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INTRODUCTION

On September 30, 1981, the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC)
awarded an Appalachian State Research, Technical Assistance, and Demonstra-
tion grant in the amount of $280,000 to Tompkins County to assist the
development of a coordinated rural transportation project (ARC Contract No.
81-167-NY-8202-81-IR-300-0520), The grant provided funding for capital and
operating assistance for the implementation‘of the Tompkins County Trans-
portation Services Project (TOMIRAN). On September 21, 1982, ARC approved
supplemental funds in the amount of $156,800 for TOMTIRAN, bringing the
total approved ARC funds to $436,800. The additional funds were for
continuation of the pfoject and purchase of capital equipment. Without any
doubt, the ARC grants provided the incentive to develop a suburban and
rural transportation system within Tompkins County which would be self-
sufficient and continue to provide a high level of service for many years
to come.

This is the final report on the TOMTRAN Project to the Appalachian
Regional Commission. The principal purpose of this document is to report
on the implementation of the TOMTRAN Project during the period of September
30, 1981 to September 30, 1985. The contents of the report are divided
into four sections. The first section presents an overview of the TOMTRAN
Project including: problem definition, approach, goals, objectives, and a
summary of results. The second section provides information on the project
budget, and discusses management elements including: the brokerage concebt,
marketing, technical assistance to other counties, and the use of a micro-
computer system in project management. The third section details the
progress made towards implementiﬁg programs and presents evaluations of the

vii,
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project components. The forth section provides information on the future

development of TOMIRAN and identifies technology which could be transferred

to other rural counties.

viii.
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I. PROJECT OVERVIEW

A. THE PROBLEM

s

Tompkins County and the Ithaca urban area serve as a growth center
within the southern tier region of New York State. The Ithaca urban area

provides the region with employment opportunities and cultural, educat-

ional, and recreational apenities. Within the rural regidn that surrounds
the Ithaca urban area and which extends well beyond the boundaries of
Tompkins County, there exist few alternatives to.the automobile as a mode
of transportation. Accessibility for those without an automobile is
severely circumscribed. As automobile ownership continues to become
increasingly expensive, a greater percentage of real disposable income of
rural residents must be paid for transportation. The absence of viable
transportation alternatives in rural areas possesses considerable potential

for damage to the welfare of the region's population and its economy.

Transportation needs within Tompkins County and the multi-county
Tompkins County economic region have been thoroughly documented in the

Tompkins County Interim County-wide Public Transportation Service Plan

published in 1981. The Plan summarized these needs as follows:

1. Of the 87,000 residents of Tompkins County, about 55,000 (63%) had no
access to public transportation of any kind. Population growth was greatest
in rural areas with little or no service.

2. About 20 percent of county residents are "transportation disadvantaged,"
being elderly, disabled, or poor. Low income populations tend to reside in
rural areas with no transportation services.

3. Over 25 percent of the county's population attends college. Improved
access to Cornell University (16,000 students) and Ithaca College (4,500
students) could help alleviate the high rent/low vacancy housing market
conditions in the urban area. Improved transportation to Tompkins-Cortland
Community College (3,200 students) would help TC3 fulfill its mission.

I.1
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4. Many employees within Tompkins County commute long distances to work in
the Ithaca urban area from rural areas with little or no access to public
transportation.

5. Tompkins County employers draw from a multi-county labor pool. In 1980,
nearly 6,500 people commuted daily to work in Tompkins County from six
neighboring counties. This accounted for 17%Z of county employment. The
lack of transportation alternatives could be an important factor in main-
taining and expanding employment in the multi-county region.

6. Increased commutation to and from the Ithaca urban area has created
high traffic levels on county and state highways. Traffic funneling into
the downtown Ithaca area during peak hours produces congestion, noise,
dangerous conditions, and even pollution. These effects may be reduced by
providing transportation alternatives.

7. The lack of a comprehensive transportation program undermines the local
capability for contingency planning in the event of an energy crisis.

B. PROJECT APPROACH

The Tompkins County Transportation Services Project (TOMTRAN) is
designed to provide a full range of transportation services as alternatives
to single-passenger automobile travel. TOMTRAN uses a market-oriented
approach to identify travel needs and to develop programs for transport-
ation options. Each program of the three- to five-year project is designed
to expand or initiate a specific transportation service. Together they
offer a cost-effective and comprehensive approach to rural transportation.
TOMTRAN is also designed to transfer the benefits of the experience
acquired during the demonstration period to other rural areas with similar
transportation needs.

The TOMTRAN Project includes the following programs:

1. Suburban Transit Program: To increase and upgrade the level of fixed-
route transit service in the Ithaca suburban area.

2. Rural Transit Program: To initiate commuter-oriented public transit
service in the Ithaca-Dryden Corridor, including the City of Ithaca; the
Villages of Lansing, Dryden, Freeville, and Groton; and the Towns of
Ithaca, Dryden, and Groton. To initiate service in the Ulysses-Newfield
Corridor, including the Towns of Ulysses, Enfield, and Newfield.

I.2
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3. Jitney Program: To develop privately owned and operated public transit
service to rural areas that cannot be feasibly served by conventional
fixed-route transit.

4. GADABOUT Program: To increase the use by senior citizens and handicapped
of the accessible, demand-responsive transportation service provided by
GADABOUT Transportation Services, Inc.

¢

5. School Bus Utilization Program: To demonstrate ways of using existing
school bus fleets as part of a comprehensive system of public
transportation services.

6. Van and Carpooling Program: To demonstrate and promote van and

carpooling as attractive, economical, and flexible modes of commutation
within rural areas.

7. Park & Ride Program: To designate parking facilities at accessible
locations to be used for ridesharing and public transit activities, and to
evaluate their use in rural areas.

TOMTRAN is administered by the Tompkins County Planning Department
(TCPD) staff which provides planning, coordination, public information,
project management, marketing, and other functions. The Commissioner of
Planning also has the responsibility as the County's federal Section 18
Coordinator to coordinate services with providers of federally assisted
transportation services, public transit services, and private ©operators in
Tompkins County and surrounding counties. In addition, TCPD prepares plans
and recommendations to the County for self-sufficiency in continuing

TOMTRAN programs beyond the ARC demonstration grant period.

C. Goals & Objectives

The TOMTRAN Project was developed to accomplish the expressed goals of
the New York State Appalachian Development Plan and the Section 18.Program
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended. The New York

State Appalachian Goals & Program Emphasis - Summary (DOS, p. 6) stated

the transportation goals:

I.3



TOMTRAN Tompkins County
Final Report New York

Coordinate existing human service or other transportation systems.
Develop new comprehensive systems.

Develop commuter-oriented systems.

Develop transportation-based energy conservation measures.

!

The federal Section 18 Program goals are to enhance access of people in
nonurbanized areas for purposes such as health éare, shopping, education,
recreation, public services, and employment by encouraging the maintenance,
development, improvement, and use of passenger transportation systems. The
TOMTRAN Project includes programs to specifically contribute towards the
achievément of these goals of the state and federal governments for rural
transportation.

In addition, Tompkins County formulated the following goals and objec-

tives to guide the development of TOMTRAN:

TOMTRAN GOALS

1. To encourage the efficient, economical, safe, and equitable movement of
people and goods within Tompkins County.

2. To conserve energy.

3. To maximize the development of local transportation services.

4, To provide transportation alternatives to reduce the impact of a severe
fuel shortage.

5. To demonstrate viable apbroaches to satisfying rural transportation
needs. \

6. To complement the selective communities pattern of land use development
as detailed in the Tompkins County Comprehensive Plan.

TOMTRAN OBJECTIVES

1. To improve accessibility to the Ithaca urban area for the labor force
living in rural areas throughout the Tompkins County economic region.

2. To improve accessibility to Cornell University, Ithaca College, and

Tompkins-Cortland Community College for students, employees, and the
general public.

I.4
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3. To improve accessibility to commercial, recreational, and cultural
activities for residents of Tompkins County.

4. To encourage and coordinate private sector participation in providing
transportation services.

5. To coordinate programs with present providers of transportation services
to special populations including the elderly and handicapped.

6. To target services to maximize market penetration.

7. To improve transfer accessibility between transportation modes in
Tompkins County.

8. To coordinate promotion of transportation services in Tompkins County
and neighboring counties.

9. To serve residential and commercial clusters in Tompkins County.
10. To plan for self-sufficiency in continuing transportation services.
11. To improve efficient use of existing transportation resources.

12. To identify parameters for planning each of the TOMTRAN programs.

D. SUMMARY OF PROJECT RESULTS

TOMTRAN includes programs which were started before the ARC grant
period and brand new programs. A listing of pre-existing programs and the

implementation schedule for new programs are presented in Table I.1.

Table I.1 Program Implementation

Pre-existing New Programs
or New Scheduled Actual

Program Programs Starting Date Starting Date
1. Suburban Transit (P)
2. Rural Transit New 8/23/82 8/25/82
3. Jitney New 4/1/82 4/1/82
4, GADABOUT (P)
5. School Bus Utilization New 10/1/82 not implemented
6. Van & Car Pooling New 1/1/82 2/15/82
7. Park & Ride (P) :

Key: (P) Pre-existing Program (Before 9/1/81)
New - New Program (After 9/1/81)

1.5
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TOMTRAN Implementafion Summary

1. Suburban Transit

The Suburban Transit Program operated in limited scope before
September 30, 1981, The program includes two transit services, Northeast
Transit and East Ithaca Transit, which serve parts of the City and Town of
Ithaca and the Villages of Cayuga Heights and Lansing. The TOMTRAN program
includes operating and capital funding to expand and upgrade suburban
transit service, and to buy transit buses, bus shelters, and stop signs.

An important achievement was the creation of long term operator contracts,
which permitted the expansion of suburban transit service while reducing

the amount of federal and local subsidy.

2. Rural Transit

The Rural Transit Program includes Ithaca-Dryden Transit (IDT), which
began operating 6n August 25, 1982, and Ulysses-Newfield Transit (UNIT),
which started service on January 14, 1985. The ARC grant provided funding
for operating assistance and purchase of five transit buses, bus shelters,

and bus stop signs.

3. Jitney

Inquiries from private operators began in October, 1981, soon after
the TOMTRAN ARC Grant was announced. The target date of April 1, 1982, was
achieved for jitney (van transit) service to begin operating in Tompkins
County. The ARC grant includes operating incentives for new starts and
capital funds for vehicles, bus shelters, and signs. The Jitney Program
has expanded to serve a multi-county area of Cortland, Tioga, Broome, and

Tompkins Counties.

1.6
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4. GADABOUT

GADABOUT provides accessible, demand responsive service for elderly
and handicapped in Tompkins County. GADABOUT was in operation before the
TOMIRAN grant. TOMTRAN provided GADABOUT with an additional operating
grant to assist the county meet its commitment to Federal Section 504

requirements for accessible transportation. In addition, TOMTRAN is
working with GADABOUT and other human service organizations to coordinate

special paratransit services in the county.

5. School Bus Utilization

The School Bus Utilization Program was a new program to expand the use
of public school buses in transportation services. The program called for
the use of existing school bus services to assist the transportation of
community college students to Tompkins-Cortland Community College in
Dryden, New York; A local program was planned and approved. An amendment
to the New York State Education Law to authorize a special demonstration
program was prepared and submitted to the legislature. The Bus Association
of New York, an association of private bus companies, successfully lobbied

against the bill. The program will not be implemented.

6. Van & Car-pooling

The Van & Car-pooling Programs were combined into a joint ridesharing
program. A demonstration ridesharing program for County employees was
initiated on February 15, 1982. Information concerning local vanpooling
options was collected and disseminated to interested parties, but no van
pools were established. However, this program will provide assistance to

employers or others who wish to initiate ridesharing.

I.7
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7. Park & Ride

The Park & Ride Program designated existing parking facilities as park
& ride lots for use as transit stops and for ridesharing. Six Park & Ride
lots were officially designated in the county. In addition, unofficial park
& ride lots have developed along transit routes. One village requested and
received county assistance in paying for additional liability insurance.
Other villages developed facilities on their own using County-provided

signage.

TOMTRAN ridership for the transit and GADABOUT programs for the first
four years (FFY 82-85) is 1,118,724 passenger-trips. Ridership statistics

are presented in Table I.2 below, and by Figures I.l and I.2 on Page I.9.

Table 1.2 TOMTRAN Ridership FFY 82-85

QUARTER SUBURBAN  RURAL JITNEY GADABOUT TOTAL
FFY 82 - 1 OCT-DEC '81 37,964 0 0 5,595 43,559
2 JAN-MAR '82 45,566 0 0 5,581 51,147
3 APR-JUNE 34,558 0 668 6,586 41,812
4 JULY-SEPT 31,592 4,871 2,888 7,220 46,571
FFY 83 - 1 OCT-DEC '82 41,082 15,752 3,399 5,601 65,834
2 JAN-MAR '83 43,502 20,419 4,504 7,253 75,678
3 APR-JUNE 34,532 15,288 4,327 8,043 62,190
4 JULY-SEPT 30,679 15,746 4,435 7,198 58,058
FFY 84 - 1 OCT-DEC '83 39,180 25,803 5,709 6,964 77,656
2 JAN-MAR '84 44,886 29,884 6,301 7,422 88,493
3 APR-JUNE 33,493 23,914 4,517 8,300 75,891
4 JULY-SEPT 31,633 21,863 6,027 7,631 67,154
FFY 85 - 1 OCT-DEC '8 47,774 28,050 6,115 6,760 88,699
2 JAN-MAR '85 51,832 38,904 6,582 7,226 104,544
3 APR-JUNE 40,460 35,545 4,683 7,211 87,899

4 JULY-SEPT 39,473 38,014 4,461 7,258 89,206
TOTAL: 628,206 314,053 64,616 111,849 1,118,724
PERCENT: 56,02  28.2% 5.82  10.0Z  100.0%

1.8
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FIG., I.1 QUARTERLY TOMTRAM RIDERSHIP (FFY82-FF¥83)
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The Suburban Transit program accounts for the largest share of TOMTRAN
ridership (628,206 or 56.1%), and clearly exhibits a cyclical ridership
pattern. Rural Transit is experiencing continued ridership growth on the
Ithaca-Dryden route and from the expansion of the Ulysses-Newfield route in
the second quarter of FFY 85, The Jitney Program accounts for 5.8% of
total TOMIRAN ridership, and reached its zenith in early in. 1985,
Reductions in service due to financial constraints occurred throughout 1985
which resulted in a gradual decline in riders during the year. GADABOUT |
_ sustained an overall increase of 21.4% during the three years, along with
the start up of new transit services, but decreased by 6.1% in FFY 85,

TOMTRAN was developed to provide benefits to Tompkins and its neigh—'
boring counties, especially by providing new alternatives for journey to

work trips. The impact of TOMTRAN programs on Tompkins and other counties

is presented below.

Table I.3 TOMTRAN Project Impact Analysis

TOMTRAN Programs:

Park
Suburban Rural School Car & Van &
County Transit Transit Jitney GADABOUT Bus Pooling Ride
Tompkins +++ +4++ ++ ++ n/a + +
Tioga + + ++ 0 n/a 0 ?
Cortland + + ++ + n/a 0 +
Schuyler + + + 0 n/a 0 +
Seneca + ? + 0 n/a 0 +
Cayuga + ? + 0 n/a 0 +

Note: The impacts are subjective and relative. The following symbols have
been used:

+++ Substantial benefits for county's residents & economy.
1" " ” "

++ Significant " "
+ Marginal 17" 7" 1" ” (1] 1]
0 Little or no benefits " " " " "
? Unknown benefits " " " " "

n/a Not applicable - program not operational.

I.10
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The TOMTRAN staff made an assessment of the relative benefit of the
TOMTRAN programs for each county as of October, 1985. The 1985 assessment
differs significantly from the TOMTRAN PROGRAM IMPACT ANALYSIS presented in
the TOMTRAN Project application for ARC funding (IV. Project Narrative) in
1981,

The impact assessments.of 1981 and 1985 differed significantly in the
estimated benefits of the ridesharing and jitney programs. In 1981, the
estimated impact of ridesharing was equal to or greater than the benefit of
transit programs for Tompkins and the other counties. However, the
potential benefit of the ridesharing program (van- and car-pooling) for the
counties has not been achieved due to its low implementation priority and
greater public interest in transit sérvice.

In 1981, the feasibility of the Jitney Program was largely unknown.
The development of multi-county jitney services provides significant
benefits for Tompkins, Tioga, Cortland, and Broome Counties. In Tioga and

Cortland Counties, the jitney service has provided a catalyst for planning

new local transit services.
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II. PROJECT BUDGET & MANAGEMENT

A. PROJECT BUDGET

1. Budget Overview

The TOMTRAN Project budget for the period of FFY 82 to FFY 85 totals
$2,053,451,including the Appalachian Regional Commission (ARC) grant of
$436,800 (see Table II.2 TOMTRAN Project Summary). The TOMTRAN budget is
divided into to two 2-year periods, from FFY 82 to FFY 83 and a budget
extension period of FFY 84 to FFY 85. A summary of the funding sources for

the capital and operating budgets for the entire project are shown in Table

II.1 below.

Table II.1 TOMTRAN Budget Summary (FFY 82 to FFY 85) Funding Sources

Capital Budget Operating Budget Total Eligible
ARC Grant $325,120 56.5% $111,680 7.6% $436,800 21.37%
Fed. Sect. 18 158,716  27.6% 187,867 12.7% 346,583 16.9%
State Funds 29,961 5.2% 391,640 26.5% 421,601  20.57
Local Cash 58,714 10.2% 274,226 18.5% 332,940 16.27%
Local In-Kind $2,600 0.5% 94,947 6.472 97,547 4,82
Program Revenue 0 0.07% 417,980 28.37% 417,980 20.4%

Total Eligible $575,111 100.0%7 $1,478,340 100.0% $2,053,451 100.0%

The sources of funding for the TOMIRAN Project include the ARC Grant
(21%), Federal Section 18 Program (17%), New York State (21%), local cash
(16%Z), local in-kind (5%), and program revenue (20%Z). The Tompkins County
Board of Representatives has continually supported the TOMTRAN Project
both financially and through legislative actions. The County appropriated
funding in advance of receiving federal and state funding, and provided
program subsidies. Itemized accounts of project budgets and expeditures
for both budget periods are shown in the following tables.
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TABLE II.2a - TOMTRAN PROJECT BUDGET SUMMARY (9/1/81 to 9/30/85)
Federal
ARC Section Local Local Program Total
Category Funds 18 NYS Cash In-Kind Revenue Eligible
1. Personnel $16,614 $0 $0 $0 $69,061 $0 $85,675
.2. Fringe (26%) 4,320 0 0 0 17,956 0 22,276
3. Marketing & Contractual 24,100 0 0 0 2,230 0 26,330
4, Supplies 2,046 D 0 0} 2,350 ] 4,396
5. Travel 400 0 1] g 550 0 950
6. Telephone 0 o 0 0 1,800 1] 1,800
7. Operating Programs
Suburban Transit 2,285 0 116,711 86,422 126,800 332,328
Rural Transit 51,805 187,867 274,929 63,338 0 257,407 835,446
Van Pooling 0 0 0 o 0] 0 0
Car Pooling 0 0 0 0 0 o 0
Scheol Bus Utilization 0 1] 3] (0] 0 1] 0
GADABOUT 5,000 0 0 124,354 o 33,673 163,027
Park & Ride D 0 1] 112 1,000 0 1,112
Jitney 5,000 0 0 o 0 0 5,000
8. Subtotal Items (1-7) $111,680 $187,867 $391,640 $274,226 $94,947 $417,980 $1,478,340
9.0 Capital Equipment
9.1 36' Transit Bus (IDT) $89,355 $0 $0 $2,448 $0 $0 $91,803
9.2 36' Transit Bus (IDT) 89,355 0 0 2,448 0 0 91,803
9.3 30' Transit Bus (EIT) 0 7,744 9,718 9,718 0 0 97,180
9.4 30' Transit Bus (IDT) 47,694 0 0 9,788 o 0 57,482
9,51 30' Transit Bus (UNIT) 1] 67,772 16,843 25,285 0 0 110,000
9.52 30' Transit Bus (UNIT) 57,482 0 0 0 1] 0 57,482
9.6 Radio System 8,679 0 s} 1,232 0 0 9,911
9.7 Fare Boxes 4,408 1] 0 800 0 0 5,309
9.8 Bus Shelters 10,296 13,200 3,300 1,700 1,600 0 30,086
9.8 Micro-computer 14,750 0 1] 4,245 0 0 18,985
9.10 Signs & Poles 2,860 0 0 915 1,000 0 4,875
g9.11 File Cabinet 140 0 1] 35 0 0 175
10. TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $325,120 $158,716 $29,861 $58,714 $2,600 $0 $575,111
% of Funding Sources 56.5% 27.6% 5.2% 10.2% 0.5% 0.0% 100.0%
11. TOTAL OPERATING COSTS $111,680 $187,867 $391,640 $274,226 $94,947 $417,980 $1,478,340
% of Funding Sources 7.6% 12.7% 26.5% 18.5% 6.4% 28.3% 100.0%
12. TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $436,800 $346,583 $421,601  $332,940 $97,547 $417,980 $2,053,451
% of Funding Sources 21.3% 16.9% 20.5% 16.2% 4.8% 20.4% 100.0%
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TRBLE II.3 - TOMTRAN PROJECT BUDGET (9/1/81 to 9/30/83)
Federal
ARC Section Local Local Program Total
Category Funds 18 NYS Cash In-Kind Revenue Eligible
1. Personnel $16,614 $0 $0 $0  $69,061 $0  $85,675
2, Fringe (26%) 4,320 1} 0 0 17,956 0 22,276
3. Marketing & Contractual 24,100 0 0 0 2,230 0 26,330
4, Supplies 2,046 0 0 0 2,350 0 4,386
5. Travel 400 0 0 0 550 0 g50
B+ Telephone 0 0 0 o 1,800 0 1,800
7. Operating Programs
Suburban Transit 2,295 0 116,711 86,422 o 126,900 332,328
Rural Transit 41,905 60,110 73,218 28,687 0 79,889 283,819
Van Pooling 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
Car Pooling 0 0 o 0 0 0 0
School Bus Utilization 0 1] 0 o 0 0 0
GADABOUT 5,000 0 0 124,354 0 33,673 163,027
Park & Ride 0 0 0 1] 1,000 o 1,000
Jitney 2,000 0 0 0 0 ) 2,000
8. Subtotal Items (1-7) $98,680 $60,110 $189,929  $239,463 $94,947  $240,472 $923,601
ARC Other ARC Other
Total Funds Sources Total Total Funds Seurces
Category Eligible GObligated Obligated Obligated Balance Balance Balance
1. Personnel $65,675 $16,614 $69,061 $85,675 $0 $0 $0
2, Fringe (26%) 22,276 4,320 17,956 22,276 0 a o
3. Marketing & Contractual 26,330 24,100 2,230 26,330 0 0 0
4. Supplies 4,396 2,046 2,350 4,336 0 ) 0
S. Travel 950 400 550 950 o 0 0
6. Telephone 1,800 a 1,800 1,800 0 0 0
7. Operating Programs
Suburban Transit 332,328 2,295 330,033 332,328 0 o 1]
Rural Transit 283,819 41,905 261,914 283,819 1] 0 0
Van Pgooling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Car Pooling 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
School Bus Utilization 0 8] 0 0 1] 0 "0
GADABOUT 163,027 5,000 158,027 163,027 0 0 0
Park & Ride 1,000 0 0 0 1,000 0 1,000
Jitney 2,000 2,000 ) 2,000 0 o 0
8. Subtotal Items (1-7) $923,601 $98,6680 $823,921 $922,601 $1,000 $0 $1,000
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TABLE II.3b - TOMTRAN PROJECT BUDGET (9/1/81 to 9/30/83)
Federal
ARC Section Local Local Program Total

Category Funds 18 NYS Cash In-Kind Revenue Eligible

9.0 Capital Equipment
9.1 36' Transit Bus (IDT) $89,355 0 0 $2,448 0 0 $91,803
9.2 38' Transit Bus (IDT) 89,355 0 0 2,448 0 0 91,803
9.3 30' Transit Bus (EIT) ] 0 0 0 0 0 ]
9.4 30' Transit Bus (IDT) 0 0 0 a 0 ] 0
9.51 30' Transit Bus (UNIT) 0 o 0 0 0 0 o
9.52 30' Transit Bus (UNIT) ] 0 0 0 0 0 o
9.6 Radio System 1,589 0 0 397 0 o 1,987
9,7 Fare Boxes : 2,346 0] 0 586 0 0 2,932
9.8 Bus Shelters 1] 0 o 0 0 0 0
9.8 Microcomputer 10,008 0 0 2,502 0 0 12,511
8.10 Signs & Poles 87 1] 0 218 o 0 1,089
9.11 File Cabinet 140 1} 0 35 0 0 175
10. TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $193,665 $0 $0 $8,634 $0 $0 $202,299
ARC Other ARC Other
Total Funds Sources Total Total Funds Sources
Category Eligible Obligated Obligated Obligated Balance Balance Balance

9.0 Capital Equipment
9.1 36' Transit Bus (IDT) $91,803 $89,355 $2,448 $91,803 $0 $0 $0
9.2 38' Transit Bus (IDT) 91,803 89,355 2,448 91,803 0 [s} 0
8.3 30' Transit Bus (EIT) 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
8.4 30' Transit Bus (IDT) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9,51 30' Transit Bus (UNIT) 0 0 o] 0 0 0 0
9.52 30' Transit Bus (UNIT) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9.6 Radio System 1,987 1,589 397 1,887 0 0 0
9.7 Fare Boxes 2,932 2,346 586 2,932 0 0 0
9.8 Bus Shelters 0 o o 0 0 0 0
9.9 Microcomputer 12,511 10,008 2,502 12,511 o 0 0
9.10 Signs & Poles 1,089 87 218 1,088 0 0 0
9.11 File Cabinet 175 140 35 175 o 0 0
10. TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $202,299 $193,865 $8,634 $202,299 $0 $0 $0
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TABLE II.4a - TOMTRAN PROJECT EXTENSION BUDGET - FFY B4 & FFY 85
Federal
ARC Section Local Local Program Total
Category Funds 18 NYS Cash In-Kind Revenue Eligible
1. Personnel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2. Fringe (26%) 1] 0 0 0 0 0 o
3. Marketing & Contractual 0 o 0 0 0 o 0
4, Supplies (0] o} o 0 1] 0 0
5. Travel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6. Telephone 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
7. Operating Programs
Suburban Transit 0 0 1] 0 0 0 0
Rural Transit 10,000 127,757 201,711 34,651 0 177,508 581,627
Van Pooling o 0 0 0 a 0 0
Car Pooling 0 0 0 0 o 0 0
School Bus Utilization 0 0 1] 0 1] 0 0
GADABOUT 1] 0 0 0 1] 0 0
Park & Ride 0 0 0 112 1] 1] 112
Jitney 3,000 0 0 0 0 0 3,000
8. Subtotal Items (1-7) $13,000 $127,757 $201,711 $34,763 $0 $177,506/ $554,739
ARC Other ARC Other
Total Funds Sources Total Total Funds Scurces
Category Eligible (0Obligated Obligated @bligated Balance Balance Balance
1. Personnel $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2. Fringe (26%) 0 0 1] 0 o o 0
3. Marketing & Contractual o 0] 0 0 a 0 0
4. Supplies 0 g 0 0 3] 0 0
5. Travel 0 0 0 0 0 8] 0
6. Telephone 1] 0 0] 1] 1] g 0
7. Operating Programs
Suburban Transit 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rural Transit 551,627 10,000 541,627 551,627 0 0 o
Van Pooling 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Car Pooling 0 1] 0 1] 0 0 0
School Bus Utilization 0 8] 0 0 0 0 1]
GADABOUT 0 0 0 o 0 o 0
Park & Ride 112 0 12 112 0 1] 3]
Jitrey 3,000 894 0 894 2,106 2,106 0
8. Subtotal Items (1-7) $554,739 $10,894  $541,739 $552,633 $2,106 $2,106 $C
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Table II.4b - TOMTRAN PROJECT EXTENSION BUDGET SUMMARY - FFY B4 & FFY 85

Federal
ARC Section Local Local Program Total
Category Funds 18 NYS Cash In-Kind Revenue Eligible

9.0 Capital Equipment
9.1 36' Transit Bus (IDT) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9.2 3B8' Transit Bus (IDT) 1] 0 0 0 0 o o
9.3 30' Transit Bus (EIT) o 77,744 9,718 9,718 1] 0 97,180
9,4 30' Transit Bus (IDT) 47,694 o 9,788 0 0 57,482
9,51 30" Transit Bus (UNIT) g 67,772 16,943 25,285 0 0 110,000
9.52 30' Transit Bus (UNIT) 57,482 0 0 0 1] 0 57,482
9.6 Radio System 7,080 0 o 835 1] 0 7,924
9.7 Fare Boxes 2,063 0 o 34 0] 0 2,377
9.8 Bus Shelters 10,296 13,200 3,300 1,700 1,600 o 30,096
9.9 Micro-computer 4,74 0 0 1,743 0 0 6,484
9,10 Signs & Poles 2,089 0 0 697 1,000 0 3,786
9.11 File Cabinet 0 0 0 a 0 0 0
10. TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $131,455 $158,716 $29,961 $50,080 $2,600 $0 $372,812

ARC Other ARC Other

Total Funds Sources Total Total Funds Sources
Category Eligible Obligated Obligated Obligated Balance Balance Balance

9.0 Capital Equipment
9.1 368" Transit Bus (IDT) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8.2 36" Transit Bus (IDT) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
9.3 30' Transit Bus (EIT) 97,180 o o 0 97,180 0 97,180
9.4 30' Transit Bus (IDT) 57,482 47,694 9,788 57,482 o 1} 0
9.51 30' Transit Bus (UNIT) 110,000 0 0 0 110,000 0 110,000
9.52 30! Transit Bus (UNIT) 57,482 57,482 0 57,482 0 0 o]
9.6 Radio System 7,924 7,080 83s 7,924 0 0 0
9.7 Fare Boxes 2,377 2,063 34 2,377 0 0 0
9.8 Bus Shelters 30,086 10,210 2,552 12,762 17,334 86 17,248
9.9 Micro-computer 6,484 4,741 1,743 6,484 0 0 0
9,10 Signs & Poles 3,786 2,089 1,167 3,256 530 a 530
9.11 File Cabinet 0 1] 0 0 0 0 0
10. . TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $372,812 $131,369 $16,399 $147,767 $225,044 $86  $224,958
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Table II.3 presents the budget and expenditures for the period 9/1/81

to 9/30/83 which is summarized below:

TABLE IT.5 - ARC & Non-ARC Expenditure Summary (9/1/81 to 9/30/83)

BUDGET PERIOD Operating Capital Total
9/1/81 to 9/30/83

ARC Grant Funds $98,680 $193,665 $292,345
Non-ARC Funds $824,921 $8,634 $833,555
Subtotal Cost: $923,601 $202,299 $1,125,900
ARC Funds Obligated $98,680 $193,665 . $292,345
Non-ARC Funds Obligated $823,921 $8,634 $832,555
Subtotal Obligations: $922,601 $202,299 $1,124,900
ARC Funds Balance $0 $0 $0
Non-ARC Funds Balance $1,000 $0 $1,000

During the first two years 677 of the ARC grant was spent. The $1,000 fund
balance represents a local in-kind contribution for the installation of bus
stop signs. An alternative to using public works personnel was found to

[ J
install the bus stop signs along the rural transit route.

In FFY 84 and FFY 85, $144,455 of the ARC grant was expended. This

results in an ARC fund balance of $2,193 to be credited against the grant.

TABLE II.6 - ARC & Non-ARC Expenditure Summary (FFY 84 to FFY 85)

BUDGET PERIOD Operating Capital Total

10/1/83 to 9/30/85
ARC Grant Funds $13,000 $131,455 $144,455
Non-ARC Funds $541,739 $241,357 $783,095
Subtotal Cost $554,739 $372,812 $927,550
ARC Funds Obligated $10,894 $131,369 $142,263
Non-ARC Funds Obligated $541,739 $16,399 $558,137
Subtotal Obligations: $552,633 $147,767 $700,400
ARC Funds Balance $2,106 $86 - $2,193
Non-ARC Funds Balance $0 $224,958 $224,958
Total Balance: $2,106 $225,044 $227,150
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The operating fund balance of $2,106 was designated as part of the Jitney
Program ARC budget amount of $5,000.

Of the $224,958 fund balance of non-ARC funds, $222,680 is accounted
for two federal Section 18 capital projects which are under the UMTA bid
process at this time. Only $2,278 represents unobligated funds mostly from
the bus shelter line.

| Capital budget items 9.3 and 9.51, two transit buses, have been let
for.bids to be opened on March 14, 1986. Assuming an bid award is made and
an order is placed during the reguiar time period of 60 days, the buses
should be delivered during May of 1987. The other Section 18 project is
for 3 bus shelters, which should be ordered by mid May and delivered in 90
days in August of 1986.
The combined expenditure summary is as follows:

TABLE II.7 — ARC & Non-ARC Expenditure Summary

Operating Capital Total
ARC Grant Funds $111,680 $325,120 $436,800

Non-ARC Funds  $1,366,660  $249,991  $1,616,651
Total Cost  $1,478,340  $575,111 $2,053,451

ARC Funds Obligated $109,574 $325,034 $434,607
Non-ARC Funds Obligated $1,365,660 $25,033 $1,390,693
Total Obligations: $1,475,234 $350,067 $1,825,300

ARC Funds Balance $2,106 $86 $2,193
Non-ARC Funds Balance $1,000 $224,958 $225,958
Total Funds Balance $3,106 $225,044 $228,151
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The following equipment was purchased, in part, with ARC grant funds

is itemized along with an equipment life and present status of use.

TABLE I1.8 - Retention of Rights in Equipment List

Status
Budget Line Description Useful Life 1/31/86
9.1 Thomas Transit Bus 1T7B2H507D1131908 400,000 mi 118,732 mi
Bus #201 Year 1983 or 8 Yr. Start 8/83
9.2 Thomas Transit Bus 1T7B2H509D1131909 400,000 mi 130,324 mi
Bus #202 Year 1983 or 8 Yr. Start 8/83
9.4 Thomas Transit Bus 1T7A2B46XB1350504 400,000 mi 53,258 mi
Bus #203 Year 1981 or 8 Yr, Start 2/85
9.52 Thomas Transit Bus 1T7A2B468B1350503 400,000 mi 41,083 mi -
Bus #204 Year 1981 or 8 Yr. Start 11/84
9.6 6 MITREK 75 Watt Mobile Radios, 8 Yr. In use 9/85
2 Portable Radios - HT 90 8 Yr. In use 9/85
3 Maxar FM 40 Watt Mobile Radios 8 Yr In use 10/82
9.7 6 Main Fareboxes, vaults & counters 8 Yr. In use 8/82
9.8 3 Bus Shelters - Brasco, Inc. 10 Yr. Installation
3 Bus Shelters - HandiHut, Inc. in 3/86
9.9 1 IBM PC System, 2 printers, hard disk 5 Yr. In use 12/82
1 Compaq Portable, ink jet printer 5 Yr. In use 10/85
9.10 125 Bus Stop Signs 10 Yr. In use 9/82
4 Guide-A-Ride Schedule Signs 10 Yr. In use 9/84
12 Transi-Tube Schedule Signs 10 Yr. In use 11/85
9.11 1 File Cabinet 10 Yr. In use 6/82

All capital equipment purchased with the ARC grant is currently in use in

the operation of TOMTRAN.
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3. Future Financial Report Plan

The component programs of TOMTRAN with operations budgets - rural
transit, suburban transit, CARO-VAN (jitney), and GADABOUT have approved
budgets through the 1986 calendar year. The local and state sources of
funding are stable., The County allocation of federal Section 18 funds for
FFY 86 has not yet been released.

- In 1986, Tompkins County will study the financial implications for
each program for the next five years, as it is anticipated that federal
funds will disappear from the funding mix. Tompkins County by approving
county subsidies and from legislative action is supportive of the TOMIRAN
project. The County has undertaken the task of replacing loss revenue
sharing funds with local funds, prefinanced state aid to the jitney
program, and provided direct local funding as needed.

Below, the 1986 budgets for the four TOMIRAN programs are compared by
sources of funding:

TABLE I1.9 - 1986 TOMTRAN Operating Budgets

Program: Rural Suburban (NET) CARO-VAN GADABOUT
User Revenue: $139,536 $45,600 $23,000 $22,900
Section 18: 86,000 0 30,434 0
State Aid: 141,429 48,450 67,981 0
Tompkins Co: 49,703 5,700 1,000 39,000
Other Local Govts 0 31,500 0 39,600
Misc: 0 0 1,480 11,350
Total: $416,668 $131,250 $123,895 $112,850

The sources of funding for the combined $784,663 TOMTRAN operating budget

are as follows: Federal Aid: $116,434 14.87
State Aid: 257,860 32.9
User Revenue: 231,036 29.4
Local Govt's: 166,503 21.3
Misc: 12,830 1.6
Total: $784,663 100.0%
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The above budget for the Suburban Transit Program did not include the
East Ithaca Transit or Northeast Transit routes operated by CU Transit;
because Cornell University assumed the financial responsibility from the
local municipal governments in a two stage process in 1984. In addition,
the GADABOUT budget does not include an in-kind value of the volunteer
drivers, office workers, and escorts upon which the feasibility of the
program rests.

The most vulnerable program to reductions of federal aid is the CARO-
VAN jitney service. CARO-VAN needs to increase user revenues relative to
the state and federal aid it receives. Tompkins County has lessened the
burden of this dependency by pre-financing delayed state aid payments to
the jitney operator. .The long term viability of the jitney route is under
study. One benefit of the jitney service is its very low operating cost
due to its low labor wage rates. Thus, if a rural jitney service will
operate, then the jitney model is a very cost effective means of service
delivery.

All of TOMTRAN's component programs have continued passed the ARC
grant period. The ARC grant was instrumental in providing the seed funding
to rapidly develop the program, but it is no longer necessary for future
operating funds. However, the advantages of flexible local use of ARC
funds are sorely missed, especially when compared with the burdensome

administration of the UMTA Section 18 Program.
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B. MANAGEMENT

1. The Brokerage Function

The TOMTRAN management approach is based on the concept of transport-
ation brokerage: matching travel demands with available services and
stimulating new innovative service where new demand exists. A transport-

ation brokerage system:

Develops procedures for determining user demand (market research).
Identifies potential suppliers of transportation services.
Overcomes legal, regulatory, information, and other barriers which
hinder providers and users of transportation services.

. Performs an ombudsman role between users and suppliers of service.
Responds to changing transportation needs. (1)

(O wN =
L]

All five elements of transportation brokerage are evident in TOMTRAN.
Market research is used to identify potential users, design services, and
disseminate information. TOMIRAN assists operators to resolve regulatory
and financial issues hindering the develoﬁment of services. Planning
assistance was provided to neighboring counties to encourage and coordinate
intercounty transportation services. TOMIRAN staff functions as an
ombudsman for users and transit operators in addressing issues concerning
fares and services. TOMTRAN demonstrates flexibility in setting priorities
for program implementation. The priorities were largely determined by the
expressed desires of county residents and the business interests of private
operators in developing new transportation services. High priorities were
placed on fully developing public transit services, especially privately

owned and operated rural jitney service.

1. Davis Jr., F.W. et al.,, Increased Transportation Efficiency Through

Ridesharing: The Brokerage Approach., University of Tennessee, (1979).
Report No. DOT-TST-77-36.
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The high priority programs have the largest budgets and their program

management activities require the majority share of staff resources.

Table II.10 TOMTRAN Project Priority for Implementation

Program Rank
Rural Transit High
Jitney High
Suburban Transit Medium
GADABOUT : Medium
School Bus Utilization Low
Ridesharing (Car & Van Pooling) Low
Park & Ride . Low

The high priority for the new public transit (rural and jitney) programs
is based on requests by the public for service and from inquiries by
potential operators for business opportunities. The Suburban Transit and
GADABOUT Programs are well developed and require less staff time than the
new transit programs. The low priority programs received an initial
investment of staff resources to meet demonstration objectives. The School
Bus Program was halted due to the failure to receive state legislative
authorization. More attention will be given to private ridesharing
options after the transit programs are fully developed. The Park & Ride
Program is developed as needed, either as a response to a request by a

municipality or as part of a new transit service.

2., Marketing

TOMTRAN marketing includes the use of market research, direct mail,
decentralized public information, and advertising to assess public needs
and to disseminate service information. Accessibility to management and
responsiveness to the needs of groups and individuals has developed broad
based public identity and support for TOMTRAN programs.
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TOMTRAN performed marketing studies to determine levels of travel
demand prior to initiating transportation services. In 1980, seven of the
1argeét employers in the County were asked to provide information on
employee residential locations aggregated .by zip code. Information was
provided by Cornell University, Morse Chain, NCR, Ithaca College, SCM, and
TC3. The data was displayed on maps to identify locations within Tompkins
County and in neighboring counties. The commuter demand data was used to
develop the TOMTRAN programs, and especially to identify intercounty |
commuter demand for the Jitney Program. In September, 1984, the employer
information was updated.

Household surveys were conducted in service areas throughout the
county. The surveys used a combination of random and targeted samples
within towns and along service corridors. The survey instruments were
detachable, postage-paid post cards which were returned by mail., Surveys
‘were distributed at post offices, town halls, and general stores. In
addition, surveys were published in rural newspapers as coupon ads. The .
dates and response rates for the household surveys are as follows:

Table II.11 Household Survey Dates and Response Rates

Date Household Survey Response Rate
April 1981 Groton Village 23.2%
April 1982 Town of Caroline 35.1%
June 1982 Town of Dryden 22,0%
April 1983 Town of Ulysses 26,07

" " Town of Enfield 40,07

" " Town of Newfield 25.07%
July 1985 Town of Lansing 32.07Z

The household surveys were used to prepare market studies and provide
estimates of potential ridership, locate stops, and create a>mailing list

of potential riders.
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Managing a computerized mailing list is an important part of the
marketing program. Direct mail is used to announce new schedules, provide
public information, and to conduct follow-up surveys on the use of TOMTRAN
servicés. As of September 30, 1985, the mailing list data base contained
1,452 records, with half on the Rural Tramsit list. Additions to the
mailing list come primarily from telephone inquiries. A record of
telephone calls is provided so that inquiries, comments, criticisms, and
requests for. information are properly handled.

A decentralized system evolved to answer ﬁelephone inquiries about
TOMTRAN services, schedulés, and transfer information. The County Planning
Department, Ithaca Transit Office, and the Cornell Information and Referral
Center provide comprehensive schédule and transfer information for all
transit systems. Transit operators provide information concerning their own
transportation services. This approach has the advantage of spreading the
burden among existing personnel in different organizations, but it requires
more effort to coordinate than would a sole source. TOMTRAN staff prepare
special schedule summaries to all oflthe agencies,

Since August 1983, all of the TOMTRAN and Ithaca Transit schedules has
been available on a computer database operated by Cornell University
(CUINFO). CUINFO can be access by all on-campus terminals or with a
microcomputer and a modem. TOMIRAN will encourage the.use of additional
public database systems which may be developed to disseminate schedule
information,

TOMTRAN uses print and radio media for advertising program services
and to increase public awareness of transportation alternatives. Print

advertising is primarily used to announce new transportation services and
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schedule revisions. Radio was used to raise public awareness of TOMTRAN
programs. TOMTRAN sponsored early morning weather reports during the
winter of 1982 to encourage use of Ithaca-Dryden Tranmsit.,

TOMTRAN benefited from an innovative marketing promotion called "BUS
BUCKS". "BUS BUCKS" is a booklet of retail service coupons (food, personal
care, and professional services) which are given to buyers of TOMIRAN
tickets and Ithaca Transit tokens. "BUS BUCKS" was created and managed by
a Cornell Business School student, Mr. Kevin Lipsitz, in November of 1982.
Lipsitz sold coupon space to retailers, produced the "BUS BUCKS", and
bartered for $2,000 in radio advertising time. The radio ads promoted "BUS
BUCKS" advertisers, TOMTRAN, and Ithaca Transit. TOMTRAN and Ithaca
Transit both received free coupon space in "BUS BUCKS". In exchange,
TOMIRAN and Ithaca Transit distributed "BUS BUCKS" through token and ticket
outlets. The "BUS BUCKS" promotion was financed privately, at no cost to
Tompkins County or the City of Ithaca. In FFY83, four editions of "BUS
BUCKS" were published and were well received by advertisers and the public.

TOMTRAN and Ithaca Transit jointly participate in community events,
such as the annual Tompkins County Energy Fair held in October. Transit
information displays and buses are exhibited on the Ithaca Commons. In
addition, TOMTRAN participates in community events in rural areas of the
County.

The Village of Groton deserves special recognition in its efforts to
promote the usé of TOMTRAN services. The Village puts on an annual
festival in August. In 1983, the Village requested that a new TOMTRAN bus
join the Groton Festival Parade, which was held two days before Ithaca-

Dryden Transit expanded service to the Village. In 1984, the Groton
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Festival Dayé included a hot air balloon rally. TOMTRAN provided transit
service from the City of Ithaca to the Village and was in the parade.

Another successful Groton service promotion was a two day "Breakfast
on the Bus" sponsored by TOMTRAN and the Citizens' Committee for the
Economic Development of Groton. All village residents working in Ithaca
were invited to the "Breakfast" consisting of coffee .and donuts. The
promotion doubled ridership, and has resulted in a full bus of commuters
since that time. The total cost to TOMTRAN was $81.71. "Breakfast on the
Bus" was the most cost effective promotion of the TOMTRAN Pro ject.

TOMTRAN promotions have sought to increase public awareness of
alternate transportation servicés and create goodwill., TOMTRAN has
been successful in projecting an image of reliable, friendly, and
affordable transportation service. The main benefit of this image is
widespread public support and loyalty.

The marketing program includes the evaluation of advertising effect-
iveness and the validity of market research analysis. Biannual ridership
surveys have been conducted since 1981. The surveys provide information on
TOMTRAN riders, their evaluation of fhe quality of service, and the
popularity of various advertising media. Many people take time to write
down specific comments, criticisms, and suggestions about the service.
Written comments are usually the most useful part of a rider survey.

In summary, TOMTRAN has an integrated marketing program to plan,
promote, and evaluate transportation services. The marketing function
is a integral part of the transportation brokerage concept, in which

transportation demand and supply is deliberately coordinated.
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3. Technical Assistance to Neighboring Counties

TOMTRAN has successfully assisted the development of multi-county
public transit services by providing technical assistance to neighboring
counties. The range of technical assistance includes: providing sample
documents (surveys, contracts, applications and resolutions), preparing

applications for federal funding, presenting information to legislative

committees, and coordinating new services.

TOMTRAN staff worked with Tioga County to support jitney service
between Tioga and Tompkins Counties. The TOMTRAN staff made presentations
before Tioga County legislative committees to encourage Tioga County's
participation in the New York State Transit Operating Assisting Program
(TOA), in which private transit operators are sponsored by the County to
receive state funding. Tioga County passed the required legislation to
sponsor C&D Transportation (C&D), a jitney operator, in March, 1982, In
November of 1984, TOMTRAN staff and C&D made a joint presentation to the
Tioga County Legislature to address a payment schedule problem for the
state TOA program. C&D requested that Tioga County approve a plan to‘
pre-finance state aid. Tompkins County endorsed a similar plan in April,
1984, Tioga County approved a $40,000 pre-financing program on November
27, 1984 (Resolution No. 293 of 1984),

In 1985, Tompkins County again took the initiative to alleviate the
continuing state delayed payment problem by securing an intercounty
agreement with Tioga County for the pre-financing of state aid (Resolution
No. 279 of 1985). The agreement calls for Tompkins County to pre-finance
state aid for the entire CARO-VAN route which C&D operates between both

counties. Tioga County agrees to reimburse Tompkins County for the portion
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of state aid it will receive from the route. Coordination with Tioga
County continued in other areas of jitney service planning and funding.

TOMTRAN staff made presentations before the Tioga County Planning
Board concerning the status of TOMTRAN and the potential for developing a
similar project in Tioga County. When the Board expressed interest in
using surveys to measure transit demand, TOMTRAN staff provided sample
surveys, information, and studies to the Tioga Planning Director.

TOMTRAN encouraged Tioga County to participate in the UMTA Section 18
Transportation Program for nonurbanized areas. The Tioga County Section
18 Coordinator received assistance in revising the Countyfs service plan
and preparing Section 18 applications. In March of 1983, Tioga County
submitted its first Section 18 application for a $66,250 capital project to
the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT).

In May of 1985, Tioga and Tompkins Counties and the NYSDOT Section 18
staff agreed on a plan to sponsor C&D Transportation for a Section 18
operating assistance grant of $45,000 for a two year operating period of
the CARO-VAN service (Resolution No. 143 of 1985). The arrangement was
unique in that Tioga County designated Tompkins County to make use of its
$45,000 Section 18 allocation to support the intercounty jitney route
(Tioga Co. Resolution No. 95-85). The agreement was the first of its kind
in the state. Previously, counties which di& not file applications to make
use of Section 18 funds had their funds revert to NYSDOT for later
redistribution, This agreement keeps local control over the use of the
scarce Section 18 funds and is a precedent for other ru}al counties.

Tompkins County encouraged‘Cortland County to develop public
transit service along the Cortland-Ithaca Corridor, which includes the
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Ithaca-Dryden Transit service area. In September of 1981, Tompkins County
proposed that both counties submit a joint application to the ARC for
funding a Cortland-Dryden public transit service. Cortland declined and
the application was revised to expand Ithaca-Dryden Transit service in
Tompkins County.

In October of 1981, the Cortland County Planning Department requested
information on TOMTRAN's ridesharing and park and ride programs. In 1982,
Cortland County initiated a ;idesharing and park and ride program,

C&D Transportation proposed to operate a Cortland-Dryden serive in
December of 1982, Earlier in 1982, C&D started commuter service from Tioga
County to the City of Cortland. C&D desired to expand the commuter route
to include public transit service between the City and the Tompkins-
Cortland Community College (TC3) in Dryaen. The proposed transit service,
Cortland Transit, would connect Cortland with TOMTRAN Ithaca-Dryden Transit
at TC3.

In January of 1983, C&D requested Cortland County's sponsorship for
the state TOA prior to starting service. TOMIRAN staff met with Cortland
legislative committees on several occasions to provide information about
the TOA program. In September 1983, the Cortland legislature approved TOA
sponsorship and Cortland Transit began service on September 19, 1983,

In April of 1984, TOMTRAN staff was invited to appear before the
Cortland County Planning Board to present information on TOMTRAN and the
potential for public transportation in the county. Cortland County was
encouraged to be involved in the Section 18 program and begin planning for
transit service in the Cortland urban area. Cortland County continues not

to participate in the federal Section 18 program,
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In September of 1984, Chemung and Schuyler Counties proposed starting
commuter bus service to the Ithaca urban area, TOMTRAN staff provided the
counties with information on employee locations, and reviewed the schedule
and fares,

In February of 1985, Tompkins and Chemung Counties agreed to an inter-
municipal agreement to authorize Chemung Transit to operate the bus route
in Tompkins County (Resolution No. 4 of 1985)., The new Chemung Transit
commuter réute serves the City of Elmira (Chemung Co.), Village of Watkins
Glen (Schuyler Co.), and the Ithaca urban area with four daily round trips.
Furthermore, Tompkins County assisted Chemung Transit in preparing Section
18 operating assistance applications for the new expansion.

The growth of TOMTRAN and other public transportation services in the
Southern Tier Region increasingly attracted the attention of NYSDOT staff.,
Until 1§85, NYSDOT's role was primarily limited to the management of the
Section 18 and state transit operating assistance programs. In early 1985,
NYSDOT was invited to a series of meetings held between public transit
managers and private bus operators for the purpose of coordinating routes
and schedules of interéity and local services. The result was the
formation of the Southern Tier Bus Network.

The Southern Tier Bus Network is the first regional coalition of
public and private operators in the State. The Network focused on the task
of disseminating schedule information to the general public. NYSDOT's role
was to compile a data base and design a regional bus map to be published by

the Network. By the end of 1985 a final version of the map was ready to

be published.
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In summary, Tompkins County Planning Department serves as an informal
clearinghouse and technical resource on state and federal transportation
-programs. TOMIRAN is an example of a succeésful rural county transport-
ation program and provides the staff with credibility in working with

neighboring counties and the state.

4, Microcomputer System

In December of 1982, a microcomputer system, based on the IBM Personal
Computer, was purchased. In 1985, TOMTRAN expanded its micro capability
with the addition of a COMPAQ portable. The County was able to purchase
both the IBM PC and the COMPAQ through a state contract. so that a separate

During the first quarter of 1983, the TOMTRAN staff spent a sub-
stantial amount of time learning how to use the IBM PC, selecting software,
and using the system for transit management. By 1985, the need for
portable computing was evident, eépecially when meeting with operators at
their offices. In addition, schedule typesetting and other graphics needed
to be produced as part of TOMIRAN management, which required purchasing a
digitizer, ink jet printer and related software. Since the advent of
TOMTRAN microcomputers became an integral part of project management.
Software

The following software programs in use are categorized by function:

Spreadsheet Word Processing Data Base Management
1-2-3 (Lotus) EasyWriter II dBASE 11 & III
EasySpeller 1I PC-FILE
EasyMailer Lotus 1-2-3
WordPerfect
Fontrix
Graphics Statistical Applications Project Management
VisiTrend/Plot VisiTrend/Plot Time Line Project
PC-Crayon Abstat Scheduling & Management
Lotus 1-2-3
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TOMTRAN Microcomputer Applications

Task Software Status
1. NYS Transit Operating Assistance Program

- Applications preparation, accounting SS,WP i
2. Federal Section 18 Applications

- Applications preparation SS,WP ik

- Budgeting SS il

- Service Area Maps Graphics boduiel

- Project Status Summary SS i

- Bid Specifications WP it

- Resolutions, Letters of Notification WP i

3. Transit Management - Marketing

- County Budget Preparation SS ¥

- Monthly Contract Service Accounting SS Rt

- Ridership, Miles Data SS i

- TOMTRAN Mailing List, Telephone Calls DBM Rivdt

- Transit Evaluation ' SS,Graphics kil

- Rider Surveys WP,DBM,SS kil

- Household Surveys WP,DBM, SS ¥

- Service Area Market Study DBM, WP e

- Advertising Planning SS kil

- Contract & Resolution Preparation WP hadad

- Transit Schedules & Route Planning SS #irdt

- Personal Time Management SS ek

- Project Scheduling & Management PSM kil

- Ticket Sales Accounting SS,DBM il

- Paratransit Trip Scheduling DBM *®

-~ Ride-matching DBM *

- Advertising Graphics Graphics i
4, Grant Management

- Report Preparation WP,SS,Graphics ik

~ Budget Management SS,DBM i
5. Special Projects

- Public Participation Campaign WP,DBM hakilad

- Transit & Landuse Impact Study DBM, SS,WP #*

- Transit Demand Forecasting SS *
Key Software

Status: ##¢ Currently Operational SS - Spreadsheet

#%  Under Developement WP - Word Processing
* 1986 Application DBM - Data Base Management
PSM - Project Scheduling
Graphics
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Hardware

The system is presently configured as follows:
- IBM Personal Computer with (2) 320K
floppy disk drives, 1.2MB RAM, with
Orchid Technologies Conquest Memory Board

- Tecmar Graphics Master Card

- Tallgrass Technologies Hard Disk
12,5 megabyte (formatted) '

- Amdek Color II RGB (high resolution) Monitor
- IBM Graphics Dot Matrix Printer

~ DaisyWriter (letter quality) Printer

- Diable Ink Jet Printer

- GIS switch box (for controlling the printers)
- Symtec Light Pen

- Summagraphics Summasketch Digitizer

- COMPAQ Portable 640K RAM (2) floppy drives
with AST Research SixPak Plus Board

Microcomputer User Groups

TCPD is a member of the following microcomputer user groups:

1. Microcomputers in Transportation Planning, MTP Support Center,
Cambridge, MA.

2, Transit Industry Microcomputer Exchange, TIME Support Center,
Troy, NY

3. Microcomputers in Planning Association, American Planning Assoc.
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A. SUBURBAN TRANSIT PROGRAM

OBJECTIVE: To provide public transit service in suburban areas outside of
the City of Ithaca.

Abbreviations: EIT - East Ithaca Transit

NET - Northeast Transit
IT - Ithaca Transit
. NYS TOA - New York State Transit Operating

Assistance
Background

The TOMTRAN Suburban Transit Program includes two transit services,
Northeast Transit (NET) and East Ithaca Transit (EIT). NET and EIT share
similarities in their operation and organization. The transit services
connect the higher density residential and commercial areas in the Villages
of Lansing and Cayuga Heights, and the suburban eastern portion of the Town
of Ithaca with Cornell University and the City of Ithaca, see service area
map on page A.3. NET and EIT operate Monday through Friday and reduce their
bus schedules during the summer months. Both services are operated by
pfivate operators. Since 1981, NET and EIT have successfully developed
from ad hoc to long-term public-private partnerships.

In September of 1974, NET started when‘a group of apartment owners,
facing high vacancy rates, contracted with a private bus company, Swarthout
& Ferris of Ithaca, New York, to operate a free commuter service to Cornell
University. From 1975 to 1979, NET operated only during the nine month
academic year, September to May. In 1977, Cornell University joined the ad
hoc group of apartment owners in support of NET. In 1979, a committee
composed of Cornell University, apartment owners, Town of Ithaca, City of

Ithaca, Villages of Lansing and Cayuga Heights, and Tompkins Cbunty (called
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the Northeast Transit Study Committee) was formed to make recommendations
on the future development of NET. As NET developed into a public transit

system, the apartment owners gradually phased out their subsidy and

involvement,

The Northeast Transit Study Committee issued a report recommending a
contractual framework for operating NET. The City of Ithaca would act as
the agent for the NET sponsors and contract directly with Swarthout &

.Ferris. The City would financially manage the system, including paying the
operator, billing the sponsors, and applying for state transit assistance
for NET. The second contract is between the NET sponsors and the City of
Ithaca. The contract allocates fixed percentages of the NET deficit to the
sponsors, based on the agreed upon benefit each receives from NET. The
total subsidy from each sponsor is capped. State aid received for NET is
credited against the system deficit. The Study Committee continues to
function to recommend policy and provide oversight of NET. By 1981, NET
was poised to initiate all day transit service and the Committee began to
address long-term operational issues.

Planning for East Ithaca Transit began in 1980 and was included in the
TOMTRAN Project application. EIT was organized and funded by the Town of
Ithaca, Cornell University, and Tompkins County. The Cornell Bus Service
was selected to operate EIT after Ithaca Transit and Swarthout & Ferris
declined the opportunity. In Januafy of 1981, EIT began operation between

the suburban East Ithaca area and Cornell University.

Program Summary

The objectives of the TOMTRAN Suburban Transit Program includes
expanding services, upgrading capital equipment, coordinating suburban
transit with other transit services, and developing longer term contractual

I11.A.2
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and financial arrangements. Between 1981 and 1984, there has been

substantial progress made on achieving the objectives.

Proggﬁm Elements

1. Increase the level of Suburban Transit Service.

Between 1981 and 1984, the level of suburban transit service was
increased by the expansion of routes, operating additional hours.per day,
and in a demonstration of night transit service. In September of 1981, the
largest single increase in service occurred when Northeast Transit began
operating an all day schedule. Suburban transit service increased 32% from
22 vehicle hours to 29 vehicle hours/day. In March of 1982, total vehicle
hours increased to 30.7 hours/day, and remained at that level until
September of 1984 when suburban transit service increased to 39 hours/day.

Beginning in FFY85, NET did not reduce service during the Christmas
holiday period for the first time. In the summer of 1985, the NET evening

hours were curtailed. Monthly vehicle hours are presented in Table A.l.

Table A.1 - Suburban Transit Hours by Month (FFY 82-85)

Percent Change

FFY: 1982 1983 1984 1985 82-83 83-84 84-85 82-85

Oct 638.0 644.7 644,7 895.7 1,1% 0.07% 1,172 40,47
Nov 569.0 633.0 633.0 802.3 11.27 0.0%2 11,2% 41.0%
Dec 511.0 540.9 505.2 666.5 5.92 -6.62 -1.1Z2 30.4%
Jan 445.0 491.7 507.0 799.7 10.5% 3.1Z2 13,92 79.7%
Feb 594.0 614.0 633.0 777.0 3.47 3.1%2 6.6% 30.8%
Mar 696.1 706.1 687.1 821.9 1,42 -2.7%2 -1.3% 18.1%
Apr 675.4 644.7 644,7 823.8 -4.5% 0.02 -4.5%2 22.0%
May 568.0 639.5 591.0 825.4 12.6%7 -7.6% 4,02 45.3%
June 451.0 561.0 452,0 720.8 24,47 -19.47% 0.2%7 59.8%
July 451.5 529.0 430.0 754.1 17.2% -18.7%2 -4.8% 67.0%
Aug 492.4 639.6 530.1 793.9 29.9%2 -17.1% 7.7 61,27
Sept 655.2 644.7 827.2 839.6 -1.6% 28.3%7 26.3% 28.1%

Total 6,746.6 7,288.9 7,085.0 9,520.6 8.02 -2.8% 5.02 41.17%
III.A.4
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Between FFY82 and FFY85, total suburban transit hours increased by
2,774 hours or 41%. FFY85 has the most vehicle hours due to the reorgan-~
izatioq>of NET service into two service areas separately operated by
Swarthout & Ferris and CU Transit. Tompkins County and other local
sponsors pay a net operating subsidy only for Swarthout & Ferris's portion

of NET. The overall increase in the number of hours comes from including

the CU Transit NET route for the first time.

Biannual ridér surveys of NET and EIT were used to plan increases in
suburban transit service. In the first survey, December 1981, riders
indicated their priorities for an expanded afternoon schedule, night
service, and Saturday service. In March of 1982, afternoon service was
increased 1.7 hours/day. A demonstration of night suburban service took
place between September and December 1983. In September of 1984, NET was
reorganized to include night and Saturday service in its regular schedule.

The $5,000 in ARC funds for suburban transit was used to support
suburban transit demonstrations in the summer of 1982 and in the fall of
1983. In June 1982, NET summer service was increased to provide direct
service between the northeast suburban area and the City of Ithaca's Cass
Park as a demonstration of recreation transit demand. Between September
and December 1983, night transit service, combining suburban and Ithaca-
Dryden Transit, operated 7.5 vehicle hours per night. The results of the
demonstrations were mixed. Summer ridership to Cass Park was much lower
than expected, however the night service experienced steady increase in
ridership during the period. The success of the night service justified

its inclusion in the regular NET schedule in September of 1984.
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2. Upgrade Capital Equipment

The Suburban Transit Program capital budget is as follows:

Table A.2 Suburban Transit Capital Budget

Federal
Capital ARC Section Local Local Total
Equipment Funds 18 NYS Cash Inkind Eligible
‘Transit Bus $ 9,718 $77,744 $9,718 $ 0 0 $ 97,180
(EIT)
Signs & Poles 800 0 0 200 500 1,500
Shelters (3) 12,000 0 0 500 1,600 . 14,100

TOTAL $22,518 $77,744 $9,718 $ 700 $2,100 $112,780

The Suburban Transit Program uses 6.9% of the $325,120 in ARC funds
designated for the TOMTRAN capital budgef. In addition, a long-term
operating agreement reached with Swarthout & Ferris includes the provision
of two transit buses for NET by the operator. Currently NET is operated
with two school buses, modified to function in transit use. Swarthout &
Ferris is responsible for purchase of two transit buses and has elected not
- to use federal funding of any kind. The first transit bus purchased by the
operator was placed in service in January, 1985, Swarthout & Ferris has
22 months to replace the second school bus with a transit bus. The capital
program illustrates the local commitment to suburban transit, and improves

the quality and reliability of service to the public.

3. Coordinate Suburban Transit with other Transit Services

The Suburban Transit Program has been coordinated with other TOMIRAN
services and Ithaca Transit, operated by the City of Ithaca. TOMTRAN and

Ithaca Transit closely coordinate marketing in print and radio media,
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answer telephone inquiries about all transit services, and operate an area-
wide transfer system. The coordination of schedules began with the 1982
summer suburban transit service to the City-operated Cass Park. A demon-
stration transfer program was put into effect between NET, EIT, and IT.
Although, the transfer was discontinued in September of 1982, a new
transfer system was planned and instituted in August of 1983 between all
TOMTRAN transit programs and IT. The transfer removed an excessive fare
disincentive inhibiting transit use in the Ithaca urban area.

Transfer riders are only counted once for state transit operating
assistance and are not included in the ridership totals. The transfer rate
averages 50/day. The time of day and connections of transfers are under
study to determine patterns of use and potential schedule changes which

could reduce the need to transfer.

4. Develop Long Term Contractual and Financial Arrangements

The Suburban Transit Program includes the objective to streamline the
contractual arrangements of NET and EIT. The development of a consensus by
the operators and local sponsors has taken time as circumstances and
positions evolved.

In 1981, NET and EIT were operating under two contracts with separate
operators and different contractual periods. NET was operated by Swarthout
& Ferris, Inc. under contract with the City of Ithaca and seven additional
sponsors including two villages, Cornell hniversity, Town of Ithaca, apart-
ment owners, and Tompkins County. The local sponsors formed the NET Study
Committee which recommended NET policies. Two contracts, for nine and
three months periods, were used to operate NET each year. The clumsy

arrangements contributed to unnecessary work on the part of the NET

ITT.A.7



TOMTRAN Tompkins County
Final Report New York

participants. EIT was organized on the calendar year and sponsored by
Cornell University, Town of Ithaca, and the County. The Cornell Bus Servicef
operated EIT and provided the same bookkeeping function as the City
performed for NET.

The NET and EIT service contracts were reformed during 1982 and'1983.
The budget and contract periods for NET and EIT were standardized on the
calendar year in May of 1982. In January of 1983, the City of Ithaca began
quarterly billing of NET local sponsors. During the fall of 1983, the
Committee developed a plan to resolve the issue of selecting a long-term
operator for NET.

Swarthout & Ferris had operated NET since 1974. At that time,
Swarthout & Ferris was the only local bus operator with the flexibility to
run NET on an ad hoc basis. The City of Ithaca and Cornell University were
unable for a variety of financial and political reasons to operate NET.
Swarthout & Ferris, as a large charter bus operator, is obligated under
New York State Transportation Law to provide some public transit service in
exchange for its charter rights. The NET service contract is desired by
Swarthout & Ferris because it pays the company to fulfill its regulatory
obligations.

The possibility of federal Section 18 funding for NET made the
'operator issue a high priority for the Committee. Swarthout & Ferris
declined to participate in the federal Section 18 Program for operating
assistance in 1981 and capital funding in 1983. Swarthout & Ferris
decided that it was not in the company's interest to comply with federal
accounting standards. Since'Swarthout & Ferris was paid on a cost per hour

basis to operate NET, the full burden of not using federal Section 18
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operating funds fell on the local sponsors. By 1983, Ithaca Transit and
Cornell University emerged as viable operators of NET and are eligible to
use federal Section 18 fundsl
The Committee gave Swarthout & Ferris a deadline of March 1, 1984,

to complete a pre-award audit to determine its eligibility for the Section
18 Program. In March, Swarthout & Ferris reiterated its decision to not
participate in the federal Section 18 Program. After a series of meetings,
a resolution of the operator issue was successfully negotiated. A new
five year agreement would begin in 1985 with Swarthout & Ferris as the
operator. The operating budget would be approved annually as part of the
budget process for each sponsor. - The agreement includes the following:

Federal Section 18 funds would not be used for NET.

Swarthout & Ferris agrees to operate NET at a contract price of

$26.00 per hour for a five year period starting in 1985.

1.

2.

3. A fuel escalation clause is added in the event of high inflation
of fuel prices.

4,

The operator is responsible for purchasing at least two transit

buses for NET within a 22 month period starting in January of 1985.
The resolution of the NET operator issue permits the Committee to focus on
the issues of service quality and coordination.

East Ithaca Transit was an important first step in the transition of

the Cornell Bus Service from an campus bus line to its reorganization as a
transportation corporation. Before EIT started in January of 1981, the
Cornell Bus Service operated a fleet of 16 modified school buses, and
primarily concerned itself with running a shuttle service between the major
parking lots on the Cornell University campus. EIT expanded Cornell's role
in public transit when it became an operator for the first time. In

addition, EIT compelled Cornell to be involved in the state regulatory

process, and initiated the chain of events which lead up to the formation
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of a transportation corporation. Furthermore, the success of EIT provided
Corne}l with the experience to become the operator of Ithaca-Dryden
Transit under contract with the County.

During the period of September 1983 to January 1984, Cornell Univer-
sity made decisions which would fundementally change its role in public
transit. In November of 1983, Cornell University incorporated a subsidiary
transportation corporation, CU Transit, Inc. At the same time, CU Transit
made arrangments to replace its fleet of school buses with 17 Thomas
.Transit Liner Buses (1), and planned to reorganize its bus routes into a
public transit system. In December of 1983, CU Transit requested the County
to sponsor it for the state transit operating assistance program, On
December 20, 1983, the Tompkins County Board passed a resolution to sponsor
CU Transit for state operating assistance (Resolution No. 325 of 1983). On
January 12, 1984, CU Transit applied to the NYS Dept. of Transportation for
permanent operating authority for all of its transit services, including
the TOMTRAN routes it operates for the County. In May of 1984, the State
approved CU Transit's petition for permanent operating éuthority (Case No.
30202) after receiving many favorable public comments. (2)

The rapid transition of CU Transit provided an opportunity to reorgan-
ize EIT on a long-term basis, and to increase EIT and NET services. In

January of 1984, CU Transit assumed the entire financial burden of East

1. The Thomas buses were built in 1981 for Exxon, Inc., to be used in a
Colorado shale oil project which was later cancelled. CU Transit purchased

the buses at $52,000 each. Tompkins County bought two buses for the
TOMTRAN Rural Transit Program.

2. CU Transit's petition for operating authority was initially opposed by
Greyhound Lines, Inc. by letter of February 9, 1984, but later withdrawn
on March 6, 1984, See Greyhound Issue under the Rural Transit Program.
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Ithaca Transit from the Town of Ithaca and Tompkins County, and expanded
the EIT route in the service area. In August of 1984, CU Transit assumed
the total cost of providing service in a low density portion of the NET
service area. The financial incentive for CU Transit to assume these . costs
was the County's sponsorship for the state transit operating assistance
program, which would provide an estimated $150,000 in 1984.

CU Transit replaced Swarthout & Ferris as the operator of NET Route 2,
serving a low-density residential portion of the service area, at no cost
to the local sponsors. The consolidation of both operators' NET routes
. permitted Swarthout & Ferris to provide new evening service on weekdays,
and Saturday service. The net result was an increase of 8 vehicle hours/
day of additional NET service, effective in August of 1984. The August
schedule contains the same number of contract vehicle hours with Swarthout
& Ferris as before, however, the contractual service is for the highest
productivity routes. Therefore, user revenue is expected to pay a higher
percentage of operating costs for which the NET sponsors are at risk. The
successful resolution of the NET operator issue and the transition of CU
Transit provided the opportunities to increase and expand suburban transit

service at no additional cost to the local public and private sponsors.

III.A.11



TOMTRAN Tompkins County
Final Report ' New York

5. Ridership

The TOMTRAN Program Narrative (April 1, 1981) projected suburban
transit ridership at 125,000 passenger trips for the period of September,
1981, to August, 1982, Actual ridership for that period was 148,497
passenger trips. Although suburban transitvridership exceeded the original

estimate by 18%, total passenger trips remained stable during the first

three years FFY82 - FFY84, and grew significantly in FFY85.

Table A.3 - Suburban Transit Ridership

EIT NET Total

FFY 82 Quarter
Oct-Dec 81 1 18,220 19,744 37,964

Jan-Mar 82 2 22,227 23,339 45,566
Apr-June 82 3 16,434 18,124 34,558
July-Sept 82 4 16,719 14,873 31,592
Total 76,080 73,600 149,680

FFY 83 Quarter
Oct-Dec 82 1 23,875 17,177 41,052

Jan-Mar 83 2 25,107 18,395 43,502
Apr-June 83 3 19,261 15,271 34,532
July-Sept 83 4 18,149 12,530 30,679
Total 63,403 86,392 149,795

FFY 84 Quarter
Oct-Dec 83 1 15,608 23,572 39,180

Jan-Mar 84 2 20,480 24,406 44,886
Apr-June 84 3 15,246 18,666 33,912
July-Sept 84 4 11,470 20,163 31,633
Total 62,804 86,807 149,611

FFY 85 Quarter
Oct-Dec 84 1 15,335 32,439 47,774

Jan-Mar 85 2 18,155 33,677 51,832
Apr-June 85 3 13,690 24,109 37,799
July-Sept 85 4 12,999 23,704 36,703
Total 60,179 113,929 174,108
Percent Change
FFY 82-83 -16.72  17.4%2 0,12
FFY 83-84 -0.9% 0.57% -0.17%
FFY 84-85 -4,27% 31.2% 16.47%
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During the ARC project period there were dynamic shifts in Northeast
and East Ithaca Transit ridership trends. Northeast and East Ithaca
Transit (NET and EIT) reversed their relative ridership trends during the
first two years. In FFY 82, EIT carried 76,080 passengers vs. 73,600 for
NET. In FFY 83, NET became the leading system by carrying 86,392
passengers, an increase of 17.47 over the previous year. In FFY 83, EIT
ridership declined 16.7%Z to 63,373 riders. In FFY 84, both services
moderated their trends of growth and decline to less than 1%. In FFY 85,
suburban transit carried 24,497 more passenger trips (16%) than in FFY 84,
NET increased by 31%, while EIT declined by 4%.

The following three graphs present monthly ridership data for the
total TOMTRAN suburban transit system and its component services, NET and
EIT. The ridership statistics represent passenger trips originating on
each service, and do not include transfers. The NET ridership counts

includes routes operated by both Swarthout & Ferris and by CU Transit.

FIG. A.1 TOMIRAN SUBURBAN TRANSIT RIDERSHIP BY MONTH (FFY82-FFY85)
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FIG. A.2 NORTHEAST TRANSIT RIDERSHIP BY MONTH (FFY82-FFY83)
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The bimodal pattern of suburban transit ridership is typical for
transit service in the Ithaca urban area. Both peaks represent the nine
month academic year from September to May. In general, ridership vaults
from a summer low to the start of a high plateau in September. The stormy
winter months of January to March are usually the period of highest rider-
ship, followed by a steady decline through the spring and summer. The
cyclical ridership pattern suggests that the best time to initiate or
expand transit service is in late August, so that there is enough time to
test the schedule before demand picks up again in September.
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Table A.4 - Suburban Transit Ridership by Month (FFY 82-85)

Percent Change
FFY: 1982 1983 1984 1985 82-83 83-84 84-85 82-85

Oct 12,960 14,166 13,590 16,952 9.3Z2 -4.1% 24.7% 30.8%
Nov 12,676 14,403 14,289 16,559 13.6Z -0.8%2  15.9% 30.67%
Dec 12,328 12,513 11,301 14,263 1,52 -9.7% 26.27% 15.7%
Jan 11,511 12,145 12,690 14,216 5.5% 4,5% 12,0% 23.5%
Feb 16,890 16,197 16,624 18,694 -4.1% 2.67% 12,5% 10.7%
Mar 17,165 15,160 15,572 18,922 11.7% 2.7% 21.5% 10.2%
Apr 15,337 14,735 15,200 16,263 -3.9% 3.27 7.0% 6.0%
May 10,690 11,347 - 11,210 14,916 6.17 -1.27% 33.1% 39.5%
June 8,531 8,450 7,083 9,281 -0.9%7 -16.27% 31.0% 8.8%
July 8,340 7,585 8,221 10,548 -9,1% 8.47% 28.3% 26.5%
Aug 9,092 9,39% 8,653 11,570 3.3%7 -7.9% 33.7% 27.3%
Sept 14,160 13,700 14,759 17,355 -3.2% 71.7% 17.6% 22,67

Total 149,680 149,795 149,192 179,539 0.1Z -0.4% 20.3% 19.9%

Table A.5 - Suburban Transit Riders/Hour by Month (FFY 82-85)

Percent Change

FFY: 1982 1983 1984 1985 82-83 83-84 84-85 82-85
Oct 20.3 22.0 21.1 18.9 8.22 -4.1Z2 -10.2Z -6.87
Nov 22.3 22.8 22.6 20.6 2.12 -0.8%7 -8.6%2 -7.3%
Dec 24.1 23.1 22,4 21.4 -4,1%2 -3.3%2 -4.3% -11.3%
Jan 25.9 24,7 25.0 17.8 -4,5% 1,32 -29.0%2 -31.3%
Feb 28.4 26.4 26.3 24,1 -7.2% -0.47Z2 -8.47% -15.4%
Mar 24,7 21.5 22.7 23.0 -12.9% 5.6% 1.6Z -6.67%
Apr 22,7 22.9 23.6 19.7 0.67% 3.22 -16.3%7 -13.1%
May 18.8 17.7 19.0 18.1 -5.7% 6.92 -4.7%7 -4.0%
June 18.9 15.1 15.7 12,9 -20.47 4.02 -17.8% -31.9%
July 18.5 14.3 19.1 14.0 -22.4%7 33,3Z7 -26.8% -24.3%
Aug 18.5 14,7 16.3 14.6 -20.52 11,12 -10.7%2 -21.1%
Sept 21.6 21.3 17.8 20.7 -1.7% -16.0Z2 15.92 -4.47

Average 22,1 20.5 21.0 18.8 -6.9% 2,12 -10.2% -14.7%

Tables A.4 and A.5 present the monthly ridership and productivity
statistics for FFY 82 - FFY 84, NET and EIT statistics are shown in
Table A.6 and A.7. Productivity, as measured by passenger trips/hour,
declined 14.77 during the three year period. This trend is related to the
proportional decline in ridership between EIT and NET, and the addition of
the lower productive CU Transit NET route in FFY 85.
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Table A.6 NET and EIT Vehicles Hours and Ridership by Month FFY 82-85

Northeast Transit Hours East Ithaca Transit Hours
FFY: 8 83 8 8 82 8 s 8
Oct 396 399 399 636 242 246 245 259
Nov 360 399 399 576 209 234 234 226
Dec 324 342 318 497 187 199 187 169
Jan 225 256 273 551 220 235 234 248
Feb 360 380 399 551 234 234 234 226
Mar 427 437 418 585 269 269 269 237
Apr 418 399 399 586 257 246 245 237
May 337 394 346 588 230 245 245 237
June 231 319 210 483 - 220 242 242 237
July 220 309 210 528 231 220 220 226
Aug 249 384 275 556 243 255 255 237
Sept 409 399 560 602 245 245 266 237
Total 3,957 4,418 4,206 6,741 2,789 2,870 2,878 2,780
Northeast Transit Ridership East Ithaca Transit Ridership

FFY: 8 8 8 & 8 8 8 8

Oct 5,893 7,923 8,308 11,436 7,067 6,243 5,282 5,516
Nov 5,899 8,293 8,363 10,787 6,777 6,110 5,926 5,772
Dec 6,428 7,659 6,901 10,216 5,900 4,854 4,400 4,047
Jan 5,723 7,077 6,820 9,222 5,788 5,068 5,870 4,994
Feb 8,085 9,214 9,095 12,003 8,805 6,983 7,529 6,691
Mar 8,419 8,816 8,491 12,452 8,746 6,344 7,081 6,470
Apr 7,291 8,319 8,394 10,721 8,046 6,416 6,806 5,542
May 5,024 6,377 - 6,100 9,934 5,666 4,970 5,110 4,982
June 4,119 4,565 3,753 6,115 4,412 3,885 3,330 3,166
July 3,962 4,358 4,865 6,776 4,378 3,227 . 3,356 3,772
Aug 4,891 5,532 5,308 7,777 4,201 3,862 3,345 3,793
Sept 7,866 8,259 9,990 11,921 6,294 5,441 4,769 5,434

Total: 73,600 86,392 86,388 119,360 76,080 63,403 62,804 60,179

In FFY 82, EIT carried 50.8% of suburban transit ridership over a much
shorter route than NET. By FFY 84, EIT's share dropped to 33% of total
suburban ridership. Between FFY 82 and 85, NET ridership increased by 627%
or 45,822 riders, while vehicles increased 70%. The highest increase in

NET ridership and hours occurred in FFY 85 by 38% and 60%, respectively.
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Table A.7 NET and EIT Productivity (Riders/Hour) by Month FFY 82-85

Northeast Transit Riders/Hour East Ithaca Transit Riders/Hour
(FFY 82-85) (FFY 82-85)

82 8 8 8 82 8 8 8
Oct 14.9 19.9 20.8 18.0 29,2 25.4 21,5 21,2
Nov 16.4 20.8 21.0 18.7 32.4 26.1 25.3 25,5
Dec 19.8 22.4 21.7 20.6 31.6 24,4 23.5 23.9 .
Jan 25.4 27.6 25.0 16.7 26.3 21.5 25.1 20,1
Feb 22,5 24,2 22,8 21.8 37.6 29.8 32,2 29.6
Mar 19.7 20.2 20.3 21.3 32,5 23.6 26.3 27.3
Apr 17.4 20.8 21.0 18.3 31.3 26.1 27.7 23.4
May 14.9 16.2 17.6 16.9 24,6 20,3 20,9 21.0
June 17.8 14,3 17.9 12.6 20.1 16,1 - 13.8 13.3
July 18.0 14.1 23.2 12,8 19.0 14.7 15.3 16.7
Aug 19,6 14.4 19,3 14,0 17.3 15,1 13,1 16,0
Sept 19,2 20.7 17.8 19,8 25.6 22,1 17.9 22.9
Average 18.6 19.6 20.5 17.7 27.3 22,1 21.8 21.6

The productivity trends relate ridership and vehicle hours of service.
During the first three years, NET increased in its overall productivity.

In FFY 85, the inclusion of the CU Transit NET route added more hours °
relative to ridership growth, reéulting in an decline in the average
passenger trips per hour.

A closer look at the NET routes is hecessary to understand the
financial implications of the ridership and service trends. As previously
discussed, NET was reorganized in August of 1984 into two routes operated
by Swarthout & Ferris and CU Transit. Swarthout & Ferris operates the high
ridership route with a local subsidy from Tompkins County and other local
sponsors., CU Transit operates the low ridership route as part of its
service to the Cornell University campus with a 16-passenger minibus.

Only Cornell University subsidizes the CU Transit NET route, although its
total hours and ridership are included to represent all of the NET service.
Therefore, the high productivity trend of the S&F route, and low local
subsidy, are obscured by the CU Transit route.
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NET serves a much larger service area than EIT which includes a higher
population base and regional commercial centers. However, the EIT service
area holds great promise for future development due to the availability of
significant vacant land of close proximity to the expahding Cornell campus.,

The 16,7% decrease in EIT ridership between FFY 82 and FFY 83 is
attributed to specific factors affecting short term transit demand for EIT.
Cornell University bought the largest local shopping center in East Ithaqa.
A number of University offices were moved to and from East Ithaca resulting
in dynamic shifts in off-peak period ridership.

In January of 1984, CU Transit assumed full financial responsibility
for EIT. The fare was lowered from $.40 to $.35 and the bus route was
expanded in August of 1984, Between FFY 83 and FFY 85, EIT ridership
declined about 57. |

The East Ithaca Transit service area includes large vacant parcels of
land of prime residential and commercial development potential. The zoning
for the area encourages medium-density residential and cluster development.
EIT is an asset to residential and commercial development in the service
area, because of its direct access to the central Cornell campus. EIT's

contribution to suburban transit ridership will likely increase as develop-

ment occurs.
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6. Ridership Characteristics

Tompkins County
New York

Beginning in April 1981, surveys of suburban transit riders have been

conducted every six to nine months.

On the day of the survey, all riders

are given a survey card which is filled out and returned to the bus driver,

The same survey format was used for all TOMTRAN transit programs. A copy of

the survey card is presented below.

Exhibit A.1 - Rider Survey Card

NORTHEAST TRANSIT RIDER SURVEY

We need your help to understand how NET ma:
Please complete this survey and return it as you get
Thank you!

. needs.
off,

All responses will be kept confidential.

1. What time is it now? s

2

3

4,

6

-

7.
8
9.

10.

Where do you live? (Apartment namé or nearest
intersecting streets)

What is the purpose of this trip? (check one)
To go to work or school

To go shopping

To go to professional services

To go home
Other (explain)

What is your final destimation?

L1111

Did you complete a NET Rider Survey earlier today?
___Yes (If yes, then please stop and return
- survey card as you get off.)

Do you transfer at Cornell to ITHACA TRANSIT (IT)

or EAST ITHACA TRANSIT (EIT) to complete this trip?

__Yes, I transfer to ITHACA TRANSIT to go to
downtown, Ithaca College, or the hospital.

—— Yes, I transfer to EAST ITHACA TRANSIT to go to
East Ithaca Plaza or Eastern Heights.

No, I do not transfer.

How many times will you use NET today?
How many days per week do you use NET?

How did you pay for this trip?
__ Cash Fare -
— Senior Citizen Ticket

If you are affiliated with Cornell University,
please check two spaces below:
Full Time _ Part Time

Commuter Ticket

_ Student __ Employee

% % * PLEASE CONTINUE ON BACK SIDE # # #

y better meet your

Teave |
Blank

L

11.whv ane vou usiwe H,E.T. FOR TNIS TRIP® (CHECK THE SINCLE BEST ANSVER)

v O save ta

2.0 save wont v

3 [J owiving 15 NOT E120vABLE

4 [ cant pare cLOSE 0 My DESTIIATION
s O nocar avanasLe

6 [J wooniveas Lecenst

12, KO® uaNY OPERATING CARS ARE THERE W VOUR NOUSENGLO?
13, HOY mANY PERSONS ARE THERE 1M YOUR KOUSEHOLO?

1%+ powaany Licemseo onvens ane tueas o vous NOUSENOLD?
15.#ovoovouesrz N.E.T. service?

—_———

—

PoOR | FAIR | cooD[VERY

FARES

7 O ~ormaL RIDE NOT avAILABLE
¢ [J owLy 1RANSPORTATION AVAILABLE
v [J ‘10 surpoRt PuBLIC TRANSIY

00 O

w0

wJ
o]
wJ

VEHICLES RUNNING ON Taug

BUS ROUTES WHENE YOU NEED Trem

ASE OF READING SCHEDULES AND ROUTE MAPS

£
CASE OF OBTAINING (KFORMATION ABOUT TNE SERVICE

LENGTH OF TRIP (Tias)

RIL I

DRIVER COURTESY

ﬁﬁ*ﬁﬁkﬁhtﬁﬁ{xﬁﬁﬁ*ﬁﬁ

Questions 16-18 are needed to qualify MET for
State and Federal public transit funding.

16. Check all items which best describe yourself:
__Male __ Female __Under 18 years

Caucasian 18 to
Black 25 to 34

Asian or Pacific Islander —-:g to “:
Other to 5

— 55 to 64
__ Hispanic __65 and above

17. Do you own or rent your residence? _Own _ Rent

18, Which category describes your household income?
__. Less than 5,000 15,000 to 17,499
__ 5,000 to 7,499 17,500 to 19,999
—_ 7,500 to 9,999 —_ 20,000 to 24,999
10,000 to 12,499 25,000 or more
2,000 to 14,999 -
LA I T T T S R O O Y
PLEASE WRITE ANY ADDITIONAL COMMENTS OR SUGGESTIONS W THE SPACE SELOY

1
& 4w

Pleasc Return to Driver # # Thank You * * See Other Side
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Statistics including household income and size, trip purpose, and

rider characteristics are presented in the following tables.

Table A.8 - Income Distribution by Household Size

Personé Per Household

: Total
Income 1 2 3 4 5 6 Income

| Under- $5,000 43,57 21.9% 18.5% 125,02 '33.3% 20.0%  28.0%
. $5,000- -$7,499 12,93 11.4% 13.8%2  6.3% 0.02  0.0%3  10.03
' $7,500- '$9,999 ~ 8.1%3  7.9%  6.2% 2.1%  0.0% 20.0%.  6.1%
' $10,000 - $12,499 , 9.7%  9.6%2  9.2% 4.2  9.5%  0.0% = 8.2%
' $12,500- $14,999 '11.3%  6.1% 12.3%  4.2%  4.82 0.03  8.2%
$15,000 $17,499 4.8% 8.8% 10.8%2 6.3% 0.0% 0.0  7.3%
$17,500 - $19,999 1.63 5.3%  7.7%  6.3% 0.0% 0.0%2  4.9%
$20,000 $24,999 4.8% - 7.0%  9.2%  6.3%  9.5% (20.0%, 7.0%
$25,000 Plus  3.2% 121.9%  12.3% 39.6% 42.9% 40.0%  20.4%
Total Households: 19.72 36.2%2 20.6Z 15.2% 6.7% 1.62 o0 o7
: s

Read down the columns for the incdme distribution of the different sizes of
households. The median household size is 2 persons and the median income
is $10,000 to $12,499,

Table A.9 Suburban Transit Trip Purpose

1. Commuting to Work or School  74.8% °*
2. Shopping 20.3
3. Other 7 4.9

Table A.10 Reasons for Using Suburban Transit

1. Only Transportation Available .... 44,77

2. No Car Available ...... ceececsanns 16.8

3. Save Time ...... coessennes cevecses 1.6

4, Normal Ride Not Available ........ 6.1 .

— -5, Save Money ..... ceserees cesean vese 5.1 e

6. Can't Park Close to Destination .. 4.6 Tapee
7. To Support Public Transit ........ 4,6 ~

8. Driving Not Enjoyable .....ee0vuse 4,0

9. No Driver's License ..ecevvss. eee. 2.0

10, Other ....cevevvevnnnnns cecees cees 4.5
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Table A.11 Age & Sex Distribution of Riders

Male: 43,17
Female: 56.9
100.0%
Age
Under 18 3.0%
18-24 33.1
25-34 32.0
35-44 15.7
45-54 7.3
55-64 7.0
65 + 1.9
100.07%

The median age is between 25 and 34.

7. Evaluation

The evaluation of the Suburban Transit Program involves analyzing
supply, demand, revenue, cost and subsidy statistics for a four year period
of FFY 82 to FFY 85. The units of analysis are the passenger-mile, capacity-
mile, aﬁd capacity-hour. The passenger-mile measurement was requested by
the ARC, while the capacity-mile and hour units are used by the New York
State Department of Transportatiop (NYS DOT) for analyzing transit system
performance.(3) The passenger-mile is defined és carrying one passenger the
distance of one mile. Capacity is defined as the total seating and standing
capacity of the vehicle. The capacity is multiplied by the total revenue
miles and hours to obtain the other two measures.

Tables A.12_and A.13 present Suburban Transit Program statistics for
the four year period of FFY 82 to FFY 85. The dollar amounts represent

constant 1981 dollars. The actual operating cost and user revenue amounts

3. Keck, C., Zerrillo, R., and Schneider, N., The Development of Multimodal
Performance Measures for Transit Systems in New York State. State Planning
and Research Section, NYS DOT (June 1980). Report No. 22,
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are as follows:
Operating Cost
User Revenue

Table A.12

FFY 82
($153,254)
$62,746

FFY 83
($179,074)
$64,154

Tompkins County

FFY 84
($184,676)
$67,203

New York

FFY 85

 ($235,172)

$80,661

TOMTRAN Suburban Transit Program Evaluation

(Conzeetbabt" RRt'9Ek 2 arc YEAR 3 ARC YEAR 4

SUPPLY-STATISTICS
Total Vehicles Miles
Hours/Period

Average MPH

Revenue Miles
Capacity-miles
Capacity-hours

DEMAND-STATISTICS
Passenger-Trips

Average Trip Length
Passenger-miles
Passenger-trips/Pass-mile
Passenger-trips/Cap-mile
Passenger-trips/Cap-hour
Passenger-mi/Capacity-mile
Pass-Trips/Hour

REVENUE-STATISTICS
Total Revenue
Revenue/Passenger-mile
Revenue/Capacity-mile
Revenue/Capacity-hour
Revenue/Vehicle Hr.
Average Fare
Revenue/Cost

COST-STATISTICS
Total Operating Cost
Cost/Passenger-mile
Cost/Capacity-mile
Cost/Capacity-hour
Cost/Passenger-trip
Cost/Hour

DEFICIT STATISTICS
Gross Deficit
Deficit/Passenger-mile
Deficit/Capacity-mile
Deficit/Capacity-hour
Deficit/Passenger-trip
Deficit/Hour

FFY 82

89,914
6,769
13.3
89,914
5,215,012
392,602

149,680
2.9
438,562
0.341
0.029
0.381
0.084
22.11

$51,654
$0.1178
$0.0099
$0.1316
$7.63
$0.3451
40.947

($126,162)
($0.2877)
($0.0242)
($0.3213)
($0.8429)

($18.64)

($74,508)
($0.170)
($0.014)
($0.190)
($0.498)

(83 QL )

FFY 83

92,791
7,289
12,7
92,791
5,381,878
422,762

149,795
3.2
480,842
0.312
0.028
0.354
0.089
20.55

$51,021
$0.1061
$0.0095
$0.1207
$7.00
$0.3406
35.83%

($142,416)
($0.2962)
($0.0265)
($0.3369)
($0.9507)

($19.54)

($91,395)
($0.190)
($0.017)
($0.216)
($0.610)
($12.54)

FFY 84

100,098
7,085
14.1
100,098
5,805,684
410,930

149,611
3.2
477,259
0.313
0.026
0.364
0.082
21.12

$51,360
$0.1076
$0.0088
$0.1250
$7.25
$0.3433
36.39%

($141,138)
($0.2957)
($0.0243)
($0.3435)
($0.9434)

($19.92)

($89,778)
($0.188)
($0.015)
($0.218)
($0.600)
($12.67)

FFY 85

127,511
9,521
13.4
127,511
6,188,558
464,541

179,539
3.5
627,289

0.286

0.029
0.386
0.101
18.86

$59,446
$0.0948
$0.0096
$0.1280
$6.24
$0.3311
34.30%

($173,319)
($0.2763)
($0.0280)
($0.3731)
($0.9654)

($18.20)

($113,873)
($0.182)
($0.018)
($0.245)
($0.634)
($11.96)
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Table A.12 Suburban Transit Evaluation - Percent Change

Tompkins County
New York

SUPPLY-STATISTICS
Total Vehicles Miles
Hours/Period

- Average MPH

Revenue Miles
Capacity-miles
Capacity-hours

DEMAND-STATISTICS
Passenger-Trips

Average Trip Length
Passenger-miles
Passenger-trips/Pass-mile
Passenger-trips/Cap-mile
Passenger-trips/Cap-hour
Passenger-mi/Capacity-mile
Pass-Trips/Hour

REVENUE-STATISTICS
Total Revenue
Revenue/Passenger-mile
Revenue/Capacity-mile
Revenue/Capacity-hour
Revenue/Vehicle Hr.
Average Fare
Revenue/Cost

COST-STATISTICS

Total Operating Cost -
Cost/Passenger-mile
Cost/Capacity-mile
Cost/Capacity-hour
Cost/Passenger-trip
Cost/Hour

DEFICIT STATISTICS
Gross Deficit
Deficit/Passenger-mile
Deficit/Capacity-mile
Deficit/Capacity-hour
Deficit/Passenger-trip
Deficit/Hour

FFY 82-83

3.2%
7.7%
~4.2%
3.2%
3.2%
7.7%

0.17%
9.67%
9.67%
-8.7%
-3.0%
-7.1%
6.27%
-7.17%

-1,27%
-9.9%
-4,3%
-8.3%
~-8.3%
-1.3%
-12.5%

12.97
3.0%
9.47%
4,8%

12.8%
4.8%

22.7%
11.9%
18.97
13.9%
22.67%
13.9%

ITI.A.23

FFY 83-84

7.9%
~-2.8%
11.07%

7.9%

7.9%
-2.8%

-0.17%
-0.67%
-0.7%
0.67%
-7.47%
2.8%
-8.0%
2.8%

0.7%
1.4%
-6.77%
3.6%
3.6%
0.8%
1.6%

-0.9%
-0.2%
-8.1%
2.0%
-0.8%
2.0%

~-1.8%
-1.07
-8.9%
1,17
-106%
1.17%

FFY 84-85

27.47%
34,47
-5.2%
27.47%

6.6%
13.0%

20.0%
9.5%
31.47
-8.7%
12,67
6.2%
23.3%
-10.7%

15.7%
-11,9%
8.6%
2.47%
-13.9%
-3.5%
-5.7%

22.87%
-6.67%
15.2%
8.6%
1 2.3%
-8.67%

26.87%
-3.5%
19.0%
12,27

5.7%
-5.6%

FFY 82-85

41.87
40.7%

0.8%
41,87
18.7%
18.3%

19.92
19.2%
43,07
-16.1%
1.7
1.4%
20.5%
-14,77

15,17
-19.5%
-3.0%
-2,7%
-18.27
-4,17%
-16.27%

37.4%
-4,07%
15.8%
16,17
14,5%
-2,3%

52.8%
6.9%
28.8%
29.2%
27.47%
8.7%



TOMTRAN Tompkins County
Final Report ' New York

In general, the productivity and overail cost effectiveness of the
Suburban Transit Program declined in FFY 82 and FFY 83, but increased
modestly in FFY 84 and sunk further in FFY 85 with the reorganization of
routes. |

The amount of suburban transit service increased by 40.7% in total
hours and 437 in passenger miles during the period. From FFY 82 to FFY 84
total ridership remained virtually constant, differing not more than 100
passenger trips from the annual average of 149,695 in any year. In FFY 85
ridership increased 207 from FFY 84,

Cost effectiveness relates the cost and revenues of providing the
transit service. User revenue refers to cash fares and ticket sales
receipts received each year. Operating costs iﬁcludes the cost of con-
tractual suburban transit services, printing, and marketing expenses, Total
user revenue increased 157 and total operating costs increased 377 during
the period. The amount of user revenue per passenger mile fell 19.5% and
operating cost per passenger mile dropped 4.% overall. The moderate gain
in user revenue does not offset the high increase in operating costs,
resulting in an 7.7 increase in the gross deficit per passenger mile.

The picture would be bleak except that it reflects the overall costs
and revenues of all suburban transit routes, regardless of the distribution
of the local subsidy burden. During the period, Tompkins County and other
local sponsors of suburban transit were able to transfer the financial
burden of East Ithaca Transit and Route #2 of Northeast Transit to Cornell
University. Therefore, the high productive NET route operated by Swarthout
& Ferris was reorganized with added hours of service at progressively lower

deficits for the local sponsors.
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The S&F NET route is the core of the suburban transit program,
accounting for nearly 60% of all ridership in FFY 85. 1In Table A.1l4,
statistics for the S&F NET route are presented. From FFY 84 to FFY 85,
vehicle hours increased 16.7%, passenger trips rose 23%, user revenue went
up 15%, operating costs gained 8.5% and the net deficit was up 4.3%. The
cost effectiveness of NET is expected to continue in FFY 86.

The sources of funding for the Suburban Transit Program changed
significantly during the four year period (see Table A.13). The amount of
federal funding was modest and is no longer used for operating assistance.
New York State transit aid emerged as a growing source of funding. Local
subsidies increased slightly, however, municipal subsidies were reduced
when Cornell University assumed the financial risk for East Ithaca Transit

and Route #2 of Northeast Transit.

Table A.13 Suburban Transit Funding Sources (FFY 82-85)

(Constant 1981 Dollars) Percent of Total

FFY 82 FFY 83 FFY 84 FFY 85 82 83 84 85

User Revenue $51,654 $51,021 $51,360 $59,446 417 36Z 367  34Z Vv
State Aid 42,696 51,762 52,277 67,985 34 36 37 39 7

ARC Grant 1,889 0 0 0 1 0 0 0~

Local Subsidy 29,922 39,633 37,501 45,888 24 28 27 26 .

Total $126,167 $142,416 $141,138 $173,319 100% 100% 100% 100%

Actual State
Aid Received $51,865 $65,086 $68,404  $92,247

New York State Transit Operating Assistance (TOA) steadily increased
during the four year period. The growth in TOA is due to the expansion of
service and ridership, and increases in the state aid formula. The aid
formula rose from $.032/rider and $.12/mile in 1981 to $.18/rider and
$.47/mile in January of 1983.
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Table A.14 Swarthout & Ferris NET Route Annual Reports (FFY 83-FFY 85)

(Constant 1981 Dollars)
ARC YEAR 2 ARC YEAR 3 ARC YEAR 4

Percent Change

FFY 83 FFY B4 FFY 85 83-84 84-85 83-85
SUPPLY-STATISTICS
Total Vehicles Miles 63,115 60,830 68,075 -3.6% 11.9% 7.9%
Hours/Period 4,418 4,006 4,674 -9.3% 16.7% 5.8%
Average MPH 14.3 15.2 14.6 6.3% -4,1% 1.9%
Revenue Miles 63,115 60,830 68,075 -3.6% 11.9% 7.9%
Capacity-miles 3,660,670 3,528,140 3,948,350 -3.6% 11.9% 7.9%
Capacity-hours 256,244 232,348 271,109 -9.3% 16.7% 5.8%
DEMAND-STATISTICS
Passenger-Trips 86,392 86,388 106,656 0.0% 23.5% 23.5%
Percent of Suburban Transit 57.7% 57.7% 59.4%
Average Trip Length 4.6 4,6 4.6 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Passenger-miles 397,403 397,385 490,618 0.0% 23.5% 23.5%
Passenger-trips/Pass-mile 0.217 0.217 0.217 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Passenger-trips/Cap-mile 0.024 0.024 0.027 3.8% 10.3% 14,5%
Passenger-trips/Cap-hour 0.337 0.372 0.393 10.3% 5.8% 16.7%
Passenger-mi/Capacity-mile 0.108 0.113 0.124 3.8 10.3%  14.5%
Pass-Trips/Hour 19,55 21.56 22.82 10.3% 5.8% 16.7%
REVENUE-STATISTICS
Total Revenue ' $33,856 $34,224 $39,242 1.1% 14.7% 15.9%
Revenue/Passenger-mile $0.0852 $0.0861 $0.0800 1.1% -7.1%  -6.1%
Revenue/Capacity-mile $0.0092 $0.0097 $0.0099 4,9% 2.5% 7.5%
Revenue/Capacity~hour $0.1321 $0.1473 $0.1447 11.5% -1.7% 9.6%
Revenue/Vehicle Hr. $7.66 $8.54 $8.40 11.58  -1.7% 9.6%
Average Fare $0.392 $0.395 $0.358 1,13 =7.1%  -6.1%
Revenue/Cost 37.67% 40.63% 42,93% “7.9% 5.7%  14.0%
COST-STATISTICS . _
Total Operating Cost ($89,872) ($84,225) ($91,399)  -B.3% 8.5% 1.7% -
Cost/Passenger-mile ($0.2261)  ($0.2118)  ($0.1863)  -B.3% -12.1% -17.6%
Cost/Capacity-mile ($0.0246) ($0.0238) ($0.0231) -2.88 -3.08 -5.7%
Cost/Capacity-hour ($0.3507) ($0.3625) ($0.3371) 3.4%8 -7.08  -3.9%
Cost/Passenger-trip ($1.0403) ($0.9750) ($0.8570) -B.3% -~12.1% -17.6%
Cost/Hour ($20.34)  ($21.02)  ($19.55) 3.4%  -7.08  -3.5%
DEFICIT STATISTICS
Gross Deficit ($56,016)  ($50,001) ($52,157) -10.7% 4.3%  -6.9%
Deficit/Passenger-mile ($0.141) ($0.126)  ($0.108) -10.7% -15.5% -24.6%
Deficit/Capacity-mile ($0.015)  ($0.014)  ($0.013)  -7.4%  -B.8% -13.7%
Deficit/Capacity-hour ($0.219) ($0.215) ($0.192) -1.6% -10.6% -12.0%
Deficit/Passenger-trip - ($0.648) ($0.579) ($0.489) -10.7% -15.5% -24.6%
Deficit/Hour ($12.68) ($12.48) ($11.16) -1.6% -10.6%8 -12.0%
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User revenue has decreased as a percentage of funding from 41% in FFY
82 to 347 in FFY 85. Fares were not increased during this period because
increases in state aid offset the need to increase fares to match the rise
in inflation. The net result is that TOA, as a percentage of total
revenue, grew from 34% in FFY 82 to 39% in FFY 85.

Local subsidy levels have steadily decreased after reaching 287 in FFY
83. Cornell University's interest in supporting public transif removed the
burden of the relatively less productive NET Route #2 and East Ithaca
Transit from the other local sponsors. Consequently, the expanded suburban
transit system costs local taxpayers less in FFY 85 than the smaller system

did in FFY 82.

Summary

Since 1981, the TOMTRAN Suburban Transit Program made much progress in
achieving the objectives: to expand services, upgrade equipment, coordinate
services, and develop long-term contractual arrangements. The long-term
operator contracts increase the self-sufficiency of the program by not
using federal funds for operating assistance, significantly increasing
Cornell University's financial support, reducing the amount of municipal
subsidy, and by using private funds to purchase two transit buses for
Northeast Transit.

During the four years, the overall suburban system cost effectiveness
and productivity declined. But, the successful restructuring of the
suburban transit financial responsibilities resulted in lowering the need
for local taxpayer subsidy. Overall, the future for TOMTRAN Suburban

Transit is promising.
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B. RURAL TRANSIT PROGRAM

OBJECTIVE: To demonstrate the feasibility of fixed route, public transit in
rural areas where sufficient demand exists.

Abbreviations: IDT -~ Ithaca-Dryden Transit
UNIT - Ulysses-Newfield Transit
TC3 - Tompkins-Cortland Community College

Program Summary

\jﬁwﬂpThe TOMTRAN Rural Transit Program provides new public transit service
along heavily-traveled, rural corridors in Tompkins County (see Map B.l).
Rural transit is the top priority TOMTRAN program and uses the largest
share of the ARC grant, $325,578 or 74.5%, for a single program. Rural
transit represents the first public transit service developed by Tompkins E
County. The TOMTRAN staff exercises more independent control of the !
planning, development, and management of rufal transit than it has over thé
suburban transit and jitney programs. Therefore, the Rural Transit Program
more fully demonstrates the use of transportation brokerage in planning and
managing a new transit service.

.. The Rural Transit Progfam includes the phased development of transit
routes. Ithaca-Dryden Transit (IDT) was the first service developed and
began operating on August 25, 1982, IDT links the City of Ithaca to the
Villages of Dryden, Freeville, and Groton along state routes with the
highest traffic volumes in Tompkins County. Ulysses-Newfield Transit
(UNIT) was planned in 1984 and began service on January 14, 1985. UNIT
connects the Towns of Ulysses and Newfield with the City of Ithaca. UNIT's
first schedule concentrates on providing peak hour service from the Village
of Trumansburg and hamlet of Newfield to the City of Ithaca, Cornell Univ.,
Emerson Morse-Chain and NCR manufacturing plants in the Ithaca urban area.

ITI.B.1
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Program Elements

1. Evaluate Potential for Service.

A substantial amount of TOMTRAN staff time was invested in evaluating
the potential demand for rural transit service, designing routes, and
planning bus schedules. Trip demand information was compiled from random
household surveys, surveys of people at major destinations (such as TC3 and
Pyramid Mall), and surveys of employee residential locations provided by
major employers in 1980 and 1984. The trip demand informatioﬁ is used to
identify key destination times and the spatial distribution of the demand
before route designs and schedules are planned.

The route design process begins with determining travel times and
distances along the road network in the service area. The trip demand data
is then distributed on the network. The objectivé is to maximize service
to the greatest number of potential bus stops (or nodes) with high trip
demands, subject to the travel time needed to reach destinations at key
times. Planning bus routes and schedules is an iterative process.
Schedules are calculated over and over again as changes are made to the
route design. A microcomputer is indispensable in the schedule planning
process.

The number of buses is a major constraint in planning transit routes.
On several occasions it was necessary to aﬂd a bus so that a particular
route design and schedule could be operated. The number of buses is

constrained by the marginal operating, leasing and insurance costs, and by

the total number of buses available for transit service.
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Ithaca-Dryden Transit

The route design for Ithaca-Dryden Transit is more complex than the
design for Ulysses-Newfield Transit. The preliminary route design and

schedule was presented in TOMTRAN Working Paper No. 2: Designing Rural

Transit Routes with I.G.T.D.S. (Sept. 1980). The planning methodology was

adapted from the Interactive Graphic Transit Design System (I.G.T.D.S) as
developed by General Motors, Inc., in 1978. The trip demand information
used in the preliﬁihary design was the employer survey of 1980. Additional
surveys were conducted in 1982, to better understand the trip demands of
submarkets targeted for IDT service. (See Page B.5 for IDT Area Map.)

TOMTRAN staff identified commuters to Cornell University, downtown
Ithaca, TC3, and New York State Electric & Gas (NYSEG) as high'priority IDT
submarkets. The IDT schedule for the peak periods was planned to serve the
key destination times for commuters to the Ithaca ﬁrban area., Arrival
times at TC3 and NYSEG were determined by the travel times of the buses
returning from the City of Ithaca. Secondary markets include shoppers to
the Lansing and Ithaca business districts, and travel needs of transit
dependent persons throughout the service area.

In May of 1982, a survey of TC3 students and employees was conducted
to solicit information on transit demand and scheduling. A facsimile of
the survey card is presented as Exhibit B.l. In July of 1982, a random
mail survey using a sample of Town of Dryden households was conducted to
check travel demand assumptions used to plan the IDT schedule.

The design of IDT routes and schedule was greatly assisted by Ms,
Darleen Yerdon, a graduate sfudept in the Cornell University School of

Engineering. In July of 1982, Ms. Yerdon and the TOMTRAN staff made use of

III.B.4
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Exhibit B.1 TC3 Survey of May 1982

(2)

%@ TC3 Transportation Survey

- ——w

HAVE YOU EVER WANTED BETTER TRANSPORTATION
BETWEEN TC3, ITHACA, AND GROTON?

Well then, this is your chance to speak up about it.
The Tompkins County Planning Department is designing
a new bus system that will begin serving Ithaca, TC3,

et} s/e2

Dryden, Groton, Freeville, and Etna in mid-August 1982,

Please take a couple minutes to answer these questiont;
your information will help us decide on the best route,

schedule, and fare for the new bus service.

|Please return this Lefore you leave TC3 today. )

¥here do you Ifve? COUNTY

TOWN _T dheee

CITY/VILLAGE

Which intersection is nearest to your residence?

What is your commuting schedule to and from TC3?

ARRIVE  am/pm LEAVE al

Yonday EE Aro y:_
Tuesday .__ f: )5  Am . .. $= o
Wednesday - ::g;’ AM ¢! £m
Thursday o0 _Am. ¥‘ £em
Friday z ¥~ AM #
How do you commute?

DRIVE ALONE )  HITCINIKE
__ CARPOOL’ WITH PLOPLE o WALK
— RIDE GREYMOUND BUS _ OTHER

How many days per week would you use da bus

service between Ithaca, Dryden, TC3, &nd or Groton?
3 DAYS/WEEK

How many days would you use evening service?
0 D!\YSIHBBK

tlow much would you be willing to pay for a onpe-

way trip to TC3? J-00

complete other side, too

a computer program to design routes and simulate IDT operation.

Now, let's assume you own the new bus system.
At what times would you schedule arrivals and
departures at TC3 to maximize ridership?

ARRIVAL BY: (circle the times, please)

200 7:30 am 3:00 3:30 pm
@:00) 8:30 ‘gg) 4:30
9:00 9:30 00  5:30
10:00 10:30 6:00 6:30
11:00 11:30 7:00 7:30
12:00 12:30 pm 8:00 8:30
1:00 1:30 9:00 9:30
2:00 2:30 10:00 10:30

(Departure 10 minutes after arrival)
Are you a TC3 student? s /o
¥#ill you be a TC3 student next fall? _YES KO

Are you a TC3 employee? oL YES __NO
What is your sex and age?
« FEMALE  _ MALE SO  act

If you would like to receive a schedule of mnew
bus service before it begins in mid-August, please

print your name. ’Qddx'ess. and telephone number

o

[1]

Ll

below.

NAME .

ADDRESS °
= -

PHONE ) R 3]

COMMENTS: ouUQ ‘ea, | Y

oa 36k . Cornell Commuter bus =Thon 3

Thank_ you for your help. If you have any other
comments or questions, call the Tompkins County
Planning Department at 274-5286, or write to:

Tompkins County Planning

128 East Buffalo St.

Ithaca, NY 14850

,P_lsase return this hefore vou leave TC3 today.l
complete other side

TNOP,

Transit Network Optimization Program produced by General Motors, Inc.,

simulates trip demand from many origins to many destinations.

The program

permitted the TOMTRAN staff to test many route design schemes in a short

period of time.

Through the use of TNOP, the TOMIRAN staff demonstrated

that IDT could not operate effectively with a single route and standard

time intervals between buses.

The final IDT route design included many

different routes with buses traveling in both directions at irregular

III.B.6
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headways. (How do bus drivers know where to go? See Exhibit B.2)
The final bus schedule was revised to conform with driver work rules

and changes in employee work schedules. The IDT schedule was completed by

August 16, 1982, and service began on August 25, 1982.

Exhibit B.2 The IDT Route Book

TOMTRAN staff created the IDT Route Book as a bus driver's guide to
the IDT schedule. The book is spiral-bound and its pages are durable,
heavy card-stock paper. The book contains route maps and departure times
for scheduled bus stops for each one-way trip. Each driver's shift is
color-coordinated by the color used to indicate the bus route. The books
also contain ticket and transfer information. The Route Books are crucial
for the on-time performance of rural transit service.

134}

Groton
Village

Pyramid
Mall

I.ME!M Freoville '
vILLAGE Villago L] g £
v\'
/4
o - 2
‘ Y  T1C-8
1) wiex Ra ‘5
i Pli[Repiune O
Day - Dryden
Hall e 3076 2 14}
o |2 F Vitlago
i B
T .
State vr: s
INBOWND
Dryden/ Irish Free- KirkRd/ Lower pairy Day
TC3 North Village Setl 'mtRd ville Rt. 366 Etna Crk.Rd NYSEG Vama Bar Hall
4:17 F 4:20 4:23 4:33 F 4:38 4:40 4:45 4:4? F 4355

Seneca St GreenSt.
Shelter  Shelter

5:00 5:04

I11.B.7



TOMTRAN , Tompkins County
Final Report New York

Ulysses-Newfield Transit (UNIT)

In January, 1985, Ulysses-Newfield Transit was launched as the newest
rural transit route. UNIT will serve the intra-county transportation needs
of commuters, youth, senior citizens, and others needing to travel to and
from the Ithaca urban area from the largest population concentrations in
western Tompkins County. The potential UNIT market includes commuters to
Cornell University, Morse Chain Division of Emerson Electric, NCR, Ithaca
College, Therm, Inc., and downtown Ithaca. In addition, the Tompkins
Community Hospital is located on the Ulysses route, and transfers to IDT
for TC3 employees and students are provided.

Tﬁe analysis of the commuter demand was based on household and
employer surveys siﬁce 1980. The employer surveys of 1980 and 1984 were
used to identify the potential commuter market to the Ithaca urban area.
The sample was selected from the population of registered voters for the
Towns of Ulysses, Newfield, and Enfield. The addresses within a one mile
area of potential routes were heavily sampled. A sample size of 257 was
used. The results indicated a strong demand for public transit service.
That determination was based on the positive response rate from a composite
of factors.

The development of new service rests on attracting ridership which
need to use transit for commuter trips. The composite rider can be
described as: - Female

- Age 25-34
- Working Spouse
- 1 car household

- Desires to use the bus 4 or 5 days/week
- Willing to pay a reasonable fare ($1.00 and up)

ITI.B.8
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© travel o your destingtion? :

10. mew:ﬂwuﬂdmmﬁamam
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Tompkins Ca. Planning Dept.
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Y e - o) 128 E. Butfsio SL

G s ithaca, N.V. 14850

CALL 274-5286 for TOMTRAN
Information

Tompkins County
New York

The composite rider is often an "early
innovator" and is willing to try the
new transit service. Approximately
35% of the households responded to the
survey, of which 677 expressed a
strong desire to use transit for
commutation. Of greater importance is
a mailing list of 350 names of persons
who asked to be mailed a UNIT bus

schedule.

Exibit B.3 UNIT Survey Coupon Ad

The household survey was published as
a coupon ad to increase public aware-
ness of the planning effort, and to
encourage sample households to

return their postage-paid survey card.
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TOMTRAN Ulysses-Newfield Transit (UNIT) will provide fixed-route,
public transit service in the Towns of Ulysses, Newfield and Ithaca. The
initial UNIT route design will serve major residential hamlets in the Towns
of Ulysses and Newfield (see Maps B.3 and B.4). The schedule offered
peak hour service between 6:00 am to 10:30 am and from 1:00 pm to 7:00 pm.,
Monday through Friday. The first year ridership estimate was 48,195, as

compared with the 43,071 riders who were actually carried.

Map B.3 Ulysses Route Design
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Both UNIT and IDT are based on a two zone fare system. The cash fare
is $1.00 for a two-zone trip and $.50 for a one-zone trip. All passengers

are required to pay a fare for each trip as they board the bus. In
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addition to cash fares, discount tickets are available to commuters (957 of

cash fare), youth (55% of cash fare), and senior citizen and handicapped

(50% of cash fare).

>
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In general, the public regards the expansion of TOMTRAN UNIT as long
overdue. The household survey of 1983 raised public expectations for
transit service. In return, local municipalities and their county
legislators pressed for the resolution of the operator issues so that
service could be initiated. The Ithaca Journal Editorial of October, 16,
1984, (Exhibit B.4) summarizes the broad base of public support for UNIT.
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Exhibit B.4 Ithaca Journal Editorial of October 16, 1984

8 I1THACA JOURNAL ¢ Tuesday, Oct. 16, 1984

Tl;e [thaca JOL’R.\'.-\L

Ticket to ride

Kicking around the government is a national pastime with roots
as deep as this country is old, .

Actually. having a government. any government. to criticize is |
part of government's role. The people need a target to work ot
the pressures of evervday life.

So it comes with some measure of glee that we can otter
applause to a government for taking a constructive. vital role in
our lives without pressing its thumb in our eve.

We speak of the planned bus expansion by Tompkins County
next vear into Ulysses. Newtield and Entield townships. This
move will mean that public transportation will {inally wind its
way through most of the county’s highways and bvwavs.

The expansion of Tomtran will cost us money. That probably
means higher taxes. Fine.

Public transportation is worth it. .

For young people who aren’t vet drivers. and tor old people who
can no longer drive. it's worth it.

For those who can't alford to buy or maintain a car. it s also
worth it.

And not all of us want to own a car. either. After all. no vne
except the advertising copywriters in Detroit and Japan eversaid
that a car is absolutely necessary to American lite. iiberty and
the pursuit of happiness.

So often. governments respond only to crises and give little
thought to the future. ‘

Whether they know it or not. the tolks in Tompkins County
government are exceeding expectations bv matching current and

- future needs in public transit with what's tinancially teasible. It
a job well done. very well done indeed.
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2. Initiate and expand Rural Transit Service.

Ithaca-Dryden Transit

Activites which preceded the start of IDT service include: procuring
two transit buses, conducting surveys, designing routes and schedules,
selecting an operator, planning advertising, printing and mailing
schedules, and holding an opening day ceremony. A time line of IDT's

capital purchasing and operating activities is itemized below:

February, 1982 - Work begins on transit bus bid specifications.

March 22, 1982 - TOMTRAN Transit Bus Specifications completed.
Bid to purchase two transit buses for IDT.

March 26, 1982 - Bus specifications approved by Planning & Public
Works Committee.

April 1, 1982 - Bus Specifications approved by ARC.

April 23, 1982 - Bus bid announced in the Ithaca Journal.
April 26, 1982 - Copies of bus specifications requested by six
» companies.

May 3-4, 1982 - TC3 survey conducted.

May 13, 1982 - Bus bid opening. Matthews Buses, Inc.,
distributor for Thomas Built Buses, Inc. is sole
bidder.

May 21, 1982 - Planning & Public Works Committee approves bid
to purchase two Thomas buses.

June 1, 1982 - Tompkins County awards bid contract to Matthews.
Resolution No. 155 of 1982,
June 23, 1982 - Bus bid contract signed by Tompkins County.
June 26, 1982 - Bus bid contract received by Matthews.
June 30, 1982 -~ Requests for Proposals to operate IDT advertised.

Copies of RPF's sent to Greyhound Lines, Inc.,
Ithaca Transit, Swarthout & Ferris, Inc., and
Cornell Bus Service.
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IDT RFP opening. Cornell Bus Service is sole
bidder. '

Tompkins County awards operating contract to
Cornell University. Resolution No. 195 of 1982.

Operating contract signed by Tompkins County.
IDT schedule finished.
Ceremonial first run of IDT.

First day of IDT. Free service. 123 riders.
Two school buses operate IDT. Schedule #1.

Revised IDT schedule begins. Schedule #2.

IDT Holiday schedule begins.

Regular IDT schedule starts. Schedule #3.
Morning service revised, two runs added to cope
with overcrowding. Three buses operate IDT.
Schedule #4.

February sets ridership record of 8,008.

IDT Summer schedule begins. Two-bus service.

Two new Thomas transit buses are delivered.

IDT expands service to Village of Groton. New
Schedule #5 begins. Three-bus service.

First Year's Ridership is 63,490.

TOMTRAN IDT & suburban transit night service
begins.

Groton "Breakfast on the Bus" promotion held.
CU Transit, Inc., incorporates as a transport-
ation corporation subsidiary of Cornell

University.

County renews operating contract with CU Transit.
Resolution No. 335 of 1983.

IDT Holiday Schedule begins.

Regular IDT schedule resumes. Schedule #6.
No summer schedule in 1984,
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February 21, 1984 Tompkins County authorizes bid for one Thomas bus

for IDT, Resolution No. 22 of 1984,

Februaryk28, 1984 Monthly ridership record set of 10,917.

1

July 6, 1984 Used Thomas Bus bid for IDT advertised.

August 14, 1984 Used Thomas Bus bid awarded to CU Transit.

Resolution No. 199 of 1984.

August 14, 1984 Revised IDT schedule #7 starts.

September 1, 1984 Second Year's Ridership is 101,106.

November 7, 1984 - Tompkins County authorizes the purchase of 1 used
Thomas Bus for UNIT. Resolution No. 284 of 1984.

November 20, 1984 - Ad for Thomas Bus bid published.

December 4, 1984 -~ Used Thomas Bus bid for UNIT awarded to CU
" Transit. Resolution No. 326 of 1984,

Tompkins County selected an operator for the rural transit service by
publicly requesting proposals. On June 30, 1982, a request for proposal
- was advertised. The RFP described the proposed IDT service and operating
requirements. The operator would be responsible for the day-to-day
operation of IDT, maintain county buses, provide buses for lease until
county buses are delivered, and have a spare bus available for use. The
term of the operating contract ended December 31, 1983.

RFP's were sent to three potential operators: Ithaca Tranmsit,
Swarthout and Ferris, Inc., Cornell University, and Greyhound Lines, Inc.,
which operates an intercity route through the IDT service area. Tompkins

County received one bid from Cornell University. Cornell offered to
operate IDT at the contract price of $27.75/hour, lease school buses at
$1,000/month, and provide a total of $20.5 million in liability insurance

for $16,082/year. On July 13 1982, Tompkins County awarded the operating
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contract to Cornell University (Resolution No. 195 of 1982).

The other potential operators did not submit proposals. Ithaca
Transit, the municipal transit system, did not‘have the resources available
to expand its operations. The RFP was amended on request by Swarthout &
Ferris to provide for an alternative insurance plan, however, S&F did not
submit a proposal. Greyhound responded with a letter, not a proposal.

In a letter of July 13, 1982, Greyhound presented several reservations
about the IDT service. The company requested that the county buses not be
used for charter service, and that a restriction be adopted "against
handling any passenger whose entire ride is between Ithaca and Dryden."
Tompkins Coﬁnty agreed to a prohibition of_charter activity. The TOMTRAN
staff was convinced that Greyhound did not fully understand the nature of
TOMTRAN IDT's local transit service to be provided throughout the service
area, Greyhound's hard line position against IDT precipitated the
controversy that followed the start of transit service.

The five weeks between the contract award and the start of service
were filled with activity. The TOMIRAN staff finalized the IDT route
design, scheduled advertising, identified bus stops, developed rider
policy, created a zone fare system, organized ticket outlets, and designed
and produced tickets and schedules. On August 24, 1982, a ribbon-cutting
ceremony was conducted at the court house, and an IDT bus filled with local
politicians took a maiden trip between Ithaca and Dryden. On August 25,
123 riders took advantage of the free fare offered on the first day of
regular IDT service.

A number of problems with the IDT schedule soon became apparent after

two weeks of operation. Consequently, a revised schedule was put into
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effect on September 24, 1982, IDT ridership exceeded its target of 1,250 .
riders/week in the sixth week.

Between August, 1982, and October, 1984, the ‘level of IDT service was
increased by the expansion of routes, operating additional hours per day,
and in a demonstration of night transit service. In August of 1982, IDT
operated two school buses a total of 19 vehicle hours/day. After a reduced
holiday schedule ended in January, 1983, IDT increased to three buses in
February. IDT increased to 23.6 hours/day in March. In September, IDT
expanded service to the Village of Groton and initiated a combined suburban
and rural transit night se;vice. During the fall of 1983, IDT operated
33.8 hours/day. IDT service increased by 76% by the end of its first year.

The night service demonstration ended in December, 1983, and was not
resumed in‘1984. Since February of 1984, IDT has operated 27.7 vehicle
hours/day and no longer reduces service levels during the summer and winter

holiday periods.
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3, Coordination with TOMTRAN Programs and Operators

A transfer arrangement between IDT and the suburban transit services
(NET and EIT) was in effect at the start of IDT. Riders may transfer for
free between IDT and suburban services for trips within the Ithaca Zone.
Riders who transfer from suburban transit to IDT for a 2-zone trip pay a l-
zone fare plus the transfer. The TOMIRAN transfer ticket was designed by
the TOMTRAN staff and a facsimile is shown as Exhibit B.5.

Exhibit B.5 TOMIRAN Transfer Ticket

tomt[an Transfers from IDT to Ithaca Transit
12 3‘4 5 9110

AHE
)13 afisfie  1s]he]20
nf22123l24 |25 V26 127 ] 28] 29130

is free. Riders who transfer from
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B v st staff to ensure compliance by drivers.
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The refining IDT schedules is an ongoing activity. A file is kept of
suggestions and criticisms from the public. Schedule planning takes into
account peak period service needs, waiting times for reliable transfers,
and the need to avoid overcrowding bus stops with buses and waiting riders.
The overcrowding issue arises during the afternoon peak period at Cornell
and downtown Ithaca stops.

The IDT and suburban transit schedules are coordinated with each other
and Ithaca Transit. Both IDT and Northeast Transit operate between the
City of Ithaca and Pyramid Mall in the Village of Lansing. Although the

routes overlap, the schedules are coordinated.

4, Greyhound Controversy

The Greyhound Controversy involved a clash of private and public
interests between Greyhound Lines, Inc., and Tompkins C;unty. Greyhound's
intercity bus service between Elmira and Syracuse, and Ithaca-Dryden
Transit share a common route connecting the City of Ithaca, Village of
Dryden, and TC3 (see Map B.5). Greyhound alleged that IDT needlessly
duplicated their existing, adequate service. In 1983 and 1984, the Company
filed protests with the N.Y. State Department of Transportation: (1) over
the use of federal Section 18 funds by Tompkins County, and (2) the
petition for operating authority by CU Transit, Inc., the IDT operator.
Tompkiné County countéred that IDT provided local public transit service
that was required by tﬁe public convenience and necessity, and Greyhound's
three round trips per day simpiy did not serve the great majority of local
travel needs. In February, 1984, Greyhound's protests became a public
controversy, which drew considerable press coverage and stimulated public
participation. Finally, in March of 1984 Greyhound reversed its position
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and withdrew its objections in the face of mounting public opposition.
The importance of the Greyhound Controversy goes beyond the facts of the
case to the issue of due process in the administration of the federal
Section 18 Program by NYS DOT.

Before designing the IDT service, Tompkins County invited particip-

ation by local Greyhound representatives in coordinating their service with

TOMTRAN. On December 5, 1980, 1local company officials presented
information on Greyhound service before the Planning and Public Works
Committee of the Tompkins County Board of Representatives. They stressed
that the schedule was determined by the arrival and departure times at
origins and destinations of bus routes outside of Tompkins County, and that
all scheduling decisions are centralized at the Greyhound headquarters in
Phoenix, Arizona. |

In 1981, TOMTRAN staff evaluated the adequacy of Greyhound schedule to

serve the commuting needs of Tompkins County residents. With the exception

of a 7:30 am trip from the City of Ithaca to the Tompkins-Cortland
Community College in Dryden the Greyhound schedule simply did not serve the
travel needs of the vast majority of commuters. Greyhound's 7:30 express
bus to TC3 was the only trip available to students going to TC3 for morning
classes.

In 1981 and }982, TOMTRAN staff held discussions with TC3 administr-~
ators concerning the growing transit needs of students and employees.
Greyhound provides three round trips each day between Ithaca and TC3 as
part of its Elmira to Syracuse intercity schedule. TC3 officials stressed
that_the existing Greyhound service was inadequate and inconvenient for

many of TC3 students. Furthermore, a local housing shortage was forcing an
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increasing number of students to find housing throughout the IDT corridor,
which was not accessible by Greyhound's express intercity service. TC3's
earlier requests to Greyhound for more bus service were denied, and they
welcomed the expansion of IDT service to the college. IDT's local tranmsit
service to hamlets located throughout the service area c;eate housing
opportunities for transit-dependent students and employees.

The IDT schedule was designed primarily to sérve the travel needs of
commuters to the Ithaca urban area as its largest market. IDT's service to
TC3 was determined by the travel time needed to return from inbound trips
to the City of Ithaca. The TOMTRAN staff avoided direct competition with
Greyhound's 7:30 am bus run from Ithaca to TC3 when developing the IDT
schedule. At that time, the TOMTRAN buses were traveling in the opposite
direction toward the City of Ithaca. However, IDT did provide an altern-
ative ﬁo Greyhound's former monopoly by providing 14 daily scheduled trips
between Ithaca and TC3.

Tompkins County sent the Greyhound Lines, Inc., in Phoenix, AZ, the
specifications for a 'request for proposals' to operate Ithaca-Dryden
Transit. In its reply of July 15, 1982, Greyhound declined to make a
proposal for operating IDT but discussed its interest in "protecting those
passengers traveling between Ithaca and Dryden". The company recommended
two restrictions be added to the County's proposal: that TOMTRAN should not
engage in charter service and that IDT not carry "any passenger whose
entire trip is between Ithaca and Dryden".

In a letter of October 5, 1982, TOMTRAN staff replied that "Since IDT
provides local transit service between 27 scheduled stops including: the

City of Ithaca, three villages, major employers, shopping centers, schools,
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Cornell University, and the Tompkins-Cortland Community College, any
restriction on passenger origins or destinations is not desirable or
practical." Tompkins County conceded to Greyhound's concern on charter
operations. Greyhound responded that its concern in "protecting" pass-
engers between Ithaca and Dryden was still not satisfied. The company
suggested that "Perhaps traffic could be rerouted, restricted or even made -
financially unattractive to the traveling public publEc in order to
alleviate the needless duplication of our service while allowing TOMTRAN to
continue to function as a viable operation."

Tompkins County considered Greyhound's recommended prohibition against’
TOMTRAN carrying passengers between Ithaca and Dryden to not be in the
public interest. The company was requesting that Tompkins County deny
county residents access on a county-supported public transit system to the
county-funded community college. Greyhound desired solely to protect the
status quo that existed before TOMTRAN. After Greyhound denied TC3's
requests for more service and declined the opportunity to operate IDT under
contract with Tompkins County, the County did not find the company's
requested restriction of IDT to be justified in the face of the public's
need for local transit service.

The situation escalated in April, 1983, when Greyhound protested the
use of federal Section 18 funds by Tompkins County. The County had
proposed a capital project to buy one transit bus and three bus shelters
for IDT. In a letter of April 27, 1983, Greyhound reiterated its position
against TOMTRAN's '"needless duplication of the existing and adequate
regular route services of Greyhound Lines, Inc." The NYS DOT Transit

Division was advised of the company's "very strong objection to TOMTRAN
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receiving any funds for any purpose". Tompkins County responded to
Greyhound's allegations with a detailed discussion of TOMTRAN's objectives
to serve needs of commuters, the increasing urbanization of the IDT
corridor, and the inadequacy of the Greyhound schedule to serve the
demonstrated increasing demand for local tramsit service.

Since July of 1982, TOMTRAN staff repeatedly discussed the Greyhound
situation with NYS DOT Transit Division staff. After Greyhound's onection
to the County's Section 18 application in April, 1983, TOMTRAN staff
responded to all requests for information from the Section 18 Bureau,
Transit Division, and proposed that an administrative hearing be conducted
to establish the facts of the case.

The basis of Greyhound's protest was TOMTRAN IDT's alleged needless
duplication of its adequate service. The company's claims would ordinarily
be heard by NYS DOT's Division of Regulatory Affairs. The Section 18
Bureau had no prior experience evaluating the basis of such a protest.
Tompkins County desired that an administrative hearing be conducted to
establish the basis of Greyhound's allegations, and éo offer the public an
opportunity to provide evidence of the level of transit service required by
"the public convenience and necessity". Tompkins County kept requesting
information on the procedure that would be used to determine the facts of
the case.

In November, 1983, stafi from the NYS DOT Transit Division, Regulatory
Affairs Division, from Cornell University, and TOMTRAN met in Albany, NY,
to discuss matters relating to the incorporation of CU Transit and the
Greyhound protest. At the meeting, TOMTRAN and Cornell staff proposed that

the Regulatory Affairs Division hold an administrative hearing for the
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purpose of fact-finding. The Section 18 Bureau did not éccept the hearing
proposal.

" In a letter of January 23, 1984, the Section 18 Bureau announced that
Greyhound's objection was meritorious. This decision was based on "a
review of service timetables, and the correspondence between the County and
Greyhound." The use of Section 18 funds was suspended by the Transit
Division, pending a successful resolution of the Greyhound objection by the
" County. A request by Tompkins County for a more detailed explanation was
denied. However, activities of Cornell University's transportation
corporation, CU Transit, Inc., soon required an administrative hearing on
Greyhound and IDT.

On January 6, 1984, CU Transit, Inc., filed a routine petition with
the Regulatory Affairs Division, NYS DOT, for permanent operating authority
for its transit routes, including Ithaca-Dryden Transit. Greyhound was
notified of the petition as part of the regulatory procedure. In a letter
of February 9, 1984, Greyhound filéd a protest to CU Transit's petition.
The TOMTRAN staff was busy evaluating strategies to resolve the funding
issue, when a Cornell attorney relayed the news of Greyhound's protest of
CU Transit's petition for operating authority. By the end of February,
1984, the survival of IDT was at stake. Greyhound's two-prong attack on
TOMTRAN blocked federal Section 18 funding and directly challenged CU
Transit's right to operate IDT. A conclusive Greyhound success in either
action would likely undermine IDT's viability.

Greyhound's protest of CU Transit's operating authority became the top
priority for the TOMTRAN staff. Arrangements were made with the Regulatory

Affairs Division to hold an administrative hearing in the City of Ithaca on

III.B.25



TOMTRAN Tompkins County
Final Report New York
March 21, 1984, at 10:00 am. Only the operating authority issue would be
directly addressed at the hearing. |

The Hon. Peter Loomis, Administrative Law Judge, NYS DOT, was respons-
ible for evaluating the operating authority issue (Case 30202). At the
hearing, Judge Loomis would hear presentations from Greyhound, Cornell,
Tompkins County, and the public, concerning the ability of IDT to serve the
"public convenience and necessity", and the impact of IDT on the existing
Greyhound service. Greyhound's allegations of service adequacy and
needless duplication by IDT had to be supported by evidence. Public
involvement was crucial for the Judge to determine the level of transit
service required by the public convenience and necessity.

By March, 1984, TOMTRAN IDT had operated 9,048 vehicle hours of
service, driven 196,490 miles, and carried 119,800 passengers. A new
monthly record of 10,917 riders was set in February, 1984. The public
benefited from IDT in a myﬁﬁ}ﬁ of ways. As a part of TOMTRAN, IDT
significantly contributed to achieving the Section 18 Program goals of
providing access to health care, shopping, education, recreation, public
services, and, especially, employment. IDT was threatened and it was time
for the public to be involved. News of the controversy was presented at a
meeting of the County Environmental Management Commission on February 28,
1984. Greyhound immediately became a leading news story in the print and
radio media.

During the first week of March, the TOMIRAN staff was busy briefing
the press and mobilizing the pubiic. An information backet was prepared
and distributed to journalists and members of the County Board. The packet
contained a fact sheet on the issues and copies of all letters between

i
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Greyhound, NYS DOT, and Tompkins County. While the press was busy
telephoning Greyhound in Phoenix, AZ, and NYS DOT officials, the campaign
for public support was launched. The TOMTRAN staff, through the use of the
microcomputer, TOMTRAN mailing list, énd a new paper folding machine in the
county print room, was able to prepare, print, fold, and mail copies of a
a flyer to individuals, agencies, and municipalities in 24 hours. Handouts
were distributed to riders on TOMTRAN buses. The public was asked to write
letters to Judge Loomis, and send copies to Greyhound and the County
Planning Department.
Public reaction was swift. Many people called to discuss the
controversy, offered to write letters, and volunteered to circulate
petitions and attend the hearing. The first letter of support was received
on February 29. In general, Greyhound's assertions were met with disbelief
and oﬁtrage, particularly when commuters discovered that Greyhound's first
morning bus from Dryden to Ithaca was at 11:00 am. TOMIRAN staff prepared
a petition which was distributed by volunteers to IDT riders, stores,
churches, community organizations, and municipal offices throughout the
service area.
R The press did its job well. Barrages of telephone calls from radio
news departments and print journalists peppered the Greyhound headquarters
,?n Phoenix. Initial calls from journalists got through to the Gre&hound
6fficials involved in the controversy, however, shortly thereafter, press
inquiries were corralled by the Company's public relations director. The
intensity of press inquiries contributed to the company's reassessment of
its position.

On March 8, 1984, Greyhound announced that it was dropping the protest
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to CU Transit's petition for operating assistance. Two days later, on
March 10, a spokesperson stated that Greyhound's objection against the use
of federal Section 18 funds by Tompkins County was discontinued as well.
After consulting with a Cornell attorney, Judge Loomis cancelled the
administrative hearing scheduled for March 21. The press announced that
the Greyhound controversy was over (see Exhibit B.6, page B.29).

The public campaign was generating many letters, petitions, and
volunteer organizing when the press began reporting Greyhound's policy
changes. By March 8, volunteers were organizing special bus service for
people taking time off from work to testify at the hearing. Greyhound's
announcements and the cancellation of the hearing dampened campaign
activity.

Tompkins County's position was vulnerable. Greyhound notified Judge
Loomis confirming its withdrawal of the operating assistance protest, but
neither NYS DOT or the County received a letter dropping the company's
objection to Section 18 funding. There was no assurance from NYS DOT that
the Section 18 funds would be freed.

The County decided to test Greyhound's position by filing two new
federal Section 18 applications, to purchase three bus shelters and provide
operating assistance for IDT, with NYS DOT on March 16, 1984 (Resolution
No. 60 and 61 of 1984). Greyhoﬁnd was sent a standard letter from the
County requesting comments or proposals about TOMTRAN IDT. The public
campaign was revitalized to develop a written record of public support for
the application. A new information flyer was prepared and mailed to the
TOMTRAN mailing list. The public was informed through the press that

Tompkins County still needed their letters and petitions to document the
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Exhibit B.6

8 ITHACA JOURNAL -« Friday, March 16, 1984

The lthamJOL RNAL
A matter of independence

There is a woman who lives in Dryden, works part-time in
Ithaca and is not a licensed driver.

When the Greyhound-Tomtran issue flared last month. she saw
a problem for herself and the many people who ride the county-
operated Tomtran system to and from Dryden.

The problem was crystal clear: Her independence was at stake
if Tomtran's Dryden routes were cut back.

Tomtran is the only way she can get to work on time.
Greyhound doesn't stop in Dryden when she needs transportation.
No Tomtran, possibly no work and certainly no independence,
was her reasoning.

This is not to diminsh the role that Greyhound plays in our
transportation world. Hundreds of people. many of them college
students, use the hus service to travel to points beyond Tompkins
County.

However, Greyhound's stops within the county and the hours of
those stops simply do not match the extensive schedule of
Tomtran.

When Grevhound successfully prevented Tomtran from getting
federal aid (money which the county is again seeking).
Greyhound officials either neglected to mention or did not know
that their firm received a $623,000 subsidy trom New York state
in 1983.

When that fact was pointed out to a Grevhound official. she
promptly stopped talking, perhaps because she was embarrassed
bv the company's hypocrisy.

In any event, Greyhound withdrew its objections to a federal
subsidy for Tomtran and to Cornell University’s desire to operate
the Dryden-Ithaca line on a permanent basis.

Tomtran is trying to expand its service to Trumansburg and
Newfield. We heartily endorse the plan and hope county leaders
will come to consider it more important than new windows in the
courthouse.

And. the reason, again. is simple: Many people. like the woman
in Dryden, rely on Tomtran to give them greater independence in
matters personal. professional and financial.

Tomtran is a grand example of government truly doing its job:
Providing etfective, intelligent service. i
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public need for IDT.

The public comment period for the two new federal Section 18 applic-
ations closed on April 20, 1984. Greyhound did not respond to the County's
letter. Usually, a nonresponse indicates the lack of an objection,
however, the Transit Division affirmed that only a written.confirmatioh
would free the Section 18 funds for county use.

In a letﬁer of April 17, 1984, the Transit Division notified the
County that Greyhound's objection to Section 18 funding was still applic-
able. Tompkins County was strongly advised to contact Greyhound and
request the company to identify the specific routes, stops, and times which
were their primary concern. Furthermore, Greyhound should be invited to
determine the IDT schedule. County agreement to Greyhound's modifications
would resolve funding issue. An alternative to changing the IDT schedule
was to invite Greyhound to propose to operate portions of the IDT route and

to be subsidized with Section 18 funds. The Transit Division's proposed

.approach to resolve the funding issue presented Tompkins County with a
Hobson's choice, but it did affirm the earlier decision to continue the
pﬁblic campaién in support of TOMTRAN.

Tompkins County modified the approach recommended by the Transit
Division. On May 9, 1984, a letter requesting written confirmation of
Greyhound's position, an IDT schedule, and a bound copy of all of the
public comments, municipal resolutions, and petitions received by TCPD were
mailed to Greyhound (see TOMTRAN Project Appendix A.) A response from
Greyhound was requested by June 8, 1984,

Greyhound responded with a written clarification concerning TOMTRAN in

a letter of June 6, 1984. Mr. Henry Mitchell, Director of Traffic, stated
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that Greyhound "... has no objections to TOMTRAN receiving Section 18 funds
for the Ithaca-Dryden Transit regular route service, bus shelters, or any

]

other items pertinent to that operation." Mitchell explained, "Greyhound's
objections were based on the fact that it did not appreciate its federal
tax dollars subsidizing its competition. Greyhound has since realized that
while duplication of our regular route operations has been detrimental to
our company, we believe that the benefits to the traveling public outweigh

" The record of

this concern and thus we have relaxed our objection ....
public comments reinforced Greyhound's decision to withdraw its protest of
TOMTRAN Sectioﬁ 18 funding, and was a factor in the findings of Judge
Loomis concerning CU Transit's petition for operating authority.

On May 29, 1984, Judge Peter Loomis published his report on CU
Transit's petition for operating authority. In the report, the judge noted
two conditions which must be satisfied before permanent operating authority
could be granted. (Section 154 (1) (b) and (2) of the New York State
Transportation Law.) The propose service must be required by the present
or future public convenience and necessity. In the case of IDT, Judge
Loomis stated, "There has been a considerable outpouring of public support
for the service, and it is clear that the services are needed by the
commuting public in the area.ﬁ Judge Loomis mentioned the second condition
concerning the adequacy of existing transportation services, and the impact
that the proposed service may have on existing services. The withdrawal of
Greyhound's protest removed the need for determining IDT's impact on the
company's service. In summary, the granting of operating authority to CU

Transit was recommended and issued on June 11, 1984.

The end of the Greyhound Controversy was officially certified in a
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letter of June 12, 1984, from the Section 18 Bureau to Tompkins County.
The controversy does raise issues of policy and procedure in the administr-
ation federal Section 18 Program.

The Greyhound Controversy is unique in the history of the Section 18
Program in New York State. The Section 18 Bureau, Transit Division, had
the flexibility to guide the process to resolve the matter which insured
that minimum standards of due process would be followed. Instead, the
Section 18 Bureau reacted to Greyhound's protest in a manner which
undermined the public confidence in its objectivity.

The Section 18 Bureau based their decisions on the UMTA regulation to
insure participation by private enterprise. The rule was published as
follows:

4. Participation of Private Enterprise

"Private transit and paratransit operators shall be allowed to
participate in the provision of service to the maximum extent feasible. In
order to insure this process, each local project must fulfill the following
requirements,

a. Make a good faith effort to notify all private providers in the
service area to inform them of the intended service plan and ascertain
whether they could participate in the provision of service.

b. Establish a process by which private providers may have disputes or
conflicts arising out of this program properly heard and settled."

(Federal Register, Vol. 43, No. 240 - Wed., December 13, 1978, page 58309)

The bases of Greyhound's allegations were regulatory in nature which
suggests that the Regulatory Affairs Division could have had a useful role
in resolving the issue. One option would be for the Section 18 Bureau to
invite Greyhound and Tompkins County to mediation or arbitration under the
auspices of an administrative law judge. Another option, proposed by
Tompkins County, was for a judge to conduct a public hearing, and prepare a
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report of findings for the Section 18 Bureau to use to interpret federal
requirements. In either option, minimum standards of due process would be
preserved. Tompkins County was willing to accept a decision on the Section
18 issue that was based on openly assessed evidence of Greyhound's claims
and which allowed substantive public participation.

In conclusion, Greyhound's hard line position of July 13, 1982,
dissuaded Tompkins County from immediately addressing the issue. The
company's recommended restriction for IDT not to carry any passenger whose
entire trip was between Ithaca & Dryden was unreasonable, given the local
type of transit service and the identified demand from county residents and
TC3. The need for local transit service was demonstrated by surveys,

- requests, and IDT ridership. TOMTRAN staff decided to operate IDT under
Greyhound's protest because if IDT failed then the issue was moot, however,
if IDT succeeded then public support would grow and defend it. TOMIRAN was
amenable to Greyhound restriction not to operate charter services. A
limited amount of activity is permitted by Section 18 rules, but Tompkins

County agreed on a blanket prohibition.
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5. Ridership

The TOMTRAN Program Narrative (April 1, 1981) projected rural transit
ridership at 60,000 passenger trip; in the first year. Ithaca-Dryden
Transit ridership for the first twelve months was 63,490, exceeding the
target of 60,000 by 3,490 or 5.8%. IDT ridership was projected at 90,000
passenger trips in the second year. IDT carried 101,106 riders‘in the
period of September, 1983 to August, 1984, an 127 increase over the
estimate. Monthly IDT ridership for the period of FFY 82 and FFY 85, and

UNIT ridership for FFY 85 is presented below.

Table B.1 Rural Transit Monthly Ridership (FFY 82-FFY 85)
IDT

IDT IDT IDT IDT Percent Change UNIT
FFY: 82 83 84 85 83-84 84-85 85
October -—- 5,473 8,795 10,721 60.7% 21.9% -
November --— 5,299 9,124 9,592 72.2 5.1 -
December -— 4,980 7,884 7,737 58.3 -1.9 —
January --- 5,672 9,497 10,454 67.4 10.1 1,696
February -— 8,008 10,917 11,082 36.3 1.5 3,073
March ' -— 6,739 9,710 9,302 44,1 -4.2 3,297
April - 6,593 9,667 10,347 46.6 7.0 . 3,593
May -—- 5,149 7,960 8,503 54.6 6.8 3,403
June --- 3,546 6,287 6,697 77.3 6.5 3,022
July -— 3,392 5,989 7,622 76.7 27.3 4,199
August -—— 3,768 6,930 7,714 83.9 11.3 3,959
September 4,871 8,586 8,949 10,478 4.2 17.1 4,042
Total: 4,871 67,205 101,709 110,249 51.3% 8.4%2 30,264

IDT sustained an overall increase of 51.3% from FFY 83 to FFY 84. The
dramatic increase in ridership is attributed to IDT expansion to the
Village of Groton in August, 1983; the location of transit dependent house-
holds to the service area; increase in IDT use by public agencies; and
. better penetration of the potential commuter market. Ridership rose at a

healthy 8.4% in FFY 85, indicating a moderate growth trend.

IIT1.B.34



TOMTRAN Tompkins County
Final Report New York

UNIT ridership grew more slowly than‘projected in FFY 85. The monthly
ridership target was 4,000 passenger-trips, which was not reached until
July. The Ulysses route exceeded projections, while the Newfield route was
not as responsive as originally expected. Consequently, the Newfield route
was trimmed by 1 hour per day in June.

Both routes will be evaluated after the first year of operation in
February of 1986. Transit demand for the Newfield route will be restudied
and recommendations made regarding alternative methods to deliver service.
One option is to convert it to a jitney route depending on demonstrated

demand. Total rural transit ridership is shown in Figure B.1l below.

FIG. B.1 RURAL TRANSIT RIDERSHIP (FFY 83 - FFY 83)
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Table B.2 Rural Transit Vehicle Hours by Month (FFY 82-FFY 85)

IDT

IDT . IDT IDT IDT UNIT Percent Change

FFY: 82 83 84 85 85 83-84  84-85
Oct == 438,99 717.9  637.1 - 642  -11%
Nov —  438,9  717.7 581.7 _— 64%  -19%
Dec -  410.0  665.7 554,0 _— 622  -17%
Jan -——  341.2 539.4  609.4 316.4 58% 13%
Feb -——  438.,4  581.7 554.0  442,0 33% -5%
Mar . —  521,2 597.9  581.7 464.,1 15% -3%
Apr ——  495.6 581.7  609.4  486.2 17% 5%
May -——  466.2  609.4  609.4  486.2 31% 0%
June -—  400.4  581.7 550.0  400.0 45% -5%
July ——  371.0 581.7 605.0  454.4 57% 4%
Aug -——  442,0 643.,3  618.1 461.6 46% -4%

Sept 512.8 710.7 526.3 550.0 400.0 -267% 5%
Total: 512.8 5,474.5 7,344.5 7,059.8 3,910.9 347% =47

Key: IDT - Ithaca-Dryden Tramsit
UNIT - Ulysses-Newfield Transit

Ithaca-Dryden Transit increased the number of hours by 34Z in FFY 84
with the expansion of service to the Village of Groton and a demonstration
of night service from September to December of 1983. In FFY 85, overall

service hours were trimmed by 4%Z. The reduction in hours plus the increase

in ridership resulted in higher system productivity, as shown in Fig. B.2.

25 FIG. B.2 RURAL TRANSIT PRODUCTIVITY (FFY 83 - FFY 83)
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Table B.3 Rural Transit Productivity (IDT & UNIT)
Passenger Trips/Hour by Month (FFY 82-85)

IDT

IDT IDT IDT IDT Percent Change UNIT
FFY: 82 83 84 85 83-84 84-85 85
October - 12.5 12.3 16.8 -1.67% 36.8% -
November - 12.1 12.7 16.5 5.0 29.8 —
December - 12.1 11.8 14,0 -2.5 18.4 -
January - 16.6 17.6 17.2 6.0 -2,5 5.4
February - 18.3 18.8 20.0 2,7 6.4 7.0
March - 12.9 15.8 16.0 22.5 1.2 7.1
April - 13.3 16.6 17.0 24.8 2.3 7.4
May - 11.0 13.1 14,0 19.1 6.5 7.0
June - 8.9 10.8 12.2 21.3 12,7 7.5
July - 9.1 10.3 12.6 13.2 22.3 9.2
August - 8.5 10.8 12.5 27.1 15.6 8.6
September 9.5 12.1 17.0 19.1 40.5 12,1 10.1
Average: 9.5 12.3 13.9 15.6 12.87% 12,07 7.8

IDT productivity increased 12.8% between FFY 83 and FFY 84, and rose
by 127 in FFY 85. Summertime, from June to August, is the least productive
quarter for all three years. In FFY 83, the IDT schedule was cut back for
the summer, however, in FFY 84 full IDT service was provided. The increase
in productivity during the summers of FFY 84 and FFY 85 supported the
decision to maintain the regular IDT service.

UNIT productivity followed increasing ridership trends since July.

The fact that ridership and productivity rose through the summer months
indicates that UNIT is at an early stage of building ridership when normal
cyclical patterns are not evident. Beginning UNIT in mid winter was not as

desirable as introducing it in the fall.

Ridership Characteristics

Bi-annual rider surveys are conducted for IDT. Statistics including
trip purpose, household income and size, and rider characteristics are

presented in the following tables.
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Table B.4 Rural Transit Trip Purpose

1. Commuting to Work, School & Home 92.17
2. Shopping

3. Medica
4, Other

1 Services

2.4

3.4

2.1
100.0%

Table B.5 Income Distribution by Household Size

Persons Per Household Total

Income 1 2 3 4 5 6 Income

Under $5,000 13.3%2 22,97 12,17 17.9Z2 11.8% 8.8% 15,47
$5,000 $7,499 20.0 10.4 15.2 14.3 5.9 0.0 10.3
$7,500 $9,999 26.7 18.8 , 12.1 14.3 29.4 2,9 15.4
$10,000 $12,499 6.7 10,4 9.1 3.6 11.8 2.9 7.4
$12,500 $14,999 13.3 4,2 0.0 10.7 11.8 8.8 6.8
$15,000 $17,499 0.0 10.4 6.1 3.6 0.0 8.8 6.4
$17,500 $19,999 0.0 6.3 24,2 7.1 11.8 8.8 10.3
$20,000 $24,999 6.7 10,4 18.2 14,3 17.6 23.5 14.3
$25,000 Plus 13.3 6.3 3.0 14.3 0.0 35.3- 13.7
100.0Z 100.0%7 100.0%7 100,07 100.0Z 100.0% 100.0%

Total Households: 8.6%7 27.4% 18.972 16.0% 9.72 19.47 100.0%

Read down the columns for the income distribution of the different sizes of
households. The median household size is 3 persons and the median income
is $12,500 to $14,999,

Table B.6 Age & Sex Distribution of Riders

Male: 39.5%
Female: 60.5
100.07%
Age
Under 18 years 6.67%
18-24 46.2
25-34 28.7
35-44 8.0
45-54 4.9
55-64 2.1
65+ 3.5
100.0%

Table B.7 Reasons for Using Ithaca-Dryden Transit

1. Only Transportation Available 33.67 6. Regular Ride Unavailable 6.3%

2. No Car Available ...... cessessl0.3 7. Support Public Transit 5,2
3. Save Money.eeeeeecesesecceseseslbo2 8. No Driver's License .... 3.3
4, Don't Like to Drive ......... .8.1 9. Can't Park Close to

5. Save Time .sevevevecrsnscsessansb.3 Destination eeeeseceeees 0.7%
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7. Evaluation

The evaluation of the Rural Transit Program involves analyzing supply,
demand, cost, and revenué statistics for the Ithaca-Dryden Transit System
during the period of FFY 82 to FFY 85 (see Table B.8). The changes between
FFY 83 and FFY 85 illustrates the successful cost-effective development of
IDT.

The actual amounts of user revenue and operating costs are as follows:

FFY 82 FFY 83 FFY 84  FFY 85
Total User Revenue $4,234 $55,433 $81,814 $86,400

Total Operating Cost ($18,087) ($190,493)  ($238,990) ($213,730)
User revenue includes all fares and ticket sales revenue., The operating
costs include the following expenses: hourly bus operating costs, bus
lease costs, and liability insurance.

During FFY 84, major emphasis was placed on reducing bus lease and
insurance costs for IDT. IDT began operatiohs using two buses leased from
Cornell at the price of $1,000 per bus per month. In February 1983, a
third bus was leased to provide additional morning peak service. The lease
for the third bus was pro rated by vehicle hour. During FFY 83, leasing
costs were $23,014 or 12,17 of annual operating costs.

In FFY 84, the arrival of two county-owned transit buses resulted in
the need to lease only one bus for IDT. When CU Transit purchased its
Thomas bus fleet, the lease price for a new transit bus was increased to
$1,500/month. In FFY 84, a total of $18,321 was spent on leasing costs.
In October, 1984, Tompkins County took delivery of its third transit bus
for IDT, eliminating all future lease costs for IDT and contributed to

lower operating costs in FFY 85.
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Table B.8 - TOMTRAN Ithaca-Dryden Transit Annual Reports

(Constant 1981 Dollars)

ARC YEAR 1 ° ARC YEAR 2 ARC YEAR 3 ARC YEAR 4

FFY 82 FFY 83 FFY 84 FFY 85
SUPPLY-STATISTICS
Total Vehicles Miles 10,684 . 119,213 159,818 152,031
Hours/Period 513 5,475 7,344 7,060
Average MPH 20.8 21.8 21.8 21.5
Revenue Miles 10,684 119,213 159,818 152,031
Capacity-miles 619,672 6,914,354 8,269,502 8,817,798
Capacity-hours 29,742 317,521 425,978 409,468
DEMAND-STATISTICS
Passenger-Trips 4,87 67,205 101,709 109,642
Average Trip Length 9.7 9.6 11.8 11.2
Passenger-miles 47,235 647,487 1,199,734 1,230,059
Passenger-trips/Pass-mile 0.103 0.104 0.085 0.088
Passenger-trips/Cap-mile 0.008 0.010 0.011 0.012
Passenger-trips/Cap-hour 0.164 0.212 0.239 0.268
Passenger-mi/Capacity-mile 0.076 - 0.084 0.129 0.139
Pass-Trips/Hour 9.50 12.28 13.85 15.53
REVENUE-STATISTICS
Total Revenue $3,485 $44,086 $62,526 $63,675
Revenue/Passenger-mile $0.074 $0.068 $0.052 $0.052
Revenue/Capacity-mile $0.006 $0.006 $0.007 $0.007
Revenue/Capacity-hour $0.117 $0.139 $0.147 $0.156
Revenue/Vehicle Hr. $6.80 $8.05 $8.51 $9.02
Average Fare $0.72 $0.66 $0.61 $0.58
Revenue/Cost 23.41% 29.10% 34,23% 40.42%
COST-STATISTICS
Total Operating Cost ($14,880)  ($151,498) ($182,647)  ($157,516)
Cost/Passenger-mile ($0.315) ($0.234) ($0.152) ($0.128)
Cost/Capacity-mile ($0.024) ($0.022) ($0.020) ($0.018)
Cost/Capacity-hour ($0.501) ($0.477) ($0.429) ($0.385)
Cost/Passenger-trip ($3.06) ($2.25) ($1.80) ($1.44)
Cost/Hour ($29.04) ($27.67) ($24.87) ($22.31)
DEFICIT STATISTICS
Gross Deficit ($11,405) ($107,412) ($120,121) ($93,841)
Deficit/Passenger-mile ($0.241) ($0.166) ($0.100) ($0.078)
Deficit/Capacity-mile ($0.018) ($0.016) ($0.013) ($0.011)
Deficit/Capacity-hour ($0.383) ($0.338) ($0.282) ($0.229)
Deficit/Passenger-trip ($2.34) ($1.60) ($1.18) ($0.86)
Deficit/Hour ($22.24) ($19.62) ($16.36) ($13.29)
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FFY
83-84

34.1%
34.2%
-0.1%
34.1%
34.1%
34.2%

51.3%
22.4%
85.3%
-18.3%
12.9%
12.8%
38.2%
12.8%

41.8%
-23.5%
5.8%
5.7%
5.7%
-6.3%
17.6%

20.6%
-34,9%
-10.1%
-10.1%
-20.3%
-10.1%

11.8%
-39,6%
-16.6%
-16.6%
-26.1%
-16.6%

Percent Change

FFY
84-85

-4,9%
-3.9%
-1.0%
~4.9%
-4.9%
-3.9%

7.8%
-4.,9%
2.5%
5.1%
13.3%
12.1%
7.8%
12.1%

1.8%
-007%
7.1%
5.9%
5.9%
~5.5%
18.1%

-13.8%
-15.9%

-9,3%
-10.3%
-20.0%
-10.3%

-21.9%
-23.8%
-17.9%
-18.7%
-27.5%
-18.7%

FFY
83-85

27.5%
29.0%
-1.1%
27.5%
27.5%
29.0%

B3.1%
16.4%
80.0%
-14.1%
27.9%
2605%
49.0%
26.5%

44.4%
-24.0%
13.3%
12.0%
12.0%
-11.5%
38.9%

4.0%
-45,3%
-18.5%
-19.4%
-36.3%
-19.4%

-12.6%
-54,0%
-31.5%
-32.3%
-46.4%
-32.3%
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The cost of liability insurance is another area where significant
savings were achieved., Initially, Cornell viewed the IDT transit service
as a significant source of new risk. Unlike most private bus operators,
Cornell would not be able to go out of business if a catastrophic bus
accident occurred. The University's insurance office requested that the
County be responsible for paying for the first $20 million in liability
coverage, at the cost of $16,082/year. :

Ultimately, Cornell's insurance office was able to develop a $30
million liability coverage at a premium of $14,785 for two buses. When the
third bué was added for the morning in January, 1983, the insurance premium
was pro rated based on vehicle hours. During the first year, IDT insurance'
costs was $.26/passenger trip. In August, 1983, the full time lease of
the third bus increased the premium by $7,392.50, for an annual premium of
$22,177.50. Insurance costs were undermining'the financial feasibility of
expanding IDT service.

The reorganization of the Cornell Bus Service as CU Transit, Inc.,
provided an opportunity to evaluate insurance optionms. CU Transit and
Tompkins County reassessed the insurance needs for IDT. The County agreed
to finance the premium for $5 million of liability insurance coverage. The
insurance premium for IDT was reduced to $10,784/year in January, 1984, or
$.11/passenger trip. Imn FFY 85, the.reduction in lease and insurance costs
combined for a savings of $29,715.

The reduction in lease and insurance costs are evident in FFY 84 & 85
statistics. 1In FFY 84, the number of vehicle hours increased by 347%, while
operating costs increased by only 21%Z. The costs savings continued in FFY
85 when vehicle hours were cut by 4% and overall costs by 14Z.
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The revenue, cbst, and deficit statistics all improved in the last two
years, Since FFY 83, user revenue has increased 44.47, while raising the
revenue recovery ratio to 40.47 of operating costs. The gross deficit
declined 12,67%, while the overall cost effectiveness of IDT improved
significantly. The trends of increasing user revenue and decreasing costs

are expected to continue in FFY 86,

Table B,9 Rural Transit Funding Sources (1982-85)

Actual Dollars

1982 1983 1984 1985
User Revenue $17,171 $62,728 $82,560 $123,386
State Aid 5,091 68,127 75,717 153,768
* ARC Grant 29,200 12,295 0 10,000
Federal Sect. 18 8,544 51,566 51,158 80,739
County Subsidy 5,936 22,751 19,900 20,757
Total $ 65,942 $217,467 $229,335 $388,652

Percent of Tdtal

1982 1983 1984 1985

User Revenue 26% 297% 367 32%
State Aid 8 31 33 40
ARC Grant 44 6 0 3
Federal Sect. 18 13 24 22 21
County Subsidy 9 10 9 2
Total 1007 1007 1007 1007

Source: Federal Section 18 Applications for calendar years 1982-85

Table B.10 shows the complete rural transit expenditures for the
calendar years 1982 to 1985, The 1985 amounts include the combined
Ithaca-Dryden and Ulysses-Newfield routes. From 1982 to 1984, only IDT was

in operation,
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The sources of rural transit funding have changed significantly since
1982. The percentage of federal funding from all sources decreased from
57% in 1982 to 247 in 1985. New York State funding increased from 8% to
40%. County support declined from a high of 10% to 5% of total revenue in
1985. User revenue increased from 26% in 1982 to 36Z in 1984 and back down
to 32% in 1985. In 1986, user revenue should increase as ridership grows
in the second year of Ulysses-Newfield Transit.

~In summary, the TOMTRAN Rural Transit Program has progressed in
achieving its objectives: to initiate and expand rural transit service,
purchase transit buses, coordinate with local transit services, and develop
grassroots community support. The Greyhound Controversy was resolved to
the satisfaction of Tompkins County when the Company withdrew its two
objections and recognized the public benefit of Ithaca-Dryden Transit. In
conclusion, the Rural Transit Program successfully demonstrates the use of

the transportation brokerage concept in market-oriented transit planning.

The cost effectiveness of the program should improve with increased rider-
ship and user revenue, and the reduction of leasing costs.

In 1986, insurance costs will increase 257 and will likely be the
fastest growing cost component in the rural transit budget. When compared
to the steep insurance costs and hardships faced by other transit operators
the 1986 increase looks modest, however, in the near future insurance costs

could again threaten the long term viability of the program.
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C. SCHOOL BUS UTILIZATION PROGRAM

OBJECTIVE: To demonstrate ways to use existing school bus fleets as part of
a comprehensive system of publicly sponsored transportation services.

SUMMARY

The School Bus Utilization Program envisioned creating opportunities
to expand the use of school buses in providing transportation in New York
State. The first phase of the program would permit school districfs,
regional boards of cooperative educational services (BOCES), and community
colleges to contract among themselves to provide transportation for
community college students. The second phase would expand the use school
buses for commutation by school district employees, and eventually the
public.

The Program developed from discussions with member school districts of
the Tompkins-Seneca-Tioga BOCES and the Tompkins-Cortland Community College
(TC3) in April and June of 1980. At that time, a program was developed
which would have TC3 students from rural areas using school district
buses bound for BOCES in Ithaca for morning and afternoon trips to the TC3
campus in Dryden. College students could use the system on a space avail-
able basisf

The BOCES - TC3 shuttle was conceived in advance of the Ithaca-Dryden
Corridor Transit Program. After implementing IDT, the school bus.program
could be modified to provide feeder service for IDT. The school districts
estimated that the additional bus operating costs of the program consisted
of one bus traveling an additional two miles from Dryden High School to the

TC3 campus. The marginal costs were low because community college students
would use empty seats available on existing school bus services.
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Program Elements

1, Remove legislative obstacles

State Education Law restricts the use of school buses to transporting
school district pupils, with additional purposes of permitting elderly,
handicapped and municipal youth programs to charter buses from school
districts. The School Bus Program would prdvide the missing pieces of
contractual authority for school districts, BOCES and TC3 to establish the
shuttle bus service for community college students.

Discussions between TCPD and Assemblyman Hugh S. MacNeil (125th
District) produced a draft bill (#10606) in July 1981, which was introduced
on March 2, 1982 in the Assembly (see Exhibit 1). Before its introduction
the scope of the bill was limited to school districts of the Tompkins-
Seneca-Tioga BOCES and TC3. Assemblyman MacNeil expressed concerns that
the bill could be opposed by private bus operators desiring to protect
their potential markets. The bill was not reported out of the Assembly
Education Committee during the spring session.

In January 1983, three local legislators, Assemblymen H.S. MacNeil and
M.A. Siegel and Senator L.S. Riford Jr., reintroduced the bill in the
Assembly (#3342) and Senate (#2593). Soon thereafter, the bill attracted
opposition from the Bus Association of New York State and reaction from the
New York State Transportation Department (NYS DOT).

In April 1983, the Bus Association, composed of private bus operators,
voiced opposition to the School Bus Program to NYS DOT and the legislators.
Following the Association's protest, NYS DOT contacted TCPD for details of
the program. NYS DOT's position on the proposed bill was discussed in their

letter of June 9th and expressed the following concerns:
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1. Assurance that all capital and operating costs associated with this
service are included in the contract,

2. Potential adverse impact on other transit services.

3. Potential precedent since the college student market makes up a
significant percent of bus riders; and

4, Authorizing a board of cooperative education services to enter the
charter bus business.

In addressing these concerns, NYS DOT suggested the following amendments
to the program:

1. The contract authority should be limited to prevent all special
charter type service to sports events, etc.

2. Require that all authorized carriers be afforded every opportunity
to contract for carrying students from high schools (or BOCES
center) to the community college.

3. Require that the (public or private) bus service be used whenever
it is available to reasonably meet demand of college students.
This could require the use of collection points other than high
schools or BOCES. If fares are too high, then students could be
subsidized directly by the college.

4, In order to ensure that these requirements are met, the
Commissioner of Transportation should review the plan for the pilot
program and approve it prior to implementation.

The letter illustrates a significantly different perception of

the school bus program than what was proposed by the County. NYS DOT's
amendments suggest that the program consisted of a valuable exclusive
service contract requiring a competitive bid and generating revenue from a
captive pool of community college students, with fares subsidized by TC3.

- The County's actual school bus program proposed to increase the product-
ivity of existing school bus services at a low marginal cost. This concept
was lost in the review process and apparently never considered. The State

Education Department and Transportation Department were both unenthusiastic

about the program, as they perceived it. The Bus Association's opposition
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was enough to tip the balance of forces against the bill.

The development of IDT and other TOMTRAN transit programs has reduced
the pressing need for transportation alternatives for many TC3 students who
live in Tompkins County. - However, the potential benefit for students from
neighboring counties to use the BOCES bus program has not been tested. The
School Bus Program remains a meritorious concept, but it is not a high
priority for Tompkins County to pursue legislative action in the forseeable

future.
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Exhibit C.1 School Bus Program Authorization Bill

STATE OF NEW YORK

10606

IN ASSEMBLY

Mazch 2, 1982

Introduced by M. of A. u‘eﬂzﬁ.—:ecd once and referred to the Coemittee
on Higher Education

AN Acr to amend the education law, in relation to authorizing certain
contracts for the Tozpkins, Seneca, Tioga Transportation Pilot Program

The People of the State of New York, represented in Senate and Aa;ien-
bly, do enact as follows:

Section 1. The education lsv is amended by adding a now section
nineteen hundred fifty-two to read as follows:

§ _1952. Tompkins, Seneca, Tioga Transportation Pilet Program.
Notwithstanding any provision of law, ruie or regulation to the con-

trary, the Toopkins, Seneca, Tioga board of cooperative educational ser-
vices, with the approval of the commissioner of education, wmay enter

into contracts with the Tompkins-Cortland community college to transport
students of such community college, as & pilot program, as part of the

. county-wide transportation system. Any moneys received for the trans-
10 portation of aach such pupil using such board s buses shall not be wused-

11 in determin the transportation quota.
12 § 2. Such law is arended by adding a mew section sixty-three hundud

13 nine to read as follows:

HYA § _6309. Tompkins, Seneca, Tioga Transportation Pilot Program, Subject
15 to the approval of the local sponsor, acting through its local legisla-
16 tive body, board or other appropriate governing agency, the board of
17 trustees of the Tompkins-Cortland community college may enter into con-

18 tracts with the Tompkins, Seneca, Tioga board of cooperative educational
19 services to transport students of such college as a pilot program as

20 part of & county-wide transportation systes.
21 § 3. This act shall take effect immediately.

VENOWNEWLWN-

mmnou—nnu: in italics (underscored) is new; matter in brackets
{ ) is old law to be eai:tcd.
LBD2-25-34+207

e

The above bill to authorize the School Bus Program was not passed by the
state legislature.
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D. JITNEY PROGRAM

OBJECTIVE: To assist private entrepreneurs in developing rural transport-
ation services.

Program Summary

The Jitney Program was designed to assist private entrepreneurs in
developing public transportation service in rural areas where conventional
bus service was not considered feasible. Under TOMIRAN, jitney service
developed as commuter-oriented, fixed-route (and route-deviation) public
transit service operated with vans. Jitney service originated with long
distance commuter service between Tioga and Tompkins Counties. The
commuter-oriented runs provided the revenue base for expanding service to
meet local travel needs. The Jitney Program provides operators with
technical assistance, a start-up operating grant, coordination with TOMTRAN
programs, and county sponsorship.for state transit aid.

Technical assistance includes a wide range of activities necessary for
planning, financing, and operating jitney services. Potential operators
received information on state regulations, financial assistance, market
studies, and assistance in planning routes and schedules. In addition,
TCPD provides schedule information to the public, includes jitney services
in TOMTRAN marketing, and acts as an ombudsman between users and the
operator when needed.

The start-up operating grant assists operators in the first three months
of their operation. The start-up grant was needed to supplement the state
transit operating assistance program (NYSTOA). New operators receive no
state aid during the first quarter of operation, because the ridership and

revenue miles statistics from the first quarter are used to calculate the
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first payment in the second quarter. The TOMTRAN jitney grant paid the
operator for the first quarter, after monthly operating statistics were
received, at the prevailing NYSTOA formula. The grant provides crucial
funding during the start-up period while ridership is growing.

Jitney services are coordinated with other TOMTRAN programs and
operations. Telephone inquiries for new service are referred to the jitney
operator. Transfers between jitney service and other public transit
programs are instituted where feasible. TCPD coordinates planning new
routes and schedules, avoiding duplication of services.

Tompkins County sponsors jitney services for the state transit aid
(NYSTOA) and considers their capital and opefating needs in setting
county priorities for Federal Section 18 funding applications. Tompkins
County provided information and served as an example for Tioga and Cortland
Counties to assist C&D through county sponsorship for state aid. Tompkins
County was able to assist the expansion and operation of jitney service
without a direct local cash subsidy until April‘1984. A problem of delay
in NYSTOA payments which began in October 1983 created a critical cash flow
problem for the jitney services. In April 1984, Tompkins County initiated
a prefinancing program for the jitney program, to pay the anticipated state

aid on a monthly basis. 7 '

Program Elements

1. Provide technical assistance and marketing information to potential
jitney operators.

Since October 1981, TCPD assisted six potential operators (four
individuals, a community coalition, and a nonprofit community action

agency) to assess their capabilities and resources to start, operate, and
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maintain public transportation services. Only one out of six potential
operators became a TOMIRAN jitney operator. For the most part, the
TOMTRAN Jitney Program involves the successful creation and development of

C&D Transportation (Berkshire, Tioga Co.). Before addressing the C&D case,

the situations of the other potential operators are summarized.

Omni Electromotive

In October 1981, TCPD was contacted by the owner of Omni Electromotive
(Candor, Tioga Co.) for information on the TOMTRAN Jifney Program. Omni
desired to start a commuter subscription bus service from Candor to
Morse Chain factories in the Ithaca urban area. They requested information
on TOMTRAN and state regulations, and met with us briefly to discuss |
possible financial assistancé. The company received state authority to
operate its proposed service, but failed to begin operations. Omni did not

contact TCPD after November 11, 1981.

Tompkins County EOC

On November 20, 1981, the Tompkins County Economic Opportunity
Corporation (EOC), a nonprofit community action agency, contacted TCPD
about initiating jitney services as part of their rural services. In the
course of operating its antipoverty programs, EOC recognized the transport-
ation needs of many low-income rural residents.

EO&'S problem centered on its lack of additional operating funds for
their two late model l4-passenger vans, purchased in 1979 through the
Community Services Administration. EOC desired to join the Jitney Program

to provide regular transportation service for their rural clients and to
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reduce the total staff mileage allowance. TCPD met twice with EOC staff
to evaluate the feasibility of their participation.

After evaluating EOC's budget resources, proposed operation, and the
characteristics of their clients, TCPD recommended against EOC's
participation in the Jitney Program. Four factors weighed against EOC's
involvement:

1. High start up and operating costs would be incurred. EOC would
have to set up a subsidiary transportation corporation to be granted state
operating authority as a public transportation operator. Vehicles would be
subject to state inspection every six months. Insurance costs would
increase. Reports and tariffs would regularly need to be filed with the

state. EOC did not have the management or financial resources to operate a
subsidiary transportation corporation.

2. EOC could make better use of existing transportation services by
coordinating with other agencies. Nearly 707 of EOC's clients were
eligible, as elderly or handicapped, to use the GADABOUT paratransit
service. EOC staff could be trained as GADABOUT volunteer drivers and use
GADABOUT vehicles to perform the majority of EOC's transportation.

3. EOC's use of its staff and individual cars to provide transport-
ation was the lowest cost option. Although EOC's present transportation
system made inefficient use of staff time, it costs much less than
operating a public transit service. EOC pays its staff a mileage allowance,
but requires each staff member to pay for additional liability insurance
for using their private automobiles. The EOC staff subsidizes the agency's
total transportation costs. After comparing the current mileage budget
with the increased costs of initiating a public transit service (including:
legal, insurance, operations management, drivers, and maintenance costs),
EOC decided that the financial burden far exceeded the present costs.

4, Community Services Administration (CSA) regulations precluded using

the vans in revenue service. Although CSA was disbanded there is still
some question concerning the regulations affecting the use of the CSA-
funded vans. Prior CSA regulations prohibited using the vans in revenue
service.

EOC's transportation problem is common to many nonprofit human service
organizations. EOC's clients live in rural areas, and many lack or are

unable to drive an automobile. Therefore, the staff spends a significant
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amount of time driving clients to and from appointments. Since EOC's
mileage allowance does not cover all of the costs, the staff involuntarily
subsidizes the service. The federal program with which EOC obtained the
vans did not have operating funds and prohibited their use in revenue
service. The jitney option creates the problems inherent in setting up a
public transportation service. Paid drivers, insurance costs, preventative
maintenance programs, radio communications, and service planning are some
of the activities that EOC did not have the staff or budget resources to
cope with.,

Eventually, EOC decided to direct some clients to GADABOUT and make
use of the growing TOMTRAN services. EOC sold one van to the city youth
board. The second van is used for group trips and is available for rent by

other human service organizations.

Newfield Coalition of Churches

In December 1981, a request for TCPD to study the option for a
community based jitney service was made by a coalition of churches in the
Town of Newfield. On March 17, 1982, a report was sent to the community
organization describing transportation options for Newfield. The report
summarized issues that resi&ents should consider in assessing the feasi-
bility of transportation service and its organization. The report
described the Jitney Program, the range of services offered by TCPD and
issues for preliminary consideration before moving past the discussion
stage.

The community organization was asked to assess their capabilities to
organize and manage a new program. Three possible operator options were
discussed: municipal, private entrepreneur, and nonprofit transportation
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corporation. The community organization could solicit the Newfield Town
Board to become a municipal operator, assist a private entrepreneur, or
organize a community-based transportation corporation. TCPD would assist
the community in pursuing an option, if it was able to organize the effort.

The Newfield organization did not request further assistance.

Ulysses, Newfield, and Enfield Service

During March and April of 1983, TCPD conducted a transportation market
study of the western part of Tompkins County (Towns of Ulysses, Newfield,
and Enfield. On September 13, 1983, a resident of the Town of Enfield
contacted TCPD for assistance in evaluating the potential for demand
responsive jitney service in the study area.

The individual was experienced with demand responsive transportation
service and mobile radio communications in Tompkins County. The individual
did not have the minimum financial resources necessary to initiate service,
but his experience would be an asset to any new service.

In November 1983, a partnership approached TCPD for information on the
Jitney Program. The partnership desired to initiate service in the Towns
of Ulysses, Enfield, and Newfield and seemed to possess sufficient
financial resources to initiate service. The Enfield resident was referred
to the partners to see if he could join them in some capacity. TCPD met
with the partners to plan the service during the first six months of 1984.
Ultimately, the partners could not agree to make the financial and time
committments to the project and discussions ceased.

The household survey and service planning efforts resulted in raised
expectations for many residents of Ulysses, Newfield, and Enfield. During
the summer of 1984, county legislators and a growing number of individual
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residents strongly encouraged progress in initiating transit service in the
western part of the County. In September, TCPD fashioned a plan to extend
Ithaca-Dryden Transit to the western service area in January 1985, under
contract with CU Transit, Inc. The extension of rural corridor service to
the three western towns is discussed further in the Ithaca-Dryden Transit

section.

The development of the TOMTRAN Jitney Program is primarily based on
the experience of C&D Transportation in establishing public transportation

service in Tompkins and neighboring counties. C&D is the focus of the

remaining Jitney Program narrative.

C&D Transportation

On October 5, 1981, Mr. Charles Chapman contacted TCPD about joining
the TOMTRAN Jitney Program. In July of 1981, Chapman and a partner had
started a rural "taxi" service with two vans. After operating a few months,
C&D was notified by a New York Staté Department of Transportation inspector
that it was not a "taxi", but an illegal common and contract carrier and
needed to comply with state regulations (inspection, authority and tariffs)
under the Transportation Law. After reading a newspaper article on TOMTRAN
published in September, C&D contacted TCPD for information on state
regulations and assistance in starting commuter van service to Cornell
University from Tioga County. During the next four years, C&D grew in the
scale of its operations, increased its fleet to 11 vans, initiated eight
routes serving four counties, and hired fourteen part-time and full-time

employees with a 1985 payroll of $130,000.
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A timeline of C&D's development is itemized below:

October 5, 1981 - C&D contacts TCPD for assistance on starting van
transit service to Tompkins County. First
meeting was held on October 13.

January 12, 1982 - C&D receives temporary operating authority by New

York State to provide van transit service to
Cornell University and Ithaca from Tioga County.

February 22, 1982 - C&D petitions the City of Ithaca for permission
to operate on city streets.

March 1982 - Tioga Co. approves a resolution to sponsor C&D
for state aid (NYSTOA).

March 22, 1982 - Service from Newark Valley to Cornell begins.
(Later consolidated with local service to be
CARO-VAN on 7/6).

April 7, 1982 - Tompkins Co. approves Resolution #85 of 1982 to
sponsor C&D for NYSTOA.

April 15, 1982 - Town of Caroline household'survey is conducted
from 4/15 to 4/30/82.

April 19, 1982 - Commuter service to New York State Electric & Gas
(NYSEG) from Tioga Co. starts.

May 5, 1982 - City of Ithaca passes a resolution setting forth
conditions for C&D's operation in the city.

June 29, 1982 - NYSDOT grants C&D authority to provide service
between Tioga Co. and NYSEG and SCM (Smith
Corona Corp.) in Cortland, N.Y.

July 6, 1982 - CARO-VAN (local public transit service in the
Town of Caroline) begins.

July 15, 1982 -~ Tompkins Co. and C&D execute contract for part-
icipating in NYSTOA Program and for giving C&D
TOMTRAN grant for C&D's first quarter of
operation.

August 1982 - TOMIRAN grant of $2,000.01 given to C&D.
January 3, 1983 - Owego-SCM (Cortland) commuter van service starts.
January 18, 1983 - C&D contacts Cortland County, requesting sponsor-
ship for NYSTOA in order to start local transit
service between Cortland City and Tompkins-

Cortland Community College (TC3) in Dryden.
I1I1.D.8
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January 25,
March 9,
March-April

April 15,

April 25,

June 20,
September 9,

September
September 19,
September 26,

March

March 15,

April 3,

April 18,

June 19,

July,

April,
May 7,

1983

1983

1983

1983

1983

1983
1983

1983

1983

1983

1984

1984

1984

1984

1984
1984

1985
1985

Tompkins Co.
New York

- NYSDOT renews C&D's authority until 1/4/84,

- Meeting with Cortland Co. Legislative Committee

(Planning Committee) concerning NYSTOA
sponsorship.

TCPD conducts market study for jitney service in.
the Towns of Newfield, Enfield, and Ulysses.

Tioga Co.'s first Section 18 application
submitted to NYSDOT for $65,000 project, to buy 1
minibus and 1 van for C&D service.

Owego-Ithaca (public tranmsit service from Owego,
Berkshire, Candor to Ithaca) starts.,

Dryden-IBM Owego commuter van service starts.
Owego-Ithaca service ends due to low ridership.

Cortland Co. approves legislation to sponsor C&D
for NYSTOA.

C-Transit service from Cortland to TC3 (Tompkins-
Cortland Community College) in Dryden begins.

Cortland-Cornell commuter van service starts.

Cortland-Cornell commuter van service ends. First
reduction in service due to delays in state aid

payments.

NYSDOT conducts regulatory hearing concerning
reauthorizing C&D's operating authority.

Tompkins County Legislature authorizes amending
the 7/15/82 contract to permit the County to
prefinance state aid to C&D on a monthly basis.

Contract amendment executed between C&D and
Tompkins Co.

NYSDOT renews C&D's operating authority.

C&D expands service in Tioga County by adding an
Owego to Waverly run.

C&D reduces service, eliminates Waverly route.
Tompkins County approves two year, Section 18
operating assistance application for $45,000 for
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October 8, 1985 - Tompkins County agrees to prefinance state aid
for Tioga County's portion of CARO-VAN. Tioga
Co. agrees to pay state aid to Tompkins Co.
Res. No. 279 of 1985,

October 8, 1985 - CARO-VAN contract approved with C&D. Effective
date was July 1, 1985, Res. No. 280 of 1985.

C&D Service Summary

In 1982, C&D Transportation began public transit service between
Tompkins, Tioga, and Broome Counties, and expanded to Cortland County the
following year. A map of the service area is shown on page D.1l1l. The
jitney services are primarily designed to serve commuters who are employed
in or traveling to neighboring counties.

Since April 1982, C&D has carried 130,528 passenger trips, of which
approximately 457 were by Tioga County residents. Major employers and

urban areas served by C&D routes include:

County Urban Area / Employer

Tioga - Villages of Newark Valley, Owego
- IBM plant in Owego

Cortland - City of Cortland
- SCM plant

Tompkins - City of Ithaca

—~ Cornell University
- New York State Electric & Gas
- Tompkins-Cortland Community College

Broome - Villages of Endicott & Johnson City
- IBM and General Electric plants

la. Regulatory Issues

The first area of technical assistance TCPD provided C&D concerned

state regulation under the Transportation Law. TCPD assisted C&D in
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preparing a petition for operating authority to provide public transit
service between Newark Valley (Tioga Co.) and Ithaca. In January 1982, the
state‘granted C&D temporary operating authority to operate four ro@tes.
After receiving the state authority, C&D had to petition the City of Ithaca
for permission to operate on city streets,

C&D's proposal included operating between Cornell University, Ithaca

College, and the downtown Ithaca Commons. Ithaca Transit serves the same
destinations and opposed C&D's service in the city. Although intracity
service would be incidental to C&D's service, Ithacé Transit expressed
concern about setting a precedent which could undermine its ridership.

The City of Ithaca had no recent experience granting a private transit
petition, and was predisposed to regulation. TCPD considered the City's
options to belnarrowly defined by state law. The Council faced a choice in
regulating C&D, either to ban or to set a high minimum fare for intracity
trips. On May 5, 19§2, the Common Council approved the petition subject to

a minimum fare of 200% of the Ithaca Transit fare.

1b._Marketing and Service Planning

In April 1982, TCPD conducted a survey of households located in the
Town of Caroline to assess the level of interest in starting peak-period
transit service to and from the Ithaca urban area. The sample included all
of the post office box holders along the route. About 25% of the Town's
housing units were surveyed, and the response rate was 35%.

The 91 responding households constitutes 9% of all households in the
town. A summary of the survey analysis follows:
1. Nearly one-third of the households were transportation disadvantaged
(6.5% with no access to a car and the rest having a greater number of

licensed drivers than available cars).
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2. About 80% of the travel demand was to either downtown Ithaca (45%) or
Cornell University (35.1%).

3. 67% of the morning peak hour demand occurred from 8:00 - 9:00 am.

4, 62% of the afternoon peak hour demand occurred from 4:00 to 5:00 pm.
5. The survey indicated a high demand for regular commuters to downtown
Ithaca and Cornell; nearly 75% desired to use the service 4 or 5 days per
week.

6. Respondents indicated a willingness to pay fares which increased with
distance from the Ithaca urban area; from an average of $.65 to Brookton-
dale, $.84 to Slaterville Springs, and $1.00 to Caroline.

The survey was used to plan local transit service in the Town of
Caroline which was coordinated with the long distance commuter trips from
Tioga County to Cornell University. The new combined service was called
CARO-VAN, after the Town of Caroline, and started on July 6, 1982.

The survey identified the distribution of demand by stops in the Town
of Caroline. The reporting time and departure times for commuters to
Cornell and Ithaca became the critical times in planning the schedule. The
suggested fare levels were used to set the initial fares. The concept of a
zone fare was reinforced by the data which identified public acceptance of
a higher fare with increased distance from Ithaca. Firally, the survey
yielded a mailing list of persons interested in receiving more information
about CARO-VAN and increased the community's awareness of impending new
transit service.

The CARO-VAN schedule provided morning service from 5:00 am to 9:50 am
and afternoon service from 1:25 pm to 6:20 pm. On September 1, 1982, a
revised schedule, extending the morning and afternoon routes, was put into
effect to serve the growing ridership to Cornell and the City of Ithaca.

In August 1983, additional vans were put into service during afternoon

peak-period runs to accommodate the increased demand from Cornell commuters
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and increased trips from downtown Ithaca. Many riders use CARO-VAN for
one-way trips home during the afternoon. Revised CARO-VAN schedules were
put in effect in January and November of 1984, and April of 1985.

2. Assist jitney operators be sponsored for New York State Transit
Operating Assistance (TOA) by Tompkins and other counties.

The state TOA program provides support to transit operators based on

quarterly ridership and total service miles. Since 1981, the formula for
state aid has increased significantly.

Table D.1 NYS Transit Operating Assistance Formula

Subsidy Per

Date Passenger-trip Service Mile
1/81 $.032 $.12

4/81 $.10 $.30

4/82 $.,135 $.415
1/83 $.18 $.47

Nearly 75% of the subsidy funds are raised by a 0.75% gross receipts tax on
0oil and gasoline revenues which became effective in July 198l.

C&D Transportation is sponsored by Tioga, Cortland, and Tompkins
Counties to receive state transit operating assistance. The state makes
quarterly payments which require a 13% local matching share. C&D provides
the local match to the counties, which return it to the operator along with
the state funds. State aid grew from $30,128 in 1982 to $117,149 in 1983,
to a peak of $176,102 in 1984. In 1985, state aid stabilized at $173,298,
which accounts for 66% of C&D's total income for public transit services.

During SFY 83-84, the state transit aid program began experiencing
delays in the quarterly payments to the counties and the operators. The
NYSTOA payment delays, which began in October 1983, continued through the
rest of the 1983-84 state fiscal year and into the current year. By March
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1984, the payment problem reached a critical stage. C&D was forced to
borrow increasingly larger amounts in short-term loans at high interest
rates to meet its cash flow needs. In March 1984, the Cortland-Cornell
commuter run was suspended to reduce costs, C&D stated that it needed somé
type of‘relief to keep operating.

In April 1984, the state legislature passed an annual guarantee for
the TOA program in SFY 84-85. Counties and operators would.experience
delays throughout the year, but the annual appropriation was guaranteed

with a make up payment in April 1985. Although the problem was adversely
affecting approximately 80 transit operators across upstate New York, the
small private operators, such as C&D, were at the greatest risk.

On the basis of the state guarantee, Tompkins County developed a
program to prefinance state aid to C&D on a monthly basis at the NYSTOA
formula., The prefinance program would continue at the County's discretion
or until the delays are alleviated. The County's new role, to ensure
timely state aid payments to the operator, is unique in New York State.
Tompkins County prefinanced $60,385 in 1984 and a total of $75,666 in 1985,
In November of 1984, C&D requested a similar program in Tioga County. -
Tioga County agreed to one time payment up to a limit of $40,000.

In August of 1985, C&D requested that Tioga County provide a monthly
prefinance program. Tioga County has delayed in making a decision since
that time, however, Tioga did agree to assist Tompkins County to prefinance
the Tioga portion of state aid for the CARO-VAN route. Tioga's overall
refusal is likely to result in the cessation of C&D operations in the

county.
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3. Provide start-up operating grant to jitney operators.

The Jitney Program includes a budget item for incentive grants for new
jitney services. Tompkins County decided to match the state aid received
for the first three months of operating. On this basis, the County paid

C&D Transportation a grant of $2,000.01 in July 1982,

4, Ridership

From April, 1982 to October, 1985, C&D carried 128,476 riders. County

ridership indicates the county of origin for each passenger trip.

Table D,2 C&D Transportation Ridership by County

Percent Change

County FFY 82 FFY 83 FFY 84 FFY 85 Total 83-84 84-85
Tompkins 3,556 16,665 21,423 21,869 63,513 297 27
Tioga 2,039 9,714 . 13,559 15,657 38,969 407 15%
Cortland - 2,627 8,863 7,810 19,300 2377 -127%
Broome 741 . 1,700 2,332 1,921 6,694 37% -187%
Total 6,336 30,706 46,177 47,257 128,476 50% 2%

Tompkins County exceeds other counties because many riders are headed to
destinations in Tompkins from Tioga and Cortland Counties.
The CARO-VAN service is the longest operating jitney route serving

Table D.3 CARO-VAN Ridership by Month (FFY 82-85)

Percent Change

Month FFY 82 FFY 83 FFY 84 FFY 85 83-84 84-85
October - 1,143 1,515 1,945 32.5% 28.47%
November - 1,202 1,266 1,562 5.3% 23.47%
December - 1,198 1,219 1,419 1.8% 16.47
January - 1,413 1,643 1,840 16.3% 12.07%
February — 1,448 1,624 1,530 12.2% -5.8%
March —_ 1,574 1,651 1,435 4,92 -13.1%
April - 1,462 1,426 1,160 -2.5%2 -18.7%
May - 1,446 1,358 1,286 -6.1% -5.3%
June - 1,497 1,267 1,022 -15.4% -19.3%
July 738 1,126 1,314 1,113 16.7% -15.3%
August 908 1,499 1,493 1,086 ~0.472 =27.37%
September 1,013 1,482 1,551 1,087 4,72 -29.9%
Total: 2,659 16,490 17,327 16,485 5,172 -4,9%
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But, CARO-VAN accounts for a

decreasing share of C&D's total ridership, from high of 54% in FFY 83 to a

low of 35% in FFY 85.

is shown in Fig. D.l.

gl I A DY
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Ridership trends for CAROVAN and total C&D ridership

FIG. D.1 JITNEY RIDERSHIP BY MONTH (FFY 82 - FFY 85)

Table D.4 C&D Ridership by Month (FFY 82-85)

Ja Bypsrwandda MypIrmanJsda BNpIFrnanIIas

Month

October
November
December
January
February
March
April
May

June
July
August
September

Total:

FFY 82

FFY 83

1,625
1,681
1,777
2,477
2,565
2,975
2,780
2,576
2,927
2,461
3,319
3,543

30,706

FFY 84

4,284
4,133
3,665
4,560
4,703
4,322
3,475
3,973
2,984
2,747
3,382
4,549

46,177
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FFY 85

5,290
4,400
3,637
5,244
5,109
4,101
4,318
2,977
2,720
2,727
2,714
4,020

47,257

Percent Change

83-84

163.6%
145.9%
106.27%
84,17%
83.47%
45,3%
25.0%
30.9%
1.9%
11.6%
1.97
28.47%

50.47%

84-85

23.5%
6.5%
-0.8%
15.0%
8.6%
-5.1%
24 .37%
-11.7%
-8.8%
-0.7%
-19.8%
-11.6%

2.3%
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CARO-VAN ridership increased only 5.1% between FFY 83 and FFY 84,
while total C&D ridership increased 50.47 during the same period. The
expansion of service in Cortland and Tioga Counties resulted in the new
increases in ridership. |

Between FFY 84 and FFY 85, CARO-VAN ridership declined by 5%, while
overall C&D ridership increased only 2.3%. The fall off in ridership
growth can be éttributed to declining public confidence in C&D's future.
Beginning in April 1985, C&D made repeated pronouncements foretelling
reductions in service. Although the worse case did not materialize, C&D

did scare off regular users from continuing to ride.

Ridership Characteristics

Rider surveys were conducted for CARO-VAN to revise schedules and
evaluate the service. Statistics including trip purpose, household income

and size, and rider characteristics are presented in the following tables.

Table D.5 CARO-VAN Trip Purpose

1. Commuting to Work, School & Home 80.3%

2. Shopping 7.8

3. Medical Services 9.8

4, Other 2.1
100.07%

Table D.6 Ape & Sex Distribution of CARO-VAN Riders

Male: 46,47
Female: 53.6
100.07%
Age
ﬁﬁﬁér 18 years 10.7%
18-24 30.4
25-34 33.9
35-44 14.3
45-54 3.6
55-64 3.6
65+ 3.5
100.0%
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Table D.7 - Income Distribution by Household Size for CARO-VAN Riders

Persons Per Household

Total
Income 1 2 3 4 5 6 Income
Under $5,000 38.12 16.72 14.8%7 16.7% 14,37% 13.3% 19.27
$5,000 $7,499 19.0 20.0 25,9 22.2 21.4 33.3 23.2
$7,500 $9,999 9.5 26.7 7.4 11.1 42.9 13.3 17.6
$10,000 $12,499 14.3 3.3 7.4 5.6 14.3 20.0 9.6
$12,500 $14,999 9.5 6.7 3.7 5.6 7.1 6.7 6.4
$15,000 $17,499 4.8 3.3 3.7 11.1 0.0 0.0 4.0
$17,500 $19,999 4.8 6.7 14.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.6
$20,000 $24,999 0.0 10.0 3.7 22,2 0.0 0.0 6.4
$25,000 Plus 0.0 6.7 18.5 5.6 0.0 13.3 8.0

100.02 100.0%2 100.0% 100.02 100.,0% 100.0% 100.0%Z
Total Households: 16.8%2 24.0% 21.6%7 14.4% 11.27% 12,02 100.072

Read down the columns for the income distribution for each household size.

The median household size is 3 persons and the median income is $7,500 to
$9,999.

Table D.8 Reasons for Using CARO-VAN

Only Transportation Available .... 33.3%
Save MONEY.eeescesscsssosssnsassss 2305
Don't Like to Drive .ececececccess 19.6
No Car Available cccsecesscssscses 7.8
To Support Public Transit .e...eee 3.9
Save TiMe cececcessccssnssscsscces 349

3.9

2.0

No Driver's License ceceeccecsssces
Regular Ride Not Available........

OO -
*

5. Evaluation

The evaluation of the Jitney Program involves reviewing the supply,
demand, revenue, and cost statistics of C&D Transportation for the calendar
years of 1982-1984, Between 1982 and 1983, C&D's dramatic rate of
growth is illustrated by a 211% increase in revenue miles and similar

increases in operating costs (174%) and user revenue (165%).
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SUPPLY/DEMAND
Passenger Trips
Revenue Miles
Deadhead Miles
Passenger Miles

Pass. Trips/Pass-mile

TOTAL COST
Cost/ Passenger-mile
Cost / Passenger Trip

USER REVENUE

Revenue / Pass-mile
Revenue / Pass. Trip
Revenue/Cost

FEDERAL/STATE AID
Aid / Passenger-mile
Aid / Passenger Trip

DEFICIT/SURPLUS

Net (Deficit)/Surplus
(Deficit)/Surplus Pass-mile
(Deficit)/Surplus Pass. Trip

Tompkins Co.

New York
Table D.9 C&D Transportation - Evaluation
(1981 Dollars)
Percent Change
1982 1983 1984  1983-84  1984-85
11,052 37,705 47,422 241.2% 25.8%
101,610 316,668 356,525  211.7% 12.6%
4,623 14,424 21,392 212.0% 48.3%
2,032,200 5,088,355 5,740,053  150.8% 12.6%
0.0054 0.0074 0.0083 36.0% 1.7%
($56,372) ($145,627) ($215,604) 158.3% 48.1%
($0.0277) ($0.0286) ($0.0376) 3.0% 31.5%
($5.10)  ($3.86) ($4.55) -24.3% 17.7%
$17,357  $43,292 $56,278  149.4%  30.0%
$0.0085  $0.0085 $0.0098 -0.6%§  15.5%
$1.5705  $1.1482 $1.1867  -26.9% 3.4%
30.8% 29.7% 26.1% -3.4%  -12.2%
$30,128 $110,355  $160,721  266.3%  45.6%
$0.0148  $0.0216 $0.0280 46.0%8  29.4%
$2,7260  $2,9268 $3.3892 7,48  15.8%
($8,887)  $8,020 $1,395 90.2%  -B82.6%
($0.0044) $0.0016 $0.0002 36.08  -B4.6%
($0.80) $0.21 $0.03 26.5%  -86.2%

C&D rapidly expanded the scale of its jitney services, costs, and

revenues between 1982 and 1983. C&D carried 37,705 riders, an increase of

2417 over 1982,
mile, improved 367%.

trip.

Productivity, as measured by passenger trips per passenger
The cost per passenger trip declined 24% to $3.86 per

However, user revenue per passenger trip declined by 277Z in 1983.

In the second year, C&D carried a higher percentage of riders for a shorter

distance than in 1982,

In 1983, C&D posted a surplus of $8,020.

In 1984, C&D ridership, costs and revenues increased at a high, but

more moderate rate than 1983, Productivity, as measured by passengér trips
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per mile increased 12%, while ridership was up 26Z. Revenue per passenger
trip and per trip increased in 1984 over 1983 by 157 and 37, respectively.
The user revenue recovery ratio (revenue/cost) declined 12% from a high‘of
317 in 1982 to 26Z in 1984 indicating an erosion of self-sufficiency. In

1984, C&D earned a small surplus of $1,395 and needed careful cash manage-
ment to sustain its operations.

The actual costs, revenues and sources of C&D funding were as follows:

Table D.10 Sources of C&D Funding

1982 1983 1984

Actual Cost: ($56,372) ($145,627) ($215,604)
Sources of Funding

User Revenue $17,357 $43,292 $56,278
ARC funding $2,000 $0 $0
State Aid $28,128 $110,355 $160,721
Total $47,485  $153,647 $216,998
User Revenue 30.8% 28.27 . 25.9%
ARC funding 3.5% 0.07% 0.0%
State Aid . 49,97 71.8% 74,17

Significant future increases in income will have to come from user
revenues, since C&D became subject to a cap on the amount of state aid it
received in 1984,

Furthermore, 1984 is a transition year for C&D. The payment problems
in the state transit aid program required prefinancing by counties for C&D
to continue to operate. C&D curtailed several routes and was forced to
consolidate its operations. By December 1984, C&D began to rationalize its
fare structure and create uniform fare rates based on distance for all

services. The delayed state aid payments continued through 1985.
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The Jitney Program succeeded in initiating multicounty service to
low-income rural areas, previously without any public transportation. C&D
expanded from two vans to a fleet of eleven vans in two years. The company
presently is the forth largest employer in’the Town of Berkshire in Tioga
County, with 13 full and part time employees. The challenge to C&D is to
improve the self-sufficiency of its services by increasing user revenue
through raising fares, generating higher ridership through improved
marketing, and curtailing unproductive services.

Tompkins County reassessed its relationship with C&D in 1985,
CARO-VAN provides a useful service in Tompkins County, but it is less cost-
effective than C&D's other commuter rouﬁes. The Tioga-Tompkins agreement
to use federal Section 18 funding to subsidize CARO-VAN stabilized the
route in 1985. In the fall of 1985, TCPD staff undertook a survey of
Town of Caroline residents about their attitudes toward CARO-VAN and C&D
Transportation. While there is an overall positive image of the service,
the survey did identify an erosion in the reliability of the service. A
concentrated effort to maximize CARO-VAN ridership will be undertaken by

improving driver training, service reliability, and advertising.
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E. RIDESHARING PROGRAM
(Van & Car pooling)

OBJECTIVE: To extend ride-matching services to commuters traveling to and
from Tompkins County and to promote van and car pools as attractive and
efficient modes of transportation.

Summary
The TOMTRAN Ridesharing and Park & Ride Programs were two early county

programs developed to address the energy crisis of 1979. In June of 1979,
Tompkins County began developing its car-pooling program, which culminated

in the publication of the Tompkins County Ridesharing Mannual for Employers

(October, 1979).

The TOMTRAN Budget of 1982 included $10,000 in ARC funds to provide
incentives for van pooling, and no operating funds earmarked for car
pooling. A van pooling program was not developed. In 1984, the $10,000

was ailocated to the Rural Transit Program. The car pooling effort by the

TOMTRAN staff consisted of establishing a ridesharing program for 1,218

employees of the Tompkins County and the Tompkins Community Hospital.

Program Elements

1. Implement a ridesharing program for employees of Tompkins County and the

Tompkins Community Hospital.

In January of 1982, the County Planning Department initiated a ride-
sharing program for 443 county employees and 775 employees of the Tompkins
Community Hospital. The voluntary program was to serve as a demonstration

of the County's Ridesharing Manual for Employers (October, 1979).

In February of 1982, survey cards were distributed and collected with
employee time cards. A facsimile of the survey card is shown in Exhibit

E.1. TOMTRAN staff sorted the responses, made matches, and notified
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Exhibit E.1 Ridesharing Survey Card
| MAP LOCATIOM CODES _ _{
§i§i§e TOMPKINS COUNTY
RIDESHARING PROGRAM
Clearly home work
(last) (first) HOME
NAME PHONE
HOME \ro. & street) (city/village/town) (zip) | WORK
ADDRESS PHONE
HORK
ADRRESS EMPLOYER
HOW DO YOU Auto -.drive alome [ ] Bus [Jother
GET TO WORK? Auto - with others Taxi How?
WHEN DO YOU [JaM | WHEN DO YOU []ad [ WHEN DO YoU Jau
| LEAVE HOME? PM | ARRIVE AT WORK? BM WORK? BM__|
WHICH MAJOR 3 M B [Jas 7 89 36 96B [J96/3 [J366 [Jother
WHICK MAJOR (13 O Qws Ods Om Ose Oss Olses Oee/as Cloes O
NOW TRAVEL
TO WORK? (explain) __
DiSTANCE . TIME
e sooraps Oves Qwo TO WORK? niles | 10 WRQ e 301
WOULD YOU LIKE [CJyss [Jno [JMAYBE [NOTES: (problems and/or spacial comsiderations)
DO YOU HAVE ROOM IN
AN ACTIVE CARPooL? ) YES [JNO [JMAYE
ARE YOU INTERESTED IN:
Driving Oniy Pooling from a
- e O paric & Ride Lot
O Riding Only
[J Vanpooling
D Sharing Driving
) {0 other
[ Bus Service (specify)

III.
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interested employees of potential matches in March. 1In June, a follow-up
survey was conducted to determine the impact of the ride matching program.
The evaluative survey was completed and returned by 111 (14%) Hospital

employees and 141 (317) County employees. The survey findings are

presented in Table E,l.

Table E.1 - Ridesharing Survey of County and Hospital Employees

Hospital County -
Question Responses Percent Responses Percent
1. Received Ridesharing Card
(February 1982). 105 947 126 897
2. Completed Survey Card. 75 ‘ 67 126 89
3. Returned " " 72 64 113 80
4. Interested in car pooling. 32 28 43 30
5. Previously in a car pool. 20 18 33 23
6. Currently in a car pool. 20 18 24 17
7. Received a ride matching list. 32 28 - 70 49
8. Contacted a person from list. 11 9 19 13
9. Joined a new car pool. 1 1 16 11
10. Satisfied with car pool. 20 18 21 14

A total of 307% of the employees expressed interest in car pooling.
All interested respondents received a ride matching list. Only 9% of
hospital employees and 137% of county employees attempted to form a car pool
using the list. The program resulted in the formation of new car pools by

1% of hospital employees and 117 of county employees.

2. Encourage employers to initiate ridesharing programs.

In 1980, TOMTRAN staff sent the Ridesharing Manual to major employers

in the Ithaca urban area and offered assistance in establishing ridesharing
programs. The employers who were contacted include: Cornell University,
Ithaca College, Morse-Chain, NCR, and the Tompkins-Cortland Community
College. All of the employers used informal approaches to ridesharing.
Employees used bulletin boards to arrange rides. In 1981, Cornell Univer-
sity formally established a ridesharing program.
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Cornell University employs approximately 10,000 persons and is the
largest single employer in Tompkins County. On-campus parking is heavily
regulated through the use of a permit system enforced by Cornell Police.
The allocation of parking permits is controlled by eligibility standards
and a sliding scale of prices. Parking permits prices range from free
to $158/year. The Cornell ridesharing program uses parking permit incent-
ives to encourage car pooling.

Cornell has two different programs for car pooling and ridesharing.
The car pool program is open to three or more persons who register as a
permanent car pool. They are eligible to buy a group parking permit of
‘their choice. The eligibility standards for individuals do not apply to
car pools. In return, individuals are excluded from receiving their own
parking permits, except for six daily permits to use for emergencies. The
Transportation Office receives 250 inquiries about the program each year,
and an average of 35 car pools are actually registered.

Cornell's ridesharing program is less restrictive than the car pool
program. A group of two or more persons may purchase a parking permit for
which one member must be eligible. Up to six vehicles may be registered
for the group permit. All members receive a free "AB" parking permit, to
park at a peripheral lot, for their own use. Many more people are ride-
sharing than the car pooling, although participation statistics are not '
recorded. The Transportation Office does not provide ride matching.
People form their own car pools by posting notices of car pool information
in offices. Another source is the classified ads in the employee news-

letter, Networking.
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The Cornell program was based in part on a study by a Cornell

engineering student in 1980, Ridesharing at Cornell: Present Attitudes and

Future Prospects. (4) The study featured a random survey of 500 Cornell

parking permit holders. The study confirmed that the percentage of com-
muters who prefer ridesharing rises regularly from 237 for persons who
commmute less than 5 miles to 927 of those who commute 20 miles or more. A
larger percentage of clerical and maintenance employees favored car pooling
(55%) than management (41%) and faculty (327) employees. Respondents
listed their commuting preferences in Table E.2.

Table E.2 Commuting Preferences of Cornell Employees

Alternative First Choice Second Choice Third Choice
1. Car pooling 40% 65% 727
2. Van pooling 2 14 21
3. Bus Service 34 15 6
4. Walk, cycle 24 12 2
Total 1007% 1007 1007

Car pooling included three options: shared driving, being a rider, or
being a driver in a sharedvriding pool. The shared driving was the most
favored option, in which members take turns driving by the day or by the
week.

People who choose van pooling would rather ride than drive. Many
people choose van pooling as a third alternative. The van pooling demand
includes potential demand for jitney and rurai transit service.,

The bus alternative was described as a local bus service. The survey
made no assumption of a county-wide bus service, yet it received the

highest number of additional comments submitted on the surveys.

4, Bradley, Mark A., Ridesharing at Cornell: Present Attitudes and
Future Prospects, Cornell University School of Civil and Environmental
Engineering, April 22, 1980. Unpublished paper.
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The preference for walking and cycling declines as the distance from
the campus increases. The alternatives were most popular with respondents
living within 5 miles of Cornell.

In summary, the study of Cornell employees' attitudes and preferences
for ridesharing alternatives provides an information base for 1980. The
low interest in van pooling supported the program's low priority. The
interest in longer distance transit service confirmed the decision to
invest project resources in rural transit and jitney programs.

3. Provide technical assistance and information to individuals and groups
- interested in ride matching, car pooling and van pooling.

A notice of the Tompkins County Ridesharing Manual for Employers
was published in the January 1981 iséue of the American Planning
Association's Magazine. The Planning Department distributed 30 copies of
the manual in 1981.

The County ridesharing program continues to function for county
employees. An éverage of six requests for matches are received annually.

TOMIRAN staff received two inquiries for van pooling during 1982.

A survey of local leasing companies was performed and a listing of quotes
was compiled for public information. One inquiry was from a group of
employees of New York State Gas and Electric Corp. The group compared the
alternatives of van pooling and jitney service, and elected to use a new

jitney route operated by C&D Transportation.

4. Develop a van pool program.

The inclusion of van pooling as a TOMTRAN program was based on the
assumption that people would be interested in van pooling if they were

aware of its advantages and knew how to get started. The van pool program
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included promotion, a demonstration for county employees, third party
leasing of vans, and providing incentives. The ARC budget was $10,000,

The van pool program was not implemented during the grant period because of
low public demand, the lack of interest from large employers, potential
financial costs to the County above $10,000, and the growing popularity of
rurél transit and jitney service.

The majority of the public expressed interest in transit service and
not in van pooling. Individuals who considered van pooling identified
disadvantages of that approach, particularly the high level of individual
responsibility required for a van pool to be an operational and financial
success. Transit and jitney service have attracted many potential van pool
users.

Tompkins County declined to provide a demonstration van pool project
for county employees. The County did not desire to become directly involve

in the leasing of vans or the operation of a van pool which benefited a

relatively small number of county employees. Van pools raised a concern of
management that they could become a bargaining chip in negotiating the
employees' benefit package. Finally, Tompkins County awaited progress in
Broome County's van pooling effort before reconsidering the program.

In 1981, Leaseway, Inc., proposed to the Broome Metropolitan Trans-
portation Study and Broome County to initiate a self-sufficient van pool
program in the county. Leaseway would provide the market research,
coordinate van pools, lease vans, and administer the program. The costs to
the County would be minimal. By 1982, Leaseway realized that it had
underestimated the initial administrative costs, which would not be
recouped by program revenue. Leaseway asked Broome County to assume the up
front costs of approximately $50,000. Broome County declined and the
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proposal died.

Broome County's experience dampened Tompkins County's interest in
a van pool program. Leaseway's proposal removed the potential for a low
cost program operated by a third party. The élternative was for TOMTRAN
staff to perform the management tasks and for the County to lease vans from
&ealers to the public. After considering the low public demand, expansion
of rural transit and jitney service, and the management costs and risks of
operating a van pool program, Tompkins County decided not to pursue the
program., The $10,000 was earmarked for the expansion of jitney or rural
transit service to the western half of the county, the Towns of Ulysses,
Enfield, and Newfield. In 1983, TOMIRAN staff worked with several potential
jitney operators, however, a proposal could not be finalized. In 1984,
Tompkins County decided to expand the Rural Transit Program to the service

area.

5. Provide a county-wide ride matching service,

The TOMTRAN Ridesharing Program included the development of a county-
wide ride matching service. A specific ride matching program for car
pooling has not yet been developed because staff resources are allocated to
higher priority programs. However, the market research activity for
planning new transit and jitney services includes a collective ride
matching function. Trip demand information, gathered from household
surveys, is aggregated in the planning process to design routes and
schedules. Individuals interested in the new transit service are mailed
schedules. The same computer database program used in analyzing survey
information can be adapted to perform ride matching for individuals.

Revising the database program for car pooling is part of the 1985 work plan.

III.E.8



TOMTRAN Tompkins Co.
Final Report New York

6. Evaluation

The TOMTRAN Ridesharing Program has made limited progress in achieving
its objectives. Van pooling was evaluated, but not implemented. The
public, when given the choice between van pooling and transit, supported
nev transit service. Several persons expressed the opinion that public
funds should be used to develop open-to-the-public services and not those
for select private groups. Rural transit and jitney services were
maximized instead of ridesharing.

The car pooling program achieved limited success. TOMIRAN staff con-
ducted a demonstration for county and hospital employees. The follow-up
evaluation showed that 117 of county employees and 1% of hospital employees
formed new car pools as a result of the program. The Cornell program uses
parking incentives for their ridesharing program, however, it does not
provide a ride matching service. While the number of participants can not
be measured, the Cornell Transportation Department states that the net
impact of all transit and ridesharing programs is a 5% reduction per year
in the number of registered parking permits.

The developmen; of a-county-wide matching system would ﬁssist persons
who live outside of transit service areas or are unable to use transit
services. The TOMIRAN Project is progressing to the point where additional
staff resources can be allocated to developing a county ride matching

system in 1985.
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F. GADABOUT PROGRAM

OBJECTIVE: To assist GADABOUT Transportation Services, Inc. to increase
transportation service to senior citizen and handicapped populations in
Tompkins County.

Background

The GADABOUT idea was triggered by passage of a 1974 amendment to the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, Section 16(b)(2), which authorized
grants of federal funds to private, nonprofit organizations for the
purchase of vehicles and other equipment for transportation of the elderly
and handicapped. In 1974, a coalition of public agencies and private
organizations (including the County Planning Department) formed a committee
to develop a county-wide paratransit service for the elderly and handi-
capped, and to find a local sponsor eligible for UMTA 16<b)(2) funding.

The Tompkins County Chapter of the American Red Cross agreed to sponsor the
new service on the condition that an independent governing group would be
responsible for managing the entire project including all fund raising.

The first capital application was submitted to New York State DOT in
January 1975. In November of 1976, the first 16(b)(2)-funded vehicle, a
l4-passenger van, was delivered. The second van was equipped with a
wheelchair lift and arrived in February of 1977. Four additional vans were
acquired in 1980; followed by a l4-passenger, lift-equipped minibus in
1981. GADABOUT established a satellite office in the Village of Groton
with two vans in 1981. The Groton based vans improves the service

efficiency and accessibility for residents of the Towns of Groton and

Dryden.
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After 1976, GADABOUT's operating budget, ridership, management

experience and community support increased with the expansion of service.

The original relationship between GADABOUT and the Red Cross came under
increasing strain during this period. 1In 1981,‘the GADABOUT Committee and
the Red Cross both agreed to end the Red Cross sponsorship. In July of
1981, GADABOUT was reorganized as a nonprofit corporation, GADABOUT
Transportation Services, Inc.

The relationship between Tompkins County and GADABOUT evolved with the
expansion of GADABOUT services. The County Planning Department and the
Office of the Aging were members of the initial GADABOUT Committee and have
representatives on the GADABOUT Board of Directors. Since 1979, Tompkins
County has provided operating grénts to GADABOUT, and is the largest single
contributor. In 1981, the relationship between GADABOUT and Tompkins
County strengthened with the inclusion of the service as part of TOMTRAN,
and by the County's final certification of GADABOUT as the local option in
compliance with Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as it

relates to accessible transportation services.

Service Summary

GADABOUT provides demand-responsive paratransit service for the
elderly and handicapped in Tompkins County. A 24-hour advance notification
is required. GADABOUT service to rural towns is rotated on a regular daily
schedule (see map on page F.3), The service is provided Monday through
Friday, with Saturday service available by pfior arrangement. Group-use of
GADABOUT vehicles is permitted on weekends and evenings. Organizations are
charged $.88 per mile, and must supply a qualified GADABOUT volunteer as
the driver. Regular GADABOUT service is available at the same time of day
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in TOMTRAN and Ithaca Transit service areas, in fulfillment of Section 504

obligations.

Map F.1 GADABOUT Service Area & Schedule

CADADDUT

A VOLUNTARY TRANSPORTATION SERVICE FOR OLDER
AND HANDICAPPED TOMPKINS COUNTY RESIDENTS

The use of volunteer drivers and escorts form the foundation of the
GADABOUT service. Since 1976, there has been a growing group of volunteer
drivers, approximately 50 are currently active. A driver may donate time
from an occasional hour up to one or two days per week. The average
volunteer d;iver donates about 20 hours of service per month, consisting

usually of 5 hour shifts each week. Each volunteer complétes eight hours
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of defensive driving training, passes a reflex coordination and road tests,
and has their license checked by the N.Y. Department of Motor Vehicles
before they can drive for GADABOUT. Although GADABOUT relies on volunteer
drivers, one person is employed as a driver/escort to drive during early
morning and other periods when volunteers are usually unavailable.
GADABOUT's use of volunteers has been further documented in the UMTA

publication, Use of Volunteers in the Transportation of Elderly and

Handicapped Persons, (January 1984) DOT-1-84-02.

Program Elements

1. Assess GADABOUT's services and market potential in Tompkins County.

In January of 1983, Tompkins County Department of Planning requested
the Human Services Coalition of Tompkins County, Inc., to conduct an assess-
ment of GADABOUT services. The study program includes the following:

1. Analyze rider statistics for 1980, 1981, and 1982, and identify any
significant trends.

2. Conduct a random sample survey of GADABOUT riders to gather socio-
economic data, frequency of use, trip purpose, level of awareness, trans-
portation alternatives, comments, and suggestions.

3. Conduct a random sample survey of the elderly and handlﬁapped in
Tompkins County who do not use GADABOUT to gather the same information as
the rider survey.

The Human Services Coalition conducted all data collection and analysis
during January through May of 1983.
The final report (May 3, 1983) concluded that the continued and

expanded use of GADABOUT was supported by the following findings:

v

1. The amount of service provided to the handicapped population
increased substantially since 1980 and resulted in corresponding increases
in ridership.

2. The survey results of both GADABOUT riders and eligible nonriders

are overvhelming supportive and complementary of the quality of service and
the continued need for it.
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3. The increased need for GADABOUT's services is evidenced in the
increasing number of trips and in the number of riders desiring to use
- GADABOUT more.

4, The supply of volunteer escorts has not kept up with the increasing
demand for this service.

5. The use of public transportation is 1ow for eligible non-riders due
to the availability of private cars.

6. The majority of eligible nonriders of GADABOUT were in higher
income brackets and lower age categories than riders. Of the nonriders 65%
will use GADABOUT when they find it necessary.

The report confirmed that the potential market for GADABOUT services

was increasing. The need for additional escorts was addressed by recruiting
people as part of a work experience program operated by the County Dept.

of Social Services.

In May of 1985, evening GADABOUT service for the City of Ithaca was
arranged through assistance of Cornell student volunteers and CU Tranmsit.
CU Transit pays for the operating cost of basing a van at the Cornell
éampus with trained student volunteer drivers. The evening van provides
equal service to evening public transit in Ithaca.

2, Provide GADABOUT an operating grant to target services and outreach
promotional efforts in TOMTRAN service areas,

In July of 1982, GADABOUT received a $5,000 grant from the County
which was funded by the ARC grant. GADABOUT used the grant to support its
satellite operation in the Towns of Groton and Dryden. The following is a

breakdown of how the grant was used:

Vehicle Insurance $1,000
Vehicle Operation 2,000
Salary for Groton/Dryden
Coordinator 1,500
Office Expense 500
$5,000
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3. To coordinate GADABOUT's services with other federally-funded transport-

ation programs for human services.

From the beginning GADABOUT has coordinated aspects of its operations
and services with other human services agencies. GADABOUT and the Special
Childrens' Center of Tompkins County, Inc. both share the cost of a
mechanic and lease a former service station to provide for their vehicle
maintenance.

Since 1982, GADABOUT has been the only one out of four applicants to
receive UMTA 16(b)(2) vehicle capital grants in Tompkins County. Other
humans service drganizations have shoﬁn greater interest in coordinating
services as they face tightening budgetary constraints and higher trans-
portation costs. GADABOUT is willing to increase service to eligible
clients of other agencies, but it does not have the financial resources or
a sufficient number of vehicles to supply the transportatibn demands of
other agencies,

In August of 1984, the Tompkins County Planning Department, GADABOUT
and other public and non-profit agencies primarily involved in mental
health services formed an ad hoc committee to study options for
coordinating or consolidating transportation services. The initial study
was conducted by two Cornell University students who presented their
findings in August of 1985.

The coordination study evaluated the supply and demand for special
transportation and proposed alternatives for coordination. State »
regulations, work rules, and other barriers to coordination were
identified. The committee discussed potential operational problems and
cost savings for coordination., The coordination committee is preparing

recommendations for the County and agencies in early 1986.
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4. Include GADABOUT in the TOMTRAN marketing program.

GADABOUT has been included in the marketing of TOMTRAN transit service
programs by including GADABOUT in print advertising and by providing
information on TOMTRAN schedules. In September of 1984, a mailing list
database of financial contributors was created on the TCPD microcomputer

for fundraising efforts.

5. Ridership

FIG. F.1 GADABOUT RIDERSHIP 1976-1985
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Table F.1 GADABOUT Quarterly Ridership FFY 82 to FFY 85

Elderly Handicapped Total Non-ambulatory (1)
FFY 1982 1 4,521 1,074 5,595 309
2 4,497 1,084 5,581 288
3 5,332 1,254 6,586 445
4 5,799 1,421 7,220 573
Total: 20,149 4,833 24,982 1,615
FFY 1983 1 5,817 1,351 7,168 582
2 5,874 1,379 7,253 715
3 6,442 1,601 8,043 650
4 5,721 1,477 7,198 711
Total: 23,854 5,808 29,662 2,658
FFY 1984 1 5,484 1,480 6,964 695
2 5,867 1,655 7,522 687
3 6,417 1,883 8,300 928
4 5,89 1,735 7,631 873
Total: 23,664 6,753 30,417 3,183
FFY 1985 1 4,736 2,024 6,760 829
2 5,393 1,833 7,226 744
3 5,226 1,985 7,211 798
4 5,046 2,212 7,258 811
Total: 20,401 8,054 28,455 3,182
Percent Change
FFY 82-83 18.47% 20.272 18.7% 64,67
FFY 83-84 -.8 16.3 2.6 19.8
FFY 84-85 -13.8 19.3 -6.5 0.0
FFY 82-85 1.3 66.7 13.9 97.0

(1) Non-ambulatory trips are counted as elderly and handicapped trips.

Elderly trips increased by 18.4% from FFY 82 to FFY 83, leveled off in
FFY 84, and dropped nearly 147 in FFY 85, The main reason for the decrease
in FFY 85 has been identified as a drop in group use from the prior year.
Handicapped trips grew 66.7% during the four years, including a 97%
increase in non-ambulatory trips. Overall, GADABOUT ridership increased

nearly 147 from FFY 82 to FFY 85.
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GADABOUT's highest priority is to serve non-ambulatory trips, which
increased 97% over the four years. Since non-ambulatory trips take more
time than other trips, GADABOUT encourages able bodied senior citizens to
use public transit whenever it is more convenient. The statistics reflects

- GADABOUT's success in serving a growing number of handicapped riders.

Table F.2 GADABOUT Rider Characteristics

Sex: Female 937
Male 7%

Median Age: 65 to 74

Median Income: $5,000 to $7,000
48% respondents reported income of less than $5,000.

(64% of respondents answered the income question.)

Source: Human Services Coalition Survey, Feb. 1983.

Table F.3 GADABOUT Trip Purposes

Trip Purpose Percent
1. Shopping / Personal Business 24,7%
2. Social / Recreation 17.8
3, Medical Services 15.5
4. Employment 12.2
5. Education 4,8
6. Nutrition 3.1
7. Other 21.9

100.0%

Source: GADABOUT Quarterly Reports

Trip purpose is identified by the driver for each passenger. The
"other" category includes those trips for which the driver does not know
the trip purpose. The dominant trip purpose is shopping / personal
business which includes regular group tfips to buy groceries. Medical
services trips are a very high priority for GADABOUT and are increasing

relative to social/recreational trips.
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6. Evaluation

Table F.4 GADABOUT Costs & Revenues (1981-84)

Actual Dollar Amount * Constant 1981 Dollars * Percent Change
* #*

Operating User * Operating User * Oper. User
Year Cost Revenue # Cost Revenue % Cost Revenue
1981 ($65,730)  $13,089 ($65,730) $13,089 81-82 11.3%2 10.7%
1982 ($77,645) $15,385 ($73,142) $14,493 82-83 6.5%2 15.2%
1983 ($85,328)  $18,288 ($77,875) $16,691 83-84 5.9% 6.8%
1984 ($94,238)  $20,356 ($82,502) $17,821

‘Source: GADABOUT Annual Audits 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984.

Operating Costs includes personnel services, vehicle operations and
maintenance, and contractual services. Capital costs for equipment are not
included in the operating costs in Table F.4, User revenue includes all
rider contributions and group use income, The donated value of volunteer
labor is not iﬁcluded in the costs and revenue information.

GADABOUT's total sources of revenue are as follows:

Table F.5 - GADABOUT Sources of Revenue (1984)

Source o Percent
Fund Raising 67%
User Revenue 10%
Tompkins County 197
Other Municipalities 197
Volunteer Services 447
Misc. Income 2%
Total 1007Z

GADABOUT's sources of funding has been stable during the ARC grant
period, however, changes are likely in the future. Until 1986, the source
of county funds for GADABOUT was exclusively federal revenue sharing funds.
In 1986, the first round of revenue sharing cutbacks were experienced by
the County. Initially, GADABOUT was to receive 25% less from the County
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share of $39,000 in revenue sharing, however, the reduction was made up by
local tax revenue. In 1987, GADABOUT will likely receive 100% local

funding from the County.

Table F.6 - GADABOUT Evalﬁation (1981-84)
(Constant 1981 Dollars)

1981 1982 1983 1984
Passengef Trips 23,039 26,555 29,458 30,113
Total Vehicle Miles 63,880 68,358 81,546 81,138
Passenger Miles 153,901 177,387 196,779 195,794
Total Operating Costs '($65,730) ($73,142) ($77,875) ($82,502)
Cost/Passenger-mile ($0.427) ($0.412) ($0.396) ($0.423)
Cost/Passenger Trip ($2.85) ($2.75) ($2.64) ($2.79)
Cost/Vehicle Mile ($1.03) ($1.07) ($0.95) ($1.02)
User Revenue $13,089 $14,493 $16,691 $17,821
Revenue/Passenger-mile $0.085 $0.082 $0.085 $0.091
Revenue/Passenger Trip $0.57 $0.55 - $0.57 $0.59
User Revenue/Cost 19.9% 19.8%  21.4% 21.6%
Percent Change
81-82 82-83 83-84 81-84
Passenger Trips 15.3% 10.9% 2,27 30.7%
Total Vehicle Miles 7.0 19.3 -.5 27.0
Passenger Miles 15.3 10.9 -3 27.2
Total Operating Costs 11.3 6.5 5.9 25.5
‘Cost/Passenger-mile -3.5 -3.9 6.8 -.9
Cost/Passenger Trip -3.5 -4,0 5.7 -2.1
Cost/Vehicle Mile 3.9 -11.2 7.4 -1.0
User Revenue 10.7 15.2 6.8 36.1
Revenue/Passenger-mile  -3.5 3.7 7.1 7.1
Revenue/Passenger Trip -3.5 3.6 3.5 3.5
User Revenue/Cost -5 8.1 .9 8.5

Since 1982, GADABOUT has successfully expanded its services in
Tompkins County in a cost effective and productive manner. In 1984,
GADABOUT carried 31% additional passengers at a 2.% lower cost/passenger-
mile when compared to 1981. User revenue increased 36% overall and was up
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7.17 in user revenue/passenger mile. In 1984, GADABOUT's user revenue paid
for 21.6% of its operating cost, a 8.5% increase from 1981, In summary,
GADABOUT's outlook is promising as these trends of inﬁreasing cost
effectiveness and local self-sufficiency continue. In 1985, two issues
arose which challenge GADABOUT's financial viability - the demise of
revenue sharing and skyrocketing insurance premiums.

Both the City of Ithaca and Tompkins County use revenue sharing funds
for their local contribution to GADABOUT. In 1984, the combined amount of
$53, 600 represented.54.52 of GADABOUT's revenue. In 1985, the County had
to supplement its revenue sharing allocation with an additional $9,500 in
county geﬁeral funding in order to fully fund its share of GADABOUT. The
City made use of fevenue sharing funds for GADABOUT. It is likely that
there will be a 100% replacement of revenue sharing with local tax
revenues, however, the future growth in the local share is likely to lag
behind rising costs.

In 1985, the insurance problem began to affect local organizations
like GADABOUT. GADABOUT is fortunate that it was able to renew coverage
with a 407 increase in premium. In 1986, the insurance problem looks

worse., Escalating insurance premiums is predicted for the near term.
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G. PARK & RIDE PROGRAM

OBJECTIVE: To provide parking facilities at accessible locations for bus
stops and ridesharing, and to evaluate their use for rural transportation.

- Summary

In 1979, the Park & Ride Program was created to encourage ridesharing
throughout Tompkins County in response to national and local concerns to
conserve energy. Park & Ride was the first county-wide transportation
program that set the stage for development of TOMTRAN. The program
encouraged local governments and the private sector to designate parking )
space for park & ride use. The County approved a matching grant program to
offset the cost of any additional liability insurance and purchased signs
to designate park & ride lots. A secondary aspect of the program was to
study ways to include park & ride lot incentives in local land development
ordinances and to disseminate transit design standards for site planning

review.

Program Elements

1. Designate municipal and private parking spaces for park & ride use.

Since 1980, a total of six park & ride lots have been officially
designated and signed (see Table G.l on page G.2). The Village of Dryden
was the only applicant for a County matching grant to pay for additional
liability insurance. The Village negotiated with a local volunteer fire
company to use the company's excess parking spaces as a park & ride lot,
In return, the Village agreed to plow the lot in the winter and pay $224
per year‘for additional liability insurance. In January of 1984, the
County paid $112 to the Village of Dryden as a matching grant.
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Table G.1 - Inventory of Park & Ride Lots

Official Park & Ride Lots

Transit

Name Location Connections Capacity
1., Pyramid Mall Village of Lansing NET,IDT 50
2. Newfield Town Hall Newfield UNIT 15
3. Trumansburg Village of Trumansburg UNIT 10
4, Caroline Town Hall Slaterville Springs CARO-VAN 15
5. Fire Co. Lot Village of Dryden IDT,Jitney 30
6. Tompkins-Cortland

Community College Town of Dryden IDT - 125

Total Spaces: 245
Unofficial Park & Ride Lots

Transit
Name Location Connections Capacity
7. Methodist Church Lot Freeville Village IDT,Jitney 10
8. Municipal Lot Village of Dryden IDT,Jitney 12
9. Tompkins Comm. Hospital Town of Ithaca UNIT,IT 50
10. Town of Groton Lot Village of Groton IDT 15
11. East Hill Plaza Town of Ithaca EIT 50

Total Spaces: 137
Grand Total of 382 parking spaces

Key: NET & EIT = Suburban Transit Jitney & CARO-VAN = Jitney Service
IDT & UNIT= Rural Transit IT = Ithaca Transit (City of Ithaca)

In general, parking regulation is a low priority in most parts of the
County except for the City of Ithaca, college campuses, and villages.
People use private and public property along transit routes for park & ride
purposes. The list of unofficial park & ride lots in Table G.l is not
exhaustive, but it includes the larger parking areas known to the County
Planning Department to be used by the public. In one case, the property
owner preferred the informal park & ride use rather than an official
designation, which was peréeived to impinge on property rights. The
Planning Department has not been informed of any complaints from property

owners stemming from public park & ride use.
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2. Encourage provision of park & ride spaces, bus stops, and bus shelters
as part of new residential and commercial development.

The Tompkins County Planning Department serves as a consultant to
municipal governments in the areas of zoning, site development controls and
other land use regulation, The Park & Ride Program stimulated interest in
exploring the use of regulatory incentives to encourage park & ride lots.

A concept to allow larger business signs as an incentive to create park &
ride lots was developed, but not tested,

The Planning Department researched issues of land use planning and
site development policies to complement public transit service. The
following publications and papers were reviewed:

Development & Transit, Capital District Transit Authority, Albany, N.Y.

Guide for Including Public Transit in Land Use Planning, Alameda-Contra
Costa Transit District, Oakland, CA

Planning with Transit: Land Use Considerations, Wentworth, Douglas and
Arrington, G.B., Tri-Met Planning and Development Division.

The bubliéations are primarily concerned with development policies in
large urban areas and standards for developing transit compatible site
plans. In general, they discuss ways to encourage higher residential and
commercial densities along transit corridors, and describe standards for
bus turning movements, passenger shelters, and bus stops in site planning.

Many of the subjects are applicable to transit services in small urban

and rural areas. Copies of Development and Transit were sent to the Town

of Ithaca and the Village of Lansing, which are urbanizing at a steady
rate. The objective is to produce a Tompkins County-specific guide for

developers and planning boards to include transit compatibility issues in

site planning review.
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3. Evaluation

The Park & Ride Program is primarily intended to enhance other TOMTRAN
programs. Initially, park & ride lots were intended to be used for carpool
collection points. As transit services became more widely available, park
& ride lots were established and t@e public use increased.

The use of park & ride lots has inc;eased from 1981-1984, 1In the
first year, public use of park & ride sites was minimal. Rider surveys
for suburban transit indicated that 3% of bus riders were parking and
using transit, mostly for commuting to the Cornell University campus. In
1982, the advent of jitney and rural transit service generated more
interest in park & ride activity. Sites in the Ithaca-Dryden Transit and
CARO-VAN service areas were officially designated. In addition, unofficial
park & ride activity developed along both transit routes. Rider surveys
for both rural transit and jitney services indicate that 3%-5% of transit
riders were parking and riding transit. At the 3% level, an average of
6,723 transit passenger-trips made use of park & ride lots each year.
Although the measured participation in park & ride activity is low, it
is not a comprehensive survey of the program's usefulness.

The TOMTRAN Park & Ride Program developed at a very low cost to
Tompkins County. The costs to the County include $1,050 to purchase signs
in 1980, and $112 for a grant to the Village of Dryden in 1984. Since 1980,
the annual average cost of the program is $.04 per transit passenger-trip
making use of park & ride lots. In summary, the TOMIRAN Park & Ride'Program
is a low cost activity which improves the public convenience to use transit

services, and has a supporting role in providing rural transportation.
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IV, CONCLUSIONS

A. Technology Transfer

1, Privatization of Service

Public/Private Partnerships in public tramsit is a "hot" topic at the
federal level today (1), The Urban Mass Transportation Administration is
about to issue regulations encouraging privatization or private sector
participation in operating public transit services., TOMIRAN is a 100%
public/private partnership. TOMTRAN's development provides rural counties
with experiences of fhe obstacles to implementing this approach.

At the outset of TOMIRAN in 1981, Tompkins County decided that it
would not operate transportation services with county employees.v The basic
. reason was that if TOMTRAN proved to be short lived then halting the
County's participation would be far easier with a short term contract with
a private operator. There wouldbbe no county employees to layoff or new
county investment in maintenance facilities. Since the Northeast Transit
service, operated by Swarthout & Ferris, pfeceded the development of
TOMTRAN, the County had experience with contracting with a private operator
as a guide.

The major benefits of contracting with private operators include:

1. The private operator has flexibility in obtaining, through
purchase or lease, necessary vehicles and equipment, and in managing
personnel. :

| 2. The private operator usually has lower labor costs.

3. A reliable and well managed private operator can remove the day to
day problems of operating services from the attention of the County.

1. Public/Private Partnerships in Transit, DOT-I-85-30, UMTA, April 1985.
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Major drawbacks in contracting with private operators may include:

1. Private operator may be financially weak. This is especially true
when a new small scale operator, i.e. C& Transportation, begins operating.

2. Experienced, reliable, responsible operators can be scarce,
especially in a rural county. TOMTRAN was lucky to have more than one
possible operator for any of the transit services. No operator had a
monopoly as to command a monopoly price from the County.

3. Private operators may be inexperienced and extremely hesitant to
participate in programs involving federal funding. S&F refused to be
involved with the Section 18 program due to their perception of intrusive
federal auditing requirements that would have access to charter bus
records. Ultimately, S&F's position worked to the benefit of the company
and the public sponsors when a long term agreement was worked out.

4, A private operator may have lower standards of responsiveness to
the public, and overall quality control of the service. The County is
vigilant in upholding standards and insisting on high quality service.

5. A private operator who operates County vehicles may short change
on vehicle maintenance, if the contract expires before the vehicle's life.

2. Institution as Operator
TOMTRAN was fortunate to spearhead the evolution of the Cornell Bus
Service into a private transportation corporation, CU Transit, Inc. The

increasing involvement of Cornell University as a private operator combines

3

'mé§/of the advantages and avoids common pitfalls discussed above. CU
Transit, as part of Cornell University, is committed to providing a high
quality service to the general public.

TOMTRAN demonstrates that an educational institution may be able to
overcome regulatory obstacles to provide transit service. TOMIRAN created
an opportunity for Cornell University to expand its role as a transit
operator in the Rural Transit Program. However, the School Bus Program
failed in its attempt to enlarge the role of public school districts in
rural transportation. The legal obstacle was insurmountable due to
lobbying activity of private bus operators at the state level.
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3. Developing New Private Operators

The Jitney Program demonstrates that new private operators can develop
multi-county, rural transit services. Although the jitney program
developed without direct local aid, a substantial amount of state subsidy
is necessary. On the other hand, a jitney operator can operate a service
at a low cost when compared with major established private bus companies or
the public sector. In 1984, C&D Transportation had among the lowest cost
per mile for a private operator in the state.

The private jitney operator will require a significant amount of -
technical assistance in planning, developing, and marketing new services.
It is important that the public sector does not overextend technical
assistance into the direct management of the service. The fundamental
business decisions must lie with the operator who has at risk their own

investment.

4, Transportation Brokerage

Transportation brokerage emphasizes a market-oriented approach to
transportation planning. Potential demand is determined through surveys.
Transportation resources are inventoried and new services developed as
feasible. The objective is to target the delivery of services to meet the
needs of major markets, especially journey-to-work trips. The brokerage
concept includes the role of public ombudsman which is needed to address
user problems,

Transportation brokerage is assisted in a rural county when it is
allied with the social network of local communities. TOMTRAN programs have
succeeded best when grassroots groups organized to influence actions.

Although the activity concerning the Greyhound Controversy illustrates this
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conceptvin the extreme, the normal situation is for groups to circulate
petitions to add service or to protest a schedule change. These grass-
roots efforts are welcomed, especially critical feedback which ultimately
reduce the costs of planning errors. An assertive constituency is

committed to the overall program and is a formidable source of support.

4, Role of County Planning Department

TOMTRAN demonstrates the use of a county planning department in rural
transportation developement. One and a half staff members of the Tompkins
County Planning Department are devoted to TOMIRAN. Planners often have the
educational background and experience to perform market research, plan
services, and deal effectively with legislators, state agencies, and the
general public, However, the availability of staff resources in rural
county planning agencies is often severely constrained. High productivity
is absolutely necessary and should be supported through the use of a

microcomputer,

5. Microcomputer in Transit Management

The use of a microcomputer was absolutely essential in the development
and management of TOMTRAN. Transportation brokerage and transit management
activities readily benefit from the use of a microcomputer. Since rural

transportation projects frequently rely on small staffs, a microcomputer is
an essential productivity tool for any scale of project. A transportable

micro is especially useful since it can be used outside of the office.

In summary, The TOMTRAN Project demonstrates at least five elements
which have the potential to be transferred to other similar programs.

The privatization of service, institutional transit operators, development
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of new private operators, transportation brokefage, expanded role of a
county planning department and the use of microcomputers in transit
management are models that could be applied to other rural counties.

In 1986, TOMTRAN staff will revise the Countywide Transportation
Services Plan adopted in 1981 at the outset of the ARC Grant. The plan was
formally required by the New York State Department of Transportation for
eligibility in the federal Section 18 Program. However, Tompkins County
was one of the few counties which approved a plan and the requirement was
ultimately dropped by thé state.

The plan will prepare an inventory of all public and private
transportation services and will discuss the impact of TOMIRAN development.
In addition to reviewing the changes in countywide services since 1981, the
plan will identify the projected operating and capital costs for TOMTRAN
and Ithaca Transit for the next five years. In light of the continuing
diminished federal funding role, alternative funding plans will be prepared
which maximizes local self-sufficiency. Planning now for the next five

years is necessary to make the timely decision critical for survival.
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