
members in training to the different routes (4). 

If you need additional informat ion please contact Mike Long, President at 
609-344-8642. Or you can do so in writing to the address below: 

Thank you, 
Atlantic City J i tney Association 
201 Pacific Avenue 
Atlantic City, N . J. 08401 

Once they were a familiar part of getting around Detroit. 
Jitneys ran along pre-set routes on main streets, picking up a half dozen or so short-haul 
passengers at a time. The fare for these private cars was a bit more than city buses and streetcars 
and a bit less than taxis. 
Since 1928, however, they have been illegal in Detroit, just as they are in most large American 
cities, because they threaten the public transit monopoly. 
But public transit appears incapable of sustaining service over an ever-widening geographic area. 
Some transportation experts are recommending the return of private jitneys (the word is old-time 
slang for a nickel) to fill these gaps. 
"If there is any future for transit, it has to approximate the advantages of private autos," says 



Peter Gordon of the University of Southern California. "It has to be flexible enough to connect 
points of origin and destinations that are increasingly unpredictable, and it should be managed by 
entrepreneurs instead of politicians." 
A case in point is here in the metro area. The Detroit Department of Transportation (D-DOT) 
recently shut down bus service to many suburban areas, cutting off city residents from jobs. The 
Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation (SMART), which operates in the 
suburbs and runs some buses to and from downtown, says it will expand service soon to fill these 
gaps. 
But even when D-DOT was running at capacity, there were more gaps than there were buses. 
"Public transit in Detroit has become nearly iirelevant," argues Wendell Cox, who did a study of 
Oakland County transportation in the mid-1980s and heads his own transportation consultation 
firm in St. Louis. 
The situation seems made to order for jitneys. 
"Jitneys are springing up spontaneously all over the place" in violation of the bans, says Chip 
Miller, president and general counsel of the Institute for Justice, a Washington-based group that 
has filed lawsuits seeking to remove bans on these vehicles. 
These services could help relieve any overcrowding that may exist on some Detroit bus lines, 
Cox says. And they would help low-income residents get to jobs in the suburbs, he adds, at a 
time of low unemployment and welfare reform. 
Such services already exist here, albeit in surreptitious form. 
Informal jitneys operate in low-income areas of the city, admits Vivian Allison, deputy director 
of consumer affairs for the city of Detroit. They are especially prevalent at supermarkets, though 
drivers may not realize that they are opening themselves to a lot of potential liability if an 
accident occurs, she says. 
Jitney operators sometimes get around the ban by not requiring a fee; they just ask for a 
voluntary donation. The office of consumer affairs is not contemplating any plan to make jitneys 
legal again, Allison says. 
Other jitney-type services include limousine operators who offer personal service to Metro 
Airport for those who cannot or will not take scheduled transit. 
Many private businesses routinely provide shuttle service to their homes for customers. 
Enterprise Rental Cars has built its marketing strategy around the practice of getting customers 
whose cars are being repaired or who otherwise need transportation to and from their offices. 
"It makes sense," says corporate spokesperson Christy Conrad in St. Louis. "When does anyone 
need a ride more than when they are going to pick up a car? Actually, the idea came from one of 
our employes and, because we are so decentralized, we could put it into effect in a hurry." 
Ken Bell knows the frustrations of the business well. For the last 11 years, his limo service, Star 
of Elegance, based in Southfield, has carried travelers from the Oakland County suburbs to the 
airport. 
"But Metro is giving us all kinds of problems now," Bell says. "They've barred us from picking 
up our customers at curbside. So we have to park in the deck and then walk them back across to 
our car with all their luggage. They restrict us to the No1ihwest Airlines section of the deck, too, 
so if we have a customer coming in on Delta or United, we have a long walk. 
"We're not looking to take away business from Metro Cars (the licensed airport limo service). 
We don't want to solicit customers at the curb. All my business is conducted off airport grounds. 
But I guess they don't want any competition." 



The problem is that the airport has very congested and limited curb-side space, says Michael 
Conway, director of public information at Metro airport. The airpo1t supports itself through 
contracts with private companies and landing fees from the airlines, he says, so Metro Cars 
naturally receives a preference. To do otherwise would harm its own contractor. 
The airport enforces its rules to ensure the area projects a good image, Conway says. 
Other cities have experimented with jitneys. In the late 1980s, an entrepreneur figured out a 
loophole in Dade County, Fla.'s revised transportation rules, says Cal Marsella, who then worked 
for the Metro Dade transit agency, and "literally overnight, 300 jitneys appeared." 
"The city was flooded with jitneys running at intervals of one to two minutes" at many major 
thoroughfare locations, he says. Marsella was so impressed that he quit his job, became a 
consultant and staited a small bus company. 
The county soon closed the loophole. It was relaxed in the early 1990s after Hurricane Andrew, 

. but the county cracked back down as soon as the situation returned to normal, says Adrian 
Moore, director of economic studies for the Reason Foundation in Los Angeles. 
Atlanta regulates legal jitneys. Because of litigation, Houston started a limited, privatized jitney 
service to supplement its service on its busiest bus lines and reformed its jitney rules, but has had 
mixed results. And the Dallas suburb of Arlington is considering a proposal to start up regular 
service. 
A recently published book calls for mixing jitneys with public transit by giving them limited 
rights to pick up passengers at comers and times that are poorly served. 
Authors Thomas Hopkins and Alan Pilarski argue that jitneys already are operating illegally in 
the poorer neighborhoods of most big cities "dramatizing the service shortfalls of public transit." 
Columnist Bill Granger, writing in the Chicago Herald, argues that jitneys are the only 
alternative in some of that city's neighborhoods "because cab companies refuse to go there and 
even public transit is abandoning these areas." 
The fight is a distant echo of legal battles that took jitneys (the word is old-time slang for a 
nickel) off Detroit's streets 70 years ago. Anyone who has ever visited Mexico City or major 
cities in Asia or Africa knows how they work. Jitneys cannot deviate from their route, and 
drivers hold up fingers to indicate how many more passengers there is room for. 
In those cities, they function to take pressure off overburdened public transit in economies where 
relatively few can afford cars. That was pretty much the situation in the Detroit of the early 
1920s. 
"Cities argued then that the jitneys were skimming the cream from buses and streetcars," says 
author Pilarski. "But if you go back and examine the statistics, you find that their gross revenues 
far exceeded any possible loss ofrevenue by public transit. The jitneys were filling a market 
niche; inexpensive, short-haul trips that were faster than public transit." 
Nonetheless, cities went to court to bar the jitneys, using the argument of public safety as a 
rationale for underlying economic motives. Safety wasn't an altogether unreasonable concern. 
Surface streets were much na1Tower in the 1920s and, prior to the freeway era, carried heavier 
traffic loads. Moreover, road space had to be shared with fixed rail, both local streetcars and 
Interurban lines. 
The profile of Detroit has changed enormously since then, especially in the dispersal of jobs and 
residential patterns over a wider area than a planner of the 1920s could ever have imagined. 
"Further complexities are added by considering the subsidies that conventional buses receive," 
says Southern California's Gordon. "There are always commuting patterns that are not served by 



any bus routes." 
And the advantage of jitneys is that they receive no subsidy, says Marsella, who is now general 
manager of the Denver Regional Transportation District. He supports the legalization of jitneys 
as long as there are vehicle standards, drivers are required to be licensed and possibly trained, 
and that a minimum amount of vehicle insurance is required. 
Bell is typical of the entrepreneurs Gordon and Marsella might prefer in a privatized transit 
system. A retired disc jockey at WJLB-FM, Bell discovered an almost untapped market of 
transport to the airport from residences. He now operates four cars on this service. 
Cab companies have argued that because jitneys don't have to buy costly medallions. they can 
undercut taxi fares and take passengers away. But when the issue was studied in Arlington. 
Yellow Cab spokesman Ed Dalheim said it was "unclear what the impact would be." 
Still, jitneys, legal and illegal, have a loyal following--among the poor and the intellectual set. 
"When I go to New York," says the Reason Foundation's Adrian, "I always try to sneak a ride on 
an illegal jitney." 

Richard Btm contributed to this article. 

INDIANA 

Chapter 4.28 JITNEYS 

4.28.010 Definitions. 

"Jitney" as used in this chapter means any motor vehicle designed and constructed to 
accommodate and transport, not more than twenty passengers, not including the driver, and 
which is used for the purpose of group transportation of not more than twenty and not less than 
four primary passengers, as "primary passengers" are defined in this section. "Primary 
passengers" means those persons who embark at the origin of a jitney trip and dete1mine the 
destination of each jitney trip, as "jitney trip" is defined in this section. "Jitney trip," as used in 
this chapter, means any distance traveled between the embarkation of the primary passengers and 
the discharge of all such passengers at their requested destination. The rate charged for each 



jitney trip shall be a single rate per passenger as agreed upon by the primary passengers and the 
jitney operator prior to the commencement of the trip. 

A jitney may also give transportation to secondary passengers, as "secondary passengers" are 
defined in this section, provided vacant seats are or will be available for such passengers. 
"Secondary passenger," as used in this chapter, means any person who requests transportation of 
a passing jitney and who desires to travel in the general direction of, or to the destination as 
established by the primary passengers and who is willing to pay the rate for that trip as 
established by the primary passengers and the jitney operator. 

Jitneys shall operate within the corporate limits of this city and the suburban territory thereof, as 
"suburban territory" is defined in this section. "Suburban territory," as used in this chapter, 
means any area outside the corporate limits of this city and not within the corporate limits of any 
other city or town. (Ord. 71-49 § 1, 1971). 

4.28.020 Requirements for registration. 

No motor vehicle shall be operated as a "jitney" within the definition in Section 4.28.010, until 
the owner has complied with all requirements of this chapter and has secured and affixed to such 
vehicle a valid city registration sticker and license as hereinafter provided. 

(1) City registration stickers and licenses shall be issued by the board of public works, and shall 
be valid for a twelve month period from the date of issuance. Registration stickers and licenses 
shall be renewed thereafter upon compliance by the owner(s) with the tenns and conditions of 
this chapter. 

(2) The requirements for issuance of a city registration sticker and license for any motor vehicle 
to be used as a "jitney" as defined in Section 4.28.010, shall be as follows: 

(A) Application. Any person desiring to operate a jitney or jitney service upon or along any of 
the streets, avenues or other highways in the city shall, before undertaking to do so, file a signed 
application form, in writing, for a sticker and license, duly sworn to by the applicant, with the 
board of public works, which application shall show the following: 

(i) The name and address of the person, partnership, or corporation applying for the sticker or 
license, 

(ii) The make, model, factory number, and license number of each vehicle to be operated as a 
jitney, 

(iii) A verification of safety check approval by the police department. 

(B) License Card. The license card shall be prominently displayed in the vehicle for which it is 
issued. The license card shall be kept corrected to date as to motor number, model, factory 
number, state license, name and address of the owner. Upon change being made, the old license 



shall be delivered up and cancelled, and a new license card, with the necessary corrections made, 
issued in its place. 

(C) Application Fee. The city controller shall issue to the applicant upon the approval of the 
board of public works as above, a sticker and license upon payment of a fee of ten dollars for the 
first jitney and two dollars for each additional jitney so operated, for any year of jitney operation. 

(D) State Requirements. The vehicle shall be registered and licensed in compliance with all the 
laws of the state oflndiana. 

(E) Inspection. The vehicle shall be inspected and approved by the police department within a 
one month period preceding the issuance of any city registration sticker and license for that 
vehicle. Prior to the issuance of any renewal sticker, such vehicle shall be reinspected and 
approved. 

(F) Minimum Insurance Requirements. The minimum liability insurance requirements to cover 
the vehicle at all times shall be as follows: 

Bodily injury 

liability$ 30,000.00 per person 

300,000.00 per accident 

Property damage 20,000.00 

(G) Certificate oflnsurance Coverage. The certificate of liability insurance coverage with ten day 
cancellation notice for the period to be covered by the city registration sticker shall be presented 
to the board of public works together with the application for the city registration sticker and 
license. 

(H) Identification. The motor vehicle shall be clearly marked as a "jitney" at all times of 
operation with lettering which is a minimum of six inches in height of a contrasting color in two 
or more places. Such identification must also designate the person or company to which the 
vehicle belongs. (Ord. 71-49 § 2, 1971). 

4.28.030 Requirements for operation. 

Any motor vehicle operated as defined in this section shall be operated so as to comply with the 
tenm of this section and with all the laws of this state and city. 

(1) Evidence of Compliance. The motor vehicle shall have a valid city registration sticker 
attached to the vehicle at all times of operation. The registration sticker shall be affixed adjacent 
to the state inspection sticker. A license card shall also be issued as evidence of compliance. 
Such card shall be prominently displayed over the windshield to the right of the driver. It is 
unlawful to use such card on any other vehicle. 



(2) Requirements of Operator's License. The operator of a "jitney" as defined in this section shall 
hold an unrestricted, valid public passenger chauffeur's license issued by the state ofindiana. 

(3) Display of Destination and Price. Prior to the commencement of each trip, there shall be 
prominently displayed at least one sign which reveals the destination to persons outside the 
jitney. The lettering on each sign shall be of contrasting color and a minimum of four inches in 
height. The destination may be a specific location or a general area, such as a neighborhood. 

Prior to the commencement of each trip, there shall be prominently displayed also, at least one 
sign which reveals the established rate per passenger for that trip to persons outside the jitney. 
The numerals on this sign shall be of contrasting color and a minimum of two inches in height. 

( 4) Public Notice of Commencement, Suspension or Discontinuation of Service. The operator of 
a jitney shall give public notice at least one week before the commencement of such service. The 
operator shall also give public notice at least one week before any foreseeable suspensions, such 
as holidays, vacations, etc., or disccmtinuations of such service. Public notice shall consist of 
publication in a newspaper widely distributed in this city. (Ord. 71-49 § 3, 1971). 

4.28.040 Penalty for failure to comply. 

The failure of a jitney owner to comply with the provisions of this chapter shall result in 
immediate revocation of the registration sticker and license and the right of such owner to 
operate a jitney, in addition to other penalties imposed by law. Any subsequent applications for a 
city registration sticker and license by such owner shall be submitted to the common council in 
writing and such owner shall receive the required approval only by vote of the common council. 
(Ord. 71-49 § 4, 1971). 

Publication Date: Friday Mar 3, 1995 

LAND USE: Palo Al.tans want jitneys, calmer 
streets 
Residents air views on the city's long-range transportation plan 

By Peter Gauvin 

Palo Alto residents want "calmer" traffic, safer transit for school kids and a citywide 
"jitney bus" service. That was the clear message that resulted from a public discussion of 
the city's draft Comprehensive Plan's transportation section before the City Council 
Monday night. 



The Transportation section is the third of six sections in a document that will serve as the 
city's planning blueprint for the next decade. The Council began in November with the 
Business and Economics section and completed discussion of the Housing section in a 
special day-long meeting on Saturday. 

To keep things moving along as swiftly as possible, the Council is allowing public comment 
only at the beginning of each section. 

The majority of the transportation section's goals, policies and programs emphasize 
providing efficient and reliable alternatives to cars while at the same time recognizing the 
continued reliance on them. 

Resident Herb Borock said the transportation section is "essentially a fantasy document" 
given the potential for new development in the city identified in both the business and 
housing sections. He and others said transportation plans should be in place before large
scale development is allowed to occur. 

"San Francisco was allowed to double its square footage after BART was built, not 
before," Borock said. 

Another hot topic among speakers was Stanford's proposed extension of Sand Hill Road. 

A handful of speakers said that if language is left in the plan endorsing the extension of 
Sand Hill Road to El Camino, it will be interpreted by Stanford as an entitlement. The city 
has yet to complete an environmental impact report on the road expansion and Stanford's 
development plans. 

University Avenue residents argued for reduction of the 7-ton truck limit to three tons. 
Harlan Pinto said that since Menlo Park restricted trucks on Willow Road to three tons in 
1992, University has become increasingly burdened with oversized trucks. 

Steven Geiger, who lives on Embarcadero Road, said the number of lanes should be 
reduced on his street because all other measures to control excess speed and truck use have 
failed. People who exit Highway 101 after going 65 mph can't mentally adjust to the 25 
mph to 35 mph speeds appropriate for Embarcadero, he said. Reducing the street to two 
lanes with a landscaped median, bike lanes and multiple left-band turn lanes would calm 
traffic, he said. 

Several people urged the city to be more aggressive in instituting a jitney bus or trolley 
service through the city, particularly in downtown, to reduce traffic and parking 
headaches. 

Less progressive cities have gone forward with such systems, while "Palo Alto has sat on its 
collective hands," said Jocelyn P. Baum. "It could add a great deal to Palo Alto's so-called 
European flavor." 

Andy Coe, Stanford University's director of community relations, said Stanford supports 
the Comp Plan's goals and would be receptive to cooperating with the city to expand its 



free Marguerite bus system. Coe also noted that 45 percent of Stanford employees get to 
work by means other than the single-occupant vehicle. 

Parents of Palo Alto school children pushed for a comprehensive, coordinated and creative 
effort to ensure a safer school commute and provide better options for the large number of 
parents who have to drive their kids to school. 

Council members listened to public comment but did not discuss any of the section's 
recommendations themselves. Their next meeting on the Transportation section is 
scheduled for March 13. 

Lets Give Jitney Customers a Ticket to Ride 

Orange County Register, 31January1996 

by Adrian T. Moore 

The Orange County Transit Agency has recently initiated its "Bus System Improvement Plan" to 
reorganize its bus system. At the same time, OCTA is pondering the transportation needs of "The 

Corridor," a 28-mile long stretch between Fullerton and Irvine, through the densest part of the 
county. Despite the county's fiscal crnnch, the county Board of Supervisors has only last month 

begun to consider what can be done to foster private transit services. Yet private entrepreneurship 
holds great promise for expanding the mass transportation market. 

The private automobile is exceptionally convenient and pleasant. Transit has longer waits, slo"wer 
travel, and less comfort. If transit services are to draw people from their cars, they must provide 
service more comparable to the personal auto. Rail transit and traditional bus services have 
proven unable to do so. 

Private transit services, such as jitneys and shuttle vans, can compete with the private auto. 
Shuttle vans have been successful in serving the airports and major tourist attractions around the 
county. Alert entrepreneurs find opportunities where public transit agencies may not even be 
looking. They are bursting into the business of providing "kiddie kab" services: carrying children 
and teens to and from school, sports practice, music lessons, the beach, and the mall. Regulators 
from the state Public Utilities Commission, alas, have increasingly thrown up roadblocks to these 
private services. 

Jitneys -- private vehicles running along a semi-fixed route but with no fixed schedule --have a 
history of success in southern California and other cities in the US. They first appeared in Los 
Angeles in 191 5, as soon as cars became widely available. Under pressure from the streetcar 
companies, regulators imposed restrictions that stamped out the jitneys. Years later, as the ·weight 
of the restrictions diminished, jitney services cropped up again in such places as Marina Del Rey 



and Long Beach. As public transit became more heavily subsidized, however, it lowered its fares, 
and private jitneys could no longer compete. Yet today jitneys are able to compete with 
subsidized public transit in cities like New York and Miami, where they are mostly illegal, and 
San Diego, where they are legal. 

The regulations that restrict the private provision of shuttles and jitneys are largely motivated by 
public transit's dislike of competition. Just as the LA streetcar companies clamored for protection 
from the jitneys in 1915, most modem transit agencies oppose the introduction of private transit 
service. California PUC regulations require an applicant for a jitney license to show a "public 
need" for the service. Of course, wherever there is public transit, there is no "need" for a private 
service. Application denied. 

In New York and Miami, the transit agencies are in a constant uproar over illegal jitneys 
"stealing" their customers. Yet, many jitney riders vvould not otherwise ride city buses. A study 
in Miami found that only 25 percent of jitney passengers were would-be public transit riders. 
Riders prefer the jitneys to public buses for a variety ofreasons. The jitney trip is quicker, there 
is always a seat, and the driver will not let disorderly or threatening passengers on the vehicle. 
Also, many minority riders enjoy a jitney whose driver speaks their native tongue. The fact is, 
these private carriers offer service and innovation that public transit firms cannot compete with. 

To improve mobility and reduce solo car driving, public officials should encourage shuttles and 
jitneys, not harass entrepreneurs. Many at OCTA agree and would like to advance private transit 
services. Unfortunately, they appear to be fighting an uphill battle. The agency ought to try to 
convince state legislators and regulators to help free up the transit market. Together, they could 
work to assist private providers in forming associations to get insurance and provide 
maintenance. They should require minimal periodic safety inspections, and could offer additional 
safety inspection certificates and incentive programs to promote safety as a sales point. 

Most important, the transit agency could arrange curb areas for jitneys to pick up and drop off 
passengers. The areas should be along the same routes that county buses ply, and along other 
routes that show promise. Experiments in Miami have shown that jitneys do not succeed if they 
are not allowed to operate along the busiest and densest routes. Jitneys should not, however, be 
pe1mitted to stop at regular bus stops, a practice which creates conflict in New York. Rather, the 
jitney stops should be interspersed with the transit bus stops. As jitney services evolve and 
mature, the need for transit buses on some routes may be reduced or eliminated. This could allow 
the agency to make necessary cuts, or to focus its resources on areas dependent on scheduled 
transit services. 

Steps like these will do far more than anything we have seen to date to ensure service in the 
dense central county. The debate must tum away from how the transit agency can rearrange or 
expand its services to cope with job and population growth. The focus needs to be on enabling 
private entrepreneurs to provide transit services, and reducing the agency's role to serving those 
whom the market would not. 
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protection from the jitneys in 1915, most modern transit agencies oppose the introduction of 
private transit service. California PUC regulations require an applicant for a jitney license to 
show a "public need" for the service. Of course, wherever there is public transit, there is no 
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Riders prefer the jitneys to public buses for a variety of reasons. The jitney trip is quicker, there 
is always a seat, and the driver will not let disorderly or threatening passengers on the vehicle. 
Also. many minority riders enjoy a jitney whose driver speaks their native tongue. The fact is. 
these private carriers offer service and innovation that public transit firms cannot compete with. 

To improve mobility and reduce solo car driving, public officials should encourage shuttles and 
jitneys, not harass entrepreneurs. Many at OCTA agree and would like to advance private transit 
services. Unfortunately, they appear to be fighting an uphill battle. The agenc.v ought to t1:v to 
convince state legislators and regulators to help free up the transit market. Together, they could 
work to assist private providers informing associations to get insurance and provide 
maintenance. They should require minimal periodic safety inspections, and could offer 
additional safety inspection certificates and incentive programs to promote safety as a sales 
point. 

Most important, the transit agency could arrange curb areas for jitneys to pick up and drop off 
passengers. The areas should be along .the same routes that county buses ply, and along other 
routes that show promise. Experiments in Miami have shown thatjitneys do not succeed if they 
are not allowed to operate along the busiest and densest routes. Jitneys should not, however, be 
permitted to stop at regular bus stops, a practice which creates conflict in New York. Rather. the 
jitney stops should be interspersed with the transit bus stops. As jitney services evolve and 
marure, the need for transit buses on some routes may be reduced or eliminated. This could 
allow the agency to make necessary cuts, or to focus its resources on areas dependent on 
scheduled transit services. 

Steps like these will do far more than anything we have seen to date to ensure service in the 
dense central county. The debate must turn away from how the transit agency can rearrange or 
expand iis services to cope with job and population growth. The focus needs to be on enabling 
private emrepreneurs to provide transit services, and reducing the agency's role to serving those 
whom the market would not. 

Free markets and the environment 

[][](](] 

Posted by on October 13, 19100 at 23:18:25: 



I'm often told by acquaintances (particularly in my church) that free markets are bad for the 
environment. Those who argue this point never feel the need to explain why countries that don't 
have free markets generally have terrible environmental records. 

I got to thinking about ways that a change to a true free-market policy would be good for the 
environment. Here's my top ten list: 

1. LEGALIZATION OF JITNEYS 

Jitneys are essentially car pools where the passengers pay the drivers. Thanks to the taxicab 
lobbies. they're illegal pretty much everywhere. 

In many big cities, the potential for a market is huge. Say Fred drives to work every day. He 
doesn't want to belong to a car pool, because of the inconvenience of having to be on a fixed 
schedule. But when he realizes he can find three people who will each pay him $2 a day for a 
ride, he finds he can adjust his schedule after all. An additional $1,500 a year will do that for 
people. And lots of people will pay $2 a day for door-to-door service from home to work. 

In this day and age of the Internet, the potential of Jitneys is huge. Internet companies could 
make a lot of money matching passengers to riders. Markets could form for "emergency jitney 
drivers." A jitney operator who finds he has to work late could scan the Internet in the morning 
for jitneys with extra spaces to pick up his passengers. 

The net effect of all this is that lots of cars would get off the road and the air would be cleaner. 
Who is preventing this system from coming about? The liberal's best friend, the government. 

2. ELIMINATION OF THE MORTGAGE INTEREST DEDUCTION 

I know home owners get sensitive on this one. Sorry, but it's a distortion of the free market. The 
deduction encourages more homes to be built, thereby encouraging sprawl and wiping out the 
habitats of plants and animals. 

3. PRIVATIZATION OF THE POSTAL SERVICE 

If the Postal Service were privatized, rural customers would have to pay the true cost of mail to 
such places. Such a move would discourage businesses from locating in rural areas, and thereby 
keep down population growth in rural areas. The effect would be to preserve habitats for wildlife. 

4. ELIMINATION OF SUBSIDIES FOR ISOLATED LIVING 

Hate your neighbors? Want to move out by yourself in the big woods and cut down all the trees? 
Fine. It's your property. But if you had to pay the true cost for sewer and electric hookups, you 
might think twice about such an option. 



5. ELIMINATION OF THE ESTATE TAX 

The estate tax forces people to sell off large tracts of rural land to developers to pay Uncle Sam. 

6. ELIMINATION OF ALL AGRICULTURAL SUBSIDIES 

Subsidies encourage inefficient fa1ming, thereby requiring more resources. A classic example is 
California farmers who grow rice in the desert, thereby using a great deal of water. If they had to 
pay market rates for the water, they would pick a more sensible crop for the region. 

7. ELIMINATION OF SUBSIDIZED INSURANCE AND DISASTER RELIEF 

These policies encourage people to develop ecologically sensitive areas. People might think 
twice about building on a sandbar and wiping out a prime habitat of sea birds if they had to pay 
the full cost of insurance and wouldn't get any money from the Federal government when the 
inevitable storm destroys the house. 

8. PRIVATIZATION OF MOST PUBLIC LAND 

When government is placed in charge ofresource management, private companies have an 
incentive to use whatever means necessary to get the government to open up use of the resources. 
"Tragedy of the commons" then takes place as every company wants to use the resources as 
quickly as possible. Forest Service land gets clear-cut far more than land owned by timber 
companies, for example. Public lands get overgrazed far more than private lands. 

9. DEREGULATION OF UTLITIES 

If people had a choice of who could supply them power, companies would compete to provide 
the cheapest power. The competition would encourage efficient use of energy. 

10. ELIMIT A TI ON OF FEDERAL SUBSIDIES FOR ROAD BUILDING 

If those who live in an area can come up with the money to pay for a road, maybe that road 
doesn't have sufficient justification for existing. We've paved over enough of the country already. 

When we consider the ways the government hurts the environment through regulation and 
subsidies, we have to ask \vhy liberals look to the government as the solution for all 
environmental problems. 

Thoughts? 

Regards, 



Jason Ford 

A Tribute to the Jitney 

by Lawrence W. Reed 

No person shall operate or cause to be operated any jitney upon any street, avenue, boulevard or 
other public place within the City of Detroit whether such jitney operates wholly within the City 
of Detroit, or from some point within the City of Detroit or to some point outside of the City of 

Detroit to some point within the City of Detroit. 

So reads the official ban on one of the oldest illegal businesses that still operate openly in 
Detroit, Michigan. The rather emphatic language says, in effect, "We don't want any part of 
this!" And yet on public bulletin boards at grocery, drug, and department stores all over the city, 
one can find notices that mmounce, "For Jitney Service, Call This Number." 

Just what is this 'jitney" thing that the City of Detroit, in the name of protecting the public, 
officially declares verboten? It's a ve1y popular business in which mostly retired autoworkers, 
church deacons, widowers, and otherwise idle but able citizens charge a small fee to give poor 
people a ride from where they shop to where they live. 

The crime is that jitneys do their good work without a taxi license from the city government-the 
same city government that wouldn't authorize a single additional taxicab for 50 years. Getting a 
license to do just about anything in Detroit means endless delays, lengthy waiting lists, mounds 
of paperwork, and senseless rigmarole. 

Thriving Business 

Fortunately, the cops in Detroit look the other way and the jitney business is thriving. According 
to the Detroit Free Press, no one has filed a complaint against a jitney in at least 26 years and no 
jitney driver in recent memory has had to face the stipulated fine of $500 and 90 days in jail. 
Nearly a third of Detroit's households don't have cars, and the city has one of the lowest per 
capita incomes of any urban area in the nation, so it's likely that thousands of technically illegal 
jitney rides occur there every week. The drivers charge much less than the taxicabs (which many 
of their customers cannot afford), often carry their clients' bags from the store to the vehicle, are 
easily accessible in any neighborhood, and are the primary means of transportation for Detroit's 
poor. 



The spontaneous order that Detroit's jitney system has produced is elaborate as well as efficient. 
According to a report from the Washington, D.C.-based Institute for Justice: 

Although the jitney drivers in Detroit do not at first seem to be organized, the structure of jitney 
service is actually quite complex. While there is little camaraderie and no formal organization of 
jitney drivers, the market produces a structure of needs and services .... [They] operate mostly 

out of strip mall shopping centers .... Most jitney [p. 18] drivers will not service the whole 
shopping center but will attach themselves to one store. Thus, each driver has his territory. Well-

known jitney drivers often will transport the store's employees to and from work as well. 

Assurance of driver reliability is handled nicely by the market itself. Word of mouth directs store 
employees and customers to particular drivers, who tend to live in the areas they serve. Owners 
of stores vouch for certain drivers by issuing them cards that are placed prominently in 
windshields. Drivers seem to prefer this private certification of competence to licensing. "When 
asked about the possibility of jitney licenses," says the Institute for Justice, "many drivers are 
suspicious of what it would mean to have to deal with the bureaucracy at the City/County 
Building." 

Jitneys aren't special to Detroit. They operate in most major American cities in direct but illegal 
competition with both the government-sanctioned taxi monopolies and government-run bus 
systems. In some places, they face a lot more harassment from the authorities than they do in 
Detroit. 

In New York City, the police bust jitney drivers all the time. Writing in the New York Times 
Magazine of August 10, 1997, John Tierney tells the story of an immigrant from Barbados who 
spent years trying to go the legal route and get a license to transport residents around the city in 
his van. His application included more than 900 supporting statements from riders, business 
groups, and church leaders. He was approved by the City Taxi and Limousine Commission and 
supported by Mayor Rudy Giuliani. But in the end, the city council did what it has done with 
almost every such request: it rejected his application. Now this outlaw entrepreneur and 
thousands just like him in the Big Apple dodge the cops every day as they earn a living and their 
customers' approval. 

Jitneys have a long and honorable tradition in America. According to two California economic 
historians writing in the October 1972 Journal of Law and Economics, the first one appeared in 
1914 in Los Angeles, when L. P. Draper accepted a fare from a stranger in exchange for a brief 
ride in Draper's Ford Model T. The fare was a 'jitney"-slang for a nickel-and it became the 
industry's standard fee for many years thereafter. By the autumn of 1915, a thriving jitney 
industry was providing inexpensive and reliable transportation in cities from San Francisco to 
Portland, Maine. 

It didn't take long, however, for public officials and their friends in the electric streetcar industry 
to start piling on regulations with the aim of nmning the jitney competition out of business. The 
Electric Railway Journal called the jitneys "a menace," "a malignant growth," and "this 
Frankenstein of transportation." 



During World War I, the American Electric Railway Association even suggested that jitney 
drivers be drafted into the militaiy. It called for the War Industries Board to "suppress entirely all 
useless competition with existing electric railways" and argued that "men engaged in 
nonessential automobile service of this nature should be forced to obtain some useful 
occupations or compelled to enter the service." 

Electric railways aren't around much anymore, but taxicab and city bus monopolies have taken 
their place in the war against jitneys. Laws against jitneys and the victimless crime of helping 
people get around town without a license, whether fully enforced or not, represent a cynical use 
of the police power of government by special interests. They are evidence of corrupt and stupid 
politicians who often express sympathy for the poor at the same time they make war on poor 
entrepreneurs. 

The persistence of jitneys on America's streets is an inspiration, a testimony to the power of the 
profit motive that fires up people to help people even when it's illegal to do so. As to the war 
against them, Mr. Bumble's famous line from Dickens's Oliver Twist comes to mind: "The law 
. " 1s a ass. 

Chapter 5. 84 

TAXICABS AND OTHER VEHICLES 

FOR HIRE 

5.84.020 License/pem1it required. 

A. Every owner and driver shall obtain a permit as required by this chapter. In addition, a 
separate license shall be obtained for every motor vehicle operated pursuant to this chapter. 



B. The amount or rate of any permit, license or other fee shall be established and/or modified by 
resolution of the city council. The schedule for such fees shall remain on file and be available in 
the office of the city clerk. The city clerk shall review the fees charged at least once annually and 
shall, with the approval of the city manager, recommend changes to the council when 
appropriate. (Ord. 5048 ° 4, 1994: prior code 0 20-10) 5.84.030 Owner's pennit and driver's 
permit required-Separate violations for noncompliance. 

A. No person shall operate or cause to be operated at any point in the city any automobile for 
hire, dial-a-ride vehicle, jitney, nonemergency medical vehicle, or taxicab, without having first 
procured a valid owner's permit and a valid driver's permit to the driver thereof as provided in 
this chapter. 

B. The carrying on of any such operation without complying with all provisions of this chapter 
shall constitute a separate violation for each and eve1y day that such operation is so cmTied on. 
(Ord. 5139 ° 2, 1996: prior code 0 20-34) 

5.84.035 Civil penalty provision. 

Any owner or driver requiring a license or pem1it pursuant to this chapter who does not obtain 
such license or permit shall be subject to a civil penalty equal to one and one-half times the 
applicable license or pem1it fee as provided in Section 5.84.020, or one hundred dollars, 
whichever is greater. The civil penalty shall be in addition to, and not in lieu of any other 
penalties provided by this code. This section shall not be construed so as to require the issuance 
of any permit or license under this chapter. (Ord. 5139 ° 3, 1996) 

5.84.040 Permit-Exceptions. 

No owner's permit shall be required of the owner of the following: 

A. Any operations for which a certificate of convenience and necessity has been granted by the 
Public Utilities Commission of the state of California; 

B. Any vehicle which only transports a passenger or passengers from a point outside of the city 
to a destination within the city; 

C. Any vehicle which only transports a passenger or passengers through the city while en route 
to a destination outside of the city. (Ord. 5048 ° 16, 1994: prior code 0 20-34.1) 

5.84.050 Permits nontransferable. 

All permits and licenses granted or issued pursuant to this chapter shall be nontransferable. (Ord. 



5139 ° 4, 1996: prior code 0 20-36) 

5 .84.060 Permit-Certificate. 

When any permit is granted under this chapter, the city clerk shall issue to the grantee thereof a 
ce11ificate, giving the name and address of such grantee, the nature of the permit granted, and the 
date when the same was granted. (Prior code 0 20-37) 

5.84.070 Pennit for additional vehicles-Application. 

A. An owner having a permit for the operation of an automobile for hire, dial-a-ride vehicle, 
jitney or taxicab, desiring to operate additional motor vehicles of the same type and classification 
shall file an application therefor with the city clerk. The application shall be verified under oath 
and shall set forth the information required by this chapter in an original owner's permit 
application. The city clerk shall then issue a permit to operate up to a maximum of three such 
additional motor vehicles over and above the number of vehicles originally approved by the 
comm1ss10n. 

B. An owner, as described in subsection A of this section, desiring to operate more than three 
additional vehicles over and above the number originally approved by commission shall make 
application therefor to the commission setting forth all the information required by this chapter in 
an original owner's permit application. Pursuant to the procedure and conditions set forth in 
Sections 5.84.100 and 5.84.110, the commission shall schedule ahearing and may grant such 
permit in whole or in part, and may impose limitations on the number of additional vehicles to be 
permitted under subsection A of this section. (Ord. 5048 ° 17, 1994: prior code 0 20-38) 

5.84.090 Owner's pem1it-Application. 

A. Application Acceptance Period. Except as specified in this section, all applications for owner's 
permits shall be submitted to the city clerk for consideration by the commission during the 
application acceptance period which shall commence from the first day of January through and 
including the last day of March of each calendar year. Applications shall not be accepted after the 
expiration of this acceptance period unless the applicant demonstrates to the commission by a 
preponderance of the evidence that there is a current or immediate future anticipated need for 
new or additional service or that existing operators have failed to provide an adequate level of 
service. If the commission finds that there is good cause for accepting such an application, the 
commission may consider and grant the application for an owner's permit outside of the 
established time period. 

B. Application Requirements. No owner's permit shall be issued until after the applicant: (1) has 
deposited with the city clerk a pem1it application fee and all other sums of money as may be 
required under this code; and (2) has submitted an application for an owner's pem1it verified 



under oath to the city clerk. The application shall include but not be limited to the following 
information: 

1. If the applicant is a sole proprietorship: the owner's name, age, citizenship, residence and 
business addresses, and residence and business telephone numbers. If the applicant is a 
pminership or limited partnership: the names, ages, citizenship and business and residence 
addresses and telephone numbers of each partner. If the applicant is a corporation: the corporate 
name, date and place of incorporation, addresses and telephone numbers of each officer and 
agent for service of process; 

2. A description of each motor vehicle the applicant proposes to use, including but not limited to: 
the number, make, model and type of vehicle(s), the seating capacity of each, according to its 
trade or factory rating, or if a truck, the actual carrying and seating capacity thereof; the vehicle 
license number(s); and the vehicle identification number(s) if available. If such information is not 
available at the time of application for an owner's permit, such information shall be required by 
the city clerk for ce1iification prior to issuance of an owner's permit; 

3. A color scheme, name, monogram or insignia which is not in conflict with, and does not 
imitate any color scheme, name, monogram or insignia in current use by another entity; 

4. The street number and exact location of the public or private garage from which each such 
vehicle is to be operated; 

5. A schedule of the rates of fare to be charged for canying passengers. In the case of dial-a-ride 
vehicles a map of fare zones shall also be filed, and in the case of jitneys, a map of the routes to 
be established shall also be filed; 

6. The past experience of the applicant relating to operation of the activity being requested and 
the name, address, telephone number and past experience of the person to be in charge of the 
premises or business; 

7. A statement as to any previous permit suspensions, denials, terminations, cancellations or 
revocations in any jurisdiction, and an explanation of the circumstances regarding same; 

8. Such further information as the city or the commission, may require; 

9. Applications for taxicab owners shall also contain a statement that each of the applicant's 
taxicabs shall be equipped with a taximeter which shall comply with Sections 5.84.00 through 
5.84.230 of this chapter. (Ord. 5139 ° 6, 1996: Ord. 5048 ° 19, 1994; prior code 00 20-43, 20-44) 

5.84.100 Owner's permit-Application-Hearing-Findings-Issuance. 

A. Upon receipt of any application for an owner's permit refened to in Section 5.84.090 or 
application for additional vehicles pursuant to Section 5.84.104, the director of public works 



shall make or cause to be made an investigation and shall set a date for hearing by the 
commission. Public notice of such hearing shall be given by publishing notice thereof once in the 
city's official newspaper, at least ten days before the time of the hearing. Notice of such hearing 
shall also be given to all persons who currently possess valid owner's pe1mits. 

B. The commission may grant an owner's pe1mit pursuant to Sections 5.84.090 and 5.84. l 04B 
only if it finds: 

1. That the applicant has complied with all the terms and conditions of this chapter; 

2. That the applicant has proven by a preponderance of the evidence that public convenience and 
necessity, as defined in Section 5.84.010, requires the operation of the vehicle(s) listed in the 
pem1it application. The commission may consider such factors as set fo1ih in Section 5. 84.103 . 
The commission shall have the power to deny the granting of an owner's permit if public 
convenience and necessity does not require the same or for any reasonable cause which, in the 
commission's sound discretion, is contrary to the public welfare; 

3. That in the case of a taxicab, automobile for hire or nonemergency medical vehicle owner's 
pem1it applications, the vehicle(s) proposed for use by the applicant does not exceed the vehicle 
age requirements set fo1ih in Section 5.84.363 of this chapter. 

C. Owner's permits shall become effective subject to certification by the city clerk that the 
vehicle(s) listed under the application comply with the requirements Section 5.84.370. 

D. Upon being granted an owner's permit, the applicant shall have ninety days to install the 
necessary equipment required by this chapter on the vehicle(s) listed under the application. The 
ninety-day time period granted to an applicant is solely for the purpose of pennitting the 
applicant time to expend the funds necessary to properly outfit the vehicle(s) on and does not 
grant any right to operate the vehicle(s) prior to the city clerk's certification. 

E. If, upon inspection, the vehicle(s) described in the application are found to comply with the 
requirements of this chapter, the city clerk shall issue an owner's permit for a period of time not 
to exceed five years and an annual license for each vehicle. Owners of taxicab and nonemergency 
medical vehicle operations holding valid city-issued permits on or before June 23, 1994 must 
reapply for an owner's pem1it within the application acceptance period, pursuant to Section 
5.84.090, not later than five years from July 1, 1995. Owners of taxicab and nonemergency 
medical vehicle operations permitted on or after June 24, 1994 must reapply within the 
application acceptance period pursuant to Section 5.84.090, not later than five years from the 
date of issuance of the owner's pennit. 

F. If for any reason the city clerk denies certification of any vehicle(s) described in the applicant's 
application, said application shall be deemed denied pursuant to Section 5.84.110. (Ord. 5139 ° 7, 
1996: Ord. 5048 °0 20, 23, 1994: prior code 00 20-45, 20-46) 

5.84.103 Public convenience and necessity-Findings by commission. 



A. The commission, when considering findings for public convenience and necessity as set forth 
in Section 5.84. l 00, may consider, but is not limited to the following factors: 

1. The ability of the current operator(s) to perfo1m the service in which the current operator(s) is 
pe1mitted; 

2. The effect of multiple service providers within the city; 

3. The growth and development of the city at the present and in the future; 

4. The scope of service to be provided by the applicant; 

5. The reliability of the applicant's equipment; 

6. The ability of the current operator(s) and applicants to provide efficient service to passengers; 

7. The inability of the current operator(s) to handle the current demand for service; 

8. Evidence from complaints on file with the city clerk registered against the current operator(s); 
and 

9. Innovative proposals of service to the public presented by the applicant including, but not 
limited to, guaranteed ride home programs, special services for the elderly and nonambulatory 
persons and/or the use of vehicles utilizing clean fuel technology. 

B. The commission shall have the power to deny the granting of an owner's permit if public 
convenience and necessity does not require the same or for any reasonable cause which, in the 
commission's sound discretion, is contrary to the public welfare. 

(Ord. 5139 ° 8, 1996; Ord. 5048 ° 21, 1994: prior code 0 20-45.1) 

5.84.104 Pe1mit for additional vehicles-Application. 

A. Any person possessing a valid owner's permit for the operation of one or more automobiles 
for hire, dial-a-ride vehicles, jitneys, nonemergency medical vehicles or taxicabs, may submit an 
application to the city clerk for a permit to operate up to a maximum of three such additional 
motor vehicles over and above the number of vehicles of the same type and classification as 
originally pennitted by the commission. The application shall set forth the same information as is 
required in an original owner's permit application and shall be verified under oath. 

B. Any owner, as described in subsection A of this section, desiring to operate more than three 
additional vehicles over and above the number originally approved by the commission shall 



make application under oath therefor to the commission setting forth all the information required 
by this chapter in an original owner's pennit application. Pursuant to Sections 5.84.100 through 
5.84.110, the commission shall consider such application in whole or in part, and may impose 
limitations on the number of additional vehicles to be permitted under subsection A of this 
section. (Ord. 5139 ° 9, 1996) 

5.84.107 Taxicabs-Special pe1mits issued when. 

A. Notwithstanding any provision of this chapter or any other ordinance of the city, this section 
shall apply to a taxicab owner who desires a taxicab owner's permit to operate before, during or 
after a special event or in the wake of a local or state declared disaster. 

B. In the event of a local or state declared disaster or special event as described herein, a person 
may apply for a taxicab owner's permit pursuant to the procedure set forth under this chapter, 
except that such person applying for a special permit hereunder need only comply with the 
following sections of this code: Sections 5.84.020, 5.84.030, 5.84.035, 5.84.050, 5.84.060, 
5.84.090B, 5.84.170 through 5.84.240, 5.84.290, 5.84.310, 5.84.360 and 5.84.380. 

C. Any person desiring an owner's permit under this section shall submit an application therefor 
pursuant to Section 5.84.090(B), to the city clerk. Upon receipt of the application, a copy shall be 
forwarded to the director of public works and the city clerk shall then place the application on the 
next available agenda for city council consideration. In the case of a local or state declared 
disaster, the application my be considered for immediate action by the city council at an 
emergency meeting pursuant to California Government Code, Section 54956.5. Same shall be 
acted upon by the city council without the necessity of a public hearing. It shall be left to the 
discretion of the city council to grant or deny any such permit and to limit the length of time any 
such permit shall be deemed valid. However, in no event shall any such permit be valid for a 
period in excess of sixty days. Nothing contained herein shall preclude an applicant from 
reapplying for a permit in the event of a local or state declared disaster or special event 
hereunder, for additional periods of time for the same event or during or after the same local or 
state declared disaster. 

2. For the purposes of this section, the determination of what constitutes a special event shall be 
left to the discretion of the council. However, in order to guide prospective applicants and the 
council, special events include, but are not limited to, regional or local events calculated to draw 
a large number of people to either the city or the region, such as the Rose Bowl, World Cup 
Soccer tournament, or other local or regional events deemed to be of sufficient magnitude to 
wanant, in the council's sole discretion., the temporary need for additional taxicabs. 

D. Upon approval of a permit hereunder, the city clerk shall cause such vehicle to be inspected to 
determine if same is safe to operate as a taxicab in Glendale. A fee for such inspection shall be 
imposed as established by resolution of the council. Upon passing inspection, the city clerk shall 
issue a license for each vehicle. (Ord. 5139 ° 10, 1996: Ord. 5048 ° 24, 1994: prior code 0 20-
46.1) 



5.84.110 Owner's permit-Denial-Revocation-Suspension. 

A. In addition to the failure of an owner's permit applicant to comply with all the terms and 
conditions of this chapter, the commission shall deny the application for an owner's pem1it, if it 
shall appear to its satisfaction that any motor vehicle proposed to be operated is inadequate or 
unsafe or that the applicant has been convicted of a felony, a violation of any narcotic law or any 
penal law involving moral turpitude. 

B. The commission shall have the power to revoke, suspend or cancel any owner's permit if 
public convenience and necessity does not require the same or for any reasonable cause which, in 
its sound discretion, is contrary to the public welfare including but not limited to the dispatching 
of an unlicensed or impermitted driver or vehicle. (Ord. 5139 ° 11, 1996: Ord. 5048 ° 25, 1994: 
prior code 0 20-48) 

5.84.115 Appeal-Owner's permit. 

Any person aggrieved by the denial of an owner's permit, or permit for operating additional 
vehicles pursuant to Section 5.84.104(B), or from the denial of an application filed outside the 
acceptance period pursuant to Section 5.84.090(A), may appeal the decision of the commission 
to the city council within the time and the manner provided in Chapter 2.88 of this code. (Ord. 
5139 ° 12, 1996: Ord. 5048 ° 22, 1994: prior code 0 20-45.2) 

5.84.120 Driver's permit-Application-Controlled substance and alcohol testing-Late fee-Renewal. 

A. Any driver desiring to obtain a driver's permit required by Section 5.84.030 shall make 
application therefor to the city clerk as set forth in this Section 5.84.120. Nonemergency medical 
vehicle drivers shall meet the requirements of this chapter in addition to any other requirements 
or regulations pursuant to state law. 

B. The application for such driver's permit shall be verified under oath and shall include the 
following infmmation: 

1. Three recent photographs (2?? 2? head and shoulders) of applicant taken within one year 
immediately preceding the filing of the application; 

2. The applicant's name, age, business and residence addresses and telephone numbers; 

3. The applicant's past experience in operating automobiles; 

4. The names and addresses of the applicant's current employer and previous employers during 
the preceding three years; 



5. A copy of the applicant's valid California driver's license, and, for nonemergency medical 
vehicle drivers, a copy of the driver's cun-ent California Ambulance Driver Certificate issued by 
the California Department of Motor Vehicles; 

6. A statement as to whether a driver's license has ever been issued to the applicant by any other 
state or governmental agency and whether any driver's license issued to the applicant has ever 
been suspended or revoked; 

7. Convictions, if any, in any court of law; 

8. A signed agreement to submit to a background investigation; 

9. A set of fingerprints certified by the city clerk; 

10. The name and address of the owner of the vehicle; 

11. The endorsement of the applicant's employer if the applicant is not self-employed; 

12. A copy of the applicant's driver's record from the California Department of Motor Vehicles; 

13. Such additional information as may be required. 

C. Prior to operation of a taxicab and as a condition for application approval and annual permit 
renewal, driver's permit applicants shall comply with the following mandatory controlled 
substances and alcohol testing certification program: 

1. Applicants shall annually test negative for alcohol and for each of the controlled substances as 
specified in Government Code Section 53075.5(b)(3)(A). Except as set forth in subsection (C)(2) 
of this section, testing shall be completed within thirty days prior to the date of application at a 
certified drug testing laboratory acceptable to the city clerk. As used in this section, a negative 
test for alcohol means an alcohol screening test showing a breath alcohol concentration of less 
than 0.02 percent. 

2. Any negative test result from another jurisdiction shall be accepted for one year from the date 
of the administration of the test as meeting the requirement for yearly permit renewal testing if 
the applicant has not tested positive subsequent to a negative result. However, a negative test 
result from another jurisdiction shall only be accepted from renewal applicants and not from new 
applicants. 

3. In the case of a self-employed independent applicant, the test results shall be reported directly 
to the city clerk, who shall notify the taxicab owner or leasing company of record, if any, of the 
test results. In all other cases, the results shall be reported directly to the employing taxicab 
owner, who shall be required to notify the city in writing of all results. · 



D. A driver's pennit shall be effective for one year from the date of issuance. Applications for 
renewal shall be made with the city clerk not later than thirty days prior to the expiration date. 
Fingerprinting shall be required upon initial application and every three years thereafter. 

E. In addition to any other remedy or penalty provided in this code, any person or corporation 
which fails to submit an application for renewal of a driver's pennit within the time limit 
prescribed in this Section shall be charged a late renewal fee, which fee shall be established by 
resolution of the city council pursuant to Section 5.84.020B. This fee shall be in addition to any 
other remedy or penalty provided for elsewhere in this code. (Ord. 5139 ° 13, 1996: Ord. 5048 ° 
26, 1994: prior code 0 20-49) 

5.84.130 Temporary driver's permit-Issuance. 

Any person who has applied for a driver's permit pursuant to Section 5.84.120 and has tested 
negative on a controlled substance and alcohol test pursuant to Section 5.84.120(C), shall, upon 
request therefor, be permitted to temporarily operate a motor vehicle under this chapter for a 
period not to exceed one hundred twenty days. The temporary privilege shall be issued after a 
review of California Department of Motor Vehicles records, local police records and, when 
applicable, out-of-state motor vehicle operator records, to determine whether the applicant is 
properly licensed and a competent person to temporarily operate an automobile for hire, dial-a
ride vehicle, jitney, nonemergency medical vehicle or taxicab. Temporary permission to operate 
a motor vehicle pursuant to this chapter shall be evidenced by a person's application receipt 
marked by the city clerk as temporary. Any tempora1y driver's approval shall, for all purposes, 
have the same force and be subject to the same conditions as any driver's permit issued under this 
chapter. (Ord. 5139 ° 14, 1996: prior code 0 20-49.1) 

5.84.140 Driver's permit-Issuance-Display. 

Every driver's permit issued by the city clerk shall set forth the name of the driver, the driver's 
photograph and the name of the owner of the vehicle which the driver shall use. Such permit 
shall be valid only so long as the driver continues in the employ of or other business relationship 
as driver for such owner. Driver permits shall not be transferrable from one employer to another. 
Each driver's pennit shall be displayed conspicuously in the rear passenger compartment of the 
vehicle used by the driver. Upon the termination of such employment or business relationship, 
the driver shall forthwith smTender his or her driver's permit to the city clerk. (Ord. 5139 ° 15, 
1996: prior code 0 20-50) 

5.84.150 Driver's permit-Suspension-Revocation-Administrative hearing. 

A. Grounds for Denial, Suspension or Revocation. In addition to any other provision in this 
chapter, commission of the following offenses shall constitute grounds for denial, suspension or 
revocation of any temporary or pe1manent driver's permit issued pursuant to this chapter. Where 



convictions are required, a plea of no lo contendere or a plea of guilty for the purposes of this 
chapter shall be deemed the same as a conviction. Nothing in this section shall prevent the chief 
of police, city manager or city clerk, or any designee thereof, from suspending, denying or 
revoking a driver's permit for reasons other than those listed within this section if, in his or her 
sound discretion, the exercise of such pennit constitutes a substantial risk to the safety or welfare 
of the public. 

1. The following offenses shall constitute grounds for immediate suspension as set forth in 
subsection (B)(2) of this section. There shall be no right of appeal: 

i. Status as a registered sex offender pursuant to Penal Code Section 290, 

ii. Conviction of possession of any controlled substance or narcotic within the last ten years, 

iii. Conviction of the following offenses within the last seven years: Vehicle Code Sections 
14601.3, 14601.4, 14601.5, 20001, 20003, 20004, 23104, 23153, Penal Code Sections 118, 192, 
529.5 and any felony listed in the Penal Code including those charged as misdemeanors pursuant 
to Penal Code Section 17(b)(4), 

iv. Conviction of the following offenses within the last three years: Vehicle Code Sections 31, 
12500, 14601, 14601.1, 14601.2, 20002, 23103, 23152 and 23220, 

v. Conviction of any violation of this chapter within the last three years and no more than one 
such violation within twelve months prior to the date of application; 

2. Conviction of any crime involving moral turpitude; 

3. A driving history indicating convictions of three or more moving violations within the last 
three years with two or more of such convictions occurring within the last twelve months from 
the date of the application. There shall be no right of appeal; 

4. Two or more accidents where the applicant was found to be at fault as indicated by records of 
the California Department of Motor Vehicles, and at least one such finding occmring within 
twelve months prior to the date of application. There shall be no right of appeal; 

5. Physical or mental incapacity to safely operate any vehicle governed by this chapter. Such 
incapacity may include but shall not be limited to the driver's previous history of controlled 
substance or alcohol abuse, or both. The determination of physical or mental incapacity may be 
reconsidered upon a showing of sufficient proof, such as a written statement from a duly licensed 
physician or mental health professional, that the applicant or permittee is capable of operating the 
vehicle safely and performing such other duties as are required by this chapter; 

6. Incomplete, incorrect or false information on a driver's permit application or renewal, whether 
or not the applicant intended to submit the application in such a manner. Such applicant shall not 
be entitled to reapply for a driver permit for a period of one year from the date of denial or 



revocation; 

7. Substantial evidence of facts of either physical or moral deficiencies of the applicant which in 
the sound discretion of the chief of police, city manager or the city clerk, or a designee thereof, 
would render such applicant not a competent person to operate an automobile for hire, dial-a-ride 
vehicle, jitney, nonemergency medical vehicle or taxicab. 

B. Procedure for Denial, Suspension or Revocation. 

1. The city manager, chief of police, city clerk, or any designee thereof, shall have the power to 
deny, suspend or revoke a driver's permit upon any of the grounds set forth in this chapter. 
Except as othe1wise provided, the exercise of such power shall be subject to the affected 
applicant or permittee having been given adequate notice, pursuant to subsection (B)(3) of this 
section, of a hearing, the proposed action, the reasons therefor, and a copy of the charges upon 
which the action is based. 

2. Immediate Suspension. The city manager, chief of police, city clerk or any designee thereof, 
may immediately suspend a driver's permit when it is determined that an emergency involving 
public health or safety requires such suspension. Immediate suspension shall remain in effect 
until such time as a disposition of the charge is reached. 

3. Notice. The city clerk shall serve notification of the denial, suspension or revocation by United 
States mail to the last known address of the applicant or pennittee. Such notice shall state the 
date of the denial, suspension or revocation, the reason therefor, and a statement that, in order to 
receive a hearing with regard to the denial, suspension or revocation, the applicant or permittee 
shall submit a request for such hearing in writing within fifteen days of the date appearing on the 
notice. Failure of applicant or pennittee to respond to the notice of hearing is a waiver of the 
right to the hearing and appeal, and action may be taken without permittee being present. 

4. Hearing. Any requested hearing shall be conducted within five days ofreceipt of the request 
for such hearing, excluding days when City Hall is closed, weekends and holidays, by the city 
clerk who shall designate a hearing officer. At the close of the hearing, the hearing officer shall 
determine whether clear and convincing evidence was shown for such denial, suspension or 
revocation. If such evidence is shown, the denial, suspension or revocation shall be affim1ed for 
the period of time indicated in this Section 5.84.150. 

5. Regulations during suspension or revocation period. Unless otherwise provided herein, from 
the time of the denial, suspension or revocation of any permit, no person whose permit is denied, 
suspended or revoked shall drive, operate or be in charge of any vehicle regulated herein for a 
period of one year from the date of denial, suspension or revocation. The city manager, chief of 
police, city clerk or any designate may invoke a longer denial period when a review of the facts 
warrants more than one year. In the event of such revocation or suspension of a driver's permit, 
such certificate as may be issued in connection therewith shall be, by the holder thereof, 
forthwith surrendered to the city clerk. 



C. The provisions of this chapter are nonexclusive and supplementary to existing rights and 
remedies. Nothing in this chapter shall prevent the city from commencing any appropriate action 
with respect to enforcement of this chapter. This chapter shall supplement and be in addition to 
other regulatory codes, statutes and ordinances heretofore or hereafter enacted by the city, state 
or any other legal entity or agency having jurisdiction. (Ord. 5139 ° 16, 1996: prior code 0 20-51) 

5.84.160 Appeal-Driver's pe1mit. 

A. Unless an appeal is prohibited by this code, a decision regarding the denial, suspension or 
revocation of a driver's pem1it pursuant to this chapter shall become final fifteen days following 
the date of the decision unless an appeal to the transp011ation and parking commission is filed. 

B. A decision of the transportation and parking commission shall become final fifteen days 
following the date of the decision unless an appeal to the city council is filed pursuant to the 
provisions of Chapter 2.88 relating to the uniform appeal procedure. (Ord. 5139 ° 17, 1996: prior 
code 0 20-52) 

5.84.170 Operations generally. 

A. No person shall drive or operate any dial-a-ride vehicle, jitney, nonemergency medical vehicle 
or taxicab other than one bearing the color scheme, name, monogram or insignia set forth in the 
application for the permit as provided in Section 5.84.090. No person shall change the color 
scheme, name, monogram or insignia without first having filed a written petition with the 
director of public works requesting such change. The petition shall include the reason for the 
proposed change, an outline of the specific change(s) and a vehicle illustration. The new color 
scheme, name, monogram or insignia shall not conflict with or imitate any color scheme, name, 
monogram or insignia used by another person in such manner as would mislead, deceive or 
defraud the public. 

B. No person shall drive or operate any automobile for hire, dial-a-ride vehicle, jitney, 
nonemergency medical vehicle or taxicab other than one bearing the vehicle identification 
number set forth in the application for the permit or license as provided in this chapter. No 
substitute vehicles shall be allowed. 

C. All persons or corporations having an owner's permit pursuant to this chapter shall submit to 
the city clerk upon request of the city clerk a statement signed under penalty of perjury showing 
the make, model, year, vehicle license number and vehicle identification number of each vehicle 
which is to be available for hire commencing July 1st of that year. (Ord. 5139 ° 18, 1996: Ord. 
5 048 ° 18, 1994: prior code 0 20-41) 

5.84.180 Schedule of fares. 



The owner of every automobile for hire, dial-a-ride vehicle, jitney or taxicab operating in the city 
shall file with his or her application for an owner's permit a true and correct schedule of fares to 
be charged for the transportation of passengers in any and all vehicles operated by such owner, 
and such owner shall not change or amend the fares in any manner without first filing such 
changed or amended fares with the city clerk thi1iy days prior to the effective date of such change 
or amendment. No person shall charge, collect or receive any other or different compensation for 
the use of such automobile for hire, dial-a-ride vehicle, jitney or taxicab than that specified in the 
schedule of fares on file with the city clerk and at the time in effect. (Ord. 5139 ° 19, 1996: Ord. 
5048 ° 5, 1994: prior code 0 20-12) 

5.84.190 Certain items to be displayed. 

A. Every automobile for hire, dial-a-ride vehicle, jitney and taxicab shall have displayed in plain 
view in the rear passenger compartment thereof at all times a sign stating in clearly legible 
characters the rates of fare charged for carrying passengers therein, the owner's name or the 
fictitious name under which the owner operates, the business address, and telephone number of 
such owner, and the license number furnished by the city clerk. 

B. In addition to the sign required under subsection A of this section, every automobile for hire, 
dial-a-ride vehicle, jitney and taxicab shall have displayed in plain view in the rear passenger 
compaiiment thereof a permanently affixed printed sign not less than eight by five inches in size 
with lettering not less than three-sixteenths of an inch in height (or eighteen point Helvetica 
regular), which sign shall contain the minimum following language: 

NOTICE TOP ASSEN GERS 

This vehicle is regulated for your health, safety, and convenience. The regulations require: 

1. This vehicle to be kept neat, clean and sanitary. 

2. The driver shall be courteous and neat and clean in appearance. 

3. Smoking by the driver or passengers is prohibited. 

If you have any reason to believe that this vehicle has not been operated in compliance with these 
requirements or that the service provided has been unsatisfactory, please call the City of Glendale 
at (818) 548-2090 between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. GMC Sec. 5.84.360. 



The exact location of the signs required by this section shall be approved by the city clerk who 
shall be guided solely by the criteria set forth above. (Ord. 5048 ° 6, 1994: prior code 0 20-14) 

5.84.200 Taximeters generally. 

No owner or driver of any taxicab operated in the city pursuant to the tenns of this chapter, shall 
have any such vehicle not equipped with a taximeter of such type and design as may be approved 
by the city manager or city clerk. The owner of such taxicab shall keep such meter accurate at all 
times. Such meter shall be subject to inspection from time to time. The city manager, city clerk 
or a designee thereof or any police officer of the city is authorized at his or her instance or upon 
the complaint of any person, to investigate such taximeter and upon discovery of any inaccuracy 
of such taximeter to remove or cause to be removed from service any such vehicle equipped with 
such taximeter until such taximeter shall have been repaired and accurately adjusted. (Ord. 5139 ° 
20, 1996: prior code 0 20-15) 

5.84.210 Taximeters-Display. 

The charge for any service to all patrons of a taxicab shall be calculated and indicated by a 
taximeter, which shall be placed in each vehicle so operated so that the reading dial showing the 
amount to be charged shall be well lighted and readily discernible by the passenger riding in any . 
such taxicab. (Prior code 0 20-16) 

5.84.220 Taximeters-In-use flag display-Exception. 

No driver of any taxicab shall display the "flag" attached to the taximeter in the "in use" position 
until the passenger has entered the taxicab, except in the case of a request for a taxicab at a 
specified time and location in which case the "flag" may be placed in the ''in-use" position at the 
time and location requested by the customer, or at any time thereafter, after the driver has 
personally contacted such customer. No driver, while canying passengers, shall display the 
"flag" in such position as to denote that such vehicle is not employed, or to fail to place the "flag" 
in the "home" or "for hire" position at the termination of each and every service. (Prior code 0 20-
17) 

5.84.230 Taximeters-Fare receipt. 

No driver of any taxicab, upon receiving full payment for a fare as indicated by the taximeter, 
shall refuse to give a receipt upon the request of any passenger making such payment. Such 
receipt shall indicate the amount of the fare, the date, the initial location and destination of the 
trip, the taxicab number, and the name of the driver. (Prior code 0 20-18) 

5.84.240 Taxicab-Hiring procedure. 



A. The services of a taxicab operating pursuant to any permit granted under this chapter shall be 
available only upon telephone call, engagement of the taxicab when parked at a taxicab stand or 
when hailed, but not otherwise. No taxicab driver, owner, or his or her agent shall solicit 
passengers from or about the vehicle. 

B. No owner or driver of any taxicab shall park or stand the same upon any public highway in the 
city for any period of time longer than is necessary to discharge or receive passengers. (Ord. 
5139 ° 21, 1996: prior code 0 20-20) 

5.84.250 Taxicab-Service. 

All persons engaged in the taxicab business in the city operating under this chapter shall render 
an overall service to the public desiring to use taxicabs and shall keep open twenty-four hours a 
day for the purpose of receiving orders and dispatching vehicles. They shall answer and dispatch 
all calls received as soon as possible, and if service cannot be rendered within a reasonable time, 
they shall so notify the prospective passenger the approximate time that service can be rendered 
and give the reason therefor. The holder of any owner's permit who refuses to accept a call 
anywhere within the corporate limits of the city at any time when such owner has available 
vehicles or who fails or refuses to give service without reasonable cause relating to the health, 
safety or welfare of the driver, shall be deemed to be in violation of this chapter and his or her 
owner's permit shall be subject to revocation procedures. (Prior code 0 20-20.5) 

5.84.260 Automobiles for hire-Hiring procedure. 

The services of an automobile for hire operating pursuant to any permit granted under this 
chapter shall be available only upon telephone call or upon engagement at the public or private 
garage fi:om which such vehicle is operated. No person shall cruise or cause or permit to be 
cruised any automobile for hire. An automobile for hire shall be deemed to be cruising when it 
solicits or takes on any passenger other than in response to an order given at its garage, or in 
response to a telephone call requesting transportation. (Prior code 0 20-21) 

5.84.270 Dial-a-ride vehicles-Hiring procedure. 

The services of a dial-a-ride vehicle operating pursuant to any permit granted under the 
provisions of this chapter shall be available only upon telephone call. No dial-a-ride vehicle 
driver, owner, or his or her agent shall solicit passengers from or about the vehicle. (Ord. 5139 ° 
22, 1996: Ord. 5048 ° 7, 1994: prior code 0 20-21.4) 

5. 84.280 Jitneys-Hiring procedure. 



The services of a jitney operating pursuant to any permit granted under this chapter shall be 
available only upon engagement of the jitney at locations along its fixed route, but not otherwise. 
No jitney driver, owner or his or her agent shall solicit passengers from or about the vehicle. 
(Ord. 5139 ° 23, 1996: prior code 0 20-21.6) 

5.84.290 Taxicabs and automobiles for hire-Passenger compartment exclusive. 

When a taxicab or automobile for hire is engaged, the occupants shall have the exclusive right to 
the full and complete use of the passenger compartment, and no owner or driver of such taxicab 
shall solicit or carry additional passengers therein. (Prior code 0 20-22) 

5.84.300 Passenger obligated to pay legal fare. 

No person shall refuse to pay the legal fare of any of the vehicles mentioned in this chapter, after 
having hired the same, and any person who shall hire any such vehicle with the intent to defraud 
the person from whom it is hired shall be punishable as provided in Chapter 1.20. (Prior code 0 

20-23) 

5. 84.310 Direct route taken-Exception. 

Any driver employed to carry passengers to a definite point shall take the most direct route 
possible that will carry the passenger safely and expeditiously to the passenger's destination; 
except that in the case of dial-a-ride vehicles the driver shall proceed as expeditiously as possible 
in the general direction of all of the passengers, taking into consideration requests from 
additional customers, leaving such passengers at their prescribed destinations; and in the case of 
jitneys the driver shall travel a fixed route. (Ord. 5048 ° 8, 1994: prior code 0 20-24) 

5.84.320 Vehicle stand-Application-Location-Dimensions. 

A. No private ownership of stands in any public street or alley shall be permitted. The director of 
public works shall establish taxicab stands and detem1ine the dimensions and locations thereof 
on any public street or alley. No stand shall be of a size or at a location other than that approved 
by the director of public works. The commission shall make any regulations which it deems 
necessary for the designation and use of stands upon public property. Nothing in this chapter 
shall prevent the private ownership of stands on private property. 

B. All taxi driver permit holders may park any pe1mitted taxicab in any taxicab stand, while 
awaiting employment. A driver may not use any stand where a vehicle from the same operator is 
already parked. Only the driver who is located in the first space of the stand may receive 
passengers. A driver shall occupy a stand only when available for immediate hire. 



C. Any driver who fails to comply with this Section 5.84.320 shall be guilty of an infraction as 
set forth in Chapter 1.20 of this code. In addition to the fines imposed therein, upon the third 
conviction for a violation of this section, the driver's permit shall be revoked for a period of one 
year from the date of conviction pursuant to the procedure set forth in Section 5.84. l 50(B). (Ord. 
5139 ° 24, 1996: Ord. 5048 ° 9, 1994: prior code 0 20-26) 

5.84.330 Vehicle stand-Change in location. 

The director of public works shall have the power to change or propose a new location for an 
existing stand. (Ord. 5139 ° 25, 1996: Ord. 5048 ° 10, 1994: prior code 0 20-27) 

5.84.360 Vehicle and driver appearance and other requirements. 

A. Every automobile for hire, dial-a-ride vehicle, jitney, nonemergency medical vehicle or 
taxicab shall be maintained in a safe, neat, clean and sanitary condition. 

B. Every automobile for hire, dial-a-ride vehicle, jitney, nonemergency medical vehicle or 
taxicab shall be equipped with an air conditioning unit. These air conditioning units are to be in 
good working condition at all times. 

C. The driver of all such vehicles shall be courteous and clean of body and wearing apparel. 

D. Smoking by drivers or passengers in any such vehicle while same is available for, or actually 
hired for use, shall be prohibited. 

E. All vehicle for hire operations shall have disabled accessible vehicles as required by federal 
law as it now exists or may hereafter be amended. (Ord. 5139 ° 28, 1996: Ord. 5048 ° 11, 1994: 
prior code 0 20-30) 

5.84.363 Automobile for hire, taxicab and nonemergency medical vehicle age requirements. 

No automobiles forhire or taxicabs, exceeding eight years of age from January 1st of the year of 
manufacture shall be allowed to operate within the city. No nonemergency medical vehicle 
exceeding fifteen years of age from January 1st of the year manufacture shall be allowed to 
operate within the city. Existing permittees shall comply with this section 5.84.363 no later than 
July 1, 1998. (Ord. 5139 ° 29, 1996: Ord. 5048 ° 12, 1994: prior code 0 20-30.1) 

5.84.367 Vehicle identification-Decals. 

A. No vehicle shall be permitted to operate pursuant to this chapter without identification decals, 



issued by the city clerk, signifying autho1ity to operate in the city. Automobiles for hire, dial-a
ride vehicles, jitneys, and nonemergency medical vehicles shall be identified by one decal 
permanently affixed to the left rear bumper of said vehicle. Taxicabs shall be identified by two 
annual vehicle license decals placed in the center of the taxicab identification decals permanently 
affixed to the upper front portion of the right and left front doors, respectively. 

B. Decals shall be issued by the city clerk upon payment of a vehicle identification decal fee. as 
established by resolution of the city council pursuant to Section 5.84.020(B). 

C. Vehicle identification decal(s) shall remain affixed to the vehicle(s) until such a time as the 
age of the vehicle(s) exceed the vehicle age limit pursuant to Section 5.84.363, in the event of 
revocation or suspension of the owner's permit under which the vehicle operates pursuant to 
Section 5.84.110, or in the event of accident in which the vehicle cannot be repaired. In the event 
of any of the aforementioned situations, all identification decals shall be removed completely 
from the vehicle, placed on backing paper, and returned to the city clerk. The fee for the decals 
shall not be refunded upon return of the decal. (Ord. 5139 ° 30, 1996: Ord. 5048 ° 13, 1994: prior 
code 0 20-30.2) 

5 .84.3 70 Vehicles-License fee-Inspections-Maintenance. 

A. No owner or driver shall operate, or cause to be operated, any automobile for hire, dial-a-ride 
vehicle, jitney, nonemergency medical vehicle or taxicab until after the owner or driver: (1) has 
deposited with the city clerk a vehicle license fee and all other sums of money as may be 
required under this code; and (2) has been issued an annual vehicle license by the city clerk. 
Annual vehicle licenses and identification decals shall be issued by the city clerk upon successful 
completion of an annual safety and compliance inspection and certification by the city clerk at 
least sixty days prior to the expiration of said vehicle license. Annual identification decals shall 
be permanently affixed to licensed vehicles pursuant to Section 5.84.367. Taxicabs exceeding 
five years of age and nonemergency medical vehicles exceeding ten years of age shall pass an 
annual mechanical inspection by an outside city-approved mechanic, at applicant's sole expense, 
prior to renewal of vehicle licenses pursuant to this Section 5.84.370. 

B. No owner or driver shall operate or cause to be operated any automobile for hire. dial-a-ride 
vehicle, jitney, nonemergency medical vehicle or taxicab while the same or any of the equipment 
used thereon or therewith shall be in a defective, unsafe or unsanitary condition. The owner or 
driver shall keep a maintenance log on each vehicle. Each vehicle and the maintenance log shall 
be available for inspection by the city at all times. 



5.84.375 Vehicles-Child passenger restraint systems. 

Upon request of a passenger, an owner of any automobile for hire, dial-a-ride vehicle, 
nonemergency medical vehicle or taxicab shall make a diligent effort to provide one or more 
child passenger restraint systems meeting applicable federal motor vehicle safety standards. 
(Ord. 5223 § 8, 1999) 

5.84.380 Insurance requirements. 

A. No owner or driver shall drive or operate any automobile for hire, dial-a-ride vehicle, 
jitney, nonemergency medical vehicle or taxicab, or cause the same to be driven or 
operated, unless there is on file with the city clerk and in full force and effect at all times 
while such vehicle is being operated, a policy of insurance. The city manager, chief of 
police, city clerk, or any designee thereof, may summarily suspend an owner's permit or 
driver's permit, or both, when it is determined that a violation of the insurance 
requirements of this section requires such suspension. Except as otherwise provided, the 
exercise of such power shall be subject to the provision of adequate notice to the affected 
applicant. 

B. Insurance policies for all vehicles as defined in this chapter shall be evidenced by a 
certificate from an insurer licensed by the state of California to sell commercial 
automobile liability insurance or a foreign insurance carrier domiciled within the United 
States but outside California, with a minimum AM. Best Rating, (or any other successor 
entity) ofB+. Said policy shall insure and indemnify the owner and passengers riding in 
owner or driver's vehicle against liability for financial loss resulting from damage to 
property, or injury occurring to persons or passengers from the operation of such 
vehicles, in an amount not less than one hundred thousand dollars for bodily injury to any 
person, tlu·ee hundred thousand dollars for any one accident and fifty thousand dollars for 
property damage. 

C. Notwithstanding the insurance requirements under subsection B of this section, an 
owner of an automobile for hire, dial-a-ride vehicle, jitney, nonemergency vehicle or 
taxicab, may in lieu of a policy of automobile liability insurance with a deductible limit, 
provide a policy of automobile liability insurance in the same limits as set forth in 
subsection B of this section with a self-insured retention not to exceed fifty thousand 
dollars. Said policy shall include an endorsement which generally provides that such 
insurance provides full coverage and that the insurance carrier is obligated to pay in full, 
all valid liability claims notwithstanding any self-insured retention. 

D. Any policy of insurance pursuant to subsections B or C of this section, and certificate 
evidencing same shall contain a statement of obligation on the part of the insurance 
carrier to notify the city of any cancellation, te1mination or reduction in coverage at least 
thirty days in advance of the effective date of any such cancellation, termination or 
reduction in coverage. Said policy shall include and identify any deductible limit, which 
limit shall be subject to approval by the city attorney. Said policy shall provide that the 
insurer shall pay and satisfy any and all judgments imposed upon the insured or the 



operators of any of its vehicles, by operation of law for injuries to or death of persons 
other than employees of the insured or damages to property arising out of the operation of 
the motor vehicle of any kind or description for which a permit is required under this 
chapter. The policy of insurance and certificate evidencing same shall be subject to 
approval as to form by the city attorney. 

If at any time any policy of insurance pursuant to subsections B or C of this section, shal 1 be 
tem1inated, canceled, reduced in coverage, not renewed by the insurer issuing same, or the 
owner fails to comply with the provisions of this section, the owner shall replace such policy 
with another policy in full compliance with this section and show evidence of same to the 
city clerk no later than thirty days prior to such tennination, cancellation, reduction in 
coverage, nonrenewal or failure to comply with the provisions of this chapter. In default 
thereof, the city clerk shall revoke the owner's permit and license to operate according to the 
procedure set forth in SectionB. 

E. The requirements of this section shall not apply to any bus service, dial-a-ride, or other 
transportation service which is under direct contract with the city to provide public 
transportation services. Any insurance requirements for such direct contract 
transportation services shall be set forth in the contract and shall be subject to approval by 
the city attorney. (Ord. 5223 § 10, 1999: Ord. 5139 § 32, 1996: Ord. 5048 § 15, 1994: 
Ord. 5007 § 1, 1993: Ord. 5000 § 1, 1992: prior code§ 20-32) 

5.84.390 Enforcement. 

It shall be the duty of the chief of police and city clerk of the city to enforce this chapter. 
(Ord. 5139 § 33, 1996: Prior code§ 20-33) 

Alternative Transit Options on Burnaby Mountain 

By: Feisal Sachedina 

Introduction The new community on Burnaby Mountain will be beneficial to Simon 
Fraser University and will provide the university community and the new residents 
with many exciting opportunities. A chance to integrate the new community into the 
existing one to create a vibrant atmosphere on Burnaby Mountain is reason for 
excitement. Several issues, however, demand attention before the project can be 
deemed a success. Among these issues is the challenge of providing transportation 
options that are environmentally sound. 

The proposed Burnaby Mountain Community will create new transportation challenges 
for the Burnaby Mountain Community Corporation (BMCC). When the development is 



fully completed, it is expected that there will be approximately 10,000 new residents 
living in various areas on the mountain in 4,500 units of housing. Ideally all of the 
residential pockets should be fully integrated with the proposed commercial area, 
the university and the other facilities on the mountain. However, as this may be 
difficult to achieve, it is vital that transportation options, other than the use of single 
occupant vehicles, be available for all residents so that they may access any and all 
parts of the new and existing development. What methods of transportation should 
the BMCC study in order to prevent the majority of new residents from using their 
personal automobiles to travel from one area of the community to another? 

The first objective of the BMCC is to make money for Simon Fraser University. An 
ideal way to do this would be to sell many units of market-rate housing, neglect 
alternative transportation options involving TransLink, construct an enormous parking 
structure and sell parking passes at outrageous rates, and accept the ensuing 
transportation problems as part of the business of development. Fortunately, the 
BMCC is not so narrow-minded and has included the ideal of developing a sustainable 
community as an important objective in their proposal. With an open mind and an 
adherence to values, there is no reason to believe that the final product cannot be a 
model, sustainable community. 

The BMCC should work with Simon Fraser University to develop a transportation 
network for the new community and campus which is not centered around the use of 
a personal automobile, but instead, is focused on public transit and alternative forms 
of transportation. That would certainly be a giant first step in our quest for creating a 
sustainable model community. 

Goals Fomrnlly Adopt a Goal That Reduces Single Occupancy Vehicle Use on the Mountain 

To adopt a goal of developing a transp01iation system that devalues the single occupant vehicle 
is a difficult proposition to say the least. According to Roseland, "rather than try to eliminate cars 
altogether, an idea which few people consider realistic, we should focus on breaking our 
addiction to, or dependence upon, the automobile" (Roseland, 1998). With our reliance on 
and the convenience provided by personal automobiles, it is extremely difficult to 
change people's attitudes and force them out of their cars. With this community, 
however, we have an opportunity to develop a transportation network that places 
greater value on the use of alternative transportation methods. This requires a 
commitment from the BMCC and Simon Fraser University to adopt this goal as their 
own for this development project. 

Removing people from their cars is very important. It allows for the university and the new 
community to be a safe and more enjoyable place for all. It will also reduce the amount of 
pollutants that are currently being emitted into the atmosphere from automobiles. According to 
Go Green, an organization that addresses Lower Mainland environment and transportation 
concerns, for every litre of gasoline you save, you reduce greenhouse gas emissions-by 2.2 
kilograms (www.gogreen.com). Ifwe could reduce single occupant vehicle use by 20% on the 



mountain - which is a realistic goal according to Rob Macdonald ( 1998) - we could reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions by thousands of kilograms when the new development is 
fully completed. Renner (1988, in Haughton and Hunter, 1994) indicated that in 1988, 
the hidden social and environmental costs of car driving were over $300 billion per 
year, as measured by the Worldwatch Institute. These figures are from more than a 
decade ago. By now, these numbers have probably risen by many more billions of 
dollars. Automobiles also contribute to the decline in livability of a city as well as 
create an environment where noise, harsh lights and collisions are more likely. By 
reducing the use of single occupant vehicles, we have an ideal opportunity to solve 
two problems simultaneously. First, there is a chance to improve the University's 
inadequate transportation system. Second, we have the opportunity to develop a 
model system for the new community that is based on a balance of maximum 
efficiency and minimal environmental impact. 

Improve Public Transit Opportunities on the Mountain 

Encouraging the use of an alternative transportation system means increasing the 
convenience of the system to users. Historically urban centers throughout the Lower 
Mainland have failed to provide convenient and practical transit access to new 
neighbourhoods, and the effect has been to exacerbate the already serious traffic 
congestion and pollution problems throughout the city. In developing an alternative 
transportation network that is not as dependent on the single occupant vehicle, we 
can make Simon Fraser University and the new community a safer and more enjoyable 
place for all. To do this, it is vital for transit opportunities to be improved on Burnaby 
Mountain. This would require a high level of organization, communication and co
operation with the Greater Vancouver Transit Authority (GVTA) (which took over the 
operations of BC Transit in April 1999). They must be encouraged to step to the front 
and show commitment to the idea through improved access, efficiency, incentives 
and a high degree of involvement from the beginning of this process. However, 
according to a Burnaby planner, Translink knows of the development that will occur 
on Burnaby Mountain but these ideas are still very vague. Therefore no resources 
have been devoted to the future development of this site. If all goes according to 
schedule, Burnaby should have an Area Transit Plan (see ) by Spring 2001 (. 

Improve Access to Transit Information 

Any attempt to increase alternative transit ridership on Burnaby Mountain will require 
that transit patrons be exposed to a wide array of literature about the available 
means of alternative transportation and their times of service and frequency. A 
transit board should be set up in each neighbourhood detailing the times and 
frequency of different modes of transportation. Further, an Internet site should be 
established det ailing this same information. Finally, real time data should also be 
available at the main bus loop which states the actual arrival t ime of buse-s, shutt le 
buses etc. 



Maximize Access for Persons of all Abilities 

Accessibility is a principle of sustainability that applies to persons of all abilities. Accessibility is 
also a fundamental element of promoting a high quality of life in the Burnaby Mountain 
community, improving the livability for a broader range of people. The principle of equity 
requires that persons of all abilities have the right to move about without undue hardship or 
expense. The road network on Burnaby Mountain which supp01is alternative modes of transport 
should also be flexible enough to allow for automobiles used by persons with special needs, such 
as TransLink's HandyDART buses. For more information regarding TransLink's HandyDART 
program please see . 

Allow for Maximum Flexibility During Development 

In addition to providing many transit opportunities, the development should also be 
designed to allow for maximum flexibility. Achieving a goal of flexibility will not only 
be important now, but it will be of vital importance in the future. The development 
should be designed so as to be flexible enough to accommodate any new 
transportation technologies that may be available in the next millennium. For 
example, SFU, UBC and many other institutions are researching to develop vehicles 
and transportation systems for the next millennium and beyond. Ballard Power 
Systems' hydrogen fuel cell-powered bus (see ) is an example of this (). Any 
alterations to the existing network or new networks developed for the new 
community should be flexible enough to acknowledge and be prepared to 
accommodate new technologies. 

Issues Community Shuttle Bus 

Translink's 1999 budget focuses on improved transit services and the implementation 
of new transportation programs (www.translink.bc.ca). One program that could work 
on Burnaby Mountain is Community Bus 2000 (CB2000). CB2000 is a Translink 
initiative, currently in the design phase, to increase transit ridership for local travel 
in communities by offering services with greater flexibility in terms of vehicle size 
and route operation. This initiative is based on the density of an area. The denser the 
area, the more cost effective this program becomes. Depending on the population of 
the new development and the amount of users, vehicles could range in size from 
minivans to 30-foot buses. This community bus would travel through the new 
development stopping at various locations such as the bus loop, commercial center 
and residential areas among other locations. The key to this program is to limit the 
number of stops so as to make the ride around campus as efficient as possible. These 
shuttle buses would not leave the mountain. For more information about CB2000, 
please see . 

Community Shuttle Bus to SkyTrain Station 



An extension to the above idea would be to have some of the community shuttles 
leave the mountain and drive directly to the SkyTrain extension. These shuttles would 
still drive through the development but their final destination would be the proposed 
Production Way SkyTrain station west of Gaglardi (.According to Diane Yeager of Parking 
Services Campus Security, a 15-person shuttle travelling up and down the mountain every ten 
minutes (9am-5pm) would cost approximately $6500 per month. This cost includes all 
maintenance, fuel and driver's salaries. Although this option is expensive, it is currently 
the only option available to transport people up and down the mountain from the 
proposed Production Way SkyTrain station. This further emphasizes the fact that 
Translink must be involved in the development stage from the beginning of the 
process. 

Personal Rapid Transit System 

With the new development it will be important to have a reliable transit system that 
will provide services to an expanding community population and that will be 
inexpensive to operate. The main idea behind a Personal Rapid Transit System would 
be to connect all living quarters, retail facilities and education buildings regardless of 
their location on the mountain. At Simon Fraser University, a proposed personal rapid 
transit system would include five to seven stations and a fleet of ten to twelve 
driverless vehicles containing a maximum of forty people per car. These vehicles, 
which are alt independent of each other, could run well into the night so as to 
provide transportation for those students who stay on campus at night. This option 
would be implemented only after development is at or near completion. This would 
allow for greater ridership, which would result in lower per rider fares. Development 
of a personal rapid transit system would only occur after a public debate. The reason 
for this is that funding for this type of project would most likely require public 
funding. In the United States, West Virginia University uses a personal rapid transit 
system that consists of five stations and a fleet of 71 driverless vehicles. This system 
was implemented in 1975 at a cost of US$135 million (Bates and Kangas, in Lynch et 
al, 1998). Since 1980, the total operating costs have peaked around US$2.5 million 
annually. Daily ridership is about 15,000 people per day and these riders are charged 
a fee of 85 cents. 

Jitneys 

Jitney service is another option that should be considered on Burnaby Mountain. 
Jitneys can be any type of vehicle however, most jitneys are usually minivans and 
they can run a gamut of service options such as point-to-point services, fixed-route 
servi_ces and neighbourhood-based services. This option could be very popular 
because services tend to be flexible in terms of routing and scheduling. Throughout 
the development, designated stops can be constructed so that drivers know where 
people are potentially waiting. People can be dropped off anywhere on campus, in 
various parts of the development, or somewhere at the bottom of the hill. Jitney 



service is different from the community shuttle idea in that jitneys do not have to 
stop at all stops. Ideally this concept should be used in conjunction with a community 
shuttle and not be a direct competitor. This can be achieved by having Translink run 
this transportation option on Burnaby Mountain. Another option would be to have 
jitney service operated by the Simon Fraser Student Society (SFSS), by an appointed 
Burnaby Mountain community group, or some combination there of. Initial costs, 
including purchasing automobiles, would be very expensive and the operating 
organization would require some capital in the form of grants or interest-free loans. 
Ideally these would come from the operating organization(s) as they would have the 
most to gain from such a service. 

Dial-A-Ride 

The distinguishing feature of dial-a-ride services is its demand responsiveness. 
Whenever a trip request is made (by phone, fax, email), a vehicle is dispatched 
within a relatively short period of time to serve the trip. Dial-a-ride is usually a door
to-door service. It is a popular service because people are taken from their door to 
their destination in a short period of time without the hassles of fighting traffic or 
struggling to find parking. Dial-a-ride could have a fleet of vehicles and more vehicles 
could be in operation during peak times. This initiative could be very popular, 
especially for students who stay at campus very late at night. These students could 
call for a ride and be dropped off at their door within a short time frame. Again, this 
service should be run by Translink, the SFSS, an appointed Burnaby Mountain 
community group or some combination there of. Most importantly, this service should 
not be in direct competition with any other form of transportation except the single 
occupant vehicle. 

Options Maintain Status Quo 

The first and easiest option available to the BMCC is to maintain the status quo. This 
option involves developing all the community as outlined in the Official Community 
Plan, and building more parking and increasing road infrastructure to accommodate 
the University and community growth. However, this is not a viable option, as it does 
nothing to solve the problem of increased vehicle traffic on Gaglardi, Hastings and 
University Drive. In addition, it does nothing to meet the Burnaby Mountain 
Community Corporation's goal of establishing a model community because the 
t ransportation system is still focused on the automobile. The BMCC cannot afford to 
maintain the status quo. To accept this option would be to have only a short-range 
vision for the community and University. This seems contrary to the 20-30 year vision 
established by the BMCC (Delcan Engineers Planners, 1996). If this option is selected, 
the resulting traffic problems will force people to look elsewhere for academic and 
residential opportunities. Driving people away is not a solution. 

No Additional Parking 



A second option is to offer no additional parking to new residents or students to 
replace the lost parking where the development will occur. This option would be 
achieved by developing on the existing parking lots, not offering any new parking or 
parking access to the community. While this option is certainly the most 
environmentally friendly, at this point in time it is not the most viable option because 
there are many residents that are still very dependent on their automobiles. Further, 
this may create public outrage as many residents of the Lower Mainland feel that 
public transit is not a viable solution to their personal travelling needs. 

Implement Alternative Transit Option 

A third option would be to implement some of the alternative transportation options that would 
be deemed the most useful. This could be debated at the university in conjunction with the 
municipal government and TransLink. Ideally a system should be in place for the first residents 
that move into the community. This would serve notice to all future residents that the BMCC is 
serious about living up to its mandate to make this development a truly 'model' community. 
This option, which would reduce the need for automobiles, is the most promising with 
respect to addressing the long-term vision for the community. It promises a balance 
between efficiency and impact, incorporating concepts of sustainability, and serves 
to not only please the current and future university population, but also attract 
people from around the world to live, work and study here. This option would also 
reduce costs associated with the health impacts of automobile use, it would also 
increase the livability of our community through quieter, safer, and healthier streets 
as well as reduce air emissions associated with single occupancy vehicles. To adopt 
this option would be to develop a truly 'model' community. 

Recommendations In making recommendations to the BMCC, we must keep their 
mandate in mind. This includes making money for the University endowment fund, 
establishing a sense of community (between the University and the new community) 
and developing a 'model' community worthy of local and international acclaim 
(www.sfu.ca/bmcp). All of these goals are certainly attainable. With that in mind, we 
recommend that the following options should be considered: 

Improve Transit Opportunities for People of all Abilities 

Translink should work with SFU and other agencies to enhance and improve transit 
service atop the mountain, implement shuttle services to transit nodes (proposed 
Production Way SkyTrain station) and encourage development and implementation of 
the other more viable proposed projects. All transit options must incorporate the 
needs of people of all abilities. These measures will go a long way toward achieving a 
goal of 20% reduction in SOY travel by the time the development is completed. 

Create Toll Roads to Reduce Single Occupancy Vehicles 



The Burnaby Mountain Corporation should implement toll roads within the community 
(as a pilot project) to reduce the amount of single occupant vehicle trips in order to 
reach the goal of reducing automobile use by 20%. The length of the trip will 
determine the rate the driver is charged. Only vehicles not used in some public 
transit capacity will be charged a toll. For example, minivans used as shuttle buses 
will not be charged a toll whereas a single occupant vehicle would be charged a toll. 
For more information regarding toll roads please see . Creating toll roads on Burnaby 
Mountain would be more effective if the corporation included Universal Transit Passes in the 
price of housing so that each resident could have access to public transit. For more infonnation 
on the U-Pass see Richard Stewart's report. 

Begin Process of Developing an Area Transit Plan 

Translink will implement an Area Transit Plan for Burnaby that will include the 
development on Burnaby Mountain. However, this Plan will not be implemented until 
Spring 2001. By this time, BMCC will already have begun designing the new 
community. It is vital to lobby Translink so that they get involved in this process 
immediately. This will make implementation of transit options much smoother and it 
will ensure that the new community is indeed transit friendly. 

Create Mandate Regarding Alternative Fuels 

The Corporation should require that all forms of public transportation be operated by 
alternative fuels sources other than gasoline. Alternative sources could include 
electricity, fuel cells or solar power. By restricting the use of gasoline and limiting 
the use of automobiles, the ecological impact on the environment can be minimized. 

These recommendations are certainly viable, because they involve alternatives to the 
single occupant vehicle. These recommendations will benefit the proposed 
community on Burnaby Mountain by creating a sustainable transportation model. 
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JITNEYS, JITNEYS, JITNEYS! "Feds discover joys of the jitney" proclaimed the Star Ledger 
Wednesday, after Congressman Bill Pascrell announced $3.5 million of federal transpo1iation 
dollars for rail station jitneys in communities along the Bergen/Main, Boonton and Monis/Essex 
Lines. Pascrell delivered the news at a Tuesday Tri-State Campaign press conference, where he 
was joined by NJ Transit Director Shirley DeLibero, NJTP A Director Joel Weiner and officials 
from Montclair and Maplewood. The money is intended to fund regional expansion of NJ 



Transit's "Community Rail Shuttle Challenge Grant" program along the commuter lines, with 
special consideration given to towns within the Congressman's district. Six towns along the 
Morris & Essex lines were awarded jitney "Challenge Grants" by NJ Transit in May to develop 
rail feeder transit programs. The jitneys can also be used for other purposes, such as senior 
citizen transport, between peak periods. In Pascrell's words, "Now, communities throughout our 
region will be in a position to provide shuttle service to their residents. This is a creative, cost
effective solution that will ease traffic congestion, alleviate the need for new parking facilities, 
and help cut air pollution." In July, Congressman Donald Payne announced $2.5 million of 
federal funding for jitney programs and bike and pedestrian access improvements at urban 
stations along the Morris/Essex Line. The jitney program has blossomed in a sho1i time from a 
home- grown program that Maplewood, NJ was able to put together. Now, the spread oflocal 
feeder transit promises to revolutionize an area of suburban travel and save thousands of car trips 
and a considerable amount of auto emissions. 

BETTER WAYS TO REDUCE TRAFFIC CONGESTION & AIR POLLUTION 

By John Semmens 

The voters of Phoenix and Scottsdale, Arizona have rejected transit tax increases in the election a 
few weeks ago. This was despite a campaign for the tax that was aided by 1 pro-tax biased ballot 
language, a virtual blackout on publishing opposing opinions in the largest newspaper, nearly 
unanimous support from the mayors and city council members, and a campaign spending 
advantage of fifty to one. 

The focal point of the tax increase campaign was the claim that expanding transit would reduce 
traffic and air pollution. This claim did not stand up under scrutiny. Last year, an Arizona task 
force on alternative transportation listed options for dealing with traffic congestion and air 
pollution. Out of all these options, transit expansion was the least effective and most costly item 
on the list. 

The repeated refrain from proponents of the transit tax increase was that "we have to do 
something." However, the choice of transit as their top priority defied logic and common sense. 

Expanding public transit--busses or trains--is the least effective option for reducing traffic 
congestion and air pollution. If we really care about the quality oflife in our cities, we need to 
reject the waste of scarce tax dollars on an ineffective transit scheme so we can use the money on 
an alternative that will have a bigger impact in reducing traffic congestion and air pollution. 

During the transit tax campaign in Phoenix I was asked what I would do if I were the mayor. The 
solution for Phoenix and Denver are the same. Here is the six-point plan I suggested to reduce 
traffic congestion and air pollution without increasing taxes: 



(1) As an example to all employers, I would put as many city employees as possible on a 
telecommuting schedule. Rather than compelling them to commute in traffic, their work could be 
done at home and transmitted over phone lines. It takes less energy, effort, time, and expense to 
move electrons over phone lines than it does to move human beings over roads or rails . In many 
government jobs, telecommuting is restricted to a maximum of one day per week and then, only 
if the supervisor approves. Thus far, too few supervisors have approved significant 
telecommuting. 

(2) As an example to other businesses, I would put city employees who could not telecommute 
on a four-ten-hour-days weekly work schedule. This would reduce weekly work commute trips 
of these employees by 20%. 

(3) Instead of pouring transit subsidies into the inefficient monopoly bus system, I would provide 
the subsidies directly to users via a "voucher" system. Transit providers would then need to earn 
their revenues by actually pleasing customers. Proponents of the transit tax spoke frequently of 
their goal to put busses on every street. They disdained the suggestion that the service ought to 
respond to customers' desired travel patterns. Running empty busses was feasible because the 
money to pay for them flowed to the transit bureaucracy regardless of how few riders there were. 
In fact, the Tempe (a suburb of Phoenix that implemented a transit tax increase last year) Transit 
service was held up as a model of what was possible for the rest of the metropolitan region. 
Tempe Transit has 0.7 passenger boardings per bus mile and an average of three persons per 45 
bus seats. 

(4) I would disband the monopoly bus system by selling the assets to competing private bus 
operators. Privately owned and operated busses typically cost 50% less to operate. 

(5) I would encourage privately owned and operated jitneys (van-sized vehicles) to provide 
service in the most heavily traveled routes during peak periods. This will reduce passenger
waiting time. · 

(6) I would work more vigorously to get the 10% of the cars that cause 50% of the pollution 
either tuned-up or off the roads. I would use the savings from privatizing the bus system to fund 
"vouchers" to assist low income persons who may need to repair or replace high polluting 
vehicles. 

As a traffic and air pollution reduction measure, more taxes for government monopoly transit is a 
poor choice. 

Cities can do much more to reduce the traffic congestion and air pollution if they make 
intelligent choices. There is no need to waste billions of dollars to expand and perpetuate 
inefficient government monopoly transit systems. 

Smart Growth Stupidity 



by 

For years, redevelopment has been pushing Austin's low-income Latinos eastwards. A couple 
decades ago, the culprit was a highway: IH35, a road that runs over the land where Mexican 
homes once stood. Now some noisy trains are poised to do the job. Capital Metro, Austin's 
transit authority, wants to lay tracks through East Austin, to cany commuters from the suburbs to 
the city center and back. They call the proposed system light rail, a phrase that once conjured 
images of streetcars but now seems to entail a much heftier, pricier system. 

The allegedly light rail has its boosters in the area, mostly folks who expect their prope1iy values 
to jump once the trains start shooting by. (A speculative rumble has already begun, as people 
scramble to hold as much property as possible when the new development arrives.) But most of 
the support "seems to come from people who do not live in East Austin," comments Raul Garcia, 
a professor at Southwest Texas State University and member of El Concilio, a coalition of 
Mexican-American neighborhood associations. What benefits the project will bring, he suggests, 
will overwhelmingly favor outsiders. The costs, meanwhile, will fall on the less well-heeled 
folks who actually live in the community. 

When the artificial inflation of property values starts, many people won't be able to pay their rent 
any more. Buildings will be knocked down, the neighborhood gentrified. Taxes will go up to pay 
for the government's new debt. Some property will probably be condemned to make way for the 
(not-so) light rail, much like when the government built the highway. Or - to use the 
comparison Garcia prefers - when the railroads cut through native lands in the last century, 
shunting the Indians into reservations. 

"This is the only real Latino community left in Austin," comments Paul Hernandez, another 
Concilio activist. "The only one that has not been co-opted by the wannabe salsa-eaters, the 
people who think if they drink a Corona and eat a little salsa, they're pa1i of the culture." If East 
Austin is gentrified, he warns, that last bit of authenticity will wash away. 

On top of everything else, Capital Metro doesn't do a ve1y good job serving East Austin travelers 
as it is. A transit plan meant to help East Austin's interests would be a lot simpler and cheaper 
than rail : just maintain the buses better, start routing them through the underserved parts of town, 
make sure they run on time, and give them a real incentive to improve service by letting private 
jitneys and minibuses compete with them. 

But the city's rail scheme is designed to serve commuters and developers, not travelers within or 
from East Austin. As Hernandez puts it, "Someone benefits and someone pays. And the ones 
who are paying are the people who can least afford to lose." 

The proposed railway isn't the only policy that's angered East Austin's neighborhood activists. 
There's the hike-and-bike trails the city wants to build, which also have people worried about 
eminent domain. (The city insists it will acquire the land only through voluntary purchase. Not 
eve1yone believes them.) Then there's the pO\ver plant and - more P.C. but no less annoying 
the recycling center, which sit in residential areas. "Whenever they want to ge-t rid of trash 
somewhere," Garcia complains, "they put it in East Austin." 



Light rail, hike-and-bike trails, recycling - it all sounds so clean and green. The Austin 
authorities call it "smart growth," a cliche popular among proponents of compact, eco-friendly 
cities. There's a joke about that, down in the barrio: they say smart stands for Send the Mexicans 
Across the River Today. 

You may have heard about a rebellion in land-use and transpmiation circles, about a new breed 
of planner who's declared war on the old order of suburbs, shopping centers, and sprawling, car
centered development. But there's another rebellion going on, one that's received far less 
attention: the revolt of the poor sods who've met the new boss and realized he's the same as the 
old. In Austin, Hernandez points out, "Downtown developers won a political battle over the 
suburban developers, and development shifted from the southwest to the east sector. It's being 
marketed as a battle between environmentalists and developers, but it's no such thing." 

This wasn't supposed to happen. We were supposed to see an to el)d the rnle of humorless, high
handed bureaucrats muttering managerial buzzwords. Instead, we just got a new set of 
buzzwords: "smart growth," "sustainable development," "regional governance," and a dozen 
more cloying bits of bureaucratese, spouted by career citicrats with the unique ability to use the 
word "vision" as a verb without blanching. In Austin and elsewhere - Seattle, Chattanooga -
putative reforms have turned out to be just another flavor of business-as-usual. Those buzzwords 
should have served as a warning: If you want to escape the world of cookie-cutter development, 
why turn to a crew so addicted to cookie-cutter rhetoric? 

You want to know how bad it's gotten? Last summer, speaking in Ashe County, North Carolina, 
Al Gore declared that "one of the environmental issues more counties like you are all taking on is 
this suburban sprawl issue, and we're going to have to tackle that as a nation." That was a rather 
odd thing to say, given that the vice president was in a rural Appalachian community with few 
people to speak of, let alone strip malls or Daily Queens. But Al Gore wasn't reacting to the 
landscape around him; he was reciting from a boilerplate. (Of course, if you 're tackling sprawl 
"as a nation," you're going to have a hard time coming up with policies appropriate for each 
specific place. Tysons Comer, Ashe County - what's the difference? Stick'em all in the 
Omnibus Sprawl Bill.) 

There' s nothing wrong with attacking the pork-heavy highway-industrial complex, or the malign 
designs fostered by earlier schools of zoning and planning, or the civic desolation wrought by 
urban renewal programs and ill-fitting freeways. But it's no revolution just to shift the pork in 
new directions, impose a new set of unwelcome designs, and shove railways through poor 
neighborhoods that somehow survived the earlier asphalt onslaught. 

Real ref01m doesn't mean importing a new style of planning or a new breed of planner. It means 
bringing an end to top-down planning altogether, to this ridiculous cult of expertise, this idea that 
urban design is best left in the hands of a special caste of professionals. It means bringing back 
self-government and making the experts work for us instead of vice-versa. They may have 
superior technical knowledge, but that shouldn't give them the right to decide how that 
knowledge will be deployed. 



After all, if you want to add on to your house, you'll probably hire an expe1t to design and build 
the addition. But the expert will have to do her work as per your specifications. She won't 
remodel your home according to her own ideas of healthy living, build a new driveway through 
the neighbors' front yard, then demand both families pony up for the privilege of living in her 
wonderland. 

Real reform means restoring our control over our living environments. To libertarians and free
market conservatives, that means protecting property rights. To decentralists of the left, like the 
activists of East Austin, it might justify a little more government intervention, if that intervention 
is directed against absentee owners. Of course, it isn't always clear where the line between these 
two approaches might be: some "private" neighborhood associations have taken on coercive 
powers once reserved for the government, while some suburban governments are so small and 
young that they might as well be voluntary bodies. 

And the decentralist left and right can join together to oppose measures like Austin's ridiculous 
railroad and the movement toward "regional governance," in which suburban governments cede 
authority to larger, less accountable authorities. Better to break up the cities, to allow 
neighborhoods more autonomy - if necessary, to let them secede. 

That, really, should be the first demand of anyone out to undo the damage the planning class has 
done. Not to change power, but to disperse it: to break down the bureaucracies and boot out the 
buzzwords, and give neighborhoods like East Austin the rights now reserved for the wealthy 
suburbanites down the expressway. 

For the past year, Jesse Walker was CEI's Warren Brookes Fellow in Environmental Journalism 

How did the taxi subsidy come about? 

This is one question the Foundation researchers will answer for you. 

In the late 19th century, a single street railway company was granted a franchise to operate, 
creating a monopoly in virtually every American city. In 1914, the jitney bus came on the scene. 
A jitney was a modified model T Ford which carried up to a dozen passengers. It got its start in 
Los Angeles by offering higher speeds and more flexible routes than the street railway system. 
Jitneys became too popular for their own good. They began to take business from the streetcars
the same streetcars that city governments had come to depend on for tax revenues. Jitney's were 
outlawed and competition in urban transportation almost disappeared. For about 25 years 
streetcars had the urban transpo1tation market pretty much to themselves. 

By 1944, strictly regulated bus lines were carrying more passengers than streetcars. And then 
taxis came along. They were strictly regulated as to number, kind of service they were allowed to 



provide, fares charged and the number and kind of passengers they could serve. But taxi 
companies welcomed the regulations which assured them monopoly privileges where fares were 
stabilized and part-time drivers were forbidden. Only the consumers were hanned. In New York 
City, the price of a taxi medallion, needed to do business, reached $100,000 vvay back in 1985. 

However jitneys are coming back in various disguises. Commuter vans have multiplied across 
the county, providing some of the flexibility and with about the same capacity of the old jitneys. 
In 1982, Indianapolis allowed the operation of seven 14-passenger jitney vans. San Diego, in 
1983, placed 326 jitneys into service. Homeowner associations have started their own 
transportation services to supplement or avoid the local public-transit system. In some area 
apanment complexes charge each resident a small annual fee and operate shuttle buses. The El 
Segundo Employers Association in Los Angeles, has van pools searching local neighborhoods 
which transport the 65,000 employees of paiiicipating firms. This may be the transportation 
wave of the future. 

(A-18) Do you think government officials could do a better job than you or your friends and 
family in dete1mining who should or should not receive subsidies? Why or why not? 

(A-19) State your opinion in the following instances and explain "why or why not". 

Should a 2-earner family subsidize a 1-earner family by offering rebates on their taxes? 
Should a 1-earner family subsidize a 2-earner family by offering child care credits? 
Should artists be subsidized by tax dollars? 
Should people without children subsidize education? 
Should people without cars subsidize highways? 
Should businesses provide the funds to subsidize their competitors? 
Should wheat farmers in the Midwest subsidize the water of rice farmers in the far 
west? 

This is not a clear cut area. You may have had some trouble deciding who should subsidize 
whom or what and why. The following quotes from Reinventing Government (RIG) will give 
you some idea of how our elected officials are coping with these decisions. 

Overall , f e d e ral , state, and local governments buy nearly $1 
trillion worth of goods and services every year - - 18 percent 
of the gross national product .... New York City buys payroll 
processing services from banks that make investments in l ow
income neighborhoods. Los Angeles gives prefe r ence to 
contractors who provide day- care facilit i es . Many governments 
set aside a percentage of t h e i r p r ocure me n t for minority- owned 
firms or small businesses. _The federal government seeks t o 
prevent financial panics by providing insurance for depositors 
in banks and savings a nd l oan institutions. It also 
admini sters systems of une mployme nt insurance , worker 
compe nsat ion insurance , a nd me dica l insurance for the e lde rly 
a nd poor . The state of I ll inoi s figh ts racial segregat i o n by 



authorizing the creation of home equity districts in Chicago, 
which can off er insurance against price drops caused by sudden 
racial-turnover. RIG p 337 

The Michigan Strategic Fund has invested $12 million to $15 
million in equity to catalyze the formation of private sector 
business and industrial development corporations. 
Pennsylvania 1 s Ben Franklin Partnership has invested in five 
private seed capital funds. Many states encourage their public 
pension funds to invest in venture capital. The federal 
government held stock in Chrysler during the bailout. RIG p. 
341 

(A-20) List five activities which the federal government 
subsidizes. 

The following is the second fact sheet prepared by the LWV Greater Pittsburgh Transportation 
Study Committee for use by members in a study of transportation in Allegheny county to be 
undertaken in the Fall of 1995. 

County Transportation 
Fact Sheet 2 

Alternative Forms of Transportation 

What are some of the alternatives to single occupancy cars (SOV) and conventional mass 
transit? 

I. In the Pittsburgh Area 

1. Shuttle Buses: 

In Allegheny Cou.nty,PAT, rather tlzan the Public Utility Commission regulates shuttle buses, 
mainly documenting that the operator is reputable, safe and adequately insured. Transportation 
contractors, like 01vens and Lenzer, run shuttles that are not open to the public, do not charge 
fares, and do not cover the same corridors as traditional mass transit. Pitt~s four bus routes 
(three in 1995-96 because the Shadyside-Squirrel Hill route is in competition with PAT) cany 
more than 5500 riders per day. CMU also runs shuttle buses between the main campus and 
Oakland. Various hospitals operate shuttles for their patients, stajj and parking lot patrons. A 
large number of private shuttles, operated by parking lots, hotels, restaurants, auto repair shops, 



apartment complexes and large corporations, are currently exempt from regulation or reporting 
requirements. 

2. Van Pools: 

In 1994 the 7 4 van pools organized by Southwestern Pennsylvania Regional Planning 
Commission (SPRPC) served about 1000 downtown commuters. Oakland is served by 16 more 
coordinated by Pitt. SPRPC will go to a site, such as the RIDC, if requested, talk to employers 
about van pooling and collect information for its data base. A third party leasing agent, VPSI, 
provides the vehicles, is not PUC controlled, and cannot be a transportation provider. The 
drivers come from companies, institutions, etc., and are free to use most vans on evenings and 
weekends over reasonable distances, as well as commuting free. The agreements are for thirty 
days, and there is a driver~s guide. Van pool passengers pay their drivers a monthly fee of $65 to 
$90/month, based on the van~s lease price, fuel, parking and tolls,. There are no guidelines for 
forming groups, and it may be possible to join an existing van pool rather than starting a new 
one. 

3. Taxis: 

Taxi service must be approved by the P. UC. Yellow Cab is the main taxi company in the city of 
Pittsburgh. People's Cab is a second small cab company in the city. The P. UC has recently 
approved the operation of a third company to serve areas not being well-served by the existing 
companies and formerly relying on jitneys. Other companies, such as Colonial, operate outside 
the city. 

4. Bicycling and Walking: 

Fourteen bicycling projects totaling $8.3 million are included in the SPRPC transportation plan. 
!STEA legislation provides 80% of funds; local public or private money must provide the rest. 
SPRPC has a list of 110 miles of completed bicycle trails in the region and plans for 185 more 
miles. Among trails in the works is a riverfront biking/walking trail on the north and south sides, 
to be done by 1999. More immediate plans of the city include marking new bike lanes from 
eastern neighborhoods into Oakland and adding racks and lockers for more secure bike storage 
around Oakland. The County plans to add downtown storage facilities by 1996, and to create 
arrangements with clubs for cyclists to use shower facilities. A bike trail from the North Side to 
Marshall Township is planned. Other than biking/walking trails, there appear to be no organized 
improvements planned for pedestrians who are less well organized for lobbying than cyclists. 

5. High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lanes: 

Expressway lanes open only to cars with more than one occupant exist on I 2 79. and HOV use is 
proposed for busways as a temporary method of easing congestion during the Fort Pitt Bridge 
and Tunnel repairs. 



6. The Rivers: 

Ex:ceptfor freight,excursion boats, private pleasure craft, and perhaps gambling boats, use of 
the rivers by water busses, taxis, or ferries, doesn't appear to be contemplated. 

7. Maglev (magnetic levitation): 

The Carnegie Mellon University High Speed Ground Transportation Center/ MAGLEV Inc. 
project includes a $500-600 million demonstration system linking the Triangle with the 
International Airport as the first portion of a high-speed Mid-Atlantic Regional Maglev system 
linking the midwest to the east coast. MA GLEV Inc. is a private corporation formed in 1990 to 
create an industria_l base here to market magnetic levitation systems worldwide. Its regional 
feasibility study concluded that a North American market could be developed; that the best 
current high-speed Maglev technology is German; and that substantial public investment would 
be required. The capital cost for the 1350-mile regional system is estimated as about $40 billion 
(about the amount now spent yearly on roads, nationwide). During the construction lifetime 
675,000jobs, one third of them manufacturing, would be created, and over $78 billion in direct 
economic benefits might result ji·om manufacturing and construction of the regional system. A 
second project, the Western Pennsylvania Maglev Development C01p, has a $250,000 grant from 
the state Commerce Dept. and $165,000 from the Mellon Foundation to study construction by 
about 2000 of an elevated rail system from the former LTV site on the south side, where a 65 00 
car parking lot could be built, across an old steel mill railroad bridge to the Pittsburgh 
Technology Center, CMU, PITT, the medical center and other hospitals. It is unclear whether 
funding would be public or private. Sponsors are former Allegheny County Planning Dept. 
official David O'Loughlin, lawyer Paul Martha and accountant Robert T. Schwer. The city, 
which owns the LTV site, considers the site would be underutilized as a parking lot in this plan. 

II Example of Innovative Alternative Transportation Elsewhere 

I. Portland, Oregon: 

The ci(v has old bikes leaning against street signs and poles in the city center for short trips. 
Bikes donated by the civic minded are painted bright yellow and use is free. The city started with 
10, and eventually wants to have 1000, with corporate sponsors to help maintain the fleet. It 
works in Portland. 

2. Boulder, Colorado: 

The ECO Pass bus pass program encourages businesses to subsidize transit instead of parking 
and targets normally non-bus riding employees. Employers buy annual bus passes for all their 
employees at rates of $25, $35 or $50 per year per employee, depending on the level of bus 
service at that location. Employees receive unlimited bus use throughout the six-county region. 
Jn the event of an unplanned emergency during the day, the Guaranteed Ride Home Program 
allows employees to take a taxi free by showing their pass, a service also available to van pool 
users. For employers the ECO Pass program is a tax deductible transportation service much 
cheaper than expanding parking lots. In the first ten months more than 350 companies employing 



over 18.000 people signed up. New bus ridership increased 21%. There is a similar bus pass 
program for Colorado University students and staff The bus pass programs pay for themselves. 
Rates charged employers cover labor, service, administration and the srnall additional capital 
costs of the ECO Pass system. 

3. Curitiba, Brazil: 

This city with a population of 1.6 million has gained the reputation of having the best planning 
and development program in the world by thinking small and cheap. It use express buses (at $1 
millionlkm)and streetcars (at $10 million/km), not subways (at $100 million/Ian). All forms of 
transit are integrated with comfortable transfer systems, such as "tube stations", cylinders of 
glass and steel. Passengers pay at a turnstile on entering station, then enter buses through 
sliding doors, like a metro system. Pedestrians have priority in the center city. New development 
is concentrated in existing urban space with emphasis on making the best use of developed area 
and careful integration of transportation and land use. Planners encourage higher densities 
around major transport corridors and try to ensure that each area includes a mix of homes, jobs 
and services. 

Sources.· 

Inteniews with staff at SPRPC and VPSI, the U S. Census, an SPRPC publication Triangle 
Commuter News, a Carnegie Mellon University handout on their Maglev proposal, the 
Pittsburgh Post Gazette, the New York Times, the Christian Science Monitor Monthly for March 
1992, Surface Transportation Policy Project Resource Guide and various City of Boulder 
planning documents. 

Practical Steps to Implement an Ecosystem Approach in 
Great Lakes Management 

Table 5 

A summary of recommendations on practical steps to implement an ecosystem approach in the 
area of transportation. 



Practical Step to Implement an Ecosystem Approach 

Promote better intennodal and ecosystem-based planning (e.g. Portland, Oregon) 

Responsibility 

Partnerships among local governments, municipal planning organizations, and non-govenunental 
organizations 

Obstacles and Challenges 

Reactive government; economic inertia (perceived losses, market downturns); "frontier" 
mentality; racism 

Recommendations to Overco.me Obstacles and Meet Challenges 

Initiate demonstration projects which would foster coordinated intermodal and ecosystem-based 
planning and action; pass local ordinances which would establish bike parking, accessory 
apartments, comer stores, generic enviromnental impact statement for mixed used space, 
streamlined permits for downtown; evaluate existing successes and failures, and communicate 
broadly 

Practical Step to Implement an Ecosystem Approach 

Ensure bioregional coordination of transportation plans 

Responsibility 

Municipal planning organizations; International Joint Commission with academic support; 
state/provincial and federal transportation departments; Council of Great Lakes Governors 

Obstacles and Challenges 

Concern for who takes the first step; concern for insufficient resources; concern for how to 
institutionalize; infonnation and plam1ing gaps (e.g. no pedestrian plans) 

Recommendations to Overcome Obstacles and Meet Challenges 

Promote information exchanges through regional conferences and meetings; assign responsibility 
for bioregional coordination to regional planning bodies; send letter to U.S . Secretary of 
Transportation and their Canadian counterpart asking them to initiate bioregional coordination of 
transportation plans through Council of Great Lakes Governors, International Joint Commission, 
or other institutional structure 



Practical Step to Implement an Ecosystem Approach 

Achieve grealer multi-modal balance within bioregions 

Responsibility 

Municipal planning organizations and local governments; state, provincial, and federal 
transportation departments; transit authorities; transp01iation activists, including the private 
sector 

Obstacles and Challenges 

Low priority for balance among transportation modes; liability perception; institutional biases of 
those who control money 

Recommendations to Overcome Obstacles and Meet Challenges 

Establish track record with "early" wins (bike rental shops, cops on bikes, bike signs, inter-city 
express lanes for buses; remove legal barriers for jitneys; establish more downtown crosswalks 
and transit stations for pedestrians; make greater use of existing rail and shipping modes); use 
Intem1odal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act resources to overcome institutional barriers 
and develop flexible solutions; document and disseminate benefits 

Practical Step to Implement an Ecosystem Approach 

Ensuring democratic planning processes with ecosystem educational component (e.g. Toronto, 
Ontario) 

Responsibility 

All levels of government; regional planning organizations; professional societies; academia 

Obstacles and Challenges 

Perceived narrow mandates; limited cross-training of planners; institutional barriers in 
governmental transportation and environmental agencies 

Recommendations to Overcome Obstacles and Meet Challenges 

• Promote successes within Great Lakes region and across Canada and U.S.; target planning 
professors (designers, architects, transportation planners) to promote successes 

• Translate Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act promise of integrating 
transpo1tation and the environment into action (e.g. ensure cross-training of planners; establish 
regional media event to promote projects; establish joint training between governmental agencies 
responsible for transportation and agencies responsible for the environment) 



• Ensure "sense of community" designs (design livable communities/neighborhoods, use 
design charettes, involve landscape architects with community groups and local planners; foster 
greater land use and transportation dialogue) 

Practical Step to Implement an Ecosystem Approach 

Explicitly address ecosystem - transportation interface in order to achieve ecosystem integrity 

Responsibility 

All levels of govenmrnnt; regional planning organizations 

Obstacles and Challenges 

Lack of community vision and goals; ecosystem - transportation interface not recognized as a 
problem; transportation centered around automobile 

Recommendations to Overcome Obstacles and Meet Challenges 

Ensure inclusive, democratic planning process; establish broad ecosystem vision for sustainable 
communities and translate into policy and local actions; ensure harmonized economic, 
environmental, and societal goals; promote broad-based education and integrated 
thinking/solutions; encourage sustainable community design as opposed to automobile centered 
design 

Practical Step to Implement an Ecosystem Approach 

Utilize economic and market incentives to ensure full cost accounting on transportation -
environment issues 

Responsibility 

All levels of government; transp01iation and environment agencies 

Obstacles and Challenges 

Lack of mandate; institutional inertia (we have always done it this way); perception of economic 
loss for environmental gain 

Recommendations to Overcome Obstacles and Meet Challenges 

Implement a gas tax based on full cost accounting; implement congestion pricing; implement full 
cost parking; implement transportation demand management (e.g. employer sanctioned 
telecommuting, transit passes, car pools, cash out parking subsidies) 
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GOVERNMENT TRANSIT: 

SHOULD DENVER BUY MORE OF IT? 

By Jolm Semmens 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Decline of Public Transit 

Urban public transportation systems have been in decline since the end of World War II. 
At that time, public transit vehicles provided 50% of travel in urban regions. Last year, 2% of 
urban travel in America was provided by public transit. 

This decline has occurred despite Herculean government efforts to prevent it. Non-riders 
are forced to pay two-thirds of the cost for every transit rider's transportation. Per person-mile of 
travel, government now spends twenty times as much on public transit as it does for roadways. 

The decline of public transit is the result of powerful demographic forces that show no 
sign of reversal. Basically, the demand for public transit is inversely related to personal income. 
As people's incomes rise they can afford the more comfortable and convenient travel provided 
by owning and operating an automobile. 

The "race" between the automobile and public transit is over. The auto has won. Nothing 
short of an economic debacle that drastically reduces urban standards of living can overturn this 
outcome. 

Unwilling to face this reality, public transit's devotees are busy repackaging an early 
loser in the race (trolleys), hoping that a new name (light rail) and a new public relations 
campaign can persuade people that the tax increases needed to try to resuscitate this dinosaur are 
necessary. 



Inefficient, Unfair, Ineffective 

Of all the options in the current public transit mix, for most cities, light rail is probably 
the worst possible choice. It requires its own special track (at a cost of around $40 million per 
mile to build), so it lacks the flexibility of buses which can be run over existing city streets. Yet, 
its carrying capacity is far less than that of heavy rail. 

There isn't a single light rail transit system in America in which fares paid by passengers 
cover the cost of their own rides. The aggregate deficit for 1996 (the latest year for which 
complete data are available) was nearly a billion dollars. The average cost per passenger mile on 
Denver's light rail is around $2.30. These costs are far higher than the average cost per bus 
passenger mile of around 65 cents. Of course, no transit option matches the average cost of 
automobile transpo1iation, which is less than 50 cents per vehicle mile. 

Light rail's inefficiency is matched by its unfairness. In Denver, taxpayers pay 90% of the 
cost of light rail passenger travel. This is worse than the 80% share Denver taxpayers must pay 
for bus service. Light rail compares even more unfavorably with auto transportation where, 
private passenger vehicles currently pay more than 100% of their share of the cost of the road 
system. 

Light rail's inefficiency and unfairness aren't offset by effectiveness. In no city in 
America does light rail transit account for as much as one percent of the urban person-miles of 
travel. The average share of person-miles of travel was only three-tenths of one percent. In 
Denver, light rail's share of urban travel is less than one-tenth of one-percent. 

Light rail is touted as a means ofreducing urban traffic congestion. The claim is that it 
will lure drivers out of their cars and, thereby, reduce traffic congestion. If all of the light rail 
passengers in Denver would have otherwise been driving their own cars, light rail would, on 
average, be removing one car in 1,000 from the roads. However, studies have shown that about 
80% of new light rail passengers were former bus passengers. Taking this into account, the real 
impact on traffic is for light rail to remove about one car in 5,000 from traffic. 

The transit numbers tell a tale of inefficiency, inequity, and ineffectiveness. In no city is 
transit run on sound business principles. There is little effort to try to generate compensatory 
revenues from customers. Huge and unending losses are the result. Riders are asked to pay a 
pitifully small share of the costs. Despite generous subsidies, transit in city after city carries only 
a small fraction of the person miles of travel. 

Modem urban travelers want convenience, comfort, and speed. The automobile best fits 
these requirements. This is why the auto is the choice for the overwhelming majority of urban 
travelers. The inconvenient, frequently uncomfortable, and slower transportation offered by 
public transit modes does not meet the needs of more than a small fraction of urban travelers. 
Given its inferior performance characteristics relative to other transit options, light rail is the 
most unappealing choice for trying to meet the needs of the small fraction of urban travelers who 
rely on public transpo1iation. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Should taxpayers be asked to pay more to fund expansions in existing public transit? That 

is the question facing city governments throughout the Denver metropolitan region. While 
proponents of increased funding of transit are doing their best to promote such tax increases, 
municipal governments would do well to consider the implications before rushing to board the 
transit "bandwagon." An objective analysis of these implications indicates that the costs appear 
to far outweigh the benefits. 

Admittedly, the purported benefits of expanded public transit are, indeed, seductive. 
These benefits include the notion that expanded public transit will have a significant impact on 
reducing traffic congestion and, thereby, make a major contribution to improving urban air 
quality. Further, it is asserted that expanded public transit is a social welfare program, necessary 
to help ameliorate urban poverty. Finally, it is asserted that public transit is a "good investment" 
that will help promote a community's prosperity. It would be great if public transit could make a 
cost-effective contribution to any of these objectives. Unfortunately, it cannot. In fact, it seems 
more likely that increasing taxes in order to expand public transit would work against the 
advancement of all of these objectives. 

NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE 
Our analysis will begin with a view from a national perspective. This is in recognition 

that the transit offered in Denver is not a totally unique undertaking. Observing how transit has 
done in the aggregate and in other cities will provide a foundation for evaluating circumstances 
and proposals in the Denver region. 

A Declining Industry 
Public transit is clearly a declining industry. Ridership peaked during the World War II 

period at 23 billion or so trips per year.[1] World War II provided optimal conditions for transit 
ridership. Over 10 million young men were away from home enlisted or drafted into the U.S. 
am1ed forces. Few of them owned or could use autos. Automobile manufacturing was 
discontinued and auto manufacturing plants conve1ied to producing military vehicles. Gasoline 
was rationed--discouraging the use of autos by those persons who did own them. Under these 
conditions, public transit was able to capture 50% of the urban passenger miles of travel.[2] 



As World War II came to an end and life returned to a more nmmal peacetime mode, 
public transit lost most of its market advantages. Ridership declined by about two-thirds, from 23 
billion annual trips to between eight and nine billion in recent years[3] (see Figure 1: Number of 
Transit Trips). Public transit's share of urban passenger miles fell from 50% in 1945 to barely 
2% by 1995[4] (see Figure 2: Transit Share of Urban Travel and Table 1: Transit's Share of 
Urban Travel). 



Table 1: Transit's Share of Urban Travel 

(in billions of trips and miles) 

Transit 
Auto 

Year 
Trips 
Passenger miles 
Vehicle miles 
Transit share 

1945 
23.3 
112 
109 
51% 

1950 
17.2 
84 
183 
32% 

1955 
11.5 
56 
267 
17% 



1960 
9.4 
46 
309 
13% 

1965 
8.3 
42 
420 
9% 

1970 
7.3 
37 
545 
6% 

1975 
7.0 
35 
691 
5% 

1980 
8.2 
41 
813 
5% 

1985 
8.0 
40 
995 
4% 

1990 
7.4 
37 
1217 
3% 

1995 
7.0 
35 



1415 
2% 

1997 
7.4 
37 
1481 
2% 

Sources: Alan Altshuler, "Changing Patterns of Policy: The Decision Making Environment of 
Urban Transportation," Public Policy (Spring 1977), pp. 171-203; Transit Fact Book (American 
Public Transit Association, various years) and Highway Statistics (Federal Highway 
Administration, various years) and Wendell Cox, "US Urban Public Transport Ridership from 
1900" in Urban Transport Fact Book (http://www.publicpurpose.com/ut-usl900.htm). 

Rising personal income increases the ability of families to own autos and houses. 
Residents without vehicles living in densely populated urban centers are likely customers for 
public transit. Auto-owning suburbanites are not. Public transit is what economists refer to as an 
"inferior" good. For a "normal" good, the quantity consumed rises as people's income rises. For 
an "inferior" good, the quantity consumed falls as people's income rises. Per capita personal 
income in the United States rose from a figure of $1 ,223 in 1945 to $22,788 by 1995. Adjusting 
for inflation of 750% between 1945 and 1995, real per capita purchasing power increased by 
about 120%.[5] As family incomes rose in the post World War II era, consumers shifted their 
demand from transit to automobiles as the prefened mode of travel. Once an auto is owned, the 
heavy fixed costs of ownership (depreciation, insurance, and financing) argue in favor of 
extending the use of the vehicle as much as possible. Consequently, it should not be surprising to 
observe that transitjourneys[6] per capita fell from 142 in 1945 to 21in1997, a decline of over 
80%.[7] Even in the central city, over 90% of the travel is in cars.[8] Even among the poorest 
segments of the U.S. population, a majority of the travel is in cars. In the $15,000 and under 
annual income category, 80% of the travel is in cars. Less than 10% is via public transit.[9] 
Further, those with incomes under $15,000 constitute a minority of transit riders.[10] The most 
costly and worst performing segments of most transit systems are the long-haul routes that 
extend into the suburbs to serve the more affluent employees of downtown businesses. [ 11] Far 
from being a program oriented toward helping the poor, most of the expense in public transit is 
incurred serving those who would appear quite capable of bearing the cost of their own 
transportation.[12] 

A Financial Disaster 
So powerful are these demographic trends that massive subsidies from the federal 

govenm1ent have failed to stem the decline. In 1964, the first Urban Mass Transportation Act 



was passed. At that time about 9% of urban person miles of travel were made on public transit. 
Today, only 2% of urban person miles of travel are made via transit (see Table 1: Transit's Share 
of Urban Travel). Since the federal government became involved in subsidizing local public 
transit in 1964, it has poured over $70 billion into these systems. Over this same time period, 
local governments have put over $110 billion into subsidizing these systems. Despite this 
massive investment, the aggregate financial performance of public transit is the worst it has ever 
been. The deficit between passenger revenues and the cost of owning and operating these 
systems has gotten larger since the first federal involvement (see Table 2 : Transit Financial 
Performance Since 1965 and Figure 3: Federal Aid & Transit Deficits). By 1997, the aggregate 
annual loss for all public transit systems combined was over $19 billion dollars. The cumulative 
loss over the whole 1965 through 1997 period was in excess of $180 billion.[13] 

Table 2: Transit Financial Performance Since 1965 

($in millions) 

Federal Aid 

Year Revenue 
Costs 
Net 
Operating 
Capital 
Total 

1965 
$1,340 
$1,454 
($114) 

$51 
$51 

1970 
$1,639 
$1,996 
($357) 

$133 



$133 

1975 
$1,860 
$3,752 
($1,892) 
$142 
$1,287 
$1,429 

1980 
$2,557 
$6,711 
($4,154) 
$1,094 
$2,791 
$3,885 

1985 
$4,575 
$14,077 
($9,502) 
$940 
$2,510 
$3,450 

1990 
$5,891 
$20,678 
($14,787) 
$970 
$2,380 
$3,350 

1995 
$6,801 
S25,079 
($18,278) 
$817 
$5,481 
$6,298 

1997 
$7,599 
$26,688 



($19,089) 
$578 
$4,049 
$4,627 

30 year Totals 
$98,987 
$281,688 
($182,701) 
$17,152 
$54,399 
$71,551 

Source: Transit Fact Book (American Public Transit Association, various years). 

Federal subsidies of local transit have come attached to rules that have helped to increase 
the cost of running these systems. On the one hand, section 13(c) of the UMTA obstructs labor 
cost savings in federally subsidized transit. This federal rule prohibits changes in working 
conditions that would result in worsening the position of any employee. For example, federally 
subsidized transit systems may not attempt to save money by replacing full eight-hour per day 
employees with part time workers. Neither may federally subsidized transit systems substitute 
split shifts for straight eight-hour shifts.[14] The Davis-Bacon Act helps raise the cost of transit 
construction by prohibiting competitive bidding on labor costs for federally aided projects. All 
bidders on a federally assisted bus terminal or rail station constrnction project, for example, 
would be required to pay the "prevailing wage" in the region where the work takes place. 
Transportation economist Gabriel Roth estimates that Davis-Bacon rules make federally aided 
construction projects about 28%more costly than they otherwise would be.[15] 

One consequence of this deteriorating financial performance is that taxpayers are being 
compelled to fund an increasingly inferior service at an increasingly higher cost. The cost per 
passenger trip on transit has risen from around 18 cents in 1965 to over three dollars by 1997 (see 
Figure 4: Transit Cost Per Rider). Monetary inflation has raised the general price level by about 
400% since 1965.[16] However, transit's per rider costs have risen by more than 1500% during 



this period. The increase in transit costs has out-paced inflation, indicating that public transit has 
become increasingly inefficient in accomplishing the task of providing passenger transportation. 

Before the federal government became involved in subsidizing public transit in 1965, 
riders used to pay 99% of the costs of their own transportation.[17] Since transit expenses have 
ballooned out of control, there is no way that the "customers" of public transit would have been 
willing to pay these soaring costs. This important point is often overlooked in assertions that 
deficit-ridden public transit is serving a "vital need." The only objective measure of need that we 
can ever have is evidenced by the amount of money customers willingly pay for something. 
Revenue from paying customers stands as a measure of the value they place on the service. When 
these revenues are sufficient to cover the cost of providing this service we have proof that a need 
is being fulfilled. When the revenue from customers is insufficient to cover the cost of providing 
the service we lack proof that from the consumer's perspective, a genuinely valued need is being 
fulfilled. The profit that a business makes is verification that it is efficiently meeting customer 
needs. The losses accruing to public transit are a verification that the assertions of a vital need 
being met are unsubstantiated. The unwillingness to ask transit riders to pay the full cost of the 
service is proof that those operating these systems do not really believe that the service is worth 
what it costs to provide. 

The objective evidence is that neither transit riders nor transit providers value the service 
at more than it costs to provide it. Perpetual deficits mean that all of these public transit systems 
are converting resources from more valued uses into less valued uses. Individuals would not 
voluntarily waste their resources in this way. Consequently, the only way that public transit has 
been able to survive in its present form has been to force non-riders to bear increasingly larger 
shares of the cost. As it now stands, transit "fare box recovery ratios" average about 40%. [18] 
What this means is that if we exclude the costs of buying buses and trains and building tracks, 
stations, and stops, transit riders are paying about 40% of the cost of their rides. Taxpayers are 
compelled to pay the remaining 60% of the so-called operating costs. When we consider the total 
cost of providing public transit, the riders' share of the payment drops to around 30%.[19) Non
riders are paying almost 70 cents of every dollar spent on public transit. Non-riders have to pay 
twice as much as riders do for their own transportation. 

So inefficient is public transit that it now costs more per passenger mile to travel on 
transit than it does to travel by car. By the mid 1980s, the cost per passenger mile for transit rides 
began to exceed the full cost of owning and operating a car. Currently, the cost per passenger 
mile on transit is about 62 cents.[20) The full cost of operating a car is about 45 cents per vehicle 
mile (see Figure 5: Transit vs. Auto Costs).[21] So, not only does using transit require customers 



to walk to stations, wait in the hot sun or driving rain, for a bus or train that may or may not be 
on time, and perhaps ride standing, this lower quality of service now has a greater total cost per 
person mile than the comfort and convenience of riding in a car. 

Inconvenient & Uncompetitive 
Financial inefficiency is but one unattractive attribute of public transit's offering to the 

consumer. Using public transit is a time-intensive mode of travel. An American's average 
commute to work driving alone in his car is about 21 minutes. The average commute to work by 
public transit bus is about 38 minutes. The average commute to work by light rail or subway 
transit is about 45 minutes.[22] Time has value. The subsidies poured into public transit have 
been unable to bring transit travel times into a range competitive with driving one's own car. 
Consequently, the time-cost of using public transit makes it a relatively unattractive mode of 
travel for almost all except the very poor. 

If we consider time costs of commuting by various modes, it quickly becomes clear why 
public transit's share of the urban travel has been shrinking. Using the fully allocated costs of 
operating a car, we find that as income level and an individual's implicit value of time rises, 
public transit becomes a more expensive mode of travel. (See Table 3: Time and Fare (Transit) or 
Operating (Auto) Cost of a Trip by Mode.) At all income levels, carpooling offers a lower total 
cost of travel. At income levels of $30,000 and above, driving alone is less expensive than taking 
transit. 

Table 3: Time and Fare(Transit) or Operating(Auto) Cost of a Trip by Mode 

Income level 
car* 
carpool* 
bus** 
rail** 

$10,000 
$6.68 
$4.16 
$4.17 
$4.74 



$20,000 
$8.44 
$6.55 
$7.33 
$8.49 

$30,000 
$10.20 
$8.93 
$10.50 
$12.23 

$40,000 
$11.95 
$11.32 
$13.66 
$15.97 

$50,000 
$13.71 
$13.70 
$16.83 
$19.72 

$75,000 
$18.11 
$19.66 
$24.74 
$29.08 

$100,000 
$22.50 
$25.63 
$32.65 
$38.43 

Sources: Commuting in America II (ENO Transportation Foundation, 1996), p. 85; Your Driving 
Costs (American Automobile Association, 1995), p. 5; 1996 Transit Fact Book (American Public 
Transit Association), p. 60. 

*Auto cost/vehicle mile = 41 cents; travel time in minutes: drive alone 21.1; 3 person carpool 
28.62. 

**transit fare per passenger= $1.00; travel time in minutes: bus 37.98; rail 44.92. 



The table above tends to overstate the actual costs of using one's own car to commute. 
Unless taking transit means that one entirely gives up owning a car, a more relevant cost 
comparison would consider only the variable "out-of-pocket" costs of each auto commute trip. 
According to the American Automobile Association, this variable cost is about ten cents per 
vehicle mile. Using this as our frame of reference, we see that driving one's own car to work is a 
less costly mode of transportation at all income levels. This would be the case even if transit 
charged no fares to its riders. (See Table 4: Time and Out-of-Pocket Operating Cost of a Trip by 
Mode.) That is, the only cost to the rider is the time spent using the transit mode. Is it any 
wonder, then, that transit's share of urban travel has declined so persistently over the last fifty 
years? Inasmuch as no amount of money that could be spent on transit systems in the future is 
likely to have a significant impact on transit travel times, it is clear that transit will never again 
serve anything other than a very small portion of the urban travel. 

Table 4: Time and Out-of-Pocket Operating Cost of a Trip by Mode 

(using auto "out-of-pocket" costs and transit fares= 0) 

Income level 
car* 
carpool* 
bus** 
rail** 

$10,000 
$2.96 
$2.79 
$3.17 
$3.74 

$20,000 
$4.72 
$5.17 
$6.33 
$7.49 

$30,000 
$6.48 



$7.56 
$9.50 
$11.23 

$40,000 
$8.23 
$9.94 
$12.66 
$14.97 

$50,000 
$9.99 
$12.33 
$15.83 
$18.72 

$75,000 
$14.39 
$18.29 
$23.74 
$28.08 

$100,000 
$18.78 
$24.25 
$31.65 
$37.43 

Sources: Commuting in America II (ENO Transportation Foundation, 1996), p. 85 and Your 
Driving Costs (American Automobile Association, 1995), p. 5. 

*Auto cost/vehicle mile= 10 cents; travel time in minutes: drive alone. 21. l; 3 person carpool 
28.62. 

**transit fare per passenger = O; travel time in minutes: bus 37.98; rail 44.92. 

A Blight on the Economy 
Some proponents of continued or expanded tax expenditures on public transit argue that 

spending money in this way is an "investment" that will revitalize a community. The American 
Public Transit Association has published a pair of reports purporting to show that money spent 
on public transit generates a return that more than offsets the poor financial performances of the 
transit systems themselves. In 1984, the APTA issued a report entitled National Impacts of 



Transit Capital and Operating Expenditures on Business Revenues. This report asserted that for 
every dollar spent on rail transit, an additional $3.15 in revenues to other businesses was 
produced. Tl:re figure for bus transit was even more impressive. In the case of money spent on 
bus transit, an additional $3.50 in revenues to other businesses was generated.[23] 

In 1991, APTA issued another repmi showing high ratios of benefits from transit 
expenditures. This report--Transportation Spending and Economic Growth: The Effects of 
Transit and Highway Expenditures--claimed that spending on transit had a long-tern1 benefit/cost 
ratio of 3.29.[24] That is, every dollar spent on transit would generate $3.29 in long tenn 
benefits. A press release accompanying the rep01i asserted that a $100 billion "investment" in 
public transit would yield improved worker output valued at $521 billion over ten years. 

In 1997, the "Campaign for Efficient Passenger Transportation" (a coalition of pro-transit 
organizations) published a report entitled Dollars and Sense: The Economic Case for Public 
Transportation in America.[25] The Dollars and Sense report says that public transit "pays a 
handsome return on investment to the taxpayer, to the business community, to the transit user, 
and even to the motorist who never uses transit."[26] If these types ofreturns were actually 
realized, the case for spending more money on transit would, indeed, be strong. A close 
examination of the evidence, however, reveals that these claims are false. 

The touted benefits from transit expenditures sound impressive. However, the analysis 
suffers from neglecting to disclose two highly pertinent facts. First, the analyses are based on 
correlations of transit expenditures and historical growth of the economy. Conelations do not 
prove cause-and-effect. They merely demonstrate that two things seem to be happening 
simultaneously. The simultaneous growth of transit spending and the U.S. economy could be, 
and is more accurately explained by inverting APT A's presumed cause-and-effect. That is, rather 
than the growth of transit outlays explaining the growth in the economy, it is the growth in the 
economy that explains the growth in transit outlays. It is ludicrous to hypothesize that spending 
on trains and buses that have carried a dwindling share of urban travelers has played a significant 
role in the post-World War II growth of the U.S. economy. A more reasonable hypothesis is that 
the robust economic growth over the last 50 years has provided the means for both federal and 
local governments to indulge their transit fantasies. Growth of income, sales, and property values 
during this timeframe provided targets for the imposition of taxes with which to subsidize 
money-losing ventures in public transit. Far from being a source of economic prosperity, public 
transit has survived as a parasite, living off the wealth generated by more productive segments of 
the society. 

The second highly pertinent fact overlooked by the APTA analyses is the issue of 
"oppo1iunity cost." Opportunity cost is a tern1 used by economists to account for the alternative 
uses of resources. Money spent on public transit can be shown to employ workers in the 
construction of rail lines, the driving of buses, etc. This first round of spending furthers 
subsequent rounds as these directly employed workers spend their wages at supermarkets, 
depaiiment stores, etc. This "ripple effect" is not unique to public sector outlays (though many 
government "analyses" and boasts appear to assume that it is). All economic activity generates 
"ripple effects." Before we can conclude that the "ripple effects" of public transit expenditures 



are a plus for the economy, we need to consider them in comparison with the effects of 
alternative uses for the money spent on transit. 

Taking the 30 years of "investment" in public transit of federal tax dollars as our starting 
point, we find that public transit spending since 1965 can be credited with assets and returns that 
currently suppmi about 900,000 jobs.[27] This sounds pretty good until it is compared with the 
outcomes that might have been achieved if the funds poured into profitless public transit had 
been used in some other ways. If the $180 billion in taxes that has been spent on public transit 
had been "spent" on a cut in corporate tax rates, the economy could theoretically have supported 
20 million more jobs than it currently does. The outcomes of several possible alternatives to 
transit investments that could have been made are shown in Table 5: Impacts on the U.S. 
Economy of Alternative Investments. 

Table 5: Impacts on the U.S. Economy of Alternative Investments 

($ in billions) 

Public Transit 
Corporate Tax Cut 
Capital Gains Tax Cut 

Amount Invested 
$180 
$180 
$180 

Current Value of Residual Assets 
$13 
$300 
$600 

Impact on Gross Domestic Product 
$52 
$1,000 
$2,000 

Number of Jobs 
900,000 
20 million 
40 million 

Federal Taxes Generated 



$10 
$200 
$400 

Sources: Economic Report of the President (February 1996); Statistical Abstract of the U.S. 
(1995); 1996 Transit Fact Book (American Public Transit Association). 

Analyses like these are exceedingly "rough" estimates. Everything except the "test 
variable," in this case, the way $180 billion could have been invested was "held constant." In the 
real world everything cannot be "held constant." The important point is the relative magnitudes 
of the impacts of each alternative. Given the sorry financial performance of public transit over 
this 30-year period, it seems clear that in terms of economic growth, we would have been 
considerably better off if a number of plausible alternatives to spending the $180 billion in taxes 
on public transit had been implemented instead. Therefore, when opportunity co'st is taken into 
account, there can be no question that putting money into public transit lowers the economic 
growth rate, consumes capital, exterminates job opportunities, and worsens the finances of 
federal and local governments. 

A Failure Everywhere 
An important part of the enthusiasm for transit in any particular city is the reputed 

success of transit elsewhere. Those who advocate expansion of public transit spending in their 
city are wont to boast about the success of transit in other cities. Yet, a more objective evaluation 
of transit in other cities yields little evidence in support of this enthusiasm. In city after city, 
public transit is a financial failure. As Table 6: Statistics for Major Transit Systems (1996) 
shows,[28] eve1y single one of these transit systems operates at a loss. This requires taxpayers to 
contribute the majority of the funding to keep these systems running. In no case do riders pay 
even half of the cost of their own transportation. The highest rider shares of payment are 
achieved in New York at 46%. The "success" of public transit is not that it offers cost-effective 
transportation, but that it has been able to establish an ongoing parasitic relationship with federal 
and local taxpayers. 

Table 6: Statistics for Major Transit Systems (1996) 

financiai data ($in millions) 
travel data 

City 
transit 



passenger 

revenue 
total 

transit 

expenses 
net surplus/ 

(deficit) 
% 

paid 

by riders 
passenger miles 

(millions) 
passenger trips 

(millions 
mi/ 

transit trip 
auto 

vmt/yr 

(millions 
transit 

share of travel 

Atlanta 
$87 
$443 
($356) 
20% 
688 
148 
4.7 
32,678 
2.1% 



Baltimore 
$89 
$394 
($305) 
23% 
501 
107 
4.7 
15,408 
3.1% 

Boston 
$214 
$1,160 
($946) 
18% 
1,338 
308 
4.3 
21,026 
6.0% 

Buffalo 
$21 
$84 
($62) 
26% 
82 
28 
3.0 
7,201 
1.1% 

Chicago 
$569 
$1,788 
($1,218) 
32% 
3,312 
552 
6.0 
55,573 
5.6% 

Cleveland 



$44 
$257 
($213) 
17% 
284 
66 
4.3 
13,997 
2.0% 

Dallas 
$30 
$461 
($431) 
7% 
325 
64 
5.1 
36,599 
0.9% 

Denver 
$32 
$177 
($146) 
18% 
298 
70 
4.3 
13,601 
2.1% 

Detroit 
$37 
$210 
($174) 
17% 
241 
58 
4.1 
31,686 
0.8% 

Honolulu 
$32 



$127 
($95) 
25% 
321 
70 
4.6 
4,153 
7.2% 

Houston 
$44 
$324 
($280) 
14% 
401 
81 
5.0 
28,738 
1.4% 

Los Angeles 
$302 
$1,306 
($1,003) 
23% 
2,169 
501 
4.3 
96,703 
2.2% 

Miami 
$66 
$240 
($174) 
28% 
374 
81 
4.6 
13,225 
2.8% 

Milwaukee 
$37 
$128 



($91) 
29% 
175 
61 
2.9 
11,199 
1.5% 

Minneapolis 
$49 
$143 
($94) 
34% 
250 
62 
4.0 
18,960 
1.3% 

New Orleans 
$34 
$104 
($70) 
33% 
184 
63 
2.9 
5,251 
3.4% 

New York 
$3.462 
$7,554 
($4,092) 
46% 
16,232 
2645 
6.1 
90,142 
15.3% 

Philadelphia 
$285 
$959 
($674) 



30% 
1,382 
317 
4.4 
26,897 
4.9% 

Phoenix 
$21 
$74 
($53) 
29% 
145 
34 
4.2 
18,407 
0.8% 

Pittsburgh 
$56 
$286 
($230) 
20% 
314 
75 
4.2 
12,978 
2.4% 

Portland 
$34 
$393 
($360) 
9% 
273 
71 
3.8 
10,696 
2.5% 

Sacrament1 
$16 
$76 
($60) 
21% 



110 
25 
4.4 
9,703 
1.1 % 

San Diego 
$56 
$284 
($228) 
20% 
415 
78 
5.4 
20,302 
2.0% 

San Francisco 
$304 
$1,285 
($981) 
24% 
2,029 
400 
5.1 
29,573 
6.4% 

San Jose 
$22 
$169 
($147) 
13% 
195 
49 
4.0 
12,930 
1.5% 

Seattle 
$85 
$578 
($493) 
15% 
759 



115 
6.6 
17,423 
4.2% 

St. Louis 
$27 
$140 
($114) 
19% 
234 
52 
4.5 
20,470 
1.1% 

Tucson 
$6 
$35 
($29) 
16% 
64 
18 
3.6 
4,122 
1.5% 

Washington 
$337 
$1,119 
($783) 
30% 
1,584 
343 
4.6 
29,020 
5.2% 

Totals 
$6,398 
$20,298 
($13,901) 
32% 
34,680 
6,542 



5.3 
708,661 
4.7% 

Sources: Transit Profiles for the 1996 National Transit Database Report Year (Federal Transit 
Administration), various pages and 1996 Highway Statistics (Federal Highway Administration), 
p. V-80. 

Oftentimes the enthusiasm for public transit is hitched to the notion that implementing a 
light rail component is the key to the future. While there may be some differences in each case, 
the record oflight railtransit should not be a source of optimism regarding the future of public 
transit. The cities that have light rail transit collectively spend over a billion dollars per year on 
capital and operating expenses. In the aggregate, this amounts to over five dollars per passenger 
trip. Since the average passenger trip is under four miles, the cost per passenger mile is around 
$1.30. These costs compare unfavorably with other modes of transportation. The average cost per 
transit passenger mile is between fifty and sixty cents. The average cost per vehicle mile of 
automobile transportation is between thirty and fifty cents. 

Light rail's inefficiency is surpassed by its inequity. On average, taxpayers pay nearly 
90% of the cost oflight rail passenger travel. Riders are paying a decidedly minor share of the 
cost of their own transportation. Again, this is worse than the average for all transit modes. When 
all transit modes are considered, riders pay about one-third of the costs. Light rail compares even 
more unfavorably with auto transportation where highway users currently pay more than 100% 
of the cost of the road system.[29] 

Light rail's inefficiency and inequity aren't offset by effectiveness. Light rail is touted as 
a means ofreducing urban traffic congestion. The claim is that it will lure drivers out of their 
cars and, thereby, reduce traffic congestion. The low actual ridership attained by light rail transit 
systems overstates their impact on traffic congestion and air pollution. New rail lines are 
typically constructed along routes where bus ridership is already heavy. Since the advocates of 
rail transit want the best possible ridership results, this selection of routes certainly makes sense. 
However, it also means that a significant proportion of the rail transit riders will have been 
former bus riders. In Los Angeles, it is estimated that only 10% to 15% of the riders on the newly 
constructed rail lines are attracted from automobiles. The remaining 85% to 90% were formerly 
bus riders. [30] This phenomenon is not unique to Los Angeles. It is common wherever new rail 
lines are implemented.[31] Consequently, the actual impact of introducing new rail transit 
service into a community will be far smaller than it might appear from both the ridership 
forecasts and actual passenger trips involving the rail line. Even counting fom1er bus passengers, 
though, light rail's share of the person-miles of travel is not even as much as one percent in any 
city in An1erica. On average, light rail canies less than three-tenths of one-percent of the person
miles of travel in the cities where it operates. 



Table 7: 1996 Light Rail Performance Statistics tells the sorry story of light rail's poor 
performance. 

Table 7: 1996 Light Rail Performance Statistics 

Financial Data 

($ in millions) 
Ridership 

City 
passenger revenue 
operatingcosts 
capital costs 
total costs 
net profit (loss) 
passenger 

share 
taxpayer 

share 
passenger 

miles 
trips 

mi/ 

trip 
annual 

auto vmt 



in millions 
rail% of 

travel 

in millions 

Baltimore 
$7.2 
$20.3 
$58.1 
$78.5 
($71.2) 
9% 
91% 
40.7 
6.3 
6.5 
15,408 
0.26% 

Boston 
$22.5 
$75.4 
$56.1 
$131.6 
($109.1) 
17% 
83% 
140.8 
69.0 
2.0 
21,026 
0.67% 



Buffalo 
$4.1 
$14.2 
$0.4 
$14.6 
($10.4) 
28% 
72% 
15.9 
7.1 
2.2 
7,201 
0.22% 

Cleveland 
$4.7 
$14.0 
$39.2 
$53.3 
($48.6) 
9% 
91% 
30.0 
5.4 
5.5 
13,997 
0.21% 

Dallas 
$0.4 
$16.7 
$184.6 
$201.3 
($200.9) 
0% 
100% 
3.0 
1.5 
2.0 
36,599 
0.01% 

Denver 
$1.2 



$6.4 
$6.9 
$13.3 
($12.1) 
9% 
91% 
11.5 
4.1 
2.8 
13,601 
0.08% 

Los Angeles 
$22.9 
$64.8 
$3.2 
$68.0 
($45.1) 
34% 
66% 
154.8 
19.1 
8.1 
96,703 
0.16% 

New Orleans 
$2.4 
$5.2 
$4.2 
$9.4 
($7.ff) 
26% 
74% 
12.8 
5.3 
2.4 
5,251 
0.24% 

Philadelphia 
$18.5 
$43.5 
$11.3 
$54.8 



($36.3) 
34% 
66% 
88.0 
37.9 
2.3 
26,897 
0.33% 

Pittsburgh 
$7.3 
$26.0 
$12.2 
$38.2 
($30.9) 
19% 
81% 
39.5 
7.4 
5.4 
12,978 
0.30% 

Portland 
$5.9 
$18.4 
$233.7 
$252.1 
($246.2) 
2% 
98% 
47.9 
10.0 
4.8 
10,696 
0.45% 

Sacramento 
$5.5 
$14.2 
$6.4 
$20.6 
($15.1) 
27% 
73% 



37.3 
7.7 
4.9 
9,703 
0.38% 

San Diego 
$14.1 
$20.8 
$112.6 
$133.4 
($119.3) 
11% 
89% 
111.5 
16.8 
6.7 
20,302 
0.55% 

San Jose 
$3.2 
$25.1 
$0.7 
$25.8 
($22.6) 
13% 
87% 
28.4 
6.2 
4.6 
12,930 
0.22% 

St. Louis 
$9.2 
$15.6 
$0.8 
$16.4 
($7.2) 
56% 
44% 
79.0 
12.9 
6.1 



20,407 
0.39% 

Totals 
$129. l 
$380.6 
$730.4 
$1,111.3 
($982.0) 
12% 
88% 
841.1 
216.7 
3.9 
323,699 
0.26% 

Sources: Transit Profiles for the 1996 National Transit Database Report Year (Federal Transit 
Administration); Highway Statistics 1996 (Federal Highway Administration). 

Unfair Subsidies 
Faced with the abysmal record of public transit, many of its advocates resort to claims 

that inequitable public policies favoring the automobile are the primary culprit. In absolute dollar 
tenns, the amount of public sector expenditures on roads is substantially larger than for public 
transit. For 1997, we find government, at all levels, spending over $100 billion on roads.[32] 
During this same year, we find government, at all levels, spending about $27 billion on public 
transit.[33] Public sector spending on roads is nearly four times as large as its spending on 
transit. The ratio of spending may be four to one in favor of roads, but the ratio of use is far 
higher. In 1997, there were over 3.7 trillion person-miles oftravel.[34] For this same year, there 
were 43 billion passenger miles of travel on public transit.[35] So, of government expenditures 
on roads and transit combined, transit receives about 20% of the outlays, but provides barely 1 % 
of the total passenger travel. On a total government outlay basis, public transit appears to be the 
recipient of far more than a fair share. 

Beyond the issue of total outlays is that of the source of the outlays. As we have seen, the 
beneficiaries of public transit pay only about 30% of the cost of their trips.[36] Highway users, 
on the other hand, pay about 70% of the amount governments spend on roads .[37] This figure for 
highway users does not include taxes levied on vehicle owners that are deposited in "general 
funds" at the state and local levels. For example, the sales taxes paid for the purchase of autos 



and auto supplies go into state and local general funds. In addition, some states (Colorado 
included, at the county level) levy taxes on the value of autos. In most states, no more than a 
portion of this tax goes into highway users funds; the rest goes into the general funds. When 
these other taxes assessed on autos are considered, it appears that road users pay over 100% of 
the cost of roads.[38] Public transit systems are not similarly burdened with these types of taxes. 
Once again the equity issue seems to indicate that transit is disproportionately favored when it 
comes to public policy. 

Refuted on the financial cost issue, many transit advocates tum to claims that on a total 
"social cost" basis, transit is more cost effective. The idea is that once we include the 
"externalities" (these are the costs imposed on the rest of society, for example: traffic congestion 
and air pollution) arising from the use of autos and transit, it would be shown that transit is the 
better overall choice. Unfortunately for transit proponents, this hope also appears doomed to 
unfavorable comparisons. An analysis of costs and subsidies by mode of travel in urban regions 
conducted by the Natural Resource Defense Council (no fan of the automobile) shows transit 
receiving greater subsidies when all costs, including externalities are considered.[39] When we 
combine all costs, we find that, once again, transit is the option favored with larger subsidies (see 
Table 8: Natural Resource Defense Council Estimates of Costs & Subsidies). 

Table 8: Natural Resource Defense Council Estimates of Costs & Subsidies 

(cents/person-mile) 

Costs 
Auto 
Bus 
Rail 

Facilities & Services 
3.1-3.7 
50.1 
44.1 

Externalities 
10.2-19.2 
2.5-7.4 
2.7-7.1 

User Payments 
.7 
14 
14 



Net Subsidy 
12.6-22.2 
38.6-43.5 
32.8-38.2 

Source: Jose Gomez-Ibanez, Pitfalls in Estimating Whether Transport Users Pay Their Way 
(Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, July 1996). 

Environmental Impact 
But isn't public transit good for the environment? Given the higher carrying capacity per 

bus or train, it would certainly seem that transit could provide some environmental benefits. The 
problem is the gap between theoretical capacity and actual ridership. Public transit is so 
inconvenient and unattractive that its actual ridership falls far short of its theoretical capacity. 
Average load factors of 20% are typical.[40] As a result, the energy efficiency of public transit 
doesn't seem to be any better than driving a car (see Table 9: Energy Efficiency by Mode). 

Table 9: Energy Efficiency by Mode 

Mode 
BTU/Person-Milel 
BTU/Person-Mile2 

Automobile 
3,598 
4.096 

Transit Bus 
3,415 
4,143 

Transit Rail 
3,585 
5,278 

Sources: 

1 David Shen and Jer-Wei Wu, Commuter Rail: State-of-the-Art (Federal Transit 
Administration, December 1992). 



2 Wendell Cox, et al., and The Livable American City: Toward an Environmentally Friendly 
Dream (American Legislative Exchange Council, August 1993). Figure is for light rail. Heavy 
rail would be 3,046 BTUs. 

If transit doesn't save energy, it can't make much of a contribution to the reduction of 
urban air pollution. While many are under the impression that urban air quality has been getting 
worse, objective measures show improvements over the last two decades. In tem1s of ambient 
carbon monoxide, parts per million have dropped by about 50% since 1975.[41] Broader 
measures that include carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen oxide, sulfur dioxide and PM-10 also 
show improvement--dropping by about 60% since the early 1980s.[42] The improvement made 
in air quality over the last two decades owes little to public transit. Public transit ridership has 
remained near the 8 billion trips per year level for the last three decades. The credit must go to 
improvements made in automobiles and the fuels they use. On a per vehicle mile basis, a car 
built today emits 97% less hydrocarbons, 97% less carbon monoxide, and 90% less nitrogen 
oxide than a car built in 1970.[43] As newer vehicles have replaced older, more polluting 
vehicles, this has led to total vehicle emission reductions of hydrocarbons (down 66%), carbon 
monoxide (down 59%), and nitrogen oxide (down 21 %) between 1970 and 1991.[44] With fleet 
turnover and existing employed technology, urban air should continue to improve despite an 
expected increase in vehicle miles of travel.[ 45] But wait, the news may be even better still. New 
"cold start" emissions devices may reduce vehicle emissions by another 70% below the levels 
projected under existing teclmology.[ 46] 

Expanding Service to Tap Latent Demand 
Many transit advocates contend that ridership would be greatly expanded if hours or 

locations served could be expanded. In this argument it is usually conceded that public transit is 
inconvenient and uncompetitive ... as currently strnctured. Would-be transit passengers are 
dete1Ted by the lack of service to selected areas of the city or by the lack of service at selected 
times. It is argued that if transit service were expanded these would-be passengers would use 
transit. This argument is not without plausibility. It is theoretically possible that an unserved 
latent demand for public transit is out there waiting for the proper threshold of transit service 
before venturing onto a bus or train. 

Unfortunately, for this theory, though, actual expansions of transit service have been 
followed by decreasing passenger load factors. Since 1965, the quantity of transit service has 
been increased. Bus miles of service rose from 1500 million to around 2300 million in 1997. 
Heavy rail vehicle miles of service rose from under 400 million to over 550 million. Light rail 
vehicle miles of service were around 40 million in 1965 and around 40 million in 1997. [ 4 7] If 
adding more service were the key to improving the perfonnance of public transit, we should have 
seen the number of passengers increase by a percentage larger than the percentage increase in 



vehicle miles of service. We did not. In 1965, there were 6.8 billion passenger journeys on these 
transit modes. In 1997 there were 5.7 billion passenger journeys.[48] The theory that adding 
more public transit service would stimulate demand has not been borne out by the evidence. 

The evidence supports a contrary theory. Namely, the public transit that already exists is 
serving the highest demand segments of its potential market. Expansion of service to other times 
and locations will inevitably be aimed at market segments with lower inherent demand for 
transit. Consequently, it would be hypothesized that the number of passengers per vehicle mile 
would decline as transit service is expanded. This is, in fact, what has happened. In 1965, there 
were 4.0 passenger boardings per vehicle mile. By 1997, passenger boardings per vehicle mile 
had fallen below 3.0.[49] 

Cities contemplating expanding public transit services should not do so under the 
expectation that the gain in riders will exceed the increase in quantity of service. It will not. 
Transit expansions will produce dwindling load factors, more empty seats per mile, and 
increasing costs per passenger served. 

DENVER PERSPECTIVE 

Transit's Share of Local Travel 
Long term statistics are not as readily available for Denver's transit system as they are for 

the nation as a whole, it is still clear that transit's share of travel in the Denver metropolitan 
region is not growing. Data indicate that transit's share has hovered around 2% of the total travel 
over the last decade.[50] (See Figure 7: Transit's Share of Denver Travel). Rising family income 
and the relative inconvenience of transit for most trips work against the system's achieving a 
growing share of the travel. 



Endless Deficits 
The financial performance of Denver transit shows a pattern of rising deficits over the last 

decade (see Figure 8: Denver Transit Operating Deficits and Table 10 Denver Transit Operating 
Statement). As we can see, the system has consistently lost money. Deficits have reached a 
cumulative total of over a billion dollars in the 1991 through 1997 period. [ 51] 

Table 10: Denver Transit Operating Statement 

($in millions) 

1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
totals 

Passenger Revenue 
$23 
$23 
$24 
$27 



$30 
$32 
$37 
$195 

Total Expenses 
$158 
$175 
$243 
$225 
$179 
$166 
$226 
$1,371 

Net 
($136) 
($152) 
($219) 
($199) 
($149) 
($135) 
($189) 
($1,180) 

Source: Transit Profiles: Agencies in Urbanized Areas Exceeding 200,000 Population (Federal 
Transit Administration, various years). 

Light Rail in Denver 
As is the case in most American cities with light rail systems, the light rail element of the 

Denver transit mix has the worst performance characteristics. Taking the three criteria of 
efficiency, equity, and effectiveness, we find that light rail produces worst results than either bus 
transit or automobile transportation. (See Table 11: Relative Performance). 

Table 11: Relative Perfo1mance 
Denver Transportation Options 
(data from 1997) 

Efficiency 



Equity 
Effectiveness 

Mode 
Cost/ 

rider mile 
Cost/ 

5 mile trip 
Rider share 

of cost 
Non-rider share of cost 
Share of 

regional travel 
Cost per 

1 % of travel 

Light Rail 
$2.29 
$11.45 
5% 
95% 
0.1% 
$340 Mil. 

Bus 
$0.66 
$3 .30 
18% 
82% 
2.0% 
$100 Mil. 

Road/Auto 
$0.44 
$2.20 
100% 
0% 
97.9% 



$60 Mil. 

Sources: 

Transit Profiles for the 1997 National Transit Database Report Year (Federal Transit 
Administration). 

Highway Statistics 1997 (Federal Highway Administration). 

Our Nation's Highways: Selected Facts and Figures (Federal Highway Administration, 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/ohim/ 

Jack Mallinckrodt, Highway Subsidies. http://home.earthlink.net/~malli/hwysub.htm (1998) and 
Jason Carey, 1999 Update of the Arizona Highway Cost Allocation Study (Arizona Department 
of Transportation, August 1999). 

Efficiency deals with the cost of providing transportation. The lower the cost per person
mile of travel provided, the more efficient the mode of transportation. While those who promote 
light rail transit are wont to boast of the great theoretical carrying capacity of this mode, it is 
clear that Denver's light rail does not operate near this limit. 'When all costs are considered, 
Denver's light rail is considerably more expensive per person-mile than either bus or auto. For 
1997 (the latest figures reported by the Federal Transit Administration), the cost oflight rail in 
Denver was over two dollars per person-mile. This is worse than the national average for light 
rail of around $1.30 per person-mile. It is three times as costly as Denver's existing bus service. 
It is five times more expensive than the full cost of owning and operating a car-including the 
cost of building and maintaining the roads. For a typical five mile transit trip, the cost oflight rail 
is over $11. It is clear that light rail is not an efficient method for trying to provide urban 
transportation in Denver. 

Equity deals with the question of fairness in the distribution of costs. Generally speaking, 
we consider it fair if each person pays his or her own way. Some exceptions may be made in 
cases where individuals are too poor to handle their own costs of living. Public transit violates 
this concept of fairness by requiring those who do not ride buses and trains to pay more for the 
cost of the rides than those who do. In Denver, bus passengers pay less than 20% of the cost of 
their own rides. Even worse, light rail passengers in Denver pay only about 5% of the cost of 
their own rides. In contrast, auto drivers are paying a much larger share of their costs. According 
to the Federal Highway Administration's figures, highway users pay about 70% of the cost of the 
roads.[52] This estimate, though, does not account for fees and taxes levied on vehicles that are 
channeled into non-highway public spending. Neither does it account for the fact that heavier 
vehicles usually underpay their fair share of highway expenses. When these factors are taken into 
account, it appears likely that passenger vehicles (with the exception of transit buses) pay more 



than 100% of their cost of using the roads.[53] It is clear that light rail is not an equitable means 
of providing transportation. 

In tenns of cost-effectively moving traffic and reducing traffic congestion, light rail again comes 
up sho1i. There isn't going to be much traffic congestion relief from a light rail system that 
handles only a tiny fraction of the region's travel. Figures for Denver's light rail indicate that it 
handles about one-tenth of one-percent of the urban region's travel. Denver's bus system handles 
twenty times as much of the travel in the region. Denver's road system and the automobiles that 
use it handle about a thousand times more of the travel in the region. Light rail just does not 
make a significant dent in traffic. The effort to try to build light rail in order to reduce traffic 
congestion will be very costly. For light rail to achieve a one-percent impact on traffic it would 
cost over $300 million. It would be more cost-effective to rely on buses ($100 million per one
percent impact) or road improvements ($60 million per one-percent impact). 

Inequitable Subsidies 
Transit proponents routinely complain that transit is on the short end of tax expenditures 

for transp01iation. However, the projected spending for the Denver region over the next two 
decades indicates that plans call for more to be spent on transit than on highways. Over this 
twenty year period, $7.7 billion is earmarked for transit, while $6.2 billion is slated for roads. 
This gives transit a 55% share of the outlays (see Table 12: Denver Regional Transportation Plan 
Spending Through 2020). This share of transportation spending is far out of proportion to the 
expected shares of travel by transit vs. by highways. Transit is expected to account for about 2% 
of the travel in the Denver region over this time period. In terms of the person-miles of 
transportation provided over these years, fifty times as much will be spent on transit as is spent 
on the roads. 

Table 12: Denver Regional Transportation Plan Spending Through 2020 

($ in millions) 

Element 
Operating 
Capital 
Total 
Share 

Transit 
$5,319 
$2,423 
$7,742 
55% 



Other (Mainly Highway) 
$1,611 
$4,623 
$6,234 
45% 

Total 
$6,930 
$7,045 
$13,975 
100% 

Source: The Public Purpose (http://www.publicpurpose.com/ut-denrpt.htm) 

Environmental Impact 
Transit's contributions to air quality both in retrospect and the future are exceedingly 

small. Though one would not know it from the media accounts, air quality in the nation's 
metropolitan regions has improved over the last 25 years. During this whole period of air quality 
improvement, transit's single-digit share of urban travel has had minimal impact. The big factor 
was the improvement in automobiles.[54] 

Future improvements in air quality will also have to come from some source other than 
expanded public transit. In the last few years, two Arizona studies evaluated the probable air 
quality impacts of a variety of options. In terms of both magnitude of impact and cost
effectiveness, transit fared poorly when compared to other alternatives. In a report prepared for 
the Arizona Department of Transportation, transit ranked near the bottom of the list in tern1s of 
cost-effectiveness in reducing air pollution. Rail transit ranked dead last, costing hundreds of 
thousands of dollars per ton of pollution reduction.[55] The magnitude of the impacts for transit 
measures were also small. Regardless of whether bus or rail is employed, the impacts are all 
projected to be less than 1 %. 

Transit showed similarly poor comparisons in the Alternative Transportation System 
Task Force Report to Governor Fife Symington.[56] An interesting aspect of this report to the 
governor is that in its "grab bag" agglomeration of recommendations produced by a desire for a 
"consensus" task force conclusion diluted the core finding of the research. The core finding was 
that we could have a substantial impact on air pollution at a very low cost from a program that 
targets high emitting vehicles. Consider the following statistics from the final report. Measures 
aimed at high pollution emitters would reduce 35,598 tons of pollution per year; the figure is 
65% of the total projected impact of all the recommended options. (In other words, about 2/3 of 
the pollution reduction which all the Task Force recommended could be accomplished just by 
cracking down on unusually dirty automobiles.) There were four different recommendations to 



deal with unusually dirty autos, and the total cost of all these measures was only $5 million/year
-about 7% of the total state and local government cost of the total package of recommendations. 
Thus, 7% ofthe total cost got rid of 65% of the total pollution. In contrast, expanding the bus 
system would reduce pollution by only 900 tons- less than 2% of the total pollution reduction. 
Yet, the bus option's net annual cost of $45 million is 66% of the total state and local 
government cost of the package ofrecommendations.[57] Sixty-six percent of the money would 
yield only 2% of the benefits. 

Table 13: Traffic Reduction Measures Ranked by Cost-Effectiveness shows the relative 
effectiveness of a variety of possible congestion reduction measures. The inescapable conclusion 
is that as an environmental measure, investments in public transit have a poor ratio of benefit to 
cost. A lot of money would be expended for very meager results. 

Table 13: Traffic Reduction Measures Ranked by Cost-Effectiveness 

Traffic 
Air Quality 

option 

timing of impact 
additional cost/year 

(millions) 

traffic impact 

cost/1 % 

(millions) 



pollution reduction 

(tons/year) 

cost/ton 

Proximate Commuting 
near term 
none 
3.0% 
none 
11,000 
none 

4day/l Ohour per day Work Week 
near term 
none 
1.4% 
none 
5,000 
none 

Jitneys 
near term 
none 
0.5% 
none 
1,900 
none 

Flex Time 
near tenn 
none 
0.3% 
none 
1,000 
none 

Privatize Buses 
near te1m 
none 
0.2% 



none 
750 
none 

Guaranteed Ride Home 
near tem1 
$0.4 
0.4% 
$1.0 
1,500 
$270 

Telecommuting 
near term 
$3.4 
2.0% 
$1.7 
7,500 
$450 

HOV to HOT Lanes 
near term 
$4.0 
2.0% 
$2.0 
7,500 
$530 

Synchronize Signals 
near term 
$16.0 
8.0% 
$2.0 
30,000 
$530 

Congestion Pricing 
near term 
$20.0 
10.0% 
$2.0 
37,000 
$540 

Freeway Management 



near tem1 
$17.0 
2.0% 
$8.5 
7,500 
$2,300 

Complete Freeways 
long term 
$100.0 
8.0% 
$12.5 
30,000 
$3,300 

Bus Expansion 
near term 
$138.0 
0.8% 
$172.5 
3,000 
$46,000 

Light Rail 
long term 
$57.0 
0.2% 
$285.0 
750 
$76,000 

Air Quality Measures Ranked by Cost-Effectiveness 

Super Emitter Measures 
near tenn 
$8.4 
NIA 
NIA 
36,000 
$230 

Mobile Emissions 
near tenn 
$23.0 
NIA 



NIA 
90,000 
$260 

Sources: Matthew Rowell, et al., The Cost Effectiveness and Magnitude of Potential Impact of 
Various Congestion Management Measures (Arizona Department of Transportation, March 
1997) and Alternative Transportation System Task Force Report to Governor Fife Symington 
(November 15, 1996). 

MORE COST-EFFECTIVE ALTERNATIVES 
Improving urban transportation is a goal virtually everyone can support. The key issue is 

how can we achieve the best results at the least cost? With this in mind, let's take a brieflook at a 
number of more promising answers to urban travel needs and air pollution problems. 

Improve the Road System 
While much maligned in fashionable circles, the auto/road transportation combination has 

been a great success. The freedom and mobility that this combination provides is the explanation 
for its domination of the urban travel enviromnent. In Denver, cars provide more passenger 
transportation in a day than the transit system provides in a month.[58] As good as the road 
system is, it can always be made better. Some of the options for improvement include the 
following: 

Build More Freeways 
The mantra of transit advocates is that we cannot build our way out of congestion. Strictly 
speaking, this is not true. We could, if we were willing to spend the money, build enough 
freeway capacity to handle growing traffic. Whether we would want to spend the money is a 
different question. New urban freeways typically cost $30 million per mile to build. This cost is 
comparable to what would be required to build a mile of new light rail transit track. So, both 
options are expensive. The key distinction is that the freeway would likely carry five to ten times 
as many person-miles of travel as the light rail line. So, if transit advocates are suggesting that 
the community ought to spend large sums to improve traffic, it would be far more cost-effective 
to build freeways than new rail lines. 

Improve Traffic Signal Coordination 



For city streets, a main focus is on improving the traffic flow by optimizing the coordination 
among traffic signals. Often this optimization is referred to as traffic signal synchronization. The 
simplest type of traffic signal synchronization is to time the cycle ofred/green to correspond to 
the nomrnl speed of the vehicles moving in the peak volume direction. Modern electronics permit 
more sophisticated techniques for controlling and improving traffic flow. Poorly timed traffic 
signals can increase traffic delay and fuel consumption by 40%.(59] 

States that have pursued improvements in traffic signal coordination have reported good 
results. The benefits to highway users in tem1s of saved time and fuel have been substantial. A 
traffic signal coordination program in California reported a reduction in traffic delay of 14%.[60] 
A study in Texas reported a reduction in traffic delay of 30%.(61] In Arizona, the "Rhodes" 
study found reductions in traffic delay of 27% when traffic monitoring computerized signals 
were used. [ 62] If similar results could be achieved throughout the area, traffic congestion in the 
Denver metropolitan region could be reduced by about 8%. It would affect all traffic at all hours 
of the day. It would also save drivers the cost of unnecessarily burned fuel. 

Replace Existing Highway Taxes With Congestion-Based Pricing 
Roads are subject to wide fluctuations in demand. As a result, road capacity that is 

inadequate during some hours of the day is grossly excessive at other times of the day. Private 
sector businesses faced with this type of fluctuation in demand often resort to peak/off-peak 
pricing structures to try to smooth out fluctuations and make more efficient use of their existing 
capacity. Businesses that have used this strategy to good effect include movie theaters, airlines, 
electric power companies, hotels, and phone companies. Congestion pricing should replace rather 
than be added on top of existing highway user taxes in order to avoid the inequities of enforcing 
double payments for the same service and the inefficiencies of the existing tax structure. 

We are used to thinking of peak period traffic as commuters driving to and from work. 
However, not all peak period trips are work commutes. In Southern California over 60% of peak 
period trips are not work related.[63] Another estimate of non-work trips during the peak traffic 
periods placed the figures at 50% for the a.m. peak and nearly 70% for the p.m. peak.[64] 

Diverting some of this discretionary travel to off-peak periods by way of a pricing 
differential would reduce traffic congestion and improve the efficiency of the road system. 
Private sector businesses faced with this type of fluctuation in demand often reso1i to peak/off
peak pricing structures to try to smooth out fluctuations and make more efficient use of their 
existing capacity. Businesses that have used this strategy to good effect include movie theaters, 
airlines, electric power companies, hotels, and phone companies. In fact, the widespread use of 
prices that vary according to the volume of demand is more aptly tem1ed "commercial pricing," 
according to one eminent transportation economist.[65] 

Economists of various ideological leanings who have dealt with the issue of traffic congestion 
are vi1iually unanimous in their support of pricing as the most effective solution.[66] Non
pricing methods of attempting to reduce traffic congestion have limited effectiveness. Their 



impact is frequently measured in the fractions of a percentage reduction of peak period 
traffic.[67] In contrast, congestion pricing could readily reduce peak traffic volume by 25% or 
more.[68] For example, congestion pricing in Singapore is estimated to have reduced peak period 
traffic by 65%.[69] The evidence appears persuasive that congestion pricing can be an effective 
method of matching urban traffic to roadway capacity. So persuasive is the evidence that one 
researcher has called the implementation of congestion pricing "inevitable."[70] 

In the past, we lacked the technology to employ efficient road pricing. Such road pricing 
as exists in most places still employs the cumbersome "stop-pay-toll" methods that give many 
people nightmares of traffic jams and irate motorists. Fortunately, stopping vehicles to collect 
payment for use of the roads is no longer necessary. Modern technology has overcome this 
difficulty. Technology employed in the Hong Kong experiment with electronic road use pricing 
included on-board transponders (also known as "electronic license plates"), roadside toll readers, 
video recorders, and computerized billing.[71] This process was assessed as technically feasible 
and cost-effective.[72] Inexpensive transponders make charging for highway use as simple as 
charging for long distance telephone use. Using this technology will improve both equity and 
efficiency. 

Encourage Cost-Effective Alternatives to Driving Alone 
Traditional transit buses and trains are an inflexible and inefficient means of attempting 

to provide alternatives to the "drive-alone" auto trip. Trains are the epitome of inflexibility as an 
expensive track infrastructure is dedicated to one sole use. Standard transit buses, while not 
inherently as inflexible as trains, are often operated as if they were confined to a fixed track. The 
inconvenience of this style of service limits its appeal to potential customers. Limited appeal 
leads to limited use and unjustifiably high per-passenger costs. Some less costly alternatives 
include the following: 

Carpooling and HOV /HOT Lanes 
Nationally, carpooling accounts for about 16% of commuter trips. This is about five times 

as many person-trips as is accounted for by transit.[73] One factor that deters many from 
carpooling is the inflexibility that it often imposes on participating members. On the one hand, 
participants do not want to inconvenience their fellow carpool members by making them wait in 
the event work demands run past the normal quitting time. On the other hand, participants have a 
fear of being stranded and miss the carpool connection (or last bus) if they must work overtime. 
A remedy for this that has been fairly successful is the "guaranteed ride home" program 
employed by some companies. A guaranteed ride home program would encourage carpooling by 
ensuring that participants would not have to either inconvenience fellow carpool members or risk 
being stranded. Under these programs, employers bear the expense of a taxi for the employee's 
ride home. On a per ride basis, this sounds expensive--averaging $53 in one study. However, 
since the guaranteed rides are infrequently used they may be more appropriately viewed as a 
cost-effective "insurance" premium.[74] 



Currently, the high-occupancy-vehicle (HOV) lanes on the freeways are underutilized. 
Despite a higher potential person-mile carrying capacity, HOV lanes actually accommodate only 
about half as many passengers per lane per hour as the abutting general use lanes during 
congested periods.[75] Some have suggested that traffic congestion could be eased by simply 
converting HOV lanes into general purpose lanes. If the only choice were this conversion or 
keeping them as they now are, operating way below capacity, we might as well do it. There may, 
though, be another choice. Instead of letting the unused HOV capacity go to waste, it has been 
suggested that it be "rented" to single occupant vehicles (SOV s ). Drivers of SOV s who were 
willing to pay a fee for the privilege would be permitted to drive in the underutilized HOV lanes 
during the periods when the general purpose lanes are congested. Thus, the previously 
exclusively HOV lanes would be converted into HOT (high occupancy/toll) lanes.[76] The State 
Route 91 tollway in California is, in fact, a HOT facility--high occupancy vehicles travel free 
while SOV s pay a toll based upon the amount of congestion in the parallel general use lanes. 
This strategy provides some traffic congestion relief, not only for the SOVs paying to get into the 
HOV lane, but also for the SOVs left behind in the general purpose lanes. It would also generate 
some revenue that could be used to build more HOV lanes. 

Restructure Public Transportation to Accommodate Private Sector Competition by Jitneys 
Rather than trying to jealously preserve transit stops as an exclusive monopoly for 

traditional public transit buses, they could be made accessible to competing transit vendors. This 
would create more opportunity for purveyors of 'jitney" type transit service. A jitney would 
typically be a van or small bus that would follow a semi-fixed route. It could offer more door-to
door service than a larger bus. Both waiting time and in-vehicle travel time for passengers would 
be reduced. Jitney riders report that they feel safer on jitneys than on city buses because jitney 
drivers are more apt to refuse to pick-up disorderly or dangerous passengers. Jitneys are also 
most popular in corridors that serve the transit dependent.[77] Jitneys have been successful in a 
number of U.S. and foreign cities, often offering a higher quality, yet lower priced service than 
public transit buses.[78] 

The potential of jitneys has not been fully realized for two fundamental reasons. First, in 
most cities, local ordinances make the operation of jitneys illegal. This forces jitneys into the 
"infomrnl" (or "underground") economy. Serving the market while dodging police hampers and 
deters all but the most daring operators. The successes achieved in places like New York City 
and Miami were achieved despite city efforts to suppress jitneys.[79] Second, even when jitneys 
are not illegal, they are disadvantaged by having to compete with heavily subsidized municipal 
bus systems.[80] Since private sector jitney operators would have to cover 100% of their costs 
from earned revenue, the private operators would have to be three to four times as efficient as 
municipal bus operators (who, because of local and federal government subsidies, must cover 
only one-third to one-fomih of costs from earned revenue) in order to break even by charging the 
same fares as the municipal operators. 



A second component of the proposed jitney concept would be to modify the existing 
transit subsidy program. Ideally, there ought not to be any subsidies. However, until we are ready 
to implement this ideal we may have to settle for a less damaging method of dispensing the 
subsidy. Currently, the subsidies from federal, state, and local taxes flow directly to the transit 
system operators. What I am proposing here is to shift the focus of the subsidies to the riders. 
This could be accomplished by selling public transportation "tokens" to prospective riders at a 
price comparable to current fares. These tokens would be used to purchase rides on buses and 
jitneys. The bus and jitney operators would redeem these tokens for amounts comparable to the 
current per trip cost of the Denver's Regional Transportation District. Discounts from the normal 
fares would be handled through social service agencies. Social service agencies wanting to 
provide even larger subsidies for certain categories of public transportation users (like the 
indigent or elderly) could buy the tokens at the regular price and resell them at a lower price (or 
give them away) to their clients. 

The "flat" fare structures typically employed by transit systems is both inefficient and 
inequitable. Those traveling longer distances are undercharged relative to those traveling shorter 
distances. This discourages the more cost-effective shorter trips and encourages the more costly 
longer trips. The buses incur more empty seat-miles venturing further from the central core of the 
city. This worsens the performance of the total system. Fares should not, therefore, be structured 
to reward or induce passengers to demand these longer trips. Fares should be structured to 
facilitate more cost-effective usage of public transportation. A method for implementing a more 
efficient and equitable fare structure would be to institute some sort of fare-zone system. Trips 
within one zone would cost one token. Trips involving travel in two zones would be priced at 
two tokens, etc. Inasmuch as the average trip length on the current transit system is only four 
miles, most trips in our reconstituted public transportation environment would not involve more 
than one "zone." By using a zone-based fare structure, use of public transportation in the most 
congested areas would be encouraged, while use of public transportation for costly and 
inefficient long distance trips would be discouraged. 

The public transportation tokens could be sold through city offices, convenience markets, 
vending machines or other outlets along or near public transportation routes. The tokens would 
be redeemable only by bonafide public transportation operators. To qualify as a bonafide public 
transportation operator, a business would have to have appropriate vehicles and keep financial 
and operating records documenting the number of passengers served. Audits of these records and 
spot checks of on-the-road operations would need to be conducted to ensure that the redeemed 
tokens \vere, indeed, acquired by actually providing transportation. 

Since the subsidies provided by federal, state, and local taxes are for designated public 
transportation purposes, operators redeeming the tokens would be required to demonstrate that 
the appropriate portions of the subsidy funds received from redeeming the tokens were being 
deployed as required by law for capital and operating expenses. Basically, 50 cents of every 
dollar's worth of tokens redeemed would be subject to the requirement that federal aid for 
"capital" expenditures (about 20 to 25% of the total government subsidy) and operations (about 
10% of the total government subsidy) be reinvested by the recipient public transportation finn in 
capital and operating expenditures. Another alternative would be for the city to own the vehicles 



financed via federal aid, and to lease the vehicles to private sector operators. Such leases should 
be structured to accommodate competition. Since the amounts that private sector firms would be 
willing to pay to lease the vehicles would be directly related to the functionality and efficiency 
with which the vehicles could be operated, the city would have a strong incentive to procure the 
types of vehicles needed in the public transportation marketplace. 

Inasmuch as it seems likely that privately operated buses as well as jitneys could make a 
profit under this system (after all, privately operated transit has been shown to operate at costs 
considerably lower than municipally owned transit),[81] competition may well become quite 
robust. We would be moving toward a more self-sustaining public transportation system and 
away from the growing deficits and tax increases that have plagued the traditional municipal 
transit monopoly approach. 

Promote Privately Operated "Subscription" Buses 
These types of buses have provided service for half the cost of public transit buses in such cities 
as Chicago and Los Angeles.[82] The main deterrent to the rise of this form of transit is the 
heavy subsidization of municipal bus lines. These subsidies pem1it the municipal transit bus to 
charge customers only a third, or less, of the cost to provide the service. Private firms without 
recourse to tax-financed subsidies must cover their full costs to stay in business. To compete on 
the basis of price with the level of subsidy provided to Denver's public transit, privately operated 
buses would have to have costs that were 80% lower. Halving or eliminating the subsidy would 
provide a more "level playing field" for all transit providers. 

Implement More Innovative Employment Practices 
Since most of the traffic problems occur during so-called rush hours when employees are 

commuting to and from jobs, some changes in employment practices might help alleviate some 
of the worst traffic congestion. Some potentially helpful measures include the following: 

More Use of the "Compressed" Work Week 
To the extent that the traditional 40-hour workweek could be conve1ied from a five-eight-hour
day schedule to a four-ten-hour-day schedule, the number of work trips could be reduced and 
peak-hour traffic congestion partially mitigated. 

More Use of "Flex Time" 
To the extent that work trips might be spread out over a wider interval, the peaks of the peak 
periods will be lower. This may help reduce some of the capacity overloads that aggravate the 
traffic congestion problem. 



More Use of"Proximate Commuting" 
Proximate commuting is an idea developed by Gene and Carolyn Mullins.[83] The 

overwhelming majority of commuters make their work trips in single-occupant vehicles. This is 
despite massive and ongoing attempts to induce them to do otherwise. We have seen billions 
spent on expanding bus systems and building rail lines. We have seen millions spent to build 
high-occupancy vehicle lanes. We have seen considerable effort expended to try to persuade 
people to carpool or ride transit. We have even seen punitive mandates for "trip reductions" 
inflicted on employers. Still, the overwhelming majority of commuters insist on driving their 
own cars. 

The freedom and mobility offered by the privately owned and operated car is highly 
valued. It is not likely to be overcome by any government policy tolerable in a democratic 
society. Rather than bewail this situation or berate those who choose to drive alone, maybe we 
should try to adapt to the expressed preferences of the commuting population. This is the strategy 
taken by the proximate commuting concept. Finding a way to accommodate the desire to drive 
alone, yet still reduce traffic congestion is apt to accomplish more than plans that envision 
coercing people out of their cars. 

Instead of trying to get commuters to give up their cars, proximate commuting seeks to 
shorten their work trips. The work trip is shortened by moving the place of employment closer to 
the employee's home. While not a viable strategy for many types of businesses, proximate 
commuting would appear highly suitable for businesses that have multiple work sites. Businesses 
fitting this description would include banks, restaurant chains, retail chains, public schools, and 
some government offices (for example, Motor Vehicle Division offices that issue driver's 
licenses and registrations). To the extent feasible, workers could be transferred to work sites 
closer to their homes. Their commute distances would be reduced. This would help reduce some 
of the peak period traffic volume. 

A test of the proximate commuting concept was conducted in the Seattle metropolitan 
region in 1995. During a 15 month "demonstration project" nearly 500 employees at 30 branches 
of the Key Bank of Washington were given the opportunity to participate. About one-in-six of 
these eligible employees elected to participate. On average, those participating reduced their 
work commute trip distance by 65%. Because the employees with the longest trips were more 
likely to choose to participate, the average reduction in commute miles per bank branch was 
17%.[84] 

Another attractive feature of proximate commuting is that it doesn't require large public 
outlays. Employees of multiple site businesses are encouraged to participate by the opportunity 
to save time and money on their daily work commute trips. Employers are encouraged to 
participate as a means of extending a money-saving benefit to employees that does not require a 
cash outlay by the business. Proximate commuting is an example of the much sought "win-win" 
solution. 



More Telecommuting 
Telecommuting reverses the basic work process by moving the work to the workers 

rather than moving the workers to the work. Instead of getting in a car or on a bus and 
transporting his or her body to work, the telecommuting employee sends the work to his or her 
employer. Common modes of transporting the work include oral transmission by telephone, 
facsimile transmission over the phone lines, or e-mail transmission over the internet. The contrast 
in time and energy required to transport a person vs. transporting the work is quite dramatic. The 
average work commute by car is about 12 miles. Moving a 150 lb. person 12 miles in a one-ton 
automobile twice per workday will consume about 50 minutes of time. It will cost a little over 
$10 (44 cents/mile x 12 miles x 2 commute trips/workday). Traveling this same distance by bus 
in Denver will cost almost $16 (66 cents/mile x 12 miles x 2 commute trips/workday) and by 
light rail would cost nearly $55 ($2.29/mile x 12 miles x 2 commute trips/workday). Moving this 
person's work via telecommuting would take a few minutes by fax and a few seconds by 
internet. Since the transmission of data to a workplace an average of 12 miles away would be a 
"local call" the cost for using the phone lines would be a few pennies. 

Obviously, telecommuting cannot work for all types of work. It is largely restricted to 
work that involves the production of information. These jobs might involve research or data 
analysis, the end product of which is typically some sort of written document (for example, a 
report, a memo, a financial statement). The types of jobs that would be amenable to 
telecommuting would include a typical assortment of "white-collar," office jobs like accountant, 
statistician, secretary, data processor, engineer, etc. Jobs requiring the physical presence of the 
employee would not be suitable candidates for telecommuting. These would include jobs like 
manufacturing assembly, waiters, barbers, police officers, etc. 

The potential reduction of traffic congestion and air pollution from a more widespread 
reso1t to telecommuting seems promising. A pilot project in California indicated that 
telecommuting workers reduced their peak-period trips by 60%, their total vehicle miles driven 
by 80%, and their freeway use by 40%. The program also inspired many of the participants to 
seek out shopping, recreation, and other non~work related activities at locations closer to their 
homes, even on non-workdays.[85] A demonstration project in the Seattle metropolitan region 
found that telecommuters reduced vehicle miles of travel by 66% and the number of workday 
trips by 32%.[86] 

While reducing traffic congestion and improving air quality are good public-spirited 
reasons to promote telecommuting, there are also other more pecuniary rationales to bolster the 
motivation for the participants. Telecommuting workers save themselves the time it would 
otherwise take to travel to work. This is the equivalent of getting an increase in one's hourly rate 
of pay. They save auto operating costs and/or transit fares. They may also obtain non-economic 
benefits like getting to spend more time with their families, avoiding the stress and risks of 
driving in traffic, setting their own work hours, and not having to "suit-up" to go to the office. 
Employers of telecommuting workers may be able to save by reducing the amount of office 



space needed. An analysis by American Express estimated the annual savings in office expense 
for each telecommuting "full-time-equivalent" employee at $15,000 per year.[87] In addition, 
employers seem to get improved productivity out of their telecommuting workers. The benefits 
enjoyed by telecommuting employees may be roughly equivalent to getting raises and upgraded 
working conditions (at no cash cost to the employer) that serve to motivate better perfonnance. 
Typical productivity gains are reflected in faster completion of work assignments, fewer sick 
days, better time management, and increased morale. Pacific Bell estimated a net productivity 
gain of 20% and savings of at least $500,000 in office space costs from its telecommuting 
program.[88] In fact, it appears that output gains in the 20% range are common for 
telecommuting workers. 

CONCLUSION 
By any reasonable standard, public transit is a bad investment. It is a dying industry, and 

for good reason. The type of service typically offered is of low quality. Average travel times are 
long compared to travel in cars. Transit customers must walk to bus stops and train stations. 
They must wait for buses and trains. Sometimes they must travel standing. Frequently they must 
change vehicles. It is not surprising that transit canies such a small share of urban travel. There is 
nothing planned or proposed for transit by public transit officials that will significantly change 
this situation--not light rail, not heavy rail, not "maglev" (basically a train levitated and powered 
by magnetic forces). 

Massive subsidy efforts by federal and local governments have failed to revive transit. 
The billions of tax dollars poured into public transit systems have not reversed its long term 
decline. Each new increment of tax subsidy has merely deepened the deficits. This exercise in 
futility imposes real losses on the economy, both at the national and local level. Funds siphoned
off into profitless public transit weaken the economy, cost jobs, and lower the standard of living. 
Far from being a program that advances the welfare of society's poorest individuals, channeling 
money into loss-making transit serves to worsen their long-term prospects. 

We have also seen that the case for public transit as an environmental improvement 
measure is feeble. The overwhelming majority of the credit for enviromnental improvement, both 
in the past and in the future will belong to the engineers who work on auto technology. 
Innovations that reduce emissions on the mode that accounts for ninety-some percent of the 
urban travel will always have greater potential for improving air quality than billions of dollars 
spent on little used transit systems. In terms of environmental objectives, expanding public 
transit is merely an expensive "dead end." 

Finally, there is the issue of equity. Considering what it has to offer, public transit is 
grossly over-subsidized. Where did we ever get the notion that the overwhelming majority of 
non-riders of transit should be forced to pay for the rides of others? Despite the forcible exaction 
of tax dollars to pay more than two-thirds of the cost of the transit rides, public transit officials 
demand still more money. Until the public says "enough is enough," will the demands for "more 
and more" never cease?i 
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INTEGRATION OF JITNEY SERVICE WITH MDT 

I. Miami-Dade County 

A. Process for Authorizing Jitney Service: 

1. The person shall submit an application for a Certificate of Transportation. 
2. The application is submitted to the Consumer Services Department (CSD) and should contain the 
following infmmation: 
a. Applicant identification and personal info1mation. 
b. Description of the route, terminals, schedules, type of vehicles, seating capacity, etc. 
c. Trade name and vehicle colors. 
d. Management plan including: maintenance facilities, complaints and accidents processes, and 
insurance coverage, among others. 
e. Days and hours of operation. 
f. Fare and rate structure. 
g. Statement supporting the economic feasibility of the services including: 
i. estimated ridership, 
11. estimated fare revenue, 
HI. estimated operating expenses, 
iv. operational plan, 
v. statement indicating the effect on other providers servicing the same transit corridor, 
vi. and other financial and legal requirements. 
3. The Director of CSD will review the application. 
4. The application is submitted to Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) for compliance with county code. No 
service can be provided along co1Tidors with current frequencies of 30 minutes or less. This include a 
single route or a combination of routes 
5. If MDT has no opposition to the proposed route, then CSD proceed with a public hearing at the 
Board of County Commissioners (BCC). As part of this step, notifications are sent to all parties involved 
(government offices, municipalities, other motor ca1Tiers and any particular person or entity requesting 
notice). They have 20 days to protest. 
6. If no written protest is properly filed, the Director of CSD will submit a repo1i and recommendation 
to the County Manager. Once the request is positively recommended by the County Manager, it is 
submitted to BCC for final approval. 
7. Once the pe1mit is approved, the service may start immediately. 
8. Pe1mits should be renewed every year. 
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Jitneys in Miami-Dade 
(Discussion Paper) 

Preliminary ideas for additional jitney service in Miami-Dade County: 

I. PERMITTING 

Consider the following aspects: 

L Permits to be issued to individuals who want to operate a jitney. 
2. Pem1its to be authorized for each vehicle. 
3. The number of permits per person to be limited to no more than three. 
4. Permits to be renewed on a yearly basis. 
5. Service area to be specified (by corridor or route ... ) 
6. Headway not be the only factor in detennining approval or disapproval. 
7. Fare to be established by the CSD and not by the jitney's operator. 
8. Emphasis to be put on the physical condition of the vehicle. 
9. Alternative process to be considered to expedite the pennitting and authorization of jitneys. 
10. Room to be provided for temporary permits, to allow pilot and demonstration projects. 
11. CSD to be responsible to issue pem1its by route and by vehicle, in order to control areas 
served and number of vehicles in operation. 

II. OPERATION 

A. Route ... 

1. Pennits to be issued on a specific route. No deviation. 
2. No headway to be imposed to jitneys. They operate based on demand for profit not for 
service. 



B. Vehicle ... 

1. CSD has to enforce vehicle safety and appearance. 
2. Age of vehicles. 
3. Seating capacity to be limited to no more than 17-18 passengers. 

C. Insurance ... 

1. Proof of insurance is requested by the CSD, however, Risk Management to reevaluate the 
minimum requirements. 

D. ADA ... 

1. Jitneys could be exempted from ADA. 

III. RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Additional Jitneys Service ... 

1. A six-month pilot project to be considered for adding jitney service. This period will provide 
time for evaluation and improvements of service to determine the feasibility for establishing a 
wider plan. 
2. Two areas (routes) with different characteristics to be demonstrated. 
3. MDT to evaluate areas not served but that could be profitable to jitneys and allow them to 
provide service in routes that are below desired standards. 
4. MDT to concentrate and relocate resources in high demand routes. 

B. Administration ... 

1. No additional resources required for a pilot project. Based on the results, further 
consideration to be made for increasing the resources of CSD. 

C. Fare System ... 

1. For a pilot project, no recommendation is made for transfers between both modes. Jitneys to 
have a separate fare from MDT. In the future, if the system works, this issue to be considered. 

D. Jitneys Participation ... 

1. There is no guarantee that any actual operator may want to participate in a pilot project. 
Therefore, before any process is initiated, a commitment to be obtained from operators to provide 
the desired service under the conditions and circumstances established by the county. 

C: \LOTUS\ WORDPRO\JITNEYS\JITNEY06. L WP Page #2 



E. Evaluation of Service ... 

1. A technical committee to be established to evaluate the service provided by the additional 
jitneys. 

F. Subsidy ... 

l. No subsidy to be offered for jitneys. A private service not to be subsidized by government. 
2. However, other incentives to be provided to jitneys: (after pilot period) 
a. When purchasing vehicles (vans) specially dedicated to public transit, tax will not be 
charged. 
b. Limited gallons of fuel per month can be provided at county cost. 
c. Promote the association of jitneys to obtain better prices regarding purchasing of parts and 
services for their operation. 
d. Eventually, terminals for jitneys and other services can be built using FTA money. 

G. Section 15 ... 

1. If jitney service is eventually expanded, mileage and passengers served by jitneys can apply 
for Section 15, which will represent an additional fund that can be used for capital improvements 
(MDT, CSD,. .. ). 

H. Integration of Services ... 

1. A system to be established to integrate MDT, jitneys and other transp01iation modes as a 
unit. Facilities can be built, like the mini-inte1modal terminals to integrate such services. 

C:ILOTUSIWORDPROVITNEYSVITNEY06.LWP Page #3 





ADA Information 



ADA Compliance Matrix 

REGULATION ADA GUIDELINE 
General Provision Provide ADA Complementary Paratransit service if providing 
SubpartF 37.121 fixed route service. 

Eligibility Process for all applicants Process shall strictly limit eligibility to individuals cited in 
Subpart F 37.125a Subpart F 37.123. 

21 Day Rule When an application is completed, an applicant should be 
Subpart F 37.125c informed of the decision within 21 days. 

Eligibility Appeal Process Establish an administrative appeals process to hear denials of 
SubpartF 37.125g eligibility or partial eligibility. 

Service Options a) Can provide origin to destination service 
Subpart F 37.129 b) Can provide feeder service to fixed routes 

c) Can provide bus on call (route deviation) service 

Service Area Paratransit service Yi mile on each side of route except areas 
Subpart F 37.13 la outside of its jurisdictional boundary. 

Next Day Reservations Service shall be scheduled and provide to. 

SubpartF 37.131b All requests for next day service. 

Reservation Service Reservation service shall be available during normal business 
Hours hours. 
Subpart F 37.13 lb 

Pickup Time Negotiation Trip cannot be required to be scheduled more than one hour 
Subpart F 37.13 lb before or after requested departure time. 

Advanced Reservation Agency may permit reservations up to 14 days in advance of 
Subpart F 37.13 lb desired trip. 

ADA Fare Agency may charge twice the full fare without regard to 
Subpart F 37.13 lc discounts for paratransit service. 

Trip Purpose The agency cannot impose any restrictions or priorities on trip 
Subpart F 37.13 ld purpose. 

Hours and Days of Service The hours and days of service must be the same as fixed route 
Subpart F 37.13 le service. 

Trip Denials Current FTA and court interpretation is that any substantive 
Subpart F 37.13 lf amount of trip denials constitutes a capacity constraint and is 

violation of the ADA. 

T:\1105-GPC 06\l l05.Wl8 - Paratransit\ADA Compliance Matrix.doc 



Ocean Conversions & Mobility 
(954) 942-6033 
15 different lifts 
Jim 942-6033 $4900 for lift 

Wheelchair Lift Installation 

$10- 12,000 for whole package 
22086 3-4 wheelchairs brand new van, not loaded 

Mobility Concepts Inc. (954) 942-6033 
Salesperson not available, only other company in yellow pages that installs into vehicles 

T:\ l !05- GPC 06\1105.WIS • Paratransit\Whcelchwir Lin lnslallation writeup.doc 



Miller Consulting, Inc. 

From: 
Sent: 
fa: 

Fialkoff, David R. (MDT) [FIAL@miamidade.gov] 
Friday, August 16, 2002 9:39 AM 
'Miller Consulting, Inc.' 

Subject: RE: Jitney ADA 

Yes. The STS service provides ADA compliance for the entire County. The 
issue of coverage only arises when we implement new service outside of the 
current service area. 

David R. Fialkoff 
Chief, Service and Mobility Planning 
Miami-Dade Transit 
305-637-3740 
305-637-3784 Fax 
fial@miamidade.gov 

-----Original Message-----
From: Miller Consulting, Inc. [mailto:mteaml@bellsouth.net] 
Sent: Friday, August 16, 2002 9:10 AM 
To: Fialkoff, David R. (MDT) 
Cc: Guerra, Jesus (MPO) 
Subject: Jitney ADA 

David, 

Thank you for your e-mail. Based on my limited understanding of ADA 
requirements, it sounds like the STS service provides ADA compliance for 
MDT, the cities, and the jitneys. Am I correct? 

~raig 

Miller Consulting, Inc. 
3610 Park Central Boulevard North 
Pompano Beach, Florida 33064 
Ph. 954-979-4799 
Fx. 954-979-4818 

The information contained in this e-mail may be privileged, confidential 
and/or otherwise protected from disclosure. If you are neither the intended 
recipient, nor an agent, employee or independent contractor responsible for 
delivering this message to the intended recipient, you are prohibited from 
copying, disclosing, distributing, disseminating and/or using this 
information in this e-mail in any manner. If you have received this message 
in error, please advise us immediately by return e-mail and then delete the 
message from your computer and all other records (whether electronic, hard 
copy or otherwise) . 

1 
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Stephen P. Clark Center 
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_,. ___ Original Message ---
From: 11Bob Herman" <bohl:m.@R.yg,.wg> 
To: <ro..sl.as&Q'il'.(@filtbi~9.m> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2002 9:14 AM 
Subject: Re: ii WASN'T tHINKIBNG 

Good Morning Mac. I'm writing from home tbls morning because my 
transportation is screwed up. 

No. jitney operators cannot purchase used inaccessible vehicles without 
meeting a severe l?urden of "demonstrated good faith efforts" as stated in 
the regs. Tuey have the burden of proof. I realize that my last sentence 
complicated things. 

It seems to me that your position as a citizen advocate requires you to 
assert the basic ADA premise that a transportation system such a$jitneys 
which plainly supplements the MDT system and 11stands in the shoes" of MDT 
must be fully accessible. If MDT believes otherwise than MDT must state the 
arguments that support its belief. I don't think its up to you to explain 
the law to them. Once we hear their arguments, we'll work on rebutting 
them. 

Bob 

>>> 11M.M.Glasgow" <mgl~QW.@artbi.~p.m> 06/24/02 18:25 PM>>> 
Bob; I understand. However, I call your attention to the 

last sentence in the memo to whfoh this is attached. The specific question I 
will ask is Can the operators continue to purchase more USED inaccessible 
vehicles and put them into service? Remember, they can make a "good faith" 
effort to buy USED accessible vehicles and not find them. In other words. 
can they continue to buy used inaccessible vehicles and use them in service, 
The way you word the last sentence does not cover this type of purchase! 

MAC 

----- Original Message ---
From: Bob Henn.an 

6/26/2002 



'.JWL. 1.2002 3:01PM 

To: mg.lAsgow@attbi.com 
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2002 4:36 PM 
Subject: Re: ii WASN'T tHINK.IBNG 

Mac: It's not gonna happen today. I've be~n qn the phone all day with 
unexpected family stuff. Your letter had to take a back seat and for that 
I'm genuinely sorry. 

I'm trying to get it ready for tomorrow. Please e-mail me your mailing 
address to ut on the letter. 

Basically, the jitneys operate a fixed route system un,d.er contract with a 
Title II public entity. As such, the jitney operators have the same ADA 
obligations as MDT. Those obligations are: 

If the jitney service purchases new vehicles, they must be fully 
accessible. If it wishes to purchase usedjineys, they must be accessible 
unless it shows that it made a good faith effort to find an accessible 
vehicle but could not. The jitney service can continue to use inaccessible 
vehicles it already owns but new vehicles it purchases after it begins its 
contract service must be accessible. 

Sorry Mac~ 

Bob 

Robert N. Hennan 
Senior Advocacy Attorney 
Paralyzed Veterans of America 
80118th Street) N.W. 
Washington, DC 20006 
202-416~ 7699 
Fax:202-416-7706 
E-mail: ppQ.,.1P.-@pyg,grg 

Page2of2 



Miller Consulting, Inc. 

From: 
Sent: 
ro: 
Subject: 

Jesus, 

Miller Consulting, Inc. [mteam1@bellsouth.net] 
Tuesday, July 02, 2002 12:02 PM 
guerraj@miamidade.gov 
ADA Issue 

We will need a final opinion from the County attorney regarding the ADA issue. We will 
also need to explore "combined operations" with MDT buses and jitneys , relative to ADA. 

I think I understand the "stand-in-the-shoes" argument, but what if we have some 
accessible vehicles in the mix? 

Craig 

cc: Greg Kelahan 
Lisa Colmenares 

Miller Consulting, Inc. 
3610 Park Central Boulevard North 
Pompano Beach, Florida 33064 
Ph. 954-979-4799 
Fx. 954-979-4818 

The information contained in this e -mail may be privileged, confidential and/or otherwise 
protected from disclosure. If you are neither the intended recipient, nor an agent, 
employee o r independent contractor responsible for delivering this message to the intended 
recipient, you are prohibited from copying, disclosing, distributing, disseminating and/or 
using this i n formation in this e - mai l in a ny manner. I f you have received this message in 
error, please advise us immediately by return e-mail and then delete the message from your 
computer and all other records (whether electronic, hard copy or otherwise). 

1 



Calls on 7126102 Regarding ADA Issues (Jitney Study) 

Akira Santo - Division Chief, Federal Transit Admin (Washington) ADA Compliance Specialist 
(202) 366-0804 
Additional Assistance call - Sherly Hershey (202) 366-0808 

Robert Hennan, Senior Advocacy Attorney 
Paralyzed Veterans of America 
(202) 416-7699 

Wil Morales - ADA Resource Center, Training 
Margaret Stran 
(404) 385-0639 - direct line 
(800) 949-4232 

Richard L. Wong, Attorney-Advisor, Office of the Chief Counsel 
Federal Transit Administration, DOT 
(202) 366-1936 
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July 25, 2002 

2024157705 

Mr. Mac Glasgow 
65 Palmetto Drive 
Miami Springs, Florida 33166 

Dear Mr. Glasgow: 

P\lA GO\lT RELATIONS 

Thank you for the opportunity to assist your efforts to ensure that jitney service in 
Miami-Dade County is fully accessible to people with disabilities. The following is 
my analysis of how the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) would apply to the 
facts about the jitney service as you have explained them to me. 

You provided materials to help in my analysis, including a draft proposal entitled 
"Expansion of Public Transit: A Jitney Approach," and a Quarterly Newsletter 
entitled 'The Facts: Public Transportation in Miami-Dade County" (MDC). Both 
documents were published by the Metropolitan Planning Organization for MDC 
(MPO) and concern the expansion of jitney service in MDC. 

The objective of the draft proposal is to study "increased participation of the 
private sector in the provision of public transportation services within Miami-Dade 
County ... aimed to supplement existing services provided by Miami-Dade 
Transit (MDT)." The Newsletter states that jitney services operate by authority of 
the County Code and use small buses on routes that are intended to 
"complement or help complete Metrobus routes." Jitney services "may not 
provide service within 11.s mile of a Metrobus route [and] cannot duplicate 30% or 
more of a Metrobus route." And, as you explained, jitney services operate along 
a prescribed route according to a fixed schedule. 

MPO and MDT are public entities covered by Title II of the ADA The jitney 
services appear to be private entities in the business of transporting people. 
MPO does not purchase vehicles for use In the provision of transportation, as 
does MDT and the jitney operators. The regulations which implement the legal 
responsibilities of public entities under Title II are contained in 49 CFR Part 37 
and 28 CFR Part 35 issued by the Departments of Transportation (DOT) and 
Justice (DOJ), respectively. 

My review of the law, relevant regulations and the facts as I understand them, 
convinces me that accessible service must be provided by the jitneys. The 
precise level of accessibility required (for example, must every new vehicle 
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purchased be accessible to individuals with disabilities or is it sufficient to provide 
a level of service to them equivalent to that provided the general population) is a 
question that can be answered by examining the relationship between MPO, 
MDT and the jitney operators to provide public transportation. 

Based on the materials you have provided, I believe that MPO is the public entity 
seeking to expand jitney service to complement and complete but not duplicate 
existing Metrobus routes. Briefly, the regulations state that if the MPO enters into 
a contractual, licensing, or other arrangement with the jitney operators to provide 
a service of fixed route transportation, than the jitney operators assume MPO's 
obligation to provide equal access to that service. Here, an arrangement to 
provide service will undoubtedly be entered into subject to the requirements of 
county code. While the regulations do not define what in every conceivable set 
of circumstances constitutes "equal access," that jitney service for individuals 
with disabilities, including wheelchair users, must be equivalent to the service 
provided other individuals with respect to such things as the ready availability of 
accessible vehicles. 

At a later date, I would be happy to provide to you or to others on your behalf a 
more detailed legal analysis of why I have reached this conclusion. I would also 
be able to provide an analysis of the applicable legal obligations if the true 
relationship to provide jitney service is with MDT or even if the jitney operators 
argue that they are providing a private service. Make no mistake, though, the 
jitney service must be accessible at some level. 

I hope this information is helpful to you in your advocacy efforts. Please call me 
if I can be of any further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

i?o-eeAt n_ H~ 
Robert N. Herman 
Senior Advocacy Attorney 

PAGE 02/02 



19562 Federal Register I Vol. 61, No. 86 I Thursday. May 2. 1996 I Rules and Regulations 

§571.105 Standard No.105, Hydraulic 
Brake Systems. 

* * * * * 
S7.4.2.1 Burnish. Vehicles are 

burnished according to the following 
procedures. Make 500 snubs between 40 
mph and 20 mph at a deceleration rate 
of 10 f.p.s.p.s. Except where an 
adjustment is specified, after each brake 
application accelerate to 40 mph and 
maintain that speed until making the 
next brake application at a point 1 mile 
from the initial point of the previous 
brake application. If the vehicle cannot 
attain a speed of 40 mph in 1 mph, 
continue to accelerate until the vehicle 
reaches 40 mph or until the vehicle has 
traveled 1.5 miles from the initial point 
of the previous brake application, 
whichever occurs first. The brakes shall 
be adjusted three times during the 
burnish procedure, in accordance with 
the manufacturer's recommendations, 
after 125, 250, and 375 snubs. 

* * * * * 
Issued on April 25 , 1996. 

Barry Felrice, 
Associate Administrator for Safety 
Performance Standards. 
[FR Doc. 96-10790 Filed 5-1-96; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-59--P 

Federal Transit Administration 

49 CFR Parts 604 and 609 

RIN 2132-AA46 

Charter Service; Transportation for 
Elderly and Handicapped Persons 

AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration, 
DOT. 
ACTION: Final rule . 

SUMMARY: This rule removes and 
updates obsolete sections of the Federal 
Transit Administration's Charter Service 
and Transportation for Elderly and 
Handicapped Persons regulations, 
which have been superseded by the 
Department of Transportation's 
regulation implementing the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990, replaces 
references to the former Federal Transit 
Act, as amended (49 U.S.C. app §§ 1601 
et seq.) with references to Chapter 53 of 
Title 49 of the United States Code, and 
redesignates Appendix B of the Charter 
Service regulation as Appendix A of the 
Transportation for Elderly and 
Handicapped Persons regulation. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: May 2, 1996. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Richard L. Wong, Attorney-Advisor, 
Office of the Chief Counsel, Phone: 
(Z02) 366-1936 (voice). 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Part 609 of 
49 CFR set forth regulatory requirements 

of the Federal Transit Administration on 
transportation for the elderly and 
persons with disabilities under sections 
5 and 16 of the former Federal Transit 
Act, as amended (49 U.S.C. app. §§ 1604 
and 1612). These requirements included 
transportation planning in urbanized 
areas, transportation planning in 
nonurbanized areas, accessible 
transportation facilities, and accessible 
buses, rapid rail vehicles, light rail 
vehicles, and other vehicles. 

The specification for accessible 
transportation facilities and vehicles 
have now been superseded by the 
Department of Transportation's 
regulation implementing the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990 (49 CFR 
Parts 27, 37, and 38), and the special 
efforts planning requirements for 
urbanized areas are located in the joint 
FHWA/FTA Statewide and 
Metropolitan Planning Rules (49 CFR 
Part 613 and 23 CFR Part 450, 
respectively). 

In addition, 49 CFR Part 604, Charter 
Service, Appendix B, contains a series 
of questions and answers regarding the 
definitions addressed under 49 CFR Part 
609. This final rule moves Appendix B 
to Part 609, a more appropriate location, 
and makes several technical 
amendments reflecting that change and 
the codification of the former Federal 
Transit Act (now 49 U.S.C. Chapter 53). 

Regulatory Analyses and Notices 

This is not a significant rule under 
Executive Order 12866 or under the 
Department's Regulatory Policies and 
Procedures. It does not impose costs on 
regulated parties. It merely removes 
several superseded sections of a 
regulation and consolidates the effective 
sections. There are not sufficient 
Federalism implications to warrant a 
Federalism Assessment. The 
Department certifies that this rule will 
not have a significant economic impact 
on a substantial number of small 
entities. 

Under the Administrative Procedure 
Act (5 U.S.C. 553), FTA determines that 
notice and an opportunity for comment 
are impracticable, unnecessary, and 
contrary to the public interest. The 
amendments made in this document are 
ministerial, removing obsolete and 
redundant material and making minor 
technical and terminological changes. 
FT A expects these changes to have no 
substantive impact and does not 
anticipate receiving meaningful 
comments on them. Therefore, because 
it would be contrary to the public 
interest to unnecessarily delay this 
effort to eliminate and revise outdated 
rules, FTA is not seeking public 
comment on these changes to 49 CFR. 

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Parts 604 and 
609 

Elderly and handicapped; charter 
service. 

For the reasons set forth, the 
Department amends 49 CFR Parts 609 
and 604 as follows: 

PARTS 604 AND 609-[AMENDED] 

1. The authority citation for 49 CFR 
Part 604 continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 5323(d); 23 U.S.C. 
103(c)(4); 142(a); and 142(c); and 49 CFR 
1.51. 

2. The authority citation for 49 CFR 
Part 609 is revised to read as follows ; 

Authority: 49 U.S.C 5307(d) and 5308(b); 
23 U.S.C. 134,135 and 142; 29 U.S.C. 794; 49 
CFR 1.51. 

Appendix B [Redesignated] 

3. 49 CFR Part 604, Appendix B is 
redesignated as 49 CFR Part 609, 
Appendix A. 

Appendix A [Amended] 

4. In newly designated Appendix A to 
Part 609, the first sentence of the second 
paragraph is amended by deleting 
"§ 604.9(b)(6)" and replacing it with 
"this part". 

5. In newly designated Appendix A to 
Part 609, the first sentence of Answer 3 
is amended by replacing "section 16 of 
the FT Act" with "section 5302(a) (5) of 
the Federal transit laws (49 U.S.C. 
Chapter 53) ". 

6. In newly designated Appendix A to 
Part 609, the second sentence of Answer 
5 is amended by replacing "FT A's 
elderly and handicapped regulation" 
with "the Department of 
Transportation's ADA regulation". 

§ 609.5 [Amended] 

7. Section 609.5 is amended by 
replacing "sections 3, 5, or 9 of the 
Federal Mass Transit Act of 1964, as 
amended (49 U.S.C. 1602, 1604, or 
1607a)" with "sections 5307 or 5308 of 
the Federal transit laws (49 U.S.C. 
Chapter 53)". 

§ 609.23 [Amended] 

8. Section 609.23 is amended by 
replacing "section 5 of the Federal Mass 
Transit Act of 1964, as amended (49 
U.S.C. 1604)" with "section 5307 of the 
Federal transit laws (49 U.S.C. Chapter 
53). 

§§ 609.5 and 609.23 [Amended] 

9. Sections 609.5 and 609.23 are 
amended by removing the words 
"Federal Mass Transit Administrator" 
and adding in their place, the words 
"Federal Transit Administrator". 
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10. Sections 609.7, 609.9, 609.11, 
609.13, 609.15, 609.17, 609.19, 609.21, 
and 609.25 are removed. 

Issued this 25th day of April 1996, at 
Washington, D.C. 
Gordon J. Linton, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 96-10743 Filed 5-1 - 96; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-57-U 
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The ADA Information Center for the Mid-Atlantic Region is one of ten regional 
centers established to provide training, information, and technical assistance on the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) to businesses, consumers, and state and local 
governments. 

Funded by the National Institute on Disability and Rehabilitation Research under 
the U.S. Department of Education, each of the regional Disability and Business 
Technical Assistance Centers has a toll-free hotline staffed by specialists who can 
answer specific questions on the ADA. Private businesses, individuals, schools and 
local or county governments can call for advice and information on what is required, 
who is covered, and how to work through a disability-related question in employment, 
architectural access, public services, and other areas. 

Callers also may order materials from the Center's extensive library of ADA and 
disability-related publications. Provided free or at low cost, these materials include the 
full regulations, technical assistance manuals, architectural guidelines, easy-to-read 
fact sheets and summaries, advice on how to make different types of businesses 
accessible to the public, and consultation on employment issues, such as reasonable 
accommodation. All materials are available in alternate formats such as large print, 
Braille, tape, and computer disk. 

The ADA Information Center also works with its local affiliates in Pennsylvania, 
Delaware, Maryland, the District of Columbia, Virginia and West Virginia to 
provide free or low-cost training programs to help employers, service providers and 
businesses understand and comply with the law. A training or presentation can be 
tailored to the interests of the audience, and can be a simple overview or an in-depth 
review of a particular area of the law. 

TransCen, Inc., a non-profit organization established in 1986, administers the ADA 
Information Center for the Mid-Atlantic Region. TransCen is known for its expertise in 
school to work transition initiatives, training and techntcai assistance expertise, and 
advocacy efforts for an inclusive workplace for all individuals. TransCen administers 
federally and privately-funded research and demonstration projects in school to work 
transition . school/business partnerships, systems change in education. natural 
supports in the workplace, and comprehensive case management for youth with 
severe emotional disabilities. 

ADA Information Center Staff 

Marian Vessels is the Director of the ADA Information Center. In this role, she is 
responsible for the daily operation of the Center, as well as acting as liaison with local 
coal itions. Ms. Vessels provides disability awareness training and seminars on the 
Americans with Disabil ities Act, covering such issues as current legislation and 
employment. Previously, Ms. Vessels was the Executive Director of the Maryland 
Governor's Committee on Employment of People with Disabili ties. She also worked as 
the Director of the Maryland Governor's Office for Individuals with Disabilities and was 
an Executive Board Member for the President's Committee on Employment of People 



with Disabilities. 

Nancy Horton is the Assistant Director at the Center. She is responsible for 
maintaining the Center's service evaluation, statistical record-keeping, and reporting 
system. She also coordinates the Center's newsletter and electronic bulletin 
dissemination. Additionally. she provides guidance to callers via the toll-free telephone 
line and via e-mail. Her experience includes working as an accessibility specialist for 
Centers for Independent Living in Florida and New York. Ms. Horton joined the ADA 
Information Center staff in the fall of 1999. 

Kathleen Desmond Porter is the Center's Training Director. She provides 
information, various training programs, outreach, and public awareness activities 
throughout the region. She also coordinates the ADA Distance Learning program and 
works with the state affiliate organizations. Ms. Porter was formerly the Disability 
Resources Coordinator for Arlington County, Virginia. She holds a master's degree in 
Adult Education, a certificate in mediation, and is a certified sign language interpreter. 

Thomas McKeithan is a Technical Assistance Specialist at the Center. He provides 
assistance on matters related to the ADA. as well as accessible electronic and 
information technology. Mr. McKeithan is a native of the District of Columbia and holds 
a BA from American University. Among his many community efforts on behalf of youth 
with disabilities, he has served as the chair of the State Advisory Panel on Special 
Education for D.C., and as a member of the National Council on Disability (NCD) 
Youth Advisory Committee. His professional experience includes working as an 
independent contractor for the NCD, as well as a Disability Program Associate at 
Mentors, Inc. 

Donna Stewart is the ADA Information Center's Adminstrative Assistant. She 
provides clerical support, including answering all incoming telephone calls and 
directing callers to the appropriate staff members. Ms. Stewart has worked as an 
Administrative Assistant, Executive Secretary, and Legal Secretary for 14 years prior 
to joining the ADA Information Center staff in 1997. 
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Civil Rights Act of 1964 

Prohibited discrimination on the basis of race, national origin and religion. Important 
provisions: 1) Access to places of public accommodation; 2) nondiscrimination in 
employment practices; 3) desegregation of all public facilities; 4) desegregation of public 
education; 50 nondiscrimination in all federally assisted programs. Represents the 
philosophical foundation of the ADA. 

Architectural Barriers Act of 1968 

Required that most buildings designed, constrncted, or altered with federal funds had to 
be accessible to persons with disabilities. 

Urban Mass Transit Amendments Act of 1970 

Required certain local jurisdictions to provide mass transit facilities and services so that 
elderly persons or people with disabilities could use them. Established a program of 
grants and loans to assist state and local agencies in developing accessible transportation. 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 

Reautho1ized and expanded the vocational rehabilitation program to include all persons 
with disabilities; provided for research and training to improve vocational prospects for 
disabled persons. Title V instituted affomative action hiring policies for federal agencies 
and parties contracting with the federal government; created the Architectural and 
Transportation Baniers Compliance Board (ATBCB). Section 504 of the act prohibited 
discrimination on the basis of handicap among entities receiving federal financial 
assistance. 

Education for aIJ Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (now the IDEA Act: 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act) 

Required that states receiving federal financial assistance provide all children with 
disabilities a free and appropriate public education in the least restrictive setting possible. 
Amendments added later created grant programs for developing comprehensive services 
for infants and young children, research and demonstration projects, dissemination of 

http://www.fta.dot.gov/ada/lliada.html 7/26/2002 
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instructional materials, and recruitment of special education instructors. 

Developmental Disabilities Assistance and Bill of Rights Act of 1975 

The Act responded to abusive and inadequate treatment for persons with mental 
retardation residing in institutions; provided for the coordination and funding of services 
for persons with long-tenn disabilities; created a bill ofrights for persons with disabilities 
(unenforceable guidelines); and implemented protection and advocacy systems in states to 
promote the rights of persons with developmental disabilities and provide legal services. 

Section 504 Regulations, 1977 

The regulations implemented Section 504; defined handicap, defined actions prohibited as 
discriminatory; established construction standards; and instituted educational policies. 
Important not only for the detailed provisions but also for the symbolic victory of the 
disability community that united to protest delays in issuing the regulation. This 
regulation represents the foundation of the AD A's content. 

Telecommunications for the Disabled Act of 1982 

Required that workplace telephones used by persons with hearing aids and emergency 
telephones had to be hearing aid compatible. This means that such phones had to be 
equipped to transmit signals that could be received by hearing aids. 

The Voting Accessibility for the Elderly and Handicapped Act of 1984 

Required that polling sites for federal elections had to be physically accessible to elderly 
persons and voters with physical disabilities; required election officials to provide large
print instructions and telecommunication devices for the deaf to persons with sensory 
impairments. 

The Air Carrier Access Act of 1986 

Act requires that commuter and commercial airlines not receiving federal funds must 
comply with nondiscrimination standards of Section 504. Act requires that airlines should 
provide access to persons with disabilities, regardless of whether federal funds are 
involved. 

Telecommunications Accessibility Enhancement Act of 1988 

Mandated a proactive approach within the federal government to advance the accessibility 
to telecommunications systems by persons with heating or speech limitations. 

Fair Housing Act Amendments Act of 1988 

Extended protections of earlier Fair Housing Act of 1968 to persons with disabilities; 
extended non-discriminato1y principles applied to the federal government and recipients 
of federal assistance. Enabled persons with disabilities to change a structure; receive 
reasonable accommodations in rules and policies; and expect accessible entryways and 

http://www.fta.dot.gov/ada/lrtada.html 7/26/2002 
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common use areas. 
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TFHRC Home I FHWA Home I Feedback 

ADA: 

Guaranteeing Access to Transportation 

by Nita Congress 

--·-------------------

"Transportation is the linchpin to the quality of life." -- Susan Schruth, Acting Director, Office of Civil 
Rights, Federal Transit Administration 

I ntrod uctio n 

In 1990, the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) was signed into law. ADA decrees that any entity -
be it a building, a restaurant, an office, a sidewalk, a restroom, a bus, you name it -- that is open to the 
public must be accessible to people with disabilities. ADA also says that people with disabilities are 
entitled to equal employment opportunities. 

Needless to say, ADA has made quite an impact on the transportation industry: the act's various titles 
prescribe an extremely comprehensive program that affects every aspect of transportation. And that 
makes sense: ADA is all about accessibility, mobility, getting from one place to the other easily, 
conveniently, reliably. 

What is somewhat less obvious is the extent to which the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is 
involved in ADA oversight and implementation -- in terms of both public accommodation and 
employment. Key FHWA responsibilities in these areas are highlighted below. 

Elevators make building interiors 
accessible to all. 

http://www.tfhrc.gov/pubrds/fall94/p94au 18 .htm 7/26/2002 
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Employment 

FHWA's Office of Motor Carriers regulates certification of drivers in interstate commerce. Historically, 
certification has been denied to people with vision impairments (that is, whose corrected vision is not at 
least 20-40 in each eye), hearing impairments, diabetes, and epilepsy. Since the time these regulations 
went into effect -- which was about 1937 -- many medical and technological advances have been 
made. When ADA was passed, Congress directed the Department of Transportation (DOT) to 
determine whether these absolute standards barring employment were still appropriate and necessary. 

"We could have taken the easy way out," says FHWA's Michael Thomas of the Office of Motor Carriers. 
"We could have conducted a typical paper study. But we didn't. We decided to keep people on the 
roads, to keep good people working ." Monocular (one-eyed) drivers have been working in intrastate 
commerce for years . Some who "slipped through the cracks" have been working in interstate 
commerce. So have deaf drivers and insulin-dependent diabetics. Recent tougher enforcement of 
FHWA certification regulations at the state level was threatening these drivers with the loss of their 
jobs. This circumstance -- taken together with the congressional directive to study the situation -- led 
FHWA to embark on a proactive "waiver study." 

The first part of the study began in March 1992 and allowed a sample of drivers to waive the vision 
standard if certain conditions were met. These conditions included a clean driving record as a motor 
carrier, at least 20-40 vision in their better eye, and a doctor's report stating that there was no reason 
why this driver couldn't drive a commercial vehicle. The drivers selected for inclusion in the vision study 
are being monitored to ensure that these waivers are in the public interest (i.e., they provide 
employment opportunities for those who would otherwise be denied employment) and pose no adverse 
impact to public safety. 

FHWA has since started up similar waiver programs to study the performance of drivers with hearing 
impairments and drivers with diabetes. The epilepsy component of the project will begin shortly. To 
date, the findings from all the waiver programs indicate that the waived drivers have excellent safety 
records. 

Accommodation and Accessibility 

DOT is one of eight designated agencies with regulatory responsibilities under ADA. As such, the 
Department of Justice refers any ADA-instigated complaints that are even remotely related to 
transportation to the agency. Within DOT, these complaints are handled by the most appropriate entity. 
Consequently, a wide variety of issues fall within FHWA's scope, which covers basically anything part 
of or related to a road or highway. Thus, complaints received about the design of or accessibility related 
to traffic lights, curb cuts, median strips, ramps, sidewalks, pedestrian crosswalks, interstate and 
highway restroom facilities, parking spaces, parking lots, and any other highway-related facility are 
FHWA's responsibility. The agency reviews and investigates the complaints and works with the 
involved state or local organization to resolve the situation. 

DOT's Nassif Building 
prO\Jides an automatic 
cfoor exclusively for 
disabled persons. 

FHWA is also obligated to provide technical information to the field about how to comply with highway-

http://www.tfurc.gov/pubrds/fal194/p94au 18.htm 7/26/2002 
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related ADA provisions -- how to ensure that new design and construction is in compl iance and how to 
implement effective procedures for reducing vulnerability to complaints. Another area in which this 
technical guidance is particularly necessary is in the right-of-way program. In the course of this 
program, FHWA frequently appraises, acquires, and disposes of structures subject to ADA provisions -
that is, public accommodations such as business or commercial facilities. FHWA right-of-way personnel 
have to understand how ADA affects the appraisal value, management, and resale of these structures; 
they must also understand the impacts and intricacies of relocating people with disabilities from these 
structures. To this end, FHWA's right-of-way program has developed a white paper for state 
departments_of transportation and local public agencies. 

Curb cuts facilitate street crossing for 
those with walking aids and wheelchairs 
in addition to the able-bodied with 
strollers, shopping carts, and bicycles. 

Additional training and information for state and local organizations is currently being prepared by 
FHWA's Office of Civil Rights. Civil Rights Office Director Edward Morris explains, "We are putting 
together plans for training state and local personnel to help them reduce the liability of states to 
complaints and suits." One of the first topics to be covered by this training will be how to investigate 
ADA-related complaints. 

Of Buses, Trains, and Planes 

Even as FHWA handles ADA issues related to roads and highways, its sister agencies 
ensure access to other types of transportation . 

Among these, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) has perhaps the biggest 
responsibility under the law. That's because publ ic transit is used by millions every day to 
get to and from work, shopping, and recreation. ADA requires that all current and future 
fixed rail and bus systems across the country be fu lly accessible by 1997; it also requires 
that supplemental paratransit service be provided -- that is, demand-responsive service 
for people who cannot access fixed-route service. FTA is in charge of reviewing local 
transit organizations' plans for meeting this mandate. To date, FTA has reviewed over 
500 plans. Only 54 were disapproved in the first year, and several of which have since 
been brought into compliance . 

FTA and the transit community are learning that making public transit accessible makes 
sense economically as well as legally and socially. Public transit is generally an 
expensive proposition; paratransit even more so. It is in companies' best interests to 
ensure that their stations, stops, and equipment are accessible for people with various 
disabilities. Several transit systems have hired disability advocates, many of whom have 
disabilities themselves; this provides an in-house sensitivity toward and awareness of the 
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challenges to -- and need for -- accessible public transit. And FTA awards about $1 
million annually in grants for programs and innovations aimed at improving accessibility. 

The Office of the Secretary, Consumer Affairs Division, ensures access to airports 
and airlines by people with disabilities. This assurance is provided under the Air Carrier 
Access Act of 1986, which predates ADA but has the same intent. The division monitors 
airlines' compliance with the act, and it receives and investigates any complaints about 
access from the public. 

In general, air travel raises relatively few accessibility concerns. Airlines are required to 
accommodate guide animals (e.g ., seeing eye dogs) in the passenger cabin whenever 
possible; they are also required to inform people with hearing impairments about gate 
and other travel changes . Fl ight safety information is conveyed in alternative formats for 
those with hearing and vision impairments. 

Conclusion 

The Americans with Disabilities Act benefits everyone, not just people with disabilities. Ensuring a 
wheelchair user's access with ramps and curb cuts also helps an able-bodied mother pushing a stroller 
or a senior citizen wheeling a cart of groceries. Supplementing signage with auditory cues (for example, 
at crosswalks) helps those who are temporarily distracted or forgetful. 

There's another side to the story too. Those of us without disabilities are merely "temporarily abled." 
Disease, accident, and old age will most assuredly come to everyone or to a loved one. So people with 
disabilities are not "they;" they are us or our relatives. So policy, design, construction, and technology 
that ensures "their" access ensures ours tomorrow. 

An exciting example of the crossover effect of technology comes from FHWA's Intelligent Vehicle
Highway System program. Electronic toll collection is rapidly on its way to widespread implementation. 
This technology means that, instead of cars stopping at toll booths and drivers tossing coins or tokens 
into a bin , tolls will be collected through some variation of an electronic debit card system. The general 
advantages of this practice are obvious -- less traffic, less hassle, less inconvenience. But consider the 
ADA side of the issue. There are many thousands of people throughout the United States with upper 
body disabilities who simply cannot reach toll booths -- people for whom driving on a toll road is at best 
an embarrassing experience or at worst an impossibility. 

Here is an example of technology obliterating the need for numbingly detailed regulation. In the next 
century, rather than prescribe mandatory heights for toll booths and ticketing machines, everyone will 
have easy and open access via an "electronic highway." And that's the true spirit of the Americans with 
Disabilities Act: equal and equivalent treatment for all. 

Nita Congress is a senior writer/editor with over a dozen years of experience in preparing a wide 
variety of informational and technical materials for the federal government. She has served as a 
technical editor for Public Roads since 1985 and has frequently contributed articles to this publication. 
Ms. Congress last year served as senior editor on Vice President Gore's Reinventing Government Task 
Force. She was recently named managing editor of the Bureau of Transportation Statistics' 1995 
Transportation Statistics Annual Report. 
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[Federal Register: May 2, 1996 (Volume 61, Number 86)] 
[Rules and Regulations] 
[Page 19562-19563] 
From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access .gpo.gov] 
[DOCID:fr02my96-21] 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Transit Administration 

49 CFR Parts 604 and 609 

RIN 2132-AA46 

Charter Service; Transportation for Elderly and Handicapped 
Persons 

AGENCY: Federal Transit Administration, DOT. 

ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY : This rule removes and updates obsolete sections of the Federal 
Transit Administration's Charter Service and Transportation f or Elderly 
and Handicapped Persons regulations, which have been superseded b y the 
Department of Transportation's regulation implementing the Americans 
with Disabilities Act of 1990, replaces references to the former 
Federal Transit Act, as amended (49 U.S.C. app Secs. 1601 et seq.) with 
references to Chapter 53 of Title 49 of the United States Code, and 
redesignates Appendix B of the Charter Service regulation as Appendix A 
of the Transportation for Elder ly and Handicapped Persons regula t ion. 

EFFECTIVE DATE: May 2, 1996. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Richard L. Wong, Attorney-Advisor, 
Of f ice of the Chief Counsel, Phone: (202 ) 366-1936 (voice). 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION : Part 609 of 49 CFR set forth regulatory 
requireme nts of the Federal Transi t Administration on trans p ortation 
for the elderly and persons with disabilities under sections 5 and 16 
of the former Federal Transit Act, as amended (49 U.S.C. app. 
Secs . 1604 and 1 612 ). These requirements included transportation 
planning in u r banized areas , transportationplanning in nonurbanized 
areas, accessible transportation facilities , and accessible buses, 
rapid rai l vehicles, light rail vehicles , and other vehicles. 

The specification for accessible transportation facilities and 
vehicles have now been superseded b y the Department of Transportation's 
regulation implementing the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (4 9 
CFR Parts 27, 37, and 38), and the special efforts planning 
requirements for urbanized areas are loca t ed in the joint FHWA/FTA 
Statewide a nd Metropolitan Planning Rules (4 9 CFR Part 613 and 23 CFR 
Part 450 , respe ctively) . 

In addition , 49 CFR Part 604 , Charter Service , Appe ndix B, contains 
a series of que stions and answers regarding the definitions addressed 
under 49 CFR Part 609. This fina l rule moves Appendix B to Part 6 09 , a 
more appropriate location, and makes s everal technical amendments 
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reflecting that change and the codification of the former Federal 
Transit Act (now 49 U.S . C. Chapter 53). 

Regulatory Analyses and Notices 

This is not a significant rule under Executive Order 12866 or under 
the Department's Regulatory Policies and Procedure s . It does not impose 
costs on regulated parties. It merely removes several superseded 
sections of a-regulation and consolidates the effective sections. There 
are not suf ficient Federalism implications to warrant a Federalism 
Assessment. The Department certifies that this rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities. 

Under the Administrative Procedure Act (5 U.S.C. 553), FTA 
determines that notice and an opportunity for comment are 
impracticable, unnecessary, and contrary to the public interest. The 
amendments made in this document are ministerial, removing obsolete and 
redundant material and making minor technical and terminological 
changes. FTA expects these changes to have no substantive impact and 
does not anticipate receiving meaningful comments on them. Therefore, 
because it would be contrary to the public interest to unnecessarily 
delay this effort to eliminate and revise outdated rules, FTA is not 
seeking public comment on these changes to 49 CFR. 

List of Subjects in 49 CFR Parts 604 and 609 

Elderly and handicapped; charter service. 

For the reasons set forth, the Department amends 49 CFR Parts 609 
and 604 as follows: 

PARTS 604 AND 609--[AMENDED] 

1. The authority citation for 49 CFR Part 604 continues to read as 
follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C. 5323 (d}; 23 U.S.C. 103 (e) (4); 142 (a); and 
142(c}; and 49 CFR 1.51. 

2. The authority citation for 49 CFR Part 609 is revised to read as 
follows: 

Authority: 49 U.S.C 5307(d) and 5308(b); 23 U.S.C. 134,135 and 
142; 29 U. S.C. 794; 49 CFR 1.51. 

Appendix B [Redesignated] 

3 . 49 CFR Part 604, Appendix Bis redesignated as 49 CFR Part 609, 
Appendix A. 

Appendix A [Amended] 

4. In newly designated Appendix A to Part 609, the first sentence 
of the second paragraph is amended by deleting ''Sec. 604.9(b)(6)'' and 
replacing it with ''this part''. 

5. In newly designated Appendix A to Part 609, the first sentence 
of Answer 3 is amended by replacing ''section 16 of the FT Act'' with 
' ' section 5302(a) (5) of the Federal transit laws (49 U.S.C. Chapter 
53) II , 

6. In newly designated Appendix A to Part 609, the second sentence 
of Answer 5 is amended by replacing ''FTA's Elderly and Handicapped 
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regulation'' with ''the Department of Transportation's ADA 
regulation' ' . 

Sec. 609.5 [Amended] 

7. Section 609.5 is amended by replacing ''sections 3, 5, or 9 of 
the Federal Mass Transit Act of 1964, as amended (49 U.S.C . 1602, 1604, 
or 1607a) '' with ''sections 5307 or 5308 of the Federal transit laws 
(49 U.S.C. Chapter 53) ''. 

Sec. 609. 23 [Amended) 

8. Section 609.23 is amended by replacing ' 'section 5 of the 
Federal Mass Transit Act of 1964, as amended (49 U.S.C. 1604) '' with 
' ' s ection 5307 of the Federal transit laws (49 U.S.C. Chapter 53). 

Secs . 609 . 5 and 609. 23 [Amended] 

9. Sections 609.5 and 609.23 are amended by removing the words 
''Federal Mass Transit Administrator'' and adding in their place, the 
words ''Federal Transit Administrator''. 

[[Page 19563]] 

10. Sections 609.7 , 609.9, 609.11, 609.13, 609.15, 609.17, 609.19, 
609.21, and 609.25 are removed. 

Issued this 25th day of April 1996 , at Washington, D.C . 
Gordon J. Linton, 
Administrator. 
[FR Doc. 96-10743 File d 5 - 1 - 96; 8:45 am] 
BILLI NG CODE 4910 -57 - U 
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Summary Minutes 
Paratransit Pilot Program 
Jitney Operators Meeting 
Friday, July 26, 2002 

DRAFT 

Meeting Location: Room 908, 140 West Flagler Street 

Meeting called to order at 1 :50 PM 

Michael Moore, standing in for Jesus Guerra, project manager on the study started the 
meeting with introductions, distribution of sign-in sheet and copies of agenda. 

Mr. Craig Miller, of Miller Consulting Inc. provided an introduction to the study, 
explaining that the study team has been given a 90-day timeframe to come up with ideas 
for possible expanded jitney service in Miami-Dade County through 2, 3, or 4 "pilot" 
projects. 

MPO recognized that jitneys can provide profitable services in Miami-Dade; MDTA 
requires millions of dollars in subsidy. The plan is to provide a Pilot Program to expand 
jitney services into MDTA areas and/or un-served areas. Since this is a quick
implementation program, expanded Jitney services must not "collide" with too many 
regulatory issues, if possible. 

Regulatory framework opportunities/constraints: 

1. Constraints of the U.S. Labor Act 13 (c)- - no firing ofTWU workers; relocate 
drivers, quantity of TWU workers must be unaltered 

2. Private/public operators mix. Quality of service issues to be addressed in pilot 
program. 

3. Accessibility to handicapped Title II and Title III, federal funds - - study must 
address compliance with ADA regulations. 

4. Abide by Miami-Dade County rules. 

Mr. Miller touched on ADA issues relevant to jitney service and expressed concern over 
how to address ADA. 

Mr. Miller also mentioned that he has had discussions with FTA on legal constraints and 
wheelchair access. One way for Miami-Dade to possibly start to address this issue would 
be to introduce same-day demand-responsive service for wheelchair riders. 

Mr. Miller continued his presentation and referred to a countywide transit service map 
and a presentation board showing a matrix of "Paratransit Service, Regulatory Issues and 
Implementation Options." The matrix identifies options, but no decisions are yet made, 
the idea is to get coaching advice from existing jitney providers. 

Mr. Miller summarized the matrix by saying that the study is starting to narrow in on the 
following: 1) Fixed route service; 2) Remove all or part of MDT services and 
replace/augment with jitneys; 3) augment MDT route by adding jitneys with no reduction 
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of MDT services; 4) privately-financed options; 5) government-financed options only if 
absolutely required. 

Mr. Miller pointed out that there is no wheelchair access on existing jitneys in Miami
Dade County. He provided two examples on how it could be addressed: 

1. For example, City can purchase the fleet and lease it to jitney providers. 
2. Dial-a-ride service (same day) 

Mr. Gil and Mr. Mora clarified that jitney service in Miami-Dade is running on semi
fixed routes. (Route deviation service.) 

Mr. Miller concluded his presentation. 

Mr. Moore asked attendees ifthere were any questions for Mr. Miller. 

One jitney owner/operator asked why federal monies should not be pursued. Mr. Miller 
responded that with federal monies comes the red tape and this does not "fit" the 90 days 
criteria. However, if jitney operators felt strongly enough about pursuing federal 
monies, this could be included in our recommendations for future study, and they should 
encourage the MPO to do so. 

Another owner/operator expressed concern over all of the studies being performed and 
not enough monies used for implementation. 

Referring to the countywide transit service map, one attendee suggested that MDT should 
serve the un-served areas identified on the map. Jitney operators could not make money 
in those areas, but MDT could serve those areas because it is a subsidized agency. 

Mr. Gil reported that he estimates there are 100,000 riders per month in Hialeah. 

The question was raised as to whether the County counts the jitneys, for Section 15 
purposes. The County response was uncertain. 

One jitney operator expressed interest in taking over the route covering Second Avenue. 

Mr. Rene Gil suggested that the consultant obtain a copy of the Smart Jitney proposal that 
he sent to the MPO Director. Mr. Miller stated that he would do so. 

Mr. Mac Glasgow raised ADA issues and some discussion ensued. Mr. Miller suggested 
that it was his understanding that all ADA requirements must be met. This is not an 
option, and it, therefore, should not be an issue, as far as this study is concerned, as to 
whether we comply or not. The law is the law. 

Mr. Dan Holder, Director of the County ADA Coordination office, clarified the ADA 
requirements for recipients of federal funds. He stated that "fleet requirements" policy 
mandates that an equivalent service, or that 95% of the fleet needs to be accessible, that 
they cannot go backwards from that percentage. 
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Mr. Holder also pointed out that not only does accessibility need to be looked at but also 
the quality of service (larger buses, good drivers, responsiveness of dial-a-ride service). 

Another jitney operator, with consensus of several others, pointed out four routes that 
could be taken from MDT and given to jitney operators. These routes are: 2, 17, 27 and 
77. 

One jitney operator questioned how the TWU will feel about the pilot program. Mr. 
Miller stated that they will likely have objections, but no TWU jobs will be lost, as a 
result of the study' s recommendations. 

Another jitney operator stated that the insurance premiums for jitneys is much more than 
MDT has to pay. Mr. Miller suggested that the operators consider the possibility of 
getting into an insurance pool together to get a group rate. 

One jitney operator expressed interest in acquiring the rights to serve routes 9 and 10, and 
that he would even purchase brand-new, ADA-accessible vehicles for these routes. 

Mr. Miller asked operators ifthere are geographic areas that MDT is not serving that they 
would like to serve. They responded: No, none where they can make money. There is 
capacity out there but without subsidy it is difficult for jitneys to compete. 

Insurance costs have increased because of market conditions. Other operating costs are 
also expensive. A used vehicle costs between $10,000 and $15,000. Operators must earn 
at least $150 per day per vehicle in order to recover their costs. Operating expenses are 
approximately $640 per week per vehicle, plus $400/month for insurance 

Jitney operators identified two other routes that they would like to take over from MDT: 
routes 36 and 79. 

The idea of allowing jitney operators to use larger buses, say 22 or 30 passenger vehicles, 
was mentioned in order to be able to make the vehicles wheelchair accessible. They 
claimed that a least 3 passengers would be eliminated to be able to accommodate a 
wheelchair. Joe Mora from Consumer Services indicated that larger vehicles could be 
licensed under the existing code, under a non-jitney classification. 

Mr. Miller and Mr. Moore thanked meeting participants and offered to stay later for those 
who wished to remain and discuss matters further. 

This meeting adjourned at 3 :45PM. 
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I. Introductions 

PARATRANSIT PILOT PROGRAM 

CONSUMER SERVICES MEETING 

Friday, July 26, 2002 
1:30 P.M. 

Conference Room 908 
140 West Flagler Street 

RRELIMINARY AGENDA 

IL Possible Regulatory Changes 

lll. Discussion 011 feasibili1y and timetable of possible changes 

IV. Recommendations for Pilot Program 

Y. Long-tenn Recommendations 
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Paratransit Provider rvleeting 

l. Describe current practice 

DRAFT 
POSSIBLE AGENDAS 

2. Recommended changes to regulations 

-Fixed route, flex-route, subarea, open market 

3. Minimum ridership levels for profitability 

-Is $120 to $125/day the cotTect gross revenue requirement for a Jitney 

4. Recommendations for Pilot Program 

5. Long-term recommendations 

Consumer Services Meeting 

1. List possible regulatory changes 

2. Discuss feasibility/timetable of possible changes 

3. Recommendations for Pilot Program 

4. Long-term recommendations 

MDT Meeting 

1. Review route displacement options 
-100% displacement 
-partial 
-actual routes 
-cost coverage ratios 

2. Review possible use of displaced equipment 
-new unserved areas 
-congested routes 

3. MDT recommendations for Pilot Program 
-spec ific routes/areas 
-regulatory changes 

"creating value.for our clients with ingenuity , creativity and excellence" 
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MASS TRANSIT ELEMENT 

SELECTED COMPONENTS 

Objective 3 

Provide a sound funding base utilizing public and private sources that will assure 
maintenance of existing service operations and timely implementation of the needed 
transportation improvement projects and services. 

Policies 

3A. Dade County shall strive to establish, through legislative or electoral approval or other 
means, a dedicated source of revenue that will support current and future transit 
operations. 

3B. Any transit plans Dade County develops, now and in the future, shall be fiscally sound. 

Objective 4 

Provide convenient, accessible and affordable mass transit services and facilities. 

Policies 

4A. Dade County, with private sector assistance, shall provide mass transit service 
appropriate for the mix and intensity of development of activity centers identified in the 
Land Use Element. 

4B. Dade County, with appropriate private sector contributions shall provide a network of 
regular and/or special services to facilitate access to major centers of employment, 
commercial, medical, educational. Governmental, and recreational activity. 

4C. Dade County, with assistance from Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT), shall 
provide service that is competitive with automobile travel in terms of reliability and 
overall travel time and cost. 
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MASS TRANSIT ELEMENT 

Introduction 

The purpose of the Mass Transit Element Is to 
provide a basis for the development of mass 

transit facilities as a major component of the 
overall transportation system in Dade County to 
enhance mobility. It Is recognized that the 
recommended highway Improvements In the 
Traffic Circulation Element must be comple
mented with transit improvements recom
mended In this Element in order to achieve a 
balanced transportation system through the 
year2010. 

The Adopted Components of this Element con
tain the Mass Transit Goal, Objectives and 
Policies, a series of mass transit maps showing 
future conditions, and procedures for monitor
ing and evaluating conditions. The various ob
jectives and policies emphasize the 
maintenance and development of transit ser
vices to support the staging and phasing of 
designated future land use patterns consistent 
with the Land Use Element. 

The Support Components report, printed 
separately, contains an inventory of the transit 
services currently provided, e.g. Metrobus, 
Metrorail, Metromover, and paratransit ser
vices, with a brief overview of how they operate 
and relate to each other. Existing and projected 
population characteristics are described, as 
well as an analysis of other service charac-

teristics lncl~ding frequency, ridership, and 
major generators and attractors served. Finally, 
the Support Components report concludes with 
a discussion of the proposed future mass transit 
system and the Improvements recommended 
by the years 2000 and 2010. 

GOAL 
MAINTAIN, OPERATE AND DEVELOP A 
MASS TRANSIT SYSTEM IN METRO
POLITAN DADE COUNTY THAT PROVIDES 
EFFICIENT, CONVENIENT, ACCESSIBLE, 
AND AFFORDABLE SERVICE TO ALL RESI
DENTS AND TOURISTS. 

Objective 1 

By the year 2000, the mass transit system 
shall operate at a level of service no lower 
than the standard contained herein. 

1A. The minimum peak-hour mass transit 
level-of-service shall be that all areas within 
the Urban Development Boundary (UDB) of 
the Land Use Plan (LUP) which have a 
combined resident and work force 
population of more than 10,000 persons per 
square mile shall be provided with public 
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MASS TRANSIT ELEMENT 

of regular and/or special services to 
facilitate access to major centers of 
employment, commercial, medical, 
educational, governmental, and 
recreational activity. 

4C. Dade County, with assistance from Florida 
Department ofTransportation (FOOT), shall 
provide service that is competitive with 
automobile travel in terms of reliability and 
overall travel time and cost. 

Objective 5 

Provide equitable transportation services to 
all groups In the metropolitan population, 
including the special transportation needs of 
the elderly, handicapped, low Income and 
other transit dependent persons. 

Policies 

5A. At a minimum, Dade County shall provide 
equitable transportation services in 
accordance with Urban Mass 
Transportation Administration (UMTA) Title 
VI requirements. 

58. At a minimum, Dade County shall continue 
to provide special transportation services in 
compliance with the service criteria and 
funding specifications of Federally 
mandated UMTA Section 504 regulations 
for the physically handicapped. 

5C. At a minimum, Dade County shall continue 
to provide specialized transportation 
services In compliance with State 
mandated regulations of Chapter 427, 
Florida Statutes for the transportation 
disadvantaged, and shall revise and update 
as required the Transportation 
Disadvantaged Development Plan. 

Objective 6 

Continue to coordinate Dade County's Mass 
Transit Element, and the plans and programs 
of the State, region and local jurisdictions. 

III -3 

Policies 

6A. Dade County shall review annually 
subsequent FOOT 5-Year Transportation 
Plans to ensure that they remain consistent 
with and further the Mass Transit Element 
and other elements of Dade County's 
Comprehensive Development Master Plan 
(COMP). 

68. Dade County shall coordinate with FOOT in 
its efforts to develop intrastate transit 
systems, Including regional transit systems 
and a high speed Intrastate rail system 
linking Tampa, Orlando and Miami. 

6C. Dade County shall continue to coordinate 
mass transit planning with the plans and 
programs of the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO). 

60. Where appropriate, Dade County shall 
coordinate its mass transit plans and 
programs with those of adjacent counties 
to ensure regional mobility in major travel 
corridors. 

Objective 7 

Initiate, by 1990, protection strategies for 
Mass Transit rights-of-way and exclusive 
transit corridors. 

Policies 

7 A. Within one year after the findings of the 
MPO Long Range Transportation Plan 201 o 
Update are completed, Dade County shall 
prepare for submittal, pursuant to Chapter 
163, Part II, F.S., proposals to enhance and 
revise the Mass Transit Element as 
warranted by said findings, consistent with 
the goals, objectives and policies of the 
COMP. 

78. Dade County shall investigate and adopt 
strategies for preservation of planned mass 
transit rights-of-way and exclusive 
corridors, including consideration of 
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MASS TRANSIT ELEMENT 

Monitoring Program 
In order to enable the preparation of the peri
odic Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) as 
required by Section 163.3191, Florida Statutes 
(F.S.), the Minimum Criteria Rule (Rule 9.J-5, 
Florida Administrative Code [F.A.C]) requires 
that local comprehensive plans contain 
adopted procedures for monitoring and 
evaluating the Plan and Its implementation 
(Sections 9.J-5.005(1 ](c][5], and 9.J-5.005(7], 
F.A.C). In addition, successful implementation 
of level of service standards and requirements 
that services be available at the time of develop
ment, also require the maintenance or enhan
cement of monitoring and reporting programs. 

This section of the Element outlines the sub
stantive elements of Dade County's monitoring 
program pertinent to the objectives, policies 
and parameters referenced in this Element. It 
should be understood that the proposed 
programs or program improvements will be 
refined over time, particularly as experience is 
gained. Undoubtedly, by the time that the first 
EAR is prepared, the measures and procedures 
outlined herein will have been significantly en
hanced to reflect practical experience. 

The administrative requirements for monitoring 
and preparation of the EAR.as outlined in Sec
tion 9.J-5.005[7], F.A.C. are not repeated here. 
They are outlined only in the Land Use Element 
to avoid redundancy. The reader is referred to 
the element for a summary of those procedural 
requirements. 

Monitoring 
The monitoring and evaluation of Metrobus, 
Metrorail, Metromover and paratranslt services 
in Dade County Is an ongoing activity ad
ministered by Metro-Dade Transit Agency 
(MDTA)Operations Planning and Scheduling 
Division, to evaluate performance of the various 
transit operations. A variety of data is compiled 
and analyzed for all transit services on a month
ly , quarterly or annual basis. For Metrobus 
operations field data is collected by transit field 
technicians performing "corner counts" which 

are visual determinations of actual operating 
times and passenger loads and "ride checks" 
which are counts of the number of people 
boarding and alighting along a bus route. A 
monthly report called the Productivity Report 
produced by the MOTA Finance Division 
monitors and evaluates Metrobus route perfor
mance based on revenues, ridership by fare 
type and transfers. Other performance 
measures such as average revenue per mile, 
passengers per revenue mile, average pas
sengers per revenue hour, and average pas
senger per platform hour are also monitored on 
a continuous basis. From the Productivity 
Report the 10 least productive routes are ex
tracted out for extensive analysis to improve 
productivity. 

The collection of data for Metrorail and 
Metromover is done on a weekly basis from the 
register on the turnstiles at all Metrorail and 
Metromover stations. These readings produce 
ridership by fare type: full fare, half fare and bus 
to.rail transfer. 

It is recommended that these measures form 
the basis, where appropriate, for monitoring, 
updating and evaluating the Mass Transit Ele
ment. 

Monitoring Implementation of 
Mass Transit Objectives 
The following presents those factors that will 
also be used to monitor and assess implemen
tation of the various objectives and other 
baseline data contained In the Mass Transit 
Element in 1994 and every four years thereafter. 

Objective 1 and Objective 2. All areas of 
Dade County will be monitored annually to 
determine transit system compliance with the 
adopted level-of-service standard through the 
use of service planning guidelines developed by 
MDT A. The most recent estimates of population 
and work force prepared by the Planning 
Department will also be used. 

Objective 3. Monitor the implementation of 
policies/objectives for the future operations of 
transit In Dade County related to service levels, 

III - 9 



TRAFFIC CIRCULATION ELEMENT 

Introduction 

The purpose of the Traffic Circulation Element 
is to provide an overview of the current and 

future transportation needs of Dade County. 
The Element analyzes current roadway 
capacity and deficiencies in Dade County, it 
provides recommendations for improving fu
ture highway capacity, and It establishes a goal, 
objectives, and policies aimed at meeting the 
future needs. 

The Traffic Circulation Element has been 
developed to meet the requirements of Chapter 
163. Florida Statutes (F.S.) and Rule 9J-5, 
Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.) It builds on 
a long history of transportation planning and 
programming by Metro-Dade County. 

Dade County, since 1957, has been a home rule 
charter county. The Planning Department there
fore serves as a metropolitan agency, and traffic 
circulation needs and the goal in this Element 
are presented for the entire County, including 
the 26 municipalities. 

The Adopted Components of this Element in
clude the Traffic Circulation goal, objectives and 
policies; maps of future conditions; and proce
dures for monitoring and evaluating progress 
toward Plan implementation. 

The Support Components report, printed 
separately, contains Inventory data and 
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analysis of existing and future needs. A sum
mary overview of existing traffic circulation con
ditions is presented, with special attention to 
capacity deficiencies and the need for addition
al capacity Improvements. Future roadway 
needs are reviewed drawing upon the technical 
studies and recommendations of the Metro
Dade Transportation Plan and Improvement 
Priorities, Long Range Element to The Year 
2005, as revised November 1987. Finally, review 
of future demand is presented to show the mag
nitude and the time frame of traffic circulation 
needs In the County. (Note: Amendments to the 
traffic circulation components adopted in April 
1991 also reflect the updated Metro-Dade 
Transportation Plan Long-Range Element to the 
year 2010.} 

GOAL 
DEVELOP, OPERATE AND MAINTAIN A 
SAFE, EFFICIENT AND ECONOMICAL 
TRAFFIC CIRCULATION SYSTEM IN 
METROPOLITAN DADE COUNTY THAT 
PROVIDES EASE OF MOBILITY TO ALL 
PEOPLE AND FOR ALL GOODS, IS CONSIS
TENT WITH DESIRED LAND USE PAT
TERNS, CONSERVES ENERGY, AND 
PROTECTS THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT. 



TRAFFIC CIRCULATION ELEMENT 

3. Where extraordinary transit 
service such as commuter rail 
or express bus service exists 
parallel roadways within 1 /2 
mile shall operate at no greater 
than 150 percent of their 
capacity. 

(b) Outside UIAs and STAs 

1. Roadways shall operate at no 
greater than LOS D (90 
percent of their capacity) 
except that State urban minor 
arterials (SUMAs) may operate 
at LOSE (100 percent of their 
capacity); 

2. Where public mass transit 
service exists having 
headways of 20 minutes or less 
within 1/2 mile distance, 
roadways shall operate at or 
above LOSE; 

3. Where extraordinary transit 
service such as commuter rail 
or express bus service exists 
parallel roadways within 1 /2 
mile shall operate at no greater 
than 120 percent of roadway 
capacity. 

1C. The County shall, by 1989, maintain and 
enhance as necessary, a comprehensive 
traffic counting system for annually 
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monitoring the level of service on, at a 
minimum, the County roadway system. 

1 D. Issuance of all development orders for new 
development or significant expansions of 
existing development shall be contingent 
upon compliance with the Level of Service 
standards contained in Policy 1 B. 

1E. The County shall, to the maximum extent 
feasible, increase the efficiency of the 
existing thoroughfare system and reduce 
peak hour congestion by encouraging the 
application of low-cost transportation 
system management techniques including 
but not limited to the following: 

1) Improved signal timing, and inter
section signing, marking, channel
ization, and on-street parking 
restrictions; 

2) P u b I i c t r a n s It , v a n p o o I i n g , 
employer-base car pooling, and any 
other use of high occupancy vehicles; 

3) Employer-based staggered and/or 
flexible work hours. 

1F. Dade County shall formalize procedures 
and requirements for all development, 
regardless of size, to contribute its pro
portionate share of transportation facilities, 
or funds or land therefor, necessary to 
accommodate the impact of the proposed 
development. 



TRAFFIC CIRCULATION ELEMENT 

Objective 2 

Rights-of-way and corridors needed for ex
isting and future transportation facilities will 
be designated and reserved. 

Policies 

2A. The County shall continue to maintain and 
enforce, and shall enhance where 
necessary, the minimum right-of-way 
requirements as established in the Public 
Works Manual and in Chapter 33, Zoning, 
Code of Metropolitan Dade County, to 
ensure Countywide continuity of the 
thoroughfare system. 

28. The County shall require the dedication of 
the appropriate share of all necessary 
rights-of-way from all developments at the 
time of development. 

2C. Advance rights-of-way shall be reserved or 
acquired, where necessary for future 
transportation improvements identified in 
the Traffic Circulation and Mass Transit 
Elements. 

Objective 3 

The County's transportation system will em
phasize safe and efficient management of 
traffic flow. 

Policies 

3A. The County shall continue to assure 
provision of an adequate, properly 
designed and safe system for controlling 
vehicular accessibility to major 
thoroughfares through adopted design 
standards and procedures, which at a 
minimum address: 

1) Adequate storage and turning bays; 

2) Spacing and design of median 
openings and curb cuts; 

3) Provision of service roads; 
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4) Driveway access and spacing and; 

5) Traffic operations. 

38. The County will continue to monitor high 
accident-frequency locations on the 
County highway system to identify any 
design improvements which may alleviate 
hazardous conditions and incorporate 
such Improvements into the Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP). 

Objective 4 

The Traffic Circulation Element will continue 
to be coordinated with the goals, objectives 
and policies of the Land Use Element, in
cluding the land uses, Urban Development 
Boundary and Urban Expansion Area desig
nated on the Land Use Plan map, and with 
the goals, objectives and policies of all other 
Elements of the COMP. 

4A. The County shall maintain the Traffic 
Circulation Element consistent with the 
objectives and policies of the COMP Land 
Use Element. 

48. The adopted Land Use Plan map shall be 
used to guide the planning of future 
transportation corridors to ensure the 
proper coordination between trans
portation planning and future development 
patterns. 

4C. Dade County's priority in construction, 
maintenance, and reconstruction of 
roadways, and the allocation of financial 
resources, shall be given first to serve the 
area within the Urban Development 
Boundary of the Land Use Plan map. 
Second priority in transportation 
allocations shall support the staged 
development of the urbanizing portions of 
the County within the Urban Expansion 
Area. Transportation Improvements which 
encourage development in Agriculture and 
Open Land areas shall be avoided, except 
for those improvements which are 
necessary for public safety and which serve 



TRAFFIC CIRCULATION ELEMENT 

Policies 

7 A. The County shall promote and assist in the 
creation of a Countywide system of 
interconnected designated bicycle ways, 
and promote the implementation of the 
Dade County Comprehensive Bicycle Plan 
(CBP) by 1992. 

78. The County shall encourage inclusion In, 
and review all plans and development 
proposals for provisions to accommodate 
safe movement of bicycle and pedestrian 
traffic, and facllltles for securing 
non-motorized vehicles. 

7C. The County shall require the consideration 
of incorporating bicycle needs Into the 
County's plans for any new road 
construction, widening or reconstruction 
project, where designated by the Bicycle 
Plan. 

70. The County shall consider the use of utility 
easements and transit or railroad 
rights-of-way as locations for bicycle ways 
linking major urban activity centers. 

Objective 8 

Dade County's Traffic Circulation Element, 
and the plans and programs of the State, 
region and local jurisdictions, will continue 
to be coordinated. 

Policies 

SA. Dade County shall annually review 
subsequent Florida Department of 
Transportation (FOOT) Five-Year Trans
portation Plans to ensure that they remain 
consistent with and further the Traffic 
Circulation Element and other Elements of 
Dade County's COMP. 

88. Dade County shall continue to coordinate 
local transportation planning of the 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) 
for the Miami Urbanized Area, and 
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specifically the MPO's development of the 
Long Range Transportation Plan Update, 
with the COMP transportation planning 
process. 

BC. The County shall review the compatibility of 
the Traffic Circulation Element and 
coordinate It with the traffic circulation 
plans and programs of the municipalities in 
Dade County, adjacent counties. and the 
South Florida Regional Planning Council 
and shall cooperate in maintaining 
adequate inter-regional mobility. 

Future Traffic 
Circulation Map Series 
The following series of future traffic circulation 
maps have been prepared to represent the long 
term transportation network proposed for the 
Year 2010. Figure 1, Planned Year 2010 Road
way Network, depicts the lane requirements for 
the Year 2010. It is the purpose of the map to 
identify generally, where future throughways 
will be located to serve future travel demand. 

Figure 2, Roadway Functional Classification -
1987 indicates the existing role that various 
roadways serve. The classification is estab
lished by the Florida Department of Transpor
tation in accordance with State criteria and for
mulae. The classification of all State and County 
roadways is periodically updated by the State 
to reflect changing conditions. Accordingly, 
Figure 2 will be subject to amendment from time 
to time to reflect those updates. 

Figure 3, Roadway Functional Classification -
2010, Indicates the roadway classification for 
State and County facilities on the 201 O network. 
The classification of roadways indicate the role 
of the various roadways in meeting the future 
mobility needs and serving land uses as well as 
the jurisdictional responsibility. The functional 
classification of most arterial highways and ex
pressways is not projected to change through 
time. Only in certain instances are existing road
ways anticipated for reclassification. This oc-
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Figure 1 

PLANNED YEAR 2010 
ROADWAY NETWORK 
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Figure 3 
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TRAFFIC CIRCULATION ELEMENT 

Monitoring Program 
In order to enable the preparation of the peri
odic Evaluation and Appraisal Report (EAR) as 
required by Section 163.3191, Florida Statutes 
(F.S.), the Minimum Criteria Rule (Rule 9J-5, 
Florida Administrative Code [F.A.C.]) requires 
that local comprehensive plans contain 
adopted procedures for monitoring and 
evaluating the Plan and its Implementation 
(Sections 9J-5.005[1][c][5], and 9J-5.005[7], 
F.A.C). In addition, successful implementation 
of level of service standards and requirements 
that services be available at the time of develop
ment, also require the maintenance or enhan
cement of monitoring and reporting programs. 

This section of the Element outlines the sub
stantive elements of Dade County's monitoring 
program pertinent to the objectives, policies 
and parameters referenced in this Element. It 
should be understood that the proposed 
programs or program Improvements will be 
refined over time, particularly as experience is 
gained. Undoubtedly, by the time that the first 
EAR is prepared, the measures and procedures 
outlined herein will have been significantly en
hanced to reflect practical experience. 

The administrative requirements for monitoring 
and preparation of the EAR as outlined in Sec
tion 9J-5.005[7], F.A.C. are not repeated here. 
They are outlined only in the Land Use Element 
to avoid redundancy. The reader is referred to 
that Element for a summary of those procedural 
requirements. 

Monitoring Level of Service Stand
ards (Objective 1) 
The primary focus of the traffic circulation 
monitoring program will be to monitor and 
evaluate the affect of the level of service stand
ards, adopted as policy in this element, on the 
roadway network. Traffic Circulation Policy 1 B 
establishes base level-of-service (LOS) stand
ards for the State and County highway system 
in Dade County. For County minor arterial and 
collector facilities the LOS standard to be main
tained is LOS "0" measured on a peak-hour 

basis. On the State highway system the LOS 
standard to be maintained is "0" for limited 
access facilities and rural arterials and their 
urban extensions. For other State urban 
arterials the LOS standard is "E". For all facility 
types within Special Transportation Areas the 
base LOS to be maintained is "E" with no less 
than 20% of non-State facilities below "E". In 
addition, Policies 18.(1),(2), and (3) allow cer
tain facilities to operate below the base LOS 
standards under certain conditions. Prior to the 
issuance of development orders, a determina
tion must be made regarding the impact of a 
proposed development on any roadway in rela
tion to the adopted base LOS standards. In 
order to make such a determination, the County 
will, at a minimum, annually monitor and 
evaluate current LOS conditions on County and 
State facilities. 

Currently, the County and State collect quarter
ly 24 hour traffic counts at selected sites on the 
transportation network. Based on these counts, 
the Dade County Public Works Department 
compiles a list of roads with their averaqe daily 
traffic (ADT) every February for the avious 
calendar year's program. This current monitor
ing activity will be enhanced to include greater 
coverage of count locations on the County 
roadway network, conversion of County data 
Into highway segment format, and calculation 
of volume-to-capacity ratios for highway seg
ments. The County will coordinate with the State 
to ensure adequate coverage on the State high
way system. The calculation of LOS will be 
performed using the methodology described in 
the Traffic Circulation Element until the general 
application of the generalized level of service 
tables for Florida based on the 1985 Highway 
Capacity Manual is accepted by the County for 
use. It is anticipated that a complete list of 
roadway segments with their LOS determina
tions will be prepared. Those roadway seg
ments found to exceed the adopted LOS 
standards will be investigated to determine what 
mitigating actions would be necessary to bring 
that roadway up to the base LOS standard. The 
Public Works Department will continue to 
quarterly collect and tabulate the traffic counts 
and annually, In conjunction with the Planning 
Department, calculate LOS. A program outlin-
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On January 28. 2002, the MPO Governing Board 
under Resolution # 10-02 authorized a trip to San 
. .Juan. Puerto Rico, for the MPO Board Members and 
staff to meet with officials of the Puerto Rico 
Department of Transportation and the Puerto Rico 
Public Service Commission concerning the regulations 
and operation of the privately operated San Juan 
public transportation system known as "publicos" . 

2 

The group that attended the trip was composed of 
(from left to right): 

• J'vtayor Joe J. Celestin. City of North ivtiami 
~ Jose-Luis Mesa. Director, lvf PO Secretariat 
~ Senator Gwen Margolis. Chairperson 

MPO Gove_ming Board 
:;, Danny Alvarez. Director, MDT 
!) Bill Johnson, Assistant County i\ilanager 
11 Kate Kyle, Commissioner Katy Sorenson ·.s 

Office 
(t Oscar Braynon. Commissioner Barbara 

Carey-Shuler's Office 
~ Ronald Krongold i'vtPO Board iv/ember 
~ Gary Donn. FOOT District 6 

Additionally. joining ihe group is Gabriel Rodriguez. 
Assistant Secretaiy for Planning from the Puerto 
Pico Department of Transpoi1ation, who served as 
the host for the group. 

Puerto Rico's fixed-route. .semi-scheclu!ed owner
operated and demand responsive "publico" passenger 
transportation system is unique within the territorial 
United States. There are sir;;i!ar jitney operations in 
other U.S. cities, but none larger and with the success 
that "publicos" have had in Puerto Rico. 

The San Juan Metropolitan Area is composed of 
twelve (12) municipali ties: Dorado, Toa Alta , Toa Baja, 
Catano, Bayamon, Guayr.abo, San Juan. Carolina, 
Trujillo Alto, Loiza, Canovanas and Rio Grande. 
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!n addition to the "publico" system, !here are other 
transportation modes serving the S.JMA including : 
buses, a ferry syste-m, municipal circulators. special 
transportation services and the futuie rail system 
called ;'Tren Urbano" which is expected to start 
operation in !ate 2003. 

• Close to 2.2 million pecple 
a Total registered vehicles is 2.4 i\11 

~ About 1,244 vehicles per square mile 
• A total of 7.3 million of trips per day 

i Traffic along 1~ 95 can be as ~orst j~fh";~j 
; morning as in the afternoon peak-periods. ! 
! ! 
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Arrival to Puerto Rico . 

2. Thursday, February 21, 2002 

In the morning the group met with 

a. Puerto Rico Department of 
Transportation (PRDOT) 

b. Puerto Rico Highway and 
Transportation Authority (PRHTA) 

c. Metropolitan Bus Authority (MBA) 
d. Public Service Commission (PSC) 

In the afternoon. a field trips was conducted to 
visit publicos ' facilities and operations. 

3. Friday, February 22, 2002 

Meeting with Tren Urbano Officials 
Visit to Rio Piedras Station (underground) 
Brainstorming Session 
Departure from Puerto Rico 

From left to right: iv1r. Jorge Esteban (PSC) . Adaiine Torres. President MBA, Eng. Fernando 
Fagundo, Executive Director PRHTA. Hon. Jose Izquierdo. Secretary PRDOT and Gabriel 
Rodriguez. Assistant secretary for Planning welcoming the visitors. 

·- ·------- ·-··- ·- ---· ··· -·--- -·- ··- ------------- ------- ·-·-·------- -- ·--- -- -----------
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By Honorable Jose M. Izquierdo Encarnacion, 
Secretary of Transportation 

According to the Secretary the goals of the PRDOT 
are focused on providing: 

;t A safe, integrated, efficient and reliable 
system, with a diversity of travel alternatives 
for the majority of the citizens. 

• Social justice for the people that lack 
adequate transportation alternatives. 

~ Encourage those people that invest a 
considerable amount of their income in the 
operation and maintenance of their 
automobiles, as their only mode of 
transportation, to use public transit. 

Hon. Jose tvf. Izquierdo, 
Secretary PRDOT 

In Puerto Rico, the government is divided in two 
sectors : centrnl government (State) and local 
governments (Municipalities. Contrary to Florida, there 
are not counties as a sub-divisional jurisdiction. As a 
result, the PRDOT is an "Umbrella Department" with 
the following organization: 
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TR.\FFIC SAFETY 
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The Secretary is appointed by the Governor. Once 
appointed, the Secretary appoints the members of the 
other agencies under the PRDOT. The Maritime 
Transportation Authority (MTA) includes the seaport 
and aviation departments . 

Under this organization , the Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) is a division that responds to the 
Assistant Secretary for Planning. Basically, the 
PRDOT is the MPO for the nine (9) urbanized areas in 
Puerto Rico The Secretary of the PRDOT is the 
ChairpeiSon of the Board. 

Due to the large area covered by the MPO, this is 
divided in two groups that have parallel functions. 



The San Juan Metropolitan Area (SJMA) and the rest 
of the other eight (8) urbanized areas In both groups, 
the Secretary is the Chairperson. 
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~~ 
Mayors of the 
thirteen (13) 

municipalities 
within the 

SJMA. 

Mayors of 
thirty (30) 

municipalities 
within the 8 
Urbanized 

Areas 

These committees meet once or twice a year as 
needed. Additionally, there are two (2) Technical 
Committees composed of representatives of the same 
municipalities and agencies that meet more 
frequently . 

As indicated by the Secretary, permanent citizens 
participation committees have not been successfully 
implemented. However, There is a Transportation 
Advisory Board that advises the Secretary on policy 
issues that includes two private citizens appointed by 
the Governor. 

The main goal of the Secretary is to integrate all 
transportation modes serving the SJMA. The rail 
system known as "Tren Urbano" will be the spine of 
this multimodal system. The other modes will provide 
services in those areas not served by Tren Urbano, 
and will serve as feeders to the Tren Urbano within its 
corridor. 
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These modes includes. 

ci 8uses (public 
operated) 

'.) :Vletmbus (bus 
corTidor privately 
operated) 

~ Municipal 
Shuttles 

0 Paratransit 
ser11ices 

~ Pub!icos 
'3 Bicycle 
~ Pedestrian 
@ Acuaexpreso (water ferries) 

Regarding the "Publicos", the Secretary plans to 
incorporate them as part of the structured multimodal 
transit systems. Actually , the "Publicos" do not receive 
any government financial support. This new approach 
will totally change the traditional contribution of the 
"Publicos" to the system. 

As the Secretary indicated, this approach is needed to 
bring the "Publicos" as partners to the proposed "Tren 
Urbano" system. This will require improvement in the 
condition of the vehicles. assuring service reliability in 
terms of schedule and coverage, marketing to improve 
their public image and ser>'ice. access to bus rapid 
transit corridors, market studies , provision of handicap 
equipment and other incentives. including a potential 
subsidy, among others . 

'Publicos'' waiting for passengers at one of their 
terminals. This picture shows different "Publicos 11 

vehicle capacity (from 7 to ·18 passengers) . 
'-~- ·-- - - ·· --· · ~··-• - , __ _ - - - · _ _ r_.J 



By Dr. Fernando Fagundo, Executive Director 

The PRHT A is the 
implementing arm 
of the Department 
of Transportation 
responsible for the 
planning, design, 
construction and 
maintenance of the 

highway system, development of ITS systems, and 
implementation of the "Tren Urbano", among other 
functions. Additional responsibilities were added to the 
agency to provide public transit services within the 
SJMA. The PRHTA is a designated recipient of both 
the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 

In this regard, the PRHTA has taken the lead in all 
aspects of the development of the "Tren Urbano". 
Some facts about the rail system are: 

,. 10.5 miles in length 
• 16 stations and storage and maintenance yard 
• Approximately 30 minutes travel time from end to 

end 
• The alignment include elevated, at-grade and 

underground sections 

• Expected ridership 115,000 passengers per day 
G Estimated cost $1 .9 Billion 
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As indicated by the Dr. Fagundo, the PRHTA is willing 
to pay for the construction and operation of the "Tren 
Uibano" but also for the additional costs involved in 
the integration of the Metropolitan Bus Authority, as 
well as the "Publicos" for the success of the system. 
This is a combined effort to provide an integrated 
transportation service for the SJMA. 

The PRHTA is taking other actions to improve 
accessibility and connectivity to the "Tren Urbano" and 
alleviate traffic congestion in the highway system. 
Construction of over 15 park & ride facilities, 
expansion of the HOV lanes, promote transportation 
enhancement projects, implementation of the ITS 

.----~~~~--.,~~~~~~~~·~~~~~~~~~_.:____:._ , l network and the establishment 
of urban policies to promote 
the revitalization of urban 
centers and the surrounding 

" 

oom mrnJJmrnm 
-· 

'. ... -~ 
-· .. .. 

.. : .. ' 

·:--:-·~ -·· ,. 

6 

··-

··. 

: ~ • . ' ;·. <":: • :";_ 
. ---

\ 
.) 

I 
J 
I 

.- · _.,;._·- . 

l areas of the rail stations, are 
j some of the measures that 

1 have been taken to guarantee 
' the success of the multimodal 

transportation system for the 
SJMA. 

Following are some pictures to 
illustrate the work done in 
these areas by the PRHT A 
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By Adaline Torres, President and General Manager 

Until 1991, the MBA was the exclusive government 
agency authorized by law, to provide public 
transportation services within the San Juan 
Metropolitan Area (SJMA). In that year, the law was 
amended and the Puerto Rico Highway Authority, 
became the Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation 
Authority (PRHTA) to share that responsibility with the 
MBA. This change in policy was based on the need to 
implement the "Tren Urbano" and the privatization of 
some transit routes, known as Metrobus System. 

The PRHTA had the technical and financial 
capabilities to take that challenge. Currently the MBA 
is providing operating and maintenance services in 
one of the corridors of the Metrobus System. 

In 1942, the Transportation Authority was created. 
Then, in 1957 was created the Metropolitan Bus 
Company as a subsidiary of the Ports Authority. 
Finally in 1959, the Metropolitan Bus Authority was 
created and in 1973 was ascribed to the Department 
of Transportation and Public Works. 

The MBA has over 1,242 employees where 83% are 
grouped in two labor unions. The agency counts with 
a main garage and administrative facility and 9 bus 
terminals located with the SJMA. Some of the 
operational characteristics are: 

1. Municipalities served: 7 
2. Fleet size: 24 7 vehicles 
3. Buses in service: 188 vehicles 
4. Routes served: 30 
5. Service: 7 days a week 
6. Fare: $0.50 (Metrobus) 

$0 .25 (other routes) 
7. Ridership: ·120,000 pass./day 
8. Paratransit fieet: 54 vehicles 
9. Fare: $0.50 to $2.50 
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Under the t1ew •1isions and policies established by the 
PRDOT. tha Secretary i:as assigned the NIBA the 
responsibility to negotiate with the organizations that 
grouped the "pubiicos" the integration of this mode to 
tr:e proposed multimodai system. This is a very 
Jlfflcu!t '.ask, '.ake:1 into consideration the fact that for 
so many years ;publicos" operators have seen the 
IVIBA as its ';public enemy # 1 ". However, negotiations 
are ongoing and hopefully, by the start of the services 
of "Tren Urbano". both MBA's buses and "publicos" 
will be feeding the system. 

- . 
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Visitors and staff from tvliami-Dade County and 
Puerto Rico during the presentations conducted 
by Adaline Torres, President and General 
Manager of the MBA. 

Senator Gwen Margolis addressed the group 
appreciating all the attentions during this 
session. 



By Jorge Esteban 

The PSC was created by the USA Congress as part of 
the Jones Act in March 12, 1917. On June 28, 1962, 
the PSC Law was changed , today is known as the 
Public Service Act (law # 109). The law has gone 
through several amendments to meet the needs of the 
progress. The PSC has 25 regulations, including 18 
related to transportation services. An authorization or 
license is required from the PSC for any person or 
entity who want to do business in the area of 
transportation, regarding: 

• Passengers 
./ Public transit 
./ TourisULimousine transportation 
./ Taxis 
./ School transportation 

• Cargo (all types) 
• Hazardous materials 
• Ambulances (all types) 
a Boats and rental vehicles, and 
• Public warehouses 

In reference to HPublicos", the inventory of the PSC 
indicates a total of 11,466 authorized vehicles (5 to 17 
passenger vehicles) islandwide. The first "Publico" 
franchise was authorized in 1907, between the 
municipalities of San Juan and Caguas. 

Within the SJMA as defined by the MPO, there are 
over 10,000 "Publicos" serving more than 175 routes . 
Most of the routes operate as individual 
entrepreneurs. In the ?O's, an amendment was made 
to create the Fixed Route Law and the Medallion Law. 
The first one astablishes a fix route to ·'Publicos" with 
an origin and destination for each trip. Any change to 
this route must be authorized by the PSC. The 
Medallion Law provides financial assistance to owners 
for purchasing vehicles . This assistance acts as a 
warranty loan by the government. 
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The PSC has being developing strategies for 
improving the education of ''Pubico's" drivers. Federal 
funds have being allocated for that purposes. 

Administratively, "publicos" ars divided into two groups 
as reflected by the license plate. Vehicles assigned 
"PD" plates indicate that the operator is the owner and 
sole authorized driver of that vehicle. Based on local 
tax regulations. "PD" vehicles are exempted from the 
vehicle taxes. Vehicles assigned with a "P" plates 
indicate that the owner may lease the vehicle to other 
authorized drivers. In this case, vehicles are provided 
with up to 20% tax exemptions. 

Most of the "publicos" operators are self-employed, 
organized in collective units such as associations, 
cooperatives, unions or federations. The PSC has 
regulatory authority over "publicos" regarding : 
permitting, inspection, capacity and fares. "Publicos" 
routes are established by the initiative of the operators 
based on market demands . 

"Publicos" statistics according to a study conducted in 
1992: 

1. Over 175,000 daily passengers 
2. Average vehicle occupancy is 11.5 pass. 
3. More than 15,000 daily 11ehicletrips within the 

SJMA 
4. Approximately over 2,300 route miles 

In Puerto Rico the "Publicos" System is an integral 
part of the transportation planning process . In the 
development of the Long-Range Transportation Plan, 
"publicos·· routes are coded in the urban transportation 
model and results are obtained and used for long
range planning purposes like the others transportation 
modes. Probably, Puerto Rico is the only place where 
this condition can be analyzed. 

The federal government is aware of the contribution of 
the ;'publicos" to the Puerto Rico's economy. 
;'Publicos" qualify for participating in the FTA Section 
15 Reporting System. 
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54 PUBLICOS" TRANSPORTATION SYSTEJ.V[ 

OVER 40 ROUTES AND 31000 VEHICLES SERVING THE SJMA 
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MIAlVII-DADE COUNTY 

JITNEY AUTHORIZED OPERA TOR 

1. American Jitney 
2. Conchita's Transit Express 
3. Dade Jitney 
4. Excel Transportation, Inc. 
5. Florida Jitney Transportation 
6. King Jitney, Inc. 
7. Liberty City Jitney 
8. Marcello Jitney 
9. Metro Mini-Bus 
10. Miami Mini-Bus 
11 . Miami Mini service 
12. Sun Jitney 
13. Tri-Rail Bus Connection 

These authorized 
operators may have one or 
more routes in service and 

over 300 vehicles In 
.;operation_ 
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Many of. the "Publicos" routes do not have appropriate 
facilities. Usually, vehicles are parked along a local 
street waiting for passengers at the end of the routes . 
These locations known as "stands" are authorized by 
the appropriate municipality. No physical facilities for 
drivers or passengers are available. 

S;me ~fth~;~.: 
locations have i 
shadows to . 
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In the 80's, the concept of building "Publicos" 
Terminals started a new era for "Publicos". Several 
municipalities applied for federal funds to provide 
these facilities for "Publicos" . This not only help to 
organize them, but eliminated traffic congestion from 
local streets, provided additional on-street parking and 
centralized "Publicos" operations in one building. 

Additionally , these facilities included: 

~ Passengers amenities 
'.) Stores 
~ Rest rooms 
G ADA accessibility , and 
-~ Terminal 'for each route, an ong other things 

I 1 

Today. most of these facilities are integrated with 
other transportation modes, such as buses, taxis, 
water ferry and municipal shuttles . In others , the use 
of the terminals are shared with other activities . 

Following is a photo gallery of the visit to some of 
these facilities ... 
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For more than 30 years. municipalities in Puerto Rico have been establishing transit circulators to help general 
public to meet their local transportation needs. These circulators are called "trolleys" and run through local 
arteries connecting government and major activity centers . The vehicies are purchased using a combination of 
federal and local funds. i\/lunicipaiities operate the trolleys at their own cost. The service is free of charge for 
riders . 

(1) Typical Trolley Vehicle. 
(2) Mayor Joe Celestin, Board Member Ronald Krongold, Bill Johnson and Chairperson Gwen Margolis 

enjoying the trip. 
(3) Group entering a bus terminal located two blocks from the "Publico'' terminal. These two facilities are 

connected by the Trolley. 

Every terminal may have its own characteristics to meet the demand of the public. Locations are very important 
to determine the capabilities of the terminal. In Bayamon, this terminal integrates "Publico". taxi and buses in the 
same facility as well as a public market through a pedestrian bridge (1). Facilities are provided at the main 
entrance to connect buses (2) and taxis (3) to the terminal, while "Publicos" operation is in the back of the 
building (4) . Additionally, this terminal has stores and other amenities for passengers (5) . Picture (6) shows the 
5-story Bayamon Terminal. 



Different from the other two terminals . the Catano Pubiico Terminai has some special characteristics that should 
be mentioned in this report. The pmject was funded with Federal funds and the local match was provided by the 
municipality. However, this Terminal has dual functions, during the day is used as a "Publico Terminal" but at 
night the Municipality uses the facility for special activities. The third floor is used as a convention center with all 
facilities for meetings and receptions. The spectacular 11iew of the bay provides an additional attraction for 
visitors and parking is not a problem. The Municipality of Catano was approved by FTA for this use and paid for 
the construction saving thousand of dollars in the process. 
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(1) Catano terminal, where the first two 
levels are for "publicos" and the 
third level is the facility used by the 
municipality for special activities. 

(2) One block from the terminal, the 
water ferry terminal is located, 
integrating both modes. Public 
parking is available. 

(3) Ferry boat that cross the San Juan 
Bay is docking at the terminal. 

(4) Front view of the "Publico" terminal. 
(5) Another view of the terminal 

showing the location of the bus 
stop in front of the ferry terminal. 

(6) Parking arrangement inside the 
terminal. 

This location integrates "publicos", 
buses, water transportation, taxis, 

1 parking facilities and passenger 
! amenities within less than five minutes 
i walking distance. 
I L _____ _ 

On tile other side of the bay (San ,Juan) the ferry te;minal is integrated to cruise ships, tourism facilities and a 
bus terminal that combines public and privately operated transit routes within the same building. 
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During this visit to Puerto Rico, 
the group had the opportunity to 
visit the construction of the Rio 
Piedras underground station. An 
explanation was given to the , 
group regarding the different I 
phases of the project and the ! 
techniques used for the j 

construction of the underground ! 
t. I sec ton. ___J 

Headed by Sen. Gwen Margolis the group goes down to visit the 
gallery and platform of the proposed Rio Piedras Station. 

At this station , a future expansion of Tren 
Urbano is proposed to serve the eastern 
part of the SJ~1lA. Tunnel extensions 
·were already built as part of this first 
phase. The tunnel on the right is the 
westbound direction to be in service by 
2003 (tentatively scheduled), while the 
left tunnel is the eastbound extension for 

' the future expansion . 



The time of this visit to Puerto Rico to observe 
"Pubiicos" operation was in the middle of a lot of 
changes. A new government took place last year and 
new visions and approaches regarding transportation 
policies are in the implementation process, as 
indicated by the Secretary of Transportation. The 
major changes in these areas are as follows: 
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1. Although the "Tren Urbano" (TU) is the main 
transportation project under construction, 
additional actions shall be taken to guarantee 
the success of the project and continue 
providing good public transit services in other 
areas not served by "Tren Urbano". 

2. The Metropolitan Bus Authority (MBA) will 
feed TU, but needs additional resources 
(buses) to continue providing good service 
within the SJMA. Therefore, it's imperative to 
bring the "Publicos" to this scenario. 

3. Under this situation, the PRDOT created a 
plan to integrate buses (public and privately 
operated) and "publicos" to TU. This plan is 
ongoing and extensive negotiations are being 
taken with the two organizations ihat group 
most of the "publicos" islandwide. 

4. A committee was created to initiate this 
process, and the MBA is taking the lead in 
this contacting and negotiating with the 
"publicos". In addition to the MBA this 
committee includes representatives from the 
PRDOT, the Puerto Rico Highway and 
Transportation Authority (PRHTA) and the 
Public Service Commission (PSC) . 

5. The PRDOT is willing to provide incentives to 
"publicos" to incorporate them along TU 
service area. These incentives should include 
some kind of operating subsidy. However, if 
this is agreed, they have to comply with other 
service requirements, such as: 

a. Provide service at night and weekends. 
b. Implement a fix schedule. 
c. Improve quality of the vehicles. 
d. Compiy with ADA requirements, as 

appropriate. 

6. Among the incentives proposed by the 
government are: 

a. Low interest loan for purchasing vehicles 
b. Monthly fiat rate subsidy for A/C vehicles 
c. Tax exemption 
d. Operating subsidy 

7. Currently, the PRHTA is providing public 
transit services through the rvletrobus System. 
These are high frequency corridors (5-
minutes headway) where the agency 
establishes minimum service requirements 
and opens a bidding process. There are two 
ccntracts in place separately operated by a 
private contractor (first phase) and MBA 
(second phase). The PRHTA purchases the 
vehicles and the contractor operates them on 
a fixed route. Based on the success of these 
projects, the Executive Director of the PRHTA 
indicated, that they are also willing to provide 
the operational subsidy to those "publicos" 
organizaiions that will join this integrated 
effort. 
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The "Publicos" in Puerto Rico have been serving ihe 
island for more than 90 years . Although the system 
has changed through the years, and the law has been 
amended to improve service and working conditions, 
in essence its operating characteristics have not 
changed in concept. They are the major public 
transportation carrier regarding number of vehicles 
and movement of passengers. 

Miami-Dade County can benefit and learn from Puerto 
Rico's experience in managing "publicos" and improve 
existing public transit services within the County. This 
is not easy work, and it will require additional actions 
before considering the establishment of new jitney's 
routes or expand the actual services provided by the 
private sector. 

No matter the changes that Puerto Rico is actually 
considering to improve the service provided by the 
"Publicos", for more than 90 years they have been 
operating without any government subsidy. No other 
mode has survived for so many years under these 
conditions. Definitively, the system has shown its 
capabilities to succeed . 

Fact s to trnnw,,. 

Before proceeding with recommendations, it is 
necessary to clarify several issues regarding the 
"publicos" operation in Puerto Rico. 
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1. Actually , "publicos" are not receiving any 
operating subsidy from the government. 

2. In addition to the "Medallion Law" mentioned 
before, there are two indirect benefits 
associated with its operation: 

a. When the vehicle is purchase by the 
owner and he will be the only authorized 
driver, vehicle tax is not included . 

b. "Publicos" Terminals are financed through 
a combination of funds that include 
federal. state and municipal moneys. 

3. Since the 70s when the Fixed Route Law was 
created, the PSC has been ver1 active in 
expediting new permits and authorizing the 
number of vehicles per route. Unfortunately, 
due to the lack of personnel and technical 
capabilities, the inspection of vehicles and 
monitoring of service have been poor. 

This situation has created a vehicle 
overcrowding of some routes . As a result, the 
balance established by the supply-demand 
relationship is not working, and many 
operators have had to look for another source 
of funding . 

4. Additionally, there are two other factors that 
have contributed to this situation: 

a. First, purchasing a private car, has 
become less burdensome. 

b. Second, the improvements made to the 
highway system that encourages the use 
of private cars . 

5. The fact that the "publicos" are not continue 
growing as in the past, does not means that 
the system is "dying" or that they are not 
providing a good service. As previously 
indicated, the "publicos" system is still the 
most used transportation mode in the island. 

6. For many years, "publico's" operators have 
been looking for an opportunity to obtain 
some kind of government subsidy. Now, this 
opportunity has come to a reality. The 
construction and operation of "T ren Urbano" 
(TU) require an integration with other 
transportation modes. "Publicos" are needed 
because the MBA does not have the 
resources (vehicles) to 9)(Ciusively provide the 
feeder service to TU 



7 As indicated, ;oubiicos" coerate on :3 fixed 
I ' 

route, therefore, changing the exis tir g rou tes 
to serv-e TU may create addition2I problems, 
such as : loosing patrcnage. increasing 
operating costs and uncertainty regarding 
future services. All thsse factors have ·::ome to 
:i point that negotiatior: is the best solution. 

A.s indicated during the 'lis it to Puerto Rico, 
this process was rncenily initiated and 
detailed results have not been produced. 

I 
_ _J 

At the terminals, each mute has its own 
stand duly assigned by the municipality. 
Appropriate signs are located to identifi; 
the routes. Publico 's driver needs 
training to understand the importance 
of their services to the community 

. --· ----· _____ ...... ,...,,.~. ~------~ 

r ---

--·~-....,,.,. -~ · · · -· ..... ... ~ ~ - - .. •' .......... . ~ .-...... _ 

- -····----·· -···- - --·- ····------
' Although mentioned that transit is the enemy# 1 for 

"pub/icos", this scene can .be seen at every transit 

1 terminal (buses and "publicos'/ , passengers go from 
i one mode to other without any problem. Integration is 

done by providing adequate transfer facilities. 

i 
- ·-··- - ·· 

One of the supervisors at "Tren Urbano" explains to 
i participants of the trip details about the construction of 
!_ lhR ~1nnAI ____ _ . 



After more than 90 years and over 1 '! ,000 authorized 
vehicles, Puerto Rico is facing now a new approach to 
integrate the "publicos·· to the "Tren Urbano·· (TU) . 
Basically, this integration is being forced by the needs 
of the government due to the actual conditions of the 
proposed multimodal transportation system. The TU is 
a rail system that is being built in its first phase with 
future extensions to the northern and eastern regions 
of the SJl\JJA In order to be successful, the MBA and 
the "publicos" have to feed TU. However, the benefits 
of the negotiations conducted between the MBA and 
the "publicos" is just for those operators that will be 
integrated to the system. 

Based on these experiences, Miami-Dade County 
should consider the implementation of a pilot or a 
demonstration project to test the capabilities of an 
expanded jitney system. We can start from scratch 
and develop several scenarios . including different 
operating options. 

A scope of work is attached as Appendix ;'A" with the 
purpose to provide a mechanism for implementing the 
demonstration project. Although different scenarios 
could be considered, a basic work must be conducted 
to determine the areas and/or routes more appropriate 
for implementing this demonstration project. 

:o 
1 <> 

Following are three ootential scenarios: 
' ' 

~ .~! . , ~ ' ' , ,:: : .. ' 

Miami-Dade Transit (MDT) will develop a Request for 
Proposal (RFP) for contracting jitney's services for 
specific routes. 

Miami-Dade Consumer Services Department (CSD) 
will coordinate with authorized operators to provide 
public transit services within the areas and/or routes 
determined to be served as part of this demonstration 
project. 

Miami-Dade Consumer Services Department (CSD) 
will issue temporary permits for potential individuals 
interested in participating in this demonstration 
project. 

A detailed evaluation should be conducted to define 
the advantages and disadvantages for each scenario. 
Long and short terms plans should be developed to 
create a weli balanced system where all players 
involved in this partnership can benefit from this 
initiative. 
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DB.JlECTIVE: 

Priiami-Dade County 
io/!.etropolitan P!mrmtng Drganjzntion (?Y'lPD) 

To develop detailed scenarios to increase participation of the private sector in providing transit services 
within Miami-Dade County. These services will supplement existing services provided by Miami-Dade 
Transit (MDT). Demonstration projects will be identified for short-term implementation. 

PREVIOUS WDRK: 

Several policy-oriented studies have been conducted in the past. However, this study is directed towards 
operational planning and implementation of solutions and is not intended to engage in extended research. 

HIGHL1GHT§ OF THE PROJECT: 

~ Participation of the private sector 
~ Cost feasibility of proposals 
~ Focus on high travel volume areas 
" Maximization of resources to serve a given area 
3 Compliance with federal requirements, such as ADA and Environmental Justice 
" Provide the traveling public with additional transportation services 
:. Incorporating extensive public participation and creating high exposure 
~ Improving wider accessibility to lVIetrorail and to major activity centers 

TIME SCHEDULE: 

This study is to be completed 60 to 90 days after the issuance of the Notice to Proceed. 

1\-IETHODOLOGY: 

l . Prn-v]de Study Coordinafom 

A Study Advisory Cornmittee (SAC) ;,vill be composed of representatives from: 

a. Metropolitan Planning Organization (The .MPO will provide the Project \fanager) 
b. Miami-Dade Transit (rvIDT) 
c. Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 
d. Miami-Dade County Consumer Services Department (CSD) 
e. Citizens· Transportation Advisory Coffill'jttee (CTAC) 



2. Develop Conceptual Plan 

The purpose of this task is to define a conceptual plan for expanding transit services using jitneys 
or minibuses in areas that require improving existing public transportation services. These 
improvements will be considered in terms of transit level of service improvements: providing 
service where none exists and a need exists/has been demonstrated, increasing frequencies by 
decreasing headways, and increasing service spans will be the primary approaches pursued. 

Specific factors including but not limited to accessibility to Metrorail stations and major activity 
centers, productivity (probable costs incurred vs. prospective patronage), feasibility of 
implementation, integrll;tion with other transporta~ion providers (Metro bus, Tri-Rail, jitneys, 
shuttles/circulators, etc ... ) and implementation costs will be considered. 

For the purpose of facilitating the implementation of a demonstration/pilot project at the end of the 
study, two different scenarios will be considered: 

a. Contracting services 
b. Providing temporary passenger motor carriers permits to individuals interested in 

participating of this process 

During this process, other strategies may also be proposed and considered. 

To obtain input for more fully developing this conceptual plan, planning sessions will be 
conducted at different levels of participation: 

TECHNICAL LEVEL 

CSD 
MDT 
FDOT 
Planning Department 

SERVICE LEVEL 

CTAC 
Jitneys Representatives 
Jitneys Operators 
Other Authorized Providers 

Other groups and departments will be contacted as ·appropriate. 

With the input of these groups, the consultant will develop a transit service integration proposal 
that includes consideration of concerns and recommendations obtained during this process. 

3. Develop Criteria 

Based on the plan, the consultant will recommend criteria to identify potential areas and/or routes 
suitable for expanding public transit services using jitneys or minibuses. This task shall take into 
consideration the data required and analytical tools needed to implement the proposed plan. 



4. Data Development 

a. Institutional Information 

Infonnation regarding County procedures for permitting and licensing transportation 
services, as well as ordinances, resolutions, and major state and federal requirements will 
also be researched for discussion of institutional issues. 

b. Operations and Performance Data 

The consultant will compile and collect the necessary data to proceed with the required 
analyses. The MPO, MDT and CSD will play a major role in this task by providing 
available data to the consultant to conduct the technical analyses. 

This data should include, but not be limited to: 

Jitneys: 

MDT: 

authorized providers, description of routes, number of vehicles/route, fare, 
ridership, trip length, hours of operation, number of trips, etc ... 
description of routes, number of vehicles/route, fare, ridership, trip length, 
hours of operation, number of trips, headways, etc ... 

c. Other Area Experiences 

Finally, the consultant will also obtain brief information from other cities where jitneys 
currently operate or have been operated in the past to compare and implement similar 
measures in Miami-Dade County. 

5. Analysis 

a. /iistitutional 

In this subtask, the consultant will analyze and evaluate existing procedures for authorizing 
transportation services and will prepare a matrix table of the benefits and limitations, 
including but not limited to: technical process, legal considerations, compliance with 
county, state and federal requirements, contracting labor, third party contracting, and any 
issue or implications that may be included in the CDiv1P that may affect this process. The 
consultant will prepare a set of recommendations to improve and/or facilitate the 
expedition of permits for providing these services and/or develop another set of 
recommendations to enter into a contract with an authorized provider. This approach does 
not prohibit the consultant to recommend other options that may arise during analysis. 

b. Operations and Perf omance Analysis 

Using the criteria previously developed and established, the consultant will analyze 
soci_oeconomic, travel, and transit data to determine and identify the potential areas and/or 
routes for introducing supplementary jitney services. Consideration will also be given to 



compliance with ADA requirements, as well as Environmental Justice. 

c. Other Area Experience Analysis 

\Vhile information and data will have been collected from other areas that may provide 
appropriate guidance and useful lessons learned, they will only be summarized here. The 
most applicable information will be incorporated into analyses conducted in the two 
preceding tasks~ 

6. Develop Implementation Plan 

Based on the previous tasks, the consultant will develop three scenarios to test different 
possibilities. These scenarios may include enhancing established routes, implementing new routes 
and/or services within a specific area, or various combinations of both, using jitneys. For each 
scenario, the plan shall include: 

a. Operational requirements 
b. Advantages and Disadvantages (Opportunities and Constraints) 
c. Implementation Costs 

7. Develop an Evaluation Program 

The consultant will prepare an evaluation program to be conducted during the demonstration 
period to measure the effectiveness of each scenario. 

END PRODUCTS 

1. Executive Summary Report ( 100 copies) 
2. Final Report (50 copies) 
3. Power Point Presentation 

Copies of the Executive Summary, the Final Report, and the PowerPoint presentation shall be 
made available in electronic format on CDs. The Executive Summary and Final Report will be 
provided in a popularly used word processing format. Graphics used in the report shall be made 
separately available on disk as well. An unbound copy of the Final Report will also be provided 
for further reproduction. 

FUNDING: 

To be determined. 

PROJECT MANAGEMENT: 

The MPO will take the lead, and will keep a close coordination with representatives of the FDOT, MDT, 
CSD and CT AC. 



Lliiami-Dade CoiU!ndy 
LVletropoUtan Piounnhog Organization OWPO) 

Visit to Pu:e:rto Rico 

Tentative Agenda 
February 20 through 22, 2002 
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AGENDA - lqe11da - Agenda - Agenda -A~ - Agenda - Atts~a - Agenda - cff9enda 

1. Wednesday, February 20, 2002 

Arrival to Puerto Rico 

2. Thursday, February 21, 2002 

8:30 A.M. 
9:00 A.M. 
9:30 A.M. 

12:30 

2:00 P.M. 

Pick up at the Lobby of the Hote! 
Welcome at the 1\IIetropolitan Bus Authority (MBA) 
Meeting with Officials from the: 
- Hon. Jose E. Izquierdo Enca_macion, Secretary 

Puerto Rico Department of Transportation (PRDOT) 
- Dr. Fernando Fagundo, Executive Director 

Puerto Rico Highway Authority (PRHA) 
- Adaline Torres, President and General Manager 

Metropolitan Bus Authority (MBA) 
- Jorge Esteban 

Public Service Commission (PSC) 

Lunch (to be provided) 

Visit to: 
- Publico's terminals 
- Publico's operation 
- Local Intermodal facilities 
- Movable Barriers 
- Private Bus System Operation 



3. Friday, February 22, 2002 

8:30 A.M. 
9:00 A.M. 

11:00 A.M. 

Pick up at the Lobby of the Hotel 
Brief presentation: "Tren Urbano" 
Visit to the Rio Piedras Underground Station 

Brainstorming session with Officials from the: 
-DTOP 
- Public Service Commission (PSC) 
- Metropolitan Bus Authority (MBA) 
- Puerto Rico Highway Authority (PRHA) 

12:00 Adjourn 



Miami-Dade County 
itfetropoiitam Planning Organization {iYJPO) 

LIST OF PARTICIPANTS 

APPENDIX "C" 
~ ' ~ 
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1. Senator Gwen Margolis, Chairperson 
MPO Governing Board 

· Board of County Commission 

2. Joe J. Celestine~ lVIayor 
City of North Miami 

3. Ronald Krongold, Member 
MPO Governing Board 

4. Bill Johnson 
Assistant County Manager 

s. Oscar Braynon, Staff 
Comm. Dr. Barbara M. Carey Schuler' s Office 

6. Kate Kyle, Staff 
Comm. Katy Sorenson's Office 

7. Danny Alvarez9 Director 
Miami-Dade Transit 

8. Gary Donn~ Director 
FDOT 6 - Planning & Programming Area 

9. D.r. Jose-Luis Mesa, Director 
MPO Secretariat 



1. Puerto Rico Department of Transportation 

a. Hon. Jose M Izquierdo Encarnacion, Secretary 
Minillas Government Center 
PO Box 41269 
San Juan, PR 00940 
Tel. (787) 721-8787 

b. Gabriel Rodriguez, Assistant Secretary for Planning 

Tel. (787) 723-3760 

c. Luis Molina, Inter-Agency Coordinator 

Tel. (787) 723-3245 

2. Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Authority 

a. Dr. Fernando Fagundop Executive Director 
PO Box 42007 
San Juan, PR 00940 
Tel. (787) 721-8787 Ext. 1005 

3. Puerto Rico i\Ietropolitan Bus Authority 

a. Plan. Adaline Torres, President and General Manager 
PO Box 195349 
San Juan, PR 00919 
Tel. (787) 767-0115 

b. Luis Cruz, Special Assistant to the President 

Tel. (787) 764-3255 



4. Puerto Rico Public Service Comnlission 

a. Jorge Esteban 
PO Box 190870 
San Juan, PR 00919 
Tel. (787) 756-1447 

b. Jose M. Miranda 

Tel. (787) 756-1418 

5. i\!lunicipality of San Juan 

a. Carmen Gonzalez, Transportation Program Coordinator 
PO Box 90224100 
San Juan, PR 00902 
Tel. (787) 721-8300 Ext. 4147 

6. Tren Urbano 

a. Edwin Ramos 
1110 Ponce de Leon Avenue 
Rio Piedras, PR 00 9 2 5 
Tel. (787) 763-4135 
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i 

The PRDTPW plans to incorporate the Publico as 
part of the structured multimodal transit system by 
means of various programs to help the service 
become more attractive to potential users and 
profitable to operators in areas such as vehicle 
conditions, schedule compliance, market studies and 
development, and multimodal integration. 

i 



Puerto Rico's PUblico System 

~ Fixed-route and fares regulated by the 
Public Service Commission 
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Puerto Rico's PUblico System 

;~ Interested operators request permission to serve 
a route that he perceives as profitable 

·
4> Extent of their service depends mainly upon 

actual demand and service limitations 

.'. 
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\ 
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Puerto Rico's Piiblico System 
~t~M!i~~~~trL.•Jt~-~~~11!~~~~~1 

'·':i) Do not receive any government 
financial support 
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·'& Provide incentives to 
upgrade service 
standards 

Require vehicle 
improvement 

'Cf& Assure service \ 
reliability in terms of 
sche.dule and coverage ;,;· 

•.I· 

. ' /~'.: 

" Develop Publico :fouf~.~~1*;' : 
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MBA and Public Integrated System 

i''. ·' MBA and Public will share transportation market 

,(,,. Riders will have alternatives 

'''· •J> MBA and Publicos will complement each other 





Publico/Metrobus Integration 



~Ba~rto=n-~As~c::!.!h~ma~n .;..!As~s~()C""iale=s~, J."'"'n""'c.________________ Publico!METROBUS lntegraJion 

1. 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

The San Juan Metropolitan Region (SJMR), Figure 1, is experiencing severe traffic 
congestion, travel delays and associated economic and environmental costs as a result of the 
lack of a reliable and integrated regional public transportation system. These problems are, 
in part, caused by the Jack of a reliable public transportation alternative to the private auto 
for the region. 

The SJMR has a considerable regional demand for public transportation services, 
particularly from those areas where population densities are high, income is low, and the 
roadway system's congestion is increasing. Similar demand is found in those sectors where 
employment is high or there is a significantly high demand for specific services such as 
medical, educational, and governmental. 

Public transportation in the SJMR is currently provided by three major separate and 
unrelated modes: 

1. Publicos, privately owned and operated services, licensed and regulated by the 
Public Service Commission (PSC) and providing both fixed and flexible 
demand responsive service. 

2. Scheduled bus services, operated by both the public sector as represented by 
the Metropolitan Bus Authority (MBA) and by private bus companies. 

3. Water ferry service (AcuaExpreso) operated by the Ports Authority. 
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BarWn-Aschman Associaks, Inc. Publico/METROBUS Integration 

FIGURE 1 SAN JUAN METROPOLITAN REGION 

·---==--__.· ... 

FllOORANOE 

TOA Al.TA 
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Barton-Aschman Associaks, Inc. PUhlico!METROBVS Integration 

Unfortunately, the current SJMR public transportation services do not adequately 
meet the demands. During the past twenty years, the share of regional trips using the MBA 
bus service has declined dramatically, and a parallel decline is occurring in private bus and 
(to a lesser degree) publico service. This decline is due to many factors including an 
overall rise in SJMR income per capita and auto ownership, as well as, the past degradation 
of the MBA's administrative and operational elements. Deficient MBA bus operations 
resulted in riders losing confidence in and abandoning MBA bus service. The lack of 
integration and coordination of MBA and other transportation services has affected the 
ability of public transit services to attract new riders. 

The lack of effective and well integrated transit services encourages travel via the 
private automobile. Auto ownership in the SJMR has continued to grow at rates of 3 to 4 
percent annually. This situation leads to parking shortages and grid-lock congestion in 
various sectors. 

The aforementioned factors have resulted in creating a public transportation system 
in the SJMR that appears to be in a total disarray. The continuous decline in public transit 
usage is evident when reviewing past SJMR travel characteristics. In 1964 the private auto 
served approximately 62. 7% of the total SJMR internal person trips, whereas the MBA had 
a share of 19.6%, publicos represented 9.2% and other modes made up the remaining 8.5 
percent (for a total transit share of 37.3% ). By 1976, person trips by private autos increased 
to 81.8% of the total SJMR internal trips. Public transit was reduced to 18.2% with 8% by 
the MB~ 7.7% publicos and 2.5% other transit. In 1990, the private auto share 
predominated with 90.7%. Public transit's ever decreasing share was reduced to 9.3% with 
publicos representing the largest share at 4.8% and both the MBA and other transit each 
with 2.5 %. The change in mode split is shown in Figure 2. 

Fortunately, the Puerto Rico Department of Transportation (DTPW) and Public 
Works has recognized the need to stem this undesirable trend in order to ensure that the 
SJMR is to remain economically viable and attractive. As part of its effort to improve travel 
conditions in the San Juan Region, the DTPW has undertaken several public transit 
improvements projects and programs during the last three years. The objective of these 
programs is to halt and eventually reverse the decline in public transportation in the region. 
These improvements include: 
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Bar1on-Aschman A.s.sociales, Inc. PUbliro/METROBUS lnkgration 

FIGURE 2 HISTORIC TREND OF SAN JUAN METROPOUTAN 
REGION MODAL SPLIT OF INTERNAL PERSON TRIPS 

(All values shown in percenugcs) 

Autos 90.7 

MBA 
19.8 

Other a 
8.5 

Other a 
2.5 

Publicoa 
7.7 

Other• 2.5 
MBA 2.5 

1964 
Person Trips: 1,175,000 
Squ.arc Miles: 140 

1976 
Person Trips: 1,940,000 
Sq u.a re Miles:. 189 

1990 
Person T~ 3,20-4,000 
Sq u re Miles: -«11 
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Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. Publico!METROBUS IntegraJwn 

1. Expansion of ferry services through the Acua-Expreso Project. 

2. Implementation of improved scheduled bus service in the main travel corridors 
of the region, through the METROBUS project, and more specifically the 
METROMOVER, and various administrative and operational improvements 
of the MBA 

3. Evaluation of publico routes and development of a publico service 
improvement plan. 

4. Development and/or improvement of a number of transportation facility 
improvements, including the Puerta de la Tierra Busway, new publico-car 
terminals, transit passenger roadside shelters, and publico-bus transfer stations. 

The DTPW sponsored METRO BUS project consists of a major restructuring of MBA 
routes and service along the Old San Juan - Rio Piedras METROMOVIL 
(METROMOVER) Corridor, involving major changes to other MBA routes and the 
integration of publicos and private bus operators as feeder services to the METROMOVIL 
line. The route and service changes involved will affect various existing private bus and 
publico routes throughout the San Juan Region. 

Another major DTPW program is the San Juan Region Transportation Planning 
program started in January, 1990. This regional transportation planning effort is being 
developed for the Department of Transportation and Public Works by a team headed by 
Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc., in association with Basora & Rodriguez Associates, 
Parsons-Deleuw, Inc., Management & Technical Consulting Group, Inc., and other firms. 
One of the objectives of this plan is to assemble and use travel demand information to 
produce a travel forecast model for the San Juan region. This model will be used by the 
DTPW and other public agencies such as the PSC to guide their decisions. Decisions that 
may be assisted by this forecast model include: roadway and bridge networks; investment 
and management decisions for public transportation facilities and services in the region, and 
policy regarding development and redevelopment of urban areas. 

Since the Public Service Commission (PSC) is responsible for regulating entry, routes, 
fares and service aspects of transportation for hire in Puerto Rico, any expansion or 
coordination of routes and services for publico and private bus operators would be under 
the regulatory authority of the PSC. As a result of the development of the METROBUS 
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Program, and other potential projects affecting public transportation in the region, the PSC 
needs to increase its planning functions and capabilities. It is necessary that the PSC obtains 
the expertise and training necessary to develop its specified planning function and 
capabilities and expand its cooperative posture with the DTPW, while achieving the common 
goal of the integration of publico and private bus routes within the METROBUS program. 

Study Objectives 

The PSC has sponsored this study to perform a comprehensive evaluation of the 
publico and private bus operations with respect to the implementation of METROBUS by 
assessing: 

1) Route alignments and modify or expand routes into underserved areas, and 

2) Regulatory, organizational and policy issues that would effect operations 
improvements. 

The major objectives of the study were identified as follows: 

• Integrate the mass transportation system in the SJMR. 

The existing publico, MBA, ferry and private bus services and the new and proposed 
public transit terminals and other transit facilities would be considered within the 
framework of system integration. At the present time the various modes operate 
independently of each other and, very often in direct competition with each other, 
mainly with respect to service area coverage, scheduling and planning. 

• Extend private sector participation in the provision of public transportation. 

It is unfortunate that the private sector transit providers account for the vast majority 
of the transit trips and yet up until now they have not been seriously considered in 
the overall transportation system planning. The public sector (MBA) is in a 
consistent decline with respect to ridership and general service as well as becoming 
a continuing growing burden upon Puerto Rico's funds. On the other hand, the 
private sector provides the vast proportion of transit ridership with little or no 
involvement of public funds. 
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• Develop mechanisms to closely follow demographic changes in the San Juan Region 
and the public transportation seTVice needs of its residents. 

The San Juan Region is growing in population, employment and urbanized area. 
Public transportation planning and implementation efforts have not kept up with this 
growth. In addition, insufficient monitoring of the private sector provision of public 
transportation has prevented Puerto Rico from taking full advantage of available 
federal financial assistance for public transportation. The PSC is in need of a 
monitoring and database program with auditing procedures, which, in coordination 
with the DTPW, will aid in assuring eligibility for publico and private bus operators 
under applicable federal or state capital, technical and operating cost assistance 
programs. 

• Improve the operation of the Publico and Private Bus systems by updating the 
PSC's rules and regulations. 

The private public transit operators are regulated through a number of rules and 
regulations that are established by the PSC within the scope of law. It is recognized 
that the possible integration or coordination of the public and private transit services 
could include the development of new policies, rules and regulations and procedures 
for the PSC, in compliance with the objectives of the San Juan Region Transportation 
System Plan as stated by the Secretary of the DTPW through the Transportation 
Advisory Board. 

• Develop means for increased technical assistance to the PSC, to assist the PSC 
management and monitoring of private sector operators of public transportation 
seTVices. 

Although the PSC is charged with the regulatory control of the public and private 
buses, it has no basic management and database capabilities for monitoring changes 
in public and bus operations and service. The PSC is not alone in this situation since 
the DTPW also lacks these capabilities. These services are necessary in order to 
enable the PSC to become more critically involved in the transportation planning 
aspects throughout Puerto Rico. 
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General Approach of the Study 

This study followed a general approach that included: 

• Work Initiation and Data Collection 

The work initiation involved the establishment of the necessary coordination with the 
PSC, scheduling of the study elements and initial meetings with representatives of the 
local government agencies and private sector transit operators. 

Data collection included: 

1. Collection and review of existing . related reports and data. 
2. A review of existing and planned public transit projects. 
3. Review of current public policies. 
4. Development of basic computerized graphic maps of the public transit 

systems. 

• Identification of Existing Public Transportation Needs and Problems 

1. Evaluation of Publico levels of service. 
2. Survey and evaluate internal service operations and organizations. 
3. Identify and evaluate current route characteristics. 
4. Identification of major trip generators 
5. Identify and evaluate service duplication by modes and points of 

intersection with the METROBUS system. 
6. Identify and evaluate current and proposed METROBUS transfer 

stations and their abilities for intermodal coordination. 
7. Identify and evaluate the role of the private bus lines in the SJMR. 

• Examination of the Fixed Route Law and Applicable PSC Regulations 

Private transportation operators, including private bus and publico operators, 
are regulated by the PSC under Law 16 of August 1974, as amended. This 
law authorizes the PSC to establish fixed routes for publicos and private buses. 
Acting under the authority of this law, the PSC has also established regulations 
for: licensing of vehicles and operators, the specific routes to be used, the 
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fares to be charged, regulations regarding allowable vehicle types and 
capacities, regulations regarding vehicle safety inspections; and a system for 
the hearing of complaints for and by operators and users. 

A review of the current law and regulations was conducted in order to identify 
any necessary and possible changes needed to implement adopted policy and 
plans regarding public transportation improvements for the San Juan Region. 

• Development of Action Alternatives for METROBUS Integration and for 
Regional Level of Service Requirements. 

1. Indicate changes to the METROBUS facilities, routes, fares or service 
designed to create an integrated feeder service (by publicos and private 
buses) for the system. 

2. Evaluate the possibility of relocating existing excess route capacities to 
other sectors. 

3. Propose new routes or modifications to existing routes that would best 
respond to existing and expected passenger demand. 

4. Evaluate the use of higher capacity vehicles ("mini-buses" with 
capacities of 17-30 passengers) for publico or private bus service on 
high volume or long distance routes. 

5. Evaluate alternative means of promoting efficiency, ridership, and 
better service by private bus operators in the San Juan Region's public 
transportation system. 

6. Prepare a scale computer graphic plan of the San Juan Region's public 
transportation route system. This plan will use the data collected in 
this study and the San Juan Regional Transportation Study. 

7. An implementation schedule of the recommended publico and private 
bus route changes in relation to the METROBUS implementation 
schedule. 
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• Public Transportation System Improvement Funding 

Estimates of approximate capital and operating costs of any possible proposed 
recommendations are presented. Potential funding sources and financing 
mechanisms are identified. 

• Public Transportation Service Complaints 

Based on input from the survey of operators and input from the PSC, an 
assessment was made of the PSC's current service complaint system, limited 
to the transportation sector and to the possible impacts with respect to 
METROBUS service coordination. 

• Public Transportation Database 

In coordination with the PSC, which undertook an extensive publico inventory 
and field data collection survey, a basic transit database was prepared. This 
database will help both the PSC and DTPW assess route service 
characteristics and performance and enable them to effectively develop and 
assess future public transportation improvements. 

• Training of PSC staff 

In order for the PSC to obtain the necessary public transit data, it is necessary 
that its planning sector personnel be given the basic tools or methodologies 
for their collection. As such a special Data Collection and Evaluation Seminar 
has been developed and oriented to the PSC personnel. 
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2. 

CURRENT SJMR PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

Ferry - Acua-Expreso 

On March 30, 1991, the Puerto Rico Ports Authority launched a new, expanded ferry 
system called Acua-Expreso. This system expanded on the previous Old San Juan-Catano 
Ferry to include two new routes (Old San Juan-Hato Rey and Catafio-Hato Rey), six new 
high speed catamaran ferries (each with a seated capacity of 167 passengers), replacing older 
ferries that seated up to 347 passengers each), physical improvements to the Old San Juan 
and Catano ferry terminals, the construction of a new intermodal terminal in Hato Rey, the 
dredging of the Martin Pena Channel from San Juan Bay to the new terminal, and the 
establishment of a shuttle bus system (with four 47-passenger capadty bus coaches) 
operating from the Intermodal Terminal and serving the Hato Rey-Plaza Las Americas 
Sector. This project has been implemented at a cost of around $80 million of both Federal 
and local funds. Figure 3 presents a general route layout of the Acua-Expreso system. 

Ferry schedules provide for the assignment of two Acua-Expreso ferries to a San 
Juan-Catano shuttle service, offering 15-minute peak hour and 30-minute midday and 
Sunday services, the same pattern and hours as prior to the implementation of the new 
system. The commuter and tourist travel between these two points is expected to remain 
the strongest market for ferry service in the San Juan Region. The four other catamaran 
ferries are assigned to offer 15-minute peak hour and 30-minute midday service between 
Hato Rey-Old San Juan and Hato Rey-Catano. 
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FIGURE 3 ACUA-EXPRESO FERRY SERVICE 

. TERlllNAl .• . : .:.:: . . . ::· .. ; . ' : . . ·:.; :·.:'.::>.: 

. ACU-'EXPflESO .. . · .:: .: VIEJO SAH JUAN .: ; •. ~. - ~ 

. S.lH JUAH •. : ,.~::~ ::~ :: ·:~~.::}.:~:-~:'.:/~:;:.~~ ... ·:_~.- - ·· .. ~ . .... 
·.·.-:; -

·:,._ .... 

bAHIA DE 
SAH JUAN - . ":' CANo MARTIN.P'E1fi'· .--

· .. .. .... .·. ·.· .: .... · ····•t.?9J}·~·.,_ · -~;_;.~; 
FERRY ROUTE 

EST ADfO ~.llil lmtOllN 

CAHO "'"~.TlN. ~H.~. . · .•. 

· .. :. >:.:~:~~ ·-:·· ~ · · 

T£RlllN1'L 
ACUJ..EXPflESO 
HATO REY 

C PRUDEHOO RIVER/. 11/.RT\NEZ 

SHUTTLE BUS ROUTE 

C. GONllLEi 

,... 
"' 0 
7' 

Page 12 



Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. Publico!METROBUS lnt£graJion 

It has been estimated that the new ferry service will operate approximately 28,000 
round trips annually, over a distance of about 142,000 nautical miles.1 

The Acua-Expreso fares have been establish as follows: 

Route 

Catano - Old San Juan 
Catano - Hato Rey 
Old San Juan - Hato Rey 
Shuttle Bus (Hato Rey) 

$0.50 
$0.75 
$0.75 
$0.25 

Prior to the initiation of Acua-Expreso, daily ridership on the Catano - Old San Juan 
route ranged from 5,000 to 7,000, or approximately 2 million annual one-way passenger trips. 
Fares at that time were only $0.10 for all riders. Accordingly, the estimated fiscal 1989 
revenues were $0.4 million with direct operating expenses at $3.2 million, resulting in a 
deficit of approximately $2.8 million that had to be absorbed through other Ports Authority 
income. 

Initial projected annual ridership for the Acua-Expreso was placed at 3.6 million, 
generating about $3 million in annual fare revenue. Other income sources include 
advertising, concession sales, and other revenues from the Ports Authority. Direct operating 
expenses are estimated at around $5 million, and an annual operating deficit of $2. 7 - 3.0 
million is expected. 

Ridership data between July 29, 1991 and August 18, 1991 was recorded as 151,618, 
averaging 7,220 per day. Weekday service averaged 6,484 passengers per day; whereas, 
weekend service averaged 9,059 passengers per day.2 

1Calculated from Exhibits 6R-14R (December 1990 Report), Eduardo Gracia, Memorandum to Sr. Jose A 

Buitrago, Executive Director, Puerto Rico Ports Authority, Proyecto Agua-Guagua, July 1990. 

2Puerto Rico Ports Authority Weekly Passenger Movement Reports for Acua-Expreso, July 29 through August 

18, 1991. 
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A feasibility study of a second phase expansion of Agua-Expreso service (sponsored 
by the Puerto Rico Planning Board) has been completed and submitted to the Federal 
Transit Transportation Administration (FTA) for review. This second phase would extend 
the ferry system from Hato Rey into Laguna San Jose to Carolina. The Martin Pena 
Channel would be improved and new terminals constructed at Isla Verde and Carolina. The 
project is estimated to cost $103 million (1988 Dollars). Ferry service patronage is forecast 
to increase by 7.5 million annually when the project is completed. 

Direct operating costs for Phase II service beginning in 1992 are projected to be 
about $2.3 million while fare revenues are projected to range from $3.8 to $9.4 million, 
assuming a $0.50 fare. No timetable bas been established by DTPW for the project. No 
formal grant application for further planning or engineering assistance has been made. 

Scheduled Bus Services 

There are three public and private providers of scheduled bus service in the San Juan 
Region: 

• The Metropolitan Bus Authority (MBA), a public agency of the DTPW whose 
president and general manager reports directly to the Secretary. The MBA 
is the major provider of this type of service· in the central areas of the region. 

• The METROBUS/METROMOVIL System which is sponsored by the DTPW 
and implemented through the Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation 
Authority (PRHT A) and is operated as a special contracted service to serve 
the Old San Juan - Santurce - Hato Rey - Rio Piedras Corridor. 

• Private Bus Lines, privately owned and operated bus companies, regulated by 
the PSC, providing interurban and suburban services between the SJMR and 
outer municipalities. 
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MBA Bus Se1Vice3 

The MBA, created through legislation approved in 1959, is the only public bus agency 
in Puerto Rico. It was reorganized to operate as a public corporation under the DTPW in 
1968. The MBA bus network serves eight municipalities (San Juan, Carolina, Lofza, Trujillo 
Alto, Guaynabo, Bayamon, Catano and Toa Baja/Levittown) with most of its routes 
concentrated in the central urbanized areas of San Juan. 

In November 1990, the MBA operated 42 bus routes, or route segments, in the 
region. Annual scheduled revenue miles were approximately 7.2 million; annual revenue 
hours were approximately 0.84 million. The peak bus assignment was 175 coaches, including 
35-foot and 40-foot conventional buses and 60-foot articulated coaches. For fiscal year 1989-
90 the MBA estimated that just over 26 million passenger trips were made on its services. 
Figure 4 presents a general MBA route layout prior to the METROMOVIL implementation. 

Appendix Table A-1 presents a summary of the MBA route characteristics and 
performance as per fiscal Year 1988-89 Section 15 Report. In each of the performance 
areas except "bus routes operated", the figures represent a decline from previous periods. 
In fact, the decline in service levels and service utilization is antkipated to continue in 
upcoming periods. Due to an internal reorganization and other problems, the MBA has only 
been able to put about 125 to 130 vehicles in daily service, with severe impacts to service 
schedules. On some routes, headways are over an hour and no schedules are maintained. 
In fact, seven bus routes were under evaluation in 1990-91 for possible transfer to publico 
operations. 

The reasons for the continuing decline in MBA bus services have been addressed in 
considerable detail in other reports (see SOFRETU/LSTS, 1990, pp. 16-21; also, 
Management & Technical Consulting Group, Inc. and Multi-systems, Inc., METROBUS 
STUDY, FINAL REPORT 1.0: PHASE I ROUTE CONFIGURATION, 1990 and PHASE 
II ROUTE RECONFIGURATION, August 1991). This decline increases the operating 
deficit that must be funded by local tax dollars or other non-transit revenues in order to 

3"Task 2.7 Immediate Action Program, Technical Report, Public Transportation", San Juan Region 
Transportation Study", DTPW Barton-Aschman Associates, Inc. with Deleuw Cather & Company, Inc., December 

28, 1990. 
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maintain the MBA operations. In fiscal year 1990, approximately $25 million in local monies 
and $8 million in federal monies were spent to keep MBA operating. 

Much needed efforts are now being taken to improve MBA service. These can be 
segmented into two major program areas: (1) programmed organizational a·nd service 
improvements for the MBA, including staff reductions, changes in work practices, and 
maintenance improvements, among others, and (2) the METROBUS project. Furthermore, 
in order to cut losses for MBA operations, base bus fare increases are under consideration, 
the first since 1968. 

The MBA route reconfigurations and/or eliminations, as of October 11, 1991, and 
implemented in conjunction with METROMOVIL, included the following (see Figure 5): 

• Route 1, San Juan - Rio Piedras: Replaced by METROMOVIL 

• Route 2A, Las Casas - Centro Medico: Maintains its original service between 
the Las Casas Terminal and the P.R. Medical Center except that it now uses 
Arterial B (to serve the Acua-Expreso Ha to Rey Terminal) between Ponce de 
Le6n/Mufioz Rivera Avenues and Federico Acosta Street in Hato Rey. 

• Route 2AE, Llorens Torres - Las Casas - Rio Piedras - Centro Medico: 
Eliminated. 

• Route #4, Rio Piedras - De Diego - Hato Rey: Trajectory changed to traverse 
Arterial B and pass the Hato Rey Terminal, turning around via Bolivia Street. 

• Route #6, Las Casas - Eduardo Conde - Isla Grande: Originally terminating 
in Old San Juan, route trajectory changed to traverse Tras Talleres and Isla 
Grande sectors of western Santurce. 

• Route #8, Rio Piedras - Puerto Nuevo - Pda 18, Santurce: Originally 
operating between Rio Piedras and Old San Juan via Eleanor Roosevelt 
Avenue, the new trajectory takes it along F.D. Roosevelt Avenue and 
terminates at the Stop 18 transfer station (Santurce ). 
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• Route #9, Rio Piedras - Cantera - San Juan: This route now operates out of 
Plaza Colon instead of the Covadonga Terminal in Old San Juan. It utilizes 
the existing contraflow bus lanes along Puerta de Tierra. 

• Route #10, Hato Rey - Villa Palmeras - Loiza - Isla Grande: This route has 
been extensively reconfigured to operate from the Hato Rey Terminal, serving 
the Las Casas terminal and access Isla Grande via the Tras Talleres sector. 

• Route #12, Rio Piedras - San Jose - Pda 18, Santurce: This route originally 
terminated at Old San Juan, but with METROMOVIL it now terminates at 
the Stop 18 Transfer Station. 

• Route #14, Rio Piedras - Baldrich - Hato Rey: This route originally extended 
service through Hato Rey to Old San Juan but now terminates at the Hato 
Rey AcuaExpreso Terminal. 

• Route #15, Rio Piedras - Embalse - Hato Rey: This route originally extended 
to Old San Juan from Ha10 Rey but now terminates at Prudencio Rivera 
Street, east of the AcuaExpreso Terminal. 

• Route #19, Rio Piedras - Repto. Metropolitano - Stop 18, Santurce: This 
route originally extended to Old San Juan but now terminates at the Stop 18 
Transfer Station. 

• Route #42, Carolina - Rfo Piedras - Hato Rey: This route originally 
terminated at Stop 25 (Fidalgo Diaz Avenue) in Santurce. It now terminates 
·at the AcuaExpreso Terminal. 

• Route #46, Bayamon - Ave. F.D. Roosevelt - Hato Rey: This route originally 
t.erminated at Old San Juan but now it terminates at the AcuaExpreso 
Terminal. 

• Route #47, Bayamon - Ave. Kennedy - Stop 18, Santurce: This route 
originally extended to Old San Juan but now terminates at the Stop 18 
Transfer Station. 
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• Route #47E, Express Bayamon - Ave. Kennedy - San Juan: This route is 
basically the original Route 47 but only operated during morning and 
afternoon peak periods. 

• Route T-2, Country Club - Rio Piedras - Hato Rey: This route originally 
operated between Ca,rolina and Stop 18. It now terminates at Prudencio 
Rivera Street in Hato Rey. 

Routes A-4 (3rd Extension Country Club - Rio Piedras) and A-5 (1st Extension 
Country Club ·· Rio Piedras) have been eliminated. The remaining routes have been 
maintained without changes (Routes 2, 5, 11, 13, 18, 26, 28, 29, 30E, 31, 32E, 37, 38, 38E, 
39, 39E, 45, 52, 91, 92, T-1, A-1, A-2, A-3, A-6, and A-7). 

Recent MBA bus service improvements have included the implementation of several 
shuttle bus routes described as follows: 

• M-1 Shuttle service between the Escambron Park (Puerta de Tierra) parking 
lot to the Old City of San Juan. 

• M-2 Service between Old San Juan and El Condado sector via Santurce 
(clockwise operation) via Ashford/Magdelena, Jose de Diego and Ponce de 
Le6n Avenues. 

• M-3 Same as M-2 but with counterclockwise operation, (Ponce de Leon, Jose 
de Diego, and Ashford Avenues). 

• M-4 Hato Rey Intermodal Terminal to the International Airport via Santurce 
(Jose de Diego Avenue), Loiza Street, and Isla Verde Avenue. 

• M-5 Service to and from Rfo Piedras via Barbosa, Borinquen and Ponce de 
Leon Avenues. 

• M-6 Service to and from Rio Piedras via Munoz Rivera, Borinquen and 
Barbosa Avenues. 
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Routes M-1, M-2, and M-3 operate from the old terminal area in Plaza Colon and 
not from the newer Covadonga Intermodal Terminal off Calle La Marina in the southern 
sector of Old San Juan. These three routes make extensive use of the exclusive contra-flow 
bus lanes along Ponce de Leon and Fernandez Juncos Avenues along the Islet of Old San 
Juan. Until recently, these bus routes actually entered the Old City to the Plaza de Armas 
(in front of City Hall) via San Francisco and Fortaleza Streets. However, because of traffic 
and other environmental concerns, access to Plaza de Armas has been restricted to the peak 
rush hour periods. Route M-2 operates with traffic along Ponce de Leon Avenue in 
Santurce; whereas, Route M-3 uses the contraflow bus lane along the Avenue. 

Route M-4 provides the only through bus service linking the airport with the Hato 
Rey business district. This route uses the existing contraflow bus lanes between Hato Rey 
and Jose de Diego Avenue. 

Although Routes M-2 and M-3 do operate along Ponce de Le6n Avenue in Santurce 
in conflict with the METROMOVIL Route, their service area and limited number of buses 
should not adversely affect the latter, but rather add more service to and from the corridor, 
thus operating as feeders. No publico service is currently operating this route trajectory 
although Linea Palmer and the Calle Loiza - Carolina routes do offer limited service, in the 
farmer's case in Miramar, and in the latter's case in the southeastern edge of EICondado. 
Whereas, this route trajectory (M-2 and M-3) could possibly be operated by a private 
enterprise, the relatively "upscale" and tourist-oriented characteristics of the areas do not 
lend themselves to publico operations. 

Routes M-5 and M-6, on the other hand, conflict directly not only with the MBA and 
publico rout~s serving Barbosa and Borinquen Avenues, but, most importantly,with the 
METROMOVIL Route along the San Juan Rio Piedras Corridor. 

The METROBUS Project 

The DTPW has recently implemented the first stage of the METROBUS Project, 
aimed at improving the publicly operated scheduled bus network in the Old San Juan to Rio 
Piedras Corridor. It is comprised of two basic phases: 

• Phase I (initiated in October 1991) consists of the implementation of an 
exclusive 7.8 mile METROMOVIL bus service between the Covadonga bus 
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terminal in Old San Juan and the Capetillo Terminal in Rio Piedras. This 
service basically supplants the original MBA Route 1. The most significant 
feature of this system is that the METROMOVIL has been contracted to a 
private entity for operations. Phase I also includes the major realignments of 
other MBA routes that will feed the METROMOVIL Corridor, bus lane and 
bus stop improvements between Old San Juan and Hato Rey, the 
reconstruction of the Capetillo Terminal (initiated in March 1992), traffic 
signal and signing improvements, and marketing and information programs 
(see Figure 6). 

• Phase II consists of additional realignments and modifications of MBA routes 
in the region; bus lane and stop improvements in the METROMOVIL 
Corridor between Hato Rey and Rio Piedras, and further development of 
transfer stations to publico service as well as improvements to MBA bus 
terminals. 

Intermediate transfer stations to publico service and interconnections with other MBA 
routes have been provided or are planned at San Geronimo (Old San Juan), Stop 18/R.H. 
Todd Avenue (Santurce ), Stop 26/Charneco, Stop 28 Calle Bolivia and Calle Ing. M. 
Domenech (Betances).4 Headways in each direction are every 4 to 5 minutes. A bus fleet 
of 30 standard coaches, that were purchased exclusively for this service, are assigned to the 
service. METROMOVIL fares have been set at $0.35, although fare and transfer policies 
are still under review, and a fare increase up to $0.50 is proposed. 

METROMOVIL makes extensive use of the exclusive contra-flow bus lanes between 
Rio Piedras and Old San Juan (Covadonga Intermodal Terminal). From the Rfo Piedras 
Capetillo Terminal, the METROMOVIL travels westward via Gandara, Aguada, and 
Domingo Cabrera Streets to Munoz Rivera Avenue. At the latter point the buses turn 
northward and continue with traffic until Domenech Street. From this street to Stop 26, 
north of the Martin Pena Channel, the buses travel on northbound exclusive bus lanes along 
Munoz Rivera Avenue frontage street. From Stop 26 westward, to Miramar in Santurce the 
buses continue on a contra-flow lane along Fernandez Juncos Avenue. Crossing into Old 
San Juan Islet with traffic, the buses enter the Puerta de Tierra Busway to La Marina Street 
(with traffic) and subsequently to the Old San Juan (Covadonga) Intermodal Terminal. 

4At the present time the transfer stations at San Ger6nimo and Betances are not in consideration. 
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On the return trip, the METROMOVIL buses use the Busway and the exclusive 
contra-flow bus lane along Ponce de Leon Avenue for its whole length through Santurce, 
Hato Rey and Rio Piedras until reaching Gandara Street and, subsequently, the Capetillo 
Terminal. 

Since initiation of service in October 1991, the METROMOVIL has .been an 
unqualified success in spite of deteriorating MBA service, which provides the primary feeder 
service. The following table presents recent METROMOVIL patronage (from the 
METROBUS office). Between October 27, 1991 and August 31, 1992, a total of 5,959,148 
passenger trips had been recorded. Average weekday passenger volumes of about 23,500 
have been obtained. The daily volume significance can be appreciated when compared to 
the average daily boardings for Route 1 (MBA) for 1990 which were 10,056.5 The impact 
has been a change of almost 150 percent in boardings, just for the METROMOVIL/Route 
1. It is more significant when one considers that the MBA still plays a major role along the 
North-South Corridor with at least 22 routes providing service along several segments. 

TABLE 1 
METROMOVIL PATRONAGE DATA 

Total Monthly Average Average Average 
Month Passenger Volume Weekday Saturday Sunday 

October 1991 (Partial) 107,725 NIA NIA NIA 
November 497,694 20,058 12,674 8,508 
December 556,358 22,880 12,891 8,333 
January 1992 532,183 25,346 12,670 7,059 
February 560,022 24,109 12,335 8,049 
March 603,774 23,839 12,767 8,412 
April 557,917 23,246 12,985 8,582 
May 567,893 23,065 11,%5 7,867 
June• 748,942 24,155 16,779 12,472 
July 590,417 23,258 11,207 9,608 
August 636,223 25,043 13,191 8,876 

• Includes "Regatta Colon" week 

5"METROBUS Study, Phase II Route Reconfiguration," Metropolitan Bus Authority, Management & Technical 

Consulting Group, Inc. & Multi-Systems, August 1991. 
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The dramatic increase in patronage along the North-South Corridor seems to confirm 
the idea that if a consistent and reliable public transit service is provided, people will tend 
to use it in lieu of autos. 

Phase II METROBUS improvements are being implemented albeit slowly and are 
expected to continue into 1992-93. However, the condition of the MBA is still vulnerable 
and changes have not been implemented as rapidly as first expected. 

Further stages of the METROBUS program have not yet been established in 
sufficient detail for immediate implementation although several possibilities are under 
serious consideration. The possibilities include special METROBUS EXPRESO services 
between Bayamon and Rio Piedras (using the 65th Infantry Expressway [PR-21) right-of-way, 
as well as PR-2 and linking with the Puerto Rico Medical Center); Bayamon and Santurce 
(via PR-2 and PR-22 Toll road); Guaynabo and Old San Juan; and Santurce, Rio Piedras 
and Carolina. At the present time, the Capetillo Bus Terminal in the Rio Piedras CBD is 
being reconstructed to adhere to the METROBUS/METROMOVIL Systems (including 
Phases I and II). Since these future METROBUS stages involve the establishment of new 
routes, it will be necessary for the DTPW and PRHTA to consider the impact of these 
services upon existing and potential publico and private bus services along the same 
corridors. 

Private Bus Services 

State of the Industry 

While the history and tradition of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico may be 
significantly different from the US mainland, the political, governmental, economic, trade 
and tourist influence from the mainland has its significant impact on the transportation 
developments in the Commonwealth land particularly on the San Juan Region. Thus, the 
deterioration of the private transportation (bus) companies followed the patterns established 
on the mainland, and sometimes were even further aggravated, by the limitations of newer 
vehicles and parts due to the higher shipping costs and local taxes. The private bus industry 
in the San Juan Metropolitan Region is approaching extinction, unless some significant and 
favorable changes occur in the marketplace in the near future. 
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Existing Services 

Based on field surveys, PSC information, and interviews, private bus services in the 
SJMR exist with two types of operations, and only a handful of operators providing service 
in each. The two types of service available are as follows: 

• Intercity Lines These lines connect usually a remote community or municipality 
outside the SJMR with San Juan, where the "remote 
community" is not a suburb of San Juan, i.e. not located within 
or very close to the San Juan Metropolitan Area, SJMR. 

These lines provide ''local" services, usually between the Old San 
Juan lntermodal Terminal in San Juan and points like 
Bayamon, or other similar communities within the SJMR, 
before continuing on to their more remote destinations. Most 
of these lines are characterized by one or two buses, and one, 
or at most, two routes served by the same operators. 

• Suburban Lines There are only three lines which fall into this category, however 
they run between 3 to 9 buses each (on the average). These 
lines provide a regular and more "local" bus service among the 
communities of Bayamon, Caguas, Rfo Piedras and San Juan. 

Table 2 provides a summary of all the lines in both categories, as well as some details 
of their service and operating characteristics. 

There are no public subsidies provided to private bus companies. The bus lines in 
both categories tend to be low investment and low cost operations in order to remain 
competitive without any subsidies. Otherwise, they would not be able to compete with the 
heavily subsidized Metropolitan Bus Authority (MBA) operations on the one hand, and the 
large and flexible network of publicos, on the other hand, --and still make a profit. 

The private bus service in the SJMR is focused primarily on the Comerio-Bayam6n
Old San Juan Corridor, with the second major corridor being Caguas - Rio Piedras. The 
buses operate along existing public rights-of-way and typically use the same terminal areas 
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TABLE 2 
PRIVATE BUS LINES OPERATING IN THE SAN JUAN REGION (1992) 

Routes 

A. INTERCllY LINES 

Comerio - Bayam6n 
Comerio - San Juan 

Orocovi'; ·San Ju11n 
Via Comerio &. Bayam6n 

Coroz.al - San Juan 
via Naranjito 

Owner of 
Name of the Line 

Juan J. Leon Carasquillo 
Juan J. Leon Carasquillo 

Jose R Rubero Reyes 

Jose R Padilla Padilla 

Type and 
No of Buses 
Per Line 

2 GMC - 1967's 
2 incl 1 spare 

1 + 1 spare 

2 Ford 1972 

J>Ubaro/METROBUS lnJegration 

Remarks 

20 years in business. 
Sta ff 4 drivers + 1 spare. 
7 days seMcc 4:30A-4:00PM 
Night shift 5:00P-10:00P 
6 one-my trips/day, 2 hrs/trip 
20% l<>QI trips at S.35 
Full trips at S.90 
Revenue $150-190/bus/day/route 
Maintenance 1 mechanic + 1 assistant 
Drivers' pay ~ 25% of fares + meab 
Interconnects with Metromovil 
at Covadonga Terminal and Stop 
18 Santu~) Transfer Station. 

35 years or more in buainess 
Staff 1 driver/owner 
6 days seMcc 
7:00A-ll:OOA to San Juan 
1:55P-5:55P to Orocovi<; 
1 Roundtrip/day; 4 hrs one-way 
55 pu5enger (ave.) S.J. - Bayam6n 
S passenger (ave.) in reverse 
Bayam6n • San Juan. 
Fare S.35 
100 passengers (ave.) beyond 
Bayam6n at S.90 to Comerio at 
$2.25 to Orocovi<; 
Revenue approx. SlOO/day 
Maintenance by owner + friends 
Interconnects with Metromovil 
at Stop 18 and Covandonga. 
"Better bus could double 
ridership" 

2 + brs/uip 
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TABLE 2 
PRIVATE BUS LINES OPERATING IN THE SAN JUAN REGION (1992) 

Owner of 
Routes Name of 1he Line 

A. INTERCIIT LINES (Continued) 

Corozal - San Juan 

Barranquitas - San Juan 

Aguas Buenas-Rio Piedras 

Caguas - Rio Piedras 

B. SUBURBAN LINES 

Bayam6n - Rio Piedras 

Carlos A. Padilla 

Evinga (?) Colon 

NIA 

Jose & Toni Montano 

Cobus (Not in service) 9 
United Bus Line 

Type and 
No of Buses 
Per Line 

1Ford1971 

1Ford1971 

1 Bus 

7-10 GM 76(77 
(including spares) 
Takes 20 to run 
8 buses 

Bayam6n . San Juan Augustine Rosa Cosme 3 GMC 1974 
1 FLXBLE 1973 

TOTAL INTERCrIY BUSES 18-21 
TOTAL SUBURBAN BUSES 13 
GRAND TOTAL 31-34 

PUbaco/METROBUS Integration 

Remarks 

4 hrs/trip Dilcontinued (?) 

N/A 

Origin over 60 years ago. 
35 yrs. Intercity Transit Inc. 
Family ownership 26 yrs. 
Staff owner/mech. + 3 mech's. 
10 drivers full time + spares 
6 days service 4:30A-6:45P 
Bus every 15 min. in rush hour. 
45-60 minutes per trip S.50 each 
6 round trips/day !bus 
Driver pay $7.50/round trip 
$45.00/day; Sl0-12,000/year! 
2300 passengers/day (now) 
Gross revenue Sl,150/day 

Drivers get 30% of fare, S.35 
Service 6:30A-3:00P 
8 trips/bus; 4 round trips/day 
Approx. 1 hr per trip 
Currently very limited sevice 
45 pass./trip 240-260 pass./day 

Permit in Process 
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as publicos and same stops as MBA buses for passenger drop-off and pick-up. Fares for 
trips made within the region are estimated to range from $.35 to $.45. 

Posture in the Marketplace 

Private bus operations, especially the Intercity Bus Lines, have carved out their 
market niche based on the following three factors: 

(1) They are competitive in fares with the publicos and the MBA 

(2) They are well established with 25 to 40 years of continuous and reliable 
service, and 

(3) Arguably, the larger 30 to 40 seat buses may offer more comfort than the 
small, crowed publico vans particularly on longer intercity trips. 

The private bus lines (Suburban Lines) charge slightly more than the MBA ($0.35 
minimum vs $0.25) for service within specified areas of the SJMR, but the fare is the same 
as that of the METROMOVIL The private buses are old, non-air-conditioned vs. MBA's 
and METROBUS's increasingly air-conditioned fleet, yet appear to be surviving due to the 
traditionally available service, its reliability and the occasional neglect or lack of competing 
service on the same route by the MBA 

In order to achieve the lowest possible investment and the low operating costs, the 
private bus operators go into extreme cost saving practices, virtually unknown on the U.S. 
mainland. As presented in Table 2, the majority of the Intercity Line buses (5 Out of 9) 
are 20 years old school buses, while the remainder are 25 years old GMC New Look type 
buses. Similarly, with the exception of one 20 years old Flxible bus, the rest of the Suburban 
Line fleets consist of 16 years to more than 20 years old New Look type buses which are 
kept marginally roadworthy by almost superhuman efforts and "cannibalizing" parts from 
available junk fleet reserves. 

The labor cost saving techniques include more of the time the owner being also the 
operator and/or the mechanic for his bus( es). When more than one bus is involved, they 
establish a non-salaried-driver-to-owner relationship, whereby the drivers receive 25 to 30 
percent of the fares collected on each run driven, supplemented sometimes by means. 
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Passenger Volumes 

With respect to passenger volumes, in the 1979 Metro for San Juan Study it was 
estimated that the private bus lines handled approximately 5. 7 percent of all SJ!vlR bus 
service. Based on 1985 data obtained through public transit studies in Rio Piedras and 
Bayamon, it has been estimated, based upon a recorded 48 peak buses, that the average 
weekday passenger volume was about 11,000 passengers throughout the SJMR. This 
represents approximately 8.9 percent of the total buses service in the SJMR, a considerable 
gain since 1976. However, a more recent (1988) passenger count estimated that 9,000 daily 
trips were being made at that time, or about 4 percent of total public transit trips in the 
SJMR. 

Complete recent private bus passenger data is limited to several incomplete sources. 
The only bus route for which more detailed information is available is the Caguas-Rio 
Piedras route (Villa Blanca Bus Line). This route, one of the Region's more stable and 
apparently more profitable bus operations, operates a 13-mile (one-way) path along highway 
PR-1 between the Municipality of Caguas south of the San Juan Region and the Rfo Piedras 
sector to the north. Table 3 presents a summary of the available information concerning the 
Caguas-Rio Piedras bus route. 

Figure 7 presents estimated daily (12 hour) private bus line bus and passenger 
volumes at selected points throughout the SJMR study area6• As noted in the figure, the 
buses transport approximately 1,672 passenger to and from external SJMR points, the largest 
concentration of bus passengers are found at the Rio Piedras CBD, followed by the 
Bayamon CBD. Approximately 935 passenger trips enter and leave the Old San Juan 
sector; 1,566 trips are registered at the Constitucion Bridge (PR-2); and 1,530 passengers 
cross the Rio Bayamon Bridge (PR-2). 

6Data based on public transit surveys for "San Juan Metropolitan Region Transportation Study", 1990 field 
surveys, and recent counts related to "Interamerican University's Bayam6n Campus, Public Transit Terminal 
Feasibility." 
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TABLE 3 
SUMMARY OF CAGUAS ·RIO PIEDRAS BUS ROUTE OPERATIONS 
As of November 1991 

Number of authorized buses running daily 
Route distance (one-way) 
Capacity per bus 
Average daily passenger per bus per day 
Average number of daily trips per bus 
Average headways 

Average daily: 
1) Revenue per bus day 
2) Cost per bus day 
3) Net revenue per bus day 

7 
13 miles 
60(including standees) 
450 
5 
15 minutes peak periods 
30 minutes off-peak 

$247.50 
$ 61.35 
$141.15 

(Note: All information provided by the PSC. The revenue and operations cost estimates are by the PSC based 
upon its established methodologies.) 

Publico Services 

Puerto Rico's fixed-route, semi-scheduled owner-operated and demand responsive 
publico passenger transportatio.n system is unique within the territorial United States, 
although it is- similar to other systems in the Dominican Republic, Venezuela, Mexico, Brazil, 
and elsewhere. The privately owned and operated vehicles are the Island's dominant public 
transportation service, outside of the central portion of the San Juan Metropolitan area. 
Except for the central service areas of the Metropolitan Bus Authority (MBA), publicos 
Acua-Expreso, and to a lesser extent, private buses, provide the only public transportation 
in the San Juan Region. Figure 8 presents a general route layout of the SJMR publico 
services. 

Publico vehicles in the SJMR are typically regular vans with a design/legal capacity 
of 14 passengers, although the PSC permits an allowable operational capacity of up to 17 
passengers. Publico operators are mostly self-employed, using their individual vehicles for 
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FIGURE 7 PRIVATE BUS LINE DAILY VOLUMES AT 
SELECTED SCREENUNES 
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both transit service and personal use, or work on a commission basis, renting a vehicle, 
paying its owner a previously determined percentage of their daily revenues. The operators 
do not receive any government operating cost subsidies. 

The publico system, in general, offers three types of public transit services: 

1. Intercity (I), providing service directly between towns and cities, for example, 
between Rio Piedras and Carolina (designated 1-62-16), where the two sets of 
numbers denote the respective town. Terminals for each route are normally 
found within each town. 

2. Local (L), or intra urban service, providing service between a town (or central 
urban area) and the outlying suburban and/or rural areas. The local route 
would normally have a terminal space (either curbside or off-street) within the 
town; however, no terminal for the other route end is provided. 

3. Line service which provides for specialized scheduled operations and door to 
door service usually between specific points or generators within the SJMR 
(i.e., the International Airport, Medical Center, Old San Juan, Rio Piedras, 
etc.) and cities external to the SJMR. 

Administratively, publicos are divided into two general groups as reflected by the 
license plate "issued". Vehicles assigned "PD" plates (Publico Dueno) indicate that the 
operator is the owner and sole authorized driver of that vehicle. Based on local tax 
regulations, the "PD" vehicles are exempted from the vehicle tax. On the other hand, 
vehicles assigned "P" plates (Publico) indicate that the vehicle owner does not necessarily use 
the vehicle as his source of income and can lease one or more vehicles to other PSC 
authorized drivers. In this case, "P" vehicles are provided with up to 20% tax exemptions. 

Almost all of the SJMR publico operators are organized into collective units such as 
associations, cooperatives, unions, or federations. Associations and route "unions" are 
typically organizations formed by operators of a specific route. Cooperatives are more 
formal organizations of operators in which members have a more extensive personal 
financial stake in the organization including such services as revenue producing gasoline and 
maintenance facilities and benefit programs (i.e., health and death benefits). Federations 
tend to be larger organizations formed from various associations and/or cooperatives, mainly 
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for the purpose of providing, among others, lobbying capabilities with the government (PSC, 
DTPW and other agencies as well as the legislature and executive branches). 

1be PSC has regulatory authority over the franchising of publico routes, operators, 
the inspection of vehicles, establishing vehicle capacities, and fares. The PSC holds hearings 
and public meetings on publico service issues. The DTPW's authority over publico service 
is limited to operator licensing, vehicle registration (and issuing of license plates) and the use 
of state roads for stops and terminals. The municipalities are limited mainly to terminal 
facilities, both curb and off-street, non-state and properties. 

Based upon a detailed, updated inventory of the publicos serving within the SJMR, 
conducted by the PSC during the latter part of 1991, a total of 124 routes were identified 
and surveyed. Table 4 presents a summary of the basic publico inventory and service by 
municipality (where each route is based). This inventory does not include any of the "line" 
or airport services. Appendix A presents a more detailed route inventory and service 
characteristics. 

Table 4 presents a comparison of the number of authorized vehicles as per the PSC's 
files, the actual number of vehicles in operation and the maximum number of vehicles 
operating on a per day basis. The initial PSC files indicated a total of 3,022 vehicles within 
the 124 routes, whereas the actual number in operation was 2,186 or 72.3 percent of the 
originally authorized vehicles. This indicates that the PSC files were not reflecting the true 
number of authorized operators and that the need to update the inventories was highly 
justified. 

In adqition to establishing actual route inventories, the PSC field survey confirmed 
earlier findings of the San Juan Region Transportation Study (1990) that several routes were 
no longer in operation. Many of these were routes that tended to be small (less than 5 
vehicles). The operators of these routes either abandoned services or were incorporated 
into other larger routes or went on to establish new routes. 

Table 5 presents a list of those publicos routes that were found (through the PSC's 
own survey) to no longer be in operation as of late 1991. A total of 26 routes and up to 106 
vehicles no longer operate although some vehicles/operators (not accurately documented) 
have been integrated into other established routes. Of the total non-operational routes, 
seventeen consisted of only one (1) vehicle and five (5) consisted of only two (2) vehicles. 
Only one route had five (5) vehicles; whereas, three (3) routes had more than twenty 
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TABLE 4 
SUMMARY OF SJMR PUBLICO INVENTORY AND SERVICE CHARACTERISTICS Cl) 

Daily Daily Total 
Number Number Average One-Way Daily(12 Hour) Average Per 
Authorized Working Working Vehicle Route Passenger 

Municipality Vehicles ~ Vehicles ~ Passe nee rs Vehicle Trip 

Bayam6n 995 757 489 5,052 51,273 10.2 
76.1% 49.1% 

Can6nvaaas 152 90 54 542 4,874 9.0 
59.2% (2) 35.5% 

Caroliaa 151 99 55 414 6,552 15.8 
65.6% 36.4% 

Caullo 104 63 48 601 5,919 9.8 
60.6% 46.2% 

Dorado 27 25 9 243 1,417 5.8 
92.6% 33.3% 

Guaynabo 71 49 34 640 2,189 3.4 
69.0% 47.9% 

Loiza 34 40 24 351 4,269 12.1 
117.6% 70.6% 

Rlo Grande 82 59 38 423 2,889 6.8 
72.0% 46.3% 

Rlo Piedras 1,218 880 671 6,068 88,036 14.5 
72.2% 55.1% 

Saa Juan (3) 103 63 55 385 5,977 15.5 
61.1% 53.4% 

Toa Alta 33 23 14 244 1,343 5.5 
69.7% 42.2% 

Toa Baja 19 19 8 104 992 9.5 
100.0% 42.1 <Jt 

Trujillo Alto 33 19 16 263 935 3.6 
57.6% 48.5% 

Tot.tis 3,0lZ l,180 1,515 15,330 176,665 11.S 
72.~ 58.l"I. 

Note: (1) Tbil summary ii based upon the survey infornution collected by the PR Public Service Commission during 
mid to late 1991. The summary does not include interurban, externa~ 'line' publico routes that provide 
tcrvicc between San Juu or Rlo Piedras and cities outside the San Juan Region. Publicos operating 
from the IDtemational Airpon were abo not included:· 

(2) Percentages based upon 1111mber of authorized vchiclies. 

(3) lDcludes Saaturce. 
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TABLE 5 
SJMR PUBLICO ROUTES NO LONGER IN OPERATION (1991) 

Municipality and Route 

Guaynabo 
1. Hanna Maria Apts. via Bello Monte 
2. Hato Nuevo 
3. Marney I 
4. C.Olinas Metropolitanos 

Bayam6n 
1. Manatf 
2. Moro~ 

3. Toa Alta Heights 
4. Los Domfnicos 
5. C.Olinas de Toa Baja 
6. Barriada Ortiz, Toa Baja 

Dorado 
1. Bo. Espinosa - Vega Alta 
2. Bo. Rio Lajas 
3. Bo. Kuilan 
4. Bo. Cerro Gordo 
5. San Juan via Bayam6n 

Toa Alta 
1. Bo. Quebrada Cruz, Cuco 
2. Sectores Marina, Rinc6n, Carr #167 
3. Toa Alta Heights - Bayam6n 

Toa Baja 
1. Parcelas San Jose 

Rio Piedras 
1. Santa Rita de Gurabo via Trujillo Alto 

Carolina 
1. Villa Carolina 
2. lngenio 
3. Sector Pagan via Barrazas 
4. Torrecillas, .Buena Vista 

Trujillo Alto 
1. Carrafzo 
2. Gurabo 

Number of Vehicles 

1 
1 
2 
1 

1 
24 
2 
1 
1 
2 

1 
2 
1 
1 
1 

23 
1 
1 

2 

1 

27 
1 
1 
1 

5 
1 
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vehicles. This statistic would seem to indicate that minor routes (of less than 5 vehicles) are 
more difficult to maintain especially if the route conflicts almost directly with larger, 
established routes. 

Of the three routes with more than twenty vehicles, their demise came about either 
by the elimination or relocation of the principal trip generator (i.e. Villa Carolina - Carolina 
depended upon the UPR's former regional campus) or a significant shift in ridership to 
other routes or destinations. 

The actual number of vehicles found to be operating on any one particular weekday 
was estimated at 1,515 or 69.3 percent of the total of revised route vehicles. This condition 
reflects (1) the recognized need to maintain updated files and figures on the actual number 
of authorized and operational publico vehicles, and (2) a high proportion of routes that have 
to operate their vehicles on a half inventory per alternate day basis. 

Daily publicos passenger and vehicle trips in the SJMR account for approximately 
176,665 trips and 15,330 trips, respectively during the main 12-hour operating period 
between 6 AM and 6 PM. The average vehicle occupancy is estimated at 11.5 passengers 
per vehicles. The total estimated publico capacity is 34,975 seats of which only 24,240 seats 
are available on a per day basis. 

A total of 47 (37.9 percent) of the 124 identified routes are designated as interurban 
routes and the remainder (77, 62.1 percent) are classified as local routes. Based on the 
route inventory, there are approximately a total of 2,282 route miles available. Operating 
periods normally extend from very early morning (before 4 AM on some major route) to 5-6 
PM for the majority of the routes (very few operate beyond 6 PM). Publicos fares are 
distance based and established by the PSC. Fares within the region range from a minimum 
of $.35 to a maximum of $2.00, with an average fare per trip of $0. 76. Gross annual income 
averages $8,850 per operator, as estimated by the PSC. (Based upon the publico inventory 
and revenue/costs data provided by the PSC, the SJMR publico operators have a net daily 
income of $37.72 or an average yearly income of about $9,800.) Fares are the only source 
of publico-car operator finances, other than tax and licensing fee exemptions associated with 
vehicle purchase and registration for public transportation purposes. The only other public 
subsidy source for publico operations is the construction of publico terminals. 
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Terminal facilities are usually found within the central areas of each municipality. Up 
until the early 1980's, publico terminals were normally restricted to designated curbside 
areas. As of April 1992, major publico terminal structures (off-street garages or lots) are 
found in Dorado (with two small, enclosed terminals), Toa Baja (very limited covered area 
for its only operational route), Bayamon (with two major facilities with over 700 spaces plus 
various smalJer route terminals throughout the CBD), Guaynabo, Rio Piedras, Carolina, 
Trujillo Alto, Loiza, Can6vanas (two terminals, neither yet in operation) and Catano (lot 
serving the Ferry Terminal). 

Rio Grande has recently completed its new terminal and will begin operations shortly. 
In Catafio's case, the city has recently begun the construction of publico terminal garage 
facility. A second terminal facility for Rio Piedras is still in the site selection stages. Toa 
Alta is also considering the viability of a publico terminal. The San Juan municipal 
government is currently reconsidering the proposal for a publico terminal facility just north 
of the Old San Juan Intermodal Terminal (Covadonga). 

One of th~ important aspects of the publicos that differentiate them from the MBA 
is that the establishment of the routes is made upon the initiative of the operator(s) based 
often upon perceived market demands without entering into complex, staged planning 
processes. The extent of their service depends highly upon actual demand and service 
limitations (number of vehicles, accessibility, hours of service, etc.). 
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5. 

PUBLIC TRANSIT SERVICE COORDINATION AND INTEGRATION ISSUES 

The integration of public transit services into an improved regional transportation 
·system involves combining three different types of service, operations and organization. 
Ideally, the goal would be to provide one system whose elements operate in sync, with 
reliable schedules, and centralized administration. However, the SJMR presents a system 
with thousands of individual administrations, with these formed into over one hundred larger 
but still somewhat unstable elements. Realistically, there is no effective means of providing 
a fully "integrated service". Each element, whether it be bus or publico, has numerous issues 
associated with them that must be considered within the context of service "integration". 

Publico Service Quality and Coordination Issues 

General observations of SJMR publico service include: 

1. A continuing yearly diminishing number of publico passengers have been 
recorded due, in part, to an everincreasing auto ownership level. A specific 
example is Bayamon. In a recent publico terminal evaluation report10, it was 
reported that in 1981 the publico passenger volumes for the Bayamon CBD 
were approximately 54,543 daily. By 1987 this volume had been reduced to 
about 39,414 daily. This represents an average annual negative rate of -5.27% 
between fiscal years 1981 and 1987. During the same period, automobile 
registration in Bayamon increased by an annual positive rate of 5.23%. 

1°"Study and Evaluation of Existing Publico Vehicle Terminals in Bayam6n, Caguas, and Mayaguez," Final 

Report, DTPW, MTCG, Inc. Nov. 1989. 
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Other factors affecting publico (and general transit) service in the San Juan 
Region include the perceived or real deterioration of the quality of service 
(poor service, low frequencies of service, unavailability of service during 
certain hours, uncomfortable vehicles, unreliability, etc.). 

Although these factors seem to confirm the decline in transit usage 
regionwide, it does confirm also that the publicos remain the major mode of 
public transit in the SJMR. 

2. Heated competition amongst all modes exists along major corridors such as 
highways PR-1, PR-2, PR-3, PR-21, and PR-167. Numerous publico routes 
tend to be concentrated along these "common" corridors, all competing for the 
same passengers (including those associated with the MBA). For example, 
there are at least 13 Rio Piedras based publico routes and three MBA routes 
operating along PR-3 between Rio Piedras on the west and highway PR-181 
on the east, a segment length of 1.2 kilometers (0. 73 miles). Even between 
PR-181 and Rio Piedras there are nine publico routes and two MBA Routes 
serving part or all of the corridor. Nevertheless, all of these publico routes 
remain economically viable. 

3. Publicos generally require high vehicle ·acquisition and operating costs. 
Operators entering or establishing a route must bear all the costs starting with 
the acquisition of the vehicle (a new 17 passenger van may cost over $35,000 
before taxes) and continuing with all operating and maintenance costs. As 
determined by the evaluation route characteristics (see Appendix B), the 
average net revenues tend to be less than $40 a day, without considering 
factors such as insurance beyond the "no-fault" required in Puerto Rico. In 
some cases, this provides an incentive to provide more service (produce more 
revenue); but in other instances, this could force operators out of business or 
to join other routes. 

4. There is a general lack of security for operators and passengers resulting in 
scarce late afternoon and evening publico service. This is one of the factors 
(the other being Jong working hours) affecting potential evening service 
throughout Puerto Rico. Although the PSC does allow a fare surcharge 
applicable after 6 PM, only a handful of routes provide this extra service (i.e. 
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Bayamon-Santa Juanita), and very often its application is left up to the 
discretion of the individual operator. 

5. Service area/route competition with higher capacity vehicles (buses) is 
prevalent in the central San Juan areas with competition along the Rio 
Piedras - Bayamon, Bayamon - San Juan, and Rio Piedras - Carolina 
corridors. 

6. There exists a perceived lack of attention to publicos by the state government 
agencies and to a limited degree by the municipalities. This is one of the most 
voiced complaints by the operators. Although the municipalities (in 
coordination with the DTPW) have aided publicos through the provision of 
off-street terminals (costing up to several million dollars) and special vehicle 
tax and license tag fees exemptions are provided on the state level, operators 
tend to complain about high operating costs, high insurance rates (the majority 
of the operators have no insurance ·other than the obligatory "no-fault" 
insurance), high interest rates on new and used vehicle purchasing, and their 
perceived unequal and unfair subsidizing of the MBA 

7. Safety and comfort are below desirable levels in many instances. Public transit 
user surveys within the SJMR have consistently found that a considerable 
number of publico riders are concerned about vehicle safety (made more 
acute with complaints of speeding) and the quality and comfort of service, 
particularly overcrowding, insufficient seating comfort, and high interior 
temperatures. 

8. Service hours on less heavily patronized routes are at times irregular and 
service frequencies are highly variable. This is because the publico operator 
has no financial incentive to offer frequent service during periods of low 
demand. There are no disincentives which might encourage him to modify 
this highly rational behavior. 

9. Stops and routes are not clearly designated and are subject to change. In 
effect there are no official stops other than at piiblico terminals. This gives 
piiblicos great freedom of operation but can cause confusion and safety 
concerns among users. Furthermore, there is little public information 
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available through the PSC, or other agencies, on publico services offered in 
the region, their fare levels and points of access. 

10. There is a lack of coordination in service and fares between publico and 
scheduled bus services. This is evident from the fact that bus and publico 
terminals often have been constructed separately and often several blocks 
apart. lntermodal transfers are inconvenient. Even the current planning 
efforts of the Municipality of San Juan to construct publico terminals in Old 
San Juan and west Rio Piedras are not being fully coordinated with the PSC, 
let alone the MBA and other public transportation operators. 

From the standpoints of service and operations, lack of coordination results 
in policy conflicts among operators and inefficient, ineffective delivery of 
services. 

11. Intermodal integration between publicos and buses is currently occurring 
although not necessarily as a planned happening. A good example is the bus 
and publico operations in the Bayamon CBD wherein the MBA and publicos 
share an off-street terminal and riders are provided with excellent accessibility 
and transfer mobility. In addition, MBA service is provided with nearby bus 
stops permitting direct user access to and from the Kuilan and Guardarrama 
Terminals. 

Private Bus Line Service and Coordination Issues 

General observations of the private bus line service include: 

1. Without some additional, indirect assistance or support, the private bus 
operations may continue to decline and approach extinction. The mere fact 
that both intercity and suburban private bus lines remain in existence, through 
the stubborn determination and extraordinary methods of operations by their 
owners, is proof of their viability. 

2. Intermodal integration between METROBUS, METROMOVIL and private 
bus Jines is occurring under market demand and requires only continued 
encouragement. At this time, "integration" is limited to the availability of 
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passenger interconnection with METROMOVIL at the Stop 18 (Parada 18) 
transfer area in Santurce. 

3. The quality of the highways and roads where the private bus lines operate are 
very critical for the maintenance cost and life expectancy of the old buses used 
in these services. Unfortunately, various segments of the local roads over 
which the buses operate are often in fair to poor conditions, with the most 
destructive element for buses: potholes. 

4. The increasing costs, as well as the increasing scarcity of the inexpensive but 
rugged, used buses, places the operation of private bus lines in jeopardy due 
to the lack of running inventory. 

5. High maintenance costs, as well as scarcity of parts, limit the viability and 
expansion or growth of the private bus lines. 

6. The private bus operations depend almost totally on passengers who are 
familiar with their services, bus stops and schedules, all of which are not 
readily available to the general public. 

7. There are four basic problem areas that have been generally identified as 
barriers to greater cooperation between the public and private sectors. These 
problem areas, which can be also be considered applicable to publicos, are: 

• Non-responsive bureaucratic rules, regulations, and authority; 

• Inequitable cost and operational comparisons between the public 
(MBA) and private operators; 

• Inadequate service specifications on which to base business and 
financial decisions; and 

• The government using local and federal monies to subsidize public 
operations (i.e. the MBA) that directly compete with private operators 
in a manner that is generally perceived as an unlevel field of play. 
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Public Transit Service Integration Issues 

In order to assess the degree of public transportation service integration of the SJMR 
modes, these are several issues that must be reviewed. These include: 

1. The definition of service areas for each mode. 

2. Fare integration 

3. Distribution of incentives 

4. Interagency coordination and assignment of responsibilities 

5. Monitoring of service performance 

6. Enforcement of regulations regarding vehicle safety standards and route 
franchises. 

7. Transfers and accessibility 

Definition of Service Areas for Each Mode 

The current SJMR public transportation system's distribution of service is relatively 
simple. The MBNMETROBUS operates almost exclusively within a general triangular area 
with the SO'qthern baseline extending from the Bayamon CBD in the west, eastward along 
the PR-21 corridor to the Rio Piedras CBD and further east along the PR-3 corridor to the 
Carolina CBD. The apex of the triangle is Old San Juan (see Figure ---). Some peripheral 
MBA service is found in the Levittown, Guaynabo and Trujillo Alto sectors. Publicos 
dominate exclusively the rest of the SJMR. 

In reviewing the current service areas, the MBNMETROBUS operates within the 
more highly densified urban corridor (North-South Corridor) which also contains many of 
the major trip generators as described in Chapter 4. Some publico services are available but 
usual1y restricted to specific corridors serving larger areas of low income population. 
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Since its inception, the MBA has been defined by law as the exclusive service mode 
for the San Juan Metropolitan Area (as defined by the Census). In fact, the MBA has the 
legal ability to oppose any private sector routes which it feels may interfere with its 
operations and service areas. However, other than those publicos which had their routes 
''grandfathered" in, the decline of quality service by the MBA has opened the door for more 
central urban publico service. A case in point 'is the Rio Piedras - Barrio Obrero route (L-
62-27). This route began several years ago to operate illegally along the Barbosa -
Borinquen Corridor. Although the MBA fought this route through legal channels, the results 
was favorable to the publico operators since the MBA could not support its own 
requirement for adequacy in service. 

There are two basic options that can be considered for service area definition: 

1. Maintain the existing service distribution, as previously described, permitting 
publico and private bus routes to service within the designated MBA area only 
after careful evaluation and planning to determine needs and impacts. 

2. Open up the entire SJMR service area to all modes and let the market forces 
decide the viability of each. 

The first alternative would require more advanced levels of interagency and 
private/public sector cooperation and coordination. Service expansion by any mode should 
be processed and evaluated through a fast and acceptable format that should include 
consideration of transit service conditions, needs and intermodal coordination. 

This alternative can also clearly define a more systematic service distribution that can 
address the needs of the higher density areas through the use of higher capacity vehicles. 
The outer areas can be served by lower capacity vehicles, such as publicos, but at the same 
time provide a feeder service for the higher capacity elements. 

The second alternative generally consists of opening up all of the major transit 
corridors to more competition. This will help to provide the transit user with a highe~ mode 
selection and even more competitive fares in some areas. 

This alternative, however, would still require the establishment of fixed routes, and, 
in some cases, more formal schedules. Even though competition may be good for the public, 
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too much competition can result in operators looking towards the more profitable routes, 
abandoning various service areas, and others could be forced out of the business altogether. 

In either alternative, increased private sector participation must be stressed. This can 
be accomplished as in the case of METROMOVIL wherein the government agency 
(PRHTA) contracts a private company to operate the route under specified conditions. The 
MBA or DTPW and PRHTA can do the same thing in other sectors with either publico or 
private bus operators. This action shall be taken only under strictly defined and controlled 
conditions inducting route trajectories, fares, and schedules, and with the necessary planning 
coordination. 

As such, both alternatives are oriented towards the government's stated public transit 
goals as presented in Chapter 3. 

Fare Integration 

One of the most difficult aspects in the consideration of public transit service 
integration is that of fare integration. The goal of fare integration is basically to assure a 
consistent and equitable fare structure that permits a reasonable cost to the user and provide 
a fair revenue return for the mode or modes involved, especiaily when transfers are 
prevalent. 

The establishment of one common integrated fare system is difficult to accomplish 
due to the need to establish a control mechanism for the distribution of fare revenues 
amongst the operators. This is made even more difficult when there is no one agency 
charged with this control. 

As of the date of the preparation of this report, there is no type of fare integration 
(i.e., transfer fares) available on any of the SJMR's transportation systems. All trips 
(boardings) pay full fare whether it is the ferry (AcuaExpreso ferry or its shuttle bus), the 
MBA, METROMOVIL, publicos or private buses. This is due to the fact that all of the 
private operators/routes are independent of other operators/routes, both organizationally and 
financially. 

The publicos and private buses fares are established by the PSC and these tend to 
be equitable along common corridors. For example, a trip between Carolina and Rio 
Piedras (east to west direction) would cost basically the same on the Rio Piedras - Carolina 
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route (I-62-16) as on the Rio Piedras - Loiza route (1-62-45) or Rfo Piedras - Fajardo (I-62-
27) routes. On the other hand, the return west to east trip may be charged differently than 
the Rio Piedras - Carolina route since the operators of the Loiza and Fajardo routes can 
charge the higher full fare even if the passenger gets off before reaching Carolina. 

The MBA and METROMOVIL systems do not have fare integration due mainly to 
differences in administrative and operational characteristics. The lack of adequate 
coordination also comes into play. In this case it may seem more inappropriate since both 
systems are funded (re: subsidized) with public funds although the METROMOVIL is 
operated by a private entity. 

The most notable failure in cooperation and coordination is the Ports Authority's and 
the MBA's full fare schedule for AcuaExpreso without transfer fares between each mode. 
Although these two agencies are government entities, the Ports Authority is an autonomous 
entity which operates based on bonds plus revenues from its numerous facilities. The ferry 
service is not a principal function .. of the Authority and as such it must make up any losses 
from the other revenue sources. 

Distribution of Incentives 

Even though public transit service in the SJMR is provided by both the public and 
private sectors, the level of subsidization or incentive varies due to the nature of each sector. 
The public sector has the advantage of the availability of local and federal funds but is under 
the obligation of public policy to provide affordable public transit service even if it means 
operating at a "loss". The private sector, however, is not obligated to provide non-profitable 
service and has a higher level of flexibility with respect to service administration, route 
coverage and fares. 

Two of the major observed discrepancies m the type and degree of incentives 
available to each sector are: 

1. The public sector can utilize local and federal funds for vehicle purchases, 
maintenance, construction of terminals and special facilities, operations, etc. 
Fares can account for less than one-quarter of the actual operating costs. 
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The private sector must purchase its vehicles (normally on an individual basis) 
on the open market, with its much higher prices, pay taxes on the vehicles and 
gasoline, and pay for their own maintenance and operations, all from their 
sole revenue source: fares. 

On the other hand, the private operators have been provided with some 
incentives such as annual license fee exemptions, excise tax exemptions upon 
the purchase of new vehicles (up to full exemption if the vehicle is the 
operator's sole source of income), fare surcharge for evening service, and 
route exclusive "rights" of a through the fixed route regulations. In addition, 
the local governments have invested funds (local and federal) in the 
construction of terminals and passenger shelters (stops). 

2. The public sector can afford full coverage insurance due to its size of 
operations. The private operators lack, in the majority of the cases, individual 
insurance due to its high prices on the current market. Individual operators 
are obligated to pay for the state insurance, common to all vehicle owners on 
the Island. Some routes have formed cooperatives which help to overcome 
some of the excess costs. 

lnteragency Coordination and Assignment of Responsibilities 

The current distribution of agency responsibilities has DTPW and PRHT A 
responsible for transportation planning, funding allocations (as a clearing house) and 
construction .of transportation facilities. The PSC is a regulatory agency with a very limited 
planning role oriented towards individual route needs and operations and with its main 
responsibility in the authorization of routes and establishing fares. 

Up until recently, the PSC was the only agency that dealt directly on any level with 
the publicos and private buses; whereas, the DTPW was more oriented towards roadway and 
large scale transit planning, in the latter case usually assuming that the private operators 
could readily adhere to any changes, no matter how drastic. Practically all federal and local 
funds went to the public sector systems. 

This situation has changed since the early 1980's, when local and federal funds began 
to be allocated in larger amounts for the planning design and construction of publico 
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terminals and for municipal and subregional public transit improvement studies dealing 
specifically with publicos and private bus lines. 

Fortunately, the significant importance of the private sector has been formally 
recognized through public policy however, the roles of the agencies are virtually the same. 
Nevertheless, the PSC has begun to expand its role to coordinate publico and private bus 
information with the DTPW and MBA, especially with respect to regional planning. 

Monitoring of Service Performance 

For too many years (before the 1980's), the publico and private bus operations were 
virtually taken for granted and, except for the PSC and some local municipal governments, 
ignored. Much of the government's efforts to improve public transit was focused upon the 
MBA and corresponding roadway and related transit improvements. As such, the 
government was able to set up advanced data collection and analysis procedures to assess 
the MBA's operations. This was extremely useful especially when federal funding (capital 
and operating) ~came available. However, no concentrated effort in a similar manner was 
made of the private sector. 

With the opportunity to increase transit funding in the SJMR, the decline in MBA 
ridership, and the success of the METROMOVIL, the need to more accurately monitor the 
private sector operations becomes more paramount. The monitoring goes beyond just 
preparing a vehicle and operator inventory or doing special limited fare studies. It has now 
become essential to record a much expansive series of system performance measures as 
discussed in Chapter 4. 

The agency more appropriate to monitor the private sector at this stage is the PSC. 
The information accumulated can be readily transmitted to the DTPW for regional planning 
analysis. 

Enforcement of Regulations (Safety and Franchises) 

The PSC is the agency with the responsibility of assuring the use of appropriate and 
safe vehicles for transit services and the authorization and monitoring of route franchises. 
The PSC has the legal authority and expertise to handle these responsibilities. 
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However, when considering integration of services, the question arises as to what 
extent can the PSC oversee the public sector vehicles with·respect to safety, fares and route 
franchises. More importantly, it is necessary to define to what extent should the PSC be 
involved in the SJMR's transportation planning. 

Transfers and Accessibility 

An essential aspect of intermodal coordination is to assure efficient and effective 
transfers and accessibility to the various modes of public transit. This may begin with the 
planning of terminal and transfer facilities to assure proper access and circulation of the 
vehicles and pedestrians. All modes should be accommodated either within the same facility 
or have provided a means to reduce transfer times and distances. 

The Catano ferry terminal is a good example of an effective, although simple, 
intermodal area. The ferries, publicos, and MBA buses are within a very short walking 
distance of each other providing for ferry-publico, ferry-bus, or bus-publico transfers within 
a compact area. This good system will be changed with the future implementation of the 
Catano Publico Terminal to be located several hundred feet to the west of the present 
publico lot. The terminal does not provide for MBA buses and results in a longer walking 
distance to the ferry and bus terminals. 

This situation is also a good example of the lack of adequate planning and, most 
importantly, interagency coordination. The most effective area for the construction of the 
publico terminal was the area immediately fronting of the ferry terminal. A combined 
publico/bus terminal and parking garage would have further enhanced the intermodal 
transferability and accessibility, as well as augmenting the off-street parking capacity for 
private vehicles. This action would have enhanced the overall viability of the AcuaExpreso 
system. 

Vehicle yYpes 

The current main vehicle used by almost all of the publico operators in the SJMR is 
the 14-17 passenger vans. There is no standardized make or model (but exclusively 
American made vehicles; Dodge, Ford, Plymouth, and Chevrolet); however, the PSC does 
require minimum seating dimensions, door types, and standard window arrangements. There 
is also no standardized color scheme. It should be noted, though, that these vehicles do tend 
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to be individualized to some degree since the vehicles also often serve as the owner's main 
personal vehicle and sole source of income. 

The MBA buses tend to be a mix of standard air conditioned, city coaches seating 
between 45-60 passengers. There are still a few much higher capacity articulated buses. 
The private bus lines have older (averaging more than 20 years old) coaches, with seating 
capacities between 45-60 passengers. 

Since the late 1970's, publico operators have . been exposed to larger, more 
comfortable vehicles which are actually converted vans with slightly wider chaises, 17 
passenger capacities (although some vehicles can accommodate more), and center aisle 
passage, providing room for standees. Several of these vehicles are currently in service 
although not in significant numbers. However, there are several routes, such as Rfo Piedras 
- Centro Medico (L-62-06) and Rfo Piedras - Bo. Obrero (L-62-27) which have dozens of 
these vehicles in operation (albeit limited to a capacity of 17 passengers as per regulations). 
These routes have high ridership, compete directly and successfully with the MBA buses, and 
serve special generators such as the Medical Center. Thus, comfort and ease of accessibility 
are major factors for maintaining ridership. 

Publico vehicles preferences in the SJMR have progressed within the past three 
decades, changing from 5-6 passenger sedans, to 8-9 passenger "checkers" and station 
wagons, to 12-14 passenger mini-vans, to 17 passenger "maxi-vans" and "mini-buses". These 
changes have occurred due mainly to higher demand on some routes, more economical and 
efficient operations resulting from higher capacity and more fuel efficient vehicles, and 
increasing competition from newer, improved MBA buses. 

The present issue concerning publicos vehicles is should publico operators be allowed 
to use vehicles with capacities in excess of the current 17 passenger maximum? Two factors 
that are involved are (1) the need for these larger capacity vehicle based on current supply 
and demand and (2) capital and operating costs associated with the higher capacity vehicles. 

With respect to the first factor, an assessment of the performance measures for the 
SJMR publicos (Chapter 4) indicates that there are at least two routes, Rio Piedras -
Carolina (I-62-16) and Bayamon - Catano (I-11-17), which have the ridership that could 
more readily sustain larger vehicles. However, whereas, the Bayamon - Catano route has 
a more favorable cost recovery ratio, the Rfo Piedras - Carolina route has a more moderate 
ratio due to the much higher level of competition along its service corridor. The 
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introduction of higher capacity vehicles on this route would probably help that specific route 
but it would seriously affect the smaller routes within the corridor. 

Increased ridership potential notwithstanding, opposition from other operators, 
including those within each route who cannot afford the vehicle, the size and use of the 
vehicle can preclude it from general use. It must be pointed out that the publico vehicle 
normally represents the operators' family vehicle also. Whereas, vans can be readily used 
as a family vehicle, 11mini-buses11 do not have that flexibility. 

The other principal factor costs, is critical to the operators. Although the actual 
purchase cost differential between a maxi-van and a 11mini-bus11 can range between $5,000-
10,000, the much larger buses also have much higher maintenance and parts costs. Also, the 
type of vehicle will require insurance costs (bus workshops are not common in Puerto Rico 
but parts and body shops for common vans are plentiful) and larger storage areas (regular 
vans can be easily stored in the typical carport found in Puerto Rican homes). These higher 
operating costs would then have to be reflected in higher fares. 
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6. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Full administrative and operational integration of the current SJMR public 
transportation services is not possible to accomplish under the present conditions. A 
primary reason for this is the notable diversity of the existing modes in terms of vehicle 
types, route and organizational characteristics (including differences between private and 
public ownership), tariff structure, and the inability to establish an overall transfer fare 
system. 

Ideally, full system integration would require an equitable distribution of fare 
revenues and the integrated coordination of schedules between modes. Nevertheless, a 
general level of integration can be achieved in terms of modal accessibility by improving 
transferability and service coverage of the existing services. 

This section presents a series of policy, operational, administrative and regulatory 
recommendations that would benefit Publico/METROBUS/Private Bus Line service 
integration to the extent possible. Several previously developed policies and 
recommendations for publico and private bus policies and operations have been presented 
in Chapter 3. Many of the policies and recommendations are still valid and should be 
implemented. The following includes a series of new recommendations, and, in many cases, 
the modification or expansion of previous recommendations, with respect to integration of 
publico and METROBUS services. Where applicable, cost impacts and funding sources are 
described. In addition, a general implementation schedule is presented. 

Public Agencies Responsible for Implementation and Funding of Public Transit 
Improvements 

The following is a brief review of the local government agencies that are responsible 
for the development and implementation of SJMR public transportation policies and plans 
and their funding. 
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The Department of Transportation and Public Works (DTPW) is the key umbrella 
organization for all transportation modes and matters and is responsible for transportation 
planning in Puerto Rico including the San Juan Metropolitan Region. As such, the DTPW 
is the designated focus of the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) which is also the 
designated recipient and interface of all Federal Transit Administration (Ff A) assistance for 
Puerto Rico. The DTPW may, at the Secretary's and Ff A's discretion, delegate direct 
interaction of subgrantees with the Ff A The MBA and the Ports Authority (operating the 
AcuaExpreso) are such examples; however, the DTPW is still "in the loop" and retains 
certain oversight over all Ff A matters. 

The Puerto Rico Highway and Transportation Administration (PRHTA) has recently 
received additional oversight responsibilities over the MBA which is paralleling some of the 
developments at the federal level, where under the Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act (!STEA) of December 1991, interchangeability and coordination of Federal 
Transit and Federal Highway Administration programs, assistance and funding is increasingly 
possible. 

Clearly, the PRHT A, which prior to this expansion of its role was responsible for all 
highway planning and construction in Puerto Rico with a heavy direct interface with the 
Federal Highway Administration, now is increasingly becoming a contributor and participant 
in all facets of transportation planning. It is understood that PRITT A obtains Federal 
Highway Administration Planning Research funds alone of typically $1.6 million in FY91, 
$2.4 million in FY92, and $2.8 to 3.0 million estimated for FY93, which, of course, is just a 
small fraction of the Federal Highway Administration's construction and maintenance 
funding assistance. 

The Public Service Commission is the key regulatory and oversight agency for the 
privately owned publicos and buses governed by Law No. 109 (see Chapter 3). The PSC is 
an independent commission, not part of the governor's cabinet, and functions under its five 
governor-appointed commissioners and president. 

The PSC's budget is derived exclusively from the Commonwealth's general fund to 
cover its operating expenses. Its Fiscal Year 1992-93 budget is approximately $7.5 million 
(PSC FY1992/1993 Budget Document and Work Plan). 

The PSC has no available planning funds other than those used for its own internal 
planning which is dominated by the introduction of automation and modern data handling, 

Page 12$ 



Ba.rton-Aschman AssociaJes, Inc. Publico/METROBUS Integration 

storage and verification systems demanded by evergrowing statistical and quasi-judicial files, 
standards, notices, hearing, franchises, licenses, announcements, regulations, renewals, 
complaints, etc. 

General Recommendations 

• A special Interagency Technical Committee on Public Transportation 
(ITCPT) dealing with the integration of public transportation services in the 
SJMR should be established. 

This committee should be composed of planning and transportation technical 
personnel representing the DTPW, PRHT A, PSC, MBA, Ports Authority, and 
each of the SJMR municipalities. The objective of this special group is to 
work in a cooperative and coordinated manner in the development of a 
comprehensive intermodal integration plan and present this plan to all of the 
government agency directors and SJMR mayors for comment, approval and 
subsequent implementation. 

• The PSC should maintain its current regulatory responsibilities (including 
fare and route establishment) and allow the DTPW to engage in the primary 
levels of regional transportation planning. 

The PSC should continue and further enhance its involvement in 
transportation but restricted mainly to route monitoring, data collection, route 
authorization, and fares. This will require continuous coordination and 
cooperation with the DTPW, PRHT A, PR Ports Authority and MBA 
(particularly through the recommended Interagency Technical Committee), 
and most likely increased funding to improve the aforementioned duties. 

• The PSC should not establish publico or bus routes of its own volition. 

Possibly the most significant aspect of the private transit systems is that the 
operators, and not any government agency, are the ones who initiate the 
establishment of routes, invest their money in vehicles, and literally personally 
operate the routes. The success or failures of the routes depend wholly upon 
the individual operators based upon market demand. 
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The DTPW, through its role as principal transportation planner for the SJMR 
and through the auspices of the aforementioned Interagency Technical 
Committee, should identify those sectors where possible transit improvements 
or new service are deemed required. If this service will not affect or require 
MBA or METROBUS service, the planning agencies can then, through the 
PSC, notify the local . operators about the possibilities of establishing a new 
route or extending an existing route. From this point forward, those qualified 
operators can then proceed through the established PSC procedure for the 
establishment or expansion of routes. 

• The PSC should have the authority to initiate, propose and promote various 
incentives, based upon regularly conducted demand analysis and route 
evaluations, to alter existing routes and solicit applications for new routes. 
The PSC should intensify its role within the recommended ITCPT. The 
DTPW and PRHTA should continue coordinating their efforts and roles; 
whereas, the PSC can refer route evaluations, the establishment of new routes 
or the abandonment or alteration of existing routes to the DTPW /PRHTA for 
evaluation. The PSC would provide a transit planning coordination officer to 
help bridge the Department's planning recommendations and the PSC's 
regulatory implementation. 

It is recognized that the PSC does not have its own resources beyond its 
regulatory and adjudicative functions, even for the required minimal planning 
work. The PSC must obtain financial and technical support from the DTPW 
and PRHT A both of which obtain financial support for planning, technical 
studies and operations from the FT A as well as the Commonwealth. 

Funding for these purposes are routinely obtainable from FT A Section 8 and 
Section 9 and have been successfully practiced in the past as a cooperative 
undertaking between the DTPW and the PSC. 
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• The Commonwealth should seriously consider and evaluate several policies 
and action alternatives for direct and indirect assistance to the private transit 
operators. 

(1) Perhaps the greatest assistance to publico owners, easily justified by their 
provision of a fundamental public transportation service, would be for the 
Commonwealth to waive the excise tax on all public transit vehicles when 
these are purchased for public transit service. This action would provide one 
incentive for the operator's purchase of newer vehicles. 

It is understood that approximately 1,000 publico vehicles a year enter service, 
mainly replacing older vehicles. Of this total, approximately 800 of the 
vehicles are "used" (up to five years) and 200 are new vehicles. Other PSC 
data shows that new publicos cost up to $40 - 45,000; whereas, used vehicles 
can average around $25,000. 

Recognizing that only the "P" plate, multiple vehicle owners are subject to 
excise tax ("PD" plate owners are exempted from paying the excise tax), only 
about 20% of the total replacement vehicles require payment of the 33% 
excise tax. This means that the estimated annual loss due to waiving the 
excise tax is as follows: 

40 new vehicles X $13,000.00 = 
160 used vehicles X $ 7,000.00 = 

Annual Loss 

$ 520,000.00 
$ 1,120,000.00 

$ 1,640,000.00 

This loss in excise taxes represents less than one third of the operating subsidy 
provided to the MBA annually, and as it will be shown later, it will be more 
than offset by additional, new Federal funding to be received in the near 
future, totally attributable to the public transportation contributions by the 
privately owned publicos. 
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(2) The Commonwealth could provide access to low interest (below market) loans 
to purchase at low cost wholesale, fleets of publico vehicles, and permit each 
owner to pay these off in moderate installments. 

This action permits a relatively cost-free involvement by the government but 
at the same time provides a major economic incentive for private operators 
to improve and maintain the vehicle fleet. 

(3) On the other hand, a more intensive government involvement would have the 
Commonwealth purchasing new standard 17 passenger vans or ''mini-buses" 
(more comfortable and attractive vehicles) in large lots resulting in much 
lower unit costs and shipment costs. Once the Commonwealth acquires the 
buses and vans, there are at least three possible alternatives: 

a. Turn the buses over to the private operators, at cost. 

This alternative could be administered in such fashion that the 
government recovers the overhead costs of buying, storing and 
administering the volume purchase and distribution costs from the 
ultimate publico or bus owner, still. at a savings, or the government 
could possibly recover the entire overhead cost as an operating cost 
and obtain 50% reimbursement from Ff A Section 9 operating 
assistance (as it will be covered later). 

In this case the overhead costs which are estimated for a flat turn-over 
of a thousand vehicles per year can range between $500,000.00 to $1 
million per year, 50% of which is recoverable. 

b. Lease the vehicles to the operators at no interest and low cost over the 
lifetime of the vehicles. 

This alternative is essentially the same as the first alternative except 
financing costs would be added, which could be fully recovered from 
each publico or bus owner/buyer over the term of the lease (with or 
without residual). At the end of the lease, the vehicles can be "sold" 
either for the residual or market value. 
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c. Donate the vehicles (or sell them at a below wholesale price) as 
support for the public service. 

This alternative would convert publico operations from a fully 
entrepreneurial undertaking to basically public ownership of the 
vehicles, with an implicit contractual obligation by the publico or bus 
operator to maintain and operate the vehicle (s). This is the costliest 
and least desirable option, as it may destroy the publico 
entrepreneurial system as we know it. 

The most logical governmental agency to structure and administer such 
programs would be the DTPW (or possibly the PRHT A, as it grows 
into more transit/transportation orientation) since the most important 
part would remain the acquisition of federal assistance and 
understanding, as well as knowledge of pubiico operations. 

( 4) Provide either the outright donation, or very low cost leasing of radio 
communication equipment for publico driver emergency, traffic, and other 
data communication. Care will have to be exercised to avoid even any 
appearance of publico being 11booked 11 via radio-telephones in competition with 
taxi cabs. Similarly, one could provide government initiative and assistance, 
to obtain supplies at wholesale prices (oil, tires, replacement parts) and pass 
through the savings to the publico owners. 

Either the municipalities, where large publico concentrations and terminals 
exist, or the DTPW could undertake this activity. It is estimated that the 
initial required investment (FY 1992-93) would be as follows: 

Storage facilities 
Stocks for 2,000 vehicles 
Staffing per year 

$ l,000,000.00 
$ 2,000,000.00 
$ 200,000.00 

Total $ 3,200,000.00 

This initial investment could be distributed over a ten year period, and 
amortized over the same period through the perpetual replacement of parts. 
Thus, the first ten year, per year financing would be as follows: 
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FT A Capital Funds (Section 9) 
Local Match 
FT A Operating Funds (Section 9) 
Local Match 

Total 

$ 240,000 
$ 60,000 
$ 100,000 
$ 100,000 

$ 500,000 

PUblico/METROBUS IntegraJion 

(5) The PSC, DTPW, PRHTA and the MBA (as a member in the American 
Public Transit Association, APTA) should organize and coordinate a campaign 
or arrangements for the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico to directly acquire 
new or surplus buses that APTA members periodically replace. This would 
eliminate the cost of the "middle man" in the procurement of used buses and 
reduce the cost. 

This is an extremely low cost and potentially very effective cost saving measure 
that either the DTPW or MBA ought to undertake. 

As an alternative, the Commonwealth could explore purchasing new or rebuilt 
buses (with the assistance of the FTA), and contracting the current private bus 
lines for operation of specific routes in a manner similar to the 
METROMOVIL operation. 

• The DTPW, PSC and municipalities should evaluate the feasibility of 
establishing Public Transit Service Maintenance Facilities (PTSMF) at 

- strategic points in the SJMR. 

The objective of these facilities, which would be owned or "sponsored" by a 
government agency or municipality, are to provide low-cost maintenance 
services, supplies, parts, etc. to publicos and private bus operators. These 
facilities could be operated by private organizations such as publico or bus 
cooperatives and would be available to all bona-fide public transit operators. 
This concept has already been implemented on the local route level in some 
areas of Puerto Rico. One example is the Rfo Piedras - Loiza Medianfa route 
(I-62-45) Cooperate which owns and operates a gasoline service station in the 
town of Loiza. 
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Federal (Ff A) funds could possibly be used for land purchases, design, 
construction, equipment, etc. for the PTSMF. If the Ff A and local subsidies 
can be applied to the construction of terminal facilities and passenger shelters, 
for the benefit of public transportation, then these funding sources should also 
apply to common, publicly owned or supported maintenance facilities. 

The most logical operators and owners of such Maintenance Facilities would 
be the Municipalities because of the geographical distribution of the publico 
fleets. Furthermore, several of the Municipalities as subgrantees through the 
DTPW are very familiar with the process of planning and implementing such 
facilities. It is understood that the City of Bayamon is seriously considering 
the establishment of such a facility. 

Considering the size of the SJMR, and the up to 2,000 vehicles involved, there 
may be an ultimate requirement for four or more facilities. Starting with the 
two busiest publico communities of Bayamon and Rio Piedras (San Juan), the 
funding needs are (estimates based on a rough order of magnitude), as 
follows: 

Construction of two (2) facilities: 
(Planning, Design, Land Construction) 

80% Ff A Section 9 Capital 
20% Local Match 

Annual Operating Costs 
per year, over a period of four years 
(maintain 250 - 500 vehicles) 

50% Ff A Section 9 Operating 
50% Local Match 

$4,000,000 

$3,200,000 
$ 800,000 

$ 800,000 
$ 400,000 
$ 400,000 

Obviously the entire operation can be performed either as a municipal 
enterprise or can be contracted out to the private sector for operations. 

Page 132 



Barton-Aschman AssociaJes, Inc. Pub/ico/METROBUS lnlegraJion 

• The PSC should promote the increased use of 17-passenger "mini-buses" on 
those routes which demonstrate the need and ability to accept the vehicles. 

The current successful use of the 17-passenger "mini-buses" on various high 
volume/high efficiency routes, such as L-62-06 Rio Piedras - Centro Medico, 
indicates a future trend in vehicle for publico service. One route that appears 
to demand "mini-buses" is I-11-17, Bayam6n-Cataflo. 

Criteria that can be applied to determine the feasibility of routes for the 
implementation of "mini-buses" include a combination of route efficiency and 
revenue/cost ratios and percentage of vehicles in service. For example, a 
route that demonstrates high service efficiency and revenue/cost ratios (higher 
than 3.5) and high percentages of vehicles in service would be candidates for 
"mini-buses". 

• The PSC should not at this time permit or encourage the use of higher 
capacity vehicles (18-30 passengers) within publico routes. 

The introduction of these vehicles into publico service is hindered by the lack 
of sufficient routes capable of utilizing these vehicles, high capital, operational 
and maintenance costs, resistance from other operators and groups and the 
common local characteristic that the publico vehicle doubles as the family 
vehicle for the vast majority of the operators. Neverlheless, these vehicles can 
be permuted for use by existing or future privat.e bus operators. 

• The PSC should not permit new authorizations for publico routes (either new 
or modifications to existing routes) within a quarter-mile of either side of the 
MEI'ROMOVIL Corridor without proper review and acceptance by the PSC, 
DTPW, PRHTA, and MBA. 

Private operators will naturally veer towards those corridors of high and 
profitable demand. H owever, in the case of the METROMOVIL Corridor, 
the demand can be more effectively served by improved bus service, rather 
than publicos. Nevertheless, those publico routes that currently serve or 
intersect the corridor provide a much desirable and needed feeder system. 
Some routes, such as Rio Piedras - Stop 27 via Ponce de Le6n, provide transit 
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service directly to inner urban areas which now lack adequate service due to 
accessibility problems related to buses. 

Alternatively, the PSC might offer selectively no-cost transfers of existing 
authorizations from routes not too heavily used to a newly proposed route, 
with a guarantee of return after six months or a year, if the new route does 
not work out profitably. 

• Incorporate private bus and publico service in the design and/or operations 
of the METROBUS/MEl'ROMOVIL transfer areas and other public 
transportation facilities. 

(1) Improve current publico terminal system at Stop 18 and improve 
transfer accessibility. 

An example of publico/METROBUS Transfer Area integration is 
shown in Figure 14, which presents the Stop 18 area. Currently, 
publico service in this sector is provided by intercity routes operating 
along PR-2 and terminating in the general area of Stop 18. Publico 
terminals are found along Torre de la Vega Street and within the Plaza 
18 Shopping Center. The Stop 18 METROMOVIL transfer station, 
oriented to bus use, is found approximately one block north of the 
publico terminals at the northeast corner of the intersection of 
Fernandez Juncos and Roberto H. Todd Avenues. 

In the area, and considering the limitations of space within the 
METROBUS station, an alternate action considered is the relocation 
of all publico routes to improved facilities within the Plaza 18 Shopping 
Center. The facilities could include, among others, shelters, designated 
areas per route, and operator's offices. Pedestrian access between both 
facilities can be enhanced through the improvement of the existing 
sidewalks and crosswalks at Fernandez Juncos Avenue, and the 
addition of passenger shelters. 
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FIGURE 22 STOP 18 TRANSFER AREA IMPROVEMENTS 
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(2) Relocate Stop 26 Publico Terminal 

In the Stop 26 area, the new METROBUS stop, with a parking area 
for publicos, should be utilized by Route L-62-27 (Bo. Obrero - Rio 
Piedras) as a terminal point instead of their present location on 
Borinquen Avenue (at Ponce de Le6n Avenue). This stop area could 
be used also by the, currently provisional route operating between Rio 
and Stop 27 via Qufotana. 

(3) Stop 28 Transfer Area 

No specific integration of services are now necessary at the Stop 28 
Transfer Area. 

( 4) Rio Piedras 

No viable recommendations for the use of the Capetillo Terminal 
(METROMOVIL base) by publicos are presented. This facility is 
currently under reconstruction and will be oriented wholly towards bus 
use. Nevertheless, it is recommended that the municipal government 
proceed with its proposed establishment of a CBD shuttle bus and that 
this system provide access to the CBD's major transport facilities 
including Capetillor:the east Rio Piedras Publico Terminal and other 
publico curbside tei'ininals in the plaza area to the west. 

(5) Old San Juan/Covadonga 

Permitting private bus line usage of the San Juan lntermodal Terminal 
(Covadonga) makes it the intermodal facility it was intended to be and 
it should be continued. This action increased the overall effective 
utilization of the terminal. The Municipality of San Juan has had 
planned for many years the construction of a small publico terminal for 
the SJ-66-13 Linea Palmer route, off Ponce de Leon Avenue, and 
immediately north of the Covadonga Terminal. This terminal should 
be constructed. Alternately, if unable to secure the terminal, an option 
would be to relocate the route terminal to the Covadonga Terminal. 
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(6) Bayam6n 

The existing MBA terminal facility (Betances Street & PR-167) should 
be improved (or relocated based upon any future plans for the San 
Juan Tren Urbano), m~intaining the integration of the publico 
terminals. The improvements should include, as a minimum (1) more 
passenger shelters and (2) improved accessibility between the modes. 

(7) Catano AcuaExpreso Terminal 

Improvements to the terminal facility should include the construction 
of a covered pedestrian walkway connecting the ferry terminal with the 
new publico terminal (under construction just to the west) and to the 
MBA bus stop in front of the terminal. The walkway can be extended 
along the bayshore to shorten the walking distance. This improvement 
would help to maintain or promote more intermodal usage (between 
the publicos/buses and AcuaExpreso ). 

(8) Future Facilities 

All future public transit facilities should be planned and designed 
considering the integration of all transit modes (bus, publicos, rail, 
ferry) serving the immediate area. 

• Maintain current restriction of publico use of the existing contra-flow bus 
lanes along the North-South Corridor. 

It is not operationally practical to allow the use of the contraflow bus lanes by 
smaller public transit vehicles due, in part, to queuing and passing conflicts 
along the one lane facilities. It should be recognized that the low capacity 
publico vehicles are not able to effectively operate along an extremely high 
demand corridor. Although the publicos would continue to be subjected to 
areas of heavy congestion (i.e., Hato Rey), they would, however, provide 
alternate mode service on streets and in directions where the buses currently 
do not operate. 
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The use of the Puerta de Tierra Busway could be considered as an option for 
use by publicos; however, there are no apparent benefits due to the relatively 
fast access along Fernandez Juncos Avenue and low demand along Puerta de 
Tierra. 

Publicos and private buses should, however, be permitted to use any future 
high occupancy lanes (HOV) on expressways or special lanes geared 
specifically for their use along any of the major corridors. 

• Encourage the Municipalities, which benefit from the services, to erect bus
stop signs, shelters and post schedules, and promote the public transit 
services, as it is being done in some instances for publicos. 

Both available Ff A and local funding should be obtained for this purpose. 

• Provide a simplified route map of the METROMOVIL/METROBUS, publico 
and private bus routes. 

The cooperating agencies should be involved in the preparation of route maps, 
schedule brochures (where applicable) ai:id related materials that can be 
provided to the public. System maps can be placed at all transit facilities 
(terminals, transfer areas, major stops, etc.). Promotions and advertisements 
for public transit use should be presented via newspaper, radio, television,. etc. 
advertisements. These advertisements should stress the advantages of using 
public transit. These materials should also be provided to the various public 
transit operators. 

• The PSC, in coordination with the DTPW, MBA and PRHTA, should solicit 
interest in either replacing or providing competitive service to existing MBA 
/METROBUS feeder routes. 

Special requests can be made to the private bus companies and the major 
publico unions, associations, and federations to replace service along routes 
or corridors wherein bus service is inadequate or unnecessary. The PSC can 
also solicit special applications for new routes (not assigned to the MBA) that 
would feed or intercept the METROMOVIL Awarding such authorizations 
might be used as a trade-off for less_ desirable services. 
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• The PSC can help the DTPW in the monitoring and level of service evaluation 
of existing routes. 

With the developed route performance measures (Chapter 4) and transit 
database, the PSC can evaluate individual routes based on various common 
transit parameters. Of the various performance measures, the following 
factors can be used as basic evaluation parameters. 

(1) Authorized Vehicles vs. Actual Vehicles in Daily Operations 

(2) Daily Revenue per Passenger 

(3) Gross Revenue per Cost Ratio 

( 4) Average Trip Load Factor 

• The three concerned agencies {DTPW, MBA, and PSC with the latter taking 
the lead) should be more active in promoting the creation of public transit 
operator cooperatives, associations or other similar groups. 

The objectives of these groups are to provide a more active forum for the 
operators in their dealings with the government, improve internal route 
organization and operations, obtain discount prices for gasoline, parts and 
other vehicle related materials, purchase vehicles at affordable prices (possibly 
through bids and auctions), provide or be able to acquire lower interest loans 
for operators, and organize cooperative (self)insurance and pension funds. 

The agencies should provide technical and administrative assistance to the 
operator organizations. This can be done in the form of seminars, newsletters, 
etc. 

Since there is a large number of organized routes and even larger 
organizations encompassing groups of routes with established internal 
administrative and operational regulations, this recommendation becomes 
easier to implement. 
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• A feasibility study for the development and implementation of a public 
transportation integration pilot or demonstration project should be conducted 
via the auspices of the recommended ITCPI. 

This study should consider various aspects of public transit service integration 
for a preselected corridor or area, including: 

(a) the identification and justification of the corridor or area for the 
integration of the public transit services based upon recent transit 
origin-destination studies, route level of service studies, etc., among 
others, 

(b) the number of transfers occurring along the corridor or within the 
sector, especially with respect to linked trips, 

( c) identify specific incentives and changes to regulations that would be 
necessary to promote public transportation service integration, 

( d) determine the necessary changes or specific actions with respect to 
routes, public information and orientation, operations, fares, and 
terminal/transfer facilities that would be required to initiate the project, 

( e) establish minimum operating parameters, and 

(f) establish minimum design criteria for future intermodal facilities. 

One possible corridor alternative is the PR-2 Corridor between Bayamon in the west 
and Santurce in the east. This corridor provides a condition wherein all of the major modes 
are present. Publicos, the MBA and private bus lines operate between the two points. 
Bayamon is the second most active public transit transfer point in the SJMR (with three 
publico terminals and one MBA terminal facility). There is direct contact with 
METROMOVIL at the Stop 18 Transfer Station in Santurce. In addition, Bayamon will 
serve as the westernmost extension of the future Tren Urbano de San Juan (San Juan Urban 
Train) currently in the initial planning levels. The Bayamon sector also has access via 
highway PR-5 to Catano and the AcuaExpreso Terminal. 
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• Publico/Private Bus Route Changes 

This section presents several recommended publico bus route changes that 
should be considered to enhance public transit transfers to and from 
METROBUS/METROMOVIL The majority of these changes involve minor 
route extensions that help to increase service coverage especially in areas 
previously identified as having a lack of adequate service is indicated in 
Chapter 4. The changes are mainly oriented towards more efficient route 
operations and increased service area coverage, as an example through the 
higher utilization of existing route vehicles. These changes can be 
implemented almost immediately, following established processes. 

(1) Southeastern Rio Piedras 

As shown in Figure 23, the Southeastern Rio Piedras sector includes 
the San Martin and residential areas along PR-849, south of PR-3. 
Public transit service can be provided along PR-849 between PR-3 and 
PR-848 (Saint Just Road). One probable route to provide service is 
the I-62-16, Rio Piedras - Carolina route. Although this route is the 
SJMR's most used (highest volumes) route, it does have a capacity 
surplus. As such, it would be possible for the I-62-16 Route to assign 
vehicles to the sector. The PR-3/PR-849 intersection can become a 
transfer point between eastbound and westbound publicos and the 
METROBUS system. 

(2) South Central Rfo Piedras 

This sector includes the Park Gardens and Villa Andalucia residential 
areas along_ the western side of the PR-181 Corridor (Figure 24). 
Presently, the L-62-04 Rfo Piedras - Leprocomio Route has solicited to 
extend its route coverage to include Park Gardens Avenue, especially 
new residential development to the west. This action is recommended 
since the route does have the excess capacity and the organization that 
could successfully exploit the demand. This route can assign a number 
of vehicles to serve this area on a daily basis. 
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FIGURE 23 RECOMMENDED SERVICE IMPROVE~ffiNT 
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FIGURE 24 
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(3) North Cupey Sector/El Sefiorial 

This largely residential area east of PR-52 and west of PR-176 can be 
served by publicos although there is a MBA route (Route 18 Rio 
Piedras - Cupey Gardens) operating in the area (Figure 25). 
Nevertheless, the MBA route has been determined to be inadequate. 
This area can have enhanced public transit service by permitting the 
L-62-08, Rio Piedras - Cupey Alto route to extend its service to the 
sector. Not all of the vehicles need to serve the sector, but rather, 
since the publico route currently operates at half capacity on a daily 
basis, the excess vehicles can be assigned to the extension. 

The route extension can operate directly from El Sefiorial residential 
area at the intersection of PR-176 and Winston Churchill Avenue, 
extending westward along the avenue, turning northbound on Parami 
Street (at El Sefiorial Shopping Center), and continuing northbound via 
PR-8838 to Rio Piedras. 

(4) Central Guaynabo 

The central Guaynabo area is one of the fastest growing areas of the 
SJMR; however, the existing public transit service has not been 
adequately keeping up with the change. It is recommended that 
publico or private bus service be promoted to operate between 
Guaynabo and Santurce (Stop 18) via PR-20 and PR-2. This route can 
be made up of several operators from low functioning routes within the 
Guaynabo area. Also, because of the distance and travel time 
involved, it is recommended that at least half of the vehicles be "mini
buses". If a private bus operator is permitted, late model buses should 
be required. 

This new route would provide needed service from Guaynabo to 
Santurce and provide a connection with METROMOVIL 
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FIGURE 25 
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(5) Rio Bayamon Sector 

This relatively large residential area (Figure 26) has been described to 
lack adequate public transit service, particularly in the southern sectors 
adjacent to PR-177 (Los Filtros Avenue). It is recommended that 
existing publico service provided by routes I-11-70, Bayamon -
Santurce, 1-11-62 Bayamon - Rio Piedras and L-11-62 Bayamon -
Centro Medico be permitted to extend service to the Villas de Caparra 
area. 

Route I-ll-E-32, Bayamon - Guaynabo, which operates along PR-177 
should be permitted to provide service to the Villa del Rio and Alturas 
de Rio Bayamon sectors south of PR-177. 

It is also recommended that consideration be given to the 
establishment of a publico or private bus route operating between the 
Rio Bayamon sector and Santurce (Stop 18) via PR-177, Ramirez de 
Arrellano Avenue, San Patricio Shopping Center, and PR-2 (Kennedy 
Avenue. This route should require "mini-buses", as a minimum. 

( 6) Levittown - Rio Hondo - Bayamon Sector 

This corridor located in the northwestern sector of the SJMR along 
PR-167 (Comerio Avenue) has been identified as highly congested and 
highly residential (Figure 27). It is recommended that the PSC 
promote more expanded operations north of PR-22 (Jose de Diego 
Expressway) by the existing route, L-11-14 Bayamon - Sierra Bayamon. 
The route can be expanded to serve up to Fronteras de Bayamon, at 
the Toa Baja border, and include the Rio Hondo Shopping Center. 
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FIGURE 26 
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FIGURE 27 
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PSC Complaint System 

Background 

A review and evaluation of the PSC's current complaint system was conducted. The 
objective of this evaluation was to identify areas requiring improvements so as to aid the 
PSC in managing and monitoring the private sector transit operators with respect to the 
transit improvements related to METROBUS. When such complaints are quickly and 
noticeably attended to and remedied, the regulation of the transit system and its publico 
acceptance increases drastically. 

The review and results of this evaluation has been presented in "Technical Report for 
Task 8, Public Transit Service Complaints," Management and Technical Consulting Group, 
Inc., April 1992. Supplemental information was obtained through the survey of public transit 
operators. 

The review and evaluation of the PSC's current complaints system indicates that the 
ex1sting complaint system suffers from at least two administrative shortcomings from the 
transportation point of view: 

(1) The publico and private bus line services are submerged among (if not 
subordinated to) the many other responsibilities of the PSC. 

(2) The ex1sting complaint system is clearly legally oriented with two objectives: 
(a) to pursue and assist in remedying PSC law violations (Quejas ), including 
those dealing with general service and fixed routes, and (2) in providing 
arbitration type service to resolve claims for damages (Querellas) based on 
PSC's published regulations. 

In addition, it was found that public transportation complaints were very few in 
comparison to other complaints handled by the PSC. The most common types of complaints 
dealing with public transit services during off peak hours, weekends, and holidays; 
unauthorized route fares modifications; route intrusions by other publico operators, and 
improper personal conduct on the part of the publico operators. 
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Other limitations of the complaints process are the following: 

(1) There are no weekly or monthly statistics regarding complaints. 

(2) The data gathering related to the process is totally manual. 

(3) Public Transportation service complaints, that usually require immediate 
actions, are given the same treatment as other complaints that may take years 
for their final action/decision. 

( 4) Quality of Service complaints that are not legal violations or damage 
compensations are not used by the PSC to obtain information regarding 
services regulated by the PSC. 

(5) Complaints are only directed toward specific route or individual operator 
negative opinions of service. 

(6) Lack of complaints feedback. 

Recommendations 

• The PSC needs to strengthen those functions and personnel dealing with 
complaints. 

• The PSC needs a computerized database regarding complaints that can 
·provide information status and performance statistics, on a regular basis. 

• Other PSC Divisions should be given more feedback regarding the final 
actions and decisions made with respect to each complaint, particularly, those 
involved in the evaluation of route and vehicle license authorization. 

• The PSC should implement a "hot line" system providing Publico Information 
and Complaint Service that can respond quickly and efficiently to passenger 
complaints about publico services. 
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• The PSC should incorporate Quality of Service Surveys to evaluate, on a 
regular basis (3-4 times a year), the services provided by the 
enterprises/operators it regulates. 

Implementation of Recommendations 

The recommendations presented herewith involve mainly administrative, operational 
and organizational improvements or policies. These can be implemented almost 
immediately without significant costs involved. Other actions such as incorporating publicos 
and private bus line operations in the design of future transfer areas and transit terminals 
involve undeterminable costs at the present time. 

The implementation of the recommendations will, however, involve a much more 
active participation by the PSC. This will require more personnel involvement including 
training. 

Cost Impacts 

A review of all these recommendations of the preceding recommendations shows that 
the costliest ones are those that involve administrative, capital, and maintenance costs, 
(especially annual expenditures). In most cases, can incorporate similar needs for the 
private buses as those identified for publicos. These include (a) common buy of radios and 
supplies, (b) waiver of excise taxes, ( c) government wholesale purchase of new vehicles, and 
( d) provision of central maintenance services. Specifically, the total estimated costs of these 
four recommendati_ons are presented in Table 11. 

Assuming 80% federal assistance for capital and 50% for operating costs, Table 12 presents 
the funding split obligations for the first four years. The estimated obligations for the 
subsequent six years are presented in Table 13. 

It is recognized that the recommendations contained herein represent a $7 to 10 
million Section 9 Capital commitment over 10 years and a $1 million additional annual 
commitment of Section 9 operating assistance. The next section addresses where these 
additional funds are to come from. 
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TABLE 13 
FUNDING SPLIT OBLIGATIONS, SUBSEQUENT SIX YEARS OF IMPLEMENTATION 

(1) 

(4) 

Item 

Common Buys 

Central Maintenance 
Services 

Totals per year 

Funding Sources 

Annual Capital Cost Annual Operating Cost 
(OOO's $) (OOO's $) 

Ff A Local Ff A Local 

$240 $60 $100 $100 

$400 $400 

$240 $60 $1,000 $1,000 

Inspite of two decades of promotion of private funding participation in public urban 
transportation, the vast majority of the funding is still provided by the federal government. 
Some of the States in the U.S. (i.e., California, Florida, Texas, and New York) tend to 
exceed in their commitments for local share funding. Nevertheless, transit usage is mainly 
on highly subsidized systems. On the other hand, Puerto Rico has a high proportion of 
usage of non-subsidized public transit. It is significant to note that in the San Juan 
Metropolitan Region, share the government operates the Island's only subsized bus system, 
over 60 percent of the public transit trips are made on the privately owned and non
subsidized publicos. Yet the federal government and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 
expend considerable resources for urban public transit. Some approximate figures are given 
as follows to fully appreciate the commitment of both the federal and the Commonwealth 
governments. Generally speaking, three types of Federal Transit Administration funding 
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assistance are available, each one to be matched by "local'' (Commonwealth, municipal or 
private) funds as follows: 

Planning Fed. 80% Local 20% 

Capital Fed. 80% Local 20% 

Operating Fed. 50% Local 50% 

. There are a few exceptions to the above, but they have negligible impact on the 
considerations herein. 

Tables 14 through 16 present an overview of the planning, operating, and capital 
funding allocated through Fiscal Year 1992-1993. These funds cover AcuaExpreso, publico 
terminals, shelters, buses and other capital equipment. The tables do not include any 
discretionary Section 3 capital assistance available (sparsely) for major capital projects such 
as a light rail transit, for example. 

TABLE 14 
PLANNING FUNDS BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT & LOCAL MATCH 
(THOUSANDS $) 

Fiscal Year Total 

92-93 $587 

Ff A 
Sect. 9 

$470 

Local 

$117 

HPR-PL-PR 
Highway Res. Planning 

$2,800 
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TABLE 15 
OPERATING FUNDS BY THE FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION & LOCAL 
MATCH (THOUSANDS $) 

Fiscal Year Total 

90-91 $17,000 

TABLE 16 

FfA 
Sect. 9 

$8,500 

All operating subsidy is for the MBA 

Local 

$8,500 (at least) 

CAPITAL FUNDS BY THE FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION & LOCAL MATCH 
(THOUSANDS $) 

Fiscal Year Total 
Ff A 

Sect. 9 Local 
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Table 17 presents the total annual expenditures for SJMR public transit between 
fiscal years 1990-1991 and 1992-1993. It is perhaps surprising, but over $30 million is spent 
annually by these parties on public transportation in the SJMR. Thus, the recommendations 
representing $2 to 3 million additional spending annually are not necessarily excessive or 
extraordinary, excepting that there is no room in the above budget figures for these new 
expenditures. 

TABLE 17 
TOTAL ANNUAL SPENDING ON SJMR PUBLIC TRANSIT 
(THOUSANDS $) 

Fiscal Year 

90-91 

92-93 

Federal 
and DTPW 

$24,868 

$26,237 

PSC 

$6,200 

$7,506$ 

Total 

$31,068 

$33,743 

Fortunately, the Secretary of Transportation, with assistance of DTPW and PRHT A 
Planning Executives, have been negotiating with the Federal Transit Administration and have 
obtained some firm and realistic proposals from FTA for participation in the Section 15 
reporting sys~em, under a simplified reporting mechanism specially tailored to the unique, 
characteristics of the SJMR publicos. 

A particularly encouraging detail in the FT A approach is to consider the publico 
owners' services as "purchased transportation", where the investments in terminals, shelters 
and the DTPW operators' contributions are considered as the price paid for the services 
provided by the publico owners. 

While not all details are fully worked out at this time, this means that potentially 
starting in FY 93 (July 1, 1992) at least the Vehicle Revenue Miles accumulated by all SJMR 
publico vehicles in scheduled service will contribute to the Section 9 allocation formula, to 
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determine how much additional funds the SJMR is entitled to received. It is estimated that 
the net increase (after subtracting the cost of data collection) in Section 9 annual allocation 
will be at least $4 million annually. This represents an over 40% increase in the annual 
Section 9 allocation to the SJMR, to be matched by 20% for capital projects and 50% in 
operating assistance by the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

In view of the fact that if such a significant increase in federal contribution in 
achieved, totally as a consequence of the immense contribution of the publico to the SJMR 
public transportation, it is both good policy and a moral obligation to place first priority on 
improvements of publico and private bus service, without any direct subsidy given to the 
owners but assisting them indirectly through the recommendations contained herein. 

Similarly, only the DTPW (or the PRHT A) has the background, liaison with the 
federal government, planning horizon, and total transportation overview to manage the 
programs recommended here. However, the DTPW must seek the assistance, expertise and 
cooperative participation of the PSC, and compensate the agency for its support, without 
which success cannot be achieved. 

Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 

Background 

On October 4, 1990, the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) published the 
final rule in the Federal Register outlining the requirements public and private 
transportation providers must meet in regards to acquiring federal funds, including those 
funds for the- acquisition of accessible vehicles. These rules were established in order to 
comply with the "Americans with Disbilities Act of 1990," (ADA) which was signed into law 
on July 26, 1990. This law and DOT rulings are considered applicable to Puerto Rico since 
the latter receives DOT funds as it were a state. There is serious concern by the local 
Commonwealth agencies with regards to the possible adverse impact these rules might have 
upon the publicos. 

Some of the requirements in DOT's final rule implementing the ADA and their 
relationship with publico and private bus lines in Puerto Rico include: 
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• Section 37.3 Applicability 

(a) This part [to implement the provlSlons of the ADA] 
applies to the fallowing entities, whether or not they receive 
Federal financial assistance from the Department of 
Transportation: 

( 1) Any public entity that provides designated public transportation or intercity 
or commuter rail transportation; 

(2) Any private entity that provides specified public transportation; and 

(3) Any private entity that is not in the principal business of transporting 
people but operates a demand responsive or frxed route .system or 
otherwise transports individuals. 

The applicability of the ADA and DOT rules extends to publicos as well as the 
private bus lines. The key point of this section is that this rule applies to covered entities 
whether or not they receive Federal financial assistance. The rule applies to both public and 
private entities that provide transportation service, whether or not they are primarily 
engaged in providing such services. This does not only include federal funding recipients and 
other public entities who own and operate their own vehicles. In many cases, public entities 
contract for service with private entities to provide transportation services (i.e., 
METROMOVIL service is provided by a private operator under contract to the PRHTA 
and school transportation services contracted to publicos and private bus operators). 

• Section 37.5 Definitions 

The following definitions, applicable to publicos, and private bus operators, 
are presented in the rulings as follows: 

Fixed route system means a system of transporting individuals (other than by 
aircraft), including but not limited to providing designated or specified public 
transportation services, on which a vehicle (including a bus, van., rail vehicle, or 
other vehicle) is operated along a prescribed route according to a fixed schedule 
and which does not involve an advance request by a passenger to ensure that 
service is provided. 
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Private entity means any entity other than a public entity. 

Public entity means: 

(a) Any state or local government; 

(b) Any department, agency, special purpose distric~ or other instrumentality 
of one or more state or local governments; and 

(c) The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) and any 
commuter authority. 

(4) Specified public transportation means transportation by bus, rai~ or any 
other conveyance (other than aircraft) provided by a private entity to the 
general public, with general or special seJVice (including charter seJVice) 
on a regular and continuing basis. 

The publicos and private bus lines can be classified as a system that operates as a 
frxed route system that provides specified public transportation. Although the publicos do not 
provide formal published schedules, they do operate on basic schedules established internally 
by each route. They also provide "general" service on a regular and continuing basis. 

• Section 37.7 Nondiscrimination; provision of service 

(a) No public or private entity shall discriminate against an individual with 
disabilities in connection with the provision of its transportation seJVice for 
the general public. 

(b) Notwithstanding the provision of any special seJVice to individuals with 
disabilities, a public or private entity shall not, on the basis of disability, 
deny to any individual with a disability the opportunity to use the entity's 
transportation system for the general public, if the individual is capable of 
using that system. 

( c) Each covered entity shall ensure that vehicles and equipment are capable 
of accommodating all the users for which the seJVice is designed, and are 
maintained in proper operating condition. 
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(d) Each covered entity shall ensure that personnel are trained and supervised 
so that they operate vehicles and equipment safely and properly and treat 
individuals with disabilities who use the service in a courteous and 
respectful way. 

( e) Each covered entity shall ensure that adequate assistance and infonnation 
conceming the service is available to individuals with disabilities, including 
those with vision or hearing impainnents. This obligation includes making 
adequate communications capacity to enable users to obtain infonnation 
about and, with respect to demand responsive service, to schedule service. 
Jn the case of a fixed route system, this obligation includes providing 
infonnation about bus routes and schedules and the accessibility of 
scheduled service. 

Clearly, the publicos and bus lines are covered by the ADA and, legally, should 
comply with the law. However, it is apparent that the proponents of the law and DOT 
ruling did not take into consideration Puerto Rico's unique publico system, especially its 
economic characteristics. The publico system is composed of thousands of individual 
operators whose principal, and often sole source of income is the revenue generated by 
operating their vehicles. The operators are too often burdened by high vehicle capital and 
maintenance costs, irregular revenues, and Jong working hours. Past surveys of the economic 
status of publico operators place a large number of them below poverty levels. Many have 
to take advantage of social welfare programs such as food stamps, housing, school meals, etc. 
to supplement their income and make ends meet. 

Typically, the operators are able to accommodate the general public except for those 
with physicaT handicaps requiring the use of a wheelchair. The existing vehicles are not 
economically, and in many cases physically, suitable of providing securement locations for 
wheelchairs. Nor are they capable providing lift mechanisms without incurring significant 
personal costs to the individual operator. The purchase of similarly equipped vehicles would 
significantly increase the base cost (approximately $5-10 thousand more) and increase 
subsequent loan costs to the individual operator even with the excise tax reductions. 

The operators are able to maintain their vehicles in proper operating condition, 
especially because of their high reliance upon the income generated by continuous service. 
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Although there are currently no formal communications systems or capacity to enable 
users to obtain information concerning service, the long tradition of publicos in Puerto Rico 
has enabled the system to propagate its services through regular and consistent usage and 
'word of mouth". Nevertheless, the concerned agencies, such as the PSC, DTPW and 
PRHT A, can assist the publicos and bus lines to establish more formal communications 
systems and transit use promotions: 

• Section 37.29 Purchase of Vehicles by Private Entities 

(b) (1) Except as provided in this paragraph, a private entity which f:I primarily 
engaged in transporting people and whose operations affect commerce, 
which makes a solicitation after August 25, 1990, to purchase or lease a 
new vehicle (other than an automobile, a van with a seating capacity of 
less than eight persons, including the driver, or an over-the-road bus) for 
use in providing specified public transportation on the system shall ensure 
that the vehicle is readily accessible to and usable by individuals with 
disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs. Such a vehicle 
shall meet the requirements of $37.31 of this Subpart. 

(2) The entity may purchase such a new vehicle that is not readily accessible 
to and usable by individuals with disabilities if the vehicle is to be used 
solely on a demand responsive system and the entity can demonstrate that 
the system, when viewed in its entirety, provides a level of service to 
individuals with disabilities, including individuals who use wheelchairs, 
equivalent to the level of service it provides to individuals without 
disabilities. For purposes of this paragraph, a demand responsive system, 
when viewed in its entirety, shall be deemed to provide equivalent service 
if the service available to individuals with disabilities, including wheelchair 
users, is provided in the most integrated setting feasible and is equivalent 
to the service provided other individuals with respect to the fallowing 
service characteristics: 

(i) Response time; 
(ii) Fares; 
(iii) Geographic area of service; 
(iv) Hours and days of service 
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(v) Restrictions based on trip purpose; 
(vi) Availability of infonnation and reservations capability; and 
(vii) Any constraints on capacity or service availability. 

Publico and private bus operators would be subject to the aforementioned conditions 
for the purchase or lease of new vehicles. Only those publico operators who use 
automobiles are exempt from these provisions. However, the provisions affect literally all 
of the approximately three thousand publico operators in the SJMR. 

Impact on System 

The immediate impact of the ADA and DOT rules has not materialized in Puerto 
Rico since, in part, a vast number of publico operators are unaware of the requirements or 
are just not economically able to adhere to them when purchasing a new vehicle. Most 
significantly, the operators tend to purchase used vehicles (less than 5 years old) in greater 
numbers for their operations. Since under the DOT rules these used vehicles are not 
specified (only new vehicles purchased or leased), they are exempt. 

Nevertheless, there are several significant aspects that impact the local publico and 
private bus systems. These include: 

(1) The purchase of new vehicles with the required wheelchair securement and 
lifts would be an onerous burden on the individual publico operator, unless 
the additional costs were subsidized. The longer term impact would be a 
considerable deterioration of the publico fleet leading to high operating costs, 
reduced service, and user shift to other modes, especially the private auto. 

(2) The private bus companies would be more readily able to obtain specially 
equipped vehicles although they too are not economically stable. Subsidizing 
bus purchases or leasing would be more easily accomplished with bus 
companies. However, their current limited operating, economical and 
manpower resources are inadequate to significantly increase their share of the 
public transit market. 
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(3) Transportation services for the transportation disadvantaged are commonly 
provided throughout the SJMR (and Puerto Rico in general) through the 
auspices of non-profit organizations and/or social services agencies (on both 
state and municipal levels). A large proportion of these programs have 
purchased vehicles through special federal and local programs. 

( 4) Failure to comply with the rulings would seriously impede the 
Commonwealth's possible efforts to aid the operators in attiring adequate 
vehicles at affordable costs through purchase or lease. This would add 
another economic burden upon the operators. 

Alternate Actions 

The following are some viable options available to the local agencies to address the 
impacts that the ADA and DOT rulings may have upon local private sector transit service. 

(1) Amend the ADA 

This action requires legislative action by the U.S. Congress, through lobbying 
efforts by the Commonwealth and, if possible, local publico operators, to 
amend the existing law. The amendment could be directed to exclude the 
publico system based upon its uniqueness within the context of typical transit 
services in the United States, the economic limitations of the operators, and 
complementary service to the transportation disadvantaged provided by non
profit organizations. 

(2)· Waiver of DOT Rules 

A viable and, perhaps, less intensive or time consuming action would be to 
seek a waiver directly from the FT A Adminstrator. The arguments that can 
be employed are basically similar to those presented for amending the ADA 

(3) Limited Compliance 

Recognizing the limitations of the publico system, especially the economic 
limitations of its thousands of individual operators, an alternate action could 
be for the local agencies to require the larger routes (15 or more vehic1es) to 
supply at least one accessible vehicle. This vehicle could be purchased 
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through the DTPW or PRHTA (subsidized) and operated by the operators of 
the particular route on a rotational basis. Usage of the vehicle by the 
transportation disadvantaged would be accomplished through a pre-scheduled 
basis (calling for trip reservation at least one day prior to need of service). 
When not serving disabled individuals, the vehicle may operate normally on 
its assigned route. 

The PSC, DTPW and PRITT A should coordinate efforts to provide the 
technical, material and advisory assistance for establishing the necessary 
communications and advertisement of services necessary to ensure compliance 
of the Rulings. 

Special Measures for Evening Service 

One of the publico service quality issues presented in Chapter 5 was the lack of 
adequate late afternoon and evening service. Some of the causes for this include the lack 
of security after dark, the heavily peak direction flow of passengers during this period, heavy 
traffic congestion along the major corridors, and the generally long work hours experienced 
by the typical operator, decreasing stamina. Although the PSC does permit the application 
of a fare surcharge for service after 6 pm as an incentive, the problem is mainly the 
availability of vehicles. 

The problem of security at twilight and after dark is one of major concerns not only 
for the operators but also for the users. Possible measures to counter this situation would 
be for the PSC to permit one or both of the following actions. 

(1) The PSC can allow publico operators to transport passengers, at a 
prime tariff, to their homes. This would create a service similar to taxis. In 
order to avoid specific conflicts with local established taxi service, the 
enhanced publico service should be applied only to those sectors where 
adequate taxi service is not available or would not cause conflicts (i.e., rural 
and semi-rural areas). 
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(2) The PSC can also permit additional publico operators within 
established routes, but limiting their service only to after 6 pm on weekdays. 
The additional operators can be obtained through those routes where there 
is an excess capacity. 

(3) The local municipalities and the DTPW should design and implement 
measures to increase security within the terminals and other major transit 
facilities. Recent FT A regulations permit the implementation of security 
measures and equipment using federal funds (new projects can include up to 
1 percent of the total project cost). Also, security specific projects can be 
funded in part by federal and local funds. 
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