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EXECUTIVE 

SUMMARY 

Objectives of this researdh included an inventory of transit 

services in Iowa and recommendations to the Iowa Department of 

Transportation on· transit policy, revenue sources appropriate for a 

state program of assis~ance to public transit, a~ternatives for an 

assis~ance program,_and performance tasks for personnel involved in the 

administration of such a program. 

In the conduct of this research, questionnaires were sent to all 

operators of urban transit properties in the state, and personal inter­

views were conducted with these operators. Information on intercity 

bus operations, rural transit services, taxicab operators, and other 

.special services was obtained through a combination of mailed 

questionnaires, pers·onai interviews, and telephone interviews. 

Operating data are presented in this report for the years 1973 and 

1974 for the 14 urban transit properties in Iowa. Histqrical data from 

1959, to the extent that these are available, are also included for these 

properties and for two others that have ceased operations. The signifi­

cance of urban transit in Iowa in 1974 is indicated by the following 

totals for the 14 properties: 
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Population served 

A~nual revenue passengers 
. i 

Annual revenue miles of service 

Annual operating revenues 

Annual operating expenses 

1,064,000 

13,428,000 

6,992,000 

$3,823,000 

$6,73B,OOO 

Even though there are 12 Class I carriers providing regularly· 

schedlil ed intercity passeng.er t?us service in Iowa, 18 cities that are 

either county seats or had a 1970 population of over 2500 lack bus 

service. Statistical data for these carriers are p~esented, and 

information is included on charter bus. operations. 

· Sixteen operations are currently providing transit service in rural 

areas in37 counties and parts of two other counties in Iowa. Details 

regarding the administrative structure, area served, funding; routes and 

schedules, usage, and fare structure are provided in t~is report •. 

The report also lists 77 taxi~ab operations serving 60 cities and 

describes 21 special services which provide transportation that serves 

a limited clientele or is otherwise dUferent than conventional urban or 

rural transit properties or intercity bus carriers .. 

Principal input for translt policyrecommendations, revenue sources, 

trc;1ns it assistance programs , and performance tasks .was provided by 

. questionnaire resp6nses from each of the 49 other states and interviews 

by study staffpersonnel with transit administrators in 22 other states. 

The other states selected for visits were those whose questionnaire 

responses indicated.the ~ost significant state role in administering a 

state program of transit assistance. 
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The transit policy recommended for Iowa· as a result of this study 

includes the following aspects: 

• Service by the Iowa Department of Transportation (DOT) to urban 

and rural transit operators as a centralized source of data and 

expertise. 

• Support of a transit information program to make the public 

aware of the benefits and limitations of transit. 

• Utilization of as much federal aid for transit purposes as will 

be of long-range benefit to the state. 

• Continuance of urban transit service in those communities now 

having service with no diminution of service level. 

• Establishment of new urban transit services in communities over 

20,000 population that are without service. 

• Sponsorship of transit demonstrations in some communities with 

populations of 10,000 to 20,000. 

• Development and improvement of rural transit services. 

Many states use a variety of revenue sources to support programs of 

transit assistance. Local communities similarly have utilized different 

forms of special levies to supplement general revenues in order to provide 

transit service and match federal transit funds. Their experience has 

led to the following recommendation concerning revenue sources to support 

transit in Iowa: 

• State funds should be utilized along with local funds to match 

federal financial assistance to public transit. 

• Local governments should be authorized to impose additional 

taxes by local option for the support of transit. 
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• Funds fdr a state program ot transit assistance should be made 

available from the state general fund. 

• · A. prog~am should be undertaken to coordinate projects providing 

rural transit service. 

' Four alternative state transit assistance programs are presented as 

a result of this study. ·Program L~vel 1~ at an annual cost of $200,000, 

would permit an essential state· role in providing technical assistance but 

would not provide for state financial aid to transit .. Several forms of 

financial assistance to local transit are pr6vided for in Program Level 2, 

which would require $3,050,000 annually. Essentially all aspec_ts of the 

. recommended state .transit policy could be carried out under Program 

Level 3 at an annual cost to the state of $4,150,000. Program Level 4 

would require $6,250,000 in state funds annually but would permit 

financial assistance to intercity bus operators and expansion of both 

urb~n and rural transit services as well as a larger share of state 

support for operating assistance ahd capital improvements to transit · 

properties. 

Performance tasks are suggested for the professional-level person­

nel assigned to the Public Transit Division of the DOT. All of these 

tasks. are essentJal to carry out a minimal level of state involvement in 

assistance to public transit and are independent of the number of person­

nel assigned to the Divisi.on .. However, an analysis of the personnel 

assigned to this function in other states indicates a need-ultimately 

for six professional-level per~6nnel within the DOT for admfnistering a 

state transit program. 
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BACKGROUND 

FOR THE 

STUDY 

The declining role of transit in urban areas is well known and has 

been·extensively doc1,.1mented in the transportation literature. Increasing 

affluence 'of urban residents and the concomitant desire for greater 

mobility has led to two features of modern American life which act 

strongly against an extensive use of transit for personal travel. A 

pronounced trend toward greater dispersion in residential, commercial,· 

and industrial development has occurred, rendering trip patterns so 

scattered that mass trans-portation forms are ill-suited to satisfying 

most current travel demands. The concurrent ~rowth in automobile 

ownership, responsive to -increasedmobility and widely dispers~d trip 

patterns, has afforded a generally suitaple replacement for transit in a 

form that is both economical and convenient for a majority of urban 

trip-makers. 

However, these changes have not occurred without some resultant 

disadvantages .. Dispersed patterns ·of urban development have led to 

increases in the. co~ts of provi~ing urban ·services. Vastly increased use 

of the automobile has result~d in unacceptable demands for urban space 
-- -·----...... - --------------- ·.·-·-· ---------------~--- ------------------- ---------- --
. and in an undesirable degradation of the urban environment. Increasing 

concern is also being demonstrated for those who have been denied a 

suitable level of mobility because they do not have access to an 
'· 
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a~tomobile, particularly since the current level of transit service is 

generally inadequate to serve mo,st origin-destination pairs. ·Impending 

shortages of petroleum have served further to suggest the ·necessity for a 

reev~luation of planning strategies for meeting urban 1ravel ·demands. 

- Results of this .study indicate that more.than 35 states have asserted a 

significant ~ole~in planning, technical ~ssista~ce, or finan~ial s~pport for 

local transit ~~rvices; Iowa trad1t~onally has ri6t dorie'~o, even to the extent 

of. f~iling to c_ollect data concerning local OPE!rations. That the Generql Assembly 
. . . .. ·~ 

intends for the Io~a Depart~e~t ·a.f ·Transportation :(DOT) to be in a position to 

offer substantj~l_as·sistance td local-transit properties··'is clearly indfcated in 

the law creati,ng the DOT in whj ch .. the. fall owing. responsibi 1 i ties. are assigned: 
~ .. ·. . . . . . ' .. . . . . . ,: ' . -~ ': 

..... the.'study of local and regional transportation of goods and _people in­
_cluding.intracity and intercity b~s systems, .djal-a-bus facilities, rural 

·and urbal).,bus.and taxi systems, the collect'ion· of data f~om these systems; 
feasibility study of increased _government subsidy assistance. and determina­

. _tio~ of the allocation of s~ch subsidies tq.each mass transportation sys-
-- tern, such other physical and technical ·aspectswhich may be necessa'ry 

to meet present and future needs and to apply for, accept, and expend 
federal, .state, or.privat.e.funds for .the .improvement o.f,m.ass tran~_it. 11 

. ' ' ' . ' . . ·, . . .. - '.. . -~- ~ 

In the absence of a significant state role relative to transit, communi­

ties in Iowa· nave dealt .dir~ctly·with .the .. Urbah :M·ass: Tr.~:~~p-rittJ.fi'on Ad~-inistra-. . ,. . . ··, ~·: 

tion of the ·u~s. Department of Transportat-Ion. No state agency has been in a . 

po~ition' to provide assistance or coordination of efforts :s:o as to assure that 

the maximum benefit to the state may be derived from fede:ra 1 transit programs. 

T~e ~ature of this state-federal relationship has begun to ~hange, however. In 

anticipation of the formatiqn of ·the working efements ·a'tthe DOT on July l, 1975, 

arrangements have :been effected to define a rriea.ni n_gful r~l e and substantive re­

sponsibilides of ·the 'DOT reiative to UMTA and its- programs fo.rtransi{planning, 

capital grants, and_operating·_.assistance. The :recommended· transit polfcy, pro­

grams, and performance tasks in. this .report further suggest an appropri_ate. role 
. _.'.·· . ' . ' ' '' ''' . ,- . ' .. ·. . •'' 

for the DOT to enhance the effectiveness 'of federal ·transit ass·istance programs 

in Iowa. 
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Objectives 

The purpose of this project is to assist in preparing the .DOT to assume 

its responsibilities for the state's increased involvement with transit. To 

accomplish this purpose,,the Engineering Research Institute is to recommend 

the strategies and organizational framework that will enable the DOT most 

effectively to meet its obligations relating to transit. The goa1 of such 

recommendations is to assist in providing citizens of Iowa with enhanced 

mobility and an improved living environment while utilizing more efficiently 

those resources expended for personal transportation. 

This report includes recommendations for the organizational structure 

and performance tasks for the Public Transit Division of the DOT, which 

is responsible for carrying out the state's role in assisting urban and 

rural transit systems~ Also included are recommendations, based on the 

study findings, as to an appropriate state policy regarding transit and 
,_ 

alternative programs for financial assistance to local transit services. 

A desired result of these recommendations is to enhance the potential 

for transit in Iowa to provide that level of service most consistent with 

the economic and social well-being of residents of the state and visitors 

to the state. Specific study objectives were as follows: 

1. To make an inventory of all of the existing transit operations 

in Iowa and to make such qualitative judgements concerning these 

operations as the data will permit. 

2. To examine and evaluate, for applicability in Iowa, the policies 

of all other states relating to transit. 

3. To examine the experience of other states relating to their 

programs for providing financial assistance to local transit 

services and~ based upon this examination, to develop and 
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evaluate at least three·alternative programs for possible 

··application tn Iowa. 

4.. TO 'Investigate rE;!venue sources utilized in other states for a 

sta{e fransrt..:aid program and, based on their experience, to 

evaluate'·. va'riou~i revenue sources and recommend those most 

appropriate. for lowa. 

5. To study the_organizational structure and descriptions of 
•i A 

· .. ·' ,, 

performance tasks used by other states in discharging their role 
. - . .· .. :\. 
in respect to transit and thus to provide· guidance in structuring 

the DOT so that it may most·effectiveiy carry out the legislative 
' ·.~ 

intent in Iowa relative to transit. 

, \ I:·· . I , ,
1 
~ r: . . ' ~. : _. 

·.,scope· of·.StJ.JdY · 

· Th~ t~~~s rna~~ tr~nsii:~~~~~ic tra~sf~: ~~ss transpo~tatiori, and 

pub 1 ic transportation, ·although. t1avi ng di_sti ncf in~an i ngs, are ·sometimes 

used· interchangeably. ·Mass transportation ifdefined·'to i~clude taxicabs 

anc(has. be~h iil'terpreted by so~e to i ncl bd~ use of private autom6bi 1 es . 

. P~blic t~ansportatio~ ·is a term appropriate to all intercity common 

. carH~rs of persons, -.including ran and taxicabs as well a·s to other 

transit modes.·'The terni masstransit'~ppears to be inappropriate within 
. . . 

the. context ··of IO~a where population densities' are quite low and where 

~irtually·an tr~nsit routes-~r~'lightly patronized. This report will 

there~or~ Gse the term transit to refer id~those·~ervices whith are the 

s:ubject'ofthis study. These· serv'1ces include all fixed-route urban 

6'perations and those other' oper~tions in urban areas or in low-density 

·'rrur~1Y'ar~a·s (i'ncluding'co~mon carriers) that are intended to serve the 
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genera-l populace, or a substantial portion thereof, excluding buses 

operated exclusively to transport pu.pils to or from schools. 

· The inventory of transit services in Iowa has been extended to 

include taxicab operations and a number of special services~ as well as 

urban and rural transit operations and intercity bus carriers. The 

special services, although they may have a limited clientele, are of 

interest sincethey indicate the extent of involvement in transportation 

services by a variety of interest groups~ They also serve to point out 

the multiplicity of funding sources which are available for transportation 

purposes •. All urb~n transit properties that provide substantial service 

within the state,. including .interstate operations in m~tropolitan .areas 

on the state borders were. covered by the study. 

Other states were ·contacted by means of questionnaires and personal 

visits. Copies of the questionnaires that were used are included.as 

Appendix A. The.first questionnaire, directed to the Governor of each 

state, was intended to determine the extent of interest in enlarging a 

state•s role relative to transit and to solicit the name of an Jndividual 

to whom a second more detaiied questionnaire should be directed. 
' . 

Responses to the second questionnaire provided information relative to a 

state•s program of assistance to transit and sources of any funds used . ' . . . . . . 

for this purpose. A summary of questionnaire responses is included as 

Appendix B. 

·Further detail concerning tran~it programs and financing was 

afforded by personal visits by project staff personnel to 22 other 

states. Details as to organizational structure and information concerning 

state transit policy were also obtained duting these visits. Selection of 



states to be visited. was .made by project principals based on an 

.evalu~tion of the signifi~an~e of each sta~~·s rcile relative to transit, 

as indicated by its questionnaire responses. Appendix C indicates·the· 

states visited and the persons who were interviewed. Out-of-state 

visits were.made during the months of January through March, 1975. 
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Introduction 

TRANSIT 
SERVICES 

IN 
IOWA 

Questionnaires were distributed to and returned by operators of 

both urban and rural transit services in Iowa, _and. persona 1 visits by mem­

bers of the study staff were subsequently made to all urban properties 

.and to persons responsible :for many rural operations. Telephone contact 

·was effected with the other rural operations, intercity bus operators, 

and taxicab operators. 

Unfortunately, reliable data are unavailable from sever~l operations 

so that meaningful analyses of aggregated data are difficult or impossible. 

Most private properties that are being subsidized by a city have essen­

tially abandoned efforts to retain counts of ridership and are often un­

willing o~ unable to make financial data available. A further problem 

area is presented by many of the properties that have recently changed 

from private ownership to public ownership. This transition at best is 

likely to lead to a gap in the historical data· about transit service and 

at worst may cause all earlier records to be discarded at the time owner-
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. ' 

ship is transferred. Rural transit operations are not likely to ke~p 

records of patronage and may not have useful fina~cial data. 

Data ori urban properties presented in the next section cover oper .. 

ations in 1973 and 1974. · A summary of earlier operating data, to the 

extent that these are available, is included as Appendix E·to this re~ 

port. Interpretation of these data affords a useful insight into the 

current status of trans1t service in Iowa. 

Urban Transit Services 

U~bari transit patron~ge in Iowa, like that els~where in the United 

States, has decline.d sharply during the ·period since 1945. As a· cons·e­

quence, levels of service have been.reduced arid fares have been intreased 

in an attempt to achieve a balance of sorts between revenues and expenses. 

There ·is ample 'evidence ·of a considerable price elasticity in transit· 

ri~ership, particularly where service levels are low, so that fare in­

creases have often been counterproductive and have severely reduced patron-

age with little or no increase in revenues (7). ·The inevi~able result in 

Iowa has bee~ a financial c~isis for the tra~sit operator and a con­

frontation with the municipality issuing a: franchise for service. A 

muni ci pa 1 ity under these ci rcumstance·s is faced with one of three a 1 _. 

te~~atives, namely: 

1. Permit the abandonment ·of service. 

· 2. Utilize a,pubiic subsidy 'to continue service by a private. operator. 

·· 3.· Acquire the transit property and operate it by a public agency or 

authority. 

Of 17 urban properties that were operating ten years ago in Iowa, three 
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(Fort Dodge, Fort Madison, and Muscatin~) have gone out of business and 

their cities a~e currently without transit ~ervice. Four other cities 

(Ames, Marshalltown, Mason City, and Ottumwa) are currently subsidizing 

private operators. The other 10 cities all have a public agency or 

authority providing transit service. 

Saine indication of the difference in transit usage today as com­

pared with that a generation ago is given in Table 1 for the only three 

cities in- Iowa for which these data are available for 1950 .. These data 
. . . 

indicate that, despite an .increase of about 33 percent in ~he number'of 

persons served in these three co~mun~ties, transit p~tronage in 1974 

was at a level only 15 percent of that in 1950. It should be noted, ~ew-

ever, that aften 28 years of decline in patronage, urban transit rider­

ship in Iowa increased by about six percent from "1973 to 1974; 

Table 1. Comparison of transit usage in selected cities, 1950 and 1974. 

Annual passengers Annual rides per capita 
City 1950 1974 1950 1974 . 

Des Moines 28,583,282 4,156,004 153.0 16.7 

Dubuque 6,846,974 1,179,816 133.3 18.3 

Burlington 2,920,784 328,196 90.6 9.4 

The 14 urban transit operations currently providing service in 

.Iowa are indicated in Figure 1 and in Table 2. It should be noted that 



) LYON OSCEOLA DICKINSON EMMET KOSSUTH WINNEBAGO WORTH MITCHELL HOWARD WINNESHIEK 

ALLAMAKEE 

? SIOUX O'BRIEN {;LAY PALO ALTO HANCOCK CERRJ GORDO 
FLOYD CHICKASAW • -Mason City FAYETIE. CLAYTON 

PLYMOUTH CHEROKEE BUENA VISTA POCAHONTAS HUMBOLDT WRIGHT FRANKLIN ·BUTLER • BREMER 

DELAWARE DUBUQUE 
Dubuque ·, t~ WOO~BURY L IDA 

Sioux C '\_ 

WEBSTER 1----:---=-::-:-+---::-:=-+-::-:=::-i BLACK HAWK BUCHANAN 
HAMILTON HARDIN GRUNDY • 

1 
. SAC CALHOUN 

Wateri<Po 

\"'"" CRAWFORD MARSHALL 
BENTON TAMA 

CARROLL GREENE BOONE STORY 

•Amel • 
Marshc lltown 

DALLAS POLK JASPER POWESHIEK lOW A 

.LINN JONES 

Cedar Rapids 

• CEDAR 
JOHNSON 

Iowa City 
• 

JACKSON 

CLINTON 

SCOTT 
t .... .,. I "'"" l"''"" IMIIRIE 

1 POTTAWATTAMIE 
e Des !Moines 

WARREN MARION KEOKUK· WASHINGTON\-CASS ADAIR MADISON MAHASKA 
MUSCATINE • 

Davenport 

Counci I Bluffs t~ 
r-~~~~=-~~-=~~~=-~~.-~~~~~~~~~ 

LOUISA 

MILLS MONTGOMERY AQAMS UNION CLARKE LUCAS MONROE WAPELLO JEFFERSON HENRY 

l • DES MOINES Ottur wa 
FREMONT PAGE TAYLOR RINGGOLD DECATUR WAYNE APPANOOSE DAVIS VAN BUREN Burlington 

LEE 

•. 

e Metropolitan Area 

• Sma I J Urban Acea · 

Figure 1. .Urban transit services in Iowa. 

•:Clinton 



.Table 2. Summary of urban transit operations in Iowa, as of Apri 1 1' 1975. 

Date of Number Number Base City Transit operator Type public of of fare 
ownership ownership buses 

(active) 
routes $ 

Metropolitan Areas 
Cedar Rapids Regional Transit Corporation, Inc. Municipal 1966 12 11 0.30 
Council Bluffs Metro Area Transit (Omaha) Municipal 1972 16 7 0.40 
Davenport City Transit Authority Municipal 1974 18 7 0.30 
Des Moines Des Moirtes Metropolitan Transit Authority Regional 1973 72 15. 0.50 
Dubuque Key Line Municipal 1973 27 11 0.40 

...... Sioux City Sioux City Transit Municipal 1963 21 11 0.25 ...... 
Waterloo Metropolitan Transit Authority of Regional 

Black Hawk County, Inc. 
1972 12 6 0.25 

Small Urban Areas 
Ames Midwest Transportation, Inc. Private 3 3 0.30 
Burlington Burli~gton Urban Service Municipal 1975 7 7 0.25 
Clinton Clinton Municipal Transit Authority Municipal 197.3 7 5 0.25 
Iowa City Iowa City Transit Municipal 1971 15 10 0.15 .J 

Marshalltown Marshall Motor Coach, Inc. Private 2 3 0.25 
Mason City Public Transit Company Private 3 3 0.40 

* Ottumwa Ottumwa Transit Lines, Inc. Private 7 7 0.30 

* Private contractor with Ottumwa Transit Authority. 
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the number of buses owned by a transit property change$ quite rapidly. 

The figures in Table 2 include only those that are suitable for regular 

service, including standby buses, and are exclusive of buses normally 

used for purposes (charter, school bus, etc.) other than reguiar route 

service. A more complete inventory of buses owned and included in the 

regular-route fleet is provided in Table 3. The average age of all 

buses reported for this study is nine years, with a maximum .of 25 years. 

A summary of operating statistics for transit properties in 1973 

and 1974 is presented in Tables 4.and 5, and some factors calculated 

from thes~ statistics are shown in Tables 6 a~d ~. Operating costs 

are defined here in accordance with the 11 aggregate cost concepts 11 

formulated by the American Transit Association (14) and include the 

following cost items: 

Equipment~ maintenance and garage 

Transportation 

Station 

Traffic, advertising, etc. 

Insurance and safety 

Administration and general 

Operating rents, net 

Operating taxes and licenses 

Depreciation 

.Amortization chargeable to operations 

Data in Table 5 indicate that transit buses in Iowa in 1974 provided 

nearly 7 million revenue miles (distance tra~eled while a bus is on its 
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·Table 3. Inventory of buses available to urban transit properties for 
scheduled operations, 1975. 

City 

Cedar Rapids 
Council Bluffs 

Davenport 

Des Moines 

Dubuque 

· Sioux City 

Waterloo 

Number Passenger . Year(s) 
of buses capacity 

20 47 1965 

Part of (Omaha) MAT active fleet of 154 buses, 36~45 
passenger capacity, average age 13.6 years. 16 bu_ses 
used for Council Bluffs service. 

9 31 1974 
9 31 19(;)7 

18 

25 45 to 52 1974 
6 1963 
5 for 1961 
5 1960 
8 all 1958 
4 1957 
4 buses 1956 

33 1955 

90 

2 45 1969 
2 4.5 1967 
2 45 1966 
4 45 1965 
4 45 .1964 
8 37 1960 
2 37 1959 .· 
3 37 1954 

27 
6 - 45 1974 

15 35 1969 

21 
! 

4 35 1~67 
17 35 1966 

2i 

., . 



Table 3. Cont. 

City 

Ames 
Burlington 

.··· 

Clinton 

Iowa City 

'.· 

Marsha 11 town 
Mason City 
Ottumwa 

Number 
of buses 

3 
5 
2 
4 
5 

16 
1 
2 
2 
2 
5 

12 
2 
2 

14 

i8 
2 
3 

10 

14 

·Passenger 
capacity 

35 
25 
31 
31· 
35 

33 
33 
35 
35 
35 

25 
25 
45 

31 
19 

32,36,40 

. Year(s) 

1967 
1975 
1975 

1949-1952 
1949-1952 

1970 
1969 
1968 
1967 
1964. 

1967 
1965 
1956 

1960 
1974 

Not Reported 

. regular rout~ and is available to serv~ passengers) of servi~e to 

carry 13.4·million passengers. The excess of operating costs to private 

and public operators over their operating revenues in that year was. 

nearly $3 mil~ion~ 

The average resident in a community having urban transit service 

rode a bus 12.6 times in 1974, as shown in Table 7. (Population figures 

used for this calculation include suburbs that are part of a transit 

j 
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Table.4. Operating statistics for transit properties in Iowa, 1973. 

City Passengers Revenue Operating Operating Operating 
miles revenue, $ expenses, $ deficit, $ 

Metropolitan Areas 

Cedar Rapids 1,185,064 722,527 343,718 444,762 101,044 

Council Bluffs 728,721 528,858 252,972 389,523 136,551 

Davenport 894,094 617,706 251,853 485,732 233,879 

· Des Moines 3,956,004 1,806,563 1,553,169 1,919,785 366,616 

Dubuque 1,594,749 597,955 324,292 769,290 444,998 

Sioux City 1,132,537 537,893 311 '928 439,650 127,722 

Waterloo 598,339 502,380 162,721 351,897 189,176 

Subtotal 10·;, 089 '508 5,313,882 3,200,653 4,800;639 1,599,986 

Small Urban Areas 

Ames 91,000* 87,000* 23,606 42,962 19,356 

Burlington '195,919 243A11 66,760 120,213 53,453 

Clinton 470,000* 305,000* 87,000* 234,000* 147,000* 

Iowa City 1,303,824 471,477 195,569 409,760 214,191 

Marshalltown 67,000* 71 ,000* 17,000* 36,000* 19,000* 

Mason City 100,000* ·_90 ,000* 3.1,000* 49,000* 18,000* 

Ottumwa 325,000* 203,000* 81,000* 187,000* 106,000* 

Subtotal· 2,553,000 1,471,000 502,000 1,079,000 577,000 

Total 12,643,000 6,785,000 3,703,000 5,880,000 2,177,000 

* Estimated. 
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Table 5. Operating statistics for transit properties in Iowa, 1974. 

City· Passengers Revenue Operating Operating Operating 
miles revenue, $ expenses, $ deficit, $ 

Metropolitan Areas 

Cedar Rapids 1,392,183 764,882 415,679 606,993 191,314 
Council Bluffs 742,845 527,810 271,260 453,758 182,498 
Davenport 939,123 672 '206 254,188 555,884 301,696 
Des Moines 4,156,004 1,842,540 1,511,016 2,219,187 708,171 
Dubuque 1,178,816 573,667 323,930 632,175 302,245 
Sioux City 1,387,816 630,486 344,862 669,043 324,187 
Waterloo 744,897 521,722 166,853 422,745 255,892 

Subtotal 10,542,690 5,533,313 3,293,788 5,559,791 2,266,003 

Sma 11 Urban Areas 

Ames 101,000* 104,000* 23,901 56' 777 32,876 
Burlington 328,196 244,377 51,403 158,379 106,376 
Clinton 523,187 281,050 102,880 219,866 116,378 
Iowa City 1,413,400 475,057 212,691 468,000 255,309 
Marshalltown 85,000* 45,000* 21,237 40,350 19,113 
Mason City 78,000* 90,000* 29,000* 47,000* 18,000* 
Ottumwa 356,000* 220,000* 87,898 187,855 39,957 

Subtotal 2,285,000 1,459,000 529,000 1,178,000 661,000 

Total 13,428,000 6,992,000 3,823,000 6,738,000 2,927,000 

* Estimated. 
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Table 6. Transit service indicators from operating statistics, 1973. 

Rides Revenue Average Average Ratio Operating 
City per miles fare, cost per revenue/ deficit 

capita per $ revenue expense per ride 
capita mile,$ $ 

Metropolitan Areas 

Cedar Rapids 8.79 5.36 0.29 0.62 0.77 0.09 
Council Bluffs 11.68 8.48 0.35 0.74 0.65 0.19 
Davenport 8.83 6.10 0.28 0.79 0.52 0.26 
Des Moines 15.42 7.04 0.39 1.06 0.81 0.09 
Dubuque 23.05 8.64 0.20 1.29 0.42 0.28 

Sioux City . 11.68 5.55 0.28 0.82 0.71 0.11 

Waterloo 5.49 4.61 0.27 0.70 0.46. 0.32 

--
Average t 12.15 6.40 0.32 0.90 0.67. 0.16 

Small Urban Areas 

2.2* * 0.26* * 0.21* Ames 2.1 0.49 0.55 . 

Burlington 5.60 6.96 0.34 0.49 0.56 0.22 
* 8.5* * 0.77* 0.37* 0.31* Clinton 13.1 0.18 

Iowa City 26.19 9.47 0.15 0.87 0.48 0.16 

Marshalltown 2.3* 2.6* 0.25* 0.51* 0.46* 0.28* 

Mason City 3 .1* 2.7* 0.31* 0.54 0.63* 0.18* 

Ottumwa 10.9* 6.8* 0.25* 0.92* 0.43* 0.33* 

Average + 10.0 5.9 0.20 0.73 0.46 0.23 

Overa 11 average t 11.7 6.3 0.29 0.87 0.63 0.17 

* Estimated. 
-+ Wet~ht~d a~~rage. 



18 

Table 7. Transit service indicators from operating statistics, 1974. 

Rides Revenue Average Average Ratio Operating 
City per miles fare, cost per revenue/ deficit 

caoita per $ revenue expense per ride 
capita mile, $ $ 

Metropolitan Areas 

Cedar Rapids 10.47 5.75 0.30 0.79 0.68 0.14 

Council Bluffs 12.10 8.60 0.37 0.86 0.60 0.25 

Davenport 9.46 6. 77 0.27 0.83 0.46 0.32 

Des Moines 16.64 7.38 . 0.36 1. 20 0.68 0.17 

Dubuque 18.26 8.88 0.28 1.10 0.52 0.26 

Sioux City 14.18 6.44 0.25 1.06 0.52 0.23 

~Jaterl oo 6.86 4.81 0.22 0.81 0.39 0.34 

Average 
t 

12.95 6.79 0.31 1.00 0.59 0.21 

Small Urban Areas 

Ames 2.4* 2.5* 0.24* 0.55* 0.42* 0.33* 

Burlington 9.43 7.03 0.16 0.65 0.32 0.33 

Clinton 14.68 7.89 0.20 0.78 0.47 0.22 

Iowa City 29.24 9.82 0.15 0.89 0.45 0.18 

Marshalltown 3.1* 1. 7* 0.25* 0.90* 0.53* 0.22* 

Mason City 2.5* 2.9* 0.37* 0.52* 0.62* 0.23* 

Ottumwa 11.9* 7.4* 0.25* 0.85* 0.47* 0.28* 

Average t 11.6. 5.9 0.18 0.81 0.45 0.23 

Overall average t 12.6 6.6 0.28 0.96 0.57 0.22 

* Estimated. 
t- Weighted average. 
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service area and were interpolated for 1973 and 1974 based,.on the 1970 

U.S. Census and population estimates for 1972 and 1975 from the Iowa. 

Office for Planning and Programming.) To place this figure in per­

spective, it may be assumed that a typical urban resident made something 

over 1000 total trips during the same year. 

The quality of transit service provided to urban residents is in­

dicated by the number of revenue miles per resident of the communities 

. served by transit, also shown in Table 7. This factor takes into account 

the route coverage of a system as well as frequency of service .. It is 

a much more definitive indicator of quality of service than a measure. 

such as route miles, which is the total length of the routes upon which 

some service is regularly provided~ All operations in Iowa had transit. 

service levels below 10, a figure which is probably the lower limit for 

service levels which could be expected to be conduciv~ to extensive 

use of transit in a community. Service levels below five suggest that 

transit. is unlikely to provide an acceptable alternative for most urban 

·trips. 

The average fare shown in Tables 6 and 7 is obtained by dividing 

operating revenues by the number of passengers.· It therefore accounts 

for the effects of reduced fares for students and others, the effective 

average fare from the sale of passes, and any additional charges for 

transfers. Also shown in these tables is the average operating cost per 

revenue mile of service and the average deficit (difference between 

operating cost and operating revenue) per passenger. It may be noted 

that the average transit passenger in Iowa in 1974 was subsidized by 22 

cents per ride by a public agency providing or supporting transit service. 
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The ratio of operating revenues to operating expenses is also 

shown in Tables 6 and 7 for each property. A ratio of 1.00 indicates 

a break-even operation whereas a ratio below 1.00 is indicative of 

operating losses. All transit properties in Iowa suffered operating 

losses in 1973 and 1974. The definition of an acceptable ratio is, 

of course, a function of local go~ls. and objectives for transit s~rvice. 

However, one state (Connecticut) has e~tablished a ratio of 0.60 as a 

minimum standard acceptable under most circumstances as part of their 

policy for providing financial assistance for local operating losses. 

It may be noted that 10 of the 14 urban properti e·s in Iowa had ratios 

below 0.60 in 1974. 

Estimated capital needs of urban transit properties in Iowa are 

shown in Table 8 for the five-year period 1976 through 1980. Note that 

the total of nearly $27 million does not include figures_f6r Clinton, 

Marshalltown, and Ottumwa. These three communities currently are 

assessing capital needs to replace older buses and to othe-rwfse-upgrade 

·systems that have received inadequate financial support. All other 

estimates were received from transit operators except for Ames, the 

estimate for which was prepared by the city~ 



Table 8. Estimated capital needs for urban transit properties in Iowa, 1976 - 1980. 

City New Radio and ·Shelters, Garage and Office Supervision Fare Total 
buses station benches, office and shop utility collection 

equipment and signs modernization equipment vehicles system 

Cedar Rapids 1,882,800 32,400 21,600 1,000,000 59,400 2,996,200 

Council Bluffs* 1 '727' 146 24,884 176,812 1,020,000 20,000 19,600 19,348 3,007,790 

Davenport 1,340,000 1,500 325,927 31,850 10,000 54,600 1,763,877 

Des Moines 4,000,000 2,000,000 3,700,000 300,000 10,000,000 

Dubuque 1,435,000 40,000 37,000 516,000 90,000 19,000 2,197,000 

Sioux City 940,000 55,000 1,700,000 2,695,000 

Waterloo 520,000 105,000 120,000 5,000 750,000 

Subtotal 11,904,946 97,284 2,291,912 8,366,927 621,250 53,600 73,948 23,409,867 
Metro N 

1--' 

Ames 476,200 38,900 44,000 457,500 54,700 4,800 6,000 1,082,100 

Burlington 15,000 25;000 10,000 50,000 

Clinton Not established 

Iowa City 1,400,000 30,000 165,000 500,000 100,000 2,195,000 

Marshalltown Not established 

Mason City None 

Ottumwa Not established 

Subtotal 1,876,200 83,900 234,000 951,100 164,700 4,800 6,000 3,327,100 
small urban 

Total 13,781,146 181,184 2,525,912 3,324,427 785,950 58,400 79,948 26,736,967 

* At 10 percent of MAT total. 



22 

Interci~y Passenger Bus Trans-portaiTon 

Even though most interGity passenger travel is by private automobile, 

a number of persons are transported by regularly scheduled intercity 

buses.· Many people, in fact, are dependent'upon this form of trarisporta­

tion since no other alternativ~ is available to them. In addition to 

the more visible public intercity bus a number of persons travel (in 

groups) via charter operations. These operations may take the form of a 

specialized one-trip type of activity or repetitive trips to the same 

destination. 

Only 367 of the 950 incorporated communities in Iowa had regularly 

scheduled intercity public bus service in 1974. Although constituting 

only 39 percent of Iowa's communities, those served by bus include most 

of the state's population. 

Scheduled Bus Passenger Service 

The companies that offer intercity passenger bus motor carrier 

service, for hire and along regularly (or irregularly) scheduled routes, 

are regulated as common carriers by the Iowa Commerce Commission. They 

must have a certificate of public convenience a.nd necessity issued by 

that agency, according to Chapter 325 of the Code of Iowa. fab1e 9 

contains a list of those companies legally authorized to operate as 

common carriers in Iowa as of April 1, 1975. Some of these companies 

also hold Federal Interstate Certificates with the Interstate Commerce 

Commission and operate nationwide. Others are regional, and a few are 

local in nature, functioning primarily as airport limousin~s. Those 

denoted by an. asterisk were in active operation in April 1975. Figures ·· 
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2 and 3 depict the 1975 mot~~ b~s route structure in Iowa and also list 

the active intercity bus companies. 

Table 9. List of common passenger carriers holding certificates of 
public convenience and necessity as of April 1, 1975 ~· · 

American Buslines, Inc.* 
(Continental Trailways) 
1805 Leavenworth 
Omaha, Nebraska 68101 

Arrow Stage Lines, Inc. 
Norfolk, N.E. 68701 
(Mailing Address - 1113 McDonald 
Street, Sioux City, Iowa 51103) 

Fort Dodge Transportation Company* 
One North 20th 
Fort Dodge, Iowa 50501 

Greyhound Lines - West Division* 
371 Market Street · 
San Francisco, Ca)ifornia 94106 

llitercity Airport Transit Inc.* 
Box 2506 
Des Moines, Iowa 50315 

Iowa Coaches, Inc.* 
442 8th Avenue 
Dubuque, Iowa 52001 

Iowa Limousine Service Inc. 
110 N.E. 40th Street 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52402 

Jefferson Lines, Inc.* 
1114 Currie Avenue 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55403 

Lane Brothers, Inc. 
421 North Georgia 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 

Limousine Service, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2084 
Sioux City, Iowa 51101 

Midwest Coaches, Inc.* • 
216 North 2nd Street · 
Mankato, Minnesota 56001 

Missouri Transit Lines, lnc.* 
104 North Clark Street 
P.o·. Box 632 
Moberly, Missouri 65270 

Reid Bus Lines* 
Harlan, Iowa 51537 

River Trails Transit Lines, Inc.* 
340 Central Avenue . 
Dubuque, Iowa 52001 

Scenic Hawkeye Stages, Inc.* 
801 River Stteet 
Decorah~ Iowa 52101 

Scenic Stage Line 
606 Portland Avenue 
Morrison, Illinois 61270 

Sedalia-Marshall~Booneville Stage* 
Line, Inc. 

Sedalia, Missouri 
(Mailing Address - 5805 Fleur 

Drive, Des Moines, Iowa . 50321) 

*The 12 carriers identified oper­
ated regularly scheduled intercity 
passenger buses, over the route 
structures in Figure 2 and 3, in 
April 1975· 

SOURCE: Iowa Commerce Commission, Motor Transportation Regulation 
Admini.stration. 

--.:.to. 
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Figure 2. Major bus company routes in Iowa, 1975. 
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INTERCITY AIRPORT TRANSIT -----• 
REID LINES ---­
FT. DODGE TRANSPORTATION ----
IOWA COACHES 

MISSOURI TRANSIT 

SCENIC HAWKEYE 
RIVER TRAILS TRANSIT 
MIDWEST COACHES 

SEDALIA-MARSHALL-BOONEVILLE 'STAGES -------

Other bus company routes in Iowa, 1975. 
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It is difficult to obtain data relative to the volume of persons 
I 

using intercity buses, their origins, and their destinations. The Iowa 

Commerce Commission requires annual reporting, but only aggregated by 

company. Thus no data are available for individual cities, counties, or 

regions. Unfortunately, frequent delinquent reporting by individual 

companies renders reports for ~ost years of limited usefulness. Table 10 

contains a listing 'from these reports of passengers carried in the last 

two decades. 

Individual bus.companies thus afford the only source of information 

for the volume and the destinations of passengers from any particular 

city terminal. However, since only annual aggregated operations data 

are required b~ the Iowa Commerce Commission, company records usually do 

not afford a more detailed breakdown of operations. As each bus station 
. . 

agent reports associated activity, bus companies adcumulate these data 

for annual reporting. Data from the reporting stations then are commonly 

destroyed. As a consequence, the.local bus station affords the only 

dependable source of passenger data. 

Research conducted by Iowa State University in 1973 and 1974 sur­

veyed these local bus station records as a source of data. All tickets 

'.sold at nine cities in Iowa during one summer month were recorded. The 

summary results of these surveys are recorded in Table. 11. 

A definite trend to reduced intercity bus passenger servi.ce exists·in 

Iowa •. As a consequence, many Iowa counties have no intercity public trans­

portation available for their citizens. Table 12 identifies 18 county 

seats or cities greater than 2500 population wjthout i:ntercity' bus service. 

The motor bus companies certificated for common carrier passenger . 

operation. ·in Iowa derive income from other sources. · For example, all of 

,. 
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Table 10. Historical trend in motor bus passengers carried .• 

Year 

1950 
1951 
1952 
1953 

.1954 
1955 
1956 
1957 
1958 
195.9 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963. 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967'. 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
!'972 

a - Inc,] uded in Class I. 

NA - Data not available. 

Passenger Motor Carriers 

. Class I 

Revenue 
passengers 

carried 

19' 170,286 
18,279,438 
12,720,590 
8,955,733 
7,451,414 
2,493,976 

NA 
NA 

1,356,782 
1,387,705 
1,409,922 
1,163,402 
1,314,851 
1,224,298 
1,251,702 
1' 115,646 
1,404,051 
1,543,024 
1 ,341, 779 
1,130,181 

868,509 
1,125,062. 
1,160,623 

Class II 

Revenue 
passengers 

carried 

a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 

NA 
NA 

345,927 
99,929 

273,837 
262,390 
304,033 
176,144 
172 '772 
177,114 
44,623 
43·, 789 
55,438 
71 ,451 
27,703 
32,984 
26,195 

Note: . Class I carriers have annual gross operating revenues over $200,000; 
Class II carriers have revenues from $50,000 to $200,000. 
Specific year data may be incomplete due to delinquent reporting 
by companies. 

SOURCE: Iowa Commerce Commission, Annual Reports. 
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Table 11. Bus ticket sales at selected Iowa cities for a typical 
summer month~ 

Number of Tickets Sold 

Iowa , Other states 
City Origin destinations destinations Total 

1973 1974 1973 1974 1973 1974 

Burlington 577 732 601 475 1178 1205 

Carroll 127 100 52 72 179 172 

Creston 70 60 21 7 91 67 

Decorah, 183 201 295 222 478 423 

Fort Dodge 591 662 474 450 1065 1112 

Marshalltown 391 359 189 128 580 487 

Mason City· 815 1024 744 700 1559 1724 

Ottumwa 572 562 285 334 857 896 

Spencer. 151 138 127 126 278 264 

them offer ·charter services and express service, which is important not 

only as a revenue source, but also as a means of providing rapid 

delivery service for sma 11 packages at· reasonable cost.. Table 13 i den­

tifies the sources ·of revenue for all Iowa intercity bus companies. 

The Iowa Commerce Commission annual reports contain certain summary 

information useful for an overview of bus company operations .. Table 14 

·presents a passenger profile of the 11 Iowa bus companiei. ·The number · 

of passengers carried and the average length of trip are documented for 

a four-year period. As can be expected there are substantial differences, 

which are probably correla~ed with the .extensiveness of each system as· 

noted in Figures 2 and 3. 
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Table 12. Iowa county seats and cities with greater than 2500 
population without intercity bus service, 1975. 

County City Population 

Adams Corning 2,095 

Appanoose Centerville 6,531 

Audubon Audubon 2,907 

Butler Allison 1,071 

Grundy Grundy Center 2,712 

Guthrie Guthrie Center 1,834 

Humboldt Dakota City 746 

Lucas Chariton 5,009 

o•Brien Primghar 995 

Pocahontas Pocahontas 2,338 

Poweshiek Montezuma 1,353 

Ringgold Mount Ayr 1,762 

Scott LeClaire* 2,520 

Taylor Bedford 1,733 

Union Creston 8,234 

Van Buren Keosauqua 1,018 

Wayne Corydon 1 ,' 745 

Wright Eagle Grove* 4,489 

49,084 

*Not a county seat. 

SOURCE: Russell •s Official National Motor Coach Guide. 
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Table 13. Revenue sources for Iowa bus operations in 1972. 

Continental Trailwa~s Midwest Coaches 

Passenger revenue 67% Passenger revenue 59% 
Charter 19% Charter 12% 
Express 13% Express 28% 
Other 1% Other 1% 

Fort Dodge TransEortation Missouri Transit Lines 

Passenger revenue 2% Passenger revenue 62% 
Charter 18% Charter 26% 
Mail 78% Express 12% 
Express 1% 
Other 1% 

Scenic Hawke~e Stages 
Gre~hound 

Passenger revenue 44% 
Passenger revenue 71% Charter 44% 
Charter 7% Express 12% 
Express 21% 
Other 1% 

S-M-B Lines 

Iowa Coaches Passenger revenue 31% 
Charter 69% 

Passenger revenue 46% 
Charter 42% 
Express 12% Reid Bus Lines 

Passenger revenue 89% 
Jefferson Lines Charter 11% 

Passenger revenue 60% 
Charter 15% River Trails Transit Lines 
Express 23% 
Other 2% Passenger revenue 72% 

Charter 28% 

SOURCE: Iowa Commerce Commission annual report, 1972. 
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Table 14. Passenger data for Iowa bus operations . 

.. 

Number of Passengers in Thousands 

Regular ·Average miles 
fare Charter Total traveled 

Company passengers passengers . passengers per passenger 

1973 159.6 20.0 179.6 139.2 
Continental 1972 142.0 18.2 160.2 142.1 

Trai 1ways 1971 7.9.5 15.1 .94.6 239.7 
1970 72.7 15.5 88.2 255.7 

1973 NA NA NA NA 
Fort Dodge 1972 . 5.4 27.2 32.6 10.6 
Transportation ·1 971 6.1 39.9 46.0 NA 

1970 NA NA NA NA 

1973 700.3 43.0 743 . .3 121 .. 6 
Greyhound 1972 629.5 46.6 676.1 123.8 

1971 646.9 44.6 691.5 120.8 
1970 668.0 42.2 710.2 . lll . 3 

1973 •59.8 50.1 109.9 50.3 
Iowa Coaches 1972 62.0 47.6 109.6 89.2 

1971 . 65.4 0 65.4' 88.6 
1970 65.0 . 0 65.0 84.6' 

1973 201.4 13 .. 9 215.3 103.4 
1972 166.9 21.9. 188.8 102.3 

Jefferson 1971 173.8 2LO 194.8 102.3 
·Lines 1970 0 19.6 19.6 102.9 

'1973 24.4 0.8 25.2 81.4 
Midwest 1972 23.9 1.7 25.6 78.6 

Coaches 1971 28.7 1.8 30.5 80.9 
1970 0 1.9 1.9 81.0 

1973 54.4 2.3 56.7 64.0 
Missouri 1972 34.6 2.7 37.3 80.1 

Coaches 1971 35.4 2.9 38.3 76.0 
1970 36.9 5.6 42.5 65.2 

19.73 11.4 0 1.4 
Reid Bus 1972 1.3 0 1.3 NA 

1971 1·. 5 0 1.5 Lines 1970 1.9 0.1 2.0 

1973 9~ 1 7.9 17.0 
River Trail 1972 a· .. 1 4.6 12.7 .NA 

Transit Lines 1971 9.3 4.8 14.1 
1970 9.1 8.3 17.4 
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Table 14. Cont. 

Number of Passengers in Thousands 

Regular Average miles 
fare Charter Total traveled 

Company passengers passengers passengers per passenger 

1973 68.4 23.4 91.8 99.7-
Scenic Hawkeye 1972 67.2 18.9 86.1 107.3 

1971 67.2 17.8 85.0 123.5 Stages 1970 0 14.9 14.9 102.6 

Sedalia-Marshall- 1973 22.0 19.1 41.1 70.3 
Booneville Stage 1972 20.4 18.7 39.1 73.2 

1971 22.6 18.5 41.1 53.3 Line 1970 25.3 17.8 43.1 63.4 

NA - Data not available. 

SOURCE: Iowa Commerce Commission annual reports. 

Table 15 is included to provide a revenue/expense profile of each 

bus company. Data on transportation revenue and operating expense for Iowa 

operations were obtained from the Iowa Commerce Cominission annual reports. 

The operating ratio was obtained by dividing operating expense by transpor­

tation revenue. Since a number of 1tems (such as taxes) are not included, 

a firm needs an operating ratio significantly less than 100 to maintain 

a profitable operation. 

It is apparent that there is a paucity of bus passenger data 

avail~ble for transportation planning purposes .. The approximately 375 

local bus station agents periodically forward accumulated bus ticket 

information to the operating bus companies. These firms may or may not 

retain data. records at this local level. Operating bus companies are 

generally concerned only with the financial aspects, so that local 
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Table 15. A revenue-expense profile for 
bus companies. 

Iowa operations by intercity . 

Total Total 
transportation operating Iowa 

revenue expenses operating 
(in thousand (in thousand ratio 

dollars) · dollars) (in percent) 

1973 1630.1 1272.5 78 
Continental 1972 1282.5 1026.5 80 

Trai lways 1971 1230.5 809.1 66 
1970 1104.4 1014.0 92 

1973 NA NA NA 
· Fort Dodge 1972 1245.7 1196.5 96 

Transportation 1971 NA 1184.2 NA 
1970 NA NA NA 

1973 4496.9 4516.3 100 
Greyhound 1972 4111.2 4084.0 99 

1971 3955.0 3927.7 99 
1970 3847.0 37_63.1 98 

1973 603.8 443.4 73 
Iowa.Coaches 1972 550.4 389.5 71 

1971 553.7 383.3 69 
1970 522.0 462.5 89 

1973 1498.3 1317.9 88 
Jefferson Lines 1972 1292.5 1151.1 89 

1971 1252.1 1098.0 . 88 
1970 1210.6 . 1062.5 88 

1973 107.4 125.9 117 
Midwest Coaches 1972 106.4 105.2 99 

1971 120.2. 125.9 105 
1970 104.5 96.0 92 

1973 196.6 189.6 96 
Missouri 1972 191.4 178.0 93 

Transit Lines 1971 163.1 149.3 92 
1970 168.7 152.3 90 

1973 5.7 NA NA 

Reid Bus Lines 1972 5.7 NA NA 
1971 4.1 17.1 418 
1970 5.6 21.4 383 
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Table 15. Cont. 

Total Total 
transportation operating Iowa 

revenue expenses operating 
(in thousand (in thousand ratio 

dollars) dollars) (in percent) 

1973 59.6 94.7 159 
River Trai 1 1972 49.7 72.6 146 

Transit Lines 1971 49.5 72.0 145 
1970 79.0 89.7 113 

1973 352.3 305.4 87 
Scenic Hawkeye 1972 325.0 281.2 86 

Stages 1971 339.7 337.8 99 
1970 240.0 293.4 122 

Sedalia-Marshall- 1973 355.5 269.1 76 
Booneville 1972 325.5 228.1 70 
Stage Line 1971 309.7 209.7 68 

1970 301.3 194.6 65 

SOURCE: Iowa Commerce Commission annual reports, except operating 
ratio calculated from available data which may not include all 
applicable expenses and revenues. 

passenger boardings and origin and destination details are soon lost, 

except as aggregated annual data. The Iowa Commerce Commission has been 

concerned primarily with entry into the market, with financial aspects, 

fares, and routes. Thus, with no regulatory requirements for reporting 

passenger travel characteristics at the micro-level, such data do not 

exist. 

Charter Passenger Service 

Charter passenger service in Iowa is regulated in three forms: 

(1) Chapter 325, Code of Iowa, specifies that possession of an Iowa 

certificate of convenience and necessity as a passenger common carrier 



35 

also allows that company to conduct charter operations. Those companies 

listed in Table 9 are thus eligible for charter service operation. 

{2) Chapter 325, Code of Iowa also specifies that the Iowa Commerce 

Commission may issue a certificate of convenience and necessity specif­

ically for charter service. Table 16 identifies those companies currently 

holding active charter service certificate. (3) In addition ~o the above 

noted intrastate certificated charter carriers, a number of out-of-state 

operators have charter service rights in Iowa. Any company holding a 

valid federal certificate for interstate common carrier or charter carrier 

operation may apply for registration in Iowa. The Iowa Commerce 

Table 16. List of carriers holding.charter ce~tificates of public 
convenience and necessity as of April 1, 1975-

City Transit, Inc. 
722 South Federal Avenue 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 

,. Scenic Stage Line 
·606 Portland Avenue 
Morrison, Illinois 61270 

Midwest Transportation, Inc. 
1501 East Lincoln Way 
P.O. Box 643 
Ames, Iowa 50010 

Fort Dodge Transportation 
Company 

One North 20th Street 
Fort Dodge, Iowa 50501 

Marshall Motor Coach 
10 South 8th Avenue 
Marshalltown, Iowa 50461 

Iowa City Coach Company, Inc. 
1306 South Gilbert Street 
Iowa City, Iowa 52240 · 

Northland Bus Company 
114 - Third Street, N.W. 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 

Ottumwa Transit Lines, Inc. 
1414 West Second Street 
Ottumwa, Iowa 52501 

Charter Coaches, Inc. 
1878 Cold Stream Avenue, N.E. 
Cedar Rapids, Iriwa 52402 

SOURCE: Iowa Commerce Commission, Motor Transportation Regulation 
Administration. 
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Commission, for a small fee, will register that company. These registra­

tion files are not summarized or reported by the Commission. 

In April 1975 there were 174 valid registrations of this nature ori 

file. These interstate registrations were from 3p different states, with 

the highest number from Canada (19), New Jersey (19), Pennsylvania (18), 

Minnesota 116}, Illinois (15), and New York (13). 

·A survey of all bus companies holding Iowa charter certificates was 

conducted in April 1975. Infonnation was sought relative to the number, 

age, and types of buses in operation, the mileage traveled in Iowa, and 

the extensiveness of operations in other states. Table 17 records the 

result of this survey. Large interstate companies such as Greyhound, 

Continental Trailways, and Jefferson Lines have a substantiai pool of 

charter vehicles to draw from at any time. Consequently, an exact· 

number of buses available for charter can not be recorded. Table 17 does, 

however, provide an overview of the -normal pool of vehicles available for 

Table 17. A survey of Iowa charter carriers. 

Company 

American Buslines* 
1416 Locust Street 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 

Arrow Stage Lines, Inc.* 
1113 McDonald Street 
Sioux City, Iowa 51103 

Charter Coaches, Inc. 
1878 Cold Street Ave. N.E. 
Ced~r Rapids, Iowa 52402 

City Transit, Inc. 
722 South Federal Avenue 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 

Operations 
in other 
states 

All 

All 

All 

Number and type of buses 
available for Iowa charter 

Variable according to need, 
no estimate available. 

11 buses, 1962 to 1974 and 
39 or 47 passenger usually 
assigned to Iowa. 

13 buses, 11 to 49 passengers. 
1965 thru 1975. 

No charter activity. 
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Company 

Ft. Dodge Transportation* 
One North 20th Street 
Ft. Dodge, Iowa 50501 

Greyhound Lines* 
Des Moines, Iowa 50309 

Iowa City Coach Co., Inc. 
1306 South Gilbert 
Iowa City, Iowa "52240 

Iowa Coaches, Inc.* 
442 8th Avenue 
Dubuque, Iowa 52001 

Iowa Limousine Service, Inc.* 
110 N.E. 40th Street 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 52402 

Intercity Airport Transit, Inc. 
Box 2506 · 
Des Moines, Iowa 50315 

Jefferson Lines, Inc.* 
1114 Currie Avenue 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55424 

Lane Bros., Inc.* 
421 North Georgia 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 

Limousine Service, Inc.* 
P.O. Box 2084 
Sioux City, Iowa 51101 

Marshall Motor Coach 
10 South 8th Avenue 
Marshalltown , Iowa 50461 

Midwest Coaches* 
216 North 2nd Street 
Mankato, Minnesota 56001 
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Operations 
in other 
states 

All 

All 

Number and type of buses 
available for Iowa charter 

10 buses, 1965 and newer, 39 
or .49 passenger. 

Variable according to need, 
25-30 estimated. 

No charter activity. 

Wise. 

None 

19 buses for both r~gular and 
charter service, 1964 to 1974, 
39 or 47 passenger. 

3 buses, 20 or 30 passenger. 

No charter activity. 

All 

All 

92 total available in Iowa as 
needed, 1969 to 1974, 39 to 
47 passenger. 

1 bus, 8 passenger, Ford 
Econoline · 

No charter activity. 

All 

All 

8 buses, 3 ~· 41 passenger, 
5 - 39 passenger, 1957 to 
1967. 

11 buses total, 3 for charter 
and possibly 3 more depending 
on time of day, 1965 to 1974, 
3ff through 47 pass~nger. 
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Company 

Missouri Transit Lines* 
104 Nor~h Clark Street 
Moberly, Missouri 65270 

Midwest Transportation, Inc. 
1501 East Lincoln Way 
Ames, Iowa 50010 

Northland Bus Co. 
114 3rd Street, N.W. 
Mason City, Iowa 50401 

Reid Bus Lines* 
Harlan, Iowa 51537 

Ottumwa Transit Lines 
1414 West 2nd Street 
Ottumwa, Iowa 52501 

River Trails Transit Lines* 
340 Central Avenue 
Dubuque, Iowa 52001 

Scenic. Hawkeye Stages* 
801.River Street 
Decorah, Iowa· 52101 

Scenic Stage Lines* 
606 Portland Avenue 
Morrison, Illinois 61270 

Sedalia-Marshall-Booneville* 
(Hawkeye Tours) 
Des Moines, Iowa 50321 
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Operations 
in other Number and type of buses 
states available for Iowa charter 

2 buses for use in Iowa, more 
Missouri as needed, one 1958, others 

1962 to 1975; 

3 buses, 1959 - 39 passenger, 
None 1963 - 46 passenger, 1967 -

39 passenger. 

2 buses, 39 passenger, 1966 
All and 1968, 1 owned, 1 leased. 

Nebraska 2 limousines, 12 passenger; 
1966 and 1969. 

3 buses, 47, 41, 38 passenger, 
None 1958, 1956, 1960. 

11 buses, 47 passenger, 1971 
All 1974. 

All and 24 buses total, 7 primarily 
Canada for charter, 1966_t~rough 1975, 

40 to 47 passenger. 

Illinois 

All 

4 bus~s, 1965, 46 passenger. 

8 buses, 7 - 47 passenger, 
1 - 39 passenger. 

*Denotes those firms holding a common carrier passenger certificate. 

charter service by Iowa-based firms. The mileage traveled in Iowa was 

not available. 

The number of annual cha~ter passengers carried in Iowa is recorded. 
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in the Iowa Commerce Commission annual reports. However, not all those 

firms identified in Table 17 appear in these reports, only those firms 

holding common carrier passenger certificates. Table 18, therefore, 

presents a profile only of the major charter passenger activity in Iowa. 

Table 18. Charter fare·passengers carried in Iowa. 

Company 

American Bus Lines 

Arrow Stage Lines* 

Fort Dodge Transportation 

Greyhound 

Iowa Coaches 

Jefferson Lines 

Midwest Coaches 

Missouri Transit Lines 

Scenic Hawkeye Stages 

SMB Stage Lines 

Lane Brothers, Inc.* 

Reid Bus Lines 

River Trails Transit Lines 

Scenic Stage Lines* 

1970 

15.5 

4.2 

42.2 

19.6 

1.9 

5.6 

14.9 

17.8 

0.1 

0.1 

8.3 

130.2 

Passengers, in thousands 

1971 

15.1 

4.4 

39.9 

44.6 

21.0 

1.8 

2.9 

17.8 

18.5 

0.1 

4.8 

170.9 

1972 

18.2 

2.2 

27.2 

46.6 

47.6 

21.9 

1.7 

2.7 

18.9 

18.7 

0.1 

4.6 

6.4 

200.6 

1973 

20.0 

6.0 

43.0 

50.1 

13.9 

0.8 

2.3 

23.4 

19.1 

7.9 

5.9 

192.4 

*Denotes a firm that does not operate a regularly scheduled i~tercity 
passenger bus over a specified route as presented in Figures 2 and 3. 
They do, however, hold cormnon carrier passenger certificates. 

SOURCE: Iowa Commerce Commission annual reports. 
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Rural Transit Services 

Rural transit is defi~ed herein to mean a service using bu~es, vans, 

or automobiles operating prima~ily in rural areas to provide transportation 

to the generai public 6r to a significant portion thereof. School bus 

service and common carrier operations are not included. 

The term rural is variously defined depending upon one•s frame of 

reference. In the crintext of current federal transit legislation, rural 

is defined to include any place with a population less than 50,000. In 

other definitions, ~ural is considered to include cities with less than 

5000 population. The definition used here is th~t of the Bureau of 

Census wherein rural is defined to include all areas outside of communities 

with populations of 2500 or more. 

A word of caution is in order in interpreting cost figures for rural 

transit services. These costs usually are not comparable from one oper­

ation to another since different factors are likely to be included and 

dissimilar bases for calculation often are involved. Administrative costs 

may or may not be included. Driver•s wages are omitted in some instances 

since drivers frequently are paid separately or may be volunteers working 

without pay. Therefore, the basis for determining rural transit costs 

will not permit direct comparison with figures given in Tables 6 and 7 

for urban properties. 

A strict interpretation.of state laws would suggest that many of the 

rural services reported below should be cert1ficated as intercfty carriers 

of passengers .. Since there is general recognition that these services 

perform a useful public function and do not usually compete with regular 

route carriers, there has been no particular complaint about the abse~ce 
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of conformity with legal requirements. However, a change in the laws 

governing intercity carriage of passengers should be .effected so that the 

legal status of rural transit operations will be clarified. 

Summary of Existing Operations 
. 

As may be seen in Figure 4, there are 16 existing rural operations 

in Iowa. These operations vary not only ftom one to another but also from 

one county to another in multicounty operations. A summary of these 

existing operations follows. 

I. State's Elderly Area X Transportation System (SEATS)· 

Operation date: January 1, 1974. 

Area of service: Planning area X - Benton, Cedar, Iowa, Johnson, Jones, 

Linn, Washington Counties. 

Contact: Mr. Richard Brass . 
SEATS Coordinator 
Kirkwood Community College 
6301 Kirkwood Blvd., S.W. 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa. 52406 

Admi ni strati ve structure: County sponsoring committees are coordi n- . 

ated through the Area Agency on Aging office at Kirkwood Community College. 

Funding: Federal funds (75 percent) from the Older Americans Act, 

Title III. Local funds (25 percent) from memberships, fares, donations, 

and county boards of supervisors. 

Costs: (Through December 1974) the average cost per mile for the. 

seven counties .of $0.25. Individual county costs per mile are as follows: 

Benton $0.23, Cedar $0.24, Iowa $0.21, Johnson $0.24, Jones $0.16, Lirin $0.32, 

and Washington $0.29. Costs used to compute these averages include gas, oil, 

maintenance, driver•s wages, and sponsoring agency administrative expenses but 

exclude administrative wages. Backup vehicle costs also are not included. 
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Routes and schedules: Schedules are developed by individual counties; 

generally three days every week are allowed for routes beginning and ending 

in the county seat and two days for all-county or out-of-county trips. 

Evenings, Saturdays, and Sundays'·are available for prearranged group excur­

sions. Reservations are made 24 hours in advance by calling the central 

dispatcher toll-free, whereas group excursions are arranged w·days in 

advance. All buses are dispatched by two-way radios through the central 

dispatcher at Kirkwood Community College. 

Users: Anyone may use SEATS, but it is mainly for persons age 60 

and over. Primary users are the elderly. 

Fares: Membership (persons over 60, non~tr~nsferable, expire 

February 1, 1975) is $5.00. County trip one-way: $0.25 for elderly 

members, $0.50 for elderly non-members, $0.75 for general public, 

$0.50 for children occupy; ng s'eats. Transfers between buses cost the. 

same as a one-way trip. Charges are $0.25 per mile for trips between 

count1es in Area X, and the same charge plus reimbursement for driver•s 

wages is levied for excursion trips. 

Vehicles: Fifteen-passenger, Dodge vans with air conditioning, 

AM radio, and two-way radio are used. Buses are titled to the State 

Commission on Aging, and both _the Commission and SEATS carry liability 

insurance on the buses. One bus is in each county, except Linn and 

Johnson which have two buses each. 

Drivers: Drivers are paid $2.50 per hour. ·They must attend 

courses on first-aid and defensive driving, take a physical examination, 

have no serious driving violations, have or be willing to obtain a 
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chauffeur's license, and have sensitivity to the feelings of elderly 

people. 

I I. . Senior Trans it Sys tern ( STS) 

Operation date: November 1973. 

Area of service: Planning atea XV - Appanoose, Davis, J~fferson, 

Keokuk, Lucas, M~haska, Monroe, Van Buren, Wapello, Wayne Counties. 

Contact: Pam Hunt 
Transportation Coordinator 
Indian Hills Community College 
Ottumwa Industrial Airport 
Ottumwa, Iowa 52501 

Administrative structure: The area committee is advisory to county 

advisory committees. Both groups coordinate the needs and services, 

but most decisions are made by the local committees. 

Funding: Ninety percent federal funds from Title III of the Older 

Americans Act. Ten percent local funds from donations. 

Costs: (Based on third quarter, 1974). The average cost for the 10 

county area was $0.47 per mile. Individual county cost per mile values 

are as follows: Appanoose $0.53, Davis $0.57, Jefferson $0.52, Keokuk $0.40, 

Lucas $0.45, Mahaska $0.40, Monroe $0.43, Van Buren $0.38, Wapello $0.56, 

and Wayne $0.43. Costs used to compute these averages include gas, oil, 
' maintenance, salaries, rent, utilities, etc. 

Routes and schedules: Routes and schedules are developed by 

individual counties. Generally, four days every week the bus will be 

in one quadrant of the county. The other day is either an a 11 :-county 

day or special-trip day. Excursions may be scheduled on week-ends. 

Reservations should be made 24 hours in advance by calling the 

county coordinator. Limited same-day service can be handled, especially 
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in cases of emergencies:. Bus,es. run 8:00 a.m. 'to 4:30. p.m .. Monday• throughr 

Fri·day, except holidays . 

Users: Restricted to . persons ag.e: 60 and over (55 or over plus needy 

and hand:i'capped in Wayne County}, but exceptions are made. Used p.r·ihlarily· 

by the elderly fn all areas and: als.o. by handicapped in some• areas ... 

·Fares: All fares are.· su:ggested' donat.i.ons... Amounts vary· from $0·~.25 tn. 

town and' $0 .. 50: in. county for one-way trips to $1.0(} for· round trtp anywhere: 

i:n county. A charge of $0:.28' per mile can be made for out-of ... county· 

tr·ips... Note·, however, that. each county operates independently, so fares 

va:ry among counttes ... 

. 'J.'ef.lides.:. Twelve- or 15-:-passeng.er Dodge· vans wi.th air condlti:oni'ng·,, AM: 

rad:i:o;, a·nd· a fo:Td-down step are· used. Some have a two.-w.ay radi:e .or· phone ••. 

B~:~ses are· titled: to both, the S:tate Comm-tss.ton on Ag-i:ng and Indtan HHls 

Commun:Hy, College. Each· county has one bus .. 

IDrtvers: . Dri.vers are· pa:i:d $4,095 annually, or thi·s· amount is- divi:d'ed'. 

among.· the drivers i·f more: than one: i's hh:·ed. They attend a three day tr.i;i:i:niin.g 

cou,rs·e fn.cTudfng defensive drtvfng·, first .. a·id', need's. of the elderly, etc. 

III. Dubuque Area. 

Operati,on date:· Not ava,Hable,. 

Area· o.f service:. PTanni<ng area- VIII - Delaware, Dubuque, Jackson 

Cbunti.es. 

Contact: Mfss. Ma;rg,uerite· CaTter 
Senior Citizen ttaison 
Trt-County 11 0peration New> Vi ew11 

Bo:x 10'48 
Dubuque·, Iowa: 52001 
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Administrative structure: A senior coordinator, from the Community 

Action Program - Operation New View, oversees the three county managers. 

These people are involved in other programs in addition to transportation. 

Funding: Funds are local initiative funds from ·oEO. 

Costs: Most costs are incurred in the form of reimbursement to 

·persons furnishing rides at a rate of $0.10 per mile. This is less costly 

than using program cars. 

Routes and schedules: There are -five buses that have fixed routes. 

Each county system is different, depending on medical facilities. Cars 

are used to pick up persons who phone a day in advance. 

Users: Service is primarily for senior citizens and transportation­

poor families. Senior citizens are primary users. 

Fares: Voluntary contribution of $0.50 or whatever the person can 

afford for the use of the car. 

Vehicles: Each county has a station wagon with air conditioning 

and AM radio. Five old, used school buses are also used .. As they fall 

apart, they are junked and not replaced because of high maintenance co~ts. 

Drivers: Drivers are senior citizens with a chauffeur's license 

and are paid $2 per hour. Bus drivers need previous experience. 

IV. O'Brien County 

Operation date: December 1973. 

Area of service: O'Brien County. 

Contact: Mr. Peter Hart 
Upper Des Moines Opportunity, Inc. 
1907 Eleventh Street, Box 98 
Emmetsburg, Iowa 50536 

Administrative structure: Program is administered by the Upper Des 
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Moines Opportunity, Inc., the loca 1 arm of the Office of Economic. Oppor­

tunity. There is also a county OEO coordinator. 

Funding: County revenue sharing funds. 

Costs: (December 1973- June 1974). ·The cost per mile was $0.24. 

Costs inc 1 ude operation a 1 and staff costs. For the period of June - · 

October 1974, costs remained about the same as th~ previous p~riod; 

Routes and schedules: Tuesday and Thursday of each week the bus 

runs a scheduled route to take people into Primghar, the county seat. 

The other three days of the week, the bus is used by the other five 

towns in the county on a rotational basis.· The bus may be used for any 

purpose these towns may·have, often for excursions to nearby towns in 

other. counties. 

Users: Any county resident may ride the bus. Primary users are 

senior citizens. 

Fares: There is no fare charged. Donations are taken for. out·­

of-county trips. These donations have ranged from $8 to $15. 

Vehicles: The county leases a 1974 Dodge van with AM radio that 

carries 14 passengers. 

Drivers: One full-time driver was hired at a salary range of $4,742 

to $6,011. Sho'uld have first-aid training or experience and have a desire 

to help people. No other special training is requtred. 

V. Cherokee County Senior Citizen Minibus, Inc. 

Operation date: November 1974. 

Area of service: Cherokee County. 

Contact: Lester Whiting 
338 Fountain. 
Cherokee, I9wa 51012 
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Administrative structure: The program is operated by a board of 

directors elected for one year. Each town in the county is represented 

by one director, except that Cherokee has three directors. 

Funding: The majority of funds are from the county supervisors. 

Local donations, memberships, and fares prbvide a small amount of funding. 

Cost: For the first three months of operation, the average cost 

per mile was $0.43. Costs used to compute this average include gas~ oil, 

and driver's salary. 

Routes and schedules: An agent in each of the outlying towns 

collects needed passenger information and calls this information into 

Cherokee the day before the bus is ·scheduled to visit his area. Persons 

in Cherokee may call for same-day service. The bus priority is for 

Marcus, Cleghorn, and .. Meriden on Monday, Washta and Quimby on Tues~ay, 

Larrabee and Aurelia on Friday, and Cherokee on Wednesday and Thursday. 

The bus is also used in Cherokee on any day that there is no call for 

out-of-town trips. 
Users: Primarily for persons 55 years old or over and handicapped, but· 

anyone may use the system. 

Fares: Memberships in the corporation cost $2 per year. Fares for 

members are $0.50 round trip in the town of Cherokee and $1 round trip plus 

one free town shuttle pass from anywhere in the county to Cherokee. Non­

members pay $1 round trip in town and $2 round trip plus one free town shuttle 

pass from anywhere in the county to Cherokee. 

Vehicles: A 1973, 10-passenger Chevrolet van with AM radio and air 

conditioning is used. The corporation•s name appears on the title to the bus. 
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Drivers: The drivers are .paid $2.10 per hour as of Januar-y '1975 

and have no special training or requirements~ 

VI. Crawford County 

Operation date: .December 1974. 

Area of 'service: Crawford County.. 

Contact: Mrs. Bernice Grage 
West .Centra·l Development Corporation 
Box 211 
Deni-son, Iowa · 51442 

Administrative :structure:: The operation is .coor.dinated .by the West 

Central Development torporation. 

Funding: The funds were received as a grant from the State . .Comm'ission 

on Aging under the Older Americans .Act, Title ITI (75 ·percent).. Loca:l 

matching share (25 percent) consists of donat·ions ·and use of space. 

Costs: None ava i lab 1 e. 

'Routes and schedules: Persons wishing to ride the .bus·must call :24 hours 

i·n advance to make reservations. The bus covers a corner of .the count;y ea·ch 

day of the week. 

Users: Users are restri~ted to those 60 years Df age and older or 

h·andicapped persons. 

Fares: One dollar-for a <round trip. 

Vehicles: A 12-passenger, Ford van with air conditioning and AM 

radio is used. 

'Drivers: Drivers are paid .$2 .. 10 per hour and work ·five ho.urs per 

day, five days a week. No special requirements. 
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VII. Story County 

Operation date: March 1972. 

Contact: Story County Community Action Agency 
217 Sixth Street 
Ames, Iowa 50010 

Administrative structure: The service is operated by Story County 

Community Action Agency. 

Funding: OEO money and donations make up the funds. 

Costs: Not available. 

Routes and schedules: The bus runs on a fixed, circuitous route 

two days a week. Tuesdays the bus travels the southern part of tbe county, 

and on Thursdays it travels the northern part of the county. The after-

noon route is the reverse of the morning route. Two cars are also 

available on an advance reservation basis. The bus is also available 

for non-profit organizations to use on days other than Tuesday and 

Thursday. 

Users: The bus is for use by any county resident. Cars are pri­

marily used to transport Outreach persons. 

Fares: No fares, but donations will be accepted. The bus may be 

chartered for $0.20 per mile plus driver•s wages or riders may supply 

their own driver. No fares are charged for cars, but donations will be 

accepted. 

Vehicles: One old, 20-passenger army bus and two cars. The cars 

are 1965 Ford station wagons without air conditioning or radio. 

Drivers: Drivers are paid $2.50 per hour. No special qualifications 

are required. 
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VIII. Warren County 

Operation date: December 1974. 

Area of service: Warren County. 

Contact: Warren County Community Action Center 
109 East Salem 
Indianola, Iowa 50125 

Administrative structure: Administered by the County Community Action 

Center. 

Funding: OEO funds through the Community Action Center. 

Costs: Not available. 

Routes and schedules: The bus services one of five different areas 

each weekday. The five service areas are as follows: northeast, north­

west, southeast, southwest quadrants and the City of Indianola. Reser­

vations must be made 24 hours in advance. 

Users: Service is for senior citizens. 

Fares: Fares are suggested contributions. A one-way fare of $0.45 

is charged for trips within one area. A one-way fare of $0.50 is charged 

for trips between or out of the areas. 

Vehicles: A 15-passenger Dodge van with air conditioning and AM 

radio is used. 

Drivers: The driver is paid about $2.25 per hour; He had training 

in first-aid and defensive driving. 

IX. Southern Iowa Trolley (SIT) 

Operation date: September 1974. 

Area of service: Planning area XIV -Adair, Adams, Clarke, Decatur, 

Ringgold, Taylor, Union Counties. 
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Contact: Lois Houston 
Southern Iowa Council of Governments 
215 North Elm Street 
Creston, Iowa 50801 

Administrative structure: The overall operation is coordinated by a . 

staff committee consisting of the coordinator, the Area XIV Agency on Aging 

director and the administrative person from Sheltered Workshop. All adminis­

trative details are performed by the Sheltered Workshop. The staff committee 
- -- - - - ~ . . -- - -· -

reports to the policy and advisory board, which consists of persons from Area 

XIV Agency on Aging and Sheltered Workshop, a program for the handicapped. 

Funding: Funds were received under Title III of the Older Americans 

Act (90 percent) and from the county supervisors (10 percent). 

Costs: Not available. 

Routes and schedules: The routes and schedules vary for each county. 

Most towns in the seven county area have service at least once a week. 

Several counties provide times for trips to places outside Area XIV, 

~ .. e.,· oes Moi-nes·.-- - · 

Users: The system is primarily for persons 60 years or older or 

hand1capped persons, but anyone may r1de. 
'"' 

Fares: Fares are suggested contributions for the elderly and handi.-

capped, $0.25 is charged for in town service, $0.50 for a round trip within 

the county and $1.00 for trips outside the county but within Area XIV. 

The general public is charged double the far~ for the elderly and handi­

capped. Fares for trips to places outside Area XIV are charged on a cost 

basis. These fares apply to Adair, Ringgold, Taylor, and Union Counties. 

Service in Clar.ke County and Adams County is free. Decatur County 

charges a suggested donation of $0.25 and is available only to 
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meal program participants. 

Vehicles: A variety of vehicles is used. Three, 12-passenger Ford 

vans with AM radio and air conditioning are used in Adair, Ringgold, Taylor 

and .Union Counties. Clarke County uses a 15-passenger van provided by 

the Central Iowa Community Action Program. Adams County uses a 48-passen­

ger school bus which·is contracted through MATURA. Decatur County has 

a contractual taxi service. 

Drivers: Drivers are_paid $2.50 per hour. Each driver is required 
' 

to attend a two-day training· session to learn first aid, defensive driving, 

etc. A chauffeur• s 1 fcemse iS a-fso required. This applies. only to Adair 

Ringgold, Taylor and Union C6unties. 

X. Lee Transportation System (LETS) 

Operation date: February 1975. 

Area of service: Lee County. 

Contact: Phyllis White 
111~ Valley Street 
Burlington, Iowa 52601 

Administrative structure: The program i·s operated through the local 

Community Action Agency. 

Funding: Funds for the purchase of the bus came from OEO. Operating 

costs are covered by memberships, fares and agency funds. 

Costs: Not available. 

Routes and schedules: The northern part of the county is serviced 

on Monday and Wednesday. On Tuesday and Thursday, the central part of the 

county is serviced. On ·Friday, service starts at· Fort Madison and travels 

through Montrose to Keokuk, where service is provided during the reined nder 
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of the day. Reservations- are inaa-e tfie previous day. 

Users: Priority is given to the elderly or handicapped, but anyone 

may ride the bus. 

Fares: A membership may be bought by the elderly or handicapped for 

$5.00. A one-way fare with membership costs $0.25 or $0.75 without· a 

membership. Children occupying a seat are charged $0.50 and the general 

public $0.75 for a one-way trip. 

Vehicles: A 15-passenger Dodge van with air conditioning and AM 

radio is used. 

Drivers: Drivers are paid $2.10 per hour and have no special re-

quirements. 

XI. Ida County 

Operation date: September 1973. 

Area of service: The town of Ida Grove and nearby area. 

Contact: Theo Murphy 
American Association of Retired People (AARP) 
City Hall 
Ida Grove, Iowa 52445 

Administrative structure: The service is under the control of a three-

member citizen committee. 

Funding: Funds are made up of fares and donations. 

Costs: Costs are paid for out of the fares and donations. Any deficit 

is made up by the city". The car is kept in the city garage and the only 

major expenses are for gas and oil . 

. Routes and schedules: The service is available through reservations 

made 24 hours in advance. The service operates basically Monday through 

· Frid~y but also operates occasionally on Saturd~y morningi: 
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Users: Service is provided for senior citizens. 

Fares: The fare is a suggested donation of $0.50 for a one-way trip. 

Vehicles: A 1965 Mercury Monterey with air conditioning and AM 

radio was donated to the city. The car is in the city•s name for insurance 

purposes and other benefits. 

Drivers: Different organizations in the community supply volunteer 

drivers each day. There are no special qualifications. 

XII. Butler County 

Operation date: January 1974. 

Area of service: The town of New Hartford. 

Contact: _Mrs. Jackie Venenga 
Rt. 1 
New Hartford, Iowa 50660 

Administrative structure: The person listed above is in .charge of 

the program and provides coordination. 

Funding: Local funds from the New Hartford Jaycees are used. 

Costs: Ten cents per mile is paid to the drivers to cover operating 
' 

costs. 

Routes and schedules: It is a demand-responsive system for elderly 

people in New Hartford who want to go to Cedar Falls or Waterloo. 

Users: Designed for the elderly, although not extensively used. 

Fares: None. 

Vehicles: Private passenger cars. 

Drivers: Jaycee wives volunteer to drive their own cars and are 

reimbursed for mileage. 
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XIII. Dallas County 

Operation date: December 1974. 

Area of service: Da 11 as County. -

Contact: Information & Referral Center 
115 South lOth 
Adel, Iowa 50003 

Administrative structure: Administered by the Dallas ~ounty 

Homemaker-Health Aide Service. 
. . 

Funding: Ninety percent Title III, Older Americans Act. funds and 

10 percent local matching funds provided by the Dallas County Board of 

Supervisors. 

Routes and schedules: The bus services five different areas each 

weekday. The five service areas are the northwest, the northeast, the 

southeast, and the southwest quadrants of 'the county and the City of. 

Perry. 

Users: Service is for senior citizens. 

Fares: Fares are suggested contributions. A one-way fare of $0.25 

is suggested for service within a quadrant. A one-way fare of $0.50 

is suggested for trips between or out of the areas. 

Vehicle: A 12-passenger Ford van with air conditioning and AM 

radio is used. 

Driver: The driver is paid $2~10 pet hour, is trained in first-aid 

and defensive driving~ and has a chauffeur•s license. 

XIV. Madison County 

Operation date: December 1974 .. 

Area of service: Madison County. 
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Contact: Multi-Purpose Center 
114 N. 2nd Street 
Winterset, Iowa 50273 

~ . 

Administrative structure: Adm1nister.ed by the Multi-Purpose Center. 

Funding: Multiple funding; partial 11 Purchase of Service 11 Title VI 

of the Social Security Act funds with 25 percent local matching funds 

provided by the Madison County Board of Supervisors and partial 90 percent 

Title III Older Americans Act funds with 10 percent local matching 

funds provided by the Madison County Board of Supervisors 

Routes and schedules: The bus serves one of five different areas. 

each weekday. The service areas are as follows: northeast, northwest, 

·southeast, and southwest quadrants of the county and the city of Winter­

set. Additional trips are scheduled to serve handicapped persons two 

days each.week. 

Users: Service is for senior citizens and blind or handicapped 

persons. 

Fares: Fares are suggested contributions. A one-way contribution 

of $0.25 is suggested for service within an area. A $0.50 contribution 

is suggested for trips between or out of areas. 

Vehicles: A 12-passenger Ford van with air conditioning and AM 

radio is used. 

Drivers: Drivers are trained in first:-•aid and defensive driving. 

They are paid $2.10 per hour and have chauffeur's licenses. 

XV. Jasper County 

Operation date: December 1974. 

Area of servi c·e: Jasper County. 
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Contact: Jasper County Opportunity Center 
Jewell Building 
Newton, Iowa 50208 

Administrative structure: Administered by the Jasper County Oppor­

tunity Center. 

Funding: Ninety percent Title II I Ol'der Americans Act funds and 10 per­

cent local matching funds provided by the Jasper County Board of Supervisors. 

Routes and schedules: The bus serves one of five different areas 

each weekday as fallows: northwest, southwest, northeast, and the south-

east quadrants of the county and Newton. 

Users: Service is for senior citizens. 

Fares: Fares are suggested contributions. A one-way fare of $0.25 

is suggested for trips within an area and a $0.50 contribution is suggested 

for trips between or out of areas. 

Vehicles: A 15-passenger Dodge van with air conditioning and AM 

radio is used. 

Drivers: The driver is trained in first-aid and ~efensive driving, 

is paid $2.10 per hour, and has a chauffeur•s license. 

XVI. Marion County 

Operation date: December 1974. 

Area of service: Marion County. 

Contact: Community Action Center 
114 E. Robinson 
Knoxville, Iowa 50318 

Administrative structure: Administered by the County Community Action 

Center. 
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-- --
Funding: Ninety percent Title I II 01 der Americans Act funds and 10 

percent local matching funds provided by the Marion County Board of 

Supervisors. 

Routes and schedules: The bus services five different areas each 

weekday as follows: the northwest, southwest, northeast, southeast 

quadrants of the county and KnoxVille. 

Users: Service is for senior citizens. 

Fares: Fares are suggested contributions. A one-way contribution 

of $0.25 is suggested for service within an area. A one-way contribution 

of $0.50 is suggested for service between or out of the areas. 

Vehicles: A 15-passenger Dodge van with air conditioning and AM 

radio is used. 
'· 

Drivers: The driver ii paid $2.10 per hour and is trained in first-
.:. -.... ~ 

aid and defensive driving and has a chauffeur•s license. 

Possible Future Rural Services 

As indicated in Figure 5, there are nine towns or areas that are in 

some stage of planning for the provision of rural public services. In 

some cases, equipment is being procured. In other instances, grant appli-

cations are pending or are in some stage of preparation. The key to the 

proposed services shown in Fig~re 5 is as follows: 

I. Area IV - Cherokee, Ida, Monona, Plymouth, Woodbury Counties 

II. Area V - Calhoun, Hamilton, Humboldt, Pocahontas, Webster, Wright 

Counties 

III. Area VI- Hardin, Marshall, Poweshiek, Tama Counties 

IV. Area XI - Boone, Dallas, Jasper, Madison, Marion/ Polk, Story, 

Warren Counties 
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V. Area XII- Audubon, Carroll, Crawford~ Greene, Guthrie, Sac 

Counties 

VI. Area XII I - Cass, Fremont, Harrison, Mi 11 s, Montgomery, Page, 

Pottawa ttami e, She 1 by Count''; es 

VI I. Muscatine County 

VII I. Des Moines County 

It may be noted that some of the existing services would be superseded 

or absorbed by.the proposed services li~ted above, if these are imple­

mented·. 

Taxicab Operations 

As part of this study, contact was made with each taxicab oper­

ation based in Iowa that could be identified. Information was obtained 

from most companies concerning their fare structure, hours of service, 

and other data. 

Virtually all companies that were surveyed are prepared to pro-

vide intercity service as well as ·service within their home community. 

Minimum local fares varied generally between $0.60 and $1.25. Taxi ser­

vice in some smaller cities was available only 12 hours per day whereas 

24-hour service is provided in most larger cities. Most taxis in Iowa are 

radio dispatched. The specific operations contacted and the number of 

cabs operated in April 1975 is shown in Table 19. 
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Table 19. Summary of taxicab operators in Iowa. 

City 

Algona 

Ames 

Atlantic 

Boone 

Burlington 

Carroll 

Cedar Falls 

Cedar Rapids 

Cedar Rapids 

Cedar Rapids 

Cedar Rapids 

Centerville 

Chariton 

Chariton 

Charles City 

Clear Lake 

Clinton 

Corning 

Council Bluffs 

Creston 

Creston 

Davenport 

Compa~y name Number of cabs 

Algona Cab Co. 1 

Ames Taxi Co. 5 

Barringer Taxi 2 

Yellow Cab Co. 8 

American Cab Co./Checker and 10 
Y e 11 ow Cab Co . 

Carroll Cab Co. 3 

Mike•s Yellow Cab Not Reported 

A-1 Taxi 6 

Ace Cab Co. 2 

Cedar Rapids City and 25 
Yellow Cab, Inc. 

Century Cab 20 

Sacco•s Cab Co. 2 

Carter Cab Service 2 

Guthrie-James Taxi 1 

C & D Cab Service 3 

Lake Cab, Inc. 3 plus 1 Limousine 

Yellow & Checker Cab Co. 3 

Corning Cab 3 

Yell ow Cab Co. 10 

City Cab 2 

Creston Cab Co. 3 

Royal Cab 15 
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City 

Davenport 

Decorah 

··oenison 

Denison 

Des Moines 

Des ~1oi nes 

Dubuque 

Estherville 

Fairfield 

Forest City 

Ft. Dodqe 

Ft. Madison 

Ft. Madison 

Ft. Madison 

Grinnell 

Harlan 

Independence 

Indianola 

Iowa City 

Iowa City 

Iowa Falls 

Keokuk 

Keokuk 
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Company name 

Yell-o Cab 

Decorah Cab Service 

A & E Taxi 

Number of cabs 

7 

3 

1 

B & W Taxi and Denison Cab Co. 1 per company 

Ruan Cab 

Yellow Cab 

A- OK Yellow Cab 

Safeway Cab 

Happy Day Taxi 

Fo0est City Taxi Service 

Union Cab Co., Inc. 
I 

Ernie's Taxi 

Ft. Madison Cab Co. 

Jerry's Red Cab 

Courtesy Cab Co. 

Harlan Taxi 

City Taxi Co. 

Indianoli} 

Super Cab, Inc. 

Yellow Checker Cab Co., Inc. 

Taxi Scenic City 

Checker Cab Co. 

Yenow Cab Co. 

Over 50 

Not Reported 

14-20 

1 

2 

1 

11-14 

3 

4 

3 

3 

1 

1 

I 

10 

12 

3 

3 

3 
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Table 19. Cont. 

City. Company·name Number of cabs 

Knox vi 11 e Knoxville Cab Co. 3 

LeMars Dreckman Taxi· 1 

Leon Leon Cab Co. 2 plus 1 mini bus 

Maquoketa Veterans Radio cab 2 

Marion Art•s Taxi Service 1 

Marshalltown Royal Cab Co. 5 

Marshalltown Yellow Cab Co. 3 

Mason City Black & White Cab Co./Red Top 6 
Cab Co./Yellow Cab Co. 

Mt. Pleasant City Cab 2 

Muscatine Port City Yell ow Taxi 7 

Newton Newton Cab 7 

Newton Yellow Cab Co. 5 

Oelwein Nu Cab System 2 

Osceola Mark•s Cab 2 

Osceola Osceola Cab Co. 2 

Oskaloosa Gab.el• s Cab 2 

Oskaloosa Oskaloosa Cab Co. 2 

Ottumwa City Cab Inc./Yellow Cab 5 

Perry Perry Cab Co. 6 

Red Oak Courtesy Cab Co. 3 

Sac City Kelch raxi Service 2 

Shenandoah Jim• s Yell ow Cab 3 



---------------------~- --
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Table 19~ Co~t. 

City Company name Number of.cabs 

- ---- -----

Sim~x City Checker & Yellow Cabs 30-35 

Sioux City Radio Cab 14 

Spencer Spencer Cab Co. 3 

Storm Lake Vista Cab 2 

Tama GI Cab Co. 1 

Vinton Vinton Cab 1 

Washington City Cab 1 

Waterloo Waterloo Yellow Cab Co. 16 

Webster City City Cab 2 

Winterset City Cab 1 

Other Special Services 

In addition to the.regular route urban services, intercity passenger 

carriers, taxicab oper~tors, and the several rural services described 

previously, a number of other transit or para-transit services are being 

·provided in Iowa. The number of such services is likely to increase 

rapidly with an increased awareness of the necessity of providing mobility 

to the aged, the handicapped, and to others who are otherwise deprived of 

a satisfactory level of mobility. A proliferation of fundi.ng sources 
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available for such special services is also conducive to their 

expansion:. 

Not included in this study are services provided by school buses 

outside of their primary purpose of transporting pupils to and from 

school and for school events. Other uses of school buses are 

permitted by a change in state law enacted in 1973. Chapter 285.10 

of the Code of Iowa as amended by .Chapter 197, 65th General Assembly, 

1973 session, permit use of school buses for 11 an organization of, 

or sponsoring activities for? senior citizens, children, or handi­

cappedpersons in. this state ... Costs of providing such transporta­

tion are to be reimbursed to th~ School District furnishing buses. 

According to officials of the Department of Public Instruction, 

· little use is being made of this provision of the law since school 

buses are not generally suitable for transportation of elderly or 

bandicapped persons. Furthermore,conflicts in scheduling other 

a~tivities outside the periods of demand for school buses for 

pupil transportation are inhibitory to most other uses of the. 

buses. 

The other special services that have been identified as part 

of this study are described below. Th.is listing is not exhaustive, 

as other similar operations are believed to exist, but is 

· representative of the types of special services that can be 

used to supplement more conventional transit operations. 
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Coralville Transit System 

The Coralville Transit System is operated by the City of 

Coralville to provide local service within Coralville-and connecting 

. service to Iowa City. It a 1 so pro vi des a form of interurban 

service to the Oakdale Campus of the University of Iowa and formerly 

served North Liberty. Fares have recently been raised to $0.35 

(from $0.25) for service locally and ·to iowa City. Coralville 

Transit operates three routes on weekdays, each of which connects 

with Iowa City, and one route at night and on Saturday. 

Financial support is provided pri.mari ly from a property tax 

levy and from revenue-sharing funds. Additional funds are provided 

from the University of Iowa ($8,000 annually). Funds from the City 

of Coralville to subsidize this service amounted to $33,000 in 1973 

and about $55,000 in 1974. The ratio of revenue to expense for 

this property was 0.48 in 1974. 

Patronage of the Coralville Transit System has been quite 

high for an operation of this nature. The property served 134,836 

passengers in 1973 and 179,434 passengers in 1974. Although the 

number of buses reported by the system includes some that are 

inoperative, it has nine buses ranging in age up to 25 years~ 

Cambus 

Cambus is a special service providing buses within the University 

of Iowa campus in Iowa City with connections to fringe parking 

lots and to a married student housing complex. Three separate routes 
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have been established, and service is provided in both directions 

on the principal internal route. Headways are about six to seven 

minutes on the principal internal route duri.ng most of the day, 10 

minutes on a dormitory express route, and 24 minutes on the route 

to the housing complex. 

This serv1ce is operated by the University of Iowa. Most of 

the employees of Cambus are students. No fare is charged. Funds 

for financial support are derived from parking fees (30 percent), 

student activity fees (35 percent), and federal work~study funds 

.(30 percent) which are used for a portion of employee wages. The 

total cost for this operation for the current fiscal year is 

reported as $285,000. 

Over two million rides are provided annually, based on an 

estimate of 14,000 passengers daily during the academic year. · 

Cambus .owns 18 buses, eight and 18 years old .. 

Senior Citizen Dial-a-Ride, Cedar Rapids 

This special service is provided by the Regional Transit 

Company in Cedar Rapids to serve elderly patrons (identified by a 

special card) and handicapped persons (who are recommended by a 

physician). Service is provided by two 31.:.passenger buses reserved 

for this purpose at a $0.20 fare. Pickup is arranged by a P.hone 

call placed the day before service is desired and is door-to-door 

from origin to destination. It is estimated that 65 to 70 persons 

are provided with this service each weekday. Revenue-sharing funds 
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have been used to pro~ide financial support for this serVice. 

Royal Cab Shared-Ride Taxi System, Davenport 

The shared-ride service provided by Royal Cab in Davenport is 

perhaps the best example in Iowa of the jitney type of service that is 

being advocated by many transportation experts as a necessary" supplement 

to fixed~route service in·urban areas. Taxis utilized in this demand­

responsive service carry up to five passengers and provide door-to-

door service. Average fares are about $1.00, which is significantly 

less than the fare charged for conventional taxi service. A study made 

in 1973 (13) found that this service provided over 1300 daily_ rides, 

or possibly 400,000 annual rides. The system is privately operated and 

provides a profit to 'the operator. 

Ames - Iowa State University Subscription Service 

The City of Ames sponsors a subscription service to provide bus 

service from a residential area in Ames to the Iowa State University 

campus. One or two buses, depending upon demand, provide one round 

trip daily to patrons of this service during the University's academic 

year. The monthly charge is $10 for adults and $8 for students. Buses 

are leased on an hourly basis from Midwest Transportation, Inc. This 

service is operated with the expectation that operating revenues will 

equal operating costs. 

_Iowa State University Service 

Transit service is provided within the Iowa State University campus 
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in Ames with connections to an outlying dormitory complex and to a 

married student housing complex. This service utilizes a total of seven 

buses leased on an hourly basis from Midwest Transportation, Inc., 

during the months of December through March. Financial support is pro­

vided through student subscriptions and farebox revenues. A'total of 

1650 passes ~ere sold during the current season. 
' . Farebox revenues are 

negligible amounting to something less than $200 per season. Holders 

of passes for this system may also ride the fixed-route system of three 

routes in Ames. The system is self-supporting. 

Dubugue Cable tars 

Although primarily a tourist attraction, the 4th Street Elevator 

in Dubuque .also performs a public transportation service for residents 

of the area. The cable cars climb 286 feet in ascending a steep hill 

in a residential neighborhood. A fare of $0.10 per trip supports .this 

private operation which has served Dubuque since 1882. 

Ride for the Elderly, Davenport 

Two vans and one passenger car utilizing paid drivers provide 

transportation to persons aged 60 or over and to handicapped persons 

in Davenport and Scott County. This service is supported by several 

sources, including federal and state programs,--Scott County, and th-e 

United Way, and is operated by the local Community Action Program.· 

Regular service on weekdays is provided within Davenport from 8:30 to 

10:30 a.m. and 3~30 to 5:30 p.m. Service to each outlying town in 
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Scott County is provided twice weekly during the mid-day period. Week­

end service is available only for delivecry df meals to elderly pers'ons. 

No fares are charged, but a donation of $0.15 is suggested for service 

within Davenport and $0.25 for rural service. 

Northeast Iowa Council on Aging Transportation Program, Waterloo 

Private donations and a multiplicity of local and federal funding 

sources support this transportation service provided for elderly persons 

in Black Hawk County, centered on Waterloo. ·Three vans and one station 

wagon are operated by paid drivers to provide demand-:-responsive service 

each weekday. No fares are charged. 

_Transportation Corporation for Elderly, Marshalltown 

The Area VI Agency on Aging and the Community Organized for Out­

reach Program~ and Education (COPE) jointly sponsor this program to 

provide· transportation for elderly or handicapped persons. Service 

is afforded daily, including Sundays, throughout Marsha11 County by 

volunteer drivers who use their own cars. Drivers are paid $0.15 per 

mile for trips outside of Marshalltown. Service is provided free, 

although voluntary donations are accepted, in response to telephone 

requests. 

Systems Unlimited, Iowa City 

Transportation is provided as part of the adult services aspect 

of the programs of Systems Unlimited in Iowa City. Four vans (one 

equipped with a hydraulic lift) using paid drivers provide demand­

responsive service to eligible clients. ·Title IV-A of the Social. 
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Security Act provides the principal source of funding and establishes 

client eligibility criteria. Local matching funds are derived primarily 

from the adult population served. 

Senior Citizen Ongoing Transportation System (SCOTS), Decorah 

This program is administered by the Cross Line Council, an organ­

ization of church-re1ated groups in Decorah. One van serves clients 

who are 60 years of age or-older and-are members of Retired Seniors 

Volunteer Program (RSVP). Drivers are volunteer members of the RSVP 

program or are from the Council office staff and are not separately 

reimbursed for driving. Financial support is derived primarily from 

RSVP program funds. Service is provided without charge on weekdays 

within Decorah and Winneshiek County. 

Dubuque Area Project Concern for Elderly and Retired, Inc. 

Two cars and one station wagon are providing service to elderly 

clients within Dubuque under this program. Funding is derived from Title 

III of the Older Americans Act with matching funds provided by the city, 

Dubuque county, and the Unit~d Way. Drivers are hired to provide this 

service for which donations are accepted but no fares are charged. 

Skyline Center, Inc., Clinton 

Federal and state funds are used to sup~ort thi~ servic~, which 

operates two buses, one of which is equipped with a hydraulic lift. 

Buses serve clients throughout Clinton County in providing transportation 

to and from the Skyline Center, an educational center for adult handi­

capped and elderly persons. 
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Iowa Soldiers Home, Marsha 11 town 

The Soldiers Home provides a variety of transportation services 

for employees and .clients. Equipment is operated by professi()nal drivers 

and includes 13 vans specially equipped for handicapped patients, 

efght st~tion wagons, and one ambulance. 

Transportation Program for Iowa Methodist Medical Center, Des Moines 

One large bus and one minibus~ boih equipped to handle.p~tients 

in wheelchairs, provide service upon demand for outpatients at the 

Younkers Rehabilitation Center. Professional drivers are aviilable 

· eight .hours per day with service at other times provided by staff members 
-.t - . 

.of the hospi tal• s recreation depart~~~t.-· A f~-r~- ~f-Sl~-00 i;~h-;;~~-cf _____ _ 
·those passengers who are able to pay. 

Orange City Dial-a-Ride 

This service, initiated April 7, 1975, is sponsored by the city· 
. . . . 

to provide free transportation to residents of Orange City who are 65 

years of age or older. A city-.owned station wagon driven by a- city 

· einpl oyee is used. 

Others Serving Special Clientele 

Some of the other services identified during the course of this study 

provide transportation for exceptional-children to and from a particular 

facility. These include the following: 

• University Hospital School, Iowa City; two leased vans, one 

equipped with hydraulic lift, two buses, .and two station wagons; 

-financial support from:·the Joint County s·chool System. 
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• School Agency Transportation System, Waterloo; 12 buses, two 

equipped with hydraulic lifts; f1nancial support from city, 

Black Hawk County, and Area VII through Exceptional Person, Inc. 

• Worth County Development Center~ Kensett; one van; financial 

support through programs administered by the Worth County 

Association for Retarded Ch.ildren. 

• Peter Pan Center, Burt; one van equipped with hydraulic lift 

and one station wagon; support by parental donations and Kossuth 

County through Exceptional Opportunities, Inc. 
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RECOMMENDED 

TRANSIT 

POLICY 

In the United States, policy properly is established by elected 

officials of federal, state, and loc~l governments. For example, the 

Congress and state legislative bodies formulate policy decisions through 

the enactment of laws and the appropriation of funds for their imple­

mentation. Further policy decisions ·are delegated to boards, commissions, 

or high-level officials of the executive departments charged with res­

ponsibility for implementing decisions of the legislative branch. 

Policy is concerned not only with ~hat should be done but also 

is clearly a function of what can be done. Therefore, the appropria-

tions process must be viewed as the key step in establishing policy. 

The capability to perform most responsibilities is dependent upon the 

adequacy of fiscal resources. Thus, although recommendations for policy 

contained herein are based upon goals and objectives which ha~e been assumed 

from the relevant legislation, they are also based upon levels of funding 

for transit assistance programs which are desirable,. but may not rna-

. teri a 1 i ze. 
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Policy recommendations included here are consistent with a presumed 

statewide goal to foster and encourage the use of transit so as to pro­

vide a reasonably suitable level of mobility to those persons ·who are 

unable to travel by automobile due either to economic reasons or phy­

sical limitations. It is further assumed that objectives of the state 

relative to transit would include a desire ·to imptove services _so as to 

provide an alternative to automobile travel. 

Policy Statements 

Consistent with the above goal and objective, it is recommended that 

the Public Transit Division of the DOT should serve as a centralized 

source of transit data and of expertise available to assist urban and 

rural transit operators. Several instances were encountered during the 

course of this study where local transit problems seemed to overwhelm and 

frustrate local officials. Yet, these problems were identical to those 

that had been encountered and overcome in other communities. The lack of 

a centralized information source or of an agency able to render technical 

assistance compounds the many problems faced by local officials responsible 

for transit programs. It is imperative, therefore, that the Public 

Transit Division should include persons competent to provide assistance 

regarding grant applications, technical studies, equipment, operations, 

and management for local transit properties. 

Of equal importance, the Public Transit Division should serve as an 

advocate for transit within the DOT. The term 11 advocacy 11 was often 

expressed to study personnel_by transit officials in otherstates to 
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describe one part of their perceived responsibilities. If the state•s trans­

portation goals include support of transit, it is essential that the DOT 

develop and actively pursue a transit information program .. Such a program 

should be designed to keep the public advised of technical developments in 

tranSit and of state programs for trarisit improvements. It should also 

include frequent presentations to the public of information concerning 

the costs, benefits, and conveniences afforded by increased transit use. 

Implementation of minimally acceptable programs for transit assis­

tance require that Iowa should be in a position to utilize all available 

federal aid for transit purposes that will be of long-range benefit to 

the state and its political subdivisions by assuring the sufficiency of 

matching funds. Such a policy implies a substantial level of state 

financing input from local sources. It also suggests an aggressive program 

of evaluating local and statewide transit needs and assessing the 

implicatjons of research and development programs for application in Iowa. 

The state, through the DOT and its Public Transit Division, should 

carry out a program to assure the continuance of urban transit services 

in those communities now having service at levels which are at least 

egual to those now existing. Adoption of this policy does not necessarily 

suggest satisfaction with current fares or levels of service. Indeed, 

state policy should be directed toward the improvement of most existing 

urban transit services. However, the level of state funding for transit 

should, as a minimum, be sufficient to preclude further deterioration 

in urban transit services, providing that a suitable local effort to 

continue and improve these services is forthcoming. 
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The state should also play a leadership role in terms of grant 

application assistance, technical assistance, and financial aid io 

encourage the establishment of new transit services where none now 

exist in communities having populations in excess of 20,000. Although 

federal funds are available for most of the fiscal nee9s for planning 

and implementing new transit services, the planning capability and 

knowledge of grant application procedures is often limited in smaller 

communities. Fiscal resources required for the local matching portion 

may also present a difficult problem at the local level. The technical 

expertise of the Public Transit Division should be of substantial 

assistance to local communities in this respect, and state funds should 

be available to assist in im~lementing such services. 

Similarly, the technical expertise of the Public Transit Division 

should be utilized to investigate the feasibility of innovative transit 

services in communities having populations of 10,000 to 20,000 by 

sponsorship of transit demonstrations in some number of such cities. As 

demonstration projects, it is appropriate that federal and state funds 

should partially defray the costs of these projects during their initial 

phases. In general, it is urged that the DOT encourage or undertake a 

variety of research, development, or demonstration projects which show 

significant promise for statewide application. 

The state should also assist in the development of rural transit 

systems to improve the mobility of rural residents and should give spec­

ial attention to improving the mobility of the elderly, the handicapped, 

and the economically disadvantaged in both urban and rural areas. In 
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. . 

a manner similar to the policy statements made previously, this requires 

leadership on the part of the DOT in research and development, grant 

application assistance, and the provision of technical help. Although 

federal programs are avail ab 1 e to support many of the services that would 

be initiated or conducted under this policy, it also suggests a careful 

assessment of the appropriate state role in financing such services. 

Information Sources 

Principal input for the above policy recommendations has been 

afforded by the experience of other· states that are operating in a 

manner similar to that suggested by the legislative intent set forth 

in the Iowa law creating the DOT. Actual policy statements from·other 

states are uncommon. However., policy may be implied from various 

sources, most often from formal statements of goals and objectives. 

Particularly useful in thts context is material that has been made 

available by Californiq, Florida, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Tennessee, 

and Wisconsin. 
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SOURCES 

-OF 

REVENUE 

A suitable transit program has been presumed to include some pro­

visions for financial assistance for local transit op~rations. Sources 

of revenue for such financial assis~ance are diverse but.can be broken.­

into three general categories: federal, state; and local~ The purpose 

of this chapter is to examine these three categories of assistance and 
' 

to make recommendations regarding possible sources of revenue for fin-

ancial assistance to lOcal. transit in Iowa. 

Federal Financial Assistance 

The role of the federal government in the development of local 

transit services has become extremely important. Federal funds now 

represent a principal potential source of revenue for financing 'capital 

improvements and uperating losses. 

Fi·nancing Urban Transit. 

The Urban Mass Transit Act of 1964 stated the following purposes: 
. . 

• To assist in the development of improved mass-transportation 

facilities, equipment, techniques~ and methods. 
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• To encourage the planning and establishment of areawide urban 

mass transportation systems needed for economical and de­

sirable urban development. 

• To provide assistance to state and local governments and their 

·instrumentalities in financing such ~ystems. 

Provisions of this Act were to be implemented with the cooperation 

of mass transportation companies, both private and public, and systems 

operated by them as determined by local needs. 

The original Act placed special emphasis on the need to provide 

. financial assistance for capital improvements. In 1974, Amendments to 

the ·Act added substantial funds which may be used _as grants for pay­

ment of operating subsidies. A brief summary of portions of the Act. 
. . : . 

which apply tci the financing rif ~rban transit follows. 

Section 3 provides financial assistance in the form of grants or 

loans in financing 

1. The acqui~ition, coristruction, reconstruction, and ·improve-

ment of facilities foruse, by operation, or lease or otherwise, 

in mass transportation service in urban areas and in coor-

dinating such service with highway and other transportation .. 

in such areas. 

2. The establishment and organizatiori of:public or quasi-public 

·corridor development corporations or entlties. 

The main feature of this section i~ th~ capital grant program. Section 

4 provides for a federal grant.of 80 percent of the portion of the cost 

of a project to be assisted under Section 3. The remainder is to be. 

provided in cash from sources other than federal funds. 
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Section 5 permits use of federal ft:.md.s for op·erating assistance for 

local transit operations. Eligibility is limited to transit systems oper­

ating in urbanized areas. Federal funds may support up to 50 p·ertent of 

the. total operating deficit, which support is to be matched from any one 

or more of several specified local or state funding sources. Distribution 

is made in accordance with a formula under which one-half is proportional 

to urbanized area population and one~half proportional to population Weighted 

by a factor of density. Iowa is eligible to receive $11.07 million allocated 

to three urbanized areas having over 200,000 population (Des Moines~ Council 

Bluffs as part of the Omaha metropolitan area, and Davenport and Bettendorf 

. as part of the Quad-Cities area) during the fiscal years 1975 through 1980 

and $9.81 million for use by the smaller metropolitan areas (Cedar Rapids, 

Dubuque, Sioux City, and Waterloo) over the same period. These funds, 

if not required for operating assistance, may be used as grants for 

capital improvements on an 80-20 matching basis. Cities with less than 

50,000 population currently are not eligible for opeiating assistance 

under the formula grant program included in the 1974 Act. 

Section 6 covers grants to do research and development and to 

finance demonstration projects. The program is discretionary with no 

fixed eligibility requirements or matching basis. 

Section 9 authorizes grants for technical studies. These studies 

include the planning, engineering; designing, and evaluation of mass 

transportation projects. A grant or contract under this section is 

made in accordance with criteria established by the Secretary. 
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Section 10 provides fellowships for training of personnel employed 

in managerial, technical, and professional positions in the urban mass 

transportation field by states, local bodies and agencies. There are 

up to 100 fellowships (not more than 12 per state) available with grant 

assistance not to exceed $12,000 or 75 percent of the sum oi tuition 

and other charges plus regular salary to the extent it is paid for up 

to one year. 

Section 16 authorizes grants and loans to provide mass trans­

portation services to meet the special needs of elderly and handicapped 

persons. 

Section 207 appropriates funds ($20 million in F.Y. 75 and in 

F.Y. 76) for experiments with free fare systems. 

Section 121 of the Federal Highway Act of 1973 provides that the 

Secretary may approve, as a project ori any Federal-Aid system, the cons­

tructi~n of preferential bus lanes, bus passenger loading areas and 

facilities (including shelters), and parking facilities to serve public 

mass transportation passengers. Under ··this section, the Secretary 

may also finance the purchase of buses. Federal participation is limited 

to that equal to the federal share which would have been paid if such 

project were a highway project (federal assistance for primary road 

projects currently is on a 70-30 matching basis). 

Financing Rural Transit 

The Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended authorizes two 

programs which provide funding potential for transit services outside of 

urbanized areas. The first is Section 4(c) which states in part: 
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"Of the total amount available to finance activities under 
this Act (other than under Section 5) on and after the date 
of the enactment of the National Mass Transportation Assistance 
Act of 1974, not to exceed $500,000,000 shall be available 
exclusively for assistance in areas other than urbanized 
areas ... 11 

The second is Section 16(b) (2) which states: 

11 
••• the Secretary is authorized to make grants and loans to 

private nonprofit associations for the specific purpose of 
assisting them in providing transportation services meeting the 
special needs of elderly and handicapped persons for whom mass 
transportation services ... are unavailable, insufficient, or 
inappropriate ... ~~ 

, Appropriations up to $218,500,000 may be made to finance the programs 

and activities of the subsection, including administrative costs. 

The Federal Aid Highway Act of 1973 specifically recognizes 

rural transportation in Section 147. This section authorizes funds 

($15,000,000 for F.Y. 1975 and $50,000,000 for F.Y. 1976) to carry out 

demonstration projects for public mass transportation on highways in 

rural areas and small urban areas. Only new programs are eligible 

for funds. These funds can be used for passenger loading areas and 

facilities and the purchase of passenger equipment (except for rail). 

Projects must conform to requirements of Section 105 (1974 amendments 

to the Highway Act) which requires that these facilities be designed to 

allow effective utilization by elderly or handicapped persons. 

Under the Ec~nomic Opportunity Act of 1964, Sections 212, 221, 222 

(a)(7), 232(a) and 232(e) of Title II, funds 1br transportation can 

be included in the general budgets of local Community Action Agencies. 

Although this aid is generally used to finance the transportation of 
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program recipients (such as Head Start children from home to the program 

center and back), funds may also be used for general transportation 

projects to assist low-income and/or elderly persons or families. 

Several provisions of the Older Americans Act authorize funds for 

the transportation of the elderly. One of the most widely used is 

Titl~ III, which makes grants available for ''transportation services 

where necessary to facilitate access to social services 11 (Section 302) 

and for special model projects that provide transportation for the men­

tally or physically handicapped (Section 308). Title IV, Section 412, 

is also widely used to provide for special demonstration projects. 

Also, funds may be obtained under Titles VII and IX. These funds are 

usually granted to private or public non-profit agencies or organiza­

tions through the State Commissiori on Aging on a 75-25 matching basis, 

although many Title III funds have been disbursed in Iowa on a 90~10 

basis. ~ 

The Social Security Act (Titles I, IV-A, VI, X, XIV, and XVI) 

makes funds available to states to insure trarisportation for those 

persons eligible for the social service programs under this Act. 

These funds are available to states on a 75-25 matching basis. The 

Medicaid program (Title XIX) also provides funds, on a formula basis, 

for transportation to health facilities by recipients. Under this 

formula, the federal share may range from 50 to 83 percent. 

The Rural Development Act of 1972 (administered by the Department 

of Agriculture) provides three possible sources of funds for public 

transportation under Title I. Long-term loans are available at low 
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interest for community facilities (Section 104) and businesses 

(Section 118(a)). Business enterprise grants (Section 121), though 

little used, are available for improving, developing, or financing 

business and employment. The basic key to loan or grant eligibility is 

that the program must facilitate development of private business in 

rural areas (including towns.of 10,000 population or less). 

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 authorized funds 

for community facilities under Chapter III (transportation could be de­

signated as such). Twenty-five percent of the funds are allocated to 

non-metropolitan areas .. This Act must be viewe~ as a potential source 

of funds for rural public transportation. 

Revenue Sharing 

Funds from revenue sharing (Title I of the State and Local Fiscal 

Assistance Act of 1972) can be used for either rural or urban transit. 

Although the federal government stipulates broad categories of use, 

the act~al use of these funds is left to the discretion of the recipient. 

Capital, maintenance, and operating expenses for public transportation 

are authorized by the Act. 

A total of $30.2 billion over a five-year period (ending on December 

31, 1976) is being provided to 38,000 units of state and local govern­

ments. Iowa 1 s share for F.Y. 1975 is about $86.1 million, of which 

$28.6 million goes to the state, $33.4 million to the counties, and 

$24.1 million to cities and towns. 
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Role of Other States in Funding Local Transit 

General 

Information presented in this section was gathered primarily 

from state departments of transportation or other similar state agencies 

and applies to transportation facilities provided for the general public. 

For the most part,· transportation programs.aimed toward specific target 

groups (elderly, persons on public assistance, children, or handicapped 

persons) are directed by other state or local agencies. It should be 

recognized, however, that there is a movement toward identifying these 

programs and groups, and efforts are being made to provide services 

for them through the same organizations which provide other public 

transportation. 

A total of 24 of the 49 states surveyed indicated that they pro-

vided some form of financial assistance from state funds to local trans-

portation organizations. Those states indicating no financial support 

from state funds are listed in Table 20. ·Inclusion on this list does 

not mean that those states are not directly involved in local transit, 

only that no direct financial assistance is involved. 

Table 20 .. States providing no direct financial support to local transit, 
as of December 31, 1974. 

Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Colorado 
Idaho 
Indiana 
Kansas 
Louisiana 

Maine 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

,Montana 
New Hampshire 
New Mexico 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Oklahoma 
Oregon 

·South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 

·West Virginia 
Wyoming 
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lt s.houl d be noted that many o_f these are rural states, with few. 

major population: centers requiring transit·. Several of- these states 

are currently seriously debating the· relative merits: of_ forming de-· 

partments of transportation and providing financial assistanc~ to 

local transit .. 

Source· of Funds 

The 24 states:· that provide: some~ financi-al assi'stance to loca'l 

trans·i t are 1 i sted in Tab-le- 21"' together wi-th. the source· of revenue 

us-ed and· the amount budgeted' fn F .. Y .. I975·. It fs cleaT· that state 

genera-l funds are most often: used~ as: a: source· of revenue for public 

transit,. with state trans.portati:on: funds; running a d-istant s.econd. 

(State transportation funds are• e.ither ded-i-cated funds,. used· by al T 

modes of transportat.i·on, or h-ighway trus:t_ funds deri-ved from road;-use· 

taxes, a· portion of whiich is approprfate-d' for· public transportation .. ) 

In a few cases·, specifi'c sources of revenue are· collected- and earmarked 

for use by public trans-i't. This includes s~a-Tes tax (_California and 

Illinois), motor vehi·cle regis:tration fees. (Illinois and_ Washington), 

cigarette tax (Massachusetts),. and. state lottery recei-pts (used to 

support reduced fares for eld'erly in Pennsylvania). 

A-ll of these are: revenues collected statewide and d.o. not include 

any 1 oca-1-opti on taxes co·Tl ected. by the state and. retu.rned to the 1 oca 1 

jurisdiction. Distribution of state funds will be- discussed in the next 

section. 

The actual number of dollars spent from state monies for local transit 

varies wi·deTy., but. urban states- genera.lly, spend. much larger amounts than 
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. Table 21. Sources of revenue for state financial assistance to transit. 
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Alaska X 10,000 
California X 103,000 
Connecticut X 32,000 
Delaware X 4,200 
Florida X. 7,600 
Georgi a X 428g 
Hawaii X 303 
Illinois X a Xb Xc 92,250g 
Kentucky X 200 
Maryland X 77,800 
Massachusetts. X X 57,000 
Michigan xd X 26,000 
Minnesota X 6,000 
Nebraska X 1,000 
Nevada X 75 
New Jersey X 97,500 

· New York X 100,000f 
Ohio X 3,400 
Pennsylvania X X 118,600 
Rhode Island X 2,000 
Tennessee X 1,600 
Virginia xd X 21,900 
~Jashi ngton ; Xc 10,000 
Wisconsin X 7,000 

a. For capital improvements. 
b. For operating expenses. 
c. Portion of registration fees collected in their area to RTA in 

Illinois, all communities· and authorities in Washington. 

d. Dedicated funds are the primary source of revenue; appropriations 
from the state general fund are small in comparison. 

e. Many of these amounts are approximate and represent some rounding. 

f. Plus a variable portion of bonds used for capital improvements. 

g. Fiscal Year 1974 given only. 
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rural states. In some states, current spending levels are low, but 

significantly higher levels are expected in the near f~ture (depending 

on legislative mandates). For others, current expenditures will be 

adjusted mostly by economic factors; en~rgy costs, federal cost-sharing, 

and inflation costs. A few states are spending small amounts to assist 

local operators in determining their needs and in seeking federal assis­

tance or to determine the extent of statewide needs. This could be 

translated into more substantial funding in the future. 

Distribution of Funds 

Formulas for distribution of state funds vary widely. States may 

provide funds for capital improvements, operating assistance, planning, or 

any combination of these. In some instances, non-dedicated funds may be 

provided, with little guidance provided for use of these funds. 

Two states fit the latter category. California returns the proceeds 

of a 0.25 percent sales tax (a total of 4 percent is collected) to local 

governmental jurisdictions according to the amount collected in that area. 

These funds are earmarked for public transportation according to a priority 

schedule except where no local transit exists. In rural counties, where 

no need for public transit exists, the funds can be used for other transpor­

tation needs (bicycle and pedestrian trails, streets and roads, Amtrak, and 

payments to common carriers for public tra~sportation services under contract). 

In the State of Washington, communities and other public authorities 

which operate a public transportation system can levy a one percent tax 

on the fair market value of vehicles registered within their jurisdiction. 

This levy becomes a credit on the state motor vehicle excise tax of two-
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percent and is returned to the local jurisdiction; These funds may be used 

for planning, operations, or capital improvements, but must be matched 

(dollar for dollar) from non-farebox revenues. 

State grants for capital improvements. Most of the financial support 

for capital improvements for local transit is in the form of federal aid. 

Up to now funds have come primarily through Sectiori 3 grants (Urban Mass 

Transportation Act of 1964, as amended). Curre~tly, el·igible recipients 

are receiVing grants in amounts equal to 80 percent of the costs, with 

the remaining funds coming from local sources. 

A total of 18 states provide a portion of the local share (see 

Table 22). In general, they have directed their resources toward supporting 

projects eligible for federal g~ants in an effort to generate federal 

funds with state .funds. In Illinois, local jurisdictions can get a loan 

from the state, so that projects eligible for federal funds can proceed 

(when federal funds are delayed). 

Distribution formulas vary (see Table 22). Four states provide all 

local matching funds, five provide over half the local share, and four 

more provide half. Some states vary their contributions toward the local 

share. Florida normally contributes 50 percent, but if the project is 

statewide in scope and impact, they provide all the local share. In 

Maryland, the local share of the Baltimore system comes entirely from 

state funds, whereas the balance of the state gets 75 percent of the 

'local share. Massachusetts may_ pay up to one-half of the local share. 

However. in practice, the state contributes nothing for a good operation 

and 10 percent (half of local share) for a poor operation or one just 
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Table 22. Allocation of state funds to local transit. 
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beginning. ~ichigan pays 80 percent of the local share, except for small 

grant applications, which a~e fully funded. Ohio's tontribution varies 

(no strict formula), but averages about 20-25 percent of the local share. 

The Virginia le~islature di~tributes funds directly tb the five major 

.urbanized areas~ and pays 85 percent of the local share for the remaining 

urban areas. 

Even when a state has an allocation formula, the state contribution 

may vary. Illinois has four different provisions whereby the state 

can pay more ~han the'usual two-fifteenths nf the total cost. 

The impact of federal grants for capital improvements is particularly 

well emphasized by the fact that only three states reported a program 

of grants from state funds for projects not eligible for federal funds. 

Florida grants up to one-half of th~ cost of prcijects wi{h localized 

~cop~ and impact, up to 100 percent of small local projects to install 

. or upgrade safety equipment, and all of the cost when local or area 

sponsorships cannot be determined. Illinois can provide two:-thirds 

of the cost if the project can fulfill an.extremely urgent need. 

Tennessee can pay one-half of the total cost of a project that cannot 

be federally funded. 

Operating assistance• Distribution procedures for operating assis-

tance from the state to local transit also vary. Much of the difference 

can be attributed to the.desire of state legislatures to provide incentives 

for improved service and good management. In all~ 14 states provide operating 

assistance (including California and Washington). See Table 22 for a 

complete list. 
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Connecticut and Rhode Island pay all of the operating losses, except 

that Connecticut will not pay all if revenues do not equal or exceed 60 

percent of the operating cost. New Jersey pays 75 percent of the operating 

losses of buses and all losses on commuter railroad services. Massachusetts 

grants one-half of the operating loss, providing the cost to the 

public shall not exceed two-thirds of the cost of the operation (revenues 

should provide at least one-third). Maryland assumes all the operating 

losses of the Baltimore system, but one-half elsewhere. 

Michigan provides up to 33 percent of the nper~ting costs, dis-

bursed by a two-factor formula. Of the .funds allocated for operating 

subsidies, half is distributed according to the percentage of urban 

population compared to statewide urban population. The other half is 

pro-rated in accordance with the share of. annual transit vehicle miles 

compared to the statewide total. 

The Legislature of New York appropriated $94.1 million of the $100 

million during fiscal year 1975 to the Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority and other regional transportation authorities. The balance 

of the funds is disbursed under an incentive program, as follows: 

Commuter rail - $0.02 per passenger + $0.25 per vehicle mile 

Rail rapid transit- $0.02 per passenger+ $0.08 per vehicle mile 
(including subway) 

Buses - $0.02 per passenger+ $0.07 per vehicle mile 

Pennsylvania pays up to two-thirds of the operating losses, but the 

amount shall not exceed 50 percent of.the operating revenues. 
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Technical assistance. In the questionnaire, technical assistance 

referred to planning and/or design. For most states, however, grants 

for technical assistance are only for planning. 

Although additional states very likely include some level of transit 

planning as part of their statewide planning efforts, only 19 specifically 

indicated direct financial support (see Table 22). A few states provide 

this assistance from their own staff, to the extent that this could be 

considered a line item in their budget. Some do as much as possible 

with their own personnel and assist in the expense of hiring consultants 

for the remainder. Most of the states have specific formulas for allo­

cation of funds as a portion .of the local share of federally financed 

studies. Where the state provides financial assistance, a minimum of 

50 percent of the local share is provided from state funds. 

The dollar value of grants for technical assistance is not great in 

comparison to the amounts spent for capital improvements or operating 

subsidies. In some states, funds are appropriated in order to assist 

local jurisdictions in their quest for federal grant monies for transit, 

particularly in speeding up the process. In others~ these funds are used 

to pinpoint needs for either initial financial assistance or continuing aid. 

Assistance for special projects. A few states have appropriated 

funds for special projects to solve specific needs. Most of these projects 

fit three categories: reduced fares for elderly, demonstration projects, 

and transpbrtation for the handi~apped (see Table 22). 

Si.x states, Illinois, Nebraska, Ohio, Maryland, Wisconsin, and Penn-

sylvania, indicated that funds are available to local jurisdications for 
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reduced fares (or free fares) for the elderly. For example, Nebraska 

. has. appropriated $J million that, among other purposes, is used to 

reimburse those metropolitan-operated bus Hnes that provide service to 

persons age 60 or over at a fare o~ $0.10 or less during non~peak hours. 

Pennsyl vari.i a has appropriated' 30 percent of gross revenues from the 

state. lottery ($11 million) for free tran.sit service for the elderly 

during: Fton-peak hours·. Illinois provides operatir:~g assistance of a 

maximum of $0:.25 per ri:der (up to one-ha l:f} for redu.ced fares for 

elderly persons and students·. Reduced fares for elderly are subs,idi zed 

by Ma.ryland in Baltimore and by W.isconsin in Milwaukee. Ohio has appro­

priated $2 million to reimburse operators who reduce elderly fares by 

$0.10 for calendar year 1975 .. 

Delaware has established the framework of a system of specialized 

transportation fo:r the elderly and the. handicapped. It is known as the 

Delaware Authority for Specialized Transpo.r.tation (DAST) and operates in 

one county. It will be expari.ded in the future to cover the state and wi 11 

receive financial assistance from the state. 

Although a number of states are conducting studies or reviewing 

.. proposals for demonstration projects, only seven listed funds appropriated 

speci.fically for demonstration projects. In general, the cash resources 

put into these projects are not large. Indeed, sometimes only ·one project 

is funded, but it is the one among. several propos a 1 s that shows the 

greatest promise for statew.ide ·.application. 

Accordingly, the trend is to increase the revel of state parti­

cipation if the project may show brciad statewide application~· Michigan, 

Pennsylvania, and Florida seem to be extensively involved with demonstration 
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projects. Michigan 1 s involvement with demand-actuated public transporta­

_tions demonstrations might be of great interest to Iowa, since their Dial­

a-Ride demonstration projects are concentrated in smaller_cities, 

cities that would have trouble economically justifying a scheduled bus 

system. 

The only remaining special projects are listed by Pennsylvania. In 

Pennsylvania, projects involving promotion or advertising are eligible 

for a 50 percent state match, while straight research is funded 100 

percent by the state. 

Indirect Assistance 

There are a number of non-money forms of assistance which can be pro­

vided to local transit operators and could collectively be of significant 

benefit to them. This is often referred to as indirect assistance and 

generally is given in the form of exemption from payment of certain 

taxes or fees. To the tax collecting body, this represents income 

foregone; to the local transit operator, it means a reduction in operating 

expenses. Some of the more common forms are listed in Table 23. 

For the most part, exemptions seem to be restricted to public operators. 

Undoubtedly, this is due in part to the ever decreasing number of private 

.operators. 

Local Sources of Revenue 

Information on local sources of revenue (other than state funds) was 

obtained mostly from the states visited for personal interviews. Enough 

information was gathered from these states to show definite trends. 

The primary revenue sources of funds for local jurisdictions were 

general funds and federal revenue sharing. Although there are a number 
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Table 23. · Indirect assistance to local transit operators. 

Type.of assistance Status - granted by* 

Exempt from local property taxes Nearly all 

Exempt from motor fuel taxes Nearly all 

Authority to sell tax exempt bonds About half 

Exempt from state income taxes About half 

Exempt from local income taxes Less than half t 

Exempt from motor vehicle registration fees Most states 

Fares exempt from sales/use tax Most states 

Exempt from special assessments About half 

Exempt from excise taxes About half 

Lease of operating equipment at less than cost Five states =I= 

Exemption from franchise/license fee About half 

Notes: 
* Not all states completed this portion of the questionnaire (70% return) 

. t Use of 1 oca 1 income taxes for revenues is common, but not wide spread. 

=I= Personal i~terviews indicated a lack of enthusiasm for state involve­
ment in direct purchase of equipment. 
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of different ways used to replenish general funds, the single most im­

portant one is the property tax. Some states have a 1 o.ca 1 option, pro­

viding for a millage rate dedicated for public transit .. Although this 

is not from general funds, the real source is the same, local property 

tax. 

Several states utilize local income tax or sales tax revenues. In 

Georgia, the City of Atlanta uses a one percent sales tax, while the rest 

of the cities use general funds. There are a few other sources of income, 

generally limited to·one state. Some of these are: 

1. Revenue from liquor sales 

2. Hous~hold tax 

3. Business and occupation tax (flat rate on.gross receipts) 

4. Toll revenues 

5~ Motor vehitle taxes 

In several states, sources of revenue other than general funds can 

be used, but generally must be approved by a referendum. Some of these 

are used by local jurisdictions in Florida, Kentucky, New York, Ohio,· 

California/ Illinois, Michigan, Nebrq.ska, Oregon, Utah, Virginia, 

Washington, and Wisconsin. 

Source of Funds - State of Iowa 

State Funds 

Currently, there are no state funds being appropriated or dedicated 

directly for public transportation. However, various human resource agencies 

provid~ funds to finance transpo~tation needs of program recipients as 
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described previously. 

Amounts spent each year on transportation reimbursement are not 

known because this expense seems to be included with other expenses. 

Agencies involved in funding transportation include the following: 

• Commission for the Blind- travel reimbursement is available 

upon request for some travel needs such as to the state uni­

versities or the center in Des Moines. 

• Commission on Aging - funds are available, through the Older 

Americans Act, for transportation services for elderly. 

• Department of Social Services - sponsors a variety of pro-

grams which can provide funds under Title IVA of the Social 

Security Act for transportation reimbursement to certain program 

recipients. 

• Department of Health - provides some travel reimbursement or, 

on some occasions, sends an employee to transport program recipients. 

It should be recognized that much of the money used for transportation by 

these agencies is merely filtered down from the federal level from programs 

mentioned earlier in this chapter. 

Local Sources of Revenue 

Local jurisdictions hav& only two sources of revenue available. These 

are (1) revenue sharing funds and (2) local property taxes. 
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Recommendations 

It seems reasonable to expect the continuing availability of the 

federal funds discussed earlier in this chapter. Only one source is 

in any immediate danger of expiring, and this is revenue sharing, due 

to end on December 31, 1976. 

There are two potential problem areas with federal funds, namely: 

• Grants are usually made on an annual basis, so that each year 

a new grant proposal must be submitted. A previous grant does 

not necessarily· imply future grants. 

• Programs are often set up for periods of only two to five years. 

Unless extended or replaced by Congress, they cease abruptly. 

However, in recent years Congress has been looking more favorably upon 

the financing needs of local transit. Future prospects concerning the 

availability of energy and a variety of problems in our urbanized areas, 

of which transportation plays a significant role, support arguments 

favoring a prominent federal role in financing transit. 

In recent years, federal programs have been fairly responsive 

to the needs of local transit. The programs referred to earlier in 

this chapter are quite extensive and cover a majority of the needs 

of local transit. 

It is therefore recommended that state and local financial 

resources be used to maximize the value of federal assistance to local 

transit. This can be accomplished by making state funds readily 

available for use with local funds as the matching share for any 

needed transit project eligible for federal funds. 
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One of the turrent problems of local government is the lack of 

flexibility of their sources of tax revenues. As in most states, local 

governments in Iowa use general funds as their primary source of income, 

and a bulk of this income is derived from the property tax. 

Reliance on the property tax by local government has been attacked 

from all sides, and some m~asures have been taken to relieve the tax 

burdens placed on property owners. The tax base (assessed valuation) 

does not grow at the same rate as the demand for increased tax revenues, 

particularly in an inflationary period. In addition, the property tax 

lacks revenue elasticity in that it does not grciw at the same rate 

as income. 

In the belief that future demands for public services, including 

transit, will place an unnecessarily great burden on local property 

taxes and that new sources of revenue are needed, it is recommended 

that local governments (cities and counties) be given the 

. authority to impose additional taxes by local option for the sup-

port of transit. The source of revenue could be either a retail sales 

tax or a payroll tax. Both of these taxes tend to impose a burden on 

all beneficiaries of a transit system rather than upon only the residents 

of a narrowly defined area. 

Road-user taxes in Iowa are dedicated by a constitutional amendment 

to be used only for highway purposes. Even though some states have utilized 

these funds to support transit and other modes of transportation, this is 

not recommended for Iowa. The process of amending the Iowa constitution 

requires a minimum of three years whereas the need for transit funds is 

immediate. Even though an evaluation of funding sources for all modes of 
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transportation is necessary and such an evaluation should consider the 

desirability of utilizing road-user taxes to support total transportation, 

it is recommended for the present that funds be made available for __ _!_!:_~~-~iJ 

from the state general fund. Taxes which accrue to the general fund tend 

to increase at least in proportion to the rate of inflation, a factor which 

is not true of most excise taxes or special taxes. For this reason, most 

states that provide funds for local transit utilize money appropriated from 

state general funds . 

. Other ~ources of revenue were considered for local transit, such as 

a lottery, but it is difficult to determine what structure could be 

used to collect these funds or how much net income might be available. 

Earlier in this chapter, reference was made to various sources of 

federal funds available for rural transit. A number of these sources of 

revenue are being used in Iowa for transportation, particularly in rural 

areas, for specialized transportation needs~ Some of the :funds are 

direct grants, while others are in the form of reimbursement for trans­

portation services. 

These funds are expended by a number of different public and private 

non-profit agencies within the state. The dollar value for transportation 

in Iowa under these programs is not known, due to the number of agencies 

involVed and the inability to separate the expenditures for transportation 

from other expenditures. It is therefore recommended that steps be taken 

to identify these expenditures in order to avoid duplication of efforts 

and to provide additional operating revenues for local transit operators. 

(Note that such a program has been authorized in legislation enacted 

by the 1975 General Assembly.) 
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Recent experience regarding urban transit service indicates that 

fare box revenues are rarely sufficient to maintain quality equipment and 

services. Indeed, revenues seldom cover the expenses of the day-to-

day operations. Recognizing the importance of a viable public trans-

portation system in their community, many local governments have developed 

financial assistance programs to maintain service in their jurisdiction. 

As costs continued to increase, some state governments and the federal 

government have ~lso initiated programs to assume part of the financial 

burden. This assistance has developed in many indirect and direct forms. 

Indirect assistance has been through such means as exempting carriers 

from sales, income, and excise taxes and vehicle registration fees. 

Direct assistance has been in the form of technical, capital, and 

demonstration grants and operating subsidy programs. A comprehensive 

summary of these state and federal programs for urban and rural transit 

is provided in the preceding chapter of this report. In this chapter, 

the basic programs and experiences of other states with these programs are 

evaluated. 

Objectives of this portion of the study are to identify characteristics 
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which would be most appropriate for a public transportation assistance 

program in Iowa and then to formulate alternative programs. Specific 

elements which are addressed include current funding level experience of 

other states for regular services, expected cost increases of transit 

operations, methods for allocating program funds to eligible transit 

agencies, reporting measures needed to assure funds are used to develop 

quality programs, and special projects which may be incorporated in a 

financial assistance program. 

State Programs for Capital and Operating Assistance 

As indicated above, financial assistance has been provided in many 

direct and indirect forms. However, from the viewpoint· of total dollar 

expenditures, the most significant efforts have been capital and oper­

ating assistance programs for regular urban service. Table 21 shows 

current total expenditures for all state programs. The data provided by 

the· states on the detailed questionnaire, however, permit a more detailed 

examination of the relative importance the states have placed on the two 

major programs. Table 24 provides a summary of the last fiscal year 

financial program as well as the program for the next two fiscal years. 

In addition, other parameters which were examined to learn of any pattern 

which might exist between the states• demographic and economic characteris­

tics and their funding levels are also shown. The variables examined 

include population, population density, urbanization, individual income 

characteristics, and state per capita revenue. For comparison, the popu­

lation parameters for Iowa are also shown. 



Table 24. State funding and demographic characteristics. 

Average 
% State Expenditures expenditures 

last fiscal year next two fiscal per capita 

$millions years Pop. income % Below State 
$ mi 11 ions Population per to U.S. per low income per capita 

( 1973 prel.) square % % capita level revenue 
State Capital Operating Capita 1 Operating (000) mile Metro Urban (1973) (1969) ($) 

Alaska 5 0 10 . 0 330 1 0 48 114 9.3 1,282 
Ca 1 iforni a 70(1) 24 50( 1) 50 20,601 132 93 91 111 8.4 567 
Connecticut 12.5 8.38 20 11.7 3,076 633 83 77 120 5.3 481 
Delaware 2 1 2 2 576 291 70 72 113 8.2 702 
Florida 3.84 0 7.21 0 7,678 142 69 80 94 12.7 394 
Georgi a 0.42 0 0.42(2) 0 4,786 82 50 60 86 16.7 428 
Illinois 25 51 37.5 125 11,236 202 80 83 117 7.7 480 
Maryland 54 17 48.4 29 4,070 41 84 77 108 7.7 479 
Massachusetts 57 (3) 57 (2) 5,818 743 ' 85 85 106 8.6 504 
Michigan 7.21 10.88 7 10.5 9,044 159 77 74 111 7.3 516 
Minnesota 0.50 1.0 1.0 2.0 3,897 49 57 66 100 8.2 553 
New Jersey 20 72 40 85 7,361 979 77 89 117 6.1 393 
New York 110(4) 100 110 100 18,265 382 86 86 115 8.5 608 
Ohio 1.4 0 2.0 0 10,731 262 78 75 102 7.6 329 
Pennsylvania 33.24 70 35 83 11 '902 265 79 71 100 7.9 471 
Rhode Island 0.05 1.6 0.3 1. 75 973 928 85 87 97 8.5 508 
Tennessee 0 0 1.5 0 4,126 100 49 59 80 18.2 375 
Virginia 20 0 20 0 4,811 121 61 63 96 9.1 414 
Washington 5(5) 5 5(2) 5(2) 3,429 52 66 73 101 7.6 560 
Wisconsin 0 1 0 4.5 4,569 84 58 66 94 7.4 531 

Iowa - . - - - 2,904 52 36 57 99 8.9 423 

(1) Estimated. Total was $94 million. Until January 1, 1975, 75 percent of monies was to be used for capital; 
after that date the portion required for capital usage dropped to 15 percent. 

(2) The value was not provided by state; funding level assumed to remain at comparable level of previous year. 

(3) Information indicates that capital investment. is primarily intended. 

(4) Total figures over a specified period of time were provided; these figures were reduced to annual value. 

(5) Total expenditures given; an equal split was estimated by study staff. 

DATA SOURCES: Funding levels obtained from ERI Form 818-2 
Population and income data obtained from Statistical Abstract 

of the U.S., 1974; Bureau of the Census 

Per 
capita 
transit 
assist. 

(Next 2 
years) 

30.30 
4.85 

10.30 
8.40 
0.94 
0.10(5) 

. 14.50 
19.00 

.1.90 
0. 77 

17.00 
19.00 
0.19 
9.91 
2.11 
0.36 
4.15 
2.90(5) 
1.00 

-
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Examination of the many combinations of variables did not indicate 

a numerical pattern which would suggest a clear guide to the funding 

program which would' be necessary or appropriate in Iowa. The only de-

finite numerical pattern was the relationship between the income var­

iables and the binary variable of whether or not a state participated 

in these assistance programs. An examination of the experience of the 

20 states shown in Table 24, plus Hawaii, indicated that these states 

have an unweighted per capita income 4.3 percent above the national 

average, whereas those states not providing such assistance have a per 

capita income 18 percent below the national average. Hawaii is included 

in the first group because even though the returned questionnaire 

indicates no state funding, the monies from the state are, in fact, 

turned over.to the counties, who have the authority for mass transporta­

tion programs. An analysis of the variance indicated that the group 

differences are statistically significant. 

A similar statistical difference was evidenced by another variable, 

percent population in the low income (as defined by the U.S. Bureau of 

the Census) level. States which now provide assistance have only 8.9 

percent of their population in the'low income level whereas other states 

have 13.8 percent in this group. By comparison, per capita income in 

Iowa is 99 percent of the national average and Iowa has 8.9 percent of 

the population in the low income group. 

Although no definite numerical relationship exists among the 

parameters, regional patterns are evident. For example, all of the 

northeastern states from Massachusetts and New York to Virginia provide 

transit assistance as do the midwestern and Great Lakes group of 
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. Illinois, Michigan, Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin. On the other 

hand, none of the southwestern, mountain, or plains states are 

currently providing direct assistance. The latter groups of states, of 

course, generally exhibit lower population densities and lesser degrees 

of urbanization. 

Of the 20 states providin9 regular capital or operating assistance, 

six provide funds only for capital assistance while one provides only 

operating assistance. Overall, the annual capital grant expenditures 
. . 

from state funds for the next two fiscal years is estimated to be 

approximately $400 million while siate operating subsidies have been 

estimated to exceed $500 million. 

A final review was based on the per capita expenditures shown 

in the last column of Table 24. The average per capita assistance for 

regular tapital and operating programs is approximately $7.00. The 

funding experience of other midwestern states, Illinois, Michigan, 

Minnesota, and Wisconsin, shows that per capita expenditures for 

capital and operations are $1.60 and $5.00, respectively. If the more 

densely populated Illinois is not considered, the comparable values 

are approximately $0.50 and $1.00. Using the latter figures, a 

first estimate of a funding level for Iowa would be an annual capital 

budget of $1.5 million and an operating budget of $3 million. A 

more detailed analysis of Iowa's specific needs is presented later. 
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Demonstration and Special Service Programs 

At least six states provide special programs to provide reduced 

fares for the elderly_. Although dollar values associated with each of 

the programs are not always evident, apparently the most comprehensive 

program is the $11 million allotment in Pennsylvania. The federal 

government encourages the development of these programs and, in fact, 

requires elderly reduced fare programs in the off-peak period for 

transit agencies requesting oper~ting assistance.· A minimum level of 

effort suggested for Iowa would help local ·operators maintain 

operating revenues in the face of losses incurred by their provision 

of service to the elderly at reduced fares. 

The review of transit in Iowa indicated a multiplicity of 

specific rural transportation projects. In Iowa and other states 

·these projects are primarily funded from federal programs on a cost 

reimbursement basis. A few state DOT•s have, ·however, initiated 

special programs within their own division to promote projects which 

are open to the general population in rural areas. For example, 

Georgia has one rural demonstration project ($465,000) and Maryland 

ha~ a single rural project ($300,000) under evaluation. In New 

.Jersey and New York, any rural operation is considered to be eligible 

for state funds because.there are no restrictions on urban versus 

rural operations. Pennsylvania has recently conducted surveys to 

suggest a direction for rural programs, but the special transportation 

services currently are largely a responsibility of the Department 
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of Agriculture rather than the DOT. Oregon has proposed a $200,000 

capital program for rural projects. 

Int~rcity transportation programs, while not as extensive in 

number as rural projects, have received considerable emphasis in 

state transit programs. In 1974, New York approved bond sales for 

$250 million to preserve and enhance commuter and intercity rail 

passenger and freight service. During the on-site visits~ . · 

representatives from Ohio, Oregon, ahd Wisconsin indicated a 

particular desire to. expand intercity bus service.· Oregon would 

like to devote up to 10 percent ($295,000) of the state's proposed 

program to intercity bus transportation and another $600,000 for 

Amtrak operations. Wisconsin expressed an interest in devoting 

up to $3 million peryear for intercity operations. 

Many other states have provisions for demonstration grant.s 

which do not specify the exact nature of the program to be under­

taken. The state usually funds the largest portion of the demonstra­

tion project. For example, Michigan requires that 10 percent of 

the transit funds be used for demonstrations. Many of these projects 

have been for demand-responsive bus demonstrations. The state may fund 

up to 100 percent of all costs, less $1,000~ during the first year. After 

that the local operation may acquire.the capital equipment for a nominal 

fee. Florida similarly use.s demonstration project money to fund 85 percent 

of costs in the first year ~nd perhaps 15 percent in the second year. 

Wisconsin's $2 million planning and demonstration budget for 1973-1975 

could provide up to .100 percent funding for up to one year. 

Encouragement of innovative public transportation development 
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programs should be a principal activity of the Public Transit Division. 

A partial list of projects to be considered would include extending 

daily or weekend service hours, implementing express routes with 

preferential bus lanes, subsidizing taxi operations, implementing 

elderly fare programs, or developing completely new transit services 

in or between communities not now served by a transit system. Projects 

in the last category can require substantial funds to be of value, 

but are of particular relevance in Iowa. Therefore, two such projects 

are discussed more completely here, new urban transit systems and 

intercity bus transportation. 

Demand-Responsive Transit Potential for Iowa Cities. 

There are currently eight communities in Iowa of 10,000 or 

more population which do not have transit service. These cities, 

and the 1970 populations, are Spencer (10,278), Oskaloosa (11,224), 

Boone (12,468), Fort Madison (13,996), Keokuk (14,631), Newton 

(15,£19), Muscatine (22,405), and Fort Dodge (31,263). The diverse 

travel patterns and low population densities generally make traditional 

fixed route service an unattractive transportation alternative, at least 

in the smaller of these communities. Transit systems which are more 

oriented to the consumers' needs must be implemented if the community 

is to be truly served by a transit system. Consumer oriented public 

transportation concepts have recently been initiated in the form of 

demand-responsive systems, shared ride taxis, jitney service, etc. 

Operating experience with demand-responsive systems is developing 

rapidly, and there are now over 70 such operations throughout the 
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country .. A demand-responsive system will not be the answer to eliminati-ng 

transit deficits, but in many of the smaller urban areas it pro vi des a 

quality of service which captive and choice riders will use. 

On a statewide basis, Michigan offers the most extensive opportunity 

to evaluate cost and ridership patterns of these services. The research 

staff has examined these data and used the information to determine 

probable start-up costs. A summary of these costs i-s provided below. The 

Iowa DOT is encouraged to review these operations, as well as other 

operations, but it is ca~tioned to recall that each operation should be 

carefully tailored to each particular community•s needs; thus cost and 

ridership patterns evident in a, community of 40,000 in Michigan may not 

have a meaningful re.lationship to a particular community of 12,000 in 

Iowa. On the average, however, the cost comparisons should be useful. 

Typical demand-responsive operations during start-up may have one 

bus for each 4000 to 6000 population. This would suggest, for example, 

that a community of 14,000 might begin a service with three buses, two 

for regular operation and a third bus as a back-up. Bus sizes might 

range from 12-passenger modified vans to 20- or 25-passenger buses, with 

tradeoffs based on demand, bus reliability, maneuverability, expected 

1 ife, etc. 

Michigan data indicate that start-up cost in 12 cities averaged 

approximately $40,000 per bus for the first year of operation. The 

start-up costs included equipment, office space, insurance, professional 

services and operating labor. For all systems, the average cost per 

vehicle hour was $7.50 and the average cost per mile was $0.64. The 
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latter figure can be compared with an average operating cost per mile 

of $0.81 for small urban areas in Iowa (See Table 7, 1974). The cost 

per passenger, however, would be expected to be higher because of the 

lower concentration of riders per mile driven. Michigan•s cost per 

passenger averaged $1.87 in 1974 on demand-responsive systems, whereas 

costs ranged from $0.62 to $2.71 for fix~d-route ~ervice. (In Iowa the 

cost per passenger for scheduled service was $0.50.) Costs in Michigan 

for demand-responsive service translated into average monthly deficits 

of $5,300 for systems operating three to five vehicles. 

A demonstration program for establishing public transit service 

in communities of 10,000 to 20,000 population in Iowa would be expected 

to have a first year start-up cost of $150,000 to $200,000 per 

community. In subsequent years, annual operating deficits may be 

$64,000 to $72,000. 

Intercity Bus Transportation 

As indicated earlier, intercity bus service in Iowa has been 

declining. There are now 16 county seats and two additional cities 

with populations greater than 2500 having no intercity service. Even 

where service is available, the bus mode may not be viewed as a viable 

transportation alternative due to service frequency, excessive travel 

times, uncoordinated inter-line or inter-modal schedules, or terminal 

facilities which are either of inferior quality or non-existent. What­

ever the reason for low ridership, carriers cannot foresee sufficient 

gains in revenues to justify improving facilities or operating sche­

dules in these smaller communities. In some cases, current revenues 

I 
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are less than or just equal to operating expenses. Further, regula.r 

passenger service is often "subsidized" by the more profitable 

charter and freight services so unless these latter serVices can 

generate sufficient revenue a private carrier is not likely to est~blish 

new services. 

The Iowa DOT should evaluate the current role of intercity bus 

·transport and the desirability of participating in programs which would 

improve the image and service quality of intercity public transportation. 

As in urban systems, the value may be measured in terms of social wel­

fare benefits as we 11 as economic benefits. A comprehensive study in 

Oregon (21), for example, indicated that although over 60 percent of the 

riders were licensed drivers, 17 percent did not have access to a private 

auto and therefore had to rely on this public service. 

'·· Programs which may be worthy of financial assistance are: 

• Improvement of terminal facilities. Since the terminal 

projects the first and final image to potential users, this 

effort should recetve high priority. 

• . Acquisition of operating equipment by the state for lease to 
I 

intercity carriers. Extension of area coverage or schedule 

frequency may not be poss~ble due to limited equipment, or 

capital to acquire same~ unless assistance is provided. 

• Low interest loans to carriers for acquisition of equipment to 

be used in prescribed service~ 

• New or· improved service initiation. The state should consider 

the need to provide more nearly equal transportation 
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opportunities to all and the potential energy conservation 

gains to be attained by encouraging greater utilization of bus 

transportation. Operating subsidies to carriers offering new 

or improved service to Iowa communities may be justified to 

achieve these objectives. 

• Assistance in coordinating schedules between bus carriers. 

Any of the programs i"ndicated above would involve the. use of 

government funds to assist private operators directly or indirectly. 

All arrangements would therefore require close coordination between the 

operating agencies and the state to assure that unfair competition among 

ca~riers is not promoted. 

Projected Costs of Operations 

The costs of providing transit service in Iowa were presented earlier 

(Tables 4 through 7) in terms of total operating costs and revenues, 

operating costs per revenue mile, and percent of costs covered by revenues. 

Between 1973 and 1974, total. operating expenses in the seven metropolitan 

areas had increased approxi~ately 16 percent, ·and cost per revenue mile 

increased about 11,percent. Th~ higher costs resulted in an increase 

in the operating d~fi~it of 42 ~e~cent for these transit properties. The 

costs per ~evenue-~ile ranged from $0.79 in Cedar Rapids to $1~20 in 

Des Moines. 

Operating.data in small urban areas did not exhibit increases as 

large as those in the metro areas; however, data are less reliable in 

the smaller cities. 
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Th~ operating costs lind r.ates of increase cited for Iowa are 

consistent with operations in ~other states. For example, Maryland 

anticipates an ann~al increase of bus operating cost per mile of 10 to 

14 perc~nt. In Wisconsin, the 1973 estimated costs per revenue mile 

w~re giv~n ~~ follows: $1.04 in Milwaukee; $0.69 to $0.87 in cities of 

100,000 to 250,000; $0.64 to $l.04 in cities of 50,000 to 100,000; 

$0~~0 tq $1.QO in cities of 25,000 to 50,000; $0.35 in cities of 10,000 

to 25,000; and $0.51 in smaller urban areas. 

Operating c!efic::.its in Wi$consin were found to have increased 48 

percent in 1.973 and were projected to increase by over 400 percent in 

197·4 anct 1.975, the first years after initiating their assistance pro­

gram., From 1976 to 1979, th.e projected defi ci:t is expected to increase 

l;>y an qverall &nnual averaQe of 20 percent .. 

N.ew Yor~ estimates their ope.rating deficits will increase 144 

Percent from $263 mHliori in !973 to $6.42 million by 1975. Between 

1975. (ind 1980, the i·ncreases are. estimated to be about 20 percent per 

year, res.ulting in a 1980 defi:dt of over $1..3 billion. 

Increas.es in capital e.xpen.ses: may more clos.ely f.ollow trends in 

the na.ti on a 1 econom,y than the.: operating defi ci:t: patterns. A single 

exal!lpJe il:lu~trates· the hi.ghen· costs wh.ich transit operators may face. 

Th~, est_ima_t:ed cost of' a new. 5;l: ... passenger bus in 1973 was estimated by 

orie, agency t.o be $45,000 but· b.Yi 1:~74 the; prit_e_, wa·S: approximately 22 

percent higher at $55,QQO_. 
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Five-Year Capital Needs and Operating Deficits 

Five-year capital needs determined by the metropolitan and small 

urban areas currently providing transit service are shown in Table 8. 

Generally, 80 percent of the capital needs could be provid~d from 

federal funds. If the full program were to receive this federal support, 

the state and local contribution needed for metropolitan areas would be 

approximately $4,680,000 during this five-year period. 

The five-year program is nbt yet defined in several small urban 

areas. However, the staff estimates that total capital needs would be 

on the order of $5 million dollars. State and local contributions 

for these areas would then be $1 million. 

Operating deficits of these agencies for 1973 and 1974 were shown 

in Tables 4 and 5, and more historical operating data have been included 

in Appendix L Under provisions of Section 5 of the Urban Mass Trans­

portation Act, metropolitan areas are eligible for operating assistance. 

The amount of federal assistance which can be received is subject to 

the requirement of a continued 11 maintenance of effort. 11 This is to 

ensure that state and local support in the form of non-farebox revenues 

and subsidies will be maintained for the provision of mass transportation 

services. Briefly, state and local 11 maintenance of effort 11 funds 

equal to the average expended over the two immediately preceding local 

fiscal years must be maintained during the year for which assistance 

is sought, but in no case shall the federal share exceed 50 percent of 

the operating losses. 
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Under" this program, metropolitan areas in Iowa are eligible for 

nearly $21 million from 1975 through 1980. Any of the $21 million. 

allocated which is not expended for operating costs can be used for 

capital improvements on an 80-20 matching basis. 

Based on the operating deficit growth rate d1scussed in the-previous 

section, the deficit in the first year of an operating assistance pro­

gram in Iowa was conservatively assumed to increase by 40 percent and in_ 

subsequent years by 20 percent annually. Although service expansions in 

different cities would caus~ c6nsi~erable variations, these rates were 

uniformly applied to all. communities for this analysis. 

Sufficient details are not available to the study staff at this time 

. to determine the average level of effort for the metro areas over the 

past two years. If the local contribution equaled the total operating 

deficit, the metro areas could not expect to receive the full 50-50 

cost share until the third year of the program. The following is a 

summary of the five-year estimated program, based on the above assumptions, 

for the metro areas: 

1975 1976 1977 1978 ' 1979 

Estimated operating 
deficit 3,172,000 3,807,000 4,568,000 5,482,000 6,578,000 

Contribution from 
Section 5 funds 1 ,2~0 ,000 1,708,000 2,284,000 2,741,000 3,289,000 . 

Remainder tq be-
covered by state 
and local entities 1,832,000 ?,099,000 2,284,000 2 •. 741 ,000 3,289,000 

\ . 
\ 
\ 

Thus, of the estimated $23,600,000 five-year deficit, approximately \ 
\ 

$11,300,000 would be eligible for reimbursement' from the federal program. · 
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In small urban areas the estimated five-year deficit for existing 

operations is $6.8 million. The total operating deficit for all cities, 

to be covered by local funds, would be about $19 million. 

A lternati've Programs for Iowa· 

Development of a financial assistance program must be centered 

around the goals which have been set forth for public transportation 

service and the policy objectives of the· state. A basic concern for 

public transportation needs was broadly indicated through formation 

of the Iowa DOT. The basic policy statements of the Public Transit 

Division (PTD) sugg~st the extent to which the transportation goals 

should be pursued by the state. Programs suggested here are designed 

.to address the achievement of the policy objectives. 

Four program altern~tives are presented here~ The first program 

would direct attention only to the technical assistance and advocacy 

role of the PTD. The second level program would, in addition, provide 

financial assistance to existing transit properties so they may 

maximize the utilization of transit-related federal funds. Th~ third 

.level program would permit the PTD to assume a role in encouraging 

and developing new and innovative transit service to meet the needs of 

ipecial groups in addition to sharing the costs of existing transit 

·service. The final program alternative expands the funding level 

alt~rnativ~s of the previous program and considers additional rural 

transit programs~ 

. \ 
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Program Level 1 

The minimal program to be considered would provide funds to allow 

for professional assistance regarding grant applications, technical 

planning, equipment and operational programs, and management. This 

program should provide funds for matching technical grants, to develop 

management training workshops, to .pursue public transit information pro­

grams, etc. An annual allocation of $200,000 would be required. 

Program Level 2 

Maximum use of available federal funds is not currently achieved 

in Iowa. One of the reasons for this is that some transit.agencies are 

not aware of many of the federal programs.· In addition, comrnuniti es 

might not be able to take full advantage of the federal assistance 

because of insufficient matching funds. Program Level 2 would permit 

. the PTD to evaluate needs in Iowa and extend state financial assistance 

to be used for matching monies. 

The total five-year capital and operating needs were shown earlier 

to be approximately $23.4 million and $23.6 million, respectively, for 

the metropolitan areas. Funds potentially avai~able from federal pro­

grams during this five-year period for capital and operating assistance 

are $18.9 million and $11.3 million, respectively. 

In small urban areas the capital and operating needs were estimated 

to be $5.0 million and $6.7 million, respectively. Under current pro­

grams, federal funds totaling up to $4.0 million dollars could be 

attained. 

The issue of splitting the non-federal share in Iowa has not been 

addressed, but the experience of all other states is summarized in Table 
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22. ·cost sharing experience for capital assistance varies from 25 

percent to 100 percent stat~ share, but the average split is ~bout 

70-30 between state and local entities. States ·have not yet had 

experience with cost sharing of the non-federal share of operating 

deficits. In general, there does 'not appear to be .any strong reason · 

to indicate that the state should bear more than 50 percent of the non­

federal share for projects receiving federal assistance from Program 

Level 2: However, in small urban areas, not currently eligible for 

federal operating assistance, an equitable program should make allowances 

to provide up to a 75 percent shar~ of operatin~ deficits from state funds. 

The financial program for Level 2 would then consist of $250~000 

annually fo~ the assistance provided in Program 1 (increased $50,000 

for. increased data requirements and data file maintenance). I.n addition, 

the five-year program would require $11,175,000 for operations and 

$2,840,000 for capital programs. The annual allocati~n for these 

expenditures would therefore be $2,800,000, giving a Program 2 total of 

$3,050,000 .annually.· 

Program Level 3 

An important role of the PTD is to provide leadership in the develop­

ment of service improvements and new programs. A first priority should 

be to evaluate the transportation needs of those communities over 10,000 

population not served· by transit. In particular, the communities over 

20,000 should be given very early attention. The study staff has not 

conducted a detailed analysis of the two communities falling in this 

category, but an estimate of the start-up capital needs was set at $1.3 
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million. If federal funding is obtained and the state provides 50 per­

cent of the non-federal share, the state share would be $130,000. A 

similar assessment of the operating deficit suggests a five-year deficit 

of $1.5 million. Using the same cost sharing basis as Program 2, the 

annual state share would be $225,000 for operations and an annual average 

of $25,000 for capital costs. 

Demonstration programs in city sizes of 10,000 to 20,000 population 

should also be considered. Development and evaluation of new, innovative 

services not only benefits the area served but also assists the Division 

in evaluating service offerings. Since the benefits attained may have 

local, state, and even national significance, there is justification for 

providing cost sharing ratios in excess of those established for tradi­

tional services. 

Consumer-oriented, demand-responsive systems for cities of this 

size would cost up to $150,000 or $200,000 for start-up and operation. 

In subsequent years, the operating subsidy might range from $64,000 

to $72,000. Bus replacements should be planned for every three to five 

years. Assuming an average capital requirement of $70,000, the federal 

contribution would be $56,000, if federal funds could be acquired. It 

is recommended that the state assume 75 percent of the non-federal share 

for the first year and thereafter provide up to 75 percent of any 

operating deficit if the service quality is properly maintained. For 

a single community the additional state cost would be $49,000 for each 

year of the program. A reasonable objective would be to initiate three 

new systems in a five-year program, selecting one demonstration city 



124 

each from the low, middle, and high population range of the candidate 

communities. The average annual cost of a staged program of three 

projects would be $95,000. 

Because of the larg~ number of major, rural government locations 

(county seats) not having access to any intercity carrier service and 

because of the importance of providing energy efficient transportation 

service, the PTD should take an active role in evaluating, coordinating, 

and, where necessary improving intercity bus service. The possible 

projects to be undertaken were discussed earlier. It is recommended 

that this effort be supported· by an annual·allotment of $500,000. 

Elderly, handicapped, rural demonstrations, and other demonstration 

projects should be evaluated by the PTD. The minimal effort recommended 

for Program Level 3 is the provision of a subsidy to local operators 

who reduce the off-peak elderly fare as specified by the federal Section 

5 program. The local data are insufficient to determine exactly the 

portion of revenues affected by this program. Assuming five percent of 

revenues are affected, and that the state assumes the resulting portion 

of the deficit that is not covered by federal assistance, the annual cost 

would be $90,000. Extending the same option to small urban areas would 

increase the cost by $25,000. An'additional $140,000 is recommended for 

other miscellaneous service demonstrations. 

A summary of recommended program elements in Program Level 3 is 

as follows: 
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Technical assistance 

Capital and operating assistance 
for existing services 

Transit servite initiatibn on 
communities over 20,000 

Demand-responsive demonstrations 

Intercity bus transportation 

Elderly fare subsidies 

Other demonstrations 

Annual total 

· Program Level 4 

$250,000 

2,800,000 

250,000 

95,000 

500,000 

115,000 

140,000 

$4,150,000 

The programs suggested in Levels 1 through 3 have recommended cost 

sharing levels lower than those of many ~th~r states. Rural transit· 

service assistance has also been limited because many other social 

service programs provide financial assistance. 

Existing rural systems are frequently used only by special groups 

and not·by the general public. Program Level 4 considers a more liberal 

cost sharing position, encourage~ rural transit programs which are open 

to all citizens, and provides additional demonstration progra~ and inter-

city bus program funds. 

Program Level 4 suggests that the state assumes two-thirds of non­

federal costs, except for demonstration grants and operating assistance 

in small urban areas, which are continued at a 75-25 split. The 

additional cost for the elements in Level 3 would be approximately 
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$600,000. 

Current expenditures for rural transit programs are not well de-

fined. Approximately two-thirds of the counties now have or are planning 

some type of rural system. The PTD should coordinate the social agency 

programs and, where necessary, negotiate contracts to provide funds for 

systems which cannot be funded from other sources. Suggested funding 

efforts to establish service throughout the state should be limited to 

an additional $500,000. 

Intercity bus programs are eligible for federal assistance, but 

local communities may not be willing to contribute independently to 

systems which clearly provide benefits to others outside the community 

as well as to the private carriers. Therefore, the state may have to 

assume a much greater responsibility than that suggested previously. 

Program 4 recommends an additional $500,000 effort to advocate and 

develop special intercity services. 

Finally, the funding levels suggested for urban programs have been 

limited to improvements suggested in the five-year capital needs pro­

gram of the individual cities. In some cases these programs are 

sufficient to replace deteriorating equipment and buildings but do 

not include sufficient funds to upgrade and extend a quality service 

throughout the urbanized area. For Program 4 it is recommended that 

an additional $500,000 be made available for service improvements 

and extension in communities now providing a basic service. 

The total Program 4 budget then is: 
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Program 3 Level 

Increase percentage of cost 
assumed by state · 

Rural transit program 

Intercity bus funds 

Transit service extensions 

Total 

$4,150,000 

600,000 

500,000 

500,000 

500,000 

$6,250,000 

Allocation of Transit Assistance Funds 

A critica1 issue fdr the imple~entation of state assistance programs 

as outlined here is the distribution of funds ·among eligible transit 

agencies to attain equi.ty and effective utilization of monies. The most 

serious conflicts occur in states which have both capital intensiVe raiT 

systems and bus operations to develop.· Serious policy issues need to 

be addressed here to determine priorities. In Iowa, bus operations will 

be the single focus, but when the available funds are less than the re~ 

quests for same, the allocation issue must still be addressed. This 

section summarizes and evaluates the experience of other states with 

their allocation procedures. 

By their nature, demonstration grants impose the least difficulty 

for allocation 6ecause there usually is no commitment to provide every­

one with a fair share. Rather, the available funds can be distributed 

on a first-come, first served basis to the community(ies) developing 

proposals .which best strive for the objectives of the demonstration 

program. 
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Capital assistance programs are potentially more difficult to 

administer, but interviewees in this study did not dwell on these pro­

g.rams during visits to other states. A wide range of allocation 

methods are used. The philosophy of at least one.state is to distribute 

to as many localities as possible without regard to a 11 fair share 11 

distribution as might be determined by population or transit service 

formulas. Approval of a capital grant request in this state, and in 

some others, is based strictly on receiving approval from the federal 

Urban Mass Transit Administration (UMTA). If UMTA approves a project 

the state will share the local costs on the basis of a fixed cost 

sharing formula or by other variable agreements. 

A more comprehensive initial evaluation is given in other states. 

A prime example is in New York where all assistance requests are first 

evaluated by the state DOT to assure that the program is in compliance 

with the State Master Plan. They have. not yet had to turn away an 

acceptable program submitted due to lack of funds, so an area alloca­

tion procedure has not been an issue. 

Due to the limited experience with operating subsidies at the 

state and federal level, this form of assistance request has generated 

the most concern by funding agencies. Distribution procedures have 

been classified into the following categories by the research staff: 

purchase of service agreements, formula allocations, tax revenue 

generation base, and first come-first served. The remainder of this 

section will describe desirable characteristics of a distribution 

·methodology, discuss the experience of states using the various 
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methodologies, and evaluate the procedures used to arrive at recommenda­

tions for Iowa. 

Desirable Characteristics of a Distribution Methodology 

A desirable allocation methodology would 

• Maximize the effectiveness of funds expended, i.e., provide 

the funding agency with the flexibility to evaluate the 

service quality provided by the operator. 

• Be equitable to all agencies concerned. 

• Allow the disbursing agency to financially plan disbursements 

throughout the fiscal year. 

• Provide the recipients with sufficient information about 

probable funds available to their agency so they can 

effectively develop a workable operating plan. 

Criteria that are used to evaluate the various allocation methodologies 

are presented below. 

Allocation Methodologies 

Purchase of service agreements. Purchase of service agreements 

are negotiated contracts between the state and local transit operators 

which describe the services to be provided and set forth the payment 

schedule for such services. New Jersey has perhaps the most extensive 

experience with contract agreements since they have used service 

contracts for rail service since 1961 and for bus service since 1969. 

These contracts may provide up to .100 percent funding of the operating 

deficit. The total amount available for distribution is determined 

by legislative appropriation based on the deficits of individual 
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operations in the previous year. 

The use of purchase of service agreements is beneficial to the 

state in that it allows the state to control the quality of serv.ice. 

The state approves routes, frequencies, and on-time reliability. In 

·some cases the equipment to be used may also be controlled to assure 

that equipment meets minimum safety standards. 

The purchase of service agreement is also desirable from the 

operator's viewpoint in that the agency knows that deficits accrued under 

the contract agreement will be paid by the state or local government. 

The operator can therefore continue to·provide a quality service in 

the face of increased costs without increasing fares or depleting cash 

or capital reserves. The operator has, in fact, an incentive to provide 

quality service because the contract may limit or withhold payments to 

operators falling below established performance standards. The program 

is not without problems, however. While the service contract commits 

the state to cover contracted costs, the escalation of operating 

expenses has outstripped the fixed amount made available by legislative 

appropriation. The Department of Transportation had anticipated a cost 

escalation but could not initiate changes in the contracts or influence 

;the legislature sufficiently to allocate adequate funds except through 

"emergency" appropriations. For example, in February 1975 the 

legislature had to allot an additional $26 million to'meet the state's 

obligations through the fiscal year. 

Pennsylvania also distributes operating funds through purchase 

of service agreements based on performance guidelines, although initially 

the intent was to allocate strictly on the basis of $0.035 per revenue 



131 

mile of service. The Pennsylvania approach has two principal variations 

from the New Jersey concept. First, the Commonwealth 1s philosophy is 

that the local governments should always share the cost in any capital 

or operating assistance program. Second, the Commonwealth, although 

basically funding two-thirds of the operating deficit, actually restricts 
... 

the total payment to one-half of·the fare box revenues. The effect of. 

this allocation policy is to assure that the operating agency is achieving 

a specified cost-effectiveness position. The transit operator has an 

incentive to operate a service which· produces fare box revenues at least 

equal to four-sevenths of the operating expenses. Lower_revenue produc­

tion results in a reduced cost sharing level from the Commonwealth. 

To he 1 p assure that the agencies pro vi de a basic service qua 1 i ty, . 

the Pennsylvania Mass Transit Bureau has established several standards 

and guidelines. Elements considered include headways, area coverage, 

on-time reliability, fares,. and marketing programs. A research 

contract is currently underway to develop and evaluate several · 

efficiency standards. When these are finalized the Bureau may with­

hold portions of the financial assistance as leverage to assure 

compliance with the standards. To date, however, the existing 

arrangements have not caused major difficulties to the Bureau since 

appropriated funds have been insufficient to permit undertaking a more 

ambitious program. 

Formula allocations. ·Michigan and New York are two major states 

which use.a formula allocation based on population or service charac­

teristics. The Michigan formula distributes funds with a two factor 

formula: one-half of the distribution factor is based on urban 
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population as a percentage of the statewide urban population and one­

half is based on revenue miles as a percentage of statewide revenue 

miles. An additional coristraint is that the operati~g subsidies are not 

to exceed 33 perc~nt of the riperating cost. 

New York actually uses two forms of allocations. The first is a 

legislative appropriation to the five regional public transportation 

agencies. This accounts for $94.1 million of the $100 million program. 

The remaining funds have been allocated by a three-factor formula with a 

requirement for matching funds from counties or cities. This formula, 

until recently, allocated $0.014 per passenger and $0.09 per vehicle 

mile plus $0.40 per resident of the service area of a system operated by 

a municipality. 

'The general advantages and disadvantages of these allocation method­

ologies will be discussed, but first some of the specific problems and 

proposed solutions of the New·York DOT are presented below: 

• Transit operators not in a regional authority had to compete 

for too small a portion of the total funds. If the total 

distribution were based on a formula, these operators would 

have received larger sums while four of the five regional 

authorities would have received less. The DOT recommended 

that all funds be allocated by formula. An incentive payment 

for increased ridership during the year was also recommended. 

• Public and private operators were not subsidized equally 

because of the additional ~opulation factor in the formula. 

The recommendation was to treat both operators equally. 

(The urban population factor was subsequently dropped.) 
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• Intercity carriers providing local service in several counties 

found it time consuming and.difficult to obtain the 50-50 

match-ing funds from all counties, thus limiting theirability 

to obtain state funds. The recommendation was to continue to 

require 50-50 matching funds but to make the matching share 

negotiable between local counties and the operator. 

• Consideration was also gtven to service and safety standards 

with the recommenda·tion that standards shou·l d not be imposed at 

thfs time as a cond.i:ti on for receiving operating assistance. 

Generally, formula allocations can inherently incorporate service· 

incentives. They also can provide the transit op·erator with a sufficiently 

accurate estimate of funds available· so an operational program can be 

pla.nned,. assuming. of course that the total state appropriation is reason­

ably stable·. The state likewi•se has a mechanism' by which all operators 

can receive a sha·re of the funds. An across the board allocation, however, 

does not guarantee that an equitable distribution has been attained .. In 

general, costs per revenue mile are higher in the larger urban areas, thus 

suggesting that an allocation based on revenue miles of travel should 

provide greater per-mile s-ubs;f:dies to la-rger cities .. On the other hand, 

the larger urban areas tend to: generate greater ridership and revenues per 

revenue mi 1 e and therefore may require a 1 ower overall subsidy per 

passenger. A two-factor formula w.ill tend to weight these factors and 

average· out these effects, but a comp·rehensive analysis may be necessary to 

determine if an equitable distributhm has:, in fact, been attained. 

Another cons·.iderati'on in e·quity. is distribution to operators providing 
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services which may be justified more from the social viewpoint than from 

an economic efficiency view. Due to the nature of the service, rider­

ship and efficiency levels may be low and a strict formula allocation 

would tend to penalize this operation. 

Finally, the ability to develop even short rangeplans may· be con­

strained due to uncertainties in funding from year to year. The varia­

bility of legislative appropriations provides. the same uncertainty 

presented earlier. In addition·, the actual formula may be variable 

because new services or new funding levels impose a.need to adjust the 

weights on the parameters so all funds are distributed. 

Revenue generating base of transit jurisdiction. California, 

Illinois, and Washington each reported that state transit funds were 

apportioned on the basis of taxing levels within the subject transit 

district. These programs are discussed in the preceding chapter, and 

only a few comments on program operations are given here. 

In California, monies returned to the counties are to be used 

according to established priorities: a) administration, b) planning, 

c) facilities for exclusive· use by pedestrians and bicycles, d) support of 

public transportation, and e) support of other transportation needs .. The 

counties are not closely controlled· as to the act~al usage, although 

transit agencies are required to report basic operating characteristics 

to the State DOT. Within counties, allocations are based on po~ulation. 

In 1974, approximately 61 percent of this transportation fund was used 

for transit purposes. 

Illinois respondents did not indicate any major difficulties with 

their downstate operating assistance program, but the prog~~m has been 
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available only since August 1974. The Division of Public Transportation 

has extensive reporting and auditing requirements to assure appropriate 

utilization of funds. Although sales tax funds from a district are set 

aside for transit operating assistance, these funds are not automatically 

turned over to the district. Instead the operating agency must develop. 

an .appropriate operating plan conforming to their role in the city•s 

transportation plan and must generate the necessary local matching funds. 

Washington did not cite .a·ny specific problems distributing funds 

back to the local levels. It was noted, however, that none of the cities. 

actually received the full. amount of eligible funds because of i.nsufficient 

local matching funds. 

The primary advantage of this allocation methodology over -the other 

concepts is that both the state and the operating agency can better es­

timate the annual funds which potentially will be involved because the 

base for predi~tion '(sales tax or motor vehicle assess.ed valuation) may 

be more predictable than are .annual .legislative appropriations. Further, 

the individual agency is not competing against every other operation for 

a piece of a fixed.apportionment but can instead plan on having available 

revenues based on the economic growth of the area. In.this progra~ the 
. . . 

state can still establish lev~ls of service guidelines, performance stan-

dards, and the operational reports necessary to evaluate service quality. 

This allocation procedure does not, of course, guarantee satisfaction 

of every community•s needs even though there is no direct competition 

for a fixed fund. The legislation establishing such a program may be 

expected to establish funding at an adequate level.· However~ if an area 

is economically depressed rel.ative to other areas, or has higher transit 
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needs relative to its revenue generating pOtential, the transit operator 

may find that both assignable state funds and local matching funds are 

inadequate to meet transit needs. For such-cases, either special demon­

stration grants may have to be provided to encourage development of a 

basic level of service, or different return rates established for the 

different districts. 

First come-first served allocations. The first come-first served · 

concept does not establish any pre-determined methodology. The first 

agencies to submit ass1stance requests are given funds according to their 

established needs. The concept appears to be an interim process for 

states that are initiating relatively small but expanding assistance 

programs. Minnesota and W'isconsin are two midwest states currently using 

this approach. In Wisconsin the concept is used in conjunction with 

service contracts. Each system is evaluated and the subsidy level is 

determined for each agency through_ contract negotiation. The transit 

division requires the operators to provide system characteristics and a 

management-plan. Both Minnesota and Wisconsin.monitor fund expenditures 

by requiring state audits of the operations. 

Allocation of funds on a first come-first served basis is deficient 

due to the possible inequity in distribution and the inability to base 

plans on an assumed funding level. Although management of this dis­

tribution process may be satisfactory initially, the pressures from new 

operating systems su~gest the need. to develop more defined pr6cedures. 

Recommendations 

Obviously none of the allocation procedures discussed will always 

satisfy the criteria used here to evaluate the current procedures. 
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However, based on the information cited and the feasibility for implementa­

tion in Iowa, a framework for allocating operating assistance is recom­

mended. 

It is recommended that Iowa develop a formula allocation procedure. 

The formula should serve as a guideline for distribution with the PTD 

allowing full allotment only in those cases where the transit operator is 

providing a basic service quality. As indicated in Program Level 2, 

the local jurisdiction should always assume a portion of any operating 

deficit. If a metropolitan area receives federal assistance, the state 

should assume a maximum of 50 percent of the non-federal share. Small 

urban areas not currently receiving federal assistance (although pending 

federal legislation would provide funds for operating assistance in small 

urban areas) may receive up to 75 percent of any operating deficit. The 

PTD is encouraged to develop the necessary additional performance 

standards to judge the service quality. 

The parameters considered for inclusion in the formula were revenue 

miles, .passengers carried, and population in the service area. However, 

· passengers carried are more readily measured than population variables, 

and use of this parameter affords an incentive for operating agencies to 

increase ridership •. The disadvantage of this variable was indicated 

previously. In some instances a transit operation may have low ridership 

while having a high value because it serves an important social welfare 

function. The low ridership would tend to restrict this operator•s 

ability to attract these operating funds. Balancing this concern is 

the fact that other funding sources are often available for an 
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operation which serves such special needs. 

The recommended parameters for use in the allocation are therefore 

revenue miles of service and passengers carried. The operating agency 

is thereby encouraged to extend service area or hours and generate new 

ridership. 

Associated with the distribution of funds must be a concomitant re-

q~irement for the operating agency to provide the necessary information 

to evaluate program quality and to justify operating proposals. The next 

section recommends a minimum reporting system which should be sought to 

meet state and federal grant application requirements. 

Reporti·ng Requirements for Transit Operators 

When the local, state and federal governments share the cost of 

transit development, riperators often are.plac~d in a position of supplying 

these bodies with data sufficient to verify that the public funds are 

spent as intended. Unfortunately, these reporting requirements are often 

viewed only as a necessary evil to satisfy legislative requirements rather 

than as a comprehensive tool for evaiuating program effectiveness. 

A data system should be first of all a means to evaluate the degree 

to which a transit system is meeting the basic objectives of that system. 

Secondly, an adequate system should provide sufficient detail to indicate. 

to management the most effective changes, such as route, fare, or schedule 

' changes, which should be implemented to achieve the service quality 

desired for the community. A service evaluation effort sufficient to meet 
.. I 

the above needs would simultaneously provide sufficient data for 
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government review. 

Data reporting requirements suggested in this section are intended 

to develop information.useful to the operator and the Public Transit 

Division. These data would provide the Division with information for 

evaluating assistance requests, preparing applications for federal 

assistance, and providing technical assistance to local operators. The 

reporting schedules suggested herein do not imply that the local operator 

will be recording all the detail which may be necessary to answer ques-

tions posed 'by mayors, city councils, county boards, or local citizens. 

Nor does the reporting effort constitute a complete picture to the 

Division regarding performance factors which may eventually be desired. 

It is anticipated that as the Division acquires sufficient data bases 

and evaluates program performances, operating guidelines will be estab-

1 ished and the reporting efforts .refined. 

Federal Reporting Requirements 

Reporting requirements for transit operators receiving assistance 

through the Federal Urban Mass Transportation Act will eventually be 

provided by the Secretary of Transportation as prescribed by the Act as 

amended (Sec. 15): 

11 The Secretary shall by January 10, 1977, develop, test and 
prescribe a reporting system to accumulate public mass trans­
portation financial and operating information by uniform 
categories and a uniform system of accounts and records. Such 
systems shall be designed ·to assist ·in meeting the need of 
individual p~blic mass transportation systems, Federal, State 
and local governments, and the public for information on which 
to base planning for public transportation services and shall 
contain information appropriate to assist in the making of 
public sector investment decisions at all levels of 
government ..... 
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The Act further specifies that the uniform reporting .and accounting 

procedures must be implemented by July 1, 1978, for agencies to be 

eligible for financial assistance. 

Until such time as the Secretary provides the uniform reporting pro­

cedures, operators will be free to use current systems. Interim guide­

lines, however, indicate that applicants for Section 5 assistance must 

submit 11 Statements of Revenues and Expenses 11 and a 11 Statement of Changes 

in Financial Position 11 which indicate projected or actual dollar amounts 

for the ·local fiscal year for which assistance is sought, and show actual 

amounts for the two immediately preceding local fiscal years. 

These statements must specify the results ·of operations and the 

source and application of federal, state, and local funds as well as 

other transportation revenues. Metropolitan agencies requesting funds for 

improved quality of ·service must be prepared to provide documentation of 

such factors as projected changes in ridership, revenues,. arid expenses. 

Iowa Report System 

Based on observations in Iowa and other states, it is apparent that 

transit operato~s are seldom in a position to provide the degree of 

detail suggested above. Often the only reports required are quarterly 

or annual summaries to the Public Service Commission regulating the 

service. The data are highly aggregated and are of little value for 

planning or program development. 

Some states indicated that operators were also required to submit 

reports to the State DOT. In at least one such state, however, the · 

reporting quality was still so crude that the administrators could not 

evaluate the effectiveness of their investments. 
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The experience of other states has been used to formulate 

recommendations for Iowa. Inputs from California, Illinois, Pennsylvania, 

and Wisconsin were of particular value. The reporting concepts discussed 

here do not address financial accounting details; rather, the emphasis 

is on obtaining operating and cost statistics for transit operations 

analysis. Two major reporting efforts are recommended initially. The 

first provides documentation of the current service and financial posi­

tion. The second basically provides an annual update and details service 

changes anticipated by management. 

Existing Service Characteristics and Capital Inventory Report 

A basic requirement for transit agencies seeking federal operating 

assistance is that the support provided by state and local government. 

must be maintained at a level at least as high as that which occurred 

prior to initiation of the federal program. The initial documentation 

therefore must specify the details of the current program and the fin­

ancial details for the two previous years. Although not all agencies 

are currently eligible for these funds, all agencies which would be 

requesting state funds should also file similar stat~s reports with the 

Public Transit Division. 

The current operations report, referred to here as Schedule 1, 

11 Service Characteristics and Capital Inventory Report, 11 appears in 

Appendix. F. The basic elements of the report include operating agency 

information, regular and special route service descri.ptions, fare struc­

ture, revenue contracts, expense contracts, annual operating expendi­

tures and a revenue equipment inventory. The form outline indicates 
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the specific elements to be considered in each gro~p. Current route 

maps and schedules should accompany the basic report and become a part 

of the permanent record of the PTD. 

The level of detail on individual route ridership and revenue re­

commended here exceeds that generally required in other states at this 

till)e. This detail is recommended, however, so transit management can 

analyze potentia 1 impacts of mi cro-sys tern changes such as route. exten­

sions or deletions, frequency of service on the route, and extended 

service hours. The more traditional, aggregate record-keeping system 

which reports total revenue, total miles of service, and bus hours of 

. utilization, is useful for comparison purposes but is of limited value 

for program ~valuation and development. 

It is recognized that many operators would not currently be in a 

position to provide this detail, but this should not preclude an effort 

to increase data availability for future analyses. The increased data 

collection costs will, in the long run, be compensated for·by benefits 

achieved from improved operating decisions. 

PTD Schedule 2 provides a summary of the expenditure and revenue 

experience included on Schedule 1. It should be pointed out that al-

though depreciation, interest payments, and bond retirement expenses 

are included on the schedules, these expenses are not eligible operating 

expenses in the federal program or many other state programs. 

Management and Operational Plan Report 

PTD Schedules 1 and 2 summarize current service characteristics and 

costs necessary to evaluate service quality. A second major reporting 

effort is necessary to document changes in financial position and to 
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show plans for service continuation. ThiS documentation is referred to 

as a Management and Operational Plan Report. The purpose of this effort 

is to develop and present an annual operation guide which evaluates the 

current service and proposes a management plan for promoting and mar­

keting the service. The objectiv~ is to provide both the funding and 

operating agencies with ari assessment of the impacts of service changes 

and the necessary funding needed to undertake potential changes. The 

report also updates the annual operating statistics. 

The Management and Operational Plan Report is included in Appendix 

F as Schedule 3. rThe informati-on is similar to that incorporated in 

Schedule 1, but more detailed narratives are required. The operating 

agencies, particularly in small urban areas~ will likely feel too in-. 

experienced to assess the impacts of elements contained in the manage­

ment plan. The Division staff must be prepared to assist the agencies 

in designing the data collection effort and analyzing potential 

impacts. 

Schedules 1 through 3 are intended to represent annual data. 

Administratively, it is desirable to distribute the funds on a quarterly 

basis .. Thus, additional summaries of operating expenses, similar to 

Schedule 2, should be submitte~ quarterly as the basis for making 

quarterly payments to operating agencies. 
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ORGANIZATION 

OF 

PUBLIC TRANSIT 

DIVISION 

The Public Transit Division of the DOT is assigned primary 

responsibility for implementing Iowa's program of assistance to transit. 

An objective of this study is to recommend the most appropriate organiza­

tion structure and performance tasks for the professional-level personnel 

to. be assigned to the Division. Principal input for this portion of the 

study was afforded by the 22 other states that were visited by members of 

the study staff. 

Performance Tasks 

Responsibilities of the professional-.level. personnel recommended. for 

assignment to the Public Transit Division are indicated by the following 

performance tasks. Although the task listing below is not identical with 

that existing in any. other state, information most suggestive of the 

appropriate performance tasks has been afforded by current practices in 

California, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, New York, Ohio, Oregon, 

Tennessee, and Wisconsin. 
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Director, P~blic Transit Division 

• Direct the work of the Division in the administration of the state•s 

program of transit assistance. 

• Advise and assist the DOT Director in formulating and implementing 

(1) a transit policy for the state, (2) proposals designed to help 

m.eet and r.esolve the transit problems within the state, and (3) 

programs of financial and t~chnical assistance for development of 

transit facilities and services. 

• Administer funds allotted under the approved budget or any other 

approved expenditure program, make periodic reviews of programs and 

budget adherence, and submit reports and proposed budget modifications 

to the DOT Director . 

• Plan the future activities of the Division and reco(llTTlend annual 

and biennial programs and budgets to the DOT Director. 

Continually study the programs, polici~s, and methods of the 

Division operation in an effort to improve efficiency and effec­

tiveness. 

• 

• 

Maintain liaison with the Planning and Research Division in ord~r 

to provide advice and assistance on transit aspects of other DOT 

planriing efforts . 

Serve as the 11 designated representative .. · for the state in respect 

to federal programs of transit assistance requiring such designation 

and otherwise to be primarily responsible for the state role in 

administering federal programs of assi5tance to transit operati~ns 

in Iowa. 
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Tasks for other professional-level employees of the DOT who are concerned 

with administration of a state transit program fall generally in the 

fo 11 owing areas: 

• Grant Assistance 

• Operations 

• Technical Studies 

• Project Development 

• Marketing and Management 

Performance tasks for each of these areas of responsibility are described 

below. These should be performed within the Public Transit Division in 

cooperation, where.appropriate, with personnel from other DOT Divisions 

and the field Districts. 

Grant Assistance 

• Recommend a state transit assistance program for presentation to 

the General Assembly and establish methods and criteria for im­

plementing, monitoring, and improving a state program. 

• Prepare and negotiate appropriate agreements with eligible app­

,.--licants and monitor project performance under a state transit 

assistance program. 

• Develop and recommend application procedures, forms, guidelines, and 

manuals for use under a state transit assistance program. 

• Maintain control records of all grant agreements, audit reports, 

schedules of payment, and performance evaluations for projects 
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carried out under a state transit assistance program. 

• Maintain liaison with federal agencies providing financial aid to 

transit systems and assist local agencies and governments in making 

applications for federal aid. 

• Assist in the administration of federal capital grant programs, tech­

nical planning grants, programs for operating assistan~e, and programs 

for supplying transportation services to the elderly and handicapped, 

'to include preparation and processing of applications, execution of 

third party contracts, and processing of funds. 

Operations 

• Maintain liaison with affected state, regional, and local agencies 

and with national transit organizations in relation to transit 

problems and programs. 

• Develop and recommend operational procedures for collecting and 

maintaining essential records and files of operating data from 

transit services in the state and prepare annual statistical 

summaries of transit operations. 

• Assist local officials in the preparation and updating of five-year 

transit development programs and monitor such plans to detect the 

strengths and weaknesses of various operating procedures. 

• Prepare needs estimates for transit and assume responsibility for 

coordinating those activities necessary to complete the transit 

portions of state and national transportation needs studies. 

• Maintain inventories of transit equipment and advise local officials 

in ways to upgrade systems from an equipment standpoint. 
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Provide. direct technical assistance to small urban areas and act 

in an advisory capacity to urbanized areas.and rural areas in im­

proving transit service. 

Prepare short-range operational studies of existing transit systems 

to define improvements and extensions needed. 

Technical Studies 

• Carry out technical studies, as directed, that will assist in the 

enhancement of transit use and reduction of automobile use and the 

achievement of DOT goals and objectives. Specific examples might­

include, but are not limited to, the following: 

Carpooling 

Para-transit (jitney, dial-a-ride, etc.) 

School bus use 

Intercity bus schedule coordination 

Special programs for the elderly and handicapped 

Rural transit programs 

Bus preferential treatment on streets and freeways 

Signal preempt systems 

Fringe parking programs 

Fare assistance programs 

No-fare or low-fare programs 

Scheduling techniques 

Improved auxiliary facilities 

Environmental mitigation studies 

Effects of energy shortages 

Transit assistance to small cities 
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• Evaluate and disseminate findings resulting from technical st~dies, 

particularly to regional and local officials responsible for imple­

menting transit programs, and assist such officials in the establish­

ment of similar programs ~t th~ regional or local level. 

• Maintain an inventory of transit system technology and carry out 

analyses to determine local applicability of such technology and 

prepare. informational papers for advanced systems and technology.· 

• Perform ridership analyses and economic evaluation of transit services 

in the state. 

Project Development 

• Prepare and update the transit elements of a statewide transportation 

plan in coordination with the Planning and Research Division. 

• Initiate and administer transit demonstration projects sponsored by 

the DOT and make recommendations for state and federal funding of 

local demonstration projects that test the feasibility of new transit 

equipment or operating methods~ 

• Monitor the progress of and evaluate the results of transit planning 

and demonstration grants with particular attention to their statewide 

applicability and potential integration into existing transit systems 

and services. 

• Encourage scheduled and charter intercity ~assenger carriers to 

undertake new services which are consistent with the stafewide 

transportation plan or with DOT program objectives. 

• Effect coordination with appropriate departments in adjacent states 

relative to transit improvement projects having interstate implica­

tions. 
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• Develop programs for more effective coordination between intercity 

carriers and local transit operators. 

Marketing and Management 

• Assist in the evaluation of organizational structure, operating 

techniques, promotional efforts, and other management practices of 

trans it syst~m$ in the state and make recommendations for improve-

ments that will enhance the operating efficiencies of transit 

properti~s. 

• Conduct meetings and seminars with local community officials and 

tiansit op~rators to provide training in the management and marketing 

of local transit systems. 

• Prepare and disseminate guidelines for improved passenger information 

systems to enhance system accessibility and utilization. 

• Conduct transit market segmentation studies and apply the findings 

of such studies. 

• Describe and interpret DOT transit policies and programs to local 
( 

community officials and g,roups. 

• Serve as statewide clearinghouse for transit information needs. and 

assist the Office of InfO;rmation i·n the preparation of newsletters 

and press releasesa 

Personnel 

State responsibilities for transit vary widely. At one extreme, a state 

may ignore the presence of urban and rural transit and play essentially no 

role in regard to these services .. Some other states, however, are extremely 
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active in fostering and supporting transit services with responsibilities 

including operation of specific properties, development and design of 

hardware, marketing of transit services, technical planning assistance, and 

financial support for capital acquisitions and operating assistance. 

The size of a state's staff varies in accordance with its responsi­

bilities and other factors. Visits to other states led to ~orne subjective 

conclusions by study personnel concerning the size of the agency subdivisions 

responsible for administering transit programs. Some clearly were larger 

than seemed appropriate for their states' transit roles, whereas others 

appeared to have a staff too small to carry out effectively their assigned 

responsibilities. 

On the basis that the average experience of other states could provide 

input useful to suggest the size of a Public Transit Division, a statistical 

analysi·s of such data was undertaken. Data in suitable form were available 

from 19 other states having Departments of Transportation. These were. 

analyzed to establish a relationship between the number of professional-

level personnel assigned to the transit function and parameters such as 

population and the size of a state program of financial assistance. Regres­

sion '(least-squares) analysis was used for this purpose. 

As a preliminary step, three different population variables were 

tested for correlation with number of personnel. These were as follows: 

• Total population of state 

• Total urban population of state 

• Total metropolitan area population of state. 

In each case, 1970 census figures were used. This analysis indicated that 
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the strongest correlation .:is afforded by use of a state•s urban population. 

where 

The following expressio~ was subse~uently developed: 

Y = 3.7 + 1.6X1 + Q.057X2 

Y = number of professfonal-level personnel in Public Transit Division 
or equivalent 

x1 = 1970 urban population of state i~ millions 

x2 = s~ze of financial assistance program in fisc~l year 1974 in 
millions of dollars 

It may be noted that the effect of si~e of financial program is relatively 

insignificant unless the annual program is substantially in excess of $10 

million. 'The coefficient of determination (R2) for this expression is ,Q.57 

indicating that ab6ut 57 percent of the variation in division size may be 

accounted for by use of the above equation for the available data sample. 

For Iowa (1970 urban population= 1.62 million), the expression indicates a 

need for six professional-level persons. This number, it is believed, will 

permit the Public Transit Division to adequately perform the tasks listed above 

and is therefore recommended as the appropriate ultimate staffing level. 

It is further recommended that descriptions for these positions be written so 

as to avoid the use of job titlessuch as 11 Engineer 11 or 11 Planner 11
• The title 

11 Transportation Analyst 11 is used by some states for comparable positions and has the 

advantage of reflecting the diverse backgrounds of the persons filling these posi­

tions. Few persons are suitably educated from contemporary university programs to 

assume responsible positions in the administration of transit programs. As a 

\ 
\ 
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conseqUence, those persons filling such positions in most other states were 

found to have been educated in many different disciplines. The capability 

of the organization to carry out such functions with the best qualified 

persons should not be unduly constrained by a necessity to adhere to an 

arbitrary and probably irrelevant requirement for a particular educational 

background. 
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APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRES ADDRESSED 

TO OTHER STATES 
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ERI Form No. 818-1 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

GOVERNORS 

State of 

1. Name of the state agency with primary responsibility for public 

transportation within your state: 

2. A more detailed questionnaire will soon be sent concerning the 
structure of the public transportation assistance program in your 
state. This can best be completed by the person most directly 
responsible for administration of the public transportation functions 
of your state government. To whom should it be directed? 

Name -------------------------------- Title 

Address 

City a~d State 
------------------------------------------ Zip -------------

3. Are there other state agencies with some responsibilities for or, in 

supportive relationship with public transportation? c=J Yes c:J No 

(If yes, specify name and function) 

4. What relative importance do you ascribe to your state agency in terms 
of local and/or regional-transportation programs. 

Local and/or regional systems are very depen~ent on us. c=J 
We provide the assistance they ask for. c=J 
We only channel requests for funds. c=J 
Very little interaction occurs. c=J 

5. Would you prefer that the role played by the state, compared to the 
current role: 

a. in administration for public transportation: 

be enlarged c=J remain the same c=J be decreased c=J 
b. in financing public transportation: 

be enlarged c=J remain the same c=J be decreased c=J 
Comments 
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6. Comments or expansion upon answers to questions above: 

7. Questionnaire completed by: 

Name Title ----------------------------------
Address 

City and State Zip ----------------
When completed, return to: Transportation .Engineering 

382 Town .Engineering Building 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50010 

Note: If you· have any questions, call R. L. Carstens at 515-294-6778 and 
ask for assistance relative to ERI Project 818. 
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ERI Form No. 818-2 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATORS 

State of 

1. Name of your organization -------------

2. Is your organization part of a state department of transportation? 0 Yes 0 No 

3. If not, what state organization or agency is it part of? 

4. Please explain your location within the structure _of the larger organization. 

5. How many employees are in the organizational subdivision specifically responsible for public 

transportation? ____ professional ___ technical clerical 

6. Do you provide direct assistance to urban/regional public transportation? 0 Yes 0 No 
(If no, proceed to question 39.) (If yes, please answer the following questions.) 

Piease check the types of assistance you provide. 

D 7. 

[] 8. 

[] 9. 

[] 10. 

[] 11. 

[] 12. 

l~lp to formulate a public/mass transportation policy? 

Participate in the local transportation planning process. 

Coordinate with neighboring states when problems of overlapping services occur. 

Participate in and/or provide funds for research. 

Provide technical assistance to urban/regional public transportation. 

Review applications for federal assistance, recommend approval or disapproval, and administer funds. 

[] 13. Administer programs of capital grants. 

[] 14. Purchase or lease rolling stock. 

[] 15. Operate public transportation services. 

[] 16. Have right of access to books and/or papers of any person providtnq ~ublic transportation services. 

[] 17. Write an annual report. 

[] 18. Provide financial support from state funds. 

[] 19. Other (specify) -------------

If you checked question #18, please proceed to question 20. Otherwise go to question 39. 

Do Not 
Parti ci pate 

Do Partici ate 
Private PubT1c-­
Operators Operators 

0 0 [] 20. Assistance for capital improvements? Last FY? $ ------- --·· I: st. 

average annual amount next 2 FYs? $ ________ _ 

Comments 

0 0 0 21. Assistance for operations? Last FY? $ ---- Est. average 

annual amount next 2 FYs? $ ______ _ 

Comments ----------------------------------

0 0 [] 22. Contribution toward bond debt service? Last FY? $ 

Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? $ ___ _ 

Comments 



161 
-ERI Form No. 818-2 

Do Not Do Partici ate 
Participate Private pub 1--,--;:·-

Operators Operators 

0 0 0 23. Grants for technical assistance (planning and/or design)? Last FY? 

$_ ____ _ Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? $ ______ ..... 

Comments _____ _ 

D [] [] 24. Unrestricted grants? Last FY? $ _____ _ Est. ave~age annual 

amount next 2 FYs? $ _____ _ 

Comments 

0 0 0 25. Other? (specify) _________ _ Last FY? $ 

Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? $ ______ _ 

Comments 

We would be interested in the source(s) you draw from for these funds. Please check the source(s) you use. 

[] 26. Appropriation from general funds. 

[] 27. Bonds whose sale is authorized by state legislature. (If checked, please indicate the source(s) of 

funds used to retire the bonds.) --------------------------- ··-

0 2B. Special fund dedicated for public transportation, and replenished by tax revenues, as specified below. 

If you checked #28, kindly indicate the revenue source(s) you have utilized (aside from federal aid) for 
providing direct financial assistance to urban/regional public transportation in your state. If not, proceed 
to question 39. 

29. Sales tax: 0 used []not used-ever 

[]not used currently [] authorized, but not used 

If used: amount last FY? $ ______ _ Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? $ ______ _ 

[]Municipal 

0 County 

LJ Reqional 

[]Statewide 

Items taxed: 

Rate ( %) 

Dedicated? [] (If so, for what use?) --------------------------

30. Property tax: 0 used 

0 not used currently 

0 not used-ever 

[]authorized, but not used 

If used: amount last FY? $ ______________ _ Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? 

[] Rea 1 Property 

0 Municipal 

0 County 

0 Regional 

0 Statewide 

[] Personal Property 

0 Special benefit district 

$ ___ ----------

Dedicated? 0 (If so, for what use?) ---·----,------ ------------------··---- ------
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31. Motor Fuel Tax: Oused 0 not used-ever 

0 not used currently 0 authorized, but not used 

If used: amount last FY? $. ___ _ Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? $ _____ _ 

0 Municipal 

0 County 

0 Regional 

0 Statewide 

Rate/gal. 

___ ¢ 

___ ¢. 

___ ¢ 

___ ¢ 

Dedicated? 0 '(If so, for what use?) 

32. Wheelage tax: Oused 

0 not used currently 

------------------------
0 nbt used-ever 

0 authorized, but not used 

If used: amount last FY? $ ______ _ Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? $ __ _ 

0 Municipal 

0 County 

0 Regional 

0 Statewide 

Rate ($) 

Dedicated?[](If so, for what use?) --------------------------
33. Motor vehicle registration: Oused 0 not used-ever 

0 not used currently 0 authorized, but not used 

If used: amount last FY? $ 

0 Municipal 

0 County 

D Regional 

0 Statewide 

Rate 

-------- Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? $ 

Dedicated?[](If so, for what use?) ---------------------

34. Drivers 1 i cense fees: 0 used 0 not used-ever 

0 not used currently 0 authorized, but not used 

If used: amount last FY? $, Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? $ _____ _ 

0 Municipal 

D County 

0 Regional 

0 Statewide 

Rate 

Dedicated?[](If so, for what use?) --------------------
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35. · Cigarette tax: LJ used U not used-ever 

0 not used currently 

If used: amount last FY? $ ______ _ 

[]Municipal 

0 County 

[]Regional 

D Statewide 

Rate/carton 

Dedicated? [] (If so, for what use?) 

0 authorized, but not used 

Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? $ ___ ___ 

There are a number of revenue sources which are not commonly used-but may be used by your state. Among these 
are: business license tax, business excise tax, business income tax; payroll tax, occupation tax, pu~lic 
utilit~es tax, tax on parking lot receipts, etc. If your state uses any of these revenue sources or any 
others not already covered, please note by completing the following:· 

36. tax: D used D not used-ever 

37. 

Amount last FY? $ 

D Municipal 

D County 

[]Regional 

[]Statewide 

[]Special benefit districts 

0 not used currently 0 authorized, but not used 

Est. average annual amount next 2 F:Vs? $ ________ _ 

Rate 

Dedicated? [] (If so, for what use?) 

Comments -----------------------------------------
___________ tax: 

Amount last FY? $ 

[_]Municipal 

CJ County 

0 Regional 

[]Statewide 

[]Special benefit districts 

[]used 

[] not used currently 

[] not used-ever 

[]authorized, but not used 

Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? $. ______________ _ 

Rate 

Dedicated? 0 (If so, for what use?)---------------------------

Comments -----------------------------·---------------
38. tax: []used [] not used-ever 

[]authorized, but not used []not used currently 

Amount last FY? $ ______ _ Est. average annual amount next 2 FYs? $ ________ _ 
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Rate 

Dedicated? [] (If so, for what use?) --------------------------

CoiiiTlents -----------------

Indirect assistance is often provided for local and regional public transportation systems. Some of the inore 
commonly used forms are listed below. Please check those forms utilized by your state and add any informa­
tion you deem significant (examples; exempt from a portion only, size limitations; etc.). 

Private Public 
Operator Operator 

D [] 3g, Exempt from local property tax. []Real []Personal) 

0 D 40. Exempt from motor fuel tax 

0 [] 41. Tax exempt bonds 

D D 42. Exempt from state income tax 

D [] 43. Exempt from local income tax 

D [] 44. Exempt from motor vehicle registration fees 

[] [] 45. Fares exempt from sales/use tax 

[] D 46. Exempt from special assessments 

0 0 47. Exempt from excise taxes -· 

D D 48. Lease of operating equipment at less than cost 

D D 49. Exemption from payment of certain franchise and/or 1 i cense fees 

D D 50. Other (specify) -----------------------------------------------

51. Does your state have legislation providing for organization of a transit district? [] Yes [] No 

If yes, please answer next questions. If no, go to question 56. 

52. Does it have authority to issue bonds? 0 Yes D No 

a. Revenue? D Yes [] No 

b. General obligation? [] Yes [] No 

c. Limit of indebtedness? D Yes [] No Explain 

d. Can bonds be sold pledging the full faith and credit of the state? [] Yes D No 

53. Does it have authority to acquire, operate, and maintain a public transportation system? [] Yes [] No 

54. Does it have authority to contract with a private corporation to provide passenger service? [] Yes[] No 

55. Does it have authority to lease (as lessor or lessee) equipment necessary to operate a public transpor­

tation system? [] Yes [] No 

56. Do you provide assistance to rural publi'c transportation? [] Yes [] No (If yes, please explain) 
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57. It would be most helpful if you could furnish a copy of your organization chart, a copy of your annual 
report- anything.you feel might be of value. 

Information enclosed: 0 Yes 0 No 

Being sent under. separate cover: 0 
58. We may find it essential to call on you to obtain additional data by way of a personal interview. 

Please indjcate below the person that we might contact regarding the setting of a time and place for 
said interview. 

Name ------------------
Phone ________ .:.__ _________ _ 

59. Questionnai.re completed by: 

Name -------~------~-_;____- Title ----..,.----------------

Address ---------------- City and State ---------------

Zip ---------' 

When completed, return to: Transportation Engineering 
382 Town Engineering Building 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 50010 

If you .have ·any questions, call R. L. Carstens at 515-294-6778 and i!Sk for assistance relative to ERI 
·Project 818. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
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APPENDIX B 

SUMMARY OF OUT-OF-STATE 

QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 
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QUESTIONNAIRE TO STATE GOVERNORS 

This questionnaire, 818-1 (see Appendix A), was designed for 

response by the Governor of each state. The Governor, by his response 

to question 2 of this questionnaire, indicated the person to whom the 

second questionnaire (a more detailed one) should be sent. These 

. questionnaires were sent to all states except Iowa. Responses were 

received from all states, though not all were complete. The questionnaire 

was generally completed by an administrative aid to the Governor or a 

high level administrator within the state transportation organization. 

Responses to individual questions are summarized below. 

1. Name of state agency with primary responsibility for public trans­

portation in your state: 

Department of Transportation 

Other· 

None (or no reply) 

53.1% 

42.8% 

4.1% 

3. Are there other state agencies with some responsibilities for or 

in supportive relationship with public transportation? 

Yes 71.4% 

No 28.6% 

4. What relative importance do you ascribe to your state agency in 

terms of local and/or regional transportation programs? 

Local and/or regional systems are very dependent on us 53.1% 

We provide the assistance they ask for . 36.8% 

We only channel requests for funds 2.0% 

Very little interaction occurs 6.1% 

No response 2. 0% 
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5. Would you prefer that the role played by the state, compared to the 

current role: 

In administration for public transportation: 

Be enlarged 61.2% 

Remain the same 18.4% 

Be decreased 0 % 

Under review 8.2% 

No response 12.2% 

Comment: All states with a DOT answered 11 be enlarged 11
, except 

for those already heavily involved, administratively. 

In financing public transportation: 

Be enlarged 61.2% 

Remain the same 18.4% 

Be decreased 2.0% 

Under review 6.1% 

No response 12.2% 

Comment: Five of the nine replying 11 remain the same 11 are states with 

a DOT heavily committed to financial assistance for local transit. 

6. Comments or expansion upon answers to previous questions: 

• Eight states (California, Minnesota, Mississippi, North 

Carolina, Oregon, South Carolina, Texas and Vermont) 

indicated that the role of the state in local transit is 

under review and that an expansion of state involvement is 

a likely result. Three states (Minnesota, Mississippi~ and 

Yermont) indicated that this may result in formation of a 

state DOT. 
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• Arizona has a new DOT with transit division specified, but 

not yet funded. 

• Three states (Kansas; Nebraska, and North Dakota) are just 

getting involved. A number of different state agencies are 

designated to work with local transit (other than state DOT)) 

generally a highway department. 

• Connecticut is encouraging more local involvement. 

• Alaska's ground transportation is just in its infancy •. 

• State statutes in Hawaii give responsibility to counties. 

• Indiana is moving in the direction of regional agencies, doing 

planning, development, and operation under some form of state 

structure. 

• Massachusetts was the first state to use federal highway trust 

fund .for transit. 

• Michigan is .operating a number of demonstration projects, helping 

transit search for competent transit management personnel, and has 

. proposed a $1.1 billion bond· issue for capital improvements. 

• New Hampshire has a new agency - a state transportation authority 

with many needs and no funds. 

• Ohio is_currently preparing a statewide master plan. 

• Oregon is proposing a $12 million financial assistance program. 

• Pennsylvania expects financing to decrease slightly as federal 

·operatin:g 'Cl'Ssistance funds bec.ome ~~a,.v.ail.able. . . . . ... 

• Texas provides technical assistance, but has no role in adminis­

tration or operation of tra~sit systems. 

• Utah feels financing is a local responsibility. 
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• Washington has no one state agency involved with transit, and no 

desire for further involvement. 

• Wisconsin would like to decrease administration, increase 

technical as\sistance. 

QUESTIONNAIRE TO PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATORS 

This questionnaire, 818-2 (See Appendix A), was designed for response by 

the person responsible for the state•s functions involving local transit 

(mailed to the person designated by the Governor). Responses were received from 

all states, but not all were complete. A number of the signators on this ques­

tionnaire had also signed the first one. Responses to individual questions 

are summarized below. 

2. Is your organization part of a state department of transportation? 

Yes 53.1% No 46.9% 

3. If not, what state organization or agency is it part of? 

Highway Department 10 

Separate Department 4 

State Planning Agency 1 

Governor•s Office 4 

Regulatory Agency 4 

4. How many employees are in the organizational subdivision specifically 

responsible for public transportation? 

Professional - More than 10 

5 to 10 

1 to 4 

16.3% 

18.4% 

38.8% 
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None 14.3% 

No response 12.2% 

Technical - More than 10 12.2% 

5 to 10 6.1% 

1 to 5 16.3% 

None 53.1% 

No response 12.2% 

Clerical - More than 10 8.2% 

5 to 10 8.2% 

1 to 5 32.6% 

None 34.7% 

No response 16.3% 

6. Do you provide direct assistance to urban/regional public transportation?. 

Yes 81.% ( 40) No 18.4% (9) 

The following questions were answered by those who answered to the affirmative 

on the above question. (Yes is indicated for those who checked the box 

preceding the question.)" 11 Do you 11 
-

7. Help formulate a public/mass transportation policy? 

Yes 34 

8. Participate in the local transportation planning process? 

Yes 38 

9. Coordinate with neighboring states when problems of overlapping services 

occur? 

Yes 27 

10. Participate in and/or provide funds for research? 

Yes 28 
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11. Provide technical assistance to urban/regional p~blic transportation? 

Yes 36 

12. Review applications for federal assistance, recommend approval or 

disapproval, and administer funds? 

Yes 31 

13. Administer programs of capital grants? 

Yes 29 

14. Purchase or lease rolling stock? 

Yes 11 

15. Operate public transportation services? 

Yes · 6 

16. Have right of access to books and/or papers of any person providing 

public transportation services? 

Yes 17 

17. Write·an annual report? 

Yes 16 

18. Provide financial support from state funds? 

Yes 24 

19. Other? None 

If question 18 was checked (provide financial support from state funds), 

answers to some of questions 20-38 apply. No expenditures are shown in 

this sunmary. For totals, see Table 21 of the text. 

20. Assistance for capital improvements? 

Public operators only 

Both public and private 

Not specified 

Yes 18 

8 

7 

3 



21. Assistance for operations? 

Public operators only 

Both public and private 

Not specified 
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22. Contribution toward bond debt service? 

Public operators only 

Both public and private 

Not specified 

Yes 14 

4 

8 

2 

Yes 7 

2 

3 

2 

23. Grants for technical assistance (planning and/or design)? Yes 19 

Public operators only 9 

Both public and private 

Not specified 

24. Unrestricted grants? 

(In California, a priority schedule is only restriction) 

25. Other? 

Reduced fares - elderly 

Demonstration grants 

Other (promotion, advertising, research) 

Sources of funds --

26. Appropriations from general funds? 

27. Bonds whose sale is authorized by the legislature? 

(All to be retired by general revenues) 

28. Special fund dedicated to public transportation, and 

replenished by tax revenues as specified below. 

5 

5 

Yes 1 

Yes 10 

6 

7 

1 

18 states 

9 states 

8 states 
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Replenished by 

29. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36.· 

37. 

State sales tax? 

Statewide property tax? 

Motor fuel tax? 

Wheelage tax? 

Motor vehicle registration? 

Drivers license fees? 

Cigarette tax? 

State lottery? 

Income tax? 

(New Jersey levies income tax on residents of New York and 

Pennsylvania who work in New Jersey.) 

38. Other? 

2 

0 

6 

0 

6 

4 

1 

1 

1 

0 

Indirect assistance? (Fifteen states did not respond to questions 39-50. 

Tabulations that follow are concerned only with the 34 states which 

completed this portion. Note that no response can be intepreted several 

ways.) 

39. Exempt from property tax? Public operator only ·26 

Both public and private 2 

No response 6 

40. Exempt from motor fuel tax? Public operator only 21 

Both public and private 6 

No response 7 

41. Tax exempt bonds? Public operator only 15 

Both public and private 1 

No response 18 
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42. Exempt from state income tax? Public operator only . 1& 

Both public and private 2 

No response 14 

· 43. Exempt from 1 oca 1 income tax? Public operator only 13 

Both public and private 1 

, No response 20 

44. Exempt from motor vehicle registration fees? 

Public operator only 17 

Both public .and private ·s 

No response 12 

45. Fares exempt from sales/use tax? Public operator only 13 

Both public and private 10 

No response 11 

46. Exempt from special assessments? Public operator only 17 

Both public and private 1 

No response 16 

47. Exempt from excise taxes-? Public operator only 16 

Both public and private 1 

No re_sponse 

48. Lease of operating equipment at less than cost? 

17 

Public operator only 3 

Private operator only 1 

Both public and private 2 

No response 28 

49. Exemption of payment of certain 'franchise and/or license fees? 

Public operator. only 14 
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Both public and private 5 

No response 15 

50. Other? 4 

California - weight fees 

Kentucky - exempt from state regulatory authority regarding fares, 

etc. 

Montana - municipalities given certificate to operate without prior 

public hearing 

New York - cities and counties may exempt private operator from 

gross receipts tax 

51. Does your state have legislation providing for organization of a 

transit district? Yes 30 

No 10 

No response 9 

If yes, answer questions 52-55. 

52. Does it have authority to issue bonds? Yes 27 

No 3 

a. Revenue? Yes 23 

No 2 

No response 2 

b. General obligation? Yes 15 

No 8 

No response 4 

c. Limit of indebtedness? Yes 12 

No 12 

No response 3 
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d. Can bonds be sold pledging the full faith and credit of the 

state? Yes 

No 

5 

19 

No response 3 

53. Does it have authority to acquire, operate, and ma.intain a public 

transportation system? Yes 53.1% 

No 10.2% 

No response 36.7% 

54. Does it have authority to contract with a private corporation to 

provide passenger service? Yes 

No 

No response 

57.1% 

4.1% 

38.8% 

55. Does it have authority to lease (as lessor or lessee) equipment 

necessary to operate a public transportation systems? 

Yes 

No 

No response 

56. Do you provide assistance to rural public· transportation? 

Six states provide technical assistance. 

Yes 

No 

No response 

Four states administrate and/or coordinate federal programs. 

57.1% 

4.1% 

38.8% 

44.9% 

30.6% 

24.5% 

Denver, Colorado, regional transit provides purchase of service to provide 

transportation to sparsely populated areas of the district. 
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In New York, rural systems have the same eligibility as do urban systems. 

·Tennessee and Georgia are just getting involved in planning for n~w 

programs. 

Kentucky is developing a pilot demonstration project, assisting in 

, planning and application for a federal grant. 

Maryland has one demonstration project, funded 100% by the state. 

Michigan is actively funding demonstration projects and grants for cities 

and counties under 50,000. 
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APPENDIX C 

PERSONS INTERVIEWED: 

OUT-OF-STATE VISITS 
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The following persons were interviewed by project personnel in the course· 

of visits made to other states: 

California 
Department of Transportation, Mass Transit Division 

C. A. Davis, Chief, Planning Liaison Branch 
Donald L. Dean, Associate Transportation Engineer, Operating 
Standard~ and UMTA Technical Studi~s Branch 
George E. Gray, Chief Deputy 
Ken R. Ingram, ~hief, Marketing Branch 
Dan R. Paige, Chief, Transportation Development Branch 
Jim W. Rae, Chief, Operating Standards and UMTA Technical Studies 
Branch 

Connecticut 
Department of Transportation 

Delaware 

John Gripp, Jr., Principal Accountant, Bureau of Administration 
John J. Spaulding, Director of Transit Services, Bureau of Rail 
and Motor Carrier Services 

Department of Highways and Transportation, Division of Transportation 

Jack Wallace, Director 

Florida 
Department of Transportation, Division of Mass Transit Operations 

W. G~ Frauenheim, Administrative Assistant to Director 

Georgia 

H. Craig Portz, Administrator, Project Development Section, 
Bureau of Surface 1ransit 
James M. Ran~in, Administrator, Engineering Section, Bureau of 
Surface Transit· 

Department of Transportation, Division of Planning and Programming 

Richard Clark, Systems 
Neal Elliott, Technical Studies 
Susan Ratchford, Grants 
Leland Veal, Assistant Director 



Idaho 
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Department of Transportation 
H. L. Day, Chief of Planning 
Len Engel, Public Transportation Planner, Division of Planning 

Darrell V. Manning, Director 

Illinois 
Department of Transportation, Division of Public Transportation 

Ms. Joby Berman, Director 
Jack A. Groner, Grant Coordinator 
Joseph F. Ligas, Chief, Grant Administration 
John Sajovec, Chief, Technical Studies and Program Development 

Kentucky 

Maine 

Department of Transportation, Office of Transportation Planning 
C. Ian McGillivray, Director, Division of Statewide Transportation 
Systems Planning 
Paul Oakley, Policy Planning Section, Division of Statewide 
Transportation Systems Planning 
Bruce Siria, Public Transportation Assistance, Division of Urban 
and Regional Planning 

Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transportation Planning and 
Services 

Gedeon Picher, Assistant Director 

Maryland 
Department of Transportation, Mass Transit Administration 

Walter J. Addison, Administrator 

Massachusetts 
Department of Public Works, Bureau of Transportation Planning 

Walter Kondo, Supervisor, Transportation Data 

Michigan 

Robert Murphy, Special Assistant to Planning Director 

Tom Richardson, Fiscal Planning Engineer 

Department of State Highways and Transportation9 Bureau of Urban and 
Public: Transportation 

Gerald Geile, Project Manager, Dial-A-Ride Transportation 
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Minnesota 
Richard L. Brown, Transportation Planner, Minnesota State Planning 
Agency 
Ronald G. Hoffman, Chief, Transit Liaison Section, Minnesota Highway 
Department 

Harry A. Reed, Head of Transportation Planning, Minnesota State 
Planning Agency 

New Jersey 
Department of Transportation, Division of Public Transportation 

Edward H. P. Gilman, Executive Assistant to Director 
Ronald C. Haas, Assistant to Directors 

New York 

Ohio 

Department of Transportation 
David G. Putz, Associate Motor Carrier Transportation Specialist, 
Motor Carrier Operations Ass1stance Section, Development Division 
Joseph C. Smith, Director, Finance Division 

Department of Transportation, Division of Engineering Design 
Richard Henderson, Mass Transportation Engineer 

Oregon 
Department of Transportation 

Jack Graham, Administrative Assistant 
Dennis H. Moore, Administrator, Mass Transit Division 
David Paoli, Transit Planner, Mass Transit Division 
Robert E. Royer, Manager, P~anning Section 
Ronald Schaadt, Coordinator, Planning Section (Statewide Planning) 
Marge Sorenson, Planner, Planning Section (Statewide Planning) 

Pennsylvania 

Department of Transportation, Division of Local and Area Transportation 
William Underwood, Director, Bureau of Mass Transit Systems 

Rhode Island 
Department of Transportation 

Richard Goldfine, Public Information Officer, Office of the 
Director 
Marc Samet, Short Range Planning, Planning Division 
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Tennessee 

Utah 

Department of Transportation, Bureau of Mass Transit 
B. T. Moore, Director 

W. Ronald Del is, Statewide Transportation Plannin'g Engineer, Utah 
State Department of Highways 
Lowell Elmer, Sociologist, Route Analysis Studies, Utah State Depart­
ment of Hi gh_ways 
John Inglish, Transportation Planning Engineer, Wasatch Front Regional 
Council · 

Elmer Johnson, Utah Transit Autho.rity 
Toshiharo Kano, Transportation Engineer, Utah State Department of 
Highways 
George Thompson, Transportation Engineer, Urban Transportation Planning 
Studies Section, Utah State Department of Highways 
Clint Tophan, Transportation Engineer, Urban Planning, Utah State 
Dep?rtment of Highways 

Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation, Bureau of Transport Service 

D. F. (Doug) Haist, Director 
John M. Hartog, Chief, Urban Transit Assitance Section 
James L. Smith, Chief, Intercity Transport Development 



187 

APPENDIX D 

ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY 
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· 1. Ashford, Norman, 11 The Planning Function in State Departments of Transpor-
tation, .. Traffic Quarterly Vol. 27, No. 1, January 1973, pp. 49-63. 

The author discusses the trends adopted to date that the various 
state DOT 1 S in existence have followed with regard to approaches to 
multimodal planning. He classified all (as they currently exist into 
either: (1) an equal status division, or (2) an advisory staff 
agency. Recommendations point toward the evolvement of planning into 
a two-ti~r structure - with policy planning located in the Office of 
the Secretary and operational planning carried out by the Division of 
Planning as an equal status division. 

2. Ballard, Cordelle K., .. Transportation Dependents, .. T1raffic Quarterly Vol. 
21, No. 1, January 1967, pp. 83-90. 

The author discusses the transportation needs of a large number of 
people throughout our country without adequate transportation 
facilities - elderly persons. 

3. Baxter, McDonald and Company, Transportation in Iowa, A Review of Key 
Pol icy Issues, Berkeley, Ca 1 i forni a, April 1969. 

The material in this volume is addressed to the examination of five 
key transportati.on policy ·issues of prime importance to the State of 
Iowa. These are: (1) Regulation of Transportation, (2) Fragmentation 
of State Authority in Transportation, (3) Freight and Passenger 
Service to Small Towns, (4) Airport Planning, (5) Sharing of 

. Responsibility in Highway Planning, (6) A Proposal for a Unified 
State Department of Transportation. In each case, the background of 
the issue is reviewed, central problems identified and analyzed, and 
recommendations as to the various solution alternatives. 

4. Brazda, Richard L., et al., Mass Transit Management: A Handbook for Small 
Cities, Institute for Urban Transportation, Indiana University, 
Bloomington, Indiana, Februari 1971. 

The aim of this handbook is to provide information for the management 
of mass transit, particularly small-scale operations in smaller 
cities in the U.S. It covers such facets as: (1) Organization and 
Finance, (2) Management and Control, (3) Operations, (4) Marketing. 

5. Burco, Robert A., 11 Legislative Perspectives on the State Transportation 
Planning Process and on Transit Planning in California, .. presented at the 
5_4.1h_A!l_!!~~_l_Meeting of the Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C., 
January 1975. 

The State of California created a new multi-modal D~partment of 
Transportation in 1972, and has begun a major statewide transporta­
tion planning effort. This paper examines four concerns about 
multi-modal planning: (1) planning for operations versus planning 
for facilities; (2) relative emphasis on corridor versus local 
travel needs; (3) planning based on technical expertise and 
analytical technique versus public openness and broad participa­
tion; and (4) programming versus master planning. 
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6. Butler, Douglas L., 11 An Ana.lysis of Rural Public Transportation in Iowa, 11 

unpublished M.S. thesis, Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa, 1975. 
The current status of rural transit in Iowa is summarized in this 
thesis. Funding sources and other relevant operating guidelines are 
also presented. 

7. Carstens, R. L. and Csanyi, L. H., 11 A Model for Estimating Transit Usage 
in Cities in Iowa, .. Highway Research Record 213, 1968, pp. 42-49. 

This study developed a model for estimating annual totals for 
patronage and revenues using the following as independent variables: 
quantity of transit service provided, average fare, size of City, and 
proportion of population not in the working force. 

8. Cudahy, Brian J., 11 Financing Transit: The Boston Experience, 11 Highway 
Research Record 476, 1973, pp. 4-7. 

Operat1onal and Economic administrative experiences of a transit 
system are described. The history of the present Massachusetts Bay 
Transportation Authority is presented and its operating expenses, 
which are the source of the major problems, are discussed in detail. 
A bri.ef discussion of statutory issues and proposed legislation 
conclude the paper. 

9. Dueker, Kenneth J. and Bair, Brent 0., Final Report: Transit Development 
Program for Iowa City, Coralville, and the University of Iowa, Center for 
Urban Transportation Studies, the Institute of Urban and Regional Research, 
University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa, 1974. · 

The purpose of the study is to develop for the Iowa City - Coralville 
urban area a five year transit development program which is consis­
tent with its transportation needs, especially the needs of transit­
dependent residents, and which is consistent with the goals and 
values of the residents of the area. 

10. Fisher, Ronald J., 11 UMTA Plans and Policies for Transit Innovations, 11 

presented at the 54th Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research Board, 
Washington, D.C., January 1975. · 

The author discusses how the Service and Methods Demonstrations 
Program is structured to assist innovative efforts in public trans­
portation. Some examples are mentioned, such as preferential 
treatment for buses in traffic, 11 para-transit, 11 11 User side 11 subsidy, 
as well as discussion of experimental demonstrations as opposed to 
exemplary demonstration projects. 

11. Hart, William D., 11 Public Financial Support for Transit, .. Technical Study 
Memorandum No. 7, Technical Services Division, Highway Users Federation, 
Washington, D.C., 1973. · 

This study details the many ways in which states have provided 
assistance, eithe~ directly or through enabling legisl~tion. 

12. Hart, William D., 11 Compilation of State Laws, 11 Appendix to Technical Study 
Memorandum No. 7 - Public Financial Support for Transit, Highway Users 
Federation, Technical Services Division, Washington, D.C., 1973. 
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The Appendix is a compilation of state laws which provide direct 
assistance for public transit, as well as public authority for local 
agencies to levy specific taxes, issue bonds, etc., for support of 
public transit. North Carolina, South Carolina, South Dakota, 
Vermont, and Wyoming had no applicable transit provisions as of 
December 31, 1972.. · 

13. Heathington, Kenneth W. and Zobrak, Marcel J., An Analysis of Two Privately 
Owned Demand-Responsive Transportation Systems, The University of Tennessee, 
Transportation Research Center, Knoxville, Tennessee, 1973. 

· This paper analyzes two privately owned demand-responsive transporta­
tion systems that have been in operation for several years. One 
system operates in Davenport, Iowa, and the other in Hicksville, New 
York. 

14. Institute for Defense Analysis, Economic Characteristics of the Urban 
Public Transportation Industry, Arlington, Virginia, 1972. 

This study considers the economic aspects of urban public transporta­
tion. Bus transit, rail transit, and taxicab operations are . 
separately considered. Also included is an analysis of external 
costs of public ~ransportation, air pollution, noise and accident 
costs. 

15. Iowa Office for Planning and Programming, Iowa Department of Transportation, 
a Design for Growth, Des Moines, Iowa, September 1971. 

This report was prepared and submitted at the request of Governor 
Robert D. Ray for the purpose of: (1) analyzing the requirement for 
an Iowa Department of Transportation, (2) develop an understanding 
of the organizational and operational aspects of such an organization, 
and (3) identify issues which must be addressed in the decision making 
area requisite to organizational implementation. 

16. Iowa State University, Engineering Research Institute, Integrated Analysis 
of Small Cities Intercity Transportation to Facilitate the Achievement of 
Regional Urban Goals, Ames, Iowa, 1974. 

This report covers a study of the relationship between transportation 
system characteristics and the potential for growth in multi-county 
rural regions and their central place conmunities. Transportation 
system data for nine rural regions in Iowa are provided. 

17. Kirby, Ronald F., Para-Transit: a Summary Assessment of Experience and 
Potential, The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C., 1974. 

In response to a request by the DOT, the Urban Inst'itute has conducted 
a review and evaluation of the use of para-transit modes. In this 
study the Institute has assessed the pertinence of para-transit 
serivces to urban travel needs and has marshaled arguments for action 
armed at taking gerater advantage of these services. 

18. Kurnow, Ernest and Brief, Richard P., 11 Effecting Change in Public Policy: 
Financing Urban Transportation in the New York, New Jersey, and 
Connecticut Region, 11 Highway Research Record 476, 1973, pp. 49-56. 
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In this study, an 11 enterprise 11 approach was adopted that would be 
applicable to the analysis of problems relating to financing urban 
transportation systems in any metropolitan area. 

19; Michigan Department of State Highways and Transportation, Dial-A-Ride 
Transportation, Bureau of Urban and Public Transportation, Lansing, 
Michiga·n, December 1974. 

This is a status report of the Michigan DART program. Community data, 
ridership trends, cost data, and community ·impacts are discussed. 

20. New York Department of Transportation, Public Transportation Operating 
Assistance: Evaluation and OptioMs, Planning Division, Albany, New York, 
January 1975. · 

This report is in response to a legislative mandate to evaluate the 
State Operating AssistaAce Program. The DOT determined the role of 
transit service, evaluated the current program, projected future 
transit d~ficits fo"r various fares and service levels,. developed and 
evaluated alternative pr0grams and submitted findings for legislative 
consideration. 

21. Oregon Department of Transportation, Intercity Bus Transportation in 
Oregon, Preliminary Report, Planning Section, Salem, Oregon, February 1975. 

This study was undertaken to determine intercity bus transportation 
needs for inclusion in a. comprehensive, integrated transportation 
system in Oregon. Current service, ridership patterns and demand 
poteinti'al are discussed and recommendatio.ns provided. 

22. Orski, C. Kenneth, 11 UMTA: Future Directfons, 11 presented at the 54th 
Annual Meeting of the Transp0rtation Research Board, Washington, D.C, 
January 1975. · 

The author discusses the implementation of the National Mass 
Transportation Assistance Act of 1974 as an agent of change in 
transportation planning concepts. Other, existing programs are 
mentioned, and their possible effect on planning. 

23. Pennsylvania Departmer:~t of Transportation, Operating Guidelines and 
Standards for the Mass Transportation Assistance Program, Bureau of Mass 
Transit, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, January 1973. 

' To deal more effectively with problems confronting public transit 
systems, the DOT is developing the means of insuring that steps are 
taken by tran.sit-·authorities and agencies to maximize transit services 
in proportion to the existing and potential demand and to improve 
efficiency. This report documents the initial efforts to establish 
guidelines to meet these objectives. 

24. Reed, Marshall F., Jr., and Difiglio, Carmen, 11Testing Urban Transit•s 
Future, .. Technical Study Memorandum No. 10, Technical Services Division, 
Highway Users Federation, Wash.ington, D.C., September 1974. 

The study discusses the ... sketch planning 11 process, developed for quick 
analysis of proposed improvem~nts to public transit. It provides 
prompt answers to such questions as: what transit ridership and what 
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costs can be expected if only the present transit service levels are 
continued to 1990?; how many riders can be gained by greatly 
increasing the number of buses and what would be the cost?; and what 
is the likely ridership and cost resulting from adding grade 
separated rail or bus service? 

25. Roth, Gabriel J., 11 Regulation of Buses in Cities, 11 Highway Research 
Record 476, 1973, pp. 21-29·. 

This paper examines the main types of regulation. Conclusions are 
that controlling standards of safety, noise, and fumes to avoid the 
infliction of excessive costs on the public is generally desirable; 
regulating timetables, possibly in the form of subsidies to operators 
Who keep them, may have merit; cantrall ing route operation and fares 
may not serve a useful purpose; and restrictions on the introduction 
of new bus services are not logical. Grants related to passenger 
mileage on all or selected routes appear to be the most desirable 
form of subsidy, for they directly encourage the provision of services 

· desired by travelers. 

26. Rubina, Richard G., 11 A Quest for Integrated and Balanced Transportation 
Systems in State Government, 11 Research Report 5 Transportation Center, 
Department of Urban and Regional Planning, the Florida State University, 
Tallahassee, Flordia, June 1971. 

This report evaluates the present status and effectiveness of state 
departments of transportation, develops an understanding of the 
successes and failures to date, and evaluates stats trahsportation 
functions in terms of constitutional, legislative, structural, and 
political restraints. Identification of the deficiencies of existing 
operations lead to recommendations for protedufes to overcome the 
problems of fragmentation and lack of intergovernmental coordination. 

27. Scheiner, James I., 11 The Demonstration of Free Transit, 11 presented at the 
54th Annual Meeting of the Transportation Research B6ard, Washington, D.C., 
January 1975. . 

The Nationa·l Mass Transportation Assistance Act of 1974 provides $40 
million for demonstrations of free transit over the next two years. 
The paper reviews four myths of free transit and discusses three 
specific applications for free transit. 

28. Transportation Research Board, 11 lssues in Statewide Transportation 
Plann.ing, 11 Special Report 146, 1974. 

This publication presents a summary of find.ings of a conference on 
statewide transportation planning· held in Williamsburg, Virginia in 
February, 1974. The conference included workshops on (1) organization 
and administration, (2) policy planning, (3) systems planning and 
programming methodology (both passenger and freight) , and (4) state 
and regional development. 

29. Tye, William B., 11 Economics of Urban Transit Capital Grants, 11 Highway 
Research ·Record 476, 1973, pp. 30-35 .. 

This paper discusses the four arguments that support the restriction 
of federal grants to capital expenses of public transit and concludes 
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that each of these to be.without merit. The conclusion is that funds 
should be allocated as a generalized subsidy to transit serviCe 
rather than restricted to capital expenses. 

30. U. S. Cong.ress, Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964 and Related Laws, 
U. S. Department of Transportation, Washington, D.C., November 1974. 

This pamphlet sets forth the statutes authorizing and governing the 
conduct of the federal urban mass transportation program as of 
November 26, 1974. It includes the provisions of the original act, 
related laws, ·and amendments through this date. 

31. U. S. Congress, Subcommittee on Economy in Government of the Joint Economic 
Committee, Hearings: Part 5. Federal Transportation Policy,_ U. S. 
Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C., 1970. 

G. H. Bakke, Secretary, Wisconsin Department of Transportation, 
addressed the subcommittee on the subject of improving the allocation 
of federal transportation expenditures. 

32. U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 11 Transportation for the 
Elderly; The State of the Art, 11 DHEW Publication No. (OHD) 75-20081, 
Washington, D.C., January 1975. 

The report transmits findings from a study of the state of the art 
of transportation for the elderly. The report covers existing public 
transportation, special systems, and personal transportation. 

33. U. S. Department of Transportation, A Study of Revenue Mechanisms for 
Financing Urban Mass Transportation, Nat1onal Technical Information 
Service PB 236 005, Springfield, Virginia, 1974. 

This report covers the analysis of two revenue mechanisms for 
financing urban mass transportation, a transit fuel tax and an 
additional gasoline tax imposed in urban areas. The report includes 
an analysis o.f the magnitude of revenues that could be raised, tax 
rates required to raise these revenues, tax incidence, potential 
impact on transit usage, and-mechanisms for tax collection. 

34. Urban Mass Transportation Administration, 11 Capital and Operating Assistance 
Formula Grants; Interim Guiaelines and Procedures, 11 Federal Register Vol. 
40, No.8, Part IV, Washington, D.C., January 1975. 

The pamphlet is the advanced notice of proposed rulemaking for 
distribution of Section ~ funds of the Urban Mass Transportation Act 
of 1964 as amended by the.National Mass Transportation Assistance 
Act of 1974. 

35. Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Operating Assistance Program for 
Urban Mass Transit, Information for Applicants, Division of Planning, 
Madison, Wisconsin, September 1974. 

An information booklet describing the assistance programs and the 
application procedures for requesting mass transportation operating 
assistance. Reporting requirements are detailed. 
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36; Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Transportation Revenue, Allocation, 
Needs Study, Madison, Wisconsin, January 1974. 

The study was undertaken to address the problem of securing adequate 
state revenues on a long-term basis for mass transit purposes and for 
the state trunk highway system. The report contains a summary of 
findings and recommendations for funding sources and allocations. 
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APPENDIX E 

HISTORICAL DATA FOR 

URBAN TRANSIT PROPERTIES 

IN IOWA 



Table 1. Historical summary of operating data, Ames. 

Year Service Annual Annual Annual Annual 
area revenue revenue operating operating 

population passengers miles of revenues, expenses, 
service $ $ 

1974 42,100 104,000 101,000 23,901 56,777 
1973 41,600 87,200 91,000 23,606 42,962 
1972 Not Available 
1971 40,300 108,337 107,578 44,366 
1970 39,505 105,517 150,648 39,869 

1966-1969 Not Available 
1965 34,826 238}194" 146,171 41,686 
1964 33,261 225,799 142,131 40,614 
1963 31,697 246,453 143,387 38,580 
1962 30,132 269,997 139,187 40,334 
1961 28,568 249,870 150,076 38,976 
1960 27.,003 228,661 134,588 35,760 
1959 26,592 212,062 117,077 34,221 
1958 26,182 234,791 109,638· 31,015 

Sources: 1973-1974, City of Ames. Revenu~ passengers and revenue miles estimated 
from passenger data (October-December, 1974), receipts, and route struc­
ture. 
1970-1971, Iowa Transit Association. 
1958-1965, Midwest Transportation, I.nc. 

1-' 
1.0 
0) 



---------------------------------------------------------------------

Table 2. Historical summary of operating data, Burlington. 

Year Central Service Annual Annual 
city area revenue r~venue 

population population passengers miles of 
service 

1974 31,500 34,785 328,196' 244,377 
1973 31,700 34,970 195,919 24~,411 
1972 31,900 35,155 193,737 245,217 
1"9 71 32,133 35,330 243,044 259,701 
1970 32~366 35,505 336,377 307~489 

1966-1969 Not Av~ilable 
19()5 33,285 36,135 521,6151 316~a75 
1964 33~114 35~906 523,609 326,339 
1963 32,943 35,677 545 '877 332,816 
1962 32,772 35,448 570,164 <336,514 
1961 32,601 35,219 568,012 34 9 '901 
1960 32,430 34,990 627;422 376,525 
1959 32,248 34,713 631,947 375,320 
1958 32,067 34,438 708,914 372,638 
1957 31,885 34~161 876,366 400,497 
1956 31,703 33,885· 1;,062,769 4~6,546 
1955 31,522 33,599 1,306,510 471,106 
1954 31,340 33,332 1,586,210 498,226 
1953 31, 158 33,156 2,091,391 569,628 
1952 30,976 32,779 2~521,296 664,332 
1951 30,795 32,504 2,519,950 665,250 
1950' 30,613 32,227 2,920,784 729,540 

Sources: 1974, Burlington Urban Servic~. 
1950-1973, Burlington Transit Lines, Inc. 

Annual Annl!al 
operating operating_ 
r~venuel), expenses, 

$ $ 

51,403 158 '37 9 
96,760 120,213 
67,037 106,068 
81,569 113,663 
92,930 103,894 

ll1~43l 
111,622 
116,575 
121,318 H 

121,676 
l,p 

--~ 

134~615 
136,865 
135~478 
144,898 
153,635 

. 174,370 
196,930 
236,739• 
241,522 



Table 3. Historical summary of operating data, Cedar Rapids. 

Year Central Service Annual Annual 
city area revenue . revenue 

population population passengers miles of 
service 

1974 112,467 132,911 1,392,189 764,882 
1973 113,033 132,821 1,185,064 722,527 
1972 113,600 132,732 1,077,334 734,618 
1971 112,121 130,-701 1,149,961 800,713 
1970 110,642 128,670 1 '250 ,-5 96 837,034 
1969 109,223 126,699 1,398,391 793,093 
1968 107,803 124,727 1,502,970 799,467 
1967* 106,584 122,755 936,734 579,034 
1966 N o t Ava i 1-a b 1 e 
1965 103,545 118,812 1,514,745 804,057 
1964 101,243 115,633 1,622,498 800,361 
1963 98,941 112,454 1,747,635 791;989 
1962 96,639 109,275 1,824,924 818,469 
1961 94,337 106,096 1,930,351 853-,428 
1960 92,035 102,917 2,201,409 .936,550 

*April - December, only. 

Sources: 1967-1974, Regional Transit Corporation, Inc. 
1960-1965, Cedar Rapids City Lines. 

Annual Annual 
operating -operating 
revenues, expenses, 

$ $ 

415,679 606,993 
343,718 444,762 
317,075 411,218 
318,113 419,191 
347,384 412,801 
~63,271 391,459 
328,235 377,027 
211,334 275,354 

...... 
1.0 

340,723 (X) 

338,423 
345,408 
360,567 
361,858 
408,239 



Tabl~ 4. Historical summary of op~rating data~ Clinton. 

Year S erv ·i:ce ·Annual Annual 
area revenue revenu~ 

population pa,~seng~rs miles of 
service 

1974 35,633 523,187 281,050 
1973 35,567 470,190* 304 "728* 

.. . ' 
1972 35,500 493,806 313,786 
1971 ~5dl0 526.,?39 ~05,6,20 

1970 34,719 575,761 308,959 
1969 34,441 6,28,842 308~110 
1968 34,164 652,713 313~054 
1967 33,886 634,044 309,035 
1966 33,609 605,313 310,617 
1965 33,331 584,446 285,900 
1964 33,383 571,972 258,9q4 
1963 33,434 570; 177 266,465 
1962 33,486 ·561,400 265,991 
1961 33 ~ 5 37 5.46,269 246,142 

* Estimated. 
Sources: 1966~1974, Clinton Municipal Transit Authority. 

1960-1965, Interstate Adw!=!r Company. 

Annual Annual 
o P ~ ·r a. t i n g qpera t ing 
revenu~~' !=!Xpenses, 

$ $ 

102 ,888* ?19,866* 
86 '98.5 . 234,201 
91,147 212 ,.5 63 
~7,16,9 19~,885 

10Q,297 174 '1 JQ 
103,632 162,648 
108,004 158,690 

!"::-' 
104y404" 136,292 t€ 

99,683 131,293 
93,909 
88,895 
89,898 
g0,821 
88,058 



Table 5. Historical summary of operating data, Council Bluffs. 

Year Service 
area 

population 

Annual 
revenue 

passengers 

Sources: 1971-1974, Metro Area Transit. 
19-58-1970, City Transit' Lines, Inc. 

Annual 
revenue 
miles of 
service 

Annual 
operating 
revenues, 

$ 

Annual 
operating 
expenses, 

$ 



Table 6. Historical summary of operating data, Davenport. 

Year Central Service 
city area 

population population 

1974 99,300 99,300 
1 9T3 99,800 101,216 
1972 100,300 100,300 
1971 99,384 122,482 
1970 98,469 120,595 
1969 97,800 118,954 
1968 97,132 117,313 
1967 96,464 115,673 
1966 95,796 114,032 

Source: City Transit Authority. 

Ann ua 1 
revenue 

passengers 

939,123 
894,094 
878,110 
929,003 

1,056,267 
1,231,738 
1,601,237 
1,843,488 
1,925,199 

Annual 
revenue 
miles of 
service 

672,206 
617,706 
625,824 
619,077 
713,638 
803,817 
897,304 
987,207 
996,165 

Annual 
operating 
revenues, 

$ 

254,188 
251,853 
281,084 
294,618 
325,206 
396,126 
423,293 
483,698 
496,337 

Annual 
operating 
expenses, 

$ 

555,884 
485,732 
487,551 
446,554 
432,032 
411,582 
432,150 
453,515 
438,395 

N 
0 
1-' 



Table 7. Historical summary of operating data, Des Moines. 

Year Central Service Annual Annual Annual 
city area revenue revenue operating 

population population passengers miles of revenues, 
service $ 

1974 200,033 249,762 4,156,004 1,842,540 1,511,016 
1973 203,767 250,524 3,956,004 1,806,563 1,553,169 
1972 207,500 251,286 4,411,022 1,939,385 1,674,176 
1971 204;.044 246,028 4,936,700 2,171,185- 1,733,001 
1970 200,587 240;770 5,068,335 2,223,021 1,755,392 
1969 202,125 240,507 5,661,501 2,272,508 1;684,075 
1968 203,663 240,242 5,928,136 2_ ,_3 5. 7' 4 3 0 1 '7_4 0' 04 5 
1967 205,201 239,980 6,399,741 2,414,970 1,768,678 
1966 206,739 239,717 6,663,963 2,437,466 1 ,713 '512 
1965 207,113 238,828 6,602,635 2,.437,048 1,670,9Q6 
1964 207,487 237,506 6,700,936 2,4-02 '731 1,682,616 
1963 -207,860 236,183 7,065,908·• 2,439,534 1,740,450 
1962 208,234 234,863 7,469,479 2,594,316 1,857,194 
1961 208,608 233,514 7,702,800 2,636,664 1,880,415 
1960 - 208,982 232,219 8,361,655 3,040,811 2,012,141 
1959 205,880 226,998 9,191,435 3,041,870 1,911,428 
1958 202,779 222,528 11,467,200 3,504,838 2,096,782 
1957 199,677 218,059 12,361,029 3,644,653 2,112,390 
1956 196,575 213,888 13,110,304 3,722,009 2,202,530 
1955 193,474 209,119 14,741,071 4,144,498 2,344,977 
1954 190,372 204,650 17,529,124 4,743,223 2,662,408 
1953 187,270 200,179 20,770,852 5,317,543 2,690,787 
1952 184,168 195,710 22,535,313 5,647,134 
1951 -181,067 191,240 25,480,478- 6,722,263 
1950 177,965 186,771 28,583,282 7,048,987 

Sources: 1966-1974, Des Moines Metropolitan Transit Authority. 
1950-1965, Des Moines Transit Company. 

Annual 
operating 
expenses, 

$ 

2,219,187 
L919,785 
1,830,443 
1 '7·6·8 '7 10 
1,779,737 
1,717,833 
1,775,756 
1,792,708 

N 
C) 
N 
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Table 8. Historical summary of operating data, Dubuque. 

Year Central Service Annual Annual Annual Annual 
city area .revenue revenue operating operating 

population populati..a-n passengers imiles of revenues, expenses, 
service $ . $ 

1974 64,600 64,600 1,179,816 573,667 329,930 632,175 
1973 65~2,00 66,837 1,~94,749 597,955 324,292 769,290 
1972 65,800 68,240 2,130~056 977,600 -397,454 907,039 
1971 64,054 66,478 2,509,064 1,064,161 455,917 896,177 
1970 62,309 64,717 2,745,389 1,108,266 489,872 848,712 
1969 62~445 64,837 3,45-4,262 1,262,558 518,460 870,794 
1968 62,581 64,957 3,794,779 1,357,022 502,920 860,538 
1967 62,717 65,077 3 ' 8 7 5- ,--8 8 0 1,339,968 .512,970 794,296 
1966 62,853 65,197 3,912,476 1,334,746 518,372 760,759 
1965 61,812. 64,140 3,305,315 1 '0'23 '9·2·6 417,815 

N 
1964 60,771 63,083 3,207,484 1,031,612 408,626 0 

1963 59,730. 61,984 3,187,760 1,027,538 410,839 
w 

1962 58,688 60,885 3,290,178 1,058,831 430,867 
1961 57,647 59,787 3,159,746 1,048,326 415,759 
1960 56,606 58,688 3,251,581 1,022,725 427,187 
1959 55,912 57,956 3,209,225 970,703 424,586 
1958 55,219 57,224 2,955,314 938,034 388,762 
1957 54,526 56,492 2,970,859 947,936 392,764 
1956 53,832. 55,760 3,364,237 1,078,617 448,189 
1955 53,138 55,028 3,627,509 1,130,306 484,231 
1954 52,445 54,296 3,985,019 1,170,930 533,140 
1953 51,752 ·53,564 ·5,076,328 1,214,245 542,792 
1952 51,058 52,832 5,758,109 1,183,362 539,544 
1951 50,364 52,100 6,363,590 1,259,353 536,401 
1950 49,671 51,368 6,846 '97~- 1,248,068 470,127 

Sources~ 1974, Key Line. 
1973, Interstate Power Company and Keyll. i ne. 
1950-1972, Interstate Power Company. 
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Table 9. Historical summary of operating data, Ft. Dodge. 

Year 

1966-1974 
1965 
1964 
1963 

. 1962 
1961 
1960 
1959 
1958 
1957 
1956 

Service 
area 

popualtion 

29,654 
29,403 
29,152 
28 '90'1 
28 '650 
28,399 
28,071 
27,742 
27,414 
27,085 

Not 

Annual 
revenue 

passengers 

available. Closed 
446,245 
4.42,476 
468,103 
496,568 
503,003 
529,559 
575,058 
563,415 
567,211 
636,966 

.. Annual 
revenue 
miles of 
service 

operation in JuTY, 
236,820 
212,342 
221 '390 
221,269 
216,657 
218,398 
211,539 
211,161 
209,093 
241,784 

Sources: 1956-1965, Fort Dodge Transportation Co. 

L_ ____________________________________________ _ 

Annual 
operating 
revenues, 

$ 

1967. 
72,539 
71,971 
79,508 
80,378 
81,631 
84,730 
76,382 
69,696 
66,938 
75,277 

N ·a 
~ 



Table 10. Historical summary of operating data, 

Year Central Service· Annual 
city area revenue-

.population population passengers 

1974 46,967 48,342 1,413,400 
1973 47,433 48,785 1,303,824 
1972 47,900 49,227 1,268,813 
1971 Not Available 
1970 46,850 48,115 491,207 
1969 45,573 46,807 662,501---
i968 44,297 45,500 860,966 
1967 43,020 44,193 917,422 
1966 41,744 42,886 500,597 
1965 40,467 41,578 442,622 
1964 39,062 40,119 434,853 

. 1963 37,657 38,660 441,227 
1962 36,253 37,202 419,874 
1961 .34 '848 35,743 403,399 
1960 33,443 34,284 409,896 
1959 32,820 33,622 505;438 

Sources: 1968-1974, Iowa City Transit. 
1959~1967, Iowa City Coach Co. 

Iowa City. 

Annual Annual Annual 
revenue operating operating 
miles of revenues, expenses, 
service $ $ 

475,057 -212,691 468,000 
471,477 195,569 409,760 

191,533 3 50-,905 

284,573 122,798 
142;555 
121,065 

264,484 91,-7-42 
223,513 87,172 N 

0 231,753 84,806 U"1 

242,472 80,141 
228,100 81,588 
2.37,046 79,558 
253,649 76,923 
255,990 82,606 
257,716 84,697 
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Table 11. Historical summary of operating data, Marshalltown. 

Year Service Annual Annual Annual Annual 
area revenue revenue operating.\ operating 

population passengers miles of revenues, expenses, 
service $ $ 

1974 27,233 85,000 45,000 21,237 40,350 
1973 27,667 67,000 71,000 16,787 36,207 

1971-1972 Not Available * 
1970 26,219 260,855 . -158 '408 52 ,173 . 

1966-1969 Not Available 
1965 24,370 325,021 153,810 59,87·2. 
1964 24,000 335,809 145,075 54,442 
1963 23,630 357,949 139,698 47,770 
1962 23,261 363,230 139,875 46,907 
1961 22,891 386,951 133,532 47~525 

1960 22-,521 402,605 129,224 43,679 
1959 22,251 435,964 129,490 45,458 
1958 21,981 397,316 129,288 41,319 
1957 21,711. 397,316 129,211 40,068 
1956 21,-441 386,117 129,580 39,625 

* Extrapolated from records av~ilable for nine months only. 

Sources: 1973-1974, Marshall Motor Coach. 
financial records. 

E s t i mated from 1 route s t r u c t u r e and 

1970, Iowa Transit Association. 
1956-1965, Marshall Motor Coach .. 

N 
0 
0"1 



Table 12; Historical summary of operating data, Mason City. 

Year 

1974 
1973 

1971-1972 
1970 

1966-1969 
1965 
1964 
1963 . 
1962 
1961· 
1960 
1959 . 
1958 
1957 

Service 
area 

population 

31,333 
31,667 

30,491 

30,700 
30,688 
30,676 
30,665 
30,654 
30,642 
30,376 
30,110 
29,843 

Annual 
revenue 

passengers 

98,000 
100,000 

Not 
379,173 

Not 
589~072 
588 '936 
554,277 
501,400 
502,570 
505,759 
528,325 
488,746 
542,832 

Annual 
· revenue 

miles of 
service 

90,000 
90,000 

Available 
207,340 

Available 
250,280 
281,700 
337,833 
296,580 
290,460 

.289,200 
287' 100 
285,200 
308,995 

Annual 
operating 
revenues, 

$ 

29,000 
30,625 

44,611 

77,962 
77,076 
80,168 
79,128 
75,375 
70,480 
75,266 
70,487 
72,520 

Annual 
·operating 

expenses, 
$ 

47,000 
48,625 

Sources: 1973-1974, Public Transit Comp~ny. Revenue passengers and revenue miles 
estimated by.operator; oper~ting revenues and expenses estimated from 
fare ~t~ucture, route structure, and operator•s record~. 
1970, Iowa Transit Association 
1957-1965, City Transit, Inc. 

N 
·0 ....., 



Table 13. Historical summary of operating data, Muscatine. 

Year Service Annual Annual . Annual 
area revenue revenue operating 

popu.l at ion passengers miles of revenues~ 

service $ 

19 7l-19-7 4 Not Available. · Ceas~d o~~ratio~ June 30, 1971. 
1970 22,405 . 227,578 41,187 

1965-1969 Not Available 
1964 21,775 280;921 134,529 48,139 
1963 21;576 293,219 138,475 48,869 
1962 21,376 300,584 143,361 51,162 N 

1961 21,176 280,161 136,810 43,411 
0 
00 

1960 20,997 315,354 132,635 46,048 
1959 20,801 327,378 131,534 46,582 
1958 20,606 321,289 131,652 42,598 
1957 20,410 326,196 135,537 41,782 
1956 20,215 346,726 140,831 43,963 

Sources: 1970, Iowa Transit Association 
1956-1964, Midwest Transit Lines of Muscatine. 



Table 14. Historical sum~ary of operating data~ Ottumwa. 

Year 

1974 
1973 

1971-1972 
1970. .. 

1966-1969 
.1965 
1964 
1963 
1962 
1961 
1960 
1959 
1958 
1957 
1956 
1955 
1954 
1953 
1952 

Service 
area 

popuiatiort 

29,833 
29,767 

29,610 

31,7 40 
32,167 
32,593 
33,019 
33,445 
33,871 
33,847 
33,823 
33,799 
33,775. 
33,751 
'33 '727 
33,703 
33,679 

Annual 
revenue 

passengers 

. 356,460 
325,216 

Not 
759,184 

Not 
1,014,428 
1,123,874 
1,065,588 
1,101,832 
1,109,104 
1,226,338 
1,174,984 

973,854 
971 '59 7 

1, 044 '588 
1,247,609 
1,503,891 
1,821,050 
2,029,740 

Annual 
revenue 
miles of 
service 

219~726 
203,197 

Available 
3.09 '834. 

Av.ai.lable 
377,575 
324,544 
323,472 
330,032 
338,720 
345,007 

. 348,754 
341,199 
335,807 
350,826 
414,955 
57 4 ~~:9 55 
644,161 
616,288 

Annual 
operating 

·revenues, 
$ 

87,898 
81,304 

136,548 

199,131 
16j,437 

. 153,037 
164,578 
160,749 
169,104 
159,404 
133,698 
137,032 
145,046 

Annual 
operating 
expenses, 

$ . 

187,855 
187,000 

Sources: 1973-1974, Ottumwa Transit Authority and Ottumwa Transit Lines. Estimated 
from route structure, fare structure, financial records, and ridership 
survey (September-December, 1974) 
1970, Iowa Tran~it AssO~iation. 
1952-1965,. Ottumwa Transit Lines. 

N 
0 
1.0 



Table 15. Historical summary of ope:ating data, 

Year Central Ser.vi ce Annual 
city area• "" revenue 

population p o p u 1 a t ;, o n passengers 

1974 89,933 97,899 1,387,816 
1973 88,967 96,921 1,132,537 
1972 88,000 95,943 810,334 
1971 86,962 94,884 863,300 
1970 85,925 93,845 985,725 
1969 86,248 94,156 569,205 

1.966-1968. Not Available 
1965 87,542 95,178 1,714,220 
1964 87,865 9 5 '413. 1 '7 8 5·, 714 
1963 88,189 95,650 1;997,061 
1962 88,512 95,886 2,419,033 
l96l 88,836 96,123 2,503,119 
1960 89,159. 96 '3.59 2,858,350 
1959 88,642 95,678 3,033~641 

Sources: 1969-1974, Sioux City Transit. 
1959-1965, Sioux City Lines. 

Sioux City. 

Annual Annual Annual 
revenue operating operating 
miles of revenues,. expenses, 
service $ $ 

630,486 344,862 669,049 
537,893 .311,928 439,650 
496,834 248,727 352,844 
539,520 302,164 383,524 
619,000 2 81 '917 360,255 
475,000 162,792 321,793 

N 
898,580 391,501 I-' 

958,482 412,495 
0 

980,317 460,906 
·1,003,553 474,425 

1,037,930 474,872 
. 1,083,837 509,186 
1,087,844 518,900 



Table 16. Historical summ~ry of operating data, Waterloo. 

Year Central Service Annual Annual Annual Annual 
city area revenue revenue operating o·pe·ra t i ng 

population P·O p u 1 a t i on passengers miles of revenues, expenses, 
service $ $ 

1974 76,033 108,576 744,897 521,722 166,853 422,745 
1973 76,367 108,153 598,339 502,380 162,721 351,897 

. 1972 76,700 107,729 566,270 443,757 169,650 338,044 
1971 76,116 106,429 640,947 475,319 192,160 345,550 
1970 75,533 111,343 813,442 631,930 244,033 366,321 
1969 75,156 110' 315 1,030,410 739,829 282,676 34"9 ,665 N 

~ 

1968 . 74,:778 109,286 1,102,757 780,614 273,544 323,282 
~ 

1967 74,400 108,256 1,191,434 729,346 286,386 319,891 
1966 74,023 107,228 1,274,465 630,766 288,578 

Source: Metropolitan Transit Authority of Black Hawk County, Inc. 
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APPENDIX F 

TRANSIT SERVICE 

REPORTING FORMS 
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The reporting schedules included in this Appendix have been com­

pressed in the interest of reducing page requirements. The intent here 

is to suggest the extent of data which should be obtained by the Public 

Transit Division without particular concern for the schedule design. 
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Iowa DOT - PTD Schedule 1 

Service Characteristfcs. and Operattng. 

I. Transit Agency 

Name 

Equ·i pment lnventor_y 

Address -------------------------

Telephone -----------------------

Indivi;dual Responstble. for' Da,Hy OperaUons, 

Name~ ---------------------------
Address -------------------------

Telephone --------------

Population of Service Area· ---------

Number of Employees 

Emp 1 oyees Provi di rrg: Revenu:e Service. 
(Bus operators,. dispatchers , etc. ) -------



( 

II. Service Characteristics Data - Regular Routes 

Round 
Number of Headways Round Trip 

- Trip 
Vehicles Used (minutes) Time Average Average 

Route Route Daily Daily Daily Daily 
Name & length Running Lay- Revenue Revenue Passengers Fare-Box 

# (miles) Peak Off-Peak Peak Off-Peak Time over Total Miles Hours Served Revenue 

Totals 
Receipts from 
Passes no~Attrib~table 
to Specific Routes 

Total Passenger 
Fare Revenues 



III. Service Characteristics Data - Special Routes 
Special Services might include express routes, urban school routes, 
special commuter routes, or other services not included as a Contract 
service. Not all characteristics may be applicable to each service. 

Round 
Trip Number 

Daily Daily Average Average Route of Headways Daily Service Length Vehicles (minutes) Revenue Revenue Daily Fares Description (mi 1 es·) Used Miles Hours Passengers 
$ 
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IV Fare Structure 

Base Transfers Student Elderly Other 
Fare Fares Fares Cash 

Fares 

Tokens 
or 

Passes 
Price Period of Use 

· · A. Regular Service 

B. Special Services 

V Revenue Contracts 

Revenue Contracts to be considered include, but are not limited to, 

the following: on-board advertising, school transportation contracts, 

special employee transportation contracts, charter service, equipment or 

space rental, etc. 

Contract Description 
Current 
Contract 
Period 

VI Expense ~ontracts 

Annual 
Ridership 

Annual 
Revenues 

Estimated Annual 
Expen~es attributed 
to service 

Expense contracts to be considered should include, but are not limited 

tG, the following: management and consulting service contracts, fuel and 

lubricant contracts, building or space rental, maintenance insurance con-

tracts, employee contracts, etc. 

Contract Description Current 
Contract 
Period 

Estimated 
Contract 
Expense 



219 

VII Detailed Operating Expenses 

Items included in this section are to be summarized for the current 

fiscal year as well as the two previous fiscal years. 

Actual Actual 

19 19 

A. Labor 

1) Management 

2) Operator•s Wages 

3) Maintenance Personnel 

4) Other Hourly Wages 

5) Fringe Benefits 

6) Social Security Taxes 

7) Other 

B. Transportation 

1) Fuel and Lubricants (not to include 
state and federal,taxes) 

2) Tires and Tubes 

3) Other 

C. Maintenance and Utilities 

1) Maintenance Contracts (See Section VI) 

2) Revenue Equipment (parts, supplies, painting, etc.) 

3) Non-Revenue Equipment (upkeep and repair of build­
ings, grounds, and non-revenue vehicles) 

4) Utility Costs 

Current 
Year 

Estimated 
19 
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Current 
Actual Actual Year 

Estimated 

19 19 19 

D. Administrative 

1) Management Service 
(See Sect. VI) 

2) Marketing Expenses 
.. (See Sect. VI) 

3) Legal & Audit (not to include transit 
system or city employee costs) 

4) Office Expenses (supplies, telephone, 
banking services, travel expenses, etc.) 

5) Other· 

E. Insurance and Safety . 

F. 

1) Public· L i abi 1 ity and Property Damage Insurance 

2) Injuries and Damages (costs not covered by 
insurance, safety promotion programs) 

3) Workmen•s Compensation 1nsurance 

4) Other Insurance (luggage & cargo· insurance, 
fire a·nd theft insurance, non-covered 1 asses) 

Operating Taxes & Fees 

1) Vehicle Registration 

2) Federal Fuel and Oil Taxes 

3) State Fuel and Oil Taxes 

4) Real Estate and Property Taxes 

5) Other Taxes or Assessments 
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G. Other Operating Expenses 

.Document other operating expenses 
not included in above items. 

H. Total Cash Expenditures 

VIII Contributed Services . 

Actual 

19 

Actual 

19 

Current 
Year 

Estimated 
19 

Services which are directly related to the operation of the transit 

system but are not directly paid by the agency should be estimated. The 

types of services considered here might be installation of bus route signs 

or passenger ~helters by municipal personnel which were not directly 

billed to the agency or included as 11 cash 11 subsidy. These contributions 

'must be estimated for the current fiscal year plus the two previous fiscal 

years. 

Description of 
Service 

Agency Pro vi ding 
Service 

-IX Other Non-Operating Expenses 

Depreciation 

Bond Retirement 

Interest 

Estimated Costs. 
FY FY FY 

Estimated Costs 
FY FY FY 



X Revenue Equipment Inventory 

Vehicle 
Number 

·Make Year Model 

222 

Seating 
Estimated 

Miles 
Current 
Fiscal 
Year 

Total 
Accumulated 

Mileage 
Comments 



223 

Iowa DOT - PTD Schedule 2 

Summary of Operating Expenses and Receipts 

Operating Expenses 

A. Labor 

1. Management 

2. Operators• Wages 

3. Maintenance Personnel 

4. Other Hourly Wages 

5. Fringe Benefits 

6. Social Security Tax 

7. Other 
Subtotal 

I 

B. Transportation 

1. Fuel and Lubricants 

2. Tires and Tubes 

3. Other 

Subtotal 

c. Maintenance and Utilities 

1. Maintenance Contracts 

2. Revenue Equipment 

3. Non-Revenue Equipment 

4. Utility Costs 

Subtotal 

Actual 
FY 19 

Actual 
FY 19 

Estimated 
FY 19 
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D. Administrative 

1. Management Service Contracts 

2. Marketing Expenses 

3. Legal and Audit 

4. Office Expenses 

5. Other 

Subtotal 

E. Insurance and Safety Expenses 

F. 

1. Public Liability and Property 
Damage Insurance 

2. Injuries and Damages 

3. Workmen•s Compensation 

4. Other Insurance 

·Subtotal 

Operating Taxes 

1. Vehicle Registration 

2. Federal Fuel and Oil Taxes 

3. State Fuel and Oil Taxes 

4. Real Estate and Property Taxes 

5. Other taxes or assessments 

Subtotal 

Actual 
FY 19 

Actual 
FY 19 

Estimated 
FY .19 



-

I 

Receipts 

A. Regular Route Service 

1. Base Fares 

2. Transfer Fares 

3. Student Fares 

4. Elderly Fares 

5. Passes or Tokens(not 

6. Other {specify) 

225 

Actual 
FY 19 

incl,uded above) 

Subtotal 

Actual 
FY 19 

Estimated 
FY 19 
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Actual Actual Estimated 
FY 19 FY 19 FY 19 

B. Special Service Receipts 

1. Express Routes 

2. School Bus Routes 

3. Other (specify} 

Subtotal 

c. Contract Receipts 

1. Charter Service 

2. School Bus 

3. Advertising 

4. Rental 

5. Other (specify) 
Subtotal 

D. Subsidy Cash Receipts 

1. Municipal 

2. County 

3. State 

4. Federal 

5. Other (School districts, Businesses, etc.) 

Subtotal 
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Iowa DOT - PTD Schedule 3 

Managemement and Operational Plan Report, FY 

I. Transit Agency 

·Name ------------------
Address ______________ _ 

Te 1 ephone ___________ _ 

Individual Responsible for Daily Operation 

Name ------------------
Address ______________ _ 

Telephone ____________ __ 

Population of Service Area 

Employees 

Employees Providing Revenue 
Service (Bus Operators, dis­
patchers, etc. 

Describe any changes in owner~hip and management which are planned 

during the fiscal year indicating reasons for the change and expect~d 

impact of such change. 
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II. Service tharacteristics Data - Regular Routes 

Any changes in the level of service planned during the year 

should be discussed. Discussion should include: 

• Date the change is expected 

• Relationship between-existing and planned service 

• Relationship to overall transportation plans of community 

• Expected impact upon ridership, expenses and revenues 

The route characteristics data are to be summarized on the attached 

Ex hi bit I I Form. A 11 existing routes offered are to be suinmari zed even 

if no changes in service are ~lanned. 

III, Service Characteristics Data - Special Routes 

Discuss any changes in t~e. types or levels of service planned during 

the year including the items discussed under II above. 

Special route service data are to be summarized on the attached 

Exhibit III. form. All existing services are to be summarized even if 

no changes in service are planned. 

IV. Fare Structure 

Any changes in fare which are planned should be discussed. The 

discussion should include: 

• Date of implementation 

•. Special features such as time of .day which fare is applicable, 

special groups, etc. 

• Expected impact on rid~rship, revenues and expenses 
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V. Revenue Contracts 

Discuss each new or revised rev~nue contract indicating the nature 

of the contract, the anticipated date of initiation, the impact on re~ 

venues and equipment needs. 

VI. Expense Contracts 

As in Section V, discuss new contracts and impacts on annual ex­

penses for contract items. 

VII. Capital Improvements 

Describe any capital improvements which are to be undertaken and 

discuss the impact of the improvement upon operating revenues and ex­

penses. If the agency has- applied or will be applying for capital grant 

funds and the application is on file with the Public Transit Division, 

only a brief description is necessary. 

VIII. Traffic Flow Changes 

Several developments within ~he community may be planned which are 

of value to the operation of the transit system but are not necessarily 

funded by the operating agency. These might include provision of bus 

turnouts, provision of fringe area parking spaces at express route sta­

tions, preferential use of roadway lanes, adjustment of the supply or price 

of parking, etc. 

Each such .alteration should be .described, the expected date of im­

plementation given, and the impact of each improvement discussed. 
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J 

IX. Marketing and Promotion 

The operating agency should describe the specific marketing 

activities which are to be undertaken during the year. The-marketing 

plan should indicate the nature of the activity and the estimated costs. 

Specific items to consider include, but are not limited to the following: 

Market surveys; ridership surveys; special generator studies; radio, 

T~ and newspaper advertising; direct mail advertising; special, reduced 

or free fare promotions; development and distribution programs for route 

map~ and schedules; and promotional materials (caJendars, pens, etc.) 

•::: ·. 



Table 12i Historical summary of operating. data, Mason City. 

Year 

1974 
1973 

1971-1972 
1970 

1966-1969 
1965. 
1964· 
1963 
1962 
1961· 
1960 
1959 .. 
1958 
1957 

Service 
area 

population 

31,333 
31 '667 

30,491 

30,700 
30,688 
30,676 
30,665 
30,654 
30,642 
30,376 
30,110 
29,843 

Annual 
revenue 

passengers 

98,000 
100,000 

.Not 
379,173 

Not 
589,072 
588 '936 
554,277 
501,400 
502,570 
505,?59 
528,325 
488,746 
542,832 

Annual 
revenue 
miles of 
service 

90,000 
90,000 

Available 
207 ~ 340' . 

Available 
250,280 
281,700 
337,833 
296,580 
290,460 
289,200 
287,100 
285,200 
308,995 

Annual 
operating 
revenues, 

$ 

29,000 
30,625 

44~611 

77,962 
77,076 
80,168 
79,128 
75,375 
70,480 
75,266 
70,487 
72,520 

Annual 
operating 
expenses, 

$ 

47,000 
48,625 

Sources: 1973-1974, Public Transit Comp~ny. Revenue passengers and revenue miles 
·estimated by.operator; operating revenues and expenses estimated from 
fare structure, route structure, ~nd operator 1 s record~. 
1970, Iowa Transit Association 
1957-1965, City Transit, Inc. 

1"\) 
·0. 

-....J 



Table 13. ·Historical summary of operating data, Muscatine. 

Year Service Annual Annual Annual 
area revenue revenue operating 

population passengers miles of revenues, 
service $ 

19 71-19-7 4 Not Available. ·Ceased operation June 30, 1971. 
1970 22,405 227,578 41,187 

1965-1969 Not Available 
1964 21,775 280,921 134,529 48,139 

1963 21,576 293,219 138,475 48,869 

1962 21,376 300,584 143,361 51,162 N 

1961 21,176 280,161 136,810 43,411 
0 
CP 

1960 20,997 315,354 132,635 46,048 

1959 20,801 327,378 131,534 46,582 

1958 20,606 321,289 131,652 42,598 

1957 20,410 326,196 135,537 41,782. 

1956 20,215 346,726 140,831 43,963 

Sources: 1970,. Iowa Transit Association 
1956-1964, Midwest Transit Lines of Muscatine. 


